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ABSTRACT

This thesis deals with the various functions of Latin and
Armenian fortifications in Cilician Armenia, Greece,
Cyprus, Syria and Palestine between 1187 and <c¢.1380.
Offensively, such structures were needed as starting
points for both land based and naval campaigns into enemy
territory, and could thereafter be used to colonize and
suppress newly acquired land. Defensively, individual
strongpoints could also prevent Greek, Bulgar or Muslim
attackers from making any permanent congquests, whilst at
the same time protecting local farmers and traders against
the ravages of war. In addition, they were frequently
relied on to maintain internal security and to deter
hostile locals from rebelling against their overlords. The
security provided by fortifications meant that they also
fulfilled a wide variety of non-military functions as
prisons, residences, courthouses and administrative
centres. Most importantly, however, they enabled heavily
outnumbered Latin newcomers to conquer large parts of the
eastern Mediterranean without having to match their
opponents man for man, or risking a direct confrontation
with numerically superior invasion forces. These factors
made castles and urban fortifications vital to the entire
crusading movement, and they will therefore be discussed
in great detail, with reference to a variety of
contemporary chronicles and documents. In addition,
extensive use will be made of archaeological and
architectural evidence, for the design of an individual
fortress was clearly determined by the numerous military,
economic and political functions which it was expected to
fulfil.
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PREFACE
THE AIMS OF THIS THESIS

Since the middle of the last century, an ever increasing
number of books and journals have been produced on the
fortifications constructed by the Armenians and the west
European settlers of the eastern Mediterranean. These
works have greatly enhanced our knowledge of the subject,
but many of them are nevertheless constrained by certain

limitations which I hope to address in this thesis.

Firstly, there has been a propensity in the past for

scholars to concentrate on the archaeological and

architectural remains of fortifications rather than their

various functions. As a result, highly detailed studies

already exist for many of the areas covered in this

thesis, including Cyprus 1, Cilician Armenia 2, Frankish
3

Greece and the Holy Land 4. These contain the results of

surveys and archaeological digs, but often give the
history of individual sites in 1isolation, and do not

always attempt to interpret the role of fortifications

over a wider area.

l C. Enlart, L’art gothique et de la Renaissance en
Chypre, (2 vols., Paris 1899).

: R.W. Edwards, "The Fortifications of Armenian
Cilicia’, Dumbarton Oaks Studies, XXII (Washington DC,
1987); H. Hellenkemper, Burgen der Kreuzritterzeit in der

Grafschaft Edessa und im Kénigreich Kleinarmenien, (Bonn,
1976).

3

A. Bon, La Morée franque: recherches historiques,
topographiques et archéologiques sur la principauté
d’Achaie (1205-1430), (2 vols., (one being a volume of
plans and plates) Paris 1969).

4

P. Deschamps, Les Chateaux des croisés en Terre-
Sainte, I: Le Crac des Chevaliers (Paris 1934); II: La
Défense du royvaume de Jérusalem (Paris 1939); III: La

Défense du comté de Tripoli et de la Principauté
d’Antioche (Paris 1973).




Secondly, a disproportionate amount of research has been
carried out on fortifications in the Holy Land rather
other areas of the eastern Mediterranean. To some extent,
historians have also placed greater emphasis on the
twelfth century, and have often looked at the role of
crusader castles during the initial Latin conquest, or the
reign of Saladin, rather than the thirteenth and

fourteenth centuries.

Finally, both archaeologists and historians have sometimes
tended to make sweeping generalizations when discussing
crusader fortifications. Hence many older works on the
subject, such as T.E. Lawrence’s Crusader Castles (ed. D.

Pringle, (Oxford 1988)), assume that military architecture

developed in clearly defined stages, until the rudimentary
towers built by the Franks early in the twelfth century
had been completely replaced by advanced concentric
fortresses such as Crac des Chevaliers. It has also been
argued that strongholds can be placed 1in categories
depending on whether they were constructed by the
Hospitallers, Templars or Teutonic Knights, or were
influenced by Roman and Byzantine precedents. These
theories ignore the fact that the Latins and the Armenians
built a bewildering array of both complex and simple

fortifications throughout the crusader period.

Similarly, the belief that Frankish towers in Greece were
primarily used to safeguard strategic lines of
communication continued to dominate for many decades,
despite the fact that most of these structures are

situated well away from any roads or hill tops.In the Holy

5

Land Rey' and others also argued that fortifications were

; E.G. Rey, Etude sur les monuments de l’arcitecture

militaire des croisés en Syrie et dans 1’ile de Chypre,
(Paris 1871).
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primarily designed to prevent hostile forces from crossing
Frankish frontiers, even if they were situated on the
coastal plain or in other strategically vulnerable areas.
Likewise, numerous defences 1in the Peloponnese have
commonly been attributed to the Latins, although they
clearly contain extensive remains from the pre-Frankish

Byzantine period.

Scholars have either reached these erroneous or
oversimplified conclusions because they have failed to
study the archaeological and the historical evidence
together, or because they have used the information
availlable to them selectively, in order to back up their
own theories. Hence Rey’s argument regarding the frontier
castles of the Holy Land tends to ignore twelfth century
accounts of Saladin’s campaigns in the area, which clearly
indicate that these structures had no hope of halting
Muslim invasion forces. In Frankish Greece, on the other
hand, misinterpretations have been made because too much
attention has been paid to the written sources rather than
the archaeological evidence, even at famous medieval sites

such as Mistra.

In order to ¢get a more accurate impression of what
functions Latin and Armenian fortifications fulfilled, it
is therefore important to study a wide variety of sources,
ranging from charters and chronicles to archaeological
reports and the accounts of medieval travellers. These
sources should not be viewed separately, nor should
strongpoints be looked at in isolation without reference
to surrounding geographical, political, military and
economic factors. The first historian to adopt this
strategy was Smail, who originally challenged Rey’s
findings on the Holy Land in the 1950s, and produced
numerous examples from the written evidence to illustrate

the various military and non-military uses of 1local
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castles.6 Smail’s research, however, only dealt with the

period before 1192, and did not <continue into the

thirteenth century.

The purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to carry out a
similar investigation of castles, urban fortifications and
other minor defences, but to concentrate on the period
after the battle of Hattin in 1187. This investigation
will also be extended beyond the Holy Land to include less
famous strongpoints in the kingdom of Cyprus, Frankish
Greece and Cilician Armenia, until around 1380. In the
Holy Land, this has to some extent already been done by
Marshall and Kennedy, both of whom have written about
thirteenth century castles and strongpoints in recent
years.7 In addition, a growing number of scholars working
in this area, such as the archaeologist Denys Pringle,
have also adopted Smail’s research methods. Hence

Pringle’s book The Red Tower (London 1986) is partly an

archaeological report, and partly a general survey of
crusader and Mamluk fortifications in southern Galilee,
which does not merely describe these structures, but
analyses how the Franks used them to cultivate and defend
the surrounding area. As a result, my chapter on the
kingdom of Jerusalem, the county of Tripoli and the
principality of Antioch is a continuation of work carried

out by Marshall, Pringle, Kennedy and others.

However, the role of fortifications in Cilician Armenia,
Frankish Greece and Cyprus has not previously been studied

in any great depth. As has been mentioned, general surveys

® R.c. Smail, Crusading Warfare _ (1097-1193),
(Cambridge 1956); ’Crusaders’ Castles of the Twelfth

Century’, Cambridge Historical Journal, X (1951), 133-149.

" ¢. Marshall, Warfare in the Latin Fast, 1192-1291,

(Cambridge 1992); H. Kennedy, Crusader Castles, (Cambridge
1994).
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have been produced detailing many of the strongpoints in
these areas, but these are usually purely descriptive
rather than analytical. Hence it is quickly apparent, for
example, that in terms of their appearance and defensive
strength, castles in Frankish Greece were not as well
built as their neighbours in the Holy Land. It is only by
studying contemporary sources such as the Chronicle of
Morea,8 however, that we find the real reasons for this,
and what it reveals about the political, economic and
military differences between the two regions. Once again,
therefore, the functions of individual strongholds, whose
strategic importance would otherwise remain obscure, can
only be assessed by making a much wider comparative study

of fortifications using a variety of sources.

I would not have been able to undertake this thesis, let
alone finish it, without the considerable help and support
of several people. Firstly, I would 1like to thank my
supervisor, Dr. Graham Loud, whose guidance and eXpert
advice have proved invaluable throughout the last four
years. I would also like to express my gratitude to Dr.
Peter Lock for his suggestions regarding Frankish Greece.
In September 1994 I had the opportunity to visit numerous
crusader sites in Israel, and this would not have been
possible without the generosity of the Seven Pillars of
Wisdom Trust, kindly suggested by Professor Bernard
Hamilton, and the travel scholarship provided by the
University of Leeds. I am also very grateful to Jim, whose
generosity enabled me to keep studying through my third
year, and Jason, for all his help with the printing and
computing. Finally, I would like to thank Carol for all
her love and encouragement, and my parents, who have

helped and supported me so much both before and during my
time at Leeds.

8 The Chronicle of Morea exists in several versions,
See bibliography.
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CHAPTER ONE
HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION: WARFARE AND FORTIFICATIONS IN
THE LATIN EAST, 1187-c.1380.

More than any other event, the battle of Hattin, fought
between Christians and Muslims in July 1187, determined
the history of the crusader states during the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries. This catastrophic defeat
precipitated a massive revival in crusading acticity, and
inspired a whole series of European expeditions intent on
recapturing Jerusalem. It also contributed indirectly to
the Latin conquest of other territories, most notably
Cyprus and the Byzantine empire, as the whole idea of
crusading evolved and became tarnished by the purely

economic and political concerns of nations such as Genoa

and Venice.

In the short term, Saladin’s triumph also had a disastrous
effect on the Holy Land itself. By the end of 1190,
Christian territories here had been reduced to the city of
Tyre in the south, and a few isolated outposts,
particulaly Antioch, Tripoli, Tortosa, Chastel Blanc, Crac
des Chevaliers and Chastel Blanc, in the north. The rest

of the kingdom of Jerusalem had been lost in its

1

entirety, while most smaller or undermanned castles and

! For more details on Saladin’s campaign in Palestine,
see L’'Estoire de Eracles empereur et la conqueste de la
Terre d’Outremer, RHC Oc. I-II (hereafter Eracles), 1II,
62-110, 187-88; Les Gestes des Chiprois, RHC Arm. II, 659-
661; Itinerarium Peregrinorum et Gesta Regis Ricardi, ed.
W. Stubbs, 2 vols., Rolls Series (1864) (hereafter
Itinerarium), I, 16-30; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora,
ed. H.R. Luard, 7 vols., Rolls Series, (1872-83), II, 328-
30; Abu Shama, Le Livre des Deux Jardins, RHC Or. IV-V,
Iv, 260-351, 381-406; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel-Altevarykh, RHC
Or, I-II, I, 683-716, 734-44; Baha’-al-Din, Anecdotes et
beaux traits de la vie du sultan Youssof, RHC Or.III, 92-
106, 118-20, 129-32.
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settlements in Syria had also been overrun.zAlthough this
situation was rectified somewhat by the Third Crusade,
whose participants captured Acre in July 1191, and thereby
enabled Richard I to reconquer coastal areas as far south
as Jaffa, the Franks still found themselves 1in a

precarious position by the time Richard left the Holy
Land in September 1192.3

The following year, however, the death of Saladin sparked
off a lengthy succession dispute between his sons and his
brother al-Adil, and meant that the Ayubid rulers of
Egypt, Damascus and Aleppo spent much of the late twelfth

and early thirteenth centuries fighting each other rather

4

than their Frankish enemies.’ This in turn enabled the

Christians to regain several twelfth century possessions
by force or treaty, including Jaffa, Lydda, Ramla and
Nazareth, which the Muslims gave up peacefully in 1204ﬁ

¢ For more details on Saladin’s campaign in Syria, see
Eracles, II, 71-72, 119-20; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV,
349~-81; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, I, 716-34; Baha’-
al-Din, Anecdotes, pp.105-18; Deschamps, La Défense du
comté de Tripoli, pp.127-33.

y For the events of the Third Crusade, see Eracles,
IT, 124-203; Itinerarium,I, 31-138, 205-441; Ambroise,
L'Estoire de la Guerre Sainte, ed. G. Paris, (Paris 1897),
cols.57-64; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, II, 334-36,
353-92; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 406-522, V, 3-81; Ibn
al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 3-67; Baha’-al-Din,
Anecdotes, pp.132-350; Abu’l-Fida, Annales, RHC Or. I, 61-
66. By the terms of the treaty which Richard established
with Saladin in the summer of 1192, the Franks demolished
Ascalon, but kept Jaffa, Arsuf, Caesarea, Haifa, Acre and
Tyre. See Itinerarium, I, 428-29; Eracles, II, 198-99;
Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, II, 391-92; Baha’-al-Din,
Anecdotes, pp.342-50; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 63-80.

{ For more details on this dispute, see P. Thorau, The
Lion of Egypt: Sultan Baybars I and the Near East in the
thirteenth century, trans. P.M. Holt, (London 1992), p.8;
P.M. Holt, The Age of the Crusades:The Near East from the
eleventh century to 1517, (London 1986), pp.60-62.

® Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 96; Abu’l-Fida,
Annales, p.83. In theory the Franks already held Jaffa and
half of Ramlah and Lydda, although they may not actually



12

In 1197 German crusaders also captured Beirut, whilst the
Embriaco lords of Gibelet reoccupied their old castle
through diplomacy.6 At about the same time the
Hospitallers consolidated their position in the county of
Tripoli by strengthening the castles of Margat and Crac
des Chevaliers, and launching punitive raids against the

inland Muslim cities of Hama and Homs.7

Thus from the mid-1190s onwards, the Franks managed to
survive, and gradually even prosper, ’'because of the
constant discord of the [Muslim] princes of the land,
which was highly favourable to the Christians’ﬂ After al-
Adil’s death in 1218, for example, renewed Muslim fighting
between al-Kamil of Egypt and the Ayubids of Syria
¥ In 1229

Frederick II, who claimed the throne of Jerusalem by

resulted in further Christian land gains.

virtue of his marriage to Isabella of Brienne, negotiated
the treaty of Jaffa with al-Kamil, whereby the German
emperor received Jerusalem, Bethlehem, Nazareth, the
territory of Toron, those parts of the lordship of Sidon
previously held by the Muslims, and the site of the
Teutonic Knights’® new castle at Montfort. In return, al-
Kamil could feel secure that Frederick would not attack

Egypt, and also created a Christian-held buffer =zone

have inhabited them. See Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.66.

b Beirut: Eracles, II, 227-28; Abu Shama, Deux
Jardins, V, 116-17; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II,
86-87; Arnold of Lubeck, Chronica Slavorum, MGHSS, XXI,
205-6, and see below, p.112. Gibelet: Eracles, II, 224-26.

" See below, pp.45-46, 116-17, 120-21.

8 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, ed. H.
Hoogeweg, Bibliothek des Litterarischen Vereins in
Stuttgart, CCII, (1894), 245.

) For a brief outline of this conflict, see Holt, The
Age of the Crusades, pp.64-65; Thorau, The Lion of Egypt,
pp.9-10.
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between himself and Syria.10

This pattern of Muslim in-fighting and Christian expansion
repeated itself following the death of al-Kamil in 1238,

which precipitated a civil war between al-Salih of Egypt

and al-Salih Ismail of Damascus.11 The Franks offered

their support for this latter contender in exchange for
Toron (Tibnin), Saphet, Cave de Tyron,
Chateauneuf (Hunin), Belvoir and Tiberias;

which the Egyptians,

Beaufort,

an agreement
fearing a Franco-Syrian invasion,

were forced to recognize in 1241.12 At this time the

crusaders were also able to reoccupy Jerusalem, which they
had lost briefly during the Ayubid clashes of 1239-40.13

These significant gains were achieved by Theobald of

Champagne and Richard of Cornwall, who led separate but

overlapping crusades to the Holy Land during the early

1240s. These men also managed to rebuild the citadel of

Ascalon, which had lain in ruins since 1192, thereby

strengthening the kingdom’s southern frontier and

" gracles, II, 369-74; Matthew Paris, Chronica
Majora, III, 159-61, 172-77; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V,
186; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 175-76; al-’Ayni,
Le Collier de Perles, RHC Or. II, 187-94; Marino Sanudo
Torsello, or the Elder, Liber secretorum fidelium crucis,
ed. J. Bongars, Gesta Dei per Francos, sive orientalium
expeditionum et regni Francorum Hierosolimitani Historia
a variis, sed illius aevi scriptoribus litteris

commendata, II, (Hannau 1611), 213. For Montfort, see
below, pp.58-59.

11 For a brief outline of this dispute, see Thorau,

The Lion of Egypt, pp.12, 14-16; Holt, The Age of the
Crusades, p.65.

1z Eracles, II, 416-19; Continuation de Guillaume de
Tyr de 1229 a 1261, dite du manuscrit de Rothelin, RHC Oc.
II, 554 (hereafter Rothelin); Matthew Paris, Chronica
Maiora, IV, 64-65, 140-43; Abu’l-Fida, Annales, pp.120,
122; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 193 (mentions Beaufort).
See also Thorau, The Lion of Egypt, pp.18-19,

B Abu’l-Fida, Annales, pp.117-18; al-Ayni, Collier de
Perles, pp.196-97; Rothelin, pp.529-31.
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expanding its borders to their greatest extent since the

twelfth century.14

From the mid-1240s onwards, however, Latin fortunes
deteriorated rapidly, as a series of military and
political upheavals forced the Franks onto the retreat.
The first of these occured in 1244, when a combined force
of Egyptians and Khwarizmians, a violent tribe of nomadic
horsemen who had already overrun Jerusalem,15 routed the
Latins and their Damascene allies at the battle of La
Forbie. As a result Ascalon, Tiberias and surrounding
territories all fell to the Egyptians.15 From 1260 onwards
the Franks were also confronted by Baybars (1260-77), one
of the first Mamluk sultans of Egypt after the downfall of

H Eracles, II, 413-22; Rothelin, pp.526-56; Gestes,
Pp.725-26; Annales de Terre Sainte, ed. R. Rdhrict and G.
Raynaud, Archives de 1’0Orient Latin, II (1884), 427-61, at
440; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 25-30, 71, 78-80,
138-45, 166; For more details on these crusades, see P.
Jackson, ’'The Crusades of 1239-41 and their Aftermath’,
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, L
(1987), 32-60, and see below, p.53.

5 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 299-311, 337-
40; Rothelin, pp.561-63; Eracles, II, 427-28; al-’Ayni,
Collier de Perles, p.198.

16 Gestes, p.740; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
pp.217-18; Eracles, II, 429-33, 741; Rothelin, pp.564-65;
Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 341-43; Annales de
Terre Sainte, pp.441-42; John of Joinville, Histoire de
Saint_ Louis, ed. N. de Wailly, (Paris 1874), pp.288-90;
Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 193-94; Abu’l-Fida, Annales,
ppr.122-25; Ibn al-Furat, Selections from the Tarikh al-
Duwad wa'l-Muluk, in Ayyubids, Mameluks and Crusaders, ed.
and trans. U, and M.C,. Lyons, with notes and an
introduction by J.S.C. Riley-Smith, (2 vols., Cambridge
1971), II, 4-8, 10-11, 46. The capture of Tiberias and
Ascalon may not have happened immediately after La Forbie,
and can only be dated to the period 1244-47 with

certainty. However, most sources date these events to
1247.




15

the Ayubid dynasty.17 Between 1262 and 1271 Baybars
campaigned relentlessly in Syria and Palestine, reducing
Christian territories to a narrow coastal strip between
Latakia in the north and Pilgrims’ Castle in the south.18
Many of the last remaining outposts in this region were
gradually picked off by the Mamluks during the 1280s,
until Acre itself was finally lost in 1291.%°

To some extent, Baybars and his successors were only able
to make these conquests because of the Mongols. During the
first half of the thirteenth century these aggressors had
gradually moved west, conquering everything in their sight
until in 1260 they invaded Muslim Syria.20 As we shall
see, this 1initially benefitted the Armenians and the
Antiochene Franks, but it also meant that when the Mongols
were defeated by the Egyptians just a few months later,
Ayubid power in Syria had collapsed, enabling Baybars to

occupy Damascus and Aleppo with relative ease. As a

1 For more details on Baybars’s early years and rise
to power, see Thorau, The Lion of Egypt, pp.27-58, 79-98;
R. Irwin, The Middle East in the Middle Ages: The early

years of the Mamluk Sultanate, 1250-1382, (London 1986),
pPp.37-46.

® Tpn al-Furat, Selections, II, 50, 56-59, 66-158,
161-62; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans Mamlouks de
1'E te, ed. and trans. M.E. Quatremére, (2 vols. in 4
parts, Paris 1845),I(a), 194-200, 231-40, I(b), 1-89, 127;
Thorau, The Lion of Egypt, pp.142-210.

1 Margat fell in 1285: see below, p.49. Latakia fell
in 1287: see Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.229.
Tripoli fell in 1289: see below, p. 64. Acre and other
remaining outposts fell in 1291: see Gestes, pp.805-18;
Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.229; Annales de Terre
Sainte, pp.460-61; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans,
II(a), 120-31; Chronique d’Amadi, Chroniques d’Amadi et de
Strambaldi, ed. R. de Mas Latrie, (Paris 1891), pp.219-26;
Florio Bustron, Chronique de 1’'ile de Chypre, ed. R. de
Mas Latrie, (Paris 1886), pp.119-25.

0 al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(a), 76-102;
Gestes, pp.750-52; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 41-42.
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result, Egypt and Syria were firmly united under one ruler
for the first time since the reign of Sa.ladin,?‘1 and
subsequent Frankish efforts to Jjoin forces with the
Mongols failed because successive Mongol invasions were
pushed back by the Mamluks. Hence Mamluk sultans rarely
had to deal with the kind of internal clashes between
Egypt and Syria which had kept their Ayubid predecessors

tied up for years at a time.22

Until the reign of Baybars, however, it is clear that the
Franks were able to maintain their position in the Holy
Land because their opponents were weak internally. During
the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries similar
circumstances enabled them to conquer various territories
which belonged to, or had recently broken away from, the
declining Byzantine empire. Hence when Richard I landed at
Limassol in May 1191, Cyprus was ruled by the rebellious
Isaac Comnenus, who refused to acknowledge the imperial
overlordship of Constantinople, and relied on brutal

methods to suppress his own subjects.“ As a result, ’'the

i al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(a), 102-13;
Gestes, pp.752-55; Rothelin, pp.636-37. For more details
on these events, see also P. Jackson, ’'The Crisis in the
Holy Land in 1260°’, EHR, XCV (1980), 481-514; Holt, The
Age of the Crusades, pp.86-88; Irwin, The Middle East in
the Middle Ages, pp.33-34; Thorau, The Lion of Egypt,
pPp.63-79, and see below, pp.l114-15.

2 Hence in 1271 a Christian attack on Qaqun was
halted after the Franks’ Mongol allies had been forced to
retreat by Baybars. See Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 155,
and below, p.l112. See also Thorau, The Lion of Egypt,
pp.223, 235-40; Irwin, The Middle East in the Middle Ages,
pp.46, 66-67; Holt, The Age of the Crusades, pp.96-97,
102.

o For more details on Isaac Comnenus and the
political situation on Cyprus at the time of Richard’s
invasion, see W.H. Rudt de Collenberg, L’empereur Isaac de
Chypre et sa fille, 1155-1207’, in Familles de 1’'’Orient
Latin, XITe-XIVe siécles, (London 1983), c.l1l, pp.123-77,
particularly at pp.127-46.
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natives detested him', and Isaac ’'was only tolerated, not
beloved' even by his own troops.24 This no doubt explains
why Richard, who invaded Cyprus in order to gain booty and
rescue some English troops previously captured by Isaac,
met with very 1little determined resistance during his

rapid conquest of the island.25

This conquest was carefully described by English
chroniclers wishing to enhance Richard’'s reputation as a
warrior, and therefore provides us with much wvaluable
information about the state of Byzantine fortifications in
Cyprus at the very beginning of the crusader domination.
In particular, it is clear that there already existed
castles or towers at Limassol, Nicosia and Famagusta,
which were occupied briefly by Isaac Comnenus as he fled
further and further away from Richard’s invasion forces.
All these sites, as well as another stronghold at Paphos,
were subsequently overrun by the English, indicating that
they were poorly defended, and perhaps even in a state of

disrepair.26 However, the castle of Kyrenia, an important

u Vinsauf, Itinerary of Richard I and others to the
Holy Land, cited in Supplementary Excerpts on Cyprus, or
further materials for a history of Cyprus, ed. T.A.H.
Mogabgab, (Nicosia 1941), pp.11, 14.

2 For a full description of Richard’s invasion, see
Itinerarium, pp.181-205; Ambroise, L’Estoire de la Guerre
Sainte, cols.37-57;Richard of Devizes, Cronicon de Tempore
Regis Ricardi Primi, ed. J.T. Appleby, (London 1963),
Pp.35-38; Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi Abbatis, ed. W.
Stubbs, 2 vols., Rolls Series, (1869), II, 162; Roger of
Howden, Chronica, ed. W. Stubbs, 4 vols., Rolls Series,
(1868-71), IITI, 105-12; Vinsauf, Itinerary of Richard I,
pp.3-15; Chronique d'’Amadi, pp.80-82; Florio Bustron,
Chronique, pPp.46-49; Leontios Makharias, Recital
Concerning the Sweet Land of Cyprus entitled ’Chronicle’,
ed. R.M. Dawkins, (2 vols., Oxford 1932), I, c¢.10-12,
p.1l1.

26 Limassol: see below, p.l175. Nicosia: see below,

p.189. Famagusta: see below, p.177 Paphos: see below,
p.183.
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strongpoint along the north coast of Cyprus, was described
as ’'very strong’ even at this date, while the mountain
fortresses of St.Hilarion, Buffavento and Kantara ’could
never have been stormed by the machines of any enemy,
unless by treachery or famine’. It is likely, therefore,
that these four castles were not captured because their
fortifications were dilapidated or inadequate, but because

their Greek defenders felt very little real loyalty toward

Isaac Comnenus.27

After Richard I had conquered Cyprus, he sold it to the
Templars, whose brief occupation came to an end after a
major Greek rebellion in Nicosia.28 As a result, the
island was resold to Guy of Lusignan (ruled 1192-94),
whose successors ruled Cyprus firmly and peacefully until
the death of Hugh I in 1218.29 However, Hugh'’s son Henry

was only eight months o0ld at this point, and so a power

struggle concerning who should act as regent subsequently
broke out between the powerful Ibelin family, and those
nobles who supported Frederick II, the suzerain of

Cyprus.30 When Frederick himself arrived at Limassol in

o Kyrenia: Roger of Howden, Chronica, III, 111.

Mountain fortresses: Vinsauf, Itinerary of Richard I,
p.14. See also Itinerarium, pp.203-4; L. de Mas Latrie,
Histoire de 1’ile de Chypre sous le régne des princes de
la maison de Lusignan, (3 vols., Paris 1852-61), I, 11-12,

8 Chronique d’Amadi, p.83; Florio Bustron, Chronique,

P.49.

2 Itinerarium, p.351; Eracles, II, 191. For more

details on the Lusignan settlement of Cyprus, see Eracles,
IT, 191-92; Leontios Makharias, Recital, ¢.26-29, pp.25-
29; P.W. Edbury, The kingdom of Cyprus and the Crusades,
1191-1374, (Cambridgel991), pp.13-22.

