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ABSTRACT 

Christopher John Phillpc'tts - ENGLISH POLICY TOWARDS 
FRANCE DURING THE TRUCES 1389-1417. 

This thesis investigates the development of the 
Plantagenets' policy towards their Valois adversaries 
during the longest period of truce in the Hundred Yezirs 
War, a period during which the balance of advantage swung 
decisively from the French to the English. Chapter I 
analyses the principles behind the conflict on both sides 
and the unsuccessful attempts to reconcile them in a peace 
settlement. The difficulties in achieving a peace arose 
from the differing conceptions of the struggle on the two 
sides of the Channel. There follows a description of the 
military stalemate, which by 1389 had led the protagonists 
to resort to a period of diplomacy and truce as a 
substitute for war. Chapter II considers the peace 
negotiations of these years and how they reflect the 
expanding war aims of the English in regard to territory 
and its tenure in France. Chapter III is a detailed 
account of the series of truces that was in force at this 
time, their terms and the attempts to maintain them, and 
how these also demonstrate English aspirations. Chapter IV 
traces the pattern of conflicts fought despite these 
truces on the frontiers of the Calais March and Guyenne, 
at sea and tifithin the kingdom of England itself, and the 

extent to which these were encouraged by the English and 
French governments. Chapter V considers the occasions on 
which England was prepared to resume an offensive policy 
towards France, ranging from the determination of John of 
Gaunt and Richard II to oppose the expansion of Valois 
interests in Europe in the 1390s, through the defensive 
stance of Henry IV, to Henry V's determination to pursue 
his right to the French crown by military means. Chapter 
VI attempts to apportion the responsibility for these 
policies between the king, the Council and other sections 
of the government, and also the various individuals and 
groups who exerted an influence over foreign policy at 
this time. The Conclusion depicts the styles of diplomacy 

employed by the four main directors of English foreign 

policy during this period: John of Gaunt, Richard II, 
Henry IV and Henry V. The deductions of the previous 
chapters are then drawn upon for a discussion of the 

changing nature of truces in this central period of the 
Hundred Years War. It concludes that truces served a 
function in the quest for a military victory, since on-ly 
this could end the war, and that a sense of English 
nationhood was emerging from the experience of prolonged 
corhf Ii ct. 



PREFACE 

This study of late medieval foreign policy is based on the 
details of numerous diplomatic documents and related 
records, both English and French. Many of these are 
available in pr int7th F-An ks to the industry of earlier, 
generations of historians. I have drawn other s from the 
governmental records preserved at the Public Record Office 
in London and the At-chives Nationales in Paris. I have 
not attempted to make systematic use of financial records 
which detail payments made for the journeys of ambassadors 
and messengers. I have also consulted the miscellaneous 
manuscript collections of the British Library and the 
Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris, and a smaller number of 
volumes at the Bodleian Library in Oxford, Cambridge 
University Library and Edinburgh University Library. It 
is in this second category of Manuscripts that most of the 
unexpected finds have been made. 

My thanks are due to the staff of all the libraries and 
record repositories at which I have worked; to my 
supervisor Dr. Christopher Allmand for his advice, 
encouragement and patience during seven long years of 
research, arrd also to the late Professor Alec Myers in the 
initial stages; to my mother Mrs. Beryl Phillpotts for 
typing the entire thesis; and to Pete Carlyon, Gerry 
Garrett, Chris Slack and Tony Robinson for assistance with 
layout and printing, the loan of word processors and 
instruction in their use. 
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Chapter I 

THE WAR WITH FRANCE 

English diplomacy in the fourteenth and fifteenth 

centuries was dominated by the struggle with the Valois 

kingdom of France. The Hundred Years War was regarded as 

one continuous conflict by contemporaries, despite the 

truces and lulls in military activity that divided its 

campaigns. it was considered distinct from the 

intermittent discords that had arisen between the two 

countries in the previous two centuries. These resulted 

from the invasions of England by William I the Bastard and 

Henry II FitzEmpress. They brought large territorial 

possessions in France to the English crown, which were in 

feudal subjection to the crown of France, and as the 

Planti-itgenets and the Capetians developed centralised 

governmental structures, friction was inevitable. The 

state of war which began in 1337 was not formally ended 

until the Treaty of Etaples in 1492, although the English 

presence on French soil was terminated in 1453. Only one 

interval of incompletely ratified peace interrupted this 
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period of enmity, in ti. 1hich hostilities were suspended at 

inter-vats by truces and their. pr-cirogations. The longest 

of these extended from its signing at Leulinqhen in 13891 

through various pro I on gat i on s, unt iIthe Aq incour-t 

campaign of Henry V. 

Uonstantly interspersed in the mi I itary campa i gn s and 

interdependent with them, were negotiations for peace cir 

truce between the two sides. They serve, as an indicator 

of the current policies and amb iti : in s of the English 

kings. Often the manoeuvres they involved were of more 

importance tha-h the campaigns themselves. By the 1380s, 

through alliances and the absorPtion of lesser, conflicts, 

the Hundred Years War- had expanded to cover most of 

western Europe, and had all but exhausted the military 

capacity of its two protagonists. Negotiations therefore 

dominated this long truce. 

There had alreadq been several attempts to bring the i. kiaar 

to an end bq diplomatic means. In the Edwardian stage of 

the war thege were principallq the Conference of Avignon 

in 1344 under Papal mediation, and the series of 

negotiations leading to the treaties of Calais and 

Brgtiqný in 1359 and 1360. The Caroline stage of the war 

was fought harder and more co r, ti 1-1 u ou S 19 and bq 1375 

increasing militarg exhaustion inclined both parties to a 

serious consideration of peace. The peace talks of the 

1370s and 1380s were conducted in Flanders and Picardqq 
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with the participation of the highest-rank-ing personnages 

from each country, and sometimes the, presence of 

cardinals as mediators (1). The French, alarmed by the 

suffering of their country in a war of attrition were 

prepared to augment their territorial offers. The English 

expanded the area of their concessions; but obstacles 

prevented these advances from reaching a meeting-point. A 

series of negotiations was held at L". ruges from 1374 to 

1377, under the mediation of the Cardinals (1), but when 

the Great Schism began in 1378., the two parties were 

deprived of their most effective mediator, an independent 

Papacy. England made further- efforts towards peace during 

the Chancellorship of Michael de la Pole from March I 4'a". 

to October 1386. In December 1383 a meeting was held at 

Leulinghenj the hamlet in the Picardy marches that . o., as to 

be the scene of most of the Anglo-French negotiations of 

the long truce. Offers were exchanged, though their 

contents are unknown, and a truce was made. It was agreed 

that both deputations should return home to consult their 

governments and return in June 13-. 84 with full powers and 

augmented embassies (3). By the summer however, the 

French were less conciliatory, and the meeting failed to 

fulfil the promise of its predecessor. In December 1385 

King Leo of Armenia began to mediate between the two 

parties, and in the following February and March, de la 

(I)B. N. FraAncirtis 15491--l f. 25. 

(2. ) Bruges passim 

(3 B. N. Francais 2699 ff. 139-140, a brief protocol of 
the December 1383 meeting. 
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Pole himself had meetings with the French. Contacts 

resumed through Leo in autitmn t: 3*86, bu t the English 

inclination towards peace ceased with the dismissal of de 

la Pole (I). 

These discussions, and their successors until the end of 

the war all met the same recurrent obstructions to a 

peaceful conclusion of the conflict. Anglo-French 

diplomacy was characterised by "-: =A determined stand against 

ght and any compromise, and a fanatical defence of every ric 

title"(1). The immediate motive for the opening of the 

war was Edward III's assertion of his claim to the French 

throne by right of his mother Isabelle of France. This 

clearly distinguished the Hundred Years War from the 

preceding feudal quarrels between the two monarchs, as a 

French memoire of 1390 recognised; should the Plantagenet 

claim have been surrendered, they t., jould have reverted to 

their previous feudal relationship (3). The succession 

crises of 1316 and 1328 were unprecedented in the Capetian 

dynasty, and settled by faits accomplis rather than 

judicial decisions. The right of the Plantagenet family 

was similar to their acquisition of the English throne by 

descent from the Empress Matilda. The inheritance of such 

a right implied a duty to God to act upon it. Hence the 

(1) En g1 an d ... 71,84-85. 

(1) J. G. Dickinsor, - The Concir-ess of- Arras 1435: ra--sturitl- 
in medieval cliplomacil (Oxford 1.955)9 133. 

(3) B. N. Francais 15490 ff. 27v-28. Folios 26-35v of this 
volume are transcribed in J. Bur-r- -A vj. e: -! t-. t of Ariqlo-French 
Relations 13: 3-Q-13'j (Liverpool M. A. thesis, 193-6) 41-54. 
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English interpretation of the struggle i. tias dynastic7 a 

succession dispute. Their claim gave the English kings a 

legitimate excuse to interfere in all of France, and its 

usefulness caused the title to be retained until 1801. 

The treaty of Bretigny represented the failure to 

im0ement this claim, not the triumph of English arms. 

The treaty was never completely ratified, sc, Edward III 

kept his title to the French crown. 

To counter thisq French envogs habiti. Aall! j cited Salir. Lat. i. iq 

which-excluded those descended in the feminine line from 

the French throne (1). Since most of the proposed final 

solutions to the war envisaged the surrender of the French 

title by the English king, English ambassadors customarily 

opened negotiations with a protestation. This stated 

that whatever offers they might make in writing or- 

otherwise during the course of the meetings, nothing should 

detract from the legitimacy of their kings claim to the 

French crown, this principle being dormant during the 

talks, unless its abandonment was included in a final 

agreement. Such a protestation was made in December 

1383 (2), August 1393 (3) and again in August 1414 (4-). 

(I ) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 27v; Philippe de Mezieres - 
Letter to Richard 11 (ed. and trans. O. W. Coopland, 

Liverpool 1975), 69; J. H. Wylie - The Reign of HenrL4 Vi 
153-154, citing a thesis composed by Jean de Montreuil in 
1402 (D. N. Francais 21381). There is a review of the 
English claim to the French throne in B. N. Francais 15 4': R ID 
ff. 2-14v, apparently composed about 1390. 

(2. ) B. N. Francais 2699 f. 139; E. 30/1629(1') ff. 1,4v. For 
the dating of this latter document see Appendix I. 

(3) B. N. Francais 15968 f. 758. 

(4. ) Feeder zt ix 209. 
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Whenever the English felt strong enough to do so, they 

would insist on the retention of the title. An opening 

demand might be made for the relinquishment of the Frenc. h 

kingdom by the Valois, in the expectation of its re. jectir-In 

by the French delegation. Only at the treaty of Troyes, 

was the principle accepted by both sides. In July 1395 

Richard II instructed his ambassadors to France to make 

the usual protestations, and to ask that he and his heirs 

should retain the quartering of the fleUr tie ItAs in their 

coat of arms (1). By the twenty-eight year truce that was 

concluded in March of the following year, discussion of 

the title was postponed for, a generation (2). The advent 

of the Lancastrian dynasty meant more em phasis on the 

French claim rather than less, since this stressed the 

legitimacy of its succession to Richard. When Henry V 

renewed the war, he characterised himself as heir to 

Edward III and his kingdom, and therefore to his just 

quarrel and its obligzitions. The archbishop of Bourges 

recognised this connection at Winchester in 1415: to 

Henry's assertion that he intended to have the crown of 

France, the prelate retorted that he had no right even to 

the crown of England (3) After 1420 the Plantagenet claim 

was based additionally on the terms of the treaty of 

(I) Eriqland... 256, appendix 5, printed from B. L. Cottort 
MS. Vitellius CxIi nos. 2-3. 

(2-) E. Cosneztu - Les Grands TraitC'--Is de la Guerre de Cent 
Ans (Paris 1: 389), 71-99. 

(3) Wylie -. Ue-_rrq__y i 490. 
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Trctyes. This had the advantage that the Burgundians wer 

able to recognise the title for this reason, although not 

because of the original claim derived from Edward III. I'D n 

this dual basis the claim was restated by the English 

delegations at Arras in 1435 and at Calais in 1439 (1). 

I 

For the Va Iois Ifings it was ztn absolute prerequi site of 

any final settlement that the Plantagenets should 

surrender their claim. In 1376 Charles V insisted on this 

before he would agree to a proposal for a forty-year 

truce, desiring a settlement of the opposing claims in his 

favour, as a condition for an agreement designed to 

suspend them (Z). John of Gauntýaqreed the title should 

be abandoned in the draft peace he si gned i 1-1 June 

1393 (3). The following January he tried to persuade 

Parliament that it brought no advantage (4-). In May 

Charles VI suggested to Richard that he should marry his 

daughter, Isabelle and thereby recognise the Salic 

succession in France, and therefore his own exclusion from 

the French throne (S). In 1435, when the military 

(I)Di ck i nson - Con qrF: es s of Arras 143 and n. 51 145 n. I 

(2-) Br-i. tqes xviii. 

(3 J. J. N. Palmet- - "Articles for zt final peace betttleen 

England and France 16 June 1393" BIHF' :,. --, -, 'xix (1966), 185 

. From D. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 112 no. 150. 

( 4- ) F. S. Haydon (ed. ) Eulogium histc-riarum sive tempr-ris 
(Rolls Series, London 1 6*, --: ), iii 36-0. 

(5) Mezieres - Letter to Rich; -. Ard TI 6Q. 
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zldvarltzitge again lay with France, her envoys required Henry 

VI's withdrawal from his claims on her, throne, as a bas is 

for Peace (1). 

In practice the En 91ish recc,! 3nised that any diplomatic 

settlement that was not supported by a Military 

preponderance, was bound to include the loss of the title, 

but they required that a substantial part of France should 

be creded to them in compensation. This was what the 

Council meant by "reasonable mene weyes", when it advised 

Henry V to send ambassadors to France to neý3otiate "eny 

mene wey... offre that were moderyng of youre hoole titI Cý: e 

or of eny of youre claymes beyonde the see" (Z). 

The price demanded by the English for this loss varied 

considerably according to their military fortunes. In 

April 1354 by the provisional treaty of Guines, Jean II 

was prepared to pay Edward III all Aquitaine including 

Poitou and Limousin, Ponthieu, Calais, Guinesq Anjou, 

Touraine and Maine, all in absolute sovereignty. The 

treaty was never ratified, Jean apparently reconsidering 

that most of the old Angs-vin Empire was too high a 

price (3). In 1383, one of the worst times in the war for 

English arms, the English delegation seems to have been 

I) Dickinson - Copiqt-ess of 
-Ar-t-as 

130. 

(2) PPC ii 141. 

(3) J. J. N. Palmer -- "The War- Aims of the Protagonists ii. ind the Negotiations for, peaqell in K. Fowler- (ed. ) ]Ihe Hundred 
Ygeat-s War (1971) 58. 
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prepared to abandon the rc. ya ItitIE. in return f or a 

qUarantee against confi5cation of Fi ch ard' s current 

holdings in France 

Whether the title was to be lost permanently as part of a 

pedce settlement or abandoned temporarily by the terms cif 

EA long truce, it was normally provided that the English 

king should be able t 1: 1 resume iti 1) the event fa 

breakdown in the agreement. When discussing the 11: 1513 

draft peace, the January 13'. 514 Parliament insisted: 

) que nostre Sire le Rcli et sE---s heirs purront 
resorter et avoir regresse al nciuri, title et 
droit de la corone et roialme de France, siIa 
pees soit enfreinte par, la Part ie de so I-I 
Adversaire ou de ses heirs (2) .' 

This tuould leave England the opt i on 1: 1 finterventionin 

France. In 1439 the French proposed that Henry VI should 

renounce his title and Charles VII his homage for a 

certain period during which Henry could revert to a sti-itte 

of war at one year's notice (3). 

A permanent or temporarýj surrender of the title involved 

E. 30 / 16 1 f. 4-4v. S c! e., 
territorial terms cif the peacc., ciffers 
to 1417 toill be considered ir, Chapter 

(2. ) Rcit-Parl. iii 315b. 

(3) C. T. Al Imand "The Anglo-French 
BIHR xl(1967), . 11. 

beloto Appendix 1. The 
fr : 'm the per" i od 1389 
IT. 

ilk: _9c'tiat. ionis 1.439" 
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the English in certain legal dilemmas. These tended ti---- 

appear during the course of negotiations ttlhen the English 

were being deliberately obstructive. -rhey refused to 

agree to French demands to cei. -tse using the title dur in9 

proposed long truces, for this would be to recc., gnise its 

illegitimacy (1). Any such d te m itt ndsC ou Id be blocked 

during the first part of Henry VP s reign on the T-CUnds 

that his ambassadors could not surrender his rights on his 

behalf while he was still a minor. In 14: ---. '5 the qc-, vernment 

instructed its ambassadors that this ob stacIe made 

permanent peace impossible (Z). In 1431 the Council 

debated "as towh zt t manere f or-me of truces shal be 

condescended, for as pees it seemeth there ne may notin be 

concluded considering the tendrenesse of the King's 

aage" (3). Since he claimed that he was rightful king of 

France, the English king maintained he had no temporal 

overlord in France except Glod. Therefore the disposal of 

this claim was not open to discussion by mortal men. The 

English envoys produced this argument in November 1418 and 

at Arras in 1435 (4. ). Should the English kin9 surrender 

his title, he would no longer be able, to receive the 

homage of those nobles who wished to take his part, thus 

(I) Palmer--, "War Aims" 54. 

(2. ) Dickinson, Cortgr, ess cif At-t-as t: 
-:: 

l 

(3) PPC iv 95, cited in Dickinson Congress of At-r; rtcl ." 
131. 

(4- ) foed era ix 63*,: 
-:. '; Dickinson Conqt, pss of Arras 132, 

143. 
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again restricting his ability to renew his intervention in 

France. At the siege of Rouen Henry V hesitated to make zit 

territorial settlement with the Elzxuphin lest this 

prevented him from receiving the duke Of F--, 'L(rCjLtnr-tLj's homFige. 

for Flanders, if he again wished to change sides (1). 

r 

Feudal questions Made it difficult to adopt the 

abandonment of the claim as a basis for settlement. The 

English were only prepared to deliver it in return for as 

high a price as the French cou Id af f ord 9 and were 

relUctant to lose their licence to make war cevcýr all 

French soil. Compromise on this absolute pri 1-1 cipI e- I. L1 a, s 

nearly impossible. When Henry V challenged the Di-ituphin in 

September 1415 he suggested Charles VI should retain the 

throne for the rest of his unhealthy life, but that the 

succession should be contested between them (2. ). This 

postponement of the problem foreshadowed the settlement 

made at Troyes, by which Henry was to inherit the throne 

from Charles (3). Finally in 1439 the English could offer 

no better solution to this intractable question than the 

argument that there could be two or more kings in one 

t, lingdom (4-). This admitted defeat in the Plantagenet's 

(I)L. V. D. Owen - The Con r, c. e cti or, between En qI gin d arift 
Burgundy du rir, q the first h: -.. -. tlf of the fifteenth centut--k. j- 
(Oxford 1909), 48-49. 

(7-) Foedera i. -. < 313. 

(3) EHD iv no. 113. 

(10. ) Dickinson - Clnnqr-7ýss of Arrýmis 14: ---. '. 
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dynastic quarrel with the Valois and ztdmitted defeat also 

in the struggle to find a peac ef uI solution to the 

conflict. 

While the English conception of the conflict i. kias dynastic, 

the French insisted on a feudal interpretation. They 

considered the central issue to be the confiscation of the 

Duchy of Guyenne by Philip VI in 1337 from Edward III, a, s 

a rebellious vassal. Th is confiscation was rcepeated by 

Charles V because Edward and the Black Prince were 

notoriously guilty of rebellion. Since the B-r6tiqny 

treaty was never fully ratified and Charles never 

renounced his sovereignty over Guyenne, this second 

c-onfiscation was regarded as the valid art of a lord 

against a disobedient vassal (1). These were not 

essentially different from earlier confiscations of the 

Duchy in 1294 and 1324. The whole war was a struggle to 

make them effectiveg which necessitated the expulsion of 

the English from French soil. 

Henry II, Richard I and John all did homage to the 

Capetian kings for Aquitaine, and Henry III recognised he 

owed homage for Guyenne by the treaty of Paris in 1259. 

Later, English theorists attempted to prove that Aquitaine 

had previously been an allod, and that the treaty of Paris 

was not valid because the French failed to fulfil the 

-: 0-30v. B. N. Fraricais 15490 ff. 27, :1 
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obligations it imposed upon them (1). The French cited 

the precedents of Edward III's homage to Philip VI at 

Amiens in 1329, his declaration that this was liege homage 

i ri 1331 and the fact that he remained peacefully in this 

homage for the next five years. They re-jected the English 

arguments that Edward was too young to tie responsible f or 

his actions, and under the c-r-introl of his mother and bi:.: td 

counsellors. To the English contention thztt the homz--kge 

offered for Guyenne, had riot previously been liege, the 

French replied that the dUke of Guyenne owed liege homage 

as did all the peers of France, and by force cif earlier 

agreements made between the ki rig s of 
ý 

England and 

France (Z). In any diplomatic settlement it was essentizil 

for the French to demand liege homage from the king of- 

England for those parts of Aquitaine he held by terms Of 

the compromise. This requirement of French sovereignty 

was necessary to pres-erve the integrity of the kingdom of 

France, and the feudal relationship between the ki1r, 9 and 

ys defined the homage the peers. Hence-the French envoý 

they required ýrom the king of England as that which his 

forbears had done (3). 

While the English always opened negotiations with a 

-ing of England's title to the protestation about the k 

(1) P. Chaplais - "En-31ish at-quments 
con c cern in9 the f euda I Status of A qu it airle in the 
fourteenth centurj" BlIAR xxi 

(1) B. N. Framcais . 15490 f. 28-28v. 

(3 ) as in December 1383, E. 30/1583 f. I (see appendix I 
for cli-itting), anct November 1418, Foedera i-x- 638 
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French throne, the French customzikri Iy responded i., ý itha 

protestation that whatever, offers were about to be made, 

nothing could prejudice the right of the king of France to 

sovereignty over lands within France-that might 13C. _ed(. -ý-d 

to the English, and that the king of England should hold 

all such lands fr r-I m him in 13. ege homage n 

discussions involving territorial concessions the French 

never dropped their demand for-- liege homage, except in 

England' s separate- negotiations with the Burqundiztn and 

Armagnac factions. In 13'. ---13 the French asked, and -John of 

Gaunt agreed, that Richard or his assign should lieqcý*! 

homage for the Duchy of Guyenne, as one of the twelve 

peers of France (Z). Throughout the demoralising peace 

discussions of Henry V' s reign, the French remained 

reluctant to abandon the principle of sovereignty (3). In 

the negotiations of the 1430s, they again insisted on 

homage for all lands in France ceded to the English, but 

after the treaty of Troyes the English regarded freedom 

from such homage as an irreducible claim (4. ). 

The fundamental objection of the English to the French 

demands for liege homage, was that this would place the 

I) Cori fi'pe'reri r-es 372; Pa I met, " Art irI --- -, .1"1: 
3 2 

Fc, edera ix 211 ; E. 30/ 158'--" f. 
. 
1. ; B. N. Frz-. tri ca is 15490 ff. 25v 

31; Francais 2699 f. 139v. 

(7. ) Palmer - "Articles 139311 182,184,185. e, f.? pa9e47 
and note) below. 

(3) Palmer - "W-tr Aims" 68-69. 

(4-) Dickinson - Congress of Arras 146,150. 
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English croi. -in in subjection to the French crown. It would 

be an intolerable restriction on the freedom cif acticiri of 

the king of England and his subjects. Ihis kOFIS 

Parliament's principal objection to the draft peace of 

1393. The Monk of Westminster commented on the session: - 

C, 
'Displicuit enim in multis, primc, 

. 
Clu ia 

absurdum esset quod rex, Angliae feceret regi 
Francorum homagium et fidelitatem pro Aquitania et 
aliis terris suis ultramarinis aC tandem homo 
ligil-ts SUIAS devineret sicque per hoc omnes 
Anglicos clur-stquot erant sub dominic, regis Avigliata!, 
rex Francorum suppeditaret ac sub servili jugo 
in posterum detineret M. ' 

EdwArd* III had established in Parl iament- -the principle 

that England and its inhabitants shoul'd never, be subJect 

to the. Plantagenets as kings of France. After the treaty 

of Troyes had made the unification of the two realms seem 

probable, the Commons requested and obtained the 

confirmation of this grant (2-). This central point was 

the axis on which turned all the failed discussions for 

peace during the Hundred Years War. 

This basic division was recognised in all negotiations. 

During t he Caroline war the English would reply to the 

French protestation concerning liege homage, with their 

-ing of Enqland would hold his own protestation that the k 

( I' ) West Chron. 518. also Rot. Prit-. I. iii 31.5b. The 
fate of the 13'713 draft will be discussed in Chapter II. 

.. tt 
1) EHFJ iv 226-227 . from iv 127-, 

.1 
rris cle 

Rois ii 393-: 394. 
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French lands from the Valois cinlý y by fif---f and ressort (1). 

In 1383 they protested that the absolute lordship of 

Aquitaine belonged to the king of England, but that they 

were ti. iilling to recognise, by his homage, the superiority 

of, and ultimate ressort to, the court of France (Z). But 

in r July 1395 Richard II instructed his ambassadors to ask 

for, substantial territorial concessions "sans faire aucune 

homage" (3). In the negotiations of August 1414 and March 

1415, prior to his first invasion of Franceg Henry V's 

representatives would riot admit Charles' superiority and 

ressort over the lands to be ceded, but said that they 

should be held as a neighbour (4-). At the Alengon meeting 

in November, 141: 3 Philip Morgan made it clear to the 

Dauphin's envots that the English envisaged holdin I nds Y9a 

in France in absolute sc-ivereignty, as he had been 

iristructed (S). The stronger the military and diplomatic 

position of the English, the more favourable the terms 

they demanded for the tenure of Plantagenet lands in 

France. 

Therefore when her fortunes were at a low ebb in the 1380s 

and earlq 1390s, England was prepared to concede some form 

(I)B. N. Fran cais 15490 f. -.:, 5v. 

(1) E. 30/1629 (1) f. 1. 

(3 
_En qI ari cl. .. -91.56 f rom F. L. Cot t on MS. Vitellius Cxi 

nos. 2-3. 

(, #-') Foeclera ix 210. 

(s) Foedera ix 630,63: 3. 
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of homage. In 1387 the peace Richard was negotiating with 

Charles without the knowledge of the Commission as sa id 

to contain the provision of homage for Guyenne, perhaps 

liege homage (1). In April 1390 the English ambassadors 

were instructed to offer such homage from himself or his 

asýiqn as d. uke of Guyenne, as was done in former times, 

but the liege homage done by Edward III was ex1pre5sly 

excluded as a precedent. No services should be demanded 

from his assign in the Duchy. However these proposals for 

simple homage were never put to the French delegation (2). 

. 
In. June 1393 Gaunt agreed to the French requirement for 

liege homage, but the draft peace reserved discussion of 

its arrangements to a personal meeting between the two 

monarchs (3 Y. The following -January the Westminster 

Parliament* was -still willing that Richard should do 

homage, but not that it should be liege homage (40. 

Sin-ce neither side felt able to abandon its position on 

the issue of sovereignty, some means had to be found to 

circumvent this impasse. The conclusion of a long truce, 

by preserving the status quo, postponed the problem for a 

future gene ration. For the French this represented a 

s. acrifi ce of Valois rights, since the English king' would 

West Chrön. 204; Hist. Arig. ii 170. 

(2) PPC119-20; Eriqlz. trid. . _. 
144; Coriferances 36,23-. 

(3) PItlmer- - "Or-ticlc-s 1393" 182-183. 

(4) Rot. Parl. iii 315b. 
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con ti nue to exercise de f acto sovereignty mearo. lhile. 

Richard II's negotiators achieved this in the twenty-eight 

year truce of March 1396, and Henry V attempted to riepeat 

this delayed settlement in 1415 when he offered to ztcl: er. *)t 

the French territorial con ces si on s, provided they were 

11 ac compar, ied by a fiftq-year truce (1). He contemplated a 

similar arrangement on October 1418 (2). Ihis combination 

of a transfer of territory and aI on 
_q 

truce, ts. i ith ctu t ZA 

final settlement, was known as a hztlf-peace. 

A more constructive method cof compromise was to limit the 

effectiveness of French sovereignty over Guyennc. -:! b jj 

c ert ain mci difi -- za -t i c, nstc, make it more acceptable to the 

English. The recognition of French sovereic gnty and the 

concomitant renunciation of the Plantagenet title -to the 

French crown might be postponed for a period. In 1435 the 

French proposed this should be seven years, and in 1439 

fifteen or thirty years (3). The arcezt under French 

sovereignty might be reduced by a partition of Aquitaine. 

In spring 1375 Charles V's delegates proposed a three-fold 

division, one part retained by Edward in full sovereignty, 

one part remaining to Charles, and a third ceded to an 

English prince under French sovereignty. The English 

preferred a two-fold division excluding Charles' portion 

(I) Wylie - Henrq i 490. 

(2. ) Fcledoera ix. 629-6I'li. 

(3) Dickinson - Congress of Orras 152: 1 and n. 4. 
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and increasing the size of the other, two. In September, 

1376 the Papal mediators at Bt-Uges m Fit deasimar 

suggestion for- a thr-ee-part A qu itaine with Ri r- ha t-d -:: - f 

Bordeaux specified as the English pt-ince, and English 

sovereignty in Edward's shar, e limited to his lifetime. 

This meant that on Edward's death the r-elationship between 

the two monarchs would revert to the position existing 

before 1336, and it was therefore unacceptable to the 

English (1). It might be suggested that the English king 

should not do homage in his own person, but thr-ough a 

proctor- or- attot, ney, as in December-- 1383 and August 1393 

(7. ). In his instt--uctions of April 1390 Richat-d stated it 

was not his intention to do homage personally (3). 

Most troublesome were the judicial aspects of -the French 

feudal claims over Guyenne. Valois exploitation of these 

had enabled them to confiscate the Duchy in 1337 and 1369, 

on the latter occasion as a direct result of Edward's 

refusal to recognise Charles V's appellate jurisdiction. 

When the English party was prepared to concede some form 

of homage, the modification of these judicial claims came 

under discussion. In December 1383 the English 

negotiators drew up a series of proposals for this and 

handed them to the French delegation, who replied to them 

s: ; r. I_tgI::? >: vii-:: <ix 

(1) E. 30/16290) f. 1--tv (see EApperidi::.., 1); El .N. Franc zt is 
2699 f. 106; Fran ca is 15c'6. '--'. f. 7551. 

(3) f 
_PC. 

i20. 
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point by point (I ). I r, the late 13805 the French 

possessed a schedule about the modification of sovereignty 

and ressort (Z). In March 1392 at Amiens a meeting Was 

arranged for Julq to discuss modifications, amongst other 

matters. The French referred to a document detailing 

previous discussions about this, which would be handed 
1. 

over to their delegates, after being approved by Charles 

VI and his Council (3). possibly both these last tti. to 

schedules were identical or similar to the first, which 

mag have been referred to repeatedlq as a precedent. I ri 

August 1393 Richard commissioned a team of lawyers headed 

by Walter Skirlaw, bishop of Durham, (who had also led the 

delegation of July 1392) to negotiate about the limitation 

of the homage 5uperiority and ressort owed to Charles VI, 

in accordance with the terms of the draft peace agreed by 

John of Gaunt several weeks previously (4-). Their 

proposals were based on the 1383 schedule, with 

twenty-three additional articles to which the French 

replied separately (r). 

(1) See appendix 1. 

(2. ) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 26v. Possibly this schedule is 
Francais 2699 Pf. 105v-115. 

(3) Conferences 373. The version at Bod. Lib. Bodl. 885 
ff. 53-ýýS may relate to the conference of July 1392. 

( 4- ) C. 76/78 fri. 15 printed Li--ttres de; Rois, ii 
from a copy. 

(S ) B. N. Francais 15968 ff. 758--768v. This document refers 
to the negotiations lately held betlý. leen the English dui--. es 
and the lords of France at LeUlinghen and several times to 
"the present treaty", to t-. ihich agreements about 
modifications should be added. The repeated mentions of 

, ings of England the dukes of Aquitaine as assigns of the k 
echo the 1393 draft. See pages 2-7-2-9 and n. below. 
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The English aimed chiefly to eliminate the French kin S3, F) 

right to confiscate the duchy, and even claimed that 

confiscation was riot valid in the fief cl f Guyenne (I). 

'r h ey proposed a a-gainst confiscation in 1"383 

(2-), but by 1.390 their position had wea1, ened. Richard' s 

enyoys were instructed to ask for modifications to prevent 

confiscation by reason of Charles-' ressort zk s had 

occurred in 1369)9 but -to allco. ki such action for the cr i me 

of le*se-majeste, provided it was proved in a just trial. 

If the French refused to accept this, they were still to 

ask what modifications Charles was prepared to offer (3). 

In the 1393 draft it was agreed that his homage 

sovereignty and ressort would be restricted to prevent 

confiscation, but the details of the tenure were left tin 

be formulated by the meeting of lawyers from both sides 

(4-). Skirlaw's delegation altered the 13: 33 schedule to make 

English recognition of French sovereignty conditional on a 

guarantee against confiscation, and specifically excluded 

the possibility of confiscation for le', se-majest6 (r). 

The Parliament of January 1394 reiterated that no 

confiscation should be possible under the terms of any 

treaty concluded (4). 

(I)B. N. Francais 154c/Cj f. 30v. 

tZi E. 30/1629 (1) f. 'tv. 

PPC i 20. 

Palmer - "Articles 1393" 184-185. 

(5) B. N. Ft-aricais. 15968 ff. 758v, 759v. 

(6) Rot. Par-l. iii 315b. 
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When Henry III accepted the treaty of Pat-is in 1259, he 

exposed his Duchy of Go-tyenne to danqer from the French 

crown"s claims to hear cases on appeal before Parlement. 

This judicial encroachment accciunted for much of the 

ensuing friction over the tenure of Guyenne. The English 

Chancery and law courts had no rights to hear appeals from 

the Duchy, which operated on a different system of late). 

So in 1372 Edward III set up his own court of ressort and 

final appeal, but by the fifteenth century, appeals 

usualIq went before specially appointed commissions (I ). 

It was the English contention throughout the 1380s that 

Charles V had precipitated the renewal of hostilities in 

13699 by the improper use of ressort. lie had induced the 

count of Armagnac and the Sire d'Albret to bring their 

cases to him on appeal, then exploited this to confiscate 

the Duchy. Therefore it was necessary as a prerequisite to 

-ing's right of any peace treaty to restrict the French k 

ressort, thus preventing any recurrence of this sequence 

of events M. The English schedule of December 1383 is 

mostly concerned with a series of complicated proposals to 

define the relationship between the courts of Guyenne and 

the royal court of France. 

The best English guarantee against a repetition of Charles 

V's manoeuvre of 1369 was a modification against the 

(1) M. G. A. Vale - English -'-". ---1453, A StI-tr_Lj -QF, snu --I: j 
-1 1tcr 

Wit- Govern ment an d Pr-, *1 itic1; ri ri qthe1. at c-et- - -t. F. - -- 
.. t c, F 

, 
Hundred Yez-. -trs War (Oxford 1,.: )7C0 4-5. ,s of the 

D. N. Frart cais 15490 ff-*. " -16v, 30; Francais 2eS99 
f-IC16-106v; E. 30/1629 (1) ff. 1,4v. 
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compulsory attendance of the duke of GUyenne at the French 

court. In 1383 it was proposed that the king of England 

should not be bound to come before Parlement or the 

Council personally, but appear through a proctor, such as 

the seneschal of Guyenne, whether for a royal coronat i on 

or,, to answer in matters of justice. In cases involving 

liý-se-majeste he should be able to answer and be acqu itted 

by letter and two or three representatives (1). The 

English intended this demand should be repeated to the 

French commissaries in 1390 and 1393 (2). The French were 

dismissive of the proposal, glossing over the advantage 

they wished to retain by stating the English king's person 

would be required "en poyes de cas et rarement" and 

normally he was excused (J). In the various discussions 

of modifications in the 1380S and early 1390s, - when 

England was by necessity conciliatory in the question of 

homage, no wide area of agreement was reached. The 

essential problem of sovereignty remained. 

The boldest solution to the impasse was the alienation of 

Guyenne by the English king to a cadet line of his own 

f ztmi I yj which would hold the Duchy in perpetuity under 

the sovereignty of the French kings. This would have 

separated the feudal entities of England and France for 

the first time since William of Ncirmandy crossed the 

I)E. 30/16290) f. lv; B. N. Francais 2699 f. 106 (where 
-the clause about 1, ý-se-majeste is omitted). 

(1) PPC i 21; B. N. Francais 15968 f. 759-759v. 

(3) E. . -:. '0 / 1583 f. I; B. N. Fran ca is 26 S99 f. 106. 
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Channel in 1066. The burden of homage to the French king 

would be removed from the king cif England and transferred 

to the new du k ,e and his descendants. The Valois could 

afford to be correspondingly more generous in ceding land 

to the new English dynasty. This arrzitrigement has b e. en 

represented by J. J. N. Palmer as the only feasible 

negotiated settlement of the? Hundred Years War. It was 

the only way in which the English c c, uId withdraw fr ct m 

their costly involvement in France without humiliation: 

the disputed territory would remain in the hands of an 

English prince, and its assimilation into Valois France 

was too remote a possibility to be obstructive (I ). He 

draws on a few pieces of tenuous evidence to maintain that 

the perpetual alienation of Ciuyenne to John of Gaunt and 

his heirs under French sovereignty, was the basis of every 

Anglo-French peace conference from its tentative proposal 

by the Papal mediators in March 1375 (when it was rejected 

by the English), to the negotiations for the Twenty-Eight 

Year truce in 1395 (Z). On 2 March 1390, at the end of 

the Parliament held at Westminster, Richard II invested 

his uncle, John of Gaunt, as duke of Aquitaine for life 

under his sovereignty as king of France, with the assen't 

of Parliament (3 ). To Palmer this action was Richard's 

declaration of intent to bring the negotiations of the 

(1) Palmer - "War Aims, " 55; England... 41-42. 

(Z) En qI an d. "1 28-3-6. 

(3 ) Foedet-E. -, vii 659-660; Rot. Par I. iii 263-a-264a; 
Hist. Anq. ii 196; West Chron. 414. lie hzid already been 
referred to as duke of Guyerine, on 28 Feb., Foeder-. ý: k vii 
658. 
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previous fifteen years to a peacefUl COrICIUSir-In. His real 

intention was that Gaunt shou'ld found a new ducal clynasty 

in south-western France. When, as he expected, he 

relinquished his title to the French crown to C*hzarles VI, 

the homage Gaunt owed to 

be transferred. Gaunt 

holding Guyenne directly 

ties between France and 

principle obstacles to i 

, -- laim -to the French 

it for his new Duchy, would also 

and his heirs would -then be left 

from the Valois and all feudal 

England would be broken. The two 

Rfi na I peace, the PIz. tritagenet 

thri-nne and the Valois claim to 

sovereignty over Guyenne would be removed at a stroke (1). 

The implementation of this master-plar, i., jas sabotaga-d 1: 3 y 

the unwillingness of the Gascons tc. n-rept Gaunt Fas their 

duke; they are thus held responsible for ruining the best 

chance for a diplomatic solution to the conflict: 

'Unfortunatelq for all cr-incerned, the treatq 
he (Richard) negotiated with France was twecked 
bq the Gascons, who revolted in 1394 in 
defence of their 'liberty' of remaining attached 
to the English croton. (Z)' 

In April 1390, when the Council gave instructions to the 

English delegates sent tin negotiate tvith the French in the 

first confererice since a three-year truce was signed the 

previous June, no re f eren cei. -. ias made to a permanent 

alienation of Guyenne from the English crown. Mention was 

made of its tenure by a duke, as Richard' s temporary 

(1) Ert ci 1 Fj ri ci ... 36-41,144. 

(1) Palmer - "War Aims" 55. See alscl "Thc, - Angtrx-French 
Pc-,! ace Negotiations 130:. '0-139611 TRHS 5th series x, vi(1966) 1-35 
and Enqland. 

-L-, 
42,160,163. 

25 



assign, presumably alluding to his grant to Gaunt of Fa few 

weeks previously. Hoi. Liever provision was also made fr-or the 

future when the Duchy might be held by Richard's heirs (to 

whom it would revert on Gaunt' s death) or a I-I y0fhis 

unborn sons. The Enc Ii sh were prepared to offer-- only 

simple homage for the Duchy, which would have been 

unacceptable to the French, had they ever actually seen 

the English terms (1). When Gaunt presented -the English 

demands to the dukes of Berry, Burgundy and Bourbon at 

Amiens in March 1392, he was equally reticent about the 

perpetual cession of the Duchy to his family. He 

requested all of Guyenne except Poitou, which Berry was to 

hold for, life from Gaunt as duke, with reversion to the 

Duchy on Berry's death. Both were to be held from the 

French crown by an unspecified homage. This arrangement 

would allow the English to retain the rights of the Duchy 

over Poitou, and gain its eventual assimilation, without 

forcing Berry to pay homage directly to Richard. As Gaunt 

was unlikely to survive Berry, the reversion of Poitou 

would pass with the reversion of Ouyenne, back to the 

English royal house (Z). The French rejected Gaunt's 

proposals and replied tvith an extensive territori'al 

offer. Gaunt reported to the Council of Stamford in May 

that Burgundy and Berry had sp --, 1, en to him aside, and 

(1) PPC i 20-21. 

( 2- ) Con fc eý, 3-, 71*, Pix 1 (ner- "P e- E(c E: - N e-, g c, -t iatio ri s" 
86-87,87 1- 
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hinted the! j were prepared to offer more advantageous terms 

(1). 'According to the Monk of Westminster, Gaunt relate: ed 

to the Council that the French propos(: -ed Perry should 

retain the parts of Aquitaine in their hands at present, 

for his lifetime. On his death all of Aquitaine should 

revert to OF-Aunt and his heirs in perpeti-titg, who wou Id 

render the cus-tomary homage for the wh*o1e, to the king of 

Franceý (Z). This- is th e- f ir'st no1. ki n proposal for a 

permanent division between England and Aquitrtine since the 

Bruges conference. Characteristically it was the French 

party tha t put forward this feudal solution to what they 

insisted was a feudal conflict. 

By the conference-of the following year they had increased 

the extent of their terr-itorial offer, and refined it by 

abandoning the idea of Berry's 1ife-tenure of French 

-Aquitaine, but now recognised that Richard's assignment of 

the Duchy to Gaunt was to be temporary. In the draft 

peace. of June 1393 the English had the. phrase "ou -aians 

cause de lui" insetted into several clauses, and stated 

the English king. or his assign would do homage for the 

. 
Du chy. This was an attempt to avoid Richard paying homage 

to Charles VI. The French countered this evasion by 

demanding that during the life-tersure of Gaunt, Richard 

should do homage for, the proprietary right and his uncle 

for the usufruct. The English rejected this idea' of two 

Conferences 372,377. 

(7-) West Chron. 490; Vale - Ericilish 2: 3 n. 4. 
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homages for, the same land, and the matter, i. vas left open to 

di SCUSS ion at a pet-sonal meeting of the ti. -jo monar-chs (1). 

The Pat-liament Roll and the Mc-nt.. - of Westminster- state it 

was pr-oposed Richat-rd should do liege hr. -twitge- for ACILtitaine, 

without merit ion ing the homage of his uncle. Only the 

lat, ter says the Duchy was to be held by Gaunt arid his 

heirs in perpetuity, af ter, Berry and Burgundy had held 

certain provinces for life (2). The diplomatic scýlutiori 

of an Aquitaine permanently separ-z-*Atc;. -d from England held by 

a Lancastrian cadet house under Valois soverei grit y, was riCt 

more than a French pro-nposz-Al in 1: --:!. 92 and 139: -3, in which 

Gaunt colluded with the uncles of Charles VI. If the 

testimony of the Monk of Westminster- were to be 

disregarded, they may not hz-. tve r- o ri sid rx., r- ed this s art 

arra rigement last ing longer than Gaunt' sIif et ime. 

If Richat-d intended the Lzancastr-ian dynasty to hold 

Guyenne for, ever, in accordance with an agr-eement with 

Charles VI, he must have conver-ted his or-iginal life-grant 

into a grant in perpetuity. The only authot-ity for such a. 

donation, which he implies was in mid-1394, is Jean 

Froissart, who omits any mention of the eat-lier% 

.1if e- gran t. Vie states that Richztt--d made the grant in a 

Palmer - "Articles 1-, --., 9 31' 183 
different read in9 ci f. this -- I ; -rk us c- 
Negotiations" 88-89. He c on si der s 
delegates expected. 0 au ntar, dhis 
PerpetUity, and, were concerned lest R 
him duke for life 

--inlk.. y 

ºr ti 
see 

th it 
heirs 

i char-"d 

cle V. For a 
Pa I iner- "p u--- ra r. e 

the French 
tobedukesi ri 
sh ou Id create 

(1) Rot. Par 1. iii 3151--,, * West f-hrori. 51.8. 
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Council, which approved the action, reserving -the homzrtý3e 

to himself (I). Froissz-. trt's reliz--ibility in describing 

details of feudal tenure is to be doubted. Besides him, 

only the author of the Euloqium Historiaruy'i suggests the 

grant was made at the same time as the earl of Arundel's 

y 1.394, pr-otests concerning it, in the Parliament of Januarý 

and his chronology is hopelessl! - -tsed. He is viron9 .j confi 

too about the terms of the grant, but does not ment ion a 

perpetual alienation (2). 

In conferring the Duchy on his uncle in March 1-390, 

Richard clearly stated it was'ad totam vitam tuam' and: 

'Ita semper quod immediate post mortem tuam, idem 
Ducatus cum omnibus et singulis premissis ad nos 
et heredes nostros integre revertantur. (3)' 

These terms were confirmed in Richard's further letters 

in November 1390 (4. ). On 10 September 1394 he wrote again 

to the Gascons to confirm that the duchly had been bestowed 

in Parliament at Westminster "ad totam vitam suam. 11 (S' ) 

(I) Froissart xv 135-136,157-159. For Palmer's i.. tse of 
Froissart's testimony see 15 9and "Peace 
Negotiations" 93. 

(z) Fuloqium iii 3-70. The events of this parliament are 
described under the year 13". 516, but appear to conflate, the 

grant of 1390 with the obJections of 1: -3,94. 

(3 ) Foedera vii 659-660-, R-7jt. P7--tr-I. iii 263; Dol. -tillco-is 230-231. 

(4-) Foedergit vii -6,87-688; DL. F-'. *. -Ilviii 59A.. 

(S) Bouillons 22. '--', -229; ELER ,,, Iviii 594. 
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His letter of 6 Jul! j 1397 also confirms thet. tenure iý. Iias for 

life (I ). These latter two confirmations Pt--eclUcAe Et 9rztnt 

in perpetu it! j in Counc iI or Parlizament in 1394. The 

clause in the 1393 draft was a recognition of rea I it Y cl f 

the life-tenure bg the French, not a protest aq-ain-t its 

possibility. 
C, 

The donation of March 1390 IARS to GRUnt: - 

' habenda et tenenda de- ri --%b is, la td ce rege 
Franciae et heredibus nostris, ut Franciae 
regibus, sub homageo ... salvis tamen 
nobis, ut Franciae regi et heredibus nostris, ut 
Franciae regibus, directo domiriio, superioritatte, 
et resorto duczitus predicti et specialiter, 
reservatis (2. ). -' 

This arrangement wz--. ts confirmed when the terms of the 

original grant were repeated in July 1: 392 (3), but was not 

specified in the letters of September 1394 or July 1397. 

A version omitting this formula wAs entered on the Gascon 

Roll of 1390, but cancelled (4). Richard's purpose here 

seems to be to emphasise his title to the French crokun, by 

acting in his capacity as I-ling of France when investing a 

member of the royal family with an appanage. When Charles 

VI enfeoffed the Dauphin ixtith Guyenne in Januarg 1401, he 

similarIq reserved fealtq, liege homage, sover-eigntg and 

1) 0.61/105 m. 12. 

(Z) Fr-iedr: er--t-i vii d. 5c)-, Rot. parl .iii 263; Bou i. 11 on s 
230-231. 

(3) Foectera vii -727. 

(4-) C. 61/101 mm. 6-7. 
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re..! ssort to himself and his crown (I ). Palmer sees the 

significance of this clause different1q: 

'When Richi.: trd. granted the duchy to his uncle 
as king of France' he ttlas suppressing his right 
to it as king of EnqlFarid. His only possible 
motive for doing so ti. ias t---, prepare the ground for 
the final alienation of the duchy: and this being 
the case, his promise that the grant was for life 
only cannot be believed... On the whole the 
evidence suggests that England ii. las to renounce all 
interests in Aquitaine leaving the duke directlt- 

'I dependent on the French crca., )n, sans moyen. This 
was, clearly the implication of tl-ie grant of 1390 
t 2-). 

But the Monk of Westminster stated that the French 

intention in 1393 was that Richard should do homage 'to 

Charles VI, and Froissart that Gaunt was to do homage to 

Richard (3 ). In 1390 Charles, like the Gascons, 

recognised that William le Scrope t.,. tas the repre-*sentative 

of both Gaunt and Richard, and thus that the former held 

Guyenne from the latter (4-). The same recognition is 

implied in the complex proposal for double homage the 

French made in 1393. There is no reference in any 

official document to an intention by Richard to abandon 

Gaunt's homage to himself for the Duchy to Charles, as an 

adjunct to his title to the French throne. 

0)A. N. J. 369 ri o. 1. . 

(7-) Fro-41 and. .. -.: '. 9-41 . 

(3) West Chron. 518: Frc)iss;.. kr. t xv 135-136; c. f. Ericjlzýtrid 
40. 

(4-) Letter from Charles VI to the Sire de Pons 16 Oct. 
1390 9 A. N. J. 865 rto. 7. 
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The Gascons ce b. j ect e- di i--i c rezi sin91yvocifer rýi.. k s; 1 over 

several years to the duke Richard had impr-ised upon thý.: ý m 

Pz-.. t I mer I inks the development of their struggle to 

Richard's moves to reach a settlemei-it with France on the 

basis above. So their rejecticin of le ScroF: )e as Gaunt's 

serjeschal in August 1392 is a react ion t 1-71 -the Fren :h 

proposal Gaunt had brought before the Council of Stzatiford 

i 11 May, although the C-: 11.11-1 ciIIS responise had been 

unfavourable (I). The formation of the Union of April 

1394 ko. ias a protest resulting from the debate cof the dra ft 

peace in the January Parliament (although the discussion 

was again unfavourable), the resumpt ion of negotiations 

with France and Richard's simultaneous conjectural grant 

in perpetuity M. The oath of the Union does n cl t 

however mention any of these matters. 

Apart from Richard's machinations with Charles VI, the 

Gascons had reasons to oppose his investment of Gaunt, on 

both theoretical and practical grounds. Since Henry III 

donated the Duchy to his son in 1252, they i. kiere privileged 

to be ruled only by the king of England or his eldest son, 

so that Guyenne should never be separated from the crown 

of England. Richard's grant to Gaunt defied this 

privilege and all precedents. Certain chroniclers state 

that this was the obJection to Gaunt and the reason why 

(I .) Palmer - "Peace Negotiat ions" 5) 1 Vztle - English 
Qasc on y 28 n. 4 EKR xlviii 5'. -. /: 3-594, - West Chron. 4913. 

2- Palmer - "Peace NegotiFitions" 92; Eriqland... 160; 1ILL 
x1viii 594; West Chron. 518. 
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Bordeaux refused to admit Henry Percy as his seneschal in 

1393, and Gaunt himself in 1394 (1). By the terms of the 

or-191ra.. tI donation and its confirmation in November 1390, 

Richard specified that this privilege was to be 

suspended for Gaunt's lifetime only: 

'Privileges, per progenitores nostros patriae 
et subditis Aquitrunniae co nj uncti fy-, vel 
divisim, ne a Corona Anglirae seperari aut extra 
M Et nU fri re9ia (T I pon iVaIeantC On C C--, S S. ) i59 non 
obstantibus, 9 I-t, --; t e- revc-icare per prc- sent em 
concessionem non intendimus. Set ea dUMtRXat 
suspendere usque ad terminum vitae tuae et post 
tui obitUM in SUO rcibore perpetuo durz-ktus esse 
vo Iu mu s (2) .' 

But at the same time he contradictorially informed the 

Gascons there toere "sauvez toutdis a vous vos pr iviI egc-z, s 

franchises et libertees" (i ). They feared that what 

could be suspended once might be suspended repeatedly, and 

therefore sought Richard' s assurances that the grant could 

in no way be regarded as a precedent ( 4- ). Bordeaux 

claimed to be inseparable from the English crown forever 

(S). Some I, --)t-ds of Ouyenne were privileged to have no 

(I) West Chron. 484; Ann. Ri c. Sec. 158,169; 
S. Ar-mitage-Smith -John0f Ci z-A 1-1 nt (London 15,1 04 370; 
EngIz. trid... 41,156,163. 

(2-) Foedera vii 659-660; Rint. Parl.. iii 26'31). The mention 
of the ri ght riot to be separated from the English crol-1.1n 
was omitted from the cancelled version on the Gascon Roll 
C. 61/101 mm. 6-7. 

(3) Bouillorts- 231; Armitage-Smith - John of OF-itunt '371. 

(4-) Eriq land., . 155. 

(S) FIKIR :: <1viii 593. 
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mesne lord betweers themselves and the crottin, z--ts Chý--trlces VI 

recognised imhen mak i n! 3 his grant in Jani-tairy t4l3t 

Richard' s use of his SOVereigntLi as kin9ofFranc e- k.. l aS 

also contrary to Gascon privilege: 

0 semper iste ducatus tenuit de ReEie Angliae, 
'let si Rex Angliae nos noluterit habere, ttanebimus 
de nobismet ipsis" (2. ). 1 

The absence of this clause from the later cc-rif irmat ions c-if 

the grant Suggests Ri chard alay have abandoned it as a 

pointless distinction. 

From the beginning, the Gascons were prepared to accept 

the quinquagenerian Gaunt as duk-re Pot, ti. ihat remained of his 

life, provided he took the custow-. try oath of the dukes of 

Guyenne to preserve their liberties (3). Their real fear, 

was that if the grant were allowed to be a precedent, the 

Duchy would be gradually assimilated by France. This they 

stated in the oath of Union in 1394: 

1 Lodemt di-tgat 
Separat foras de la 

(I)A. N. J. 369 rio. 1. 

pogre estre de tot en tot 
corýOrii-t darigli--. tterra (4. ). 

(Z) Ettictqj. t. tai iii 370--371. See also Eriqlz--tric. 1 1.55-158. 

DKIR .... Iviii; Eriqlarid... 156. 

Pa 1 mer 'Teace Nc-uqotizttir-trirall 'ý--ý2 9ýtotiri! j E. *---: O/1232 
m. 5. i:. f. VAle Ertqlish 2: 3. ri. 5. 

3 
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and again at the Council of F. Itham the follol. -Ang year 

(1). They would only receive Gaunt's officials as Richard' s 

representatives, they specifically e>. -. ceptc-:, d their- 

allegiance to the English king and his scivereignty 

them in all oaths of obedience to Gaunt, and finally they 

r-e. jected him altogether- bq the oath of the Union (Z. ). 

Richard was eventually obliged to publish Ei II charters 

guaranteeing Guyenne's attachment 'to the English ct-own 

In England, Richard's alienation of the Duchy to Gaunt wzts 

attacked in the Parliament of JanuzAry 1394. The proposal 

of 1392 and 1393 for its tranference to French sovereignty 

also seems to have met with an unfavourable reaction (4). 

The French too were unenthusiz.. tsitic about the effect of 

Gaunt's neto title. When he arrived in Guyenne in late, 

1394, the Par is government became alarmed. Jean 

Boucicaut was sent to Bordeaux to ascertain that this 

expedition t-. ias not intended to breall, the truce with France 

( S" ). Gaunt' s life-tenure of Ougenne caused some 

complications in the discussions of sovereignty over the 

(I) Froissz-: knt xv 157-1 59. 

(2) rjKR x1viii 593, 594; Anri. Ric. Sec.. 158; BouiI Irz, n iis 
293- 294. 

(3) Lriqlarid.. 
-163 z--tnd ri. 23,1.71. 

(4. ) Rot. PF--trj. iii 313b-315b; West Chr-r-in, 4907 51'. '-::. 

(S) J. Buchon (ed. Le livrc- des faits de Jean Boucj. cz*-. titt 
i p. xx; -Froi5sart xv 151-152. The English had recently 
captured a fortress in Sairi+c-rige and another in Angoul&me. 
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Duchy during the Anglo-French peace negotiatic-ns, and 

provoked conste: -rnation on both sides of the Channel and 

dissent in the Duchy. But he does not seem to have been 

viewed seriously as the founder of a new dynasty anda 

living solution to the sovereignty question by either of 

the protagonists. Nevertheless he was still using the 
I 

title in August 1396S, when it had become apparcz! nt that he 

would never be able to enforce his authority in Guyenne(i). 

The Plantagenet tenure of Guyenne had caused friction with 

the French kings for centuries, but other territories h Fx d 

been acquired by the English in France since the opening 

of the Hundred Years War, and these also presented 

: en problems to a negotiated settlement. Edward III had tak 

Calais in 1346, and during the Caroline war England hi--. Ad 

obtained Brest and Cherbourg as "barbican towns" to serve 

as bases for invasion. 'To France, an English-held Calais 

was a permanent and unaccepti-itble military threat; to 

England it was the indispensible path for further forays 

into France. Both sides were therefore determined on 

absolute control of the town. French negotiators demanded 

its return to French hands, as in Charles V's final offer 

to the English in May 1377 (7-). Their request for its 

cession was troublesome in the negotiations of 1384. By 

(1) His appointment as lieutenant in Picardy, C. 76/81 
M. 10. Gaunt's failure to establish himself in the Duchy 
will be further considered in Chapter VI. 

(Z) Bruqes 84. 
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the late 1380s they had decided instead to insist cen the 

destruction of the fortress, so that neither party cciuld 

make use of it (I). French envoy s PIA tf orward this 

proposal at Amiens i r, March 1392 and at Leulinghen in 

1393. On the first occasion the English ignored it, on the 

second they vehementlq rejected it (1). By June, Gaunt 

had reached agreement k-Ath the French delegation on many 

ints Richzkrd was nbw to retain Ca IaiS and F. A II its 

associated territory as defined in the treaty of Bretigny, 

bkA t the terms of its tenure tvere still trouhlesofne and 

left to be decided by a personal meeting bettiteen the- tk.,. Io 

sovere i gn s (3). In all negotiatic, ris subsequent to this, 

the English were not prepiared to concede the point they 

had gained, and there was -I any question of the never agaiY 

Valois regaining Calais by diplomacy. 

WhereE-its Calais had been gained by military means, and its 

retention Could therfore be haggled over, Cherbourg and 

Brest had been obtained on*lease from their owners, the 

king of Navarre and the dukle of Brittany, - and their 

eventual surrender was an inescapable obligation. 

Cherbourg .,.,,: As giver, to the English for a fixed number of 

gears on a pledge of 25,000 marks (4). Richard recognised 

(1) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 26v. 

(Z) Froissart xiv 383,3: 35; xv 112; Conferences 373, 
379. 

(3) Palmer- - "Articles 1,23,931, 

Hist. AnS.. ii 214. 
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that he was likely to lose the possess ic., n of Brest by th en, 

terms 0fa peace- or trt. tce, when he drew up an indenture 

with his brother John Holand for its custo 11,1 in Junc: 

(I). Any failure to surrender these towns in accordance 

with the provisions :)f their leases, i. Li cs uId provoke a 

renewal of hostilities. 

The French government was most zii nxic. Lt s-) to recciver 

I. -herbc-tur4jI and re(ji. te-ested at Ainie-zei-is in thzit ut shou W 

b c-.. returned to Charles of Navarre (7. ). Neqotiý--. tt ions had 

been continuing for this since 1390, but Rich ard d 
.: ý! Iayý. -e d 

as long as possible, insisting on having the will cof the 

late king of Navarre examined and express i rig quaIms 

b e! cause Charles L.. I zit sa Clementist (3). Finally it was 

agreed in March 1393 to return the town at Michelmas, and 

later the same month Charles' chief envoy was expected to 

arrive with the money and the letters of obligation for 

cancellation (4-). Negotiations were still continuing in 

September, and orders were issued for the restoration in 

late October (S). The money to pay off the mortgage was 

raised in Normandy by Charles VI in November-, and its 

E. 28/1 nos. 54a and 54b. Th e second version 
incorporates the corrections and interlineaticins o il the 
f ir-St. Ho Iand1.1jas appointed cz-, tptain I June 1389, Foýredera 
vii 62-21. 

(2. ) ConPE'-r-ances 37', 

(3) Dip. Cor. no. 1.24 Find note. -!; Foggdg-. ra vii 65,12-692".. 

00 E. 30/316; C. 76/77 m. 2. 

S C. 76/78 m. 17; Foer! Fýra vii 755---757,759--760; 
Hist. An_cl-, ii 214.., 
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receipt wa5 aci-motol edged by Richard in January 1, -: '? 4 (I). 

Later, Charles toas to pu t- chase C* herb co u r, 9tri9ht From 

Charles of W-tvarre (2. ). 

England' s arrangement ti. i ith Jean de Mont f Ort I duke of 

Brýttany, for the lease of Brest, was more comp I icated 

In Ii eu of rent, the du týe, w Z-.. k S given the temporary 

possessicin of certain lands in England, including the 

manors of Sevenhampton in WjltFJ, Jrcý zinc! Risinq in Norfolk-. 

Ho I wever, the latter was part of the honour of Richmcind, 

which the duke claimed by hereditE: xry right anyw ay The 

garrison Of Brest was supposed tc, be maintained at English 

cost I but it extorted its expenses from the surrounding 

countryside (J). Montfort pressed frzir the return of the 

to ti. i n in 1396, and negotiEttions continued throughout that 

year and early 1397. It imas finally agreed it should be 

delivered at Easter 1397 f C. r the SUM Of 120,000 gold 

francs and the promise that neither Montfc. rt nor his he ir 

Would ever use Brest for a- g9ressive purposes against 

England (40. 

Rumours of the abandonment of these barbican toi., wis aroused 

passionate protests in England. Richard's plan to sell 

(I ) Foeder-a vii 764-765; A. N. J. 6,4: 3, no. 3. 

(1) A. N. J. 619 no. 17. 

(3G. A. Know I son - Jearl V duc de BretRqrie et 
I'Ariqleterre 1t 442 (Cambr- i dqý. --e 15-164) 24-25; E. 28/2 
no. 51. 

(4 Know I son -jeanV 27-29-, M. C. E. Jones 1) uca1. 
E-1-rittanLI (Oxford 1970) 137-139; Lettrees det Rois 
ii. 282-283; PPC i 64-69; Foedera vii ,. -::, 5 1-853. See Pages 
2 oq-Zlo beloti. i. 
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them to the French in 1387 was part of his behaviour which 

was attacked in the Merciless parliament of the following 

year, which referred to "cestes hautes tresons. 

IIc. uester 't The surrender of Brest provoked the duke of G 

new criticism of Richard' s government in I3_197. He took UP 

the case of the Unpaid Find unemployed garr i sons ho ha d 

returned from Brest and Cherbourg, and were now living off 

the c ou il-- ysi de a ro undLondon (2). The is sue uw-.. st iII 

emotive enough f or Bolingbroke to echo the dead 

Gloucester's complaints tki hen he landed at Ravenspur in 

1399. He claimed in circulatory letters that Richii-itrd was 

planning to sell off all his possessions in France *to 

Charles VI, as he had done with Cherbourg and Brest (3). 

A generation later-, Henry V's revival of the bat--bican 

policy by his capture of Harfleur on the Agincourt 

campaign, t-einforced this obstt, uction to a diplomatic 

settlement. During his attempt to mediate between the tL-. lo 

monarchs , the Emperor Sigismund tried to circumvent the 

problem by suggesting that newly-acquired Harfleur sh ou I cA 

be surrendered to himself and the count of Holland for the 

(I) 
_Rot. 

'Parl. iii 243a. See pasle 7Z be I ok-., - 

( 2. ) !: -:. t. Dc! n 14 sii 476-478; A. Steel 
2 33 0 L.. D. Eluls - -F.? 

j. chz--krct 11 in the EF-. krlý j 
87-88. The duke of Gloucester' s role 
of the 1390s will be examined in Chaptei 

(3) St-Den4s ii 70'. 3; Steel - Richard 
Richard 11 131 n. 46 

- Richard IT (1941) 
Chron icI es (1975) 
in the "war party" 

Vi. 

H 264; Du Is- 
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At v 

duration of the negotiations (1). He intended it should 

then be restored to France in the promotion of peace (1) - 

However the idea C, f aban don in9 the hard-won and 

beleaguered Harfleur was not a popular solution in England 

(3). 

The inevitable result of the lenc. 3th of the conflict was 

that it spilled over the fti er s cif France into the 

kingdoms and lordships of neighbouring allies. The two 

protagonists had widened their struggle to include all 1: 1 f 

western Europe, and it had absorbed the vz:. trious dynastic 

and territorial disputes of their dependent powers. 

Plantagenet and Valois princes became inextricably 

involved in these, which had a momentum of their own, 

impelling the continuance of hostility ever, when the chief 

questions approached a diplomatic settlement. In the 

1360s English and French arms clashed in the Castilian 

succession warsq despite the Peace of Bretigny. Areas of 

secondary conflict could intrude insoluble problems into 

otherwise successful themes of negotiation. At Bruges in 

12.75, the proposal to give Aquitaine to John of Gaunt and 

his heirs apparently received little discussion, partly 

beause he was a rival for the CastiliF-trj throne to Henry of 

Trastamara, the French candidate. It would have been 

(1) Foedera ix 362, calendared at 
' 
CCR 141: 3-1419 352-353; 

Wylie - HenrLj V ii 355; J. H. Wylie and W. T. Waugh - The 

Re i qn of Henrt4 iii (CF-imbridge 1929) 51 1.5. 

(Z) 
. 

EHD iv 219, from Aus der Kanzlei Kaiser Siqismunds 

1.11-1. 

(3) Wylie and Waugh - Henry iii 15. 
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unwi se f or Charles V to instal an enemy to the 

nei., )Iy-establ i shed Henry on his northern border. A French 

proposz-: tl f or af ort y-year truce the fol lowinq year 

foundered because it was to inc lude Castile, thus 

restricting GRUnt from pI. IrSUinq his quarrel there. Th e- 

Enplish were also reluctant to leave- most of Brittany 

under French occupation, and their pr cl t cz, Jean de 

Mori t Fort 9 excluded. The talks 1: 1 f 138-" and 13-84 also 

fz-. tiled to reach a conclusic-ri because G-F-iturit' s claim to the 

Castilian succession was still unsettled, and war had 

broken out again in Flanders (1). Ej. efore Fit three --- yez. -t r 

truce could be concluded in 13: 39, Gaunt' s claim had been 

bought off by Juan I, Montfort i. kias firmly established aS 

duke of Brittany, and hostilities in Flanders had ceased. 

Temporarily the Anglo-French war W F-A S relatively 

uncomplicated by secondary discords. 

The association of other powers in the wz-. tr by alliance 

with the main par-ties raised the question of whether they 

and their-- territories should be included in Anglo-French 

peaces or truces, and whether they should participate in 

the negotiations leading to them. The Valois and the 

Plantagenets felt an obligation to protect their-- allies, 

to be their champions and defenders in return for the 

military support they provided. In all the negotiations 

of the Caroline War and the 1390s, the French customarily 

opened with a proviso that all they were going to say 

(I) Bt-'-tqes xvii, "ýýiiii Palmer - "War Aims" 64; Steel - 
Pi chard TI 104. 
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would be on behalf of the king of France and all his 

allies Sometimps the French i. -jciuld insist that by 

the terms of their- king' s alliance wi th Castileý neither 

c ou Id con tr acta peace or a truce without consulting the 

other (1) B. y its al I iance with Portugal in 13 86 

England was obliged to include her in any truce. In the 

1390s it was common for England to issue two set- of 

powers to its ambassadors to negotiate, one including the 

allies of both parties, the other excluding all mention of 

them (3). Pressure could be exerted to include English 

allies in a truce, when they seemed in need of Support, as 

with Ghent in January 1384 and Pope Boniface IX in July 

1395 ( It, ). Truces between England anti France in 

Richard's reign were normally binL-Ung on all their allies, 

whether they were represented in the negotiations or not. 

This was the case at Leulinghen in and 1394 (9) j but 

in the truce of Paris in March*1396 allies were to be 

excluded from the benefit of the truce if they did not 

(I)B. N. Francais 15490 f. 25v. 

(1) Wylie and Waugh - Henrij V iii 17; B. N. Frz.. mcc-ais 15490 
f. 25v. 

(3) See for example Foedera vii iSiST-6,70,721-722; 
C. 76/74 mm. 6 and 7; C. 76/76 m(n. 6 and 7. 

( 4- ) M. Mcl'isack - The Fourteenth C: entuntj (Oxford 1.959) 
432 n. 2; Enqland... 257 from D. L. Cot tort MS. Vitellil-IS C'-', *L 
nos. 2-3. 

(9) Foeder vii 626,771. 
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assent, to it within a time limit, and a separate agreeme-rit 

was drawn up about -this (I). 

There was also a contrary motive to exclude allies in 

or-der to leave areas open for exploitation by a t, enewal of 

a secondar-y conflict. In or-der- to IiFý, F-tve Gaunt' s claim 
c 

open, England iýkiished Castile to be e>-: cluded fr-om any 

settlement in 138A, and from the negotiations of 1390, in 

the hope of concluding a separate peace with her- (2). In 

1413 Henry V pressed the Fr-ench into agreeing that both 

sides could give aid to their- allies cin both sides of the 

Channel during the truce (3). 

-cluded England was most anxicius that Scotland should be e. -, -I 

from the benefit of any Anglo-French pez. -tce or truce. The 

English kings were reluctant to recognise its status as a 

French ally, preferring to regard it as an Enc Assal, glish vz 

to which terms should be dictated by its overlord. As the 

onIq power possessing a land frontier with Enc land, it was 9 

the Valois' most useful all! j, whose consent they were 

obliged to seek, before concluding peace or truce (4-). 

France could not afford to diminish its nuisance value 

which served to deter English invasions of France. 

Therefore consideration of its c-mission or inclusiol) was 

Cosneau - Grands Traites 71,79-82,92-93: Burr - Anglo-French P-e I at j- or, 89-90 from A. N. J. 644 no. 17. The 
Anglo-French truces o-P this periocA an(j their, terms will be 
considered in chapter III. 

(2-) : -. teel Richard 11 104; PPQ i 23. 

-T) Wylie HFIrtry vi 155; Foerlera ix 59. 

(4) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 2,15. 
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the Cause Of much friction between English i. -trid French 

ambassadors. At Leutinghen in 1389 the Iatter 

successfulIq held out f or Scotland's incIUSi OVI in the 

truce, despite the assertions of the former- that the Scots 

were Richard's rebellious liege men,, with whom he wou Id 

deal fairly (I The English government wished to 

exclude all consideration of the Scott ish question f rom 

the negotiations of 1390 (Z); and in 1395 contemplated 

re-:! qu estin9 Charles VIt0 aid Richard in c- on qu er in9 

Scotland, should he decide to confiscate it, on behalf of 

one of his sons born of Isabelle (3). In the early years 

of Henry IV's reign, English envoys repeatedly urged that 

Scotland should be excluded from the benefits of the long 

truce, since it failed to comply with the provisions. The 

French were adamant that the truce should continue to 

cover their ally (4-5. 

Scotlzi-trid's attitude to its inclusion in a truce was as 

unpredictable to its allies as to its adversaries. It was 

included in the truce of January 1384, on the condition of 

its acceptance, although it was not represented at the 

conference. At the next conference Scottish envoys 

(1) Hist. Ang. ii 179. 

(Z) PPC i 21. 

(3) Enqlr-md... 257 from B. L. Cotton MS. Vitellius Cxi nos. 
2-3. 

(4-) J. H. Wylie - Histot-Li of Enqlý-, tnd undcgr- HE. -enry TV-i 336; 
F. C. Wilson --Ancilo-French Relations in the Reiqn of Kinq 

Henri I IV of -England 
1.399-1413 (McGi II University 

Ph. D. thesis 1973) 138,204,206,210 
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arrived, complaining that they had been excluded from the 

truce. The French laid the blame on the English for 

delaying the French mission sent to seek King Robert's 

acquiescence (1). In 1389 it 1. klas included in the truce of 

Leu I inghen, tkih i ch 7 like all the other, allies, it 'ý-Ias to 

t, atify before it came into effect. Accordingly, French 

envi--iys Were sent through England to Robert II to request 

his compliance imith the truce (I). The Scots proved 

difficult to persuade to zabandon their, preparat i ons to 

attack England and enter the truce, but eventua IIy they 

agreed (i ). At the 1393 Leulinghen conference, the 

uncles of both monarchs agreed that there should be. 

(I)J. Cz.. tmpbell "Eriqland. Scotland and the Hundred 
Years War i ri the Fourtclenth Cer, tur-L y 11 inJ. R. Ha I e, 
J. R. L. Highfield and B. '--; M aII C-ýf Ll (eds. ) furope---iri the 11-at 
Middle Aqes (London 1965) 20'. -: /; B. N. Francais 26'; P9 
f. 15: 2, -153v. 

(Z :) foedera vii 626; West Chron, 35: 18. On 15 June Richard 
authorised his ambassadors at Ca la iS to grant 7-A 
saf e-conduct to these envoys to travel as far as the 
English Council, E. 28/1 no. 66, another copq at E. 28/2 
no. 45. Theq were given a sa f e- c ondu ct to c go on to 
Scotland on 3 July, Foedera vii 631. A Scottish embassy 
wzts permitted to pass through England to France on 2 Oct. 
1389, C. 76/74 m. 18. 

(3 West Chron. 402-404,, Hist. Ancý 182-183. Richard 
-ii later reminded King Robert of his oath to observe the 

truce, E. 28/6 no. 40. 
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separate negotiations between England and -: 3cotland in the. 

Mo-ches I This ixias a major concession by the dukes of 

Berry and Burgundg, which presumably helped to buy (3al-trit's 

agreement that Ii ege homage should be rendered for 

Guyerine. Scotland was again included in the tri.. ice of 13'.: --16 

on the condition of her assent Z) Accordingly, ti. k1c, 0 
Fren ch envoys passed through En .91 an d -to Scotland to 

explain the negotiations to Robert 111 (3). In May 1400, 

Fie nry IV, havinc 
.j extracted a cohfirmzAtion of this truce 

from Charles VI, sent three men experienced in Scottish 

negotiations to inform Robert and request him, his lords 

and officials to swear to it. Otherixiise by the terms 
- of 

the truce they would be excluded from its benefits (4-1. 

-In July 1403,. the French were unSUre of -the attitude of 

their ally to the truce. French envoys ikiere again sent to 

Scotland ith an English safe-conduct to learn Robert's 

will, only to find the Scots had already colluded in the 

Percy rebellion (5), 

(I)E. 28/6 no. --*: I. This is an order. to one of the 
English envoys to attend. zA conference at Ayton or Kelso c-in 
5) Sept. It is dated undcw- the Privy Seal FA t Westminster 
on 19 Ju Iy with no Year but refers to the dui. -. es of 
Lancaster, Gloucester, Berry zi nd BUt'gUndy treat in9f or 
peace at Leulinghen and states the bishop of St. Davids was 
one of the ot h er- envoys being 
March6s. John Gilbert, bishop of 
eight commissioned to treat pe7a 
13'. 5-13, Foeder vii 754. 

(Z) Cosneau Grands TraitE&s 79; 
above. - 

sent to the Scottish 
St. Davids waS ci ne of 

ce with Scotland 22 Aug. 

s ee Fit ISC, P. 4 1+ n. 

': Bafe-conduct 8 May 135/6. C. 3. 

Fnedera viii 144-145. 

Foedera viii. 19' Wylie - Hertr-tj IV i 340. 
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The conglomerates of allies, noble vassztls and vc--ýsted 

i I-Iterest s headed by Ch arIesVI FA ndhisPIantar 
, 
3enet 

counterparts were not monolithic organisz. ttions. Neithi: -r 

Pro ta 901-1 istouId re Iy on un if orm ity of op ini c-in and 

s cz, Ii dar ity of action zitmongst the'ranks of his own party. 

Thi, s made negotiations between thetI. L10 n i7a scent 11 At i0 1-1 S 

complex and difficult, even impossible i-tt times. T. -'r: -., t 1. ki een 

the twc-, monarchies, Flanders followed i1-1dep1: --! r1d(--? )-1t policit; --s 

which often ran co Lt nte, r to those of its Fren ch and 

Bu r qu nd i an overlords. Its most importz--tnt consideration 

was the dominant cloth industry, dependent on imports o- f 

English woo I, which inclined it tok,. iards P a' a c- C.: -! ith 

England. Most specifical1q, the Flemish wished to keep 

01 moving aI cl n9 the route from the Calais Staple tc, 

Bruges. Their opinions were voice-d by the pol.,. 'erfu IbC, dy 

of the Vier Leden, which exerted constant pressure on the 

French government, and particularly their Count I Philip 

the Bold, to conclude a peace or truce k-Ath Enql7and. Thy 

fa vou red the negotiation of zit separate Anglo-Flemish 

commercial treaty, but to Philip and his s --I n, John the 

Fearless, Flemish economic interests were normally 

secondary to political ambitions within France. The 

complexities of the division of power between the count of 

Flanders and the towns confused English fcreign policy in 

the area. A hostile Flanders would provide the French 

with a base from which to invade England. During the long 

truce period of 1389 to 1415, there-- was z:. t rez-0 danger that 

i 1-1 ally renewal of conflict, Flanders would participate on 

the French side. 
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On occasion, the Fleinish WOUICI refuse t0fi S3ht f or- the 

French. 111 Apri 1 141309 Philip demanded tht7:! Vier Ledf. -2n 

should provide him with 1000 sergeants to serve in West 

FI an ders against the En 91ish: this they re. jected the 

following month (1). They refUsed a similar request f or 

21--Ifl- PO men in Ju Iy 1403 (70, and rose in revolt zitgainst 

Duke John's plaris to attack Calztis in 1.406 (3). The Vier 

Leden expressed their desire to remain neutral in the 

An 91 o-Fren ch quarrel i r, Ju IY IA-00 and Mzity 1403 (4-). 

clause in the Anglo-Flemish truces cr-intinuctusly rertettic! d 

f rom 1407 provided that the truce i., jas to continue even if 

war, broke. out with the French king (5). Efforts had beers 

made previously to Secure a separate treaty betki. ieen 

England and Flanders. Philip the Bold banned Fill commerce 

between them in January 1387. The two trading partners 

then negotiated for an agreement to remove their commerce 

from the vacillations of the Anglo-French conflict for the 

three following years, with no result 6, Thereafter, 

I Wilson - -Anglo. -Frertch Relaticins 55; S. P. Pistoric- - 
The Rrýepudiation of the T1., ienty-Eight Yc: 

-ýar- 
Truce: A ý-'-tudLj of 

Anglo-French Diplomatic Relations 13,5151-1404 (University of 
Oklahomzii Ph. D. thesis, 1970) 80 -8,1 ; S. P. Pistono - "The 

accession of Henry IV: effects c-ri Anglo-Flemish relations 
1399-1402" Ti. idschrift voot- Geschi-edenis 1xxxix(1976) 466. 

(2. ) Wi I sort Anglo-French Relations 178; Pistono - 
Rg-pud-iation 

(3) Wilson Anglo-French Relations, 332 and n. 41; Wylie 

- Henrq IV ii 106. 

(4) Pistono - Repudig-ttion EDI, 1,81-182; "Accession of 
Henry IV" 473. 

(5) e. g. C. 76/92 m. 12. 

(0 England... 91; Pistc-no - Fi'epudiation 14 Fa ndn. 2 1. 
Wilson - Anglo ýrench Relations 10. 
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FI an ders' inclusion in the truces of 1389,13-94 and 1396- 

as a French fief rendered such endeavours unnecessary. In 

the summer of 1402, representatives of the Vier, Leden 

informed English and French ambassadors at Leulinghen thir-At 

they wished to be included in any agreement concluded 

abr, aAt the truce. Flanders was accordingly recognised as 

protected by the agreement of August of that ye-ar (0. A 

separate treaty outside the Anglo-French quarrel s 

becoming increasingly necessary, Z'As the lists of 

complaints about piracy lengthened on both sides. Against 

the obstruction of the government in RFtris, the Flemish 

were gradually able t 1: 1 force the acceptance of the 

principle that Anglo-Flemish commercial relations should 

be placed outside the war. In June 1404 Charles VI 

permitted the Duchess Margaret a r, dh EL, r soy, . John to 

negotiate for this (Z). Talks continued intermittently 

for several years, resulting in the conclusion of a 

commercial truce in March 1407 and an agreement for 

security in the Channel the following year (3). 

The English continued to use their economic 

interdependence with the Flemish to drive a wedge between 

(I) Pistonc, - RepudiptioE-L 166-167; CCR 1.399-1402 547; 
CPR 1401-1405 201; Foeder;. ýk viii 274-276. 

(1) Letters of HerjrLi IV i 320-324; Wilson - Armlo-French 
Relzxtions 201,223,251. 

(i )I have not investigated these negotiations 
thoroughly, as C. J. Ford intends to construct a detailed 
narrative of them in his current thesis. See also Owen - 
Connection chapter 1, Wilson - -Anglo-French 

Relations Find 
Pistonc, - Rej2udiation. The part of the! resulting 
agreements in the truce system of Henry IV's later year-s 
is considered in Chapter III. 
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them and their overlords. In May 1412 Henry IV wrote -to 

Ghent, Bruges and Ypres on the subject of John the 

Fearless' proposed expedition to Guyenne against his new 

Armagnac allies, requesting that they should maintain 

their truce with England and should not aid him in any 

wa The Vier Leden replied that they t., Ashed to 

continue -the truce, bu t intended to support John and 

Charles VI (Z). In fact Henry's implied intention to 

repudiate the truce if -they did so 1. k1as an empty threat, 

for next month orders were given for the truce to lie 

proclaimed i 11 the Calais March, and in July proclamation 

w Et s made elsewhere and conservators appointed (3). 

John' s response to Henry' s intimidation tt. ias to write to 

his ally, the prince of Wi:. tles, on 14 June. This letter 

stated his case against the Armagnacs and complained of 

the attempt made to subvert his subjects. He asked the 

prince to use his influence with his father to make him 

withdraw from the Armagnztc zt1liz. -trice, (4). 

It was not only the unreliability of allies and vassals, 

like the Scots and the Flemish, which prevented a clear 

U Foedera viii 737. A copy cof another, letter addressr. -ed 
to the same on the same- date is at PPC ii 28-30. Nicolas 
suggested that the original of this was SlAbstituted for 
the letter printed by Rymer. Hoi. -)ever- the reply of John 
the Fearless makes it clear that it was Rymer's letter 
that was sent, quoting it in full, B. N. Moreau 1424 no. 55. 
Nicolas' letter is presumably a rejected draft. 

(I. ) Wilson - -Ancilo-French 
Prelations 444. 

(-T) Foedera viiý 751,765,767. 

(4) B. N. Moreau 1424 no. 55 (zt cop4). 
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continuous direction of foreign policy i 1-1 France. Th ce 

ot) Struct ion s to the negotiation of a peaceful settIc. -iment 

were often exacerbated by divisions I::, fopinion bett. kleen 

internal factic, ns in the French court and council. This 

was especially important during the reign of Charles V1, 

whwaS scarcely out of his minority before he beqay-, to 

suffer intermittently from mental illness. The government 

of France was therefore normally controlled by his close 

relatives, amongst whom there was : -: A constant rivalry fc-ir 

leadership. Philip the Bold I arge IyC orl t ro IIe, d foreign 

policy f or, -the first part c, f the reign, until he tklas 

removed from power in November by cliýsorl an it the 

Marmosets. These immediately declared themselves in 

favour of negotiating a peace with England By 

AU 91A St 1392 however, Clisson's irresponsible belligerency 

had brought the two countries to the brink of i. tiE-. tr over 

Brittany. The dukes 1: 1 f Berry and Burgundy had iralready 

directed discussions with the English at Amiens, and their 

return to power when Charles fell ill accelerated their 

efforts, now there was no danger of peace reinforcing 

Marmoset influence ( 2- The following year they 

negotiated a draft peace with John of Gztunt. In the last 

years of Richard II and the early years of Henry IV's 

reign, Louis, duke of Orleans increasingly challenged 

Philip the Bold's pre-eminence in foreign affairs. Philip 

wz:. ts influenced towards detente with England by his Flemish 

(1) St. Denqs i 570; West 
-Chron. 

372. 

(Z) Chroniques des Quatrcý Prgemierr, Vztlc. is : 325. 
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subjects ,aI though he resented En9l i sh medd I in 9i 1-1 

FIand eý rs; he was not t---e'en toaII ok-. 1 aseparate 

Anglo-Flemish agreement to detract from his poiý. ier. He 1.,. 1F-As 

indignant at the I-tSLtt-'Fkd; ic-n of Henry IV, but aft er the 

return of Queen Isabelle had been accomplished, he became 

concerned to preserve the truce he had mi-. tde i. kiith Rich ard 

Henry's overthrow might serve Orleanist purposes more than 

his own. Touiards the end of his life, Philip again 

f avoured d6tente with England. 'The duke of C. Irle'Fins 

favoured ktiarlike action against Henry, whEittever private 

arrangement they may have made in 1399. He was amb it i ou s 

part i cu I ar Iy for the conquest of Guyenne. Af ter Ph iIi P' s 

death in April 1404, he directed foreign policy until his 

assassination, in the facr-. - of qrowing antagonism from John 

the Fearless. 

Vztcillations of French policy did riot only disrupt the 

movement towards peace. Military ventures were also 

impeded. The reluctance of the duke of Berry to 

participate in the invasion schemes 1386 and 1387 was 

contributory to their failure (1). There was rivalry 

between the dukes of Burgundy and Orle'ans in their attacks 

upon English frontiers in France in 1405 and 1406. After 

Orleans' removal by murder, the bitterness between the 

French factions gave England not merely a respite from 

hostilities, but an opportunity to intervene directly in 

F. Lehoux Jg-! z_rxn de France. duc de Berri. ! Sa vi 
son action politique 1.340-1416 (Paris 1966-1968: ) ii 201. 
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France a9z. tin. Exploitation of the difficultie's of its 

adversary was not just F-A temptation, but a ri-ecessity. 

By the time the Leulinghen truce of 12.239 beqzln a 

generation of official cessation of hostilities, most cif 

thp diplomatic solutions to the Valois-Plantagenet quarrel 

reviewed in this period had already been suggested. 

Negotiations were dominated by the treaty of DrEýtigny, by 

which Edward III was t . 7.1 surrender his French title in 

return for extc.. insive territory held in full sovereignty. 

The fact that it had been agreed by both sides, and its 

eventual failure, influenced English and French diplomats 

until the treaty of Troyes created a new precedent. The 

expected repetition of the failure led in 1396 to the 

adoption of a long truce, A recognition of the failure to 

achieve a peace treaty. This preserved the status _qL1_C'j 

while providing that peace negotiations should continue 

for its duration. Other long truces had been suggested in 

the 1370s and 1380s. A half-peace, combining such a long 

truce with territorial concessions similar to those in the 

Bretigny treaty but with -the Plantagenet title to France 

retained, had been suggested in 1356,1360 and 1376 and 

would recur in the negotiations following the Congress of 

Arras. The expedient of Richard marrying a Valois 

princess had already been considered early in his reign. 

All the ingenious pet-mutations for halting the friction 

over the English tenure of Guyenne had been proposed 

before the 1390s. Papal mediators at Aviponý- in 1344 and 

Bruges in 1375 had recommended that Edward III should 
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surrender it in return for compensation elsewhere, in 

Scotland, for imperial territory or for the Lancastrian 

estates in England. But this was compensation the Valois 

had no power to make, nor were theq adequate substitutes 

for Guyenne 1). In March 1375 the mediators also 

sq9gested the Duchq should be erected into a fief for John 
46 

of Gaunt under Charles V's sovereigntg. The English 

rejected this and Gaunt refused it "potissime attento 

homagio secundum dictam viam domino regi Francie faciendos 

quod sibi non placebat (7-). " The partition of Aquitaine 

and modifications to French sover-eigntg were also 

discussed in the Bruges negotiations 3 ). 

When the English and French negot i ators sealed the 

Twentg-Eight Year Truce in March 13 '.? 61 they were 

recognising that they had reached a state of diplomatic 

stalemate. Neither side had achieved the necessary 

military advantage to enforce its dynastic or feudal 

interpretation of the conflict. A decisive change in the 

military balance was needed before any peace treaty could 

be successfully concluded, as had happened in the 

campaigns preceding the treaty of Bre-tigny. Henry V 

attempted to repeat this sequence of events, but his 

conquest of France had already lost its momentum by the 

time he -Porced Charles VI to agree to the treatq of 

Bruqes xvi; Palmer - "War Aims" 55-56. 

Brugeg xvi-xvii, 11. 

Bruqes xvii-xviii. 
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I 
Troyes. It only committed the English to continue the 

exhausting struggle (I). The English could end the 

conflict victoriously only by seizing France entirely from 

the Valois. The assassination cf John the Fearless in 

1419 gave Henry the chance for this, for it brought 

England the crucial advantage of the* Burgundian al I iance 
I-e 

until 1435. For the French, the onIq ultimatc., S01I. A t i. On 

tO as the complete ex pu Isi on of the English ft-(. --m their- 

kingdom. The Valois' confiscations of Guyenne in 1337 and 

1369, and their creations of their, own dukes, recogn i sed 

this. Eventually this form of pacification outdistanced 

all diplomatic constructions: 

'Chat-acter-isticz: tllb c-ricýL113h, the Hu ri cl r- e cl Yeat- s 
War vias ter-miria-ted bU force, not diploma---9 (7. ). ' 

But by 1389 the military course of the conflict had also 

stagnated. During the Caroline war, hostilities occupied 

a longer time than in the Edwardian war, and truces were 

shorter. More armies were put into the field; they served 

for longer and over a wider area. By the time of the 1375 

truce, the impetus of the war had begun to degenerate to a 

process of mutual attrition. The minority of Charles VI 

and the English government's financial difficulties after 

(1) C. T. Allmand Henrq V, (Historical Association 1968) 
22-23. 

(2. ) Palmer - "War Aims" 72. 
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the Peasants' Revolt further reduced the intensity of 

hostilities. By the constant pressure of a force 

permanently in the field, Charles V had expelled the 

English from. the greater part of Aquitaine, and in 1377 

the Duke of Anjou threatened Bordeaux. But once French 

tactics had reduced the Plantagenet holdings to the 

coastal strip around Bordeaux, Bayonne and Max, they could 

proceed no further and assumed a more defensive stance 

In response to the French refusal to stand and fight, 

the English had employed the chevauchee. This brought no 

glorious victories, but kept the war on the right side of 

the Channel, preoccupied French forces with defences and 

inflicted considerable damage on enemy territory and 

mora I e. This mode of campaign was used repeatedly until 

1381 and recommenced with the Duke of Clarence's 

expedition in 1412 (Z). Complementary to this was the 

English desire to obtain a ring of coastal fortresses 

round France, which served as starting points for 

chevauche"es and shelter for the returning armies. Their 

importance as "barbicans" for the defence of England was 

secondary, since this could never be effective while the 

French retained any ports on the Channel coast. In 

addition to Bayonne, Bordeaux and Calais, Brest Cherbourg 

and Saint-Sauveur-le-Vicomte were acquired, and attempts 

were made on Harfleur and Saint Malo in 1378, Nantes in 

(I ) P. Contamine - Guerre, Etat et Socigt& a la fin du 
min-Lmn aqe: 6tudes sur les armees des rois de Franc 

_1337-1494 
(Paris 1.972) 207. 

(2) Contamine - Guerre Etat et Soci6t& 230; Fnqland... 6; 
J. R. Alban - National Defence in Enqland 1337-1389 
(Liverpool Ph. D. thesis 1977)1346-348. 
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1380, La Rochelle in 1381 and 1382, and Sluys, *1387, an 

attack to be repeated by Thomas of Lancaster in 1405. The 

French countered with assaults on St. Sauveur-le-Vicomte, 

Cherbourg and; the Calais march in the 1370s (I In the 

1380s, as the struggle within France reached the limits of 

its possibilities, the Valois and the Plantagenets sought 

an advantage bg immo bilising each others' allies. This 

trend was given impetus-by the advent of the Great Schism, 

and the rising Castilian ambitions of John of Gaunt. In 

England, there was debate between the "i.,. iay of Portugal" or 

the "way 6f Flanders. " The former was employed in 13f: 311 

the -latter disastrousl! j in the Bishop of Norwich's crusade 

in 1383. Richard II invaded Scotland in 1335 and Gaunt 

tool-, an arm! j to Castile the following year 

It was the Castilian alliance which had enabled the Valois 

to carry the war to the English side of the Channel at 

last. There had been minor French raids in the early part 

of the Caroline war on Portsmouth, Gosport and Guernsey, 

and the East Anglian coast had been threatened. But when 

t-he Bruges truce ended in June 1377, a Franco-Castilian 

fleet made a destructive progress along England's southern 

coast,. landing on the Isle of Wight, attacking Rqeý 

Winchelsea, Hastings, Rottingdean, Gravesend and Stonor, 

threatening, other towns, and carrying off the Prior of 

Lewes as a prisoner. In the following few years the 

(1) Enqland. 
-, -, 

6-7; Alban - Natinnal Defence 341-360; see 
pages 3& - 14-1 above, 

(1) Contamine - Guerre Etat et Societ& 207; Steel - 
Richard 11 98-106; McKisack - Fourteenth CentLjrq 431-432; 
E. H. D. iv no. 57. - 

1 ý5 
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combined fleet attacked Cornwall, Gravesend and Winchelsea 

again, and Scarborough was repeatedly threatened. In 

1381, the English government feared French and Castilian 

forces would land on the south coast to exploit the 

military possibilities of the Peasants' Revolt. Every 

qeýir English ships were sent to sea to protect coasts and 

shipping, but often too late to oppose enemy fleets, as in 

1377. In 1383 French balingers sent to molest the coast 

were defeated by a fleet raised by the. inhabitants of 

Portsmouth and Dartmouth (1). 

These pin-prick-s were of minor significance compared to. 

'the continued destruction wrought by English forces in 

France, and they became infrequent during_. Charles VI's 

minority. Their logical extension was a full-scale 

invasion, and the -trend of French military policy was 

clearly shifting to the offensive with the large-scale 

expeditions -against Flanders in 1382 and 1383 (Z). In the 

1370s, the English goverment had 
-feared an invasion 

through Wales, which never materialised (3). The threat 

_-became 
more serious in' the mid-1380s, when 

.. 
Charles VI 

reached-manhood and the French gained control of Flanders, 

with an' ideal base for an invasion fleet in the harbour of 

Sluys. In 1385 a force gathered here under the command of 

(1) Steel Richard 11 74-75; Froissart viii 391-400; 
Alban - National DeTence 45-52,61 and n. 2,283-284,332 
p. 29 393 and n. 2. 

-(Z) Contamine - Guerre ttat et Soci&t6 207,212,223. 

(3) Alban - National Defence 56-58. 
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Olivier Clisson, the 

secondary contingent 

Admiral, Jean de Vienn 

concentrated troops 

Brittany, Normandy and 

Constable of France, while a 

operated in Scotland under the 

(1). The following ! jear, Clisson 

at Trequier and other ports in 

Picard! j, but a much larger armg and 

nayq "the most deadlq threat to England throughout the 

entire Middle Ages"(2), assembled at Slugs. It was to be 

led tc- England by Charles and his uncles of Burgundy and 

Berry, and the intention was to deliver a decisive blow to 

the enemq and terminate the struggle: 

Omonseigneur le rog, agent en propoux de passer en 
personne a toute sa puissance ou pais d'Engleterre 
pout, grever et domaigier ses enemis at mectre fin 
en sa querre (3). ' 

A prefabricated fort was designed and constructed, to be 

erected as a secure base for the French beach-head in 

England, but several sections were captured by the English 

at sea (4. ). The French were not able to repeat the scale 

of these operations in 1387, and only small fleets were 

gathered at Harfleur and Trequier by Clisson and Vienne(S). 

England... 60,71; Alban - National Defence 65; 
J. J. N. Palmer "Prets a la Couronne (1385)" BEC cxxvi(1968) 

. 
419-421. 

(Z) Enqland.. -74. 

(3) England... 2491 
Departementales de la Cot 

( im ) England. . . -72-75; 
Froissart xi 356-361; xii 

(5) Enqland... 98; Alban 

appendix 3 from Archives 
e-d'Or Dijon, B2299 f. I. 

Alban - National Defence 69-71; 
1-6119-20. 

- National Defence 77. 
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England's scramble to defend herself against these threats 

betrays panic and confusion. In 1386 it was planned to 

allow the invading army to penetrate 

them by scorched earth tactics. England 

problems of being on the defensive, 

mar,, -auded unpaid around London. The meas, 

resistance were expensive for her 

detrimental to her peoples' morale (1). 

inland and defeat 

experienced the 

as her own troops 

. tres employed for 

government, and 

Yet rione of these invasion fleets ever set sail. The 

first force was diverted in July 1385 to recapture Damme, 

which had been seized by the Gantois to its rear. 

Meanwhile the Scots had signed a truce with England (Z). 

The preparations for the gigantic host of 133-86 were 

delayed, first by the severe illness of Philip the Bold, 

and then by continuous adverse weather as the campaigning 

season lengthened into winter; it does not seem that the 

duke of Berry was as responsible for the cancellation of 

the expedition as Froissart alleged. As the departure 

date was repeatedly postponed, money and supplies ran 

outq and relations with the Flemish deteriorated 

dangerously. The weighty enterprise was eventually 

(1) England... 72,75-761 Alban" - National Defence 
65-68,72-75,266,424(appendix 11); Froissart xi 361-362, 
368-374; McKisack - Fourteenth Centurm 442; Foedera vii 
474,507,539; CPR 1381-138 519,5539 554ý 588-5919 
597-598; 1385-1389 799 1359 1609 17491759 1779 1819 2149 
216,2179 2429 258,2609 2615 2639 3879 547; CCR 1385-1389 
69 60,169,1759 186-1879 190-1919 193-1949 253-2549 261, 
264-265,327,329; C. 76/70 passim. 

(L) England. 60-61,72; Fgedera vii 526-527. 
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overcome by its own inertia M. In cancelling it, Charles 

VI promised another effort the following year, but this 

too never sailed. His finances were too exhausted for a 

repeat performance and the duke of Berry refused to 

co-operate with Olivier Clisson. The expedition was 

finally scuppered by the duke of En'rittany's imprisonment 

of the Constable, perhaps at English instigation (2). 

With the demise of the 1386 fleat, Eri! 3z--. tnd had resumed an 

offensive posture. The earl of Arundel was made Admiral 

on 10 December, and gathered his fleet at Sandwich in the 

early months of 1337, being nominated as lieutenant to 

lead it to sea and against enemy coasts on 26 February 

(3). A month later he defeated a combined French, Flemish 

and Castilian fleet on its way to siuys to form the 

nucleus of the new invading expedition (4). However, he 

failed to press his advantage and capture Sluys, and so it 

remained in its troubelsome Valois possession (Y). After a 

refit at Orwell, Arundel took his force to the relief of 

(I Eriqland... 77-84; Alban - National Defence 75-77; 
Froissart xii 1-6,10-12,19-28. 

(2) Lehoux - Berri ii 201; Enqland... 99-101; Jones - 
Ducal Brittanm 106; Frin-issart xii 27; St. Denqs i 480; 
P. H. Morice (ed. ) Me'-moires pour servir de Preuves % 
I'Histoire Ecclesiastique et _Qivile de Bretagn (Paris 
1742-1746) ii 540-542; A. N. K. 53 no. 70. 

(3) 
-Enqland... 

91,92; CCR 1385-13R9 208-209; C. 76/71 
mm. 13,18. 

( 4- ) Eriqland... 93; Hist. Anq, ii 153. Safe-conducts for 
his prisoners (including Flemish and men of Bilb5o, Bermeo 
and Bayonne) to go to seek , their ransoms, C. 76/72 
mm. 14,16. 

(6) Enqland..., 93-95 and map p. 94. 
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Brest, besieged bq the duke of Brittany since the previous 

June. There he captured one of the bastides being 

constructed against the English and destroyed the other 

In August, 'Henry Percy the younger, sailed with a small 

hastily-assembled force and finally drove off the 

begiegers U). For the following year, the Appellant 

government adopted an ambitious, aggressive plan. The 

earl of Arundel was to join with Duke Jean in Brittany, 

while John of Gaunt operated from Guyenne, in a double 

advance into France. Co-operation may also have been 

expected from Kling Charles of Navarre, and Duke William of 

Guelders (3). Accordingly, Arundel was appointed admiral 

and lieutenant of an expedition to enemy coasts on 12 

March and Captain of Brest on 9 April, and assembled a 

force at Southampton (4). Gaunt was made lieutenant in 

Gugenne on 26 May, and troops were sent to him with 

Arundel's fleet (5). But parliamentary business delayed 

M- 
_Jones 

- Ducal Brittanq 103-105,158; H. Touchard Le 
Commerce Maritime Breton A' la- -f i-fj-dCt 'Mrit4en Age -- (Paris 
1967) 104; Hist. Anq-. ii 153; Lettres des Rois ii 267; 
Preuves ii 526; CCR 1385-1389 541. The newly-captured 
bastide is mentioned in E. 28/1 nos. 54a and 54b; E. 28/5 
no. 5; E. 28/6 no. 20. 

(Z Enqland... 100-101; Jones - Dural Brittanq-1061 159; 
Hist. ALI_9-, ii 156-157; QPR 13-29-1229 358; C. 76/72 m. 25. 

(3) Enqland... 127-128 and map p. 129; M. C. E. Jones "The 
ransom of Jean de Bretagne count of Penthiý-vre; an aspect 
of English Foreign Policy 1386-13881, BIHR x1v (1972); 
Froissart xiii 100-106. 

(4 Enqland.. 4_. 130; Foedera vii 578; C. 76/72 mm. 5,6,99 
10. 

(5) En6land... 126; Foedera vii 583-585. 

63 



Arundel's departure until 10 June (1). Meanwhile, the 

grand plan collapsed. Jean of Brittany agreed to meet the 

dukes of Berry and Burgundy in May, and reached a 

settlement with the French government and Clisson in July 

(1). Gaunt made an agreement with Juan of Castile on 8 

July, and a truce with the duke of Berry south of the 

Loire on 18 August (3). When Arundel reached Brittany, he 

could do nothing without the horses that were to have been 

provided by Duke Jean. He went on to land in Aunis, 

raiding the countryside and threatening La Rochelle, but 

failed to effect a rendezvous with Perrot le B6arnais in 

Limousin, before the truce became operative. He returned 

tc, England on 3 September (4-). The increasing difficulties 

of financing the war, and the English defeat at -Otterburn 

now necessitated negotiations for truce (S). 

If England continued the conflict now, she would lose the 

initiative back to France. The failure of each side since 

1385 to make an impact on the others' territorg meantýhat 

the French advance into Gugenne in the 1370s dictated the 

course of the negotiations of the 1380s and 1390s, 

ensuring that the main debate concerned the extent of what 

(1) West Chron. 340; his letters of attorneq on 1 June 
1388, C. 76/72 m. 2. 

(Z Enqland... 131-132 and appendix 1k, pp. 235-236, 

-Froissar-t 
xiii 118-124,136-139,143,185. 

(3) Enqland. 
-. 

128; Foedera vii 595-598. The truce was 
extended on 9 March 1389, A. N. K. 53 no. 80. 

(4) Enqland... 1: 33; Lehoux - Berri ii 226. 

(9 Enqland... 134-138; J. A. Tuck - "The Cambridge 
Parliament 1388" EHR lxxxiv (1969); Knighton ii 298. 



Richard was to hold in Guyenne, and the terms of its 

tenure. The French feudal interpretation of the conflict 

was therefore in the ascendant. During the Edwardian war, 

the English had had an effective military presence in 

northern France, a position restored by Henry V. This 

allowed discussion of the Plantagenet claims to the whole 
C, 

of France, and therefore in terms of the English dynastic 

interpretation of the wFir. Mutual exhaustion had now 

induced a military stalemate, and truce was necessary both 

for recovery and to seek new advantages by the acquisition 

of allies. The conflict between England and France was 

transferred from the field of battle to the negotiating 

ta bIe. 

* 
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Chapter 2 

/ 

ANGLO-FRENCH PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 1389-1417 

The theoretical purpose of a truce between two warring 

kingdoms was to provide the medium for negotiating a final 

peace. Provision was normally made for such negotiations 

when truces were signed between England and France. They 

were conducted by means of meetings between the 

ambassadors of the two parties, at which they exchanged 

offers of terms for a settlement. The offers were 

presented by each side alternately, each increasing the 

extent of its concessions until the inevitable impasse was 

reached. This system of alternating and ascending 

proposals was used to manoeuvre for position and establish 

points of principle against an opponent. There was a 

reluctance to open the bidding as this was conventionally 

seen as a sign of weakness. The party that made an offer 

that was then rejected by the other side, was not bound by 

it. Yet in practice, offers made in previous negotiations 

were introduced into discussions as precedents to, extract 

better terms, particularly if the offer had been made in 

writing. Envoys would arrive at meetings armed with 

evidence about previous conferences and agreements. So in 
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Henr! j Vs instructions to his ambassadors in October 1418, 

he ordered them to force the Dauphin's partg to open the 

series of peac-e offers, to cite the Armagnac offer of 1412 

if the Dauph. ip offered less than the terms of the treat! j 

of Bretigng, and to introduce discussion of a long truce 

onjq on the basis of previous talks at Winchester (I ). 

Ambassadors' instructions can tell us the most favourable 

terms a partg was prepared to put forward, and their 

commissions the limit of their power to make an agreement. 

But the sequence of offers actuallq made was usuallg at 

the ambassadors'. discret-ion, and powers might be left 

-unused. Information about the content of negotiations-is 

derived largel! j from protocols drawn up for the reports of 

returning embassies. The reliance on precedent means that 

the demands, offers and counter-offers of the Engl. ish and 

French negotiators during this period of truce form two 

continuous interlocking series. The- claims and 

concessions the two sides were prepared to make reflect 

the balance of advantage between them-as it swung from the 

French to the English, and the precise terms express their 

expectations-at intervals in their conflict. 

These expectations were most fluid in the- territorial 

elements of proposed settlements. The boundaries of these 

ranged right across the four comtes and sixteen vicomtes 

(1) Foedera ix 628-629. 4 
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which were considered to make up the ancient duchg cif 

Aquitaine, "a mosaic of frontiersq whose limits were 

geographically obscure. " (1) In the French memorandum : Df 

1390, the Duchy's lands were listed as including towns as 

far from English control as Limoges, Cahors, Montauban and 

Auch (Z). In the absence of maps, negotiators computed the 

value of territorial offers by the numbers of cities, 

fortresses and dioceses the lands contained(3 ). The 

proposed frontiers usually bore no relation to the 

geographical position of English and French armed 

strength. During the 1370s, the English had lost 

Angoumois, Perigord, Limousin, Rouergue, Quercy and part 

of Agenais and Saintonge. By the 1390s, English Gascony 

comprised Bordeaux, Bayonne, Dax and Aire, with the Medoc 

peninsula, the Se"ne6chausee of Landes, the Bailliage cif 

Labourt, the Vicomte" of Orthe and Chalosse. Many outlying 

fortresses were also controlled by English garrisons (4). 

The diplomats discussed a much more extensive Duchq. 

Negotiators could afford to be flexible about the amount 

(1) Vale- Enqlish GascnnU 163-164. 

(2. ) B. N. Francais 15490, unnumbered page between f. 26v 
and f. 27. 

(3) Dickinson- Cr-nciress- of Arras 156; B. N. Francais 
15490 f. 26. A sheet of scrappq notes on the treatq of 
Bre'tign! j contains a list of towns ceded b! j the agreement, 
B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 160. 

(4-) Vale - English Qasrnnu 5-8 and Map 1; Anqleterre e 
Schisme 111; B. N. Francais 154907 unnumbered page and f. 27. 
For the territorial terms offered during this period see 
the map of Guyenne, the overlays and Table I in the pocket 
inside the back cover. 
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of land to be ceded, but points of principle were more 

troublesome. Ang feasible settlement would have to 

include solutions to all the outstanding differences 

reviewed in the last chapter. Suggestions about homage 

for English lands in France, the Plantagenet title to the 

French throne, the tenure of Calais and the inclusion of 

allies were used as bargaining counters as-much as blocks 

of territorg, and were perhaps more important. Financial 

claims of one side against the other might also be 

introduced at conferences. Clauses about d9nastic 

marr_iage. and militarg'-support sometimes formed part of 

proposed treaties, and-. themselves became -the subject of 

further barga*lnlng. All these elements had to be 

considered in the construction or assessment of an offer 

for a peace treatq. 

_. 
Anglo-French negotiations at this period were largelg 

based on- the treatq of Bretignq, the last agreed 

settlement between the two sides, normallq referred to as 

theGreat Peace. 
--The 

observation of treaties, involved 

questions' of perjurg and honour, of both the consciences 

and reputations of monarchs. The rupture of the Great 

Peace was therefore raised repeated1g, long after the 

deaths of Edward III and Charles V, until the treatq of 

Troges provided a new precedent for disputes. 'From the 

French viewpoint, the peace of 1360 was made on 

unjustifiable terms, since it involved the renunciation of 

sovereigntg which was inalienable from the French crown. - 

The'Valois diplomats regarded Edward III, the Black Prince 
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and their officers as responsible for breaking the peace, 

and King Jean therefore, as discharged from the obligation 

to deliver his renunciations. Theq also maintained that 

not only did Edward fail to expel mercenary companies 

fighting in his cause from French fortresses as agreed, 

but even encouraged and supplied them. The fortresses 

were riot delivered to the Valois as in the terms of the 

peace, and war damage continued to be inflicted cin France. 

