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ABSTRACT
The beginning of the Hundred Years War came about from relentless conflict between
France and England, with roots that can be traced the whole way to the 11th century, following the
Norman invasion of England. These periods of engagement were the result of English nobles both
living in and possessing land in northwest France. In their efforts to prevent further bloodshed,
the monarchs began to engage in marriage diplomacy; by sending a young princess to a rival
country, the hope would be that her native people would be unwilling to wage war on a royal
family that carried their own blood. While this method temporarily succeeded, the tradition would
create serious issues of inheritance, and the beginning of the last phase of the Hundred Years
War, and the last act of success on the part of the English, the Treaty of Troyes, is the culmination
of the efforts of the French kings of the early 14th century to pacify their English neighbors,
cousins, and nephews.
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Chapter 1
Plantagenet Claim to France
In the Late Middle Ages, England and France met in a conflict which had the potential to
change the face of Europe, known as the Hundred Years War. Edward III had taken up the title
King of France and was determined to claim his inheritance of the French throne. Over decades,
the two countries manipulated one another through means such as subversive military tactics and
creating alliances to block trade routes. The tension between the two had been growing since the
Norman Conquest in the eleventh century. For many years, dispute over English possession of
French territory had plagued the English people living in France. The duchy of Normandy was
the initial source of conflict, when Duke William of Normandy became the king of England;
which resulted in the English king’s status as submissive to another king.1 Normandy was in and
out of English possession until 1204, when it was declared forfeit under King John (though the
duchy of Normandy was still a main point of contention as many English kings – including Henry
V, via his mother Mary de Bohun – could trace their lineage back to Normandy, and to the
English mentality, the duchy was rightfully the English inheritance.) When Henry II married
Eleanor of Aquitaine, England took possession of the duchy of Aquitaine, and it is this territory
which became the area of dispute in the late Medieval period.
The union of Henry II and Eleanor of Aquitaine, in 1152, also initiated a near-continuous
tradition between the English and French of marriage as the main form of international
diplomacy. From Henry II to Henry VI of England, eight of the eleven monarchs’ wives were
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members of the French nobility. 2 Marriage diplomacy was used as one of the primary methods to
seal a treaty, and was utilized not only by the English, but by the Scottish as well, who confirmed
alliances by espousing French heiresses. Sending princesses and noblewomen to England created
a particularly complicated foreign policy; the heiresses had been sent under the impression that
their presence would ensure peace, and any heirs produced from the union of a French princess
and an English king would be notably half-French. It is this method which created the
circumstances which led England and France to the entanglement which became the last phase of
the Hundred Years War.
The period between King John of England and Edward I included a series of attempts by
both governments to protect their perceived rights and inheritance. King John of England was
responsible for the loss of Normandy in 1204, after his marriage to Isabella of Angoulême – her
territory in Aquitaine gave John far too much influence on the Northwest coast of France. At the
Battle of Bouvines in 1214, Philip Augustus of France managed to thwart an alliance between
England, Flanders and the Holy Roman Empire to prevent the French from moving into the Low
Countries.3 John’s son, Henry III made an attempt to reclaim his own ancestral lands in 1242,
including Poitou, Normandy, Aquitaine and Anjou, by creating an alliance with the Emperor but
abandoned these intentions in 1259 when he subjugated the kingdom of England to Louis IX out
of admiration and a desire to protect his territory of Aquitaine.4 Edward I called upon his feudal
relationship with France frequently, and Louis aided his vassal by acting as arbiter between
Edward and the rebels of Wales; and in 1386, Edward aided in the French in brokering a treaty
with Aragon. 5 The amicable relationship between the two countries disintegrated when Philip IV
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of France declared English Gascony forfeit, and Edward I commenced an attack against France
with the Low Countries and Burgundy by his side. This conflict was remedied, however, by
Edward’s marriage to Margaret of France, Philip’s sister.6
The marriage of Edward II of England to Isabelle of France, the sister of King Charles IV
and, more importantly, the daughter of the previous King Philip IV, produced devastating results.
Edward II, like other kings before him, had experienced abuse at the hands of the French with
regards to the English living in Aquitaine; with the French king as the feudal lord over his
English vassal, he had the right to interfere with the English held French land, or if the politics
took a turn for the worst, he could confiscate the land, but unlike other feudal relationships, the
interference by the French king could cause ripples in politics on an international scale. Twice,
the French king confiscated land, in 1294 and in 1324, and Edward’s reign marked one of the
many low points for the English territorial possession in France.7
After Edward III dismissed his regency government in 1337, the young king set his sights
on what he believed was his right; the French throne. With the death of King Charles IV of
France, in February 1328, came the end of the male Capetian line. Edward was forbidden from
assuming the crown, as his inheritance and claim to the throne came through his mother, Isabelle.
“Edward III had preferred Gaunt’s right of succession [through the female line]...England
acknowledged no ‘Salic Law’ debarring women from the Crown.”8 Part of the exclusion of
women from the line of succession was due to a somewhat nationalistic attitude and by adopting
the policy outlined in the Lex Salica, it was guaranteed that the king of France would remain
French; as they had yet to experience governance under a foreign leader.9 It was this outlook that
caused Edward and his descendants to call strongly upon their relationship to Isabelle of France
6
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and to depict themselves as French. The Valois dynasty came to the throne through the exclusion
of female heirs, though “had Philip VI’s claim come through his mother and Edward III’s through
his father – the law undoubtedly would have permitted succession through women.”10 This
exclusion of women was not rooted in any legal justification, and was simply a concept held by
the French and inspired by the laws set down by the Salian Franks at the time of King Clovis (r.
509-511). Salic Law was the synthesis of Frankish custom and Roman law, dealing in large with
inheritance customs – the clause of use to the Valois dynasty was men should inherit a family’s
land, and women should inherit personal items. The main problem with utilizing this concept
during the Valois ascendancy was that after Philip IV died, the closest male heir was Edward III –
the French government was not especially opposed to the succession of women (Philip IV had
two surviving daughters) the proximity of a legitimate male heir, poised to have control of both
England and France, caused some panic regardless of his immediacy to King Charles V.11
On 16 May 1328, the bishops of Worcester and Coventry were sent to claim Edward’s
rights to the French throne, as civil law dictates that, with respect to land, the claim of the nephew
supersedes that of the cousin, Philip was the son of Charles, Count of Valois, who was the brother
of Philip IV.12 Obtaining the crown was prohibited, but a feudal right to land could be claimed
and enforced, with precedent found in the case of Jeanne of Navarre.13 Despite his efforts to
reclaim his feudal inheritance, on 29 May, Philip VI of the House of Valois was crowned King of
France. Edward would once again be coerced into legal compliance on 6 June 1329 at Amiens
Cathedral where he paid homage to the new king, thus confirming his acceptance of Philip’s
claim, but this homage was made under duress, under the threat that Philip would confiscate the
revenues of Guyenne and Ponthieu, lands administered under Edward II. This policy of
10
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weakening English lands in France was a time-honored tradition and aimed toward the goal of
eliminating foreign influence in France.14 The increased pressure and stress from Philip, including
his interference in Scotland, where English lordship had been challenged after the Bruce family
challenged Edward II’s position as overlord of the Scots.
Unwilling to comply with Philip’s clearly aggressive stance toward England – his
support of the Scottish rebels, the confiscation of Guyenne in 1337, and the attacks on
Southampton in 133815 – Edward abandoned the pretense of accepting the Valois dynasty as the
rightful heirs to the throne. As of the end of 1339, Edward had not yet officially declared his
intent to act upon his claim to France; first he needed to build a foundation of support among the
people in the Low Countries, whose fabric industry was highly dependent on the trade of English
wool. When Edward assumed the title King of France in 1340, he gave the people of Flanders the
opportunity to rebel against Philip without facing the negative consequences of betraying their
lord, because they had adopted Edward as their king. 16 Other than his matrilineal claim to the
throne, Edward possessed no other connections to the French throne; unlike his father before him,
Edward III had married an heir to territory in the Low Countries, Philippa of Hainault. Edward’s
marriage had been brokered by his mother, while he was in France (having been kidnapped by
Queen Isabella).17 This lack of connection also means that the French monarchy had less to lose
by participating in violence against the English – the marriage to a French princess was intended
to be a buffer and incentive to find a diplomatic solution.
In 1346, Edward famously defeated the French cavalry at the Battle of Crécy. Ten years
later, Edward’s son, the Black Prince gained his own reputation for military supremacy at the
Battle of Poitiers; in this same battle, the English managed to capture the French king John II –
14
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Philip had passed away in 1350 – and withdrawn a hefty ransom. The capture of the king and the
spectacular loss of the battle at Poitiers contributed greatly to the disintegrating, internal polity of
France and to the creation of the rival political factions of the Burgundians and Orléanists.18 With
the Treaty of Brétigny in 1360, the first phase of the war had come to an end, with a large section
of Guyenne being ceded to Edward, and Edward’s abandonment of his claim to the throne for
himself and his descendants. However, the poor attitude of the French continued to plague the
English people living in France. Though John of France’s administration had been amenable to
England and the agreements made between the parties, King Charles V demonstrated his
determination to violate the conditions of the contract 1369, and thus begin the second phase of
the war; the end of which neither party would see, but would be the burden for their descendants
to manage.19
The Treaty of Paris, made in 1396, was brokered under King Richard II, the grandson of
Edward III, and King Charles VI. This agreement was preceded by truces, used in lieu of treaties;
these truces were only temporary covenants of peace, and instead of negotiating terms, the truces
were extended. From 1360, several extensions were granted, in 1376, 1381, 1385, 1390, and
1392, but the most important act of diplomacy to pave the way for the Treaty of Paris was in 1393
when John of Gaunt (the third son of Edward III) negotiated the Treaty of Leulighen which
stipulated Richard II as sovereign over Guyenne, but would remain a vassal to the French king.20
In response to Richard’s outrageous demands of lands in Ponthieu, Calais, Guyenne and Angevin
territory, Charles VI proffered his daughter, Isabelle, in the aforementioned Treaty of Paris,
knowing Richard had looked to Aragon for a new wife. This treaty was an attempt to prevent an
alliance between England and France’s enemies in the Iberian Peninsula, and to create peace by

18

Ibid, p.99
Ibid, p. 90
20
C. Phillpotts, “The Fate of the Truce at Paris,” Journal of Medieval History, Routledge, London, 1998, p.
62
19

