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 THE CRUSADES AND THE NEAR EAST
The crusades are often seen as epitomising a period when hostility between the Christian West and the Muslim Near East reached an all-time high. As this edited volume reveals, however, the era was one which saw both conflict and cohabitation.
Tackling such questions as whether medicinal and architectural innovations came to Europe as a direct result of the crusades, and why and how peace treaties and intermarriages were formed between the different cultures, a distinguished group of contributors reveals how the Holy Wars led on the one hand to a reinforcement of the beliefs and identities of each side, but on the other to a growing level of cultural exchange and interaction. This volume breaks new ground in exploring not only the conflict between the Christian and the Muslim worlds, but the impact of this conflict on the cultural evolution of European and Near Eastern thought and practices. Utilising the latest scholarship and original studies of the sources, this survey sheds new light on the cultural realities of East–West relations and marks a new departure for studies of the crusades.
Contributors include Léan Ní Chléirigh,  Susan B. Edgington,  John France, Yehoshua Frenkel, Yvonne Friedman,  Bernard Hamilton, Natasha Hodgson, Sini Kangas, Jürgen Krüger, Alan V. Murray and Chris Wright.
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				INTRODUCTION
Conor Kostick
Modern conflicts in the Middle East and the War on Terror have created enormous interest in the history of the region and in the origins of Christian–Muslim conflict. In particular, the phenomenon of crusading has come under intense scrutiny as increasing numbers of modern historians have turned their attention to the subject, producing a flurry of studies to meet the demands of readers and students wanting to understand the medieval origins of conflict between the West and the Near East. There has also been a huge increase in the numbers of researchers investigating narrower and narrower aspects of the crusades, as well as a noticeable increase in the availability of modern editions of source materials. The level of discussion around the subject, as reflected in the growing number of papers concerning the crusades read at history conferences, has also grown rapidly. And it is from this wave of scholarship that I have solicited the essays contained in this book on the grounds that they were original, that they enhanced our understanding of the Near East in the era of the crusades, and that they were investigations of previously unresolved assumptions concerning the practice of crusading in the Near East.
Broadly speaking, these are cultural studies, and the conscious assembly of a volume of cultural histories concerning the crusades is unusual for the discipline. But with so much work having been done on the political history of the crusades and also on the question of the motivation of the crusaders, it seemed to me that the priority for a new anthology was to look for areas of study that were relatively underdeveloped, but were also fertile in their possibilities. As a result, this book is a step towards a dialogue between crusading historians and practitioners of Cultural Studies in its narrow sense: that inchoate discipline which (deliberately) eludes succinct definition but which has taken a sharp turn from its origins in the work of historians such as E.P. Thompson and the Annales school, to embrace post-modernism, post-colonialism, gender studies and self-reflexivity. Cultural Studies is a discipline that above all mistrusts generalisations and perhaps for this reason has not particularly appealed to practitioners of medieval history, despite the importance of the writings of Marc Bloch to its origins. But it is also a discipline that has revolutionised the humanities, most obviously in the field of Literature, but even a subject like Archaeology – so much more rooted in the materials rather than the ideas of society – has benefited from its interaction with proponents of Cultural Studies.
If this volume does represent a methodological step by crusade historians in the direction of Cultural Studies, it has to be said that the step is a very small one. The main difficulty in developing a strong dialogue between studies of the crusades and Cultural Studies is that the latter has evolved from its roots in history to be a discipline that today shares more with philosophy. While there is an overlap between the two disciplines, it is the same kind of overlap as that, say, between physics and botany, or mathematics and chemistry: that is, there is an overlap – and potentially a very interesting one – but the area where the disciplines can usefully communicate to one another is relatively small. Just as there would be limited scope for a specialist in botany to contribute to a conference on quantum physics, so it would be very hard for a follower of Foucault or Derrida to add value to a history conference wanting to understand the world of the crusader. If such a person were to study a classic crusading text, say the Gesta Francorum, there is no doubt their findings would be of interest to the historian. But what the proponent of Cultural Studies would find very difficult – and they would probably not desire to do so anyway – is to say something about the society and events that led to the production of the manuscript and which in turn are illuminated by the historian’s analysis of the text.
This anthology is very much a collection of history essays; and insofar as it is a collection that is focused on culture in the broader sense, this is a result of my raising particular questions with those historians whom I believed had the expertise to answer them. I have no idea of the philosophical outlook of the contributors and the extent to which they have an interest in Cultural Studies. But they all, whether long-established professors or relatively early career researchers, are splendid historians, and as a result I hope the reader will find here crusading studies that are clear, erudite and fresh.
The anthology opens with something of a keynote essay, by John France, on warfare in the Mediterranean region in the age of the crusades. For all that the meeting of crusaders with Muslims in the Near East led to fascinating cultural exchanges, these need to be framed by a recognition that Muslim armies and Muslim citizens in the path of the crusaders first encountered one another in battle and that, despite periods of détente, major conflicts between the rulers of the rival states flared repeatedly in the period that the crusaders had a presence in the region (1098–1291). The evolution of the pattern of warfare over such a long period has its own dynamics worth understanding, especially when the conflicting forces differ not only in their religions, but in their fundamentally different approaches to the art of war. This essay is the work someone who has devoted decades of research to the subject and, moreover, has taken the trouble to explore the geography of the region, including areas where it is difficult for a Western scholar to travel today. As a result, it is rich in comparative assessments and lucid generalisations that a historian of less experience would hardly dare formulate.
Despite the rapid growth of research into the subject of the crusades, it is widely recognised that there exists a noticeable lacuna in the use of medieval Arabic sources. Researchers with the appropriate language skills are in a small minority and a great number of important medieval Arabic texts lack modern editions and reliable translations. Discussion of topics such as the evolution of jihad in the era of the crusades has been hampered by this difficulty, and although since 1999 readers of the English language have been able to avail themselves of the seminal work by Carole Hillenbrand, The Crusades: Islamic Perspectives, further advances in this area have been slow to emerge. The second essay in this volume was commissioned in recognition of this problem and I consider myself fortunate that a scholar so thoroughly conversant with medieval Arabic sources as Yehoshua Frenkel was willing to address the question of how the theory and practice of the counter-crusade developed in the Muslim Near East.
Through a thematic – rather than chronological – approach, Yehoshua Frenkel has been able to develop a number of insights here. Above all, the essay carries the argument that while Muslim jurists and theologians responded to the crusades with clear invocations of the duty of Muslims to declare jihad against the invaders, Muslim rulers found means to adopt more flexible and pragmatic policies that suited the complexities of their position: complexities that included a recognition of the dangers posed by the ambitions of fellow Muslim princes; the dissatisfaction of Muslim merchants if trade faltered; and, in some instances, the need for temporary military alliances with Christian neighbours.