Charles VI was not obliged to fulfil the terms of the 

treaty his grandfather had made and Charles V was fully 

justified in confiscating Aquitaine in 1369 (1). To the 

English, the treaty was a reasonable peace fairly based on 

Edward III's military successes. It was broken by the 

Va, lois failure to renounce sovereignty and Charles VI was 

therefore still bound by the treaty. The English insisted 

that by tenor of the peace, it should remain entirely in 

force despite any infraction on either side; the French 

disputed the interpretation of this article. English 

negotiators maintained that Edward had done all in his 

pow er to expel the mercenaries, and had even offered to 

take joint action with King Jean against them, but he was 

too far distant to enforce the order, and the companies 

disobeyed him. Later it was denied that there was any 

trace of this agreement in the English archives, and 

suggested that Edward was only requested to expel these 

troops and therefore not legally obliged to do it (Z). To 

(1) B. N. Francais 15490 ff. 29-30; A. N. J. 645 no. 20. 

W B. N. Francais 15490 ff. 29-30; A. N. J. 645 no. 53. c. f. 
Cosneau- GrandsTraites 58-59,62. 

70 



the English, the peace was 

powerful body of opinion, 

Gloucester, considered that 

this basis (1).. In 1390 Englis 

discuss the re-establishment 

still legall! j valid, and a 

including the duke of 

an! j settlement should he on 

h envogs were instructed to 

of the treatq with the 

French W and Henrq V's representatives raised this 

possibilitq several times (0). More often, the treatq of 

Bretignq was used as a reference for territorial demands 

in instructions and at conferences W. In November 141.8, - 

bcoth teams of negotiators seemed confused about the 

boundaries specified in the treaty (D. 

According to the French memorandum of 1390, Charles V's 

diplomats gradually increased their territorial 

concessions for final peace until they offered the 

Bretignq lands minus the comte of Ponthieu and excepting 

these lands in Guyenne: Poitou, Saintonge north of the 

Charente, Limousin, Angoul9me, Montauban' and the lands 

between the Aveyron and the Tarn. They were also willing 

to pay 1,200,000 francsq presumably as part of King Jean's 

ransom. The offer was made under the customary French 

protestation about liege homage, sovereignty and ressortq 

(1) Froissart xiv 314, xv 80. 

(1) PPC i 19. 

(3) Wylie - Henr-tj Vi 154-155; Foedera ix 210. 

(4 e. g. Palmer - "Articles 13-9311 184; Enqland... 256; 
EHD iv 209; Feodera ix 628-630. See p. 48 n. 3 above. 

(5) Wylie and Waugh - Henry V iii 153-154; Foedera ix 
637,640. 
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but no other details are given. In the last two years of 

his reign, Charles was prepared to augment this offer with 

the comte" of Angouleme in the form of a dowry for the 

marriage of his daughter Catherine to Richard II, but 

demanded Cherbourg should be returned to the French. When 

Charles VI succeeded to the throne, he and his uncles 

offered the same lands, but Anguleme's tenure was no 

longer restricted as a dowry (1). After the stagnation of 

the war in 1378, the French were gradually prepared to pay 

more to buy peace. 

After the threats of French invasion, and faced with 

domestic opposition, Richard sought in 1387 to win himself 

the breathing space of a five year truce, and possibly 

French military aid against his enemies at home. The 

status quo would be maintained in Guyen,, e, Richard 

rendering homage to Charles with a guarantee against 

confiscation. Ponthieu would be renounced and Brest, 

Cherbourg and Calais with all its march, would be 

returned to France for unspecified sums CO. This proposal 

was only a half-peace and provided no solution to the 

fifty-year conflict. Despite the disastrous English 

military efforts of the 1380s, 
, 

it was certainly 

M. d'Autuine - "Histoire de Cherbourg de 1354 id 1450" 
Positions des 

-Theses 
(1934) 8; B. N. Francais 15490 

ff. 25-26. 

( 7- ) Rot. Parl. iii 234,243; H-i-st. AncL, ii 170; Kniqhton 
ii 216,243; West. Chron. 204. 
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oyer-generous, though chroniclers may have exaggerated the 

terms, and it is not surprising that this was one of the 

principal reasons for the Appellants' attack on Richard's 

counsellors. 
I 

There had evidently been some exchange of views by letters 

C, and messengers but the treaty was to be concluded by a 

personal meeting between the two monarchs in the Calais 

march (1). Count Albrecht of Holland had proposed such a 

meeting to be held on 1 August under his mediation. Later 

he tried to postpone this and transfer it to Zeriksee-, 

Sluys and Middleburgh. However, Richard insisted that the 

negotiations should be in the vicinity of Calais, and 

rejected Albrecht's proposal of a long truce W. This 

meeting did not take place but on 5 October, Charles wrote 

to Richard to suggest an interview in Picardy CD. A 

French envoy bringing safe-conducts for Richard and 

others, was captured by Appellant sympathisers (4-). In 

January 1388, the Appellants closed the ports and sought 

evidence of Richard's diplomatic activity since November 

0. Meanwhile, the Emperor and the king of Aragon were 

(1) Rot. Parl. iii 234. 

(L) DiR. Cor.. no. 78 of which the original is at E. 28/6 
no. 9. 

(3) Dip. Qor. p. 224 n. 126. See appendix 2. 

(4) Hist. Anq. ii 170. 

(9) QCR 1385-1389 388. 
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enquiring about the negotiations (1). In May, Charles VI 

had promised to inform the king of Castile about the 

forthcoming treaty t. -. iith England (1). The instructions 

issued to his uncles of Berry and Burgundy, apparently for 

this conference, suggest that there had been some contact 

with Richard. These envisaged the return of Brest, 

Cherbourg, Calais and the Picardy march to France, and 

also required the fortifications of Calais to he 

destroyed. However, the French were probably seeking a 

permanent settlement with an enlarged Guyenne for, Richard, 

as the instructions specify that Charles should retain 

Rouergue. What homage they would have demanded for, this 

territory is unknown, but the offer would certainly have 

been made under the usual protestation about liege homage 

(3). The projected conference never met, the French offer 

was never put to the English, and Richard's secret 

negotiations proved abortive. The Appellant faction took 

control of the government in England, and branded them as 

treasonable. 

By 17 December, the dukle of Burgundy was already writing 

to the new government suggesting a four or five year 

truce, during which a peace settlement could be negotiated 

Die-Cor. p. 212 n. 99; L. Mirot and J. Vielliard 
"Inventaire des lettres des rois d'Aragon A Charles VI et 
A la cour de France conservees aux archives de la couronne 
d'Aragon z"t Barcelone" B. E. C. r-iii(1942) no. 10. 

(7. ) A. N. J. 916 no. 13. 

(3 B. N. Francais 15490 f. 26; see England, 233-234, 
appendix li. 
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by the mediation of the king of Armenia. It was not until 

the following June that pressure from his fellow 

councillors compelled the duke of Gloucester to reply to 

this letter. He suggested that a conference should be 

arranged in the Picardy march through contact with the 

Captain of Calais (1). In the last few years, French arms 

and French diplomacy had halted English attempts to gain 

advantages in Flanders, Castile and Brittany, but after 

the failure of the plan to invade England, the French 

capacity for offensive war was almost exhausted. The 

replacement of the royal uncles by the Marmosets in 

government in November 1388 increased the inclination to 

peace. The French certainly hoped to extract a final 

settlement from the expected truce. 

At the end of November, the English envoys were issued 

with powers to negotiate for both peace and truce (Z). 

These were renewed in February 1389 eD. In May, Richard 

took control of the Council, issued new safe-conducts for 

the French envoys, and new commissions, adding the earl of 

Salisbury to his negotiators (4). The French also received 

a new commission later in the month aD. Perhaps as a 

result of these changes, peace received little discussion, 

(1) CCR 1385-1389 502-503. 

(z) West. Chron. 374; Foedera vii 610-612. 

(3) C. 76/73 m. 9. 

(4) Foedera vii 616; C. 76/73 m. 3. 

(G) Foedera vii 623-624. 
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and a truce for three years was agreed on 18 June (1). 

However, Richard still considered the conclusion of peace 

a possibility on the 1 June when he provided for it in an 

indenture with the earl of Huntingdon abcatt the custody of 

Brest (2). 

e 

In September, a large Council meeting at Clarendon 

postponed the consideration of articles for, peace until a 

0 Parliament could meet and John of Gaunt had returned from 

Ougenne 0. ). Perhaps this related to proposals br ought bq 

*the Count of Saint-Pol, who had come to England the 

previous month to obtain Richard's ratification of the 

Leulinghen truce (. V). It is not known what form was taken 

-bq' the suggested peace -terms discussed here, at the 

preceding conferences at- Leulinghen, or the succeeding 

Parliament at Westminster. 

In April 1390, English ambassadors were issued with powers 

and instructions for the first peace conference since the 

signing of-the truce. The set of powers theq bore allowed 

them to- negotiate peace or truce, either inclusive or 

exclusive of the allies of both parties G. Theq were 

instructed to ask for the full re-establishment of the 

Eoedera, vii 622-630. 

(. Z) E-28/1 nos-. - 54a and 54b. 

(3) PPC A 11-12. 

(4) West. C hron. 400-402. 

Foedera viii 667-669. 
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1360 settlement, and to discuss which side was responsible 

for its rupture; but when this was met bq the expected 

French refusal, theq were to re-negotiate. Theq were to 

ask for the whole of Ougenne as assigned to Edward III bq 

the treatq of Bre'tignq and the retention of Calais and 

other fortresses in the Picardq march. In auxiliarg 

instructions, demands for Ponthieu and the remainder of 

King Jean's ransom were added. The Spanish and the Scots, 

and similarlq the English allies, should be excluded from 

consideration until af ter a treaty was c on cIu de d. A 

willingness to renounce the title to the French throne was 

impliedv but the emphasis of the instructions is on the 

nature, of the tenure of English Guyenne. The precedent 

for liege homage was not to be admitted in any wayq nor 

was Richard willing to do homage personally. Nor should 

he or his sons be obliged to attend the Parlement, Council 

or court of France. All these obligations could be 

fulfilled through a proctor. Modifications should be made 

to the king of France's ressort so that confiscation was 

impossible, except for the crime of lese majeste. 

Richard's successors might do homage and services to avoid 

the rupture of the treaty. Meanwhile the duke of Guyenne, 

as Richard's assign, should do homage for the Duchy, 

provided no services were demanded from him. This is a 

reference to the life holding of the title of duke granted 

to John of Gaunt the previous month, though he is not 

mentioned by name. If the French rejected the demands for 

modifications to ressort and for territory in Guyenne, 

Picardy and Ponthieu, or insisted on the rendering of 
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services for Picardq and Ponthieu, the ambassadors should 

report back to the Council (1). The settlement of 1360 

still dominated the terms the English were prepared to 

offer, but they accepted they would have to make 

considerable concessions when the question of sovereignty 

over Guyenne was raised. 
e 

I 
The French memorandum of this year does not tell us the 

contents of an offer, for, settlement, but does indicate the 

attlitudes of the French negotiators and why they were 

unable to agree with the English. It states that the 

French instructions contained the proviso that Charles VI 

should remain sovereign lord of all vassals of those lands 

that were ceded to Richard as part of a treaty W. The 

Duchy of Guyenne is defined in general terms: the original 

Duchy, its acquisitions by peace treaties, and the present 

English holdings. It is stressed that the duke mostly held 

only the homage and first ressort of the vassals, that 

some ecclesiastical and other vassals ressorted directly 

to the king, and that most of the lands included in 

previous territorial offers belonged to these vassals, not 

to the domains of the Duke or the King 3). It is 

repeatedly emphasised that the king of England as duke is 

subject to the French king's sovereignty and ressort, and 

owes him liege homage, and should therefore return to his 

ancient inheritance and feudal position. It is admitted 

(1) PPC- i 19-24. 

(2) B. N. Francais 15490 ff. 26v - unnumbered page. 

(3) B. N. Francais 15490 ff. unnumbened page - 27,28v-29. 
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that modifications should be made to the operation of the 

sovereignty and ressort. But this document was prepared 

as a basis for confrontation rather than negotiation. It 

rehearses all. the old arguments about the succession and 

Salic Law, the liege homage performed by Edward III, the 

failure of the 1360 settlement and the re-opening of the 

war in 1369 (1) The French government recognised the 

strength of its present position: 

'de present le roy est franc et en plaine 
franchise et West pas, Dieu mercy, si abstrainct 
ne en telle necessite qu'il doye faire une telle 
paix si dommageable que fist son ayeul Van lx(? ). ' 

The two delegations met at Leulinghen in June and 

negotiated until 4 July (A). Considering their 

uncompromising positions, it is not surprising that the 

conference was a failure, and that no peace offers were 

acually made. The French demanded that the English envoys 

should recognise the principle that any land ceded to 

Richard should be held in liege homage, ressort and 

sovereignty from the French crown; after which they would 

be willing to discuss the size of the territorial offer 

and modifications to sovereignty. The English protested 

vehemently that there, had never been any question of liege 

(1) B. N. Francais 15490 ff. 26v, 27-30 

(2) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 29. 

(3) Payments to. the French envoys: - Raoul de Raineval, 
B. N. Francais 20590 nos. 21,25,27; Vicomte de Melun, 
B. N. Francais 28401 (PiE-3ces Originales 1917) ff. 282,283, 
294. 
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homage, and that the French should offer the territory and 

modifications first. They were unable to get beyond this 

procedural point, and resorted to the possibility of a 

long truce. ' They agreed to consult their governments 

about this and reassemble for a conference on 1 October 

(1),, The ambassadors then reported back to their principals 

in writing W. The October, conference did not meet. No 

progress had been made from the intractable stances of the 

last peace conference in 1384, and the two sides had again 

turned to the idea of a long truce (3). 

The next peace conference did not meet until March 1392 at 

Amiens. By this time, John of Gaunt had undertaken the 

direction of English foreign policy and a new style of 

diplomacy had been adopted. Gaunt himself came to Amiens 

to negotiate (4), bringing with him a vast following 

estimated at a thousand men. He was met with great pomp 

by King Charles and his nobility G). Richard was not 

expected to arrive, as Froissart thought, since Charles 

had already accepted that Gaunt should present the English 

Conf6rences 367-369. 

(2. ) West. Chron. 436. 

(3 However Palmer considers that "the two sides had 
gone a long way towards a solution when theq separated" 
Enqland... 144. 

00 His powers 22 Feb. 1392 to negotiate peace or truce, 
inclusive or exclusive of the allies of both parties, 
C. 76/76 mm. 7 and 6; his protection and attorne9sq C. 76/76 
m. 5. 

(s ) St - Den tj si 734-736: Kniqhton ii 318; Hist. Anq. ii 
205-206. 
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position instead of a meeting of the two monarchs, as 

planned originally (1). On the 31 March, Gaunt propounded 

his "peticiones excessivas. " (Z) Ponthieu was now to be 

renounced, but all of Gujenne was still claimed. This 

would include Poitou, the usufruct held for life by the 

duke of Berry from the duke of Guyenne, and then reverting 
e, 

to the Duchy. Calais, Marck and GuTnes would be retained 

as defined by the peace of 1360, but the form of their 

tenure was to be discussed by a meeting between the two 

kings. The remainder of King Jean's ransom was again 

demanded as an unchallengeable debt (3). Homage would be 

given for Guyenne and for Poitou, on its reversion, "par 

les serments anciennement accoustumeez", but with 

modifications to guard against confiscation (A). No mention 

was made of Richard's title to the French crown or the 

inclusion of allies. The English government had moderated 

its territorial demands a little since 1390, conceding 

Ponthieu and the temporary possession of Poitou to the 

French. Or, the question of sovereignty over Guyennej its 

position was less narrowly defined; and the sovereignty of 

the Calais march was also to be opened for discussion. 

(1) Confe'rances 370-371; Froissart xv 79-80. 

M St. Denqs i 740. 

(3) Conft'--rances 371-372. The Council had agreed that the 
Calais march should be held from the French crown, if 
better terms could not be obtained, J. F. Baldwin - The 
Kinqf-s-rouncil in England during the Middle Ages (Oxford 
1913) 496. 

(LI-) B. N. n. a. f. 6215 f. 48. This clause is missing from 
the later copies Dupuy 306 f. 84 (from which Conferances 
was taken)9 Clairambault 487 f. 136-136v. and Francais 
15490. See Palmer, "Peace Negotiations" 87 n. 1. 
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The French envoys replied with a specific territorial 

offer: Bordelais, Bazadais, Dax, Bayonne, Aire and its 

country, Agenais, Perigord, Bigorre, Saintonge south of 

the Charente, Quercq (excluding Montauban and the land 

between the Avegron and the Tarn), Angouleme and Rouerque. 

Rouergue had been re-admitted since 1387, returning the 

boundaries of Ougenne to those in the second offer, of 

Charles VI's reign. The renunciation of Ponthieu, and the 

return of Cherbourg and all other lands held or claimed by 

Richard in France, were demanded. Difficulties that arose 

over Picar-dy could be settled by a meeting between the two 

kings. Froissart may be right in stating that the French 

asked for the destruction of Calais, since they did both 

earlier and later. The offer to Richard of 112009000 

francs was also exactly as precedented. Charles was 

willing to discharge the English from any payment for 

damages to France, though the monk of St. Denys believed 

he demanded 31000,000 francs for this. The French 

delegation was insistent that Charles' allies should be 

included in a treaty, and that Richard would hold all land 

in France by liege homage, with modifications to Charles' 

sovereignty and ressort (I ). The French position had 

hardly changed at all. The territories they were prepared 

to offer still fell short of those of 1360 which the 

English demanded, omitting Poitou, northern Saintonge, 

Limousin and Quercy beyond the river Aveyron. 

(1) Conf6-rances 372-373; St. Denqs. i 740; Froissart xiv 
315. 
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The positions of the two parties were diametricalIg 

opposed, but negotiations were continued in the conscious 

expectation of failure. The English instructions seem to 

have left little flexibilitg for negotiation; Gaunt 

refused to discuss the abandonment of Picardg. His 

dejegation returned "quasi inanes et sine spe concordiae. " 

(I ) The negotiators promised to report back to their 

principals, prorogued the truce for one more gear, and 

arranged another meeting for 1 July at Leulinghen. This 

was to discuss modifications to sovereignty and make plans 

for a meeting of the two monarchs. It was also forseen 

that it might be necessary to make a longer- truce (Z). 

Gaunt agreed to this further meeting because the dukes of 

Berry and Burgundy had taken him aside and led him to 

believe that they would make better offers next time (3). 

Palmer believes that as a result of the Amiens 

negotiations "The gap between the two sides was narrowed 

considerablg. " (4-) But the only advance towards peace 

since the previous conference was the fact that offers had 

been exchanged at all. The English government was 

apparently pessimistic about the talks, despite Gaunt's 

expensive investment in display. In January a tax was 

(I West. Chron. 486; also Conf4rences 377; St. Denqs, i 
740; Froissart xiv 385-386. 

(2) Confg-rances 373; Foedera vii 714-719. 

(3) -ronfgrances'377. 

(4-) En q1 an d. 
-L-3 

145. 
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collected for this, but alternative arrangements were made 

for its expenditure should war break out with France (I 

On I March and 2 April, commissions of arraq were issued 

for all counties and the ships of both admiralties to 

guard against invasion should hostilities recur when the 

current truce expired on 16 August (2. ). Within a week, 

Gaunt's renewal of the truce made these last orders 

obsolete. 

At the end of May 1392, Gaunt presented his report on the 

negotiations at Stamford to a Council meeting almost the 

size of a Parliament. Duke William of Gelders was amongst 

those present and strongly urged that a war policy be 

adopted against France and Scotland. According to the 

Monk of Westminster, Gaunt explained that the French 

demanded the surrender of Richard's claims to the French 

throne, the removal of the fleur-de-lqs from his arms and 

the renunciation of any rights -he had in Normandy and 

Artois. In return, the present French possessions in 

Aquitaine would remain with the duke of Berry until his 

death, and then, reunited with English Gascong, would 

revert to Gaunt and his heirs in perpetuity. They would 

render customary homage to the king of France for the 

whole duchy. These termss reminiscent of those offered by 

the French at Bruges seventeen years beforeq may be no 

more than the chronicler's confused account of the 

negotiations that had just taken place. They may however 

(1) CFR 1391-1399 24. 

(Z) rPR 1391-139A 88-95; C. 76/76 m. 6. 
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represent a verbal offer made bq the French royal uncles 

to Gaunt at their unofficial meeting, since he had told 

the French that their written offer was insufficient to 

communicate to Richard. If so, it suggests a remarkable 

collusion between these three princes against some of the 

basic principles of their countries' foreign policies. 

Gaunt's advocacy of this settlement can be explained by 

self-interest, since he and his family would be its main 

beneficiaries. The body of the Council made rigorous 

objections to the permanent alienation from the crown of 

these extensive and long-held provinces, for the benefit 

of one person. Under the control of his uncle of 

Lancaster, Richard was favourable to the idea, but wished 

to extract better terms from the French in order to 

achieve EA comprehensive settlement. By, the duke of 

Gloucester's advice, it was decided to refer the matter to 

a full Parliament, and finally all that was achieved was 

the formal ratification of the truce prorogation (1). 

The Jul! j 1392 meeting took, place at Leulinghen as arranged 

(Z. ). The French delegation was instructed to ask for 

(1) Corif6rances 377; West. Chron. 488-490; Kniqhton ii 
318; Hist. Anq. ii 206-207; Froissart xiv 389; Foedera vii 
719-720; c. f. Bruqes- xvi-xvii 11. 

(1) DiR. Cor no. 147; Foedera vii 721-722. The meeting 
was not delayed until 24 July as Dip. Co p. 232 n. 147. 
The schedule at Bod. Lib Bodl-MS. 885 ff. 53-58 may have been 
issued to the English ne'gotiators for this conference. 
There are translations at Bodl. MS. 710 ff. 50v-59 and B. L. 
Landsdowne 223 ff. 45v-60. 
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Richard's response to their offer at Amiens and again 

insist, as in their instructions of 1390, that all vassals 

and officers of the ceded territories should except the 

king of Francý* as their sovereign lord when performing 

homage to the king of England. It was to discuss 

modifications to sovereignty by reference to a written el 

schedule which was first to be reviewed by Charles and his 

Council. Indeed no conclusion was to be reached without 

first consulting the Council. If a truce was discussed, 

the French envoys were to press for the longest possiblet 

and most of their instructions were concerned with 

measures for keeping the truce (1). When they confronted 

the English embassy, they were told that Gaunt was now 

expecting them to produce. better terms than at Amiens. 

Although the English were empowered to reduce their 

demands from Gaunt's position in March, they were 

instructed to hear the improved French offer first. The 

French delegatesq having no orders to make any such offer, 

maintained the English should first reply to the written 

offer that they had handed over at Amiens. Fruitless 

debate ended in deadlock on this procedural point. The 

French instructions imply a' readiness to abandon 

peace-making in favour of a long truce, and there is 

evidence that this was discussed. The proposed meeting 

between Charles and Richard was approved in principleg but 

the English deputies wanted it excluded from the protocol 

(1) Conf&rances 373-375; c. f. B. N. Francais 15490 f. 26v 
unnumbered page. 

86 



drawn up at the close of the meeting on 22 July, for fear 

of displeasing Richard or some of his Council (1). 

Without the presence of the royal uncles, progress towards 

peace had almipst ground to a halt. 

Before theq could meet again in the spring, Parliament 

again assembled at Winchester and rejected the French 

offer of the previous gear, displaging a preference for 

war. Moneg was voted for the forthcoming peace 

conference, but twice as much was to be collected should 

hostilities recommence and Richard lead an expedition 

abroad. The duke of Gloucester was now added to Gaunt's 

team of diplomats U). His strong views on the conflict 

with France were well known and intended to counterbalance 

the ambitions of his elder brother. 

The two dukes and their colleagues arrived at Leulinghen 

in March 1393 with a range of powers similar to those of 

the previous spring, for peace and truce, but without the 

option of excluding the allies of both sides(3). Also the 

government had now agreed to return Cherbourg to Charles 

of Navarre, in return for the requisite sum (10. This 

surrendered two points to the French before the 

negotiations had begun. 

(1) Confe"rances 377-378,380. 

(2) Rot. Parl. iii 300-302; St. Den4ra ii 74; Ann. Ric. Sec. 
155; Knighton ii 321; Hist. Ang. ii 212; Frads-sart xv 110. 
Charles VI had asked Richard to appoint a second uncle 7 
Sept. 1392, A. N. 0.644 no. 35. 

(3) Foedera vii 738-739; C. 76/77 m. 8. 

(I, -) E. 30/316. 
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The dukes of Berry and Burgundy carried flexible 

instructions. They were to pressurise Lancaster and 

Gloucester to produce a reduced English demand, which they 

envisaged as including territorial terms conforming to the 

French offer at Amiens. The French dukes realised that 

they would now have to improve on this, as they had 

revealed to Gaunt the previous spring. Depending on how 

conciliatory the English were, they could increase their 

monetary offer by 100,000 or 200,000 francs. They were to 

urge the English to accept the destruction of Calais, as 

it was an expensive drain of Richard's resources and 

should be returned to the count of Artois in any final 

settlement. If the English were unimpressed with these 

terms, -ý Berry and Burgundy should withdraw the offer of 

extra, money and instead, gradually increase their 

territorial concessions, but always reserving some 

important portion of this for a personal meeting of the 

two monarchs. If this also failed, they were again to 

resort to discussing a long truce The French 

government had now abandoned the confrontation of 

irreconcilable claims in favour of a serious attempt to 

reach the point of settlement. 

Though arranged to start on 8 Februarg, the conference did 

not assemble until earlq in March. Charles staged nearbg 

at Abbeville convenientlq placed for consultation or 

ratification of ang agreement. Discussions continued 

until after Easter. According to Froissart, the English 

(1) Conf6rances 378-380; c. f. England, 145. 
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vehementIq rejected the razing of Calais and the French 

abandoned the point; and then Richard's uncles demanded a 

return to the treatq of Bretignq and the arrears of King 

Jean's ransom., Probablq the English position was not SO 

extreme. Berrq and Burgundq seem to have made territorial 

offers concerning the fringes of Aquitaine. Written 
e, 

offers were exchanged and it was decided that each side 

should consult its sovereign. The truce was renewed for 

another year on 28 April and the conference adjourned for 

three weeks (1). 

When the delegates reassembled, they made rapid progress. 

Richard's ambassadors wrote to him on 4 June that the two 

sides had exchanged written drafts of the points agreed so 

far and a "certein conclusion" was expected within a few 

dags (2. ). Twelve dags later the four dukes sealed a draft 

peace which settled most of the outstanding problems. A 

definitive compromise was reached about the extent of 

Valois territorial concessions. Limousin, the towns of 

Montauban and Rodez, the little comte" of Gaure and the 

lands between the Avegron and the Tarn were added to their 

offer at Amiens, and Richard was to retain the Calais 

.0 

march as defined bq the treatq of Br&tigng. The English 

were finalIq to renounce their claims to Normandg, 

Ponthieu, Montreuil, St. Sauveur-le-Vicomte, Poitou and 

northern Saintonge, (except for La Rochelle), and other 

(I Froissart xv 108-110; !:; t. D, --nL4s ii 74-78; Kniqhton 
ii 321; West. Chron' 514; Foedera vii 748; DiI2. Cor. p. 243 
n. 196. 

(1) 
-Annln-Nnrman no. 133. 
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lordships mentioned in the treaty of Br6tigng or to which 

the Plantagenets had acquired titles. Other lords of the 

south-west would do homage to the king of England or his 

assign for thoir lands within the boundaries of Aquitaine 

thus defined. The English possession of Jersey, Guernsey, 

Ole-ron and other islands off the French coast was 

confirmed. Richard was to renounce his claim to the 

French throne as soon as the outstanding questions had 

been settled. It was agreed that he or his assign should 

hold Aquitaine by liege homage from the king of France as 

one of the twelve peers of France, with modifications to 

sovereignty and ressort to prevent confiscation. However, 

the English would not agree to the double homage of 

Richard for the proprietary right, and of Gaunt for the 

usufruct during his life-tenure of the duchy. This 

dispute was left to be decided at a meeting of the two 

kings, as was the nature of the tenure of Calais and La 

Rochelle. Entitlement to war damages was renounced on both 

sides, but the standard French offer for payment of King 

Jean's ransom still fell short of the standard English 

demand for a million and a half francs, by 300,000. This 

too was to be settled by Richard and Charles (I ). 

Cherbourg and Brest are not mentioned, but it seems that 

the English had agreed to return-Cherbour! 3 if Charles VI 

paid back the mortgage, and a similar arrangement may have 

been accepted for Brest (Z). Each side made protestations 

(I Palmer "Articles 1: 393" 182-185; c. f. Cosneau 
Grands Trait& 40-ý-43. 

(1) Froissart x .v 
126-127; A. N. J. 643 no. 3. 
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that its allies should be includedg but the text does not 

deal with the question. - 
According to Froissart, the 

EnglAsh embassy jeopardised the treaty by asking for a 

clause- which recognised Boniface IX as Pope, until the 

French persu'aded them the Schism should be treated 

separately (1). However, Berry and Burgundy conceded that 

there should be separate Anglo-Scottish peace negotiations 

and also separate settlements between Gelders and Brabant, 

and. Portugal and Castile (2. ). The French had proved to be 

most unwilling that English territorg should extend north 

of the Charente. and the English won a notable victorg in 

gaining La. Rochelle from them. This, the_ cession of 

Calais 'arid a free hand to 
'reach 'a settlement with 

Scotland, were the major improvements to the French 

offers which helped to bug Gaunt's and Gloucester's 

acceptance of liege homage, and therefore, of the French 

interpretation of the conflict and the wag it should be 

settled. But Gaunt's major consideration was to establish 

himself as a semi-independent prince of an enlarged 

Aquitaine. 

Palmer considers that this draft was: 

't-h_e. most promising solution to the long-drawn-out 
Anglo-French conflict which had 'so far been 
devised OW 

(1) Froissart xv 124-125. 

(Z En28/6 no-. 31 (see IP-7 ir, above); E. 36/188 
f.. 42v. - 

F 

Palmer - "War Aims" 65. 
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and that -'at no point can it be said that English 
interests were disregarded, let alone sacrif iced(l). ' 

Contemporary English opinion probably agreed with the Monk 

of Westminster's less enthusiastic assessment: 

e 

'Verumtamen modicum profuit An! 3licis (1), ' 

and this draft represents an attempt by Charles' uncles to 

grasp a settlement from a malleable and not 

over-scrupulous English delegation. The terms of the 

agreement were kept secret within the circle of the 

principal negotiators ( 3). The English envoys felt 

obliged to protest that Richard'should riot be bound by the 

agreement until he had set his Great Seal to its final 

form (it). 

It was now expected that Richard would cross the Channel 

from Canterbury, meet with Charles, who was at Abbeville, 

and quicklq proceed to the settlement of the remaining 

points and the ratification of the completed treatq. 

Certain French chroniclers believed that it was only the 

_renewal 
of Charles' illness which prevented this sequence 

(1) Palmer - "English Foreign Policy 1388-1399" in F-R-H 
du Boulaq and C. M. Barron (eds. )- The Reiqn of Richard 11; 
Essaqs in Honour of M. McKisack (London 1971) 79. See also 
his analyses in "Foreign Policy" 77; Enqland. 

-.. 
146-148; 

"Peace Negotiations" 82-83,92; "Articles 1393" 181. 

(2. ) West. Chron. 514. 

(3) Froissart xv 122-125; St. Denq2 ii 82. 

(4. ) Palmer - "Articles 139311 182. 
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of events, and therefore the conclusion of peace (I ). 

Certainly Richard moved to Canterbury for the last ten 

days of May and was preparing to cross to Calais. He was 

ordering preparations as late as 26 June M. But a 

French chronicler stated that the English did not want 

Richard to go and ratifq the treatq (3), and according to 
e 

Walsingham: 

Pnec etiam Rex Angliae ad quasdam conditiones quas 
Franci imposuerant, licet Rex Franciae sanus 
affuisset et incolumis voluit consensisse (4). ' 

Richard later wrote to Jogo of Portugal that the agreed 

articles were subject to the approval of both kings (55 ), 

and in Januarg pointed out to the Commons: 

sque rien West fait unquore touchant mesme la 
treitee, que le Rog ne poet eslire de prendre ou 
lesser auxi franchement come il poast a 
comencement (G). ' 

The negotiators at Leulinghen realised there was much to 

(1) Enqland.. z., 148-149; Palmer - "Peace Negotiations" 84; 
St. Denqs ii 82; Eroissart xv 112. 

(2. ) C. 76/77 m. 2; C. 76/78 m. 18; B. L. Add. MS. 
22v-23v., the original of Joseph Hunters' 
B. L. Add. MS. 24512 f. 89. 

(3) Chroni! 3ue des Quatre Premiers Valois 331. 

(4. ) Ann. Ric. Sec. 157. 

(S! ) Dip. Ce---r,. no. 196. 

(0 Rot. Parl. iii 314. 

35115 ff. 
notes at 
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be done before the two kings could meet, so on the same 

dag as the draft treatq, theq drew up a timetable for 

further progress. In August the legal experts of both 

sides would meet to formulate the modifications of French 

sovereigntg *over Aquitaine; and about Michelmas, the same 

four rogal uncles would confer again at Leulinghen to 

prepare for a meeting between Charles and Richard, which 

was planned for Februarg 1394 (1). In Jul9j the Vicomte de 

Melun was sent to ask for a postponement because of 

Charles' continued sickness (1). In August, a bishop and 

half a dozen doctors of law from each side were appointed 

to discuss modifications according to the terms of the 

indenture made between the dukes, and met in Picardq (3 ). 

The English negotiators presented a series of proposals 

based on the schedule of 1383 with twentg-three additional 

articles. Similar limitations on the French king's 

ressort were demanded, and grievances resulting from its 

misuse recited. The recognition of French sovereigntg in 

Aquitaine and its tenure under homage were made 

conditional on an absolute guarantee against confiscation, 

even for the crime of liýse-majestes Gaunt was to perform 

homage and appear at the French court bg proxg, and would 

not repeat the homage to Charles or his successors during 

his lifetime. Those who succeeded Gaunt in the Duchq 

would not be required to perform more extensive homage. 

(1) Enqland. 
-. 

149; "Peace Negotiations" 84; DijR. Cor 
no. 196; E. 36/128 f. 42-42v. 

(: L ) St. Derj. ýM 11 92; B. N. Francais 28401 (Pieces 
Originales 1917) f-299- 

(5) Dip. Cor p. 243 n. 196-197; Ambassades nos. DXIV, DXV, 
DXVI; C. 76/78 m. 15- 
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The king of France's sovereignty, was to be further limited 

so that he could not collect subsidies for war or feudal 

dues, issue safe-conducts or exemptions from debt, acquire 

possessions or interfere in ecclesiastical vacancies in 

the duchy, or himself enter it. The liberties and customs 

of, the Duchy were to be observed, and the judges of the 

court of France would hear appeals according to these and 

the definitions of ressort included in the treaty. The 

duke would be able to make and reform statutes and 

customs, pass judgement on duels, collect his own 

subsidies, and mint his own money, French royal coins not 

being current in the Duchy. The French commission made 

generally unfavourable replies to the new articles (I). 

The meeting was unsuccessful, for the Commons commented in 

January "que nulle moderation dlicelles (liege homaget 

sovereignty and ressort) est unjore faite, ne les Seigneurs 

ount null conissance quelle moderation y ferra. " (2) 

Commissions and safe-conducts were issued for the meeting 

of the royal uncles but Charles' health necessitated a 

deferment until first February, and then March 1394 (3). 

This dela! j allowed the proposed settlement to come under 

the critical scruting of the Westminster Parliament. 

Gaunt advocated its terms, trging to persuade the members 

(1) B. N. Francais 15968 ff. 758-768v. (similar to Bod. Lib. 
Bodl. MS. 885 ff. 53-58 but with more extreme conditions 
added). 

M Rot. Parl. iii 315. 

(3) Foedera vii 752-753; DiP. Cor. no. 197, pp-243-244 
n. 196--T97. 
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that Richard's title to the French throne brought no 

advantage and Calais was more expensive to maintain than 

it was worth. The earl of Arundel launched an attack on 

Gaunt for his, ' cordial relations with Richard and his 

conduct of the negotiations; 'he implied that Gaunt had 

ex, ceeded his mandate and behaved treacherously. He also 

objected to Richard's grant to his uncle of what was now 

to be, by manipulation, an enlarged Aquitaine 1). The 

Commons agreed that peace should be made, and apparentIq 

made no objection to the amount of territory the French 

were prepared to cede, but they vehemently rejected the 

fundamental principle on which the draft treaty was based, 

that of liege homage. They considered it absurd that the 

king and kingdom of England should be placed in a 

, ingdom of France, dependent feudal relationship to the k 

thus jeopardising their liberty. They presented their own 

terms for a peace: Richard should render simple homage 

for Aquitaine, with French sovereignty modified to prevent 

confiscation; the liberty of the English crown and its 

subjects should be guaranteed; and the Plantagenets should 

be able to resume their title to the French throne if the 

treaty was broken by the Valois. About the unsettled 

questions of the tenure of CalaisI. King Jean's ransom and 

(1) Eulociium iii 369; West. Chron. 516-518; Rot. Parl-L ill 
313-314. The Monk of Westminster believed, as in 1392 
(West. Chron 490), that the parts of Aquitaine in French 
possession would be held by the dukes of Berry and 
Burgundy and revert on their deaths to Gaunt or his heirs 
to the perpetual disinheritance of the English crown. 
However these terms do not accord with the text of the 
draft of June 1393. 
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the position of allies, they made no comment (I ). 

Parliament's uncertainty about the negotiations is shot. -. in 

by its arrangements for customs duty: less was to be 

collected if peace or truce was made with France (Z). The 

English govenment now took advantage of the French uncles' 

concession by attempting to make a separate settlement 
?I 

with Scotland and drive a hard bargain there (3). But the 

indenture between the dukes of Berry, Burgundy, - Lancaster 

and Gloucester remained a dead letter. 

Gaunt returned to Leulinghen late in March with the duke 

of York, to meet again with Berry and Burgundy 4- ). He 

was instructed to treat of "certen things being in 

variaunce. " (5). He reported Parliament's reaction to the 

draft of the previous June: 

'significarts Francigenis Anglorum ultimam 
voluntatem (&). ' 

He was therefore in the difficult position of being 

(1) West. Chron. 518; Rot. Parl-11 iii 315. 

(2) CFR 1391-139 94. 

(3) J. A. Tuck - "Richard II and the Border Magnates" 
--ýortheýý 4istr-rLL iii (1968) 46-47; F-r-edera vii 754; E. 28/6 

no. 31. 

(4-) Foederal vii 766-767,769-770; Dip. Cor. p. 244 
n. 196-197. 

(6 ) These instructions were kept in the Treasury in 
Henry VIII's reign in a box marked B, according to an 
inventory, but have since disappeared, E. 36/186 f. 50v. 

(4) West. Chron. 518. 
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obliged to retract his position of the previous year. The 

French delegation must have rejected Parliament's terms, 

since any settlement without the essential element of 

liege homage was unacceptable to them. Instead, the two 

sides shelved the problem and concentrated on formulating 

a revised truce to regulate the frontier in Guyenne for 

the next four years, signed on 27 May (I No 

arrangements for further meetings were made and the 

principal figures of this series of negotiations scattered 

across Western Europe in pursuit of their own projects: 

Richard and Gloucester to Ireland, Gaunt to Gascony, Berry 

and Burgundy to Avignon. Gaunt, Burgundy and Louis of 

Orleans contemplated embarking on a crusade (2. ). 

Foedera, vii 769-776. 

(Z) Enqland... 149. 

En! 3land... 31,1509 160; Palmer "Peace 
Negotiations" 84-85; Palmer - "The Background to Richard 
II's Marriage to Isabel of France, 139611 BIHR xliv (1971) 
10-12,16. 

Palmer believes that the conference of 1394 resulted in a 

secret agreement, based on the separation of Aquitaine 

from the English crown under Gaunt's lordship and French 

sovereigntg. This was never published or implemented 

because of Gaunt's failure to establish himself in the 

Duchq (3 ). The evidence for this h9pothetical treatq is 

derived from Froissart's chronicle and Charles VI's letter 

to Richard of 1395. Froissart's confused account seems to 

describe the negotiations of the previous gears despite 

his reference to a four-year truce, and his mention of an 
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unpublished agreement refers to the draft of June 1393 

(I ). Later he has Renaud de Corbie sag that the 

negotiations at Amiens and Leulinghen had- produced no 

agreement, a9d onlq a temporarg truce was in force (2-). 

Charles' letter of Mag 1395 exhorts Richard: 

'nous devons diligentment garder, que la douce 
, paix... par Vuri de nous ne soit brisee ne violee(3), 

but Mezieres' longer geistre- a Richard II, which 

accompanied itq discusses the desirabilitm of making 

peace, and refers to the current truce (4). The process 

of peace-making had been suspended and Gaunt's project for 

a separated Aquitaine was abandoned. 

Some contact was maintained between the English and French 

in the following ten months (S). Then in March 1395, an 

embassy of Richard's, travelling through Par-is to 

Barcelona to negotiate a marriage between himself and 

Yolande of Aragon, provoked a quickening in the pace of 

Anglo-French relations. Charl'es reacted hurriedly by 

(1) Froissart xv 122-125; c. f. St. DenLjs ii 82. Froissart 
also lieved the negotiations of 1377 produced a secret 
treatyg Froissart viii 383. 

(1) FrOissart xv 182. 

(3) Anglo-Norman no. 172. 

(4-) Mezieres Letter to Richard 11 39 41 89 91 24 and 
passim. 

(5) Foedera vii 779; Ambassade no. DXIX; C. 76/79 m. 2; 
B. L. A -Ch. 2937,2938. 
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halting the main English ambassador, and sending envo! js to 

London and Ireland to offer Richard the choice of three 

French brides instead (I It was perhaps Richard's 

original intention to generate such a response. Charles 

also put pressure on the Aragonese court to breall, off 

nenotiations for the English match (2. ). In the middle of 

May, before Richard had had time to send an embassy in 

reply to Charles' offer, Robert the Hermit was sent to 

England to propose a more prestigious marriage between 

Richard and Charles' eldest daughter, Isabelle. He also 

carried the letter from Charles and the 6pistre ýý Richard 

II, written by Mezie*res at Charles' command. The programme 

contained in these represents a desperate attempt to 

outbid the attractiveness of Richard's Aragonese project 

(3). Behind Mezieres' rhetoric and complex symbolism can 

be discerned the French eagerness to achieve a permanent 

settlement and the apprehension with-which they viewed the 

possible re-opening of hostilities. Theq advocated a 

personal meeting between the two monarchs, since theq 

believed that Richard was more amenable to the idea of 

peace than his uncles or councillors (4). Richard was 

(I) Palmer - "Background to Marriage" 2-5; LlstL 9; 
Foedera vii 794-795; Anqlo-Norma no. 109. 

(1) Palmer - "Background to Marriage" 6-8; Mirot and 
Vielliard - "Inventaire des lettres d'Aragon" no. 105 and 
p. 127 n. 8. 

(3) Palmer - "Background to Marriage" 8-13; 'Anqleterre 
et Schisme 363-365 and 365 n. 1; Dip. Cor. no. 219 and 
n. 219; Anqlo-Norman no. 172; Mg--igres - Letter to Richard II 
xxiv, xxv, xxxii 71. 

(4) Anglo-Norman no. 172; Mgziýres - Letter to Richard II 
14,32,64. 
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urged to abandon his plans to marry the Aragonese heiress 

and instead to marry Isabelle, and thereby bring their two 

families. and countries into alliance. This would involve 

his recognitic; n of the Salic Law of succession to the 

French throne. The French could afford to expect this, 

since Gaunt had set the precedent at Leulinghen (I ). 

Compensation for damages would be paid on both sides. If- 

peace coqld not be settled, a long truce should be made 

for a hundred years M. 

-The--French proposal of a marriage alliance changed-the 

pattern of peace-making and Richard's reply to Charles' 

demarche broke with the policy hitherto followed by his 

uncle of Lancaster. Gaunt, now in Guyenne, was still 

expecting a settlement based on the division of the Duchy 

(3). Having induced the French to make the first- move, 

Richard now had a position of strength from which to make 

extensive claims and demolish the precedents of June 1393. 

-On 
8 July 1395, he instructed his embassy to France to 

demand, after making the usual protestations, all of 

Guyenne, Ponthieu and the Calais march as defined at the 

treaty of Br6tigny with no homage to be performed by 

. 
himself or his heirs. He also revived English claims to 

Normandy, Maine and-Anjoug for the benefit of the future 

(1) M&zitý_Ires - Letter to Richard 1*1 39-40,439 669 69. 

(Z) Mgzits' res - Letter to Richard 11 249 49. 

(3)-. Bouillons 265. 
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offspring of his marriage to Isabelle. Richard and his 

heirs should retain the quartering of the fleurs-de-lt4s on 

their arms, as he bore at present. Charles' younger 

daughter shoulA be given in marriage to the Earl of 

Rutland, one of the negotiators. The embassy was to ask 

for vast sums of money: all the arrears of King Jean's 

ransom, compensation for war damages to England inflicted 

since 1337, a dowry of two million f ran cs for, Richard' s 

marriage and another of 220,000 francs for Rutland's 

marriage (which could be reduced to one million and 

160,000 respectively during bargaining), and the pledge of 

three million france as security for Isabelle's agreement 

to the marriage. Pope Boniface was to be included in the 

proposed peace, and Charles would be bound to provide 

military aid to Richard to conquer Scotland, should he 

decide to confiscate it for the benefit of one of his 

future sons (1). A comparison with the terms of the 1393 

draft makes it clear that such terms, involving the future 

dismemberment of the Kingdom of France, could never be 

acceptable to the French in their most conciliatory mood. 

It was too extreme a position to be meant to serve as a 

basis for realistic discussion. It was Richard's device 

to ensure the French would reject his terms outright and 

counter-offer a long truce based on his marriage to 

(1) Enqland.. &-L256-257 from B. L. Cotton MS. Vitellius Cxi 
nos. 2-3; Feoder vii 804-805; the embassy's power to 
negotiate peace is at E. 30/320 and C-76/80 m. 18. 
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Isabelle. This succeeded and Richard had again forced the 

French to make the first move (1). 

The negotiations in Paris resulted on 9 March 1396 in the 

signing of a marriage contract for Richard and Isabelle 

anq an extension of the truce until 1426 U). While this 

twentg-eight gear truce continued theoretically in force, 

and was discussed, reformed, supplemented and quarrelled 

over, proposals for a permanent peace were put in cold 

storage. No terms for a settlement are known to have been 

offered until late in the reign of Richard's successor. 

However, some of the themes of the discussions of the 

1390s continued to recur in Anglo-French relations, 

compounded with the difficulties resulting from the 

marriage treaty. 

By this treaty, Charles agreed to pay 800,000 francs as 

dowry with his daughter; 300,000 to be paid at the 

solemnisation of the marriage, and the rest in yearly 

instalments of 1009000. The English negotiators agreed 

that if Richard died before the couple had children, 

whatever amount of money had been paid beyond the initial 

sum of 300,000 would be returned to Isabelle. If she was 

(1) c. f. Palmer's opinion at Enqland., 170-171: "The 
very extravagance of the territorial claims shows they 
were made to force up the price of a cash settlement... If 
these instructions do riot seriously envisage the 
resurrection of the Angevin Empire, neither is there any 
reason to believe that they represent a departure from the 
policy of separating England and Aquitaine. " 

(2-) Foedera vii 813-830; Cosneau - Grands Trait9s 71-99. 
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aged twelve or more, she should, continue to enjoy her 

dower until her remarriage. If Richard died before the 

consummation of the marriage, she should be returned to 

her father frcýe of all obligations with all her jewels and 

goods (1). On the 1 May the eight leading English lords, 

thp dukes of Lancaster, York and Gloucester, the earls of 

Derby, Rutland, Kent and Huntingdon, and the Earl Marshal, 

swore a solemn obligation to carry out this last clause 

(2. ). Although the French court had difficulties in rza isin9 

all of the required sums and meeting expenses, Richard was 

paid the 300,000 francs at the wedding in November 1396, 

together with Isabelle's jewels, goods, horses and 

carriages (Z He also received the first payment of 

100,000 francs the following year (4), and the second a 

little tardily in March 12599 (9). Therefore, on Richard's 

death in January or February 1400, his successor became 

liable to return Isabelle and her property to France, 

together with 200,000 francs. 

Charles's envoys were instructed on 29 January 1400 to ask 

their English counterparts at Calais that these 

obligations should be fulfilled, si nce he had heard that 

(1) Foedera vii 817,818,819. See page 48 below. 

(2) A. N. J. 643 no. 11, printed by P. Chaplais in "English 
diplomatic documents 1377-1399" in du Boulay and Barron - 
Reiqn of Richard 11 39-40. 

(3) A. N. J. 643 nos. 12 and 13; J. 644 no. 36; J. 655 
no. 17; Foeder vii 846-847. 

(4. ) C. 76/82 m. 7 printed Foedera v iii 25. 

(r A. N. J. 644 no. 22 c. f. C. 76/83 m. 9 dated 19 Oct. 
1398, the draft quittance. 
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Richard was dead, citing the original marriage treaty and 

the undertaking of the eight English lords (I). 

Transcripts of this undertaking and Richard's quittance 

for Isabelle's/'jewels and goodswere made at Paris in Julyq 

and copies given to the English envoys at the end of the 

monýh (Z). An arrangement was also made to allow them to 

see the original of the English lords' letter (3 ). Once 

the French had established the principle, their demands 

for the return of Isabelle, her goods and dowry became a 

continuing theme at their meetings with English embassies. 

For the next three years French envoys were repeatedly 

empowered and instructed to demand the return of the 

200,000 francs, and raised it in discussion with their 

English opposites. After theq had succeeded in obtaining 

Isabelle's release at Leulinghen in Julq 1401, theq added 

the return of her jewels and goods to the moneg claim (4-). 

The question of the annuitg granted to her bg Richard was 

also raised at first, but soon seems to have been dropped 

(S The restitution of the dowrg pagments was still an 

outstanding issue in Septemben 1404 (6). 

(1) A. N. J. 644 nos. 26 and 31 (a copy of the former at 
B. N. n. a. f. 7007 f. 67. ) 

(1) Choix i 183; A. N. J. 643 nos. 11(2) and 13(2); J. 645 
no. 10; B. N. Francais 15968 ff. 49-56. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 8 

(4-) Choix i 1839 219; ii 273-279; Foedera viii 315; A. N. 
J. 645 nos. 16,20,429 51. 

(-T) Choix i 219; ii 278-279; A. N. J. 644 nos. 26 and 31. 

(4) W9lie - Henrm IV i 467; A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
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As early as May 1400, the Council advised Henry IV that he 

was bound by the terms of the obligation he had made as 

earl of Derby, to return Isabelle to France with her 

Jewels and goods. However they considered she was nc)t 

entitted to her annuity, as she was under twelve years 

old. The question of the dowry payments was discussed, 

but no decision recorded. The Councillors hoped that the 

whole matter could be avoided by a new diplomatic 

marriage, presumably between Isabelle and Henry, Prince of 

Wales (I ). Accordingly, the ambassadors to be sent to 

France were provided with three procurations. The first 

briefly empowered them to discuss the return of Isabelleg 

her jewels and goods (1). Both the other two gave them 

authority to revive the demand for the arrears of King 

Jean's ransom, a consistent feature of the peace 

conferences of the last three decades. By one version, 

they were able to offset Henry's clear debts to France, 

the dowry payments, against the ransom; by the other-, 

they were to negotiate for new marriage alliances between 

the houses of Lancaster and Valois (3). It was the latter 

procuration that was presented to the French, so the 

English did not offer the 200,000 francs (4. ). Henry was 

(1) PPC i 118 c. f. Wylie Henrq IV i 130. 

U) Foedera viii 142-143. 

(3) C. 76/84 m. 4. 

(4. ) Copies of this in French and Latin are at A. N. 
J. 645 nos. 4 and 4(2). Douet-d'Arcq printed the latin copy 
in Choix i 167-171'. Henry had previously issued powers 
to negotiate for such marriages in Nov. 1399 and Feb. 
1400, 

-Foedera viii 108,, 128-129. 
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attempting to avoid doing so by echoing the 1396 

settlement of a long truce based on a marriage, for which 

he probably would have required exactly the same dowry as 

had been agre(ýd with Richard. 

Henry found it difficult to make the restitutions promised 

by the 1396 treaty. He had used the dowry payments made 

to Richard, to prevent the Exchequer from going bankrupt 

(1). The jewels that Isabelle had brought fiam France had 

been distributed amongst his children (2. ). Returning the 

queen herself to France, in the necessary degree of state, 

would be an expensive business which Henry could ill 

afford, but which would eventually cost him more than 

8,000 pounds (3). Since the French refused his marriage 

schemeg he sought other methods of circumventing his 

debts. In September, he submitted a list of questions to 

several lawyers for legal advice. The validity of the 

1396 settlement was questioned, because it had not had 

parliamentary ratification. By its terms, did Isabelle's 

jewels and goods include what she had been given in 

Englandq in addition to what she had brought from France; 

and did they include the 200,000 francs ? If this had to 

be repaid, were all eight quarantors., of the treaty liable 

(1) J. L. Kirby - Henrt4 IV of Enqland (1970), 919 105. 

(2) PPC i 134. 

(3) PPC i 130-133,136-142,154. In July 1396 the French 
royal council estimated it would cost 100,000 francs to 

escort Isabelle from Paris to Calais (Choix i 134) though 
further sums were also paid to the dukes of Orl&ans and 
Brittany, Jones - Ducal Brittan 141 n. 11 B. L. Add. Ch. nos. 
33899 33909 3392. 
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for the debt, or could it be drawn from Richard's estate; 

most important1q, could it be offset against the ransom 

still due for King Jean ? If Henrq did not have to repaq 

the dowr9j could he retain Isabelle until her father gave 

him a quittance for the sum? (1) In November, these 

qupstions were sent to the Universitq of Oxford for 

further, legal comment W. 

It was decided to continue to relq on the claim for the 

1,5009000 francs arrears of King Jean's ransom. This 

claim depended on the treatq of Dretigng and Jean's 

ratification of it, the dag after his release. The 

English maintained that this ratification refuted the 

charge that Jean was forced to agree to the terms as a 

prisonerg and theq regarded the treatq as still valid. 

Therefore Charles VI as universal successor to Jean still 

owed the ransom mono! j to Henrq IV as universal successor 

of Edward III. The debt for the downg repagments could be 

offset against this, even though theq legallq belonged to 

Isabelleq since because she was retained in her father's 

power and her marriage had not been consummatedl her 

propertg was Charles' propertq (3). On this basis, from 

JU19 1400 to November 1404, English embassies followed 

Ujje. 48-54. 

(1) Foedgra vi-ii 164 from E. 28/8 no-15. 

(i Cosneau - Crands Traitg 47; Foedera viii 315-316; 
A. U. J. 645 no. 53. 
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their powers and instructions and countered French claims 

for the dowrg repagments with claims for the ransom (1). 

The French response to this was that Charles was not 

obliged to pay his grandfather's ransom, since Edward III 

had failed to evacuate his supporters from fortresses in 

France as he had agreed at Bre"tigny. As a result, damages 

were inflicted on the kingdom which amounted to four 

million florins, which sum had now accrued interest (2-). 

Charles also claimed that Henry had caused losses worth a 

further million florins (3). In September 1404, Nicholas 

de Ryssheton wrote an exasperated and repetitive harangue 

to the French council, setting out at length the English 

legal arguments about the dowry, the ransom and Edward's 

agreement to cleat, the for-tresses, amongst other matters. 

He dismissed the French claim for damages as never having 

been properly assessed, and certainly not cancelling out 

the 1,500,000 francs of the ransom arrears. He estimated 

that discussion of this point could be protracted for a 

further sixty years, or even perpetually (4). Negotiation 

about the conflicting money claims seems to have halted 

with this statement of stalemate. 

W! jlie - Hent-Lj IV iv 264; rhrNix i 184; Fnedera viii 
1879 2049 2309 269,3029 315-316; PPC i 241-242; A. N. 
J. 645 nos. 9.139 53; E. 36/188 ff. 34v and 53v. 

(Z) Choix i 220; A. N. J. 645 nos. 20.519 53. See p. 10 

above. 

(3 ) P. R. O. 31/8/135 Section 4 from a document in the 
Archives Nationales, Paris, described as Section Domaniale 
- Mumoires de la Chambre des Comptes 14925 f. 172. 

(4. ) A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
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The threatening stance of the French government had forced 
i 

Henry to abandon his marriage plans and return Isabelle. 

In return, he wanted a quittance in terms which 

relinquished the Valois claims to the dowry and to 

compensation for damages against France. Draft quittances 

were drawn up, exchanged and amended by the ambassadors, 

but the French were adamant in reserving their right to 

the 200,000 francs (I ). Henry's envoys agreed to this 

form in May 1401 and duly received quittzinces from Charles 

and Isabelle at the end of July, which excepted this sum 

(7-)- In June 1404, Isabelle was contracted to marry 

Charles, son of Louis, duke of Orleans. As a dowry her 

father gave her the remaining 300,000 francs that he had 

never paid to Richard and all the jewels and goods she had 

brought back from England. He transferred his claim 

against Henry and the other English lords for the dowry 

repayments to Louis of Orleans, to recover for the benefit 

of this marriage (3 Since Orleans was now in full 

control of the French governmentg and he preferred the 

method of military action to that of negotiation, the 

claim became absorbed in his personal quarrel with Henry. 

However, the Plantagenet claim to the arrears of King 

Jean's ransom remained and was to reappear in later peace 

proposals. 

(1) A. N. J. 645 nos. I and 13 (copy of former at B. N. 
n. a. f. 7007 ff. 81-87v; E. 28/9 unnumbered. 

(7- ) Foedera viii 194-195,196-200,217-2191 E. 36/188 
f. 106. 

(3) A. N. K. 55 no. 29. 
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The idea of returning to a settlement of the 1396 t9pe, 

based on a marriage alliance between the houses of Valois 

and Lancaster, had not been abandoned. In March 1405, 

Richard Young, 
/, one of the English negotiatorsq was issued 

with some documents from the Treasurg, including a 

proposal for marriage formerlg made bg Charles VI (I 

After Henry of Monmouth became influential in the central 

government of England in 1406, discussion of his marriage 

plans became a regular feature of Anglo-French diplomacy. 

In March of that gear, Henrg Beaufort, the prince's uncle 

and leader of the English embassy, was empowered to 

discuss his marriage to one of Charles' daughtersq 

apparently Marie; and also to treat for peace between the 

two kingdoms (Z). English negotiators continued to be 

equipped with similar powers up to the conference of 

December 1407 at Gloucester, one mentioning Marie by name 

(J In Autumn 1408 and Spring 1409, peace and marriage 

were again under discussion, the princess in question 

being Charles' daughter Catherine (4). For the next few 

conferences, English envoys were still empowered to 

negotiate peace, but the commission for marriage was 

abandoned (S). In this phaseq English diplomacy had a 

more conciliatory tone than the period of confrontation 

(1) Wqlie Henrt j IV ii 87. 

M Foedera viii 434-435; Wqlie - Henry IV iii 44-45. 

(3) Foedera viii 452-453,504-507; C. 76/90 m. 6; A. N. 
J646 no. 1; instructions at Epr i 302-303. 

(4-) F-oedera viii 571; Bod. Lib. Ashmole 789 ff. 132-133. 

(S) Foedera viii 586-587,601,637-638. 
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over, the money claims. In December 1406 a parliamentary 

pronouncement annulled an earlier enactment, so that both 

the male and female children of Prince Henry's mat, t, iage 

would have t, ýIqhts of succession to the throne, perhaps 

designed as a concession to Charles (1). In the latter 

hajf of 1407, negotiations moved to Paris for the first 

time in Henry IV's reign M, and there was a tendency in 

English diplomatic documents to refer to the "Cousin of 

France" or the "French party", deliberately avoiding the 

usual "Adversary of France. " 3) Prince Henry's 

Comm ission of July 1407 even mentions Chat, les as king of 

France (it. ). 

This intermittent negotiation for a marriage alliance was 

initiated by the English. The French considered 

Beaufort's proposal for Marie-in 1406, and, though they 

did not accept, gave hope-that peace would be made (5 ). 

In September of the following year, the duke of Berry 

received the English ambassadors with unprecedented warmth 

and they were given gifts of gold and silver vessels. 

I Wylie - Henrq IV ii 463; C-f- the allegation that 
the English-lured the French by suggesting Henry IV was 
about to -abdicate in the Prince's favour, Monstrelet i 
126. 

(2. ) see page 2- 23 below. 

ý(S) W! jlie - Henrtj IV iii 45; Wilson - Anqlo-Frenc 
Relations 327. 

Foe'dera viii 499,504-509; 'Qal. Siqnjgj no. 704. 

(4-) A. N. J. 646. no. l. 
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They therefore expected to reachýa satisfactory conclusion 

on the proposals they had brought to Paris (1). Berry was 

commissioned to treat for peace with them on the basis of 

marriage allýances or long truces (2-). The French 

government had accepted the principles on which the 

EnBlish wished to discuss a settlement, but no agreement 

was reached either in Paris, or when the French envoys 

travelled to Gloucester in December. Marie was unwilling 

to forsake her vocation as a nun at Poissy and so she was 

replaced as a diplomatic pai. t. in by her younger sister, 

Catherine (3). In September 1408, when English 

ambassadors again came to Pat-is to seek a matrimonial 

alliance, an agreement was drawn up that solemn embassies 

from each side should meet to discuss the match in Picardy 

the following February. Later the venue was changed to 

Paris at the request of the French; but they seem to have 

quickly lost interest, since they sent the requisite 

safe-conduct too late for the meeting to take place (4. ). 

Discussion of a French marriage for Henry of Monmouth 

seems to have ended when John the Fearless seized control 

of the French government in March 1409. In September in 

(1) ral. Siqnet no. 704; B. N. n. a. f. 7623 ff. 205-208. 

(? _ ) -Foedera viii 522-523. The English copied this to 
draw up parallel powers for Thomas of Lancaster and their 
other negotiators at Gloucester, 1 and 2 Dec. 1407, 
Foedera viii 504-507. 

( 3) Wylie - Henry IV iii 50; Monstrele± i 152. 

(4-) Foedera viii . 571; Bod. Lib. Ashmole 789 ff. 132-133vl 
c. f. Wilson - janqln-French Relation 358, citing a letter 
written in Paris 22 Feb. 1409 saying that it was expected 
that a marriage and an alliance would be concluded. 
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Naris it was still expected that peace would be made M. 

However a meeting arranged for the sixteenth of this month 

in Picardq failed to materialise. The French accused the 

English of not arriving as agreed, while the English 

claimed the French had sent a herald to cancel the 

mepting. Accordinqlq the French Council decided on the 

last daq of 1409 to adopt a policq of war towards England 

(2. ). The terms of the 1396 settlement were not to be 

revived. 

There followed a period of hostile attitudes on both sides 

of the Channel and internal disputes in the governments of 

both kingdoms. In France the quarrel between the 

Burgundians and Orleanists developed into civil war-, and 

both sides sought to outflank their opponents by the 

introduction of English military aid. Accordingly, late 

in January 1412, the dukes of Berrry, Orl&ans and Bourbon, 

and the counts of Alenqon and Armagnac sent ambassadors to 

England to make alliances with Henry IV and his sons. 

They were empowered to negotiate for the restitution to 

Henry of the whole duchy of Aquitaine as claimed by him by 

hereditary right (3). By this action, the Orleanist dukes 

began a second series of offers, for a final settlement 

that was to last until the end of the truce, and continue 

beyond until it culminated in the Treaty of Troyes. 

(1) Wylie HenrL4 IV iii 101. 

M Foedera viii 621; Choix i 322. 

(3 ) Foedera viii 715-716. In Henry VIII's reign these 
powers were kept in the Treasury in a box marked C, 
E. 36/186 f. 38-38v. 
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As the envoys crossed Maine en route for, Brittany and 

England, they were pursued by the Bailli of Caen, who 

captured some of them along with their documents. He 

forwarded these papers to the Burgundians at Paris, where 

they were displayed before the king and his Council at the 

beginning of April. There were several letters to the 

king, queen and princes of England and the duke of 

Brittany and his brother; and also blank sheets of 

parchment with seals of the three dukes and the count of 

Alenjon appended, on which the anticipated agreement was 

to be written. The instructions for negotiating this were 

publicly read (1). The Orle'anist envoys were instructed 

to recite the grievances of their lords against the duke 

of Burgundy, how his machinations had excluded them from 

the government of France, caused them to be excommunicated 

and prevented them from obtainig justice from Klin! 3 Charles 

for the assassination of Louis of Orlgans. Therefore, 

they came to K'ing Henry to seek justice. ' If they found 

English opinion to be favourable to their case, the envoys 

were to speak personally to Henry, offering him the 

alliance and service of their lords against Burgundy and 

all his party, and also against the Welsh and Irish. To 

aid their struggle against Burgundyq Henry should send 300 

lances and 3000 archers, for whom the Orleanists would 

provide four months pay. They would then engineer a peace 

between England and France, which would exclude the Scots 

if they refused to agree to an adequate settlement. The 

Orleanists would also guarantee satisfaction of Henry's 

(1) Monstrelet ii 236-238; Waurin ii 140. 
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claims for "lands by the sea", and other demands he might 

make (I ). An incomplete English document, apparently 

draton up during the negotiations in England, lists the 

offers and requests of the Orle"anists, in similar terms to 

those to be used in the treaty concluded. They offered 

their sons, daughters, nephews, nieces and other relatives 
0 

in marriage to cement the English alliance. Theq would 

use their money and property and the strength of their 

allies to aid Henry in his quarrel. They ke. tould give him 

the entire duchy of Guyenne with no exceptions and aid him 

to conquer what he did not yet possess. In return he was 

to assist their quarrel against Burgundy and help them to 

recover all the damages he had inflicted on them. They 

ended b! j appealing to his christian faith to support their 

just cause (2. ). 

The treatq that was concluded on 18 Mag incorporated all 

the points in this document. It was not a peace but an 

alliance, but by its termss Henry committed himself to 

making a settlement: 

'Intendit etiam dictus Rex et Dux ambobus regnis 
concordiam ponere, secundum meliorem modum quem ei 
Deus ministrabit (3). ' 

He obliged himself to send a thousand men-at-arms and 

--et ii 233 1 -241; Waurin 141Z 

(7- B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div f. 113-113v. This faded 
and fire-damaged fragment seems to have escaped attention 
so far. 

(3) Foedera viii 741. 
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three thousand archers to Blois, where they would be paid 

three months wages by the French dukes, at fixed rates, in 

advance. Henry obtained considerable concessions from the 

Orleanists. The marriages were to be arranged at his 

discretion. Neither party was to come to a settlement 

with the Burgundians without the consent of the other. In 

the recovery of damages against Burgundy and his 

adherents, the losses inflicted by his force of English 

soldiers in 1411 was to be specifically excepted. In the 

treaty, Henry used the titles king of England, king of 

France and duke of Aquitaine. The Orleanists referred to 

him only as king of England and duke, reserving their 

fealty to Charles VI; but they admitted Henry's 

hereditary right to the Duchyq declaring that they would 

not be breaking this fealty by delivering it to him. They 

promised to hold all their possessions in the Duchy, 

estimated at 11500 fortresses, by, homage from him and his 

heirs as Dukes. So they rejected the Plantagenets' claim 

to the French throne, but admitted their right to full 

sovereignty in Aquitaine. 

The Orle"anists were to deliver immediately to the English, 

twenty specified fortresses in the 'central and eastern 

parts of Aquitaine, of which three belonged to the Sire 

d'Albret. Other fortresses in the Duchy not in their 

power, they would conquer at their own expense. The duke 

of Berry was to ho-ld Poitou, and the duke of Orl'eans 
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Angouleome and Perigord, as fiefs of the Duchy. The count 

of Armagnac was to retain four castellanies he had 

occupied in Rouergue, paying homage to Henry and his 

heirs. Po it ou and Angouleme were to revert to the 

king-duke after the deaths of their holders. Henry would 

meanwhile take possession of the fortresses of Poitiers, 
e., 

Lusignan, Niort and ChatezturieLtf-sur-Chat-c-. ritE- as security 

for the reversions (1). When the reversions took place, 

English Aquitaine would have the same frontiers as in the 

treaty of Bre"tigny with the probable exceptions of 

Limousin and Quercy south of the Aveyron. The 1412 treaty 

is comparable to the territorial offers of the French in 

1392 and 1393. The arrangement for Poitou is reminiscent 

of the terms Gaunt had proposed at Amiens, and at the 

Council of Stamford. Its reversion on Berry's shortly 

-expected death would place the English in a more 

advantageous position than they would have gained by the 

1393 treaty. As in that treaty, injudicious concessions 

provided dangerous precedents for future negotiations. On 

this occasion the effect was the reverse, since the 

Orleanist lords abandoned the essential French demand for 

homage and conceded sovereignty in Aquitaine. The clauses 

about reversions and marriages would bind the fortunes of 

the house of Lancaster tightly to those of a section of 

the French nobility, a-rid the dynastic links would 

reinforce the family's pretensions to both the English and 

(I Foedera viii 7303-742 and CCR 1409-1413 350-352. Two 
copies of the treaty were in the Treasury in Henry VIII's 
reign in the box marked C, E. 36/186 ff. 38,39; see also 
Vale- Enqlish Gasrnnm 59-61. 
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French thrones. This was perhaps inspired by Richard's 

schemes of 1395 to 1397, when he sought French marriages 

for himself, the earl of Rutland, the earl of Derby, Henry 

of Monmouth and Constance Holland. 

Thomas, duke of Clarence, commanded the promised 
e, 

men-at-arms and archers, landing with them in August at 

St. -Vaast-la-Hougue. But the Orle', anist and Burgundian 

factions had already agreed to cease hostilities and were 

negotiating a settlement. Before Clarence could reach the 

rendezvous at Blois, the treaty signed in May was a dead 

letter. By virtue of a written royal command, the four 

signatory French lords renounced the alliance on 22 July 

(1); a month later, at Auxerre, the duke of Orleans repeated 

the renunciation along with Philip, count of Vertus, his 

brother (Z). 

Having been bought off by the Orleanists at Busanpis, 

Clarence plundered his way to Bordeaux and took up his 

command as his father's lieutenant there. Besides 

meddling in the complicated politics of the Aragonese 

succession, Clarence continued to take a hostile stance 

against the French. Accordingly in February 1413, he 

tried to rescue something from the wreck of the previous 

May's treaty, by making an alliance with the two lords who 

had refused to accept the peace of Auxerre: Bernard VII 

(1) Letters of Henrq IV ii 322-325 and Lettre-S de't Rois 
ii 328-330. 

(L ) Choj4 i 352-353; Wylie - Henrq TV iv 79; A. N. K. 57 
nos. 21 and 22. 
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of Armagnac and Charles d'Albret. This seems to have been 

principally directed against count Jean of Foix, the chief 

representative and Captain-General of Charles VI in 

Ouyenne and Languedoc, and ally of the duke of Burgundy. 

Clarence committed his father to send the same force of a 

thousand men-at-arms and three thousand archers to the aid 

of the two lords in Guyenne, if they were attacked by the 

Burgundians. There was no mention of their wages. Henry 

was to pay for the garrisons of Armagnac's and Albret's 

principle fortresses if necessary and promise not to aid 

the Burgundians against the dukes of Berry and Orle"ans and 

their allies. Armagnac and Albret were to receive 

compensation for damages inflicted on them by the English, 

and confirmation of their franchises and liberties. The 

four castellanies in Rouergue mentioned in the May 

agreement, with the addition of Tournon and Gourdon, were 

confirmed in Bernard VII's possession. Henry was also to 

restore certain lands to the two lords, when they had 

performed their homage. Armagnac and Albret were obliged 

to do homage to Henry only as duke of Guyenne, rejecting 

his claim to the French throne. They were to perform 

simple homage only, before Michelmas 1413, promising liege 

homage only if three-quarters of their lands were seized 

by the French. They reserved the sovereignty and ressort 

of the Duchy to Charles VI as king of France (1). This 

was a treaty of consider-ably less advantage to Henry IV 

than the alliance of the previous year. Much was promised 

to Armagnac and Albret in return for very little. Above 

(1) Vale - Enqlish nasronu 63-67 analysing Archives 
D6partementales des Basses-Pyrenges E. 59 no. 14. 
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all, Clarence had accepted Charles VI's sovereignty ovcner 

Gu! jenne. This is comparable to Gaunt's betrayal of the 

principle at Leulinghen in 1393, from a k-. ieaker English 

position, and Could have provided a dangerous precedent. 

However, Henry died the following month, so it is highly 

unlikely that he ever confirmed the treaty, rendering its 

provisions and concessions null. 

His successor, Henry V, pursued_the rights he claimed in 

France with determination through a series of peace 

negotiations which continued until he elected to support 

those claims with a re-opening of hostilities. He 

extended the exploitation of France's internal divisions 

that had begun in his father's reign, favouring an 

arrangement with the Burgundians. During 1414, he was 

negotiating with the Burgundians for an alliance, and 

simultaneously with Charles VI's Orleanist government for 

a final settlement. English and Burgundian ambassadors 

met in conferences at Leicester in May, Ypres in August 

and at the end of September in St. Omer. From the 

protocols of these meetings and the English instructions 

of June and August, can be deduced the ways in which the 

two prospective allies envisaged a settlement of the war 

after the defeat of the Ot-16-anists. It was agreed that 

each party should be able to call on military aid from the 

other for a period of three months, at the expense of the 

party that was so summoned. Details of numbers of troops, 

their wages, transportation and conditions were worked 

out. Henry, or one of his brothers, or some other notable 
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captain-was to lead the English forces, while Duke- John 

himself was to lead those of Burgundy. Henry was offered 

the choice of two of the duke's daughters in marriage and 

chose Catherine, the elder. Neither party was to come to 

terms with the Orl6anist faction without the other's 

copsent, and the alliance would be perpetual. Henry was 

prepared to meet John personally to conclude the alliance. 

He instructed his envoys to ask for the active alliance 

of Burgundy against all the Orl6anist lords, including the 

duke of Berry. He wanted Burgundian military assistance 

to conquer Aquitaine as far, north as the River Loire; 

Normandy, Maine, Anjou and Ponthieu; and the lordships of 

Beaufort and Nogent; or at least to recover all 

territories ceded to the English by the treaty of 

Bretigny. In these lands Henry entirely reserved his 

sovereign rights. He also insisted on his right to the 

French throne and asked for Burgundian assistance to 

obtain it; or at least Burgundian neutrality in not 

impeding his efforts to acquire it. If John would 

recognise Henry as his liege lord and do homage, he would 

be given an immediate subsidy and rewards in land. Henry 

wanted the recognition confirmed by John's subjects, 

especially the Vier Leden of Flanders. As security for 

the alliance, Henrq's ambassadors were told to demand the 

towns and fortresses of Slugs, Gravelines, St. Omer, 

Montreuil, Hesdin and Lt Crotoy, or others at their 

discretion. At the St. Omer conference, they decreased 

this demand to Hesdin, Boulogne and two fortressessto be 
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returned when Jqýýn did homage, or they conquered the 

Armagnacs' lands (I ). Henry V was clearly expecting to 

improve on the Orle"anist alliance made by his father in 

1412. His extensive, if flexible, territorial demands 

recall Richard II's instructions of Julq 1395, but are 

stjll more extreme. Henry's insistance on his French 

royal title and rigidity about his absolute sovereignty in 

Guyenne were new trends in English proposals for peace. 

They were argued from a conscious position of strength and 

reached their logical culmination in the treaty of Troyes. 

John of Burgundy offered the alliance 'to conquer the 

possessions of the dukes of Orleansq Anjou and Bourbon, 

the counts of Armagnac, Angoul9me, Alen.; on, Ve"rtus and Eu, 

and the Sire d'Albret, the spoils to be divided between 

himself and Henry, according to the number of troops each 

employed. After some reluctance, his envoys included the 

lands of the duke of Berry in the list, excluding the 

fiefs of Boulogne, Gien, Etampes and Dordan in which he 

(I Leicester protocol - O. Cartellieri "EReitrIlge zur 
Geschichte der Herz6ge von Burgund " qitziinqsberichte der 
Heidelberqer Akademie L11-ar 
Wissensrhaften-Philosophisch-Historische Klasse iv(1913) 
no. 9 pp. 12-20, from Archives Departementales de la C8te 
d'Or, Dijon, B. 296. There are copies of this in the 
Bibliothe"que Naticiiiale, Paris, at Moreau 802 f. 29ff; Cinq 
Cents de Colbert 64 f. 529; Bourgogne 95 f. 353. A draft 
version, coupled with the English instructions of 24 June 
1414, is at E. 30/1531. The damaged instructions of 31 
AUS. 1414 are at B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv ff. 11-12 
(14-15). Neither of these instructions seem to have been 
properlq noted before. Wqlie mistakenlq assigned the 
latter document to Caligula Dvii and Aug. 1416, W! jlie and 
Waugh - Henrtl iii 26. n. 5 Catherine was the rejected wife 
of Louis III of Anjou, count of Guise. The English seem 
to have believed she was a widow, B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Dv f. 17(20). See R. Vaughan - John the Fearless (London 
1966), 247-248. 
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held the usufruct from Duke JoL. n. It was agreed that if 

the combined force proceeded beyond Orleans to conquer 

Aquitaine, Henry should provide John with another 1500 

men-at-arms, beyond the troops already sent, and further 

securities for his person. After some difficulties, the 

Bur 
, 
gundians agreed to the English interpretation of 

Aquitaine as all Edward III or the Black Prince had 

possessed there at its fullest extent, expressly including 

Poitou; or as defined at Bretigny, the choice of 

definition being left to Henry. Throughout the talks, 

Duke John claimed Charles VI as his superior lord . He 

wished to be excepted from the enmity of the alliance, not 

only his brothers of Brabant and Nevers and his 

brothers-in-law of Savoy and Hainault, with Henry's 

relatives the king of Castile and the duke of Brittany if 

he so wished, but also Charles, Dauphin Louis and their 

successors. When pressed, he conceded that these 

exceptions should not prejudice Henry's claims to the 

French throne in any way, nor would he impede his efforts 

to obtain it. John was reluctant to surrender towns as 

securities, rejecting the English argument that since he 

claimed Charles as superior lord, he ought to give more 

concrete security than the oaths offered by Henry. 

However, he agreed to continue discussions on the subject 

of these surrenders (1). A full agreement seemed close, 

but the duke of Burgundy had been evasive and dilatory 

(1) As previous note and Ypres and St. Omer protocols in 
Cartellieri "Qeitrage" pp. 20-30, from Archives 
De"partementales de la C8te d'Or, Dijon, E111926. The 
attempt to establish an Anglo-Burgundian alliance by Henry 
V will be discussed in chapter, V. 
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from the start. Before the St. Omer- meetin! 3, he had 

alreadq made the' Peace of Arras with his Orl4anist 

opponents, renderin! 3 the alliance redundant. The terms of 

1414 were another abortive project. 

Hepry V had also begun to discuss terms with the 

government in Paris. These negotiations were based on a 

revival of the scheme to marry him to Catherine of France, 

last discussed in Spring 1409. On Henry's accession, the 

duke of York, was in Bordeaux and in AuqUSt 1413 he went to 

Pat-is. Here he recommended this marriage, which 

paralleled that between_Richard II and Catherine's sister 

Isabelle, which he had -negotiated in 1396 (1 

Accordingly, French envoys coming to England in December 

1413 introduced the marriage scheme as the basis for a 

peace settlement. Henry's deputies accepted the 

principle, but maintained that no settlement could be made 

without the "way of justice", the return to Henry of the 

rights and inher'itances he claimed-in France which were 

occupied by the Valois. Since the French were not 

empowered to make any territorial offers, negotiations- 

were* temporarily suspended (2. ). At the end of January, 

. 
Henrq commissioned ambassadors to go to Paris to ratify 

the truce that had recently been agreed. They were also 

empowered to continue the discussion about-peace that had 

been begun. Henry also committed himself not to contract 

(I Wylie - Henrtj i 158-159; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Dv f. l*(3). In Sept. he stayed in Orligans at the expense 
of the duke of-Orl6ans B. L. Add. Ch. 4311. 

(Z) Foedera ixA02,103-104; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 
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marriage with any other woman before 1 Maq, a date that 

could be extended at the discretion of his ambassadors 

(1). They obtained a corresponding promise and extension 

from Charles, VI (1). In June and Julq, a larger and more 

solemn embassy was commissioned to go to Paris to continue 

negotiations about both "the way of marriage" and "the way 

of justice". They were empoi. vered to extend Henry's 

commitment to 6 August or lziter, as they saw fit (3). A 

notarial copy of Duke Charles of Normandy's promise to pF.. Ay 

the ransom of his father King Jeaii, wF--, draii. in up at 

Westminster for, the ambassadors to take with them (40. 

Probably they also carried copies of the treaty of 

Bretigny and the instructions of July 1395 (9). The 

embassy was received by the duke of Berry in Paris in 

August 1414 (b). 

The duke and his fellow delegates were anxious to discuss 

the proposed marriage, whereas the English refused to make 

any agreement about this which was separate from the 

settlement of Henry's claims (7). The French viewed their 

(1) Foedera ix 103-104. 

(2. ) Lettres deý. Rois ii 346-347. 

(3) Foedera ix 131-132,14071411 15CD. 

(4) Foedera ix 149-150. 

(S) Treaties with France and other countries were copied 
out by Privy Seal clerks in July, A. L. Brown - The Privw 
"egI in the earlij -Fifteenth rr---nturU(Oxford D. Phil. thesis 
1955), 283. 

(6) A. N. J. 646. no. 14. 

(7) Foedera ix 210. 
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offer of the marriage as a means of escape from, making 

large concessions of territory and sovereignty. Hence the 

limited powers of their embassy of the previous November. 

They were seeking a settlement like. that of the 1396 

truce. The English ambassadors opened by requesting that 

the crown and kingdom of France should be surrendered to 

King Henry. After this formal overture, they turned to 

more serious themes, making an elaborate protestation that 

discussion of lesser rights would in no way prejudice this 

claim. They asked for the duchy of Normandy, the comtes 

of Anjou, Maine and Touraine, all of Aquitaine and the 

other lands ceded by the treaty of L-: r'E'_, tigny, the whole 

coastline with its towns and fortresses from the river 

Somme to Gravelines, and superior lordship over Brittany 

and Flanders. Henry and his heirs would hold these as 

neighbours to the Valois, who would be able to exercise no 

sovereignty or ressorthor claim any homage. After several 

days of discussion and counter-offers from the French, the 

English reduced their demands to the delivery of all lands 

ceded at Bretigny, under the same terms of tenure as in 

that treatyl. to Henry and his heirs perpetually, and the 

lordships of Beaufort and Nogent (1). For the first time 

they claimed half the comte of Provence, by a right 

(I Beaufort in Champagne (now called Montmorency) and 
Nogent-l'Artaud on the river Marne. The claim to these 
lordships descended to Henry through the house of 
Lancaster from Blanche d'Artois, second wife of Edmund 
Crouchback, who purchased them in 1270, Wylie - HgnrU Vi 
420 n. 2; Armitage-Smith - inhn ! if- Gaiji-I 196-198. In 
1404 Charles VI had ceded them to Charles III of Navarre 
as part of the duchy of Nemours, B. N. Dupuy 223 
ff. 200-201v, 208-210. 
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descending from Henry III's queen. And they revived the, 

claim for the remaining 1,600,000 crowns of King Jean's 

ransom, dormant since November 1404. They insisted that 

Henry had no intention of marrying Catherine of France 

without a final peacepas Richard had married Isabelle in 

1396. Therefore they discussed the marriage separately, 

with a show of reluctance, asjýirjq for- a dex.. try of 2900,39000 

crowns I ). The English demands in Paris followed a 

similar pattern to the instructions of their envoys 

simultaneously negotiating t. -Ath duke John of Burgundy, but 

encompassed even greater, demands to rights and 

territories. Together they marked a decisive break with 

Henry IV's policy of recovering an extended Guyenne in 

full sovereignty in exchange for abandoning the 

Plantagenet claim to the French throne. Henry V's envoys 

were instructed not to conclude any agreement in Paris 

His belligerent stance echoed Richard II's 

instructions of 1395. But the demands were even more 

extreme, reviving old claims to Provence, Beaufort and 

Nogent, and the sovereignty of Brittany and Flanders, as 

the 1395 instructions had first revived claims to the old 

Angevin territories of Normandg, Anjou and Maine. 

The duke of Berrq replied to the second set of English 

terms, under the normal French protestations. He made a 

territorial offer of Agenais, Bazadais, Bigorre, part of 

(I Foedera ix 209-211; E. H. D iv no. 102; A. N. J. 646 
no. 14. 

(2-) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f-12 (15). 
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Auch, the towns of Lescar and Olor-on, Saintonge south of 

the Charente, Perigord, Angouleme, Rouergmeland Quercy, 

excluding Montauban and the lands between the Aveyron and 

the Tarn. These borders of Aquitaine were probably the 

same as Berry and his fellow Orl9anists had offered to 

Hepry IV in 1412. Now AngoulSme and Perigord were 

disencumbered from their tenure by Charles of Orlgans, but 

northern Saintonge and the reversion of Poitou or, Berry's 

death had been removed from the terms. The territory was 

therefore less than in the 1393 draft agreement by La 

Rochelle, the comt& of Limousin and Quercy South of the 

Aveyron. Berry refused to discuss the claim to Provence, 

as its lordship belonged to the duke of Anjou riot King 

Charles, and completely rejected the request for the 

at-rears of King Jean's ransom. After much discussion, he 

offered a dowry of 600,000 crowns to go with Catherine. 

This t-jas about three-quarters of the dowry that Richard 

had been promised with Isabelle in 1396. However, Berry 

closed by saying that King Charles would be generous in 

augmenting these terms for the sake of peace, and he would 

himself pursue this as much as was reasonable (1). He had 

made no mention of Henry's emphatic claim to the French 

throne, or of the English tenure of Calais and its March. 

Charles' rights were reserved over, the territories cededg 

though not stated to be liege homage. The tenure of 

Aquitaine was not specified in Berry's offerg and the 

French insistence on liege homage now disappears from the 

peace negotiations. On all points the French government 

(1) Foedera ix 211-212; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 
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was now offering less than in the 1390s, though leaving 

itself room for manoeuvre in future talks. Its terms did 

not yet correspond to the weakening of the French position 

in the last twenty years, or to the problems presented by 

Henry V's determination to obtain his rights in the "way 

of, justice. " 

During the ensuing winter, messengers from both sides kept 

open negotiations for, the "wag of marriage. "( I In 

December 1414, Henry commissioned an embassy, which 

reached Paris in February. Discussions continued until 

mid-March 1415 (1). A Great Council had advised Henry to 

seek a compromise with France by negotiation, by which he 

would surrender some of his claims. Meanwhile he should 

make preparations for military intervention if the French 

refused to make a reasonable settlement (3). The English 

deleg I ation repeated their demands of the previous August 

for all' the Bretigny lands, Beaufort and Nogent, half of 

Provence and the arrears of Kling Jean's ransom. The 

French refused even to make an offer in the way of 

justice, until the way of marriage was discussed; the 

English eventually acquiesced, repeating the protestation 

that no marriage could be contracted before an agreement 

had been reached about Henry's claims in France. They 

then repeated the demand for a two million crown dowry. 

(1) Foedera ix 166,182; Wylie - Henry Vi 431. 

(2) Foedera ix 183-188; Wylie - Henry Vi 435-440; A. N. 
J. 646 no. 14. 

(3) PPC ii 141. 
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However, they soon reduced this to one and a half million, 

and after much bargaining, by successive stages to one 

million crowns. Catherine was to be provided with clothes 

and jewels by her father, and conducted to Henry with due 

pomp at French expense. At this point, the English 

ambassadors modified their territorial demands to the 

extent that PonthieLt and Montreuil-sur-Mer would pass to a 

cadet branch founded by the second son of Henry and 

Catherine, if they had one, to be held free of homage to 

the Valois, as in the treaty of Dretigny. They . -asserted 
that their instructions from Henry did riot allow them to 

go further than this (I ). The French had never, again 

offered Ponthieu and Montreuil since Bre'tigny, and 

sometimes requested specific renunciations of rights to 

these lands. It seems that they were a particularly 

troublesome issue. 

A protocol drawn up on 14 March relates that in the way of 

justice, the French. reiterated their offer of August 

exactly. In the way of marriage, they accepted 

responsibility for Catherine's clothes, jewels and conduct 

to her future husband, and increased the proposed dowry to 

800,000 crowns. Queen Isabelle's dowry had been the same 

number of francs. As the English commented, these terms 

did not contain the improvements the duke of Berry had led 

them to expect, and so theL felt unable to conclude on y 

either question (7-). However, Charles promised to send a 

Foedera iý,, 212-213,214. 

Foedera ix 213-214. 
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solemn embassy to England to continue diSCUSSions in both 

matters, and to communicate another, offer (I ). His 

representatives had neglected to comment at all on the 

suggestion of a cadet branch of the Plantagenets holding 

Montreuil and Ponthieu. Neither side had made any 

significant alteration to its position since the last 

conference six, months before. Stubborness on both sides 

made the desired compromise impossible to achieve. 

The pace of Anglo-French diplomacy now quickened, In June 

1415, a French embassy crossed the Channel and found Henry 

at Winchester on the last day of the month. The military 

preparations, which must have been obvious in England that 

summer, imparted a greater urgency to their efforts to 

find an acceptable peace settlement. Henry too was in a 

hurry, anxious not to lose time for his expedition, which 

was almost prepared. He therefore declared that the 

matter should be concluded by the following Saturday, 6 

July. During the following weekv the French envoys had 

meetings with various members of the Council and the King 

himself. As before, the English wished to open talks with 

discussion of the way of the justice. By referring to a 

protocol of the conferences of August 1414 and March 14159 

they tried to demonstrate that Charles had committed 

himself to send these ambassadors to make a greater offer 

than before. The French denied that the text bore this 

implication at all. They again laid more stress on the 

(1) FoederEs ix 214; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 
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proposed marriage and wished to discuss this question 

firsti as in March, the English allowed this. Theq asked 

for an increased sum to be offered as Catherine's dowrg. 

The French at first offered 50,000 francs more, then 

changed this to crowns, to bring the figure up to 850,000 

cr9wns. In return, the English first dropped their 

demands to 950,000 crowns, and then on 3 July accepted the 

final French fi qu re. But the French envoys now tried to 

delay further discussion of the way of justice by entering 

an argument over what dower Catherine should receive as 

Queen. They maintained that the customary English figure 

of 10,000 marks annually should be augmented, since 

Catherine was from a powerful family and would bring a 

large dowry besides the peace of the two kingdoms, and 

hence of Christendom. Moreover, she was a virgin and near 

child-bearing age. However, beyond a vague statement that 

Henry was free to increase the pension in the future, the 

English refused to be drawn into this diversion and the 

matter was left unsettled (1). 

Only the three principal French ambassadors were entrusted 

to make an offer in the way of justice. The following 

day, these presented their terms to Henry personally: 

besides the parts of Aquitaine they had offered at the 

previous two conferences, they would now concede Limousin 

with the cities of Limoges and Tulle. This was almost as 

(I ) G. Besse --! - Recueil de diverses pieces servant A 
I'histoire du Rnu rharles VI- (Paris 1660) 94-99; A. N. 
J. 646 no. 14. 
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much as in the draft peace of 1393, lacking only southern 

Quercy. It still fell short of the current territorial 

aspirations of the Plantagenets, which also included 

Poitou and Saintonge north of the Charente arid the 

north-eastern areas of Calais, Boulogne, Montreuil and 

Ponthieu. After Henry had consulted with his coucillors, 

the French were asked to specify whether he would hold 

these lands in absolute sovereignty as in the Treaty of 

Br"tigny, or owing some sort of feudal obligation to 

Charles VI. The ambassadors refused to make any 

declaration on this question (I ). They had not 

mentioned King Jean's ransom and again avoided the 

question of the tenure of Calais, but it was the 

sovereignty of Aquitaine which presented the real problem. 

The French were attempting to get Henry to agree to 

territorial terms before their tenure had been settled. 

This was the reverse of their position in 1390, when they 

had insisted on the acceptance of liege homage to Charles, 

before they would offer lands, and is a measure of the 

decline of French fortunes since. Now they would not risk 

mentioning homage at all (Z). 

Since the English deputies had opened the talks by 

declaring that Henry would not reduce at all the demands 

he had made previously, the French terms could not be 

acceptable to them. To find a way out of the impasse, 

(1) Besse -, Recueil 99-105; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 

M See pa! 3er7l-80, above- 
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Henry reversed his prior rejection of a settlement on the 

f396 model, 
_ 

and made an audacious offer of a half-peace. 

On 6 July he offered a general truce for fifty years, 

which, would not prejudice his rights to the crown of 

France, *or to the sovereignty of his lands in France. In 

return, Charles would surrender to him the lands specified 

in his latest offer, and give his daughter in marriage 

with the agreed dowry, jewels and clothes. During this 

truce. - a peace would be negotiated; the lands were 

otherwise to be returned after the fifty years. Such was 

Hen ry's haste, that he demanded the French. envoys should 

conclude the betrothal between-himself and Catherine; that 

they should remain in England while one of their number- 

wen'i- to Charles to obtain his consent i-. -Athin one. month; 

and that the surrender- of the lands in Aquitaine, and the 

delivery of Catherine, her clothes and jewels and 600,000 

francs or 550,000 crowns of her dowry at Calais, should 

all be completed by 29 September (f). This arrangement 

would combine the advantages of the settlements of 

Bre"tigny in 1360 and Paris in 1396. Henry would acquire 

an enlarged Aquitaine under his own de factr, sovereignty 

for *the forseeable future. The issue of this sovereignty 

would be suspended, and he would continue to make use of 

his claim and title to the French throne. Should the truce 

break down, he would have the option of further 

intervention in-France. In addition, he would gain a 

matrimonial alliance with his powerful enemy and 

neighbour, and am assive dowry, the bulk of it within a 

Besse Recueil 105-107; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 
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few months, in ready cash. Henry was employing diplomatic 

tactics similar to those of Richard in 1395. Like Richard, 

he was improving his bargaining position by simultaneously 

negotiating for a marriage to the king of Aragon's 

daughter. Like Richard, he tried to turn the great 

distance between English demands and French offers to his 

advantage in the conclusion of a long truce with added 

concessions. Unlike Richard, he had an army ready to 

exert further pressure, an dth cere f ore required 

correspondingly larger, advantages. 

The French ambassadors admitted that they had no powers to 

conclude such a half-peace. However, the ambassadors 

continued to negotiate about the amount of the initial 

payment of the dowry and the date of its delivery. -During 

the course of the afternoon, Henry agreed to their figure 

of 400,000 crowns for the amount, but disagreement about 

the date persisted (1). The chief aim of the French was 

probably to spin out the discussions and arrange a date 

for another conference a few months hence. Meanwhileg the 

expedition would have to be cancelled. But Henry's 

unilateral deadline had already been reached and he cut 

short the negotiations. The French embassy was summoned 

before him and in the presence of a large assembly of 

people, including ambassadors from the Empire, Burqundq 

and Aragon, the archbishop of Canterbury read them a long 

latin address, whi , ch was also delivered to them in 

writing. This recited the efforts of both sides to come 

(1) Besse - Recueil 107-109; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 
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to a final peace, since the accession of Henry V. It 

concluded that Charles was not inclined to make a 

reasonable agreement and had denied justice to Henry's 

claims in France. Therefore he had no alternative but to 

resort to a remedy other than diplomacy (1). The French 

am)aassadors were sent home, and the following month Henry 

landed with his army in Normandy. 

By the time the diplomats of the Plantagenets and Valois 

met'again, Henry had taken possession of Harfleur and won 

the victory of Agincourt. Not only did this expedition 

increase the value of his military prestige, but it added 

another point of contention to the quarrel between-the two 

dynasties. Harfleur, like Brest and Cherbourg before it, 

became another Calais that was too valuable to the English 

to surrender, and too dangerous to the French to ignore. 

In the parley between the two armies at Agincourt, Henry 

is alleged to have offered to return the town, and free 

all his prisoners without ransom if he were allowed free 

passage to Calais (2). It is difficult to know exactly 

what was dicussed, as within a few hours, all the 

(I ) Besse - Recueil 109-110; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. The 
French were evidently shocked, since they had earlier been 
assured by the bishops of Durham and Norwich, and the duke 
of York that all was going well. 

(2. ) St. Dent4s v554; Jean Juvenal des Ursins -- Hist6ire d 
Charles VI Rnt4 dp France (ed J. F. Michaud and J. J. F. Poujoulat - Nouvelle Collection des Me"moires pour 
servir a I'histoire de France Serie I ii Paris 1336), 518; 
Edmond de Dynter Chronique des Ducs de Brabar, 
(ed. P. F. X. de4 Ram, Commission Royale d'Histoire, Brussels 
1854-1857) iii 750. 
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negotiators on the French side were dead or captured (I ). 

However the French, confident in their superior numbers, 

demanded that Henry should renounce his claims to the 

French- throne and return Harfleur, keeping only his 

present possessions in Ouyenne and the Calais march. 

Deýpite his predicament, Henry still required the Duchy as 

defined at Bre"tigny, including five specified cities, and 

also the comte of Ponthieu. He- also insisted on his 

marriage to Catherine, accepting the former French offeer 

of a dowry of 800,000 crowns (Z). The terms were mutually 

unacceptable and the two armies joined battle. Before 

Henry returned to England, the dukes of -Orle'ans and 

Bourbon -and other prisoners he had taken at Agincourt 

attempted to initiate a further round of discussions, but 

the French-, government was apparently not interested (3). ý 

The next peace negotiations took place on the initiative 

of an independent third party, the first major mediator 

since the Bruges conference of the 1370s. The Emperor 

Sigismund had volunteered to arrange a truce after the 

fall of Harfleur, but the French were too confident to 

(1) H. Courteault and E. Celier (eds. ) Les Chroniques du 
roi Charles VIlpar Gilles le Bouvier dit le He"raut Berr 
(Socie"te- de I'histoire de France, Paris 1979) 68. 

(2. ) F. Morand (ed. )-Chroni2ite de -lean le FA-vre Seicineu 
Raint Re'mu- (Soci&te' de I'histoire de France, Paris 

1876-1881) i 251-252; c. f. Waurin, ii 209-210. 

(3 ) Lettres de, -ý Rois ii 362; Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 
f. 65-65v (and tr 

* 
anslations at Bodl. MS. 710 f. 68v. and 

B. L. Landsdowne 223 f. 62). -, 
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accept the suggestion. But in January 1416, the Paris 

government offered him the inducement of a large salary to 

mediate a peace agreement (1). In March, Henry was aware 

that Sigismund was in Paris for this purpose, but still 

prepared to launch another expedition against France, 

shpuld it be necessary (1). Both the Emperor and count 

William of Holland arrived in England in May and presided 

over a peace conference at Westminster in June, attended 

by French ambassadors and the prisoners taken at 

Agincourt. Sigismund favoured a settlement in which Henry 

returned his recent gains of Harfleur and the prisoners, 

and the English and French joined him for a crusade 

against the Turks. It was agreed by Henry that Sigismund 

and William should take custody of Harfleur until 

negotiations were complete, but the French would not 

concur Q). Despite the victory of Agincourt, the balance 

of military forces had changed little; if open hostilities 

continued, the cost of Harfleur's defence could turn it 

into a handicap. Henry's terms for peace were now the 

full implementation of the treaty of Bre'tigny, and the 

perpetual possession of Harfleur and its district, with 

the e9tis necessary for its support. His military success 

had extended his demands only by the one town he had 

cz.. tptured. By 13 June discussions about Harfleur had 

W! jlie and Waugh Henrq V iii 2-3. 

(L) B. L. Co, tton MS. Caligula Dv f. 13(10). 

(3) Disputed towns, had been put into the . -hands of 
mediators during, truces in 1343, - I. 3150, 

_, 
and 13759 ý<. Fowler 

"Truces" in Fowler Hundred 'Years War, _189 n. 28., 
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broken down and Henrq ordered 

for his expedition to go to i- 

agreed that there should be 

both Henrq and King Charles 

mztrches. Both sides were to 

maýe arrangements for this (1). 

preparations to be resumed 

ts aid. However it was 

a further conference, with 

present, in the Picardy 

send envoys to Beauvais to 

I 

The July meeting at Beauvais was a disaster. It soon 

became clear to the English that the French were insincere 

in . the negotiations. They reneged on agreements they had 

previously made and deliberately delayed proceedings. 

They made difficulties about entering a three-year- trur-e 

without the prior consent of their ally of Castile. Henry 

had already decided not to go to the relief of Harfleur 

personally whilst talks continued, and the French now 

hoped to prolong discussions until the town surrendered. 

The English embassy finallL withdrew in disgust, having y 

agreed to another meeting based on Calais. ý Later, the 

English were to complain bitterly about French behaviour 

at Beauvais while the French blamed the failure on 

Sigismund (2-). 

When Eng Iish and French envogs met again at Calais in 

September,. circumstances had altered considerably. 

Wylie Henrtj V ii 355; Wylie and Waugh - Hent-w 
iii 59 14-16; Lettres de-, Rois ii 362-363; Foedera ix 362; 
Bcid. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 f. 65v(translations at Bodl. MS. 710 
f. 68v and B. L. Landsdowne 223 f. 62),. 

2-) Wylie and Waugh - He rtj V-iii'16-18; Lettres-de-. 
Rois ii 363; Foedera ix 519; Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 f-66 
(translations at Bo_dl. MS. 710f., 69 and B. L. Landsdotone 223 
f. 62v). 
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Henry' s double triumph on Assumption day, when he siztct-el' 

an alliance with Sigismund at Canterbury and his brother' 

Bedford defeated the French fleet at the mouth of the 

Seine, made the fall of Harfleur unlikely and made the 

mediator one of his own party. Burgundian troops were 

threatening Paris and it was known that John the Fearless 

had agreed to meet Henry and Sigismund at Calais. The 

French were therefore much more anxious to negotiate a 

peace, or at least a settlement based on a long truce and 

the restitution of Harfleur. Our knov. iledge of what they 

proposed to Sigismund is fragmentary, but the emphasis was 

on the marriage to be contracted and a large indemnity to 

be paid to Henry. They accepted the Emperor's idea'of an 

alliance between England and France, with the aim of 

fighting a crusade, and wished the allies of both parties 

to be included in the settlement. Specific territorial 

offers are not known to have been made, but the Fren'ch 

revived the idea of compensating the Plantagenents for the 

loss of their French title with lands in the Empire (1)'. 

Faced with these unrealistic proposals, the Engli*sh 

delegation resorted to negotiating'a shorttruce in the 

first few days of October U). 

During the course of the winter-, Henrq exerted pressure on 

the French lords he had captured at Agincourt to reccognise 

his claim to the French throne and accept him as their 

Wylie and Waugh --Henr, 4 -V iii 24-25; Foedera ix 

(2-) 'Foedera ix-38, q-389, -397-401- 
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sovereign lord. They were anxious for, their release. and 

by January, the duke of Bourbon had been induced to accept 

Henry's terms of the previous June as a valid settlement. 

The Sire de Gaucourt was to make preliminary arrangements, 
I 

then Bourbon would cross to France to promote a peace 

treaty in this form. He promised that if he failed, he 

would accede to Henry's demands for, homage and recognise 

him as true king of France. However, Bourbon did not 90 

to France, perhaps because, of the heavy securities 

demanded for his return. Hopes of peace in no way 

deterred Henry from planning another expedition (1). 

English and French ambassadors met again at Calais in 

March 1417, at the instigation of count William rif 

Holland, who wrote to Henry in January (Z). There seems 

to have been no progress made towards peace. 

At the end of July 1417, Henry launched his second 

expedition against France. From its landing at Touques, 

the character of the conflict changed; for Henry had not 

come to repeat the barbican policy of the Caroline war, 

but to conquer Normandy. Henceforth, diplomacy was 

obliged to take account of the English occupation of part 

of northern France. After Henry's initial successes, -the 

French government requested peace negotiations. The 

delegations from each side eventually met at the end of 

November at Bonneville between Touques and Honfleur. They 

(I Wylie and Waugh - Henrt-I V iii 39-41; Foedera i>,, 
425-430; S. C. 1. Ivii no. 79. 

(2. ) Foedera ix 438,445. Henry forwarded count William's 
letter to Thomas Langley at Pontefract, S. C. I. Ivii no. 79. 
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first engaged in recriminations about the delays 

experienced in preparing this conference and previous 

negotiations of the last two years, the recent arrest of 

some French heralds and the insufficiency of the 

safe-conducts provided by the French (1). When the French 

enyoys finally consented to discuss peace termsý they 

demanded the return of all recent English conquests in 

Normandy and offered only part of Aquitaine, prenbably 

identical to their final territorial offer of 141.5. For 

this, they returned to the demz-: And for its tenure frc-m 

Charles VI by liege homage. Henry was not prepared to 

relinquish any part of Normandy that he had managed to 

acquire M. With this addition, his representatives must 

have continued to require a return to the Bretigny 

settlement, if they replied with a formal offer- at all. 

His stubborn aspirations contrasted strongly with the 

unrealistic French attempt to revive discussion of liege 

homage. 

Almost a gear elapsed before the two sides next exchanged 

their terms for a peace settlement. During this time, 

Henrg had completed his conquest of Lower Normandq and 

begun the siege of Rouen. The French government and king 

in Paris had passed back to the control of the duke of 

Burgundy, 'and the Dauphin's party had established a rival 

government at Bourges. In the autumn of 1418, the Dauphin 

(1) Foedera ix 517-520. 

(2. ) Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 f. 66 (translations at 
Bodl. MS. 710 f. 69 and B. L. Landsdowne 223 f. 62v). 
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sought negotiations tkiith the English, and ambassadors from 

both sides met in conference at Alenýon for two i., ý eeksin 

November. Henry. and the Dauphin were con current Iy 

maintaining a correspondence, with a viev, to reaching an 

agreement (1). 

Henry' s envoys ii. tere empowered to contract Fit marriage for 

him with Catherine of France, though this Iki aSn-::, t 

mentioned in their instructions (2-). The tone of these 

instructions is aggressively confident. The duchy of 

Normandy and other English conquests were not to be 

considered as subjects for discussion; what Henry had 

already acquired could riot be offered to him. 
1 

Besides 

this, there was to be continued insistence on all lands 

contained in 
'the 

treaty of Dretigny, with the 

justification that the Armagnac lords had offered as much 

in the treaty of 1412. Demands were also to be made, for 

Touraine, Anjou and Maine, the comte" of Flanders 
, and the 

entire coastline, from Gravelines to the river Somme, which 

included Ponthieu, Montreuil 
-and 

Boulogne (3). Henry 

would hold all these lands as a neighbour, not subject to 

Valois sovereignty (4-). His- envoys. probably carried 

copies of the 1412. treaty and subsequent French offers to 

Foedera . ix 647-648,651-652. 

(Z) Foederia ix 627. 

(3) foedera ýix 628-629., 

PPC - ii 357. " The. original of this document, now 
damaged, is Dvý- B. L. Cotton. -MS-, Caligula ff. 36 38 (old 
foliation 33-35). 
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support their arguments (1). These terms are very close 

to those proposed by Henry's ambassadors in Paris in 1414. 

Military- success had noko given him a basis to revive his 

ambitions of four years before. 
I 

However-, Henrq and his Council were sceptical about the 

Dauphin'-s, power to offer them enough security for a final 

settlement. Not - only was he a minor-, but he had no sur-e 

title as his father's regent. Both his father- and his 

mother were in 'the duke of Burgundy's power, in Paris. 

Therefore, the English ambassadors were instructed to 

listen to the Armagnac peace offers, but not to conclude 

ang peace agreements. It was felt that ang agreement the 

Dauphin made with Henry would need to be confirmed bg 

Chdrles VI when the Dauphin recovered possession of himl 

until then, Henrq could not consent to renounce ang claims 

hiE, had to the French throne or lands in France. Arid so 

the English t-. iere to induce the Arma! 3nacs to raise the 

matter of a long trucp, or else raise it themselves, 

taking as a precedent the suggestion for a fifty-year 

truce at Winchester in 1415. , This -too- was to be-a 

half-peace accompanied by the delivery of lands to Henry. 

For_ this -truce he wanted all territory included in the 

Bre"tigny peace and the remainder of Normandyql, ýboth-the 

part now held by the Armagnacs (including 
_the, -, 

Comt6 of 

Perche) - and aid to -acquire the part, at pre. sent - in 

(I Foedera ill", 642. Notarial copies of the 1412 treaty 
drawn up in., 14.18 are included in an early inventory of the! 
Treasury, B. L. Cotton MSI Caliýula DV f. 1.70; E-36/186 
f. 38. 
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Burgundian - power. From these demands his ambassadors 

might dispense with Ponthieu and Montreuil, but nothing 

was to be concluded without Henry' s knoutledge. They were 

to justify these territorial exactions by the suspension 

of Henry's struggle to obtain his rights to the French 

crown, and an overt threat to ally with the Burgundians 

otherwise. It was proposed that John the Fearless should. 

be excluded from this truce and that Henry should lure him 

out of Paris by a military manoeuvre, allowing the Dauphin 

to seize the city and the persons of Charles VI, f.. -;;.! uc-en 

Isabezitu arid the princess Catherine. The way would then be 

open for a final ratification cif the agreement by Charles. 