7
aligning the two kingdoms through marriage; an act which had been attempted before between
Edward II and Isabelle of France, the very same woman through whom the Plantagenet kings
grasped their claim. “Richard’s marriage to a French princess marked Richard’s slavish devotion
to the Valois court in the last years of his reign.”21 This treaty came about after the rebellion of
Wat Tyler in 1381, and after Richard had begun to face difficulty with the Londoners and
criticism over the corruption of his councilors; his marriage to Isabelle may have been welcome
news to Richard, as her dowry brought in 800,000 francs and a thirty-year extension of peace.
The opposition to his reign left Richard desperate for an agreement of peace, and a peace treaty
with France was one less adversary, and was Richard’s attempt at finally reconciling AngloFrench tension. If Richard had succeeded in negotiating a permanent peace, he would spare
England from a conquest against France that would undoubtedly fail. “So determined was
Richard to secure an Anglo-French peace, that he seriously contemplated separating Guyenne
from the English crown, with his uncle John of Gaunt as its duke and independent sovereign.”22
King Richard found an opportunity to garner favor with Charles VI when the French king
made clear his intention to end the Papal Schism. The Great Schism had created a significant
rupture in international politics in the Late Medieval period; the papacy was once the great
mediator of Western Europe, but with the election of Urban to the seat in Avignon in 1305,
countries indicated their alliance to either Avignon or Rome. In order to protect itself, England
issued the Statute of Praemunire in 1393 “outlawing the publication of bulls of provision and
excommunication.”23 After Richard’s marriage to the young Isabelle in 1396, the king made an
effort to show support for the French by agreeing to withdraw England’s papal allegiance from
Boniface IX in Rome, at the same time Charles removed his support from Benedict XIII in
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Avignon.24 In 1397, the two kings intended to meet again to renegotiate the terms of their
alliance, but as the tensions from the Papal Schism had continued to grow, Charles was in
desperate need of support from the island, and refused to add any new stipulations without
Richard’s guaranteed support in Italy.25 When the time came for Richard to uphold his part of the
agreement in 1398, his fears that the new pope could be adverse to the English cause
materialized, and he refused. An armed expedition caused Richard to abandon his efforts to aid
the French entirely, maintaining the appearance of peace to continue collecting the revenue from
Isabelle’s dowry.
By this time, Richard’s reputation for tyranny had taken off, and he and had exiled the
future duke of Lancaster, Henry Bolingbroke, the son of the very same John of Gaunt upon whom
Richard depended for some of the most critical acts of diplomacy of his reign. In 1391, John of
Gaunt had been selected by the House of Commons as an ambassador and “for once at least John
of Gaunt found himself singled out as a popular and trusted minister.”26 Though Richard trusted
his father’s brother, it is clear he recognized the potential threat from John of Gaunt’s son. “They
[the Lancastrians] were a younger branch of the Plantagenets, descended from Henry III, who, so
Gaunt claimed in private, were the rightful heirs to the throne of England.”

27
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develop political propaganda declaring that Richard’s ancestors had usurped the throne from the
rightful eldest son, Edmund, Earl of Lancaster from whom John of Gaunt’s first wife and Henry’s
mother, Blanche of Lancaster, drew her own claim, and therefore Bolingbroke’s, to the throne of
England. Edmund ‘Crouchback’ had suffered from a serious deformity, which caused him to
hunch severely, and it was this deformity – or so the Lancastrians claimed – that Edmund had
been wrongfully removed from the line of succession, and that Edward I had replaced him as the
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‘elder’ son. This rumor was circulated again by Henry IV to bolster his reputation when the
grumblings of civil discontent had begun to grow loud at the very beginning of his reign.
Richard decided that it would be more beneficial to him to prevent the expansion of
French territory, providing aid to the Milanese against Charles’ attack, signing an agreement the
Duke of Brittany to protect his people against the Armagnacs, and providing fortifications against
the Burgundian forces in the Low Countries.28 With his grasp on the English government
becoming tenuous, Richard would have greatly benefitted from a military victory in either Ireland
or France; in May 1398, Duke John of Brittany signed an alliance with Richard, but this
agreement to aid the English against King Charles was not to last.29 Knowing he faced a grave
threat from his cousin Henry Bolingbroke, he summoned the young Henry of Monmouth and
essentially kept him hostage, while the intelligent and highly capable Bolingbroke gathered
support during his banishment. The tables turned once again, when Henry Bolingbroke succeeded
in deposing Richard, an act which was not looked kindly upon by the French nobility, who took
up the activity of terrorizing the English in France.30
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Chapter 2
The Lancastrian Dynasty
The onset of the reign of Henry IV was perceived by many to be a blessing; Henry
Bolingbroke was a savior from the tyranny and madness that had become Richard II’s reign, but
rebellion by Owain Glyn Dŵr, aided covertly by the French king, caused increased civil discord
which would plague the reign of Henry IV until his death.31 John of Gaunt assumed the title Duke
of Lancaster with his first marriage to Blanche of Lancaster; this title was passed to his eldest son,
Henry of Bolingbroke. Henry posed a threat to Richard II, as he was poised to inherit all of his
father’s land, which included large tracts in Northern and Northwest England. After Henry’s
exile, he travelled to France where he gathered support from Richard’s enemies to return to
England and claim his inheritance and the throne of England. The campaign for support included
promising the return of land to men whose fathers had been disinherited as the result of Richard’s
tyranny. When Henry took the throne in 1399, he failed to deliver on the promises he had made
and made enemies of the earls of the March and Northumberland. These enemies joined forces to
subvert Henry’s power, especially during the revolt of the Welsh – the result of Lord Grey of
Ruthin taking land beyond the border of England. The failure by the new king to address this
problem persuaded Owain Glyn Dŵr to raise the flag of rebellion, which lasted the first decade of
Henry’s reign. During this rebellion, the future Henry V emerged as a successful military
presence and an ambitious politician, making efforts to create alliances within France that would
benefit England without the knowledge of King Henry. Prince Henry became a favorite of the
House of Commons after his service in Wales and at the Battle of Shrewsbury, but rumors of his
plan to usurp his father pushed him from the Royal Council for the last two years of his father’s
life.
31
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Henry Bolingbroke was the eldest son of John of Gaunt, a man famous for his political
ambition and notorious for his relationship with Katherine Swynford de Beaufort; John was the
fourth son of Edward III and a close advisor to Richard II. During his lifetime, he was the
sovereign of many lands, including Lancaster, Aquitaine, Leicester, and Lincoln, was crowned
king of Castile in 1372, and was the regent during Richard II’s minority. John was highly skilled
in negotiation and diplomacy, spent many years campaigning on the Iberian Peninsula, and
encouraged Edward III to pursue his interests in France further after the Franco-Castilian
Agreement (an agreement of mutual aggression by Charles V and Henry of Trastamere against
English Gascony, and should the Castilian forces capture any English land or peoples, it should
be given to France) of the 1370’s.32 Though talented in international diplomacy, and notably
associated with the dukes of Orleans, Burgundy, and the count of Armagnac, he was known for
placing the interests of England ahead of those of Castile, and used his financial and political
advantage to do so; John of Gaunt was “always prepared to place the national interest above his
own.”33 In 1390, he was assigned the duchy of Aquitaine and lost his hold on Castile in exchange
for the politically unstable and vulnerable territory; to do so, he was forced to abandon
Plantagenet claims to the Castilian throne in a “unilateral surrender,” much to the chagrin of his
younger brother, Edmund of Langley. The territory of Aquitaine, which had become a perennial
responsibility of English princes, was critical for the English to maintain influence in France, and
the responsibility of John Gaunt when Richard assigned it to him, likely understanding the
instability of the agreement made with Charles VI. 34 Gascony had faced aggression from both
sides, as had English territorial possession of Aquitaine around it. Previously the English kings,
and Prince Edward, who had been the sovereigns of Gascony, had negotiated with the French
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kings to overlook their policy of attacking the nobility – meanwhile the people of Gascony lacked
confidence in their ruler who could not protect them. John of Gaunt took it upon himself to
organize grants and privileges to Gascony (without abandoning the territory to Aquitaine) while
ensuring the obedience of the people to his own authority. His success placating the council at
Bordeaux ensured Gascon loyalty to the ‘Duke of Aquitaine.’35
As honorable, intelligent, and successful as his father was, the ascendancy of Henry IV
depended, not on the claim to the throne through John of Gaunt and Edward III – though a legal
document had been produced by Edward in 1376, which effectively eliminated the Duke of
Clarence’s descendants, whose inheritance would pass through his daughter, and named John of
Gaunt’s descendants as the heirs to the Plantagenet crown36 – but on the royal blood of his
mother. Blanche of Lancaster was John of Gaunt’s first wife, and the daughter of Henry, the first
Duke of Lancaster. Her noble blood came from Henry III, and his son Edmund, duke of Leicester.
The propaganda circulated by Henry IV, and secretly supported by his father, hinged on the idea
that Edmund, not Edward I, was the eldest son of Henry III. If this was held to be true, then the
descendants of Edward I, including Edward II, Edward III and Richard II were usurpers of the
Lancastrian throne.37 It is this very same dynastic claim via Edward III that the Lancastrians
would later use to support and bolster their entitlement to the French throne. The notion that
Edumnd ‘Crouchback’ had been the eldest son of Edward I was supposedly created by John of
Gaunt, when Richard failed to nominate an heir, and his new wife, Isabella, was only nine years
old. The story was recorded by the chronicler John Hardying, who professes its falsehood and
that the House of Commons rejected this particular interpretation of history in favor of
acquiescing to the nomination of Roger Mortimer, the fourth Earl of March, as Richards’ heir.
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Unfortunately for the Lancastrians, the story of Edmund lacked support from the official record,
as well as public memory, and John, perceiving the risks if he promoted this story, abandoned
that avenue. 38
At the time of John of Gaunt’s death, he had approximately thirty castles under his
control, primarily in North of England and Wales, could rally 1000 men-at-arms and 3000
archers, the duchy of Lancaster was essentially independent from the crown, and held the
properties of Hereford, Derby, Lincoln, Leicester, and Northampton. Henry Bolingbroke was
poised to inherit all of these territories, and was a driving force behind his banishment at the
hands of Richard, who clearly saw Henry as a political rival.39 The last two years of Richard’s
reign seem focused on removing influence from Lancaster which proved to be an unwise decision
on the part of Richard. Henry set out from Dover, among a large group of supporters, and sailed
around the continent, gathering support from the northern nobles, foremost the Earl of
Northumberland and his son Henry ‘Hotspur’ Percy, and others who had been banished to France.
Bolingbroke took great advantage of the disillusionment which had circulated among the English
nobility, and sent encouragement to the people to revolt, exposing Richard’s supposed plans to
further augment taxes and his plans to remove their representatives. All of this scheming and
plotting Henry did from a stronghold at Pontefract castle.40
In Henry’s eagerness to obtain Northumberland’s support, he swore an oath that he meant
only to recover the lands that had recently been taken from him that “he had only come to claim
his rightful inheritance, and that Richard should reign till his life’s end.”41 The Percies could not
have failed to understand what Henry had planned, but they still invoked this pledge during the
Welsh rebellion and were the driving forces behind the Battle of Shrewsbury in 1403. The
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Percies were a critical element of Bolingbroke’s plan, not only did they rule a large portion of the
north of England; they were also connected to Henry quite closely by blood. Henry’s greatgrandfather, the Duke of Lancaster had several daughters, one of which who married Henry
Percy, the Earl of Northumberland, whose grandson was Henry ‘Hotspur’ Percy.42 Henry did not
immediately assume the title of king, but spent several weeks building his reputation and looking
for a legitimate reason as to why he had rights to seize the throne. The initial failures by
contemporary chroniclers to find hereditary support for Henry’s claim, and unacceptable
reasoning that Richard was a tyrant and had committed “unnatural crimes…reduction of his
people to slavery, cowardice and weakness of rule,”43 inspired Henry to recall his weak,
propagandist claim that the true eldest son of Henry III was Edmund, Earl of Leicester. It was
necessary to eliminate support for Richard’s rule, and fearing his supporters, Henry dismissed a
large portion of the political advisors of the previous reign to show his power, even though he
quickly reassigned those who proved useful.
Henry IV knew his assertion of legitimate succession was feeble, and in order to secure his
reign, he would need to surround himself with councilors and officers who supported the
Lancastrian party, as well as construct a strong military reputation. This reputation would not
come easy to the king, as he had created several enemies out of the sons of men who were loyal
to Richard and had lost their inheritance as a result of the deposition. Further broken promises to
his nobility would incite feelings of ill will and provoke internal complications that would prevent
Henry from creating the necessary reputation to create a foundation to bolster his royal claim, but
it is these domestic crises which would provide Prince Henry with the necessary military and
political experience which would allow him to become a successful monarch.
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Chapter 3
Domestic Crises
Crisis immediately fell upon the new king; though strongly supported by many during his
usurpation, procuring reinforcement by promising to reduce taxes imposed during Richard’s reign
and hefty rewards for those who helped him depose the tyrant king, the crown revenues quickly
dropped to £90,000, which was £50,000 short of what was necessary in times of peace to
maintain the country, let alone pay the rewards promised to those who aided him in the march
from Ravenspur, including the Percy family. Securing funds put strain on international diplomacy
as well; the French had not taken kindly to the new king, and Henry IV’s insistence on keeping
the French princess Isabelle in England. This was partially an attempt to force negotiations into
the country, and partly because a clause of the contract signed by Richard when he married
Isabelle was in the event of Richard’s death, England would return the princess, and pay 200,000
francs. Henry simply could not afford the pay Isabelle’s dower, nor could he afford an all-out war
with France, so the conflict continued.44 In order make up for the deficit – and to weaken the
influence of the loyalist nobility – Henry confiscated property from the Earls of Salisbury, Kent,
Huntingdon, and Rutland, thereby providing these nobles a sufficient motive to conspire against
the king with the monks of Westminster Abbey, who were staunch supporters of Richard. These
men planned the first of many conspiracies against the Lancastrian royalty.45 The Loyalists
intended to storm the castle, kill the princes, and place an imposter – Richard’s former chaplain –
on the throne until such a time that Richard could be located. This plan failed, and is thought to
have certainly signed Richard’s death warrant, as it was rumored he was being kept alive in
prison.46
44