The phenomenon of the crusades fundamentally altered the political map of the Near East and, ironically, given their adherence to Christianity, the most dramatic of these changes was the significant weakening of the Byzantine Empire and Armenian lordships in Cilicia. The process by which this happened is assessed here by Chris Wright with respect to the Byzantine Empire and Natasha Hodgson with respect to Cilician Armenia. The theme that runs through Chris Wright’s analysis is that of marginalisation. The Byzantine state, he argues, lost its ability to act as a coherent authority for the affairs of its citizens partly for material reasons – the catastrophic Fourth Crusade and sack of Constantinople severely disrupted the mechanisms of imperial rule – but also for ideological reasons: the whole crusading project had a tendency to marginalise the empire with regard to Mediterranean affairs despite the fact that a call from Constantinople for military aid against the Turks was one of the factors that triggered the appearance of crusading armies in the Near East.
Natasha Hodgson’s focus is on the marriages that took place between crusading Latin Christian princes and the Armenian lords of Cilicia. Intermarriages between these two cultures took place throughout the period that the crusaders had a presence in the region and by paying careful attention to the patterns of marriage alliances Natasha Hodgson is able to piece together the dynamics of the ambitions of both groups as well as to assess the respective effectiveness of these alliances. One of many conclusions that can be drawn from this chapter is that while at times such marriage alliances assisted both Latin Christian and Armenian rulers to maintain their autonomy from the Byzantine Empire and strengthened their ability to resist attacks from neighbouring Muslim powers, these intermarriages also created cross-cultural dynastic ambitions that led to conflicts that drained the resources of both sides.
The subject of the origins of modern European national identity is a large one and one to which a study of the crusades can make an important contribution. For the crusades took place at a time when national structures were beginning to coalesce in Europe, typically around royal authority. More importantly, crusading was a phenomenon that was almost unique in the Middle Ages in bringing together large numbers of people of all social classes in bands that formed up into even greater amalgamations of people from all the regions of Europe. The question of national identity in these crusading armies very much came to the fore, as rival princes manoeuvred for hegemony at the same time as a sense of common purpose and religion cut across regional interests.
In an important essay for those interested in the wider topic of national identity as well as crusading history, Alan V. Murray focuses on the crusades to the Near East between 1096 and 1192, to reveal the expressions of nationality within the crusading armies. Additionally, he makes the notable point that near-contemporary medieval historians attempted to appropriate successful crusaders to their own emerging nations and thus crusade-related sources provide us with good evidence for the development of a nationalistic spirit from the twelfth century onwards, one that was to develop more powerfully in the early modern period.
The following essay by Sini Kangas also concerns the history of ideas. Her investigation is into the important and very sensitive topic of medieval Latin Christian writings on Islam. Again, crusading expertise is valuable in opening up a line of investigation for this much wider topic, for four crusade-related texts form the basis for this study. What they reveal is a great interest in the Muslim religion, not so much – in the eyes of these authors – as a theology worthy of serious intellectual engagement, but as a ‘heresy’ that could be caricatured and polemicised against in order to provide warning examples for the Christian population. The crude and insulting language that the Christian polemicists directed against Muhammad and his followers served to send a message about the superiority and correctness of the Christian Church. A secondary, but notable, observation made by Sini Kangas is that despite the hostility of these authors towards Islam, they did not entirely fabricate the material from which they fashioned their attacks. It may well have been that as a consequence of the crusades and Latin Christian settlement in the Near East, there was a flow of information about Islam arriving in Europe that did communicate the basic history and tenets of the religion.
In a third essay concerned with mentalities, Léan Ní Chléirigh undertakes a close reading of two very early Latin crusading histories: those of Fulcher of Chartres and Guibert of Nogent. The point of her investigation is to assess whether the growth of hostility in the Latin Christian world towards the Byzantines was necessarily accelerated as a result of the experience of crusades to the Near East. While Guibert’s Dei Gesta Per Francos is an early example of a crusading history that vigorously pursues an anti-Byzantine theme, Fulcher provides a stark contrast and it is this contrast that leads Léan Ní Chléirigh to talk of a polarisation of Western opinion, rather than a one-sided development of anti-Byzantine feeling. As with some of the earlier chapters, this is an essay with a very important secondary observation. For nearly a century, modern historians have considered Fulcher of Chartres to have been an eyewitness to the launching of the First Crusade at the Council of Clermont on 27 November 1095, but Léan Ní Chléirigh’s examination of Fulcher’s language in his account of the council leads her to a different conclusion. Fulcher was indeed close to the thinking of Pope Urban, whom he met during the course of his journey east. But this familiarity with the papal message is more likely to have arisen from his having access to written sources, such as the decrees of the council, rather than from his presence at Clermont.
In raising the issue of inter-cultural exchanges between Christian and Muslim society in the Near East in the era of the crusades, one distinct topic worthy of proper investigation is that of medicine. When I learned that Susan B. Edgington was carrying out research in this area I immediately sought an essay from her for this book, thinking that such a chapter would provide a case study of how Christian medical practices benefited from the more advanced Muslim traditions and that as these new practices were incorporated more generally into Latin Christian culture they came westwards from the crusader states. In her extremely thorough analysis of the sources and of recent scholarship, however, Susan B. Edgington gives us a much more sophisticated view of the subject.
Crusading armies brought with them very competent battle surgeons; and insofar as the wider body of crusading medics learned from Oriental practices, they seem to have done so from native Christians rather than directly from Muslim society. The development of the theory and practice of medicine in Western society benefited from Oriental knowledge, but the flow of ideas and treatments was not one way, nor can these developments be crudely attributed to the crusades, as in the same era important Arabic medical texts were independently being translated in centres of Christian intellectual activity, such as the great monastery of Monte Cassino.
Another discipline whose evolution was shaped by cultural exchange between the Christian West and the Muslim Near East in the era of the crusades is architecture. Again, a lot of assumptions are often made about the flow of influences: in particular, in the 1990s it was stated that Gothic architecture in the West derived from innovations begun in the crusader states and this style – crudely, pointed arches – subsequently found its way to Europe. By taking as a case study the church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem, Jürgen Krüger addresses these assumptions, because the history of the building and its many reconstructions allow us to identify a succession of distinct architectural influences. This chapter presents a great deal of new and original material, the result of Jürgen Krüger’s research at the church. He is able to draw a number of conclusions, two of which stand out as highly significant: first, that Western traditions influenced construction at the church until the middle of the twelfth century, when more local influences came to dominate; and second, the exchange of architectural culture, such as the Gothic style, took place in both directions.