It was obvious that the Dauphin's main motive! for the 

negotiations was to gain a military alliance with Henry 

against John the Fearless. Henry instructed his envoys 

that the alliance was to be the subject of a separate 

agreement from the truce, and the truce was to be settled 

first . Henry's additional price for the alliance t.. ias the 

assignment of a share in the lands taken from the 

Burgundians. His delegates were first to ask for the 

comte's of Boulogne, Artois and Flanders; then for Flanders 

and Saint Omer; and finally to insist on Flanders alone. 

Henry decided not to fight personally with the Dauphin,, 

but to send a force commanded by one of his familq- Other, 

questions remained to be decided: should the agreement 

provide for the release for ransom of any or all of the 

prisoners taken at Agincourt; and what arrangements 'would 

be made f' or the transfer of Guyenne to Henry? The initial 
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delivery of several strongpoints (La Rochelle, Poitiers, 

Niort, Lusignan, Lourdes and Angouleme), coupled with 

oaths from the Dauphin and other Armagnac lords, was 

considered as a means of achieving this (I ). This is 

reminiscent of the arrangements made in the 1412 treaty. 

Henry's territorial demands for, truce and alliance, as 
e 

with those for a peace, show a concern to complete, his 

possession of Normandy and to dominate the whole northern 

coastline of France from Gravelines to Brittzitny. His 

military considerations dictated his diplomacy. 

Armagnac diplomacy still concentrated on territorial 

questions in Aquitaine, as shown in the instructions 

revealed to the English during the course of the 

conference. The French ambassadors were given five 

choices of territorial offers to make to Henry, four of 

which kept his holdings south of-the Charente; the fifth 

vaguely conceded all lands contained in the peace of 

Bretigny. Compensation for, Aquitaine north of the 

Charente was to ýbe given in various combinations of 

Flanders, Artois, parts of Normandy and lands along the 

river Somme, but the most Henry would be granted in 

Normandy- was his present conquest there. The Armagnac 

envoys were instructed to ask for a meeting between the 

Dauphin and Henry to bring the negotiations to a 

conclusion, a request also made in a letter the Dauphin 

wrote to Henry during the conference. He was only 

interested in, a, short truce during which this meeting 

(1) Foedera ix628-631; PPC ii 350-358. 
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could take place. His letter asks Henry to refrain from 

delaying the peace process by making impossible demands 

for the French crown and suggests an alliance against the 

Burgundians. 
, 

His ambassadors also carried powers to 

negotiate a marriage between Henry and Catherine of 

France, and to give his assurance that he would abstain 
e, 

from negotiating with John the Feat-less for a certain 

period (I Neither of these were used, for the 

delegations never proceeded f urt her than unsuccessf uI 

attempts at a peace settlement. 

The English delegates experi6nced great difficulty in 

getting their French counterparts to open the bargainin! 3, 

although the conference had been called at their request. 

On the second day, they finally agreed to make a 

territorial offer of the Calais march, Agenais, Bigorre, 

Gaure, Saintonge south of the Charente, Pgrigord, 

Angoul9me, Rouerque, Quercy, Limousin and Poitou. , This 

added Poitou to the 1393 draft treatq and the French offer 

of Julq 1415, but still did not include La Rochelle and 

Quercq south of the Avegron, which were part of the 1393 

settlement. Following their instructions, the English 

(1) Foedera ix 640,644,6459 648. J. du Tillet - Recueil 
des Roqs de France (1602), Recueil des Traictez d'entre 
les Roys de France et d'Angleterre, 215, lists several 
documents relating to negotiations between Henry V and the 
Dauphin found in an unmarked bundle under the desks in the 
French royal treasury: - 
The Dauphin's powers to his ambassadors to negotiate peace 
with Henry and others to negotiate truce, and also their 
instructions, 2 NOV. 1418 at Chinon. Two further sets of instructions from the Dauphin are dated 26 Dec. 1418 and 6 
March 1419 at Gien. A me'0moire of the comings and goings, 
and the Dauphin's offers to negotiate with Henry. 
All of these have subsequently disappeared. 
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disparaged this offer on the grounds that it consisted 

-ing and that partly of lands already possessed by their k 

the Armagnac lords had offered more in 1412 (1). It was 

three days before the Dauphin's ambassadors could be 

persuaded to improve their terms. In addition to the 

lands in the first offer, they were now prepared to cede 

Normandy north of the Seine, excluding the city and 

bailliage of Rouen, or an equivalent amount of territory 

in Artois and Flanders, if they should be conquered from 

the Burgundians. The English rejected this rLAS 

insufficient (2-). So a third offer was made the following 

day. From the first offer, Poitou was subtracted, but 

Montreuil was added. This was alleged to consist of the 

BrL'--tignq lands, except Aquitaine north of the Charente. 

Henry was to be compensated in Normandy for the omission 

of La Rochelle, northern Saintonge and Poitou. This offer 

confused the English. They pointed out that its terms 

were not equivalent to those in the Bretigny peace (there 

had been no mention of Ponthieu) and they were not being 

offered the entire contents of the treaty, as they had 

been led to believe. Moreover, they could not accept 

nebulous compensations in Normandy, which was almost 

entirely under Henry's control anyway. The Dauphinist 

spokesman admitted that he was not familiar with the terms 

of the treaty of Bretigny (3). This did not deter him the 

following week from making a fourth offer of all territory 

(1) Foedera ix 635. 

U) Foedera ix 637. 

1 (3) Foedera ix 637-638. 
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contained in the treaty, subject to the approval of the 

Dauphin. It was proposed that Henry and the Dauphin 

should meet to conclude a settlement in these terms. When 

the English ambassadors pressed the French to define 

exactly which contents of the treaty they were offering, 

ano which they wished to reserve to be- discussed by their 

principals, they were told that only geographical limits 

were to be determined now; questions of sovereignty, 

ressort and homage would be settled by their respective:! 

lords (I ). As in July 1415, the French ambassadors were 

very reluctant to define the mode of tenure of the lands 

they offered. At first they repeated the old formula, 

that the king of England should hold them as his 

predecessors had held them. Then they sought to I-eserve 

the whole question to a personal meeting of the 

principals, conceding to Henry only his lesser rights as 

duke of Aquitaine (pure and mixed im2erium, advowsons of 

churches, woods and fisheries etc. ). Further-, they 

claimed absolutely for Charles VI the sovereignty of the 

additional territories contained in the English offer (2). 

So much were the English in a position of advantage that 

they extracted all four of these offers from the Armagnacs 

before they consented to state their own terms for a 

peace, keeping closely to their instructions, Beyond the 

Foedr-ra ix 640-641. 

Foedera ix 638-639,6419 642. 
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last French offer of all the Bretigny lands and all that 

Henry possessred in France at present I they sought the 

sovereignties and lordships of Maine, Touraine and Anjou, 

the comte of Flanders and the lordships of Beaufort and 

Nogent. This offer was qu'ickly rejected by the Dauphin's 

ambassadors the following day (1), As to the tenure of 

whatever lands Henry might hold in France, the English 

delegation rejected -the formula that he should hold them 

as his predecessors had held them, since unlike his 

predecessors he was the rightful king of France. 

Therefore, he would not recognise any superior- lord but 

God in these lands, and would hold them as a neighbour to 

the Valois. Moreover he would not accept the offer of 

lands he already possessed as a valid offer for peace (2. ). 

Before the French ambassadors would proceed., to their 

second offer, they asked if Henry was willing to negotiate 

an alliance with the Dauphin. The English gave them an 

assurance that he was, as Henry himself was to write to 

the Dauphin on the day after the end of the conference; 

but they insisted that the matter should be treated 

separately, after peace terms had been discussed, as this 

would be the basis for all other agreements (3). They 

were hoping to lead the French, into negotiating a long 

truce. They responded favourably to the French suggestion 

for a meeting between Henry and the Dauphin, but said an 

(1) Foedera ix 641-642. 

(1) Foedera ix 639,641. 

(3) Foedera ix 636-637,652. 
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agreement of some sort should be drawn up first (1). They 

were empowered to give Henry's promise not to negotiate 

with John the Fearless until January, but refused to 

concede it unless the Dauphinists would continue to make 

offers of peace (Z). The French stated that they had no 

power to make further offers and refused to stay beyond 

the expiry of their safe-conduct. To the English request 

to discuss other matters, they responded that it was 

pointless to discuss the question of the marriage and 

sought a short truce. The English were riot interested by 

this and the conference broke up (3). 

The English delegation kept rigidly to the scheme of 

separate negotiations for a peace, a truce, and an 

alliarice, in that order. They employed an aggressive and 

threatening stance to manoeuvre the Armagnacs into this 

timetable, as their instructions had'implied. The scheme 

would not work because the Dauphin did not want to 

conclude a long truce, so it became superfluous to discuss 

the alliance, or Henry's marriage to Catherine, who was in 

Burgundian possession anyway. The Armagnac delegation was 

ill-prepared and confused about geography. Not only were 

they unsure of the terms of the treaty of Bre-tigny, but 

their first and second offers would have left an absurd 

French enclave of La, Rochelle, Aunis and northern 

Saintonge in English-Aguitaine. The territory they were 

(1) Foedera ix 639. 

(1) Foedera ix 645,646. 

(3) Foedera ix 642,643-6449 645. 
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instructed to offer fell far short c, 

requirements; the coffer of all 'the 

three and'a half years too late. Faced 

problem of jovereignty they could 

postponing it- for a meeting of the 

Frpnch had in 1393 and 1395. 

f Henry' s minimum 

BrE', tiqny lands imas 

with the perennial 

on Iy resort -t o 

principals, as the 

Henry sent his letter' Ao the, Dauphin on 25 November, 

believing that the conference was still in session. He 

accepted that ýa meeting should be arranged between them, 

but warned against -the delay of the peace process by the 

postponement of business from the Ale-_-, nqon conference to 

their personal confrontation. He was willing -to meet the 

Dauphin when he- had taken Rouen , ti. i hich he regarded as 

imminent (I). The city surrendered on 19 January 1419.; 

The'Dauphin continued to insist on the meeting, and Henry 

agreed with the ambassadors he sent to Rouen that it 

should take place, on 19 March at some convenient place 

between Evreux and Dreux. However, the Dauphin broke his 

oath by failing to keep the appointment, apparently 

because no suitable place could be agreed. This dashed 

English hopes of peace and on I May the duke of Clarence 

left Vernon with his troops to counteract the Armagnac 

threat to disrupt Henry's negotiations with the? 

Burgundians at Meulan (Z) 

(1) Foedera ix 651-652. 

(I) Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 f. 67 (translations at 
Bodl. MS. 710 f. 70'-70v and B. L. Landsdowne, 223 f., 63v); 
B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 59; Add. MS. 38525 ff. 74v-, 
87-87v. 
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English- diSCUSSions with -the Burgundian government in 

Paris began with a conference at Pcont-I'Arche in December 

1418. For the first time since the Bruges conferences of 

the 1370s, a united Papacq was able to send its agents to, 

mediate between the English and the French. Therefore a 

different pattern of procedure was followed. Tall-Is 

continued later at Mantes and Rouen. Henry's constant 

demands were for, all the land conceded in the treaty -of 
Bre't i gn y including Ponthieu I and Normandy and his other 

conquests in France, all to be held in f1A II sovereignty. 

Vie also sought marriage with Catherine of France with a 

dowry of a million crowns, the sum he had required in 

March 1415. In return, he, would renounce his claim to the 

French throne. Henry hoped to draw the Burgundians into 

agreeing a definitive settlement which obliged them to 

combine with him against the Armagnacs. However, the 

Burgundian ambassadors were not willing to concede this 

much territory; not, would they agree to its tenure in full 

sovereignty (1). 

Further diplomatic contact with John the Fearless at 

Provins led to an agreement that Henry should meet the 

duke with Charles VI, Queen Isabeau and Catherine on 15 

May 1419 between Mantes, and Pontoise. There was optimism 

on the English side that this would lead to the signing of 

(1) Wqlie and Waugh - HenrU iii 100 1 157; Lettres de- 
Rois ii 363-364; Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 ff 66v-67 
(translations at Bodl. MS. 710 ff. 69v-70 and 
B. L. Landsdowne 223 ff. 63-64). 
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a peace, based on Henry's marriage to Catherine (1), but a 

letter denouncing French conduct during the negotiations 

of Henry's reign -was prepared to be sent tin the 

Burgundians should they fail to arrive 2. The 

conference was postponed until 30 May and then met at 

ytian'-for a whole month (3). - Henry continued to r.. tsk f or Mei I 

his terms of the last few months (4), and his ambassadors 

carried new copies of the 1412 agreement to illustrate the 

extent of past Armagnac offers (9). The Burgundians were 

now prepared to agree to the marriage and to Henry's 

territorial requirements (b). ' But again, confusicin seems 

to hi. -tve arisen between the French offer of the Bretigny 

I. ands and the English stipulation that the full terms of 

the- treaty should be fulfilled, especially those about 

sovereignty. Burgundy wanted lands conquered by Henry and 

granted to his followers to be rest. ored to their original 

owners Not only did he ask Henry to renounce his rights 

to the French throne in-the form agreed at Bre"tigny, but 

for other, guarantees too, including the ratification of 

parliament. Henry could riot assent to such terms unless 

his possession of full sovereignty over his French lands 

(I B. L. Add. MS. 38525 f. 85 
Caligula Dv f. 59-)and f. 87-87v. 

(2)-- Lettres deý; Rois-ii-359-365. 

(3) B. L. Add. MS. 38525 f. 94-94v. 

(4-) Lettres-de5 Rois ii 364. 

(5) Ejll-e,. d--era ix 668-670. 

(G) Lettres-det, 'Pois ii 372-373. 

copy of Cotton MS. 
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was assured. Burgundy ' was approached with offers of 

negotiation by the Dauphin's envoLs and refused to Y 

continue the conference with the English (1). Two weeks 

later at Pouilly, the Burgundians and Armagnacs agreed to 

combine to attack the English. At the end of July, the 

Enplish took Pontoise and Henry added it ton his list cIf 

territorial demands. L", ut John the Fearless would riot 

negotiate further-- and in August, summe-ined his troops for, a 

counter-attack (1). Henry had noixt failed to obtain the 

agreement of either party in the Fr, ý: -nch civil ixiar to his 

terms for a settlement'. H F2 I. ki aS therefore obliged to 

continue hi's pursuit of his claims by warfare, a costly 

campaign of sieges from a base in Normandy t-. those security 

seemed doubtful. 

The triangular balance of forces was dramatically changed 

on 10 September 1419 when John the Fearless Was 

assassinated on the bridge at Montereau. "The effect on 

Henry was electrifying" (3). He immediately revised the 

objectives of his diplomacy. These were outlined in the 

powers issued to his envoys in October. He demanded that 

Catherine should be given to him in marriage, but hewas 

willing to forgo any dowry with her. He would leave the 

(I Vaughan - John the Fearless 270-272; Owen 
Connection 50; Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 ff. 67-68v 
(translations at Bodl. MS. 710 ff. 70v-72v and 
B. L. Landsdowne 223 ff. 64-66). 

Vaughan -John the Fearleým- 273-274; Cal. Siqnet 
no. 970; Choix i. 403-404; Bod-Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 f. 68v 
(translations at Bodl. MS. 710 P. 72v and B. L. Landsdowne 223 
f. 66). 

(3) Palmer - "War Aims" 69. 
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crown of France in the hands of Charles VI for what 

remained of his life, but govern the country as his regent 

meanwhile. On Charles' death, Henry and his heirs would 

succeed to the crown for, ever. Charles, Isabeau and their 

leading supporters would ratify this agreement by letters 

patent; and all the nobles, prelates, estates, cities and 

towns of the kingdom were to st... iear oaths to observe its 

clauses and co-operate in the continuing struggle against 

the Armagnacs (1). Now that Henry had raised his terms to 

the entire kingdom of France in perpetuity, he considered 

further discussion of amounts of territory to be conceded 

to him, and Valois claims for sovereignty over it, to be 

completely redundant. These terms show a decisive break 

with his previous peace diplomacy; they were to become the 

basis of the settlement at Troyes seven months later. 

The essentials of Henry's conditions for peace were 

included in-his alliances with Philip, the new duke of 

Burgundy, against the Armagnacs in December; they were 

also accepted by Queen Isabeau in January. Towards the end 

of March 1420, English ambassadors assembled with Philip, 

Charles, Isabeau and Catherine at Troyes. The duke and 

his negotiators were optimistic that a final peace would 

be speedily concluded (2). It was not until 20 May that 

Henry himself came to Troyes and the treaty was solemnly 

concluded the next day (3). The course of negotiations 
(1) Foedera ix 521-523. 

(2) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 158; Caligula Dv 
f. 65. 

(3) Foeder ix 906-907; Cal. Signet no. 894. 
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had expanded Henry's original six points to thirtg-one 

clauses. The dower that Catherine was to receive after 

Henrq's death was now defined, both in England and France. 

During Henry', s regency, Charles was to be cared for in an 

honourable manner in a befitting place, surrounded by 

doTestic staff who were French speakers. Other clauses 

stipulated that Henry would govern France according to its 

established customs, preserving the position of the 

Parlement and the present administration of justice., and 

the privileges ; %nd liberties of individuals and 

communities. He would not impose unreasonable taxation of 

the kingdom or appoint unsuitable persons as his officers 

there. Until Charles' death, he would not use the title 

king of France, but style himself as king of England, heir 

of France, conducting the government of France as regent. 

Letters patent confirming the treaty were to be granted by 

English cities, towns 'and nobles, particularly Henry's 

brothers, as they were to be granted by their French 

counterparts. Henry committed himself to continue- the 

struggle against the Armagnacs and the Dauphin on behalf 

of Charles; both kings and_Duke Philip pledged that they 

would not negotiate for peace with the Dauphin, without 

the consent of the other, two and of the Estates of both 

kingdoms. All allies of both sides who declared their 

adherence to the treaty within eight months were to ): )e 

covered by its provisions, probably- a- clause of more 

interest to the French than to Henry. Since October-, an 

agreement had been formulated about the position of 

Normandy and the adjacent conquests made by Henry since he 
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re-opened the war. The treaty safe-guarded the position 

of the ecclesiastical establishment in these lands, 

provided it endorsed its terms. Normandy was to remain 

under Henry's sovereignty until he succeeded his 
I 

father-in-law, when it would be re-integrated into the 

kingdom of France. Meanwhile, all conquests that Henry 
e 

made outside the duchy were to be., racquired i r, Charles' 

name. Philip of Burgundy gained part rzif the- terms his 

father had asked for the previous year: lands in Normandy 

belonging to Burgundians that Henry had nc-t granted away 

to his followers, were to be restored to their original 

owners; compensation was to be given from territory gained 

from the Armagnacs for lands that had been so granted. No 

mention was made of the sovereignty of Aquitaine, however 

(1). This treaty was designed as a definitive and 

comprehensive settlement of an eighty-year-old conflict. 

Not only did it provide for perpetual peace and alliance 

between the two kingdoms of France and England against all 

enemies, but for their permanent union under one monarch 

of the progeny of Henry and Catherine: 

set que les deux rogaumes seront gouver-nez, depuis 
ce temps que nostredit filzl ou aucun de ses 
hoirs, parvenral ou parvenront ausdiz royaumes, 
non divise"ement soubz divers Rogs, pour ung mesme 
temps, mais soub-4- une mesme personne, qui sera, 
pour le temps, Roy et seigneur souverain de l'un 
et de Ilautre royaume (Z). ' 

I) Cosneau - f3rands Trait6s 102-115; CCR . 1419-1422 
118-120; E. H. D. iv no. 113. 

M Cosneau - Grands Traite-S 111. 
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The treaty of Troyes ended an era of Anglo-French conflict 

and diplomacy that had begun with the treaty of Brietigny. 

Previously, juristic arguments between the two nations had 

centred on the fulfillment of the Br6tigny terms; 

henceforward they concentrated on the validity of the 

settlement at Troyes (1). It was far more radical than 

its predecessor-, the "Great Peace. " It disinherited the 

Dauphin Charles, legitimate heir- of the Valois, confining 

him to a souther, n rump of the kingdom for, a generation. 

Had its terms been realised, it would have crezitted a dual 

monarchy of France and England, a dominant po k-. 1 e r, to 

transform the political shape of Europe. It was the 

culmination of Henry V' s diplomatic offensive against 

Valois France, but the commitment to fulfil the promise of 

its articles involved the Plantagenets inf urther 

exhausting military effort. 

In this long period of truce beg i nn in 9 in 1389, the 

exchanges of terms that the two sides envisaged for a 

settlement indicate the changing war aims of England and 

France. Increased demands and concessions trace the 

balance of advantage in the conflict as it swung from the 

French to the English, an advantage that was ultimately 

military. At times of confidence, diplomats repeated the 

same peace offers at successive conferences, or with only 

minor adjustments, as the French did in the 1380s and the 

Eng I is h during Henry V' s reign. The stronger side would 

(1) See E. H. D. iv no. 114; Bod. Lib. Bodi. ms. 885 ff. 30-311 
69-71 (translations at Bodl-MS. 710 ff-32-33v, 73-77v and B. L. Landsdowne 223. ff. 28v-30,66-7CJ. 
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take an aggressive stance in negr-ttizAtions and demonstrate 

its superiority in points of procedure. When the 

stubborness of both sides frustrated hopes of peace, they 

adopted the expedient 0fa long truce, as in 1396, or 

turned again to open viar, as in 1415. 

e 

The division of France between the warring factions of 

Armagnacs and Burgundians, hastened the ascendancy of 

England. When English troops actively intervened in the 

civil war, French dipI onia c9 was c-bliged to abandon its 

principal requirement of I iege homage f or Plantagenet 

lands in France. After the Armagnac lords agreed that 

Henry IV should hold Aquitaine in full sovereignty without 

performing homage by the alliance of 1412, the French were 

unable to escape the precedent it provided for all of his 

soni-s reign. Thereafter, French ambassadors generally 

avoided mentioning Charles VI'S sovereignty over 

Aquitaine, refused to define it or retreated into old 

formulae lohich had become meaningless. 

English ambassadors pressed their increasing advantage by 

expanding their territorial demands. They were never 

prepared to accept much less than the land conceded by the 

treaty of Bretiqnq (except in 1393) and this became the 

min imum sufficient whenever English arms were ina 

position to enforce it. Duke Thomas of Gloucester in the 

1390s and Henry V as k -ing, regarded it as such. But Henry 

was not offered the Bretigny lands until 1418, by an 

Armagnac delegation that was unsure of the terms of the 
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treaty. French territorial offers lagged behind the 

changing circumstances of Henrys reign. Even after the 

expeditions of 1415 and 1417, their peace offers centrc-. -d 

on the siZe of Aquitaine. The contrast between this 

attitude arid Henry's emphasis on Normandy and the north 

French coast, came to symbolise the difference between the 

Valois feudal interpretation of the conflict and the 

Plantagenet dynastic definition. Henry V made demands for 

Normandy even before his first expedition there. He 

returned the conflict to northern France; the Henrician 

war was a continuation of the Edwardian, not the Caroline 

war. Henry fought as "King of France", not as duke of 

Aquitaine. 

When Henry launched his expedition from Southampton in 

14159 the nature of the diplomatic structure based on the 

treaty of Bretigny and the repeatedly proroqued truces, 

began to change. The series of truces was at last 

officially interrupted. The following year, imperial 

mediation was introduced into Anglo-French diplomacy. In 

1417, Henry commenced his conquest of Normandy, rendering 

the Bretigny terms henceforth inadequate as a 

comprehensive settlement. In December 1418, Papal 

mediation tki as re-introduced to the qu arre I. And in 

September 1419, the murder at Montereau unexpectedly 

brought Henry the chance of the French throne. Faced with 

the intransigence of Henry's territorial demands, French 

envoys had, since 1414, placed the emphasis on his 

proposed marriage to Catherine, a personal meeting with 
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Charles VI and a long truce. They sought a temporary 

sett I ement modelled or, the truce of Paris in 1396. But 

when Henry was prepared to make such a half-peace, he 

wanted the a, dvantage of both the Paris and Bretigny 

treaties combined. At Troyes, he was able almost to 

dictate terms which enshrined the Plantagenet dynastic 

view of the war. 
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Chapter III 

ANGLO-FRENCH TRUCES 1389-1417 

When the treaty of Troyes was finally concluded in 1420, 

English and French diplomats had been negotiating f or a 

definitive peace treaty with varying degrees of sincerity 

for thirty years. Normally they were also empowered to 

discuss truces. When they failed to agree on peace terms, 

it was to truce they resorted, since one of the put-poses 

of truce was to provide a setting in which peace could be 

finally established. Its more immediate purpose was to 

provide security for per-sons and property from the ravages 

of war. In conditions of truce, normal social relations 

between the non-combatant populations of the kingdoms at 

dispute could resume. Commerce between sea-ports and 

towns in border areas which owed different allegiances 

could recommence- in safety. In some areas, particularly 

Guyenne, truce enabled a nobility, whose 
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interrelationships by blood and marriage spanned both 

obediences, to continue their transact ions and soc iaI 

preoccupations by something Ii ke the Custoffiz--, try rules, 

uninterrupted by the division beti., )een "English" and 

"French". 

I 
Truces were long documents, full of detailed provisions 

that were cleFarly cif the utmost importance to the men who 

negotiated them. A close examination of these provisions 

shows what actually constituted a truce, a question to 

which f ett. 1 have given attent i on. Compari son of the 

provisions of successive truces reveals a pattern '--) f 

changes, as the diplomats struggled to control a conflict 

which had developed its 01-1-11-1 momentum on the f ront iers, 

during its fifty year course, and to subordinate it to the 

demands of their f ore i gn pol it: ies. The requirement to 

consider more local interests on thesen! frontiers and at 

sea further modified this pattern, so that an increasingly 

complicated structure of truces, agreements and securities 

was built up during these thirty years. A consideration 

of the attitudes of the two sides to this truce structure 

supplements the analysis of the peace negotiations in the 

last chapter in tracing their policies towards each other. 

In 1388, both sides were inn eed of ZA suspension of 

hostilities and a period of normalitq in order to 

recuperate from the exhaust'ing effort they had put into 

war in the last few years. English and French involvement 

16 5 



with their allies in the peripheral theatres of conflict 

in Castile, Brittany, Flanders and Scotland had faltered. 

The grand designs and large invasicin expeditic)ns of the 

late 1380s had ended in failure. The first of the long 

series of truces contributed directly to the miscarriage 

of the last expedition of the Caroline war. By the time 

the earl of Arundel and his troops landed in Aunis in 

1383, John of Gaunt and the duke of Berry had already 

agreed on a cessation of warfare south of the river Loire. 

The French government had viewed Gaunt's transfer of his 

army from Portugal to Gascony as a threat, and prepared to 

reinforce the frontier (1). Richard appointed his uncle as 

his lieutenant in Guyenne on 26 May 1388 in terms which 

included the power to make truces there (2-). The duke of 

Berry, acting as Charles VI's lieutenant in Guyenne and 

Languedoc, empowered envoys to negotiate such a truce with 

Gaunt's representatives on 8 July (3), and Gaunt issued 

the corresponding commission three week -s later 4- At 

Blaye on 18 August, the two delegations sealed a truce 

ending all acts of war by land between the rivers Loire 

and Rhone, and at sea between the mouths of these rivers. 

(1) Choix i 81-86; B. L. Add. Ch. 3360. 

(2. ) Foedera vii 583-585. 

(3) J. Chavarior, - "Renaud VI, Sire de Pons, Vicomte de 
Turenne et de Carlat, Seigneur de Riberac etc: Lieutenant 
du roi en Poitou, Saintonge et Angol-tmois, Conservateur des 
Trgves de Gu! jenne,. vers 1348-1427" Archives Histinriques de 
la !; aintnnair- r-t dr- IAunis, xxxi (1902) 39. 

(4-) Foedera vii 595-596. 

16 6 



This ixias to commence the folloi. -Ang tojeek and last until I IS 

March 1389 (1 ). On 9 March, the representatives of the ti.,. io 

dukes met again at Bergerac and proroqued this truce with 

some additions until 31 July 1389. Berry i., jas acting undew 

orders from the French government, Gaunt still by the 

terms of his lieutenancy (Z). 
I 

The terms of the truce of August 1388. incorporated all the 

terms of the Anglo-French truce signed in September, 1384, 

the last truce in force which ended 1 May 13851 with a few 

additional clauses (3). Trade between the subjects of both 

parties was allowed, except the buying and selling of 

military commodities. Merchants were to go about their 

business unarmed, except for swords and daggers, and could 

not enter fortresses and t-. ialled towns without the licence 

of their lords or captains. In conducting their commerce, 

they should always pay the dues and customs current in 

places they visited. In addition to the 1384 truce, it 

was stipulated that they should pay any new taxes that 

might be imposed b3the lords of either side on these 

places 4-). These clauses were to recur throughout the 

truces of the 1390s (S). Neither party was to build a new 

(1) Foedera vii 595-59G.,. 

( Z. ) A. N. K-53 no. 80; Chavanon, "Renaud VP, document XLI 
from Archives Municipales de Perigord E. 11/3. 

(3 ) Foedera vii 438-443. For the arrangements for 
enforcing truces prior to the I. 38'0s see Fowler -" Tru ces" 189-196 and M. H. Keen - The Laws of War 

-in 
the Later Middle 

A! 3es (Oxford 1965). 9 2079 2119 214 

(4) F-c-edera vii 596-597. 

(S) Foedera vii 627,770; Cosneau - Grands Trait6s, 82-83. 
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fortification, or re in f orc e an Istin9 one, i )-I th 

territory of the other, during the truce (I'. ) . Th is 

prohibition tki asaI so repeated in later- truces If 

persons, property or places were dretained, stolen or-- 

attacked, both part ies undertook to surrender All 

prisoners and goods, restore I ands taken, repa 3. r al I 

damages, and generallý y restore everything to its cir-iginal 

condition before the truce violat ion occurred. E: '. uch 

violations were not to be permitted whether for-. the profit 

of the perpetrators or for- any alleged excuse, such as the 

schism in the Church. All those whin broke the truce 

should be punished by their own side. A new clause 

provided that the conservators of both sides should 

cooperate to compel recaIcit t- ant of f enders to pay f or 

damages and surrender boc-ty (3). These provisions were 

included in a tidier form in the truces of June 1389 and 

later (4-). Significantly, it was stated, as in 1384, that 

because of any violation, the truce could not be held to 

have been broken, but would remain in force. Min cl r truce 

infractions should not serve as an excuse for retaliation 

and the recommencement of hostilities (5). This important 

clause was to be reiterated throughout the truces made in 

(1) Foedera vii 597. 

( 2. ) Foedera vii 62181 773; Cosneau - GrRnds Traite's 
89-90. 

(3) 
' 
FoederLi vii 597,5 9. E The capture of towns by 

escalade was specifically forbiddeng since it was the 
opinion of some that this was legal during truces, Keen - Laws of War 17. 

( It. ) Foedera v ii 627,628,773,774; Cosneau - Grands 
Traite's -809 91-92. 

(9) Foedera vii 598. See Keen - Laws of Wir 214 and n. 3. 
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this period with France, Flanders, Brittany and Anjou (1). 

The dukes' negotiators agreed that the truce should be 

confirmed by letters of the kings on both sides, and that 

the conservators, and the principal captains and officers 

they saw fit to designate on each side, should swear to 

uphold it (Z). 
I 

The most substantial additions to the 1-384 truce were in 

the clauses concerned with the taking of pAtis and 

marques. PAtis were the sums paid by towns, villages and 

gression of a other communities to buy the non-aqc 

neighbouring castle garrison. Sometimes they were paid in 

goods rather- than cash. As conditions of frontier warfare 

persisted in several parts of France, these random 

exactions by the soldiery of both parties became 

regularised into systems of ransom districts. The sums 

paid by each community were standardised at a constant 

rate. The ransom districts of the castles in Brittany were 

regularised in the 1350s, and those around 

Saint-Sauveur-le-Vicomte after 1370. From the beginning 

of the truce in 1389, the English maintained their 

garrison and castle at Brest almost entirely by the levy 

of eAti (3). In 1387 it was proposed that the friction 

(1) Foedera vii 628,774; viii 475-476,552; ix 98, 
400,513,514; Cosneau - Grands Traites 91. 

(Z ) Foedera vii 597-598; see also Foedera vii 628-629, 
775; Cosneau - Grands Traite's 93; c. f. Fowler - "Truces" 
189 for arrangements in truces before 1360. 

(3 ) Jones - Ducal BrittanU 148,162-171; Fowler 
"Truces" 204-205; Keen -Laws of War 83, appendix 
pp. 251-253. 
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caused by the rai sing of F: )Ati s at Brest shou ILI be avoided 

by their commutation to one equivalent annual s 1-1 mt0be 

paid by the du ke of Brittany to King Richard. This was 

never put into effect (I). In January 161Richard 

proposed a similar arrangement for all eLLAtis except those 

at Brest, by 1. -. 1hich Charles VI would pay him an an nu ity 

sufficient for the wages of 400 men-at-arms and 400 

crossboi. e. imen, amounting to 72,000 francs a year ( 2. ). The 

income from the RAti. was necessary to maintain the 

English military presence in France. In October 1404, it 

Was estimated that the loss of five castles and their 

ransom districts by the English toc, uId cost them about 

36,000 livres per annum in lost Ratis (3). 

In 1388, as in 1384, it was agreed that p9tis could be 

levied in Guyenne during the truce on both sides at the 

present rates, without the use of violence to collect them 

(4-). Any increase in the current rates or the levy of new 

eltis were forbidden, and any money that had been paid as 

a result of these, should be given back (5). An additional 

C. 76/71 m. i'S. 

(2. ) Foedera vii 812. 

(3) B. N. Bourgogne 21 f. 34v. 

( 4- However Gaunt forbade the Sire de Mussidan from 
levying a p-al-i. 5 from Perigueux which he had been 
collecting for the previous fourteen years. Nevertheless 
Mussidan raided the town and took hostages, cattle and 
goods in order to extract payment, Fowler - "Truces" 201; 
c. f. Choix i 155. 

(5) The truce of March 13-57 and the projected forty-year 
truce in 1376 had included the abolition of p_ý^±is, but 
this was not practicable. The effort to control them began 
with the 1384 truces, Fowler - "Truces" 190,205. 
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clause now stipulated that if a community refused to pay a 

patis that was legitimately oti. ied, the creditor, should seek 

redress from the conservator designated in the area f or, 

the party to which the debtors belonged. If he did not 

obtain satisfaction within one month of this, he could 

thpn take out a letter of marque against the inhabitants 

of the community for the principal debt only, tair, 9 ri o 

more than a further quarter of this sum for his expenses7 

or interest on the original sum. Any overpayment s hou Id 

be restored by order of the conservators (1). Letters of 

marque were obtained by a creditor, from government 

representatives on his own side, and enabled him to takiFe 

action against the debtors' party unt iI the debt to. i as 

recovered ( L). The truce specified that they were riot to 

be used to disrupt trade and their use was riot to threaten 

the continuing validity of the truce 3). When it was 

prorogued in March 1389, problems that had arisen over the 

. 
granting of marques necessitated the addition of a fetti 

clauses about them. These forbade the issue of marques 

for any reasons other tha-n for the levy of RL'Itis, as 

specified in the original truce; creditors were to take 

suits for other debts before the conservators, the 

ordinary judges of the district, the royal dukes, their 

lieutenants or councils, as seemed appropriate to them. 

(I) Foedr-ra vii 597. 

(I ) F. Ganshof - Thee Middle Aaess A Historq 0 
International Re lat ions (trans. R. I. HcLI 1) 312; P'leen 
of Wa 218-234. 

(3) Foeder vii 595,597. 
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Before a letter of marque could be issued for p^ati 9 proof 

by letters or witnesses was required of an approach to the 

conservator and of his response, according to the order of 

procedure laid down in the truce. Any overpayment beyond 

the principal debt and a quarter of it for expenses should 

be,, repaid within eight days of its extortion, or the 

creditor would forfeit both the principal debt and the 

expenses (I). After only a few months, the peaceful 

regulation of the frontier in Guyenne had required further 

codification. Before the proroqued truce had run its 

course, a new dispute about the definition of pAti had 

arisen between the captains of the English and French 

obediences. The question was whether the continued levy 

of current eahis should also compel those "appatissez" to 

buy safe-conducts, and certificates of their 

"appatissement" called "billets" as they did before the 

truce. At first, Gaunt pronounced that the issue of these 

documents should not be compulsory, since the truce itself 

obviated the need for such additional protections. But 

his representative, the conservator Soudan de la Trave, 

meeting his opposite number the Sire de Pons at 

Mortagne-sur-Gironde, maintained that by tenor of his 

Rgti. 51 they included the payments for these certificates. 

The Sire de Pons disagreed, but Gaunt now pronounced in 

favour of his envoy, stating the certificates should 

continue to form part of the RAti. 51 since if they ceased, 

it would be a diminution of the profit from themq which 

(I)A. N. K. 53 no. 80. 
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would itself contradict the terms of the truce. Compulsion 

to buy safe-conducts or any newly impcised certificates was 

still banned however (1). 

It was the function of the truce conservators to meet a r, C-1 

s ett Ie disputes over details of this sort, and aIsc, to 

ad. judge compensation for, infractions of the truce. At 

Mortagne, on the frontier between the two obediences, 

Soudan de la Trave and the Sire de Pons friet riot only to 

decide the question above, but also to repair damages done 

against the truce since its beginning. The final 

additional clause of the truce required the conservators 

of both sides to meet in this manner in the frontier area 

where the dispute arose. The English truce negotiators 

appointed conservators for nine districts: Bordeaux, 

Bordelais arid Bazadais; Landes; Agenais , and Quercy; 

Bi gorre; Per i gord; Auvergne and Rouergue; Limousin; 

Poitou, Saintonge arid Arigoumois; and the marches between 

the rivers Garonne and Dordogne (2. ). Only in'the first two 

districts did the English have complete control; the 

others represented outlying fortresses and enclaves in 

French territory. Each i. I., as assigned ti. i. to or more local 

lords or captains as conservators, except Bigorre, which 

the Captain of Lourdes watched over alone. The system of 

(I ) A. N. K. 53 no. 83 issued at Bordeaux 23 July 13. . 8,9 - For "billets" see Fowler - "'Truces" 204 and Keen - -1-aws of 
jjar 196 n. 7. They were also levied by the garrison of 
Brest against Breton vessels - -Iettre de. -, Rois ii 291. 

(2. ) Foedera vii 598 
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districts was different from those in the 1384 truces. 

The same conservators continued in office tkihen the truce 

was proroqUed in March 1389 (1). 

Those who negotiated truces often themselv(--es became 

copservators. It was the Conservators' responsibility to 

have the truce published in their areas and ensure it ku as 

kept there by the officers of their side. Their functions 

have been characterised as at once military, diplomatic 

and judicial (1). They judged cases of debt brought before 

them, inquired about truce violations, ordered the damages 

done to be made good and punished the malefactors. They 

requested the conservators of the other, side to perform 

similar actions for violations perpetrated against their 

party. They countermanded at-rests and issued 

safe-conducts. They might use force to occupy castles or 

-en against the terms of the seize goods that had been tak 

truce, in or-der to return them. They cou Id employ 

imprisonment and confiscation to constrain the guilty to 

restore what they had taken or repair-- the damage they had 

done. If necessary, they could combine with the 

conservators of the other side in their area to proceed 

against the obstinate. Usually conservator-generals, 

acting alone or with others, would oversee large blocks of 

territory. At sea, these were the admirals, on land the 

French ki r19' S, lieutenant-generals and the English 

lieutenants or seneschals of Guyenne. Subordinate to them 

(1) A. N. K. 53 no. 80. 

(1) Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 60. 
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were pat, ticular conservat or, s tti ho wet--e 10 caII ot--d sI 

captains and seneschrals (I Sometimes a conset, vator- 

might find other- officials encroaching on his judicial 

rights to consider, cases involving the tt--uce. Renaud de 

Pons faced challenges from the seneschzitl of Saintonge and 

the prevot of Cognac (7-). It seems that the Fr, ench 

conservators were paid, for Renaud received a thousi--trid 

I ivrNes tout, nois a year with his office (3 ). The 

conser-vators had a comprehensive trusteeship over- all 

matters per%taining to the truce; and when additions and 

changes wet, e made to the terms of a truce, it ki. ias they 1. -) ho 

i. -jere chat-ged with effecting them. 

While Gktyenne was protected by a local truce, English and 

French ambassadors at Leulinghen were discussing a full 

truce between the two countries. The duke of Burgundy had 

suggested a four or five year truce in December 13-87, and 

the following June the English government belatedly 

accepted the idea of a conference in the Picardy march 

(-'r). This conference proved to be long and arduous. The 

English representatives were empowered to negotiate truce, 

(1) Keen - Laws of War 36-40,215; Chavanon - "Renaud 
VI" 58-61; Cosneau - Grands Trait6s 98; Vale - Enqlish 
r, aL-; onLL 182-184; Foedera vil 55489 628-629,639-64CI, 
778-779; viii 648-649 etc.; A. N. J. 865 nos. 61 71 89 91 
15,23; K. 53 no. 80. 

(Z) Chavanon "Renaud VI" documents XLII and LVI (the 
second is A. N. J. 865 no. 26). 

(3) Chavanon "Renraud VI" document LXI. 

(4. ) CPR 1385-1389 502-503. SeeFP . 
74-79 above. 
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with the option of including or excluding the allies of 

both sides on 26 November and again the following I 

February (1). The point 'of difficulty was the French 

protestation that their king could not negotiate 

separately from his allies and was obliged to consult the 

Scpts and the Castilians before concluding a truce. 

Evidently the French wished to include both these parties, 

while the English resisted so complete a suspension of 

hostilities, especially in regard to Scotland (Z). After 

an adjournment, the French point of viel.,. i prevailed on 

Richard. He renewed the safe-conducts for the French and 

issued new powers to his envoys with the inclusion cof 

allies on 14 May (3). The government in Par-is issued a 

corresponding commission a week later and the conference 

moved quickly to a conclusion (4). On IS June 1389, the 

English, French and Castilian ambassadors at Leulinghen 

agreed to a truce including all the allies of both sides 

by name. They had to assent to the truce within :, 

suitable time, giving suitable oaths and securitiesq or be 

entirely excluded from its benefits. In Guyenne, it was 

to follow directly on from the truce due to expire there 

at the end of July, and everywhere else it was to become 

operational by land and sea on 15 August and continue 

until three years from that date (S). The following gearg 
(1) Foedera vii 610-611; C. 76/73 m. 9. 

(Z) B. N. Francais 15490 f. 25v; Hist. AnS, ii 179. 

(3) Foedera vii 616; C. 76/73 m. 3. 

(4 Foedera vii 623-624; Dip-Ccir. pp. 211-212 n. 99; 
West-rhron 398. 

(5) Foedera vii 622-630. 
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Charles VI ordered the end of watch and ward between the 

rivers Somme and Loire, recognising that Anglo-French 

hostilities had effectively ended (1). 

Both governments were willing that a longer truce should 

be, made. The English delegates sent to Leulinghen in 1390 

were empowered to conclude peace or truce. The inclusion 

of allies was again optional. The embassq included Sir 

Richard Abberbury, one of those who had negotiated Gaunt's 

truce in Guyenne two years before (7-). After the 

conference had failed to make any progress towards a peace 

treaty, a long truce including the allies of both sides 

was discussed. The envoys agreed to seek further advice 

from their principals about this, but it was still seen as 

secondary to the search for a final peace (3). 

For the next peace conference at Amiens, powers were given 

in February 1392 to the English embassy including Gaunt, 

and separately to Gaunt alone, to negotiate about truce 

inclusive or exclusive of English and French allies. This 

process was to be isolated from the discussions for a 

peace treaty, for all mention of this was excised from 

these powers (it). After peace had been considered 

unsuccessfully for a week, on 8 April, Gaunt and the 

Contamine - Querre 6tat et Societe" 231. 

Foedera vii 595,667-670. 

(3) Conf grances 368-: 369; see pp. 76 -80 above. 

(4) C. 76/76 m. 7; c. f. Foedera vii 667-668. 
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French royal dukes prorogued the truce until 29 September 

1393, in exactly the same terms as had been agreed at 

Leulinghen, including the same allies. Gaunt used the 

power given to him singly, though the other principal 

English ambassadors swore to the prorogation personally 

(1). When the meeting at Amiens broke up, the envoys agreed 

that the next conference at Leulinghen on 1 July should 

discuss a longer truce, if it seemed necessary. The 

French deputies who went to the July meeting were 

instructed to seek the longest possible truce. Their 

instructions imply that it was chiefly the French who 

wished to extend the truce beyond a temporary arrangement. 

The suggestion received some discussion, but pre-eminence 

was still given to offers of peace (Z). The primary motive 

of a peace treaty explains why the conferences of these 

years were held in the spring, rather than late summer 

just before the expiry date of the truces. 

The next assembled at Leulinghen early in March 1393. The 

English embassy was given similar powers to the previous 

year, but this time Gaunt was not to act independently, 

but jointly with the duke of Gloucester (3). On the French 

sideq the royal uncles of Berry and Burgundy were also 

commissioned to negotiate about truce (4), but were 

(1) The original at A. N. J. 643 no. 1 is now missing. 
There are copies at B. L. Add. Ch. 11310 and P. R. O. 31/8/1*34 
section 10 no. 280; see also pp. 80 -93 above. 

(2. ) Conf9rances 373,374,380; see pp. 85 -97 above. 

(3) Foedera vii 738-739. 

(4. ) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii 
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instructed to broach the subject of a long truce only 

after attempts at peace had been exhausted, reversing the 

emphasis of the previous instructions of July (1). So when 

the first session of the conference ended on 28 April, the 

four dukes had no difficulty in extending the Leulinghen 

truce in the same form for another year. The other 

ambassadors added their personal oaths to the prorogation 

(2. ). 

So the truce terms that were agreed at Leulinghen June 

1339 remained in force unchanged until 29 September 1394. 

The forma of the truce was substantially based on the 

truce Gaunt had made south of the Loire in 1388; terms 

suitable for Guyenne were now extended to cover the entire 

conflict. The future of Aquitaine dominated the 

discussions of truce in these years, as well as those 

about a peace treaty. This was due to the overriding 

influence of John of Gaunt, whose chief interest was 

Guyenne from 1388 onwards, first as lieutenantg then as 

duke. The concentration on Aquitaine also accorded with 

the feudal view of the war held by the French. The 

negotiators at Leulinghen made a few additions and changes 

for the regulation of the frontier. The garrisons of one 

side were now allowed to purchase victuals from those in 

the opposite obedience (3), and this ruling was echoed in 

(1) Conf6-rences 380. 

(1) Foedera vii 748; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f-113; 
see pp. 87 -99 above. 

(3) Foedera vii 627. 
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later truces (1). The proscription of new fortification 

was repeated, but now reinforced bg a clause which forbade 

the raising of new fortresses or the reactivation of 

disused ones within seven leagues of a stronghold of the 

opposing partg (1). This also found its wag into later 

tryces, with the distance further defined as twenty miles 

in areas where this measurement was used (3). As before, 

it was the question of 129tis which received the most 

attention. It was still permissible to levy the Rgtis 

that were current between the rivers Loire and Rh8ne when 

the truce was sealed at Blaye in 1388, and in Brittany, 

Normandy and elsewhere aPttr 1 May 1389. Arrears were 

subject to collection, but increases in the rates of 

existing R! 'atis or the levy of new ones, were still banned. 

The clause laying down the precedure for recovering debts 

owed as a result of e9ti via the conservators and letters 

of marque, was now completely omitted. Perhaps the French 

envoys at Leulinghen, concentrating their efforts on the 

inclusion of the French allies in the truce, were careless 

in allowing the English to dispose of these regulations. 

Efforts were made to rectify the depopulation of 

settlements where the inhabitants had fled to avoid R9ti - 

A new clause stated that subjects of either side who 

returned to their tenements in the orbit of a castle whose 

Foedera vii 771; Cosneau - Grands Traites 8: 3. 

(Z. ) Foedera vii*627. 

(3) Foedera vii 773; ix 97; Cosneau - Orands Trait9s 88. 
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PiAtis had lapsed before 1388, would be bound to pay its 

lord or captain only those dues owed by custom to the lord 

of the place, and would be subject to his jurisdiction and 

licence to cultivate the land (I ). This clause was 

included in the truces of the 1390s (Z). 

C, 
The French were clearly unhappy with these arrangements as 

it was the English who benefit, 4,, ed most from the rigorous 

application of the p9tis system. At Amiens in April 1392, 

the French delegation asked Gaunt that the p-atij should be 

reduced, since if the English meant to keep the truce, 

they only needed to take sums sufficient to keep their 

fortresses secure. In June 1392 and February 1393, French 

ambassadors were, instructed to. repeat the request and ask 

that ordinances should be made for the peaceful collection 

of the pAti In 1392, the French wanted to add other 

measures to the truce. One made the kings themselves 

responsible for compensation for damages inflicted bq 

their subjects in violation of the truce. Its words 

echoed a clause of 13.88 that had been dropped in 1389. 

Other projected clauses prohibited each king from helping 

and harbouring the others' rebels, encouraging private 

wars amongst the others' subjects and inducing his 

opponent's subjects to come into his obedience (3). The 

English managed to repulse French efforts to incorporate 

these terms into the truce. 

Foedera vii 627. 

Foedera vii 722; Cosneau - Grands Traites 87-88. 

(3) Conf9rewices 373-374,380; c. f. Foedera vii 597. 
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At these conferences the French also asked the English to 

replace their conservators with men of sufficient 

authority to enforce obedience to the truce and sufficient 

probity to 
, 

keep it themselves (I ). The English 

negotiators at Leulinghen in 1389 had been empowered to 

appoint the conservators on their side (Z). For Guyenne 

they had repeated the same names for the same areas 

specified in the 1388 truce. The captains of Calais, 

Gutnes, Hammesq Cherbourg and Brest-were to enforce the 

truce in Flanders, Picardy, Artois, Normandy and Brittany% 

and the two admirals at sea (3). All these Conservators 

retained their offices when the truce was proroqued in 

1392 (4-). The French named conservators for Flanders; 

Picardy; Normandy (with particular conservators for le 

Pays de Caux and Normandy north of the Seine); Brittany; 

the three comtes of Anjou, Maine and Touraine together; 

and the admirals at sea. In Aquitaine, their 

conservators' districts were Poitou; Berry; Perigord, 

Saintonge and Angoumois; Limousin; Auvergnel Bourbonnais; 

and Agenais, Gascony, Bordelais and Bayonnais with the 

whole Duchy of Guyenne and all Languedoc (9). Their 

appointments were continued in the prorogation of 1393 

(6). One of the conservators for Pe"rigord, Saintonge and 

(1) ronf6rances 373-3749 380. 

U) Foedera vii 610. 

(3) Foedera vii 639-640, 717; S. C. 1/63 no. 279. 

(4) Foedera, vii 718; B. L. Add. Ch. 11310. 

(6 Foedera Vii 629; B. N. Francais 26730 (Pieces 
Originales 246), Craon no. 87. 

(6) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f-113. 
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Angoumois was again the Sire de Pons. He served in this 

capacity for all the truces between 1384 and 1415, and was 

called "le pý-re protecteur et conservateur des deux 

Aquitaines" by Charles VI (I His companion was 

Enguerrand Sire de Coucy, Charles' captain-general in 

Ou, 4enne. He left the Vicomte de Meaux as his deputy there 

when he joined the crusade to Barbary in 1390, but was 

again active in the area in 1392 (1). The English 

conservators in the outlying parts of Aquitaine were not 

of an equivalent eminence. They included several notorious 

rcoutier captains such as Ramonet de Sort and the Bastard 

of Guarlens in Auvergne and Rouergue, Nompar de Caumont in 

Agenais and Quercy, and Pierre Arnavd de, Be'oarn (Pierrot le 

Mearnais) in Limousin. These last two had raided the 

lands of the Sire d'Albret during the truces of the 1380s. 

The Sire de Mussidan, conservator in Perigord, raided 

Pe'rigueux in April 1389. -The trade of such men was 

continual warfare and their appointments as conservators 

added further sanction to their activities by the English 

government. They were more likely to protect the 

interests of their own party than willingly enforce the 

reparation, of damages done to the other party. But to 

fail to appoint them was to risk losing their allegiance, 

and they were in effective control of their own areas. 

(1) Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 59 37-38; A. N. J. 865 no. 6. 

(2. ) B. W. Tucliman -A Distant Mirror: The Calamitous 
Fourteenth Centuru (1979) 4509 491; H. Lacaille - "Etude 
sur la vie d'Enquerran VII de Coucq, Comte de Soissons" 
Pnsitinns des h6ses (1890) 89; Froissart xiv 25. 
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Encouragement of routiers kept up continual pressure on 

the French frontiers without the necessity of paying their, 

troops (1). 

However, John of Gaunt envisaged his personal acquisition 

of, an extended Aquitaine by negotiation rather than by 

military conquest. By the time he returned to England 

from Bordeaux in November 1389, he must have realised that 

the current conservators, stripped of their obligations 

over the payment of p9tis that he had assented to in 

August 1388 and March 1389, were insufficient to pacify 

the Duchy. In order to regain central control of the 

truce, three commissioners were appointed at the end of 

February 1390 to supplement the efforts of the 

conservators. They were ordered to makeý' good the 

infractions of the truce committed by the Englishq where 

the conservators had failed to act, but this was not to 

diminish 'the conservators' powers. Additionally, they 

were to enforce articles which Gaunt had agreed with the 

French, presumably those included in the Guyenne trucesq 

but omitted from the Leulinghen truce. The commission 

referred to Gaunt as duke of Guyenne, although his title 

was not to be confirmed until several days later (Z). He 

entrusted this task in his new Duchy to Jean de Traillyq 

(1) Fowler - "Truces" 201-202 and n. 78; Keen - Laws of 
War 117; see p. 170n. 4 above. 

M Foedera. vii 656-658. 
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the new mayor of Bordeaux, his predecessor David Cradok 

(1), and Cradok's son Richard, captain of Fronsac Castle 

M-Richard Cradok was in Aquitaine from March to August, 

delivering Privy Seal letters about keeping the truce, and 

the repair of breaches of it, to various English captains 

there (3). 
C, 

At the beginning of July 1390, the poor maintenance of the 

truce was raised at the Leulinghen conference. It was 

decided that the English and French delegations should 

refer the question back to their principals, so that they 

could provide for the better conservation of the truce 

(4). Three weeks later, the French envogs, -Nicole de Rance, 

Nicolas de Saint Remy and Morelet de Montmor, were in 

Englandq complaining of the seizure of certain castles in 

Ougenne by Richard's subjects (5 A Council meeting, 

whose members were to include Richard Abberbury, was 

summoned to meet on 29 August 6), and on the two 

following days the envoys were issued with letters of 

passage to return to France (7), and a safe-conduct was 

(1) C. 61/101 mm. 9 and 14. 

(1) Foedera vii 642. 

(1) Ambassades no. DVII. 

(4) Conf9rences 368. 

(K) DiR. Cor. no. 123 and p. 221 n. 123. Rance was not paid 
for the journeq until 6 Aug. so perhaps the embassq did 
not reach England until after this date, B. N. Francais 
28915 (Pitý--'ces Originales 2431) d e Rance nos. 4 and 5. 

(4) Pip. Cor, p. 221 n. 123. 

(7) CCR 1389-1392 569. 
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drawn up for ten French commissioners to attend to truce 

infractions in Guienne with a small force of men-at-arms 

and crossbowmen. They included Rance", Montmor and his 

brother, Braqq& de Braquemont, Hue de Boulaq and Jean de 

Blaisy (I ). However, Rance and Montmor were still in 

Enpland, in late September (Z ), and by 18 November, Rance 

and Braquemont had still not left Paris for Gugenne (3). 

A corresponding English commission of eight including 

Trail1q, Richard Cradok, William Elmham, the Gascon judge 

Bertrand d'Aste and Gaunt's seneschal of Ougenne, William 

Scrope, was appointed on 3 September (4). Cradok and 

Elmham crossed to Bordeaux to join the others in October 

(5). In response to the French complaints, they were 

ordered to enforce the evacuation of the castles by the 

English captains on pain of their forfeiture and 

banishment as rebels, co-operating with the French 

commissioners and using force if necessary. They were 

also empowered to remove conservators who failed in their 

duties, and replace them with better men, and to compel 

English captains and garrisons to swear to keep the truce 

(6). Charles VI wrote to the Sire de Pons complaining that 

English conservators were_amongst those responsible for 

(1) C. 61/101 m. 4. 

Q) DiP. Cor. p. 221 n. 1233. 

(3) B. N. Francais 28915 (Pi6ces Originales 2431) de Rance" 
nos. 6,79 8; Francais 26978 (Pi4ces Originales 494) 
Braquemont nos. 17 and 18. 

(4. ) C. 61/101 m. 4. 

(5 ) Foedera v ii 684; QQR 1389-1392 210; C. 61/101 
m. 3. Scrope had already gone in July, C. 61/101 m. 3. 

(4) C. 61/101 m. 4. 
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taking the castles and were continuing to break the truce. 

He commanded him to meet with Scrope, inform him of the 

breaches that had been committed, and superintend the 

return of the, fortresses to their rightful owners'(1). 

Thp- commissioners seem to have achieved some results. In 

Februarg 1391, Rance", Braquemont and Boulaq were activelg 

pursuing the Albrets for infractions of which the English 

commissioners had complained. Between 1390 and 1392, 

Blaisq succeeded in buging out the routier companies 

fighting in Richard's name in Quercg, Auvergne and 

Rouergue, ending their twentg gear "app9tisement" of these 

territories. English commissioners were also active in 

the attempt to evict garrisons from castles taken in 

defiance of the truceg 'though when M61-igot Marchdbs was 

questioned at his trial at the ChAtelet in Julg 1391, he 

alleged that the commissioners had instructed him 

privatelg to retain his fortresses, as an English 

expedition to Gugenne was planned (Z). In spring 1392, 

Richard Cradok was again in Ougenne repairing breaches of 

the truce (3). 

Although when King Richard ratified the truce prorogation 

A. N. J. 865 no. 7. For this paragraph see also Fowler 
"Truces" 199. 

(2. ) Fowler - "Truces" 200 n. 73,203; Keen - Laws of War 
389 94-999 149,253 n. 1; P. R. O. 31/8/135 Section 1 no. ZI. 
from A. N. Cartons des Rois. There had been a previous 
effort to evacuate the fortresses in these territories in 
1387-1388, Keen- Laws of War 95 n. 2; B. L. Add. Ch. 3362. 

(3) Ambassades no. DXII. 
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in May 1392, he confirmed the conservators of 1389 in 

their posts, it was soon considered that the list for 

Gugenne was inadequate or out-of-date. On 1 July, it was 

superceded by the appointment of new conservators in 

reorganised districts, though the area of France they 

coyered was the same as before. Nine conservators were to 

serve in the central district of Bordeaux, Bordelaisj 

Lower Gascony and Landes and three or four in the others: 

Agenais; Bigorre and Toulousain; Saintonge and Angoumois-, 

Poitou, Limousin and Auvergne; Pgrigord; and Quercy and 

Rouergue. The personnel overlapped the 1389 list and the 

commissions of 1390, though some lords and captains had 

inevitably been excluded. Richard Cradok and Bertrand 

d'Aste were commissioned to serve in all seven districts,;. 

(1). Through these two agents, Gaunt retained control of 

the operation of the truce in Guyenne. The French kept the 

same conservators as before but again supplemented them 

with a commission of Boulay, Braquemont and Rance (Z). At 

Leulinghen in 1393, the French embassy was again 

instructed to ask the English for better conservators and 

to complain about English infractions, presenting a list 

of towns and castles their troops had seized in and around 

Guyenne in the last few yearsq some of which they still 

occupied (3). When the draft peace was concluded in June, 

it was agreed that each side should send a knight to 

Foedera vii 724-725. Cradok received letters of 
protection to go to Guyenne 4 Julyq C. 61/103 m. 6. 

(Z) Foedera vii 730. 

(3) Conf9rances 380. 
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Guyenne by 1 August to deal with attempts made against the 

truce, followed shortly by more important delegates (1). 

But a few days earlier, Richard had already nominated a 

panel of eight comissioners, most of whom had served in 

1390, though Cradok was no longer amongst them. They were 

granted the same vigorous powers as the commission -of 

September 1390 (Z). No attempt seems to have been made to 

adhere to the agreement that Gaunt had made at Leulinghen. 

Between 1390 and 1393, Gaunt was prepared to co-operate 

with the French government to end the endemic warfare in 

Aquitaine, but he resisted French pressure for a general 

reduction of e9tis, which would threaten the English 

ability to maintain a cheap military presence. The 

independence of-the "English" garrisons in the frontier 

areas was eliminated in the effort to bring the armed 

subjects of the Duchy under central control. The main 

function of the truce in these years seems to have been 

the establishment of the projected principality that Gaunt 

was seeking for himself in the current peace negotiations. 

In the Leulinghen conference of spring 1394, Gaunt's 

powers coupled him with the duke of York, as he had been 

linked with his brother of Gloucester the previous gear, 

and there were again separate powers for the whole 

embassq. This time theg were not given the option of 

excluding the allies of both sides from the truce (3). 

(1) E. 36/188 f. 42v. 

(2. ) Foedera vii 747. 

(3) 
--edera vii 769-770; C. 76/78 m. 8. 
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The English were in a weak position in the talks, because 

they were discarding the draft peace of the previous June, 

and so they were prepared to concede this point to the 

French at the, outset. On the French side, the dukes of 

Berry and Burgundy were empowered to negotiate for peace 

or,, truce (I ). Whichever was given prominence, the 

discussions were lengthy, for an agreement was not made 

until 27 May. Probably the French were pressing the 

English to assent to a very long truce, to substitute for 

the peace treaty that had been lost. A new truce was 

agreed to last four years from the expiry of the present 

truce at Mickf6lmas. The allies of both sides were to be 

includedq provided that they confirmed it within a 

re_asonable time. The oaths of the principal lords and 

captains of both sides were to be exchanged between 

England and the French allies, particularly Scotland and 

Castile. Allies who refused to confirm the truce, and 

lords and captains who refused to swear to it when 

required to do so, would be deprived of all its benefits - 

(7-I. Since hostilities were suspended until autumn 1398, the 

series of springtime peace conferences in Picardy came to 

an end. 

Both sides returned to the conventional form of 

conservators' areas for the new truce, with no 

supplementarg commissioners. The French seem to have 

(1) C. 47/30/8 no. 17. 

(L Foedera vii 769-775 C. 76/79 mm. 7-5; see 
above pp. 97-93. 
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retained the same areas as in, 13891 with almost the same 

personnel as conservators (1). The English conservators 

in Ougenne however, were again reorganised into a new 

pattern of seven districts: Bordelaisl Bazadais; Landes; 

Agenais; Bigorre; Perigord and Sarladais; and Poitou, 

Saintonge and Angoumois with the march of Limousin, with 
e 

the lieutenant or seneschal of Gugenne and the magor and 

constable of Bordeaux acting as general conservatorS for 

the whole duchg. Most of the conservators' names are 

familiar, but Ramonet de Sort and Pierrot le Bearnais now 

disappear finallg from the list (Z). The areas of Quercq, 

Rouergue and Auvergne were now entirelg excluded from the 

jurisdiction of the English conservators, reflecting the 

success of Blaisq's activities against the routiers there 

two gears before. All of Quercy and Rovergue had been 

included in the Duchy definedýin the draft peace of 1393. 

That the French compelled the English to abandon the 

superintendance of this territory now, marks the end of 

the idea of an extended Aquitaine under John of Gaunt's 

rule; this idea and the draft peace based around it, 

failed together. Gaunt was now obliged to be content with 

the Duchy as it was presently held under the control of 

English arms, with its frontiers regulated and pacified by 

the conservators. The French also introduced new methods 

of procedure for the conservators into the trucev aimed at 

eliminating the infractions committed on the English side 

(I ) C-47/30/8- no. 171 Charles VI's ratification of the 
truce. This document is torn at the bottom, leaving the 
list of conservators incomplete. 

(2. ) Foedera vii 775. 
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in recent gears. Castles, towns and fortresses were not 

to be acquired bg one side from the other bg ang means. If 

a fortress was captured, the victim of the attack had the 

right to recover it bg force and punish the transgressorsi 

calling upon the aid of the conservator of the offending 

side with up to fiftq soldiers; or he could summon this 

conservator to effect the restitution of the fortress and 

the punishment. The conservators of both sides were 

required to act in concert, if the malefactors proved 

unwilling to vacate the fortress. Raiders could be 

arrested and imprisoned bg the officers of the territorg 

where theq committed their depredations, or if theq were 

more than three leagues awag from one of their own 

fortresses, provided the conservators on the raiders' side 

were informed within fifteen dags. The conservators of 

both sides would then meet to judge the case, execution of 

the judgement belonging to the conservators of the damaged 

party. If the raiders managed, to get away into their own 

territorg, their own conservator was then bound to deliver 

them to his opposite number, and repair the damage done 

from the raiders' assets. If necessarg, the conservator 

of the damaged partq should aid him, again with up to 

fiftq soldiers. 

It was probably the French delegation that most influenced 

the forma of the new truce, against protracted English 

opposition. Additional clauses dealt with the question of 

traders who were permitted to enter walled towns and 

castles by unauthorised personsq, and arranged that any 
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point in the truce which proved to be dubious or ambiguous 

was to be decided by a commission appointed by both 

principals. Again the clauses dealing with the collection 

of p9tis were completely redrawn, replacing the 

regulations of the 1388 and 1389 truces. The French at 

last established the principle that the RajiLg should be 
e, 

reduced. Conservators especially commissioned by both 

kings were to tour the Duchy and investigate current 

p-al-j. 51 decreasing-the rates which were excessive, without 

allowing any increases. The amount a town or village was 

capable of paying was to be assessed by the number of its 

hearths and the resources of its inhabitants. The levy of 

R9tis due to fortresses that had recently passed from one 

obedience to the other, was to cease, so that parishes 

would not be paying protection money to their own side. 

Those "app9tissez" were to have eight days grace to pay 

before the captain, to whom the Ratis were due, could 

approach the conservators and request them to enforce 

payment. If payment was still not made within thirty 

days, the captain could then execute the RLt-U by 

distraining the persons and goods of the debtors, provided 

he did not occupy places or employ arson and murder, 

taking a further fifth of the sum for his expenses and 

damages, a smaller fraction than in the 1388 truce. ' If 

the defaulting inhabitants fled before him, the captain 

was obliged to request the conservators or judges of the 

area where they had sought refuge, to enforce payment. 

The conservators were bound by oath to give him 

satisfaction in this. Further measures were now inserted 
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into the truce to encourage the re-population of areas 

where the inhabitants had fled from the Pýtis since the 

beginning of the 1: 388 truce. If they returned, or new 

settlers arrived, they were not to be liable for the 

arrears of p-aii. 5, nor was anyone to be"appatissez"in more 

than one place, the rates and any disputes to be decided 

by arbitration of the conservators. PAtis, could not be 

levied in, any place where they were not current in 1388, 

because of depopulation or otherwise. The truce now 

forbade All letters of marque and licences for reprisals, 

except those marques that had already been adjudged 

reasonably. Cases of debt were to be taken before the 

local conservator or judges. All those'who disobeyed this 

prohibition were to be regarded as truce-breakers, and 

punished as such by the conservators, paying a double 

compensation to the victims of their reprisals. (I 

Marques and reprisals were often used as legal'cover for 

raids and counter-raids conducted to acquire booty. The 

diplomats now sought-to pacify the frontier by halting the 

cumulative process of reprisal warfare. On 22 June, the 

English general conservators were commissioned to judge in 

ca - ses involving the wrongful use of marque and reprisalg 

and_. also to review and reduce the current PAti I the 

relevant clauses of the truce being quoted in full in 

their commission (2L). The French government banned the 

(1) Foedera vii 771-772,774-775. The inhabitants of the 
castellany of Bourg-sur-Girande threatened to abandon 
their homes if they were not relieved of the burdens of 
p-L-is and marques, E. 28/6 no. 95. 

(Z) Foeder vii 777-779. 
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licensing of reprisals by the Sire de Pons and its other 

conservators in January 1396 (1). 

The clause prohibiting marques and reprisals was repeated 

in the truce of 1396 (1). In later agreements about this 

long truce, commissions to preserve it and later truces 

with Flanders and Brittany, the revocation of grants of 

marque and reprisal was ordered (3). Nevertheless, the 

system was still used. Shortly after the 1394 truce, the 

inhabitants of the castellany of Bourg-sur-Gironde 

complained to the government in London that the excessive 

e2Ltis the French exacted from them had not beer, reduced 

and they were still suffering greatly from letters of 

marque that the French took out against them ('+). Their 

misfortunes continued: in January 1409 the French 

government ordered the Sire de Pons to issue letters of 

marque against Blaye and Bourg for the P9ti they owed to 

the French castle of Montendre, but then rescinded the 

order (5). After the miscarriage of the draft peace, the 

French government and its diplomats at Leulinghen were 

resigned, in spring 1394, to the continued military 

occupation of Guyenne by both sides. Now that a 

settlement was no longer regarded as imminent, they sought 

(1) A-N. J. 865 no. 11. 

(2. ) Cosneau - Grands. Traite"s 83-84. 

(3 G. A. Knowlson-lean V duke of Brittanq (1399-1442) in 
relation to Enqland, (Liverpool M. A. thesis 1934), 33; Choix 
i 218; Foedera 

' viii 220,230,276,301,3081 C. 76/86 mm. 2 
and 12; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 153. 

E. 28/6 no. 95. 

(S) A. N. J. 865 no. 20. 
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to regularize this frontier society and limit its 

turbulence for as long- a period as the English would 

accept, which was four years. 

I 
Before the new truce had run a gear of its course, English 

ambassadors were in Paris negotiating for the marriage of 
e 

King Richard and the princess Isabelle. King Charles had 

asked for a delaq until 24 Julq 1395 (1 but theq had 

received their powers to treat for peace on the 5 Julq and 

for. the marriage on 8 Julq and one had alreadq left on 1 

Julq (Z). In Paris theg were entertained bg the rogal 

familq, and received gifts and a favourable response about 

the marriage from the rogal council, then returned to 

London earlq in September (3 The same ambassadors 

received powers on 7 October and returned to Paris, three 

leaving again in December. William Scrope went to Paris 

in Januarg 1396 with power for himself and the earl of 

Rutland and the Earl Marshal, who had remained there, and 

negotiations were continued for more than three weeks (4). 

From the instructions that Scrope carried, it is clear 

that the French negotiators had alreadq drawn up draft 

versions of all the articles that were to be included in 

the marriage contract and delivered them to the English. 

(1) A. N. J. 644 no. 35. 

( 2. Foeder vii 802-803; Dip. Cor. p. 252 n. 223; 
Ambassade no. DXXII; E. 30/320; C. 76/80 m. 18. 

(3) Anqleterre et Schisme 366 n. 2; Froissart xv 182; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 3375. 

(4-) Anqleterre et !; chisme 376 and n. 1; Foeder vii 803; 
Dip. Cor. no. 223 and p. 252 n. 223; Froissart xv 232; C-76/80 
m. 18; B. L. Add. Ch. 3381; B. N. B'ourgogne 21 f. 27. 
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Richard's replies to them were to be incorporated in the 

final agreement. He accepted that Isabelle, should 

renounce her rights of succession to the kingdom of France 

and all lordships within it for herself and her heirs, 

provided this did not prejudice the right- to the French 

throne which he claimed by descent from Edward III, and el 

provided that Isabelle retained the possibility of 

inheriting part of Bavaria through her mother. He was 

content to provide for the daughters of the marriage, 

should he have a son by a subsequent marriage, and to 

grant Isabelle an annual dower of 200,000 nobles, which 

she should continue to receive if she was widowed, even if 

she went to live in France and there was war between the 

two kingdoms, provided she did not remarry. He also 

agreed to the clauses by which the principal lords on each 

side obliged themselves as security that the marriage 

contract would be fulfilled or the defaulting party would 

lose the full sum of the dowry, and that Isabelle should 

be free to return to France in the event of her husband's 

death. Both sides agreed that the French should bear the 

cost of Isabelle's clothes and jewels, and her escort as 

far as Calais (1). 

Onlq the question of the dowrg remained. to be bargained 

over. Richard had reduced his initial extravagant demands 

for two million francs in the instructions of the previous 

Julq, to acceptance of the French offer of 800,000 francs, 

provided that Isabelle's jewels were worth another 

(1) oedera vii 811-812 

197 



100,000. The French had proposed, that 200,000 should be 

paid at the time of the wedding, followed by annual 

payments of 100,000, until the sum was complete. Richard 

asked that the first payment should be of 300,000 francs. 

If the French would not agree to this, he suggested the 

extra 100,000 should be kept ready for him by Charles and 

his relatives, to be paid whenever he required them; and 

if they still would not agree, that they should be 

prepared to assist him against his own rebellious subjects 

instead. This last proposal was never discussed because 

the French agreed to pay 300,000 francs at once, though 

they made no guarantee about the jewels. The French draft 

stipulated that 500,000 francs of the dowry should be 

returned if Richard died without having children by 

Isabelle, but Richard wanted this reduced to 400,000. In 

the end, the French figure was written into the final 

contract, but only 400,000 was to be given back if it was 

Isabelle who died childless (1). 

On these terms, the marriage contract was concluded in 

Paris on 9 March 1396 (2. ). Charles ratified this on the 

11th (3), and the Earl Marshal performed a proxy marriage 

with Isabelle the following day (40. A dispensation for 

(1) Foedera vii 811-812,817-818; England, 173-174; 
c. f. Foedera vii 804-805 and page 10Z above. 

(1) A. N. J. 6423 no. 6; copy at B. N-Dupuy 152 ff. 7-15v, of 
which there is a copy at Burr - Anqlo-French Relations 
20-35. 

(3) Foedera vii-813-820. A transcript of the contract 
was drawn up under the seal of the pre'v0t& of Paris 14 
April, A. N. 

-. 1.677 no. 18. 

(4. ) Froissart xv 237. 
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the marriage had been issued a few days earlier by the 

bishop of Paris by Apostolic authority (I ), but the 

dispensations of Boniface IX and Benedict XIII were not 

issued until July and August, in time for the actual 

wedding between Richard and Isabelle (2. ). Richard also 

ratified the agreement quickly, on 9 May (3), and a few 

days later he sent a letter to Charles with the Vicomte de 

Melun, promising to fulfil all that was in the contract 

and sending the letters of security required from his 

principal lords by its terms (LO. 

A further Anglo-French truce was signed on-the same day as 

the marriage contract, and negotiations for the truce and 

the marriage had been coupled throughout. Richard's first 

embassy to France in Juty 1395 was empowered to negotiate 

for peace, not truce (9 ), and the French council 

considered that a peace settlement should accompany the 

marriage (6). However, the peace terms Richard instructed 

his embassy to demand were not a basis for discussion, but 

a manoeuvre designed to provoke the French into proposing 

an extension of the current truce (7). By forcing them to 

make the first offer of truce, he aimed to put them in a 

(1) A. N. J. 643 no. 9. 

(2) F-oedera vii 836-837; A. N. J. 653 no. 13. 

(3) A. N. J. 643 no. 7. and C. 76/80 mm. 11-9. 

(4) Dip-Cor no. 228; see p. 104and n. 7. above. 

(G) E. 30/320 and C. 76/80 m. 18. 

(b) Froissart xv 182. 

(7) Enqland... 256-257 from B. L. Cotton MS. Vitellius Cxi 
nos. 2-3. See p-IOZabove. 
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weak negotiating position, as his envoys had been at the 

last conference in the previous gear. A long truce had 

alwags been an option other than a peace treatq to settle 

the conflictl, ever since the fortq-year truce was 

discussed at Bruges in 1376 (1). In recent gears, a long 

truce had been mooted at the conferences of Julq 1390, 

Julq 1392 and possiblq in 1393, mostlq- by the French 

diplomats (Z ). Recent Anglo-Breton diplomacy had several 

times considered the possibility of an Anglo-French truce 

of twelve years or more, and. even a marriage treaty 

(AFive years of conferences in Picardy had merely brought 

. 
England and France to a diplomatic stalemate in the search 

for a peace treaty. The English were now militarily 

weaker in Guyenne than they had been when John of Gaunt 

arrived there in 1387. In these circumstances Richard 

could*not hope to gain any territorial concessions to 

accompany an extended truce, making it into a half-peace; 

instead he was seeking the advantages of dynastic 

marriages and large cash payments, and a suspension of 

hostilities during which he could make use of them. His 

second embassy in October had a clause added to their 

powersq enabling them to extend the truce for another five 

years in its present form. The French Council, if it 

could not have peace, preferred to have a truce that would 

last for a generation. Accordingly the English powers of 

30 December and the instructions of the following day 

(1) Bruqes pp. xvii-xviii and nos. XXXI and XXXVIII. 

(Z Conf9rence 368-3699 3739 3749 380; see 
above. pr. 80,86 1 177s 179,175. 

(3) Jones - Dural Brittan 214; E. 30/289a; C. 76/71 m. 6. 
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envisaged an extension of twentg-eight gears, which-would 

make a total of a thirtg-gear truce with the two gears 

before the current, truce expired at Michelmas 1398 (1). 

The truce was signed according to these terms and ratified 

bg both kings on the same dates as the marriage contract 

(7-). The forma was almost exactly the same as in the truce 

of 1394. A new clause provided that the truce was to 

continue, even if the marriage was prevented or 

terminated, bg death or otherwise (3). The same allies 

were included in exactIq the same terms, although Richard 

had specificallq requested that the Scots were to be 

excluded if theq were, unwilling to conform to the truce 

(4). On the same dag, the English negotiators signed a 

separate undertaking that Richard would not give ang 

assistance to those of his allies who did not swear to 

keep the truce and therefore disqualified themselves from 

its benefits (S). 

The truce recorded the names of the same conservators 

serving in the same areas as in 1394 (b). However, on the 

(1) Foedera vii 812; C. 76/80 m. 18. 

(2) Cosneau - Grands Trait6s 71-99; C. 76/80 mm. 8-5; A. N. 
! J_. 643 no 1 5(3). 
(3) Cosneau - Grands Trait9s 91. 

(4. ) Cosneau - Grands Trai-te"s 79-82,92-93; Foedera vii 812. 

(5) A. N. J. 644 no. 17; transcript at Burr - Anqln-Frenc 
Relati ons 89-90. 

(4 ) Cosneau - Grands Trait& 93-98 and 97 n. l., from 
A. N. J. 643 nos. 15(2) and 15(3). 
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same da! j the English negotiators signed a supplementarg 

agreement bg which conservators who had been named in 1394 

and proved unsuitable, should be replaced, although their 

powers did not allow them to do this at the making of the 

truce itself 1). Conservators were no longer to be 

repponsible for the reduction of the rates of R_atis; an 

alteration in the clause of 1394 provided that a 

commission drawn from both sides should circulate in the 

Duchy and review the payments and the way they were 

collected (2). It appears that when the French had 

suggested the extension of the truce for twenty-eight 

years in late 1395, they also proposed that all R_9tis 

should be terminated. In his instructions of New Year's 

Day 1396, Richard counter-proposed that the patj_5 paid to 

Brest should remain in force and that in compensation for 

the loss of the GuqL-. nne e9ti , he should receive an 

annuitq from France . All monies paid from the English 

obedience to the French were to cease however (3). On 26 

Januarg, he re-issued the instructionsq substituting a 

recommendation for a commission of three or four persons 

from each side to moderate the current RAt i, excluding 

those in Brest and the Channel Islands (4- ). This 

modification of the 1394 arrangement was more feasible 

than the first English suggestion; it probabIq represented 

a compromise between the positions of the two parties. 

(1) A. N. J. 644 no. 18. 

(2) Cosneau - Grands Traite"s 94. 

(3) Foedera vii 812. 

(40 Foedera. vii 812-813. 
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Another supplementary agreement was made in these terms 

and signed on the same day as the truce. The 

commissioners were to be outsiders to the Duchq to avoid 

the bias the local Conservators had shown: Thomas Percy 

and William Elmham with a cleric for the English; the 

Vicomte de Melung Guillaume le Bouteiller and Nicole de 

Rance for the French. Theq, were to assemble at Paris by I 

May 1396 and proceed to Gugenne, reviewing all p9ti there 

by the end of August. Any cases which they could not 

decide were to be referred to the royal uncles meeting in 

Picardy at Michelmasq together with all the evidences that 

had been cotlected, so that final adjudications could be 

made (1). Powers for the English commissioners were 

issued on 23 April; Ralph Selby was chosen as the cleric 

and Henry Percy the younger replaced his uncle Thomas. 

Three days later, they received further powers which 

ordered them to proceed in the business without actually 

visiting the places appatissez, if the French would agree 

to it (Z). Percy went to France hearing a safe-conduct for 

the French commissioners ( in which the Count of Sancerre 

had replaced Melun) with an escort of 120 (3). Selby 

followed in May with another which allowed them 200 (4). On 

(1) A. N. J. 644 no. 16.; transcript at Burr - Anqlo-French 
Relations 91-95., 

U) B. N. Moreau 1423 no. 42; C. 76/80 m. 2 (beginning only 
enrolled). 

(3 ) Foedera vii 832-833. Percy received letters of 
attorney 26 April and letters of protection 28 April, 
C. 76/80 m. 14. 

(it) C. 76/80 m. 12. Selby was paid four month's advance 
, oages for the journey 9 May, E. 28/6 no. 61. 
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23 Maq, Sancerre, Bouteiller and Rance were issued with 

powers which mirrored those of the English (1). 

Having withd'rawn from their commitment to tour the Duchy, 

the English commissioners continued to be obstructive by 

faýling to attend meetings with Sancerre and his 

colleagues (Z). Evidently the joint commission achieved 

not: hing to alleviate the problems caused by e9ti , for it 

was left to Richard and the royal uncles meeting at Calais 

in November to ban all e2itis beyond the borders of the 

Duchy and reduce the rates of those within it by a 

.. 
quarter. This was to be. a temporary measure until the 

matter could be discussed further by-the uncles in spring 

1397 (3). The conservators of both sides'were informed of 

the. -decision the same month. In Saintonge, the Sire'de 

Pons tried to persuade the provincial Estates to vote 

money to compensate for the garrisons' loss of income. At 

Saint-Jean-dAngely, disturbances resulted because it was 

11 uced to a. quarter of their believed that ptis were red 

current level, instead of three-quarters (4). The agreement 

of- November 1396 was never implemented- and the royal 

uncles d_id not meet in the spring. The French charged the 

English with unwillingness to fulfil-the obligation they 

(1) B. N. Moreau 1423 no. 42-. 

(2. ) A. N. J. 64ý'no. 23, copy at Bod. Lib. Carte MS. _112 
ff. 156-158v. 

(3 'Anqle terre et Schisme piece no. XIII from B. N. Dupuy 
564 f. 269; c. f. Enqland... 175. 

(4) Chavanon "Renaud VV 45; Fowler - "Truces" 207 and 
__n. 92; A. N. J. 865 no. 12. 
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had made, but without result; the burdens of marque and 

R9tis continued to weigh upon the populace of Guyenne. 

The French were similarly frustrated in their attempts to 

settle the outstanding question of the RAtis of Normandy 

and the Channel Islands (1). In the early years of Henry 

IV 
C, 
s reign, they repeatedly called upon the English to 

effect the reduction of e2iti , as required by the truce of 

1396 U). English ambassadors were empowered to attend to 

this and agreed to discuss it, but p-a-ti. 5 remained art 

insoluble problem (3). Eventually the Tours truce of 1444 

banned them altogether, replacing them with a direct taxg 

the taill (4. ). 

If Richard was reluctant to fulfil all the clauses of the 

truce and its concomitant concords, he was eager for the 

completion of the marriage treaty. In June 1396 he sent 

William Scrope back to Paris, charged to collect oaths to 

the truce from Charles VI, his uncles and brother, such as 

Richard and his relatives had performed in the presence of 

the Vicomte de Melun. He was also instructed to request 

that the princess Isabelle should be brought to Calais by 

1 August, or at least a week or two afterwards. Richard 

was prepared to accept her with only two thirds, or even 

(1) A. N. J. 644 no. 23. 

(2. ) Foeder viii 317; Choi:., t i 216-217; A. N. J. 644 
no. 33; J. 645 nos. 20 and 51. 

(3) Foeder viii 195,219,223-224; C. 76/84 m. 4. 

(4) Fowler - "Truces" 207. 
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half, of the promised money and jewels, provided the 

remainder was delivered at Michelmas. He intended to be 

at Calais to meet her and proposed a conference there 

between himself and the dukes of Berry and Burgundy (I 

Evidently Richard was in a hurry to get possession of 

Isabelle before the French could have a chance to withdraw 

from their commitments. On 2 Julq, Charles and his 

Council acceded to Richard's request for a meeting with 

the duke of Burgundy, and the duke of Berry too if he 

should return from Poitou in time, but affirmed what had 

been stated to the English envoys in March, that Isabelle, 

her robes and jewels , and the first dowrtj payment could 

not be ready until Michelmas (Z). They tried to persuade 

Scrope that Richard should delay his journey to Calais 

until the time that Isabelle could be delivered to him. 

Nevertheless, on 15 July the Council drew up plans for the 

financing of Burgundy's journey to Calais the following 

month and his reception of Richard in French territory, 

although it was still uncertain if the conference would 

take place and what would be discussed (3). On the 28 July, 

Charles wrote to Richard that he was expecting him to 

arrive shortly in the Calais marches and was sending 

E. 30/326 printed in Chaplais - "Diplomatic 
Documents" 41-42. Richard had been in contact with the 
duke of Orleans in April, B. L. Add. Ch. 3384. He started 
to prepare for his journey to Calais as early as 17 May 
and ordered the assembly of the necessary shipping in June 
and July, Foedera vii 834; C. 76/80 m. 3; C. 76/81 m. 12. 

(2. ) A. N. J. 644 no. 21, partially printed in Chaplais - 
"Diplomatic Documents" 42-43. 

(3) A. N. J. 644 no. 36. 
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Burgund! j there, and possibIq Berrq too M. Richard crossed 

the Channel on 7 August and a week later Burgundq met him 

and his uncles of Lancaster and Gloucester at GuTnes. At 

Richard's request, arrangements for the marriage were 

hastened forward. It was also agreed-that the two k , ings 

shQuld meet when Isabelle was handed over (Z). The French 

had been keen for several gears that Richard should meet 

Charles, believing that he would be more amenable than his 

uncles and advisers to establishing a peace settlement. 

Such an encounter had been arranged in the draft peace of 

1393 and was one of the elements in M&zieres' scheme to 

bring peace to Christendom that was incorporated in the 

French demarche of Maq 1395 (3 ). The two delegations 

remained at Calais for a week. After Burgundq had 

returned to Paris, Charles wrote to Richard that he would 

bring his daughter to Saint Omer on 15 October (4). 

Richard ordered the arrest of ships for his passage and 

crossed back to Calais on 27 September, leaving the duke 

of York as his regent in England (S). In France, the 

Council ordered more money to be raised in order to meet 

(1) A. N. J. 644 no. 21. On 30 Julq the duchess of 
Burgundq was also expecting Richard to arrive soon, B. N. 
Bourgogne 21 f. 27v. 

M Anqleterre et Pchism 378; St. Denms, ii 444-446,450. 

(3) Lettres de., Rois ii 256-257 or Anqlo-Norma no. 172; 
Philippe de Mt'--zigres - Le qnnqe du vieil pelerin 
(ed. G. W. Coopland) 312 vI; -rc r- ff- 9 0,9 4-, 10 0, 
and n. 4 above. 

Anqln-Nnrmal3 no. 174. 

Foeder vii 839,841; Annletenre et Srhisme 378. 
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the extra expenses which the ceremonies at Calais would 

entail (1), and transported it 

November (2-). In October, the 

nations gathered in the Picardq 

to Saint Omer by early 

leading nobility of both 

marches. On the 24th, 

Richard swore an oath that he and his subjects would keep 

the peace for eight dags before, and eight after his 

meeting with Charles (3), and an agreement was published 

detailing the securitg measures for the interview (4 ). 

The two rival monarchs finallq met on the 27th at a group 

of pavilions pitched mid-wag between Gulines and Ardres, 

with a great display of friendship. Four days of ceremony 

and gift exchanges followed, on the last of which kabelle 

was delivered to her future husband. Richard and Charles 

again swore oaths to observe the truce faithfully and 

devote themselves to the search for a final peace, and 

also to assist each other as allies against all men. The 

marriage took place in Calais on 4 November. The following 

evening, Richard and. the dukes of Berrq, Burgundg, 

Lancaster and G louces ter, the earl of Rutland and the 

vicomte de Melun drew up an agreement there about the next 

(I Choix i 130-134; B. L. Add. Ch. 44; B. N. Clairambault 
633 f. 56. 

(t) B. L. Add. Ch. 3386,14017,14019 . 

(3) A. N. J. 655 no. 23(2); copies at B. N. n. a. f. 7007 
f. 37-37v and Dupuy 152 ff. 19-20. 

(1#-) A. N. J. 655 no. 23; copy at B. N. n. a. f. 7007 
f. 35-35v. 
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peace conference, joint Anglo-French measures to end the 

schism and the e9tis of Guienne (1). 

It was probably at Calais that the two sides agreed on the 

other element of this temporary settlement, the return of 

Brest to the duke of Brittany. The English government 

recognised that it was underlan obligation to give the 

fortress upq should final peace or a long truce be made 

between England and France (Z). As soon as Duke Jean heard 

about the signing of the truce in March 1396, he sent 

letters and envoys to London to demand the return of Brest 

by terms of the obligations signed by Richard and six of 

his nobles in 1378 (3 ). Richard agreed at the end of 

November to surrender the town and the castle, provided 

Jean paid him 120,000 francs at Hesdin by the following 

Easter (4-). In March 1397, Jean sent an embassy to England 

to try to get the price reduced, but only the place of 

payment was changed, to Rennes. The duke was also to pay a 

sum to cover the p-&-t-i-2 from when the lieutenant of Brest 

ceased to levy them on 25 March, until he vacated the 

fortress. He would surrender the letters of obligation of 

Richard and his nobles, and he and his son had to swear 

(1) Anqleterrr- r-t ! --%rhisme piece XIII from B. N. Dupuy 564 
f. 269; !; t. Denqs ii 452-472; Ann. Ric. Sec 188-194; Oriel 
College (Oxford) MS. 46 ff. 104v-106v; B. L. Add. MS. 17906 
ff. 4-6; Add. Ch. 3400; B. N. Bourgogne 21 f. 28v; A. N. J-644 
no. 19. 

(2. ) Jones - Ducal Bnittanq 84; C. 76/71 m. 6. 

(3 Lettres-de-, Rois ii 278-2819 284-286; CCR 1392-1396 
459. 

(4) Jones Dural Brittanq 138, citing Archives 
Departementales de la Loire - Atlantique E. 120 m. 6- 
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that Brest would never be put to military use against the 

English (I ). Accordingly, Richard commissioned envoys to 

receive the money and deliver the fortress (Z ). William 

Scrope received the 120,000 francs at Paris In May (3), 

and an 19 June the attorneys of the earl of Huntingdong as 

captain of Brest, were paid 30,000 francs there bq Duke 

Jean, in compensation for the e9tt and other revenues 

(Whe town and castle were finally returned to Jean on the 

last day of June (5). Indirectly it was Charles VI who 

paid Richard for the restoration of Brest too, for he paid 

Jean t50, OOO francs as a dowry when his daughter Jeanne 

married the heir of Brittany in 1396, and another 10,000 

francs in January 1398 for his attendance at the 

conference between Gulnes and Ardres fifteen months 

earlier (6). 

The interim settlement wasstill not complete for Richard 

had not fullq published the twentg-eight gear truce. At 

the Calais meeting of November 1396 it was agreed that the 

truce should be proclaimed throughout both kingdoms (7). 

Charles carried out this promise and ordered watch and 

(1) Lettres de- Pot ii 282-284; EEQ i 64-67. 

(1) oedera vii 851-853; Eer, i 67-69. 

(3) Jones - Ducal PnIttanq 138 n. 4. 

(4) B. N. n. a. f. 5216 no. 18. 

(5') Jones - Ducal PnIttantl 139. He issued a quittance 
for it 12 Junel Preuve ii 678-679. 

((0) Jones - Ducal Pnittan 138,141 n. l. 

(7) St. 
-npngq 11 470. 
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ward to cease in his whole kingdom, exept on some of the 

coasts M. In Gugenne there was tension between the two 

sides. Friction arose between the Sire de Pons and Jean 

Traillg, mayor of Bordeauxq about the dispute between 

Guiot Potart and twelve burgesses of Bordeaux, a case of 

reprisal and counter-reprisal that had been in litigation 

since 1394. In February 1398 Traillq, as 

conservator-general for the English in Ougenne, wrote to 

Pons complaining about judgements he had delivered in the 

case and enquiring whether it was safe for those of the 

English obedience to enter Pons' jurisdiction without 

suffering from marques and reprisals. Traillq was openly 

suspicious of Pons' intentions and warned him that he 

would retaliate with similar action ( Z). In Julq 1397 

Charles VI had a vtdimus of Richard's ratification of the 

truce drawn up, presumably for use in negotiations with 

the English (3 ). He sent three embassies to Richard 

requiring him to publish the truce in Ougenneg the last in 

August 1398. He reported that the English captains there 

had openly declared their intention to renew the war when 

the present truce expired at Michelmas, threatening that 

he would be compelled to reciprocate if they did so and 

that Richard's party would thereby be responsible for 

breaking the truce, just as it was beginning. He 

suggested an envoy should be sent speedily to the Duchy to 

(1) Contamine - Guerra 9tat et SociA 231. 

M Chavanon - "'Renaud VV 42-43; Fowler - "Truces" 
202-203; A. N. K. 54 no. 44. 

(3) A. N. J. 643 no. 15(2). 
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avoid this course of events, followed bq publication bq a 

delegation of higher rank (1). Four dags before the expirg 

of the four-Sear truce, the Council in Bordeaux wrote to 

Louis de Sancerre, the 1-rencn cons%aote anu 

conservator-general, that it had still not been officialIq 

noýified of the new truce bg Richard. Neverthelessl it had 

required the English captains on the frontier to observe 

it and asked for a similar undertaking in regard to the 

French captains (2-). Meanwhile, Richard had finalIq 

gielded to French pressure and ordered the proclamation of 

the truce in the Duchq on 30 August, exactIq a month 

before it was due to take effect (3). 

The Anglo-French settlement of 1396 to 1397 recognised the 

failure of the attempts that had been made to achieve 

peace in the last twentg gearsbg postponing the problem 

for another thirtg. The militarg weakness of the 

Plantagenets, in the 1390s made it imperative for them to 

gain a few gears' cessation of hostilities in order to 

recuperate; and therefore theq were. prepared to accept the 

inclusion of the French allies in the truces of these 

gears as the price that had to be paid. In 13959 King 

Richard considered it essential that his claim to the 

French throne should be retained so that it could be 

exploited when the truce expired. Whilst he envisaged 

(I)A. N. J. 644 no. 23; copies at B. N. n. a. f. 7005 and 
13od. Lib. Carte ms. 112 ff. 156-158v. 

(L) Fowler - "Truces" 189, citin! 3 Archives 
De'partementales de "Hgrault Al f. 241-241v. 

(3) Feedera viii 43. 
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extending the truce for five gears, the French government 

wanted a longer arrangement, guaranteed bg a d9nastic 

marriage and the personal meeting of the two sovereigns. 

The English would then be left with the rump of Ougenneg 

stripped of the 2a"tis s9stem bg which theg exploited 

France, probablq in perpetuitg. Richard extracted as much 

as he could from the negotiations, without in ang wag 

impairing his title to the French crown and the quarrel 

that he derived from it. His de facto possession of both 

the rogal title and absolute sovereigntg over English 

Ougenne was assured for a generation, the present position 

immobilised in an armed peace. He acquired a marriage 

alliance with the leading rogal familq in Europe and 

gained the prestige of meeting its head as an equal. More 

tangiblg, the Valois paid him enormous sums to bug the 

long truce and the restoration of Brest, about three 

quarters of a million francs in cash and jewels, with 

another 300,000 still owed at his deposition. Richard 

gained the maximum possible advantage from the agreements 

to which he had sworn bg hastening the French into 

fulfilling their obligations, then not discharging, or 

delaging the performance of his own. B9 1398 his chief 

interest in maintaining the truce was pecuniarg and it was 

no longer regarded as the prelude to a final peace. 

The followirg gear, Richard's deposition bg Henrq of 

Bolingbroke threw the whole settlement into doubt. 
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Returning from exile in France, and recentIq allied to 

Louis of OrIgans (1), Henrq probabIq expected the Valois 

to sanction his usurpation. He quicklq attempted to 

resume a peaceful relationship with France, ordering the 

ratification of Richard's letters confirming privileges to 

French merchants (Z ). issuing a safe-conduct for French 

ambassadors to come to England (3 Y, and sending Walter 

Skirlaw and Thomas Percq as his own ambassadors to France, 

empowered to arrange a confirmation of the truce and make 

further agreements about mutual aid (4. ). However, the 

French government reacted adverselU to news of the changes 

in England. The resumption of watch and ward was ordered 

along the Norman coast and south of the Loire, garrisons 

were strengthened in Boulogne and Picardq, the river Somme 

was closed at Abbeville to prevent grain exports to 

England and a naval expedition was prepared at Harfleur 

(SIThe request of Skirlaw and PercU for a safe-conduct was 

ignored and their herald arrested. Their report, sent to 

the Great Council earlq in Februarg 1400, led it to 

consider that war was more likelg with France than a new 
(1) Choi 1 157-159. 

(7. ) E. 28/7 no. 17,15 Nov. 1399. 

(3 ) Foeder viii 98. The Religieux of St. Denis gives an 
account of this embass9 to England, St. Denus 11 730-732. 
W9lie believed this referred to the mission of Oct. 1400, 
HenrLj TV 1 154. Henrq wrote to Charles 2 Nov. 1399, 
promising to send envogs to replq to the approach he had 
received from this embassq, E. 28/26 no-4. 

(41) Foedera viii 109. 

(1) Contamine - Guerre Ifftrat et Socie't& 231; Choix 1 154; 
W9lie - Henru IV i 121; S. P. Pistono -"Henrg IV and Charles 
VI: The Confirmation of the Twentg-Eight Year Truce" 
JyOurnal of MpHieval Histcry 111 (1977) 353,361. 
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truce, or a confirmation of the 1396 truce. Their 

messenger William Farqn9don related their unfavourable 

reception bq the French authorities and the French 

attempts to s. ubvert the English position in Gugenne. 

This, coupled with news of extensive Scottish raids across 

the Borders prompted the Council to make emergencq 
e 

arrangements for the raising of men and moneq (1). 

But the immediate danger had alreadq passed. With the 

collapse of the revolt of the earls and the death of King 

Richard at Pontefractl which seems to have been more 

certainIq known at Paris than at Westminster (2. ). French 

plans to intervene in England ceased. Now that Henr! jls 

position was firmlq established and his rival deads there 

was some doubt as to the legitimacq of such an 

intervention. Charles could no longer fight on behalf of 

his son-in-law whilst preserving the truce that had been 

made between them; that truce now concerned his assign or 

successor whoever it might rightfulIq be. Contact was 

made with Skirlaw and Percq at Calais (3). and the French 

Council found it impossible to deng their assertion that 

the truce should not be broken because it had been made 

(I ) Foedera viii. 125-1271 B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii 
f. 1259 the credence of the English ambassadors at Calais 
to William Farqngdon. It is now damaged and verg faded 
(readable onlq under ultra-violet light), and does not 
seem to have been noted before. The herald was probablq 
Lancaster. 

(2. ) See the doubts of the Council in Feb., P. EC. i 107, 
111-112; and Walsingham's assertion that he starved 
himself to death on 14 Feb., Hist. Ann, ii 243. 

(3) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 125. 
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between the two kingdoms and their subjects and the allies 

of both sides, not the persons of Charles and Richard. 

Also a clause in the truce forbade the re-opening of 

hostilities during its term, no matter what events took 

place on either side (1). Accordinglq a confirmation of 

Charles' adherence to the twentg-eight gear truce was 

drawn up on 29 Januarg (2). On the same dag an embassg was 

sent to meet with the English envogs in Picardg, 

instructed to excuse the delaq in the negotiations on the 

grounds that Charles and the other Valois lords had been 

absent from Pat-is. The French ambassadors were empowered 

to affirm Charles' intention to keep the truce and to draw 

up letters in their own names promising this (3). The 

French government was onl9 prepared to give ground to the 

English on this question as slowl9 as possiblev whilst 

ensuring that negotiations continued, so making the truce 

effective whether officialIq confirmed or not. Three 

weeks later it instructed its envogs to press for the 

longest possible adjournment on the pretext that Charles 

needed to consult the assemblq of his great council, as 

English kings were accustomed to seek the advice of 

Parliament. Theq were to endeavour to satisfq the 

Englishl first bg hinting that the French meant to keep 

the truce, then bg stating it openl9 and delivering their 

own letters expressing this. Finallq theg could hand over 

(1) Choix 1 189-190. For this clause see pa! 3e 169 above 
and Cosneau - Grands Trait4s 91. 

(2. ) Foedera viii 124; A. N. J. 644 nos. 24 and 24(4). 

(3) A. N. J. 644 nos. 24(2), 27931. 
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Charles' confirmation of the truce, and request equivalent 

letters in Henrg's name (1). The matter was discussed in 

several sessions of talks at Leulinghen in Februarg and 

March (I ). 
ý 

At the last of these meetings, the English 

ambassadors were equipped with powers to demand the oaths 

of Charles and his principle lords and officers to observe 

the truce, and notarial letters witnessing these oaths 

W-This aggressive approach extracted Charles'confirmation 

of 29 Januarg from the French envogs, without the 

surrender of equivalent letters of Henrq. Further talks 

were postponed until June (ý-). The En! 31ish embassq 

returned to Leulinghen with Henrq's confirmation dated 18 

Maq, its wording copied from Charles' lettersq with 

another variant version (S). It was commissioned to agree 

a truce confirmation with the French, but no longer to 

demand oaths (6). The French embassq also carried powers 

(1) A. N. J. 644 nos. 31(4), 34. 

(1) Foedera viii 129; A. N. J. 644 nos. 28,28(2)9 28(3), 
28(4)9 30. It seems a local truce was declared to cover 
the meetings until the confirmation of the main truce was 
complete, St. Denqs ii 744-746. 

(3) Foeder viii 132; EM 1 119-120. 

(4. ) Another copq of the confirmation was drawn up on 4 
March for deliverg to the French delegation, A. N. J. 644 
no. 24(5). On 18 March it was instructed to show the 
letters to Skirlawq despite the rumoured execution of 
Percq in London, A. N. J. 919 nos. 4 and 4(2). It probablq 
did so when it met the English on 19 March, A. N. J. 644 
nos. 28(2) and 28(4). 

(C ) Foedera viii 142. Copies at A. N. J. 645 nos. 3 and 
59 and J. 919 no. l. 

(6) C. 76/84 mm. 4 and 6, - A. N. J. 645 no. 4; Choix i 
167-171. 
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to discuss the truce (1), and a further copq of Charles' 

confirmation dated 31 Mag (1). It was instructed to hand 

over this new copq if the English required it and to 

demand Henrg's confirmation in return (3 ). The two 

documents were exchanged and the recognition of the 

twentg-eight gear truce was complete. During the course 

of the summer, Henrg issued orders that the truce was to 

be observed at sea towards the French and their allies, 

except the Scots and the Frieslanders, who were 

continuallq quiltg of violations (4. ). Though the Valois 

regarded him as a usurper, theg had no alternative monarch 

to regard as legitimate since Richard's demise. Henrg had 

won a diplomatic victorg bg inducing them to hand over 

their letters of confirmation first. 

However, he failed in his attempt to strengthen further 

the 1396 settlement and the legitimacq of his r6gime bg 

marriage alliances with the Valois. In November 1399 

Skirlaw and Percq were commissioned to negotiate marriages 

between the children of Henrq and those of Charles and his 

uncles (S). Henrq was perhaps considering some extension 

of his arrangement with Louis of Orleans or even a French 

(I ) Cholm 1 171-173, another copq at B. N. n. a. f. 7007 
f. 71-7tv. 

(2. ) E. 30/339A. 

(3) A. N. J. 644 no. 33. Copies at B. N. n. a. f. 7007 f. 61; 
D. L. Add. MS. 11298 ff. 5v-6v. 

(4. ) CCR 1399-1402 134-135,169; C. P. R. 1399-1401 2719 
350,352. 

(S) Foedera viii 108. 
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marriage for himself ( 1). The English envogs received 

similar powers in Februarg and Mag (Z ). B9 now the 

princess Isabelle was widowed and the Council hoped to 

avoid returning her, to her father with her jewels and 

dowrq bq marrging her to Henrq of Monmouth (3 ). But the 

French government refused to respond to ang suggOlstion of 

marriages (4). When it was finallq decided to send an 

envog to Isabelle in October 1400, he was instructed to 

forbid her, on her parents' behalfq to enter ang agreement 

to marrq again in England which might impede her return to 

France. Several attempts had been made to persuade her to 

this (G). Thenceforward Henrq had to trq to maintain the 

twentg-eight gear truce without the support of the 

d9nastic marriage that was the other main component of the 

1396 settlement. 

After the English had gained confirmation of the truce, 

the French dominated the negotiations with their demands 

for Isabelle's return under the terms agreed in 1396 (4 ). 

Theq alleged to the king of Scotland that this was the 

(1) Pistono - "Confirmation" 35919, Wilson - Ancilo-Erenc-b 
Pelations 46-47. 

z Foedera viii 128-1,1,9; Choix i 167-171; A. N. J 645 
no. 41 C. 76/84 mm. 4 and 6. 

(3) EEC 1 118; Pistono "Confirmation" 362. 

(4) A. N. J. 644 nos. 33 and 34. 

(S) Choi 1 194-195; Frolssocl xvi 370; Wqlie, - HenrtA-l 
iv 261. 

(W See pa! 3e 104 above. 

21 9 



onl9 reason theq had for meeting Henrgls representatives 

at all (I ). From the first meeting onwards, the French 

ambassadors requested the princess's return, at first in 

general terms and then insisting on September or October, 

or bg I November at the latest M. In Jul9s a copq of the 

obýigation of the eight English lords to return her, after 
Richard's death was drawn up to support the French case 
(3). At the suggestion of the English sides a decision was 

made to send envogs to England to pursue the matter (4). 

In Septemberg Jean Hangest and Pierre Blanchet were 

charged to visit Isabelle personallg and to discover how 

she was being treated, and also to make demands for her 

return directlg to Henr9s his Council and the other lords 

named in the obligation, still insisting on the term of I 

November (9 ). This proved futile and in Spring 1401 the 

French ambassadors were still being ordered to request 

Isabelle's restoration urgentl9l with 24 June now regarded 

as the most convenient date (4). In response to these 

repeated solicitations, Henrq promised, prevaricated and 

delaged. Unable to repag the 200,000 francs of Isabelle's 

(1) Chotx 1 189. 

(2. ) Choix 1 171-1729 1831 A. N. J. 644 nos. 319 31(4)? 
33,34. 

(3) B. N. Francais 15968 ff. 49-56. 

(4. ) Choi 1 190,196. A safe-conduct was issued for 
Hangest and Blanchet at Westminster 19 Sept. 14009 C-76/84 
m. 1. Their mission did not therefore take the English bg 
surprises as Wilson - Anqlo-French Pelatlons 85. 

(6) Choix 1 185-186,193-197; W9lie - Henr4 IV iv 263. 

(L) A. N. J. 645 nos. 192913. 
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dowrg or to persuade the French to agree to her marriage 

to his son, he sought to sell her back to them for the 

highest price of diplomatic advantage he could extract. 

In Mag 1400 he-reluctantlg empowered his envogs to replq 

to the French requests for her return (1). Theq required 

their French counterparts to show them the original of the 

English lords' obligation (Z), and as a result, offered 

that Isabelle should go back to France the following 

Februarg (3). When the French demanded it should be before 

November, theq were evasive, proposing that French 

representatives should come to England (4). Henrq probablq 

hoped that transferring the negotiations to England would 

lead to recognition of his position as king bg the Valois. 

In October, the tranportation of Isabelle to Calais was 

regarded as imminent, but at the end of the month Henrq 

told HangeGt that the 2009000 francs would not be returned 

with her; she could go one month after a suitable form of 

quittance had been agreed (6). The following spring he was 

tr9ing to draw the French into discussions of truce 

violations at the meeting arranged to discuss Isabelle's 

return (ý& ). But the French could not be duped into 

recognising Henr91s title or surrendering their claim to 

(1) C. 76/84 m. 4, printed Choi i 167-171. 

(2. ) AM. J. 645 no. S. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 9. 

(4. ) Choix J 185,196. 

(5) Foedera viii-162.; A. N. J. 645 no. 1; W9lie - Henrm I 
iv 259-260,263-264; Wilson - Anglo-French Relation 86, 
89. 

M Foedera viii 186-187. 
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the dowr! j repagment. Theq adamantlq refused ang 

discussion of the maintenance of the truce until Isabelle 

was restored to France (1). When Hangest and Blanchet came 

to Englandl theg cancelled a meeting that had been 

arranged in Picardq, in order to give effect to this 

condition (2. ). Finallq it was agreed bg indenture that 

Isabelle should return in Julq 1401 and that four dags 

later, envogs from both sides would meet at Leulinghen to 

discuss infractions of the truce and the reduction of 

P-111a (3 ). B9 their, consistent and determined stand, the 

French diplomats forced Henrq to sell Isabelle for no more 

that this minor conference When she was handed over at 

Leulinghen on 31 Julq, he lost the hostage which 

guaranteed that the French government would continue the 

truce. French Polic9 towards England was now 

unrestricted. 

