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Editor’s Foreword



Steven Runciman, in his three-volume history of the Crusades, calls Richard the Lionheart ‘a bad son, a bad husband and a bad king, but a gallant and splendid soldier’. Amin Malouf, the author of The Crusades Through Arab Eyes, is less complimentary:


The 33-year-old red-headed giant who wore the English crown was the prototype of the belligerent and flighty knight whose noble ideals did little to conceal his baffling brutality and complete lack of scruples.


Any study of Richard I of England undertaken in the early twenty-first century risks being burdened with two sets of ‘baggage’. The first is the habit of judging historical characters and their actions by the standards of affluent, influential (in the opinion-forming sense), liberal (with a small ‘l’) western society; actually, a minority of the global population. Second, the campaign for which Richard is best known, the Third Crusade, was one of a series of expeditions over nearly four centuries (1095–1464) which have become the object of censure, especially, and not surprisingly, in the Arab and Muslim world, but also elsewhere. So much so, that in 2001 President Bush caused a flutter in the dovecotes of political correctness by alluding to the war against terrorism as a crusade.


It is arguable that this condemnation is special pleading and ignores the fact that invasion and the seizure of other people’s land was not exclusive to western European Christian armies. Palestine, Egypt and Syria had been invaded countless times throughout history, as a cursory study of the Old Testament shows. At the time of the Crusades, the Arabs (or Saracens as they were called) and Seljuk Turks were merely the most recent arrivals. As with the invasions carried out by their co-religionists further afield – for example, the Moors in Spain, and later the Mughals in India – however advanced their civilisation and sophisticated their lifestyle, these invasions were established, and then sustained, by force. As Stephen Runciman has pointed out, ‘Unlike Christianity which preached a peace that it never achieved, Islam unashamedly came with a sword’. Bringing enlightenment to barbarians, infidels or heretics (the classification depending of course on the point of view of the beholder) at the point of a sword, latterly the bayonet, has been used as an excuse for aggression since the dawn of history, by representatives of almost every race and religion. The Crusaders were neither the first nor the last in the history of humankind to go to war for this reason.


Richard has attracted criticism for allowing the massacre of some two to three thousand prisoners (the exact figure can never be established) after the fall of Acre. In modern times, this is seen as a disgraceful episode. But we should not judge it by twenty-first-century standards, rather by those of the twelfth century. Saladin ordered the execution of every Templar knight captured at the Battle of Hattin, which had preceded Richard’s arrival in the Holy Land. Nearly two hundred years later, the beau sabreur, Bertrand du Guesclin of France, massacred English prisoners on two occasions. Henry V had his French prisoners killed during the final moments of the Battle of Agincourt. In 1396, the Marshal of France ordered the dispatch of some 1,000 prisoners on the eve of the Battle of Nicopolis, so that the army would be spared the bother of guarding them when battle was joined. As David Miller points out, in the long term the Saracens bore Richard no ill will for the massacre.


Our aim is to examine whether or not Richard I was a great commander. So the need to justify the Crusades in moral terms, along with charges that Richard failed in his filial, marital and regal duties, can be set aside; there is in those matters no case to answer as far as this study is concerned. What we want to know is, put simply, was Richard any good at the three levels of warfare: tactical, operational and strategic? How competent was he as the commander of a multinational force? Was he a true professional meeting the precept attributed to Field Marshal Slim, ‘amateurs talk tactics, professionals talk logistics’? In this assessment, David Miller brings a soldier’s eye and experience to the study of Richard in his campaign against the Saracens, led by the equally legendary Saladin.


Tactically, Richard was never wrong-footed. He had that great gift of being able to ‘read’ a battle, like a good scrum-half can ‘read’ a game of rugby. This enabled him to seize the opportunity when it presented itself. When that moment arrived he was almost always out in front, leading and inspiring. Nowhere was this more evident than at Jaffa.


His handling of all arms (cavalry, infantry, archers, siege artillery and ships) was deft and sure, and marks him as a great tactician. This and his speed of reaction reminds one of the skill of a first-class panzer grenadier divisional commander of the Second World War. At the operational level, his handling of an army, and his command and control of up to five different national contingents and many minor ones, was exceptionally good.


