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   Arrival of the Crusaders at Constantinople. By Jean Fouquet (1455)
 
   The Crusader States
 
   “I, or rather the Lord, beseech you as Christ's heralds to publish this everywhere and to [persuade] all people of whatever rank, foot-soldiers and knights, poor and rich, to carry aid promptly to those Christians and to destroy that vile race from the lands of our friends. I say this to those who are present, it is meant also for those who are absent. Moreover, Christ commands it.” – Pope Urban II, 1095
 
   When a crusader army of Western European Franks took Jerusalem by storm on July 15, 1099, it was one of the more unexpected conquests in history. Everything seemed to be against them for the previous three years of crusade, right up to the final siege, and yet they finally prevailed. And when they did, they massacred most of the population before establishing a Christian realm in a region that had been taken over by the Muslims in 634.
 
   Ironically, this First Crusade is a difficult and polarizing event, even among modern historians, despite the fact it went largely unnoticed in the Islamic world at the time. For some, the crusaders were heroes and saints, and for others they were devils who disrupted the peaceful local sects of Muslims, Jews and Christians, establishing an alien colony that heralded modern European imperialism. Debate over whether the Crusades can truly be perceived as an early example of European colonialism continues in medieval historiography, though the evidence for this is thin. The territory taken by the Franks from the Turks had previously belonged to Eastern Christians and had only recently been seized by the Turks themselves. The Crusaders themselves saw it as a holy war of reclamation of previously lost, albeit almost-mythical, territory, and to them, the Muslims were the first aggressors. They were somewhat bolstered in this view by the support that they largely held from local Christians.    
 
   This territory, which came to be known as the Crusader states, was relatively small and weak, and while it tried to be a bulwark of Christianity in the Holy Land, the Crusader States were reconquered centuries before modern European colonialism began. Nonetheless, the Crusades and the Crusader States galvanized the Christians of Western Europe to expand their world. While it remains unclear how much that world expanded in practical terms such as trade, or how it affected later attitudes during the expansion to the New World and other regions, it definitely engaged the European mind in both positive and negative ways. As such, the crusades soon achieved near-mythic status in the European literature and remain among the most important events of the Middle Ages.
 
   At the same time, the Crusader states were not one homogenized region but actually several distinct territories that had their own unique histories and interests. In fact, many of them were founded a century apart, with the Kingdom of Antioch established in 1097 and the Duchy of Cyprus in 1191, and they stretched across the Near East and the Mediterranean. As such, each one had different political, religious, and economic characteristics. Some of the smaller ones were tributaries to the larger states, and while some states like Antioch and Constantinople had a land-based feudal order, others like Cyprus were wholly owned subsidiaries of the Venetian oligarchy.
 
   The Crusader States: The History of the European States Established in the Middle East during the Crusades analyzes the controversial history and legacy of medieval Christianity’s front lines during the crusades. Along with pictures depicting important people, places, and events, you will learn about the Crusader states like never before, in no time at all.
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Chapter 1: Background              
 
   In Michael Haag's book on the Templars, he depicted the Middle East as under the thumb of Islam. This of course is true, since Islam was a military force far more than it was a religion at the time, and the Christians of long standing in the area were suffering. Haag also argued that the Byzantines called on their fellow Christians in the West for aid against these forces, but this is where simplistic thinking and modern agendas clash with historical reality. The fact is that the Byzantine emperors looked to the West, which they considered to be a heretical sect before the symbolic 1054 date, only for military assistance when fighting the Venetians and the Turks. Byzantium as a whole revolted against any call on the West, and almost always, this aid was long in coming, if at all. The submission to the papacy always was strangely identical to the submission to Venetian trading interests.
 
   Haag was also wrong to assume that the Crusaders were the sole military power against Islam, especially given Byzantium's long rivers of blood shed in defense of the region. It ignored Venice's rapid adaptation to the new Islamic order in its competition with the Jews for trading concessions there, and furthermore, the Crusaders lacked the ability to distinguish Islamic movements that were pro-Christian instead of anti-Christian.
 
   In 1095, Pope Urban II called on the West to drive Islam out of the Levant. This indeed was his true purpose, since the pope had no trading interests that were specifically his own. Haag's thesis is that the Crusader states were outposts of the Templar Order, a group that initially played a positive role as both monastics and warriors, thus linking the ascetic struggle to physical violence against heresy and invasion (Munro, 1916: 348ff). However, he's wrong when he implies that the Crusaders and/or Templars were in their home base in these states; in fact, most of the eastern Christians were entirely unknown to the Westerners. Their language, chant, and more philosophical theology were beyond that of the Western military societies raised by noble musters.
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   An illustration depicting Pope Urban II calling for the First Crusade
 
   It is impossible to judge the Crusader states without understanding the major distinctions between the East and West and how isolated the Frankish and Roman church had become relative to almost unknown eastern groups like the Nestorians, Monophysites and Monoenergists.[1] In a recent article from Haag summarizing his book, he wrote, “The Crusader states, founded after the First Crusade captured Jerusalem in 1099, were a rare period of security and prosperity for the Christians of the East. During the two centuries of their existence the Crusader states greatly improved the lot of the local population. The Franks (as the westerners were known) intermarried with the local population and created a distinctive civilization which enjoyed something approaching local rule, representing local interests. Outremer, ‘the land across the sea’, as the Crusader states were known, was a remarkably tolerant place.” (Haag, 2012).
 
   The strange use of the term “Christian” ignores the radical differences between groups that fragmented the Byzantine state not long before the arrival of the crusaders. Second, security for the “Christians” of this era only was violated by Islam, as these cities had been prosperous long before Christianity. Third, “local rule” is a mystification for the imposition of a feudal order upon an unwilling population almost universally seeing the Franks as invaders. One can call these transplanted local lords “local” in the same sense that the Spanish conquistadores had “local” interests in Central America. Finally, “Frank” was a well-known term at the time that referred to the Germanic tribes slowly encroaching upon the western Roman periphery during past centuries. It was not a word used by the East alone but instead lies at the root of the name France. To replace one invader with another is a far cry from “pragmatism”, and there never was an agreement from Byzantium that the Latins could merely appropriate land as they saw fit.
 
   Haag continues, “Behind this atmosphere of toleration was the reality that eastern Christians felt closer ties to their fellow Christians from the West than to either the Muslim Arabs or the Turks. But probably the biggest factor that encouraged the Franks and the native inhabitants of Outremer to get along was that they shared a common enemy: the Turks. But it was not only Christians for whom the Turks were the enemy; they were the enemy for many local Muslims, too.” (Haag, 2012).
 
   This is mere speculation, as the Latin lords from the West quickly placed their “Christian brethren” under feudal thrall. Modern views of feudalism in general are exaggerated and stylized condemnations of the economic order that existed back then, but in this case, it suggests that brotherhood was not the issue. Cooperation under a hierarchical rule, as unsteady as it was unwelcome, might be better, but these states were not legitimate, stable, or peaceful. Furthermore, Venice's immediate trading contracts with these enemies of the “Christians” might suggest another point of view regarding Christians’ relations with Muslims.
 
   On the other hand, Haag is correct to claim that Islam was highly divided. The later Mamluk ruling class, the Shia Muslims, and the Druze were just the beginning of the deeply divided spoils of Islamic war, but the “Christians”, spoken of as if they formed a single unit, were in the same boat.
 
   Many historians of the papacy and the Crusades of the High Middle Ages have argued that the Crusading movement (especially the Fourth Crusade) was the result of the centralization of the papacy from Gregory VII right after the schism to Innocent III. Here, a radical revival of a confident and fairly wealthy Western papacy helped to organize some semblance of unity out of a gaggle of noble retainers, professional knights, and orders such as the Templars (Leclerq, et al, 1968: 968ff).  Giles Constable was one of the original English-speaking historians to speak of both the Crusades and the states that they created as the result of a centralized papacy. He argues that Venice and the papacy at that time worked together – though often not nicely – in their desire to divide up the Middle East in an economic way for Venice and a religious way for Rome (Constable, 1996: 98). To a great extent, it was the same movement of the papacy that led to universal claims of jurisdiction over the entire world and, of course, the Greek Church as well. This way, the papacy could rationalize the destruction of the Byzantine Greek world in the process of destroying the Islamic one. Ultimately, of course, the papacy and the Venetians both failed. 
 
   Lastly, the claim that spiritual life was the primary goal of the Crusader states is mostly false, even though it does contain a bit of truth. It often is forgotten that the lords setting up these tiny, insecure states in the Levant were deeply in debt; after all, crusades were very expensive. Creating one's own government surrounded by hordes of well-trained and commanded enemies was even more so. Thus, loans from the Italian states such as Florence, Venice, and Genoa needed to be paid back, and most of the lands owned by these knights were mortgaged to the hilt. Thus, the need for a stable source of income once these states were created was pressing. The Crusader states were certainly spiritual centers, and the spreading of the faith against violent infidels was an important motivation for nearly all those who participated in the crusades, but this does not remove the vivid and critical role that money played in these experiments, especially in regards to the constant, powerful, and self-interested role of the Italian cities (especially Venice).
 
   If anything, the primary error of any historian is to reject one side of the equation for another. Those disliking the Crusaders on other grounds will stress the financial side of this in the hopes of removing any spiritual legitimacy from them, but  on the other hand, those like Haag need to downplay this pressing issue in order to grant this same legitimacy. 
 
   


 
  

Chapter 2: The Principality of Antioch
 
   In 1097, the First Crusade smashed into the Middle East, rapidly taking regions that would very soon be organized as the first states of Antioch and Edessa, its tributary. Halfway to Jerusalem lay the first large city in the Levant: Antioch. It was also a major biblical city, so it was of great religious significance to the Crusaders. They besieged it on October 20, 1097, but, as Stephen of Blois described it, the size of the city and the impressive nature of its fortifications dismayed the Crusaders, who were now both battle hardened and battle weary and lacked the resources to completely cut it off from outside help. They therefore hoped to take it some easier way, either through treachery or intimidation. 
 
   The commander of the city, a former slave of the Seljuk sultan Tutush I named Yaghi-Siyan, was able to call upon help due to a complex series of alliances in the wake of his rebellion against and reconciliation with the sons of his former master. In response, two Muslim relief armies from his allies attempted to reach the city and were defeated. Greatly needed help for the Crusaders came from the west in the form of a naval relief force on March 4, nearly 5 months after the siege had started. 
 