Phillpotts, “The Fate at the Truce of Paris,” p. 69
Seward, Henry V, p. 13
46
Ibid, p. 14
45

16
While King Henry IV’s reign was threatened, Prince Henry was accruing the titles and
experience necessary to create the king he would become. Prince Henry had been a favorite of
Richard’s, and though he was a hostage at the royal court during his father’s exile, there is much
evidence to suggest that Richard was very fond of the boy. While campaigning in Ireland,
Richard bestowed upon him a knighthood. In his father’s court, the young prince was entrusted
early on with military and administrative duties; in 1400, the prince aided his father in a raid
against Wales, after which he was left to govern Chester (with the aid of a council). By the age of
sixteen, he was named the king’s lieutenant and led his own small contingency of soldiers against
not only in the Welsh rebellion but at Shrewsbury, where his insistence on leading his soldiers
even after he was injured garnered great confidence and favoritism for the future king.
In October of 1399, the young Prince Henry of Monmouth received the titles Prince of
Wales, Duke of Cornwall, Earl of Chester, and Duke of Aquitaine, much to the chagrin of the
French King. The following month, he became the Duke of Lancaster, in command of a small
retinue, and the financial responsibilities which were attached to his lands.47 His military prowess
and ingenuity would soon be tested; on 16 September 1400, Owain Glyn Dŵr, the representative
of Powys, descendant of the Princes of Deheubarth, and the “richest native landowner in Wales,”
declared himself the Prince of Wales and raised the flag of rebellion.48
The Glyn Dŵr – or Glendower – Rebellion lasted from 1400 until Glyn Dŵr’s forced
retreat into exile in 1409. The Welsh attacks were swift and for the first part of the rebellion,
highly successful; England lacked the requisite forces, both financially and in manpower. Glyn
Dŵr quickly struck at his enemies and friends of Henry, in particular Lord Grey of Ruthin, a
prominent Marcher Lord.49 The King led a small expedition into Wales, in October, in a failed
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attempt to put down the uprisings in the Northwest region, but quickly retreated; meanwhile
Prince Henry was left to govern Chester, on the border of North Wales, with the assistance of a
council led by Henry Percy, at the time referred to as “the flower and glory of the chivalry of
Christendom,” by Adam of Usk, the chronicler of Henry’s reign.50 The castles of Harlech,
Caernarfon were threatened, and Conwy Castle temporarily fell to Rhys ap Tudor on 10 April
1401, before being recaptured by the English. Nine members of the Welsh party were captured
and subjected to cruel executions which included hanging, disembowelment, and beheading;
similar treatment was given to the rebels who faced King Henry in the North, but the victory was
brief, and by the end of October, Prince Henry and his father were forced to retreat.51
By 1402, Glyn Dŵr had claimed control of the country; Lord Ruthin was captured, and
his lands were burnt. Desperate for aid, King Henry negotiated his marriage to Joan of Navarre,
the widow of Duke John of Brittany and the sister of Charles III of Navarre. This marriage to
Joan was also motivated by Henry’s desire to wield influence on the continent, as Joan was the
regent for the duchy, but following their marriage, Joan was forced to surrender her claim to the
territory.52 King Henry was in further negotiations with the Duke of Bavaria – also the newly
crowned King of the Romans – and the King of Sweden to marry off his daughters Blanche and
Philippa, respectively. When the Scots were flouted in their attempt to cross the northern border
by the Percies, the king was quite embarrassed and refused to grant the Percies the ransom from
the prisoners they had collected, adding to the vast amount of money the Lancastrians owed the
Earl of Northumberland for his continuing support. This support was swiftly disintegrating, and
another blow to the Percies’ faith in Henry occurred in the summer when Edmund Mortimer, the
Earl of Warwick was captured and taken to Snowdonia, at the heart of Welsh administration.
Henry Percy was eager to ransom Edmund and return him to the English forces, but King Henry,
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who likely felt threatened by Mortimer’s stronger claim to the throne, refused to pay the ransom,
and so Edmund remained with the Welsh. Edmund, betrayed and abandoned by his king, allied
with Glyn Dŵr in the summer of 1402, and married Glyn Dŵr’s daughter.53 The Welsh rebellion
was reaching its peak during these few years, as the English revenues continued to dwindle, and
the Welsh forces were continually successful against the English attempts of suppression, Glyn
Dŵr and his supporters became extremely optimistic concerning the outcome of the conflict.
Young Prince Henry was given the title of king’s lieutenant in March 1403 in the face of
the Exchequer collapse, which forced the prince to increase taxes in Chester, borrow funds and
confiscate land – a tactic used frequently by his father – to ensure enough money to carry out his
campaign.54 In May, the new commander-in-chief led an expedition to Owain’s residences at
Sycharth and Glyndyfrdwy, but failed to find any troops, and his finances continued to diminish,
until desperate measures became the only alternative, and Prince Henry pawned his jewels to
scrape together adequate moneys for supplies. The castles of Harlech and Aberystwyth were both
under siege by the Welsh, while the French aided the sieges conducted in the South of Wales at
Kidwelly and Caernarfon.55 The English troops were severely divided between these locations
and preparing for the Welsh offensive against the border; but on 12 June 1403, the English were
at last victorious over Glyn Dŵr, and successfully foiled the attack on England.56
However, the supposedly unwavering support for the new Lancastrian dynasty had come
to a close. Though recently having suffered defeat, Henry’s persistent alienation of his domestic
allies had proved too taxing and the forces of Cheshire, Shropshire, Edmund Mortimer, and the
Percy family joined the Glyn Dŵr cause to remove Henry from the throne. This newly formed
coalition set its sights on Shrewsbury, where Prince Henry held his troops, with the intent of
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capturing the young lieutenant, afterward Hotspur would join his forces with Owain to depose
Henry IV and place Roger, the Earl of March, on the throne. By some luck, the king learned of
this treachery and was able to send his troops ahead to Shrewsbury before Hotspur and Worcester
were able to arrive. On 20 July 1403, Hotspur rallied his troops, approximately 5000 men, on
Hayteley Field, approximately two miles north of Shrewsbury, near Berwick, with a distinct
landscape advantage (with the River Severn by his right flank, and a steep hill behind the rear
guard). The archers of Cheshire were clad in Richard’s old insignia of a white hart. The king’s
force numbered the same as Hotspur, and was split into three parts; the right wing was
commanded by Prince Henry, and the vanguard was under the command of the Earl of Stafford.
Among these troops were two knights, dressed identically to the king meant to confuse the
enemy.57 The first charge by the English was largely a catastrophe; the Earl of Stafford and his
men were slain by the Cheshire archers, the two knights disguised as the king were captured and
killed by the Earl of Douglas, and Prince Henry was badly wounded. It appeared that the battle
was to be another decisive victory for Glyn Dŵr until Hotspur was suddenly killed by an
unknown perpetrator and his men fled the field of battle. The two main remaining leaders,
Worcester and Douglas, were captured and executed, and Hotspur’s corpse was dismembered and
put on display at the gates of various cities.58 This swift and severe form of justice would become
a bastion of Henry V’s reign, and as his reign progressed, his judicial policy would become more
and more severe, especially in France.
The Battle of Shrewsbury was not a turning point for the English, however, and in
November of that year, the French expeditionary force landed in Wales and attacked Kidwelly
Castle. 1404 was an extremely prosperous year for the Welsh rebellion; in January the French
king sent a canon to aid Owain with the siege of Conwy castle, and he finally succeeded in
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capturing Harlech and Aberystwyth, which he used for his residence and administrative
headquarters, respectively. The castles of Cardiff, Caerphilly, Usk, Caerleon and Newport were
also captured, effectively creating a border of Welsh-held castles around the entire country.59 In
May, the ‘Prince of Wales’ held his first parliament, and received ambassadors from King
Charles to sign a treaty with Glyn Dŵr against ‘Henry of Lancaster.’60 The following year
became known as the ‘Year of French in Wales.’61 The elderly Earl of Northumberland,
distraught at the loss of his son, contacted Owain and Mortimer in February 1405 and the three
men signed the Triple Indenture, which assumed that once the Welsh repelled the English and
conquered England itself, the territory would be divided equally between Northumberland,
Mortimer and Glyn Dŵr. These men were strongly supported by Lord Mowbray, whose father
had been betrayed by Henry, and Archbishop Scrope of York, who felt that Henry’s royal
expenditures were far too frivolous to be maintained.62 This treaty marked the height of Glyn
Dŵr’s ambitions – he had received support from numerous members of the church including the
Bishops of St. Asaph and Bangor, as well as recognition of the pope in Avignon, who sought to
make the Welsh Church an independent entity – and is the result of over-confidence in the face of
a financially weakened England. It was exceedingly optimistic for Glyn Dŵr to think that the
rebellion could extend beyond the expulsion of the English and the liberation of Wales.
Meanwhile, the Franco-Welsh forces had crossed the English border and almost reached
Worcester before Glyn Dŵr’s fortunes had reached their low; France and Castile had been
sending pirates against the English navy, creating further financial difficulties for the crown,
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already in extreme debt. However, King Henry was able to foil the French plan, and had fortified
the city with his own forces, causing the French to withdraw.63
In spring of 1405, the shining star of Owain Glyn Dŵr had begun to fade, on 5 May
1405, the English and Welsh forces met and the Welsh lost the battle and the heir to the kingdom
Glyn Dŵr was attempting to build, Griffith ap Owain. Soon after, Glenmorgan submitted to
Prince Henry following his notable triumph at Grosmont, which strengthened the foundation of
Henry’s military reputation, and the Welsh were decimated at the Battle of Walsingham.64
Meanwhile, Northumberland took advantage of Henry’s distraction with the other traitors, and
fled to Scotland; Archbishop Scrope and Lord Mowbray, other key allies in Glyn Dŵr’s plans,
were arrested and beheaded on 29 May, after being lured into a trap by the Earl of Westmoreland.
Ordinarily, when a monarch is culpable for the death of a member of the clergy, he is haunted by
the black mark of heresy and excommunication, but because of the Papal Schism and the division
of faith and power, Henry was spared the eternal damnation of himself and his country.65
The king and his forces returned to England, and the French retreated from the island at
the beginning of 1406, while Prince Henry was asked by Parliament to remain in Wales and
continue the military intervention against Glyn Dŵr, as Parliament had far more faith in the
teenaged prince than in their own king. Parliament of 1406 met in March to address financial
policy issues, royal expenditures, and to create a financial council to prevent over-spending on the
part of the king; Prince Henry was made the nominal head of this council, though his person
remained in Wales until April.66 That same year, the English managed to capture the Scottish king
James, while he was making an attempt to escape to France; he was held by the English as a
hostage until the reign of Henry V, when he became a useful political ally against the Scottish
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supporters of the Dauphin.67 Prince Henry returned to Wales, where he continued to administer
the suppression of the rebellion through 1407, in November, the English signed a peace treaty
with France, negotiated a truce to protect trading rights in Flanders, and the capture of the heir to
the Scottish throne left the Glyn Dŵr rebellion without any allies. Eventually the outlying regions
of Wales submitted to Prince Henry, and though rebel activity continued sporadically, by 1409
the ‘Prince of Wales’ had been reduced to a fugitive in his own country, Prince Henry was able to
assume his post in the king’s council, and Edmund Mortimer, who had been instrumental to Glyn
Dŵr, was made a member of Prince Henry’s household.68
The rebellion in Wales, regardless of its collapse, had served, irreparably, to damage
King Henry’s reputation; the country was still in a state of financial devastation, only aggravated
by the uprising, the failure to collect homage from the Scottish king, and the raids conducted on
the southern coast by France and its allies. Emerging from the mediocre field of English victory
was Prince Henry, who proved to be an able military leader despite his financial paucity, learned
valuable skills in conducting sieges, capturing castles, and removing enemies swiftly and
effectively. He became the favorite of the House of Commons for administering finances when
his father had proved to be an adequate administrator. In 1408, King Henry had begun to exhibit
symptoms of a serious disease which would affect his mental abilities, his body, and eventually
kill him. It was because of this incapacity that Prince Henry along with his cousins, Bishop
Beaufort and Thomas Beaufort, was able to replace Archbishop Arundel, who had been a close
friend and councilor for Henry IV, on the Council.69 The young prince had emerged as a
competent political contender as well; in 1411 he was permitted to assemble a council of his own,
of men of his own choosing and without the supervision of the king. Henry’s emersion in the
political sphere could not have been pleasing to his father, since his own ascension to the throne
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as the savior of England had been so easily marred by revolt and a failure to reconcile the issues
faced by the royal treasury. The council founded by Prince Henry was determined to pursue its
own agenda, separate from the apparent political intentions of King Henry.
While incapacitated by his disease, Prince Henry made arrangements with the Duke of
Burgundy, to aid his political party’s advancement in the French conflict; these arrangements
even included a proposal of marriage of the prince to Burgundy’s daughter. In part, this alliance
gave the English stronger influence in their portion as Guyenne, as their military forces were able
to continue their presence under the illusion of helping one French faction or the other. Thomas
Beaufort had been left in control of the expeditionary force to reclaim land in Guyenne and
expand possession to Aquitaine.70 When King Henry regained his mental faculties, he
immediately withdrew the alliance Prince Henry had made with Burgundy in favor of an alliance
with the Orléanist faction. The French were aware of the English propensity to switch loyalties,
having also participated in guerres couvertes, but both leaders of the parties, the Duke of
Burgundy and the Duke of Orléans, understood that without the aid of the English, neither party
would have hope of succeeding in their exploits.71 Prince Henry was effectively removed from
politics after this occurred; he faced accusations of treason, that he planned to usurp the king,
these thoughts were encouraged by the prince’s younger brother, Thomas, Duke of Clarence, who
had led an expedition on behalf of his father’s policy towards the Armagnacs and even though the
Armagnacs and the Burgundians had reconciled before any conflict ensued, the Duke of Clarence
was determined to secure compensation. The king himself expressed concern over the potential
for conflict between the two brothers following his death, as Prince Henry was determined to
pursue a relationship with Burgundy, and Prince Thomas only saw merit in an alliance with the
Orléanists. “English foreign policy towards the end of Henry IV’s reign was as much a product of
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the faction politics in England as of those in France.”72 In the last months of Henry IV’s reign,
there was extreme political tension between the king and his heir, a tension felt by the people
when Prince Henry arrived in London with an army of his supporters, which he claimed to have
raised to support the king in Aquitaine. 73 This aggression was only temporarily reconciled, and
the strain between king and heir was a notorious facet of their relationship, second only to the
rumor that the overly-ambitious prince, desperate for power, claimed the crown from his father’s
bedside while the king was on his deathbed. King Henry IV passed away 20 March 1413, and
with his death came a king whose reign represented the pinnacle of the efforts begun by Edward
III to claim the French throne for England. The major events in Henry V’s reign, including his
own succession to the throne was the result of policy decisions made decades before his birth;
these decisions were made to appease monarchs on either side of the Channel, trading treaties and
cessations of aggression for land or advantageous marriages.

