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Abstract

The object of this thesis is to inquire into some major aspects of the
historiographical writing of war in France and Burgundy, from Henry V’s invasion of

France 1in 14135 to the first wars of Italy. A comparative methodology is used to study
the emergence and establishment, in Burgundy, then in France, of an official and

semi-official writing of the prince’s wars; these authoritative accounts are contrasted
with independent versions. The thesis demonstrates that the writing of war promoted
by the Dukes of Burgundy greatly influenced French chronicles, although the

specific, national features of the early Renaissance French writing of war are also

exemplified.

The evolution of the writing of war is examined through the analysis of the
treatment, by contemporaries, of selected episodes of French and Burgundian history,
ranging chronologically from 1415 to 1500. Two themes are considered: the ideology
of the prince’s wars, and the representation of the prince’s soldiers. The two are
connected, for the prince’s interest was that his agents in his wars — mainly, the
nobility — should accept, and be flattered by, their representation in accounts of the
prince’s deeds. The development of a propagandist discourse in the official
historiography of Burgundy and France is delineated; particular attention is given to
the concept of the guerre de magnificence, which is seen, as far as Burgundy is
concerned, In the context of Philip the Good’s crusading endeavours. The crisis
experienced in Burgundy, with the practical failure of the Dukes’ guerres de
magnificence, contrasts with the French propagandist discourse, which appears
increasingly confident as France emerged victoriously from the trauma of the
Hundred Years War and became, through the wars of Italy, a fearsome conquering
nation. The evolution, in French historiography, of the Joan of Arc epic demonstrates
more precisely the shaping of the discourse on defensive war, while the treatment of

offensive war is seen through accounts of Charles VIII’s descent into Italy.



Table of contents

Introduction

Chapter 1: When France was a battlefield (1415-c. 1430). The ‘war of

the knights’ in French and Burgundian accounts of the English

invasion
Introduction
A. The ‘chivalrous’ chronicle in Burgundy or the development of a genre
1. The heritage of Froissart |
2. The war of the knights is a ‘noble’ war

3. Ideals and illusions
4. The code of chivalry : a recognition sign amongst knights
5. Aesthetics of the war of the knights

B. An alternative vision of the war of the knights: the French ‘clerical’

chronicle

11

23

28
33
36

44
S52



1. A more traditional vision of warfare 59

2. The demolition of the attractive, traditional image of the knight 64

3. The absence of ‘nobility’ in the clerical chroniclers’ depiction of the

Hundred Years War 73
4. The war of the communes: the people’s contribution to the defence of

the Kingdom, or an alternative to the war of the knights? . 83
5. The return of confidence in the chivalry of France - | 88

C. The ‘chivalrous’ chronicle in France: diversity in a tentative genre

1. A more unadorned type of historiography than the Burgundian

‘chivalrous’ chronicle . 95
2. Respect for the chivalrous class and its values 97

3. The assertion of Charles VII’s legitimacy and the emergence of a

national consciousness 101

4. A more realistic image of the knight and a more pragmatic discourse

on warfare 105

Conclusion 113

Chapter 2: ‘La mati¢re de la Pucelle est si haulte et si merveilleuse que
c’est chose bien a noter et digne d’entrer en tous livres-registres, pour

meémoire perpétuelle, a la gloire de Dieu et honneur du royaume’. The

evolution of the discourse on Joan of Arc in French historiography

Introduction 118

1. God and secular warfare: medieval attitudes of mind 121

2. The testimony of Joan’s French contemporaries 125
2. 1. Supporters from various backgrounds 126
2. 2. The cautious stand of many captains 129
2. 3. The accounts of Charles VII’s historiographers 131

3. Joan in French chronicles, immediately following the Rehabilitation

Tnal 134
3. 1. Joan in the Chronique de la Pucelle and Thomassin’s Registre
Delphinal: achieving sanctity 135
3. 2. The opinion of Thomas Basin on Joan 140



4. The memory of Joan in French historiography in the reigns of Charles
VIII and Louis XII

Conclusion

Chapter 3: Philip the Good’s crusading endeavours in Burgundian

historiography (I). A war never waged, the proposed ‘saint voiage’
(1453-1464)

Introduction
1. Theory and practice of crusading in the 15" century

2. Burgundian support for Philip the Good’s crusading efforts
3. Magnificence: a key aspect of Philip’s crusading endeavours

4. The more critical stance of some chroniclers
5. Georges Chastelain and the death of an 1deal

Conclusion

Chapter 4: Philip the Good’s crusading endeavours in Burgundian

historiography (II). Adventures in the Levant: Jean de Wavrin’s

narrative of Walleran de Wavrin’s expedition against the Ottoman

Turks (1444-1445)

Introduction
1. Context of Walleran’s crusade
2. First encounters of the Burgundians with infidels

3. Two dramatic episodes: Murad II crosses the Straits and overwhelms

the Hungarians at Varna
4. Corsair activities on the Black Sea
5. Crusading adventures in Romania

Conclusion

Chapter 5 : Tales of a conquest (I). ‘Comment le roy Charles huitiesme

[...] alla conquerir le royaulme de Naples en grant triumphe’: Charles
VIID’s invasion of Italy (1494-1495) in French chronicles

Introduction

141
147

151
154

158
162

167
171

181

185

188
191

193
199
200
204

211



1. The intended crusade

2. A host of honourable motivations

3. An outstanding exploit

4. Charles’ stupendous wealth and might displayed

5. The French chroniclers and the Italians

Conclusion

Chapter 6 : Tales of a conquest (II). Charles VIII’s descent into Italy in
Philippe de Commynes’ Mémoires

Introduction

1. Commynes and conquest

2. The conquerors divested of their mythical quality

3. Charles’ magnificence questioned
4. Charles’ army and the hardships of war

S. The conquerors and the conquered
6. The French descent into Italy, ‘vray mistére de Dieu’

7. Prospects of a new descent into Italy

Conclusion

Chapter 7: Images of the Renaissance French soldier in ‘monarchist’

chronicles at the dawn of the 16™ century

Introduction

1. The creation of the standing army in France and the emergence of the

professional soldier

2. Continuity and mutations in the knights’ patterns of behaviour

2. 1. Reverence for traditional chivalrous ideals

2. 2. Beyond the apparent constancy of ideology: the change from
knight into officer of the King

3. Interest in the figure of the common soldier

4. Esprit de corps, discipline, fierceness: key-notes of the French army’s
policy

5. Grandeur and servitude of the military condition

214
217
219
221
227
229

233
235
237
239
241
244
247
250

252

261

265
270
270

274
280

282
288



Conclusion 204

Conclusion 208

Bibliography 312



List of illustrations

Fig. 1. Knight arming for battle. From a manuscript collection of poems

by Christine de Pisan, ¢. 1415. British Library, Harley MSS, 4431.

Fig. 2. Soldiers looting a house. Illumination of ¢. 1398. BL, Royal MSS,
20 C VII (fol. xli, v°).

Fig. 3. An illumination from a manuscript of Alain Chartier’s
Quadrilogue invectif, composed around 1422. Paris, Bibliotheque

nationale, manuscrits francgais, 126 (fol. cxci).

Fig. 4. ‘Le siege du grant turc’, From a manuscript of Bertrandon de La

Broquiere’s Voyage d’Outremer (1455), Paris, BN, MS fr. 9087.

Fig. 5. All sails set: the magnificence of a crusading fleet steering for

21

22

60

150



alien lands. From a 15" century manuscript of Froissart’s Chroniques, BL,

Harley MSS, 4379 (fol. 1x b).

Fig. 6. Map of the countries and places visited by Walleran de Wavrin,

Geoffroy de Thoisy and Pedro Vasquez de Saavedra during their
expedition to the Levant in 1444-1443.

Fig. 7. Charles VIII in full martial glory. From the Louanges de la France
(c. 1497): Paris, BN, MS fr. 228 (fol. i).

Fig. 8. Charles VIIDI’s solemn entry into Naples (12 May 1495). From the

illustrated Neapolitan chronicle of Ferraiuolo. New York, Pierpont Morgan

Library, MS 801.

Fig. 9. Charles’ entry into Naples: the Sword of Justice, the
brotherhoods and the clergy. From Ferraiuolo’s illustrated chronicle, op.

Cit.

Fig. 10. Charles VIII and his army set out on their return journey (20
May 1495). From Ferraiuolo’s illustrated chronicle, op. cit.

Fig. 11. The battle of Fornovo (6 July 1495). Mer des hystoires, 2 vol.,

Paris, Antoine Vérard, 1503, vol. 2 (between fol. ccxcii, v° and fol. cexciii,

).
Fig. 12. The battle of Fornovo (detail). A detail of Fig. 11.

Fig. 13. Louis XII’s entry into Milan. An allegorical illustration. From
Les alarmes de Mars sur le voyage de Milan avec la conqueste et entrée

d’icelle, a 16™ century manuscript: Paris, BN, MS fr. 5089 (fol. D, v°).

Fig. 14. Béraud Stuart, Lord of Aubigny, and his company on their

way to Italy. From the Livre du gouvernement des princes, an early 16"

183

184

208

209

210

232

253

256

257



century French translation of Giles of Rome’s De Regimine Principum,

Paris, Bibliothéque de I’ Arsenal, MS 5062 (fol. i, r°).

Fig. 15. The French army descends into Italy. A 16" century illumination

from a manuscript of Jean d’Auton’s Croniques: Paris, BN, MS fr. 5081

(fol. cli).

Fig. 16. The siege of a town. From a manuscript of Enguerran de

Monstrelet’s Chroniques completed in 1510: Paris, BN, MS fr. 20362 (fol.

xvi, v°).

10

258

2359

260



11

Introduction

Per que-m plai ben dels reis auzir la bomba,
Que n’aion ops paisson, cordas e pom,

E-n sion trap tendut per fors jazer,

E-nz encontrem a milliers et a cens,

Si c’apres nos en chant hom puois de gesta.

Aussi, j'aime bien entendre le tumulte des rois, et
que leur servent pieux, cordes et pommes, et que
soient dressees les tentes pour permettre de coucher
dehors et que nous nous rencontrions par milliers,

par centaines, de sorte qu’aprés nous la postérité
chante sur notre geste.

Bertran de Born, ‘Non puosc mudar mon chantar
non esparga’’

Our fantasy of the Middle Ages resounds with the din of trumpets, the clash
of armour and the neighing of horses. However romantic or dramatic this image may

be, it is quite hyperbolic: Philippe Contamine, the acknowledged French expert in
medieval warfare, recently stressed that the Middles Ages were ‘une période

faussement militaire’, concluding with the words: ‘Le Moyen Age a aussi connu les
paix, la paix’. But Contamine also acknowledged that, even in times of peace, war
was an element of medieval man’s usual horizon; the imposing presence of
fortresses, for instance, was a constant reminder that war could always break out.
War was seen as a predestined ingredient of life; this is expressed, for instance, in the
opening lines of Jean de Bueil’s Jouvencel, a 15" century manual for candidates for a

military career, as the author explained: ‘Au commencement de ce monde, aprés que

' L’amour et la guerre: I'euvre de Bertran de Born, ed. and transl. G. GOUIRAN, 2 vol., Aix en
Provence / Marseille, Université de Provence / Lafitte, 1985, 11, 576, v. 4-8 (transl. p. 577).
2 Cf. ‘Le Moyen Age, une période faussement militaire’, interview with P, CONTAMINE, in L’art de la
guerre au Moyen Age, Historia Spécial, 55 (September / October 1998), 110-116 (p. 116).
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Dieu eut creé I’homme et la femme et qu’il eut produit toutes choses pour servir a
’homme [...], ne fut pas longuement la terre en paix’. Envy was the source of the
first ever conflict, when Cain slew his brother Abel; shooting forth from the seeds of

discord, war soon spread its branches over the whole world’.

Jean de Bueil’s metaphoric comments and biblical references were, however,

greatly simplifying the issue. The modern historian R. A. Brown forcefully illustrated

how crucial the political aspect of conflicts was to the understanding of medieval and
early modern warfare, stating: ‘The origins of Europe were hammered out on the
anvil of war’®, In the late Middle Ages, the period in which we shall interest

ourselves, war was more than ever before the business of states - one can already talk

of nation-states in many instances - struggling to assert their sovereignty, extend their
dominions, or simply survive. At the same time, the fear or love of war was deeply
rooted in contemporary society: war was mainly the instrument for the making of
nation-states, but it also pre-existed the state in people’s minds. This applies in
particular to the aristocracy, the land-owning caste, whose very function was to fight
for those who worked, or prayed, for the community. As Contamine has rightly
emphasized: ‘la particularité de la guerre médiévale est d’étre, comme la chasse, un
mode de vie en dehors des structures étatiques. Elle surgit de la base; elle échappe

aux ‘décideurs’ - les lieutenants du roi ou le roi lui-méme’>. In the late Middle Ages,

rulers were striving to channel and exploit these warlike impulses for their own

profit. The story of the exploitation, by the Dukes of Burgundy and the Kings of

France, of the nobility’s martial drives and ideals will be one of the main themes of

this thesis.

Perhaps more than any other contemporary artistic representation of war, the
late medieval writing of warfare exposes the dichotomy between war as instrument of
the state, and war as a natural and human force, differently apprehended by different

members of medieval society. The historiography of the times is a particularly

> JEAN DE BUEIL, Le Jouvencel, ed. C. FAVRE and L. LECESTRE for the SHF, 2 vol., Paris,
Renouard, 1887-1889, 1, 13.

* Quotation found in M. HOWARD, War in European History, London / Oxford / NewYork, Oxford
University Press, 1976, p. 1.
> Cf. ‘Le Moyen Age, une période faussement militaire’, p. 112.
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interesting field of study, because it is primarily concerned with wars, the latter being
the most dramatic events that disrupted ordinary life; from reading medieval
chronicles, we do feel as if the stuff of history was basically warfare, however
exaggerated this idea may be. All chroniclers wrote mainly of wars, whether they

glorified or deplored them; many explicitly devoted their works to the recording of

military deeds. Thus, the writing of war in the Middle Ages coincides to a great
extent with the writing of history. It happens that the 15" century is a strikingly rich

period as regards historiography, at least for France and its powerful, ambitious
vassal region, the Duchy of Burgundy. Educated contemporaries seem to have been

seized with a feverish urge to immortalize the remarkable events of their age in
writing, and rulers were quick to promote official writings of their reign, to produce
definitive versions of their deeds. War naturally figured in the forefront of these
histories, either by choice or by virtue of its immediacy. Moreover, the period is
particularly interesting with regard to warfare: from the renewal of the Hundred
Years War, to the French adventures in Italy, the century saw countless dramatic
events which greatly modified contemporary geopolitics. In addition, it was a period
when warfare was evolving with sensational and disturbing momentum: the slaughter

of the French chivalry by the English archers at Agincourt, that of the Burgundian
nobility by the Swiss pikemen at Morat, or the successes achieved by Charles VIII

against the Italians, thanks notably to his impressive artillery train, demonstrate how
rapidly tactics and techniques evolved during the century. Last but not least, the mid-
15" century saw the birth of the French standing army, a crucial event with great
consequences in the social, political and, naturally, military domains, in France and

in other European states, as the latter were inspired by France’s example.

In this thesis, I propose to consider the history of the writing of warfare in 15"
century France and in her powerful, culturally active vassal territory, the Duchy of
Burgundy. This study will further our understanding of the ‘cultura della guerra’ —
the culture of war, the words Franco Cardini used to describe the impact of warfare

on ways of thinking, art, literature, and the whole European civilization, from the
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6

early Middle Ages to the French Revolution® — and provide more information on a

particular stage of its evolution, during a period often described as the pre-

7

Renaissance’, when Northern Europe was still medieval in most respects, yet

entering the Renaissance through various aspects of its civilization. The culture of
war of the pre-Renaissance period is a vast field to explore; modern historians have
already settled down to the task, seeking the clues that explained it in all of the
constituents of contemporary European civilization: letters and edicts, artistic
representations, literature and historiography. Particular attention has been paid to the
concept of chivalry, because of its importance in the military, political, and social
affairs of the 15™ century®. Chivalry will of course be one of the main themes of my
study: whether extolled or demystified, it was an unavoidable element of the writing
of war. As regards my sources, I have chosen to concentrate exclusively on
historiography, with the design of analysing the various trends of recording of wars

that existed in Burgundy and France, and their evolution.

Over the last thirty years, there has been a remarkable rise of interest in the
chroniclers of the 15™ century, especially the rhétoriqueurs of Burgundy. Modern
scholars have shown that the rhétoriqueurs’ bombastic and mannered language, as
well as their propagandistic stance, did not neces;sarily make their discourse banal or

flat’, especially in the case of works as ideologically rich as Georges Chastelain’s

chronicle. Most of the major rhétoriqueurs or other French and Burgundian
chroniclers of the period now each have their recognized modern specialist. Jean

Dufournet and Jean-Claude Delclos have enlightened us respectively on Philippe de

1 11

. very recently, Jean

Commynes’ Mémoires' and Georges Chastelain’s Chronique

Devaux and Mark Spencer have established themselves as the experts respectively on

° Cf. F. CARDINI, La culture de la guerre, X*-XVIIF siécle, transl. A. LEVI, Paris, Gallimard, 1992
(first published in Florence, 1982, as Quell’Antica Festa Crudele, Guerra et cultura della guerra
dall’eta feudale alle Grande Rivoluzione).

" See for instance C. MOSSE, Les Histoires de I’Histoire, vol. 2: La Pré-Renaissance, Paris, Acropole,
1982.

® See Chapter 1, note 7 for a list of modern sources on late medieval chivalry.

” The works of Paul Zumthor initiated the rehabilitation of the Burgundian rhétoriqueurs and of their
later French homonyms. See especially his book Le masque et la lumiére. La poétique des grands
rhétoriqueurs, Paris, Seuil, 1978.

' See Jean Dufournet’s collection of his best articles on Commynes: J. DUFOURNET, Philippe de
Commynes. Un historien a I’aube des temps modernes, Brussels, De Boeck-Wesmael, 1994.

"' Cf. Delclos’ thesis on Chastelain: J. -C. DELCLOS, Le témoignage de Georges Chastellain,
historiographe de Philippe le Bon et de Charles le Téméraire, Geneva, Droz, 1980.



15

Jean Molinet and Thomas Basin, thanks to their much needed monographs'?. These
modern scholars, and others, have naturally examined in some detail the views on
war in general, or on particular wars, professed by the author they studied.
Chastelain, Molinet or Commynes’ thoughts on war will of course be examined and
contrasted in this thesis, yet I also intend to analyse the testimony of other

historiographers who have been somewhat neglected by modern critics, such as

Gilles Le Bouvier, Pierre Cochon, Jean de Wavrin and Jean d’ Auton.

In an illuminating article, Jean-Claude Delclos contrasted Commynes’

pragmatic and realtstic recording of wars with the chivalrous and exalted accounts of
military deeds found in the early part of Chastelain’s chronicle!”. The critic
concluded his piece by stating that his comments were only a starting-point: to
understand the reason for the two authors’ differing views of war, one needed to

consider their writings in the broader context of the whole 15" century
historiographical scene, and to seek the causes of their particular visions in their own
experiences. Extending Delclos’ analysis to the whole of the century’s
historiographical writing of warfare, I have tried to further his observations, to show

the different existing traditions, the developing schools, emphasize the various trends
of writing of war and the idiosyncrasies of certain authors. Also, I have tried to

answer the questions that he raised, applying them not simply to Chastelain and

Commynes, but to other authors, by examining each chronicler’s contribution to the
writing of war in the historical, political and literary context of the times - an external

factor of considerable importance for us if we want to understand why authors wrote

warfare the way they did, and less likely to be influenced by our subjectivity than a

study of the chroniclers’ psychology.

‘> Cf. J. DEVAUX, Jean Molinet, indiciaire bourguignon, Paris, Honoré Champion, 1996
(Bibliothéque du XV siécle, LV); M. SPENCER, Thomas Basin (1412-1490). The History of Charles
VII and Louis XI, Nieuwkoop, De Graaf, 1997.

% J. -C. DELCLOS, “Les rayons et les ombres de la guerre 4 la fin du Moyen Age: Georges Chastellain
et Philippe de Commynes’, in La bataille, I’armée, la gloire. 1745-1871. Actes du colloque
international de Clermont-Ferrand, ed. P. VIABLANEIX and J. EHRARD, Clermont-Ferrand,

Association des publications de la faculté de lettres et sciences humaines de Clermont-Ferrand, 1985,
t. 1, p. 21-34.
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The primary theme of my study is the shaping of an official, propagandist

writing of the prince’s wars, in Burgundy, then in France, following the Burgundian
example. Official accounts of the princes’ wars will be contrasted with other,

independent versions. We shall see how the Dukes of Burgundy promoted a

chivalrous, heroic and partisan recording of their wars; the genre then established
itself in France - with, however, some important national peculiarities - to the

detriment of an old, once well-established type of historiography, which I have
termed the ‘clerical’ chronicle. Philippe de Commynes’ Mémoires then introduced a
new writing of war which stands out as the alternative genre at the end of the 15"

century; its triumph, however, would only happen in the next century.

The writing of war by the French and Burgundian official, semi-official and
independent historiographers will be analysed and contrasted through the study of
their treatment of two main topics: the ideology of the prince’s wars, and the
depiction of the prince’s soldiers - mainly, the knights. These are closely connected,
for the princes’ interest was that the historiography of their states should reflect the
image of the soldier they wanted to promote, and that the noblesse d’épée should

accept, as well as be flattered by, this representation. My second theme, which is

more straightforwardly ideological, will be the cause of the princes’ wars. The sheer
variety of the military conflicts that took place in France and Burgundy in the 15"
century, and the length of the span of time I have chosen to study - which seemed
necessary, to bring out a manifest pattern of evolution - made it impossible for me to
consider every different kind of conflict. Instead, I have picked out some of the most
dramatic events of the century: mainly, the renewal of the Hundred Years War, and,
at the other end of the century, France’s spectacular offensive in Italy. I also consider
one episode which, considering its poor results, may appear inconsequential, but
which, ideologically, seems to me very important: the crusading actions and
endeavours of Philip the Good of Burgundy, from 1444 to 1463. We shall see how
France, emerging as a victor from the traumatic Hundred Years War conflict, became
increasingly self-confident and triumphant in her historiographical discourse about
her wars, drawing inspiration from the Burgundian chroniclers’ writing of their
Dukes’ wars. Particular attention will be paid to a concept developed by the

chroniclers of Burgundy, the guerre d’honneur et de magnificence. When, at the
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dawn of the 16™ century, the Kings of France embark on their impressive wars of
conquest in Italy, their official writers will exploit the theme of the guerre de

magnificence to present, extol and excuse their patron’s aggressive and ambitious

[talian adventures.

The reader will soon note that I have made little use of the methodology of
modern literary criticism, though I have not altogether ignored it. This 1s partly due to
the fact that my sources, as my conclusions, are primarily of a historical nature.
Naturally, the literary aspect of the sources has not been neglected: quite the contrary,
since one of the concerns of the Burgundian and French official chroniclers was the

development of an artistic discourse, with an emphasis on form. However, to modern

criticism, I have preferred a comparative methodology, which the sheer variety of my

sources seemed to favour. Arguing from analogy and contrast between French,

Burgundian and, accessorily, foreign sources, I have endeavoured to define the
affinities between the various 15™ century testimonies on war, and their differences,

as well as to bring out patterns of development both in sources and themes.