   In May, another ally of Yaghi-Siyan attacked with a large army, Kerbogha, the Atabeg of Mosul, was expecting a demoralized and disorganized force along the lines of the People's Crusade, but (like Arslan before him) he encountered a professional, hardened army. And by then, Bohemond had won the city's tower through bribery and the Crusaders had massacred most of the city. According to Ibn Qalanisi, who recounted the story of the fall of Antioch from the Muslim point of view, the commander of the city, Yaghi-Siyan (d.1098), had made a critical error which had seemed like sound military strategy at the time; he had expelled the Byzantine and Armenian Christians as potential traitors but allowed the Syrian Christians to remain. In addition, he had imprisoned the Byzantine patriarch for the city and turned the city's cathedral into a stable. In this case, he appears to have created resentment among the remaining Christians and, ultimately, religious loyalty won out over loyalty to one's commander or city. Bohemond was therefore able to bribe an Armenian in Yaghi-Siyan's guard, a man named Firuz, to betray the city's fortress, allowing the fall of the city. According to Ibn al-Athir, Firuz was an armor-maker who was angry because Yaghi-Siyan had fined him for black-market trading. 
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   A medieval painting depicting the siege of Antioch
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   Medieval manuscript depicting the fall of Antioch
 
   When it became clear the city was lost, Yaghi-Siyan left his son to defend the main fortress and fled with his guard, but he was injured falling from his horse and the guard abandoned him to die. An Armenian discovered him, killed him, and brought his head to Bohemond. With the city now in their hands, the Crusaders had to quickly fortify the city against Kerbogha's advance, but the Crusaders fended him off and soundly defeated him. Dissensions within Kerbogha's army also ensured that it was in disarray in the face of the Christian advance. He returned to Mosul defeated and no longer posed a threat.
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   A map of the Crusader states between the first two crusades
 
   The Crusaders had just scored their most important victory to date, but at this point the crusade stalled as political fighting broke out among the leaders, especially between Bohemond and Raymond. Those two had few or no territories back in Europe and therefore were fiercely combative over any territory the Crusaders won and claimed. As a result, the crusaders remained in Antioch for the rest of the year, and provisioning was so difficult due to the hostility of the local population and the poor organization of any supply lines that some chroniclers claim the Crusaders engaged in cannibalism. The Crusaders were accused of eating local Muslims during the siege of Ma'ara made by the forces of Raymond and Bohemond, a city to the south of Antioch that the crusaders besieged for two months at the end of the year. Whether this was literally true or a literary device to reduce the Muslims to the level of animals for European readers is unclear. None of the three chroniclers who mention this (Albert of Aix, Fulcher of Chartres and Radulph of Caen) were eyewitnesses. But what is clear is that the crusade was on the point of collapse after a plague swept the city, killing many of the Crusaders, including the papal legate Adhémar.  
 
   Byzantine Emperor Alexius I Comnenus initially was disposed to aid the Crusaders, but he heard through faulty intelligence that the Muslims recaptured the city. He called his troops back as a result, which is symbolic of one of the main errors of the Crusading governments: the alienation of the experienced and organized Byzantine Empire. 
 
   Nonetheless, the Principality of Antioch was established under Bohemond, but his eventual capture by Islamic forces led to a takeover by his nephew, the equally famous Tancred. It is important to note that, in these early years, it was the leadership of Tancred that permitted the foundation for a real state that might have some staying power. Unlike many of the Crusaders, Tancred knew the Islamic political situation and used these divisions to his advantage (Barber, 2012: ch. 6).
 
   Furthermore, Tancred captured the Byzantine cities of Latakia and Tarsus, refuting the thesis that these states were dedicated to Christian cooperation. The fact that these were Byzantine (and thus Christian) cities did not prevent their capture by the Western Catholic rulers of Antioch. After his defeat against the Muslims at Harran, Bohemond left for Italy to recruit a new army and raise more cash, and he wisely reappointed Tancred as regent of Antioch, but his sieges of the Byzantine cities not occupied by Muslims began to change the tenor of the movement (Jotischky, 2004: 58-60). When Bohemond returned with revived energy to the East, he attacked the Byzantine Empire in 1107 but was defeated and forced to sign a treaty of defeat and surrender with Alexius I Comnenus known as the Treaty of Devol. This treaty forced him to acknowledge himself as a vassal of the Byzantine Empire, and after his death, the principality of Antioch was to be returned to the emperor, whose ancestors – politically speaking – had held the city for centuries. In an effort to get out of this situation, Bohemond again traveled to Italy and left Tancred at the head of the principality, but he died in 1111 while negotiating with the Italian oligarchy (Jotischky, 2004: 76ff). 
 
   After the death of Bohemond, the Byzantine Empire forced Tancred to fulfill the terms of the contract. The fact that Tancred was the clear successor to Bohemond was certainly legitimate grounds for the treaty’s observance, since the office, not the person, was doing the signing under both Byzantine and Frankish law. However, Tancred, “Prince of Galilee”, appealed to the Count of Tripoli and the “king of Jerusalem” and refused. In effect, all hope of any Christian cooperation was now largely gone just a few years after the Crusade began, and one of the first important acts of the Antioch prince was to repudiate a treaty made by those who had held the city for ages. 
 
   After Tancred's death in 1112, Bohemond II inherited the principality. Bohemond II was Lord Bohemond's first son and thus was the son of Constance, the daughter of Philip I of France. Roger of Salerno was named regent in 1113 since Bohemond II was only a toddler, and he proved his mettle by repulsing a Seljuk attack. However, in June 1119, Roger fell in the Battle of the Field of Blood and Antioch subsequently became a vassal principality of Jerusalem, which was ruled at the time by Baldwin II (Lilie, 1993: 70-75).
 
   In 1126, at the age of 18, Bohemond II married the daughter of the king of Jerusalem, Alice de Bourg. As a result, the thrones of France and two Crusading states were now merged, at least genetically speaking. However, Bohemond II ruled Antioch for only four years, and upon his death, the principality was inherited by his four-year-old daughter Constance, named for her grandmother. The regent of Antioch was again Baldwin II, but in 1131 he died, so the power passed to his daughter Melisande and her husband Fulk of Anjou. In 1136, the 10 year old heiress Constance of Antioch was married to Raymond of Poitiers, who was three times older than his wife (Jotischky, 2004: 76-78).
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   An illustration depicting Raymond of Poitiers welcoming King Louis VII of France to Antioch
 
   Like his predecessors, Raymond endeavored to continue the enlargement of Antioch largely by taking the Byzantine province of Cilicia, which was chiefly populated with Armenians, but the arrogance of the new kings of the “East” was checked by Emperor John II Comnenus, who forced Raymond in 1137 to swear to obey him. Despite that formal oath, the Byzantine emperor died in 1142 without realizing his plans to win back the Crusaders’ captured lands (Runciman, 1951: 196-202).
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   A contemporary depiction of Emperor John II Comnenus
 
   Thus far, the suggestion that the Crusaders had every interest to cooperate with the regions’ native Christians was nowhere to be found. Two oaths made over religious relics had also been repudiated solely due to political purposes, and the fact that such ostensibly sacred oaths were violated as quickly as they were made shows that the religious elements of the crusades were a vulnerable casualty to political pragmatics (see Cahen, 1954: 8-20, for a detailed description of the states resulting from the First Crusade).
 
   During the Second Crusade, shortly after the fall of Edessa in1144, Antioch was attacked by the army of Atabek al-Din Mahmud, resulting in the loss of the eastern territories of Antioch. After the death of Raymond of Poitiers in 1149 during the Battle of Inab, the regent of the principality was the widowed Constance, who eventually married Renault of Châtillon in 1153. The principality at this time was overseen by the King of Jerusalem, Baldwin III.
 
   In 1158, Renault entered into a third sacred contract with the Emperor Manuel I, according to which Antioch became a possession of the Byzantine Empire and was required to supply soldiers to serve in the Byzantine army. Although this agreement put the Crusaders in a subordinate position, it was assumed that the friendship with the powerful Byzantine empire, the native rulers in the area, would protect the fragile states in the area from another attack by Nur al-Din, considered a fearsome strategist at the time (Lilie, 1993: 163-165). Nonetheless, in 1160, Renault of Châtillon was captured by the Muslims, and as he languished for 16 years, the regent of the principality became Emil (Limoges), the Patriarch of Antioch. In December of 1161, the Byzantine Emperor Manuel I married the daughter of Constance, Mary, figuring that it would legitimize the Catholic states in the area through marriage to the Byzantine power.
 
   By the time the son of Constance came of age, legitimized as a son of the emperor and ready to take the throne from the regent, Constance did not want to cede power. As a result, in 1163, she sought the support of Cilicia, leading the people of Antioch to rebel. This uprising drove Constance out of the city, and Bohemond III became prince, but in 1164, Bohemond III was captured during the Battle of Harim, and the boundary between Antioch and Aleppo was finally decided as the Orontes River. In 1165, Bohemond was returned for a huge ransom. Returning to Antioch, he soon married a niece of Manuel I, creating a second tie to the Byzantine state (Jotischky, 2004: 61-65).
 
   By the time Manuel I died in the year 1180, the union of Antioch and the Byzantine Empire had been a political reality for over 20 years, but the union would come to an end that year, just as the famed Saladin was defeating crusading armies one after another. With the massing of a substantial Islamic force against Jerusalem, the Venetian navy successfully helped that kingdom survive an attack in 1187 (Brand, 1962: 168-170), but the Principality of Antioch, as well as the County of Tripoli, did not participate in the Third Crusade at all. In fact, Antioch came into no contact with any part of it except in 1190, when the remnants of Frederick Barbarossa's army arrived there to bury the body of the great King. This fact adds additional weight to the notion that the Crusading ideal was not even present in the city of Antioch at the time; if anything, it was struggling to maintain its very existence in a strange, identity-less limbo between Greek and Latin (Runciman, 1951: 268-271).
 
   In 1201, Bohemond III died, but the Tripoli principality, a tributary of Antioch, sought the crown instead of a local prince. This prince (from what is today Lebanon) also was named Bohemond and was the grandson of Raymond. His mother was the Armenian Princess Alice of Cilicia. The Armenian factor is important, since these were Monophysite Christians who looked to the West as much as to the East. 
 
   In 1207, Bohemond finally was proclaimed prince of Antioch under the name of Bohemond IV, and he ruled the principality until his death in 1233, though not continuously. Bohemond was then succeeded by his son, yet another Bohemond (Bohemond V), who would become one of the leaders of the Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Crusades. In his case, Bohemond V was clearly inspired by religious ideals, though this might have had something to do with the then burning city of Constantinople. Antioch finally could refuse to obey orders from the Byzantine Empire since its capital city had been destroyed by their allies during the Fourth Crusade (Jotischky, 2004: 67-70). 
 
   In 1254, Bohemond VI, the son of Bohemond V, married the Armenian princess Sibyl, which finally ended the conflict between the two powers. Nevertheless, Antioch and Cilicia were experiencing the last days of their existence. This century saw the rise and rapid spread of the Mongol horsemen into the Levant, Russia, and Central Europe, and between having to deal with the Mamluks and Mongols, both Antioch and Cilicia decided to support the new arrivals from China and even became a vassal state of the Khan. Armenian Cilicia, Antioch, and Khan Hulagu created a strange alliance, but that alliance was destroyed by the Mamluk Muslims in 1260 (Lilie, 1993: 219-221). 
 
   This initial defeat of the heretofore “invincible” Mongols was a story in itself at the time, but their long distance from home and the unfamiliar terrain goes far to explain their defeat. Regardless, Antioch was now under an Islamic state, and the Mamluk state took the northern territories of Syria in 1268. At this point, not just Antioch but the Crusader states as a whole came to an end. 
 