30

Gestes, pp.668-76; Chronique d'Amadi, pp.117-24;
Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II against the
Ibelins in Syria and Cyprus, ed. and trans. J.L. LaMonte,
(New York 1936), pp.61-73. For the political background to
this war, see also Eracles, II, 360-62; Edbury, The
Kingdom of Cyprus, pp.48-57; Mas Latrie, Histoire, I, 225-
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1228, this struggle spilled over into open war, because
John of Ibelin refused to surrender the regency to the

emperor and fled to the castle of St.Hilarion.31 Here he

stayed for a while until Frederick persuaded him to give
up, and placed Cyprus under the rule of five imperialist

baillis, who were expected to run the island on

Frederick’s behalf after he returned to the west.32

However, the baillis’ authority was inevitably weakened as

soon as the emperor departed. In July 1229 they were

defeated outside Nicosia, and lost control over all cof

Cyprus except for Kantara and St.Hilarion, which were so

strong that they held out for almost a year.33 Once the

Ibelins had taken these castles in May 1230, peace was

restored for a while, but in 1231 Frederick II sent a new
force of Lombard troops east under the imperial marshal
Richard Filangeri, who immediately set about besieging

John of 1Ibelin’s castle at Beirut.34 This in turn

undermined the Ibelin position on Cyprus so much that the
imperialists regained power, and laid siege to Ibelin

supporters who had fled to St.Hilarion. But meanwhile

Richard Filangeri was faring so badly at Beirut that in

38; G. Hill, A History of Cyprus, (4 vols., Cambridge
1940-52), II, 83-94; J.S.C. Riley-Smith, The Feudal
Nobility and the Kingdom of Jerusalem, 1174-1277,
1973), pp.159-66.

3

(London

Gestes, pp.676-82; Philip of Novara, The Wars of
Frederick 11, pp.74-82; Chronique d’Amadi, pp.124-30;
Florio Bustron, Chronique, pp.63-68; Eracles, II, 367-69.

1 Eracles, II, 369, 376; Philip of Novara, The Wars
of Frederick II, pp.85, 88-94; Chronique d’'Amadi, pp.131-
34; Florio Bustron, Chronique, pp.68-73.

3 Eracles, II, 376-77; Gestes, pp.684-94; Florio
Bustron, Chronique, pp.74-79; Chronique d’'Amadi, pp.136-
46; Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II, pp.97-103.

3

Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II, pp.117-
34; Gestes, pp.699-706; Florio Bustron, Chronique, pp.80-
88; Chronique d'Amadi, pp.147-58; Eracles, II, 386-93.
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April 1232 he retreated to his base at Tyre, enabling John
of Ibelin and his Genoese allies to return to Cyprus,
defeat the imperialists at the battle of Agridi and
relieve their friends at St.Hilarion. These events
effectively ended Hohenstaufen rule on Cyprus, although
many Lombard troops and supporters of Frederick II
continued to hold out at Kyrenia for a further twelve

months before hostilities finally came to a close.35

After 1233, open conflict on Cyprus became extremely rare,
and was normally limited to palace coups rather than large
scale warfare. Hence between 1306 and 1310 Amaury of Tyre
deposed his brother king Henry II (1285-1324), and ruled
as ’'governor’ until he was murdered because of his
increasingly brutal regime. Initially, however, he had
seized power with the consent of most of the nobility, who
felt that Henry had not done enough either to protect
Cyprus against the Mamluks, or to take the initiative in
regaining the Holy Land.36 Ironically, Henry’s successor
Peter I (1359-69) was subsequently assassinated for doing
too much, for he imposed crippling taxes on his subjects
in order to pay for ambitious naval campaigns against Asia
Minor and Egypt. This policy was so loathed by many

Cypriot barons, and in particular Peter’s brothers James

¥ Eracles, II, 393-403; Gestes, pp.707-24; Florio
Bustron, Chronique, pp.87-104; Chronique d’'Amadi, pp.158-
63; Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II, pp.137-68.

% Chronique d'Amadi, pp.241-54, 259-69, 271-80, 298-
391, See also Gestes, pp.857-62, 865-66; Florio Bustron,
Chroniqgue, pPp.135-41, 148-62, 176-243; Diomedes
Strambaldi, Chronique, in Chroniques d’Armadi et de
Strambaldi, ed. R. de Mas Latrie, (Paris 1891), pp.18-25;
Leontios Makharias, Recital, c.42-63, pp.43-59; Philip of
Mézieéres, Le Songe du Vieil Pélerin, extract cited in Mas
Latrie, Histoire, III, 115-16; Amaury of Tyre’'s election
charter of 1306, in 'Documents chypriotes du début du XIVe
siécle, ed. C. Kohler, ROL, XI, (1905-8), 440-52, at 444-
52, and in Mas Latrie, Histoire, II, 101-2. For more
details on this dispute, see also Edbury, The Kingdom of
Cyprus, pp.109-31; Hill, History of c¢yprus, II, 219-69.




21

and John of Lusignan, that they were probably directly

involved in the king's murder at Nicosia in 1369.°

From 1291 onwards, Cypriot kings also feared an imminent
Mamluk invasion, for they <could no longer rely on
Christian territories on the mainland to act as a buffer
between themselves and the Muslims. In addition, the fall
of Acre attracted both the Genoese and the Venetians to
Cyprus in far greater numbers than ever before, which was
good for the prosperity of Famagusta, but meant that the
Lusignans found themselves embroiled in the constant
struggles between the two trading nations. During most of
this period, the Cypriots tended to favour the Venetians,
and felt that Genoa was abusing her trading privileges in
order to cover up the corrupt activities of her merchants.
This sjituation deteriorated steadily in the course of the
fourteenth century, and led to a Genoese raid on Paphos in
1316, followed by another more serious incursion in

1373,38 which was itself only a preliminary offensive

i Florio Bustron, Chronique, pp.259-76; Chronique
d’Amadi, pp.408-26; Strambaldi, Chronique, pp.35-114;
Leontios Makharias, Recital, c¢.90-281, pp.81-269; William
of Machaut, La Prise d’Alexandrie ou chronique du roi
Pierre JIer de Lusignan, ed. R. de Mas Latrie, (Geneva
1877), pp.19-265. The above chroniclers, and in particular
Leontios Makharias (c.234-81, pp.215-69), generally claim
that Peter I was murdered because he became an insane
tyrant. However, modern scholars have shown that Peter’s
high taxes and blatant disregard for local customs had
more to do with it. See J. Richard, ’'La révolution de 1369
dans le royaume de Chypre, Bibliothéque de 1'Ecole des
Chartes, CX (1952), 108-23; P. Edbury, ’'The Murder of King

Peter I of Cyprus (1359-1369)’, Journal of Medieval
History, VI, (1980) 219-33; idem, ’'The Crusading Policy of
King Peter I of Cyprus, 1359-1369', in The Eastern

Mediterranean Lands in the Period of the Crusades, ed.
P.M., Holt, (Warminster 1977), pp.90-105; idem, The Kingdom
of Cyprus, pp.175-79. for more details of Peter’s naval
campaigns, see below, pp.221-22.

i For a brief outline of these disputes up to 1373,

see Edbury, The Kingdom of Cyprus, pp.109-11, 132-33, 155-
56, 199-204. 1316 and 1373 raids: see below, pp.181-82,
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before the invasion of 1374. This last attack resulted in
the Genoese conquest of Famagusta, which was not finally
recaptured by the Cypriots until 1464.3g It also caused
further splits in the Cypriot nobility, for it gave Peter
I's widow Eleanor of Aragon a chance to seek revenge
against many of her husband’s killers by siding with the

Genoese.40

Returning to the earliest days of crusader rule on Cyprus,
it has been suggested that Richard I’s initial invasion
was made easier by the fact that Byzantine control over
the island had crumbled, and had been replaced by Isaac
Comnenus’s loathed and inefficient administration.
Similarly, from the mid-twelfth century onwards the
Armenians became virtually independent because Byzantine

power on the Cilician plain collapsed.“ The leading

“ Leontios Makharias, Recital, ¢.378-531, pp.359-525;
Strambaldi, Chronique, pp.155-217; Chronique d’Amadi,
pp.444-73; Florio Bustron, Chronique, ppr.302-32. See also
Edbury, The Kingdom of Cyprus, pp.204-11. For details of
the recapture of Famagusta in 1464, see Hill, History of
Cyprus, III, pp.589-91.

0 Eventually Eleanor broke off her alliance with the
Genoese, but still had Peter’s brother John of Lusignan
(titular prince of Antioch) murdered. See Leontios
Makharias, Recital, c¢.355, p.335, c.423, pp.403-5, c.460,
p.445. For more details on Eleanor’s career, see Hill
History of Cyprus, IT, 417-217. Hill follows the
traditional line that John of Lusignan had little to do
with Peter’s murder. This is challenged by Edbury, 'The
Murder of King Peter’, 223-27,

i For more details on Armenian expansion until the
accession of Leon I1 in 1187, see the Constable Sempad, La
Chronique attribuée au Connétable Smbat, ed. and trans. G.
Dédéyan, (Paris 1980), pp.45-58; idem, Chronique du
Royaume de la Petite Arménie, RHC Arm. I, 610-28; Michael
the Syrian, Chronique, RHC Arm. I, 324-96; Vahram of
Edessa, Chronique Rimée des Rois de la Petite Arménie, RHC
Arm. I, 493-510; T.S.R. Boase, 'The History of the
Kingdom’, in The Cilician Kingdom of Armenia, ed. T.S.R.
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figure amongst the Armenians at this time was Leon II,
ruler of the powerful Roupenid dynasty. During the 1180s
and 90s Leon worked hard to unify his people and to stamp
out any resistance to his rule from the other leading
families in Cilicia. This process culminated 1in his
coronation as the first king of Armenia in 1198, a title
bestowed on him by the German emperor Henry VI.42 Leon’s
decision to become a king rather than a mere warlord also
belonged to a wider policy of ’'westernization’®, which
included the granting of 1lands and privileges to the
Italian city states and the Military Orders. This policy
was intended to strengthen Leon’s position internally,
whilst at the same time bringing financial and military
assistance against the Seljuk Turks of Anatolia. After
Leon’s death in 1219, similar strategies were adopted by
his successors, many of whom also agreed to recognize
papal supremacy, or even replace the Armenian Church with

Roman Catholicism, in exchange for more western aid

against the Muslims.43

However, from the mid-1260s onwards these measures could
not halt the relentless Mamluk attacks carried out on
Cilicia by Baybars and his successors, who ’'made a desert
of the land of the Armenians’.'* For a while the Armenians
could depend on their Mongol allies, who had defeated the
Seljuks during the 1240s, to protect them against this

t:hre.<.=1t,45 but it gradually became apparent that the

f Constable Sembat, Chronique, ed. Dédéyan, pp.58-81;
Boase, ’'History of the Kingdom’, pp.15-19.

4 See below, pp.260-61, 266-77, 284-90.

H Samuel of Ani, Extrait de la Chronographie de
Samuel d’Ani, RHC Arm. I, 468.

45 Seljuk defeat: Samuel of Ani, Chronographie, p.461;
Boase, 'History of the Kingdom’, p.25. The Mongol alliance
had been established during the late 1240s and 1250s. See
Constable Sempad, Chronique, RHC Arm. I, 646-47, 651;
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Mongols were often too far away to send reinforcements to
Cilicia every time the Mamluks were about to attack. In
addition, the Mongols themselves were unreliable and
unpredictable, and in 1307 they even murdered the Armenian
king Leon IV. Hence the Armenians could do very little to
prevent the Mamluks from organizing ever larger invasions,

which eventually culminated in the fall of Sis, the

Armenian capital, in 1375.46

In some ways, the history of Cilician Armenia was very
similar to that of Frankish Greece. Here, the Franks and
the Venetians were able to capture Constantinople, and
thereafter conquer much of the Byzantine empire, because
their Greek opponents remained divided or even leaderless
throughout the period of the Fourth Crusadef? Thus from

1204 onwards Boniface of Montferrat, one of the most

idem, Chronique, ed. Dédéyan, pp.98-100; Vahram of Edessa,
Chronique Rimée, p.519; Bar Hebraeus, The Chronography of
Gregory Abu’l Faraj, the son of Aaron, the Hebrew
Physician, commonly known as Bar Hebraus, trans. E. A,

Wallis Budge, (Oxford 1932), p.418; Boase, 'History of the
Kingdom’, p.25.

S 1307: Samuel of Ani, Chronographie, p.466. For a
brief history of Cilician Armenia, 1198-1375, and more
details on Mamluk and Mongol attacks, see Boase, ’'History
of the Kingdom’, pp.19-33, and below, pp.245-46.

i For the conquest of Constantinople and the
background to the Fourth crusade, see Geoffrey of
Villehardouin, La conquéte de Constantinople, ed. M.N. de
Wailly, (Paris 1882), pp.2-150; Robert of Clari, La
conquéte de Constantinople, ed. P. Lauer, (Paris 1924),
c.1-81, pp.1-81; Libro de los fechos et conquistas del
principado de_la Morea, ed. A. Morel-Fatio, (Geneva 1885),
c.1-52, pp.1-14; Livre de la conqueste de la princée de
1’Amorée. Chronique de Morée (1204-1305), ed. J. Longnon,
(Paris 1911), c¢.6-56, pp.3-17; Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum
Venetum, ed. E. Pastorello, RISNS, XII(a), (1938), 276-79;
Aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica, MGHSS, XXIII (1874),
882-84; Nicetas Choniates, Historia, ed. J.P. Migne, PG,
CXXXIX (1894), cols.919-66. See also J. Longnon, L'Empire
Latin de Constantinople et la Principauté de Morée, (Paris
1849), pp.19-48; J. Godfrey, 1204, The Unholy Crusade,
(Oxford 1980), pp.11-133.
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important leaders of +the crusade, and Baldwin of
Flanders, the new Latin emperor, swept through northern
Greece, occupying cities and castles whose demoralized
8 Indeed,

Boniface of Montferrat did not meet any serious resistance

garrisons usually surrendered straight away.

until he reached Corinth and Nauplia, ’two of the
strongest cities in the world’, which only surrendered in
1210 and 1211-12 respectively.!

Following the initial conquests of 1204-05, several new
Frankish and Venetian states were set up around the
Aegean. The Latin empire itself encompassed Thrace and the

50

northern fringes of Asia Minor, while Macedonia and

northern Thessaly formed the kingdom of Thessalonika,

48

Aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica, p.885;
Villehardouin, La Conquéte, pp.160-78, 190-92; Robert of
Clari, La Conquete, c.99-111, Pp.96~105; Nicetas
Choniates, Historia, cols.983-87, 1023-27; George

Acropolites, Annales, ed. J.P. Migne, PG, CXL (1887),
cols.999-1002; L. de los f., <¢.52, p.l4; Nicephorus
Gregoras, Byzantina historia, ed. L. Schopen and 1I.
Bekker, CHSB, (3 vols, 1839-55), I, 14.

4 Quote: Villehardouin, La Conquéte, p.192. See also
L. de la ¢., ¢.99-103, pp.32-33; L. de los f., c.92-93,
pp.23-4, c.96-105, pp.24-26; Nicetas Choniates, Historia,
cols.991, 998, and see below, pp.305-6.

90 The borders of the Latin empire were established at
the time of the Fourth Crusade. See G.F.L. Tafel and G.M.
Thomas, Urkunden zur dlteren Handels- und Staatsgeschichte
der Republik Venedig mit besonderer Begziehung auf Byzanz
und die ILevante, Fontes rerum Austriacarum, (3 vols,
Vienna 1856-57), I, 473-79, 491-92, 494-95, See also
Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 14; Martin da
Canal, La Chronique des Veneciens, ed. G. Galvani,
Archivio storico italiano, VIII (1845), c.58-61, pp.343-
45,
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which was established by Boniface of Montferrat.51 Further
south, Boniface granted the duchy of Athens, which covered
Boeotia and Attica, to Othon de la Roche, who remained in
Greece until the 1220s.52 Below Athens, the Franks also
overran the Peloponnese, which formed the principality of
Achaea and was held by the famous Villehardouin family
until the early period of the fourteenth century.53 In
addition, the Venetians, who had played such a vital role
in the Fourth Crusade itself, established a number of

important colonies in the Aegean, particularly at Modon,

54

Coron, Constantinople and Crete. They also dominated

ol Villehardouin, La Conquéte, pp.154-56; Robert of
Clari, La Conquéte, ¢.110, pp.104-5; L. de la c., c.b67,
pp.20-21; Aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica, p.885.

5 for the foundation of the duchy of Athens, see L.
de la c., p.61lnl; aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica,
p.885; Henry of Valenciennes, Histoire de 1’'Empereur Henri
de Constantinople, ed. J. Longnon, (Paris 1948), c.681,
p.115. The duchy later also incorporated the city of
Thebes. See L. de los f., ¢.190, p.44; Innocent IITI,
Innocenti III Romani_ Pontificus Opera Omnia, ed. J.P.
Migne, PL, CCXIV-CCXVII, CCXVI, no.110, col.470. See also
Longnon, L’empire latin, pp.75-76, 119, 166; W. Miller,
The lLatins in the Levant: a History of Frankish Greece
(1204-1455), (London 1908), pp.34-35, 66; J. Longnon,
'Problémes de l'histoire de la principauté de Morée’, in
Journal des Savants, (1946), 77-92, 147-61, at 88-90.

“ L. de la ¢., c.104-36, pp.34-49; L. de los f.,
c.105-45, pp.26-34. For a brief history of Latin states in
southern Greece until the death of Isabelle of
Villehardouin in 1311, see K.M. Setton, ’'The Frankish
States in Greece, 1204-1311’, in HC, II (1962), 235-74.

o Modon and Coron: Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum,
pp.283, 367; Andrea Navagerio, Storia Venezia, ed. L.A.
Muratori, RIS, XXIII (1733), co0l.986; Martin da Canal, La
Chronique des Veneciens, c¢c.67, pp.349, 351; Marino Sanudo
(the Younger), Vite de’ Duchi di Venezia, ed. L.A.
Muratori, RIS, XXII (1733), col.536; Tafel and Thomas,
Urkunden, II, 97-100; L. de la c., ¢.190, p.68. See also
Miller, The Latins in the Levant, pp.152-53; K. Andrews,
Castles of the Morea, (Princeton 1953), pp.13-15, 58-61.
Constantinople: Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, p.282;
Andrea Navagerio, Storia Venegzia, co0ls.984-86; Robert of
Clari, La Conquéte, <¢.107, p.102; Villehardouin, La
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numerous islands which lay within the Venetian sphere of
influence, or were colonized by individual Venetian
citizens. These included Corfu, Cephalonia and Euboea,55
as well as the Cyclades, which formed the duchy of the
Archipelago under the rule of the Sanudo dukes of Naxos.56
Other islands were controlled by rival powers, most
notably the Genoese, who held Chios and several

neighbouring trading posts for most of the fourteenth,

Conquéte, p.136. See also R.L. Wolff, 'The Latin Empire of
Constantinople, 1204-1261’', in HC, II (1962), 187-233, at
193-95; J.K. Fotheringham, Marco Sanudo, Conqueror of the
Archipelago, (Oxford 1915), pp.46-47. The Venetians bought
Crete from Boniface of Montferrat in 1204, and colonized
it after a brief struggle with Genoese pirates based
there. See Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, p.280;
Marino Sanudo, Vite de’ Duchi, cols.533, 536; Tafel and
Thomas, Urkunden, I, 512-15; Andrea Navagerio, Storia
Venezia, cols.984-85, 987-89; Martin da Canal, La
Chronique des Veneciens, c¢.68, p.351; See also Andrea
Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, pp.283-84, 367; Fotheringham,
Marco Sanudo, pp.81-87.

i Corfu: Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, p.283;
Marino Sanudo, Vite de’ Duchi, co0l.536; Andrea Navagerio,
Storia Venezia, cols.986-87; Martin da Canal, La Chronique
des Veneciens, c.64, p.347. For the subsequent history of
Corfu, see Miler, The Latins in the Levant, pp.512-49.
Cephalonia: Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, p.284. The
rulers of Cephalonia largely remained independent
throughout the thirteenth century, and avoided coming
under direct Achaean rule until 1324. For these and
subsequent events, see P.W. Topping, ’'The Morea, 1311-
1364’, in HC, III, (1975) 104-40, at 121-23; Miller, The
Latins in the Levant, pp.260, 292, Euboea: Venice
augmented its power over Euboea in 1204 and 1209, and
ruled the island directly from 1216 onwards. See Tafel and
Thomas, Urkunden, I, 469, II, 90-96, 175-84; Andrea
Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, p.284; Longnon, L'empire
latin, pp.119-20; Miller, The Latins in the Levant, pp.76-
79.

L Andrea Dandolo, Chronicum_ Venetum, p.282; Marino
Sanudo, Vite de’ Duchi, col.545; Andrea Navagerio, Storia
Venezia, c0l1.986; R. Sauger, Histoire nouvelle des anciens
ducs de_ 1'Archipel, (Paris 1699), extract cited in
Fotheringham, Marco Sanudo, pp.113-22, at pp.113, 115-17,.
See also Fotheringham, Marco Sanudo, pp.40-44, 56-61, 68-
80.
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fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.“

To a large extent, this massive expansion of Latin power
was only made possible by further instability and internal
fighting amongst the Greeks. In the wake of the Fourth
Crusade, the Greeks established three new states on the
edges of their former empire, whose capitals lay at
Trebizond, Nicaea and Arta in Epirus.58 All three of these
lordships, and in particular the latter two, saw
themselves as the natural heirs to the Byzantine empire.
Furthermore, the powerful Bulgars, who were often allied
with an equally aggressive tribe of horsemen known as the
Cumans, coveted the wealth of Constantinople just as much
during the thirteenth century as they had done before
1204. All these rivals posed a major threat to the Franks
of central and northen Greece, but because they were so
keen to prevent each other from being the first to
recapture Constantinople, they tended to fight amongst

themselves, instead of presenting a united front against

o Genoese involvement with Chios probably began
during the 1260s, when Genoa allied itself with the Greeks
against Venice. See M. Balard, La Romanie génoise (XITe
début du XVe siécles, (2 vols., Rome and Genoa 1978), I,
38-55, 119-26; idem, ’'The Genoese in the Aegean (1204-
1566)', in Latins and Greeks in the Eastern Mediterrancan
after 1204, ed. B. Arbel, B. Hamilton, D. Jacoby, (London
1989), pp.158-74, at pp.161-71; Longnon, 'Problémes de
l’histoire de la principauté de Morée’, 161. For the later
history of Chios, see also W. Miller, Essays on the Latin
Orient, (Cambridge 1921), pp.298-313.

o8 Aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica, pp.885-86;
Nicephoras Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 13; L, de los
f., ¢.53, p.14, c.54, p.15; Villehardouin, La Conguéte,
pp.178, 186. For a brief outline, see also Wolff, ’'The
Latin Empire’, 200-201; Miller, The Latins in the levant,
pp.41-42; D.M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus, (Oxford
1957), pp.11-23,
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the Latins.59 These rivalries were only resolved after the

battle of Pelagonia in 1259, when Michael VIII Palaeologus
of Nicaea (1259-82) defeated the combined forces of Achaea

60 Only then did he feel secure enough to

and Epirus.
attack Constantinople itself, which the Franks finally

lost in 1261.61

By this point, however, Latin territories all over
mainland Greece* were already coming under far greater
military pressure. Indeed, Thessaloniki had fallen to
Theodore Comnenus, the despot of Epirus (1224-30), as
early as 1224, despite Honorius III's efforts to organize

a crusade for the defence of the city.62 At about the same

il For a brief outline of how rivalries between
Epirus, Bulgaria and Bicosia, as well as serbia and
Albania, saved Constantinople until 1261, see Wolff, 'The
Latin Empire’, 187-233, particularly at 210, 220-33.

b0 George Acropolites, Annales, cols.1195-99; George
Pachymeres, De Michaele et Andronico Palaeologus libri
XIII, ed. I. Bekker, CHSB, (2 vols, 1835), I, 85-89;
Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 74-75, 79-80;
L. de la ¢., ¢.254-329, pp.92-123; L. de los f., c.246-
309, pp.55-69 Marino Sanudo (Torsello, or the Elder),
Istoria del regno di Romania sive regno di Morea, ed. C.
Hopf, in Chroniques gréco-romanes inédites ou peu connues,
(Berlin 1873), pp.107-8. For the background to this
battle, see also Longnon, L'empire latin, pp.223-25; D.J.
Geanakoplos, ’'Greco-Latin Relations on the eve of the
Byzantine Restoration: The Battle of Pelagonia, 1259°,
Dumbarton Oaks Papers, VII (1953), 101-41.

61

George Acropolites, Annales, cols.1207-11;
Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 85-86; Andrea
Dandolo, Chronicum Venetum, pp.311, 369; George

Pachymeres, De Michaele, I, 140-48; Andrea Navagerio,
Storia Venezia, c0l1.199; Marino Sanudo, Istoria, p.115; L.
de los f,, c.84-85, p.21, c.241, p.54; L. de la c., c.83-
85, pp.26-27.

b2 Salonika appears to have fallen late in 1224, after
a lengthy siege. See Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina
historia, I, 25-28; George Acropolites, Annales,
cols.1035-38; B. Sinogowitz, ’'Zur Eroberung Thessalonikes
im Herbst 1224°’, BZ, XLV (1952), 28. Theodore’'s conquests
in northern Greece preceding this siege are badly
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time that the Latins were being pushed out of northern
Greece, they also lost their coastal outposts in Asia
Minor following John Ducas Vatatzes (1222-54) of Nicaea's
victory at the battle of Pimanon in 1225.63 In addition,
the Franks of Constantinople rarely enjoyed any real
authority beyond the walls of their city during the
thirteenth century, because Thrace was regularly overrun
by Greek and Bulgar invaders, most notably in 1206, 1235
and 1236.%

Further west, Michael Palaeologus’s triumph at the battle
of Pelagonia also resulted in the capture of William II of
Villehardouin, prince of Achaea (1246-78), who only
managed to secure his release by offering the Greeks
Mistra, 0Old Mania and Monemvasia as a ransom (1262).65

These three powerful fortresses were located in the south

recorded, although some information can be gleaned from
letters regarding Honorius’s crusade. See Regesta Honorii

apae IITI, ed. P. Pressutti, (2 vols., New York 1978), I,
no.3478, p.565, II, no.3877, p.56 (showing that by March
1222 Theodore had taken the Macedonian city of Serres),
nos. 4059, 4060, p.83, nos. 4353, 4354, 4358, p.134,
no.4758, p.207, no.5270, p.298, no.5464, p.333. After the
fall of Salonika, Honorius's crusade collapsed. See
Benvenuto di San Giorgio, Historia Montisferrati, ed. L.A.
Muratori, RIS, XXIII, (1733), cols.381, 382. See also
Nicol, The Despotate, pp.47-51, 57-64; Longnon, L'empire
latin, pp.162-64.

63 Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 25;
Aubrey of Trois Fontaines, Chronica, p.911; George
Acropolites, Annales, c¢o0ls.1038-39. Vatatzes’s victory
eventually also enabled him to dominate wide areas on the
European side of the Bosphorus, and forced the Franks to
abandon efforts to retake the Macedonian city of Serres
from Theodore of Epirus. See Philip Mousket, Chronique
Rimée, ed. baron de Reiffenberg, in Collection de
Chroniques belges inédites, (2 vols, Brussels 1838), II,
408-9, and below, p.357.