72
73

Phillpotts, “Truce at Paris,” p. 77
Seward, Henry V, p. 32

25

Chapter 4
Charles ‘the Mad,’ Queen Isabeau, Burgundy, and Orléans
Charles VI of France ascended the throne in 1380, under the regency of his uncles, the
dukes of Burgundy, Berry, Anjou, and Bourbon; this regency government was dispersed in 1388,
following a military expedition against William of Guelders; he paused his march to dismiss his
uncles from the Royal Council, thus permitting his brother, Louis of Orleans to emerge as a
political authority.74 As with the government in England, there was severe civil conflict which
affected international policy and the stability of the monarchy. Domestic discord did not appear
immediately; there was a brief period when the king was a capable monarch, regardless of the
political opposition and the faction politics from the dukes, Charles was referred to as ‘the Good’
until the emergence of his mental illness in 1392. The king’s episodes of psychosis are welldocumented; historians such as Froissart and the Monk of Saint-Denis have detailed their own
experiences with Charles’ episodes. These episodes began with a fit of uncontrollable rage in
which the king killed five men and advanced into multi-week periods which saw Charles losing
all notions of his identity, as well as the identities of his wife and children, and running around his
castle, screaming his objections. As Charles became quite incapacitated as a ruler, the governing
of France fell to a strained regency government, torn between the interests of the Dukes of
Burgundy and Orléans, while his wife, Isabeau of Bavaria, was widely distrusted in her politics.
In March 1392, Charles VI travelled to Amiens to meet with the Duke of Lancaster, John
of Gaunt, to discuss terms of peace. The hostility toward the English, perpetuated by Philip the
Good, had dissipated, and the Burgundian majority had succeeded in securing an alliance with the
Low Countries and Southern Germany leaving them temporarily placated and distracted from
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their objective toward Anglo-French conflict.75 John understood this as a prime opportunity to
pursue a treaty. Charles received John immediately, and with much splendor, but then he
appeared to fall ill of a fever and convulsions. According to Jean Froissart, it was determined that
he king had succumbed to a bout of Typhoid fever, as others on the journey, including the Duke
of Berry and Philip de Bar, had also fallen prey to the disease;76 Charles returned to Paris in midMay. The severity of Charles’ illness became evident in July, when he prepared his army for a
march to Brittany, where the duke was harboring a fugitive, Pierre de Craon – a former
chamberlain to Charles, who had been accused of murder. This decision was made by Charles
himself, in the face of strong opposition from the dukes of Burgundy and Berry, who thought this
would only serve to provoke internal conflict. During the march to Le Mans, on 5 August, the
king, (in full plate armor) was leading the column, with two pages beside him. One of the pages
dropped his lance, startling the king who, in a panic, began to attack those around him, the closest
being his brother Louis, the Duke of Orléans. In addition to attacking Orléans, Charles succeeded
in killing five of his own knights before he could be subdued, and transported to Le Mans, where
he succumbed to a near-catatonic state. The royal physicians believed that the king’s condition
would continue to decline and he would be rendered incapacitated by mental deterioration.77 At
this time, Charles, having recovered slightly, was forced to consider the necessity of a regency
government; a consideration which would divide the already tenuously unified country into
sharply polarized factions, namely between John, the Duke of Burgundy, and the Duke of
Orléans.
Charles had several options when considering the assembly of the group which would
take on the responsibility of government while he was ill. An unacceptable choice for the king
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would be to renounce his throne and appoint a new ruler; another option would be to cede the
king’s powers to his royal council on an intermittent basis, depending on them only when his
disease rendered him too weakened. This option, however, could leave France in a politically
destabilized state, as the council could refuse to give power back to the king at the end of his
period of illness.78 Eventually, Charles opted to follow the precedents set forth by Charles V in
1374, and constructed a regency government. Charles V’s regency assigned power to his brother,
Louis of Anjou, and invested a college of councilors – including the queen and the king’s other
brothers – with guardianship of the dauphin and other children. The French monarchy understood
the importance of royal children as a powerful bargaining chip to manipulate a monarch;
“possession of the dauphin trumped any other claim to power.”79 Before Charles VI was crowned,
he had been under the protection of Louis of Anjou and Philip of Burgundy, but as the latter was
“manifestly the most powerful,” Philip managed to expel Louis from the regency and crowned
the 12 year old Charles. Philip’s initial reign as regent was marred by widespread disapproval
with the levying of heavy taxes.80 The relationship between the duchy of Burgundy and England
was entirely dependent upon military support or lack thereof provided by either side. Philip’s
loyalty to the English king vacillated frequently depending on his relationship with the Orléanist
faction – when it benefitted him, he would abandon his allegiances to the English king, and
pledge his loyalty to France.
Following Charles’ first episode of madness, Philip of Burgundy resumed his position as
the manifest head of government. The royal financial advisors, who posed a great threat to
Philip’s access to royal funds, were swiftly dismissed and, with the aid of the Duke of Berry,
Philip was able to prevent Louis of Orléans from securing his own influential placement on the
council. However, in 1393, Charles issued one of many ordinances which named Louis of
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Orléans as regent, and he began to build up his own territory to create an ‘empire’ to rival that of
Burgundy. By increasing his territory and his influence with those who held the land, Louis
would be able to pursue his agenda in nudging Philip from his position as ‘leader’ of the
government; the care of the Dauphin and other royal children, however, was entrusted to
Isabeau.81 Some contemporary chroniclers argued that Isabeau would have made an ideal regent;
due to “her incapacity to ascend the throne” it was assumed that Isabeau would have no choice
but to operate in the best interests of Charles and the kingdom. Scholar Sarah Hanley argues that
the only reason Isabeau could not inherit the throne was the notion of Salic Law, propagated by
Jean de Montreuil with the purpose of excluding women and their descendants from inheriting the
crown.82
Louis of Orléans’ policies contradicted those of Philip of Burgundy; especially his main
policy of an anti-English orientation. Philip had long garnered a relationship with England,
though it frequently wavered between positive and negative, Philip was devoted to protecting his
interests in the Low Countries, who were long-time English allies, and had long brokered an
amicable trade relationship with Henry IV. Louis, on the other hand, pursued an agenda of war
against the English in Guyenne, an agenda financed via the levying of taxes; when Philip
protested these taxes (albeit out of his own interest), he decidedly became the favorite amongst
the Parisians, whose delicate economy was dependent upon continued trade with Flanders.83 This
ailing relationship between uncle and nephew developed into a rivalry that attempted to warp the
political landscape of France. In 1398, Louis signed an alliance with the Holy Roman Emperorelect Wenceslas to create a divide between Flanders and Burgundy, thus rupturing Philip’s
accessibility to the Low Countries. This alliance came to naught, but Louis continued to create
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dissention, claiming the financial program developed by Charles’ advisors infringed upon the
rights of the princes to wage war.84
The contention between uncle and nephew was what necessitated the expansion of
Isabeau’s responsibilities; Isabeau’s diplomatic skill helped her advance in the diplomatic sphere;
in 1401, the people of France requested that Isabeau intervene between Orléans and Burgundy.
Charles officially appointed Isabeau as the mediator between Philip and Louis in March 1402,
chosen not only for her skills, but for her particular position which did not permit personal
succession to the throne. “The queen’s role was thus articulated initially as one requiring a lack of
ambition combined with diplomatic skill.”85 Though between 1399 and 1407, Charles appointed
eleven advisors who were Orléanists or their supporters, it could be argued that Charles showed a
covert preference for the duke of Burgundy. In matters of the Schism, the king followed in
Philip’s footsteps and withdrew his support from both popes – while Orleans maintained his own,
staunch support for the Pope at Avignon.86 Charles also would have been aware of Isabeau’s
rapport with Burgundy; the queen was known for her charisma and her ability to maintain
pleasant relationships with Burgundy, his political rivals, and those whose agendas were contrary
to her own. Isabeau’s cousin, the king of Bavaria made clear his preference for Philip in later
years, when the negotiations for the Dauphin’s marriage arose.
In July, Isabeau was appointed to Charles’ position on the Royal Council, and was
invested with the power to speak with his voice; the Ordinance of 1 July, 1401 was unconcerned
with the details of Isabeau’s responsibility, instead created her as Charles’ representative,
meaning she lacked any authority of her own with a set of duties or power. The lack of king at the
council meetings led to constant bickering on the part of Orleans and Burgundy, until the Dukes
of Berry and Bourbon barred the two from attending, as their arguing prevented the
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administration from advancing. This exclusion did not last; Louis and Philip were in control of
the senechaux system, which meant the loyalties of the council were ultimately tied to these
men.87 Contemporary chroniclers have noted that Isabeau was once able to make decisions with
the aid of whomever she chose, but with the Ordinance of 26 April 1403, it was mandated that her
actions be validated by a majority vote. An additional ordinance in April saw an attempt by