If the cross-cultural exchanges between Christian and Muslim neighbouring societies tended to be mediated through Arab-speaking Christian residents of the Near East, so that the direct contact between them proves hard to establish in fields such as medicine and architecture, there was one area of activity where direct encounters were a necessity: establishing peace treaties. The final essay in this volume comes from Yvonne Friedman, who has long devoted her expertise in crusading history to the issue of peace treaties. For this book, she analyses the 120 or so treaties mentioned in the sources between Christian and Muslim lords (1096–1291), to demonstrate the evolution of a mutual understanding of the stages of peacemaking out of an initial lack of comprehension – in both mentality and practice – of their respective views on how to conduct and conclude peace agreements.
Framing the book in this way, between John France’s discussion of warfare between crusading and Muslim armies and Yvonne Friedman’s focus on peace between the rival lords, serves to emphasise the curious dialectic of the phenomenon of the crusades. The huge Christian army of the First Crusade set out to defeat Muslim forces in the Near East and establish new states, in particular at Jerusalem. But having done so, in order to survive, crusading settlers found themselves adjusting to a necessary engagement with the politics and culture of the region. Never stable, always prone to renewed outbreaks of warfare and the arrival of new waves of crusading armies, the consequences of this engagement were simultaneously a strengthening of the ideology of Holy War on both sides and a growing level of cultural interaction between the religious rivals.
This was an era of profound changes in the political formations of the region as well as in the ideas that were circulating in both societies. A growing cry for jihad to counter the Christian armies by the Islamic clergy was a factor in the emergence of Muslim princes capable of ruling much larger territories than their predecessors. In the West, crusading led – among other developments and not in a linear fashion – to a growth in the alienation of the Latin world from the Byzantine Empire; a furtherance of the concept of national identity; and an increase in the circulation of polemical texts belittling Islam. More positively, although less definitively, the period in which Christian states existed in the Near East was one where a sharing of knowledge could take place, to the mutual advantage of practitioners in fields such as medicine and architecture.
It was an era of both conflict and cohabitation. 
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WARFARE IN THE MEDITERRANEAN REGION IN THE AGE OF THE CRUSADES, 1095–1291
A clash of contrasts
John France
Crusading warfare in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries was marked by a fascinating clash between the Turks, who employed a highly mobile and fluid fighting pattern, and westerners, whose methods revolved around a relatively slow-moving style based on mass and solid formation.
Medieval warfare in Western Europe in the age of the crusades is often symbolised by the castle and the knight, and this does express a certain reality. The economy of the west was overwhelmingly based on land, which does not produce much liquidity – cash. This meant that the medieval state could not easily collect taxes to pay for bureaucrats and standing armies. The soldiers had to have their own resources, land, to enable them to equip themselves and their followers.1 As medieval society was not an equal but a deeply unequal society, great men with great estates played the leading role in politics and warfare, and they were very difficult to control. They enjoyed de facto governmental power because kings without articulated administrations had to delegate power. In turn, great men could not be everywhere, and they had to delegate to others. In effect, society was dominated by the patronage-spheres of great men, their mouvances, within which those wealthy enough to serve as fully equipped soldiers were especially privileged and enjoyed a position of negotiation with, rather than full subordination to, their masters.2 Moreover, it is not sufficiently appreciated that their estates were not great blocks, but packets scattered across the countryside interpenetrating with the lands of others. An English example is Aubrey II de Vere (1108–41), who inherited the lands acquired by his father in the Norman Conquest in Essex, Suffolk, Cambridge, Huntingdon and Middlesex. His son, Aubrey III, was made Earl of Oxford, and in celebration he built the magnificent Hedingham Castle on the Suffolk–Essex border, where the family estates were densely concentrated.3 
The dispersal of properties inevitably created property disputes, adding to the political and personal tensions among relatively small groups of great families who dominated the countryside in the various ‘states’ of medieval Europe. Moreover, families had to commute between their possessions because they needed to collect and eat up the right and dues they collected from the peasants which were largely paid in kind. This created the need for comfortable houses which, in a dangerous society, had to be protected. From this situation was born the castle, which is essentially a fortified private house. But the castle needed a garrison. This was provided by the armed men whom we call knights. In the age of the First Crusade their social status was enormously variable. Some, especially those who could claim some family relationship with the great lord, were granted landholdings in return for service in administering and protecting the lord’s land. Others were simply paid as ‘table knights’ who earned bread and board by protecting their master, but could be paid off at his pleasure. Since resources were short, lords employed relatively few knights, but they were superbly equipped and provided with the leisure to train for war. In effect, they and their masters formed a military elite who could fight on foot or, for preference, on horseback. European agriculture was dominated by the production of grain so there were few open plains capable of raising grass-fed light horses cheaply. In any case, this small minority needed armour and fine weapons if it were to dominate the masses, so heavy grainfed horses were essential to carry such weight. Warhorses could be produced only by selective breeding and they then had to be trained for combat. They were, therefore, very expensive and knights preserved them by riding lesser animals until they were needed for combat. Even then, heavily burdened by man, weapons and armour, warhorses were capable of only short bursts of fast movement, after which they were exhausted. But the momentum of their charge was terrifying. As a Greek princess, Anna Comnena, remarked: ‘A mounted Kelt [Frank] is irresistible: he would bore his way through the walls of Babylon; but when he dismounts he becomes anyone’s plaything.’4
These men were highly effective soldiers, well used to small-scale warfare in which they sallied out of their lands to ravage the territory of their neighbours in pursuit of the disputes which divided great aristocrats or the petty quarrels which they picked. When some greater quarrel arose, the lord could augment numbers by bringing together several of the scattered groups of soldiers who served him. Further reinforcement could be found by hiring mercenary knights who would be paid off as soon as the military situation allowed. However, substantial actions demanded larger forces, not least because enemy fortresses, usually of earth and timber, would have to be attacked and new castles created. This demanded large forces of infantry. Sergeants were very petty landholders who could equip themselves reasonably well for war and perhaps even come mounted, but most footsoldiers seem to have been recruited from the more adventurous but barely trained peasantry. Their equipment would usually be very limited: a spear or bow and arrows, a padded jacket and perhaps a metal or leather helmet would be the norm. 