 1206: see below, p.358. 1235 and 1236: see below,
pp.359-60.,

65 See above, p.29n60.
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eastern Peloponnese, and consequently provided the Greeks
with a perfect bridgehead from which to reconquer Latin
territories to the north and west. This process continued
sporadically until the 1420s, when the 1last Frankish
remnants of the principality were swallowed up and

incorporated into the Byzantine province of Mistra.66

From the mid-thirteenth century onwards, Michael
Palaeologus and his son Andronicus II (1282-1328) also
launched several attacks against the duchy of Athens and
neighbouring Latin areas to the north of Achaea.67 In
order to stop these incursions duke Walter I of Athens
employed a ferocious band of Catalan mercenaries who had
previously fought for Andronicus II against the Turks.
However, after an argument broke out between Walter and
the Catalans over pay, they turned against their new
employer, and in March 1311 they defeated him along with

68

his Achaean allies at the battle of Cephissus.,. As a

result, the Catalans managed to capture the entire duchy

b Greek attacks from Mistra were most common until
the death of Michael Palaeologus in 1282 (see L. de la c.,
c.330-97, pp.123-54, c.456-70, pp.176-82, c.494-96,
pp.193-94; L, de los f., ¢.310-74, pp.69-83; Marino
Sanudo, Istoria, pp.116-18, 120-34; George Pachymeres, De
Michaele, I, 204-9, 324-36, 410-13, 508-19; Geanakoplos,
'Greco-Latin Relations’, 110n48), during the 1320s (see L.
de los f., c.641-54, pp.140-43; L. de la c., pp.404-5;
Bon, La Morée franque, pp.202; Miller, The Latins in the
Levant, pp.258-59; Longnon, L’empire latin, p.311), and
during the 1420s (see ibid, pp.348-52). For the history of
Mistra under the Greeks, see S. Runciman, Mistra, (London
1980), pp.36-117.

b1 Marino Sanudo, Istoria, pp.120-21, 136; George
Pachymeres, De Michaele, I, 322-36.

b8 Nicephorus Gregoras, Byzantina historia, I, 244-54;
L. de 1l¢0s f., c¢.546-51, pp.119-20; L. de la c., p.402;
Marino Sanudo, Istoria, p.117; Ramon Muntaner, L’expedicié
dels Catalans a Orient, ed. L. Nicolau d’Olwer,
(Barcelona, 1926), c¢.240, pp.177-82; K.M. Setton, Catalan
Domination of Athens, 1311-1388, (Cambridge MA, 1948),
pp.6-13; Longnon, L'’empire latin, pp.295-301.
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of Athens, which they continued to rule in relative
tranquility until the 13805,Bg when a rival company of
Navarese mercenaries, aided by the lords of Corinth, made
inroads into Attica and southern Boeotia.?0 By this point,
however, these clashes were becoming irrelevant, as the
Turks began to overrun all of Greece and incorporate it
into the Ottoman empire. This process continued during the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, when the last Venetian
colonies and Latin held islands in the area, including the

kingdom of Cyprus, gradually fell under Turkish control.71

So far, the erosion of Latin territories from the mid-
thirteenth century onwards has been discussed almost
purely in terms major external invasions by the Greeks of
Nicaea, the Ayubids, Mamluks and Ottoman Turks. However,
apart from these offensives, there were three other
factors which contributed to the fall of Christian states
in the east, even if they were not as decisive. Firstly,
numerous rebellions organized by native Greeks and Muslims
tended to undermine the Latins. It has already been noted,
for example, that the Templars left Cyprus in 1192 after
a major Greek uprising at Nicosia. Another such incident
involved no 1less than 15,000 Muslim peasants, who

ransacked Jerusalem in 1229.72

6 Ramon Muntaner, L’expedicid, c.240-44, pp.182-95;
L. de los f., <¢.552-55, pp.120-21; Setton, Catalan
Domination, pp.13-20. For a history of Catalan Athens
until the 1380s, see K.M. Setton, ’'The Catalans in Greece,
1311-1380’, in HC, III (1975), 167-224.

10 Setton, ’'The Catalans in Greece’, pp.215-24.

n For a brief outline of Turkish conquests in the
eastern Mediterranean, see H. Inalcik, ’The Ottoman Turks
and the Crusades, 1329-1451’ and ’The Ottoman Turks and
the Crusades, 1451-1522', HC, VI (1989), 222-75, 311-53.

n Nicosia: see below, p.18Y Jerusalem: see below,
pp0135—360
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Secondly, many islands and coastal areas in the eastern
Mediterranean were frequently ravaged by pirates and
seaborne attackers. Cyprus, for example, was targeted by
Greek raiders in 1192, and other pirates from Rhodes in
1303.73 In 1220 the Muslims also sacked Limassol because
the Franks were using it to supply the Fifth Crusade in
Egypt, whilst in 1271 Baybars made another failed attack
on the town in order to divert the Latins’ attention away

from his assault on Montfort.”

Moreover, during the
middle years of the fourteenth century both Hugh IV (1329-
59) and Peter I of Cyprus had to deal with large numbers
of Turks and marauders ’'who went pillaging and murdering,

and did great damage’.75

Indeed, piracy appears to have
been particularly common throughout the Mediterranean at
this time, for in 1358 the ruler of Achaea granted the
castellany of Corinth to the Florentine lord Niccolo
Acciajuoli, whose specific task it was to defend and
recolonize surrounding areas devastated by Greek, Turkish

and Catalan raiders.76

Finally, many Christian states in the east were torn apart
by c¢ivil wars between political rivals and baronial
factions. Such clashes have already been discussed in some
detail on Cyprus, because this particular crusader state
hardly ever experienced any other form of warfare.
However, internal struggles were just as common elsewhere,
including Cilician Armenia, where a group of
traditionalist nobles and churchmen frequently rebelled

against the pro-western reforms introduced by Leon II and

" See below, pp.175, 191.

" See below, p.175.

7 Leontios Makharios, Recital, c.64, p.61.

" See below, p.339.



34

many of his successors.77 Further south, the Cypriot war
of the late 1220s and early 1230s also spread to the
kingdom of Jerusalem, where the Lombards of Tyre and the
Ibelins of Acre remained at loggerheads until Frederick
II's troops were finally driven out of Tyre in 1242.78 As
we shall see, this was only one of many internecine
struggles in the Holy Land, which virtually continued
right up until the fall of Acre in 1291.79 Similarly, the
history of Frankish Greece provides us with countless
examples of damaging conflicts between fellow Latins.
Hence between 1208 and 1209 the Latin emperor Henry (1206-
16) had to deal with a rebellion by Lombard barons in
Thessaly, who were plotting to overthrow Boniface of
Montferrat’s infant son and heir Demetrius.80 From the
early fourteenth century onwards, both the Angevin princes
of Achaea and the Aragonese dukes of Catalan Athens were
also increasingly absent in western Europe, and rarely

even visited Greece.81 As a result, central authority in

" See below, pp.265-69, 285-86.

8 1242: Gestes, pp.732-35; Philip of Novara, The Wars
of Frederick II, pp.178-84.For an outline of this entire
dispute, both in Cyprus and the Holy Land, see ibid,
pp.61-184; Edbury, The Kingdom of Cyprus, pp.55-69, 81-82;
Riley-Smith, The Feudal Nobilty, pp.159-84, 198-212.

19

See below, pp.142-50.

80 Henry of Valenciennes, Histoire de 1’empereur,
c.560-687, pp.55-118. See also Longnon, L’empire latin,
pp.106-11; Miller, The Latins in the Levant, pp.72-75, and
see below, pp.382-83.

81 The Angevins gained control over Achaea by virtue
of a treaty made between William II of Villehardouin and
Charles of Anjou during 1260s, whereby the latter
inherited the principality because William died without a
male heir. See L. de la c¢c., c.415, p.160, c.441-55,
pp.170-76; L. de los f., ¢.413-14, p.91, c.418, p.92;
Longnon, L,empire latin, prp.230-40; Marino Sanudo,
Istoria, pp.118-19. The ducal title of Athens passed to
the Aragonese royal family soon after the Catalan conquest
of 1311. See Ramon Muntaner, L’expedicié, c.242, pp.185-
86; Setton, ’'The Catalans in Greece’, pp.172-74.
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the region deteriorated rapidly, leaving the Venetians,
the Hospitallers, the Navarese, the Catalans, the
archbishops of Patras, the Acciajuoli lords of Corinth and
the Greeks of Mistra to fight it out amongst themselves,
and to cope as well as they could against the Ottoman

Turks.82

The history of the Latin east from 1187 onwards was
therefore turbulent and at times even anarchic, but
amongst all the warfare and bloodshed it is also possible
to identify certain distinct political phases. In
particular, it is clear that there was a period of western
and Armenian expansion during the first half of the
thirteenth century, which was facilitated by in-fighting
amongst the Greeks and the Muslims. In Greece this was
brought to an end by Michael Palaeologus, who dominated
his Epirote rivals after the battle of Pelagonia and
finally captured Constantinople in 1261. At about the same
time a similar process of unification also took place in
Egypt and Syria, whose Mamluk rulers rarely had to deal
with protracted civil wars after 1260. Thus the Mamluk and
Byzantine empires were being strengthened and unified just
as many Latin and Armenian territories were experiencing
more and more baronial rebellions and internal struggles.
During the fourteenth century the divided and leaderless
westerners of southern and central Greece eventually found
themselves in the same predicament against the even more
powerful Ottoman empire. It is possible to conclude,
therefore, that their initial sucesses and subsequent
failures had relatively 1little to do with the Latins
themselves, for their fate was largely determined by

political events which were beyond their control.

2 For a brief outline of events in central and
southern Greece and the steady decline in central
authority there, ¢.1307-1460, see Longnon, L'’empire latin,
pp.292-355, particularly pp.314-16; Bon, La Morée franque,
rp.231-32, 261.
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The changing fortunes of the Latins can also be used to
illustrate their military strengths and weaknesses. On the
plus side, it is clear that they usually dominated the
sea, especially because of the immense naval power of the
Italian city states, whose war fleets initially outclassed
and outnumbered anything the Greeks and Muslims could
muster. Thus the defenders of Constantinople appear to
have been powerless to stop the Venetians from scaling the
city’s sea walls in 1203 and 1204.83 Similarly, it seems
that Isaac Comnenus lacked a fleet with which to prevent
the English from landing on Cyprus, whilst the total
absence of any sea walls at several crusader sites,
including the town of Pilgrims’ Castle, suggests that the
Muslims were often equally wunder strength in this
respect.84 Indeed, the Mamluk raid on Limassol in 1271 is
specifically said to have failed because the Muslim
sailors 1leading the attack were inexperienced and
incompetent, and therefore steered their ships onto reefs.
Although the Ottoman Turks later rectified this problem by
building up a large navy of their own, the Latins
therefore enjoyed far more control over the Mediterranean
than their opponents for much of the thirteenth and

fourteenth centuries.85

Their great skill and courage in battle appears to have
been another factor which helped the Franks to succeed.
The many victories which they scored over numerically

superior opponents, such as the defeat allegedly inflicted

8 See below, pp. 297-98.

8 Cyprus: see above, pp.16-17. Pilgrims’ Castle: C.
Johns, ’Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle (’Athlit). The
ancient tell and the outer defences’ QDAP, III (1933-34),
145-64, at 145.

8 See below, p.175. See also Inalcik, ’'The Ottoman
Turks and the Crusades, 1329-1451', 222-26.
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on 33,000 Bulgars by a mere 2,000 Franks in 1208, suggest
that in the right conditions heavily armed and well
protected knights could still outfight almost any
opponent.86 This in turn appears to have given the Latins
an almost legendary warrior status amongst their enemies,
and it has even been suggested that in 1260 the Mongols
failed to attack Christian territories in the Holy Land
because they feared a confrontation with the supposedly

invincible Franks.!

As the thirteenth century progressed, however, the
inherent weaknesses of the Latins became more and more
apparent. Most notably, they very often found themselves
massively outnumbered by the land armies of their various
opponents. At the battle of La Forbie, for example, the
Khwarizmians were said to have numbered 20,000 horsemen,
without including their Egyptian allies.88 It has also
been calculated that the numerous Mamluk invasions of
Palestine, Syria and Cilician Armenia undertaken by
Baybars and his successors rarely involved fewer that
12,000 troops, and sometimes many more.89 Indeed, at the
final siege of Tripoli in 1289 the Muslims reputedly
deployed 30 archers against each individual arrow slit in

the city walls, to prevent the Christian defenders from

B6 Henry of Valenciennes, Histoire de 1’empereur,
c.543-44, pp.46-47; letter from the emperor Henry to
Innocent III, September 1208, RHGF, XIX (18 ), 514.

B7 P. Jackson, ’'The Crisis in the Holy Land in 1260°,
EHR, XCV (1980), 481-514, at 496-99.

88
p.217.

Eracles, II, 428; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,

8 D. Ayalon, ’'Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk
Army’, Bulletin of Oriental and African Studies, XV,
(1953), 203-28, 448-76, XVI, (1954), b7-90., See 1in
particular XV, 222 and XVI, 70-71, al-Makrizi, Histoire
des Sultans, I(b), 151, says that Baybars used 12,000
troops in his campaign against the Seljuk Turks in 1277,
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firing back.90 Further afield, contemporaries reported
that 14,000 Cumans, as well as countless other troops
under the command of the Bulgar leader Iocannitsa, were
present when the first Latin emperor Baldwin was defeated
and captured outside Adrianople in 1205.gl In 1374 14,000
troops and sailors also participated in the Genoese
invasion of Cyprus; a clear indication why the Lusignans
feared Genoa just as much as Mamluk Egypt after the fall
of Acre in 1291.%

Latin settlers in the east had little hope of matching
these opponents man for man. It is unlikely, for example,
that they committed more than 2,000 knights to the battle
of La Forbie, whilst it has already been mentioned that a
similar force took on sixteen times as many Bulgars in
1208.% In 1291 the Muslim besiegers of Acre were likewise
said to have outnumbered the city’s entire population of
40,000 people, and as a result the 200 knights and 500
footsoldiers sent there by king Henry of Cyprus must have
seemed like a drop in the ocean!g4 The Armenians often
experienced similar difficulties, for there are several
recorded cases of just a few thousand of their men

confronting Mamluk armies which may have been ten times

W Gestes, pp.804, 806-7.

51 Villehardouin, La Conquéte, p.208, and see pp.206-

14.

% Chronique d’Amadi, p.446; Strambaldi, Chronique,
p.155; Florio Bustron, Chronique, p.302; Edbury, The
Kingdom of Cyprus, p.204.

3 La Forbie: Riley-Smith in Ibn al-Furat, Selections,
p-173n2.

H Gestes, pp.806-7; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
p.231. Contemporary figures for the number of Muslim
besiegers at Acre vary considerably. See Marshall, Warfare
in the Latin East, p.219,
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larger.95 Some of these huge differences in troop numbers
should no doubt be put down to the imagination of medieval
chroniclers, but even allowing for contemporary
exaggeration, both the Latins and the Armenians clearly
suffered from a desperate shortage of manpower.
Inevitably, this problem was most acute in geographically
exposed areas, which were far harder to defend than
islands or mountainous regions. As a result, vulnerable
crusader territories such as the coastal strip of Syria
and Palestine, or Thessaly and the Latin empire, tended to

lack money and other essential resources Jjust as much as

soldiers in the field.

It was hoped that these difficulties could be overcome in
two ways. Firstly, regular appeals were made to western
Europe for financial aid and for crusaders to come and
fight in the east. this tactic did bring some relief,
particularly during the Third Crusade and the crusade of
St.Louis (1248-54), who refortified many sites in the Holy
Land after he had been defeated in Egypt.Bs Both Louis and
the papacy also donated considerable amounts of money
toward the upkeep of fortifications at Constantinople,

Antioch, Jaffa and elsewhere.97 Secondly, the Franks often

made alliances with their neighbours in the east, which

had the dual advantage of boosting troop numbers and at

9 See below, p.247.

% Third Crusade: see below, p.52. Crusade of
St.Louis: see below, pp.50, 54.

91 Constantinople: Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis,
p-78; Philip Mousket, Chronique Rimée, pp.622-23; Wolff,
'The Latin Empire’, pp.226-33. For more evidence on the
terrible poverty of Constantinople, see also R.L. Wolff,
'Mortgage and redemption of an Emperor’s Son: Castile and
the Latin Empire of Constantinople’, Speculum, XXIX,
(1954), 45-84, Antioch: Joinville, Histoire de Saint
Louis, pp.258, 286; Matthew paris, Chronica Maiora, V,
228, Jaffa: Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, p.306;
Marshall, Warfare in the Latin East, pp.141-42,.
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the same time encouraging potential enemies to fight each
other. Thus by joining forces with the Bulgar leader Slav,
the Latin emperor Henry managed to defeat both the Cumans
and Slav’'s rival Boril, thereby stabilizing his northern
frontier and neutralizing the Bulgar threat in general.98
Similarly, both the Armenians and the Franks of Antioch
made spectacular territorial gains by participating in the

Mongol invasion of Syria.99

However, by relying on external allies, the Latins were
again placing their destiny in the hands of others, for
any number of unforseen factors could change events
dramatically. Frederick II, for example, had been unable
or unwilling to go on crusade for many Yyears before he
finally fulfilled his vow and came east in 1228.!"
Similarly, most crusaders tended to return home when it
was convenient for them to do so rather than the Franks in
the east. Thus in 1218 Andrew II of Hungary left the Fifth
Crusade before it had even reached Egypt, where several
further disputes between eastern and European crusaders
later contributed to the <collapse of the entire

101 Inevitably, such problems were even

expedition.
likelier to arise with Muslim, Greek or Mongol allies, who
were often unreliable because of strong cultural and
religious differences. Hence Franks who fought at the

battle of Pelagonia in 1259 later accused their Epirote

98 Henry of Valenciennes, Histoire de 1’empereur,
c.504-49, pp.28-50, particularly at ¢.506, p.30, c.546-49,
pp.48-50.

¥ see below, p.ll§

100 For a brief outline of Frederick’s crusading plans
and problems up to 1228, see T.C. Van Cleve, ’'The Crusade
of Frederick II’, HC, II (1962), 429-62, at 429-51.

Bl oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.168;
Eracles, II, . For a full account of the Fifth Crusade,
see S, Runciman, A History of the Crusades, (3 vols.,
Cambridge, 1951-55), III (1955), pp.147-70.
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allies of abandoning them on the eve of the conflict,
while it has already been mentioned that in 1307 Mongol
troops ruthlessly murdered Leon IV.102

But even if their participants had the best of intentions,
many expeditions designed to help the Latins were too
small, temporary or badly organized to be of any real
assistance. In 1269, for example, an Aragonese crusade to
the Holy land enabled the Franks to launch a raid against
Muslim villages near Montfort with an army of 130

knights.
recapture any Christian territories lost to the Mamluks,

103 However, this force was far too small to

or indeed risk a direct confrontation with Baybars, who
was said to have had such a large field army operating in
the area that one contingent alone supposedly numbered
15,000 men. Moreover, during skirmishes just outside Acre
some Aragonese leaders of this campaign, declaring that
they had come to fight for Christ, were needlessly killed
because they simply charged into the enemy ranks, and were
immediately cut down by the Muslims. Hence the Aragonese
crusade had achieved nothing permanent, had wasted
Christian lives, and had provoked Baybars into carrying
out a damaging counter-raid against Acre.104 In addition,
it should be noted that many expeditions of this kind,
including the lord Edward’s crusade to Acre between 1271

and 1272, were badly affected by disease, starvation and

102 1259: Geanakoplos, ’'Greco-Latin Relations’, 132-34.
1307: Samuel of Ani, Chronographie, p.466.

103 Gestes, p.767. for a brief outline of the Aragonese
crusade, see Thorau, The Lion of Egypt, pp.199-201.

104 Gestes, pp.767-68; Ibn al-Furat, Selections,
pp.137-39; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 77. The
figure of 15,000 Muslims was reported by a Frankish knight
held prisoner at Saphet, who later escaped to Acre. See

Gestes, p.768.
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the harsh local weather.105

While many campaigns undertaken by the Latins did not have
the numbers, resources and overall leadership needed to
make any real impact, their opponents, and in particular
the Muslims, were getting stronger militarily as well as
politically. After the battle of Hattin, Saladin failed to

capture some Frankish strongpoints, most notably Tyre and

the crusader camp outside Acre, because various members of

his family and entourage were constantly arguing over
strategies and tactics. In addition, he found it very
difficult to maintain his field army, which was largely
composed of seasonal troops obliged to serve the sultan
during the summer in exchange for land or money. These men
tended to be badly trained, ill-disciplined and more
interested in loot than complex notions of holy war. They
were also drawn from all over Saladin’s vast dominions,
and consequently felt greater loyalty toward their own
amirs and fellow countrymen than they did toward the
greater good of Islam.106 By the mid-1260s, however, these
problems had largely been eradicated through various
reforms and the growing use of Mamluks, professional
soldiers who were instilled with a great sense of loyalty
toward their sultan from an early age. Hence Baybars’s
campaigns during the 1260s and 70s were undertaken by a
highly skilled force of siege engineers and other troops,

none of whom ever questioned the sultan’s decisions.

Indeed, in 1270 we even find Baybars attacking Margat in

the depth of winter, something which would have been

461; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, p.155;

Annales de Terre Sainte, p.455 (text B). For a brief
outline of the lord Edward’'s crusade, see S. Runciman,
"The Crusader States, 1243-1291°', in HC, II, (1962),

PP-582-83.

103 Eracles, II,

106 Smail, Crusading Warfare, pp.64-75.
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unhthinkable during the reign of Saladin.m?

It is possible to conclude, therefore, that the Latin

conquests made during the first half of the thirteenth
century give a somewhat misleading impression of military
strength, for they were generally achieved because of the

internal weaknesses of the Greeks and the Muslims. In

reality, the Latins, and to some extent also the

Armenians, had so few troops at their disposal that they

could not rely on
themselves against hostile invasion forces,
keep their own followers in check,

sheer weight of numbers to defend
prevent local

people from rebelling,
or even put an end to piracy and other forms of localized

Alliances with neighbours or help from western
and somewhat

warfare.

Europe could only provide a temporary
unreliable solution to this problem, which in fact got
worse after the battle of Pelagonia and the accession of
It is against this background that the various

the eastern

Baybars.
functions of crusader fortifications in

Mediterranean should be discussed, for the Latins relied

on castles and urban defences more than anything else to
make up for their lack of troops, and thereby address the

numerous political and military weaknesses which have been

mentioned in this chapter.

107 al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b}, 78. For
improvements in military discipline and training
introduced by Baybars, see Ayalon, ’'The Mamluk Army’, XVI,
67-70; Thorau, The Lion of Egypt, pp.98-100, 175, 196.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE ROLE OF FORTIFICATIONS IN THE KINGDOM OF
JERUSALEM, THE COUNTY OF TRIPOLI AND THE
PRINCIPALITY OF ANTIOCH, 1187-1291.

It has been argued that the history of the crusader states
was to a large extent dictated by events which were beyond
the control of Latin settlers in the east. They were
successful whenever their opponents were divided, or they
received help from external allies such as the Mongols or
the Franks of western Europe. On the other hand, they were
powerless to prevent crusaders from returning to the west,
or to halt the rise of Baybars; important factors which
both contributed to the fall of Acre in 1291,
Consequently, castles and urban fortifications provided
the Frankish inhabitants of Palestine and Syria with the
only reliable and permanent means of defending their
territories and compensating for their lack of troops.
Unlike European expeditions or Muslim power struggles,

such structures could last for decades, or even centuries,
and remained firmly under the control of local settlers.
A closer study of individual strongholds in the area will
not only confirm these observations, but will also shed
more light on the functions of crusader fortifications in

general.

These fortifications can be divided into categories,
depending on their size, 1location and design. In the
north, Margat, Chastel Blanc (Safitha) and Tortosa
represented some of +the largest and most powerful
fortresses ever built by the Franks. The outer walls of
Margat, for example, enclosed a huge triangular mountain
spur which dominated the strategic coastal route between
Tripoli and the principality of Antioch. Indeed, Margat
covered such a large area that it contained a small town,

which was situated to the north of the inner citadel and
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separated from it by a rock cut moat. The citadel itself

was composed of numerous towers and buildings ranged

around an inner courtyard, whose design suggests that they
were either constructed in the first half of the twelfth

or date from the period after 1186, when the

century,
original Frankish

Hospitallers bought Margat from its

owner. Perhaps the most significant structure from this

later phase was the keep, a huge, round tower with walls

5.5 metres thick, which stood at the southern tip of the

attached to several adjoining

fortress, and was
1

fortifications along the east and west curtain walls.

The layout of Margat's defences compares very closely with

the design of Crac des Chevaliers, which was situated on

a hill top overlooking the important land corridor between

Tripoli and the Muslim interior. Crac des Chevaliers was

another former baronial castle, whose earlier

fortifications were considerably improved after the

Hospitallers acquired it in 1142.2 This was done by adding
several flanking towers and an enormous talus to the south

and west sides of the inner fortress, and subsequently

constructing a whole new curtain wall around the entire
Crac des Chevaliers also had awo lines
citadel which surrounded a
the new keep

site. As a result,

of defence, and an inner

central courtyard. Even more significantly,

1 Cartulaire général de 1’ordre des Hospitaliers de
St-Jean de Jérusalem (1100-1310), ed. J. Delaville Le
Roulx (4 vols., Paris, 1894-1906), I, no.783, 491-496,
no.809, 505, Description based on Deschamps, La Défense du
comté de Tripoli, pp.272-84; Rey, Etude, pp.19-38; W.
Miller-Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, ¢trans. J.M.
Brownjohn, (London 1966), pp.57-58; H. Kennedy, Crusader
Castles, (Cambridge 1994), pp.167-79; Lawrence, Crusader
Castles, p.88; C. Cahen, La Syrie du Nord & 1’'époque des
croisades et la principauté franque d’Antioche, (Paris

1940), pp.171-72.

! cartulaire, I, no.144, pp.116-18, no.391, pp.266-68.
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constructed by the Hospitallers did not stand 1in
isolation, but formed the central flanking towers along
the south curtain of the inner bailey.3 Both Crac des
Chevaliers and Margat therefore had donjons which were
integrated with, rather than separate from, surrounding

outer defences. These major alterations appear to have
been undertaken after the devastating earthquakes of 1170
and 1202, but architectural evidence such as masonry
marks, vaulting and the type of stonework used indicate
that they were probably completed by c¢.1220. Bearing in
mind that the Hospitallers did not acquire Margat until
1186, this suggests that the Order carried out its

building programme in the thiry years following Saladin’s

invasion of Syria.

Tortosa, which lay about forty miles up the coast from
Tripoli, and Chastel Blanc, situated on a rocky knoll a

few miles inland, were also considerably rebuilt during
the crusader period. However, this was done at a much
earlier stage, involved very different architectural
techniques, and was carried out by the Templars rather
than the Hospitallers. Indeed, a document dating from 1152
reveals that the Templars had already acquired Chastel
Blanc by this stage, and were in the process of
constructing new defences at Tortosa.5 These were

dominated by the vast, rectangular keep, which stood in

} Description based on Deschamps., Le Crac des
Chevaliers, pp.142-305; Rey, Etude, pp.39-67; Miiller-
Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, pp.59-62; Lawrence,
Crusader Castles, pp.77-88; Kennedy, Crusader Castles,

pp.150-63.