A long introductory chapter will present a panorama of the recording of the
‘war of the knights’ as it developed 1n France and Burgundy from approximately
1415 to 1460. We shall see how Philip the Good soon established in Burgundy a
distinguished official writing of war which glorified the ‘war of the knights’,

flattering the nobility by exploiting the ideals of chivalry which the Dukes of
Burgundy had themselves embraced. Two different genres of recording wars existed
in France, the clerical and the chivalrous; the chivalrous chronicle, more sober and
pragmatic than its Burgundian homonym, and already patriotic, would become
France’s first official historiography. The second chapter will deal with the shaping,
in France, from 1429 to the early 16" century, of a propagandist official discourse
about God’s support for the King of France’s wars, through the study of the treatment
of the episode of Joan of Arc. In the two following chapters, we shall return to
Burgundy, and examine Philip the Good’s crusading endeavours, from 1444 to 1463.

The Burgundian accounts of Philip’s crusading efforts will allow a definition of the

guerre d’honneur et de magnificence, a magnanimous action performed by the prince

to acquire renown and increase his state’s prestige. I shall expose, however, the
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ambiguity in Burgundian accounts of Philip’s guerre de magnificence, and contrast it
with France’s triumphant narratives of Charles VIII’s descent into Italy, also
implicitly presented by the French official chroniclers of the early Renaissance as a
guerre de magnificence, despite the failure of Charles’ crusading ambitions (Chapter

5). These boastful, chivalrous French accounts of the first war of Italy will be

contrasted with the lucid and moralizing version of Philippe de Commynes, which
appears as the only alternative to the partisan discourse (Chapter 6). Finally, I shall
return to the issue of the representation of the soldier, this time in the official

historiography of France at the dawn of the 16" century (Chapter 7); we shall see

how the early Renaissance French chroniclers modelled their representation of the
actors of Charles VIII and Louis XII’s guerres de magnificence upon the heroic
pattern of the Valois Dukes of Burgundy’s historiography, yet presented a more

modern, pragmatic and militant image of the French soldier, and of the French army,

reflecting in particular the new bonds that effectively united the Kings of France to

their agents in their wars.

Enguerran de Monstrelet, Jean Lefévre de Saint-Rémy, Jean de Wavrin,
Georges Chastelain, Olivier de La Marche, Jean Molinet, Philippe de Commynes and
Jean d’Auton are the primary sources in several volumes that I have used most, and
will be referred to throughout this work using two numbers between brackets. The
roman number will indicate the tome and the arabic number the page. The tome and

page numbers refer to the following editions:

- ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, Chronique, ed. L. DOUET D’ARCQ for the SHF,
6 vol., Paris, V° Renouard, 1857-1862.

- JEAN LEFEVRE DE SAINT-REMY, Chronique, ed. F. MORAND for the SHF, 2
vol., Paris, Renouard, 1876-1881.

- JEAN DE WAVRIN, Recueil des croniques et anchiennes istories de la Grant
Bretaigne, a présent nommé Engleterre, ed. W. HARDY and E. L. C. P. HARDY , 5
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vol., London, Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1864-1891 (Rerum Britannicarum Medii Aevi
Scriptores).

- GEORGES CHASTELAIN, Fuvres, ed. J. M. B. C. KERVYN DE LETTENHOVE, 8§
vol., Geneva, Slatkine Reprints, 1971 (reprint of the classic edition of Brussels,
Heussner, 1863-1866).

- OLIVIER DE LA MARCHE, Memoires, ed. H. BEAUNE and J. D’ARBAUMONT for
the SHF, 4 vol., Paris, Renouard, 1883-1888.

- JEAN MOLINET, Chroniques, ed. G. DOUTREPONT and O. JODOGNE, 3 vol.,
Brussels, Palais des Académies, 1935-1937',

- PHILIPPE DE COMMYNES, Mémoires, ed. J. CALMETTE and G. DURVILLE, 3
vol., Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1964-1965 (2" ed., 1% pub. Paris, Honoré Champion,
1924-1925).

- JEAN D’AUTON, Chroniques de Louis XII, ed. R. DE MAULDE LA CLAVIERE for
the SHF, 4 vol., Paris, Renouard, 1889-1895.

Chastelain’s name is spelt by some scholars as ‘Chastellain’, and by others as
‘Chastelain’. I will write ‘Chastelain’, but the name may appear as ‘Chastellain’ in

the title of the articles or books referred to in my footnotes.

SHF stands for Société de I’Histoire de France, SATF for Société des Anciens
Textes Frangais, and ADN for Archives départementales du Nord.

In all quotations taken from 19" and 20" century editions, I have kept the

spelling and punctuation used by the editors. However, as William Hardy did not put
any accents or apostrophes in his edition of Wavrin’s chronicle, I have added some

accents and all apostrophes to my quotations from Wavrin.

In all quotations from early printed books, I have made the distinction
between 1 and J, u and v, a and &, ou and ou. I have added apostrophes, as well as

accents in some places to clarify the meaning; I have also changed the punctuation,

some uses of capital letters, and expanded abbreviations.
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Primary sources will be systematically referred to by Christian name -stated 1n
full - and name in the footnotes (or by numbers between brackets in the core of the

text, as indicated above), to differentiate them from modern works.

Some footnotes may appear on the page following that where they were

supposed to be printed. I must apologize for this problem with my word-processing

programme, which has baffled technicians consulted !

Finally, I wish to thank my supervisor Prof. Michael J. Heath for his valuable
help and constant support, as well as Prof. Valerie Worth, Dr. Jan Willem Honig, Dr.

Siegbert Himmelsbach, Madame la Conservatrice Nathalie Genet-Rouffiac, David
Lingham, Vasiliki Kotini and Chrisi Kotsifou for the help and advice which they
have kindly provided.

The thesis is dedicated to my parents.

'* Molinet’s Faictz et dictz will be referred to in footnotes.
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Chapter 1: When France was a battlefield (1415-c. 1430). The ‘war
of the knights’ in French and Burgundian accounts of the English
ﬁ invasion

Car le sauvement de vos ames
Ferez, et sera mencion

A tousjours de voz belles armes ;
De revenchier I’extorcion

Et d’estre la deffension

De femmes vesves et pucelles ;
Si en arez salvacion

Et honneur en toutes querelles.

Christine de Pisan, Ballade'

e Introduction

Chivalry 1s such a central notion 1n the 1deology of medieval and Renaissance
warfare, that it seems natural to open a study of the writing of warfare in 15™ century

French and Burgundian histortography with an analysis of the depiction of the ‘war
of the knights’, in the chronicles of the Kingdom of France and the Duchy of
Burgundy, towards the beginning of the century. Amongst all the representatives of
medieval society, the knight was a predominant figure. His familiar silhouette,
complete with armour and horse, appears regularly in paintings, inside churches, and
in manuscript illuminations. By the beginning of the 15™ century, the knight was
slowly losing his tactical importance on the battlefield; as early as 1346, Edward III
had destroyed the chivalry of France by forcing his knights to dismount and fight

alongside the infantry, thus offering his archers an important role, rather than an

' GEuvres poétiques de Christine de Pisan, ed. M. ROY, Paris, Firmin Didot, 1886-1896, I, 211, v. 9-
16.
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auxiliary one. And the English archers would again slay the nobility of France at
Agincourt in 1415. However, in France and Burgundy notably, knights still
considered themselves as the pre-eminent force of the army. Indeed, knighthood,
service for the suzerain in his wars, on horseback and clad in armour, primarily
concerned the aristocracy, the land-owning class, those who dominated their world
both politically and socially. Knights were regarded as the military elite from the
beginning of the feudal era, at the dawn of the 10" century, when the heavy cavalry,

which would for a long time remain the most powerful tactical element of an army,
started to monopolize battlefields’. Traditionally, the aristocracy’s role was to protect

the clergy and the labourers, and the obligations a land-owner owed to his lord
included a regular military service. The army was mostly a business for the nobility.
By the 14" and 15" centuries, however, things were beginning to evolve. Rulers were
increasingly aware of the tactical worth of the infantry. The sons of rich burgesses
were often attracted by the prospects of a military career. And the Hundred Years

War had brought forth a swarm of routiers, some of these bands being led by men of
low social origin, who sought fortune through the exercise of arms. As a result, there

were comparatively more prospects of a military career for the people’.

By the 15" century, an entire mythology had grown around the figure of the
knight. The role of chivalry was thus greatly embellished, partly for the aristocracy’s
own pleasure, and partly as a result of the knights’ wish to differentiate themselves

from the rest of medieval society, a need more acutely felt as knights were losing

their tactical importance. Throughout the Middle Ages, poets and romance authors
provided knights with heroes whom they could take as models. The Chanson de
Roland, composed during the 11" century, promoted, through the figures of Roland
and Olivier, the ideal of valiant knights, loyal to their lords, fighting to protect the
faith. In the 12" century, Chrétien de Troyes and the circle of Marie de France
introduced, with the heroes of King Arthur’s court, the figure of the courteous knight,
whose deeds are inspired by the love of a lady. In the 14" century, Froissart

transformed the actors of the Hundred Years War into romance heroes. In his

? On the tactical importance of the heavy cavalry during the feudal era see P. CONTAMINE, La guerre
au Moyen Age, Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 1980, p. 132, 153-155, 316-317.

> On knighthood and the evolution of warfare during the Middle Ages see ibid., p. 232-306, 390-405,
and HOWARD, p. 1-19.
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Chroniques, knights act according to a well-defined code of chivalry : they must be
brave and fierce on the battlefield but also courteous with each other, respecting their
enemies who belong to the same social class and acknowledge the same ideals,
whilst behaving gallantly with the ladies at court. With Froissart, chivalry appears as
an international brotherhood. At the same time, amongst a constantly developing
literature on war and the conduct of warfare, treatises on chivalry, from Ramon
Llull’s Le libre del orde de cavalleria (end of 13th century) to Geoffroy de Charni’s
Livre de chevalerie (before 1356), were multiplying. These treatises were defining
the code of chivalry which differentiated the knight from an ordinary soldier. Apart

from some very innovative works such as Jean de Bueil’s celebrated Jouvencel -
which in France would herald the age of the professional soldier - most of these

treatises on chivalry appear very conservative in their conception of knighthood. The

Livre de chevalerie of Geoffro1 de Charny i1s in this respect very typical: written in a
time of crisis after the resounding defeats of Sluys (1340) and Crécy (1346), and with
the intention of responding to a need for reforms, it could only offer as a solution a
return to the honoured values of chivalry®. Chief amongst them featured ‘proesce’,
the martial virtue par excellence, the ability and will to perform great deeds of arms.
Charny explained that the ‘haute honnour de proesce’ was to be the object of a

personal quest for all those who wanted to distinguish themselves in the practice of
arms. The *preus’, those who did possess this virtue of ‘proesce’, started very young,

by listening to the advice and tales of ‘faiz d’armes’ of great knights. Their dearest
wish was to ‘monter a cheval et [...] eulx armer’. Many of these men started their
career by winning fame in tourneys, but all eventually realized that ‘les bonnes gens
d’armes pour les guerres sont plus prisiez et honorez que nul des autres gens d’armes

qui solent’. Having entered the ‘mestier d’armes de guerre’, they spent their time

enquiring ‘ou 1l fait le plus honorable’, and, having gone there, strove to gain

I'(?IlOWIl5 .

Seductive as the 1deals of chivalry may have been, the knights’ behaviour was

often far from being virtuous and irreproachable. Froissart himself, who insisted on

* On the Livre de chevalerie and treatises on chivalry see Richard Kaeuper and Elspeth Kennedy’s
excellent introduction in GEOFFROI DE CHARNY, The Book of Chivalry, ed. and transl. R. W.
KAEUPER and E. KENNEDY, Philadelphia, University of Pensylvania Press, 1996, p. 3-83.

* Cf. GEOFFROI DE CHARNY, p. 100-102.
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telling the truth at all times, often had to depict the knights of his time in a light
which was quite contradictory to their high ideals. The methods employed by rulers
and knights for waging war were usually ugly, bloody, and devastating. During

Froissart’s lifetime, one method was especially popular amongst knights: the
chevauchée. This consisted in crossing a whole territory with a group of soldiers,

devastating the crops, burning and looting villages in order to weaken the enemy’s
economic resources, and returning home as safely as possible. During the 15"
century, this particularly destructive way of waging war became less common, but it

was never abandoned and war was still, in any case, a sinister business. Until the

ordonnances of 1444-1445, the King of France could not pay his troops regularly;
very often he could not pay them at all. As a result, knights and soldiers lived on the
country, forcing the inhabitants of the villages surrounding a garrison to pay a levy
called appatis. The system of the appatis was basically a protection racket.
Sometimes the villagers had to pay the appatis of two or three different garrisons of
routiers. Even chivalrous chroniclers who were earning their living from praising the
ruling class, and who extolled the great deeds of the knights of the Kingdom of
France or the Duchy of Burgundy, related much perfidy, cruelty and baseness, if only
in order to expose the vices of a personal enemy of their patron. Quite recently,
modern historians have singled out, with much cynicism, greed as a dominant vice
amongst the chivalric class. Thus Nicholas Wright, for example, has shown how, 1n
the Demandes of Geoffroi de Charny - a record of the questions and answers asked

and given during an assembly of the Order of the Star held on 15 August 1352- most

members were primarily concerned with questions of booty and ransoms®. As one

can see, the major preoccupation of most knights was rather different from those

promoted by Charny in his Livre de chevalerie : prowess, piety, the love of a lady 1n

order to inspire great deeds, and courtesy’.

®N. A. R. WRIGHT, ‘The Tree of Battles of Honoré Bouvet and the Laws of War’, in War, Literature
and Politics in the Late Middle Ages, ed. C. T. ALLMAND, Liverpool, University Press, 1976, p. 12-
31 (p. 21).

” On the ideals of chivalry, as promoted notably by the literature of the times, and on the realities of
the war of the knights, see amongst a whole corpus of modern studies: K. FOWLER, The Age of
Plantagenet and Valois, London, Ferndale, 1980, p. 140-181 (‘Chivalry, War and Society’) ; M. H.
KEEN, ‘Chivalry, Nobility and the Man-at-arms’, in War, Literature..., p. 32-45 ; C. T. ALLMAND,
‘Changing Views of the Soldier in Late Medieval France’, in Guerre et société en France, en
Angleterre et en Bourgogne, 14°-15° siécle, ed. P CONTAMINE, C. GIRY-DELOISON, M. H. KEEN,
Villeneuve d’Ascq, Presses de I’Université Charles de Gaulle (Lille 11I), 1991, p. 171-188 ; M, VALE,
War and Chivalry: Warfare and Aristocratic Culture in England, France and Burgundy at the End of
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In this first chapter, I propose to analyse the depiction of the ‘war of the
knights’® in Burgundian and French chronicles respectively, in the context of the
relation, by contemporaries, of the English invasion which started with the taking of
Harfleur by Henry V, and the battle of Agincourt. The period is particularly
favourable for a study of the treatment, by historiographers, of the ‘war of the
knights’, as it is, in many respects, still truly ‘medieval’: it was a period of anarchy in
the Kingdom of France, where the power of the country’s monarch was at one of its
lowest points in history, Charles VI being insane, and Charles VII his disputed
successor, ruling only south of the Loire, with a very weak hand. Taking advantage of
the weakness of the French King’s power, the princes of royal blood, and chief
amongst them Philip the Good of Burgundy, increased their dominance over their
vassals, their prestige and their intluence. Marie-Thérése Caron has shown how the

traditional values of chivalry were deemed very profitable by the princes of royal
blood, especially in Burgundy, in order to seduce, attract and control the aristocracy’.
It was also a period of continuous warfare, where knights were still - in France and
Burgundy at least -- the masters of the battlefields, despite a few important

phenomena heralding modern warfare, the most obvious being the defeat of the

French heavy cavalry by the English infantry at Agincourt. On a different register, it
was also a particularly dark and dramatic period, where one could have found

immense swathes of land laid waste in the Kingdom of France: according to the
Bourgeois de Paris, the Kingdom was, in these troubled days, comparable to the

‘Terre Deserte’ or ‘Terre Gaste’, the desolate land mentioned in Celtic romances'’.

Many of the authors I have used belong to this period, but I have also called upon
chroniclers who were only born during this span of time and who wrote their

narrations towards the middle of the century : this will enable us to discern some

the Middle Ages, London, Gerald Duckworth, 1981 ; M. MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, La guerre de Cent
Ans vue par ceux qui l’ont vécue, Paris, Seuil, 1992, p. 111-131.

® I have borrowed this expression from HOWARD, p. 1; an expression such as ‘chivalrous warfare’
would have implied that the war waged by knights was always in accordance with the ideals of
chivalry.

? Cf. M. T. CARON, Noblesse et pouvoir royal en France, 13°-16° siecle, Paris, Armand Colin, 1994,
p. 141-205. |

' Cf. the Journal d’un Bourgeois de Paris, 1405-1449, ed. A. TUETEY for the Société de 1’Histoire de

Paris, Paris, Honoré Champion, 1881, p. 113 ; Journal d’un Bourgeois de Paris de 1405 a 1449, ed. C.

BEAUNE, Paris, Librairie Générale Frangaise (Le Livre de Poche, collection Lettres Gothiques), 1990,
n. 206 p. 131.
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important trends of the evolution of the discourse about warfare, in Burgundian and

in French historiography, throughout the first half of the century.

A. The ‘chivalrous’ chronicle in Burgundy or the development of a genre

1. The heritage of Froissart

As Elisabeth Gaucher, the expert on chivalrous biography, once expressed it,
the 15™ century man was prompted by a strong will to achieve immortality''. The

most effective way to achieve it was to enter History by attaining virtue. For the
nobility, the pursuit of virtue was, if not exclusively, at least pre-eminently linked to
the exercise of arms, for the traditional role of the aristocracy was to protect the other
Estates, the labourers and those who prayed for the country. In the late 15™ century,
as he was writing against the establishment of a permanent army which would be
paid by regularly collected taxes, Bishop Thomas Basin of Lisieux’s main argument
was that the King of France already had at his disposal, ‘par la nature méme des

choses’, a potential army of 50,000 men who were bound to fight for him whenever

needed : the nobility of France'“. The “chivalrous’ chronicle had developed as a genre
intended to record the great actions of outstanding warriors, not only to immortalize
them, but also to present them as an example be followed by young knights in search
of glory. Chief amongst the virtues of a worthy knight featured prowess, bravery, the
ability to perform those ‘beaux faits d’armes’ which would delight an aristocratic
readership. In his Livre de chevalerie, Geoffroi de Charny showed that ‘proesce’ was
so intrinsically splendid, that it could virtually excuse anything. Thus, Charny

explained that those who were brave but too eager for plunder, or those who had

'' E. GAUCHER, ‘Entre I’histoire et le roman: la biographie chevaleresque’, in Ecrire I'histoire a la fin
du Moyen Age, Revue des Langues Romanes, 97 (1993), 15-29 (p. 15).

' See Chapter 5 (Book 4) and especially Chapter 6 of THOMAS BASIN, Histoire de Charles VII, ed.
and transl. C. SAMARAN, 2 vol., Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1964-1965 (2™ ed., 1¥ ed. 1933-1944), I,
25-47.
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courage and skill but were thoughtless, prizing their own honour more highly than
the army’s good or their friend’s safety, could do better, but were still worthy of
praise, for prowess was always laudable in itself">. Charny’s Livre de Chevalerie was
not a fictional work, but a didactic work, intended to be practical and to offer some
solutions to the crisis through which the chivalry of France was passing since the
defeats of Sluys and Crécy. And yet, it is easy to see that Charny could not detach

himself from an ideal of chivalry which could often be detrimental to strategy.

It was the great poet Jean Froissart, writing in the second part of the 14
century, who had given the chivalrous chronicle its fully developed character. The

pattern laid by Froissart was to remain a model for a great number of chroniclers well

into the 15" century. Few would equal his literary skill, and those who did, like

Chastelain, were to detach themselves from the model offered by Froissart and write
a more personal kind of historiography. It 1s true that Froissart had made an extensive
use of the chronicle of Jean le Bel, but this does not challenge the importance of his
work. Froissart clearly saw how the magic of his writing could transform the wars of

his time, the Hundred Years War, into an epic, for the delight of his noble readers.

He knew how to present the great knights who had fought for Edward III or Charles
V, Bertrand du Guesclin, the Black Prince, John Chandos, as heroes to be imitated.
Froissart made the noble exercise of arms in the wars of his days the gateway to

fame, which would be achieved thanks to the recording, by the chronicler, of

outstanding feats of arms. And the traditional chivalric virtues would be the

parameters against which the worth of a contemporary could be measured'*. It should

be noted that much of the flavour of Froissart’s writing of warfare came from the fact

13 GEOFFROI DE CHARNY, p. 98, 150.

'* On Froissart, doyen of the chivalrous chroniclers cf. F. S. SHEARS, Froissart : Chronicler and Poet,
London, Routledge, 1930, p. 72-87, 128-157 ; P. F. AINSWORTH, Jean Froissart and the Fabric of
History. Truth, Myth and Fiction in the Chroniques, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1990, p. 76-85 ; P.
CONTAMINE, ‘Froissart : Art militaire, pratique et conception de la guerre’, in Froissart, historian,
ed. J. J. N. PALMER, Woodbridge (Suffolk), Boydell Press, 1981, p. 132-144. In a very innovative
work, George Diller has shown that Froissart was not as naive as he appears to be. According to Diller,
the last version that Froissart wrote of his first book (JEAN FROISSART, Chroniques. Derniére
rédaction du premier livre. Edition du manuscrit de Rome Reg. lat. 869, ed. G. T. DILLER , Paris /
Geneva, Droz, 1972) is apparently much shrewder in its understanding of politics and warfare than the
earlier texts. It is also well known that reality sometimes imposed on Froissart a revision of his ideals :
thus in the second book of his Chroniques, Froissart had to admit that Charles V had achieved many
laudable military successes, without leaving his palace. Such ambiguities make Froissart’s Chroniques

great literature. Cf. G. T. DILLER, Attitudes chevaleresques et réalités politiques chez Froissart,
Genéve, Droz, 1984.
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that, unlike most earlier chroniclers who had been focusing on particular wars, such

as Villehardouin, Robert de Clari, Joinville or Jean le Bel, Froissart did not have any

direct experience of warfare. Thus he saw war through the eyes of an artist, with the

ingenuousness of a man who had not experienced the great hardships that soldiers
had to suffer during a campaign. Because of this distance between Froissart and
warfare, he presented the waging of war in a very flattering light'. At the same time,
Froissart insisted on being particularly well informed about the campaigns he related,
but his intention to appear scrupulously exact concerned mainly one important issue:
the behaviour of men in wars, especially knights, since they were the ones who really
mattered. Like a journalist, Froissart would inquire into who had distinguished
himself during a battle, an assault, or the defence of a fortress. The chronicler trusted
his own purveyors of information: knights who had participated in particular actions,

and, of course, heralds. The latter were a typical product of the chivalrous society;
their very existence was intimately linked to the concept of chivalry. Heralds were
considered as doctors of knighthood, experts in the code of chivalry, they knew all
the ceremonials traditionally associated with the waging of a battle, or tournaments.
And of course, heralds were the ideal witnesses for Froissart to consult: more than

anyone else, they knew how to recognise particularly valiant conduct on the
battlefield.