Strategically, he campaigned successfully thousands of miles from England and France, his home bases, dependent on a sea line of communication, yet without any of the disasters experienced by earlier and later commanders in similar situations, who were often operating far closer to home. Much of this success was due to his planning and logistical skills. The terrain in which Richard was campaigning was arid and devoid of food stocks for men and horses. Even water was in short supply, and what was available was often unusable after the Saracens had poisoned the wells. Richard’s marches were carefully planned and, whenever possible, coordinated with his fleet to provide flank protection and supply. He even arranged for a laundry organisation to keep his soldiers’ clothes clean. David Miller has rightly dwelt in detail on the logistics of armies at the time – a subject that is too often ignored, or misunderstood. Richard was a student of military science, especially the work of the Roman Flavius Vegetius Renatus. He carried a copy of his book, De Re Militari, with him on campaign.


One could argue that all this military expertise is irrelevant. Richard failed to achieve his objective and that of the Third Crusade: recapturing Jerusalem. After his second attempt at marching to besiege the city, with Saladin retiring before him, destroying crops and poisoning wells, he halted at Beit-Nuba and reluctantly concluded that he could not risk his army by besieging Jerusalem. Even if he captured the city, it was highly unlikely that it could have been held by the Crusader army. Not only would many of the commanders and soldiers have left, with, in their eyes, their task completed, but Richard himself was under pressure to leave, to return to England where his brother John was treasonably negotiating with the King of France. Before he withdrew from Beit-Nuba, Richard was able to make up his logistic shortages by capturing a large supply caravan after a night reconnaissance patrol which, typically, he led personally.


Richard never attained the objective of the Third Crusade, but nor was he defeated in the field, and his achievements were considerable. When Richard arrived in Palestine, Saladin controlled nearly the whole of what had been the Kingdom of Jerusalem, and most importantly the coastline, except for a small strip of land occupied by the Crusaders besieging Acre. At this point, Saladin was well on the way to realising his aim of ejecting all Westerners from the region, and his army had enjoyed a run of successes. He and his army were coming to be seen as invincible, rather in the manner of Rommel and the Afrika Korps seven and a half centuries later. When Richard left Palestine a three-year truce had been agreed, and the Crusaders had regained control of most of the coast. He had successfully commanded a multinational coalition force in most trying circumstances, complicated by the fact that the leaders of the larger contingents within the army – proud and independent-minded dukes, princes and kings – were bent on pursuing their own ends, which often ran contrary to each other.


Seen with the benefit of hindsight, Richard was correct to withdraw and not attempt siege operations at Jerusalem. Wellington was once asked what he deemed the test of a good general. He replied: ‘To know when to retreat; and to dare to do it.’ Richard was more than a good general. He was, to use an expression coined by Montgomery, ‘a general grand chef’.


Julian Thompson
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Introduction



If ever there was a man born to be a soldier, it was King Richard I of England, commonly known as ‘The Lionheart’ – virtually his entire adult life was devoted to fighting in a succession of wars and against a wide variety of enemies. His reputation as a warrior is secure, but as a general his name is always associated with an apparent military failure – the Third Crusade. This book examines Richard I as a military commander in the context of that campaign, covering the period from the start of his preparations in 1189 until his departure from the Holy Land in October 1192.


Richard was a controversial character as a king, as a person and as a husband, but this book concentrates on his ability and performance as a military commander. Political issues are also examined, since these were a continuing problem throughout the Third Crusade and they repeatedly diverted Richard’s attention from military matters. The details of Richard’s personal life, however, are of no concern here; what matters for a general is whether his soldiers will follow him and that he wins battles, or, at the very least, that he does not lose the war, and that is how Richard will be judged.


Richard was born on 8 September 1157, the third of five sons of King Henry II Plantagenet (1133–89) and of his redoubtable wife, Queen Eleanor (1122–1204). Henry was a man of unbounded energy who, through a mixture of fighting and diplomacy, created a great kingdom, which included England and a greater area of France than that ruled by the King of France. In 1152 Henry, then aged nineteen, married Eleanor, Duchess of Aquitaine, who had only recently had her marriage to King Louis II of France annulled. She was eleven years older than her new husband, but a woman of exceptional talents, abilities and determination. Two years later Henry was crowned King of England and Eleanor became the only woman ever to have been queen of both France and England. Eleanor retained a passionate interest in her native Aquitaine, and she intended from very early in his childhood that Richard would inherit the duchy; as a result he was brought up in the Aquitaine tradition and spoke French rather than English throughout his life. As part of this plan, Richard was created Duke of Aquitaine at the age of fourteen and soon began a military career that was to continue until his death in 1199. He fought in a rebellion against his father in 1173–4, but was pardoned and subsequently had his father’s support in suppressing a revolt in Aquitaine.