4 Deschamps, Le Crac des Chevaliers, pp.279-83; idem,
La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.283-84.

) J.S.C. Riley-Smith, 'The Templars and the Castle of
Tortosa in Syria; an unknown document concerning the
acquisition of the fortress’, EHR, LXXXIV, (1969), 278-88,

at 284-86.
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the north west corner of the site, and was flanked by two

situated at the water’s edge. The land

corner towers
two

structure were guarded by

approaches to this
and curtain walls, equipped with

successive ditches
several further flanking towers and shooting galleries.

Beyond these defences the actual town and cathedral of

Tortosa were protected by another rampart, which was not

as powerful as those of the citadel, but could still halt
minor incursions by rebels and Muslim raiders.ﬁ

The defensive strategy used at Tortosa also appeared at

Chastel Blanc, where the Templars constructed another

rectangular keep which could only be entered via a small

door siyuated two metres above ground level. In order to

an attacker would first have to breach

reach this door,
which were built around the lower

the outer curtain walls,
slopes of the site and had their own elaborate gateways.

The design of these fortifications makes it extremely

likely that they too were completed in the middle years of

the twelfth century, or perhaps after the earthquake of

1170."

Thus the donjons at Margat and Crac des Chevaliers were

rounded or even circular in design, and were attached to

surrounding structures, whereas those of Chastel Blanc and

Tortosa were rectangular and stood in isolation. However,

strongholds, as well as their
meant that the history of
In 1188, for example,

and only managed to

the sheer size of these
close proximity to each other,
all four sites often overlapped.

Saladin failed to capture any of them,

® Rey, Etude, pp.69-83, 211-14; Deschamps, La Défense
du comté de Tripoli, pp.289-91; Kennedy, Crusader Castles,

pp.134-44.

7 Rey, Etude, pp.85-92; Miiller-Wiener, Castles of the
Crusaders, ppr.51-52; Deschamps, La Défense du comté de
Tripoli, pp.252-58; Lawrence, Crusader Castles, pp.55-58;
Kennedy, Crysader Castles, pp.138-41,




48

sack the town of Tortosa before continuing north toward
Antioch.8 Seventeen years later Aleppine forces attacking
Crac des Chevaliers and Margat were equally unsuccessful,

although they did take considerable amounts of booty with
) Another Aleppine

thereby hoping to

them from the surrounding countryside.

army which invaded the area in 1218,

divert Frankish resources away from the crusade in Egypt,

appears to have achieved more, for Oliver of Paderborn

it attacked Chastel Blanc and ’destroyed

reported that
10 However, this must either be an

its towers’.

exaggeration, or only refer to the outer defences of the

fortress, because the architectural evidence proves that

Chastel Blanc’s keep cannot date from the period after
1218. Consequently this structure may have thwarted the
Muslims besieging it in the same way that the citadel of

Tortosa proved too strong for Saladin in 1188.11

Further evidence of the virtual impregnability of Tortosa,

Chastel Blanc, Margat and Crac des Chevaliers dates from

the mid-thirteenth century.
withstood the 10,000 Seljuk Turks sent against Tripoli by
1252, as well as the 20,000

All four castles clearly

the ruler of Aleppo 1in
Khwarizmians who overran the region in 1244.12 Admittedly,

both these aggressors were probably more interested in

8 Baha’ al-Din, Anecdotes, pp.106-7; Abu Shama, Deux

Jardins, IV, 349-63; Eracles, II, 119-22.

' al-Makrizi, Histoire d’Egypte, trans. E. Blochet,
oL, IX, (1902), 6-163, at 139nl.

10 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, ed. H.
Bibliothek des Litterarischen Vereins in
Stuttgart, CCXX, (Tibingen 1894), 235. See also Abu Shama,
Deux Jardins, V, 166; Kamal-ad-Din, L’Histoire d’Alep,
trans. E. Blochet, ROL, V, (1897), 37-107, at 55.

Hoogeweg,

I La Défense du comté de Tripoli, p.257.

' 1252: cartulaire, II, no.2605, pp.726-28. 1244:
Eracles, II, 427-28; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,

p.217,

Deschamps,
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acquiring loot than Frankish castles, and are unlikely

even to have contemplated ©besieging such powerful

strongholds. Consequently, they posed less of a threat

than Baybars, who spent most of his reign systematically

picking off crusader fortifications. In Syria, he began to
when huge raids were launched

intended to

do so during the mid-1260s,
county of Tripoli, which were

against the
and destroy crops needed to

undermine the local economy
feed Frankish garrisons.13 The Mamluks carried out similar

attacks in 1270, when they were only prevented from

capturing Margat by the appaling weather.“ However, the

following spring Baybars returned, and finally succeeded

in taking Crac des Chevaliers, Chastel Blanc and several

neighbouring castles, whose demoralized and underfed

garrisons surrendered in a matter of weeks.15 This only
which the Templars evacuated after the loss
whose valiant defenders managed to

1281, before
17

left Tortosa,
of Acre,16 and Margat,
defeat one Muslim besieging force in

surrendering to another only four years later.

Margat, Tortosa, Chastel Blanc and Crac des Chevaliers

also shared several characteristics with larger Frankish

strongholds located further south. Sidon, for example, can

I} g1-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 27-28, 52;
Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 85-86, 87, 116-18.

H al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 78-79; Ibn

Selections, II, 139-40.

5 ,1-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 84-85; Ibn
Selections, II, 143-49; Gestes, pp.768, 777;
Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.224;
(text A), 455 (text B).

al-Furat,

Eracles, II, 460;
Annales de Terre Sainte, pp.454

16 Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.232; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, II(a), 126.

7 1281: Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.228;

Gestes, p.786; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.457 (text A).
1285: al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, II(a), 80; Gestes,

p.792; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.229.
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be compared with Tortosa, for both were coastal
settlements which appear to have been completely destroyed
in the course of the twelfth century. At Tortosa, this had
probably been done by Nur ad-Din during the spring of
1152, while Sidon’'s defences had been demolished by
Saladin at the time of the Third Crusade.!® As we have
seen, the Templars re-established Latin control over the
former site by constructing a powerful new citadel, and a

similar process subsequently also took place at Sidon.

This process started during the winter of 1227-28, when
European crusaders waiting for the arrival of Frederick II
built Sidon’s sea castle, a compact fort composed of two
interconnected towers, which was situated on a small
island forty metres off the coast.19 Until this time the
site appears to have been completely uninhabited, but
during the next 25 years a new settlement must have sprung
up, for in 1253 Louis IX deemed it neccesary to provide
Sidon with a town wall and another citadel, which stood on

a small hill opposite the sea castle.20 Despite a Mongol
raid in 1260, these defences subsequently remained under
Latin control until 1291, when its garrison tried to make

a brief stand in the sea castle, before withdrawing to

I8 Tortosa: Riley-Smith, 'The Templars and the Castle
of Tortosa’, 278-79, 284-85. Sidon: Abu Shama, Deux

Jardins, IV, 462.

19 Gestes,
Défense du royvaume de Jérusalem,
pPpP.154-59; Kennedy, Crusader Castles, 122-24;
Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, p.70.

p.676; Eracles, II, 365; Deschamps, La
Pp.229-23; Rey, Etude,
Miiller-

20 Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, pp.302, 336;
Deschamps, La Défense du royvaume de Jérusalem, pp.227-29;
Kennedy, Crusader Castles, p.121; Miiller-Wiener, Castles
of the Crusaders, p.70. The theory that Sidon remained
uninhabited until the late 1220s is based on a comment,
made by a passing pilgrim in 1211, that the town lay in
ruins. See Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium Terrae
Sanctae, ed. S. de Sandoli, JItinera Hierosolymitana
Crucesignatorum, III, (Jerusalem 1983), p.202.
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Cyprus in the face of overwhelming Muslim forces.21

A similar strategy of concentrating almost all one’s
efforts on the citadel rather than the outer
fortifications of a site was also employed by the Franks
elsewhere along the coast. At Beirut, the German pilgrim
Willbrand of Oldenburg described the citadel as a large,
imposing structure, built on a rocky knoll and defended by
a deep ditch, several towers and two successive curtain
walls.? This stronghold had been left intact by Saladin,
was strengthened by the German crusaders who recaptured it
in 1197, and was later considerably improved by the new
Ibelin lords of Beirut early in the thirteenth century.23
Consequently, it successfully withstood the Lombard siege
of 1231-32, despite being mined and bombarded almost
constantly for several months. It must therefore have been
considerably stronger than the town wall of Beirut, which
was demolished by Saladin, and subsequently replaced by a

rampart which the Lombards breached in the space of just

one night.24

Similar observations can also be made about Caesarea,

2 1260: see below, pp.103-4. 1291: Gestes, p.817; al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, II(a), 130-31.

i Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.204. Philip
of Novara called the moat at Beirut ’one of the finest in
the world’. See The Wars of Frederick II, p.121.

23 1197: Arnold of Liibeck, Chronica Slavorum, pp.205-
6. Ibelin improvements Gestes, pp.678-79.

o 1231-32: Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick
II, pp.120, 120-22, 128-37; Gestes, p.701; Chronique
d’Amadi, pp.148-~49; Florio Bustron, Chronique, pp.81, 82-
88.Saladin captured Beirut in 1187 and demolished its
outer walls in 1190. See Eracles, II, 71, 140. The
crusader town wall at Beirut probably resembled its later
Ottoman replacement. See R. Du Mesnil du Buisson, 'Les
anciennes défenses de Beyrouth’, Syria, II, (1921), 235-
57, 317-27, at 235, 251, 317-26.
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Arsuf, Jaffa and Ascalon, all of which had either been
partially or totally destroyed by Saladin.z5 Between 1191
and 1192 Richard I reoccupied these sites, and may have
carried out repairs at Caesarea and Arsuf. He also built
more extensive new fortifications at Ascalon and Jaffa,M
which successfully withstood a Muslim attack shortly
afterwards.27 However, the sheer speed with which Richard
erected these defences suggests that they only amounted to
a limited reconstruction of older structures, particularly
at Ascalon, where the inner curtain wall around the town
was hastily rebuilt, but many of the powerful outworks
protecting the site in the twelfth century must surely
have been left in ruins.28 Moreover, even these efforts
were shortlived, for Jaffa was sacked and demolished by
the Muslims in 1197,29 and Ascalon was destroyed as part

of the peace treaty with Saladin.w In addition, Caesarea

23 For a full 1list of these and other castles
sleighted by Saladin, see Itinerarium, pp.280-82;
Ambroise, L’Estoire de la guerre sainte, lines 6,840-69,
co0l.183; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 462.

26 Caesarea: Itinerarium, pp.254-56; M. Benveisti, The
Crusaders in the Holy Land, (Jerusalem 1970), p.138.
Arsuf: Itinerarium, p.282; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora,
II, 376. Jaffa: Itinerarium, p.284; Eracles, I1I, 186;
Ambroise, L’Estoire de la guerre sainte, lines 6,941-
7,053, cols.185-88. Ascalon: ibid, lines 7,778-8,086,
cols.208-16; Itinerarium, pp.315-17; D. Pringle, ’'King
Richard I and the walls of Ascalon’, PEQ, CXVI, (1984),
133-47, at 136-42.

o See below, p.93.

8 Rey, Etude, pp.205-10; Benvenisti, The Crusaders in
the Holy Land, pp.121-25; p. Deschamps, ’Les entrées des
chateaux des croisés en Syrie et leurs défenses’, Syria,

XIII (1932), 369-87, at 386.

&9 Eracles, II, 218-21; Arnold of Liibeck, Chronica

Slavorum, p.204; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 116, 152;
Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.74; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh,

IT, 84-86.
30

See above p.1l1,
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was considerably strengthened at the time of the Fifth

Crusade (1218), whilst in 1211 Arsuf’s population still

lived in constant fear of 1local bandits.3I This implies

that these sites were lacking adequate urban

fortifications, and were only protected by isolated

citadels during the two decades following the battle of

Hattin.

Subsequent efforts to maintain or reestablish Frankish

control over Caesarea, Ascalon, Jaffa and Arsuf were often
equally tentative. Ascalon, for example, lay in ruins
between 1192 and 1240, when its citadel was rebuilt by
Theobald of Champagne'’s followers.32 This project was
completed by Richard of Cornwall in 1241,33 after which
the castle was entrusted to the Hospitallers, who held
Ascalon until it was recaptured by the Egyptians a mere

six years later.“ Similarly, Jaffa may well have remained

i Caesarea: Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina,
pp.168-70; Eracles, II, 325. Arsuf: Willbrand of

Oldenburg,Itinerarium, p.232.

% Rothelin, pp.531-32, 553; Eracles, II, 413-14;
Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.215. Pringle (’King
Richard I and the walls of Ascalon’, 143-44) and
Benvenisti (The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.120, 126)
both argue that there were no attempts to rebuild

Ascalon’s town walls after 1192.

3 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 143. See also
Rothelin, pp.555-56; Eracles, II, 421. Pringle (King
Richard I and the walls of Ascalon’, 144-46) and
Benvenisti (The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.125-26)
disagree on the exact location of this citadel. See also
Marshall, Warfare in the Latin East, p.102.

H Hospitallers: Cartulaire, II, no.2320, p.615.
Egyptian attack: Rothelin, p.565; Eracles, II, 741;

Chronica Maiora, IV, 343; Annales de Terre
Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 10-11; Abu
Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.125.

Matthew Paris,

Sainte, p.442;
Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 194;
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unoccupied from 1197 onw:a.rds,35 while the defences erected

at Caesarea in 1218 were promptly destroyed by the ruler

of Damascus within a few months of their completion.” It

seems that these places were then abandoned until

Frederick II provided them with new citadels in the late

12205,37 and they may not have been properly recolonized

until the mid-thirteenth century, when Louis IX finally

built new town walls at both sites.38 Although their

citadel was strengthened by John of Ibelin in 1240,
later described as ’very strong’ by Joinville,” the

inhabitants of Arsuf may also have remained largely
when the Hospitallers

and

unprotected until the 1260s,
acquired this lordship and extended its urban defences

considerably.‘0 By this point, however, Frankish control

over the entire coastline was quickly being eroded by
and

Baybars, who captured Arsuf and Caesarea in 1265,

Jaffa in 1268.'

in the Latin East, p.140. For

3 Marshall, Warfare
see ibid, pp.139-44.

more details on the history of Jaffa,

OLiver of Paderborn, Historia
R.B.C.

3 Eracles, II, 334,
Damiatina, p.244; James of Vitry, Lettres, ed.

Huygens, (Leiden 1960), pp.101-2.

3 Chronique d'Ernoul et de Bernard le Trésorier, ed.
L. de Mas Latrie, (Paris 1871), pp.458-61; Eracles, 1II,
373; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 175.

38 Jaffa: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 107; Jonville,
Histoire de Saint Louis, pp.282-84, 306-8. Caesarea: ibid,
pp.256, 258, 336; Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy

Land, p.141.

39 Gestes, p.728, Annales de Terre Sainte, p.440.

Quote: Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, p.308.

Y cartulaire, III, no.2972, p.1, no.2985, p.6; RRH,
no.1302, p.341, no.1313, p.343; Gestes, pp.758-59; J.S.C.
Riley-Smith, The Knights of St.John in Jerusalem _and
1050-1310, (London 1967), pp.133-34,

Cyprus,

{1 Arsuf and Caesarea: (Gestes, p.758; Eracles, II,
450; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.222; Annales de
Terre Sainte, pp.451-52; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans,
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To the north of these sites, the Franks also held

Pilgrims’ Castle, one of the largest coastal strongholds

in the kingdom of Jerusalem. This fortress had been
constructed in 1218 by Templars, Teutonic Knights and
members of the Fifth Crusade, and consequently provides us

with a rare example of a thirteenth century castle which

was built from scratch. It was located on a narrow

headland, whose landward side was protected by two

successive curtain walls incorporating several flanking

towers, elaborate gateways, shooting galleries and murder

Particularly impressive were the two rectangular
which were so tall that they

holes.

towers of the inner rampart,

enabled the garrison to observe an approaching enemy as

far as eight miles away, and therefore formed a kind of

inner citadel in the same way that the southern towers at
Crac des Chevaliers did.42 Pilgrims’ Castle can also be

compared with Tortosa, for it was held by the Templars,

and proved so strong that it never fell to the Muslims,

but was simply evacuated by the Order in August 1291.“

I(b), 6-15; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 70-71, 73-82.

Jaffa: Gestes, p.771; Eracles, II, 456; Marino Sanudo,
Liber secretorum, p.223; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans,

I(b), 51; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 106-8.

i Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, pp.169-71.
See also James of Vitry, Lettres, pp.99-100; Matthew
Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 14; Burchard of Mount Sion,
Descriptio Terrae Sanctae, ed. J.C.M. Laurent, (Leipzig
1873), p.83; C.N. Johns, ’'Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle
('Atli t): The Ancient Tell and the Outer Defences of the

Castle’, QDAP, III, (1933-34), 145-64, at 152-64; C.N.
Johns, Guide to 'Atlit: the Crusader Castle, Town and

Surroundings, (Jerusalem 1947), Pp.36-67, Briefer
descriptions also in Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de
Jérusalem, pp.32-33; Rey, Etude, pp.95-100; Benvenisti,
The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.179-82; Kennedy,

Crusader Castles, pp.124-27,

4 Gestes, p.818; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
p.232.
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Like Tortosa, Pilgrims’ Castle also had a small town
attached to it, which was defended by a much lower and

i This settlement was probably overrun in

weaker rampart.
1220, when al-Muazzam of Damascus tried and failed to
capture the newly completed fortress."5 In 1265 it
suffered a similar fate at the hands of Baybars, who
destroyed its buildings and cut down the nearby

16 Baybars also ravaged the territories around

orchards.
Pilgrims’' Castle in 1264 and 1266, but he never attempted
to besiege the actual fortress itself.” Consequently,
this stronghold epitomized the defensive strategy adopted
by the Franks at all the coastal sites which have been
mentioned so far. Frankish efforts to protect these
settlements always centred around a compact and heavily
fortified citadel. At some sites, most notably Ascalon,
the crusaders never got beyond this stage, and there is no
evidence that the twelfth century town was properly
reinhabited, either in 1192 or between 1240 and 1247. At
other places, such as Sidon, Tortosa, Jaffa and Caesarea,
the construction of a castle merely provided a first step
toward urban regeneration, while at Pilgrims’ Castle, a

new fortress spawned an entirely new settlement.

Pilgrims' Castle can therefore be placed in the same
category as its coastal neighbours further north.
Similarly, Chastel Blanc, Margat and Crac des Chevaliers

bear a close resemblance to the inland strongholds which

N, Johns, ’'Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle
('Atli t): The Faubourg and its Defences’, QDAP, I, (1932),
111-29, at 112-24; Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy
Land, pp.178-79; Johns, Guide to 'Atlit, pp.74-76, 81-85.

45

See below, p.85.

{6 al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 8; Ibn al-
Furat, Selections, II, 72.

i al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(a), 239, I(b),
28; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 67, 86-87.
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the Franks held in Galilee. This point can be illustrated
by looking at the castle of Montfort, which became the
headquarters of the Teutonic Knights during the middle
third of the thirteenth century, and lay at the heart of
an extensive lordship held by the Order a few miles north
east of Acre. Montfort was situated on a precipitous spur
acquired by the German knights in 1228, and it therefore
dates entirely from the thirteenth Century.48 Its defences
were arranged around a large 'D’' shaped keep, which stood
in isolation at the eastern tip of the spur. Consequently,
the extensive outer fortifications and residential
buildings to the west of this structure were largely
designed to prevent attackers from gaining access to it.
Although the site is generally steeper and less
accessible, the strong emphasis on an isolated keep is

therefore similar to that of Chastel Blanc.49

To the east of Montfort and overlooking the river Jordan,
the castle of Saphet can be said to represent the Galilean
equivalent of Crac des Chevaliers. This is implied in the
scant archaeological remains still visible at the site, as
well as the famous anonymous description of the fortress

known as De constructione castri Saphet. Between them

these sources indicate that the Templar castle built from
1240 onwards consisted of an outer wall approximately 22
metres high and 825 metres long, which ran around a second
and much higher inner rampart dominated by a large,
circular keep. The exact appearance of this keep 1is

difficult to establish, for it was later replaced by a

¥ See below, pp.151-52.

19 D. Pringle, 'A thirteenth century hall at Montfort
castle in western Galilee’, Antiquaries Journal, LXVI,
(1986), 52-82, at 54-56. See also E.W.G. Masterman, ’'A
Crusaders Fortress in Palestine’, PEQ, (1928), 91-97, at
94-97; Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.335-
37; Rey, Etude, pp.146-51; Marshall, Warfare in the Latin
East, pp.108-11; Kennedy, Crusader Castles, pp.129-31.
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similar Mamluk structure, but it may have been one of the

seven towers of the 1inner citadel mentioned in De

constructione castri Saphet. This document alsco indicates
that the outer wall was flanked by a further seven towers,
and was provided with underground tunnels which led to

guarding the castle’s outer moat.

several casemates

Consequently, Saphet’s defences were arranged in

successive rings, and its keep may have been an unusually
50

large flanking tower rather than an isolated structure.

This concentric design was taken one step further at

Belvoir, an almost symmetrical fortress whose defences

were composed of two successive walls forming a square

within a square. Belvoir was constructed in the twelfth

century to guard the Jordan crossings south of Lake

and although it was restored to the Franks in
Hospitallers

Tiberias,
1241, it remains wuncertain whether the

actually reoccupied it during the brief period before the

Egyptian and Khwarizmian conquests of 1244—47.51

The concentric fortifications built at Crac des

Chevaliers, Belvoir and Saphet were intended to defend

hill tops whose slopes were relatively accessible. At

90 ’Un nouveau traité du texte De constructione castri
Saphet’, ed. R.B.C, Huygens, Studi Medievali, ser.III, VI,
part 1, (1965), 335-87, at lines 160-93, pp.383-84; D.
Pringle, ’'Review Article: Reconstructing the Castle of
Safad’, PEQ, CXVII, (1985), 139-49. Another description of
Sasphet is given by Huygens in his introduction to the
medieval text (De constructione castri Saphet, 370-77),
although Pringle (’Review Article, 141, 142, 145)
criticizes many of his conclusions. See also Deschamps, La
Défense du royaume de Jérusalem, pp.140-42; Benvenisti,
The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.199-201; Kennedy,

Crusader Castles, pp.128-29.

2 1241: Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 142. For
a brief description of Belvoir, see J. Prawer, The Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem, (London 1972), pp.300-7. Marshall
(Warfare in the Latin East, pp.20-21) and Riley-Smith (The
Knights of St.John, pp.415-16, 436-37) disagree on whether
Belvoir was properly regarrisoned after 1241.
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Montfort, however, the east side of the castle was far

and therefore less fortified, than the western
Likewise, both Beaufort and Mt
rely on their isolated

Beaufort, for

steeper,
approaches to the site.
Tabor could, to a certain extent,

location to protect them against besiegers.

example, could not be attacked from the east, where an

almost sheer
hundreds of metres below. The outcrop on which this castle

stood was also separated from surrounding hills to the

cliff dropped away to the Litani river,

north, south and west by deep gorges and ditches excavated

during the crusader
isolated stronghold which required

apart from those which

period. Consequently, the outcrop

itself formed an
relatively few flanking towers
guarded the actual gateway. Most of these
either date from the twelfth century, or the period after
captured the fortress. The only

structures

1268, when Baybars
significant addition made by the Franks between 1240 and
1268 appears to have been the new citadel constructed by
the Templars on the plateau opposite the south side of the
castle. This plateau was occupied by a walled town during
the thirteenth century, but also represented the most
attackers to deploy siege
the Templar

obvious spot for potential
engines against Beaufort itself. Consequently,

citadel was probably intended to protect both the town and

the strategic ground it stood on.52

Although Beaufort can Jjustifiably be described as a

mountain castle, it still therefore had a weak side which

could be exploited by the Muslims. This became apparent in

1268, when Baybars did indeed seize the southern plateau,

5 Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de Jérusalen,
pp.198-208. See also Miller-Wiener, Castles of the

Crusaders, pp.62-63; Rey, Etude, pp.127-32.
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and then besieged the fortress from there.53 Mt Tabor,

however, had such steep slopes, rising 400 metres above
that its summit was almost equally
In 1211 al-Adil strengthened

the plain of Galilee,
inaccessible on all sides.
this site even further by encircling it with a vast

curtain wall, 1,750 metres in length and flanked by ten

powerful towers.54 Its garrison launched regular attacks

against Acre, which were so damaging that they may have

acted as a catalyst for the Fifth Crusade. Although this
expedition subsequently failed to capture Mt Tabor,55 it
persuaded the Muslims to demolish their new castle rather
than risk losing it to a similar Frankish campaign in the

future.56 As a result, Mt Tabor remained unfortified

between 1218 and 1255, when the Hospitallers acquired
it.” This Order held the mountain until it was taken by
Baybars in 1263, but the speed with which he did this,
combined with the 1lack of archaeological evidence,
suggests that the Hospitallers merely occupied, and

perhaps fortified, the small monastery in the south east

3 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 108-12. See also al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 51; Gestes, p.771;

Eracles, II, 456.

i Eracles, II, 317; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
p.206; Abu’l-Fida, Annales, pp.86-87; Benvenisti, The
Crusaders in_the Holy Land, pp.360-61.

9 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, pp.165-67;
Eracles, II, 324; James of Vitry, Lettres, p.98; Abu
Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 163-64.

9 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, pp.171-72;
James of Vitry, Lettres, p.108; Eracles, II, 330-31;
Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 14; Abu Shama, Deux

Jardins, V, 165-66.

T cartulaire, II, no.2726, p.777, no.2811, pp.815-17;
Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.220; Eracles, II, 442;
Riley-Smith, The Knights of St.John, pp.413-17, 427-28. It
seems very unlikely that this site was reoccupied
following the Christian gains of 1241. See Benvenisti, The
Crusaders in the Holy Land, p.360.
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corner of al-Adil’s ruined stronghold.58

The total absence of major Hospitaller defences on Mt
Tabor after 1255 can probably be explained in terms of

limited financial resources and deteriorating military

circumstances. Consequently, even though it was
strategically important, it did not put up as much
resistance against Baybars as Montfort, Saphet and

Beaufort. Saphet, for example, withstood six weeks of
almost constant mining and bombardment, and only
capitulated after Baybars had managed to sow discord
amongst its defenders (1266).59 Montfort caused the
Mamluks even more problems, and did not finally surrender
until 1271, after an earlier failed siege in 1266.60 In
addition, it has been noted that the Franks lost Beaufort
in 1268, making it one of the 1last inland fortresses
captured by Baybars in the kingdom of Jerusalem.ﬁl This
latter castle had also resisted Saladin for over a year
between 1189 and 1190, while all three strongholds appear
to have withstood the Khwarizmian assault of 1244 with

ease.62 Moreover, in 1260 the Franks may well have been

8 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 56nl; Benvenisti, The
Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.361-62.

L al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 27-31; Ibn
al-Furat, Selections, 11, 88-96; Gestes, pp.764-66;
Eracles, pp.454-55; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,

pp.222-23.

 1266: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 87; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 27; Annales de Terre Sainte,
p.452 {text B). 1271: ibid, p.455; Ibn al-Furat,
Selections, II, 106-12; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans,
I({b), 87; Eracles, II, 460; Gestes, p.778.

b See above, pp.59-60.