   Given its history, it’s fair to characterize the Principality of Antioch as the first experiment in Crusader statecraft, and one that was doomed from the start. It had no internal unity, being populated by a mix of Armenian, Greek, and Turkish people living under a handful of Normans as their ruling class. Antioch was fairly small, surrounded by enemies, and had a single benefit of being a substantial sea power, albeit one that was always dependent on Venice. There was neither internal stability nor peace for the principality during its short life from 1097-1268. During its time, the “Patriarch” of Antioch, always a Greek See, was ruled over by a Latin with no knowledge of the religion or the language of those nominally under him (Lilie, 1993: 190-196). 
 
   


 
  

Chapter 3: The County of Edessa
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   Map of the expansion of Edessa from 1098-1131
 
   In 1098, Baldwin of Boulogne was separated from the army of the Crusaders heading into the south to Antioch and Jerusalem, and he proceeded to Cilician Armenia and from there, to Edessa. Edessa also was Armenian, an ancient outpost to that beleaguered people at the neck of the Euphrates River. Crusaders under Baldwin took the area with little force, but he needed to be careful since the prosperous economy of the region was based on trade, an area where Armenians excelled. Merchants there were either Chaldeans or Persians or Armenians, and Crusaders had little knowledge of any of them (Lilie, 1993: 62-64).
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   An illustration depicting Baldwin entering Edessa
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   A medieval manuscript depicting Baldwin receiving the homage of Armenians in Edessa
 
   The 1090s were the most difficult for the principality of Edessa, which had been the object of struggle between the lords of Antioch and Aleppo, and the instability of the external political position and the lack of a strong army forced the Armenians to seek a powerful patron. The Armenian population initially considered the Crusaders liberators, then later as allies against the Seljuks. Baldwin of Flanders, who would become the first emperor of the Latin Empire of Constantinople (another Crusader state), arrived with 200 knights with the open endorsement of Toros of Edessa, Edessan elites agreed to the division of revenues and profits with Baldwin and used his men as the bodyguard of the elite.
 
   In March 1098, the Council of Twelve (12 Armenian oligarchs), supported by Baldwin, sought to organize a coup. Thus, shortly after the founding of Antioch, Edessa was founded as another Crusader state via another broken oath. Baldwin had sworn upon the relics to protect Toros, and during the coup, Toros locked himself in the main stronghold of the city, but upon the arrival of Baldwin, he opened the doors because of the oath Baldwin had sworn, only to be delivered to the Crusaders and oligarchs for execution. From then on, the state was sometimes called the City of Franco-Armenians (Lilie, 1993: 62-63ff)
 
   In 1100, after the death of his brother, Geoffrey of Bouillon, Baldwin inherited the throne of the Kingdom of Jerusalem, and the Armenian state of Edessa passed to his cousin, Baldwin de Burgh. He was joined by Joscelin de Courtenay, who organized a major fortress on the Euphrates of immense strategic value. Meanwhile, the Latin rulers of Edessa were in close contact with their nearest neighbor, the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia, and to maintain the union between the two groups, Edessa’s rulers often married Armenian princesses. As such, after Baldwin Boulogne’s wife Gutuera died in 1097, he married Arda, a granddaughter of Constantine I, the king of Cilicia. Similarly, Baldwin du Bourg married Morphia, the daughter of the governor of Melitene, while Joscelin de Courtenay married the daughter of Constantine, Beatrice (Lilie, 1993: 67-73). 
 
   Gaining the throne under the name of Baldwin II, Baldwin de Bourg was a commander in the conflicts in Northern Syria and Asia Minor, and in 1103, he helped to collect ransom for Bohemond I, Prince of Antioch. Baldwin and Joscelin were captured by the Seljuks in 1104 during the Battle of Harran, one of the major defeats for the Crusaders, and between 1104 and 1108, the county of Edessa was attached to the Principality of Antioch since neither could survive on its own. The Armenian connection made this arrangement both natural and profitable. In 1110, all the territory east of the Euphrates was conquered by Atabek, and although Edessa and other well-fortified cities withstood the onslaught of the Muslims, the hinterlands of the city were depopulated. 
 
   After the death of Baldwin I in 1118, Baldwin II was proclaimed King of Jerusalem, despite the fact that a closer relative to inherit the kingdom was the brother of Baldwin I, Eustace III Boulogne. In 1119, the title of Count of Edessa was given to de Courtenay, but in 1122, Joscelin again was captured by the Muslims, forcing Baldwin to move north. This did not keep him from getting captured himself. By 1123, all of them had been released, but at great cost to the Crusaders and the serfs under their control, who relied on loans raised from Rome or Venice (Lilie, 1993: 76-80).
 
   At this time, the primary enemy of the Crusaders was Mosul Imad ad-Din Zengi, a first class military commander still legendary among the Muslims of the area. The Crusaders had long proven themselves incompetent on the battlefield, as the older Roman martial skills had largely been lost, but the Byzantine regulars still performed well and often had to carry the often uncooperative Frankish knights (Brand, 1962: 170ff). Thus, when the Byzantine emperor Manuel I died, it was Zengi's green light to go on the offensive. 
 
   Manuel and Raymond of Poitiers (at the head of Antioch) had squared off at Cilicia, resulting in the Norman knights being driven out of the area, and that conflict demonstrated the mentality of the contending parties and the complete inability of the Frankish crusaders to prioritize or even consider military operations without personal bias. Joscelin of Edessa quickly set out to reinforce his Antiochan “ally” in Cilicia, but in an attempt to gain more power himself, he made peace with the Muslim governor of Aleppo, thereby consigning Raymond to defeat. 
 
   In 1131, Joscelin de Courtenay fell on the battlefield, and he was succeeded by his son, Joscelin II. His son’s rise to power was not an enviable one, as Zengi was building a military state of his own in the region, centered around on the regions of Aleppo and Mosul. The new Byzantine emperor began a campaign against Zengi in 1138, and his Byzantine regulars were an actual army with ranks, training, and standardized equipment. Assisting contingents came from Joscelin II of Edessa and Raymond of Antioch, as well as a detachment of the Templars. In April of that same year, the city of Sezer was taken by a force financed by the Italian city of Pisa, but in a brilliant move, Zengi began to spread rumors about the approach of armies from Iran, Iraq, and Anatolia, which bought him some more time to organize his forces. Byzantium eventually came to believe these stories, and the Byzantines quickly made peace with him, even providing some monetary compensation as well (Runciman, 1951: 221ff).
 
   After the peace agreement, John, in June of 1138, made a triumphal entry into Antioch and then organized a meeting of the barons. There, he declared that military action was only the first step in bringing some order to the Crusading fiasco. With clear logic and the facts at hand, John ordered the elites in the city to become a tributary of the Byzantine Empire. Joscelin, in the most irresponsible way possible, created rumors among the Latins that John was planning to drive the Crusaders out of Antioch and maintain a solely Greek population in Edessa and surrounding areas, even though there were few Greeks present. Fed this absurd story, the Edessans, egged on by the Norman lords, caught the emperor by surprise, and he was forced to accept merely an oath of allegiance, knowing full well how worthless this was.
 
   By the time Zengi prepared his attack on Edessa, Joscelin II was not paying enough attention to securing the borders of the county, as he was too busy infighting with Tripoli and therefore did not get help from neighbors when the need arose. In 1144, Zengi surrounded Edessa, and the siege of the city lasted only a month. On December 24 of that year, the city fell. The result of the fall of Edessa is described by Runciman: “The roads from Mosul to Aleppo now were cleared of the enemy, and there was no longer a Christian wedge driven between the Turks of Iran and the Turks of Anatolia. Zengi had well earned his royal title. To the Franks it brought despondency and alarm; and to the Christians of western Europe it came as a terrible shock. For the first time they realized that things were not well in the East. A movement was set on foot to preach a new Crusade.”
 
   Making a farce out of an already desperate situation, Joscelin II sought to rebuild his state with lands taken from the western banks of the Euphrates, making Turbessel his citadel. Runciman wrote, “Though it was clear that Zengi would soon attack him, he could not forgive Raymond for having refused him help. He openly broke with him and rejected his suzerainty. Raymond was equally averse to a reconciliation. But he was alive to the danger of isolation. In 1145, after defeating a Turkish raid, he decided to travel to Constantinople, to ask for help from the Emperor. When he arrived, Manuel would not receive him. It was only after he had knelt in humble contrition at the tomb of the Emperor John that he was allowed an audience. Manuel then treated him graciously, loading him with gifts and promising him a money subsidy. But he would not promise him immediate military aid, for the Byzantines had a Turkish war on their hands. There was talk of an expedition in the future; and the visit, humiliating though it was to Raymond's pride and unpopular among his barons, had one useful result. It was not unremarked by Zengi; who therefore decided to postpone a further attack on the northern Franks and to turn his attention once more to Damascus.” (Runciman, 1951a: 238).
 
   The only good news that the Crusaders had at the time was that a slave killed Zengi in 1146. That same year, Joscelin attempted to regain his lost possessions, but in November, he was defeated by Nur al-Din Mahmud and barely escaped capture. In 1150, he was captured by the Muslims and was held in Aleppo until his death in 1159. His wife sold several smaller possessions around Edessa to the Byzantine Emperor Manuel Comnenus, but a year later, they were conquered by Nur al-Din.
 
   As Edessa’s history suggests, cooperation between the Crusaders barely existed. Personal agendas clouded a military situation quite opposed to Crusader interests. The best option Antioch and Edessa had was to join Manuel or his predecessor John, emperors in command of an experienced army and diplomatic corps who knew the area intimately, but since personal power was the only reality at the time, it never really happened. Contrary to Haag’s assertions, these states had no security, no real long-term viability, and were dependent on Italy, the papacy, and resources from the West. They were a drain on Europe, and most ironic of all, their problems assisted in the eventual destruction of the Byzantine Empire, the only legitimate and competent Christian power in the region.              
 
   


 
  

Chapter 4: The Kingdom of Jerusalem 
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   Medieval depiction of the Siege of Jerusalem
 
   In early 1099, the Crusaders finally left Antioch and continued south, leaving Bohemond in charge of that city, and the penultimate and most important siege of the crusade, the Siege of Jerusalem, was also relatively short, occurring between June 7 and July 15, 1099. The city had been taken from the Islamic Abbasid empire by the Islamic Fatimids the year before. According to the anonymous Syriac Chronicle, the Fatimid governor, Iftikhar ad-Daula, expelled the Christians (most of the population of the city) when he received word of the Crusader advance, though he allowed the Jews to remain. He also poisoned the wells, added to the good provisioning of the city by moving all livestock inside, and sent for help.
 
   Once they reached Jerusalem, the exhausted Crusaders suffered greatly, far more than the population. There was less than a third of the army left, 1500 knights out of 5000 and 12,000 footsoldiers out of 30,000. However, they were able to forage wood from Samaria and gain provisions from Jaffa via two Genoese galleys, which were themselves dismantled to create siege towers. Morale also rose when a procession was made around the city walls on July 8, following a claim by priest Peter Desiderius that he had a vision of the popular Bishop Adhémar. According to Peter, the ghost of Adhémar had exhorted the crusaders to fast for three days and hold a procession around the city, after which the city would fall in nine days. They did so, while the population of the city mocked them from the walls.  
 
