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The letter given at Laodicea (Latakia, modern Syria) in September 1099 
by elements of the leadership of the First Crusade is apparently the first 
known written narrative of the capture of Jerusalem and, indeed, of the 
entire campaign, to have circulated in medieval Christendom.2 It is, as Jay 
Rubenstein describes, ‘a tight narrative summary of the First Crusade . . . 
[that proved to be] an extremely useful document for medieval chroni-
clers’, and it enjoyed a widespread transmission in manuscript and rapid 
acceptance into universal histories.3 Despite its status and importance to 
the writing of the history of the First Crusade, the agenda of the named 
authors in composing and structuring the account of the expedition has 
been little explored. The present article seeks to rectify this situation. 
It suggests that one of the named authors, Daibert, archbishop of Pisa 
and legate of Pope Urban II on the crusade, had a profound effect on 
the framing of the narrative of the First Crusade and its reception in the 
medieval West through his authorial decisions in the letter, and that, in 
order better to understand the reception of the crusade narrative in the 
high medieval West, we should attribute more attention to the letters 
which arose from the enterprise.4

The letter is addressed to ‘the lord pope of the Roman Church, all 
the bishops and all followers of the Christian faith’ (‘Domino papae 
Romanae ecclesiae et omnibus episcopis et universis Christianae fidei 
cultoribus’).5 The named senders of the letter, in the order given in the 
text, are: ‘I, the archbishop of Pisa, and other bishops and Duke Godfrey, 
now by the Grace of God defender of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, 
Raymond, Count of St Gilles, and the entire army of God in the land of 
Israel’ (‘ego Pisanus archiepiscopus et alii episcopi et Godefridus dux, 
gratia Dei ecclesiae S. Sepulcri nunc aduocatus, et Raimundus comes 
S. Aegidii et uniuersus Dei exercitus, qui est in terra Israel’).6 The letter 
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recounts the history of the expedition following the fall of Nicaea in June 
1097, through the gruelling siege of Antioch in 1098 and the capture of 
Jerusalem on 15 July 1099, up to the aftermath of the Battle of Ascalon 
(12 August 1099) and the sojourn of the returning crusader armies at 
Laodicea in September 1099, where their leaders met with Daibert and 
Bohemond of Taranto (who were then laying siege to Laodicea) and 
drafted the letter.7

The accepted view of the composition of the letter, first argued by 
Heinrich Hagenmeyer in 1873 and made even more forcefully in his clas-
sic edition and study of the letters in 1901, is that despite Daibert being 
named first in the salutatio, and his use of the first-person ego, we should 
not take this to mean that he wrote the letter. Having only just arrived 
in the East, Hagenmeyer stated, he was not an eyewitness to the crusade 
and therefore could not possibly have composed such a detailed and 
accurate account.8 In Hagenmeyer’s view, the author (Verfasser) of the 
text was in fact none other than Raymond of Aguilers, a chaplain in the 
service of Raymond of St Gilles, who later composed a longer account of 
the crusade.9 Hagenmeyer noticed textual similarities between the letter 
given at Laodicea and Raymond’s Liber which linked the two texts and 
supplied a close textual comparison of relevant passages to support his 
argument. One clue on which he placed great emphasis was the peculiar 
usage of the term Hispania for Isfahan (rather than Spain) which appears 
in both texts and nowhere else in any of the Western accounts of the 
expedition.10 John France also emphasised that the use of the first-person 
plural ‘we’ tallies with the Provençal experience of the campaign, and 
Hagenmeyer’s argument has held sway ever since, albeit expressed in 
more cautious terms.11 Close study of the internal contents of the letter, 
however, suggests an alternative interpretation.