Charles to remove power from Louis, whose authority had greatly been augmented in his
manipulations of the economy, and create a regency with Isabeau and crown the Dauphin
immediately upon Charles’ death. Louis seized an opportunity while the king was ill to rescind
this ordinance and publish the ordinance of May 7. Four days later, Charles came to his senses
and retracted this document, claiming it greatly conflicted with the rights of the queen and the
royal children; Charles also declared that any ordinance that violated these rights should be
considered null and void.88 Louis made one last attempt to place himself in a distinct position of
power by promising French support to the Avignon Pope, but this incident was historically
inevitable. The surrounding kingdoms, with the exception of England, had been faithful to
Benedict XIII (the Roman Pope), and the only kingdom who had also formally retracted their
support, Sicily, changed their decision the previous August. This failure to portray himself as
defender of the ‘true’ Pope caused the duke to turn his attentions away from France, and toward
his border allies in Luxembourg and Lombardy, the former of which was under threat from the
king of the Romans.89 The monarchy, confident that Louis would make an attempt to return
created another safeguard, published 4 July, indicating if the Duke of Berry were to resign his
post as lieutenant of Languedoc and Guyenne, there would be no appointed successor, and all
revenue would be given directly to the Dauphin.
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With such ambitious family members, the French government was hardly able to function
without creating ordinances and declarations every few months to reiterate and reinforce previous
legislation. The majority of Charles’ policy was constructed around the need to keep his brother
and uncle in line and to prevent either faction from gaining too much influence; this was time
consuming, and left the monarchy weak with respect to international diplomacy and defense.
Orléans returned in March 1404, after the Duke of Berry died, and was named the general of
Guyenne, but, as promised, all revenues were directed to the Dauphin, Louis. The following
month, Philip of Burgundy passed away, leaving behind a son, Jean, who did not share the same
connection to the monarchy which had allowed Philip the latitude required to augment his power.
Jean, also called ‘Jean-sans-Peur,’ aimed to regain the control that had been lost, with his father’s
death, through manipulation of grants and gifts from the king, with the goal of eliminating
Orléans’ supremacy, given that Louis already possessed the power of regent. Queen Isabeau
chose to once again ally herself with Burgundy to balance the scales, especially wise given
Charles’ decision to grant the Dauphin’s hand in marriage to Orléans’ daughter, Marie. In
exchange for the betrothal, Louis was required to retrieve the 200,000 francs from Henry IV that
had been given to Richard when he married Charles’ eldest daughter – Louis would be permitted
to keep this money – but when Henry refused, Louis prepared to attack the English in Guyenne.
This attack was begun by Orleans, but after the winter, it was resumed by the count of Armagnac;
Louis of Orléans decided, instead, to abandon some of his rights in favor of a gift of the same
amount from Charles.90 Orléans’ advantage vanished when his daughter suddenly died, and by the
following August, the Dauphin Louis had married Burgundy’s daughter, Margaret.
Throughout the autumn, from October 1404, to the next year, September 1405, Louis of
Orléans added greatly to his financial status; the house of Orleans received a total of 400,000
francs. The maintenance of these payments necessitated the levying of new taxes by the
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parlement, which became a supplementary expense, in addition to the 120,000 francs owed to the
queen’s brother.91 Further financial strain, initiated by Louis, brought the queen under harsh
criticism for her perceived proximity to Louis of Orléans, as well as her allocation of copious
amounts of money to Bavaria; all of this was a perfect ground for Burgundy to become the
champion of the Parisian middle-class. The queen did not give explicit encouragement to Louis,
but after Jean made an attempt to curry her favor, she made clear her opinion that Jean, from a
hierarchical perspective had fallen down the ranks.
In August, Jean of Burgundy prepared a march upon Paris, where support for his cause
was strong. Jean succeeded in capturing the dauphin, and demanded that the balance of power be
repaired, eliminating monopoly held by the Duchy of Orléans. Louis, of course, retaliated by
declaring that Jean had kidnapped the heir to coerce Charles into giving him the rule of the
kingdom. The interference of the dukes of Berry and Bourbon forced Jean to renegotiate with
Louis and Isabeau, but the result was largely ineffective at reforming the imbalance. Louis was
free to launch a large-scale attack on English Guyenne the following summer.92 Charles VI
supported Louis’ campaign in Southwest France against English Guyenne, while Jean was sent
north, to Calais, to remove the English, whose real interests in campaigning in Calais originated
in the desire to strengthen ties with England. As Jean neared his destination, Charles suddenly
cancelled the expedition, and Louis unexpectedly appeared in the Low Countries. The brazen
behavior of Louis, in conjunction with the threat perceived by Jean, precipitated the assassination
of the Duke of Orléans’ at the hands of the Duke of Burgundy’s men in November 1407.93
The House of Orléans had long been enemies to the Lancastrian dynasty; Louis’ father
had been supported by Richard II, who sought to prevent expansion of Burgundian property.
After Richard’s deposition, Orléans took up violent opposition against Henry IV, and while
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Burgundy had retained commercial ties with England, Henry declined to aid his continental ally,
knowing any action on the his part would result in war with France; an action that the English
could not currently afford given their crisis with Wales. With the elimination of Louis, the
Burgundians were able to regain control over the government, having removed the regent, Jean
and his supporters promulgated the idea that Louis had been a tyrant and his presence had been
damaging to the success of the kingdom. Jean spent the following months visiting Amiens, and
Ghent where he held an assembly with the intent of defending his actions against Orleans. Jean
returned to Paris in February, blatantly defying the instructions dictated by Charles that he not
bring more than 200 soldiers into the city. Charles was ill at the time, so the Duke of Guyenne
acted as his representative.94 Under the sway of his disease, Jean was able to convince Charles
that Louis’ death was necessary to foil the plot created by the Orléanists to capture and kill he
king and his heirs; Jean received a full pardon and convinced Charles to dismiss officers from
their posts in the French hierarchy. Jean of Burgundy’s political advancement came to a standstill
as Charles returned to full health, but the vacillation of his mental faculties meant Isabeau was
forced to return from Melun – where she had been protecting the royal children – and move the
king out of Paris, and thus out of Jean’s presence.
Autumn of 1408 brought the king returning to health and with that, a desire to pursue the
matter of Louis’ assassination more fully. To attend to this justice, the Queen and duke of Berry
were required to avoid the hostility of the Parisians, who upheld their support for Burgundy. The
royal family fled the city, while Jean made for Paris, in order to renegotiate the terms of his
pardon. Failed cooperation and Charles’ mental decline meant the meeting of Burgundy and the
king was postponed on several occasions until March 1409. By the 11th, the king had forced the
other dukes, Berry, Bourbon, and the new Duke of Orléans, Charles, to agree to a peace treaty
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between themselves and Burgundy; optimistically requiring that the men adhere to the peace
forever.95
Jean of Burgundy had effectively reasserted his dominance over King Charles; in
response, Charles of Orléans sought the alliance of the count of Armagnac. The dukes of
Burgundy and Orléans surrounded Paris with their armies in 1410, but when Duke Charles finally
declared war in 1411, Jean had succeeded in securing assistance from England, by means of an
agreement with Prince Henry. The prince of England’s representative, the Earl of Arundel was
sent across the Channel to aid in the expulsion of the Orléanists from Paris, but when Charles of
Orléans offered sovereignty in Aquitaine in exchange for English soldiers, Henry IV interrupted
his son’s efforts and signed the Treaty of Bourges, officially ending the English abjuration from
interfering in French politics.96 Henry IV was eager to reclaim what had been held by his
ancestors, but Charles VI returned to lucidity before the English army could land and confront
Burgundy, and another forced reconciliation had been made between Burgundy and Orléans.
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Chapter 5
Henry V in France and Queen Katherine of England
The structure of French politics had been severely fractured by the Burgundian-Orléanist
conflict, and opened a vast avenue through which the recently crowned Henry V was able to
assert his influence on the continent. King Henry recognized his opportunity for conflict with
France in the wake of the rupture of the Treaty of 1407, after the Orléanists had led an attack on
English Guyenne. A mere five months after his coronation, in July, Henry dispatched Archbishop
Henry Chichele of Canterbury as an envoy to Charles VI to rectify the breaches of contract of
years passed between England and France. Charles VI refused to acknowledge any disruptions in
treaty perpetrated by France, unless they had been oaths between Charles and Henry IV, but King
Henry was in a fairly advantageous position, and used this opportunity to resume the diplomatic
offensive begun by Richard II. Henry proposed a truce which fully expressed the Lancastrian
claim to the French throne and his intent to unify the French territory under English rule. “When
the prince succeeded to the throne...he imposed unity and consistency on policy towards
France…” King Henry was much more rigid and demanding than his father or Richard had been
– the term “aggressive” was used quite frequently in reference to the king – managing to secure
Brittany and Flanders within the first few months of his reign.97