5 1189-90: Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 395-400, 441;
Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, I, 738-39; Abu’l-Fida,
Annales, p.61; Eracles, II, 110-11, 187-88. 1244: the
sources only mention Saphet individually during this
period, but it is self-evident from later events that
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thinking of these sites when they acknowledged that even

if the rest of the kingdom were overrun by the Mongols, a
few of the most powerful castles would still hold out.63

The compact design and inaccessible location of castles
like Beaufort and Montfort forms a sharp contrast with the
numerous urban fortifications built or inherited by the
Franks. These defences were intended to protect larsge,
sprawling settlements in low lying areas and therefore
they could not always depend on physical isolation to
enhance their overall strength. This was certainly the
case at Acre, where vast fortifications were needed to

compensate for the almost completely flat terrain of the

surrounding coastal plain. Thus in 1335 a German traveller

wrote that ’this famous city situated on the coast 1is
constructed using extraordinarily large blocks of stone,

with high and strong towers standing scarcely a stone'’s

throw away from each other. Each gate is flanked by two

towers., The walls were, and still are, so thick that two

chariots going in opposite directions could easily meet on
them. On the landward side they were also extremely

with very deep ditches, further protected by a

powerful,
&4

series of bastions and outworks of various types’.

Similar descriptions recorded by other pilgrims, as well

as contemporary maps of the city, enable us to build up a

fairly accurate picture of Acre’s thirteenth century

Montfort and Beaufort also remained in Frankish hands. See
Rothelin, p.562; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 338.

3 Jackson, 'The Crisis’, 492.

b4 Ludolf of Sudheim, De itinere Terrae Sanctae, ed.
F. Deycks, Bibliothek des Litterarischen Vereins in

Stuttgart, XXV (Stuttgart 1851), 39-40.




Plan 21: ACRE Town plan embodying strompted recomc.ruct:cn of old walls, scale 1. 10.00c, based
o1 the present-day foun plen {modern fortificetions mdicar=d by broken lines) but zhouing guaviers
referred 1o 1n 0id maps of the 14th-18th centuctes and giuing there anginal Latin names The lay -ou: of s.veetsay
based partly on these maps and partly on traces sull discermible 1n the modemn town Extant cr recen:ly
excavated buildings are reproduced in black fe g, remnants of the Hospualler quarter and the tower or so-
calied Burk er Saliin, which st.!l -rands beside the rarbon-?

Fig.5. Acre: the double walls and the citadel (castellum).
From Miller-Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, p.73.
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defences.65

These were dominated by the double ramparts
which ran from the city’s outer harbour as far inland as
the Accursed Tower and the Tower of King Henry, before
continuing north toward the far shoreline beyond the
suburb of Montmusard.66 This latter section of the walls
was strengthened by Louis IX, but accounts of the Third

Crusade make it clear that Montmusard was already

67

fortified in some way long before the 1250s. Acre’s

ramparts were also flanked by numerous alternating towers
and salients, some of which had gates incorporated into
their side walls.68 In addition, the approaches to the
city were guarded by various earthworks and pallisades,
particularly around the exposed angle of the Accursed
Tower. King Hugh III of Cyprus (1267-84), the lord Edward
and the countess of Blois (who came to Acre on crusade in
1287) all built new fortifications in this area during the

final years of Frankish rule, and these bore the brunt of

63 Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.200;
Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptic, p.23. The famous
fourteenth century Genoese map of Acre is reproduced at
the back of Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, and also in
D. Jacoby, ’'Crusader Acre in the thirteenth century: urban
layout and topography’, in idem, Studies on the Crusader
States and on Venetian Expansion, (Northampton 1989), c.5,

1-45, at figs.1-4.

b G. Rey, ’'Etude sur la Topographie de la ville
d’Acre au XIIIe siécle’, Mémoires de la société nationale
des antiquaries de France, XXXIX, (Paris 1878), 115-45, at
118-32; Miller-Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, pp.72-74;
Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Lard, pp.93-95.

67 Louis IX: Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis,
pp.334, 336; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.219.
Montmusard during the Third Crusade: Matthew Paris,
Chronica Maiora, II, 360. For more evidence on this, see
D. Jacoby, 'Montmusard, suburb of crusader Acre: the first
stage of its development’, in 1idem, Studies on the
Crusader States, c.6, 205-17, especially at 213.

68 Towers: Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.200;
Rey, ’Etude sur la Topographie’, 124-25, 130, 132. Gates:
ibid, 125-26, 131; Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy

Land, p.95.
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the Muslim attack in 1291.“ The extensive defences which
protected Acre were probably also very similar to those of
Tripoli, another coastal settlement which could easily be
approached from inland. Consequently, this side of the
city was guarded by a double wall, strong towers and deep,
wide ditches. According to Willbrand of Oldenburg,
Tripoli’s gates were also strengthened by elaborate
barbicans and other complex outworks, which ensured that

the city remained in Frankish hands until 1289.70

The city of Jerusalem, which lies in a valley surrounded
by higher ground, was, if anything, even more exposed than
both Acre and Tripoli. During the crusader period it was
surrounded by a single curtain wall, which was protected
by an adjoining rock cut moat in certain areas, and had
four principal gateways incorporated into it (St.Stephen’s
or the Damascus gate to the north, Zion gate to the south,
David’s gate to the west and the Golden gate to the east).
It is relatively easy to establish where this wall stood,
for it generally followed the same course as the present

Ottoman ramparts.71

After the Muslims captured Jerusalem in October 1187, they
initially repaired and maintained its defences, but these
were subsequently sleighted by al-Muazzam in 1219, as part

of the same scorched earth tactic which had led to the

b9 Gestes, pp.808-9; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
pPp.229, 230; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.459; Rey, 'Etude
sur la Topographie’, 127-29; Deschamps, ’'Les entrées des
chateaux’, 386-87.

10 Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.210. 1289:
Abu’l-Fida, Annales, 162-63; Gestes, pp.802-4; Marino
Sanudo, Liber secretorum, pp.229-30; Annales de Terre
f;inte, p.460; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, II(a),

1-3.

11

Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.49-

52.
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destruction of Mt Tabor.” Archaeological evidence
suggests that ten years later Frederick II tried to
rectify this situation by repairing Zion gate and
St.Stephen's gate, where remains have been found of
flanking towers protecting an 'L’ shaped en’c.ram:e.%3 These
improvements may have been carried out by the Teutonic
Knights, whom Frederick gave several properties in the
city and relied on to garrison his new acquisition.u
However, the apparent ease with which 15,000 Muslim
peasants broke into and 1looted Jerusalem soon after
Frederick’s departure, suggests that its walls were never
adequately reconstructed after 1219.?5 Consequently, life
must have been difficult for the few Latins who returned
to the city between 1229 and 1244, when Jerusalem was
finally lost to the KhwarizmiansﬁG Similarly, it seems
unlikely that the Franks built new town walls at Tiberias,
which they recovered in 1241, but had already 1lost by
1247. Indeed, although its lord, Odo of Montbéliard, built
a new citadel at Tiberias during this period, it cannot be
proved that the town itself was ever recolonized by the

Latins.77 This may also apply to the towns of Ramlah and

1 1187 onwards: Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 49-51.
1219: Eracles, II, 339; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorunm,
p.208; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 39; Abu’l-
Fida, Annales, p.91; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 173-75.

K Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Land, p.51.
See also Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 177;

Rothelin, p.529.

" Tabulae ordinis Theutonici, ed. E. Strehlke,
(Berlin 1869), no.69, p.55; C.N. Johns, ’'The Citadel,
Jerusalem: a Summary of Work since 1934’, QDAP, XIV,
(1950), 121-90, at 167; I. Sterns, ’'The Teutonic Knights
in the Crusader States’, in HC, V (1985), 315-78, at 365,

" Eracles, II, 384-85.
16 See above, p.l4.

" Eracles, II, 432-33; Joinville, Histoire de Saint
Louis, pp.288, 290. 1241: Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora,
IV, 142. 1247: see above, p.l4.
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Lydda, whose twelfth century defences were destroyed by
Saladin, and still 1lay in ruins when Willbrand of

Oldenburg passed by in 1211.7

The only other fortified cities held by the Franks during
the thirteenth century were Tyre and Antioch. Unlike the
settlements mentioned so far, both these sites could in
fact rely on their location as well as their defences for
protection. This was particularly true of Tyre, a
fortified island which was only linked to the mainland by
a narrow causeway. At least three successive curtain walls
and as many as five separate gateways guarded this
causeway, which was also severed by a vast moat
occasionally filled with sea water. In addition, the rest
of Tyre was surrounded by a double wall, so that it was
almost equally well defended against seaborne attackersﬁs
As a result, Saladin failed to capture the city in the
autumn of 1187,even though he deployed both his fleet and
his land forces against it. Saladin’s failure may also
have deterred his successors, for the Muslims never tried
to attack the city again, and in 1291 it was evacuated by

its Christian inhabitants.80

L Itinerarium, p.280; Ambroise, L’'Estoire de 1la
guerre sainte, line 6,855, c0l.183; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel
Altevarykh, II, 52; Baha’-al-Din, Anecdotes, p.268. 1211:
Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.238. See also
Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Land, p.171.

L William of Tyre, Chronique, ed. R.B.C. Huygens, (2
vols, Turnhout 1986), Bk.13, c¢.5; Willbrand of Oldenburg,
Itinerarium, p.202; Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio,
P.25; Ibn Jubayr, Extrait du voyvage d’Ibn Djobeir, RHC Or.
III, 451-52. For further descriptions of Tyre up to the
last century, see Deschamps, La_ Défense du rovaume de
Jérusalem, pp.135-37.

80 1187: Eracles, II, 105-9; Baha’-al-Din, Anecdotes,
rp.98-99, 102-3; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 341-45; Ibn
al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, I, 694-96. 1291: al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, II(a), 126-27; Marino Sanudo, Liber
secretorum, p.231; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.460 ({text
B); Gestes, p.815.
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Unlike Tyre, Antioch relied on rugged terrain rather than
water to give it added strength, for the city was built on
the slopes of Mount Silpius, and its walls formed a
triangle whose apex was situated at the summit of the
mountain. These fortifications, which were more than 12
kilometres long and were renowned for their size and
strength, had in fact been constructed during the reign of
Justinian, and therefore probably only incorporated minor
Frankish repairs and improvements.sl Indeed, the Franks
were lucky to have inherited such powerful urban defences,
for they deterred Saladin from besieging Antioch, and
subsequently ensured that the principality survived into
the thirteenth century, even though many smaller crusader
castles to the north and east had either been destroyed or
captured in 1188. Further south, Saladin had also seized
Latakia and Saone, thereby virtually severing the city’s
land links with the county of Tripoli, and turning it into
a somewhat isolated Frankish outpost until it was stormed
by Baybars in 1268.82 This in turn had a severe impact on
Antioch’s economic welfare, for much of the twelfth
century trade which had passed through the city on its way
to Aleppo or the port of St.Simeon shifted to the harbours

of Latakia, Ayas and Corycos after 1188.M

2 Rey, Etude, pp.185-204; Cahen, La Syrie_ du Nord,
pp.127-33; Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli,

pp.46-47.

L For details of Saladin’s conquests around Antioch,
see Baha'-al-Din, Anecdotes, pp.108-18; Abu Shama, Deux
Jardins, IV, 364-81; Eracles, II, 122-23; Deschamps, La
Défense du comté de Tripoli, 127-33. 1268: Ibn al-Furat,
Selections, II, 121-26; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans,
I(b), 52-54; Gestes, pp.771-72; Annales de Terre Sainte,
pp.453~54; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.223;
Eracles, II, 456; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p.448.

8 Cahen, La Syrie du Nord, pp.689-91. Baybars
deliberately sacked St.Simeon, the port of Antioch, in
1268 (and also six years earlier) to deter the Franks from
returning to the area. See Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II,

50, 121, 124.
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Baybars appears to have been the first and last Muslim
aggressor to attack Antioch directly during the thirteenth
century, but its walls also sheltered the city's
inhabitants against numerous other invaders in the years
preceding 1268, most notably the Seljuk Turks, who ravaged
the surrounding area in 1247 and 1250.“ Similarly,
Tripoli’s walls were so powerful that in 1188 Saladin did
not even attempt to breach them,% and in 1244 this city,
Acre and Tyre all survived the Khwarizmian invasion
intact; a clear indication that they were far better
protected than Jerusalem.86 During the 1260s, Baybars also
carried out several raids in the vicinity of Acre87 and
Tyre,88 and in 1262 he made an earlier failed assault on
Antioch.89 In addition, Acre successfully withstood

earlier Ayubid incursions in 1218 and 1253.90

Consequently, these sites were almost entirely dependent

upon long, stout circuit walls to defend them, but it is

also important to remember that they were additionally
protected by individual <citadels. At Antioch such a
structure had been added to the Justinianic ramparts

during the tenth century, and its location at the top of

8 gracles, IT, 435; Rothelin, p.624.

85 Avoiding Tripoli itself, Saladin merely carried out
raids between the city and Crac des Chevaliers, before
heading north. Meanwhile, reinforcements sent by the king
of Sicily arrived at Tripoli. See Abu Shama, Deux Jardins,

IV, 349-51; Eracles, II, 119-21.

8% Rothelin, p.565; Eracles, II, 427-28.

7 See below, p.103n197.

8 See below, p.103n198.

8 See below, p.97.

90 1218: Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina,
pP.245; James of Vitry, Lettres, pp.101-2. 1253: Eracles,
II, 440-41; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, V, 398;
Annales de Terre Sainte, p.445 (text B); Marino Sanudo,

Liber secretorum, p.220.
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9 Acre’s

Mount Silpius rendered it virtually impregnable.
citadel was far less powerful, however, for it straddled
the city’s inner wall in the vicinity of Montmusard, and
must therefore have lost much of its strategic value when
this suburb was fortified and an outer rampart constructed
further inland.92 Likewise, the citadel of Tyre probably
contributed very little to the overall strength of this
site, for it was rarely mentioned in contemporary sources
and never included in pilgrims’ descriptions of the
city.93 This also applies to a similar stronghold at
Tripoli, which had originally been constructed at the
beginning of the twelfth century in order to blockade the
city when it was still held by the Muslims. As a result,
this structure was not attached to the urban defences, but
stood on a rocky knoll some distance 1inland, and
eventually formed the nucleus of an entirely new suburb.94
Indeed, apart from the mountain castle at Antioch, the
only other major urban citadel held by the Franks which
clearly did enhance surrounding fortifications was that of
Jerusalem. This compact fortress, which was incorporated
into the western wall of the city, was dominated by the
Tower of David, a huge Herodian structure whose masonry

was so massive that one contemporary said it resembled ’a

i Cahen, La Syrie du Nord, p.129; Rey, Etude, p.190.

L Rey, 'Etude sur la Topographie’, 131; Benvenisti,
The Crusaders in the Holy Land, p.95.

3 Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de Jérusalem,
p.137; Marshall, Warfare in the Latin East, p.98.
Imperialists took shelter here briefly when Frederick II’'s
enemies captured Tyre in 1242. See above, pp.33-34.

i William of Tyre, Chronigue, Bk.10, c.26; Deschamps,
La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.293-95; Miiller-Wiener,
Castles of the Crusaders, pp.42-43; Kennedy, Crusader
Castles, p.63. The Mamluks rebuilt the citadel early in
the fourteenth century. See al-Makrizi, Histoire des
Sultans, II(b), 281.
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¥ Between 1229 and 1244

single stone from its base up’.
this tower withstood at 1least two sieges, and its
strategic importance will be discussed in more detail

below.96

In addition to the citadels, town walls and strongholds
already mentioned, the Franks also held numerous smaller
fortifications dotted across the countryside. Although it
would be impossible to name these structures individually,
the vast majority of them were either fortified enclosures
or individual towers. A good example of the former type
was the Castle of Roger the Lombard, situated a few miles
south of Caesarea. This small fort, which was probably
established by Roger at the very beginning of the twelfth
century, consisted of a number of vaulted structures built
around a central yard. the outer walls of these structures
were roughly 1.6 metres thick and had very few openings in
them, so that they created a kind of fortified farm house
measuring approximately 33 metres square. Although the
Castle of Roger the Lombard presumably continued to be
occupied by the Franks until the fall of Caesarea in 1265,
its design was not necessarily European, because similar
structures had been built in the east for many

centuries.97

Elsewhere the Franks constructed strongholds which were

also square or rectangular, but were larger and more

3 The pilgrim abbot Daniel, cited in Johns, ’'The
Citadel, Jerusalem’, 164. See also ibid, 140-44, 165, and,
for more details on the crusader citadel in relation to
the present Ottoman castle, 169-88. See also Benvenisti,
The Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.52-53.

L See below, pp.89-91.

" Pringle, The Red Tower, pp.15, 18-19, 73-75 (and
for more examples of similar structures see p.20); S.
Tibble, Monarchy and Lordships in the Latin Kingdom of
Jerusalem, 1099-1291, (Oxford 1989), p.139.
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complex than the Castle of Roger the Lombard. Thus
Coliath, a Hospitaller fortress which lay on the coastal
plain about 20 kilometres north of Tripoli, measured 63

metres by 56 metres, had four small corner towers, and was
also provided with a fifth salient guarding the actual
gateway.98 Although it is not recorded in the contemporary
sources, it seems unlikely that this structure could have
withstood Saladin in 1188. However, it must have been
reoccupied by the Hospitallers soon after, for in 1207-08
al-Adil stormed the castle before systematically
demolishing most of its defenoes.99 Coliath had still not
recovered from this blow when Willbrand of Oldenburg saw
it four years later, but the bewildering mixture of
masonry types still visible in 1its present remains
confirms that it was rebuilt a second time between 1211
and 1266, when Baybars overran it and again left it in

100 Architecturally, it 1is also possible that

ruins.
Coliath represents a copy of earlier Roman and Byzantine
structures, and it is therefore sometimes referred to as
a castrum fortification. However, comparisons between
medieval strongholds, Arabic farmsteads and classical
garrison forts should not, perhaps, be taken too far, for
a square or rectangular enclosure was such an obvious way
of defending a low lying site that this design could
equally well have been reinvented Dby the Franks

themselves.101

% Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.311~-
12; Kennedy, Crusader Castles, p.78.

3 1188: Saladin ravaged surrounding areas, and
Coliath probably suffered even though sources do not name
it individually. See Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 352-53.
1207-08: Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 106.

100 1211: Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.208.
1266: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 85-86; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 27. See also Deschamps, La
Défense du comté de Tripoli, 312.

101 Marshall, Warfare in the Latin East, p.100.
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Fig.6. Coliath; a classic castrum. From Deschamps, La Défense
du_comte de Tripoli, p.311T Tukhlah; a typical Frankish tower
similar to Qaqun and the Red Tower. From Rey, Etude, p.l10l.
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The architectural uncertainties surrounding Coliath and
the Castle of Roger the Lombard do not apply to Frankish
towers built in the Holy Land, which were almost certainly
based on similar structures in the west. One such tower
which has been investigated by archaeoclogists in recent
yvears is Qaqun (Caco), located on the Sharon plain about
25 kilometres south east of Caesarea. The remains of this
building indicate that it measured 14.53 by 17.65 metres,
that its walls were 2.8 metres thick, and that it had two
vaulted storeys with a crenellated terrace above. The
ground floor had no doors or windows, and must therefore
have acted as a storage space reached via an internal
ladder. The upper floor, on the other hand, probably had
three arrow slits in its east and west walls, and two in
its north and south walls. Presumably the main entrance
also existed at this level, whilst traces of clay piping
indicate that the tower had its own cistern, so that its
defenders could even withstand a limited siege. Additional
protection against aggressors was provided by a small

. . . . 9
perimeter wall, which has now virtually dlsappeared.w“

These defences were almost identical to those of Chastel
Rouge, a Hospitaller stronghold roughly halfway between
Chastel Blanc and Tortosa, which consisted of a central
tower measuring 14 by 16 metres, surrounded by a
rectangular curtain wall and a small outer ditch.103 Qaqun
and Chastel Rouge also shared certain  historical
similarities, for both were captured by Saladin, but were

subsequently regained by the Franks until the Mamluk

2 pringle, The Red Tower, pp.15, 63-68, 70.

103 Pringle, The Red Tower, pp.16-18; Deschamps, La
Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.317-19; Kennedy, Crusader
Castles, PP.73~-75; Miiller-Wiener, Castles of the

Crusaders, p.52.
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conquests of the late thirteenth century.104 The same fate
no doubt befell those Frankish towers of the interior
which were not even protected by an outer rampart. Hence
the Tower of Tukhlah stood in isolation on a hill top near
Chastel Blanc, and must therefore have been lost when
Baybars captured this latter fortress in the spring of
127110

Towers and castrum-type strongholds were therefore built
according to fairly standardized designs, particularly if
they were situated on the coastal plain. Other smaller
castles differed considerably according to local
circumstances. Cave de Tyron, for example, was literally
carved into the side of a mountain hundreds of metres
above sea level, opposite the town of Sidon. This cave
fortress, which could only be approcached along a path
barely one metre wide, was perfectly situated for its tiny
garrison to keep an eye on the surrounding network of
roads between Sidon, Beirut and Damascus.wﬁ A similar
role was no doubt performed by the defenders of Akkar
(Gibelcar), a mountain stronghold whose elevated position
to the north of Tripoli gave it perfect intervisibility
with Crac des Chevaliers, Chastel Blanc and other
fortifications in the neighbourhood. Indeed, this castle
was so remote that after Baybars captured it in 1271, he

boasted of his achievement in a mocking letter to Bohemond

104 Qaqun would have fallen at about the same time as
Caesarea, both in 1187 (Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 301)
and in 1265 (Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 70-71). Chastel
Rouge fell in 1188 (Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 352) and
in 1289, along with Tripoli (al-Makrizi, Histoire des
Sultans, II(a), 103; Miiller-Wiener, Castles of the
Crusaders, p.52).

109 1271: 1Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 143; al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 84-85. Tukhlah: Rey,
Etude, pp.101-2; Kennedy, Crusader Castles, pp.75-T77.

106 Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de Jérusalem,
pp.211-13, 217-20.
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VI, where the sultan described ’'how we transported the
mangonels there through mountains where the birds think it
too difficult to nest; how patiently we hauled then,
troubled by mud and struggling against rain’.107 Thus
Akkar, whose man made defences amounted to little more
than a square keep and enclosing curtain wall, caused
Baybars just as much trouble as Crac des Chevaliers,

because of its isolated and inaccessible location.108

Whilst Akkar probably represented a scaled down version of
Montfort, several minor coastal strongholds were, in a
sense, smaller copies of Pilgrims’ Castle. The most
notable of these was Nephin, a baronial castle which stood
on a small promontory just to the south of Tripoli. This
promontary had been separated from the mainland by two
rock hewn ditches, and in 1283 the pilgrim Burchard of
Mount Sion wrote that it was defended by no less than
'twelve good towers’.wg For most of the twelfth century
Nephin was held by the same Frankish family which
controlled Maraclea, another coastal settlement located
between Tortosa and Margat. This latter site does not seem
to have been particularly well fortified, for in 1188 it
was evacuated just before the arrival of Saladin, and in
1271 Baybars probably occupied it soon after the fall of

Crac des Chevaliers.no However, at some point after 1277

0T Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 148. See also ibid,
II, 147-49; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 85;
Gestes, p.777; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.224;

Annales de Terre Sainte, p.455 (text B).

108 Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Triploi, p.309;
Kennedy, Crusader Castles, p.68.

109 Burchard of Mount Sion, Descriptio, p.28, and see
pp.27-28; Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.206;
Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.300-1.

10 1188: Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, I, 718. 1271:
According to Muslim chroniclers, Baybars held Maraclea by
this date. See Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 150, 166; al-~
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Bartholomew de Ravendel, whose family had acquired
Maraclea almost eighty years earlier, returned to the site
and built an immensely strong tower on a rock 50 metres
off the coast. Although this structure was demolished in
1285 as part of a peace treaty with Kalavun, its design
and location can be compared with the Frankish sea castle
at Sidon.III

1285, whilst Nephin was lost along with Tripoli a mere
112

Bartholomew never returned to Maraclea after
four years later.

Further south, other coastal sites were protected by less
isolated defences. The citadel of Gibelet, for example,
stood at the south east corner of the town walls, and
consisted of a large central keep surrounded by a
rectangular castrum.113 This stronghold dates from the
early twelfth century, but, apart from a brief period
between 1188 and 1197, the Embriaco lords of Gibelet held
it throughout the crusader period, and may even have been
allowed to cultivate surrounding estates after the fall of

114

Tripoli. It is possible that Gibelet’s fortifications

Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 100. For a general
history of Nephin and Maraclea during the crusader period,
see Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.297-300,
323-26.

1l Ibn 'Abd al-Rahim, Vie de Kalavun, extract cited
in J.F. Michaud, Bibliothéque des Croisades, IV (Paris
1829), 551-52; Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli,
pp325-26. The exact history of Maraclea during the 1270s
and 80s remains unclear. See R. Irwin, ’'The Mamluk
Conquest of Tripoli’, in Crusade and Settlement, ed. P.W.
Edbury, (Cardiff 1984), pp.246-49, at pp.248-49. For
Sidon’s sea castle, see above, p.50.

112 Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.230.

113 peschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.208-
15; Miiller-Wiener, Castles of the Crusaders, pp.64-65;
Kennedy Crusader Castles, pp.65-66.

14 1188-97: Eracles, II, 72, 227, 228, and see above,
p. I,6. 1289 onwards: Irwin, ’'The Mamluk Conquest of the
County of Tripoli’, p.249. For a general history of
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also resembled those of Haifa, a small port located half
way between Acre and Pilgrims’ Castle. That this
settlement had a citadel and town walls is confirmed by
Muslim chroniclers, who noted that these defences were
demolished during the Mamluk attack on Haifa in 1265.115
They may well have been constructed between 1211, when
Haifa’s ramparts were said to have been in ruins, and
1227, when a document referred to a town gate at the site

facing north towards Acre.115

This brief outline of crusader fortifications in the Holy
Land is by no means exhaustive, but can nevertheless be
used to illustrate many aspects of their design and
function. Architecturally, it is clear that some
strongpoints, and in particular Beaufort, Cave de Tyron,
Montfort, Akkar, the citadel of Antioch and the city of
Tyre, were fortified in such a way that they merely
enhanced the natural strength and remoteness of these
sites. Indeed, it has already been shown that the
rudimentary defences at Akkar were almost more difficult
for Baybars to capture than the complex fortifications at
Crac des Chevaliers, simply because the former castle
stood on a mountain summit, whereas the latter fortress
occupied a spur which was relatively easy to approach,
particularly from the south. Likewise, one historian has

argued that Montfort ’was hardly as impressive’ as

Gibelet, see Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli,
pp0203—80

13 al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 8; Ibn al-
Furat, Selections, II, 72. Haifa was subsequently returned
to the Franks in a peace treaty of 1268. See ibid, II,

129-30.