In composing the quittance for Isabelle's returng the 

French were careful not to refer to Henrq as Richard's 

successor, or name him as king of England (it. ). But the 

English ambassadors at Calais tricked Isabelle into 

(1) A. N. J. 645 nos. 1 and 13. 

(1) E. 28/9, letter from the English envogs Walter 
Skirlawq William Heron and Richard Holm at Canterburg, 
Thursdag 14 Oct. 1400, to the councillors in London about 
their meetings with Hangest and Blanchet. c. f. the French 
instructions, Choix 1 195-196. 

(3) foedera viii, 194-195. 

(4. ) A. N. J. 645 no. 1 instructions for negotiating the 
matter of the quittance. 
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sealing a quittance in which she named Henry as "nostri 

mariti successor" (I ). When she was in French hands, a 

protestation was issued An her name denouncing this 

admission, stating that it was given under, the threat of 

violence and a return to England M. The Valois were not 

prepared to accept the legitimacy of the title of the man 

they regarded as Richard's murderer, considering that the 

rightful succession belonged to the descendants of Lionel 

of Clarence, though there was some confusion as to who 

these were (3). This created problems in negotiating with 

Henry. Charles could not give an audience to Skirlaw and 

Percy in December 1399, since to receive their 

credentialsq issued in Henry's name as king, would be to 

give tacit recognition to the title he had usurped ('*). 

A similar problem arose over the safe-conducts requested 

for English envoys to go to Paris to witness Isabelle's 

oath confirming her quittance when she reached the age of 

majorityg as had been agreed in the indenture of May 1401 

(5 ). English ambassadors were not able to visit Paris 

again until September 1407 (4). In their efforts to avoid 

(1) Foedera viii 217-218. 

(Z) A. N. J. 656 ff. 94-95v. 

(3 See the memorandum of 1414 in J. H. Wylie - 
"Memorandum concerning a proposed marriage between Henry V 
and Catherine of France in 1414" EHR xxix (1914) 322-323. 

(A. ) Choix i 188. His letter to Skirlaw and Percy was 
insistent that negotiations should be held in Picardyq as 
they reported to the English Council, B. L. Cotton MS. 
Caligula Diii f. 125. 

(5) A. N. J. 645 nos. 1 and 20. c. f. Foedera viii 195. 

(L B. N. Francais n. a. f. 7623 ff. 205-208. French envoys 
went to Gloucester in Dec., see page III above. 
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calling Henry king, the French government at first 

referred to the duke of Lancaster, "le seigneur qui vous a 

envoiez ou vostre seigneur", "messaqes envoiez de la 

partie d'Engleýterre"j the person who calls himself king of 

England and similar formulae M. Its representatives were 

instructed to resist pressure to show commissions in which 
e, 

he was called "son cousin d'Engleterre" (2. ). When he was 

sent to* England, Hangest carried powers and credentials 

using this term, but refused to show them to Henry, 

greeting him in his own name instead of on Charles' behalf 

(3 ). From spring 1401, however, Charles normally referred 

to Henry as his cousin (4). In 1399 Henry called Charles 

cousin (5), but after the rebuff of Skirlaw and Percy, he 

issued two"sets of powers to his envoys, one referring to 

his Adversary of France and the other to the ambassadors, 

proctors and nuncii for the French party (6). But once 

negotiations were established, he reverted to describing 

-him-as his Cousin of France (7). In 1406 he again became 

Adversary of France (8). The conflict was now symmetrical: 

(1) Choix i 171,193; B. L. Add. Ch. 1397; A. N. J. 644 nos. 31 and 33. 

(Z) A. N. J. 644 nos.. -233 and 34. 

(3) Qho iL., i i85-187; Wylie Henrq IV iv 262. 

(11. ) A. N. J. 645 nos. 2,149 16,29,309 31,329 38,409 
46. 

(5) Foeder viii 98,108-109; E. 28/26 no. 4. 

M F-r-eder viii 128-129. 

(7 Foedera Viii 1429-143., 186ý 188; C. 76/84 mm. 4 and 
. 6; C. 76/85 m. 5; C. 76/86 mm. 2 and 11; E. 28/18 no. 46. 

(8) Foeder viii 434; C. 76/89 m. 4; C. 76/90 m. 6. In 1407 
he was once'. called king of France, A. N. J. 646 no. l. 
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each protagonist regarded the other as a usurper. 

Despite the French government's attitude to Henry's royal 

title, it coul. d. not legally break the truce with England, 

nor did it intend to do so, as the French envoys were 

instructed to reiterate in November 1401 (1 Therefore 

it tried to do the maximum possible harm to Henry by 

methods outside the legal scope of the truce: by 

encouraging rebels and third parties to fight against him 

in their own names., with French forces intervening only 

indirectly and unofficially. It was hoped that an 

anti-Lancastrian revolt would solve the French dilemma of 

continuing a contract with an unrecognised party (Z). 

French agents evinced no great willingness to enforce the 

provisions of the truce and so punish those fighting a 

covert war on France's behalf (3 ). In fact France was 

unprepared to resume full-scale war because of financial 

problems and the uncertainty of a divided political 

leadership. The Valois were anxious that Henry should not 

precipitate a ruinous conflict by renouncing the truce on 

his side. It was therefore necessary to continue 

negotiations with the English for as long as possible, 

preserving the truce by repeatedly discussing it, in 

contrast to the aggressive stance towards Henry himself. 

(1) Choix i 217. 

(I See A. N. J. 645 no. 20. The extent of the 
Anglo-French conflict during the truce will be considered 
in the next chapter. 

(3) C. J. Ford "Piracy or Policy: The Crisis in the 
Channel 1400-1403" TRHS 5th Series xxix (1979) 67,70,76. 
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French embassies were often instructed to seek the longest 

possible 'interval when arranging the next successive 

meeting (I ), and their English opposites were well aware 

of their delaying tactics M. Above all. they were not to 

allow the sequence of negotiations to be broken. 

91 
Henrq was not in a position to recommence an official war 

either. The circumstances of his acquisition of the 

throne placed him in constant danger of domestic 

rebellion; campaigns in Scotland and Wales were a drain on 

his insufficient financial resources; and in the Duchq of 

Gugenne securit! j was precarious, and fidelit! j doubtful. 

But he was compelled to respond to aggressive French 

action wherever it occurred and so the English were no 

more inclined than the French to punish truce violations 

on -their side. At the same time, Henrq was as eager as 

the Valois to maintain the existence of the truce bg a 

continuing series of negotiations, and the main purport of 

the instructions he issued to his envogs in November 1401 

was to prevent the French terminating them (3 ). The 

Council had decided to refrain from war as long as the 

French gave undertakings to keep the truce alive (4%). 

Several times the English ambassadors accused the French 

side of intending to kill it (5), and in June 1403 Henrq 

(I ) A. N. J. 644 no. 31(4); J. 645 nos. 439 47 and 51; 
Choix i 219-220. 

(1) Foedera viii 231; A. N. J. 919 no. 13. 

(3) Foedern viii 231-232. 

(4) PPQ i 143-1449 1765 178. 

(S) A. N. J. 919 nos. 11 and 15; B. L. Add. Ch. 12505. 
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threatened to suspend all further talks until he was given 

assurances bg the French government that it had not 

authorised the provocations of Louis of Orleans. But all 

his envogs could obtain was another statement that the 

French had never broken the truce and did not intend to do 

so (1). Henrq wanted the French to commit themselves 
e 

further bg proclaiming the truce anew and repeatedly 

commissioned his ambassadors to arrange this (1)., At first 

theq refused, claiming that the original publication in 

France and Charles' letter of confirmation should suffice 

to indicate their intention (3). However theq were more 

amenable after Isabelle's return and their envoys were 

authorised to accede to the English requests, if it proved 

necessarg (4-). The conferences meeting at Leulinghen in 

August 1402 and August 1403 agreed there should be a new 

proclamation bg both sides, but this doesnot seem to have 

been acted upon ( S). Henry also wanted the French to 

participate in Cciýýcords supplementary to the truce and 

accordinglq empowered his ambassadors to make additions to 

it U0. Initiallq the French government would not discuss 

thisq citing its obligations to consult, its allies (7). It 

(1) Foeder viii 310-3111 A. N. J. 645 no. 43. 

(1) Foedera viii 187,2249 301; C. 76/84 m. 4; C. 76/86 
m-2; A. N. J. 64 5 no. 9. 

(3) Choix i 184; A. N. J. 644 no. 33. 

(4) Choix i 217; Foedera viii 317; A. N. J. 645 no. 31. 

(S) Foeder viii 275-276. 

(16) PPC i 241; Foedera viii 187,224,301; C. 76/84 m. 4. 

(7) Choix i 191; A. N. J. 644 no. 33. 
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was reluctant to draw up any new contracts with Henry, as 

this would imply some recognition of his royal title by 

accepting his person as the representative of the kingdom 

of England. Henry hoped these additional agreements would 

achieve precisely this end, besides limiting the latitude 

of, French aggression (1). - 

Henry's Council had discussed the maintenance of the truce 

in Guyenne in the first year of his reign (Z )q and just 

before the two sides met at Leulinghen to effect 

Isabelle's restoration, he appointed his two admirals as 

conservators of the truce at sea, commissioned to deal 

with infractions on both sides (3). His ambassadors met the 

French again at Leulinghen on 3 August 1401, four dags 

after the surrender of Isabelle as arranged, and persuaded 

them to agree to an indenture containing measures in 

support of the truce (4-). The consideration of truce 

infractions was to be divided into three areas: the 

admirals were to go to Calais and Boulogne on 11 November 

to arrange a meeting on the frontier to settle violations 

at sea; similarly English and French commissioners were to 

be at Bordeaux and St. Jean d'Ange-ly for infractions in 

Guyenne and the reduction of p9tis and other commissioners 

Sce B. L. Add. Ch. 1397, where the lieutenant of Calais 
complains the Burgundian chancellor has renel-,,, 'gued on an 
earlier recognition of Henry's title, in favour of the 
formula, "He who calls himself king of England", 

_ 
2, 

_, 
Oct. 

1403. 

(Z) E. 28/7 no. 73. 

(3 ) Foedera viii 152 (which should be dated 19 July 
1401) 213-214. 

(4. ) Foedera viii 219-220 and A. N. J. 645 no. 24. 
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also at Calais andBoulogne for infringements in Normandy 

and Picardy. This recalls the arrangements made to 

enforce the truce at Bruges in 1376 M. The indenture 

repeated exactly the clause in the truce which prohibited 

the acquisition of castles, towns and fortresses by one 

sicl. e from the other (1), and revoked all current letters 

of marque and reprisal in accordance with its terms. 

Ships and merchandise that had been captured or arrested 

since the truce began, were to be returned to their 

ownersi and in cases where the captured goods had 

disappeared, compensation was to be awarded by the 

arbitration of the admirals or conservators. Aggrieved 

parties could undertake journeys to recover their goods 

without obtaining a safe-conduct and the conservators were 

obliged to ensure the restitution of what they sought. 

Proclamations were to be made on both sides that merchants 

could trade in the areas covered by the truce without the 

need for new safe-conducts. These measures added little 

to the 1396 truce except an agreement for further 

meetings, but amplified and clarified its most topical 

terms. They were sufficient to achieve the English 

objective of committing the French to its continued 

existence. The indenture was subject to the approval of 

both principal lords, to be notified to the opposite side 

in Picardy by 29 September. Henry published the agreement 

on 12 September (3), and a few days later appointed panels 

(1) Bruqes no. XLV. 

W c. f. Cosneau Grands Trait6s 88. 

(3) C. 76/85 m. 1. 
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of conservators for Gugenne, and Picardq and Normandy and 

reappointed the admirals to keep the truce at sea (1). The 

French government agreed to the three meetings (2. ), but 

its response, to the other clauses was more equivocal. 

French envoys were instructed to point out that both the 

clause prohibiting the acquisition of fortresses and the 

freedom of merchants to trade without safe-conducts were 

covered in the truce. Since Charles accepted that this 

truce was in force, there was no need of an additional 

declaration. The clauses against letters of marque and 

providing for the restoration of captured goods were 

accepted, provided the English took steps to prevent their 

countrymen violating the truce and repaired the breaches 

they had committed so far (3). 

Just over a year later on 14 August, English and French 

ambassadors signed and sealed a further indenture at 

Leulinghen (40. The undeclared war at sea betwPen English 

and French privateers had meanwhile come to dominate the 

tension between the two kingdoms. The agreement reflected 

the desire. of both sides to limit its extent by continued 

adher ence to the truce, to prevent its escalation into a 

full-scale conflict. The indenture opened by stating that 

the truce should continue in force despite the many 

violations recently committed on both sides. it 

(1) Foedera viii 223-224; E. 28/9. 

M) E. 28/9 unnumbered. 

(3) Choix i 215-220. 

(4) Foedera viii 274-276. 
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reiterated the agreement of August 1401 in declaring that 

new safe-conducts were unnecessarg for, injured parties 

travelling to obtain restitution of their captured goods 

and for merchants to trade goods, though these were to be 

granted without problem if theq were asked for; and the 

injunction against letters of marque and reprisal was 
e, 

repeated still more forceful1q. In addition, prisoners 

taken on both sides were to be freed without the pagment 

of ransoms or any other sums resulting from their 

captivity. Pirates and those banished from either kingdom 

were not to be harboured in the sea-ports of either side, 

but were to be at-rested and punished as-stipulated in the 

truce. They should be compelled to restore captured ships 

and merchandise to their victims. Cases of violations 

which had not been settled bg the ambassadors, were 

referred to the conservators, if committed bg land, and 

the admirals if bg sea (and the warden of the Cinq Ports 

when his area of jurisdiction was involved), for 

investigation and action (I ). Anythin! 3 they could not 

settle was to return again to the ambassadors at 

Leulinghen on the following 1 May for final judgement. It 

was also agreed that the truce should be published again 

in both kingdoms so that trade could be securely 

re-established. All the articles of the indenture were 

subject to the written ratification of the two kings to be 

exchanged on the frontier of Picardq bg 29 September. 

According1 g, French envogs were sent back to Leulinghen in 

1) This measure was suggested in the French 
instructions, A. N. J. 645 no. 20. 
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September empowered and instructed to notify the English 

of Charles' acceptance of the agreement and to publish it 

in the neighbouring ports, provided that the English did 

likewise M., Henry did not send his envoys to Leulinghen 

at this time, but signified his assent by their letters. 

As the French seem to have anticiFateds he delayed the 

publication of the indenture in an attempt to dissuade 

them from their threats and aggressive acts. An order for 

its publication in the Calais march was finally issued on 

18 October, to be obeyed within four days of its receipt 

(2-)-A month later, Henry appointed the captains of Calaisq 

Gu"Tnes and Hammes or their lieutenants as conservators of 

the truce in Artois, Picardy, Flanders and the Calais 

march, empowered to amend violations of the truce (3). 'At 

this time his ambassadors pressed the French to order 

their conservators to meet their English counterparts to 

settle infractions when requested, as required by the 

terms of the truce (it). In February 1403, orders were 

issued in England for the arrest of banished pirates in 

accordance with the terms of the new indenture (5). 

Offenders from England, Brittany, Normandy, Picardy and 

Flanders were specified. Henry therefore recognised that 

(1) C. 47/30/9 no. 1; A. N. J. 645 nos. 37 and 38. 

(7. ) Foedera viii 279-280; A. N. J. 645 nos. 55(2) and 55 
(copq at Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 113 ff. lllv-112v). 

(3) Foedera viii 282-283. 

(4) A. N. J. 645 no. 51. See pagel9Z above. 

(5) r-PR 1401-1405 201. 
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the provisions of the truce and the indenture covered the 

Flemish, as theq had requested theq should do (1). 

Nevertheless, a few months later the French envogs were 

instructed to complain that continuing English 

privateering ran counter to English obligations in the 

truce and the indenture of August 1402. Theq were to 
e, 

request a further, agreement which would ensure that 

breaches of the truce were repaired without evasion (2-). 

English and French embassies met for this purpose at 

Leulinghen in Maq and June 1403, but the English were 

unwilling to proceed to another accord until theq obtained 

assurances from the French about the actions of Louis of 

Orleans in regard to- the truce ( 3). Eventuallq the 

ambassadors signed and sealed an indenture on 27 June (14-). 

This repeated all the clauses of the August 1402 

agreement. It concluded with a protestation from both 

sides that none of its contents constituted a modification 

of the truce which would remain in force in its original 

form. Extra sentences in the clauses about the liberation 

of captured pirates and the banning of letters of marquer', 

and reprisal stressed their comprehension in the terms of 

(1) CCR 1399-140 547. 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 51. 

(3) Foedera viii *21-10-311; A. N. J. 645 no. 43. 

(4) Foeder viii 305-309. There are several copies at A. N. J. 645 no. 44; Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 113 f. 242. This was 
not an agreement to observe the t ruce until IM arch 1404, 
as Pistono, - Re j2udiation 201; St. Den-wr, 111 102-104; 
Ann. Ric. Sec. 372. 
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1396. A programme of future meetings was arranged. On I 

Septemberg by which date the indenture was to be published 

on both sides, prisoners held in England and France would 

be freed at Calais and Boulogne respectively. On 5 

September the conservators, admirals or other commissaries 

would meet at Leulinghen to assess the expenses owed by 
e, 

each prisoner to his captor for his maintenance and 

transportation. Apart from this, the prisoners were to be 

exempt from all further payments, even if they had started 

paying their ransoms. The conservators and admirals would 

deal with unsettled cases of infractions by 1 March 

following, on-which date those remaining would be referred_ 

back to the-ambassadors meeting at Leulinghen. Additional 

measures 'had been agreed however, to deal with the 

privateering war for once and for all. When Hangest and 

Sains brought the draft of the indenture before the French 

Council in Paris on" 10 July, they were instructed to 

object to two rigorous clauses which were subsequently 

removed. One stipulated that no ship should be armed by 

either party-without the licence of its principal lord and 

a certificate issued by its admiral, which the French 

complained would place intolerable restrictions on the 

trading ventures of Charles' subjects the Genoese, 

Flemings andý Bretons. The other compelled the admirals, 

conservators zind .. other judicial officers to pay 

compensation to injured parties. if a case of infraction 

had not been-settled within two months, whether the guilty 

party had been arrested or not. At the French request, 

substitute clauses required them simply to take an oath to 
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act quickly in response to any complaint and effect 

restitution of stolen goods; port officials, sworn to 

observe the contents of the indenture, would arrest any 

pirates who came into their ports with their vessels and 

prizes. These were to be kept in safe custody and an 

inventory compiled for the benefit of those who had been 
e, 

robbed. The French Council wanted the, sea made secure by 

the withdrawal of armed vessels to port. A clause was 

therefore inserted -into the indenture by which all armed 

ships were to be recalled to port by proclamation before 1 

September. However Hangest and Sains were instructed to 

maintain that any agreement additional to the truce and to 

the indenture of August 1402 was unnecessary (1). All the 

new clauses of the indenture in its final form were 

therefore the work of the French; it was evidently a 

compromise between the French need for a pacification of 

the sea and the English desire for a written agreement 

that compelled the conservators to operate the truce. On 

21 July before the indenture had been finally concluded% 

Henry ordered pirates and those under sentence of 

banishment from either kingdom to be arrested at Plymouth 

and Dartmouth, in accordance with its terms (2). Five days 

later, his ambassadors at Calais wrote to their French 

opposites requiring them to sign agreements on the 

following day (3). Accordingly on the 27th, the two sides 

Foedera viii 308-309; A. N. J. 645 no. 47. 

rpR 14ni-1405 283. 

(3) A. N. J. 919 no. 15. 
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signed two short agreements for commissions of both sides 

to meet -and prisoners to be exchanged at Leulinghen in 

September, as had been arranged in the main indenture (I). 

At the end oflAugust, several clauses of the indenture 

were included in a separate agreement between England and 

Flanders (1). Already the English were complaining that 

the Count of Saint Pol had obstructed the proclamation of 

the Anglo-French agreement at Boulogne (J). English and 

French commissioners did meet at Leulinghen in September, 

butý. postponed the liberation of prisoners until 20 

November, agreeing that their captors should be cited in 

writing to appear on that date 00. In March 1404, the 

French ambassadors accused their English opposites of not 

respecting the agreement they had signed (6 ). Meanwhile 

the lieutenant of Calais and the French lieutenant of 

Picardq and West Flanders had agreed an additional 

security for fishermen of both sides in the Channel during 

the herring season. Until 1 January in the quadrilateral 

formed by Southampton harbour, the mouth of the Seine, 

Gravelines harbour and the Isle of Thanet, they could fish 

without disturbance and should be received peacefully in 

(1) Foedera viii 309 and 310, signed by the French; A. N. 
J. 919 nos. 16 and 17, and B. L. Add. Ch. 12499, signed by 

the English. 

(Z) Foedera viii 327-328; E. Varenbergh - Histoire des 
Relations Diplomatisjues entre le 

-romt& 
de Flandre et 

I'Angleterre au mnt4en a_ae(Brussels 1874) 544. 

(3) A. N. J. 919 no. 11. 

(4) Foedera viii-330-331; A. N. J-919 no. 20; J. 645 nos. 
49949(2), 50. 

(9) B. L. Add. Ch. 12507. 

236 



ports of the other side, if pirates or weather drove them 

there. The lieutenant of Calais sent the draft agreement 

to the Council on 10 October 1403 (1), and it was then 

forwarded to Henrq at Bristol. He replied on the 21st, 

assenting to it (Z), and the securitq was issued under 

the, Great Seal on the 26th (3). At the end, of the year, 

Henrq was prepared to extend it (4. ). In September 1404, a 

similar seasonal securitq was concluded, its area of 

coverage extended eastward to a line between Scarborough 

and the eastern frontier of Flanders (S). 

The effect of this series of agreements supplementarg to 

the 1396 truce was to alter its centre of gravity from 

Ougenne, for whose frontier its terms had originally been 

created, to Picardy and the Channel, where friction 

between English and French subjects was causing the most 

disquiet for their governments, After -the process, of 

settling 'truce infractions was decentralised in 1401, no 

new provision was made for-the more remote problems of the 

Duchy. During the discussion of these supplementary 

agreements and as a result of them, there was a continuous 

(I B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div f. 25 (badly damaged by 
fire). 

(2. ) Cal. Sic; net no. 163. 

(3 
* 
Foedera viii 336-337. A similar exchange of 

securities was contemplated by the French in Oct. 1385, 
G. le Sueur - ATiti9uitez de Bouloqne-sur-Mer, 

-Mgmoires 
d 

la Sori6ta 
-Academique 

de I'Brrondissement dg 
Bnulr%c3ne-sur-Mer ix (1879) 194. 

(4) Letters of Henrq IV i 188-190. 

(5) C. 76/87 m. 2. 
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series of Anglo-French meetings with the ostensible aim of 

repairing breaches of the truce. English and French 

commissioners assembled and exchanged lists of infractions 

alleged to have been committed by the other side, and each 

case was then considered (1). In the first two years of 

Heriry's reign, his commissions to his ambassadors to 

discuss truce violations laid emphasis on those 

perpetrated in Guyenne ( 1). The French embassy for the 

conference of June 1400 was empowered and instructed to 

discuss infractions (3), and it appears that they raised 

at least one case of English piracy which had been 

committed against the vice-admiral of France (4). 

Thereafter, the French ambassadors refused to talk about 

truce violations and would not receive the list the 

English had drawn up, until the return of princess 

Isabelle had been finalised (9). The agreement of August 

1401 resulted, and in accordance with its terms, Henry 

empanelled commissioners for the three meetings in Picardy 

and Guyenne (6), and ordeted injured parties on the English 

side to attend them (7 By default of the French 

(1) See Keen - Laws of _War 
215-217, for a discussion of 

meetings of this type. 

(7-) C. 76/84 m. 4; Foedera viii 187. 

(3) Choix i 172; A. N. J. 644 no. 33. 

(4. ) A. N. J. 919 no. 2. 

(5) Foedera viii 194-195; A. N. J. 645 nos. 13 and 15M. 

(11) Foedera viii 223-225,229-230; PEC i 176; E. 28/9 
unnumbered (damaged letter to John Doreward 13 Oct. ); 
E. 28/11 (two damaged letters to Hugh Lutterellq 26 Oct. ); 
C. 76/86 m. 12. 

(7) Foedera viii 229. 
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government, the meetings were all postponed until 30 

November, which aroused English suspicions of its 

intention to keep the truce (1). French commissioners were 

eventualIq sent to both Picardq and Ougenne with 

appropriate instructions'(Z). The meeting between Bordeaux 

an4 Saint Jean d'Anq&lq does not appear to have taken 

place, probabIq because of Gascon reluctance to reduce the 

eAtis. The northern meeting was'held at Leulinghen on 10 

December: lists of infractions at sea were exchanged and 

further consideration of them was postponed until 3 April 

1402 as had been specified in the English 

instructions (4). 

Another delay put this meeting back until- 15 July. 

English commissioners were empowered to go to P icardq to 

consider violations committed in Picardq, Normandy and the 

Channel (S). English subjects who had suffered from these 

were summoned to attend on this day, as was John Hawley of 

Dartmouth, a notorious English pirate (6). The French 

powers and instructions referred to all infractions of the 

Anglo-French truce and also to the need to moderate P9tis 

(1) Foeder viii 231; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div f. 20 
(letter from the French envoys at Paris to the English 
envoys at Calais, 18 Nov. 1401 damaged by fire). 

(2. ) Choi i 215-220. 

(3) PPC i 179-180; A. N. J. 645 nos. 18,19,36(l). 

(4. ) Foedera viii 231-232. 

(5) C. 76/86 m. 2. 

(6) Foedera viii 263-264; C-76/86 m. 1. 
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in Guyenne, where the French government stated that it was 

sending envoys for this reason (1 3. Lists of claimed 

violations at sea were exchanged and discussed when the 

two commissions met in August (I ), but clearly the 

principle of reprisal applied at the negotiating table as 

on,, -the high seas. The French would only agree to return 

ships they had captured if the English restored the 

prizes for which they had been taken in reprisal. By the 

agreement signed at this meeting, cases of infraction were 

the responsibility of the conservators and admirals until 

the following 1 May. The French envoys sent to confirm 

the agreement in September were instructed to bring the 

list of French complaints up to date (3). 

Henry empowered his commissioners late in the following 

April, but the meeting was again delayed by French 

procrastination, first until late in May, then until June 

1403 (4. ). English and French powers differed in the same 

way as in the previous year (5). The French commissioners 

were instructed to complain that the English admirals had 

(1) A. N. J. 645 nos. 20 and 31. 

(2) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Ov f-169(old foliation 162); 
Bod. Lib. Rawlinson MS. B. 120 f. 191v; A. N. J. 645 nos. 17, 
18,28,35,36(2); J. 1031A no. 1. See -p. 34,, r, below. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 38. 

(4 ) A. N. J. 1050 no. 4 (letter from the earl of Somerset 
to the French envoys 26 May); Loedera viii 302-303 
(summons for English aggrieved parties to attend at 
Leulinghen 22 May). Meanwhile the earl of Rutland, 
lieutenant of Aquitaine, sent his chancellor to the Sire 
de Pons to discuss truce violations in the Duchy, Vale - Enqlish Gasronu 180. 

(5) Foeder viii 300-301,317. 
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not acted against, truce-breakers when required, and that 

French merchants were therefore obliged to resort to 

reprisals to recover their losses at sea. B9 contrast, 

the Sire d'Angoudessant, conservator for Picardq, had 

performed his duties diligent1q. It was again stated that 

Frqnch envogs had been sent to Gugenne to attend to 

violations and reduce the p9tis there (1). When the talk 

were resumed in Julq, the French embassq was further 

empowered and instructed to introduce consideration of the 

latest English infractions, and lists of truce-breakers 

were again exchanged U). 

By the terms of the July indenture, as modified when the 

English and French commissioners met in September, 

prisoners would be freed at a meeting at Leulinghen on 20 

November and the next meeting would be on I March 1404 to 

discuss violations. Accordingly Henry issued powers for 

his commissioners for the first of these meetings (3), and 

those on the English side holding prisoners were cited to 

attend (4). The English delegation arrived on time and 

contacted the French ambassadors (5). However, they found 

that the French government had closed the roads around the 

A. N. J. 645 no. 51. 

A. N. J. 645 nos. 46,47 and 48; J. 919 no. 18. 

(3) A. N. J. 919 no. 20. 

(4. ) Foedera viii 337. 

(5) A. N. J. 919 nos. 20(2), 21. 
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Calais enclave and suspended trade between the two 

countries (I ). Over the next eighteen months, English 

diplomats maintained an almost constant presence at 

Calais, striving to bring the French to the negotiating 

table for the meetings to which they had agreed. One of 

theAr number, Nicholas de Rqsshetonq wrote a series of 

letters of increasing length and mounting inculpation to 

the French ambassadors, the French royal Council and the 

duke of Burgundy. Duke Philip, appointed regent during 

King Charles' illness, was seen as the predominant force 

in the French government. It was complained repeatedly 

that the French had failed to attend the arranged meetings 

of 20 November and 1 March and that they had therefore 

broken the oaths they had made in their lord's name and 

nullified the value of his and their own seals. The 

accused ambassadors made excuses but these were rejected. 

When they claimed that the inclusion of the earl of 

Somerset in the English commission raised a procedural 

difficulty, because no Count had been appointed in their 

sideq Ryssheton pointed out that the earl, as captain of 

Calais, was often named as an envoy but did not attend the 

meetings. When they claimed that English truce violations 

prevented useful meetings, Ryssheton and his colleagues 

countered that they had responded to the duke of Burgundy 

about breaches on their side, but had received no 

explanations for those committed by the French. Each 

letter pressed the French to state if they were willing to 

(1) Letters nf Henrýj IV i 429-431. 
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meet for the purposes agreed in the 1403 indenture and to 

specify a date (1). In February 1404, Henry empowered his 

commissioners to postpone the 1 March meeting for ti. e. io 

weeks (2. ), and this offer was made to the French 

ambassadors, without positive result 

(3 
C, 
). As late as November 1404, English ambassadors 

received powers according to the terms of the indenture of 

July 1403 and the meetings of 20 November and 1 March, 

dates which had long since passed (4). 

Amid the vacillations of policy caused in Paris by the 

rivalry of Philip of Burgundy with Louis of Orlt'--ans to 

direct the government in the early part- of 1404% a 

decision emerged before Philip's death to prosecute active 

war against Henry. An estimate of the cost to the French 

crown of aggressive war, in Picardy, Guyenne and at sea was 

drawn up, the total amounting to 1,212,500 francs (5). An 

order to raise an aide throughout Languedoc, Languedoil 

and the Dauphine" was drafted in the royal council at the 

end of January and published on 12 March. This was to 

cover the cost of the next campaigning season against 

"Henry of Lancaster", who had usurped -the throne of 

Letters of Henrt-4 TV i 170-174,214-225; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 12500 and 12507; A. N. J. 919 no. 23; J. 645 
no. 53. 

(2. ) C. 76/87 m. 7. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 12507. 

(4) Foedera viii. 377-379. 

(S) A. N. J. 1025 no. 131 undated. 
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England, and his supporters (1). The collection of the 

moneq was in train in Julq (Z). On-the fourteenth of this 

month, an alliance was signed in Paris between Charles and 

Owain 619ndk-kir-against "Henrq of Lancaster"q their mutual 

enemy (3). 'S. P. Pistono believes that these actions and the 

escalation of hostilities amounted to a declaration of war 

and the renunciation of the truce bq France, which 

technicallg ended when the French ambassadors failed to 

meet the English on the 1. March 1404 (1+). On the 9. March 

the French ambassadors accused the English of committing 

all acts -customarg to pure enemies in open war and doing 

damage worth 500,000 florins (5). Charles' order to levq 

the aide-acc4sed Henrq and his followers of public war and 

doubled the value of- the damage ((6). In September 

Rqssheton counter-charged the French with mang acts of war 

against the truce and the repudiation of continued 

neqotiation (7 These denuncations were an exchange of 

fire in the diplomatic skirmishes' which intensified in 

P. R. O. - 31/8/135 Section 49 from A. N. "Section 
Domaniale - Memoires de la chambre des Comptes 14925 
f. 172 

(2-) B. N. n. a. f. 3623 no.. ý109; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div 
ff. 69, and 70. 

(3) T. Matthews(ed. ) - Welsh Records in Paris(Carmarthen 
1910) 25-31. 

4. 
-) 

Pistono - Repudiatinn, Chapter VI, The French 
repudiation of the Twentg-Eight Year Truce, especiallq 
pp. 215-216,234--ý236., 

. (5) B. L. Add. Ch. 12507. 

(G) P. P. O.. 31/8/135 Section 4. 

. (7) A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
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proportion to the military campaigns. The commitment of 

Charles and his family to a personal vendetta against 

"Henry of Lancaster" was not equivalent to a public war 

between the kingdoms of France and England. The 

twenty-eight year truce had been made between the two 

kirýqdoms and remained in force (1). 

However, French intentions towards the truce were 

sufficientIq questionable for Henrq to send a special 

envog to France to challenge its government to decide 

between truce and war. Sir John Cheyne was commissioned on 

6 March to deliver to Charles, letters from Henrq himself 

and the temporal and spiritual lords and Commons of the 

kingdom of England, drawn up in Parliament on 25 Februarg, 

and to receive a repIq to them (2-). These letters 

complained again of the challenges of Louis of Orl9ans and 

Waleran of Saint-Pol and of warlike preparations to 

blockade Bordeaux. Theq exhorted Charles and the whole 

communitq of the kingdom of France with biblical quotation 

and threats of the Last Judgement to continue to observe 

the truce and send envogs to discuss violations. 

Otherwise England would be forceAinto war (3). This was a 

direct appeal from the representatives of the kingdom of 

England to the representatives of the kingdom of France to 

See pp. 2is-2.11,, 2,2.3-2-2.4above. 

(2. ) E. 28/18 no. 46. He received an advance payment of 
C100 on the same day, E. 28/18 no. 45. He received 
instructions on 25 April, EE_r- i 223; and left London 29 
April, E. 28/18 no. 44. 

(3) Foedera viii 348-350. 
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make a definite statement in support of the truce between 

them. It was designed to bypass the personal animosity of 

the Valois towards Henry and break the frustrating impasse 

reached by the commissioners at Calais. Henry regarded 

the mission as crucial: he orderd the captains of the 

Calais March to refrain from all hostilities which might 

jeopardise it during the two months Cheyne's journey was 

expected to take, except towards the Count of Saint-Pol 

(0-The French government avoided picking up the gauntlet 

thrown by Henry, by repeating the expedient of refusing to 

provide a safe-conduct for his envoy to go to Paris (Z). 

The Count of Saint-Pol threatened to take him prisoner if 

he could catch him (3). Cheyne was still at Calais on 6 

June, when he had a notarial copy made of the letters he 

carried (4-), which he was eventually able to hand over to 

the French ambassadors, Hangest and Boisratier. English 

diplomacy was now concentrated on obtaining a reply to 

these letters. English ambassadors for the next few 

months were empowered and instructed to demand a response 

(5), and Ryssheton insisted in his letters to the French 

Council and ambassadors (6)9 all to no avail. 

(1) E. 28/14 no. 904. 

(2) B. L. Add. Ch. 12500. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 12504. 

(4. ) Foedera viii 350-351. Cheyne reported back to the 
king at Leicester 28 July 1404. The Exchequer was ordered 
to account with him for his wages 12 Feb. 1405g E. 28/18 
nos. 43 and 44. 

(S) PPQ i 241; Foedera viii 368,377-379. 

(6) Letters of HeDrU__LY i 374-376; A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
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With the end of the campaigning season, French interest in 

negotiation revived. Correspondence between the two sets 

of ambassadors recommenced in September 1404 with a view 

to a meeting in November (I ). The English embassy 

received powers and instructions in mid-November. It was 

ordered to resume discussions to free prisoners and repair 

breaches of the truce from the point at which they had 

been left, and continue them until the following May. it 

was also to ask for a new supplementary agreement about 

the truce, since all previous methods of eliminating 

violations had broken down (Z). It was hoped that in making 

a new accord, the French would again be led into a 

statement Of the truce's continued existence. However, 

the scheme seems to have foundered in mutual 

recriminations about abortive attempts to meet (3 ). In 

spring 1405, the English government was again willing to 

resume negotiations about the truce but the 

ambassadors of both sides were overtaken by military 

(1) Letters of Henrq IV i 312,329-331; A. N. J. 645 
no. 53. Henrq had commissioned the lieutenant of Calais to 
make a local truce to cover the talks on 21 Julq, C. 76/87 
m. 4. This was due to expire on 1 Nov. 

(Z) Foedera viii 377-379; 
_PPC 

i 240-242 

(3 ) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div f. 78, letter from the 
French ambassadors to the English ambassadors. The date 
is uncertain but probably the end of Nov. 1404. 

(4-) E. 28/20 no. 30; E. 28/21 no. 22, letters from Henry and 
the Council to the ambassadors in Picardy, 17 April and 15 
May 1405. See also PPC i 255-256. 
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events before theq could assemble themselves in a 

conference (I ). Negotiations were taken up again in 

spring 1406. The English ambassadors received powers in 

March to modifq the existing truce and reform violations 

of it (Z). These powers were repeated in June 1407 (3 ). 

But on both these occasions and in October 1406, the 
e, 

embassies carried other powers to conclude completelq new 

truces and appoint conservators for them (4). 

The effective results of the agreements and conferences of 

Henry IV's early years were negligible in their declared 

intentions of suppressing violence between the English and 

the French. However, each successive indenture referring 

to the truce confirmed its continued existence; and the 

meetings to settle infractions led to almost continuolýs 

diplomatic contact between the two governments. When the 

ambassadors of both sides could not succeed in meeting, 

they maintained an intermittent correspondence. These 

contacts were continued in a spirit of increasing 

insincerity, but neither side was sufficiently confident 

of its position to make a final break. Late in 1406 the 

French government raised money to fight the English (S) 

(1) -There is an account of the exchanges of these months 
in Wilson - Anqlc, -Frenrh Relations 287-301. 

(2. ) Fneder viii 434. 

(3) F-redera viii 484-485. 

So-eder viii 432-434,453-455; C. 76/90 m. 7. 

B. L. Add. Ch. 6780. 
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and forbade the export of corn to England (I ). On 2 

October a proclamation was issued in Charles' name 

denouncing Henrq's usurpation and recognising the earl of 

March as Richard's true heir (Z). But the 1396 truce was 

never specificalIq renounced. CertainIq it remained the 

basýis of all English commissions to negotiate. As a legal 

fiction it had been a useful line of defence, perhaps a 

protection against the French invasion of England, which 

had seemed probable in the 1380s. Bq mutual consent it 

had kept the widening conflict under some control. 

Although the truce remained valid, it had become a dead 

letter in the frontier areas. Both kings could now 

finance and launch major expeditions against each other as 

usurpers, straining the conception of a querre rnuverte to 

the limitsq and there was a need for new truces. 

In the frontier zones, local authorities endeavoured to 

alleviate the burdens of war by their own efforts. 

English lieutenants and seneschals in Guyenne, the wardens 

of the Scottish Marches and French lieutenants and 

captains-general were empowered to make particular trucesq 

covering limited areas for those under their authority . 

(3). The lieutenants and captains at Brest had also been 

able to make local truces with the duke of Brittany (4-). 

(1) Wylie - Henry IV ii 415. 

(t) Wylie - Henrq IV'ii 314. 

(3 Keen - Laws of Wa 209-210; Vale - English nasrnny 
79 180-184. 

(4) Jones - Dural Brittan 150,152. 
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John Holland received such a power in 1389 (1), and truces 

were subsequently made with the duke (z ). Nicholas 

Ryssheton argued in 1404, in relation to the Vier Leden of 

Flanders, that subjects could lawfully oblige themselves 

to a truce, provided it was not to the prejudice of their 

lot; -d (3). In south-western France, where the personal 

feuds of the greater noble families were inextricably 

entwined in the wider conflict, they retained the right to 

make private truces to protect their lands and local trade 

(4. ). This applied also to towns: Perigueux and Bergerac 

negotiated several "suffertes" with English captains at 

this periodg buying respite from the ravages of war (S ). 

English captains had concluded particular truces with 

members of the Armagnac and Albret families in the 1380s 

W. In 1404, Gaillard de Durfort, seneschal of Guyenne, 

negotiated a truce with the Count of Armagnac in Les 

Landes at the height of the French offensive against the 

Duchy (7 ). In 1407 and early 1408, when the war in the 

(1) E. 28/1 nos. 54a and 54b. 

(2-) Fowler - "Truces" 186 n. 8 , quoting Archives 
Departementales de la Loire- Atlantique, E. 120 nos. 13 and 
14. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 12504. 

(IV) Keen - Laws of Wa 212; Vale - Enqlish nascron 
185-1869 191. 

(S) J. Machet de la Martinit-Ire - "Les guerres anglaises 
dans l'ouest et le centre de la, France: Poitoug Saintonge, 
Angoumois, Limousin, Pe'Origord, 1403-141711, Positions des 
ThL%se (1899), 899 909 939 949 95. 

Fowler - "Truces" 204 n. 84; Keen - Laws of War 37ý 
209 n. 4,212,213 n. 3. 

(7) Vale - Enqlish ri-asro-insi 49,1: 31. 
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Duchy had reached an exhausted stalemate, the English 

authorities there agreed to a series of particular truces 

with the Albrets, the Armagnacs, and the Sire de Pons for 

Saintonge, Angoumois and Pe"rigord (1). The town of Bayonne 

also made a commercial truce with Brittany (Z). 

e 

These local initiatives for particular truces influenced 

the policies of the governments in Paris and Westminster. 

In 1406 the political advent of Henry of Monmouth and the 

Beauforts brought an interest on the English side in 

making new truces. English envoys were empowered to 

conclude new truces, both general and particular (3 ). In 

1407, France was in need of a respite from her recent 

military endeavours, especially as the rivalry between 

John of Burgundy and Louis of Orl6ans developed, 

culminating in the latter's assassination in November. 

This inclination towards rapprochement with England ended 

when John the Fearless seized control in Paris in March 

1409, though it re-emerged when he was hard-pressed by the 

Orlganists in the following year. 

At the beginning of May 1407, French ambassadors were sent 

to Picardy, carrying powers to conclude a temporary truce 

between the river Somme and the sea coast, ' including the 

(1) W! 31ie - Henrtj IV iii 87; Vale - Enql ish Gascnnq 53, 
182-185; J. Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 49-50,157; Fowler, - 
"Truces" 204 n. 84. 

(2) Touchard - Commerce Maritime Breton 119. 

(3) Foedera viii 432-434,453-455; C. 76/90 m. 7. 

251 



town of Gravelines and all western Flanders along the 

coast as far as Nieuwpoort. This was to cover the 

negotiations with the English embassy, which were expected 

to require some time, a similar arrangement to the local 

truce used in the latter half of 1404 (1). Accordingly on 

28 Julý, the earl of Somerset, acting as Henry's 

lieutenant in Picardy, Flanders and Artois, and on his 

orders dated ten days previously, issued a truce at Calais 

for this area, to last until 8 September. This short 

truce summarised the clauses of the 1396 truce which 

forbade acts of war against persons, goods towns and 

fortresses, required reparation of all violations and 

stated that truce should not be broken whatever ruptures 

of it were committed. It was agreed that the subjects and 

allies of both sides should not do anything contrary to 

the current truce during this term (1). This particular 

truce was therefore little different from the agreements 

of 14019 1402 and 1403 in acknowledging the continued 

validity of the twenty-eight year truce, but implied that 

limits could be set to its observation. 

When the English ambassadors went to Paris in September 

1407, the duke of Berrq was given a general power to 

negotiate with them to reach a peace settlement, including 

bq means of general or particular truces for long or short 

periods (3). A few days later, the French ambassadors, 
(1) B. L. Add. Ch. 16223. 

(Z) A. N. J. 646 no. 2. 

(3) Foedera viii 522-52: 5, and Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 11,; 
ff. 262-264. 
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acting under their original commission of May, agreed with 

the English at Paris that the truce for Picardy and West 

Flanders should continue to run from 20 September to 1 

November, with three added clauses. 

stipulations of the 1396 truce that the 

sides could continue lawful trade and 
el 

other, except in armaments and other 

provided that they only entered fo 

One summarised the 

subjects of both 

business with each 

forbidden goods, 

rtresses with the 

captains' permission; the others extended protection to 

the fishermen of both sides for this term and stated that 

this agreement would in no way prejudice the commercial 

security recently made between England and Flanders. 

Conservators were appointed and provision made for the 

truce's publication ( 1). The Picardy and West Flanders 

truce was no longer regarded as a temporary arrangement to 

protect Anglo-French negotiations, which were not now 

taking place in Picardy, but as a new truce with its own 

value. It was subsequently renewed until 15 December. - 

probably by the captains of Calais and Boulogne (L). 

On 25 October, the duke of Berr! 3 commissioned ambassadors 

to go to England in the same terms as he had been 

commissioned (3), and equipped them with a draft extension 

of this truce until the end of March (4). When the French 

(I)B. L. Add. Ch. 16223. 

(1) A. N. J. 646-no. 4. 

(3) Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 113 ff. 263-264. 

E. 30/1251. 
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envoys arrived at Gloucester at the beginning of December, 

Henry had their powers copied to make parallel commissions 

for his son Thomas of Lancaster and four English diplomats 

(1). On the 5th, the two delegations extended the truce 

until the term specified by the French U). Two days later 

they made another particular truce for the Duchy of 
e, 

Guyenne in almost exactly the same form (omitting the 

references to the fishermen and the commercial truce with 

the Flemish), to begin 15 January 1408 and last three 

months (3 ). It is clear from the instructions to the 

English negotiators that they would have preferred to 

conclude a general truce between the two kingdoms and 

their allies. They were ordered to insist that Owain 

GlyndCr should not be included amongst the French allies, 

as he was a subject of the English crown. They were to 

maintain that the twenty-eight year truce had not been 

broken, since neither lord had ever defied the other, and 

seek a declaration by the French that the truce continued 

in force. Only if they refused this were they to turn to 

the discussion of particular truces (4). It was therefore 

the French government that wished any new agreements to be 

particular truces, to avoid commenting on, or making a 

commitment about the status of the truce of 1396. 

(1) Foedera viii 504-507. 

(2. ) A. N. J. 646 no. 4. 

(3 F_oedera viii 507-509: Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 113 
ff. 260-268. It was not published at Pgrigueux, until the 
end of Jan., Martiniýlre -" Guerres anglaises", 89. 

(4) P-EQ. i 302-303. Henry had written to the Exchequer to 
order the original of the 1394 truce to be sent to him at 
Gloucesterl presumably to serve as a model for a new 
general truce, SC 1/63 no. 4941 Cal. qiqnet no. 706. 
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In February 1408 the duke of Berry commissioned envoys to 

go to England to renew the truces. At Calais they agreed 

two prorogations of the Picardq and West Flanders truceq 

first with the lieutenant of Calais until 30 April, then 

with the earl of Somerset until the end of May. They 

found Henrq's court at Pontefract, and there both truces 

were extended until 30 September (I In September, 

English ambassadors paid a return visit to Paris and 

prolonged the two truces until I May 1410. The Ougenne 

truce was now expanded to include the comt6s of Toulouse 

and Poitou, as the French denied the English assertion 

that this latter was part of the Duchq. It was also 

stipulated that combatants should not traverse enemy 

territory that was under truce in order to attack land not 

included in it. The negotiators also concluded a general 

truce at sea, coupled to both the particular truces, with 

the express purpose of protecting Anglo-French trade. The 

French government was again apparently the initiator, 

since it was foreseen in the French power. This truce was 

to commence 1 November and also last until 1 May 1410 (Z). 

Its terms differed from the indenture of 1403, in that 

they aimed to guarantee trade between the Channel portsq 

rather than check endemic privateering. Ships were 

allowed to shelter from weather or pirates in ports of the 

(1) Foedera viii 515-518,519,521-524. The prorogation 
of the Guyenne truce was only published at Pgrigueux on_19_ 

-June, Martiniýýre -"Guerres anglaises" 89. 

Fnedena viii 553-560; E. 30/1521(16); 
Bod. Lib. MS. Ashmole. 789 ff. 128-131v. The French 
confirmation of the truces was issued at Paris 26 Sept. 
14089 C. 47/30/9 no. 6; Chavanon - "Renaud VIII no. LXVIII, 
from Archives Municipales de Pe"rigueux EE. 17. 
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other side, but not otherwise without the licence of the 

appropriate authorities, at the risk of being excluded 

from the benefits of the truce. Their masters were able 

to recover all goods lost in storms and washed ashore, 

pursuing ang who might have taken them before the courts 

of the territorg. Retention of these goods was not to be 

permitted for marque and reprisal, or ang other reason. 

Captures and robberies of persons, goods and ships at sea 

were to cease. All breaches of the truce were to be 

repaired bg the offending side and the transgressors 

punished, these violations not being regarded as 

abrogating the truce and recommencing war. Neither 

principal was to engineer ang action contrarg to the 

truce, but this should not restrict him from fulfilling 

his obligations to aid his allies at sea (I ). On 28 

September, the two delegations made another agreement that 

the truce for the, sea would be notified to France's allies 

of Scotland and Castile, who should inform the English 

government bg Easter 1409 whether theq wished to be 

included in it or not (2-)-The English ambassadors were 

probablq willing to make these concessions about the 

French allies in order to buy more progress in the 

negotiations for a marriage between Henrq of Monmouth and 

Catherine of France. An agreement for a conference about 

this was signed the same dag (3). B9 French design, the ad 

hoc securitg arrangements of Julq 1407 had grown into a 

(1) Foedera viii 552-553. 

(2. ) Bod. Lib. Ashmole MS. 789 ff. 131v-132. 

(3) Bod. Lib. Ashmole MS. 789 ff-132-132v. 

25 6 



tripartite s9stem of truces which had effectivelq replaced 

the twentg-eight gear truce. 

Four days before the truces were due to expire again, two 

English envoys were commissioned to negotiate new ones 

(1).,, Either they -or the Lieutenant of Calais succeeded in 

proroguing the truce for Picardy and West Flanders until 1 

July 1410 , but the other two lapsed on 1 May. The 

seneschal of Ouyenne wrote that this had left a state of 

open war in the Duchy (Z). The ambassadors of both sides 

finally met at Leulinghen on 21 June 1410 and agreed all 

three truces should run to 1 November, those for Guyenne 

and the sea recommencing on 1 and 8 August respectively 

(3). They also made a supplementary agreement for the better 

observation of the truces. This included the form of the 

orders that the principals should send to their 

conservators, exhorting them to repair infractions and 

punish offenders diligentIq and requiring them to swear to 

do so. Theq should appoint deputies in ports and frontier 

towns to arrest those who brought in captured goods and 

make inventories of them. The conservators were to have 

sole charge of the restoration of such goods, and masters 

of ships leaving port were obliged to swear to them to 

observe the truce at sea. It was forbidden to shelter 

truce-breakers or buy stolen goods from them. Future 

Foedera viii 632. 

(V E. 30/1521(16). 

(3 ) Foedera viii 641-648. The French Council had 
therefore reversed the decision it took on the last da! j cif 
1409 for a policq of war, rhoix i 322. 
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conferences were arranged to settle infractions and 

negotiate for peace (I Several of these points were 

proclaimed with the truces for Picardy and the sea in the 

English sea-ports M. 

Thee, next conference meeting at Leulinghen in October, 

Novemben. and December 1410 extended the three trucesv 

first for, a month, -then -for a further month, and finallg 

for a whole gear, until 1 Januarg 1412 (3). It appears that 

theg ceased to operate on this date in Gugenne and at sea, 

leaving onlq the shadowg protection of the 1396 truce over 

most of France. In Picardq the truce probablq ran until 1 

januarg-1413 (4). When the duke of Clarence's expedition 

ended in negotiation. at Busanýais in November 1412, he 

promised to refrain from all acts of war until I Januarg 

1413. - It was agreed that letters of truce would be drawn 

up for Languedoc and Ougenne as far north as the river 

(1) C. 47/30/9 no. 7. 

(1) Foedera viii 649-650. 

(3) Foedera viii 668-674. Messengers were sent to the 
Sire de. Pons to inform him of the first prorogation on 2 
Nov. and. of-the third prorogation on 16 Jan. He was 
ordered - 

to have it proclaimed throughout Ougenne and pass 
the letter on to the English conservator at Bordeaux, A. N. 

J. 865 no. 16; B. L. Add. Ch. 3408. Henrq IV did not ratifq 
the prorogations until IS Feb. 9 or order their 

proclamations until 25 March, Foedera viii 672,674. 

(4) According to Monstrelet ii 231, the Seigneur de 
Dampierre and other French ambassadors renewed the truces 

with England for one year at Leulinghen about Jan. 1412. 
See also B. L. Add. MS. 24062 f. 150v, where Henry V states 
the truce ended 1 Jan. 1413. In Oct. 1413 the French 
complained that the English capture of Balinghem in 1412 
had been a violation of the'truce, A. N. J. 646 no. S. The 
cluster of letters of marque and English policy towards 
captured goods at sea in 1412, suggest the truce had ended 
there 1 Jan. See , below r. 368 awl n. 3. 
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Loire for this term and that during this time a conference 

in Picardy should discuss peace and longer truces for 

Guyenne, Picardy, Normandy and elsewhere (I ). It is 

doubtful whether these terms were ever ratified by Henry 

IV. In February 1414, the duke of Bourbon, as royal 

lieptenant and captain-general in Guyenne, empowered the 

Sire de Pons to negotiate a truce with the English for two 

or three months in the Duchy (2). This was rendered otiose 

the following month when Pons was appointed conservator 

for the new general truce lately concluded at London 

(3). Meanwhile, English and French ambassadors had met at 

Leulinghen in September 1413, protected by a local truce 

until 1 October, which they prolonged until 11 November, 

for the security of further diplomatic contacts. They 

revived the truce for Picardy and West Flanders to run 

from I October to I June 1414. Henry Vs representatives 

insisted on translating its terms from French to Latin and 

wanted to add the clause from the truce for the sea, which 

allowed the principals to aid their allies. The French 

rejected this as irrelevant and obsolete and eventuatly 

two versions of the truce were drafted, with and without 

the clause, to be submitted to Henry and Charles (4). 

(1) A. N. K. 57 no. 28. 

U) A. N. J. 865 no. 22. 

(3) A. N. J. 865 no. 23. 

(4) For-dera ix 56-60; A. N. 
viii 553. 

J-646 no. 9. C. f. Foedera 
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predictably, Henry ratified the version with the clause 
(1). He was probably providing for his projected alliance 

with John of Burgundy. Before the truce could expire, it 

too was swallowed up in the general truce of January 1414. 

Thi, s system of truces was overseen, not by specially 

appointed panels of conservators in several districts, but 

mostly by the officers whose jurisdictions were involved. 

The admirals of both sides and the warden of the Cinq 

Ports were the conservators for the truce at sea, and for 

the Picardy truce they were the captains of Calais, Guines 

and Boulogne or their lieutenants, and a few other local 

notables on the French side. The Guyenne truce was served 

by the seneschal of Guyenneand the mayor and constable of 

Bordeaux on the English side. On the French side, 

conservation of the truce was at first divided into two 

districts bq the river Dordogne, but when it was redefined 

to cover Toulouse and Poitou in 1408, the Sire de Pons 

took charge of the wholev with the seneschals of Toulouse, 

Carcassone and Rouerque as subordinate in their 

seneschausees (Z. ). Throughout the period of these truces, 

English ambassadors were commissioned to determine 

violations in the same form as theq had been from March 

1406 (3). There is nothing to suggest that theq were 

(1) Foedera, ix 68. 

(2-) 
, 
Foedera viii 508,553,558,560,644,645,648-649, 

670-671,674; Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 50,170; C. 47/30/9 
no. 6; B. L. Add. Ch. 16623; Bod. Lib. Ashmole MS. 789 f. 131v; 
Carte MS. 113 f. 267v. 

(3) Foedera viii 433,454,4859 546,585,599,636,669, 
695. 
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successful in doing so. A meeting arranged for 16 

September 1409 in Picardy, which was to discuss 

violations, failed to take place, each side blaming the 

other for the breakdown (I A safe-conduct had been 

issued for the French admiral to attend the negotiations 

(7-),, Thomas Beaufort, admiral of England, succeeded in 

meeting him at Wissant on 12 January 1410, where they drew 

up an agreement for a further meeting in the March on 15 

March. Beaufort was accordingly equipped with a range of 

powers and the French Admiral received a further 

safe-conduct, but they probably remained unused (3). When 

the truces were renewed at Leulinghen in June, it was 

agreed that the two admirals should meet in the March of 

Picardy at the end of August to settle infractions of the 

truces for Picardy and the sea. All injured parties were 

to apply to them to obtain justice. Commissions of two 

knights and a clerk from each side would be appointed to 

act similarly in Guyenne (10. A proclamation was issued to 

this effect and a safe-conduct granted to the admiral of 

France (S ), but the meetings are not known to have taken 

place. During the spring and summer of 1411, several 

commissions to adjudicate violations were made in new 

forms, which stated that no provision had yet been made 

for this since the truces began. It was now arranged for 

(1) Foedera viii 621; Choix i 322. See p. above. 

Q-) Foedera viii 594. 

(3) Foedera viii. 620-624; C. 76/93 m. 15. 

(4) C. 47/30/9 no. 7. 

(5) Foedera viii 649-650,652. 
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aggrieved French parties to put-sue their cases before the 

English courts on appeal, a reciprocal scheme that had 

apparently been agreed at the last meeting (I ). None of 

these preparations brought any result. Truce viol'ations 

came under discussion at the conference of September 1413 

at, Leulinghen. However the English ambassadors wished to 

consider infringements committed 'since the twenty-eight 

year truce came into force, whilst the French were only 

prepared to discuss the truces that had been made with 

Henry IV since 1407. They postponed the solution to this 

impasse to future negotiations U). Of the three truces of 

1407-1408, those for Picardy and Guyenne added nothing to 

the 1396 truce and were minor in scope compared to the 

agreements of 1402 and 1403. The truce for the sea was 

the fullest in its forma and it was the admirals who were 

most active in the attempts to deal with the infractions 

of these years. With the addition of the points agreed in 

June 1410, the tripartite truce system was intended, by 

both sides, to have the practical effect of removing the 

threat of war from Anglo-French sea-borne trade and 

fishermen. The French government intended it to have the 

legal effect of replacing a long truce with a short one. 

England had two other truces to protect commerce running 

concurrently, with the French fiefs of Brittany and 

Flanders. The crucial role of the wool trade with England 

(1) Foedera viii 678,6829 697; PPQ ii 17; C. 76/94 mm. 17 
and 21. King Henry forwarded a complaint of capture and 
ransom to the commissioners, E. 28/23 no. 28. 

(Z) A. N. J. 646 nos. 8 and 9. 
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in the Flemish economg had long impelled the Vier Leden to 

seek securities additional to the twentg-eight gear truce. 

-In the summer of 1402, theg requested the English 

ambassadors in Picardq that theg should be recognised as 

included in the truce (1). From July of this year until 

August 1403, they negotiated at Calais and London for the 

recovery of ships and merchandise seized by English 

privateers from Flemings contrary to the truce (Z ). In 

March, the Flemish envoys drew up a short agreement with 

the Council, forbidding reprisals against English 

merchants and goods in Flanders until the next meeting and 

allowing Flemings to trade freely with England, even if 

their goods were carried in French ships. French 

merchandise, howeverg was not to be concealed under false 

Flemish bwnership (3). English and Flemish deputies met 

again in August and made arrangements for a conference to 

repair truce violations in November, until which time the 

truce would be re-published and observed. The English 

also presented a draft concord containing several articles 

from the indenture they had signed with the French in June 

1403, including those which provided for the release of 

prisoners and the licencing of armed ships by the 

principal lords and the admirals on each side. Flemish 

ships and goods would be exempt from English 

(1) CCR 1399-140 547. 

(IL Foedera viii 276-277,286,303, 
1402-1405 27; Varenbergh - Histoire-des Relaw 
Pistono - Repudiatio chapter 5. 

(3) Foedera viii 312-313; Varenbergh - 
Relations 543. The indenture was deli, 
Exchequer in Oct., PPC i 219. 

depredations, 

312-313; 
tions 540-543; 

Histoire des 
vered to the 
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but their ownership must be established by letters under 

the seals of the home ports,. carried by the ships' 

masters, and each ship should be painted with the arms of 

Flanders and ýts port. The Flemish should not give any 

aid at sea to the French, the Scots or others regarded as 

England's enemies, convey their goods, or pass these goods 

off as their own. Each side was to appoint three 

conservators ()). This attempt to segregate the shipping of 

Flanders from the Anglo-French conflict at sea, was not 

welcomed by its count, Philip the Bold. In April 1403 he 

jeopardised the negotiations and broke the agreement of 

March by seizing. English goods at Sluys. The efforts of 

. 
the English to obtain restitution or compensation 

dominated the discussions of the summer (1) and continued 

as- a theme of Anglo-Flemish relations into Henry V's 

reign. By October, Philip had interposed himself between 

the two negotiating parties and was attempting to move the 

talks from Calais to the neutral ground of Leulinghen. He 

had altered the- draft proposal of August, in particular 

excising a reference to Henry-as king of England (3). The 

Flemish envoys were unable to cross the blockade to attend 

the Calais meeting in November, the draft agreement of 

(t) Varenbergh - Histoire des Relations_543-546; Foedera 
viii 327-328; Archives D6partementales du Nord, Lille 
B. 534/18342L, printed Ford - "Piracy or Policy", 78. See 
P. 234- above. 

M Pistono - Repudiation 186,189-190; Varenbergh - 
Histoire des Relations 544-545; Foedera viii 327-328. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 1397. See p.. Z7-Sn. I above. 
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August was never ratified and that of March lapsed (I ). 

Philip then rejected the legitimacq of the negotiations 

and substituted his own ambassadors. He and his 

successors, the Duchess Margaret and John of Burgundy, 

successfully excluded the Vier Leden from the process of 

formulating a commercial truce, to the resentment of the 
el 

English diplomats whose commissions were dictated by the 

French and Burgundians to avoid all mention of them (2-). 

However, when agreement was finall! j reached, the English 

required and obtained the Viet, Leden's letters of 

confirmation (3). 

In these diplomatic exchanges, Philip, Margaret and John 

acted bq authoritq of powers and instructions issued in the 

name of, Charles VI to provide securitq for the continuance 

of Anglo-Flemish commerce, even if open war should begin 

again between England and France, repeated in June 1403, 

Mag 1404 and June 1405 (4). These established the principle 

that the Flemish could remain neutral in a war between 

England and their French sovereign lord. Precautions in 

the instructions forbade the surrender of copies of the 

(I) Pistono - Repudiation 190-191. c. f. pp. 2-4-1-247- above. 
The March agreement had been prorogued until the Nov. 
meeting, Friedera viii 327. 

(2. ) Aý. N. J. 573 no. 2; B. L. Add. Ch. nos. 12500,125039 
12504. 

(3) Foedera viii 475; B. L. Add. Ch. 58420. 

(4. ) Pistono Repudiation 182-183; Choi i 249-251; Wqlie 
- Henrm IV ii 106; A. N. J. 573 no. 2. 
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powers to the English or the conclusion of ang agrement 

without further reference to the king M. The Vier Leden 

had requested such neutralitg several times and refused to 

order reprisals against the English. Theq refused to 

provide soldiers to Philip in Mag 1400 and Julq 1403 to 

serve against the English (Z ). Charles' instructions 

included a clause promising to refrain from the conduct of 

war in Flanders and demands for militarg service from its 

inhabitants, reserving all his feudal and sovereign rights 

and the access of his ships to Flemish ports. Philip 

interpreted this to mean that a French invasion force 

could be billeted on Flanders and launched from its ports 

against Englandlas had been intended in 1386 (3). A -purelg 

commercial agreement was envisaged: in the event of war, 

the demilitarisation of Flanders would applq onIq to 

non-noble Flemings. 

Throughout these intermittent negotiations,, the 

ambassadors continued to discuss truce violations between 

the English and the Flemish, stretching back to 1401 (4). 

In order to promote progress, orders were issued on both 

sides to prohibit privateering (5). In Spring 1405, the 
(1) A. N. J. 573 no. 2. 

(11) Pistono - Repudiation 80-81,172,181,182,188; 
"Accession of Henry IV" 4669 473; Varenbergh - Histoire 
des Relations 491; Wilson - Anglo-French Relations 55, 
178. 

(3) Choix i 249-251. 

(4. ) 
, 
PPQ i 294;. Foedera viii 444,475; A. N. J. 573 no. 2; 

B. L. Add. MS. 36879. 

(S) Varenbergh - Histoire des Relations 493; B. L. Add. Ch. 
12502,12505. 
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Burgundian envoys suggested a four-month truce to cover 

the talks. Henry assented to this at Worcester, but'it 

does not seem to have become operative (1). In the latter 

half of 1406, there was an improvement in prospects. At 

the beginning of October, Henry issued a simple 

safe-conduct for the fishermen of France, Flanders and 

Brittany to fish anywhere at sea until 2 February 1407 

R) . His ambassadors had been instructed that Breton 

fishermen should be included in the French letters of 

security, which should be confirmed by the duke of 

Burgundy (3). They forwarded to him a one-year security 

under Charles' name issued on 22 September for the 

fishermen of England, Calais and other English lordshipss 

Flanders, Picardy, Normandy, Brittany and all France 

generally, which looked forward to a one-year commercial 

treaty between England and Flanders (4). Following their 

advice, Henry issued fresh letters copied from the terms. 

of this interim security, adding a clause which allowed 

the fishermen to take refuge from the weather in ports of 

the other side (S). By the meeting of 24 October 14069the 

substance of the commercial treaty was agreed, but there 

(1) Cal. Siqnet no. 347; E. 28/21 no. 22 a letter from the 
Council to the ambassadors at Calais 15 May 1405. c. f. 
Wylie - HenrLj IV ii 83,105; Vaughan - John the Fearless 
23. The negotiations were broken off when Thomas of 
Lancaster raided Sluys. See p. 365 below. 

(Z) Foedera viii 451. 

(3) PPC i 293. 

(4) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 143. 

(5) Foedera viii 459-460; the report of the ambassadors 
to Henry, 28 Nov., B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 145. 
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remained some troublesome points to be settled. It was to 

apply to merchants, their servants and agents, 

ship-masters and sailors, pilgrims, English clerics going 

to Rome, and fishermen. The English had to abandon their 

effort to have "ambassadors and others" included in these 

categories. Under pressure from the London merchants, 

they also asked for the restitution of any goods captured 

by the French at sea and taken to Flanders, but they had 

to compromise with an article which forbade captured goods 

to be disembarked and sold in the ports of either, party. 

If this injunction was broken, then the port-officers were 

liable for restitution of the goods or payment of 

compensation. The English wanted the Flemish to be 

obliged to keep guard against piracy in their sea-marshes 

on pain of restitution of the captured goods, but they 

would only accept responsibility for the area between the 

upper and lower tide-lines. Henry was prepared to 

tolerate this, provided the matter was postponed for 

inclusion in a separate treaty about the sea. The English 

objected to having to moor their ships together in Sluys 

harbour and wished to dispose them freely in Flemish ports 

as other foreign merchants did, a freedom which was 

written into the treaty. One of the main features of the 

treaty was the provision of a road between Calais and 

Gravelines, and then through the Dunes to Bruges, along 

which the merchants of both sides could travel securely. 

The English tried unsuccessfully to exclude French 

merchants from this and Henry would finally only agree to 

it if the merchants' safety was guaranteed by Charles, or 
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at least by -John of Burgundy. Otherwise negotiations 

should be broken off and merchants would travel under 

armed escort as in war time. It was agreed that each side 

should designate its section of the road and mart., it 

clearly before I May 1407 and that the English should not 

bring their dogs into the Dunes to hunt rabbits. The 
C, 

status of Gravelines itself was a point of dispute. The 

Burgundians, refused to include it in the cessation of 
hostilities, but the English pointed out that in August 

1403 and subsequently, the town had been recognised as 

part of Flanders and its garrison's activities 7-AS 

restricted by any agreement the Flemish made, and they won 

the point. The treaty ordained that the relevant 

categories of persons would be safe at Calais and 

Gravelinesq and raids by the garrisons of these and other 

fortresses against the other partjs territory would 
'cease 

(1). 

The terms of the commercial treatq were finalised on 30 

November and ratified at Paris bq John of Burqundq on 10 

Januarg and Charles VI on 15 Januarg. The ambassadors 

also agreed additional points which John ratified at Lille 

(I ) English instructions July 1406, PPC i 292-294; 
excerpt from later instructions, B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Diii f. 146; indenture between the ambassadors at Calais 
24 Oct., Varenbergh - Histoire des Relations 546-548; 
report of the English ambassadors to Henry IV 28 Oct., 
B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 145; English instructions 
18 Nov., ibid f.. 144 (legible under ultra-violet light). 
c. f. the 1403 terms, Foedera viii 327; Varenbergh - 
Histoire des Relations 545-546; see also Vaughan - John 
the Fearless 41 and Keen - Laws of WaC 208 n. 2. 
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on 6 February. Henry ratified both parts at Westminster 

on 10 March (I They form a long and-meticulously 

detailed contract, obviously the result of protracted 

stubborn bargaining. They were never called a truce, but 

always "points and articles" or "security and provision", 

and regarded as supplementary to the twenty-eight year 

truce (2). Besides the above points, free trade was 

established at sea between England, Calais and Flanders 

and all warlike acts against it forbidden. The security 

for fishermen was subsumed in the terms agreed, including 

the clause Henry had added, which was now extended to 

merchant ships. Detailed provisions were made for 

merchants and sailors to leave their arms in their ships 

in the ports of the other party and for the entry of the 

protected persons into walled towns. Pirates and 

privateers were not to be sheltered in ports so that they 

could attack those of the other party. Delegations of up 

to. ten persons were allowed to travel to seek reparation 

for violations without requiring a safe-conduct and the 

agreement was not to be regarded as broken because of any 

violation. Merchants of other countries were allowed 

access to Calais and Flanders without risk of attack. 

There were to be no seizures of goods or arrests- for 

marque and reprisal. The agreement applied in all 

(1) Varenbergh - Histoire des Relations 
, 

548-572; Foedera 
viii 469-478. For all the Anglo-Flemish negotiations since 
1402 see the bibliographies at R. Vaughan - PhiliE! th 
Bold (London 1962) 183 n. 1. and John the Fearless 20 n. 1, 
158. 

U) In their powers of 3 July 1406, the English 
ambassadors were commissioned to discuss the confirmation 
and renewal of the 1396 truce, Foedera viii 444-445. 
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Burgundian lordships as far up the Rhine as Cologne. On 

20 April 1407, the English and Burgundian ambassadors met 

again at Calais and exchanged their letters of 

confirmation.. They agreed the letters should be published 

in the ports of both sides before 15 June, and the 

agreement would have force for one year from this date. 

Because of this delayed start, captains who were at sea 

were not allowed their customary forty days grace before 

they were obliged to observe the treaty (1). After a 

five-Heat, diplomatic struggle, Anglo-Flemish commerce was 

at last protected from the Anglo-French conflict. 

English and Flemish envoys met again at Calais on 1 June 

1408. The Flemish came already equipped with letters of 

prorogation of the commercial treaty issued by Charles and 

John for one year and three years. It was agreed to 

accept the latter. Henry issued corresponding letters on 

10 June and the Vier"Leden ratified the extension on 13 

June (2). The envoys arranged a further meeting to settle 

a security for the straits of Dover, covering all of the 

sea north-east of a line between Winchester and Saint 

Valery, so corresponding to the land truce for Picardy and 

West Flanders. Charles and Henry ratified this in October 

and November (3). It was also to run until 15 June 1411 and 

(1) B. L. Add. Ch. 58420. For the forty-day custom see Keen 

- Laws of War 140. 

(Z) PPQ i 310-311; Foedera viii 530-532; Varenbergh - 
Histoire des Relations 548-572; B. L. Add. MS. 36765 (the 
one-year prorogation that was not used). Henry ordered the 
prorogation to be proclaimed 26 June, E. 30/1580. 

(3) Foedera viii 548-551; PEC i 311; C. 76/92 mm. 11 and 
12. 
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apply to the same groups of persons as the commercial 

treaty, even if there should be open war between England 

and France. French merchantslas well as Flemings, were now 

guaranteed safety within these bounds. The security had 

been under discussion in 1406 as part of the commercial 

treaty, with the provisional boundary drawn between Dover 

and Wissant. This was removed westward to 

Winchelsea-Boulogne to protect the victualling of Calais, 

then to Winch6lsea-Saint Valery to protect the mouth of 

the Somme. The new security substituted for the English 

proposal that the Flemings should guard their sea-marshes 

(I The commercial treaty and the security at sea were 

proclaimed anew in December 1409 (Z ). In May 1411, both 

were extended for a further five years until 15 June 1416 

(3). 

However, when the English Council had begun negotiations 

for this renewal in November 1410, it was dissatisfied 

with the current agreement and instructed its commissaries 

to seek a new truce with Flanders for three gears or more. 

Otherwise theq were to prolong the existing securities 

for the same term with some additional clauses (4). 

(I Varenbergh - Histoire des Relations 548; B. L. Cotton 
MS. Caligula Diii ff. 144,145; Add. Ch. 58420. 

(Z. ) Foedera viii 614'- FPC i 322. 

(3) Foeder viii 687-688; Wqlie - Henry I_y iv 25; 
C. 76/94 mm. 8,13,14. 

(4) MQ ii 3-49 5-6. 
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Several powers were issued for this purpose in the 

following months (I ). In the event, the securities were 

extended in the same form, but certain agreed points were 

added to them. Both sides should appoint conservators 

dwelling in the Marches, sworn to repair violations and 

punish offenders diligentlg. If ang prizes were brought 
r 

into port, the conservators were to take them into custodg 

and make inventories of their contents to protect the 

right of the owners. The captors and their vessels would 

be arrested and the local population forbidden to shelter 

and victual them, or bug their stolen goods. -Captured 

goods and ships would be returned to their owners as soon 

as theg produced letters proving their ownership and their 

inclusion in the securities5 the release being made on a 

bond if the captors continued to claim ang rights in their 

prizes. If the prizes had been looted or their contents 

divided and sold, the captors and vendors would be obliged 

to give their bonds to pag compensation to the wounded 

parties, or suffer imprisonment until the pagment was 

made. The principals were bound to see that ang 

reparation that was adjudged, was made within three 

months. Reprisals were not to be taken under letters of 

marque for ang violation that had not been sanctioned bg 

one of the principals, either before or during the term of 

the fivd-gear prorogation. If such an attack had been 

authorised bg one of the principals, he would be required 

(1) Foedera viii 659-660,677-678; C. 76/94 m. 17. 
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to make due reparation. Only if he refused or delayed for 

more than six months would it become lawful to take 

reprisal by the seizure of goods and debts. These 

additional articles are in part reminiscent of those of 

the 1403 agreement. They represent another attempt to end 

the common practice of issuing letters of marque, which 

continued despite all the prohibitions against it. John 

the Fearless and Henry ratified the new clauses in June 

(Ot and the English Council acted in compliance with them 

in July (Z). When the ambassadors of both sides met Eit 

Calais on 21 August, they had been published on both 

sides, but the Flemish had delayed in appointing their 

conservators. It was agreed that the conservators should 

renew their oaths to observe the securities annually and 

meet to determine outstanding complaints and quarrels at 

least once a year (3). 

The following Mag 1412, Henrq required assurances from the 

Vier Leden that theq intended to adhere to the securities, 

now that John the Fearless intended to attack his allies 

the Armagnacs (4-). In-June and Julq, he ordered them to be 

proclaimed anewq provided theq were first proclaimed on 

(I ) Foedera viii 688-691 (another copq at B. L. Add. Ch. 
11158); Varenbergh - Histoire-des Relation 572-578, where 
dated 15 June (another copq at B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii 
f. 153, where dated Lille, 12 June). c. f. Vaughan - John the 
Fearless -161-162. 

(2. ) C. 76/94 m. 4. c. f. K. B. McFarlane -"Anglo-Flemish 
Relations in 1415/1416" Bodleian Quarterlq Record vii 
(1932) 44 n. 9, where he thought the new agreement was 
unratified. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 12508. 

(4. ) Foedera viii 737; LP_C ii 28-30. See p. -VI above. 
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the Flemish side, a procedure apparently suggested by the 

Vier Leden (I ). When the next time for renewal was 

approaching in February 1416, John instructed his envoys 

to ask , for another extension of at least five years, with 

the authorities of the Cinq Ports, the Calais Staple and 

the Vier Leden obliged to make reparations for the damages 
e, 

inflicted by their fellow countrymen. Henry V's recent 

victorious march through Artois prompted John to seek 

additional assurances against all attacks on Flanders and 

Flemings by land and sea. However the English '.,. ere 

expected to insist on the settlement of claims for 

violations stretching back to 1403, before they would 

agree to the prorogation or enlargement of the treaties 

(Z). In May, the English agreed to an extension of one year, 

with another conference arranged to discuss reparationsv 

further prorogations and additions to the securities. 

Both sides undertook to guard the designated sea-ports and 

roads effectively, so that merchants could be 

well-received and do their business without obstacle 

W. The Flemish still wanted the treaties established for a 

longer period, suggesting in July 1417 an extension of ten 

or twelve years or longer. But this did not accord with 

Henrq's policies. The! j were prolonged again until Easter 

(1) Foedera viii 751,767; C. 76/95 m. 9. 

(2. ) Bod. Lib. MS. French a. 2, analysed in McFarlane 
"Anglo-Flemish Relations" 41-45. 

(3) Wylie - Henry ii 297-299; Foeder-a ix 352-353,354; 
PPC ii 1919 193; Varenbergh - Histoire des 

-Relations 504-505; B. L. Add. Ch. 12510; C. 76/99 mm. 27-30. 
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1419, and then until 1 November 1419, rather tardily on 

both occasions (1). There do not appear to have been any 

more additions to the terms. 

Although these provisions and securities did not in name 

constitute a truce, they were enforced by conservators 
11 

from their first renewal in June 1408 onwards. It was the 

Flemings who first suggested theq should be appointed and 

Henrq IV complied in Julq (Z). On the English side it was 

the Calais officers end establishment who served as 

conservators: the captain, his lieutenant, the magors of 

the town and the Staple (3). To these the warden of the 

Cinq Ports and'the admiral were added, and in July 1412 

the mayors of Sandwich and Winchelsea, apparently as a 

result of the recent exchange of correspondence between 

Henrq and the Vier Leden (4). In 1416 the Flemings, while 

satisfied with the conservators at Calais, found those in 

England ineffective and asked for better ones (5). Several 

meetings between the commissaries of both sides to adjudge 

reparations for infractions were arranged, as specified in 

the original security (6 ). In 14079 1411 and 1416, they 

(I Vaughan - -Ighn the Feanles 162-163,171; Wylie - Henrt-4-V ii 301; F-nedera ix 476-480,4819 4839 784; 
Varenbergh - Histnire des Relatinns 506-508; F-Er, ii 
250-257; CPR 1416-1422 138-139; B. L. Add. MS. 14820k. 

(2. ) PPC, i 312-313; Foeder viii 541-542. 

(3) C. 76/92 m. 1; C. 76/95 mm. 9 and 12. 

(4. ) Foedera viii 691,765; P-P-, (' i 322-323. 

(S) Bod. Lib. MS. *French a. 2. 

(&) Foedera viii 475. 
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were scheduled for 1 August, which suggests the idea of a 

regular annual conference at Calais had emerged (1). 

Other meetings were projected for August 1408, November 

1409, Mag 1410, Februarg 1412, October 1413 and in 1414. 

Unlike their equivalents in the Anglo-French truces, most 

of, these meetings seem to have taken place and dealt with 

some business, though the question of the seizures at 

Slugs in April 1403 remained unsettled (1). The maintenance 

of frequent diplomatic contact protected commerce on both 

sides. 

When the Anglo-Flemish commercial treaty was first signed, 

John the Fearless sent a copy of Charles' ratification to 

Duke Jean V of Brittany with a demand that he should 

publish it. Duke Jean refused however, and it was not 

until the treaty was renewed in 1408 and the security for 

the Dover Straits added, that he approved them (3). He had 

already commenced negotiations with his step-father of 

England for a treaty of truce, peace or alliance. His 

envoys came to England in April 1407, and on 30 May, Henry 

ordered proclamation to be made in the western ports 

forbidding attacks on Bretons until 1 November (excluding 

those of Saint Malo, who were outside of Jean's obedience) 

(1) B. L. Add. Ch. 58420,125089 12510. 

(Z) Vaughan - John the Fearless 162; PPC i 3119 321-323; 
Foedera viii 614,625; Varenbergh - Histoire des 

Relations 499; Wylie - Henrtj Vi 1509- B. L. Add. Ch. 12508; 
Bod. Lib. MS. French a. 2. 

(3) Wilson - Anqlo-Frenrh Relation5-341,343 n. 80,364; 
B. L. Add. Ch- 12501. 
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in order to protect the travelling diplomats and their 

endeavours (1). On 11 Julq, both Henrq and Jean issued a 

simple truce for one gear, allowing free trade between 

Brittang and the English possessions (Bordeaux, Bagonne 

and the islands off the French coast were specificallg 

mefitioned) and providing for- the reparation of infractions 

Q-). Proclamation of the truce was ordered in the west 

countrg at the end of September and in November the 

authorities in Gugenne were ordered to accept the validitg 

of writs sold bg the duke to English ships sailing thereq 

because the truce had established peaceful relations (3). 

In the following months, Henrg acted against piracq at 

Calais, Pooleg and in the Channel Islands and the west 

coun. trq in accordance with the truce (4). In the summer of 

140-/ therefore, the safety of English commerce was secured 

on both flanks. 

In 1408, the Anglo-Breton truce was extended for one year, 

excluding the island of Br6hatj a Penthievre possession in 

rebellion against Jean (5). In 1409, the prorogation was 

(I ) Foedera viii 483-484; C. 76/90 mm 11 and 12. c. f. 
G. Warner (ed. ) The Libelle of Enqlmshe Pnl 4 cqe (Oxford 
1926) 9-11. 

(z) Foedera viii 490-491. Knowlson, followed by 
Touchard, is wrong in stating that truce had been made in 
Julq 1406 and the order of 30 May was a proclamation of 
this, K 'nowlson - Jean V 47,54-55,56; Touchard - Commerce- 
Maritime Bretort 104,106,111. 

(3) Foedera viii 499-500,503. 

(4. ) CCR 1405-1409 217-218; CPR 1405-1408 4189 419ý 421; 
C. 76/91 mm. 17 and 21. 

(5) Foedera viii 542-543. 
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for two gears, and Bre"hat no longer excepted M. In Mag 

1411, the truce was prolonged for another two gears from 6 

Julq (? -), but following the recent five-gear prorogation 

of the commercial treatq with Flanders, Jean of Brittany 

desired a more permanent settlement. At the end of 

October, he sent his envog the Sire du Juch to England, 

bearing a ten-gear prorogation, beginning 1 Januarg 1412. 

Henrq issued corresponding letters on 21 December, adding 

a clause which allowed modifications and supplements to 

the terms, and a week later commissioned Ralph Greenhurst 

to negotiate these additions with Juch (3 ). A separate 

schedule of terms was drawn up, forbidding letters of 

marque and reprisal and stating that the truce would not 

be regarded as broken because of ang violation. Stolen 

ships and goods should berestored to their owners and 

damages paid, levied on the home-ports of the captors. 

The captors and their prizes should be arrested on 

entering port, along with those who victualled them and 

bugers and receivers of stolen goods, and the guiltq 

punished. There were certain similarities with the points 

added to the Flemish treatq in the previous Mag. The 

terms were elaborated in an agreement between Juch and 

Greenhurst drawn up in Februarg 1412. The two principals 

were to confiscate all propertg stolen on both sides and 

deliver it to each other's representatives, with a fine of 

(1) Foedera viii 591-592. 

(1) Foedera vill 710; ix: 82; CPR 1408-1413 318; 
C. 47/28/7 no. 28. 

(3) Knowlson- Jean V 68-70; Foedera viii 710-712; ix 82. 
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up to one eighth of the property's value levied on the 

captors M. The new agreements were proclaimed in April(I). 

After the death of Henrq IV, Duke Jean again sent envogs 

to England to confirm the continuation of the truce, which el 

had not mentioned the heirs and successors of the 

principals. At Westminster on 3 Januarg 1414, theg made a 

new truce with Henrq V's representatives to last ten 

gears, expresslq including St. Malo and Br6hat. The new 

king had definite ideas about rationalising the truce 

system. The new-truce was expressed in Latin instead of 

French and the first part of the forma was taken from the 

terms that had recentlq been revived for the Picardq and 

West Flanders truce. The second part was a new set of 

regulations covering the truce at sea. Armed ships were 

not to leave port until their masters, owners or 

freighters had offered securitg to the port officers that 

theq would observe the truce and not take their prizes to 

ports in other territories. If there was ang violationg 

restitution would be made to the wounded partg with 

damages and interest paid, for which the officers of the 

home port of the captor would be liable, and the captor's 

ship confiscated by his lord. Captors entering ports with 

prizes would be arrested, the prizes confiscated and an 

inventory of their contents made, pending inquiries into 

Preuves ii 865-867; Lettres de Jean Vv 166-167. 

Foedera viii 732. 
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the case by the conservators, before which there should be 

no sale of the stolen goods. The duke would not receive 

into his territory or supply with food and money, anyone 

, ing nor banished from England or armed enemies of the 11 

permit his own subjects to participate in war against him. 

The king's enemies would not be allowed to come into 

Breton ports with prizes taken from the English and 

dispose of them by sale, nor would the duke and his 

subjects disguise these enemies, their goodsand ships as 

their owng on pain of exclusion from the truce. But the 

English were allowed to bring prizes taken from the king's 

enemies into Breton ports (1). These terms were a further 

elaboration of the rules necessitated by continuing piracy 

in the Channel. But the truce was no longer simply for 

the purpose of protecting commerce. It now established 

the -ýmilitary neutrality of the duchy for the next ten 

years. Henry ordered its proclamation in February and 

ratified it in April (2. ). In August 1415, while he was 

besieging Harfleur, he had it proclaimed again at 

Dartmouth, Plymouth and Exeter (3). 

The conservators for the truces with Brittany on the 

English side were those whose jurisdictions involved 

maritime cases: the admiral, the warden of the Cinq Ports 

(1) Foeder ix 80-85 c. f. Warner - Libelle 13. 

(2) Foeder ix 112, 122-123; C. 76/97 m. 2. 

(3) Foedera ix 309. 
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and the archbishop of Canterbury as chancellor (1). As 

with the Flemish treaty, they were first appointed in 

1408. On the Breton side the conservators included the 

duke's admiral and marshal, the governor of the comte of 

Nantes and the Sire du Juch, though Juch himself was 

involved in piracy and does not appear as -a conservator 

in 1414 (7-). As England and Brittany moved towards a 

political rapprochement, the efforts of the- conservators 

and the Councils were supplemented by commissions to 

reform violations and award reparations, beginning with 

the power to John Blount and Thomas Field in September 

1411, in the same terms as had been used for the French 

truces in April (3). At the end of February 1412 Blount 

was sent to Brittany to receive back the goods and vessels 

taken from the English since the truces began in 1407 with 

damages and interest, according to the agreement made that 

month (4-). In 1412,1413 and 1414, commissions of enquirg 

into captures at sea were appointed, complaints were 

received and compensation was arranged (5). The day after 

they signed the truce at Westminster in January 1414, the 

deputies of both sides met at London to discuss 

infractions. They drew up a schedule agreeing that 

(1) Foedera viii 542-543,591-592,710-711; C. 47/28/7 
no. 28. 

(2. ) Foeder ix 82,85; Knowlson - Jean V 72. 

(3 
, 
Foedera viii 702-703, c. f. 682; Knowlson - jean 

67-69. 

(4) C. 76/95 m. 15. 

(5) Knowlson - Jean V 76; CPR 1408-1413 381,428ý 4339 
476; CPR 1413-1416 224; Foeder viii 764; ix 116; QQE 
14ng-141Z 385; C. 76/95 m. 7; C. 47/30/9 no. 11. 
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enquiries about claims for damages should be made in the 

ports of both sides by the conservators, or special 

commissioners, and that they should arrest the offenders 

and take the stolen goods or their value into custody. On 

I May they should meet on the island of Guernsey to settle 

all outstanding cases, excepting those where judgement had 

already been given, but not executed (1). In June, Henry V 

sent envoys to Brittany to pursue the matter of 

violations, and those Englishmen who had suffered attacks 

were ordered to accompany them (1). In October, they and 

the Duke's representatives agreed a list of Breton 

infractions of the most recent truce, and this became the 

basis of English claims for compensation in 1415 (3 It 

appears that there was a genuine desire on the side of, the 

English government to minimise the friction caused by 

piratical ventures between the seamen of its south-western 

coasts and Brittany. It was impelled as much by the 

attractions of a Breton alliance as the need to protect 

the interests of English subjects. 

When Henry V ascended the throne therefore, both ends of 

the Channel were covered by truces and securities with 

Brittany and Flanders, but the 1407 truces with France had 

lapsed. Only the uncertain 1396 truce prevented a state 

(1) Foeder ix 85-88. The schedule was confirmed 18 
April, Foedera ix 123. 

(2-) Foedera ix 143-144; QCR 1413-1419 180; Cal. Siqnet 
786; Lettres de Jean V no. 1181; C. 76/97 m. 23. 

(3) Foedera ix 163-166,194-195; Knowlson - Jean 
87-90; Wylie - Henru---V i 103-104; Touchard - rnmmerce 
Maritime Breto 109 n. 249. 
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of open war with France, and Henry determined to take his 

stand on its continuing validity, which the truces of his 

father's reign had undermined. This was discussed in the 

Council in June 1413 and Henry Chichele drew up a 

memorandum to present to the king (1). In July, he and 

other envoys were sent to France to negotiate a new truce 

and require Charles to observe the old one. They were 

provided with a vidimus of Charles' letter of 31 May 1400 

confirming the 1396 truce (Z). When they met the French 

ambassadors at Leulinghen in September, they cited this 

and proposed the truce should be confirmed again on both 

sides and insisted on proceeding to reparation of 

violations against it. The French refused to acknowledge 

their claims or even report them to Charles, saying that 

they had been forbidden to swear any oaths conc6rning the 

1396 truce or the infractions which resulted from it. 

They would only discuss breaches of the truces made 

between Charles and Henry IV. It was eventually agreed 

that there should be another meeting at Leulinghen on 1 

May 1414 to consider relations between the kingdomsj 

before the truce for Picardy and West Flanders expired 

again (3). 

But French ambassadors were sent to London as early as 

December 1413, as the Paris government felt impelled to 

PPC ii 129-130. 

Foedera ix 35-38. 

A. N. J. 646 nos. 8 and 9. 
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ttspond to Henry's aggressive stance. They offered him the 

hand of Catherine of France and avoided the impasse about 

the validity of the 1396 truce by concluding a new general 

truce with the English deputies in January to last one 

year from 2 February. It included the allies of both 

sides, provided that they accepted it within three months. 

It was Henry who now had an advantage to gain by 

protecting his putative alliances, and he included the 

king of Castile, Jean of Brittany, Ludwig of the 

Palatinate and the count of Holland in the list. Almost 

all the terms were taken from the 1396 truce, omitting the 

references to Richard's marriage to Isabelle and the 

schism, which was now regarded as the sphere of General 

Councils. The conservators' rules about aiding each other 

with fifty soldiers against raiders and occupied 

fortresses and the arrest of raiders more than three 

leagues away from their fortresses were a1sc, excised . 

The clauses of 1394 about marque and reprisal, e9tis and 

the repopulation of deserted areas were deleted. The 

reduction of p2±1.. s was no longer written into the truce; a 

new clause stated that there was to be no prejudice to 

those that were current. Refugees returning to the lands 

they had fled, were protected from further payments of 

dues. Another new clause excluded prejudice to any 

previous truce between the partiesq meaning that of 13969 

in the same way that Henry had recently made a new truce 

with Brittany without this abrogating the one that aready 

existed. The English deputies wanted the truce to be 

written in Latin instead of French, but the French 

285 



disagreed, so it was drawn up in both languages to avoid 

further argument . It was the same in essence as the 

twenty-eight year truce, with the clauses which might work 

to the disadvantage of the English position removed. The 

absence of any regulation of es'Itis shifted the centre of 

its balance away from Guyenne. The conservators' districts 

returned to the pattern of 1394 and 1396 and several of 

the same conservators or their descendants i. -)ere appointed 

on the French side M. The Sire de Pons again served in 

Perigord, Saintonge and Angoumois (Z). There can be little 

doubt that Henrq V was responsible for the form taken bq 

the London truce. Through it he stressed his inheritance 

of the English throne, his claims to France and his policq 

towards France from Richard II. 

Henrq confirmed the truce and had it proclaimed in England 

and Picardq towards the end of Januarg 1414 (3). It was 

proclaimed in Ougenne on 30 April (4). Charles ratified it 

when the English ambassadors were in Paris on 10 March 

(5). A few months later it was supplemented bq the Statute of 

(1) Foedera -ix 91-101 in the name of the French 
ambassadors. A copy at B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div 
ff. 131-133v in the name of the English ambassadorsq a 
faded and fragmentary corrected draft. Its pages should be 
read in this order: - 131v, 131,132,132v, 133v, 133. c. f. 
Cosneau - Grands Traites 82-93 and pp. 112. -114 above. 

(2. ) A. N. J. 865 no. 23. 

(3) Foederr-t ix 101,110-111. 

(4) Vale - Enqli5h Gascrin! j 69 n. 2. 

(5) Foeder ix 118-119. A c-opy of the truce was made for 
the ambassadors in the Privy Seal Office, Brown - Priv 
Seal 283. 
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Truces. This made breaches of truces or safe-conducts, or 

aiding and abetting these crimes, punishable as treason. 

Resident conservators were to be appointed in every port 

and associated with two lawyers in each, in standing 

commissions of enquiry into violations. All prizes 

caFýtured from the king's enemies had to be reported to 

them and all-shipmasters had to swear to them to observe 

truces and safe-conducts before going to sea on pain of 

forfeiture (I The Statute brought into line, on the 

English side, all the regulations of maritime relations 

with Brittanyq Flanders and France and her allies, and 

filled the gap left by the demise of Henry IV's general 

truce at sea. Henry V meant the English conduct of the 

new truce to be exemplary in this troublesome element in 

order to establish the full justice of his case against 

Charles. 

Durin! 3 1415 there were four short extensions of the London 

truce, to 1 May, then to 8 Juneq then to 15 July and 

finally to 1 August (1). Each extension was designed to 

(I ) Wylie - Hent-tj Vi 330-331; C. F. Richmond - "The 
Keeping of the Seas during the Hundred Years War 
1422-1440" Histor xlix (1964) 295 n. 58; C. F. Richmond - 
Ro, jal Administration and the Keel2inq of the Seas 1422-1485 
(Oxford D. Phil. thesis 1963) 95; Statutes ii 178-181. The 
conservators were to be provided with a landed income of 
C40 per year and forbidden to take fees, gifts or 
retainers. They would have the same jurisdiction'as the 
admirals and the warden of the Cinq Ports, except the 
death sentence was reserved to these officers. The 
statute was not to be regarded as null because of any 
violation of its terms. 

(I ) Wylie - Henrtj VJ 436,444; Foeder ix 183,196, 
1979 1999 2019 221,225-2279 2609 262-268; B. Fr ii 153-154; 
C. 47/28/7 no. 31, a corrected draft of Foeder ix 260. 
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cover the next stage of the peace negotiations through 

which Henry was conducting his diplomatic offensive to 

recover Plantagenet rights in France. His interest in 

truce prorogations was limited to this and he ensured that 

they were short, to maintain the momentum of the talks. 

The later extensions were probably requested by the French 

diplomats to stave off the invasion he was preparing. But 

they could riot win a long enough respite to outlast the 

campaigning season. On 6 Julq, he told the French 

ambassadors at Winchester that since their lord had denied 

him justice in his claims, he was obliged to appeal to the 

justice of God and seek a different remedy, calling upon 

God and man, heaven and earth, to witness the rectitude of 

his actions (I ). On 28 July, he wrote to Charles from 

Southampton announcing his intention to obtain his rights 

by just recourse to arms, sending a final ultimatum to 

surrender what he demanded, as the law of Deuteronomy 

required. A reply was sent from Par-is on 24 August 

promising to resist force with force (Z). Fighting began on 

the Calais frontier on 2 August 1415, the day after the 

last extension of the London truce expired (3). By this 

exchange of defiances Henry and Charles invalidated any 

truce that might exist between them, including the 

twenty-eight year truce. In the ensuing campaign, which 

culminated at Agincourt, both sides recognised that there 

was a state of open war for the first time since 1389. 

(1) A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 

M N. H. Nicolas -Hiistr-ru of the Battle of Aginrr-urt (London 
1832) Appendix no. 1 pp. 5-7. c. f. p. 2_54- above. 

(3) Monstrelet iii 78. 
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After this interlude of warfare, a return to a state of 

truce was discussed in the following year. In the 

conferences at Westminster and Beauvais, a general truce 

for three years was considered, but the French ambassadors 

prevaricated and suggested a one-year truce instead 

OlAfter his successes in August, Henry was no longer 
C, 

interested in a truce of this length and generality. At 

Calais on 3 October 1416, his representatives concluded a 

truce with the French ambassadors to run from 9 October to 

2 February 1417, covering Picardy and West Flanders, and 

all the seas from Morocco to Norway. Allies of both sides 

were included if they certified their acceptance at Calais 

or Boulogne within six weeks. The principals were to 

ratify it by 1 November. A few short clauses forbade all 

acts of war and allowed the subjects of both parties to 

conduct lawful business and trade. As usual, the truce 

was not to be considered as broken because of any 

violation. Several other clauses concerned allied 

shipping, which had current importance following the 

Castilian and Genoese participation in thesea-battle at 

the mouth of the Seine. Pending the confirmation of the 

truce by their 
-lords, 

the masters and owners of allied 

ships would swear, on the security of their, ships and 

goods, to the principal of the opposite party to observe 

the truce, or be excluded from its benefits. They could 

then obtain safe-conduct from the principals or the 

W! jlie and Wau! 3h - -Herrtj iii 15,17; Bod. Lib. MS. 
Bodl. 885 f. 66. See pp. 134- 14c) above. 
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captains of Harfleur or Calais to return to their home 

ports (I ). For Henry this short truce served the two 

purposes of suspending the threat at sea from France's 

allies and protecting the peace negotiations in Picardy 

for a few months. He had it proclaimed in the English 

ports on 13 October and ratified it a week later at 
C, 

Westminster M-It was proroqued until 15 March 1417 but 

probably lapsed on this date or shortly afterwards (3). 

Meanwhile Henrq's intermittent negotiations with John of 

Burgundq had led to another truce between them which was 

not of a commercial nature. In Februarq 1416 Johng 

seeking further securitq for Flanders, had instructed his 

ambassadors to excuse the participation of some of his 

Flemish vassals at Agincourt on the grounds that he and 

the Flemish nobilitq owed militarg service to Charles VI 

for their fiefs, and had not made war on Henrq on their 

own account (1*). In June, his envogs in London made a truce 

with Henrq to run from 13 Julq until Michelmas 1417. It 

was a personal truce between the two princes: each 

undertook not to make war on the other or damage his 

lands, possessions or subjects by land or sea. 

Essentiallq this removed Flanders and Artois from the war, 

(I ) F-riedera ix 397-401; Wylie and Waugh - Henry 
25. See pp. 11+0-141 above. 

(Z) Foedera ix 401,404. 

(3) Wylie and Wa. ugh - Henry iii 41; Cal. Siqnet nos. 
7979 798. 

(4) Bod. Lib. MS. French a. 2. 
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easing the pressure on the Calais frontier M. In a 

concomitant agreement, Henrq promised to make no treatq 

with the Armagnac lords against John during the term of 

the truce (1). The comte of Boulogne was added to the truce 
I 

in Maq 1417, and it was extended first until Eastet, 1418 

with the comte" of Saint-Pol added, then until Michelmas 
e 

1418 (3). Bq this time the Burgundians had regained control 

of Paris and the government of France. 

Therefore when Henry invaded Normandy in July 1417 with 

the intention of conquering it, the, left flank of his 

advance was protected by a truce. In November he secured 

his right flank when. he concluded truces with Duke Jean of 

Brittany for himself and Yolande of Anjou, guardian of 

Duke Louis of Anjou, Jean's son-in-law. The truce of 

January 1414 with Brittany needed some reinforcement since 

Jean had answered 'Charles' summons in the 1415 campaign 

and his brother the Count of Richmond had fought at 

Agincourt. The new Breton truce ran from 16 November 

until Michelmas 1418icovering the duchy and Jean's other 

lordships in France and all lands in Henry's obedience. 

It too forbade deeds of war and damage to lands, 

, ing and duk possessions and subjects. The k --e were not to 

receive in their territories those in arms against the 

(1) Foedera ix 383; J. Boitel -"Les Appels a I'Angleterre 
des Partis Francais en Lutte 1411-141811 Positions des 
Th4ses (1942) 19. 

(t) B. L. Add. Ch - . 
55499. 

(3) Foedera ix 451,470,562,563; Wylie - Henrq ii 
300-301; Wylie and Waugh - Henry iii 85 and n. 5; ý, -PP 1416-1422 138. 

291 



other, or allow armed fleets to gather in their ports or 

armed groups of more than a hundred to cross their lands 

to attack, the other. Jean would recall all Bretons to the 

duchg bg 20 December and ensure theg observed the truce. 

Free trade and free movement at sea were alloixied and the 

trucp would not be broken by any violation. If fortresses 

were seized they would be returned and the infraction 

repaired. The truce with the AnSevins covered Anjou and 

Maine for the same period. It was similar but shorter, 

and allowed Henry and-his subjects free passage through 

Angevin lands ( 1). Henry aimed to pacify the western 

marches of his nascent Norman conquests. Anglo-Breton 

truces were extended to the Norman-Breton border region 

for the first time. These two truces were prorogued 

several times and were still current at the end of 1419. 

Theq were agreed to last indefinitelg until one of the 

parties chose to revoke'them (Z). Efforts continued to be 

made to enforce the truces with Brittany both at sea and 

on the land frontier, bq commissions of enquirg and 

reparations, without a great deal of success (3). 

In northern France, Henrq emploged truces with the French 

(I) Foedera ix 511-515; Wylie and WaLt! 3h - Henr, -j iii 
68-691 CPR 1416-1422 138. 

(2. ) Foedera ix 613-614,663; Cal. Siqnet nos. 842,853; 
CCR 1413-1419 524-525; Knowlson - -lean v 107-108; 
B. L. Add. MS. 38525 f. 74v. 

(3 ) CCR 1413-1419 500-5031* Foedera ix 614; PPC ii 
243-244; Touchard - Commerce Maritime Br-eton 118-119, 
123-124; C. 76/101 m. 3. See also Ea--2eddera ix 550. 
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princes as part of his militarg strategg, to neutralise 

possible opponents and allow him to concentrate on his 

thrust through Normandq to Paris. His Duchq of Ougenne 

did not figure in this grand plan and it was left to the 

authorities there to negotiate local truces on their own 

in. itiative. There were several in 1415 with the Sire de 

Pons and the Albret and Armagnac families (I ). In Julq 

1418 theq made a truce with the new heads of these two 

families to last until Christmas. This was later 

proroqued until the following Easter-, then to June 1419. 

It suited Henrq's purpose to keep the Duchq peaceful, so 

he endorsed the truce and its extensions (Z). It became 

part of the network of truces bq which he isolated his 

foes. Of the nine great feudatories named as the 

Dauphin's supporters at the conference of Alenqon in 

November 1418, three were at truce with Henrq (the count 

of Armagnac, and the duke of Anjou and his mother) and 

three were his prisoners in England (the dukes of OrIgans 

and Bourbon, and the count of Vend8me) (3). 

At this conference, -the Dauphinists requested a short 

truce to cover further peace negotiations and in 

particular a meeting between Henry and the Dauphin. But 

Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 54; Vale - Enqlish Gascontj 
179,186-187; M. G. A. Vale - War, Government and Politics in 
English Gascont4 1399-1453 (Oxford D. Phil. thesis 1967) 234. 

(2) Vale - Enqlish Gascnnq 187-188; Foedpra ix, 602,6259 
6619 690. 

(3) Foedera ix 643. 
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the proposal was rejected by the English who considered 

that the Dauphin did not have sufficient authority to 

represent the adverse party of France (1). In spring 1419, 

Henry made such a truce with the Burgundian government to 

protect his conference with Charles and John the Fearless 

atC. Meulan (2. ). Another truce with a similar purpose was 

agreed in December 1419, and prorogued several times until 

a conclusion was reached in the peace negotiations at 

Troyes (3). 

Truces were themselves a compromise between two 

irreconcilable positions in the search for peace. 

Consequently the period under consideration was 

characterised and defined by trucesv predominantly the 

long truce signed in Paris in 1396. By 1388 the framework 

of truce regulations for the land had already been 

established; 'but it had proved impossible to end endemic 

warfare in France. In frontier areas, conflict had its 

own momentum. The independent companies ceased to be a 

factor early in this period, but there remained the 

indestructable system of marque and reprisal, overseen by 

conservators who might themselves be routi6rs involved in 

violations of the truces they were entrusted to preserve 

intact. Permanent frontier garrisons financed themselves 

(1) Foedera ix 645; PPC ii 357. See p. 192. above. 

(2) B. L. Add. MS. 38525 f. 87v. See p. ISE above. 

(3) Lettres de, Rois ii 374-375. See p. 197 above. 
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from the non-combatant population by the levy of 29ti and 

raids into enemy territory, It seems that only particular 

truces, locally made and locally enforced, were effective 

in the frontiers. At sea, it was still more difficult for 

a prince to control his privateering subjects. During 

this long period of truce, the deleterious effect of the 

ship-masters' activities on international relations became 

apparent. With each successive truce, there xas, a 

proliferation of ever stricter regulations of maritime 

affairs. But - it remained beyond the capacity of 

governments to overcome piracy. 

When put into operation, the idea of a long truce proved 

unwieldg: under the constant pressure of infractions, it 

needed repeated redefinition and clarification. It was 

complicated bq the insinceritg of both sides in observing 

it. -This permitted a war of attrition to be maintained 

without taking the risks of open war. The commonest 

clause of these truces made a final rupture of the treatq 

impossible, no matter how the cases of violation 

accumulated. Even though the twentg-eight gear truce was 

ignored and abused, the French could not pronounce it 

invalid, though theg could refuse to make a statement of 

its validitq and trq to supersede it with other truces. 

The English considered it to be legalIq in force until 

Henrq V's defiance in 1415, but onlq he was able to make 

the viewpoint effective bg incorporating its terms into a 

new truce. This stubborn stance on the legal status of a 

previous treatq, which the French preferred to regard as 
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null, parallels the attitudes of the two sides to the 

peace of Bretigny. When Henry IV obtained Charles VI's 

confirmation of the Paris truce in 1400, the principle was 

established that a truce was made not merely between ti.,. lo 

princes, but between the states and allies they 

represented, therefore the truce should continue whatever 

the fate of the princes. England -arid France were at truce 

even. though neither of their kings recognised the other 

and could even seek to have him displaced. Truces had 

always covered the right to engage in trade, but in 1407 a 

. series of truces began whose primary purpose was to 

protect the commercial interests of the subjects of both 

sides, even when these- ran contrary to the political 

interests of their princes. The idea was emerging of a 

community whose considerations in international relations 

were independent of dynastic politics and could override 

them. 

The measures each side wished to include in a truce, and 

the form on which it reached 'an agreed compromise, 

indicate its aspirations and relative strength in a 

similar, wag to its peace offers. The Valois preferred to 

suspend the war by a long truce rather than end it by a 

peace treaty to avoid purchasing Plantagenet rights with 

an expensive cession of lands. As the conflict changed in 

tone from a 'feudal quarrel with Charles VI at an 

advantage, ' to a dynastic quarrel 'with Henry V at an 

advantage, the concentration of the truce terms shifted 

from Guyenne to the sea, to northern France. From Gaunt's 
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concern to establish himself in the Duchy, they passed to 

Henry IV's preoccupations with defending the weakness of 

his usurped throne and promoting the wealth of his kingdom, 

and to Henry V's determination to obtain his family's 

rights in France. After 1415, his truces were adjuncts of 

his military campaigns. A truce was not a state of peace, 
C^ 

but an interlude in a state of war, and at its end, open 

war recommenced. Its purpose was not necessarily a 

prelude to peace, but often a period of recuperation 

preparatory to a fresh attack. 
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Chapter IV 

COKFLICT WITHIN THE ANGLO-FRENCH TRUCES 

Although the period from 1389-1415 was officially one of 

continuous truce, in practice military activity was far 

from completely suspended. It has been claimed "No 

medieval truce was ever properly observed, and... no one 

expected it to be. " (1). On the frontiers of the English 

possessions in France, the two factions lived in a state 

of almost permanent infraction of the truces. But it was 

not simply a question of petty border violations, raids 

and counter-raids: both governments expected a certain 

level of unofficial warfare to continue into the truce. 

When his indenture for the captaincy of Brest was drawn up 

in June 1389, it was stipulated that John Holand should 

receive wages at the wartime rate if there should be war 

in Brittany during a future truce. or peace (Z). After the 

Leulinghen truce was signed, the French government still 

had more than 2,000 troops on its payroll to guard the 

Keen - Laws of War 214. 