They were not just needed for what might be called ‘military labouring’, because the broken and seamed countryside of the west, deeply imprinted by arable farming with its many barriers, sometimes favoured footsoldiers. At Hastings in 1066 the English formed up on foot at the top of a hill, annulling much of the advantage of the Norman horsemen in height, reach and weight. In addition, bad weather could hinder horses. The infantry could also be strengthened by employing professionals, mercenary foot, usually drawn from areas of frequent warfare like Flanders and Spain, some of whom might bring the accurate and hard-hitting crossbow to war. Infantry are clearly inferior man for man to cavalry, but their advantage lies in the fact that they are cheaper and so can be hired in mass. But to be effective, above all to manoeuvre, mass needs to be trained, and medieval armies had very short lives, simply because of cost. Hence, in general, infantry were at a great qualitative disadvantage. This lack of training was compounded when a king or very important lord called together a very large army. It was usual to divide such a force between milites et pedites, knights and foot, but locally raised footmen were not used to working with those from other localities, and an army would only rarely be kept in being for sufficient time to enable them to train together. This problem also affected cavalry, who would be trained well as individuals but would be used to working only in small groups with their immediate neighbours and, occasionally, with more distant groups from within their own lord’s retinue. Such kin and neighbour groups were the effective components of the cavalry and fought together under a banner in a unit of variable size called the conroi in the twelfth century. A great royal army was a gathering of retinues of the great, and each retinue was in turn made up of these local groups. Medieval armies, in short, lacked cohesion. William the Conqueror’s army of 1066 was therefore unusual: because it was delayed by unfavourable winds, it had the opportunity to exercise together at Dives for a month.5
This, in part, explains why commanders were relatively reluctant to commit to battle. This was always, at best, a chancy affair, ‘where fortune tends to have more influence than bravery’.6 At Conquereuil, on 27 June 992, Duke Conan of Brittany lured Fulk Nerra of Anjou’s army into charging into a concealed trench. Conan then pursued the Angevins, but paused to strip off his armour in the heat of the day, and was killed by some enemies hidden in nearby bushes! 7 But the incoherence of medieval armies amplified the dangers. Great lords might desert their commander or untrained soldiers could panic and flee. Knights made a cult of bravery, but the minor skirmishes, which were the staple of the medieval war of raiding, promoted a highly individualistic ethos of war which, in the absence of any real command structure, could result in actions quite contrary to a commander’s intentions. Sensible commanders, therefore, approached battle with caution and always had a real sense of its dangers. At Gisors in 1198, Richard I of England (1189–99) routed the forces of Phillip II of France (1180–1223), but in a letter to England Richard admitted that the whole affair had been highly dangerous: ‘In doing this we risked not only our own life but the kingdom itself, against the advice of all our counselors.’8 
For much the same reasons even sustained sieges against alerted fortresses were not common. They demanded a very high degree of organisation and sustained effort which was very expensive. Most obviously, besiegers had to provide their own shelter and food. And sieges were also open to chance. In 1078 Robert Curthose rebelled against his father, William the Conqueror, who gathered a strong army and besieged his troublesome son in the castle of Gerberoi. But Robert made a sudden sally, unhorsed his father and put the besiegers to flight.9 As a result, armies, even large armies, preferred ravaging the land to undermine the economic base of the enemy, deprive his army of food and provide it for your own. A poet here portrays Philip, Count of Flanders, in 1173 advising how to attack an enemy: ‘Lay waste the land; let it all be consumed in fire and flames. Let him not leave them, outside their castles, in wood or meadow as much as will furnish them a meal on the morrow.’10
Destruction of this kind was the staple of war in medieval Europe. It had enormous advantages. In the main it involved bullying peasants, which might not be glamorous, but was certainly safer than fighting well-armed enemies. It offered a solution to an attacking army’s worst problem – logistics – because they could consume and carry off as well as destroy. It also drew a defender’s forces, precipitating skirmishes in which knights could demonstrate their bravery, while informing the commanders on both sides of their enemy’s strengths and dispositions.
There were battles, but a soldier as famous as Henry II of England (1154–89) could have a distinguished military career without ever fighting in one. At Bouvines in 1214 the victory of Philip II of France decided the fate of the French kingdom, the English realm and the German Empire, even though there were less than 20,000 troops on the field. In the thirteenth century armies became more professional and better organised, but at Tagliacozzo on 23 August 1268 the forces of Conradin defeated those of Charles of Anjou only to throw away their victory by scattering to plunder the enemy dead, enabling the Angevins to rally and crush them. Battles were fought at very close quarters, and indeed at Bouvines, Eustache of Malenghin was grasped from behind by a French knight who tore off his helmet while another stuck a dagger in his heart. In 1265 at the Battle of Benevento, Charles of Anjou’s army was almost defeated by a group of German cavalry heavily armed and fighting in very close order, but Charles made his French knights close right up with the enemy, even thrusting with daggers. Overall, westerners had a slow-moving style of war which turned on siege and its attendant destruction. When battle had to be fought it was a matter of a very direct confrontation in which the key arm was the heavy cavalry which fought in close order. While archery was used, it was rarely decisive, and victory went to the side which fought the most ferociously in the dreadful hacking-match of battle.11
The First Crusade was an assembly of armies, each of which gathered around one of the major leaders, such as the Count of Toulouse or Bohemond of Otranto. But there were groups among them who owed little to the great leaders, like Gaston of Béan, who seems to have drifted out of the mouvance of Raymond of Toulouse and become associated with the Count’s great enemy, Tancred.12 This loose structure was always characteristic of crusading armies. In the case of the First Crusade they survived the initial contact with the enemy in Anatolia largely by luck and sheer numbers, and the experience welded them into an experienced and coherent fighting force. But the forces of the Second Crusade were defeated in Asia Minor largely because they lacked discipline. The presence of the charismatic Richard of England and the long struggle to capture Acre from 1189 to 1191 made the army of the Third Crusade formidable. By contrast, the Fifth Crusade (1217–21) lacked an overall leader, and the contingents which fought on it came and went, apparently taking the view that one year’s service was enough for anybody. The French crusade of Louis IX of France (1226–70) was a different case, in that it enjoyed a unified command. But at the Battle of Mansourah, Louis’ brother, Robert of Artois, charged rashly into the town after a local success, and he and his forces were cut off and annihilated. In many ways this exemplified the problems of command and discipline in medieval armies, and it certainly compromised Louis’ chances of a decisive success.13
The Middle East about 1100 was a radically different kind of society. It was also ultimately agricultural, but trade was far more important, a cash economy existed and it was ruled by great courts with elaborate bureaucracies set in important trading cities. At the head of society was the Caliph, but political power rested with the Sultan of Baghdad, who ruled through a bureaucracy organised around ministries (diwan) and delegated authority to governors and office-holders. No authority could afford huge standing forces, but all these personages had substantial personal followings (askars) which they augmented at need by other forces – paid or conscripted for a short period.