M8 1211: Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.232.
1227: RRH, no.983, p.259.
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Saphet;ln a sentiment echoed by other scholars, who point
to Montfort’s relatively poor masonry as proof that it was
architecturally inferior to the larger concentric castles
built by the Franks. This argument can also be backed up
by looking at contemporary records, which confirm that the
German Order needed considerable financial assistance to

complete its castle.118

However, the fact that Baybars
needed two attempts to capture it, but only one to take
Saphet and Crac des Chevaliers, also suggests that in some
ways Montfort was the strongest of the three. In other
words, the Teutonic Knights did not need concentric
ramparts and massive blocks of masonry to strengthen a
site which was already relative%feasy to defend, and the
absence of such fortifications should not make us think

that Montfort was strategically inferior.119

This point also illustrates why it is difficult, and often
even misleading, to try to identify general trends and
developments within military architecture. It has often
been argued, for example, that isolated keep towers, whose
garrisons could do little more than wait for their
besiegers to run out of food or enthusiasm, were less
sophisticated than donjons incorporated into surrounding
fortifications, whose defenders could organize a more
active resistance against their opponents by means of
flanking fire and limited counter- attacks. This theory
fits the evidence at Crac des Chevaliers, Margat,
Pilgrims’ Castle and possibly Saphet, where one or more

flanking towers replaced the earlier isclated donjons at

11 A. Forey, The Military Orders from the Twelfth to
the Early Fourteenth Centuries, (London 1992), p.63.

18 Tabulae ordinis Theutonici, no.64, p.53, no.66,
p.54, no.72, pp.56-57; Prawer, The Latin Kingdom, pp.308-
9; Pringle, 'A thirteenth century hall’, 53; Kennedy,
Crusader Castles, pp.129-31.

18 See above, p.61.
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Tortosa, Chastel Blanc and Gibelet. It does not, however,
explain why the Teutonic Knights constructed an isolated
keep at Montfort as much as seventy years after the
Hospitallers completed a perfect concentric stronghold at
Belvoir. Nor does it take the historical evidence into
account, which suggests that Montfort fared better against
Baybars than Saphet, and +that the supposedly more
primitive rectangular donjons of Chastel Blanc and Tortosa
both withstood Saladin with relative ease. 1t would
therefore be wrong to assume that the Franks built
isolated keep towers early in the crusader period, and
that they subsequently rejected this design in favour of
more sophisticated concentric fortresses. It is probably
more accurate to conclude that the crusaders were aware of
both types of fortification from the very beginning, and
simply adapted and developed them to meet local demands.
Thus the exposed situation of Tortosa meant that the
Templars required a far larger keep here than the counts
of Tripoli did at Akkar, while it has already been noted
that concentric defences would simply have been a waste of

time and money at more mountainous sites such as Montfort.

Other attempts to categorize fortifications on
architectural grounds have also led to misconceptions., The
theory that Templar strongholds tend to have square ur
rectangular towers, whereas those built by the
Hospitallers are usually rounded or circular, iz largely
based on the present remaius at Marsgal, Crac des
0 phis

has led to a wider belief that these Lwo Orders used very

Chevaliers, FPilgrims®' Castle and cChastel Blanc.

distinct building techniques throughout the eastern
Mediterranean, 1ncluding ¢Cilician Armenia, where one
scholar has written recently that their castles could not
"be more dissimilar in their masonry and architectural

120 Lawrence, Crusader Castles, pp.70-88.
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features’.121 Yet a closer look at the evidence, and in
particular the round Templar towers at Saphet, indicates
that in many cases this is an erroneous
oversimplification.lw Similarly, it is often true that the
Franks in general constructed more rounded salients during
the thirteenth century than the twelfth, presumably
because these were found to be more effective against
earthquakes and siege engines. Once again, however, the
square towers of Crac des Chevaliers’'s north postern and
the rectangular salients along Caesarea’s town walls, all
of which were completed in the mid-thirteenth century,
indicate that for every category an exception can be

found.123

Sweeping generalizations should therefore be avoided, and
comparisons should be restricted to clear cut examples,
such as the Hospitaller defences at Crac des Chevaliers
and Margat, which are so similar that they may well have
been built by the same workmen.124 On a smaller scale,
however, it 1is possible to identify certain defensive
elements which did indeed reoccur at many different
Frankish sites. Hence numerous strongholds were equipped
with catapults, or large crossbows, which were designed to
destroy siege engines and cut down attackers before they
got close enough to inflict any real damage on castle
walls, The Templars may have been particularly keen on
such weapons, because they installed them at Jaffa after

they acquired this lordship in 1266, and employed

1l Edwards, The Fortifications, p.32.

122 Pringle, ’'Review Article’, 143.

i3 Crac des Chevaliers: Deschamps, Le Crac des
Chevaliers, pp.147-50. Caesarea: Benevisti, The Crusaders
in the Holy Land, pp.140-45; Miiller-Wiener, Castles of the

Crusaders, p.74; Rey, Etude, pp.221-27.

24 Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.283-

84.
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'crossbowmen with large crossbows’ to guard the outer moat
at Saphet.”5 In 1220 catapults positioned on the walls of
Pilgrims’ Castle also inflicted such heavy casualties on
al-Muazzam's besieging forces that he was forced to

withdraw.126

Even if attackers managed to survive this terrifying
onslaught, they would still often be confronted by
elaborate outer defences similar to those already
mentioned at Acre. At Nephin, for example, the double
ditches separating the promontory from the mainland were
both roughly 80 metres long, 12 to 15 metres wide, 8 to 10
121 A

contemporary account of the siege of Acre also describes

metres deep, and possibly filled with sea water,

how one tower along the city walls had wooden hoardings
with huge iron spikes attached to its base, suggesting
that even if ditches were dry, they often contained
obstacles which could prove 1lethal for infantry and
cavalry alike.128 In addition, the bridges spanning these
ditches were frequently made out of wood, so that they
could be raised or destroyed at the approach of a
besieging army. Thus in 1291 the Templars defending the
sea castle of Sidon appear to have demolished part of the
bridge connecting it with the mainland, forcing the
Mamluks to build a new causeway. It was only when this

causeway was nearing completion that the Templars finally

123 Jaffa: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 90-91; Thorau,
The Lion of Egypt, p.169; Marshall, Warfare in the Latin
East, p.142. Saphet: De constructione castri Saphet, lines

177—78’ p'383'

26 gliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, pp.255-56.
In 1188 Saladin may also have been prevented from storming
the citadel at Tortosa because of its Templar crossbowmen.
See Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 353-55; Eracles, II, 121-

22,

127 peschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, p.300.

188 Gestes, p.814.
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gave in and fled to Cyprus.!?%

On other occasions, however, the Muslims prefered to
bombard and undermine strongholds from a relatively safe
distance, in order to avoid the problems encountered by
al-Muazzam at Pilgrims’ Castle. The Franks dealt with such
tactics by building massively thick curtain walls, which
often rested on sloping revetments intended to minimize
the damage caused by sapping and earthquakes. A good
example of such a revetment, or talus, survives along the
south and west faces of Crac des Chevaliers’s inner

ramparts, and similar structures can be seen at Caesarea

and Belvoir.”o These defences were additionally

strengthened by bonding together individual blocks of
stone with molten lead or iron clamps; a method used at
Beirut, Sidon, Pilgrims’ Castle and Maraclea.131 Many of
these sites had also been occupied in classical times, and
therefore provided the Franks with a ready supply of vast
Herodian masonry. At Pilgrims’ Castle, for example, stones

quarried or recycled locally were so large that they

132

'could barely be pulled in a cart by two oxen’. Roman

columns were also incorporated into numerous
fortifications including Ascalon and the citadel at
Caesarea, where they had been ’placed horizontally in the
body of the wall, in such a way that they had nothing to

fear from sapping, and could not fall, even if they were

128 Deschamps, La Défense du rovaume de Jérusalem,
pp.229-31. 1291: see above, pp.50-51.

30 crac des Chevaliers: Deschamps, Le Crac des
Chevaliers, pp.189-90. Caesarea: see above, note 123.
Belvoir: Prawer, The Latin Kingdom, p.301.

Bl Beirut: Willbrand of Oldenburg, Itinerarium, p.204.
Sidon: Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de Jérusalem,
p.232. Pilgrims’ Castle: Johns, 'Excavations at Pilgrims’
Castle: The faubourg and its defences’, 123. Maraclea:
Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, p.326.

B2 o1iver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.170.
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undermined’-]33

These techniques strengthened ramparts considerably, but
other strategies were needed to protect gateways. thus the
tactic of placing entrances in the side walls of flanking
towers, which has already been described at Acre, was also
adopted at Pilgrims’ Castle and Tortosa, and ensured that
these weak spots could not be bombarded with catapults or
attacked in a direct assault.134 Many gatehouses were also
equipped with portcullises, arrow slits and murder holes,
making it extremely hazardous for attackers to enter
castles even after their outer doorways had been breached.
In 1276, for example, Templar troops besieging Nephin
managed to reach the main gate safely, only to find
themselves trapped after their opponents inside the castle
lowered the portcullis behind them.135 Similarly, the
principal route between Crac des Chevaliers’s inner and
outer baileys consisted of a long, twisting ramp, which
the Hospitallers could defend from a bewildering array of
posterns, arrow slits and other vantage points.136 Limited
counter attacks could also be launched from further
posterns situated along the castle’s outer ramparts, and
at the north west corner of the inner ward. As a result,
Crac des Chevaliers’s garrison could continue the fight
and inflict heavy casualties on besieging forces until

almost every single building in the fortress had been

133 Ascalon: Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 143.
Caesarea: al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 7.

14 Acre: see above, p.63. Pilgrims’ Castle: Johns,
'Excavations at Pilgrims’ Castle: The ancient Tell and the
Outer Defences', 157. Tortosa: Deschamps, La Défense du

comté de Tripoli, pp.289-90; Rey, Etude, pp.72-73.

I gestes, p.782, and see below, p.146. For more
details ©on defensive features of this kind, see
Benvenistis Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.286-89.

136 peschamps, Le Crac des Chevaliers, pp.177-82.
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captured,”7

Many Frankish strongholds were consequently built on a
vast scale, and incorporated so many ingenious defences
that they were virtually impregnable. In addition, the
architectural evidence confirms that sites like Crac des
Chevaliers and Pilgrims’ Castle were built by highly
skilled craftsmen, who often used well cut and good
quality stone to construct windows, doorways and vaulting
according to the latest gothic styles fashionable 1in
Europe at this time.138 Vast amounts of money were also
spent on such structures, for in 1253 Joinville reported
that the papal legate Odo of Chateauroux, who was helping
Louis IX refortify the town of Jaffa, spent a staggering
30,000 livres on just one particular gateway and adjoining
curtain wall. This implies that Louis himself, who built
a further two gates and all the other ramparts, spent at

least three times as much money on this particular

site.139

However, it is equally clear that at other times the
Franks were prepared to cut corners, either by occupying
much older fortifications, as they did at Antioch, or by
constructing relatively simple defences at sites which
nature had already rendered inaccessible. Indeed, in a
later chapter we shall see that such tactics became
commonplace in Frankish Greece, where even the most
powerful lords continued to erect very primitive

strongholds well into the thirteenth century. Once again,

137 Deschamps, Le Crac des Chevaliers, pp.147-50, 155-
56, 183, 185-87.

138 The gallery of the great hall at Crac des
Chevaliers, for example, was built in the same style as
mid-thirteenth century ecclesiastical structures in
France. See Deschamps, Le Crac des Chevaliers, pp.216-24.

138 Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, pp.306-8.
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therefore, it is dangerous to assume that Frankish
military architecture evolved steadily and consistently,

rather than sporadically and according to local needs.“o

Having looked at the architectural evidence, it is
possible to link this with the historical facts in order
to highlight the various military functions of crusader
fortifications in more detail. Defensively, for example,
the events of 1187 and 1188 made it clear that only the
very strongest fortresses were able to hold out against
large scale invasion forces. The major building programmes
undertaken at Tortosa and Chastel Blanc during the 1150s,
60s and 70s indicate that the Templars had already
realized this in the twelfth century, while at Margat and
Crac des Chevaliers the Hospitallers may well have
constructed their new defences from the late 1180s
onwards, in direct response to Saladin’s Syrian campaign.
Consequently, along with Tripoli itself, these fortresses
were quite literally intended to save the county of
Tripoli from destruction, and some at least may have been
deliberately strengthened in case the disasters of Hattin
were ever repeated. Similarly, the massive urban defences
of Tyre and Antioch ensured that the kingdom of Jerusalem
and the northern principality survived into the thirteenth
century, even though most, if not all, surrounding castles

had been lost to Saladin.

During the next century the Franks continued to rely on a
select group of strongholds to maintain their position in
the east. It has been shown, for example, that Antioch,
Tripoli and the largest Syrian castles of the Military
Orders withstood repeated Seljuk and Aleppine incursions
virtually unscathed, and that even Baybars had to content

himself with raids rather than direct attacks against some

140 See below, pp.324-29.
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fortresses, especially Pilgrims’' Castle. Reference hasg
also been made to the Khwarizmian invasion of 1244, which
was supposedly undertaken by 20,000 horsemen. Frankish
efforts to halt this offensive in the field ended in
disaster at the battle of La Forbie, and the Latins were
far too outnumbered to stop the Khwarizmians from
occupying all of Palestine briefly, along with countless
smaller castles and poorly defended settlements such as
Jerusalem. In theory, this could only have been prevented
by constructing a continuous barrier like Hadrian's Wall
or the Great Wall of China, but even if this had been
physically possible, tens of thousands of men would have

been needed to garrison such a structure.141

Consequently, the countryside had to be abandoned, so that
for much of 1244 ’the Christians only held the

fortresses’.142

Inland, these included Saphet, Montfort,
Beaufort, Crac des Chevaliers and Chastel Blanc, whilst
along the coast the Franks successfully defended all their
major strongholds except Ascalon., As a result, the
Khwarizmians, who were a nomadic people and lacked their
own siege equipment, were able to inflict terrible damasge
on the rural economy, but could not make any permanent
conquests of their own. This enabled the Franks to wait
securely inside their castles until lack of food and

shelter, combined with a realization that further progress

would be almost impossible, forced their opponents to
retreat.“3

These tactics could work equally well against aggressors
who were more disciplined and more capable of undertaking

a siege than the Khwarizmians. In 1220, for example, al-

4l gee above, p.14.
142 Rothelin, p.565.

143 see above, p.14nlé6.



86

Muazzam appears to have reached Pilgrims' Castle, which
lay at the very heart of the kingdom of Jerusalem, without
meeting any resistance. Once he got there, however, al-
Muazzam failed to breach the fortress’s massive new
defences, which were manned by more than 4,000 Christian

144 Consequently, the Franks had prevented al-

warriors,
Muazzam from conquering areas around Pilgrims’ C(Castle
without having to guard lengthy frontiers or blockading
important roads and valleys. During the Third Crusade,
Saladin used a similar strategy against Richard I, for by
ravaging areas east of Jaffa, but at the same time
strengthening Jerusalem’s defences, he made it impossible
for the crusaders to win back their former capital.!® For
his part, Richard knew that it would be suicidal +to
proceed into a desolate wasteland and besiege a city
without adequate food, water or shelter, and so he was
obliged to retreat. !t Thus it was far more important to
defend individual strongholds than the countryside which
surrounded them, for outlying areas could easily be
reoccupied, provided that larger castles and cities
successfully withstood a temporary invasion. In a Jlater
chapter it will be seen that in Frankish Greece, the
Catalans, Latins and Greeks all used exactly the same

tactic to withstand hostile incursions.“7

By constructing just a handful of extremely powerful
castles, the Franks could also force their opponents to

abandon some campaigns before they had even begun. In

" 0liver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.254-56;
James of Vitry, Lettres, p.138.

145 Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 462, V, 49-51;
Itinerarium, pp.280-82; Ambroise, L’'’Estoire de la guerre
sainte, lines 6,840-68, col.185.

146 Itinerarium, pp.380, 394.

W see below, pp.358-62.
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1221, a large Muslim army gathered at Homs, in the hope of
launching an attack against the county of Tripoli which
would direct Christian resources away from the Fifth
Crusade. However, eventually it was decided to cancel the
offensive and march south to Egypt, because the Muslims
'reflected that the castles of the Hospitallers or the
Templars could not easily be captured in a short time’.148
Similar worries may explain why the Mongols, having
conquered all of Muslim Syria and the near east, did not
invade the kingdom of Jerusalem in 1260. It has been
argued that they did not do so because they hoped to forge
an alliance with the Franks against the Egyptians, but
this theory has been challenged recently by Peter Jackson,
who believes that a fear of Frankish military might caused
the Mongols to hesitate. If this is the case, then it
suggests that the Mongols, despite numbering as many as
20,000 men, were afraid to enter a region defnded by a
series of strongholds which would probably have taken them
years to capture. To some extent, the reign of Baybars
subsequently proved them right, for although this sultan
spent most of the 1260s and early 1270s campaigning
against the Franks, even he failed to capture all their

castles and fortified cities.149

Hence the Latins managed to retain at least some of their
territories beyond the 1270s, because they could rely on
their largest strongpoints to compensate for their lack of

troops. Indeed, many Frankish castles were deliberately

148 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.268.

149 Jackson, 'The Crisis’, 481-514, particularly at
496-99. Baybars failed to capture Frankish strongholds
along the coast between Pilgrims’ Castle and Latakia. See
above, p.I, 18. However, it has also been argued that for
economic reasons Baybars deliberately allowed the franks
to retain the coast, and in particular Acre. See Riley-
Smith in Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, xi-xii; Thorau, The

Lion of Egypt, p.148.
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constructed in such a way that they could be defended by
relatively few men against far larger besieging armies.
Thus the Tower of David was so powerful that according to
one chronicler it only required a garrison of fifteen to
twenty soldiers, while the anonymous author of De

constructione castri Saphet noted that far more troops

would be needed to attack this fortress than to defend

it.150 This comment appears to have been verified by

subsequent events, for Saphet is reported to have had a
garrison of 2,200 in times of war, and Baybars may well
have needed as many as 12,000 troops to capture it.l51
Although it is extremely difficult to calculate exact
totals, other Frankish garrisons are likely to have been
equally outnumbered, for in 1281 a mere 600 Hospitallers
are said to have driven off 6,000 Muslims who were
besieging the castle of Margat. These figures indicate why
the Franks rarely faced their opponents in open battle,

and preferred to concentrate their meagre forces inside

strongholds rather than trying to defend their

frontiers.152

At times, however, the Latins were so outnumbered that
they even lacked the troops to defend their own
fortifications. Town walls were particularly vulnerable in
as far more men and resources were needed to

defences than compact

this respect,
garrison and maintain such

strongholds like Beaufort or Chastel Blanc. Hence it has

already been noted that Antioch’s walls were 12 kilometres

130 Fulcher of Chartres, Historia Hierosolymitana, ed.
H. Hagenmeyer, (Heidelberg 1913), p.285; De constructione
castri Saphet, lines 232-39, p.385.

151De constructione castri Saphet, lines 205-6, p.384,
and see above, p.I, 89.

152 Gestes, p.786. See also Marino Sanudo, Liber
secretorum, p.228; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.457 (text

A).
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long and covered an entire mountain side. These ramparts
had originally been designed to protect 300,000 Greeks

rather than the 100,000 people who lived there during the

crusader period, and as a result the Frankish rulers of

Antioch must have had trouble finding enough troops to
guard every tower, postern and gateway of their
capital.153 Similarly, we have seen that Jerusalem’s walls
may not even have formed a complete circuit during the
1230s and 40s, and even if they did, it seems that there
were not enough Christians left in the city to defend and

maintain them. Thus in 1239 one western chronicler wrote

that Jerusalem 'had not been fortified strongly except the

keep...which was called the Tower of David’.154

The historical evidence confirms that this comment is
correct, for during the Muslim rebellion of 1229 15,000
peasants appear to have entered Jerusalem unhindered, but
failed to break into the citadel, where the beleaguered
Christians took shelter until a relieving force arrived
from Acre and drove the Muslims back into the hills.!™

Ten years later this stronghold withstood another attack

by al-Salih of Egypt,156 and although Malik an-Nasir

Dawud, ruler of Kerak, finally captured it shortly

afterwards, its defenders still managed to hold out for

I3 see above, pp.67-68. al-Makrizi, Histoire des
Sultans, I(b), 53.

154 Rothelin, p.529. A severe lack of troops had of
course also contributed to the fall of Jerusalem in 1187,
even though the walls were still intact at this stage. See
Eracles, II, 82-98; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 317-41.

5 Eracles, II, 384-85.

136 Annales prioratus de Dunstaplia, ed. H.R. Luard,
in Annales monastici, III, Rolls Series (1866), 150. This
siege was recorded in few of the contemporary sources, and
remains something of a mystery. See Marshall, Warfare in
the Latin East, pp.243-45; Jackson, ’'The Crusades of 1239-
41 and their Aftermath’, 38.
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over three weeks, despite lacking adequate supplies.157

These incidents suggest that the Latin population of
Jerusalem, which may have numbered a mere five to ten
thousand people, effectively abandoned any hopes of
garrisoning the city’s ramparts, and concentrated their
limited resources on the citadel, and in particular the
Tower of David.158 Consequently, Dawud’s campaign of 1239
may have proved decisive, for although the Christians
subsequently regained Jerusalem by treaty, the Muslims did
not hand the city over until they had sleighted its
citadel, and had even managed to shift some of the
gigantic Herodian masonry blocks at the base of the Tower
of David. It seems unlikely that the Franks had the time
or the resources to rebuild this structure properly before

1244, leaving them wholly at the mercy of the dreaded

Khwarizmians.159

In a sense, therefore, the Latins only lost Jerusalem once
they had lost its citadel. Likewise, the new strongholds
constructed at Ascalon and Tiberias during the early 1240s
may have represented other, less successful attempts to
defend and even recolonize settlements without having to
construct extensive urban fortifications. It 1is also
interesting to note that shortly after Frederick 1II
acquired Jerusalem in 1229, the Templars were thinking of
constructing a brand new castle there to boost the city’s
defences. Presumably they too had realized that a compact

and well garrisoned structure of this kind would be much

37 Rothelin, pp.529-30; Ibn al~Furat, Selections, II,
62; al-’Ayni, Collier de Perles, pp.196-97; Abu'l-Fida,
Annales, pp.117-18.

138 The population estimate is based on the
contemporary assertion that the Khwarizmians killed around
7,000 people at Jerusalem in 1244. See Matthew Paris,

Chronica Maiora, IV, 309.

153 Johns, 'The Citadel, Jerusalem’, 169, and see note
157. Khwarizmian attack: see above, p.1l4.
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easier to defend than a long, sprawling circuit wall!60
This certainly proved to be the case at Antioch almogt
forty years later, because Baybars managed to storm the
city’s ramparts in a mere three days, but the citadel atop
Mount Silpius only surrendered when the thousands of
people who had taken shelter there found that they lacked

the supplies to survive a protracted siege.161

However, although this strategy proved more successful at
Jerusalem than it did at Antioch, and enabled Christians
living in the holy city to survive the rebellion of 1229
and the first Muslim siege of 1239, it was still little
more than a stop gap measure. Ultimately the only
realistic way to protect cities inhabited by thousands of
Christians, or to repopulate former Frankish settlements
such as Tiberias, was to build vast urban fortifications
which were properly garrisoned and regularly repaired. But
the fate of Antioch, which fell ’because there was not in
it a force sufficient for its defence’,162 proved that the
Franks were incapable of maintaining existing city walls,
let alone constructing new ones. This explains why they

never returned to Ascalon, Tiberias or Jerusalem after the

mid-1240s.

Apart from Ascalon, which probably remained uninhabited
anyway, all the citadels discussed so far were attached to
cities located inland. The defensive role of these
structures differed considerably from their coastal
neighbours at Acre, Tyre and Tripoli, whose strategic
insignificance has already been referred to. This can

probably be explained in terms of the far greater

160 Matthew Paris, Chronica Majiora, IV, 290.

16l 1bn al-Furat, Selections, II, 122; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 53, and see below, p. 16d.

162 Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p.448.
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concentration of Latin settlers living in these cities,
which ensured that there were not just adequate resources
to construct powerful curtain walls, but enough soldiers
available to guard them. Consequently, citadels were not
needed to compensate for undermanned or incomplete urban
fortifications in quite the same way as they were at

Jerusalem and Tiberias.163

However, most other Frankish sites located along the coast
can in fact be compared with Jerusalem, because they were
dominated by a strong central fortress, and were
surrounded by much weaker outer defences. This point
applies to less extensive towns such as Caesarea, as well
as the even smaller settlements (or bourgs) which sprung
up around strongholds like Pilgrims’ Castle. Hence we have
seen how this latter community was destroyed by Baybars in
1265, but the sheer strength of Pilgrims' Castle itself
ensured that the site as a whole remained in Christian
hands until 1291. Similarly, Saladin’s attack on the town
of Tortosa in 1188 only had a very temporary impact
because the Templars successfully defended their inner
citadel. It has also been noted that in 1232 the Lombards
failed to capture the castle of Beirut, even though they

managed to storm the town in the space of a single

night. 64

Thus at Acre, Tyre and Tripoli, far greater emphasis was
placed on urban fortifications, whereas at most other
sites which had some kind of settlement attached to them,
castles and citadels were considered more important than
town walls. However, it is also important to remember that

regardless of whether they had citadels or ramparts to

163 See above, p. JT, 92,3,4. Acre was said to have had
a population of 40,000 in 1291, See Gestes, p.807.

14 1265: see above, p.56. 1188: see above, pp.47-48.
1232: see above, p.51.
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protect them, coastal sites in general were better off
than strongpoints inland, which could not benefit from the
considerable naval superiority of the Latins. This point
can be illustrated by returning to the successful defence
of Pilgrims’ Castle against al-Muazzam in 1220.The core
garrison of this fortress was gradually strengthened by
the arrival of Frankish contingents from Acre and Cyprus,
who ’'brought a great supply of soldiers and funds’ with
them. Indeed, news that more reinforcements were being
prepared by the lords of Gibelet and Tripoli contributed
to al-Muazzam’s decision to call off the siege, suggesting
that Pilgrims’ Castle would have been blockaded for much
longer, and perhaps even forced to surrender, if it had

not received a steady flow of seaborne assistance.165

No doubt Saladin would also have captured the newly
rebuilt Frankish citadel of Jaffa, which he besieged in
July 1192, if Richard I had not arrived to relieve the
garrison of this fortress with a hastily organized fleet
from Acre. Like al-Muazzam, Saladin did not have the
necessary naval strength to prevent Richard from mounting
a rescue operation of this kind, and so he was obliged to
retreat.166 Moreover, even 1if Saladin had been able to
blockade Jaffa by sea as well as by land, he may still
have encountered problems, for in 1232 John of Ibelin
managed to send reinforcements into the castle of Beirut
by ordering his troops to swim past the Lombard ships
guarding the harbour under cover of darkness. Eventually,
John’s son also slipped through the Imperialist blockade

aboard a small boat carrying 100 further troops, and soon

185 01iver of Paderborn, Historia Dmiatina, p.255.

156 Itinerarium, pp.396-423; Matthew Paris, Chronica
Maiora, II, 387-90; Eracles, II, 196-97; Baha’-al-Din,
Anecdotes, pp.323-33; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 87-T1;
Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 64-65.
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after the Lombards raised the siege and withdrew to

Tyre.w7

Help could also be sent to cities or castles which were

under threat, even if they were not actually under siege.

Hence the arrival of 130 Cypriot knights at Acre in 1265
boosted this city’s defences just as Baybars was besieging
Caesarea and Arsuf a few miles to the south.168 Many years
earlier Saladin had also been deterred from attacking
Tripoli after a contingent of Sicilian knights turned up
to help defend the city. Indeed, both Tyre and Tripoli

presented Saladin with a terrible dilemma, for the longer

he left them in Frankish hands, the more reinforcements he

would receive from the west; yet he was reluctant to
besiege these strongpoints as long as there were other,

less powerful castles still to be taken elsewhere.169

Their naval power therefore enabled the Latins to protect

coastal fortifications which would otherwise have been

lost to the Muslims, or in the case of Beirut,
it should also be noted that even
be defended

a rival

western faction. But
when a c¢ity or fortress could no longer
lives could still be saved if the
Thus in 1218 a

which was being

against such opponents,
Franks had some way of escaping by sea.

