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Abstract
This thesis looks at reasons why states adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars. Most of the scholarly work on state adherence has focussed on the period after the codification of international humanitarian law and laws of war. However, constructivists mention the importance of norms that can influence state adherence. The case of the Hundred Years War, which took place in the Middle Ages and thus before the codification of the laws of war, is selected in order to investigate other reasons for complying to codes of conduct. By using the Hundred Years War, the concept of chivalry and an argument based on constructivist and historical thought, it is suggested that apart from a legal basis states adhere to these codes of conduct because of norms. Those norms directly influence individual behaviour, but by doing so they also influence state behaviour. Also, a case is made for the importance of chivalry and the Hundred Years War to the field of international relations.
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[bookmark: _Toc74577528]1. Introduction

“It is forbidden to kill; therefore all murderers are punished unless they kill in large numbers and to the sound of trumpets.”

This quote by the French philosopher Voltaire in ‘Questions sur l’Encyclopédie’ of 1771 is striking (Svoboda 2021). Over the centuries many, mostly, men have thought about if war can be justified and how to fight a war in such a way that it limits the horrors of warfare. One of the more recent influential thinkers on just war theory is Michael Walzer (Yoo 2019). In his book ‘Just and Unjust Wars’ he sets out a theory of when a war can be just and when a war can be considered not just (Walzer 2015). Even in antiquity men like Cicero have mentioned just wars (Russell, 2003). Others, like realists argue that there is no place in war for morality. Pacifists, on the other end of the spectrum condemn war (Lazar 2020). However, no matter on which side a person agrees, in the end war is a horrifying experience. But, throughout many wars in history there were incidents or battles that have been fought according to the codes of conduct or rules of war that existed at that time. This thesis investigates the origins of these rules of war, and seeks to illuminate the mechanisms by which they operate. To form an answer to the research question that is raised below in the introduction, it is necessary to know what the laws of war are and why they exist. 
According to the International Committee of the Red Cross, or ICRC, (2016), the rules of war are: “a set of international rules that set out what can and cannot be done during an armed conflict.” Their definition rests on the international conventions, which legalized and institutionalized the norms and rules of war in documents that are legally binding. The main elements of the laws of war are based on the concepts of necessity, discrimination and proportionality (Posner 2003). Necessity means that the damage done by acts of war (via weapons etc.) should not be more than what is necessary to achieve a legitimate military aim (Posner 2003). Discrimination is based on the distinction between combatants and non-combatants and that the latter should not be targeted. Proportionality entails that collateral damage, damage done to citizens while attacking military targets, should be limited (Posner 2003). All states in the world have signed and ratified the Geneva Conventions which means that states commit themselves to these rules (International Committee of the Red Cross 2016).
	The rules of war have been established to minimize suffering and to fight conflicts at least with some dignity (International Committee of the Red Cross 2016). Throughout history, thinkers have thought about wars and if wars are just or not. As Alexander (2015) points out in her article ‘A Short History of International Humanitarian Law’, various cultures across the world had their own understandings and traditions of rules of war. So, not only western civilisations, but also ones in China and Japan for example. To illustrate an example of western medieval practice, professor Rowe (2018) points out that some soldiers in early medieval times did not look after how the war was fought. He mentions the example of Vikings, who gave no quarter to prisoners or innocent civilians. He also states that during the Middle Ages Christian thinkers and states tried to find ways in order to regulate their behaviour on the battlefield (Rowe 2018). But he also mentions that armies did not fight according to rules, because there were no treaties or there was no possibility to be punished as is present today. Due to these thoughts and writings of how wars should be fought it can be stated that rules of war have a long history dating back to antiquity. The Lieber Code is seen to be the first attempt to codify conduct of forces and is regarded to be a predecessor and influencer of modern international humanitarian law (Carnahan 2012). In this case it affected Union soldiers in the American Civil War (Alexander 2015; Carnahan 2012). However, it would be until the codification of these rules of war via the Geneva and the Hague Conventions that an international form of rules of war was established.
	Due to the treaties regarding rules of war that have been signed and ratified, and humanitarian law more broadly, it is possible to not only prosecute war criminals that did not adhere to the law of war by the state itself, but also by victims (International Committee of the Red Cross 2016). Before the The Hague Convention and the Geneva Conventions this was not possible. To illustrate, in the Middle Ages punishments for not obeying commands and/or neglecting ordinances of the king were sentenced by the king himself or his constables and military courts (Curry 2011; Taylor 2013), with even a special court of Chivalry in England and France (Stacey 1994). Nowadays, the International Criminal Court, situated in The Hague, can warrant violators of international humanitarian law (International Criminal Court n.d.). Because there is no international police force to arrests suspects it works together with national courts and countries to accomplish this often difficult task (International Criminal Court n.d.).
	Now it is clear what the rules and laws of war are, there are still some questions left unanswered. Why would a state adhere to codes of conduct in fighting a war if compliance can cost them lives or perhaps a battle? Realists, would argue that states adhere only if it serves their interest, while legal-liberalists argue that states adhere because they bind themselves through codified law. This thesis will look at another explanation, that of norms that influence behaviour of states in wars. States fought wars and the combatants used force. But then, why did those states adhere to the codes of conduct present at that time in the absence of codified international humanitarian law? Under which circumstances do states adhere to these principles? This thesis seeks to answer the following research question: 

Why do states adhere to codes of conduct on fighting in wars?

In order to answer this question this thesis focuses on the Hundred Years War, which was fought between England and France in the Middle Ages, it was one of the biggest and long-lasting wars in that period (Green, 2015). 
Both warring parties consisted not of ‘modern’ states as characterized today. There is substantial scholarly work on state building and state formation, with its own theory. This theory describes the evolution of states and different types of states, including; medieval (feudal), conglomerate and modern (Gustafsson 2010). Modern states have their roots in medieval states according to Moller (2018). Max Weber defined a modern state as: “Today, however, we have to say that a state is a human community that (successfully) claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory.” (Gerth, Mills, and Weber 1959, 85). Following this definition of Max Weber, the characteristics of a modern state are: a given territory, a community and monopoly of force. The Kingdom of France and the Kingdom of England were so-called feudal states (Chengdan 2010), and do not meet all criteria mentioned by Weber. However, they are still states although not ‘modern’ states. This can be explained by the kings of France and England not having a monopoly of force. Instead, in the Middle Ages, there were multiple organizations and institutions who held authority to use force, such as the Church and local lords (Munro 2013). However, the king was seen as the ultimate ruler over his realm. Even while the lords ruled their lands relatively free, they did so in name of the king (Munro 2013). A sense of community within a territory emerged and was present during the Hundred Years War. Edward III, king of England clearly mentioned his rival as ‘the King of the French’ (Seward 2003, 33). Another example is the use of national symbols (Curry 2011). The Hundred Years War is mentioned as a ‘national crisis’ by Chengdan (2010, 6686). Thus, in this thesis both kingdoms are seen as states, and therefore, this term is justifiably used. This is done with knowledge, that they were not ‘modern’. 
[bookmark: _Hlk74573955]Furthermore, this case took place before the ‘The Hague Convention’ of 1907 and the first Geneva Convention of 1864, which provided a legal basis for how to behave in war. Before those treaties there were also rules and thoughts about how to fight wars and how to behave in armed conflicts, however, those were not based on treaties. So, in trying to answer the question of why states adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars it is interesting to select this case, because it can find other reasons of why states and their militaries abide to rules of war apart from a legal basis. This is exactly what this thesis does, by looking at the Hundred Years War and the concept of chivalry specifically it is suggested that the presence of norms do influence adherence of individual soldiers, kings and states when it comes to codes of conduct in war. The aim of this is thesis is, therefore, not to write a detailed historical report of the entire war. Instead, its aim is to at least partially solve the puzzle of why states adhere to codes of conduct in wars by using the Hundred Years War as an example.
	  This is done by first providing an overview of already existing answers to the research question. These include, rationalist answers like the realist and liberalist ones. But also, other answers such as the argument that democracies tend to adhere more to rules of war and the principal-agent perspective. However, all these answers have shortcomings, they focus on the presence of international law and/or the presence of democracies. Both were not present during the Hundred Years War, which means there has to be another explanation. This explanation is found in constructivism, where the presence of norms plays a role in adherence of states. Building on constructivism and the historical turn, the argument is made that in the Hundred Years War norms influenced state adherence via a linkage between individual behaviour and state behaviour. Exactly because this war took place before the codification of international law and none of the warring parties were democracies is what makes this case (the Hundred Years War) interesting. The concept of chivalry turns out to have influenced the behaviour of individuals, but by doing so it also influenced state behaviour. Following the lines of Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), norm entrepreneurs can be found during this time in the form of the Church, writers and heralds who all contributed to the development of chivalry and its influence in warfare. Next to that, the results also show the diminishing effect of chivalry on war because of a change in army composition during the Hundred Years War. Despite this, notions of chivalry still have influenced warfare centuries after by influencing just war thinking, ordinances of kings and behaviour of soldiers. Following these results, an argument based on work of Buzan and Lawson (2013, 2015) regarding the nineteenth century is made to stress the importance of the Hundred Years War and the concept of chivalry in IR. Which consists of this war and chivalry having contributed to the transformation of pre-modern to renaissance on the areas of warfare and statehood. Concluding, this thesis argues that the presence of norms can at least partially answer the question of why states adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars. After this brief overview of the thesis, the relevance for the academic world as well as society will be provided.

