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A connection between crusading and anti-Jewish violence was forged in 1096, first in 
northern France, and then, most memorably, in the cataclysmic events of the Rhineland. 
Thereafter, attacks on Jews and Jewish communities became a regulär feature of the cru­
sading movement, despite the efforts of ecclesiastical and secular authorities to prevent 
them. The Second Crusade saw renewed assaults in the Rhineland and northern France. In 
the Third Crusade, assaults in the Rhineland recurred, but the worst violence this time oc­
curred in England, where something on the order of 10% of the entire Jewish Community 
in England perished in the massacres of 1189­1190. After the 1190s, however, direct mob 
violence by crusaders against Jews lessened. Although Crusades would continue to pro­
voke anti­Jewish hostility, no further armed assaults on Jewish communities, on the scale 
of those that took place between 1096 and 1190, would accompany the thirteenth Century 
Crusades1^. The connection we are attempting to explain, between crusading and armed at­
tacks on Jewish communities, is thus distinctly a phenomenon of the twelfth Century ­
provided, of course, that we may begin our twelfth Century in 1096. 

Attempts to analyze this connection between crusading and anti­Jewish assaults have 
generally focused on the First Crusade. This is understandable, and by no means misguid­
ed. Thanks to the work of Jonathan Riley­Smith, Robert Chazan, Jeremy Cohen, Yisrael 
Yuval, Ivan Marcus, Kenneth Stow and others, we now understand far more about the 
background, nature, and causes of the events of 1096 than we did a generation ago. The as­
saults that accompanied the Second and Third Crusades, however, have been much less 
thoroughly studied than have the events of 1096. Moreover, when they have been studied, 
scholars have usually taken for granted the continuing influence upon these later Crusades 
of the connection between crusading and anti­Jewish violence established in 1096. The pre­

1) Although the evidence is poor, there may have been serious attacks by crusaders in 1236 upon Jewish 
communities in Anjou, Poitou and possibly Brittany: for discussion, see G. MENTGEN, Kreuzzugsmenta­
lität bei antijüdischen Aktionen nach 1190, in this volume. 1236, however, was a Crusade organized without 
royal sponsorship, and these attacks (if they did indeed occur) took place during a period of exceptional 
royal weakness in areas of France where Capetian control was limited at best. They are thus quite untypical 
of the general pattern of thirteenth­century crusading. 
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s u m p t i o n has been, in other words , that of course crusaders would attack Jews in 1146-7 or 
1188—972), just as they had done in 1096, unless they were prevented f r o m doing so by the 
in tervent ion of some higher author i ty commit ted to Jewish protec t ion . St Bernard of Clair-
vaux thus becomes the hero of the Second Crusade, because his efforts to restrain the in-
f l ammato ry preaching of a rogue m o n k in the Rhineland are presumed to have prevented a 
repet i t ion of the large-scale massacres that t o o k place there in 1096. In a similar way, King 
Richard the Lionhear t of England becomes the villain of the Thi rd Crusade for having left 
England in December 1189, while his crusading a rmy was still assembling. The murde rous 
attacks that fo l lowed the king's depar ture , on Jewish communi t ies at N o r w i c h , Bury, Stam-
ford , Lincoln, and York, thus become the predictable, even inevitable, consequences of 
King R i c h a r d s i rresponsible absence f r o m England. W h a t eise could one expect w h e n an 
English king s u m m o n e d a Crusade, and then w e n t off to France, wi thou t taking Steps to 
pro tec t his Jewish subjects f r o m the crusaders he left behind him3 )? 

By presuming the ub iqu i ty of this connect ion between crusading and anti-Jewish 
violence, however , historians have made the task of explaining the anti-Jewish violence of 
the Second and Thi rd Crusades easier than perhaps it should be. King Richard, for exam-
ple, clearly did no t anticipate the anti-Jewish assaults that erupted dur ing his absence. 
A n d t hough we may judge him naive, perhaps even negligent, he had some reason for his 
confidence. So far as w e know, there had been no crusader attacks u p o n the Jews of either 
England or N o r m a n d y since 1096, w h e n the Jewish Communi ty of R o u e n was apparent-
ly attacked by crusaders unde r the leadership of Rober t Curthose4) . Afte r 1096, however, 
the Jews of bo th N o r m a n d y and England seem to have been i m m u n e f r o m crusader as-
sault unti l 1190; and even then, attacks on Jews by crusaders occurred only in England. 
N o r was King Richard in fact so negligent in protec t ing the Jews of England as has of ten 
been alleged. Fol lowing the attacks on Jews that erupted dur ing his coronat ion in 1189, 
Richard issued stern Orders to all his sheriffs not to permi t any recurrence of such vio­
lence in future 5 ) . Richard had every reason to expect that his Orders would be obeyed. 
There was no t radi t ion of crusade­connected violence against Jews in England. More ­

2) I choose these dates in order to include attacks on Jews in the Rhineland connected with the Emperor 
H e n r y VI's intended Crusade. For discussion, see G. MENTGEN, Die Juden des Mittelrhein­Mosel­Gebietes 
im Hochmittelalter unter besonderer Berücksichtigung der Kreuzzugsverfolgungen, in: Monatshefte für 
E v a n g e l i s c h e K i r c h e n g e s c h i c h t e d e s R h e i n l a n d e s 4 4 ( 1 9 9 5 ) , p p . 3 7 ­ 7 5 , a t p p . 7 2 ­ 7 3 ; a n d IDEM ( s u p r a , n . 1). 

3) J.W. APPLEBY, England without Richard, 1189­1199,1965, is typical of this approach to the question. 
4) There are only two references to an assault in Rouen: Guibert de Nogent , Autobiographie, ed. 
E.­R. LABANDE, 1981, pp. 246­248; and the Annales Rotomagenses, printed in: F. LIEBERMANN, ed., Unge­
druckte Anglo­Normannische Geschichtsquellen, 1879, p. 47, and in: Recueil des Historiens des Gaules et 
d e la F r a n c e , v o l . X I V , e d . L . DELISLE, 1 8 7 7 , p . 7 8 4 . 

5) Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi Benedicti Abbatis: The Chronicle of the Reigns of Henry II and Richard I, 
1169­1192, ed. W. STUBBS, RS, 1867, II, p. 83; The Chronicle of William of Newburgh , in: Chronicles of the 
Reigns of Stephen, H e n r y II and Richard I, ed. R. HOWLETT, 1885­1890, RS, I, pp. 299, 313, 323. 
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over, in Germany, where there was such a tradition of violence, similar protective Orders 
from Frederick Barbarossa in 1188 are widely credited with having prevented crusade-
connected assaults on Jews in the Rhineland6). Why should King Richard have presumed 
that his Orders would be any less effective in England than were Barbarossa's in Ger­
many? 

