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THESIS

The Papacy and the Crusaders in the East, 1100-1160

(ABSTRACT)

This dissertation attempts lo illuminate papal policy towards the Crusaders in

the East by an analysis of the relationships of: 1) the Byzantine Empire to the

Papacy and the Crusaders; 2) the Papacy to the spiritual and temporal powers of

the L-atin Orient; 3) the Papacy to the crusade movement in Europe and to Christen-

dom as a whole.

Urban II at Clermont summoned an expedition for the liberation of Jerusalem
and the defence of the Eastern Churches through the erection of Latin temporal

power and the introduction of the i^tin Church into Syria-Palestine. The papal

attitude towards the Byzantine Empire was one of friendly cooperation while pre-

serving independence of action. Although Urban did not wish the Crusade to estrange

further the Greek and Latin Churches, he did not have church union as a principal

aim of the Crusade. The papal attitude is illustrated by the oath taken by the

Crusaders to Alexius (which, however, did not make them mere tools of imperial

policy), in the friendly relations of Adhemar with Simeon of Jerusalem and in the

restoration of the Greek Patriarch John at Antioch. This last is balanced by the

fact that Raymond of Toulouse, friend of Urban and intimate of Adhemar, took the

first step in the introduction of the Latin episcopate into the East. The friendly

papal policy towards the Greek Church was frustrated by the intensification of ani-

mosity between Greeks and Latins during the Crusade and by the ambition of

Bohemund to possess Antioch.

It was not Urban 's intention to make the Kingdom of Jerusalem a church state.

The vassalage of the temporal power to the Holy Sepulchre, shown by Godfrey's

title, illustrated.the piety of the Crusaders, not the Church's desire to be supreme.
From the beginning, the temporal power was superior to the spiritual power in the

establishment and organization of the Latin principalities in the East.

While this pattern proved in the long run to be dominant, it was disturbed for

several years by Daimberl of Pisa. Although commissioned by Urban to lead a

fleet to the East, Daimbert was no papa] legate. Once in the East, this ambitious

churchman combined with Bohemund to capture the Jerusalem patriarchate for him-
self. He then invested Godfrey and Bohemund with their lands, establishing his

spiritual suzerainty over the Latin East as well as giving Bohemund support in his

illegal possession of Antioch. However, he was still not satisfied: from Godfrey

he extorted full sovereignly over Jerusalem and Jaffa and even ceased to have regard
for the primacy of Rome.

Daimbert's ambition was checked from two sides. Baldwin I refused to allow

him any suzerainty whatsoever over the kingdom. The papal legate Mauritius re-

fused to sanction Daimbert's theocratic notions and, realizing the dangers to which

Daimbert's ambitions had exposed the Latin Orient, eventually deposed him. With

Daimbert and his successors, despite the difficulties in communication and in the

administration of papal authority. Paschal II laboured to restore the original pattern

in which the balance of power lay with the temporal authority as long as the canonical

rights of the Church were respected. Hence, Baldwin took the initiative in the

erection of the see of Bethlehem, as vassal of the Sepulchre, not of the Papacy.

The papal objective was the harmony of the two powers for the sake of the Crusade
and the exaltation, under a papal aegis, of the Jerusalem Church as a "model of

Latin purity" in the East.

Over the Crusade movement proper, the Papacy's influence declined. The
Crusade of llOl arose spontaneously, and although Paschal gave it his full support.



little papal influence was exercised upon it. In regard to the Greeks, Paschal did

not have Urban's sensitive concern. Mauritius did not protest the expulsion of John
from Antioch, and Paschal probably did not give the leaders of the Crusade of 1101

any detailed instructions concerning the Greeks. Latin hale for the Greeks increas-

ed despite Alexius' attempts to win Latin favour. When Bohemund was forced to

seek assistance for his war against Alexius, Paschal gave him his blessing. How-
ever, when Bohemund returned from France, the Pope refused to be drawn further

into the Norman's plan for the conquest of the Byzantine Empire. Paschal had
realized that this "tliird Crusade" was only a cloak for Bohemund's ambition.

Bohemund, by the treaty of Devol in September 1108, recognized the Greek
claim to Antioch and its patriarchal throne. The mutual suspicion existing between
the heads of Latin and Greek Christendom was illustrated when in 1111 Alexius

sought the imperial crown of the West. Alexius wished to unify the imperial crowns,

detach the Papacy from the Normans, and prevent future papal approval of expedi-

tions similar to Bohemund's in 1107-1108. In reply, the Papacy insisted on a

Greek alliance with the Normans and the submission of the Greek hierarchy to

Rome. The two conceptions. Byzantine and papal, of the proper ordering of human
society, which underlay these demands and counterdemands, helped to bring these

negotiations to nothing.

A serious controversy arose under Paschal, involving the patriarchates of

Jerusalem and Antioch. Following the lead of the King of Jerusalem, Paschal
awarded to the Jerusalem Church the control of certain cities which the King of

Jerusalem had reconquered from the infidel. Since these cities had once belonged

•to the patriarchate of Antioch, that see protested the action. Although he rejected

Antioch's protests. Paschal sought to reconcile the two sees, not wishing to sacri-

fice any ecclesiastical dignity to the power of a prince or vice-versa. This ambi-
guous policy was abandoned by his successors since it would have divided spiritual

and temporal loyalties in the East. Further, Antioch's future as a Latin principal-

iiy was in doubt, and the exaltation of Jerusalem spiritually and temporally was
only a logical development of the original purpose of the Crusade. The controversy

became more acute with the capture of Tj-re. Antioch's claims to the see of Tyre
were set aside by the P:ipacy. However, despite years of command and exhorta-

tion, the see of Tyre remained di\-ided. The northern sees of the County of Tripoli

remained obedient to the Patriarch of Antioch while T3're and its southern suffragan

sees remained obedient to Jerusalem. In their disobedience to the papal command
that they obey the Archbishop of Tyre and the Patriarch of Jerusalem, the bishops

of Tripoli were probably motivated by a desire for independence, assisted in this

by the restiveness of the Counts of Tripoli under their bond of vassalage to Jerusa-

lem. Antioch responded to Roman policy with hostility and defiance. The Patriarch

Ralph of Antioch refused to acknowledge the Roman primacy. .Although the combined
power of Rome, Jerusalem and the Prince of Antioch eventually effected his deposi-

tion, Antioch remained hostile to Rome.

During these years, relations between the Greek and Latin Churches continued to

deteriorate. John n Comnenus thwarted papal attempts to achieve reunion. Greek

hostility to Rome was made plain in the virulent criticism of the Papacy made by a

member of a Greek legation to Lothair of Germany. Despite her difficulties with

the patriarchate of Antioch. Rome acted to save the principality for the Latins when

John Comnenus descended upon Antioch in 1137. Innocent II threatened with excom-
munication any Latin who served in the Greek armies. The Bishop of Jabala

ordered John away from Antioch in the name of the Pope and the Western Emperor.
Joh.n, realizing that the Greek occupation of Antioch would have serious consequences

for his relations with both the Papacy and Conrad of Germany, contented himself

with a mere formal suzerainty over the principality.

Through these years, the Papacy attempted to ftjrther the cause of the Crusade

among the Latin faithful. Especially noteworthy was the rise to power and strength,

under papal guidance, of the great religio- military Orders of the Hospital and the

Temple. When the faU of Edessa aroused great feeling in Europe, Eugene HI took

the initiative in summoning a new Crusade. However, papal influence in this Cru-

sade was not as direct as in the days of Adheraar and Urban. St. Bernard, at papal

request, assumed the burden of preaching The two bona fide papal legates exer-

cised little influence over the armies. Although Eugene hoped that the Crusade

might prove to be an occasion for the reunion of the churches, his desire was frus-

trated bv circumstances.



After the Second Crusade, Bernard and Suger sought to raise a new expedition

to relieve the Latin Orient. Their efforts were supported by Peter the Venerable,

who wished to punish the Greeks for their "treachery", and by Roger, who wished
to turn the expedition against the Byzantine Empire. Relations between the Greeks
and Latins were complicated by the rival ambitions of Manuel Comnenus and Roger
of Sicily. Eugene feared Roger for his ambition and Manuel for his desire to re-

establish Greek power in Italy. The Pope also feared the consequences of the re-

affirmation of the East-West alliance by Manuel and Conrad after the latter's igno-

minious defeat in Asia Minor. The papal power In Italy was weak due not only to

Roger but also the power of the Roman commune. Despite these dangers, Eugene
refused to sanction a perversion of the Crusade idea. His policy was assisted by
Conrad's fidelity to the Greek alliance and by French indifference to the exhorta-
tions of Suger and Bernard. Those who cried for revenge on the Greeks were ig-

nored and Roger was robbed of a weapon in his war against Manuel.

Manuel's ambitions were kept in check at first by the collapse of the East-West
aUiance, by the agreement of the Papacy and the Western Emperor to prevent the

establishment of Greek power in Italy, and by the continuing war with Roger. In

the East, Raymond of Antioch had been forced to acknowledge Byzantine suzerainty
over Antioch. With great reluctance the Latin princes of the East looked more and
more to Manuel as a possible source of strength. Baldwin's marriage to the Greek
Theodora was followed by Manuel's descent upon Antioch. Renaud of Chatillon

humbled himself in the most abject fashion before the Emperor, and Antioch's place

in the Empire was triumphantly re-affirmed.

To this ascendancy of the Greeks over the Latin Orient, the Papacy lent tacit

approval. Increasingly estranged from Barbarossa. and forced to make peace with

William of Sicily, Hadrian in his cJosmg years laboured to reconcile the Greeks
and the Normans. He also opened negotiations for reunion between the Latin and
Greek Churches. Hence the papal acceptance of Manuel's position in the Latin

Orient. For the first time since Urban II, co-operation between Pope and Emperor
for the sake of the Crusade became a genuine possibility.

The recognition of the strength which the Greeks might bring to the Crusaders
in the East was strengthened by the papal realization that Europe was largely indif-

ferent to the need of the Latin Orient, For this reason the Papacy encouraged all

the more the support of the faithful for the military Orders. Further, sensing the

loss in prestige which the Second Crusade had cost the Apostolic See. Hadrian ex-

ercised caution when approached by Louis of France in regard to a new crusade in

Spain.

In the East, the papal prestige declined somewhat after the debacle of the
Second Crusade. The Patriarch of Antioch remained in control of the sees of
Tripoli. In Jerusalem, many clergy blamed the Papacy for the continuing disunity
in the see of Tyre. Many resented also the power and prestige of the Orders, and
their resentment against Rome was increased when the Pope refused to heed
Fulcher of Jerusalem's remonstrances. The drift of the Latin Orient away from
papal influence is evident in the discussions surrounding the admission of the re-
presentative of Alexander III into the country and in the indifference of the kings
of Jerusalem to the papal command that they honour their treaties with Genoa.
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It should be stated at once that this thesis Is not a ne«

history of the crusade. Rather it is our purpose to attempt an

analysis of the relationship between the Papacy and the crusaders

in the East from 1100 to 1160.

The importance of the crusades in the history of Europe has

2
long been recognized. Aecordiagly, a 7oluminous bibliography has

developed during the past hundred years, notably by French and

German soholers, and then recently by the American school of crusad-

ing historiography which owed its origin to the activity and in-

spiration of Dana C. Munro.^

Despite the interest accorded by scholars to the crusade,

there still remains the need for the study which we propose. The

divisions of the thesis illustrate our intentions. There is a

ehronological division which is not only necessary in order to keep

control over the material in q.uestion but also for the Illumination

of the developments in papal policy from 1100 to 1160. Further,

each chronological section is divided into throe parts. The first

Is devoted to an analysis of the part played by the Byzantine Empire,

Here the question revolves around the problem of the reunion between

the churches and the Influence which the crusade and the Latin

establishments in the Holy Land exercised on the relations between

Rome and Constantinople and, conversely, with the effects which the

Byzantine Empire had upon the relationship between the i-apacy and

the crusade movement to the East.

The second section of each chronological division is devoted

to an analysis of the Papacy in its relation to the Latin establish-

ments in Syria-Palestine. Here the questions are to what extent did
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the Popes attempt to regulate the relationship between the rennuM

and the secerdotlum In the East? In short, what vsere the funda-

mental concerns and alms in the papal dealincs with Jerusalem and

Antioch from 1100 to 1187?

Finally, there is a third section which attempts to draw

the threads of the previous two sections together and further to

relate these, if possible, to the papal direction of the crusade

in Europe and to the general development of papal policy in Europe.

In this way, we shall attempt to illuminate the papal policy

towards the crusade, in regard to the Latins in the East, in con-

nection with the Byzantine Empire and tlie Greek Church, and, finally,

in regard to Europe, to the preaching and organization of the crusade.

The results of the investlf';ation will be set within the context of

the ever-developing role which the Papacy played in the affairs of

Christendom as a whole.

Therefore it 1 s seen that this thesis is not only a work

of Investigation into original sources but also to some extent a

work of synthesis. Although every effort has been made to reduce

this latter aspect to the barest essentials. It was found necessary,

In order to accomplish the plan of the thesis, to set the results

of the investigation of the pertinent sources within the context

of the general history of the Church in Europe, of the Byaantine

Empire in the twelfth century and of the Latin States in the East

in order that the results of the invest! j-Cition mit:ht be seen in

their fullest perspective.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank my toachera,

Professor B. Vfllkinaon of the University of Toronto, who has never

ceased to encourage me in my work, and the Heverend Father George B.

Flahiff, C.S.B., of the Pontifical Institute of Uedieval Studies
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In Toronto, whose charity and scholarship have guided me unfailingly

through the composition of this thesis.

•• honor to whom honor la due "
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1. The render's attention is drawn to the bibliography and
espeoislly to the pages listing abbreviations used through-
out this thesis.

S. It is to the French that credit is due for having realized
the great importance of the crusades. In 1806, the French
Aoadany and the then National Institute offered a prize for
the best historical work dealing with the effect of the
Crusades upon the peoples of Europe. In 1808, the French
Academy crowned the work of A. Heeren and Choiseul Daillecourt.
Together with the work of the German, Wilken, these may be
taken as the beginning of raodern study of the Crusades.

3. For two general surveys dealing ?dth the state of historical
studies of the Crusades, see John La Monte, " Some Problems
in Crusading Hjstorio.Traphy '*

. ( Speculum . XV, 1940), pp.i"7-75'

and T.w^.R.Boaae ,
" Recent Lievelopment s in Crusading Hlstorlo-

/traphy "
. (History . XXII, 1937), pp. 110-125.
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I. Greek. Syrlao. Armetiian and Arabic Souroes.

The student of twelfth century Byzantine history is oon-

paratively fortunate in the poeeesslon of several long historical

works produced, for the most part, under the house of the Cocneni.

The first in importance is tho prose epic poem of Anna Connena

celebrating the achievements of her father, the Smperor Alexius I.

Comnenus

.

The Alexiad has at first glance many limitations. It is a

work which the Irincess Anno began in her old age. While the date

of composition remains obscure, it is most likely that Anna, using

Material collected ever many years, did the major portion of her

historical writing during the last years of the reign of John Oom-

nonuB (1118-1143) and the opening years of the reign of Manuel

Comnenus (1145-1180) . It is probable that she vsae still writing

In the year 1146. Being a work of her old age, we should not be

surprised to find her chronology at times hopelessly confusing and

•van inaccurate. Other faults are plain. The Alexied is a pane-

gyric on the life and labours of her father whose memory v.as terra

saera to his daughter. Hating her brother, John, and presumably

his son, Manuel, her nephew, Anne undoubtedly painted the glories

of Alexius Ell the brighter to confound the achievements of his

5
BuccesBors. Her history is also marked occasionally by self-pity

and often by affectation, being written in a style and language,

archaic and artificial.^ Her prejudices, e.g., her hatred of

Gregory Til and her scorn for the barbarians, among whom she places

the Latins, are clearly marked and thus easy to avoid.

Nonetheless, despite these rather obvious faults, the

7
Aleiiad remains invaluable. The work of a highly educated woman,
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who devoted care to the verification of her sources, the Alexlad .

based on personal recollection, official documents and conversations

Tilth those intimate with Alexius, is a faithful record of political

and ailitary history in the reign of Alexius I.

Anna is not reliable in her reporting of events nlilch occur-

red outside the history of the Eiapire, Further, her Tjork tolls us

glittle of the social and eoonomlc developments vjlthln the reeln.

However, the Alexlad remains a true and vivid monument to the great

brilliance and zeal of Anna's father.

We should nentlon the work of Michael Attallates tjhlch tells

us a little ooaoernlng the early life of Alexius Comnenus, embrac-

ing as it does the years 1034-1079. ^ The next work is the history

of Nioephorus Bryennlus who undertook, at the commend of the Enprees

Irene, to Tsrite a biography of the Emperor Alexius. ^^ He did not

live to finish his work, the history being more a prologomenon to

the reign of Alexius, dealing with the fortunes of the imperial

throne from the reigns of Isaac Comnenus to the reign of the Bmperor

13Nioephorus Botaniates. In many ways the work of Anna Oomnena

14continues the history begun by her husband, the Caesar Nioephorus.

His wrltinc, although simple in style, indicates undue partiality

15for the rierab(?rs of the house of the Gomneni.

Many of the omissions from the history of Anna Comnena are

Bupplied by the work of John Zonaras, whose work was conposed

17
between 1145 and 1155. To his vsork we may couple the chronicle

18
of Clycas, written towards the end of the twelfth century.

Olyoas composed a universal chronicle which ends with the death of

19Alexius. It has little value for our topic. Finally, we mention

£0
the anonymous work known as the Synopsis Sathaa . It also contains

little of pertinent value to our investigation.
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A Uraek historian of interost 1b John Skylltzes, who i^rote tonards

the close of the eleventh century. He ie of particular value to

us in that ha furnishes us with useful inf ornatlon conaernlng the

21
Nornans of South Italy and their relationa with Constantinople*

Special mention should be made of the ^iritings of Uichael

22Cerularlus, Patriarch of Oonstantinople, John 17. the Oxlte,

On.
Patriaroh of Antiooh, "^ and especially of Theophylact , Archbishop

24
of Achrida in Bulgaria. All these v-riters furnish us with

details as to matters eoolesiastical. Further, the Archbishop of

Bulgaria gives us some details as to the progress of the crusades

across the Balkan peninsula. Beyond this there is little pertinent

evidence surviving by way of imperial archives. Tha letters of

Alexius to the Vest exist only in Latin translation. Tor these

letters, I have relied on 'ranz Dolger's register of the Bmporors

of Constantinople. Another valuable register utilized Is that of

Y.Grumel for the Patriarchate of Constantinople, ^or the pertinent

imperial legislation of this period, we have used the standard col-

25
lection of C.A.Zaoharia von Lin^enthal.

Ae for the Greek sources for the reign of John and Manuel

26
CosinenuR, vie find the work of Kinnainos which was intended to form

a continuation to the history of the house of the Comneni initiated

by Nioephoris Bryennius and continued so magnificently by Anna

Comnena. John Klnnamos himself was born e. 1145, and as we might

aspect, his opening book, which is devoted to the reign of John

Oomnenus, ia a trifle perfunctory. However, John, who lived into

27
the reign of the Bmperor Andronicua, in his maturity held a posi-

tion well calculated to cerve his interests as a historian. He





nas Manuel's socrotary, QCcompanyinG him on many campalcns, viith

28
full access to diplomatic arohlves. His history therefore has

something of an official flavour, and John excels particularly in

his accounts of Kanuol^s military operations. iinnaraos, although

a sober observer, who relied mostly on his own observation and the

carefully siftad reports of others, began his work after Manuel's

death. Perhapa influenced by the rejection of Manuel's pro-Latin

policy and repellsd by the hideous cruelties of the Emperor Andron-

icus, John tended to idealize his master. This attitude vjas in-

fluenced by the f'act that Klunanos shared with Manuel the dream of

the restoration of the Empire to its status as in the days of

Justinian. Thus he nas, to some degree, blind to the disastrous

• on8eq,uenc es to vjhich Manuel's dreams had led the Empire, •tf'urthpr,

his work is marred by an occasional jingoism which is revealed most

clearly in his account of the Second Crusade. whatever we may think

29
of his anti-Latin prejudic -s, they are nonetheless most precious

to UB as an indication of that Greek revulsion of feeling which was

to find expression in the violent outbreaks against the Latins

30
after Manuel's death.

AlthouiTh a scrupulous writer, with a clear sense of tho res-

ponsibility of reporting accurately, it should be pointed out that

his ohronolosy is most confusing. John had a disconcerting method

of procedure whereby he would group together all events relating

to one particular line of imperial policy without indicating their

chronological relation^ Secondly, it should be remarked that his

long quotations from imperial letters reveal that ha has exercised

his talents more to'flards s literary re-creation rather than a

31
faithful summary of their contents. Beyond thin, Kinnamos is a
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most reliable nrlter.

Nioatas Akomlnatos Chonlatea Is an oxoellent contrast to

Kinnamos.'" Raised at the imperial court to be a oivil servant,

brother to the distinguished eoolesiastio Michael Akomlnatos who

was Metropolitan of Athens, Nicetas survived the sack of Oc::3tan-

tlnople in 1204, taking refuge at the court of Theodore Lascaris,

dying there between 1210 and 1220. An educated aad cultivated man,

skilled in rhetoric, a moralist, a trifle credulous, Nicetas* ;vork,

which was composed Independent of Kinnamos, is an exaell3nt and re-

liable source for the latter half of the reign of Manuel. Ualike

Kinnamos he reveals a discreetly critical attitude towards Manuel.

This may well be because he lived to see the dreadful conse uences

of Manuel's work.*"' Survivor of the catastrophe of 1204, it is

natural that his history is marked by anti-Latin sentiment. Not only

this, Nicetas is valuable in that we often hear echoes of ecclesias-

tical discontent over Manuel's policies which approached so often

34the point of reunion pith Rone. In general, Nicetas* chronology

is more reliable than Kinnamos. However, for the early portions of

his work, we must exercise considerable care, particularly in regard

to his account of the Second Crusade. For the events within his

lifetime, hovjever, 'Jlcetas used his own personal observation and also

the reports of eyewitnesses. His writing is distinguished by a

genuine sense of history and real feeling for the diplomatic complexi-

ties of the Empire's oxistence in the latter half of the t^ielfth

35
century.

In closing off this section, we mention in passing the name

of Theodore Prodromus who shall be cited in the notes of tJiis thesis.

Occasional use has beoa made of several important Syriac,
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Armenian and Arabic sources although their material is usually not

gemane to our investigation. Of special note are the following:

llatthevj of Edessa and his continuater, Gregory the Iriest.^^ Of

the greatest historical value io the work of Uiohael the Syrian,

37Jacobite Patriareh of Antiooh. Another leading Syriac historian

is 3ar Hebraeua. ® Tyjo useful Arabic sources are Ibn al-i^alanisi^^

40
and Usama ibn !Iun(;uidh.

II. Papal Dooumeiits.

The pertinent papal documents have been collected in recls-

ter form by Jaf f e , re-edited and enlarged by W.Wattenbach, S.Lttwen-

feld and others. This f.reat collection was continued by A.Potthast.

Through these reristers v.e find our way into the collection of papal

letters edited by Lfiwenfeld and Pflugk-Harttune and also i.ito the

great collection of sources for the hletory of Europe in the Middle

Ages. The results of nevi research in papal documents nay bo found

in the collections made by Brackmann and Kehr, and also in the many

scholarly journals of Europe, notably in the Neues Arehiv . finally,

«e should cite tJio sreat edition of Louis Duchesne of the Liber

Poitificalis .^-*-

III. Latin Crusade Dccunents.

The modern student of the crusades is fortunete in that he

has at his disposal the great French collection Recueil dea Hist-

oriens des Croisades with its edition of Latin documents and narra-

tive sources, in addition to selections fron Armenian, Greek, Arabic

and Syriac writers. Also nuch valuable vjork on letters end other

sources relating to the crusades has been preserved for us in Paul

Hiant's Archives de 1 'Orient Latin and by Hagenraeyar in his special

42
collection of letters relating to the First Crusade.
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In regard to the Individual Latin crusade sources, "^^ our

attention should first of all be directed towards the Agonyni Geeta
•"' 4.4Franoorum et Aiioriuii EieroBolimit^orun . This short work, somposed

as a kind of diary, does i>ct reveal the name of its author cor has

45
any attempt to identify the author sucoeoded. i^erhaps a Icaight

who held a small fief in south Italy, the author went to the East

in the armies of Bohanund and Tanered and later served in the army

of Raymond of Toulouse, A work, written in the simple anci plain

language of a soldier, reveeliae the author's religious naivete,

his curiosity, his primitive ethical perception end his enthusiasm

for thf» deliversiice of the Holy Land, the Gesta remains one of the

most presious single docuiaerts relatin/^ to the First Crusade, a

veritable mire of precise and reliable information.

The work ends with the account of the battle of Ascplon and

seems to heve been published et once. It became v.idely popular,

producing a group of accounts of the First Crusade which may bo men-

tioned together since they have the Gesta as their common parent and

basis.

47With some useful interpolations into the original text,

Bohemund took the Gesta with him to Testern Europe in 1104-1105,

where he used it as ac apologia for hie ambitious design against

Alexius I, Comnenus, a procedure possible sinco it is clear, even

without the later interpolations, that to the author of the Gesta .

Bohemund was the hero of the First Crusade.

Somewhere between 1102 and 1111, a i'oitevln priest named

Tudebodus re-published the Gesta . remaining almost completely faith-

ful to the text of the Gesta before him. A aruaader himself,

Tudebodus added some persoual .aaaories and anecdotes.
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The ne'fl editions of the Qaeta continued. The Archbishop

of Pol, Baldric of Bourgueil, c, 1108-1110, sought to set tae ex-

pedition in n -lore suitable lic^* ^y r9--.iritiaG the Gesta in what he

oonsidered to bo a moro cnltiTated literary stylo. Hi 3 '»jorii also

contains personal romlnleoences,*^ So also the work of Guibert of

Nogent who adopted not only a more elaborate style but also a aore

exalted moral tone. To these additions of dubious value, Guibert

drew in places upon certain letters and also upon the wor^ of Fuloher,

His work Is dated o. 1109, i.e., contenporaneous to the efforts of

Baldric

.

However, the most popular of these later editions of the

Gesta is the «crk cf Robert the ilonk, deposed Abbot of Senae, who

composed his history at Saiat-Reml. A kind of ronanticised versloii

51
of the Gesta . Robert's i»ork appeared around 11S2. It adds to

the Gesta . beyond extravegance of style, a little original informa-

tion and a little crusade poetry. It should be ettid that these new

editions of the Gesta . with all their literary pretensions, obscure

the precise reporting of their original with verbiage, ridiculous

and redundant grammatical constructions and other literary affecta-

tions.

The adventures of the Gosta weie by no means over. It was

52used by the excellent Norman historian Orderic Vitalis."^ by Hugh

53 54
of Fleury, Henry of Huntingdon and by the Chronigue de France

55
of Fleury-sur-T oire. Not only this, between 1130 and 1140, a monk

of Monte Cassino combined the Gesta with the work of iiaiph of Caen,

addlnf; in clumsy fashion a feii orisinal bits of evidence and several

legends, part of the sroning crusade hagiography. Other deriva-

57
tions from the Go3ta would include the Kxpeditio contra Jurvios
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58and the Hlstorla Njcaena and the BreTlarlum pessaf;!! in Terrain

59Sanotam . the second being composed for Baldwin III of Jerusalem

and, along vsith the Breviarium . derived from the Gesta via the «ork

Of Robert the Monk, The Gesta also influenced through Robert the

orusade poetry of the twelfth century.

A history of the crusade of the Provencal arny is supplied

by the priest, Raymond of Aguilers, TshoT«s chaplain to Adhemar,

60
Bishop of Puy, and then to Raymond of Toulouse. Begun during the

siege of Antioch and ending with the year 1099, Raymond's work is

marked by sincerity, precision in reporting and, especially sicnl-

fleant, lack of sympathy for Raymond's pro-Byzantine policies.

A work, whose popularity is indicated by the many interpolations

into the existing text, Raymond's account remains a precious eye-

witness narrative. Curiously enough, despite its popularity, his

work was never re-edited.

The history of Fuloher of Chartres is also the work of an

63•ye-wltness. Present at Olermont, Fulcher went to the East with

the army of his overlord, Stephen of Biols. In June 1097, he became

chaplain to Baldwin of Boulogne, the conqueror of Edessa, In whose

oompany he remained, thus providing us with precious details con-

cerning the life of the Kingdom of Jerusalem in its early years.

His history, written in three, or possibly, four stages, to 1101,

to 1106, and to 1124-1127, i s of such a high standard as to make

him, all in all, the most reliable of the Latin chroniclers of the

First Orusade. A sober and intelligent toan, whose objectivity In

Judgment appears most noticeably In his general impartiality towards

the Greeks, hie writing was used by later writers, especially the

great chroniclers of the early twelfth century, William of Malnesbury,





xvl

Richard of Poitiers®* and Slccard of Cremona, We liave already

alluded to Fulcher's influenoe upon the Historia riieaeaaa (after

1100), and the work of Guibert. His work was utilized by Bartolf

of Nangis who composed in Syria, 1108-1109, a sunmary of the earlier

portions of Fulcher, addiae considerable topographical information

6 6
as well as pious legends. Another brief summary of the lat ^r

67chapters of Fulcher is attributed to Lisiard of Tours.

We now consider three important Latin sources for the crusade

who did not go to the East in the original expedition. A former

monk of Corbie who became Abbot of St. Lawrence of Aura, Ekkehard

went to the East with the crusaders of 1101. Sometime about 1115

68
he returned to Germany and wrote the work Hlerosolymita which he

Intended to bo part of a greater historical undertaking, a world

chronicle. Ekkehard was familiar with the Gesta. the ori^jlnal

69
redaction of which perhaps he saw in Jerusalem in 1101. To his

original Ekkehard added what he could glean from members of the

original expedition still In the Holy Land and what he himself had

seen and experienced on the crusade of 1101, the chief value of the

work. It cannot be said that Ekkehard possessed a critical spirit.

He faithfully reported without any criticism all rumours, especially

those which were useful in expressing his profound hatred of Aloxius I

Another author of interest is Ralph of Caen. Born some

time in the last quarter of the eleventh century, Ralph joined the

armies of Bohemund which invaded the Byzantine Empire in 1107. He

was one of those who, after the defeat of the Latins, elected to

continue on to the East. There he joined Tancred, and upon the

letter's death, proceeded to compose a history celebrating the deeds

of his deceased naster in the First Crusade and in the East until

his death.^ The work follows other predecessors in crusade
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72
ohronlcles althougk what nev^ Informatlcn he gives Is sober and

precise, Ralph is particularly useful for hie portrayal of the

relations betvieen the crusaders and the Greeks, and especially

between Alexius and Tancred, It is unfortunate that he was a man

of creat ignorance who persisted in composing his history in a style

pretentious to the point of absurdity. No doubt he considered it

appropriate for the delineation of the glories of his hero, Tanored.

A final history, which also has its origins in the Bast, is

the history of valter, chancellor to Roger of Aatioch. Although

this work only covers the years 1115-1122, it is of great value to

us. Primarily a record of the struggle against the heathen, the

history of -Vaiter sives us information concerning the institutions

73
of Latin Syria as well as political and ecclesiastical events.

With Albert of Aachen we reach what might be called the

74
8e«ond generation of medieval chroniclers of the First Crusade.

Until the middle of the last century, the work of Albert was con-

sidered to be the most authoritative of the medieval chroniclers of

75
the First Crusade. However, the work of the canon of Aachen was

attacked by von Sybel, whose destructive criticism was to provoke a

long debate concerning the reliability of Albert's work. At first

glance Albert presents difficulties. Side by side we find reports

manifestly legendary and accounts which must have been provided by

eye witnesses. The only explanation is that Albert for a long

time made it his practice to note down the reports of travellers,

soldiers and pilgrims, merchants and jongleurs, who passed through

77
Aachen. Unfortunately, he did not cite his sources, and it 1

s

likely that we shall never be certain of his reliance on previous

writers, such as the author of Gesta . As for the legends, they
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might may veil hare arisen from the stories told him by his Inform-

ants, from the piety of his own nind and from the growing haglography

surrounding the First Crusade. While we may recret that Albert

seems to have ooosessod little erltlcal sense, and that he failed to

olte his Gouroes, it remains fairly easy to discern lei^end from

7 8
sober and reliable information. As for the date of composition,

79
«0 must place it bet\veen 1119 and 1150.

IV. Documents relating to the Latin Orient and to the Italian
L'aritimes.

The violent character of life in the Holy Land prevented

the survival of the local archives. However, we do possess the

records of some of the religious communities which are oooaslonally

80
useful to our purpose.

Indispensable is the Regesta of R. Rohricht for the colla-

81
tion of these various collections. Further, we should mention the

archives of the maritime oity-stateo of Italy which preserve to our

use reeordo of official treaties and other transactions between

go
those cities and the Latins in the Orient.

In this connection, ne may mention the work of the Genoese

historian of the Jrusade, Caffaro. The family of CJaffaro had been

constant visitors to the Holy Land since 1100. "•uthor of the

Anaales of Genoa which extend from 1100 to 1163, Caifaro wrote his

history e. 1155. In many ways he impresses us with iiis reliability

although his devotion to all things Genoese makes us c^uite properly

suspect many of his reports. Caffaro's history was only discovered

among old papers a century after its composition, and it may have

83
been altered slightly prior to its publication. Uention should

be made here of the Hjstoria Duoum Venetioorum . the Annales Veaetices

84
Breves, the Ghronicon of Dandolo and the Annales i^isani .
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7. William of Tyre.

We come n<m to one of the raost remarkable historians of

the Uiddle Ages. Born In the East about the year 1130, William

of Tyre was soon noticed by prominent ecclesiastics of Latin Kingdom

of Jerusalem, und sent across the sea to pursue his legal studies

in Italy. He returned sometime tonards the year 1163 to pursue

the career of an ecclesiastic in the church of Tyre. In the year

1167, Amaury won his greatest triumph over the heathen In Sgypt.

Requiring a histox-lan to celebrate his military achiefements, he

chose Willlani who became Archdeacon of Tyre with a stipend quite

ample enough to support his historical work. The Archdeacon was

well qualified as a royal historiographer, being acquainted with

Arabic and Greek since an early age, the language of the court,

French, and perhaps some Hebrew and Persian, not to niention his

superior gifts of intelligence and insight enhanced by bis Suropean

training. William seems to have won increased royal favour. He

was used on diplomatic missioas. In 1170, Amaury entrusted to

WilllaB*8 care his son and heir, the tragic Baldwin 17. Under this

favouring star, William's ambitions as a historian increased. He

knew the works of previous writers on the Orusade, especially

Fuloher who had chronicled the fortunes of the Kingdom of Jerusalem

until the year 1127. Not only this, to the Jerusalem of the reign

of Amaury, the earlier Latin chroniclers of the crusading movement

must have looked inadequate indeed. Accordingly, William extended

the scope of his original intention which had been limited to the

achievements of Amaury. Thus his monumental history was born.

In 1174, ..llliam was named Chancellor of the Kingdom of Jerusalem

and in 1175, he was confirmed in his possession of the arohlepiscopal
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see of Tyre, Encouraged by royal patronage and his success in

the church, WHlian continued to work on his histories. However,

ha soon lost his creat position in court due to intrigue. As a

89result the patriarchate of Jerusalem passed to Heraclius in 1180.

He continued writing, if not for the pleasure of the royal court,

90dying sometime about 1185. He mas spared the tracedy of 1187.

The results of William's work, his history, remain almost

the sole Latin source of our knowledge of the crusaders in the Holy

L&nd after 1127. William, for the earlier portions of his work,

relied on Albert, ivaymond. Baldric, Fulcher and V/'alter the Chancellor.

He also used oral sources and oral tradition, especially significant

91Since there were no written sources beyond 1127. His work is on

the largest scale and, althou^^h unfinished, it has great artistic

symmetry of execution, being remarkable for the purity of its language

92
and dignity of presentation. His sifting of orif^inal sources, his

estimate and use of information imparted orally are combined with a

high degree of tolerance, a bre .dth of spirit which freed him from

prejudice, and a remarkable political acumen enabled him to form

profound and mature Judgments as to the course of the political

93history of the Kingdom of Jerusalem.

It occasions no surprise when we say that his work had

94great influence. iVilliam had many continuations. He supplied the

basis for Ernaowul, and his work also found its way into the

writings of the creat medieval historians and chroniclers of Western

95
Europe. All in all, it is doubtful if the medieval period pro-

duced a historical work which surpasses William's.
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VI. Latin Sources for the History of Europe In the Twelfth Century
and espeolally for the Second Crusade.

Throughout this dissertation we shall make constant use of

the many annalists upon which so much of our knowledge of Suropean

hlBtory in the twelfth century depends. Some of these Annalea are

• specially useful for our understanding of the Second Crusade.

Valuable material may also be found in individual writers, such as

Suger, Abbot of Saint Denis.

Little needs to be said concerning the great German historian

of the twelfth century, Otto of Freisine, whoso Ohronicon and

Qeata Fridericl Imperatoris remain in the front rank of medieval

97
historiography. Otto participated in the Second Crusade, and the

Qesta is not only valuable for its many details based on personal

observation but also for the fact that it preserves letters and cor-

respondence between Conrad III, Frederick Barbarossa and the Eastern

emperors. Unfortunately, Otto does not give us a complete account

98
of the 6rusade.

For a complete and connected narrative account of the Second

99
Crusade, we have the work of Odo of Deull, monk of St. Denis and

St. Cornelius in Complegne. He ended his career as Abbot of St.

Denis, ^^^ the successor to Suger. As secretary and chaplain, he

accompanied Louis VII on the crusade. As we might expect, his

work presents Louis in a most favourable li:^ht although Odo himself

disapproved strongly of the conciliatory policy which Louis adopted

towards the Greeks, being thus, in Odo ' s eyes, duped by his own

102
charity and generosity.

Odo's work is marked by great lucidity. He reported

10 3
accurately the clash of opinion within the royal entourage.
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Ha had a feeling for the Importance of K«ography, for the decisive

104factors in military strategy. Good Lutin that he was, he des-

pised the Greeks, but he was not blind to the wonders of Constan-

tinople and records with amozement the beauty of the palace of the

Blachernae. As an eyewitness who composed his history en route,

Ode was well pluced to describe his master's pilerimage. Thanks to

him we are informed as to the course of Louis' diplomatic negotia-

tions with Manuel. Here, as in all things pertaining to the Greeks,

Odo ie clearly hostile, intending to show his readers how much of

the misfortune which overtook the Crusade could be attributed to

10 7
the malice and craft of the Greek emperor. However, the virtues

of his work are such as to make us recret that it stops with the

arrival of Louis at Antioch.

Additional material for the Crusade can be found in the

Annales . referred to above and in the chroniclers of the period.

Especially notev;orthy is the work of John of Sal isbury. ^^^ Useful

also are the various Vit ae of St. Bernard, ^^^ and the correspondence,

not only of Bernard, but also of Peter the Venerable. Indis-

pensable for the relations between the Normans, the Papacy, the

Germans and the Greeks is the collection of letters bearing the

name of Wibald of Stavelot.^^^

YII . Sources for the Normans in Southern Italy .

Throughout this thesis we have relied heavily on the reports

of the historical sources written under the Normans of Soutliern

Italy. It seoms proper then to include these in a group in this

113
survey of our sources.

114
The Annales Barenses Anonymi is especiully useful for the ear-

liest period of the Norman conquest. More important is the work
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115
assl6;ned to Lupus Protospatarlus and the anonymous author of

116
the Barl Chronicle.

All these souroea are related to one another and to the

Ann^les Beneventani .
"^ More Important than these is the historical

writing issuing frosi the great Benedictine Abbey at Uonte Gassino,

Ions a centre of historical studies in the early l^llddle Ages. The
118 iig

Annales Oasinenses , and the Chronica monasterii Caainensis

are the products of this interest, the latter being the work of

Leo of Ostia, archivist and librarian of the monastery and Cardinal

of Ostia under Paschal II, and of Peter the Deacon nhc succeeded Leo

in his position within the monastery and who continued his work,

although without the same careful accuracy that marked the work of

hie predecessor.

120Mention should be nude of the Annales Cayenses . whose nota-

tions are usually oontemporanoous with the events they describe, and

121
the Annales Ceccanenses. which after 1156 becomes more detailed

In its reports. Prior to this, it relies heavily on tiie Annale s

Oasinenses and Annales Cavenses .

Indispensable is the vjork of Amatus of Uonte Casslno,

122Ystoire de 11 fTormant . Known only to us by a French translation,

made at sono time in the thirteenth century, /ijnatus, who was bishop

and monk et Oassino, wrote his history c. 1080. Cassino was an

admirablo location for his history of the Norman conquests in Italy,

and it remains our principal source for this period in Norman

history. His work, together with other annals, official documents

and oral reports, forms the materials out of which Leo of Ostia

fashioned his section of the Chronica i:.lonQSterii v^asinensis.
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The Hlstoria Sjcula of Gaufredus Malaterra nas written at

the demand of Count Roger of Sicily and Is, properly peaking, a

panegyric in prose and poetry of the count and, indeed, of all the

12 3Normans. It is most useful to us for the years 105B to 1099.

As a useful addition to Malnterra may be cited the work of the

124
Anonymi Vaticeni Historia Sicula. Also essential for the life

of Robert Guiscard is the excellent Latin poem of Willian of Apulia,

Gesta Roberti iViscardi . ° written at the request of Urban II and

dedicated to Duke Roger.

Advancing into the twelfth century we find the work of Pulc&

126
of Benevento whose Ohronioon de rebus aetate sua rieatis renains

one of our most important sources for the history of the Normans.

A historian of considerable narrative power, Fulccwas in possession

of material culled from his own actual observation and from a careful

examination of oral reports and written sources.

Equally important is the work of Romsuald , Archbishop of

Salerno from 1153-1181 whose universal chronicle extends from the

127
creation of the world to 1178. His work should be studied care-

fully alongside thfit of Fulc, While they agree fundamentally in

fact, their diverse political opinions force them to contrasting

interpretations of the facts.

A final name is that of Huch Falcandus whose vjork remains

one of the moat remarkable pieces of historical writing produced

1 28
in the Middle Ases.
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1. Two editions of the Aiexiad have been used. B.Leib hae pro-
vided a modern edition of the text, together with a French
translation. B.Leib, Alexiade . (three volumes, j arls, 1937-
1945, in Collection Byzantine de 1 'Asaociation Guillamae Bgd^. )

Dr. Elizabeth A.S, i)avje8 has provided us v?ith an English trans-
lation of the original without an edition of the tozt. E.A.S,
Dawes, The Alexiad . (London, 1928). Herec-fter and throushout
this diasertation, all references to the Alexiad will cite the
pertinent book and chapter, then to be followod by citation of
the DaviOB translation with the pertinent i«ges, abbreviated
Dawes , and also by the edition of Leib with the pertinent voluae
and peses» abbreviated Leib .

For critical works on Anna, see the short notice in Steven
Runoiman, A History of the Crusades (three volumes, CaabridGe,
1935-1954) I, pp. 327-32"8l i'or a more extended critical study,
F. Chalandon, Sssai sur le Re^ne d*Alexis ler Comn^ne (1Q81-128) .

(Paris, 1900), pp. vil-xxli; E.Oster. Anna Kpmnena [Z> x'toizt, ,

Raatatt, 1868-1871); F . J.Foakes-Jackson, "Anna Gonnena" ( The
Hlbbert Journal . XXXIII, 1934-1935), pp. 430-432; Ch.Diehl,
Figures Byzantinea . (second series, Paris, 1906), pp. 26-52;
the introduction to Leib*s edition of the Alexiad is invaluable
for Anna, hor life and thought, I, pp. ix-clxili: useful for
the writers of this period, in addition to Anna Comnena, are
the standard works of Clleumann, Geschichte Gesohiehtschreiber
and Oeschichtaquellen im ZwSlften J^^hrhundert . (Leipzij, 1888)
and K.Krumbacher, G-^nchiobte der Bycant inlsclier Literatur ,

(second edition, Munich, 1897). Finally there is the fascinating
study of Anna and her c ivlliaatlon, Groor^i-^a Buckler, Anna
Oomnena . (Oxford, 1929).

2. Alexiad . XIV . 7, Dayjes, pp. 382-383, Leib. Ill, p. 175. Here
we are told ahe collected most of her material duria:: the reign
of Manuel Connenus end that thirty years has passed since her
seclusion, i.e., after the abortive attempt by Anna and her
mother to secure the imperial throne for herself.

3. For detailed comments on her chronology see the opinions of
Chalandon, Essai . op.cit . . pp. xiv-xviii, and the notes to the
edition already oitod of Bernard Leib.

4. In the mind of Anna, as in the mind of all Byzantines, Divinity
did hedge the king ia the literal sense of the vjord. For a

•ample of Anna's attitude towards her father, see XY, 11, Dawes .

p. 427, Leib . Ill, p. 241. V'e night point out that Anna says
nothing of her father's attempts to get control of Bohemund
after his capture by the Danishnend Bmlrr;, an indication that
despite ell protestation she perhaps omitted details which
would have dotrncted fron her father's memory. However it should
be stated that jvnna's veneration of her father was shared by

other Greek historians. Even his enemies acknowledged his
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,
greatness. William of Apulia, MGSS . IX, p. 231, speaks of
hin in characteristically Norman terms of praise and ooi.ajaeada-

tion: bravs, bold, cruel, ambitious and deceitful. OrJeric
Titalis, who, as we shall see, laated the Greeks, reoocnized
his abilities, see VII, 5, III, pp. 167-1S8 of the Historia
Eccleslastica .

5. For an example of Annans self-pity, swathed in heavy rhetoric,
see the preface to the Alexiad . Dawes , pp. 4-5; Leib . I, pp. 5-8,

6. For n detailed discussion of her style, see Buckler, op.cit . ,

pp. 481-516. Also, A.A.'VciE.iliev, History ox' the Byzantine
Impire . (Madison, '.Viscoasin, 1952) pp. 4e;>-490.

7. In the preface of the Alexiad . Anna tells us of her academic
pursuits, Pawns , p. 1, Leib . I, p. 3.

8. In Alexiad . XIV, 7, Anna indicates her methods of research and
also her sense of the high calling of the historian Datjes . pp.
S80-582, Leib . Ill, pp. 17f-176, also see the Preface to the
Ai^exiad . Daises , p. 2, Leib, I, pp. 4-5,

9. A point well made by Chslandon, op.cit . . pp. lix-xr.

10. See the opinions of Buckler, op.cit. . pp. 516-522.

11. The Historia of Michael Attaliates, edited by I.Bckker, OSHB,
(Bonn, 1853)

.

12. The Preface to the Alexiad . Davie

s

. pp. 2-3, Lieb . 1, pp. 5-6.

The Historia of Micephorua Bryennius is edited by A.iioineke in

the O SHB . (Bonn. 1836) . l^or a study of Bryennius see J.Secsr,
Byzantinieche Hir.tcriker des 10. and 11. Jahrhunderts ; I.

NikephoruG Bryenni06"i (Uunich, 1888) .

13. The period dealing with the Empire from Isaac Connenus to the
accession of Komanus IV. Diogenes is an abridgement from Atta-
liates; however the reign of Romanus is covered in ^^reat detail.

14. Preface to the Alexiad . Dawos . p. 3, Leib . I, p. 6.

15. A.A.Vasiliev, op.cit. . p. 489.

16. The Epitome Historiarum of Zonuras is edited by T.Buttner-Worst

,

OSHB . (Bonn. 1897)

.
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17. K.Krur.bacher, op.clt » . pp. 370 ff.

18. The Chronic on of Michael Glycas is edited by I.Bokker, O.^HB .

(Bonn, IBoSTT

19. Chalandon, Esaal, op.elt . , p. xxill.

80. This ^ ork is edited In K.N.Sathat, Blbliotheca Graeoa Liedil Aevl .

(7 volumes, Venice-Paris, 1878-1879), volume VII,

81. The xjortion of f-ylit^es vork ishlch concerns us le edited by
I.Bekker In the C3HB . Georfilus Oedreaus loannls Scylltzao ope
Buppletus et et emendatus . (Bonn. 1339).

82. The letters of Michael Cerulcrlus are to be found in PG, 120.

83. A snail Tiork by the Patriarch of Ant loch is edited by Bernard
Lelb In his Peux Inedlts Byzantine sur lo s Azynites au debut
du Xll^mg si^cle . Rome. 1924. See Chalandon, g_S3 al , op.citi

.

.

pp. xxvlll-xxiz. Other writings of John are printed in PG, 132.

24. The works of Theophylact are In PG, 126. A pupil of Mlchuel
Psellus, Theophylact spent his maturity -J.t his see, far from
Constantinople. Kls letters and the treatise On tlie Ijitots of
the Latins remain of Interest to us. For Infornation on Theo-
phylact see cJhalandon, Essal , op.elt . . pp. xxill-xxvill

,

Bernard Lelb, Rome, Kiev ot Byzanee a la fin du ^ilenio slScle ,

(Paris, 1924) , pp. 41-50; K.Krumbaciier , op.elt. , pp. 133-lo5,
463-455, and, finally, an attempt to brinn about a critical
edition of the letters of Theophylact which is badly needed,
A Leroy-Mollinghen, "Prolegomenes a une Edition critique des
letti'es ae ThSophylacte de Bulgarie", ( Byaantion , XII, 1938),
pp, 253-262.

85, D^l^er, Grumel and Zacharla von Llngenthal are listed under
"Collections" in the Bibliography.

86. The gpitome Ilistoriaruia . is edited by A,Melneke, CSH3 . (Bonn,
1836) , In regard to John and Nicetas, idio follows, see H.

.on-- — — —*' — -. — - — ^^ ~
having been lost.
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27. nicetas doscribee him in t heologlcal discussion a t the court
of Andronicus, De Andronico Comneno . II, 5, G3IIB . p. 431.
His history ends in 1173 with the beginnine oi' the campaign
that nus to end in the disaster of Myriokephalon. He expressly
states he was not alive durinc tho reiijn of John, I, 1, GSHB .

p. 5.

28. I, 1. O^UH . p. 5.

29« 'iffe shall see these clearly lAien vie utilize his history. How-
ever, bnoause of this, he ha s bean attacked by scholars but
defended skilfully by the £reat authority on the Second Crusade,
B,Ku::ler. Joe hla Studiea aur Oeachichbe dea Ztaeiten Areuzzug*^ .

(Stuttgart, 1866), p. 36; Analecten zur t^esohiohte des Zneiten
Kroii7Sji2£, (Tubineen, 1S73) p. 60 and ieue Analecten zur Ses-
ohiohte des Zweiten iireuzzug^ , ( Tub ingen, 1883) p. 29.

30. It is curious that ^ile Kinnamos ^ared his ixister's ideas in
politics, he oould not see that a pro-Latin policy within the
Empire ' (1 3 the neoossary cor sequence. As it was, he resented
the clains of the Papacy, on the one hand, and the i^eriaans on
the other, since those claicia ran counter to the universal
Bovereifjnty of the Byzantine throne.

31. This, however, betrays his debt to classical historians,

32. The Historia is edited by I.Bekker, in the CSHB . Bonn, 1835.

33. For example, Manuel's expedition against Kgypt is described as
being aotivated by personal ambition and dreams of past glories.
Hence he neglected more urgent reitters in pursuing this overly-
ambitious expedition. De Manuele Comneno . V, 4, CSHB . p. 208.
Or a~nln, he criticises Manuel sharply for his caraloss ^aste
of money in empty schemes, money obtained under duress from
his subjects. He also is aoousert of having oold public offices,
spending the money mostly on the Latins nhom he feared. De
ManuelQ gomneno . VII, 2, SHB . pp. 265-266. These and many
other policies alienated his subjects. Ibid . CSHB . pp. 267-268.

34. For these, the intrigues surrounding the patriarch Michael,
Ue Manuele Comneno . II, 4, CSHB, p. 107; and hia lueddling in
theolor;ical matters are castigated as inept and arrof^ant,
Nloetas reraarkinr that he behaved as if he understood Christ
perfectly and was divinely inspired. Ibid . VII, 5, CSHB . pp.
275-270 and VII, 6, CJHB . pp. 278 where he is lieseribed as re-
moving the anathemas against Mohammed from the catechism so
as not to offend Islam.
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35. S«e 7aallleT*a short but exoellent appreoiatlon, op. alt. .

pp. 492-493.

36. The psrtlnent portions of their work may be found In the
Reouell dea Hletorlens dea CrolBadee, Doouments Armenlens ,

(two Tolusaa, Peris, 186 3-1906), I.

37. The Chroniole is edited and translated by J.B.Chabot, (four
Tolujues, Paris, 1899-1910). All references to Ifiohael the
Syrian are in the third voliuce of this edition.

38. Bar Hebraeus, The Chronography of Crregory Abul Fare J , trans-
lation and photographic reproduction of the text, by G.A.'wallis
Budge, (two Toluaes, Oxford, 1932). All references to Bar
Hebreeus are to rolua* one of this edition.

39. Continuation of ths Chronicle of the Grusades . excerpted and
translated by H.A.E.Gibb, The Damascus Chroniele. (London, 1932)

40. Autobiogrephy , truuelated by P.K.Hitti, An Arab-Syrian (gentleman
and Verrlor in the Period of the CrusadesT (New York, 1929).
All references to Usj.moh are to this edition.

41. All these eolleotions will be found listed under "Colleetions"
In the Bibliography.

42. These also shall be found in that seetion of the Bibliography
deroted to collections and registers.

43. Mention should be made of the work of Nicolas lorga, Lee ^larra-
teurs de la Premiere Crolsade, (Paris, 1928) and the olfier work
of Ch. Thurot, 'Etudes eritiquss sur les historians de la
Prasiere Crolsade", ( Rerue Historigue . I, 1876), pp. 61-77,
372-386. Further, mention should be made of A.C.Krey*s skilful
translations and Juxtaposition of sources, forming thus a co-
herent history of The First Crusade . (Princeton, 1921).

44. I hare used two editions of tho Cesta . L.Brehier, Histoire
Anonyae de la PramiSre Croisads , (Paris. 1924) and H.Hagenmeyer,
AnonyBl Ci-eeta Franoorum et alieruxi aiarosolyaitanorua , (Heldel-
burg, 1890) . The notes of HageDnejfetz. are still useful if rather
formidable. All references to the <lesta will oite the two
editions given abore and abbreriated as Brehiar . Hag, aesta . For
critical discussions of the G-e s t a , the introductions of Brehier
and Hagearaeyer are suffioleat. Of thj graatest Importanee is
the article by A.C.Krey. "A Neglected Passage in the Sesta ".

(The Crusades and other Historical Sssays presented to Dana C.
Munro . L.J.Paetow. editor. New York. 1928). dp. 57-58.

45. See Riant 's attempt in the Archires de I'Orient Latin. I, p. 145.
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46. On this particular point, the rseder's attention is called to
the introduction of Uacenmeyer * s edition. It should be said,
hcnever, that Hagenmeyer nas one of tiioae soholarE for whom
the similarity cT a phrase was sufficient to establish the
direct dependence of one v«ork upon another.

47. Such is the literary description of Antioch, a literary exer-
cise, foreign to the style and mind of the author, and the
passage, elucidated by Dr. Krey in his distinguiahed article
"Negleotftd Passage", op.cit . . dealing with Boheraund's truns-
aetions nith Alexius In Constantinople.

48. Published under the title De Hierosolynitano itinere . RHCOcc

.

.

III.

49. The Kjstoria De Peresrination e Jerosoliniitana is publlshad in
RflOOeo. . IV. For Bakdrit's purposs and nls coaae.ita on the
Anonym! Gesta . see the preface, RHJCce

.

. I?, pp. 9-10.

50. The Historia Quaa Dic i tur Gesta Dei Per Francos l3 printed in
the KdJOee.. , IV. Guibert's litorary purposes are also outlined
in hia preface, :vIIOCcc. . 17, pp. 117-113, bein:- ^n epistle
prefatory and dedicatory to Lislard, Bishop of Soissons. For
Quibert, see B.Uonod, Le ttoine Guibcrt et sons temps . (Paris,
1906), and the preface to O.Bourgin*8 edition of the Uonodiae .

(Paris, 1907), which is Guibert's autobiography,

51. The Historia Iherosolimitana is edited in the RHSuoc. . III.
Here, as above, the prefoos Is useful in deterjainiac the
author's intentions.

52. The Historia Eoolesiaatioa ',7 as edited for the So-3i6t6 de
l*HiPtoire de France by A.Le Prevost and L.Deiisle, (five
Tolumes, Paris, 1B58-1855) . The ninth book in volume III is

an abridRSd edition of the Gesta . with an additional report of

the council of Clermont and Urban' s speech,

53. ItJneria Kjerosoiymitani Oonipendium of Hugh of Fleury is found
in RHOOce. . V, II.

54. Henry of Huntingdon, De Captione Antlochiae . is printed in
HHCOeo. . V, part two.

55. Narratio Florjaeensis . RHOOcc. . V, II. It is probable that
Hu.Th, Henry ana the Narratio relied more upon Robert the Monk
than upon the original -vestern radc^otion of the Gesta .
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56, Illotoria - eroF:rinoraa eantlura Jeruoolvriiain (sometlnes known as
the ilotoriv. bolll saorl ) is found In tho RlIGOoo. . Ill, qb
Tudebodus coatinuatua * Tho author know of tho death of
Oohemund II, of Antlooh in llol. Seo c. 106.

57. Printed also In RTICOoo. . Ill, teneath Tudebodus.

88. Edited In the RnJOoo. . V, I,

59. Ibid .

60. The lUatoria Franoonua qui peperunt Ihoruaelen may be found
In ?aiJOoe. . Ill, While a critloal odltlon with notes is badly
needed, we have the study of 0,51eln, Kainund von Acuilers :

Quelle n otudio zur ''^oaohiohte des ^rate^ Krouzzuron . (Berlin.
1898) .

61. It aho Qd bo remarked that iiaymond has received the moot diver-
sified appreoiatlons, vritlos hare perhaps been distracted by
the peouliar role Raymond played In tho disoovory of the Lance
at Antlooh. Hot only this, Raymond's attitudeo on tho Oreeka
iB a trifle ambivalent, irior to the capture of Antiooh, he
loathed the Greeka, a reflection of tho hostility existinc
betvieen Alexius and hia master. For an exprossioa of his
hatred, soo IIJOoo. . Ill, p. 239. However, no his no ster and
Alexlua' grew olosor together, throunh the common hatred for
Boheaund, Raymond booomes a bit more moderate In hlo JudcnientB.

62. Hiatoria llierosolymitona Gesta Francorun Iherusalon ioreGriam-
antlum . R'lJOoo

.

. III. I have used also tho edition of H.HuGon-
neyor, nistoria HioroDolynitana (Heidelberg, 1913) with its
critical apparatus and detailed notea. There ia also the
edition and translation of U.K.UoGlnty (Philadelphia, 1941),
This last containa only tho oarlier portions of Fulcher'a work.
For a concise eatimate of Fuloher, see D.J.Uunro, "A Grusader",
( Speculun . VII, 1932), pp. 321-335.

63. W.Stubbs, odltor, De Gestla <egum Anr.lorum . RS . Ho, 90, (two
ToluraeB London, 1887-10"9)

.

64. Ohronloon . IHIGF , XII.

68. A work now unhappily loat, HofweTer, a portion nay be found
printed in PL, ZIZ, RI.ss . VH,

66, Kdltod in the K!!acoe

.

. Ill, under the title of Gesta i'rancorun
Iheruaalen ^^xpu.'^notlun .
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67. Edited in the RHCOoo. . Ill, as the Seounda Pars Hlstorlae

68.

IheroBolimltanaa .

69. Hlerosolymita , XIII, RHCOce., T, I, p. 21.

70. His work, Sesta Tanorsdl Slolllae Regie In 3xpeditlone Hler-
osolymita , Is found In the RHCOeo. . III.

71. See the preface to his work, RHCOoo. . Ill, p. 603, and LVII,
RHCOoo. , pp. 648-649.

72. Be It said to his oredlt that while he had read the works of
his predeoessors, he did not copy them. Runolman, op. oit

.

. I,
p. 331, says that Ralph had not read the Geeta . However, this
seems unlikely. The work In general hears the mark of the
Qesta . See 3rehler*s Introduotlon to his edition of the ttesta .

op. Pit. , p. XT.

73. The De Bello Antlooheno is published in the RHOOee. , V, I, and
by H.Hagennieyer In a evitlOHl edition, Galterli Oanoellarll
bella Aatloohena . (Innsbruck, 1896). ~

'

74. Liber Ohristlanae Expeditionls pro Ereptione, Eraundatlone et
Restitutlone Sanotae Hlercsolyaitanae Eoelesiae . RHCOoo. . IV.

75. His ehurch seems to have been St. Mary's at Aaehen. Sea 71,
36, RHCOeo. . IV, p. 487. His position there remains unoertaln.
"Canonious et oustos" was the oomment of one oopylst of the MS.
This seems to be supported by the evidenoe in book six oited
aboTe. Howerer, there were two Alberts at that ohurch at this
time.

76. Notable in the disoussion are H.Hagenmeyer , Peter der Eremite .

(Leipzig, 1879), translated into French by Furoy Raynaud, Le
Vrai et le Faux sur Pierre I'Hermite . (Paris, 1885); F.Krebs,
Zur Kritik Alberts von Aaehen . (Munster, 1881); B. Kugler,
among whose writings In defence of Albert we may mention the
following: Albart von Aaohen . (Stuttgart, 1885); Analekten
2ur Kritik Alberts von Aaohen . (Tubingen, 1888) ; F. Klihn

,

"Zur Kritik Alberts von Aachen", ( Neues Arohlv . XII, 1887),
pp. 543-548 and S. Klihne's Zur Gesohichte des Furstentums
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Antloohien. 1098-113Q . (Berlin, 1897); A.A.Beaumont, "Albert
of Aachen and the County of Kdesaa", ( The Oruaadea and Other
Historical Ji^ssays presented to Dana O.Munro . edited by L.J.
PaetoTH, New York, 1928), pp. 101-138. See also the preface
to the fourth volume of the RirCOco . Hoviever, the best sunmary
of Albert's virtues and limitations is to be found in C.O^en,
La Syrlo du Nord . (Paris, 1940), pp. 12-16.

77. Piqued because he could not go to the iSast, Albert resolved
"memoriae, commendare quae auditu et relutione nota fierent ab
his qui presentes affulseent". Albert, I, 1, RilGOcc. . IV, p. 271,

78. If vie compare his account of events in the East after 1100 with
the Eastern sources we cannot but admire the extent and exacti-
tude of Albert's information.

79. See the result of B.Kugler's investi coitions of dates at the
close of Albert's work and also those on the earliest MSS.
B.Kugler, Eine Neue Uandschrift Aibisrts von Aachen . (Tubingen,
1893) and Die deutsohe Ilandschriftea Alberts von Aachen
(Tdblngen, 1894) ,

80. The most iiaportant of these collections is as follows: £. de
Roziere, Cartulaire de l*l::f;lise du S. Sepulchre de Jerusalem .

(Paris, 1849) and in PL. 155; H.iT.Delaborde . Ohartes de^rre
Sainte provenant de I'Abbayo de Notre-Dame de Josaphat ^ (Paris,
1880) ; Ch.Kohler, "Chartes de I'Abbaye de Not re-Dame *de la
Vallee de Joaaphat" , (Eevue de I'Orieat Latin, VII, 1899,
published sepuraoely, Paris, 1900) ; J.Delaville Le Houlx,
Cartulaire de I'Ordre de Saint-Jean de Jgrusalem . (four volumes,
Paris, 1894-1904); G, A.M.J. A. D'Albon, Cartulairo Generale
de l^Ordre du Temple . (Paris, 1915); lie.iri de Jurzon, La R^gla
du Temple , (Paris, 1886); E.G.Leonard, Introduction au
Cartulaire Manuscrit du Temple. 1150-1317 . (Paris. 1950)

.

81. Rohrlcht, Hegesta Regni Hierosolymitani . (two volumes in one,
Innsbruck, 1893-1904).

82. O.Muller, Dooumenti sulle relazioni della oelta Toacane coll'
Oriente Cristlano e col Turchi . (Firenze. 1879) ; G.L.F.Tafel
and O.M.Thomas, Urkunden zur ...iteren Handela-und Staatosgeschicht'
der Republik Venedi;:^ . printed in Fontes Rerum AustriacGrun .

Dlplon::t>j et Acoa , XII, I, (Vienna, 1856); C.I. di Sant'Angelo,
Codiee Djplom tico della Repubblica di Geneva , in the Fonti per
la Gtoria d'ltelia . ( Rome, 1936) ; A.Sanguinett i and G.Berto-
lotto, "T^Iuova serie di Dooumenti sulle Relazione de Geneva coll'
Impero By/.antino" , ( Atti dellu Societa Fj^^ure di Storia Patria .

XXVIII, Geneva, 1896), pp. 339-573.
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83. Th« Annales lanuenses are edited In the FSI by L.T.Belgrano,

Volume I, (Roma. 1890) alao contains the Llberatio oirltetuM
orientia .

84. These works may be found respeotlTely In MGSS , XI7, MOSS . XI7,

RISS (new). III, I, RI3S (new) YI, II.

85. William of Tyre, Hiatoria Rerun in partibus transmarinis geeta -

rum . RHCOoo. . I, translated with notes by A.C.Kray and E.A.

Baboook, A History of Deeds done beyond the Sea , (two roliimes,

New York, 1943). A oritical edition of the text of Villiam is

badly needed, our present text being edited more than a century
ago by A.Beugnot and A.Le Prerost. P.Paris, Guillauma de Tyre
at aes eontinuateurs . (two Tolumes, Paris, 1879) is to be avoided
due to the author's ignorance of the work of modern scholars.
It is to be regretted that Grousset's gr at work on the Crusades
la marred by an uncritical reliance on Paris. See Krey-Babcook ,

I, p. 6, n. 5. It should be mentioned that the old French trans-
lation of Tyre appears in volume I of the RHCOeo. , entitled
L'Estoire de Eraolea. Empereur, et la Congueste de la Terre
d'Outremer. Much work has been done on V illiam of Tyre since
L.Ton Renka submitted the sources of the Crusades to the in-

spaetion of his celebrated historical seminar. B.Kugler
defended the originality of illiam's reports on the Second
Crusade in his Studlen, pp. 21-34 and in his Analeoteu zur
Gesohiohte das zweiten Kreuzzugea . Notable too is the work of

H.Prutz, "Studlen uber Vilhelm Ton Tyrus" ( Keues Archir .^^YIII,

1882), pp. 93-132 and in his gulturgeschlchte der Kreuzziige ,

(Berlin, 1883). Sea also F.Lundgreen, ilhelm von Tyrus mad
flar Templerorden . (Berlin, 1311). The chronology of v illiam
haa caused considerable difficulty. T. A. Archer, "On the Acces-
sion Dates of the Early Kings of Jerusalem", ( English Histori -

oal Review , IV, 1889), pp. 89-105. See also the assay of
W. B. Stevens on vrhich forms a concluding appendix to his admir-
able, The Crusaders in the East . (Cambridge, 1907), pp.
361-371. The latest work on 'illiam of Tyre is the exoallent
article by A.C.Krey, "William of Tyre, The Making of an
Historian in the Middle Agaa", ( Speculum ) . XVI, 1941), pp.
149-166.