[bookmark: _Toc74577529]1.1 Relevance
The scientific relevance of this research is that it contributes to the debate regarding fighting wars and why and when states adhere to codes of conduct in war. Theorizing about waging a just war, or acting according to codes of conduct is good, but if it isn’t applied by soldiers in name of a state in wars it will diminish the value of this theory. Like Taggart (2008) mentions, realists like to say that in the end just war theory remains a theory and in practice ‘acting justly’ is not important. By taking the Hundred Years War as a research object and looking why states adhere to rules of war it can give insights in why sometimes states do fight according to the rules and why they do not. Do states comply due to the presence of legal treaties, threats or punishments, norms and beliefs or something else? This thesis will contribute to the scholarly debate and can solve a part of the puzzle.
	From a societal perspective this research will give insights in when and in which circumstances warring states and their soldiers adhere to codes of conduct and when they do not. This will give policymakers information with which they can try to improve policy, so soldiers and generals will adhere to these concepts. Furthermore, hopefully, together with other academic work, this thesis can contribute in preventing excesses in war.

The structure of this thesis is as follows. Next there is a theoretical framework (chapter 2), which will give an oversight on what is already known in the academic literature about rule adherence, especially in times of war, the shortcomings of the already existing literature and the argument made in this thesis. This framework is followed by a methodological section (chapter 3) which consists of how the research was conducted and a reflection on the used research methods. Hereafter follows the results section (chapters 4 and 5) where the Hundred Years War and the concept of chivalry will be examined. The effect of this concept on warfare in the concerning war is illustrated, as well as the diminishing effect and the diffusion of chivalry in other norms and thoughts. The conclusion (chapter 6) consists of a summary of the results and what the case means for the literature.

[bookmark: _Toc74577530][bookmark: _Hlk71361365]2. Theoretical framework
This chapter consists of relevant theories that have contributed to knowledge about rule adherence of states and their militaries, and more specifically rule adherence in times of war. First, multiple answers from rationalist approaches will be given. After that, the approaches of constructivism and the historical turn are discussed. At last, there will be a conclusion with the suggestions of the author.
To start with the main question of this research; ‘why states adhere to codes of conduct in war?’ there is substantial political science literature to be found. For example, the main explanation given by James D. Morrow (2007) is that ratification is reason for complying with the rules of war. He mentions three different movements that are well known in International Relations theory: realism, liberalism, and constructivism. He also gives a short summary of these movements and their views on international treaties. All three movements have an explanation why states adhere to international law and treaties. Those explanations are summarized here as well as other theories and arguments.  

[bookmark: _Toc74577531]2.1 Rationalist approaches
Different approaches to International Relations offer different potential answers to why states adhere to codes of conduct in war. The first theory of IR to be mentioned is realism. Realism states that states act out of their own interest, the main objective for a state is to survive in the anarchial international system where there is no ultimate government which settles disputes (Mearsheimer 1994). It is states that are seen as the central actors in the international system (Waltz 1979). States strive for power and want to maximize power in order to stay safe in the international arena. Realism is therefore based on five assumptions (see Mearsheimer’s article for a more detailed description) (Antunes and Camisão 2018; Mearsheimer 1994): first, the international system is anarchic, which means that there is no world government which can punish states for not complying with treaties or agreements. Second, states can attack or even destroy other states, which creates a situation of potential danger. This is clearly illustrated in the balance of power and the uncertainty that it brings (Morgenthau 1973). States define their interest in power (Morgenthau 1973) and will most likely not commit actions that limit their power and therefore act in their interest (Pickering 2014). Third, states can never be sure what the intentions of other states are. This creates a permanent uncertainty in state relations. Fourth, the main goal of states is to survive in the international arena. Fifth, the last assumption is that states act rationally. This does not mean however that states always make the ‘right’ choices. Wrong decisions happen because of imperfect information. So, when states do comply with international treaties or laws, they do so because it is in the interest of the state to do so. Or as Morrow states: “Realists contend that states will not place their security at risk through such agreements and so comply with them only if they would without the treaty.” (Morrow 2007, 559). This means that realism has no systematic view on rule adherence. States will only adhere to codes of conduct in war if it serves their interest, if not they will not adhere. 

Liberalism provides another explanation for why states comply with international agreements and or laws. It agrees with realism that states act out of their own interest, however, the two movements differ on where this interest comes from. Realists believe that state interests are fixed, but liberals look at the interests of individuals within a state. Those interests combined form the interest of a state, an aggregated interest of all individuals (Slaughter 1995). So, as Slaughter points out in her article it is the individuals who are the primary actors and not the states, as realists argue (Slaughter 1995). Liberals also argue that cooperation is possible between states. According to Robert Keohane (1984), cooperation by states in the international arena is possible due to the presence of international regimes and shared interests of states. Keohane (1984) uses the definition of Krasner to define what international regimes are: “sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations converge in a given area of international relations.” (Krasner, World Peace Foundation., and University of California 1983, 2). Furthermore, International institutions can help to increase compliance of states, by clarifying treaties, provide information about other states and so lower distrust between states. Other factors are that those international institutions lower transaction costs by providing a stage for conversations and discussions about treaties. Next to Keohane, it is Ruggie (1992) who mentions the importance of multilateralism. Multilateralism is an arrangement between a group of states, three or more, based on a set of codes of conduct (Ruggie 1992). Multilateral treaties can stabilize change in the international system. The non-proliferation treaties are a good example, because of these treaties between multiple countries the number of nuclear weapons has decreased (Ruggie 1992). Multilateral treaties did not play a role in realist theories about international politics, which they definitely should according to Ruggie (1992). 
The second factor, apart from institutions, that contributes to compliance regarding international treaties is the form of domestic politics. There have been several writers who mentioned that democracies are more reliable when it comes to adhering to agreements. To illustrate, the early mentioned Slaughter, she argues, like other liberals, that democracies tend to not go to war with each other. This argument is worked out in the democratic peace theory. Democratic peace theory entails an idea that goes back to the Enlightenment and the philosopher Immanuel Kant (Reiter 2012). As mentioned by Reiter, there are many forms, but most of them comprise a positive view towards democracies and peace in their foreign relations (Reiter 2012). The research of Fearon (1994) suggests that the domestic structure of a state is important in causing international conflicts. Fearon (1994) points out that when states have a conflict with each other they can choose to escalate, back down or attack. The leaders of these states know when they will attack or not, the other state does not know when this state will attack. States can thus bluff with their escalations, like troop movements, in order to let the other back down. However, if both escalate too much, the states reach a point of no return and war is the rational option (Fearon 1994). The escalations are public, which means that all can see or hear them. This influences state choices, because inhabitants of the state could criticize or condemn their leaders for escalating or backing down after escalating (audience costs). These audience costs influence state behaviour when it comes to rule adherence, because if states do not adhere, they will receive criticism or condemnation of their own citizens. The next point is that according to Fearon (1994) democracies are more influenced by these so-called audience costs. The result is that when democracies escalate, their threats are conceived to be more credible than that of other types of states. In the end, democracies can ameliorate the security dilemma between states and therefore prevent war more successfully (Fearon 1994). One author, Fukuyama (1992), even goes that far that he states that there could be an end to history as we know it, because of liberal democracies. After more than twenty-five years this turned out to be false, but nonetheless it shows the liberal way of thinking that the political form of a country does play a role in international behaviour. However, this is not a universally accepted theory. Downes (2006) states contrary to supporters of the democratic peace theory, that there seems to be no significant difference between democratic and autocratic regimes when it comes to violating the immunity of non-combatants. So, Downes (2006) mentions two other reasons for why states violate non-combatant rights. First, states violate rights of non-combatants and therefore rules of war, because of desperation. States want to win the wars, and they want to win them quickly with minimal own lives lost. And democracies are, perhaps surprisingly, more susceptible to this logic than nondemocracies, because they are afraid of losing support from the public (Downes 2006). The second reason is that if a state fights a war of conquest, then, they would be more likely to violate non-combatant immunity. This can be to make sure that there will be no rebellion in the conquered territory, or the conquerors want to settle themselves. Another explanation is that the warring parties consist of different ethnic groups, which view the territory as their homeland (Downes 2006). This contrary view shows that liberalism cannot provide all-encompassing explanations for why states adhere to rules of war.

