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Introduction.

Guy de Lusignan led the christian forces into the disastrous battle of Hattin, the consequence of which was the loss of most of Outremer. This single fact has dominated virtually every contemporary and modern historian's account of the last years of the kingdom of Jerusalem. For the last eight hundred years historians have attempted to explain this catastrophe and almost unanimously they have placed most of the blame on Guy. The decision to attempt the relief of Tiberias in July 1187 was Guy's and it was to produce dire results. Too many historians have allowed this single fact to dominate their appraisals of Guy, and, in pre-judging Guy as incompetent, have sought to find evidence in the seven years that preceded Hattin that seems to confirm their view. However, as Smail has shown, the historian will profit far more from critically assessing the politics of the realm than he will from making subjective assessments of Guy's character.1 The purpose of this thesis is to show that when this critical approach is expanded to cover the whole fifteen years of Guy's career in the Holy Land a quite different picture of Guy emerges.

Furthermore, I intend to correct a methodological error that is present in many historical works covering this period. Many authors have ended their accounts with Hattin and the fall of the kingdom. This is perfectly reasonable since most are considering the political, social and economic history of the kingdom, and 1187 clearly marks a watershed in that history. However, not all things ended or changed in 1187 and the career of Guy de Lusignan is one case in point. Moreover, other historians have begun their accounts of post-Hattin crusader history with the Third Crusade and have thus written with very much a western perspective of Outremer, due largely to the predominance of western sources for the history of the crusade. The end result of these two historical processes is that Guy de Lusignan, the central figure in the history of the last years of the kingdom, is mostly relegated to a minor position in the history of the Third Crusade. Thus, Guy's history has been artificially divided into pre- and post-Hattin as if the two were separate entities. Also, a number of historians have only considered Guy's career in so far as it touches upon some wider issue that they are discussing. A series of modern historians have presented a number of partial representations of Guy that have tended to perpetuate the view of him as basically incompetent. There can, of course, be valuable discussions on individual aspects of Guy's career, but not until there has been a discussion on his career as a whole.

While most of Guy's actions can be analysed individually, a final assessment of Guy remains altogether more problematical. Several historians have given, in their opinion, definitive statements about Guy, often in a pithy sentence or two. However, they are wrong for two reasons. Firstly, they are all following the standard view of Guy as weak and incompetent, a view in need of serious revision. Secondly, and vitally, there is insufficient evidence to back such crisp, definitive statements. There are three main areas that must be considered in any overall assessment of Guy: his character, his rule and his military leadership. Guy's character may be the subject of debate but at least there is sufficient material for a debate. The same can not be said for the other two areas. Guy was bailli for at most three months, he ruled the (intact)
1.
R. C. Smail, “The Predicaments Of Guy de Lusignan, 1183-7,” in Outremer.

kingdom of Jerusalem for less than a year, and he ruled Cyprus for only a little more than two years. Furthermore, the circumstances of his bailliage, of his rule of the Latin kingdom and his rule of Cyprus vary so much in the problems they presented him as to make direct comparison futile. Guy conducted two military campaigns in 1183 and 1187,one of which was basically successful and the other a disaster; he began the siege of Acre, which was very risky but ultimately paid dividends; he led Richard's army on Cyprus, which was largely indecisive; and he commanded part of Richard's army during the march south after the capture of Acre, about which there is virtually no detailed information. Thus, when considering Guy as a ruler and as a military leader, it must be stressed that the evidence for the former is insufficient and the evidence for the latter is inconclusive.

This thesis has been divided thematically into three sections. Chapter One deals with the primary sources for the period, followed by a brief critique of modern historical writing on the subject. This is necessarily quite detailed since it is my intention to show that there is remarkably little detailed or reliable evidence for Guy's career and hence, since this work is a revision and re-estimation of a subject that many historians have touched upon, I have supported this meagre evidence with critical use of secondary material on the subject. Chapters Two and Three deal with the internal politics of the kingdom and discuss the problems that arise from the theories governing the bailliage and the succession. Chapters Four and Five consider Guy's career from 1186.The build-up to Hattin has been given its own chapter because it is vital to consider it in some detail since the view that Guy was a weak and incompetent ruler must ultimately rest on the interpretation of events of the first half of 1187.

Chapter 1. Guy And The Historians.

Potential source material for Guy's career in Outremer can be divided into three general categories: indigenous Frankish sources, other eastern sources and western sources. The indigenous Frankish sources are William of Tyre, the Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani and the Ernoul/Eracles texts. 'Other eastern sources' is a catch-all phrase for sources written in the near east but not within Outremer itself. They are Beha ed-Din, Ibn el-Athir, Abu Shama, the Gestes Des Chyprois and the Byzantine chronicler Choniates.2 The final category of western sources consists of those chronicles which deal with the history of the Third Crusade, and, thereby, the events immediately preceding it. They are the Itinerarium Peregrinorum et Gesta Regis Ricardi, Ambroise, Roger of Howden, Benedict of Peterborough, Roger of Wendover, Ralph of Coggeshall, the Gesta Philippi Augusti and the Historia de Expeditione Friderici Imperatoris.3
There are two indigenous chronicles for the period 1180 to 1194, William of Tyre and the Ernoul/Eracles texts. The value of William of Tyre as a historian, if not the historian, of Outremer is well documented. Nevertheless, William had his faults and biases, and these are especially relevant when considering his account of the period 1180 to 1183. In particular it must be kept in mind that William himself was involved

in the political struggles of this period. R. H. C. Davis notes:-

“...William, unlike most crusaders, had actually been born in the kingdom, Jerusalem being his native city. This is important because the crusaders who were born in the Holy Land formed a distinct party known as pullani who were constantly at odds with those who came out from the West; and the reason why William himself was not elected patriarch of Jerusalem was that at the time the pullani were out of favour, all things being ordered by their arch-enemy Agnes de Courtenay, the queen-mother.” 4
Both Davis and Vessey5 take the view that William presented a partisan account of the events following the death of Amalric in which he quietly but consistently praised the policies of the pullani, and Raymond of Tripoli in particular, and denigrated the western crusaders and the court party, accusing them of failing to understand the realities of the situation and of putting self-aggrandisement before the interests of the 
2. 
Gestes Des Chyprois, R.H.C. Ar. II, Paris 1906. O City Of Byzantium, Annals


Of Niketas Choniates, trans. H. J. Magoulias, Detroit 1984. Other works


are listed in main bibliography.

3. 
Radulphi De Coggeshall Chronicon Anglicanum, ed. J. Stevenson, London 1875. Rigord, Gesta Philippi Augusti, ed. H. F. Delaborde, Paris 1885. Historia de Expeditione Friderici Imperatoris et Quidam Alii Rerum Gestarum Fontes


Eiusdem Expeditione, Monumenta Germaniae Historica Scriptores, Berlin


1928. Other works are listed in the main bibliography.

4.
R. H .C. Davis, “William of Tyre”, in Relations Between East And West In


The Middle Ages, ed. D. Baker, p 65-66.

5.
D. Vessey, “William of Tyre and the Art of Historiography”, Medieval


Studies XXXV, 1973.
kingdom. Vessey has compared William's treatment of Guy with that of Miles de Plancy and has shown how William has suppressed certain information and used clever wording and innuendo to blacken the two men. William is hostile to Miles de Plancy and takes the baronial view that he is excluding them from power and that it is the barons who should form the king's council. By blackening Plancy William virtually justifies his assassination while avoiding naming any culprits. He then goes on to describe Raymond of Tripoli, who assumes the regency, in glowing terms.6 Vessey remarks of William's treatment of Guy:-

“He uses the same technique that we have noted in his account of the murder of Miles de Plancy; he gives various alleged reactions to Guy’s appointment [as bailli], but in such a way that the opinions of those who disapproved are endowed with greater weight and prominence; those who approved of it are designated as mere self-seekers.” 7
Thus William's account of the last years of the kingdom should be treated with studious circumspection. Nevertheless, once William's bias has been allowed for, he remains an authoritative source for the events to which he was a witness and his death in 1185 is a severe blow to the historian of Outremer, for the one remaining narrative source is a collection of extremely problematical texts, generically referred to as the continuations of William of Tyre.
At this point I refer the reader to M. R. Morgan’s excellent but highly technical and complicated work on these continuations.8 It is not possible to effectively summarise Morgan's argument here, so I will only indicate some of her more salient points as they relate to this thesis. Most historians have used as source material the Eracles printed in the Recueil des Historiens des Croisades and the Ernoul edited by Mas Latrie (which Morgan calls the abrége). These two texts were presumed to be related but the nature of the relationship has remained unclear until Morgan's work. She states:-

“... the chronicle of Ernoul is not now extant, but served as source material for both the continuations and the abrége ...”9
Thus, the continuations of William of Tyre share one common source, although they may have been corrupted to a greater or lesser extent by being copied or having additional information inserted. The relationship between the texts can be best demonstrated by use of Morgan's diagram.10
6.
William of Tyre, Bk 21, Chs 3-4.

7.
D. Vessey, "William of Tyre," Medieval Studies XXXV, 1973, p 451.

8.
M. R. Morgan, The Chronicle Of Ernoul And The Continuations of William Of Tyre.

9.
Morgan, ibid, p 78.
1O.
Morgan, The Chronicle Of Ernoul, p 96.
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X is the original Ernoul, now lost, Xi is a lost copy of the original and Y is a lost copy of Xi. Thus, according to Morgan, a-b (the Eracles in the Recueil) is a second generation copy and the 1227 abrége (Mas Latrie's Ernoul) is third generation. From the diagram it is clear that the text closest to the original is the d manuscript, which Morgan has edited and published.11 For the purposes of this thesis I have used the d manuscript as my main source and cross-referenced it with both Eracles and Mas Latrie's Ernoul since these have been used by most other historians. Where multiple references are given for a quotation from Ernoul, the first reference is the source of the quotation and the additional references indicate a virtually identical passage.

It has been widely assumed by modern historians that Ernoul was closely linked with the Ibelins and there seems little reason to challenge this view. The section of the abrége in which Ernoul's name is mentioned is strongly pro-Ibelin, describing both Baldwin and Balian in glowing terms. It is clear that the author took part in the battle of Hattin and he describes it from the point of view of the rearguard which was led by Balian d'Ibelin. The abrége goes on to describe the escape of Balian, his journey to Jerusalem and his role in its surrender. The Ibelins were, after Raymond of Tripoli, the most vociferous opponents of Guy de Lusignan and that fact is reflected in Ernoul's account of the political struggle between the baronial and court factions. Thus, Smail summarises the problem with the indigenous chronicles:-

“William of Tyre and Ernoul have provided posterity with the best narrative source material on the politics of the Latin kingdom in the1180's. These writers, both supporters of one (the same one) of two bitterly opposed factions, naturally made partisan statements about the other; yet both have been used as if they were sources of objective evidence.”12
However, a qualification must be made. Smail is referring only to the period 1183-1187, for which his comment is valid. William's narrative is cut off in the midst of the controversy but Ernoul's continues and a change in attitude after 1187 can be detected. After Guy's reconciliation with Raymond, and particularly after his release 
11.
Morgan, La Continuation de Guillaume de Tyr (1184-1197)

12.
Smail, “Predicaments”, p. 163

from captivity, Ernoul takes a much more objective view of the king. No doubt because in the conflict with Conrad of Montferrat over Tyre and the early stages of the siege of Acre Guy enjoyed the support of his barons, including one Balian d'Ibelin.