Henry II’s eldest son, William, died in infancy, and his second son, Henry, died in 1183, leaving Richard as the heir to the English crown. Henry II had declared a desire to go to the Holy Land, although without any known intention of actually doing so. When the news of the disastrous Crusader defeat at the Battle of the Horns of Hattin reached Europe in the late summer of 1187 Richard, always eager for adventure, was the first prince in northern Europe to take the Cross. It was not, however, until he succeeded his father in 1189 that he had the political, financial and military resources necessary to mount a Crusade on the scale he knew to be necessary.


Richard was a complicated man. He was tall, good looking and had bright red hair, all of which he inherited from his formidable mother, together with her undoubted courage, her charm, and her love of music. Given his privileged background and upbringing, he was somewhat self-willed and had a very violent temper – an inheritance from his father – which could be triggered by seemingly trivial events. His energy and speed of travel were such that he was reputed to be able to fly and, as these pages will show, he was a man whose personal courage and leadership in hand-to-hand fighting were beyond dispute. Indeed, he threw himself with great enthusiasm into any fight or skirmish, and the greater the odds against him, the more he seemed to enjoy it. On a few occasions, one or other of his own men advised him to observe greater caution, but this usually earned them a cutting rebuke, and having delivered it, the king went ahead anyway. Even Saladin, the great Saracen leader, and Richard’s most redoubtable foe, remarked in a discussion with the Bishop of Salisbury after the Third Crusade was over, that Richard was foolishly imprudent ‘in thrusting himself so frequently into great danger’.


One aspect of Richard’s time on crusade that needs to be placed in perspective, is the frequency with which he was taken ill. He was certainly very unwell shortly after arriving in Acre, but was by no means alone in that. Indeed, the Queen of Jerusalem died there several months before Richard’s arrival, together with her two daughters, and some time later so too did the Count of Flanders and Friedrich von Schwaben, the leader of the German Crusaders after the death (by drowning) of his father. Other notables to die of illness in the course of the Crusade included the Duke of Burgundy, who expired only a few days prior to his departure on the homeward voyage. Even though King Philip of France was only in the Holy Land for just over a month he, too, was taken ill, losing all his hair and fingernails. It may well be that Richard suffered from the same ailment as Philip, but that his superb strength and physical fitness pulled him through more rapidly and effectively. On the other side, Bahā’ al-Dīn Ibn Shaddād makes frequent mention of Saladin and other senior Saracens being sick. It is possible, therefore, that Richard was sick no more frequently than any other Crusader, but that the illnesses of lesser mortals were simply not worth recording.


Richard possessed almost all the knightly virtues – humility being a notable absentee – but beyond that he was a thinking man, who was as knowledgeable about warfare as any commander of his day, his only equal in that respect being his arch-rival, Saladin. But, although his extensive campaigning obviously had something to do with this, Richard was also a student of military science and, in particular, of the Roman Flavius Vegetius Renatus (Vegetius), carrying a copy of his book, De Re Militari, with him wherever he went. This author and his book are discussed in more detail in Appendix A.


In order to give some idea of how Richard spoke and expressed his thoughts, extracts from letters he wrote and reports of remarks he made are given in Appendix B. The latter are, of course, second- and third-hand, and are in English rather than the French that Richard habitually spoke, but there seems no reason to doubt their authenticity.


This book is about Richard as a commander during the Third Crusade and concentrates on his military activities. However, no commander-in-chief of a multinational force can isolate himself and deal solely with military matters. Thus, there was an inevitable political dimension to many of his activities, and there were some periods when more of his time had to be devoted to resolving knotty political matters than to his military campaign. One aspect of this was that Richard could not avoid involvement in the question of who should be the ruler of the Kingdom of Jerusalem, nor could he set aside the difficulties of dealing with some very fractious allies, particularly the French and the ruler of the city of Tyre – Conrad, Marquis of Montferrat.



The Crusader Army



The Crusader army was divided into cavalry (i.e. the knights) and the infantry. The knights wore a suit of armour, carried a shield and their main weapon was the lance, although they also carried long swords and often some sort of mace. Discipline was fairly lax and the majority of the cavalry were inclined to be impetuous, preferring to charge rather than to devise a proper plan of attack. When they did charge, they tended to lack control and keep going, thus losing cohesion, scattering and laying themselves open to defeat in detail. The two groups that did have some discipline and a semblance of order were the military knights – the Templars and the Hospitallers – but they also showed a tendency to be very arrogant and sometimes seemed more interested in scoring off each other than in fighting Saracens. One of the main points of weakness for all Crusader knights was their horses, and the Saracens made deliberate efforts to hit them in the legs, thus forcing the knights to fight dismounted, where they were much more vulnerable.