   On July 14, the Crusaders rolled the siege towers to the walls, to the dismay of the inhabitants. The Gesta Francorum reports that on the morning of the 15th, the Crusaders crossed over at two spots after two Flemish knights, followed by Godfrey and his men, first traversed the walls. What followed is controversial and unclear. All of the sources agree that there was a general massacre and that at the very least most of the remaining inhabitants were slaughtered, with many of the inhabitants seeking shelter on the Temple Mount and being cut down by the Crusaders there. However, the extent has been questioned by historians, since the chroniclers of the time on both sides engaged in literary hyperbole.
 
   The Gesta Francorum claimed that the knights rode across the Temple area through blood up to their bridles, but this image, aside from being patently impossible, was taken from Revelation 14:20. Fulcher of Chartres claimed that 10,000 were killed, but he was not present at the massacre and it was common to exaggerate figures of all types in medieval writing. Even so, the Gesta and an eyewitness, Raymond of Aguilers, stated that some Muslims were spared and others took refuge with Ad-Daula, who negotiated a surrender. 
 
   Ibn Qalanisi claimed that all of the Jews were burned alive in their synagogue by chanting Crusaders after taking refuge there. However, letters from the contemporary Jewish archive of the Cairo Geniza indicate that some of the Jewish inhabitants survived, most of them having sought refuge with Ad-Daula. These survivors were allowed to leave on condition that they not return. 
 
   None of the contemporary sources indicate that any Eastern Christians were massacred, which makes sense since they had already been expelled from the city. The Gesta Francorum states that Eastern Christian clergy were invited back on August 9, and Fulcher of Chartres reports being greeted by them when he entered the city with Baldwin in 1100. However, this tolerance of Eastern Christians only extended so far; a Latin patriarch (not a Greek one), Arnulf of Chocques, was elected on August 1. 
 
   On August 5, Arnulf used information from city survivors to locate a splinter of the True Cross. Another cleric, Peter of Bartholomew, had claimed to find the Holy Lance at Antioch, but after he died in agony in the wake of failing a trial by fire, this claim had been quietly dropped. The Splinter of the True Cross, however, was carried in battle by the Crusaders until it was lost to Saladin’s forces at the Battle of Hattin in 1187.
 
   In the wake of the Siege of Jerusalem, both Godfrey and Raymond refused to be crowned King of Jerusalem, but Baldwin would eventually take the title and Raymond went on pilgrimage. One letter claimed that Godfrey took the title of Advocate of the Holy Sepulchre, though Riley-Smith notes that Godfrey only claimed the title of princeps. Both Godfrey and Raymond stated that they felt uncomfortable with the idea of being crowned king in the city where Christ had died and been resurrected. Godrey took the title Advocatus Sancti Sepulchri, but he died the following year, and his brother and successor, Baldwin of Boulogne, not nearly as pious, immediately took the title “King of Jerusalem” as Baldwin I.
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   A medieval depiction of Godfrey taking control of Jerusalem
 
   Like most of the other Crusader states, the first generation was able to expand. Baldwin successfully enlarged the Jerusalem dominion, capturing the port cities of Acre, Sidon, and Beirut, as well as maintaining his dominion over the Crusader states in the North, including the Principality of Edessa, the Principality of Antioch, and the Duchy of Tripoli. The Italian city-states began to play an important role in the kingdom, in this case because their fleet participated in the capture of Jerusalem’s port. It was from that port that the Italians continued to receive their quarters for trade and demanded and received special trade privileges.
 
   Around 1080, the Order of St. John (or the Knights Hospitallers) was founded in Jerusalem, and another military order, the Knights Templar, was established. Its members settled in the temple that had been converted from the Mosque of al-Aqsa.
 
   When Baldwin died in 1118, he left no heirs, so he was succeeded by his cousin Baldwin De Burgh, the prince of Edessa. Baldwin II also was a capable ruler, and though he was captured by the Seljuks several times during his reign, the boundaries of the kingdom of Jerusalem grew. In 1124, he captured the city of Tyre, one of the most significant trade ports in the Near East.
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   A medieval illustration depicting the funeral of Baldwin I
 
   Broadly speaking, these little kingdoms had few people, especially in contrast to their former dominance. The new generation, however, those born and raised in the Levant, considered the Holy Land their homeland. Ironically, they had a negative attitude regarding the newly arriving crusaders of subsequent crusades. In essence, the second-generation Latins were often more like the Syrians and not part of the Frankish realm in any respect except their religion. Many knew Greek, Arabic, and other Oriental languages, and many quite possibly were married to a Greek or Armenian. Furthermore, any shared sense of once being part of the Roman Empire barely existed because only the Byzantines called themselves Roman by this time, the result of Constantine the Great moving the capital to Constantinople. 
 
   At the same time, while many thought of themselves as Middle Eastern, this newfound identity did not stop them from utilizing an economic model established by the Franks. The economy was largely based on the feudal system of Western Europe, but there were many important differences. Jerusalem and the other principalities were located on a small area of land suitable for agriculture, a sort of land the Franks had little association or expertise with. Dating all the way back to ancient times in this region, economic power was concentrated in the urban economy, which was unlike much of medieval Europe. The feudal lords had substantial land holdings, but they preferred to live in Jerusalem and other cities because life on their estates could be tedious and, for the most part, hostile.
 
   As in Europe, the barons that had vassals maintained their social legitimacy by being vassals of the king, but one piece of evidence that some of the Frankish identity was gone might be that agriculture was based on the Muslim version of the feudal system. Although Muslims were persecuted by the Crusaders in some areas and had no right to live in cities, in the rural areas they lived as before. 
 
   It is true that nobody should expect a conquering army to behave any different in any context, and Islam, when it took these cities as conquerors, did the same thing. The nobles functioned as more independent barons than elsewhere, but it was the lower nobles, soldiers, and even peasants who ran the show in rural areas. This gave those on the land a great degree of independence and power, providing a sort of division of labor and balance of power that was remarkable. They supplied the troops of the Kingdom with food, water, and materials for armor and so on, but they did not need to perform military service like in Western Europe. The same was granted to Italian merchants in the cities as a price for their goods, currency, and occasionally, naval protection. As a result, the army of the kingdom was small and consisted of Franks, mostly urban residents (Munro, 1931: 330-335).
 
   Predominance in economics was clearly in the hands of Italians. Regardless of the feudal bias of the Frank and Norman invaders, the development of the economy was more commercial than agricultural. Palestine had always been a crossroads of trade routes; in 1100, trade relations connected the Levant and Greece to Europe and the West. European goods, such as textiles from Northern Europe, appeared in the Middle East and Asia, while Asian goods were sent to Europe in quantities not seen before. Hence, the West was changed by the Crusader states as well, especially since Italian city-states made huge profits that affected their later dominance in the following century.
 
   Since the noble lords lived in Jerusalem more than in the provinces, they had a much greater influence on the king than in Europe. Notable barons comprised the Supreme Council, one of the earliest forms of parliament among Westerners from Europe. The Council consisted of bishops (as was their normal political role), and influential barons were responsible for the choice of the king, which meant they controlled royal policy by giving money to the king and the assemblage of the troops.
 
   The persistent lack of manpower was partly solved by the creation of the military orders. The Order of the Templars and Hospitallers, as mentioned above, were created in the early years of the kingdom and often replaced the barons in the provinces. Their leaders were in Jerusalem, lived in huge castles, and often bought land from barons who could not protect it themselves. Moreover, these Orders were directly under papal control, which meant that they were largely independent and were not obliged to perform military service to any specific authority on the ground in the region, even though they participated in all major battles. In other words, the Orders were a double-edged sword for the first two or three generations of Crusader states; while they were desperately needed, their direct connection to Rome meant that they could not be ordered around by local elites. This was one important way that the papacy maintained some influence over events in their titular domains in the Levant. At the same time, the power that the Orders had came from their tightly hierarchical structure and uniform training methods that made them far superior to the informal forces of nobles.
 
   Given the history of the kingdom of Jerusalem, it is essential to understand how integral Venice was to the Crusader states. The Italian state of Venice was one of the central actors and conductors of the Crusades in general, and the Fourth Crusade in particular, and Venice was priceless to the noble armies of the Levant. At the same time, the Crusaders also considered Venice greedy and grasping, and they believed the Italian state only dealt with the Crusaders at all because of the possibility of large profits and inroads to the Islamic world. 
 
   That said, the argument of Villehardouin, a contemporary who wrote from eyewitness experience on the Fourth Crusade, is that the Venetians were duped by the Crusade leaders time and again. During the Fourth Crusade, the contract between the Crusaders and Venice was not honored, which was significant and common as the history of the Crusader states indicates. Venice saw the Crusaders as investments, but they also distrusted the leaders since they were so notorious for voiding oaths and contracts. 
 
   Two arguments are fairly easy to make when reading Villehardouin's work, and the most notable is the author’s insinuation that the Venetians could take advantage of the immense number of nobles trekking to the Levant. Largely ignorant of what they were doing and having only rumor as a guide, Venice was quick to step in and act as a guide for these hapless warriors for a substantial fee. In many crusades, the elite nobles leading these local armies were forced to strike a deal with the Italians for necessary transports, supplies, and basic geographic orientation of the area. Villehardouin's work makes the claim that Venice was often victimized by noble sons who, having learned a bit from the Italians themselves, exaggerated their net worth for the sake of a quick ride to fame and fortune elsewhere. (Villehardouin, 12). The problem was that the nobility were not nearly as well off as the Italians thought, and the army that slowly trickled into Italy was not imposing. They certainly had no extra money to spend, suggesting Venice had been duped by Western nobility.
 
   The second argument that can be made with this text is that the divisions in the Roman Empire could be exploited as a means to be compensated for the ignorance and/or deviousness of the Crusading nobles. Relative to the latter, Greeks had long dealt with the slippery Italian states, but divisions within the ruling class were common, and by the High Middle Ages, they often spilled over into war (see Villehardouin, 48 for an example). Venice was of immense significance to the Crusades as a whole and their subsequent states, but there was a sense that Venice sought control over the Byzantine Empire, which irritated and rarely helped the undependable Crusading forces. The Venetians, regardless of any ethnic, religious, or political devotion to the ideal of driving Islam from the Middle East, would be in a dominant and strategic position relative to global trade had the Crusading states been more stable.
 
   While the Crusaders had to juggle relations with Western Europe, over in Damascus, the Emir was not entirely unfriendly to the newcomers. Much of the success early on in Jerusalem was based on the goodwill of this powerful Islamic state, but once Edessa fell in the middle of the 12th century, it was felt at the time that Jerusalem was needed to restore the Franco-Armenian state. Back in Tripoli, Louis VII of France and Conrad III of the German empire, being totally ignorant of Islamic politics and too proud to ask the Greeks, decided to take Damascus for themselves. Ironically, the kingdom of Jerusalem maintained friendly relations with the Emir of Damascus at the time, but this either was not known or not understood by the distant monarchs launching a new crusade.
 