The prologue of Froissart’s Chroniques has very often been excerpted as it

has the character of a manifesto. In his prologue, Jean Froissart defines in forthright

terms the role of the chronicler as a consummate dedication to the duty of recording
all acts of ‘pro¢ce’ for posterity. Immortalizing the memory of the deeds achieved by

the ‘preus’ becomes a kind of religious mission:

j’ai ce livre [Jean le Bel’s chronicle] hystoriiet et augmenté a la
mienne, [...] sans faire fait, ne porter partie, ne coulourer plus I’un que
’autre, fors tant que li biens fais des bons, de quel pays qu’il soient,
qui par proéce I’ont acquis, y est plainnement veus et cogneus, car de
I’oubliter ou esconser, ce seroit pechiés et cose mal apertenans, car
esploit d’armes sont si chierement comparet et achetet, che scevent
chil qui y traveillent, que on n’en doit nullement mentir pour

** Cf. CONTAMINE, ‘Froissart : Art militaire..., p. 134-138.
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complaire a autrui, [...] et donner a chiaus qui n’en sont mies digne .

The ‘chivalrous’ chronicle imagined by Froissart, a chronicle which aimed at
commemorating the great deeds performed by the chivalric class in wars of a
European dimension, secular, dynastic wars between European states, such as the
Hundred Years War, was to have an impressively vast progeny. In the 5% century, a
large number of chroniclers were to take Froissart’s Chroniques as a model. All of
these chivalrous chroniclers would formulate, in their prologues, the same goal as
that expressed by the chronicler of Valenciennes, a dedication to the recording of the

‘proéces’ of the great warriors of the time, mainly from the chivalric class. Enguerran

de Monstrelet, who presented himself as the continuator of Froissart, referred, in his
second book’s prologue, to the example of the Romans, who had recorded in writing

all their ‘vertueuses entreprinses et hardiesses d’armes’, in order to immortalize the

‘orant renommeée et inextimable louenge’ they had achieved through these deeds.

Indeed, as Vegetius had pointed out, ‘vaillance et prudence de chevalerie’, as well as
‘I’exercite des armes et la continuacion de batailler’ could be the cause of a people
dominating most of the world, as the Romans had done (IV, 125-126). Monstrelet
modelled his idea of Roman historiography on the concept of the chivalrous

chronicle, of which Froissart was the true exponent: he presented Roman history as a
series of valiant military deeds, and reduced the work of the legions and their

commanders to ‘vaillance et prudence de chevalerie’. As one can see, the chronicler

was not truly inspired by classical historiography, and his mention of Vegetius, a

Roman writer on the art of war who enjoyed great popularity in the Middle Ages,
appears as mere window-dressing. Monstrelet subsequently explains that modern
times did not have anything to envy ancient times with regard to the ‘haultes et
excellentes vaillances’. He then presents the setting of his Chronigues, the dramatic
times of the early 15" century. The actors of his narration are the ‘vaillans et prudens
hommes’ who fought, suffered, and often perished in all these wars of terrible
intensity. Finally, the chronicler proposes to reward them for their tribulation ‘en
racomptant leurs vaillances, bonnes renommeées et noble fais, quand pour eulx et

leurs successeurs, est et doit estre dénoncé par les vivans, a durable mémoire’ (IV,

'6 JEAN FROISSART, Chroniques, ed. S. LUCE for the SHF, 11 vol., Paris, V¢ Renouard, 1869-1899,
1, 2.
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127-128). Similarly, Jean de Wavrin opens his work by explaining how the Kingdom
of England ‘a esté tousjours bien garny de noble chevalerie qui en leur temps ont
entreprins et achevé maintes haultes besongnes par leurs grans proesses’. He marvels
at the fact that nobody has yet recorded the ‘haulx fais’ of the Kings of England and
their ‘noble chevalerie’, ‘fors seulement en aulcuns petis livres de chascun roy a par

soy’, and proposes to fill this gap in the historiography of the great people of the
world (I, 2-3). One could multiply these examples taken from the prologues of

Froissart’s heirs. Everywhere the same dedication to the recording of the ‘proesses’

and ‘vaillances’ of the chivalric caste appears”.

When one enters upon the reading of the considerable corpus of 15" century
historiographical literature, one soon realizes that it was in Burgundy, more than
anywhere else in the Kingdom of France, that the genre of the chivalrous chronicle
inaugurated by Froissart had flourished and matured. The chief exponents of the

genre under Philip the Good’s rule are Enguerran de Monstrelet, Jean Lefevre de
Saint-Rémy, Jean de Wavrin, and Georges Chastelain. Their chronicles have a
distinctive ‘chivalrous’ flavour, and this character appears specifically Burgundian.
One could argue that the great similarity of complexion that these four authors share
between them is simply due to the fact that Saint-Rémy, Wavrin, and Chastelain all
made an extensive use of Monstrelet’s narration of the years 1400-1444, which he
presented to Philip the Good of Burgundy in 1447. However, both Wavrin and Saint-

Rémy’s chronicles, begun respectively in 1455 and 1460, include some original

material which, apart from offering additional information, is often typical of the
chivalrous ideology, sometimes more than Monstrelet’s narration. Also, because they
were more experienced in war than Monstrelet, Wavrin being a soldier, and Saint-
Rémy a herald, their chronicles offer interesting variations of Monstrelet’s work, as
they give us a valuable insight into the mentality of a knight of the first half of the
15t century. As for Chastelain, who began writing in 1455, as he became Burgundy’s
first official and remunerated historiographer, his chronicle expands the original
work of Monstrelet to such an extent, that the two works eventually seem very

different. With Chastelain’s narration, the chivalrous chronicle has reached its fully-

' For a short repertoire of quotations from the prologues of Monstrelet, Jean Chartier, Mathieu
d’Escouchy and Molinet, see the opening pages of DELCLOS, ‘Les rayons et les ombres...".
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fledged form. Having introduced our authors, and the nature of the tradition of
historiography that they follow, 1t 1s now possible to examine in detail their depiction

of the war of the knights.

2. The war of the knights is a ‘noble’ war

The acute difference that the aristocracy perceived between the noble and

‘vulgar’ ways of fighting is best exemplified in two episodes which occurred at the
very end of our period: the famous duel which, in 1455, opposed two burgesses of

Valenciennes, Jacotin Plouvier and Mahuot, and the wars of Ghent of 1453, a crucial

event in the understanding of the ideology of 15" century chivalrous warfare, as it
saw the clash of the flower of Burgundian chivalry with the burgesses of Ghent. The

great historian Johan Huizinga saw well the symbolic importance of the judicial duel

between Jacotin Plouvier and Mahuot, staged in Valenciennes in 1455 on Duke
Philip’s order'®. This fight was related by some of the best exponents of the
chivalrous chronicle: Georges Chastelain, Olivier de la Marche, and Mathieu
d’Escouchy. It reveals perfectly the huge gap which separated the knight’s way of
fighting from that of the ‘vulgus’. Chastelain depicts Mahuot opening the fight by
throwing some sand in Jacotin’s eyes with his shield. He then describes the furious
clash that followed, closer to a cock-fight than to a proper judicial duel. The fight
ends with Jacotin sitting on Mahuot’s back, jumping on it to break it, and thrusting
his thumbs 1nto Mahuot’s eyes, while the latter is unsuccessfully crying out to Duke
Philip and begging for mercy. Olivier de la Marche concludes his narration by
explaining how mortified the Burgundian nobility felt for having watched this
dreadful fight. Yet, there was a strong element of social conditioning which
explained the nature of this fight, and it was clear that, from the beginning, Philip the
Good did not expect, nor want, the two burgesses to fight in a ‘noble’ way: Jacotin

and Mahuot had been armed with clubs, smeared with grease, and were carrying their

shields upside down'’. Admittedly they did not know how to fight with swords, but

*® Cf. J. HUIZINGA, L’automne du Moyen Age, transl. J. BASTIN, Paris, Payot, 1989 (3" Payot ed.; 1*
published in Harlem, 1919 as Herfstij der Middeleeuwen), p. 103-104.

' Cf. GEORGES CHASTELAIN, III, 38-49 ; OLIVIER DE LA MARCHE, II, 400 ff.: MATHIEU
D’ESCOUCHY, Chronique, ed. G. DU FRESNE DE BEAUCOURT for the SHF, 3 vol., Paris, V*
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surely the result could never have been a ‘beautiful’ combat.

Fighting was the business of the aristocracy; aesthetically and morally the

sight of commoners arming themselves to engage in hostilities, without being led, as

proper, by members of the chivalric caste - as occurred in the wars of Ghent - was

very awkward to the chivalrous chroniclers. When wars of this kind did happen, they

saw the victory of the knights as only justice. Jacques Du Clercq was not the most
typical Burgundian chivalrous chronicler; very often his comments reveal a mentality
similar to that of a ‘Bourgeois’, who does not fear to castigate the aristocracy, and
even, occasionally, the princes themselves. Yet he was strongly influenced by the
chivalrous chronicle; in form, at least, his Mémoires are quite typical of the genre,
with three parts devoted to the wars which happened in France, Burgundy, and

England. And, although he exposed many of the atrocities and lootings committed by
Burgundian knights during the wars against Ghent, Du Clercq explicitly showed that
he strongly disagreed with the concept of the common people arming themselves. As
he describes the Duke’s army, Du Clercq cannot conceal his admiration for this host
which, unlike the forces of Ghent, is composed only of men whose trade is to wage

war, and who, moreover, all come from the Kingdom of France, the cradle of

chivalry:

Pour brief dire, estoit belle chose a veoir toute I’armée du duc, car
c’estoit pour la plupart touts gens de guerre et bien en poinct, et qui
avolent accoustumé d’aller en guerre. Et n’y avoit nuls Hollandois, et
touts les gentilshommes de Franche de I’armée estoient avec le duc™.

Chivalrous chroniclers seemed to despise the common soldier in any case, even if he
was, 1n fact, a tactical element of the army under the command of knights. Thus
Monstrelet and Wavrin understood the decision of the Duke of Clarence, Henry V’s
brother, who lost a battle and his life at Beaugé in 1421: having heard that the enemy
was approaching, Clarence chose his best men, ‘et par espécial a peu prés tous ses

capitaines’, that 1s to say knights only, and darted at the French. Monstrelet refers to

Renouard, 1863-1864, 11, 300 ff,

*» JACQUES DU CLERCQ, Mémoires, 4 vol., in Chroniques d’Enguerrand de Monstrelet, t. 12-15, in
Collection des chroniques nationales frangaises, vol. 37-40, ed. J. A. C. BUCHON, Paris, Verdiére,
1826-1827, XII, 99.
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Clarence’s archers who had been deliberately left behind, and were striving to follow
him, as ‘toute la grant tourbe de son ost’, a rather derogatory expression. Wavrin tells
us how, during the battle that followed, ‘il ot mainte apartise d’armes faite’, but as
the proverb goes, ‘la force vainct’: Clarence ‘et generalement la fleurs de escurye et
chevallerie dudit duc’ were annihilated®'. On the same register, Georges Chastelain
explained how, before the fight of Mons-en-Vimeu (1421), Philip the Good had
consented to let the crossbowmen and communes of the towns of Picardy follow the

mounted men-at-arms; but for himself, the Duke principally relied on his noble

chivalry, of whom he took the lead (I, 255). Saint-Rémy, who had for a long time
followed the English in their wars, was more aware of the worth of the infantry: he
recalled how, at Agincourt, the French knights had relegated the archers to the back

of their battle formation, ‘pour la place qui estoit si estroicte qu’il n’y avoit place fors

pour les hommes d’armes’ (I, 253). The outcome of the battle is well known.

The hall of fame created by chivalrous chroniclers was not, as one might
imagine from reading their lavish praises of the noble chivalry of Burgundy and
France, exclusively reserved for the aristocracy. Froissart himself had announced, in
his chronicle, that the saving grace of the virtue of ‘proéce’ was such, that it
overcame ‘linage’; it would bring fame and fortune to all its disciples™. Similarly,

Monstrelet promised to record the deeds of all the valiant and prudent men of his

time, ‘tant nobles comme aultres’ (IV, 128). Perhaps their decision arose from the

fact that they were not nobles themselves. Not all chivalrous chroniclers appear so
generous: Huizinga has pointed out that Chastelain, who never missed an opportunity
to extol the deeds of the great knight Jacques de Lalaing during the war against
Ghent, only mentioned very coldly the courage of a young insurgent, who attacked
Lalaing on his own. Similarly, Chastelain did not deem it necessary to list the names
of the burgesses who had died during the fight against the Burgundian forces®’. What
Huizinga, however, did not emphasize, was that Chastelain could never have praised
an act of rebellion against his Duke, whether courageous or not. On the other hand,
one can find the same Chastelain forever praising one Jehan Vilain, who, at the fight
of Mons-en-Vimeu against the Dauphinist forces in 1421, astonished his enemies by

!l ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, 1V, 38 ; JEAN DE WAVRIN, 11, 358-359.
22 JEAN FROISSART, ed. LUCE, I, 3.
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the lethal strength of his blows. Admittedly, Jehan Vilain was a noble, as the
chronicler himself pointed out. Still, one cannot help wondering whether this Vilain,
who had been knighted on the day of the engagement, had always been a noble, since
even his name certainly does not sound aristocratic. Moreover, Jehan Vilain does not
appear at all like the typical nobleman in the description that Chastelain made of him:

‘gros, et avec ce, membreux’, the knight’s appearance was particularly frightening ;
Vilain was mounting a ‘haut et puissant destrier merveilleusement gros et courageux,

comme 1l luy faisoit bien besoin, car il portoit de fais assez pour deux’, and was
fighting more like a lumberer than like a knight : ‘ruant et ramonant devant luy’ with
a double-handed axe, Vilain would brain the Duke’s adversaries ‘comme bouchers
font les beeufs’ (I, 268-269). Chastelain was not reluctant to alter, or ‘modernize’, the
stereotypical image of the knight, by portraying a member of the prestigious caste
who looked more like the evil giants whom Yvain had to fight in Chrétien de Troyes’
story than like Yvain himself, because in his opinion, Jehan Vilain had earned the
status of knight, and his deeds only proved it. Indeed, not only was he a ‘preu’, but he
was also loyal to his suzerain, unlike some other knights who had fled and left their
Duke 1n danger, unlike also the burgesses of Ghent who had rebelled against their
legitimate prince. Thus, in two ways at least, Vilain was fighting like a true knight.
Duke Philip had recognized his worth by granting him the title of knight, and
Chastelain was ready to extol his deeds, even if they did not quite match the usual

‘pattern’. It 1s now time to describe more precisely and exhaustively the ‘war of the

knights’, this ‘noble’ way of fighting, as portrayed in Burgundian chivalrous

chronicles.

3. Ideals and illusions

In his Livre de chevalerie, Geoffroi de Charny devoted some crucial pages to

the knighting ceremony, and offered the clues to understand the rich symbolism

which allegedly clothed this complex event, the first in the new life of a knight**. On

> GEORGES CHASTELAIN, 11, 259, 345; HUIZINGA, p. 63, 109.

“ According to Philippe Contamine, the elaborate ritual described by Charny became outdated by the
15" century. Cf. P. CONTAMINE, ‘Points de vue sur la chevalerie en France a la fin du Moyen Age’,
in his work La France au XIV* et XV° siécle. Hommes, mentalités, guerre et paix, London, Variorum
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the eve of his dubbing, the aspirant for knighting had to enter a bath and meditate
there for a long time: this symbolized the need to cleanse his body from the impurity
of sin. He then had to sleep in a bed with clean white sheets, before waking up the
following morning, ready for his dubbing. The night spent in the clean bed stood for
the need to rise from virtue, as a new man. The aspirant was then clothed in brand
new linen, another symbol of the new life which awaited him. And the first piece of
clothing which the intending knight had to wear was a red tunic, which signified that

the knight was pledged to shed his blood in the defence of Chrst and the Holy
Church®. Thus the defence of the Church figured as a priority, if not the priority, in
the knight’s duties.

Our Burgundian chivalrous chroniclers do not forget to mention this prime
necessity, which sometimes appears unexpectedly in the course of their narratives of
the Hundred Years War. They show that thel wish to go on a crusade with all their
nobility was always in the back of the princes’ minds, though it might only come to

the fore in special circumstances. Thus Monstrelet, in the famous episode of the

pious death of Henry V, pictured the expiring prince ordering the clergymen, who

were reciting the seven penitential psalms at his death bed, to stop as they had

reached the words muri Jherusalem in the psalm Benigne fac, Domine. The King

then announced in a loud voice ‘que, sur la mort qu’il actendoit, il avoit entencion

que apres qu’il avoit mis le royaume de France en paix d’aller conquerre Jherusalem,

se ce eust esté le plaisir de Dieu son créateur de le laisser vivre son aage’ (IV, 112).

Georges Chastelain, who knew that going on a crusade was, in those times already,

Duke Philip’s dearest wish, makes the young prince a party to the English king’s

plans, and shows that Philip took his promise very seriously indeed*’:

[Henry V] avoit une fin derniere résolue en bien, et pour icelle
accomplir s’associa au jeune duc de Bourgongne, parce que en luy
véoit maticre semblable a la sienne: c¢’estoit du voyage en la Sainte-
Terre par chrestien effort, que ambedeux en firent promesse ’un a
I’autre devant Melun, ja-soit-ce-que Dieu ne le souffrist point en tost
mourant, et lequel toutes-voies s’en mit en grand devoir, car en fit

reprints, 1981, item XI. Still, the ideals which the ceremony was supposed to symbolize died hard.
25 GEOFFROI DE CHARNY, p. 166-168.

%® On the treatment of Duke Philip’s crusading endeavours in Burgundian historiography see Chapter 3
of the present work.
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visiter tous les ports de Levant pour y prendre adresse (I, 334).

Defending the Church was not only the responsibility of the princes. Nigel
Saul has recently emphasized that every knight could, and sometimes would,

personally take the cross in order to perform his duty, out of piety, and also in order

to acquire renown’’. Monstrelet contributed to the renown of some of these knights,
as he mentioned the names of three Burgundian noblemen who were assisting, with

many other Occidental knights, the Christian King of Cyprus in the defence of his
realm against the Mamelukes, an episode which he covered in the course of his

narration of the English invasion of France. These Burgundian aristocrats had the
privilege of being knighted during an action at sea, when the fleets of Rhodes and

Cyprus were facing the Mameluke fleet (IV, 265-266).

When a knight was the author of a chronicle, as was Jean de Wavrin, who was
mainly a compiler, but also liked to develop the histories he was using, and when this
knight had taken part in a crusade, we get some very interesting comments about the
way those late medieval crusades were conducted, and about the mentality of the
crusaders®S, It happens that Jean de Wavrin and Lefévre de Saint-Rémy had
participated in a crusade declared by Pope Martin V against the Hussites in 1420.
This cru'sadé was recounted by Monstrelet in his Chronique, and the two knights
added some interesting comments and memories to Monstrelet’s account. They
recount with horrifying ingenuousness how Bohemia was rich and beautiful, and how
they proceeded, with the other crusaders, to destroy everything ‘par feu et par espée,
hommes, femmes, et enfans sans en prendre quelque mercy’. After all, the Hussites
were heretics, and they had to be eradicated, as their example could be dangerous:
around 1340, Robert Holcot, an English Dominican, had compared crusading
activities to the work of a doctor, cutting off a gangrenous foot which could not heal
so that the illness would not spread, thus reviving an ancient political metaphor®.

But the practice of crusading had changed since its heyday. Monstrelet explains that

*’N. SAUL, ‘The Vanishing Vision : Late Medieval Crusading’, in History Today, 47 (June 1997), 23-
28.

** On this subject see my fourth chapter, which is devoted to Wavrin’s narrative of a crusade against
the Turks, in which his nephew Walleran had taken part.

* Cf. N. HOUSLEY, The Later Crusades, 1274-1580. From Lyons to Alcazar, Oxford, University
Press, 1992, p. 382.
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many crusaders were so disgusted by the greed of their commanders that they decided
to return home. Wavrin gives us another reason, perhaps more convincing, for the
disbanding of this ‘belle armée’: the Holy Roman emperor Sigismund of
Luxembourg had informed the crusaders ‘que ce n’estoit pas bien son plaisir qu’ilz
estoient 1a ainsi venus’, and had ordered them to leave. In fact, the emperor was

probably greatly displeased by the ravages committed by the crusaders on his
territory. Wavrin acknowledges and blames, however, the fact that the commanders

were indeed greedy, and that they were moreover unable to understand one another.
This made Wavrin resentful, as it made him feel that he had travelled all the way to
Bohemia for nothing. Saint-Rémy recalls how an English prelate had boasted that,
should he have 10,000 English archers at his disposal, he would have enjoyed
destroying the whole crusading army, and concludes, with a few pithy sentences:

‘Laquelle chose est véritable; car ’un n’atendoit P’autre [...]. A tant, vous lairay a

parler de ceste matiére, car le peu parler en est bon’*’.

Another well-known priority of the knight was the duty to defend ‘femmes

vesves et pucelles’, in the words of Christine de Pisan, quoted at the start of this
chapter, and more generally, the non-fighting part of the population: women,
children, clerics, peasants and burgesses. Our Burgundian chivalrous chroniclers do
not omit to extol this very noble task of knights. Thus Chastelain explains, after the

engagement of Mons-en-Vimeu where Philip the Good had been knighted and fought
honourably for the first time, how the people of Burgundy rejoiced greatly and

exclaimed: ‘Bien nous y a pourvu Dieu, que loué en soit-il! [...] Ce nous sera ’escu
qui nous sera necessaire, escu de protection et arche de salut en qui nul ne pourra
mordre; mesmes se fera espouvanter en son glaive’ (I, 276). Here the role of the
prince, but also of the knight - for it is a significant fact that Philip had just been
knighted and shown a promising courage in war - as the shield of the labourers, is
very well defined. Yet, it 1s perhaps quite telling that praises of knights as the
protectors of the people, while appearing occasionally, do not abound in our

chivalrous chronicles. The extent of the ravages wrought by soldiers - and knights as

much as the others - in this particularly dark period of continuous warfare, civil war,

> ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, 111, 408 ; JEAN LEFEVRE DE SAINT-REMY, 11, 14 : JEAN DE
WAVRIN, 11, 324-325.
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invasion and relative anarchy, made it somewhat difficult for our chivalrous
chroniclers to insist upon the role of the knight as the defender of widows and
orphans. Sometimes the chroniclers, who were after all sincerely sorrowful over the

state of the Kingdom of France, acknowledge the damage done even by their own

side. This did not, however, impair for them the high standing of the office of knight.