The relative security of Anglo­Norman Jewry prior to 1189­90 is all the more striking 
when we take into account the accumulating evidence for the significant participation of 
Englishmen and Normans in both the First and the Second Crusade7^. It is simply not 
possible, in other words, to explain the apparent immunity of Anglo­Norman Jewry 
from crusader assaults on the grounds that prior to 1190, England and Normandy had 
been isolated from the main currents of crusading enthusiasm. Nor can we explain this 
security as a simple consequence of overweening royal and ducal power. In 1096, William 
Rufus's strength may have played some role in protecting the Jews of London, but 
Robert Curthose's authority as duke did not deter an attack on the Jews of Rouen. Re­
cruitment for the Second Crusade, by contrast, took place in the midst of a devastating 
Anglo­Norman civil war that shook the political foundations of both realms. As the Life 
of St William ofNorwich reveals, King Stephen's capacity to protect his Jewish subjects in 
England was at a low ebb in 1146 and 1147, even in those areas of the country Stephen 
still controlled8). And even within these areas, it is not entirely clear that Stephen still ex­
ercised the exclusive lordship that King Henry I had claimed over all Jewish communities 
in England9^. In Normandy, where the dukes had never exercised exclusive lordship over 
all Jews, Geoffrey of Anjou was still in the process of establishing his authority within 
the newly­conquered duchy as the Second Crusade was gathering. His capacity to pro­
tect the Jews of Normandy from crusader assault cannot have been greater than was 
Stephen's in England, and may well have been less. Yet despite the weakness of both 
Stephen and Geoffrey, we know of no attacks on the Jews of either England or Nor­
mandy in connection with the Second Crusade. 

6) H . E. MAYER, The Crusades, 21988, p. 140; R. CHAZAN, Emperor Frederick I, the Third Crusade and the 
Jews, in: Viator 8 (1977), pp. 83­93; A. M. HABERMANN, Sefer Gezerot Ashkenaz ve­Tsarfat, 1945, pp. 
161­164 (the account of Rabbi Eleazar ben Judah), translated in: R. CHAZAN, ed., Church, State and Jew in 
the Middle Ages (hereafter CSJ), 1980, pp. 117­122. 
7) C. TYERMAN, England and the Crusades, 1095­1588,1988, pp. 15­35; G. CONSTABLE, The Second Cru­
sade as Seen by Contemporaries, in: Traditio 9 (1953), pp. 213­279; IDEM, A N o t e on the Route of the Ang­
lo­Flemish Crusade, in: Speculum 28 (1953), pp. 525­526. 
8) A. JESSOPP and M. R. JAMES, eds., The Life and Miracles of St William of Norwich by Thomas of Mon­
mouth, 1896. 
9) There is evidence for seigneurial Jewish communities during Stephen's reign at Thetford, Bungay, Bury 
St Edmunds, and possibly Lincoln. See R. C. STACEY, Jews and Christians in Twelf th­Century England: 
Some Dynamics of a Changing Relationship, in: M. SIGNER and J. VAN ENGEN, eds., In the Shadow of the 
Millenium (forthcoming). 
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This fact is even more striking when we remember that it was precisely at this moment 
that the ritual crucifixion charge makes its first appearance on the European scene. 
Knowledge of the charge spread quickly, from Norwich where it began to other parts of 
England and to the continent. References to Williams martyrdom appear in Norman 
chronicles by the early 1160s; by 1163, there was already a shrine to a similar child martyr 
in Paris10). In Germany, the charge may have been known even earlier. As Professor John 
McCulloh has recently pointed out, references to Williams alleged crucifixion appear in a 
Regensburg martyrology compiled during the late 1140s or early 1150sn). And this fact 
must in turn lend additional support to Professor Friedrich Lotter's argument, following 
the lead of Yisrael Yuval, that knowledge of William's martyrdom lay behind the events of 
1147 at Wurzburg12). Here, a group of crusaders in the entourage of the King Conrad dis-
covered the dismembered body of a Christian man. Concluding that Jews had murdered 
him, the crusaders promptly massacred more than twenty of the local Jewish population, 
and began to venerate the corpse as the remains of a martyr. This cult was suppressed by 
imperial and episcopal authority, but only with considerable difficulty, and at the price of 
a riot. 

By the 1180s, shrines to child martyrs such as William of Norwich existed not only at 
Norwich itself, but also at Paris, Gloucester, and Bury St Edmunds, and the ritual cruci­
fixion charge was already ramifying into a more easily generalizable suspicion that Jews 
would maliciously murder Christians of almost any age if given the opportunity13). Yet in 
England, where charges of ritual or malicious murder were particularly widely known, 
they inspired no violence against any Jewish Community until 1189­90, even though the 
ritual crucifixion charge first arose in England during the recruitment campaigns for the 
Second Crusade. Why should this have been so? If anti­Jewish violence on the part of cru­
saders was so regulär and predictable a feature of northern European crusading as we have 
been led to believe, why were there so few attacks by crusaders upon Jewish communities 
in Normandy and England prior to 1189­90? And why, when attacks finally did occur in 

10) Sigeberti auctarium Mortui Maris, M G H SS VI, p. 465 (a reference I owe to Professor J.M. McCulloh 
of Kansas State University). The reference by Robert of Torigni to the crucifixion of a Christian child by 
Jews at Blois in 1171 cannot be dated more closely than 1171­1186, but does add to the impression that 
N o r m a n sources showed an early interest in such stories: The Chronicle of Robert of Torigni, in: 
HOWLETT, ed. (supra, n. 5), IV, pp. 251­252. For the shrine of St Richard of Pontoise at Paris, see W.C. JOR­
DAN, The French Monarchy and the Jews. From Philip Augustus to the Last Capetians, 1989, pp. 17­19. 
11) J. M. MCCULLOH, Jewish Ritual Murder: William of Norwich, Thomas of Monmouth , and the Early 
Dissemination of the Myth, in: Speculum 72 (1997), pp. 724­728; IDEM, Herman the Lame's Martyrology 
Through Four Centuries of Scholarship, in: Analecta Bollandiana 104 (1986), pp. 349­370, at pp. 352­353. 
12) F. LOTTER, Innocens virgo et martyr: Thomas von Monmouth und die Verbreitung der Ritualmordle­
gende im Hochmittelalter, in: Die Legende vom Ritualmord. Zur Geschichte der Blutbeschuldigung gegen 
J u d e n , e d . R . ERB, 1 9 9 3 , p p . 2 5 ­ 7 2 . 

13) The importance of this more general charge of malicious murder was pointed out to me by my friend 
Robert Chazan. 
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the Anglo-Norman realm, were these attacks limited to England, the most tightly gov-
erned kingdom in twelfth Century Europe? 

From whatever angle we approach it, the apparent immunity of Anglo-Norman Jewry 
from crusader assault prior to 1189-90 seems odd, and therefore interesting. How, then, 
ought we to explain it? Several logical possibilities present themselves. We might, perhaps, 
question the basic presumption noted at the beginning of this paper, that the events of 
1096 established so essential a connection between anti-Jewish violence and crusading as 
to render it unnecessary to explain why subsequent outbreaks of crusader violence oc-
curred when and where they did. We might, in other words, reverse the question, and sug-
gest that it is not the absence of violence from England and Normandy, but the outbreaks 
of violence elsewhere, that require explanation; and we might then proceed to investigate 
the specific circumstances and conditions that could explain why crusaders attacked par-
ticular Jewish communities on the continent when and where they did. 