Since Godfrey was absent at the time the letter was given, it is logi-
cal to suggest that, as the only individually named authors, Daibert 
and Raymond of St Gilles collaborated closely on its composition and 
that, although the salutatio pays lip-service to the alii episcopi and the 
uniuersus Dei exercitus, qui est in terra Israel, they were the two driv-
ing forces behind the document’s issue. This is the view taken most 
recently by Susan Edgington, who states that the author was Daibert, 
who ‘wrote it as if from himself and Count Raymond, who was alongside 
him in Latakia, and Duke Godfrey, who was not there but in Jerusalem’.12 
Raymond of St Gilles and Daibert were, after all, connected through 
Urban II’s preparations for the crusade, and the archbishop spent time 
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with the count after his arrival in the East, so their collaboration should 
perhaps come as little surprise.13 As noted by Hagenmeyer, the newly 
arrived archbishop did not take part in the crusade campaign proper and 
he would have been reliant upon veteran crusaders for his account of the 
crusade. It follows that the narrative core of the missive is received from 
Raymond and his contingent, something apparently confirmed by the 
espousal of the Provençal perspective on the campaign and the asser-
tion of the authenticity of the Holy Lance in particular.14 The principal 
contributions of this article are that, while such Provençal influence on 
the letter can be felt via Raymond of St Gilles, the internal evidence of 
the text suggests that we should attribute a more significant and dynamic 
authorial role in framing the narrative to Daibert, who deliberately 
shaped its content in order to assert his authority in the East and pro-
pound an ecclesiastical narrative of the First Crusade, in what is the first 
written account of the whole campaign known to have circulated in the 
West. If Raymond of Aguilers did indeed draft the text, he appears to 
have done so at the direction of Daibert.

We begin with the most obvious point in favour of the notion that 
Daibert had the greatest influence over the composition of the letter, and, 
correspondingly, the clue most vociferously rejected by Hagenmeyer: the 
order of the intitulatio in the greeting clause. Daibert is accorded pride of 
place as the first named author. The other bishops (alii episcopi) are also 
named before the (absent) aduocatus of Jerusalem, Godfrey of Bouillon, 
who is relegated to third place, followed by Raymond of St  Gilles, 
and then the rest of the army (universus Dei exercitus).15 As Nicholas 
Vincent so convincingly demonstrates, the order of episcopal witnesses 
in medieval charters could be a source of great contention.16 Similarly 
the contemporary rules of diplomatic were clear that the ordering of 
senders and recipients in the salutatio should be determined by status.17 
According to the norms of contemporary diplomatic and documentary 
cultures, then, Daibert was positioning himself as the foremost figure 
among the senders specifically, especially with his use of the first-person 
form ego to emphasise his personal role, and also probably staking claims 
for the precedence of the episcopate generally, although apparently none 
of the alii episcopi were important enough or played a significant enough 
role in the issue of the letter to warrant mention by name. It follows that 
Daibert probably had the greatest influence over the issue of the letter, 
and, by extension, that he controlled the drafting process, even if the 
source of much of the account of the crusade came from Raymond and 
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the act of writing the text itself was performed by one of their chaplains, 
such as Raymond of Aguilers. Raymond of St Gilles was probably push-
ing for recognition throughout Christendom as one of the foremost 
leaders by being named in the intitulatio and also seeking to promote the 
Provençal perspective in retelling the course of the crusade. Although he 
had only just arrived in the East and missed almost the entire crusade, 
Daibert, for his part, appears to have been angling to be recognised as 
the ecclesiastical leader of the crusaders.