Thus Monstrelet did not see any apparent contradiction in extolling the beauty and
nobility of the army of John the Fearless in battle formation before Pontoise, before

admitting the havoc that they caused in the countryside: ‘la prenoient et ramenoient a
leur ost chevaulx, vaches, brebis, pourceaulx et tous autres biens portatifz, dont le

povre peuple et le pays estoit fort traveillé’ (III, 217). Obviously our Burgundian
chroniclers did not dare to explicitly blame the Dukes of Burgundy for the want of
discipline in their host and for neglecting to pay their soldiers on a regular basis. The

chroniclers also seem to have viewed the exactions of soldiers as a trouble inherent to
the conduct of war, which could never be solved and had to be patiently endured.
Georges Chastelain, for example, recounts how, after the victory of Mons-en-Vimeu,
the knights of Burgundy, who had not seen their lord for a long time, decided to go to
Picardy to congratulate him and bring him back to Burgundy. Chastelain praises the
atfection that they entertained for their Duke, but also narrates how they devastated
the countries that they crossed on their way, and Picardy itself for a rather long time,
as they were living on the country while waiting for their Duke to accompany them.
There 1s an element of blame in his narration, but it is very much weakened by other

considerations, such as the good will of the knights who had come out of affection

for Philip. Also, the chronicler explains that the Burgundians held a grudge against
the Picards, for they had likewise wasted the lands of Burgundy the last time that they
had crossed them. And after all, he wrote, every people had its qualities and vices:
the Burgundians and the Picards were ‘gens non tractables et bien doux tous deux, la
ou ils sont forts’; these were military virtues, and they made the two nations good
soldiers. Chastelain shows that Duke Philip did not worry much about the exactions
committed by his soldiers, considering them in a way as a natural necessity: the
noblemen and prelates of Picardy had reported to Philip the complaints of their

people, but ‘sa bonté et promesse de temprement les emmener avec luy en

Bourgongne, leur en fit souffrir encores un petit et cesser de plus en douloir’ (I, 288-
290).
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Finally, there were again more particular considerations which could make the

chivalrous chroniclers lenient towards the damage done by knights to the common
people. Thus Monstrelet and Wavrin explain that the Earl of Salisbury was ‘trés
renommé en armes, expert et subtil’, before relating, immediately following these
flattering comments, that he was responsible for an atrocious massacre of civilians at
Sézanne (1424), where the unfortunate inhabitants were ‘cruellement occis, [...] et les
autres furent prisonniers, et avec ce tous leurs biens furent ravis et pilliés, les femmes
violées et ladicte forteresse démolie’. Monstrelet and Wavrin then tell us that the lord

of Chastillon had been knighted by ‘le preu conte de Salsebery’ before the assault,
inside the very mine which had granted access to the fortress’'. The change of

register does not seem to trouble our chroniclers. There is an element of blame in
their narration, but 1t hardly seems to challenge Salisbury’s reputation: the fortress

had been taken by assault, and in those days the customary laws of war did not insure

the garrison and inhabitants of a town taken by assault against violent death.
Moreover, Salisbury was known for being very ruthless at times, but was also
admired as an excellent commander; in the eyes of many pro-English
contemporaries, his efficiency at war excused his cruelty, especially because this
ruthlessness was one of Salisbury’s methods for obtaining good results in war. Thus
many considerations - in this case a tactical consideration - contributed to undermine
the 1deal of the knight as detender of the weak, even though the chroniclers did not
make this explicit: in his eulogy of Salisbury, Wavrin praised the English knight for
being ‘piteux et misericord [...] auz humbles, mais auz orguilleux fier comme lyon ou
tygre’ (I1I, 247-248). The garrison and inhabitants of Sézanne were probably included

among the ‘orguilleux’, since they had refused to surrender immediately. In the end,

the civilians killed and raped were just another casualty of war.

One old 1deal of chivalry was acquiring an essential importance: that of loyal

service to the suzerain. In her study of the relations between the nobility of France

and the Kings from the 13" to the 16™ century, Marie-Thérése Caron has emphasized

how, from the death of Charles V to the consolidation of Charles VII’s power and the

reign of Louts XI, the great princes of royal blood were taking advantage of the
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weakness of their Kings in order to increase their own power. The most obvious
method was to attract the nobility of France by using, amongst other things, the age-
long institution of vassalage. The fidelity and service a vassal owed to his lord was,
of course, a chivalric obligation, and the Dukes of Burgundy deemed it particularly
profitable in their securing of the obedience of those who fell under their
jurisdiction®®. Chastelain defines very well this obligation of the vassal to his

suzerain as he blames Jacques de Harcourt for having armed himself against his

Duke in favour of the Dauphin,

que faire ne devoit toutes-voies, attendu que nourriture de prince est
occasion a tousjours de maintenir sa querelle envers tous autres quels
qu’ils soient, et donne la nourriture dispense et support a tout vassal en
tous autres devoirs de nature (I, 231-232).

One can see how the ideal of loyalty to the lord is made paramount over all other
chivalric duties. Monstrelet and the chroniclers who used his narration show the
progressive seizure by the Dukes of Burgundy of the allegiance of their subjects, the
aim being exclusivity of control over their territories’ nobility, to the detriment of the
King of France. The efforts made by Duke John the Fearless in order to keep his
knights on his side are particularly apparent in Monstrelet’s narrative of the
organization of France’s defence in 1415. Charles VI and the Duke of Aquitaine had
ordered ‘que tous nobles hommes accoustumez a porter armes, voulans acquerre

honneur, allassent nuit et jour devers le connestable, ou qu’il fust’. Those who would

not obey would run the risk of falling from grace with the King. However, John the
Fearless had already commanded ‘par escript et a tous ses subgetz, qu’ilz feussent
prestz pour aler avecques lui quant il les manderoit, et n’alassent a nul mandement de
quelque autre seigneur, quel qu’il feust’. At the same time, he was promising the
King that he would come ‘en propre personne avec tous ceulx de ses pays servir le
Roy’. Monstrelet shows how strongly Burgundian knights still felt their bonds to the
King of France, as he explains that, though the Duke himself did not appear, ‘grant
partie de ses gens se mirent sus et y alérent’. Duke John had expressly forbidden his

son to answer the King’s call. Yet, ‘la plus grant partie des gens de son [the young

*' ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, IV, 185 : JEAN DE WAVRIN, II, 98.
*2 Cf. CARON, Noblesse et pouvoir..., p. 151-157.
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Philip’s] hostel, qui sentoient les besongnes approucher, se partirent secrétement sans
son sceu, et s’en alérent avec lesdiz Frangois pour combatre lesdiz Anglois’. They
did not fear to leave the young heir alone with his inflexible guardians, and all in

distress, because he wanted so much to fight the English (111, 90, 93, 98-100).

When Philip succeeded his father, the loyalty of his knights was already much
more secure, thanks notably to the murder of John the Fearless by the Armagnacs.
This was the greatest mistake the Dauphinists could make, as it exacerbated the
hatred that the Burgundians felt for them, and greatly increased their allegiance to the
young Duke, which had already been reinforced by the fact that the King was now in
Burgundian hands, and apparently favouring their party. It would only be
strengthened with the Treaty of Troyes, which proclaimed the Dauphin as

illegitimate. When Chastelain wrote his chronicle, in the 1450s, he could make

loyalty to Duke Philip the paramount virtue of a Burgundian knight. Loyalty to the

young Duke is extolled in the speeches with which Chastelain credits some of the
characters of his Chronique: thus Jean de Luxembourg explains to his knights before
heading towards Roye to besiege the town that they form the first army of the young
Duke, and so must inaugurate a series of glorious deeds; he then urges them to make
Philip’s quarrel theirs: ‘vengeons sa honte aujourd’huy & nos pouvoirs et entamons

ceste guerre par entrée de bel exploit’. Similarly, Chastelain pictures the knight Jean

de Rosimbos overwhelmed by a feeling of shame as he is fleeing the battlefield of

Mons-en-Vimeu, and declaring to the knights around him: ‘ca, ca, rallions-nous, au
nom de Dieu! monstrons-nous estre gentilshommes, et servons nostre prince, car
mieux vaut mourir en honneur avec luy que vivre reprochés’ (I, 93, 263). However,
Chastelain also extols loyalty to one’s lord in the speeches delivered by French
knights, the best example being the superb discourse which Poton de Saintrailles
addresses to the Duke’s warriors from the walls of Royes, a speech supposedly
attended by “grand nombre de haute chevalerie’, and which was undoubtedly far too

sophisticated to have been actually pronounced by a man of action such as

Saintrailles:

Et besongne bien a nostre maistre monseigneur le dauphin d’avoir
aigres et diligens champions pour défendre son droit; car vous,
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messeigneurs, estes fiers et enfellis durement, et venez a grand effort
sur nous menasser ce jeusne héritier de la couronne que nous
défendons a nos povoirs, comme loyaux subjets.

Poton subsequently absolves his knights from the murder of John the Fearless with a
clever and diplomatic sentence: ‘Si rien est advenu, c¢’est hors de nostre pouvoir et

savolr. Nous ne sommes pas du conseil de cour; nous sommes de ’exploit des
champs qui, quérans telle fois donner les horions, nous les y recevons nous mesmes’
(I, 110-111). I see three main reasons why Chastelain inserted this speech praising
the loyalty of the Dauphinists. Firstly, one should not forget that Chastelain, who had
stayed at length at the court of Charles VII, felt strongly attached to France, and
longed to see a sincere understanding between the two states, with the rulers of
Burgundy remaining aware that they were the vassals of the French Kings, and the

latter respecting the freedom of action of the great Dukes of Occident. Moreover,
with this speech, Chastelain defines the chivalric virtue of loyalty to the suzerain, a
common priority which linked the knights of all states, something which was not the
self-seeking calculation of the courtier, but the affectionate zeal with which a knight
should feel naturally inclined to serve his lord. Finally, by illustrating the Dauphinist
knights’ loyalty, Chastelain places the allegiance which bonds Burgundian knights to
their Duke on a more or less equal footing with the loyalty owed by the French to
their King. The knights of Burgundy would haveﬁrecognized and understood the

motivation of the Dauphinists as one similar to the devotion that they felt for their
Duke.

These great ideals were not the only thing which differentiated the war of the
knights from vulgar warfare. Indeed, knights had developed a host of ‘chivalric

virtues’ which further embellished and distinguished their way of waging war.

4. The code of chivalry : a recognition sign amongst knights

The code of chivalry was an old-established institution, which had slowly
developed throughout the centuries as a way of characterizing the chivalric way of

waging war. Our chroniclers illustrate very well how the knights of France, England
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and Burgundy alike respected the same chivalric virtues. This helped to present
chivalry as an international brotherhood, with some specific recognition signs.

Showing that the knights of Burgundy respected and praised the same chivalric

virtues would place them on an equal footing with those of the older kingdoms,

notably France and England.

We have already seen the importance of the concept of loyalty to the suzerain,
through the study of the ideal of the knights’ faithful service to their lord. Honour
was another primordial element of the code of chivalry, and its importance is well

exemplified in our Burgundian chivalrous chronicles. Johan Huizinga, drawing on

Burckhardt, has accurately described honour as the exacerbated pride of the nobility,

a sort of arrogance which still could push men who possessed it into achieving great

things™. But honour also had to be preserved, and it could not suffer the slightest
harm. Any damage received demanded reparation. The pride of the knights required
that one of the conflicting parties should submit to the other, and in Chastelain’s
chronicle every deed of the enemies i1s seen as an offence to the honour of the
Burgundian chivalry. As he depicted the Duke moving against the Dauphinists before
the fight of Mons-en-Vimeu, Chastelain emphasized that Philip ‘savoit bien que par
bataille falloit estre abattu Iorgueil de I’un ou de Iautre’ (I, 255). The concept of
vengeance, despite being contrary to the precepts of Christ, played a vital role in the
1deology of knights. Monstrelet showed well that knights were certainly not in the
habit of turning the other cheek - as Christ had famously advised his disciples® - as

he related how, during a service celebrated in Arras for the soul of the recently

murdered John the Fearless, the preacher had caused a great murmur by advising the
Duke not to wreak his vengeance on his father’s murderers, but to let God do justice
to those responsible for the deed: ‘Pour lequel propos et désonortement, aucuns 13

estans avecques ledit duc ne furent pas bien contens dudit prescheur’ (111, 361-362). It

should be noted that our chroniclers make all the hostilities between France and
Burgundy after Philip’s accession to the throne rest solely upon a question of honour:
the young Duke would not find any rest until his father’s murder had been avenged.

And all the knights of Burgundy accepted his shame as their own. Thus Chastelain

¥ HUIZINGA, p. 70-71.
3 Luke, 6. 29.
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depicted Jean de Luxembourg setting his knights against the Dauphinists who had
just taken Roye by referring to the death of John the Fearless as an insult which still
needed reparation: ‘voyant peut-estre que nous dormons longuement en nostre regue
injure, €t pensans que nous ayons tout oublyé, nous viennent resveiller par nouvelle

hautaine, afin de nous avoir comme 1ils désirent devant leurs glaives tranchans’ (],
92).

‘Proéce’, the notion so dear to Jean Froissart and Geoffroi de Charny, was

another element of primordial importance in the code of chivalry. Jean Froissart had

expressed 1n an eloquent sentence how eminent the virtue of prowess had to be

amongst the priorities of a young knight in search of fame:

L1 nom de preu est si haus et si nobles et la vertu si clére et si belle que
elle resplendist en ces sales et en ces places ou il a assamblée et fuison
de grans signeurs, et se remonstre dessus tous les autres, et
’ensengn’on au doi et dist on: ‘Vela cesti qui mist ceste cevaucie ou
ceste armée sus, et qui ordonna ceste bataille si faiticement et le

gouverna si sagement, et qui jousta de fier de glave si radement, [...] et
qui fu trouves entre les mors et les bleciés navrés moult durement, et
ne daigna onques fuir en place ol il se trouvast’>.

Prowess was basically courage, with a large admixture of initiative - often to the
detriment of strategy - and technical skill. It was prowess which made these ‘belles

appartises d’armes’ of which the narration would delight the aristocracy’s ears.
Battles were, of course, particularly favourable events for these feats of arms for

which heralds and chroniclers were on the look-out. We find some particularly

striking deeds in the accounts Monstrelet, Wavrin and Lefévre de Saint-Rémy left us
of the battle of Agincourt. Wavrin and Saint-Rémy’s narratives are especially
interesting because both knights had been present at the famous battle, Saint-Rémy
being on the English side, and Wavrin fighting on the French side. In the relations of
our three Burgundian chroniclers, the splendid feats of arms performed by the French
during the battle have a very special overtone. Our chroniclers knew that these noble
deeds had done nothing to change the course of the fight, and were aware that the

tflower of French chivalry had been slain by some commoners armed only with bows,

*> JEAN FROISSART, ed. LUCE, I, 3-4.
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hatchets and mallets. Thus their mention of some of the French knights’ best deeds
gives a truly tragic, and very moving flavour to their narration. Saint-Rémy recounts,
for instance, how Duke Antoine de Brabant had arrived at the battle ‘a4 peu de
compaignie’, because he was so impatient to take part in the fight that most of his
knights had been unable to keep pace with him. Without halting to wait for them, the
Duke ‘print une des banni¢res de ses trompettes et y fist ung pertuis par le milieu,
dont 1l fist cotte d’armes. Ja si tost n’y fut descendus que tantost et incontinent par les
Anglois fut mis @ mort’ (I, 256). Knights especially enjoyed performing particular
ceremonials which could embellish their deeds, such as oaths. Saint-Rémy relates

how eighteen French noblemen had solemnly sworn to do their best to knock King

Henry’s crown off his head, ‘ou 11z moroient tous’. None of them were to survive.
Yet, one knight managed to get so close to King Henry that he knocked down ‘un des
flourons de sa couronne, comme 1’en disoit’. Had all the knights of France acted as
these eighteen knights, Saint-Rémy concluded, the outcome of the battle could well
have changed (I, 250). Francgoise Autrand has emphasized that most contemporaries,

whether noble or not, commenting on a great defeat, such as that of Poitiers in 1356,

would attribute the debacle mainly to a want of bravery amongst the knights, giving

priority to this explanation, or others of a similar, moral kind, over more tactical

considerations’°.

Yet, because it encouraged personal initiative, and because it stemmed from

the desire to distinguish oneself and acquire some personal glory, the display of

prowess could often be detrimental to tactics. We saw how Clarence had met his

death at Beaugé (1421) and caused the first English defeat since the taking of

Harfleur by dashing to meet the Dauphinists without bothering to wait for his archers.
Sometimes the prince himself could set a bad example: the young and proud Duke
Philip often illustrated this at the start of his military career, but seems to have been
protected by an unbelievable good luck. The victory of Mons-en-Vimeu, which, as
Monstrelet pointed out, was more an encounter than a battle, but which was blown up
to epic proportions by Wavrin and Chastelain especially, could well have ended in a

much less fortunate way. Indeed, Chastelain explains without a hint of blame how

36 . AUTRAND, ‘La déconfiture. La bataille de Poitiers (1356) a travers quelques textes frangais des
14¢ et 15° siécles’, in Guerre et société..., p. 93-121 (p. 101-102).
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Philip

ne tint [...] en celuy jour oncques, ni route, ni ordonnance, et ne
regardoit, ni qui fut prés ni loin de sa personne, mais tousjours mains
et bras en besongne sur les sallades et visiéres, hurtoit et chocquoit sur
les uns et sur les autres. Toutes presses lui estoient bonnes et toutes

places visitées (I, 266).

Wavrin seems, however, to have felt a retrospective shiver down his back as he
recalled that the young Duke had chased the Dauphinists down to the river ‘a petite

compaignie, et en la fin se trouva seul excepté ung gentilhomme [...] qui le fist
retourner hastivement, car il estoit acheminé vers une petite montaignette sur laquelle

estoient aulcuns daulphinois [...] cuidant que ce feussent de ses gens’ (II, 378).

But, of course, in the eyes of our chivalrous chroniclers, nothing could be
worse for a knight than being guilty of cowardice, and fleeing a battlefield.

Monstrelet relates how those who had left the Duke exposed at Mons-en-Vimeu, and
fled for their lives, completely fell out of grace with Philip, who thereafter banished
them from his court, when told about their despicable action (IV, 64). There were,
however, ‘peu [...] de gens de nom’ amongst the culprits. Chastelain, with his literary
gift for elaboration, gives us more details and explains that some of these knights,
whom Philip trusted since they belonged to the nobility and had a reputation for

being valiant warriors in the time of John the Fearless, died before the Duke would

pardon them. Others departed and went on what could almost be described as a
penitential pilgrimage: ‘Aucuns en eslonge de leur pays se disposérent & loingtains
voyages qui en effacérent et amoindrirent la mémoire’ (I, 273). Fleeing when all was
evidently lost often was the only sensible alternative, but our chivalrous chroniclers
would much prefer to see the whole chivalry of a prince exterminated, rather than
turning tail. This attitude was shared by the non-noble part of the population - after
all, the duty of the nobility was to sacrifice their lives for the good of those who did
not fight, Thus the Bourgeois de Paris would report about the battle of Agincourt: ‘et
disoit-on communement que ceulx qui prins estoient n’avoient pas esté bons ne

loyaulx & ceulx qui moururent en bataille’*’. Jean de Wavrin superbly shows how

*7 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 66.
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embarrassed he felt for having fled, with his captain the famous English knight
Falstoff, the battlefield of Patay (1429) - where Joan of Arc was present - as the
English saw that the battle was irremediably lost. Wavrin tries to justify the conduct
of Falstoff, which was after all very sensible, considering that it was better to save

what remained of the English army than to sacrifice it to the wrath of the French:

Adont messire Jehan Fastre voiant le dangier de la fuite, congnoissant
tout trés mal aller, eut conseil de soy sauver, et luy fut dit, moy acteur

estant present, qu’il prensist garde a sa personne, car la bataille estoit
perdue pour eulz.

Wavrin takes care to explain that there was no hope, at this stage, of a reverse of
fortune in favour of the English. At the same time, he stresses that Falstoff himself
never wanted to flee, ‘disant que miculz amoit estre mors ou prins que honteusement

fuyr et ainsi ses gens habandonner’. Falstotf only agreed to follow the advice given as

he saw that there definitely was no hope of saving anyone, except his few troops by
taking to flight. He then proceeded to turn back on his tracks, ‘demenant le plus grant
duel que jamais veisse faire a un homme, et pour verité se feust reboutté en la bataille
se n’eussent esté ceulz quy avec luy estoient’. As for himself, Wavrin explains that
there was no other alternative than following Falstoff, since he was under his orders:
‘moy je le sievis comme mon capittaine, auquel le duc de Bethfort m’avoit
commandé obéyr et mesmes servir sa personne’ (1Il, 303-304). This time discipline
and sense prevailed. Yet, as 1s well known, Falstoff had to go through great troubles
in order to justify his conduct to the Duke of Bedford, and was, for a while, deprived

of the Order of the Garter. Wavrin sides with him, explaining that his excuses were

in any case ‘raisonnables’, and that they were eventually ‘trés bien approuvées’ (111,
306).

Another chivalrous virtue was that of courtesy. Knights of different
allegiances may have waged war against one another, but our Burgundian chroniclers
show that they shared a mutual respect between members of the same caste. Philip
the Good was obviously moved by the wish to appear magnificent as he decided to
set free two noblemen who had been captured at the battle of Mons-en-Vimeu:

Lefévre de Samnt-Rémy recounts how Philip graciously offered them ‘cheval et
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harnas; et avec ce, leur donna & chascun V° pieces d’or’ (II, 43). However, this
magnanimous gesture towards two enemies also stemmed from a particular attitude,
that of courtesy between knights and respect for a worthy enemy of the same

chivalric class. As Chastelain expressed it, ‘il falloit que les rayes de sa [Duke

Philip’s] noblesse resplendissent en ses adversaires qui valeureusement s’estoient

portés encontre luy’. The chronicler adds ‘moult certes prisoit les vaillances d’aucuns
de eux, car les avoit mesmes bien assayés’ (I, 284). The acknowledgement of the

worth of a brave enemy from the chivalrous class, and the respectful and sympathetic
attitude that was supposed to follow, were a sign of nobility. Thus the war of the
knights could be distinguished from the war of the commoners by a sort of politeness
between aristocratic fighters, which made the waging of war appear very civilized.
Moreover, knights would usually avoid killing each other in action; they would rather
take their noble enemies prisoner, in order to ransom them. The chivalrous
chroniclers do not hide this practice of ransoming aristocratic prisoners — more

seldom do they point out another, rather common, practice, that of ransoming
civilians, though they do occasionally mention it’® - but make it more acceptable by
covering it up with the lustre of courtesy. Accounts of discussions entertained by
great knights and their aristocratic hostages, or of the apparent liberality with which
these knights would treat prestigious prisoners, are famously impressive; they have

contributed to our general understanding of the ‘noble’ code of conduct.

