The Historical Interaction and Importance of the Christian and Islamic Traditions Through the Siege and Capture of Jerusalem in 1099

Introduction
The centuries that followed Muhammad’s prophethood, and the beginnings and conquests of Islam and Muslim caliphates, consisted of religious, social, and political tensions between Christians and Muslims both in the East and West. One critical point of these tensions is the siege and fall of Fatimid Jerusalem to the Christian Crusaders, leading to the establishment of the kingdom of Jerusalem, taking place between June 7 – July 15, 1099 A.D, during the First Crusade. From their initial victory to their failures in later crusades, this reclamation of the holy city sparked celebration for western European Christians. However, this Christian-Muslim interaction also caused a shift in perceptions between the two religious traditions. This report will observe the historical interaction between Christians and Muslims during and after the siege of Jerusalem, and its historical importance. 

Nature of the Historical Interaction 
The motivation that would lead to the liberation of Jerusalem came from a speech by Pope Urban II at Clermont, France, who was, in part, responding to an appeal for help by the Byzantine Emperor Alexius I, recovering from the defeat by the Seljuk Turks and loss of Asian territory. Hugh Goddard, in ‘A History of Christian-Muslim Relations’[footnoteRef:1]explores this leadup, the siege, and eventual storm of Jerusalem. He writes that the Christian Crusaders that departed Europe towards the East, were fuelled by: [1:  Hugh Goddard, A History of Christian-Muslim Relations, 2nd edn (Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh University Press, 2020), p. 75-82.
] 

 A considerable measure of religious motivation [and a] longing to make the pilgrimage to the Holy Land as well as the desire to secure eternal salvation, and at least in the early years, [they were] suffused with an air of apocalyptic expectation.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  A History of Christian-Muslim Relations, p.76.] 

Goddard states that the Crusaders had a shared belief that the Pope had given them religious obligation to take up the cross, making a movement of militant Christianity to recapture the Holy city and form it into a Christian kingdom. This would be achieved by fighting against infidel eastern Moslems, who were also deemed, at this time, to be the legions of the anti-Christ, fighting them to facilitate and expedite the return of Christ. This ultimately concluded in the massacre and slaughter of nearly both the entire Muslim and Jewish populaces in Jerusalem in July 1099. However, even though in crusader terms, the initial siege and capture of the city was successful, Goddard[footnoteRef:3] describes the problems post-capture, as despite their victory, it was difficult for the crusaders to retain what they conquered. Factors contributing to this difficulty include unfamiliar climates causing high mortality rates, divisions among Christian leaders due to national and ambitious differences, and crusaders that interacted and integrated with the eastern local populations of Jews, eastern Christians, and Muslims. Some interactions would lead to pursuing policies of zealous separatism whilst others inter-married locally, which in turn, ran the risk of assimilation and changes in alliances.  [3:  A History of Christian-Muslim Relations, p.77-79.] 

Nevertheless, it was initially clear that religious motivation of reclamation, and desire of being released of penance and securing eternal salvation, played significant roles in the interactions of Christians and Muslims during the siege and capture of Jerusalem. This desire can be seen in historical accounts between 1099 – 1109 following the capture and what it meant for the Crusaders. Accounts were produced by both those involved in the campaign, such as Fulcher of Chartres and Raymond of Aguilars, and others that were not including Robert the Monk and Baudri of Dol. A deeper analysis of their accounts can be read in a journal article entitled ‘Christians, Muslims, and the “Liberation” of the Holy Land’[footnoteRef:4] by Penny J. Cole, a lecturer of medieval ecclesiastical history.  [4:  Penny J. Cole, 'Christians, Muslims, and the "Liberation" of the Holy Land', The Catholic Historical Review, 84.1, (1998), 1-10, in https://www.jstor.org/stable/  [accessed 09 March 2021].] 

This article looks at the problematic implications these specific historical accounts consist of, in their narration of the capture of Jerusalem. Cole identifies shared views that the Crusaders’ capture and liberation of Jerusalem vindicated Christianity over other religious traditions situated in the city at that time, and that the brutality delivered upon the Muslim and Jewish populations was seen as necessary due to purely religious reasons. Additionally, Cole states that there were Jewish and Muslims survivors, and the accounts from both Robert and Fulcher have ‘an element of exaggeration both of the Crusaders’ ingenious methods of slaughter and of the numbers who perished.’[footnoteRef:5] As in Robert’s account, Robert claims that Godfrey of Bouillon saw the capture of Jerusalem as an unprecedented and welcome opportunity to permit the killings. Additionally, Robert states the reclamation was achieved through God’s help, and that they cleansed Jerusalem of the filth with which it had been soiled for forty years.  Fulcher estimates that over 10,000 Muslims were struck and beheaded during the massacre, and Cole selects a specific quote from Fulcher, describing terrified Muslims as ‘rotten apples [that are] falling from their shaken branches.’[footnoteRef:6] Raymond of Aguilars, who was present at the siege and capture, describes this in his account as a religious celebration of clapping, devotions, singing and other festivities. Lastly, Baudri of Dol takes strong opposition against the Fatimid Muslims by describing Jerusalem’s previous state before its siege and capture, as an ignominious servitude under Muslim masters, and that ‘the sacred temple of God was polluted beyond measure.’[footnoteRef:7] Subsequently, these accounts are problematic because they are all exclusive interpretations of  similar narrations of the Crusaders being motivated for strictly religious reasons, thus, being righteous in their brutal actions against the villainised opposing Muslims in Jerusalem. To Cole, these writers’ essential purpose for crusaders to travel to the eastern world was not only to liberate what they thought should be theirs, but to also cleanse what they conquered through the force of arms and extermination of Muslim polluters. [5:  'Christians, Muslims, and the "Liberation" of the Holy Land'. P.3.]  [6:  'Christians, Muslims, and the "Liberation" of the Holy Land'. P.5.]  [7:  'Christians, Muslims, and the "Liberation" of the Holy Land'. P.5] 