Why did Daibert seek to assert his precedence over the crusader host 
in the composition and despatch of the letter? Cui bono – who benefited? 
The purpose of the letter was multifaceted. Its basic function is obvious: 
to inform the faithful of the West what had happened in the East, but 
there were two complementary agendas at play. One purpose was to invite 
the pope and all Christians in the West to celebrate the success of the 
expedition and its participants, as the final section of the first recension 
of the letter states: ‘And so we call on you, [and] all the bishops, devout 
clerics, monks and all the laity, to glory in the marvellous bravery and 
devotion of our brothers’ (‘ad tam mirabilem fratrum nostrorum forti-
tudinis deuotionem . . . inuitamus uos exsultationem et omnes episcopos 
et bonae uitae clericos, monachosque et omnes laicos’).18 The association 
of the crusaders with this endeavour within the text, and especially those 
named in the intitulatio as the bearers of the news, immortalised them 
in the process. This is, indeed, exactly how the letter was received. Very 
soon after entering transmission in Europe (we know that Count Robert 
of Flanders was one of the returning veterans who carried and spread 
the letter, and presumably others did too),19 the document acquired 
two postscripts: one calling upon those in the West to pay the debts of 
returning survivors in return for a share of their spiritual reward, and the 
other supplying a short summary of the dates of landmark battles, almost 
certainly to facilitate liturgical celebration.20 An important manuscript 
witness now preserved in Würzburg bears a unique rhymed Latin inscrip-
tion at the head of its copy of the text calling upon readers (and listeners) 
to meditate upon the crusade, using the letter as a way of magnifying 
the glory of the event.21 Connected to this was the need to recruit new 
warrior-pilgrims for the defence of the city of Jerusalem, and this letter 
and others – such as Daibert’s letter to the people of Germany, given as 
patriarch of Jerusalem in April 1100 – clearly whipped up enthusiasm 
and its extended manuscript transmission in Germany can probably be 
connected to recruitment for the Crusade of 1100–1.22
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Reading between the lines there was also a more worldly and prag-
matic agenda at play. By adopting a leading role in the control and 
transmission of information, and by sending this official report (offi-
zieller Bericht) back to the pope, Daibert was also staking his claim to 
ecclesiastical authority in the East.23 As Michael Matzke convincingly 
argues, Pope Urban II had sent Daibert on the crusade as his legate 
to play a leading role in the expedition and its ecclesiastical affairs.24 
Daibert’s connection to Raymond may have been part of an attempt 
to position himself as the direct successor to the previous papal legate, 
Adhémar of Le Puy, whose memory quickly assumed importance in 
the crusade narrative, and to benefit from the prominent leadership 
role that his predecessor had played. It should not be seen as peculiar 
that Daibert did not give the title of legate along with that of archbishop 
of Pisa in the intitulatio of the letter, however. He was clearly aware of 
the death of Urban but not the election of Paschal II, which explains 
why the letter is addressed Domino papae Romanae ecclesiae without 
specifying a pontifical name. Apparently Daibert considered his legatine 
mandate to have lapsed along with the death of Urban, although in the 
twelfth century there was no consensus on whether the death of a pope 
revoked his legatine mandates.25 The formulation of an official report 
was, as Matzke writes, in accordance with Daibert’s responsibilities as 
papal representative, and should probably be read as an attempt to take 
control over, or at least been seen as a leader of, the crusader army.26 Even 
if Daibert had technically lost his legatine power, he proceeded to throw 
his weight around in the East in a manner commensurate with his earlier 
authority, and the letter fits into a pattern of assertive behaviour.27 When 
he arrived in Jerusalem at Christmas 1099, he succeeded in having his 
authority recognised by quashing the election of Arnulf of Choques as 
patriarch of Jerusalem and having himself elected in Arnulf ’s place only 
six days after his arrival.28 The Laodicea letter, in which Daibert assumes 
and consciously displays precedence, should probably be interpreted as 
part of his machinations to have his authority recognised in the East. 
Finally, there is another, more subtle function of the issue of the letter 
which the second part of this article will explore: the framing of the 
narrative of the First Crusade.

Having only just arrived in the Holy Land, and with no personal experi-
ence of the crusade proper, Daibert had to decide where the narrative of 
the crusade should begin in framing the letter. After an extremely brief 
arenga, which provided only the most basic theological context for the 
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success of the crusade, stating that the letter’s audience should ‘Multiply 
prayers and invocations with joy and exultation in the sight of the Lord 
since God has magnified his mercy by fulfilling through us what he had 
promised in ancient times’ (‘Multiplicate preces et orationes cum iocun-
ditate et exsultatione in conspectu Domini, quoniam Deus magnificauit 
misericordiam suam complendo in nobis ea, quae antiquis temporibus 
promiserat’), Daibert chose the fall of Nicaea on 19 June 1097 to demar-
cate the beginning of his narrative: ‘After the capture of Nicaea . . .’ (‘etenim 
cum capta Nicaea . . .’).29 Daibert’s authorial choice here is perhaps signifi-
cant, since it delineates his conception of the chronological framing of the 
crusade. Other letters from the leaders had already informed the papacy 
about the course of the expedition at least up until 11 September 1098, 
when the princes sent a missive to Urban II (and it is likely that others 
were despatched thereafter which no longer survive).30 The selection of 
the aftermath of Nicaea for the beginning of the letter therefore was not 
a logical continuation of the crusader princes’ previous correspondence 
with the papacy, but a deliberate decision in framing the narrative. This, 
according to Daibert, and perhaps Raymond of St Gilles (who must have 
been feeding the archbishop the information necessary to write the let-
ter), was where the campaign of the crusade proper began. Of course, 
the epistolary form in which Daibert and Raymond chose to communi-
cate dictated that the text be brief, but it is perhaps significant that they 
chose not to recount any of the events in Europe or Byzantium, and that 
the narrative concerns only Latin conquests in the East. Because Nicaea 
was surrendered to the Byzantines apparently it was of lesser priority.31 
Interestingly, this framing aligns with modern historians’ structuring of 
the phases of the expedition. For Jonathan Riley-Smith, the first phase 
‘stretched from western Europe to Nicaea’.32 The evidence from the let-
ter demonstrates that some medieval observers also conceptualised the 
enterprise in a strikingly similar manner.