E. 28/1 nos. 54a and 54b. 
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frontiers and deal with routiers, about half the number it 

maintained whilst conquering English territory between 

1369 and 1380 (1). In December 1: 396 it was still paying 

wages for war service to troops in Pgrigord (2. ). Although 

no major expeditions were successfully launched against 

France between the earl of Buckingham's chevauchee in 1380 
C^ 

and that of the duke of Clarence in 1412, there was a 

querre rriuverte between the English and the French from 

Henry IV's accession onwards. This was fully rer-c. 911 i sed 

in the Anglo-Flemish negotiations of August 1403, when it 

was a factor allowed for in a projected agreement to 

protect commercial shipping (3). 

The French could not acknowledge their attacks or, Henrq's 

subjects without repudiating the protection provided by 

the twenty-eight year truce, so they concealed them under 

the colours of allies and independent third parties. By 

mutual consent, privateers could be treated as pirates, 

and routiers as common robbers, allowing a war of 

attrition to continue under the 'Cover of the truce, 

without the dangers of open war. The French sent ships 

under Scottish flags and Scottish commanders to pre! j on 

English shipping and then would not , acknowledge 

responsibilitq for restoring English losses. The English 

Contamine - G-li-erre ttat et So-cigte 210,230. 

Preuve ii 676-677. 

(3) Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 65. 
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ambassadors were well aware of the deception (1). It was 

often convenient for both sides to regard the Bretons and 

the Flemings as Charles' allies rather, than his subjects. 

This enabled the English to take retaliation against their 

shipping and even their territory, without breaking the 

truce. The French considered Wales to be fair game in the 
C, 

same way by virtue of the pretended authority of their 

ally Owain Glyr"idk'kir as prince, but the English insisted 

that he was a rebellious subject (2-). If allies and their 

lands could be excluded from the truce because they 

refused to abide by it, so too could individuals. -By 

their personal defiances of Henry, Louis of Orl9ans and 

Waleran of Saint-Pol put their actions outside the scope 

of a truce between the kingdoms of England and France. 

Theoretically they conducted private wars against the 

usurper, for private reasons. Consequently they were as 

exempt from- the truce's protection as from its 

restrictions (3). 

It was in the marches of Picardy that the forces of Henry 

of Lancaster and Charles of Valois confronted each other 

most directly. A double ring of English and French 

fortresses surrounded the Calais enclave (4. ). Two months 

(I ) A. N. J. 645 nos. 55 and 55(2). This method of 
circumventing the truce was specifically forbidden in the 
security for the sea between England and Flanders in 1408, 
Foedera viii 550. 

(2) per, i 302. 

(3 e. g. The parl of Somerset was permitted to attack 
the comt9 of Saint-Pol in 1404, E. 28/14 no. 904. 

(4. ) K. Fowler - The Aqe of Plan aqenet-and Valoi-S (London 
1967) map VI p. 72. 
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after Henrq had seized the throne, the lieutenant and 

treasurer of Calais reported to the Council that the 

Marches were peaceful (1). Bg Januarg the situation had 

changed; over the next three gears, the English government 

several times sent troop reinforcements and supplies to 

Calais and repaired its fortresses in the March, in 
C, 

response to threatening rumours from the French and 

Flemish-ports (Z). In February 1403 the count of Saint-POI 

sent a letter of defiance to Henry, stating his intention 

to damage him by land and sea outside the kingdom of 

France and the king of France's quarrel, in retaliation 

for the death of his-brother. -in-law, Richard II, - and in 

December he sen-t his herald Ligny to Westminster with a 

further message of challenge (3). Waleran of Saint-Pol had 

rights to the lands of his deceased wife, Maud Holand, by 

the courtesy of England. He had visAted England in 1390 

and 1396 (4. ); as late as 1401, as conservator and 

captain-general in Picardy, he wrote to the captain of 

Calais stating his intention to observe the truce (S). In 

1404 Henry and his ambassadors made a series of protests 

to the French 
-'and 

Burgundian governments about the 

E. 28/26 no. 9. - 

(2. ) CCP 1399-1402 39-40; EPC i 83; Wilson 
Anqln-French Relatinn_j 149; Fnedera viii 125; B. L. Cotton 
MS. Caligula Div f. 19; E. 28/9 unnumbered; E. 28/24 no. 17; 
E. 28/26_no. 98; E. 28/28 no. 9. 

(3) Foedera viii 348; Monstrelet i 67-69. 

(A-) -C. 76/75 mm. 11,13 (twice); C. 76/81 m. 11; S. -C. 1/63 
nos. - 276,277. In Vý90 Richard sent him E100, QCR 1389-1392 
216. 

(S) QL(oted by Ryssheton in 1404, A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
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def iances of the count of Saint-Pol and the dukle of 

Orleans and their subsequent hostile actions. They 

argued that as Charles' liege subjects, Waleran and Louis 

were obliged to respect his oath confirming the truce and 

demanded to know if Charles had approved the sending of 

thq. ir letters (1). They regarded the two French lords as 

excluded from any benefit of the truce; additional 

securities were required for the ambassadors at Calais, in 

case they attacked them whilst they were negotiating in 

Picardq (Z). Saint-Pol opened his campaign in August 1403 

with the ambush and capture of John Lardener, captain of 

Oge Castle, whom he held to ransom at one of his fortreses 

(3). He then turned his attention to the Channel. 

Philip of Burgundy took his part in this co-ordinated 

hostility to the English. A plan was drawn up for a siege 

of Calais by three thousand men-at-arms and a thousand 

archers, with a further three hundred troops guarding the 

Norman and Picard frontiers. It was expected to last five 

months (4 ). Philip began a blockade of the Calais march 

and contacted traitors in the garrison. The plot was 

discovered and Hugh Lutterell resigned as-lieutenant. The 

Council decided to send reinforcements to the garrison, 

(1) Letters of Henrtj IV i 170-174,214-225; Foedera vi. ii 
348; B. L. Add. Ch. 12504; A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 

(2. ) Wylie - Henrq IV i 336; A. N. J. 919 nos. 12,21; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 12504. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 53; J. 919 no. 11; E. 28/18 nos. 13,50. 

(it) A. N. J. 1025 no. 13. Early in 1403 Philip's son 
Antoine married the daughter of the count of Saint-Pol and 
Maud Holand, Mrinstrelet i 70. 
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first under the command of the earl of Somerset, then 

under Sir John Pelham (1). But the pro. jected siege did not 

materialize. Hostilities in the March in 1404 and eat-19 

1405 were limited to border raids by both sides, in which 

the comtes of GuAines, Boulogne and Saint-Pol suffered. 

The English garrisons of Calais, Gull"nes, Marck, Oye and 
11 

Hammes were spurred on by the failure of the government to 

pay them (1). In January 1405, Henry ordered the officers 

of the Staple to seek out the intent, ions of the French for 

hostile action and sent spies to Bruges (3). In April, the 

independent reports of several different spies agreed that 

the French were about to blockade Calais bg land and sea. 

The! j were prepared for a long siege and had alreadq 

assembled 7,000 troops, with cannon and siege en I gines. 

The council at Calais considered that the purpose of this 

was to divert Thomas of Lancaster's proposed expedition to 

rescue Guyenne by appearing to offer battle; but it was 

confident that if sufficiently supplied with men, 

materials and victuals, it could deal with this feint (4. ). 

In response, Henrq ordered the revictualling of Calais and 

sent Sir John Arundel back to his captaincq at Marck (S ). 

In the event, it was at Marck that the French attack fell 

(I Wylie - Henrq LV i 389-390; ral. ý---iqnet no. 167; 
E. 28/12 no. 4. See pp. 2AJ-242 above. 

(2. ) W! jlie - Henrtj IV i 396; ! --it. Derij. 5 iii 120; Wilson - 
Ariqlr, -French Relations 

, 
226,2279 283-28492949 295; E. 28/14 

no. 904; E. 28/28 no. 40. 

(3) E. 28/17 no. 54. 

(4. ) E. 28/20 no. 65. 

(S) E. 28/14 no. 75; E. 28/20 no. 64. 
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on 12 Ma! j, but onIq bq a relativel! j small force led bq the 

Count of Saint-Pol, who was now allied to Louis of 

Orleans. He attacked with his banners flging as a sign of 

open war and took the town, but the garrison held out in 

the castle. Three dags later it tims relieved bg a force 

from Calais, which drove the besiegers back to Saint-Omer. 
e 

Saint-Pol =--Iso detained the bishop of Rochester, who was 

travelling without the precaution of a safe-conduct (I *). 

On 1 July Henry was still expecting Calais to be besieged 

(2. ), but nothing happened this gear. 

The threat came much closer in 1406. In April, John the 

Fearless, now count of Flanders, was appointed lieutenant 

and captain-general for Picardq and West Flanders (3). In 

August and September the government in Paris became 

worried bq the build-up of English troops in the Calais 

enclave and expected an attack across the frontier (4). 

The English laid siege to the fortress of Balinghem and 

John was sent to relieve it. He then undertook to besiege 

Calais and its attendant fortresses bq land and sea. For 

(I) The English took important prisoners but a 
counter-attack on Ardres failed7 Monstrelet i 100-105; 
Varenbergh - Histoire des Relation 494; Wylie - Henru IV 
ii 90-96; Vaughan - John the Fearlesra, 20-21,146; K. een 
Laws of War 17,107,114,202. The bishop undertook 
judicial proceedings against the duke of Burgundy and the 
count of Saint-Pol as a result of this arrest, Foedera 
viii 480,627-628; C. 76/92 m. 9. 

(1) E. 28/22 no. 30. The duke of Burgundy asked for troops 
and money from Paris to besiege Calais but was refused, 
Monstrelet i 107-108. 

(3) Monstrelet i 125-1269 130. 

(4) B. L. Add. Ch. 1398,6780. 
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this purpose he mustered 4,350 soldiers at Saint Omer on 2 

and 3 November, including contingents led by the count of 

Saint-Pol and the Sire de Heugueville, master of the 

crossbowmen, besides his own retainers. The English were 

expecting an army gathered from France, Flanders, Holland 

and Brabant under the command of John, his brother Antoine 

of Limburg and the Sire de Heugueville, most of whom could 

be considered as outside the truce. Crossbows were 

brought from Rumania, cannon from the Low Countries and 

siege equipment from Bruges and Sluys; John cut down a 

whole forest near Saint-Omer to make siege engines and two 

bastides (1). Although he was starved of money from Paris 

to pay the troops and had strained his own finances to the 

limit, he was prepared to move against the English 

fortress of Gul'nes on 8 November. But to his great fury 

he received orders from Charles to abandon the attackv 

perhaps because of the expense, perhaps to avoid a final 

rupture of the truce. The siege train was put into 

storage in the abbey of Saint Bertin at Saint-Omer U). In 

late October, Henry summoned his retainers and collected 

ships for an expedition to relieve Calais (3 ). His 

ambassadors there warned him that Duke John persisted in 

his hostile intention, despite the progress in the talks 

(1) Foedera viii 336 (misdated to 1403), 456; Mnnstrelet 
i 135-136; B. N. Bourgogne 57 f. 295-295v; A. N. J. 919 
no. 24. 

(2. ) Vaughan - John the Fearless 39-40; Monstrelet i 
136-138; B. N. Bourgogne 57 f. 26-26v (letters from Jean 
Chousat, his receiver-general of finances, who wished to 
resign). c. f. Owen - Connectio 28-291 Wylie- Henrq IV iii 
61. 

(3) Foedera viii 336,456; Wylie - Henntj IV iii 63. 
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for a commercial treaty with Flanders (1). At the end of 

January the town's captain, the earl of Somerset, told 

Henry that he expected a siege shortly (1); Henry again 

ordered his retinue to join him and ships to be arrested 

N-Calais was in crisis, insufficiently supplied with 

viýýtuals and artillery, with a desperate and unpaid 

garrison on the brink of desertion. Over the next few 

months, the Council managed to struggle through its 

financial problems to maintain the military establishment 

there (4). Fortunately for the English, John the Fearless 

had insufficient resources to make a second attempt in 

Spring 1407 and by the summer the area was covered by a 

new truce (5 ). After he ordered Louis of Orl6ans' 

assassination in November, he and his rivals in Paris had 

other preoccupations. 

Duke John threatened the Calais march again early in 1410, 

when he was ! 3overning in Pat-is. The French Council 

decided on a policy of war on the last day of 1409 and 

preparations were made for an attack on Calais (6 ), 

probably when the truce expired on I May. In response to 

the renewed danger, Parliament assigned three-quarters of 

(1) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 145. 

E. 28/23 no. 20. 

(3) Foedera viii 466; Wylie - Henrq I_Y iii 64; CM. 
14n5-14ne 309,354. 

(4 ). J. L. Kirby - "The Council of 1407 and the Problem of 
Calais" H. T. (Jan. 1955), 44-50; Letters of Henry IV ii 
145-148; E. 28/23 nos. 3 and 20. 

(5) See p. 2-SZ above. 

(G) Wylie - Henry IV iv 32; i 322. 
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the wool subsidq it voted for the coming gear to' the 

keeping of the Calais march and the wages of its garrisons 

(1). On 7 Februarg, the admirals were ordered to hold all 

ships over thirty tons in readiness for an expedition to 

resist the duk -e' s- attack. But English agents set fire to 

the, stores and engines he had gathered at Saint Omer (2). 

The planned campaign was again abandoned and the truce for 

Picardy and West Flanders was renewed for, a few months 

(3), There was raiding on both sides in 1412, probably after 

the expiry of this local truce. The initiative now lay 

with the English and they were able to take Balinghem. 

The count of Saint-Pol counter-attacked Mines (4). The 

purpose of the English raids was to harrass the duke of 

Burgundq's rear as he advanced to attack the Armagnacs; in 

conjunction with the expedition of the duke of Clarence 

theq formed-an overall strategg for an English 

intervention in France. Similarlq when open war broke out 

in August 1415, the Calais garrison began raids across the 

frontiers to act in concert with Henry V's landing at 

Harfleur and his subsequent march from Normandy (S ). The 

ELQ* ii7-9 

Wqlie - Henry IV iv 34; E-28/23 no. 26. 

(3) See p. 7-1; 7 above. 

(4) Wylie - Henrtj IV iv 72-73; Varenbergh - Histoire de 
Relations 502. In Oct. 1413 the French complained of the 
capture of'Balinghem as a violation of their truce with 
Henry IV, A. N. J. 646 no. 8. See p. 2. S8 arJ n. 4 above. 

(5) Wylie - Henrq V ii 110; Fnedera ix 314-315: St. DenUs 
v 550; Mnnstrelet iii 78. 
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town of Boulogne was felt to be in danger of a siege by 

the expected conjunction of the two forces (1). 

The French failed to launch the full-scale attack on 

Calais which would probably have been regarded as the 

definitive rupture of the twenty-eight year truce. After 

the crisis of 1407, the balance of military advantage on 

the March began to tip in England's favour, under- the 

cover of the new series of truces. By Henry V's reign the 

English position there was as strong as ever and ready to 

serve as a base for a new assault on Valois France. 

The English territorial holdings in Aquitaine survived a 

similar period of crisis, but here the military struggle 

was fought harder and over a greater depth of frontier. 

The fighting in south-west France was not occasioned 

purely by Henry IV's usurpation, but was connected to the 

continuous competition by the greater and lesser, nobility 

for political advantage and control in the region, a 

contest in which the Valois and the Plantagenets often 

appeared to be only ineffective and frustrated umpires. 

The Duchy had not been entirely pacified by the series of 

truces beginning in 1388. During the campaigns of the 

late 1380s the English had been driven back from the 

defensive line of the river Charente (Z). Both before the 

truces began and during their first few years there was 

(1) C. Phillpotts - "The French Plan of Battle during the 
Agincourt Campaign" E. H. R xcix ( 1984) 61 n. 3. 

(2-) Chavanon - "Renaud VP 38-39; Froissart xiii 273. 
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military activity by the count of Armagnac and agents of 

Charles VI to force the English routiers to evacuate the 

fortresses they had held in the eastern parts of the Duchy 

(1). The agreements Armagnac had made with individual 

captains for this purpose were recognised in the truce of 

Au, g, ust 1388 U). But this did not eliminate the activity 

of the routiers, many of whom, like Ramonet de Sort, took, 

service with Armagnac for his perennial struggle against 

the house of Foix. In 1395 forces loyal to the English 

were involved in a private war between the Seigneur of 

Barbazan and the count of Pardiac (3). Early in 1399, the 

Captal de Buch, -enlisted some English, garrisons for his war 

for the succession to Foix, fought against Charles VI's 

constable, Louis of Sancerre. This caused Sancerre to 

threaten the p9ti the English received from the 

Senie'schauzees of Toulouse, Quercy, Agenais, Landes, 

Bazadais and Bigorre, which would probably have provoked 

full-scale war between the two obediences (A-). Those 

professing allegiance to Richard had still been seizing 

fortresses in the, Duchy in 1390, violations which 

occasioned the sending of English and French commissions 

(1) Keen - Laws of Wat 94-96,149; Lacaille - "Enquerran 
VIV, 89; P. R. O. 31/8/135 Section I no. 2; B. L. Add. Ch. 
3362. See p. 187 above. 

(1) Foedera vii 597. 

(3) Keen- Laws of War 87 and n. 3,126 n. 4,109 n. 1. 
Nompar de Caumont allied with the count of Foi,,,,, in May 
1394, P. S. Lewis - "Decayed and Non-Feudalism in later 
Medieval France" BIIHR xxxvii (1964) 182 no. 6. 

(4) Fowler - "Truces" 207. 
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to enforce the truce (I ). By 1394, John of Gaunt had 

abandoned his attempt to consolidate control over an 

extended Duchq and the commissioners ceased their 

attentions to truce infractions. In 1394 and 1395 

"English" troops seized fortresses in Saintonge, Angoule-me 

and, Auvergne. Gaunt denied responsibility for these 

captures, which were reversed by the efforts of mar6chal 

Boucicaut (2. ). Raids for p9tis, booty, cattle and 

prisoners to ransom continued into the truces, at 

P6rigueux in 1388 and 1389, in the Pays d'Albret in 1390, 

in Saintonge and Angouleme in 1391 (3 ). The- French 

continued to employ letters of marque against the town of 

Bourg-sur-Gironde and reprisals against Bordeaux merchants 

in the Potart case (4. ). In 1398 they confiscated the 

fortresses of the Sire de Limeuil (5) and in 1399 the 

lands of count Archambaud of Perigord, driving him to seek 

refuge in England W. These local tensions and violations 

constantly threatened the continued existence of the 

truce. In 1392, the Mayor and Jurats of Bordeaux warned 

(1) r-iii2. Cor. no. 123 and p. 221 n. 123; C. 61/101 m. 4; A. N. 
J. 865 no. 7. See pp. 184-1#7above. 

(1) Buchori - Bottcicau I xx. 

(3) Fowler - "Truces" 200 n. 73,201 and n. 78; Choix i 
154-156; A. N. J. 865 nos. 8 and 9. 

( 4- ) Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 42-43; E. 28/6 no. 95; A. N. 
K. 54 no. 44. See pp. 2-11 above, and 334-below. 

(S) A. N. J. 865 no. 14. 

(6) Wylie - Henrtj- i 133. The arrest of Pe-risord's 
brother, with his ships, was ordered in 1401 and 1402, QQR 
1399-140 461; 1405-1409 67. 
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Gaunt of the French intention to attack Bordeaux (I and 

the government in Paris expected the English partg in 

Gugenne to make open war on the expirg of the four-gear 

truce at Michelmas 1398 (2. ). 

The Duchq was considered to be Gaunt's sphere of influence 

from his arrival there in Autumn 1387 onwards (3)9 and he 

seems to have taken responsibility for its military 

support from England. His arrival at Bordeaux and his 

military preparations there alarmed the French government, 

which raised money to reinforce the frontiers and oppose 

an expected expedition from England (4. ). In Spring 1388 

'the Appellant government sent victuals to Gaunt (5 ) and 

reinforcements under the command of Thomas Percy W. But 

Gaunt turned his attention to negotiating a truce and his 

anticipated attack never came 7). It appears that he 

indented to take troops to Guyenne again in 1390, but 

abandoned the idea (8). This was presumably the expedition 

of which Mgrigot March5s had heard when secretly told to 

(1) Annto-Norman no. 150. 

(2) A. N. J. 644 no. 23. 

(3) Annleterre Pt Schisme 252; Lehoux - Berri ii 224. 

(4) Choty, 1 81-86; B. L. Add. Ch. 3360. 

(5) CCR 1385-138 376. 

(4 Anqleterre et Schisme 255 n. 5. Percy had recently 
served Gaunt as admiral and ambassador on his expedition 
to Castile. 

(7) See pp. 144-147 above. 

(8 ) J. J. N. Palmer - The Careen of Henrq Bowet, bishop o 
Bath and Wells, later archbishop of York- (Oxford 
B-Litt. thesis 1964) 37 n. 4. 
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retain his fortresses by the English truce commissioners 

M Gaunt did take a large force to the Duchy in Autumn 

1394 (Z). Charles and his uncles feared he intended to use 

it to break the four-year truce and sent Jean Boucicaut to 

ascertain that he did not (3). Percy may have taken more 

troops over in March 1398 (4). Gaunt's son, John Beaufort, 

was appointed lieutenant of Guyenne in September of this 

year and ships arrested for his passage there, with his 

retinue, but his departure was repeatedly delayed by 

Richard's orders (S ). The English government did not 

neglect the Gascon's need for military aid during the 

truces of the 1390s and in April 1400, Henry IV continued 

this policy by sending a small force to the Duchy under 

the command of Henry Bowet, Hugh Despenser, Gaillard de 

Durfort and Nompar de Caumont (6 ). Shortly after his 

usurpation, he conferred the title Duke of Aquitaine on 

his eldest son (7). 

King Charles responded in Januarq 1401 bq creating his 

eldest son, the new Dauphin Louis, duke of Guyenne as Peer 

Fowler - "Truces" 203; Keen - Laws of War 98. 

(Z) Y-n-ighton - ii 321; Ann. Rir. ý--, ec. 167. 

(3) Buchon Boucicaut I xx; Froissart xv 151-152. 

(4-) Vale Enqlish nasrnnq 31. c. f. Wylie - HenrU IV i 
122. In 1397 Matthew Gournay was serving in Guyenne, L. f, 'P 
1396-1399 36; E. 28/10 unnumbered. 

(S ) QPR 1396-1399 4329 558; QQR 1396-1399 354; C. 61/105 
mm. 3,6,7,8; E. 28/26 nos. 53 and 64. 

(4) Vale - Eriqliih Gascontj 31-32,247; Palmer - Bowet 
54-55; Lettres des Rois ii 304; CPR 1399-1401 271. 

(7) Wylie - Henrq IV i 66. 
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of France, with immediate seisin of the Duchy. The grant 

was for life only, the Duchy reverting to the royal domain 

on Louis' death (1). It echoed Philip VI's creation of his 

eldest son as duke in September 1345. It implied an 

intention to enforce Charles V's confiscation of the Duchy 

and was, intended as a provocation to the new regime in 

England. Louis performed homage to Charles for the Duchy 

at the end of February 1402 (Z ), and was given full 

administration of it in January 1410. He may have been 

presýent during the French campaign in Guyenne in 1406 (3). 

The duke of Berry also resumed his lieutenancy of 

Languedoc and Guyenne in 1401 (4). In England, Parliament 

was informed of the grant to Louis, which was considered 

to indicate the danger of open war in Guyenne (S ). 

Throughout the negotiations of 1401, the English 

ambassadors complained to the French that the grant was an 

infraction of the truce as it altered the status --quct 
in 

the Duchy to the detriment of the Plantagenets' rights as 

dukes of Aquitaine (6). A more material loss occurred as a 

result of the Captal de Buch's defection to the French 

obedience and his homage to Charles for the comt6 of Foix 

on 10 March 1401. As part of the price for this 

(I A. N. J. 369 no. l. c. f. the terms of the grant to 
Gaunt in March 1390 discussed above at pp. 2.41 

(Z) A. N. J. 645 no. 23. 

(3) Martinid'-re - "Guerres anglaises" 86,90. 

(4) Fowler - Plantagenet and Wilnis 126. 

(S) Rot. Parl-, iii 454. 

(11) Foedera viii 195,223; Choix i 220; A. N. J. 645 
no. 15. 
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inheritance, he surrendered five frontier fortresses into 

French hands, the most important of which was Bouteville, 

the last remaining English outpost on the river Charente, 

occupied bg Louis of Orl6ans in April (I ). This cession 

also contravened the twentg-eight gear truce (2). The 

Eng, lish ambassadors at Calais warned the Council through 

William Faringdon that provision should be made against 

French aggression in Ougenne as earlq as February 1400, 

when the duke of Orl9ans was holding the sons of the 

Captal hostage (3). In the spring of 1401, the authorities 

at Bordeaux were also asking Henry for militarg aid (4). 

Accordingly in-July 1401, the Council decided to send the 

earl of Rutland to Guyenne as lieutenant with a force of a 

hundred men-at-arms and a thousand archers. He was also 

given the custody of Fronsac castle. When he sailed in 

September 1401 he was accompanied by Matthew GOUrnayj 

seneschal of the Landes, with another small force, the 

exiled count of Perigord, the captain of Courb6fy and 

Edmund Thorp, the new mayor of Bordeaux. Rutland was to 

remairt. in-Guyenne until early 1403 (S). 

(I ) Vale - English Qasrontj 46-48; J. de la Martinit'l-re 
-"Instructions secrt'--tes donnees par Charles VI au Sire 
d'Albret pour soulever la Ougenne contre Henri IV", 
B. E. C lxxiv (1913) 337; Palmer - Bnoge 59-60; Foeder viii 
223; B. N. Duchesne 108 ff. 111-115. 

(Z) Cosneau - Grands Trait6s 88 clause 10; Foedera viii 
223. 

(3) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 125. 

(4) B. L. Cotton MS, Caligula Div f. 60. 

(5 Vale English Qascriny 42944, jl8l, 246,248; Par. i 
1199 181; QQR IýR99-140 3.80; QPR 1 ̀; 92-1' 40-1 551-553; 
C. 61/108 mm. 6,7,8,10; C. 61/109 m. 9; E. 28/9; E. 28/10. 
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During this period, Louis duke of Orleans made a derisive 

intervention in French policy towards Henry's rule in 

Guyenne. Orl6ans was amongst those who had given Henry a 

warm welcome in Paris when he was exiled by Richard in 

1398. His duchess made Henry a gift of jewelry and he was 

pr9bably involved in Henry's negotiations for a marriage 

with the duke of Berry's daughter Marie (I). In June 135-19 

he made a personal alliance with Henry for mutual aid 

against all their enemies, to last as long as the current 

Anglo-French truce or any peace treaty that replaced it. 

It was witnessed by Thomas Erpingham, Thomas Rempston and 

John Norbury, Henry's closest associates in exile. Henry 

excepted from its scope both Richard and Charles, 

Richard's allies, and his own relatives, vassals and 

allies. Orleans did not except any of his family 

specifically; he later claimed that Henry had nullified 

the alliance by his actions against Richard, because he 

was the ally of Charles (Z). It appears that the alliance 

was instigated by Orl6ans and was -just one of the 

collection of alliances he made from 1398 onwards. Most 

of these sought support 'in the Rhineland as a 

counter-weight to Burgundian expansion into the Low 

Countries, but they also included lords from France, 

Brittany and Scotland (3). Henry later alleged that this 

Pistono Peeladiation 21-23; Wylie - Hent, tj IV i 85; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 3066. 

(2. ) Choix i 157-159; Monstrelet i 46,49-52954-55,60. 

(3) A. N. K1.54955956157. 
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alliance too was directed principally against Philip of 

Burgundy and also that his own enterprise against Richard 

had the prior knowledge and approval of Orlt"5'ans and even a 

promise of aid (1). This latter accusation was used by the 

Burgundians against OrIL-ans posthumously (2. ). In July 1399 

the duke of York, as guardian of England for Richard, took 
e 

measures to oppose an assault on Calais and an invasion of 

sc, uthern- England from Picardy (3). After the success of 

his venture, Henry maintained contact with the Orlganist 

faction in France. it appears that Casin de 

Serenvilliers, a close retainer of the duke of Berry, was 

in England in September 1399 (4). Followers of both Berry 

and Orleans attended Henry's coronation (5). When Henry 

sent his first ambassadors to France at the end of 

November, commissioned to contract marriages and leagues 

for mutual aid, he may still have been thinking of Marie 

of Berry as a bride for one of his family, and an 

extension of his alliance with Orleans (6). Henry claimed 

that subsequently he twice received messages from Orleans 

that he wished the alliance to continue but that it should 

be kept secret, firstly through a knight of Orleans' 

livery, and secondly through some English subjects (7). 

(1) M-r-ristrele i 59960. 

(Z) Vaughan - John the Fearless 71. 

(3) MR 1396-1399 518; CPR 1396-139 592. 

(4) Wilson - Anqln-Ft-enrh Relation 26. 

(S) Wylie - Henrq IV i 85. 

(6) Foedera viii 108-109. 

(7) Mrinstrelet i 61. 
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The first message probabIq came in June 1400, when OrIgans 

paid Serenvilliers, Hector de Pontbriant, Charles de 

Savoisy and Etienne de Saint' Mys to go to England, 

ostensibly for a tournament (I ). The second p resumably 

came through one of the English embassies. 

C^ 

Whatever the truth of the arrangements of private 

friendship between Louis of Orleans and Henry of 

Lrincaster, they soon turned to public enmity. Orleans 

began to accumulate quarrels against Henry. ' Already, 

count of Angouleme, in 1400 he was granted the comte of 

Pgrigord and sent troops to enforce his claim in June 1401 

(1). He acquired the alliances of Archambaud' de Grailly, 

the renegade count of Foix, and his sons-in April 1401; 

David, earl of Crawford, who fought as a French privateer 

under the cover of the Scottish flag, in January 1402; and 

Waleran, count of Saint-Polin July 1404 (3). He posed as 

the protector of his niece, the young Queen Isabelle, and 

as champion of her rights in England. In June 1404 she was 

betrothed, and in June 1406 married to his son Charles; 

her dowry included the claim for the 200,000 francs 

repayment from Henry (4). 

(1) Wilson - Angln-Frenrh Pelation-s 58-59; B. L. Add. Ch. 
11397; B. N. n. a. f. 3639 nos. 361 and 364. Orders for their 
safe-conduct - Foedera viii 140,151; CPR 1ýý99-14011 356. 

(Z) Vale - Enqlish GasconU 46; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Div f. 60. According to Monstrelet he was granted the Duchy 
of Aquitaine in 1407, Monstrelej i 151-152. 

(3 Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 71; A. N. K. 56 nos. 8 and 
25; 1-1.57 no. 9. 

(4. ) Monstrelet i 56-579 126 and n. 2,129; A. N. K. 55 
no. 29. See p. I10 above. 
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Orlvýans transferred his new hostility to the field of 

chivalric combat. In May 1402 he sponsored seven French 

champions to fight and defeat seven English in a m9l6e at 

Montendre (1). In August he sent a personal challenge to 

Henry for a combat with a hundred armed men on each side 

to take place in the northern marches of Guyenne. The 

victor would take the loser as a prisoner (Z). He followed 

this with a more insulting letter in March 1403. He 

imputed Henry's honour and complained of his maltreatment 

of Queen Isabelle. He repudiated their alliance because of 

the deposition of Richard, accused Henry of acquiring his 

throne dishonestly and implied that he had caused 

Richard's death (3). A third letter written in October 

1403, on the eve of a campaign in Guyenne, repeated this 

charge more openly (4. ). Orle"ans intended that these 

calumnies should damage Henry's international reputation 

and provoke an aggressive response from the English, who 

could then be held responsible for the general breakdown 

of the truce. 

He succeeded in drawing Henry's aggression, at least 

verbally, for his replies stated his intention to come to 

Guyenne with an army at some future time convenient to 

himself and meet Orle"ans in open battle, stressing the 

(1) Wylie 
-Henrt4 

Vi 324. 

(2) Monstrelet i 43-45. 

(3 Monstrelet i 52-57. Payment to Champagne 
king-of-arms and OrIgans herald for delivering this letter 
1 April 1403, B. N. n. a. f. 3640 no. 427. 

(4) Wylie - Henru TV i 3369 3887 394. 
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need to defend his rights in France. To the original 

challenge he disdainfully replied that he could not accept 

challenges from those inferior in rank. He maintained 

that Orle"ans' request for a combat contravened both the 

truce and their alliance, which he thereby regarded as 

null. To the second letter Henry responded., at length, in 

detail and in kind. He denied all Orl&ans' chargesq 

offering to prove his innocence with his body, and hinted 

accusations of involvement with sorcery, dishonourable 

treatment of women, and conspiracy against King Charles 

(1). To the third letter he did not reply. The English 

ambassadors protested against Orleans' bellicosity to 

their French counterparts in October 1402 (Z). In May and 

-June 1403, they suspended the-current truce negotiations 

at Leulinghen, refusing to continue until they had 

received a formal statement that Orleans' letters had not 

been sent with the consent of Charles or his council; but 

the French remained evasive (3 ). In 1404, English 

complaints continued to be made about Orlgans' conduct, 

coupled with that of the count of Saint-Pol (4-). Since the 

French government refused to respond to the English 

allegation that the duke and the count were in breach of 

the truce, the English government. chose to regard them as 

0) MoTistrelet i 46-49,57-66. See also pp. 315 and 
316 above for Henry's comments on the alliance. 

(2. A. N. J. 645 nos. 550) and 55(2) (copy at 
Bod. Lib. Carte MS. 113 ff. 111v-113). 

(3) Foeder viii 3,10-311; A. N. J. 645 no. 43. See pp. 
2.17 and 2.33 above. 

(4. ) PPC ii 82; Finedera viii 348; Letters of Henrtj TV, 
170-174,214-225; A. N. J. 645 no. 53. See p. 301 above. 
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acting on their own authoritq, and therefore as outside of 

the truce M. 

Although Louis of Orle"ans could be considered as engaged 

in a private war against King Henry, he exploited all the 

resources of the French crown to further his territorial 

ambitions in Guyenne-at the expense of the English crown. 

As governor of the aides for war in northern France, he 

raised funds to oppose the earl of Rutland's forces in May 

1402 (Z). His allowance from Charles for the defence of 

the comt9 'of Angoul9me was raised for the year October 

1402 to September 1403 (3 A five-month campaign was 

planned in Guyenne to parallel that in Picardy (4). The 

advent of Orleans in'the Duchy transformed local frontier 

warfare into a seriesýof campaigns of conquest, like those 

of the 1380s. At Christmas 14039 Matthew Gournay warned 

Henry that OrIgans intended to attact%- Bordeaux, whilst in 

the south, the count of Armagnac had sent a defiance to 

Pons de Castillon, threatening to damage the English 

obedience and stating he was acting as an officer of the 

king of France. He had raised moneq in Toulouse and was 

expected to direct his attack against Pierre-Arnaud de 

B6arn and the towns of Dax, Aire and Saint-Sever. 

(1) Nicholas Rqssheton drew the distinction between 
these two ways of making war on Henrq in his letter to the 
grand council of France 24 Sept. 1404, A. N. J. 645 no. 53. 
See p. '307- and n. 2. above. 

(2. ) Ford - "Piracq or Policy" 71; Pistono - Repudiation 
141-142; Vaughan -. Philip the Bold 56-57. 

(3) B. L. Add. Ch. 4292. 

(4) A. N. J. 1025 no. 13. 
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, 
Geneschal Durfort was standing on the-defensive in Agenais 

and Tursan (A-). Henrq was already expecting the 

encirclement of Bordeaux by the count of Saint-Pol at sea 

and Orleans on land, t.. tith ulhom were the Count of Clermont, 

Charles d'Albret constable of France, and Renaut de Trie, 

the French admiral. Neither of these forces was able to 
e, 

establish itselfthough Bayonne was effectively blockaded 

býj land and sea (Z). Having driven off Saint-Pol, English 

ships went on to raid La Rochelle and the Tle de R&. In 

late 1403, there was also raiding in the Limousin and 

P. 6riggr d (3) and Armagnac penetrated the Duchy from the 

south, capturing Marmande on the river Garonnd (4). 

In-Summer 1404, there was again a French raid by sea on the 

Bordelais and an English counter-raid against La Rochelle 

.... and the neighbouring islands, where money was being raised 

for a campaign by Charles d'Albret, as royal lieutenant 

north of the Dordogne. He began by besieging the outlying 

English fortress of Courbefy, which' surrendered after a 

seven-week siege, and went on to take Saint-Jean-de-COle, 

Montag-rier 'and 'Saint-Mýard-de-Dronne. This'destroyed the 

(I B. L. Cotton, MS. -Caligula biv f. 37. For some of the 
fortres, ses mentioned in the following pages see the map of 
Guyenne in the pocket inside the back cover. 

(Z) Wylie - Henry'I. V i 388-389; Foedera viii 348; QQE 
1402-1405 222; QPR 1401-1405 

, 
325. The Council in London 

5 received reports that Orleans and St. Pol would use their 
fleet to 'invade England, E. 28/12 no. 4. In Sept. 1404 
Orl9ans paid for banners that had been made for the 
campaign he had intended to conduct in England, 
B. L. Egerton Ch. 141. 

(3) * Martiniý-re - "Guerres anglaises" 84. 

(4) Wylie - Henr-tj i 116. 
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English salient running through northern Perigord into 

Limousin, and lost them the P-11-is of the area, worth 

36,000 livres a year at the estimation of Jean Chousat. 

Albret relieved English pressure on the French town of 

Bergerac by taking the castles of La Force and Madurand on 

the. river Dordogne, and bought the temporary neutrality of 

several other fortresses in P&rigord. He intended to 

continue to Bordeaux, but lack of money to pay-his troops 

forced him to withdraw through Pgrigueux to Pons and 

Cognac (1). 

Simultaneously, Clermont was conducting a campaign in the 

south with his companion-in-arms, the Vicomte of 

Castelbon, eldest son of the count of Foix. In Bigorre 

they stripped Jean de Bearn of all his castles except 

Lourdes and Les Anglt'--s, which paid for a local truce for 

thirteen months. They were unable to cross Marn to attack 

the English castle of Mauleon in Soule, but the count of 

Foix forced its garrison to buy a truce which kept it in- 

the French obedience for one year. On the eastern 

frontiers of Chalosse, Clermont was unable to impose e9ti 

and met with defiance, except at the four small villages 

of St. Gein, Vielle-Tursan, Arboucave and Pimbo. The local 

nobility were loyal to the English crown in Chalosse and 

Bearn, where many of them were followers of the count of 

(1) Wqlie - HenrLA IV. i 444,459; Martinit%-re - "Guerres 
anglaises" 83-84; Mgnstrelet i 94-95; E. 28/14 no. 288; 
E. 28/15 unnumbered; E. 28/20 no. 43; r: PR 1405-1408 10; PPQ i 
242,254; B. L. Egerton Ch. 19; B. L. Cotton MS. C, --. tligula Div 
ff. 69,70,73-73v, 77; B. N. Bourgogne 21 f. 34v. Courb4fq was 
variouslq spelt Courbussin, Curboffqn, Querbuffqn. 
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Foix. Theq deserted their own castles and rallied to the 

defence of Saint-Sever at their own expense, when Clermont 

and Castelbon. came to besiege the town. After this 

reverse, Clermont planned to move north to make a Junction 

with Albret's forces but nothing came of the plan. 

Durfort organised the defence of the Landes and Agenais 
e 

and also negotiated a local truce with the Count Of 

Armagnac. The seneschal of Armagnac was amongst those 

later thanked by Henry for the loyal defence of 

Saint-Sever (1). 

In December 1404, Clermont bought the allegiance of Lauzun 

in Agenais for King Charles and in the following summer he 

was active in southern Perigord. He captured Monsaguel 

and Badefols and purchased the surrender of Castelnau, but 

Anglo-Gascon forces gained control of BrantOme, Carlux and 

the fortresses of the Sire de Limeuil U). Meanwhile the 

siege of Mortagne-sur-Gironde was begun by the Sire de 

Pons in May 14 05 and completed by Albret at the end of 

June. Albret then went on to besiege Chalais, which fell 

(I Vale - Enqlish Qasrontj 165-169 and Map IV (which 
should- be supplemented bg the lists in E. 28/14); - MonstraLe4 i 941 B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div ff. 73v, 
74-76v, 77-77v; E. 28/14 nos. 6, - 9,10,11,13,16,18, 
unnumbered; E. 28/15 unumbered. Jean de Be"arn had, -acquired Les Angles before Feb. 1401, C. 61/108 m. 26. King Charles 
of Navarre gave information about B6arn to Bertrand de 
Montfort, but his report to Henrq is too damaged for its 
nature to be discovered, B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div f. 32. 

(2 ) Vale - Enqlish Qascontj 205-206; Wylie - Henry i 
146; Martiniiý-re - "Guerres anglaises" 86; B. L. Cotton MS 
Caligula Div f. 126. 

3 23 



earlq in September (1). The count of Armagnac advanced 

with more speedq success down the Garonne valleg, 

capturing Porte-Sainte-Marie, Aiguillon, Tonneins, 

Caumont, Bazas and Langon. Whilst he threatened the Me"doc 

and Bordeaux itself from the landward side, they suffered 

raiOs from the sea and a blockade by galleys from Castile 

and La Rochelle. Eventually the citizens of Bordeaux were 

able to pay Armagnac to withdraw, before either Albret or 

Pons could join him in an assault on the city (2). 

In 1406 the French took advantage of the territories they 

had gained for an attempt to overrun English Guyenne in 

one season. An army led by Albret, Clermont and the count 

of Alenqon recaptured Brant0me after a two-month siege. A 

number of other fortresses were acquired in Limousin, 

Pgrigord and Agenais. An Aý1_de was levied both for the 

duke of Burgundy to attack Calais and for the duke of 

Orl9ans to lead a campaign into Guyenne. Orleans set out 

from Paris in September and joined Albret's forces at 

Barbezieux in October. From here, he sent an ultimatum to 

the English towns of Libourne and Saint-Emilion to change 

their allegiance. He hoped to cut Bordeaux off from 

(I) Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 47; Martiniere - "Guerres 
anglaises" 85. The Sire de Lesparre warned Henry that 
Albret would besiege Mortagne on 28 Nov. 1404, E. 28/159 
unnumbered. 

(2. ) Vale- English -Qasrony 50; Wylie - Henru 1-Y ii 
315-3201 rhni,,, i 271; J. L. Kirby - "The Siege of Bourg 
140611 xviii (1968) 57; B. L. Cottor, MS. Caligula Div 
f. 97. Clermont and Castelbon had warned Durfort of their 
intention to besiege Porte-Sainte-Marie late in 1404, 
E. 28/15 unnumbered. 
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England by seizing both banks of the Gironde., To this end 

he besieged Blaye and Bourg, the former agreeing to abide 

by the fate of the latter. Clignet de Brabant, admiral of 

France, attempted. to blockade the estuary but his fleet 

was broken up by a squadron from Bordeaux in a fight off 

Saint-Julien-de-Medoc. Lack of funds and disease amongst 

his troops during three months of siege forced Orl'&ans to 

abandon his investment of Bourg in January 1407 and return 

to Paris (1). The failure of this campaign lost the 

French much of the ground they had gained and saved 

English rule. at Bordeaux. A section of Orle"ans' army 

moved south to capture Les Angl6s and besiege Lourdes. It 

was feared that Saint-Sever, Dax and Bayonne would be in 

danger from Albret and Armagnac, should the castle fall. 

Lourdes finally surrendered in October 1407 after a long 

siege, and the English lost control of Bigorre (Z ). The 

following month, Louis, of Orle"ans was assassinated in 

Paris (3). First as the ally of Henry, then as his enemy, 

his policy towards England had been largely motivated by 

his rivalry with the dukes of Burgundy for predominance in 

France. With his death, the series of campaigns aimed at 

the destruction of English Guyenne came to an end. 

(1) Martiniere -"Guerres anglaises" 86-88; Wylie - Henr 
LY iii 75-84; Kirby "Siege of Bourg" 57-60; Wylie - 
Henrm i 1339 146; Vale Enqlish nasrnnu 53; Chavanon - 
"Renaud VI" 48-49; Foedera viii 456; Monstrelet i 132-134; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 6780; B. N. Bourgogne 57, f. 26-26v. 

(2. ). Wylie - Henrq iii 84-85; E. Privat - "Charles III 
le noble, roi de Navarre: ses rapports avec la France" 
Positions des Thýse5 (1898) 124; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Div ff. 107,108. 

(3) Monstrelet i 258-26: 3. 
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During these years of crisis, the English government did 

little to respond to the threat of Orleans and his 

lieutenants, despite a continual stream of requests for 

help from Bordeaux and Bayonne. The Council was 

occasionally summoned to consider the problem of Guyenne 

ano provide for its safety (1). Henry made promises to 

send troops there commanded by himself, the Prince of 

Wales, or his second son Thomas (2. ). Small forces 

accompanied the new mayors of Bordeaux, Hugh Lutterell in 

1404 and Thomas Swinbourne in 1405, when they travelled to 

the Duchy (3). Apart from this, the Gascons received no 

help in manpower, but only in money, munitions and 

victuals. Corn was sent at government expense to 

Bordeaux, Bayonne and Saint-Sever to break their blockades 

and a sum of money to be distributed amongst those who had 

defended Saint-Sever (10. Money, armour and artillery were 

sent to the captain of Chalais castle when it was in peril 

(5). The garrison of Fronsac castle sent several petitions 

to England asking for the arrears of their wages (6). 

(1) PPC i 243,291 

,, ii 81-82; QQR 14n2-14nF, 199; E. 28/13 unumbered (Z) ar 
16 Aug. 1404; E. 28/15 nos. 32,40,43; E. 28/20 no. 65; 
E. 28/17 nos. 44,47. 

(3) EPQ i 222-223; Wylie - Henrq-IV ii 56; C. 61/109 m. 2; 
C. 61/110 m. 5. 

(4) i 222-223; ral. Sic-ine nos. 388,397,398; E. 28/14 
nos. 9,11,18,134; E-28/22 no. 51; E. 28/24 no. 75. 

(S ) B-ýL. Cotton MS-Caligula Div ff. 30v-31; E. 28/17 nos. 
44 and 47; E. 28/19 no. 21. 

(6) Vale- War Qovt. End Prilitics 323,325; E. 28/23 
no. 25; E. 28/28 nos. 76 and 77. 
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Provision was finally made for this from the proceeds of 

the wool subsidy in 1410, and also for a small expedition 

to Ougenne and rewards for the loyal Gascon nobility. 

More than three times the total for Guyenne was assigned 

to the defence of Calais. When the subsidy was found to be 

insufficient for the estimated expenses, the planned 

expedition was dropped (I ). Only when Louis of OrIgans 

himself returned to the Duchy in 1406 did the English 

government make a serious effort to send a relief force. 

Ships were sent to the mouth of the Gironde under the 

command of the earls of Arundel and Warwick and Henry-Pay 

(Z). -Henry summoned his retainers and assembled shipping 

for an expedition which he intended to lead first for the 

succour of Calais, then, after the duke of Burgundy's 

withdrawal, to reinforce Guyenne. Lack of organisation 

and finance Caused it to be postponed repeatedly until 10, 

April 1407, then abandoned (3). Shortly afterwards the 

frontiers of, the Duchy were protected by particular truces 

and in December 1407 a new truce covered the whole of 

Guyenne ( 4- ). Beleaguered and neglected, English Guyenne 

survived an unequal struggle with the forces of France on 

its own initiative and largely on its own resources. 

In Saintori! 3eq Angoumois and Limousing the truce seems to 

have held through the exhaustion of both sides, but in 

(1) aEýQ- ii 7-91 16. 

(2. ) Wylie - Hpnr U TV iii 81-82. 

(3) Foedera viii 336,456; PPC i 280-281 (misdated 1405); 
CCR 1 4n5-1409 261, 259,257; CPR 14 Q5-1408 3091354. 

(4) see pp. 2-51 1 7-54. above. 
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Pe'rigord, desultory frontier warfare continued after the 

departure of Louis of Orle"ans. Initially the 

Anglo-Gascons gained several fortresses including 

Castelnauj. Bigarroque, Limeuil and Roque-Gageac. But they 

gradually lost ground again, particularly during acampaign 

by Albret late in 1409 and early in 1410, when these four 

places were lost by siege or purchase (1). Early in 1412, 

Poitou was occupied by Burgundian forces. In August- the 

duke of Clarence arrived in France to fight with the 

Orleanists. After the treaties of Auxerre and Busanýais 

he set out for Bordeaux, crossing Poitou and passing near 

La Rochelle and Saint-Jean-d'Angely (Z He had been 

appointed lieutenant in Aquitaine before he left England 

(3), since Henry hoped to recover the Duchy by the, terms, of 

his treaty with the Orleanists. Shortly after this scheme 

came to an end at Busangais, John Cornwall contracted to 

serve Clarence for a further three months in France and 

Guyenne with a hundred men-at-arms and four hundred 

archers with the purpose of, acquiring fortresses (4). 

Clarence had promised to abstain from warfare only until I 

January 1413. In February he made a military alliance 

with Albret and Armagnac for a war against Jean, count of 

Foix (formerly the Vicomte of Castelbon) (S'). But on 

(I ) Martiniere - "Guerres anglaises" 8: 3-90; Wylie - 
Hrunrlj i 146. - 

(Z) Martiniere - "Guerres anglaises" 90-91; Vale - 
Fnqlish nasrnnu 62. Clarence's expedition will be 
considered more fully in Chapter V. 

(3) Foedera viii 758-760. 

(4) A. N. K. 59 ri o. 5. 

(5) See above pp. 119-12-01,1519-IS9- 
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hearing of the death of ýHenrt- IV, y he decided to return to 

England with some of his troops in April (I Thomas 

Beaufort, earl of Dorset, remained behind ixiith 240 

men-at-arms and a thousand archers and was appointed 

lieutenant in July. William Clifford, the new constable 

of., Bordeaux and captain of Fronsac, took the indentures 

and wages over from England in September. Dorset remained 

in the Duchy until summer 1414 (1). 

The ýpresence of this expeditionary force brought the 

English considerable gains. They took Biron, Villamblard 

and Grignols in Perigord, and SaUveterre in Agenais, but 

it was in Saintonge and Angoumois that they recovered most 

of their strength. Dorset took Ribe"rac, Aubeterre, 

Barbezieux and Montendre, and in June 1413 penetrated 

across the Charente near Chateauneuf foi- the first time 

since the 1380s. He besieged Taillebourg, captured 

Soubise and sacked Sablonceaux. In August, he defeated a 

French force sent from Paris under Jacques de Heilly and 

took him prisoner. The duke of Bourbon arrived with 

reinforcements in November and took back Soubise at the 

second attempt. He razed Talilebourg but was unable to 

drive the English out ot Barbezieux and Aubeterre (3). In 

Wylie - Henrtj IV iv 86; Henrq Vi 118-119 

(2) Vale - Enqlish rasrnn-q 246; Wylie - Hc-nrLj Vi 
138,142; Foeder ix 42; PPC ii 128-129; B. L. Cotton MS. 
Caligula Dv f. 2. - 

(3) Wylie - Henrq i 129,134-137: Martinidýre - "Guerres 
anglaises" 92-93; Choix i 364. 
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Februar! j 1414, hostilities between the English and French 

in the Duchq were ended bq the London truce (1). 

However, fighting continued in Guyenne in 1414 and 1415 

between the houses of Armagnac and Foix. The barons of 

Bordelais, who were English subjects, participated in this 

war as allies on both sides, despite*prohibitions to the 

contrary made in Bordeaux (Z). There was also fighting 

between Armagnacs and Burgundians in Poitou, where the 

count of Richmond besieged the castle of Parthenay in 1415 

(3). As negotiations moved towards a climax in England and 

the truce was prolonged for only short periods, - both 

English and French prepared for conflict in the Duchy. In 

April 1415 the duke of Bourbon advanced through Saintonge 

and threatened Blaye (4). In May, Henry V appointed -John 

Tiptoft as seneschal of Guyenne; he arrived with his 

troops at Bordeaux in time for the outbreak of open war in 

August (5). It was considered possible that Henry himself 

would bring his army to Guyenne, either landing there 

directly or marching south through France, as his brother 

Clarence had done (6). However, for the remainder of 

(1) See above pp. 2.95 - 2- 8 7. 

(2) Wylie - Henrq Vi 132; Vale - Enqlish Gascon" 
171-179. 

(3) Preuve ii 921; P. Anselme - Histnire Qenealnqi! ýue et 
Qhrr-nn_lnqique dp_ Ira maison rntjale dcm-Franrc- i 459. 

(4) Wylie - Hent-14 i 138. 

(91) Vale - Ei-tqlish Gasr-nnL4 76,245; PPQ ii 153-1549 
155,167; C. 61/116 m. 5. 

(G) Vale - Enqlish GasrnnU 71-76; Wylie - HennU ii 6. 
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Henry's 'reign, warfare in the Duchy was limited to 

frontier fighting in Saintonge, Angoumois, Limousin, 

P6-rigord and Agenais. The English government at Bordeaux 

was under no serious threat and its forces operated as far 

afield as Albi and Aixce-sur-Vienne. With Henry's attention 

for, used on the north, the Gascons were again obliged to 

rely on their own resources, particularl'y the artillery of 

Bordeaux, which brought them successes in the early 1420s 

(I). 

After Louis of Orleans began his attack on Guyenne, the 

twenty-eight year truce was disregarded in the south, 

making the negotiation of-new truces a necessity for the 

relief of the Duchy (Z). But all externally made truces 

and treaties were overridden by the endemic frontier 

warfare and the permanent struggle between the houses of 

Foix and Armagnac. It was this that dictated the more 

ephemeral allegiances of the local nobilitq to English and 

French, Burgundian and Orl&anist. The' -campaigns of Foix 

and Armagnac against theEnglish in Henrq IV's reign aimed 

chieflq at eliminating their outlging fortresses, which 

theq found troublesome bq reason of the p9ti theq levied, 

and so were not verg different from the activities of the 

late 1380s 'arid earlq 1390s. The decisive thrusts towards 

Bordeaux bq Louis of Orleans and Charles d'Albretq who 

(1) Martiniere - "Guerres anglaises" 94-96; Vale 
Govt- and* Politics 2c8-4,293; Wqlie - Henry i 134; iii 82; 
B. L. Cotton MS Ca. ligula Dv ff. 31,34 (old foliation 28 and 
31); Add. MS. 38525 ff. 89-90. 

(X) See pp. Z49-2.91,2-94 above. 
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fought as an officer of France rather than a local 

magnate, stalled in a series of sieges. Although 

financial and domestic difficulties obliged Henry IV to 

neglect the Duchy during the years of greatest danger, 

English rule in Guyenne survived. By the early part of 

his son's reign it had recovered its position of the 
C, 

1380S. 

In the earlq gears of Henr! j IV's reign, there was also a 

dramatic increase in Anglo-French hostilities at sea. It 

was riot possible at this period to achieve overall control 

of the sea, though the English needed to keep secure their 

sea-borne communications with Calais and Guyenne. The war 

at sea could therefore never have the decisive importance 

of the war on land, but it was well-suited to a war of 

attrition aimed at undermining the commerce and naval 

capacitq of the opposing side. It was emploged in this 

manner bq both sides during the Caroline war and again 

became prominent in the indirect warfare of Henrq IV's 

reign (I ). Piratical conflict had been almost continuous 

at a low level between French, Flemish and English 

mariners in the North Sea and the Channel, rising to a 

peak of activity when King Charles intended to invade 

England from Sluys in 1385 and 1386 (Z). Several English 

(1) C. F. Richmond - "The War at Sea" in Fowler - Hundre 
Years Wa 98,103,108. Seepp. 0-99above. French activity 
against English commerce began in 1369 with the seizure of 
the person and goods of John Spenser at Saint Malo, a 
dispute that was still unsettled in 1401ý C. 76/80 m. 3; 
A. N. J. 645 no. 36 article 35; J. 645 no. 17 article 35. 

( ?. )A. Saul - "Great Yarmouth and the Hundred Years War 
in the Fourteenth Centur! j" BIHR Iii (1979) 106. See F. 60 
above. 
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ships were lost to the French and Flemish in the years 

preceding the Leulinghen truce (1), and damage from French 

raids was reported along the south coast, though this may 

have been the continued consequence of the raids- of the 

1370s (Z ). One ship, from Newport in the Isle of Wight, 

was captured during the truce of 1385 and in retaliation 

Richard ordered Norman merchandise to be impounded at 

Southampton (3). French, Flemish and Breton shipping also 

suffered from the activities of English admirals and 

privateers (4). 

These hostile acts were not entirely ended by the truce 

which Gaunt made south of the Loire in 1338 and by the 

Leulinghen truce of 1389. At least one vessel was taken. on 

each side in contravention of the Guyenne truce: a 

Castilian ship with a cargo of wine belonging to t0o 

merchants of Boulogne (5) and a barge of Lesparre (6 ). A 

short local truce between Gravelines and the river Somme 

(I CCR 1385-1389 215671671 CPR 1385-1389 492; A. N. 
J. 645 no. 17 article 30; J-645 no. 36 article 30; 
B. L. Egerton MS. 1845 ff-54v-55, from Archives 
D6partementales du Nord B. 1404. 

(2) CPR 1385-1389 66,277; CPR 1.388-1392 8784,3689377. 

(3) CQR 1385-138 71 29,51,63,161-162. 

(41) Touchard - Commerce Maritime Breton 104,108; Keen - 
Laws of War 40 n. 39 205; Richmond - Admin. and Keeping of 

86; QQR 1385-1389 17,46,48,56,73,164,196,548; 
1389-1392 3799 410; CPR 1385-138 86,2369 323,364,434, 
511,521; E. 28/1 no. 68; B. L. Add. Ch. 6352; A. N. J. 645 no. 18 
article 19; J. 645 no. 35 article 39; J-919 no. 7 article 19. 
See also p. 16Z above. 

(5) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 40. 

(4) Chavanon "Renaud VI" Document XLII. 
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to cover the negotiations at Leulinghen in 13: 38 was 

violated when a ship from Dieppe forced three Englishmen 

onto the shore and took them pris , oners there (1). Shortly 

after the Leulinghen truce began, the Sire de Hamby, one 

of the French conservators in Normandy, captured Philipot 

Lambert of Guernsey with his ship the Mary of Dartmouth 

In the early 1390s other vessels, persons and 

merchandise on both sides were taken and robbed at sea or 

arrested in port (3). Amongst these, a wine-barge of La 

Rochelle was robbed and burned at Le Bec d'Ambes in 

November 1393. The owner, of the cargo, Guiot Potart, had 

a number of Bordeaux merchants and their goods seized in 

the following year, as a reprisal, one of whom died in 

prison. The legal ramifications of the case caused 

friction between the English and French conservators in 

the area, early in 1398 (4). Potart had two further, losses 

of wine cargoes in 1395 at the hands of the English (5). 

After the conclusion of the twenty-eight year truce, 

relations between the two sides at sea deteriorated. In 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 360), petition of Margot widow of 
William Kent. John Kent stood as one of the pledges for 
the legal expenses of the three men: see below p. 338 

(Z) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 article 6; J. 645 no. 36(l) article 
6; J. 645 no. 36(2) article 42. See also CPR 85. 

(3 ) CPR 1391-1396 520; CCR 1389-1. '-392 34; CCR 1392-1396 
183,184-185,2399324; E. 28/6 no. 91; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 
articles 75,82,84; J. 645 no. 36-0) petition of John 
Balier merchant of Dartmouth; J. 645 no. 36(2) article 27. 

(4. ) Chavanon - "Renaud VP 42-43; Fowler - "Truces" 
202-203; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 8; K. 54 no 44. See pp. 
2.11 an ct 310 above. 

(S) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 articles 9 and 
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November 1396, the very month that Richard married 

Isabelle at Calais, the mayor% of Sandwich forcibly 

confiscated a wine-ship of La Rochelle driven into his 

harbour by adverse weather, but restored the bulk of the 

cargo which belonged to Lombard merchants (I ). Incidents 

on both sides increased over the next three years, the 

English taking the initiative against the French (Z On 

three occasions English pirates murdered the entire crew 

of the vessels they had captured (3). English merchants 

suffered more heavily in 1399, particularly Philipot 

Lambertq who lost a loaded ship and was himself twice 

imprisoned, firstly at La Rochelle by a man alleged to be 

a lieutenant of the French admiral, and secondly in 

Brittany as a reprisal for the arrest of a group of 

Bretons at Southampton. On the second occasion he was 

threatened with the loss of his head if he did not. pay the 

ransom demanded (1+). In September 1399, merchants of Fowey 

and elsewhere in Cornwall and Wales were arrested with 

their vessels and merchandise in Brittany, because Henry 

of Bolingbroke had established himself in England (5). 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 41. 

(Z) - CCR 1396-13.9 113,165; CCR 1329-1402 11993197395; 
QCR 14021-140 481; CPR 1399-1401 164; E. 28/17 no. 45; A. N. 
J. 645 no. 17 articles 28 and 31; J. 645 no. 20; J. 645 no. 35 
articles 76,809 88; J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 28 and 31; 
J. 919 no. 10. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 18 article 20; J-645 no. 35 articles 
77 and 79; J. 919 no. 7 article 20. 

(/+) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 article 39; J. 645 no. 36(l) 
articles 7,11,39,40; J. 645 no. 36(2) articles 43,44,47. 

(S) E. 28/4 no 97. It is unfortunate that this letter to 
the duke of Brittany, perhaps the last issued in Richard's 
name, should be very faded and difficult to read even in 
ultra-violet light. 
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This is the first sign from the French side of the Channel 

of a policq directed against Henr! j's acquisition of power 

in England, even before he had assumed the crown. 

In 1400 and 1401, the level of conflict rose steeplg as 

English and French privateers engaged bg turns in 

excessive reprisals for, their losses. Philipot Lambert 

captured a Breton barge carrging Rochellois wine in Mag 

1400, -in retaliation for the losses he had incurred the 

previous gear (1). He, acquired a fut-ther-grievance in June 

when the Lawrence of Totnes, which he co-owned, was taken 

with 'its cargo in a Norman harbour (Z). Lambert responded 

at Easter 1401 bg detaining a French vessel called 

Philippot le Herissie, and robbing it of as much of the 

cargo of salt as his own boat could carrg (3 ). Another 

chain reaction resulted from the capture of a barge of 

Richard Spicer of Plqmouth bg the pirates of the Ile de 

Bas earlq in 1400 (4). Spicer took his revenge against 

French and allied shipping, taking three French, two 

Breton and one Castilian vessels in March, April and Mag 

Some of the wine in the Castilian ship belonged to 

(I A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 44. For reprisals at sea 
from 1399 to 1402 see Table 2 in the pocket inside the 
back cover. 

(2) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 17 and 411 J. 645 no. 36(l) 
articles 17 and 41; J. 645 no. 36(2) article 46. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 55. 

(4) QPR 1399-1401 276; A. N. J. 645 no. 360) article 19. 

(5 CQR 1399-1402 150; Cal-!; iqna: L no. 48; C. 76/84 m. 8; 
A. N. J 645 no. 18 articles 1,2,3,4; J. 645 no. 35 articles 
1942,43,45,74; J. 919 no. 7 articles 1,2,3,4. 
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Bartholomew Brotier from near La Rochelle. He combined 

with his fellow merchant Guillem Bourdin, who had 

sustained losses in two barges captured by the English, to 

take the Trinity of Plymouth and two barges of Dover in 

September 1400 (1 ). One of these barges, the Katherine, 

was,, owned by William Sparre, a man of sinister reputation, 

who took two ships within sight of the royal officials at 

Calais in August 1402 (? -). French officials became 

involved in another series of captures when a barge 

belonging to Guillem de la Hougue, vice-admiral of France, 

. was taken off the Scottish coast in June 1400 by English 

.. pirates under the command of William Prince C3 In 

response Hougue arrested the Grace-Dieu of Southampton and 

a ship owned by William Sterre and his associates of 

Yarmouth, to hold against the return of his barge (4. ). In 

reprisal for this and other grievances against the French, 

Sterre preyed upon the fishing-fleet of Dieppe in 1401 

M. -Two fishing-boats of E"taples were captured by the men 

of Yarmouth in June 1402, perhaps also at the instance of 

"William Sterre (6). Another series began with the capture 

(I A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 5,15,24; J. 645 no-18 
articles 5 and 21; J. 645 no. 28; J. 645 no. 35 article 2; 
J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 5,15,24; J. 919 no. 7 articles 5 and 
21. 

(7. ) (TRI222-1402 547; S. C. 1/43 no. 132. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 98; J. 919 no. 2. 

(1*) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 12 and 13; J. 645 no. 28; 
J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 12 and 13. 

(S) CCR 1399-1402 429; A. N. J. 645 no. 18 articles 
18924925; J. 645 no. 35 articles 49,54996; J. 919 no. 7 
articles 18,24,25; J. 919 no. 8. 

(6) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 articles 5 and 6. 
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of the Margaret of Rye in June 1400, the murder of its 

master, and the robbery of the. goods and cash found in it 

(1). In 1401 its owner, John Kents countered with the 

seizure of four French vessels, a barge and a balinger of 

Brittany, and a ship of Dunquerque (1). In March 1402 he 

took a Dutch barge, the Saint George of Kampengcontaining 

wine owned by Rochellois and Flemish merchantsý which was 

retained, as a lawful prize (3 ). The most troublesome 

reprisals were occasioned by the arrest of the Juliane of 

Dartmouth at La Rochelle in Spring 14019 apparently 

because of robberies committed by its crew against the 

merchant Pierre de Pise Ot-). The Dartmouth fleet 

retaliated by capturing the Saint Katherine of Abbeville 

in June 1401, and in November eight wine-barges of 

Talmont-sur-Gard% and La Rochelle were arrested in 

Dartmouth harbour at the request of the co-owners of the 

Juliane. Amongst those who sustained damages in this mass 

arrest were Pierre de Pise and Guillem Bourdin (5). The 

same month as the Saint Katherine was taken, Wibert de 

Fretun took a barge'called the'Falcon of Cardiff, carrying 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 2 and 38; J. 645 no. 28; 
J. 645 no36Q) articles 2 and 38. 

(Z ) A. N. J. 645 no. 18-articles 10,13914,15,16; J. 645 
no. 28; J. 645 no. 35 articles 13,53,85; J. 919 no. 7 articles 10913,14,15,16. 

(3 ) Ford -"Piracy or Policy" 73,75; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 
article 59. 

(4) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 article 3; J. 645 no. 28; J. 645 
no. 360) article 3. 

(5 CQR V-j, 99-i*4n2 446; C. 76/86 m. 1; A. N. J. 645 no. 18 
articles 11,315 32,339 34; J. 645 no. 2.8; J. 645 no. 35 
articles- 7,14,15916,47; J. 919 no. 7 articles 11931,32933934; J. 919 no. 8. 

33R 



the merchandise of some London traders. In August 1402 

English and French ambassadors arranged to exchange the 

two vessels, but although the Falcon was returned, the 

French could not obtain restitution of the Saint Katherine 

(1). Also in 1401 two ships of Harfleur were, arrested in 

English harbours in separate reprisals on behalf of 

Nicholas of Exmouth and Guillemot Henry of Guernsey (2. ). 

At least two-thirds of the French vessels taken by the 

English privateers in 1400 and 1401 were in direct 

reprisal for crimes committed by the French (3). Reprisals 

remained a factor in 1402 though no longer the dominant 

one. About Easter, Richard Spicer and his brother took 

two Flemish merchants and their goods, and held them 

prisoners, in retaliation for the imprisonment of their 

relativ6 William Wykham at Sluys (4). Harry Pay, of Poole 

lost five vessels to, the French and-their allies, and took 

two in return (S). On I May, Guiot Potart again lost a 

cargo of wine when a Castilian ship was taken byýthe 

privateers of Plymouth and Fowey (6). Two days later, he 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 20,21,22,37; J. 645 no. 28; 
J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 20,21,22,37; J. 645 no. 51. 

(Z A. N. J. 645 no. 17 article'25; J. 645 no. 19 article 
12; J. 645 no. 35 article 19; J. 645 no. 36(l) article 25; 
J. 919 no. 7 article 12. 

(3) See Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 67,68-69. 

(4 S. P. Pistonc, - "Henry IV and the En! 31ish Privateers" 
EHR xc (1975) 326-328; Fnedera viii 276-277; MR 1399-1402 
546-547. 

(S) A. N. J. 645. no. 35 articles 61,69; J. 645 no. 36(2) 
articles 8,9,10; J. 919 no. 40. 

(L) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 31 
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arrested the Leonard of Dunster at La Rochelle (1). 

It- can easilq be seen that this practice of reprisal and 

counter-reprisal escalated the conflict and broadened its 

geographical -scope. But the p9ramidal growth of the 

reo, risal chai. ns does not solely account for the increase 

of hostilities at sea in 1400 and 1401. Besides a few 

pirates on both sides operating for their own profit, 

there was a political purpose about the activities of 

'Laurens de Marine, lieutenant of the French admiral -at 

Saint-Mal"o. He was responsible for tat-ling both the 

Lawrence of Totnes and the Margaret of Rye in the same 

week in June 1400 (Z). In July 1401'he sank the Mary of 

FoWey with-a cannon shot, retrieving as much of the cargo 

as possible before the sea filled the ship; and the 

following month he took the Margaret of Sandwich G3 In 

1402 and 1403 the conflict became more general and rose to 

a climax, with large numbers of ships being taken on both 

sides. Activity seems to have died down in the second 

half of 1403 (40. T_he level of conflict was sufficient to 

cripple commerce and communication at sea in the early 

part of Henry IV's reign. King Charles found it difficult 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 36(2) article 22. 

(2. ) A. N. 1 . 645 no. 17 article 2; J. 645 no. 28; J. 645 

no. 36(l) articles 2938941; J. 645 no. 36(2) article 46. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 32 and 34. 

(4) A. N. J. 645. nos. 35 and 36(2); J. 919 no-18. See also 
the graph at Richmond - Admin. and Keepincl of Seas, 
between pp. 166 and 167, drawn from-Calendars of Patent 
Rolls and Close'Rolls 1399-1485. 
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to maintain diplomatic contact with Scotland in 1400 M9 

and Henry was concerned that enemy ships were disrupting 

trade with London (Z). There is some indication that late 

in 1401 English privateers were so confident of their 

power in the Channel that they were ex Aracting tolls from 

ships passing along it (3). By August 1402 the actions of 

the Norman privateers and retaliations against them made 

it dangerous for any English ship to leave port, singly 

(4-). Even in 1404 Venetian galleys returning from Sluys and 

London avoided the vicinity of Sandwich because of its 

powerful fleet of privateers (5). 

In these uncertain circumstances merchants reinforced the 

safety of their sea voyages by obtaining safe-conducts, 

though by terms of the truce and the agreements of 1401 

and 1402 this was not strictly necessary (6 ). They were 

considered to exempt ships from reprisals 7). The 

admirals had powers to grant these safe-conducts by virtue 

of their jurisdiction over the sea, though Renaud de Trie 

(1) Choix i 188. 

(Z) PPQ i 120-121. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 85. 

(4) S. C. 1/43 no. 131. The Normans had previously been 
considered a dangerous force in the Channel in July 1389, 
CPR 1388-1392 85. 

(5) ral. S. P. Venice no. 147. 

(6) Foedera viii 219,276. 

(7) e. g. QPR 1408-1413 389-390. 
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delegated' such powers to the Sire de Pons for the 

south-western coast in 1405 1), and Breton merchants 

received safe-conducts from the English authorities in 

Ougenne, Calais, Brest and the Channel Islands, and under 

all three seals of the English government (Z). But the 

additional security did not always protect them from 

attacks. In January 1405, Henry reproved his admiral of 

the south and west for granting safe-conducts to Bretons, 

whom he regarded as hostile, but they had already been 

violated by the Plymouth privateers (3). 

Before 1401, violations of truces and safe-conducts were 

properlq dealt with bq the truce-conservators for the sea 

with appeal to the English Council and the Parlement de 

Paris. Instances of this procedure can be seen in 

operation in the late 1380s and 1390s in the cases of the 

three Englishmen captured on the coast of Picardy, the 

barge of Lesparre, 'John Balier, a ship of Regnierville, 

English goods seized at Harfleur and Guiot Potart (4). 

Recourse was still had to it in 1400 and 1401 (5), but by 

now aggrieved parties were turning increasingly to the 

(I)A. N. J. 865 no. 15. 

(2. ) Touchard - ". rmmerr-e -Maritime 
Breton 106-108,119, 

124; Keen - Laws of War 205; f-PR 1408-1-411.235. 

(3) E. 28/17 nos. 7 and 8. 

(14-) Chavanon - "Renaud VIII Document no XLII; rL. 2 
1392-1396 324; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 84; J. 645 
no. 36(l) petitions of John Balier and Margot Kent; K. 54 
no. 44. 

(S ) A. N. J. 645 no-17 articles 5,23; J. 645 no. 35 
articles 10,21,74; J. 645 no. 36(l) article 18. 
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reprisal s9stem to recover their losses., In the 1380s and 

earl! j 1390s, Richard had granted letters of marque to take 

reprisal against French and Bretons for truce violations 

at sea (1), even to Dutch merchants (2. ), but the issue cof 

letters of marque was banned by the truces of 1394 and 

1396 (3 The 
C, 

this prohibition 

de la Hougue 

instructed its 

actions at sea 

French government was 

by granting letters of 

and Guillem Bourdin in 

ambassadors to claim 

were taken to compensa 

the f irst to break, 

marque to Guillem 

1400 (4); it later 

that all French 

te French merchants 

for English crimes (5). Henrq and his admirals followed 

suit in Summer 1401 with marques to Guillemot Henrq, John 

Kent and William Sterre (6). One method of taking reprisal 

or making a profit from piraqj was to seize prisoners at 

sea to hold for ransom. This included those of low rank 

such as fishermen, and even children. These actions. became 

a particular feature of the long struggle between the 

mariners of Brittang and the south-western ports of 

(I CCR 1385-138 7929,519 639 161-162; CCR 1392-1396 
184-185; CPR 1391-1396 243; Touchard - Commerce Maritime 
Breto 108. 

CPR 1385-138 158. 

See pp. 194-19S above. 

A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 12,13,15. 

A. N. J. 645 no. 51. 

(t. ) A. N. J. 645 no-18 articles 12,13,24,25. 
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England from 1403 onwards (1), but they were also used in 

other areas (Z ). Each sea-port was normally both a 

perpetrator and a victim in the system of piracy and 

reprisal, which might work to its profit or, its loss. 

Yarmouth, for example, lost more than it gained (3). 

CI 
The attempts of the English and French governments to 

limit and control the conflict at sea by treatq, in the 

supplementary agreements of 1401,1402,1403 and 1410, and 

the consequent meetings held to settle truce violations, 

were reviewed in the last chapter (4-). The mounting toll 

of captured vessels jeopardised the agreements that had 

absorbed so much of the ambassadors' efforts and kept the 

fragile truce in being. The French ambassadors were 

repeatedly instructed to demand the amendment of English 

offences at sea against the truce and the supplementary 

agreements (5). The English ambassadors- wrote several 

times to their French counterparts asking them to restrain 

Touchard - rnmmerrL-----Maritime Breton 1079117,124; 
Knowlson Jean 51-52; Wylie - Henrq TV iii 101 n. 8; 
Knowlson -lean V in Relatinn tr% England 25; 

-Q. 
E-R 

1401-1405 499; CPR 1405-14Q8 90-919224,230-231; CPR 
1408-1413 177,309; QPR 1413-141 117; C. 76/87 m. 8; C. 76/88 
mm. 2,6,12; C. 76/89 m. 2; C. 76/90 m. 21; E. 28/17 no. e.; 
Lettres de jean-y nos. 1721 229,230,259,479,503,509, 
623,636,656,661,6659 6669 6689 677,681,6969 7339 
865. 

(1) e. g. Wylie - HenrU IV ii 108 n. 2; FE: _rýi 355; Sueur 
-Antisjuitaz de Roulngnp 171; QPR 14n5-14nR 211,288; 
1408-141 92; 1413-141C, 411; C. 76/95 m. 21; A-N. J. 645 
no. 51. 

(3) Saul - "Yarmouth" 113,115. 

(4. ) See above pp. '22.11-2.4-l, 9Z. T7-2.5812.40-261- 

(5) Choi i 216; A. N. J. 644 no. 33; J. 645 no. 51. 
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the activity of their, privateers-ti. ihich brought them no 

advantage, but brought into question the signing, 

publication or continuance of the accords made between 

them (1). The lists of violations at sea that each side 

drew up to present to the other, provide the basis of the 

information known about the conflict at sea (Z). The cases 

in these lists were individually considered by the 

ambassadors and argued between them, but their primary 

concern seems to have been to evade or delay 

responsibillty for the restitution of the ships and 

merchandise taken. In August 1402, both sides blamed the 

crimes on allied nationals outside their jurisdicion or 

persons who had been exiled, refused to consider them 

because of a technicality or because the complainants had 

not appeared, claimed restitutions had been made already, 

or simply denied the infractions had been committed. Most 

often, the captor would only agree to make restitution if 

what he had lost was restored to him (3 The reprisal 

system was carried over from the open seas t. o diplomacy. 

In accordance with the agreement of 1402, orders were 

issued to arrest a list of offenders banished by both 

sides, including John Kent and Wybert de Fretun, lest 

their activities lead to the outbreak of war (4. ). In April 

(I B. L. Add. Ch. 12507; A. N. J. 645 nos. 25 and 55; J. 919 
no. 15. 

(2) See appendix 3. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 nos. 17,28; J. 919 nos. 7 and 8. 

(4 17 Feb. 1403, r-PR 1401-1405 201. Repeated 9 
Feb. 1409, QCR 1405-1409 486-487. See pr. 23112.3Z 
above. 
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1403 the earl of Somerset went to Calais to capture 

pirates (1), and in July, when another agreement was 

signed at Leulinghen, Henry ordered the arrest of all 

pirates and banished persons who violated its terms (2. ). 

Efforts were also made to arrest individually-named 

pirates, including William Prince, Henry Pay, William 
C, 

Barbour and John Hauley (3). 

But several Englishmen who captured ships frcim the French 

and their allies were permitted to operate at sea bq their 

government. During the later stages of the Caroline war-, 

licences were issued to, privateers such as Hauleg, William 

Terrq and John Tutburq to take enemq ships at sea during 

specified periods (4). This was an inexpensive method of 

maintaining a presence at sea, since the privateers 

financed themselves and were permitted to retain whatever 

they took. Henry employed a similar system in 1400 

against the truce-breaking Scots, preparatory to his land 

expedition against them. Princeq Terry, Tutbury, John 

Brandon and others were licensed to take ships from the 

(1) CPR 1401-140.5 276 

(2. ) CPR 1401-1405 283. Similar orders 1404 and 1411, L-Q-E 
1402-1405 280,294-295,309,312-313,3189 364; fr. -E 
1409-141..: -, '. 186,214. See p. 2.35 above. 

(3 QPR IIJ01-1405 198-199,279; CQR 1405-1409 1669175; 
petition of Hauley to be released from the Tower E. 28/28 
no. 86. 

(4) Alban -A 
and Keepinq of S1 

similar capacitg 
balinger which 
mariners, E. 28/6 

Eitionral Elefengg 272-2731 Richmond -. Admin. 
gai 175; CPR 1385-138 2099 3399342; L-Q, -R Janico Dartas may have been acting in a 

in the late 1390s when he armed a 
was stolen by some Genoese mercenary 
no. 92. 
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Scots and the Frieslander pirates, though not those of 

France and her allies (1). William Prince's capture of 

Guillem de la Hougue's barge in June was regarded as 

permissible because it was carrying supplies to Scotland 

(?. ). No time limit was put on these licences. In 14029 1403, 

and 1404 Hauley, Brandon, Pay, Mark, Mi:.,,. Aow and others, 

were licensed or commissioned to patrol the seas against 

the king's enemies (3). John Hauley was undisputed leader 

of the fleet at Dartmouth, where most of England's 

shipping was concentrated in November 1403 4). He had 

been mayor of Dartmouth and was retained by Richard III 

whom he served as deputy-admiral. He was employed on 

commissions to attend to the defence of Dartmouth and 

communications with Guyenneand to conduct enquiries about 

the capture of ships at sea, although he was involved in 

such actions himself. His son and namesake served Henry V 

(1) QPR 1399-1401 271,291,352. Terr! j and Tutburq 
received similar licences to operate against the Scots in 
March 1402, QPR 14nl-14n5 55. 

(2. ) Ford - "Pirac! j or Policq" 67. See p. 337 above. 

(3 ) Hist. Anq. ii 272,275; CPR 14nl-14n! =, 133,198,2749 
457; Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 669 72$ 76; PPC i 234; 
E. 28/9 unnumbered; E. 28/10 unnumbered. Henry V issued some 
similar commissions, CPR 1413-1416 116,363-364. This 
method of keepin! 3 the sea was again used systematically in 
1436, Richmond - "Keeping of the Seas. " 

(4) E. 28/12 no. 4. 
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in France and at sea (1). Henry Pay of Poole was employed 

less Pin government service, but he too served Henry V in 

the garrison at Calais (Z ). Other privateers such as 

Richard Rowe and Edmund Arnold, also served the crown in 

other capacities (3). The English admirals t. -. iere sometimes 

invplved in the capture of ships themselves or endorsed 

the activity of privateers Besides these 

professionals, members of the noble and knightly class 

participated in the conflict at sea directly or 

indirectly, such as Sit, John Cornwall, Thomas ear'l of 

Arundel, Edward Courtenag, Sir Robert Umfraville, Sir 

Thomas Carew and John Talbot, Lord Furnival (S). 

(I), 
- 

CPR 1391-1396 569; 1401-1405 298; 1405-140.8 152; 
1413-1416 359 36; CCR 1402-1405 199; CCR 1413-1419 '51; PPC 
ii 81-82; J. S. Roskell - The Commons in the Parliament of 
L4 LI 2 (Manchester 1954) 190; Letters rif Henru 

__ 
I-V i 

270-273: E. 28/9 unnumbered; C-76/95 m. 19; C. 76/98 m. 18; 
C. 76/101 m. 2; C. 76/102 mm. 1 and 11. For, captures made by 
Hauley and his lieutenants see: - Pistono -"Privateers", 
325-326,329; CQR 1*-ý92-1396 174-175; IA02-1405 89-90,100; 
14n5-1402 437; 1409-1413 -264; 1_413-141.9 501-503; ý-ffi, 
1405-140! 'a 418,419; 1408-1413 381; Ford - "Piracy or 
Policy" 69,72,75-76; Keen - Laws of War 205; A. N. J. 645 
no. 18 articles 11,21,31,32,33,34; J. 645 no. 28; J. 645 
no. 35 articles 22,23924125126127,35994ý 97; E. 28/1 no. 68; 
C. 76/86 m. l.; C. 76/88 m. 2. 

(I. ) C. 76/98 m. 24. For Pay's crimes against French 
subjects see: - Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 72; Pistono - 
"Privateers" 329; Wylie - Henry IV i 443-444; a. -p-B 
1401-1405 279; QPR 14ng-14nR 228-229; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 
articles 61,69. See also p. 339 above. 

(3 Richmond - Admin. and Kee-p-ing of Seas 41; L-f, E 
1413-1411? 93; CPR 1413-1416 35; E. 28/12 no. 4; C. 76/95 
M. 19. 

(4 ) Touchard - Commerce Maritime Bret_on, 108i Lettres de 

-Jean no. 668; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 article 13. 

(G) CPR 1405-1408 477; 1413-1416 348; CCR 1409-141 264, 
369; 1413-141.2 503; C. 76/90 m. 21; A. N. J. 645 no. 35 
articles 12 and 18. 
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These connections between the English government and the 

captors suggest that activity at sea was directed, or at 

least encouraged, from Westminster. When he first used 

the privateer system against the Scots in the summer of 

1400, Henry IV was anxious-to preserve the twenty-eight 

year truce, which he had just succeeded in confirming, and 

so he forbade attacks on the shipping of France and her 

allies (1). This injunction seems to have been obeyed, for 

after Hougue's barge, no further French ships were taken 

until March 1401. In this year Henry- was ., prepared to 

sponsor reprisals against French provocations by issuing 

letters of marque. In 1402, he first licensed privateers 

to fight enemy shipping in general. Henry advanced by 

stages to a policy of war to damage the French at sea, but 

it continued to be covered by the fiction of piracy in 

order to maintain the truce (Z). The French were under no 

illusions about the inspiration of the attacks against 

them and accused the English of waging open war (3)ý 

But Henrq's increasing commitment to the actions of his 

privateers did not increase his control over them. English 

tactics included intercepting neutral vessels and removing 

French merchandise from them, but the distinction between 

French and neutral goods was often ignored. In the latter 

(I Foedera viii 147; CCR 1399-1402 1-14-135,169; fP_Le 
If: '. 99-14QI 349-350. 

(2. ) Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 66-67,72,76. 

(3) B. L. Egerton Ch. 19; P. R. O. 31/8/135 Section 4 from 
A. N. "Section Domaniale-Mgmoires de la Chambre des Comptes 
14925 f. 172.1' 
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half of 1402 and 1403, Henry was trying to negotiate a 

separate agreement with the Flemish which would 

effectively declare them neutral in the Anglo-French 

quarrel, and accordingly he attempted to enforce the truce 

in regard'to Flemish shipping. In August 1402 he and his 

ambassadors at Calais tried to get reparations made for 

captures of Flemish vessels and goods, some of which 

involved John Hauley. Hauley, Mixtow and the Spicer 

brothers were ordered to appear before the Council to 

exp lai'n their actions (1), In January 1403, in response to 

a roll of complaints presented by the Flemish ambassadorsq 

those who had grievances agai nst the Flemish, and the 

eighteen captains who' had committed the crimes on the 

-roll, includingý Hauley, Pay, Mixtow, Prince and the Spicer 

brothers, were summoned before the Council in the 

. 
following month (Z). None of these appeared, so the whole 

process was postponed until 1, July at Calais (3 At 

Calais in August, an. agreement was under discussion which 

constituted "a -carefully defined code of practice for 

official English fleets", excluding Flemish ships from the 

conflict, but allowing attacks against the French and the 

Scots to continue (4). This was never ratified however, 

(1) rrR 1399-1402 545,546-547; S". C. 1/43 no. 131; C. 76/86 
M. 1. 

(2. ) Feodera viii 286; CCR 1402-140 27; C. 47/32 no. 24b, 
(attached slip of parchment)'. Orders had already been 
issued to arrest William Prince for taking two ships of 
Sluys, CPR 1401. ý1405 198-199. 

(i ) Foedera viii 303-304, also at CCR 1402-1405 76 and 
E. 28/11, unnumbered and faded. 

(4-). Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 65-66; Pistono - 
Repudiation 184. See pp. 2-63-2.44 above. 

3,50. 



and the crimes of the privateers against the Flemish 

continued to accumulate. Although encouraged by the 

government, they could not be relied upon to conform with 

its policies. 

There was little Flemish participation in the attacks on 

English shipping in the first few years of Henry's reign 

The Vier Leden refused the demands of Philip of 

Burgundy to order retaliation against the English for 

Flemish losses (7-). Philip therefore took his own 

reprisal, ordering the confiscation of E10,000 worth of 

English goods at Sluys in April 1403. The petitions of 

English merchants and ambassadors failed to obtain the 

restoration of these goods, and the unresolved claim 

continued to poison Anglo-Flemish relations well into 

Henry V's reign (3). A further di'spute began in 1404 when 

the Flemish took as prisoners at sea the bishop of 

Hereford and 168 fishermen from northern England. Despite 

the efforts of Duchess Margaret and the authorities at 

Calais, hostility increased, and Henry abandoned the 

attempt to neutralise Flemish shipping in the conflict at 

sea 

(1) Pistono "Privateers" 322 n. 3; A. N. J. 645 no. 360) 
article 18; J. 919 no. 18 articles 12 and 14. 

(1) Pistonc, - Repudiatic, 163,172,181. 

(3 ) Pistono - "Privateers" 323; Pistono - Repudiation 
179-181ý 186,189-190; Varenbergh - Ristoire des Relation 
491,544-545; McFarlane -"Anglo-Flemish Relations" 45; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 1397,12508; Foedera viii 327-328. See 

above p. 7-64.. 

(4) Vaughan - John the Fearless 20; B. L. Add. Ch. 125029 
12505; E. 28/17 no. 53. 
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The Bretons were more active against English ships than 

the Flemish, both before and after Henry's usurpation (1). 

The French ambassadors refused to respond for the crimes 

they had committed and referred the English to the duchess 

of Brittany, though the English considered that Breton 

infractions were within the French admiral's jurisdiction 
C 

(2). The French did however accept responsibility for the 

actions of the privateers of St. Malco, who were outside 

ducal obedience. They were the perpetrators of a 

considerable proportion of the captures at sea in these 

years, often acting in concert with their fellows of 

Harfleur (3). 

More deliberate than the impunitq of the Breton pirates 

from the reparation s9stem was the French concealment of 

their privateering campaign under the flags of their 

allies of Scotland and Castile. The English ambassadors 

complained to the French about the participation of 

Castilians in this campaign and the French privateers' use 

of north Spanish ports to dispose of their prizes (4). But 

the French insisted that theq had no jurisdiction over 

(I E. 28/4 no. 97; E. 28/17 no. 7; A. N. J. 645 no. 36(l) 
articles 1,4,7,10,11,19,339 40; J. 645 no. 36(2) 
articles 19,439 445 45; J. 919 no. 18 articles 30,31. 

(Z ) Wqlie - Henrq IV i 384; A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 
11 41 7,10,11,199 339 40. 

(3) A. N. J. 645 no. 360) articles 25,269 279 32,349 
41; J. 645 no. 36(2) articles 2,39 4,51 11,13,14,159 
18,329 33,46; J. 919 no. 18 articles 2,59 107 15,169 19, 
20,23,25,28,291.39,40; c. f. Warner - Libelle 9-11. 

(4) A. N. J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 9,149 29; J. 645 
no. 36(2) articles 2,41 51 81 209 21,28,299 345 359 36, 
37,38,39,40,41; J. 919 no. 18 article 1. 
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infractions committed bg Castilians, and that redress 

should be sought from the admiral of Castile (I ). The 

English government attempted to limit reprisals to French 

cargoes carried in Castilian ships (2). The French use of 

the Scots to cover their activities was more blatant. 

Privateers operated from the Norman ports nominallg in the 

paq of Robert of Scotland, whose subjects were considered 

to be making open war against the English, but clearlq 

under the command of the French government (3 ). In 

particular David, earl of Crawford, who became the allq 

and retainer of Louis of Orleans in Januarg 1402, sailed 

from Harfleur in March with a fleet of French ships and 

mariners to conduct a prolonged raid against English 

merchant shipping (4). English complaints met with denials 

bg the French ambassadors that King Charles was in ang wag 

responsible for the deeds of the Scots (5). The deception 

was transparent and meant to be so. 

As on the frontiers of Picardy and Guyenne, the French 

made use of the private quarrels of individuals as a 

device to avoid the provisions of the truce. Wybert de 

Fretun was an esquire of the comte of Gulftnes, who had 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 articles 9,14,29. 

(2) Ford - "Piracq or Policg" 70,74; CCR 1402-1405 
57-58; CPR 1401-1405 276. 

(3 ) Keen - Laws of Wa 114; Letters of Henr! j_U'i 
218-219; S. C. 1/43 no. 131; A. N. J. 645 no. 55. 

(it) Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 71-72,76; E. 28/26 no. 98; 
A. N. K. 57 no. 9. 

Q; ) A. N. J. 645 nos. 20 and 51. 
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refused to take an oath of fealty to the new king of 

England. When the English responded by burning his house 

down, he defied Henry and fitted out two ships to conduct 

a campaign of revenge against English shipping (1). He was 

commissioned by French officials at Abbeville to protect 

the port's trade, with the approval of the French 

government (Z ), and later the English referred to him as 

captain of Boulogne. It was he who took the Falcon of 

Cardiff in June 1401 and a Plymouth ship at about the same 

time (3). In August 1402 the English ambassadors at Calais 

reported to the Council that Fretun and Jean Clerc cof 

Abbeville, who had also been active against English 

vessels, were banished from the kingdom of France but now 

in the pay of the king of Scotland, in whose name they 

continued their depredations in two armed barges (4). 

Under cover of this banishment and the Scottish flag, the 

French ambassadors refused to take any responsibility for 

Fretun's misdeeds, though it seems that some of his 

associates were executed, and by May 1403 they alleged he 

was dead (5). Jean, Sire de Bethencourt, was similarly 

regarded as, a free agent. In reply to English complaints 

(1) Monstrelet i 72. 

(Z) Ford -. "Piracy or Policy" 67- 

(23 A. N. J. 645 no. 36(l) articles 20,219 22,23,37; 
J. 645 no. 28. 

(it) SC. 1/43 no. 131. For Jean Clercls previous captures 
see A. N. J. 645 no. 36(2) articles 17,26; J. 919 no. 18 
article 46. 

(5) CPR 1401-14b, ': ý 201; CQR 1405-1409 486-487; A. N. J. 645 
no. 17 articles 20,219 225 239 37; J. 645 nos. 20,51,53, 
where Rqssheton quotes a letter of Duke Philip of 
Burgundy. 
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of his activities, the French ambassadors stated that he 

had undertaken a private expedition to conquer the Canary 

Islands and was therefore beyond the reach of King 

Charles' jurisdiction (I ). As part of his private war 

against Henr'q, Waleran of Saint-Pol armed two ships at 

Gravelines earlq in 1403 (7-). Late in the gear he did 
1. 

considerable damage to English ships in the Channel then 

mo'ved on to the mouth of the Garonne and attempted to 

blockade it. In England it was believed he intended next 

to 'Sail to destrog the English fleet in its home-ports(3). 

Through the agency of the Scots, the Castilians and the 

Bretons and these private wars, the French could inflict 

-eeping the harm on the English at sea whilst technically k 

truce, but the French admiral claimed to be able to take 

action within the truce against 'the inhabitants of the 

Channel Islands, under letters of marque for the E29tis 

they owed him. By this means he justified the attacks of 

the captain of Saint Malo on the Lawrence of Totnesq 

Guillemot Henrq's barge and three other Guernseq ships. 

These p-ati. 1 had been left outstanding in the 1396 

settlement (4). In these and other captures, Laurens de 

(1) A. N. J. 645 no. 17 article 8; J. 645 no. 20; J. 645 
no. 360) article 8. 

(2. ) Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 77 n. 68; A. N. J. 645 
no. 53. See P. 302. above. 

(3) Wylie - Henru TV i : 2384,389; CrR 14nj-14n5 222-, 
E. 28/12 no. 4. See p. 3ZI above. 

(10. ) A. N. J. 644 no. 23; J. 645 no. 17 articles 17,25,26, 
27. See pp. 3361 -339 above. 
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Marine seems to have been acting in his capacity as the 

French admdral's lieutenant. Another of his lieutenants 

had arrested Philipot Lambert in 1399 and his 

vice-admiral, who was a truce-conservator at' sea, took 

reprisals for his own losses (1). In 1403, when Freturi 

sacked the island of Alderney, the Sire de Heugueville, 

one of the ambassadors negotiating with the English, 

allowed him to land his booty at Le Crotoy, despite the 

supposed banishment (Z ). The overt connivance of the 

French government and its officials in privateering 

against the English probably began shortly after it was 

obliged to confirm the twenty-eight year truce in June 

1400. Despite the gradual escalation of its efforts to 

damage the Lancastrian regime at sea over the next three 

years, this policy of piecemeal attacks. did not achieve 

results. The English responded in kind at every I 'stage 

and, at least until September 1402, seem to have captured 

more vessels than they lost. 

The change in character of the border warfare in Picardq 

and Guyenne that'took place in 1403 is also reflected in 

the hostilities at sea. The French government withdrew its 

support from the privateering campaign and in Julq, 

required that the armed ships of both sides should be 

recalled to port (3). Under the influence of Louis of 

(I) See pp. 33S % 337 q, 340 above. For the extent of the 
French officials' involvement see Ford - "Pirac! j or 
Policg" 67. 

2. Wqlie Henrq 
-IV 

i 379; Letters--of Henrt4-I i 
216-218.1 

(3) A. N. J. 645 nos. 46 and 47. See p. 2.35 above. 
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Orle'ans, French policy was transformed from a war of 

attrition into a war of strategy. Some harjýýassment of the 

supply of English arms, soldiers and victuals to Calais 

was begun (1), and raids were launched against the coast 

of England, principally its privateering bases. Following 

Wqbert de Fretun's pillage of Alderney in June 1403, a 

Breton fleet under Jean de Penho8t, Admiral of Brittany, 

defeated a group of English privateers off Saint-Matthieu 

in July. In August the count of La Marche and his 

brothers, under orders from the French government, set out 

from Brest to attack Dartmouth. Diverted by adverse 

weatherg they instead captured seven ships off Plymouth 

and went on to sack and burn the port. They then sailed to 

Jersey and Guernsey, plundering the islands and extracting 

R21j-5 from the inhabitants (1). In December, the count of 

Saint-Pol led a force from Harfleur, which included the 

Sire de Heugueville, to the Isle of Wight. The French 

remained there for a few days, raiding villages and 

carrying off fishermen and sheep, but Waleran quickly, 

withdrew when threatened with a counter attack, to the 

detriment of his reputation and the discontent of those 

who had invested in the expedition (3). Henry had been 

expecting an attack in the Southampton area for some 

months and he swiftly summoned troops to oppose-the 

(1) rpR 14n5-140-R 89; C. 76/89 m. 12; A. N. J. 919 no. 18 
articles 45 and 47. 

(Z ) Monstrelet i 69-709 71-72; Letters of Henrq IV i 
216-2189 220; Friedera viii 325; Ann. Ric. Sec. 375; Wylie - 
Hgnrq IV i 379,382-384. 

(3) Monstrelet i 91-92; Ann. Ric. Sec. 378; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 12507. 
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invasion and alerted the fortresses of the south coast, 

though it soon became clear that these measures were no 

longer needed (1). In April 1404 a joint Norman and Breton 

fleet set out from Saint-Malo to attack Dartmouth, led bg 

Penhoe"t and Guillaume du Chastel. Disagreement arose 

between them about whether theq should attack the port 

and, after some days of hesitation, du Chastel and his 

following attempted a landing in which PenhoE-t refused to 

participate. The attackers suffered a heavy defeat at the 

hands of the local populace who killed du Chastel and took 

a large quantity of prisoners, including his two brothers, 

Tanguy and Henri (2). Henry ordered that the* prisoners 

should not be'released without his licence, and wished to 

interrogate the most prominent, but over the next few 

gears they trickled back to France and Brittany in return 

for ransoms (3). At about the same time, there were other 

French landings on the Isle of, Wightg where the invaders 

demanded Raji_ý5 in the name of Queen Isbelle but were 

forced to retire empty-handed, and on Portland where they 

again lost several important prisoners (4). In 1405 ships 

were fitted out to fight the English at Rouen and 

Saint-Pol-de-Lgon, and a combined Breton and Flemish fleet 

(I Fecidera viii 342-343; CCR 1402-1405 82-83; 
Qal. Siqnet nos. 166,931; E. 28/12 no. 4; E. 28/23 no-2; 
B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div ff. 33v-34. 

(Z) Monstrelet i 121-122; Ann. Ric. Sec. 383-384. 

(3) Lettres de Jean Vv no. 873; Ernedera viii 357,3589 
362,381; rrR I n5-1409 1,138-139; CPR 1401-1405 4729484; 
CPR 1405-1408 286; ral. Siqnetl no. 239; B. L. Add. Ch. 232; 
C. 76/88 mm. 29 99 109 16. 

(4) Wylie - HenrLj IV i 436; Ann. Ric. Sec. 381; QQL! 
1402-14051 396; Foedera viii 356. 
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sacked Hornsea on the Yorkshire coast, but on the return 

journey it was defeated and captured by the privateers of 

Hull (1). Early in 1406, Charles de Savoisy led a fleet 

from Boulogne to blockade the mouth of the Thames and 

capture vessels coming from Gascony (Z). In the spring and 

summer, Savoisy and the Castilian Pero de NiKo raided 

along the south coast from Cornwall to Havant and then 

Jersey, but they were repeatedly repulsed by local forces 

(3). Orders from Paris halted the expedition which the new 

admiral, Clignet de Brabant, was preparing at Harfleur to 

attack the English at sea (4), and after this, French 

raids came to an end. There are some indications of the 

damage they had inflicted along the south coast (5), but 

they were not as devastating as the comparable raids of 

the 1370s. After some initial successes, French maritime 

strategy failed to achieve results and like the campaigns 

in Picardy and Guyenne, it lost momentum and governmental 

support late in 1406. 

En! 31and' s defences were too well prepared for the sporadic 

French efforts to make much impact on its coast. 

Beginning in 1401s Parliament granted several subsidies to 

(I ) Lettres de Jean V iv no. 120; Ann. Ric. O; er. 413; 
B. N. n. a. f. 7622 ff. 458v-460v. 

(2) WMlie - Hent-tA TV ii 408-409; CrR 14riýi-14ril-2- 93-95. 

(3) Wylie - Henrtj TV ii 319-328; iii 46-49; Wilson - Anqlo-Frenrh Relationj 264-268. 

(4) Mnnstrelg i 127. 

(S) QPR t4ng-14n 26; 140R-14_1n- 201-202. 
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Henry for the defence of the kingdom, as it had done to 

Richard in 1384 and 1393 (1 In the -late fourteenth 

century, fortifications had been built or improved to 

resist coastal attacks at Hadloigh, Queenborough, Dover, 

Canterbury, Cooling, Bodiam and Dartmouth, and to counter 

de-epe r invasions at Farleigh Hungerford, Nunney, 

Donnington, -Wallingford and Gloucester 2. Early in 

Henry"s reign,. fot-tifications at East Tilbury, Falmouth 

and Dartmouth received attention (3). In January 1401 Henry 

unsuccessfully ordered thirty-nine balingers and seventeen 

barges to be bu ilt at the-expen5e of various towns to 

oppose the threat of enemy invasion, an echo of similar 

orders in the 
. 
1370s 4). Besides these permanent 

precautions, effective defence depended on accurate 

advanced information of enemy intentions. News and 

rumours received through espionage networks i-n France were 

relayed to England by the ambassadors or officials at 

Calais. In appropriate circumstances a small single 

vessel would be sent to sea to discover the positions and 

intentions of enemy fleets (5). 

(I G. L. Harriss - "Theory and Practice in royal 
taxation: some observations" EHR xcvii (1982) 812-814. 

. 
(Z) RiChmond -"War at Sea" 101; Alban - National Defence 
240-253. 

(3 Foeder ' viii 271; CPR 1405-140Q 152; E. 28/25 
unnumbered. 

(4) Alban National Defenc-C-. 278-2801 Richmond - "War at 
Sea" 109; Foedera viii 172-174. 

(S) Alban --National Defence 289-314; E. 28/9 unnumbered; 
E. 28/20 no. 30; E. 28/26 no. 98. 
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In response to news of an impending attack on the coast, 

it was usual to commission the array of forces to oppose 

it in the counties or dioceses that were threatened, or to 

summon the retainers of the crown, and to order a watch 

along the coast and the preparation of beacons to warn of 

the, enemy approach. Such precautions were taken in March 

1392 and July 1399, but their greatest concentration is in 

the early years of Henry IV's reign. There was another 

group of them in 1415 when Henry V attempted to secure his 

kingdom against a counter-invasion during his intended 

expedition to France M. When enemy fleets were cruising 

at sea seeking English merchant ships to attack, orders 

might he sent to the ports that ships were not to go to 

sea M. Trading vessels might be supervised into convoys 

for their- greater protection. This was common practice 

for ships bringing wine from Bordeaux or taking wool to 

Middelburg before the 1389 truce (3), and the ambassadors 

at Calais advised a similar arrangement to frustrate the 

Not-man privateers in August 1402 (it). The s9stem was 

revived for the tiAne-fleets to Bordeaux late in 1403 and 

(I ) Foeder viii 123,138,270-271,374,402; ix 253, 
255,304; CCR 1399-1402 574; 14n2-14n 82-83,222,244-245; 
1413-1419 218; CPR 1391-1396_ 88-95; 1396-139 592; 
1399-1401 209-214; L401-1405 296,298,424,429; 14n9-14Q3I 
61-629 1497 231,303,306; 1408-1413 223; 1413-1416 65; 
Lettres des Rois ii 317-319; PPQ - ,_ ii 168,186; Wylie 
Henrq IV i 386,433; iii 67,102; Henrq i 448. 

(2. ) CPR 1405-1408 421; CCR 1409-1413 31 7-8; E. 28/16 
unnumbered, 23 Dec. 1405. For an earlier instance of this 
in June 1387 see CCR 1385-1389 327. 

(3) Alban - National Defence 274; CCR 13C75-1389 12,170, 
2579 293,348,435. 

00 S. C. 1/43 no. 131. 
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again in 1413 M. The most effective form of maritime 

defence was to assemble a squadron by the requisition of 

merchant vessels and send it to sea before the approach of 

the French fleet in order to deter attacks on Ericjlish 

shipping and coastal raids (Z). This simple strategy was 

employed before the Leulinghen truce (3 ), and the 

preparation of sea patrols begarragain in 1400 (4). The 

activities of these official squadrons increased in 

November 1403 with the appointments of Thomas Beaufort and 

Lord Berkeley as admirals, and the greater threat of 

French raids. In December a plan was drawn up in the 

Council to combat the expected attack of the count of 

Saint-Pol and the duke of Orle"ans. A group of 

sea-captains estimated that there were 260 ships in 

English ports, mostly at Dartmouth, not counting the 

King's ships in the north and those in Ireland and Wales. 

The Dartmouth and Thames fleets were to take up their 

position off the coast of Guernsey and a hundred vessels 

picked from them would seek out the fleet of Orle'ans and 

(I ) CCR 1402-1405 199; For-dera viii 325; ix 47; 
Cal. Siqne no. 180; PPC ii 81-82; E. 28/16 unnumbered. 

(2. ) Richmond - "Keeping of Seas" 291-292; C. F. Richmond - 
"English Naval Power in the Fifteenth Century" Histor Iii 
(1967) 1-6. 

(3) CCR 1385-138 169; E. 28/2 no. 41. 

00 Ford - "Piracy or Policy" 66,72; CPR 1399-140 
487-488; 1401-140 70-71,124,132,506; CCR 1402-140 
268; Wilson - Anqln-Fr-ench Relations 193 n. 47,271; 
Foedena viii 126-127; PPC i 120-121,221,234; ii 56; 
E. 28/19 no. 6; E. 28/28 no. 24. 
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Saint-Pol in the Seine estuary or elsewhere, and attack it 

at sea (I ). When French intentions again threatened 

English shipping and coasts in 1406, Henry experimented by 

entrusting the keeping of the sea to the merchant 

community, but the arrangement was terminated after less 

than six months (1). In the later years of his reign, 
f, 

squadrons were again gathered to patrol the sea, and the 

Council allocated money to the Admiral for maritime 

defence (3). 

At the same time as the French were beginning their 

attacks on English coasts, the English were also taking 

the offensive across the Channel. In the summer of 1403 

there'were small raids against La Rochelle, the island of 

Re' and the coasts of Poitou, Normandy and Picardy (4). The 

first large raid sponsored by the English government was 

, of in retaliation for the count of La Marche's sack 

Plymouth in Auqust. In November 1403 William Wilford led a 

fleet to the Breton coast, captured and destroyed many 

ships, made two landings, raided deep inland and burned 

(1) E. 28/12 nos. 4 and 13; E. 28/28 no. 38; B. L. Cotton MS. 
Caligula Div ff. 33-34v. 

(2. ) Richmond - Admin. and Keep-ing of ý-, ea 175; Fneder 
viii 437,4399 4499 455; CCR 1405-14n 156-157; Hist. An! a, 
ii 272. 

(3) Wylie - Henry IV iii 81-82,102; PPC ii 9ý 14; 
E. 28/23 nos. 26 and 47. 

H. G. Richardson - "Illustrations of English History 
in the Medieval Registers of the Parlement of Paris" IEBS 
4th Series x (1927) 74-75; B. L. Egerton Ch. 19; 
Add. Ch. 12507; A. N. J. 645 no. 51; P. R. O. 31/8/135 section 4 
from A. N. "Section Domaniale-Me-moires de la Chambre des 
Comptes 14925 f-172v". 
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Saint Matthieu before returning (1). This punitive attack 

was part of the fiction that the war at sea was between 

England and Brittang and it did not therefore constitute 

an infraction of the Anglo-French truce (Z). In the summer 

of 1404 there were further English raids against La 

Roq-helle and G"erande (3), and also the island of Cadzand 

near Slugs (4. ). A much heavier blow was struck against 

this same area the following gear. In February, Henry 

appointed his second son Thomas as admiral and in March as 

lieutenant for an expedition overseas. He was provided 

with a fleet of twentg large ships, twenty barges and 

twenty balingers, with cannon, gunpowder, bows and arrows, 

over the next two months (S). Thomas and the earl of Kent 

set sail from Sandwich in the middle of May 1405., It was 

apparently intended that they should take their 700 

men-at-arms and 1400 archers to the relief of Guyenne (6), 

but a hasty decision was made to divert the force against 

the Flemish coast in retaliation for the count of 

Saint-Pol's assault on Marck on 12 May; perhaps this was 

(1) Ann. Ric. Sec. 375-376; Letters of Hen=W IV i 
167-170; c. f. Warner - Libelle xxiii-xxiv, 11-13. 

(Z ) On 26 Aug. 140: 23 English ports were ordered to 
assemble men-at-arms, archers and mariners to make war on 
the Bretons, who had contravened the truce as allies of 
France, Foedera viii 325. 

(3) Wylie - Henrtj 
-LV 

i 4441 Knowlson - Jean V 43; 
Lettres de Jean 

_V 
iv no. 95; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div 

f. 77. 

(4. ) Richmond - "Naval Power" 5; Vaughan - John the 
Fearless 20. 

(S) Foedera viii 388,389; *PPQ i 259-260; ral. ý, iqne 
no. 283; CPR 1409-14n 59; C. 76/88 m. 9; E. 28/20 no. 23. 