Finally, a brief consideration of the Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani is called for. As a collection of records rather than a narrative source it can add nothing new to the account of this period, however, it might be used to detect general trends. In fact, its evidence is mostly negative, there appears to be no indication of excessive favouritism by Guy towards his supporters. It must be borne in mind that Guy was king for less than a year, during a period of extraordinary crisis, so one might not expect to find such evidence. After Hattin, and during his conflict with Conrad, Guy had little to give and few to give it to. Where the Regesta has been useful is in an analysis of witnesses to Guy's charters after his release and this shows a clear shift in support towards Conrad after Sibylla's death.13
Of the second category of sources, Choniates adds nothing new to the general picture and the Gestes Des Chyprois for this period is brief and conventional with regards to the history of Outremer. Thus, the second category is largely confined to Arab historians, of whom I have used three, Beha ed-Din, Ibn el-Athir and Abu Shama. Beha ed-Din (1145-1234) entered Saladin's service in 1188 and was Qadi to the sultan's army. His biography of Saladin is an extremely useful historical source, which, while clearly admiring Saladin, is generally free of excessive flattery. However, it is important to note Beha ed-Din's statement when he records the moment when he entered Saladin’s service in June 1188:-

“All that I have narrated thus far is founded on what I have been told by trustworthy persons, who were present at the occurrences they described. Henceforth I shall write nothing but what I myself have witnessed, or have gleaned from people worthy of credit, whose words seem to me as deserving of belief as the testimony of my own eyes.”14
Despite this one cautionary note, Beha ed-Din's account is on the whole a faithful record of events as he saw them. As Cahen points out, the section following his entering Saladin's service is the personal witness of the author, or his contemporaries, an excellent source often used by later chroniclers.15
The remaining two Arab sources I have used do not possess the originality of Beha ed-Din but are nevertheless valuable. Before discussing them, it is first necessary to consider the historian Imad ed-Din (1125-1201). Imad ed-Din was in the service of Nurredin and from 1174/5 he continuously accompanied Saladin, whose principal secretary he was. He wrote two histories called al-Fath al-qussi ti l-fath al-qudsi and Barq ash-Shami and as Gabrielli indicates:-
13.
For a full discussion of this see Chapter 3.

14.
Beha ed-Din, p 126.

15.
C. Cahen, La Syrie Du Nord, p 52.
“In these two works modern research is revealing, beneath the impossible style, an important source for Saladin’s career and for events in Syria and Mesopotamia, in which Imad ed-Din was a protagonist and which he describes circumstantially, accurately and faithfully.”16
However, despite the importance of Imad ed-Din, the 'impossible style' and the limitations of this thesis have made it necessary to use two other sources that have used Imad ed-Din. Abu Shama (1203-1267), once allowance has been made for this fact, is a useful and honest source, naming his references and reducing Imad ed-Din to a more digestible form. He also uses Beha ed-Din, Ibn el-Athir and a lost biographer of Saladin, Ibn Abi t-Tayy. lbn el-Athir (1160-1233) is more problematical. Gibb dismisses him totally as a main source, but Gabrielli claims:-

“... for his own period the breadth and balance of his statements, the wealth of material collected and above all his robust and personal view of history make him a very important source; some would call him the only real Arab historian of the period.”17
Cahen's opinion lies somewhat in between these two extremes, he admits that Ibn el-Athir makes extensive use of Imad ed-Din, Beha ed-Din and Ibn al-Qalanisi but believes that he may also have had access to other sources whose existence can not be proved.18 On the basis of this, and the unavailability of Imad ed-Din, I have used Ibn el-Athir as a source. The Arab sources in general are useful for providing a different perspective on events in Outremer, but do not have the detail for the internal politicking that the Frankish sources possess.

The third category of source material consists mainly of western chronicles of the Third Crusade which are overwhelmingly Anglo-Norman in origin. Two of the chronicles, the Itinerarium and Ambroise, are derived from eye-witness accounts and may share a common source. They give the most detailed accounts of the Third Crusade. Two more sources, Roger of Howden and 'Benedict of Peterborough', are the source of some dispute, but may also stem from eye-witness reports. I have also considered two other notable English chroniclers, Ralph of Coggeshall and Roger of Wendover, for comparative purposes. There are only two major non-Anglo-Norman sources for the Third Crusade, the Gesta Philippi Augusti and the Historia de Expeditione Friderici Imperatoris.
According to Gransden, the Itinerarium is a compilation made between 1216 and 1222 and is derivative, and the evidence suggests that its two main sources were written by participants of the crusade.19 The material for Book I was probably a chronicle titled the Itinerarium Peregrinorum which vas written between 1191 and 1192 by a chaplain of the Templars. The author may have derived Books II-VI from

16.
F. Gabrielli, Arab Historians Of The Crusades, p xxx.

17.
Gabrielli, ibid, p xxvii. C.f. H.A.R. Gibb, “The Arabic Sources for the Life of Saladin”, Speculum XXV, 1950, p 71.

18.
Cahen, La Syrie Du Nord, p 60.

19.
A. Gransden, Historical Writing In England c. 550 to c.1307, p 239.
Ambroise, although it is possible that both used a common source now lost. Nor is Ambroise an original source but La Monte and Hubert state:-

“...the present editors consider it to be a second hand version, based directly on the account of one who had seen the events he described. We have reason to believe, however, that the existing text follows the original with so large a degree of exactitude and was written at so short an interval after the end of the crusade as to possess an evidential value only slightly inferior to that of a first-hand account.”20
Thus, while not direct eye-witnesses, both Ambroise and the Itinerarium possess viable information for the Third Crusade. There has been some debate over the authorship of the chronicles attributed to Roger of Howden and Benedict of Peterborough. Initially, D. M. Stenton put forward suggestion that 'Benedict' was the first draft of Roger's chronicle and that Roger had accompanied Richard to the Holy Land. Gransden disagrees, identifying two Rogers of Howden, one a vicar of Howden who was at the siege of Acre in 1191 and who died between 1191 and 1202.This is Stenton's Roger. However, Gransden believes that it was another Roger who was a royal clerk, who wrote the chronicle and that he copied account from ‘Benedict’, who got his information from a crusader, and inserted additional material.21 Gransden concludes:-

“On the whole it seems safest to accept 'Benedict' as an anonymous compilation, and Roger the Chronicler as the royal clerk, but not necessarily the parson.”22
'Benedict' and Roger may have had access to eye-witness accounts, but on the whole they lack the detail of Ambroise and the Itinerarium, and they add little new information. Two notable English chroniclers, Ralph of Coggeshall and Roger of Wendover, have been considered. Both note the events in the Holy Land but give little information, and even that contains a number of major inaccuracies. They serve to underline the value of Ambroise and the Itinerarium, and show how rapidly information becomes distorted the further it passes away from its source. Finally, I have considered the Gesta Philippi Augusti and the Historia de Expeditione Friderici Imperatoris hoping to find a counter-balance to the Anglo-Norman bias of the other sources for the Third Crusade. Unfortunately, neither has much to say beyond personal attacks on Richard and Guy. Surprisingly, the Gesta Philippi Augusti has little factual information on the conflict between Guy and Conrad, although Philip sided with Conrad. Thus, we are forced to rely heavily on the Anglo-Norman sources,

trying to compensate for bias. These sources are pro-Richard and anti-Philip, and when the two kings take sides in the Guy/Conrad dispute they inevitably become pro-Guy and anti-Conrad. As La Monte and Hubert remark of Ambroise: -

20.
Ambroise, The Crusade Of Richard Lion-Heart, introduction, p 1.

21.
D.M. Stenton, “Roger of Howden and Benedict”, E.H.R. LXVIII, 1953, p 579.


A. Gransden, Historical Writing, p 227-228.

22.
Gransden, ibid, p 230.

“He writes as an avowed partisan of Richard and of all Richard's friends and protégés. This is especially noticeable in his treatment of Guy de Lusignan and Conrad de Montferrat. It is so strong as to render almost wholly false his whole account of the history of Jerusalem before the siege of Acre.”23
There is a further bias that is common to all western sources in that they are writing for home consumption. Guy, Conrad and the Syrian barons are mentioned very little. The casualty lists from the siege of Acre are, with a few exceptions, lists of Westerners and the little cameos that creep in now and then are stories concerning Westerners. This shift from eastern sources for the history of the Latin kingdom to western sources for the history of the Third Crusade has resulted in the internal politics of the kingdom, which do go on after 1187, being largely obscured by the activities of Richard the Lionheart. One final factor must be considered when dealing with the sources, as Baldwin points out:-

“The disaster of 1187 deeply affected the men of that generation. Contemporary chroniclers were at pains to account for it and, as all men who have passed through adversity, tried to attach the blame to person or group. Accordingly it is not surprising to read in the literature of the time vehement indictments of the men to whose hands had been entrusted the guidance of the kingdom of Jerusalem before its fall.”24
On the whole modern historical assessment of Guy de Lusignan has not been favourable, his career often dismissed in a single line:-

“Guy of Lusignan was a brave soldier, but he was a most incompetent general and an ineffective king.” “His own kindred had held him in contempt and continued to do so.” “ ... the brave and handsome Guy de Lusignan (unfortunately lacking political and military insight).” “For Guy, as anyone could see, was a weak and foolish boy.”25
M. W. Baldwin has been particularly scathing of Guy's ability as a ruler and I shall analyse his criticisms in detail in later chapters. However, it shall become clear that statements such as those mentioned already can not be sustained when the evidence is considered as a whole. The view of Guy as an incompetent general is based solely on the disaster at Hattin and I intend to show that it was considerations other than the military that led Guy to make that fateful decision. If his own kindred held him in contempt why were his brothers Amalric and Geoffrey among his staunchest supporters? Nor would a weak and foolish boy have fought so tenaciously to assert his right to be king. The accusation of a lack of political insight is refuted by Furber:-
23.
Ambroise, introduction, p 24.

24.
M.W. Baldwin, Raymond III Of Tripolis And The Fall Of Jerusalem (1140-


1187), p 4.

25.
S. Painter, “The Third Crusade: Richard the Lionhearted and Philip Augustus”, A History Of The Crusades, vol. II, p 51. R. Nicholson, Joscelyn III And The Fall Of The Crusader States, p 92. J. Prawer, The Latin Kingdom Of Jerusalem, p 72. S. Runciman, A History Of The Crusades, vol. II, p 424.