Study of the epistle’s reception reveals that this chronological framing 
of the First Crusade resonated with its audience. If we turn to the second 
postscript (appended to the main text of the epistula in its third recen-
sion), which supplements Daibert’s narrative in the main body of the 
letter with a compressed compilation of the dates of all the major battles 
of the crusade, we find that readers of the document broadly followed 
Daibert’s lead in conceptualising the course of the main campaign. This 
list of dates also contains only events which occurred in the East, though 
it extends the narrative backwards slightly to ‘the first battle, in which 
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many Turks were killed, [which] was at the bridge on the River Farfar 
on the ninth day before the kalends of March’ (‘primum eorum bellum 
fuit apud pontem Farfar fluminis, in quo multi Turcorum interfecti sunt 
IX Kalendis Martii’).33 The next significant engagement, however, the 
‘second battle, a Christian victory over the pagans was at Nicaea on 
the third day before the nones of March’ (‘Secundum bellum fuit apud 
Nicaeam III Nonis Martii, in quo pagani a Christianis uicti sunt’), brings 
the rest of the chronology into line with that of Daibert in the main 
body of the text.34 Shifting our perspective on the chronological fram-
ing also explains why the postscript seems to misdate the capture of the 
Jerusalem to ‘the third year of their expedition’ (‘anno III profectionis 
eorum’), a chronological quirk which appears to be a simple mistake and 
the result of deficient knowledge on the part of the scribe who first com-
piled the summary, which is littered with incorrect dates.35 This apparent 
mistake is perhaps not a result of misdating, but the product of the recep-
tion of Daibert’s framing of the history, which, for him and apparently 
for many of those who read his letter, properly began in the East, in the 
first half of 1097. If we adopt this altered chronological framework and 
count forwards from the ‘first battle’ in March 1097, or even the fall of 
Nicaea in June of that year, then the conquest of Jerusalem on 15 July 
1099 did indeed fall in the third year of the expedition. This suggests 
that Daibert’s framing of the narrative of the First Crusade did influence 
contemporary ideas about the chronology of the crusade, and that the 
significance of the document in the reception of the crusade narrative 
in the West has been underestimated.

Daibert also influenced the reception of the crusade narrative through 
his ecclesiastical framing, and, in some ways, the narrative in the let-
ter aligns with the longer accounts composed in the following decade. 
As Gerd Althoff notes, it is similar to other accounts of the crusade 
which emphasise God’s help in return for liturgical supplication by the 
pilgrims.36 The theology of the letter is conventional in its exposition of 
God’s role in the expedition. It relates that God deliberately placed chal-
lenges in the way of army, most notably the gruelling siege of Antioch, 
explaining that ‘because [earlier] successes bred arrogance among some 
of us, God placed Antioch in our path . . . There he detained us for nine 
months and during the siege so humbled us that eventually all our pride 
and arrogance turned to humility’ (‘ob haec itaque feliciter acta, quia 
quidem intumuerant, opposuit nobis Deus Antiochiam . . . ibique per 
IX menses nos detinuit atque in obsidione extra ita humiliauit, donec 
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omnis superbiae nostrae tumor in humilitatem recurrit’).37 After adopt-
ing humility befitting their status as pilgrims and showing due devotion 
to the Lord, God rewarded the crusaders with the fall of the city. As 
Andrew D. Buck demonstrates, such ideas were incorporated into longer 
narratives as divine tests of the piety of the crusaders, and as a mode of 
theological interpretation it is ubiquitous in contemporary histories of 
the crusade, especially on the subject of the siege of Antioch.38 It is most 
likely that this represents the prevailing view among the crusader host, 
rather than the influence of Daibert’s letter alone, although this surely 
played a role given the large number of known manuscript witnesses 
(which currently stands at twenty-one copies) and its inclusion in uni-
versal histories and letter collections such as the Codex Udalrici.39 We 
can point to one account of a miracle in the letter, an indication of God’s 
favour before the Battle of Ascalon, which seems to have influenced later 
narratives. Immediately before the battle, thousands of captured animals 
formed themselves into columns and ‘when the people advanced in bat-
tle order the camels, oxen and sheep advanced in similar formations 
with us, stopping when we stopped, going forward when we did and 
running when we ran’ (‘haec autem animalia nobiscum comitabantur, ut 
cum stantibus starent, cum procedentibus procederent, cum currentibus 
currerent’).40 On this point Raymond of Aguilers’s Liber matches the let-
ter exactly and must have used it as a source: ‘ut starent cum stantibus 
cum currentibus currerent, cum procedentibus, procederent’.41 Fulcher 
of Chartres also recounts the miracle in similar terms and it may be that 
he received this information through Daibert’s letter.42 In turn, Fulcher’s 
text was received by William of Malmesbury, reinforcing the place of 
this miracle in the crusade narrative.43