(6) E. 28/20 no-65. 
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without the knowledge of the king or the Council, who were 

preparing to conclude a four-month truce with the duke of 

Burgundq to covet, Flanders (1). The fleet appeared before 

Dunquerque and Nieuport but Thomas reserved his chief 

attention for Slugs, where the English goods seized two 

gears earlier had still not been restored. He burned and 

pillaged Cadzand and other areas around the town, and made 

an unsuccessful assault on the castle. The English were 

forced to withdraw after several dags, when the duke and 

his brother Antoine approached with troops (Z). Thomas's 

objective appears to have been the destruction of Slugs as 

a base of militarg operations against England. In June he 

re-appeared off the Norman coastv landed at St. 

Vaast-la-Houque and ravaged the eastern Cotentin (3). This 

was Probablq a warning threat to Cherbourg, which had been 

purchased b! j Kling Charles the previous summer. For the 

remainder of Henry's reign, English raids against the 

French coast were sporadic and on a much smaller scale. 

English troops appeared at Hennebont (4. ), and Oostende (5) 

(I) ra I .!: ý i cin et no. 347; E. 28/21 no. 22. See P. 7.67 
above. 

(2. ) Vaughan - John the Fearl ss 21-22; Varenbergh - 
Histoire des Relations 494-495; Wylie - Henrtj IV ii 
100-104; Monstrelet i 107. 

(3) Wylie - Henrq IV ii 105; Choix i 269; B. L. Add. Ch. 51. 

(jr) Lettres de Jean. V iv nos. 306,307,390. 

(5) Vaughan - John the Fearless 24. 
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in 1406, in Ponthieu (1) and at Ougrande and Auray in 1407 

(20, off the Norman coast and at Brehat (where the earl of 

Kent, Henry's admiral, was mortally wounded) in 1408 (3 ), 

at Fecamp in 1410 (4. ), and at St. Aubin, Dieppe and le 

Treport in July 1413 (5). These later attacks were during 

intervals in the truce at sea. Henry's measures in the 

maritime conflict, both defensive and offensive, were 

taken in response to French aggression, mirroring French 

actions at every successive stage, and eventually the 

English were able to outrun the French capacity for 

hostility. Raids continued to be made against the French 

coast to demonstrate the superiority that had been 

achieved; they were Ila matter of reprisal, of 

exhibitionism, even of jingoism" (4). 

It is a measure of the English advantage at sea that Henry 

was able to establish the securities and truces with 

Flanders and Brittany in 1407. However, during the whole 

lifetime of these treaties there were numerous infractions 

committed against them on both sides, both on the high 

seas and in harbours (7). The contest between the Bretons 

(I ) F. C. Louandre - Histoire d'Abbeville et du comt& de 
Ponthieu Juszten 1789 (1844-1845) i 275. 

(2. ) Touchard - Commerce Maritime Breton 104. 

(3) Wylie - Henrq IV iii 103-104; Wilson - Anglo-French 
Relations 338-339. See p. 2.79 above. 

(4-) Wilson - Anqlo-French Relations 400. 

(5 ) Wylie - Henrq Vi 150-151; Monstrelet ii 376. 
Richard Hawkwood was operating here under Henry V's 
commission, QPR 1413-1416 116. 

(6) Richmond - "Naval Power" 5. 

(7) See pp. 2.69-2.83 above and appendix 4. 
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and the southern English ports reached a climax in 1407. 

The Bretons were most active during the early part of the 

year with the encouragement of the duke and his admiral, 

Jean de Penho9t, who was entitled to one tenth of the 

profits (I ); but English mariners continued to take 

extensive reprisals after the truce was signed in July 

There was another concentration of attacks on English 

shipping by prominent Breton noblemen in 1414 S hort Iy 

after the new Anglo-Breton truce had been negotiated with 

Henry V, and possibly as a protest against it (3). Sincere 

efforts were made by the dukes of Burgundy and Brittany 

and the kings of England to enforce these two truces. 

Henry IV and Henry V ordered enquiries into the capture of 

Breton and Flemish ships, restitutions to their owners and 

the at-rest of notorious culprits including John Hauleg, 

Philipot Lambert, John Prendergast, William Long, Lawrence 

Tutbury, Guy Busch and William Prince (40. English and 

Flemish envoys meeting at Calais in August 1411 worked out 

in detail the reparation for individual violations. Both 

the English Council and the Vier- Leden rejected the use of 

letters of marque and reprisal at this time, but they were 

(I ) Knotolson - Jean 51-52; Lettres de Jean Vv nos. 
621,6229 6239 6779 6789 694,7719 915. 

(2. ) CCR 1405-1409 217-218; CPR 1405-14013 418,4199421; 
Cal. 'RiSnat no. 705; C. 76/91 mm 17,21; S. C. 1/41 no. 195. 

( 3) Touchard - Commence Maritime- Bneton 122 n. 64; 
Knowlson - jean 88-89; Lettres de Jean Vv no. 1196. See 
pp. 280-2.81 above. 

(4) CPR 1405-1408 420; 1408-1413 235,316,3179 318, 
4289 432; 1413-1416 36-37,116; 1416-1422 267; CCR 
1409-1413 210; Foedeý--a ix 116. 
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nevertheless still in use on both sides (1), and in 

October 1412 Henry threatened to employ them to avenge the 

plunder of a ship of Dover at Dunquerque (I ). Later in 

1412 and in 1413, it was the English policy to restore 

Flemish, Breton and Castilian property that was captured, 

but to divide French ships and goods amongst the captors, 

since the truce with France at sea had lapsed on I January 

1412 (3). The duke of Brittany would occasionally issue 

letters of reprisal against his own subjects in order to 

effect the restitution of English goods (4 Hot.,. iever in 

Henry V's reign, exasperation with the activities of the 

pirates sometimes overrode the legal requirements of the 

truces; letters of marque were issued, Flemish and Breton 

ships were ordered to be seized and reprisals were taken 

on all sides (5 ). The privateers that had once been 

encouraged by governments were now out of their control 

and no amount of regulation by truces could eliminate 

their piracy. 

Henry V attempted to legislate against piracy by the 

Statute of Truces in 1414, but if the purpose of this was 

PPC i 358-357; B. L. Add. Ch. 12508; C. 76/94 m. 4. 

E. 28/23 no. 49. 

(3 ) CPR 14 08-1413 476; 1413-1416 35-36; CCR 1409-1413 
376; 1413-1419 107 21-There was a clus ter of letters of 
marque issue; against the French in late 1411 and early 
1412, QP R 1408- 1413 323,351 -352,354; Foe era viii 755: 
C. 76/95 mm. 13 and 21. See p. Z58 above. 

(4 ) CPR 1413-1416 224; 1416-1422 444. c. f. C. 76/80 m. 3 
(1396). 

(S) CPR 1413-1416 116,409; 1416-1422 749 811 444; L. -ra 1419-142 171; Lettres 
--de 

Jean Vv nos. 1217,1218; 
Touchard - Commerce Maritime Breton 108. 
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to pacify the Channel and reduce friction with Brittany 

and Flanders, it was a failure (1). When Henry resumed the 

war in 1415, his first action was to eliminate the French 

privateering base of Harfleur. The capture of this town 

and the naval victories of the duke of Bedford and the 

earl of Huntingdon in the mouth of the Seine in 1416 and 
e, 

1417 ended the threat posed by the Clos des Galges at 

Rouen. Henrq's eventual occupation of Cherbourg and the 

entire Norman coast established English securitq in the 

Channel, but to maintain it, regu I ar Pat ro Is were 

necessary in every campaigning season from 1416 to 14209 

when the new dual kingdom could afford to dispense with 

its nav! j. These naval squadrons were based on a group of 

about thirtg rogal ships and logal captains who included 

Thomas Beaufort earl of Dorset, Pons de Castillon and John 

Hauley the younger (Z). Measures for the defence of the 

English coasts and the shipping in its harbours were still 

considered necessary however; there were particular 

threats by the Franco-Genoese fleet in 1416 and the 

Castilians in 1419 and 1421 (3). Control- of the sea was 

never absolutely secure. 

(I) See P. Z07 above. 

U) S. Rose - Thr-- Nav! j rif the Lancastrian Kinqs (Navy 
Record Society 1982) 48-52; Richmond - Admin. and 
Keeping of Sea-, 23-24,26-28,29 n. 2., 32; "Naval Power" 
1,6; Roskell - Commons 1422 

, 
190; Wylie - Henrtj ii 6 n. 7; 

PPC ii 208-209; CPR 1416-1422 10,112,199-200,319; 
Foedera ix 372,791. 

(3) CPR 1416-1422 270,323-324; CCR 1413-1419 346-347, 
472-473,525-526; ral. Siqnet no. 856; Foedera ix , 350,702, 
793. 
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It was the French government which first transformed the 

clashes at sea from piracy to policy in 1400 and it drew 

an equal response from the English government in 1401. But 

the French -war of attrition at sea failed to inflict any 

per manent damage on . -the 
English merchant community or 

achieve predominance in the Channel. The war of strategy 
C 

was more expensive to the French treasury, but also-failed 

to make a lasting impression on the English coasts. The 

English raids seem to have been more effective and 

continued for longer. But the war at sea had its own 

momentUM and was soon beyond the control of the 

governments that had initiated it.. Henry IV pursued a 

cheap. but dangerous policy in unleashing his privateers 

against the French and endorsing their activities. They 

had taken their own actions according to their own system 

of reprisals regardless of the 1396 truce in its early 

years and they were to show the same disregard for the 

truces with Brittany and Flanders after 1407. When 

privateers were no longer needed for their nuisance value 

against an enemy, their depredations undermined precarious 

diplomatic structures and made it difficult to maintain 

good relations with potential allies and neutral parties. 

Henry IV -and Henry V' therefore tried to subordinate 

English actions at sea to royal military control by 

substituting official squadrons for the privateers. 

Despite the amount of government attention they absorbed, 

the hostilities at sea were always secondary to the war on 

land and Henry V only achieved some measure of permanent 

control-in the Channel by occupying both its coasts. 
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As in the 1380s it was logical for the government of 

Charles ýVjto extend its attacks on English shipping and 

coasts to an intervention in England itself (1). Since its 

policy required that the fiction of the twenty-eight year 

truce should be maintained, this was not again attempted 

by a large-scale royal invasion across the Channel, but by 
r, 

ciijerres couverte under the banners of allies and 

independent third parties, as in all the other theatres of 

war considered above. The device of a French invasion of 

England under the Scottish flag had been foreshadowed in 

the 1380s. In August 1383 it was agreed that a thousand 

French men-at-arms and. forty thousand francs should be 

sent to Scotland to aid Robert II to make war against the 

English (Z), but EA year later, Scots envoys arrived at the 

conference at Boulogne complaining that nothing had been 

sent 0). In June 1385 the French admiral, Jean de Vienne, 

acting as Charles' lieutenant in Scotland and England, 

brought troops and money to fulfil the obligation. lie and 

the earl of Douglas first attacked the East March in July, 

but when Richard advanced from Berwick to Edinburgh with 

an English army, he raided into the West March where he 

inflicted some damage. He and his troops returned to 

France in November (4-). In 1386 the English Council 

(1) See p. 59 above. 

(1) Campbell - "England Scotland and the Hundred Years 
War" 208. 

(3) B. N. Francais 2699 f. 153. 

4) Campbell "England Scotland and the Hundred Years 
War" 209-210; McKisack - Fourteenth CenturU 439-440 and 
n. 1; CPR 1385-138 230; CCR 1385-138 25,658; A. N. J. 677 
nos. 14 and 15; B. L. Add. Ch. 9322 and 11356. 

3 71 



considered that the expected French invasion might begin 

on the north-eastern coasts, to take maximum advantage of 

Scottish assistance (1), and in February 1400 Henry's 

nervous Great Council was told to expect Franco-Scottish 

attacks in the Marcheslif provision was not made for their 

defence (1). But it was not until 1402 that French troops 

arrived in Scotland, when the earl of Cratiiford's fleet 

brought a small company of knights led by Jacques de 

Heilly, who was in the pay of Philip of Burgundy. They 

participated in the earl of Douglas's raid into 

Northumberland and Durham and in his defeat at Homildon 

Hill by the Percies in September (3). Heilly, Pierre des 

Essarts and Jean Dormy were amongst the prisoners that the 

earl of Northumberland exhibited to Parliament in October; 

the French were still arranging their ransoms in 1404 and 

1405 (4). The earl expected the French to be active in the 

Marches again in the summer of 1403 (5), and the French 

government apparently intended to send armed help to 

Scotland in 1405 ( 6), but neither of these threats 

materialised and the Valois lost interest in attacking the 

Lancastrians through Scotland. 

CCR 1385-1389 190. 

Foedera viii 125. 

(3 ) Wylie - Hent-tj IV i 291-293; Wilson - An3lo-Frenrh 
Relationra 125 n. 12. See p. 3S3 above. 

(4) Wylie - Henry IV i 293,297; Foedera viii 323,379, 
393; C. 76/88 m-2. 

(S) PPC i 203. 

(4) B. L. Egerton Ch. 19. 
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The nascent Lancastrian dynasty received an early 

challenge when the earls of Kent, Huntingdon and Salisbury 

and their supporters rose in rebellion in January 1400. 

The revolt quickly ended in fiasco at Cirencester, but 

Henry continued precautions against a possible French 

invasion in support of it. Commissions of array were sent 

to the counties and the clergy, coastal fortresses were 

reinforced, the captain of Calais was ordered to send 

information about French troop movements and the ports 

were closed to prevent news of the revolt reaching France 

and Flanders. Prominent rebels were charged with 

conspiracy to introduce the French into England, and 

convicted (I It is possible that the earls had some 

contact with the French government before the revolt, but 

it preferred to await the outcome of the venture rather 

than engage in any co-ordinated action. The earl of Kent 

paid a visit to Queen Isabelle at Sonnin! 3 during the 

rising (Z), and a French fleet gathered at Harfleur under 

the command of the count of Saint Pol, which the Council 

deemed likely to invade the lordship of Pembroke, part of 

Isabelle's dower lands (3). But the rebellion remained a 

domestic affair. Followin! 3 its failure and Richard's 

death, French plans to intervene in England were suspended 

(I)A. Rogers - "Henry 
H. T. xviii (1968) 278-283; 
Pistono - "Confirmation" 3 
385; CCR 1399-1402 34,37, 

(1) Hist. Anq ii 243. 

IV and 
Wylie 

60-361; 
38; Fo 

the Revolt of the Earls" 
- Henrq IV i 96-109,124; 

QPR 1399-1401 209-214, 
edera viii 120,123,138. 

(3) Wylie - Henr! j TV i 121; Froirasart xvi 231-232; F-ELr. ' i 
108. 
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for several years, especially whilst Henry still held 

Isabelle as a hostage (1). 

There is no sign of any French collusion in the Percq 

rebellion of July 1403, though Henry again took the 

precýLution of closing the ports (1). However-, the rising 

demonstrated to the French government the instability of 

Henry's re'91me and the aspirations of the house of 

Mortimer. Henceforward it recognised the legitimacy of the 

earl of March as Richard's successor (3), but it remained 

reluctant to'give any material support to a rebellion 

before it had achieved some measure of success. In 

December 1403 and early in 1404, there was a plot in Essex 

in favour of King Richard, supposedly still alive in 

Scotland, which centred on the countess of Oxford and 

several local abbots. The plotters expected the support of 

Louis of Orleans and the count of Saint Pol, who would 

land with French troops and Queen Isabelle at Orwell. But 

the French court accepted that Richard was dead and Louis 

was already arranging the marriage of Isabelle to his son 

(4). He certainly contemplated an expedition to England in 

See P. 2.1s above. There may have been some 
French involvement in the plots centering on the pseudo- 
Richard kept by the Scots - Wylie - Henrq IV i 4039 
450-451; Wilson - Anglo-French Relations 126-127. 

(2) Wylie - Henrq IV i 363; Cal. Siqnet no. 154; L-QE 
1402-1405193. 

(3 ) Wylie - Henry IV ii 314; Wylie - "Memorandum". See 
pp. 2-18. ) 7-7-31 Z49 above. 

(4-) Wylie - Henrq IV i chapter XXX pp. 417-428; Alban - National Defence 324 n. 2; CPR j4rjj-j4n5 424,4319 432, 
465,468,472,480,493,514; CCR 4402-1405 328; Foedera 
viii 353; E. 28/16 unnumbered. 
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1404 and had banner. s made for it (1). During the latter 

part of the gear, the Council received warnings of his 

intention to'launch a fleet from Brittang and of other 

French naval preparations at Harfleur and Slugs (2). In 

Februarg 1405 there was another plot involving the duke of 

York and his sister Lady Despencer. She abducted the young 

earl of March and his brother from Windsor and fled 

towards Glamorgan, but was arrested at Cheltenham. She 

had sent an esquire called Morgan to carry news of the 

scheme to France and Flanders; Henry ordered the Council 

to intercept him in London and closed the ports again (3). 

Later in the year, when the second Percy revolt was 

collapsing, the earl of Northumberland sent a letter to 

Louis of Orle"ans, suggesting co-operation against Henry 

(4). However, when Northumberland went to Paris in the 

summer of 1406, and pleaded desperately for French troops 

to fight Henry, offering hostages to ensure his loyal 

service, he was rebuffed and obliged to return to Scotlcand 

(S). Perhaps the Valois'could not forgive the Percies 

their role in Richard's deposition. Later in the year 

there was a rumour that Northumberland had arrived back in 

the north with French supporters and Henry ordered that 

(I)B. L. Egerton Ch. 14 1. 

(Z ) Wylie - Henr%4 IV i 467-468; B. L. Cotton MS. Cali! 3ula 
Div f. 59. 

(3) Wylie - Henrq IV ii 41-52; CPR 1405-1408 125; 
B. L. Cotton MS. Vespasian F iii no. 5 (ral. ý, ignetl no. 936). 

(4) Wylie - Henrq IV ii 263. 

(5) Monstrelet i 130-13 1; Wylie - Henrq IV ii 381. 
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the former Percq castles should be well guarded (1). In 

the next reign, Henrq Scrope, was accused of negotiating 

with the French and receiving bribes from them to form the 

Southampton conspirac! j (Z)I but this allegation was 

probably an aspect of Henry V's propaganda or of his 

paranoia. The French government never committed itself to 
4^ 

support any of these internal rebellions. 

It was much more interested in the Welsh revolt of Owtin 

Glqndh1r. Glynd(Zlr himself was in communication with the 

Scots, the Irish, the Percies, the Mortimers and other 

dissident elements within England. He probably colluded 

in the Percy rebellions of 1403,1405 and 1408, and Lady 

Despencer's plot in 1405; he supported the Mortimer claim 

to the English throne and signed the famous Tripartite 

Indenture with Northumberland and Edmund Mortimer, 

probably also in 1405, dividing the kingdom between them 

(3). The success of Henry's coup d'&tat in 1*399 had been due 

in part to preparations made in his Marcher lordships in 

south Wales. When Richard landed there from Ireland, he 

was unable to obtain ang assistance from the Welsh, but 

rather his possessions suffered from their raids (4 ). 

(I) Cal. Siqnet no. 668. 

(Z) Hist. Anq ii 305-306; C. Ross -The Yorkshire Baronaq 
1399-1433 (Oxford D. Phil. thesis 1950) 191. 

(3) J. E. Lloyd - Owen Glendower (Oxford 1931) 46-48,53, 
59-60,69-71,92-94,100,127-128,134; Wylie - flenrtj IV 
ii 378-381. 

(4) R. R. Davies - Lr-rdshiD--and ! --ýriciet! j in the March 
- 
of 

Wales 
-I- 

2r-1,2-14nn (1978) 84-85; D. Johnston - "Richard II's 
Departure from Ireland Julq 13991, EHF- xcviii (1983) 792, 
7947 795. 
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Nevertheless GlqndOr was led bg the inexorable 

logic of his revolt to broaden his activities from border 

disturbances in 1400 bg successive stages to the control 

of large areas of Wales in 1404 and the defiance of 

Lancastrian legitimacy by adopting the title prince of 

WaLes. The recurrent problem of the Welsh revolt forced 

Henry to conduct expeditions into Wales in 1400,1401,1402 

and 1403jand was a considerable drain on his financial and 

military resources in these years, but it was riot until 

the early months of 1405 that Glyndilkr suffered a series of 

serious setbacks (1). Late in 1403 he began to draw 

support from France and Brittany. A naval squadron under 

Jean d'Espagne assisted the Welsh in attacks on Kidi.,. telly 

in October, Caernarvon in November, Caernarvon again and 

Anglesey in January 1404. In April the Council sent five 

ships from Bristol to relieve the western Welsh fortresses 

and drive d'Espagne away (Z ). The same month a Welsh 

esquire was amongst those captured in the Breton d6bacle 

at Dartmouth and summoned to Henry's presence for 

questioning (3). GlyndwAr was aware that he needed to 

transform this casual co-operation into some international 

endorsement of his pretensions. He was formally crowned 

as prince at a parliament at Machynlleth in the presence 

Lloyd - nwen 01-gridoi. -ier Chapters IV, V, VII VII, 
VIIII IX; PPC i 185-186; CCR 1399-1402 371,469-470,574; 
1402-1405 478-479; CPR 1399-1401 518,520; 1401-1405 439; 
1405-1408 61; Eoedgýra viii 159,272,353. 

(2. ) Lloyd - Owen Glendotoer, 76-77,79-81; Wylie - Henry 
IV i 429-430; PPC i 221; ii 77; ral. rýiqnpt no. 90. 

(3) Foedera viii 358. See p. 3 K9 above. 
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of envogs from France, Scotland and Castile He 

reminded Charles VI of his father's support for Owain 

Lawqqch in the 1370s, which had alarmed the English with 

the spectre of a French -invasion of Wales (Z ). His 

representatives travelled to Pat-is and on 14 Julq 1404 

drew up an alliance between Owain and Charles, specifically 

directed against Henry and promising that neither would 

make a peace or truce with him without giving the other 

the opportunity to be included. Glyndk'Ir ratified the 

alliance at Abprystwyth in January 1405 and shortly 

afterwards it was noted as excepted in the Tripartite 

Indenture (3). 

One of the French negotiators was the count of La. Marche, 

who had alreadq been commissioned to take a force of eight 

hundred crossbowmen to GlgndLItr's aid and shortly 

afterwards became an allq of Louis of Orle0ans. He 

organised his expedition first at Harfleur, then in 

Brittangtand at the end of August the English Council sent 

out its privateers to intercept him. -But in mid-October he 

was still delayed at Brest because of lack of fundsland 

when. he finally put to sea, winter weather prevented him 

(1) Lloyd - nwen Glendower 82. 

(L ) Davies Lordship and qriciet! j 74 n. 28; Alban - 
National Defenc 56-58. In 1386 a Welsh esquire 
contributed 97 men to Charles' invasion-force in Flanders, 
B. N. Francais 

, 
28572 (Pieces Originales 2088) Naillac 

no. 15; in Nov. 1394 another received payment from Louis of 
Orlgansq B. L. Add. Ch. 3368. 

Q* Lloyd - Owen Glendower 
. 83-86; Foedera viii 356, 

365-3689 382; Matthews - Welsh RRcords 23-39,75-82. 
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leaving the shelter of the Breton coast (1). In July 1405 

an expedition led by the Sire de Heugueville, master of 

the crossbowmen, marshal Jean de Rieux and admiral Renaud 

de Trie sailed from Brest and successfully landed in 

Milford Haven. During August they took the town of 

Hayerford West, joined GlyndLA,. lr at Tenby and went on to 

capture Cardigan and Carmarthen. Then the Franco-Welsh 

force marched eastward through Glamorgan and Gwent, until 

it was confronted by Henry with the county levies a few 

miles west of Worcester, at the end of the month. Neither 

side felt strong enough to take the chance of battle and 

after a week of skirmishing and standing to arms, 

difficulties of supply forced the rebels and their allies 

to withdraw. Some of the French left Wales in November 

but some could not get away until the following spring. 

The English admiral and privateers har-assed their 

shipping very effectively, making the transportation of 

troops in both directions difficult (Z). Early in 1406, 

GlyndLlir sent another embassy to Paris, but the French 

government had already lost interest. In a proclamation in 

October, Charles stated that he would have provided more 

help to the Welsh if it had led to a -general rising in 

England. The French were only interested in Wales as a 

(I) Lloyd - Owen Glendower 8,8; ERQ. i 233-234; Choix i 
299; Monstrelet i 69-70 (where the two expeditions of La 
Marche in 1403 and 1404 are confused); B. L. Egerton Ch. 19; 
B. N. Bourgogne 21 f. 34v; A. N. J. 426 nos. 29,30,31; K. 57 
no. 16. 

(2. ) Lloyd - Owen' Glendower 101-105,106,126; tjonstrelet 
i 81-84; Cal-Siqnet no. 939; His.. Anq. ii 272; Chnix i 26519 
270,299-300; CCR 1402-1405 460; Foedera viii 406; La- 
1405-1408 61-62; B. L. Egerton Ch. 19. 
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way into England and it had proved a disappointment in 

this repect, compounded with logistical problems and a 

lack of booty. In December 1407 English envoys succeeded 

in making truces with France which excluded any mention of 

Glyndt^Or as Charles' ally. The alliance of 1404 was 

th, ereby disregarded and his status as Henry's rebellious 

subject accepted by both sides (1). He sent at least two 

further embassies to Par-is to ask for aid, in 1410 and 

1415, but apparently without result (2. ). Isolated from 

foreign support, the Glyndwr revolt gradu aIIy crumb I ed , 

largely because of the efforts of Prince Henry (3). 

French attempts to destabilise the new Lancastrian regime 

by intervening in the kingdom of England were always 

irresolute and ended in failure. Henry IV survived all 

internal and external challenges and in 1406 the policy 

was abandoned. The pattern was similar in the other 

theatres of Anglo-French conflict during these truces: 

the Calais March, Guyenne and the sea. Until 1403 the 

French pursued a war of attrition, merely a raising of the 

normal level of frontier truce violations and piracy, in 

which they gained no more than they lost. In late 1403 

(1) Wylie - Henry TV ii 312,381; Lloyd - Ower, Glendotjer 
126-127,133; PPC i 302-303. See p. 2.54. above. 

(2. ) Lloyd - Owen Glendowe 143 n. 5; Wylie - Henry Vi 
445; ii 57 n. 7; Henrq IV iii 157 n. 9,268-270; Monstrelet 
i 256; B. N. n. a. f. 20528 p. 175 (f. ilCm. It is possible 
that French troops served in Wales in 1408 and 1409, 
Monstrejet i 259; Foedera viii 588. Welshmen were serving 
Charles of Orleans in France in 1411 B. L. Add. Ch. 3409; and 
the son of a rebel-of Llanstephan was killed on the French 
side at the battle of Agincourt, CPR 1413-141 3,95. 

(3) Lloyd - Owen Glendowe chapters XII and XIII. 
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they adopted a war of strategy that was closely connected 

to the private quarrels that Louis of Orle'ans and Waleran 

of Saint-Pol fostered against Henry. This consisted of 

ambitious plans for co-ordinated attacks against the 

English on all fronts, to expel them from France and 

transfer the war to English soil. When these schemes did 
C, 

not come to pieces under the strains of their own 

organisation, English garrisons in Picardy and Guyenne, and 

England's privateers and coastal defences were able to 

withstand the threats posed. In this struggle, they were 

often inadequately supplied with men and money by the 

English government; they fought alone on their own 

resources and initiative, so inevitably central direction 

of England's war policy was not maintained. 

By late in 1406 it was clear that Henry's rule would not 

collapse under the pressure of the guernes rnuvertes; the 

policy was abandoned, guerre ouverte was avoided and a new 

series of truces began. By stretching the rules in this 

wagg the French created uncertainty amongst both 

contemporaries and historians about the extent to which 

conflict within a truce was possible without destroying 

it. This policy of indirect attacks failed to remove the 

Lancastrians from the English throne or French territory. 

Their escalation of the covert conflict rebounded against 

them when Henry IV applied the same principles in his 

alliances with the Burgundians and Armagnacsq which 

enabled him to intervene directly in France. 
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Chapter V 

EN6LISH OFFENSIVE POLICIES TOWARDS'FRANCE 

Over the last two chapters a pattern of truces, sometimes 

scarcely perceptible against a background of Anglo-French 

conflict, has been traced. These querres couvertes, 

varying in intensity, were conducted largely on the 

intiative of the French. There were also occasions in this 

period when aggressive English diplomacy threatened to 

transform them into a querret-nuverte, as the English 

government considered the renewal of offensive war on a 

large scale. At times the directors of English foreign 

policy were prepared to go to war to achieve the 

objectives which can be deduced from the development of 

the negotiations for peace treaties and truces, or to 

protect what theq regarded as their vital interests. These 

could be interpreted very widely when England was in a 

position of strength relative to France. The English might 

threaten to abrogate truces or refuse to extend them. In 

order to be able to intervene in France, it was essential 
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for the kings of England to retain their title to the 

French throne and all the pretensions attendant upon it(O. 

The course of the peace negotiations demonstrate that 

there was a motivation tou. iards peace on the English si Cie 

in the latter half of Richard II's reign. On the French 

side of the Channel it was believed that king Richard 

himself truly desired to make a final settlement, but was 

restricted by his relatives and the English nobility, whcam 

the French sought to circumvent by arranging a personal 

meeting between the two monarchs. M9zieres portrayed 

Richard as enthusiastic for peace from the time of Leo of 

Armenia's mediation onwards, in contrast to the attitude 

of his uncles, the Black Boars: 

'Ies Noir Sangliers et la chevalrie de la Grant 
Br-etagne de ce qu' i Iz ont refuse la paix au 
royaume de France, et de ce qu'ilz ont regule et 
restraint la puissance de leur roy, afin qu'il 
Wait puissance a ladicte paix d'acomplit, son 
desir (2. ). ' 

He alleged that Richard made the first move towards 

friendship between the two kings (3 ). Froissart also 

represented Richard as consistently favourable towards a 

peace settlement and credited him with initiating the 

(1) See p. 9 above. 

(7- ) Mezie"res- - Sonqe 119; Letter t. o Richard 11 32. 
See pp. 100 1 Z07 above. 

(3) Letter to Richard 11 19. 
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project o f his marr iage to Isabelle. He coupled John of 

Gaunt ixiith Richard in this Pacific po Ii c- yI saying he 

regarded an Anglo-French peace as a necessary prelude to a 

crusade to counter the Turkish threat to Christendom (1). 

Tixientieth-century historians have follotmed these 

indications in their analysis of Richard's personal 

motives and policq. According to Perroy, peace with France 

was an obsession for Richard which began to take hold in 

1386: 

' chez le jeLtrie moriargi-te, la riaissance dIttrie idee 
fixe: faire sa paix avec Charles VI, dorit la c01. t f- 
bri 11 arite le f asc iriait (Z) .1 

He was therefore drawn progressively into the political 

sphere of the Valois until he eventually met Charles in 

1396 and became the servile promoter of French policy in 

Europe for the last three years of his reign, a r6le in 

which he drew his sole domestic support from Gaunt. He 

believed that his new father-in-law's military aid was an 

essential element in his struggle to crush the 

recalcitrant English nobility and establish an autocracy 

(3). This idea originates in an unguarded threat Richard 

made against the Appellant lords in 1387 and a 

Froissart xv 80-81,147,1829 237-238. c. f. p. 
100above. 

(1) Anqleterre et Schisme 353 

(3 ) Angleterre-et Schisme 363,386., 390g E. Perroq - The 
Hundred Years War (Trans. W. B. Wells London 1951) 197, 
199. Steel followed the same lines, though his interest in 
foreign affairs was limiteds Richard 11 20,212-213. 
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misconception about the negotiations for Isabelle's doi. i. iry 

in 1396, now dispelled by John Palmer (1). 

Palmer has offered a more moderate explanation of 

Richard's position in Anglo-French relations, though it is 

still not without its sensational aspects. He presents 
e, 

both Richard and Charles as genuinely seeking Fit final 

peace in these years, with the support of their uncles and 

the aristocracy of both countries. In their sinc ere 

negotiations they were inspired by idealistic ncitions of 

rescuing Christendom from thee perils of schism and Islam. 

However, Richard was not prepared to engage in a policy of 

appeasement. In his pursuit of a "firm but soundly based 

peace" he laid the foundations for "the genuine peace and 

real co-operation which was to be the hall-mark of the 

mid-1390s. " The climax to his diplomacy was not the 

settlement of 1396 but the draft peace of 1393 and the 

hypothetical treaty of 1394, based around the separation 

of Guyenne from the English crown under a dynasty founded 

by Gaunt. His policy was consistent throughout the 1390s, 

even when he issued the extreme instructions of July 1395, 

despite the domestic criticism it attracted. The renewal 

of the war for any reason was "Fin exorbitant price which 

he was not prepared to pay, and rightly so. " He regarded 

the truce and marriage of 1396 as a less satisfactory 

arrangement than the 1394 treaty and the diplomacy of his 

Knighton ii 217; Palmer -"Foreign Policy" 76t; 
Fnqland... 173-174. See p. zibove. 
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last years was therefore a relative failure (I ). Whilst 

these views dispense with the naivety and fanaticism which 

burdened Richard in the earlier portrayal, a 

re-examination of English foreign policy in the 1390s 

suggests it was neither so consistent nor so motivated by 

altruistic pacifism as Palmer believes. 
C, 

The youthful Richard made his debut in the field of 

foreign affairs in 1387 with his demarche for a half-peace 

of five years with France, involving the performance of 

simple homage for Guyenne and the sale of Brest, Cherbourg 

and Calais to the French. He was also prepared to return 

Jean de Blois to Brittany on payment of his ransom. 

Although these terms were too conciliatory to the French, 

Richard showed himself to be determined and sure of his 

objective. He insisted that his meeting with Charles 

should be near Calais and rejected count Albrecht's 

suggestion of a long general truce. Some of the elements 

of his later policy are already evident: a diplomacy of 

bold strokes; a lack of interest in the "barbican" towns-, 

and a desire to withdraw from the conflict with France for 

several years in return for financial compensation on a 

large-scale. The Appellants cut short his diplomatic 

manoeuvres, but when he asserted his control over the 

Council in May 1389, new life was breathed into the 

negotiations with France and the three-year truce of 

(I ) Palmer - "Foreign Policq', 77-79,107; "Peace 
Negotiations" 81; Enqland.,, 

_, 
142-143,171. See 

above FF. 2., P-ZSI fl-92-1 98. 
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Leulinghen quickly followed (1). In these middle years of 

his reign, as later in the 1390s, Richard felt that 

England needed a breathing-space to recover, from the 

effort of conflict, but not necessarily as a prelude to a 

final peace settlement: 

C^ 

'melius sibi videbatLtr a bellorum tumultu ea parte 
aliquaritulum respire, et i ri pace gl-t i es cere cl i»t am 
coritinuis querrarum vexationibus ari>, liar-i (2. ). ' 

At the conference of 1390 

a longer truce, but bg 

influence felt in foreign 

Enjish instructions was 

English Gugenne under a p( 

influence was paramount. 

the 

riow 

pci 1 

on 

nace 

English k-. iere willing to make 

John of Gaunt l. tias making his 

icy and the emphasis of the 

the tenure of an enlarged 

settlement (3). By 1392 this 

After the abandonment of his ambitions for the Castilian 

throne, Gaunt arrived in Guyenne and sowed the seeds of 

his later peace policy. He may have negotiated for a 

marriage between his daughter Catalina and the duke of 

Berry, before it was agreed that she should marry the heir 

of Juc--An I of Castile (4). In August 1388 he scuppered the 

earl of Arundel's expedition by making a truce with Berry 

See pp. 72. -7&, 17S-17labcve. 

West. Chrort. 204. See pp. ILS-14C, 2.12 above. 

(3) See pp. 76-79,, 177 above. 

(/#. ) Froissart xiii 111,126,276; Lehoux - Berri ii 
231n. 
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south of the Loire 
. 
(. 1 using the powers at his di sposal 

to effect a cessation of hostilities'on the borders of his 

new lieutenancy of Gugenne. The settlement he had made 

with Juan in July, which was regarded unfavourably by the 

Appellant government, included the sale of his claim to 

the Castilian throne for, an initial payment of 600ý000 

francs and an annual pension of 40,000 francs. Since he 

had failed to break the Franco-Castilian alliance and make 

a separate peace between England and Castile, he now 

favoured a peace with France to ensure the continued 

receipt of his pension and the position of his two 

daughters, Philippa, queen of Portugal and Catalina, 

ýshortlý to be queen of Castile. This remained a motive 

throughout the -1390s, and helps expla"in Gaunt)s support 

for the 1396 settlement (2. ). His territorial ambitions 

were now diverted to Guyenne. On his arrival there in 

1387 he may have collected. taxes using the title of duke, 

although he was not granted-his life-tenure of the Duchy 

until-1390 (3). He fixed upon Guyenne as his prospective 

principality, envisaging himself as the semi-independent 

ruler of-arrenlarged Duchy, perhaps in imitation of Duke 

-'. 
Philip --of Burgundy. Like Philip, Gaunt wished to be the 

governing'mentor of his native kingdom, with his own 

territory partly inside-and partly outside the kingdom and 

his own fi? _reign spheres, of interest. Philip's lands had 

See pp. 64-1 Ilal-147above. - 

(2). Froissart xv 81,238; P-E-Russell" - The Enqlish 
Tnterventinn in SRain and Pnntuqal in the Time oP FHw; 4r-ri III and Richard 11 (Oxford 1955) 506-5077 505), 512 

(3) Froissart xii 346. 

388 



two superior lords, the emperor and the king of France, 

but he ruled them as one unit and received ambassadors 

from all over Europe. Later Louis of Orlt'-5"ans tried to 

emulate him, exploiting the same middle ground to acquire 

lands, vassals and allies (I ). Angevin and Orl'4eanist 

schemes for Italy form other parallels. Gaunt sought to 

implement this ambition through his personal conduct of 

English diplomacy at the peace conferences of 13929 1393 

and 1394, in which he colluded with Burgundy and Berry 

against the hereditary claims of their two nephews. In 

order to establish himself in the Duchy, Gaunt required an 

absence of Anglo-French hostilities; in order to multiply 

its areal he needed the terms of a peace settlement. 

Therefore the tenure, extent and pacification of Guyenne 

dominated the negotiations for peace and truce in these 

years, and Gaunt thereby acceded to the French feudal 

iriterpretation of the conflict. Through supplementary 

truce commissioners he attempted to regularise the 

frontiers and gain central control of the operation of the 

truces and the collection of p-a±. jj. After the conference 

of 1394 he abandoned the idea of an enlarged Duchy created 

by a peace treaty and held under both English and French 

sovereignty, and instead concentrated on occupying the 

Duchy as currently constituted and with its frontiers 

secured by revised truce regulations. Special 

commissioners were no longer sent to limit Anglo-Gascon 

belligerency (2-). Once in control of the Duchy, in either 

(1) Vaughan - Philip the Bold 58,80,107. 

(2. ) See pp. 85,91 t9 9t 17 9,184-1 91, j 31 D above. 
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of these forms, Gaunt i. -. iould protect his north and s cl uth 

flanks by dynastic alliances with Castile and Brittany. 

His tenure of the Duchy was for life only, so he could not 

found a dynasty there, but since Richard arid Queen Anne 

remained childless7 he may have regarded himself or 

Bolingbroke as the natural heir to Richard's English 

throne and French pretensions, reuniting the croi. -in arid the 

Duchy in his family. In the winter of 1390-1391, t. -. ihen it 

appeared unlikely that he would gain his objectives 

thriough pe, -: xce*ne9otiations., he iý. ias riot averse to planning 

an expedition against the French in the Duchy, financed by 

a parliamentary subsidy (I). Gaunt advocated an 

Anglo-French peace as an indispensible prelude to a wider 

settlement of the divisions of Christendom, principally 

the Schism and the organisation of a crusade against the 

Turks, and he showed some interest in organising a Joint 

crusade with Philip of Burgundy and Louis of Orligans, (2). 

But these European considerations were subordinate to the 

personal short-term advantages he could gain from a 

general peace: his interests in Spain and Guyenne were 

best served by the cessation of French interference in 

south-west Europe. 

Gaunt and his son Bol ingbroke seem to have had a 

persistent interest in Brittan! j. Throu! 3hout this lon! 3 

period of truce, En! 31and was repeatedl! j to consider an 

(1) Palmer - "Foreign Policg" 98; Jones - Ducal tý-jttano- 
125. See pp. 1 P7 1 311 above. 

(2) England... 194-195,200-204; B. L. Add. Ch. 3371-3374, 
3376,3377. 
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alliance with Brittany, the power most purely concerned 

with the triangular relationship between London, Paris and 

Bordeaux. The variations on this theme in Anglo-Breton 

relations are an indicator of English intentions towards 

the French adversary. Jean de Montfort, duke of Brittany, 

had, been brought up in England, paid liege homage to 

Edward III, signed an alliance with Richard II in 137-G-3 and 

was then re-established in the duchy. Monfort purposed to 

live as much as possibb as an independent prince, by 

playing off the two major combatants a9z. -tinst each other: 

'He learnt that compromise, deceit and duplicity 
were essential parts of his stock-in-trade as a 
politician M. ' 

In England he had a "Breton lobby" of knights arid' 

esquires, paid by annuities from his English lands, to 

promote his interests in the court and the Council. In 

his negotiations with England he always sought to protect 

his position and avoid providing her with the tangible 

military aid he had promised by the terms of their 

alliances. This precarious neutrality brought profits to 

Breton tradersq who exploited the enmity of the two 

parties to transport goods between them. In the 1380s and 

1390s, Montfort's principal objective in regard to England 

was the recovery of the honour of Richmond and the 

(I) Jones - Ducal Elrittamj 92. 
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castellang of Brest I The tenure of the honour cof 

Richmond, now an earldom owing liege homage to the k , ing of 

England, had been a bond between the ducal family and 

England since the twelfth century. The revenues from its 

lands were potentially more profitable than those from the 

Duchy itself. The earldom was alternately confiscated and 

restored as the exigences of English foreign policy 

demanded, and it was the subject of repeated claims sent 

to England by Jean IV and Jean V. Gaunt had held the lands 

from 1361 to 1372 and Queen Anne partially controlled them 

from 1384 until her death in 1394 (2. ). Another link was 

forged by the English lease of Brest, which they were 

reluctant to relinquish because of its value as a 

bargaining point in the negotiations with France. Its 

return was repeatedly requested by Montfort, who was not 

even permitted to enjoy the revenues of the lands he had 

been granted in exchange in England. The reversion of 

Castle Rising was granted to the duke, of Gloucester in May 

1386 and the reversion of Sevenhampton to the duke of York 

Jones - Ducal BrittanLI 184-189,1947 197-19.8, 
201-202; Touchard - Commerce Maýitime Breton 131,132, 
135, .% , wlson -Jean V 10n. 117 22-23. The "lobby" 13 8 Knc 
apparently included John Devereux, Edward Dalyn! 3rig! 3e and 
Richard Fodryngay, EýP-_C- i 32; M. C. E. Jones - John de 
Montfort Enaland and thre Tjitrhu rtf r-,, r-i++Pru I 
(Oxford D. Phil. thesis 1966) 250; E. 28/2 no. 51. 

(I) Jones - Elu caI BrittRraj 16-17,97-98,99,104, 
120n. 1,172-174,177,181-182,183,185,189-193; B. P. 
Wolfe - The RoLjal Demesne in English Histortjw The rrow 
Estate in the Governance of the Realm from the Con! 3uest to 
1509 (1971) 242; P. Jeulin - "Un grand honeur anglais, le 
T-c-mte de Richmond, possession des ducs de Bretagne" 
Annales de Breta3n x1ii (1935); Knowlson - Jean V 13-15, 
249 25,27,29--ý309 447 61-63; Lettres des Rois ii 
180-181; CCR 1385-138 12,77; C. Ch. R. 

-A341-14. 
L7 307,309, 

327; Foedera vii 553-554; viii 38-39,64-65,79; EEC-1 i 6, 
17-18a, 47-50,64; CPR 1399-1,401 24; C. 76/71 m. 8. 
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in February 1391. The English garrison at Brest caused 

constant friction by its wide interpretation of its right 

to levy 2,. atis from the surrounding country. In March 1387 

a draft agreement was made by which the English occupation 

was to continue until the signing of a final peace or a 

long truce with France, all the p3ti were to be commuted 

to one annual payment and all acts of war were to cease or, 

both sides. This was never implemented and all the 

problems continued until the return of the town in 1397 

(1). England's need for, security on her sea-routes to the 

Bay of Bourgne-uf, Gascong and Portugal was a powerful 

motive in obtaining the alliance or neutrality of 

Brittany. The duke claimed the right to issue writs for 

ships sailing along these routes, and there was a 

continuing dispute about the refusal of English captains 

to apply for them. The English government's recognition or 

rejection of these imr-its also depended on the requirements 

of its policy t-owards France (Z). 

Although he was relatively financially independent of the 

French crown compared to the apanaged princes, Montfort 

was also bound to Charles VI by homage for his duchy. He 

had performed liege homage to Charles V in 1366ý but only 

recognised his obligations as those of simple homage. In 

1381 by the second treaty of Guerande he agreed to do the 

I Jones - Dural P. rittq 98,104,1837 193; 
1385-138 147; CPR 1388-1392- 377; Foedera vii 709; ar i 
48-49; C. 76/71 m. 6. See also pp. 39,1 149-170 above. 

(Z ) Jones - Ducal BrittanLi 97; Touchard - ýommerce 
Maritime Breton 103; Foi. -Aer - Hundred Years War 5; Ppr, i 
49. 
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same ambiguous homage to Charles VI and broke with the 

English alliance, swearing to expel English counsellors 

and garrisons from Brittany and to oppose English and 

Navarrese actions in France. He confirmed the treaty in 

April and performed the homage in September. He sent 

forces to oppose Despenser's cruszide in 1383 and to join 

Charles' invasion fleet in 1386, and permitted his 

subjects to fight with the French in Flanders and Castile. 

The succession to Montfort in the Duchy was uncertain until 

a son and heir was born in 1389, which made him less 

reliant on England and more inclined to achieve a 

-ingdom of France and the Valois rapprochement with the 11 

dynasty. He continued his feud with the rival claimants, 

the Penthiý-vre family, and their lieutenant Olivier de 

Clisson, confiscating the Penthievre lands in 1384. In 

Februarg of this gear he made an alliance with the dukes 

of Berrq and Burgundg, since all three were threatened bg 

the increasing power of Clisson in Brittang and Poitou, 

and at the French court. A further alliance with Berrq in 

Mag 1387 was directed specificalIg against Clisson. 

However, the two dukes and the rest of the Valois court 

frequentlq pressurised Montfort to settle his perennial 

dispute with the Penthit%=vre faction. At first reluctant1q, 

but with increasing willingness, he submitted the quarrel 

to rogal arbitration: in December 1387; at Blois and Paris 

in Julq 1388, escorted bg Berrq and Burgundq: and at Tours 

December 1391, escorted bg Berrq and the count of 

Sancerre; and to the mediation of Charles' envogs in the 

winter of 1390 to 1391, and of Philip of Burgundq in 1394 
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to 1395. He received a pension from Charles in May 1390 

and part of his price for the Tours settlement i. -jas the 

betrothal of one of Charles' daughters to his heir. The 

effect of the truce t.. tas to propel the duke of Brittany 

gradually towards a stabilisation of his position ill 

France (1). 
r 

The confusion, duplicitg and frustrz.. ttion intrinsic in 

English foreign policy, as Commissioner, Ricardiang 

Appellant and Lancastrian viettipoints battled for dominance 

in the fetv years before the Leulinghen truce, are 

reflected in relations with Brittany. Despite earlier 

negotiations by Michael de la Pole with the Penthievrýe 

family for the deliverance of Jean de Blois without the 

pa! jment of a ransom, the Council and Parliament assured 

Montfort in 1387 that he would not be released. In March 

and April 1386 Richard granted Blois and the profit 

obtainable by his ransom to Robert de Verelto defray the 

costs of his conquest of Ireland. Richard contrived to 

have him freed at Calais in November 1387 and he married 

Clisson's daughter the following Januarg. Orders to 

receive the ransom moneq were followed at week. later bq an 

(I ) Jones - Dural Enittanu 34,47,91,93-94,97, 
99-100,106,109,121 n. 11 1271- 131-132; Touchard - 
Commerce Maritime 

-- --BretorL 
103-104; Enqland... 101-102, 

131-132; Lehoux - Berri ii 216-217,219-220,223,268, 
278-282; F. L. Bruel - "Essai sur la vie et le r8le 
d'Olivier IV Sire de Clisson et de Belleville, Conngtable 
de France 1336-1407" Positions des ThL"se (1903) 48-49, 
Choix i 51-52; Preuves ii 534,815; qt. P-enl_j.! i i 510-512; 
BEC Iviii (1897Y : 379-380; Froissart xiii 86-90,118-124, 
136-139,143-144,185; xiv 353-354,362-367; xv 207-208; 
B. N. Francais 29108 (Pieces Originales 2624), Sancerre nos. 
43 and 58; B. L. Add. Ch. 3350. 
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order of the Appellants to at-rest all concerned, with the 

money and the documentation (I ). The prospects for an 

Anglo-Breton alliance fluctuated. Moil tf ort cont inued 

diplomatic contact even when he iý. iFis beginning the siege of 

Brest in 1386 ( 2- ). In February and March 13879 

negotiations resulted in the draft agreement ab c-, utB, rest 

and the ineffective restoration of Richmond to Montfort. 

Before Arundel's expedition could take advantage of this 

new amity, Montfort had signed the new alliance with the 

duke of Berry and decided to continue the siege (3 ). 

Although English and Breton envoys ti. iere active before and 

after Montfort's sei-.: -une of Clisson in June, no agreement 

seems to have been reached before Hotspur's expedition set 

out (4-). Brittany came under increasing pressure from 

Clisson and the French court in the remainder of 1387 and 

in the winter, Montfort again made a pact with English 

envoys. Confident of this, he failed to obey Charles VI's 

summons to Orleans at Easter 1388. In June, Arundel was 

empowered to treat with him and Richmond was again 

regranted. But Montfort had agreed in May to meet Berry 

England. 63,97ý 105,112; Jones - "Ransom of 
Penthi6vre"; Ducal Brittany 101-102,107; Montfort Enqlan-d 
and BrittariLl 204,210,219; Bruel - "Clisson" 49; CPR 
1385-1389 132; Rot. Parl. iii 232b; EaLl i 48; Foedera vii 
503,565; C. 76/70 mm. 26,32; C. 76/72 m. 17. 

(1) Jones - Montfort England and BnittanU 211; C. 76/70 
m. 7; C. 76/71 m. 24. 

(3 ) Enqlanci-., 
--, 

97; Jones - Ducal BrittanL4 104; Foedara 
vii 553-554; C. Ch. R. 1341-1417 307; C. 76/71 m. 6. 

(4) Jones - Ducal BrittanL 105; Montfort England and 
Brit±anjt 214,218n. 1; Engiand... 99-101; St. Denus i 480; 
Froissar xiii 216-217,232-234; CCR 344,428, 
652; C. 76/71 mm. 2,6; C. 76/72 m. 22. See 
above pp. 62t 63. 
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and Burgundy at Blois, made a truce with Clisson in Pat-is 

in July and failed to co-operate with Arundel's expedition 

(1). Another Anglo-Breton alliance was under discussion in 

August and September, Richmond was granted to Montfort 

again in November and diplomatic contact continued into 

1389, but the negotiations at Leulinghen made this 

redundant (Z Montfort's put-pose in this series of 

alliances was to reinforce his domestic security; *he was 

not interested in offensive action against the French. 

Following the signing of the Leulinghen truce in 1389 

there appears to have been a genuine desire in both 

Westminster and Paris to keep the peace arid cý-4, rjjoy its 

benefits. Offenders against this and the previous truce 

were arrested and imprisoned (3). Several French envoys 

travelled from the French court to London in the summer of 

1390, to visit Enguerrand de Coucy' s daughter, to make 

purchases for Charles VI, to arrange better truce 

conservation in Guyenne and for unknown purposes (4-). John 

Beaufort and other Englishmen travelled through France to 

participate in the Barbary crusade (5). Tournaments were 

0) Jones - nucal Bt-ittRnL 107,109,111; Lehoux - Berri 
ii 217-220,223; England. - 126-127,130-133; Frieder-F-A vii 
586-587; C. Ch. R. 1341-1417 309. See p. 64- above. 

( 2- ) England .., 133-134 and appendix 11; Jones - Ducal 
Britta" 110,113n. 2; LEýFý i 6-7; Dip-rnr-, p. 212 n. 100; 
C. Ch. R. 1341-1417 312. 

(3) CCR 1389-1392 22,34,129,379,410. 

(/+) Lehoux - Berri ii 267 n. 4; Tuchman - Distant Mirrot, - 
450; B. N. Fraricais 20976 nos. 168 and 169. See also pp. 
1 SC-186 above. 

(5) B. N. Fraricais 20590 nos. 10 and 68. 

397 



hel .d at St. Inglevert and Smithfýield in 1390 with an 

international cast of knights and esquires. These have 

been seen as a demonstration of the solidarity of 

Anglo-French chivalry in the context' of the new-found 

peace (1). But chivalric challenges could also be used to 

deMonstrate personal and inter-national rivalries, as can 

be seen by those of Louis of Orleans to Henry IV, and of 

Henry V to the Dauphin (2). In the absence of t,. tarfare, a 

nation staked its fighting reputation on its performance 

in feats of-arms. 

Frequent contacts with France did not make the English 

government at all confident -that the three-year truce 

would. hold or that it would be renewed. Subsidies were 

granted in Parliament in 1390 for the defence of the 

kingdom an-d war in Guyenne (3). In November 1391, finance 

was gathered and in spring 1392 ships and soldiers were 

arrayed in preparation, for a resumption of hostilities 

when the truce expired in August Financial 

preparations were also made in case the truce ended at 

Michelmas 1393 or Michelmas 1394 (S). 

(I ) En-qlafid. 185; Steel - Richard 
-U 189; Kirby 

Henru IV 29. 

(2) See pp. 13 18 above. 

(3) Rot. Pat-, J. iii 279; CPR 138ý-1392 249; Palmer 
"Foreign Policy" 98; Jones - Dural BrittanL4 125. See p. 
390above. 

(4) Rnt. - Parl. iii 285-286; -CFR If:., 91-139 24; L. EE! 
17M-ER96 88-95; C-QR 1389-1392 

- 
495,522; Baldi.,. iin - Kinq's 

Counci 493-494; Hart-is -" Royal Taxation" 813; C. 76/76 
m. 6. See p. 914. above. 

(r Rot. Parl. iii 300-302; CCR 1392-1396,106,251; CFR 
1391-1399 94. See pp. 67, p 97 above. 
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Whilst John of Gaunt made considerable efforts to achieve 

a peace settlement with France in the early 1390s, this 

did not preclude offensive action to protect English 

interests and allies in Europe, in particular the Urbanist 

Papacy and the duke of Brittany. In April 1390 an attempt 

by Philip of Burgundy to transfer Flanders to the 

Clementist obedience was pre-empted by the English 

government threatening to renew its interest in ztn 

alliance with Ghent (I ). A far more serious threat was 

posed to Pope Boniface the following year, by a French plan 

to intervene in Italy with a huge army. Under pressure 

from Clement VII, the Angevins and Louis of Orleans, then 

duke of Touraine, Charles VI probably agreed to the scheme 

shortly after the death of Urban VI in October 1389. 

Charles, accompanied by the major peers of France 

including the dukes of Berry, Burgundy, Bourbon and 

Touraine, the counts of Savoy and Saint Polland Enquerrand 

de Coucy, was to assemble his army at Lyons in March 1391 

and invade Italy, beginning with Lombardy and the Romagna. 

Clement was to be installed in Rome and the duke of Anjou 

in Naples; the kingdom of Adria was to be created out of 

the Papal States for Louis of Touraine, and Lombardy and 

Treviso were to be added to the dominions of his 

father-in-law, Gian Galeazzo Visconti of Milan. Charles 

perhaps aimed ultimately at an imperial coronation. 

France's alliances with Scotland and Castile were renewed 

and an agreement made for Wenzel of Bohemia to remain 

(1) Enqland.,. 192-1931- Palmer - "Foreign Policy" 833. 
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neutral. The dukes of Burgundy and Touraine and Jean de 

Vienne were sent to conclude the final arrangements with 

Visconti in January 1391, while the duke of Berry went to 

Avignon to dissuade the count of Armagnac from going to 

the aid of Florence (1). In their absence in February, 

Charles received the two English envoys Thomas Percy and 

Lewis Clifford, whose mission forced him to cancel the 

expedition (2-). They warned him and his council that: 

Jse le rog va sur la pape de Romme, gulii ront les 
treves (3 )., 

In order that he should be able to abandon the project 

without appearing to be compelled to do so, theq offered 

Charles a personal meeting with Richard to discuss peace, 

a meeting long desired by the French. On 24 February an 

agreement ttias made that the two kings and their uncles 

should meet in the Picardy March on 24 June, with a 

preliminary meeting of councillors from each side to 

settle the details of the conference (4). The previous 

day, Charles had ordered the advance payment of 21000 

francs to- Pierre de Villaines for, the expedition to 

(1) Palmer - "Foreign Policy" 86-94-, Lehoux - Berri ii 
271-276; - M. de Bouard - La France et V Italie au temps &I 
Grand. Echisme d'Occident 123-127; Hist. A ii 201; 
Froissar xiv 83,280-283. 

(2. ) Dip. ror. no. 126 and p. 223 n. 126. 

(3) rhronislues des Quatre Premiers Valois 317. 

(4) Conf6rences 369-370; Froissart xiv 286-288. 
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Lombardy (1). The decision to cancel it was therefore 

taken very quickly. By early March, Charles had informed 

Clement that the invasion would not take place that year 

because of the agreed meeting (Z). 

The de"marche of Percy and Clifford to Paris anticipated 

the mission of the Abbot of Nonantola from Rome to 

England. When he came before Richard at Sheen on 24 June, 

the very day of the planned conference in Picardy, he 

requested that no peace settlement should be made with 

France which did not contain undertakings by Charles that 

he would not send troops into Italy, nor permit them to go 

there from France, nor interfere in the affairs of the 

Church and the Empire on behalf of Clement VII, nor 

intervene in other parts of Italy; otherwise the peace 

should be considered as broken and he should suffer the 

appropriate penalties. He also asked that Richard should 

send an embassy to Wenzel to ask him to tak -e up a 

concordant position and that he would agree to a subsidy 

for the defence of the church. Richard replied that the 

peace-making process was uncertain, but that he would make 

no agreement that did not specifically protect the Pope, 

the Empire, the States of the Church and the kingdom of 

Naples (3). 

(I) Villaines ! 3ave 
Feb, B. N. Clairambault 

(Z) Palmer "Forei 
356 n. 4. 

(3 ) Dip. Cor. no. 
200-202; West. Chron. 

his quittance for the payment on 28 
133 p. 8821 no. 45. 

gn Policy" 99; Angleter-re et Schisme 

13-3 and p. 226 n. 133; Hist. Anq. ii 
45,81 467-472. 
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IC Si vero tractatus pacis per Gallicos offeratur 
hac vice qui concludi poterit et secure firmari, 
nostrae intentionis existit ante conclusionem 
eandem pro desideric, beatitudinis vestrae tales 
conditiones apponere quae commode et honeste per 
partem nostram poterunt obtineri M., 

Richard and Gaunt took their obligation to Boniface 

seriously. At the end of 1392 Charles was informed of 

Boniface's promise to Visconti that the English would 

attack France, if Milan should decide -to join Boniface's 

league and the French took action against her. In May 1393 

Gaunt tried to insist on Boniface's inclusion in the draft 

peace and his delays in the negotiations led to the 

cancellation of the expeditions of Louis ofOrleans and the 

duke of Bourbon to Italy. Richard again asked for 

Boniface to be covered by a peace treaty in July 1395 M. 

An attack on Boniface was regarded as a casus belli and in 

earlq 1391 England was prepared to break the Leulinghen 

truce and recommence the war in Guyenne in order to avert 

the French descent upon Italq (3). The mission of Percq 

and Clifford was reinforced bq a -diplomatic offensive 

spanning western Europe. In December 1390 Richard wrote 

(1) West. Chron. 472. 

(Z) Palmer - "Forei! 3n Polic! j" 100-102; Froissart xv 
125-126. See pp. ýIt OZ. above. 

(3) See p. 39 9 above. The ships of the Cinq Ports were 
summoned for, an expedition overseas as late as Mag 13919 
CCR 1389-1392 259. 
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to Joao of Portugal about his truce negotiations with 

Castile, stipulating that any agreement should leave him 

free to assist the English in a war against France (1). In 

January 1391 embassies were sent to Navarre to begin the 

process of returning Cherbourg, to Castile on Gaunt's 

beWf to ask for an Anglo-Castilian peace and alliance, 

or at least a long truce, and to the count of Armagnac and 

the Sire d'Albret to encourage them to enter the English 

obedience (2). Armagnac had recently become the ally of 

Brittany, Florence and the exiled Visconti brothers. The 

English envoys apparently encouraged him to set out on his 

fatal expedition to Italy (3). His ally Mastino Visconti 

had travelled to England in 1390. In the Low Countries, 

William of Guelders was encouraged by a payment of 29000 

pounds (4) and advantage was taken of the quarrel between 

William of Ostrevant and his father Count Albrecht. 

William had attended the Smithfield tournament and Richard 

had made him a Knight of the Garter, to the astonishment 

of the Frenchmen present. In February 1391 he came to 

England and Richard retained him at a fee of 500 marks 

yearly for miltary service, but by September he had 

returned to his French allegiance and performed homage to 

Charles for Ostrevant (5).. 

(1) Dip. ror. no. 109. 

(Z) Foedera vii 680-682,692-693. 

(3) Bouard - France et Italie 119-123; Lro i g-qAt txiv 
291-311. 

(14) Palmer - "Foreign Policy" 96-97. 

Palmer, - "Foreign Policy" 83; West. Chron. 452; 
Hist. Anq. ii 207; Froissart xiv 264-269; Foedera VII 
695-696; A. N. J. 520 nos. 26,28,28(2). 
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Once the objective of halting the French invasion of Italy 

had been achieved, all this diplomatic activity lost its 

urgency and the proposed peace conference in Picardy 

became redundant. The English tried to evade the 

commitment by employing delaying tactics. Several letters 

were sent from Richard to Charles in Spring 1391, 
e, 

suggesting that there should be a preliminary meeting 

between councillors from both sides to dispose of the bulk, 

of the business before they themselves met. Later the 

English offered three different methods of procedure: John 

of Gaunt should go to France to negotiate about peace with 

Charles, a person in the trust of the French k -ing should 

come to England to negotiate with Richard or ambassadors 

from both sides should meet in a peace conference (1). 

Gaunt was preparing to go to Calais in June and July 1391, 

for this purpose (1). Throughout the rest of the year and 

early in 1392 there was a continual exchange of envoys 

between England and France, as the French pressurised 

Richard to keep his appointment with Charles (3). Richard 

continued to raise money for a personal meeting from 

Parliament and from loans (4-). In December the French 

(1) Donfgrances 370-371; DiR. Cor. nos. 129,132. 

(2. ) Letters of protection for members of his retinue, 
C. 76/75 m. 2; C. 76/76 m. 16. 

(3) English envoys to France included Thomas Blount, 
Lewis Clifford, John Clanvowe, Richard Rounhale, Lord 
Despencer, B. L-. Add-Ch. 156; Hist. Anq. ii 198; Dip. Cor. p. 
225 n. 129; Froissart xiv 355-356. French envoys to 
England included Taupin de Chantmerle, Hanart de 
Campbernard, Jean de Saquainville, Sire de Blaru, Pierre 
de Vilaines, St. D6nms i 710; West. Chron. 478; Hist. AnýL 
ii 198; Dip. Cor. p. 225 n. 132; C. 76/76 m. 14. 

(4) Rot. Panl. iii 285b; E. 28/1 no. 30. 
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finally agreed to the conference with Gaunt at Amiens and 

the English Council appointed a delegation for this in 

February 1392 (1). Gaunt had successfully restrained the 

ambitions of the French in Italy and the Papacy by 

threatening them with the prospect of a renewal of war and 

tempting them with the prospect of a peace settlement, a 

settlement which he woufd negotiate to serve his own 

ambitions. 

The Amiens conference resulted onlq in a prorogation of 

the truce for one gear and before this became operable a 

new crisis over Brittang threatened to precipitate open 

war, again. Afer the Marmoset couE2 of November 1388, when 

the interests of Clisson moved to the centre of French 

government policy, there was intermittent friction between 

Montfort and the Valois. Montfort failed to fulfil the 

terms of the Julq 1388 truce with Clisson and Charles 

encroached on ducal lands. Disputes also arose about 

Charles' right to appellate -jurisdiction in the duchg and 

the nature of Montfort's liberties there. He endangered 

preparations for the Italian expedition bg his seizure of 

La Gue"rche and Champtoceaux, and his negotiation of an 

alliance with the count of Armagnac. Despite the bishop of 

Meaux's mediation of a new agreement between him and 

Clisson in March 1391, tension with Paris and the 

Penthi6vre familq continued throughout the gear, until the 

dukes of Berrq and Burgundy induced him to come to Tours 

in December to make another settlement. It was felt the 

(I) Conf9rances 371; Froissz--irt --. -, iv 355-357; Baldwin - 
Kinq's Council, 493,496. 
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Breton problem should be resolved before the conference at 

Amiens, in order not to give the English a diplomatic or 

military advantage (1). But neither England nor France 

could maintain their hold over Duke Jean for more than a 

few months at a time and eventually the limits of French 

tolerance of this constant tergiversation were bound to be 

reached. In June 1392, when Pierre de Craon attempted the 

assassination of Clisson in Paris and royal troops found 

Craon's castle of Sable defended in Montfort's name, 

Charles determined to launch a retaliatory expedition 

against Brittany, despite the opposition of the dukes of 

Berry, Burgundy and Bourbon. In late July and early August 

a large royal army assembled at Le Mans, whose leaders 

included Jean de Vienne, Pierre de Villaines, Jacques de 

Heilly and the counts of Sancerre and Saint-Pol. Despite 

the news that Craon had fled to Barcelona, Charles 

insisted on pressing on to Brittany, where he intended 

finally to displace Duke Jean and hold'the duchy in trust 

for his heir (Z The royal uncles warned Charles' 

. advisors that this, like the Italian expedition of the 

previous year, would be regarded as a casus belli by the 

English: 

(1) Jones - Dural Rr-ittanu 112,120-123,126-127; Lehoux 
- Berri ii 268,277-282; Froissart xiv 323,363-366. 

(1) Froissan xv 4-34; St. Denus ii 16-18; Preuve ii 
597-616; Contamine - Querre, 9tat et Socig-t& 223-224; 
H. Courteault - "La faite et les aventures de Pierre de 
Craon en Espagne" B. E. C. Iii (1891) 4319 434; Jones - 
Ducal Brittan 128-129; Bruel - "Clisson" 49. Craon was 
later a prot&g& of Richard II, served on his second 
expedition to Ireland and left England after his 
deposition. In 1408 he was-connected with Montfort's son, 
Jean V, CPR 1396-1399 553,576,577; C. 76/84 m. 23; Lettres 
de -Jean Vv no. 1022. 
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`Le duc de Berrg et le duc de Bourgoigne mandererit 
et escriprent a monseigneur de la Riviere, au 
Besque de Villaines-et au conseil du r, o! j de Frarice 
que, se le ro! j entroit en Bretaigne pour faire 
querre, que les treves seroient rompues et la 
querre recommencie (1). ' 

Difýlomatic contact had been maintained between England and 

Brittang between the withdrawal of Arundel's expedition in 

1388 and the signing of the Leulinghen truce in June 1389. 

Thereafter, throughout 1390 and 13911 Montfort's envogs 

and servants travelled fairly frequently to England, but 

the English government does not seem to have reciprocated. 

Montfort'-s men took various goods out of England for his 

use, including bows, horsesq lead and currencq, but most 

frequently they came to request the return of the earldom 

of Richmond (Z The corollary of this was that an 

An glo-Breton alliance was under discussion. Sometime in 

the autumn of 1388 Montfort sent his proposals for an 

alliance to the Appellant council. He apologised for his 

failure to co-operate with Arundel's expedition -and 

promised to maintain his alliance with Richard in support 

of his quarrel in. France. He asked for a substantial 

English expedition to the duchy, with a preliminary force 

(I)Qh rrin i 2ij es des !auatr rt, prem i ers Valoi 331. The 
attitude of -the English maq be reflected in their 

. -intransigent stance at the conference at Leulinghen in 
julq. see pp. 8S-87,178 above. 

(2) Jones - Dural 
Enqland and Britta 
106; PPC i 17,18-`1 
57ý; CCR 1389-1392 
mm. 8115918; C. 76/75 
183 f. 81-81v. 

Rmitta" 113'ri. 2,121 n. I; Montfort 
aU 2379 243,250; Anciletanna r-.. t 1-nrhirma 
Ba; Dip. rra-, p. 212 n. 100; Preuves ii 

142,260-261; C. 47/28/6 no. 26; C. 76/74 
mm. 418,10; Edinburgh University MS. 
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of 1,000 or 2,000 men, as soon as Possible, to whom he 

would deliver towns and castles which were to be returned 

to him in the event of the conclusion of a final peace or 

a long truce. Such a treaty was not to be made without his 

consent and he was to be represented at the negotiations. 

Richmond and the lands granted to him in exchange for 

Brest were to be returned to him and should he desire to 

retire to England, the king would grant him annual rents 

worth E10,000 and maintain the right of him and his heir 

iri the duchy. If he should die without a male heir, this 

right would pass to the king (1). The Appellants opened 

truce negotiations with France rather than take up 

Montfort's invitation, but in August 1389 he was proposing 

another alliance by which he would exchange his fortresses 

in Guyenne for Richmond. Richard was considering sending 

an expedition of 2,000 men-at-arms and 2,000 archers to 

Brittany to prevent Charles taking advantage of the truce 

to attack Montfort. Discussions were based on the 

Anglo-Breton alliance of 1372 but the suggested exchange 

was considered impossible by the terms of the current 

truce, so the talks proved slow and unproductive (2. ). 

However, they continued along the same lines and in late 

1390 or early 1391 a draft alliance was drawn up by the 

English, adapted from the terms of the alliance of March 

1380. This stated that Richard could not make war during 

(I Jones - Ducal Brittantj 212-214 from B. L. Cotton Ms. 
Julius B vi ff. 55-56. See also ibid 110-111; 
Enqlan"133-134 and appendix 11; and p. 397 above. 

7L West. 
- 

Chron. 400; D-i E2. C-Or. no. 100; PPC i 6-71 
18-18a; CCR 13R9-1392 58; Jones -M ntfort England anti 
Rn it t An-Li. 238. 
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the present truce and also made other allowances for the 

truce and for Gaunt's life-tenure of the Duchy of Guyenne. 

The terms concerning the return of Montfort's English 

lands, his retirement to England with a pension of 101000 

pounds in compensation for the king's receipt of the. 

revenues of Brittany and the king's inheritancec., f 

Brittany if there was no heir, were all added from the 

1388 proposals. The expeditionary force was not only to 

take possession of the fortresses but also to levy p9ti. 

on the countryside to maintain itself and also to receive 

payment for all its initial and excess expenses from the 

duke. The fortresses were to be returned i. -P a final peace 

or a truce longer than twelve years was signed between 

England and France. Brittany would be included in such a 

treaty but the duke's consent was no longer required. 

Also omitted was the duke's exemption from doing homage 

for Brittany should the king of England gain possession of 

the French throne (1). This draft alliance formed a part 

of the intense English diplomatic activity against France 

in the winter of 1390 to 1391. The attempt to impose some 

disadvantageous terms on Duke Jean displays a caution in 

making a commitment to him that was based on bitter 

Pxperience. He sent a reply accepting most of the terms 

and reviving his request for 2,000 men-at-arms and 2,000 

archers paid by the king for half a year. Should he wish 

to return to Brittany from his retirement in England he 

could take possession of the fortresses again, provided he 

(1) E. 30/289a. c. f. F-c-ederti vii 236-239. The differences 
between the two are analysed at Jones - Montfort England 
and BrittanLj appendix vii. 
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paid the garrisons a quarter-gear's wages to cover their 

costs of returning home. He also asked that his feudal 

duties to Charles should be recognised in the event of a 

peace settlement, that debts should be written off on both 

sides bg general quittancesq that his writs for the 

sea-route to Gugenne should be accepted as valid and that 

no P-Ati should be levied bg the Brest garrison (1). With 

the passing of the crisis over the Italian expedition, 

Anglo-Breton relations entered the doldrums for a few 

months (1). 

Their pace quickened again in the winter of 1391 when the 

English began an effort to outbid the attractions of the 

settlement at Tours. In November Montfort hired some 

English troops from Bordeaux under the command of John 

Cornwall (3 ). In December an English embass9 was sent to 

Bnittanq equipped with comprehensive powersq another grant 

of Richmond and a commission to investigate conditions and 

truce infractions at Brest. Diplomatic contact continued 

in both directions until the summer of 1392 (4. ). 

Considerable stress was laid in the instructions of 

December on the negotiation of marriages between 

(1) F-P_. r, 1 89-93. 

U) In March Queen Anne's lease of Richmondshire to 
HenrU FitzHugh was reviewed and confirmedg CPP 1IRP-1392 
393; Jones - nueni Pnittnn 192. 

(3) B. N. n. a. f. 5216 no. 17. c. f. Froissart xiv 350. 

(4) Jones - Ducal Prittan 127-128; Foedera vii 709; 
Baldwin - Kinq's Council 500; C. Ch-R. 1341-1417 327; ry-P, 
1191-1S96 13; C. 76/76 mm. 1,8; B. L. Cotton MS. Julius B vi 
f. 14. 

41 0 



Montfort's two eldest children and the families of the 

dukes. of Lancaster and Gloucester. Almost certainly 

Gaunt's grandson Henry of Monmouth was the intended 

bridegroom for Montfort's daughter. Montfort's plan for a 

double marriage alliance with the count of Armagnac had 

presumably died with the count. The two children were to 

be sent to England as a security for the alliance. 

Richmond was to be returned if an alliance was finalised 

and 7-A promise was made that Gaunt would provide for Breton 

interests at the next peace conference. The instructions 

were vague and cautious about the sending of an expedition 

and the delivery of fortresses, but advised the 

ambassadors to keep as closely as possible to the articles 

drafted previously (I ). In this phase the Anglo-Breton 

alliance passed through several successive drafts, each 

accumulating minor alterations. The fortresses to be 

delivered were now specified and included Nantes, Vannes, 

Ermine, Quimper, Concarneau, MorlaiX and the Ile de Batz. 

Discussion of the marriages was dropped but the children 

were still to come to England, even if a truce was signed, 

and they were not to marry without the king's consent. 

The duke was allowed to reserve his duties to the King of 

France in the event of peace, to be included in an 

Anglo-French peace or truce as an English ally, to have 

debts on both sides remitted and to receive the delivery 

of Richmond when the alliance was concluded (2-). As he 

travelled to the Amiens conference in March 1392, Gaunt 

(1) PPC i 36-40. 

(1) See appendix 5. 
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was sent a memorandum of the latest terms under 

discussion, but he was not willing to jeopardise the 

chance of a peace settlement without knowing whether 

Montfort agreed to them or not (1). 

Ho, wever, negotiations for the alliance had clearly not 

been completed when the assassination crisis broke in the 

summer. The English government had prepared itself for a 

renewal of war at the end of the Leulinghen truce and may 

have begun to impress ships for an expedition to Brittany 

which was afterwards cancelled (Z). The mayor and jurats of 

Bordeaux wrote to Gaunt to ask, for armed assistance, 

because they feared Charles VI had hostile intentions 

towards Guyenne (3 But the danger of war was 

miraculously averted by the sudden insanity of Charles 

just beyond Le Mans, and the consequent return of the 

dukes of Berry and Burgundy to the control of the 

government and the disgrace of Clisson 4). Palmer 

considers this episode as: 

'the product of a combination of circumstances 
which was never likely to recur... and in no way 
the result of the settled policies of either 

(I fLPr i 45-47 and 46 n. l. Jones regards these 
documents as pertaining to the 1393 conference, Ducal 

_Rrittanu 
130-131. 

2. See p. 31)8 above; E. 28/26 no. 82, petition 
of some shipmasters of Cley for discharge at the Exchequer 
for the wages they had returned, referring to the time of 
King Richard. 

(3) Anglo-Norman no. 150. 

(4) Froissart xv 41-72. 
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government. It was an aberration which was 
swiftly corrected and never repeated... war over 
Brittang had never been very likely. B9 the 
summer of 1391, when the Italian crisis had been 
resolved, the pattern of good relations was 
already solidly established M. ' 

On the contrarg the three policies involved in the 

trdangular relationship between England, France and 

Brittang were in a constant state of flux in the earlq 

1390s, as theq had been in the late 1380s, nor was 

Brittang's independent r8le between the two kingdoms over. 

The crisis of 1392 served to bring to an end Clisson's 

irresponsible belligerencq at Paris; Berrq and Burgundy 

were more amenable towards Gaunt's designs on Ougenne. 

Nevertheless, Montfort no longer needed to secure his 

position with an English alliance, and inclined towards an 

arrangement with the French king and his uncles. Despite 

Montfort's obvious deviousness, the English could not 

afford to discard his alliance by failing to protect him; 

he- was a necessary counterixteight to the Franco-Scottish 

alliance. 

Anglo-Breton contacts were limited over the next two gears 

and seem to have been mainIq confined to Montfort's 

complaints to the joling and Council about the continued 

detention of his earldom of Richmond, the release of Jean 

de Blois, the excesses of the garrison of Brest and the 

(I) Enqland... 143. 
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non-recognition of his writs for the sea-route to Guyenne 

(1). All these were long-standing causes of contention 

and received no satisfaction. However-, in the summer of 

1394 the French were concerned that the troops Richard was 

assembling for his expedition to Ireland were really 

destined to support Montfort in his war with Clisson in 

Brittany and that Henry of Monmouth was about to marry 

Montfort's daughter. Philip of Burgundy was sent to 

Brittany to forestall both these possibilities by 

mediating between Clisson and Montfort and reminding the 

latter of his obligations to the French crown (Z). 

Early in 1394 Gaunt had sent envoys to Duke Jean, 

presumably about the marriage scheme for, his grandson (3). 

It was almost to come to fruition late in the following 

year. When Richard summoned him to return from Guyenne, 

Gaunt chose a somewhat eccentric route back to England. 

In November 1395 he lingered in Brittany on the excuse of 

contrary winds and in December he was escorted from the 

Breton border at Pontorson via Rouen to Calais by Jean de 

Vienne (4). While he was in Brittany, he and Montfort 

hammered out the terms of an alliance between them and a 

marriage treaty between Henry and Montfort's daughter 

(I) PPC i 47-50; Lettres dee Rois, ii 291-294; QCF, 
1392-1396 57. 

(2. ) Jones - Ducal Brittant-i 124,132-133. 

(3) Jones - Montfort Eriqland Find Brittanu 269. 

(4) annln-Nnrman no. 19 (misdated to 1394); Pierre Cochon 
- Chr! 2nique Normande (ed. C. JA. Beau re pa i re I Societe de 
11histoire de Normandie, Rouen 1870) 196; Armitage-Smith 
- Jobn of Gaunt *38.6-387; Knightinn ii 3.22; Froissart, xv 
182; B. L. Add. Ch. 33-79. 
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Marie. Marie was to be brought to Brest and married there. 

As a dowry Montfort promised 150,000 francs in cash, the 

land he had confiscated from the Dame de Rals, and the 

castellanies of Brest and Renan. Should the Rals lands be 

recovered by the Dame de Rals in the case she had brought 

before the Parlement de Paris, and should Brest be 

returned to Montfort by a final peace between England and 

France, equivalent lands within Brittany would be provided 

in compensation. The cash and the lands within Brittany 

were to be delivered to Gaunt to hold in the names of 

Henry and Marie. The title to Brest was dependent on Gaunt 

securing the return of Rising to Montfort and he also 

obliged himself to persuade Richard to grant Richmond 

effectively to Montfort. Marie was to receive a dower of 

2,000 marks each year from lands purchased in England. The 

lands in Brittany were to be held under Breton sovereignty 

and both parties to the alliance reserved their allegiance 

and homage to their respective k -ings. Damages against 

Brittany and' the taking of P9ti beyond the sums 

previously agreed, were to cease (1). Despite his failure 

at Bordeaux to establish more than the titular possession 

of his new Duchy, Gaunt was still seeking to extend his 

territorial interests in France and to monopolise English 

holdings and policy there, apparently with a view to 

further peace negotiations with the Valois. In doing so he 

made dangerous concessions to French and Breton rights of 

feudal superiority, which recall the terms to which he had 

(13 Bod. Lib. Carte MS-113 ff. 226v-234v, a much fuller 
version than Preuvera ii 644-85451- Rrei.. tves ii 657. 
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acceded at Leulinghen in 1393, and in the arrangements fw- 

Brest, Richmond and Rising he made promises that were 

outside his authoritg. 

Richard was entirely excluded from these negotiations and 

was not prepared to approve of the marriage treatq, since 
e 

he was promoting a matrimonial link bett., jeen John Holland's 

family and the Breton ducal house (I ). Charles VI 

out-manoeuvred Gaunt on the diplomatic marriage market 

with Richard's collusion, by the negotiations with England 

for matches between his daughters Isabelle and Michelle, 

and Richard and Henry of Monmouth. Montfort was now in 

danger of isolation. He agreed to fulfil the terms of the 

Tours settlement bq marrging his son and heir to Jeanne de 

Fr-ance in S, Pptember 1396, and again in July 1397, and in 

July 1396 he married Marie to Jean of Alencon (L ). 

Relative neglect bq England now moved Montfort towards a 

rapprochement with the Valois. He ended his feud with the 

Penthievre and Clisson faction bq an agreement in October 

1395 and surrendered his claims to the comtes of Rethel 

and Nevers in November 1397. In 1398 he was receiving 

payments from the French court (3). 

Gaunt had miscalculated badly: he was no longer in 

control of English policy towards France. In the interval 

(I ) Anglo-Nnrman no. 268; Jones - Dural Brittanu 135, 
136. 

(2. ) Jones - Dural ElmittanU 134; England... 175-176; 
.; t. Dentil ii 442; A. N. J. 644 no. 21. 

(3 ) Jones - Ducal PrittanU 140,141 n. 1; Bruel - 
"Clisson" 49-50; Froissant xv 207-208. 
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since his departure from England for Guyenne, an 

independent Ricardian policy had emerged, characterised by 

an aggressive and impatient diplomacy and a predilection 

for manipulation, in stark contrast to Gaunt's direct 

approach and ostentatious display of the early 1390s. The 

new policy is most clearly seen in Richard's instructions 

to his embassy to France in July 1395, in which he used 

excessive demands to break with the precedents that Gaunt 

had set in the draft peace at Leulinghen two years before, 

and to manoeuvre the French into a disadvantageous 

negotiating position. The elements discerned in his 

demarche of 1387 can again be traced in the negotiations 

of 1395: the use of bold initiatives, the desire for, a 

truce of five year's duration and for generous monetary 

compensation from France (1). Now that he was a widower, 

Richard used his own marriageability and that of others to 

make new approaches to France and other powers in western 

Europe. There was a renewal of interest tn allies on the 

periphery of the Anglo-French conflict and the 

possibilities they presented for the encirclement of 

French interests, as in the early 1380s (2). 

Ricardian diplomacy first began to appear early in 1394 

with the instructions to an embassy sent to Scotland in 

February to demand very harsh terms from Robert III, 

followed in April by a proposal for a marriage treaty 

See PP-101"039 199-2-00,386-3#7. 

C. f. P. . 98 above. 

41 7 



between the two royal families (I ). In August he 

approached Rupert of the Palatinate for an alliance and 

perhaps the Wittelsbachs. for a marriage treaty (Z). Early 

in 1395 Richard may have considered marrying a Navarrese 

princess . In March he sent an embassy to ask for the 

hand of Yolande of Aragon. An Anglo-Aragonese alliance 
e, 

would have served as a counterweight to France's alliance 

with Castile, and the match WOUld have broken the 

betrothal between Yolande and Louis of Anjou, ending the 

possibility of Aragonese support for his claims on the 

kingdom of Naples (3). In making this proposal, Richard 

commenced an interest in the Iberian peninsula, which had 

previously been regarded as Gaunt's exclusive sphere of 

influence. It recalls Gaunt's own marriage to Constance 

of Castile, since Yolande had a claim to the Aragonese 

succession. Other Anglo-Aragonese marriages were under 

consideration in 1396 and 1397 (4). In May 1395 Charles 

warned Richard against seeking to acquire a kingdom and 

hinted that this would be regarded as a casus belli in 

France (5). Mezieres considered the renewal of the war by 

(1) Tuck - "Richard II and Border Magnates" 46-47. 
See pp. 91,97 above. 

(2) 
-Foedera vii 785; England... 167; Palmer - 

"Background to Marriage" 3n. 2. 

(3) Palmer - "Background to Marriage" 2-8; England 
167-168; 9; C. 76/79 m. 2. See pp. 99-100 above. 

(4 Palmer - "Background to Marriage" 14 ri. 2; Dil2. fr-, 
pp. 253-254 n. 236.. 

(S) Lettres de- Rois ii 257. 
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either side to be a distinct possibility at this time (1). 

The French provided for the possibility of an English 

attack in their alliances with Milan in November 1394 and 

Florence in September 1396 (Z). 

The net result of Richard's machinations was the 

settlement with France finz: tlised in October 1396, based on 

his marriage to Isabelle and the twenty-eight year truce. 

One of the theoretical purposes of a truce was to allow 

the negotiation of peace (3), and in the French council in 

1396 many believed that a final peace treaty should be a 

prelude to the marriage between Richard and Isabelle (4. ). 

In his commissions, in the marriage treaty itself and 

throughout the subsequent discussions over the summer, 

Richard expressed his hope to the French that the marriage 

would result in a peace settlement (S This hope was 

reiterated by both kings when they met at Calais in 

October (6). At this time it was agreed that the royal 

uncles from both sides should meet in a peace conference 

in April 1397, which was also to review the question of 

Mezieres -Letter to Richard 11 16,17,51. 

(Z) Bouard - France et Italie 155,217. 

(3) Fowler, "Truces" 184. 

(4) froissart xv 188. 

(5) 
, 
Froissart xv 232; FpederR vii 814,815; hrinleterr 

et Schism pit-Ice XV; A. N. J. 643 no. 6; J. 644 no. 21. 

(L) Ann. Ric. Sec. 193; 
-St. 

DentjL ii 458. See ý209 
above. 
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pAtis, since the commission which had been appointed had 

failed to reduce them (1). The same agreement also drew up 

a plan of joint action for dealing with the schism. A 

joint embassy consisting of two knights and two 

unbeneficed clerks from each kingdom was to assemble in 

Paris in February 1397 and go to both Boniface and 

Benedict to induce them to agree to the voie de cession, 

the French method of ending the schism. Both kings also 

agreed to write to Wenzel to persuade him to send a 

similar mission. It was envisaged that a new Pope would be 

elected by the two colleges of cardinals by the end of 

September 1397. It appears that the ambassadors were to 

threaten the rival popes with the withdrawal of obedience 

by both kingdoms if they did not agree (2. ). Richard had 

indicated his willingness to discuss the union, of the 

church during the summer of 1396 and had already" been 

persuaded by Philip of Burgundy to send envoys to the two 

popes (3). Also at Calais in October, Richard agreed to 

co-operate with Charles in sending an expedition to 

Lombardy in spring 1397. Ostensibly this was to promote 

good relations between England and France and to enforce 

the termination of the schism, but Richard perhaps viewed 

it as an outlet for the ambitions of Thomas Mowbray, the 

(1) angleterre et Schisme piece XIII; St. Den_LM ii 470. 
See pp. 202--Z4 above. 

Anqleterre et S-r-hisme pieces XIII, XV; Rt. Djanys 11 
470-472. 

(3) c%t. Denqs ii 446; Angletet-re et -Schisme 
368-369, 

377-378; A. N. J. 644 no. 21. 
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earl of Rutland, and the Holands. In March, Boniface gave 

John Holand, earl of Huntingdon, extensive powers as 

qnnfalonie of the Church and captain-general of its 

forces, including the ability to raise money for the 

campaign as a crusade against schismatics (1). This does 

not imply that Richard and Boniface viewed the expedition 

as a means of imposing the voie de cession on both Papal 

Candidates. Another element of the 1396 settlement, the 

return of Brest to the duke of Brittany, was probably 

agreed at Calais and implemented in June 1397 (Z). 

Richard was not interested in retaining the "barbican" 

towns and quite prepared to sell Brest back, to Brittany 

for the right price. 

To Palmer, Richard's main aim throughout the 1390s was to 

establish a stable peace and it was this he continued to 

strive for during and after the negotiations of 1395 to 

1396. Pistono follows him in believin'q that the marriage 

and the long truce: 

'created a congenial climate in which the monarchs 
of Enqlandýand France could arrive at a final 
settlement of their differences, ' 

(I) Palmer - 
Mesquita (ed. ) - 
1397: some Ita 
Anqletprre et ý; r 
iii 338a-338b; 
308. 

"Foreign Policy" 
"The Foreign Polic 

lian letters" EHR 
hisme 343; Ann. Pic. 

Lettres deý- Rois, ii 

103-104-1 D. M. Bueno de 
of Richard II in 

Ivi (1941) 628-629; 
,:; er. 200; Rot. Parl.. 
298-300; Frnissart- �-I, v 

(2) See pp. 39 2.09-110 above. 
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but that Richard's deposition cut short this process; and 

Perroy thought that Richard allowed his policy on the 

schism to be dictated by the Valois court (1). Hottiever, 

Richard's activities and selective inactivity in the last 

three gears of his reign do not bear out these beliefs and 

by, 1399- the atmosphere of Anglo-French relations was far 

from congenial. 

At the French court the optimistic mood of the last few 

months of 139-6 was dispelled by the news of the disaster, 

at Nikopolis, which at, rived on Christmas Eve. This led to 

the postponement of the pt, o. jected expedition to Lombardy 

In the parliament of -January 1397, the Commons, whilst 

t, espectfully thanking Richard for his conduct of the 

meeting with' Charles the previous October, fit-mly 

dissociated themselves from the pr, oposed expedition and 

its-. consequences. Richard replied with platitudes about 

the promotion of peace and the elimination of tyranny to 

explain the obligation he had made to Charles, and finally 

said he wished to be free to dispose of English military 

resources as he Willed' (3 But his wi II ingness to 

co-operate with the French to intervene in 1taly had 

(1) Palmer -"Foreign Policy" 78-79; J. J. N. Palmer - 
"England and the Great Western Schism 1388-1399" F. HP 
lxxxiii (1968) 522; Eýqland. 

-,,, 
168; Pistono - Repudiation 

49'238; Anql6terre et -Rrhisme 3$: 2-., 390. 

(1) Rt Denms ii 520; Froissart xv 355. 

(3) Rot. Parl.. iii 3: 38a-338b; Lettres de', Rois-, ii- - 
298-300. 
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certainly ended by the summer (I ). In March, Richard 

referred to his new father-in-law as his Adversary of 

France, whilst still allowing the possibility of a final 

peace treaty (2. ). The peace conference arranged for April 

was postponed, apparently because of delays on both sides, 

buý when Richard sent the earl of Rutland, Thomas Mowbray 

and William Scrope to Paris to ask that it should be held 

before Whitsun, they were told of further delays on the 

French side, particularly because the duke of Berry was 

away from the court, and that on his return, an embassy 

would be sent to Richard to arrange a new date. The 

conference was never to meetý neither side continuing to 

press for it, and with it disappeared the process of 

regulating the pLtj. -j of Guyenne (3). Charles was evasive 

about continuing the peace negotiations which would 

inevitably involve further concessions to England, until 

Richard had committed himself to the voie de cession to 

end the schism and participated in French policy in Italy. 

In August 1396, in accordance to his promise to Philip of 

Burgundy, Richard had* sent the abbot of Westminster to 

both Popes with letters concerning the voie de cession. 

I) Bueno de Mesquita - "Foreign Policy of Richard III' 
630-631,634. The instructions of an envoy going to the 
lords who had offered to serve the king in Lombardy may belong to this period, although Palmer prefers to place it 
in 1391, B. L. Cotton MS. Nero B vii f. 6. 

(Z) In a grant of the custody of Hammes Castle to Thomas 
Swynbourn, C. 76/81' m-5. c. f. p. 2.7.1ý above. 

(3 ) Foedera vii 850; A-N. J. 644 no. 20. See p-2.04. 
above. 
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However his accreditation addressed Boniface as Pope, and 

Benedict as the cardinal of Luna. Benedict refused to 

give him an audience unless he was addressed as Pope and 

the abbot swiftly abandoned his mission at this point (1). 

For the planned joint embassy of February 1397, Richard 

delayed sending his contingent until Apri 1 2. The 

English envoys accompanied the French to Avignon and Rome, 

but they were nonentities of no previous diplomatic 

experience who concentrated their efforts into gaining 

ben'efices from Boniface. They returned to England in 

November, having achieved nothing (3). Richard also sent 

envoys to co-operate with Charles' efforts to present the 

voie de cession to the Emperor Wenzel and the Diet of 

Frankfurt (4). Now that Richard had fulfilled the 

agreement of October 1396 in the letter if not the spirit, 

he made no further moves in accordance with the French 

method of ending the schism. Both he and Gaunt held the 

viewpoint contrary to that of Charles: until the French 

first gave ground in a permanent peace settlement, England 

could not participate in action for the union of the 

Church co-ordinated by the French. In the summer of 13989 

Charles sent Jean Courtecuisse and Nicole Paynel to 

Engiandq armed with letters to Richard, Isabelle, Gaunt 

(I ) St. Denqs ii 448-450; Anglo-Norman nos. 171,172; 
C. 76/81 mm-10,12. 

(Z) Foedera vii 850; A. N. J. 644 no. 20; K1.1482 no. 4 
(formerly Archivo General de Simancas B 1. Microfilm only 
now at A. N. 21. Mi. 86); C. 76/81 mm. 4,5. 

(3) Angleterre et Schisme 380-382,417, pi8ce XV. 

(4) Angleterre et Schism 382 - 383; Ancilo-Nnrman no. 175; 
Froissart xvi 83-88. 
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and the English Chancellor, to bring Richard into line 

with Wenzel, Henry of Castile and the other rulers who had 

agreed to support the voie de cession. They were 

instructed to urge him to follow the French example of 

withdrawing obedience from the Popes, to induce them to 

resign. As a concession to the known English preference 

for a General Council, they proposed an assembly of the 

clergy of Christendom with similar powers which would 

execute the voie de cession and proceed against both Popes 

(1). Richard insisted that before taking any action he 

must consult the English clergy, who were knoki. in to be 

opposed to the withdrawal of obedience. In November he 

finally submitted the French suggestions to the 

universities of Oxford and, Cambridge for consideration, 

but only five days later he ratified a concordat which had 

been negotiated with Pope Boniface. The universities again 

rejected the voie de cession in favour of a General 

Council. Richard needed Boniface's support both for his 

domestic policy, which required much reshuffling of 

bishops, and for his foreign policy in the Empire and 

Italy (Z ). Without a quid 12ro--quo Richard's co-operation 

with Charles for the union of the Church soon turned into 

competition between English and French methods. 

Meanwhile Richard maintained pressure on the French by 

delaying the publication of the twenty-ei ght year truce in 

(I) Angleterre et --Schisme 
384-386,416-418, pitý-Ice XV; 

Anqlo-Norman no. 180; B. N. Dupug 564 P. 268-268v; Palmer - 
"England and Great Western Schism" 519-520. 

(2. ) Angleterrp Pt --arhisme 340-349,384-387,419-4209 
piece XVI; Froissart xvi 134-136; Foedera viii 62. 
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Ou! jenne until the last possible moment, in August 139-1-B. 

B9 this stage, it could no longer be viewed as the prelude 

to a final peace treatq (I). English policq was now 

directed at containing the advance of French influence 

into several areas of western Europe and gaining for, 

Richard a place there that was equal in prominence to that 

of Charles. When France transfer-red her alliance from 

Milan to Florence in September 1396, Richard countered 

with a rapprochement with Milan, and several Visconti 

marriages were under review. In the Summer of 1397, when 

Charles again asked Richard to send troops to Join the 

postponed expedition to Lombardy, which was now to be led 

by Bernard of Armagnac, he responded by asking Chc-. krles to 

intervene to secure Oian Oaleazzo against attack. In 

spring 1398 he requested him to prevent Armagnac and other 

French subjects from entering the war between Florence and 

Milan, and he was apparently prepared to send Henry of 

Bolingbroke with English troops to the aid of Milan, where 

he was to marry Lucia Visconti. Pope Boniface was the 

medium of exchange between Richard and Oian Galeazzo ( 2). 

As in 1392, England had prevented a French campaign in 

northern Italy by blunt and aggressive diplomacy. 

In the last three years of his reign, Richard constructed 

a defensive wall of pensioned princelings along the Rhine, 

(1) See pp. 2-10- 7.13 above. 

(Z) Bueno de Mesquita - "Foreign Polic! j of Richard II" 
63191 634 635,637; Bouard - France et Itali_e 230-231; 
Palmer -" Foreign Polic! j" 102-103; DiIR. Cor. no. 226; 
Foedera vii 835. 

426 



bound to him by the obligations of liege homage and 

military service, to halt further Burgundian advances into 

the Low Countries. This included Guelders-Juliers, 

Cologne, Berg, Ravensbergý the Rhine Palatinate and 

numerous minor lords (1). In July 1397 it was stated that 

the exception of Charles from some of these alliances was 

to end after three months (2. ). This was the area where a 

renewal of Anglo-French conflict seemed most likely to 

break out. In August 1397 William of Guelders, England's 

most consistent ally, invaded Brabant in pursuit of a 

long-standing quarrel and Philip of Burgundy sent troops 

under the count of Saint-Pol to expel him in 1398. Philip 

had persuaded the duchess of Brabant and Limbourg to 

recognise his son Antoine as her heir (3). Had she died 

before Richard's deposition, it seems probable that he 

would have gone to war, with the aid of William and the 

rest of his Rhenish coalition, to prevent Antoine's 

succession and thereby a decisive transfer of power in the 

region. This would have necessitated breaking the truce, 

since Guelders and Brabant were included in it as the 

allies of each partyq but in the event Duchess Jeanne was 

to live until December 1406. 

Richard's diplomatic activities in the Rhineland also had 

(1) Eoedera vii 854-856,858-859; viii 1-6,21-24,36-38, 
66,80-82; CPR 1396-139 25; Dip. Cor p. 253 n. 230, no. 
2319 p. 253 n. 231; E. 30/1088; E. 30/1358; E. 30/1514; 
C. 76/82 m. 15; Palmer - "Foreign Polic! j" 80,85-86. 

(7. ) 1 C. 76/82 m. 13. 

(3) Vaughan - Philip the Bold 99-101. 
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another purpose, for he was trying to persuade the 

electors of the Empire to replace Wenzel as king of the 

Romans bq himself. Pope Boniface ixias again the key fi gure 

who might be able to secure his election. In June 1397 

the dean of Cologne came to England as an ambassador and 

informed Richard that his election was assured. However 

this was a common theme of 

diplomacy in the 1380s and 1390s, and at different times 

the Valois princes Louis of Orleans, Philip of Burgundy 

and. Charles VI himself tkiere -suggested as imperial 

candidates (I ). But it is a measure of the extent of 

Richard's'ambitions to equal or replace Char. les as the 

foremost secular ruler in Europe. 

Other areas also received attention. In June and July 

-1398 Richard licensed the Dartmouth privateer Edmund 

Arnold to take -English troops to serve Jogo of Portual 

a. gainst the Castilian-backed rebellion of his brother 

Dinis (2. ). He complained to Charles about the Scots' 

infractions of the truce and extracted a promise from him 

that a French embassy would be sent to bring them into 

line (3). It'was in the interests of both Charles and 

Richard that Brittany should be brought into the truce and 
0 

remain peaceful until the return of Brest was complete. 

(I Ann. Ric. Sec. 199; Hist. Anq. ii 222; Bueno de 
Mesquita "Foreign Policq of Richard 1111 631-634; 

-Anqleterre 
et Schisme 342-343; Palmer. - "Foreign Policg" 

93-94. 

(7. ), Foedera viii 291 409 41.. 

vii 8501 A. N. J. 644 no. 20. 
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Richard maintained friendly relations t-. i ith Mon tf or t 

without seeking a new alliance during this period. At the 

duke's petition he interceded with Charles about the 

judgement in favour of the Dame de Ralls by the Parlement 

de Paris in April 1396 and again in April 1397 (1 He 

also made enquiries about the Ile de Re and the town of 

Saint-Malo on Montfort's behalf (2). The duke continued to 

petition for the return of the earldom of Richmond and for 

the acceptance of his writs for the south western 

sea-route (3). The writs were recognised in the agreement 

made for the return of Brest (40. In March 1397 Richard 

made the request for Richmond the responsibility of the 

next Parliament (5 ). In April 1398 Montfort himself 

visited England and was granted the earldom, although 

curiously it was also granted to his sister, Joan Basset, 

and two of 'the envoys who had been involved in 

Anglo-Breton negotiations (6). He probably did not gain 

effective possession of Richmond before his death and was 

unable to extinguish the increasing interest of Ralph 

Neville in the honour. Henry IV granted the whole honour- 

(1) Jones - Ducal BrittanLj 95,135-136; Lettres de! ý Rois 
ii 277-278,285,287; Dip-Qnr. no. 227, p. 252 n. 227; 
Foedtra vii 831-832 (draft of, this at E. 28/4 no. 42), 835; 
Letters of Henrq IV i 19-20; A. N. J. 644 no. 20. 

(2)' Foedera vi-i 851; Efýr_ i 64. 

(3) Lettres der_Rois ii 273-280,281,286. 

(4) Lettres de, Rois ii 283; draft of this clause at B. L. 
Cotton MS. Julius Bvi f. 27. 

(5) 
_PPQ 

i 64. 

(6 CPR 1396-1399 350; 
_C-CR 

1396-1399 265; Foedera viii 
38,64; Jones - Dural Bnittantj 140. 
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to Neville for life in October 1399 (1 Similarly 

Montfort seems to have gained some temporary hold on the 

English lands and revenues granted to him in exchange for 

Brest, but Neville and others also received grants of 

these during the 1390s (2. ). The grant of Richmond always 

required reciprocation in the form of an Anglo-Bretc)n 

alliance and in May 1398 Montfort signed a short alliance 

with Richard in simple terms. It provided that Richard 

would send him three hundred men-at-arms and three hundred 

archers for a quarter- or half-year, in the event of a 

resurgence of civil war in Brittany (3). Following this 

Guillaume du Chastel and some other Breton knights 

received English pensions (4). The comparatively small 

number of troops specified in the alliance and the 

apparent ease of its negotiation show that it was riot 

intended for an imminent offensive against France. 

Richard was more interested in intimidating France through 

her north-eastern flank, than through her north-west. He 

was concerned only to retain Brittany on his list of 

allies and outside of complete French control. 

Richard's rigorous attitude towards French interests in 

Europe does not suggest that the settlement of 1396 had 

(1) Jones - Ducal Brittan 195-196, QPR 1392-13,96 596; 
1399-140 24; B. L. Add. Ch. 20582; Ross - Yorkshire Baronage 
10-11,13-14,231,246-247. 

(Z ) Jones - Ducal BrittanL 194; CPR 1396-139 39,267; 
CCR 1392-139 462-463; 1396-139 141. 

(3), PPC i 79-80. 

(4) CPR 1396-139 545,556i C. 76/83 m. 7. 
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turned him into an upholder of French policy, nor that 

peace with France was his chief interest. He hurried the 

implementation of the settlement forward to gain all 

possible advantages from the French, whilst fulfilling his 

own obligations superficially, or delaying them. He 

acquired a dynastic marriage, large sums of money and the 

suspension of hostilities with France, which enabled him to 

divert his energy and new resources into diplomatic and 

military ventures in Italy, the Empire and Ireland. In 

1386 he had assigned the profits to be obtained from the 

ransom of Jean de Blois to finance Robert de Vere's 

conquest of Ireland (1); in 1399 French money paid for his 

own Irish campaign, in the shape of the cash instalments 

of Isabelle's dowry (2. ). Richard also used the 1396 

settlement to promote the interests of a group of his 

relatives through advantageous marriages and military 

expeditions abroad. Besides his own major proposals to 

Yolande and Isabelle, these years are characterised by a 

plethora of projected marriages. The earl of Rutland was 

variously proposed for the daughters of the counts of Bar 

and Alenjon, or the sister of the count of Harcourt, 

Charles' daughter Jeanne and Visconti's sister-in-law. 

Henry of Monmouth was suggested for Charles' daughter 

Mic4lle, and his father Henry of Bolingbroke for an 

Aragonese princess, the daughter of Charles of Navarre and 

Lucia Visconti. There were also proposed matches between 

(I CPR 1385-1: 3.89 123,132. 

U) Johnston - "Richard II's departure from Ireland" 
797-798. 
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unspecified English nobles and Robert of Scotland's 

children and Isabella of Aragon (I ). The expedition to 

Lombardy in 1397 was to have been led by Rutland, Thomas 

Mowbray and John Holland, and that of 1398 by Henry of 

Bolingbroke (Z ). Despite the concentration of Ricardian 

diplomacy on this inner group, it is not necessary to 

believe with Perroy that Richard's intended goal was: 

'I'entente avec les Valois, indispensable pout, 
1'etablissement de I'autocratie (3). ' 

A change in his attitude towards the truce with France is 

discernible from about July 1397 onwards. By this time, 

Brest had been returned to Montfort, the English envoys 

had departed to Rome and Avignon, in accordance with the 

commitments-Richard had made at Calais and it was clear 

that the peace conference of the uncles would not meet. 

No further concessions were to be expected from the 

French, territorialg marital or financial. The chief 

reason for maintaining the form of the truce was to obtain 

the remainder of Isabelle's dowry payments. 

(I ) DiE2. Cor no. 229A and p. 253 n. 229Aq no. 2269 pp. 
253-254 n. 236, nos. 202,220; Anqlo-Nýý nos. 109,174; 
Palmer - "Background to Marriage " 14 n. 2; Bueno de 
Mesquita - "Foreign Policy of Richard IV' 6359 637; 
Foedera vii 804-805,850; A. N. J. 644 nos. 20,21; 
Eriqland... 175. 

See pp. 4ZI 9 426 
, above. 

1 Anqleterre et ! Schism 390. 

432 



In the negotiations for the truce and the marriage in 1395 

and 1396 Richard insisted on retaining his claim to the 

French throne, s9mbolised by the quartering of the 

fleurs-de-ly on his arms. He also revived claims to 

territories held by his Angevin ancestors in France (1). 

The quartered arms of England and France were a particular 

feature in England between 1394 and the end of the reign 

and Richard perhaps adopted the cnsse de cienet as a badge 

to stress his descent from Geoffrey of Anjou (Z ). He 

also constantly wore around his neck the eagle containing 

the oil given by the Virgin to Thomas Becket, which bore 

the promise of the recovery of the lands lost by his 

ancestors (3). This emphasis on his claims in France 

implies an intention to pursue them when circumstances 

allowed. Military exhaustion and stalemate necessitated a 

period of truce for the purposes of recovery and the 

search for new positions of advantage in the European 

power structure. Richard conducted an imaginative foreign 

policy, but it was not directed at peace. Had he lived 

until all the dowry payments for his marriage were 

complete, he may well have chosen to intervene again in 

France. 

Ther-e is some evidence that the French maintained friendlq 

contacts with the English rogal familq late in Richard's 

See pp. 101-102- 197 above. 

(2) 1 Fowler - Plantaqenet and Valois 193. 

(3) EHD iv 173. 
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reign, particularly Philip of Burgundy (I). However at 

sea and on the frontiers of Guyenne, there was clearly 

tension throughout the 1390s and this increased in its 

quantity and violence after the ti. -)enty-eight year truce 

was signed (Z). "Already before the deposition of Richard 

II it was a most uneasy truce. " (. 3) Hostile actions by 

the French increased in 1399, not only on the frontiers 

but at the centre of government, where they were inspired 

by Louis of Orleans (4. ). It was in these circumstances of 

emerging French aggression that Henry of Bolingbroke was 

welcomed in Paris by Louis as a quest and a potential ally 

(S ). It is possible that Richard made protests at Paris 

against the proposed marriage between Henry and Marie de 

Berry (6 ). Tacit Orleanist support was probably given to 

Henry's enterprise against Richard a few months later. In 

Brittany, where Montfort had only a few months to live, 

there was disapproval of the usurpation and some English 

merchants and their ships were arrested in consequence(7). 

Vaughan - Philie the Bold 1089 219; Wylie HennLj IV 
iv 176; Anqleterre et Schisme 119 n. 3. 

(2)' A. N. J. 865 no. 11. See pp. 39, Zlltl9g-219,310-311,334-335. 

(3) Fowler - "Truces" 207. 

(it. ) Enqland. 
-.. 

222-226. 

(5) B. L. Add. Ch. 46. See p. 319 above. 