As a research plan, this may be a useful proposal. As an analysis of the way in which 
twelfth Century people perceived the world in which they lived, however, it is flawed. The 
evidence is simply overwhelming that, after 1096, Jews throughout western Europe sim-
ply took for granted the fact that crusaders meant trouble. Christian authorities made the 
same presumption. Bernard of Clairvaux's letters condemning crusader attacks on Jews 
and ordering protection for Jewish communities are well known from the Second Cru­
sade, and were sent even to countries, like England, where no previous such attacks had 
occurred14). Bernard clearly presumed that the Crusade carried with it the possibility of at­
tacks on Jewish communities even where there was no previous history of such assaults. 
Recognition of the threat crusaders posed to Jewish communities was never sufficient to 
dampen ecclesiastical ardor for crusading, but it was sufficient to put church authorities 
on guard against subsequent outbreaks of crusader violence comparable to those of 1096. 
Throughout the twelfth Century, Jewish and Christian authorities thus seem to have been 
agreed that there was a predictable connection between crusading and anti­Jewish vio­
lence. In England, however, that linkage did not manifest itself until the Third Crusade. 
Why then did it only emerge at this time? 

The answer to this question reflects some important general developments that took 
place in the crusading movement during the twelfth Century, which in turn had a very 
particular significance in England. It will be necessary to consider both these general de­
velopments and the specific circumstances which in England led up to the assaults of 
1189­1190. But let us begin with the general developments first. 

Financing Crusades was a formidable challenge. To get to Jerusalem, the vast majority 
of crusaders would need to borrow money, probably something like three to four times 
their annual revenues if they wished to travel to and from the Holy Land in any sort of 

14) The Letters of St Bernard of Clairvaux, trans. B. JAMES (1953), pp. 460^462; reprinted in: CSJ (supra, 
n. 6), pp. 101­104. 



238 ROBERT C. STACEY 

style at all15). The difficulty of securing such funds was apparent even to Pope Urban II, 
who quickly took Steps to encourage monasteries to lend money to crusaders as a pious 
contribution to the crusading cause16). Monasteries were already well-established sources 
of credit in the eleventh Century world17), and the Crusade offered a chance to combine 
piety and profit in ways that many monastic houses found irresistable. The result, as is 
well known, was a noticeable surge in monastic land acquisitions during and after the First 
Crusade, sufficient in some areas as to actually lower the value of land18\ 

Not all crusaders, however, enjoyed the sorts of links with monasteries that would en-
able them to secure such loans. Nor did most crusaders have adequate lands to offer up in 
mortgage in the first place. A lucky few might attach themselves to greater lords, who did 
have such connections with monastic lenders. The majority of crusaders, however, had to 
borrow what they could by pledging what they had, and hope to make up the rest of their 
costs through charity and plunder. 

Merchants were obvious sources of cash, and some of the merchants to whom cru­
saders turned to seil or pledge their plate, fürs, and robes will likely have been Jews. As 
moneylenders, however, Jews in 1096 were not yet the significant figures in European 
credit markets that they would become by the end of the twelfth Century. Whether as mer­
chants or as moneylenders, Jews can have made only a miniscule contribution to the fi­
nancing of the First Crusade. 

As targets of extortion and plunder, however, Jews contributed much more to the costs 
of crusading. Partly this was simply the consequence of Jewish occupations and crusader 
opportunities. As members of largely mercantile communities, Jews were a visibly pros­
perous group in the towns of late eleventh Century northern Europe, and were therefore 
an obvious group from whom to extort or steal cash. There was also, however, an ideolog­
ical element in the crusaders' deliberate victimization of Jewish communities. By 1096, 
Jews were already firmly identified as the people who had killed the crusaders' savior19^; 
and there was a sense, therefore, in which the crusaders could and did regard Jews as being 
no less responsible than were the Muslims for the necessity of the Crusade20^. That being 

15) J . RILEY­SMITH, T h e F i r s t C r u s a d e a n d t h e I d e a of C r u s a d i n g ( 1 9 8 6 ) , p . 4 3 ; G . CONSTABLE, T h e 

Financing of the Crusades in the Twelfth Century, in: B. Z. KEDAR, H . E. MAYER, R. C. SMAIL, eds., Out ­
remer, 1982, pp. 64­88. In 1188, Frederick Barbarossa ordered all crusaders to have in hand two years an­
nual income, in cash, before departing with his army; MAYER (supra, n. 6), p. 140. 
1 6 ) R I L E Y ­ S M I T H ( s u p r a , n . 15) , p . 4 4 ; CONSTABLE ( s u p r a , n . 15) , p . 77; a n d s e e a l s o M . BULL, K n i g h t l y 

Piety and the Lay Response to the First Crusade, 1993, esp. pp. 268­271. 
17) R. GENESTAL, Role des Monasteres comme etablissements de credit etudie en Normandie du XIE a la 
f i n d u X I I I E s i ec l e , 1 9 0 1 . 

18) R I L E Y ­ S M I T H ( s u p r a , n . 15) , p p . 4 4 ­ 4 7 ; CONSTABLE ( s u p r a , n . 15) , p p . 7 1 ­ 7 6 . 

19) J. COHEN, The Jews as Killers of Christ in the Latin Tradition, f rom St. Augustine to the Friars, in: 
T r a d i t i o 3 9 ( 1 9 8 3 ) , p p . 1 ­ 2 7 . 

20) Although their thesis is much overstated, there is thought­provoking material in the notes to A. H. and 
H . E. CUTLER, The Jew as Ally of the Muslim: Medieval Roots of Anti­Semitism, 1986. 
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so, what then could be more appropriate than that the Jewish communities through which 
the crusading armies passed should be made to pay the costs of such a holy and necessary 
expedition? 

This idea took root remarkably quickly amongst the crusading armies. We see it al-
ready in existence in northern France in the winter of 1095-6, in the well-known efforts 
by Peter the Hermit and Godfrey of Bouillon to extort protection money from Jewish 
communities in France and Lotharingia21). I suspect that it lay behind the events at Rouen 
as well. And the same idea touched off the events in the Rhineland in the spring of 1096, as 
Jonathan Riley-Smith has also suggested22). I do not deny that notions of vengeance 
played a powerful role in these Rhineland massacres and suicides23). Nor do I wish to dis-
miss the eschatological associations that developed around Emicho of Flonheim as the 
massacres proceeded and spread24). What I do want to suggest, however, is that the essence 
of the link between Jews and crusader violence, from 1096 on, lay in the notion that be-
cause Jews were responsible for dishonoring Jesus through his crucifixion and death, they 
ought therefore to pay for the costs of recovering Jesus's lands through the Crusade. 
»Honor« was, of course, a word with many meanings in the eleventh Century. As the fa-
mous exchange between Hugh de Lusignan and Duke William V of Aquitaine reveals, 
»honor« was a concept that could combine personal prestige and the possession of prop-
erty into an inseparable amalgam of Status and landholding25). It was with precisely this 
understanding, I suggest, that the First Crusaders set out to restore the honor of Christ 
and Christendom in the East. Jews had dishonored Jesus by denying and crucifying him. 
It was only right, therefore, that Jews be compelled to assist in restoring the lands which 
comprised his earthly honor26). 