“His contemporaries judged him weak and lacking in discernment, even simple-minded, yet unquestionably he possessed considerable courage though possibly he was too open-handed in his distribution of lands, he showed wisdom and common sense in his arrangements for Cyprus.”26
Both Riley-Smith and Richard are more circumspect in their criticism of Guy. Richard starts badly by describing Guy as without means or strength of character and linking him with other 'undesirables' in the entourage of Baldwin IV. However, he redeems himself by showing an appreciation of Guy's problems, namely that the disaster at Hattin came before he had a chance to establish himself and that the opposition of Ibelin clan has been perpetuated by Ernoul and later historians. Riley-Smith does see the essential problem but fails to develop the theme. Nevertheless, his comment is extremely pertinent:-

“Guy was thrust into a position for which he was unprepared. Criticised by jealous rivals and given no chance to find his feet, he had to learn by the experience of his mistakes. In the 1180's he aroused hostilities that were profoundly to affect the course of events over the next decade.”28
The one historian who has really challenged the view of Guy as a weak character is R. C. Smail.29 In his comparison of the campaigns of 1183 and 1187 he has shown how psychological and political pressures influenced Guy's brief rule far more than personal traits. However, by limiting his study largely to those two campaigns he has missed a number of important considerations and thus weakened his argument. By developing Smail’s initial probe into a full-scale consideration of Guy's career as a whole I intend to show that the view of Guy de Lusignan as an incompetent, which historians have been content to follow, can no longer be sustained.
26.
E. C. Furber, “The Kingdom of Cyprus, 1191-1291”, A History Of The Crusades, vol. II, p 603.

27.
J. Richard, The Latin Kingdom Of Jerusalem, p 167 & p 186.

28.
J. Riley-Smith, The Feudal Nobility And The Latin Kingdom Of Jerusalem, 1174-1277, p 106.

29.
Smail, "Predicaments".
Chapter 2. Political Faction And The Controversy of The Bailliage.

While Guy was a newcomer to Outremer, he came from a family with a considerable crusading pedigree. Hugh VI de Lusignan set out for the Holy Land in 1100 with the party led by William, Duke of Aquitaine, took service with Baldwin I and fought in, and escaped from, the battle of Ramlah. Hugh VII accompanied Louis VII in 1147 and Hugh VIII (Guy's father) was captured at Harenc in 1164 along with Raymond III of Tripoli, Bohemond of Antioch and Joscelyn de Courtenay.30 Guy's brother, Amalric, also went east and had achieved the position of constable of the kingdom by the time Guy arrived. Why Guy took the cross is unclear; it may have been simply from ambition or it may have been as a result of his involvement in the murder of the Earl of Salisbury in 1168, during a dispute between the Poitevin nobles and their overlord, Henry II. Guy's exact role in these events is unclear but many historians have taken the ambiguous evidence to make a definite statement against Guy, to the effect that he murdered the earl. The key passage lies in Benedict of Peterborough:-

“Praeterea praedictus rex leprosus multos habebat secum milites, inter quos erat quidem miles, nomine Gwido de Lezinan, frater Gaufridi de Lezinan, qui Patricium comitem Salesbiriensem, tempore hostilitatis, quae erat inter regem Angliae et suos in Pictavia, occiderat.”31
(I have left the passage in the original Latin since it can not be easily translated into English without changing the structure of the sentence). The structure of the sub-clauses in the sentence makes it impossible to say which Lusignan the author is accusing of killing the earl. Stubbs, the editor of Benedict, believes that Geoffrey was responsible. Roger of Howden accuses Guy, saying that because of this Guy was exiled from Poitou and proceeded to the Holy Land. However, Benedict states that Guy was involved in the rebellion of Henry the Younger in1173.32 That Guy was involved in the death of the Earl of Salisbury seems clear, but his exact role is not, and the murder seems to have been held against him more by modern historians seeking confirmation of the view of Guy as a bad man and a bad king, than by his political contemporaries.

Since the beginning of Baldwin IV's reign in 1174 two political factions had fought each other for the control of the kingdom necessitated by Baldwin’s incapacity as a minor and as a leper. Guy's arrival was soon to start a chain of events that led to an increasingly vicious power struggle between the factions. M. W. Baldwin has described these two factions as a 'court party', consisting of Agnes de Courtenay (Baldwin's mother), Joscelyn de Courtenay, Amalric de Lusignan, the patriarch Heraclius,
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Gerard de Ridefort and Reynald of Chatillon and a baronial party, consisting of Raymond of Tripoli, Baldwin and Balian d'Ibelin and Reynald of Sidon.33 The political struggle at this time centred on the succession. It was apparent that Baldwin IV was going to die without an heir and thus apparent that the crown would pass to his older sister, Sibylla. Since she could not rule alone a suitable husband had to be found for her. As Richard points out, this vas not easily done:-

“As for the reign of Baldwin IV, this, especially towards the end, could only be a struggle for the regency between various clans. The unhappy leper, aware of his increasing weakness, was constantly on the lookout for a man who could take his place without harming the interests of the kingdom; tragically, whenever the sick boy thought he had found a baron capable of defending the Holy Land who would not infringe the rights of the crown, he was disappointed.”34
Philip of Flanders turned down the offer, William of Montferrat married Sibylla but died in 1177 leaving a son, the future Baldwin V, which complicated the issue of the succession even further, Hugh III, Duke of Burgundy also declined. Baldwin d'Ibelin had hopes of marrying Sibylla but it was Guy de Lusignan who finally married the heiress to the kingdom. The immediate cause of the hasty marriage was the news Baldwin IV heard in the spring of 1180 that Raymond of Tripoli and Bohemond of Antioch were marching south with their troops. What followed vas a prime example of one of the major weaknesses of Baldwin IV as a ruler. As an invalid he had to rely heavily on information relayed to him by others, and, when there was an ongoing struggle between two political factions, some of that information was bound to be suspect. In 1180 the court faction convinced Baldwin that Raymond and Bohemond were planning to deprive him of the throne; just as in 1183 the baronial faction convinced Baldwin that Guy was unfit to be bailli. Unable to witness many events with his own eyes, Baldwin IV fell prey to political machinations.

In 1180,surrounded by the court faction, Baldwin IV was persuaded to marry Sibylla to Guy de Lusignan. It was a classic case of mésalliance; the heiress to the kingdom of Jerusalem being married to the fourth son of a minor French noble. When Guy’s social status is compared with that of the Count of Flanders, the Marquis of Montferrat and the Duke of Burgundy, and especially when it is considered alongside the only other king to rule by right of marriage, Fulk V of Anjou, the disparity is self-evident. Not only was the baronial faction's candidate, Baldwin d'Ibelin, stymied but also he was ousted by a man who had very little in the way of wealth, power or social prestige. Regardless of any personal qualities he might possess, Guy should not have been married to Sibylla simply on the grounds or their social inequality. However, Guy was married to Sibylla, so the baronial faction had their ambitions in that direction thwarted and they soon found themselves being eased out of power as the court faction established themselves around Baldwin IV. Guy de Lusignan represented everything that the baronial faction hated and they were determined to reassert their position of dominance in the realm. Guy's appointment as bailli gave them the opportunity to do just that.
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In September 1183 Baldwin IV summoned all the barons and in their presence made Guy de Lusignan bailli, reserving for himself only the royal dignity, the city of Jerusalem and an annual revenue of ten thousand besants. William of Tyre records the baronial reaction to the appointment:-

“There were those who were displeased at this change; some were inclined to object to it because of their own personal interests and private reasons; others pleaded the public welfare and, apprehensive about the condition of the realm, declared openly that the count was not equal to the burden of so great responsibility and was not competent to administer the affairs of the realm.”35
However, as Riley-Smith points out:-

“What the High Court, or a section of it, thought was in fact quite irrelevant, for the king had every right to choose whomsoever he wished to be his lieutenant, …”36
The barons had no legal or constitutional rights to use against Guy, instead they actively obstructed his attempts to rule and mounted a strenuous propaganda campaign against him in an attempt to make Baldwin IV remove him from the bailliage.

Immediately after being made bailli Guy assumed command of the army camped at Safforiya, which had been raised to counter a new incursion by Saladin. With the shift in the balance of military power in favour of the Saracens the crusader had developed a largely defensive strategy to counter invasion. Permanent Moslem reconquest could only be achieved by the capture or destruction of the Frankish strongholds and thus the strategy developed was to prevent sieges being formed while avoiding exposing the army to the risks of battle. This is basically what occurred during the 1183 campaign. Guy placed his troops in the immediate vicinity of Saladin's army, occupying the sources of water supply and resisting all Saladin's attempts to draw them out from their strong position. After a few days of this Saladin was forced to withdraw with nothing of lasting significance achieved.
However, while the military objective had been achieved, the manner of its achievement raised bitter controversy. The inactivity of the crusader army was not merely a matter of policy, it vas a matter of necessity. The barons openly dissented and blocked Guy's attempts to assert his authority, arguing amongst themselves. The behaviour of the army commanders shocked the rest of the kingdom, even William of Tyre, a partisan of the baronial faction, does not conceal his disapproval:-

“Those who, it seemed, would have been best able to handle the critical [refused to act], it is said, through hatred of the count of Jaffa, to whom, two days before, the king had entrusted the welfare of the kingdom. For they took it ill that at so critical and dangerous a time matters of the highest importance had been placed in the hands of an obscure man, wholly incapable and indiscreet. As a result 
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they too patiently, or rather, disgracefully, allowed the enemy to remain for eight successive days encamped in the vicinity of our army hardly more than a mile away - a thing which, it is said, had never happened before in the kingdom.”