The Middle East has a radically different landscape from Europe. It is an area of open plains, which make for easy raising of small horses, and there is open space in which they can move, unlike the seamed and closed countryside of Europe. Even now this is classic tank country in which mobility is vital. In medieval conditions this meant the dominance of cavalry, and the best troops among them were alien to the Middle East. Since the ninth century the Caliphs had regularly employed elite units of Turks, a steppe people whose special expertise was as horse-archers. As the Baghdad Caliphate declined, these expert troops became highly influential at the Baghdad court and became diffused across the whole area, finding employment in the askars of governors and even in the rival Fatimid Caliphate of Cairo. In 1055 Turks, led by the Seljuk family, invaded the Caliphate and seized power there in alliance with countrymen already in Baghdad. (Indeed, from this time until 1919, Turks would rule the Middle East.) The Seljuk sultans recreated the old empire of Baghdad, and in the process drove the Fatimids back into Egypt, seizing Jerusalem in 1073. Turks were an alien minority and it is a sign of this that they built citadels in the great cities of the Muslim world, notably at Damascus. The purpose of these mighty structures was to shelter the new and alien rulers and overawe the mass of the population.14 Turkish horse-archers, always recruited directly from the steppe, were never great in number but increasingly formed the cutting edge of armies. They were backed up by hordes of native light horse, especially Bedouin, some of whom were also archers, though most wielded lances and swords. Less often, these were backed up by heavy cavalry of Persian origin, called Agulani by the Franks: ‘The Agulani numbered 3000; they fear neither spears nor arrows nor any other weapon, for they and their horses are covered all over with plates of iron.’15
One result of the crusader wars seems to have been an increase in this heavy element in the Islamic forces. Horse-archers and other light cavalry had strings of spare mounts and this gave a capacity for rapid movement and, on the battlefield, swift manoeuvre to Middle Eastern armies. In the end, unless their enemies were terrorised by the rain of arrows from fast-moving horsemen who sought to surround and harass, they would have to fight at close quarters, but fire and movement enabled them to unsettle their enemies and break up their formations. The great change in Muslim armies came with the Mamluk regime which seized power in Egypt in 1250. The Turkish soldiers took over the state. They formed a standing army which was a kind of militarised republic drawn generation by generation from steppe Turks, whose chief officers chose a sultan from their own ranks. This remarkable army crushed the crusaders and repelled the Mongol attempt to conquer the Middle East.16
The Seljuk Empire at its greatest extended from Syria in the west across Iraq and Iran into what is now Pakistan, and from the Caucusus to the frontier with Egypt. But it dissolved into sustained civil war after the death of Malik Shah (1072–92). The consequent chaos provided the Byzantine Emperor Alexios I (1081–1118) with the opportunity to intervene with a view to regaining the lands of Anatolia lost to the Turks since 1071. His appeal for mercenaries to assist in this process reached Pope Urban II (1088–99) at the Council of Piacenza in March 1095. This triggered Urban’s thinking which led to the summoning of the First Crusade at Clermont in November of the same year.
The first crusaders entered a very divided world. The dominant power in Turkish Anatolia was the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum, but they were challenged by Danishmends, Menguchekids and Saltukids to the east and defied by the Emirate of Smyrna to the west. Berkyaruk made good his claim to the Sultanate at Baghdad, but he was deeply preoccupied by asserting his power in the eastward dominions. Syria was disputed between his young cousins, Duqaq of Damascus and Ridwan of Aleppo, and this enabled the rulers of cities like Antioch and Homs to play one off against another. Jerusalem was held by the Artukids and they were effectively independent. Fatimid Egypt to the south saw these divisions as an opportunity to regain her lost power in Syria. It was undoubtedly this high degree of fragmentation that underlay the success of the First Crusade, but it should be noted that many of these ‘fragments’ were actually rich and powerful and could raise big armies.
On 1 July 1097 a Turkish army ambushed the vanguard of the army of the First Crusade. It is hardly surprising that a priest, Fulcher of Chartres, found this a novel but harrowing experience: 
 Altogether they numbered 360,000 fighters, all on horses and armed with bows, as was their custom. We, on the other hand, had both foot-soldiers and knights … The Turks crept up, howling loudly and shooting a shower of arrows. Stunned, and almost dead, and with many wounded, we immediately fled. And it was no wonder, for such warfare was new to us all.17

What is more surprising is that a knight in the contingent of Bohemond of Otranto was equally surprised:
 Our men wondered exceedingly whence had arisen so great a multitude of Turks, Arabs, Saracens and others, for almost all the mountains and hills and valleys and all the level places, within and without, were on all sides covered with that excommunicate race.18

This is strange, because the anonymous knight was from southern Italy, whose ruler, Robert Guiscard, had tried to conquer Byzantium through the Balkans in the years 1081–5. His son, Bohemond, one of the leaders of the ambushed vanguard, had served in Robert’s army and had encountered Turks fighting for the Emperor. Moreover, Anna Comnena says that her father had told the leaders what to expect from the Turks.19 But armies learn by experience, and most of the knights in the vanguard would have been totally surprised by the Turkish tactics.
As the enemy army approached, the leaders of the vanguard ordered the infantry to set camp while the cavalry advanced to meet them. But the Turks divided and surged around the western cavalry, threatening to surround them. As a result, the knights bolted, only to be rallied by Bohemond and Robert, Duke of Normandy. This was generalship of a very high order by medieval standards, and it resulted in a chaotic situation with the knights driven back on the camp in a confused mass of men, animals and tents. This compacted mass drew the Turks into a close-quarter scrum which suited the heavy weaponry of the westerners, and eventually the main body of their army came up and drove off the enemy. The First Crusade was lucky to survive at Dorylaeum, but the crusaders recognised the need for discipline and close order as a response to the encircling tactics of the Turks. Early in 1098 the Franks, then besieging Antioch, sent a foraging expedition into Syria, and ran into a relief army despatched to Antioch by Duqaq of Damascus. Their battle formation took account of the tactics of the Turks because while the Count of Flanders went forward with the vanguard, Bohemond held back in a rearguard:
 For the Turks have this custom in fighting: even though they are fewer in number, they always strive to encircle their enemy. This they attempted to do in this battle also, but by the foresight of Bohemund the wiles of the enemy were prevented.20

By the end of the crusade the westerners had adopted a new tactical device – throwing their infantry forward to keep horse-archers out of range of the horses.