86. The leak of a continuing history of the fortunes of the Cruaadas
aaems to have called for the compoaition of the Hjstorla Nieae -

ana which haa already baan mentioned. This attempt proved
abortive.

87. Aa Indicated, V'illiam aet out first of all to write a Gesta
Aaalriei . However, he extended hie vision not only to the com-
position of a Geeta Regum , a comprehensive crusade history, but
alao to a history of the rulers of the £ast, utilizing Arabic
sourees for this compilation in Latin. This last work is lost
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althouf^h perhapB "atthevj of Pnrls saw it at St. Albans in
the next century. See y.Uaaaen, editor, Matthaei Parisisnsie .

Monachi ^aaeti Aibaal. historia An^lorum sive. at tuLto
dlcitur. histor5.a minor . HS\ No. 44 (three voluaes, London,
1866-1369) I, p. 163. V.'laat "rfilllQm did was to weld the two
Gesta tor;ether with various expansions, notably the prologue,
and material taken from the loct wcrk on the Eastern rulers.

88. In the year 1176, Baldwin IV attained his fifteenth year and
Raymond of Tripoli automatically relinciuished the regency of
the kinf::dom. The tutor of royalty, now Chancellor end Arch-
bishop of Tyre, was left as perhaps the most influential
advisor to the diseased young monarch.

89. In many ways Williaa had every reason to look forward to the
patriarchate. He buried the king's brother-in-law when the
Patriarch Amaury was too sick to officiate himself, a ;»tural
procedure since Tyre was the leading suffragan see of the
Jerusalem patriarchate. He was the head of the delegation to
the Lateran council of 1178 and thus renewed many influential
frieddahips with members of the curia end the hierarchy. Afto:
this, he visited ."anuel in Constantinople on a diplomatic
mission. However, when he returned he found the kingdom split
into the court factions of the kin.'^'s sister Sibylla, her
mother, Agnes end Sibylla's husband, Guy of Lusignan. 'Hllian
vas, naturally, ranged with the older nobility, centering
around Raymond of Tripoli. Agnes and Heraclius were personal
friends, and so the court party chose its favourite as
patriarch, despite the support of the nobility, the clergy
and the king for William.

90. The date of 'Tillian's death has occasioned much discussion.
See the full discussion in the introduction to Krey-Babcock ,

I, p. 25, n. 24. For a divergent opinioa, see R. Rfihricht,
"Syria Sacra" ( Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palaestinavereins .

I, Leipzig, IQStT pp. 17-18, and his coiclusions in his
Geaohichte des Kfeni::;reiches Jerusalens. 1100-1291 . (Innsbruck,
1001), pp. 391-392, n. 5. Rohricht would set the date in
October, 1186. However, here Krey's reasoninj is correct.

91. The comprehensive character of William's work Is Indiciated
by his beginning his account with the loss of Jerusalera by the
Ohristians in 614, continuing on until Just before its capture
by Saladin.

92. On this see especially Hag. Fulcher . pp. 85-91. William's
attitudes towards his craft as a historian are admirably ex-
pressed by him in his preface.
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93, 7/llliaia had hie limitations. By modern standards, Ixe had re-
ceived no technical training for his task. As for hie preju-
dices, he resented, good canonist that he was, any lay control
over the church. Hence his hatred for the ^^atriarch Arnulf
whom he re;?arded as the tool of the royal powor, Ilis judgnent,
however, was most perspicacious. He did not hesitate to
criticize the Homan Ghurcii for its noddling in t:ie life of
the Church of Tyre, torn between the claims of Jeruaulem and
Antioch. He appreciated fully the threatening character of
Saladin's activities which were directed tovierdc the unifica-
tion of the 2foslem viorld against the Christians.

94, The most detailed attempt to classify and to lntex--relate the
various continuations of WlHiara has been made by L.de Ms
Latrle, "Kssai de Classification des Contlnuateurs de I'Hlstoire
des Crolsades Je Guillaume de Tyr", ( BlbliothecLue de I'^cole
ges Ghartes . fifth series, I, 1871), pp. 38-140, See also the
work of I'arlanne Calloch, Die latelnlsche Fortsetzung- v»ilhelmB
von TyruB . (Grelfswald, 1934) . The work of .rnoul a ad that
ascribed to Bernard is found in L,de Mas Latrie, editor,
Chronique d'Srnoul et de Bernard le Tresorigr . (Paris, 1871).
See also Ovihen^e summary of the contlnuateurs of William of
Tyre, op,cit

_

. , pp, 20-25, See also the edition of L^Estoire
and other continuations in the second volume of HECOco

,

It is likely that nis work was speedily copied, and perhaps,
as Krey-Babcock suggest, 1, p. 39, the dissemination took
place by reason of the number of -westerners present In Tyre
during the Third Crusade,

96. For the sources of the Second Crusade, see B.Kugler, Studien .

pp. 1-43.

97. MGSS . XX. Otto has been the subject of innumerable monographs,
Bspeclally useful has been J.Sohmldlin, Die Geschichta philo-
80t)hlsche und Kirohenpolltlsahe ''eltanschaung Ottos von Freising ,

TTribeurg, 1906n

98, In his Chronloon . Otto makes it plain that the failure of the
Second Crusade kept him from writing an account of it.

99, The work of Odo, Do ^rofoctione Ludovici 711 in Orientem is
printed In PL, 185, I have used the edition of VirGinla 0,
Berry, (New'^ork, 1946), Mrs, Berry's introduction to her
edition is the nost complete work on Odo and his history.

95,

100, As Abbot of St. Denis, he was resisted by some of the monks wh
accused him unsuccessfully of serious crimes. Gee John of
Salisbury, Historia Pontifical is . XLIV, p. 90 (Poole edition) ,

and St. Bernard's defence of udo, Bernardi Bp. , No. 285-287,
PL, 182, cc. 492-493.

o
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101. Odo, Berry , p. 4.

103, Oao says that he wlahed to show his appreciation of Louis'
character and ills favour to hinself , p. 4: "Ugo Igitur, cum
In vi. sanctl sepulchri gloriosi re^ia Ludovici benaficla
ubertim senelerim referendarum gratiarum affectum
quideri hebeo —---", An lire, Borry notes, p, xvil, ho
hoped also to warn future pilgrims. This acquires a sinister
note when set beside Cdo*s comment in Booic V calling for the
vengeance of the French and Germans against the Oreeks* evil
deeds, p. 98. The beginning of Book V, p. 86, has this succint
Judgment on the Greeks: "Constantinopoli s superbla dlvitiis,
moribus subdola, fide corrupta".

103. In Book IV, Odo reports the clash of those who wished the
king to adopt a more hostile attitude towards the Greeks and
those who looked for harmony and reconcilicition. See p. 78 ff

.

104. See, for example, his estimate of possible land routes froa
Constantinople to Syria, Eook 7, Berry . pp. 88-90.

105. Berry , p. 64.

106. As the epistle dedicatory to Suger says. Otto was still en
route during the writing of the history. Berry, p. 2: "nam
detent us adhuc In anone itineris".

107. Perry , p. 15: "sod Graeco quomodo parroet iustue ludex,
Deus vel homo, lui dolosa crudelitete tot Christianos occidlt
utriusque exercltus?"

lOe. John of Salisbury, Hjstorla PontifIcalis . ealted by E.Lane
Poole, (Oxford, 1927)1

109. PL, 185.

110. PL, 182.

111. PL, 189.

112. iVibald of Stavelot, Splatolee . edited by Ph. Jaffe In Volume
I of his Blbliotheoa Kerom Germanicerum.
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113. For a discussion of the sources relating to the Normans in
Southern Italy, soe F .Chalandon, H lstoire de la Domination
Normande en Italia et en Sloilie ."^tno volunios^ l-arlB, 1907) ,

I» pp. T-linlv.

114. MGSS . V.

115. Lupus Protospatarius, nerum In re;:;no aeapolltano .-estarun
breve ehronloon sjye Annales . II53 3 , 7.

116. P.ISS . V.

117. MGSS . III.

118. MOSS . XI7.

119. MASS . VII.

120. MG33, III,

181. MCtTS . XIX,

123, V, de BartholoDiaeis, Storla de'ITornaaal di Amato di
Monteoasslno , F SI . (Rome, 1935)

.

123. The HI storla Sloula Is printed In RI3S . V and PL, 149,

124. RISS . VIII.

125. Printed in the MOSS, IX.

126. This may be found in RISS . V, and i;X, 173.

127. Romuald, Qhronicon . edited by C.A.L^arufi, RISS (new), Vii, I.

128. The best edition of lugh is by O.B.Sira'-usa, La liistoria o
Liber de regao Sleilio e la eplstol^ ad i^etriua x erxormitane
ecolesie thesaurarium di )kiiO I':.lcnndo . (Rome, 1897 in the
Fonti per la Storla d'ltalie ) .
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S«otloii One:

TITi: BY^uJiNTIIIg SMPIR5 AND THE C?>USADaRS IN THE EAST

1, Al«xitts I. ComnenuB (1081-1118).

The ohlef arohiteot of the revired glories of the Byzantine

1
Empire of the late elerenth eentury was Alexius I. Oomaenus. In-

deed, the dangers rfhleh Alezlua had faeed in the opening years of

his ralgn had been of such a staggering oharaoter as to render

2doubtful the surTiral of his Empire. To the nortii, there were

3
the barbarian tribes, notably the Gojuans an*^ the Pstzinaks. To

4
the wast, Alexius was oonfronted with the invasion of the Normans,

lad by Robert Ouisoard, the first of a series of Norman wars direot-

ad towards the oonquast of the Empire. To the east, the Seljuk

Turks oontinued their triumphant adyaaoe, following their annihila-

tion of the imperial armies at Lfanzikart. Not only were there

enemies without, but also ther^; ware tensions and eonspiracies with-

in the Empire itself and in the eapitol. By ineredible daring,

by military genius and diplomatio adroitnasa, and abore all, by a

paraonal eouraga whioh is rerealed on almost every pa^';e of the

Alaxiad . Alexiua was able to dafand the V^astarn prorinoes of his

Empire, and to preserre the Empire within from sedition end rebel-

lion, - all this during a period whan the Empire appeared to be

drowning In the midat of a sea of enemiaa. The Normans wava driven,

• wa shall briefly describe below, from ia.perial territory by the

year 1085. Then Alexius turned his attention towards the barb«<rianB

from the aorth who had taken adrantaga of his difficulties with the

Norm&ns to roam at will through the vestarn nrorinoas of the Empire.
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Success attended him: the Fatzlnaka were annihilated in 1091, the

Oomans in 1094.'^

In Asia Uinor, however, he ticoomplished little during the

opening years of his reign. Manzikert had destroyed the army of

Romanus IV i)iogene8. This defeat, together with the attacks of the

barbarlf^ns and Normans in the nest, and the internal tensions with-

8 9
in the Empire, had made the defence of Asia Minor inipossible.

Iconium was lost in 1084. Antioch, the great fortress on the

Orontes, was captured by trickery and deceit in 1085.^^ Alexius

was helpless. What little energy he had had to b e spent in the

west. Therefore, the Turks continued their slow but irresistible

advance. At one point, it seemed likely that the Turkish emir of

Smyrna, Tzaokas, would create a mammouth military alliance between

'ihe Seljuk Turks and the Patzinaks which would crush the Empire in

a huge pincer-like movement. Fortunately, Alexius defeated the

Patzinaks. However, the threat of a Turkish attack on the capitol

from the sea coupled with an invasion of the leleponneseus renained.

Their advance into Bithynia towards Nicomedia and the Propontis

IScontinued. More and more, the Bosphorus and the Aegean had become

the true line of defence against Islam.

However, by the year 1095, the etrengtb of the Byzantine

Empire in the west had improved to such a degree that Alexius could

begin to think about a counter-offensive against the Turks. Some

encouragement could be found in the fact that since the death of

Ualek Shah in 1092, the Turkish advance had been hindered somewhat

13
by internecine warfare bet^ieen sultan, emir and satrap. slilitary

initiative had passed to the Greeks and with the defeat of the bar-

14barians and the Normans, this became a genuine possibility. The
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aohlevements of Alexius had been impressive. The weetern enemies

had been defeated. The royul finances, almost non-existent in

15
1081, had eomeho?) been restored. The central administration,

strained asunder and rendered inert by the years of political in-

trigue prior to Alexius* accAssion, was functioninG smoothly. The

magnificence of the court continued to uphold Byzantino prestige.

Yet, despite all of this, Alexius knew that he nould need

help. He had not tho troops required for large-scale operations in

Asia Minor. Asia Minor, by and large, vias lost and nith it had

gone the Empire's source of its bes^ soldiers and sailors. Large

numbers of meroenarles viere required, and there was only the lYest

16
which remained as a potential source of ailltary assistance.

To the W'.'^o, Alexius had turned for help before. when Robert

17
of Flanders returned from Jerusalem via Constantinople in 1081,*

Alexius had received his promise to send out mercenaries nhich nould

18
assist the Emperor in his battles. During the war against Guis-

19eard, Alexius also turned to the uest for support, and again is

tsm he had appealed to Urban II for help against the latzinaks in

20
1091. Thus, Alexius was following an established custom uhon at

this time in 1095 he appealed to the West, specifically to the

Pope, for assistance in the procurement of mercenaries for his army.

The result of this appsal was the papal exhortation to the assembled

bishops In the council of Piacenza in March of 1095, urging that

they do all in their po;ier to assist the Eastern Emperor in his

struggles against the infidel. This proved to be the beginning of

that great western movement towards the Holy Places which we call

21
the First Crusade.

The Byzantine Emperor received more from the vest than he
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had bargained for. Alexius had looked for mercenaries to assist

in the undertaking of largeoscale operations in Asia Llinor. He

received, instead, a crusade, a vast mob of Latins, poorly dis-

ciplined, Journeying towards Jerusalem. As Gibbon so wittily re-

narked, Alexius vas like the Hindu shepherd who, having prayed for

22rain, received a flood.

Aler.ius, vie can imagine, itith some degreo of certainty, found

the idea of a crusade incomprehensible and the advent in fact of

such e notion quite alarming. As for the idea of a crusade, x-ie

should state that the Byzantine had no comparable idea of a holy nar

in their intellectual and spiritual make-up. The Byzantine Church

23had never been persuaded to bless a holy war. The Byzantine had

no enthusiasm comparable to the religious Jingoism -which had found

expression in the crusade movement. The Byzantine might wonder why

the Latins would go to the Holy Land when the golden city on the

Bosphorue herself held within her churches all the major relics of

the Christian tradition. What need to go farther?

Further it should be stated, that for the Byzantine, all

things were subsumed under politics. Palestine, almost devoid of

vital i^eligious interest to the Byzantine Christian, was also emptied

of all political content. Its recovery was not vital to the Empire.

What the Empire needed was aid and assistance in recovering the

precious province of Asia Minor, The religio-political attitudes

which were so characteristic of the Byzantine equated the defence

of the Empire with the defence of Christendom. Why thus go to Pale-

stine? Therefore, since they lacked tne necessary equipment for the

understanding of the minds of the Crusaders, Alexius and his country-

men could not see the Crusade as anything but a useless and indeed
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25
dan(;erous expedition. In this there nae some Justice. In the

first place, the pasBace of the Latins like locusts through the

Western Provinces would bring &conomic and social havoc to a land

2 6
whioh had Jiad enough of depredation and pillage. Not only this,

it soon became clear that the rank and file of the crusaders cared

little for the safety of Constantinople, After all, tiiey v.ere

marching to^iards Jerusalem. Q,uite naturally, Alexius feared the

power of the crusaders. As they approached the capitol, it viae

plain to the Emperor that «his armies ^aere but a fraction of tiie

combined forces of the Latins. Not only this, most of his army nas

dispersed, guarding the extensive frontiers and boundaries of the

Empire, ffhile the barbarians of tJie Balkan Peninsula could be

appeased through threats, bribery, and clever treaty writinc, Alexius

tjould not risk the withdrawal of any of these troops from the fron-

tier in order to meet the peril of the Crusade. While ho had

little respect for Latin discipline and military precision, knoning

Latin instability, avarice, and emotional uncertainty, Alexius

feared the Latins because of their strength, numerical end physical,

and also for the vitality and energy which made them irresistible

29
in the heat of battle. Besides, in addition to all of this, the

Empire had had bitter experience with unruly Latin mercenaries.

Only the brillience of Alexius, who was at that time Commander-in-

Chief of the Imperial Armies, had saved the Empire from total dis-

ruption during the revolt of the Frankish mercenary Roussel in the

30
reign of Michael Ducas.

Finally there was something about the Crusade whioh was far

more aiarrains to Alexius than anything ;ie have mentioned. It was

clear to the (Greeks, - despite a touch of cynicism and contemptuous
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amusement, - that most of the ftrusaders wished tionuinely to norshlp

at the sacred shrlnea in Palestine, Yet it was equally clear to

32
Alexius that some of them hud dreams of conquest. The chief

reason for this conviction was undoubtedly the presence of bohemund

among the leaders of the First Crucade. It should be remembered

that for 200 years the Normans had sviept the seas, and that their

energy was not even yet expended. In Bohemund Alexius beheld the

son of that Guiscard who had attempted to seize the throne of the

Empire at the outset of Alexius' reign. The memory of the danger

to which Guiscard has exposed the Empire had not effaced itself

from the mind of Alexius I.

A cursory reading of Anna Comnena will reveal the hatred,

fear and indeed, the admiration whicii the Greeks felt for the Nor-

33
mfina. They, as had others, had taken advantage of the "time of

troubles" within the Empire to increase their own power at Byzantine

expense. Bari had been captured in the same year as the defeat of

Hanzlkert. '.7ith its fall, the r^ormans destroyed the Greek power in

Apulia and Calabria. Their aggression seemed all the more insulting

whan the Normans had contracted a nurriage with the imperial throne:

Helen, daughter of Guiscard, was betrothed to Oonstantine rorphyro-

genitus, brother of uichael VII. This attempt on the part of Michael

Til Ducaft to control the ilorman ambition was to prove a boomerang to

34the Scipire. For when ^Ucephoras Boteniates usurped the throne, he

annulled the marriage, sending Oonstantine and Helen off to the

convent. Ilowever, the "foreign and barbaric"*^" race oame forward

with a nev deceit. Guiscard produced a monk who claimed to b e the

deposed Michael who had fled to the court of Robert to ask him for

37help in regaining his throne. ' With this pretext as a cloak.
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Oulscard Invadod tho i/estern provinces of tho tfmpire la the year

no
1081, Orogory VII, perhaps encouraged by the Donatioa of Constan-

tlne uhloh ,,ave portions of the Balkan peninsula end the islands of

39
Corfu and Cephalonla to the Papacy, blinded by his zeal to have

justice done to the p3eudo*2Jlchael whose genuineness he accepted,

fearful of Henry IV, and needing Norman support in Italy, gave his

40
blessing to the war. It may also be that Gregory looked for a

revival of his plans for church union and the defence of Christendom

against Islam, plans which vie shall discuss In another ploce and

which Gregory had had several years previous to thia. Religion and

politics are inextricably joined together in this first IJorman

attack ^Ith papal blesalng upon the mainland of the Byzantine Bmplre.

The skill of Alexius, the timely aid from the Venetian fleet,

^

ihe exigencies of the Norman-papal alliance in Italy, and the op-

portune death of Gulscard, conspired to grant victory to the Greeks,

43
Just how far Robert's ambitions ranged we do not know. However,

tho Byzantines were left with a great fear of Norman ambition.

Thus, from the first, it must have seemed as if the Crusade were

merely another Norman device to conquer the Bmplre. The Byzantines

were not alone in this identification of the Crusade with Nornan

ambition. '.Yllllam of Malnesbury thought that Bohemund had originated

44
the Crusade as a pretext to hide his designs on the Imperial throne.

The Greeks were well aware that their sol<iQn city on the Bos-

phorus was the object of much ambition and desire. The greatest city

in Europe durlns the Middle ases, with its incredibly wealthy churches.

Its rich industries, its vast oomneroial organisation, its palaces

which out-flardly expressed the glory of the Byzantine Caesars, Con-

stantinople exercised an unholy fascination on many Westerners,
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especially the Normana, who had taken the place of the Byzantines

In South Italy and whose natural successors they considered them-

45selves to be. Although the Empire was to discover that most of

the crusaders were animated by a simple desire to liberate tne

Sepulchre of the lord and nothing more, and that most of the

leaders, if unruly, constituted no great danger, nonetheless, it

seemed at first as. if the Empire were in a moment of supreme danger

when the crusaders entered the imperial territory.

One final matter, v/e have discussed the Byzantine attitude

towards the crusaders as such. .>'e must mention the divisions exist-

ing between East and ^Vest at this time. The next section will

describe in brief compass the relations between the Greek and Latin

Churches as they existed on the eve of the Crusades. However, it

should be stressed at the start that the animosity which marked the

encounter of Greek and Latin during the Crusade arose more from

cultural and racial diversities than from theological differences.

To the Greek, the Latin was a proud barbarian, worthy of scorn and

contempt, whose advent as a crusader was greatly to be feared and

46
distrusted. To the Latin, it is plain, - throughout the twelfth

century, - that the Greek was something less than a man, cowardly,

47
deceitful, effeminate. This reaction was Incre^^sed when the

Latins encountered the obvious superiorities of civilised life in

Oonstantinople. All this is of the greatest importance in assess-

ing the true significance of the existing relations between the

Greek and Latin Churches,

B« Reletior.s bett^oen the Greek and Latin Churches st the Time of
the First Crusade.

We have discussed the Greek reaction to the Crusade and the
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and the additional anlmoelty arising from the cultural and racial

diversities between Latin and Greek. To complete the picture, ne

must enquire as to the state of relations existing between the

churches of Sast and est and then turn to the ever-vexing question

of the papal attitude vis _a vis the Crusade In connection ulth the

Greek church.

At the outset, we should state that the Greeks regarded the

Latins as their fellow Christians. Indeed, Anno Comnena, who hated

the Latins and whose opinions are representative of her tine, des-

pite her hatred of the Fapaoy, always regards the Latins as the

49possessors of true Christian faith. Further, at the beglnnine of

the Crusade period, there is little doubt that the Latins, in their

turn, regarded Easterners as partakers with them in the Christian

50
dispensation. Thus, during the progress of the First Crusade,

AdheEar and the patriarch of Jerusalem, Simeon, wrote a joint letter

to the faithful in the '.Vest, urging them to continue the prosacu-

tlon of the Crusade. "^ This and the letters which Anselm of Ribe-

mont wrote to his metropolitan, Uanasses, Archbishop of Rheims,

indicate that friendly feelings existed often betwesa the membevs

52
of the Greek and Latin churches.

However, when these acknowledgements have been made, it must

bo Been that the eleventh century is marked by an ever-widening

break between the two churches. Indeed, there wea a time when hla-

torlans considered the excommunication of Michael Gerularlus to be

the event which sundered once and for oil the ties between the

Latin and the Greek churchea. Considerable scholarly attention haa

been devoted to this event and the relations betvjeen the two

Ohurches after it, and our understanding of the sieniflconoe of the
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Cerularlan schism has been corrected tt£ many points. The effect

vhlch the Crusades had upon the relationship between the two

ehurohes is ono of the recurring thera^d In thla dissertation. It

Is therefore Ij-nportant for us that we consider In brief compass

the Important elements In the growlnc schism between the two

churches.

First, we should recfiill that Byzantine society tias ruled by

53what we to-day call Caesaropaplsm. The Emperor of Constantinople

was In supreme control of all the outward ordering of church af-

fairs. He regulated the disposition of benefices, the election of

bishops, etc. Nowhere in Byzantine life could there be found any

notion that the clergy were independent of the rest of society.

All things were unified in the Byzantine world. The clergy and the

laity were not two but one. At the head of the society stood the

Emperor who, in the viords of the i^atrlarch of Antioch, Theodore

Balsamon, a celebrated canonist of the twelfth century, was a

priest who ministered under God to the soul and the body of the

Empire. The latriarch of Constantinople, taking the pre-enintnt

place among the patriarchates of the Eastern churches, ministered

54
only to the soul of the society. Where the imperial povjer ran so

did the jurisdiction of the Crreek hierarchy, '..herever the Oecumene

extended, we find the same unity between clergy and laity, a unity

symbolised in the person and function of the Kmperor. It is plain

therefore that the structure of Byzantine society •would be endanger-

ed if there wore a supreme ecclesiastical authority which stood

outside and even beyond the autherity of the Kmperor, if'urther,

Byzantium never looked for a sole nar.lsteriuja . a nole custodian of

authority and of Christian doctrine. The custody of the sacred
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tradition, the preservation of Christian faith and practise wee the

ooncern of all members of the society vihich coincided with the ex-

tant of the imperial poner. Even to those who lived under the

political rule of the heathen there was but one church, one society,

one emperor and one faith. Christian faith and practise therefore

In the history of Byzantium wau something which always had political

ramifications, just as political actions were always Intertwined

55with matters spiritual and ecclesiastical.

It is one of the bitter things in the history of Christendom

that the attempt by the Popes to free themselves from the control

of the temporal power and thus achieve the reform of the Church, --

that attempt -nhioh we loosely denominate the Gregorian ite£orm,--

played no email role in the final separation of tho churches of

Bast and Vl'est. In an attempt to secure the "Itbertas" of the

Ohurch, the Roman Church, relying upon the doctrine of the i-etrine

supremacy and also upon such documents as the Donation of Constan-

tlne, presented herself to the vsorld as the supreme custodian of

the Faith and final authority over the life and activity of t^e

Christian Church. Trie4.the Papacy undertook to realise its divinely

appointed role as the spiritual head of Christian society. To the

Byzantine eye, this claim, coupled with the temporal ambitions of

the Papacy, constituted a usurpation of the place in Chrlstiaa

society rightly enjoyed only by the Emperor at Constantiaoplo.

This is not to say that the doctrine of the Roman primacy was the

only cause of theolof^icsl dissension. However, the clash between

th« Petrine Supremacy and Byzantine Caesaropapism is one of the

fundamental reasons for the continued growth of the schism between

the churches, and further, this conflict is implicit in much of
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the dealings nhioh the Papuoy viae to have the Byzantine Emperors

56throughout the poriod covered by this dissertation.

The first great sign in the growing estrancenxent between

the t'Jio ohurohes had been the so-oalled exooniiunioation of the

57
Patriarch Michael Cerularius in 1054, V/hile tho true nature of

this event, seriously misunderstood and misrepresented until re-

cently, need not concern us, it is fair to say that the action of

Cardinal Humbopt In excommunicating the Patriarch Michael Cerular-

ius gave the Patriarch tha chance to pose as the defender of Greek

Christianity against the pretensions of the Latins. The Greek

hierarchy throughout our period was popular vjith the laity of the

Greek church as the defenders of the integrity and purity of the

5S
Greek tradition against the "innovations" of tho Latins. Hot only

this, the incident of 1054 enabled tho church of Ooust&ntlnople to

pose as the defender of all Eastern Christians against tho claims of

Kome. v:hile decisive evidence is lacking, it is more than likely

that in the last analysis tho patriarchates of Alexandria, Jerusalem

and ]2sm» Tiere in line with Constantinople in regard to the question

59
of the Roman primacy. Further, we cannot but notice that the

period after 1054 sees some decline in friendliness on the part of

60
th« Empire towards Latin visitors and pilgrims.

If tho procedure of the papal legates in 1054 aroused animo-

sity, there viere other sources of irritation. - ope Sergius IV, who

reigned from 1009 to 1012, had, under German and Cluniao influence*",

officially introduced the Filiociue . - the doctrine of tho Uoubla

Procession, - into the Nicene Creed. This in ovation had had its

birth In the houses of reformed Benedictines, and the Greeks re-

sented this innovation by the Roman Church which had acted without
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61
ooisultlng the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constentlnople. Further,

there was disagreement concerninc the use of leavened or unleayened

bread In the Sucharist, The brilliant scholar Michael i'sellus in

the period immediately preceding the accession of Alexius had

singled out this Latin usage and the innovation of the ril i oq^ue

62
In a vigorous attack on the Lat'.n Church, Further, as occasions

for mutual misunderstanding and suspicion, there were also the many

divergences in liturgical tradition, piety and cultus between Bast

and West.

Tet it should be said that the divergences in usage were

things of long standing. Greeks had criticised the Latins on

various ecclesiasticel matters before and the Latins had replied in

kind. In fact, one could perhaps over-emphasize the diver^enses

existing between the churches at the beginning of Ale::ius' rolgn

In 1081. In many ways it could be said that the current trend of

scholarship hes been to minimise the actual effects of the incident

63
of 1054. Much evidence can be adduced. The Greek and Roman

rites existed side by side in many areas, notably in southern Italy.

Pilgrims from each church visited the shrinas of the other: Byzan-

64
tine monks visited the holy places of Old Rome; Latins wor3h5.p-

65
ped at the shrines of the Sest. Thea there ^tas the imperial

66
patronage of the great Bensdictlne abbey ^t Cassino. Uarriages

beti^een princely houses brought the -.Lurches of East and Pest closer

together. Not only this, there was occasionally a spirit of kind-

ness and mutual tolerance, a desire for discussion and underetand-

ing on the theological level among the Greeks, The distinguished

pupil of r'ssllus, Theophylact, Archbishop of Aohrlda in Bulgaria,

departed notably from the position taken up by his teacher. Writing
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Qii the errors of the Latins, the Archbishop /lakes plain that ho

does not assume that a definite separation exists bettieen the tiito

churches. The many divergences in usage and custom were regarded

by Theophylaot as important bat not of such a nature as to make

schism inevitable. Notable also is that Theophylact makes no

reference to the Papacy and its claims save, perhaps, In his re-

j<7Ctlon of any intolerance end haughtiness In theclogical and ee-

•leslastical matters. However, on one point, the Archbishop was

adamant. The Latin ChurcU had erred in Its adoption of the Fllioque .

This, Theophylact felt, was tantamount to provocation of schism.

However, even here the Arohbishop^s goodwill, and the charity for

whioh he pleads, is in evidence. The action of the Latins mixs dic-

tated by ignorance. Nonetheless, the cultured prelate rejected the

Dcable Procession. Another represeatative of this group of moder-

ates was the metropolitan of luiev who in his dealings with Oulbert

of Havenna indicated that he felt the tvjo churches were fundamentally

agreed in faith, if not in natters of practice."*

Nonetheless, vie iiiust insist on the significance of tho-se

forces which made for separation, animosity and suspicion between

the churohes. Byzantine Caesaropapism encountered tho rsourcent

universal claims of the Roman Primacy. The claim to the universal

aagisterium and the universal episcopate could only be a threat to

the entire religlo-political structure of the Empire. The diver-

gence in faith and practise added fuel to the iires of suspicion

and hostility generated by racial and cultural anta^onisiuS.

Indeed, time was to illustrate the conflict. 'I'he events of 1054

had given Cerularlus his chance. Ha attempted tc force the other

Eastern patriarchates into line vdth Constantinople, demanding that
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69
tae papal nane be removed from the dyptychB, and lie also appealed

to public opinion throucli the literary activities of Psellus. The

treatise of -'sellus, to which vie huve already referred, held the

Latin usages up to sQora and abuse in a way which can only be

70
called vituperative and demagogic. The inflam.aatory writing of

Fsellus muat be placed alongside Cerularius* letter to Peter of

A.'itiooh, enjoining conformity with Constantinople's stand against

71
Rome, Leo of Achrida's letior to John of Trani , the abusive

73pamphlets of licetas Stetnatos and the synodal edict of Oeru-

larius.''^

Mixed into all of this animosity, arising more from pre-

judice than from doctrinal divergence, are the Normans. It is of

the most profound eignificanca taat the emergence of the papal

claims to tha universal nia^^isterium and the universal episcopate

aolncides roughly with the beginnings of the I^orman-papal alliance,

nhich dates from 1059, and with the Norman war against the Grre'uks,

which began in 1060 and which culminated in the capture of Sari in

1071. The alliance of the Papacy with the Tjormans had profound

oonsequences for the Byzantine attitude towards the Papacy, In ad-

dition to the antagonisms arising from theological differences.

Gregory ¥11 was seen, not as the heroic prophet of a reformeu and

purified church, but as the supporter of the hated Normans and their

ags^sssive designs on the L'mpire. Urban II was to re-afflrm the

Norman alliance and thus provide grounds for an ever-lnoreasii.g

74
hostility of the Greek church for the Papacy.

Thus all was not well betvjeen the tvjo churches in the latter

half of the eleventh century. The forceo making for greater and

ultimately permanent estrungoment were great, and, as we shall show,
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the CruBBdes helped to push the breach between the two churches

75
beyond the point of no return.

It 1b true thet there had been attesipte by the i-apecy to

heal the schism. All failed. Alexander II bad attempted to open

negotiations and had not succeeded. It is likely that the papal

allianoe nith the Norman viae tje decisive failure in these negotia-

tione. The recognition by jhe laperor Constantine Ducae of CJadalus

of Parma ae Honrlus II, and the subseq.uent collapse of Cadalus*

76
power, must have increased animosity and resentment on both sides.

Gregory 711. ^laa concerned with church unity also. His mind direct-

ed its efforts towards the problem of the &reek rejection of ths

Filioque and the Roman primacy. ITot only this, (Jregory evolTad a

plan to lead an army to the 2Jast which would defend Constantinople

against the infidel, during which time (Gregory would preside at an

ecumenical council in the Eastern capitol, wliose lojrical outcome

would be the reuiion of the churches. The defence of Ghristeadora

was the dominant notive, however, in Gregory's mind. His relations

77
with the IJastern Empire are somnarised in the notes. Uov;dTor, nc

may say that while Gregory's motivation was of the highest, his

methods nere not aaloulated to win Greek confidence. Although »he

Papacy and the ^'ormans :«er9 estranged at this time, the Greeks

feared the advent of Gregory with an arny at his coniinand. Another

ilorman ruse. Another Roman aggression. It seemed then that the

Pope hoped to achieve reunion by foroa. Papal arrogance seencl xin-

diminlahed when Gregory discontinued the sending of the systatic

letter, further sign of the Papacy's olain to ^ he universal magis-

teriuai .'^^

The negotiations of 1074 failed. A few years later, motivated





- 17 -

by a zeal for righteousness and by compassion for the pseudo-

Michael, and perhaps still hoping to revive his plan for the

defence of Christendom and the reunion of the Churches, Gregory ex-

79
communicated Botaniates and Sanctioned the Gulscard invasion.

This, however, stimulated Greek hatred. They had despised Michael

VII Ducas for the Norman marriage. Non , hate for the Papacy in-

creased. Anna Comnena, writing in later years, attributed to

80
Gregory the most horrible crimes. To her and to many another,

81
the Papaoy was partly responsible for the loss of southern Italy.

She hated the Papacy for its temporal ambition and for its claim

tb be the "president of the whole world." It was, to Anna, just

82
another example of '.Vestern barbarism and insolence.

Relations were not permanently broken off. True, they were

weakened further by Alexius' alliance with Henry of Germany in face

83
of the Norman papal entente. However, Alexius saw clearly that

for his Empire there was great value in an alliance with the Papacy

which would prove useful in the recruitment of mercenaries for the

imperial armies and which also might one day be useful in the Byzan-

tine desire for revenge upon the Normans. After the death of

Gulscard, Alexius thus opened upon a series of negotiations with

84
Urban II. These, summarised in the notes, are most Instructive

as to the relations then existing between the churches with all

their political ramefIcatlons . A few positive results were achieved.

Alexius had the satisfaction of kaowlng th&it Urban had removed the

ban of excommunication. The way was cleared for various enterprises

useful to Alexius, notably the recruitment of mercenaries. How-

ever, as is made plain in the notes, the Greek Church treated the

Papacy with suspicion and distrust throughout the course of the

negotiations. The Patriarch of Constantinople and his colleagues
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asked for a systatlc letter frora Urban, and there is no evidence

that Urban replied. Probably he did not. There is no evidence

that the Greeks placed Urban's nana on the dyptychs of Hagla Sophia,

thus formally establishing union between the churches. Further,

nhile Alexius was able to secure good diplonatic relations «ith the

Papacy, it should be said that the ambassador of the Patriarch, the

Metropolitan Basllius of Calabria, represented the Pope to the

Easterners as the creature of the hated Noxmane, thus perpetuating

the Greek scorn for the papal connection with the Normans. As for

the Papacy, the demand of the papal presence at a council to decide

"canonical differences", the demand for a systatic letter, i.e., a

profession of faith, prior to acceptance into full communion, must

have indicated to the Pope that the Greek Church was not disposed

to any recognition of his universal authority. This, however, did

not mean that the schism was held to be something accomplished once

and for all. The Greek Church did not act in any formal way which

would make the differences between the churches of such a nature

that canonically the altars of the Greeks would be closed to Latins.

During the eleventh and twelfth centuries no formal judgment was

86
pronounced by the Eastern Churches on the "errors of the Latins."

However, the Greek opposition continued. ;7hen Simeon of

Jerusalem made his profession of faith upon receiving his patriar-

chal see, he took occasion to elaborate a theological attack on the

87
Double Procession, unleavened bread and the Roman primacy. John,

Patriarch of Antioch, v:as the author of a treatise directed against

88
the Latin use of unleavened bread in the Eucharist. It was plain

to the Greek Church, thanks partly to Baailius' slanders, that the

Papacy was not prepared to favour the perpetuation of the Greek Church
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In South Italy without acknoiiledgment of the Roman primacy and the

89
orthodoxy of the Filloque clause in the Greed. In contrast in

1094, Anselm of Canterbury wrote against the Greek use of leavened

90
bread in the Mass.

91
Thus, while the two churches recognized their common faith,

us have emphasized the forces making for schism vjere strong and

which, when combined with the other antagonisms arising from the

Crusade, were to prove victorious over all attempts to restore reli-

gious harmony between East and ;eet. The Crusade confronted Latin

and Greek. Ultimately, violence flourished, rather than charity,

from the encounter. Latin jingoism was met by a resurgent Oreek

raclalisffl. Papal authority confronted Imperial right. Two mutually

exclusive views of the proper ordering of human destiny in this world

came close together during the Crusade and then parted forever in

diverse directions. Mixed into this and poisoning the waters were

the temporal conflicts ensendered by Norman rapacity and ambition

for both Pope and Emperor and the fierce conflicts waged between

Constantinople and the Italian maritime cities for the economic

hegemony of the Mediterranean.

We must consider now, if only in brief compass, one of the

moat controversial problems arising out of the study of the First

9E
Crusade: What were Urban'a motives in lauachlng the Crusade?

The proper beginning for any investigation of the problem is the

council which Urban held at Piacenza in March, 1095. There a

legation appeared from Alexius. They implored the Pope and Indeed

all the faithful to aid in the defence of Holy Church against the

pagans. The infidel, already at the walls of Constantinople, had

all but extinguished the Church in the areas which they had
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ooaqu«rod from the Enplro. Urban responded, urgiag all to aid

93
the Hastorn Saperor as muoh >^8 they vero able.

That Alexius was asking for military assistance, i.o., mer-

94
oenariea, and no more, is certain. Urban, however, in tae months

subsequent to liaoenza proceeded to develop a vast plun which was

95
to issue in the launohinc of the Orusade.

When tho papal plan emer(;ed, it was aonething nore than merely

a plan to aid the Sastern Emperor and the ^astern Shuroh. A master

statesman. Urban drevf together many strands into one. The evolution

la Lstin Christian thoue;ht of a holy war, i.e., a crusudo, reuohod

96
now its final evolution. Not only this, tho j?apaoy es the spiri-

tual head of Christendom, ocoupyinc the plaoe once held by the

97Imperor, could see that the war against the infidel «aa one vhich

had to be fought on nany fronts. She had encourared tho nar in

Spain. Allied with the ii'isans and the Normans, the <^apuoy had

carried the war against Islam into the very heart of the i^editer-

renean* The noxt step was to extend this to the iSast. Thus, a

grand attack on tiiree fronts would be undertaken against the infidel.

The tides of the heathen would be pushed back through a orus(.de to

98
the ^ast. The co&l vsas Jerusalem and the purpose of the expedi-

99
tlon was the liberation of the Sastern Christians. ''

It Is to be noted that Urban oreatod for his expedition a

goal and a purpose which were quite independent of the aims and

objectives of Alexius. ience, as we shall see, Alexius failed

utterly to reduce the crusaders to the level of neroenuriea who were

to be absorbed in his armies and become passive instruments of im-

perial policy. The Crusade was to liberate the ^oly iluoee from

the contaminating hand of the Xurk. Thus, it was that ivaymond in
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Constantinople refused to take the oath of allegiance to Alexius.

He nould be an ally, but a vassal only to Him for whom he had left

his possessions and native land. The count eventually swore to

respect the life and honour of Alexius, hut ho refused to become

his man.

Was the reunion of the churches Urban's dominant aim? Uany

102
hav* argued so. Honever, I cannot accept the Judgment. Krey is

correct when he says that Urban recogniz«^d that the Eastern Christ-

ians were the Churches of God which should be united in one fold

103under one shepherd, the Bishop of Rome. As we know from the early

years of his reign, church union and military assistance went hand

in hand in the relations between the Byzantine Emperor and the Pope.

Indeed, as we shall show, church union was a olearly recognized

objective in the papal policies of the twelfth century. Unfortunately,

we have no correspondence surviving between Alexius ^nd Urban for this

104
period. What does seem more likely is that Urban ordered his rep-

resentative Adhemar to treat softly where the Greek church was con-

cerned. Urban, a skilful politician and mindful of the Basilius

incident and the attitudec, expressed end unexpressed by the Greek

church, knew that he could not afford to alienate the sympathies

of the Greeks. Hence the crusaders, including Raymond, took the

oath of allegiance to the Emperor Alexius i^nd even restored the

Greek Patriarch of Antioch, John IV, the Oxite, to hie throne. It

must be insisted that Afihemar's role was intended to be one of con-

ciliation and moderation towards the Eastern Churches. Urban did

not intend that the Crusade should estrtnc© the two churches any

further. Hence, the papal attitude finds its expression, not only

in the generally easy securinc of the oath by Alexius, in the
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restoration of John in '-ntloch, but also in the crusade appeals

issued jointly by Adhemur and membere of the Eastern hierarchy,

10 5
notably Simeon of Jerusalem, In the letter Simeon refers to

himself as "apostolic", the language of an independent pontiff who

threatened with excommunication those who deserted the expedition

and nho urged, by his own authority, the additional support of the

Crusade by the West. Adhemar, good Hildebrandine ecclesiastic that

he was, let all this puss for the sake of gool relations vjith the

Christians whom the crusaders were supposed to liberate. Adheaar

10 fiwas not preaching the doctrine of Petrine supremacy. I think

that ell this is indicative of the papal attitude. Hoi;ever, v.e

should not conclude from all this that Urban had the reunion of the

churches clearly in mind as a dominant aim of the expedition. If

Adheratir and the others could t:i ve the Smpire any assistance on their

Journey, this was right and just. Had they not been sent to deliver

the Eastern Christians'? Urban's idealism and generosity ere not

to be underestimated. Besides, friendly relatio.is with the Greeks

were clearly necessary to bring success to the expedition. Un-

doubtedly, Urban hoped that better understanding between the two

churches would emerge from the Crusade, thus leading perh&ps to new

discussions on the problem of church union. True, better under-

standing and friendliness did arise in the case of individuals: the

Joint letters which Adhemar and the Eastern episoopi-te issued during

the course of tlie expedition, and the letters which Anselm of Ribe-

monte wrote to Ilanasses of Rheims, praising the Western Church for

10 7the labours of her sons on behalf of the Eastern Church, These

were to be frustrated by the antagonisms arising from increased

racial and cultural conflict, by the mutual suspicion whose roots
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may bo traced to IJorm&n ambition, Latin suspicion and imperial

power diplomacy.

However, at the outset of the Crusade, church union was

108placed in the background. e must not forget that the crusaders

began the introduction of the Latin episcopate once they had passed

10 9
beyond Antiooh.. V/o shall discues this laore fully at u latter

point, but it is probable that Urban had directed them to restore

the ecclesiastical fabric of the Eastern Ohurohee, Not only this,

they begun to make Individual couCiUests which, we can assume pend-

ing further discussion, were also probably part of the papal plan.

Urban undoubtedly would have wished the crusaders to restore imperial

territory to Alexius but he also probably wished the Latins to hold

Syrle-Falestlne . It is natural for us to suppose that Urban

would have these restored churches und new Latin principalities

acknowledge the Roman primacy. If reunion had been his dominant

111
motive, it i B doubtful if such would have happened.

However, i-s the Crusade progressed, there seems to have been

in the air en increased awareness of the problem of church union.

The Council of Bari in 1098, was concerned with the prosecution of

the Crusade, and also with the settlement of difficulties existing

112
with the Greek Christians of Southern Italy. The Greek churches

retained thsir liturgical usages and their own version of the Creed

although, thanks to the eloq.uence of Anselm, they acknowledged the

113
orthodoxy of the Fllioque . They also acknowledged the Roman

primacy, which was the most important thing from the Ro-^ian point

of view. Bari was not a council for the reunion of the Greek and

Latin Churches, but the debates held there tell us that reunion was

on the papal raind in the last year of Urban* s reign, trobably Urban
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realized that tim success of tlie Cruaado Ix&d made tlie problec jnore

urgent tLan before. In February, he had aaothor council, this

time in Home. Once again the "errors and the heresies" of the

Oreeks wore under discussion, llomsver, once again, there is no

record of any Eastern clergy being present at this council. what

Urban proposed to do -nith the Greek errors and heresies we do not

know* The evidence does not give support to any suggestion that

1 1^
he openod negotiations with CJonstantJ nople. " Let this suffice,

at this point, for an. analysis of papal motivation in the ^irst

Crusade.

3. The Loss of Antiooh.

The antagonisms existinr., between Greek and Latin all received

expression shortly after the entrance of the Crusade armies into

115
the Empire. Outwardly Alexius was friendly to the Peasants*

Crusade, ^^ but inwardly his actions vjere dominated by caution and

suspicion. His fears for the safety of his throne and the well-

being of his Empire were increased when reports came to him of the

pillaging and other criminal actions committed by the undisciplined

117 118
rabble. Nonetheless, Peter was well received by Alexius. He

urged Peter to wait at Constantinople for the main armies which were

not far behind. However, the rabble became so unmanageable that

119
there was nothing to do but transport them across the Bosphorus.

Alexius, master diplomat, knew well that friendly relations must be

maintained. Hence when he heard of the tragedy which had overtaken

Peter's army. Christian charity and clever diplomacy influenced him

to send out a small force to conduct the remnants back to the

oapitol.^^°
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Tho unruly behaviour or the Peasants had left a bed taste

in Alexius' mouth. Nonetheless, when the main armies of the

Crusade ontered his realm, onoe again Alexius decided to hide his

flusplcion under friendly words, clever diplomacy and adroit nego-

tiation. His first duty was to preserve ani Indeed to enhance the

glory of his throne. Perhaps the Latins, if handled correctly,

might becone an instrument in his hands which would deal a severe

121
blow to the power of the Turk. Hence, the warn messages of

welcome to the cru.saders, heaca the offer of markets end surriies

1 22
to be furnished at a reasonable rate of exchange, hence the

discretion ir. checking the pretensions of Hugh of Veraandois, ^^^

the light skirnishlng by his onn troops which hold the pillaging

124
of the land to a minimum.

Alexius' policy v^as successful, Tho damage to the country-

125
sido was about ao licht as could be expected. Kot only this,

the surveillance maintained by the imperial troops prevented the

crusaders from reaching Constantinople at the seme tine. He knew

126
that he was no match for the coiihined forces of the Latins.

On the other hand, this tretitment broucht increased tension between

the Smpire and its uninvited guests. The Latins could not under-

stand hOTJ the Emperor could send the most friendly iiessaces end at

the same time send out the imperial troops to check by force any

unwelcome action. Thus, we have a slow but steady growth of Latin

animosity against tho Greeks. Stories were already circulating in

the armies as they narohed towards Constantinople that Alexius had

arranged for the annihilation of the Peasants, This, in addition

to the treatment, dlploraulic end otherwise, which the Lati/is re-

ceived from tho Greeks jen ro ut n . made the Empire and its ruler seem

127increasingly sinister,"^
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Hoi«ever, despite the difficulties experienced, the more

128sober Latins realised that they needed imperl&l help. The

leaders, when interviewed by the Emperor, received friendly udvice

as to warfare with the Turks. Imperial magnanimity returned in-

12 9suit with hospitality and generosity. Alexius, on his side,

knew how much the Latins could mean to his Empire. With the notion

of a crusade to Jerusalem he had little patience. However, while

out of Christian charity he would succour the pilgrims, he would

also as Emperor reduce the crusaders to an instrument of Imperial

policy. Hence he demanded and received with surprisingly little

difficulty the oath of allegiance to iilraself and to the safety and

Integrity of his realm. The crusaders also agreed to return to his

jurisdiction all the lands which had once belonged to the Empire.

This certainly meant the return of lund reconquered in Asia Hinor

and also of the great fortress of Antioch."*" " There is little

likelihood that it Included the Holy Land which had not belonged to

the Empire for four centuries. It may also be that Alexius assumed, -

and In this time proved him to be correct, - that the loaders were

primarily Interested in the erection of principalities in Syria-

1 31Palestine. As long as the Empire received its due, he did not

care. Perhaps, a series of buffer states bound by an oath of alle-

giance could be erected on the borders of the Empire, thus providing

additional defence against the Turk. In his turn, Alexius promised

military assistance, markets for the crusaders, reparations to them

for their losses, provisions for the safety of pilgrims to the Holy

Land, and finally that he would join the Latins in person in the

132attack on the Infidel.

Nonetheless, the encounter of Oreek and Latin at Constantinople
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had not been to the complete satisfaction of either party. The

Greek suspicion remained althoup;h it never in fact approached the

picture painted by Anna writing in later years when Bohemund had

become the symbol of all that was hostile and malevolent in the

133 134
Crusade. All in all, Bohemund behaved rather well.* He had

been a mediator betvjeen Alexius and Raymond who. In his stubborn

135
piety, had at first refused to take the oath. In fact, the

skirmishes •nlth Godfrey on the suburbs of the capital, had been more

136
alarming than any action of the Norman. However, although the

oath was obtained and the imperial fear of the crusaders and es-

137
peclally of Bohemund eased a trifle, it \«as plain to Alexius

that he had not been able to reduce the crusaders to be either his

vassals or his mercenaries, at his command and la his control.

There was this encouragement. The imperial art of flattery and

suggestion, playing upon Raymond's growing jealousy of Bohemund,

had begun to create In Raymond of Toulouse a firm ally. It may

also be that Raymond was encourat~ed in tJils volte-face by the memory

of Urban's injunction that the crusaders be friendly with the Greeks.

Whatever the reason, it was to be a valuable conquest for Greelc

136
diplomacy.

However, It was plain to Alexius that Latin arrogance and

ambition, the greed of some of the leaders and of many of the rank

139
and file remained unabated. Doubtless, he Tias also aware of the

growing popular resentment ugainst him, some of which we have

already described. To the rank and file, the taking of the oath

140
and the performance of homage to Alexius had been hamiliating.

Not only this, many Latins felt that Alexius had forced them to do

this, which was true. All this resentment would render less and
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leas the control which the Emperor might have hoped he would have

over the Crusade.

Tet the crusaders had received some assistance from Alexius,

and Alexius had fulfilled his first duty, the defence and advance-

ment of his realm, '.Vith relief and satisfaction, combined with

anxiety over the future, he saw his unwelcome quests cross the

Bosphorus and disappear on their road to glory, accompanied by a

small Greek force under Taticius.

In August 1097, he wrote to the Abbot of Monte Cassino, an

old friend of the Byzantine Empire in Italy, relating all that he

had done for the crusaders. A similar letter which presented

Alexius in the most favourable light was dispatched June of 1098

to the Abbot of Cassino. Here Alexius described himself as a

veritable "father" to the crusaders. It may well be that reports

of Latin resentment against Alexius were already beginning to make

their way back Into Europe and the Abbot had written to Alexius

143asking for re-assurance.

The first crisis in the alliance with the crusades came with

144the siege of Nicaea, By ruse and trickery, Alexius managed to

gain possession of the town before the Latins could storm the walls

and deliver the city to pillage by their own forces. Many of the

Latins were angered by his refusal to allow plundering, and resent-

145ment grew apace. It may be concluded that Bchemund observed

closely the imperial procedures with Nicaea. Not only this, Baldwin

du Bourg became interested in Edessa at this time and bis own ter-

143
ritorial ambitions began to take form end shape.

Relations between Greeks and Latins were not advanced by the

fact that the Greek preparations for the provisioning of the armies





. 29 .

147
ware anythine but successful. Further, the eoant regard for

the alliance with .-lexius was made plain by Baldwin and Tancred's

sudden foray into Cilioia, expeditions which clearly revealed that

some would carve out principalities for themselves in total dis-

148
regard for the Greek claims. However, working relations were

maintained betvteen Taticius and the Latin leaders.

At Antioch there were new developments. The siege of the

great fcrtpese proved so difficult that Bohemund saw his creat op-

portunity. His first task was to remove Taticius, which he accom-

plished with consumjtiate guile and diplomatic genius, ~ Ho then

150
let it be known that he was considering a withdrawal from, the city,

which added to the desptir of the crusaders who, confronted by the

mighty walls of Antioch, the approaching infidel amy under Eerbogha

and the famine in their ranks, were ready to listen to any proposal

which would deliver the city into their hands. When Bohemund offered

to deliver the city to them, through conspiracy with a traitor inside

151
Antioch, they a^ireed that he might keep Antioch if Alexius or his

representative did not come to fulfill his promise to join the

1132
crusade and take possession of the city. It is to be noted how

faithful the majority of the Latin leaders were to their oath.

Bohemund contented himself on the surface nith this provisional

arranf3ement . Ciith Taticius out the way, Bohemund could reflect

that "possession is nino-tenths of the law". To counter the facts

that Taticius hud left in honour and good faith, promising to

return, and, secondly, that during the siege of Antioch a fleet of

ships had delivered to the port of St. Symeoa a set of siege

153
maohiaes from the Smperor especially designed for Antioch, he

encouraged the notion that Taticius had fled out of fear and

treachery

.
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Nonetheless, Bohemuad, despite the fact that his intrigues deli-

vered the city into the hf^nds of the Christians, had but a slender

hold on the actual possession of the city.

After the defeat of Ker^ogha and the lifting of the counter-

siege of Antiooh, the crusaders, despite Bohemund, demonstrated

their desire to preserve their relations with Alezius. The Emperor

was to be given a further chance: Hugh the Great was despatched,

telling Alexius to appear in person, thus fulfilling his part of

1 54the bargain, and also offerinc him possession cf Antioch. Yet

here events conspired against the Greeks.

Alexius had proceeded cautiously after the departure of the

orusaders from Nlcaea. His brother-ln-ltv; , John Ducas, had been

given the task of securing the coasts of Asia Minor through a com-

155blned naval and land operation. Alexius, mindful cf his military

weakness and with the memory of "an^ikert welching upon him, moved

slowly into the interior, coosolidating the conquests made by the

crusaders. ^ ^

In June 109S, he had reached Philomellum where he encountered

Stephen of Blois and others who had deserted the crusaders at

Antioch. To cover the sh^tme of their desertion, these told stories

which painted the Christian situation at Antioch as little short of

total annihilation. Fearful of an approaching Turkis h tirmy

,

Alexius accepted the stories at their face value and stopped his

157advance towards Clllcia. The decision to turn back was to

Influence profoundly the subsetiuent history of the Byzantine Empire.

When the aiscion of Hugh the Great ree-ited Alexius, winter had

already set in. The power of the Turk was too great to attempt a

new venture Into the Interior of Asia lIlnor.^°® Meanwhile, in
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Antloch, Boliemund strove to increase his hold on the city. Acting

in independent fashion, he granted a commeVlal privilege to the

Genoese on 14 July, 1098, giving them rights of market, and storage

spaoe, exempting them from tolls and taxes. The matter nas clearly

a political manoeuvre in that the Genoese promised to defend Bohe-

159
mund if neoessery, i.e., against Alexius. Not only this, Bohe-

mund added to the letter, which the crusaders iirote to the Pope on

11 September, 1098, a series of accusations against the Emperor.

Alexius, he wrote, had given the crusaders no assistance whatsoever

and indeed had hindered them in any nay that he could. The

Norman nas anxious to secure papal support for his claim to Antioch.

In Antioch, the crusaders grew restive. The rank and file

wished to press on towards the Holy City. Raymond, envious of

Bohemund and fearful of what his ambition viould do to relations

with Alexius, proposed delay until Alexius should appear. Finally,

no reply being received, in November the march towards Jerusalem was

resumed. Bohemund was left, if not with a clear recognition of his

161
Claim to Antioch, in actual possession of the city. *'e should

recognize the position the Latins nere in. They could not wait for

the Greeks Indefinitely. Further Bohemund was clearly the strongest

military leader in the Crusade. Also it did look as if Alexius had

failed to fulfil his promises in some degree. While many of the

leaders felt the shame of breaking their oath to iilexlus and the

concomitant loss of imperial support, they were more afraid of

Bohemund and the consequences which might result if his claims were

168
denied.

Alexius soon heard that Bohemund was in possession of

Antioch. The old suspicions of the Crusade as a covertly hostile
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attack on the integrity of the Empire t^ren apace. When approached

by the Fatimids of Egypt, who wished to knov if the Cruoeders were

hi0 representatives, he disowned them. Having no interest in

Palestine and resentful of the Norman seizure of Antioch, he could"

pretend with some sincerity that he was not interested in their

progress. When -these negotiations with the infidel became known to

the crusaders, resentment against Alexius was provided with evidence,

and Bohemund's conduct seemed all the less culpable.

However, by the spring of 1099, he took new courage. He had

heard that Laodicea was in imperial hands. The Emperor despatched

an embassy which would secure Laodicea under imperial government and

demand the possession of Antioch. Not only this they nould also ask

the crusaders to wait for Alexius, promising that he would overtake

them at Acre by St. John's Day, June 24, 1099. The army refused to

wait. The leaders agreed, now suspicions and resentful, not anxious

that Alexius might have the opportunity to extend or strengthen the

vague suzerainty implied in the original oath. As for the sur-

render of Antioch, Bohemund refused, citing the defection of

Taticius and Alexius' failure to appear as reasons for regarding

the original agreement as null and void.

Bohemund stayed behind in Antioch, determined to consolidate

nia hold over the principality in the absence of Raymond and the

other leaders. The fact that Laodicea was held by the Greeks moved

him to send Tancred to a/6^ture this Important port. There the

Normans found help In the form of a Pisan fleet. These, under the

oommand of Daimbert, Archbishop of t'isa, had fought an inconclusive

battle with the Greeks off Rhodes and were disposed to aid in the

166
war against the Empire. However, with Jerusalem captured and
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the victory of Asoulon aohleved, this flaunting of Nomen ambition

aroused the Ire of the '3ounta of Toulouse, Normandy und Flanders

«ho hastened to Laodioea. Then, Daimbert, discovering that crusade

opinion vias against him, posed as a mediator. The siege of Lao-

dioea nes lifted, and Bohenund and Dainbert departed south towards

Jerusalem. Raymond stayed in Leodicea, on the Smperor's behalf,

and the Counts of Flanders and Normandy were transported to Constan-

tinople, ilowever, in the spring of 1100, Raymond was suniaoned to

Constantinople to advise Alexius on future procedure against the

Normans. With his departure, Laodicea was doomed. With the alliance

of Dainbert and Bohemund, the departure of Flanders and Normandy,

and the removal of Haymond, the control of Antioch was assured. As

for Laodicea, Tancred captured it in 1103, after a siege of eight-

een months. Raymond's attempts to assist in its defence were un-

167
availing. Coincident with all of this Alexius had despatched

his generals into Cilicia in 1099. However, because of Armenian

hatred for the imperialists, Tancred was able in 1101 to destroy

the conquests that the Greeks achieved in 1099-1100. Meanwhile,

Bohemund proceeded to eradicate all Greek influences in Syria. We

shall see in another place how the crusaders restored John IV,

169
Patriarch of Antioch, to his throne when the city had been cap-

tured from Islam. Bohemund arranged, as we shall see, for his

removal in 1100. He could also rely on the traditional Armenian

170
and Syrian hatred for the imperialists. Further, naay of the

orusaders themselves were becoming increasingly hostile towards the

faith and practise of Greek Christians. All this shall be detailed

in another place. Suffice it to say that by 1100 the Greeks had

lost Antioch completely to the Normans. That the Greek church still
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regarded Antlooh aa their onn Is lllcaly slnaa evldense reaalns to

indloate that GroalE patriarchs of Antioch and Jerusalea lived In

or around Constantinople in absentia from their see in the period

171
of the orusades. This remains only a si^n that the house of

the Oomneni considered Antioch to be a part of the Oecamene which

aust be recovered.

For some Alexius will aluays be held responsible for the

failure of relations between the Xmpire and the Crusade, pursuing

a selfish and inglorious policy which aimed at a nazimum of profit

1 72with a alnlMuia of risk, ' On the other hand, Chalandon portrays

Alexius as utterly disinterested, not concerned to turn the Crusade

173
to his adrentage. Both of these opinions are equally untrue.

Acting upon the identification of the best interests of Christendom

with the best Interests of the Bmpire, Alexius did not scruple to

alternate genuine kindness and generosity with treachery and terror,

equally genuine, if he deemed such necessary to defend his country.

The Latins could not understand this point of view and their failure

to understand is one of the dominant themes in the relationship

between the Papacy, the Crusade and the Byzantine Empire.

4. The Crusade of the Faint-Hearted.

Alexius knew that Bohemund was fomentinc anti-Creek sentiment

wherever he could. Tet he was helpless to prevent it. Such resent-

ent grew apace during the Crusade of 1101, a series of disasters

and errors the responsibility for which was placed by many Latins

at Alexius' door.^'*

As could be expected, Alexius was not overly friendly with

the new arrivals from the >iest. Although the official tone was

175friendly, the ciierilla warfare between Latins and Greeks was at
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176
times alarming. The Lombards, In particular, seem to have

177
behaved badly. Therefore, while the usual assaranoea a:id glfta

vere roceivad and '51stributed , Alexius' main concern was to ronove

the crusaders from his realm as quickly as possible. He pressed

178
the over-faithful Raymond into service as their guide. The

crusaders, perhaps informed of Alexius' war with Bohomuud, blazed

179 180
a trail of atrocitios and military folly on their- march

181
into Asia Minor. Their reward was destruction by the Turk.

This finished Alexius* reputation with the Latins. They

needed a scapegoat and none fitted so well as Alexius. The hatred,

fomented by Bohemund, found ample support non. In vain did Alexius

attempt to combat this. In 1102 and 1104 he attempted successfully

again to ransom Latin knights and others who had been captured by

the Turks. ^°^ This, he hoped, would show his friendly attitudes.

But this was not sufficient. Even the fact that he transported the

survivors of the 1101 crusade to Jerusalem by soa did not improve

1 83
matters. ~ Those who survived to reach Palestine hated him. Well

could they remember that at the noment of crisis, the Greek guides

had deserted William of ..oquitalne who vowed vengeance oii the Greek

184
nation. Reports of Alexius' treacheries flovjed back, as we shall

see, into Europe. In the mind of many he becane identified viith

the Turk. He had made it possible for Kilij Arslan to annihilute

the Crusade. Vhile the sultan needed no such encouragement and

assistance from Alexius, - and indeed there i s no certain evidence

that Alexius betrayed the crusaderc, - it should not be forgotten

that Arslan did lond military assistance to Alexius a few years

185
later when Alexius was engaged in his final contest with Bohemund.

All in all, the Empire had become to many in the West the onemy of
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th* Crusade. Mot only this, Alexius was the loser vis a via the

Turks. The destruction of the Crusade increased Turkish prestige

and also resulted in the loss of the direct route to Syria. Further,

Raymond «as involved in the Latin hate of Alexius. By guile and

treachery, Tancred forced him to abandon Laodicea when Raymond re-

turned to Syria,- Further, Tancred used the disester to drive

the weakened Eyzantine forces from Cilicia, and then, as tge hare

1 P 7mentioned, he captured Laodicea.*^

The survivors of the Srusade slandered Alexius to B&idwin.

Albert reports that at a meetiag of the crusaders on Easter Day,

1102, these urged Baldwin to hunbly^reguest Alexius to cease his

harmful activities towards the pilgrims, clear indication of the

fact that responsibility for the Crusade of llOl's failure was

placed on Alexius' shoulders. Baldwin agreed and communicated this

wish to Alexius via an embassy of Gerald, Archbishop of Uount Tabor

and the Bishop of Barzenona. Alexius in reply defended himself

against the accusations of the Lombards, and swore to show bene-

volence to the Latins. Baldwin's letter seems to have been

respectful and polite if also, iriplicitly, suspicious. Nonetheless,

Alexius could feel encouraged. Hence he continued an aggressive

policy towards the Latins. Having failed to get Bohemund into his

189
power during his captivity, when the ivorman prince was released,

Alexius demanded again th^t Bohemund surrender Antioch. In reply

to the imperial accusations, Bohemund accused Alexius of having

been the first to break the original compact throuch failure to aid

the crusaders at Antioch. Alexius opened war. The imperial generals

advanced into Cilicia but with little success due to military inep-

titude and the hostile Armenians, ^^° Further, the Italian maritimes
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were hostile. Of Flsan attacks ne have already spoken. Vonice

herself was known to be dangerous to the Smpire. ^ Genoa was

also known to be anti-Greek, having assisted Tancred In the oap-

192ture of Laodlcea. However, the oanpalgns finally began to shon

Buocess. Raymond, besieging Tripoli, vias faithful to the Empire

193and hostile to Bohenund until his death in February, 1105.

The Byzantine fleet soon controlled the seas. Monastras was finally

194successful In Cillcla, and soon part of Laodlcea was in the

hands of the Greeks.*

The Normans thus were surrounded. •6'urther, they had suffered

terrible losses at the hands of the infidel. Blocked in the iSast,

Bohemund was forced to go to the iVest. In the fall of 1104, accom-

panied by the deposed Patriarch of Jerusalem, Daimbert, Boaemund

sailed to Bari, arriving in January 1105. '^° liis activities will

be recounted in another place. Suffice it to say here that his

invasion of the Balkan Peninsula against Alexius ended in defeat.

In the peqce treaty of September 1103, Bohemund lost his lordship

over Antiooh, receiving the city and its environs from the Bnperor

whose vassal he professed to be. Bohemund also agreed to establish

a Greek Patriarch in the city.^^'^

hat remains may be briefly sumnarlsed, Tancred refused to

198
honour the treaty of Bohemund. In fact, he continued his re-

conquests in Cilicia, takinc advantage of Alexius' preoccupation

199with Bohemund in the .'est. Alexius attempted to organize a

diplomatic campaign, designed to turn the Latins against Tancred.

201 ZCiZBaldwin proved useless in this, as did also Bertrand of Tripoli.

203
Alexius appealed to the Turks against the Mormans. This proved

futile. Further, there was the ever-present threat of the Turks in
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Asia Minor, and the Italian maritlmes on the sea. Only the

Byzantine sea povter kept these in check. All in all, Alexius*

great plans to reconquer Antioch came to nought. As for his pres-

tige in Syria-Palestine there remained only a vague deference from

th« Latins which hid but thinly their indifference to him and the

Empire.