Genoese fleet sent to relieve Caesarea,

besieged by a large Damascene army, could do nothing to

but did at least manage to rescue its

save the city,
them to Acre.170 It has also been

defenders and take

167 Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II, pp.131-
33; Gestes, pp.704-8; Chronique d’Amadi, p.155; Florio

Bustron, Chronique, p.86.

168

Gestes, p.758,.

168 See above, p.68n85.

170 Eracles, II, 334; Oliver of Paderborn, Historia
Damiatina, p.244; James of Vitry, Lettres, pp.101-2, and
see above, p.54.
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mentioned that in 1291 the garrison of Sidon was able to
get away unscathed by initially withdrawing to the sea
castle, and then sailing to Cyprus once any fyrther
resistance against the Muslims became pointless.171 The
significance of the sea as a means of escape can fuyrther
be illustrated by looking at the contrasting fate of Haifa
and Arsuf, both taken by Baybars in 1265. Whereas almost
all the inhabitants of Haifa managed to flee in boats just
as the Muslims broke into the town, the Hospitallers
defending Beirut were prevented from making contact with
Frankish ships trying to assist them, and were

consequently all killed or captured.172

Such incidents confirm that access to the sea became an
important element in the defensive strategy of all coastal
cities and fortresses. The site of Pilgrims’ Castle, for
example, was regarded as ideal by contemporaries not only
because of its location on a promontory, but because it
had ’a naturally good harbour’.”3 Similarly, one of the
principal reasons why Richard of Cornwall decided to
refortify Ascalon in the 1240s was that it could be

reached by sea if it ever came under attack.174

Moreover, the archaeological remains of several crusader

M see above, pp.50-51.

I Ipn al-Furat, Selections, II, 72, 75, 77; al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 8, 10; Marino Sanudo,
Liber secretorum, p.222; Gestes, p.758; Eracles, II, 450

(mentions only Arsuf).

I Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.171, See
also Matthew Paris, Chronica maiora, III, 14; Johns, Guide

to 'Atlit, pp.49-50.

1 Matthew paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 143. Pringle
argues that the harbour was not in fact very accessible,
and could only be used by very small boats. See Pringle,
’King Richard I and the walls of Ascalon’, 144-48,
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ports suggests that they were often heavily fortified, and

were within easy reach of a castle wherever this was

possible. At Sidon a small jetty on the landward side of

the sea castle once formed the anchorage which the city’s

defenders presumably sailed from in 1291.”5 Further

south, the citadel of Caesarea acted as the
breakwater of this harbour, and must have been easy for

the Genoese relieving force to reach in 1218.176 The
ports were also

southern

entrances to many larger crusader
protected by flanking towers, usually with a chain between
them, which could be raised during a siege to prevent
hostile ships from gaining access. Such structures existed
and it is interesting to speculate whether they

the Lombard siege of 1231—32.177
where

at Beirut,

played any role in
Similar defences also existed at Tyre and at Acre,

the Venetians and the Genoese periodically fought for

control over the fortified reef guarding the harbour

entrance.178

The Latins therefore did everything in their power to

defend their harbours and keep the sea routes between

their possessions in the east open. This strategy ensured

s Deschamps, La Défense du royvaume de Jérusalem,
pp.229-31; Rey, Etude, p.157.

176 The northern breakwater of this harbour was built
out of Roman colunns; another example of crusader
recycling. See Rey, Etude, pp.222-23; Benvenisti, The
Crusaders in the Holy Land, pp.143-44.

mn Rey, Etude, pp.173-74; Du Mesnil du Buisson, ’'Les
anciennes défenses de Beyrouth', 244.

78 Tyre: In 1242 Ibelin opponents of Frederick II
lowered the harbour chain at Tyre in order to let their
Venetian allies into the city. See Gestes, pp.732-35;
Philip of Novara, The Wars of Frederick II, pp.178-84, and
above, p.34. I, 78, See also Deschamps, La Défense du
rovaume de Jérusalem, p.136; Rey, Etude, pp.167-69. Acre:
Gestes, pp.768-69; Jacoby, 'Crusader Acre in the

thirteenth century’, 8-10.
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that many of their coastal strongholds survived until
1291, but it meant very little in the interior, where the
Muslims held the initiative, and often outnumbered their
Christian opponents by as much as ten to one. These
considerable differences in troop numbers prevented the
Franks from relieving inland cities and fortresses in the
same way that they had done at Pilgrims’ Castle in
1220.”9 Admittedly, there were incidents of field armies
rather than seaborne forces coming to the rescue of

strongholds, such as the Armenian-led troops who prevented

Baybars from capturing Antioch in 1262, or the Frankish

knights from Acre who drove the Muslims out of Jerusalem
in 1229.80 However, it is significant that this latter
example concerned a rebellion rather than an Ayubid army,
and that the relief of Antioch involved a large Mongol
contingent rather than a purely Christian force. Indeed,
there is no evidence that Baybars ever had to abandon a
siege because a Christian field army turned up and forced
him to retreat. The Franks quite simply lacked the troops
and resources to mount such an expedition, particularly
where a Latin force of two or three thousand men

inland,
could easily be ambushed, or even annihilated, by a far

larger Muslim army.

Their overwhelming superiority on land therefore enabled
the Muslims, and in particular the Mamluk sultans of the
later thirteenth century, to besiege Frankish strongpoints
of the interior almost at will. Although the presence of
21 Muslim galleys at the siege of Ascalon in 1247 suggests
that they did sometimes have enough ships at their

disposal to blockade coastal sites, such incidents appear

179 See above, pp.37, 93.

180 1262: Gestes, p.755; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.450
(text B); Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.221; al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(a), 177-78; Ibn al-Furat,
Selections, II, 50. 1229: Eracles, II, 384-85,
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to have been rare, but inland there was nothing to stop
the Muslims from surrounding individual castles with

relative ease.wl

By cutting their intended target off from the outside
world, the Muslims made it even more difficult for the
Franks to send a relieving force, and also prevented the
Christians they were besieging from escaping in the way
that the remaining occupants of Sidon had done in 1291. As
a result, inland sieges often concluded with appaling
massacres and devastating looting sprees. Such atrocities
occured at Saphet an at Antioch, where virtually the
entire population was either killed or enslaved, and

centuries of Byzantine culture were wiped out in a matter

of hours.182

These factors explain why Frankish control over inland
regions crumbled decades earlier, and why the vast
majority of fortifications built or repaired during the
thirteenth century were located along the coast. In 1253,
for example, Louis IX decided to rebuild Sidon’s defences
rather than construct a new fortress in the interior,
because the local barons advised him that such a place
would be too exposed to Muslim attacks without any access
to the sea.183 In 1230 Gregory IX expressed similar
concern for the castle of Montfort, because it was located
several miles inland, and was consequently proving costly

to build and difficult to defend properly.'

181 Gestes, p.741; Eracles, II, 433, says 22 galleys.

82 saphet: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 93-96; al-
Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 30; Gestes, pp.764-
66. Antioch: al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 52-
54; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 122-26.

83 joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, p.302.

I8 Tabulae ordinis Theutonici, no.72, pp.56-57.
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The history of the crusader states in the Holy Land was

therefore dictated by the fact that the Christians usually

dominated the sea, whereas the Muslims normally triumphed

on land. The Franks tried to compensate for their lack of
troops in the field by constructing vast fortifications,

so that garrisons of two or three thousand men could

withstand invasion forces of anything up to 20,000 mounted

troops. This tactic worked successfully against the

Seljuks, Khwarizmians and Mongols, as well as numerous

Ayubid incursions such as al-Muazzam’s attack on Pilgrims’

Castle. However, other aggressors who besieged Frankish

strongholds more systematically, and in particular Baybars
and his Mamluk successors, proved that even the strongest
castles were eventually forced to surrender if the Muslims
were allowed to blockade and attack them unhindered.
field army at their disposal, the
and could not

Without an adequate
Franks could not prevent such sieges,

therefore halt the gradual erosion of their territories.

It has been shown that Christian cities were even more

vulnerable in this respect, because far more troops and

resources were needed to build and defend urban

fortifications than individual castles. As we have seen,

these problems were more pressing at Antioch and Jerusalem

than the much wealthier and more densely populated cities

of Acre, Tyre and Tripoli. However, even at these latter

sites the task of garrisoning urban defences had to be

shared between many different nations and organizations.

The Hospitallers, Templars and Teutonic Knights were
especially important in this respect, and their
contribution to the defence of these cities will be

discussed in more detail below.185 At Acre the much

smaller Order of St.Lazarus also guarded the northern tip

185 See below, pp.160-61.
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186 whilst medieval maps

of Montmusard’s fortifications,
and descriptions of the city indicate that other sections
of the ramparts were entrusted to the Italian city states
or important figures in the Latin clergy. Thus more
soldiers must have been stationed in these cities than any

other Frankish strongpoints in the east.187

So far, we have looked almost exclusively at the role of
major fortifications as a means of defending territory,
but such structures were also relied on to protect people.
As far as large urban sites were concerned, this point is
fairly self-explanatory, for city walls were expected to
shelter tens of thousands of unarmed civilians. Indeed, it
has already been noted that 100,000 people 1lived at
Antioch in the thirteenth century, although the vast
majority of them were presumably Greek rather than west
European.188 We have also seen how many smaller towns and
urban communities were fortified, including Sidon, Jaffa
and Caesarea, which were provided with new town walls by
Louis I1X, as well as Arsuf, Beirut, Gibelet, Tortosa,
Haifa and, for a short time during the Third Crusade,
Ascalon. None of these sites appear to have been defended
by anything more than a single rampart and outer moat,
although these structures mau have varied somewhat, for

the urban fortifications at Caesarea seem to have been far

186 Rey, 'Etude sur la Topographie’, 132; Marshall,
Warfare in the Latin East, p.67.

187 See above, p.JT65 Leave note in!. Miller-Wiener’s
plan of Acre, representing a modern interpretation of
medieval maps, shows more clearly towers garrisoned or
paid for by the Genoese, the Venetians, the English, the
papal legate and the Military Orders. See Castles of the
Crusaders, p.73.

188

See above, p.88.
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larger than those of Tortosa or Beirut.189 In addition,
other communities which were often known as bourgs sprung
up next to large fortresses. Such settlements have been
mentioned at Pilgrims’ Castle, Beaufort and Margat, and
other examples were to be found on the relatively flat
ground to the south of Crac des Chevaliers, as well as the
slopes below the fortress of Saphet. Again, these bourgs
were normally defended by a single curtain wall, although
some, and 1in particular those at Margat, Saphet and
Pilgrims’ Castle, were so large that they became towns in
their own right.wo Finally, it should be noted that there
were many people living in the countryside who were not
necessarily protected by fortifications in peace time, but
had deliberately settled close to castles so that if
necessary they could find shelter relatively quickly and

easily. Thus the author of De constructione castri Saphet

wrote that once this fortress had been completed, 10,000
Christians living in 260 villages recolonized an area of
central Galilee which had previously been considered too

dangerous to inhabit.191

By 1living 1in or near fortified sites, the civilian
population hoped to protect itself against a whole variety
of external aggressors. Clearly, the most dangerous of
these were those attackers who undertook large scale
invasions of Christian territories. Thus in 1188 civilians

as well as Templar garrison troops no doubt took shelter

18 Caesarea: Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy
Land, pp.140-45; Rey, Etude, pp.221-27; Miller-Wiener,
Castles of the Crusaders, p.74. Tortosa: see above, p.46.
Beirut: see above, p.51n24,

130 Margat: see above, pp.44-45. Saphet: De
constructione castri Saphet, line 255, p.386. Pilgrims’
Castle: see above, pp.55-56. Beaufort: see above, p.59.
Crac des Chevaliers: Rey, Etude, p.40.

3 De constructione castri Saphet, lines 256-58,
p.386.
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in the citadel at Tortosa, thereby avoiding death or
enslavement at the hands of Saladin.]92 Similarly, anyone
fortunate enough to reach one of the castles or cities
which successfully resisted the Khwarizmians in 1244
escaped being massacred in the same way that 7,000
unfortunate Christians were at Jerusalem.!¥ During the
reign of Baybars, Mamluk forces also found hundreds or
even thousands of non-combattants sheltering inside many
of the strongholds they captured, including Akkar,
Beaufort, Saphet, Chastel Blanc194 and Antioch, where

'eight thousand fighting men, over and above women and

children, crowded together in the citadel’.195

At other times the Mulims launched more localized raids
which were only designed to bring them slaves, cattle and
booty, and to inflict severe damage on the local economy.
Indeed, from the early 1260s onwards, Baybars made such
raids part of his overall war strategy, because he knew

that by destroying crops and orchards one year, he would

leave the Frankish garrisons of neighbouring castles
dangerously short of food when he returned to besiege them
the following spring. In a later chapter it will be shown
that this tactic contributed to the fall of major

strongholds 1like Crac des Chevaliers,196 but as far as

132 Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 353-54; Eracles, II,
120-22.

199 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 309.

194 Akkar: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 148-49; al-
Makrizi,» Histoire des Sutans, I(b), 85. Beaufort: ibid,
I(b), 51; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 112. Saphet: ibid,
II, 94-95; al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 30.
Chastel Blanc: ibid, I(b), 84; Ibn al-Furat, Selections,

II, 143‘

19 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 122. See also al-
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 53.

Makrizis

196 see below, pp.415-16.
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Christian civilians were concerned, the need to find
shelter from these attacks inevitably became a more
pressing 1issue than the 1long term security of Latin
territories. Thus the citizens of Acre and Tyre, as well
as people living in the surrounding countryside, survived
successive Mamluk incursions carried out during the 1260s.
These campaigns devastated neighbouring orchards and
farmlands, and led to the destruction of many outlying
agricultural buildings, but were not strong enough to

challenge the massive defences of Acrel’ 198

and Tyre
directly. Likewise, it has already been shown that when he
attacked Pilgrims’ Castle in 1265, Baybars had to content
himself with sacking the outer bourg, whose inhabitants

would have retreated inside the fortress itself.199

This point can also be illustrated by taking a closer look
at the history of Sidon during the thirteenth century.
After members of Frederick II’s crusade had completed
Sidon’s sea castle, and the town had been at least
partially reoccupied, Louis IX sent a contingent of his
army to construct a second fortress and new urban
fortifications there in the summer of 1253. However, while
this work was still going on the Muslims launched a
surprise raid on the Franks, which resulted in the death

of 2,000 Christians, most of whom were killed because

97 Raids on Acre occured in 1263 (Eracles, II, 446-47;
Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 57-59; al-Makrizi, Histoire
des Sultans, I(a), 199-200), in 1265 (ibid, I(b), 7; Ibn
al-Furat, Selections, II, 71), in 1266 (ibid, II, 87;
Eracles, 1I, 454-55; Gestes, p.764; al-Makrizi, Histoire
des Sultans, I(b), 27-28), in 1267 (ibid, I(b), 42; Ibn
al-Furat, Selections, II, 102-3; Gestes, p.766; Eracles,
II, 455), and in 1269 (see above, p.41))

198 Raids on Tyre occured in 1266 (see note 197, for
1266), and in 1269 (Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 132-34;
al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 68-69.

139 al-Makrizi, Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 8; Ibn al-
Furat, Selections, II, 72.
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there was not enough room for them in the sea castle. As
a result Louis decided to supervise the rest of the
project in person, so that it was completed before he

returned to France the following year.200

Six years after Louis IX's departure, Julian, 1lord of
Sidon, made a rash incursion into Mongol held territories
to the east of Beaufort, which precipitated a devastating
Mongol counter attack against Sidon itself. However,
thanks to Louis’s new defences, Julian was able to hold
the Mongols off at the gate just long enough for the
Christian population of the town to escape into the land
and sea castles. Consequently, when the Mongols finally
broke into the town, all they could do was to carry out
widespread looting and dismantle the walls, but they made
no attempt to attack either citadel. Louis IX’s wish that
the massacre of 1253 should not be repeated had therefore
been fulfilled, and the presence of strong fortifications
had once again ensured that lives were saved even if homes

were destroyed.201

However, the Franks were not always capable of resisting
their opponents as successfully as the inhabitants of
Sidon were in 1260. But whenever a Christian stronghold
did fall to a besieging army, its civilian population as
well as its fighting garrison stood a far greater chance
of survival if it could escape by sea. Thus we have
already seen how all Christians, regardless of whether

they were combattants or non-combattants took to their

5 202

boats and fled from Haifa in 126 Three years later

200 Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, pp.302, 336,
and see above, p.50.

201 Gestes, p.752; Eracles, II, 444; Jackson, ’'The
Crisis’, 499-500.

202 See above, p.95.
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there were no such options for the unfortunate citizens of
Antioch, who found themselves trapped by their own
ramparts once the Muslims began to swarm into the city,
and could not even escape through any of the gates, which
Baybars had deliberately sealed off in order to prevent

any loot from being carried away.203

Similar scenes of devastation accompanied the fall of
Tripoli in 1289 and Acre in 1291, for although these
cities were located on the coast, and a fair percentage of
their inhabitants could therefore flee in ships, many
others were cut down by the Muslims as they retreated in
panic. These events shed further light on the strategic
limitations of citadels which were situated inland.
Indeed, contemporary sources do not mention anyone seeking
shelter in Acre’s citadel, which would, in a sense, have
become more of a trap than a refuge once the Muslims
controlled the streets around it. Instead about 10,000
Christians made their way to the headquarters of the
Templars, which stood at the water’s edge in the south
west corner of the city. This structure had very strong
walls and towers, as well as a postern giving access to
the sea, and it is clear that the Franks rated their
chances of survival more by sheltering here than in a
building which offered no obvious means of escape. In
theory, the Temple could therefore have been used to
organize a seaborne withdrawal, if the Latins had not
already been so utterly defeated that its garrison was
finally overwhelmed after a blockade lasting a further ten

days.204

At Tripoli, a similar set of circumstances also led to a

23 1bn al-Furat, Selections, II, 122.

¢ Gestes, pp.814, 816; Annales de Terre Sainte, p.461
(text A); Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, pp.231-32, and
see above, P.15.
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high number of Christian casualties. It has been mentioned
that Tripoli’s citadel was located on a hill opposite the
actual city, making it impossible for anyone (o reach it
once the Muslims had begun their assault. As a result, the
Franks had nowhere to hide after their urban defences had
been breached, and hundreds of citizens who sought refuge
on a small 1island in the harbour were ruthlessly
massacred. If this island had been fortified, these people
could have been evacuated in the same way that the
defenders of Sidon were two years later. This suggests
that sites which had a powerful inner fortress with direct
access to the sea were strategically superior to
settlements protected by strong curtain walls and a

relatively weak citadel.ws

Having looked at the defensive role of castles, citadels
and urban fortifications, it is possible to discuss the
various attacking functions of such sites in more detail.
In doing so, it quickly becomes apparent that whenever
they went on the offensive, the Franks again relied on
their strongholds to make up for their lack of troops, and
to compensate for their inadequate field armies. Indeed,
by constructing new fortifications in areas which had been
abandoned by the Muslims or acquired by treaty, the
Christians could maintain, or even expand, their borders

without ever having to face their opponents in open

battle.

In the short term, this tactic was relied on to re-
establish Latin control over territories which had been
lost temporarily. Thus we have seen that Coliath, a small
castrum-type fortress in the county of Tripoli, probably
fell to Saladin in 1188, was demolished by al-Adil twenty

203 Abu’'l-Fida, Annales, pp.162-63; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, 1II{a), 102-3; Annales de Terre
Sainte, p.460 (text B).
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years later, and was again overrun by Baybars during a
Mamluk raid carried out in 1266. There is no evidence that
the Franks tried to prevent these attacks by confronting
the Muslims, and in 1266 at least Coliath’s garrison quite
simply fled without even attempting to hold such a small
and low lying site against a far larger Mamluk army.
However, as long as more powerful strongholds like Chastel
Blanc, Crac des Chevaliers and Tripoli held out, it became
equally pointless for the Muslims to install their own
troops at Coliath, for these forces would be terribly
exposed to a Christian counter-attack once their
colleagues had withdrawn from the area. Consequently,
successive Muslim aggressors thought it wiser to demolish
Coliath, but none of them could actually prevent the
Franks from reoccupying the site, and rebuilding it on at
least two occasions. This suggests that Coliath was not in
fact lost for good until Baybars conquered the entire
plain of Akkar in 1271,

Further south it has also been noted that the tower of
Qaqun remained in Christian hands for as long as the much
larger Frankish strongpoint of Caesarea did.207 Parallel
observations can be made about the fortified mills of Doc
and Recordane, which were situated on the plain of Acre,
and were owned by the Templars and the Hospitallers
respectively. Both these structures were destroyed during
the Muslim raid on the area in 1253, and subsequently
suffered further damage in 1263, when Doc was demolished,
and again in 1267, when the same fate befell neighbouring

208

Recordane. These events, as well as the substantial

206 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 150, and see above,
pp.70-71.

0 see above, p.72.

208 1253: Eracles, II, 440-41; Matthew Paris, Chronica
Maiora, V, 398; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.220;
Annales de Terre Sainte, p.44 (text B). 1263: ibid, p.450
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remains of Recordane which still survive today, suggest
that the Military Orders were able to reconstruct both
mills again and again during the thirteentih century,

because of their close proximity to Acre.209

Thus larger Frankish cities and strongholds were not only
capable of withstanding major incursions, but also acted
as focal points for Christian reconquests and rebuilding
programmes once temporary invasions had come to an end. So
far this strategy has been discussed in fairly localized
terms, but it was also used to regain territories which
lay further afield. Montfort, for example, was established
as soon as, if not slightly before, Christian possession
of the site had been confirmed in the treaty of Jaffa.“o
The key strongholds erected or reoccupied in the early
1240s, most notably Beaufort and Saphet, also ensured that
many of the inland areas gained at this time remained
under Christian rule until the reign of Baybars. It has
also been shown that initial efforts to recolonize
numerous urban sites lost or destroyed after the battle of
Hattin centred around the construction of new castles,
especially at Caesarea, Sidon, Ascalon, Tiberias and
Jerusalem. Further north, the tower which Bartholomew de
Ravendel constructed at Maraclea after 1277 represented

another, unusually late, attempt to reestablish a Frankish

(text A); Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 57, 57n4, 59.
1267: ibid, II, 103n2.

208 Recordane was defended by a two storey tower
similar to that at Qaqun. See Benvenisti, The Crusaders in
the Holy Land, p.251; Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de
Jérusalem, p.124; D. Pringle, ’'Survey of Castles in the
Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem, 1989: Preliminary Report’,
Levant, XXIII, (1991), 87-91, at 89.

10 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 175. The site
of the castle was acquired in 1228. See Tabulae ordinis
Theutonici, no.63, pp.51-53; RRH, no.1002, p.263. This was
confirmed by Frederick II in 1229. See Tabulae ordinis
Theutonici, no.67, pp.54-55; RRH, no.1011, p.265.
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lordship previously overrun by the Muslims.211 Around 1261
Bohemond VI also ’'took Latakia and built a strong new
tower’, so that the town, which had belonged to the
Muslims since 1188, returned to Christian control for the
next twenty six years.212 Clearly, therefore, the Franks
depended on fortifications far more than troops to secure
any new territories which they occupied, and it 1is
interesting to note that out of all the sites mentioned
above, Latakia appears to have been the only settlement
acquired after a direct confrontation with Muslim
defenders. This merely confirms that the Latins were
normally too outnumbered to make conquests by force, and
actually achieved most of their territorial gains through

diplomacy.

Once they had been occupied or reconstructed, Latin
defences could therefore be used to protect both people
and territory, making them an ideal way of safeguarding
and repopulating newly secured land. In the short term,
however, many such structures had also been built to
defend Christian field armies operating against the
Muslims, As soon as they had captured Acre, for example,
the various contingents of the Third Crusade set about
repairing the «city’s defences in order to protect

themselves against Saladin.213

Later on Richard I wused
Acre as a springboard for his campaign into southern
Palestine, but the further he moved away from the city,
the more exposed he became to potential Muslim counter-
attacks. In a sense, therefore, self-preservation had as

much to do with Richard’s hasty refortification of Jaffa

il see above, pp.74-75.

212 1188: Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 356, 359-63.
c.1261: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 115.

2l Ttinerarium, p.240; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora,
I1I, 376
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and Ascalon as the desire to reconguer these cities.
Likewise, we have seen that Richard’s decision not to
attack Jerusalem resulted from a concern about the
harshness of the terrain, the inadequacy of the water
supply, and the lack of friendly castles along the way
M It should be added

that a quarter of a century later, members of the Fifth

where his army could find shelter.

Crusade were motivated by similar worries when they
constructed Pilgrims’ Castle, for, according to Oliver of
Paderborn, ’the primary advantage of this building is that
the assembly of Templars...will remain in the garrison of
this fort up until the restoration of the walls of
Jerusalem’. Hence both Richard I’'s followers and Oliver of
Paderborn’s companions hoped to secure the holy city, and
indeed the entire route between it and Acre, by building
fortifications rather than driving the Muslims back

through sheer weight of numbers.215

The new citadels which Frederick II’'’s troops constructed
at Jaffa, Caesarea and Sidon can be cited as further
examples of castles being built to expand Latin power, and
at the same time protect crusaders in the field.z16 In the
middle years of the thirteenth century, Joinville also
wrote that during construction work at Jaffa, Louis IX’s
army remained camped right next to Frederick’s older
fortress, and as close to the shore as possible, so that
it would be sheltered while new town walls were being

built.“7 Similarly, the remains of a contemporary hall

‘" Ttinerarium, pp.380, 394, and see above, p.86.

21 Quote: Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina,
p.171. The construction of Pilgrims’ Castle also enabled
the Templars to continue their traditional role as
guardians of pilgrims travelling to or from Jerusalem. See
below, pp.159-60.

216 See above, pp.50, 54.

AN . . . . . .
Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, p.284.
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along the north face of Sidon’s sea castle suggests that
Louis IX used this stronghold as his headquarters until
the town’s urban defences had been completed.218 Thus the
policy first adopted by Richard I was later carried
forward by both Frederick II and Louis IX, and the latter
crusader in particular clearly relied on much older
fortifications in order to accomplish his own extensive

building programme successfully.

By building or repairing strongholds, these men were again
attempting to augment and consolidate Frankish rule
without having to expose their soldiers to a potentially
disastrous encounter like the battle of Hattin. At other
times, however, the Franks were in fact prepared to attack
their opponents more directly, and on such occasions the
role of castles and cities changed from that of refuge
sites to that of starting points for offensive campaigns

against Muslim territories.

Attacks of this kind can be divided 1into two groups
depending on what they were intended to achieve. Firstly,
the Latins organized several expeditions which were
designed Lo capture Muslim castles or make other permanent
territurial gains. Indeed, Acre itseli would not have
tallen in Juity 1191 if the massive defences of
neighbouring Tyre had not provided a safe landing point
for Italian ships bringing essential reinforcements and
provisions to the Christians.219 In addition, the siege of
Acre was conducted from a fortified camp, which was

defended by successive lines of wooden pallisades and

L8 Deschamps, La Défense du rovaume de Jérusalem,
p.232. This hall may also have been built by the Templars
between 1260 and 1291. See Kennedy, Crusader Castles,
p.122.