   The subsequent crusade of 1148 was a total failure, and it ultimately permitted Nur al-Din to take over Damascus and rid Islam of the rulers they deemed traitors to the faith. Even worse, the eventual fall of Damascus to this scourge of the Latins meant all of Syria was now united under Nur al-Din, so any hope of liberating Edessa was now gone (even if it was slim to begin with). In turn, the kingdom of Jerusalem began to totter on the brink of disaster. 
 
   Melisande ruled the country as regent until Baldwin III overthrew her government in 1153, but during the following year, Baldwin re-appointed her as his regent and chief adviser. Baldwin III died in 1162, a year after his mother, and he was succeeded by his brother, Amalric I, who failed to win any victory in Egypt and tried unsuccessfully to capture Saladin. Both Amalric and Nur al-Din died in 1174, and Amalric I was succeeded by his young son, Baldwin IV, famed in the West as the “leper king.” His early death led to the reign of yet another Baldwin, which united Tripoli with Jerusalem since the former was regent over the latter in the person of Raymond. Baldwin died at a very young age, so the crown of Jerusalem went to the sister of Baldwin IV, Sybil, in 1186. Sybil, now queen, married Guy of Lusignan, permitting him to claim the city after it fell.
 
   From the death of Baldwin III in 1162 to the fall of the city in 1189, Saladin remained the main military foe of the Kingdom's armed forces, and even after the city fell, the symbolic importance of Jerusalem lingered, and the title “King of Jerusalem” continued to be used elsewhere. Moreover, the city’s population, the largest among the Crusader states, created a crisis that the European monarchies could not assuage. This would form the basis for the Third Crusade, arguably the most famous of them all.
 
   


 
  

Chapter 5: The Third Crusade
 
   By 1180, Saladin had consolidated his power in both Egypt and Syria, but he still could not join his two realms because of the obstacle that had once protected his Egyptian realm as a buffer zone: the Crusader States. He now decided to root out the Christian principalities from the Levant, even the Byzantines, though this was not a new goal. He had begun harrying the Crusaders and pushing them back out of Egypt even before he had finished establishing his power there. However, he had also allied with them against other Muslim rivals from time to time. With his triumph over his Muslim rivals complete, he now turned on his erstwhile Christian foes. Attacks on Muslim caravans and other violations of truces by notorious crusader, Raynald of Chatillon (c.1125-1187), beginning in 1181, gave Saladin the pretext for this change in tack.
 
   How much of this new call to jihad in the 12th century was genuine religious fervor for Saladin and his predecessors, and how much was cynical political aggrandizement, remains subject to debate. Zengi, in particular, was ruthless in his pursuit of power, engaging in assassinations and betrayals of other Muslim leaders far more than engaging directly with crusaders. Nur ad-Din and Saladin both continued this pattern of accruing power. Zengi was also not portrayed as a good Muslim by some contemporaries, nor was Shirkuh. In his hostile account of Zengi's assassination, Damascene chronicler Ibn al-Qalanisi claims that Zengi was killed while drunk, a major violation of Islamic religious code, implying that this was a common occurrence.
 
   On the other hand, Zengi showed considerable zeal in attacking the Crusaders once he began to engage with the Crusader States and does at least appear to have seen them as major rivals for Damascus and the rest of Syria. Also, while contemporary accounts are mixed on how devout Saladin was (he never, for example, went on hajj – pilgrimage – to Mecca), he was reported as abstaining from alcohol and other excesses following his conquest of Egypt, and he engaged the Crusaders far more than previous or contemporary atabegs. 
 
   Thus, it’s probably fair to say there was a bit of both the worldly and the divine in his motivations and methods. Saladin, despite carefully cultivating the image of a holy warrior through his biographers, was no different in this respect from either his Muslim or his Christian enemies, as the Crusaders had similarly mixed motives and methods. He certainly believed, but perhaps not quite as devoutly as he claimed. Nevertheless, it was necessary to promote himself as a jihadist Sultan favored by God in order to rally other Muslims to his cause, and it was made all the more important by the fact that Saladin, like the other atabegs, represented a usurping class from West Asia that the old Arab elite resented and did not respect. Also, Saladin had deposed the Egyptian caliph and usurped the rightful successor of his own lord. Caliphs, as descendants of the Prophet Muhammad, were considered to be major religious leaders, even when they had been reduced to weak puppets in secular power. Thus, it was necessary for Saladin to establish himself as the legitimate leader of Syria and Egypt by playing the righteous sultan guided by God in holy war via jihad. This required the language of holy war, even when Saladin warred with other Muslims.
 
   The Crusaders had an advantage in this kind of war, despite being decentralized in secular power and relatively weak militarily compared to their Muslim neighbors. Christian religious authority was strongly centralized in two ancient poles – the Papacy in Rome and the Patriarchate in Constantinople. Christians were also quite strict in which authority they accepted. Latins might work with the Byzantines, and the Pope might choose to correspond with the Patriarch as a fellow vicar in Christ, but this alliance was always tenuous. Latins did not recognize the authority of the Patriarch, and the Byzantines had the same view toward the Pope. This allowed secular leaders to align themselves according to clear religious authorities, and to use their endorsement to accrue support for crusades, something non-caliphate rulers struggled to do in promoting Islamic jihad. Christian religious authority, older and better organized, also had longevity that Muslim religious authority lacked. Perhaps most importantly, the Christians weren’t warring with each other, whereas the division between the two main Muslim sects, majority Sunnism and minority Shi'ism, played a huge factor in the conquest of Egypt and left the two sides downright hostile towards each other. In comparison, the division between Latin and Greek Christianity was only a century old at that point.
 
   Another trend was occurring that ultimately doomed Christian Palestine, while introducing a great long-term threat to the Islamic World of which leaders in the east like Saladin were, at best, only vaguely aware. This involved what was going on in Europe. Even as the fortunes of the Crusaders in Palestine gradually declined, other crusades and other expansions against Muslims closer to home were far more successful. By the time Saladin won the Battle of Hattin, the Muslim region of Al-Andalus had long since fragmented and was in the process of a terminal reduction and decline, despite the best efforts of two major waves of powerful jihadists from North Africa, the Almoravids and the Almohads, and by 1130, Norman mercenaries had wrested Sicily and southern Italy from the Muslims (who had taken it from the Byzantines) and established a kingdom there. It remained in Christian hands thereafter. Thus, while Saladin and other Turkish leaders were in the process of expelling the Latin Christians from the Middle East, the Latins were expelling the Muslims from Europe and blocking them from eventual access to the Americas, gradually forming the geopolitical structure that exists today. 
 
   Focused closer to home, Saladin faced a clear threat in the Crusader States that went even beyond religion. Because they held the coastline from Byzantine Anatolia down to the Persian Gulf, Christian realms lined the entire western border of Syria. They also held the entire coastline at arm's length from Syria, even blocking it from the Gulf and any land connection with Egypt. Saladin would proceed to hound the Kingdom of Jerusalem, but at the same time, they were able to harry Egypt from both land and sea. They could also mount relief crusades from Europe by these routes. 
 
   With all of Syria under his control, Saladin could now deal with this long-term threat. He was aided by luck in the fortuitous weakening of the Frankish dynasty in Jerusalem, the result of the short and unstable reigns of successors like the leper king. Despite loyal support from writers like William of Tyre, the strength of the leper king's power over his own subjects was also weakened by the Franks' own disgust at his condition.
 
   Guy was so unpopular in the Kingdom that the Frankish nobles demanded the more politically astute Sibylla divorce him before she could be crowned. She agreed to do so on the condition that she be allowed to choose her next husband herself. They agreed, not expecting her to be like Odysseus' wife Penelope in cunning. She divorced Guy and then promptly chose him all over again as her husband, crowning him as her consort. She bore him two daughters, who died along with her of fever in 1190 while they were on crusade. The title passed to her sister, continuing down the female line for the next century.
 
   Unfortunately for the Kingdom of Jerusalem, Guy was no Odysseus. Taking poor advice from Reynaud de Chatillon and an unusually fanatical Grand Master of the Templars, Gerard de Ridefort, he engaged Saladin at a place called the Horns of Hattin, not far from Jerusalem, on July 4, 1187. Gerard, having arrived in the country in the late 1170s, was still filled with a crusader's zeal and lacked the more usual sense of regional realpolitik that his predecessors, Arnold de Torroja and Odo de St. Amand, had possessed. He advocated a reckless attack uphill against the Muslim forces between two ridges (the "horns") that doomed the Crusader effort. 
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   The Horns of Hattin today
 
   Saladin was not passive in the encounter. He had drawn out the Crusaders from their water source by besieging and taking the nearby castle of Tiberias as a feint. Then he deliberately set himself on the ridge at Hattin and had built fires on either side of the Crusader army's passage to cut them off from water. This made the Crusaders hot and thirsty, weakening them even further when Saladin's army swept down upon them. One of Saladin’s biographers, Baha ad-Din ibn Shaddad, explained that the Franks “were closely beset as in a noose, while still marching on as though being driven to death that they could see before them, convinced of their doom and destruction and themselves aware that the following day they would be visiting their graves.”
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   Medieval illustration of the battle
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   An illustration of Saladin and Guy meeting after Hattin
 
   With their access to water and retreat line cut off, the crusaders made one last desperate attempt to break through. Ibn al-Athir wrote the following account based off the recollections of Saladin’s son, al-Afdal:
 
   “When the king of the Franks was on the hill with that band, they made a formidable charge against the Muslims facing them, so that they drove them back to my father. I looked towards him and he was overcome by grief and his complexion pale. He took hold of his beard and advanced, crying out "Give the lie to the Devil!" The Muslims rallied, returned to the fight and climbed the hill. When I saw that the Franks withdrew, pursued by the Muslims, I shouted for joy, ‘We have beaten them!’ But the Franks rallied and charged again like the first time and drove the Muslims back to my father. He acted as he had done on the first occasion and the Muslims turned upon the Franks and drove them back to the hill. I again shouted, ‘We have beaten them!’ but my father rounded on me and said, ‘Be quiet! We have not beaten them until that tent [Guy's] falls.’ As he was speaking to me, the tent fell. The sultan dismounted, prostrated himself in thanks to God Almighty and wept for joy.”
 
   With that, the Crusader army was destroyed. Both Gerard and Guy were captured, as well as the noble brigand, Raynald, and they were all brought to Saladin’s tent. Saladin let the thirsty men drink water, but he quickly turned his attention to Raynald and accused him of violating his oaths. In response, Raynald stated, "Kings have always acted thus. I did nothing more." After that response, Saladin grabbed his sword and personally beheaded Raynald, shocking his other prisoners and no doubt leaving them thinking it would soon be their turn. He then explained, "It is not the wont of kings, to kill kings; but that man had transgressed all bounds, and therefore did I treat him thus. This man was only killed because of his maleficence and perfidy."
 