[bookmark: _Toc74577532]2.1.1 Ratification and democracies
In light of these main theories of International Relations, Morrow (2007) goes a step further and his main argument is that compliance of states increases when they ratify the treaties, and especially when these states are democracies. In his article he mentions that ratifying a treaty increases the possibility for reciprocity because of the legal right to enforce the treaty and therefore enhances the compliance, or as is stated by Morrow himself: “The expectation of reciprocal enforcement induces states to comply more often when both have accepted the relevant treaty through joint ratification.” (Morrow 2007) But when is a state more likely to ratify a treaty about the laws of war? One might think that states who experienced the horrors of war would be more eager to ratify a treaty which constrains the use of violence. However, as Wallace (2012) proposes, the opposite could also be true. States who recently experienced war are actually less inclined to ratify treaties which constrain the use of violence. This is because defeated states want room to manoeuvre in future conflicts, and victorious states are worried that their tactics, which brought victory might be prohibited (Wallace 2012). So, the experience of war does play a role in state decisions of ratifying a treaty, but in which way remains unclear. It is not always true that states who have had a recent experience with warfare are more inclined to ratify a treaty.
On Morrow’s (2007) statement about democracies, he gives the arguments that democratic governments are held accountable by their electorate and norms can more easily be spread. Of course, democratic governments can be punished for their actions by the citizens of the country via elections and in authoritarian regimes this is not possible. Therefore, democratic leaders are more likely to comply with international law and for that matter as well laws of war. Because if they do not and commit war crimes for example, the citizens can use their power to stop the government. Democracies tend to not comply with norms that are not legally binding. This means that when democracies have not accepted the norm through ratifying a treaty, then there is a greater possibility that a democracy will violate the norm (Morrow 2007).

[bookmark: _Toc74577533]2.1.2 Principal-agent perspective
However, what is interesting to note, the impact of international law on regulating military behaviour is not universally accepted. Posner (2003) for example questions this statement. States sign and adhere to treaties because it is in their advantage to do so. Specifically, regarding laws of war, because they downplay the effectivity of military technology and make sure that states can shift budgets from military to other sectors (Posner 2003). The reasoning is based on the prisoner’s dilemma. A state can invest in ‘productive capital’ and military capital (Posner 2003). If the state does not invest in military capital and the other does, the other gains an advantage over the state that does not invest or invests less. This creates a situation of uncertainty, so both states will invest more in military capital, which results in less budget for productive capital. Posner, also mentions that military technology makes investing in military capital more efficient, so states will even be more likely to invest (Posner 2003). This is not an optimal outcome, because the other sectors in a state suffer from less budget. Signing a treaty with other states which diminishes efficient military technology is beneficial for a state, because it has to invest less in military capital. Laws of war constrain mostly efficient and effective military technologies or tactics. Posner (2003) mentions the examples of laws regarding prisoners of war, which raise costs for states (taking care of prisoners, costs resources). Or bans on the crossbow, or poison gas which are effective weapons. If a state, by signing a treaty does not have to invest as much in weapons and other military equipment, the amount that is spared can instead be invested in other sectors such as health care. Next to that, the model is based on states having perfect information and acting rational. This argument ties in more with a rationalist view on adherence to international law, because it is in the interest of the state to comply. So, it is the interest of a state which plays a role in determining whether to comply or not, just as what realism states. 
	This argument ties in well, with the argument that international law can lower the costs of the military for states. Benvenisti and Cohen (2014) argue that a principal-agent perspective can give more insight in why states adhere to international law regarding armed conflict. By having external control and disciplining of soldiers via international law and the constrains that are provided in this form of law, it lowers the cost for states. States adhere to the laws of international armed conflict (IHL) in order to control their armies. Unlike realists argue, the state is not a unitary actor as Benvenisti and Cohen (2014) mention, however within the state there are multiple actors with different goals. For example, the president could have a long-term goal, while the military commander wants to win the battle with as few causalities as possible and the soldier just wants to survive. This is the principal-agent perspective: elected officials (e.g., president) can be both principal or agent. Agent vis a vis the public, and principal vis a vis the military commanders. Military commanders in turn can also function as principal of the soldiers, who function as agents, or as agents operating under orders of the elected officials. The agents can have other goals as the principals; however, the principals want their goals to be accomplished not the agents’. For state leaders (principal) it is necessary to control their own military (agents) to achieve the goals they want to accomplish. HL can help them in doing this, by outsourcing controlling of the army. By adhering to IHL, domestic conflicts between actors diminish, because they have to abide to international law, instead of domestic law (like, military manuals). Next to that, monitoring will become easier, because the enemy and civilians can also report violations of the law. They also mention that in the short run adhering to international law is costly for states (Benvenisti and Cohen 2014). This is because law diminishes strategic possibilities and military capabilities. However, in the long run, states can amass larger armies, due to IHL making the controlling of these armies easier. Benvenisti and Cohen (2014) thus show that realists and moralists provide partial explanations for adherence to international law regarding armed conflict and they show that are other explanations as well. Such as their explanation with use of the principal-agent perspective, which is an intrastate explanation.

[bookmark: _Toc74577534]2.2 Shortcomings
All the theories that are mentioned above provide reasons of why states adhere to rules and treaties in the international arena, however, this thesis looks at a case where either international law was not present, and the states involved in the war are not democratic. This is important, because my suggestion is that there is more to the adherence of states to rules of war then merely the presence of international law or the form of their country (democratic, authoritarian etc.). Constructivism and the historical turn in IR can provide an answer. It is by using these movements as a starting point for this research that an answer to the research question is tried to be found.
	During the Hundred Years War, which was fought between 1337 till 1453 A.D. (Cartwright 2020), the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, which introduced the concept of sovereignty, was not established (Pickering 2014). Furthermore, the first international treaties and conventions about warfare were not held (The Hague and Geneva Conventions, in the 19th and 20th century). If the warring parties did adhere to rules of war in that conflict it can provide for other reasons why states adhere to rules, exempt from legal basis. 
	Next to that, during this war the states were not democratic. This would mean that there should be other reasons why states adhere to rules of war. Why is this a relevant point to make? Well, because all the theories and authors mentioned above base their arguments on the situation after the establishment of international treaties and international law, which was not present at the time of the Hundred Years War. This is exactly what makes this research interesting and valuable. If states did adhere to the laws or codes of conduct in war by and large there has to be a different or another explanation for why they do it, apart from what the authors above claim. Did states in these conflicts adhere because of socially accepted norms, or perhaps because of shared religion or moral views?

[bookmark: _Toc74577535]2.3 Towards constructivism and the historical turn
Constructivism or social constructivism as it has multiple names, instead comes up with another explanation of why states comply. The main argument made by constructivists is that international relations is a social construction, which means that is ‘made’ by humans and a meaning is assigned to it by us, humans (Fierke 2016). This constructivist thought is based on two assumptions, according to Checkel (1998). The first is that the arena in which actors and states behave is both social and material. This assumption is useful in explaining why certain actors behave in one way or another and why not. It also emphasizes that actors can and do make choices in their socially constructed world and by doing so can change this very same world (Fierke 2016). This means, that unlike rational actors, actors react in a meaningful world. The second assumption is that this environment, as Checkel (1998) calls it, can constitute interests of the actors. The logic of appropriateness entails that those actors behave in a way that is influenced by norms and what behaviour is socially accepted or not (Balsiger 2016; March and Olsen 1989). According to Fierke (2016) in the book ‘International relations theory: discipline and diversity’ (Dunne, Kurki, and Smith 2016), constructivists have shown the importance of norms, rules and language in international relations. In order to avoid confusion, it is useful to separate the concept of ‘norms’ with that of ‘institutions’. This is also done in the article of Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), where they state that norms are singular standards of behaviour and that institutions are a set of norms interrelating with each other. Norms consist of a tripartite structure, which entail; a problem, a value and a behaviour (Winston 2018). This structure is clearly explained by Carla Winston:” First, a norm presupposes a problem, which is the issue to be addressed. Second, the norm includes a value. It is the enjoyment or attainment of something “good” or the avoidance of something “bad” and, as such, gives moral weight to the problem. Third, a norm enjoins a particular behavior: the action to be taken to address the given problem that allows the
actor to better express or practice the value.” (Winston 2018, 640). There are different types of norms; regulative, constitutive and prescriptive. Regulative norms are norms that constrain behaviour of actors and prescriptive norms entail, as Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) call it, an ‘oughtness’, what actors should or should not do in certain circumstances. These two sorts of norms are important in this research about rules of war, because rules of war constrain behaviour and entail norms in which situations armies of states should or should not act in a certain way. With the norm life cycle, Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) show how norms can influence behaviour and they show the different stages norms go through. The first stage is called ‘norm emergence’, during this stage individuals, groups, NGO’s (non-governmental organisations) come up with ideas about standards of behaviour (norms). For these norms to become known to a broader public, there is need of ‘norm entrepreneurs’ (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). These are individuals, groups, NGO’s or states who distribute the norm and try to convince others. So, constructivists believe that norms and social construction of ideas are the main ingredient of compliance. Shared norms and values that are formed by communication and interaction between individuals, companies, states etc. establish a foundation for treaties and these are the reasons why states comply to those agreements. States comply because they believe it is the appropriate thing to do. Norms influence the rationality of actors in politics and thus play a crucial role (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998).