The infantry wore thick leather jerkins, some reinforced with metal plates, while a few had chain-mail singlets underneath. The main purpose of this protection was to keep out arrows and it seems to have been successful since there are several Saracen reports of Crusader infantry continuing to march and fight despite ten or so arrows sticking out from their jerkins. All foot soldiers also carried packs containing their personal property and ten days’ rations, which may have weighed as much as 70 lb. Such an outfit was extremely hot at the best of times, particularly so in a Mediterranean climate where infantrymen often suffered from severe heat exhaustion, it being by no means unknown for them to collapse and die on the spot. The infantry was divided into pikemen and archers, who carried crossbows (arbalests), and there was also a small number of engineers who were responsible for tasks such as mining, sapping, building and operating siege engines.


Finally, there was the baggage train, a large conglomeration of carts and their drivers, pack-horses, smiths, farriers, porters, laundrywomen, and the inevitable camp followers. This aspect of the Crusader army is discussed in more detail in Chapter 12.


The Royal standard was a vital tactical device, serving both to provide a rallying point and as a signal that while it flew, the battle still raged. It consisted of:


A very tall pole, as it were the mast of a ship, made up of most solid timber, well jointed, cunningly carved, and covered with iron, so as not likely to fall a prey to sword, or axe, or fire. On the very top of this mast floated the royal flag – commonly called the banner.


This heavy device was mounted on wheels and drawn by horses, with a guard of specially chosen soldiers. The whole apparatus impressed the Saracens who commented that it was as high as one of their own minarets.


The Saracen Army


The Saracens had a much higher proportion of horsemen, who wore a lighter armour and rode faster horses than the Crusaders. Many carried bows, which they could use with great accuracy while on horseback, although their arrows were lighter than those used by the Crusaders and lacked penetrating power. Attacks were always accompanied by much noise from drums and musical instruments and troops shouting ‘Allah akbar!’ Two contemporary Crusader descriptions give the picture, the first describing the noise during a set-piece attack:


Moving ahead of the emirs [knights], there came a band of trumpeters and other men with drums and tabors; there were [men] who had no other labours, except upon their drums to hammer and hoot, and shriek and make great clamour.


The second concerns the Saracen cavalry harassing a Crusader column:


The Turks were not loaded with armour like our men, and with their ease of movement distressed us so much the more severely; for the most part they were lightly armed, carrying only a bow, or a mace bristling with sharp teeth, a scimitar, a light spear with an iron head, and a dagger suspended lightly. When put to flight by a stronger force, they fled away on horseback with the utmost rapidity … If they see their pursuers it is their custom to turn back – like the fly which, if you drive it away, will go but when you cease it will return.


In general terms, the Saracen tactics were to harass the Crusaders whenever they were on the move, using pinprick attacks and constant fire from bowmen, trying all the time to cut off individuals or groups to be defeated in detail. The main Saracen force generally left the Crusaders alone in their campsites, but employed bedouin auxiliaries to infiltrate in order to kidnap or kill a few men and thus cause uneasiness and fear in the remainder.


Sources


The Third Crusade is among the first military campaigns for which contemporary accounts from both sides are available. I have taken as my primary source that attributed to Ambroise and generally referred to as Itinerarium Peregrinorum et Gesta Regis Ricardi, and all quotes in the text are from that book unless otherwise attributed. I have also referred in my research to The Rare and Excellent History of Saladin by Bahā’ al-Dīn Ibn Shaddād, and The Chronicle of Richard of Devizes.


There is some academic disagreement as to precisely who wrote the Itinerarium Peregrinorum but, whoever the author might have been, there can be little doubt that he actually took part in the scenes he describes, since his text has an immediacy and a feel, which shows that he was there. More than that, he adds many detailed touches which indicate to a soldier that the author knew what he was talking about. The description of the column being so densely concentrated that ‘its members marched so close together that an apple could not be thrown to the ground without touching the men or their horses’ has the ring of authenticity, as does: ‘Our armour and breastplates became fouled with rust and could not be restored to their original brightness by any amount of rubbing’.