Thus a whole battery of tactical devices, essentially dependent upon tight discipline and close order, were devised to counter Turkish tactics. But each new crusading army came fresh to the task of learning new methods of fighting, and all found it difficult to accept the discipline demanded. The ‘Crusade of 1101’ went down to total disaster in Anatolia.21 On the Second Crusade the German army’s discipline seems to have collapsed, leading to its destruction. The French army fought its way through Anatolia in column headed by a strong vanguard, but on Mount Cadmus this powerful force went off on its own to camp with disastrous results because the Turks broke into the column: ‘The Turks thrust and slashed, and the defenceless crowds fled or fell like sheep … exposed the king and his companions to death.’22
Even on St Louis’ crusade, when the French King was the undisputed commander, subordinates took matters into their own hands. At the highest level we have already noted the rashness of Robert of Artois, but lower down the scale Joinville, the king’s biographer, reports that at the Battle of Mansourah in February 1250: ‘In the meantime, I and my knights had decided to go and attack some Turks who were loading their baggage in their camp on our left; so we fell upon them.’23 In the event he and his men had to be rescued when they were ambushed. Western armies with their weak chains of command were always prone to this kind of indiscipline, which meant that although leaders knew that close formation and tight control were essential, these were very difficult to implement.
Siege warfare, on the other hand, was something with which westerners were familiar. The cities of the east, with their Roman fortifications, were bigger and better fortified than anything they had encountered in Europe, but the siege of Nicaea, with its elaborate deployment of catapults, siege towers, cats and mining, demonstrated western mastery of technique as well as sheer determination. Antioch was so great a city that assault proved impossible and a close blockade was implemented, and this was extended with great skill so that eventually the city fell by betrayal. At Jerusalem the double wall to the north of the city was breached by a ram, and a great siege-tower pushed in to carry the main curtain. But it was a skilful switch of the schwerpunkt from the north-west to the north-east corner which made life difficult for the defenders, who were also having to divide their forces to face the Count of Toulouse’s attack on Zion Gate to the south.24 This skill in siege warfare then enabled the western settlers to seize the cities of the coast in alliance with the Italian city-states who were seeking trading bases in the Levant. The culmination of this process was the long siege of Tyre which, having resisted successfully in 1112, fell in 1124.25 After the collapse of the Kingdom of Jerusalem in 1187 the Third Crusade focused its efforts on a great siege of Acre from 1189 to 1191, whose successful conclusion provided a capital for the new kingdom which would last until 1291. During the Fifth Crusade the attack on Damietta occupied the army from May 1218 to November 1219. The Muslims proved just as adept at siege warfare. The Mamluks captured mighty Crac des Chevaliers in a siege which lasted from 3 March to 8 April 1271, and Marqab, besieged on 17 April 1285, surrendered on 24 May. The final assault on Acre began on 6 April 1291 and ended with a terrible sack on 18 May though the Templar fortress held out until 28 May 1291. It is said that on this occasion the Mamluks deployed ninety machines in their assault on the city. Siege warfare involved the use of relatively sophisticated machinery, but neither side enjoyed any technological advantage.26 In the end storming a fortification was enormously costly in lives lost, and once an army broke in with its blood up a massacre was pretty well inevitable. This is what happened at Jerusalem in 1099 and Acre in 1291. Such horrors explain why most sieges ended with negotiated surrenders from which both attacker and defender profited.27
The First Crusade established Latin Christian bridgeheads in Syria and Palestine which the settlers in these areas then had to be make into viable entities. They were never united and, as we shall see, often pursued radically different and even contradictory policies. But one simple condition underwrote their existence. This was western naval supremacy. It is remarkable that there is no naval history of the crusades,28 for the First Crusade received very substantial naval assistance and could hardly have succeeded without it.29 Subsequently the capture of the cities of the Palestinian littoral was heavily dependent upon the fleets of the Italian city-states who quickly established a maritime supremacy in the eastern Mediterranean which would end only with the Ottomans in the sixteenth century. How and why this came about has never been fully explored, though J.H. Pryor has made some interesting suggestions.30 Previous to the First Crusade, Egypt had had a powerful fleet, but this was so eclipsed that when Saladin tried to revive it in the 1180s he simply could not find enough sailors to sustain the effort.31 The Fifth Crusade landed in Egypt in 1218 and continued until 1221. In that time there was never any attempt to interfere with its sea-borne communications. This is an astonishing fact and underlines the extent to which crusading depended upon command of the sea for its very being.
The states of the Latin east enjoyed very different possibilities for expansion and therefore were forced to consider different strategies.32 Antioch held the Jabal Ansariyah. Before them was the Orontes Valley and its eastern bank, the much lower Belus Massif and beyond that a great plain in the north of which stood Aleppo, only 100 kilometres from Antioch along a good Byzantine road which went via Artah and a gap in the Belus Massif, past Sarmada and al-Atharib. But Antioch had been created in spite of the agreement with the Byzantine Emperor to hand back former imperial lands. As a result it was threatened by Byzantine attack, usually directed through Cilicia, where the Armenians later established a powerful kingdom. Moreover, the expansion of Antioch would have been greatly facilitated by cooperation with the crusader principality of Edessa, but in practice relations were not always good. Despite these diversions, by 1119 Antioch threatened an encirclement of Aleppo which was only prevented when Prince Roger of Antioch was defeated and killed at the ‘Field of Blood’. Within a few years the Antiochenes had recovered most of what they had lost. It was the outbreak of internal conflict and the dominance of Byzantine power from the mid-twelfth century which weakened them, coupled with the rise, after 1126, of a strong Islamic power in Aleppo under Zengi, but even so they continued to be ready to be aggressive.33
The Kingdom of Jerusalem had different choices. At Tripoli the First Crusade had resolved not to go to Jerusalem inland via Damascus, but at Ramla the leaders considered an attack on Egypt as an alternative to the siege of Jerusalem.34 These two possible axes of attack set the strategic dilemma for the kingdom. Both were tempting. Damascus was easily accessible from the Galilee across the bare landscape of the Hauran, which posed no significant barrier, though it is fairly dry. Baldwin II was especially active against Damascus between 1126 and 1129 when a crusade came from the west to his assistance, but suffered defeat at Marj as-Suffur. It has also been suggested that in the 1120s Jerusalem was consciously seeking a policy of ‘natural frontiers’, and that this underlay the expansion of Oultrejourdain down to the Red Sea and the search for a desert frontier based on Damascus. Whether there was ever such a doctrine is debatable, not least because the new lordship there was quickly granted out to vassal lords.35 Egypt was also close and constituted a real threat to the kingdom until the 1120s, but it suffered from internal divisions and the balance was clearly changing when Baldwin I died during an expedition there in 1118. The weakness of its Fatimid regime ultimately tempted Amalric I (1163–74) into major expeditions which ended in defeat by Nur ad-Din, who united Egypt and Syria.