King Henry V constructed a persona around the idea of justice; known as the “prince of
justice,”98 Henry had a reputation of putting pressure on his aristocracy to ensure that legislation
was supported, as England lacked the infrastructure to enforce the penal code through the crown.
The English nobility had a reputation for its rebellion and instability, but with the reign of Henry
V, the aristocracy was brought to heel by a king who, “to his subjects…should appear
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magnificent, just, benevolent, representing to them the qualities of the Godhead.”99 Henry
certainly made attempts at merciful justice, encouraging the guilty to repent and thus avoid a
more severe punishment, embodying far more qualities of a fierce god. The king commanded
loyalty through strict policy and a willingness to punish even his most influential friends if they
infringed upon these laws; offenses against the crown were detrimental to his image and therefore
would not be tolerated. Unlike other late medieval kings, Parliament met in small, concise
meetings – functioning much like a business operation. These meetings slowly built strong,
national support for the crown and its exploits. “Henry coupled strict financial discipline with a
well-publicized determination to exploit his own – the crown revenues – to the full and to check
waste and embezzlement, thereby rendering the Commons’ habitual complaints about taxation
and demands of resumption superfluous.”100 At the end of Henry IV’s reign, the nation had been
economically ravaged by the Welsh rebellion, and after Henry IV’s death, Henry V was required
to address the administering of two dowries; John of Gaunt’s third wife, Katherine Swynford, and
Henry IV’s second wife, Queen Joan, were receiving their dower funds directly from the royal
treasury, as well as the tithes and taxes from their territories. 101 Henry needed inordinate amounts
of money to depart on his campaign in France, which he had transformed into a crusade-like
expedition to gain approval from the Church; whether it was loyalty to the king, or fear of
retribution, Henry was able to levy taxes that far exceeded that of Richard II, and despite the poor
financial condition of the kingdom, there was minimal complaint by the people.102
In addition to his reputation for justice, Henry V was known as an especially pious king,
and a great supporter of the Catholic Church. He was a champion against the Lollard heresy,
which had become prevalent during the reign of his father (many suspect that Henry had partaken
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in the heresy while a prince), under the direction of John Wycliffe, and a founder of two
monasteries – a Brigittine House in March 1415, and a Carthusian House in April 1415.103 This
helped him build political support by becoming an ideal for many citizens through his piety and
military prowess. In 1414, Henry brokered a one-year truce with the French, which demanded
excessive conditions of France that Charles VI would be required to negotiate. The terms of the
treaty were highly dependent on Henry’s belief that the Duke of Burgundy required assistance
from England and would be able convince Charles to bend to Henry’s conditions.104 Instead of
choosing Henry’s offer, the Burgundians and Orléanists patched up their dispute – “an external
enemy goaded the French into becoming a nation.”105 Henry was forced to rethink his plan,
outlining terms he knew the French would reject. This truce in part continued extensions of
previous truces, and was used reestablish Plantagenet supremacy in France. While in the throes of
his intermittent psychosis, Charles was forced to delay peace talks between Henry and himself.
Henry used these delays as a breach in contract on the part of Charles, and therefore his
justification of war, providing the ammunition necessary to gain the backing of the Church.106
On 28 July 1415, Henry sent a letter to Charles outlining his intent to take his inheritance
by force; by 2 August, Henry was making preparations for his invasion of France, leading an
army of 12,000 to Harfleur, leaving his uncle, the Duke of Bedford, and his brother, the Duke of
Exeter, to protect the realm.107 Paris sent a much delayed letter, on 24 August, declaring the
English were culpable for the war. France and England were now in a state of open engagement,
for the first time since 1389. Henry adopted the title King of France, not Duke of Aquitaine, for
his campaign was a reflection of how the conflict had progressed from a feudal agreement
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between kings – the remedy concocted was the marriage of a French princess to an English prince
– to a dynastic war.108
Henry and his troops reached the port town of Harfleur on 13 August, and upon landing,
forbade his troops to disembark before the king gave notice. The next morning, the army moved
toward the town center; faced by a marked lack of French reinforcements. The port itself was
surrounded by natural defenses, and the soldiers themselves recognized that ease with which the
port could be defended and held by a small contingent.109 King Henry quickly assumed the
mantle of protector of his French interests, forbidding his men to pillage or attack any of the
people. At the time, Harfleur was held by Sir Gaucort, a member of the Armagnac-Orléanist party
who had been sent by the Royal Council to protect the town. With the help of his brother Thomas,
the Duke of Clarence, Henry and his forces marched to Harfleur by the 17 th and by the 19th had
completely surrounded the town. Taking Harfleur was integral to the king’s plan, as it was in a
prime position to overrun Normandy and bring the English army close enough to threaten Paris;
in addition to being strategically advantageous, the town was part of England’s ancestral
inheritance, “a noble and hereditary portion of his [Henry] crown of England and of his duchy of
Normandy.”110 Henry offered peace to the people held within the town, that if they aided in the
removal of French forces and opened the gates to the English, he would spare them. The French
would not be won over so easily, however, and sieging the town took weeks of planning. Harfleur
was surrounded by a wall and a moat; the moat prevented attacking the gate via battering ram,
and after a failed attempt to tunnel under the moat, the English and French moved into a position
of stalemate.
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The English troops were soon struck by disease – bloody flux and dysentery were caused
by their supplies of fruit and seafood, some were required to return home, including the Duke of
Clarence and the Earl of March. The loss of soldiers however, could not dissuade Henry from his
purpose, and he continued to bombard the town for several more weeks, slowly demolishing the
fortifications and filling in the moat. Eventually, the French troops began to suffer from
starvation, and Henry used this opportunity to offer terms to Sir Gaucort, who subsequently
refused. King Henry made ready his troops to storm the severely damaged fortifications – the
threat of the more suitably-outfitted English must have startled the Sir Gaucort, because the
people then offered their own terms to Henry; if the town was not relieved by the 22nd of
September by either King Charles or the Dauphin, Harfleur would submit to King Henry. The
agreed-upon date passed without word or intervention from Paris, and the city gates fell open
before Harfleur’s new king.111 Sir Gaucort and his men were sent to Calais to be held captive and
subsequently ransomed. The only subjects permitted to stay swore an oath of allegiance, but most
were expelled from the town as the English claimed the people owned their houses illegally. Any
wealth or goods found were distributed amongst the troops, and the citizens expelled were given a
small amount of money to settle elsewhere. King Henry was also sending letters to his council in
London, inquiring as to the state of the kingdom, informing them of his success and beginning
plans to settle English merchants and artisans in Harfleur, intending to build the town into a
mirror of Calais. A letter was dispatched from Harfleur, issuing a challenge from King Henry to
the Dauphin, Louis, asking him to come to Harfleur and aid his people;
…In the hope that he might yet feel compunction at the shedding of
human blood, cause his right to be conceded to him without further
rigours of war, and reach peace with him; or that, at least sparing the
many, they might bring an end to that controversy respecting the
right and dominion over the kingdom, begun long ago, then
interrupted, and now revived afresh but still unresolved and…might
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do so without any other shedding of fraternal blood whatsoever, by a
duel between them, man to man.112
However, the dauphin refused the duel, considered a wise decision by some scholars, as the
Dauphin lacked the physical tenacity to defeat Henry.113 After King Charles and the Dauphin’s
refusal to help the people of Harfleur, Henry planned a symbolic march to Calais, in order to
further substantiate his claims to the territory of France despite rumors that the French army was
gathering near to port and the fact that many of his soldiers had perished from disease, while
others still suffered. This action did not gain anything strategically, but Henry showed not only
his determination to demonstrate to the French monarchy that he was untouchable, by the grace of
God, and to prove to the English people that he was powerful enough to so casually march past
the French power center. The march was intercepted when the English found that the French were
waiting on the other bank of the River Somme, which needed to be crossed before reaching their
destination. For several days, Henry looked for an alternative route across the river, and the
soldiers’ discipline began to disintegrate; luckily, on 19 October, the army found an unguarded
location where the river would be shallow enough to traverse.114 The French forces greatly
outnumbered the English, approximately 30,000 men from both the Burgundian and Orléanist
factions; the French leaders have desired to avoid war, but the government was preparing for it –
King Charles sent the Dauphin away so he would not be taken prisoner. With disease still running
rampant, unfortunate weather, and the more advantageous position of the French, the English
soldiers were greatly disheartened. However, the chronicler of the Gesta mentions several
occasions when the English prepared for battle, sharpening sticks into spears, having received
notice of the French intent to fight, only to find that by the time the whole army had arrived, the
French forces had disappeared.