He goes on to say about the defensive policy:-

“Some said that this was, in fact, the truth and maintained that the leaders were justified in their position. Others, on the contrary, asserted that it was only an excuse, a trick deliberately invented to avoid battle, lest, if success should attend our arms, it might be ascribed to the count under whose leadership it would have been fought to a successful outcome.”37
In the backlash of opinion following the 1183 campaign the baronial faction found the lever with which to prise Guy from the bailliage. They mounted an extensive and efficient propaganda campaign to the effect that the 1183 campaign demonstrated Guy's incapacity as a ruler. This can be most clearly seen in William of Tyre who, having made the above statements, within a few pages changes tone completely and follows the baronial line:-

“Meanwhile the king realised that in the conduct of affairs at the springs of Tubania, ..., the count of Jaffa, to whom, ..., he had committed the government of the realm, had shown himself far from wise or valiant. Through his imprudence and general inefficiency, the condition of the kingdom had fallen into an evil state.”38
Surprisingly, until Smail modern historians have not seriously cha11enged the account and condemnation of Guy's conduct of the 1183 campaign as presented by partisans of the baronial faction. Guy's contemporaries condemned him for not engaging Saladin's forces in 1183; modern historians have allowed that the campaign was a military success but have denied Guy any credit for it. The combination of these two views is clearly dichotomous, yet only Smail has pointed this out.39 Nicholson's comment is indicative of how the baronial view has been accepted unquestioningly:-

“Believing that Guy's military leadership was unsatisfactory and that the general conditions of the Kingdom of Jerusalem were now in a lamentable situation because of his poor judgment and inefficiency, the leper king followed the proposals of his wiser counsellors to the effect that he should recover for himself the controls over the Kingdom of Jerusalem which he had granted to Guy.”40
Baldwin makes his attack on Guy more subtly but, having admitted that Guy had been 'framed' by the barons, and thereby effectively admitting that the 1183 campaign can not be used as evidence that Guy was incompetent, justifies their actions on the grounds of Guy's incompetence!-
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“It also seems likely that the barons took advantage of Guy's failure as procurator, a failure for which they may have been at least partially, if not entirely responsible, to recover their own ascendancy over the leper king. In other words they had entered the game of party politics, and by the fall of 1183, had won. Perhaps the modern historian is wiser not to probe the matter too deeply. By this time the best interests of the kingdom pretty clearly coincided with their own personal wishes.”41
The 1183 campaign was a success militarily, however, there was a groundswell of opinion that found the army's inactivity unacceptable. The baronial faction harnessed this opinion to blacken Guy as a weak and hesitant ruler when in fact they had been largely responsible for the inactivity. Nor can the accusation that Guy brought the kingdom to the brink of ruin be sustained. He was bail1i for at most three months, probably less. Three months is insufficient time for the kingdom to degenerate as drastically as was claimed. Whatever faults existed in the kingdom of Jerusalem at the end of 1183 were already present before Guy became bailli.

At the same time that the barons were building their case against Guy, the latter came into conflict with Baldwin IV who wanted to exchange Jerusalem for Tyre. Guy's refusal to do so was extremely intemperate considering the volatile political situation. Perhaps it was born out of the frustration of having been appointed bailli only to have the barons deny his authority and now the king reasserting his power. The end result of the dispute was that Baldwin turned to the baronial faction for support against Guy. Although the dispute over Tyre and Jerusalem was the only real mistake Guy had made as bailli the barons put forward numerous accusations of incompetence, arrogance, weakness and misrule. The court faction was ousted from power and Baldwin now depended on the barons for support and advice. Not only did the baronial faction have Guy removed as bailli and Raymond of Tripoli installed in his place, but they were considering even more draconian measures against him. In 1184 and 1185, as the dispute between Guy and Baldwin became increasingly acrimonious, the barons began to pressure Baldwin into taking highly irregular measures with the intent of excluding Guy from the succession.

To end this chapter a brief survey of the baronial faction's aims and attitudes would be helpful. They clearly wanted to control power in the kingdom and seem to have had designs on the royal household, probably with the intention of entrenching themselves in the executive of royal authority. Raymond of Tripoli had aspired to the regency since the start of the reign. The king, and some contemporaries, believed that he had designs on the crown itself. Balian d'Ibelin had married Amalric's second wife, Maria Comnena, and Baldwin d 'Ibelin had tried very hard to marry Sibylla.

Baldwin, in his work on Raymond of Tripoli, quite correctly points out that the count was the man best suited to rule the troubled kingdom in the 1180s. However, Baldwin fails to consider the problems that prevented such a solution. Despite all the claims of an 'elective monarchy' hereditary principles had always been followed in the kingdom so far as practicality allowed. Thus, for Raymond to claim the crown by birthright Baldwin IV’s two sisters would have to die or be deposed. He could claim by right of 
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marriage if he was wed to Sibylla but they were blood relations and she was married to Guy. The marriage option would require extremely drastic action and who would sanction it? The patriarch would not, he was in the court faction; nor is it likely that Baldwin IV would allow Raymond to go that far. It seems that there would be little future in these two options because the only likely way that they could be put into practice would be if he used his third option, claiming the kingdom by force of arms. Ibn Jubayr reports in 1184:-

“The most considerable amongst the accursed Franks is the accursed Count, the lord of Tripoli and Tiberias. He has authority and position among them. He is qualified to be king, and indeed is a candidate for the office.”42
However, while Raymond was qualified, he was not directly in line for the throne. The king might choose his bailli but he could not choose a successor over others with better claims. For all Raymond's qualities and abilities the monarchy was not a meritocracy. The barons were determined to remove Guy de Lusignan. This they achieved in the short-term through political chicanery, however, they seem to have shown little consideration for the long-term. Nowhere is this lack of forethought more apparent than in 1186 when they showed not the slightest inkling of how to enforce Baldwin IV’s political will and prevent the reversion to normal practices of succession, and when, almost farcically, they planned to start a civil war without checking what their candidate for the throne thought of the idea. Ibn el-Athir's comment could be Raymond's epitaph:-

“His ambition was to possess authority because of the extreme youth of his ward [Baldwin V]. But it happened that the latter died and that royal power passed to his mother. The ambitious hopes of the count were thus reduced to nothing.” 43
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Chapter 3. The Crises Of The Succession.

Much has been said about the 'elective' monarchy of the Latin kingdom, yet never has this theory been less in evidence than in the succession crises of the 1180's and 1190's. From 1184 to 1186 the barons struggled to exclude Guy de Lusignan from the succession, yet their struggles were based on the assumption that the normal practices of hereditary succession would be followed. Their first move was to secure the succession of Baldwin V. By using association, crowning Baldwin V during Baldwin IV’S reign, the baronial faction by-passed Guy and Sibylla. La Monte argues that:-

“The coronation of the son instead of the mother ran counter to the accepted laws of inheritance when the fief passed through the mother, and this was a deliberate assertion on the part of the Haute Cour of its right to elect the monarch.”44
However, I would disagree. The issue of the 'laws of inheritance' is misleading, since Baldwin IV was still alive there was no process of inheritance involved. Baldwin IV disposed of his kingdom as he saw fit, that was his right as the monarch. This may have been unorthodox in the Latin kingdom but, considering the conflict between Melissende and Baldwin III (the only other occasion when similar circumstances had arisen), it might have seemed reasonable to contemporaries and, considering that primogeniture was not universal in Europe, it should not seem unreasonable to us. In Europe, where the male heirs took precedence, the coronation of Baldwin V as the nearest male heir would not seem surprising. It was the Latin kingdom that was unorthodox, if it should choose to conform then there is cause for comment but not a constitutional argument. It was not as if the circumstances arose particularly often, so which practice was 'normal '? The accession of John rather than Arthur of Brittany to the throne of England in 1199 shows how nominal practices of succession could be tinkered with within a limited group of heirs in the name of political expediency, and no one has ever claimed that the Angevin empire possessed an elective monarchy. The whole point of putting Baldwin V on the throne was political rather than constitutional. By the time of Baldwin V’s coronation it was clear that Baldwin IV's health was failing. By securing the accession of Baldwin V the baronial faction secured ten years in power with Raymond of Tripoli as regent.

The establishment of Baldwin V as the successor to Baldwin IV was unusual but legitimate and it solved the immediate crisis. However, the baronial faction, aware of Baldwin V's frailty and the high infant mortality, particularly male, that was prevalent in Outremer, realised the necessity of settling the succession beyond the boy king. As things stood, the death of Baldwin V would bring about the accession of Sibylla, and thereby, of Guy. As La Monte notes:-

“The question of the succession in 1186 was a personal one far more than a legal or constitutional one. Sibylle was the eldest daughter of Amaury and the sister of Baldwin IV. Though Amaury had been forced by the patriarch to divorce 
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their mother, Agnes de Courtenay, the children were recognised as legitimate and there was never a question as to their right as legitimate heirs. Baldwin IV had been crowned without question, and Sibylle's son Baldwin V as well. But Sibylle's husband was more than the barons would tolerate. It was not that they did not recognise Sibylle's legitimate claims to the throne, but that they would not have Guy as king over them.”45
It seems that at first the baronial faction accepted Sibylla as the successor to Baldwin V, all their attacks were directed against Guy. Having convinced Baldwin IV of Guy's worthlessness they persuaded the king to make strenuous attempts to divorce Guy and Sibylla, clearly with the intention of marrying her to someone of the baronial faction's choice. However, Guy and Sibylla's flight to Ascalon and refusal to submit to Baldwin robbed them of that option. Infuriated, Baldwin IV summoned the barons to Acre and effectively disinherited Guy by pronouncing the accession of Baldwin V. Still, the problem was not resolved, only the precarious health of the two Baldwins stood between Guy and the throne. Divorce did not seem feasible, especially when the patriarch was actually pleading Guy's case. Instead, the baronial faction decided upon an altogether more dangerous and controversial course of action; the exclusion of Sibylla from the succession and the elevation of her younger sister, Isabella, to heiress apparent.

Baldwin IV's health was deteriorating in 1185 and he was clearly losing control of events around him. Yet he was not so wholly under influence of the baronial faction that he would submit blindly to designs. It was one thing to plan to exclude Sibylla from the succession; it was quite another to find some way of doing it. The view was put forward that Isabella should succeed as the only one of Amalric's children to have been born 'in the purple'. This view was clearly untenable with the fact of the accession of Baldwin IV and Baldwin V, and Baldwin IV was not going to question the legitimacy of his own rule. In fact, Baldwin IV's settlement of the succession was somewhat bizarre. The specific terms were clear enough; in the event of Baldwin V dying within ten years, the right to succeed of Sibylla or Isabella vas to be decided by a committee of the Pope, the German Emperor and the kings of France and England.46 Yet despite the precise wording, the actual intention is vague. On what criteria were the two sisters to be judged?

Baldwin IV did not settle the succession at all, he merely passed on the problem to others. His will seems to have been drawn up more in hope than expectation. The subsequent conflict between Richard and Philip at Acre must seriously question whether the settlement was at all workable.

Baldwin’s will attempted to overturn the customary practice of hereditary succession without giving any real thought as to how it was to be done. Finally, if, with the accession of Baldwin V, the barons had, as La Monte maintains, re-established the principle of an elective monarchy, why were they not designated as the arbitrators of the succession? Since Baldwin's will was trying to give a veneer of legality to the exclusion of Sibylla, one can only conclude that the barons were not perceived to 
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possess the legitimate authority to give it that air of legality.

The death of Baldwin V in 1186 precipitated the inevitable crisis. Raymond of Tripoli, as regent, clearly had every intention of upholding Baldwin IV's will since the baronial faction had been largely responsible for it in the first place. However, Raymond was persuaded by Joscelyn de Courtenay to withdraw to Tiberias and when he had done this Joscelyn seized the cities of Acre and Beirut while Guy and Sibylla hastened to Jerusalem to proclaim their succession. Thus two principles came into direct conflict, the settlement of Baldwin IV and the customary practice of succession. Which carried the greater weight? It soon became clear that customary practice would win the day. Baldwin IV's will was too problematical and too controversial to gain much support, customary practice was simpler, more straightforward and, basically, customary.