Next to constructivism, the historical turn in international relations can be of help in answering the research question. The historical turn in IR, entails a shift towards the usage of history to find explanations and evidence for social phenomena (Roberts 2006). The English School is best known for its use of history and historical narratives to explain social phenomena, such as norms, and their change over time (Roberts 2006). This School combines three traditions in international relations theory; realist, rationalist and revolutionist, and views these as all contributing to the field of IR (Little 2000). According to Boucher (1998) the English School uses three styles of thought that are invoked to ‘guide, justify and recommend state action’. The historical reason, the third style, recognizes according to Boucher in Little, that morality is a social phenomenon that has evolved through time (Boucher 1998; Little 2000). Today we observe a thick conception of morality that is embedded in all societies in its own way (Little 2000). And there is a thin conception of morality which is universally accepted by all individuals in the global community (Little 2000). This third style of thinking combines the first two, which can be viewed as communitarianism and cosmopolitism. The English School values the importance of historical analysis to progress the study of IR. 
Roberts (2006) mentions the historical turn in IR, whereby history became more frequently used by scholars to find explanations and evidence for social phenomena. This although history has always been an important part of international relations. Narratives form the way how human life is seen, its reality. In other words, narratives can show how identity, norms and social structures are formed. Similarity with constructivism which explains how the past shapes the way actors understand their present situation. As Roberts (2006) also points out, constructivists can ‘fully embrace’ narrative and history for research. This turn in IR has a similarity with constructivism, which explains how the past shapes the way actors understand their present situation. In other words, history can be used to show how and why certain norms and social structures have formed and changed over time. This is useful for this research, wherein the Hundred Years War is used as a case to show why states did adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars and why not.

Building on constructivism and the historical turn in IR, my suggestion is that there were norms present in the Hundred Years War which constituted and regulated behaviour of pre-modern states and their armies. Arguing along the lines of constructivist thought, I argue that norms do influence state behaviour when it comes to adherence to codes of conduct in war. Following Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), I assert that the laws of war are formed by norms. Norms are timebound, they can change, diffuse or even disappear which means they are context specific. This partly explains why laws of war changed over time. In the case of chivalry, this norm determined who were considered to be part of the chivalrous group. To whom it was expected to behave towards in a certain way and who should behave in such a way and who not. As Winston (2018, 640) pointed out: “Norms create meaning through the construction of intersubjective (i.e. collectively held) understandings of who and what things are.”. In other words, norms constitute and shape the laws of war. These constrain the behaviour of individuals on the battlefield. This is done by norm entrepreneurs who educate the individuals who are part of the warrior class. By influencing the behaviour of individuals (knights, kings etc.), those norms indirectly influence and constrain state behaviour. Therefore, this thesis will accept the constructivist thought about the social construction of things and the meaning assigned to them by actors. Furthermore, deriving from that this thesis shows the influence of norms, but also the change of this norm and change of the level of influence this norm has during the Hundred Years War and after. This, the importance of this war and the concept of chivalry follow the lines of Buzan and Lawson (2013, 2015), who argued for the importance of the nineteenth century to the field of IR. The same is done in this thesis, by stressing the influence of chivalry on state adherence to codes of conduct and the further development of the laws of war. But it also shows that norms can diffuse into other norms or that norms apply to other groups as well.
As already stated, all theories that are mentioned before apart from constructivism rely on the presence of international law, this was not established in the 14th and 15th century, thus if England and France did adhere to certain rules of war it has to be because of norms which were present at that time. My anticipation is that there was such a norm present during the Hundred Years War and that this norm influences state behaviour and their adherence to codes of conduct in war. As will be elaborated empirically in the results section (chapters 4 and 5), norms of chivalry influenced the behaviour of states when it comes to codes of conduct in war. Although it is a norm which affected the behaviour of individuals, this thesis will show the tension and link between such an individual norm and the behaviour of states in war. Its origins can be traced back to antiquity and religion. Finnemore (1998) has mentioned the concept of entrepreneurs who can create norms and make them known in the world. The expectation is that this can be seen in the Hundred Years War as well. The Church and influential individuals, such as writers and heralds, could have played a role. Chivalry influenced the individual behaviour of a certain class of people, but by doing so it also influenced state behaviour. The results will show a link between norms and individual and state behaviour. In order to empirically test these expectations, this thesis will look at aspects of warfare in the Hundred Years War.

Now it is clear what the main arguments and assumptions of the great theories of International Relations and my suggestions are about treaties and complying with international norms and rules of war, the way how this research is set up and why can be discussed. Therefore, the next chapter will consist of why the cases are chosen and how the research process is conducted. It will also provide a way of how to answer these questions mentioned above.

[bookmark: _Toc74577536]3. Methods
It is important for scholars to be aware of their own strengths and limitations in order to deliver a good academic result. To reflect on its own research is a necessary step in this process. Therefore, this chapter, as is mentioned before, consists of a case selection discussion and an overview of how this research process is conducted. First, the research process will be outlined and justified. Second, the question of why the Hundred Years War has been selected will be discussed.

[bookmark: _Toc74577537]3.1 Research process and selection of sources
This paragraph will elaborate on how the research process is conducted. This includes which methodological research method is used and which kind of sources are used and justifies them.
	In order to provide an answer to the research question, a qualitative approach is used. Qualitative research provides data in words which is best suited to find answers on the concerning research question. This is because this thesis looks at the influence of norms on state adherence in war, the meaning and shaping of these norms can best be studied via a qualitative approach (Rahman 2016). Also, this approach is frequently used in IR and in constructivism and the historical turn more specifically (Kim 2005; Klotz and Prakash 2008). By using the data on the Hundred Years War and chivalry generalisations are made for the impact of norms on state adherence to codes of conduct in wars. This is an inductive way of moving from specific data to more general claims, which is regularly used in constructivism (Adom 2016)
	The research method that is used for this research is a case study which consists of an analysis of secondary sources. Given the fact that this war took place centuries before it is the only way to study this case. The secondary sources that are used often base their findings on primary sources. These sources are in English or Dutch. Primary sources could not be used because of linguistic reasons, most are written in old English or French in which the researcher is not proficient. However, by using the secondary sources, knowledge of the primary sources used in these can be used and acquired. Sources used are scholarly texts, books and documents based on relevance regarding IR theories, the Hundred Years War, chivalry and the Middle Ages.
	The next paragraph will provide a justification for the Hundred Years war as the case that was being studied. 

[bookmark: _Toc74577538]3.2 Case selection
As is mentioned in chapter 2, the main theories of IR base their reasoning of why states adhere to codes of conduct in war mostly on the presence of international law and treaties. This codification of rules of war took place with the Geneva Conventions and the The Hague Convention (mentioned in the introduction). This makes the case of the Hundred Years War just the more interesting because at the time this war was fought, there was no existence of international law regarding codes of conduct in war. By using this case other explanations of state adherence can be explored exempt from the presence of legal basis. This would challenge the rationalist theories mentioned in chapter 2 and provide new insights and strengthen constructivist thought. 
Then there are numerous cases which would suit the criteria of have taken place before the codification of codes of conduct in war. Constructivists and their argument considering the importance of norms and the social construction of ideas would as I have suggested provide an answer to the research question. Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), mentioned in chapter 2, have argued for the importance of norms in international relations. Following the importance of norms, the Hundred Years War is an interesting case. During this war chivalry was important, but also the change in army composition which affected chivalrous behaviour in war. Exactly this tension of a norm that has been established and the diminishing of its influence make this war a useful case for finding answers on the research question. In this case chivalry has had an impact on warfare, as will be shown in chapter 4, but due to changes in the composition of armies its effect diminished and changed. Also, the Hundred Years War is interesting because it took place on the threshold of pre-modernity and modernity. States are not yet fully formed as we know of today and international law, with concepts like sovereignty (Pickering 2014), has not yet been established.
	Considering the generalization of this case to the broader question of state adherence to rules of war there are strengths, but there is also a criticism to be made. To begin with the critique that can be voiced to this research. This research is focussed on a war fought in medieval Europe, which can influence the results found. The Hundred Years War was fought between two catholic states in a time where religion was of significance. The results could for example be only applicable to European wars and not wars fought in other continents or between other civilizations. What about when states of different religions fight each other e.g., the crusades? This is a serious point to make; however, this research is aimed at finding explanations on state adherence and the explanation of norms present and their influence on this adherence remains valid. Although, it is Eurocentric and focussed on a specific time period, it can still illustrate and strengthen this argument. This is done by showing the influence of a norm on rule adherence of states regarding war.

With the methodological section outlined, the next chapter, together with chapter 5, will display the results found and provide insights on the impact of chivalry on state adherence in the Hundred Years War.