112

Ibid, p. 57
Seward, Henry V, p. 69
114
Ibid, p. 72
113

41
…on the morrow, namely the Sunday [20 October], the duke of Orléans and
the duke of Bourbon…sent a message to our king by three heralds that they
would do battle with him before he reached Calais, although they did not
assign a day or place.
Whereupon our king…with great resolution and manly spirit gave
encouragement to his army and made ready to do battle on the morrow [21
October]. Proceeding on his march when the morrow came, he found no
one opposing him.115

French clerics lamented at the behavior of their knights, having fled in the face of Henry and his
troops, leaving the city at the mercy of the English – these men were supposed to represent an
ideal to their society, while other French historians chose to focus on the bravery characterized by
the cavalry.116
King Henry knew that the enemy was attempting to coerce the English into battle; they
had a tendency to send out members of their cavalry and wait until English soldiers rode out to
meet them whereupon they would quickly retreat to the French lines. On 24 October the English
crossed the River of Swords toward the opposing forces, “filling a very broad field like a
countless swarm of locusts.”117 Both the French and English spent the 25th preparing for the
battle, frequently repositioning their ranks, to try and gain an advantage. Early the next morning,
the troops prepared for battle; the French cavalry was outfitted in chainmail and heavy plate
armour, while the English, their numbers greatly diminished – 800 men-at-arms and 5000 archers
– only had chainmail and light padding, some archers even lacked shoes.118 Henry arranged his
troops into a single line, with three divisions; each division was separated by a contingency of
archers, who had placed sharpened sticks in front of them as protection from horses, and the
entirety of the supplies was left to the priests. King Henry waited, until he understood the dukes
of Orléans and Bourbon were postponing the beginning of the battle; the English lacked supplies,
the men were weak from hunger, disease and lack of sleep from the forced march which had
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brought them to the field of battle. The French were waiting for Henry to make the first move, a
desire he obliged; a contingency of archers was moved into range of the French front line, and
8000 men-at-arms, along with 500 cavalry charged the archers. This first charge was repelled
quickly by the English archers, the spikes placed in front of the English line fulfilled their
purpose, and the French horses created chaos in their attempts to escape. What came next was a
tragic mistake on behalf of the French, who chose to dismount in full armour and walk through
the muddy field, torn up from the horses’ hooves and saturated with water from the near-constant
rain on the days previous. The French knights exhausted themselves trying to reach the English
archers, and trampled one another while the minimal number of English picked them off easily.
Those that weren’t killed became prisoners for ransom (until their death, when Henry became
fearful of the possibility of escape).119 By the end of the battle, King Henry and his forces had
suffered minimal losses and captured prestigious politicians, including the Duke of Orléans, and
the Duke of Bourbon. The Battle of Agincourt altered previous conventions of chivalric warfare,
and had abandoned the aesthetic of the knight in shining armor – an idea much propagated by
Edward III and Jean Froissart’s chroniques regarding the battles of Crécy and Poitiers. On 29
October, the English reached Calais, and were forced to pay to gain entry, selling the goods they
had looted on the battlefield and their prisoners to buy food. Henry optimistically suggested
continuing battle in another town before his colleagues convinced him it was time to return to
England.120
Henry and his retinue arrived at Dover on 16 November, and after taking a day of rest,
made his way to London, where he was greeted by great rejoicing – rumors had begun to circulate
in England that the king and his troops had failed miserably, due to a lack of communication
between Henry and his administration. It was yet early to celebrate Henry’s triumph over
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Harfleur, the port town was held by few English soldiers, and the Orléanists were closing in,
preparing to siege the gates. Meanwhile, the Burgundians were instead focused upon eliminating
the Orléanist influence from Paris. Henry would need to launch another campaign to assert and
secure his dominance. In the summer of 1416, King Henry contacted Emperor Sigismund with
the intent of forging an alliance, and bringing John the Fearless of Burgundy into the fold.121
Soon after Henry landed in Normandy on 1 August 1417, John the Fearless declared war
against the Orléanists, preventing them from sending an army against the English. By October,
Henry had conquered Amiens, Beauvais, Reims, and had surrounded Paris. Hostilities were
halted for the winter, but resumed in 1418 when the duke of Gloucester captured Cherbourg and
the Earl of Warwick continued expansion in Normandy; however, when John succeeded in killing
the leader of the Orléanists, and capturing King Charles, he placed the blame squarely on the
English. Henry oriented his focus toward Rouen, at the time held by Burgundy’s supporters. The
English surrounded the fortified city and used starvation to weaken the defenses; this tactic was
extremely successful, regardless of the French attempts to frustrate and subvert their aggressors,
pleas for aid to Duke John went without much avail – the duke did not even reach the city before
he was routed by the Dauphin’s men. Henry took the city and ousted some 12,000 citizens,
leading them into a ditch to suffer their various deaths from hypothermia and starvation, granting
the small mercy that infants would be baptized before being given to their mothers to die.122 This
cruelty with which the king acted is reminiscent of the treatment of the Welsh by Henry IV
during their revolt – Henry V horrified his own troops by treating the people as rebels to his
cause. Once again, the people of Rouen negotiated with the Archbishop of Canterbury that if they
were not relieved by 19 January, they would surrender, and surrender they did.
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The fall of Rouen induced the quick surrender of Normandy, and the Dukes of Burgundy,
Brittany and Alençon signed treaties, swearing they would not interfere should Henry choose to
march on Paris. As English influence spread throughout the country, Henry took it upon himself
to create support within the French nobility, consigning their previously held lands once again
with a feudal contract to England; the cities and towns he had conquered were settled with
English and Welsh citizens, to keep Wales loyal to the crown as well.123 To capture Paris, Henry
required the assistance of Jean-sans-Peur; their negotiations at Mantes included Henry’s demands
of not only Normandy, but lands promised in the Treaty of Brétigny, an insistence that he keep
his claim to the French crown and a marriage to King Charles’ youngest daughter, Katherine of
Valois.124 John was unable to grant Henry his demands, and he turned to the Dauphin for more
lenient terms – as he knelt before the Dauphin, he was struck and killed. The Burgundians now
turned to Henry, petrified they would be betrayed by the Orléanists. This placed Henry in a
position of tremendous power; he was able to demand outrageous terms which became the
agreement for the Treaty of Troyes. The treaty included the Dauphin’s removal from the line of
succession, the marriage of Katherine to Henry, and Henry’s inheritance of the French crown
upon Charles’ death. The Burgundians would retain their possession of the city of Paris and
become Henry’s administrators while he was in London. The agreement was signed between
King Henry and Philip the Good, the new duke of Burgundy, on 24 December, and by May 1420
the parties of Charles VI, Queen Isabeau, the parlement, the University of Paris and the church
had all agreed to the terms. King Henry had succeeded where his ancestors had decidedly failed;
he had obtained the land promised to Edward III in 1360 without relinquishing his claim to the
French throne, as well as securing inheritance of the kingdom through his marriage to Katherine,
and had securing this all in less than a decade. In retrospect, however, historians have concluded
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that the Treaty of Troyes could not have survived and that Henry’s succession failed to resolve
tensions that found their roots before the Hundred Years War had started. “In retrospect, the
Treaty of Troyes appears an over ambitious attempt to cut the Gordian Knot of Anglo-French
enmity.”125 The terms presented to King Henry were thus, Katherine, instead of receiving dower
lands of France, was to be maintained with funds from the royal treasury; Queen Isabeau was to
be maintained until her death, while Henry replaced her as regent. For Henry to become regent,
however, he would be abandoning his own claim to the French throne (though the Treaty makes
no mention of this renunciation). There was an allowance made in clause 24 which stated “the
kingdoms of France and England should always be ruled by one person...In theory, therefore,
whoever was Henry’s heir to the English throne...would also be king of France.”126 The Treaty of
Troyes was an agreement that France, regardless of the ancestry of King Henry, would become
English territory as the fulfillment of the Treaty of Brétigny. Supporters of the Dauphin quickly
took up the cause against Henry, claiming he would treat the clergy ill, and it would be wrong for
the French to give themselves over to their “ancient enemies.”127 In effect, with his marriage to
Katherine of Valois, Henry had fallen prey to the same fallacious notion that a marriage to the
French princess would resolve political disputes, and add further security to his claim, with
minimal negative consequences.
Katherine of Valois was the youngest daughter of Charles VI; very little is known about
her relationship with King Henry, except that many believe there were no amorous feelings
between Henry and Katherine, and that his marriage to her was purely dynastic in origin.
Immediately after their marriage, Henry continued his raids to confront the Dauphinist
strongholds, with the aid of the Burgundians. The government in England was being administered
by Henry’s second-eldest brother, Duke John of Bedford; any final decisions including petitions,
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appointments of high office, and warrants were actuated by Henry via letters sent regularly to
London.128 In France as well, after putting Katherine up in a house near his military headquarters,
Henry ruled with an iron will, quickly dispatching any who disobeyed his orders, and when polity