   The remaining Templars and Hospitallers were executed on Saladin’s orders. Saladin’s secretary explained, “Saladin ordered that they should be beheaded, choosing to have them dead rather than in prison. With him was a whole band of scholars and sufis and a certain number of devout men and ascetics, each begged to be allowed to kill one of them, and drew his sword and rolled back his sleeve. Saladin, his face joyful, was sitting on his dais, the unbelievers showed black despair". Members of the military religious orders were not allowed to offer ransom beyond their own belts and swords, and all of them refused to apostasize. Gerard and Guy were both eventually ransomed at great cost, and Gerard died in battle on October 1.
 
   It is estimated that only about 3,000 of the Christians survived the battle, leaving Palestine at Saladin’s mercy. A number of outposts quickly fell, and Saladin then moved on to Jerusalem, which negotiated a surrender to him via a knight named Balin on October 2, 1187. Saladin had considered attacking the city and slaughtering its inhabitants, but the surrender avoided this. Even so, thousands of poor Christians who could not afford to ransom themselves were sold into slavery, but Saladin also allowed Jews back into the city for the first time in nearly a century. Saladin was at the very height of his power and seemed to have triumphed utterly. Save for one port, Tyre, all of the Crusader States had been conquered.
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   A map of the region during the Third Crusade
 
   Thanks to Saladin and the result at Hattin, Richard the Lionheart was already willing to take up the Cross and go on crusade in 1187, and the exhortation of some chroniclers, a mixture of shaming and flattery, cast him as the knight to defeat Saladin and revive the Crusader States. Unlike some Frankish writers in Palestine, like the now-departed William of Tyre, who had written with grudging admiration about their Muslim foes, many European chroniclers felt quite differently about Saladin. Joachim de Fiore, a Calabrian monk, prophesied that the seven heads of the dragon in the Book of Revelation were seven historical figures who had threatened or would threaten the world, with Saladin being the sixth, the last herald before the Antichrist.
 
   However, Richard still had to finance his crusade. As part of raising money to fund his coming crusade, Richard sold a variety of benefices and even offered the King of Scotland independence from his overlordship for 10,000 marks. 
 
   Richard was not the only leader to go, though he was arguably the best in military matters, and the two that went with him were also great leaders in their own right. The aged Frederick I Barbarossa, Holy Roman Emperor (1122-1190), was already a legendary knight when he set out for the Holy Land. Unfortunately, he drowned in a river accidentally on the way, dealing a great blow to the crusade before it had even begun in earnest. Second was Philip of France. Richard and Philip were allies, even friends, but also strong personalities who distrusted each other, and Philip resented being in the shadow of Richard's military prowess, which was regarded more highly than Philip's diplomacy. Still, he was intelligent enough not to show it, or to keep from going on crusade with Richard. In fact, both kings had desired to go but did not want to if it would leave the other rival at home. 
 
   Saladin greeted news of the coming crusade with wariness, but he still felt confident that he could wreck the crusade, especially after Frederick Barbarossa's death. After all, English and French rulers could not stay in the Holy Land forever. By now, however, Saladin was also running on borrowed time. Now in his 50s, he had been campaigning almost constantly for over a quarter of a century and it was taking its toll. He was old, while Richard was still young and vigorous, the same age Saladin had been when he had subdued and conquered Egypt.
 
   Richard and Philip's arrival at Acre with a large army on June 8, 1191 was greeted with joy and relief by the remaining Latin Christians living there, especially when Richard, still sick from scurvy, promptly besieged the city, which had been captured by Saladin's army, and took it on July 12. Soon after, however, he began to quarrel with his allies, Philip and Leopold V of Austria, who had replaced Frederick Barbarossa after Barbarossa had drowned on his way to the Holy Land. The issue was who would succeed to the throne of Jerusalem, as well as Richard's conquest of Cyprus. It was at this point that Philip and Leopold decided to head back west, leaving Richard to fight on.
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   Depiction of Philip (right) and Richard accepting the keys to Acre; from the Grandes Chroniques de France.
 
   As the crusaders took Acre, Saladin himself employed delaying tactics, including saddling Richard with 2700 prisoners and their families near Acre. Perceiving them (probably correctly) as a major security threat that could retake the town if he left them behind, and unable to take them with or provision them, Richard engaged in the most ruthless and brutal act of his life. He massacred them all, including their families, in front of Saladin's horrified army. Saladin's soldiers attempted to break through the crusader lines to save them, but Richard's troops held them back. All told, the crusaders killed an estimated 3,000 Muslims, including women and children. Saladin biographer Baha ad-Din ibn Shaddad wrote of the slaughter, “The motives of this massacre are differently told; according to some, the captives were slain by way of reprisal for the death of those Christians whom the Musulmans had slain. Others again say that the king of England, on deciding to attempt the conquest of Ascalon, thought it unwise to leave so many prisoners in the town after his departure. God alone knows what the real reason was.”
 
   Although Baha ad-Din ibn Shaddad reports that Saladin retaliated by killing all enemy prisoners between August 28 and September 10, Saladin had learned a harsh lesson about Richard. He had at last encountered a leader who was as ruthless, if not more so, than he was, and it sent a clear signal to Saladin that he could not expect to play on Richard's very conditional mercy. Even so, the two rulers treated each other with courtesy and respect, exchanging gifts and correspondence, though they never met in person.
 
   Richard next moved his forces to Arsuf, where the last major battle of the Third Crusade would be fought on September 7, 1191. The battle was an instructive case of the differences between Frankish and Muslim tactics, especially Turkish tactics. The Turks were excellent at attacking from a distance and harrying the slower-moving crusaders, using mounted archers. But they could not stand up to Richard’s army at full strength in pitched battle. The crusaders also had the advantage of the heavy cavalry charge. If deployed properly, such a charge ran down everything in its path and was nearly unstoppable. Contrary to popular belief today, however, such a charge could be (and was not infrequently) stopped, dispersed, diverted, or even destroyed in medieval times, most often through lack of discipline and later through the use of ditches and pikes to bring down the horses. Saladin lacked pikemen and avoided entrenching tactics like ditch-digging, but he had been very successful in using the crusaders’ sluggishness and lack of discipline, as well as their lack of acclimation to the hot climate, against them at the decisive battle of Hattin in 1187. 
 
   Richard, in contrast, had engaged in warfare for the past 18 years under a variety of conditions, including fighting not-dissimilar hit-and-run forces like the Gascons in Aquitaine. He also had the trust and friendship of the main orders in the region, the Templars and Hospitallers. Using each military order to bolster his wings, he held his formation when Saladin used his classic tactic of trying to lure them out with loud noise and harrying tactics. Saladin tried to box Richard in between two different hills, but Richard used this to his own advantage. 
 
   The crusaders continued to march forward under constant attack by the Muslim army, but slowly began to unravel under the strain, and from heat and thirst. Finally, the Hospitaller commander lost his temper and charged into battle, followed by his men and the French forces Philip had left with Richard. 
 
   In the fighting, Richard’s left flank began to waver. Richard was able to rally those men and then decided that instead of reinforcing his left, he would use his right to attack Saladin’s left. According to the Itinerarium Regis Ricardi, a Latin prose account of the Third Crusade, “King Richard pursued the Turks with singular ferocity, fell upon them and scattered them across the ground. No one escaped when his sword made contact with them; wherever he went his brandished sword cleared a wide path on all sides. Continuing his advance with untiring sword strokes, he cut down that unspeakable race as if he were reaping the harvest with a sickle, so that the corpses of Turks he had killed covered the ground everywhere for the space of half a mile.”
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   Depiction of Richard at the Battle of Arsuf by Gustave Doré.
 
   Saladin's nephew attempted to regroup for another attack, using Saladin's personal guard, but it failed when Richard made a third charge. Battered by the well-aimed and well-disciplined heavy cavalry of the crusaders, Saladin's army broke and ran.
 
   It was not a complete victory, in that Saladin was able to regroup. Also, with winter coming on, this gave Saladin time to rebuild. Richard was pressed, himself, to return to Europe. But Richard had made a dent in Saladin's reputation. Saladin had suffered few defeats in his quarter-century of conquest and this one showed he could be humbled. Further, Richard took Jaffa, the nearest port to Jerusalem, whose recapture was his ultimate goal. He also rebuilt and refortified Ascalon, which Saladin had captured and razed in 1187.
 
   After routing Saladin’s army at Arsuf, Richard wanted to retake Jerusalem immediately, but he was strongly advised against it. Though he had won a victory, his force was now too small and could not be replenished. Once the centerpiece of the Crusader States and the prize for which the entire First Crusade had fought, Jerusalem was now a strategic albatross that could not be properly defended or held by a visiting army. Richard very reluctantly turned away from his greatest goal.
 
   Also thwarted in an attempt to invade Egypt, Richard eventually used his victories to negotiate with Saladin, and the correspondence they carried out became legendary for its chivalry, and it helped make and cement Saladin’s legacy in the West. Having heard that Richard lost a horse at Arsuf, Saladin personally sent him two horses as a replacement. Richard even went so far as to solve the issue of Jerusalem by proposing that his sister Joan marry Saladin’s brother. While those two strenuously objected to marrying anyone outside their respective faiths, the courteous treatment and offers between Richard and Saladin enhanced both their posthumous reputations as a model for a chivalric “friendship” between enemies. 
 
   Saladin had been defeated in battle, but he had been proven correct that he could wait out the crusaders. Richard's time in the Holy Land was limited, as were the actions he could take. He was dissuaded from taking Jerusalem, since it was now militarily indefensible, and he was overruled on his choice of candidate for the Crown of Jerusalem (though the successful candidate was assassinated soon after his coronation). Richard and Saladin remained in a stalemate all winter and through the following summer.
 
   The breaking point came when Richard realized he could no longer stay away from home. John and Philip were plotting against him, and he risked losing everything should he not return. Ultimately, the leaders agreed on a three-year truce on September 2, 1192 that would leave Jerusalem in Muslim hands but allow Christian pilgrims into the city as well. It also included razing the foundations of Ascalon Richard had just rebuilt, and with that Richard left Palestine in September 1192. 
 
   Saladin had little time to capitalize on Richard's withdrawal. Though Saladin essentially scored a strategic victory by retaining Jerusalem during the Third Crusade, he was too weary to savor the victory and would die the following March. Meanwhile, the damage Richard had done during his year in Palestine was just enough to revive the Crusader States, and Saladin’s heirs were distracted from attacking the Crusader States because they were too busy squabbling over his empire. 
 
   However messily, Richard had saved the Holy Land for the Christians another day. Though the city and all surrounding lands were taken by Saladin in 1189, the Third Crusade did re-occupy some of this hinterland, but not the city proper. In addition, Jerusalem was excessively distanced from the center of the maritime routes of the Crusading naval forces in Venice. Cyprus, Cilicia, and Antioch were all contiguous and geographically huddled around the island of Cyprus, which created a potentially strategic and connected state that, despite being deeply divided among princes, made some geographic and military sense. However, Jerusalem was considerably further south, and it had always diverted men, money, and resources from the more significant northern regions. While it held deep symbolic value, Jerusalem might have been seen as a burden the Crusaders could ill afford to bear.
 