[bookmark: _Toc74577539]4. Results: empirical study
With having the theoretical framework and the method section outlined in the previous chapters, this chapter will consist of the results found while doing research. In order to find answers to the questions that were raised in the theoretical framework it is necessary to dive in the case of the Hundred Years War. First, a short overview of this war will be provided to understand what this war was about and who fought with who. The main argument of this thesis is that norms play a role in why states adhere to codes of conduct in war. Norms are timebound, so therefore, it is required to study this war in its context. Although, not in its entirety, it is still useful to have at least a historical context to better understand the impact of norms that were present on the battlefield during this war. After the war has been introduced, a closer look will be given to the code of chivalry in that time. Can this be regarded as a norm and if so, where did this originate and how did it work? This subject can give insights in why states did adhere to codes of conduct in war. One of these insights is that chivalry did affect the behaviour of a certain class of medieval society in this war. Furthermore, the results show that the Hundred Years War took place on a threshold between premodernity and early-modern times (the renaissance period). The importance of this war and the concept of chivalry will be brought forward. Next to that, the composition of armies and the weapons used prove to have a serious impact on the influence of chivalry in adherence to codes of conduct. All these insights will be more thoroughly elaborated upon in chapter 5.

[bookmark: _Toc74577540]4.1 The Hundred Years War
First of all, it is important to mention that the term ‘Hundred Years War’ did not originate in the time period wherein it took place. As is mentioned by Seward (2003) the concept of a Hundred Years War was first ‘coined in the nineteenth century. This term comprises multiple wars that took place in the fourteenth and fifteenth century. However due to simplicity and as it is commonly used, the term Hundred Years War will be used for the entirety of these multiple wars.
	The war started in the year 1337 A.D. between the kingdoms of England and France (Cartwright 2020; Seward 2003). It is important to note that during this time, nation-states as we know today were not yet formed. The concept of sovereignty that was internationally accepted in the treaty of Westphalia in 1648 was also not present (Pickering 2014). There are multiple events that are mentioned which could have caused the war, but the starting point used in this research is the confiscation of the Duchy of Guyenne by Phillip VI of France from Edward III. In turn Edward claimed the French throne (Seward 2003). During more than a century these states waged war, but there were also some times of peace (Cartwright 2020). This is why there were actually multiple wars between the two kingdoms.
	The war took place on modern day France and the British Isles, and has been devastating for the common people. Plunder and raids were not rare happenings in this time, instead it was frequently used. The English even used a tactic based on pillaging and plunder, which was called a ‘chevauchee’ (Seward 2003). This tactic encompassed the use of military to harass the French countryside. Murder, rape and the burning of towns and farms were used by English soldiers to break the spirit of the French and to diminish the tax earnings for the French crown (Seward 2003). Aside from damaging the French, the English also profited themselves from these chevauchees, the raids resulted in profits. These profits were distributed among all soldiers. Only knights could take their own captives. In the end all ranks of the English military and so the Kingdom profited from this brutal tactic (Seward 2003). Was it not to gain profits, then these raids were used to pay already underpaid troops. Thus, it is surely not the case, that soldiers committed these horrific acts on their own without knowing of the commanders and the king. In fact, at multiple occasions the King ordered to spare no one inside a village or city. Or the king issued an order to spare religious people and churches, but it was neglected by soldiers and the king did nothing to stop it. For example, mentioned by Seward (2003), in Caen where nuns were raped and churches burnt despite the customary order of the English king to spare them. This use of brutal tactics and the horrific treatment of non-combatants illustrate only a glimpse of the suffering that the French had to bear. This terror was condemned even in that time, mostly by the church.
	In order to understand if and how norms and codes of conduct worked in this time period it is useful to delve deeper in the case, thus historical context is needed. This introduction of the war provides this context. It showed that the war started as a personal feud between two nobles who fought over territory and saw themselves as the rightful heir to the throne of France. Back then wars were not yet fought between nations that were separated by clear borders, even ‘states’ are not yet firmly established. There is a clear demarcation between modern and premodern wars. This war started as a premodern war, but transformed in a war between two peoples; the English and French. Next to that, the mentioning of chevauchees and the destruction that this war caused is important. Otherwise, it might seem that knights and armies fought in a civilised way. This is certainly not the case and it is surely not the argument that is made in this thesis. Merely, the argument is that even in these events of chaos and horror, there were norms present which to a certain extent influenced the behaviour of states and their armies.
	
[bookmark: _Toc74577541]4.1.1 What weapons were used?
To better understand how this war was fought it is necessary to know what kind of weapons were used at the time. This is to show that the usage of different kinds of weapons can influence the impact of norms in war. To elaborate, the change in army composition has diminished the impact of chivalry on the field of battle, and this change in army composition meant the usage of other weapons. Given the fact that this war took place in the fourteenth and fifteenth century, the weapons that were used are very different from the weapons used today. Close combat was the main form of combat, with usage of swords, axes, maces, spears and polearms. Aside from close combat, the crossbow was used by the French army to attack enemies from a distance (Seward 2003). This weapon required little training; therefore, it was easier to amass crossbowmen. However, loading and firing a crossbow took longer than using a longbow. The longbow was used by the English and, if the archers were trained well, could fire faster than a crossbow (Seward 2003). The English organized the production of longbows and training of archers on a large scale. This resulted in highly trained archers, which, next to strategic positioning, brought the English various well-known victories during the war. 
Next to infantry, cavalry was also an essential part of mostly the French army. The French are mostly known for their usage of heavy cavalry, which were heavy armoured knights and men-at-arms on horseback. English knights were in the beginning of the war less armoured than the French (Seward 2003). The cavalry consisted almost entirely of noblemen, because the armour, weapons and horses had to be acquired by the soldier himself. Contrary as Rogers (1993) points out, the English army consisted of mostly infantry. Next to that difference, the English also recruited more troops from peasantry, which were cheaper to recruit and pay. The longbowmen, for example were recruited from the peasants (Grosvenor et al. 1977).
Firearms were not massively used in the beginning of the war. Only primitive forms, such as ‘ribaulds’ mentioned by Seward (2003). Gunpowder artillery and handguns were effective only in the very late stages of the war, which played a decisive role in achieving victory for the French in some battles (Green 2015).  

[bookmark: _Toc74577542]4.1.2 Key battles
During the war, there were multiple battles between the English and French which are considered to be key battles. These battles will show the change in army composition and the different weapons used by the armies, which turn out to influence the impact of chivalry. This paragraph will shortly mention those key battles and why they were important. 
The first famous battle in the Hundred Years War was the battle of Crécy in 1346 (Cartwright 2020). The battle was fought between King Edward III of England and Philip IV of France. The English were tired after a chevauchee through France, with even coming close to Paris, and had to fight the French because they were catching up (Seward 2003). The English army, outnumbered three to one, consisted mostly of archers and almost no cavalry, whereas the French army consisted of a majority of cavalry. This battle resulted in a victory for the English thanks to the use of the longbow and good positioning on hill. It showed that the heavy cavalry of the French knights could be beaten by infantry (consisting of mostly peasant recruits). The English tactic of digging in and their reliance on archers and other infantry would turn out to be very effective throughout the war.
The battle of Poitiers (1356), the second famous battle, turned out to be another victory for the English (Seward 2003). However, the French could have won it, if some of the French forces did not refuse to attack (Seward 2003). Again, the English army was forced to fight a battle after a chevauchee on the French countryside. This time the English were led by the Black Prince (Edward III’s son) and the French by king John II (son of Philip IV). The second was captured by the English and spent years in detainment, just as many other French soldiers (Cartwright 2020; Seward 2003).
The third and surely the best-known battle of the war, is the battle of Agincourt in 1415. Once again, the English under command of king Henry V were caught after a chevauchee. The French caught the English but waited with the attack, as they did not at Crécy (Seward 2003). The rainy night passed and the next day battle commenced. The English forces consisted of archers and dismounted men-at-arms (6000 in total) and, although there is no agreement between scholars, the French had an army of probably 20.000 men (Martinez 2020). So, the English were outnumbered again. However, due to the longbow, the use of stakes and muddy ground they were victorious.
The last key battle of the Hundred Years War, was the battle of Castillon in 1453 (Cartwright 2020). This final battle of the war was a French victory (Seward 2003). Here, the usage of firearms and artillery by the French played a role in deciding the battle (Green 2015). This is an important battle because after this fight, only Bordeaux remained in English hands, but not for long. It was seized in the same year.
The French in the end won the war and managed to form a powerful country. The English were left close to bankruptcy and were left with only Calais in modern day France (Cartwright 2020). Now the Hundred Years War has been covered in a general way, a closer look is given to the concept of chivalry in order to find explanations of why states, in this case England and France, adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars. 

With the historical context illustrated, it is possible to understand norms present at that time. And so, to proceed to the next paragraph which will mention the concept of chivalry. This concept turns out to have influenced the behaviour of states in war. 