Forcible conversion was one approach to restoring Jesus's honor; extortion and plunder 
of Jewish possessions was another. Crusaders chose between these approaches as circum-

21) E. O . BLAKE, C. MORRIS, A Hermit Goes to War, in: W. J. SHEILS, ed., Monks, Hermits and the Ascetic 
Tradition, 1985, pp. 79-107. 
22) J. RILEY-SMITH, The First Crusade and the Persecution of the Jews, in W. J. SHEILS, ed., Persecution 
and Toleration, 1984, pp. 51-72. 
23) I. YUVAL, Vengeance and Damnation, Blood and Defamation: From Jewish Martyrdom to Blood Libel 
Accusations (Hebrew), in: Zion 58 (1993), pp. 33-90. 
24) For Emichos connections to Flonheim, see H . MöHRING, Graf Emicho und die Judenverfolgungen 
von 1096, in: Rheinische Vierteljahrsblätter 56 (1992), pp. 97-111. I am grateful to my friend Israel Yuval 
for this reference. 
25) J. MARTINDALE, Conventum inter Guillelmum Aqui tanorum comes et Hugonem Chiliarchum, in: 
English Historical Review 84 (1969), pp. 528-548; and see now S. WHITE, Strategie rhetorique dans la Con-
ventio de Hugues de Lusignan, in: Melanges offerts ä Georges Duby, 4 vols., vol. ii: Le tenancier, le fidele et 
le citoyen, 1993, pp. 147-157. 
26) See, for example, Baldric of Bourgueil, Historia Jerosolimitana, Recueil des Historiens des Croisades: 
Historiens Occidentaux, iv, 1879, p. 101, transl. in: RILEY-SMITH (supra, n. 15), pp. 48-49. Baldric makes 
precisely this point but casts Muslims in the role of Christ 's crucifiers. 
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stances and emot ions dictated. O f t e n , the t w o approaches overlapped. In the Rhineland and 
in n o r t h e r n France, attacks that began as plunder ing expedit ions quickly led on to baptlsms, 
especially of Jewish children2 7 ) . Both the right to plunder and the Obligation to convert 
arose, however, f r o m the same bedrock of assumptions about the connect ions between 
Jews and Crusades . By the crucifixion, and by their cont inuing denial of his messiahship, 
Jews were seen by crusaders as depriving Jesus of the h o n o r that was r ightful ly his. Jews 
ought , therefore , to be forced to restore that honor , either directly (by becoming Chris ­
tians) or indirect ly (by paying the expenses of crusading Christ ians). 

The connect ion forged in 1096 between Jews and crusading cont inued to develop 
t h r o u g h o u t the twel f th Century. In the Second Crusade, the 1096 pat tern recurred, with 
crusaders once again extor t ing protec t ion m o n e y f r o m Jewish communi t ies in the 
Rhineland on the promise no t to m o u n t direct attacks28^. At the same t ime, however, 
changes in the ways Crusades were f inanced dur ing the twel f th Century strengthened, in 
unexpected ways, the connect ion that had already been established between Jewish wealth 
and the expenses of crusading. Effor t s by the church to ban moneylend ing by clerics were 
not ful ly effective, but by the 1140s they had made it difficult for monasteries to lend 
m o n e y to crusaders in the ways they had done in 109629). Credi t mechanisms were also be­
coming increasingly sophist icated. By the mid­ twe l f th Century, most of the legal devices 
that would characterize th i r teen th­cen tury moneylend ing were already ful ly developed. 
F r o m the Second Crusade on, therefore , w h e n crusaders looked to b o r r o w money, they 
tu rned increasingly to men for w h o m moneylend ing was a business rather than a charita­
ble Obligation. T h e major i ty of these m e n were Christ ians, a development reflected in the 
provis ions of Quantum predecessores that prohib i ted the collection of interest by Chris ­
tians on loans made to crusaders30). But in growing numbers , Jews t oo were f inding a place 
in the business of lending money, particularly, one suspects, among the less­wealthy and 
less­powerful borrowers3 1) . 

In 1145, P o p e Eugenius III t o o k note of these changes by order ing Christ ian lenders to 
absolve crusaders f r o m their oaths to pay interest on their loans, and by declaring a mora­

27) Guibert of Nogent , ed. LABANDE (supra, n. 5), pp. 246­248. 
28) Ephraim of Bonn, in: HABERMANN (supra, n. 6), pp. 115­116; translation in: CSJ (supra, n. 6), 
pp. 107­108. Although Bernard of Clairvaux rejected calls to kill Jews, he nowhere objected to the extor­
tion of protection money f rom Jewish communities by crusading armies. Ephraim of Bonn's account 
makes clear that the Rhineland Jewish communities paid protection money to the crusaders even after 
Bernard had rebuked and silenced the monk Ralph. 
29) Such lending had not stopped entirely, as the provisions of Quan tum predecessores that deal with ec­
clesiastical mortgage­holding make clear: PL 180, cols. 1064­1066; CONSTABLE (supra, n. 15), pp. 72­73. 
30) See note 29. 
31) O n these developments, see R. C. STACEY, Jewish Lending and the Medieval English Economy, in: 
A Commercialising Economy: England 1086 to c. 1300, ed. R. H . BRITNELL, B. M. S. CAMPBELL, 1994, 
pp. 88­93. 
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torium on repayment of the principal on such loans for the duration of the Crusade32). In 
1146, Bernard of Clairvaux called upon the kings of Europe to extend the Pope's provi-
sions to Jewish lenders also - advice which the crusading King Louis VII quickly heeded 
by annulling all interest on the debts crusaders had contracted with Jews33). Peter the Ven-
erable, the abbot of Cluny, went even further. Declaring all Jewish wealth to be the prod-
uct of moneylending, and hence of theft, Peter argued for a total confiscation of all Jewish 
property, with the proceeds to be applied to the expenses of the Crusade34). In the thir-
teenth Century, the connection Peter drew between Jews, moneylending, and crusading 
would become a commonplace, so much so, indeed, that rulers of tender conscience who 
confiscated Jewish property were regularly advised to donate that property to the Crusade, 
so as to cleanse it from the taint of its usurious origins35). 

Peter the Venerable's claims notwithstanding, Jews were in fact still relatively minor 
figures in mid-twelfth Century moneylending; but as his remarks reveal, Jews were already 
Coming to be identified by their Christian neighbors as quintessential moneylenders, for 
reasons having less to do with economic reality than with Christian theological beliefs 
about Jewish carnality and the contaminating nature of money36). Certainly Jews were 
more prominent in moneylending by the 1140s than they had been in 1096; but in 1146, 
when King Louis VII of France moved to extend the terms of Quantum predecessores so 
as to annul interest payments owed by crusaders to Jewish lenders, his motives were as 
much theological as economic. By 1187, however, wh.enAudita tremendi renewed and ex-
tended the provisions of Quantum predecessores}7\ Jewish lenders had become critical fig­
ures in Crusade finance. Papally­ordered cancellations of interest charges, however, still 