(10 Klirby - Hent-t-4 IV 50; Enqland... 224. 
4 

(7) -Jones - Dural Brittzint. 141; E. 28/4 no. 97. See p33S 
and n. S above. 
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Once Henry had gained the crown his initial moves towards 

France were conciliatory. He began by seeking a 

confirmation of the U. tentg-eight year truce and diplomatic 

marriages, at first unspecified and then between his 

eldest son and the newlg-widowed Isabelle, which would 

avoid the complications of repaying part of her doi. i. irq to 

France. Therefore he wished to continue and strengthen 

the terms of the settlement of 1396. Richard's marriage 

to Isabelle had created a diplomatic precedent which both 

Henry and his son showed an interest in repeating 

throughout their reigns. However in 1400 the French 

refused to consider another marriage. They expected the 

circumstances of Henry's usurpation to compel him to 

reverse Richard's policies and reopen the war, so they 

made defensive military preparations (I ). Henry first 

realised that his friendly approaches to France would not 

be welcomed at the Groet Council held at Westminster on 9 

February 1400, in the uncertain days following the 

aftermath of the revolt of the earls. The arrival of 

William Farringdon with his warnings about French 

intentions in Gugenne and on the Scottish border, and the 

news he brought that the English envoys had not beran 

allowed to proceed to Paris to negotiate, precipitated 

hasty preparations for raising troops and money to oppose 

the threat of a France that would probably not confirm the 

Wylie - -Henrtj 
IV i 107. See pp. 1069 2.14,218-219above. 
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truce. Calais was re-provisioned and troops were sent to 

Bordeaux (1). Since negotiations nevertheless continued at 

Leulinghen, this was perhaps an exaggerated reaction. 

Each side was now nervous of an immediate attack from the 

other, and this beginning set the tone for Anglo-French 

relations for the rest of Henry's reign. 

No terms for a peace settlement are known to have been 

offered during the reign and it is onlg from the last few 

gears of the reign that terms proposed for alliances with 

the French factions have survived. It is therefore 

difficult to discern Henrg's aims and motives in pursuing 

the quarrel with France with ang degree of certaintg. As 

Richard's opponent in 1399, he probabIg regarded himself 

as the inheritor of the viewpoint of the duke of 

Gloucester, formerlg his fellow Appellant and latelg the 

murdered victim of Richard's regime (Z). He mag also have 

inherited some of his father's ambitions in France. Like 

Richard, he appreciated the s9mbolism of Becket's 

miraculous oil and showed the eagle to the French envogs 

he received at the beginning of his reign (3 ). It is 

therefore likelg that he regarded a return to the 

provisions of the treatq of Br6tigng, with its emphasis on 

an 6nlarged Ougenne held in full sovereigntg, as the 

proper basis for a final settlement with France and that 

he entertained no serious ambition for the French throne. 
--- -- - ----- (1) Foedera viii 125-127; B. L. Cotton MS Caligula D iii 

f. 125. See pp. 214-ZlEt 3011 312. f 314,373above. 

(2), See P. 1* 0 above. 

(3) St. Dert4s ii 730-732. 
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In the negotiations for a Burgundian alliance in 1411 he 

was interested in military aid to recover Plantagenet 

possessions in the Duchy which were now occupied by the 

Armagnac faction. In his alliance with the Armagnacs in 

1412 he accepted a Duchy somewhat smaller in extent than 

in the Great Peace, even after the reversions had been 

acquired, and his title to the French throne was not 

admitted (I ). However Henry began the trend of 

Lancastrian neglect of Guyenne. It is an indication of the 

weakness of the middle gears of his reign that he was able 

to send 'verg little help to the Duchy when it was in 

danger of being overrun by the French (2. ). 

Henr! j was unable to adopt an offensive polic! j towards 

France because of the constant drain on his militarg and 

financial resources bq the Welsh revolt, and his 

precarious position in England. It was recognised bq the 

Council in 1401 that lack of moneq made it inadvisable to 

recommence the war, and this inabilitq to take the 

initiative continued begond the time that the start of the 

civil war in France' created new possibilities for 

intervention there, until the negotiations for alliances 

with the Armagnacs and Burgundians in 1411 and 1412 (. 3 ). 

Until at least 1407 English militarg activitq in Guyenne, 

the Calais enclave and in the war at sea, was undertaken 

(I ) Vale - Enqlish nasrnnt4 55,56,58,59,71,216; LE. Q. 
ii 19-20. See pp. 117-119 above. 

(2. ) See pp. 3Z&-32.7 above. 

(3) i 144. See pp. ZZ(P t 377 above. 
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in response to anticipated French attacks or to successive 

stages in the escalation of the local conflicts by the 

French (1). This lack of opportunity for anything except 

defensive action inclined Henry to keep the twenty-eight 

year truce in force after he had extracted a confirmation 

from the French government in June 1400, by a process of 

republication, supplementary agreements and continuous 

negotiations, until a new truce system began in 1407 W. 

But the English government did consider declaring open war 

against France. In June 1401 a large council of temporal 

lords discussed re-openin! 3 the txiz-tr and it was suggested 

that an ultimatum should be sent to Paris to demand that 

the French observe the truce. Finallq it was decided to 

comply with the latest agreement for the return of 

Isabelle to France and it was not unti l Cheyne's mission 
I 

of 1404 that the English resorted to the expedient of the 

ultimatum (3 At a very large Great Council at 

Westminster i n mid-August 1401, a mo re definite decision 

seems to have been taken to prosecute war against France 

and Scotland, but this was probably cancelled when news 

arrived of the first agreement supplementarg to the truce, 

drawn up at Leulinghen two weeks previouslq (4. ). Shortlq 

aft6rwards the earl of Rutland's expedition sailed to 

Bordeaux. B9 the terms of Rutland's indenture as 

(I ) See above Chapter IV, especiallg PP. 
30'1-3O3j3OS-304q31-4j32-6-3Z7,31*9t 3349 3L4. 

(2. ) See pp. 2199 ZU-1199 24.7-241above. 

(3) PPC- i 143-145. See pp. 24.9-144 above. 

(4. ) pEr, ' i 155-1641 LI-sLý 69- sLrý pp. 7-7.8-7�30 abovem 
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lieutenant of Guyenne, it was foreseen that Henry or his 

eldest son would lead an expedition to the Duchy during 

the three years of his office (1). If Henry, or possibly 

the prince of Wales, had personally conducted a campaign 

in France it would certainly have abrogated the truce and 

precipitated a state of open war, a prospect which the 

French as well as the English wished to avoid. However, 

Henry several times threatened to take this course in 

response to the impending destruction of his overseas 

possessions by Valois forces. In December 1402 and April 

1403, in his replies to the provocative letters of the 

duke of Orleans, he stated his intention to take troops to 

Guyenne to fight for his rights there (Z ); in December 

1403 and again late in 1404 he proposed to make the 

journey there (3). The long truce probably came closest 

to collapse in 1406 when Henry again referred to his 

Adversary oý France rather than his Cousin of France, and 

the dukes of Burgundy and Orl6ans- made their most 

determined efforts against the Calais March and Guyenne. 

In this year, Henry twice intended to sail on an 

expedition, first to cleat, a French blockade of the Thames 

and then to go to the rescue of Calais and Guyenne (4. ). 

Later in the reign, when England was able to take the 

offansive, Henry decided to undertake the personal 

(1) Vale - Enqlish nasrnnU 42-43. See p. 314 above. 

(2. ) Monstrelet i 48,64-66. See p. 319 above. 

3 W91 ie - Hpnnu T-Y ii 33-34; QQR 14n2-14n5 19.9; 
__. '. 

PP1Q--'i----- 
280-281; E. 28/15 nos. 40,43; E. 28/16 no. 45. Seefx316 
above. 

1 (4) Wylie - Henrq IV ii 409; iii 63; QCR t4ng-14n 93-95, 
257,261; Foeder viii 336,466. See pp- 
Z24,2.49-2499 304-30tot 32.7. 
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direction of the troops that were sent to the aid of the 

Burgundians in 1411 and in alliance with the Armagnacs in 

1412. He intended to take the latter expedition straight 

to Guyenne. - On both occasions he was probabIq prevented 

bq il 1-health M. 

In the field of diplomacy the French restricted Henry's 

scope for acti-on by refusing to conduct full diplomatic 

relations in the normal manner. Between December 1399 and 

September 1407 they would riot concede safe-conducts to 

English envoys to go to Paris, nor did they send any 

ambassadors to London, except once to seek the restoration 

of Isabelle. All discussions had to be held on the 

frontier in t-he March of Picardy. Nor would the French 

talk about anything except the operation of the truce and 

. 
their-financial claims against Henry. After Philip of 

Burgundy blockaded the roads around Calais in November 

-1403, they effectively cut off all negotiations until 

spring 1406'. It was only in 1407 that the French 

government became willing to discuss new truces, peace and 

marriages, and to receive English representatives in Paris 

to do sd W. The French sought to impose a diplomatic 

isolation on Henry in the first half of his reign, 

regarding him as an unrecognised usurper. 

(1ý Wylie, - Henrq IV iv 37-40,52,70-719 73; 
. 

ii 29; 
Foedera viii 700,728,730,733; rrR j4nq-jjj: 7-: 166, 
240-241,339. A letter of protection to serve *in the 
king's company in. Guyenne-was issued as late as 27 June 
14125 C. 76/95 m. 10. 

(Z. 5 B. L. Cotton MS Caligula D iii f. 125. See PP. 
2.2.3-2.7.4t 2_41-2.49, ZL4.1459 30, Z. 
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Faced with intransigence over negotiations and in creas ing 

military challenges from the French, it was incumbent on 

Henry to circumvent them in the wider diplomatic sphere of 

alliances, though he did not have the same ambitions for 

personal aggrandizement in Europe that Richard had held. 

He insisted on regarding Scotland as excluded from the 

provisions of the truce by its persistent infractions so 

that he could deal with it independently of his 

relationship with France. But the Percies' victory at 

Homildon Hill in 1402 and the fortuitous capture of the 

young King James in 1406 were more effective in 

neutralising the effects of the Franco-Scottish alliance 

thah his own campaign of 1400, his diplomatic pressure or 

his clients among the Scottish nobility (I ). Henry's 

negotiations with the Vier Leden for a separate commercial 

treaty attempted to eliminate the source of another 

military threat to England. In 1403 these aimed at an 

agreement which would have excluded Flemish ships from the 

conflict at sea, but Philip of Burgundy brought a halt to 

these talks, also victims of his blockade of Calais, and 

thereafter subordinated them to his own conception of 

Flemish neutrality in commerce (Z). Henry also failed to 

prevent the dukes of Burgundy expanding their area of 

domination in the Low Countries. He was unable to retain 

the alliance of Guelders-Juliers or gain the alliance of 

Cleves-Mark, although he sent envogs for this purpose. He 

wz. -ts in no position to oppose Antoine of Burgundy's 

See pp. 4.9- 47 above. 

See pp. KO 1 2-16,3- 2-66, -30 above. 
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succession to Brabant in December 1406. 

he established an alliance and a family 

the Emperor Ruprecht, but this did 

material advantage (I In European 

scored no successes against the French 

of his reign. 

In the Rhineland 

connect i on ith 

not bring him ar ly 

diplomz.. tcy Henry 

in the first half 

As in previous periods of hostility towards France, 

England turned to the possibility of an alliance with 

Br, ittany, where Montfort had been succeeded as duke by his 

twelve-year-old son -Jean in November 1399 (Z Some 

contact was maintained with Brittany, mainly through 

Antoine Rys and Nicholas Aldret.. iych, who had received the 

joint grant of the honour of Richmond with Joan Basset. 

They conducted secret negotiations which resulted in April 

1402 in the marriage by proxy of Henry to the Duchess 

Jeanne, whcý had been recognised as regent of Brittany for 

her son (3). Henry probably hoped to gain control of the 

regency and certainly to exercise some influence in 

Brittany. Most particularly he probably wanted Jeanne's 

children brought to England where he would control their 

future marriages, as in the alliances discussed in 1391 

and 1392 He may also have hoped for some military 

adviantage from a new alliance with Brittany and the 

(1) E. 28/9 unnumbered, 6 and 12 July 1401. 

(7. ) Monstrelet i 32. 

(3 Wylie - HenrLj IV i 261-262; iv 199; Kirby - Henry IV 
137-138; CCR 1399-14-Q: -. 2-1 43,244,379; CPR 1401-1405 67; 
C. 76/84 m. 18. 

(4) Knowlson - Jean V 37. See p. 4-11 above. 
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administration of Jeanne's dower lands, the comtg of 

Nantes. He needed a consort of royal rank: besides being 

dowager duchess of Brittany, Jeanne was also the daughter 

of the king of Navarre, another former English ally. 

The earliest preparations to bring Jeanne and her retinue 

to England were made shortly before the proxy marriage, 

but there were considerable delays before she set out cin 

the journey. After several false starts she was finally 

escorted to England in February 1403 to be married to 

Henry and crowned ( 1). In the interval, Philip of 

Burgundy arrived in Brittany to assert Valois control 

there. In October 1402 Jeanne surrendered to him the 

government of the Duchy and the custody of her, sons, 

apparently under pressure from the three Estates of 

Brittany. In November a comprehensive family alliance was 

sealed between Philip and Jeanne and the sons of each. 

She was allowed to take her daughters with her to England 

but Philip took the goung duke and two of his brothers to 

Paris in December. French rogal garrisons occupied the 

strong points in the duchq and in Januarg, Duke Jean did 

homage to King Charles for Brittang. Philip also gained 

control of the comte of Nantes. In March 1403, Jeanne 

app6inted Tristan de la Lande as its governor and formally 

(I ) Knowlson - Jean V 36-40; Wylie - Henrq IV i 263-264, 
306-310; iv 200,2613,221; ral. Siqne± no. 107; C-QE. 
1399-1402 468,550; C-FIR 1401-1405 136,198; Letters 22. f 
Henrq IV i 104-107; PPQ i 188-190; Fnedera viii 280,281, 
285; E. 28/11 unnumbered 18 Oct. 1402; E. 28/13 unnumbered 
andodamaged; E-28/16 Unnumbered 9 Dec. 1404; B. L. Add. MS 
24512 f. 80; B. N. Francais 5624 ff. 47-49v. 
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surrendered custodq of it to Philip (1). It must have 

been in connection with this that his councillor, Jean de 

Saulx, came to England in company with one of Jeanne's 

esquires the following month W. In return, Philip made 

a loan of 14,000 6cus to Jeanne, repagable from the 

revenues of the duchy. Duke Jean paid off the debt severz-Al 

years later (3). Most of the advantages Henry expected 

from his marriage to Jeanne had therefore been lost or 

sold before she even reached England. Nor was he able to 

exploit the marriageability of her two daughters. Jean V 

tried to arrange for their return as early as May 1404 and 

in 1406 Parliament insisted on their expulsion from 

England along with other members of Jeanne' s household. 

The following year, Jeanne mortgaged the comt6 of Nantes, 

where she seems to have regained some measure of control, 

to Tristan de la Lande for a contribution to the dowry of 

her daughter Blanche, who was marrying the eldest son of 

Count Bernard of Armagnac, Jean vicomte of Lomagne (4). 

Jean Vs minoritq ended in December 1403 and he returned 

to Bri ttang the following month to take up its governance. 

(I ) Wylie - HenrL4 TV i 307-308; Knowlson - Jean 38-40; 
Monstrelet i 34-35; Preuvgs ii 723-7247 740-7417 815; 
C. 76/87 m. 23. La Lande and his companions tool, bows, 
arrows and other goods from England to Brittany, C. 76/'. *--n'7 
m. 23. 

(Z) Foedera viii 299-300; C. 76/87 mm. 15,16. 

(3 ) Wilson - Art-qln-Fren!; h Relatinns 155 and n. 111; 
Lettres de-Jean v nos. 1021,1060,1090. 

(4) Knowlson - Jean 50,53-54; Wylie - HenrLj IV i 411; 
ii +125-426; Lettres de jeanj iv nos. 10,161,199; v. nos 
737,797. Jeanne had also assigned her Navarrese dowry to 
Jean V, C. 47/28/7 no. 4. 
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Philip's death on 27 April 1404 enabled him to dispose of 

the last vestiges of Burgundian tutelage (1). Jean' s ma in 

concern was to protect the independence of Brittany, but 

his cautious character made his policy unimaginative and 

insular compared to his father's exercises in 

brinkmanship. He was most conciliatory to the neighbour 

that was most powerful, but preferred inactivity to 

promoting an ally's interest. Hence he favoured an entente 

with England but made her no promises of material 

assistance and he was more inclined towards a consistent 

relationship tkiith the French crown. In 1407 he began to 

receive payments from Charles, first as instalments of his 

wife's dowry still owed to him, then as pensions and gifts 

(Z). Breton subjects participated in the campaigns against 

the English in Wales in 1403, and in Guyenne and at sea in 

1404 and 1405 (3). Anglo-Dreton relations at sea worsened 

rather than improved in the years following Jeanne's 

marriage to Henry, but it is not necessary to see this as 

the Bretons' protest against the marriage, as has been 

asserted (h. ). Breton privateers had been active against 

English shipping since before Henry's accession and it was 

possible for a Nantois ship-owner to claim immunity from 

(I ) Knowlson - Jean 4: 23; Vaughan - PhiliE2 the Bold. 53. 

(Z) Knowlson - Jean 599 63-64ý 777 1039 180; Lettres-de- 
Jean Vv nos. 903,955,981,1013,1016,1021,1022, 
1027-1029,1036,1038-1040,1042,1044-10469 1054,1060, 
1062,1068-1070 etc. 

(3 Lloyd - Dwer, Glendower 76; Fýreuves ii 746,747; 
Lettres de Jean V iv no. 120. 

(4). Knoiolson - Jean V 43i Touchard - Commerce Maritime 
Breton 104,117; Pistono - Repudiation 218; Wilson - Anqlo-Frenrh Relations 157. 
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reprisals because he was a subject of Clueen Jeanne (1). 

Henry regarded the Bretons as his enemies in the early 

months of 1405 and with good reason, for Jean V had 

apparently assented to the French policy of active war 

against him (2. ). In 1406 and 1407 Anglo-Breton hostility 

at sea reached a peak, the English raided the Breton 

coasts and Duke Jean sent ships and troops to assist Louis 

of Orl6ans in his siege of Bourg (3). 

Nevertheless during these years of hostility both sides 

continued to issued safe-conducts for the purposes of 

trade and paying off ransoms (LI. ), and there was a 

continuous stream of Breton envoys crossing and 

re-crossing the English Channel. Most of these were 

concerned with Queen Jeanne's ownership of the comte" of 

Nantes and the presence of her household in England (S). 

0 CPR 1401-1405,282. See pp. 34-3-344and n. 1 
, 35Za. j in 

Chapter IV. 

(2-) E. 28/14 no. 75; E. 28/17 no. 7; E. 28/20 no. 65; B. L. 
Egerton Ch. 19. See p. 342. above. 

(3) Lettres de Jean V iv nos. 378,402; v nos. 410,412, 
423. See pp. 31S9341C-3ý7-above. 

(4) Touchard Commerce Maritime Breton 106-107,124. 

(5 Kirby Henrq IV 167; Wylie - Hent-w TV i 411; iii 
101; iv 203; Knowlson - Jean 46; Cal. Siýnet no. 162; 
Foedera viii 482-483; C. 47/28/7 no. 5; C. 76/87 mm. 7,10, 
11,15,16,19,20,21,22,23,24; C. 76/88 mm. 6,10,11, 
15; C. 76/91 m. 17; E. 28/16 unnumbered 6 Dec. 1404; Lettres 
de Jean V iv nos. 6,10. However Jean Langn9th's mission 
in June 1404 seems to have been to i: ', ing Henry alone, 
C. 76/83 m. 3. As late as Nov. 1412 Henry provided a 
safe-conduct to Jean Moryn for. three years to supply Jeanne's household from sources in Brittany, C. 76/95 m. 2. 
He was still acting in this capacity in July 1418, 
Foedera ix 603. 

44 6 



In April 1406 began a new series of embassies, involving 

the duke's envogs rather than Jeanne's, and leading to the 

Anglo-Breton truce of 1407 and its renewal in 1408 (1). At 

first Henry wished Anglo-Breton maritime. affairs to be 

included in the security he was negotiating for Flanders, 

but he appears to have acceded to Jean V's desire for a 

separate truce (Z. ). This excluded the Penthit. -vre 

stronghold on the island of Brehat and in September 1408 

English forces under the earl of Kent, Henry's admiral, 

co-operated with the Bretons to attack and destroy it (3). 

Duke Jean's attitude to England was shifting from enmity 

to entente. 

Other changes in France in 1407 gave Henry greater 

latitude in formulating his foreign policy. Louis of 

Orle-ans'-policy of trying to remove Henry from England and 

Guyenne by cýuerres couvertes was ended and a new truce 

system was brought into operation. OrIgans' assassination 

on 23 November-removed Henry's chief enemy at the French 

court and created possibilities for offensive action in 

France, though England's continuing financial difficulties 

required a delay before advantage could be taken of this. 

But when circumstances allol-lied, Henry reversed the French 

(I ) Knowlson - Jean 53; ral-.!; icinet nos. 696,702; 
C. 76/89 m. 10; C. 76/90 mm. 11,12,16,22; C. 76/91 mm. 17,18, 
22. 

(2-) PPC i 293; B. L. Add. Ch. 12501. See pp. 2.77-Z79 above. 

(3) Wylie - HenrLj IV iii 102-104; Monstrel" ii 35. See 
above pp. 278-279,344. 
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weapon of warfare within a truce against them with the aim 

of gaining an extended Ougenne bq force of arms. Indeed 

he regained an' advantage not enjoyed by the kings of 

England since the treaty of Bre'tignyq for in his 

negotiations for alliances with the Burgundian and 

Orleanist factions, they ceased to demand liege homage for, 

his projected holdings in France (1). 

In Brittany there had been a real ignment of alliances. 

Jean V distanced himself from the duke of Burgundy's 

influence and made an alliance in September 1406 with 

Louis of Orleans, who abandoned his earlier contacts with 

the Penthieývre party (1). Meanwhile, John of Burgundy had 

married his daughter Isabelle to the count of Penthiý_-vre 

(3). In 1407 the vicomte of Lomagne was wed to Jean Vs 

sister Blanche of. Brittany, a marriage which had been 

contracted some years previously. Lomagne's father, 

Bernard of Armagnac, had been an Orl6anist ally since 

November 1403 (4-). In May 1408, Jean V renewed his 

OrIganist alliance with Louis of Orlg-ans' widow and son, 

and in June, he allied with the count of Alenqon who was 

married to his sister Marie of Brittany (5 ). Jean V's 

increasing involvement with these members of the Orleanist 

(I Monstrelet i 154-165; EHD iv no. 95. See pp. 
14, S3,381. 

(Z) L. Qtjtres de Jean iv no. 542. 

(3) Monstrelet i 131, - Vaughan - John the Fearle-ss 247. 

(4) Lettres de Jean V iv no. 323; Knowlson - Jean V 50, 
54;, A. N. K. 56 nos. 25(2), 25(3). 

(5) Choi i 309-310; Knowlson - Jean V 59. 
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faction culminated in his participation in the League of 

Gien in 1410 (1). It is possible that Henry encouraged and 

supported these moves. 

As the French nobility were being polarised into two 

distinct groups, Jean V came into danger from the new 

Burgundian-Penthit'--vre combination. In December 14089 

shortly after his return to Pat-is, and again in August 

14099 the duke of Burgundy prepared to invade Brittany in 

favout, of the count of Penthiý-_vre and in retaliation for 

the joint Anglo-Breton action at Brehat. The three 

Estates of Brittany warned him that they would resist in 

defence of their duke (Z). There are some indications that 

-ing an English alliance at this time. Jean V was seek 

There were some Breton missions to England and in October 

1409 he sent Arme. 1 de Ch9teaugiron to Henry to offer him 

homage for the earldom of Richmond, a truce and an 

alliance (3). If the restitution of Richmond was under 

discussion, its normal corollary, the provision of English 

troops to Brittany, must also have been considered. When 

the French Great Council met on the last day of 1409, it 

was stated that the English had made preparations for war 

(4). Henry, like his father in 1392, may have been trying 

to 'deter a French invasion of Brittany by threatening a 

military intervention in return. However, Jean V yielded 
(1) B. L. Add. Ch. 7926. 

(Z Preuve ii 815-816; Monstrelet-ii 35-36. Wilson 
Anqlo-French Relations 366-367 has confused the 
chronology. 

1 
(3) Preuve ii 827; C. 76/92 mm. 8,9. 

(4) Choix i 322. 
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to the Burgundian pressure and submitted his disputes with 

the Penthievre family to the arbitration of Charles and 

his Council (1). The f eud ceased to be af actor in 

Anglo-French relations for several years. 

Diplomatic contact was maintained with Brittany over the 

next few years and resulted in the prorogation of the 

truce for ten years in December 1411 and the agreement 

about infractions of February 1412 (Z ). This firmly 

established the principle that there should be a peaceful 

relationship between England and Brittany and implied the 

intention of a closet, connection. When the Sire du Juch 

came to England in Spring 1411, heas accompanied by 

envoys from the other Orleanist lords, including the count 

of Armagnac's retainer Jean de Lupiac, who had previously 

received safe-conducts for embassies to England in March 

1408 and March 1410 ( 3). The Breton Admiral Jean de 

Penho6t, who came in September 1411, also had OrIganist 

connections (4. ). These mysterious negotiations may account 

for the presence of English, Welsh and Gascon troops on 

the Orleanist side in the civil war that had broken out in 

France. Some of these were recruited by Jean Vs brother 

Arthur. A hundred men-at-arms and two hundred archers 

froin the Bordelais were serving the duke of Orleans under 

(1) Monstrelet ii 36,64. 

(Z) Cal. Siqne no. 760; Foedera viii 667,675,684,702; 
Wilson - An3ln-Frenrh Relation, 5 369 n. 178,419 n. 9; 
C. 76/94 m. 9. See pp. 279-19092. SZ above. 

(3) Foedera viii 512,684; C. 76/93 m. 17. 
q 

64. ) Foedera viii 702; Wilson - Anqlo-French Relationjs 
420 n. 15. 
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Lord Clifford in 1411 but he retired when he heard of the 

earl of Arundel's expedition in support of the 

Burgundians. The following summer, six hundred Gascons 

were with the duke of Berry at Br-iurges (I). The first 

signs were appearing of an English military intervention 

in France 1n co-operation with the Orl6anist or Armagnac 

f Ft ct i on. 

But in the second half of Henry IV' s reign a new power 

emerged in the Council and in the making of foreign policy 

which eventually led to a contrary trend in offensive 

policies towards France. Prince Henry and his uncle Henry 

Beaufort appear to have become influential in foreign 

affairs from March 1406 onwards. At this time began a 

renewal of interest in concluding a peace settlement with 

France based on a marriage between the Prince and a 

daughter of Charles VI. Simultaneously, negotiations 

began for new truces with France and Brittanyq though the 

preference on the English side was for a new general 

truce, rather than the interlocking system of particular 

truces that the French forced it to accept (Z). In 

Paris, the counterpart to this new influence was the duke 

of Berry, who conducted most of the diplomacy with the 

Eng I lish between 1407 and 1409. It was in connection with 

the peace and truce discussions of this period that his 

(I Vaughan - John the Fearless 94; Wylie - Henrq IV iv 
35; Monstrelet ii 202,291-292; B. L. Add. Ch. 3409,34139 
3414. 

(2. ) 1 See pp. 111-113, ZS1 1 254-2 Y7,4.4.7 above. 
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trusted esquire Casin de Serenvilliers, i. -. tho had been in 

England in 1399 and 1400, received a series of 

safe-conducts to go there again between May 1406 and March 

1409 (1). These talks ended imithout a conclusion in this 

latter year. 

It is probable that in this first stage of his ascendancy 

the Prince worked in harmony with the intentions of his 

father. But after he took control of the Council in 

December 1409, he adopted a more aggressive attitude 

towards France and Plantagenet claims there. and decided 

the opportunity was now ripe for a military intervention. 

In contradiction to his father he favoured an alliance 

with the Burgundians to effect this. He was responsible 

for the subsequent negotiations with them and remained 

committed to the idea of a Burgundian alliance for the 

rest of týe reign and beyond. England's economic links 

with Flanders provided a motive for, such an alliance, but 

this was not Prince Henry's primary interest. Of the two 

available factionsg the Burgundian was the more 

advantageous to his strategic ambitions for northern 

France. When he became king, he showed a consistent 

interest in gaining control of the duchy of Normandy and 

the'coastal provinces between it and Calais. In his 

expedition of 1415 he captured a Norman town and set out 

to march his army along the coast to Calais. In 1417 he 

returned to conquer the whole of Normandy. From 1414 to 

(I Foedera viii 579; Cal. Siqnet no. 735; Wylie - Henr 
IV iv 209; C. 76/89 mm. 1,6; C. 76/91 mm. 6,16,17,18. See 
7-tbove pp. 319, -317. 
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1419 in his negotiations with French governments and 

factions, Burgundians, Orle"anists, Armagnacs and 

Dauphinists, he repeatedly demanded Normandy, Ponthieu, 

Montreuil-sur-Mer, Boulogne, Artois and its towns, the 

whole coastline from Gravelines to the river Somme and the 

sovereignty of Flanders in various combinations (1). These 

territorial requirements would be facilitated by the 

,. The friendship or neutrality of the Burgundian b-_Lcr 

renewal of interest in northern France shows that the 

trend of Henry V's ambition was away from an extended 

Guyenne and towards re-opening the question of the 

Plantagenet claim to the French throne. His assiduous 

pursuit of the Burgundian alliance as both prince and 

king, demonstrates that these ideas had become fixed in 

his mind before his accession to the throne. For John the 

Fearless too the. commercial interests of his Flemish 

subjects were secondary to his wider ambitions. He sought 

a rapprochement with England to improve his position 

against the Orle'anists but his continuing bonds with 

Valois France always made it impossible for him to commit 

himself fully to an English alliance. While the Dauphins 

Louis 'and Jean lived, there was always the prospect of a 

Burgundian queen of France after Charles-VI's death (1). 

Lik6 the dukes of Brittany, John of Burgundy wanted the 

weight of England to tip the balance of forces in France 

in his favour, without giving anything material in return. 

(I) See above pp. 17. *41 1 Z7,131 l 134-s 1 4-4,14r- 1107. 

(2. ) Vaughan - john the Fearless 247,251). 
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The question of an Anglo-Burgundian alliance apparently 

arose out of the negotiations to prorogue and improve the 

securities with Flanders in 1410 and 1411, with which 

Prince Henry was particularly concerned in his capacity as 

captain of Calais (I ). In response to a suggestion 

communicated by a Burgundian envoy in July 1411, the 

prince was licensed by his father in September to send his 

representatives to discuss an alliance based on his 

marriage to one of the duke of Burgundy' s daughters. The 

proposal was evidently still at an early stage. The 

prince's envoys were instructed to ask what lands or goods 

the duke would give with his daughter and what military 

assistance he required against the Orleanists, requiring 

that he provide an exactly similar number of troops to the 

king and the prince in times of necessity. In particular 

the English, were interested in aid to recover Guyenne. 

The duke was to be allowed to except Charles VI from the 

enmity of the alliance and the king and the prince would 

undertake to make no alliance with the OrIganists, 

provided the duke would do likwise. It was hinted that the 

king himself might lead troops to the aid of the 

Burgundians (Z). The English envoys do not seem to have 

achieved much when they met Duke John at Arras, but he 

sent expensive gifts to the English king, queen and 

prince. It was rumoured in France that he had offered to 

cede Gravelines, Dunquerque, Dixmude and Sluys and also 

M' Foeder viii 660-661. See pp. 2.7Z- 7-74 above. 

Foedera viii 698,699; PPC ii 19-24. 
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Cherbourg to Henry IV and to assist in the conquest of 

Normandy. This was Orle'-anist propaganda, but it accords 

well with the terms Prince Henry was to ask of the 

Burgundians when he became king (1). Duke John bargained 

over the alliance with the king of England as an equal to 

a sovereign prince, not as a prospective vassal. 

The conclusion of an al I iance, hottiever, o.,. ias - not a 

prerequisite for the sending of English troops to fight in 

the Burgundian interest. In September 1407 John Cornwall 

was licensed to take sixty men-at-arms and five hundred 

archers to fight for John, bishop-elect of Liege and a 

Burgundian ally, against the Liegois (2). John of Burgundy 

hired English troops in 1410 (3), and in September 1411 

William Bardolf led a force of four. hundred esquires and 

horse-archers from Calais to fight for him in the 

Montdidier campaign (4). In October he was joined at Arras 

by a much larger force, from'England under the command of 

the earl of Arundell one of the envoys sent by the prince 

to negotiate his marriage. This force participated in the 

Burgundian advance through Pgronne and Pontoise to 

re-occupq Paris, distinguished itself in the assault on 

St. Cloud and then served in the siege of Etampes. Most 

M- Monstrelet ii 189; Vaughan - -John the Fearless 92, 
248; Wylie - Henrq IV iv 36; Wilson Anql! ý2-Frpnrh 
Relations 429 n. 491 431 n. 54; d'Auturne "Histoire de 
Cherbourg" 9; Boitel - "Appels a I'Angleterre" 15-18. 

(Z) Foedera viii 497. 

(3) Wylie - Henrtj IV iv 35. 

(4ý) Wylie - Henry IV iv 55-56; Wilson - Anqlo-French 
Relationj 429 and n. 44; Minnstrelet, ii 186,189; Vaughan - 
John the Fearless 91; B. N. n. a. f. 20528. p. 194. 
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of the English were paid off and returned home i 1-1 

mid-December, but some remained in the duke of Burgundy's 

service a while longer, including Bardolf, John Gray and 

Gilbert Umfraville (I ). Bardolf's and Arundel's troops 

received payments from both Duke John and Charles VI's 

treasury, but both eypeditions were also paid wages 

through the prince's own chamber and his administration at 

Calais, and they served in France by his orders (Z ). At 

least five hundred Englishmen continued to serve in the 

Burgundian forces in the campaigns of 1412, presumably 

with the prince's connivance (3). 

Negotiations for the Burgundian alliance continued into 

1412. The duke's embassy came to England to discuss 

further a marriage between Henry of Monmouth and Anne of 

Burgundy and an alliance between Henry IV, the duke and 

the eldest sons of each. The ambassadors were well 

received by the king at Coldharbour and Rochester and made 

satisfactory progress with their business, returning to 

(I Wylie - Henr_t4 IV iv 57-63; Wilson - Anqln- Frenrh 
Relations 429 n. 49,431 and n. 55; Vaughan - john thg 
Fearless 91-92,94,141; B. L. Add. Ch. 52,539 240; 
Monstrelet ii 189,198-208,219-220; B. N. Clairambault 55 
p. 4185 no. 75; Foedera viii 700; CCR 1409-141Q 166, 
240-241. 

(2. ) Wilson - An3lo-Frenrh Relations 429 and n. 44,431 
and' n. 55; W. R. M. Griffiths - Ihe MilitarLj Career anLý 
Affinitt4 of Henrt4 Prince of Wales 1399-1413 (Oxford 
M. Litt. thesis 1980) 124, citing S. C. 6/775/12 m. 12d; 
O. Demay - Inventaire des Sceaux, de la Collection 
Clairambault-A la Biblinthe2uý-r- Nationale (Paris 1885-1886) 
i 35; E. 28/30 no. 22; B. N. Clairambault 55 p. 4185 no. 75; 
n. a. f. 20528 pp. 192,194,195,196; Foedera viii 705, 
708. 

(3 Wylie - Henrq IV iv 63 n. 8,72; Wilson - 
Anglo-French Relations 445-447 and nn. 106,107; B. N. 
n. a. f. 20528 pp. ' 243,249. 
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Paris early in March (1). A return embassy was prepared, 

from which Duke John expected a conclusive result, but it 

was never sent U). Henry IV had reasserted his control of 

the government and the prince was no longer a member of 

the Council. When Henry received advantageous offers from 

the Orle'anists he broke off the negotiations with the 

Burgundians and in April issued a proclamation forbidding 

his subjects from going to the aid of either party in 

France (3). Evidently this was aimed primarily at the 

prince: at the end of May he and the earl of Arundel were 

obliged to write to the duke of Burgundy to disengage 

themselves from the promises they had made to him, which 

they did with expressions of regret (4). In the latter 

half of 1411 the prince and the duke had maintained a 

semi-secret correspondence carried by specially trusted 

envoys of' low rank, in addition to the formal diplomatic 

contacts. This continued into the summer of 1412, even 

while the duke of Clarence's expedition to assist the 

Orleanists was preparing in England and operating ir, 

France ( 5). On 14 June, John the Fearless wrote a long 

(I ) Foedera viii 712-713,721; Monstrelet ii 232-233; 
Wylie - Henrq IV iv 64,211. 

(2. ) Wilson - Anq1o French Relations 431 n. 58; B. N. 
Moreau 1424 no. 55. 

(3) Monstrelet ii 247,260,293; Foedera viii 728. 

(4)B. A. Pocquet da Haut-Juss& - "La Renaissance 
littgeraire autour de Henry V roi dAngleterre" Revu e 
Historique-ccxxiv (1960) 335-338. 

(S Wilson - Anqlo-French Relations 429 n. 44,430 n. 51, 
431, ri. 54,436,442-444,445 and n. 101,447; Wylie - HenrL 
IV iv 89 and n.. 8; Henrtj i 148; Pocquet da Haut-Juss6 - 
"Renaissance Litteraire" 334. 
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letter to Prince Henry expressing his disappointment and 

indignation at the change in direction of English policy 

and asking him to remonstrate with his father to resume 

their friendly discussions (1). 

Diplomatic activity designed to lead to an Anglo-Orle"anist 

alliance began early in 1412 but it proved difficult for 

the envoys of. the French lords to reach England to 

negotiate. Two successive safe-conducts were issued for 

them by Henry in February and March, but some of them were 

captured with their documents as they crossed Maineg and 

in April Henry sent a squadron to sea to act as their 

escort, as Burgundian ships had been sent to intercept 

them. Eventually he received the embassy at Eltham and a 

successful conclusion was rapidly reached. The envoys 

then returned to France to find their masters at Bourges 

By the alliance of 18 May, Henry promised to send an 

expeditionary force four thousand strong to France, and 

two days later the prince and his three brothers swore to 

observe the treaty (3). Other diplomatic preparations were 

made for the new offensive against France. On his left 

flank Henry sought assurance from the Vier Leden on 16 May 

that the Flemish would abide by their securities with 

(1) B. N. Moreau 1424 no. 55. See p. Sl above. 

(1) Wqlie - Henr%4 IV iv 64-68,211; Monstre-let ii 
236-237,257,266; Anqlc--NormarL 432-433; Foedera viii 
715-716,7181-719,726,732; B. L. Add. Ch. 15319. See pp. 
114-115 above. The mission of Henry's esquire of the 
bodg, Thomas de la Croix, in Feb. was perhaps connected 
wit-h these arrangements, E. 28/23 no. 41; C. 76/95 n. 19. 

(3) Foedera, viii 743. See PP. 116 -119 above. 
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England during the impending clash with the Burgundian 

faction (I ). He strengthened his right flank by an 

alliance with Brittany. A safe-conduct for the Breton 

envoys Ch9teaugiron and Lupiac was issued at the same time 

as the second safe-conduct for the Orle"anist embassy. 

Ch9teaugiron came to London in May and on 3 
-July 

in St. 

Paul's Cathedral swore to a simple and formal alliance 

between Henry and Duke Jean V (Z ). This was a natural 

consequence of -Jean's rapprochement with England expressed 

in the ten-year-truce and of his association with the 

Orleanist faction. Henry V still claimed his alliance in 

the first truce he made with the French (3). 

The ambassadors of the duke of Brittang and the count of 

Alengon were allowed to export arms and gunpowder 

components for t-heir lords when theq returned to France 

(4). Before the Orle'oanist alliance had even been signed, 

Henrq summoned a Great Council to London to hear and 

endorse his intentions towards France and militarg 

preparations were begun. After he had decided not to lead 

the expedition himself, his second son Thomas, newlq 

created duke of Clarence, was appointed to the command. 

Amongst those who intended to take part were the duke of 

Yorý,,, the earls of Oxford and Ormond, Thomas Beaufort, 

(1) See pp. 274. above. 

(z Foedera viii 727; Wqlie HenrU I_y iv 211; 

B. N. Francais 2714 ff. 63-65v. 

(3) Foedera, ix 94. 
4 

(4) Foedera, viii 754,756. 
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John Cornwall, William Swynbourne and Thomas de la Croix. 

Loans were raised to finance the expedition from the dulles 

of Clarence and York, leading churchmen and the 

municipalities of London and Norwich. Clarence and his 

followers were contracted to serve for five months, to go 

to Blois to fulfil the treaty obligations to the 

Or-leanists, then to recover Guyenne. Clarence was also 

appointed lieutenant of the Duchy. The possibility that 

Henry might cancel the expedition was allowed for in the 

indentures, in which case the force was to serve f or, t i. -. i o 

months elsewhere (I ). In its initial organisation this 

expedition had much more of an official royal character 

than that of 1411, but once it had landed in France, it 

operated as the private enterprise of the lords who had 

invested troops and money in it. 

I 
On 10 August 1412, the duke of Clarence and his troops 

landed at St. Vaast-la- Hougue and ravaged the Cotentin, 

repeating his actions of 1405. They were shortly welcomed 

by the count of Alengon *and Arthur de Richmond, although 

they were now too late to fight for the Orleanists, since 

John of Burgundy had pre-empted the English advance by 

launching a royal expedition against his opponents at 

Bouýges and forcing them to accept the Peace of Auxerre. 

Nevertheless Clarence, now joined by the six hundred 

(1) Foedera viii 733,745-746,748,749,750,751-752, 
754, ýF, 7--7767-11 762-76: 2-.; CPR 1408-1413' 40,21-1 418-419.421; 
CCR 1409-1413.339; Wylie - Hei-ýrq I-V iv 73-75; E. 28/23 
no. 47; C. 76/95 mm. 7,89 10,14; A. N. K. 59 no. l. There is 
a damaged draft of Clarence's indenture at B. L. Cotton MS 
Caligula D iv f. 130. 
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Gascons who had been among the defenders of Bourges, 

pressed on through Normandy, Maine and Touraine to the 

appointed rendezvous at Blois. The Orlganist lords were 

unable to pay him the promised three months wages, so in 

search of reimbursement he burned and looted his way 

through Touraine, Berry, BourbonN-iis, Orle"anais and Poitou 

on an extended chevauchee which rivalled that of his 

grandfather Gaunt in 1373. He operated with impunity 

since Charles VI's order to assemble forces at Chartres to 

repel the invaders was widely ignored, each of the French 

princes attempting merely to defend his own territory and 

pass the problem on to his neighbours (1). In accordance 

with the terms of the Peace of Auxerre the Orleanist lords 

renounced their English alliance, but Clarence refused to 

accept the letters from their heralds and called upon the 

Orlt'--anists to fulfil the terms of the alliance, hinting 

menacingly that had he not considered himself as obliged 

to them, he would have accepted a bet ter offer from the 

duke of Burgundy (1). The Orleanists were therefore 

compelled to purchase the withdrawal of Clarence's army. 

It appears they sent him a series of envoys, payments and 

gifts before bringing him to a final agreement at 

Busanqais on 14 November 1412. He agreed to abandon the 

plaýes he occupied without destroying them, and remove his 

(I ) R. Lacour - "Une incursion anglaise en Poitou en 
novembre 1412" Atrhivr--s Higtgriques d[L Poitou x1viii 
(1934) 12-14; Wylie - Henry IV iv 76-77,80-81; 
Monstrelet ii 291-292,299-300; B. L. Add. Ch. 54,559 251, 
3411,3412,3417, '3431-3433,3457,10911. 

1 
(2. ) Monstrelet ii 293; Letters of Henr IV ii 328-332. ' 
See above p. 119. 
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troops to Gugenne, abstaining from all war until 1 

Januaryi He also promised negotiations in Picardy for 

final peace or a long truce. In return, he would receive 

safe-conducts for those of his followers who wished to 

return to England through Brittang or Calais and 150,000 

ecus to settle all debts to him. This was to be -paid in 

-two 
instalments on 30 November and 25 December and. as 

security-for its payment he was given jewels, plate and 

seven hostages, including Jean, count of Angoulgme. The 

ex, pected mone 9 was apportioned amongst the leaders of Ahe 

English army, the sum in question now being 210,000 'ecus 

(1). But the duke of Berry still found it difficult to move 

the English troops across Poitou into Guyenne. The 

commanders did not take the most direct routesý and were 

inclined to linger with their companies in different 

places, until gifts and guides were sent to induce them to 

proceed. There was only one skirmish however, . and the 

English all drifted into Bordeaux in December. Berry had 

garrisoned the chief Poitevin castles and raised an aide 

and. loans to hire troops to defend Poitou against the 

marauders. He now had similar difficulties disbanding 

these companies and removing them from the comte (2. ). 

When he arrived in Bordeaux, Clarence continued to pursue 

an offensive policy towards France, though whether this 

Monstrele ii 303-2-3-04; Lacour - "Incursion" 30,32; 
A. N. K. 57 no. 28; K. 59 nos. 3,4; J. 865 no. 21; 
B. L. Add. Ch. 2377239, 

'247-250,13999 
1400,3422-3430, 

3434-34367 6321-6326. 

7- Lacour "Incursion" 8,14-30,32-36. Seep-TIC 
above. 
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was with his father's knowled! 3e or approval is uncertain 

(1). He raised taxes and made new indentures with his 

captains for a further campaign. He became brother-in-arms 

with the duke of Orleans, and made an alliance with the 

count of Armagnac and the Sire d'Albret, perpetuating the 

relationships formed in the treaty of May 1412 though with 

considerably less advantage. On the frontiers of the Duchy 

he adopted an aggressive attitude and his troops pillaged 

indiscriminately (Z). On hearing of his father's death he 

abandoned these moves and returned to England. The duke of 

York followed later, passing through Orleans and Paris in 

pursuit of a diplomatic initiative of his own, and Thomas 

Beaufort remained in Guyenne as lieutenant to conduct a 

campaign there (3). The financial consequences of the 1412 

expedition lasted much longer, for the money promised by 

the treaty of Busanqais was not paid on time and Clarence 

took the count of Angouleme and the other-hostages to 

England. Aide and loans were raised to finance their 

return and several payments were made in 1413 and 1414. 

The duke of Orle"ans was still trying to secure his 

brother's release in 1416,1417 and 1418 by raising new 

loans and mat-ling payments through bankers, by which time 

he himself was a prisoner in England. After, the battle of 

Bz-. tuýe, in which Clarence was killed and the earl of 
(I ) Pons de Castillon's mission for Henry 29 Oct. 1412 
may have been to the duke of Clarence at Bordeaux, C. 76/95 
m. 6. 

(2) Wylie - Henr-tj Vi 116-117; Vale - Encilish riz. -tarrinLi 
62-67; Vale - War Govt. 

-and 
Politics 326; Monstrelet ii 

305; B. L. Cotton MS Cali! 3ula Dv f. 2; A. N. K57 no. 29; K. 59 
no. 5. See pp. 119-17-0,328above. 

(3) See pp. ME, 3zq above. 
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Somerset was taken prisoner, Orleans attempted to arrance 9 

the exchange of Angouleme for Somerset. Only John 

Cornwall seems to have been fully paid what was owed to 

him. The count of Angoultftýme remained a prisoner until 

1445 and the Beauforts, as Clarence's heirs, continued to 

claim his ransom throughout the fifteenth century (1). 

In the latter half of 1411 and 1412 England was again able 

to take the initiative in her military struggle with 

Va'lois France. This period was therefore marked by a 

selective hostility towards the French at sea and an 

acquisitive aggression by the garrisons of the Calais 

enclave (Z). It might appear that there was a consistent 

English policy at this time to aid the weaker of the Utio 

parties in France and change sides when it became the 

stronger, making English military force an i'ndispensible 

factor in French politics. The assistance of the English 

troops was decisive for the Burgundian victory in 1411. 

But in the early months of 1412 Henry IV was prepared to 

continue the negotiations his eldest son had begun for the 

Burgundian alliances until he knew that the OrIganists 

would offer him an enlarged Guyenne. His policy at this 

time was opportunist in pursuit of this goal. The duke of 

I 

(1) Lacour - "Incursion" : 30-31; C. 76/100 m. 4; B. L. Add. Ch. 
57-66,70,71,234$ 253,255-258,268-270ý 274,297,306, 
1401-1408,3437,3440,3441,3448-3451,3455,34567 
3458-3460,3462,3478,3482,3483,3488,3491-3495,3497, 
35327 3538,3549-3552,11434,11448; A. N. K59 nos. 4,77 
141%16; K. 58 no. 6; K. 64 nos. 37(3-7 and 9). 

(2. ) See pp. 307, -3(-8JLhL3above 
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Clarence's actions in France appear to have been entirely 

independent ýof the wishes of either his father or his 

brother. English foreign policy towards the end of Henry 

IV's reign was as much a product of the faction politics 

in England as of those in France. 

When his son succeeded to the throne as Henry V, he 

imposed unity and consistency on policy towards France by 

the force of his personality and his determination to 

pursue the logic of his claims. He regarded himself as 

inheriting these claims to the French throne from Edward 

III and Richard II, and his stress on the continuity of the 

Plantagenets' birthright removed the stigma of his 

father's usurpation. Henry V was the continuator of 

Edward III's military offensive against France and also of 

Richard II's diplomatic offensive. In its aggression and 

its predilection for manipulation his diplomatic method 

resembled that displayed by Richard in his last years. If 

it was more rigid in-its demands and responses, this was 

because Henry was in a position of greater strength and 

advantage (1). 

Like both Edward and Richard, Henrq was prepared to resign 

his title to the French kingdom in return for compensation 
0 

consistent with his militarg and diplomatic strength. At 

no point in his reign was he prepared to accept less than 

all the lands and all the terms conceded bq the treatq of 

Bretiqnqj even when he was faced with the might of the 

(1) -Allmand - Henrtj V 14. See above pp. 4,12-31 12.9,2.96. 
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French army on the field of Agincourt, and he always 

demanded more. Nor was there any question in his 

negotiations with the French of all parties, that he 

intended to hold all his territory in France in full 

sovereignty, as a neighbour to the Valois, not as their 

vassal. This indicates a decisive break with his father's 

readiness to accept an enlarged Ougenne and the laxity of 

Gaunt and Clarence over the principle of sovereignty. 

These essential differences were not grasped by French 

diplomats, not even by the Burgundians at first. In 1414, 

the duke of Burgundy offered Henry an alliance to conquer 

lands in south-western France but Henry was, interested in 

lands beyond the borders of Aquitaine and north of the 

Loire. When the Armagnacs finally offered him all the 

Bre'tigny lands in November 1418, their diplomacy had only 

just caught up with Henry's requirements of 1415 (1 

Although he left a campaign in Guyenne open as an option 

in 1415 and apparently intended an offensive there to 

enforce the Troyes settlement, Henry largely ignored 

Guyenne, except for insisting on his rights to the Duchy. 

The Gascons conducted their own wars and made their own 

truces. When the treaty of Troyes replaced the Bre6tigny 

terms in May 1420 the Duchy was not even mentioned (Z). 

E. 30/1531 mm. 2113. See pp. 17-? --17.3,161-162.. 
For the view that until 1416 he was interested onl! j in the 
implementation of the Bretignq terms and onIq sought the 
French throne from Sept. 1419 onwards see Palmer - "War 
Aims" 66,69-70. 

(2) W91 ie, - HenrU ii 6,40; Vale - English- r-, 'asrrnL4 
71-i6l Sig 216; B--P-. r ii 158. See 
above. pp. 151t 293,3,30-331. 
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Henry was convinced not only of the rectitude of his 

claims to the French throne, but also of his obligation to 

pursue them to the full. He went to war against the French 

as an appeal to the judgement of God, whom he regarded as 

the only competent judge of his quarrel against Charles. 

Through warfare he tried to achieve a final solution to 

the conflict which three-quarters of a century of legal 

and diplomatic wrangling had only succeeded in 

complicating, and therefore to establish a peace based on 

Anglo-French unity. The lands he acquired during this 

process were not to be regarded as a conquest, but as the 

recovery of rights which had been detained against 

justice. His early successes in these endeavours served to 

assure Henry that he had God's support and he presented 

himself as God's instrument for the punishment of the sin 

of the French M.. 

These motives accorded with current theories about just 

war as they had evolved from the writings of St. Augustine 

through the works of the canonists. According to these 

principles a just war must be fought to redress an injury 

and there should be no reasonable alternative to a 

recourse to arms, since justice had been refused to the 

(1) Allmand - Henrl-I 15-17; M. W. Labarge - HenrLj V, The 
Cautious Conquero (London 1975) 99,189; Cal. Siqnet no. 
879; Monstrelet iii 112. For a contrary view of Henry's 
motives see Vaughan - . John the Fearless 205: "Henry V of 
England, one of the most aggressive and shifty products of 
an age of violence and duplicity, prepared and executed an 
invasion of France for his own advantage and renown, 
beh'ind the usual smokescreen of ambassadors. " 
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injured party. it was also legitimate to make war in 

self-defence. There was a duty to fight for both these 

purposes; to neglect to do so was to be tolerant of sin 

M. When Henry finally broke the truces between England and 

France in July 1415 it was therefore necessary for him to 

place the onus for the breakdown of diplomatic 

negotiations on the French. He insisted that he had 

striven to obtain a reasonable peace but Charles had 

refused his requests for justice and delayed the talks so 

long that he was obliged to resort to the force of a just 

war (Z). His manipulation of the theory of just war does 

not negate his sincere belief in it. He gathered written 

evidence to support his view of the renewal of war. Privy 

Seal clerks copied out truces and treaties, including the 

Orle"anist concessions of 1412, a precedent which Henry 

regarded as an important element in his argument. A 

collection of documents was made at Bordeaux concerning 

his rights-in Aquitaineland reviews were drawn up both of 

the arguments since the beginning of the conflict, and of 

Henry's own conduct of the diplomacy of the "way of 

justice" (3). Henry intended that his presentation of the 

case should have both a foreign and a domestic audience. 

He justified his Policy towards France to Parliaments, 

Greýt Councils, Convocations and the community of London, 

receiving expressions of support in return, and he kept 

(I) Keen - Laws of wa-r 8-91 66-71,225. 

(2) Besse -. Recueil 96; Monstrelet iii 78: 
-Lettres 

deý,, 
Rois ii 360,361-362; A. N. J. 646 no. 14. 

(3) Brown - Privq Seal 283,307n. 78; Lettres--AgL! Pois ii 
359-365; Bod. Lib. MS Bodl-885 ff. 37-38,65-68v; E. 36/188. 
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London informed of the progress of his campaigns in a 

series of Signet letters that were meant for public 

consumption. His propaganda in England gave him a double 

image as a heroic conqueror and also as a rightful lord 

returning to recover his inheritance after the French had 

contemptuously refused him justice (1). He circulated 

documentary evidence of his commitment to, the "way of 

justice" to the royal courts of Europe in order that his 

attack on France might be judged favourably by the 

international community of Christendom. In July 1415, on 

the eve of his first invasion, he had copies of the 1412 

treaty made and in January 1416 copies of a protocol of 

the negotiations of 1414 and 1415, and sent heralds to 

take them to the Council of Constance, the Emperor and the 

other princes of the Empire, the Iberian kingdoms and 

Scandinavia (2-).. The narrative propaganda piece Gesta 

Henrici Quinti, seems to have been aimed at both an English 

audience and the international gathering at Constance. Its 

purpose was to justify both Henry's attack on France, in 

particular promoting support for his second expedition in 

1417 by an account of the success of the first, and also 

(I)* Al Imand - Re-nrt-4 11; Wylie - Hantjy__V i 425-428,4329 
453,455; ii 235,296,308; iii 36; 

_LPC 
ii 140-142; 

Qal.!; iqne& nos. 966-970; Rot. Piarl. iv 63; Lettres de- Rnis 
ii 361; Brown 259 n. 19; J. W. McKenna - Roqal 
Political Prnpaqanda 17-09-19_Q9 (Cambridge Ph. D. thesis 
1965) 65-66. See also the curious letter copied at B. L. 
Landsdowne MS. 762 f. 3 put-porting to be from Henry to 
Charles. 

(Z)' Wylie - Henntj Vi 512; JýE_r' ii 192; Foedera ix 
208-215; E. 30/1695. 
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Sigismund's volte-face from, neutral mediator, to English 

allq 0 ). In this international propaganda exercise Henry 

was following the examples of John of Burgundg, who had 

circulated Jean Petit's justification of t9rannicide 

throughout Europe, and Charles Vil who had sent 

descriptions of the actions of the Cabochiens and requests 

for their extradition to several foreign courts, including 

Henry' s (2-). 

It is against this background of the establishment of a 

valid case in terms of the theory of just war, that the 

extraordinary demands Henry made to the Valois must be 

viewed. His early diplomatic contacts with the French were 

concerned with his rationalisation of the truce system. He 

brought the Anglo-Breton truce into line with the terms of 

the Picardy truce and tried to bring all the various 

conflicts at sea Linder the aegis of the Statute of Truces. 

He called upon the French to extend and discuss the 

recently expired truces and to accept the continued 

validity of the twenty-eight year truce. In January 1414 

he succeeded in re-establishing the essential terms of the 

1396 truce by the new London truce. His purpose was to 

return the struggle to the legal position of Richard's 

reign, removing all the obfuscation imposed by the French 

(1) J. S. Rosklell and F. Taglor (eds. ) Gesta Henrici Quinti 
(Oxford 1973) Introduction, xxiii-xxix, x1iii; J. S. Roskell 
and F. Taylor - . 

"The Authorship and Purpose of the Gesta 
Henrici Quinti" B-.. -I. R. L -liv (1971-1972). 

4 
(2. ) Vaughan - John the Fearleass 70,193; Bod. Lib- 
Rawlinson B. 120 f. 191v. 
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in the truces since 1407 (1 ). This would provide the 

proper context for the consideration of his claim to the 

French throne. 

His representatives first put forward this claim and the 

French first rejected it at the Leulinghen conference cif 

September 1413. During the conferences of 1414, both with 

the Burgundians and with the French governments, the 

English ambassadors insisted on stating Henrg's title to 

the French kingdom, and requesting its surrender (Z). When 

French envogs came to England in December 1413, they were 

told that ang settlement must be based on the "wag of 

justice" and this remained the emphasis of the English 

negotiating stance in all the talks leading up to the 

French embassq to Winchester in Julq 1415. In the later 

phases of these, Henrq put pressure on the French bg 

shortening-the periods of the safe-conducts and truces he 

conceded, and bg setting a deadline of a week to reach a 

conclusion at Winchester. He continued to stress his 

readiness to reach a just settlement, offering a 

-ing the half-peace at the last moment as a way of break 

deadlock in the discussions. The defiance read and 

delivered to the French ambassadors at the end of the 

conference reviewed his efforts in the "wag of justice" 

since his accession (3). Henry's two letters to Charles in 

(I Foederzt ix 3.5-36; B. L. Add. MS. 24062 f. 150v. See 
above pp. 2162-1 Z801 2-84-197. 

Wylie - Henrtj i 153-154. See pp. 12.2,127 above. 

(3) See pp. US1131-1371W-Mabove. 
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April 1415 urged on this process, calling for adequate 

compensation for the surrender of his French title and 

drawing attention to the benefits that peace would have 

for the divided Church. His letter of defiance at the end 

of July was a final summons to Charles to do him justice, 

referring again to the judgement of God-t. -. thich awaited them 

both. Charles'. reply of 14 August similarly appealed to 

the theory of just war, stating his right to oppose 

Henry's aggression by force and placing the responsibility 

for the renewed hostilities on the English party (1). In 

his communications with Charles and his sons before the 

negotiations leading to the treaty of Troyes, Henry 

continued to. insist that his claim to the French crown was 

irrefutable and to justify his military presence in France 

by the Valois' denial of Justice-to him: in his challenge, 

to Dauphin L-ouis in September 1415 (Z); in his demand t-o 

Charles from Touques in August 1417 to surrender the 

kingdom, and the subsequent correspondence leading to the 

abortive conference at Bonneville (3); in the conference 

with the Dauphinists in November-1418 and in the 

letter of denunciation prepared, but not sent, in May 1419 

(1) Nicolas - Agincourt appendix I pp. 1-7; P-EýQ ii 153, 
154-, Monstrelet iii 78-81. See p. 2-88 above. 

(2-) Foedera ix 313; Nicolas - Aginrount-72 n. a, 216. 

(3 Foedera ix482-483: Bod. Lib. Arch. Seld. B. 23 f. 61v; 
Wylie and Waugh- Henry V iii 97. See pp. 14-2. -143 above. 

0-) Foedera ix 643.9 644. See pp. IOP 1460.51 
above. 

(5). Lettres de Rois ii 364-365. See p. ISS above. 
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Henrq alwags realised he k,. iould have to support his 

diplomatic offensive in the "wag of justice" bg a recourse 

to arms and prepared for it from the beginning of his 

reign. The English raid on St. Aubin, Dieppe and le Tr4port 

in Jul! j 1413 '(1 ) was probably intended as a warning to 

France of his belligerericg. He made public in councils and 

parliaments his intention to recover his inheritance by 

force if necessarg; in November 1414 parliament advised 

him to prepare an expedition tkihilst continuing diplomatic 

contact and arrangements were made for the payment of 

wages U). He stockpiled war materials, ordered siege 

engines and cannon from Bordeaux and created a separate 

ordnance department. He increased the number of royal 

ships from seven at his accesssion, to thirteen in 1415 

and to a peak of thirtg-six in August 1417 (3 ). The 

expedition was formallg announced to a Great Council on 16 

April 1415 and indentures were drawn up for it in the 

succeeding weeks. These envisaged one gears' service in 

France or Gugenne: Henrg was alreadq intending a prolonged 

war of conquest. Extensive preparations finallg assembled 

an expedition readq to leave by 1 August, the day the last 

(1) Wylie - HenrL4 i 150-151; M-nnstrelet ii 376; CPR 
1413-1416 116. 

2. F LP, r ii 140-142,150-151; Wylie Henr-t. 4 Vi 24,322, 
391,432,453. 

(3) Wylie - HenrL4 i 159-163: Vale English GasconLj 72; 
Fowler-P-lan aqenet and Valois 116; Richmond - Admin. and 
K, F:! el: )iriq of !: ýeas 29; Rose - Navy of Lanrastriz--tn Kings 
34-37,48. 
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truce extension expired (I ). The obvious signs of the 

mobilisation reinforced the diplomatic pressure Henry i. -jas 

exerting on France. 

However, the military adventure of 1415 did not achieve 

the objectives of Henry's policy. The expedition soon lost 

momentum at the siege of Harfleur, and though its eventual 

surrender converted it from a French privateering base 

into a new English barbican town, French counter-attacks 

in\, 1416 circumscribed the activities of its garrison and 

made it difficult to retain (Z). The hurried march to 

Calais during which Henry was out-manoeuvred and brought 

to battle by the French, was a campaign of the Edwardian 

type, intended as a military progress along the coastline 

in which Henry had shown great interest in his diplomacy. 

The victory at Agincourt confirmed Henry in his belief 

that God was on his side and had enormous value for 

prestige and propaganda, but it had little effect on the 

balance of military forces within France other than 

eliminating several Orle"anist leaders. Henry apparently 

had every intention of capitalising on the success of 

Agincourt by launching another campaign in the following 

season (3), but he was still attracted by the prospect of 

a nLgotiated settlement and used -his chief asset, the 

Agincourt prisQners, to try to initiate-the process. He 
(I) Foedera ix 218,222-223,298; aC., - ii 157-158; ýQ- M. - 1413-141 268; CPR 1413-1416-J344; Wql ie - Henry i 445, 4569 479,531; B. L. Add MS. 38525 ff. 35-40v; C. 47/2/49 
n o. 7. 

( 2o ) Wqlie - Henrw 
-V 

ii 332-339. See pp. ItO-4-1 9 13 9-140. 

(3) Wylie -. HenrLj ii 235,296. 
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considered releasing some of the most prominent on parole 

to go to France and persuade the government to open 

discussions. However the French did not take up the offer-, 

nor would the prisoners agree to the arrangements for 

Sigismund's custody of Harfleur at the Westminster 

conference of June 1416. The terms Henry tried to 

negotiate through the duke of Bourbon and the Sire de 

Gaucourt early in 1417 also proved abortive (I ). The 

attempt to re-open the "wag of justice" through the 

Agincourt captives was therefore a failure, but the 

question of their release remained a negotiating point in 

Henry' sf avour. 

In 1416 Henrq continued his preparations to break the 

French blockade of Harfleur, despite the activities of 

Sigismund as mediator, intending at first to sail himself 

to its relief (2. ). The exceptional naval victor! j of the 

duke of Bedford in August decisivelq altered the militarg 

situation and the effect on the French negotiating 

position was soon apparent. Followed bq the earl of 

Huntin'gdon's success at sea in June 1417 and regular 

English patrols, it allowed Henrq to control the Channel 

for the rest of his reign (3 ). When Henrq1s next 

(1)* Foeder ix 362; Nicolas - Aqinrnunt 215,290-2919 
Appendix pp. 24-28; B-L-Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 45. See 
pp. 138,131,141-142. above. 

(2-) Foedera ix 344,345,355,362; CPR 1413-1416 415; 
Wqlie - Henrq ii 352,354,357; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula 
Dv ff. 12-13. 

(3) Foedera ix 376----: 77; E-H-r., ' iv no. 109; Wqlie - Henry V ii 
358-1366; Richmond - Admin, and Keepinq of Seaz 21,26-2.8; 
"K, eeping of Seas" 285; "Naval Power" 1; Rose - Nav-q of 
Lancastrian KLrj_cLj 49. See pp. 14-1,30) above. 
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expedition landed near Touques in August 1417 it was to 

conduct a different sort of campaign. He planned a 

systematic long-term conquest of Normandy. He continued 

the campaign throughout the winter and took part of his 

administrative machine with him, including the Signet 

office and sections of the Chancery, the Exchequer and the 

Privy Seal Office, foreshadowing his dual lordship of 

England and Normandy (I ). The campaign necessarily 

consisted of a series of sieges and much progress was made 

in lower Normandy until May 1418. Then the pace slowed 

and there was little change until Henry captured Rouen in 

January 1419 after a prolonged investment. Then he moved 

SIOWIL up the Seine valley, taking Pontoise at the end of y 

July (2. ). 

The protraction of the war of conquest had inclined Henry 

by October 1418 to negotiate a settlement with one of the 

two factions within France. Without a peace or truce it 

was realised that he would have to continue his piecemeal 

acquisition of France, siege by siege, until it extended 

to the whole kingdom, or else defend his present holdings 

in Normandy. This would involve constantly paying an army 

of occupation in the Duchy and Henry dared not make 

further financial demands of its inhabitants. Brigands' 

activities and the failure to attract the nobility into 

(1) Brown - Privq Sp--. al 99. 

(2-) Vaughan - J-ohn the Fearless 264-265,273; Wylie and 
Waugh - Henrtj 

-V 
iii 50-64,71-74; Cal.!; ignet nos. 966-970; 

EHDIiv no. 110; Choix i 404; Lettres de, ý Rois ii 339-343.; 
B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 59. See pp. 14-2. - 14- 3 above. 
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the English obedience made the possession of Normandy 

insecure and it was con si dered un Ii ý--. e Iy that it wcou Id 

withstand the pressure. of the Burgundians and the 

Dauphinists, should they combine against it. Therefore 

Henry responded to the Dauphin's approzach and agreed to 

the peace conference at Alenqon (1). After the fall of 

Rouen, Henry still sought a peace treaty from both the 

Dauphin and the duke of Burgundy and moderated his demands 

for satisfaction in the "wztq of Justice" (2. ). The failure 

of these talks obliged Henry in April 1419 to expand his 

campaign beyond the frontiers of Normandy into France (3). 

In August, when Henry reported the capture of Pontoise to 

the Londonders, he added wearily that since the enemy 

would not make peace, he must continue the war (4. ). 

This loss of momentum and the reaching of an eventual 

impasse were inevitable as English energies were 

dissipated against the town walls of France. This course 

could be avoided by the improvement of Henry's position in 

the alliance structures within France and in the wider 

European sphere, and moves in this direction formed part 

of the diplomatic preparations for his offensive policy. 

He negotiated to prevent Castile and Genoa giving further 

support to Charles vi; he sought marriage alliances with 

Aragon and Navarre; he renewed the contacts Richard II had 

(I ) Foedera ix 630; EPr ii 350-351,356. See above pp-144-193- 

(2-) See pp. above. 

(3), B. L. Cotton M. '---;. Caligulzit Dv f. 59. 

(4) Cal. Siqnet no 970. 

4 77 



made in the Rhineland an d pursued new interests in 

southern Italq. His most prestigious alliance was with 

the Emperor Sigismund, st, ated at Canterbut-9 in August 1416 

(1). Within France Henrq reduced the burden of his 

militarg tasks bq a network of local truces with the dukes 

of Burgundg, Brittang and An. jou, the Albrets and the 

Armagnacs. He also tried to persuade the southern lords to 

perform homage and fealtq to him and to exclude them from 

his negotiations with the Dauphin at, Alenron (Z). Like 

Henrq IV, he needed to exploit all the divisions in the 

French aristocracq. 

Henry V did not show the same interest in a Breton 

alliance that his father and grandfather had, but rather 

it was Jean V who took the initiative. Late in 1413 he 

quarrelled with. the duke of Orle"ans in Paris and 

thereafter broke his links with the Orlt'e--anist faction and 

moved towards a rapprochement with the Burgundians (3). In 

October 1414 he alleged to John of Burgundy that he had 

refused Charles VI's summons to send troops to fight 

against him and he also requested a, personal meeting with 

him (4-). In August 1415-9 when Henry landed near Harfleur, 

Jean V's envoys were meeting John of Burgundy at Rouvres 

(5). These contacts finally resulted in a Breton-Burgundiran 

(1) See pp. 1-36 9 14-2. above. 

(z) Foedera ix 597,631; Wylie and Waugh - Henrtt-4 V iii 
83. See pp. 2.90-2-93 above. 

(3) Monstrelet ii 403,409. 

(4), Preuves ii 894-895. 

(5) Wylie - Henrq ii 122. 
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alliance in February 1417 (1). Jear, V contacted Henry V 

early in his reign to renew the ten-year truce he had made 

with his father and Henry obliged his envoys to agree to a 

net. ) truce in January 1414. This established the duk ,e as a 

neutral and it appears that henceforward Henry claimed him 

as an aIIy (Z ). In order- to promote the health of the 

quasi-alliance, Henry made serious efforts in 1414 to make 

this truce work and in the latter half of the year an 

English embassy was active in Brittany, attempting to make 

a final settlement of infractions (3 ). In 1415 Jean V 

approached Henry to renew the Anglo-Breton alliance of 

1412 and at the end of July, on the eve of his departure 

for Franceq Henry sent an embassy to Brittany for this 

purpose (40. In August he emphasised Breton neutrality by 

having the truce proclaimed again in his south-western 

ports (5). But it seems that no formal alliance resulted. 

In spring 1417 Jean V requested a personal interview and 

arrangments were made to bring him tin England, but it is 

unlikely that he made the journey. Henry' s second invasion 

of Normandy brought a greater urgency to Jean' s request, 

and though he would not agree to the meeting until he was 

given a safe-conduct that included the security of his 

0 (1) Lettres de Jean Vv nos. 1235 , 1316. 
--- 

(2) Knowlson - Jean 84-85. See pp. 2-80-7-91, ZRS above. 

(3) Cal. Siqne no 786; Lettres de Jean v 110. 1181; 
C. 76/97 m. 23. S ee pp. 2-93, o 368 above. 

(4 ) Foedera ix 297-298; Wylie - Henry i 104; ii 122; 
Knoylson - Jean V 93. 

(K) Foedera ix 309. 
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lands, he finally came to Henry at Alenqon at the end of 

October 1417 (1 ). This meeting resulted in new truces 

covering Brittany, Anjou and Maine, extending Breton 

neutrality and immunity from attack * from the sea to the 

land (4). 

By one of the clauses of this truce, Duke Jean promised to 

recall to Brittany those of his subjects who were fighting 

against the English. Despite all Henry's efforts to 

establish Breton neutrality, he could not prevent some 

Breton participation on the French side. Jean's brother 

Arthur of Richmond besieged Parthenay on behalf of the 

Orle-anists in 1415 and left the siege to play a leading 

part in the campaign leading up to the battle of 

Agincourt, where he was taken prisoner. Jean himself 

answered Charles VI's summons to resist the English with 

reluctance. He attended the war council at Rouen but 

demanded the return of St. Malo to his possession as his 

price for fighting. He managed to advance slowly enough 

to be still at Amiens with his contingent when the battle 

was fought (3). If Jean dared not refuse Charles in 1415, 

he dared not oppose Henry in 1417 and he quickly saw that 

the change of power in Normandy could bring commercial 

advantages to the Bretons. Brittany supplied the English 

(1) Wylie and Waugh - Henrq iii 67-68; Klnoi. -Ason jean 
Y- 99-100; Lettres-de Jean. 

-V v nos. 1241,1284; Foedera ix 
446-447,503,506. 

(2) See rp. 2-91,2-92- above. 

(W Wylie - Henry ii 122,123; Knowlson - Jean V 94-95: 
Nicolas - Aginc-nunt 223 ri. a; Pneuves ii 9179 921; 
Monstrele iii 97,102. 
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at-my there with victuals and even some troops and horses 

over the next two years (1). Jean V was less skilful at 

steering a middle course between England and France than 

his father had been. By 141'-; -' he saw his role as that of a 

mediator between the two sides, visiting Henry at Rouen in 

March to prepare for, his interview with Charles U). In 

1420 he was taken prisoner by the count of Penthievre, and 

the Dauphinist party hoped to exploit this to put the 

Penthievre family in possession of the Duchy. Henry 

considered Jean's alliance sufficiently valuable to 

respond favourably to the duchess's petitions that he 

should intervene on behalf of the captive duke and release 

Arthur of Richmond. In Normandy the earl of Salisbury was 

prepared to aid the barons of Brittany against Dauphinist 

attacks. After his release Richmond servJ-Henry in the 

Meaux campaign of. 1421 and as captain of Ayvry-la-Chance 

(3). Henry aimed to exclude Brittany from the Anglo-French 

conflict rather than place arty reliance on military aid 

from the duke. After he had established his presence in 

Normandy he was able to exert some control over Jean V, 

though Breton raids over the Norman border, remained a 

problem. 

(1) Knowlson - Jean V 105-106. 
0 

(2) KInowlson - Jean 112; B. L. Add. MS. 38525 f. 75. 

(3 Lettres de- Rois ii 342,375-378,392; Foedera ix 
876-877,894-895; Knowlson - Jean 122; R. G. Little - Iba 
Parlýe-ment of Poitiers and-the Kinqde, -m of Bro-ircies- A !:; ti-tdLj 

_nf 
War Government aTid Politics durinq the Earlq Years of 

the Reiqn of Charles VII rif France 1411,1; -1431, (Oxford 
D. Phil. thesis 1980) 55,341; B. L. Cotton MS. Julius Bvi 
f. 37. 
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Henry expected much more from an alliance with John of 

Burgundy and continued the interest he had shown in this 

as prince, when he succeeded to the throne. Such was the 

power wielded by the duke of Burgundy within France that 

if he became a firm ally, the acquisition of other 

alliances on the periphery of France became superfluous. 

Duke John re-bstablished contact with Henry soon after his 

accession, sending some envoys to England. As a 

consequence, an English embassy crossed to. meet John at 

Bruges an d Lille in September, 1413 to revive the 

suggestions of-a marriage between Henry and one of his 

daughters and a military alliance. The renewal of 

n. egot-iations between the duke and the French government 

seems-to have prevented any agreement being concluded, but 

a Burgundian ambassador was in London the following winter 

(I ). In 1414 the initial moves again came from Duke John, 

-who sent an embassy to England which resulted in the 

detailed bargaining at the conferences at Leicester, Ypres 

and St. Omer over the summer. Henry was willing to arrange 

a personal meeting with John and the St. Omer meeting 

ended with an agreement that further talks should be held 

in England, but by the terms of the Peace of Arras, John 

stuore he t uould make no treaty with the English (I 

Nevertheless he sent Copin de Viesville to England in 

(1) Wylie'- Henry Vi 149,151-152; Pocquet duL Haut 
Juss& - "Renaissance Litte-rairell 334-335; F-r-Ned-era. ix 34; 
Monstrele ii 403-404,406. 

(2. ) 'Wylie - 1jenry i 396,397,402,411-416; -Vaughan - 
John the -Fearlesz, 201,205-206; Cal. S-iqnet no. 769; 
Foedera ix 120,136-138,142; E. 28/30 unnumbered; C. 76/94 
m. 4. See pp. 17-1 -12-S and F. 123 h-11F'114h-labove. 
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October and November 1414 (. 1). In July 1415 Viesville and 

other envoys ixiere present at Winchester and in August 

Henry sent Philip Morgan to continue discussions i. -Ath Duke 

John during his siege of Harfleur U). 

Although negotiations for an Angict-Burg_. undian alliance. - had 

reached an advanced stage in 1414, they had not come to 

f ru iti oil before Henry' sf irst landinq in Normandy. The 

precise size of the force Henry was to send to France, the 

payment of its wages and its transportation were discussed 

to the satisfaction of both sides. Unlike the intervention 

of 1411, considerable concessions were demanded before the 

duke received English military aid. The objectives of the 

alliance were defined as the recover, y of Guyenne as held 

by the treaty of Bre*'tigny for the sole benefit of Henry 

and the shared conquest of the lands of the Orleanist 

lords, but problems arose over John's attitude to King 

Charles and the duke of Berry. Henry wanted him to commit 

himself to fight both of them and to fight in all parts of 

France in support of Henry's claim to the French throne. 

But -John would not close his options by renouncing Charles 

as his superior lord and would only agree not to obstruct 

Henry in pursuit of his claim. The fluctuations in his 

relationship with the government in Paris made him 

reluctant to make any obligation to Henry or even to show 

(I Wylie - Henrt4 IV i 416; Foedera ix 158,179; E. 28/30 
unnumbered. 

(Z) Wylie - Henry ii 105 and 106 n. 1; FoederTA ix 304; 
F-ELI-, ii 167; Besse - Rerueil 109; QQR 1413-1419 210,211. 
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a consistent interest in negotiating i). iith the En9l ish M. 

His role in the military events of 1415 i.,. ias ambiguous. He 

denied he had any alliance with the English, ordered the 

muster of troops and stated his intention to lead the-m 

against the invaders. Whether because of an understanding 

reached t-Ath Philip Morgan or in reaction to the Orle"anist 

attempts to exclude him from the royal army ti. ihilst mak-ing 

use of his vassals, he did not himself set out and 

prevented his heir the count of Charolais from going. His 

troops threatened Paris during the later months of the 

year. However, Burgundian contingents did fight at 

Agincourt and his two brothers, the duke of Brabant and 

the count of Nevers, were killed there (2. ). In his 

instruct ions to his Flemish ambassadors a fetv months 

later, John excused the participation of his Flemish 

vassals on the grounds that both he and they owed military 

service to Charles for their fiefs, but they had riot made 

war on Henry "principally and in chief" (3). 

Henry"s victory made John 

negotiate with him and 

of Burgundy more anxious to 

he sent embassies to England in 

January and May 1416. Henry took full advantage of the 

increased strength of his Position, accepting an extension 

(1) Cartellieri - "Beitrgge" 12-30; E. 30/1531: B. L. Cotton 
MS. Caligula Dv ff. 14-15; Boitel - "Appels a I'Angleterre" 
18-19. 

(2. ) Vaughan - . -John the Fearless 207-208; B-clitel - "Appels 
a I'Angleterre" 19; Wqlie - Henrq ! ý. ii 949 999 1039 106 
n. 1,107,169,1739 1819 281-283; Monstrelet iii 909 93, 
999 112; A. N. K. 61 no. 2. 

t 
(3 McFarlane - "Anglo-Flemish Relations" 429 from 
Bod. Lib. MS. French a. 2. 
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of the securities for Flanders for- only one year instead 

of the five requested in May, and obtaining a truce which 

established the neutrality of Flanders and Artois, with an 

agreement to make no treaties with the Armagnacs, in June. 

In July an English embassy met John at Lille and returned 

with his acceptance of an invitation to meet Henry at 

Calais in October (1). Henry was drai. ijinq the duke into an 

alliance step by step. He came to meet Henry and Sigismund 

at Calais only after elaborate security precautions 

involving the delivery of the duke of Gloucester to the 

count of Charolais as a hostage U). The talks took place 

in an atmosphere of secrecy and mistrust. John was 

presented with the draft of a statement by which he would 

recognise Henry's claim to the French throne and agree to 

support it by war-fare against all his enemies in France, 

not excepting Charles VI or the Dauphin from any alliance 

that was to be made unless as a dissimulation. He would 

also perform liege homage and fealty to Henry after he had 

conquered a considerable portion of France. These demands 

restricted the duke's freedom of action far too much to be 

acceptable to him; it is not known what he was offered in 

return (3). Henry had overplayed his hand and failed to 

conclude the grand tripartite alliance he desired. A lull 

0 
in diplomatic activity followed; the purpose of the 

(1) Wylie - HenrU--V ii 295; Wylie and Waugh - HenrLj iii 
19-20; Foedera ix 328,354,364,374; Cal. Signet no. 791; 
C. 76/98 m. 2. See pp. 2-75 r Z. 90-2-91 above. 

(1) Foedera ix 390-393; E. 30/1761; C. 76/99 m. 16. 

(3 ), Foedera ix 394-396; Wylie and Waugh - Henrq iii 
26-28; Vaughan - John the Feat-less 

, 
213-214; Boitel - 

"Appels a I'Angleterre" 19; E. 28/32 nos. 65 and 66. 

48 5 



negotiations of the summer of 1417 was only to extend the 

securities for, Flanders and the truce with Duke John (I ). 

Although not as advantageous as an alliance, these truces 

secured Burgundian neutrality on the left flank of Henry's 

assault upon Normandy. John of Burgundy neither opposed 

nor supported the English invasion of 14179 but took 

advantage of it to launch his own campaign against the 

towns around Par is (I ). The truce covering Flanders, 

Artois, Boulogne and Saint-Pol was renewed again in March 

1418, but expired at Michelmas (3 ). John's effective 

neutrality ended when he entered Paris in July: when 

Henry sent a poursuivant to ask if he would keep the 

truce, he replied that he would give battle, so Henry was 

obliged to regard him as an enemy (4). As guardian and 

protector of France once more, he prepared troops to go to 

the relief of Rouen at the end of the year. 

In these circumstances, Henry considered forming an 

alliance with the Dauphin against Burgundy. He would fight 

the duke in the name of his own quarrel rather than the 

Dauphin's, excluding him from the truce to be made between 

them. The principal military objective would be to lure 

the duke out of Paris, so that týe Dauphin could regain 

control of the city and his father, without which the 

(1) See pp. 2-75 9 Z91 above. 

(Z Wylie and Waugh - Henry iii 79-81; Vaughan - John 
the Fearless 215-219. 

(3), Wylie - Henrq ii 301-302; Wylie and Waugh - Henry 
iii 83; Cal. Siqnet no. 484. See p. Z91 above. 

(4) ral. Signet no 968. 
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English considered the security of his alliance dubious. 

English troops might also serve the Dauphin at his own 

expense. As his price for the alliance, Henry wanted 

territory in north-eastern France that was to be conquered 

from the Burgundians. However, the conference at Alenqon 

never reached the point of discussing this proposal (1). 

Henry also had some contact with the count of Penthit%_vre 

at this time (7-). The primacy of Burgundy in Henry's 

diplomacy was soon restored. Between December 1418 and 

June 1419 there was a series of negotiations covered by 

short truces in which Henry tried to draw the duke of 

Burgundy into an alliance against the Dauphin based on the 

terms of a peace settlement between himself and Charles. 

But on 1C-- July the Duke agreed to co-operate with the 

Dauphin against the English by the treaty of Poi-tilly. His 

envoys continued to follow Henry's camp from Mantds to 

Pontoise, but came to no conclusion in their talks with 

him. After Henry's demonstration of strength at Pontoise, 

Duke John prepared to attack him (3 ). He continued his 

tactics of evasion and dilatoriness in his arrangements 

with the Dauphin, which ended in his death on the bridge 

at Montereau in September. John's assassination was 

decisive for Henry's offensive policy towards Francel, for 

it finally brought him the Burgundian alliance and the 

possibility of ending the war by a full military conquest. 

(1) PPQ ii 352-353. See pp. 14S-1449 151 above. 

(2. ) Foedera ix 655. 

4 
(3) Vaughan - John the FeRrIess 273-274; Varonbergh - 
Histoire des Relations 508. See pp. 154-164,294 above. 
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He redrei... i his plans for a peace settlement i. -Ath Charles 

and these served as the basis for his alliance ti. iith John's 

son Philip in December 1419 and for, the Treaty of Troyes 

the following Mag (1). 

The settlement at Troyes did not relieve Henry of the 

burden of the struggle, but rather committed the English 

to a policy of complete conquest. The diplomatic offensive 

also continued for it was now necessary to obtain the 

recognition of the treaty by those members of the French 

aristocracy who were not actively supporting the Dauphin. 

These' included Henry's captive the duke of Bourbon, the 

count of Saint-Pol, the duke of Lorraine and the houses of 

Albret and Foix U). The most important and the most 

difficult to bring within the purview of the treaty was 

Jean V of Brittany. He signed the treaty of Sable with the 

Dauphin in May 1421 and his brother Richard fought with 

the Dauphinists. When Jean finally authorised his 

ambassadors to ratify the treaty of Troyes on his behalf, 

they delayed so long on their journey that they did not 

reach Henry V before he died (3). 

The settlement at Tro! jes ended an era of An! 31o-French 
f 

diplomacq which had been dominated bg the treatq of 

(I E. H. D. iv 223-225. See pp. 39-St, IS4-197 above. 

Vale- Encilish 
-Casr, -)n 83-92,216: CPR 1416--1422 U 324; 

Foeder-a ix 923; 
-Choix 

i 412-413; B. L. Cotton MS, Caligula 
Dv--, ff. 71-72v, 73; B. N. Lorraine 6, nos. 151-155. 

(3) Knowlson - %--lean 119-124; Roskell - Commons 1422 94, 
166. 
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Br6tigny. By 1389 the possibilities of the Great Peace as 

a foundation for a diplomatic solution to the developing 

conflict had almost been exhausted. Neither side could 

afford to abandon its position over the question of liege 

homage and it was only Gaunt's personal willingness to do 

so that brought them close to a negotiated settlement in 

13933. The conclusion of truces, particularly long truces, 

was as much an admission of the failure to achieve a peace 

as a preparation for further discussion (1). Therefore a 

period of extended truces punctuated with peace talks 

followed. The peace talks were used to manoeuvre for 

positions of advantage in the conflictIsince diplomacy was 

, tension of an extension of war, as much as war was an ex 

diplomacy. The truces. provided recuperation from the long 

years of struggle, but also the opportunity to break the 

stalemate of the war by the acquisition of new allies and 

by checking the advance of hostile interests abroad. Both 

England and France used this period of truce to widen 

their influence into new areas of Europe and inevitably 

their interests clashed. In this way a truce could be used 

as a preparation for war, or even as an instrument of 

military policy, as it was by Henry V (2). 

Negbtiations for peace and truce did not therefore 

preclude the pursuit of offensive policies toward France 

bq the rulers of England but it is not possible to discern 

much consistencq in these policies. Changes of monarch, 

(1) 
1 

See pp. v S'4-55 above. 

(1) See pp. jrs-1449 Z57t 1-33 above. 
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faction politics and financial restraints all contributed 

to prevent the development of long-term coherent policy. 

This is particularly apparent in Anglo-Breton relations, 

where the interest of England in an alliance acts as a 

barometer for its current attitude to France (I ). This 

recurrent adaptation of policy to circumstances , )a. s 

largely changed when Henry V imposed a clear sense of 

purpose and maintained it throughout his reign. He 

provided his policy with a firm theoretical base in the 

idea of a just war and a military base in Normandy. 

However, there are signs that this policy was stagnating 

by 1419. There was often a wide gulf between the 

objectives of English foreign policy and its achievements. 

The dukes of Brittany and Burgundy repeatedly frustrated 

attempts to turn them into allies against France. The 

capacity of English arms to acquire territory in France 

was nearly always overestimated. Despite the vacillations 

and failures of English policy, the Plantagenet claim to 

the French throne was not abandoned and, so the continuance 

of the conflict was assured. 

During this period the balance of advantage in the 

conflict swung from France to England, but it was not a 
P 

smooth movement. The position in the last five gears of 

Richard II's reign was ambiguous and untested, and the 

, es an interruption in first half of Henrq IV's reign mat, 

the pattern, in which negotiations were based on the 1396 

tru, ce rather than the treatq of Bre"tigng. The initiative 

(I ) See pp. 3951 1+13 above. 
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clearly lay with France, both militarily and 

diplomatically, but Henry was always able to use the 

threat of open war in response. In the latter half of his 

reign French interference in the periphery of the conflict 

faltered and ceased; English intervention in France again 

became feasible. The movement was accelerated by the 

aggression of Henry V; in his reign the transformation of 

the conflict from the French feudal interpretation to the 

English dynastic interpretation was completed, and 

codified in the treaty of Troyes (1). From his landings 

in Normandy in 1417 onwards he endeavoured to give 

military effect to this interpretation, but death 

intervened before he could complete this enormous task. 

(1 ) zýee pp. S. 7912., L7,44-69, ILO-1619196 - 

0 

t 
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Chapter VI 

THE FORMULATION OF ENGLISH FOREIGN POLICY. 

In the previous chapters an - ef f cwt has been made to 

identify English policies. toti. iards France during this 

period in regard to Peace, truce, war and internaticinal 

influence. Now an attempt must be made to trace these 

policies to their genesi s in the English government and' 

governing cl-asses, and determine how foreign policy was 

made. It is difficult to discuss the formulatiori of 

-foreign policy in an age in ti. ihich there ti. ias such a lack of 

consistency in the conduct of foreign affairs. The 

medieval government had no distinct department of state to 

deal with-internatonal relations. Its diplomatic activity 

was subje. ctpd to greater physical constraints than that of 

later times. Communications were slow and 

inefficient: letters might be delayed or not arrive at all; 

ambassadors' journeys overseas depended on favourable 

weather conditions; their theoretical immunity from arrest 

and attack was often ignored -and their, letters of 

'safb-conduct violated. Nor did the government have much 

control over events abroad, at sea'ot% on the borders of 
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its territories. Military commanders and allies proved 

i. ijayward; border magnates and privateers follc. i. -. ied their oi. i. in 

rules, and by necessity made their oi. kin arrangements k'AW 

the enemy. Their independent actions to,. -)ards enemies, 

neutrals and allies were bound to have Fit bearing on 

international relations, and the government found it 

difficult to maintain central direction of the truces and 

other diplomatic agreements it made. 

A kingdom' s diplomatic activity was based around the 

pursuit of the king's hereditary claims and obligations, 

not a national policy with defined long-term qoals. It is 

not possible to speak of the English government acting on 

a consistent programme for. peace over a period of a 

quartet, of a century. Fore i gn policy was subject to 

constant improvisation and adaptation, its objectives in 

terms of territory, tenure and titles depending on the 

state of the military balance and the interplay of truce 

and war. it 1.0 ra st here f ore almost myopically 

opportunistic. It did not deal in such comparatively modern 

concepts as the balance of power, which only emerged from 

the Italian political system into the rest of Europe at 

the end of the fifteenth century (1). Foreign policy also 

suf fered from abrupt changes of direction because of 

domestic upheavals, not just changes of monarch, but also 

the rise and fall of aristocratic factions and the 

prominence of certain interest groups in the community of 

thik realm. 

(I)E. W. Nelson - "The Origins of Modern Balance of 
Power Politics" Medievalia et Humanistica i (1942) 
125-142. 
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Such unity and continuity as there was in foreign policy 

derived from the pet-son of the king, since government was 

still essentially personal. Ever, sog it l. ki as certrain 

characteristics in the conduct cif diplomacy that recurred 

throughout a reign rather than long-term policies. Henry 

V's reign is so outstanding because he was an exception to 

this pattern, singlie-minded in the en f or c emen t cl f his 

claims over a ten y C. ar period. Not only the style of 

foreign policy was dependent on the ý:: inq's chz. -tr,: _: tcter, but 

also the extent to which he directed it or delegated 

responsibility. The king made all the important decisions 

and ordered nearly all the commissions under te. ih ich 

embassies were sent out. He might retain a personal 

involvement in the-it, conduct of negotiations. The English 

delegations to the peace conferences of the early 1390s 

repeatedly referred the terms under discussion to the 

notice of Richard II before proceeding to a conclusion 

(1). Henry IV instructed his envoys to Scotland in 1401 to 

report back to him should they reach an impasse in their 

talks (2-). Henry V displayed a disinclination to take 

counsel or delegate to others where his main interests in 

France were concerned. He took sole responsibility for his 

foreign policy and kept F-. % close watch over the conduct of 

Enjish diplomacy with France even when he was on cam paign. 

His ambassadors to Paris in 1414 were ordered to report 

back to him without making an agreement, and his envoys to 

Armagnac and the Albrets in 1418 to notify him formally of 

S cz! r- pp. 80p 83,97t tj above. 

(Z) PPC i 169. 
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their actions (1). The embassy he sent to negotiate with 

the Dauphinists in October 1418 was told to conclude no 

agreement without his consent and keep him informed of 

their progress at least once a t-. 1eek (2. ). Henry negotiated 

personally with the French ambassadors at Winchester in 

ju Iy 1415 and with Jean V of Brittany at Alenqon in 

November 1417 to make truces with Brittany and the 

Angevins (3). In January 1417 he sent a diplomatic letter 

to John Tiptoft which he considered so confidential that 

he wrote it in his own hand and sealed it with his Signet 

of the Eagle, not entrusting it to his secretary who held 

the ordinary Signet (4-). 

Ordinarily foreign policy was directed by a partnership of 

the king arid the Council. The Council and the Privy Seal 

office, which was intimately connected to it, formed the 

nearest things to a bureau for foreign affairs and its 

secretariat. The Council constantly considered diplomatic 

matters, its flexible structure and-procedure being well 

suited to the variety of the work, and the Privy Seal was 

the most appropriate for both its domestic and foreign 

business, since it was informal, speedy and secret. The 

Keeper of the Privy Seal and the other higher officers, 

and those who sat with them on the Council, often 

(I B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 12(15)1 Foedera ix 
103,597. 

(Z) Foedera ix 630,631,651. 

(3) See pp. 133*, 4.80 above. Foedera ix 511, 
5 IZE. ". 

(4) Foedera ix 427-430. 
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themselves served the king as diplomats. Both the Council 

and the Privy Seal normally remained at London and 

Westminster, while the king travelled around the country, 

and therefore it WEAS the Council that received 

correspondence from ambassadors negotiating in Calais and 

Picardy, which it would pass on to the king when it 1ý. I aS 

felt to be necessary. The Council always met without the 

king, but when he was away from Westminster, it took on 

additional responsibilities, relieving him from the 

pressure of routine business and carrying out the 

instructions he sent it by his Signet letters. Hoiý. iever, 

it was the more mundane aspects of diplomacy that 

concerned the Council acting alone; it did not make 

fundamental policy decisions without the king, although 

the pattern of survival of its records probably 

under-emphasises its advisory role. Debates between the 

Councillors were not normally recorded, since they were 

reluctant to be identified with individual opinions, 

especially those of non-noble rank. The aim was to present 

an impression of unanimity (1). 

Sometimes the Council would refrain from acting on 

diplomatic questions that came before it, or decline to 

negotiate with foreign envoys who presented themselves to 

it, until the king had communicated his intention about 

the matter (Z). These were not matters wh_ich it was. 
_b. 

ey9jj4. 
_____ I) Baldwin - ff-i-ncif s 

-C. -n-uncil 
Chaps. X-XV; Brown - PrivL 

Seal 283-284. 

(201 Cal. Siqne nos 108,163; B-EýQ, i 54-55,599 639 133, 
134; E. 28/9 unnumbered, a letter to the king about two 
alternative forms of the quittance for the return of Queen 
Isabelle, sent by the ambassadors at Calais. 
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the competence of the Council to discuss, but it handled 

all its business in partnership ttiit h the king. There i. -. ias 

continuous correspondence and communication bettileen them 

by Signet letters and councillors acting as messengers. 

The king tended to make a final decision after the Council 

had considered and debated -LA question or dr-af ted a 

diplomatic document. The COU nciI did not take 

responsibility for decisions without obtaining the king's 

formal consent (I). Inf ore i gn af f airs this consent 

normally performed an active function in the procedure, as 

when Richard II made corrections to the instructions for 

an embassy to Brittany in 1391 and Henrý 
.4 

IV asked tc 

reviel. -) a Privy Seal letter to the king of Portugal, ixihich 

he had ordered the Council to draft (7L). 

The relationship beti. -)een the king and the Council was 

therefore close and personal, and central to the conduct 

of government; theq were riot rivals for power in the 

constitution. In a rare dispute bet,. -jeen the king and the 

Council in 1389, about the Earl Marshal's new indenture 

for the wardenship of the East March, it was the Council 

that had to give way (3). The p'owers of the Council might 

fluctuate with political changes, particularly in regard 

to 'control over royal finance, but the respective 

functions of the king and the Council in regard to foreign 

policy changed little. Even when the Council took over 

(1) Baldwin - King's Council 382-383,400,505; PPC 
110; Cal. Siqnet no 341. 

(2-) 1 fljf- i 36-40,280-281. 

(3) LE12. i 12b-12d 
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most of the aspects of government, the king continued to 

order instructions and commissions for embassies to be 

made, using his Signet to do so. The king tended to mak ,e 

frequent use of the Signet, which always followed him 

closely, at times when he was distant from the Council 

either, politically, or geographically because he was on 

campaign. When used extensively, especially as a direct 

wart-ant to the Great Seal, it was often associated with an 

effort to bypass the process of consultation and consent 

with the Council and act independently. Richard II relied 

heavily on the Signet during the chancellorship of Michael 

de la Pole in 1383-1386, his two Irish campaigns, and the 

last two years of his reign. Henry V made much use of it 

during his absences in France (1). The Council continued 

to cope with a constant flow of trivial administrative 

matters despite changes made to its powers and 

composition. It was considered important that the 

nobility should be represented on it in their hereditary 

capacity as the king's natural counsellors, and that if it 

was dominated by men of lower rank it would become a mere 

adjunct of the royal household. This was regarded as a 

danger particularly in the early years of Henry IV's 

reign, when he relied mostly on a close-k *nit group of 

knij3hts and esquires. Therefore the ebb and flow of 

aristocratic faction at court influenced the membership of 

(I ) Brown - Privp Seal 89,2779 282; J. 0tway -Ruthven - 
The Kinq's Se-C-L-etarw and the Riqnet Office i r, the 
Fifteenth CenturL (Cambridge 1939) 8ý 40,43,46,52; 
M. Aston - Thomas Arundel: A Study of Church Life in the 
Re 

, 
jun of Richard 11 (Oxford 1967) 338; J. A. Tuck - "Richard 

II's system of patronage" in du Boulay and Barron - Reign 
L-if Fichard 11 6-7; LrLal-Siqnet introduction pp. 1,2,3. 
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the Council and the foreigh policq decisions it advised 

the king to make. 

The areas in which the Council was competent to advise the 

king were very wide and not at all circumscribed by 

definition. There are a number of indications of where the 

Council was at work in the diplomatic field, besides the 

occurrence of documents in the portion of its records that 

survives as the Public Record Office class "Council and 

Privy Seal Files" (E. 28). Petitions and letters were 

addressed to it both by English ambassadors arid foreign 

rulers (I ), and visiting envoys appeared before it. The 

king sent it Signet letters to refer matters to it and to 

or-der it to draw up commissions and instructions for 

ambassadors'and letters to be sent abroad ýz When 

issuing letters, the king often stated he was acting "by 
I 

advice of the Council" or, less usually, "by assent of 'the 

Council", or they might be warranted "by the King and the 

Council". 

The routine maintenance of two generations of conflict 

with France had brought within the Council's range some 

matters of a military nature which were necessarily 

coný, ected with foreign relations. It supervised measures 

for the defence of the kingdom against foreign attack and 

organised the finance for them (3 It arranged the 

(1) e. g. by the duke of Brittany in 1392, R_PQ i 47-50. 

(Z) PPC i 13-1 ii 154. 
t 

(3) Cal. Siqnet no. 856; ffýr., i 177-179,233-234,250; ii 
10; Fogdera viii 342-343; E. 28/23 no. 2. 
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disposition of ships available to keep the sea, and the 

provisioning and equipping of the royal ships. This naval 

responsibility also involved supervising payments to the 

Portuguese squadron sent to the aid of Richard II in 13: 39 

and the despatch of ships to collect Queen Jeanne in 1402 

(I ). The defence of the Scottish border came within the 

Council's purview and by extension, the organisation of 

expeditions into Scotland and the fate of Scottish 

prisoners (Z). Similarly it was concerned with frontier 

areas in France. The indentures for the custody of Brest 

came before it in 1389 (3). It repeatedly arranged for the 

defence of Calais and dealt with the problems that arose 

there; in particular it coped with the crisis of the ear-19 

months of 1407 (4). It Z-tlscl Oversaw the despatch of troops 

and provisions to Guyenne, received requests from Gascon 

envoys, and discussed appointments and internal 
I 

disturbances within the Duchy (5). 

(I ) E. 28/12 nos. 4 and 13; E. 28/23 no. 26; E. 28/18 no. 7; 
E. 28/2 no. 5; E. 28/11 unnumbered; Foedera viii 147; P_Er i 
126; Cal. Siqne no. 180-, see abovepp. 362--363- 

2) Foedera viii 146,278-279; 
_PPQ - ,-i 119; Tuck 

"Richard II and Border Magnates" 44; West. Chron. 350; 
E. 28/28 no. 45. 

(3 ) PPC i 14-14a; E. 28/1 nos. 54a and 54b; E. 28/2 
no. 58. 

(4-) Cal. Si! 3net nos. 167,295; Klirby -"Council and 
Calais"; E. 28/12 no. 4; E. 28/14 no. 75; E. 28/17 no. 54; 
E. 28/18 nos. 13 and 50; E. 28/22 no. 30; E. 28/20 no. 30; 
E. 28/24 no. 17; E. 28/26 nos. 9 and 98; E. 28/28 no. 9; 
E. 28/29 nos. 28 and 42; see p. 306 above. 

(5) E. 28/7 no. 31; E. 28/9 unnumbered; E. 28/11 unnumbered 
E. 2p/24 no. 24; E. 28/28 nos. 76 and 77; E. 28/14 no. 134; 
Cal. Siqnet- no. 38-'-8; P-P--Q. i 119$ 126,178,222-223$ 2439 250, 
291. See pp. 31 /a -3 17 above. 
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As part of its jud"icial function, the Council had an 

interest in captures of ships-at sea. These actions were 

normally beyond the reach of Common Law because they took 

place outside the kingdom, and aggrieved parties who were 

aliens could not sue in the Common Law courts. The Council 

was bounded by no such restrictions. These cases were also 

heard in Chancery and the admirals' court, and the Council 

took over cases on appeal from the latter. But at this 

time of mounting lawlessness at sea, when the English made 

attacks not only on enemy ships, but also on those of 

friendly and neutral nations, and suffered losses in 

retaliation, it was the flexible response of the Council 

-e the that proved the most useful to the victims. Unlik 

Common Law courts, the Council did not award damages, but 

ordered the restitution of the stolen property, includir! g 

financial losses and expenses incurred (1). In response to 

complaints, the Council adjudged and ordered'captured 

ships and merchandise to be 'restored, or listed in an 

inventor y and kept safely until a final decision had been 

made about them (Z). In cases where satisfaction could 

not be obtained by such'judgements, it ordered arrests and 

I) Baldwin - King' C0,111cil 272-278; Feodera viii 96-97. 
See also-p. 34-labove. 

(2) PPC i 3549 35! 5; Baldw'in' - -Kinq's 
Council 497, 

, 
501-5029 5109 pl-ate III; E. 28/1 no. 72; E. 28/17 nos 53 and 60;, E. 28/19 no. 34; E-28/20 n. o. 37; E-28/28 no. 61; C. 49/47 
no. 19. 
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reprisals for the benefit of the victim (1). The cases 

were initiated by petitions addressed to the Council, or, 

forwarded to it by the king, from both English merchants 

Mand foreign merchants (3), who had suffered losses. The 

Council also received letters relating to the cases from 

foreign rulers and town author-i ties ( 4- ). It summoned 

offenders before it and heard the testimony of witnesses 

before proceeding to judgement. This process is seen at 

work particularly in the late 1380s and early 1390s, when 

several cases were adjudged against the English admirals, 

even when the king had taken his share of the booty 

captured (S ). But by 1402 and 1403 it was receiving long 

lists of complaints of captures drawn up in schedules from 

the Hanseatic League, Castile and Flanders. The 

perpetrators of these acts, and those who had sustained 

losses at the hands of the subjects of these nations, were 

(I) Baldwin - King-'s Council, 498; COR 138'-'-139 461; 
E. 28/4 no. 10; E. 28/13 unnumbered, 18 Aug. and 19 Sept. 
E. 28/24 no. 96. 

( 2. ) E. 28/1 nos. 45 and 72; E. 28/6 no. 92; E. 28/13 
unnumbered 18 Aug.; E. 28/15 unnumbered, letter to King 
James of Scotland 24 Nov.; E. 28/24 no. 96. 

(3 ) ral. Siqnet no. 693; E-nedera viii 270,284; Baldwin - Kinq's Council 507-508; E. 28/13 unnumbered, petition of 
Jacob Bodeker; E. 28/17 no. 60; E. 28/20 no. 37: E. 28/28 
nos. 71 and 72. 

(4. ) EM. i 24-26; Baldwin - Kinq' s -C-ounci -I' 
509-5 10; 

E. 28/6 no. 39(this is the letter from Richard II to Joan I 
of Aragon, stated to be lost at Dip. Cor. no. 141); E. 28/13 
unnumbered, petition of Jacob Bodeker. 

(S) LP_r- i 13,14d-17; Baldwin - King's Council 498-499, 
501,507-510, plate III; E. 28/6 no. 39; E. 28/8 nos. 26 and 
33; E. 28/14 no. 285 E. 28/20 no. 37; C. 49/47 no. 20; C. 49/48 
nos., 9 and 12. 
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summoned before the Council en--masse (I). Through its 

expanding responsibilitq for events at sea, the Council 

came into diplomatic contact during this period with 

Flanders, Holland, Welders, Scotland, Denmark, the 

Hanseatic League and Prussia, the kingdoms of Portugal, 

Castile and Aragon, and Genoa and Milan. Friction at sea 

with France and Brittang came within the scope of thee 

truce conservators, and ambassadors, however W. 

It\ was a short step to proceed from this judicial activity 

to receiving foreign ambassadors and negotiating 

agreements with them about maritime affairs. The Council 

discussed the restitution of captured ships with Aragonese 

envoys in 1392 (3) and drew up a treaty with the Fris'ians 

in 1401 to pacify their conflict with the English at sea 

MIn Henry IV's reign it negotiated with Venetian envoys 

and the duke of Holland over customs regulations (5), and 

provided for the protection of Portugal's merchants from 

reprisals for the debts incurred by its ambassadors (A). In 

the first year of Henry V's reign, it considered letters 

of marque that had been granted against the Oenoese and 

(1) Letters of Henru IV i 103-104; FoedetjL viii 2869 
303-304; 312-313; C. 47/32 no. 24 rolls I and 2; E. 175/3 
no. 13; see p. 350 above. 

(Z) See pp. . 
34Z-345 above. 

(3) Baldixtin - Kinq's Council 497,499. 

(4) Foe-dera viii M-3; PPC i 175. 

(9) Cal. S. P. - Venice no. 169; Baldwin - i. -J. ricils Council 
523r525. 

(G) E. 28/24 no. 95. 
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aI so received envoys f rom 11o II arid (I In 1419 Henry 

ordered the Council to negotiate with the Genoese 

ambassadors not only about compensation for English goods 

taken, but also about neutrality in the Anglo-French t%iar 

(2. ). In the reigns of Henry IV and Henry V, it ttlas normally 

the Council that received envoys from Prussia and the 

Hanseatic towns and treated tijith them about the balance of 

compensation payments for ships captured and goods 

impounded on both sides. It also discussed the privileges 

of Hanse merchants in England, and the complaints of 

English merchants about friction with the Hanse 

establishment at Bergen in 1411-1412 (3). 

As a further development from these concerns, the Council 

acquired a responsibility for the security agreements with 

Flanders. It was involved in the discussions with the 
I 

Flemins's in June 1389 and negotiated an agreement with 

their envoys in March 1403. It advised the l. , ing about the 

safe-conducts for fishermen in December 1403 and a 

four-month truce in May 1405. At this time Henry IV 

passed on diplomatic documents concerning the tall-Is to the 

Council, because he was too busy to deal with them, and 

from here on, it seems to have directed the efforts to 

achieve a commercial truce. After this was obtainedg the 

prorogations remained its responsibility for the rest of 

(I ) EPIC, ii 132. 

(2. ) P-E: C. ii 255-257. 

(3 Foedera viii 112-113; EIPC i 223,319,320; ii 132; 
Cal. Si3. u2± no. 726; Brown - Privq qeal ii 275; E. 28/23 
no. 45: E. 28/28 nos. 65,82 and 83. 
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the reign and also during the time that Henry V was 

fighting in France (1). The Council's interest in the 

negotiation and maintenance of truces with the kingdoms of 

Scotland and Castile can also be seen as connected to its 

judicial and military areas of competence (Z). 

But besides these functions, the king would delegate to 

the Council the details of diplomacy with countries on the 

periphery of the main conflict with France. It was 

concerned in attempts to negotiate the terms of several 

alliances, including diplomatic marriages. In the 1390s 

it supervised the composition of alliances with the counts 

of Foix and Armagnac, and the! duke of Brittany (3). Early 

in Henry IV's reign it acted for the king in his efforts 

to gain the allegiance of the Scottish earl of March and 

the lord of the Isles (4-). It was involved in the 

discussion of marital connections between Henry's family 

and the king of the Romans, the count of Cleves, the king 

of Denmark and the duke of Albany (Y and in the 

(I PPQ i 256-2597 292-294,310-313,353; ii 3; 
Cal. Signe± nos. 175,347,6699 848,862,874; Foedera viii 
312-3139 327,444-445,459-460; E. 28/1 no. 67; E. 28/2 
no. 46; E. 28/21 no. 22; E-28/28 no. 64; E. 28/32 no. 87; 
C. 49/13 no. 9; See p. 36S above. 