[bookmark: _Toc74577543]4.2 The concept of chivalry
Chivalry is often linked to knights and their chivalrous behaviour towards ladies and jousting tournaments. This is image is true to a certain extent, however it is incomplete. How to behave in battle and duties towards a lord are also part of this concept. This paragraph will elaborate on the origins of this concept and what it entailed during the Hundred Years War. Can chivalry be considered as a norm? And if so, how did this affect behaviour in the war? These questions will be answered in this paragraph.
	Chivalry is the most famous example of a military ethos that was influential between the twelfth and fifteenth centuries. The ‘Golden Age’ of chivalry was in late Medieval France, which corresponds with the Hundred Years War (Taylor 2013). Chivalry was not an uncontested concept in the Middle Ages. Many authors, intellectuals and clerics, wrote about what knights should and should not do in war and social situations. These authors certainly did not always have the same views or emphasized the same virtues. Clerics for example paid more attention towards how knights ought to behave in war towards women, children and clergy.
	This part of the thesis works out the concept of chivalry in the following order. First, the origins of chivalry are examined. Next, the question is answered if chivalry can be seen as a norm. Thereafter, a closer look is given on when knights behaved chivalrous in war. What acts were seen as chivalrous? At last, the question of how chivalry affected behaviour in battle is answered.

[bookmark: _Toc74577544]4.2.1 The origins of chivalry 
The concept of chivalry did not originate in the Middle Ages, its roots can be traced back to the times of the Roman Empire. Historical figures of that time inspired writers and musicians to portray what it meant to be a good knight. Julius Caesar was mentioned as someone who encapsulated ideal knighthood (Stacey 1994). Also, the book written by Vegetius, ‘De re Militari’, was used in the twelfth and thirteenth century to flesh out the concept of chivalry. As both Stacey (1994) and Williamson (1919) thus point out, it is necessary to look at the roman concept of war in order to understand chivalry and its impact on war in the Middle Ages and the Hundred Years War specifically.

The first thing to note, is that in the roman concept of war a just war was only one which was fought to protect the borders or as Stacey (1994) calls it to pacify the barbarians who lived near the borders. Within a war there were no constrains on the behaviour of soldiers and armies. This form of war was taken over by medieval theorists of warfare that resulted in the so called ‘bellum Romanum’. This entailed that states and armies had no conducts of behaviour regarding the enemy to abide to when fighting such a war. For example, there was no distinction between combatants or non-combatants, even entire populations could be slaughtered. This sort of war was only to be used against non-Christian states and populations, or as is mentioned by Stacey (1994) “Romaness”. The Crusades are a well-known example of this kind of warfare against a non-Christian adversary. On the contrary, war against other Christians did have constrains and chivalry played a role in it. The so called ‘bellum hostile’ consisted of a war fought between ‘two Christian sovereigns’ (Stacey 1994). It was the Church which was a significant influencer of the code of chivalry. In the early Middle Ages, the first notions of protecting non-combatants were urged upon by the Church. In the ‘Pax Dei’ the Church tried to regulate violence and is considered according to Lynch as “the first real attempt to regulate conduct in warfare” (Lynch 2014, 60). The intent was to protect clergy and farmers from the ravages of war. The Church, can therefore be seen as a ‘norm entrepreneur’ who tried to spread their ideas on how to fight justly and chivalrous. Unfortunately, most of the time these notions were neglected in war time.
It was until the 12th century that chivalry was really established as a full concept (Williamson 1919). This concept consisted of a duty of the knight towards his lord. He gained status and land from his lord in return for his martial skills and service in wars, which is part of feudalism. This combined with codes of conduct in social situations and how to behave in war embodied chivalry. However, what chivalry precisely entailed was not universally accepted. Different writers had different views on what chivalry meant, it was an informal code (Atkins 2018). These notions of how to behave in war, which will be discussed further on, seriously affected the laws of war in those times (Stacey 1994). But interestingly and also slightly contradictory is that although the Church heavily influenced chivalry, the laws of war where mostly not formed by the Church (Stacey 1994). 

[bookmark: _Toc74577545]4.2.2 Can chivalry be regarded as a norm?
In the late Middle Ages, writers used stories of heroes from the past to educate the aristocracy of the time. These writers can, just as the Church, be seen as norm entrepreneurs who tried to influence the behaviour of the aristocracy and to convince them to act in a chivalrous way. The concept of chivalry fits the tripartite structure of norms mentioned by Winston (2018), because there is a problem, a value and a behaviour that is uttered through clergy, scholars and writers. The exact problem that needed to be addressed differed from writer to writer. But in common the overarching problem that was uttered was the horrific and brutal form of war that is been experienced by both combatants and non-combatants. The same goes for the value that was seen to be important in that time. This value consisted of the level of violence that needed to be toned down in order to protect non-combatants and to make war more civilised. The third part of norm structure is behaviour. The preferrable behaviour then is to act ‘chivalrous’, what that means exactly differs from situation to situation. For example, do not attack clergy and peasants or rape and burn churches. Another example is that of ransoming, knights were ought to respect ransoming rules. This will be described later on in more detail (see 4.2.3). 
In order to spread these norms and educate the medieval aristocracy, books were sent to princes and other nobles, to discuss, with use of stories, the ideas surrounding ideals of knighthood and warfare. To illustrate, the French writer Bouvet wrote his book for the French king (Wright 1975). Most of these writings were not meant to portray the present world, but were used as a ‘social force’ to show how the aristocracy should behave (Taylor 2013). Chivalry thus only affected one class of medieval society (Gershon 2019). However, those writers did not mention the actions of individuals as chivalrous, they did point out the virtues which encompass being chivalrous as we know of today. Such virtues are among others; honour, prowess, loyalty, courage, mercy and wisdom (Taylor 2013). As Taylor thus states:” In other words, chivalry constituted the norms, values, practices and rituals of medieval aristocratic society from the high Middle Ages onwards.” (Taylor 2013, 4). Thus, chivalry encompassed multiple virtues with standards of behaviour, making chivalry more a collection of norms.
Out of all virtues associated with chivalry, prowess is considered to be to ‘cornerstone’ of chivalry. To fight well and wound and/or kill someone or to command forces are the abilities that brought knights their glory and status. All kinds of medieval writers, even clerics mentioned the importance of prowess and courage. Courage, honour and glory could be displayed and achieved through violence. Although tournaments and jousts were also great podia to show courage and train martial skills, it was the battlefield which was seen as the best stage to show courage and prowess (Taylor 2013). Heralds and chroniclers told and wrote often unrealistic stories about displays of courage by individual knights. Heralds were present at battlefields, where they took note which knights were attending and they counted the dead (Simpson 1995). The real experience of war was not mentioned because medieval writers could not understand and explain the horrors of war. Or because it would diminish the grandeur of the individual central in the story.
In sum, chivalry can be seen as a collection of norms. Loyalty, courage, prowess and honour among others are the underlying norms and the concept of chivalry acts as an umbrella and encompasses these norms. All kinds of writers have written about these norms and tried to educate the aristocracy, including kings and princes, to behave accordingly. Therefore, chivalry can be regarded as an influence on the behaviour of a certain class of society. This class was the dominant part of armies in the Hundred Years War, until the change of army composition and the dominance of the longbowmen.

[bookmark: _Toc74577546]4.2.3 How to behave chivalrously in war?
Now it is clear what chivalry entails and where its origins come from, it is necessary to look at when a knight behaved chivalrously in war. War was seen as something natural in the Middle Ages. St. Augustine for example mentioned that war should bring peace, however, through eternal sin war will always return (Taylor 2013). This view of war being seen as something natural does not mean that everything was allowed in war. Taylor (2013) mentions Bouvet who argues that war is natural, but rape and the burning of churches were condemned. As can be read in Wright’s thesis: “Bouvet explains, 'many evil things are done, they never come from the nature of war itself but from false usage; as when a man-at-arms takes a woman and does her shame and injury, or sets fire to a church'? (4:l).” (Wright 1975, 95). War is misused by soldiers and should not be waged in that way. War was seen as different from criminal homicide, which resulted in a sense of ‘fair play’ and disdain on treachery in battle (Gill 2013). Surrender played a crucial role in behaving chivalrous. As a knight, and kings were also trained in knighthood and needed to earn their spurs, it was obliged to give your adversary a chance to surrender. To illustrate, when a city was going to be besieged by an army, heralds would warn the inhabitants of the concerned city (Cartwright 2018). There was a chance for citizens to flee, however if the city chose to resist, the attacking army was allowed to pillage and sack the city. 
During pitch battles it was not the intention to kill other knights in combat, most of the time knights captured other knights. When that happened, the captive knight would have to pay a ransom to his captor. Even kings adhered to this, such as Edward III who upheld the right to surrender and taking prisoners (Carr 2018). For ordinary footmen this was not possible, they did not have the right to hold knights for ransom themselves and thus mostly killed knights. Vice versa was also true, due to footmen having not much wealth, they were not profitable to take as prisoners (Stacey 1994). Another example of chivalrous behaviour in war that Gill (2013) mentions is that knights ought to give their adversaries a chance to surrender if their chance for achieving victory was slim. Although chivalry did influence conduct in war, the divide between noblemen and men recruited from the peasantry show the limited effects of chivalry in war. Next to that, due to the influence of chivalry being limited on the aristocracy and the incorporation of more soldiers recruited from the peasantry, the direct effect of chivalry on the battlefield began to diminish.

