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On 4 May 1471 the Mayor and Aldermen of Dijon received a letter from their friend Jean de Molesmes, secretary to 
Charles the Bold, Duke of Burgundy. He assured them he had given their – unspecified – message to the Duke and that 
the matter would be seen to. He continued: '... today mylord has had certain news that the Earl of Warwick has been 
killed in the battle that was fought on Easter day and that one of his brothers is also dead, and that King Edward is king 
again in England, in peace, and that he was in the said battle in person, and King Henry has been returned to his cell in 
the Tower of London'. The letter had been written at Péronne 27 April 1471, almost two weeks after the battle.1  
 
Many similar letters were probably sent to various parts of Duke Charles' dominions at the same time, but few informants 
are likely to have been so close to the Duke as de Molesmes, who was able to offer proof of the veracity of his news as 
well. The scribe at Dijon who copied the letter used the whole of the next page for a transcription of a list of 'the names of 
those that were killed in the battle between King Edward of England and the Earl of Warwick ...' His text is probably the 
earliest and the best copy, but the same list reached other contemporaries who were interested. Adrian de But, monk-
chronicler at Les Dunes abbey in Flanders, knew it and worked it into his description of events in England;2 Jean de 
Haynin, a Hainault nobleman, did the same in his memoirs;3 somehow the list attached itself to a copy of the newsletter 
about Barnet that Margaret of York, Duchess of Burgundy, wrote to her mother-in-law Isabel of Portugal,4 and it also 
survives, significantly, in a collection of contemporary poems on the death of Warwick and other events.5 Remnants of it 
reappear in the early-sixteenth-century Dutch Divisie-chronicle.  
 
The list adds little to our knowledge of the battle, but as no English copy of it appears to have survived6 and because it 
caused a Babylonian confusion among continental scribes, it may offer a prosopographical and palaeographical puzzle 
of some interest. It demonstrates some of the problems one is confronted with in continental manuscript sources on 
English subjects. To the scribe at Dijon, to de But, Haynin and the other copyists, who are nameless, the list's main 
interest lay in its existence: the fact that it was made and the casualties named, proved that the battle had been fought, 
and the sender could only be the victor. In this respect it served a purpose similar to that of a modern newspaper and in 
its details it was equally untrustworthy. Especially if such a list was drawn up immediately after the battle it must have 
been impossible to make it entirely accurate. There would still be uncertainty about the fate of some participants; some, 
for example, though not included among the dead, may have died of their wounds later.7 Continental readers had the 
additional problem that many names - especially those lower down the social scale - meant nothing to them and their 
successive copies soon became incredibly garbled.  
 
The general appearance and the similar, hierarchical order of the names in all copies of the Barnet list suggest that they 
all derive from one original, probably written in French by an Englishman. No two texts are identical and each has its own 
confusing array of scribal errors. Christian names were understood and copied correctly (in their French version); capital 
letters led to every conceivable misreading; s and f, v and b, x and g, m, n, v and u were confused; abbreviations and 
explanatory words were misinterpreted; the result is given here.  
 
 
The Duke of Exeter heads the list in several copies; in some the first place is taken by Warwick himself.8 The spellings 
vary but there is no doubt about the identity of both. The fact that Exeter survived the battle was known to de But, who 
omitted his name. The Dijon scribe records an additional, though false, rumour at the foot of the page: 'The Duke of 
Somerset fighting on Warwick's side, fled the field and saved himself that day'.9 The names of Somerset and Exeter were 
well-known in Burgundy because of their long exile at Charles the Bold's court, and these are generally spelled correctly.  
Marquess Montague occurs in all texts and his relationship to Warwick is noted. The Earl of Oxford follows. In the original 
his name was probably written le conte doxenfort, but even this caused confusion: le conte dambersech (Dijon), de 
Seufort (le Roux)10, de guiffort (Registre)11, de grenfort (Haynin)I2. In several versions he is said to have been bien or fort 
bleschie et prins ('badly wounded and taken').13 'The brother of the Earl of Oxford' is also reported to have died. The 
abbreviated word frere ('brother') was misinterpreted; in some cases it was read as fiez ('son '), in others as sieur ('lord '), 
the latter leading to a second appearance of Oxford, called variously duccenfort (Dijon), pennefort (Haynin) or more 
correctly doexenfort (Registre).  
 