would not be served by their death, he would treat them to imprisonment. The level justice with
which Henry had ruled early on and that which he promised to the French people seems to have
evaporated by this time; one of his own men was executed under suspicion of aiding the
Orléanists, after receiving no trial.129 Many of the French nobles were not warm to Henry’s
presence, believing he failed to respect the laws and customs of France, even when dispensing
justice alongside Charles VI for the murder of Jean of Burgundy, Henry was perceived to be cold
and prideful. King Henry’s austerity and need to suppress the Armagnacs and Burgundians arose
from rumors of subversion from the Earl of March. Under pressure from London and
understanding the English reluctance to continue military presence outside of maintaining
Normandy, Henry made his way from Paris, back to Rouen, where he met up with Katherine and
her entourage of English ladies.130
Katherine’s arrival in England, in February, was hailed as the symbol of Lancastrian
dominance in France. The queen’s coronation was more than a ceremony; there was a
processional throughout the kingdom to create a positive self-image, as well as collect more
money to return to France and continue asserting his sovereignty over the country. “The
Commons made no grant, for their ratifying of the Treaty of Troyes marked the formal end of the
war.”131 Henry was forced to make other suspect decisions, which included withholding the
dower funds of the dowager queen Joan of Navarre. As for Katherine’s administration, her affairs
were managed by a council of financial officers, all appointed by Henry – her finances were a
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matter for the Exchequer, and despite the independence of her household, it was, of course
subordinate to the king’s council.132 The appointed council members were exchanged with the
nomination of each new queen; the inconsistency provided a safeguard against the queen
becoming too powerful, developing its own governance and posing a threat to the king’s power.
As a further measure to save money, all Lancastrian queens’ finances were funneled through the
treasury of the Duchy of Lancaster.133
The tour of the country concluded in May, and on 10 June, Henry issued a new edition of
his will before departing from England for the last time. Katherine and Henry could not have
spent more than a few weeks together during their two years of marriage as very little is known
about their interactions with one another. Henry V’s heir, the future Henry VI, was born in
December; after his birth, Katherine joined Henry in France. Henry V fell ill in the summer of
1422 from the same disease which had claimed so many of his men during the invasion in 1415.
As Henry’s health slowly deteriorated he was moved to the Chateau de Vincennes; the greatest
testament to Henry and Katherine’s relationship is that on his deathbed, Henry neglected to
summon his wife, who was only a few miles away in Paris. At the time of his death, “he was
surrounded by the men whom he trusted most: his brother John, Duke of Bedford; his uncle
Thomas, Duke of Exeter; his closest lieutenant Richard Beauchamp, Earl of Warwick; his
standard-bearer Sir Lewis Robsart; and, his confessor again for the last eighteen months, Friar
Thomas Netter.”134 The Duke of Bedford was selected as regent over Henry VI’s minority, which
began on 10 August 1422. Six weeks later, Charles VI passed away, bringing an infant to the
thrones of both England and France.
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Immediately following the deaths of both Henry V and Charles VI, the matter of
Katherine’s widowhood needed to be addressed and tightly controlled while the government was
in a state of regency. Katherine’s maintained presence in England served as a reminder of the
legitimacy she brought to the Lancastrian dynasty’s claim to French territory – important given
the growth of the deposed Dauphin’s support in France. By keeping her in England, the threat that
she might marry another Frenchman and create another legitimate heir to the French throne was
also removed. Duke Humphrey of Gloucester, the youngest brother of Henry V, had created a
political rivalry with Duke John of Bedford, the regent of Henry VI’s throne in France (and the
next in line for the throne) as well as with Henry Beaufort, the Bishop of Winchester.135 Duke
Humphrey, made an attempt to become sole regent over Henry VI with the Parliamentary Act of
1427, and with the status of Katherine in question, the duke knew if she were to marry, it would
pose a great threat to his political ambitions. Duke Humphrey had been the Protector of the
Realm between Henry V’s death and the coronation of Henry VI, and was obviously reluctant to
relinquish his hold over the kingdom.136 The Royal Council created legislation restricting
Katherine’s freedom to remarry, declaring she was required to wait until Henry VI came of age
and would be capable of giving his consent to the marriage. Any man who married Katherine
without Henry’s permission was forfeiting his lands.137
Marriage to Katherine had become a commodity, and the queen was aware of this; she
was also courted by Edmund Beaufort, a rival of the Duke of Gloucester. If Katherine were to
wed Edmund, the Duke of Gloucester would be removed from the administrative role he had
worked so hard to achieve, and the Beaufort family (the descendants of Katherine Swynford, John
of Gaunt’s third wife), who had been denied the possibility to inherit the throne generations
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previous, would obtain a critical position within the monarchy. Queen Katherine likely
entertained Edmund because she was still living in lodgings which belonged to Henry VI
(regulations dictated by the Act in 1427); therefore she could not accommodate an association
with her lover, Owen Tudor, without arousing suspicion.138 It is practical to suspect that the Royal
Council placed the restriction on Katherine’s accommodations because they were aware of the
romance conducted between the Welshman and the queen. Evidence of this relationship can be
found in the work of John Lydgate, a monk who worked under the patronage of the Lancastrian
family. John Lydgate’s literature was used during the early part of Henry VI’s regency to allay
the fears of the English people with regards to the infant succession and internal unrest.139 Part of
the reassurance was the sanctification of Queen Katherine while simultaneously exposing her
political importance. The exact date of the marriage between Katherine and Owen is unknown,
but chronicles after Katherine’s death in 1437 suggest that the marriage took place soon after the
restrictions were placed upon the dowager queen.
John Lydgate must have been privy to certain secrets, as his work The Temple of Glas
seems to make oblique references to Katherine and Owen; the characters lack self-sovereignty,
are forced into celibacy and arranged marriages, and, most importantly, are tortured by unrequited
love. However, The Temple of Glas reinforces the idea they must observe a proper mourning
period – and endure in their patience and virtue – before embarking on another marriage.140 This
marriage produced four children, one of whom, Edmund, married Margaret Beaufort (a
descendant of John of Gaunt) 141 and created the circumstances for one of the greatest aristocratic
disputes and succession crises of the Middle Ages, The War of the Roses.
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Chapter 6
Conclusion
The marriage of Queen Katherine and Owen Tudor is a wonderful example of the
consequences of marriage diplomacy. The children of this union were given the opportunity to
claim French territory through their mother – Salic Law was not legally adopted, though held dear
by many of the nobility, as well as pursue marriages which could grant them territory in England.
English foreign policy toward France was one of unsteady partnership; the duchy of
Aquitaine, far too valuable for England to relinquish was subjected to constant efforts by the
French king to reclaim what had been lost to Edward III. The French succession crisis provided
Edward with an opportunity to claim the throne as his inheritance through his mother Isabella –
especially given that the exclusion of female heirs was not a policy adopted by England – but
French nationalism and the reinterpretation of an ancient law required the king to take up a
military campaign against the Valois kings. By the reign of Richard II, the land acquired by the
Treaty of Brétigny had been reduced to English Guyenne. The cause of war against the French
was officially taken up again by Henry V; the petty argument that became the ArmagnacBurgundian war left France vulnerable to England’s invasion, though the campaign could not be
fully realized until England’s own internal conflict had been settled. The fragility of the
Lancastrian dynasty necessitated Henry V’s swift justice and intolerance for those who infringed
upon his policies. It was Henry V, however delicate his familial ties to the throne, achieved an
indisputable and legal reclamation of his ancestral rights. “Edward III had formally adopted the
title King of France in Ghent in January 1340. Henry VI was crowned King of France in Paris in
December 1431. The Hundred Years War appears, therefore, to be no less than a war waged by
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English kings for the crown of France itself.”
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These kings of England, from the reign of

William of Normandy had gone to extraordinary measures to ensure their continued possession of
French territory, and marriage granted them rights to the territory they desperately wanted.
Marriage diplomacy, which facilitated the Hundred Years War and the position which placed one
king at the head of two monarchies, had evolved throughout the period from a method of
peacekeeping, to an enabler for ‘justified’ conflict.
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Appendix A
Family Trees
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Barker, Agincourt; House of Valois
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Vale, Origins of the Hundred Years War; Houses of Capet-Valois and Plantagenet
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Barker, Agincourt; Plantagenet and Lancastrian dynasties
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Appendix B

Maps
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Harriss, Shaping the Nation, p. 520; Division of Wales before the Glyn Dŵr Rebellion
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Seward, Henry V; Map of Wales at the time of the Gly Dŵr Revolt (1399-1409)
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Barker, Agincourt; English Gascony at the time of Treaty of Bretigny (1360) versus English Gascony in
1415

58

149

149

Harriss, Shaping the Nation, p. 406; Division of France at the Treaty of Bretigny (1360)
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