(2) Foedera viii 73-74,166; PPr i 32-33,250,319,320; 
ii 82,125-126; C. 47/30/9 no. S. 

(3 ) Baldwin - King's Counci-l- 498; PPQ i 43,79-80, 
89-91. 

(4. ) PPQ i 182; Foedera viii 146,245. 

(5) PPC i 222,2.25-2289 291-292; Letters of Henry Ii 
97-99; Foedera viii 192 -193,215,265-267; Brown - Privq 
L, -eal, appendix of documents no. 45, from H. M. General 
Register House, Edinburgh Inventories and 
Treaties-Treaties with England no. 10. 
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endeavour to retain the alliaince of the duke of Guelders 

M. The extent to ixihich Henry V t.. tas prepared to entrust 

diplomacq with these peripheral countries to the Council, 

when he was concentrating on the war in France, is 

apparent from a letter of October 1418, in v. thich he writes 

that he is sending on some Bavarian ambassadors from the 

siege of Rouen to the Council in England, on the grounds 

that it was better informed than he about English 

relations with Flanders, Holland and the German princes(2. ). 

The Council might also be concerned in the central matter 

of England's foreign policy, the conflict with France. It 

gave advice to the king riot only about truces with France 

and reparations for infractions, as in May 1400 and June 

1413 (3), but also about some of the most important 

questions at-ising, such as the message brought by French 
I 

envoys in November 1399 (4. ), the return of Queen Isabelle 

and her dowry (S ), and the challenge of the count of 

Saint-Pol (6). It was involved in the proposed mediation 

(1) E. 28/26 no. 96. 

(Z) Cal. Siqriet rio. 848. 

(3) PPC i 115,1; ii 129-1: 30; Foedera viii 142. 

(4. ) E. 28/26 no. 4, a draft letter to Charles VI in which 
the' reference to the Council has been crossed through. It 
is fully legible only by ultra-violet light. 

ýS). 
_____FoederzL-viii- 

152-153-1 EEiý- i1 le., 129-130; 

unnumbered, undated letter from the Council to the 
ambassadors at Calais, sent via Lord Orey. Seep6106 
above. 

PPC ii 82. 
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of Albrecht of Holland in 1387 (1), and considered drafts 

of a letter- to be sent to France in April 1415 (2. ). In the 

late 1380s and early 1390s it discussed the fundamental 

problem of the terms on which peace was to be made with 

France and closely supervised the embassies sent to 

negotiate for this (3); but on these occasions the Council 

was large and heavily aristocratic in its membership and 

the consideration of this question soon became reserved 

for Great Councils which were formally summoned. The 

ordinary Council was not normally called upon to ratify or 

give its formal consent to treaties, though in September 

1401 it assented to the agreement recently negotiated with 

the French, as it was a subsidiary document concerning the 

maintenance of the truce (Lr); in March 1407 it was 

mentioned as a party to Henry IV's ratification of the 

securities with Flanders, since it had been specially 

concerned with their negotiation (S); and in July 1410 it 

warranted his ratification of the truces with Franceg 

during the time that the Prince of Wales was controlling 

the government through the Council with little reference 

to his father (6). 

(I ) Lettres det' Rois ii 288-289 and the original at 
E. 28/6 no. 9. 

(Z) PPC ii 153-154. 

(3) PPC i 119 20-23,45; Baldwin-King's Council- 496; 
E. 28/2 nos. 39 and 48. 

(10 C. 49/13 no. 4. 

(9) Foedera viii 473,476. 

(4) Foedera viii 646. 
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The Council might be involved at all stages in the 

despatch and conduct of embassies. Occasionally it 

discussed the choice of envoys who were to carry letters 

and messages to peripheral areas like Iberia, Italy, 

Germany and Scandinavia (I). It m ig ht arrange for- the 

passage of ambassadors overseas 2. )9 or for- advance 

payments to be made to them (3), and often Supervised 

their accounting with the Exchequer for, their, wages after 

their return (4). Ambassadors' procurations might be 

ordered or drafted in a Council meeting, or, issued to them 

by the Council. Although these documents were often 

warranted bq "the King and the Council", many more were 

warranted by the king alone. Drafting them was a 

matter of constant communication and co-operation between 

the two (9). The most confidential documents carried by 

ambassadors ixiere their instructions and similarly these 

were sometimes drawn up in the Council ). On one 

occasion, Henry V deputed a committee of five diplomats to 

draft instructions for an embassy to the duke of Burgundy 

E2, Q i 2819 319; ii 192; Baldwin - King's CQUncij 
501. 

M E. 28/21 no-37. 

(3) Baldwin - Kincif s Counci 1 503-504; Letters of HenrL4 
I. S1 j 99-100; E. 28/11 unnumbered, dated 28 June and I JUlY; 
E. 28/18 no. 26. 

(it. ) E. 28/15 unnumbered, dated 21 Nov.; E. 28/18 no. 43; 
E. 28/22 no. 41; E. 28/27 nos. 49 and 55. 

(S) e. g. procurations for embassies to the French, 
Foedera viii 203-204,224-225,2679 300-302,324-3259 
513-514,546-547; EP-, r' ii 154; E. 28/9 unnumberedq dated 13 
Oct. 

(G) PPQ i 19-24,223,292-294; ii 153-155; E. 28/6 no. 31. 
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and their names are recorded in the Council minutes (I). 
It was normal throughout this period, and for embassies to 

all countriesq for English instructions to be sealed with 

the Great Sealq the Privy Seal and the Signet (Z), whilst 

French instructions were sealed only with the king's 

secret seal and countersigned by his secretary (3 ). In 

England it seems that the usual sequence was for the 

secretary to seal the instructions with the Signet and for 

the king to send them on to the Council or the officers to 

be sealed with the other two seals (4. ). They therefore 

passed through all the grades of government from the 

personal to the formal, but the purpose of the triple 

sealing seems to have been to make them as binding as 

possible, rather than to signify the assent of the 

Council. They normally originated with the king, whether 

as a draft forwarded for sealing or as an order for 

Councillors' to compose instructions at their. own 

discretion. Rarely lthe seals might be used in other 

combinations, as in the instructions to negotiate with the 

duke of Albany sealed with the Privy Seal and Signet in 

January 1410, when there was no chancellor M, the use of 
(1) PPQ ii 167. 

(Z F LP, Q i 19-24,114-115,168-173,238-240,240-242; ii 
5-61 13,20-24; Q-ýI. Siqnet-no. 639; 

-Foedera vii 804-805, 
811-813; viii 72,153,231-232; ix 345,628-631; E. 28/9' 
unndmbered, undated letter sent from the Council to the 
ambassadors at Calais via Lord Grey. 

(3) H. Debraye - "La Chancellerie et les lettres royaux 
sous le regne de Charles VI 1380-1422" Positions des 
Thý-! ses(1904) 28. 

(4) Cal. Siqnet no. 639; Fnedera viii 153; E. 28/15 
unnumbered, dated 6 Nov. 

4 
(5) PPQ i 323-327. 
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the Great and Privy Seals together when the Signet as 

with Henry V in France (1), and the Privy Seal alone in 

1390 and 1391, when the Court ciI seems to have been 

especialIq influential in foreign affairs (Z). 

Some embassies were instructed to inform the Council of 

their actions or refer ba6l' to it when points of 

difficulty were reached in their negotiations (3). The 

Council would sometimes report changes in circumstances to 

embassies that had already set out, or advise on problems 

they encountered, particularly those embassies sent to 

Calais to meet French or Flemish envoys (4-). There were 

clearly times at which the Council played a fuller part in 

the conduct of diplomacy with France than others. In 1389 

and the early 1390s it made decisions to send embassies to 

treat peace, appointed their- personnel and drew up 

instructions which specified the terms for a settlement 

(5). John of Gaunt's voice was dominant in the Council at 

this time. It was probablq almost as active in 1400 and 

1401 when Henry IV placed great reliance on a group of 

knights and esquires, but this activity tailed off as the 

king grew in confidence and the Council gradually became 

(1) Brown - Privq Seal 275. 

LP, Q i 27-33 9 36-40. (2-) F 

(3) EEýQ, i 19-249 '323-349 127; Foedera viii 132. 

(41) E. 28/1 no-671 E. 28/2 no. 46; E. 28/9 unnumbered, 
letter from the ambassadors at Canterbury to the 
councillors at Londong undated but written 14 Oct. 1400; 
E. 28/12 no. 4. 

(5 F-EýQ i 7-81 119 19-24; Baldwin - Lincifs rnunril 493, 
496. 
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more aristocratic (1). Henry V seems to have deliberately 

associated his Council with his negotiations with France 

in spring 1415, when he was planning his first expedition 

(2. ). U sually, howeverg the Council was confined to an 

executive role in diplomacy, dealing with the details and 

mechanics while the king made the final decisions. The 

king needed the advice and expertise of the Council, bUt 

he did not need its consent to send embassies. 

When the king required the Council to act as an assenting 

body, it tvas expanded to the form of a Great Council, 

whose personnel included many of the spiritual and 

temporal lords and sometimes knights from the shires, as 

in 1392 and 1401. But unlike Parliament, the members . -jere 

chosen at the king's discretion and summoned by tt. irits of 

Privy Seal (3 Great Councils consented to the 

prorogation of the truce i., )ith Fri.: trice in May 1392 (4), and 

the implementation of the agreement to return Queen 

Isabelle in 1401 (5*). It was felt that the king should not 

commit the country to war or a final peace without 

obtaining the agreement of a Great Council. It was a Great 

Council at Westminster, in January 1389 that decided oný a 

0 

12 REQ i 120,178; Foedera viii 3.2. 

.,. 
ii 153 (2. ) ppr -154,167. 

(3) BaIdWir, - Kinq'S rrit-incil 106-109. 

Foedera vii* 719-720; Hist. Anci. ii 206; see t8S 
abo, ýe. 

(5) PPC i 145. 
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royal expedition against Scotland (I ). The large 

aristocratic councils held in 1339 and the early 1390s, 

sometimes twenty-five or thirty strong, which discussed 

the conduct of the peace negotiations with France, 

culminated at the end of May 1392 in the formally summoned 

Great Council at Stamford, which was almost as large as a 

Parliament. Here William of Guelders proposed a policy of 

war with France and John of Gaunt reported the terms he 

had been offered for peace at Amiens. These terms were 

considered and rejected, principally because of the 

opinion of the shire-knights (2. ). Great Councils also 

discussed relations with France in February 1400, June 

1401 and August 1401. The last of these seems to have 

decided on a policy of war until news of the latest 

agreement with the French about the truce arrived (3). 

It appears that a rare decisiveness was displayed in May 

1392 and August 1401, perhaps because of the presence of a 

large number of knights and esquires from the shires on 

these occasions. When the lords met alone they were more 

cautious about speaking for the nation as a whole. In 

September 1389, the Council at Clarendon postponed the 

despatch of an embassy to France, so that the terms for a 

setýlement could be considered by the next Parliament and 

(1) West. Chron. 376-378. 

(Z) West. Chron. 488-490; Kniqhtnn ii 318; see above pp. 
24-27y 84. -SS. 

(: 3 ) Foedera viii 125-127; PPC i 102-106,143-145, 
155-164; E. 23/9 unnumbered, dated 21 July 1401; see pp. 
372-. 43S-U&, 438 above. 
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John of Gaunt should he return to England meanwhile (1). 

At the Stamford Council the duke of Gloucester wished the 

peace terms that Gaunt had brought, to be referred to a 

Parliament (Z). In the Great Council called to Eltham in 

July 1395, to consider the requests of the Gascon envoys 

about the grant of the Duchy of Guyenne to Gaunt, most of 

the lords were reluctant to express an opinion and tried 

to pass the responsibiity on to the dukes of York and 

Gloucester. No conclusion was reached and the king made 

the final decision (3). Similarly in June 1401 several 

lords wished the king or Parliament to make the decision 

about war, and in February 1400 the consultation process 

seems to have been confined to a request for funds to 

organise the defence of the kingdom (4. ). 

Henry IV summoned further Great Councils in January 1402, 

February 1405, January 1406 and March 1411, all of which 

probably discussed the state of relations with France (S). 

The Great Councils of May 1412, September 1414 and April 

1415 were assembled in order to hear declarations of the 

king's intentions towards France rather than to advise him 

about them. Neverthelessq the presence of the lords was 

important at these times, so that they could endorse the 

(1) P-P-Q, i 11. See p. 74 above. 

(1) Froissart xiv 389. 

(3 Froissart xv 162-163,165; Baldwin - King's rnuncil 
135-1379 504-505. 

(4) PPQ i 102-106,144. 
1 

(5) REC. i 178-179; ii 6-11; Qa1. SiqnPt no. 524; E. 28/11 
unnumberedg dated 14 Jan. 1402; E. 28/17 no. 55. 
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policy of pursuing Plantagenet rights in France and 

launching expeditions to recover them. The September 1414 

meeting expressed an opinion about the balance of war and 

diplomacy in Anglo-French relations, but it was one that 

accorded entirely with Henry V's approach to the problem 

(I). When the king was prepared to direct foreign policy, 

it was the function of Great Councils to approve his 

actions formally and agree to whatever measures of 

practical support that were necessarg, thereby 

establishing the participation of the noble and knightly 

class. 

A similar role was played in foreign policy by 

Parliaments, which were assumed to represent all the 

classes of the whole kingdom. This was the reason why the 

letters John Cheyne carried to France in 1404 were drawn 

up in the names of all the spiritual and temporal lords 

and commons of parliament and addressed to their 

counterparts across the Channel, so that one nation might 

appeal directly to another (Z). However the capacity of 

Parliament to make independent policy decisions was very 

limited. When Richard II was absent on his first 

expedition to Ireland, it was considered that all it could 

do without him was grant a subsidy (3 The only 

(1) P_, Pr ii 140-142. l 155-158; Foedera ix 222-223; E. 28/23 
no. 45; see pp. 81 1309 4519468,473 above. 

Q) Foedera viii 348-350. 

(3) P-P-. Q. i 50-52; E. Curtis - Richard II in Ireland 1394- 
and Submissions of the Irish Chiefs (Oxford 1927) letters 
16 and 17. 
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indications that Parliamentary ratifiction might be 

required for international treaties were the suggestion 

that the lack of it invalidated the marriage treaty of 

1396 and John of Burgundy's request for it in June 1419 

MIt has been seen that Great Councils sometimes passed on 

questions concerning relations with France to Parliaments 

rather than express opinions themselves. In March 1390 

Parliament discussed terms for a peace with France and an 

alliance with Brittany which had been referred to it by 

the Councils at Clarendon and Reading (Z ), and the 

Winchester Parliament of January 1393 rejected the peace 

offer that Gaunt had brought before the Council of 

Stamford the previous May. Consideration of particular 

problems might be deferred until the next Parliament met, 

as with the return of Richmond to the duke of Brittany in 

March 1397 and relations with Scotland in September 1401 

M. The involvement of Parliament in English policy towards 

France followed a similar pattern to that of the Council 

and the Great Council. Following on from the 1380s, when 

Parliament had judged between "the way of Portugal" and 

"the way of Flanders" and criticised the independent 

foreign policy of King Richard, the Parliaments of March 

and November 1390, November 1391 and January 1393 reviewed 

the peace negotiations, requested Gaunt and Gloucester to 

See pp. 107, Iss above. 

F-F-, rc i 18-18a. 

(3) PPC i 649 172; see p. 4-Z9 above. 

51 5 



lead embassies and made provision for a renewal of war 
M-In 1393 Parliament took over the critique of foreign 

policy from the Council, as if Gaunt was obliged to seek 

an increasingly broad mandate for his diplomacy, 

progressing from large Councils to a Great Council to 

Parliament, but encountering more and more opposition at 

each stage. He submitted the terms of the draft peace he 

had negotiated in 1393 to the Parliament of Januartj 1394 

before the king had made any decision about it. The 

Commons passed comment on the principles behind the 

English position in the conflict with France, proposed 

their own essential points for a final settlement and 

heard protests from the earl of Arundel about Gaunt's 

conduct of the negotiations and his acquisition of the 

Duchy of Guyenne U5. In his later years, Richard II was 

less prepared to accommodate the opinions of Parliament. 

When it criticised the proposed expedition to Lombardy in 

January 1397, he made it clear that he meant to have his 

own way (3 ). In November 1414, Parliament followed the 

Great Council in respectfully recommending a mixture of 

diplomatic pressure on France and military preparation, a 

policy Henry V was already pursuing, and the lords agreed 

terms for the payment of their wages on the future 

cam'paign (4-). 

(I ) Steel - Richard 11 188-189; see pp. 2-1ft V above 

(2. ) See pp. 7,9, IS, 17,2.1t 2-9,39,93, IS-57 above. 

(3), See p. 42-2. above. 

(k) PPC ii 150-151; see pp. 4GS 9 473 above. 
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Parliament influenced foreign policy directly by 

expressing its viewpoint or consent less often than 

indirectly through its other functions. In Richard's reign 

it received and answered the petition of some English 

merchants about the debts of the Portuguese ambassadors of 

1385, an affair which overshadowed relations between the 

two countries for a generation (I ). In 1409 and 1410 

negotiations with Venetian envoys were held up until the 

next Parliament, because customs regulations could only be 

changed with its assent (Z), and in 1414 Henry V turned to 

Parliament to rationalise the truces at sea by the Statute 

of Truces (3). Periodically the Commons gave vent to 

English xenophobia by insisting on the expulsion of 

aliens. When the royal household was purged of foreigners 

in February 1404, Queen Jeanne was allowed to retain her 

daughters and some attendants, but these fell victim to 

the deportations of 1406, throwing away some of the few 

diplomatic pawns Henry IV possessed at the time (4-). 

Parliament frequently considered measures for the defence 

of the kingdom and the English possessions overseas and 

for the keeping of the sea, and made adverse comments when 

it thought them inadequate. It affected foreign affairs 

through its concerns for legislation and the safety of the 

realm. 
(1) E. 28/24 nos. 95 and 96. 

(2) Cal. S. P. -Venice nos. 169,172,175,183. 

(3) See pp. 7.84-227 above. 

(4) A. L. Brown --"The Commons and the Council in the 
reiBn of Henry IV" EHR lxxix (1964) 10,13,20; Wylie - 
Henrm Ii 411; Ep_r i 289; Rnt. Parl. iii 571; seep-444 
above. 
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But it was through its control over the crown's 

extraordinary revenues that Parliament exerted most 

influence over royal policy. Through Parliaments and 

Convocations, the various classes of the kingdom 

participated financially in the king's foreign policy, and 

they expected some achievement in return for their 

investment, and some measure of control over how it was 

employed (1). Parliaments voted subsidies to pay for 

national defence, expeditions abroad and the expenses of 

negotiating peace or truce. Often they would specify the 

uses to which the money should be put; if it was for peace 

talks and these failed, the funds might be transferable to 

military uses, as in 1391 (Z). The Parliament of 1410 

assigned three-quarters of the wool subsidy for the 

defence of Calais, and protested that previous subsidies 

had not been spent on the defence measures for which they 

had been granted (3). Sometimes Parliament obtained the 

appointment of Treasurers of War to oversee the spending 

of subsidies until the next Parliament, as in March 1390 

and November 1404. In 1406 the Commons insisted on 

auditing their accounts (4-). Parliament put pressure on 

government actions by demanding redress for its complaints 

before granting supplies of money. In 1401 it attempted to 
0 

(I ) C. T. Allmand - "The War and the Non-Combatant" in 
Fowler - Hundred Years War 163-164. 

(2) See p. 398 above. 

(3) HarrisS- "Royal taxation" 817; see rp. 306-307 above. 
4 

(4) Steel - Richard 11,184; Brown - "Commons and 
Council" 10,20; Wylie--Henrq Ii 412. 
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have this recognised as a general principle but it was 

unsuccessful* (I Richard II tried to free himself from 

dependence on parliamentarg grants in the last gears of 

his reign, and Henrq IV tried to overcome his fina-ricial 

crises without summoning parliaments, bg turning directly 

to his lords and councillors for grants and loans. Henry V 

found that nothing succeeded with Parliament like success. 

His impressive victories persuaded the Commons to grant 

him generous subsidies which financed further campaigns. 

Convocations normallq followed the lead of parliaments in 

granting subsidies, and their debates plaged no part in 

the formulation of forei-gn policq. However, the 

Convocations an'd Universities were sometimes consulted 

about ecclesiastical affairs with international 

dimensions, when the king needed to portraq his policq as 

representative of the clerqq and theologians of the 

kingdom. In June 1398 the Convocation of York province and 

the justicess summoned to a Council meeting at Nottingham, 

were ordered to consider the legal implications of 

translations in England made bg Papal provision (2-). The 

following November, Richard referred the French proposals 

for the voie de cession to the Universities of Oxford and 

CamLridge for deliberation (3). Similarlq in Julq 1409 the 

K. B. McFarlane The Nobility nf Lat-er Medieval 
Enqland (Oxford 1973), xix 295; A. Rogers - "The Political 
Crisis of 1401" Nnttinqham Medieval Studies. xii (1968) 85, 
86; Brown - "Commons and Council" 6. 

(I)-% PPC i 80-81. 

(3) Foedera viii 62-63; see p. 1+2. S above. 
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archbishop of Canterbury assembled his Convocation and 

representatives of both universities at St. Paul's to 

discuss the proposals brought from the Cardinals at Pisa 

(1). The Convocations and the universities were each 

subsequently represented by their own envoys at the 

Councils of Pisa and Constance. Sometimes it was necessary 

for the conduct of foreign affairs to obtain a specialist 

legal opinion. The legality of the grant of Guyenne to 

Gaunt was adjudicated by a panel of five lawyers at the 

Council of Eltham in 1395 (2. ). In September 1400 a group 

of lawyers was called upon to decide whether Henry IV was 

legally bound to return Queen Isabelle, her goods, jewels 

and dowry to France, and the following November these 

enquiries were passed on to the University of Oxford (3 ). 

These bodies played only a minor and "service" role in the 

construction of policy towards France. 

Within this process of formulation of policy by the king, 

the Council and various representative intitutions, there 

moved individuals, political factions, bodies of opinion 

and interest groups who all exerted an influence on the 

course of foreign relations. These were sometimes dominant 

in the court and Council, but more often they were factors 

whilch could not be ignored. Sometimes their influence was 

paramount in certain geographical areas or particular 

aspects of English diplomacy. In the late 1380s and early 
(1) Cal. S. P. -Venice no. 174. 

(2. ) Baldwin - Kinq's Council 136,505. 

M' Frieder viii 164; j. Ljk 48-54; E. 28/8 no. 15; See above 
pp. 107-108 
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1390s, there was pressure on both the English and French 

courts to make peace and unite in a grand crusade to the 

east, from the exiled king of Armenia and Philippe de 

Mezieres. Mezieres invented a comprehensive programme 

involving all sections of west European society. Richard 

II and Charles VI were to meet personally and achieve a 

peace settlement by generous concessions to each other 

which ignored the obstructions of their belligerent 

relatives. A General Council with supreme authority would 

then meet to end the schism in the church, followed by a 

crusade to recover the Holy Land and save Christendom from 

the advance of Islam (I ). Meziý-res exerted influence 

through the four evangelists of his Order of the Passion: 

Jean de Blaisq, Robert the Hermit, Louis de Giac and Otto 

de Granson. Blaisq was active in pacifying the frontiers 

of Gugenne between 1390 and 1392 (Z), and the French court 

occasionally used the Hermit as an envoy to England, as in 

1392 and 1395 (3). Granson was retained by both Richard II 

and Gaunt, accompanied Henry of Derby's expedition to the 

Holy Land in 1392 and was at the Burgundian court from 

1393 to 1395 (4. ). The members of the Order, of the Passion 

(I ) M&zieres - Snnqe I 118v2,119v2; III 275v2-278r2, 
311rl-314r2; see pp. 99-101,383 above. 

(2. ) See pp. JOL-197 above. 

(3) jAnqlo-Nnrman nos. 10,172; Dip. Cor. nos. 151 and 
219, and p. 250 n. 219; Anqleterre et Schisme 363,365 n. 11 

Conf4rances 375-376; A. N. J. 644 no. 35(8). 

(1+) QQR 1392-1396 63; QPR 342; E. C. Lodge and 
R. Somerville - Jnhn of Saunt's-Renister 1*:, '79-1`ýR? (Camden 

3rd Series lvi-lvii, London 1937) 7n., 31,999 
1529 160,269,271; L. Toulmin-Smith - Expeditions to 
Prussia 

- and the Hol%4 Land made bt4 Henru Earl of nPr-bu 
(Camden Society Iii, London 1894) 1xv, 179,2269 264,309. 
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included the duke of York and the earls of Rutland and 

Northumberland, and its patrons Gaunt, Gloucester and the 

earl of Huntingdon, but M&zit`::! resI chief support came from 

the unstable mind of Charles VI. At the Amiens conference 

Charles suggested an Anglo-French crusade against the 

Turks to Gaunt and at the Leulinghen-conference of 1393, 

Robert the Hermit intruded himself into the discussions 

(1). Mezieres' dreams of international' co-operation could 

make little headway against the realities of the perennial 

quarrel between the Plantagenets and the Valois, but the 

ideal was taken seriously on both sides of the Channel and 

provided part of the rationale for the peace negotiations 

of the 1390s. 

The person most deeply concerned in these negotiations on 

the English side was-John of Gaunt. In November 1389 he 

returned to England from his lieutenantcy in Guyenne, 

following a summons from Richard to come and play his part 

in the government of the kingdom W. A few weeks later 

Gaunt made a determined effort to make his mark on English 

politics, of which he had been a distant observer for 

several yearsq at the Council of Reading, where he 

presided over the pacification of the quarrels of the 

1330s. He was formally appointed to the Council in 

Parliament in January 1390 and, with the duke of 

Gloucester and the Chancellorg established control over, 

(1) Froissart xiv 386-387; xv 191-192. 

Q)% Hist. AnS, ii 193: West. C. hrnn. 406; EFS1 i 14c-14d, 
18; Foedera vii 641,648. 
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all grants made out of crown revenue (1). During the next 

year he quickly built up his influence in England until he 

was the dominant figure. An important stage in this was 

the hunting-party he held at Leicester in July that was 

attended by the king and queen, the dukes of York and 

Gloucester, and other important magnates. Here Gaunt 

persuaded a timorous Richard to recall from exile his 

former proteg&, John of Northampton (Z). His influence had 

extended to foreign policy by the time the instructions 

for the embassy to France were drawn up in the Council in 

April 1390 (3 ). Since he was not the king, Gaunt was 

obliged to direct the negotiations with France through the 

Council and his position as the chief ambassador, and 

eventually to submit his conduct of diplomacy to the 

consideration of Great Councils and Parliaments. By 1392 

he was pre-eminent in the Councilq stating his opinions on 

questions before they were debated by the other members 
(; I. His power was based on a close relationship with 

Richardq who made little effort to direct policy until 

1394, despite his sudden self-assertion in May 1389. The 

king retained ultimate control over foreign affairs, but 

through either indolence or lack of confidence, he was 

content to place his reliance in Gaunt and the Council(S), 
( 1. ) Hist. Anq. ii 194-195; Rnt-Parl, iii 262a; 
West. Chron. 406-408; PPC i 18a-18b. 

U) Knicihtorl ii 313; West. Chron. 440-442; R. L. Storey - 
"Liveries and Commissions of the Peace 1388-1390" in du 
Boulay and Barron-Reiqn nf Richard-11 149. 

(3) See p. 397 above. 

(4), Baldwin - Kinq's Council 498,499. 

(6) Steel - Richard L1 193; J. A. Tuck - Richard--Ij and the English Nnbilitij (London 1973) 138. 
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There was a body of opinion in England in the 1380s and 

1390s that was opposed to the peace policies of Richard 

and Gaunt. This favoured a policy of war tottiards France 

until militarg victorg was obtained, or at least a return 

to the Bretiqnq terms in ang peace treatq, and objected to 

the proposed returns of the Calais March, Brest and 

Cherbourg to French control (1). Although this group was 

connected to and descended from the Appellant faction, it 

never formed a cohesive "war party". It remained inactive 

in the background of politics for several years following 

the failure of the earl of Arundel's campaign in 1338 and 

the dismissal of the Appellants from the government in May 

1389. But discontent with Gaunt's peace policy revived in 

1393 and 13949 perhaps invigorated by the bellicose 

statement of William of Guelders at the Council of 

Stamford in Mag ý392 (Z). 

I 

Duke William of Guelders was England's most faithful ally 

but he had been rendered ineffective by the last campaign 

of the Caroline war. His family were old allies of Edward 

III (a), and in June 1387 Richard II retained him with an 

annuity to fight against France and Burgundy. In obedience 

to his contract, he issued a defiance against Charles VI 

(I ) See pp. 39-409 719 73 - 714- above. 

M See pp. 84, -717. above. 

(3) A. N. J. 522 no. 11. 

6 
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and Philip the Bold the following month (1). In autumn 

1388 a Franco-Burgundian punitive expedition brought the 

submissions of William's father, mother and brother, and 

finally his own, and he referred his dispute with the 

duchess of Brabant to Charles VI and an independent 

tribunal (2. ). The quarrel continued however and lapsed into 

open warfare again in 1397 (3). William, who succeeded to 

his father's duchy of Juliers in 1393, maintained his 

alliance with Richard, visiting him in 1390 (when he 

performed homage at Windsor), 1392 and 1396, and intending 

to do so in 1394 before the queen's death necessitated a 

postponement (4). Henry IV continued these contacts and 

tried to renew the arrangement William had had with 

Richard (5). But in June 1401, Charles VI bought the 

perpetual service and homage of William, his brother 

Reginald (who succeeded him the following year) and their 

leading vassals, to be directed specifically against 

England (6). Guelders. and Juliers were absorbed by the 
(1) Foedera vii 535-537,556; Froissar-I xii 183; xiii 
33-349 36-39,48; Kniqhton ii 271; Palmer - "Foreign 
Policy" 84; Vaughan - Philip the Bold 97; C. 76/72 m. 21; 
C. U. L. Mm vi 63 f. 151. Palmer suggests that the 
Commissioner government in England deceived William by 
draftinq the defiance and delivering it to Pat-is wi_thout_ 
his consent, Enqland. A-&96 and appendix 19. 

(2) Lehoux - Berri ii 229; Vaughan - Philip the Bold 
97-? 8; A. N. J. 522 nos. 189 19,20; c. f. Hist. An-gs ii 175. 

(3 ) Vaughan - Philip the Bold 101; Dip-Con. no . 123, 

p. 221 n. 123. See p. 4-27above. 

(4) Hist. Anq. ii 206-207; Die. Cor. nos. 203 and 204, p. 
221 n. 123, p. 237 n. 161; E. 28/19 facsimile at Baldwin - 
Kinq's rnuncil plate VII. 

M Letters of Hennu TV i 33-34; Freedera viii 189-190, 
191 . -192; Kirby - Henrq 1 117; Wylie - fienrq Ii 89. 

(L)W! jlie - Henrtj Ii 89; A. N. J. 522 nos. 24,251Z&IZ9. 
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inexorable advance of the influence of Valois Burqundq 

into the Low Countries. 

The most intransigent of Gaunt's domestic critics was the 

earl of Arundel. His family had grown wealthy from war 

service and profits in France and he did not need the 

income from crown grants and appointments that were the 

fruits of royal favour (1). He consistently promoted the 

prosecution of the war by land and sea, and had much 

popular support. His pol itical career went into eclipse 

after the period of Appellant rule and he obtained no more 

military commands. He obtained a licence to leave England 

and travel overseas (2. ). In 1391 and 1392 he concorded with 

Gloucester in believing that ang peace should be based on 

a return to the terms of the treatq of Bretignq and the 

pagment of the remainder of King Jean's ransom, but the 

level of his influence had sunk so low, that he was forced 

to paq lip-service to Richard's policq in public (3). 

Arundel's comprehensive attack on Gaunt in the Parliament 

of Januarg 1394 was the culmination of the opposition to 

the peace policqj but he failed to drive a wedge between 

Gaunt and Richardl and remained politicalIq isolated 

himself (4. ). 

(I A. Goodman - The Lgl4al Consl2iract4: The Lords 
ARRellant under Richard II (London 1971) 114. 

Q) E. 28/2 no. 40. 

(3), Froissart xiv 314. 

(4-) See p. 96 above. 
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Arundel was intermittently associated with the duke of 

Gloucester, who had led the last chevauchee into France in 

1381. Gloucester largel! j depended for his income on the 

patronage of the crown and was alwags struggling to get it 

based in land. He was in debt to the crown between 1397, 

and 1394 because of his short-lived lieutenancq of 

Ireland. He held the title to some lordships in Poitou 

which he would have liked to recover by war or diplomacy 

(1). Gloucester objected to the terms that were being 

negotiated with France in 1392, though he was prepared to 

agree in the Council that Calais shOUld be held by homage 

from Charles VI with suitable modifications (? -). The. 

Parliament of January 1393 requested that he shoul'd take 

part in the peace discussions because of his known viewsv 

but he appears to have acquiesced in Gaunt's acceptance of 

the draft peace and the return of Cherbourg. The Monk of 

Westminster alleged that Gaunt bought him over to his 

viewpoint with promisesof land. Gloucester lost his former 

popular support by this transaction (3). His continued 

alienation from the advocates of war is shown bt4 his 

absence from the list of those who guaranteed Arundel's 

good behaviour in August 1394. He was with Gaunt at 

Pontefract and shortlq afterwards joined Richard's 

(I ) Goodman Lnt4al Cr) 
_. 

60,86,88,92-949 104, 
165-166; Baldwin Kincils Council- 503; Wolfe - Rem4al 
Demesn 58. 

(2, ) Froissart xiv 314; xv 80; Baldwin - Kinq's CoLtnc 
4961 see P. RS above. 

(3) West. Chron. 518; see pp. 87,91 above. 
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expedition to Ireland (1). He had been deprived of the 

first place in the Council since Gaunt's return in 1389 

and he may have supported the proposal to separate Guyenne 

under Gaunt as a means of keeping him out of England again 

(2. ). By 1396, however, he had returned to his former 

opinions, objecting strongly to Richard's marriage to 

Isabelle and intriguing actively against it (. 3 ). Later-, 

Henry IV portrayed himself as the heir to these opinions(4). 

In taking this standpoint on the conflict with France, 

Arundel and Gloucester probably felt they were 

representing the aspirations of the noble and knightly 

classes. The English nobility was still a warrior class, 

which regarded. warfare as its function in society and an 

expression of its honour. It was a nobility of service, 

serving its kings militarily in the French campaigns and 

expecting them to lead it to war. It was through war 

service to the crown that its members achieved 

advancement. The English aristocracy may have made profits 

from the war, but this was not the primary motive for its 

involvement. It was more of a consideration for the class 

of professional soldiers, knights, esquires, men-at-arms 

and archers, whose captains were often drawn from the 

CCR 1392-1396 368; Anciln-Wirma no. 29; Goodman - 
Lot4al rnnspir"U 75,133. 

(I ) Froissart xv 1541 Baldwin - Kinq's Counci 136-137, 
505. 

(3), Froissart xv 238,300-301; xvi 2-8,15-17. 

(4) McKenna - PnnRaqanda 11 n. 1.120. 
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younger sons of the nobility and gentry, par ticularly in 

the border areas. For them there was the possibility of 

considerable profits derived from ransoms, plunder and 

e9ti though those who made very large gains were 

probably the lucky few. For -some, warfare provided the 

means to invest in land and ascend into the nobility (1). 

For many more it was a way of life and a source of income, 

and the prospect of a peace settlement or a long truce 

threatened them with unemployment. On the frontiers in 

France, garrisons were reluctant to withdraw from their 

fortresses when truces were made. Men like Mgrigot Marchiýs 

amassed great wealth as routiers in Guyenne and had ra 

vested -interest in the continuation of the war 2. At 

Calais the government found it necessary to pay the 

garrison. a quarterly bonus besides its. pztq, when it could 

not take booty during a truce (3). In England, the duke of 

Gloucester 
. maintained that the prosperity -of young 

knights, esquires and archers depended on the war as they 

had no alternative employment. In the Parliament of 

January 1393 the young knights expressed a preference for 

war over peace, and they were supported by the majority of 

the Commons (4 ). The cessation of the war raised the 

possibility of violence coming home to England, as 

(1) M. Powicke - "The English Aristocracy and the War" in 
Fowler - Hundred Years War 126-131; J. A. Tuck - "Why Men 
Fought in the Hundred Years War", H. T. xxxiii*(April 1983) 
36-40; McFarlane Nobilitt-4 20-33ý 409 '. ý31 161-162. 

(Z Fowler "Truces" 198; Fowler Plantaqenet and 
Yalois 170-171. 

(3)' Kirby - "Council and Calais" 48. 

(4) Eroissart xiv 314; xv 109; St-Denus. ii 74. 
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captains returned bringing their unpaid retinues, as when 

Brest i. i. ias returned to the duke oP E. 'rittany in 1397 (I). 

Kn i ghts and esqu ire s i. -jere retained by the crown on ran 

unprecedented scale at the end of Pichard's reign and the 

beginning of Henrq IV's reign, perhaps to curb the martial 

energies of a potentiallq dangerous class W. 

There was a violent reaction to Gaunt' s peace negotiations 

from this class in Cheshire in 1393, whilst the English 

and French delegations were meeting at Leulinghen. Armed 

bands led by Thomas Talbot, Nicholas Clifton and John 

Massy swore to kill the negotiators because they intended 

to attach Richard II to the kingdom of France by his liege 

homage (3). These events were perhaps connected with the 

disturbances that had troubled Yorkshire for some years, 

the feud between the Beckwith gang and some of Gaunt' s 
I 

officials in Knaresborough Forest (4). Cheshire had alixiays 

been a prominent recruiting ground for soldiers, partly 

because, criminals could take refuge there by the advowry 

system. Consequently it was an area rioted for violence and 

(I) See P. +0 above. 

(2. ) A. L. Brown - "The Reign of Henry IV: the 
establishment of the Lancastrian regime" in S. B. Chrimes, 
C. D. Ross and R. A. Griffiths (eds. )- Fifteenth renturw 
Enqlandw qtudies in Prliti. -s and '; nrietw (Manchester 1972) 
19. 

(3 ) Ann. Ric. Sec. 159-160; CPR1391-1396 239; for Massy 
see CPR 1391-1396 77 and N. B. Lewis - -Indentures of retinu 
with John of Gaunt enrnl-led in Chancer, 4 1367-1399 (Camden 
Miscellany xxiiqCamden 4th Series i, 1964) 95-96. 

(4) CPR 513: 1391-1.39-16 284-285-, Art n. Ric. Sec. 
1601 West. Chron. 442-444,516; J. G. Bellamg - "The Northern 
Rebellions in the later gears of Richard II" BJRL, 
xlvii(1964-1965). 
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periodic outbreaks of disturbance and rebellion. There 

was constant friction with Arundel's lordships of Holt and 

Bromf ield and Yale, and further disorders occurred in 

13949 when -John Stanley brought troops to fri! 3 hten 

Chester, in 1400, in connection with the revolt of the 

Earls, and in 1403 in connection with the Percy rising 

(1). Gaunt dealt with the 1393 revolt partly by recruiting 

the rebels for an expedition to Gascony, which suggests it 

was occasioned by the prospect of military unemployment. 

Richard later established close links with Cheshire, which 

he transformed into a principality in 1397 and where he 

recruited his notorious bodyguard (Z In 1393. his 

sympathy lag with the insurgents to some degree and he 

felt it necessary to deny that he was encouraging them 

(3).. Talbot was his retainer and had been captain of GuTnes. 

He later escaped and was never brought to trial, but 

probably served on both of Richard's Irish expeditions and 

was retained by Richard again in 1397. Clifton was also 

retained and made keeper of Bolsover in Derbyshire in 1396 

(4). Gaunt and Gloucestet- were not informed of the rising, 

(1) Goodman - Lowal ronspirarU 113-114; M. J. Bennett - 
"'Good Lords' and 'King-makers': the Stanleys of Lathom in 
English politics 1385-1485" H. T. xxxi (July 1981) 13; 
P. McNiven - "The Cheshire Rising of 140011 BJRL 
Iii, (1969-1970) 375-396; PPC i 111-112,208; Cal. Siqnet 
no. 930. 

(2) R. R. Davies - "Richard II and the Principality of 
Chester 1397-1399" in du Boulay and Barron - Reiqn coP 
Richard IT 256-279; Wolfe - Rnqal Demesne 58,76. 

(3) Foedera vii 746. 

(4-0 CPR 1388-1392 377; 1391-1396 182,5609 662; 
1396-1399 2529 4953 550; QrR 13R9-1292 305,316; Curtis - Richar-d 11 in IrelarLd 58,60,71,88,144. 
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but first heard of it from the French ambassadors, and 

hurried to England to dispose of this opposition. This was 

against the will of Richard and the Council. Gaunt dealt 

swiftly and efficiently tAh first the Yorkshire 

disturbances and then the Cheshire rising. He protested 

his innocence of the rebels' accusations and, more 

effectively, gave them military employment. Little use of 

force was necessary (1). Gaunt had reacted energetically 

to quash a revival of the inclination to war, which he had 

reason to suspect was co'nnected with Richard's court. 

Arundel acted very suspiciously during the rising. He 

gathered a large number of retainers and fortified himself 

in his castle of Holt, apparently awaiting the outcome of 

events before committiM9 himself to either side. He may 

have been the origin of the rumours about the negotiations 

that sparked off the troubles. In Parliament in January 

1394 Gaunt accused him of aiding the rebels and he was 

obliged to retire from the Council for a while (Z ). In 

Aprilý he was pardoned for conspiracies, treasons and 

insurrections with the commons. In August, Arundel 

offended Richard at Queen Anne's funeralq was imprisoned 

- and made to swear an oath not to in the Tower for a week 

makb 'unlawful assemblies (3 ). By 1397 Richard had lost 

patience with his obstinate opposition and the earl lost 

(1) Ann. Ric. Sec 160-162. 

(2-) Hist. AnSL, ii 214; Ann. Ric. Ser. 165-166; Davies - 
Lnrdship and '::, r1riC-tL1 58,74-75. 

(31) Rot. Parl- iii 351a; CCR 13-92-1396 307,368; QPF! 
1391-1f; 96 406. 
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his head. 

In the 1390s, when the series of truces had ended overt 

hostilities between England and France, it became urgent 

on both sides of the Channel to find new outlets for the 

warlike propensities of the nobiity and the professional 

soldiers, if dangerous situations like the Cheshire rising 

and the intrigues of Gloucester and Arundel were to be 

avoided. Richard II provided one such outlet through his 

personal enthusiasm for campaigns in Ireland to gain 

control over the Irish chiefs and nobility, which he 

financed partially with money gained through diplomacy 

with France (1). In 1392 it was decided to occupy the duke 

of Gloucester with the lieutenancy of Ireland and an 

e-: <pedition there, but the Council soon changed its mind 

about this (L). When the 1394 campaign was announced it 

was said to be welcomed by the young knights as another 

opportunity for war (3). It was intended to channel the 

ambitions of Gloucester, Thomas Mowbray, the Hollands and 

the earl of Rutland, who were all given lands and titles 

in Ireland. Gloucester was soon disillusioned however, 

and returned to England earlq in 1395. Since it was also 

intended to colonise Leinster with Englishmen, the Irish 

warý might have been planned to absorb the energies of the 

young knights permanently. Similarly in 1: 399 it was 

(I ) See pp. : 59S , 1-0-31 above. 

(Z) Baldwin - King's Qpuncil 498,500,503; Goodman - 
Lnyal rnnspirac. U 59-60. 

(3) Froissart xv 134-135. 
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Richard's young circle of the Duketti who participated in 

the Irish campaign and who xere meant to benefit from it. 

There was also a large contingent recruited from Cheshire 

(I ). In France the crusade to Tunis in 1390, the count of 

Armagnac's expedition to north Italy in 1391, and the 

projected royal and Angevin invasions of the Italian 

peninsula can be interpreted as other attempts to 

re-deploy superfluous soldiery. From England, Henry of 

Bolingbroke went on a crusade to Prussia i 1-1 1390 and 

Gloucester set out to follow him in 1391, but turned back. 

Gaunt began preparations for a crusade to Hungary in 1394. 

The proposed expeditions to Lombardy in 1397 and 1398 

would have served to redirect the aspirations of Mowbray, 

Rutland, the Hollands and Bolingbroke to a distant country 

7- Henry IV, mc-lbilised the royal and Lancastrian 

retainers t, p launch an expedition against Scotland in the 

first campaigning season of his reign. Soon he had plenty 

of fighting in Wales and on the Calais and Guyenne 

frontiers to keep the English occupied. But by 1407 there 

were signs of restlessness again, when John Cornwall was 

licenced to take sixty men-at-arms and five hundred 

archers to fight at Liege (3 ). Cornwall t-. tas also a 

prominent jouster. When warfare was unavailable, 

tournaments and feats of arms provided a 

Curtis -. Eigh. ard_. JI in Ireland; Steel - Richard I 
208-209; Goodman - Loyal f_`ons2irary 62,133; Tu ck- 
Richard II 

--and 
NnbilitM 1707 173-175; Davies - "Principality of Chester" 278. 

Q) 4 See pp. 410-42k 432. above. 

(3) CCR 1405-140 216. 
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substitute. Although they were meeting-points for an 

international warrior caste, they often had >1 , enophobi c 

overtones (1). 

The habit of war was nowhere more difficult to break than 

in the Duchy of Guyenne. The complicated relationship 

between the crown and the Duchy was one of the most 

important factors in Anglo-French relations. The Duchy 

brought little financial benefit to the crown and was 

often reliant on England for food imports The 

maintenance of the English position there depended on the 

loyalty of its inhabitants to the king as dukel and 

particularly the loyalty of, the nobility and the towns. 

The local nobility's patterns of allegiance were dictated 

by inheritance structures rather than geography, and by a 

m -ture of temporary alliances and traditional ties, i -x 

especially to the houses of Foix and Armagnac, whose feud 

over Bigorre dominated the region from 1251 to 1425. The 

nobles of the south-west frequently changed sides between 

the French and English, as the early career of Renaud de 

Pons and the tergivisations of the Sire de Limeuil in 

Henry IV's reign show (3). The crown was obliged to treat 

them with a blend of discipline and generosity, making 

them grants of annuities and officesq which were regarded 

(1) See p. above. 

(2) Vale Enqlish GascrNnq 8,203; Fowler - Hundred 
Years Wa introduction, 4113; Fowler - Plantaqenet and 
Valois 47. 

1 (3) Vale - En_qlish_Qasrrnjj vill, 90,154,165,166, 
170-173; Chavanon - "Renaud VI" 2. 
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as heritable possessions, portions of the ducal demesne 

and estates confiscated from rebels. Henry IV appointed 

Gaillard de Durfort as seneschal in December 1399 in order 

to satisfy local sentiments, although he proved sciarcely 

adequate for the job. The loyalty of Gascon towns depended 

on the manipulation of urban factions, royal grants and 

confirmations of privileges, and respect for urban 

liberties by royal officials. The towns generally felt 

their privileged position would be better preserved under 

Plantagenet rule than that c%f Charles VI M. 

In return for their continued allegiE--trice the Gascons 

expected the king of England to provide them i., jith military 

support, to redress their grievances and to refrain from 

interferenc& in their internal affairs. When the Duchy l. kiras 

nervous of attack or hard-pressed, letters were sent to 

England from the town authorities, the captains of 

frontier castles or the archbishop of Bordeaux, requesting 

the despatch of English reinforcements. These letters were 

occ as i 01-IF-A I in the 1390s and became numerous in the middle 

gears of Henrq IV's reign. Henrg's lack of response 

provoked accusations of desertion from discontented 

Oascons (Z). Envogs also travelled from Ougenne to England 

seeking material aid and answers to their complaints from 

(I ) Martiniere - "Instructions secrý-tes" 337; Vale - Enqlish GasrnL-W 30,41-42,44-46,539 170,203,205, 
206. 

Z. Vale War Govt. Rrid-Politics, 292; see 
above pp. 37-6,132.7. 
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the Council (1). In the absence of funds to send any more 

concrete assistance, the English government would send 

sets of letters to individuals and communities in Ciuyenne, 

thanking them, for their good service and asking them to 

continue it (Z). Under Henry IV and Henry V the Gascons 

received very little help from England and were obliged to 

conduct the war and negotiate truces almost independent Iy 

(3 ). Through this decentralised warfare and diplomacy, 

they exerted an independent inf luence on the course cof 

Anglo-French relations. 

A serious miscalculation by Gaunt about the Gascons' 

attachment to their privileged status contributed to the 

failure of his peace policy in the early 1*3,90s. His 

careless treatment of their liberties provoked such 

determined opposition that he was unable to establish 

himself as the semi-independent ruler of the Duchy (4). 

When Richard granted him the title of duke in March 1390, 

he revoked all alienations of the lands and revenues cof 

Guyenne made by himself or his predecessors, to the 

benefit of Gaunt. This stimulated a vigorous reaction 

both in itself and because the terms were rumoured to 

(1) e. g. Baldwin - Kinq's Council 504; W! jlie - Henrl-j IV 
ii 424; iii 272-273,275-276; C. 61/108 m-26; C. 76/85 m. 10; 
C. 76/89 m. 5; C. 76/90 m. 6; C. 76/92 m. 7. 

(2- e. g. those in E. 28/14 and B. L. Add. MS. 24062 
ff. 115-120. 

(3) See pp. 330-332#4.91 above. 

(10) See pp. SZ--34 above. 
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include all Gascon privileges. By the end of the year, 

Richard had been forced to withdraw the revocation (1). 

The Gascons had very practicral reasons for objecting to 

Gaunt's rule. When he confirmed their privileges in 

September, 1391 he specified that the Duchy would be. 

governed by his officer-s or their- deputies (2. ). From the 

concessions he granted to the Estates in Mar, ch 1395, it is 

clear that these officials, and the way they abused their-- 

position, were resented. Specific complaints wer-6 made 

about per-versions of justice, hanging and torturing, the 

seizure of houses as quarters, the pr, otection of r-unaway 

set-fs and the farming of offices (a). Gaunt's seneschal, 

William le Scrope, interfered in the commune of Bayonne in 

1392 to ensure that the Lancastrian prote-, ge Pelerin du 

Vilar became mayor. Vilar- was ejected in 1395, and in 

1398 and 1399 the faction politics of Bayonne broke into 

open violence. At this time it was suspected Gaunt 

intended to seize control of the town (4. ). 

Gaunt had alreadq tried the threat of force to obtain 

possession of his Duch'q after he returned from the 

conference at Leulinghen in June 1394. In September- he set 

out with a large armed following and landed at Libourne. He 

reqýtested admittance to Bordeaux and Bayonne, but was 

refused. In January 13,55.15 he was still ask , ing merely for 

(I) Foedet-a vii 662,687-68. '-=. '. 

U) Bouillon 293. 

(3)' Bouillons 259-267. 

(4-) Vale - Erlqlish Gasco 32-37 
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passage through Bordeaux. In March he was finally allowed 

to enter the city on condition that he exercised no 

suzerainty until an agreement had been reached. Within the 

next week he made settlements with the jurats of Bordeaux 

and the three Estates of Guyenne, conceding all their 

-demands. Gaunt was willing to pay a high price for the 

Duchy, for he-now bestowed gifts and privileges liberally 

on. Bordeaux -and the principle nobles. The dispute over 

his tenure of Guyenne was not resolvedbut it was agreed 

that it should be submi'tted to the judgement of Richard 

W. However, 
-no 

decision was reached when the matter )-as 

argued before_ the Council of Eltham. Gaunt-remained in 

Quyenne until late in 1395, but achieved little, despite 

the expenditure of vast sums of money.. Richard therefore 

recalled him and he returned to England "spe frustratus" 

(2). The_Gascons were unwilling to accept the rule of a 

separate duke without stringent conditions, since this 

would entail a reduction of thoir-independence. Through his 

mishandling of-the acquisition and exercise of ducal rule, 

Gaunt alienated the most important sections of Gascon 

society, although they remained loyal to Richard. Because 

of Kis unpopularity, it was uncertain whether they would 

accept his son Henry IV as king in 1399. 

The French government tried to take advantage of this 

uncertainty to subvert Gascon loyalties to the English 

Krri qhton ii 23 21 Ann. P-ic. Ser 169; Eltloqiljm iii 
3-70-371; BoLtillorLZ 244-2459 253,2579 259-2679269. 

Emloqium iii 371. See also Froissart xv 182-, 
_ 'Ann. Ric. Sec-188. 
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crown. Late in 1399 or early in 1400 it conducted secret 

negotiations in Guyenne to encourage some of the nobility 

to rebel in favour of the deposed and imprisoned Richard, 

in particular with Archambaud de Grailly, Captal de Duch. 

It acted through the person of Charles d'Albret rather 

than in its own name, in order not to jeopardise the 

continuance of the truce by a direct infraction, as it was 

later to conceal its querres couvertes under the colours 

of allies or individuals for the same reason. Itas 

hoped to repeat the success of 1369 by inducing the nobles 

of Guyenne to appeal to Charles VI against Henry (I ). It 

appears that the duke of Bourbon also held a meeting with 

representatives' from Bordeaux, Bayonne and Dax, at Agen to 

persuade them to change the allegiance of the towns from 

English to French, 'but they rejected his proposals. The 

towns all submitted to Henry's proctors during 1400, 

though Bayonne was -Forced by the resolute action of a 

group of local nobles to stop a deviation towards an 

understanding with France and Castile. Henry was able to-, 

take control of English Guyenne in this year through the 

agency of his seneschal Durfort, the archbishop of 

Bordeaux and the three proctors he sent to receive the 

allegiance of the Duchy in his name. He confirmed the 

privileges of the Gascons and promised to send troops to 

defend them (Z). 

(1) Martiniere - "Instructions secre"tes" 332-340. 

(? -) Wylie - Henry IV i 121-122; Vale - English Gascontj 
29,30,31,40-42; Martiniere - "Instructions secretes" 
3371; Palmet- - Booje 55-58; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div 
f. l; C. 61/107 mm. 9,101 14; E. 28/8 M. 90; E. 28/27 no. 53. 
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However, he could riot prevent the Captal passing into the 

French obedience and the alliance of Louis of Orleans, in 

return for Charles VI allowing him to succeed to the comte" 

of Foix, though by the time this was finalised in March 

1401 the danger of a wholesale defection in the Duchy had 

passed. The affair was the subject of some sharp 

diplomatic exchanges between English and French 

ambassadors in 1401 (1 ). Archambaud's intentions were 

uncertain at first, and the council at Bordeaux was 

prepared to intercede with Henry on his behalf, but by 

1404 both he and his eldest son were active on the French 

side (2. ). His younger son Gaston remained in the English 

obedience and in 1405 there seems to have been a 

possibility that Archambaud himself could be brought back, 

into the fold (3). But Foix stayed French and eventually 

passed to the Burgundian faction. Therefore Gaunt's 

failure in Guyenne in the early 1390s left a legacy in the 

Duchy which worked to England's disadvantage in her 

relations with France at the start of his son's reign. But 

the Gascons continued to believe that their interests were 

best served by maintaining their ties with the 

Plantagenets, and English Guyenne survived. 

(1) PPC i 195; A. N. J644 no. 33-1 J-645 nos. I and 15. 

(I ) B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Div ff. 60,613 see above 
pp. 313-314,317,311-37-3. 

(3) Vale - En3lish rjasrcnL 52,154-155,167,169; 
E. 2: ý/14 nos. 6,14,18; E. 28/15 no. 32. 
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The north of England was a similar frontier area in which 

a local independent-minded nobility predominated, living 

by feuds and constant petty warfare. The nobles of the 

north formed an isolated group in the English aristocracy, 

within which the Percies and the Nevilles had emerged as 

the two supreme families, their power based on their 

command of local loyalties rather than influence at the 

king's court. The crown had no choice but to make them 

responsible for the safe-keeping of the border with 

Scotland, and as wardens; of the Marches they controlled 

considerable military resources at the crouin's expense. 

Through the t. -. iardenships and their frequent appointments as 

negotiators with the Scots, the northern barons had a 

great deal of influence on the course of Anglo-Scottish 

relations; in the border areas, where they made local 

truces and held march-days, they had almost exclusive 

control over them. Since they lived by raiding and 

plundering, they had little incentive for pacifying the 

border. But by Richard's reign the development of the 

wardenship system had led to closer financial links 

between the border and the central government, and tempted 

the crown to interfere in the northern barons' sphere of 

influence. In the early 1380s there was friction between 

Gaunt and Henry Percy, earl of Northumberland, over power 

on the border and in 1389 Percy objected to Richard's 

appointment of Thomas Mowbray as warden of the East March. 

Richard and Gaunt both showed favour to the Nevilles in 

the 1390s, thus threatening to disturb the balance between 

the two great families in the north, and late in his 
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reign, Richard introduced members of his court party into 

border offices (I ). In reaction to this, the Percies and 

the Nevilles joined Bolingbroke as his principal 

supporters when he landed at Ravenspur in 1399, and so 

moved to the centre of the 

they now had to divide t 

and the royal court. Percy 

Westminster bg Thomas earl 

councillor and prominent 

relations. The loss of his 

English political stage. Bt. tt 

heir attention betisýeen the north 

interests were represented at 

of Worcester, who was an active 

as a diplomat in Anglo-French 

place at court and the failure 

of Northumberland and' his son to obtain a monopoly of 

border offices from Henry IV were probably the chief 

reasons for their rebellion in 1403. After its failureq 

Northumberland lost his official position on the border 

but kept his power as a magnate. This impelled him to 

rebel again in 1405, using archbishop Scrope of York as a 
I 

cover of respectability. The ill-organised' insurrection 

was dispersed by the ingenuity of Ralph Neville, earl of 

Westmorland. Westmorland attended the court rarely in the 

early years of Henry's reign, and then probably only to 

protect his interests against the encroachments of the 

Percies. From 1404 to 1407 his interests at court were 

(I) Tuck -"Ri chard II and Border Ma! 3nates" 27-35, 
39-45,48-49,51-52; J. M. W. Bean -"Henrg' IV and the 
Percies" HistnrL xliv (1959), 212-214; Goodman - Loyal 
QnnspirarU 52; R. L. Storeq - "The North of En! 31and" in 
Chrimes, Ross and Griffiths - Fifteenth Centurtj Enqland 
130'-134; R. L. Storeq - "The Wardens of the Marches of 
England towards Scotland 1377-1489", EHR lxxii (1957). 
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watched over by his brother Lord Furnival (I ). The, northern 

barons' formulation of foreign policy was therefore always 

confined to the affairs of the Scottish border, 

particularly truces and their infractions, but in the 

first half of Henry IV's, t%eign they were also influential 

ir, the central counsels of-the realm. 

At this time Westmorland appears to have had a special 

interest in relations with Brittany. He had been 

accumulating interests in -Jean IV's English lands in the 

late 1390s, culminating in Henry' s grant of Richmond to 

him in October 1399. In February 1400 he retained for life 

Antoine Rysq Nicholas Aldrewych and John Periang ulho were 

involved in negotiating the marriage of Henry to Jeanne of 

Brittany over the next two years and who were later 

members of her household in England 2. Perhaps 

Westmorland originated the policy of Henry's marriage to 

Jeanne. Henry's motives for the marriage are not 

altogether clear, and it is difficult to knot-. i how much 

influence Jeanne exerted over him and his policy. 

Parliament was acutely suspicious of her household, 

insisting on the expulsion of various members in 1404, 

1406 and 1416 (3 She was instrumental in persuading 

(I Bean -"Henry IV and the Percies"; Brown - "Commons 

and Council" 7; Brown - PrivLj_ Sea-1 61-62; Baldwin - King 
Council 143,149; Brown - "Reign of Henry IV" 7-11,14; 
Storey - "North of England" 134-137-1 P. McNiven - "The 
Betrayal of Archbishop Scrope" BJRL liv (1971-1972); 
Rogers - "Crisis 1401" 91-92,931 94. 

(2. ) Kirby - HenrLj 
_I_V 

137,167; Tuck - "Richard II and 
Bor0er Magnates" 51; see pp. 47.9-4-3Ot442 above. 

(3) Wylie - Henrtj IV i 411; ii 425-426; Henny V ii 322-1. 
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Henry to make truces in Picardy and with her son Jean V of 

Brittany in 1407 M. Later she quarrelled sharply with 

Jean over her dower lands in Brittar--, kny (Z). In 1411 and 1412 

she aligned with the prince of Wales in supporting the 

idea of an alliance with the But-gundians and was herself 

in touch with John the Feat-less (3). Probably because of 

her family connections abroad, Queen -Jeanne had a shadol. -. iy 

influence on English foreign policy in Henry IV's reign, 

but it is now difficult to discern. 

In the last few years of the reign she appears to have 

been involved in the faction politics that extended from 

the control of the government into the area of foreign 

policy. The prince and his uncle Henry Beaufort made their 

mark in Enqland"s diplomacy with France from March 1406 

onwards, although the prince did not take his place on the 

Council until nearly the end of the year. For the next 

three years this diplomacy was characterised by 

negotiations for a peace based on the marriage of the 

prince to a Valois princess and the development of the new 

structure of particular truces. During this time he became 

the centre of an aristocratic party which included the 

Beaufort brothers, the young earls of Arundel and Warwick, 

Lorý Scrope of Masham and his own brother John of 

(1) Foedera viii 484,490; A. N. J. 646 no. 2. 

(2. ) Knowlson - Jean V 90-92,110. 

(3 Wylie - Henry IV iv 68 and n. 3,78; Vaughan - John 
the Fearless 92. Knowlson maintained that Jeanne 
encouraged Henry to conquer France, so that her son Jean 
might succeed him as king of France, but this is absurd, 
Knoti. ilson - Jean V 55,80. 
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Lancaster, and which was increasingly critical of Henry 

IV's chancellor, Thomas Arundel. This group took full 

control of the Council between January 1410 and December 

1411, favouring an intervention in France in combination 

with the Burgundians. There followed the negotiations for 

an alliance with John the Feat-less and the earl of 

Arundel's expedition in 1411, which had the character of 

the prince's private venture. He was eager to take over 

the kingdom and suggestions were made that his father 

might abdicate in his favour (1). During the time that he 

and his friends controlled the Council, foreign rulers 

regarded him as virtually the co-ruler of England. He 

presided over Great Councils, received petitions and 

negotiated for alliances in the name of himself and his 

father. He probably had the full direction of Policy 

towards France and Flanders at this time, though not 

towards other areas. This seems to have lasted until 

February 1412, for as long as the alliance discussions 

with Burgundy were kept alive (Z). 

But the prince's party had already been expelled from the 

Council in December 1411. King Henry and Thomas Arundel 

took control again and favoured an arrangement with the 

Orl6anists. The alliance of May 1412 and the expedition of 

(I). K. B. McFarlane - Lancastrian Kinqs and Lollard 
Kniqhts (ed. G. L. Harriss, Oxford 1972) 106-108; Baldwin - 
King's Council, 161-163; Brown - Privy Seal 80,90; Brown - 
"Commons and Council" 25,27; A. R. Myers - "John cif 
Lancaster, Duke of Bedford 1389-1435" H-T. 

Ix 
(1960), 461; 

see pp. 111-IIZ j 4-5)4-Sgabove. 

Feedera viii 715-716,721i PPC ii 69 20; E. 28/28 
nos. 45 and 84. 
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the duke of Clarence then followed (1). AriAndel now headed 

a part! j opposed to the prince i. -jhich included Thomas of 

Clarence and the duke of York. King Henry tried to remain 

aloof from factions, but was increasin! 31y associated with 

these men. In the summer of 1412 there was a danger thztt 

civil war would break out between him and his impatient 

eldest son. A peace was arranged in July by terms of which 

the armed followers of both camps were to Join Clarence's 

expedition (2-). This amalgamation of two opposing factions 

into one enterprise abroad recalls Richard Il's endeavours 

to avoid trouble at home bq shipping off his nobility and 

soldierg on foreign adventures. 

On his accession in March 1413 Henry V replaced Thomas 

Arundel as chancellor by Henry Beaufort, but the old 

divisions did rot continue into the new reign. The duke 

of Clarence returned to England from Bordeaux to take up 

his place at the new court and the duke of York slipped 

easily from one party to the other, as usual, via some 

unauthorised diplomacy at Paris (3 ). One of the 

difficulties that Henry IV had faced at the beginning of 

his reign was a lack of nobles to serve him in governing 

the kingdom, because of the large number of minorities. 

Thit problem was intensified by the deaths and forfeitures 

(I ) McFarlane - Lancastrian KinaE 108-109; Baldwin - 
Kinq', s Council- 163-164; Brown - Priv; 4 Seal, 83,91,207; see 
pp. 1199 457- 444. above. 

U) McFarlane - Lancastrian Ki-a-qj 109-110. 

(3) See pp. IZ. Ct 463 above. 
I 
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which occurred in the events of 1403 M. This was not a 

problem that Henry V had, since all the minors had now 

grown up. He succeeded in uniting the English aristocracy 

into a true nobility of service for his wars in France. He 

received their expressions of support for his aggressive 

policq towards France in the parliament of November 1414 

and the Great Council of April 1415 (Z ). Then he threw 

their combined weight against his- enemies across the 

Channel and achieved success: 

" The k ing, with ari stocrat ic supportq ti. t as 
well-nigh invincible; the reverse situation was, 
per contra7 disastrous (3). 1 

It was riot only noble-and military groupings that Cou Id 

influence the course of England's foreign policy. There 

was an increasing tendency for the needs of the merchants 

of the kingdom to be taken into account and it was seen as 

the king's duty to defend the interests of his mercantile 

communit! j. The merchants' needs were for prosperous trade 

and security at sea, and the pursuit of these might often 

run contrary to the dynastic and political ambitions of 

the king. The series of truces with Flanders and Brittany 

from 1407 onwards were designed primarily for their 

benefit. Indeed, merchants were involved inthe process of 

negotiating the securities with Flanders. In 1405 the 

Council consulted the London merchants about the extent of 

(1) Brown - "Reign of Henry IV" 7,11-12. 

(Z)l PPC, ii 151,158. 

(3) Powicke - "Aristocracy and War" 125. 

548 



their trade in Flanders, for the purpose of the talks at 

Calais, and additions were made to the draft of a four 

month truce according to the merchants' advice (1). The 

-merchants of the Calais Staple might communicate directly 

with the Viet, Leden, send representatives to meetings of 

English and Flemish envoys, or even negotiate themselves 

with- merchants sent by the other side (2. ). In 1411 the 

Council commissioned William Walderne,, a merchant of 

London, to serve o. n an embassy to discuss the truce with 

Flanders (3). It was quite normal for a merchant to be 

chosen 'in this way as- a member of an embassy to the 

Hans-eatic'Leaque and Prussia. Examp les in this period 

include-Richard Donyngton of Hull in 1404, who ended his 

mission in -prison in Stralsund (4. ), and William E, rampton 

of London, who had to make the whole Journey by sea, since 

he was too frail-to rioe a horse, and lost his life in a 

shipwreck (S). -Sometimes in order, to recover sums owed to 

them, merchants decided their interests were best served 

not by_ peace at sea but by hostile action. They 

petitioned the king and the Council to grant them letters 

of marque and reprisal against specific nations. Often 

M, i 258; E. 28/21 no. 22. 

(2. ) Letters of Henri4 TV i 253-255; E. 28/11 unnumbered 
ar, d damaged Aetter to Hugh-Lutterell dated 26 Oct; E. 28/28 
no. 64. 

(3) Foeder viii 677-678. 

(4) Cal. Siqne no. 203. 

-(S-)- WqI-ie Henrtj IV ii 71,77; ral. Siqnet nos. 260, 
342; E 28/21 no5.33,36; E. 28/28 no. 68. 
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these letters would be issued to merchants in defiance of 

the provisions of truces which forbade them (1). 

The met-chants normally communicated their views about the 

defence of the sea to the government through the medium cif 

parliamentary petitions and debates, but occasionally the 

Council also consulted representatives from the ports. 

Leading London merchants might sit or) the Council from 

time to time, as Richard Whittington and William Brampton 

did in the f irst year of Henry IV' s rei gn U) I but usual ly 

this was connected with their loans of money and contracts 

of supply to the government. In December 14M. the Council 

consulted prominent mariners about a plan for the defence 

of the sea, and in 1406 the keeping of the sea was 

entrusted to the merchant community by an agreement made 

in Parliament, following a request by the Commons that a 

provision should be made for this. It did not prove to be 

a success (3 ). Similar experiments were tried in 1378, 

1383 and 1436, and suggested in 1379 (4). In July 1413 the 

Council again asked the London merchants for advice about 

the safety of trade at sea (5). 

0 See pp. 34.3t 340j, 347-3Wabove. 

(2. ) Brown - "Commons and Council" 8N; Baldwin - Kin3 ,s 
Council 151; Brown PriVLJ !: --eal 202; fýEý, i 121; E. 28/7 
no. 36. 

(3) See Fp. 3(-2. -343 above. 

(4) Richmond - ', 'Keeping of Seas" 292-294; Richmond - 
"War at Sea" 109-110: Richmond - Admin. and Keepinq r.., f 
Sea's 174-175. 

(6) - PPC ii 131-132. 
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It was in the government's interest to promote the 

prosperity of the trading community because it relied upon 

the merchant marine for military purposes. Usually the 

king himself had only about half a dozen vessels, though 

Henry V managed to increase the number to thirty-six by 

1417 (1 ). England mostly raised the ships she needed by 

impressment and paid a fee to the owners from 1380 

onwards. The Cinque Ports owed a service of fift9-seven 

ships for forty days, which they were frequently called 

upon to perform, though their- contribution ti. ias becoming 

less useful as their prosperity declined. In November 1403 

the Council estimated England's total naval resources at 

260 ships, riot counting those belonging to the royal 

household, cir in Ireland and Wales (2. ). There were 

periodic attempts to improve naval strength by ordering 

various towns to build ships for the defence of the realm. 

Henry IV unsuccessfully tried to acquire thirty-nine 

balingers and seventeen barges by this means in January 

1401 (3). 

Both England and France needed their allies to bolster 

their naval resources. Neither possessed enough ships to 

launch a major offensive on their own account. Froissart 

states that Charles VI had to collect ships from Seville 

to Prussia for the 1386 expedition (4-). Fighting gallegs 

Rose - Navu of Lancastrian Kinss 32-37. 
.; 3.9 

(2. ) E. 28/12 no. 4. 

(3) Alban - National Defence 278-280; Foedera viii 
172-1-174. 

(LI-) Froissart xi 358. 
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in particular were lacking in northern ixtaters and were 

usually obtained from Iberia and Italy. Portugal was 

England's chief source of warships. Portuguese galleys 

served the English in the early 1370s (I ), and by the 

treaty of 1386 Jogo I agreed to provide Richard II with 

ten galleys for a season at his own expense (2. ). England 

continued to receive naval aid from Portugal until the 

truce of Leulinghen. In June 1389 Richard paid off six 

galleys which had remained at Southampton all winter and 

served at sea since the beginning of April (3). Henry IV 

also asked Jo&o to send him some galleys (4-). It was 

rumoured Jo7io and his sons would Join Henry V's expedition 

in 1415, and later his ships guarded the Seine for Henry 

during the siege of Rouen (5 ). The English also 

occasionally used Italian ships. Genoese tarits were 

pressed into service during the invasion scares of the 

1380s (46), and in 1417 Henry V hired some Genoese ships 

and requisitioned some Venetians (7). 

But English and French requirements were now extending to 

include the northern maritime powers. Dutch ships were 

(1) Alban National Defenc-e 277. 

(Z) For-der vii 520; Dip. Cor. no. 73, p. 203 n-73. 

, ntion 415-416,493 n. 4,527-528; (3 Russell - Jýrttet-yqj 
C. 76/72 mm. -2,. and 3; E. 28/2 nos. 5 and 36; E. 30/1690 and 
1691. 

(4) PPC i 280-281. 

(5) Wqlie - Menrt4 'V i 449-450. 

(6)1 C. 76/71 mm. 21 and 22; C. 76/72 m. 24. 

(7) Wqlie and Waugh - Henry V iii 46. 
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hired for the 1386 invasion fleet at ruinously high rates 

(1) and for Gaunt's expedition to Castile the same year 

(20. A Zeeland ship served in Henry Percy's force in 1387 

W. For his expeditions of 1415 and 1417 Henry V sent 

envoys to hire shipping in Holland and Zeeland (4. ). On the 

latter occasion two Danish ships were also requisitioned ' 

M-England' s policies towards the powers peripheral to the 

Anglo-French conflict were therefore conditioned not only 

by the motive to protect and promote the trade of its 

merchants, but also by its naval needs. 

During this long period of truce, England's foreigh policy 

was influenced by a variety of different individuals, 

interest groups and aristocratic factions whose 

consequence waxed and waned with political fortune, and by 

sections of the community of the kingdom of England and 

its overseas possessions, whose presence was constant. 

These expressed their opinions through the Council, Great 

Councils, Parliaments and, in the case of the formulation 

of policy towards the schism and the General Councils of 

the church, in convocations and university assemblies. At 

this time the Great Council emerged as a distinct and 

formally constituted body, which was appropriate for the 

process of consultation and consent about policies of 

(1) Froissart xi 359; xii 29 

(2) Russell - Interventi-on 413. 

(3) C. 76/72 m. 20. 

(4) Wylie - HenrLj IV i 449; Wylie and Waugh - Henrtj 
iii'45 n. 9,46; Foedera ix 215-217; C. 47/28/7 no. 30. 

(S) CCR 1413-1419 397. 
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peace and war with France. As it represented the whole 

nobility of the realm, and sometimes the gentry of the 

shires too, its meetings demonstrated the participation of 

these classes in the policy pursued. When parliaments 

endorsed policies, towns and their merchants were also 

represented by the burgesses. The ordinary continuous 

Council handled the day-to-day business of diplomacy, the 

minuti&e , of the accreditation of embassies and drafting 

documents, and gave effect to the orders the king sent 

it. It also acquired responsibility in the fringe areas of 

foreign policy and areas which required sustained 

meticulous attention7 such as the maintenance of truces, 

relations with the mercantile powers of Flanders and the 

Hanseatic League7 rind the uninterrupted flow of 

solicitation concerning international piracy. It was this 

attention that a peripatetic king could not give. All this 

work, was undertaken by delegation from the king; there was 

no defined division between their areas of activity and 

normally they worked in conjunction. 

It was the king himself who made foreign policy, though he 

tended to concentrate on the central matter of the 

conflict with France. Therefore a king's personal style of 

foreign policy can be discerned throughout the period of 

his rule in his selection of the different elements of 

diplomatic practice that were available to him, such as 

dynastic marriages, military alliances, the retention of 

clýent princes and nobles abroad, personal meetings with 

foreign rulers, the use of mediators, grand conferences 
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and secret correspondence. When it was not the king who 

was the main director of f ore i gn policy, but another, 

individual like John of Gaunt in 1390 to 1394 and the 

prince of Wales in 1410 and 1411, he could only act as the 

principal member of the Council, which played a fuller 

part in making decisions than usual. He was obliged to 

make greater use of parliaments and Great Councils, since 

he lacked the direct personal authority of the king. 

If the king was to retain the confidence of his kingdom in 

foreign affairs, he needed to demonstrate the 

participation of all sections of the community in his 

policy. His policy therefore had to accommodate many 

different interests, so no consistent comprehensive policy 

emerged for any length of time. Nor did the king's degree 

of control over events on his frontiers and beyond permit 

predetermined policy too far in advance. Opportunities 

were missed and advantages not pressed, especially in 

areas that were delegated to the Council, which tended to 

take a short-term view. The one continuous thread of 

foreign policy was the claim of the Plantagenets to the 

French throne and the condition of this depended on the 

military balance between England and France. 

4 
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CONCLUSION 

it has been argued in the last chapter that the 

formulation and direction of English f ore i gn polic! j at 

this time was normally the king's business but that he was 

far from being an autocrat in this field. There were four 

directors of foreign policy during the period under 

review: John of Gaunt, Richard II, Henry IV and Henry of 

Monmouth, as both prince and king. It is in the manner in 

which each of the four conducted their diplomacy that the 

main lines of consistency can be traced. 

John of Gaunt largeIg controlled foreign policy from the 

beginning of 1390 to the summer of 1394, though King 

Richard took an interest in it in these gears and was 

capable of expressing his opinions. Gaunt never became 

king, but his familq ambitions were wide enough to include 

the succession (1). He was the richest man in England and 

retained followers on a vast scale with generous fees (Z). 

(I ) Euloqium iii 369-370. 

(LT. B. Pugh - "The Magnates Knights and Gentry" in 
Chrimes, Ross and Griffiths - Fifteenth Centurq Enqland 
107. 
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He seems to have been an arrogant man, very concious of 

his position as one of the foremost princes of 

Christendom, with interests and activities that extended 

over most of western Europe during his long career. The 

diplomatic style of such a man was riot likely to consist 

of small business-like meetings. In England he acted as the 

leading member of a large and aristocratic Council, in 

which his formidable personality tended to stifle debate-, 

and he presented his policy to the ikiider representation of 

Great Councils and Parliaments. In his negotiations with 

France he operated through large-scale conferences Pt 

Amiens and Leulinghen in which the emphasis i., jas on 

ostentation and ceremony for the benefit of a considerable 

audience. It was a diplomacy of direct discussion between 

Plantagenet and Valois princes which aimed to achieve a 

compromise by the successive surrenders of points on both 

sides. His acceptance of the French demands for liege 

homage for Guyenne is a measure of how far his foreign 

policy was dominated by his ambition to establish a 

semi-independent principality for himself in the Duchy. 

To accomplish this ambition by negotiation he needed to 

control the operation of the truces and make them 

effective, and bring the Anglo-French conflict to a final 

setýlement. His failure over the course of six years to 

instal himself either in a Duchy expanded by negotiation 

or in its current form, left the English in a weaker 

position in Guyenne. However, he resisted French attempts 

to eliminate the English P9tis system and took prompt 

action to prevent the French attacking English allies in 
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ce many of his contemporaries, he Italy and Brittany. Lik 

sincerely believed in the ideal of a crusade against the 

Turks by a unified Christendom and took, active steps 

towards this. 

Gaunt had a sinister reputation on both sides of the 

Channel as: 

Jung vieil Sanglier Noir, duc des Leopars M. ' 

It was not only in the conferences of Amiens and 

Leulinghen that he was regarded as an unreliable 

negotiator, sacrificing the interests of the crown to 

promote his own. When he was appointed to treat peace with 

Scotland in May 1383, he was known to be eager for a 

settlement to release resources for the support of his 

Castilian claims, so he was specifically instructed not to 

abandon any English possessions (2. ). In negotiating his 

agreement with Juan of Castile at Bayonne in 1388, Gaunt 

ignored England's interests and instructions from home, by 

not insisting the treaty should include a separate 

Anglo-Castilian peace. He also prevented news of the 

proýosed marriage of his daughter to the duke of Berr-y 

from reaching England, and by the truce he made with 

M6zi6res - f-. onqe 116v2. 

(Z) Tuck, - "Richard II and Border Magnates" 40. 
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Berry, wrecked the earl of Arundel's expedition to Guyenne 

(I ). In negotiating the marriage treaty with Brittany in 

1395, he acted without reference to Richard in England, 

conceding disadvantageous promises that he was not 

entitled to make (Z. ). It is quite feasible thereforeq that 

Gaunt's signing of the draft agreement in 1393 should be 

regarded as treacherous. In the Parliament of January 1394 

Arundel accused him of exceeding his mandate and the Monk, 

of Westminster states that men of lesser rank would have 

been denounced as traitors immediately if they had 

suggested such terms (3). Contemporaries readily accused 

OF-Aunt of treason. In August 1394 he wrote to Richard from 

Pontefract to deny such rumours of treachery (4. ). During 

his trial in Parliament in January 1397 Arundel again 

rounded on him: 

`Et si tu, Johannes, bene esse examinatus, plut-a 
fecisti tu contra r, e! 3em quam ego (S). ' 

When Gaunt returned to England at the end of 1395, 

(I ) Russell - Intervention 504-505,512; Ancileterre et 
Schisma 257; FnPdera vii 587-588,679-680; -West. rhmng 
1959 323; Froissart xiii 116. 

M See pp. above. 

(3) Rot. Parl iii 313b; West. Chron. 518. See 
above 96 - 

(4) Anqlo-Norman no. 29. 

(5) Euloqium iii 375. The trial of Arundel is one of the 
few'events described in any detail in this part of the 
chronicle. 
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following his recall from Gugenne, Richard received him 

coldly: 

'Susceptusque est a Rege, prout decuit, debitc, cum 
honore; sed, ut quidam asserunt, non amore M. ' 

This contrasts strongly with the warmth of their 

relationship described by Richard and Arundel in Jpanuary 

1394. In the interval the suspicions raised about Gaunt's 

conduct of the 1393 negotiations in Cheshire and in 

Parliament, his failure to achieve a final settlement with 

France, his lack of progress in Guyenne and finally his 

untrustworthy conduct in Brittany had disillusioned 

Richard with the policies and ambitions of "Vegoliste 

Lancastre" (2. ). Gaunt's political career now became less 

active. He no longer pursued his own projects but acted as 

a firm supporter of Richard's rule and policies. With the 

collapse of his foreign designs, his interest in diplomacy 

subsided. Apart from his almost purely formal role at 

Richard's meetings with the French in August and October 

1396, which were as ceremonious as his own conference at 

Amiens, his only active part in it was the negotiation cif 

a 
ýruce 

prorogation with the Scots in March 1398 (3). 

Gaunt had shown himself to be a skilful diplomat at 

Bayonne in 1388 and Leulinghen in 1393. If he often 

Ann. Ric. Sec. 188. 

Anqleterre et Schisme 257. 

(3) Tuck ,- "Richard II and Border Magnates" 49-50. 
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negotiated on his own account rather than according to 

England's interests, this may not have been a distinction 

he drew in his own mind. His inability to appreciate the 

motives of others led him to make serious miscalculations 

and suffer the consequences. 

After some uncertain beginnings in 1387 and 1389, Richard 

II directed his own foreign policy only from the autumn of 

V-1: 94 onwards. Ricardian diplomacy appeared during John of 

Gaunt's absence in Guyenne and was eventually to take over 

areas that had previously been regarded as his exclusive 

spheres of influence, like Iberia and the Duchy itself. 

Richard's personality was unpredictable and enigmatic, and 

he was given to violent changes of mood, though he was not 

the shambling neurotic portrayed by Steel (I ). Those 

around him could not rely on retaining his trust. He 

operated his policy through a close-knit group of young 

nobles whose careers he promoted in military expeditions 

abroad and the European marriage market. These nobles and a 

group of prelates, household officers and knights who 

formed the rest of his "court party", provided the pool 

from which he drew his diplomatic personnel. Experienced 

negotiators lik lirlaw and Richard Rounhale, who ,e Walter Sk 

had been employed by Gaunt, now disappear from view for 

the rest of the reign. 

The foreign policy of Richard and these men was marked by 

a Irestless and aggressive energy. There was nothing 

(1) Steel - Richard 11 203. 
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hesitant about it; its diplomacy consisted Of resolute 

moves, crude but effective. Richard was inclined to use 

manipulation and deception rather than the direct, open 

diplomacy of Gaunt's great conferences. In the negotiations 

for peace, truce and marriage with France in 1395 and 

1396, he was always able to provoke the French into making 

the opening offer, an important way to gain an advantage 

through a procedural point. Rather than continue fruitless 

lines of negotiation in the hope of reaching an eventual 

compromise, which was bound to involve abandoning points 

of principle, he preferred to change the direction of 

discussions and obtain all the advantages that were 

available. At the Calais meeting in 1396- he made solemn 

promises to the French about the regulation of E2.: "tti 
, the 

publication of the long truce, the English attitude to the 

schism and joint intervention in Italy, which he probably 

had no intention of fulfilling. He took a devious course 

towards building up a base for international power. 

Richard's f ore i gn PC, Iicy involved the receipt an d 

expenditure of large sums of money. He forced the French 

to buy his withdrawal from the conflict with enormous cash 

payments and spent them on military ventures overseas and 

the'retention of client princes. In particular he aimed to 

build a barrier of English allies along the Rhine as an 

answer to the most pressing problem of England's foreign 

relations, the expansion of Valois power into the Low 

Countries. In building up an alliance structure and 
I 

counteracting the extension of French interests into new 
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areas, Richard adopted a strategy that was as broad as 

Europe, though he showed little interest in the defence of 

Christendom as a whole through the crusading movement. He 

was seeking an exalted place for himself amongst the 

princes of Christendom. In October 1396 he established his 

status as equal to that of Charles VI by meeting him as a 

brother between Gulines and Ardres, and soon he was 

scheming to be elected as Emperor, in order to surpass 

Charles as the leading secular ruler in Europe. 

Meanwhile he continued to employ the symbolism of his 

claims in France, which he had no wish to abandon. 

The orientation of his foreign policy was too oblique to 

be popular at home. Richard did not take account of other 

currents of opinion, scarcely tolerating criticism in 

Parliament. Not- did he cater for the interests of some 

powerful elements on the English side, such as the 

merchants and the barons of the north. His innovative and 

dynamic policy died with his deposition. 

The deposition restricted-the scope of Henry IV's policy 

almost from the beginning. After the initial few months of 

confidence, Henry realised that the fate of the 1396 

setilement was doubtful. The Valois refusal to recognise 

him as king created technical difficulties for the 

continuance of Anglo-French diplomacy, and the French 

exploited these to keep him isolated. But he eventual ly' 

overcame these problems by sheer survival. As long as he 

lasted the French were obliged to find a way to talk to 
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him or take the risks of a full-scale querre ouverte. The 

possibilitg of the latter Passed awag tiAth Louis of 

Orle"ans in 1407. 

In the first half of his reign, Henry also faced domestic 

difficulties resulting from his usurpation. The series of 

rebellions and the dangers that Guyenne_and Wales might be 

lost to English control altogether, all contributed to a 

worsening financial crisis. These preoccupations had led to 

a serious loss of energy and direction in foreign policy 

by 1405, when Henry was engaging in almost no diplomatic 

activity himself and- the first onset of his illness 

occurred-. - However the Council continued to pursue 

discussions with the Flemish, but the initiative was now 

comin-9 from below, from'the merchant community'and from 

the-ambassadors at Calais themselves. 

England' s capacity for effective action abroad contracted 

geographically. Several of England's allies, such as 

William of Guelders and Jean IV of Brittany, had been 

personally attached- to Richard, and were unwilling to 

continue their arrangements with the man who had 

supplanted him. Henry- failed to halt the Burgundian 

advance into the Low Countries, and gained no real 

advan-tages ýrom his -marriage to Jeanne of Brittany. In 

Iberia-he failed to exploit-possible contacts through his 

sisters, the queens of Portugal and Castile. He allowed 

reýations -with these kingdoms to be dominated by friction 

over piratical attacks and the outstanding debts of the 
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Portuguese ambassadors of 1385, and he showed no interest 

in Aragon or Italy at all. He was merely fortunate in 

being able to neutralise the threat across the Scottish 

border. In Henry's reign, English policy showed a new 

interest in northern Europe, an area Henry knew well from 

his Prussian crusades. He was asked to act as a me: diator 

between the Poles and the Teutonic knights and he married 

his daughters into Germany and Scandinavia. However he did 

not seek foreign matches for his four sons. Proposals of 

marriage for the prince of Wales and John of Lancaster 

probably originated in the prince's own party. In 1409 

Henry took an important step in advancing England's 

prestige in Europe, by sending an English delegation to 

participate in the Council of Pisa. He was moving to fill 

a space left by the reduction of French influence and his 

son was to take this a stage further at the Council of 

Constance. 

England was therefore forced onto the defensive in Henry 

IV's reign. Henry was tenacious in insisting on the 

validity of the twentg-eight year truce and resisting 

French threats on all fronts until he was able to reverse 

the trend. But the policies of the second half of his 

rei'9n were disappointing and incoherent. His ambitions, 

insofar as they were expressed, were confined to the 

recovery of Guyenne, and his policies towards France were 

unimaginative compared to those of Richard II and Henry V. 

He permitted sectional interests to take over. English 

policy at sea and on the frontiers, and the actions of his 
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last ! jears were hampered bg illness and faction disputes 

within his own familq. 

Henry of Monmouth exerted an intermittent and partial 

control over English foreign policy during the last years 

of his father's reign. When he succeeded to the throne the 

clarity of his objectives dispelled the incoherence and 

inconsistency of his fathers policies. He shifted 

attention away from Guyenne entirely, intending to 

intervene in northern France and acquire territory there 

in order to re-open the question of the Plantagenet claim 

to the French throne. He was completely convinced of the 

justice of his case and the need to test it by the ordeal 

of war, and in this he obtained the support of the whole 

community of the realm. Confronted with the tangled 

problem- of the seventy-five-year-old Anglo-French 

conflict, he preferred to draw his sword and cut the 

, not. He was impatient for success, determined to Gordian k 

end the established pattern of a protracted war of 

attrition ending in an inevitably abortive peace 

conference. But it was apparent even before the fall of 

Rouen in January 1419 that warfare alone would not fulfil 

his ambitions and so he was obliged to turn again to 

diplomacy. 

Henry kept diplomacy with France under his close personal 

supervision. Whilst on campaign he made frequent use of 

Signet letters to transmit his orders. From August 1417 
1 

onwards he had these written in English and dictated the 
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more important ones himself, which accounts for their 

rather abrupt manner (1). - 

Henry retained an affection for Richard II's memory, 

recalled from his youth when he accompanied him on his 

second expedition to Ireland. When he became king he had 

Richard's body re-interred at Westminster. He emphasised 

the inheritance of his claims and policies from Richard 

through restructuring the truces on the basis of the 1396 

settlement and issuing instructions to negotiate for 

peace, which appear like a development of Richard's 

instructions of July 1395. Henry also inherited a 

manipulative diplomatic practice from Richard, though his 

technique was to intimidate the French envoys rather than 

to entrap them. He negotiated with both French parties at 

once and made excessive demands to force the pace of 

negotiations. He used short truce prorogations and 

ultimata in order to extract*offers from the French and 

prevent them using delaying tactics. His later truces 

with the French feudatories were elements in his military 

strategy. He extorted concessions in negotiating procedure 

in order to demonstrate his superior strength. He forced 

the French to accept the separation of different matters 

for discussion and the English order of priority; he 

obliged the French to open the process of exchanging 

offers; he insisted on having the resultant agreements 

drawn up in Latin rather than French. 

(1) (al. Siqnet introduction, 6 and 7 
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Since he negotiated from a position of advantage, Henry 

adhered rigidly to the terms he demanded, repeating the 

same demands at several successive conferences. His claim 

to the French throne was constantly reiterated; he always 

insisted on the implementation of the terms of the 

Bretigny treaty as a minimum requirement and that he would 

accept no overlord but God; he would not surrender any 

part of Normandy once he had conquered it. Not until the 

treaty of Troyes was he able to impose his conception of 

the conflict at the conference table. 

Although Henry concentrated on France he ktias ambitious for 

England to be at the centre of European events. In the 

lists of allies included in truces, Henry claimed to have 

the alliances of the Emperor, the king of Portugal, the 

city of Genoa and the lordships of Mari and the Isles, * as 

Richard had; but he also added the count of Holland, 

Ludwig of the Palatinate, King Eric of Norway, Sweden and 

Denmark and, on various occasions, Brittany, Castile and 

Aragon (1). His ambassadors travelled throughout Europe. 

He made an alliance at Canterbury with the Emperor 

Sigismund on equal terms and joined him in his endeavours 

at Constance to end the schism and reform the church. Had 

his'scheme for a dual Anglo-French monarchy been realisedg 

it would have been the preponderant poixier of Europe. 

Following this achievement Henry hoped to lead a crusade 

for the salvation of Christendom. 

(1) Foedera ix 93-94,397. 

56 8 



In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries Christendom was 

still felt to be a single community, united by its faith 

and common laws. The long Anglo-French conflict came to be 

regarded as the worst of its internal feuds. The schism 

accentuated this rift, as all the countries of Europe 

aligned with either a French pope or a pope supported by 

the English. It was widely believed that the Anglo-French 

quarrel should be settled before the problem of the schism 

could be solved and Christian princes could unite, for the 

grand crusade against the Turks. -John of Gaunt sometimes 

expressed this opinion (1). The con fIj. ct to) ZA SI spreading 

outwards a o: r0ss Europe in ever-ixiidening rings, as each 

side tried to encircle the foreign interests of the other, 

particularly during this long peri*od of truce. During the 

-Caroline war it had extended to the Iberian peninsula and 

now it thre. 4tened to subsume the Rhineland, Italy and the 

Celtic fringe in the same way. Most of the new alliances 

produced no notable results and so appear in retrospect'as 

ambitious and extravagant (z). The preparation of a major 

offensive involved mobilising a network of alliances that 

spread right across Europe. The process of making final 

peace necessitated a consideration of all these allies' 

needs and the settlement of each of the lesser conflicts 

between them. The war had transformed England from a small 

kingdom on Europe's edge to one of its most important 

powers, ranking second to France in terms of effective 

(1) An3leterre-et Sc isme 358. 

2. Richard IIIS bid for the imperiatl crown is 
described as a 
CenturLj 476. 

"faritastic dream" by McKisack -, Fourteenth 
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influence. Through diplomacy, the king of England could 

reach out his hand to affect the course of events in 

Italy, and aspire to the Imperial crot-. in or the arbitration 

of the disputes of Christendom. The extent of this 

influence contracted for a while under, Henry IV; Henry V's 

policy concentrated England's attention into the fighting 

in France again from 1417 onwards. With the end of the war 

her international status was much reduced. ý 

Henry V first broke the truce in 1415, but the Agincourt 

campaign was relativelg short and altered the military 

situation onIq marginal1q, and truce was resumed again the 

following gear. But it was his second expedition of 1417 

which was the real turning point of the war, when he began 

the conquest of Normandq and campaigned on through the 

winters. It initiated a policq from which there was no 
I 

turning back and began a new phase of English ascendanc: 9 

in the conflict lasting until 1435. For this reason it has 

been taken as the terminal point of the period under 

review in this thesis. 

The sealing of the Leulinghen truce in June 1389 has been 

taken as the starting point, for the unitq of the period 
0 

consists of its truces. The long truce of 1396, made on 

the basis of the forma of 1394, forms the central 

framework of a complex of general and particular truces, 

prorogations, agreements, securities and provisions. An 

att, empt was made in Chapter III to clarify exactly what 

truces were in force during this period, and preciselq 
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what restrictions and obligations they imposed on the two 

protagonists. The concept of at truce came under increasing 

strain during these thirtq years, as each side strove to 

continue a war of attrition against the other without 

investing in full-scale public ixtEitr. By the 1380S 

precautions against the breakdown of a truce had already 

led to the adoption of a clause stating that it would not 

be invalidated by accumulating violations. Front i er 

friction which mainly concerned individuals and small 

communities was acceptable, in the form of letters of 

marque and reprisal, the enforcement of eEti5, raid and 

counter-raid. In the 1390S efforts were made to bring 

these activities under some sort of regulated control, and 

marques and reprisals were nominally banned. Each side 

remained under arms however, and a low level of warfare 

seems to have been expected, beyond these continuous petty 

infractions. From the time that the truce was confirmed 

between the kingdoms in 1400, it had to contain the mutual 

non-recognition of the two kings, and the private nature 

of the feud between the Valois and the Lancastrians began 

to distort the idea of a truce. Between 1400 and 1403 the 

process of reprisal and counter-reprisal at, sea was 

encouraged to escalate by successive stages into a 

.0 
widespread privateering war. The truce could now include 

the encouragement of the opponent's rebels and querre 

couvertes conducted under the guise of personal quarrels 

ot- the flags of allied countries. From 1403 onwards it 

cou, ld include major expeditions organised and financed by 

the two governments against each other in a war of grand 
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strategy. By 1407 the truce had come to the point of being 

totally ineffective in the frontier zones, so that neix, 

particular truces were needed to pacify these areas. 

These agreements were locally made before the policy was 

taken up by the two central governments. During the first 

half of Henry IV" s reign it . -., as the French ixiho led the '. -. lay 

in stretching the rules of the truce to allol. 1.1 ýan 

escalation of conflict for their benefit. But they 

suffered the consequences tkthen England was strong enough 

to apply the mutated rules against them in 1411 and 1412. 

The concept of truce therefore became devalued during the 

period under, reviel. -. 1. It reduced the level of ixtarfare 

rather than ended it, and it became obvious that a long 

truce i. -jith static terms a. S riot even able to do this. 

Hoti. iever, the idea of truce remained strong enough to 
I 

prevent an open t--t ar This wou Id have been caused by 

certain major hostile acts like an expedition led by the 

king or his heir in person (though riot apparently by his 

younger sons or brothers), as i). ias threatened several times 

by Henry IV; an assault on a vitally important town such 

as Bordeaux or Calais, as seemed probable in 1405 and 

1406; or a direct invasion of England by a French army. 

The tixienty-eight year truce was therefore worth retaining. 

Although the new truce system which developed from 1407 

onii. iards undermined its validity, it was not repudiated 

until the exchange of defiances in August 1415. 

I 

When the two sides agreed on a long truce they were 
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accepting that they had reached a stalemate in their 

efforts to reach a negotiated settlement of the. 

conflict. The subordination of pail central ja collection to 

control recognised that war had become endemic in the 

border lands. The designation of regular meeting-places 

exactly on the borders between the two obediences in the 

Picardy march, the Duchy of Guyenne and the island of 

Guernsey (for meetings between English and Breton 

representatives) tended to diminish the status of 

Anglo-French negotiations towards that of the March-days 

and Love-days held at regular intervals on the boundaries 

of the Scottish marches and the marcher lordships in 

Wz: tles. It was easy to begin war but difficult to stop it. 

It developed its own momentum in areas beyond central 

control: amongst the routiers and barons of the frontier 

zones; in the reprisal chains, privateering and piracy out 

on the-high seas; in the conflicts between allies on the 

periphery of the Anglo-French struggle, which had been 

adopted as sub-sections of the main war. Underlying the 

seeming inevitability of this continual conflict was the, 

ethos of a noble ruling class which directed it to 

practiGe warfare, and the existence of a professional 

soldiery in a symbiotic relationship with the Hundred 

Yeafýs War. 

The Plantagenets' claim to the French throne obliged them 

to continue fighting until they obtained a satisfac torg 

settlement. They accepted terms at Bretigng and Troyes, 
t 

but were never able to put them into effect. John of Gaunt 
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was prepared to accept the draft peace of 1393, but the 

Engl iSh parliament would riot perm it his concession of 

liege homage to the French. Eventually the only way out of 

the diplomatic impasse created by the two irreconcilable 

viewpoints of the struggle was a military victory by one 

side or the other: either, a complete conquest of France 

siege by siege, or the expulsion of the English from 

Guyenne. During the Caroline war the latter had seemed 

most likely, but by A419 Henry V believed he could gain 

the objective of the French crown. An examination of the 

terms of the -truces and the peace offers in the 

intervening period traces the movement of the balance of 

advantage as it si). iung from the Valois feudal 

interpretation of the war to the Plantagenet dynastic 

interpretation. 

Truce could provide a few ! jears respite from the long 

struggle before a renewal of war. This brought the 

opportunitq to recover from damage, to regain financial 

stabilitq and to search for an improved position in the 

alliance structures of Europe. England was often willing 

to resume open war, or to threaten to do so, whether on 

the expiration of a short truce or bq abrogating a long 

truce. Truces served a function in England's quest for a 

militarg v ictorg rather than providing a means to achieve 

a negotiated settlement. 

Buý a new purpose was' also emerging in the truces. In the 

negotiations to confirm the twenty-eight year truce in 
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1400 the principle was establised that the trQCe I. OaS made 

between the two kingdoms and the subjects and allies of 

each, not the persons of the two kings, and it was riot 

dependent upon them. Therefore it should continue to be 

in force even though there had been a. change in the ruling 

family on one side. In 1407 and 1408 there began a series 

of truces and securities to cover English relations with 

Flanders and Brittany and at sea, whose primang function 

was to remove commerce from the Anglo-French conflict, in 

response to the 1.1)car of attrition which had set out to 

damage it in recent years. This was for the benefit of a 

mercantile community whose interests were i ride pendent of 

the quarrels and ambitions of the two dynasties. This 

line of development continued until, in the 1430s, the 

L 1, bel Ie of --En 31 Ljs he 
- 
Po I U-cp cou Id recommend t hat En 91ish 

foreign policy should concentrate on the control of the 
I 

Channel to promote trade, implying the rejection of the 

war to acquire territory in France. 

The conflict had severed the centuries-old feudal 

connection between the kingdoms of France and England. 

Parliament was insistent that no peace settlement should 

allow the English crown to be subjected to the French. 

The long struggle impelled the participation of all ranks 

of the king's subjects on both sides and consequently a 

conciousness of separate English and French national 

indentities appeared. The English were insisting on7 and 

achieving, their recognition as a nation, as at the 

Council of Constance where formal nation status was only 
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attained against protracted French opposition. Henr! j V 

would no longer accept the French language as the natural 

medium of diplomacq, and began to replace it with English 

as the informal language of the administration. His 

victories in France accelerated the English tendencies 

towards patriotism and xenophobia. The prolonged 

experience of the Hundred Years War was transforming 

England from a kingdom into a nation. 

0 
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APPENDIX 1 

Schedules of proposals for the modification of French 
sovereigntg over Ougenne in December 1383: 
English proposals, E. 30/ 16-29 ( I), part iaI copq at 
E. 30/1629(2). 
French replies, E. 30/15831 copq at E. 30/1615. 

The English made their demands in Latin, the French 
responses are stated to be translated- from Latin into 
French. The date of all these documents is giver, as April 
1389 in P. R. O. List and Index x1ix, and E. 30/1629(l) is 
variously endorsed in later hands as "Henri VI" (f. 5v. ) 
and " I'an I de Henri IV" (f. 6v. ). On internal evidence 
they are later than the deaths of Edward III (E. 30/1583 
f. 1) and Charles V (ibid. f. 3) and the bishop of Hereford 
was one of the English envoys (E. 30/1629(t) f. D. This 
refers to John Gilbert, who served on embassies to France 
as bishop of Hereford in 1381,1383 and 1385 and was 
translated to the see of St. Davids in May 1389, Foeder-Fi 
vii 338,413,466,617. These schedules appear to relate 
to the negotiations of December 1383 at Leulinghen, where 
Gilbert was one of the English ambassadors and an 
exchange of documents was made whose description accords 
with the substance of the above four documents, 
B. N. Francais 2699 f. 139-139v. A French trranslation of the 
English demands, with some differences and with the French 
responses added after each article, is included in the 
same volume of manuscripts as this protocol of the 1383 
conference, ibid. ff. 105v-115. 

These 1383 schedules are related to an extended family cof 
manuscripts in Latin, French and English, scattered 
between London, Oxford and Pat-is. Their precise 
relationship is obscure, but clearly they were considered 
important enough to be copied repeatedly: - 

B. N. Francais 2699 fP. 105v-115 (in French), perhaps a 
French schedule of the late 1380s. 
B. L. Harleg MS-861 ff. 51-58v. (in Latin). 
B. L. Landsdowne 223, ff. 45v-53 (in-English). 
B. L. Cotton MS. Tiberius Bxii ff. 130-138 (in Latin). 
Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 710 ff. 50v-59 (in English). 
Bod. Lib. Bodl. MS. 885 ff. 53-58 (in Latin). 
This version probably represents ca schedule issued to the 
English envoys for the meeting of July 1392 at Leulinghen. 
B. N. Francais 15968 ff. 758-768v (in Latin), a French 
schedule relating to the meeting in Picardy in August 
1393, following the agreement of the draft peace in June. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Letter from Charles VI to Richard II, dated 5 October. 
Perroy printed this letter and dated it to 1390, Dip. Crq, 
p. 224 n. 126. Palmer redates it to 1387 in England, 
appendix 1h, but on questionable grounds. It would not 
have been impossible for Charles to move from Gisors to 
Paris in one day in 1390, as he states. He also says the 
signature of the secretary Yves Derian makes the year 1390 
impossible. In fact Derian did sign other letters in 
Mz-*tr chI April and October 1390, January and March 1391, in 
the same volume as Palmer cites (B. N. Francais 20590 nos. 
27,30,31,57) and elsewhere (A. N. J. 865 nos. 7 and 8) 
and as far apart as 1384 (B. N. Francais 20590 no. 19) and 
1396 (A. N. J. 865 no. 12). 

Therefore the date o 
although it fits 
diplomatic exchanges 

f the letter 
neatly into 

of 1387. 

remains open to question, 
tijhat is known 0f the 
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APPENDIX 3 

Lists of truce infractions at sea: - 
Complaints of the English against the French, Castilians 
and Bretons (41 articles and ttvo petitions) presented by 
the English 4 August 1401 and again 10 December 1401, A. N. 

J. 645 no. 36(l). 

The belated French replies to these August 1402, A. N. 
J. 645 no. 17. 

French complaints against the English (35 articles) 
presented 10 December 1401, A. N. J. 645 rio. l'. -;. 

English replies to these August 140W. I., A. N. J. 919 no. 7. 

Complaints of the English against the French (48 articles) 
presented 26 July 1402, A. N. J. 6-45 nc,. 36(2). 

French complaints against the English (98 articles), 
probably presented on the same. day, A. N. J. 645 no. 35. 

Restitutions offered by the French August 1402, A. N. J. 645 
no. 28. 

Restitutions offered bq the English August 1402, A. N. 
J. 919 no. S. 

English complaints against the French (47 articles) 
presented 27 July 1403, A. N. J. 645 no. 48 and J-919 no. 18. 

For these meetings to discuss infractions see rPI37-241 
above. See also the lists noted as being held in the 
English exchequer, E. 36/186. f. 129; Bod. Lib. Rawlinson 
B. 120 f. 191v; B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 169 (old 
foliation 162). These overlapping lists can be 
supplemented by entries on the Patent Rolls and Close 
Rolls, but these only concern cases in which the English 
government chose to intervene. I have not considered the 
list of Castilian complaints at C. 47/32/24a and the lists 
of Flemish complaints at C. 47/32/24bg E. 30/12801 
E. 30/12811 E. 30/1628, Archives Departementales du Nord, 
Lille, B. 546/15093(92) and B. 533/105031-3. C. J. Ford 
promises a complete chrono I o9i ca I catalogue of Flemish 
maritime losses in his current thesis, Ford - "Piracq or 
Policy" 74 n-54- 

4 
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APPENDIX 4 

VioI at i on s of the seCUrities and truces with Flanders arid 
Brittany from 1407 to 1422. 

Infractions of the securities with Flanders: - 

QPR 1405-1408 420; 1413-1416 110,223,344-345,410-411, 
414-415i 1416-1422 202-203,390,418. 

C-CR 1409-1413 282; . 14-13-1419 3119 513-514; L419-142, ', '. 84. 

R PTI i354- -35 7. 

Vaughan - -. 
1ohn the Fear-less 160,162. 

Wylie - Henrtj IV iv 27. 

Wilson - An-qlo-French- Relation 339 n. 63. 

E. 28/23 rio. 49; C. 76/100 m. 7. 

B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 29; Add. Ch. 12508. 

Infractions of the truces with Brittany: - 

CPR 1408-1413 64,177,309,373,381,433,473-474,476; 
1416-1422 203,204,209,324,384,388,444. 

CCR 1405-1409 437, 459-460; 1413--J. 419 500-503. 
1 

Cal. Siqnet no. 838. 

PPC ii 248-249. 

Touchard - Commerce Maritime Bretort 108,122,132,140. 

Richmond - Admin. and Keepin3 of Seas 99. 

E. 28/30 unnumbered; C. 76/91 m. 17; C. 76/95 m. 7; C. 47/30/9 
no. 11. 

B. L. Cotton MSS. Caligula Dv f. 64; Vespasian F iii no. 57; 
Julius B vi ff. 30,35. 

0 
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APPENDIX 5 

Drafts of an Anglo-E-'. reton alliance December 1391-March 
1392. 
The chronological relationship of the drafts appeýxrs to be 
as follows: - 

1. B. L. Cotton MS. Ca 
with mang alterations. 
delivered had not been 
to the councils of 
concerning the capture 
theq were to be handed 

liqUIR Diii -F-99. A very rough draft 
At this stage the fortresses to be 
specified and the decision l. tias left 
both sides. A clause ti. ias included 
of Breton barons by English forces: 
over to the dukc,! of Brittany. 

2. PPQ i 41-44 and rA. L. Cotton MS. Cz--tliqulF--t Diii ff. "R6 and 
97. These last two are both halves of zan indenture, ti. i ith 
different alterations added to each by the English and the 
Bretons respectively. The king assented to the terms of 
f. 96, provided the duke agreed to them and communicated 
his assent before 2 February 13"P2. The list of fortresses 
was now finalised and the clause about Bretor, barons 
dropped. 

3. B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 98, drawn up according 
to the additions to f. 97, with one clause altered slightly 
more. The time limit i. -. ias t-7ýxtended until the first Sunday 
in Lent. 

4. B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Dv f. 54, drawn up according to 
the alterations to Caligula Diii f. 961 but very badly 
damaged by fire and almost totally illegible. 

5. B. L. Cotton MS. Caligula Diii f. 95- The children are 
not to be married tiAthout the king's consent and are to 
come to England even if there is a truce. 

6. B. L. Cotton MS. Julius Bvi f. 17. The duke is to be 
included in any Anglo-French peace or truce as an ally of 
England. 

0 
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