[bookmark: _Toc74577547]4.3 How did this norm affect behaviour in war?
The concept of chivalry which could only be entitled to knights and men-at-arms created the difference between knights and other soldiers, such as ordinary footmen who were not considered as part of the class towards men had to behave chivalrous. With the result that war between different classes remained brutal. However, Gill (2013) mentions that the medieval code of chivalry is seen as one of the two main components that were influential for pre-modern law of war. Taylor (2013) states that chivalry and chivalrous norms mentioned in chivalric narratives should not be seen as a true representation of war. In the Hundred Years War there was an emergence of archery and fighting on foot, which can be seen in the famous battles and the composition of English armies (paragraph 4.1.2 ‘key battles’). These soldiers were not part of the aristocracy, for example English longbowmen did not count as chivalrous men by the medieval chroniclers. As Gill (2013) mentions, in the late Middle Ages the bearing of arms became not only a privilege for nobles, but instead it became a profession. This meant that warfare which was dominated by nobles, who were influenced by chivalrous notions became less and less dominant in the armies. Also, the use of artillery would not count as chivalrous, however, it was used by both sides. The same can be said for using longbows by the English and crossbows. This shows that in war soldiers and commanders seek ways to win, and sometimes those ways do not correspond with the social norms (of a certain class). Therefore, due to change of army composition, with the use of other weaponry the direct effect of chivalry diminished.
	In the end it is hard to say if chivalry had a controlling effect on violence in medieval France. As Taylor (2013) mentions, chivalric literature both glorifies violence and attempts to limit this violence. So, chivalry can be seen as a social force which at least attempted to limit the use of violence in warfare. This social force, only affected the aristocratic classes of medieval Europe. This with the increase of infantry not consisting of noblemen, especially in the English armies in the Hundred Years War has diminished the influence of chivalric ideals on war between England and France.
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From these results in chapter 4 there are multiple things that come up and need to be addressed. The first is, that chivalry is centred around the behaviour of an individual knight. It is the individual knight who should respect the rules of surrender and ransoming. It is the individual knight who should fight courageous, but with limitations. This seems that it does not directly state anything about state behaviour, however this is not entirely true. As is mentioned before, kings were trained in knighthood themselves, princes red the chivalric novels and texts and thus were influenced by the norms which encompassed chivalry. Also, the commanders of the armies and the knights who were the dominant force on the battlefield were all influenced by chivalric ideals and norms. Chivalry only affected a certain class of people and not the entire population of medieval England and France. This results in that the ‘state’s’ behaviour, with its king at the top is affected by chivalry. These kings, like Richard II and Henry V ordained their soldiers to adhere to their ordinances of war (Meron 1992, 1993). It is this point that also shows a shift, and thus a linkage, from individual behaviour to state behaviour. Curry (2011), investigated both English ordinances (those of Richard II) and Franco-Scottish ones. In both ordinances there is mentioning of condemning burning of churches and rape, with in some case death penalties as a punishment. The similarities between these ordinances tend to prove some kind of international ‘code’, as Curry calls it, or a mutual understanding of what ought to be good behaviour towards prisoners and civilians (Curry 2011). She also states that the intention of these ordinances is not only to control their own forces to maintain hierarchy, but also to control the soldiers towards civilians (Curry 2011). These ordinances tend to prove that these states, with kings and noblemen at the top of the hierarchy, were influenced by norms surrounding codes of conduct in war. The opposite is also true. As Carr (2018) mentions, Henry V violated the codes of conduct by executing French prisoners. However, what this violation shows, is that rule adherence of a state towards codes of conduct in war is dependent on individual choices. The example of Henry V who ordered no pillaging and rape of innocents (Meron 1992) and the examples made by Curry (2011), also shows the linkage between the norms that affect individuals and state behaviour.
	Building on that, today the Hundred Years War is seen as a war between England and France. This is true to a certain extent, but it is more complicated than that. It was a war fought between kings, the kings of England and France yes, but it started not a war of nations. It was a war between nobles who saw themselves as the rightful king of France (Seward 2003). This personal feud between nobles is greatly portrayed by the offer of Henry V to challenge the Dauphin (son of the King of France) for combat (Simpson 1995). The concept of a nation-state and sovereignty were not developed during this war as is also acknowledged by Simpson (1995). Although this war did not start as a war between two nations or peoples, while the war waged on there was a ‘national’ element affixed to it. Armies began to use national symbols, be it to maintain military obedience (Curry 2011). The English king Edward III even addressed his enemy as the ‘King of the French’, which shows a sense of a French nation (Seward 2003, 33) . It is during this war that this divide and rivalry between the English and French has started.
	Next to that, the change in army composition noted earlier, has also influenced state adherence to codes of conduct in war, by especially influencing the effect of chivalry. The increase of reliance on peasant soldiers by the English changed the way in how war is fought. The longbowmen for example were not influenced by chivalric norms. Let alone the idea of a ‘soldier’, was not present in the early period of the Hundred Years War. Battles were fought between nobles with the help of conscripted militias and peasants. Only in the later seventeenth century the use and concept of a ‘professional standing army’ would take place (Mears 1969). But the extensive use of longbowmen and infantry by the English already marked a turning point in warfare and thus by whom those wars were fought. 
The effect of chivalry on warfare began to diminish. This can be illustrated by the disappearance of the earlier mentioned heralds. These heralds were seen as neutral and therefore also experienced immunity from violence, most of the time. Their task was to take note which knights were present and had died in battle, but with the decreasing use of knights in armies so too decreased the number of heralds. This with result, as Simpson (1995) and Meron (1992) mention, that this institution died with the end of chivalry. Moreover, chivalry itself became more and more a hollow concept. Courtly behaviour became more important than behaviour in war. As can be read in Wright’s thesis, scholars of the Late Middle Ages experienced this as well and tried to reform chivalrous notions concerning the profession of arms (Wright 1975).
Surely, chivalry as it was during the Middle Ages passed, however it can also be argued that chivalry as a norm for a certain class diffused into norms that affected all combatants. Norm diffusion means that norms are not static concepts, they can change over time in meaning or they can be taken over by other norm-takers and thus can diffuse or evolve. As Winston states: “Norm diffusion implies that norms travel: they are taken out of their original (highly specific) context and applied to a new (highly specific) context.” (Winston 2018, 645). This diffusion can be witnessed in the critique on chivalry by late medieval critics. “The obligations of knights, according to the fourteenth century critics of chivalry, was not to themselves alone, nor even to their paramours and colleagues, but to the rest of society.” (Wright 1975, 141). This critique on chivalry and it being a class-based norm exemplifies the shift of a norm centred around the aristocracy to that of one towards society as a whole. Another point of diffusion can be found in the contribution of chivalry to the just war theory. As Lynch (2014) argues chivalry has contributed to the development of the just war tradition in the Hundred Years War and centuries after this war, specifically in the field of jus in bello (right in war), which shows the impact of chivalry not only its ‘golden age’, but also in times after. Furthermore, even the concept of non-combatants which was further developed during the Hundred Years War, by Bouvet (Honoré Bonet) and de Pisan, is linked to ideas around chivalry (Lynch 2014; Taylor 2013). Bouvet and his text of the ‘Tree of Battles’ can be considered as an influential piece in the Late Middle Ages. This book rests on the main principle that soldiers need to respect other classes and that they are responsible to the prince (Wright 1975). This principle returns in more works of other scholars during this time, like Cristine de Pisan (Wright 1975). Bouvet wrote this text for the king of France. It is seen as an attempt to centralize a concept for a certain class of society towards a law of arms of the state. Or as Wright puts it: “When the Tree came to be accepted as an 'authority’ on the 'law of arms', what had been a customary code, - developed in the interests of individual soldiers, - was at first infiltrated, and then largely replaced, by a law evolved in the interests of the state.” (Wright 1975, ii). In his text notions of chivalry can be found, along with criticism on this concept. Therefore, it shows how chivalry influenced not only state adherence in the Hundred Years War, but also how its notions live on in other thoughts and theories of war. 
With the change of army composition and the increase of non-aristocratic recruits, armies needed to be professionalized. This professionalization of armies took place in the sixteenth and seventeenth century armies. Many officers saw themselves as the equivalents of the knights in the Middle Ages and so the notions of chivalry remained important (Gill 2013). To take a leap in time, much of the notions that can be considered as chivalrous can be found in present treaties surrounding international law and warfare. As comes forward in the work of Meron (1992), where he mentions the similarities in codes of conduct in the Hundred Years War and later work on international law in the Renaissance period and much later in treaties such as the Geneva and the Hague Conventions. Gill (2013) acknowledges this as well, by showing that ideas of chivalry and honourable conduct can be found in contemporary international law. This shows the lasting effect of chivalry on warfare, even until contemporary times.