Perhaps most notable from the document’s otherwise fairly standard 
theological mode of exposition is that there is no mention of the deeds 
of individual crusaders or contingents and almost no mention of any 
tactical or strategic decisions, aspects which are staples of the longer 
narratives. Instead, all the military successes, especially the capture of 
Antioch and Jerusalem, but also the Battle of Ascalon, are attributed 
to the penitential acts of a united army alone. The letter pastes over 
cracks in the unity of the host, passing over the desertions at Antioch 
and stating that the army was not many, but unanimous and united in 
its desire to reach Jerusalem: ‘our army was not large and everyone was 
in a hurry to get to Jerusalem’ (‘exercitus noster non multus erat, et in 
Hierusalem unanimiter uenire festinabant’).44 The most detailed account 
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of a military engagement is that of the action at the Battle of Ascalon in 
August 1099, which includes more detailed strategic information and a 
record of the martial deeds of the army as a whole than in the preceding 
sections – though no individuals or contingents are picked out and the 
collective deeds are tempered by the providential interpretation. When 
the crusaders ‘caught sight of our enemy we went down on our knees to 
ask God for His help’ (‘cumque exercitus noster et hostium se conspex-
issent, genibus flexis adiutorem Deum inuocauimus’).45 The size of the 
crusader host is given in precise terms, ‘five thousand knights and fifteen 
thousand foot-soldiers’ (‘V milia militum et XV milia peditum’), in com-
parison to their Egyptian foes, who commanded ‘a hundred thousand 
horsemen and four hundred thousand foot-soldiers’ (‘C milia equitum et 
CCCC milia peditum’).46 As is well known, the portrayal of a small army 
against a superior foe was meant to align the crusaders with the biblical 
armies from the Old Testament, and is an interpretation standard for 
high medieval crusade texts.47 This is also where the reader first receives 
information about the collective martial deeds of the army, such as how 
many enemies were killed and how, which diverges from the purely 
ecclesiastical framing of the rest of the campaign:

[God] caused our mere rush to rout this multitude and scatter all 
their weapons, so that even if they had wanted to fight back after-
wards they would not have had the means to do so . . . More than 
one hundred thousand Moors fell beneath the sword, while the panic 
was so great that up to 2,000 were suffocated in the crush at the city 
gate. There are no figures however for those who drowned in the 
sea. Many were caught in the thickets.
pro solo impetu nostro hanc in fugam multitudinem uertit et omnia 
arma eorum diripuit, ut, si deinceps nobis repugnare uellent, nec 
haberent arma, in quibus sperarent . . . ceciderunt ibi plus quam C 
milia Maurorum gladio. Timor autem eorum tantus erat, ut in porta 
ciuitatis ad II milia suffocati sint. De his uero, qui in mari inter-
ierunt, non est numerus. Spineta etiam ex ipsis multos obtinuerunt.48

In portraying the crusader host as a united and deeply religious army, 
the letter presages the later Benedictine rewritings of the history of the 
First Crusade in which Robert the Monk, Guibert of Nogent and Baldric 
of Bourgueil ‘put the miracle, as they saw it, of the success of the cru-
sade into the context of providential history and they chose to treat the 

JRHLC_5-2.indd   25 08/10/2019   13:49:29



Thomas W. Smith

26

crusaders as temporary religious, professed into what looked to them like 
a military monastery on the move’.49 What is noteworthy about the letter 
is that the text always presents a united host and does not pick out any 
particular warriors or contingents for special praise, as later accounts do.