It is also possible to identify Richard dustalh (Dijon), d'Eustal (le Roux), Donchel (de But)I4, douscal (Registre), doustal 
(Haynin). Very likely this is Sir Richard Tunstall who in fact survived both the battle and the House of York.15 Robert 
sardale (Dijon) and Robertus Fordelle (de But), Jehan Goselle (le Roux) and jehan griselle (Registre and Haynin), in one 
case said to be wounded and captured, elude identification. Both are included among the 'knights' and members of the 
Russell and Gresley families present themselves as candidates.  
 
Guillaume Cheriel (le Roux), thierel (Dijon and Haynin), Treul (de But) and thierret (Registre) can be none other than Sir 
William Tyrell, one of whose brothers is also said to have died. The last mentioned chevalier in some texts is Thomas 
stocphart (Registre), estorfart (Haynin), Scophart (le Roux), Stanfordt (de But) or casfert (Dijon). It is not clear whether he 
died or was wounded and taken; both possibilities occur. His identity has to be guessed at.  
 
Edward's other prisoners, though their names are curiously spelled, present, no problems: le roy henri, larcevesque diorh 
(George Neville) and the bishops of vincextre (Dijon), vincestre (Haynin and Registre), Wicestre (le Roux), Excestriae (de 
But); of lynor (Dijon), lincolle (Haynin), lincel (Registre), Lincol (le Roux and de But); of saint davis (Dijon), saint denis 
(Haynin and Registre), St Devys (le Roux) and of chez (Dijon), cestre (Haynin, Registre and le Roux), The last is 



Chichester, of which the initial letters looked like an unnecessary repetition to copyists; St Davids could all too easily be 
read as the better known French St Denis (Sancti Dionysii to de But).  
 
Finally, there is the short list of those who died fighting for Edward, six or seven names. Four of them are classed as 
knights: le seigneur de cromby (Dijon), Cronueil (le Roux), cromeil (Haynin), cornaille (Registre); le seigneur de say (in all 
versions except de But); le seigneur de bousset (Dijon), Vrurset (le Roux), bourset (Haynin and Registre); le seigneur de 
lafosse (in all versions but omitted by de But and the Registre). These clearly are Humphrey Bourchier, Lord Cromwell, 
William Fiennes, Lord Say and Sele and Sir Humphrey Bourchier, son of Lord Hemmers, whose names are corroborated 
by many other sources. Bernard de la Forssa was a Gascon nobleman.16  
 
More of a puzzle are the last three Yorkist casualties, all called 'squires'. In the Dijon manuscript their names are written: 
thomas perquier / le seigneur de serby et / ioffroy grenet escuiers. The last word is crossed out and the three names, 
written the one above the other, are connected by a primitive accolade, followed again by the word escuiers. The 
descriptive escuiers was the cause of some confusion: perquier (Dijon and Registre), Pasquier (le Roux) and margurer 
(Haynin), no doubt was Thomas Par, who very probably died at Barnet and whose confusingly short name got linked to 
his status.17 le seigneur de serby suffered more or less the same fate: in other versions he is called serbi testiner 
(Registre and Haynin) and Fervy l'escuier (le Roux). It is possible that this is a member of the Ferriby (or Fereby) family, 
perhaps John, whose will was made in September 1470 and proved 26 July 1471.18 Geoffrey Garnet (correctly in le Roux 
and Registre), gabnet (Haynin) was probably related to Richard Garnet, pavilioner to Edward IV and Richard III.19  
 
 
The 'continental edition' of the casualty list of Barnet is one of the documents that were copied and survive because 
people in Burgundy and the Low Countries used them to satisfy their curiosity about events in England in the spring of 
1471. Together with the casualty list of Tewkesbury, the poems on Warwick and his defeat, and the so-called 'short 
version’ of the Arrivall, they were preserved as memorials of those six anxious months when the Earl and his Anglo-
French alliance threatened the safety of the Duke of Burgundy and his lands.20  
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10. See note 5.  
11. See note 4.  
12. See note 3.  
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