Baldwin IV's will had two major flaws. Firstly, the kingdom was facing an imminent crisis, yet it might be years before the succession dispute was settled. There were the problems of the distance involved and of getting the Pope, Emperor and two kings to agree. Both could be very time-consuming. Nor were the western rulers particularly impressed by urgent requests from the East, as shown by the dilatory actions of the kings of France and England in starting out on the Third Crusade. Secondly, the legal validity of Baldwin’s will is questionable. Could a political will be lega1ly binding after the death of the king? ‘The king is dead, long live the king’ is not merely a polite observance, it symbolises the transfer of power and authority. The principle can be clearly seen in the need to get royal charter confirmed by a new monarch (selling confirmations and additional privileges at the start of his reign was one of the ways Richard I raised money for his crusade). When the old ruler died his authority was terminated and superseded by that of the new ruler and hence the need to get privileges confirmed, even if there vas a clause in perpetuity in the original grant. Theory and practice were clear, the authority of the old king died with him. In which case did the authority of Baldwin IV, which underpinned the settlement, die when he died?

Thus Baldwin IV’s will presented an extremely complex and dubious solution to the problem. On the contrary, the accession of Sibylla and Guy presented no such problems and offered a rapid resolution of the crisis. Even Ernoul's barbed comments can not disguise the fact that Sibylla's claims received popular support and Baldwin IV's will did not:-

“Le peuple qui ileuc estoit distrent a une voiz que il amoient miauz dou roi Amauri que de nul autre. Tost orent oblié le seirement que il orent fait au conte de Triple, ...”47
“The people who were there said with one voice that they preferred one of Amalric's line to any other. All had forgotten the oath that they had made to the count of Tripoli, …”
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Guy and Sibylla invited the barons to the coronation, who declined and gathered, except for Joscelyn de Courtenay and Reynald de Chatillon, at Nablus. They sent messages to the patriarch and the masters of the Temple and Hospital forbidding the coronation as contrary to Baldwin IV's will. However, the gates of Jerusalem were closed to prevent interference and the coronation went ahead. The patriarch crowned Sibylla and she in turn crowned Guy. The dissenting barons maintained that they were 
upholding Baldwin IV's will, but their actions do not bear this out. The will clearly stipulated that the choice between the two sisters was to be made by the committee of western rulers and that until the choice was made Raymond of Tripoli was to rule as regent. However, the barons did not defend Raymond's regency, they did what Baldwin IV had not been prepared to do in his will and backed Isabella as heiress to the throne, intending to make Humphrey of Toron king. Thus, the barons intended to go against both customary practice and Baldwin IV's will. In openly advocating civil war in order to be rid of Guy de Lusignan the baronial faction show themselves to be not so much a group of angry constitutionalists as a cabal.

Their planned rebellion came to nothing in the end because Humphrey of Toron had no intention of allowing himself to become involved in such drastic actions. With his defection to the king and queen the plot collapsed, which is interesting in itself. Despite the fact that, as many people, contemporary and modern, have observed, Raymond of Tripoli was such a good candidate for power, despite the fact that he was the closest male relative to the royal house of Jerusalem, and despite the fact that the baronial faction could not feel too sanguine about their future under Guy, they did not consider putting Raymond on the throne. The barons were prepared to back a rival claimant but they were not prepared to depose the royal house altogether. After three years of bitter struggle to remove Guy, the barons lacked the courage of their convictions, and they submitted to him. However, the fact of the submission did little to reduce the antagonism between Guy and most of his barons, a fatal flaw that was to be exposed in July 1187.

Guy won the kingdom in 1186 because, despite the efforts of the baronial faction and Baldwin IV, the customary practices of succession were too well established to be subverted. He lost the kingdom for the same reason. Sibylla's death in autumn 1190 during the siege of Acre reopened the controversy of the succession. It was an extremely difficult situation, the only other king to rule by right of his marriage, Fulk, had predeceased his wife and so this problem had never arisen before. Ernoul, presenting the view of the Syrian barons, is in no doubt as to what the situation was. As far as he was concerned normal practices of succession were followed and the kingdom escheated to Isabella:-

“La devant dite Ysabel requist tantost le reiaume as barons qui la esteint, et les homages. Il li firent come a cele qui esteit le dreit heir.”48
“The aforementioned Isabella immediately requested the kingdom from the barons who were there, and their homage. They did this as to one who was the rightful heiress.”
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This was eventually what happened, but only eventually. The situation was complicated by a number of factors. Guy, having fought so hard to gain the throne, was not prepared to relinquish the kingdom without a fight and he believed he could retain the crown as an anointed king who had received the homage of the fief-holders. Also Isabella was at the time married to Humphrey of Toron whom the barons considered unsuitable, if for no other reason than his desertion of their cause in 1186. The barons found the solution to this problem in forcing the divorce of Humphrey and Isabella and marrying her to Conrad of Montferrat. Guy's grip on the kingdom weakened but he was not without support since Conrad had hardly endeared himself to the crusading armies with his extreme reluctance to make any sort of contribution to the siege of Acre. In deed, once Conrad was married to Isabella he withdrew to Tyre demanding his rights as king. Since the crusaders were more concerned with Acre at that time they paid little attention to him and so there the matter rested briefly.

One key problem lay in the status of Guy. Technically he was no longer king since he had ruled by right of marriage and his wife was now dead. However, although his coronation had been highly irregular, he had received the homage of the barons and he had been accepted as king. Medieval society vas not at all equipped for dealing with the problem of an extraneous king and the 'un-making' of a king vas fraught with legal, religious and political complications. This was the dilemma the crusaders faced at the end of 1190. Richard remarks:-

“Since it vas clearly impossible to decide who was legally entitled to the throne, especially since no one had the authority to make such a decision, the question was referred to the two kings.”49 [Philip and Richard, who did not arrive at Acre until April and June 1191].

If the crusaders hoped that Richard and Philip would soon settle the dispute they were to be sadly disappointed. Philip, on his arrival, sided with Conrad. Guy sailed to Cyprus in May 1191 to enlist Richard's aid and thus the two kings, taking opposing sides, prolonged the controversy.50 With Richard's support Guy was able to sustain his challenge for the time being but an important change had taken place. When Guy had been released from captivity and had begun the reconquest he had enjoyed the whole-hearted support of his barons. With the death of Sibylla and the accession of Isabella he lost much of that support. In 1190 Guy's charters were witnessed by Conrad, Joscelyn de Courtenay, Amalric de Lusignan, Geoffrey Le Tort, Hugh of Tiberias, Humphrey of Montreal, Reynald of Sidon and Balian d’lbelin. His charters of 1191 and 1192 bear the names of only a few Syrian barons (Hugh of Tiberias and Geoffrey Le Tort being the most important), whereas Conrad's charters have acquired Reynald of Sidon, Balian d'Ibelin and Payen of Cayphas.51
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Despite an attempt at a compromise between Guy and Conrad52, it became clear that Guy had lost his Syrian power base and his influence rested on his relationship with Richard. In 1192 Richard received news of John's activities in England and prepared to return. He consulted with the remaining leaders of the crusader army who demanded that the issue of the kingship be finally settled. Richard asked them to choose between Guy and Conrad and they chose the latter53. Guy lost the kingship contest on two points; firstly because the heiress to the kingdom was now clearly Isabella and secondly because the disaster of Hattin still dogged him and the army preferred to choose a leader who at least had done nothing wrong.

The crises of the succession in 1186 and 1190 clearly demonstrate the strength of the hereditary rather than the elective principle of monarchy. In 1192 Richard advised his nephew, Henry of Champagne, with Guy's fate no doubt in mind, to claim the kingdom in his own right, but he could not, he had to marry Isabella. Babcock and Krey in their introduction to William of Tyre, say of 1186:-

“The ousted faction, led by Joscelin, the brother of Agnes, and Sibylla, then perpetrated a coup d’état by which Guy was made king of Jerusalem.”54
In fact, the will of Baldwin IV was more of a coup d'état, since it tried to overthrow the normal methods of accession. The accession of Guy and Sibylla was a victory for the 'old order'. The only real coup d'état in 1186 was the one that failed when Humphrey of Toron deserted the baronial faction. The tragedy of the succession crisis from 1184 to was that it divided the country into two camps which fought a vicious and bitter battle for power without either side ever gaining the ascendancy sufficiently to be able to defeat the other until Easter 1187 when, with the submission of Raymond of Tripoli, the kingdom was finally united behind Guy. However, it was too late. The Hattin campaign came too soon after such an acrimonious dispute for either side to trust the other and mutual suspicion returned with a vengeance at Safforiya.
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Chapter 4. King Guy.

“Guy's character, ... , is difficult to estimate. That be was not without soldierly and statesmanlike qualities his later career in Cyprus seems to indicate. But, being largely responsible for the loss of the kingdom in 1187, he became the target of bitter criticism in a whole class of contemporary chronicles. Yet, even if the partisan character of much of this criticism be admitted, it seems abundantly clear that in 1186-1187 Guy was the one led, not the leader. He did not further any consistent policy. Rather he was the rallying point for a collection of ambitious, jealous, or discontented individuals. The events of those fateful years point to the conclusion that, with the exception of Sibyl, men and women followed Guy either for reasons of personal advantage or because they opposed the other party. In himself he was not important.”55
Baldwin's view is a damning indictment of Guy; if it is true. Baldwin believes Guy to be an incompetent and bases his argument on two points. Firstly, that Guy did not pursue any consistent policy and secondly, that his supporters were self-interested and backed Guy for personal gain, thus leading Baldwin to the conclusion that Guy was weak, incompetent and irrelevant. In these final two chapters I intend to show that the evidence from 1186 to 1194, when considered as a whole, will not support this line of argument.

Immediately after his coronation Guy was faced with the prospect of civil war as the baronial faction plotted to put Humphrey of Toron on the throne. Guy was fortunate in that Humphrey's desertion prevented war but the power elite of the Latin kingdom was still divided into two roughly equal halves. This did not augur well in the light of Saladin's threat. With the collapse of their plot the barons went to Jerusalem to submit

to the king, with the exceptions of Raymond of Tripoli and Baldwin d'Ibelin who refused to give up. Riley-Smith estimates the baronial revolt to have been over by late October 118656, but Raymond of Tripoli was to drag the conflict on almost to the bitter end. Guy was fully aware that as the new king he had to establish his undisputed authority if he was to rule effectively and thus knew that he had to make his two dissenting barons submit to him. Despite Baldwin d'Ibelin's attempts to settle his lands on his son Guy was strong enough to make his point; hostile and offensive though he was, Baldwin still submitted to the king.57
This left Raymond of Tripoli who, on the collapse of the baronial plot, had fled to Tiberias. Guy, understandably angry and frustrated by Raymond's constant plotting against him, decided to raise a force and march to Tiberias to settle the issue once and for all. However, after heeding the advice of Balian d'Ibelin he sent a delegation instead to demand Raymond's submission. Raymond refused to submit unless Beirut was returned to him. Thus there was a stalemate over the winter, almost up until Easter 1187. At this point Saladin, angry at Reynald of Chatillon's breaking
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of the truce, was gathering his forces to invade the Holy Land.58 Guy responded by summoning his barons who advised him to attempt to make peace with Raymond whose support and influence would be crucial for coming campaign. Thus Guy sent out a delegation towards Tiberias consisting of the masters of the Temple and Hospital, the archbishop of Tyre, Balian d'Ibelin and Reynald of Sidon.59 What was to follow was the single factor which most influenced Guy at Safforiya.