B. Alexius and the Papacy.

ThrouGh all these years of the reign of Alexius I Comnenus,

the role of the Papacy remains somewhat in the shadows. We have

indicated sonething of the decline of his reputation T»ith the Latins

during the first Crusade and that of 1101. \ie have already mentioned

Alexius' railsonlng activities which were not ao much the exercise of

Christian aharity as they vjere of political sagacity. The knights,

by their very freedom, testified to the benevolence of Alexius,

whether they were in the newly established Latin states in Syria-

Palestine or in the West. Not only this, we have mentioned Alexius'

attempts in 1101-1102 to reply to the thinly veiled accusations of

Baldwin, King of Jerusalem. In connection with this, we recall that

the Bishop of r.arzenona wee one of the embesey to Alexius. The
Oak

Bishop, whose name was Manasoes, was received by Alexius who ex-

plained in Great length all that had occurred between the Bmplre

and the Crusades. Alexius seens to have thought that he had won

the good will of the Bishop who, having come on the Crusade of 1101

and fulfilled his vows, decided to return to his Italian see. This

was a capital misjudgment. For when the Bishop appeared before

Paaohal II, at the 1102 synod of Benevento, he repeated all the

accusations against Alexius, the latter having given the Bishop the

task of defending him before the Pope. It would seen that Paschal
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fall into the spirit of aati-fiyzantliis feeling and dlreoted Uanaases

to take his tale of Q-reak treaohary and daoait to the nobles of

206Pranea. The aeootint, in Albert cf Aaohen, represants Pasehal

as aooapting the slanders of I'snasses without question. This nay

wall be. Pasohal may well have aooapted the anti-Oraek sentiment

whioh so many orusadars brought baek to Europe after IICO. However,

88 we shall show in the final section of this part of oar disser-

tation, Pasehal II su. ported Boheaund in his reoruitment of the

ranoh for a "third orusada", whose purpose in reality was the

ecnquest of the Byzantine Empire. Although, aa va shall show,

the Pope refused to be drawn •ompletely into the fentastio sohemes

of the Prinoe of Antloch, the initial papal sanation of the

aetiyitiee of Boharaund inrclyad the Fapaay in the attack upon the

Empire. The war whioh Bohemund waged unsuoaassfully against

Alaziae did the greatast harm to the relations between the East

and the Meat. Anna Comnena, and no doubt many another, believed

that the Pope had siven Bohemund oarta-blanehe for his attack

807on the Empire. Thus, by the year 1111, relations between

Alexius and Pasahal ware more strained than ever. Nontheless,

in that year, Alexius showed an inclination to begin a Hore

208
aggressiva policy towards the Papaey. The time was opportune:

Pasohal II had suffered the most profound humiliation at the hands

of Henry 7. The Noraian- papal allianoa had been little help to

Pasehal. Roger of Apula had died, leeving a regency for his son,

William. Sicily and south Italy ware ruled by woman. The political

relations of Norman, Pope and Enparor, ware of such a neture ea to
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encourage Alexius to make an attempt to separate the f'apaey and

the Romans from both Henry V and the Normans,

AloxiuB dispatched to the West legates bearlnc letters

addressed to the people of Rome. The legation arrived early in

1112. In the letters, the Emperor offered to take tho imperial

oronn of the West if the Romans so desired and to defend the supreme

pontiff from the wicked attacks of Henry V, Either he or his eon

John Toould oome to Rome to receive the crown acoordino to the

ancient tradition at the hands of the Pope.

Although addressed to the Romans end not to Paschal II, the

letter vibb nicoly calculated to arouse the interest of the Papacy.

However, at the same time Alexius had written to Gerard of Uarsi

,

the Abbot of Monte Cassino. Alexius congratulated the Abbot that

he \?as the adviser of both church and state, a delicate allusion to

Gerard's Involvement with Henry of Germany. Alexius professed

sorrovj over Henry's actions, Hov;ever, God, who through events

reveals His will, must ultimately decide on the guilt of the Emper-
210

or. The tone of this letter is quite different from that to the

Romans which showed no such willingness to let God decide in the

matter.

According to Peter of Monte Cassino, the Romans accepted

the offer from Alexius. They dispatched six hundred men to go to

the Emperor and conduct him to the city. On their journey they were

211entertained by the Abbot of Monte Cassino.

However, it soon became plain from the conversations that

Gerard had in Rome with Paschal in aarch of 1112, that the Papacy

would listen to the proposal only if there were an alliance with

212
the ^lormans.
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Hovever, the suggestion of an alliance itith tho Nornans

quelled the desire to help the Pope, ^hen he receiye9>- the nessages

from the West, proposing a meeting at Durazzo to discuss a treaty

with the "lorman princes, Alexius lost interest. Therefore, ha

213
vrote to G-erard that he could not for the moment come tc Durazzo.

To the Pope, Alexius nrote concerning the reunion of the churches,

a topic which would bring no dangerous involvement with the Hor-

214 215
Hans. Howerer, the matter closed with the papal reply.

The beginning of the papal letter to Alexius is of the great-

cat significance. Paschal is grateful that Alexius has set his

heart on the union of the church. The Pope calls to mind the power

of the Holy Spirit vihich is able to unite in one all races and

tongues. This unity was mirrored in the apostles, and whet the

Spirit there accomplished can be accomplished now. However, the

Pope is mindful of the difficulties attendant upon any attempt to

unite the Church. The diversity which exists between the Greeks and

216
the Latins is not easily welded into one. The Pope thSii eoiijinues

to recall the reverence which the Patriarchs of Constantinople once

displayed towards the apostolic see. However, during later years,

the Patriarchs of that city had withdrawn themselves from tho love

and obedience of the Roman church. They have not received the

letters from Borne, nor have they condescended to have communication

217
with the papal messengers. There would have been no reconcilia-

218
•ion had not Alexius taken the initiative.

The first step towards unity would be the acknowledgnon* of

the Homan primacy by the Patriarch of Constantinople. The rest of

the Greek hierarchy would then submit. How could differences

between the churches be settled unless the heads of the churches
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are reconciled and a final authority, i.e. Rome, eatabllahsd?

Paachal then proceeds to mention the possibility, indeed the advisa-

bility, of having a council, once the Roman authority is recognised.

An opportuno tl:ae would be October of the following year. The letter

concludes with an introduction of the papal ambassadors, on© of whom

was Mauros of Amalf 1 , the bishop who had been present at the signing
219

of the treaty between Bohemund and Alexius in 1109, Nothing seems

to have come of this embassy. Perhaps, the negotiations did not end

there. In the following year, Ghrysolanus, Archbishop of Milan went

to the East. It may be that he was making a pilgrimage to Jerusalem,

following upon his exile from Milan, or it may be thut, as nany have

•uggested, he had been sent to Constantinople by Paschal II to dis-

cuss church affairs. Be this as it may, in Constantinople, the

Archbishop inveighed against the errors of the Greeks and defended

the Filloque and also the Roman primacy. The Latin did not go un-

answered, but his attack elicited replies from some of the most

220distinguished representatives of the Greek chureh.

From this we can gather a partial understanding of vihy the

negotiations undertaken by Alexius came to nothing. The Eastern

Church did not care for the papal demand that they acknov-lodse "i;he

Petrlne supremacy. -^ Nor xnould they accept at the papal hand the

doctrine of the Double Procession, ffor its part, the xapacy stood

firm. There could be no council, in the opinion of Paschal, until

the Greek hierarchy had submitted to Rome. The Gredks would have

wished for a general council to decide on all divergences in faith

and practise between the two churches, including the question of

the Roman Primacy. On the one hand, for the Pope, the uestion of

the Roman Primacy was beyond discussion. On the other, the Greeks
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Insisted that It had to be discussed In council. Two conceptions

of the nature of the Church Eind of ecclesiasticel authority were

Juxtaposed to one another without result. Hov»evGr, this r;as not

the only barrier between the churches. The second thins to be

noted is that the Pope in his letter streesed the diversity exist-

ing between the two peoples. The unification of the churches of

Greek and Latin cultures was clearly seen to be of euch difficulty

as to raake the Pope despelr of anythin/j but the supernatural power of

the Holy Spirit. The cultural and racial autagonisnia existing before

the Crusade and gaining increased power during the Crusade and after

are clearly in the papal mind at this point. Did the Papacy think

of Alexius H-8 the enemy of tho cruoade at this point? Perhaps so,

although the Pope does not allude to this. What is more likely is

that Paschal was mindful of the racial jingoism which had grown to

full strength during; the crusade which, in Latins, had sneered,

ridiculed and slandered all things Greek and had, in particulcr,

presented Alexius as a villain of tho highest order.

What had been Alexius' intention? The first la plain: the

unification of the Empires, If the Eastern monarch were to rec^lTe

the imperial diadem at the hands of the rope, then the German Er.pire

would no lonpier exist. The Greeks bolieved tnat there could be only

one imperial crown and one emperor. This shall appear in other

places in this thesis. They tolerated the German emperors when it

was politically expedient to do so. However, hare was an oppor-

tunity to unite the Empires in one.

It Is more than likely that the Papacy realieed that this

was Alexius' aim. Therefore to this plan for the uniflc£.tion of

the imperial crowns, Paschal was quick to point out the price:
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the unification of the churches under the Church of Rone.

Alexius and the (rreeks would not pay thio ^jrice.

Alexius' second ciim wau, as we have mentioned, to separate

th« Papacy from the Normans. If this is correct, then Alexius'

was guilty of a nost serious miscalculation, i'or all the diffi-

culties vhioh the Papacy had inherited due to the Norman-papal

alliance, the Papeey would not surrender it. In the first place,

there were the claims of the Donation of Constantine, In 1099,

222Urban II had re-affirmed his suzerainty over the Gorman domains.

223
So also had Paschal. No matter the disadvantages of the alliance,

the Papacy in 1111 had little :fiore beyond the Nornans and the sup-

port of the Church to protect her against Henry V. True, thanks

to the death of Roger of Apulia, the alliance iras of doubtful

value. However an alliance of Pope and Byzantine Emperor viculd

deprive the Papacy, in all likelihood, of Norman support and indeed

turn the Normans into enemies. Alexius could not proteet the Vope

from both Norman and German. Hence at the beginning of the nego-

tiations, Paschal had sought to uake allies out of Alexius and the

Normans.

Was Alexius sincerely interested in church union? The g^ucs-

tion is difficult, perhaps impossible to i-nswer. However, the

eeneral inpression formed of these events and of Alexius' aims and

objectives throughout his reign, is that he was :iot interested

In it primarily or for its own sake. Politics came first. On the

other hand, we may suppose that religious conviction was uppermost

In Pasohal's mind although politics entered into it. The Norman

alliance could not be surrendered. Further Paschal knew that

224
Alexius was not without hia supporters in Italy. On the other
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aide, there i3 every lllolliiood tliat Alexias w&a motivated by

political raotives: the uniTication of the crowns end the detach-

ment of the Papacy from the /iormans. The Iformans with their vitality

and ambition and their control of Antioch preoeed for a solution.

If the Papacy were drawn into the Byzantine canp, then perhaps

AlezlUB could realize h4*> claims to Antioch and be protected from

future Iloruian aggressions, the luSt of which had been Bohemund^s

abortive "Crusade".

However, the negotiations broke down. The Papacy demanded

the recognition of the Primacy of Rome. Alexius probably saw that

this was a stumbllns block for the Greel: hierarchy .^^^ Perhaps he

also saw that an alliance with the Pope might boomerang against

her designs on Antioch. After all, the Roman Primacy symbolised

the determination of the Roman Ch.rch not to become the tool of

any earthly monarch,

Alexius' closing years were hampered by ill-heulth end by

the pressure of the Turks in Anatolia. Despite Bohemund's recog-

nition of the Byzantine claim to Antiooh, the city remained in the
226

hands of the Normans. The bad reputation of the Greeks per-

sisted, if only as a memory in the minds of nany Latins. The tiiO

227chui-ches were still apart. The Empire vnas surrounded by enemies,

and a new and stronger policy would have to be undertaken if the

Empire were to survive ac a great po\?er in the Ilediterrunean sea

228which was rapidly becoming a Latin lakd.
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TOOTNOTBS:

1. Important seooniary norks on the reign of Alezlua vhich bare
been ueed^ In the vrritiag of thla thealo are P", Caalendon, Lea
Comn^ne, Studea aur l^Eaplre flyzantln aux XI^ et XII° sleoleg.
I. ;OBgai aur le R«lgne d«Aleii8 1"^^ Coam^ne (1081-1116)
(Paria, 1900); A.A, VaailleT, History of the ayzaatiae' Sapire
(Madison, laoonaln, 1952); C.Diehl and G.Mareals, Le Monde
Oriental da 395 ^ 1031 . (Toluae III of the Hist ol re genera le .

O.Glotz, editor, Hlatoire du Moyen Age . Pari a, 19^6) , here-
after referred to aa Glotz-Dlehl III ; r.IX of the aame aeries,
C.Diehl, R.^uilland, L.Ceeonumoa, and R.Grouaaet, L*Europe
Orlentale de 1081 a 1453 . (Parla, 1945), hereafter referred to
^B aiotz-Dlehl. IX . A useful artiole is P.Gharanla, 'Byzantium,
the V.'est and the Origin of the First Crusade", Byzantion . XIX,
1949), pp. 17-36.

2. For e general picture of the Byzantine Exapire at this time,
•ee C. Neumann, Die V.'eltatellung des Jyzantiaisehen Reiohes
Tor den Kreuzzugen . (Heidelburg, 1914). Short but exeellent
ttmmaries are to be found in S. Runeiman, A History of the
Cruaadew . (three rolixmes, Cambridge, 1952-1954), I, p. 71.
See also R.C-rousset, Hiatoire dea Oroidades et du Hoyaume
Frene de Jerusalem , (three v-olume's, raris, 19S4-19S6), I,
pp. i-LXII. Anna also urites in the Alexiad , III, 9, Dawes ,

p. 89, Leib . I, p. 130, that Alexius, at the beginning of
his reign, Judged the i:.fflpire to be in its death agony.

3. For information on these tribes and their aotlTities, see
Chalandon, Esaai , pp. 2 f f . , and Vasiliev, Hiatory . pp. 524-326.

4. Secondary worke used in eonneetion with the Normans in southern
Italy are as follows: F. Chalandon, Hiatoirp de la Domination
Normande en Itslie et en Sloile . (two olumas, Paris, 1907)

;

0. Delaro, Les Normands en Italig depuis lea Premieres Inraslona
Jnaqu»a I'ATanement de S. aregoire VII ^ (Peris, 1883); L.Ton
Heineinenn, C-esohiohte der Hormannen in gnteritalien . (Leipzig)
1892) ; Jules Gay, L*It?lle tferldioaale et I'Emplra Byzantin .

(Paris, 1904); B. Kugler, Boemund and Tankred. •^ilrsten Ton
Antioohen . (Tubingen, 1862). Of great merit are the concise
accounts in Jean Longnon, Les Franoais d'Lutre-iier au Moyen
Age . (Paris, 1929), pp. 21-77; R.B.Yewdale, Bohemund I. Prince
of Antiooh . (New York, 1917), pp. 1 ff.

9. O.Cahen, "La Campagns de Manzikart d'apres les Sources Muasul-
mones," ( Hy^antion . IX, 1934), pp. 613-642. See also Sir
Charles Oman, History of the Art of ^ar in the Middle Ages .

(London, 1898) pp. 216-221; H.Delbruck, Oesohiehte der Krie^iiskunst
im Rahmen der polltisehen aesohiehte . (three rolumes, Berlin,
1900-1907) ,111, pp. 206-207; Ferdinand Lot, L'Art Mllitalre
et les Armees du Moyen Age , (two volumes, Paris, 1946) I, pp.
71-72; glotz-Diehl III , pp. 560-562; Runeiman, op.olt. . I,
pp. 59-63. The battle of Manzikert was the turning point in
Byzantine history, as the Byzantines themselres knew well.
From this dtoster, the Enpire never recovered. See Orcusset,
op eit. . I, pp. ixv-ixiiy.
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6. Glot2~Dlehl IX. pp. 14-15. For example, Alexius* uae of
ohuroh MOQlth to nect the neode of his foreign nars eroused
greet oritioism. The i^Dtriarch of Antiooh, John IV, nrote
•gainst hla. See P.G.

.

132, od, 1117-1149. Also L,OeQo.iomoB,
La Vie IteliKieuse d&r.e I'Smaire Dyaaatin au ten::a dps Oomn^nes
,

ftt dee Anr-ea. (Paris. 1918) . pp. 13S-140.

7, See Vasillev, History , pp. 383-385; Ohalandon, ^aaai . pp.
133-134.

e. For example, darin/> the revolt of Koussel de Bailleul the
Sfflperor 'ioephoras Botajilates was so ulamed that ho tp^oaled
to the Turks for help. Seo Chalandoa, Esaai . pp. 11-12.
Botftniatea during tho course of bis revolt a^^inst liichael
Ouoes had placed Turkish neroenaries in the G^dQt tovins of
Western Asia Minor, notably, 'licaea and TTiconodia. By the
time of the Jrusade, ^ioomedia nas in Greek hands, but :icaea
belonged to the Turks. It is possible, hoxiever, to over-
estimate tho offoct of iiouasel's revolt on the advance of the
Turks. See Grousset, op.cit . . I, pp. XaXIV-X^u^V.

9. Qlotz-Diehl IX. p. 15. For the advance of the Seljuks Into
Asia I'.inor, there is en oxcellont bibliography. i.K.IIitti,
A History of the rabs. (London, 1937) pp. 473 ff.; Vasiliev,
History, pp. 354-357; L.B. Browne, The Kclipso of Christianity
in Asia. (Oanbridce, 1933) , pp. 139-142; the article entitled
"Seljuks" by Iloutsna in tho eleventh edition of tho Lrzcyclo-
paedia Brittanica. XXIV, pp. 608-611; the distinguished works
of J.Laurent, Dyzance et lea Turos Soldjoucides jua4.u*en 1081.
(Nancy, 1913' ; L*..r Ir.io on'tro Byzance et I'Islan. (i-aris. 1919) ;

O.Cahen, "La promi'Sre i^6a6tretion turque en Asie aineura",
( Byze^tlon . XVIII , 1948), pp. 5-67; P. ittek, "Deux chapitro
de I'Hlstoire dea lures de Roum" , ( Byznntion. xi, 1936),
pp. SS5-319; Grousset, op.cit. . I, pp. X.wwVI-XLVIII,

10. L.Brehier, L/Egliae et l*Crient au .Moyan Age^ (Paris, 1021) ,

pp. 50-51. See also tho vivid account of the aftermath of
Hanzikert in Runclman, op.cit. . I, pp. 64-71.

11. Taailiev, Iljotory. pp. 384-385.

12. Alexl^fld. X, 5, Dawes, p. 247, Lieb. II. p. 205.

13. Vasiliev, History, pp. 332-383, Grousset, op.cit ., I,

pp. XLVIII-LVIII.
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14* For the beginnings of a Byzantine counter-offensive againet
the Turk, see Aleiisd. VI, 9, VIII, 3, X, 5, Dawes, pp. 152-153,
198-199, 247, Leib. II, pp. 63-66, 133-135, 205-206.
On the ccmparatiTO repose of the Empire in 1095, see Glotz-
Diehl IX. pp. 15-16; Chalandon, Essai. pp. 154-158;
A.Fliche, "Urban II et la Croisade," f Revue d'Hlatoire de
I'Eglise de France, pp. 289-306, 1927, XIII^, p. 292;
Vasiliev, History, pp. 388-389; Runoiman, op.eit. . I, p. 116.
Ohalandon unsuc^esef ully argues that since the Empire was in
such a stable condition that Alexius did not request aid from
the West in 1095.

15. The loss of Asia Minor had been disastrous for the Byzantine
economy. Alexius successfully restored the public finances
by the most stringent taxation, by fines and confiscations,
by the sale of offices, and by the development of the indus-
tries of his oapltol. However, it should be mentioned that
he devalued the coinage and hampered the economy of the realm
by the f^ranting of excessive commercial advantages to foreign
merchants

.

16. Mercenarles^had long been part of the Imperial Army. See
Br«hi©r, L'Bglise

.

p. 61. Anna mentions mercenaries often,

17. Alexlad. VII, 6, Dawes, pp. 179-180, Leib. II, pp. 105-106.
Chalandon, Essai. pp. 117-118, judges it doubtful that the
count took the oath although Anna presents this as something
oustomary. There is nothing which would support Chalandon's
opinion. The Qhronica lion. Sancti Bertini MGSS. XXV, p. 784,
reports the count's pilgrimage. The mercenaries which Robert
promised eventually did arrive. Alexlad

^
Vii , 6-7, D aw e s

.

pp. 179-182, Leib. II, pp. 105-110.

18. In 1088-1089 Alexius wrote to Flanders to remind him of hia
promise to send mercenaries. For a long time, the extant
Latin letter from Alexius to Robert was thought to be a
genuine document. Modern criticism has established that the
letter we possess is a pious forgery, an excitatorium. com-
posed 1098-1099, to encourage new departures for Syria. The
letter is a conflation of material from the papal exhortations
delivered in 1095-1096 in support of the Crusade together with
certain general themes taken from the original letter which
Alexius wrote to Robert. Also, the author added details which
he thought would make the letter more effective, e.g., the
remarks concerning the charm and amiability of the Grecian
women. The letter is printed In Ouibert, »^p-r^±t ._ , I, 5,
RHOOco. IV, pp. 131-133, and in 1 aul Riant, AOL. I, No. 31,
pp. 71-74. Riant somewhat excessively Judr^ed it to be a

total fortjery from material in papal speeches. This opinion
was edMrfiSPsil by H.Hagenmeyer in his collection of letters
for the First Crusade, Hag. Epistulae. pp. 10-44, 129-136,
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165-209. See the same author's article, "Der Brief e des
Kaisers Alexlos I. Kcsinenos an den Grafen Robert I. von
Flandern", ( Byzantinische Zeitsohrift. VI. 1897), pp. 1-32;
L.Brehior, L*i:;:li3c. pp. 57-58; Ghalandcn, Essai

.

pp. 155-156,
S24-336; aiotz-Diehl IX. p. 16. Vasiliev, History, pp.
386-287, has a useful summary of the opinions of historians.
However, the best summary and analysis in brief compass is
In DolKer. II. He. 115£.

19. Alexiad. V. 3, Dawes, pp. 119-120, Lieb. II, pp. 15-14.
This report is corroborated by Bernold, ivhose Chronicon is
one of the most reliable sources for the history of Europe in
the late eleventh century, MGS3

.

V, p. 440.

80. Alexiad. VIII, 5, Dawes, p. 202, Leib. II, p. 139. Chalandon,
Easai

.

p. 129. The report is substantiated by Bernold,
Chronicon. MGSS. V, p. 450.

SI. More shall be said elsewhere concerning the council of Piacenza
and Alexius* mission to the Papacy at this time.

SS. Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire

.

(edited by J.B.Bury , seven volumes, London, 1909-1914) , VI,
0. 58, p. 296.

S5. The great soldier-emperor IJloephoras i'hocas had requested the
Patriarch of Constantinople to admit to the honoured rank of
martyr those soldiers who died fighting the Infidel. The
Patriarch refused. See Zonaras, Epitome. XVI, 25, CSHB. Ill,
p. 506. Strictly speaking, Grousset is^ inexact when he refers
to "la croisade byzantine sous NicephoiR Phocas" , op.oit

.

. I,

p. XI.

S4. Chalandon, Eagai

.

p. 161.

25. Vasiliev, History, pp. 403-404. For Alexius' reaction to
the Crusade, see P. Maas, "Die Musen der Kaisers Alexios I"

( Byzantinische Zeitachio'f t

.

XXII. 1913), pp. 348-369, refer-
ence here, pp. 357-358.

26. It is the opinion of many that the Crusade was an irretriev-
able disaster to the life of the Balkan Jreninsula. See
D.Bik5l33, La Grace Byzantine et Moderne. (Paris, 1893), p. 29.

27. This point shall be mentioned again when the papal intentions
for the First Crusade are discussed.
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88. Alexlad. XIV, 4, Dewea. p. 372, Leib edition, III, p. 160.
This Is an exact description of the disposition of the
imperial forces at the time of the entrance of the Crusade
Into the Empire. See Chalandon, Seeai

.

p. 163.

89. Alexiad. X, 5-6, XI, 6, Daffes. pp. 248-251, 283, Leib. II,

pp. 206-208, III, p. 28.

30. Roussel de Balneal was a Norman who had fought in Guiscard's
Sicilian campaign. For the rebellion of Roussel, see Alexiad

.

^» 1» Da ^'ios. pp. 8 ff'i Leib

.

I, pp.9 ff. Other sources are
Nioephorus Bryonnius, Hlstoria

.

II, 4 ff., OSHB , pp. 58 ff.;
Amatua, Ystoire. I, 7-15, FSI. pp. 15-21; Scylitzes, Hjstoria.
C3HB. V. 2 of Cedrenus, pp. 708 f f . ; Attaliates, Hlstoria ,

G3HB. pp. 188 ff. Zonaras, Epitome. XVIII, 16 f, OSHB. Ill,

pp. 708 ff. See also Chalandon, Sssai. pp. 29 ff.; Runciman,
op.clt. . I, pp. 62, 63, 66-67; G.Schlumberger, "Deux Chefs
Normands des Armeos Byzantines", ( Revue Hi8torlq.ue. XVI, 1881),
pp. 889-303.

81. Alexlad. X, 5, Dav;es. p. 250, Leib

.

II, p. 209.

38. Hence the imprisonment of Hugh of Vermandois at Durazzo;
Alexlad. X, 7, 9, Da\ie3.^ pp. 252-254, 861, Lieb. II, pp.
813-215, 225-226.

33. The Alexlad opens with the account of the revolt of Rouaael
and from there on, Anna has little good to Bay about any
Westerner and especially the Normans, For example, when
Bohemund landed on the westefn shores, near Durazzo, in his
Invasion of later years, the announcement roots all, save
Alexius, to the spot in horror and fear. Alexiad. XII, 9,

Dawes, p, 322, Leib

.

Ill, p. 85. However, Anna could not
conceal her admiration for Bohemund, Alexic.d

.

illl, 10, Dawes.
p. 347, Leib, III, pp. 122-124. Even Guiscard receives his
due share of admiration and praise, Alexlad. I, 10, DaBes

.

p. 27, Leib. I, p. 37-58.

34, Actually, the marriage negotiations began under Romanus IV
Diogenes. See a letter of Michael P6ellus in K.N.Sathas,
Bibliotheca Graeca raedil aevl

.

(seven volumes, ^ aft >-Venice

,

1872-1879) , V, p. 387. Michael, who resumed negotiations,
found himself deallnc with a more haughty Guiscard than his
predecessor. However, the imperial wish was attained. For
these negotiations, see the following sources. Scylitzes,
Hlstoria, in volume II of tlie CSHB edition of the Synopsis of
Oedredus, pp. 720-724; Zonaras, -Epitome. XVIII, 17, CSIIB.

p. 714; Alexlad. I, 10, Dawes, pp. 26^27, Leib. I, p. ^'^
;

Amatus, Ystoire

.

VII, 26, F3T. pp. 316-320; Llalaterra,
^istoria'Sioula. Ill, 13, kISS (new), V, I, pp. 64-65;
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Opdori* VltallB, VII, 5, HI, p. 166; ..llliem of Apulia,
geato. Ill, 11. 502 f, iICS3. IX, p. 275; Romuald, Jhronioon.
RISS (new) . VII, I, p. 189. See clao Chalandon, Baaai.
pp. 61-62; Chalandon, roiainution .•Jornande. I, pp. 260-265;
Helnemann, op.olt . . I, d. 390. The Greek rooctlcn to this
alllenoe naa Inatrunentel in brin inc Botanl-tes to tiic

throne. See also the lettera in Dolf:er. II, No. 973, No. 989,
Mo. 990, and No. 1003. Anna Is probably correct whon she
8008 In the narrlcp.e the first elgn of Woman deeipns on the
laperlal throne: Aleilad. I, 12, Dawes, p. 30, Leib^ I, p.

85. Alexiad. I, 12, Dewea. p. 31, Lelb. I, p. ; liulntorra, HI,
13, r.iss (new), U, I, pp. 64-65; illliara of Apullt., Ill,
11. 502 f, IV, 11. 1 ff, MGSS. li, pp. 275, 279; Bonuald,
Chronicon. Klsr; (new), VII, I, p. 190.

36. Alexiad. I, 10, Dawes, p. 26, Lelb. I, p. . It ia to be
noted that others, bealdes the Greeks, hated the Normans. See
the coa.'nents on their ferocity In the Gesta archlepiaooporiin
Medic^lanenela. MGSS. Vill, p. lo and -elaterra's famous
oharacter aketoh of the :Joraans, I, 3, KISS (new), V, i, pp. 8-9.

87. On the paeudo-Mlohaol and the war uhioh followeu, aee Lupua
ProtoapatarluB, MGSC

.

V, p. 60; Grderlo Vitalle, VII, 5, III,
pp. 166-168; Kalaterra, Ilistorlu ^loalu. Ill, IT—14, 24-33,
39-42, KiSf; (new) , V, I, pp. 64-66, 71-77, 81-8E; r.lHlam of
Apulia, Geata. IV, 11, 162 ff., :iGS3. IX, pp. 262 ff.; Books
IV and V of the Geata of ».Hllaa are devoted to the war of
Gulaoard against the iinplre. -ee also the Anonynl Jarenala
i3hronloon. HliJ3, V^3 , cc. 758 ff.; Aonuald, Jaroniooa. ;I?3
(new^ , VII, I, pp. 131-197; Alexiad. I, 12, IV, 1, Dawae.
pp. 31y 9S, Loib , I, pp,44ff.,/ Books I-VI, of tlie Alexiad have
Anna's account of the Jorman war. i^ee also 3cylitaea, Ulstorla .

PgHB. v.a of Jedrenue, pp. 720 ff*j Zonaras, Ijpltone. XVIII,
22 f. a.::::B, III, pp. 7S4 ff. Aa for the Identity of tho
Iseudo-Michcel, he wae probably en unknown Greek relljlous of
South Italy who seemed uaaful for Robert's purposes.

38. Adequate treatments of the Torman nar nay be found in Chalandon,
Domination lomande. I, pp. 258-234; Chalandon, .^asal . pp.
58-94; Tewdala, op. sit. . pp. 9-24.

39. '"'eor^e -'very, Tho Byzantine i atriarohate. 451-1304 . (London,
1947) p. 175.

-145

40 For proof of Grot3ory*3 deception and hia blessing of the war,
see JL. 5178. It is porht-po significant that the Anonyni
Vatioanl illatorlu Sloula. ^ilJG . Vlli, o. 768 lists us one of
Gulscard'a reasons for war the resistance of the Greek church
to :<ome, 3ee von Ileineaann, op.olt. . pp. 299-339.
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41. The Venetians feared that a florman victory nould cut the Vene-
tian trade routes into the Uediterrsnean and to the East. See
Alexlad

.

VI, 5, Dawes, pp. 146-14.7, Lelb. II, pp. 50-53;
Dandolo, Chronioon. ^ISS (now^, XII, I, pp. 215-217. The
ohrysobull, which granted Venice extraordinary privileges,
notably, richts of purchase and sale within the Bmpire with-
out restriction, exemption from Imports, duties, inspections,
the granting of a special quarter in Constantinople, etc., nay
be consulted in Tafel-Thomas

.

pp. 43-63; JGR. Ill, pp. 434-
439. See til so iV.Heyd, Histoire du Commerce du Levant, (trans-
lated from the German by F.Henaud, two volumes, 2nd reimpresslon
Leipzig, 1936), I, pp. 118-120: Chalandon, Sssai. pp. 82-83;
A.Kretschmayr, -lesohlchte von Venedit?:. (two volumes, Leipzig,
1905-1920) , I, pp. 163, 179, 449; F .0 .Hodgson, The Early
History of Venice from the foundation to the Conquest of
"Oonstantinople. A.D.1304. (London. 1901) . p. 166. See also
Dfelf;er. II, No. 1081. It might be well to mention here other
works dealing with the Italian maritime cities which have
assisted me in this thesis. C.Dlehl, Use K^publigue patri-
olennet Venise. (Paris, 1916) ; A.Sshaube, Handelsgeschlehte
der Roraanischen Volker des Llittelmeergebiets

.

(Munich. 1906).
especially p^, 3-26 for the early growth of Venice up to 1095;
E.O.Roy, Les Colonies xranciues de Syrie. (Paris, 1883), pp.
69-74; B.K.Byrne, "The Genoese colonies in Syria", ( The
Crusades and Other Ristorlcal xisssys presented to Dana C.
Munro. edited by L.J.Paetow. New York. 1923). jp. 139-182. and
by the same author, "Genoese Trade '.-jith Syria in the T;»elfth
Century", ( American Historical Review. XXV. 1919-1920), pp.
191-219; John La Monte, Feudal Monarchy, pp. 226-242,

42. Gregory was forced to recall Guiscard to Italy. See JL.
5038, 5210. Also Romuald of Salerno, RISS (new), VII, I,

pp. 194-195; Malaterra, III, 33, RISS (new), V, I, p. 77.
It would be valuable to us if v;c '^nevi rith certainty what
Gregory felt of the Byzantine-Venetian alliance. See W.
Holtzmann, "Studien zur Crientpolitik des Ref ormpapsttuma
and zur Kntstehung des ersten Kreuzziiges" , ( Historische
Vlerteljahrschrift e^ XXII, 1924-1925) pp. 167-189, here
plp7~T67^69.

43. That Guiscard aspired to the Imperial throne ic clear»
Richard of Poitiers, MGSS

.

\VI , p. 79, says he ;7ished to make
Bohemund emperor of Constantinople and also perhaps of lands
beyond the Bosphorus.

44. Gesta Hegum. II, p. 390. So also Malaterra, IV, 24, RISS. liu*o)i

V, I, p. 102.

45. For a few indications of this fascination, see Odo of DeSil
In his account of the Second Crusade, Berry

.

pp. 62-67. Also,
Guibept, I, 5, PHOOce. IV, p, 132 and Robert, II, 20, KHC&cfr.
Ill, pp. 750-751.





- 53 -

46, Glotz-Dlehl III, p. 537; L. U.Hartmann , The Early Medieval
State, (nistorical Association Pamphlet, G 14, translated by
n. Llebeschutz, London, 1949) , p. 18. The examples in the
Alexiad are plentiful.

47, For examples of this Latin attitude towards the Greeks, see
Albert, IV, 6, XII, 15, REGOcc

.

IV, pp. 392, 698. Consult also
Hag. Geata. p. 366, n. 23. Amatus, Yetoire. nhose account of
the activities of Roussel has been cited, pictures the Norman
oondottiere as the soul of honour as opposed to Greek craft and
deceit. See I, 7-15, FSI

.

pp. 15-21; ..'illiam of Apulia refers
to their lack of murtial vigour and effeminacy, I, 11. 225-228,
MOSS. IX, p. 246; Malaterra, Historia. Ill, 13, HISS (new)

.

V, I, p. 64, repeats the same opinion.

48, Tor a bibliography on the relations between the tvio churches,
see: A.Fliche, La rxeforme Gregorienne et Iti Reconq.uete ,

Ohr^tienne. (1057-1123) . (volome Till of Uistoire de l*Ef:lise
depuis les orijlnes Jusgu'^ nos jours, edited by A.Fliche,
V. Martin, and E.Jarry, Paris, 1950); we shall refer to this
work hereafter as Pliche, Histoire. VIII ; W,:<'orden, Das
Fapsttum und Byzanz. (Berlin 1905) ; A.lliohel, "Amalfi and
Jerusalem Im grlechischen Kirchenstreit" , ( Orientalia Jliristiana
Analecta. No. 121, Rome, 1939); A.Iiichel, Humbert und Kerula-
rios. (two volumes, iraderborn, 1924-1930); George Every, The
Byzantine Patriarchate. (London, 1947) ; B.Leib, Rome. Keiv
et Byzance a'' la fin du"XI<^sieale

.

(Paris, 19241; Jules Gay,
op.eit . . pp. 477-500; L.Br&hier, L* |gllse . pp. 40-42;
L.Brehier, Le Schisme Orientnl du Xl^^^iecle. (Paris, 1889) ;

M,Jugie, "Le "chisme de L'ichel Cerulaire", rEchos d'Orient .

IIXY, Paris, 1937), pp , 440-473 and his large work of synthesis,
Le Schisme Byzantin. (Paris, 1941^, Of the greatest interest
still is the work of Leo Allatlus, De Eoclesiae Occidentalis
atzue Orientalis Perpetua Conaansione. (Coloniag Agrippinag.
1648) .

49, Alexiad. X, 8-9, Dawes, pp. 254-261, Leib. II, pp, 215-286.
Or again in -Ibert of Aachen, I, 12, RHCOcc

.

. IV, p. 282,
Peter is assisted by Alexius because he and his companions
are Christians.

60.

Bl, Hag. Epiatulae. pp. 59-61, 141-142, 242-147. During the siege
of Antioch, Simeon sent out supplies to the crusaders. Albert,
VI, 39, RHCOcc.

.

IV, p. 489,





52. Hag. Eplstulae. pp. 63-68, 144-146, 254-259.

53. Espeoially lucid on this point la Every, op.clt . . passim,
in particular, pp. vlll, 31, 151-152, See also Vaslllev,
Hiatory pp. 459-470. For two examples of Imperial "Inter-
ference" In theological and eocleslastical affairs, see
Alexius Gomnenus* dealines with a resurgence of Iconoclasm
In 1092, during the patriarchate of I^'icholae III Granmatlkos,
1084-1111. Grume 1. Ill, No. 967, No. 968. Equally clear Is
the account in Nicetas of the Influence of Manuel ComnenuB
on spiritual matters, De Manuele Gomaeno. VII, 5-6, GSHB,
pp. 274-284.

54. The quotation from Theodore may be found in Vaslllev, History

,

p, 470 and in P.G.

.

138, o. 93.

65. For Alexius' strict, yet usually benevolent control of the
Church, see Leib, Iiome . Kiev et Byzanoe. pp. 7-11; Glotz-
Dlehl IX. pp. 33-37.

56. Norden, op.clt. . pp. 1-4, is, I believe, quite correct when
he states that the content of the notion of the Roman primacy
was emptied in the East due to Caesaropapism. On the Norman-
papal alliance, see von Heinemann, op.clt, . pp. 159-lb9,

57, For the so-called schism of Cerularius, see the work of Dr,
A, Michel, Humbert und Cerularios. passim; L.Brehler, Le Sohlsme
Oriental^ passim, W. Norden, op.clt. . pp. 16 f f ; F.Ghalandon,
Domiaation Normande

.

I, pp. 156 ff; Vaslllev, History.
pp. 337-339; Jules Gay, op.clt. . pp. 491 ff.

68. Chalandon, Essal . p. 19.

69. The evidence is not clear. See Every, op.clt. . pp. 155 ff,;
L,Br^hler, L*£elise, pp. 41-42 agrees with the text although
few facts are brought forward to support this view; see also
L,Brehier, Le Sohiame. pp , 219-245, for an analysis of the
steps taken by Gonstantinople towards ensuring the conformity
of Antloch, Alexandria and Jerusalem to the defiance of Rome
by Constantinople, Jreter of Antloch made a half-hearted
resistance to ilichael Cerularius, See l(i,Jugie, Le Schisme
Byzantin. pp, 219-229, and L,Allatins, De consensione. I,

16, c. 239, II, 9, cc. 516-625. The pertinent correspondence
is printed in PG

.

CXi, oc. 756-820.
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60. For example. In 1055, Lletbert, Archbishop of Cambrai, on
his way to the Holy City as a pilgrim, v;as hindered by the
Byzantine authorities from fulfilling his vows. See the
Geata Lietberti and the Ohronicon S. Andreae. MOSS. VII,
pp. 497, 535-7. Indeed, in 1056, Victor 11 wrote to the
Empress Theodora protesting against Byzantine troatment of
pilgrims passing through imperial territory. See jJL 434E

,

PL 149, cc. 961-962. There hss been an unsuccessful attempt
to attribute this letter to Victor III. See Leib, Rome. Kiev
et Byzaaoe. pp. 87 ff,

51. See 3very, op.cit

.

. pp. 149-150, 170; and the article by
A.Palmieri "Filiogue In the Dictionneire du Theolot^ie Oatho-
liquo. V, oc. 2303-2343.

62. See J.Hereenrother , Llonomenta Graeca ad .t^hotium ejusq.ue histor-
iam pertinenti£. ( Ratisbon, 1869) , pp. 62-71. Psellus lauded
Cerularlus for his opposition to the Latins "whose impious
pride would destroy all true relision". See his funeral
oration for the Patrit^rch in K.K.Sathas, Bibliotheca Graeca
medii eevi . (seven volumes, irarls, 1872-1894), IV, p. 548.

63. On this point, the most Important work it, Bernard Leib*s
Rome. Kiev et Byzanee which has been cited in the notes. Also
to be noted is the very important work of F.Dvornik, ?he Photian
Schism. History and Leg^end

.

(Cambridge, 1948). See also Every,
op.cit

.

. pp. 153-193. Nowadays we speak of the hardening of
the Schism during the twelfth century as the decisive stage of
the separation of the churches of East and West. See A.Fliche,
Histoire VIII

.

pp. 303-308, who eummarises Leib.

64. On the exchanges betvieen the two peoples, Eastern and Latin
Christians, see Leib, Rome. Kiev et Byzanoe. pp. 75-105. For
Byzantine monks visiting Rome, see Alexiad. I, 12, Dawes

.

pp. 30-33, Leib. I, pp. 45 .

65. Of special sisnificance to Westerners was the shrine of St.
Nicolas at Myra, The "translation" of the relics of Nicolas
to Bari forms one of the most interestlnc and revealing chap-
ters In East- est relations in the late eleventh century.
See Leib, Rome. Kiev et Byzanoe. pp. 51-74,

66. For some examples, see the Ohronicon Men. Casinensis, MGSS,
VII, pp. 694, 702, 718, 75l';i Also iXilger. II. No. 1006. dated
April, 1076; Leib, Rome. Kiev et Byzanee. comments on this
relationship, pp. 103 ff.
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67. The treatise of Thsopliylact is printed In P,G. . 126, co.
826-250. On this work see the admirable analysis of Leib,
op.olt., pp. 41 ff. Also it v.ill be found in C.Vi'ill, Apt a
et soripta q^uae de ooatroverslis ecclealae graeoae et
latlnae aoeo. XI. conpofita extant

_ t (Leipzig. 1861). See
M.Jugle, Le Sohiano Byzantin. pp. 243 ff., and L.Allatlus,
De conaenaione. II, 10, co. 630-631.

68. Lelb, /^ome. Kiev et Byzanee. pp. 32-41.

69. Thus, the letter of Michael Cerularlus to Peter, Patriarch of
Antloch, printed in 0.''.'ill, op.olt. . pp. 172-186.

70. Father Lelb has analysed the Byzantine polemical campaign
against the Latins, Rome. Kiev et Byzanee. pp. 27-50.

71. 0. Villi, op.olt

.

. pp. 51-64. For the political slsniflcance
of this letter, see Jules CJay , op.cit

.

. pp. 495-500.

72. C.Will, op.cit. . pp. 127-136. They will also be found in
J.Hergenrother, op.cit

.

. pp. 139-154.

73. O.Wlll, op.cit. . pp. 155-168. See U.Jugie, Le Gchiane Byzantin.
pp. 206-219 for Oerularius' anti-Latin activities. L.Allatius,
De oonsenalone, II, 10, co. 625-642, on the growins controversy.

74. We shall illustrate this shortly with an account of union
negotiations between East and '/.'est in the early years of
Urban II 's reign.

75. Runciman, op.cit

.

. I, pp. 93 ff. See also U.Jugle, Le Schisme
Byzantin. pp. 187-192.

76. The letter is in the nrltlngs of Benzo of Asti, Ad Ileinrlcum
IV Imperatorom Libri VII. MGSS. XI. p. 622. Also Dbltzer. II'.

No. 950 vjhere these materials are criticised. Also Jules
^^y t op.olt

.

. p. 527. For the attenpts of Alexander II to
achieve reconciliation, see the AASS. for August, I, p. 236.

77. On Gregory's policy see, L.Brehior, L*BGliae. cp.cit., pp.
51-53 and Georc Hofmann, "Papst Gregor VII. und die Christ-
llohe Osten"; ( Studi Gref;criani. ed. G.D.Bcrino, I, Rome, 1947)
pp. 169-181. Gregory's concern for unity is shonn in his
letter of 9 July 1073, to :^lchael VII. who had asked for
military aid against the Turks and promised church union.
JL. 4789, The Register of Grecory is edited in the Uonunenta

I





-. 57 ^

Geraaaiae Iliatoriaa. Epiat'ilae Seleotue. (edited i.Gaapar,
Berlin,1920) I, No. 18, pp. 29-30. Also see Oerold Meyer
Ton Knonau, Jaiirbacher des Deutaehen Reichea uater Heinrigh
17. gad Helnrich V. (aevea voluaes. Leipzig. 1S90-1909). II.

pp. 340-341. In the moatlis follo'aiag, the great acaeae for
the defonca of the Sastern Empire was evolvins in Greijory's
niad. Pertinent letters are xtegister. I, 46, 49; II, 3, 31;
pp. 70, 75, 128, 166 f, JL. 4823, 4825, 4876, 4904. Certain
of tlia re-uaion of the churches, Gregory looked forward to a
great Christian army battliag for tha relief of the Empire,
aad, as his thoughts developed, of the Lord's Sepulchre.
8«6 Meyer voa Knoaau, op.eit . . II, pp. 436-438. On 16
December, 1074, Gregory called for the support of all the
faithful beyond the Alps, JL. 4910, :-.e.-.iat or. II, 37, p. 173.
Hovjever, the Bastern church's reluctance, the growins tension
with Henry, due to the papal decrees of 1074, and the neces-
sity of conciliating the Romaas ruined the plan. See the
famous letter to Hugh of Oiuny, .^eaister. II, 49, p. 189 and
the letter to the Patriarch of VeaiC3 recently returned from
the Bast, JL, 4913, Register. II, 30, pp. 175-176. One should
not iaterpret Gregory's aotioas as an attempt to achieve church
union with military aid either as a weapon or as e bait. See
ETery, op.eit . . p. 175 and Ursula Schwerin, Die Aufrufe der
Ptpste zur Befreiuag des lleiligen Landes. (Berlin, 19371, p. 70,

See also Glot?.-Diehl III, pp. 559-560 for an exoelleat sumnary
of i apal-Norman-Byzantiae relations. See also ^^orden, op.eit . .

pp. 38-46; 'eib. Hone. Kiev et 3yzaaoe. pp. 14-19; A.Fliche,
Hlstoire VIII. pp. 69-70, 74-75.

78. On the systatic letter, see F.Dvoraik, The Photiaa Schisia.

pp. 327-328, and his review of T.G, Jallaad' s. The Chureh and
the Papacy. (Loadoa-Nen York, 1944), in the February, 1945,
issue of Blackf riars. pp. 57-58.

79. For the excommunication of Bot»niates, see Register. VI, 56,
p. 400. See Ohalandoa, Domination Normaade. I, pp. 254 f f

,

265 f f . We uoto that Gregory's plaa was not a Crusade like
the Crusade of 1095. No indulgences nere offered, Constan-
tinople was the primary goal of the expedition. As xie shall
argue, Urbaa temporarily put aside the notion of church unioa
which had a central place in Gregory's conoeption.

80. Al9i:iad. I, 13, DaiidS.^ p. 32, Leib. I, p. 48-49.

81. The Greeks did not know that Gregory based his dealings with
the "ormaas on the Donation of Coastantino.

88. See Anna's account of Gregory's dealings with Henry IV, whose
alliance Alexius sought, r^iexiad. Ill, 10; Dawes, pp. 91-93,
Leib. I, pp. 122-36. Chalandon, Essai . pp. 69 ff, with important
notes.
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es. Foi- Alexius and ^Tenry IV see the Annelista Saxc, l!GSS.

p. 721; Meyer von Knonau, o p » o 1 1

.

. Ill, pp. 448, 482-483,
522-523; LupuB Protospatarlus , liQGS

.

V, d. 61, and Doraold,
MGSS. V, p. 440.

84. On these negotiations see Leib, op.clt

.

. pp. 20-26; the
indispensable work of VJ.Holtzm&an, "Der Unionsverhandlungen
zuischen Alexioe I. und Urban II im Jahre 1009", ( Byzantixiische
Zeitachrif b. XiVIII, 1928) pp. 38-67 and "Studien aur Orient-
politik dee Reformpepsttums und zur Entstohung des ersten
Kreuzzttcee", ( Historisohe Vierteljabrgchrlf t

.

7.XII. 1924-1925),
pp. 167-1P9; Every, op.cit

,

. pp. 176-173; Kunciiuan, op.cit

.

.

I, pp. 100 ff; FlicLe, Illstoire VIII. pp. 236-238; i.'orden,

op.cit

»

. pp. 46-57. See the account in Halaterra, IV, 13,
RISS (new) . pp. 92-93; JL 6326a, printed on p. 752 of volune
two of JL. is a letter of Guibert of Ravenna directed probably
to the Patriarch of Constantinople; most helpful are the
entries in Dolger. II, "o. 1146, No. 1156 and in Orumel. Ill,
No. 947, No. 948, No. 953, No. 954. A brief sumxiary of the
evidence is t'i'^'en here. Alexius had in 1083, indicated his
desire for Christian unity when he made Euthymlus, Patricrch
of Jerutalem, one of his representatives in the negotiations
for peace with the Normans. The presence of the Patriarch,
who stood as a symbol of oppressed Christendom and the Oreek
of resistance against the infidel, had little effect. The
Emperor Alexius, discovering that he was still under the ban
of excommunication, forbade the Latins of his realm to use
unleavened bread in the Eucharist. It may be also that the
Constantinople Patriarch ordered Greelc Christians not to
enter Latin ohui'ohes or attend thoir services. Be this as it
may, Alexius' action had, from the imperial point of view, the
desired effect. Urban protested, end thus the door for nego-
tiations was opened. Alexiud next proposed that Urban come
to Constantinople to s6ttle the differences betT<een the
churches in council. Urban refused, but his interest was
aroused. He consulted his Norman vassal. Count Rocer of
Sicily (for the nevj Norman-papal Alliance see Romuald,
Chrcnicon. lllSO (new), VII, I, p. 199^ who seemed ag^reeable
to a p'apul-Constant inople rapproeheraent

.

See Chalandon,
Domination Normande. I, pp. 296 ff., 345, This interview with
his vassal occurred in April 1088, probably after Urban had
ent to the East the Cardinal Deacon Roger and Nicolas, ftbbot
of Grotta i'errata, to convey his protest against the imperial
action. See Chalandon, Essai

.

pp. 129-130. Returning to
Roue, Urban found Guibert in control of most of the city.
Not only this. Urban knew that Guibert was in contact with the
Patriarch of Constantinople, Guibert had established contact
with Basilius of Calabria who had v.rittan asking for help In
regaining possession of his see from which he had been ousted
by the Nornana. Guibert promised help, asking Basiliua to be
instrumental in opening up diplomatic exchanges between him-
self and the Patriarch of Constantinople, As we have mentioned
before, Guibert was already in touch with the Metropolitan John
of Kiev, Determined to head off the anti-pope. Urban removed
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the ban of exoumjiunicat ion on Alexius. For Guibert»s deal-
ings with the SBSt, with the Metropolitan of Kiev and Basilius
of Calabrlu, e deprived Grmmk Metropolitan nf ?!outhprn Itply,
ee Leib, op.oit . , pp. 23-24. Meanwhile, Alexius had been
buey with the hierarchy of the Churrh. He rsked the x^atriareh
and his epieoopul synod vrhy Urban' s name vas not on the dyptyche?
PerhBpo Urban, through hin enisaarlea, had already raised the
question. The Greek ehuroh, mindful of its imperial master,
gave a soft answer to Alexius. It had been an oyersight on
thair part, HoweTer, their hostile intent ia raade olear on
the aolutioa liiey proposod, Thoy agreed thot if Ifrbnn ^oulfl

submit the standard profession of faith, i.e., the systatio
letter, deolaro hif; allegianoa to the eoumenioal oounclls,
oomdOiBn the heresies oon^emned by the Churoh, indicate his
reTorenos for the fathers and dootora of tb^ Sixth eeu-nenical
council especially, then his name v/ould be placed on the
dyptyohs. After this, they would proaeed to a council atten-
ded In person by Urban himself or his r ^presentat ive in Con-
stantiuopla. They would thus disfiuas the differences between
the churches. The patriarchal letter which aeoompanied the
synodical iscree, disdained all h-atllity to Latin Christians.
He had not intsrdictad the attendance by Greeks at Latin ser-
vices. Nicholas asked for the 3yst3ti3 letter, leelarlng ha
also longed for unity. This letter also introduced the embassy
of Basil of Calabria end Bomanus of Rossano. V ould Urban
restore Basilius to his see? The letter closed with formal
professions of concern and interest. The mission was not
suscossfiil. Urban did not present a profession of faith.
Thq rsatoratlon of Baailius, deprived by the Normans of his
•e at Reggio, was all but impossible. hile Romanus made
hia submission to Urban, Basilius wrote to Nicholas Gramma-
tikos representing Urban in the worst po8J?lbl'? light as the
tool of the NoTinans. Ho revar, despite all the intrigue be-
tween Urban, Guibert, Kiev and Constantinople, the hostility
to Urban and Urban's refusal to bow to the Gree'-- Churo^,
Alexius remained pro-Urban. See L.Allatius, De eonsensione ,

II, 10, oc, 625-626. The views expressed here and in the
text are in opposition to those of Ju^ie, Le Schisme , p. 842
and those of 7. Gmmel, "Jerusalem entre Rome et Byaance:
Une lettre Inconnu du patriarche de Constantinople Nicolas
III a son oollegue de Jerusalsn (vers 1089)" (Eehos d 'Orient ,

ZZX7III, 1Q39), p. 115 and in substantial agreement with
Charonis in his communication to the Editor of the American
Historical Review . LIII, 1947-1948, pp. 942-944.

SB. See Bernold , MGHS , V, p. 450; Alexiad, YIII, ^ Dawes , p. 202,
Leib , II, p. 139, where Alexius is described as expeeting an
army from Rome. In this connection, see Dolger , 11, No. 1156;
Leib, o p.cit . . pp. 179 ff.

86. Xrery, op.cit. . pp. 155 ff.
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87. See Grumel^ III, No. 956, dated 1089. For Simeon's writing*
against the Latin rite, see A.Michel, "Amalfi end Jerusalem".

88. This treatise is edited by Leib In his "Deux Inedits Byzan-
tines sur lea Azymites au debut du Xllme siecle", ( .'ientalia
Christiana Analegta. II, 3, #9, Rome, 1924), pp. 133-216.

89. On this see Chalandon, Domination Normande. I, pp. 300-301,
More shell be said on this in regard to the council of Bari
In 1098.

90. See the Annales S.Disibodi. MGSS

.

XVII, p. 151.

91. The famous forgery, the letter of Alexius to Robert of Ficrders,
represents the Emperor of Constantinople and his subjects as
sharing the saiae religious faith of the Latins.

92. A working bibliography for the relation of the Papacy to the
first Crusade :Iorden, op.cit . . especially pp. 45-57; A.C.Krey,
"Urban* 8 Crusade - Success or Failure?" ( Aaerican Historical
Revlevi

,
LIII, 1947-1948), pp. 235-250; John La xJonte "La

Papaute et les Croiaades**, ( lianaissance. II-III , 1945), pp. 154-
167; Dana C.liunro, "The Popes and the Crusades", ( Proceedings
of the American Philosophical Socioty. LV, No, 5, 1916) , pp.
348-356; L.Br'ehier, op.cit. . pp. 55 ff; M. J.Baldvji.:. , "Sons
Recent Interpretations of Pope Urban II's IJaatern Policy",
( The Catholic Historical Hevie\<. XXV. 1940), pp. 459-466j
Leib, op.cit. ; Holtzmann, op.cit . ; A.Fiiche, "Les origines
de I'action de la Papaute en vue de la Croisade", ( ilevue

, d'Histoire Zocleaiastinue

.

XXLvIV, 1938) , pp. 765-775;
F.Duncalf "The Pope's Plan for the First Crusade", ( The Cru-
sades and Other Historical Bssays presented to Dana O.Munro.
Hew York, 1928), pp. 44-56; D.C.::unro, "Tne Speech of Pope
Urban II. at Clermont", ( American Historical RevisTi. XI,
1906) , pp. 231-242; fiW^ . ''Did the Emperor Alexius ssk for
aid at the Council of Ptacenza"? ( /-nerican Historiaal Review.
XXVII, 1922), pp. 731-733; M.*. Baldwin, "The Papacy ind the
Levant during the Twelfth Century", ( Bulletin of the T'olish
Institute of Arts and Soienoes in America. Ill, JIo. 2, Janu-ry,
1945), pp. 277-2B7; U.Schwerin, Die Aufrufa der Papste zur
Befreiunr; des Heilij^en Landea von den Anfangen bis zoa Ausgang
Innozena IV. (Kistorigche Stuqien^ 501. Berlin, 1937); Carl
Srdnann, Die Ent stehunaf des Kreuzzugsgedankens

,

(Stuttgart,
1935^ , Aithou:;h Erdnann's work is primarily a study of the
Ideological preparation for the Crusade, he reviews the
opinions of Eoltznann and Leib in Chapter Ten. R.Crozet,
"Le Voyage d'Urbnn II et ses negotiations avec le clerge de
France, 1095-1096", ( Revue Ilistoriiue. CULvIX-CLXXX pp. 271-

d

Der Aufstie^ des Papettutis im Rahmen der ..'eltResohichte

.

1047-1095. (Munich. 1906) ; M.Villey, tfi Croisade
,

(f&ris, 1942)
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evidence apart from the speech. Vllley, op,cit . . pp. 82-84
and Erdaann, op. oit . . do not sufficiently emphasize Jerusalem
as the destination of the crusade and the purpose of the ex-
pedition. See also Norden, op.cit . . p. 53; Rousset, op.eit . .

pp. 55 ff., and Baldwin's article in the Polish Institute,
p. 279 on this matter. Baldwin emphasizes that Urban wished
to open a third front against the infidel. Further, the
papal preaching after Clermont emphasizes the purpose of the
expedition as the liberation of the Eastern Christians and
the cleansing of Jerusalem. See the Chronicon S.Maxentii
Pietaviensis . odited by P.Marchegay and S.liabille in their
Ghroniques des "Sglises d'AnJou. (Paris, 1869) , p. 412 and la
the Prs^mentum listoriae e\nd£gaTen3is

.

in r .M<-rchegay and
E. Salmon, Ohronigues des comtes d'Anjou. (Pa ris. 1856), pp.
380-381.

99. The proper balance of the two motifs is seen in the papal
letter to Flanders, AOL, I, No. 49, pp. II0-II6, Hag. Epiatulae.
pp. 136-137: "Fratornitatem vestram iam pridem multorum re-
lations didicisse credimus barbarlcam rabiem ecclesias Dei in
Orientls partibus miserabill Infestatione devastasse, Insuper
etlam nanctam civltatem Christ!, passione et resurrectione
inlustrotam, suae intolerablli servitutl cum suls ecclesils,
quod dlcl nefas est, nancipasse" . The charter of the countess
of Flanders also closely identifies the Crusade nith the libera-
tion of Jerusalem, Hag. Epistulae. p. 142,

100. See Raymond, Hi RHOOoc

.

Ill, p. 238. Lelb, Rome. Kiev et
Byzanee. pp. 181 ff. fails to recognize the significance of
Raymond's refusal. He argues that Urban wished the crusaders
to restore ell land to the Empire up to and including Jerusa-
lem. See C.Cahen, La SyBte du ord ^ I'EpoJue des Croisades.
(Paris, 1940), p. 200. Further, it should be remarked that
the crusaders did not stop to occupy land in Asia Minor, being
drawn always towards the goal of the pilgrimage*. the deliver-
ance of Jerusalem, Hence the Gesta speaks of the crusade as
the via Sanctl Sepulchri or via deliberanda Sancti Sepulchrl.
II, X, Br^hler. pp. 140, 170, Has. Gesta. pp. 352, 396.

101. Evidence in connection with the oath will be cited later on.
Suffice it to say that Fliche's judgment, that Raymond's
refusal to take the oath at first points to the papal desire
to create a papal state out of the conquests in Syria-
Palestine is unfounded. However, more on this later. See
nicie, Histoire VIII

.

p. 298. See the Gesta. I, Brehier

.

p. 38, Hag. Gesta. pp. 173-175.

102. The work of Lelb, Rome. Kiev et Byzanee. was to show that the
Crusade was for Urban a new opportunity for healing the schism.
See pp. 179 ff. and 319 ff. especially. This view was sharply
otiticized by E.Kaspar In the Byzantinische Zeitschrift. Xi.71

,
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1926, p. 102 and W .Holtzmann in the Historlache Zeltsshrlft.
OXXXIV, 1926, pp. 98-100. A more oord^lal reviev» by Halphen
may be found In tiie Bibllotheque de I'Eeole deo Ohartes.
LXXXV, 1924, pp. 376-379. Krey in his article, "Urban's
Crusade", agreed that reunion was the papal motive. Norden,
op.cit . . admitted the notion, pp. 46 ff.; Baldwin, in his
article for the Polish Institute, op.cit. . pp. 278 ff, seoms
to do so.

103. A. C. Krey, "Urbnn's Crusade", op.cit. . p. 236.

104. The papal records for 1095-1098 were destroyed by Guibert.
Riant, ACL. I, p. 107.

105. Printed in Hag. Bpistulae. pp. 141-142, 146-149, AOL, I,
No. 90, No. 91, pp. 152-155, 155-159.

106. Unlike Gregory VII, Urban would not even give the slightest
appearance of exploiting the Greek predicament. As we have
indiosted, Simeon wes no friend to the Latins. Hovjever he
sent food to the crusaders when they were at Antioch, Albert,
VI, 39, RHCOcc. IV, p. 489.

107. His letter is in Hag. Epistulae. pp. 144-146, especially the
conclusion.

108. Brehier, L'Eglise . p. 61; Norden, op.cit. . pp. 49-52.

109. It could be argued that this is due to the absence of Adhemar's
restraining hand, his death occurring August 1, 1098. However,
as w9 shall see, it was Raymond, the companion of Adhemar, who
took the step. This is overlooked completely by Riant in his
"Bclaircisseraents sur quelques points de I'histoire de I'^glise
de Bethl§em-Ascalon" ( Revue de l*Orient Latin. I, 1893) , pp.
142-143.

110. This is supposition, but it seems likely in view of the pre-
vious Judgments.

111. The Latins held firmly to their own usages, as would be ex-
pected, i'or example, at Antioch, they communicated "ad doous
Romanae Eoclesiae". Raymond, XI, RHCOcc

.

Ill, p. 259.

112. For the council at Bari, see the conclusion of the letter
from Lucca to all the faithful. Hag. Spistulae. p. 167, and
Mansi

.

XX, oc . 947-952. It is unfortunate that the acts of
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th© council have been loat. The accounts In Orderic Vitalie,
VII, 18, X, 3, III, p. 217, IV, p. 15 do make Bar! sound like
an attempt to reunite the churches of East and West. Honever,
there is little chance that any clerey from Constantinople
Here present. See Chalandon, Essai

.

pp. 259-260. A.C.IIrey,
"Urban'p Crusade", pp. 237, 241 erf^ues that the purpose of
the councils of Bari and Rome was the reunion of the churches
and alBo that the Pope found his plens frustrated by the
anti-Byzantine attitudes of Bohemund, expressed in the letter
which he and other crusaders wrote to him on 1 September 1098.
Leib, op.cit . p. 269 argues that Urban had pinned all his
hopes on Adhemar to effect church union. v;hen he heard of
his death, reported in the crusaders' letter, he sumjaoned Barl
to deal with theological problems viiich vsere endan^eriiig the
religious peace betneen East and i«est. Daimbert was delegated
to deal with these problems. Leib assumes, incorrectly, that
AdhemaT had engaged in reunion activities during the course of
the crusade. There is no evidence for this. Secondly, to
both Krey and Leib, it should be pointed out that the letter
which the crusaders wrote probably did not arrive in Europe
until after the end of the council, further, as against Leib,
It should be stated that Daimbert must have left with hie
fleet prior to October, 1098. They wintered at Laodicea,
having pillaged the Greek islands during their travels. They
would not have left Pisa so late in the year. There is no
evidence which locates Daimbert at the council at Bari, Thus
it is incorrect, in my judgment, to see Rome and Bari moti-
vated by the papal desire to keep the peace between East and
West, The letter did not arrive certainly until after Bari
had closed. Secondly, there is no proof here for the assign-
ing of the office of legate to Daimbert, As for the absorp-
tion of the Greek Christians into the Latin orbit, sea Jules
Gay, cp,cit , . pp. 545-552; i:ivery, op.cit, . p. 179.

113, Leib, Rome. Kiev et Byzaaoe. pp. 331-334, appendix IV, has
an excellent summary on the current Latin and Greek theories
of the Procession of the Holy Spirit. Anselm was active at
Bari. '.'e have already referred to Ansolm's writing against
certain elements of Greek Christian faith and practice.
Annales S.Disibodi. MGSS

.

XVII, p. 15, refers to his treatise
of 1094 in defence of the Latin use of unleavened bread in
the Rucharist. This treatise may be found in PL. 158, oo.
541-&48 addressed to Walram, bishop of Maumberg in Prussia,
See also his attitude further expressed in a letter to
Bernard of St, Albans, PL. 159, cc. 752-754, As for the
writings in defence of the Double Procession, Hildebert of
Mans wrote to Anseln, recalling his eloquence at Bari, PI^

171, cc. 216-217. He asked for a statement of Anselm's
refutation of the Greek arguments against the Li-tin faith.
The Jorrespondence may be found in ^X 159, cc. 195-196, PL.

171, cc. 218, 220-221. The treatise on the Holy Spirit may
be found in PL 158, cc, 285-326. Both works are mentioned by

Slfebert of Gembloux in his De Lcriptoribus Eoolesiae. PL 160,
c. 586. For Anselm's performance at Bari, Vitalis, X, 3, IV,

p, 15 and Zadmer, Historia Novorum. (edited Martin Rule, London,
1884, Rolls Series, No, 81) , pp, 104-106,
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114. In a letter nhich Boheniund wrote to Paschal in 1106, and
whlotx W9 shall discuss ut great length in another plaso,
he said that Urban 11 had promised to coiae to the Bast and
deal Tilth the problem of heretics there. The Norman urged
Paschal to fulfill the promise .-nade by his predecessor. In
another place, we shall examine this claim of Bohemund's,
but it does perhaps tell us that the problem of church union
nas to the fore in 1098-1099. For the Home council, see PL.
162, «. 644, the writings of Lambert of Aries, and Alansi . Xi,
cc, 961-970.

115. A vjorkijig bibliography of the Crusade may be presented at this
point. The distinguished volumes of Runcimaa and Groucset
have been mentioned. Indispensable although a trifle out-
dated Is R.Rfthricht, (xeechichte des K6nigsreich Jerusalem.
(Innsbruck, 1898) and the same writer's, Geschichte dee erste n
Kreuzzdcies

.