   On the other hand, Acre was about 150 miles north of Jerusalem and was itself a significant city. As such, while it was the center of the second “Principality of Jerusalem”, it is often called the “Kingdom of Acre”, which makes it less confusing.
 
   


 
  

Chapter 6: The Kingdom of Acre
 
   In the wake of the Third Crusade, Guy of Lusignan was granted Cyprus as compensation for his exclusion from the tiny, now reorganized kingdom of “Jerusalem”. Guy had laid siege to Acre against his Catholic rivals, which nearly leveled it to the ground during a siege lasting four years, and the isolation of the city spread disease that did not spare the patriarch and Sybil. Guy's defeat against Saladin and the exhaustion of the armies under his command was precisely what Saladin needed to finish destroying these states. Sybil's half sister was named Isabella, and, given the mass death in Acre, was the best claimant to the crown. However, Guy refused to permit the crown to go to Isabella and continued his demand for the title.
 
   The only reason that Richard had sided with Guy was that the latter had sworn fealty to him, but Philip of France refused to accept Guy and insisted that Conrad had the right to marry Isabella, thus becoming the king of Jerusalem-in-exile. Conrad was distantly related to Philip, and Richard, despite some impressive victories, did not even attempt to take Jerusalem. Richard had only been able to re-take some valuable coastline, and in the midst of the fighting, Philip had returned to France. Conrad was elected in 1192 but was killed soon after, after which Isabella then married his cousin Henry II of Champagne. 
 
   The areas taken by Richard centered at Acre on the coast and was the extent of this new Kingdom, but by 1230, only Frederick II was able to establish a foothold in the city by skillfully manipulating the warring factions of Islam. This was very short lived; the city was captured once and for all by the forces of Islam in 1244 (Munro, 1931: 329-331ff).
 
   


 
  

Chapter 7: Cyprus
 
   Although not part of the Near East, Cyprus has always been considered part of the Crusader states because it was the region’s economic center. As such, Cyprus also helps explain the Crusader states’ economies, and how trade functioned in the region. 
 
   Cyprus was part of the Venetian trading empire, but other than that Italian interest, it was not an economic center until after the fall of Jerusalem. At the beginning of the 13th century, the island was governed by monarchs interested in Cyprus' economic potential in linking it with Western Europe and uniting the normally warring Italian states of Venice and Genoa. Under the rule of Guy, the island abolished all trading duties, but the increase of trade, especially between Syria and Venice, meant that it was the oligarchy, not the crown, that had the real power there. That said, the development of a Venetian-style oligarchy could only go so far due to the fact that the Latin population, like everywhere else in the area, was perceived as a conquering force. The increase in the wealth of the handful of otherwise illiterate and brutish crusaders of the lower nobility made them so hated that the power of the crown was the only thing keeping them from being lynched.
 
   After the conquest of the Syrian coast by the Mamluks in 1291, Cyprus became one of the main commercial points of the Levant, and the ensuing 14th century ended up being its most significant period of economic development. The government centralized its power and created a law code featuring a fairly modern system of tariffs, taxes, and the regulation of commercial interests. A tax-free status united Venice and Genoa in the protection of the island, and this eventually became a spur to great state power because the island was used by the major commercial players as a transit hub. This massive influx of goods in both directions, including salt, silk, spices, cotton, and sugar, more than paid for the tax privileges of the Italians (Fotheringham, 1910: 27-40).  
 
   It was in this context that the later Crusades in the 14th century were organized and financed by this island. The attacks on the Mamluk military nobility was invaluable for the Crusaders and necessary to prevent the entry of Egypt as a significant competitor, and while the island was very Greek, it was only the Latin interlopers who benefited from this immense trade. From Guy onward, the elimination of Greek involvement with trade was a consistent state policy (Fotheringham, 1910: 31-36).
 
   


 
  

Chapter 8: The Latin Empire
 
   In 1202, the attention of the Crusaders shifted a bit north. It had become clear that the Latins, as well as the papacy itself, came to consider the Byzantines in the area not just heretical but also greedy, devious, and excessively addicted to luxury. Greece had been slowly taken by Latin interests, and this included Thessaloniki, an essential trading city, as well as the Achaean Duchy. Ultimately, both Italian and Crusading interests came together in the destruction of the Byzantine Empire, and it was started in great measure by the crusaders’ attack on Constantinople itself. .
 
   The Frankish empire in Constantinople was the result of the extremely merciless and abominable sack of Constantinople in April of 1204 during what was supposed to be the Fourth Crusade.  While the sack of the Byzantine capital is well known, the state the crusaders created and the important if not critical role of Venice are essential in understanding this most infamous and controversial Crusader state. 
 
   What made the Fourth Crusade so significant was that it can be argued that the entire creation of the “Latin Empire” was based on a scheme to pay the Venetians back for their financing of the Crusade. Queller argues that self-interest was the sole reality maintaining any fighting spirit in the army (Queller, 1974: 443ff). Venice agreed to finance a Crusade for 30,000 soldiers and supply them with food, transport, horses, and navigation, which almost led to the bankruptcy of the city. The Venetian navy was to land this Crusade at Acre, but upon arrival, the Venetian navy discovered that a truce was in effect between the Jerusalem Kingdom and Islam. 
 
   Given the state of peace between Jerusalem and the Islamic armies, Emperor Alexius III of Byzantium looked like a much weaker and more lucrative target. Intending to use the Crusade to his advantage, the emperor was promised that the Latins could keep conquered land if they maintained his position on the throne (Queller, 1974: 461). Thus, Venice tried to divert the Crusade to the city of Zara, a Catholic city deep in debt to Venice that was to be plundered to pay back creditors, and Venice needed to maintain Alexius on the Byzantine throne, regardless of his popularity among the Greeks. None of this was what the Crusaders had signed on for, but once Constantinople was reduced to ashes and rubble, the Latins divided the empire among themselves. Boniface of Montserrat took northern Turkey, Greece proper, and Crete, while the eastern regions went to Baldwin I, soon to become the first “emperor” of this new state. Guillaume of Champlain received Morea and Central Greece, along with Guido Pallavicini, Jacques d'Aven and Othon de la Roche. Of course, there still was the Venetian debt to be repaid, since all Crusaders needed their financing from somewhere. 
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   An illustration depicting the crusaders’ siege of Constantinople
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   An illustration depicting the crusaders sacking Constantinople
 
   According to the contract made in March of 1204, the Doge of Venice Enrico Dandolo, Count Baldwin of Flanders, and Boniface of Montserrat agreed to impose a feudal system on the region once it was divided among them. The elected “emperor” was to receive part of the city and about a quarter of all the empire's territory. The rest would be divided between the Crusading forces and the Venetian oligarchy (more detail can be found above).
 
   Boniface of Montserrat received the huge territory of Thessaloniki, Macedon, and Thessaly, though he was opposed by Venice, setting the stage for substantial division. Venice received a portion of Constantinople, Crete, Euboea, the Ionian Islands, most of the Cyclades and Sporades, a part of Thrace from Adrianople to the shore of the Propontis, and part of the coastal waters of the Ionian and Adriatic Seas from Aetolia to Durazzo (Jacoby, 1973: 880ff). 
 
   The rest of the Crusading leaders were to be “vassals of the emperor”, granted lands elsewhere in the empire, including the Balkans. While the Crusaders had burned the city and taken all land and property of the Orthodox Church for themselves, the Fourth Crusade had neither the strength nor the funds to impose their rule directly on this hostile and alien population. 
 
   In the subsequent wars for Northern Greece, little resistance was offered to the invaders. The sacking of Thessaloniki, often ignored alongside the events of 1204, forced the population to lay down arms lest the same fate await them. However, regardless of the treaty that gave Boniface this region, he never was able to really rule it since he had neither the resources nor the legitimacy to make his presence felt. 
 
   Geoffrey of Villehardouin, whose work was cited above, was part of the force that took Morea, and by 1207, the Latins and their Venetian creditors had taken southern Greece with its center at Achaea, Thessaloniki. The eastern regions were ceded to the “emperor” Baldwin, but subject to great Venetian privileges and political control. The islands of the East were divided also between Baldwin and Venice, giving the latter a level of control over trade rarely seen.
 
   As is normally the case, the different factions of Crusaders would not stand by and watch the empire fall to Baldwin. While it seemed that the best spoils were going to Franks and Normans, the Lombards at Thessaloniki refused to recognize Baldwin as emperor. In fact, many of the elites in the Fourth Crusade revolted against Baldwin as emperor, including significant figures such as Albert Pallavicini and the Carceri clan, both of whom had high military positions in Central and Southern Greece. They wanted William of Montserrat as emperor instead.
 
   Ultimately, this led to a war between Albertino de Canossa and Othon de la Roche in Thebes, the center of the rebellion, and all of Boeotia was subdued in 1208. The rulers of Athens received the title of “Duke” under Louis IX of France in 1260, and initially, the duchy of Athens was a vassal kingdom of Thessaloniki, given the latter's immense commercial value. However, Theodore, the Greek ruler of Epirus, took the port city in 1224, which meant that Athens then became a tributary of Achaea. By this time, some 20 years after the initial founding of this Duchy and the destruction of Constantinople, the Duchy of Athens was weak, controlling only a handful of castles in Argolida. The islands were firmly in the hands of the Venetians, and the rest had been subdued by the Frankish aristocracy. All found themselves under pressure from Bulgaria from the north and the Greek states of Epirus and Nicaea from the south.  
 
   During the rule of the La Roche dynasty in the city, Athens became quite wealthy. While really only a few castles existed in the area, the luxury trade there made more than a few nobles wealthy.  However, the power of Athens, which far more significant than its size would suggest, was piracy. Using the yellow double eagle of Byzantium, ships from Euboea and Nauplios raided trading vessels from Venice, Genoa, Pisa, and the Islamic states. 
 
   Nonetheless, few regimes could last on such a foundation, and eventually, the La Roche regime fell to the Catalan Company of mercenaries in 1311. This unkempt band seized all the wealth of the area and reduced the old Frankish aristocracy to penury. A generation later, the Duchy became the property of Florentine bankers under the Nerio clan. Like all the others, the aristocratic conquerors of these areas had no legitimacy, even in each other’s eyes, and nothing really unified the conquerors except a Roman Catholic allegiance that was universally taken very seriously but did not prevent wars among co-religionists. With few native resources, the resort to piracy should not be surprising; the Crusader states from Jerusalem to Athens had no unity, no lasting economic investments, no popular support, and were a drain on Western Europe. The fall of these states would not be met with great sadness among the European elites. 
 
   Another problem for the Crusaders was the approach of a new and almost totally unknown enemy from the north: the Bulgarians. They would eventually nullify many of these redistributions of Greek land, and along with the successor states of the empire, especially Nicaea and Epirus, they would retake the empire. In early 1205, the Latins were expelled from Adrianople by Kaloyan of Bulgaria. Overconfident, Baldwin sought to stop the new enemy and suffered a severe defeat. Refusing to wait for Boniface and his brother Henry, Baldwin was worried that they might claim some of the territory rescued from Kaloyan. Hence, he sacrificed his chances of winning out of fear of any loss of profit. Baldwin was captured and most likely died in captivity. His baby son was proclaimed emperor, which meant that the Hungarian crown also was involved in Byzantium because Mary, Baldwin's wife, was of Magyar stock.
 