Raymond of Tripoli, fearful of Guy's intentions towards him, had in 1186 concluded a pact with Saladin by which the garrison at Tiberias was reinforced with moslem troops.60 In spring 1187 Raymond discovered the price of such a pact. One of Saladin's sons, al-Afdhal, wished to lead a raid into christian territory to avenge Reynald of Chatillon’s capture of a moslem caravan and according to the terms of the pact he asked Raymond for free passage through his lands. Raymond was caught in a cleft stick; if he were to refuse he would lose Saladin's support and weaken his chances of resisting Guy, if he were to agree he would face bitter condemnation from his fellow christians. In the end Raymond agreed to the raid but in an attempt to salve his conscience put a time limit on the raid and sent warnings throughout his lands in an attempt to lessen its impact. However, Raymond reckoned without the fiery Gerard de Ridefort who, on hearing of the impending raid, gathered together a small force in order to oppose it. The resulting massacre of the christian force at Cresson on 1 May 1187 was to have dire consequences for the future of the realm.

Both contemporary and modern historians have sought to absolve Raymond of Tripoli of any blame for the massacre. Ernoul comments:-

“Quant li cuens de Triple oi dire que Balian et l'arcevesque de Sur venoient, si ala a l'encontre, mout dolenz et mout corouciez de l'aventure qui estoit avenue le jor devant, et tout par l'orgueill dou maistre dou Temple.”61
“When the count of Tripoli heard that Balian and the archbishop of Tyre were coming he went to meet them, very saddened and very angry at the incident which had occurred the day before, and all because of the pride of the master of the Temple.”

58.
In late 1186 Reynald of Chatillon captured a moslem caravan bound for Damascus. Under the terms of the truce Saladin demanded reparations from Guy. However, Reynald refused Guy's commands to return the booty. This can not be used as evidence for Guy being weak since, in similar circumstances in 1180, Baldwin IV had been unable to control Reynald. Rather, it reflects the waning power of the monarchy in the second half of the twelfth century.
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A line which Baldwin follows:-

“Whoever was responsible, the decision to oppose the raiders was a grievous mistake and to a great extent absolves Raymond of any further responsibility for what happened.”62
Gerard de Ridefort's decision to attack the raiders was foolhardy and by pointing to this mistake both Ernoul and Baldwin try to sidestep the real issue, by spreading the blame they try to disguise the fault of Raymond. Gerard de Ridefort's tactical blunder is not the issue because he should not have been in a position to make that blunder, the moslem raiders should not have been there in the first place. The kingdom was at war with Saladin once the truce was broken and yet Raymond maintained his pact with Saladin and allowed the enemy to pass freely through his lands. Raymond's pact with Saladin may have been a sound idea in terms of initial self-preservation but the change in the political situation meant that continued association with Saladin was very dangerous in deed, yet  Raymond chose that course. As Runciman remarks:-

“Wise though Raymond's policy may have been it vas undoubtedly treasonable.”63
The consequences of this treason were fully manifested at Cresson and Raymond, appalled at the outcome of his actions, realised that his position was no longer tenable. Raymond agreed to de reconciled with Guy, who for a supposedly spiteful king under the domineering influence of Gerard de Ridefort, showed quite diplomatic and statesmanlike skills. Ernoul's account shows Guy in a very favourable light, first showing humility and then passing up the opportunity to gloat and make Raymond grovel. Ernoul's account bears the hallmark of diplomatic but authoritative kingship, and Ernoul has been no friend of Guy de Lusignan:-

“... li rois vit le conte de Triple, si dessendi a pié, et s’en ala encontre de lui. Quant le conte de Triple vit que li rois venoit a pié encontre lui, si dessendi a pié ausi, et ala a l'encontre. Quant li rois fu pres de lui, li cuens s'agenoilla devant le roi, et le roi l'en leva, si geta les bras au col, si l'acola et baisa.”64
“... the king saw the count of Tripoli, he dismounted, and went to meet him. When the count of Tripoli saw that the king was coming on foot to meet him, he also dismounted, and went to meet him. When the king was close to him, the count kneeled before the king, and the king raised him, threw his arms around his neck, embraced and kissed him.”

The reconciliation was a triumph for Guy and marked the apogee of his power. Now, with the kingdom united under his rule, he turned to the external threat of Saladin. While the breaking of the truce had not been expected, the kingdom had been preparing itself for a major confrontation with Saladin for some time. The extraordinary tax of 1183, the transfer of control of the castles to the Templars and 
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Hospitallers in 1185 and the numerous appeals to the West, and Henry II of England in particular, all indicate a rising expectancy of major conflict. With the news of Saladin's imminent invasion Guy decided that the moment for confrontation had come. On Raymond’s advice he asked Bohemond of Antioch for assistance and he took the highly unusual step of levying the arrière-ban. Prawer says of the arrière-ban:-

“On such occasions all vassals, even those whose services were not to the king, as being outside the obligatory contingents of the tenants-in-chief, would appear in the host. The same was true for every able-bodied Frank in the kingdom.”65
La Monte also notes that the arrière-ban was probably levied four times in the entire history of the kingdom before 1187.66 Guy's levying of the arrière-ban demonstrates that he had firmly established his power and authority as king. It also committed the kingdom's resources, as they had rarely been committed before, to a risky military campaign. Guy fielded the largest army the Latin kingdom had ever raised, but in doing so most of the Frankish strongholds had been stripped of their regular troops. Once assembled the army moved out and camped at Safforiya.

What took place there has been largely misinterpreted by modern historians. Saladin's successful investment of Tiberias, with only the citadel holding out, presented the crusader army with two choices; to remain on the defensive at Safforiya or to go onto the offensive and attempt the relief of Tiberias. Raymond of Tripoli argued in favour of the first option on the grounds that to relieve Tiberias the army would have to cross a barren, waterless plain, which would seriously disadvantage the crusader forces. He also maintained that Saladin would not be able to hold his forces together for very long and that any gains he made at Tiberias would be temporary. Finally he argued that since it was his city, and it was his wife and stepsons who were in the citadel, it was his choice and he wanted the army to remain where it was. Reynald of Chatillon and Gerard de Ridefort argued for the second option accusing Raymond of cowardice and treachery. However, Raymond carried the argument. On the same night, 2 July, Gerard de Ridefort persuaded Guy to change his mind and the next morning Guy ordered the army to march on Tiberias.67 Much criticism has been made for following Gerard's advice, none more harsh than that of Baldwin:-

“Never was Guy's weakness and inability to dominate his associates more fatal than at that midnight hour. He was commander-in-chief. Everything depended on him, as Gerard knew only too well. With subtle reasoning he made him feel a sense of obligation to the Templars, to himself, and to those who made him king ... The master then challenged his courage, for the king was no coward, and so great was his success, that Guy became as a puppet in his hands.”68
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There is no doubting the intense personal enmity Gerard de Ridefort towards Raymond of Tripoli but too many historians have allowed this to explain Gerard's speech. Seen in the light of the events of the years 1183-1187 his speech actually makes a lot of sense:-

“Sire, ne creés le conseill dou conte. Car ce est un traitre, et vos savés bien que il ne vos aime riens, et voreit que vas eussiés honte, et que vos eussiés perdu le roiaume. Mais je vos conseill que vos movés ades, et nos aveques vos, et alons desconfire Salahadin. Car ce est la premiere besoigne que vos avés comencee en vostre noveleté. Se vos ne vos partes de ceste herberge, Salahadin vos venra ci assaillir. Et se vos vos partés por son assaut, la honte et le reproche vos sera plus grant.”69
“Sire, do not believe the counsel of the count. For he is a traitor, and you know well that he does not love you at all, and wished that you be shamed, and that you should be deprived of the kingdom. But I counsel you to move out immediately, and us with you, and let us go and smash Saladin. For this is the first task that that you have faced in your new reign. If you do not leave this camp, Saladin will come to attack you here. And if the army breaks up because of his assault, the shame and reproach will be very great for you.”

The accusation that Raymond was a traitor would appear undeniable to Guy after the massacre at Cresson. The same applies for the accusation that Raymond had wanted Guy to lose the throne, after four years of internecine strife. The reference to this being the first task of his reign was also extremely pertinent. The first task of Guy's bailliage had been the 1183 campaign and lack of action there had led to his political downfall. It is doubtful whether Saladin would have attacked the crusader army at Safforiya but the army might break up from inactivity as much as enemy action; the result would have been the same and so would the consequences.

Guy was faced with a terrible dilemma; to attempt the relief of Tiberias was to court military disaster, to remain at Safforiya was to court political disaster. In the end there were a number of compelling reasons for attempting the relief of Tiberias. As it stood the kingdom possessed a natural defensive integrity with the northern principalities, the desert between Egypt and the Holy Land, and the desert beyond Jordan defining its borders. Despite Raymond's assertions that any gains Saladin made would be temporary, if Saladin could capture and hold Tiberias then he would have a bridgehead into the kingdom which would destroy that defensive integrity. The kingdom had been committed psychologically (with the build up of tension in the 1180's) and physically (with the levying of the arrière-ban) to confrontation. To back away now would almost certainly, considering 1183, lead to Guy's downfall. He had no reason to trust Raymond of Tripoli's intentions, and every reason to distrust them. Moreover, the mass of the army wanted a confrontation, a factor Beha ed-Din was also aware of.70 On 2 July messages came from Tiberias asking for aid.
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Ernoul notes:-

“Oiant ses noveles, il s'esmut en l'ost un cri entre les chevaliers que l’on disoit: ‘Alons rescore les dames et les damoiseles de Thabarie.’”71
“Hearing this news, there arose in the host a cry among the knights that went: 'Let us go and rescue the ladies and maidens of Tiberias.”

As has been previously mentioned, crusader military strategy was based on the principle of preventing sieges being formed while avoiding committing the army to battle. However it is doubtful whether this tactic could be applied to this situation. Even after a day's forced march the crusader army was unable to reach Tiberias from Safforiya, and the effort exhausted them. How, then, could they prevent the siege of Tiberias? The army could not camp at Safforiya indefinitely, even if it did, it could not harry Saladin's army nor cut off its supplies. The army camped at Safforiya was impressive, but it was achieving nothing. The only way to affect events at Tiberias was to move the army into the vicinity.