(Innsbruck, 1901) , The excellent handbook of
L.Brehler, L'5.;lise et I'Orient au Mpyen age. Lea Croisades.
has already been cited, F.Ohalandon, Histoiro do la Preni?re
Croiqad ej. (Paris, 1925) ; H.Hagenmeyer , Ghronologio de la
PrenieVe Groiaade and Ghronologio du royauae de Jerusalem which
appear-sd in vv, YT-XII of the Revue de 1 'Orient Latin and the
first of which was published separately in Paris in 1902;
D,C,Munro, The Kingdom of the Crusades. (New York and London,
1936) ; J,Longnon, Lea Franoais d'Outremer au Moyen Age.
(Paris, 19S9) } €he work of Yeusdale on Bohemund has been men-
tioned, C,W, David, Robert Curthose. (Gambridge, Massachusetts,
1920). E.L. :'iichol3on, Tancred. (Chicago, 1940, Special etud-
lea to be listed are: The Crusades and other hiatorical
e|ssaya. presented to Dana C.i^unro. (edited by L. J.PaetotJ , llew

York, 1928) ; Carl Erdmann. Die Hntatehung des Kreuzzu/:a:^,edan-
kens . 'Stuttgart, 1925); W.B.Stevenson, The Cruoadera in the
East

.

(Cambridge, 1907); the great monograph of Gabon, La
Syrie du nord

.

has been cited already. For the constitutional
history of the -lingdon of Jerusalem, see G.Dodu, Hiatoire des
Institutions MpnarohiLjues dans le Royaume Latin de J'crur.alen,
(Paris. 1894); J.L.LaMonte. Feudal Monarchy in the Latin
Kingdom of Jerusalem. (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1932);
H.Frutz, Kultur.^^eschichte der Kreuzziige. (Berlin, 1883);
E.G. Hey, Les Colonies Franguee de Syrie. (Paris, 1883);
E.Brldery, La co-idition juridlque des croises et le privilege
de Croix. (Paris. 1900; ; M.Yllley. La Croisade, (Paris. 1942)

.

116. For Alexius' friendly treatment of the Peasants upon their
arrival in the Empire, see Albert, I, 7, :?nC0co

.

. IV, p. 276;
Gesta

.

I, Br^^hier. p. 6, Hag. Gesta. pp. 113-114, especially
N. 25; Alexied ; X, 5-6, Dewea. pp. 248-252, Leib, pp. 206-
812, This describes the origin of the Crusade, attributing
all to Peter's proaohing. Standard accounts for the Peasants'
Crusade are: Ohalandon, Sssai

.

pp. 166 ff,; Ghalandon,
Hlstoire de la x^reml^re Croisade. (Paris. 19251 , pp. 61-78;
S.P.unciman, op.oit, . I, pp. 121-14'l; R.Grousset, op,cit, . I,

pp. 5-11; H.Rfehrieht , Geschlcbte des ersten Kreuzzu.-^es.

(Innsbruck, 1901', pp. 33-58; most readily available is

F.Duncalf, "The Peasants' Crusade", ( Anerican Historical Re-
view. XXVI. 1920-1921), pp. 440-453.





- 66 -

117. Alexlad. I, 6, DaTies. p. 251, Lelb. II, pp. 211-212.

118. Orderie Vitalis, IX, 4, III, p. 482 represents fairly Alexius'
friendly treatment of the peasants at the first. Sc also
Albert, I, 13-15, RHCOoe. . lY, pp, 262-4. His well-intentioned
advice to Peter is recorded in the Gesta

.

I, Brehier. p. 6,
Har:. Gesta. pp. 112-113, and in the Alexiad. X, 6, 'Daaea,
p. 251, Leib. II, p. 210.

119. Gesta. II, Brehier. p. 6, Hag. Gesta. pp. 113-114. Peter
was at Sonstaatinople, o. 1-7 August, 1096. Hagenmeyer,
Chronolor.ie. No, 59 - No, 51, pp. 32-33.

180. Gesta. I, Brehier. p. 12, Hag. Gesta, pp. 129-130 says that
Alexius Tas over.ioyed at the decimation of Peter's foroee.
This should be set aside. See Hag. Gesta. p. 129, N. 77.
HoTvevor, the disaster narks the beginning of that Latin tenden-
cy to make Alexius the culprit in all the disasters suffered
by the Crusaders. See Guibert, II, 9-10, RHOOcc

.

IV, pp. 143,
146. Albert, on the other hand, knows that Alexius tried to
rescue those he could from the infidel, I, 22, RHCQeo

.

IV,
p. 289. Also Alexiad. X, 6, Dawes, p. 252, Leib. edition.
II, p. £12, Peter returned to Constantinople at the beginning
of October, 1096. Hagenmeyer, Ohronolo^^ie

.

No. 77, p. 40.

181. Grousset, op.cit . . I, pp. 14-15; Chalandon, Bssai. p. 163;
Runcimai, op.cit . . I, p, 171, 4,uite rightly says his first duty
was exploitation of the Crusade for the defence of the Snpire.

122, Alexiad . X, 5, Dawes, p. 250, Leib

.

II, p. 209.

183. In regfrd to Hu;2h of Vermandois, see Alexiad

.

X, 7, Da??es

.

p, 253, Leib. II, pp. 213-215; Baldric, I, 13, RHCOcc. . IV,
p, 21; Guibert, II, 19, RHCOeo. . IV, p. 150; C"halandon,
Essai

.

pp. 174-175.

184. For a sample of this light skirmishing, see Gesta

.

I, Brehier.
p. 22; Hag. Gesta. p. 167 and N. 53, Albert II, 8, RHCOco.
IV, pp. 304-305 says that Godfrey began pillaging only when he
heard of Alexius' treatment of Hu^h. However, Albert here is
attempting to "whitewash" the behaviour of the Latins on
imperial territory. See horever, the varying opinions of
Ohalar.don, Sseai

.

pp. 175-177; B.Kusler, Albert von Aachen.
(Stuttgart, 1885), p. 18 and F.Krebs, Z.ur Kritik Albert von
Aachen. (Mttnster, 18811 , p, 23.

185. Ho-3f9V3r, to many Greeks, the Orusades were the equal of an
Invasion by the barbarians. See Chalandon, gseai

.

pp. xxvlli-
zxix, when he has paraphrased John of Antioch. Theophylaot of
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Bulsaria spoke bitterly of Franklsh behaviour, see his letter,
in PQ, 126, cc. 324-325. Also the judgments of D.Bikelas,
La ttreoe byzantine et moderne. (Paris, 1893), p. 29.

126. Alexius was painfully aware of this. See Alexiad. XIV, 4,
Dawes, p. 372, Lelb

.

edition, III, p. 160.

Fortunately they did not all arrive at Constantinople at the
same time. Alexiad

.

X, 5, Dawes

.

pp. 249-250, Lelb

.

edition,
II, p. 208. Godfrey arrived in late December, the armies of
Bohemund and Raymond in April, Robert of Normandy and Stephen
of Blois in Uay. Hagenmeyer, Ghronologie. No. IC'7, No. 142,
No. 143, No. 149, pp. 51, 68-69, 71.

127. Qlotz-Diehl IX . p. 7. It is interesting to watch the growth
of anti-Byzantlae feelings in the chroniclers. Towards the
crusaders Alexius ie descrlb«d as using all the craft and
subtlety of the devil. See Vitalis, IX, 6, III, p. 493, 497;
Baldric, I, 14, RHCOce. IV, pp. 21-22; Albert, who describes
Alexius' generosity to Peter, in II, 6 f; PvH00o(»

.

. IV, pp.
303 ff emphasises the growing hostility betweeri Alexius and
Godfrey. Cr again, Robert the Monk sympathized with Alexius
for his sufferin£*a at the handr. of Peter's rabble, I, 6,
RUCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 732, but then in regard to his dealings with
the main body of crusaders he is seen as treacharous. II, 9,

15, RHGOcc

.

Ill, pp. 743-744, 747. Raymond has many pejorative
comments on Alexius. Example, I, PHO Occ

.

Ill, p. 238. It is
Interesting to note that the Latin judgment on the Greek has
modern defenders. Every, op.cit

.

. p. 33, states that the Byzan-
tines were morally weak in respect to telling the truth.
Alexiad. XIV, 4; Davie s. pp. 372-374; Leib. Ill, pp. 160-163
is cited ao an example. This is merely Anna's brilliantly
vivid picture of Alexius' dealings with the Latins.

128. Fulcher, always impartial, savj this, I, 9, l-.iiopcc

.

. Ill, p. 332.
But the rank and file thought it humillatins.

129. Stephen of Bloits, vjrltlng to his v:ife Adela, tpcaks In the most
glowing terms of Alexius' generosity. See the letter in Hag.
Eplatulae, pp. 138-140.

130. The nature of the oath and its elgnif Icanoc have occasioned
much dispute. For the sources, wherein the .leaders took the oath
and performed homage, aee Tyre, II, 15, 16, 22, Krey-Babcock. I,

pp. 131-132, 137, 13?, 149; RHGOcc. I, pp. &4, 35-96, 106-107;
Gesta. I-II, Br^hier. pp. 14-32, Hag. Gpsta. pp. 140-176;
Raymond, II, RHGOcc. Ill, p. 238; Fulcher, T, 9; RHGOcc

.

Ill,

p. 532; Robert, II, 18; RHCOoc

.

Ill, p. 74'J; Baldric, I,

12-21, KHCOco. IV, pp. 20-25; Guibert, III, 3-5, RHGOcc

.

IV,

pp. 153-156. akkehard refers to the oath in passing, RflCOoc

.

V,

part I, THI-aIV, pp. 21-22, and In Hagenmeyer' a edition.
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pp. 143-144; Albert, II, 16 f, RHO&oo. . IV, pp. 311 ff;
Matthew of Sdesaa, RHCArmen . I, p. 27; Alexiad, X, 9, XI,
3, 9, Dawea, pp. 261, 275, 290, Lelb , II, pp. 221-226, III,
pp. 16-17, 39. In his letter of 1097 to the abbot of Monta
Oaasino, Alexius aaid of the oruaaders and himself: "oertlfl-
oatum est raeum iaperlum". Hag. Kpistulae , pp. 56-57. Tancrad,
perhaps, evaded Alexius and the oath suooeasfully. Sea Ralph
of Oaen, o. 12, RHCOco. , III, p. 613. Raymond of Toulouse
at first refused on the basis of piety but not because, as
we hare noted, he was planning to turn all his oonquests
into a papal fief. He eventually took the oath but refused
to do homai^e. See Raymond, II, RHCOoo. , III, p. 238.
Fuloher noted his refuaal, I, 9, RHGOco. , III, p. 332, Hag.
rule her , p. 178. Robert, Baldwin and Guibart agree with
Raymond, RHCOoo. , III, p. 749; RHCOoo., IV, pp. 25, 155. As
for the Gesta . the same. Seoondary worka dealing v.lth the oath
•re A.C.Krey, "A Ne^leoted Passage in the Gesta and Its Bearing
on the Literature of the First Crusade", ( The Crusades and
other Historioal i^esays presented to Dana C. Munro , edited by
L.J.Paetow, New York, 1928), pp. 57-78, a most impo rt a nt
article. See also Yewdale, opyoit

.

, pp. 39-45; Runciman,
op. pit

.

. I, pp. 149-171; Grousset, op.oit. , I, pp. 14-31.
It should be pointed out that Grousset aooaptad as genuine
the passage in the Gaata whioh granted Bohemund possession
of Antioob. So also does Charanis in his important article,
"Aims of the Medieval Crusades ani how they were viewed by
Byzantium" ,( Churoh History , XXI, 1952), pp. 123-134, ref'=irenee
here p. 129. However, Te^rdale and Kray are Joined by 2,
Jamison, "Some Notes on the Anonymi Gesta Franoorum with
Bpeoial referenoe to the Norman contingent from S. Italy and
Sioily in the let Crusade", ( Studies in French Literature and
Medieval Literature presented to Professor d, K. Pope ,

rjanohester, 1939). It would seem to Be that Krey was the final
word in their problem.

131. It has been olaimed that the Emperor wished to exeroise a

vague suzerainty over the orusaders in Syria-Palestine. See
Tasiliev, History , p. 408 and Chalandon, Kb ai , p. 165.
However, in later years, Alexius seams only to have wanted
the possession of Aiitioch.

132. The details of the treaty may be assembled from the following
ouroes: '^lexiad , I, 10-11, Daws , pp. 262-268, Leib , II,

pp. 227-236; Tyre, III, IS, Krey-Baboock . I, pp. 157-168,
RHCOoo. . I, pp. 127-128; Gesta, II, iirehier, pp. 30-32,
Hag. Gesta , p. 173, Yewdale, op. oit . , p. 44, summerizes the
treaty.

133. Anna was often quite fanciful in her portrayal of tha Norman's
dealings with Alexius, and her oomments on Bohemund *s inten-
tion must be treated with extreme care. Hense, in X, 9, Dawes

,
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p. 258, Lelb

.

II, p. 221, Boliemund is represented as concocting
a concerted attack on the capital. This Is not supported else-
where and th9 evidence runs ^uite to the oo.itrary. Or attain,
every time the leaders hesitated to take the oath, Anna sees
the hand of Bohemund, X, 10-11, Dawes, pp. 263-265, Leib

.

II,
pp. 228-236.

134. Tewdale, op.oit . . pp. 36-51 presents his hero without a blemish.
The Qesta

.

II, Brehier. p. 26, Hag. Gesta. pp. 164-167 is quite
riRht in insisting th&t Bohemund had co designs on the empire.
Hence the report in Albert II, 14, RHCOoc. IV. p. 309, can be
set aside when it pictures Bohemund trying to perpiuade Godfrey
to attack Constantinople.

155. Brehier, L*Ep:lise . p. 75; Gesta. I, Br6hier , p. 32; Hag.
Qeeta

.

pp. 138-175.

136. CJhalandon, E esai

.

pp. 177 ff, is particularly s;ood v?hen des-
cribing the imperial difficulties with Godfrey ec Constantinople
G6dfrey arrived at the capital on the twenty-third of December,
1096. The Gesta

.

I, gives an oxact date, Brehier. p. 14,
Hag, Gesta. p. 140.

157. However, it is altogether unlikely if the leaders anticipated
or even countenanced an attack upon Constantinople. On this
point, Tewdale, op.cit . . p. 42, is correct. See RuiiciTtan,
op.eit . . I, p. 149, Anua, while she recognized the simple
faith of many, imagined uonstantly that many of the leaders
planned to attack the capitol, X, 5, Dawes

.

p. 250, LeiD

.

II,
pp. 309-210. It is probably correct to say that the original
fear of Bohemund extended itself to include th? other leaders
as the size, unrulinees of the erniea and the arrogance of
its leaders, especially Godfrey, became tipparent. Ai^na , in
AleT.ied

.

XI, 2, Dawes, p. 272, Leib. II, p. 11, Is probably
correct in saying that Alexius would not march with the armies
to the East due to their size and unreliable temper.

138. The problem of v^hen Itaymond and Alexius beccjEe frlendd is most
difficult. Two general attitudes ere possible: Alexius and
Raymond made friends in Constantinople in 1097 or on the other
hand, Raymond only booaae firmly loyal to the Emperor when
his territorial desires were frustrated by Bohemund's claims
on Antiooh for himself. Grossed by Bohemund, Raymond vented
his pique by becoming an ardent imperialist and upholding
Alexius' claim to tae city. Anna X, II, Dames, pp. 267-268,
Leib. II, pp. 234-236, supports the former view. So also
i^unclman, op.cit, . I, p. 250, Tor the seooad interpretation,
see Yewdale, op, jlt

,

. pp, 45, 79.
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If Anna is correct In her description of the origin of her
father's friendship with Raymond, than also li!cely is her
report that Alexius expressed his saspioiona of Bohenund to
Raymond, Alexiad X, II, Liawes, p. 267, Leib , II, p. 235.

140. Orderic Vitalis, years later, was to see the oath as bringing
great harm to the Christians, IX, 6, III, pp. 498-499. Gesta.
II, Brehier. pp. 30-32, Hag. Gesta. pp. 169-175, stresses the
humiliating intimidation of the crusaders by Alexius,

141. Dunoalf, "The Pope's Plan", p. 50. Ralph of Caei, XI, RHGOcc. .

III, pp. 612-613, san the raailod fist behind Alexius' sctions.
Anna makes it plain Godfrey uas compelled to take the oath
although he considered it demeaning. Alexiad

.

X, 9, Dav?os

.

Leib. II, pp. 225-226.

142. Alexiad^ XI, 3, Dai?;es . p. 276, Le lb

.

Ill, p. 18.

143. D^lger. II, No. 1207 and No. 1200. These letter^s nay be seen
in Hag. EpiBtula^e

j_ pp. 140-141, 152-153; ApL. :i , :Jo. 71,
IJo. 89, No. 94, No. 101, No. Ill, No. 112, pp. to6-140, 151-152,
160-161, 169-171, 180-181. See also the accounb in leter the
Deacon, IIGSS . VII, p. 770. It muy be that Uianfc has multiplied
these letters beyond reason. The text of only two remain. It
may also be that sometime after this, Orderesius nrote the
Crusade leaders, attempting to restore harmony between Alexius
and them, VGSS, VII, p. 774. It is true that the second does
Bound a bit like an apologia. See Hag. JSplstuJae. pp. 56-57.

144. On the seige und capture of Tlioaea, Al.e:iiad
|
XX, 2, Dawes

,

pp. 271-275, Leib

.

Ill, pp. 10-16. Nioaea was capturad on
19 June, 1907, Hagenmeyer, Chronologie. Ho. 150, pp. 79-30.

145. Raymond, III, IffiCOoc. . Ill, pp. 239-240; Geat a . II, Bv^hi^T

,

pp. 40-42; Hag. Gesta, pp. 190-192; Boldrlc, I, 27, RHJQcc. ,

IV, pp. 30-31 and Guibert, III, 9-10, RHCOcc. . IV, pp. 159-160;
I'uloher, I, 10, :;HC0oe. , III, p. 33, Hag:. Ful^her. p. 188.
Orderic Vitalis damns Alexius for his procedui'e at Nioaea,
li , 7, III, pp. 504-507. However, Anseln of Hibeacnte, writing
to hia metropolitan l-ianasses of Rheimc, and Stephen of Blois
were pleased with Alexius' treatment. See Hag. Kpietulso.
pp. 140, 145.

146. Albert, III, 19, RHOOco. . IV, p. 352.

147. Ye«dale, op.cit

.

. p. 82.
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148. Cahen, op.oit. . pp. 207 ££, At this point, Baldwin's expedi-
tion to Edeasa should be nentioned. See Albert, III, 19 t\
RllJOee

.

. IV, pp. 352 ff. Albert also reports Tancred's
abortive attempts to establish a principality in Gilicia,
III, 5-6; RHCOeo. . IV, pp. 342-343. These military excursions
began in late September, 1©97. Hagenmeyer, Chronologie. No.
187, p. 97.

149. The flight of Taticius remains a mystery. Tewdale, op.cit

.

.

pp. 58-63, pleads that Taticius genuinely defected throueh
fear and treachery. In this he follovjs the Gesta ae he does
in other respects, adopting the Gesta '

s

enimosity against
Alexius. The later editions of the Gesta repeated the slander:
Ouibert, IT/, 10, RHCOco. . IV, pp. 175-176; Baldric, II, 13,
RHGOec. . IV, pp. 44-45; the original is Gesta. VI, Srghiar.
pp. 78-80, Hag. Gesta. pp. 261-264 and N. 12, pp. 265-265.
Albert also a-^rees that fear drove him away, IV, 40, RIICOcc

.

,

IV, p. 417. Vitalle repeats the story also with .^rett relish,
11, 9, III, p. 524. Cn the other side, Anna says in Alexiad.
XI, 4, DavieSp pp. 277-279, Laib. Ill, pp. 19-23, that Bohenund
approached Taticius and told hlra that the Latins blasied Alexius
for stirring up the infidel as evidenced in the approach of
Kerbo,3h2 end that therefore they were disposed tc. kill him,
the imperial representative. Taticius, considering the famine
In the armies, the strength of the I orti f ioationji and the ap-
proach of Kerbogha leaves for Cyprus and home. 3'olloming Anna,
and laying therefore all the blame for Teticius' departure on
Bohemund aro Chalandon, Essai

.

pp. 200-2C3 and Runciman, op.cit. .

I, pp. 224-225. The difficulty in all this arisos in that for
the Gesta

.

the Greeks were hostile, deceitful and cowardly.
For Anna, Bohemund ivas the author of evil. Yewdale is insuf-
ficiently critical of the Gesta ^ and it is true that Chalandon
and Runciraan do not sift Anna's reporting as carefully as they
ehould . The hostility of the Gesta and its successors ia of
Buch a nature as to render questionable their al*arge of ooward-
le«. For an example of how far a Latin writer oould go, ct.o

Raymond, VI, RHGOoc

.

. Ill, p. 245, who has Taticius give over
Tarsus, Adama and Mamistra to Bohemund before his departure,
an attempt to Justify Bohemund't^ later aggressions. That hw
was resented by many of the Latins of the rank and file was
plain to Tj-ticius. However, he seeffs tc have the confiaenco
of many, particularly some of the leaders. -iaymoad, Godfrey,
the tvjo Roberts, and Stephen. See the tribute paid by Ralph,
LIV, RHGOoc

.

. Ill, pp. 646-647 to his activity during the
siege. That he bollaved Bohemund's reports of Lutin designs
on his life, as reported by Anna, seems rather incredible.
What is more likely is that Taticius and Bohemunu did have
secret conv«»rsations, known to Raymond, VI, RIICOcc

,

. Ill,
pp. 245-246 and that Bohemund convinced Tetieius that he should
withdraw to get help. An excellent argument could be made:
the famine in the troops, Kerbogha, the strenfth of Antiooh.
Thus, in all good faith end honour, Taticius announced his
intention to seek help end departed leaving, r s a sign of his
good faith, his small force and various siege machines which
his imperial master had provided. That his erplenetion was
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aoceptoble to many ia shown by the deteralaatlon of the
leaders that Alexius should have first call on Antioch.
Others, hating the Greeks in the first pl^c®* PUt it about
that Taticius nas a oonard. This all played into tha hands
of Bohemund who defeated the aims of the Empire by s'iile
and not by nunipulatir-c: the fears of TJaticius. See Orousset,
op«oit » . I, pp. 79-81,

160. Runcinan, op.oit

.

. I, p. 225.

151. Raynond, VI, RHGOoc. . Ill, pp. 245-246; Oesta, Till, Brehier.
pp. 100-104, ErZ' Gesta. pp. 295-298; Baldric II, 19; RHCOco

.

IT, pp. 52 ff. Yewdale, op.oit

,

. pp. 58-63 is dotormined to
defend Bohemund and asks us to believe, pp. 49-50, that
Bohamund'a desire for a principality and for Antioch began
only upon the arrival of the Crusade in Cilicia. Judging from
his subsequent behaviour and from his past in Italy, and from
his lack of land, v,b lany assume that he had had the idea of a
principality in his mind since the beginning of tLa Crusade.

152. Qesta. VIII, Brehier. p. 102, Hagi, Gosta^ pp. 293-297.

153. This English fleet arrived at Anbioeh on 4 llaroh, 1098. See
the letter of the people and clergy of Lucoa, Ha^, Spistulae.
p. 165-166, and Raymond, VII, XVIII , HHGOao. . Ill, pp. 248, 290,

154. Qesta. I; Brehier. p. 160, Ha,'^. Gesta. pp. 382-ft93; AOL. I,
Ho. 109, pp. 177-178. Vitalis records this, I:( , 12, III,
p. 571. Fuloher, I, 33, rjICOcc

.

. Ill, p. 350; Hag. Fulcher,
p. 258, and Albert, IV, 3, PJICOcc. . IV, pp, 434-435 record
Bohenand's alienation of Toulouse and Flctndors, thus represeot-
ing this mission as a counter-stroke against Bohemund'o ambi-
tions. This is dated July 1098, rlagenmeyer, OLronologio

,

No. 296, pp. 176-177. It was also an expressioi: of loyalty to
their oath and the Bmperor. See the coifiderce in Alexius ex-
pressed by the leaders in their ccllective letter to the
fslthful, April 1098, Hag. Epistulae. p. 154.

155. Alexiad^ XI, 6; Dawes, p. 282, Leib. Ill, p. ^•7.

153. Runciman, op.oit

.

. I, pp. 193-194; Chelacdor., Eesei

,

pp

,

196-19B.

157. Alexiad. XI, 6, Davjes. pp. 282-284, Leib, III, pp. 27-29.
Gesto

.

IX, Brehier. pp. 140-146, Eart. Gesta. jp. 355-362,
has a circumstantial account of tho discussion of Philomelion;
Ralph of Caen, LXIII , RHCOcc, , III, pp. 65B-6i>9; Albert, IV,
40-41, ;^H0 0co. . IV, pr>, 417-418; Orderlc Vit.ilis, IX, 9,
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III, p. 537, II, 10, III, pp. 552-553. Baldric, III, 1£,
RHCOgc . IV, pp. 71-78; Gulbert , V, 26-27, RKGOcc . IV,
pp. 200-201. That Alexius had thouj^ht the Lati:;s anniLilated
at Antloch. is cleE.rly sttited in the Letter of Luoce, to the
faitbful, Eeg. Epiatulae. p. 166. Sea Grousset, op.cit

.

. I,

pp. 135-140.

158. V/e may set aside aa apocryphal that HSS of the Oesta which
says that Alexius was told he viould be murdered at Antioch.
See Brehier, Gesta. pp. 142-143, N. 1; Hag, Sesta, pp.
355-357, N, 13, Robert, VTI , 20, RHOOco. . Ill, ?. 837 says
he retreated because he kne^ he hv,d. already violated the oath.
This is merely pert of the anti-C^reek feeling v»h«.Cii ohartjcter-
ises Robert's vork. Alexius acted correctly, relying on the
information ^-iven by Stephen. His first duty wae to his
Sapire.

159. See P.R

,

No, 12 and :'o, 15, Caffaro reports the departure of
this fleet froa Genoa in July 1097 and the arrival (c). 30
NoTCBber 1097. See the Liberatio. FSI

.

I, pp. 102-lOS, 108-
109. Heyd, op.cit

.

. I, pp. 134, 150. Their arrival is also
reoordod by Tyre, Y, 4, IZrey-Babcock. I, p. 229, RHOOeo. . I,

p. 198 and Raynoni, V, HHgocc. . Ill, p. ii41,

160. This letter «ill be discussed more fully in another place.
See lag. Bpistulae. p. 165: "tu vero nos fllioe per ocinia
tlbl obedleatec, pater piissirae, debes seperare ab iniusto
Inperatore, qui multa bona promiset nobis, sed ininime fecit.
Omnia enim mala et iaipedimenta quaeeunque facere potuit, ziobis
feolt",

161. For thee© dleeussiona over Antioch, see RunciaHin, op. ait. . I,

pp. 258-259; Gesta. X, 3rShier, pp. 168-170, 178, li^C^. C-tf3>;e.

pp. 394-397, Raymond, XIV, HHJOce .. Ill, pp. 268-270; Oahen,
op.eit

.

. pp. 219-220. Albert V, 2, aHGOoo . . IV, p. 454 says
that Bohenund assuidPd the actual lordship of the oity in epite
of Hayaiond ' B opjoaition. The other letiders -waro hesitant,
not wlshinc to violate their oath to the F.npej'or. Yefldule,
073. Pit

.

. pp. 73-76 attenpts to defend Bohemunil's actions;
Chalandon, Essai

,

pp. 205-20^ defends Alexius and attacks
Bohenund. See L.Br^hier, L*:?^gllss, p. 80.

162. Albert, V, 23, 36, ^COco. . IV, pp. 449, 455 represents
admirably the rastiveness of the i.nay and the difficulties
which the leaders faced in their attempt to maintain the
inperiil alliance,

1531 Raynond, XVI , XVIII. RH".0cc. . HI, pp. 277, r;86; ACL. I,

No. 105, pp. 174-175.
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164. Runciuian, op.cit

.

. I, pp. 255-256 has the best view on the
capture of Laodicea from the Turks. Also <; .B .Stevenson,
op.cit

.

. p. 25, N. 4; Yewdale, op.cit . . pp. 87-89; C.W.David,
op.cit

.

. pp. 230-244 and Cahen, op.cit . . pp. 222 ff

.

165. The chronolocy here is obscure. See Dolger. II, No. 1211,
No. 1212 aad ":o. 1213, dated in the spring of 1099. Chalandon,
Sssai pp. xiii, xxiv, pp. 203-214, and Hunciman, op.cit

.

. I,

pp. 272-273; B.Kugler, Boemund and Tankred

.

pp. 59 ff.,
AOL. I, No, 121, No. 122, No. 125, pp. 188-190, 192; RR

.

No. 18; Hagenmeyer, Chronologie. No. 361, p. 219-220. See
also Alexiad^ XI, 7, 9, Dawes, pp. 286-288, 290-292, Leib

.

Ill,
pp. 32-36, 39-41. Anna's chronology is defective end her
understanding of Raymond as being in charge of Laodicia at
this time is incorrect. A Byzantine garrison had been there
for some time. Raymond, XVIII, RHGOcc

.

. Ill, p. 286.

166. Anna recounts the Pisan raids on Greek islands and the incon-
clusive struggle with the fleet sent out to intercept them.
Aleziad. XI, 10; Dav<es. pp. 292-294; Leib. Ill, pp. 41-46.
See also the account of their pillaging in the Annales Pisanij_
RISS (new), VI, II, p. 7; Gesta Triumphalia per Pjsanos.
RISS (new), VI, II, p. 89; Heyd, op.cit. . I, p. 191. See
Chalandon, Essai . pp. 215-216. When reproiiched for his
attacks, Daimbert excused himself by blaming Bohemund who had
represented the Greeks as false Christians who presented
pilgrims, Albert, VI, 57, RHCOco

.

IV, p. 502.

167. For the sources dealins with the movement of Tancred against
Laodicea and the subsequent clash with the other crusaders
see: Alexiad. XI, 7, 10, Dawes

.

p. 288, p. 294-295, Leib.
Ill, pp. 34-36, 45-46; Albert, VI, 55-60; RHGOcc. IV.

pp. 500-505; Tyre, IX, 13, X, 23; Krey-Babcock I. p. 399,
449; RHCOcc . I, pp. 384-385, 436; Fulcher, II, 3, RHGOcc

.

Ill, p. 407, Hag. Tuloher. pp. 459-460; Matthevi of Edessa,
RHCArmen. . I, pp. 56-58; Ca^faro, Liberatio. FSI

.

I, p. Ill;
Ralph, CXLIV-OXLVI, RHGOcc. Ill, pp. 706-709. The incident
illustrates that many Latins continued loyal to Alexius. The
date for this is September-October, 1099. Hagenmeyer,
Chronologie. No. 430, pp. 268-269.

168. Ralph, CXLIII, RHGOcc. . Ill, p. 706. See also Albert VIII,
40, RHGOcc

.

. IV, p. 582. He took advantage of the defeat of
the Crusade of 1101 which prevented the JSmperor from re-
inforcing his troops in Cilicia.

169. For John, see the next section of this thesis.

170. Browne, op.cit

.

. pp. 39 f f . cites with effect the hatred with
which the Orthodox were held by the Armenian and Syrian
Churches.
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171. From the patriarchal registers of Grumel. Ill, we cite the
following mentions of Patriarchs of Antioch and Jerusalem:

No. 986,

No. 1004,
No. 1038,

No. 1041,
No. 10 8

7

No. 110

9

No. 1126,

No. 1132,

No. 1170,

date
IV,
him
cone
date
Nich
cone
raent

rof e

date
Mice
date
Anti
No.l
arch

Runcimen,
Patriarchs ar
cient

.

d 1107-1108, concerns the later life of John
exiled Patriarch of Antioch. No. 987 concerns
also.
orna a Patriarch of Jerusalem, dated 1117-1118.
d 1156, concerns a Patriarch of Jerusalem named
olas.
erns the Patriarch of Jerusalem, datad 1157.
ions Athanaaius, Patriarch of Antioch, dated c.1169,
rs to lUcephoras of Jerusalem, dated 1170.
d July 1173 refers to the Patriarchs Cyril and
phoras of Antioch and Jerusalem.
d January 1177, refers to Cyril, Patriarch of
och.
178, dated September 1186, refers to the Patri-
3 of Jerusalem and Antioch.
cit. . II, p. 322, No. 1 thinks that these
e fictional. The reasons he gives are insuffi-

172. ^ewdale, op .cit

.

. p. 34.

173. Chalandon, Essai 2 30.

174. Anna briefly recounts this expedition, Alexied. Xi . 8, Dawes.
pp. 283-290, Leib. Ill, pp. 36-39. See Chalandon, Essai

.

pp. 224-229.

175. P'olger

.

II, No. 1212, wherein Alexius greets the dukes of
Acquitaine and Bavaria as "sons". Albert thought their
reception friendly enough, VIII, 2, RHCOoc

.

IV, pp. 559-560,

176. Ekkehard, XX.III, RHGOco. V, I, pp. 29-30,

177. Albert VIII, 1-4, RHCOcc. IV, pp. 559-561. William of Acqui-
taine fired the suburbs of Adrianople. Ekkehard, XXIII,
RHCOcc. V, 1, p. 30; Albert, VIII, 3, RHCOcc. IV, p. 560.

178. Ekkehard
p. 286, Leib. Ill

,

XXIII, RHCOcc. V
,,

. , 1, p. 30; Alexiad. XI, 8, Dawes.
p. 37 portrays Raymond as mediator between

Alexius and the unruly Latins. Also Albert, VIII, 5, 7,

RHCOcc. IV, pp. 561-564.

179. Alexiad 2LI, 8,
Vitalis, X, 19,

Dawes, p. 289, Leib. Ill, p. 37. Orderic
121 thought so. However his accountIV, p,

is particularly unreliable at this point due to his unreason-
ing hate for the Greeks.
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180. The Lombards nore deternlned to reeouo Bolienund despite the
advloe cf the Greeks und Roynond. Thlo load to snbush end
annihilation. Albert, VlII, 7, HHJOoo. IV, pp. 56;i-564.

181. Ekkehard, -^aV-TXVI , nnOOoo. V, I, pp. 31-32.

182. P'olror. II, '!o. 1216 and No. 1220, Alexiad. Xi . 7, XH, 1|
De-.oOp pp. 2B6-207, 300-304, Leib. Ill, pp. Jf,, Chelondon,
L'asai

.

pp. xvii, 337-238 discusoiae tuo ohroQolony. See
H.. . t.Glbb, The Damaoou3 Jhroaicle. (Loidon, 193a^

, p. 42;
Albert, IX, 39-40, anCGoo. IV, pp. 649-650. Ordorlc Vitalls
knen of his ransominc activities, X, 22, IV, p. 138.

183. Alexiadp
,
XI, 8, Dawee. p. 290, Leib. II, p. 58.

184. Hatthen of Kdesse in TfflOAraen. I, pp. 56 ff

.

185. H.A.n.Gibb, Danasous Ohroniole. p. 80. On thia see Krey

,

W»glootod Passage

.

pp. 57-58. Hagennoyer correctly disnlsses
the oharces. Hag. Qgsta. pp. 190-192, n. 50, Guibert, VII,
£3; I^KQOoo

.

IV, 243 accepted the slander.

186. Cahen, op.cit

.

. pp. 231-233. Albert statos clearly that
Alexius oad .laynond were accused of doliverinc the Latins into
the power of the Turks, VIH, g, 46; ;{}!aOoe

.

IV, pp. 564,
S84. Orderic Vitdia accepts the slander as «e nould expect,
X, 19, IV, pp. 120 ff.

187. Tancred pluyed upon the resentment of those who surTired to
assist him in his nar ocQinst the Greeks, Albert, VlII, 40-42,
RliJOOo. IV, pp. 581-583. See Ralph, OXLIII, CXLIV, OXLVI,
RnoOcc. Ill, pp. 706-709.

188. Albert, VIII, 45-47; HHOOoo

.

IV, pp. 584-585.

189. Albert, IX, 33-38; MliiOoo

,

IV, pp. 610-614; Cf., Cahen,
OP. Pit . . pp. 234-235. This fact «aa knonn to Orderio Vitalls
to nhom It vias but another example of Greek perfidy, X, 23,
IV, pp. 140-141.

190. Alexiad. XI, 9, Dawes, pp. 290-292, Leib ^ III, pp. 39-41.

191. In RR. No. 30, vie find that in the fall of 1099, the Venetians
on their viay to the Sast attacked Khodes. AOL . I, No. 145,
p. 204. The basic account is tho De Tranalatlone S. >«ioolai.
nTTJOoo. V, I, pp. 25G-257.
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192. Alexlad. XI, 11, Daxses. p. 295-296, Lelb. Ill, pp. 46-48.

193. Alexlad

.

XI, 8, Dawes

.

p. 290, Leib

.

Ill, p. S8.

194. Alexlad. XI, 11, Dawes, p. 297, Leib. Ill, p. 49.

195. Alexlad. XI, 9-11, Daives. pp. 292-297, Leib. Ill, pp. 39-49.

196. Alexiad. XI. 12, Dawea. pp. 297-299, Leib. Ill, pp. 50-52
wherein Anna repeats a oharming legend. See also Fulcher, II,
26, RHCOoe. Ill, p. 408, Hag. Fulcher, pp. 464-467. See also
the Bari chronicle in Muratori, RISS. V, p. 155 and Romuald,
Ohronicon. RIS3. (new), VII, I, p. S03.

197. The complete text of the treaty is in Alexiad. XIII, 12, Dawea.
pp. 348-358, Leib. Ill, pp. 125-138. What is significant is

that Alexius ¥jas disposed to control Antiooh through vassalage
and the Church. It is important that Alexius claimed the
ancient Byzantine duchy of Antioch as his. This ran as far
south as Tortosa. This mill have important consequsaces in
the reign of John Oomnenus.

198. Alexiad. IIV, 2, Dawes, p^ 362-363, Leib. Ill, pp. 146-147.

199. Ralph, CLVI, RHGOoc . Ill, pp. 708-709; Albert X, 20, RHCOcc .

IV, p. 640; H.A.H.Glbb, Damasoas Chronicle, p. 99; W.B.
Stevenson, op.cit . . pp. 82-83.

800. Alexiad. XIV. 2, Da-.Ties. pp. 362-368, Leib. Ill, pp. 146-154.
See Dfllger

.

II, i^^c. 1257 for the mission of Manuel Butumites
to Baldwin of Jerusalem. Also No. 1258 and Ho. 1259, the last
being a shipment of cold to tempt the King of Jerusalem. Also
Albert XII, 7, RHCOcc. IV, p. 693.

801.

802. Raymond of Tripoli had died leaving his Syrian lands to the
care of his cousin V.illiam Jordan who continued the alliance
with Alexius. Alexiad. XI, 8, Dawes, p. 290, Leib. Ill, pp.
58-39; D^^lPier. II, No, 1223 and Chalandon, Essai . p. 838.
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When Bertrams, Raymond's bastard, came to the East, he too
nas drawn into the imperial orbit, towards the end of 1108.
Dolger. II, No. 1244; Albert, XI, 4, RHQOoc. IV, p. 664.
Whan approached he pronised obedience if Alexius were to
come to Antioch. Aiexlad XIV, 2, Dawes, pp. 364-365, Leib

.

Ill, p. 14S. He died, however, end the Greek ambassadors
had difficulty In recovering the money they had left in sefe-
keepinc with Bertrand at Tripoli. Alexiad

.

XIV, 2, Dawes.
p. 367, Lfllb, III, pp. 153-154.

203. See D&lger. II, No. 1251, dated 1110-1111. Oahen, op.cit. .

pp. 254, 261 lists the confirming Arabic sources,

204. Alexiad. XIV, 3-4, Davtes. pp. 368-371, Leib. Ill, pp. 154-159.
Tenored rewarded the Pisans for their assistance in 1108.
See RR. No. 53.

205. Albfjrt identifies him, VIII, 41, RHOOcc. IV, p. 582. His see
has been incorrectly described as Barcelona. Chalandon,
Essai

.

p. 257; Leib, op.oit

.

. pp. 273-274; Norden, op.cit. .

p. 70. Bergengar II of Barcelona never left his see. bee
Baudrillart 's article "Barcelona" in VI, cc. 684-685 of the
Diotionnaire d'Histoire et de Geopraphie Eoclesiastique

.

Further, Albert gives the impression that the see was Italian:
"Manases de Barzenona, alii quoque episcopi Itallae".

206. Albert, VIII, ^47-48, RHCOcc. IV, pp. 584-585. This mission to
the Pope in D{?lger

.

II, No. 1218, dated prior to Auciis* 1102.
The synod is reported in Annales Beneventani MGSS, III,
p. 183. Alexius ransomod a Frank isho visited the Pope at
this time but the papal reaction is unknown. See Orderic
Vltalis, X, 22, IV, p. 138.

207. Alexiad. XII, 8, Dawes, pp. 317-318, Leib. Ill, pp. 79-80.
We note also the important fact that a papal representative,
Mauros of Amalfi, Tjitnessed the signing of the treaty of
September 1109, following upon Bohenund's defeat.

208.

Alexiad. XIII, 12, Dawes, p. 357, Leib. Ill, p. 138.

In this connection we cite the treaty signed with Pisa in
October, 1111. Its purpose was t«o-fold; to break the Vene-
tian monopoly in the commercial life of the Empire and also
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w

209. Dolc^er. II, No. 1261. See Meyer von Knonau, op.clt

.

. VI,
pp. 248-249; Chronica Men. Casinensls. MGGS

^

VII. p. 785:
"Alexlus--strenui83inius de auo imperio Tiros cum litteris
Roman direxit, per q.uas eignificabat se Idea imperator
prlmltus de inluria et captivitate summi pontiflcis, a
Romanorum imperatore slbi illata, nimium dolere. Delnde
gratlas acens collaudubat illos, quod virtliter contra eum
stetlssent nee 1111 ad votum cesslssent, atque ob Id, si
anlmoa illorum promptisslmos ao paratlsaimos invenlret,
prout slbl ab Istts partibur^- lam dudum mandatum fueret,
vellet ipse, vel lohannes flllus elus, secundum norem
antlquorum fldelium videlicet Imperatorum a summo pontlflce
Romae coronam acoipere".

210. Dolg^er. II, No. 1262, Alexius' good relations with the Abbot
of Honte Casslno continued after the death of Oderislus in
1105.

211« Continuing In the Oassino account, "Romanl autem se omnlno
paratisslmos fore secundum voluntatem lllius, per eosdem
nuntios n&ndaverunt. Mense autem Maglo elegerunt de 3uis ferme
sexoentos, et direxerunt imperatori ad ccaducsnduE eum. (iul

venlentes Caelnum, honcrabillter a nostro ebbate receptl sunt,
atque cum illls legates ad Imperatorem dlrexlt, per quos
Bervitium. et oratlonem el spopondlt. Igitur eum Constantlno-
pollm reversl fulasent, et una cum '^^onanis eldera imperatori
narrassent quod illls noster abbas feclsset, oensult imperator
eum in loco amlcorura habendum", etc. He also orders the Abbot
to meet him at Durazzo.

•12. Dolger. II, pp. 54-55.

213. Dolpier. II, No. 1264.

214. D olger. II, No. 1253; see ^!o^d6n, op.clt. . p. 90.

215. JL 6334, dated c.15 November 1112. The text is printed in
JL . I, pp. 747-748 and In PL. 163, CO. 368-389.

216. PL. 163, 0. 388: "Omnlpotenti s Dei dignationi et mlserationl
gratlaa aglmua, quia cor vestrum ad roformandam catliolicae
Eoolesiae unitatem anlmare et confortare disnatus est, S.

Spirltus Paracleti potentiam deprecantea, ut siout in
apostolis aula omnium gentium dlversitates unire di^^natus
est, Ita in nobis unitatls hujus operetur effectum. In quo
nimlrura negotlo nobis quldem grandia est diffieultas, quia
nostrarum gentium diversitas non facile in unum potest con-
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217. Wo have no record of these papal mlssiont nor of the subject
matter of letters.

218. Ibid . cc. 388-389: "Ceterum ex multls iam annoram curriculls
adeo so clvltatls regis presules cum clero suo preter omnen
audlentlam a Ronane ecclesle carltate ac obedientia sub-
traxerunt, ut ner.ue lltteras ab apostollca sede directas
suscipere, nee elus aposcrlsarlis conmunlcare dlgnati sunt.
Kt nisi vestrl Inperli saplentla amorls circa nos et nantlcs
nostros dulcedlnem demonstraret » omnlmodo inter nos dlvislo
permaneret, ut neque nos vestrl, neque noe nostri notltlam
haberetls, nee ulla Inter nos hodle reconcillationls memoria
gereretur"

,

219. Ibid, c. 389: "Mox per Del gratlam apostollcarum sedlom pre-
sules, et nostro et vestro cooperante studio, loco et tempore,
quod statuerlmus, oonvenlre debebunt, ut comnunicatls conslllis
secundum sancterum rectitudinem script ur&rura de ciecilo quest-
lonum Boandala resecentur. Cuius conventus locum restre 1mm-
Inet prudentle deliberare, aui nostris ad tos convenientibus
fratrlbus salubrior atque comjaodlor sit", etc,

220. Was Ohrysolanus a papal legate charged with the prosecution
of church union? Runclcian, to name only one, accepts this as
eo. See Runclman, op,cit . , II, p. 137. Cardinal Caesar
Baronius states this flatly. Paschal sent him to tha East
because of his knowledge of Oreek. See Aanales Eooleslastici .

(edited by A.Theiner, thirty-seven volumes, Barri-Ducis,
Guerin, 1864-1885) , XVIH, pp. £31-264. Here there i£3

abundant material of his allocution and the Greek replies to
his defence of characteristically Latin positions. See also
PG. CXXVII, cc. 911-920 for hia address before the Eastern
Emperor. Others reports of this exchange may be found In
L,Allatiu3, De coneeaslone. II, 10, cc.626 ff.; A.K.Demetra-
copoulos, Bibllotheee Eecleslastica, (Leipzig, 1863) , I, pp.
12-15 for the replies of distinguished Greek theologians.
Hovtver, to return to the question of OnrysolenuSj Landulph
of Milan, RIS3 (new), V, III, p, 19, reports only that Chryso-
lanus went to Jerusalem. His departure Is related to the
disorders in the aee of Milan at this time. No papal letters
remain which refer to this event. There i s no mention of his
visit to Constantinople In Anna Comneaa, Hovvever, the tra-
ditional interpretation of the significance of his journey
may be correct. Hom^e v

^

I cannot but feel that his theo-
logical exchanges inlth the Greeks may viell have occurred
spontaneously vihen the high-ranking 7iestern prelate passed
through Constantinople.

221. Anns was convinced that Rome did not possess the Primacy.
For her tiie primacy was transferred from Rome to Coastantin-
ople whe?«- the imperial govorment was transferred ani. further
that Chalcedon placed Constantinople in the highest position.
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Her curious blindness to the plain meaninc of the canons of
Chalcedon, combined with her identification of temporal and
spiritual supremacy in the person of the Emperor at Constan-
tinople, is excellent illustration for our previous remarks
on the theocratic character of Byzentino society, and the
Oeeaaropapist role of its Emperor. Alexiad^ I, 13, Daises.
p. 34, Loib

.

I, p. 48. See L.Allatius, De consensioae. I.
17, cc. 245-262.

222, Malaterra, Historia Sioula.
106-108. JL, 5706.

IV, 29, RISS (new) , V, I, pp.

223. Chalandon, Domination Normande. I, pp. 310-320.

224. For exaaple, during the Epirot tiar with Bohemund, Alexius ;7a8
in communication vjith his sympathizers in southern Italy,
Alexiad, XIII, 4, Defies, p. 332, Leib. Ill, p. 101.

225, It is significant that nothing of
the replstars of the patriarchate
this indicates that Alexius tins ac
Greek church. At any rat© there i

for the collapse of negotiations a

p. 490 and L.Brehier, L*^3:lise. p.
DolPier. II, No. 1274, dated in 111
Alexius to Rome whose purpose rema
found in Louis Duchesne, tiber Pon
1886-1892) II, p. 305. See in thi
Knonau, op.cit

,

. VII, p. 50, A.l,

these exchanges appear on
of Constantinople. Perhaps
ting independently of the
s no need to blams the Greeks
s do Fliche, History VIII.
103. We should add here

3, listing a mission of
ins unknown. 'i'he text is
tif icals

.

(t\«o volunes, Paris,
s connection Meyer von

826, TTe remembor that the embassy of Butumites had fail©
Bertrand's son. Pons, sided with the rlormans of Ant
Alexius, Any hope of Tripoli as a centre of Byzant
ence was j^one. See Alexiad

.

lilV, 2, Dawos

.

pp, 362
III, pp, 140-145. It is possible that in the last
life Alexius triod to aacomplish by marriage what a
diplomacy had failed to do, Vitalis reports that h
arr©n(?e a marriage bsti^een his son John and I^ogor o

daughter, Orderic Vitalis, XI, 28, IV, pp, 262 ff.
Is rendered suspect by the fact that John was alrea
See Kinnanos, E pi tone

.

I, 4, GSHJ3 . p. 10. Hcvever,
No, 1275 nilvQS the account some credence.

d and that
iooh against
in© influ-
-368, Leib.
yeur of his
rias and
e tried tc
f Antioch's
The account

dy ^married

.

Dolger , II,

227. Hence the narnini^s given to his son by Alexius, referring to
the enciroleraent of the Empire and the dishonour brought by
the crusades. See P, liiaas, "Die Musen dee Kaisers .Alexios I",

( Byzantinisohe Zleitschrif t

.

XXII. 1913) pp. 357-358, lines
328-329.

,228. The Turks also remained in control of central Asia Minor, See
Alexiad. XIV, 5-6, XV, 1-G, Da-.;ea. pp , 274-37i', 390-408, Leib.
Ill, pp. 164-172, 187-212.
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Section Tao:

THE ERECTION OF THE LATIN CHURCH IN SYRIA-PALESTINE

1. The Introduction of the Latin Eplscojpate.

Since bishops are required to make bishops our first task

is to ascertain what members of the Latin episcopate were present

in the original expedition. In Itself no easy matter. At the head

2
of the list stands the name of Adhemar of Montell, Bishop of Le Puy.

Named as papal legate by Urban II, in December of 1095,^

Adhemar has the greatest claim to be regarded In a formal way as the

4head of the First Crusade. However, in this regard, Adhemar should

not be seen as a kind of military "generalissimo'* , and the eccle-

siastical influence in the course of the Crusade should not be exag-

gerated. In military matters, Adhemar was merely one leader among

many. While the powers which he received from Urban II remain

undefined, he was "rector" and "pastor" of the expedition, protector

7
of the poor, skilful on the battlefield, courageous In attack and

a 9
defence, who exhorted the pilgrims in momenta of doubt and despair,

who forced the princes to maintain common council and unanimity in

action. In the control of the selfish ambitions of the princes,

and above all, in the maintenance of the friendly relations with

Eastern Christians, Adhemar was irreplaceable. His death on

1 August, 1098, brought a genuine sense of loss and sorrow to the

12
crusaders. I^ot only this, his Influence, as we shall see, lived

on after him in connection with disputes which were to arise,

beginning in 1112, concerning the boundaries between the Principa-

lity of Antioch and the Kingdom of Jerusalem.
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The second name to be added to tb.e list of Latin bishops

Is that of William of Orange, associated nith the Crusade since its

13 14
inception in France. As the companion of Adhemar, William

shared in a subordinate capacity the duties which nere laid upon

15Adhemar. Therefore, nhen Adhemar died, it was natural that on

William the mantle of spiritual leadership nould descend.

Here i>e must be cautious. The sources seem to be agreed on

16
the fact that Vi'illiam inherited the office and duties of Adhemar.

Howeyer, when the crusaders announced to the Pope in 1098 that

17Adhemar had died, no mention nas made of William. Further, it is

plain that although the office of legate had not been clearly defined

at this stage of its development as an instrument of papal policy,

it is clear that the office could not be assumed without appointment

18
and direct confirmation by the Holy See. Thus, there were many

who did not regard William as clothed with the same authority which

Adhemar had possessed. Hence, although a picas and well-intentioned

19
man, William was not as effective as the Bishop of Le Fuy.

Tyre is probably most accurate when he says that William

held the office of papal legate and did the best that he could with

It. However, he oould not prevent the growing lack of discipline

among the crusaders. Nor could he check the increasingly selfish

ambition of some of the leaders. He was powerless against the in-

cipient racial and religious intolerance which was appearing slowly

among the rank and file in the armies. With the death of William

of Orange, the clergy themselves fell into general disrepute, in-

dulging in a series of petty intriguees, some of which shall be

20described later. More and more, what little ecclesiastical in-

fluence remained became concentrated in the hands of lesser clergy
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21
such as Arnulf of Normandy, chaplain to Robert of Normandy, and

22Peter of Narbonne. We shall refer to these men in another place,

especially the former who became one of the most important figures

in the early history of the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem.

The third name is that of Arnulf, Bishop of Marturana In

Calabria. Occupying his see for some thirty years before the crusade,

23Arnulf Joined the army of Boheraund. He proved to be a notable

oause of dissension among the crusaders. He used his position in

the Norman forces, which may well have been th^^t of Tanored's chap-

24lain, to advance his own fortunes. When the town of Bethlehem

was seized, Amulf took possession of the church, intending to raise

it to episcopal rank although Bethlehem was by tradition merely a

parish in the diocese of Ascalon. As participant in the party

politics surrounding the election of a patriaroh in Jerusalem, Arnulf

merits at least in part the derogatory opinions which Tyre has

2 5heaped upon him. In an action with the Infidel near Ascalon, e.lO

August 1099, he disappeared. Either death or perpetual imprisonment
26

by the heathen seems to have been his fate.

Uany have accepted Bellas of Bari as present on the First

27
Orusade. I would not do so. On the other hand, we can include

the name of Otto of Hohenstaufen , Bishop of Strassbourg. Bernold,

the reliable and accurate chronicler of this period, reports his

travels. Otto, a schismatic, accompanied Godfrey to the East and

28returned in 1100. However, there is no confirmation of Bernold's

report in the Crusade sources.

e can be certain of the presence of a bishop of Apt in the

province of !^Tarbonne. We know something of his activities in the

29
Holy Land, but I remain uncertain as to his name. Tmo others
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rney be fflentlnnecl briefly Odo of Bayeux, nho took part, perhaps

30
for polltlOQl reasons, In the orusade, dying at Palerno. Be was

buried there by his oonpanion in the pilgrioaee, Gilbert, Bishop

of Svreux, itho at once retur.iod home. Iiividonco, v^hich shoves that

he was home by 13 November 1099, indicates that he did not finish

31 *

the expedition. •

Doubtful is the prosenoe of the pious bishop and reformer,

32
Bonfilius of Foligjio. According to the Acta C&actorun . ho departed

for the Holy Land with papal approval, remained for ton years as a

hermit and then returned home. The account, u ha^^lography written

(o.^ 1235, remains dubious. There io no further evidence to support

the account. Squally doubtful is the prosonce of the saintly ireter

of Anagni. Hagenmoyer accepted his presence but the oritic^ue by

33noltamaa of the doouioents sooms to bo decisive. I incline to

reject these two names from the list.

There are ttto other possibilities. Honevor, here the dif-

ficulties of identification are so cz'sat that the reader is re-

ferred to the notes nhero he nill find an attempt to solve the problem.

Following my oonoluoions expressed thorein, I accept the presence of

a bishop of Hosoinolo whose name is uncertain and also of Gerard,

bishop of Ariano.

I oannot claim any finality for the list of bishops vhioh I

have presented. The nost thorough previous examinations have been

indeoisive or, in my Judgment, not sufficiently critical."'^ I would

aoeept the followin^T u3 being present in the armies upon their ar-

rival in Syria in 1098t Adhemar, '.villiam of Orange, Arnulf of

Marturana, Otto of Strassbourg, the bishop of Apt, Oerard of Ariano

and a bishop of Hoscinolo. Be this as it nay, «e must underscore
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the fact that apart from Adhemar, William and Arnulf , the role

played by the bishops on the crusade was an inconsiderable one.

This must be remembered if we are ever tempted to depict the Cru-

sade as an expedition dominated by ecclesiastics.

True, the fiiiurch hod sponsored the expedition and the pres-

ence of the bishops on the crusade was the sign that this expedition

was no mere temporal conquest but the expression of a militant

Christendom. However, despite the excellent influence of Adhemar

and other clerics on the crusaders, the expedition depended ulti-

mately for its success upon the knight and the prince. Accordingly

we shall see that it was the laymian who took the initiative in the

introduction of the Latin Church into the East.

It is important to remember that the establishaent of the

Latin Church in the East was made easier by the fact that the cru-

saders were received enthusiastically by the indigenous Christian

36population. Singing hymns, carrying religious symbols which testi-

37
fied to their joy, even betraying their Turkish overlords, the

native Christians of the East rejoiced in their liberation. As for

the crusaders, there was in general no doubt that these natives were

faithful Christians. At the first, few worried over theological

38differences. Native Christian and Latin united to pray for

victory.^ Services were often bi-linsual.*^ If tension with the

Oraeks had arisen because of tho crusaders* misunderstanding of

the actions of Alexius and because of Alexius' suspicion of Latinaism

and objectives, there seems at first, on the other hand, to have

been little tension bstweei the Latins and the liberated Christians

of the Saat. Thus, when Godfrey died after a year's reign as the

Advocate of the Holy Sepulchre, the mourning of the Eastern Chris-

41
tlans for their liberator was sincere and profound.
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The days of the irksome and degrading statue of the "dhemmiB"

42
teemed to be over. Thus, sll thingc required for the introduc-

tion of the Latin Church iato Syria-1 aleeti ne were at hand. How-

ever, ne must turn back to the matter of papal policy, concerning

nhioh we have already spoken at some length.

W« have already discussed the iapacy in relation to the

First Cpusade, how Urban decided to open a nen front in the war

against the infidel, setting forth as the aim of the expedition, the

liberation of Jerusal3ja and the defence of the Eastern Christians,

We have noted also that while he gave ths crusaders a goal nhite in-

dependent of the needs of Alexius I, he did counsel Adhemar to tread

softly where th<# Greek church was involved. HoiBever, ?j e insisted

that church union vias not a primary objective for the crusade.

Further questions remain to be investigated.

Although the records of Clermont viere destroyed in 1098, it

would seem likely that Urban wished not only the ecclesiastical

fabric of the Eastern Church to be restored but also that he envis-

aged a permanent occupation of the Holy Land through the introduction

of the lay power and the erection of Latin principalities in Syria-

Palestine.

We must stress here the fact that the evidence is not all

that we would like, Honever when the various versions of the cele-

brated sermon at Clermont are examined, it seems safe to conclude

that Urban assumed permanent acquisition of enemy territory by the

crusaders.*^ Thus the Pope held out to the faithful not only

eternal but also temporal reviards. ><hile, as we know, many of the

orusaders returned homr- having fulfilled their vows, which in them-

selves did not call for permanent residence in the East, others like
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Raymoad and Godfrey renalned In tiie East, tiavlag at the besianlng

of the Crusade, disposed of their own lands in the Vfest.

Thus the acramblo for principalities began as soon as the

orusadera approaohed Antioch, and no one put forward any objections,

further, we shall see that it was Raymond who took the step of intro-

ducing the Latin episcopate south of Antioch, When in later years,

±EB3j a controversy broke out over the boundary lines between the

patriarchates of Antioch and Jerusalem, Paschal II cited a decree

of Urban II at the council of Clermont which ran that whenever the

leaders of the expedition conquered territory from the infidel,

that the rsstorefi churches, parged of "heathen rites", should belong

44
to their principalities. I cannot but feel that in Urbaa's plea

for the liberation of the Saatern churches there was, at least im-

plicitly^ the notion not only of the erection of a Latin hierarchy

In the East but ilso the foundation of temporal principalities in the

re-oontiuerad territorj'. While, wo have written above that the Pope

wished the rights of the Greek church respected, no one brought for-

ward an objection, based on papal authority, to the introduction of

45Latin spiritual and temporal authority in the East,

It should be remembered that there is aliiays a tendency among

scholars to make Urban* s plans for the crusade over-precise. Thus

while W9 can think it likely that Urban looked for a restored church

with Latin bishops, due rospect to Greek rights having been given,

and for the establishment of lay rule in the Sast, there is little

if any evidence to show ue Just what steps he took to effect these

purposes. Thus, when the crusaders arrived in the Saet, they found

that they had combined to make a Christian re-conquest of I'alestine

without any agreement as to the future division of the country.
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Urban, in all probability did not undertake to present the cru-

saders with any clear-cut plan of action in regard to the intro-

duction of the episcopate and the temporal rule of the area. He

left this to Adhemar to do when the time came. There is evidence

which leede us to believe that Adhemar, faced with Baldwin's fait -

aooompli at Edessa and Bohemund ' s design upon Antioch, reiterated

the papal decree which envisaged the restoration of the ecclesiastical

fabric of the eastern churches and the erection of Latin rule in Syria-

Palestine.

A further point develops from this. At this point can we

say that Urban looked for the creation in the East of a theocratic

state or at the least a feudal state which would be bound to the

Papacy by ties of vassalage? for example, it has been suggested that

Raymond refused to take the oath of fealty to Alexius because he

knew that the Papacy had in mind the establishment of a vassal state

47
In the East. However, in reply to this, there is no evidence to

support this idea In the documents pertaining to the Crusade in

1095-1096. i'urther, we cannot imagine Urban being so certain of the

success of the expedition as to add to his public utterances in

favour of the expedition a notion which might well displease many.

Further, in the events which followed the capture of Jerusalem, !se

shall see that the Papacy rejected categorically the notion of a

theocratic state. Further, against the suggestion in regard to a

theocratic state, Raymond himaelf tried to found a secular feudal

state in the iiast. As lor the question of papal vassalage over

the Latin principalities in the East, we shall leave this to later

discussion. Suffice it to point out that Palestine was not a part

of the Donation of Constantino, upon which the Papacy had based its
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48
olaim to suzerainty In Spain, for exaaple. There is nothing in

the eridence prior to 1099 nhich olearly indicates that the Papacy

was interested in setting up strict lines of vassalage between

Rome and the East. As for Raymond, «e can see combined in him his

obstinate piety, his zeal to free the Holy i-laces, moderated by

his knowledge that the papal attitude towards the Greek Smpire and

Church Tias one of moderation and friendly consideration. Hence, he

did not refuse the oath out of loyalty to the papal desire to esta-

blish a vassal state in the East. '

Let us return to the crusades. Adhemar, advised by the Pope

to tread softly nhere the Greek Church was concerned did his job

wall. As we have shown, his conciliatory attitude elicited willing

oo-operetlon from the Greek hierarchy o£ the East. i^ot only this,

Adhemar found some support at first among the crusaders for their

friendly policy towards the Greeks. Thus, good relations were pre-

50served to some degree through the year 1098. On the other hand,

Adheaar was able, as we have shown, to direct according to the papal

wishes, the increasing desire on the part of the crusaders to erect

for themselves Latin principalities in the East.

At first, all went well. John was restored at Antioch. The

Latins recognized his claim to his see having admired also his con-

stancy under torture and persecution by the infidel. We can be

sure that Adhemar played a great part xn this restoration. In his

turn, although no friend to Latin interpretatio:as of Christian faith

and practice, John uniuestionably regarded the Latins as msabers of

the one true Church. "^-^

Adhemar died 1 August, 1096. As «e have shown, no one could

take his place. further, the anti-Greek senti&ent, encouraged no
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doubt In part by Bohemuncl , was gronlng. The Ohriat of Stephen of

Valence's vision referred to the Latins as good Christians, as

52opposed to the heretics, i.e., tfte Greeks, Syricms and others. **

Peter Bartholomew's heavenly visitors demanded the election of a

Latin patriarch and that the Latins should have nothing to do with

53the Eastern Christians. Bohemund nas busy establishing his poner

with the Genoese.^* Not only this, when the crusaders wrote Urban

in September, 1098, he added his own views to the letter.

This letter, announcing their victories from Nicaea to

Antioch, recounts also Bohemund's success In obtaining possession

of the elty. However, towards the end of the letter, the hostile

intent of Bohemund appears. Antioch has been subjected to the Roman

religion, no mention being made of the restoration of John. After

recalling the death of Adhemar, the Pope is called upon to complete

his supreme role as organiser and preacher of the crusade by coming

57
to the 3ast to occupy the chair which was Peter's first see*.

Again no mention of John, ii'urther, while they have defeated the

Turks, they have not defeated the heretics, Greeks, Armenians,

Syriaos and Jacobites. The Pope is again urged to come and eradi-

cate these heresies. The letter lapses at the end into the first

person. Again, Urban is summoned to advise and direct thoso vihom

he had sent on the crusade end also to deliver them from this nicked

58
emperor, i.e., Alexius.

Thus, John was faced with converging hostile forces. Not

only did Bohemund and many crusaders hate him for racial ai^d reli-

gious reasons, for the fact that his continued presence in the city

was a threat to Bohemund's authority, but also he was hated by the

Armenians and other native Chrlstiuns who had always despised the
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Oroek Church as the eocleslastloal arm of imperial tyranny.

Thus, while Tyre pictures Joha, during hia two years in. office,

60
restoring the episcopate ia his jurisdiction, there is every

reason to believe that he found himself unable to exercise hia

poner in the face of the hostility of Boheaund and others.

It soon beoaae painfully evident that John could not rule

In Antiooh. Further, the voices could not be stifled 'jihich de-

clared that he would give the city to the Kmperor. Hence, in the

year 1100, John left the city for Constantinople, a victim, not of

theological controversy, but of Norraan ambition and the hatred of

61
Latin and native Christians.

Boheaund thus^ by 1100 had full control of the city. He

eould piay upon the many religious factions of the city, thus ad-

vancing his power and rendering the e rt> io<Hnt Christians hslplesa.

The Greek Christians and others thus could be absorbed into a Latin

and papal milieu. Perhaps he even thought Urban might coae to the
54

last. At any rate, he was left free to govern the principality

as he Tfilled.

What is more important for us is that the racial end cultural

antagonism against the Greeks on the part of tho Latins, the iaflu-

ence of Bohemund and his slanders against Alexius, the death of

Adhemar, and the papal desire to restore the ecclesiastical fabric

of Syria-Palestine, probably through the introduction of the Latin

episcopate and the establishment of a Latin temporal power in the

last, - all these render the next developments inevitable. In

September of 1098, Haymond of St. Gllles captured the town of Albara,

present-day Kef r-el-Bara, Upon the advice oX Ijie chaplains, aided

by the opinion of the arny, he chose ±^eter iros* his entourage to be
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blGhop of Aibara and to hold the city for the Chriatian oauae. A

priest of southern Fraaoe, Peter la praised by the aouroes for hie

devotion and aprightness of llfo. Raymond set aside one-half of

the tovin for t-xe support of the bishop, renderinj thaaks to God that

there was no\i a Latin bishop in the i^ast. Ordered by Rayjao.id to

AntiO'ih for co rise oration, ietor eventually reoelved the arohiepisoopal

see of Apanea, together with the pall, aynbolialng motropolitloal

Jurisdiction, at the hands of Bernard, first Latin patriarch of

Antloeh, who re-orsanlzed the patriarchate of Antioch,

Several things should bo noted here. The initiative in the

restoration of the episcopate was taken by a layman, acting in oon«

Junction with hio advisors, clerical and lay. The iaportaace of

the layman in the life of the Latin hierarchy fippears here at the

very outset of the history of the Latin Ohuroh in Syria-xulestiue.

