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[bookmark: _Toc137806434]Abstract
The following report looks into the background of the battle of Agincourt. Focusing on the area that the battle took placce and the weather effect on the terrain. It also looks over how the deployments and tactics varied between nationsand how the french had many short falls in their strategy that lead to failings. Lastly we look at the equipment used during the battle an the training the soldiers would have received. This sections has a particular focus on the English longbow and bodkin arrow looking at what a trained soldier would be able to do and how affective the arrow would have been against the armour of French soldiers. Concluding in an overview of the factors that effected the battle and ultimately lead to the British victory determining if the bodkin arrow could be considered as the determining factor of the battle or not.
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Introduction
Many historians have claimed that the bodkin arrow was the deciding factor in the battle of Agincourt due to its ability to penetrate the plate armour that was primarily used by the French at the time. This report will look into the penetration mechanics of the bodkin arrow to determine whether it is able to penetrate the armour and what possible factors could affect its effectiveness. It will also look into other factors of the battle such as training, tactics and location to give an overall balance view of the battle and show whether the bodkin arrow was the deciding factor of if other factors contributed equally to the British victory.

Background 
To better understand the events of the battle and the time period it was set within, this report will start with background information surrounding the events of the battle and the Hundred year war. Henry the fifth invaded France after failed negotiations were he claimed to be the King of France due to family ancestry. Before invading Henry V initially tried to negotiate giving up his claim to the French throne in exchange for a concession of French territories such as Aquitaine and a payment of gold [1]. After invading in the south of France and working their way north the British army’s path to Calais were they could be able to resupply was blocked by a well equipped army of French men-at-arms, this blockade forced the battle of Agincourt [2].

The battle
Three major factors will be looked into for background research, the terrain, the tactics of the two armies and the equipment used with a focus on the longbow and bodkin arrow. These areas were chosen to investigate as they have been shown to be the major factors in all battles and therefore will give a good overview of where the British advantage may have come from and if it was the weapons they used or another factor.

Setting
The exact location of the battle is unknown however, archaeological evidence points towards it being fought in the narrow strip of land located between the villages of Agincourt and Tramecourt [3]. This area was surrounded by heavy woodland on both sides, which could be used to provide cover and slow the advance of troops. The ground is believed to have been recently ploughed which combined with the heavy rain report around the time most likely resulted in a very thick muddy battlefield [4] [5]. This muddy terrain heavily favoured the British who were lighter armoured and more manoeuvrable than the French men-at-arms who’s heavy armour would have significantly slowed them down. Having to drag themselves through thick mud possible up to, their shines would have caused even greater exhaustion in soldiers already overcome with fatigue from the march to reach the battle ground over the several days prior. Baker states in their book that it is likely that some of the knight would most likely have collapsed in the mud as described by the French monk of St. Denis and drowned in their helmets [1]. This is because if they could not have pulled themselves from the mud it would have leaked into their helmets through the grating designed to allow sight and breathing and covered the mouth and nose. Mud like with water only need to be one inch deep in order to cause downing [6].
From these factors we can see that the terrain and setting of the battle played a far more significant part of the English victory than simply being the location that the battle took place. Not seen in many of the historical research books was the impact the terrain would have had on cavalry, the men-at-arms would have a hard time moving but the French cavalry would like not be able to charge at all removing their one advantage of speed in any engagement.

Deployments & Tactics
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Henry V deployed his army of approximately 1500 men-at-arms and 7000 longbow men across a nearly 750-yard stretch of terrain with the archers split into two groups that took position within the tree line at the out edges of the battlefield. The English forces were split into three distinct groups each commanded separately, with the middle being commanded by Henry V himself. The two flanks were commanded by Edward, Duke of York and Baron Thomas Camoys [7]. 
Henry also had his men set up Paling along the front of the archers positions as this would reduce the effectiveness of any cavalry charge by creating an additional obstacle the horses would have to navigate. Paling is a series of wooden stakes and spikes set into the ground and pointed out towards your opposition at a roughly 30-60-degree angle. This means that if cavalry do charge into the line to try to break the archer’s formations they will likely be impaled on the spikes killing the horses and flipping the riders to the ground causing injury or death. This tactic was first seen during the European states conflict with Turkey in 1396 were it was similarly used against the French cavalry and was described in a 1411 book of tactics by the Marshal of France [8]. 
The formation of the British troops was designed to funnel the French soldiers into a tighter formation at the centre of the battle field making it both easier for the archers to hit and harder to the French men-at-arms to use their weapons effectively [1]. 
Having been marching for several days to reach this point the British tactic was to create a strong entrenched position. Knowing the French were similarly on their way to meet them Henry V took advantage of the good cover offered by the terrain to set up camp and rest his troops so they would not be as exhausted before engaging in combat. To facilitate this without the risk of a French surprise attack several watchers were placed around the area to alert of any French movement [9]. This meant the British troops were far better rested and had a greater understanding of the lay of the land then the French did in the lead up to the battle.
In comparison the French had 10,000 men-at-arms most of whom were equipped with plate armour, plus a further 4,000-5,000 additional footman including both crossbowmen and archers [10] [7]. Additional to this the men-at-arms were all accompanied by a valet or armed servant increasing the potential fighting men to 25,000 [10].
The French deployment consisted of a vanguard and a main battle group positioned in the centre of the battlefield with additional troops placed to cover their flanks [1] [9]. This formation of men was very tightly packed with little room to move around or use a sword effectively which significantly reduced their ability to fight and was in direct contrast to the British who had spread out to cover a wide area. This tight formation also played into the tactics of the British troops my already being grouped tightly together making them easer targets for the archers [11].
Elite cavalry forces that the French though would be used to break the English lines were rendered far less effective by the aforementioned terrain conditions and the further addition of the British Paling. This mean that approximately 1,200 men were immediately removed from the battle due to having to dismount from their horses and fight in conditions they were far less trained for [12]. This reduction in troops disrupted the French plan to attack the British rear while the cavalry charged, as without the distraction of the cavalry the British were able to spot the French flanking manoeuvre and break off a small number of troops to engage them. A failure in communication led to the French troops still trying to attack from the rear even without a distraction [7]. 
A further failing on the French side in terms of tactics and deployment was the reliance on their men-at-arms, as many wanted the glory of direct combat the French deployed there archers and crossbows at the rear of their formations making then virtually useless. Because they were not able to fire onto the British troops without a high risk of hitting French, soldiers due to them having no clear line of sight [2]. This reliance on swordsmen also meant they deployed all the available soldiers half of whom were less well trained servants, by having so many extra people they simply got in the way of the better trained soldiers [10].
As we can see there was a great failing in the French tactics that lead to far more soldiers then necessary being deployed and therefor killed by playing into British tactics. This shows that although other factors may have played a roll such as the terrain and weather already mentioned the French short comings greatly aided in the British victory and if they had instead adapted to the situation instead of following a known set of battle tactics. By doing this, they may have been far more likely to cause significant damage to the British soldiers with the potential to win the battle. 