Finally, Guy was not suicidal and must have believed that he had a reasonable chance of winning. The march on Tiberias was a risk, but one that could produce great dividends if successful. For, the position of Tiberias, with regards to the Sea of Galilee, was such that if Saladin's forces were defeated then they had no line of retreat. A successful annihilation of Saladin's army. Smail makes the most pertinent comment on the situation on the eve of Hattin:-

“No historian has any difficulty in recognising that in July 1187 Guy de Lusignan made a fatal error when he decided to relieve Tiberias and to expose his forces to almost certain battle in unfavourable conditions. The fate of the kingdom of Jerusalem was decided by the ensuing defeat at Hattin; but it is to be noted that a military fact equal in importance to the battle was the decision to incur the risk of battle. Throughout the century similar decisions had to be taken on innumerable occasions. Hattin demonstrates the possible consequences of a wrong decision  ...”72
71.
Ernoul (Morgan), p45; Eracles, p 50.
72.
R. C. Smail, Crusading Warfare (1097-1193), p 16.

Chapter 5. Guy And The Third Crusade.

The view that Guy lacked the qualities for kingship is most clearly refuted in the seven years that followed Hattin. Guy showed personal courage in ordering Ascalon not to surrender for his sake, and considerable cunning in adding that if the city had to surrender they should say that they did so on his orders.73 Moreover, the Syrian barons who had opposed him so bitterly from 1183 to 1186 showed that they now, despite Hattin, accepted him as their king. As Richard notes:-

“As soon as he was released from captivity Guy recovered almost all his authority as king over even his greatest vassals, being welcomed at Tripoli by Bohemond IV and re-equipped at Antioch by Bohemond III. When he passed beneath the walls of Tyre, his former barons, the knights of Tyre and the brothers Hugh and Ralph of Tiberias, ... , unhesitatingly left Conrad and followed him.”74
The one obstacle to Guy's total reassertion of his authority was Conrad of Montferrat. Conrad had acquired the city of Tyre in somewhat dubious circumstances. Having sailed from Constantinople he had arrived at Tyre in time to save it from Saladin but, according to Ernoul, he had demanded as the price of his aid that Tyre be given to him and his heirs.75 Conrad clearly had intentions of carving out a territory for himself in the Holy Land, much as the first crusaders had done. When Guy appeared before the gates of Tyre, Conrad refused him entry. Thus, when the legitimate king was refused entry into his only remaining city, he was left with only two alternatives, to abandon his kingdom or to begin its reconquest. As Mayer remarks:-

“It seemed to be an act of incredible folly since Guy's forces were not even equal to the city garrison and there was the added danger that Saladin might come upon him from the rear and crush him between the relieving army and the city. But Guy needed a base from which to reconquer his kingdom and Acre had always been its strongest and richest city. With unyielding obstinacy he pursued the goal he had set himself.”76
73. Ernoul (Morgan), p 62. “Seignors, Saladin m’a dit que se je li voleie rendre la cité, il me laira aler. Ce ne sereit mie bien a faire que issi bele cité fust rendue por un home. Se vos savés et veés que vos puissiés tenir Escalone a eus des crestiens et de la crestienté, ne la rendés mie. Et se vos veés que vos ne la puissiés tenir, je vos pri que vos la rendés, et me delivrés de prison.” Ambroise, p 128. Abu Shama, p 313, claims that Guy ordered Ascalon to surrender; Beha ed-Din, p 143, only reports that Guy caused it to be surrendered which does not contradict Ernoul.

74. Richard, Latin Kingdom, p 190.

75.
Ernoul (Morgan), p 62. Both the Itinerarium and Roger of Wendover claim that Conrad held the city on condition that it be returned to the heirs of the kingdom at the first opportunity. Itinerarium, p 60;Roger of Wendover, p 69.

76.
H. E. Mayer, The Crusades, p 140.

In terms of military practice the siege of Acre was a far more foolish venture than the attempted relief of Tiberias and goes to show the importance of a little luck. Several times the tiny besieging force seemed in danger of annihilation but, sustained by the fortuitous arrivals of the Sicilian fleet, the Frisians, and then the first contingents of the Third Crusade, they held on grimly. The importance of this venture can not be underestimated. Conrad of Montferrat was quite prepared to remain in the safety of Tyre, it was Guy who put the crusaders on the offensive. The Second Crusade in 1147 had disintegrated largely because the military leaders of the West and East could not agree on what use was to be made of the force. The Third Crusade had no such problem. Richard and Philip had no chance to quarrel over the immediate objective, that had already been decided; it vas Acre, and it vas Guy de Lusignan who decided it.

The army besieging Acre swelled with each successive wave of new arrivals but as it did so the troops became more disparate and authority more diffuse. Guy, Conrad, Henry of Champagne and Frederick of Swabia stood out as important leaders but there emerged no dominant and effective general. Guy might have hoped to predominate because of his title but unfortunately he had little actual power to back up such a claim. The fall of the kingdom left the king and the barons with very few resources and Hattin had decimated its manpower. The western crusaders generally showed a total lack of respect for the persons and property of Outremer. The story of the Third Crusade inevitably revolved around the men who controlled the power and resources of the armies, notably Richard and Philip, and Henry of Champagne and the Duke of Burgundy. The fact that Guy tends to disappear in the crowd of military leaders who formed the Third Crusade should not be allowed to detract from his contribution at Acre. In the early stages, from his release from captivity to the arrival of the major western leaders, Guy showed himself to be an effective leader of men. Ernoul comments:-

“Grant fu la fei des feaus de Deu quant ensi poi de gent oserent emprendre si grant fait come de metre siege devant Acre.”77
“Great was the trust of the faithful of God when so few people dared undertake so great a task as to lay siege to Acre.”

In deed, it not only shows great faith in God, it also shows considerable faith in Guy de Lusignan. Similar faith in Guy's generalship was shown by Richard, who knew more about the subject than most. At the battle of Arsuf in 1191 Guy commanded Richard's Poitevin contingent and Beha ed-Din notes of Richard's army on the march to Ascalon:-

“It was drawn up in three divisions. In the first, which formed the van-guard, rode Geoffrey (Guy] the ex-king, followed by all the troops of the sea-coast countries which had remained faithful to him; ...”78
However, for all his efforts it became increasingly clear that Guy had lost the kingdom in late 1190 when his wife died. His support from the Syrian barons was 
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gradually whittled away until he depended largely on Richard to maintain his claim to the throne. Conrad had done his best to obstruct Richard's efforts, since Richard's conquests would be given to Guy, refusing to join Richard's army, treating with the Saracens, and in February 1192 the French and Genoese tried to seize Acre for Conrad. The shift in baronial support after Sibylla's death was fatal to Guy and with the imminent departure of Richard the remaining crusaders were able to assert their authority and choose Conrad.79
On his journey across the Mediterranean Richard had conquered the island of Cyprus, which was ruled by Isaac Comnenus independently of the Byzantine Emperor. During Richard's sojourn Guy had arrived with a number of Syrian barons to protest against Philip's plans to make Conrad king of Jerusalem. When Richard fell ill Guy took command of the army and besieged Isaac's three remaining strongholds (Kerynia, Didymus and Buffavento) obtaining the surrender of the first two.80 Cyprus vas renowned for its wealth and resources, but apart from the booty gained during the conquest Richard got little out of the island. The garrisons and administrators that he left were unable to control the countryside or the people and had to use increasingly tough measures to subjugate the island. So, Richard sold Cyprus to the Templars for 100,000 dinars. The Templars were only interested in extracting as much revenue as possible and set out to administer the island as if it were one of their estates. In 1192 there was a popular uprising with the intention of overthrowing the Templars who, forewarned, only just managed to escape and who eventually quelled the revolt by massacring many or the inhabitants of Nicosia. Hill sums up the situation in 1192:-

“Robert de Turnham [Richard’s administrator] had quelled one revolt by hanging its leader; the Templars had quenched a second in rivers of blood; but they were now masters of a city without inhabitants, and unwilling to hold this extremely restive possession.”81
Guy, who by now was ousted from power, offered to take over Cyprus for the same price and did homage to Richard for the fief, which was granted for life. He took seisin of Cyprus in May 1192. Some English chroniclers maintain that he received Cyprus as a gift in return for not opposing the accession to the kingdom of Jerusalem of Henry of Champagne.82 However, Henry's later complaints that Guy should be removed as ruler of Cyprus on the grounds that he had defaulted on the payment would seem to indicate that Guy definitely bought the island. It is, of course, possible that Richard stipulated Henry's safe accession as a condition of sale.

So in mid-1192 Guy became ruler of Cyprus, but he was faced with the problem of a hostile and restive population. His solution was brilliant; instead of trying to control the population by force of arms, as Richard's men and the Templars had, he brought in settlers whose loyalty he could be assured of. He invited the dispossessed of Syria, Palestine and Armenia to settle on Cyprus where he provided fiefs, and suitable marriages if necessary. Guy’s donations of land were somewhat over-generous and 
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reduced him to poverty but his successor, Amalric, managed to recover a proportion of the fiefs Guy had granted, thus giving the new dynasty a sound financial basis. This fault was more than outweighed by Guy's success in transforming Cyprus from an ungovernable conquest to a stable crusader state. Guy died in autumn 1194, little more than two years after he had received the island and so it is difficult to assess his achievements as lord of Cyprus when the island vas in a state of flux for most of that period. However, Hill remarks:-

“...Guy seems to have been a vise and practical ruler; although the full development of the constitution was only to be seen under his successors, the foundations seem to have been well laid by him, or at least in his time; …”83
It is in the transformation of Cyprus during his rule that Guy most clearly shows his skills and abilities as king. During his reign over the kingdom of Jerusalem Guy's time was taken up almost exclusively by the threat of civil war and Saladin's activities. During his lordship of Cyprus he was presented with the opportunity to demonstrate his administrative and political acumen and he took the chance with some aplomb. Nowhere is the importance of considering Guy's career as a whole more evident than at this point. In the events of 1187 historians have found cause to judge Guy as weak and incompetent but few of them have bothered to give much attention to the seven years following them. How can that view be squared with the settlement of Cyprus? For, as Mayer states:-

“In his two years' reign he laid the foundations of a new feudal state on the western pattern which was to remain in the hands of his descendants for nearly 300 years.”84
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Conclusion.