Further, the initiative cane from iiayxaond, who had been olosor to

Urban end Adhemar than any other loader. X think that this is final

proof of Urben's intention to have the Latin episcopate restored in

the I^ast. However, it raust bo liahtionod that riany of the crusaders
eg

vented a Latin as such who vould rulo over then as their wustor,

The growlnf: racial antagonism hare oolnoidea with papal aims and

objectives. One final matter. 'O remain uncertain as to .iho ooa-

aecratod ieter. Almost all tho authorities think that the j^atriaroh

of Antioch accomplished this.^*^ Jlroot evidence is lacking. I, in

view of the gro.ving antaeonism between Orreok and Latii:, am inclined

to think that the consooration vaa performed by other Latin bishops

who were still at Antioch. However, this is not to say that a full

•oale sohisn was presupposed by the Latin crusaders, ne merely

once again insist that the forces making lor continued eetruubement

were at work and that in the end they were to triumph.
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In the first neek of June, the Latlas arrived at the

village of Ramleh, nhoae great church contalnod the relics of the

68
martyr St, George. Another bishop was chosen to hold the cap-

tured town, Hobert, priest from the diocese of Rouen. The Norman

bishop-elect nas granted the usual tithes for the support of his

ohuroh. one final instance will illustrate the freedom which

the crusaders were now enjoying in the introduction of a Latin

hierarchy into xalestine. On or about 7 June, 1099, Tanored occu-

pied the town of Bethlehem. Grreeted warmly by the Greek and Syrian

Christians, the Normans placed their banner over the great church

of St. Mary. The church of Bethlehem, a parish in the diocese of

Aaoalon, directly dependent upon the see of Jerusalem, had supported

70
for many years a ^roup of Latin monks. The church was an excel-

lent structure, and the possibility of having a great shrine for

pilgrimu seems to have occurred to Arnulf, bishop of Karturana,

His seizure of the Bethlehem church does not occur until after the

capture of Jerusalem, but it seemed good to mention this here, not

only for the subject in hand, but also because Arnulf 's position in

Bethlehem bears heavily on the party politics surrounding the elec-

tion of a Jerusalem patriarch.

It might be well to pause for a moment to consider the

comment made by Babcock and Krey in their edition of William of

71
Tyre. They suggested that the crusaders felt in the bsgluniiig

that a single ecclesiastical organization of Greek and Latin pre-

lates might aerve for the East. This is, I think, going too far.

John was restored in Antiooh due to respect fox the canons of the

Ohurch, due to the fact that many felt that Antioch belonged to

Alexius, Bohemund not withstanding, and therefore a Greek prelate
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should be placed in charge, and also because the Pope had ordered

respect for the feelings of the Greek church. This remained an ex-

oeption. Latin bishops nere placed in Palestine to restore the

fabric of e church which, as Ions as the Latins held the area for

Christ, would be Latin in character. The claims of the Greeks did

not extend beyond Antioch. Solidarity of racial feeling was in-

ereasing. So also vas the resentnent of the Greeks, thanks to

Boheauiia, Once agrain, we must insist that it is significant that

Rayiaond took the first step. Thus we may conclude that the re-

estabilBhasat of a Latin hierarchy in the East was but the logical

development of the papal plan for a Latin reconquest oi" tae Holy

places although it still remains that Urban probably did aot settle

the question of the hierarchy ahead of time in hie own mind, except

to indicate that he wished that no unnecessary estrangement with

the Greek church result from the Latin re-conquost.

Thus prior to the capture of Jeruselem at least tv^o bishop-

rics had been restored to Syria-Pfeloatine. We should recall that

In both of these tovins, the original episcopal line had died out.

There were no Greek bishops to restore, as in the case of Antioch.

Nonetheless Me must not see in this merely an attempt to restore the

fabric of the Church. It was the Roman church v.viat was introiuced

into these eastern sees. As we have noted, from Raymond, the res-

toration at Albara was in order that in the JSast the Latins might

have a Roman bishop to rule them, further, it should be remarked

that September, 1098 - July 1099 sees a continued growth of anti*

Greek feeling, thanks in large measure to the ejibition of 3ohemund.

We should grant thr.t this feeling iianif ested itself largely in indif-

ference to the Kmperor and to his ilain to Antf.ooh, Nonetheless,
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this has bearing on the entire problem. Jhen all this is added

to cur contention that it was Urban*s will to restore the eccle-

elastlcel fabric of the Ht^st, then these actions by the cruseders

b«ooae natural : nd intelligible. Bohemund had added his own com-

ments to the letter which he and the other Crusaders had written to

Urban in September of 1098. We hare already remarked on the hostile

penarks directed against "the heretics" and the "unjust eaperor"

.

We have mentioned that Bohemund asked the pontiff tc cone to the East

to take pcsoession of Antioch, Peter's first see, to put down the

heretics and to ijive, as the author of the crusade, edvlce and

72
oounsel to the crusaders. As ne have reaarked , this nas in the

air. What is inportaut is trat this anti-Greek temper was shared by

any, and further that many tlso thought that Urban would perhaps

visit the Best to set all thin£8 in order. That he would ea.rotion

the introduction of the Latin hierarchy -./as undoubtedly believed by

a majority of the crusaders.

8. The Patriarchal Sea of Jerusalem.

The patriarch of Jerusalem at this time was the aged Simeon.

At the time of the siege of Antioch, anticipatirig the horrors cf a

lege of Jerusalem by the crusaders and intending to ralce funds

for the Christians in Jerusalem, he left bis see for Cyprus. * As

we have aentionad, he joined Adheraar in sending an encyclical to

76
the Test, appealing for continual support of the crusade. Aocord-

77
Ing to Albert of Aaaohen, he died at Cyprus. Simeon probably

oxpected to be restored to his see, Vhether or not this would have

oocurred, wo shall not know elthouch I am inolinod to think that

Buch would have been unlikely, considering the forces making for

78
the introc^uctlor of the Letin episcopate into Syria-Palestine.
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The city was captured on 15 July, 109S, After eight days

devoted to the pious eztennlaction of the heathen and to rendering

homace at the shrines, the cruseders turned their attention to the

eovernnent of Jerusalem, Their first impulse nas to?jards the elec-

tion of a lay ruler for the city. This did not go uncontested. A

omall party of clerics insisted that the patriarch be chosen first,

throetening that if the lay ruler wee chosen first of all, they

no
would regard his cloction as invalid."

The leader of this clerical party was Arnulf of Karturano^

It is difficult to discern the true iosues at stake here. Writing

many years later, with several generations of temporal and spiritual

controversy interveuircj '"'illicia of Tyre quite naturally saw this

squabble as a struggle between the spiritual and the temporal po\^ers.

liTe shall discuss the relations between the t-wo powers in the last

at a later point. Suffice it to say now that up to this point, such

had not eppoared in the course of the crusade, ^further, ii, is more

likely in that the antagonism az'oso, not from rivalry between priest

and laymen, but fro.Ti an antagoaiam existing between various crusade

80
groups and also from the ambition of the Bishop of Marturana.

Arnulf wished to preserve to his own use the church of

Bethlehem whose rich possibilities as a ahrine were plain tc him.

If a lay ruler were oliosen first, Arnulf faced the chance that the

lands oon'iuered might be apportioned in a way unfavourable to hid

designs on Bethlehem. Therefore he was attempt inc to have the

patriarch elected first of all, a man who would be his creation and

uho would reward his episcopal supporter with the shrine of Christ's

Uatlvlty. This vjas the purpooe of the fcishop of ilarturana, a man

"without honour" according to Tyro. •'• He wished to place on the



.tl)
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patriarclial throne a sub-deacoa, Araulf of Ciiooques in Flanders,

•liaplaln to P^obert Curtliose of Hormandy, The aon of a priest, a

man of brllliancs and education, but vjhoae norals were ;iot of the

beat, Arnuir had been a hero of the expedition, proving his courage

and ability as a leader. So popular had he becone that, oa ne hav«

noted, the runour vms circulctlne that Adhemar had naned hin legate

on his daath bed. Arnulf was supported also by ths Dukes of Wormany

and Flanders and also ths lornans of southern Italy. Howover, it

should be said that canonically, Arnulf naa an inproper candidate

for ths axalted seo of Jerusalen. I repoat that this was not a

squabble batvieen tha spiritual and the tenporal, bub rather the

atteapt of one party to gain control of the church of Jorusclea in

order to further its own private ends, chiefly the confirmation of

tae Pishop of i.larturana in possession of the church of Bethlehea.

Despite the Intrigues of ilarturana, the temporal authority

was given first to Godfrey of Bouillon. Guidod by piety and respect

for his heavenly King, he took the title "Advociite of the Holy

83Sepulchre". Arnulf was chosen Patriarch shortly thoreaftar, thanks

to his popularity with the large mass of crusaders. He enjoyed his

dignity for only a short time and then he was deprived of the

84
patriarchal throne. '..'hat is significant for as is that he "ousiod.

himself in removing the Greek Christians and ot lers from tha Church

of the Holy Sepulchre, installing Latin canons in the church, and

using force to sscura possession of the relics of the city, es-

85
peolnlly the True Cross. The Creek church thus was finding it

increasingly difficult to live iudopendently urder the Latins.

As for Uarturana, he Joined the Basilica of Bethlehem for

himself. This act of usurpation was not recot^uized, and, as we

86
have written, shortly thereafter he disappeared forever.
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Latin Christianity, ooAtinued to spread in the reconuuered

arees, Godfrey nad been accompanied tc the Saot ty monks. These

he settled in the valley of JehoBaphat , founding there the Monastery

of St, Mary's, In addition to canons placed in the Holy Sepal-

88 89
ehr», he placed them uIbo in the Temple and in the B&silica in

Bethlehem. ®°

A new figure appears on the scone. In Septeaber of 1099 a

Plean fleet arrived at Laodioea, oomnanded by the archbishop of

Pisa, Daimbert.^^ Since 1033 as bishop, in 1091 Daimbert's juris-

diction had been extended, at the request of ^iitilda of Tuscaiiy,

over the island of Corsica, reconquered from the infidel. In 1092

he had received the /tank of archbishop. A strong supporter oi' Urban

and his mild version of Hildebrandine policy, Daimbert may have rep-

resented Urban at the court of Alfonso of Spain, Equally significant

from our point of view is that he accompanied Urban on his journey

92
through France in 1095-1093. On his own initiative, he raised a

fleet of 120 vessels, representing the city of Usa, and set sail

some time in 1098 for the Sast.

Was Daimbert a papal legate? Remold seems to support the

notion that he Tsas named legate by the i-opa to succeed Adhaaar,

dead on 1 August, 1098. Hoivever, the direction towards whicU the

bulk of the evidence Moves is that while Daimbert received the

papal commission to go to the Holy Lend, he was not a papal legate

94
per se . Nonetheless, this should ot obecure the fact thct

Dalmbert did havo some kind of papal sanction, »hich fact Daimbert

was to use to i3reat effect.

Hsvins pillaged on thoir way the tJroek islands of Lfiucas,

Cephalonia, Zante and Corfu, the Piaans arrivoi. to find Laodioea
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under slega by the forces of Bohemund. They were iulcJcly persuaded

to take part la the siege of the Greeks, a move no doubt relished

by them, fresh as they '.»ere froTa viotorles ovar their aaaient com-

95aerolcl rival. Matters were o onplicated by the arrival of

Raymond of Toulouse and other leaders, who regarded Bohemuad'a

attack on the Greeks as treason, and of Baldwia of Sdossa vjho was

goluG to Jerusalem on a Christmas pil^rim^ige. Dajabert posod as

mediator. Their c3oafllotin£3 opi.iions reconolled for tiio iiae being,

96the siege \«'is ebaadoaed and all left for Jerasalea,

It la from this moment that an alliance of great conseq.uence

was cenented betweea Bohemund and the I'iaan •^rshbish.op. lieasons can

be suggested. First, the Jlornan hold on Antioch vjas insecure,

Thore wore a large group of crusaders who thought that his posses-

sion of Antioch had defrauded the emperor of his just rlGhts under

the oath which all had talcen in Constantinople, secondly, Alexius

was bound to make some attempt to recover the principality. Bohemund

needed see power to protect Antioch and its supply lines. He needed

allies. Had he not asked for papal assistance in the letter of

1098?^'

Dalmbert had a fleet. Deimbert had some kind of papal blos-

slng. He was also the highest ranking Latin prslete in the Holy Laud.

Further, the Plsans hated Byzantium for its power and its wfaalth.

On Dainbert's pert, the alllence vjould secure to his bslovod Pisa

a Btrons position in the new Latin trade market.*) in the East. Jrer-

hape It might also satisfy the ambition of the arohbishop iiho was

not only learned, piouB, but £leo extremely ambitious. The alliance

of ohurchman and Bohemund becomes Intelligible. The steps of the

negotiations are not clear, but by the time they had reached Jerusa-

lem, a few days before Christmas, an understanding had been reached.'®





- 101 -

No hint of this Is contained in the letter mrltten to the

99Pope by Dalmbert, Godfrey end Raymond, The fearsome Journey to

Antloch, the capture of the city, the oounter-sleee , the discord

among the princes, are graphically described. Jerusalem is taken.

The nrlters describe the victory of Ascalon, the meeting of the

counts at Laodlcea nith Bohemund and the I'isan fleet althou:^ the true

purpose of the meeting of these forces Is omitted. The virlters did

not wish the Fope to knorj that the Pisans and Bohemund had attacked

the Greeks in Laodlcea and also that the other leaders, threatening

olvil war, had forced them to give up the siege. Dalmbert, however,

iB presented In the role of mediator. Thanks to his efforts, all

decided to return to Jerusalem. The entire Latin church is invited

to Join in the adulation of the crusaders. They are asked to be

kind to those returning to their homes. This last request was per-

haps the immediate purpose of the letter. ^

The significance of this letter for us lies in the fact that

there itas no allusion to the hostility uhich had arisen against the

Greeks on the part of the Pisans and the Norman Bohemund, further

proof that Urban had not, and did not, wish the crusade to estranije

the ttio churches. Nor are there any hostile references to Alexius.

Further, nowhere In the letter does Dalmbert describe himself as

legate. Accordingly ne may again state that nhile Dalmbert had the

papal blesslns for his expedition to the East, his actions cannot

be interpreted as expression of papal policy.

In Jerusalem, Bohemund and Dalmbert proceeded to the execu-

tion of a grand design, having first paid their devotions at the

Holy Places. Their arrival in the Holy City had created a new

centre of power, Arnulf.the Patriarch, had no supporters left.
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Marturana had disappeared. The Provencals had hated him f ran the

start. His protectors, the counts of Normandy and Flanders, had

returned home. Doubty-s to the canonical correctness of his eleoo

tlon had grown apaoe.

Further, the position of the crusaders in Jerusalem was

desperate, especially in regard to manpower. It may be that they

102had even considered an evacuation of the city. Further, the

support of the crusaders from the sea was in doubt. The Genoese

had arrived, but their support was not certain. Further, a Venetian

fleet, known to be enroute from Rhodes, had not yet arrived.

Godfrey needed therefore additional support, within and without,

Bohemund had troops, popularity and prestige. Dalmbert had a fleet

and eoclesiastical prestigs. Had not his undertaking received papal

sanction? Had not he been with Urban in the early days Just before

the Crusade? Godfrey, a man whose piety was to reach legendary pro-

104portions, could not resist the power and authority represented

by Dejmbert. As for Arnulf, he was helpless. Removed from his

105
sea, " he became Arohdeacon of the ohupoh of Jerusalem and Daimbert

its Patriarch. This was accomplished within the octave of

Christmas, 1099. That this was aoeompllshed with the aid of Bohe-

mund la beyond question. ^^'

la his turn, Bohemund now proceeded to realize some of his

plans. Remembering that his father, Robert Guisoard, had obtained

papal sanction for his conquests in south Italy through becoming

the vassal of Pope Leo IX, he decided that Daimbert should invest

hlffl with the principality of Antioch. Thus almost ira^'ued lately

after his enthronement, Daimbert Invested Bohemund and Godfrey

with their temporal sovereignty over Antioch and Jerusalem
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respeotl vwly . Tyre says that this was done by the two lords out

of respect to iSim whose Tioe-regent they believed the Patriarch to

108
be. As Srey and Baboock corroctly point out, this is something

of an idealisation. ^^^ Fulcher hu s a report of the ceremony although

he says that they received their lands from Daimbert out of the

love of God.^^*?

Bohemund's motive is clear: he must protect his principality

against Greek claims. Daimbert 's piously ambitious character could

be used to Norman advantage. Further, Daimbert had shown himself

112to b© no friend to the Greeks. Thus in exchange for assistance

in the patriarchal election, Daimbert would give the guarantee of

113the Latin church to Bohemund's acquisition of Antioch. As for

Godfrey, his piety and military weakness dictated that he enter into

this spiritual vassalage to the Patriarch of Jerusalem.

A full discussion of Dalmbert's motives which lie behind this

event must be postponed. Nowhere in the discussion is Daimbert rep-

114
resented as acting on the papal behalf. It may be, however, that

If Daimbert raised doubts as to the papal attitude in this matter

that Bohemund reassured him with reminders as to the Norman-papal

assalage existing in south Italy.

Bohemund was not finished. Dainbort proceeded to the con-

115 116
secretion of four bishops: Benedict of Edessa, Roger of Tarsus,

Bartholomew of Mamlstra, ^^"and Bernard of Arthusia. The last named

was to prove important in the ecclesiastical life of the Holy Land.

A native of Valence in the Dauphin^, Bernard had been chaplain to

Adhamar, For a short time he served the see of Arethusia, one of

the suPF[^ft6ll^) sees In the patriarchate of Antioch, and with the

withdrawal of John, he was translated to Antioch, ruling there as

Patriarch until his death in 1135.^^®
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Three of these new bishops fall within the iatrlarchate of

Antloch where otlll the Greek latrlaroh held sway at this time.

Why did Dalmbort usurp the ricbts of John of Antloch? for the

simple reason that Bobemund, wished to fill the church of Antloch

with Latins and therefore force the GreeJc x'atrlarch away. Ho wonder

John found that he could not be Patriarch to the Latins of Antloch.

The consecration of these bishops is but another facet in the Norman

plan to establish their control of the principality.

We must insist again that in all of this Daimbert did not act

as papal legate. Papal authority was not involved to cover his actions,

his enthronement as Patriarch, the granting of fiefs, the conoecra-

119tlon of nevi Latin bishops. Daimbert knew well that he was far

from Rome, far from any effective control or supervision. Not adverse

to his own preferment, anxious for the advancement in the fortunes

of his beloved Pisa, Daimbert had acted as an independent agent,

hoping to present the Pope with a fait accompli .

Thus it was that the original papal motivations, insofar as

He can discern them, the natural feeling of the Latins nho wanted

their own bishops, the increasingly strained relations betvjeen Greek

and Latin and the ambition of Bohemund and Daimbert, all conspired

to brine about the establishment of the Latin power, spiritual and

temporal, in Syria-Palestine.

It nould not be fair to say that the Roman church was com-

pletely ignorant of the actions of her sons in these matters in the

Holy Land. However, it was cnly when the success of the Crusade was

definitely established that the Papacy took definite steps to ensure

the proper conduct of ecclesiastical affairs in the last.
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This la borne out in a letter nhlch Paschal II wrote to the

120
orusaders on the fourth of May, 1100, Attributing their riotory

to the providence of God, laechal rejoioea that they have seen the

aacred rellco, that they heve tjorshlpped in the Holy places. The

Bastern Church, after Ions captivity, has to a great extent b-ien

121restored to her ancient liberty. The crusaders are ur^^el to keep

faith in those higher alms and purposes which are conducive to their

salvation.

Peschal remarks that he has refrained from writing them many

things. Therefore he sends ?'.auritlus of Porto who, as his legate,

will strengthen them with the consolations which ere Blessed Peter's,

a fitting thing for those who had undertaken the pilgrimage through

the vicariate of Peter. Mauritius' chief concern as legate is for

the freedom of the church, the observance of all canonical regula-

122tlons. He is to be obeyed. A papal absolution closes the letter.

If our previous Judgments are oorrect, the Papacy now for

the first time since Adhemar took steps to Insure the proper con-

duct e# -^-^^ of occlesissticel affairs. The Pope had waited upon

developments. We note no reference in this letter to Daimbert as

legate, no reference to the Holy Land as a papal state, no injune-

tions as to the establishment of a theocracy in the Holy Land.

Paschal, as we shall show, did not count on the ambition of Daimbert.

Knowing nothing of Dalmbert's behaviour, he had been pleased over

his election as Patriarch repleoine Arnulf who "by the craft of

12 3
simony had presumed to intrude himself into the see of Jerusalem".

3. The Ambition of Daimbert.

The papal letter and the legate Mauritius did not arrive

124
until 16 April 1101. By that time much had happened. Daimbert,
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whose Intrigues hafl brought him to the patriarchal throne of

Jerusalem, v o^i began to reveal the full scope of his ambition.

In the first place, he continued Arnulfls policy of latinizing the

church of Jeruanlem, only with greater power. He \ii3hed to remove

all the non-Romans front their monasteries whether they rere G-reek or

Syrias. In this he was checked by a manifestation of dtviao Jud.3-

raent when the vigil lichts of the church of the Holy Sepulchre went

out on the eve of laster, 1101. Thereafter, there was no piraecution

of the Eastern Christlanc who v.ere absorbed into the Latin milieu

and left alone, es lonr, as they recognized the Ronian primacy and the

125authority of their Latin ecclesiastical superiors.

However, Daimbert had other dreams, ranging far beyond this.

He had not been present on the First Crusade to observe the close

126
interaction betxieen the Rplritual and temporal powers. He only

knew that he was the patriarch of tlia holiest church in Christendom,

that much public opinion looked to the Church as the ultimate author-

ity in the Holy L&nd, since the Crusade had been church-inspired and

the Holy Land itself vias the common patrimony of all Christians.

Further, Daimbert knew something probably of the Eastern theory of

the patriarchate which made the patriarch supreme in his own realm,

subject only to the judgment of his fellow patriarchs in seneral

council, H© was therefore not to be satisfied with his position as

ercroislng a vag^ue spiritual suzerainty over the city. He would

not even be satisfied with the position which his Oreek predecessor

187
Simeon had held. He looked for little opposition to his plans.

128
Godfrey wes pious, devoted to the Church, and whose position in

the city was dif fioult .^^^ The fleet of Daimbert was still an

Important factor due to Godfrey's inability to keep the supply lines
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open to tho Holy 01ty.^'^° When Dalmbert demanded the control of

the traditional patriarchal luarter of Jerusalem and also a quarter

of tho port of Jaffa» Godfrey protested against tho latter booeuse

he, a poor man, needed the money vjhich Jaffa would bring frooi mer-

131
chants and pllgrins to sustain his struggle against the heathen.

However, he had no choice. On 8 February, Dalmbert esacted from

Godfrey e "uerter of the port of Jaffa, That this was demanded

first of all" Indicates that ambition went hand in hand with greed in

the Patriarch, as subsequent events will show,

HoTcever, this was but the first step, Dalmbert now gave full

relgn to his ambition. A vision arose. The eastern concept of en

Independent patriarchate was not enough, Dalmbert saw himself as

the prlnce-patrieroh of a theocratic state, where he, by now having

132totally set aside the claims of Rome, would rule ss the head of

the mother of all churches, rich in offerings from pilgrims, secure

as ruler of the Holy Places, Hence his next stop was to force

Godfrey into eomplete surrender. He succeeded.

On Easter Sunday of 1100, Godfrey surrendered the entire city

and its port Into the hands of Dalmbert, With becoming generosity,

the Patriarch showed him some consideration, knowing that Godfrey

was a poor nan. He was allowed to keep the city and citadel of

Jerusalem in his control and also his own personal possession in

Jaffa until such time as the Lord would permit him to conouer cities

which would servo es compensation for that which he had surrendered.

If he died without heir, which was likely considering his advanced

age, then the entire city and its port would pass into the hands

of Dalmbert without delay, •^*'*' Daimbert's pious ambition had reached

its climax. Ha had reduced Godfrey to the status of a genuine vassal





- 108 -

who Tfouia fight for the defence of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre

and its Petrl3roh, ^hen Godfrey died on 18 July 1100, Dalnbert

looked forward to complete possoaalon and control of Jerusalen and

131 1 TSJaffa. His theocratic dreams were realized. •*

After his death, honover, Daimbert found that all was not

as easy as he had supposed. Disorder broke out in the city, and the

Patriarch found that he could not control the situation. ^^^ The

rule of Jerusalem and the entire kingdom was offered to Godfrey's

kinsman^ Baldwin of Edessa. In the nldst of his distress, the

Patriarch turned to Bohenund for aid and assistance. He pleaded

Bohemund's previous assl stance to hinself in the securing of the

patriarchal throne. He asked the Norman, on his allegiance to him

as suzerain, to prevent Baldwin from oomlng to the city, by force

if necessary. TTnfortunately for Daimbert, the letter fell into the

hands of Raymond's troops at Laodloea.^^" Its contents were soon

etfamon knowledge. Dalmbert found himself caught in the fires of

thwarted ambition. Godfrey's followers resented Dalmbert and his

greed. Arnulf fomented trouble for Dalmbert, perhaps even to the

138
point of ur^lns Baldwin to come to Jerusalem. A further defeat

for the Patriarch came when Bohemund was captured, c. 15 August,

1100.^^^

In the first week of October, Baldwin said farewell to

Bd*ssa, the principality he had obtained through greed, ambition,

140
and friendship with the Armenians. When he arrived at the Holy

City, the Patriarch refused to loin in the welcome accorded to him

by the inhabitants. Althouch there was outward reconciliation,

141Dalmbert remained withdrawn from the public q&zb , * Ostensibly

he was devoting himself to meditation and prayers, actually he
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awaited the development of events. Probably he had also heard of

the arrival of a papal legate with the Genoese fleet which was

142wintering in Laodicea. For the time ell must seem serene.

Therefore he anointed and crowned Baldwin in the great church at

Bethlehem. If the sources are examined with care we shall find

that while Baldwin promised peace and justice to the church and the

people, he did not renew the territorial agreements of Godfrey, nor

did he do homage to Daimbert, promising only to be the perpetual

144servant and defender of the Holy Sepulchre. Daimbert was

145patriarch, nothing more. For a time the Patriarch seemed to

ac(iuieBoe in the new order.

Daimbert was right to be cautious. The legate Mauritius

had not been idle daring the ivinter mouths in Laodicea. There was

the problem of the disposition of Antioch. The legate, in company

with his Genoese friends, urged Tancred to assume the responsibill-

tiee of the principate there. He also encouraged Baldwin to liek*

up the inheritance which was his in Jerusalem, the count of Edessa

146passing through the town on his way tc Jerusalem. Mauritius was

probably unaware of the ambition of Daimbert, but his encouragement

of Baldwin at this juncture probably made the Patriarch fe&r more

and more for his position. This also lends additional reason for the

Patriarch's withdrawal to his monastery during the opening months of

Baldwin's relcn. He feared the loaohinationB of Arnulf and the power

of Baldwin. In addition, there was now the real possibility that he

might become Involved in dli'f ioulties witu the le^^ate froju. Rone.

On April 15-16, 1101, the Genoese fleet, bearing the papal

legate, arrived at Jaffa. They were net by Baldwin. It may well

be conjectured that Baldwin v.'as concerned to secure the help of the
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Genoese, kno-wing well Godfrey's difficulties nith the heathen on the

en* hand and Daimbert on the other, due to the lack of a fleet.

Perhaps he also wished to secure the cood favours of the lecate. A

treaty nith the Genoese was si£;ned and the crown was thus allied with

147the arch-enemies of Fisa. They then proceeded to Jerusalem where

the King and the papal legate were Joined by Daimbert.

It was just before Eastertide. All three made their devo-

148tions together, but the harmony was short lived. In the first

place, Baldwin hated Dalmbort for his exploitation of his brother

Godfrey. Secondly he knew of the letter which Daimbert had written

to Bohemund, counselling Baldwin's murder if such were necessary.

In all this hatred he was, no doubt, encouraged by Arnulf and by

those native Christians who hated the I'atriaroh for his arrogance

149
and bigotry. Hence when Mauritius arrived, Baldwin confronted him

complaints of a serious nature against Daimbert. Perhaps he also

confronted the locate with information as to Daimbert's past behaviour

in the see of Jerusalem, action which Baldwin hoped would not be

pleasing to Rome.

The legate was also confronted with Daimbert's letter which

made the Patriarch virtually guilty of lese-majesty . Others joined

in the attack. Re had dispersed the sacred relics; he had been un-

worthy of his office. »/e note that no one questioned the canonical

legality of his election, rending further investigation, the logate

150
suspended Daimbert. Uenoe when the festivities of Holy Saturday

arrived, the legate performed the ceremonies, having forbidden the

151
Patriarch to exercise his office. However, Daimbert, surprised

and stunned by this rejection, approached Baldwin. He had become a

subjeot of scandal, he pleaded. Had he not anointed Baldwin?
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HoneTer, tho royal heart was softened by an offer of money since

Baldiiln»s financial condition was dif f ioult .
^'^^

Baldwin then approached Jiauritius. He pointed out the scandal

of Daimbort's removal to the pilgrims and the degradation of Chris-

tian honour among the pa:^ans. He asked for Daimbert's rostora-

153
tion. Mauritius assented, and Daimbert was permitted to celebrate

154
at the solemn jlass of Easter day. We note in all of this that

Daimbert said nothing about his see as "the quean of the nations".

The dreams of an independent patriarchate, superior to all other

sees, of a churoh state ruled by himself, were forgotten. If any-

thing, Daimbert ssoras to have tried to impress the lec^ate with a

strong "papallst" line whioh he had not shown prior to this occasion.

When in May, all went to the siege of Caesarea, Daimbert referred

to Jerusalem as the property of Blessed Peter. The crusaders were

155described as the vicars of blessed Poter.

Perhaps the legate was disturbed by the intransigence of

Baldwin. Perhaps he was encouraged b; the humble submissi veness of

the Patriarch. However, for a time it seemed as if Daimbert would

weather the storm. Baldwin was notably successful in the fiold.

Arnulf vjas taken; Caesaroa was captured and a new archbishop

157was provided for the city.

In ^11 of these activities, Daimbert played an important

part. However, the peace r^as soon broken. Baldwin, needing

money, approached the Patriarch who responded with a j.ift of, he

159
olaimed, all that he had. However, his enemies, notably Arnulf,

convinced the king this was not so, and Baldwin berated Daimbert for

refusing to use the offerings of the faithful to the Jerusalem

ohurch to defend the kingdom. Daimbert, thinking that he had
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won the support of the legate, granted Bome concessions but in gen-
IP!

eral stood firm, IVhen, hov/over, Paldwin confronted Dairabert and

Mauritius at their ease, berated them for their self-lndulgertoe when

the rest of the crusaders were suffering, the King was told by

Daimbert that the Church could do what it wished with its own.

Mauritius was helpless. He only urged peace e.nd reconciliation.

He knew that Baldwin's oonplaints were Just, but Daimbert »s defence

had a canonical authenticity that could not bo denied. At the end,

however, Baldwin was able to best the Patriarch in the argument who

found himself constrained to give more money for military support

164
of the kingdom.

However, Daimbert* 8 greed proved to be his undoing. When an

offering arrived from Roger of Sicily, which was to be divided in

thirds, one for the canons of the Sepulchre, another for tho Hospital

and the rest for the king and his army, Daimbert took the entire sum

for himself. rfhen this was brought before Baldwin, Mauritius

166
could not hesitate. Daimbert was removed fron office. Mauritius

now became acting head of the church while the King continued to

uncover Daimbert 's hoardings of money. Daimbert spent the winter

in Jaffa and then repaired to Antioch where a warm welcorae from

16V
Tanored awaited him.

The first act of the drama was over. What happened to vhe

lagate is not clear. Probably Albert is correct in reporting his
loo

death in the Holy Land, perhaps in the year 1102.

To understand these events we must recognize the seriousness

of Baldwin's situation. Many pilgrims had gone home. The crusade

of 1101 brought little strength to the kingdom. The climate had

made its inroads on the Latins. To survive the i'ranks must secure
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the seacoast and continue the conquests inland. Honey nas nooes-

aary to pay soldiors. Hence we can sympathise with Baldwin's

determination to keep a firn control over the Church, especially

over her finances, which oould contribute so much to the surviral

of the Latins in the Holy Land.

What iei important for us is that Mauritius did not attempt

to resist Baldwin's claims. He gave no special acceptance to those

"papaliat" phrases which Daimbert had used to win his friendship.

The phrases themselves were used by all when they described the Holy

Land aa the "special inheritance of Christ** or the crusader as the

169
"soldier of Christ". Mauritius did not regard Baldwin as a papal

1 70
TSBsal. He ruled by divine right. There was no mention of the

favour or grace of St. Peter in this connection.

All in all, \ie can see in Mauritius* behaviour the pattern

which waa to govern the relations between the Papacy and the King-

dom of Jerusalem. The pattern was what we might call a careful

pragmatism. It Is to the credit of Paschal' s legate that he dealt

only in the realm of practical church politics, endeavouring primarily

to insure the proper observance of ecclesiastical discipline and to

assist in the prosecution of the war against the Infidel. He shall

see, as the study progresses, that the Papacy was not interested in

increasing the spiritual authority at the expense of the tenpo.''al.

UauritiuB san that the practical exigencies of the Christian re>

conquest in the Holy Land could not be icnored. Upon the lay l*rd

depended the defence of the shrines of Christendom. It was clear

to Mauritius, end it was to be clear to succeeding popes end their

representatives, that the ambition of such men as Dainbort would

lead only to the complete destruction of the Christian re-conquest
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of th* last. There was to be no revival of the eastern patriar-

chate notion within the Roman orbit; there was to be no church state,

no papal fief. The Patriarch, in the eyes of the tapecy, was to be

little more than a primate. Granted that the Patriarch of Jerusalem

was the occupant of a most exalted see, we shall see that the Roman

church made no canonical exception which would distinguish it from

171other primatial sees such as Canterbury,*

Two other matters are to be briefly noted. If the evidence

of Caffaro is correct, Mauritius accepted the Norman rule in Antioch

by lending his support to Tancred's rule during Bohemund's captivity.

This is important for the relations between the Greek and Latin

churches, "urther, we note that moet of his energy was directed

towards the Kingdom of Jerusalem, the first sign of the papal prefer-

ence of Jerusalem to Antioch.

Let us return to the King and his Patriarch. Daimbert was

1 72
in Antioch with Tancred where he enjoyed both honour £nd protection.*

Baldwin to the south was busy agoinct the infidel. However, the

scandal of the continuing absence of Daimbert was felt. 'Then success

did not attend the Christian cause in the field, the higher clergy,

notably Gerard of Mount Tabor and Baldwin of Oaesarea, mho felt

perhaps some loyalty to their Patriarch, indicated that if the King

were reconciled to Daimbert, the cause of the Cross would advance

victoriously.^ Baldwin agreed that peace with God was necessary,

and he swore that he would make peace with Daimbert when the Patri-

arch had purged himself cunonically before the Pope and the entire

174
church of his crimes.

However, when in 1102, Baldwin was hard pressed by the

infidel, he appealed to Tancred and Baldwin de Bourg for aid.^'^*
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With the relief expedition came Dalmbert who nas at first repelled

by the King. The Antioch princes, aeeine this, made Dalmbert's re-

instatement a condition for their assistance, Baldwin outwardly

acquiesced to their demand saying that he would submit the q.uestlon

of Dalmbert to their Judgment after the attack on Ascalon. He

probably had in mind the new legate, Cardinal Robert of Paris, nho

had come out to the East after the death of Mauritius, perhaps at

the invitation of the King and certainly at papal direction, to con-

tinue the purification of the Eastern church and, above all, to settle

17 6
the quarrel between Dalmbert and Baldwin.

177
Temporarily, Dalmbert was thus restored to his chair.

However the council before the legate opened almost at once. The

entire hierarchy of the Jerusalem church, including the six greater

abbots, were all present before Robert. So also were the pilgrim

bishops of Laon and Placenza. From the north came two bishops who

had been consecrated by Dalmbert, Roger of Tarsus and Bartholomew of

Mamistra. When the legate had taken his seat, the accusations began,

presented by the beat witnesses, especially Baldwin, Archbishop of

Oaesarea, Robert of Ramleh, Arnulf and other clergy. Dalmbert was

accused of 3lmony, of the murder of Greek Christians In the islands

of the Ionian Sea, of treason to Baldwin, of embezzling funds given

by the faithful for the maintenance of the Crusade. The charges

were well supported. The hate of Arnulf and Baldwin had continued

unabated. So too perhaps his unpopularity with native Christians

influenced the course of events. Robert had no alternative but

deposition. Tancred, although he accepted the sentence, took Dalm-

bert home to Antioch. ^''^ There he was well treated again, Bernard

of Antioch giving him the great church of St, George, The sentence
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of deposition and anathema seems to have been lenored by the patri-

archate of Antloch since the evidence Indicates that Dalmbert took

180part In many public functions. la Jerusalem, the legate advised

the King to take prompt action to fill the patriarchal chair. By

an election of clergy and people, the simple priest, Ebrenar, was

181Chosen and constituted Patriarch. As for Daimbart, he partlcl-

1 op
pated with the Norman forces in the siege of Haran, and when

Bohemund v^as released in May, 1103, thanks to the generosity of the

Armenian Kogh Vahll, Baldwin du Bourg and Bernard of Antloch, Daln-

183
bert and he found that they still had much in common.

As we have aesn in the first part of this section, Bohemund

returned from captivity to face the demands of Alexius. The Moslem

victory of 1104 had almost destroyed the Christian power in Syria.

Aa for the Greeks, their success threatened the Normans by land and

sea. Knowing that little help could be expected from Jerusalem,

Bohemund journeyed to the West, arriving at Bari in 1105. His com-

panion was Dalmbert, on his way to plead his cause in Rome. Patri-

arch and Norman prince were allied once more.

As we have said, after the deposition of Dalmbert, Baldwin

and Arnulf had named Sbremar, a priest. Patriarch of Jerusalem. A

Fleramlng, from the diocese of Arras, he had been a member of the

186
original expedition. An Intimate of Lambert of Arras, Ebremar

won respect for his piety, humility and generosity to the poor.

On the other hand, the sources agree that he was a man of great

intellectual simplicity, stemming perhaps from his lack of educa-

tion.^®'' It is likely that this last quality brought him to the

patriarchate since as a tool in the hands of Baldwin and Arnulf,

there would be no trouble for the crown from an ambitious patriarch.
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188Enthroned soraetine In the fall of 1102, Ebremar at first was of

189
great assistance to the Kingdom of Jerusalem.

Despite the fact that he had been deposed by a legate and

that another had been set in his plaoe by the same legate, Daimbert

recovered his church. He had rendered great services to the crusade

movement as the companion of Urban II in France in 1095-1086, and

as the leader of a Pisan fleet to the Holy Land. Most important,

Daimbert claimed he had been deprived of his see due to the active

and persistent hostility of the King of Jerusalem. This last charge

was too much for the post-^ildebrandine Papacy. ^^^ In a synod held

In March of 1105, Daimbert was restored to the throne of Jerusalem.

Ebremar iias removed. Yet because of the favour of the legate Robert,

with nhose help he had been seated in the Church of Jerusalem, Ebre-

mar was preserved in his episcopal rank. He would be permitted to

exercise the same if called upon by any church whoso see vias vacant.

Further, he could be called to the see of Jerusalem upon the death

of Daimbert, if this were the wish of the Church. Thus, did Paschal

give Justice to Daimbert and also preserve the honour of his legate. ^^1

Having accepted this date given by Hoziere and Jaffa for the

synodical action, a serious difficulty arises. Tyre says that Daim-

bert, armed with letters ordering his restoration, did not live to

see Jerusalem again. Awaiting a ship in Sicily, he died there on

16 June. Tyre says that he had been Patriarch for four years and in

axile for throe. This would lead us to date Dairabart's death, 16

192
June, 1107.

We turn no'>«i to the papal letter, which has been cited in the

notes, which summarises the presentation given so far and relates

additional developments. Dated 4 December, 1107, Paschal professes
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himself alarmed by the scandals of the Jerusalem church, occasioned

first by Daliabert and then by Sbremar. The scandala are all the

more serious since the Joruselem church, set in the "midst of many

nations", should set an example to these of Christian faith and Latin

193purity. He calls to their mind the "conspiracy" directed against

Delmbert. Robert had been sent out to detl with the matter. This

confirms what we have said above. The legato deposed Dalmbert

because, as the Pope says, he seemed to be lacking in Judgment.

Probably this was the legate's judgment on Dalmbert's ambition and

194
greed. The Pope also knows that thanks to the favour of the

19 5legate, Ebremar was elected Patriarch. However, when Dalmbert

arrived in Rome, he pleaded that he had been removed out of fear of

the King. Therefore he sought judgment in Rome.^^^

As we know from Fulcher and Tyre, Dalmbert also pleaded the

hate of Baldwin as the chief reason for his removal.^ This was too

nuch for Paschal, Besides, Daimbert's services to Urban and the

Orusade, which we have mentioned, could not be forgotten. Paschal,

therefore, proceeded to restore Dalmbert to his see at a synod in

198the Lateran. Ebrenar was removed from his see but kept in his

episcopal rank, thus able to rule over another church if called to

do so, or even over the Jerusalem church if called to do so after

the death of Dalmbert. However, before they could learn of this

decision by papal latteriji Daimbort dled.^^^ That the Papacy wrote

the letters which eventually reached the Holy Land informing the

Latins of Dalmbert 's re-instatement and Ebremar's removal seems

clearly indicated, and this confirms the action of Roziere and Jaffa

In placing the report of this synod in March, 1105. Not only this,

It seems logical to place Daimbert's death in June 1105, since the
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papal letter Indicates the short lapse of time botneen his death

end the papal deolsion. Than later on, Ebremar and Arnulf ap-

peared before the Pope. According to Fuioher, Sbreaar made his

Journey in 1107 and this the papal letter confirms. ITow , con-

tinues Paschal, both Ebremar and Arnulf have appeared before him

with their supporters. They bear letters which are mutually con-

202tradlctory. Ebremar has letters from the King, the chapter and

the episcopate askinj that he be slven the pall and the privilO£;QS

due to him as Patriarch. ^^^ On tho other hand, Arnulf has letters

from the chapter j^lng and the episcopate which accuse Ebremar of

ignoring the sentence of 1105 and asking for his removal. ^^'^ Ebre-

mar has accused the archdeacon and his supporters of dlsobodionce

since he allec'^s that after Dalmbort's death, after learning of the

synodlcal sentence, that they had chosen him as "father and bishop".

Ebremar has shown his letters which are dated aftor the information

had been received concerning the sentence of the Lateran council,

20 5letters asking for his pall and confirmation as Patriarch.

Arnulf has replied, contesting the letters. They had been given

before certain knoivledge of the synod's decision of 1105 had been

obtained. Therefore, Arnulf has demanded his removal and his letters

206
from king, chapter and bishops support his demand. Although

witnesses swore that Ebremar had been chosen bishop with full know-

20 7
ledge of tho synodlcal decision. Paschal proved indecisive. He

decided to send a legate who would ascertain the truth. If he

discovered that Ebremar had been elected upon the reoeipt of the

aynodical decree, they v,(Qre to receive tin as their lavjful patriarch.

If not, then they were to end the scandalous situation and choose a

208
new Patriarch, Thus the contending parties returned early in 1108,
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end the legate 0-ibelln of Aries was not far behind. Sbremar found

20 9
that the opposition to him remained unabated. When &ibelin, a

man of age and experisace arrived in the East, ho proceeded to summon

210
a synod. To conplete tho story, it is merely neoeaeary to add

that Ebremar'g election was declared Invalid and Gibelin was chosen

Patriarch. -^-^ The former Tias given the see of Caesarea which he

held until 1129-1130.^^^

Yet why had all this happened? Why had Amulf and Baldwin

turned against their oim creation? Further, was the action of

Oibelin just? The answers cannot be given with certainty. As for

Oibelin, wo may say that it may well be that when the Jerusalem

3hurch heard of the death of Daimbert and Rome's decision that they

did not bother to go through the formality of a second election of

Ebremar. Thus probably Cribelin acted within the canons. As for

Arnulf and Baldwin, it may be that Bbremar developed into a stronger

Patriarch than they had planned. Or on the other hand, perhaps he

proved to be auoh a nonentity that they concluded the Church must

have stronger leadership. Whatever the reason, I would susgest that

Arnulf and Baldwin in 1107 decided to get rid of Ebremar by challeng-

ing the validity of his tenure of office. They found that they

perhaps hed a basis of accusation in that, as I ht^ve sugfjestad, tho

Ohurch had not gone through the fomality of re-electing Bbremar to

the see of Jerusalem upon learning of the restoration of Daimbert

and his death subsequent to this. As for the election of Gibelin,

Tyre eays, with his usual hatred for Arnulf, that Arnulf chose him

because Gibelin vjas old and decrepit, i.e., Arnulf hoped to be his

successor.

While the facts of tho case shall never be known entirely,

certain impressions do remain. I^'irst, we note that the papal control
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of the Oburch In the East could not prevent a series of scandala

Ic the holiest see of Christendom. Secondly, vie are struck by the

difficulty which the Popes had in Judging cases of appeal, since

the facte of the case were always presented by the parties to the

appeal and therefore with little ^'luarantee of veracity. It was

easy for Daimbert to plead that an unscrupulous monarch had deprived

him of his see. The ambition and greed of the Patriarch were not

oonsidered. One final observation. Paschal was often hesitant in

making decisions. However, on the basis of the case presented by

Daimbert, he had little choice but restoration. However, Paschal

had shown before his conviction that the Church should tread softly

where the feelings of the King of Jerusalem were concerned. Thus

when the issue was in doubt, he left it to a legate to ascertain

the political and ecclesiastical tensions in Palestine. Therefore,

the entire episode is merely another case of papal deference to the

temporal power in the Holy Land.

However, while i have commented on Paschal's Indecisiveness,

it should not blind us to the wisdom which the Papacy had displayed

in this matter. If the Crusade had been the result of Urban's vision

and daring, the Latin Church of the East owed its existence to the

layman whose sword had wrested the Holy Places from the Infidel,

Therefore in the East, as elsewhere in v/estern Europe, the two

213
swords, priest and lord, were inextricably bound with each other.

The Papacy knew well that with the power of the layman reduced by

ecclesiastical arrogance the Christian re-conquest would disappear

before the infidel. On the other hand, the freedom of the Church

in her own sphere was to be preserved. To realize both of these

aims, Paschal and his legates had laboured. Thus their policy seems

at times contradictory and inconsistent.
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The interaction of the two pouers may be seen by consulting

214
a few texts of the Assizes of Jerusalem, the work of Jean d'lbelln.

In this wo see the retriarch of Jeruaalem not only ne the chief

215splrituel lord of the kingdom ^ but also one of the chief advisers

2 16
to the King of Jerusalem. Not only this, the Patriarch often

217administered the roaln in the royal absence. Further, the close

interaction of the two powers is shown in the coronation rite when

the monarch swore to defend the Holy Church, its Patriarch, clergy,

218
its rights end poaaessions. In his turn, the Patriarch owore

to the King, as his subject, loyalty and aid, aaving his order and

819
the Roman Church. The interaction thus set up was in general to

function well, save for the trouble caused by Daimbert and, as we

shall see later on, by Patriarch Stephen, Thus if the Patriarch was

220consulted in regard to the election of the monarch, he was in

his turn a iiember of the royal High Court. If the Church preserved

its canonical freedom in elections and other injaunlties,^^ then

the monarch had "^reat Influence In the assign'nent of benefices and

222
the right of confirmation on episcopal elections. Not onlj this,

ho Could choose one from two nominees for the patriarchate of

Jerusalem when these had b-'on chosen by the chapter of the Holy

Sepulchre, ^ On th i other hand, the Patriarch of Jerusalem crowned

224
tho King of Jerusalem.

The Patriarch of Jerusalem had to be confirmed by Rome as

we already know from Bbremar's plea on his own behalf before Paschal.

Rome did not wish Jerusalem to return to its old status as an

indopondent patriarchate. We shall also see that the suffragan

metropolitans of the patriarchal see of Jerusalem also sought their

confirmation and palls at Home, much at times to the annoyance of

the Patriarch.
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NonethslesB, so far -je have diacovered no evidence that tlie

Papacy regarded the Kiac ot Jerusalum as its vassal. Nor do we

find, after the abortive attempt of Delmhert, that the Jerusalem

Petriuroh regarded himself as the suzerain of the monarch. no re-

peat that if anything the *apacy ohowed herself overly sensitive to

the claims of the royal prerogative. This will be borne out by the

subsequent pages of this thesio.

4. The Erection of the See of Bethlehem.

A man of sincere piety and nobility of character,* Gibelin

did not Kish the honour of the patriarch a» e , as vie knov; from his

letters to his own clergy and suffr^^gans of the arohlepiscopal church

226
at Aries. Indeed the Fope bid tc exert pressure upon him to

227
accept the high office. Associated nith the crusading movement

O p Q
for many years through the counts of Toulouse, the unfortunate

old man was forced to do his duty, mindful that the heat and the

strain of the life would soon be fatal to one of his advanced years.

We remember that Arnulf of Marturana's attempt to seize the

ohuroh of Bethlehem had been abortive. The Church continued there

with its Augustinian canons and prior, under the direct supervision

22 9
of the Patriarchs of Jerusalem. However it now seemed good to

the spiritual and temporal powers of Jerusalem that the shrine of

the Nativity be given its own bishop. The decree for the creation

2 30
of the see is preserved in Tyre.

Issued by Baldwin of Jerusalem, it begins with a brief

history of the Christian ra-oonquest, Baldwin discloaes then that

he has long wished to raise Bethlehem to the rank of an episcopal

see. He approached the archdeacon and chapter of the Jerusalem

church since there was no Patriarch of Jerusalem. They agreed to
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the royal wish, and the Archdaaoon Arnulf and Arohard, a deacon,

took ship to Ropie to obtain papal sanotion* Paschal agreed and

Bont (^Ibei.in of Arlos after them to deal with the matter. We know

that the miselon of Gibelin waa concerned also with the patriaroh-

231
ate of Jerusalem itself.

According to the decree, vxpon his arriyal in the East,

Gibelin did all according to the royal wish. He created Bethlehem

an episcopal see. He nade Ascalon, a parish in its diocese, thus

reversing the ancient order. Further, Aschetinus, precentor in the

Holy Sepulchre, had been chosen by royal T»ish, the chapter, nobles

and people assenting, to be the first bishop of Ascalon. He was now

2 32
made Bishop of Bethlehem and given lands worthy of his charge.

The royal decree enumerates the possessions of the new see. At the

233
close, Glbelin is described as patriarch-elect. In all of this,

2 34
we see the ascendancy of the royal power over the spiritual power.

The Papacy realized that the King was the defender of the Holy

Sepulchre and that his importance should be reeonnized. Eorjever,

an even more striking demonstration of the royal power v;as yet to

corae, arising out of the f^radual extension of the Latin power In

Syria-Palestine,

Prior to 1109, Tripoli had been a crusaie stute in embryo.

The Count of Cerdngne had administered the lands of the deceased

Oount of Toulouse until in 1108 Raymond's bastard, Bertrand, arrived

from the west. In the ensuin;:; contest of rights and privileges, the

County was divided between Jordan who was a vassal of Antioch, and

Bertrand who, to bolster his rights, had accepted Baldwin's

suzerainty. In 1109-1110, the force of the Latins captured Jebail,

Tripoli, Beirut and Sidon. The death of William Jordan resulted
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In the unification of the -lands of Tripoli under Bertraid, thus

235uniting thoR to the crown of Jerusalem. This was net pleasing

to the princes of Antloch v;ho had loolced fonjerd to Tripoli becon-

ins a fief of their principality.

The relation of the orovin of Jerusalea to the principality

23fi
of Antloch was a relationship of the loosest sort of suzerainty.

Boheaund had regarded hinself as a sovereign prince. Tancred nas

little disposed to recognize Jerusalem as his suzerain. Aa-tlooh

had its oTja courts and customs, and .nost inportaat for us, its own

patriarchal throne. Hovievar ',»hen the power of the King in Jerusalem

was ^reat and that of the rulers of Antloch was weak, the King was

to all intents and purposes the overlord of the entire Latin estab-

lishment in the East. Tripoli was a fief of Jerusalem from the

beginning but Jerusalem's influence in Antloch was dependent upon

the balance of po-ser and the will of the Antloch nobility.

What is important for us, ho.jever, is that Bertrand*s homage

to Baldwin for Tripoli, thus incorporating Tripoli into the kingdom

as a fief of the aroi-in, was to raise enilass trouble bot'.'jeen the

patriarchates of Antloch and Jerusalem. In the early centuries of

the Church, the patriarchate of Antloch had far outshone the

patriarchate of Jerusalem in i^restise and po',ier. Jerusalem emerged

only into the position of the fifth slater among the patriarchates

of Rome, Constantinople, Antloch and Alexandria in the fourth century.

The nemory of that superiority Mas present in the minds of the Latin

patriarchs of Jerua.;iem and Antloch. The patriarchate of Antloch

had run in its jurisdiction as far as south of Tyre and Damascus.

While Tyre was not to be captured until 1124, Tortosa, Tripoli,

"otrun, Jeball, Beirut, Sldon were all in the hnnds of the Latins
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at this time and, more Importaat, under the suzerainty of Jerusalem,

Tripoli's overlord. Wlio would control the churches of these cities?

Probably Glbelln realised this and prodded Baldwin to take steps

to protect the Jerusalem church against any humiliation. It is un-

fortunate that v»e do not know precisely how the eplscopato was

restored in these cities. The latest research done on the county

of Tripoli Bugrests that Raymond of Toulouse had envisaged an in-

dependent church organisation under Tripoli which would be of

metropolltical rank. That a bishop had been provided for Tripoli

and the other cities is certain, but we cannot be sure of how they

were consecrated and to whom, If anyone, they had owed their alleg-

iance. The evidence suggests that perhaps ^ntioeh had exercised

soue inetropolitlcal control ovor these churches, Tripoli, Tortosa,

Jeball, Botrun, Sidon and Beirut which were all T.'ithln the ancient

limits of the oatriarchate of Antioch. The Jerusalem Patriarch see-

ing this, and anxious to extend his Jurisdiction, had probably

decided to end. In a way satisfactory to his own ambitions, the

conflict in jurisdictions: temporally speaking, Tripoli nas under

Jerusalem, spiritually, it may well have been under Antioch at this

time. Perhaps the power of the Antioch patriarchate had been exer-

cised even farther to the south, to Beirut, Sidon and Acre. The

Jerusalem Ohurch was in a difficult position. Tripoli vjas only a

fief, bound by the loose ties of suzerainty to Jerusalem. Not only

this, Tripoli had acknowledged, if only in the vaguest fashion,

23V
the suzerainty of Alexius I.

Therefore, according to Tyre, Baldwin made representations

to Rome, the tenor of which was that whatever towns and provinces

ha might recover from the heathen would be placed under the
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jurisdiction of the Church of Jeruanlem. Paschal respondled favour-

ably. On 8 June, 1111, he Issued tvjo bulls, to the Patriarch and

to the Kln» of Jerusalem respectlTely . In tho letter to Oibelin,

Paschal declares that It is a wise thins to change ecclesiastical

boundaries ifl the course of events renders it necessary. With can-

dour the Pope remarks, - and vie may imagine the confusion of

the Curia in regard to the boundaries of episcopal sees in fara;iay

places, - that the long occupation by the heathen has oorifused the

ecclesiastical divisions established in ancient times. However, the

Pope declares that we must keep abreast with the operation of Provi-

d«noe, manifosted in the Christian re-oonquest in the East. There-

fore to the Church and I-atriaroh of Jerusalem are granted the cities

which divine grace has or shall restore through the power of the King

of Jerusalem and his armies. It is fitting that tiie Church of the

Holy Sepulchre obtain the honours won by its servants. Liberated

from the heathen, the Church of Jerusalem is to be exalted all the

more abundantly by the Christians. The letter to Baldwin fellows

much the same argument although here the Pops justifies his action

on the basis of the state of existing confusion in ecclesiastical

boundaries. Also he indicates that he wishes to reward Baldwin for

his labours on behalf of the Jerusalem church. Therefore those

cities which he has or shall recapture are to be placed under the

Church of Jerusalem, and its bishops are to be obedient to the

2 38
Jerusalem matriarch.

Thus the Papacy pave carte-blanche to tne expansionist

tendencies of the Kingdom of Jerusalem, and to Its patriarchate.

Nowhere in those letters do we see any thought or concern given to

the patriarchate of Antiooh. The papal decision reflects the
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importance given by the Papaoy to the welfare of the see of

Jerusalem. This is, of coarse, vthat we might expect. Jerusalem

was the shrln3 of Christendom and the Papacy felt itself obli-

gated to exalt that shrine. Secondly, we may point out that this

is but another example of papal deference to royal power. Baldwin

had played a decisive role in the Issuing of these decrees.

Nonetheless, the papal indifference to Antioch ooramanda

attention. Can we sucsest reasons? Perhaps it could be suggested

that the Papaoy was acting with an eye to the fact that Bohemund had

recognized the Byzantine suzerainty over Antioch after his defeat

by Alexius in 1108. 5'urther, at that time, he had agreed to the

Introduction of a Greek patriarch into Antioch. On paper, there-

fore, Antioch was part of the Oeaumone and therefore within the

ecclesiastical orbit of the East, Further perhaps the Pope knew

that Bertrand of Tripoli had had dealings with the Emperor Alexius

which also gave the Greeks a claim, admittedly nebulous, over his

839
lauds. Perhaps then by this assignment of churches to the see

of Jerusalem the Papaoy was removing episcopal sees out from undor

a patriarchate which micht in the future pass under Greek domination.

All this is mere supposition. There is no evidence to sup-

port these suggestions. However perhaps we can set it in a wider

context when v:e reach the next section of our thesis.

Further it could be argued that this action on the part of

the Papaoy v;as designed to destroy utterly any remaining trace of

th« Eastern conception of the patriarchate. Further it could be

added that Antioch had been the first see of leter and therefore

had associations which might some day prove to bo sources of con-

troversy with the Roman church. It is all the more significant that
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the suprefflaey of Home informs this papal decision throughout. Thus

the Roman church lavished povjer upon the Patrlurch of Jerusalem.

Thus the Papacy gratified the will of the monarch. Thus Baldxvin and

Gibelin thought they could cease to uorry about the ambitions of

Antloch, its Patriarch and its Prince, in regard to the County of

Tripoli and its churches. The patriarchate of Antiooh seemed about

to lose much of its ancient glory and prestige.

However it is possible to misinterpret this action of the

Papacy, seeing in it a declaration of spiritual suzerainty, an action

nhich Indicated that the Latin establishment in the East vas con-

sidered by the Pope to be a vassal state of the Apostolic See. Ho

ueh thing obtained at this time. That the Papacy had a special in-

terest In the East and indeed considered itself especially responsible

for the Christian re-conquest in the Eoly Land cannot be denied. Yet

to use the description of a vassal state is incorrect and misleading.

The papal decree related to ecclesiastical matters. The lines of

vassRlage which the Papacy had constructed in Spain and southern

Prance*^ t^ore not created by this decree vis-^-vls the Koly Land.

So far vie have found no confirmation of the royal title by the Pope.

Beyond tha isolated example of Godfrey and Daimbort, we find no

example of a royal homage to the Patriarch for his Kingdom. The

King was the vassal of the Sepulchre, not of its Patriarch and not

of the Papacy. This is not to deny the Papacy's special oonoarn

for the Uoly Land and its special responsibility for its welfare.

We have referred often to the great rola played by the Papacy in

the crusade. However, if the crus£.ders were summoned by Blessed

Peter, they were the reprosentatives of Western Christendom. Hence

Baldwin regarded himself as fighting the infidel on behalf, not only
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of the Papacy, but also on behalf of the German Bmparor and the

Kings of France and England. ^^^

S. The Patriarchate of Arnulf.

With the favour shown by the Papacy to the King of Jerusalem,

we are not surprised to find that the reign of Gibelin as patriarch

brings a new level of amicability between spiritual and temporal

authorities in Jerusalem. The Church of the Holy Sepulchre at last

attained the peace and harmony appropriate to its dignity and neces-

sary to its preservation as a Christian shrine. The spell was soon

broken. Gibelin, the peacemaker, ^*^ died in April of 1112.^**

Baldwin Plight Tjell lament his death for a new scandal was to break

245over the Church, Ai-nulf, v)ho had waited for tvjelve years for the

patriarchal throne, was not to be denied. Although the election of

the sometime Patriarch and Archdoacon of the Church of the Eoly

Sepulchre res done with great £.lacrity and unanimity,^* his reign

was to be a stormy one.

247
?/e htvo alroady mentioned Arnulf * s talents: e here of

the original expedition, a cifted spcatcr who inspired the r.ulti-

tude. Archdeacon of the Church of Jeruselon, Chancellor cf the realm

end intimate of Baldwin. His pov;cr hcd been nreat. He had helped

to drive Dainbert from his see end had prevented Ebrener from re-

taining his patriarchal throne.

I.!any, such as Wlllian of Tyre in later years, hated him.

To these, he was the source of the strife which had disrupted the

life of the Jerusalem church. He was the "instirator of many

wicked deeds" in the mind of Baldwin I of Jerusalem. These enemies

were blind to Arnulf'o talents. They tcxed him rlth his low birth.

He was the son of a pri-'st, disq^ualif led canonically for ordination.
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He was unchaate. He dealt In high-handed fashion with property

belonslng to the Church of Jerusalem, He had given to Eustache of

Sidon and O&esarea, a man who had married his niece, several church
248

dependencies. As evil genius to Baldwin, he arranged the frau-

dulent marriage of the widovi Adelaide of Sicily to the King in 1113.

The widow of P.oger of Sicily, Adelaide was wealthy and the kingdom

of Jerusalem needed money. Through Arnulf, a marriage agreement was

made between Adelaide and Baldwin. The fact that Baldwin had a

249
wife living in Edessa vjas withheld from the countess. The frau-

dulent marriage wee a great source of scandal in East end West.

Thus did the charactar and conduct of Arnuli' cause dissension

end ecend&l. The news of this reached the Pope in Rome. The eitua-

ticn eeeiaed to be so serious that the pontiff dispatched Berengar

of Grange to the East as hie legate. Berencer listened to the com-

plaints presented against Arnulf and deposed him. Arnulf at once

2 50took ship to appeal the case. The pepal letter which reviews

the evidence tmd i;ives the papal decision will complete the pictiu-a.

Writing from I'ipcrnc in July 19, 1116, Pusch&l addresser",

his decision to the bishops, abbots, priors, clorgy, king, nobles

and people of Jerusalem, He acknowledges that he had het^rd

rumours and reports from men, whose tostinony was x^ellsble, of the

various scandals and disorders which had arisen in the Jerusalem

church -Sue to the conduct of Ai'nulf, He sent a legate to the East

to deal with the problem. The legate heard Arnulf reproaciied for

his low birth, for his unchaetity, and for the fact that he had

brought against the hierarchy of the Church the hostility of the

252
monarch. The Patriarch had been driven to Rome by all this

2 53
trouble. It is inportant to mention that the ^ope does not
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refer at all to the deposition of Arnulf by the legate although it

is feir tc say that this Is assumed throughout the letters.

The supporters of Arnulf, armed with letters from King aad

clergy, stress the disordered condition of the Church of Jerusalem,

and appealing for apostolic mercy, request that a dispensation be

given Arnulf and that he be kept in his see. Paschal acknowledged

that ho had kept the matter hanging fire for some tine, hoping that

the legate would return from the East to give a first hand report.

On the other hand, the Patriarch and hia supporters accuse the

legate of acting on insufficient testimony and also Icnorin^ Arnulf's

2 54right to appeal the decision of Rome. The legate had not ap-

peared to bring further iaforuation. Therefore fasohal has taken

counsel nith his advissrs, discussing the matter as far as thoy were

able, considering '..'hat information they hud to go on. Finally,

Aschetinus of Bethleheu, Hu-h, abbot of Gt . Usury's in the valley of

Jehosaphat, Arnulf, prior of the church of lit. Sion, Peter and

William, canons of tha church of the Holy Sepulchre, who had joui-

neyod to 3?orae to support the Patriarch, swore on the Gospels that

for the sake of peace in the Jerusalem church, they chose Arnulf tc

bo Patriarch freely, without any pressure from the King. Arnulf

also has sworn that he is innocent of the imputed crimes. As for

his birth, the Pope sets this aside, mindful of the ^reat servicsa

which Arnulf had rendered the cause of the Crusade, Charity covers

a multitude of sins. Arnulf was therefore restored to hia see and

glvon the pall which is hia as metropolitan. Ho received the papal

blessing, and the Pope coaaunded his church to render him due canon-

255
leal obedience.

At the close of the letter, Paaoiial orders the tv,o woman with
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whom Arnulf had been Impllaated to be put away, further Ebrsaar

2 57and his acconpllces are disavowed by the pontiff. Arnulf re-

turned to the TToly Land, there to possess hie see until his death,

28 April, 1118."^®

If we vjere to believe William of Tyre, Arnulf regained his

259
see through liberal bribery and a smooth tongue. That Arnulf

was a clever speaker cannot be doubted. As for the charge of

bribery, this was the oomnon charge of nen of the twelfth century

when easea presented tc Rone for a decision did not go according to

their wishes. Besides, Tyre had little love for the Papacy.

In reviotvlng the incident, we see once a;jain the difficult-

ies which tJie Papacy constantly faced in the settling of matters of

disciplino at such a distance from the scene of the dispute. The

dependency of the Pope on the action of the legate is clearly narked.

Equally marked is that the Papacy as often as not during our investi-

gations disavowed the decisions of its legates, further this event

is but another example of the Papacy's doterraination to deal with

tho situation in a way at once canonical and yet adapted to the

situation at hand. The troubles of tho Jorusaleia church and the

obvious value of Arnulf to the cause, led Paschal to waive the

matter of his parentage, Ag for his unchastity, althou[.',li tue papal

letter gives us reason to balleve that there were ample grounds f -^r

the charge, the Pope accepted Arnulf 's protestations of innoceiace.

In this, and In the decision to retain Arnulf, Pasciiai ooiuianda our

admiration.

However there are -aore significant things to be disaaased.

In reviewin-^ the history of the Latin patriarchate of Jerusaleii «e

see an instructive pattern, Dalmbert's reign -was stormy because

of his ambition which viould have reduced to a name the temooral power
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In the Klncdom of Jeruaolen. He was replaced by Libremar wto shoned

no Interest in contlnuinr: such policies. Sbremar was unseated

either because, vie con;Jectured , he proved to be & stronger leader

than was to the taste of Arnulf •who as archdeacon wished to rule

the Oburch through a weak patriarch or he proved such a nonentity

as to be undesirable. Gibelin restored peace and harmony, apparently

by respecting the power of the Crown and even more through an honest

desire to bring peace anrl order to the relations batween tae spiritual

and temporal poirerB in Teruaalen. Amulf, who throughout tais period

had 8hoT»n himself the aider and abettor of the icing, was sure to

continue these policies.

Nonetheless, we nust not forget that there had been in the

Kingdom of Jerusalen from the start a group who thought thut the

ruling poner should bo prlnarily the spiritual pov<er. These had

appeared from time to tine, ironically enough first in the hasty

election of Arnuir In 1090, and then in the ambitions cf Daimtoert

who, despite hie unpopularity, hed not been without support. It is

possible that Sbremar may have developed these opinions uuring the

course of his reign, and it may be suggested with even more aer-

taiaty that after his deposition and removal to the see of Caesarea

that he had seen in t '.i s v.ronc neroly another illustration of the

evil of temporal predominance exenplified by the Patriarch Arnulf.