Looking at Muslim perspectives of the siege and crusades, ‘The Encyclopaedia of Religion’[footnoteRef:8], describes that the Muslims of Syria initially thought of the first crusaders and their excursion to the east as being another Byzantine incursion into Islamic territory. It was not until they realized that the invaders did not originate in Byzantium, that they began to become referred to as ‘Franks’. Therefore, despite not directly focusing on the siege and capture of Jerusalem, ‘[it was through] the establishment of the Frankish kingdoms in Islamic territory, the periodic reinforcement of troops from Europe, and the recurrence of invasion [that] all contributed to a growing Muslim consciousness of the nature of the Frankish threat in Syria and Palestine.’[footnoteRef:9] Additionally, this arguably led to the recapture of Jerusalem a century later by Saladin through the surrendering of Balian of Ibelin. Thus, this Islamic perspective counters the necessity of the actions permitted by crusaders in Jerusalem, instead, making it a necessity for Muslim forces to recapture these coastal areas. This is supported by the fact that the initial Muslim interpretations of the first Crusaders, were that they were barbaric in their slaughter of the Jerusalem populaces. Hence, in the long term, the siege was a brutal Christian statement, an initial victory that would be overshadowed by the failures in the following centuries. [8:  Donald P. Little, "Crusades: Muslim Perspective." Encyclopaedia of Religion, edited by Lindsay Jones, 2nd ed., vol. 3, Macmillan Reference USA, 2005, pp. 2077-2079. Gale eBooks, link.gale.com/apps/doc/CX3424500684/GVRL?u=walamp&sid=GVRL&xid=ba6f1e35. [Accessed 10 March. 2021.]]  [9:  Crusades: Muslim Perspective. P.2078.] 



Historical Importance 
The historical importance of the siege and capture of Jerusalem is how the interactions of Christians and Muslims are interpreted by contemporary scholars today and going forward. Scott Moynihan[footnoteRef:10] explores negotiations and treaties that were a constant and significant feature in the interactions of Christian-Muslim relations throughout the crusading era. In what occurred before and post-siege, Moynihan states that after the failed attempts of negotiating an alliance between Alexius I and the Fatimids during the siege of Nicaea against the Seljuk Turks: [10:  Moynihan, Scott, 'Peacemaking and holy war: Christian–Muslim diplomacy, c. 1095–1291, in crusades historiography', History Compass, 18.2, (2020), , in https://onlinelibrary-wiley-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/doi/full/10.1111/hic3.12606 [accessed 7 March 2021].] 

The crusaders were still willing and able to negotiate short-term truces with the major Fatimid-controlled cities, […] The “Crusader States” which were founded in the wake of the First Crusade, […] broadly followed the crusaders’ example, alternating between diplomacy and aggression with their Muslim neighbours depending in the political and/or military situation.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  , 'Peacemaking and holy war: Christian–Muslim diplomacy, c. 1095–1291, in crusades historiography.] 

Moynihan’s work outlines how peace-making treaties and diplomacy can open different perceptions to the religious identities of both the Christian and Islamic nations during the crusades and in this case, post-capture of Jerusalem. Moynihan suggests that general studies scholars undertake of the first crusade can often focus on caricatured negative depictions of bias interpretations of both religions whilst in conflict. As explored in the siege and capture of Jerusalem, Crusaders’ hardship, motivations, and victory of reclamation are hailed by many historical writers, following with intentions of Christian bias of their killings as being necessary. Therefore, Moynihan proclaims that contemporary analyses of inter-religious negotiations and treaties can have the potential to reveal different perspectives on the normative expectations of the interactions of Christians and Muslims during and after the first crusade. Additionally, this calls diplomacy into question to how influential the religious incentives of both the crusaders and the Fatimids were, such as in promises of martyrdom, reclamation, and other factors that were prevalent during the Crusades.
In addition to the treatment of Muslims, Kostick,[footnoteRef:12] describes the hard manual labour and hardships of the Christian Pauperes (poor), lower class crusaders who endured hard production of substantial siege machinery and were the last to receive nourishment leading to many more deaths among the lower-class Crusaders, due to a lack of drinking water outside the city. Subsequently and significantly, the post-capture of the holy city, pauperes began to be treated more favourably when working among Saracen survivors in cleaning the bodies. They were paid and given properties in the city that would have been previously owned by the Muslim occupants. [12:  Conor Kostick, 'Pauperes And The First Crusade: From Antioch To Jerusalem', The Social Structure of the First Crusade, 75, (2008), 137-157 (p. 148-157), in The Medieval Mediterranean https://brill-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk [accessed 08 March 2021].
] 

Concluding Thoughts
The examples used in these historical interactions and importance of Christian-Muslim interactions during the siege of Jerusalem, and the first crusade, demonstrate and portray the religious incentives both traditions upheld throughout their interactions. The siege of Jerusalem was recognized as an astounding military feat and the start of more crusading excursions for Christians. However, for Muslims, this event would be the beginning of centuries of battles over territory, defending of owned territory, and religious expansion. Nevertheless, new interpretations, and transmissions of knowledge of both religions traditions were also acquired as briefly examined in the long-term post-siege, and new understandings were achieved and remain significant, in understanding relations between Christianity and Islam today. 
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