Perhaps more than this, however, are two descriptions of relatively minor incidents. The first occurred during Richard’s operation at Jaffa (modern Tel Aviv) when the king and his companions made camp in the open and were very nearly taken by surprise by what would be described today as a ‘snatch squad’. Fortunately, according to Ambroise:


God, taking care lest the unbelieving should surprise His own champion while asleep, inclined the mind of a certain Genoese to go forth into the neighbouring plains at dawn. As he was returning he heard with astonishment the neighing of horses and the tramp of men, and saw the gleam of helmets against the distant sky.


Any field soldier will immediately recognise that the Genoese soldier who ventured a short distance from the campsite after a night’s sleep was answering the ‘call of nature’ rather than that of the Almighty, and it is clear that this is what the writer was referring to; indeed, it is probable that his contemporaries would have read it in this way.


The second is the following description:


The horses and beasts of burden, affected by the cold and rain, were unable to proceed through the mud, but fell famished and knocked up beneath their loads. The drivers, in bitterness of spirit, raised their hands in anguish to heaven, and uttered imprecations approaching even to blasphemy.


Again, a modern soldier can picture the scene precisely – he has almost certainly seen the same thing many times during his service – as the frustrated drivers shake their fists at the sky and the air turns blue with their language. Indeed, it would appear that some aspects of a soldier’s life have changed remarkably little over the past 800 years.


Names


The use of names in this book requires a brief word of explanation. The people who conducted the Crusades came from a wide variety of nations in central, northern and western Europe. They were sometimes referred to as Latins, because they followed the Roman Catholic rite, to distinguish them from the followers of the Greek Orthodox rite, who were called Greeks. In the Middle East, the local people referred to the Franks, a word which sometimes covered all people from western Europe, but was also used specifically to cover those Christians who had settled in the Middle East after the First and Second Crusade. In this book the term Crusaders is used, which simply describes the men and the undertaking they were involved in, and is what they themselves used.


Like the Crusaders, their opponents were an amalgam, which in this case included Arabs, Egyptians, Kurds, Syrians, Turks and other Middle Eastern ethnic groups, who were united by their common religious faith – Islam. This group too can be described in a variety of ways, the Crusaders sometimes referring to them as Turks, Infidels, Mussulmen or Muslims. Here they are referred to throughout by the term most commonly used by the Crusaders themselves – Saracens – which was derived from the Greek expression sarak nos and simply means ‘someone who comes from the east’.


The Crusaders generally referred to their destination as Outremer meaning ‘beyond the sea’, but once they had established themselves there, the territory was split into the Kingdom of Jerusalem and various principalities and counties. Here the designation Holy Land is used, since it was a territory of great religious significance to both Christianity and Islam. Within the Holy Land, most places have three names: the twelfth-century Arabic version, the contemporary name given by the Crusaders, and the modern name, which may be either Israeli, Palestinian or Turkish. As far as possible, this book employs the name used by the Crusaders.


The two great forces in the Third Crusade were led by King Philip and King Richard. King Richard’s troops comprised men from the territories he ruled, which included England and Wales, Normandy, Poitou and Aquitaine. Once in the Holy Land, a number of other contingents joined Richard’s service, either because their leader was somehow related or owed allegiance to him, or because he paid them. Richard was generally described as the King of England so for simplicity, and to avoid awkward terminology, all these groups are collectively referred to as the English forces. By the same token, Philip’s followers comprised the men from his kingdom of France, the force led by the Duke of Burgundy and a number of foreign contingents, such as that from Genoa. These are collectively referred to as the French forces.




CHAPTER 1


The Background to the Third Crusade


The conduct and performance of King Richard I of England as commander-in-chief in the Holy Land, his achievements and failures whilst there, and the many problems he faced, can only be understood in terms of the historical context in which he found himself. The greatest aim for many of the Christians of western Europe in medieval times was to visit the Holy City of Jerusalem before they died – by the eleventh century there was already a long tradition of pilgrimage, which was by no means confined to the wealthy aristocracy. For a long time there were no major obstacles to pilgrimage, but in the middle of the eleventh century the Christians of western Europe began to be alarmed by reports of the growing successes of the Seljuk Turks against the Fatimid caliphs of Cairo, the former’s conquest of Syria and Palestine causing particular concern. More Turkish successes followed; they captured Jerusalem in 1071 and shortly afterwards defeated the Byzantine army at the Battle of Mazikert. What caused the greatest indignation, however, was that the Turks started to harass Christian pilgrims on their way to and from Jerusalem.