That said, it must be remembered, of course, that the letter presents 
the Provençal perspective of the campaign, asserting, for example, the 
authenticity of the Holy Lance: at Antioch, God ‘showed us His lance, 
which had not been seen since the time of the Apostles’ (‘lanceam 
suam . . . non uisum a tempore apostolorum . . . nobis obtulit’).50 But 
despite the supposedly key role in composition played by Raymond of 
St Gilles, none of his personal crusading deeds are recorded, nor are those 
of any other crusaders in the manner that Raymond of Aguilers does 
in his Liber.51 If the count of St Gilles’s scribe really did have such influ-
ence over the composition of the text down to the spelling Hispania, we 
would expect to find something of Raymond’s deeds. Rather, we find the 
bishops in the army playing a leading role. At the beginning of the siege 
of Jerusalem, which opened with a barefoot procession around its walls 
performed by the penitent crusaders, it is noteworthy that the bishops 
precede the princes in the leadership of army and that the key to the fall 
of Jerusalem was a display of religiosity rather than martial superiority:

at a meeting of a council the bishops and princes decided that we 
should go barefooted around the outside of the city . . . Eight days 
after our act of humility the Lord showed He was placated by deliv-
ering to us the city and His enemies.
habito consilio, episcopi et principes circinandam esse ciuitatem 
nudis pedibus praedicauerunt  . . . placatus itaque hac humilitate 
Dominus, VIIIo die post humiliationem nostram ciuitatem cum 
suis hostibus nobis tribuit.52

The promotion of episcopal authority within the leadership of the cru-
sader host in this passage fits with Daibert’s agenda to assert ecclesiastical 
authority over the crusade, and, specifically, to extend his own power. 
That the success of the crusade is framed in such theological terms, 
with no mention made of the martial deeds of individual crusaders, is 
another indicator that Daibert took the lead in crafting the letter, and 
not Raymond of St Gilles or his chaplain and namesake.

Famously, the bloodshed during the capture of Jerusalem is described 
in the letter in a chillingly laconic fashion: ‘Should you wish to learn 
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what happened to the enemies we found inside [Jerusalem], know that 
our horsemen rode knee-deep in Saracen blood in Solomon’s Porch and 
in his Temple’ (‘et si scire desideratis, quid de hostibus ibi repertis factum 
fuerit, scitote: quia in porticu Salomonis et in templo eius nostri equi-
tabant in sanguine Saracenorum usque ad genua equorum’).53 Althoff 
uses the letter as a Schlüsselzeugnis (key testimony) for his interpretation 
of the Church’s attitude towards violence in the Middle Ages because, 
he claims, it is not an attempt to fashion a later justification for the 
violence that occurred during the capture of Jerusalem, but an eyewit-
ness account composed with the understanding that the recipient of 
the letter, the pope (whom Althoff names as Urban II, but who, as we 
have noted, was already dead, and whose death was known to Daibert), 
would be in accord with the account of that violence.54 As noted above, 
having only just arrived in the East after the conquest of the Holy Land, 
Daibert was not an eyewitness, Godfrey was absent, and as the present 
article argues, the archbishop was consciously framing an ecclesiastical 
narrative of the crusade. Although this does not affect Althoff ’s argu-
ment that the expression of the violence would have been in accord with 
what the papal curia expected, we should be very wary of accepting the 
letter as the testimony of the crusaders themselves since it was written 
by a member of that very curia in provincia. Because Daibert refashioned 
the crusaders’ accounts through an ecclesiastical filter, we cannot use 
the letter as evidence of how strongly their understanding of the expe-
dition was ‘under the influence of ecclesiastical arguments’ (‘wie sehr 
die Kreuzfahrer unter dem Eindruck christlich-kirchlicher Argumente 
standen’); instead, it should be treated like the other narratives of the 
crusade which were also composed according to authorial agendas.55