32) See note 29. 
33) Ephraim of Bonn, in: HABERMANN (supra, n. 6), p. 121; translation in: CSJ (supra, n. 6), p. 146. For dis­
cussion of the meaning of Ephraim's Statement, see K. R. STOW, Alienated Minority. The Jews of Medieval 
Latin Europe, 1992, pp. 113­114, 223. Compare CONSTABLE (supra, n. 15), p. 69, who sees this cancellation 
as having been ordered by the pope rather than by the king. 
34) G. CONSTABLE, ed., The Letters of Peter the Venerable, 2 vols., 1967, i, pp. 327­330. For discussion, see 
STOW (supra, n. 33), p. 113; Y. FRIEDMAN, An Anatomy of Anti­Semitism: Peter the Venerable's Letter to 
Louis VII, King of France, ed. P. ARTZI, 1978; D. BERGER, The Atti tüde of St Bernard of Clairvaux toward 
the Jews, in: Proceedings of the American Academy of Jewish Research 40 (1972), pp. 89­108; and now G. 
I. LANGMUIR, Toward a Definition of Antisemitism, 1990, pp. 197­208. 
35) S. GRAYZEL, The Church and the Jews in the Thirteenth Century, 1933, pp. 232­236; W. C. JORDAN, 
Louis IX and the Challenge of the Crusade, 1978, pp. 84­86, citing, among other sources, provision 17 of 
the 1245 General Council at Lyon. 
36) L. LITTLE, Religious Poverty and the Profit Economy in Medieval Europe, 1978, pp. 42­57 offers a 
useful summary of these developments. See also A. SAPIR ABULAFIA, Jewish Carnality in Twelf th­Century 
Renaissance Thought , in: D. WOOD, ed., Christianity and Judaism, 1992, pp. 59­72. 
37) For discussion, see C. TYERMAN, Were there Any Crusades in the Twelfth Century?, in: English 
Historical Review 110 (1995), pp. 533­577 at p. 560. For the reception of Audita tremendi in England, see 
Gesta Henrici, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 5), pp. 15­19. 
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applied only to loans raised by crusaders from other Christians38). The popes had no di-
rect Jurisdiction over Jewish moneylenders. In the Third Crusade as in the Second, there-
fore, crusaders who hoped to have their Jewish debts annulled could look for relief only to 
kings or to a mob. 

This is the first of the general changes in crusading that took place during the twelfth 
Century: a growing identification between crusader indebtedness and Jewish moneylend-
ing, rooted in the conviction that Jews had a special responsibility to pay for the costs of 
crusading. The second major change in twelfth Century crusading is related to it: the grow­
ing identification of the crusading movement with kings. Kings had been deliberately ex­
cluded from the First Crusade, but from the Second Crusade on they were seen as the nat­
ural leaders of the crusading movement. This royal involvement brought with it a new and 
ominous element in the developing relationship between Crusades and anti­Jewish violence. 

From 1146 on, the Obligation to avenge the dishonored Christ feil first and foremost 
upon the crusading kings who undertook these expeditions. Crusading kings were expect­
ed, therefore, to ensure that Jews helped pay the costs of Crusades, whether by annulling 
the debts crusaders owed to Jewish moneylenders or by confiscating Jewish property and 
applying it directly to the crusading cause. But success in a Crusade depended not only up­
on money. It depended also upon the moral and religious purity of the Christian people 
who undertook the Crusade: upon the modesty of their dress, the purity of their morals, 
and the piety of their lives39'. Jews were perceived as a threat to such purity; moneylending 
aside, the mere presence of Jews in a kingdom could appear as a source of pollution. The 
moral requirements of crusading thus gave rise to a variety of non­economic restrictions 
on Jews also, most famously the Jewish badge, imposed at the Fourth Lateran Council in 
preparation for a new Crusade to the East. The badge, of course, was a papal imposition, 
but like the myriad other restrictions Christians imposed on Jews in connection with cru­
sading, its enforcement rested entirely upon kings. Kings would of course retain their tra­
ditional roles as the protectors of their Jewish subjects, but from the mid­twelfth Century 
on they would also be held responsible for the success of the crusading armies they led. In 
the conflict of obligations that resulted, it was the Crusade that triumphed. 

What happened, in short, is that in the course of the twelfth Century the link between 
anti­Jewish violence and crusading became royalized, and in this royalized form it would 
continue throughout the thirteenth Century. From 1146 until at least 1291, proper kings 

38) Only in 1198 did the papacy attempt, for the first time, to coerce Jewish lenders to remit interest to 
crusaders: see K. R. STOW, Papal and Royal Attitudes toward Jewish Lending in the Thirteenth Century, in: 
Association for Jewish Studies Review 6 (1981), pp. 161­184. 
39) This tradition of »moral legislation« in connection with crusading begins in 1146 with Quantum pre-
decessores. It expanded in the Third Crusade, and culminates in the mid­thirteenth Century with Louis IX 
of France and H e n r y III of England. For discussion, see R. C. STACEY, Crusades, Crusaders and the Baro­
nial Gravamina of 1263­64, in: Thirteenth Century England III, ed. P. R. Coss and S. D. LLOYD, 1991, 
pp.146­148. 
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were under an Obligation to lead a Crusade. And part of the job of leading a Crusade was to 
ensure that Jewish property helped to pay for it, while Jews lives were ringed about by 
new statutory restrictions of various kinds. Kings could be more subtle than were the cru-
saders of 1096. They could confiscate Jewish property and expel Jewish populations with-
out necessarily having to murder their Jewish subjects. But their assumptions in so doing 
were, in essence, the same as those of the crusaders in 1096: Jewish property ought to be 
devoted to defraying the expenses of crusading; and crusaders therefore had a right, even a 
responsibility, to ensure that this occurred. 

Kings who failed to live up to their obligations as crusaders put their thrones at risk. In 
1247, King Sancho of Portugal was deposed as a rex inutilis for failing to prosecute the 
crusading wars against the Muslims40). In England, the failure of King Henry III to fulfill 
his own crusading obligations helped structure the political Opposition which nearly 
brought him down41). In 1215 and again in 1264, English armies in rebellion against their 
king assumed crusader crosses42); while in Germany the Crusade became a critical issue in 
the papacy's attempts to depose the Emperor Frederick II. But this connection between 
crusading and political Opposition to kings dates back even further than 1215. It began in 
the preparations for the Third Crusade. And it led to the notorious assaults on the Jewish 
communities of England in 1189-90 to which we must now turn. 

King Henry II was the first king of England to promise to go on Crusade. Like so many 
of that wily king's promises, however, this one too went unfulfilled throughout his long 
reign. Henry sent large sums of money to the Holy Land, and in 1172 promised to go 
himself43). But he never went, and never showed any serious prospect of going. Even when 
Jerusalem feil to Saladin in 1187, Henry himself did little. It was his eldest surviving son, 
Richard the Lionheart, who immediately took the cross, the first transalpine prince to do 
so44'. Henry first tried to talk Richard out of his vow, but when this failed Henry took the 
cross himself, together with King Philip of France. Henry and Philip imposed heavy taxes 
on their territories to Support their intended expedition, and made preliminary arrange-
ments to regulate the crusading armies they proposed to summon. But the armies them-
selves never gathered. Instead, border wars between Henry and Philip escalated, as did 
conflict between Richard and Henry over the succession to the aging king's empire. In the 
last six months of Henry's life, Richard allied himself with King Philip, and a full-scale 

40) E.M. PETERS, The Shadow King: Rex Inutilis in Medieval Law and Literature, 751-1327, 1970, 
pp. 135-169; and IDEM, Rex Inutilis: Sancho II of Portugal and Thirteenth Century Deposit ion Theory, in: 
Studia Gratiana 14: Collectanea Stephan Kuttner IV, 1968, pp. 253-305. 
41) STACEY (supra, n. 39), pp. 137-150. 
42) S. D. LLOYD, »Political Crusades« in England, c. 1215-17 and c. 1263-5, in: P. W. EDBURY, ed., Crusade 
and Settlement, 1985, pp. 113-120. 
43) H. E. MAYER, Henry II and the Holy Land, in: English Historical Review 97 (1982), pp. 721-739; 
TYERMAN (supra, n. 7), pp. 36-56. 
44) J. GILLINGHAM, Richard the Lionheart, 1978, p. 110. 
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war broke out between the erstwhile crusading allies. When Henry finally died, on 6 July 
1189, Richard inherited the entirety of his father's empire and began in earnest to organize 
the Crusade his father had for so long promised. 