The choice of the phrase 'in the balance' in the title was made to reflect two points. Firstly, that in the years immediately following Hattin the continued existence of the crusader states hung precariously in the balance. Although Guy played only a minor role in the actual reconquest of the coastal cities of his kingdom, his actions in commencing the siege of Acre were crucial to the successful development of the Third Crusade. By taking the offensive against Saladin instead of fighting Conrad Guy provided the focal point and initial impetus for the crusading forces coming from the West. Secondly, if a balance sheet were to be drawn up for all of Guy's career then it would be clear that he was not the total failure and incompetent that he has been too frequently portrayed. By ending their analyses in 1187 historians have found it easy to condemn Guy for what he lost at Hattin. However, Guy also went on to make positive

contributions at Acre and then in his settlement of Cyprus. Guy in no way recouped what he had lost in 1187 but the importance of his later achievements should be recognised, for the continuation of the crusader states in the thirteenth century was very much based on the strategic importance of Cyprus and Acre.

Too many historians have perpetuated the view of Guy as incompetent either through uncritical use of the sources or because, since they are only dealing with Guy 'en passant', they have only considered a single aspect of his career and thus failed to see long-term developments and pressures. There is a fundamental problem in that there is too little material from too few sources to be able to be sure of the accuracy of the views and information they contain. Only the Ernoul texts give any detailed narrative over a prolonged period. William of Tyre ends in 1183 and the western chronicles only cover the Third Crusade in any detail. The Arab sources lack detail of the internal po1iticking of the crusaders, yet Guy's problems can only be appreciated through close study of the political conflicts from 1180 to 1192. Moreover, Ernoul is generally biased towards the baronial faction and the Anglo-Norman sources place their emphasis on the western crusaders. Thus, the paucity and quality of information must always be taken into consideration when dealing with Guy de Lusignan.

To understand the problems of Guy's career it is necessary to start with the development of political factions during the 1170's.The inability of Baldwin IV to rule directly for periods of his reign meant that power had to be delegated and the issue of to whom it should be delegated provoked violent political conflict as early as 1174. During his reign there were two political prizes to be gained; the bailliage and the marriage of Sibylla, the heiress to the kingdom. The contest for the bailliage fluctuated between the court and baronial factions, but the contest for the marriage of Sibylla was won at an early stage by the court faction. The defeat for the baronial faction over this was made all the more galling to them by the undoubted mésalliance of Guy and Sibylla. Perhaps when presented with the fact of Guy's eventual accession to the throne barons should have accepted defeat and, in the interests of the kingdom, given him their support. However, they were no more altruistic than Guy and the court faction, and so a vicious power struggle ensued in which any means available were used in an attempt to oust him. Guy's brief bailliage and his subsequent persecution by the barons were to leave scars that would eventually lead to the fall of the kingdom. A fact which Ibn el-Athir notes:-

“Discord appeared, therefore, among the Christians, and disagreement arose between them. This was one of a number of main causes which led to the conquest of their land and the recapture of Jerusalem by the Moslems, …”

“La discorde s’introduisit donc parmi les chrétiens, et le désaccord s'éleva entre eux. Cela fut au nombre des principales causes qui amenèrent la conquête de leur pays et la reprise de Jerusalem par les musulmans, ...”85
The crises of the succession in 1186 and 1190 marked a triumph for the principle of hereditary succession as opposed to elective monarchy. The attempt by the baronial faction to exclude Guy from the succession by promoting Isabella was impractical in the circumstances of 1186 and was also of dubious legal validity. Similarly, in 1190 the principle of hereditary succession vas followed, although the problem of Guy's status and his refusal to relinquish his position confused and prolonged the issue somewhat. A case that Conrad was 'elected' in preference to Guy can not be sustained. The charter evidence shows that Guy enjoyed the support of his barons and it is only after the death of Sibylla that he lost that support. Then it was a question of who would become king by right of marriage to Isabella, Humphrey of Toron or Conrad of Montferrat.

Baldwin has accused Guy of lacking any consistent policy as king and of being dominated by others. However, Guy was king for less than a year before Hattin, a year of exceptional crisis. Why, then, should the historian expect to find any consistent policy? Consistency, surely, can only be analysed over a period of several years. In fact Guy's brief reign does show a coherent policy. He was faced with two problems; internal dissension which had tottered at the brink of civil war, and the external threat of Saladin. In gaining the submission of Baldwin d'Ibelin and, especially, Raymond of Tripoli, Guy showed himself to be a strong but not vindictive ruler. By May 1187 Guy had dealt with his first problem and the kingdom was united under his rule, so much so that he was able to raise the largest army the kingdom had ever fielded. In levying the arrière-ban Guy clearly announced his intention to deal with the second problem. Unfortunately, the new unity of the kingdom had no time to establish itself before the old wounds of the years of conflict were ripped open again at Safforiya. In a way Guy had trapped himself, by assembling such military might he had partially committed himself to using it. The dilemma of whether or not to relieve Tiberias was exacerbated by the fact that the man who was advising him not to was Raymond of Tripoli. Guy was faced with a choice between facing an enemy in battle or, as 1183 had taught him, facing an enemy on the treacherous ground of the internal politics of Outremer. Guy was probably hung whatever he did. Unless he could defeat Saladin, and then his position would be unchallengeable. The march on Tiberias was a terrible gamble but military success was the only escape from the trap that Guy was in.

The argument that Guy was weak and under the control of others, in particular Gerard de Ridefort, is very much a subjective opinion. All kings relied on advice to enable them to rule, and new kings in particular would need such assistance. There is nothing
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intrinsically wrong in taking advice or following that advice. The problem rests in deciding what is good advice and what is bad, and this is why the argument is subjective. The simplest and most accurate way of assessing the merit of advice is to see what occurred as a result. Thus historians, analysing the situation at Safforiya in 1187, have emphasised the wisdom of Raymond of Tripoli's advice and the folly of Gerard de Ridefort and Reynald of Chatillon who advised the march on Tiberias. They make this assessment and are certain of its validity because they know what is going to happen. Guy, unfortunately, did not possess the omniscience of the twentieth century historian.

Nor did Guy merely take the first, or according to some the last, bit of advice that came his way. In 1186, when confronted by Raymond of Tripoli's refusal to submit, Guy was advised by Gerard de Ridefort to besiege Tiberias and he was preparing to do so when Balian d'Ibelin pointed out the drawbacks of such a course of action. Guy accepted Balian's much wiser advice to negotiate with Raymond and he stuck to this advice even when Raymond refused to come to terms, although no doubt Gerard was still arguing for the use of force. In 1189 Guy refused the advice of some of his barons to attack Conrad of Montferrat in Tyre for refusing to surrender the city to him, instead he chose the much more risky course of laying siege to Acre. Guy was a ruler who was prepared to listen to advice but who was also perfectly capable of making his own decisions. Unfortunately, the situation in the kingdom was such that disaster was only one mistake away. No ruler has ever had a perfect track record, all have made mistakes. It was Guy's misfortune that his mistake would bring about one of the most spectacular disasters in western medieval history.

Guy de Lusignan was a petty noble from a turbulent and ambitious Poitevin family out to make his fortune in the traditional way, by war and marriage. He was not a suitable match for the heiress to the kingdom of Jerusalem, either on the grounds of birth, reputation or proven ability. Guy had every right to be ambitious, the tragedy lay in the fact that because of weaknesses already present in the kingdom, namely Baldwin IV's inability to find a suitable match for Sibylla and the existence of political factions, he was allowed to fulfill those ambitions. Having achieved a rank beyond his status Guy tried to perform those duties required of him only to be opposed and attacked by the baronial faction at every turn. The end result was nearly five years of internecine conflict that weakened still further the kingdom and from which nobody emerges with much credit. Guy could be rash, arrogant and unruly, but that is an accusation that could be levelled at most in the period. The ultimate failure of the kingdom stemmed, not from anyone individual, but from the inability of either faction to defeat the other. Guy did eventually emerge victorious from the struggle but by then it was too late. Hattin came too soon after the resolution of that conflict for attitudes to change much.

Guy's ability as a ruler is difficult to assess. His bailliage is too brief and the accounts of it too wrapped up in propaganda for any conclusions to be drawn from it. Similarly, his reign before Hattin is short and dominated by his feud with Raymond of Tripoli. Guy showed strength and diplomacy in winning over Raymond but that is all that can really be said of his reign. The disaster at Hattin does not reflect his qualities as a

ruler but rather the consequences of years of political division and the fragility of the kingdom's ability to withstand invasion. After his release Guy showed in the siege of Acre that he could lead and inspire men, and he performed regnal functions such as issuing charters and even minting a coinage. However, he was a king without a kingdom and the circumstances were too exceptional to draw general conclusions. It was on Cyprus that he ruled for the longest continuous period, and that is little more than two years, but again the situation is abnormal. His successful colonization and establishment of a royal dynasty speaks well of his ability as an administrator and a founder but there is little information on his actual rule. Guy de Lusignan never ruled one situation long enough for the historian to make definitive statements about Guy's ability as a ruler.

Similarly, it is difficult to assess Guy's ability as a general. The 1183 campaign is wrapped in controversy as to whether it was a success or not, and if it was, to whom the credit belongs. On the whole it would appear it was a success since Saladin failed to gain anything of importance but it is unclear whether Guy avoided combat as a deliberate policy or whether the inactivity was forced upon him by the insubordination of the barons. Guy commanded Richard's army briefly on Cyprus but by then Richard had already defeated Isaac Comnenus in battle so it was not the most taxing of tasks. We know that Guy commanded part of Richard's army as it marched south from Acre but beyond that we know nothing of his conduct on that campaign.

On paper, the decision to besiege Acre in 1189 would seem to have been military folly but ultimately it was successful. It is possible to argue that militarily it was suicide but, with the benefit of hindsight, it vas also an act of tactical genius since Acre was to become the most important of the coastal cities in the thirteenth century. It is possible to argue it either way depending on whether the emphasis is put on the theory or the end result. Guy was fortunate in that the timely arrivals of reinforcements from the West helped stave off defeat, but even the best generals need a little luck now and then. Only Hattin counts against Guy as a military leader but the decision to march on Tiberias was not made out of ignorance of the strategic considerations, rather it was the product of a somewhat impossible situation where any decision he made threatened dire consequences.

Thus it becomes clear that the essentially negative opinions of Guy's abilities expressed by many historians ultimately boil down to one incident in a fifteen year career in Outremer. Hattin. Extract Hattin from the picture and what remains is a relatively successful career. Thus one's view of Guy de Lusignan is based on the relative importance one wants to put on Hattin. Not in terms of its importance in the history of the crusades, but in terms of its place in Guy's career. Was it typical? I would submit that it was an aberration caused by the pressure and circumstances or the preceding years and an extraordinary dilemma in which Guy found himself. If Hattin is indeed untypical of Guy's career as a whole, then the view that he was incompetent can not be sustained. In his fifteen year career in Outremer Guy de Lusignan showed that he was a capable ruler and military leader and he showed that he could more than hold his own in the politics of the realm. In fact Guy de Lusignan only really made one bad mistake, but the spectre of Hattin has haunted him through eight hundred years of history. I hope that at last it has been exorcised and the modern

scholar can consider the career of Guy de Lusignan without letting Hattin predetermine the verdict.
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