Jean de Wavrin, for instance, relates how, after the battle of Verneuil (1424),

the Duke of Bedford brought with him to Rouen his very aristocratic prisoner, the
Duke of Alengon. Upon meeting his wife on the threshold of his hostel, he
introduced the French Duke: ‘Mamie, véez cy vostre cousin d’Alenchon, nostre
prisonnier’. The chronicler relates how Bedford’s spouse, Anne de Bourgogne, ‘lui
respondy que bien feust il venu, si I’embracha et le baisa’ (IIl, 122). Alengon seems
to have been treated as a distinguished visitor. Wavrin explains that he apparently

stayed for a few days in Bedford’s hostel as his host, before being transferred to the

** See for example ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, 1V, 49, where the author narrates how Poton de
Saintrailles and Jacques de Harcourt ‘ardirent et abatirent [...] une trés belle église, dedens laquelle
s’estoient retrais avecques aucuns de leurs biens les habitans d’icelle ville [Conchy-sur-Canche],
lesquelz furent tous ou en la plus grant partic emmenez prisonniers comme chétifz audit lieu de Saint-
Riquier’. However, since Saintrailles and Harcourt were Dauphinists, Monstrelet was quite likely to
mention their exactions.
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castle of Crotoy. When reading accounts of polite conversations between a knight
and his prisoner, we tend to forget the strong element of material interest that lay
behind such courteous behaviour. Modern historians have pointed out with much
cynicism that high-ranking prisoners were treated with much consideration because
the ransom expected from them could be considerable, and that courtesy only
appeared at war between members of the same privileged, aristocratic caste. Still, as
Franco Cardini has rightly emphastzed, however hypocritical the code of chivalry
may appear to us, it was a respectable effort to limit the barbarity of warfare, thus

differentiating war from the antique furor".

Loyalty, honour, ‘pro¢ce’, and courtesy were some of the main chivalrous

virtues. There were others, most notably that of being trustworthy. Our Burgundian

chroniclers often demonstrate that a true Burgundian knight was a man of his word.

Jean de Wavrin severely reproached some Norman knights from the Pays de Caux for

having changed sides on the eve of the battle of Verneuil, calling them ‘lasces
chevaliers et escuyers de Northmandie [...] quy autreffoys avoient fait serment de
loyaulté et fidelité audit duc de Bethfort regent’ (Ill, 120-121). They deserved very
well the 11l luck which had befallen them, the Duke of Bedford having won the day.
The bonds created by an oath of allegiance did not allow knights any change of

convictions.

The last chivalric virtue which emerges — albeit seldom — from our chronicles
is that of dedication to the love of a lady. Geoffroi de Charny had given this
traditional virtue, extolled in romance literature from Chrétien de Troyes onwards, a
pre-eminent position in his Livre de chevalerie, as he declared about young knights
eager to gain glory and renown: ‘Si doivent icelles gens vivre loiaument et liement,
entre les autres choses amer par amours honorablement, que c’est le droit estat de
ceulx qui celi honour veulent acquerir’. Charny also emphasized that the beloved
lady’s reward would be the assurance that she had inspired the great deeds of a
valiant knight, while no woman would ever feel proud in being loved by a ‘chaitif

40 . . . .
maleureux’". In the chronicles of our chivalrous historiographers, women do not

¥ Cf. CARDINI, p. 323-324.
‘* GEOFFROI DE CHARNY, p. 118-122.
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often appear. Their works are primarily concerned with wars, and thus the world
which they present is predominantly masculine. Occasionally, however, one can
observe that the honour of ladies was still considered as a convenient traditional
pretext for fighting: Chastelain, for instance, explains that as Duke Philip’s host was
passing before Saint-Riquier, ‘six gentilshommes, par I’agrément de leur prince,
tramirent un poursuivant en ladite ville, requérir et semondre autres six

gentilshommes, quels qu’ils fussent, pour rompre lances en I’honneur de leurs dames
encontre eux’ (I, 245-246). It seems, however, that things had slightly changed since

the days of Froissart and Charny, for Chastelain informs us that

combien qu’il y pouvoit avoir de vertes testes, pour mettre leurs vies
sur le coup d’un hasart, aussi bien que a I’autre lez, n’y eut celuy
toutes-voies qui en fust cru, ni qui pust obtenir congé de leur capitaine
de le faire prestement.

As one can see, the captains in charge of the army were rather reluctant to let any of

their men put their life into jeopardy without a serious excuse. Still, six men
answered the challenge, and the tournament was staged with much ceremony — after

many precautions had been taken to avoid any accident or treachery.

As one studies the treatment of the chivalric virtues in the works of our

chroniclers, one can already perceive the general trends which would progressively
shape Renaissance chivalry: while the virtue of loyalty to the suzerain was becoming
increasingly predominant, individualistic customs such as answering a challenge for

the honour of a lady during a campaign were beginning to be discouraged. The 1deal
of knighthood was slowly evolving, producing new generations of knights which
would be totally devoted to their prince, and disciplined. The old ideals of the knight-
errant did not really suit the Renaissance princes’ interests, at least in their ‘authentic’

form. But let us now consider a final point, which further helps to define the attitude

of knights with regard to warfare.

S. Acsthetics of the war of the knights
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It was not only the code of chivalry which distinguished knights from
ordinary fighters: their whole outlook on the waging of war was different. War
seemed beautiful to them, not only in the physical, but also in the moral sense. In fact
the two aspects went hand in hand. In a revealing passage of his work, Monstrelet
marvels at the spectacle offered by the army of John the Fearless drawn up in battle
formation between Pontoise and Melun. He describes the forces of Duke John, made
up of ‘grant nombre de gens moult bien habillez et désirans de le servir contre tous
ses ennemis’. He stands in awe of this powerful host where one could see so many
noblemen ‘de diverses nacions, qui en moult belle ordonnance avecques toutes leurs

gens furent bien ilec par I’espace de deux heures’, and relates how John the Fearless

rode with some of his greatest vassals ‘tout au long des batailles pour les veoir,
faisant a iceulx [the knights of his host] trés grans honneurs et inclinacions et ainsi
les remerciant du bon service qu’ilz lut faisoient’. Monstrelet then concludes: ‘pour
dire vérité c’estoit belle chose de les veoir tant y avoit de notables hommes et fleur de
gens d’armes bien habillez’ (III, 214-215). Throughout his description, the
historiographer mingles terms praising the knights’ appearance, the beauty of their
garments, and words extolling their moral virtues. One could see from the richness of
the knights’ trappings that they were nobles, and as such, their souls must have been

as fair as their appearance.

When confronted with the army of Henry V, as it appeared on the battlefield

of Agincourt, our chivalrous chroniclers seem completely bewildered. There was
nothing noble about the look of King Henry’s archers, described at length by
Monstrelet and Saint-Rémy: ‘la plus grant partie estoient sans armeures, en leurs
pourpoins, leurs chausses avalées soubz le genoil, et ayant hachétes ou espées
pendues a leurs ceintures. Et si en avoit plusieurs tous nudz piez et sans chaperon®'.
The Burgundian chroniclers were used to the impressive appearance of the Dukes’
chivalry. What was more astonishing, and moreover an exemplary lesson of humility,
was that this army of va-nu-pieds would utterly destroy the proud heavy cavalry of
France. Monstrelet and Wavrin were similarly taken aback by the appearance of King

Henry’s 8,000 Irish soldiers, who ravaged the countryside during the terrible siege of

‘! ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, III, 106 ; JEAN LEFEVRE DE SAINT-REMY, I, 254. Quotation
from Monstrelet.
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Rouen (1418): ‘la plus grant partie alloit de pié, ung pié chaussé et 1’autre nu, sans
braies et povrement habillez, aians chascun une targéte [...] avec gros couteaulx
d’estrange facon’. The chroniclers were shocked by their behaviour in the war waged
by Henry V, behaviour which coincided with their appearance: ‘lesdiz Yrlandois [...]
prenoient petis enfans en leurs berceaulx et autres bagues, a tous lesquelz montoient

sur vaches, portant lesdiz petis enfans et bagues devant eulx sur lesdictes vaches, et

furent par plusieurs foiz trouvez des Francois en cel estat’**.

In war, above all, knights enjoyed the ‘belles apartises d’armes’ and ‘hauts
faits d’armes’ which were the physical manifestation of the virtue of ‘proéce’. The
‘faits d’armes’ stemmed solely from courage, strength and virtue, and connoisseurs

watched them, or heard them recounted, with the greatest delight. Many ‘patterns’ of
feats of arms were identified; some seem to have particularly fired the imagination of
our chivalrous chroniclers, and their readership. One markedly popular ‘fait d’armes’
seems to have been the fight inside one of the mines and counter-mines which were
often dug under the walls of besieged fortresses. Aristocratic readers certainly found
the dramatic idea of fighting underground, in a dark and restricted space, particularly
exciting. The chroniclers always mention when one or many knights had the honour
of being dubbed inside a mine, before a combat™. Another glorious kind of feat of
arms which especially enthralled the noble readership was when a kmight had the
honour of fighting at length against a king or a prince, by accident, for instance
during an assault. Thus it should not come as a surprise to see Chastelain resorting to
all the treasures of rhetoric as he describes the momentous fight which Henry V and
Philip the Good had against Barbasan, the captain of Melun, and one Ovide
Bourgeois, who might not have been a knight, but certainly earned the title after this
combat, on either side of a barricade which had been erected inside a mine reached
by a counter-mine, under the walls of Melun. Chastelain extols the glory acquired by
the two Dauphinists after this prodigious action: ‘dont leur gloire n’est & taire d’avoir
maintenu estour [combat] contre deux si hautement vaillans et esprouvés hommes de
leur temps, sans blasmer nul du nombre des meilleurs’ (I, 157). This episode is of

course reminiscent of the famous event recounted by Froissart, where Eustache de

** Quotation from ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, IIl, 284-285 ; see also JEAN DE WAVRIN, II,
249,
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Ribeumont fought against Edward III without recognizing him, only this time not
underground but on the walls of Calais, during an assault**. Such feats of arms may
have been impressive and enjoyable to hear recounted, but they were more often than
not useless and of no tactical importance. Jean de Wavrin, who, unlike Chastelain or
Monstrelet, was a knight, knew this only too well. To the narrative which Monstrelet
had made of the courageous ‘fait d’armes’ performed by the bastard of Arly under the

walls of Rouen — challenged by one Jean le Blanc, the bastard of Arly had accepted
the fight and mortally wounded his opponent — Wavrin, while admiring the deed

performed, added the bitter comment: ‘mais au vray dire, peu povoient valloir telz

apartises d’armes ne pourfitter auz assegiés et asségans, sinon pour renom de

valleureuse noblesse’ (II, 250).

However, one event in the waging of war was especially favoured and
privileged by knights, because 1t was loaded with significance, and particularly
charged with emotion: the pitched battle. Philippe Contamine has shown how
important the concept of the pitched battle was in the ideology of medieval warfare™®,

despite the fact that, as experts tend to emphasize more and more today*°, battles did

not happen so often during the Middle Ages, as rulers were not always keen on

risking most of their military power on a single occasion. Knights considered battles

as very special, almost sacred events, especially since proper pitched battles only
seldom happened — almost 10 years elapsed between the major battles of Agincourt

(1415) and Verneuil (1424). Though the Church disagreed with this opinion, the
pitched battle was, in the eyes of an overwhelming majority of the population,
equivalent to an ordeal, the judgement of God. Thus it should not come as a surprise
if the chivalrous chroniclers devoted many pages, and deployed all their literary

talents, to describe the most important battles of their time.

Monstrelet, Wavrin, who had the privilege of participating in the two major

¥ See for instance ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, 1V, 185.
“ Cf. JEAN FROISSART, ed. LUCE, 1V, 80.

* P. CONTAMINE, ‘L’idée de guerre & la fin du Moyen Age: aspects juridiques et éthiques’, in La
France au XIV* et XV° siécle..., item XIII. See especially the first pages on the pitched battle, and the
Church’s stand vis & vis the conception of the battle as an ordeal.

* See for instance M. PRESTWICH, Armies and Warfare in the Middle A ges. The English Experience,
New Haven / London, Yale University Press, 1996, p. 186.
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battles of the first decades of the 15" century, Agincourt and Verneuil, and Lefévre
de Saint-Rémy, who was also present at the battle of Agincourt, but on the English
side, illustrate perfectly how knights considered battles, especially the particularly
dramatic and spectacular defeat of Agincourt, as sublime moments. The knights of

France had gone to the battle of Agincourt with a joyful heart; Saint-Rémy explains

that the number of French casualties could have been even greater than it was, for ‘a

tous costez, gens aplouvoient, comme se ce fust a aller a une festes de joustes ou de

tournoy’ (I, 268). This initial delight and exultation at the thought of going to a battle

made the disaster even more tragic for the French. The chroniclers tell us that many

princes who had not had the honour of being present at the famous battle would
regret 1t all their life. Saint-Rémy testifies to having heard Philip the Good, at the age
of sixty-seven, deploring the fact that he had not fought at Agincourt, ‘fust pour la

mort ou pour la vie’ (I, 239-240). And the same author discloses that one of the
reasons why the Duke of Clarence had apparently acted so foolishly at Beaugé was

that the English prince of blood ‘désiroit la bataille pour ce qu’il n’avoit point esté a

celle d’Agincourt, que jamais n’y cuidoit venir a temps’ (11, 36).

Battles gave rise to some special events, and were usually preceded by
poignant ceremonials. Lefévre de Saint-Rémy recounts how, on the morning of Saint
Crispin and Crispian’s day, the French knights forgave each other’s wrongdoings,

and made their hearts at peace: ‘Les aucuns s’entrebaisoient et accolloient par paix

faisant, que pitié estoit 4 les veoir. Toutes noyses et discords, qui avoient esté entre
eulx et qu’ilz avoient eu du temps passé, furent 13 transmuées en grant amour’. This
scene 1s all the more moving since it took place in the general context of the civil
war. Saint-Rémy also shows how an approaching battle was surrounded by a
religious awe: on the previous day, our author had seen the English, who thought that
they would have to fight that day,  en grant dévocion, eulx mectant a genoulx, les

mains joinctes vers le ciel, faisant leurs oroisons a Dieu qu’il les veusist mectre en sa

garde’ (I, 249, 242).

Jean de Wavrin gives more space to the aesthetics of the battle of Verneuil
than that of Agincourt (III, 108-121). He describes at great length the beauty of

Bedford’s army as it was ready to fight, a beauty whose character seems to have been
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as much physical as moral: ‘sans faulte moy acteur de ceste euvre n’avoie jamais veu
plus belle compaignie, ne ou il eust autant de noblesse comme il avoit 13, ne mieulz
ordonnée ou monstrant greigneur samblant ou voullenté de soy combattre’. Another
impressive aspect of the battle was the ‘grant noise et grant huée avecques bruit
tumultueux des trompettes et clarons’, which deafened the warriors as they rushed
against each other. The fight itself 1s described by Wavrin as ‘horrible’, *‘moult felle
et cruelle’, anything but beautiful, one might think. The archers were shooting ‘sy
cruelement que horreur estoit a les regarder’. Despite all this, one soon realizes that
Wavrin considered this horrible violence to be ultimately sublime, since it brought
out the best qualities in those who were fighting; on such occasions, the author

eventually explains, ‘si n’1 avoit celluy quy n’esprouvast totalement sa vertu et sa

force’. It 1s ditficult to believe that Wavrin was sincere as he deplored the ‘grant
horreur et piti€ irréparable de ainsy veoir Christienneté destruire 1’un I’autre’: having
read his praises of the battle, this comment simply sounds as a conventional thing to

say for a Christian, or a rhetorical device intended to make the report more

emotional. What is more, it is interesting to note that Wavrin considered the battle of

Verneuil as a paradigm, a model of a ‘proper’ battle, which went on according to the

rule book. Indeed, the knight-chronicler explains:

Je vey I"assemblée d’ Azincourt, ou beaucop avoit plus de princes et de

gens, et aussi celle de Crevant, quy fut une tres belle besongne; mais

pour certain celle de Verneuil fut du tout plus a redoubter et la mieulz
combatue.

As one can see, Wavrin classified the great battles in which he had had the honour of

taking part according to some very specific criteria; Verneuil was the most ‘beautiful’
of all because it had been fought in the traditional style, unlike Agincourt where the
French had already lost the battle by the time they had reached the English lines.
Also, the fight at Verneuil had been particularly physical and fierce, with equal
chances on both sides. Thus Verneuil ranked higher as a spectacle in Wavrin’s

opinion than Agincourt, despite the fact that the 1415 victory had been much more
remarkable 1in the efficiency of the methods employed by the English.

Some knights, however, were fully aware of the risks run by rulers when
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letting a pitched battle decide on the fate of their dominion. According to Monstrelet,
the few knights who worried about fighting the English ‘en bataille arrestée’ at
Agincourt were ‘des plus sages’ amongst the other French knights (I1I, 104-1035).
They had not forgotten the lessons taught by Crécy and by the successful campaigns

led by Charles V through du Guesclin’s agency. Still, at Agincourt, Marshal
Boucicaut and d’Albret, despite apprehending the consequences of a pitched battle

against the English, could not hope to persuade such a huge and disorganized host,

composed of knights from diverse origins, not to fight in the manner sanctified by

tradition®’.

I hope that I have highlighted most of the characteristic features of these Burgundian
chivalrous chronicles. One should note that, while retaining a very specific character,
the Burgundian chivalrous genre of historiography was constantly evolving. Thus, the
chronicles of Saint-Rémy and Wavrin appear much more partial than that of
Monstrelet, despite the fact that both authors used the earlier narration extensively.
Even more than Monstrelet, they extol the institution of chivalry, of which Duke
Philip is presented as the champion. But it was the first official historiographer of
Burgundy Georges Chastelain who was to give its fully-fledged character to the
Burgundian writing of history, a character which would endure in the chronicle of
Charles the Bold’s official historiographer Jean Molinet; Olivier de la Marche also
displays the same ideology, though he could not live up to Chastelain’s stylistic
standards. Thanks to his mastery of rhetoric, Chastelain gave a heroic version of the
early years of Duke Philip, praising his patron and the noble chivalry of Burgundy to
the sky, as well as the ideals that they revered*®. Indeed, Philip the Good had singled
out chivalry as the line of conduct for his duchy, which still needed to assert its
power and prestige on the international scene, as a young autonomous principality.
The prince’s ambition was not only to compete with prestigious rivals such as the
Kingdoms of France and England, but also to attract and secure the allegiance of a
growing number of knights. For chivalry, despite becoming increasingly obsolete and

promoting ideals which often were hypocritically ignored, still was the code of

*7 Cf. C. HIBBERT, Agincourt, London, Batsford, 1964, p. 106-107.

*® On the ideals supported by Chastelain, cf. G. SMALL, Georges Chastelain and the Shaping of
Valois Burgundy. Political and Historical Culture at Court in the 15" Century, Woodbridge, Boydell
Press, 1997, and DELCLOS’s excellent work Le témoignage de Georges Chastellain.
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conduct that the aristocracy would naturally adopt, at least seemingly, in order to

distinguish itself from the rest of medieval society.

I shall now contrast the Burgundian chivalrous chronicles with a genre of

historiography, which seems more specifically French; this genre was still enjoying
its heyday during the first decades of the 15" century, and had certainly not

disappeared when Monstrelet started writing his Chronique. 1 shall refer to this kind

of historiographical literature as the ‘clerical’ chronicles, because it was written by

clerics, but 1t could equally be labelled the ‘anti-chivalrous’ chronicle, for its

ideology was radically different from that upheld by Wavrin, Saint-Rémy and

Chastelain.

B. An alternative vision of the war of the knights: the French ‘clerical’

chronicle

1. A more traditional vision of warfare

The raging civil war between the Burgundians and the Armagnacs, the

renewal, 1n 1415, of the hostilities between France and England, and the spectacular
and dramatic conquests of the English in the Kingdom of France were also recounted
by many French chroniclers. Among all their accounts, one can clearly identify a
particular genre of historiography, which had many adepts; I have chosen to refer to
this genre as the “clerical’ chronicle. All the authors who practised this genre were
clerics; they often wrote in Latin, though apparently, by the 15" century, an
increasing number of them were composing in the vernacular. The ‘clerical’

chronicles which recount the English invasion of France are more contemporary to
the events they narrate than the Burgundian ‘chivalrous’ chronicles we have just
seen; indeed, it seems that by the time Charles VII had reasserted his authority over

the Kingdom, clerical chronicles were less in vogue, certainly because their ideology
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did not fit that promoted by the King and the ruling class. And yet, the clerical genre
of historiography had enjoyed a great popularity at least since the mid-14" century.

Most of the main characteristics of the genre appear in the chronicle of Jean
de Venette”, a Carmelite friar who happened to be Froissart’s near contemporary.
Like Froissart, Jean de Venette recounted the wars of his time, notably the disastrous
defeats of Crécy and Poitiers, but in a manner very different from Froissart’s. While
the latter had glorified the Hundred Years War, Jean de Venette presented it as a
great calamity, heralded by the appearance of a disturbing comet in the sky. Froissart
had extolled the main actors of the wars of his time, the knights, but Jean de Venette,

who belonged to a family of peasants, voiced all the resentment which peasants felt

against knights during the sad reigns of Philip VI of Valois and John II the Good:
knights were arrogant, they never agreed with the Clergy and the Third Estate and

they also failed to oppose the English aggression. And instead of protecting the

Kingdom of France, as was their function, they would rather ‘trample it under foot,

robbing and pillaging the peasants’ goods”"

. When the peasants’ revolt known as the
Jacquerie broke out, in 1358, Jean de Venette wrote sympathetically about the
peasants’ undertaking, though he did blame them severely for having acted on their

own initiative, rather than under a lord’s authority, and for the many atrocities that

they committed.

The main ideas expressed by Jean de Venette in his work appear as the basic
ingredients of the early 15" century clerical chroniclers. Indeed, in all these works,
one finds that warfare is presented in a similar, blunt and demystifying light, and the
same resentment against knights 1s displayed. In this section, I propose to contrast the
depiction of the war of the knights by three clerical chroniclers, the famous
‘Bourgeois’ de Paris, the monk of Saint-Denis, and Pierre Cochon, to the chivalrous
vision embodied in the works of Monstrelet, Wavrin, Saint-Rémy and Chastelain.

The Bourgeois de Paris, whose chronicle covers the years 1405-1449, was in fact a

cleric, most probably from the University of Paris. He was, as is well-known,

* 1 have used an American translation of Jean de Venette’s Latin chronicle: ¢f. JEAN DE VENETTE,

Chronicle, transl. J. BIRDSALL, ed. R. A. NEWHALL, New York, Columbia University Press, 1953.
> JEAN DE VENETTE, p. 66.
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Burgundian ‘dans ses sources comme dans ses opinions™'; he also was a Burgundian
subject for as long as Paris remained under Burgundian rule (from 1418 to 1436). I
have still chosen to consider him as a French clerical chronicler, because Paris was

only Burgundian for a relatively short time, and, more importantly, because his work
followed the tradition of the French clerical chronicle; its ideology is undoubtedly

very similar to that of Jean de Venette’s work>~. It is interesting to note that the monk
of Saint-Denis, identified as Michel Pintoin, whose chronicle seems very typical of
the genre, was writing the semi-official historiography of the Kings of France: he was
continuing the old tradition of Dionysian historiography. Since the beginning of the
13" century, the monks of Saint-Denis who had been composing the Grandes
Chroniques de France had regarded themselves as the Kings of France’s
historiographers, even though the latter had never granted them any title. On some
occastons, however, the Kings had entrusted to a monk of Saint-Denis the mission of
writing specific historiographical works. Michel Pintoin had been asked by Charles
VI himself to write the history of his reign, and to the monks of Notre-Dame de Paris
who stressed that the chronicles of Saint-Denis were simple, unofficial works, the
monks of Saint-Denis had answered: ‘Il n’y a eu ne n’a present que ung chroniqueur
de France’”. Thus the ‘clerical’ chronicle genre had, at the time, a semi-official
character. The readership of Michel Pintoin’s chronicle must have been much wider

than that of the Bourgeois de Paris, who was writing either for himself, or for the

restricted circle of his university colleagues, or those of the chapter of Notre Dame™".