Grievances against Henry I i s government had accumulated rapidly in the old king's 
last years. By 1189, even his closest supporters had come to resent Henry's failure to re­
ward loyal service, his chicanery and his broken promises. Richard was a man of very dif­
ferent reputation, and his succession was greeted with jubilation by his subjects45). Almost 
everyone, it seemed, had a grievance they expected the new king to remedy, or a promise 
they hoped he would fulfill. Every new king confronted such expectations, but Richards 
Status as a crusader lent them a particular urgency. Crusading kings had an Obligation to 
do justice at home before embarking on their pilgrimage abroad, and the new king gave 
every indication that he would take these obligations seriously. Prison gates were opened, 
Queen Eleanor was released from confinement, the old king's officials were dismissed, 
and noble heirs were restored to their property, all before the new king himself even set 
foot in England. 

To many of Richards English subjects, however, both justice and the Crusade demand­
ed that the new king also take measures against Jews and Jewish moneylending. Jews were 
relative newcomers to England. They had arrived only after the Norman Conquest, and 
had begun to move outward from London only in the 1140s. Fantasies that these new­
comers might be expelled from England were already circulating in the 1140s46). But talk 
of an expulsion seems to have increased during the 1180s, as the Jewish population of Eng­
land grew, moved northward, and became more dependent upon moneylending for its 
livelihood. A Lincolnshire knight named Roger de Asterby had even appealed to the king 
himself, warning that if Henry did not expel the Jews, he would die miserably within four 
years47\ 

Henry, however, did not expel the Jews. Quite the opposite. When Aaron of Lincoln 
died in 1186, King Henry confiscated the entirety of his estate, and then sent royal offi­
cials out to collect Aaron's debts from his Christian debtors. This marked a dangerous 
new development in the crown's relationship to Jewish moneylending. Aaron was by far 
the wealthiest man in England. At a time when a thousand pounds a year was a substantial 
income for an earl, Aaron may have been owed as much as £ 50,000 by his debtors. His 
business connections extended throughout England, but the center of his Operations lay in 
the north, in Lincolnshire and Yorkshire, where more than half his recorded debtors 

45) William of Newburgh , in: HOWLETT, ed. (supra, n. 5), i, p. 293; Roger of Howden , Chronica, ed. 
W . STUBBS, R S , 1 8 6 8 ­ 1 8 7 1 , i i i , p p . 3 ­ 6 . 

4 6 ) JESSOPP a n d JAMES ( s u p r a , n . 8), p p . 2 5 , 4 7 , 97 . 

4 7 ) G i r a l d i C a m b r e n s i s O p e r a , e d . J . S. BREWER, J . F. D I M O C K , G . F. WARNER, R S , 1 8 6 1 ­ 1 8 9 1 , vi i i , 

pp. 183­186; for another discussion of expulsion around this same time, see The Chronicle of Richard of 
D e v i z e s , e d . J . T . APPLEBY, 1 9 6 3 , p . 4 . 
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resided. By confiscating Aaron's bonds for collection on the crown's behalf, Henry ac-
complished two things, both dangerous. First, he identified his government directly with 
Jewish moneylending in a way it had never previously been. As a result, by 1189 English 
chroniclers were speaking openly of Jews as »the royal usurers«48). Second, Henry pro-
foundly alienated the northern gentry, who made up the bulk of Aaron's debtors. Both 
these developments were new, and both are important for understanding the events of 
1189-90. 

Nor did Henry act to reduce the bürden of Jewish debts borne by intending crusaders. 
In 1188, he pronounced his sole piece of Crusade legislation, permitting crusaders to retain 
one year's income from their mortgaged estates49). But this was a measure aimed almost 
entirely at Christian lenders, not at Jews, who by and large did not lend by mortgages in 
the first place. 

The contrast with King Philip of France could not have been starker. In 1181, Philip 
had pardoned all debts owed by Christians to Jews on royal lands, and in 1182 had ex-
pelled the entire Jewish population from the royal demesne. Now a crusader, King Philip 
could hardly do more than he had already done to respond to his subjects' expectations 
that a crusading monarch should take Steps to limit Jews and Jewish moneylending. But 
could the crusading King Richard afford to do less? That was the question on the minds of 
Richard's English subjects as his coronation approached. 

For the Jews of England, the entire Situation boded ill. They knew almost nothing 
about Richard, but they were anxious to establish good relations with the new monarch, 
not least so as to avoid the kinds of disasters that had occurred elsewhere in connection 
with Crusades. A delegation of leading members of the Jewish Community resolved, there-
fore, to present themselves at Richard's coronation50). Such appearances were common 
enough at twelfth Century Continental coronations, and usually involved the presentation 
of gifts and perhaps a symbolic payment of tribute. On September 2, however, the day be-
fore his coronation at Westminster Abbey, Richard banned both women and Jews from 
attending it. The ban on women may have been traditional51). The ban on Jews almost cer-
tainly was not. 

Prohibited from appearing in the Abbey Church, the Jewish representatives decided 
instead to approach the king at the banquet that followed in the royal hall. But when they 
arrived at the banquet hall door, they were repulsed and beaten by the king's doorkeepers, 
who evidently believed that the king's ban pertained to the hall no less than to the Abbey 
Church. The crowd gathered outside the hall, seeing royal officials attacking the Jewish 

48) William of Newburgh , in: HOWLETT , ed. (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 322-323. 
49) Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), ii, p. 337. 
50) Gesta Henrici, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 5), ii, p. 83; Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), iii, p. 12; 
William of Newburgh, ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 294-295. 
51) GILLINGHAM (supra, n. 44), p. 130. 
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magnates, quickly concluded that the king had ordered the assault, and joined in it. In the 
resulting melee, Benedict of York was nearly killed; to save himself, he accepted a hasty, 
and quickly regretted, baptism. 

News of the attack reached London almost immediately. When it did, »a most pleasing 
rumor (rumor gratissimus) swept through all London with incredible speed, that the king 
had commanded that all the Jews be eliminated«52). Excited by the Crusade and encour-
aged by Richard's edict banning Jews from his coronation, the Londoners had clearly 
been anticipating that the new king would act decisively against the Jews. What they were 
anticipating, it appears, was an expulsion; and so when news of the assault in Westminster 
reached London, it immediately touched off a full-scale riot against the Jewish Communi­
ty of the city. Damage to property was extensive, and as many as one hundred Jews may 
have been killed. 

Richard's reaction to this riot was interestingly ambivalent. On the following day, he 
sent special messengers to every county in England ordering that Jews be left in peace53^. It 
was clearly not his intention that the Jews of England be expelled, eliminated, or forcibly 
converted to Christianity; and so he permitted Benedict of York to return to Judaism54). At 
the same time, however, the London rioters went essentially unpunished. No communal or 
individual fines were imposed, and only three rioters were hung, »one because he had stolen 
the property of a Christian, and the other two because they had set fire to the city, whence 
the houses of Christians were burned«55). In his Chronicle, Roger Howden makes the point 
explicit: the three rioters were hung »not for the sake of the Jews, but on account of the 
houses and property of Christians which they had burned and plundered«56). 