Hence he had conspired egalnst Arnulf and led a ^^arty against aim,

accusing him of neny crimee end especially of beiiig the pupi-et of

the king. Ebrenar had gained the ear of the legate who then

deposed Arnulf,

If there is any truth in this reconstruction, it is highly

instructive that tlie Pepacy, once assured thut Arnulf was the choice
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of the church aa Patriarch, brushed his depoBitlon aside. If the

Papacy had desired a priest to rule in the East, this would have

been the great opportunity to achieve ouch en ain through the re-

moval of Arnulf , the forner ch'incellor of the realm and the known

confident of Baldwin I, Paschal refused to do so once the canons

of the Church hrd bsaa satisfied as to Arnulf Vg election. Ebremar

and his folloiiers vjere set aside. The shortooiainfc'.s of Araulf, moral

In oharaoter, were forj^lven Tilth true nagnanimity.

ThuD with the papal blessings, Arnulf and Baldwin viere left

In charge of the Klncdon of Jeruaalera. The partnership did not

last very lonn;, Srldula died in the spring of 1118. The funeral

Tras Palm Sunday, the 7th of April. The Patri^irch, officiating at

the rites for his naster, coonf; to have been taken ill during th.e

cerenony. His strength lasted lone enough to anoint Baldvuin II,

but his illness proved to be fatal, c. 28 April 1118,^^^ The col-

laboration of priest and nonarch nas unbroken, even in death.

6. The Controversy Between Artlcch and Jerusalem ,

We heve (^lecuesed already the two papal letters which granteii

to the Jerusalem church all the lands and towns which the King of

Jerusalem mlgbt recover from the infidel. We have hinted also that

the evidence might leed us to feel that the Papacy nas more inter-

ested in Jerueelen than In Antloch. For this ve advanced some

reasons . notably the freeter Importance of Jerusalem for Christendom,

Antloch* B uncertain stetun in refrrrd to the Greek Empire and Church,

end finally possible papal suspicion of Antloch b ooause of its

Petrlne associations. A f;reat deal of this was, of course, conjecture.

The fapal Indifference to Antloch appears subtl^j in the

events of the year 1111. In this year, Paechnl II was subjected to
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the deepest humiliation at tlie hands of Henry V of Germany. This

victory over the Churc'i arouaed much of the .'.'est to fury, end the

papal legates busied themcelvos in arousing the Church to a rejec-

tion of these papal conceesions v^hich hud been extorted by the

Emperor of Germany. Such activities of the legates extended to the

Holy Land. Cono, cardiual bishop of Palestrina, called upon the

Jerusalem church to support rasch>^l a^jainst Henry, and the Church

responded \nitu the German's condeanatlon. Complete obedience and

aid were promised to iaschal, 'hat is significant ia that the legate

called upon the Jerusalem church for this display of support for

Paschal. There i3 no indication that he viaited Antioch for a

similar purpose or that Antioch was called upoii to join in the con-

demnation.^^^

In Antiooh, tho Patriarch was still Bernard of Valence,

whom Bohenund had installed in 1100 to raplaou John IV. '^ In the

spiritual and tenporal life or the Principality, the Patriarch had

a great position, much as, it would seem, vias accorded to tiie

Patriarch of Jerusalem. Bernard workod well with Bohenund ?.nd

Taacred, ilero there was no question of the reaction of a church

statft with a prince-patriarch at tho head of it although we shall

see that in 113G the Patriarch Halph was to attempt such a oroa-

26 5tion. Here also the Prince had great influence ia the apportion-

ment of ecclesiastical benefices. In his turn, Lho Patriarch parti-

cipated in all tho political and military aspects of the Principa-

lity. We know already thut he usaisted in the ransoming of Bohemund.

V.'hen treaties were accorded the Genoese and Pisans, we find his

presence in tho documents. He was often mediator between tho many

ggg
factions of the Principality.
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If Bernard proved to be the able collaborator with the alms

and objections of the beraporal poiier he £.lso proved to bo the

organizer of the latin patriarchate of Antloch. '.'herover possible

he consecrated new bishops, thus restoring the ecclesiastical fabric

367
of the Church in Syria. ft'Li^t is aora geraano to our topic is

that he wished to extend his jurisdiction to the churches which had

once belonged to his see duriae the early days cf Christianity. It

was this xihloh provoked hiji to roply to the papal decision in regard

to the Church of Jerusalem.
m

When the report of the papal letters, granting tc the Jeru-

eale.Ti church the conquests cf Baldwin reached Antioch, Bernard seems

to have complained to Rome. Bernard*s reaction was a strong one,

end the Papacy was forced to pacify the church of Antioch. This is

the papal letter of 8 August 1112.

The letter opens significantly enough -.vlth the statement that

while the Jies of the death of 1-eter is pre-eminent among all others,

there has been heretofore a bond of strong affection bat'.^ecn the

2 go
JteO-s of Antloch and Home since Peter rendered them both illustrious.

The presence of the Infidel has interfered ulth the unity which haa

''69
txisted between the t:so heads of the Church, " Hoviavor Antioch has

been restored to Christian rule, and unity and love should unite

Paachal and Bernard. Paschal doss not intend to dishonour the Church

of Antloch, The burden of the papal defence is to plead unoartainty

as to the boundaries of parishjs and the limits of liocesss and also

confusion in regard to the names of cities and other places in the

last. Paschal also urjes his oorrospondent that ho meant no aalioe

towards the Church of Antloch but had acted only to preserve the

270
peace bstneen the churches of Antloch and Jerusalem.
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Thus many soft words were directed towards Bernard of

Antloch. They were not enough. The Papacy had given no practical

limit to the expansions of the Church of Jerusalem, assuming per-

haps, and if So, greatly In error, that unanimity prevailed between

the two Christian states in the East. The see of Antloch remained

resentful and suspicious. Antloch was weak in comparison with the

power and aggressiveness of Baldwin and Arnulf.

In February of 1113, Paschal held a synod in Benevento.

The proceedings of the synod are lost to us. However, at the close

of the sessions, there was a sudden interruption which is preserved

for us by an eye-witness account written many years after the event.

Two travel-stained emissaries arrived from the East, Pons, canon of

o nix
the Church of Antloch and Roland, lecate from the Patriarch.

Prostrating themselves before the Pope, they asked that Justice be

done to the Prinoe of Antloch, Roger, and Bernard, i-atriarch of

Antloch. They accused Arnulf of Jerusalem and his royal master of

usurping posseBSions which by right belonged to the Principality

and Church of Antloch. They reminded the Pope of the vast extent

of the Antloch patriarchate In the days before the infidel had

conquered the East. Further, the legates may have claimed the

support of Adhemar for their claim, as the notes indicate. Thus

274they asked for Justice against the Patriarch and King of Jerusalem.

Paschal again displayed his personal charm. He declared that

while he was not used to sivin? such an important decision on such

short notice, he was nonetheless aware of the great distance the

legates had travelled and the even greater distance they had yet to

go before they reached home. He repeated the decision of Urban and

stated flatly that he could not alter the decree of his predecessor.
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Th« legates, perhaps expecting more than this, were reduced to

2 7 5
silence and soon departed.

There Is nothing In the evidence to indicate that the legates

felt that Paschal had supported their plea. ^uite the contrary. The

decree of Urban at Clermont and the deoree of Paschal had not taken

Into account the ancient patriarchal boundaries. Of course, the

Papacy had some defence In that the ancient boundaries were con-

fused by the lone occupation by the infidel. Nonetheless, the Papaoy

realized now what the situation was and the basis for the protests

of Antioch. A slight change in policy therefore can be noted in

the following.

In the next month the Papacy tried to bring peace with a

2 76
new letter to the Patriarch of Antioch. Again Bernard was ex-

horted not to be disturbed by what Paschal had written in 1111 to

Jerusalem. He was asked to regard the inner meaning of the letter.

Paschal explains his concession: whatever cities recovered from the

infidel by Baldwin were to belong to him and the Jerusalem church,

provided that their ancient standing in the organisation of dioceses

was unknown. But if he recovered a church to which definite terri-

tories could be assigned, and whose limits and holdings had not been

eonfused with the passage of time and the tyranny of the heathen,

then these lands and see were to be apportioned in their ancient

order. Therefore, if Baldwin captured a city which clearly belonged

as of old to Antioch, then it should be surrendered to the Principa-

lity and Patriarch of Antioch. Tho letter closes with a statement

of basic papal policy: the dignity of a church is not to be reduced

for the sake of the power of princes; the power of a prince is not

2 7 7
to be reduced for the sake of an ecclesiastical dignity. Thus
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tfai -B the Pope tried to repair the effects of his conceBsion. All

vae now made to hang on whether or not a city's place in the dio-

cesan organization of the East could be clearly determined. The

original concession was thus being reduced in scope by closer

definition.

2 78
A similar letter was directed to Baldwin of Jerusalem.

Paschal informs him that the privilege which he had granted had

disturbed the Patriarch of Antloch. The latter had complained that

the Patriarch of Jerusalem, with the connivance of the King, had

attacked the rights of churches which had in ancient times been

under the jurisdiction of Antioeh. The position of Antioch must be

preserved. Such invasions must cease. Sach church should enjoy

the full use of territories belonging to it by right. The consti-

tutions of the fathers are Inviolable. Paschal closes repeating

hia basic policy which has been stated above. Departure from this

nould disturb the Ahurch in the East, and the Papacy was therefore

279
against such procedures.

The letter to Baldwin is sharp In tone, and it is clear

that Paschal was attempting to moderate the wrath of Antloch through

280
re-definition and reconsideration of his original decree. The

Papacy was in a difficult position. Urban II at Oiermont had

decreed that as the leaders of the expedition took lands from the

infidel, the churches in those areas should pertain to their prin-

olpallties. Not only this Paschal had granted to the Church of

Jerusalem all land recovered by the King of Jerusalem. Neither

Urban nor i-aschal seem to have been aware of the fact that the

extent of the lay power mlcht not coincide with the ancient bound-

aries established between dioceses. Urban ean be excused because
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he had no precise plan formuleted for the restoration of the ec-

olesiostical fabric in the East. He wished the fabric restored,

and it is likely that he anticipated the establishment of the lay

poii*r in the East, but he «as too wise to ettempt to formulate a

plan which would meet all contingencies. Puschal, as our studies

ahow, gives every indication of having little precise information

over tho geography in the East. Further, the Great distance re-

281
duced effective papal power considerably. Thus the Papacy was

confronted with the problem that arose out of the fact that in the

fourth century, Antioch had been the great patriarchal see in Asia

Minor, with far greater extent in jurisdiction than Jerusalem, In

the twelfth century, Jerusalem was far stronger than Antioch and by

arms and successful diplomacy had extended her suzerainty far into

the ancient domains of the patriarchate of Antioch. Of course,

Roger and Bernard of Antioch were determined to preserve the in-

tegrity of the patriarchate of Antioch for both religious and poli-

tical reasons. Antioch would not forget how it had lost out to

Jerusalem for the suzerainty of Tripoli.

We have noted before the deference which the Papacy had

displayed towards the royal power in Jerusalem. In connection with

the concession to Baldwin, the Papacy had been clearly following

the lead of the King of Jerusalem and the Patriarch. The entire

event illustrates once again the falsity of thinking that the kingdom

of Jerusalem was a papal state. The rearrangement of the ancient

diocese was presented to the Papacy as an ecclesiastical matter

although it can hardly bo claimed that the motives of Baldwin were

purely religious and ecclesiastical. We have also auGgested that

Jerusalem was favoured by the Papacy for her greater significance.
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for the uncertain status of Antioch In relation to tlie Greeks and

beoBuse of a Roman fear that Antioch might some day resurrect the

theory of an independent patriarchate, buttressed by the fact thet

Antioch ^nJ"1 nvH« had been Peter's first see. The actions of iaschal

show how little regard the Papacy had for the Eestern theory of

the patriarchate. In fact, as this dissertation shall show, the

attitude on the part of Rome tovtards Antioch did stimulate notions

of independence and even of superiority in the kinds of the Patriarch

of Antioch.

On the other hand, Paschal saw that he had set aside the

ancient boundaries in his donation to the Church of Jerusalem. vihen

confronted with Bernard's protests, he retreated. Uncertain the

Papacy tried to draw the teeth of the concession by re-definition,

and yet the Pope would not rescind tho decree of Urban iior would he

withdraw hia own decree. Perhaps Paschal was uncertain of treating

Antioch as just another bishop of primatial rank. Certainly he was

anxious to please the kingdom of Jerusalem and exalt the Holy City.

Hence he tried a compromise. Neither the spiritual power nor th«

temporal poner were to suffer at the hands of each other. Had the

temporal powers in the East been in harmony and peace, hed their

military strength been equal, had the Patriarchs of the two great

sees been men of moderation and not f^uite so intent upon the pres-

ervation of the inteerity of their sees, the compromise formula of

Paschal might have worked. However, it was to prove a resounding

failure, and his successors stood, without compromise , behind the

exaltation of tho power of the Jerusalem patriarchate. The claims

of Antioch were to be set aside completely. Antioch in its turn,

refused to surrender its control of certain bishoprics awarded by
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by papal decree to Jerusalen. Further, Its patriarchs, despite

one great humiliation, seem to hare gone their own way, heedless

of Rome, which continued its policy of favouring Jerusalem. All

this eholl be shown In the rest of this thesis.

7. The Hospital of St. John.

At the conclusion of this section, we should mention the

foundation of the two great military orders which were to become

one of the great factors in the crusade movements of Western

282
Christendom. The recipients of the gifts of the faithful and

of the offerings of pilgrims, these two great foundations, along

with other monastic foundations in the Latin Orient, were to grow

in size and power until, as historians have described it, the Latin

283establishments of the East were to become "church-ridden states".

A quick perusal of Rohricht's liegesta and of Delaville le Roulx's

magnificent Cartulaire will reveal the rapid growth in wealth and

pewer of the Orders of the Hospital and the Temple. We do not

284
Intend to give a history of the two orders. The first to appear

in time was the Hospital. About the year 1070, the citizen mer-

chants of Amalfi established, with the patronage of the Fatiaite

Oallphs of Egypt, a monastery and convent, containing a small hostel

for pilgrims, in Jerusalem. The establishment was dedicated to

St. John the Almoner, Patriarch of Alexandria. The hostel itself,

staffed by Benedictines from south Italy, was the recipient of

gifts gathered by the Amalfi merchants on their travels. At the

time of the capture of the city, Gerard, prior of the hospital,

was in the army of the Crusaders. His courage and sanctity endeared

him to the Latins a ad thus the Hospital became popular with cru-
2 or;

saders and other pilgrims. Its possession and privileges began
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286
to IncresBO. Especially Important are the exemptions from

tlthee which begin at this time.^^'

In lllR, the Papacy took cognizance of the r&pid gronth of

the Order. A-t the requoat of Gerard, i'aschel confirmed with

apostolic authority the existence of the Hospital, taking it and

Its possessicns, past, present and future, under the protectiou of

Blessed Feter. Further, their various eiomptions from local epis-

oopal tithes vsero confirmed. Not only this, they ware given the

right to levy tithes on their own possessions where the local epis-

copate had exempted them from their own episcopal tithes. Gerard

was declared Master of all their houses, in the East as well as in

288the West. Thus the process vjas begun which would eventually

remove the Order from all local episcopal control, making it subject

to the Pope alone.

Sometime about 1120, the Order underwent n profound change:

it became military in character although the huraunitarlen note of

its original foundation was never lost. This transformation mas

due in large part to the efforts of Raymond du Puy who had before

him the example of the foundation of the Temple,

In the year 1118, Hugh of Payens and Godfrey of St, Omer

and other knights vowed themselves before the Patriarch of Jerusa-

lem that they I'jould devote themselves to the service of God through

protection of pilgrims by the patrol of the highways leedin^; to

Jerusalem. They also agreed to live as regular canons and were

assigned a temporary dwelling in the royal palace, adjacent to the

Tttnple. It is important to notice that this military order received

the support of the crown, providing as it did a small standing army

289
for the defence of the realm.
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Raymond, guided by this oxanpla and sasing aall ttie need

for a kind of police force serving the nilitary iateata of tie

realm aad proteotlnj^ the pil»riia routes to and froa th9 Holy Places,

290
guided the Hospital into this ne\i military oriaatation. Doth

Orders were to prosper, as we shall see, under the patronage of the

Papacy and others. The time would cone nhen their ^reat r;ealth &nd

pokier would be such as to cause dissension and strife viithia the

291
Church in the last.
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FOOT'^JOTKS !

1. The ecclesiastical history of the Latlnaln the East hue yet to
be "jritten. For tho occur-aits of the various Latin saos, the
third volume of Michel Le cuien, Oriens Ohristlanus . (Paris,
1740) Is still indiaponsable. Then there are the liata con-
piled by Rohricht in his article "Syria Sacra", ( Zeitschrift
dea deutachen Palaatinavoreina . X, 1887), pp. 1-45, ar.d tie well-
known reference work, largely derived from Le Q,uien of P.B.Oama,
Series Bpiacoporum Kccloaiae Oatholicag . (secoaa edition,
Leipzig, 1951) . Of great value are the two articles of L. de
Mas Latris, "Les Patrlarchea Latins de Jerusalem" and Les
Patriurohes Latins d'Antioche" ( Revue de I'Orient Latin . I-II

,

1893-1894) ; F.Kthn, Geschiohte der ersten lateiniaehen Fatriarchen
von Jerusalem . (Leipzig. 1886); E.Hampel. iJntersuchungen uber das
lateinische Patriarehat von Jerusalea, (1099-1118) ; Paul Hjent.
^tude sur l*Histoire de I'Sglise de Bethl^m. (two volumes, Genoa,
1889-1896) and his "Eclairci ssemont s sur oueliues points de
I'histoire de I'llglise de Dethleem - Asoalon," ($evue de l^Orient
Latin . I, 1893), See nlso E.G. Key, Les Colonies frangues de
Syrie . (Paris, 1883); the Marquis de Vogu&, Lea^'Eglisea de la
Terre Sainte . (Paris, 1860); the edition by E.G.Rey of Du Cange '

a

Les Families d'Outre-Mer . (Paria, 1869)

.

For a working bibliography for this seotion, the folloning should
be mentioned: M.W.Baldwin, "Eoclesi aatical developments in the
Twelfth Century Crusaders' State of Tripoli", (Catholis Histori-
eal ReviQTj. XXII . 19:56-1037), pp. 149-171,; L.Srfehier. L^'Bgli'se'

et 1 'Orient au Moyen Af;e; Lea Croiaadea . (Paris, 1921); C.Cahen,
La Syrie du ITord ^ I'E p oiue des Groisades. (Paris, 1940:
F.Chalandon, Histoire de la Domination Normande en Italie et en
Slcile . (tvio volumes, Paria, 1907) and the same author's Histoire
de la Premiere Croiaade . (Paris, 1935); O.W.David, Robert
Curthose, (Cnnbride;e, 1920) ; r^.Dodu, Histoire dea Institutions
Monarehinuea dans le Royaume Latin de Jerusalem . (Paria, 1894)

;

R.Groussot, Histoire des CroisRdo ot d u iioy'^-ne Franc do Jeru-
aalem . (three volumee. Paris, 19o4-1956); J.Hansen. Das ProbTem
eines KlrchenBtaates in Jerusalem . (Luxembourg, 1928) ; A.C.Krey,
The First Crusade . (Princetoa, 1925) ; B.Kugler, Boemund und
Tankred. Fiiarsten von Antioohen . (Tubingen, 1862) and Albert von
Aachen . (Stutfegart, 1885) ; John La Monte, Feudal Monarchy in
the Letin Kingdom of Jerusalem. (Cambridge, Mass., 1932) nnd "La
Papauti^ et les Croisades", ( Renaissance . II-III, 1^45) , pp. 154-
167; B.Leib, Rome. Kiev et Byzance ^ la fin du Xleme sieele .

(Paris, 1924) ; D.C.Munro. The Kingdom of the Crusaders . (New
York, 1936); J. Richard, Le Comte de Tripoli sous la dynastie
Toulousaine . (Paris, 1945); S.Kunciman, jj History of the
OrusadeT^ Tthree volumes, Cambridge, 1952-1954); W.B.Stevenson,
The Crusaders in the East . (Cambridge, 1907); M.Villey, La
Croieade . (Pe-ris, 1C42) , The fundamental survey of the Litin
kingdom remains that of R.Rohrioht, Geschichte iea KoJi./Sgreiches

Jerusalem , (Innsbruck, 1898) , Indispensable also are the col-
lection of documents by X.de Roziere, Cartulaire de I'^gliae du
3. Sepulchre de Jerusalem . (P-Jiris, 1349), printed also in PL,
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155, cc, 1105-1262; this is not aa complete as the Parla pub-
lication, and the chronolocical investi^atlonB of H.Hagenmoyer,
"Chronolor'i'3 fie la Ironinro Croisado ot du roynano de J^puoelera"

,

( Revue de I'Orient Latin . VI-XII, Paris, 1898-1911).

2. Fulcher, I, II, RHGOc^c . Ill, p,335 end Ha p^rulcher . p. 19G

,

mentions four bishops in addition to Adhemar. For a survey of
the activities of the clergy and on attempt to establish the
list of bishops, see W, Forges, "The Clergy, the ir'oor, and the
non-Conbntants on the First Crusade", ( Speculun . XXI, 1946),
pp. 1-23.

3. See the letter of Urban to Fl^nderB, Hag.EpiBtulae . p. 136, His
office is referred to by the crusaders in their letter to Urban
in SeTJteraber, 1098, Hag.Epistula

^
e . p. 164. So also in the letter

nhioh Simeon of Jerusalem and Adhemar virote to the faithful in
the VTeet, Fag.Bpistulae . p. 141.

4* W.B.Stevenson, op.oit . . p. 9,

5. Oulbert, II, 5, RHGOcc . 17, p. 140 does not know his name,
Albert, 11, 20, -RlICOoc . IV, p, 31o introduces Adhemar without
assigning him the position of papal legate.

6. Gosta, X, Brehior . p. 166, Hag.Gesta . p. 389} Orderie Vitalis
has a most flattering description of Adhemar, IX, 2; III, p. 469.

7. Ibid . . Brehier . p. 166, Hag;.Qe3ta . pp. 390-391,

3, For B vivid re-creation of his courage at Dory Leoum , soe
Runcinan, op.oit . . I, p. 186. For his action during the counter-
Biege of Antiooh, see Albert, III, 52, PtHaocc . 17, p, 425.

9, Fulcher, I, 22, HHCOeo , III, p. 348, Hag.Fuleher . p. 2b2:
"Qui, vir apostolious, benigne semper populum confortabat «t in
Domino roborabat" . Albert, il, 27, III, 32, RKCOoc. . IV, pp.
320, 361,

10, This is illustrated by the oath which Adhemar compelled th«
leaders to t^jke at Antiooh,

11, Of this w« hAT9 already spoken. See Runciman, op.oit . . I, pp.
252-253.
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12, Typical expraasions oi' grief are ia the Geata . il, Drakiar .

p. 166, Hgg.Geeta . p. 390; the letter of the crusaders to
Urban in Saptenbe-*, 1098, n.i.T.Epiatulaa . p, 164, 3ee Gl3o
Vltalis, IX, 12, III, pp, 574-575; Kaymond , illl , RHCOcc. .

Ill, p, 262,

13, Basic account of Willlaa's activities is found in Caffaro,
Liberatio . TSl . I, pp, 101-102. The Gallic. Ghristla-ia . I,
ec, 770-772 has a ooiiCiae Vita . In his preaching Ji© v^as ac-
companied by St, Hugh of Chateuuneuf. "ee AAGC for 1 April,
pp, 35-36. Urban sent them to Geoa in J'uly, 1096. See Riant
in ACL, I, pp, 119-120, Hag.EpJstulQe . pp , 307-308, xi.ZO, and
411-412, n.87.

14, The author of the Vita in tha pallia Chrictiana stresses the
close relationship, I, e. 771.

15, He took the cross at Clermont ftith Bayraond and Adhonar,

16, The notable exception is the Gesta Tancredi of Ralph of Caen
who insists that the office passed at the ootuaaad of Adhemar
to Arxulf of Chocques. The stereotyped language makes this
suspect. Ralph of Oaen, XGIV, uHGCcc, , III, p. 575: "sic^ne
doctrinae vobis quum papa ministruia tradidit Urbanus, sic vobls
hunc ego trade". Tradidit Arnulfun, nulli hoc in agone secun-
dum. "FiliuB hie, inquiet, meus est dilectus, in ipso est
mihl coriplaoitun, vos auren vertite ad i osujt." . The l£.:i(^uag6

is not only toe formal to be accurate, but also it is too
redolent of the Vulf^ate to be accepted as authentic.

17, Hag.Bpistulae , pp. 161-165,

18, For the lec;ateship after the death of Adhemar, see Hag.G-esta .

p. 391, n, 45,

19, Tyre, IX, 1, Krey-Bnbcock . I, p. 381, RHCOcc. . I, p. 365,

20, William died at Haara, Tyre, IX, 1, Krey-Baboock . I, p. 381,
PJHGOoe. , I, p. 355. This occurred Decenber 1098 - Jaauary 1099,
See HaK.Epistulae . p, 411, n. 27, when Hagenmeyer comments on
the letter vihich I'anassos of Rhjims wrote to Lambert of Aries,
requesting his prayers for the souls of Adhemar and the Bishop
of Oran:::e. See £L, 4710, 5561, vLich confirm the death of
William in the East, See also Orderic Vltalis, IX, 13, III,
p. 582, and Gesta . X, Brehier . p. 173, Hag. Gesta . p. >fc^-

Raymond, XX, RHOOoo. . Ill, p. 301.
"'
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21. Thus Arnulf led the three days fast before the walls of Jeru-
salem, Albert, VI, 8, RHGOcc . . lY, p. 470. For additional
materiel on Arnulf, see C... .David, op>cit. , pp. 217-22C

.

22. Conoerning Peter, see Porges, cp.cit . . pp. 8-9, 23, n. 32.

23. Tyre introduces IX, 1, KreyBebcock . I, pp. 380-381, RHCCce. .

I, p. 3C5. Krey-Baboock aneign him the see of Katera and
Acorenzo. I think this is an error. Gens, oy.clt. . i, P43,

who follows Ughelli, lists an Arnulf who held the see of

Aoernnse fron 1066 to 1101, the daten being f trifle undertain.
Ughelli, Italia Sacra , (nine volumes, Rome, 1644-1662), VII,
CO. 38 ff. Gregory used Arnulf in his de&linrjs with tho Normans,
In the next century, when Acerenza was depopulated by war.
Meters was given to the archiepiscopal see in order to provide
It with a suitable cathedral. However, this la not our Arnulf
who is listed by Ughelli, o^^.cit. . IX, cc, 357 ff. There are
other references which refer to a bishop of Harturana. Gesta .

I, Br-ehier . p. 210, Hag.Gesta . p. 487; Tudebodus in RHCOeo. .

Ill, p. 112; Raymond, Xi, RHGOcc. . Ill, pp. 301-302; Ralph,
CX, RHGOcc. . Ill, p. 683. Gams, op.cit. . p. 894, when listing
Marturena bishops does not give Arnulf ' s name although the
reference in Tff^helll is clear. Tlagenneyer in his edition of
the aeata . p. 481, n. 14, identified Mtitera «ith Harturana aa
did Kroy and Babcock. The churches are quite distinct.

24. A auggestioa of Kroy-Babeool: . I, p. 380, n. 2. For Tyre»s
opinion see the reference already cited and also IX, 4, Krey-
Babcock, I, p. 334, RHCOoc. . I, p. 369. Hagenmeyer, in a. 30,

p. 487, cf his edition of the G estQ . thinks that the name is

suspicious, being too similar to Arnulf of Ohodiues, a priest
and Nornan vihom our At^nulf tried to raise to the pstriarchal
throne of Jeruealen. I sea, however, no reason to discount
his name.

25. See the already cited references in Tyre to the activities of

Arnulf durlnK the natrlarchal election in Jerusalem, end the
testimony of Raymond, XI-XII, I^GOoc . Ill, pp. 301-308.

26. A minor error by Krev and Babcook is briefly noted. In Tyre
II, 11, Krey-Baboock . I, p. 395, RHGOcc. . I, p. 379, before the

battle near Ascelon, the translators report that a bishop eve

the blessing, i^e might suppose this to be Arnulf, Unfortunate-
ly, in the text of the 'OCOcc. . I, p. 379 the word "eplscopi" is

deed, hb for his disappearance, Brehier, in his edition of the

Geste . -p?* 210-211, especially n. 5, p. 211, consents on the

dispute surrounding his fate. Tyre, IX:12, Krey-Babooek . I,

p, 397, !^g0ec. . I, p. 582, reports '.is disappearance. He pro-

fesses ignorance as to his fate but remarks that he was never
seen arjain. Hap.Gesta . p. 488, nn. 33, and 35, tries to
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elucidate the mystery without result. Baldric of Dol says
that li.3 .;as jajtarad and aolJ into slavery and that he did
act appear again. See Baldrlo, IV, l'^, niGOcs, . IV, j. 107.
The provincials uxprssaod their hatred by renarkins that his
dlsappearnnce from the land of tho livin:;; was ei sitju of divine
ons"Q-2C. Ilcymond, Xl^I , illlOOc . Ill, p. 302.

87* Bartolf of Nagis mentions his doubts concprninri the Lance at
Antloch, KHCOoe. . Ill, p. 507, Hovjever, lighelli, op,cit. , VII,
90. 86£-e63 indicates his presence at the Bari ocui.oil in
October, 1093 and so does toansi . Xi, cc, 947 ff. The reference
in Bsrtclf seems unreliable, his chronology being iiora confused
than usual at this point, U© knew that 3ome important eccle-
siastics had doubted the Lanoe, and I think, insoi-ted the phrase
"episcopus Bareasis". No other source mentions his prese.ice.
Therefore I cannot include hln as a iienber of t'le ori.i^jinal ex-
pedition. HovjQver, i-genneyar did. Hag. Fuloher . p. 196, n. 31.

83. Bornold, MGSS . V, pp. 466-467, says Ctto returned fron the Sast
as schismatic as over. H.Haf^enjaeyer , "Etude sur la Chronique
de Zlmmern" , AOL, II, p. 82, lists him ss i>ro£ent. So does
the evide.^ce collected in the Pallia Christiana . V, o. 796.

89. The see is Apt, not Agde as some have supposed. However, the
identification is difficult. According to Gams, op.cit . .

p. 492, the bishop of Apt in 1095 Tias Isc - \ sucoeoiei by
Bertr£.nd ia 1102. The Gallia Christiana , jy . j±t . . I, «o .

356-357 gives pertinent information concerning Isoard but
fails to mention his presence on the Crusade, A.C.Krey, in

hie The First Crusade , p. 201, thou'^ht it '/las Agde. The evid-
ence in Gana, o^,iii*j. . p. 477 and in the Gallia Christiana .

VI, CO, 673 ff, concernine the bishops of Agdeo navies this
UBllkely. Tha place name, given in Raymond, XIII, XVII,
RTiCOcc

.

. Ill, pp. 26b, 282, as " Attensis" , nukes Apt the more
likely see.

30. Orderic Vltalis, VIII, 1, III, p. 266; Ouibert, VII, 15,
r.HCOce. , IV, p. 532, and Gams, op.oit . . p. 507.

31. Orderic Vitalis, IX, 3-4, X, 10, III, pp. 470, 433, IV p. 65,

Ses 0.^. David, op.cit. . p, 223, We have no record of Gilbert's
release from his vows by Urban II,

32. The basic account is in the AASS, 27 September, VII, p, 489-490,

The account pictures the reformer and saint travellin^^ by ship
to the Tloly Land and there assuming the life of a hermit until
ordered by heavenly voices to return to the "est. There are

no circ mstuntiai details which would support Forges* defence
of the account's authenticity, claimine for the author of this
Vitc R critical ability which he does not possess. Forges,

op.cit. . p. 22, n. 15.
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33. Tlie AAJ3 . 3 Auguot , I, it, 238, uououat ia I'aulty in caronology

,

the ma-'jerial there not being, as its author clalaed, baeed on
a coato.'iporary £.cooaiit of i'eu'jr's lii'e. xluts.i; ulciior . i) , 196,
n* 30, acoepte his presence, ilonever, the dei'lcioncies of
thl3 oooouut in the Ao u>a and the silence o£ the otaer dociiments
Is all but oonoluaive. 3ee the oritl ue of W.Holtznann,
"Stuuieri zui' Grii;iitpolitllc d»»3 lief oi'iii/apattumB unci zur Ent-
Btehung dea erstea Kreuzzuges" , ( Hiatorisohe Viertaljahrsohrif

t

.

XXII, 19;3'1-1'J2 0) , p. 171, nn. o, 4, anu Li*i\), Q^.cit. . p. 84,
a. 6.

34. The problem here is of suoh difficulty that it is difficult to
' ow where to begin. In Hhg.Bpistulae . p. 156, ue find Bohe-

nd»3 Genoese privilege of 14 July, 1093, Tue first signature
inted is "signun episcopi ^^driani". RH, No. 12, prints

In the C-oeta . I, Brohier . p. 80, Hag.Gesta . pp. 154-15j, we
find the uoruJ "ot cornea do Russinolo cuia fratribus su^is" .

Thie is found in a list of those nho accompanied Bohemund to
the Iiu.st. The ploce-name could be iioaciglione, to the north-
vest of Rome, Roasano in Calabria, Rousillon in irrance, or
finally Rossit^iiolo near Salerno in Apulia. Considerinti the
composition of Bohemund's army, the most likoly possibilities
£re Hosanno end Roscignolo in Apulia, (i^ohiicht , in his history
of the ^irst drusade, p. 71, n. 4, could not decide).

But who were the count's brothers? In the Historla Saeri Belli .

RKCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 176, vje find this later version cl' the Gesta .

"Ooffridus, oomes de Rossilione, et episcopus, et Girardus
fratei- ejus, et episcopua de .'-riano''. Tho author reports the
death of the bishop of "Rossilione" later on before the nails
of Antioch, r-IIGOcc. . Ill, i^. 169. There ho is described as
''honestiB3lmu3 et prudentissl&us" . The passace nas used by
Peter the Deacon in the Cesslno chronicle, HGSS, Vll, p. 766
and by Vltalls, IX, 4, III, p. 487. Their report is "Ooffrldus
ooaes de "luacilione , et episcopus, et Girardus f rater ejus,
eplBcopus de Arlano". Le ^ revost said that at this point in
Vitt.lis that the text was corrupt and should be read 'uof f ridus

,

comes de liiossllione, •t Girardus, frater ejus, episcopus de
Arlano"

.

Unfortunately, tho Gesta implies he had two brothers. It sooms
safer to say that there vas a bishop of Rosoinolo who went to
the -Haat vjith his brother, tlio count of itoscinolo. Uia naae
Is uncertain. Further, there was another brother named Gerard
who was bishop of Arlano.





Ariano Is different, Gams, op.clt . . p. 852, tells us that
Sarulus held the see from 1082 to 1097 and that Gerard came to
the chair In 1098. Ughelli, op»elt. . VIII, p. 302, says that
in 1098 Gerard of Ariano with his brother, the count of "Rus-
ollione", nent to the Holy Land nith other distinguished men.

Here the date 1098 brings difficulties. However, Ughelli was
not clear as to the termination of Sarulus' episcopate. Fulcher,
I, 33, RHCOcc. . Ill, p. 365, HaR. Fulcher . pp. 326-328, refers to
a bishop from Apulia who nas with Bohemund, Dalmbert and Baldwin
at Laodloea In ^iovember, 1099, accompanying these persons to
Jerusalem. " comque Gibellum transissemus, Eoamundum in
tentorlis suis hospitatum unte oppiduia quoddeun, VeleBiun
nomlAatUTti, adsecutl sumus. erat cum eo archiepiscopus quidam
Pisanufl, nomine Daibertua, q^ui cum cuibusdaa Tuaoaais et Italia
Laodiclae portul navl^ans applicuerat, et ibl nos cxspectabant

,

nobiscuffl ituri. aderatque quidaa episoo^us do A^iulia, cum domno
^alduino ©rat tertiue"

.

Tyre, II, 14, RECOcc

.

. I, p. 386, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 401
picked up this account, altering it so tli-it it looks as if the
bishop from Ariano in Apulia had arrived in the East with Dalm-
bert: "Applicaverant aatam par eosden dios apud L.odiseam
Syrlae homines de Itt:liu, inter quos erat vlr litsratus et
prudens, religiosus ciuoque vulde et hocestatis amicus, domiaus
DainbertuB, Pieanorum archiepiscopus; quidam quoque de Apulia
eplscopus Ariaaensis". Guibert, VII, 39, HHvQcc

.

. IV, p. 255,
knot's only of the presence of a bishop fron Apulia in Laodicea.
ilagenneyer in his edition o£ Fulcher left tiie problem undecided.

If it were true that the bishop had come west ?jith Dainbert, we
would h«ve to set aside the reports la the Hiatoria belli sacri .

Peter the Deacon, Vital is, and le-vs Uixidentifiod tne brothers
of the count of Sosoignolo in the ^eata . Of course ue could
allow that Gerard had let hie brothara, the count and the bishop,
go on without him, eventually joining Ealmbert et some undeter-
mined point during the .isan voyage to the East, However If

this ?;ere so, then we cannot Identify the "eplscopus Adrlanus"
of the donation isith the "eplscopus de /Jfieno", This identifi-
cation I think we are justified in making. Th3refore I am
inclined to think that Gerard T;as in the Sast long before the
arrivel of Deimbert at Laodicea.

I incline to the easier reconatructicn : the count of Roscinolo,
his brothers, the bishop oi" Roscignolo aud Gerard, bishop of
Ariano, went to the Scat with Bohomund in 1096. The first two
fell before the wulla of Antioch, Gerard, no'^ aloae, stayed
with Bohemund and sicnad the Geaoese privilege. So far wa have
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set aside only the uncertain evidence of Ughelll who thought
that Gerard became bishop in 1098. We have also chosen the
aooount of Petor the Deacon as a middle roud between the
account of the Hletoria belli aacrl and Le Prevost's somenhat
arbitrary suggested emendation to the text of Yltalls. Fur-
ther we have dropped the "d" from "episcopus ^drianus" on the
charter as printed by Hagenmeyer. rinally we read Fulcher In
such a way as to Indicate that Gerard was merely one of the
group at Laodicea and that he had not come to the liast with
Dalmbert. Tyre has performed here a skilful conflation,
addlag the name Gerard, locating his see at Arlano, adding
from Fulcher the general locale of Apulia, and interpreting
Fulcher In such a way as to make him the companion of Dalmbert.

Hence the conclusion in the text to include a bishop of Ros-
elgnolo and Gerard of Arlano In our episcopal list. However,
the difficulties In this identification are plain, I find
some comfort in that Rtthricht, Geschichte des ersten Kreuzzuges .

p, 71, n. 15 agrees with my final conclusion.

55. n?r,rulcher . p. 196, n. 50, and pp. S27-328, n. 24 and Pcrgas,
op.clt . . pp. 21-23 do not attempt to solve the problems of
identification,

56. For the Indigenous populations, see Hag.Gosta , p. 244, n. 19

and Ilag.Fulohor . p. 363. Tyre has an excellent picture of the
reception ^^iven to the crusaders. Till, 21, Kroy-Baboock , I,

pp. 373-574, HHOOcc . I, pp. 356-3^7.

57. Tyre, IV, 7, Krey-Baboook . I, p. 1S6, R-HCOcc . I, pp. 161-162.

58. Albert h s e picture of religious hamony, V, l, HHCOcc. , IT,

p. 4o3, existing at first in Antlooh. Matthew of Edesoe also
indicates close hariaony existing et this tine, KHCArmen, I,

pp. 45, 52, 54-55, 70-71.

39. Geatf . X, Brehier . p. 210, Hag.OeBta . p. 439, and Fulchei-, II,

5, 'iHOOoo . . Ill, p. 378, nap:.Fuio]ier . p. 368.

40. Fulcher, III, 18, PJIOOcc. . Ill, p. 451, Ror,. fulcher . p. 665.

41. Sklcehard, XX, RHOOco. . V, l, p. 27; Albert VI i ^ 21, RHJOcc. .

XT, pp. 520-521.

42. P.K.Hlttl, A History of the Arubr,

.

(London, 1037- pp. 358-356.

43. Dana C.Munro, "The Spoooh of Pope Urban 11 at Clermont"

,

( .\Berloaa Historical Review . XI, 1006), pp. 231-242, here,

pp. ^59, 24::.
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44. The evidence here is of the t:reatest Importiiuce. The decree
as preserved In Pflugk-flarttuag. Acta . II, p. 205, and as
summarised by RR, No, 72, nay be as follous: "Urbanum H In
ooacillo illo Glaromoritano decrevisse, ut qulcunque princlpes
provincias vel civltates geutllibus cepissent, ellminatis
gentium rltibuo, eorura princlputibus ecclesiae reotltutae
peptinerent" . Fuloher has another version: "Nan In concllio
Alvernensl tan uuthentlco et nomlnatlssimo oonstltutum unanlmi
a^sensu fuit, ut quaecumque oivltas, marl nagao tranelto, a
paganorun posset eiecutl lugo, sine oontrtdlctione perennlter
obtlneretur". Fulcher, III, 34, RflCOoc . Ill, p. 466, Hag.
Fulcher . pp. 740-741. The former stresBes more the proper re-
establlshment of the churches althou,2;h it assumes the sense
of Fulcher, I.e. that the Jope promised to the victors their
due share in the spoils, the i^rection of their o«n principali-
ties in the East. This evidence ulll be analysed at a later
point in the thesis in another connection,

45, While, once agiln complete evidence is lacking, I oeiinct but
agree nlth l^.B.Stovenson, op.clt. . p. 10 who states flatly
tbi't the goel of the first crusade «Q3 the establishnont of the
Latin porer In Syria-Palestine.

46. Fulcher adas to the ..hove quotation that the decree of Clermont
was confirmed at Antlooh: "hoc etiam in 'ntiocheno concillo,
episcopo i'odlonsi magistrante , replicatum et conoessun ab
omnibus est", Fulcher, III, 34, t^IIGOoo, . Ill, p, 456, Hag.
Fulcher , p, 741, As the report st'ands in Fulcher, vte can
accept it, Hoxiever, vie shall see that this was esioroldered in
later years to tiuib tj.e purposes of the i^atriarch of Antioch,

47, A.Fliohe, la Heforne lir^/yorlenne et la Recooo.uete Ohretlenne ,

(1057-1133) , (TOlu^e 7ITI o? .listoiro d c l'ir;li3e de-pu ii lea
origiaes Jusqu'a noa jours , edited by A,Fliche, V.Murtia, and
B.Jarry, Paris, 1350} pp. 3Q7-218, 397-298. FllT^ie, r,. 300,
contends that Adhemar's death ruined the papal plan to eite;dd
its suzerainty in the ilast. This T?ork will be referred to as
riiohe, Histoire. VIII ,

43, A.Fliihe, rTlstory VIII . pp, 114-llG, 124. S-e Vili©:', op.cit. .

pp. 56 ff.

49. See La Monte 's Judgments on this point, in support of ay own
views, "La Papaut^", pp. 158-159.

50. The latter which the crusaders wrote in July, 1098, to the
faithful chows this. Hag.Epjgtulae . pp. 153-156; AOL, I,

Nc. 107, cp. 175-176.





- 155 -

51. On John, Bee Le'iulen, Criens Chrlatianua . II, co. 756-757.
Albert, V, l, RHCOcc

.

. IV, p. 433. See Hunoiman, op.oit . . I,

p* 237. Albert gires us a picture of perfect unanlalty between
the &reek and Latin oiergy at the ceremonies of purification
and restorttion of the baeilice of St. Peter. Because of this,
«e cannot think of this ceremony as a "recoaciliation" of
Antioch to Rone. Probably, Adhemar and John regt-rded each
other as ehismatics, not heretics. However, at this eta&e the
problem had not yet becone &cute.

52. Raynond, XI, RHOOee. . Ill, pp. 255-256; Gesta . IX, Brehier,
pp. 128-132, Hag.Gesta . pp. 335-341.

53. Raymond, XIII, RHCOcc

.

. Ill, pp. 262-264. Peter hated Adhemar
for his scepticism over the Lence and thuB attacked his eccle-
siastical policies. Fart of these antagonisms grew out of the
fact that the crusaders' sufferings had been exploited by the
natiiree, viz., the rulnouc foovl prices during th^i ^iege of
Antioch, Baldric, II, 12, PHOOco. . IV, p. 43 and Guibart, IV,
5, RHOOjc . IV, p. 172.

94. The charters, EacEpiatulae . pp. 155-153.

55. Hag.Eplstulse . pp. 161-165; a£l, I, No. 145, pp. 151-185.

56. Hag.Epiatulae . p. 164: "....et ita Oominus noster Jesus Chriatus
toteai civitatem Antiochlam Homanae religionl ae fidei maacipavlt"

57. Hag.Epiatulae . r. 164.

58. Har.Epistulae , p. 165.

59. Kemal afi-Din, in the RHCOr. . Ill, p. 577; Michael the Sjrrian,

II, pp. 412-413. Fcr the Latlnc sad the Armer.iane, Svery,
The 3yzsntlne Patriarchate . (London, 1947) , pp. 180-181.

60. Tyre, VI, S3, Krey-Psbcc ck . I, p. 297, RHCOco

.

. I, pp. 274-275.
Ho names survive of these bishops. Nor is th'ire any reason to
suppose he Gcn?'':r'"t ed the r e-.v Latic bishops.

61. Tvery, op.oit. . p. 164, euggeets that a double patriarchate was
in vloit, ore for Creeks and another for Latins. There is no
evidence at all for this. The consccreticn of the bishop of
Albara no doubt shcjied John th;.t evertually tP would te the
only Greek in the patriarchate of Antioch. So also the
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consecrations, arranged by Bohemund, on ChrlBtmas Day, 1099.
Vltalis, X, 23, IV, pp. 141-142, has a somewhat garbled story:
John refused to sunetlon the Latin rite. *hen Bohemund was
captured, the populace accused him of planning to deliver the
city to the Braperor. John left to become a hermit. Bohemund
in prison Is dellii^hted and nominates Bernard of Arethusia to
the see. We can accept the charge of treason as a malicious
rumour in circulation aj^ainst John but little else of the
account. Tyre, VI, 23, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 297, RHGOcc. . I,
p. 274 piloases over the affair, declaring that John resigned
his see voluntarily and left the city. Tyre was, of course,
anxious to prove the legitimacy of the Latin patriarchal
line in Antloch. John left under pressure, if not actual
force. Further it should be said that John resigned his see
in Constantinople. See Lelb, "Deux Inedlts Byzantines sur
les Azymites au debut du i-IIme slecle", ( Orientalla Christiana
Analects . II, 5, No. 9, Home, 1924), pp. 59-69 and V. Bene-
ehAwPtch , G-talogus Codicum Manusceiptonum Graecorum qui ui
Monasterio S, Cathariaae in .Monte Sinai Asaervaiitur (St. Peters-
burg, 1911) , p. 279 and V.Gpumel, "Les Patrlarches d 'Antloch
du nom do Jiau" , ( Sohos d'Orient . XiXII, 1930), pp. 286-298.

62. Cahen, op.clt . . pp. 187-188 on the diversified religious
structure of Antloch,

63. Cahen, op.clt . . pp. 331-334 ff.

64. The letter vihich Bohemund ;«rote to Paschal in 1106 hints of
this. See Holtzmann's edition of this in the Neues ArcLlv , L,
(1935) p. 280. This letter will be discussed later in -greater
detail.

65. Gesta, X, Brehler . pp. 165-168, Hag. G« at a. pp. 393-394;
Raymond, XIV, RHJOcc

.

. Ill, p. 266; Baldric, II, 23, RHCOcc

.

.

IV, p. 83; Ouibert, VI, 14, RHOOcc. . IV, p. 210; Vltalis,
II, 12, III, pp. 575-576. He was elevated to the aohiepiscopal
see c. 1112. Rohrlcht, "Syria Sacra", p. 11; Hagenraeyer,
Chronologie, No. 316.

66. Rayaond, XIV, HHGOcc

.

. Ill, p. 266, says this explicitly:
"atque Deo multas gratias protulit, quod episcopum Homanum in
orientali Ecclisia habere voluit, per sui administrationem"

.

67. L.de MasLatrie, "Les latriarches Latins d'Antioche", pp. 192-
193, suggests that he was consecrated by Bernard of Arethusia.
However, Bernard was not consecrated by this time. £very,
op.clt. . p. 163 and Brehier, in the Gesta . n. 3, pp. 168-169,
say that he was consecrated by John. So does Hunclman, op .cit

.

.

I, p. 257.
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68. OoBta . X, Drehler . p. 192, Hapj.Geata . pp. 446, 448, n j. . 22-27;
Raymond, XIX, RIISOcc

.

. Ill, p. 292; Albert, 7, 42, .ixIJOoa. .

IV, p. 461. Also La iuien, op.oit . . Ill, c. 1271. Fulciier,
I, 25, RHGOoo. . Ill, II ..i.Fulsiier . p. 277; Hagenmeyer, Ohrono-
lopsie. No. 382.

69, Orderlc Vltalis, I , 14, III, p. 595 knows of the event and re-
marks in this oonnection that the crusaders did t-s Urban had
ordered. Once again ne remain in doubt ooncerninc the bishop's
oonsecrators.

70,

74.

On the capture of Bethlehem, Raymond, il, RHOOoc

.

. Ill, p.M> 5

Albr— " .. .^ -« -^ - , ™ - -^

HHC<
Riai

pp. 11-12 for his comment en this event. In volume II, p. 75,
Riant discusses these monks and in his article "Solaircisse-
ments", ( Revue de I'lrient Latin . I, 1893), p. 497.

the capture of Bethlehem, Raymond, il, RHOOoc

.

. Ill, p.M> 5

»ert, V, 44-45, RHOOoc. . IV, pp.'/U-vti-and Fuloher, I, 25,
;Oco. . IIlT^'sn^a^ HLpi.F.gicher . pp. 278-281. The great study of
int on the church of Bethlehem has already been cited. See I,

71. William of Tyre, Krey-Babcook . I, p. 297, n. 16,

72. Hag.Epistulae . pp. 164-165.

73. Forges,
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78. It night be said that Hunolman assumes too ouslly that Simeon
would have been restored. Hunolmaa» op.clt. . I, pp. 290-291.
We are uncertain as tc the exeot date of his death and whether
or not the nans of this event hud reached Jeruseilem at this
time. lone of the •yewltness sources, ^oa Geetf . Itaymond aud
Tulohor, report his death, nor do those icdlocte thot the cru-
saders gave "ilB claims a moment's thought. tVe should renember
also that John had been on the ground naen the luestion of
restoration came up in Antlooh. Simeon sas not.

79. Tyre, IX, 1, Krey-nobooek . I, p. 379, HllJOeo. . I, pp. 364-365.
Raymond urrees-, iX, RIIJOOC, III, p. 301. Fulohor, 1, 30,
aHCOoo. . Ill, p. 361, H.^r..f uloher . p. 308 says that the cru-
saders wlrhed to nait upon tlie wishes of the r<ome.i ^ope.
This is Incorrect if only in that they eventually chose Arnulf
as patrl-rch. Further, the usual procedure would have been an
•lection and then sonflrmotion froa Pomo. However, it may be
that Fulcher 1g reporting a suggestion which became current
during the intrlcues surroundlnc the enthronement of Arnulf
as patriarch. Such a procedure would be proper in the c;.3e of
a disputed election.

80; Tyre, IX, 1, .rey-3Bboock . I, pp. 379-381, XKJOcc. . I, pp. 564-
566. William strongly dlsa'proved of the action, asoribine it
to opiritual pride. William's account is based on :aymond,
XZ-XXI , i:naGco . . m, pp. 301-302. it is clear thet there were
two factions amonc the clergy, one headed by the bishop of
Albara and the other by Marturana. Krey-Baboock . I, p. 380,
a. 1 claim thnt it Is difficult to know which group wished the
patriarchal election to take place first. i<ayaond, p. 302,
•Xy"^ 'citly declares that Marturana nac the "incentor and ad-
ministrator" of the entire matter. True, Hayraond does not
think much of Albara, p. 301, "Sic itacue bonis aublatis,
humlliter se elerus e<^ebat, praeter eplscopus Albarlensen et
alios quosdam" . This may mean that Albura and others were
behavinc arrogantly. Or it may moan that, with Adhomcr and
William gone, the clergy pursued a .more inslcnlf leant role,
with the exception of Albara and others. Tyre Interprotod
Hayaond this nay, praisinc Albara, op.oit . Howover, it should
be pointed out thct (Raymond bed no lovo for Albara who betrayed
the count of Toulouse, XX, RHJCco

«

. Ill, p. 301. Further,
Krey-Bnboook point out that Arnulf of Jhooquos did not bolievo
in tho iz.dopendonco or auperiority of the spiritual nor;er as
ws shall show. Therefore, Arnulf belnc Marturana *s proteso,
we cannot ascribe to the letter tho Inltiatlvo In dom&ndln3 a

patrlurchal election before the temporal election. Raymond's
witness, however, is clear and we are forced to conclude that
the clerical party which den^ndod the priority of spiritual
oonoerna, was merely the creation of the ambitions of Liarturana.
That it was nerely a matter of peruonal ambition and not of
prlaclple is illustrated by Arnulf's subsequent actions as the
sustalner of the temporal poTjer in Jerusalem. Further, 'tay-

mond*s account reveals the importance of the factions in all
of this. The rovencals ' sre against Arnulf ^s Kaymond's
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elenderous reportQ shOTi: XXI, RHGOcc

.

. Ill, p. 302 nhera
Arnulf's Immoralities are described as subject material for
bawdy songs. We remember also, in connejtion with the above
argument that Albara was the creation of the Provencals and
thus was spokesman for their hatred for the Flomlngs and
Normans who supported Arnulf and were opposed to Raymond of
Toulouse's election to the position of temporal ruler in
Jerusalem, Raymond, XX, RHOOoo

.

. IV, p. 301.

81. Tyre, IX, 1, I^rey-Babco ck . I, pp. 380-381, RHGOcc

.

. I, pp.
365-366.

82. Raymond hated him, XXI, HHOOoc. . Ill, p. 302. The ttesta
of him in the moat flatterinc^; terms, X, 3r^hier . p. 20B,
Geata . pp. 481-482. Albert, VI, 8, 39, kHOOcc. . IV, pp.
489 iB most favourable aa to his eloquence and learnins,
his ability to inspire the crusaders. So also, Guibert,
15, RHO 3 . . IV, pp. 231 f f , who has a long biography, and
Baldric, IV, 16, RHCOco

.

. IV, p. 105. His eaemias spoke of
his immorality, the fact that he was only a sub-deacon and,
most of all, that he was a priest's son. Raymond probably
hated him the "oat because he bad doubted the authenticity of
the Lance discovered at -antioch by the i'rovencals. It was
Arnulf's doubts that had provoked i^eter Bartholomew's tragic
ordeal by fire. Raymond, XVII-XVIII , RHJOcc . Ill, pp. 279-288;
Fulohor, I, la, HHCOoo

.

. Ill, pp. 238-241, H. g.Fulcher . pp. 235-
241; Albert, V, 13, RHGOcc. . IV, p. 452. For the bogus report
of Adhemar's death bed comni ssion, Ralph, XGIV, HIIGOcc

.

. Ill,
p. 673. Ralph dedicated the Gesta Tancredi to Arnulf. For
additional information on Arnulf, see O.sil .David , op.cit . . pp.
217-220J Hag.Bpistulae . pp. 408-412; Heg.aesta . pp. 478-481,
the notes; Runoiman, op.cit . . I, pp. 289-295.

83. Fulcher, I, 30, RHGOcc

.

. Ill, pp, 361, IIag,Fulcher . pp. 307-
308; Gesta, X, Br^hier . p. 205, HaR. Gesta . pp. 478 ff; Ray-
mond, XX, RIIGOoc. . Ill, p. 301; Albert, Vl , 33, RHGOcc

.

. IV,

pp. 485-486; Tyre IX, 2, Krey-Baboock . I, pp. 382-383,
RKGOce

.

. I, pp, 366-367. Gaffaro says he viae placed in "tutela
et custodia", of the city, FSI

.

I, pp. 110-111. So also Ekke-
hard, XX, RHGOcc

.

. V, I, p. 26. Aa for the title, it has been
claimed by he adopted it because the Ghurch was still the
supreme force, 'Odu, o vt . c i t

.

. p. 345, or even because he recog-
nized the claim of the lapacy to Jerusalem as a state of the
church. La Monte, Feudcil ;^onurchy . p. 4 and Gharlei i-iosller,

"Godefroid da Bouillon et I'Avourie du Saint-Sepulchre"
( Melanges Godfried Kurth. Leipzig, 1908) , pp?3-j| passim. This
question will be discussed shortly. However, it should be
noted here that the sources do not support this contention,
that Arnulf never posed as Godfrey's superior and finally that
the status of Papal vassal did not prevent the use of the royal
title. That Godfrey was assuming a responsibility, which can
only be called royal, for the city is plain. The Gesta speaks
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W- -«-..^.W. -..^^^>>.>.. . — .^WW.^, ...~«» ^>..W«, >. W «^U.
Tyre, ascribes his reluctance to assume tiie Iladem to his
piety, edited by L.do Mas Latrie, p. 5, This io repeated by
Ivelin. See RHOLois . I, p. 22. Tyre has much pious material
on Godfrey, IX, 2-11, Krey~Babcock . I, pp. 381-395, PJiCOco

.

.

I, pp. 360-380.

84. HaQaeses* letter to Lambert of Aries speaks of his unanimous
election, Hag.Epistulae . p. 176. j-very, op.cit . . p. 159,
determined to prove his point that the crusaders regarded Simeon
as the rightful Patriarch of Jerusalem, speaks of Arnulf as
only an administrator. The evidence runs against tais conten-
tion. Arnulf vas chosea and enthroned patriarch, nith or
without the knoviledge of Simeon's death in Cyprus.

85. Raymond, XII, RHOOoo. . Ill, p. 302; Tyre IX, 4, Krey-Babcock .

I, pp. 3B4-30b, HHCOoo

.

. I, p. 369. Arnulf also vsrote to
Manasses of Rheims us Patriarch of Jerusalem. AOL . I, Mo. 139,
pp. 198-199. See Rohricht, Gesohiohte des ersten Kruzztages ,

pp. 197-199.

86. Riant, Etudes . I, pp. 11-12; Raymond, XX, RHCOec. . Ill, p. 301.

87. Tyre, IX, 9, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 392, RHCOec. . I, pp. 376-377.
Baldnin, mho had come with Godfrey, became first Abbot and in
1101 first Latin archbishop of Caeaarea. See Guibert, IV, 17,
RHCOec. . 17, pp. 182-183; Porges, op.cit. . p. 22, n. 10,
Hag.Sklc. . pp. 192-194, nn. 7-8; IiaK,fulcher . p. 405 - n. 4;
Tyre IX, 9, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 392, n. 24.

88. Gerard, Abbot of Ailarheiligen in Schaff hausen. isas chosen
first prior. aernold, MGSS . V, p. 467. Sec Rohricht "Syria
Sacra", p. 42.

89. Tyre, IX, 9, Krey-Buboock . I, p. 392, RHCOec. . I, pp. 376-377.

90. Riant, iJtudes . I, pp. 11-12.

91. It is unfortunate that we have no monograph on Daimbert of
Pisa. See HBthricht "Syria Sacra", p. 7.

92. For a list of those who accompanied Urban through Trance,
Hag.Gesta . n. 10, p. 103. Albert refers to charges of pecula-
tion levelled at Daimbert during his iapaaish legation. VII,
7, RHGOoc . IV, p. 512.
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93. Albert, VI, 56, RHCOoc

.

. IV, p, 6Cl, empheslzee that Daimbert
raised a fleet upon hearlac reports of Latin prcirees in the
East. Hovjever the Annales Plsanl show the Papal influence In
all of this. RISC (now) . VI. II. p. 7.

94. Hagenmeyer thought Daimbert was a legate: HaK.Epistulae . p.
372; Hag.Bkk . p. 185, n. 18; Hupj.Fulcher . p. 327, n. 23.
So nlBO Fllehe, History VIII . p. 489. Befnold, MGSS . V, p.
466, refers to him as "apostolica vice". The Gesta Trlumphalla ,

RIS3 (new), VI, II, p. 89 does not make him a legate. Raymond,
Albert, Tyre, Fulcher and Ralph do not refer to him as legate.
Gulbert, VII, 15, RHCOcc

.

. IV, p. 233 describes Dainbert as
papal representative to suoceed Adhemar, His account is ren-
dered suspect in thct Gulbert says that Paschal appointed him
to this office. Further, there la no surviving letter wherein
Daimbert calls himself legate. See Hag.Eplstulae . p. 163, the
letter which Daimbert and the crusaders vjrote to the Pope.
One of the difficultios here is to determine when his fleot
left Pisa and when tha news of Adhemar' s death reached Urban.
That ITrbaii, "'owever, commanded tho fleet to be raised is
oertain, Annales rlaani . RIS^ (new), VI, II, p. 7, Riant,
AOL . I, No. 119, p. 188 was sure that Daimbert had been a papal
legate since October - December, 1098, However, the Plsan
fleet would have left before this, not daring to sail that
late in the winter, for the battle with the Greeks, see Runci-
man, op.olt, . I, pp, 209-300.

95. Anna held Daimbert responsible for these attacks, Alexiad . XI,

10, Davj8£, ppj^ 292-295; Leib . Ill, pp. 41-46. The Anuria a

P lsan_i , RI33 . VI , II, p. 7 say the attack vjas undertaken to
punish the Greeks who viore accustomed to attack pilgrims,
an interesting co..f irmatlon of our contention that friendly
relations between Saot and 'Vest were threatened by a loss of
friendliness towards Latin pilgrims on the part of the Greeks.
It remains, hoviever, only a thinly veiled excuse for Pisan
aggression, Lelb*s contention, op.elt. . p. 269, that Daimbert
was given tho le^ateship to brini; religious peace between tho
churches seems to me to be overthrown by the fact that tho
fleet had probably left the U'est before Barl at which accord-
ing to Leib ho received this task and also by the fact of his
hostility evidenced thereafter toTiards the Greeks. If our
contention concerning the conciliatory role adopted by Urban
towards the Greeks is correct, then it is all the more diffi-
cult to argue for Daimbert's legateship.

Alexlad . XI, 10, Dawes , p, 292, Leib . Ill, pp, 41-42; Albert,
VI, 55, imCOcc, . IV, pp. 500-501^! Daimbert blamod Bohemund
for his misrepresentation of the Greeks. Albert, VI, 57,

ItflGOcc

.

. IV, p. 502, For his mediatorial role, Albert, VI,

59, RHGOoo, . IV, pp. 503-504; Fulcher I, 33, RHOOcc, . Ill,

pp. 364 ff, H/iK. Fulcher . pp. 326 ff.
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97. Bohemund had already secured the Genoese aa of 14 July, 1098.
For a thoughtful analysis of Genoese activities in the Kast
during those early years, see C.Uanfif oni , "Le Relftzioni fra
Genov;^, L^Impero Blzantino e I Turchi", ( A<^i della 3ociot&
Lirure di Storia ratria . aXVIII , 1896), pr>, 577-858, here,
pp. 587 ff.

98. For their arrival in the city, see Albert, VII, 6-7, RIIOOoo . .

IV, p. 511; Fuloher, I, 33, HHCOoo. . Ill, p. 366, Hi.g.FulGher .

pp. 331-333; Tyre IX, 14, Krey-Bubcock . I, p. 401, HHGOoc. .

I, pp. 386-387. On Bohemund and Daimbert, see Cahea , op.oit ._ .

pp. 223o224.

99. The letter may be found in £L, 163, cc. 448-451, the Agaalee
S. Diaibodi . MGSS . XVII, pp. 17-18 and Hapj.Epistulae . pp. 167-
174. The datinc; of the letter is difficult. September, 1099,
is the best guess. The letter vjas circulated throughout
Europe, RR, No. 29; AOL. I, Wo, 144, pp, 201-204,

100. For the departure of the irinces after the victory at Ascalon,
Fulcher, I, 32, RHOOoc

.

. Ill, pp. 363-364, Ha?;, fuloher . pp

,

318-322.

101. The doubts were inspired more by political considerations than
by reverence for canonical rule.

102. The Translatio 5. IHcolai . RHgOoc . V, I, p. 271.

105. In 1099 a large fleet left Venice under the doge John Michael
and bishop Henry of Tcrcello. They wintered at Rhodes, send-
ing legates to the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Godfrey and others,
announcin,? their assault upon Rhodes. They also clashed on
their travels with the lisans and stole the relics of Saint
Nicolas from Myra. At Cyprus they met Haymond going to Con-
stantinople and learned from him the desperate situation of
the crusaders. See RR, No. 30, and AOL . I, No. 145, p. 204.
From the Translatio we see that Alexius was hostile to their
pror;re3S towards the Holy Land and that the Venetians defied
him, led by their bishop. See chapters 4-7, R :gOec

»

. V, I,

pp. 256-259 for their relations with Pisans and Greeks.
Their letter to the princes is in chapter 5, ibid . p. 257.
Godfrey's reply is AOL . I, No. 1.2, p. 210, d^ted 1 February,
1100. See also Dandolo, Ohronieoa . RIPS (new), 211, I, pp.
221-223.

104. See Tyre, IX, 2, Krey-Babcoek . I, p, 382, RflCOec

.

. I, rp.
366-367.
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105. Unfortunately the details aurroundinc his removal are hidden
from ua, Ralph, OXL, RliCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 704 says that Arnulf
was quite agreeable to this.

106. For the elevation of Daimbert to the patriarchal throne, see
Fulcher, I, 33, RHGGoc

.

. Ill, p. 366, Hag.Fulcher . p. 333,

107. This we know from the letter which Daimbert wrote to Bohemund
after the death of Godfrey. Ve shall discuss this letter
later on. Other sources: Tudebodus, RHJOoc

.

. Ill, p. 226;
Bartolf of Nangis, RHCOco. . Ill, p. 519. See also Haji.Kkk. .

p. 199 and notes.

108. Tyre, IX, 15, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 403, RHCOcc. . I, p. 387.

109. Krey-Babcock . I, p. 403, n. S8,

110. Fulcher, III, 34, RHCOoc . Ill, p. 466, Hag. Fulcher . pp. 741-
74S and n. 36.

111. That Bohemund was primarily interested in the protection of
his own principality is made plain by the fact that Baldwin
did not do homage for Kdessa.

112. His hostility to the Greek Patriarch of Antlcch is implicit
In this Investitulpe,

113. Bohemund '8 Antloch coinage has on it the figure of St. i-eter,
similar to his Barl coinae^e, aoe O.Sohlunberger , La Nomis-
matioue do 1* Orient Latin . (Paris, 1878), p. 43, plato II,
no. 4.

114. The landa were received from Daimbert as the yice-regent of
Ood, not as papal representative,

115. »ernold is referring to these consocrcttions when he recorded
Oaimbert's activities in restorinc; the Eastern churches,
HGSS, V, p. 466. For these consocrat ions see Skkehard,
Ohronicon Universale . aGSi3, VI, p. 218; Skkehard, XX, RUCOcc

.

.

7, I, p. 36; Ralph, CXL, RHGOoo. . Ill, p. 704. Also B.

Kugler, Boemuad und Tancred . p. 14.