The monk of Saint-Denis recounted the events that occurred in the Kingdom of
France between 1380 and 1422°°. The last clerical author I used, Pierre Cochon, was

a priest from Normandy — he often was in Rouen, which became after its fall the
capital of English territories in France - and had thus become a subject of the King of
England after Henry V’s spectacular conquest. Cochon was apparently writing for

himself, or for a very restricted readership, because many of his comments show that,

’! See Colette Beaune’s introduction in the Journal..., ed. BEAUNE, p. 5-26 (quotation p. 16).

>2 | have used, for all quotations, Tuetey’s classic edition.

> On the Dionysian tradition of historiography see B. GUENEE, Histoire et culture historique dans
['occident médiéval, Paris, Aubier-Montaigne, 1980, p. 399-342 (quotation p. 341).

** Journal.., ed. BEAUNE, p. 17-18.

>> I have used a recent reprint of Louis-Francois Bellaguet’s bilingual edition (6 vol., Paris, Crapelet,
1839-1852): Chronique du Religieux de Saint-Denys contenant le régne de Charles VI, de 1380 a
1422, ed. and transl. L. -F. BELLAGUET, 3 vol., Paris, Editions du Comité des travaux historiques et
scientifiques, 1994.
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after the conquest, he was in favour of the Dauphinists — even though he had
originally been in favour of the Burgundians. Certainly his chronicle, had it been

publicized, would have been censored by the English authorities. Cochon also was
the author of a little diary which closes in 1434, entitled, in Charles de Robillard de
Beaurepaire’s edition, Chronique rouennaise. His best and most useful work, the

Chronique normande, ends abruptly in 1430, though Cochon only died around
1456°°.

Despite their obvious interest, these ‘clerical’ chronicles seem to have
attracted far less attention from scholars than the chivalrous chronicles we have just
seen. Historians have used them for gathering factual information about the Hundred
Years War, but have not emphasized the fact that they form a genre of
historiographical literature, with clearly identifiable origins, diametrically opposed to
the chivalrous writing of history. In his overview of French and Burgundian
historiography during the Hundred Years War, admittedly a short yet informative
work, Michel Mollat du Jourdin laid stress on the particularities of Jean de Venette’s
journal, mainly the fact that, unlike the Burgundian chivalrous chroniclers, Jean de
Venette described at great length the sufferings, and also the occasional feats of arms
- we owe him the well-known story of “‘Grand Ferré’ — of the peasant class during the
Hundred Years War’’. But Mollat du Jourdin did not highlight the great similarities
in style and 1deology which later clerical chroniclers, such as the Bourgeois or
Pintoin, share with Jean de Venette. In a very recent work, however, Nicholas Wright
has pointed out that the contemporaries who described the horrors of the Hundred
Years War were for the most part clerics, and that their works were strongly
influenced by the predicatory tradition. These authors usually did not have direct
experience of warfare, and their works often used the same rhetoric devices in order
to appeal to the reader’s emotions. He also included the clerical chroniclers of the
late 14™ and early 15" century in a wider circle of personalities who had their hearts
set on defending the peasant class; this circle comprised not only chroniclers, but also

poets such as Eustache Deschamps or Alain Chartier, lawyers such as Honoré Bonet,

* PIERRE COCHON, Chronique normande (1408-1430), ed. C. DE ROBILLARD DE BEAUREPAIRE
for the Société de I'Histoire de Normandie, Rouen, Le Brument, 1870. For the Chronique rouennaise,
see p. 316-356.

" MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, p. 14, 119, 133.
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authors of political tracts like Jean de Montreuil, and preachers like Jean Gerson.
However, Wright, who is primarily a historian, did not make an attempt at defining in
detail the characteristics of the clerical chronicle genre, and although he made
extensive use of Jean de Venette’s journal, he did not study the works of de Venette’s
early 154 century heirs: Pintoin, the Bourgeois, or Cochon’®. As authors, the clerical

chroniclers have not received all the attention they deserve. Cochon, for instance, has
been rather ignored by scholars, despite the obvious interest of his chronicle. And
only recently has the Bourgeois de Paris benefited from a modern critical study, in
the form of Colette Beaune’s annotation of her modern translation of the Journal,
despite the fact that this diary of the Hundred Years War has been very popular with

historians and history enthusiasts alike, at least since the 19" century. But let us now

turn to the study of the sources.

2. The demolition of the attractive, traditional image of the knight

Despite the glorious image presented by chivalrous chronicles, the chronicles
written to please and extol the aristocracy, most knights were far from behaving like
saints in wars. Knights were supposed to protect those who did not fight, the clerics
and the working class, but they committed countless exactions, and civilians, the

common people, especially the peasant class, were the ones who suffered most from
their abuses. The knights’ exactions bred much popular resentment, and our three

chroniclers, like Jean de Venette before them, made themselves the vox populi. The
Bourgeois de Paris, for instance, often expresses in eloquent speeches the despair
which overcame the poor and the peasants in these troubled times. In a dramatic
episode, he recounts how, during the conquest of Brie in 1421, the peasants of the
region had complained to the English and Burgundian lords about the devastation
wrought 1n their fields, and how the warlords ‘ne s’en faisoient que mocquer ou rire’.
The peasants then decided to leave their wives and children and to become outlaws,

and the Bourgeois voiced their anger and wretchedness with a moving speech

inspired by the Danses Macabres of the period:

*® Cf. N. A. R. WRIGHT, Knights and Peasants. The Hundred Years War in the French Countryside,
Woodbridge, Boydell Press, 1998. On the authors who describe the horrors of late medieval warfare,
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Que ferons nous? Mettons tout en la main du deable, ne nous chault

que nous devenons|...]. Mieulx nous vaulsist servir les Sarazins que
les Chrestiens, et pour ce faisons du pis que nous pourrons [...] car
par le faulx gouvernement des trestres gouverneurs, il nous fault
renyer femmes et enfans, et fouir au boys comme bestes esgarees; non

pas ung an ne deux, mais 1l a ja Xiil ou Xv ans que ceste dance

9
doloreuse commenca >°.

The Bourgeois de Paris was especially keen to denounce the crimes of the knights,
and tales of their outrages are common in his diary. In the Bourgeois’s work, knights
and their companies kill civilians, burn villages, loot houses, and ransom the
burgesses and the peasants, who were in principle protected by the laws of war, as
Honoré Bonet, author of the Arbre des batailles, which was often quoted in legal
disputes, had insisted®. Thus the Bourgeois recounts, for instance, how in 1417 the
Armagnac garrison of Paris would often take to the fields to fight the Burgundians.
On their way back, they would loot and capture civilians, and steal ‘tout le bestail
qu’i povoient trouver, comme beufs, vaches, chevaux, asnes, anesses, jumens, porcs,
brebis, moutons, chevres, chevreaulx et toute autre chose dont ilz povoient avoir

argent’. In churches, the soldiers ‘prenoient [...] livres et toute autre chose qu’ilz

povoient happer’. On their way back to Paris, they were ‘aussi troussez de biens que

fait le hericon de pommes’. The Bourgeois concludes: ‘et quelque personne qui s’en

plaignoit & justice ou au connestable, ou aux cappitaines, tout bel luy estoit de se
taire’®’. One might think that it was only the common soldiers who behaved like
thugs, but most of the Bourgeois’ rancour 1s directed at the knights. Indeed, even in

those anarchic days, despite the fact that military careers were open to a much wider
range of medieval society, the knights still always were in the foreground in military

matters. The captured defenders of Meaux, who were paraded by the English in Paris

after the fall of the city, ‘estoient [...] tous de renon de chevance, mais les laboureurs

du pais en icellui temps n’avoient nulz pires ennemis, car ilz estoient pires a leurs

162

voisins que n’eussent esté les Sarazins’™". Moreover, it is clear that the Bourgeois

see especially p. 13 and p. 17-18.
* Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 164.

% HONORE BONET, L’Arbf'e des batailles, ed. E. NYS, Brussels, Muquardt, 1883, p. 140 and 208-
209. On the Arbre des batailles, see WRIGHT, ‘The Tree of Battles...”, p. 12-31.

* Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 82-83.

2 Ibid., p. 170.
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held the knights responsible for the damage committed by the common soldiers under

their orders: we have seen how he emphasized the arrogance of the captains’

reactton, when civilians dared to complain about the behaviour of their troops.

The Bourgeois’ opinion, however, must be analysed with caution, for, as 1s

well known, his arguments are very biased. He was an ardent supporter of the

Burgundians, one of the reasons for this being that John the Fearless’ politics had
been to flatter and seek the support of the Third Estate and the common people. Thus,

the Bourgeois was always prone to denounce the abuses of the Dauphinists, but did
not always mention the crimes committed by the Burgundian troops, whose

behaviour was very similar to that of the French companies. In his chronicle, until the

Treaty of Arras (1435) which saw the reconciliation of France and Burgundy, a treaty

which he accepted with bad grace, the Dauphinists - whom he kept referring to as the

Armagnacs long after the murder of Bernard of Armagnac in 1418 - are constantly
presented as the sons of the devil. The Bourgeois highlighted every base action

committed by French troops, while being much more lenient towards Burgundian
soldiers. How could the Dauphinists ever act virtuously, when they had treacherously
slaughtered Duke John the Fearless? This crime, in the Bourgeois’ opinion, could
never be expiated enough. Nonetheless, even our hysterically anti-Dauphinist
chronicler soon had to realize that the Duke of Burgundy’s soldiers were far from
being paragons of virtue. Occasionally, he would give free rein to his anger, and
during these outbursts of rage and rancour, he would severely castigate the

Burgundian soldiers. Thus he cursed the 6,000 Picards - a people whom Chastelain

constantly extols for being fine soldiers, despite the fact that they were quite 1ill-
disciplined - who stayed in Paris in 1429 as the Duke of Burgundy’s escort, having
been billeted on the Parisians. He tells us that their presence caused much friction
between the inhabitants and the soldiers. As they were returning to their territories,
the Picards ‘n’encontroient homme qu’ilz ne desrobassent ou batissent>®. Not only
did they behave as rogues, but they were, according to our chronicler, useless as
soldiers, and this made their exactions even harder to swallow. In 1430, together with
some other Burgundian troops, they besieged Compiegne for four months, to no

avail. The Bourgeois had not forgotten their rowdy conduct in Paris; he explained: ‘s
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n’estoit nulz plus fors larrons et mocqueurs de gens’, stressing that ‘vraiement III°

Anglois faisoient plus en armes que V¢ Picquars’®,

It 1s a fact that, when witnessing the shocking state of indiscipline of the
French army during the troubled reign of the mad King Charles VI, and the unhappy
early years of Charles VII, our clerical chroniclers often thought that the English

knights and soldiers were much more admirable than the French ones, and they
considered it as the height of shame that the soldiers of the ‘ancien ennemy’, the

King of England, should be more effective as warriors, and better disciplined. Indeed,
Henry V was a born leader of men, and ruled his knights and soldiers with an iron
hand; all the more reasons to believe that the English were the scourge of God, sent

to castigate the French for their sins. This was the opinion of the monk of Saint-
Denis, who wrote: ‘Les Frangais d’autrefois, qui étaient de vrais catholiques [...],
sont remplacés par des fils corrompus, des fils criminels, qui méprisent la foi

chrétienne, et se plongent sans pudeur [...] dans toutes sortes de vices [...]. Et le
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Seigneur, justement irrité, leur a retiré sa grace’™". When they tell us how the English

troops behaved better than the French during Henry’s conquest, the chroniclers

reflect the sentiment of a very large proportion of the French population. Thus
Michel Pintoin explained that, during the Agincourt campaign, the English soldiers
behaved more virtuously than the French, and were better disciplined; he concluded

by disclosing how, generally, the people of Normandy preferred them to the French

soldiers®®. And yet, the English did not always go easy on the civilians, but our
chroniclers were still more disposed to forgive their cruelties than those committed
by the French, because they had entered the Kingdom as enemies, and were waging
war in the normal, ancestral way, while the French soldiers were supposed to protect
the population, and behaved just as if they also were enemies. Cochon recalled in his
Chronique rouennaise the depressing sight offered by the state of the country around

Rouen after the departure of the French soldiers, in 1415, as they had followed Henry

V on his way to Calais. Throughout the time when the English had been besieging
Harfleur, the French

° Ibid., p. 248.

* Ibid,, p. 256.

® Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 576-577.
° Ibid,, 111 (Book XXXVI), 553.
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essilierent tant le pais, [...] que hommez, fames, enfanz lessierent leur
mesnagez. Et les diz gens d’armes prenoient quanque il demouroit €s
maisons, et ardoient les uz et fenestrez; et n’estoit plus de pitié, quant
11z se partirent, de veoir les leux ou il avoient habité¢, comme as

Amurées, a Saint-Saver, Soteville, et toute la valée jusques

. . : 7
Mouliniax; et de ’autre costé de Rouen®’.

At this particular time, the reprehensible and ineffective conduct of the French army
was all the more difficult to stomach, as a heavy tax had been levied on the Clergy
and the Third Estate, in order to help prepare the realm’s defence. The people of
France, Pintoin bitterly noted, ‘apprirent bientdt [...] & leurs dépens qu’il n’y avait
point de différence entre ces gens et les Anglais, ou plutdt que ceux-la les
ranconnaient et les pillaient davantage et exercaient des brigandages plus
intolérables’®®, In this comment, Pintoin seems to indicate that there was nothing to
choose between all those who were supposed to deal with the Kingdom’s defence,
regardless of whether they were great lords, bureaucrats, knights or common soldiers.
In the same vein, the Bourgeois de Paris recounts how, instead of opposing Henry
V’s troops who had just taken Harfleur, the French men-at-arms ‘faisoient autant de

mal [...] aux pouvres gens, comme faisoient les Angloys, et nul autre bien n’y
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firent”™. He also narrates how, during the conquest of Normandy, in 1417, some

Parisian merchants who had been travelling through Normandy and the Ile de France
had been taken prisoner and ransomed three times, firstly by the English, secondly by
the Burgundians, and lastly by the French. When they eventually managed to return

to Paris, these ‘bons marchans, hommes de honneur’ would swear to heaven

que plus amoureux leur avoient esté les Angloys que les
Bourguignons, et les Bourguignons plus amoureux cent foyz que ceulx
de Paris, et de pitance et de rangon, et de paine de corps et de prison,

qui moult leur estoit esbahissant chose, et & tout bon chrestien doit

estrem.

In a later passage, as he was reflecting on the miseries which had befallen the
Kingdom, the Bourgeois commented on the conduct of the ‘signeurs de France’ —

°’ PIERRE COCHON, Chronique rouennaise, p. 339.

°® Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 535-537.
* Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 62.
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with more than a hint of rhetorical exaggeration: ‘je croy que les tyrans de Romme,
comme Neron, Dioclecian, Dacien, et les autres ne firent oncques la tyrannie qu’ilz
font et ont fait’’’. By 1430, however, the Bourgeois was more inclined to think that
French, English, and Burgundian soldiers were all the same in their behaviour;
indeed, at that date, the English were less careful to avoid appearing hostile to

civilians. Thus he wrote, at the time of Joan of Arc and of the reversal of fortune in

the Hundred Years War:

n’y a aucun qui soit maintenant aux armes, de quel costé qu’il soit,
Frangois ou Anglois, Arminac ou Bourgoignon ou Picquart, a4 qui il
eschappe rien qu’ilz puissent, s’il n’est trop chault ou trop pesant,
dont c’est grant pitié et dommaige que les signeurs ne sont d’accort '~

During the first two decades of the century, the indignation that the Clergy
and the Third Estate felt towards the knights of France was particularly acute, not

only because of all their abuses, but also because the knights could not stand up to
the powerful English army. The Burgundian chivalrous chroniclers recounted the
battle of Agincourt as a moving tragedy, paying tribute to the courage of the noble
chivalry of France which had gone light-hearted to the fight, but the clerical
chroniclers related the battle sharply, or with many angry and mocking comments.
The monk of Saint-Denis depicts the joy of the knights as they were going into action
as a sign of arrogance; he explains how the dukes and counts had charged shouting
cheerfully ‘Mont-joie! Mont-joie!’, and adds the caustic remark: ‘ils ne pensaient
guére qu’a cette joie présomptueuse allaient bientdt succéder le deuil et la tristesse’”.
The knights of France had contemptuously turned down the 6,000 equipped men
offered by the burgesses of Paris, under the pretext that the French would be three
times more numerous than the English, which would make the victory less glorious™.
According to Pintoin, they were entirely responsible for their subsequent doom, and
he relates the outcome of the battle without trying to hide his scorn: ‘Alors la

noblesse de France fut faite prisonniére et mise a rangon, comme un vil troupeau

" Ibid,, p. 83.

" Ibid,, p. 129.

" Ibid., p. 258.

3 Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 561-563.
" Ibid., 111 (Book XXXVI), 549. -
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d’esclaves, ou elle périt sous les coups d’une obscure soldatesque’’””. Pierre Cochon
relates the battle very dryly, stating that the knights of France had refused the help of

all fighters who did not belong to the nobility, and concludes: ‘Et fu la pluz laide
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besongne et plus malvese que, puis mil anz, avenist au roialme de France’'". As one

can gather from this comment, Cochon did not consider the event with awe as did
chivalrous chroniclers such as Saint-Rémy or Monstrelet; he saw it mainly as a
deplorable massacre of fools on a large scale, and in his opinion, the tragedy lay
chiefly in the consequences of the battle: the long enslavement of a large part of

France.

Because of their inefficiency, which had been particularly blatant at the time
of Henry V’s first French venture, in 1415, the knights of France had lost, in the eyes
of our chroniclers, the respect which was naturally their due; being not only useless,
but also harmful, they were seen as mere parasites. The monk of Saint-Denis

illustrated perfectly the fact that, already with the fall of Harfleur - despite their
heroic resistance, the town’s garrison and burgesses had been forced to surrender
after waiting in vain for some assistance - the knights of France had lost all the lustre
and prestige which their office implied, as he observed: ‘La chevalerie francaise

devint, & cette occasion, la fable et la risée de tous les étrangers; elle fut raillée dans

des chansons injurieuses’’’. Such derogatory remarks are in plenty in his narration of
Henry V’s invasion. After the fall of Rouen, he attributed to the personified city a
speech which severely castigated the chivalry of France. The city especially lingered
on the knights’ sins, in a vigorous tirade which seems very typical of the predicatory
genre (one of the most mortal offences that the knights are reproached for being the

commonplace vice of playing dice!) :

Chevaliers sans courage, qui étes si fiers de vos cuirasses et de vos
casques empanachés, qui mettez toute votre gloire dans le pillage et le
jeu de dés, cette source des parjures et des blasphémes contre Notre-
Seigneur, vous qui vantiez avec tant d’arrogance les prouesses de vos

aieux, vous voila maintenant devenus la fable des Anglais et la risée

de toutes les nations étrangéres’®.

P Ibid., 111 (Book XXXVI), 563.

' PIERRE COCHON, Chronique normande, p. 275.

" Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 543.
"8 Ibid., 111 (Book XXXIX), 307.
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The King of France’s army no longer was what it used to be. Pintoin explained that

the King’s soldiers slain at Agincourt were essentially ‘des €trangers, des batards, des
hommes sans naissance, des exilés et des proscrits, plus avides de pillage

s 79

qu’accoutumés a la discipline militaire’””. He could not readily accept the fact that

the Kings of France were increasingly relying on mercenaries for the defence of their

realm, and that the office of knight was, 1n these troubled times, less exclusively

reserved for the aristocracy. Similar i1deas are expressed in Cochon’s work: on one

occasion, he referred to some routiers as ‘une maniere d’estrangiés, Lombards et
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autres, de la compaignie des dits Franchois’™". Both authors were, as one can gather,

rather conservative in their views about military affairs - though we shall see that

Pintoin could be more open-minded.

The knights of France would only start to recover their respectability and

credibility with the beginning of the re-establishment of France, and the feats of Joan
of Arc. This does not, however, apply to all authors: in 1429 and 1430, the Bourgeois
still considered French knights as murderers and rascals, because they did not support
his party, and because they almost managed to storm Paris, on the 7" September
1429, thus causing him a great fright. Even during the later years of his life, after he
had acknowledged Charles VII as his monarch, the Bourgeois would never trust the
chivalry of France. The successes achieved in 1429 restored much of Cochon’s
confidence in the worth of French knights, but his respect certainly did not apply to
the whole of the kingdom’s chivalry. Thus he used very strong language to qualify
the routiers who were, in August 1429, on the rampage in the countryside around
Aumalle; they had entered Aumalle through the agency of a priest, who, according to

Cochon’s highly-coloured account, ‘ne fit onques si mauvese journée; et Iui vausit

mieulx, aprés ce que 1l fu baptisié, que sa mere lui eust jeté la teste contre la paroy’.

Cochon describes these routiers as

une maniere de larons qui apatichoient les villez, et prenoient gens

prisonniers de tous estas, et les mestoient a grosses finanches. Et
s’allerent rendre avec eulx plusieurs gens du pais de Caux, merdalle et

? Ibid., 111 (Book XXXVI), 547.
* PIERRE COCHON, p. 303.
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truandalle, qui faisoient tant de maulx que c’estoit mervaille [...]. Et

couroient celle merdalle-1a jusques emprés Rouen 8.

Many of these routiers were undoubtedly knights, from the aristocracy, for Cochon
tells us in a later passage that some of the routiers of Etrépaigny who had once sworn

allegiance to Bedford, and were captured by the English, were beheaded®. The
chivalrous chroniclers of Burgundy would never use such explicit language to qualify
the routiers. Cochon, however, understood that the routiers of Aumalle were going
against Charles VII’s orders; indeed, he explains that ‘le dit Charles, roy de France
[...] ne leur avoit abandonné sinon a prendre les Anglois et les officiers dessoulx eulx

et a les pillier, et leur avoit deffendu les bonnes gens du pais’ and concludes ‘mes

c’estoient les varlés au diable: ils faisoient plus que commandement’®. Thus Cochon
did appreciate Charles VII’s early efforts to limit the devastation wreaked by his
soldiers. In fact, the desire to dissociate the King from the responsibility for the
abuses performed by the Kingdom’s knights, and for their weaknesses on the

battlefield, is characteristic of the clerical chronicles. Jean de Venette had explained,
as he was recounting the defeat of Poitiers, that, had all noblemen behaved like King
John, the battle would not have been lost**. Michel Pintoin pointed out that the
disgraceful behaviour of French knights in 1415, which led to the fall of Harfleur,

might rebound on Charles VI, but that he certainly was not responsible for it, ‘car il

n’est pas douteux que son courage n’et empéché ce malheur, si I’état de sa santé le

lui efit permis’®. Only the Bourgeois would always hold a grudge against Charles
VII, although, like most of his contemporaries, he had excused his father for the great

miseries which had happened during his reign, on account of his illness.