   Henry of Flanders was able to win over the Greeks of Adrianople, who also were anti-Bulgarian and agreed to serve Henry on the condition that their cities be transferred to Theodore Vranje, who was married to Agnes, the widow of Emperor Andronicus. After Henry repulsed the attack of the Bulgarians, he mended fences with Boniface. To solidify this new alliance, Boniface married Henry's daughter, but he was killed by the Bulgarians in 1207. His death and the decline of his kingdom allowed Henry to finalize the organization of the political and ecclesiastical ranks of the new feudal empire. 
 
   The “Senate” of this empire convened in 1210 and comprised the remaining elites in the new state. They expanded their holdings after the deaths of Boniface and Baldwin, and they decreed, with papal intervention, that the Greek people were to serve the nobility and reconciliation was to be pursued between Orthodox and Catholic Christians. Henry sought to protect Greek interests, making him the only semi-popular ruler of this new state, but the remnants of Byzantium were gaining strength and, unlike the invaders, had the people and church behind them.[2]
 
   Eventually, Michael I Komnenos Doukas of Epirus tried to retake parts of the Latin kingdom in 1210 via an alliance with Bulgaria. He captured western Thessaly, which was significant since it cut that state off from communication with the rest of Greece, and he was succeeded by Theodore Komnenos, his brother, who continued his military policies. In 1217, he captured the Latin emperor Peter, so by 1222, the pope was compelled to call yet another crusade. It often is the case that Catholics claim the Latin empire was condemned by the pope at the time, but Honorius III actually called another crusade for the express purpose of defeating Nicaea and Epirus. However, few showed up now that the crusades explicitly had no relation to Islam or the Holy Land, and Europeans couldn’t help but notice that resources were being diverted from the Crusader states to defeat the Greeks, not the Muslims (Munro, 1916: 350ff).
 
   Instability increased after Henry's death in 1216. The succession was disputed, and the final decision for the throne died quickly upon being elected. The disputed succession was partly another facet of the battles between Crusaders and Venetians, as well as the Crusading factions themselves. Subsequent “emperors” were incompetent, greedy, and merely symbolized the victory of one faction over another. John, one of the former kings of Jerusalem, was elected in 1231, and he proceeded to act as little more than a collection agent for Venice. Peace was sought with Bulgaria, but that Orthodox empire would not accept Latin clergy. 
 
   After John's death in 1237, Baldwin II became “emperor”, an empty title since the empire had exhausted their exploitative reign in the countryside. The empire had no money, legitimacy, or popular support and was divided against itself, pressed by Bulgaria from the north and the talented and feared John III Doukas of Nicaea. John represented the restoration of the Byzantines and was the perfect leader to expose and exploit the weaknesses of the Latin empire in Constantinople. He increased Aegean trade against Venice and allied with Bulgaria, and when the anti-papal German empire declared for John, it demonstrated that even among some in the Catholic world, the Latin empire had no legitimacy. Meanwhile, John’s own state at Nicaea was highly egalitarian, focused on the classical Greek form of education, and had the legitimacy and power to control his own oligarchs. 
 
   In essence, John Doukas was the opposite of the Latin emperors. He had what they sought, including economic success, a streamlined bureaucracy, a strong army unified and loyal, a vision of a new Byzantium for the future, and control over his own currency that was taken more seriously in the area than the Italians’. He drove the Latins from Asia Minor, destroyed a substantial Crusading army at Poisanarenon, and then took the strategic areas of Thessaloniki and Thrace. He set the stage for the final fall of the Latin empire and created the coalition that would bring it down; his permission of the restoration of the Bulgarian Orthodox patriarchate shows that he was seen as the legitimate emperor of Constantinople. Soon, his rivals at Epirus, feted by the Latins as a check to Nicaea, came over to him. His defeat of the Latin empire was not quite complete (that would have to wait until the official arrival of the emperor in exile, Michael VIII Palaiologos in 1261), but the Latins would permanently be on the defensive. 
 
   The last to be defeated was the surprisingly well regulated Kingdom of Achaea, or Moria. This Kingdom was the strongest, best ruled, and most prosperous of the Crusader states, due to the ability of its leadership to impose the best of Western feudal relationships on the area. The Crusader states as a whole had adopted some variation of feudal law from the old Frankish kingdoms, and in Morea, this was the Assizes of Romania, which served as the foundation for all Crusader government throughout the Middle East and Asia Minor. The noble elite and their bishops sat on the Great Council, or the Great Court, together with the prince. Generally, it was comprised of 12 major barons and was empowered to deal with questions of war and peace, taxes, and the duties owed by lords and all classes of society. Thus, the prince in all the Crusader states was limited, which served as a liability since wrangling over the spoils hampered military operations.
 
   In 1255, Emperor William I (now a paper title) of the Latin empire engaged in the inevitable, a war with Venice over Euboea and other islands granted to the city, but William’s choice to join forces with the Byzantines of Epirus was a naïve one because it merely led to his defection to the Nicaean empire and to his own capture in 1262. What little was left of the Latin empire was due to this Achaean fief, and it became synonymous with “Latin empire” as the scattered holdings of the Crusaders became more insignificant.
 
   In all of the Crusader states, the Normans and Franks served as a Spartan elite. This meant there were a small number of military nobles ruling over a population of Greeks, Armenians, Arabs, Turks, Jews, Persians, and Latins. In the Latin empire of Byzantium and Morea, the Greeks were reduced to serf status. This was unknown in Byzantium but imported by the Franks, which only assured constant hostility, a weak economy, and a large amount of resources dedicated to discipline. 
 
   In the assizes, the feudal lord had the right to take away peasant land and movable property and transfer them to another occupant. No peasant could enter into a marriage contract without noble approval. Criminal law was local, according to the law of the “manor” rather than Latin or Byzantine law. For all this, they maintained the normal western feudal labor dues, public works, and rent. Labor dues amounted to between 12 and 50 days out of the year and was a bit higher than the Western average.
 
   Gradually, the Latins began to Hellenize, since the pressures of the population were too great for isolation. The elite were comprised of the highest barons, who ruled as independent princes. They even coined money, but given the nature of the economy, the currency was either Greek or Florentine.  They could be judged only by the Great Court.  The remainder of the orders were based on the number of dependent lords, with the lowest having a minimum of four knights and 12 sergeants under them.
 
   


 
  

Chapter 9: The Legacy of the Crusades
 
   The history of the Crusades remains an essential issue in global politics, and many Muslims have referred to recent Western intervention in the Middle East as a “new Crusade.” There are obvious problems with such characterizations, most notably the fact that the Western nations are secular, but secular goals also clearly motivated the Crusader states as well. 
 
   Regardless, it is difficult if not impossible to think highly of the Crusader states. Even among those who support the ideals of the Crusades, these states were poor examples of it. Their weaknesses have been mentioned in detail above, but the simple explanation is that when the initial idealism of the Crusades was forced to give way to the daily grind of administration, the already shaky experiment began tottering immediately.
 
   The work of T.F. Madden (2005) argues that the morality of the Crusaders, not necessarily the states they formed, was morally legitimate for three broad reasons.              First, Madden argues that the Crusades had the moral high ground for awhile, based solely on the idea that Islam was a fairly extreme invading force that subjugated the region and imposed a harsh and religiously-based form of feudalism. However, for the Crusader states, this moral high ground was rapidly diminished when the Franks and Normans did the same thing, and even though the region was Christian for a long time before the Muslims arrived, the Normans were as alien to the natives as the Muslims were. 
 
   Madden also argued that the use of local natural resources and labor was expropriated from the Christians and used to further the goals of Islam. Utilizing those resources, the Muslims expanded into Spain and even the Balkans and thus needed to be neutralized. There can be no denying that Islam was an unprovoked aggressor in that it spread as a means of promulgating Islam rather than avenging some wrong. In the process, Muslims did force Christians and others into lower castes, but any history of the Crusader states makes clear that their existence bore little relation to Muslim expansion in those regions. Financial concerns, debt repayment, and the constant feuding among crusading elites were the primary incentives for the crusades, and to a great degree, the Crusader states themselves are what took the idealism out of the movement and subjected it to mundane political and economic concerns.
 
   Indeed, the Crusader states were far worse failures than the Crusades themselves. Economically, they were inefficient due to the fact that they forced serfdom on a formerly free peasant population, which led to resentment and violence. The Venetians sought not economic competition and free trade but privileges, enforced by the crown, that eliminated any competitors. The money needed to maintain these tiny princedoms was not forthcoming, and Europe was drained by the need to keep these artificial and alien governments in one piece.
 
   Religiously, the Crusader states were equally alien. The local Christians were Armenian, Jacobite, or Coptic, with the Greek Orthodox and the Bulgarian Church later adding to the complete religious isolation of the Crusaders. 
 
   Politically, the Crusader states were outright failures as well. These states called for centralized and mobile military authority, but they really consisted of oligarchies of noble elites seeking to carve out land for themselves. On the one hand, the elite needed the prince for military leadership and legitimacy, but on the other hand, any real military victory would give the prince far too much power. Such a division was inadmissible in such a risky experiment.
 
   Morally, the record is mixed, but the general policy was the importation of a feudal system on the non-Norman and non-Frankish population. This is inappropriate for many reasons, most importantly because it created a division between noble and peasant based on ethnic markers rather than military service. The inefficiencies of feudalism were increased by the ethnic and linguistic divide. These foreign knights, with a liturgical usage almost unknown in the area, spoke a foreign language and gained power over the natives through force and fraud.
 
   In sum, the Crusader states were all small, racially mixed to an extreme, fairly poor, dependent on outside help, deeply divided, increasingly cynical, and poorly led. Venice and the Crusaders were at odds, and the internal life of the states also divided into factions. Decisions were not made effectively since the oligarchical Court was required for war, peace, and taxation. Along with those internal problems, the Crusader states sought to rule an area populated by strangers, with little money and no legitimacy, while alienating the only force that had, for centuries, bled to keep Islam out of Europe: the Byzantine Empire. The Crusaders fought entirely on terrain about which they knew almost nothing, against well armed and led Islamic military forces fighting on their own territory. The Crusaders largely abandoned the initial idealism of the movement, while the Islamic forces were rallied by the cry of homeland defense. 
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  [1]              These are heretical groups coming to light from the third to the ninth century. The essential issue is the relation between Christ's human nature and his divinity. This is a critical concern since it defines how human beings are to relate to Christ becoming man. All three of these heresies had substantial imperial support.
 
  [2]              This complex history is summarized in greater detail in Jacoby, D. (1973) The Encounter of Two Societies: Western Conquerors and Byzantines in the Peloponnesus after the Fourth Crusade. The American Historical Review, 78(4): 873-896 
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