Perhaps the most surprising (and interesting) thing about the epistle is 
the focus (or, better, foci) of its content and how little space is dedicated 
to the conquest of Jerusalem, which extends little further than the two 
quotations provided above. The account of the siege of Jerusalem and 
its capture is surprisingly brief for such a momentous event – at least 
according to what the general scholarly consensus has conditioned us 
to expect was the focal point of the crusade. As Georg Strack argues, 
the status of Jerusalem as the main goal of the expedition is not quite 
as clear-cut as many scholars suggest.56 In fact, the letter text dwells 
much longer on the siege of Antioch and the Battle of Ascalon – the 
fall of Jerusalem is little more than an interlude between the two. This 
reflects the actual length of the siege at Antioch and the more harrowing 
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tribulations of the army there, and it is interesting to note that the heavy 
focus on Antioch in the letter is reflected in the later, longer narratives 
of the crusade. As explored above, there is also a noticeable shift in 
content, framing and level of detail in the letter’s account of the action at 
Ascalon. Is it possible that Daibert’s sources were able to offer more detail 
on this most recent engagement? Hagenmeyer, for instance, argued that 
the uneven length of the coverage of events in the letter, which strongly 
privileges the Battle of Ascalon, results from the fact that this event was 
the most recent and was therefore fresh in the memory.57 The main point, 
though, is that Jerusalem and the Holy Sepulchre are not in any way the 
central, or even a central, focus in the body of the letter (indeed, the 
only mention of the Holy Sepulchre is Godfrey’s title as aduocatus of the 
tomb in the salutatio), even though, as we have seen, its author fashions 
the crusade narrative into an ecclesiastical account. This apparent lack 
of interest in Jerusalem and the Holy Sepulchre renders the Laodicea 
letter out of step with the narratives composed in the following decade 
in the West and the modern scholarly consensus on Jerusalem as the 
single most important goal of the crusade.58

This lack of focus on Jerusalem changes, however, when we turn from 
the composition of the text in the East to examine the letter’s recep-
tion in the West. The second postscript, which compiles in the third 
recension a compressed list of key battle dates for liturgical celebra-
tion, mentions Jerusalem twice. It is foregrounded in the opening of 
the addendum: ‘Jerusalem was captured by the Christians in the year 
of the Lord 1099, on the Ides of July, 6th feria in the seventh indiction, 
in the third year of their expedition’ (‘Capta est autem Hierusalem a 
Christianis anno Domini MXCIX, Idus Iulii, feriae VI, indictione VII, 
anno III profectionis eorum’), and noted again towards its conclu-
sion: ‘Their fifth battle was on the Ides of July when Jerusalem was 
captured after thirty-nine days of siege’ (‘quintum eorum bellum fuit 
Idibus Iulii, quando post tricesimum nonum obsidionis diem capta est 
Hierusalem’).59 The European reception of the letter, then, while accept-
ing the basic narrative framing of the campaign in the East, placed much 
more emphasis on the capture of Jerusalem than Daibert himself did. 
This is consistent with the shaping of the history of the crusade in the 
West after 1099, when Jerusalem and the Holy Sepulchre became the 
focal points of the entire enterprise in the Benedictine rewritings of 
the Gesta Francorum. That Daibert’s letter bucks this trend and offers a 
distinct narrative focus is significant.
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In conclusion, the letter given at Laodicea in September 1099 can 
no longer be used as an unfiltered eyewitness account of the First 
Crusade. As this article has revealed, rather than attributing the author-
ship to Raymond of Aguilers on behalf of Raymond of St Gilles, as 
Hagenmeyer argued, the author dictating the content of the text must, 
in fact, have been Daibert, archbishop of Pisa. The letter hardly lacks 
an agenda. Raymond of St Gilles succeeded in cementing his position 
in the very top tier of the leadership of the crusade and ensured that it 
was the Provençal account of events that was recognised as the ‘official’ 
one in the report of the (former) papal legate. Daibert, for his part, 
styled himself as the foremost leader of the enterprise in his attempt to 
assert his ecclesiastical authority and seize power in the East – which 
he did, very successfully, when he had himself installed as patriarch of 
Jerusalem a few months later. In so doing, Daibert framed the first writ-
ten Latin narrative of the whole campaign of the First Crusade known 
to have circulated in the West. While the theological interpretation 
of successes and setbacks being the work of God, who was testing the 
faith of the pilgrims, is entirely conventional, the framing of the letter 
is significant for three main reasons. First, in setting a distinct chrono-
logical framework for the campaign proper which began only with the 
Latin conquests after Nicaea. Second, in devoting much more attention 
to Antioch and the Battle of Ascalon than the capture of Jerusalem and 
the Holy Sepulchre, which later became the ultimate focal points of 
the crusade narrative in the West in the following decade. And third, 
in using the document as a vehicle for an ecclesiastical narrative that 
did not mention the deeds of individual crusaders or contingents at 
all, but instead promoted the authority and role of the episcopate in 
the leadership of the crusade.
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