Thus, the French clerical chroniclers reflect in various manners all the
animosity that a large part of the French late medieval society felt towards knights,

despite the prestige which their office traditionally implied. According to Nicholas

! Ibid,, p. 302. Cochon was particularly infuriated by the behaviour of the routiers of Aumalle
because his very parish suffered from their abuses: he might have been among the people who, as he

subsequently relates, had to flee into Rouen, Dieppe or Caudebec. Cf. de Robillard de Beaurepaire’s
introduction, p. v.

* Ibid., p. 304. Decapitation was a sentence usually reserved for the nobility.
 Ibid., p. 302-303.

** JEAN DE VENETTE, p. 64.
® Chronique du Religieu..., 111 (Book XXXV1), 543.
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Wright, the formulation of their discourse followed closely the pattern laid by a
sermon tradition of castigating a cowardly, greedy and arrogant knighthood, and
speaking in defence of the humble, the poor and the peasants; and indeed, this is very
likely, for our three authors were clerics, and they share a great many similarities of
style. Thus we find in the work of Cochon, and especially those of Pintoin and the
Bourgeois, the same tendency to denounce the proud knights of France, who are,
amongst all their other crimes, systematically reproached for their vanity — apparent
in their dress, in times of war and peace alike — and their habit of playing dice, a vice
which, to us, may not seem the most shocking of all. On the other hand, and this is
particularly striking in the Journal d’un Bourgeois de Paris, the clerical chroniclers

defend the peasant class in long, vigorous tirades; they often refer to the Old

Testament or the Psalms whenever they want to give an epic dimension to the

sufferings of the people — who can only find comfort in religion — or to Roman
history, when it comes to denouncing the tyranny or the depravity of the nobility.

Yet, beyond this social clash between the aristocracy on the one hand, and the Clergy,
the bourgeois and the peasantry on the other, exposed in the works of the clerical
chroniclers, one finds that the whole attitude of our clerics with regard to warfare,

and especially that never ending conflict, the Hundred Years War, was very different

from that of the chivalrous chroniclers.

3. The absence of ‘nobility’ in the clerical chroniclers’ depiction of the Hundred

Years War

Michel Pintoin, Cochon and the Bourgeois de Paris present us with a picture
of the Hundred Years War that has nothing to do with the ‘chivalrous’ depiction of
the conflict. The heirs of Froissart were aware of the fact that the first decades of the
century had been particularly sinister times for the Kingdom of France, and deplored
it. However, we have also seen that they considered the major engagements of the
war with a sense of awe, that they regarded the figure of the knight, the warrior par
excellence, with a kind of religious respect, and that they praised many aspects of the
waging of war according to particular aesthetic and moral parameters. By contrast,

the clerical chroniclers hardly saw any nobility in the waging of war, at least as far as
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the Hundred Years War was concerned. They would probably have approved a
defensive war, a crusade, perhaps even a war of conquest, provided that it was waged
effectively and successfully by the King of France at the head of an army which
behaved in an irreproachable manner. But the Hundred Years War was a different
matter. The conflict seemed endless, and in the 1420s, it had left the Kingdom bled

white. Apart from those deriving profit from collaboration, or those who favored a
fight to the death of either party, most French contemporaries were extremely wary of

it. Moreover, in the 15" century, the Hundred Years War was partly a civil war, and

our clerical chroniclers could not see any noble aspect in the fact that the ‘signeurs de
France’ were tearing each other to pieces, thus causing the ruin of the realm. Finally,
one should note that civilians were the main victims of the war, and the peasant class
in particular suffered tremendously from the conflict: peasants had to pay the appatis
demanded by the garrisons which had settled near their villages, they were exposed to
the danger of being taken prisoners, and subsequently ransomed; the soldiers would

often loot their villages, steal or kill their cattle, burn their fields and houses. It was
quite common at the time for contemporaries to witness the exile of entire villages;
the inhabitants would flee their devastated region, their parish priests at their head, in
a desperate attempt to escape famine®®, The tribulation of the people of France was

admirably described by the poet Alain Chartier, who, in his prose work Le

Quadrilogue invectif (1422), made the allegorical figure ‘Le Peuple’ exclaim, 1n a fit

of despair:

Que appelle je guerre? Ce n’est pas guerre qui €n ce royaume se
mayne, c’est une privee roberie, ung larrecin habandonné, force
publique soubz umbre d’armes [...] que faute de justice et de bonne
ordonnance fait estre loisibles. Les armes sont criees et les estendars
levez contre les ennemis, mais les esploiz sont contre moy a la
destruction de ma povre substance et de ma miserable vie [...]. Je vis

en mourant, voiant la mort de ma povre femme et de mes petis enfans

et desirant la mienne®’.

*> On the ravages of the Hundred Years War see MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, p. 132-152.

*7 ALAIN CHARTIER, Le Quadrilogue invectif, ed. E. DROZ, Paris, Honoré Champion, 1950 (2" ed.,
1 pub. 1923), p. 21. Alain Chartier, however, does not lay all the blame on the chivalrous class.
Indeed, the purpose of this very intelligent work, disclosed at the end of the discussion by ‘France’, 1s
to give each of the three Estates the right to speak, so that each of them may, through the others, know
and acknowledge their misdeeds; the mission of the artist is to record it for posterity. On the nature

and extent of the havoc wreaked by knights in the French countryside during the Hundred Years War
see MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, p. 133-141.
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In the works of our clerical chroniclers, war is stripped of all the lustre which
it possessed in the eyes of the chivalrous viewpoint’s exponents; at least until the
start of the military re-establishment of France, the waging of war is deprived of any
eminence and dignity. There 1s a good deal of irreverence in the way the Bourgeois
relates the misfortune which befell the Dauphinist lord Guy de Nesle as he was
attempting to bring some reinforcements into the besieged town of Meaux, at night,
by means of a ladder covered up with white sheets. Georges Chastelain recounted the
story as a sad misadventure, explaining how Guy de Nesle had fallen through a rotten

plank into the ditch. Captured by the English, he was brought before King Henry,

who treated him with respect, ‘jugeant bien et voyant a I’ceil qu’il estoit homme de
haut courage et que la prise avoit est€ belle pour luy’ (I, 298). The Bourgeois relates
this episode in a very different way, which perhaps shows how the common people
would usually discuss such incidental military events. He explains that as Guy de

Nesle, preceded by ‘IIII ou V ribaulx’, was climbing up the ladder, one of his soldiers

accidentally dropped a bag full of herrings on his head, thus hurling him down into

the ditch. As the Dauphinists were lamenting: ‘Helas! Monsigneur est cheu!’, the
English sentries, alerted by these cries, mocked the Dauphinist knight, inquiring in
their broken French: ‘Monsigneur, de par le deable, pert vous mors tretous’. The
Bourgeois concludes by stating that Guy de Roy was eventually captured by one of

King Henry’s cooks. As Colette Beaune rightly pointed out, the chronicler must have
taken delight in narrating this amusing and disrespectful story of a French knight

taken prisoner by an English cook®.

One could argue that, in this particular episode, the Bourgeois’ irreverence is
due to the fact that the victim was a Dauphinist. However, our author can also be
hard on his own camp: one just needs to read a particular paragraph of his account of
the battle of Verneuil - that which relates the actual fight - to understand his
conception of the war of the knights. This report is the complete antithesis of the
account that Jean de Wavrin left us of his ‘favourite’ battle. Wavrin stated that the

fight had offered all those involved the chance to display their virtue and ‘proesce’.

By contrast, the Bourgeois - who still was in favour of the Duke of Bedford - depicts
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it as a particularly ugly and grotesque episode, something which resembled more the

massacres performed by Frére Jean in Gargantua, than one of the greatest battles of

the Hundred Years War:

les deux osts vindrent 1’un contre 1’autre, et commencerent a frapper
et mailler I’un sur ’autre de toutes manieres d’armeures de guerre que

on peust pancer, de traict ou d’autre chose. La eussiez ouy tant
doloreux criz et plaintes, tant hommes cheoir a terre, que puis n’en
releverent, I’un chacer, I’autre fouir, I’un mort sus, I’autre gesir a terre
gueulle baiée, tant sanc espandu de chrestiens, qui oncques n’avoient

veu en leur vivant I’un ’autre, et si venoient ainsi tuer ’un 1’autre

° * % . 9
pour ung pou de pecune qu’ilz en attendoient a avoir®.

Although the Bourgeois considered that the French defeat was well-deserved, he did
not make any distinction between the two sides in his description of the actual

engagement. In his opinion, the battle was simply a deplorable massacre, and he
refused to see any dignity in the motivations of the fighters: they were simply
fighting for some money (their pay), not even a large sum. Apparently, the Bourgeois
did not consider, let alone understand, that some of the French may have been driven

by a patriotic spirit.

Our clerical chroniclers often appear insensitive to the ‘belles appartises

d’armes’ and displays of ‘proesce’ which made war a noble thing in the eyes of the
chivalrous chroniclers. After all, as Michel Pintoin cynically remarked, at Agincourt,

those who were considered as the ‘preus’ of the Kingdom, the flower of French

4

chivalry, had been decimated by ‘des gens sans mérite et sans naissance’, ‘une
obscure soldatesque’™. Pintoin, Cochon and the Bourgeois gave much greater
prominence to another, omnipresent aspect of war: its horrors, and the sufferings of
the humble. The Bourgeois, in particular, devotes pages and pages of his journal to
the description, in universally recognizable terms, of the war’s most dramatic
episodes, which form as many moving scenes denouncing the cruelty of war. Thus,
he pictures the pitiful sight offered by the arrival, as the Parisians were celebrating a

peace treaty between the English, the Dauphin, and the King of France, of a crowd of

88 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 166-167; ed. BEAUNE, n. 34 p. 181.
* Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 197.

*® Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 563-565.
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refugees who had escaped from Pontoise: despite the peace treaty, at the break of
dawn, the town had been stormed by the English. From the walls, the sentries could

SCC

grans tourbes de hommes, femmes et enfens, les ungs navrez, les

autres despouillez; I’autre portoit deux enfens entre ses bras ou en
hostes, et estoient les femmes, les unes sans chapperon, les autres en

ung povre corcet, autres en leur chemise; povres prebstres qui

n’avoient que leur chemise ou ung seurpeliz vestu, la teste toute
descouverte”’.

The Bourgeois explains how ‘aucunes femmes grosses acoucherent en fuite, qui tost

aprés moururent’, and records the refugees’ lamentation: ‘Dieu, gardez nous par

vostre grace de desespoir, car huy au matin estions en nos maisons aises et manans et

a medy ensuivant sommes comme gens en exil querans nostre pain’. The Bourgeois

also recounts how, in 1420, one could see 1n the streets of Paris ‘sur les fumiers [...]

cy dix, cy vingt ou xxx enfans, filz et filles, qui 1a mouroient de fain et de froit et

n’estoit si dur cueur qui par nuyt les ouist crier: “Helas! Je meur de fain!” qui grant
PR »92 : : : S

pitié n’en eust’”*. The chivalrous chroniclers also depicted some of the miseries of

the time, but they did 1t much more seldom, focusing on the most tragic, outstanding

events, such as the truly appalling agony suffered by the 12,000 poor men and

women who had been expelled from Rouen during the dramatic siege of the city:

Henry V had retused to let them make their way through the English siege, and they
were left to die in the ditch™. By contrast, the clerical chroniclers are much more
prolix on the common people’s sufferings. It is true that the Bourgeois, for instance,
was oblivious of the fact that the aristocracy, and particularly the gentry, also had its
share of suffering”™*. Michel Mollat du Jourdin has pointed out that the male progeny
of many aristocratic families had been decimated after many years of service in the

war; the rencwal of the Hundred Years War had caused the ruin of numerous

"' Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 126-127.
7 Ibid., p. 146.

? The Burgundian chivalrous chroniclers seem to have been particularly shocked by this tragic
episode, and they devoted many lines to its detailed narration. It is quite likely that they highlighted

this particular story as an emblem of the great miseries of the time. Cf. ENGUERRAN DE
MONSTRELET, 111, 299; JEAN LEFEVRE DE SAINT-REMY, I, 349.

 Cf. the Journal..., ed. BEAUNE, n. 106 p. 151.
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families, and many Norman nobles had preferred exile to the English domination™.

Marie-Thérese Caron has emphasized that the gentry was also affected by the
political crisis: faced with the growing ambition of the princes of royal blood, and the
foreign 1nvasion, they did not know whom to obey, and did not have the means to

resist the will of the powerful; they must have felt very disorientated”®. Finally, they
probably were sensitive to the social crisis, confronted as they were with the

resentment of the common people. Alain Chartier saw this well, as he made the

figure of the ‘Chevalier’ reply to ‘Le Peuple’, in his Quadrilogue invectif:

Nous ne povons pas vivre du vent, ne noz revenues ne nous suffiront a
soustenir les fraiz de la guerre, et se le prince ne se recueult de son
peuple dont il nous puisse paier, et en servant la communité nous

vivons des biens que nous trouvons, a Dieu m’en rapporte d’avoir noz

consciences excusees’ .

The clerical chroniclers have also been criticized for being too formulaic’®. It
1s true that they tend to overuse rhetoric, and often repeat themselves in their tirades.
We have seen how many commonplace criticisms, which clearly belong to the
predicatory tradition, could be identified in their tirades against knights: for example
as they blamed knights for their clothing extravagance. This is rather obvious in
Cochon’s exasperated description of the clothes which were all the rage among the
nobility during the 1380s — while the common people were striving to pay heavy
taxes - as he explains: ‘et revint une maniere d’estas de vestures pippellotées de
tantes manierez de desguseeurez qu’il n’est nul qui les peust escripre, avec unez
grandez manchez pendantez [...] et y povoit bien mucher pain, cha [chair], chapons

rostis, et, se mestier estoit, tous larrechinz’””. Cochon’s comments are a humorous

variation on a well-known theme. Jean de Venette had deplored ‘the luxury and
dissoluteness of many of the nobles and knights® which was flagrant in the year 1356:
he had scoffed at the fact that they wore feathers on their hats, adorned themselves
with precious stones, and spent their time playing real tennis and dice'®. When
developing on the sufferings of the common people during the war, the clerical
> MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, p. 141-142.

*® CARON, Noblesse et pouvoir..., p. 166-167.

”7 ALAIN CHARTIER, p. 33.

*® WRIGHT, Knights and Peasants, p. 13.
” PIERRE COCHON, p. 173.
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chroniclers could slip into gross exaggeration: this is particularly evident in the
Bourgeois’ horrifying story of the torments which the bastard of Vaurus, a
Dauphinist captain, allegedly inflicted on a young and pregnant peasant woman. The
Bourgeois explains at length how the poor woman did all she could in order to find
the money necessary in order to pay her husband’s ransom, only to find out that the
bastard of Vaurus had already had him hung. Exasperated with her as she had gone

out of her senses, the Dauphinist captain ordered that the girl should be tied to a tree,

with the lower part of her body exposed. Her martyrdom only ended when hungry
wolves eventually devoured the child inside her womb. As Colette Beaune has noted,
all narrative elements in this appalling story were present in order to shatter the
reader. It 1s quite clear that this story had been propagated by the English, so as to
overshadow the fact that the bastard of Vaurus had been executed without a proper

1101

trial . However, not all the clerical chroniclers’ tales about the horrors of war were

exaggerated, or simply invented: the suffering of the common people during the
conflict 1s an obvious and well-documented fact. Were it not for the clerical
chroniclers and the other exponents of the predicatory tradition, such as Gerson,
Bonet or Alain Chartier, our picture of the Hundred Years War would be very one-

sided; unlike Froissart and his heirs, they have revealed the dark and gruesome aspect

of the war.

Set against the backdrop of all the horrors of war, the “faits d’armes’ did not

carry much weight in the eyes of the people. This was well expressed by Alain

Chartier in his debate, as he made ‘Le Peuple’ declare to ‘Le Chevalier’:

se je veisse que par chevalereuses hardiesses de la guerre, dont vous
faictes le bruit, les ennemis sentissent la perte et le dommaige, le mien

en seroit plus aisé & soustenir, mais tousjours mal souffrir, quant il ne

redonde a aucun bien, fait le couraige cheoir en desespoir et perdre

patience entierement' -

The clerical chroniclers also indicated that, in this context, they failed to be

impressed by chivalrous displays of “proesce’. In a striking and crucial passage of his

'% JEAN DE VENETTE, p. 61-62.

v Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 170; ed. BEAUNE, n. 65, p. 185.
' ALAIN CHARTIER, p. 23.
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chronicle, which surprisingly seems to have been missed by modern scholars, the

monk of Saint-Denis literally demolished the foundations of the chivalrous chronicle,

as Froissart had laid them:

La plupart des habitants du royaume applaudissaient & ces atrocités et
les vantaient & la facon des hérauts d’armes: ‘En telle rencontre,
disaient-ils, les Armagnacs ont vaincu les Bourguignons’. Puis
venaient d’autres, qui prétendaient que les Armagnacs avaient eu plus
souvent le dessous, comme si de pareils faits méritaient, a leurs yeux,

d’étre consignés par écrit. Quant & moi, aux yeux de qui toutes ces
hostilités n’avaient aucun résultat que la désolation du royaume, j’ai

cru que le récit devait en étre abandonné aux accents de la muse

tragique, plutdt que retracé par la plume de I’historien'®.

Still, it would be an error to consider the clerical chroniclers as pacifists, at
least in the modern sense of the word, that is, opposed to the use, by the state, of
violence as a political resource. They did dislike war, especially when waged
between Christians. Michel Pintoin praised the decision of J ohn of Cornwall, whose
son had had his head blown off by a cannonball, to quit the business of war:
‘réfléchissant a 1’injustice de la guerre et aux graves dangers auxquels elle expose le
corps et ’ame, [il] fit voeu dés lors de ne plus combattre contre les chrétiens, et
renonga & porter les armes’' . However, Cornwall was an English knight, and it
seems that the story should be seen as a moral tale intended to denounce the English

aggression. Indeed, on many occasions, Michel Pintoin praised resistance against the

English'®. The clerical chroniclers knew that war was always accompanied by a trail
of woes, but they still regarded it as a legitimate means to achieve one’s ends,
provided that the cause was just. Jean de Venette had not been opposed to the
concept of the Jacquerie, for it had been embarked upon with a zeal for justice, but
he had condemned the way in which it had been waged: the peasants had not been
fighting under a lord’s authority, and they had committed countless horrible
crimes'®. The clerical chroniclers supported a swift and efficient way of waging war.

Indeed, if wars were simply the means to an end, they had to be brief, so as to limit

'® Chronique du Religieux..., 11 (Book XL), 399.

1% Ibid,, 111 (Book XLI), 449.

' See for example IIT (Book XXXVIII), 103, where the monk of Saint-Denis proudly relates how the
messengers sent by Henry V throughout Normandy in 1417, asking the country to submit, and

Promising the ‘douceurs du repos et de 1’aisance’, met with no success whatsoever.
% JEAN DE VENETTE, p. 76 ff.
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unnecessary misery.

It seems that the common people reproached knights for waging war in a
completely opposite manner, for it was commonplace in the literature which reflected
the ideas of the masses to tax the knights with prolonging the war in order to enrich

themselves. Thus the anonymous 14™ century tract La complainte sur la bataille de

Poitiers, written shortly after the disastrous defeat where King John II the Good had
been captured, had pictured the knights of France realizing that, should a French

victory bring the war to an end, they would lose their livelihood; the tract

subsequently accused them of having come to terms with the English: they would not

kill each other, but rather take each other prisoners, so as to make sure that the war

107

would always go on™"". The Bourgeois de Paris, who wrote his diary more than half a

century later, reflects this opinion. He frequently grumbles about a key aspect of the

war of the knights: the practice of taking noblemen prisoners instead of killing them.
Thus, after having mentioned that the lord of Guitry and other Dauphinist knights had
been taken prisoner at the fall of Montereau (1420), the Bourgeois adds the sarcastic
comment: ‘lequel fut delivré avec les autres, qui depuis fist tant de tirannye au pais
de Gastinoys et ailleurs que fist oncques sarazin’'®®, Similarly, he explains that the
Duke of Bedford was deluding himself as he thought that asking the prisoners taken
at the fall of Meulan (1423) - who were all noblemen - to swear allegiance to him
would help to advance his conquest of France, for ‘aussitost qu’ilz porent yssir, ilz ne
tindrent oncques ne foy ou serment qu’ilz eussent fait, mais firent pis qu’ilz n’avoient
fait devant’'”. The Bourgeois often appears as an extremist in his views, and it is
quite clear that he would have preferred that all noble prisoners should be killed. As
he relates the fall of Gaillon, Sézanne and Nangis (1424), he deplores the fact that,
having negotiated their surrender, the garrisons were allowed to leave unharmed,
‘senon ceulx de la garnison du chastel de Sedanne [Sézanne, which had been stormed
as the garrison had refused to surrender], qui furent tous mis & I’espée, et les autres

firent pis la moitié qu’ilz n’avoient fait devant’''®, Michel Pintoin and Cochon seem

to have been more moderate in this respect; in any case they hardly make any

197 Cf. FOWLER, p. 177.

'8 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 141.
' Ibid., p. 185.

"9 1bid., p. 194.
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comments about the practice of ransoming noblemen instead of killing them. Still,
the Bourgeois certainly was not alone in having such radical views. In his account of
the Parisian uprisings of 1418, where hundreds of Armagnacs were massacred by the
enraged mob, he relates how the people of Paris attacked the Bastille Saint-Antoine
and seized the distinguished Armagnac nobles who were kept prisoners inside the
fortress. As the Duke of Burgundy was vainly trying to placate them, they demanded
that the prisoners should be transferred into the Chételet, arguing that ‘ceulx que on
mettoit oudit chasteau estoient touzjours delivrez par argent, et les boutoit on hors

par les champs, et faisoient aprés plus de maulx que devant’. According to the
Bourgeois, John the Fearless ‘bien veoit qu’ilz disoient verité’, and agreed to transfer
the prisoners, under an escort’s protection. As the prisoners were approaching the

Chatelet, they suddenly were faced with hundreds of infuriated Parisians, who slew
them''!, On this particular occasion, however, the Bourgeois seems to have been
shocked by the crowd’s behaviour, perhaps because he was uncomfortably near to the
bloodshed: he relates how the prisoners, who for the most part were close to the king,
were ‘tous martirez de plus de cent plaies’, and adds that John the Fearless felt

greatly disturbed about this slaughter.

