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QUAESTIONES MEDII AEVI NOVAE (2013)

CECILIA GAPOSCHKIN

HANNOVER, NEW HEMPSHIRE

THE CAPTIVITY OF LOUIS IX 1

On April 6th, 1250, Louis IX (died 1270), king of France and 
leader of the biggest and best yet planned crusade, was 
routed and captured by the Egyptian Ayyubids in the town 
of F¬raskĀr in northern Egypt. Most of his army was lost to 
disease or slaughter, and those that were not were captured 

along with the king. Louis spent one month in captivity, and after fraught 
negotiations, and no few moments of terror, was, on May 6th, along with 
the other Frankish captives, released in exchange for the return of Damiett a 
(which his army had captured six months earlier) and half of the agreed 
ransom of 800,000 byzants (= 400,000 livres tournois [l.t.]). He fl ed immediately 
to Acre, the head of the rump Kingdom of Jerusalem, where he spent four 
more years working for the security of the Frankish Holy Land. The defeat 
and the king’s imprisonment were utt erly catastrophic, both for the army 
and for the cause of the crusade in general. In theory, it should also have 
been catastrophic for his reputation as the leading monarch in the West. 
And yet, his military failure and capture did not serve to undermine his 
royal authority. He returned to Paris and took up the reins of government 
without trouble. The years between 1254 and 1270 (when he died, having 
again gone on crusade) were the strongest of his reign. And his capture in the 
service of his devotion to God and service to the Church became a source of 
his saintly authority, his canonization being secured in 1297, twenty-seven 
years after his death. 

In this essay, following a discussion of the historiography of Louis’ fi rst 
crusade and the sources pertaining specifi cally to his captivity, I have tried 
to recount, staying as close to the primary, fi rst-hand, eye-witness sources 

1ȲȵI extend my thanks to Wojciech Fałkowski for inviting me to participate in this volume, 
and to Philippe Buc for suggesting me for it. I also thank Sean Field, Christopher MacEvitt , 
and Peter Jackson for feedback earlier drafts. Mistakes herein are of course my own. 
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as possible, the events on the ground and in the camp where Louis was 
held prisoner between April 6th and May 6th, 1250. The essay then moves to 
a discussion of the contemporary implications of the captivity (and the failure 
of the crusade itself; the two are not really separable). Finally, it examines 
the ways in which, in the half century following Louis’ death on his second 
crusade in 1270, within the context of his sanctifi cation, the event and import 
of the captivity were reimagined, retold, valorized, and explained. 

SOURCES

The French and Latin language sources for the history of Louis’ fi rst crusade 
were categorized in 1890 by Reinhart Röhricht, and many of these, along 
with some of the Islamic sources, have been recently – usefully – gathered 
together and translated by Peter Jackson in The Seventh Crusade, 1244-1254, 
Sources and Documents2. The progress of the Louis IX’s fi rst crusade itself 
(sometimes labeled “the Sixth” Crusade, sometimes “the Seventh”) is best 
known through the recollections of Jean de Joinville (died 1317), who, in 
subsequent decades, wrote up his version of the campaign and its aftermath3. 
The events, from the perspective of the Latin Levant are also known from 
the Rothelin Chronicle (the anonymous continuation of the History of William 
of Tyre)4, and the story was picked up by innumerable other medieval 
chronicles5. We can corroborate the historical outline provided by Christian 

2ȲȵR. Röhricht, Der Kreuzzug Louis IX. gegen Damiett e (in Regestenform), in: Kleine Studien 
zur Geschichte der Kreuzzüge, Wissenschaftliche Beilage zum Programm des Humboldt-Gymnasiums 
zu Berlin, Ostern 1890, Berlin 1890, pp. 11-14; P. Jackson, The Seventh Crusade, 1244-1254: Sources 
and Documents, Aldershot 2009 (texts and translations cited hereafter from Jackson’s volume 
are cited as Jackson, op.cit., with the page range, following a descriptive title). In rare instances 
where I have altered Jackson’s translation, I have given the citation for the original. The material 
on sources in this paragraph is taken directly from P. Jackson, The Seventh Crusade, pp. 1-6. 
Other relevant texts are found in: Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France, I-XXIV, ed. by 
M. Bouquet, Paris 1738, reprint: Famborough 1967 (henceforth: RHF).

3ȲȵDating and function of Joinville’s Vie is debated. For the view that Joinville wrote 
the entirety after 1305, see J. Monfrin, Introduction, in: Vie de Saint Louis, Paris 1995, pp. 69-
-79. For the view that the crusade narrative was writt en in the 1270s or 1280s, see C. Smith, 
Crusading in the Age of Joinville, Burlington VT 2006, pp. 48-58. I concur with the latt er view in 
M.C. Gaposchkin, The Making of Saint Louis: Kingship, Sanctity, and Crusade in the Later Middle 
Ages, Ithaca 2008, pp. 182-185. The text is cited following the recent English translation of 
C. Smith Joinville and Villehardouin, Chronicles of the Crusades, London 2008 (henceforth: 
Joinville, following paragraph number (§), not page number).