Equipment & Training
In terms of equipment, the British troops were predominantly lightly armoured with the archers wearing leather breastplates and vambraces with a few wearing mail. The men-at-arms were a mix of mail and plate armour but overall still considered lighter armoured than you would typically see at the time [12]. For weapons they predominantly relied on the longbow with all of their 7,000 archers having one with the remaining soldiers equipped with broadswords, it can be assumed that the archers would most likely have had knives or potentially some with short swords to aid in close combat if required however it isn’t known for sure.
For training the British archers would have been the best in the world, although a challenging weapon to master requiring significant practice to fire effectively in combat. British archers were trained from a very young age with various English monarchs encouraging all who were able to train with the weapon. This all with the Assize of Arms in 1252 and Edward III making a declaration in 1363 instructing people to train no matter their age or status with bows being provided to those who couldn’t afford to get one [13]. 
This heavy focus on training for the longbow mean English archers were able to use the bow to its fullest capability which for a full grown adult would have been a draw weight of 100-185 Ibf with a range of 400yd [14]. Although in combat it wasn’t expected for an archer to be able to achieve these kind of ranges given the more dynamic environment.
These bows would have been firing a combination of broad head arrows and bodkin arrows, the bodkin arrow is known as the world first long rod penetrator however it was never designed to pierce plate armour and its thin design was in fact made to go through the holes in mail armour [15]. Modern testing has shown that the arrows would have been able to effectively penetrate mail armour and lighter thinner plate armour [16]. They struggled to penetrate the kind of heavy plate armour the French soldiers were wearing at the time [17] leading on only small cuts and incisions that would not have stopped any of the soldiers from fighting. The board head arrows however due to their increased weight could be used to knock soldiers off balance while they were engaged in combat allowing for friendly forces to take advantages of the opening this created [18].
In contrast the French were in predominantly plate armour with all of their 10,000 men-at-arms equipped with it [1]. This would have drastically reduced the effectiveness of the English bodkin arrow as previously mentioned it was unable to penetrate the armour enough to cause serious injury. The remainder of the French soldiers would have been equipped with a mix of leather and mail similar to the English, it was against these troops that the bodkin was most effective [8]. These soldiers were the servants and axillary troops such as archers however so as previously mentioned were not the greatest threat on the battle field, the British archers would have been able to significantly reduce their numbers though making it easier for solders to focus on greater threat targets.
The French weapons were mostly broad swords and great swords which required room to move around and use effectively which they did not have due to the over deployment of troops [12]. They also had a number of pike men although these suffered even great from the lack of room as although they could engage with a greater standoff they could not easily move around between targets as needed.
The French training consisted of mostly sword combat so they were very well prepared for a close quarters engagement and had shown during other battles that they were able to beat the British in an even fight. They drawback however was that it was only there frontline soldiers that were given this training meaning that the 10,000 armed servants that they deployed had only the very basics of training in terms of using a sword and could do little more than spar, they were not trained soldiers used to combat [2].
Conclusion
As this report has laid out the bodkin arrow was a useful tool during the battle of Agincourt however when all the addition evidence is taken into consideration the conclusion can be drawn that it was not the deciding factor of the battle. The main factors that lead to the British victory were the conditions of the battle field that were a great hindrance to the French forces but had little effect on the lighter armoured British. The other main factor was the failing in French tactics, they were over deployed and in poor formation for dealing with a predominantly ranged army. The French were far better equipped than the British and had armour that would have reduced the British ranged advantage to a minimum but they did not take advantage of this and therefor resulted in them being picked off. It would be short sighted to claim the bodkin arrow was the deciding factor of the battle when so many factors played a part and collectively worked together in order to lead to the outcome that was seen.
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