The First Crusade



The formal and public origin of the First Crusade can be identified exactly, as the undertaking was proposed by Pope Urban II in a sermon made at Clermont Ferrand, France, on the afternoon of 27 November 1095. This was greeted with such enthusiasm that the Pope instructed his bishops to broadcast the news, which was welcomed throughout western Europe, with people immediately starting to volunteer in large numbers. The Pope’s plan was remarkably well thought out, requiring national groups to assemble and to start their march to the Holy Land in August 1096. Each group had to be self-financing (thus avoiding any charges on the Church) and the various contingents would make their own way to Constantinople, capital of Byzantium. Then, in cooperation with the Byzantine emperor and his army, they would expel the Turks from Anatolia and drive forwards, through Syria and into Palestine, eventually reaching the Holy City, which they would restore to Christian control. What would then happen was left, perhaps deliberately, somewhat vague, although it must have been clear that the Crusaders would not be able to just walk away and allow the status quo ante to be restored.


Three large groups assembled as planned in August 1096 and made their separate ways to Constantinople. First to arrive was a group led by Godfrey of Bouillon, Duke of Lower Lorraine, which was composed of people from his own duchy, including his brother, Baldwin of Boulogne, plus numbers from Germany and northern France. This group made remarkable progress, following the Rhine southwards and then continuing to the Danube, which they followed through Hungary and Serbia and into Bulgaria; they then turned south once again and crossed the mountains, reaching Constantinople on 23 December 1096.


The second major group was led by Duke Hugh de Vermandois (the King of France’s brother), Duke Robert of Normandy and Count Stephen of Blois, and was composed of a mixture of Frenchmen, Normans and Englishmen. They crossed the Alps and marched down the length of Italy, where they spent the winter, although Duke Hugh went ahead and, despite being shipwrecked, managed to reach Constantinople in early December 1096. The remainder waited until spring and then sailed from the ports of Apulia on the Italian coast to Dyracchium (now Durazzo in Albania), whence they followed an old Roman road, reaching Constantinople in May 1097, the last of the groups to arrive.


The third group assembled in southern France, under the leadership of Count Raymond of Toulouse and the Bishop of Puy. These men marched eastwards, and, having brushed aside some resistance to their progress in the Alps, they carried on down through Slavonia to the Adriatic. They then followed the Dalmatian coast until they reached a point where they could strike east towards Constantinople, arriving in late April 1097.


There was also a fourth group, which had not been in the original plan. This consisted of Normans from southern Italy, led by Duke Bohemond of Taranto and Count Tancred, who had been inspired by contact with Crusaders from the other groups passing through their territory en route to the Holy Land. Thus, although the last to start, they were actually the second to reach Constantinople, arriving on 26 April 1097.


It is not surprising that the Byzantine emperor, Alexius I Comnenus, and his people found the sudden arrival of these multitudes of foreigners very threatening; the interlopers came in huge numbers and there were frequent misunderstandings and many examples of bad behaviour. The emperor also wanted to ensure that the considerable military potential of the Crusaders should be employed to his advantage, so he pressed the leaders of the four main groups into agreeing that they would hand over to him any former Byzantine territory that they captured. The Crusader leaders did not favour such a demand, but they eventually found themselves with no choice but to agree and they duly set off from Constantinople in May 1097. Their first objective was Nicaea, then the capital of the Anatolian Turks, but when they arrived the emperor persuaded the garrison to surrender to him rather than to the Crusaders. The Crusader army then advanced to Dorylaeum, where they soundly defeated the main Seljuk Turk army (1 July 1097) before crossing the Anatolian plateau, despite constant attacks from marauding Turks.


In September, and by prior agreement, the column split into two. Tancred and Baldwin of Boulogne broke off, with their followers, to take Tarsus. That achieved, this group then split again, with Tancred moving into Cilicia, while Baldwin crossed the Euphrates in October and established himself as the first Count of Edessa, thus protecting the north-east flank of further Crusader advances. Meanwhile, the main body pressed on only to find themselves held up at Antioch, which held out much longer than expected, the siege lasting from October 1097 to June 1098. Then, as soon as the siege had been successfully concluded, the Crusader army was attacked by a Turkish relief expedition, which had been sent to try to save its comrades, but arrived just too late. The Turks, however, were defeated on 28 June 1098.
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