4ȲȵCited  according  J.  Shirley,  ed.  Crusader  Syria  in  the  Thirteenth  Century.  The  Rothelin 
Continuation of the History of William of Tyre with part of the Eracles or Acre text, Aldershot 1999, 
pp. 66-69 (chs. 42-44), pp. 85-108 (chs. 59-69).

5ȲȵFor example: Marino Sanudo, The Book of the Secrets of the Faithful of the Cross. Liber 
Secretorum Fidelium Crucis, transl. by P. Lock, Farnham 2011, pp. 347-348; J.M.É. Viard, Les 
grandes chroniques de France, I-X, Paris 1920, VII, pp. 151-157; Guillaume de Nangis, Chronique 
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sources by several key Muslim accounts, which Jackson has (for the non-
-Arabic speaking Europeanist) translated6. Chief among them is the chronicle 
of Ibn W¬sil (died 1298), a historian in the pay of the Egyptian emir (Hus¬m 
al-DÎn Ibn AbÎ ‘AlÎ) who was living in Cairo during the events of April 
and May of 12507. Other historians, both Christian and Muslim, writing at 
either a greater distance or much later, and who drew upon otherwise lost 
contemporary works can also be, if judiciously, drawn upon. 

For the short history of the captivity itself, in addition to Joinville’s highly 
textured and personal account, we are best served by a lett er of Robert of 
Nantes (the Patriarch of Jerusalem) writt en in May 1250, Louis’ own lett er to 
his subjects writt en that August, and Charles of Anjou’s much later deposition 
during the canonization process, probably given in 12828. From the Muslim 

latine de Guillaume de Nangis de 1113 à 1300, avec les continuations de cett e chronique de 1300 
à 1368, Paris 1843, pp. 205-207; Guillaume de Nangis, Gesta Sanctae memoriae Ludovici regis 
franciae, RHF, XX, ed. by P.Cl.Fr. Daunou, Y. Naudet, Paris 1840, pp. 373-385; Chronicle of 
Reims, Washington University Publications in Social Sciences, X, 1939, pp. 334-340; Extraits 
de la Chronique att ribué a Boudoin d’Avesne, fi ls de la contesse Marguerite de Flandre, RHF, XXI, 
ed. by J.-D. Guigniaut, N. de Wailly, Paris 1855, pp. 167-169. R. Röhricht, Der Kreuzzug Louis IX, 
lists these in greater detail.

6ȲȵFor a review of authors writing in Arabic about Louis’ crusade, see A.-M. Eddé, Saint 
Louis et la Septième Croisade vus par les auteurs arabes, “Croisade et idée de croisade à la fi nd du 
Moyen Âge: Cahiers de Recerches Médiévales (XIIIe-XVe s.)” I (1996), pp. 65-67, and P. Jackson, 
The Seventh Crusade, pp. 4-6 and 125-128. The translations in F. Gabrieli, Arab Historians of the 
Crusades, Berkeley 1969, are now superseded by those in P. Jackson, op.cit. 

7ȲȵAs of 2007, the portion of his Chronicle (entitled dealing with Louis’ fi rst crusade 
had still not been edited. The manuscript source is Paris BNF Arabe 1703. It is accessible 
through P. Jackson (op.cit.). Gabrieli used BNF Arabe 1702, which represents the Chronicle 
of Ibn Wasil’s continuator, Ibn ‘Abd al-Rahim, who incorporated an abridged version of Ibn 
Wasil’s text, and is thus a less accurate recension than 1703, with quite diff erent readings. My 
thanks to Peter Jackson for this point. The other contemporary Muslim source, Sa’d al-DÎn 
Ibn Hamawiya Juwain (d. 1276), was allied with Husam al-Din’s principal rival, the emir 
Fakhr al-Din Ibn at-Shayk, and his writing are preserved in the chronicle of “The Sibt of Ibn 
al-JawzÎ,” that is, of Shams al-DÎn AbĀ l’Muzaff ar YĀsuf ibn QizĀghli (d. 1256). C. Cahen, 
Une source pour l’histoire des croisades: le mémoires de Sa’d ad-DÎn Ibn Hamawiya Juwain, “Bulletin 
de la Faculté des Lett res de Strasbourg” XXVIII (1950), pp. 320-337. These excerpts too can 
be found in P. Jackson, op.cit.