116. See Rbhpioht, "Syria Sacra", p. 13.

117. Ibid, pp. 14, 16. See Ralph, CXL, R.ZOao. . Ill, p. 704.
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116. Ibid , p. 3, Orderlc Vltalls thouglit little of Bernard, des-
cribing him 88 illlter'ite and avaricious, i, 23, IV, p. 142.
Le (^uien . Orlens gliriatianua . Ill, o. 1190. Lf Ae Mas Latrie,
'Les Potrlarchos Latins d'Antioche", pp. 192-193.»

119. Runcinai, op.cit . . I, p. 306 says that Urban had envisaged such
a donation. I have tried to argue ugalnet such susgestions.

120. £L 5835, from the Lateran. PL, 163, cc, 42-43, or better in
Hag.Bplstulae . pp. 178-179. RH, No. 29; AOL, I, No. 154,
pp. 211-212.

121. "Vidimus Orientalem ecclesiam post longa captivltatis tempore
magna lam ex parte ad antlq.uam llbertatls glorlam redlsee".
Hag.gplstulae . p. 178.

122. "Plurima vobis per churtam et atraneatua signifioare auper-
aederaus, luoniam ex apostolicae sedi3 grono cariasimum fratrem
Mauritliim Portueasen epiecopuia destinanus, ut , qui per beat!
Petri vicariun, sanctae in Ohristo memoriae pradecessorem
noBtrujn tlrbanasi, tenti peregrlnetlonen Itiaerls adsumpslstie,
beat! Petri semper sola*^iiE abuziditi s et quem fundaaientum
tantl operis hubuistis, ut ecclesiae, q.uam per vos
Domlul llberavlt, seu llberaturus sit, ordiaatloni vlgilanter
Imnlneat, si qua minus canonlcis regulis apta reppererit,
corrlg£t et la eisdera cum vostro auxilio plantaada plantet,
aedlficanda aedlflcet".

183. This is found in the letter to the Pisens written c, 15
August 1100, Hap.Bplstulae . pp. 179-181. The pertinent
section Tihich praises Dainbort, p. 180: " qur.r.ta sollici-
tudine Delbortl x'ratris noetri, lam archiepiecopl vestri et

nunc civitatin Hieruoalen patricrch&e, prrtibus et increnento
favere contra reprobum homlnem Arnulphum nomine, qui per
slmonlae labem in Hlcroaolymitanem sedem intrudere sese
praesumebet"

.

124, Mnurit.lun trr.velled rith the Genoese fleet 7;hioh left for
the Holy Land, 1 -ugust, 1100. Tyre i, 14, Krey-Haboock . I,

pp. 433-434, RHGOoo. . I, p. 419; Caffarc, Liboratio . xSI .

I, p. 113. For the treaty which resulted from this oipedl-
tion in RR, no. 35.

125. Fulchor, II, 8, Ha^.Fuloher . pp. 395-396, pp. 831-834. For
the peaceful relutions which ensued between the Christians see

Matthew of Odessa's description of the Saster vigils of 1101
end 1115. The no-iV-.s of the celebrated Oreek Monastery of

St. ?5aba8 would Join the canons of the Eoly Sepulclire in this
service. The Greeks also were preserved in their possession
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of the keys of the church of the Holy Sepulchre as an
account of c Husalan pilgrim in 1107 shows plainly, Runci-
man, op.cit . . II, pp. 86-87, n. 1. For the native Christian
popul-.tion8 under Lr.tin rule in the twelfth century, see
Key, Les Colonies Jran-'ues . pp. 75-94. The Orthodox re-
tained some rif^hts in the Church of the Holy Sepulchre.
See Runcinan, op.cit . . II, p. 322, n. 1, Hoziere, Cartulaire .

p. 177.

Hence Michael the Syrian's Judgnent , III, pp. 183, 222, that
the Franks considered anyone Christian who venerated the
cross. While one might have expected a superimposed unity
in religion, this did not occur as lone iis, ).n Jerusalem,
the Roman primacy was accepted. Br^hier, 1 'Eglise . p. 98.

126. Enunciated by Baldric, IV, 15, RHCOoc

.

. IV, p. 104: "Regnum
indiget eacerdotio; sacerdotium regno sustentandum et tutandum
est ."

127. Tyre explains the division of the city in regard to patriar-
chal revenues, IX, 16-18, Krey-Baboock . I, pp. 403-408;
RHOOcc

.

. I, pp. 388-393.

128. It may be that Godfrey saw Palestine as a Church state, Munro,
op.cit . p. 59 and La Monte, Feudal Monarchy , p. 4 following
O.Moeller, "Godefroid se Bouillon et I'Avourie du Saint-
Sepulchre", ( Melanges Godefroid Kurth . Liege, 1908). The
latest defence of this interpretation is J.Hansen, op.cit .

129. He was short of manpower. See Albert, Vii, i, 6, KHCOec. . IV,
pp. 507, 511; Ralph, GXXXIX , RHCOcc. . Ill, pp. 703-704, agrees

150. The lack of a fleet rendered useless the siege of the port,
Arsuf, October - December, 1099, as Tyre explicitly states,
IX, 19, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 409, RHCOcc. . I, pp. 393-394. The
Venetians did not arrive until June, 1100. See the Translatio
S. Nicolai . Hliaocc. . V, I, pp. 272-279 for their pact with
Godfrey and Daimbert, the treaty, their assistance to the
crusaders and their return to Venice in December, 1100. The
treaty is RR, No. 31, with the fullest references. Also
Heyd, op.cit. . I, p. 136; Tafel-Thomas . I, pp. 64-65.

131. Hag. Ekk. . p. 192, n. 6.

132. In his letter to Bohemund, Daimbert refers to the Jerusalem
church as the highest dignity, as the mother of churches and
the queen of nations. Tyre, i, 4, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 419,
RHOOo

.

I, p. 405. However v^e cannot be too certain of Dalm-
bert's attitude toward Rome.
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133. Tyre, IX, 16, X, 4 JCrey-Babcook . I, pp. 403-404, 419-421,
RHCOoo. . I, pp. 388-389, 405-406. See Kuhn , op.cit . . pp. 34,
60-62, and tho anonymous twelfth century chronicle quoted by
Vogue, op.cit. . p. 433, which supports the statement of Tyre.

134. Por Godfrey's death. Tyre, IX, 23, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 413-14,
RHCOcc, I, p. 399; Tulcher, I, 36, RllCOeo. . Ill, pp. 369-370,
Hag.Fulcher, p. 350 and ^.Ibert, VII, 21, HHJOcc. . IV, p. 520.

135. La Monte, Feudal Monarchy , p. 204 ascribes this theocratic
bent to Daimbert's Hildebrandine convictions. I find this
more than doubtful, first in regard to La Monte 's understand-
ing of the Hildebrandine conception as the complete domination
of the spiritual over the temporal and secondly in regard to
Daimbert's own attitude towards his see's relation to Rome.

136. Tyre, X, 3, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 417-418, RHGOcc

.

. I, pp. 403-
404. Albert says that Godfrey • s f ollovjers disobeyed the will
of their master, acting upon the deathbed Instructions of the
duke himself, VII, 30, RHOOoe. . IV, p. 526.

157. The letter's authenticity has been questioned. HoweTsr, I
should say that it is undoubtedly genuine although Tyre has
expanded it through the iacluslon of material coacerning Daim-
bert's election and his dealings with Godfrey, material already
presented by Tyre. Ho\iever, the letter is authentic in basis.
See Albert, VII, 27, RHCOcc, IV, p. 524, supports its exist-
ence. Ruhtflu^ , RH. le r ca^n . No. 32, has the references
bearing on the controversy.

138. Tyre, X, 7, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 425, RHGOcc

.

. I, pp. 410-411.
Fuloher II, 1, RHCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 373, Hag.Fulcher, pp. 352-353
represents Baldwin as the unanimous choice of the kingdom.

139. Pulcher, I, 35, RHGOcc

.

. Ill, pp. 368-369, Hag. Fuloher . pp.
343-349.

140. Fulchor, II, If, has an account of the journey, Hag.Fulcher .

pp. 352 ff., RHCOcc. . Ill, pp. 373 ff.

141. Tyre, X, 7, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 425-426, RHCOcc. . I, pp.
410-411.

142. Hag.Fulcher . p. 394, n. 2.
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143. Tyre, I, 9, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 427-428, RHOOoc. . I, p. 413;
Fulcher, II, 6, HHOOecu, III, p. 382, Har^.Tulcher . p. 384;
Albert, VII, 43, HHGOco. . IV, pp. 536-537; RR, Mo. 34.

144. Kkkehard, XXI, RHCOcc, V, I, pp. 27-28, reports his aocossion
and vow to the Holy Sepulchre. Ikkehard is wrong, however,
In reporting his coronation at the hands of the papal legate
who had not yet arrived. As for the matter of homage to
Datmbert, La Monte, feudal Uonarohy . pp. 5-6 and Runcinan,
op.clt

.

4 I, p. 326, say that Baldwin did perform honase. On
what evidence they base this I oannot discover.

145. Krey-Baboock . I, p. 427, n. 20, suggest that Bethlehem was
the scene of the coronation rather than Jerusalem because of
Daimbert's claims. However, it would seem .lore likely that
piety was the true motive here. See fulcher, loc. oit.

146. If one were to believe the evidence of Ga^aro, it was the
Genoese who composed the many problems facing the Christians
in the East. Oaffaro, Liberatio. FSI . I, pp. 113-114. The
Genoese, finding the Holy Land without king or prince, take
counsel with Mauritius to call Baldwin to the throne.
Baldwin in turn rewards them with privileges in Jerusalem,
Joppa and elsewhere. Tanored they place in Antioch. Tancred
confirms the privilege of Bohemund, See HR, No. 35; AOL , I,

pp. 211-212 and tae Oaffaro, Annales . FSI . I, p. 5. The
Annales incorrectly say that Uauritius crowned Baldwin.

147. For the treaty sl^ed between Baldwin and the Genoese, Fuicher,
II, 3, RHOOec . Ill, p. 337, Hap; .Fuloher . p. 397.

148. For the following, the account of Albert is used, not with-
out certain corrections. Significantly, William, who admired
Daimbert, suppresses all the investit^ations made by the
legate of Daimbert 's conduct. Oaffaro, Annales . FSI, I,

pp. 8-9, presents an overldealized picture of harmony between
King, Patriarch and legate.

149. Albert, VII, 46-47, RHOOcc. . IV, pp. 538-539. Albert la in-
correct when he says that Mauritius was sent out to settle
the dispute between Sing and Patriarch. Paschal's letter
said nothing of this. Runoimun, op.clt . . II, p. 81 repeats
Jllbsrt*s error.

150. Albert, VII, 48, RHCOcc. . IV, p. 539.

151. Albert, VII, 49, RHOOee. . IV, p. 540.
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152. Ibid.

153. Albert, VII, 50, RHCOcc. . IV, pp. 540-541.

154. Albert, VII, 51, PJIGOcc . IV, p. 541.

155. For such expressions, see Caffaro, Annales . FSI . I, pp. 8-12.

156. Albert, VII, 54, RIICOoc . IV, p. 542.

157. Fulcher, II, 10, RHCOco. . Ill, pp. 390-391, Hag.Fulclier . p.
405. The nen archbishop was Baldwin, abbot of St. Mary's In
the valley of Jehosaphat . See R&hrlcht, "Syria Sacra", pp.
11-12.

158. Albert, VII, 54-56, RHOOoe. . IV, pp. 543-544. Runclman, op.
Pit. . II, pp. 74-75.

159. Baldwin needed the money for his soldiers, Albert, VII, 58,
RHCOcc. . IV, p. 545.

160. Ibid .

161. Albert, VII, 59, RliCOcc. . IV, p. 546. It Is plain from this
chapter that Albert detested Dalmbert and the legate, des-
cribing with malice the luxury In which the two prelates lived
at this time.

162. Albert, VII, 60, RHCOcc. . IV, p. 546-547. The substance of
Dalmbert' 8 areument was the Pauline phrase, "qui altarl sor-
vlunt, de altarl vlvant"

.

163. Ibid . p. 547: "Frater autem Muurlclus ad Invlcem oontendentes
solummodo auscultubat; sed de pace et concordla illos emonebat"

164. Albert, VII, 61, RHCOcc

.

. IV, p. 547.

165. Albert, VII, 62, RHCOeo. . IV, p. 548.

166. Ibid.
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187. Albert, VII, 63, RIIGOoo. . IV, p. 548.

168. Albert, IX, 14, R^iCOoo. . IV, p. 593. Runciman, History . II,
p. 32, accepts this interpretation. However, the evidence is
not clear.

Oaffaro, Annales . F3I , I, p. 13, civee their departure to tho
West as 24 July, 1101. It is not likely**^ Mauritius went
with them.

159. See the attitude of Paschal to the Christian re-conquest.
Tyre, XI, 23, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 509, RIICOcc. . I, pp. 50ii-503.

170. See Tyre, XI, 12, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 481-483, RHGOoc. . I,
pp. 472-473.

171. For the decreasing significance of primsteo in the Western
ahurch at this tine, see Jliche, HistoiBg VIII p. 85. D.ilayek,

172. Tyre, X, 25, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 452, RHGOoc. . I, p. 439.

173. Albert, VII, RHOOco. . IV, p. 550: "Timenus, Domine Rex, ne,
ob aesoordiaii quae inter te et domnum Patriarcham orta est,
hodie ncstris victoriae fiat impedimentun"

.

174. Ibid . The passage is of such interest as to merit complete
quotation: "Recte, inquit , monuistis Patres et fratres
in Christo carisslmi, pastores et doctores peritissini,
judicium mortis nobis praesto est; inimici innumerabilis
obstant in arou, in hastes, in cladiis fulmineis, quos
penetrare et expugnare pro imperio Romanorum, pro regno
Franciae et Angliae, non hodie apponerera, nisi pratia Donini
nostri Ihesu Gbristl: de quibus .menibus ipse sic me Doninus
Deus aruat, non cum illo pacem conponam, nisi primum coram
Apostolico et omni Soclesia de fZ>ac perfidia quam egit
oanonice fuerit expurgutus". I note in passing that Baldwin
sees himself as the agent of all Christian Surope in ths
fltrug{:;le against the heathen.

175. Albert, IX, 13, RHGOoc. . IV, pp. 597-598.





- 170 -

176. Albert, TX, 14, RHSOoo. . IV, p. 598. This suceestloa that
Baldmln summoned the legate Is mads on the basis of the oath
reported above concerning the necessity of Dalmbert'e pursing
of hlnself before the Church and the Pope, Albert, VII, 56,
RHCOeo

.

. IV, 550. See Runciman, op.cit

.

. II, pp. So, 82-83.
Hag.Skk. . p. 389, . 5, says that the locate arrived in the
spring of 1103. This, I think, is incorredt since the first
letter of Kbremar as Patriarch may be dated as early ao
1 September, 1102. See RR, No. 40. The papal letter of
December, 1107, nhich shall be discussed in detail, indicates
that Paschal sent out Robert to sottlo the quarrel.

177. Albert, IX, 16, RUCOoc. . IV, p. 599.

178. Albert, IX, 16, RHCOoo. . IV, p. 599-600: "Alii hunc ez
simonia , alii ex homioidio christianorua Oraacorua, in
insula CJephali ejus instinctu a Genuensibus perpetrato, alii
ex traditione regis Baldewini, q,uidam vero, ex pecunia et
oblatione Fidelium subterrata, constantuer et obnixe criminati
sunt." Albert's account is rendered suspect by tha co.ifusion
of the Genoese with iisana. >«hat is perhaps mora significant
for us is that many considered the murder of Greeks a crime
against Christendom.

179. Ibid . For further activities of Robert, see RH, No, 38.
L, de Mas Latrie, "Las patriarches Latins de Jerusalem"
( Revue de I'Orient Latin . I, 1993), p, 17 is incorrect in
dating these events 1103-1104.

180. Tyre X, 25, Krey-Baboock . I, p. 452, RHCOoc

.

. I, pp. 438-439
has an account of the deposition nhich omits to mention the
synod, the papal legate and the charges preferred against
the patriarch, laying all the blame on Arnulf for Daiabort's
removal and also upon Baldtvin.

181. For 3bremar, see Rohrioht, "Syria Sacra", p. 7. Tyre, i- , 26,
Krey-3abcock . I, pp. 452-453, RHCOoo. . I, pp. 4^9-440. Tyre
reprosents his election as due exclusively to the influence
of Baldwin and Arnulf.

182. In this he was Joined by Benedict of Edessa and Bernard of
Antloch, Tyre, i, 29, Krey-Baboock . I, p. 456, HlICOco

.

. I,

p. 444. Tho indopendance of Antiooh's actions in regard to
Daimbert is striking.

183. Tyre, X, 25 Krey-Babcock . I, p. 451, RHCOoc. . I, p. 438. The
negotiations over the ransom reveals the animosity existing
amone; the Latin States. See Matthow of Edessa in the RHCArmen,
I, pp. 69 ff. See Tewdale, op.oit. . p. 96. The release of
Bohemund is dated May, 1103.
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184. Albert IX, 47, RHOOoc. . IV, p. 620.

1R5. L. de Mas Latrie, "Les gSatrlarches Latins d ' Antioch" , p. 17.

185. A letter from Ebremar to his old diocesaa and friend, Lambert
of Aries, survives, RH, No. 42, dated 3 April, 1104, printed
in PL 162, c. 677. Lambert's reply is PL 162, c. 677-678.

187. Albert, IX, 17, RHOOoc. . IV, p. 600; Ouibert, VII, 15,
RHCOoo. . IV, p. 233; Bartolf of Nangis, HHJOoc. . Ill, p. 538,
Tyre, X, 26, Krey-Babcook . I, pp. 452-453, RHGOoc

.

. I, p. 439.
Tyre has rendered harsh judgments on his stupidity and ignor-
ance. Hovever, ne must remember that he mould not be
favourably disposed towards the nominee of Arnulf and Baldnin.

188. I have already cited in another connection his letter as
Patriarch dated 1 September, 1102, RH, No. 40, Roiii^re,
Oartulaire . pp. 71-72, PL, 155, 3C. 1129-1130. This concerns
the constitution of prebends Tilth rights and privileges in
the church of the Holy Sepulchre. It in significant that
Arnulf is singled out especially for s special grant of
money, proof of Arnulf 's po^er in the Jerusalem Church.
See B.Kugler, Albort von Aaohon . pp. 294, 3155-358, Kuhn,
optcit . . pp. 33, 41-47, 69. Other references in RcJhrickt.

189. Albert, IX, 17, 28, 49, HHOO«e . . IV, pp. 600, 507, 622-623.
Fulcher, II, 31, III, 5-6, RHCOcc. . Ill, pp. 411-413, 443-
444; Hag.. Fulcher . pp. 489-494, 629-633.

190. Fulcher, II, 26, RHGOco. . Ill, p. 408, Hat^.Faleher . p. 467.
Tyre, XI, 4, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 466-467, RHgOoo. . I,

p. 456-458. The papal latter, to which we snail refer
shortly, azplioitly states this.

191. See JL, I, p. 719. The dating here follows Roziere, Carta-
laire . pp. 8-11. The papal letter to be discussed below
will confirm this.

192. Tyre, XI, 4 Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 466-467, RHOOoc

.

. I, pp.
456-456.

193. JL, 6175. PL, 163, oc. 230-232. "ob hoc praesertim quia
Jerosolymita oivitas - - est at in nedlo aultarlum posits
nationun, ^.uarun alias <^hristianam fldam, aliae Lotiaa©
puritatis consustudinem irridere oouantur".





- 172 -

194. Ibid, 0. 230; '*Tunfl profecto in eumdem episcopun, quia
defeclsse judicio vlfebatur, deposltlonls sententia data
est" .

195. Ibid, c. 250: "Interim apud vos SbremaruBi novimus legati
nostrl favore ad regimen episcopatus eloctiin".

196. Ibid, 0. 230: "Caeterum frater ille, ad sedem apostolicam
veniens, non defecisse, sed regio se fatebatur timore prop-
ulsump apud nos itaque judioium ezsecutus est".

197. Fuleher, II, 26, RHCOco. . Ill, p. 408, Hag.Fulcher . p. 467;
Tyro, XI, 1, 4 Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 461, 466-467; RllCOee. .

I, pp. 451, 456-458. In the first report, Daimbert is
pictured laying before the Pope the wicked plan of Baldwin
to humiliate Holy Church. Baldwin's rather irregular married
life was exhumed by Daimbert to win papal sympathy.

198. Ibid, c. 330.

199. Ibid, c, 230: "Caeterum antequam vobls santantia haec
auctoritatis aostrae litteris insinuaretur , coni'rater noster
Dalbertup, evccante Domino, ab hac luce subtractus est".

200. Tyre's chronology is quite inaccurate. He says that Daimbert
had been Patriarch for four years, rather than less than
three. In order to establish this, he reports thct Daimbert
waited for a long time at the papal court, unnindful of the
two years that he spout at Antioch. '^yre, XI, 4, Krey-Babcock ,

I, pp. 466-467, RHCOac. . I, pp. 455-457. Fuleher deolaras,
II, 26, RHCOco. . Ill, 408, Hag. Fuleher, p. 467: "ivlt autem
Dalmbertus, ut causam suan et iniuriam sibi a rege factam
Bomano papae innotesceret , Ivit et irayetravit, sod non
pediit, quia in via obiit" . The Pisan chronicle, RISS (new),
, II, pp. 84, 102 reports hie death XVII Kal. lulii 1106
at Bteasina. Since tiii? chronicler dates hie chronolocy from
the feast of the Annunciation, we may date his death 15 June,
1105. Gnms, op.cit . . p. 452, based on Le <iuien, places it
May-June , 1107. In favour or 15 June, 1107, we find Hag.
Skk, p. 388; Kihn, op.cit. . p. 40-44; fiiant in RHCGcc

.

, V,

II, p. 368, Dodu, op.cit. , p. 555; fiohricat, GKJ . p. 70;
L. de I'as Latrle, "Lea Patriarches Latins de J&rusalem"

,

p. 17; Runoiman, op.cit. . II, p. 84.

In agreement viith the text are Hampel, op.cit. . pp. 51 ff and
Ha^.Fulcher . p. 468, For Kbrenar's trip to Rome see. Hag.
Fulehor , pp. 467-4o6, an. 7-9 end pp. 513-515. Further
evidence for my argument can be found in consulting the papal
Itinerary for 1105-1107. According to JL, I, pp. 719-733,
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Paschal was In Rome from February 1105 to February 1106. At
that time ha jouraeyed south to Benevento, Salerno and
Oeprano, returninf^ briefly to Rome In May 1106. In June 1106,
he was already on lis way to the North and eventually to
France. He retumod to Rome c. 15 Noyember, 1107. Paschal
states explicitly that he absolved Daimbert by synodical action
at the Vatican. When this is taken with the Pope's statement
as to t ho short lapse of time between the restoration and
Dainhert's death, the date June 1107 becomes impossible.
This leaves llay-June 1106 as a possibility. This would mean
that Daimbert was kept waiting for more than a year. This
seems unlikely. Therefore, the decision of Roziere and Jaffe
to place the papal restoration in 1105 seems the most likely.

201. Fulcher gives the date with certainty, II, 37, REJOcc

.

. Ill,
p.-<//7 and Har,. Fulcher . pp. 512-514. Tyre, XI, 4, Krey-Babcoek ,

I, p. 467, RHCOcc

.

. I, p. 457, knows of Ebremar's journey to
the "Jest. However, he knows nothing of the complaints made
by Arnulf against hla. However, Tyre is follovinr, Fulcher who
knows nothing of this letter. £bremar could not have left the
Holy Land much before the sujiEier of 1107, being present at the
aiege of Tyre early the same year, Albert, X, 3, RHGOcc

.

. IV,

p. 632.

202. Ibid, cc. S30 D.

203. Ibid, 0. 230 D. - 231 A.

204. Ibid, 3. 231 A.

205. Ibid, c. 231 B.

206. Ibid, c. 231 B.

307. The papal dilenuaa in this is clearly reveded in the letter,
c. 231 C. Tyre confirma this indecisiveness , XI, 4, Krey-
Babcock , I, p. 467, RHCOoc. . I, p. 457.

208. Ibid, c . 231 C-D.

E09. Acccrdlnc to Albert, X, 58-59, RHOOeo. . IT, p. 658-659, in
1108, Kbremar returned from Rome where he had defended him-
self against Arnulf and Baldwin. Although the lope orders
hie restoration, Bjildwln would not admit him to tho kingdom.
Whereupon, Sbremar, for the sake of the Church, relinquished
the patrlarohato. Aa vie know, his representation cf the
papal attitude is not accurate.
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210. RR, No, 50 dates the synod helc". by Glbelin in the autumn of
llOV, This Is in direct contradiction to the papal letter,
dated 4 December 1107 nhich announces the papal decision to
Bend out a legate. L. de Mlis Latrie stutod 1107 as the date
also, "Les ^atriarches Latins de Jerusalem", p. 17.

211. The deposition of Ebremar and the election of Gibolln is re-
corded in Tyre, XI, 4, Krey-Baboock . I, pp. 467-466, RIiCOcc. .

I, pp. 457-458. As for Gibelin, we are uncertain whan he
became patriarch. Paschal II, JL 6287, PJ- 163, c. 282,
announced his election to the people of Aries. The letter
is dated 2 January 1111,

For son© of his activities, see Haaai . XXI, cc. 71-72. I am
inclined to think that his enthronement, like Ebremar's deposi-
tion, occurred in 1108. The papal letter might be explained
in that perhaps either Gibelin waited until 1110 to seek con-
firmation at Rome or that it was overlonc In coming. Homever,
this is mere supposition. L* de i^Sas Latrie, "Les Futriarches
Latins de Jerusalem", p. 17, said 1107. Ha^.Epistulae , p. 411
and Hae«t>estB . p. 482, in the notes agree, Iloxever, Hagenmeyer
was not so sure in his edition of Fulcher, p, 745, n. 3, dating
it 1108-1109. In agreement '.nith my date is Riant, "Eijlair-
cisssTnents" , ( Revue de I'Prient Latin, I, 1893), p. 142 who
defends the date as sprinc. IIOS.

S12. The achiepiscopal see of Caesarea was vacant although we do
not knon the date of Bald;nln's death.

213, For the relations between the crown and the clergy, see Dodu,
op.cit . . pp. 307-360; La Monte, op,oit. . pp, 203-216.

214, The Assizes of Jerusalem are edited by Count Beu^not in two
volunea, (Paris 1841-1843) and published in the Rocuell des
Historiens des Croisade , hereafter abbreviated rdlCLois. For
description of these sources. La moate, op.cit, . Appendix T
and M, Grandclaudo, Etude critique aur lea Livres des Assises
de J&rusalen . (Paris, 1923)

.

215, Jean d'Ibelin, Aeaises de la aaute Cpur . CCLXI , JtilCLois . I,

p. 415, Brehiar, L'E^giae . p, 92.

816, Ibid . Ill, iCIOLois . I, pp, 24-25.

217. For example, the Patriarch Gornond adniaiatorod the kingdom
and (jor-duoted the niege of Tyre during the captivity of
Baldwin II. See Tyre, XIII, 6, Krey-3abcock . II, p. 10 and
RlfaOoc

,

. I, p. 553, He also placed his signature first upon
the treaty with the Venetians, Tyre, XII, 25, Krej-Babcock . I,

p, 556, RuGOcc. . I, p. 553,



V
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218. Ibelln, Aaalaes . VII, RHCLcls . 1, pp. 29-51 describes the coro-
nation rite in detail^ including these oaths. Dodu, op.cit . .

pp. 334-335, shons the parallel with the Capetian coronations.

219. Ibid , p. 30: "'Je I'alderAi la corone nise en ton chief juste-
ment a rialntenir et a defendre, sauf m*ordre,* seil est
d'ordre, et c*il est autre, 'la sainte Yglise de Rome.'"

220. Ibelin, Assises . I, RHCLojU, I, p. 22.

221. Hence the papal restoration of Daimbert. The Church had, of
course, its own courts dealing Mith matters of faith, perjury,
rape, usury, simony, marriage, testaments, tithes and the like.
Soe Ibelin, Assises . XXI7, RHCLois . p. 47.

222. Tyre says it v»as customary, XXI, 9. KreyBobcoek . II, p. 411,
RHOOco

.

. I, p. 1020. A{?ain, Baldviiri*B express dssire cliose
Aechetinus, the first Bishop of Bethlehem. Tyre, XI, 12,
Krey-Babooclc. I, p. 482, RHCOce

.

. I, p. 473.

283. As in the case of the election of the Patriarch Heraolius in
1180. See Ernoul, ed. L. de Has Litrie, pp. 8o-84. Tiia

influence of the King on the patriarchal el<3Ctions has been
damoustrated in regard to Ebrenar. It will be done so again.
Arnulf was to describe himself as "a rege, clero et populo
electus" . The order is significant. See RR, No. 75.

224.

225. See Rc/hricht , "Syria Sacra", p. 7.

226. See JL, 6287, for the papal attitude.

227. Oardi.ial Baronius in his Ana-ile3 ::oole3ia3tioi . XVIII, p. 197,

2281 See the donation of Raymond of St. Crilles to tne Jhurch of
Aries, HS, No. 44.
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229. Riant, JStalea . I, pp. 11-12 and Ku^^ler, Albert voa -^aohen .

p. 296 state that a bishop o* Bethlehem had ^een created in
1108 since Albert lists a bishop of Bethlehem pi^esent at the
October 1102 synod vjhich deposed Dalmbert, IX, 16, HHCOcc

.

.

IV, p. 599. Riaat, "Eolairciasenents" ( Hevue de 1 'Orient
Latin . I, 1893) p. 142 deniod it. The evidence of Tyre is of
such a nature that it cannot be denied. See the aaiilysis of
the ro7al decree belon.

230 Tyre ZI , 12, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 461-484, RIIGOec

.

. I, pp.
47S-474. HR, No. 59, dated there 1 Septeuber, 1109 - 24 March,
1110. The decree is printed also in PL, 155, cc. 1251-1264.
For other papal bulls subjectin':; Ascalon to Jerusaleu, see
JL . 7096, 8025, 6603a (JL, II, p. 754) of Calixtus II and
Innocent II, See also KBilin, op.oit . . P. 70.

231. I find it almost incredible that the K.ing represents the pur-
pose of Gibelin's rioit as having solely to do with the
creation of the new sse. Can the silanca indicate that Ubre-
mar opposed this nove and that this was the real reason for
his reiaoTal?

232, See R'bhrioht, "Syria Sacra", p. 23, for Aschetinus of Bethlehem.

833, Ad I have suggested, the papal confirmation of Gibelin as
patriarch vas lone iQ coming.

234. Riant, "Edalrcissements" , pp. 142-144 evolves a evelos of
fanciful theories in which he des'^ribea the cro"»n as having
co-opted to itself seme of the ancient preroeatlves of tho
ancient patriarchate by a concordat vcith the i-apaoy. No such
elaborate explanation is neoessary.

235. I have auauaarised the work of Kuncinan, op.cit . . II, pp. Sl-70,
124-185, for the forraation of tho county of Tripoli. For Latin
sources dealing nlth these developnonts, sae Albert, IX, 50,
XI, 1-7, 9-15, 15, RHOOcc . IV, pp.ts'V -669, lulcher, II,
40-42, RHGOcc . Ill, pp. 419--^'' , Ean.Fulgher . pp. 526-536;
Oaffaro, Llberatio . XII-XXVII, RHGOcc . V, I, pp. 65-73, ed.
Belspano, I, pp. 114^«^j H.A.R.Glbb, The Damascus Chronicle .

p. 88; Matth 111 of Sdesaa, RIIOArner. . I, p. 90. Tyre il

,

13-14, Krey-Babcock . I, pp. 434-4'38, See -lIso Gahen, op.cit. .

pp. 244 ff. 6*Sii,'i:,ppr>v-T7v

236. For the follo:ilng, I have relied heavily on the work of La
Moatc, Fe udal Mon arc hy , pp. 187-203, Runoinan, op.oit . . II,

pp. 64-70, 115, 135, 187-188; Dodu, op.cit. . p. 85 where
Antiooh'a recognition of Jerusalem suLeraiaty la stated too
strongly.
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237. Tyra, XI, 28, Krey-nabsock. I, p. 503, REgQoc. . I, p, 502.
5<'illiaia sageeets the clergy prompted the Xin^ to this appeal
to Borne. PerhapE this la evidence that Glbelin had urgecl
Baldwin to take the natter to Rome, For the early eccle-
siQStioal history of Tripoli, see Rohrioht, "Sytii Saora"

, pp.
20 ff, and J.Kichard, op.cit . . pp. 53-52.

238. These letters are £L, 6297 u nd 6298, PL, 163: 289-290. They
are preserved in Tyre, XI, 28 Krey-Baboook . I, pp. 508-510,
RflCOoo

.

. I, pp. 502-503, The papal letter in shorter form
may be found in Fulcher, III, 35, RHCOoe

.

. Ill, p. 46G-467
and H&p;. rule her , pp, 742-745. RE, No, 60, No. 61, Rosie^e,
Cartulalre . p, 13, Rozlere corrected the dates of these
letters to 8 June, 1111. The pertinent linos are as follows:
"quasoumque Infldellum urbes ceperls vel cepisti, ejusdem
Eccleelae reglmini dignitatlque 6ubj^iceant .,."; "... ut
liierosolymitanae Eooleslae urbes lllaa et provincias concedamus,
quae glorlosl regis Baldvinl ao exeroitum eorum sequentlum
Bangulne por Dei gratian aoquisltae sunt". The first quota-
tion is from the letter to Baldwin, the cecond , to Gibelin.

839, Aleiiad . yiV, 2; Davjes . p, 364, Leib . Ill, p, 149. Albert,
XI, S-4, RHCOcc

.

. 17, p, 664. These relate that Bertrand re-
newed the Greek allisnce. Albert says tliis happened when he
visited Constantlnoplo on his iway to the East with Ills Qenoese
flaet. Anna says the oath was taken at Tripoli. I incline
to Albert. V»'e should remember olso that the treaty of 1108
betvreen Alexius and Bohemuni included land as far south as
Tort o so

.

240, 3ee A.Fliche, Hist cine VIII . p, 229, for remarks on TJrban's
policy towards the vassals of the Holy See in I raaco and Spain.

241. Th<5se remarks are directed against ths genoralisatioas of
La Monte in his Invaluable study of the Kingdom of Jerusalem.
For ex6mi~>le, i''eudal iilonarchy . p, 205: "The kings performed
homage to the patriarch for their li.inds and sought ooafirma-
tlon of their title from the i'ope The Kiag was the vassal
of the Papacy,,,,," La Monte is correct xihen he notes on the
sane page that the patriarchs wore only primates who did not
rule the state. Nonetheless, the poiat must be emphasized.
La Mont" even aaya, p, 208, "On the whole Jerusalem may be
said to have boen far more free of papal intarf orence and
control than her position as a vassal state of tha Papacy
would lead one to expect," The reason is, of course, that
Jerusalem was not a papal vassal state. It should be noted
that in later years La Uonte seemed to have changed his mind,
rejecting the notion^ ^ ^i.pal vassalgge in Syria-Palestine.
See hie article, 'Lb^ jS^uSI. et les Crolaades", pp. 158-159.
See in this connection the support given to the opinions ex-
pressed in this thesis by M.W.Baldwin, "The Papacy and the
Levant durini3 the Twelfth Jentury," ( Bulletin of the Polish
Institute of A.ct3 and Sciences in America . Ill, i.'o. 2, January,
1S45) , p. 283.
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242. Albert VII, .'i6, RHCOcc. . IV, p. 550, Thus In 1185 the barons
swore to uphold tho regency cf liaynond d Tripoli until. In
the event of the death of B&ldwin IV's nephew, the Popo, the
Western Enperor, and the Kings of France and England should
arbitrate concer'ning the dispooal of the croitn. iionce i^ugh
of J^jbalc forbade the Emperor John Goaneaus to occupy Antioch
In 114.2-1143, in the naae of the Gernan Snperor and the Popel
Soe section of part two.

243. For an example of his pacificatory sieasureB, see hie efforts
to bring peace betneen the Archbishop of iJe^iareth end t;io

monastery of lit. Thabor. RR, Wo. 59. The bull Indicateo
that Gibelln kept his lecetine status to the end.

844. There is sone doubt as tc the date of his death. Hag.Spistulae .

p. 411, and HantCeata . p. 482 agreed for 1111. So also Hag.Bkk .

pp. 264-265, n. 8. Howevor RR, No, 64, dated 26 April 1112
has Arnulf ar.nouncing his death as of VIII, Id April, i.e.
6 April, 1112, Gibelin»s last act was R2, Ho, 50, dated 1
April, 1112. See also Rfthricht, "Syria Saora" , p, 7 and Kuhn,
pp. 47-54. Soe L. de luas Latrie "Les Patrlarches Latins de
Jeru.'^alem" , p, 17.

245. The oordial tone of Uibelin's decree concemiaji; the canons of
tho church of the Holy Sepulchre reveals the harmony betneen
Archdeacon, King '^^-^^ Patriarch, Kozie^e, Jartulaire . Mo. 42,
p?. 79-80, PL, 155 c. 1152.

146. This is clear from Arnulf 's letter announcing Gibeli-'s death.
See Hact.Ekk . pp. 264 ff ; Ku^ler, Albert von Aa«hea . pp. 228.

247. Ekkehard, iXIX, RHCOec

,

. V, I, p. 54, says of Arnulf,
"venerabilis et bene litcratus clericus". See also R&hricht,
"Syria Sacra", p, 7iKu3l«r, Albert von Aacr.en . pp. 401-402,
K&hn, op.sit . . pp. 38-47,

248. Tyre, II, 15, Krey-BabcoOc . I, p. 489, RHJOcc. . I, p. 479,
XII, 6, Krey~3abGook . I, p. 524, RHQOoo

.

. I, p, 519, are two
samples of "'illiam's pejorative Jud^nent on Arnulf.

849. On the Health of Adelaide, see Vitaiis, XIII, 15, V, pp. 35-36.
For the marriage see Tyre, XI, 21, Krey-Bebcnck: . I, pp. 496-
497, RHOOco. . I, pp. 487-489. Adelaide arrived in the summer
of 1113. Her husband, Roger I of Sicily, had died in 1101.
Until 1112, she acted as Regent for Ro^er II. Her son,
highly endowed »,ita florman rapacity, aabition, and political
genius, demanded as the terms of the marrlece treaty that If

the tt;o died childless, the crown of Jerusalem isould pass to
himself. Baldwin was in such desperate financial straits that
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he agreed to this request. For Roger, It was a dipldmatic
stroke of the first order. However, the treaty nas not well
received b? various factions In the Holy Land. la the spring
of 1117, when Baldwin lay seriously 111 and Adelaide had pro-
duced no child, Arnulf had the m&rrlage annulled on grounds
of consaneulnity . The true reason v*as that ^rnulf and the
Jerusalem baronage did not wish the crown to pass to Roger.
Albert, XII, 13-14, 24, RHJOoc . . IV, pp. 696-698, 704, who
desorlbos her arrival and t Iiei^arrlage in the most elaborate
terms, indicates this and adds that the divorce was under-
taken at the insistence of Paschal II. However, the papal
letter to be examined below does not speak of It, nor does any
surviving papal letter. Further, we could suceast that during
this time relations between Rome and the imperious Hog r II
were of such a nature as to render such papal action unwise.
Honever, Albert's report may be true and in any case indicates
that the marriage was a scandal to Christendom. It may be
that Daimbert, to discredit Baldwin had proclaimed his Illegal
repudiation of his Armenian wife before the Pope in 1105,
Tyre, XI, 1, Krey-Baboock . I, p. 461, RriQOoc. . I, p. 451.
Tyre's account of Adelaide's repudiation attributes Baldwin's
action solely to remorse for his sins, il , 29, Krey-Babcock . I,

pp. 513-514, RHCOco. . I, pp. 506-506. See Chalandon, Domina-
tion Normande . I, pp. 360-363, and S.Caspar, Hof^er II .

(Innsbruck, 1904) , pp. 31 f f

.

250. On Arnulf's trip to Rome, Tyre, XI, 26, Krey-Babcock . I, pp.
505-506, RHGOcc. . I, p. 499; Fulcaer, II, 54, RHCOcc . Ill,
p. 431, Ha.sFulcher . pp. 590-591. RR, No. 81, is the deposi-
tion of Arnulf.

251. JL, 6528, PL, 163, cc . 408-410. RR, No. 83, Runclman, op.elt . .

II, pp. 104-105.

252. Ibid . c. 409: "Pro sedandis Ecclesiae vestrae scandalls, pro
dlscutlendls capitulis qulbusdam, quae adversus confratren
nostrum Arnulfum, patrlarcham vestrum, ad audientlam nostram
et frequenti fama et bonorum virorum relatione porvenerant,
nostrae auctlorltatls nuper ad vos nuntlum mlseramus; fere-
batur enlm et de Inutlllbus nuptlls genitus, et mulleram oom-
mistlone pollutus, et in i^cclesiae praelatlonem vlolentla
regis Intrusus"

.

253. Ibid . "Caeterum praeter oplnlonem at exepectat lonem nostram
adeo apud vos est auota turbatlo, ut idem patrlarcha cum
nonullis fratribus ad nostram ooaoti sunt praesentlam per-
venlre"

.

254. Ibid . c. 409: the letters to Paschal say: "Eocleslae neces-
sitates multlpllces inlserloordlam obnlxls preoibus exorantes,
ut , quod ab els super sue antistlte factum fuerat, apostollcae
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dlspensarionis gratia f Irmaretur . So3 Itaque penes nos
prolizionl tempore detinuimus, legati nostri redltvxm prae-
Btolantes, edversus quem Idera fratres vehenontlus querebantur,
quod, causa unius uudita, propere advcrsus patrlarcham Ipsoin
sententiam, posthablta sedls apostolicae appellatlone

,

protulsrlt"

,

255. Ibid . 0. 409: "Pro pace et necessitate Kccleaiae Jerosolymi-
tanae communi veto et consensu eletjimus nobis in patrlarcham
domnum Arnulfum, remota vlolentla regis".

256. Ibid . "Ipse ©tlam confrater noster patrlarcha Arnulfus crininuia
illorum, quae adversus cum ferebantur, se omnino inununem,
STangelils tactis, asseruit. Porro personae ipsiua utilitas
ab initio expeditionis Jerosolymitanae quanta penes vos fuerit
at quanta sit, non solum nos, sed unlversus pene agnoscit.
Duobus i(»itur oapitulis hujusmodi judlcii ordine pertractatis

,

tertium, quod de ipsiua genitura vulgatun est, pro multis et
variis personae utllitatibus, quad dinuraerare prolixum est,
pro pace et necessitate Jerosolymitanae Eccleslee, quae in
praeterito quidem gravis, in futurum longe gravior iarainere
videbatur, apostolicae dlspansationis provisione duzimus toler-
andum, scientea ex apostolioe dogmatis notitla 'quonlam
charitas operit multitudinem peccatorum*.

257. Ibid , c. 410: "Manifestum autera vobis omnibus esse volumus
quod muliores lllae, de quibus, ut auperius slcnificatun est,
idem patrlarcha infamabatur, altera dicebatur uxor Oerardi,
altera Sarracena, de qua f ilium genuorit. Porro a. connuni voto
et consensu electiones in Sacramento auperius exposito Ebre-
marus et ejus complices omnino remoti sunt".

858. Tyre, XII, 6, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 524, RHOOoc. . I, p. 519.

259. Tyre, XI, 26, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 506, RIICOoc. . I, p. 499.

260. As «e shall see, he blamed the Papacy for the continuing ec-
clssiastioal strife between the patriarchates of Antioch and
Jerusalem.

261. Tyre, XII, 6, Krey-Babcock . I, p. 524, RIIGOco. . I, p. 519.
Albert says Arnulf died of grief for Baldwin, ^11, 29-30
RHCOoc, IV, pp. 708-710. i'uloher, II, 63-64, RHOOoc. . Ill,

pp. 435-437, Hag.Fulcher . pp. 608-614.

262. Ekkehard, Ghronioon Universale . MGSS . VI, p. 251. RR, No. 62,

dated June 1111. Ekkehard 's account is rendered suspect
because he places this event under 1116.
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863. RJihrloht, "Syria Saora" , p. 3,

864. The work of ifalter the Chancellor is filled itith his aotivi-
ties. 'le altiayo bleaoed new expeditions e^airiat the Infidel,
••g. 1, 2, ;mcOoo

.

. V, I, p. 85, Although rumour Gcouaed hin
of nurderlnc Teaored, Matthew of Edessa, AHCArmen, I, p,
T03-704, he supported Icocer as baillie of tho reoln, I, 4-5,
RHCQoo. . V, I, pp. 90-91; II, 1, yiJooo, . V. I, p, lOO.
When on 23 Juno 1119, disustor overtook the ormy of Antlooh,
Bernard defendod the oity until ita rolief by Baldwin, II,
6-10, Rnoooo. . V, I, pp. 107-117; Orderio Vitalia, XI, 25,
IV, pp. 243-245. See alao the evidenoe collected by Cahen,
op, ait

.

. pp. 311-314.

865. In the thirteenth century the patriarch invested the prince
nith his lands. Honever aside from this thirteenth century
•ideice, the eTidenoe from the twelfth century coiifiras the
•tatements in the text,

266. Matthew of Edeosa, R.IJArnea . I, pp. 80, 75, 96, for exaaples
of his attempts to keep Tripoli and iildeasa within tho Aatiooh
orbit.

gC7. Oahen, op. ait

.

. p. 315.

868. This may be Justif ioution after the fact for our au{:s8stion
that Rose was acre interested in the exaltation of the Jeruse-
l«m church baoause she feared tho -letrine associations of
Antlooh and the use these could be put to. The letter is
JL . 632f3, PL, 163, oo. 303-304. There is tho notice in Tyre,
XI, 20, Krey-Babcook . I, pp. 510-511, RilGOoc. . I, p. 503.
See also j^, Ho. 66. The wording is si;",nifleant : "Quamvis
Inter ooetertis sedes epostolica ilia sedes onineat, quan
Petri cpostoli norte In oorpore di^natio superna clarifl-
oavlt, inter Romanum tomen et Antiochenum episcopos tonta
quondam lecitur charitas ezstitisse, ut nullo intor eos
divisltes videretur. £adam xetri persccu utraaque illus-
travit eccleaias".

269. Ibid, cc. 305-304: "Mi.lta posthae teu.pora transieruni.,

quFbus infidelium dominatio unitatcm he ;e in ^er bonis prae-

sidentia.Ti ii.pedivit."

270. Lujjd., C.304: ";aeterum et optavimus, et optaaus non scandali

sed p.cia fomitem i?rati:us ministrare, suum Jus et honorem

quibuscunque ecclesiib conservare .

"
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271. Thus Antlooh Is seen by the Pope as the second great see of
Christeidon, thus setting tislde the decision of Chalcedon
which granted that place to Constantinople.

272. Ibid . c, 304: "---— nee de nobis /aentio tuae opinio ulla
subrepat quod Antiochenam ^cclesiam deprimero a ut Inhonorare
vellmus. ----- Caeterum et optiivimus, et optanue non scandali
Bed pacis fonltem fratrlbus ministrare, suum jus et honoren
qulbuscumqus ecclesilQ conservore"

.

273. The account is in Pflugk-Harttung, Aete . II, p. 205. The Pope
is referred to in such a way "piae memoriae", as to indicate
he is dead. Paschal died in 1118. See also JL, I, p. 749
and Rohrlcht, Regesta . No. 72. The presence of the two legates
from Antioch is attested by their sitinaturea to a papal bull
concerning lionte Gassino. See PL, 163, c, 314.

274. Pflugk-IIarttung . II, p. 205: "Nunc autem, quia reges lerusalea
eis ----- iure christiano mancipaverunt , Antiocheno patrlarche
Bfullateuuu obodiunt, sod ecclesiab totius predict! terrltorii
et ecclesiasticum lus patriaroha sibi lerosolimitanus usurpat**.
Our deccriptlon of Bernard's determination to hold his patri-
archate to the limits established centuries before is supported
by the fact that the legates enumerated the ancient limits of
the Antioch patriarchate to the Pope: "Tenporibus antem
ehristlanitoti s antiquan gentiles Jerusalem et Antiochiam
provinolas-quo illas, pertinentee sue ditioni, subincissent ---

Sydon, Acco et provintia tia Accon mare inflult,
dyocesis Antlochene fuerlt".

275. The evidence in connection with this is a bit confusing and
should be examined closely. The following is the report in
Pflugk-Harttung, Acta . II, p. 20 5, which we have alreedy cited
In part in connection with the papal aims and objectives for
the crusade. Paschal*8 reply is as follows: "Non soleo de
tractatibue ecclosiarum cito reepondere, sed petition! vestrae,
quia de longe venistis, et longa vos via reddituros expeotat,
non est differendum, quod babemus vobis respondere paratum.
Sancti memorie ver.erabilis Urbanus papa, quendo concilium
populosissime congregationis in Uonte Claro celebravit viamque
lerosolymit enam suscitavit, decrevisse memorutur et scitur,
quod, quicumque priacipes provincias vel civitates supra
gentiles c onquirerent , eorum princlpatibus , eliminatis gentium
ritlbus, ecclesiae restitutae pertinerent .

" The Pope went en
to confirm Urban's decree. Roziere, p. 8, has the same account,
adding the folloviing conoernint: Adhemar: "post oaptam Antioch-
iam Podiensis episcopus, sedis epostolice legatus, prudent!
optimatum uaus consilio, Jerosolimitano regno et Antiocheno
prlncipatui termlnum posuit, fluvium scilicet, qui Tripollm
at Tortosam interfuit; decernens, ut Jerusalem omnem terram
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a parte aufstrali usq,ue ad eundem fluvium lure perhenni
possident, et Antiocbia ex altera flualnis parte nichllo-
ninus obtinoret". Pf lugk-Harttunc and JL, I, p. 749 onit
this fron their notices, _RR, No, 72, adds it to his summary.
This is unfortunate since it is not certain that the legates
brought this forward at the synod, Hozi^re, hoTtever, thought
they did, but our eye-^vitness account nekes the lejates base
their claim on the ancient extent of the patriarchate of
Antioch whereas this account asks for rapal recognition of
the Antioch patriarch's rlsht to lands south of Tripoli,
especially of Tortosa, lands had passed to Bertrand and to
Jerusalem upon the death of >filliam Jordan, basing the claim
on Adhemar's reputed decision. The account is rsndered sus-
picious by the fact that it is all but unbelievable that
Aflhemar in the summer of 1098 could have foreseen the erec-
tion of Jerusalem into a kingdom and Antioch into a principa-
lity. While the legates may have brought Adhemar's name into
their plea to bolster their own arguments, • which I am in-
clined to doubt, - the above report seens to be a fabrication
by Antioch for the sake of the aims and objeotivss of Bernard
and Roger of Antioch. That there was some basis for the fab-
rication is shown by the following.

Fuloher, III, 34, RHOOcc. . Ill, p. 456, Hag.Fuleher . pp, 739-
742, and notes: indicates that he heard the basis of defence
giren by the Antioch legates. This confirms also the view
presented by myself that Urban had asked for the restoration
of the ecclesiastical fabric of Syria-Palestine. Fulcher
should be cuoted, nlndful that this appears in his account
ooncerninp the see of Tyre. The capture of Tyre, as we shall
8«e opened the next great stage of the controversy: "pacificet
Dsus Antiochenam eccleslan cua Hierosolymltana , quae duae
dissident de Tyria tertie. Ilia dicit hand sibi fuisse
subditam sub Graecorum tempore; haec dicit se esse communitam
prlvileRiis a Romano pontifice. Nam in concilia Aivernensi
taa authentico et nomlnatlssimio constitutum unanimi adsensu
fult, ut quaecumque civitas, marl magno transito, a pagenorum
posset excuti logo, sine contradictione perenniter obtineretur,
Hoe etian in Antlocheno concilio, episcopo Podiensi msiGis-
trante, replicatum et concessum ab onmibus est". When th«
evidence is placed tocsther, it seems likely that Urban at
Clermont wished the restoration of the ancient churches end
dioceses in the Sast, and he tlso wished the princes to set
up their temporal authority In the East, This Jud':jment,
which we have adv-noed PrejJj^gj^sAZ, i^ another connection must
be qualified by the clear T-«ir. rliro^ of Urban's desire for
friendly relations with the Greejc Empire and church. While
we should remind ourselves again that the evidence here is
not completely conclusive, additional confidence is gained
when we remember that Fuloher was present at Clermont.

As for the embassy, it nas an attempt by Bernard to preserve
his patriarchate against the expansion of Jerusalem. Further,
it may be taken as an attempt on the part of x.oger of Antioch
to extend his suzerainty south into the county of Tripoli.
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Hence the fabricated claim that Adhemar had years before
established the llae of demarcation betvjeen Antloch and
Jerusalem. That Adhemar has reiterated that Dspai decree
concerning the princes' right to hold principalities is,
however, certain on the basis of i'ulcher's evidence,

276. JL, 5343, Tyre il , 28, Krey~Babcock. I. pp. 511-512, JHCOoc. .

I, pp. 503-504, FL. 163, c. 316, RR, iio, 73.

277. "Hon enim volumus aut propter prlncipum potentlan, eccle-
slastlcam nlnui dignitatem; aut pro eccleslastlca dlgnitate,
prlncipum potestatem mutllari".

278. JL . 6344, FL, 163, cc. 316-137, Tyre, XI, 28, Krey-Bebccck .

I, pp. 512-513, RECOoo. . I, pp. 504-505. RK, No. 73.

279. That In neither of these letters Paschal refers to the bogus
tale of Adhemar*s division of the lands of Antloch and Jerusa-
lem is further indication of the report's fabricated character,

280. I find myself at variance with Runclman, op.clt . . II, pp. 85,
101-102, who refers to Pasohal'a "disastrous" pro-Antioch
policy". That Paaohal moderated his concession by definition
Is clear. Hovievar, he did not accede completely to the re-
quests of Bernard as the records of Benevento show. The
previous concession to the Jerusalem church stood, if in a
modified condition. Nonetheless, as we shall see, the papal
attempt to preserve peace and justice was a sineular failure.

281. Just how little control the papacy had in the Best is illus-
trated in the following amusing Incident, vie know that in
1122 the flishop of Ol&sgow , John, refused to submit to the
Archbishop of York, Thurston, fie left his see and went to
Rome. His cause found no favour there. Therefore the dic-
comflted bishop went to the East where he accepted the hospi-
tality of the p^itriurch of Jerusalem who was ignorant of
the motives which had brought him to the Uoly Land, lie even
seems at times to have posed as the legate of the pontiff in
Rome. In 1123, however, he was compelled to return lo Rome.
He seems to have attempted to return to Jerusalem but even-
tually he was driven to submission and returned to his see.
See A.W.Haddan and ^'.Stubbs, Councils and Eocleaiastloal Doc»-
ments Relatinn: to Great Britain ani Ireland , (three volumes. "

Oxford, 1867-1878), II, I, pp. 20-21.

282. For a working bibliography on the militairy orders, the source
oolleotipas having already been discussed, see J.Deleville Le
Roulx, Les Hospitallers en Torre Salnte et a Chypre . (Paris,
1904) end H.Prutz, Die Geistliohen Ritterorden . (Berlin. 1908)

t;hyp]
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La Uoate, Fandal Mone^rohy . pp. 217-225; J.Delaville Le Houlx,
MSlange sur I'Ordre Ce S« Jean de Jsrusalem . (Paris, 1910);
G.Hoenioko, Studion zu r Geschlohlte des iiospltalorde as Im
K^nlPirelch Jerusalem . (Halle. 1897)'. 2Tkelville , L:. Ho des
Templiers^ (Paris, 1951) ; E.S.Ki.ig, The Knlnhts Hos pltajilore
in the Holy Land . (London, 1931) ; Dodu, op.clt . . pp. E22-235.

283. La Monte, Feudal Monarchy . p,212; Dodu, op.clt . . p. 507.

284. Tor a convenient summary in English of the origin of the two
great military orders, see Runcinan, pp. ait . . II, pp. 156-158.

285. For the origin of the Order of St. John, see Delaville Le
Eoulx, Le3 Ho3pitalier9 . pp. 3-43; Heyd , op.clt. . I, p. 105,
Basic sources are Tyre, IVIII, 4-5, Krey-Pabcoclc . II, pp.
241-246, IlHCOoc

.

. I, pp. 822-827. See also the evidence of
Siocard in Muratori, 5ISS . VII, cc. 586-587; Anatua, YIII, 3,
Fni . p. 342; Dandolo, Olironlcoa . RISS (new), XII, I, p, 232,
Tho Exordium nospitalis of V/illian of St, 'festane is printed
in Delavrilla Le Roulx*8, De prima orinlne Hospltalarion
Hjeroaolynitanorun . (Paris, 1335)

.

•um

286. See Delaville Le Roulx, Gartulaire . No. 1 - No. 30, which show
the rapid spread of the Order's possessions in Europe and
Syria-Palestine.

887. Oartulaire . No. 8, records the efforts of Richard of Alba,
legate of tha Holy See, to defend tlis Order's possessions in
Spain. In No. 20, Baldwin of Jerusalem enumerates the Order's
possessions in his Kingdom, confirming their possessions and
privila,?;ea. This is dated September, 1110. In 1112, Arnulf,
patriarch of Jerusalem, exempted the Order from tithos in his
patriarchate, a cor^cossion of the greatest siijnif icance

.

Oartulaire . Vo. 25. Baldwin aad3 additional concessions in
the Hasie year, Oartulaire No. 38, and Ebremar, Archbishop of
Caesarea, also ezemptsd the Crd«r from tithes in his diocese,
Oartul-iire . No. 29. In June, 1118, Roger of Antioch extended
his favour to the Order. See Oartulaire . \'o, 45. Some bishops
were more cautious in the granting of exemptions than others.
See Oartulaire . No. 42.

888. jTL, 0341, FL, 153, oo. 314-316, fjelaville Le Rouli, Oartulaire .

No. 30. This is RS, No. 71. Tho Order was soon established
in Rome. See P.Kehr, Italia Pontifioia . I, pp. 34-55. Fo?
a succinct account of tlie riae of papal exemptions and immuni-
ties, see Fllche, HisteJUif VIII . pp*. 223-226, 334-235. Further
papal favour for collections made by the Hospital may be seea
in Oartulaire, '^o. 31.
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See M.Vv .B8ldwin*8 artlole on the eooleslest loel hietory of
Tripoli, p« 161, where, I think, he misinterprets the deoree
of Pasehal and the opinions of Delaville Le Roulx: "--- it

authorized the brothers of the Crder to keep ell tithes
lerelled in their domains despite any contradict ion by the
bishops and their olergy". Tha latin In the deoree reads as
folloTis: "Sane fruotuun Teatrorim deoimas, quoe ublllbet
Testrea atur.ptibus laboribusque oolllgltls, preter episooporuo
rel episaopalittin fflinistrorum oontradlotionen Xenodoohio reatro
haberidaa posaidendasque aanoimua".

289. Basio aourtea for this beginning are to be found in Tyre, XII,
7, trey-Baboook , I, pp. 524-527, RHCOeo. . I, pp. 520-521.
There is also the full aooount by Uiohael the Syrian. See
Chabot*0 edition of his ohroniole. III, pp. 201-203. There
is the aaoount of Ernoul, ed. L. de Mas Latrle, pp. 7-9.
Indispenaabltt also are Henri de Curzon, Le Higgle du Teaple ,

(Paris, 1886) and the work of II. Prutz, Entwioklun^ und Unter-
gang des Tempelherrenordene . (Berlin, 1888) • Jne i^he nplA
grovtk of til* Taaple, aea B. A. Leas, Reeorda of thg Templayg
in Snglamd la the Twolfth CoBtary . (Volime II, of the British
A«ad*n7*a Beeorda of the Sooial and Eeononia Hiatcry of Snglaat
<nd Wale a, London, 1936. Unfortunately, there la no deflnitlTi
Cartulary yet published for the Temple. Hov^ever, the preliain
ary work has been done: G. A. M.J. A. D'Albou, Cartulalre Cren^ra
de l*Order du Tenple , (Paris, 1913) and E.G. Leonard, Introduo-
tion Bu Cortuleire N^enusorit du Temple . 1150-1317, (Paris, 193(

S90. For this net; derelopment in the life of the Order of St. John,
aae Delayille Le Roulx, Les Ohevaliers. pp. 44-47.

291. Tyre aoouaed both Orders of refusing obedienae to the Patrlarel
of Jeruasl^m and refusing to pay their tlthea. Tyre, III, 7,

520-521 and XVIi:
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Section Three :

THE REIGN OF PASCHAL II

1. Urban II.

By a curious irony, Urban II died on 29 July, 1099, two

neeks after the capture of Jerusalem. He did not live to hear the

news of the Christian triumph.^

Urban' B achievement e in resard to the Crusade commund our

2
adiairatlon. In the launching of the movement to the iiiast he syn-

thesized aiflis and objectiyes which had been at veork in the Western

sohupoh for many years. The Christian zeal for the reconquest of

lands held by the infidel, the Church's desire to end the cruel

4waste of feudal warfare, the Papacy's conviction that it was the

effective leader in Christendom's war with the heathen, all found

their proper fruition in the Crusade, Urban fused pilgrimage to

Jerusalem with the notion of a Holy War. He appealed to the growing

7Western concern for the Holy Places by calling for the liberation

of Jerusalem end the defence of the Eastern Churches. Above all

these shown the Glory of the Roaun primacy , The confidence of Urban

in the divine mission of his office and in the righteousness of

his crusade appeal Is revealed to us when we remember that in 1095-

1096, :ienry of Germany, Philip of France and William Hufus of England

were excommunicated. To have dreamed, (under such conditions), of

a Latin attempt to free the Holy Sepulchre with an army, organized

and inspired by Peter's vicar, is Urban's unitiue and splendid achieve-

ment*

Throughout the papal orgcmlzatlon and planning for the

crusade, insofar as we can discern them, we find an admirable
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practical Ideallam. If religious fervour proclaimed tlie stru^sle

of the Cross against the heathen, practical churchmanship attempted

to determine the composition of the small army nhich Urban had in

Qmind. If the >apacy were the leader of Christendom against the

Infidel, she did not slight the layman. Urban knew nell that it

was the layman who nould win the victories, and, as we have shown,

9probably held out temporal rewards for the victors. Urban's prac-

tical idealism is further revealed in his lack of interest in the

erection of a papal state or of a theocracy under papal domination

In the East. Tet in all of this, the i-ope, through his legate,

Adhemar, would be present to remind the crusader that his true

reward was a heavenly one and that his eternal destiny hung on the

proper fulfilment of his vows.

We have spoken already at some length of Urban's attitude

towards the Greeks. Here again we find the same practical idealism.

If ohurch union were not a primary motive for the crusade, nonethe-

less Adhemar was counselled to be friendly, to allay ^reek suspicions

of the Roman primacy, to respect the reelings of the Oreek hierarchy,

At the same time. Urban clearly detached the crusade from any plans

which Alexius might devise for it. Jerusalem was the goal of the

expedition and it seens likely, as we have argued, that Urban on-

vlsaged not only the Latin occupation of Syria-Palestine ba\; also

the restoration of the ecclesiastical fabric through the introduc-

tion of the Latin episcopate, provided that the rights of the Groek

ohurch wero respected. Urban knew something of ^reek sensitivity

to thiigs Latin. He wished no further estrangement to arise from

the crusade.
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During the course of the preaching of the Crusade, the irope

saw his dreara become a genuine possibility. Several armies ap-

peared, numbering thousands of crusaders. Tet with this wonderful

response, the Crusade bocane something unwieldy and turbulent,

impossible to discipline and to direct as a whole. If Adhenar

retained great prestige, it was as much due to his charsetor and

ability as to his papal commission. further. Urban was soon to

hear of Latin difficulties with the Greeks. Although he probably

knew the contents of Alexius' friendly letters to the Abbot of Monte

Casslno, he was probably disturbed by the hostile comiusnts contained

In the letter of September, 1098, in wlilch the crusade princes

announced the death of Adhemar. While no doubt flattered by the

rectuaet that he come to the Holy Land, Urban could not miss the

hostile references of Bohemund to the LasteTOChrl6tic.nE and to the

Snperor. It revealed that Adhamar's moderate and conciliatory

policy was faced with opposing forces so strong as to coamand anxiety.

It is probable thit church union '*ias in the air in 1093 although

the councils at Barl and Rome viere, in all probability, a contlnva-

tion of the papal policy which aiaed at the further absorption of

the Greek churches of southern Italy into the fioman orbit. Yet

beyond some Increased consciousness of the need for union, we cannot

•stimate Urban's reactions to this ever increasing antagonism between

Greek and Latin in the East. This problem, together \«lth papal res-

ponsibility for the preaching of the crusade and for the Latin

establishment in the Uoly Land he bequeathed to his successor,

12Kalnier, cardinal-priest of San Clemejite, elected ^asohal II.
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2, The Gruaade of the Falnt-Hearted .

While we do not possess the complete register of taschal II,

there is enough evidenoe nhioh remains to indicate that Paschal nas

determined, at least at the outset of his pontificate, to fulfill

his inherited responsibility of urging men to take arras to liberate

the Eastern Ohurohes.

At first he was to have little difficulty. From 1097 on.

Western Europe was to read many a letter from the East urging con-

tinual support of the crusading movement. Ihe forged letter of

Alexius I attempted to arouse zeal and enthusiasm for the journey to

the Saet, if only by depicting the charms of the Greek women and the

costly treasures of Constantinople,-^ The letters of Stephen and

Anselm received wide circulation. '>e have already referred to the

letter Issued by Simeon and ^^dheaar and the later letter from the

Greek and Latin bishops in the East, both directed to arousing sup-

port for the Orusado among the V.'estern faithful, threatening «lth

exeorrununicatlon those who refused to fulfill their vows. The cru-

sading princes themselvea wrote, giving reports as to their progr-eaa,

asking for the prsyers of the faithful and for their military sup-

port.^* Baldwin du Bourg also dispatched letters to Manasses of

Rhelms. The people of Lucca also told of the need for more cru-

saders in the East.^° The letter, which Daimbert and others wrote

to the Pope and the faithful, asked for kindly treatnient of return-

1 7
Ing crusaders. Due to the difficult situation of the crusaders

18
Is the East, the correspondence was to continue.

Under the iafluence of these letters deacribinr the victor-

ies of the Latins In the T^ast, Europe was In a ferment of excitement

and anticipation. Ar for the Papacy, it eeems cevtain that in the
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spring of 1099, Urban had directly approached Anselm, Archbishop

of Milan, xiith an eye to recmltlns a new array for the crusade.

The evidence nould lead us to suppose that a Lombard army nas form-

19
Ing nhen Urban died. When in the fall of 1099, the news arrired

of the capture of Jerusalem, nothing could stop a new crusade. The

Christian triumph kindled courage and resolution in the hoarts of

those who had not fulfilled their vows, and filled with shame those

who, through fear, had not joined the original expedition.