The westerners who settled in the east therefore found themselves in a very hostile environment in which fighting was frequent and essential.36 The kingdom was not as weak as its small size might indicate. It was anchored by powerfully fortified cities like Tyre, Acre and Jerusalem. In addition the crusaders very soon built numerous castles. These were products of the structure of lordship which they brought with them to the east, but they served as refuges and supply bases in times of trouble. Most of them were rather small. It was only in exposed areas like Oultrejourdain that mightier structures, like Kerak and Shawbak, were erected. As the threat from Muslim attack became more marked, the crusaders developed stronger castles, most notably Belvoir (built in 1168–70), which was a superbly designed concentric fortress of a kind which did not appear in Europe until nearly a century later. In the thirteenth century such amazing structures as Crac des Chevaliers and Marqab appeared. But the strength of the kingdom in the twelfth century essentially rested on the combination of strong cities and a powerful field army. To conquer the kingdom, an enemy needed to seize the cities and castles, but this invited attack from the field army, which could count on assistance from the many castles.37
Moreover, recent research has shown that although westerners were relatively few in the kingdom, they seem to have enjoyed the support of the native Christians, whom they treated very generously. This probably explains why, in the emergency of 1187, the kingdom could raise nearly 20,000 troops.38 The Latins essentially retained their western style of war. It was successful, and they were constantly receiving reinforcements and immigrants from Europe. However, they recognised the need to adapt their military methods to the radically different environment in which they found themselves and did so to a degree which historians have been slow to appreciate.39
The settlers employed ‘Turcopoles’, mounted archers, like the Turks, whom they used for reconnaissance and raiding. They were quite numerous, perhaps 1,500 in the campaign of 1183 and, apparently, many more at Hattin in 1187. On 20 June 1192 they spotted an Egyptian convoy bringing supplies to Saladin’s army in Jerusalem, enabling Richard of England to seize it.40 But they were simply not numerous enough for the Latins to change their tactics radically, and on occasion they seem to have been incorporated into the mass of knights who formed the key element in their host.
The knights were the key military asset of the Latins, and the concerted mass charge their primary tactic. This was essentially an innovation of the Franks of the east. Western armies were, as we have noted, incoherent and lacked the discipline to manage such a tactic. At Hastings, William committed his cavalry only in sections and elements within them chose to make their attacks in whatever ways suited them best. The cavalry combat in 1214 at the Battle of Bouvines consisted of charges by retinues numbering fewer than 200 knights. Only at Muret in 1213 was there an all-out charge of massed cavalry. 41 But the armies of the Latins were called together frequently, so they grew used to working together, and this enabled them to form and to take the enormous risk of a mass charge. But this in turn led to further tactical changes. There could be only a single opportunity for a mass charge, because if it did not strike its enemy a fatal blow the horses would be blown and dispersed. Turkish light horse were skilled at the rapid retreat, even the feigned retreat, turning to fall on their exhausted enemies:
 If they [the Turks] are hotly pursued a long way they flee on very fast horses. There are none nimbler in the world, with the swiftest gallop – like a flight of swallows. It is the Turks’ habit, when they realise that their pursuit has stopped following them, to stop running away themselves – like an infuriating fire which flies away if you drive it off and returns when you stop.42

But in awaiting the crucial moment Latin cavalry would be exposed to harassment, and in any case battle was a dynamic environment. And the Latins were usually outnumbered by their enemies, so the basic formation of infantry and cavalry evolved into the fighting march, as Smail was the first to understand.43 In 1147 the Latins under Baldwin III (1143–63) had marched on Bosra but found Nur ad-Din in great strength, so they were forced to retreat in the presence of an enemy army which outnumbered them. Their response was:
 General orders had been given that the bodies of all the dead in the Christian ranks were to be placed upon camels and other pack animals, that the knowledge of the massacre of our forces might not tend to strengthen the enemy. The weak and wounded were also to be placed on beasts of burden so as to give the impression that not a single Christian had been killed or wounded. It was a source of amazement, therefore, to the wiser heads among the enemy that, after such a volley of arrow, such repeated conflicts, such torture of thirst, dust and unbearable heat, not a single dead Christian could be found. This people must, indeed, be made of iron, they thought.44

In such a formation the infantry surrounded the cavalry and the pack animals in a moving fortress and held off the enemy, enabling the knights to choose when, or indeed if, to unloose their famous charge. Again in 1170, near Gaza:
 Terrified by the vast numbers, they began to crowd together more than usual, with the result that the very density of their ranks almost prevented any further advance. The infidels at once charged and tried to force them apart, but the Christians, by divine help, massed themselves even more closely together and withstood the enemy’s attack. Then at quickened pace they marched on to their destination where the entire army [250 knights and 2,000 foot] halted and set up tents.45

In July 1187 Saladin, with a huge army 30,000 strong, besieged Tiberias as the army of Jerusalem concentrated at Safforiyah, twenty-six kilometres to the west. Guy of Lusignan, King of Jerusalem, decided to march to its relief, presumably trusting in the solidity of his formation to enable him to choose battle at will. At the heart of his army were three divisions of cavalry, something like 1,200 knights, each surrounded by infantry, in all nearly 20,000 men. But a march of twenty-six kilometres against a numerous and determined enemy was unprecedented, and there was no water along the route. They became exhausted and were encircled and destroyed at Hattin, and the kingdom fell.