8ȲȵFor  the  lett er  of  Robert  of  Nantes,  see:  Annales  monasterii  de  Burton,  in:  Annales 
Monastici, ed. by H.R. Luard, Rolls Series, XXXVI, London 1864, pp. 285-289, translation in 
P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 103-106; Louis’ lett er to his subjects was fi rst printed in A. Duchesne, 
Historiae Francorum scriptores coaetanei... rerum francicarum monumentis, I-V, Paris 1636-1649, V, 
pp. 428-432, and several translation exist: P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 108-114, Jean de Joinville, The 
Life of St. Louis, transl. by N. de Wailly, New York 1955, pp. 247-254, and most recently Crusade 
and Christendom: Annotated Documents in Translation from Innocent III to the Fall of Acre, 1187-
1291, ed. by J. Bird, E. Peters, J.M. Powell, Philadelphia 2013, pp. 366-374; Charles of Anjou’s 
canonization testimony was published by P.E. de Riant, Déposition de Charles d’Anjou pour la 
canonisation de saint Louis, in: Notices et documents publiés pour la Société de l’histoire de France 
à l’occasion du cinquantième anniversaire de sa foundation, Paris 1884, pp. 155-176, and is
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perspective, Ibn W¬sil, whose patron met and negotiated with Louis while 
he was in captivity, off ers precious information. Ancillary sources – ranging 
from lett ers, accounts, and chronicles writt en in 1250 to materials writt en by 
participants of the crusades testifying during Louis’ canonization process 
– complement the account, although many of these must be viewed within 
the context of, fi rst, the amplifi cations inherent in the story-telling of the 
event itself as it was reported back to Europe, and later, the sanctifi cation of 
Louis the IX after his death in 1270. Included among the latt er are the two 
earliest vitae writt en in support of Louis’ canonization in the 1270 by two 
Dominican clerics who had accompanied him East in 1248, one of whom 
(William of Chartres) remained with the king throughout his captivity9.

At  what  point  the  hagiography  out  of  which  many  of  the  principal 
lineaments of Louis’ life were established was transformed into what we 
might consider modern history or biography is open to interpretation, but to 
follow the train of events of April and May 1250 one can still hardly do bett er 
than Sebastien le Nain de Tillemont, writt en in the 1680s, in the third volume 
of his magisterial Vie de Saint Louis10. Tillemont knew virtually all the Latin 
sources upon which any modern estimation can be made (and at least one of 
the central Arabic sources11). Tillemont often att ributed the course of events 
to God’s will12, and he took some hearsay (as for instance, rumors reported by 
Matt hew Paris13) at face value. That said, it is still a masterful account, and few 
purely narrative histories add much to it. René Grousset’s and Henri Wallon’s, 
and more recently Jean Richard’s, tread over essentially the same ground14. 

translated in P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 115-120. They are cited hereafter following the Jakcson’s 
translation.

9ȲȵThe two Dominicans are Geoff rey of Beaulieu and William of Chartres. See Geoff rey 
of Beaulieu, Vita et sancta conversatio piae memoriae Ludovici quondam regis Francorum, RHF, 
XX, pp. 1-27; and William of Chartres, De vita et actibus inclytae recordationis regis Francorum, 
RHF, XX, pp. 27-41. Both will soon be available in translation in: The Sanctity of Louis IX: 
The Early Lives of Geoff rey of Beaulieu and William of Chartres, ed. by M.C. Gaposchkin, S.L. Field, 
trans. by L. Field, Ithaca forthcoming. Citations hereafter will be to the chapter or paragraph 
numbers and the page numbers as it appears in the Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la 
France (RHF, XX).

10ȲȵS. Tillemont, Vie de Saint Louis, Roi de France, I-VI, Paris 1847-1851, III, pp. 324-386.
11ȲȵS. Tillemont cites in vol. III, pp. 329-331, al Makrisi, whose account of Louis’ captivity 

he drew from Ibn W¬sil, and the notes from which he kept in his now lost manuscript “G”. For 
Tillemont’s working process, see S.L. Field, The Missing Sister: Sébastien Le Nain de Tillemont’s 
Life of Isabelle of France, “Revue Mabillon” n.s. XVIII (2007), pp. 243-270.

12ȲȵS. Tillemont, Vie, III, p. 334, and throughout.
13ȲȵFor Matt hew Paris, see (for Latin): Matt hæi Parisiensis, monachi Sancti Albani, Chronica 

majora, I-VII, London 1872. For English translation, see Matt hew Paris, Matt hew Paris’s English 
History. From the Year 1235 to 1273, London 1852. I cite herein the English translation. 