The king's leniency was widely publicized; we must presume, therefore, that it was 
purposeful. In Yorkshire, William of Newburgh worried that it might encourage future 
disturbances, but concluded that the king had had little choice but to act as he did. Almost 
the entire population of London had participated in the riot, said Newburgh; and they had 
been joined by the knights and servants of the noblemen in attendance at Richard's coro­
nation. Plainly it was impossible to punish so many, a fact in which Newburgh discerned 
the hand of God. »It was useful therefore to ignore what he could not avenge, God doubt­
less arranging it so that as few as possible of those who stepped forward as the ministers of 
Divine vengeance against infidels and blasphemers should be brought before human 
judgement on that account«57). 

52) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, p. 295. 
53) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 298­299, 313, 323; Gesta Henrici, ed. STUBBS 
(supra, n. 5), ii, p. 83. 
54) The story is in Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), iii, pp. 12­13. 
55) Gesta Henrici, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 5), ii, p. 83; I follow the translation by S. SINGER, Jews and 
Coronations, in: Transactions of the Jewish Historical Society of England 5, (1908), pp. 79­108, at p. 81. 
56) Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), iii, p. 12; SINGER (supra, n. 55), p. 82. 
57) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 298­299. 



CRUSADES, MARTYRDOMS, AND THE JE WS OF NORMAN ENGLAND, 1096-1190 2 4 7 

Newburgh's analysis notwithstanding, Richard certainly could have fined the Citizens 
of London for their conduct had he chosen to do so. But he did not. His eyes were on 
Jerusalem. He was not about to risk the Crusade by alienating the city of London or his 
noble companions in arms by overreacting to a riot against Jews. He put the riot behind 
him, and in the next three months turned his attention toward collecting the men and 
money he would need for the Crusade. 

Despite his devotion to the Crusade, Richard thus did little to respond to his subjects' 
expectations that he would take action against Jews and Jewish moneylending. He did 
not expel Jews from the kingdom; he did not even pardon debts owed by crusaders to 
Jews. Instead he carried on the highly unpopulär policies of his father's government. He 
continued to collect debts owed to Aaron of Lincoln, and he continued to guarantee the 
legal rights of Jews to lend money, even to crusaders. He renewed his father's charter of 
protection for the Jews of England and Normandy, and he issued additional charters of 
his own58). It was not at all what his subjects had expected from their crusading 
monarch. 

Faced with Richard's failure to fulfill their expectations, the crusading armies took 
matters into their own hands. Less than two months after King Richard's departure for 
Normandy, the first armed attacks on Jews by crusaders began in East Anglia. At Nor­
wich on 6 February, crusaders attacked Jewish houses, murdering the inhabitants and sys­
tematically looting their property. Another attack, less clearly Crusade connected, oc­
curred at King's Lynn. On Palm Sunday, yet another assault occurred, this time at Bury St 
Edmunds, where between 50 and 100 Jews were killed. 

As Easter approached, the attacks on Jewish communities began to multiply, giving 
the impression of an organized campaign of anti­Jewish violence by the crusading forces. 
At Stamford in Lincolnshire, the Jewish Community was attacked on 7 March by a group 
of young crusaders gathered at the annual Stamford fair59). William of Newburgh ex­
plains their motives in these words: »Indignant that the enemies of Christ who lived there 
possessed so much, when they themselves had less than enough for their journey, they 
determined to extort from the Jews such unjust possessions, so that they could apply 
what they took to the necessary expenses of their pilgrimage«60). One could hardly wish 
for a more explicit Statement of the ideology that linked crusading with anti­Jewish vio­
lence. What had changed since 1096 was simply the presumption that the responsibility 
for confiscating Jewish property on behalf of the Crusade now lay, first and foremost, 
with kings. If kings failed to act, however, crusaders would act in their place, just as they 
had done in 1096. 

58) Foedera (1816), Li, p. 51; Public Record Office, C 52/21 m. 3. 
59) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 310­312; Radulphi de Diceto Opera Historica, 
e d . W . STUBBS, R S , 1 8 7 6 , ü , p p . 7 5 ­ 7 6 . 

60) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, p. 310. 
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The attack at Lincoln seems to have been a local affair. Although it followed only a few 
days after the assault at nearby Stamford, none of the contemporary chroniclers report 
that crusaders were involved61). Royal records suggest the same conclusion: all the men 
who were later punished for their involvement in the riot were either Citizens of Lincoln 
or residents of the immediately surrounding countryside62). These attacks were sup-
pressed by the personal bravery of St Hugh of Avalon, bishop of the city and one of the 
most sympathetic figures of the 12th Century, and seem to have resulted in only a few Jew-
ish casualties. If our narrative sources were better, or if subsequent investigations of the at­
tack by royal officials had been more thorough, we might well find that crusading knights 
were, in fact, involved in the attack at Lincoln, as they were elsewhere. We might also be 
able to verify the hunch that the rioters who invaded Lincoln Cathedral, only to be re­
pulsed by St Hugh, were looking to destroy records of Jewish debts that were stored 
there. At Lincoln, however, we do not have such information. At York, we do. 

The massacre and mass­suicide of the Jewish Community of York on Shabbat ha-
Gadol was the product of a conspiracy organized and led by several of the leading mem­
bers of the Yorkshire gentry. In contrast to Lincoln, however, this attack was by no means 
a purely local affair. The principal conspirators had familial and tenurial links not only 
with each other, but also with some of the most powerful men in England, including the 
king's brother, Prince John, and Hugh de Pulset, Bishop of Durham and co­justiciar of 
England. The newly­installed sheriff of York, John Marshai, was the brother of William 
Marshai, a member of the Council King Richard had appointed to rule England during his 
absence. Another brother, Henry Marshai, had just been appointed dean of York Cathe­
dral chapter; while Burchard de Puiset, one of Hugh de Puiset's several sons, was the new­
ly­appointed cathedral treasurer. Both were opponents of the exiled archbishop­elect of 
York, Geoffrey Plantegenet, the illegitimate son of King Henry II and half­brother to 
both King Richard and Prince John. And all were the political opponents of William de 
Longchamp, Bishop of Ely and the other co­justiciar of England appointed by King 
Richard63^. 

What took place at York is well known, and need not be recounted here64). What we 
must consider, however, is the connection between these events and the Crusade. William of 
Newburgh gives us an analysis of the conspirators' motives which can hardly be bettered. 