The papal letter written at the end of Decenber, 1099, re-

flects the total situation in East and ..est. i^aschal was determined

that aid and nen should bo seat to the victorious crusaders in the

21
Sast.

Writing to the hierarchy of France, Paschal sang the praises

of God in thanksgiving for the liberation ci the Asian Church and

the Holy City. Hotuever, declaring that continued aid to the cru-

saders \iH3 imperatlTQ, he offered the oritiii^al plenary indulgence

for the remission of sins to those who would go to tlie aid of the

22
Eastern Church. Those who had take., the oath and did not go to

the Zaet must do so unless prevented by poverty. Those who turned

back on the journey, especially during the siege of Antioch, are ex-

communicated until they give sufficient assurance that they will

fulfill their vows, "^ As for the returning crusaders, care is to

be taken that f.ll their property and possessions be restored as had

been stipulated by Urban II. In closing. Paschal urged the

hierarchy of FiftA^iO; to do all that they could in order that the

25
Eastern Church night be restored to her rightful place ind condition.

Paschal does not seem to have preached the crurade In person.

He asked the hierarchy of Trance to undertake this burden. The
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letter nhieh Manassas of Rheims virote to Lambert of Aries is the

26
first sign that they did so. The Archbishop of Rhelms there

refers to the papal letters, and ulso to letters of appeal fron

Godfrey aud Arnulf, the iatriarch. He cocmandB vows and fasts

for a Christian victory in the East and prayer that Arnulf may have

wisdom to deal itith heretical sects, the last an important indica-

2 7
tion of the grossing anti-Greek sentiment in Westera Europe.

Not only this, at a synod at Anse , 1100, the archbishops of

Trance and Anselm of Canterbury assented to the papal injunction to

regard as excommunicated those nho had failed to fulfill their vows.

This affected Hugh, Archbishop of Lyons, who, determined to go to

the last, wrote to Faechal asking to be relieved of his legateship^

In Trence, la order to nake the journey to Jerusalem. This regaest

28Paschal granted since he wished him to be his le{;abe in Asia.

That Hugh went to the East is certain; however we are ignorant of

his aetlvltles as legate. The sources do not mention hia as exer-

cising his powers as legate. Aa far as we are concorned the first

papal legate, for all practical purposes, appointed after Adhemar,

««• Mauritius of lorto who, as we know, was sent out in April 1100

to ensure the orderly re-establishment of the Church in the last.

The western sources for the Crusade of 1101 hl^o reveal

the importance in the expedition of the Lombard cities and th«

Italian naritimss. The Genoese traders, the ^brlsco brothers, who

arrived home from the Saat at Christmas, 1099, brought appeals for

30
help from the East. Paschal may also have written in 1100 to

31
the risans asking for their continued support. We have spoken

already of the ermy forming among the Lombard cities in 1099.

Perhaps they also rnoeived word of the need for reinforcements in
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52
tli« Xaat. Under the leadership of Archbishop Aneeln a large amy

33was to set out durlns the year. They viere to be i'oll07.ed by the

antias of men from l^rance and Germany, nith such leaders as Wlllian

of Acquitalne, Stephen of Burgundy, and Wulf of BaTaria. *

Our primary concern in all of this is the amount of ocatrol

the Papacy was able to exercise over the crusade of 1101. He hsTe

noted in this connection the spontaneity which characterized the

peoruitment of the armies, spurred on by shame and by a fsrvent desire

to go to the Sast non that Jerusalem had fallen. The Papacy did tako

part in the recruitment of armies. So^^ever, there naa not the sace

degree oT papal initiative as in 1095-1096. Further, this crusade

was even mora haphazard in its organization than its predecesscr.

If Hu,?h of Lyons were a papal isolate, nhich I an inJllnod to doubt,

ho exercised little, if any, control over the crusaders. The armies

were In no «ay united as their actions in Aeio Minor shov. The

strife \flth the Greeks was even nore narked, despite the efforts of

Archbishop Anselm and others. To this last f^ct, l.o. anti-Greek

feeling In the rest arisin/; out of the crusada, ve siiall return in

a aonent. Hfhat is our concern at the present tine is to shon how

little control the Papacy had over this Orusade, beyond exiiortatior.

and the s'sntln,'^ of the usual privilef^os to the crusaders.

The Crusade of the Faint-hearted ended in disaster. After

this, the iateros* of 3uropa seens to have nanad, except for Bohe-

und's espeditloa, which ahall bo discussed shortly. There were to

be no large amies for another forty years. True, the Italian narl-

timoB kept adiln.T: to thsir holdln{?fl and privileses in the Eoly Land

by helping the Latins ?.ith largo fleets which they sent regularly

to the Xaet,^^ However, aside from a few large pilsrimagos, and
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37private expeditions to the Iloly Lend, the pattera became now

that of the pilgrim who took passage on the semi-aanual sailings

for the East from Genoa, Venice and Fisa or of the wealthy lord

with a small sroup of retainers who Journeyed by land and sea to

Jerusalem. There soon appeared the phenomenon of the young knight,

of" to seek fame and wealth in the East, side by side Tilth the peni-

38tent who sought expiation for a serious crime. Perhaps the

disasters of 1101-1102 quelled Europe's ardour. Perhaps Surope felt

that the job had been done. The shifting political scene militated

•gainst continued large expeditions. The Church doubtless kept the

task of the ChriEtian reconquest in the East before the eyes of Latin

39
Christianity. Letters were exchanged regularly betvjeen East and

West, and the '.'estern chroniclers show some notion of the course of

eveuts in the Best, Yet, when all is said and dor.e, Europe was

to wait for many years before the crusade wbuld be pro<7laiaed and

responded to with something like the oricinal fervour of 1095-1096.

3. Paschal and Bphemund,

We have alluded previously to the deterioration in repcba-

tion which the crusades brought to the Greeks and their Emperor.

Rate for Alexius had appeared in the crusade, feeding upon pre-

existing racial, cultural, and religioue teneione, gaining Ptrength

from the charges of Bohemund who wished clear title to Antioch.

We can inagino also the reaction of the Greeks to the repaoious

barbarians who pillaged their countryside, threatened their tcv»as,

who fired the suburbs of Constantinople. further these "barbarians"

had stolen Antioch, ejected the Greek Patriarch end introduced Latin

Christianity into the East, Probably the Greeks kne* that this

last had received, at the least, implicit papal tanction by the
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papal legate /Mauritius. When Mauritius had arrived in the ^ast, he

had voiced no disapproval of the Norman possession of Antioch. Nor

did he complain over the expulsion of the Greek Patriarch John from

Antioch.

Further antagonism had arisen from the damage inflicted on

the Greek islands by the Italian maritimes, Genoa, Pisa and even

Yeniee, ally of the Byzantine Smpire. In all these the rapaey had

••eaed to ooncur. Paschal has, to all appearances, issued no nord

of rebuke to the Italian cities. The actions of Liauritius and the

papal letter contain no indication that Paschal was actively con-

cerned, as his predecessor had been, vith the preservation of

friendly relations with the Greek Empire and Church. tie recall,

however, that in his letter to Alexius, written in 1112, the Pope

had referred to letters written to the Patriarch of Constantinople,

nhioh, according to Paschal, the Patriarch had refused to answer.

Aside from this, we have no evidence which would indicate that Paschal

had attempted to heal the "schism" for its own sake or for the sake

of the crusade. In the Crusade of 1101, the Papacy had had little

say over the course of the expedition and its tragic behaviour in

the East. We know that Anaelm of Uilan and others acted as mediators

between Greek and Latin during the crusade, but their moderate

counsel cannot be traced with certainty to papal instructions. In

fact, the evidence is such as to point to the conclusion that Paschal

had given the crusaders no instructions at all concerning the Greek

ehuroh. Paschal was not as sensitive as Urban had been to the

Greeks, - this is the direction of the evidence.

The reports of the Crusade of 1101 seem in the main, to have

made Alexius the chief cause for its failure. Kkkehard described
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hla as wicked and evil, "emperor of the heathen", not of Christians.

With fine irony, the Oerman monk described Alexius' custom of speed-

ing pilgrims on their nay to destruction. He accused Alexius of

providing unseanorthy vessels for the crusaders. Clearly he was

allied with the Turks, planning the annihilation of the crusaders.

41
He was the "persecutor of the Church" and the enemy of the crusade.

The nork of Ekkehard became known throughout Viestern Europe and,

together nlth the other expressions of anti-Greek seatiment by other

erusade writers, provided a solid basis for a continuing fear and

hatred of the Greek Smplre. Few seemed to understand the atti-

tude of the Greeks, few realized the cost of the armies to the

Empire's precarious economy. Few saw any Justice in Alexius* claim

to Antloch. Few saw that the failure of the expedition was due to

Latin folly. Latin egotism swore vengeance on Alexius, using him

as a scapegoat for its own failures.*^

As we know, Alexius tried to meet this hostility, fomented

by Bohemund and augmented by the racial, cultural and religious

antagonisms existing between Greek and Latin. We have mentioned

his ransoming of Latin pilgrims. Even more important was the ill-

fated mission of the Bishop of Barzinona . Alexius had intended this

prelate to present his "apologia" before the papal court. Instead

the Bishop betrayed his trust and denounced Alexius to the Pope

as the enemy of the Crusade.

It is easy to feel that the Papacy was remarkably inept in

all of these developments. True, Paschal was not the man that Urban

had been. His leadership in the crusade raovemeat was not as forth-

right and decisive, further, as :ie have said. Paschal does not

seem to have sho\vn any sensitivity for the political situation of
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the Greek Empire or for the theological attitudes of the Greek

ohurch as Urban II had done. When ne add to this the general feel-

ings of susplolon, hate and fear of the Greeks, Albert's report of

his acceptance without demur of llanasses of Barzinona * s charges is

quite intelligible. Further, throushout these years of >aschal's

reign, his position with Henry V, vshich nas to culminate in the

humiliation of 1111, nas deteriorating. True in 1104, the Papacy

was reconciled with Philip of France.** Nonetheless, at this time,

the Pope needed the support of his l.'orman vassals and this committed

45him to a policy implicitly unfavourable to the Greeks.

In January, 1105, Bohemund arrived at Barl. As we know, his

primary concern was to obtain help against Alexius whose forces were

slowly closing in on Antioch. He was aaconpanied by Daimbert who,

as we have suggested, was restored to his See in March, 1105. This

in itself was auspicious for the Norman. Dalmbert was known to be

no friend to Eastern Christians. From the moment of his arrival In

the Vest, the Norman was received as the rightful ruler of the prin-

eipality of Antioch. No Western source records any doubts as to

his title. Further, Bohemund was a hero to the ..est as his trium-

phal journey into France was to show. Indeed there is every likeli-

hood that he brought the Gesta . amended suitably, which proclaimed

his right to Antioch and his uniq.ue position as the hero of the

Crusade. People ran to see him as if he were Christ himself. '

He was not only a victim of Greek tyranny but he had also suffered

a long captivity by the infidel. Further Bohemund had always shown

the greatest deference to the Holy :3ee. Had he not invited Urban to

oome to rintloch and take what uas his own? To Bohemund therefore.

Paschal listened. >ie can imagine the charges presented. The Greeks
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were plenning to seize Antloch on u trumped-up claim to be the

rightful owners of the city. The Gesta *s famous interpolated

passage disposed of this perfidious diplomacy, further, Bohemund

probably reminded the iHope that if they succeeded in doing so, the

Roman church would lose control of ieter's first see. The theolo-

gical possibilities of this for Greek-Latin controversy were probably

not lost on Paschal. Thus it was that Bohemund departed for France

with the papal blessing and a papal banner, accompanied by the papal

legate, Bruno of Segni. His avowed purpose was to obtain military

48
aid for an expedition against the "tyrant", i.e. Alexius,

The Norman arrived in France in early spring of llOS and

•mbarked on a tour of the country. He displayed great political

adroitness. He exhibited his piety before the shrine of ^t . Leonard

whose virtue, he claimed, has been responsible for his escape from

the heathen's power. Perhaps he also indicated that St. Leonard's

50
power had enabled him to escape the power of Alexius. Secondly,

In the style of the true adventurer, he proceeded to contract a

marriage with Constance, the divorced wife of the count of Troyes

and daughter of the King of France.^ Everywhere people flocked to

see him. Babies were ahristened after him. He told of his adven-

tures, exhibited sacred relics, repeating the same theme: the

5S
perfidy of Alexius.

With all these triumphs behind him, Bohemund proceeded to

hold a council at Poitiers. It opened, under the presidency of the

53
papal legate, Bruno of Segni, on S5 June, 1106. The burden of

the council was plain. Although there was talk of a new crusade, a

new appeal for the " via Sancti Sepulshri ". it was plain to all that

the primary pmrpose of the army was to punish Alexius for his "crimes"
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against the Latins. If piety deaanded that Teruealem bo numed the

destination of the army, it nas clear that it rjould prooeed via

an invasion of the Greek Bmpire. He nay even have brought vjith him

a Greek who claimed to be the son of Romanus IV Diogenes, thus

stirring up addltionul hatred for Alexius who was not only an enemy

of Christians but also a traitor and usurper. Bruno of Segni seems

to have aided and abetted Bohemund in all his activities.^

Bohemund approached the Normans to the north. To the south,

the hatred of the Greeks which William of Acquitaiae had brought

back from the crusade Mas sufficient to stir many tc take arms in

55an expedition which was to punish the Greek emperor. Everywhere

Bohemund and Bruno seem to have received friendly cooperation and

en
a Batlsfying response to their call tc arms. His populurity was

soon increused as many began to read the Gesta which the xrince of

Anticoh hsd brought into France on his travels. Thus, playing upon

the relis?ious fervour of the Franks, his own popularity, the general

hatred of the Greeks, the desire for tic spiritual benefits of

the crusnde, and natural human greed, this "third crusade", as

Tltalie termed it, was launched. The sinister purpose, the attack

on Alexius was, however, clearly marked.

In Italy, Paschal was not idle. The chronicle of St.

Haxentius refers to his exhortation at an unnamed synod in support

61
of Bohoiaund. In the fall of 1106, Bohemund himself came to Italy

to speed the process of recruitment.^^ He even attempted to drati

the Papacy more closely into his scheme. In September, 1106, he

wroto to rtaschal.^^ After thanking iasohal for his assistance in

his cause through granting him an apostolic legation into Franco,

Bohemund announces that he has returned into Italy. Ue has further
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requests to make. He would like a council cGlled uliicli will deal

not only with the crusade but ulso with the dispute existiai; between

hlHself and Alexius and also which will deal with the romovul of

heresies in the Church conoernine the Double Procession, baptism,

the Eucharist, and clerical marriage. After this is done, Bohemund

64
wishes Paschal to accompany him to the Bast. Had not Urban

promised to do so at the council of Bari? Paschal should do this so

that edl Latins may ha've the oonsolution and joy of his preaence.

The letter now launches upon an attack upon those who said

that Bohemund had unjustly taken up arms against the Emperor. They

are declared to be lovers of money rather than juatioe. Alexius*

orimsB are enumerated. He is an usurper. He is guilty of schism

from the Homan church. He has brought death and spoil&tion upon the

sons of the Roman church. Why should Paschal be exhorted since

this, i.e. the punishment cf Alexius, is more his business than

anyone else's. Yet if Sion sleep, then she must be awakened. For

if she sleep, then she will fail in her many responsibilities.

Paschal, therefore, is once again urt^ed to take in hand the purga-

tion of CJreek errors for the sake of the Chursh and the exaltation

of the Roman see. If he cannot do so in person, let him send out a

65
legate who will accomplish his wishes.

It is interesting to see that in none of these documents did

Bohemund reveal the true iscue between himself and Alexius: the pos-

session of Antioch. Rather he asks vaguely for Justice to be done

to hira in his luarral with the i^mperor. The old slELadere are re-

peated and a new thene is emphasized: the purgation of GreeK errors

from the church. Perhaps Bohemund thought that Paschal would be

more susceptible to this appeal rather then to others. Perhaps
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indeed Paeohal had become Increasingly aware of the solfloh anbltions

of the Tlorman prince. It would aeera that Alexius was not without

his defenders. Perhaps the papal support for Bohemund had cooled

to the point where It was necessary to delivar such en exhortation

as the one above.

We can assume that Paschal continued his support of Bohemund.

W« do not know of any further steps which he took in this direction,

although he tried td preach the crusade at one point during his Trench

Journey."" At any rate he did not heed Bohemund* s exhortation to go

to the East. Nor did he hold a council which attempted to deal ;:lth

the Schism or the Greek errors which Bohemund had enumerated. None-

theless, we cannot hide our eyes to the fact that in supporting

Bohemund, the Papacy lent its prestl^^e to a direct attack on the

Greek Empire and Church. The idealism which had marked the actions

of Urban II was -joae. Perhaps it is not necessary to apolojjize for

Paschal, One could cite Gregory's support of Guiscard, another

mistake dictated by a zeal for moral righteousness. With Paschal,

however, we can feel that he was powerless in the situation. A

greater fl,:-ure, a stronger pontiff, might have continued Urban's

practical idealism but moderation and conciliation towards the Greeks

would have been frustrated by Alexius' doslre for revenge, by Bohe-

mund* s determination to hold Antioch at all costs, by the rising

mutual antagonism between Greek and Latin, not to mention the rapacity

and greed of the Italian maritlmes. Nonetheless to the Greeks, the

Papacy had become the enemy cf the Empire, and they v;ere confirmed

in their fear and suspicion of ell thincs Latin. ^^

The war which folloved in 1107-2108 is briefly summarized in

go go
the notes. Bohemund returned thoroughly beaten from this campaign.
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Further, the Papacy, throuch two bishops, Mauros of Ajnulfl and

Renard of Tarar.to, had witnessed his humiliation,'^ Henoefortli

Bohemund would hold Antloch as an imperial vassal and introduce a

Greek Patriarch into the city. The treaty of Devol, September, 1108,

marked the formal recognition of the Byzantine claim to Antioch,

Henceforth the Papacy was to be profoundly aware of that fact.

4. The Oloae of the Keiga of i^asohal II.

W« hare now reached the concluding portion of this first

part of the dissertation. It perhaps would be useful to present a

hort summary of more detailed discussions around certain important

questions which this thesis has attempted to answer. The first

question to answer concerns the establishment of the temporal power

in the East. iie have argued that in all likelihood Urban II looked

forward to the permanent occupation by Latin Christians of the area

we call Syria-Palestine. This papal objective was speeded to fruition

by the desire of some of the leaders to carve out for themselves

principalities in the East. Bohemund, Tancred, Godfrey and Raymond

had eithex no land at home sufficient for their ambition, or they

had, for the same of the Orusade, left their Western lands behind

forever. Mizod into all of this was what we have called Latin

Jingoism. uaolal pride, existing, of course, prior to the Crusade,

was intensified by the encounter of the Latins with the older civili-

sations of the Bast. It received additional strength from the

animosities which had arisen between Greek und Latin during the

course of the original expedition. An things therefore conspired

to bring about the introduction of the temporal power of Latin

princes Into the Sast.
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But further, iie must enquire as to the establlshaent of

the spiritual power in Syria-Palestine. Urban had preached a

Orusade ivhose purpose was the liberation of Eastern Christians and

whose goal vias the deliverance of the Holy Sepulchre from the hand

of the infidel. The Crusade nas no aere temporal expedition, but

was the expression of a militant Christendom, inspired and guided by

the see of St. i^eter. The Christian re-conquest was both temporal

and spiritual. As we have argued. Urban wished that the ecclesiasti-

cal fabric of the country be restored. We have also argued, that

provided the rights of the Greek church were respected and provided

that the consciences of the Greeks were not offended, that Urban

had enYisaged the restoration of an ecclesiu stical fabric which

would be Latin in character and in full submission to the primacy

of Rome. He had not wished the Crusade to alienate further the

sympathies of the Greek Church. On the other hand, the Latins would

introduce a Latin hierarchy into the East during the course of the

re-conq.ue3t . Mixed into this papal aim were a variety of factors.

Hate for the Greeks increased as the Crusade went on. Racidl feeling

also strengthened. There was also the ambition of princes, such as

Bohemund, who wished to be free of all Greek control. The action

of itaymond of Toulouse, in introducing the Latin episcopate, was

seen as a product of all these forces. Of all the leaders then re-

maining, Raymond had been closest to the ^ope and to his representa-

tive Adhemar. Further, he wished to provide a Latin to rule Latins.

His zeal and piety thus cooperated with the plans of Bohemund to

eject John from Antioch. Both actions received the support of the

oraeaders, of whom an increasing portion hated and feared, with

contempt thrown in, all things Greek, spiritual and temporal.
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But what nas to be the relatloaahip between these tno powers?

Tor nzample, nas Syria-Palestine to become a church state? Sov a

church state could exist In t«o nays. Tou could have papal rule of

the land through an all ponerful patriarch nhose sole superior nas

the Pope in Rone. It could be argued that when -Godfrey took the

title of "Defender of the Holy Sepulchre" that here ae see reflected

the desire of Urban to establish a church state in the Sast. If not,

why then did not Godfrey assuma a more secular title, such aa king,

the title eventually assumed by his successors? The true reason for

this title was Godfrey's piety. He did not aasume it out of defer-

ence to the spiritual power. True, his election «as surrounded by

intrigue and oontroveray. However, as ne argued, these intrigues

and oontroversies were not born of a struggle between the spiritual

and the temporal povters but rather nere a product of faotions com-

peting for power, spiritual and otherwise, in Jerusalem. The

power Godfrey exercised at first naa a royal, a clearly temporal

povsr. His piety dictated the assumption of the novel title.

It i s true that many saw the new Latin establishment in

terms of a patrimony for all the faithful in <^hrist. This feeling

was to be turned to his own purposes by Daimbert, a man of over-

whelming greed and ambition.

W« have argued that Urban had not envisaged the creation of

a papal state in the East. Daimbert, however, dreamed of the

orsatlon of an ecclesiastical state which he would rule as prinoa-

patriareh, acknowledging no one, not even Rome, as his superior.

In the fulfilment of his ambition^ aa we argued, he was assisted by

Godfrey's piety, by the general feeling of many, already referred to,
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that Jerusalem was the co/nmon patrimony of all Christians by the

fact that Godfrey needed the power of Pisa, and finally by the

ambition of Bohemund, who wanted a sanction for his possession of

Antiooh. Henoe the investiture of Godfrey and Bohemund by Daimbert

and the subsequent demands made on Godfrey by the ambitious prelate.

However, as we argued, Daimbert was not a papal locate and his

sctions in no way are an accurate guide to the wishes of Urban II.

As «• know, his plans were defeated. In the first place, there was

no room within the Roman orbit for an indopendent patriarchate.

Secondly, with the accession of Baldwin, who assumed the title of

king, there was no further mention of vassal&f^e to the Patriarch of

Jerusalem on the part of the King of Jerusalem. If anything, we

have suggested that the Patriarch became the loyal servant of the

King of Jerusalem. The Papacy consistently favoured the power of the

lay lord in the iSast. There can be little doubt but that this policy

was advocated by the papal legates who returned from the Bast and

made plain to the r'apocy that it was upon the temporal povier that

the Christian re-conq.uest in Syria-Palestine ultimately depended.

However it should be pointed out that the lay lord was not permitted

to do as he nished with the Church. In the reinstatement of D&im-

bert, la the re-election at Rome of Arnulf, we see the papal deter-

mination to preserve the canonical freedom of the Church and its

possasaions from exploitation by the lay lord. Granted that all

aotiyities in the East had always a kind of ecclesiastical tingtt,

due to the special character of the situation, -- where the re-

oonquest was after all a Holy .'.ar, sanctioned by the Church,where

bishops fought alongside of lay lords, where the spiritual and

temporal powers were most closely Intertwined, -- still nonetheless.
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«• err seriously if we see Syrla-Palsstlne as a vassal state of

the Papacy through the local episcopal orgaaisati on.

Nor can it be argued that Baldwin nas a direct vassal of

the Papacy. If the lay poner was not subservient to the spiritual

poiier, -- and Indeed was actually superior to it, — the ley power

of the crown of Jerusalem was not bound in papal vasselgge to the

sea of Peter. Now, onoe again, we must say that there e:cisted a kind

of speciel relationship between the lay lord and the Papacy, The

Fepaoy had sumnoned the princes of Surope to a Crusade. The lords

of the Latin Orient were always on crusade. It was the papal duty

to foster and protect their continued povier in the East, i'or this

reason, if for no other, the Papacy had crushed all signs of eccle-

siastical ambition in the East, making the ecclesiastical power the

willing help-meet of the temporal power, provided that canonical

liberty was preserved. Yet, as we have argued, there is no evidence

which would lead us to support the theory that Baldwin of Jerusalem

was the direct vassal of Paschal, As far as the royal prerogative

went, it was not bound to the Papacy. If'urther, the Papacy gave every

evidence of desiring to please the wishes of the Kln^ of Jerusalem.

Paschal was happy to sanction the erection of the sae of Bethlehem

into a bishopric upon the request of Baldwin, '"e note that it had

been the temporal power which took the lead in this, not the

patriarch of Jerusalem, further, in regard to the sees of Tripoli,

the ambition of the Jerusalem church to extend its Jurisdiction,

following the progress of the Jerusalem armies, and at the expense

of the ancient prerogatives of the patriarchate of Antiooh, sought

confirmation from the Papacy through the intercession of the King of

Jerusalem. Not only this, Paschal showed that he wished to honour
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the King of Jerusalem and to exalt tlie olty more highly » novy that

it was In Chrlstlaa hands, and thus he granted the request. Bow-

6Ter, this must not be seen as an indication of papal vassalage.

The question here involved Is tae ecclesiastical allegiance of the

cities nhioh the forces of Jerusalem had conquered from the infidel.

Paschal assigned those to the Jerusalem Qhurch at Baldwin's request,

showing his favour to the King of Jerusalem and also his determina-

tion to add greater power and prestige to the Jerusalem church. By

the accepted interpretation of the Soman primacy, the Pope had the

right to alter ancient ecclesiastical boundaries whenever he felt

this was Justified. Although the struggle had temporal ramifica-

tions, the action of I-asohal was viewed by the Pope himself as an

ecclesiastical measure. When the Patriarch of Antioch protested,

a protest born of his own injured ambition as well as of the thwarted

temporal designs of Antioch on the county of Tripoli, Paschal re-

treated slightly. lie re-defiued his concession to Baldwin and pro-

duced a formula which aimed at the preservation of the rights of the

temporal and the spiritual powers in both Antioch and Jerusalem.

Yet in the final analysis, the papal decision was to exalt the church

of Jerusalem and its icing whenever it could. ^e repeat, ho\'iev3i',

that this was not a matter falling within papal jurisdiction because

of some hypothetical suzerainty over all the Latin temporal establish-

ents in the East, but rather an action which the Pope judged was

within the splnBrtual competence of the see of Peter. To conclude

then, Baldwin was not the vassal of Paschal. lie reigned by the

grace of God, not of St. Peter. He fought, as we noted, on behalf

of all Christians in the -est. The Holy Land was the common patri-

mony of all the Latins, not the vassal state of the Papacy. Neither
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patriarch or king wee the man of the Roman ohuroh. Looked at In

broad perspeotlve, the policy ostabliehed by Paschal oommtiadB our

admiration. <e have described It as a "careful pragmatism" . Such

It was. The i-epipum and tha saoerdotium were to cooperate and grov

together in strength and unity. The Church would preserve her

libertes . In free episcopal elections, although royal confirmation

was necessary, and in the control of ecclesiastical property. She

would succour the pilgrims, tend the holiest shrines of Christendom.

She would fight alongside of the princes. She would even administer

the kingdom of Jerusalem in the absence of the monarch. She laould

tske ac important pl^ice in the life of the kin{?dom and the activities

of the Haute Pour. Yet she was not the mistress of the realm. As

for the temporal power, it was independent of the Papacy and of the

tatin Church in the East. Tet , it was the duty of the monarch and of

all the princes to advance the Cross against the infidel, to protect

the Holy Sepulchre, to foster the development of the Church in their

realms. Since the warfare against the heathen was perpetual, the

Papacy, and all sensible prelates in the East, saw that it was the

temporal povier upon which all depended. Take away that power and

all power, spiritual and otherwise, ended. Hence, as vje ha^e

observed, if anything, the Papacy favoured the temporal power over

the spiritual po\jer in the East without allov^ing the spiritual power

to be utterly aubservi-nt to the lay lord and without establlBhing a

papal vassalage over the temporal power in the Sast. We have, in

places, described Pesohal'e character in terms not overly flatter-

ing. Paschal did have an indecisive strain in his character.

Nonethele3s, it must be remembered that it was this "Indecisive"

pope who helped in great measure to establish these sensible
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relationships between Papacy and cro¥in, between iapac; and patriarch,

and who fostered the healthy relationship that developed between

r«gnum and sacerdotium In the East. To have done nil oi tills Is,

In Itself, no suall aohleveaent . ixhen we remeaber the difficulties

under which the i^apaoy operated, --- the great distances, the con-

flicting reports, the fact that legates were often unduly Influenced

by either of the two poT>ers In the Bast, the ignorance uf the iapacy

In regurd to the political tenalous existing In the East, the lack

of Information on ancient diocesan boundaries and the exact geo-

graphical Units of tlie Christian holdings in Syrla-ialestiae

,

we see the reign of tasohal II, in this rospect, as a great triumph

In practical church governnent.

The question of the disposition of the sees of the county

of Trijioli brings ua to the entire problem of the lireeks vis ;it via

the i'apaoy and the crusaders. '.Ve suggested In regt-rd to this that

the Papacy was mindful, from the year 1108 on, of the Greek claims

to Antiooh and Its surroundint:; territories. we hIbo eufsgested that

the Popaoy feared the ^etrlns associations of the see of Antiooh,

first, in rogard to what might develojj In Latln-Gpeek theological

controversy If the patriarchate of Antiooh were retur'ied to the

orbit of G^reek Christianity, and also 'what the Patriarch of Antloch

might snake out of this in an attempt to resurrect the Eastern notion

of Independent patriarchs. Unfortunately, this could only remain

a suggestion since direct evidence is lacking. However, the 1-apaoy

did fiavcur Jerusalem over Antiooh, quite apart from the Petrine

Qasoclations of Antioch and auite apart from tho fact that its

future as a Latin principality nas Insecure. Jerusalem, \ilth its

shrines, was the Koly City of Christendom. Its sanotity far sur-

passed that of Antiooh. Upon tMs city, the ^ apacy placed tho
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greatest favour. Indeed, when in December, 1107, Paschal liad

attempted to deal with Ebremar and Arnulf, the Pope had spoken of

71Jerusalem as called to be a model of Latin purity. The phrase,

In itself, is sugriestive.

Paschal's attitude towards the Greeks nas not, we argued,

that of his predecessor. Urban had wished to be friendly towards

the Greek Christians. Adheraar was to be conciliatory. The rights

of the Greek Church and its feelincs were to be respected. Paschal

does not seem to have been that concerned to prevent the Crusade

from drlvin the two churches any farther apart than before. We

concluded that the evidence poiits to a certain insen sitivity on

Paschal' s part towards the Greeks. It la unlikely that he gave any

Instructions to the Crusaders of 1101 in regard to the Greeks. The

Papacy gave implicit sanction, at the very least, to the Norman pos-

session of Antioch, to tho attacks by the Italian maritimes, during

the course of the First Crusade, upon Greek possessions. The matter

of the reunion of the Churches was complicated throughout by poli-

tical considerations. Alexius, when he approached Paschal in the

period following 1111, was interested in unifying the imperial

crowns of Bast and West, of splitting the Papacy from its alliance

with the Normans, of taking advantage of the troubles with Henry 7

In order to pose as the "defender" of the Roman see. Not only this,

Alexius hoped to end the Norman resistance to the claims of his

realm and his church to control of Antioch. Above all, he wished

to prevent papal support for any more expeditions such as the one

Bohemund had raised for the invasion of the Empire. Paschal on

his side demanded first of ell a Byzantine-Norman olliance £^nd then

the submission of the Greek church to the primaey of Rome. It is
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safe to say that in all these negotiations, th^t there nas never

a meeting of minds. The aims of the two powers nere quite diverse.

The Crusade had deependti the ohasm between the heads of Latin and

Greek Christendom. Pusohal, to some extent at least, probably

shared the Western animosity for Alexius, the enemy of the Crusade.

Alexius, we suggested, was probably not interested in church union

for its own sake but rather for the political results which it

might produce. Further, the Papacy might well wonder what would

result if the Roman see were drawn into a state where Caesaro-papaism

held sway. By the end of the reign of Paschal, the two churches

regarded one another from the opposite sides of a huge gulf created

by many factors: cultural and racial antagonism; the need for the

Papacy to maintain the Norman alliance; the Norman control of Antioch

and the Greek desire to recover the great fortress on the Orontes;

the Papacy's sanction of the Normans in Antioch and the presence of

a Latin patriarch in that city; by the support given to Bohemund in

his orusade against Alexius; the conflict between Byzantine Caesaro-

papism \ihich aimed at the unification of an ecclesiastical power

nithin the Oecumene and the exaltation of the imperium of the Emper-

or over all other powers whatsoever and the determination of the

Hildebrandine Papacy that the Church must be free of temporal power,

to lead her own life and thus fulfill her sacred function as the

path of salvation for all mankind. The Crusade had added additi-

onal barriers to a true reconciliation bet\veen Sast and West. Thus,

while we may deplore Paschal's attitude towards the Greeks, we

must not forget that the chasm between the heads of Latin and Greek

Christendom had been centuries in the making and that both he and

Alexius were following destinies ultimately irreconcilable and

therefore fraught with tragedy for both.





As for the preachinR of the crusade, despite a decline In

Interest after the Crusade of 1101 and Bohemund's disastrous fail-

ure. Paschal seems to heye continued to exercise his office as the

preacher of the drusado. The evidence indicates that throughout

his reign, Paschal gave constant encouragement to the Crusade in

Spain, at this particular time, threatened by the resurgent power

of the Moslems under the impetus of the Almorahvides. Despite

occasional setbacks, the Christian forces enjoyed in his later

74years, a victorious advance. As Urban had done, so Paschal also

favoured equally the Crusade in East and .^est. ^ Nor was Paschal

to neglect the war in the Mediterranean vihen southern Europe was

atlll troubled by Saracen attacks from the sea. In 1114 Paschal

encouraged an attack by Pisa on the Saracen strongholds in the

Balearics. The papal will was represented on his expedition by a

legate. Hence in this we see the Pope's determination to fulfill

the duty of leading Christendom in its struggle against the

77
Infidel. In this connection, however, we should note acjain the

decline of papal influence over the crusade armies. To all intents

and purposes, the papal influence over the Crusade of 1101 had been

non-existent. Further, the preaching of the Crusade had been done

by the French hierarchy, or later, by Bohemund and a papal legate.

The papal oontrol thus was becoming more indirect; the actual

leadership of the expeditions was falling more and more into the

hands of the temporal power. However, the expedition still remained

an expression of the power of Peter to sumnon Western Christendom

against the infidel and, by the power of the Keys, to hold out

eternal rewards to the soldiers of the Cross.
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FOOTNOTBS t

1. Tor a working bibliography for this section, see the follpwlngi
the two admirable works of aynthoais by A.Fiiohe, t.*Europe
oeoidentule de 8B8 a 1125 . (being volume II of the iiJBtolre
O^nftrale . Histoire du. 2Joyen A,'^e . under the general dirootioa of
O.Glotz, Paris, 1930) and La H6forme Grep.orienne et la Reconq.u9te
Ohretieane. (1057-1183) . (boin- volume VIII of tho Histoire de
I'^Ef^liee depuls le s ori:;ineu .juaqu'a noa .lours , eclited by
A.Fliche, V.llartin and S.Jarry, Paris. 1950). This lust nork
is referred to as Fiiche, Histoire YIII . Further tho work of
L.Halphen, * L*E8Sor de I'Surope . Paris, 1940) should be added
to these two sujrvey ^sorka for this period. The two standard
histories of the Crusades are S.:^unciman, A History of the Cru-
sades . (three volumes, Cambridce 1952-19541 and B.&rousset,
Histoire des Oroiaades et du Royaume Franc de Jerusalen . (throe
volumes, Paris, 1934-1936) . Further works: L.Br^hier, L'Sglise
et I'Criaat au Moyen Af;e ; Les Croisudes . (Paris, 1928);
L.Chalandou, Hjstolre de la Domiadtion Normande en Italie et
en Sioile , ( two voluaes, Paris, 1907); a.Yllley, La Qroisude

,

(Paris, 1942) ; J.Longnon, Les Franoais d*Outre-Mer uu iJoyen Age .

(Paris, 1929)

.

2. For an analysis of the papal Initiative and leadership in the
crusade, see Fliche, History YIII . pp. 285 f, and the admirable
monograph of Yilley, passim, especially pp. 85-97, 101-105.
The documents give ample testimony to the importance of the
Papacy. Gesta . I, Brihler . pp. 2-4, Hag.Gesta . pp. 102-105,
Fulcher, I, 1, RECOco. . Ill, p. 321 and those other sources
which record the speech at Clermont: Malmesbury, Yitaiis, iiay-

mond, Baldic, Guibert and Robert. Bven Albert in the "Peter
cycle" which opens his history, gives acknowledgment to the
papal role, I, 3, 5, RHGOoc. . lY, pp. 273-274.

3. Long has been the scholarly debate on the origin and nature of
the Crusade. W© have already referred to the work of Carl
Erdmann who saw the First Crusade as the logical development
of the notion of a "Holy .'ar". Other scholars have seen it as
a modification of the v/estern notion of the pilgrimage to Jeru-
salem. See Nicolas lorga, Breve Histoiro des Crolsades et de
leurs fondations en Terre Salnte . (Paris. 1924) and A.Hatem,
Les poemes 'Splcues des croisudes . (Paris, 1932) and M.P.Boissonade

,

De "s^ouveau sur la chanson de Roland . (Paris, 1923) and his
article, "Cluny, la PapautS et la premiere Grande Croisade
internat ionole centre les Saracens en Sspa^ne" , ( Revue des
Questions historigues . CXYII , 1932). Finally, one would cite
the psycholoclcal analysis of the motivations at work during
the Crusade in Paul Rousset, Les orir-jnes et les ca ractferes de
la premiere Croisade . (Neuohatel, 1945).

This appears strongly marked Fulcher's account of the Sj

at Clermont, I, 2-3, RHOOoo . . HI, pp. 322-324, Ha^.Fult
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5. For a succlaot aooount of Urban 's concoption of the fioman primacy,
see Fllche, HletoPlt VII I . pp. 322-324.

6. There la little doubt that tlio growth of pileriae^^es to the Holy
Land contributed creetly to Europe's enthusiastic desire to
cleanse the Holy Sepulchre from the coataffllnating hand bf Islam.
See Brehler, L'Enllse . pp. 21, 48. For a detailed account of
one of th(38e early pilgrimages, see Vltalis, III, 4, II, pp.
63-68.

7. Dandito, Chronic on . RI3S (new), XII, I, pp. 214-215, concludes
his report of Uanzlkert and the damage to Eastern Christendom
with the words: '*Sio manet desolatu ublq,ue orlentalis occlesla**.

8. Urban intended but one army as the i'landers letter shows. Hag.
Bplstulae . pp. 136-137. As for the composition of the army,
Urban ordered religious to consult their abbots, the faithful
their priests. He excluded the youn^ and all narrted women.
Further he placed all property under the protection of the
church and nade the crusading vons irrevocable. See the letter
to Bologna, Hag.Eplstulae , pp. 137-138, Vltalis, IX, 2-3, III,
p. 466-476, and Kan si XX, cc. 815-818, 890-891.

9. This refers to our somewhat tentative judgment that Urban
wished the Latin temporal pov^er to be Introduced into Syria*
Palestine.

10. The reader will remember our citation of La Uonte's important
article, "La Papaut& et le s Croisades" , ( Renaissaace . II-III,
1944-1945), pp. 154-167. la the article, p. 156, La Monte
listed four possible papal motives for the proclamation of the
crusade- First the desire to free the Holy Land; second, the
desire to effect church union with the Greeks; third, the
desire to establish an oocleaiaatical state or a papal vassal
state; fourth, the desire to demonstrate papal power, thus
influencing the course of the Investiture struggle in Europe.
He accepted the first, rejected the second and third as I have
done, and accepted the fourth, adding; a spirited defence of
his opinions. Hence, La Monte saw the papal attitude towards
the crusade as almost completely self-regarding. The evidence
adduced by La Monte is derived from the thirteenth century.
There is, it seems to me, not a particle of evidence to support
his opinions in regard to the launching of the Jt'irst Crusade.
Matters such as these are difficult to prove since they are
almost entirely the product of the historian's reaction to the
facts before him. Suffice it to say that La Monte 's intorpre-
tatlon seems to me to be the most profound misjudgment of
papal motives from Hildebrandine to Innocent III. In regard
to the launching of the first crusade, it seems to me that
Urban* 8 plans for a single force of eaall proportions reduces
to absurdity the charge that it was en attempt to demonstrate
papal povier and thus recoup papal prestige.
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11. The best attempt to explain the alnoat nlraouloua response
whloh Urban' B plea at Clermont and elsewhere elicited is to
be found in Longnon, op.oit . . pp. 1-30.

12. Fundariental information for Pasohal'a life and reign Is to be
found in the two volumes of the Liber Pontificalia , edited by
L. Duchesne (Paris, 1886-1892). For a secondary source, the
standard nodorn authority is A.7liche, Ilistoire VIII . pp. 338 ff.

13. The appeal is sketched in the crudest possible terms; see
Eag.ISplstulae . pp. 130-136, A similar opinion of Constantin-
ople women, voiced by that eminent twelfth century puritan,
Peter Damian, may be found in Dandolo, Chronicon . P.I 53 (nevs)

,

III, I, p. 215.

14. For these letters, see Hagenmeyer's collection, passim. Note-
Tjorthy in this is Patriarch Simeon's offers of eternal salvation
to thQ crusader and damnation to the laggard, Hefj.Bpistulae .

p. 142. The threat was repeated by the Patriarch on the basis
of his apostolic authority, Hag.Epistulae . pp. 148-149. The
letter from the crusaders was passed through the churches as
the postscript, printed in Ha^..3pistulae . p. 155, shows. We
have already noted that this letter indic^^tes Alexius* promises
of safe-conduct through the Enpire. Anseln asked Ilanasses to
proceed against the "false pilgrims" who would not fulfill
their vows, Hag.Splstulae, p. 160.

15. AOL, I, No. 118, No. 157, pp. 187, 213-215.

16. Hag.Bpistulae . p. 167.

17. Ibid , pp. 173-174.

18. AOL . I, No. 138, p. 190. Daimbert appealed to the Germans in
the spring of 1100, Hag.Bpistulae . pp. 176-177. As Albert
shows, the returninc^ crusaders were to encourage others to go
last, VI, 53, RHCOoc. . IV, p. 499.

19. See Landulph of liilan In RISS (new), V, III, p. 5. It should
be added here that at his last council in Rome, April 1099,
Urban had preached the Crusade once again. See the Chronicon
Malleacense (S.llaxentii Pjctavensls) edited by P.liurohegay and
l.Mabille. GhroniqueB des'Bglises d'Anjou . (Paris, 1869), p. 418.

20. Vitalis describes this reaction with special mention of Stephen
of Blois. His account in regard to the Count of Bloie leaves
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ua unoertaln as to tihether Stephen feared nore th.e Ch.urcli's
anathema or Adele, his wife, i<ho save him no peace with her
taunt3 of conurdlce. Vltalla, i, 11, 12, 19, 17, pp. 68,
80, 117-120. Skkehard's Summary of the feeling in the Weat
Is adnlrablo, Ohroniaoa Univaraalo . MG3S, VI, p. 220. "Mox
profectlo populosa, et quae pena priori posset numero dum-
taxat aequari, subsequitur , quae post auditas ultra spen
raa Hleroaollnao prospere £;estas, a reeidulB totlus ocsid'^ntis
gentlbus, naxine au his quorum prius votis timor vel difl'i-
dentia, Inopla val imbecillltas obstiterant, denuo parabatur".

21. JL, S^^IS, PL, IS.^, CO. 43-44, Hap., iipi 3t ulae . pp. 174-175.

22. Ibid . c. 44; "Cranes ergo regionem vestrarum mllites In pecoa-
torum, auorum remlssioaen vel veniam cohortumini, ut .^d illaia
matrem noatram Orientalem Eoclesiam studeaut festinara".

23. lb 1

d

. c. 44: "Allloquln eoe Infames haberl deoerninus. Qui
ero de Antiocheca obsidlone fide puslllamlni et ambigua re-
oesserunt, in exconnucicat ione pernaceant, nisi se rc-dituros
eertis seourltatibua conf Irmaverint . Porro fratribua qui poet
perpetratam dlvlnltus vlctorltim revertentur" .

24. See the letter to Robert of Flbnders, welcoming hiiL home, JL .

6889, dated January 21, 110?, FX, IPo, c, 103. Paschal atteupt-
ted, 8ome\tbat feebly, to defend Robert's cause against Henry I

of England. See JL, 5883, PL» 163» oc» 80-81, to Ansoln of
Canterbury, dated 31 December, 1101.

25. Ibid . c. 44: "Ita Ic ombnibus agite, Ita pro veatro officio
studete, ut mater ilia noatra Crlentalls eoelesia in statum
debitun, largiente Domino, communlbus studlls ref ormetur"

.

26. Hag.Eplstulae . pp. 175-176.

27. Lambert had always been a firm aupporter of the crusade moTe-
nent , having been present et Clermont.

28. The evidence for the above is in Hugh of Flavigny, MOSS, VIII,
p. 487. See also JL, 5824 for the exchange of correspondence.
While Hu<[;h*8 presence in the crus&de is certain, his le^ateshlp
reaalns, to ne, in doubt. See the Gallia ChrlGtlane . IV, ee.
105, 107, the correspondence with Anselm, PL, 157, cc. 497-498,
505-506 and the appendix to Raymond, RHGOcc

.

. HI, pp. 307-309.
His prosonoe was accepted by B.Monod, ^asai sur les rapports
de Paaohal II aveo Philippe ler . (Paris, 1907), pp. 10-15, and
by R.R6hri3ht. GeschicLta l..6'i.i. reichs Jerusalem . (Innsbruck,
1898) , p. 30.
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29. Basic Is tho account of Bkkehard in the Ohronlcoa Unlveraala
11G3S . 71, pp. 219-223 and the loiger liballus, Hierosolyrilta .

found in RIaGOoo. . V, I. Also there is Book VIII of Albert,
RnCOeo. . IV, pp. 539-585, Fulcher, II, 15-19, RHJOoc. . Ill,
pp. 3S7-402, Ha;^,.yulgliQr pp. 424-444; the three pious accounts
of tho martyrdoa of Thiemo, archbishop of Salzburg in the
RH0CC3. . V, I; the work of Vitalis, X, 19-23, IV, pp. 117-158.
Briefer notices are to be found in the r^reat source collec-
tions, notably the quotation frcn the Saxon chroniclo in the
RHGr . nil, p. 717; Annales 3anoti Rudberti Salisbur^eaai

a

.

MGSS, IX, p. 774; Annales Mellicenses . MQSS . IX, p. 500;
Annales Reicherspergenses . MGSS, XVII, p, 450; Annales Rosen-
veldenees . MGSS . XVI, p. 102; Annales S.Petri Erphesfurdenees .

MQSS . XVI, p. 16; Annales Falidenses . MOSS . XVI, p. 72;
Annales Weinp:artenoes Velfici . KGSC, XVII, p. 308; Anneles
Augustaai . MGSS . Ill, p. 135; the excerpts from Richard of
Poitcu and othorc, KEGF . XII, pp. 5-6, 412. For additional
material on Thiemo, see AASS . 28 Septeir.bor, VII, pp. 557, 595,
and various references in MGSS . XVII, p, 371; L'X-PS . XX, p.
656, For short secondary accounts, see Brehier, L*Bgliee ,

pp. 83-85, Kuncinun, op .cit

.

. II, pp. 18-31, and Rfe'hricht

,

pp. 29-39; Geschichte KSn. Jer. . pp. 29-39; Grcusset, on. cit

.

,

I, pp. 317 ff.

30. Oaffaro, Liberatio . FSI . I, pp. 111.

51. This letter, mentioned before in con.iaction with the patriarch
Apnulf , is JL, 5857, printed in Hag.Spistulae . pp. 179-181.
The authenticity of this letter has bee.i questioned. See Kehr,
Italia Pontificia . Ill, pp. 559-360.

32. Oaffaro, Liberatio . FSI . I, pp. 111-112.

33. Anselm died at Ooustantinoplo, his successor being elected in
1102, ;jansi . XX, cc. 1135-1142, 1145-1146.

54. The participants are listed by Runciman in his account of the
orusads, loo, cit. and in even ^rs;:>ter detail by Rohricht,
Gesohichte KSn. Jer. . loc. cit.

35. Albert, VIII, 5, RHCOec . IV, pp. 561-568.

36. This may be best seen throueh a perusal of the entries in
R'bhricht's liegesta . Sample privilecss in exchange for services
rendered aro, in favour of Genoa, No. 48, No. 45, No. 46,
No. 53. For the proG^ess of Genou and Pisa in the Holy Land,
in addition to tho detailed accounts in the Liberatio and the
Annales of Caffaro and the Annales Pisani . see Albert, VII,
54-56,11, 86-29, RIIGOcc. . IV, pp. 542-544, 605-608. Tyre has
many references in passing, as does Fulcher.
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37. This nould include Bertrand's expedition to claim the lands
of his father, Raymond of Tripoli. See also the pilgrimages
recorded in Vltalia, X, 6, IV, pp. 26-27 and Albert, X, 1,
RHCOcc. . IV, p. 631.

38. For some examples of these, see the lloaachi Sazavonsis Contiau-
atio Oosmae . MGSS . IX, pp. 157-158 for the 1130 and 1137
pilgrimases of Meginbert, bishop of Bohenia and Henry, bishop
of Olmutz. In 1182, Leopold of -^ustria went to the H&at and
brought back a piece of the True Gross. Oontinuatio Zv^etklen-
sis Altera . MOSS, IX, p. 542 and Joatinuatio Glaustroneoburt^en-
Bis Secunda MGSS . IX, p. 617. The most famous of the visitors
nas Thierry of flanders nho made four trips to the £ast. His
first pilgrimage was in 1139. See Tyre, XV, 6, Krey-Babcock .

II, p. 102, RHOOoo. . I, p. 665.

39. Hence in 1103, Henry of Germany announced his determination to
gc to the East in expiation of his ains. This occurred during
the Christmas-Epiphany celebrations at >-<ainz, follO'Rins a ser-
mon by Smhard, bishop of Wurzburg. This proved to be, honever,
another political manoeuvre against the German nobility.
Anuales Hjldesheinenses . MGSS . Ill, p, 10 7,

40. There was correspondence for example, on spiritual matters
between Baldwin and Anselm of canterbury. See Anselm's letters.
Book IV, Ho. 9, PL 159, cc. 206. On the western knowledge of
events in the East, Ekkehard, Jhronieon Universale . MGSS , VI,
p. 225: "Nonnulli etiam palmati de Hierosolima redeuntes,
Acris, quae et Acoaron, a nostris exnugnataa, nuuciant, alia
q^uocLUd preter haeo non pauoa, quae multam nobis laetitiam
ainistrarent , fausta super Hlerosolimitanae aecclesiae statu
narrant". I mention in passing the growth of the relic trade
which doubtless stimulated itfestern interest in the East. See
Rohricht, Regesta . .\o. 54, No. 99, i^o. 103, No. 235, for
•xample.

41. Se« the Shronieon Universale . MGSS, VI, pp. 220-30. Other ex-
pressions are in the Hierosolymita . XXIII-XXVI, XX'illl, RliJOvc

.

,

V, I, pn. 29-32, 37-33.

48. Thus, years later, Otto von Frising attributed the failure of
the Crusade to Alexius' use of ambush against the Latins and his
desire to sell then into slavery, Jhroaiooa . VII, j^GSS, XX,
p. 251.

43. Soma writers were mor-j moderate: Ex Ilistoriae ii'rauciae Frag-
nento . PJIGF . XII, pp. 5-6 refers to Alexius' fear of the Latins
and attributes tuo disaater either to Latin igaorunco or Greek
duplicity. However on p. 6, tne suae source aooused Alexius
of constantly hindering the passage of pilgrims to Jerusalem.
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The Annales Au-stani . MGSS . Ill, p. 135, well-informed as to
the CJrusade, raakea no accusation acainst the Greeks. Fulcher,
generally impartial tov«ar>38 the Greeks, aocased Alexius of
persecuting the pilgrims, II, 38, HHCOoc

.

. Ill, p. 418,
Hap: .Fulcher . p. 521. As we have noted, the Gejata, especially
in its later editions by Baldire and Guibort, was quite hostile.
So also, as we have noted, is Orderic Vitalis. Tyre also was
not immune to this interpretation of Alexius' policy with the
Latins, II, 5, Krey-Babcock . II, p. 183, HHCOec

.

. I, pp. 79-80.
Bernold of Constance, MGSS, V, p. 466, accused Alexius of
"hindering" pilgrims. Richard of Portou repeated the common
report that the Turks had crushed the crusade of 1101 with the
consent of Alexius, RHGJf, XII, p. 412. The hostile feeling of
the majority completely eclipsed the moderate attitudes of
some who perhaps had seen the friendly coBiments en the Greeks
In the letters of Anselm and Stephen and the letter from Lucia
which had absolved Alexius from any blame connected with the
rotreut at Philomelium. For this last, seo i'la^.-^plstulae ,

p. 166, where the cowardly report of Stephen of Biois is clearly
emphaaised.

44. B.Monod, oj.oit. , pp. 42-43, dated 2 December 1104.

45. See Ohalandon, Domination Nomande . I, pp. 310 ff.

46. For this, A.O.Krcy's article, "A Neglected Passage in the Gesta",
( The Crusades and Other Historical assays presented to Dana C.
Munro . edited by L.J.Paeto*w, 'ov York, 1928' , to which frequent
mention has already teen cade. The popularity of EchSinund and
his legendary reputation in Europe are Illustrated when we
recall that the Lombarda on the crusade of 1101 diverted the
expedition in Asia Minor, intending to free Bohenund, This
foolish re-routing of their forces brougiit about the destruc-
tion of the Crusade. Vitalis would have us believe that his
imprisonment reduced Christendom to tetrs, X, 25, IV, p. 143.
Bohemund had helped to keep up popular enthusiasm for himself
in the "feet. The HiRtnrio BoHi racr-i says he sent ^lerbogha's
tent to the people of Bari, LXXXIV, RHCOcc. . Ill, p. 206.

47. HietoriG Belli Sacri . GZL, RHCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 228.

48. Ikkehard , Chronicon Universale . MOSS, VI, p. 230, states this
clearly: "ipse uequc ad liispnniae regna peragrare cunotamque
quam posset militiam quocumque paoto contra tyrannum prescrip-
tum cepit ccngregare". For the presence of Bohemund before the
Pope and the delegation of Bruno of Segni as his companion and
b«arer cf papal favour, see the ChrcEicc y.on. Csciceases . MGSS ,

711, pp. 776-777. For further reference to Bohemund and
Peschsl, see Bartolf, RHCOcc

.

. Ill, p. 536, rnd the Hist or ia
Belli Sacri. OXL, REOOcc. . Ill, p. 228. The Anonymous of Barl
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reports hie departure to Rome as of September, 1105, Uuratorl,
JilSS, V, p, 155. Fasohal at his request issued a bill in
favour of St. Nicolas of Barl, JL, 6053, at Bohemund's request.
Anna know of his anti-Greek acitation in the West, XII, 1, 8,
Danes , pp. 300, 202, 318, Leib . Ill, pp. 53, 55-56, 79-80.
This anti-Greek acitation is confirmed by Vitalis, XI, 12,
I"^* PP« 211-213. On the papal banner, symbolisin-?; papal appro-
ral and protection, see Erdman, op.cit . . pp. 173 ff, and Villey,
op»oit . . pp. 59 ff. Bruno of Segni , vie note in passing, viaa
the author of a treatise attackinc the Greek use of leavened
bread In the Sucharist. See PL, 165, oc. 1085-1090.

49. This pious exercise is recorded by Tudebodus, CXL, RHCOoo

.

. Ill,
p. 228. See also Vitalis, X, 23, XI, 12, IV, pp. 151, 210-212.
See the article by Albert Poncelet, "Boemund et S. Leonard",
(Analeota Bpilandiana . XXXI, 1912) , pp. 160-168, and Tawdale,
op. Pit. . p. 98.

50. Vitalis knew of Alexius* attempts to ransom Boh.emund, X, 3, IV,
pp. 140-141.

51. For his marriiiee, Orderio Vitalis, V, 19, II, p. 448, XI, 12,
IV, p, 21S. Tewdale, op.cit. . p. 108.

62. Vitalis, XI, 12, IV, pp. 211-213. After his wedding ceremony
at Chartres, Bohemund seemB to hiave addressed a harangue to the
multitude on the need to march to the East against Alexius.

53. For the council, see Manei . XI, cc. 1205-1208,

54, RHOT, XII, p. 405, quotes the Ghronicon Malleaoense . of St.
Maxentius in the diocese of Jtoltiers. See the edition of
P.Marcheeay and E.aubille, Chronigue des Bglises. d*An.iou .

(Paris, 1869), pp. 351-433 especially 421-424. This alironicle
end the Ghronicon Vindooinensi

.

printed in L.Halphen's Recueil
d* Aanales Angevinss at Vondomoises . (Paris, 1903), pp. 53-6'.,
stress in their reports the preachins of the crusade as such.
See also Marohegay and Mabille, pp. 155-177. Suger, in his
Vita Ludovioi VI Grossi . HHGi^, -ill, pp. 17-18, recounts Bohe-
mund's firat u^iT with Alexius. After this, the abbot records
Bohemund's iiarriage to Constance of france Bohemund's many ex-
hortations, arousing great eathusiasm for the "sanoti Sepulchri
vlam". All three sourcss speak unequivocably of the papal
support of Bohemund and the presence of Bruno of SotJil.
However, Sigebert, UGSS, VI, p. 572, speaks of the expedition
as directed against Alexius. So also does Richard of Poltou,
lUIGi' . XII, p. 412 and the writers in the Hiatoria yranciae .

_3HGP, XII, p. 6, and Tudebodus, CXL, HIlOOcc

.

. Ill, ?. £28.
Ordoric Vitalis, XI, 12, IV, p. 21^ reports the presence of the
Greek impostor "Michael laraplnace". That Bruno took an active
part in these proceedings is supported in the evidence olted
above in the notes. 5ee also i^admor, :ilatoria i'lovorum . (edited
by Martin Rule, London, 1864, RS, No. 81), pp. 179-180.
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55. Richard of Poitou, RHGF . XII, p. 412, speaks of Greek treach-
ery to William of Acqi'itaine. The choice of Poitu as the
locus for the council becomes explicable. Fron this city the
army of Acquitaine had set out on the crusade of 1101.
Bohemund approached the Normans through tienry I. See Vitalia,
XI, 12, IV, p. 211. There was little response, if any.

56. See Eadmer, Historia Movorum . pp. 179-180, vjhere Bohemund's
reception ut Hheims is described.

57. Gerard, Archbishop of York, nanted to go with him but was
unable to do so. See _RR, No. 47.

58. Bohemund's recruits received the usual crusade privileges. See
Ivo of Ghartres, Epjatulae . No. 168, No. 169, PI^, 162, cc.
170-173.

59. Orderio Vitalis indicates that Bohemund promised numerous fiefs
to his followers, XI, l2, IV, p. 213.

60. To a few, Bohemund perverted the crusade notion. See William
of Malmesbury, II, p. 454. Albert, X, 45, RHCOcc

.

. IV, p. 652
speaks bluntly of Bohemund's deception of the '.'est. It was,
perhaps, with this expedition in mind that Romuald of Salerno
remarked of Bohemund that he was always seeking the impossible.
Chronicon . RISS (new), VII, I, p. 206.

61. Ma n s

i

. Xl , c. 1206, adds this to the report of the Chronicon
Malleacense .

62. Orderic Vitalis, II, 24, IV, pp. 239 ff.

63. This is the letter which W. Holtzman printed in volume fifty
of the Meues Archiv . (1935), pp. 280-282.

64. Ibid , p. 280.

65. Neues Archiv . L, pp. 281-282.

66. In the fall of 1106, Paschal was on his way into France. He
seems to have called a council in north Italy. £1^, 6076.
The council assembled at Florence in September, 1106 but its
proceedings are unknovm to us. Another council was held at
Guastalla in October. However, at Troyeo, in May, 1107, he
preached the crusade with little effect to the assembled
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multitude. See Mansi , IX, o. 1213, the Ghroaloon 3. -fetrl
Vlvl Senonensls . RHG? . XII, p. 281; the Liber Pontificalia .

II, p. 299 and TL, I, p. 730. The J^ranka, having receded
from the enthusiasm created by Bohemund, v^ere too concernod
ulth the Germans without and the reform of the church within.
See Suffer In his Vita Ludovica VI ttroasi . KIIGF . aII, p. 20.
Further, £L, I, p. 730 omlta all mention of the crusade in
the summary of the council at Troyes.

67. Thlis Anna's scorn and hate for the Papacy. for example, she
describes nlth obvious disgust Bohemund*s success In winning
papal approval for his var against Alexius, ii.II , 8, Davies .

p. 318, Lelb . Ill, pp. 79-80. The reader will see, from the
text, that we have accepted tne traditional Interpretation of
Paschal's relationship to Bohemund. This Interpretation Is
not as secure as one might like. This has been pointed out
by M.W.Baldwin In his article, "The Papacy and the Levant
during the Twelfth Gentury" ( Bulletin of the Pcli3h Institute
of Arts and Sciences In America . Ill , iToj 2, January , 1945) ,

p. 284. Unfortunately Dr. Baldwin merely succested that Bohe-
mund deluded Paschal Into thinking that his expedition was a

genuine crusade to the Holy Land. It Is true that iiany sources
refer only to the preaching of the crusade as such. Further,
the letter of Bohemund to Paschal could be Interpreted as an
attempt to override Paschal's objections to the expedition
against Alexius. An argument could be developed along these
lines: When Bohemund appeared before raschal, he did not
mention Alexius, but merely asked for pupal permission to preaoh
of a crusade. In France however, Bohemund revealed his true
plans, Bruno of Segnl , disturbed by this, was nonetheless
forced to go alon^ althoUf-h he Informed the Pope of these new
developments. Accordingly, when Bohemund returned to Italy he
heard of the papal dlspleaaare, lerhaps even that x^aschal had
disavowed the expedition. However, rasch^l was too deeply
oomraltted to be able to back out completely. Hence he con-
tinued to preach the crusade in half-hearted fashion.

In considering this possible reconstruction, It must be pointed
out that the evidence of Anna must be set aside along with that
of Orderlc Vltalis and other Latin sources. For these reasons,
I have presented the traditional interpretation. However,
mindful of a different possible interpretation, I have been
more moderate than most in my Judgment of Paschal.

68. The basic source for the war is Anna, Books XII aud aIII . It
is sicnlfioant that Bohemund secured the support of Genoa and
Pisa, who transported him across the -'drlatic. Alexius had
tried to prevent this alliance and failed, Dolger . II, No.
1219, incorrectly dated 1104. Alexius' preparations may be
found in Alexlad . XII, 3f, Dawes , pp. 304 ff, Lelb . Ill, pp.
59 ff , together with an account of Bohemund'a early success
at Durazzo. See also Dplger . 11, i^lo. 12^24, iJo. 1225. The
alliance with Venice, Dolger . II, No. 1238, waa further sup-
plemented by an alliance with KlllJ—^rslan of Icouium, Dolger .

II, No. 1235. The former sent a fleet against him all but
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outtlng his supply lines. See Annales Tenetici Breves . MGrS3
.

XIV, p. 70 and Dandolo, Chroalcon . RISS (nev;) . XII. I. p. 226.
Bohemund , his amy rHvaeed by disease, xiithout proper supplies,
and hampered by sedition, fomented in his army by Alexius,
eventually surrendered. The treaty la Givsn in full in the
thirteenth book of the Alexiad . The treaty in D6laoT , II, No.
1243 who notes the many citations of the treaty. The best
treatments of Bohemund's Epirot vjar are Tewdale , op.eit . .

115-134 and Chalandon, Essai . pp. 243-250.

69. It is a ourious example of Latin egotism to consider the Latin
accounts of the treaty. Vitalls sees the treaty as forcing
Alexius to promise to protedt pilgrims, XI, 24, IV, p. 242.
So also Fulcher, II, 39, RHCOcc

.

. HI, p. 418, Il&g.l'uloher .

pp. 52E-524. Albert repeats this although aware of Bohemund's
complete humilietion, X, 44, RHCOcc, IV, p. 652.

70. They are mentioned explicitly by Anna, XIII, 12, Devies . p.
357, Lelb, III, p. 138.

71. PL, 163, 0. 230.

72. As indicated in section one, the papal alliance with the
Normans continued to be strong through almost all of Paschal'

s

reign. In October, 1117, he conferred the apostolic legation
on Ro-^er of Sicily. See JL. 6562. This was to bring endless
trouble to the Papacy. See E.Caspar, Hor:er II . {Innsbruck,
1904) , pp. 51 ff

.

75. The threat of the Almorahvides at this time caused consider-
able concern in Vestern Europe. See Suger, Vita Ludovici VI
Grossi, RHGP, XII, p. 281. JL 5273, dated ilay 2, 1110 reveals
Bapal concern also over the successes attained by the Almo-
rahvides.

74. Thus J}^ 5839 and 5840 forbid the withdrawal of any soldier or
cleric for the sake of the Jerusalem crusade, PL, 163, cc.
44-45, dated 14 October, 1100. JL, 5861 and 5863 of March
1101, repeat the same admonition. The same privileges applied
to those on the crusade in Spain. JL 5810, December 1099,
PL 153, c. 33 to Alfonso of Spain. Many letters survive which
indicate the papal concern for the restoration of the ecole-
siastioal fabric of Spain, for the re-constitution of diocesan
organisation, for the protection and exaltation of the great
shrine of .''antiago de Oompostella and its bishop, for the
creation of a Spanish primacy and for the establishment of a

papal lenetlon to Spain. See c few of the letters from the
early years of Pasohal's reign which deal with these problems:
JL, 5834, 5836, (llOO) 5935 (1102) for the restoration of the
ecclesiastical fabric of Spain; JL 5854 (llOO) and 5882^ (llOl)
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for the ra-constitution of diooesai organization, for the
see of Compoatolle and its elavation to iletropolitical rank,
S«e JL 5310 (1099), 5811 (l099), 5822 (llQO), 5838 (llOO),
SBSgTllOO) , 5360 (llOl), 5862 (llOl), 5878 (llOl), 5880
(1101), 5331 (llOl), 5942-5944 (ll03), 5950 (ll03), 5985
(1104}, 6042-6043 (ll05). JL 5858 (llOl) conferred the
primacy on Bernard of Toledo. The ne« netropolitan of
Santiago de Compoatella receivod the apostolis legation.

75. For a summary of papal activity in Spain, nith an excellent
bibliography, see Viiiey, op. sit . . pp. 193 ff,

76. The Liber Pontif icalie . II, p. 301; Annales Plsani . Wss, Kll,!!,
p.tm; Chronica Lion. Casjnenses . MOSS, VII, p. 789; Liber
Maiolichinus de Geatis Pisanorum Illustris. FSI . pp. 3, 7-9,
16, ff, 137 ff, 144. This last viorlc reveals most cledrly the
papal support given in this expedition.

77. The Saracen poner in the Mediterranean was far from broken.
See the raids on south Italy recorded in the Chronica Mon.
Casinensis . MOSS, VII, pp. 786-787, and the Annales Cavenses .

MOSS . Ill, p. 191. The great Soger of Sicily was to undertake
a series of expeditions against North Africa (in 1117-1119,
1123 and 1127). See Chaiandon, Domination Nornande . I, pp.
567 ff.
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