But on the Third Crusade, Richard of England made the system work. After the fall of Acre to the crusader host, Richard set out southwards down the coast to seize the port of Jaffa, with his cavalry in three sections surrounded by infantry. This time, water was plentiful because the road ran close to the sea, where the western fleet acted as a source of supply. The infantry, who bore the weight of the enemy attacks, were rotated so that they could rest between the army and the coast. Saladin’s mounted archers attacked the infantry screen but to little effect. One of his advisers commented:
 The enemy army was already in formation with the infantry surrounding it like a wall, wearing solid iron corselets and full-length well-made chain-mail, so that arrows were falling on them with no effect … I saw various individuals amongst the Franks with ten arrows fixed in their backs, pressing on in this fashion quite unconcerned.46

On 7 September 1191 Saladin deployed his army for battle close to Arsuf. Richard broke his cavalry into five divisions to facilitate control, and was anxious to hold his force together until he could, with a single charge, destroy his enemy totally. In the event his rearguard, sorely provoked, charged prematurely, obliging him to commit his whole cavalry force. Even so, the damage to Saladin’s army was considerable:
 The enemy’s situation worsened still more and the Muslims thought they had them in their power. Eventually the first detachments of their infantry reached the plantations of Arsuf. Then their cavalry massed together and agreed on a charge, as they feared for their people and thought that only a charge would save them. I saw them grouped together in the middle of the foot-soldiers. They took their lances and gave a shout as one man. The infantry opened gaps for them and they charged in unison. One group charged our right wing, another our left, and the third our centre. It happened that I was in the centre which took to wholesale flight. My intention was to join the left wing, since it was nearer to me. I reached it after it had been broken utterly, so I thought to join the right wing, but then I saw that it had fled more calamitously than all the rest.47

But the most spectacular innovation of the Latins was the foundation of the military religious orders, of which the most important were the Hospital and the Temple. The latter was founded by a group of pious knights under the authority of the Patriarch of Jerusalem and their first task was to protect the pilgrim roads. Once the order was recognised in 1128 it attracted recruits and generous donations, making it an enormously rich landowning institution. The Hospital was an older charitable institution caring for pilgrims which gradually evolved into a fighting order.48 The bulk of the wealth of both orders lay in the west, so that they could replace losses in the east. The importance of these orders was that they formed what were, in effect, small but well-disciplined standing armies, each numbering about 300 knights. They accounted, therefore, for about half the 1,200 knights raised for the army which fought at Hattin. The Temple evolved very strict military discipline which was embodied in their Rule.49 The armies of the orders therefore formed the backbone of the army of Jerusalem, so it is hardly surprising that after Hattin, Saladin ordered that the 300 of their knights who had fallen into his hands should be massacred.50 However, the orders recovered, and during the Third Crusade they were joined by the new Teutonic Order.51 In the thirteenth century, when the Jerusalem monarchy was weak, the armies of the orders constituted the primary military forces in the kingdom, especially as more and more castles were handed over to them by a nobility that could hardly afford them. The orders became increasingly enmeshed in the politics of the kingdom, yet they still offered the strongest hope of recovery, and visiting rulers and pilgrims put much-deserved faith in their fighting qualities.52 
The crusades precipitated a period of ideological warfare in the Middle East. At the Council of Clermont in 1095, Urban II preached salvation through slaughter, a notion that inspired men to go east to fight for many centuries. In the Middle East most warfare had long been between Muslims, and in these circumstances holy war, jihad, had simply faded away. Al-Sulami of Damascus was one of the few people at the time of the First Crusade to think in these terms.53 But as the challenge of the Latin settlers became clearer, the Turkish soldiers who ruled Islamic society increasingly presented themselves as champions of Islam. Zengi of Aleppo seized Edessa in 1144 and his son, Nur ad-Din, was a subtle diplomat who patronised and capitalised on the prestige of Muslim madrassas (Islamic schools) to promulgate a suitable image of himself. Saladin did likewise. These leaders at the same time proclaimed themselves champions of Sunni (orthodox) Islam and directed their jihad against all dissidents, especially Shi’ites. The alien ruling group in this way used jihad to build bridges with the broad mass of the city populations on whom they depended for taxation and the running of the machinery of government. Thus the temper of warfare in the Middle East was something special and different from that experienced elsewhere. William of Tyre, who was born in Jerusalem, rightly observed:
 War is waged differently and less vigorously between men who hold the same law and faith. For even if no other cause for hatred exists, the fact that the combatants do not share the same articles of faith is sufficient reason for constant quarrelling and enmity.54

There were terrible events. In 1099 Jerusalem fell and many of its inhabitants were massacred, but it should be noted that this was the normal fate of any city which resisted until it was stormed, at which point nobody really could control the attackers. When Zengi captured Edessa in 1144 he ordered a terrible massacre of its Latin population, while sparing the eastern Christians. Saladin killed all the captured members of the orders after Hattin in 1187. Richard of England promised to respect the lives of the garrison of Acre when it capitulated in 1191, on condition that Saladin pay a ransom. When this was not forthcoming, he killed them all, some 2,600 men, women and children. In response Saladin ordered that prisoners captured as Richard’s army moved south should be executed. But this was not the Ostfront in the Second World War, and while war was savage it was never total.
We have some of our most vivid portrayals of battle from the crusades, like Joinville’s recollections of the Battle of Mansourah in 1250:
 A blow from one of the enemy’s swords landed in the middle of Erard de Siverey’s face, cutting through his nose so that it was left dangling over his lips. At that moment the thought of St James [of Compostella] came into my mind and I prayed to him: ‘Good Saint James, come to my help, and save us in our great need.’55

But all medieval battles were like this. On 9 August 1160 Frederick Barbarossa was defeated at the Battle of Carcano and two days later some knights of Lodi and Cremona, rushing to his aid, were ambushed by the victorious Milanese in a marshy valley. But Carnevalo de Cuzego, a knight of Lodi who had taken refuge in the bushes, pulled a Milanese knight, Roger of S. Sceptiro, off his horse and suffocated him in the earth before he could call for help from his followers.56
Despite the excesses, in principle, both sides obeyed the general rules concerning the surrender of cities.57 In the aftermath of battle footsoldiers were massacred or enslaved, but this was the general rule everywhere. On the other hand, it was in the interests of the leaders on all sides to honour the custom of ransoming notables, so this was done.58 In the wake of St Louis’ surrender in 1250 his whole army was captured, but a significant proportion was ransomed. But such civilities were much more difficult to maintain in the heat of religious warfare, and the sheer distance between ransomers and those who held their nearest and dearest imposed great problems. In 1227 Pierre de Queivilliers, a Picard crusader, was captured and held at the castle of Sayhun. He died before his ransom could be arranged. Pierre may well have been held in a little cell halfway up the great rock-cut ditch of the castle, for carved into its wall is a Latin cross: a pathetic and rather personal reminder of the sacrifice of the Holy War.59
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