61) Magna Vita Sancti Hugonis , ed. D. L. DOUIE, D. H . FRAMER, 2 vols. (1961, 1962), ii, p. 17; William of 
N e w b u g h , e d . H O W L E T T ( s u p r a , n . 5) , i, p . 3 1 2 . THOMAS WYKES, i n : A n n a l e s M o n a s t i c i , e d . H . R . LUARD, 

RS, 1864­1869, iv, pp. 43­44, does claim that crusaders were involved at Lincoln, but he wrote almost a 
Century after the events, and is unlikely to have had any independent authority for this claim. 
62) Pipe Roll 3 & 4 Richard I, ed. D. M. STENTON, 1926, pp. 15­16 lists the names of 94 men punished for 
their involvement in the Lincoln attack. 
63) C. R. YOUNG, Huber t Walter, Lord of Canterbury and Lord of England (1968), pp. 24­27. 
64) R. B. DOBSON, The Jews of Medieval York and the Massacre of March 1190, 1974, is the Standard ac­
count. 
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»The authors of this daring plan were certain nobles indebted to these impious usurers for 
great sums, some of whom, having handed over their property to them for loans, were now 
oppressed by great want; others, obligated by their own pledges, were being continuously 
pressed by the exactors of the exchequer to satisfy the royal usurers; while others, who had 
taken the sign of the Cross, were now readying themselves for their journey to Jerusalem, 
and could be all the more easily impelled to meet the expenses of a journey undertaken for 
God out of plunder taken from God's enemies, especially as they had little fear of being 
questioned for the deed once they had started on their journey«6^. Behind Newburgh's re-
marks, we can hear the grievances that had arisen as a result of the crown's efforts to collect 
Aaron of Lincoln's debts on its own behalf; and we can hear too the influence of this long-
established connection between Jewish wealth and crusading expenses. 

We should note also, however, the extent to which the attacks at York reflected region­
al animosities between the northerners and the crown; and the way in which the conspira­
tors' political connections lead us straight into the factional conflicts that were already 
embroiling the absent king's government in England. For nearly two decades, northern 
society had been dominated by two powerful patronage networks, one controlled by 
Ranulf de Glanvil, the other by Bishop Hugh de Puiset. Glanvil, however, had either been 
dismissed by King Richard, or eise had resigned, as justiciar of England and sheriff of 
Yorkshire shortly after the new king's coronation. Hugh de Puiset was, for the moment, 
still secure, but his position at court was being steadily undermined by the rising man in 
Richard's administration, William de Longchamp, Bishop of Ely, chancellor of England 
and co­justiciar with Hugh de Puiset. Richard seems to have hoped to control the north 
with new men, in particular his brothers John and Geoffrey. Neither, however, had as yet 
had adequate time to establish himself in the region, and neither was himself a northerner. 
The result in 1190, as Barrie Dobson has pointed out, was »a quite exceptional >crisis of 
authority< [... in] both the city and the county of York«66). Almost all the men whose duty 
it was to protect the Jews of York in March 1190 were either absent from the county or 
uncertain of their authority within it. Those who attacked and massacred the Jews of 
York, on the other hand, were men with wide connections in local society and important 
links to the political opponents of William de Longchamp around the royal court. 

News of the massacre at York reached the king's court in Normandy within a week67). 
William de Longchamp was immediately commissioned to deal with the rioters. Returning 
to England, he gathered an army, marched north, and used the opportunity to eliminate the 
influence of his political opponents. Hugh de Puiset was stripped of his position at the 
exchequer, and restricted to a single one of his episcopal manors. Those of the York con­

65) William of Newburgh , ed. HOWLETT (supra, n. 5), i, pp. 313­314. M y translation modifies, but follows, 
the one provided in J. JACOBS, The Jews of Angevin England, 1893, pp. 118­119. 
66) DOBSON (supra, n. 64), p. 31, order of phrases rearranged. 
67) Pipe Roll 2 Richard I, ed. D. M. STENTON, 1925, p. 3. 
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spirators who were most closely associated with Puiset lost their lands and fled to Scotland. 
The rest, however, went essentially unpunished. John Marshai was dismissed as sheriff of 
Yorkshire, and replaced by Longchamp's brother Osbert. Longchamp laid an interdict on 
York Cathedral, excommunicated both Burchard de Puiset and Henry Marshai, and then 
turned west to attack William Marshal's Castle at Gloucester. The Castle, however, held, and 
within a year, Longchamp's opponents had rallied. When Longchamp feil from power in 
1191, the Marshals were among his principal opponents, in an alliance led by Prince John, 
and that included Hugh de Puiset and the principal York conspirators, who now returned 
to England in the Prince's entourage and speedily recovered their estates68^. 

Behind the massacres of 1189-90 in England there thus lay a complicated mixture of 
anti-Jewish prejudice and hostility: of sadism, greed, carnival and riot; of economic re-
sentment and regional hostility; of political rivalry; and of protest against the crown's rela-
tionship to Jews and Jewish moneylending. The Crusade did not create these hostilities 
and resentments, but it did establish a presumption on the part of Richards subjects that 
he would deal with them. When he came to the throne in 1189, many of his English sub­
jects clearly expected their crusader king to reduce or end their indebtedness to Jews. 
Some even expected him to expel the Jews from England. Richard did not live up to their 
expectations. The frustrations of those who awaited such actions from their new monarch 
were all the greater, however, because their hopes for him had initially been so high. The 
king, moreover, had encouraged these hopes, first by taking the cross, then by banning 
Jews from his coronation, and finally by his leniency in punishing the rioters at Westmin­
ster and London. But then he changed course, renewing royal protection for the English 
Jewish Community, and continuing to collect the enormous debts his Christian subjects 
owed to Aaron of Lincoln. The assaults on the Jewish communities of northern and east­
ern England that followed Richard's departure for Normandy were an exercise in self­
help by men who feit betrayed on many levels by the new king's government. Richard had 
not taken the anti­Jewish actions the Crusade demanded of kings; and so his subjects 
stepped in to make good his failure. 

Strikingly, however, this sense of betrayal did not attach to Richard himself. Many of 
those who took part in the anti­Jewish assaults of 1190 were crusaders, who departed al­
most immediately thereafter to join their king on his expedition to the east. These are not 
the ordinary actions of men who feel themselves betrayed by their monarch. Nor did 
Richard's own reputation as a crusader suffer from his failure to take the anti­Jewish mea­
sures his subjects expected of him. Quite the contrary: Richard became in his lifetime, and 
remained long after his death, the very epitome of the royal crusader. Must we, then, with­

68) Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), iii, pp. 152­154; D. CROUCH, William Marshai: Court , 
Career and Chivalry in the Angevin Empire, 1147­1219, 1990, pp. 68­69; H . THOMAS, Portrait of a Me­
dieval Anti­Semite: Richard Malebisse, Vero Agnomine Mala Bestia, in: Haskins Society Journal 5 (1993), 
pp. 1­15. 
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draw the claim that the Obligation to expropriate Jewish property in the name of the Cru­
sade had become by 1190 an expected dement in crusading kingship? If the massacres of 
1190 emerged out of anger at royal policy towards Jews and Jewish lending, why then did 
the blame for this policy not attach to King Richard? 

The answer, I believe, is because the blame for Richards Jewish policies was assigned 
to Longchamp. It was Longchamp who, as chancellor, sealed the writs and charters that 
protected Jews, and who, as justiciar, supervised the collection and enforcement of Jewish 
debts through the exchequer. It was Longchamp whom the chroniclers identified as the 
man responsible for the crown's fiscal exploitation of the English Jews69\ and it was 
Longchamp who was called upon to punish those responsible for the massacres of 1190. 
Richard's faithful servant in all things, Longchamp thus became the target of a populär 
rage against the crown's Jewish policies that might otherwise have been directed at the 
king himself. We need not spare him any pity, but to this extent at least, Longchamp too 
was one of the very many victims of the link between crusading, kingship, and anti­Jewish 
violence that emerged during that critical Century between 1096 and 1190. 

69) Howden , Chronica, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 45), iii, p. 145; Gesta Henrici, ed. STUBBS (supra, n. 5), ii, 
p. 218. 