Following these results, I would like to argue for the importance that chivalry and the Hundred Years War played in history and in international relations specifically. This argument follows the lines of Buzan and Lawson, who stress in their article “The Global Transformation: The Nineteenth Century and the Making of Modern International Relations” and their book “The Global Transformation History, Modernity and the Making of International Relations” the importance of the nineteenth century on the development and change of the international order (Buzan and Lawson 2013, 2015). The processes of modernization that took place during this century played a crucial role in the recasting of the international order via industrialization, rational-state building and ideologies of progress (Buzan and Lawson 2013). In the article the authors illustrate this by the changing character of organized violence (Buzan and Lawson 2013). Even though on a smaller scale, chivalry and the Hundred Years War played a role in the transformation of pre-modern to renaissance (early-modern) on the areas of warfare and statehood. 
On the aspect of warfare, it can surely be stated that during the Hundred Years War the influence of chivalry on the battlefield was present, but also diminished. Although chivalry and the norms it encompassed affected individual knights and a certain class, the aristocracy, it affected state behaviour. The diminishing influence of chivalry on the battlefield can be allocated to the change in army composition. From armies centred around heavy cavalry consisting of knights towards armies relying on infantry and archers especially without a noble background. The emergence of artillery also negatively affected the impact of chivalry. But on the other side, the use of ordinances by kings to control their armies, which include some notions of chivalry, illustrate the lasting effect of norms on individual and state behaviour. The Hundred Years War is a perfect example of a case where a transformation can be witnessed. It stands on a threshold between medieval combat dominated by nobles and the development of professional armies.
With regard to statehood, the Hundred Years War established the rivalry between England and France. The war started as a dispute between nobles for the French crown, but it resulted in a war between two peoples. Or as David Green puts it: “ended as a national conflict.” (Green 2014). It has contributed to the idea of an ‘English’ and ‘French’ state and nation. This can mostly be stated for the French (Baker 2000). As Cartwright (2020) mentions, French kings held speeches where they urged their armies to fight for king and country. The increase of use of English in England is seen as an effect of the Hundred Years War by some scholars, however this is also contested (Hardy 2013). These ideas of states and nations were fully fleshed out in the later centuries and with the treaty of Westphalia in 1648 (Pickering 2014). But the forming of these ideas can be found as well in the Hundred Years War.
In short, the role of chivalry (a collection of norms) in warfare during the Hundred Years War shows that norms, ideas and beliefs of individuals and a class can influence behaviour of states. Chivalry impacted war in those days and although it does not exist as in its ‘golden age’ anymore, it has contributed to future thought on war and the forming of international law. The effect that norms play on the battlefield and therefore also in state adherence to codes of conduct in war is at least to be noteworthy and at best significant. In this case, chivalry influenced behaviour of individual knights, princes and kings in a long-lasting war and therefore state behaviour as well. This is not to say that there are no other explanations for state adherence, rather this argument is meant to contribute to the complex phenomenon of state adherence to codes of conduct. Together with other theories, constructivist and historical thought can try to find a definitive answer for this subject of international relations, if this actually possible of course.

The next chapter will provide conclusions based on the results acquired in this chapter. The main research question will be answered by using the results in a summarized way.
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This thesis has tried to find an answer to the question of why states adhere to codes of conduct in fighting wars and why not? This is a question that is often raised within the political science field and the field of IR specifically. The first logical step was to search for existing explanations for rule adherence in the IR field. As can be read in chapter 2 (theoretical framework), most of the theories that address state adherence, and state adherence to rules of war, focus on the period after the legalization of international law regarding warfare with the Conventions of Geneva and The Hague in late nineteenth and begin twentieth century. Or they base their explanations on the political system of a country (democracies versus authoritarian/autocratic regimes). However, because most of them focussed on the presence of international law or on the political system of a country other explanations are left out. To search for these other explanations, it was more interesting to look at a case that took place before this codification, which makes the Hundred Years War a justified choice. Constructivist and historical thought in IR gave more insights in these other explanations, with the presence of norms as an influence for state adherence. 
Chivalry can be seen as such a norm present during the Hundred Years War and the results point in the direction that this norm has affected state adherence to codes of conduct in war. Chivalry can be seen as a collection of norms and virtues that influenced a certain class of medieval society, with its origins tracing back to antiquity. The example of ransoming shows how chivalry was present in a certain class, with peasantry footmen having no chance of being ransomed. The Church together with scholars, writers and heralds played a role in developing this concept and educating the medieval aristocracy. Thus, the Church, scholars and other writers can be seen as norm entrepreneurs.  Therefore, kings, princes and other nobles got influenced by the chivalric novels that mentioned the norms surrounding chivalrous behaviour. Not only did those norms relate towards conduct vis a vis ladies and court life, but they also encompassed notions with the duties towards lords and how to behave in battle. Chivalry thus influenced individual behaviour, but then the link to state behaviour is still missing. However, given the fact that knights (noblemen) were a significant part of medieval armies and they commanded those armies with the king at the top this concept also influenced state behaviour. The earlier mentioned ordinances of war by Richard II and Henry V are examples of this. Summarizing, it can be stated that the concept of chivalry did affect state adherence to codes of conduct in war. 
Next to that, the case of the Hundred Years War also highlighted the diminishing impact of such a norm due to a change in army composition. This diminishing impact can be ascribed to the fact that there were less people present in the armies who had knowledge about chivalry. During this war a shift of relying on heavy cavalry, often consisting of noblemen, to a reliance on archers and infantry, mostly consisting of peasants, is notable mostly on English side. These archers and infantry had no noble background and would have had almost no knowledge of chivalrous norms. This war as mentioned in chapter 4, can be seen as a war that took place on a threshold between medieval combat and the development of professional armies. This is marked by the change in warfare and army compositions.
Although the direct effect of chivalry diminished, it’s indirect effect lingered and still lingers on. The earlier mentioned ordinances of war are examples of how armies, with also non-noblemen were affected by chivalrous norms. These norms that were aimed at a class of society, diffused in to norms that affected all combatants. Further, chivalry has contributed to the development of the just war tradition, mostly in jus in bello. One example is the concept of non-combatants. Moreover, medieval knights and behaving chivalrous were idealized by military commanders of the professionalized armies in centuries after. Lastly, even in present international law and treaties regarding warfare notions of chivalry can be found. 
The Hundred Years War and chivalry played a role in the transformation from premodernity towards the renaissance period. The argumentation follows the line of Buzan and Lawson (2013). This transformation can be seen in the areas of warfare and statehood. First, the area of warfare saw a transformation from armies relying on heavy cavalry and noble knights towards armies dependent on archers, infantry and artillery. Second, the transformation seen in statehood is the change of a war over the French throne towards a war between the English and French people with the nascency of a rivalry among those peoples.
	By taking one case as the subject of this thesis, some limitations will arise. The first is the Eurocentrism of this research. This thesis focusses on a war fought in Europe between two catholic states. This could influence the results of the research process, as is mentioned in chapter 3. It is therefore, necessary to be aware that these results could only be applicable to European cases and cases with warring parties having the same religion. To test this further research is needed on non-European cases and or cases with multiple religions involved. Another limitation is that this thesis focussed on one case, by looking at multiple cases the answers found could have been stronger or multiple answers to the research question could have been found. Nevertheless, the results of this case show that norms do play a role in wars and state adherence. Or norms did at least play a role in the Hundred Years War if this turns out to be context specific.
	Building on the limitations of this thesis, recommendations for further research can be made. Firstly, other cases can be investigated to see if the findings of this case are the same or that there are other explanations to be found. These cases can be ones that took place before the legalization of international law or cases that took place after, such as WW1. Apart from that, cases outside of Europe or wars between different religions and cultures are interesting possibilities for further research. A cross case analysis could be a suitable method for this.
	In sum, chivalry did have an effect on state adherence in fighting wars during the Hundred Years War, it had an effect on warfare in the centuries after and it still has an (albeit limited) effect on modern warfare. This shows that norms and ideas, as constructivists argue, can influence state behaviour and their behaviour in one of the most horrific activities, that is war. Therefore, this thesis has strengthened constructivist thought and contributed to theories of norms and norm diffusion in the field of IR. Furthermore, the case showed that norms can diminish as well as diffuse in to more general norms. This does not mean that chivalry only and thus norms can explain the behaviour of states in the Hundred Years War, there could still be other explanations that can partly explain state adherence. As said, this research is meant to partly explain the phenomenon of state adherence to codes of conduct. Thus, the argument is made that the presence of norms during wars can at least partially explain why states adhere to codes of conduct in war. It is a piece of the puzzle in deciphering this phenomenon. Hopefully by examining this case, the importance of this event, the Hundred Years War, and chivalry to the field of IR has been brought forward. War is and will always be a horrific event, but by finding out why and when states adhere to codes of conduct in war, society can hopefully try to at least reduce the level of horror and pain that warfare brings. 
To conclude, this thesis has found interesting results and has paved the way for further research on why states adhere to codes of conduct in war. It would be interesting to see if these results do hold in other cases, or that they turn out to be context specific. All in all, the famous saying of Aristotle “We make war that we may live in peace” (Aristotle n.d.), can perhaps be changed to: We must study war that we may live in peace.
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