The clerical chroniclers clearly were demanding in their views about how

warfare should be waged, for they expected military undertakings to be, not only
brisk, but also successful. Needless to say this rarely happened, especially since the

Dauphin and his council, whose situation had become increasingly worrying ever
since the Treaty of Troyes (1420), were very circumspect in their planning of military
operations. It is interesting, however, to contrast the reactions of two of our
chroniclers when faced with the amazing successes achieved by Joan of Arc in 1429,
since her methods were in complete accordance with the ones théy favoured. Cochon
was enthralled by her achievements, and he seems to have particularly liked an
important element of her strategy: the ultimatum. He explains: ‘Et cregnoit I’en mout
celle Pucelle, car elle usoit de somassions, et disoit que, se 1’en ne se rendoit, elle
~ prendroit d’assault’'’?, The Maid of Orléans favoured expeditious methods, and

preferred taking towns by storm to long sieges; this audacious way of waging war

"I Ibid,, p. 108-109.
'12 pIERRE COCHON, p. 301.
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tended to scare her adversaries''>. Even as he relates the failed attack on Paris,

Cochon is filled with admiration: he describes 1t as ‘si appre et si merveleux que
ceulx de dens furent tous esbahis, et n’y avoit homme qui se osast descouvrir dessus

le mur pour le trait de ceulx qui assailloient’. In fact, the Parisian resistance was
much fiercer than Cochon believed. Cochon blamed Charles VII’s counsellor La
Trémoille for the eventual French failure: the counsellor decided to negotiate with

Philip the Good, and had the army withdraw' . By 1430, Joan no longer was in the
foreground of political and military affairs, and in Cochon’s opinion, the war had
again taken its usual, depressing course; his chronicle closes with the bitter comment:
‘Et recommencherent Anglois trés fort a conquester ce qu’ilz avoient perdu, et
Francois & reperdre ce qu’ilz avoient conquesté’' . The Bourgeois de Paris, on the
other hand, was horrified by Joan’s methods. They were in accordance with his
conception of strategy — on one occasion, he contrasted Salisbury’s efficiency, as a
military commander, with the alleged inertia of Bedford, who ‘se reposoit es citez de

France 4 son aise lui et sa femme qui partout ot il alloit le suivoit’''® — but Joan was
fighting for the Armagnacs, the detested adversary. Thus, he presented her habit of
giving ultimatums as a sign of great arrogance and cruelty, explaining: ‘qui
n’obeissoit aux lettres qu’elle faisoit elle faisoit tantost mourir sans pitié quant elle en

avoit povoir’'!’’. As one can see, the clerical chroniclers’ appreciation of Joan’s

methods thus depended, as one might expect, on party spirit.

4. The war of the communes: the people’s contribution to the defence of the

Kingdom, or an alternative to the war of the knights?

Faced with the apparent total inefficiency of the knights — which was flagrant
in the eyes of the clerical chroniclers, from the fall of Harfleur up to the start of the

re-establishment of France — our chroniclers had the impression, or even the

'3 On this aspect of Joan’s strategy see P. CONTAMINE, ‘La guerre de si¢ge au temps de Jeanne
d’Arc’, in his wortk De Jeanne d’Arc aux guerres d'Italie. Figures, images et problémes du XV° siécle,
Orléans / Caen, Paradigme, 1994, p. 835-95.

114 piERRE COCHON, p. 306-307. -

' Ibid., p. 315.

"8 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 230.

"7 Ibid. , p. 268.
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conviction, in the Bourgeois de Paris’ case, that the people of France would defend
the Kingdom just as well, perhaps even better. At least, without entertaining

revolutionary thoughts, they could legitimately deplore the fact that the knights did
not make better use of what already was at their disposal, the armed militias of the
Kingdom’s towns and villages. This was again a traditional theme of this literature
which reflected the views of the common people. Shortly after the disaster of
Pottiers, the Complainte sur la bataille de Poitiers had urged the Duke of Normandy,
who had escaped from the battle, to take up the fight again, in order to avenge King

John. Only this time, he should not neglect to permit the people of France to
participate in the fight:

S’1l est bien conseillé, il n’obliera mie

Mener Jaque Bonhomme en sa grant compagnie

Guerres ne s’enfuira pour ne perdre la vie' ™.

Frangoise Autrand has argued that ‘Jaque Bonhomme’ did not refer to the peasants of
France, but to the burgesses’ armed militias sent by the towns of the Kingdom to help
the King in his wars. This is probably true de facto — according to Michel Mollat du
Jourdin, peasants only organized themselves into armed self-defence groups on
relatively rare occasions (though this did happen sometimes: the example of ‘Grand

119

Ferré’ is well-known)™"” — but it is worth pointing out that, according to Jean de

Venette, ‘Jaque Bonhomme®’ was the name which knights had derisively given to

peasants, and originally to those ‘sent to the wars who bore arms in rustic fashion of

peasants’'?,

The Bourgeois de Paris was especially enthusiastic about the communes; to be
more precise, he unreservedly supported one popular militia: his own, the Parisian

milice. His account of the ‘Journée des harengs’ (1429) is, in this respect, very
revealing. The Parisian milice and an English squadron were escorting a convoy of

supplies — mostly fish as it was Lent — sent by the burgesses of Paris to the English

''* Quotation from AUTRAND, p. 99.

' MOLLAT DU JOURDIN, p. 137-139.

') JEAN DE VENETTE, p. 63; in a recent interview, Philippe Contamine asked the question: *Y a-t-il
vraiment des non-combattants au Moyen ﬁge dans un contexte ol tout adulte, “de 14 & 70 ans” disent
certains textes, peut étre mobilisé en cas de besoin et ol chacun a conscience qu’il doit éventuellement
devenir homme de guerre?’. Cf. ‘Le Moyen Age, une période faussement militaire’, p. 114,
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army besieging Orléans. As the convoy was approaching Orléans, they were attacked
by a Dauphinist battalion. Although the Parisian milice probably did not represent
more than half of the escort, throughout the passage, the Bourgeois refers to the
defenders as ‘noz gens’, a term he never uses when referring to English, nor even
Burgundian armies alone. As a result, the Parisian milice seems to take the credit for

every positive thing the defenders do. The Bourgeois denounces the cruelty of the
Dauphinists, who reject the English offer to wage a guerre guerrable - where

prisoners would be taken - and insist on waging a guerre mortelle. Yet we saw how,
on other occasions, the Bourgeois preferred that no prisoners should be taken. By

contrast to the enemy, the defenders appear as virtuous and prudent: they humbly

commend themselves to God, while taking cover behind the wagons. On the whole,

the Parisian milice takes the credit for having carried the day, and the militiamen are

praised for using an ingenious defensive technique, which they had in fact learnt

from the English archers: that of driving in a sharp stake before them before
shooting. Throughout the passage, they are presented as ideal soldiers, and contrasted
with professional soldiers, who put their bodies and soul at risk ‘pour gaigner ung
pou d’argent’ 1_21. As Colette Beaune has remarked, his conception of the soldier
appears rather outmoded, at a time when standing armies were about to be created,

and when the Church stated that those who died for their country could gain

admittance to paradise'%.

At the time of Henry V’s invasion, the Bourgeois presented the Parisian

milice as being more courageous than the knights. In 1419, he explained: ‘il sembloit
proprement que tous s’en fouissent devant les Angloys’. Henry V was approaching
Paris, and Duke John the Fearless had left the capital defenceless: ‘en ce temps
n’avoyt chevalier de renon d’armes 2 Paris, ne cappitaine nul, ﬁon plus que le prevost
de Paris et cellui des marchans, qui n’avoient pas acoustumé 4 mener fait de guerre’.
But as the English arrived before the walls of Paris, they did not dare to storm Paris,
‘pour la commune, qui tantost se misdrent sur les murs pour deffendre la ville’. The
Bourgeois proudly adds: ‘et fussent voulentiers ladicte commune aux champs yssue,

mais les gouverneurs ne voldrent laisser homme yssir. Quant ce virent les Angloys,

‘2! Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 230-233.
‘22 Journal..., ed. BEAUNE, n. 40, p. 252.
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11z s’en allerent pillant, tuant, robant, prenans gens a ranc;on’123 :

According to the Bourgeois, the war of the commune was very different from

that of the knights. He contrasted its behaviour in 1418 — the year of the terrible

uprisings in Paris, a time when the commune felt particularly exalted — with that of

the Burgundian nobility. Infuriated by the fact that no one could leave Paris, for fear
of the Armagnacs, who had been enraged by the massacre of their leader and his

supporters, the Parisian commune had launched an attack on the Armagnac fortress of

Montlhéry. According to the- Bourgeois, the militiamen

cussent gaigné le chastel et les traistres de dedens, se n’eussent esté
aucuns gentilzhommes qui avec eulx estoient, qui les devoient garder
et mener; mais, quant ilz virent que la commune besongnoit si bien, si
parlementerent aux Arminalx qui bien veoient qu’ilz ne povoient
longuement durer contre la commune [...], et prindrent grant argent
des Arminaz, par ainsi qu’ilz feroient lever le siege.

He then explains how the Burgundian knights ordered the commune to raise the
siege, under the pretexf that they had been warned against the coming of Armagnac
reinforcements'**, As one can see, in the Bourgeois’ opinion, the commune’s
conception of war as an efficient cleaning up of the wicked, and that of the knights,
who fought in order to enrich themselves, were simply irreconcilable. In this passage,
the Bourgeois gets completely carried away by his faith in the war of the commune.
He relates how the commune came back to Paris, only to find that the governors of
Paris would not let them enter the town. The Burgundian noblemen who were in
charge of the commune had left it alone, for, in his opinion, they were afraid of the
Armagnacs, but the Bourgeois emphasized that none dared to attack the militiamen;
in fact, he ingenuously explained, ‘qui eut laissé faire les communes, il n'y eust
demouré Arminac en France en mains de deux moys qu’ilz n’eussent mis & ﬁn’;

before adding

Et pour ce hayoient les gentilzhommes qui ne vouloient que la guerre,
et 11z la vouloient mettre & fin. Quant on vit qu’ilz avoient si grant
voulenté¢ d’affiner la guerre, on les laissa entrer dedens Paris, et

‘> Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 128-129.
124 .
Ibid,p. 111.
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allerent faire leur labour; et les Arminalz faisoient du pis qu’ilz

povoient' .

In this paragraph, the Bourgeois — ignorant of the fact that, from the moment they had
been sent to Montlhéry, the Parisian militiamen had been manipulated by John the
Fearless, who simply wanted them out of his way in order to restore order in Paris!?®
- shows that he trusted the Parisian commune blindly; in his opinion, the militiamen’s
way of waging war was the ideal one, because they fought with only one aim in
mind: that of eradicating evil and disturbances, which should be the sole purpose of
war. Unlike the knights, they did not trouble themselve§ with irrelevant

considerations, such as chivalrous ideals or the beauty of war, and they did not earn

their living from war. They had not made the waging of war their profession —

indeed, as soon as the war was over, they would return to ‘leur labour’ — thus they

had nothing to gain by dragging wars out; their interests were identical to those of
civilians. There is also, in the Bourgeois® assertions that the militiamen hated the
‘gentilzhommes’, an explicit indication that the Parisian commune’s resentment vis-

a-vis the knights had the character of a class struggle.

The Bourgeois was an extremist; he also had, more than Jean de Venette, a

rebellious turn of mind. Cochon and Michel Pintoin did not have such draconian

views. Still, they were very bitter about the fact that the knights, as a rule, had
nothing but contempt for the communes, the people’s contribution to the defence of

the Kingdom, a force with whom they had far more affinities. Both authors pointed
-out how, at Agincourt, the Kingdom’s knights had completely disregarded the
support offered by the communes. According to the monk of Saint-Denis, the Parisian
burgesses had offered 6,000 fully equipped militiamen, asking that they should be
placed in the front line. He picked out the scornful remark passed by Jean de
Beaumont: ‘Le roi ne devrait pas accepter le secours de ces artisans; car nous serons

alors trois fois plus nombreux que les Anglais’. Pintoin thereafter angrily noted —

showing that he had taken this comment personally:

Il regardait sans doute comme une indignité qu’on laissat prendre les

‘B Ibid,, p. 112.
\26 Journal..., ed. BEAUNE, n. 191, p. 129.
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armes aux gens du menu peuple. On en a vu cependant beaucoup qui
se sont illustrés par leur vaillance, et c’est en ne repoussant jamais le
meérite, dans (}uelque rang qu’il se trouvat, que le royaume est devenu
si florissant'?’.

It was the same arrogance, he added, that had caused the disasters of Courtrai (1302)
and Poitiers (1356). In line with these views, Cochon explained that the knights of

France, seeing themselves so numerous, felt overconfident, ‘et par orgueul firent crier
en leur ost que nul n’alast en la bataille, s’i n’estoit noble, et furent tous les gros

vallés boutez ariere, qui estoient assez pour desconfire les Englois’'*®. Both authors
considered that the knights had been entirely responsible for their own doom. This
time, the 'Bourgeois, who was perhaps better informed on the matter, gave a different
version of the story: he reveals how, at Agincourt, the toll had been equally heavy for
the communes; indeed, many of the Kingdom’s bailiffs ‘avoient avecques eulx
admenez les communes de leurs baillaiges, qui tous furent mis a I’espée’. His report
still differed from that of the ‘chivalrous’ chroniclers, as he included in his obituary

the names of some of the towns whose communes had gone to the battle, under the
command of their bailiffs, and had been destroyed'?. No doubt the Bourgeois

intended to pay homage to the common people who had offered their lives for the

defence of the Kingdom.

S. The return of confidence in the chivalry of France

Despite the fact that the clerical chroniclers did not trust the chivalry of
France, and often castigated it in very forthright terms, the concept of the ‘good’
knight was not foreign to the clerical ideology. Towards the end of 1415 and in 1416,
at a time when France was relatively peaceful, Henry V having returned to England
in order to prepare his full-scale invasion, Michel Pintoin depicted the French
constable Bernard VII d’Armagnac as one example of an ideal knight. In his view,
the ‘good’ knight was one who acted quickly, and achieved clearly visible results.

Thus he explains that as Bernard d’Armagnac was informed of a chevauchée led in

127 Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 549.
' PIERRE COCHON, p. 274.
129 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 65-66.
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Normandy by the Earl of Dorset, ‘I'illustre connétable de France [...] non moins
habile quel brave et se rappelant que la célérité lui avait réussi dans plus d’une
occasion’ immediatel); directed his company towards Normandy. Pintoin tells us how
eloquent Bernard d’Armagnac was, which provides him with the opportunity, in the
classical style, to insert a harangue in his narration, laying stress on the necessity for

Bernard’s French soldiers to be disciplined, trustworthy, brave and efficient. Thanks

to his competence and his quickness of wit, the constable managed to carry the day,
even though the French were less numerous than the English. Pintoin described the

engagement in a manner which shows that he was not systematically insensitive to

the spectacular ‘faits d’armes’: ‘tous les cavaliers, donnant de 1’éperon & leurs

chevaux, fondirent sur I’ennemi bride abattue et la lance en arrét, ainsi qu’il avait été

convenu, frappant partout de leurs haches d’armes a coups redoublés et avec une

+ 130

force 1irrésistible’””". The Bourgeois de Paris also seems to have considered

effectiveness as the primary virtue of a ‘good’ knight: in his narration, the fearsome
Earl of Salisbury often appears as his ‘ideal’ knight, for example in his report of
Salisbury’s irresistible advance towards Orl€ans in 1428; he tells us how the English
warlord ‘prenoit bhaste_aulx et villes a son vouloir, car moult estoit expert en armes’.
There is a hint of irony in his account of Salisbury’s unfortunate death before

Orléans, as he comments that ‘Fortune [...] lui monstra de son mestier dont elle sert

ses amez sans deffier’, but he still contrasted his efficacy with Bedford’s alleged

apathy™".

Another trait of the ‘good’ knight, emphasized by Pintoin in Bernard

d’Armagnac’s harangue prior to the engagement of Valmont, was his respectful and
fearful attitude towards God. Thus the constable encouraged his knights to beg the

Lord forgiveness of their sins, ‘afin d’obtenir ainsi facilement 1’assistance divine’!*2.
But one of the very greatest military virtues was the ability to enforce discipline.
Indeed, it was the slack discipline prevailing in French and Burgundian armies which
caused most of the peasants’ sorrows; on the contrary, good discipline ensured the
support of the whole nation. Thus, Michel Pintoin presented the siege of Harfleur
organized by Bernard d’Armagnac towards the end of 1415 as an ideal military

130 Chronique du Religieus..., 111 (Book XXXVTI), 753-757.
B1 Journal..., ed. TUETEY, p. 229-230.
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campaign, emphasizing how the constable would have any soldier or knight who
bullied peasants or travellers executed, regardless of the malefactor’s social standing.
These drastic disciplinary measures had been enforced with the intention of securing
‘la faveur de tous’, and Bernard d’ Armagnac ‘maintint si bien, quatre mois durant, la
tranquillité dans le pays, que les habitants de la campagne purent vaquer a la culture
des terres jusqu’au port d’Harfleur’. Pintoin’s Book XXXVI ends on an optimistic
note, with a comment allegedly made by the constable about those who tormented

civilians: ‘Téte Dieu! ils méritent bien un pareil chitiment, eux qui, malgré la solde

qu’ils recoivent du roi, causent toutes sortes de dommages au royaume’ ',

Because he was closer to the royal circle than either Cochon or the Bourgeots

de Paris, Michel Pintoin understood that knights would fight properly only if they
regularly received their wages. In his opinion, the enormous and exceptional tax
levied after the battle of Agincourt was acceptable, because it had enabled Bernard of
Armagnac’s ‘ideal’ campaign in Normandy. At the same time, he was aware that
most French people, who for a long time had been under pressure from heavy
taxation, did not readily .accept the fact that ‘si ’on payait largement les gens de
guerre de leurs services, ils obéiraient plus fidélement, ils craindraient de mettre le
royaume au pillage, et la discipline militaire serait rigoureusement observée’>*, Still,
Pintoin knew that taxation was a necessary evil that ensured a proper defence of the

Kingdom. As a result, although he blamed them for their insolent arrogance, he could
not entirely disagree with the knights of the Armagnac garrison of Paris who, in

1417, openly declared: ‘Certes [...], nous n’irons pas risquer notre vie pour la
défense des manants de ce pays. D’ailleurs, le roi ne peut plus rétribuer
convenablement les services militaires’’>. Other clerical chroniclers were often
opposed to the concept of exacting from the people the soldiers’ pay, if only because
the Clergy often had to contribute as well. The Bourgeois de Paris, for instance, was
strongly opposed to the creation, in 1445, of a special taille which would regularly be
levied on the French population in order to provide the wages of the soldiers of

Charles VII’s newly created standing army. With evident bad faith, he asserted that

2 Chronique du Religieux..., 111 (Book XXXVI), 755.
3 Ibid., 111 (Book XXXVI), 761.

4 Ibid, 111 (Book XXX VI), 751.

%3 Ibid, 111 (Book XXX VIII), 149.
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‘tout temps faisoit on grosses tailles, sans ce que on feist aucun bien pour le
commun; et touzjours s’enfor¢oient les Angloys et avitalloient leurs forteresses’ °°;
in fact, the faille, together with the military reforms of 1445 and 1448, allowed the
swift recovery of Normandy, a campaign which most other chroniclers considered to
be ideal. Similarly, Bishop Thomas Basin of Lisieux, who in many respects appears |
as a clerical chronicler of the next generation, wrote against*the establishment of a
standing army paid through a special faille; in his opinion, the whole nobility of the
Kingdom, whose very function was to defend the realm, was enough to protect it, and

this force presented the advantage of not needing any wages in peacetime. Moreover,

Thomas Basin regarded the military ordonnances of 1445 and 1448 as a first and

drastic step towards the establishment of an autocratic regime’’.

Michel Pintoin also had to acknowledge that, in dire times - such as after the
battle of Agincourt, where so many knights of the Kingdom had been slain - it was
necessary to turn to foreign mercenaries to protect the realm. Personally, he preferred
Genoese mercenaries, because of the old alliance between France and Genoa. He did
not deny that the Genoese had behaved bravely in 1415 and 1416, as they were
protecting the coast of Normandy against the return of Henry V. Pintoin contrasted ‘
their conduct with that of the Spanish mercenaries, who fled before King Henry’s

fleet, and depicted the viscount of Narbonne branding the Spanish as a ‘race

dégénérée’ in his harangue to the Genoese mercenaries'”°. What Pintoin could not
stand was the fact that, in these troubled times, many men of low descent who had

become thugs would take advantage of the war to make a career in the army: such

false knights, he tells us, were particularly numerous in the host of the Dukes of

Burgundy, who seemed to be encouraging them. He describes how these brigands

‘achetérent de beaux chevaux, prirent les allures de nobles écuyers, et se réunirent

aux Bourguignons et aux troupes qui gardaient les places fortes et les villes closes’.

Their behaviour was by far the worst of all, as they did not even spare children'”.

We do find evidence of this in Monstrelet’s chronicle, as he relates how the leader of

13 Journal.., ed. TUETEY, p. 379.

%7 On the ordonnances and the chroniclers’ reactions see Chapter 7 of this thesis, Section 1.

38 Chronique du Religieux..., 11l (Book XXXVII), 13, 37-43, 57; 11l (Book XXXVIII), 99; quotation
from III (Book XXXVII), 39.

B9 1bid., 111 (Book XXXVIII), 91.
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a troop of brigands, called Tabari, was claiming to be on Duke Philip’s side (III,
283). Monstrelet seems to have considered him, at first, with much suspicion; one
year later, as he pointed out that Tabari and his men were amongst Philip’s company,

Monstrelet referred to him as ‘ce vaillant chevalier [...] & tout ses brigans’ (III, 376-
377)'%: unless we should read the sub-text as an ironical comment, it seems that, by

setting his seal of approval to the transformation of a brigand into a knight, Duke
Philip had determined Monstrelet’s attitude vis-a-vis Tabari.

We have seen that, on rare occasions, during the period in question, the monk

of Saint-Denis extolled the ‘faits d’armes’ of the chivalry of France - or even the

mercenaries - and generally expressed a more sympathetic opinion on French knights.
These supportive moods coincide with periods where the knights were behaving
better towards civilians — often because they had exceptionally received some wages
— or had achieved particular successes. After 1417, however, as Henry V was
performing his spectacular conquest of Normandy, the monk of Saint-Denis relapsed
into a hostile attitude towards the knights of the realm, cursing the whole Kingdom’s
chivalry in vehement tirades; following the murder of John the Fearless in 1419, his
imprecations are principally directed against the Armagnacs'*'. And yet, after the
Treaty of Troyes in 1420, there seems to be, in Pintoin’s chronicle, a strong return of
confidence in the chivalry of France, which remains evident until the close of his
work in 1422, The main reason for this change seems to have been a compelling
patriotic feeling. Michel Pintoin admired the chivalry of England, and more generally
King Henry’s army, for its worth and efficiency'*?, but he still considered Henry V as
an aggressor. Througﬁout his narration of the conquest of Northern France, Michel
Pintoin had written in support of those who had offered resistance to the English
advance, whether they had been clerics, knights or even women — like the noble
widow of La Roche Guyon, who, after vainly trying to resist the English attack on her
castle, refused to marry, as King Henry wished, the pro-English Frenchman Guy le

Bouteiller, whom she called ‘traitre’ and ‘déloyal’'®, Pintoin favoured the resistance

of all classes of the population, but, in his narration, French knights seem to be - at

'“0 For a mention of Tabari’s death see ENGUERRAN DE MONSTRELET, I1I, 387.
"I See for example Chronique du Religieux..., TII (Book XLI), 443.

"2 Cf. Ibid., 111 (Book XLI), 447.

' Ibid,, 111 (Book XXXIX), 313.
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least de facto - in the foreground as the traditional defenders of the realm. After the
Treaty of Troyes, Pintoin wrote more and more enthusiastically about the deeds of
the Armagnacs, whom he had castigated earlier. He extolled the exploits performed
by Etienne de Vignolles — the famous La Hire — against Duke Philip, calling him
brave and skilful'**. The last military engagement related by Pintoin in his chronicle
is a French victory won in 1422 by the Count of Aumale and the Viscount of

Narbonne near Mortagne, in Perche — shortly after another small victory won near
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