219 See, for example, Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
p.196; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, II, 366.
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ditches, and stood on a hill to the east of the city. By
the beginning of 1190, this camp was so large that it had
virtually become a walled town in its own right, and
contained numerous churches and other residential or
functional buildings.zm Although this camp initially found
itself besieged by Saladin’s forces stationed further
inland, months of fighting and the constant arrival of
more crusaders eventually obliged Saladin to retreat,
enabling the Franks to encircle Acre and bring about its

ultimate downfall.221

Once the crusaders had re-established themselves at Acre,
they could use this city to organize campaigns against
other Muslim targets which also needed to be taken by
force. To some extent Richard I’s expedition along the
coast can be included in this category, for although
Caesarea, Arsuf, Jaffa and Ascalon had all been sleighted
and abandoned by the Muslims, and did not therefore need
to be besieged before they could be occupied, Richard
still had to defeat Saladin at the famous battle of Arsuf
before he could establish himself at these sites more

on
securely.h“

290
“““ Itinerarium, pp.62, 73; Ambroise, L’'’Estoire de la
guerre sainte, lines 3060-76, co0ls.82-83; Histoire des
patriarches d’Alexandrie, extract cited in J.F. Michaud,

Bibliothéque des Croisades, IV (Paris 1829), 257.

23 Itinerarium, pp.61-140, 211-32; Ambroise, L’Estoire
de la guerre sainte, lines 4,557-5,224, cols.122-40;
Eracles, II, 125-31, 149-51, 155-57, 171-74; Matthew
Paris, Chronica Majora, II, 334-36, 353-61, 369-70, 373-
75; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 406-522, V, 3-26; Ibn al-
Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II1, 3-44; Baha’-al-Din,
Anecdotes, pp.132-238.

220 pattle of Arsuf: Itinerarium, pp.262-80; Ambroise,
L’Estoire de la guerre sainte, lines 6,090-6,630,
cols.163-77; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 38-40; Ibn al-
Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, 11, 49-50; Baha’-al-Din,

Anecdotes, 258-61., Richard's conquests: see above, pp.51-
52,
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Five years later, German troops belonging to Henry VI’s
crusade also arrived at Acre before marching north and
capturing Beirut, whose Muslim garrison fled in panic
after attempting to make a stand in front of their
castle.223 Other, 1less successful, expeditions launched
from Acre included the failed siege of Mt Tabor undertaken
by members of the Fifth Crusade in 1217,224 and the lord
Edward’s somewhat confused attack on Qaqun in 1271, which
may in fact have been an extensive raid rather than an
actual siege.225 Shortly after their triumph at Beirut,
the Germans had also organized another campaign from Tyre,
which was aimed against the isolated inland stronghold of
Toron, but had to be abandoned in the face of a Muslim

) : 99
relieving force.“5

Further north, Frankish efforts to regain Muslim held
territories had equally mixed results. In 1191, Bohemond
IIT failed to reconquer Latakia and the neighbouring port
of Jabala, in an offensive which was presumably launched
from Tripoli itself. Sixteen yvears later Raymond Roupen,

an Armenian claimant to the throne of Antioch, granted

Jabala to the Hospitallers in order to gain their support

a3 Eracles, II, 224-26; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V,
116-17; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 86-87; Arnold
of Liibeck, Chronica Slavorum, pp.205-6.

2
See above, p.60.

L2 Eracles, II, 461; Gestes, pp.778-79; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 101; Ibn al-Furat, Selections,
IT, 155; al~'Ayni, Le Collier de Perles, p.246. See also
Pringle, The Red Tower, pp.60, 62; Marshall, Warfare in
the Latin East, p.206.

126 Arnold of Liibeck, Chronica Slavorum, pp.207-10;
Eracles, II, 227; Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.74; Ibn al-Athir,
Kamel]l Altevarykh, II, 87-88. For a description of Toron,
see Deschamps, La Défense du royaume de Jérusalem, pp.117-
18.
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against his political opponents.227 As a result, the
Hospitallers eventually occupied half of Jabala, but there
is no evidence that they ever recaptured Bikisrail, a
mountain fortress to the north east of Margat which
Raymond Roupen promised to them in 1210. Although
Raymond’s strategy therefore only had limited success, it
provides us with an interesting example of a Military
Order being encouraged to reconquer old Christian
territories in exchange for assurances that they could

keep any strongholds which they managed to capture.zz8

Their great importance in Syria also meant that the
Military Orders were at the forefront of many subsequent
campaigns against the Muslims, such as the failed siege of
Homs which the Hospitallers of Crac des Chevaliers
undertook in 1207.?¥ To the north of Antioch, the
Templars spent much of the thirteenth century trying to
reconquer the vast estates which they had held there
before 1188, and in particular the strategic fortresses of
Baghras and Darbsak. These castles guarded two of the most
important mountain passes connecting Antioch with the
Cilician plain, but the former was occupied by the
Armenians between 1190 and 1216, whilst the latter had
been garrisoned by Aleppine forces in the wake of
Saladin’s invasion. As a result, the Templars only

retained the neighbouring stronghold of Hadjar Shoghlan

1 1191: Baha’-al-Din, Anecdotes, p.274. 1207: Le
Trésor des Chartes d’Arménie ou Cartulaire de la
Chancellerie royale des Roupéniens, ed. V. Langlois,
(Venice 1863), no.11, pp.130-31; Cartulaire, II, nos.1262,

1263, pp.70-71.

(4 Le Trésor, no.l2, pp.l132-33; Cartulaire, II,
no.1355, pp.122-23. Bikisrail had been lost to the Muslims
during the twelfth century. For more details, see Cahen,
La Syrie du Nord, pp.515, 612-13, 629-30, and see below,
pp.157-58.

2 1bn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 105-6.
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{Chilvan Kale) during the early years of the thirteenth
century, and it was from here that they made an
unsuccessful attack on Darbsak in 1237. This offensive,
along with the history of other Templar fortifications
north of Antioch, will be discussed in more detail

below.mo

The last phase of Christian expansion in Syria occured
after the Mongol destruction of Aleppo in 1260, which
enabled Bohemond VI to commit ’many acts of aggression
against the lands of Islam’, so that 'he took a number of
villages in Muslim territory’, as well as the town of

Latakia itself. All these conquests appear to have been

231 It was also at this time

made from the city of Tripoli.
that Bohemond acquired Darkoush, Kafr Dubbin and several
other castles situated to the east of Antioch, which had
been captured by the Muslims in 1188, but became an easy
target for the Franks after the Mongol invasion.232
Unfortunately for the Templars, a similar set of
circumstances apparently enabled the Armenians to occupy
the fortress of Darbsak. In 1268, however, all these

strongholds were lost to the Mamluks along with

20 1237: Matthew Paris, Chronica Majiora, III, 404-6;
Abu’l-Fida, Annales, 112-13, and see below, pp.277-84.

231 Ibn al~Furat, Selections, II, 115. Bohemond VI, or
the Templars and the Hospitallers, or indeed all three,
probably also captured Jabala at this time. See ibid, II,
128, 128nl. For the Mongol invasion of Syria, see above,

pp. 15-16.

22 1188: Baha’-al-Din, Anecdotes, pp.112-15; Abu
Shama, Deux Jardins, IV, 368-74. 1261: Ibn al-Furat,

Selections, II, 115, 126. See also Jackson, (’'The Crisis’,
494-96), who argues that Bohemond made these conquests

through sheer force rather than the assistance of the
Mongols.



116

Antioch.233

These events again illustrate the Franks’ chronic lack of
manpower, for it is clear that Bohemond’s successes during
the early 1260s began and ended with the Mongol invasion
of eastern Syria. Moreover, many of the attempted sieges
which have already been mentioned, including those of
Homs, Qaqun and Toron, failed because the Franks were too
outnumbered to face the Muslim relieving forces sent to
assist these places, and were consequently obliged to
retreat. Such setbacks probably explain why sustained,
large scale sieges undertaken by the Latins were extremely
rare during the thirteenth century, and were often
rejected in favour of more manageable raiding expeditions
which could be called off as soon as the Muslims tried to

retaliate.

Offensives which belonged to this category were
consequently much smaller in scope, for they were carried
out in order to gain booty rather than permanent
territorial conquests. However, many campaigns of this
kind still involved relatively large numbers of men, and
were therefore launched from castles and fortified cities
as well. In 1271, for example, the lord Edward’s troops
joined forces with Templars, Hospitallers and other
soldiers from Acre in a raid against St.George, situated
jJust a few miles inland. The expedition, undertaken by
1,500 horsemen, succeeded in causing widespread
destruction of Muslim crops and property, and at the same
time bringing its participants substantial booty in the

form of grain and cattle.”‘ Other raids were also

u3 Darbsak: Cahen, La Syrie du Nord, p.705. Darbsak
is listed as one of the castles Baybars acquired from the
Armenians. See Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.152; Ibn al-Furat,
Selections, II, 166. 1268: ibid, II, 126.

234 Gestes, p.778; Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 155.
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launched from the coast against Sidon, Beaufort and
central Galilee during the Fifth Crusade,235 and in 1253
some of Louis IX's followers carried out an attack on the
Muslim town of Banyas while they were based at Sidon.235
It has already been noted that Julian of Sidon also raided
Mongol territories to the east of Beaufort in 1260, and
that the arrival of Aragonese crusaders at Acre nine years
later enabled the Franks to attack several Muslim villages

near Montfort with a force of around 130 knights.”7

In the county of Tripoli, several similar offensives were
carried out from Margat and Crac des Chevaliers during the
earliest years of the thirteenth century. Thus in 1203 an
army of 400 knights, 1,400 footsoldiers, and numerous
Turcopoles and archers drawn from the garrisons of these
strongholds suffered a crushing defeat near Montferrand,
only a month after another Hospitaller force had been
routed while trying to attack Hama.238 Nevertheless, the
very next year the Order made more successful incursions
against both Homs and Hama, and may well have participated

in another expedition toward Jabala.?‘39 In 1265, the

Templars and Hospitallers also joined forces with the

bellicose Bohemond VI on a raid which was eventually

23 sidon and Beaufort: Matthew Paris, Chronica Maijora,
ITI, 11 Eracles, II, 324-25; James of Vitry, Lettres,
p.99; oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, pp.167-68.
Galilee:ibid, pp.164-65; Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora,

111, 10; Eracles, II, 323-24.

26 Joinville, Histoire de Saint Louis, p310-18.

2371 1260: see above, p.103-4. 1269: see above, p.41.

28 41-Makrizi, Histoire d’Egypte, pp.126-28, 126n3,4,
128n1; Abu’l-Fida, Annales, p.81.

2% Homs and Hama: al-Makrizi, Histoire d’Egypte,
p.135; Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 105; Kamal-ad-
Din, L'Histoire d’Alep, ed. E. Blochet, ROL, V, (Paris

1897), 44-45. Jabala: al-Makrizi, Histoire d’Egypte,
pp.135, 127nl; Eracles, II, 247-48,
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repulsed by Muslim troops from Homs. Fourteen years later,
the garrison of Margat organized its last expedition
against former Hospitaller estates around Crac des
Chevaliers and Chastel Blanc, and clearly maintained an
aggressive stance toward the Muslims right up until the

very end.240

Having looked at both the relatively minor raids and the
more ambitious siege campaigns undertaken by the Franks,
it is possible to make a few general conclusions about the
offensive strategies which they adopted during the
thirteenth century. Firstly, it is clear that large
fortified sites such as Margat, Crac des Chevaliers, Acre
and Tyre were ideal starting points for all Christian
expeditions, because they could provide adequate food,
water and shelter for substantial numbers of men and
horses. As we have seen, Tyre was particularly important
in this respect, because if it had fallen to Saladin in
1187, the Franks may not have been able to recapture Acre,

or indeed return to the Holy Land ever again.

These events are also a reminder of the immense importance
of west European crusaders to the Latins, particularly in
the kingdom of Jerusalem, where virtually every Frankish
offensive both during and after the Third Crusade was only
made possible by the arrival of external reinforcements.
This in turn explains why coastal strongholds, and most
commonly Acre itself, were normally used as springboards
for campaigns into Muslim territory. Thus the walls of

Acre, Tyre and neighbouring settlements along the coast

“0 1265: Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 83-84. 1279:
Gestes, p.784; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum, p.228;
Annales de Terre Sainte, p.457 (text A). Hospitallers and
Templars from Margat and surrounding strongholds may also
have participated in an attack on Homs and Hama,
undertaken by Frankish, Armenian, Mongol and Georgian
troops in 1282, See Hethoum the Historian, Table
Chronologique, p.487.
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protected the vital sea links with western Europe, and
provided visiting crusaders with safe and reliable
anchorages where troops could be mustered and supplies
brought ashore. These observations do not, however, apply
as much to the Frankish states of northern Syria, partly
because these areas were less popular with foreign
crusaders, and partly because their borders were more
permanently established further inland. Indeed, Crac des
Chevaliers's successful resistance against Saladin in 1188
ensured that the county of Tripoli’s frontiers during the
thirteenth century were not that different from what they
had been immediately before the battle of Hattin. As we
shall see, this region also relied less on external
assistance because of the sheer might of the Military

Orders.241

Although it is clear that the vast majority of offensive
campaigns organized by the Franks during the thirteenth
century either failed to make any major territorial gains,
or were not in fact designed to do so, the sheer amount of
destruction which these expeditions inflicted on exposed
towns and villages was such that they could also be used
to keep large areas of the countryside in thrall. Indeed,
sometimes the mere threat of punitive raids enabled the
garrison of a single Latin fortress to extend 1its
authority over many estates and settlements previously
held by the Muslims. It has already been mentioned, for
example, that the security provided by Saphet encouraged
more than 10,000 peasants to recolonize neighbouring
territories, while the castle’s strategic location above
the river Jordan also made it possible for its defenders

to launch raids on Muslim lands as far as Damascus. As a

Ml See below, pp.128-29, 154-55. The county of
Tripoli’s eastern border had remained relatively stable
since the 1140s. See Deschamps, La Défense du comté de
Tripoli, pp.21-34, particularly at p.25.
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result, the rulers of this city were forced to relinquish

many of their properties in this area.242

Once it had been completed, Pilgrims’ Castle served a very
similar purpose, for ’'between Acre and Jerusalem there is
no fortification which the Saracens hold, and therefore
the unbelievers are harmed greatly by that new fortress;
and with the fear of God pursuing them, they are forced to
abandon these cultivated regions’. Moreover, Oliver of
Paderborn added that ’the construction of this castle is
presumed to have been the cause of the destruction of [Mt
Tabor], because in the long wide plain, which lies between
the mountainous districts of this camp and of Mt Tabor, no
one could safely plough or sow or reap because of fear of
those who lived in it’.“3 Thus the crusaders finally got
rid of Mt Tabor not by launching a direct military
assault, but by building their own stronghold, whose
Templar garrison could harass the Muslims and deprive them
of their food supplies. Almost half a century later,
Baybars was obliged to repair the neighbouring tower of
Qaqun, because ’'his subjects living in those parts needed
a place of protection’, suggesting that the Templars were
still using their fortress to dominate large parts of

central Galilee.“4

The Templars and the Hospitallers relied on similar
strategies to maintain their power in the county of
Tripoli, and to keep their Muslim neighbours in check. One

such neighbour was the tribe of the Assassins, schismatic

“2 pe constructione castri Saphet, line 251, p.385.

243 Oliver of Paderborn, Historia Damiatina, p.171-72.

4L Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 101, By the 1280s,
the situation had reversed, and Qaqun was used by the
Muslims to intimidate Pilgrims’ Castle; a clear
indicitaion of declining Frankish power. See Burchard of
Mount Sion, Descriptio, pp.83-84.
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Muslims who controlled the extremely mountainous district
to the east of Latakia. The rough terrain in this area
enabled the Assassins to retain their independence for
much of the thirteenth century, but their close proximity
to Margat, whose garrison could easily launch a punitive
raid against them, forced them to pay the Hospitallers an
annual tribute of 1,200 gold pieces and 100 bushels of
wheat and barley.

The threat posed by Crac des Chevaliers toward the emir of
Hama and the ruler of Bokebais (or Abu Qubais, a Muslim
castle between Hama and the territory of the Assassing)
meant that they too had to make similar annual payments to
the Order worth 4,000 and 800 gold pieces respectively.245
Moreover, if they did not pay, there could be grave
consequences, for in 1229 the Hospitallers carried out an
extensive raid around Montferrand, a <castle they
themselves had held during the twelfth century, because
the emir of Hama had not paid up. The following year a
force of 500 horsemen and 2,700 footsoldiers, composed of
both Hospitallers and Templars, launched another attack
toward Hama, but this time the expedition ended in defeat

at the hands of the emir’s army.246

However, the Hospitallers were not deterred, and angered
by the emir’s persistent refusal to pay, they organized a
third offensive in 1233. This expediton was far larger
than those of 1229 and 1230, and involved 100 knights, 400
mounted sergeants and 1,500 footsoldiers led by the
Hospitaller Grand Master, as well as 25 Templar knights,

2 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 98; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 32; Willbrand of Oldenburg,
Itinerarium, p.210.

M6 1229: Ibn al-Athir, Kamel Altevarykh, II, 180.
1230: al-'Ayni, Le Collier de Perles, p.194; Deschamps, Le
Crac des Chevaliers, p.128.
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80 knights from the kingdom of Jerusalem, 30 knights led
by Bohemond V's brother Henry, and 100 knights from
Cyprus. This impressive force marched overnight toward
Montferrand, enabling the Franks to make a surprise attack
on its bourg the following morning. Having sacked this
settlement, they continued to ravage the surrounding
countryside, before returning toward the coast, without
having encountered any Muslim resistance. Consequently,
the sultan of Damascus advised the emir of Hama to pay the
money he owed, and peace was reestablished with the
Hospitallers.“7 Indeed, the Order appears to have
collected Muslim tribute for a further thirty years, until
Baybars finally obliged it to renounce these payments as

part of a peace treaty established in 1266.248

Thus larger castles like Saphet and Crac des Chevaliers
allowed the Franks to intimidate, or even control,
extensive areas without actually having to occupy them in
their entirety. In Syria, this policy also enabled the
Military Orders to reep huge financial rewards from their
neighbours, and in a later chapter it will be shown that
castles in general were likewise used to impose smaller,
more regular taxes on Greek and Muslim peasants.“g
However, it should again be noted that the raids needed to
maintain this military and financial dominance were
usually carried out by Christian armies which were heavily
outnumbered by their Muslim opponents., Consequently,
Frankish strongholds were not just relied on to protect
troops during the initial stages of an offensive, but were

also required to shelter vulnerable field armies once a

campaign got under way. Hence in 1197, German crusaders

el Eracles, II, 403-5; Abu’'l-Fida, Annales, 115.

28 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 98; al-Makrizi,
Histoire des Sultans, I(b), 32.

243 See below, pp.408-9.
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marching from Acre to Beirut stopped off at Tyre, so that
they could rest and feed, and at the same time minimize

the amount of time which they spent in the open, exposed

to enemy counter—attacks.250

The need to find shelter became even more urgent if a
Latin field army came under direct threat from a Muslim
force operating close by. In 1253, for example, French
companions of Louis IX who were participating in a raid on
Banyas narrowly avoided a potentially disastrous
confrontation with the Muslims by withdrawing to Sidon at
the first sign of trouble.251 It is also interesting to
note that the first major raids which the Hospitallers
carried out from Crac des Chevaliers and Margat occured in
1203 and 1204, almost twenty years after the Order had
acquired the latter castle. This raises the possibility
that the Hospitallers completed their rebuilding programme
at about the same time, and deliberately chose not to go
on the offensive until both fortresses were strong enough

to resist possible counter—attacks.252

Similarly, Templar
forces carrying out raids around Mt Tabor and the river
Jordan must have had relatively little to fear, because
they knew that even if the Muslims attempted to pursue
them, they could easily retreat to Saphet or Pilgrims’
Castle, both of which were virtually impregnable. In 1271
Baybars is also reported to have besieged Akkar because
'brigands could come down from it and they would fortify
themselves there'. According to Ibn al-Furat, these men
could attack the surrounding countryside with impunity,
for Akkar itself lay 'in difficult hill country, far from

supplies of water’, and was therefore almost totally

250 Arnold of Liibeck, Chronica Slavorum, p.205.

231 See above, p.1l17.

za Deschamps, La Défense du comté de Tripoli, pp.283-

84.
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immune to Muslim counter offensives.253

However, on other occasions the Franks were persuaded to
stop and fight rather than run away, particularly if they
were close enough to a castle to disengage from a battle
if the need arose. In 1279 200 horsemen from the garrison
of Margat used this tactic against the 5,000 Muslims who
were trying to prevent them from ravaging the
neighbourhood of Crac des Chevaliers. The Hospitallers
knew that it could be suicidal for them to confront this
force in the open, and they therefore allowed themselves
to be chased until they had almost reached Margat itself
before turning on the Muslims and routing them with the
loss of only one mounted sergeant. As we have seen, the
defenders of Margat also thwarted another Muslim attack
two years later, when 600 Hospitallers rode out of the
castle and drove off 6,000 startled Muslim besiegers.254
Similarly, one contemporary reported that during the siege
of Acre in 1291, the Franks deliberately kept their city
gates open so that'they could launch surprise attacks

against their opponents, either by day or by night.255

Clearly, therefore, it was sometimes worth risking a
direct encounter with the Muslims, provided that the
Franks had some means of protecting themselves should the
battle start to turn against them. Hence the Rule of the
Templars advised members of this Order that if they were
defeated in the field, they had to try to reach the

nearest fortress in order to keep their casualties to a

283 Ibn al-Furat, Selections, II, 148.

% 1279: see above, p.118n240. 1281: see above,
p.49n17.

253 Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, pp.492-93.
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minimum. Likewise, the castle of Ascalon, which had

been used as a collection point for Frankish troops on the
eve of the battle of La Forbie, became a refuge site for

those few Christians fortunate enough to escape the

subsequent carnage.257

The terrible losses suffered at La Forbie also remind us
of what could happen if the Latins did not have the time
or the means to find shelter in the wake of a defeat. This
point can be illustrated further by returning to the
failed Templar attack on Darbsak, which turned out to be
one of the worst military disasters in the Order’s
history, because most of its participants were cut down by
an Allepine counter-offensive long before they could reach
the safety of Hadjar Shoghlan.’® In 1266, Hospitallers,
Templars, Teutonic Knights and other secular troops
campaigning near Tiberias also found themselves trapped in
a Muslim ambush which resulted in the death of around 500
troops; a total which subsequently appears to have
increased because the Franks were then forced to march all
the way back to Acre, a Jjourney of approximately 50
kilometres, while being constantly harrased by 1local
Muslim peasants. This costly and humiliating defeat could
surely have been avoided if the Franks had been able to

take refuge in a nearby castle.259

However, at other times the Latins did not just rely on

their strongholds for protection, but used the garrisons

258
no.168.

La Régle du Temple, ed. H. de Curzon, (Paris 1886),

W1 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV, 342,

%8 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, III, 404-6; Abu’l-
Fida, Annales, pp.112-13.

59 Eracles, II, 455; Marino Sanudo, Liber secretorum,
pP.222,
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of such sites to raise additional troops for their own
field armies. This strategy had backfired disastrously in
the months after the battle of Hattin, when Saladin
overran several Latin castles which were virtually empty,
and the fact that the Franks were prepared to use it again
after 1187 is a further indication of their chronic lack
of manpower.%o Thus the Templars, Hospitallers and
Teutonic Knights, who may have contributed as many as 600
knights to the battle of La Forbie, nust have found it
difficult to defend their local castles properly after
they suffered heavy casualties at the hands of the
Egyptians and Khwarizmians. This point probably applies
most to the Teutonic Knights, who are reputed to have lost
all but three of their contingent at La Forbie, presumably

putting severe strain on their garrisons at Montfort, Acre

and elsewhere.261

Perhaps losses sustained by the
Hospitallers also contributed to the fall of Ascalon in

1247, %02

Sixteen years after the battle of La Forbie, a somewhat
smaller Christian army suffered another crushing defeat in
southern Galilee. This expedition, which was led by the
lord of Beirut, was partly made up of Templars sent from

W Ag a

Acre, Pilgrims’ Castle, Saphet and Beaufort.
result, all these sites may well have been seriously

undermanned after the battle, although it is extremely

260 In 1188, for example, Saladin captured the Syrian
castle of Saone in three days, because it was so poorly
defended. See below, p.163.

261 Matthew Paris, Chronica Maiora, IV,.301;.Marshall,
Warfare in the Latin East, p.149; Riley-Smith in Ibn al-
Furat, Selections, II, 173n2.

262 See above, p.53.

263 Eracles, II, 445; Gestes, pp.752-53; Ma;ino Sanudo,
Liber secretorum, p.221; Abu Shama, Deux Jardins, V, 204.



127

difficult to estimate exactly how many troops had been
drawn from each individual fortress. However, it has been
calculated that Saphet alone had a peace time garrison of
1,650 men, fifty of whom were mounted knights,264 and if
similar numbers applied to their other major castles, the
Templars could have represented a fairly substantial
percentage of the 900 knights and additional Turcopoles
who are said to have taken part in the battle.
Contemporary sources also suggest that the Order had
suffered particularly heavy casualties, and had to pay a

considerable ransom for the release of their captured

commander.265

By contrast, it was probably less risky for the Latins to
take troops from strongholds which were not particularly
important strategically. It has been noted, for example,
that the citadel of Acre contributed very little to the
overall strength of this city, and it could probably be
left virtually empty provided that surrounding ramparts
were still being guarded. From 1254 onwards, this
structure was occupied by the French regiment, a standing
force which had been established by Louis IX, and normally
contained about 100 knights, plus additional crossbowmen
and infantry. During the 1250s and 60s, this regiment
participated in several large scale raids against the

266

Muslims, including a successful expedition against

inland territories south of Ascalon, which 200 knights

264 De costructione castri Saphet, lines 204-9, p.384;
Marshall, Warfare in the Latin FEast, pp.118-20.

269 The estimate of 900 knights comes from Abu Shama,
Deux Jardins, V, 204. See also Eracles, II, 445; Annales
de Terre Sainte, p.449 (text A).

% Eracles, II, 441; Rothelin, p.629; Marshall,
Warfare in the LatinEast, pp.77-83.
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assembled at Jaffa carried out in 1256.267

However, although the French regiment clearly boosted
Latin troop numbers in the east, its contribution was not
as significant as that of the Military Orders, who
participated in virtually every Christian campaign of the
thirteenth century, including the crusades of men like
Theobald of Champagne268 and the lord Edward.269 The
dominance of these Orders became even more apparent in
northern Syria, where the Templars and the Hospitallers
were not just contributing to a wider Frankish war effort,
but were pursuing their own aggressive policy towards the
Assassins and the Muslims of Homs, Hama and Aleppo. As we
have seen, this policy was maintained through a series of
punitive raids, most of which were launched from the
Hospitaller castles of Margat and Crac des Chevaliers. To
a large extent, these fortresses were used for such
campaigns because of their strength and strategic
location, but they may also have been chosen because of
their sizeable garrisons. Thus in 1212 Willbrand of
Oldenburg wrote that 1,000 men were stationed at Margat,
whilst a further 2,000 soldiers defended neighbouring Crac
des Chevaliers. These totals would hav