14ȲȵH.A. Wallon, Saint Louis et son temps, I-II, Paris 1875, I, pp. 355-391; R. Grousset, Histoire 
des croisades et du royaume franc de Jérusalem, I-III, Paris 1934-1936, III, pp. 481-505.
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Tillemont’s account substantially modernized in 1969 when Joseph Strayer, in 
writing up a history of Louis’ two crusades for the six volumes on the history 
of the Crusades edited by Hazard and Zacour, addressed issues of funding, 
supply lines, and military organization15. And yet, it was only in 1979 that 
William Chester Jordan’s study of the crusade and its implications for Louis’ 
reign fi nally broke the long hagiographical shackles on its interpretation, 
working through all sorts of newly tapped sources to reconstruct the cost 
and implications of the crusade and demonstrating the transformative role 
it played in the life and reign of the king16. 

That said, although no modern history of the Crusades fails to treat the 
captivity, it is rarely been treated as a subject unto itself17. Around 1900 
a Parisian antiquarian named Albert de Ricaudy did write a litt le book entitled 
La captivité de Saint Louis à Mansourah, the explicit purpose of which was to 
raise the funds to buy back the house in which Louis had been imprisoned18. 
But Strayer’s authoritative account of Louis’ crusade treaded over familiar 
ground in treating the captivity19, and Jordan’s revolutionary interpretation 
treated the captivity only in snippets, summarizing its salient features over 
two pages20. In 1996 Jacques Le Goff , in his 900-page biography, devoted less 
than a page to Louis’ captivity, saying, simply, that “being taken prisoner 
was the worst misfortune that could befall a king”21. Among recent historians 
only Megan Cassidy Welch has expanded on the theme in a chapter-length 
study in a book on imprisonment in the Middle Ages, in which she explores 
“bigger questions around the representation of Louis’ captivity and the 
meanings imputed to it by those who included the event in various types 
of writt en texts”22. Given the clear interpretive paradigm off ered by Jordan, 
and the fuller availability of Arabic sources made available in translation by 

15ȲȵJ.R. Strayer, The Crusades of Louis IX, in: A History of the Crusades, II: The Later Crusades, 
1189-1311, ed. by K.M. Sett on, Madison 1969, pp. 343-376. 

16ȲȵW.C. Jordan, Louis IX and the Challenge of the Crusade: A Study in Rulership, Princeton 
1979.

17ȲȵFor  instance  S.  Runciman,  A  History  of  the  Crusades,  I-III,  Cambridge  1954,  III, 
pp. 269-274; J. Richard, Histoire des Croisades, Paris 1996, 354-361; J. Riley-Smith, The Crusades: 
A Short History, New Haven 1987, pp. 160-161; T.F. Madden, A Concise History of the Crusades, 
Lanham 1999, pp. 173-176. Most recently, C. Tyerman, God’s War: A New History of the 
Crusades, Cambridge 2006, pp. 791-802, eff ectively synthesizes a great deal of non-narrative 
materials.

18ȲȵAlbert de Ricaudy, La captivité de Saint-Louis à Mansourah, Paris 1900.
19ȲȵJ.R. Strayer, op.cit., pp. 343-376, and pp. 502-504 for captivity. 
20ȲȵW.C. Jordan, op.cit., p. 77 (on the ransom), pp. 125-126.
21ȲȵJ. Le Goff , Saint Louis, Paris 1996; for English, see Saint Louis, trans. by G.E. Gollrad, 

Notre Dame Ind. 2009, pp. 137-138. 
22ȲȵM. Cassidy-Welch, Imprisonment and Freedom in the Life of Louis IX, in: Imprisonment 

in the Medieval Religious Imagination, c. 1150-1400, New York 2011, pp. 101-123, and see p. 102 
for quote.
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Jackson, it is time for a new narrative, a fresh interpretation of the captivity, 
its impact on Louis himself, and what it meant to contemporaries in assessing 
the crusade and the person of the king. 

CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND

Louis had taken the cross in 1244 following a grave illness that threatened 
his life. Some have thought that Louis may have been inspired to take the 
cross by learning that the Khwarazamian Turks had retaken Jerusalem in 
1244 but it is not clear that the news had reached Louis by the time he fell 
sick23. In 1245, Pope Innocent IV gave Louis’ crusade oĜ  cial sanction at the 
First Council of Lyon24. In 1248, after more than three years of preparation, 
Louis left Paris, and set sail a few months later from Aigues Mortes on the 
Mediterranean coast. He wintered in Cyprus, awaiting reinforcements from 
the West. There, it was decided the crusade army, following in the footsteps 
of the Fifth Crusade, would set their sights on the Ayyubid power-base in 
Cairo. To kill the snake, Robert of Artois said, one needed to cut off  the head25. 
In this view, Cairo was the head of the Ayyubid snake that had a stranglehold 
on Jerusalem.

If  fragmentation  and  in-fi ghting  in  the  political  world  of  the  Islamic 
Middle East was the key to a successful crusade (in the image of the First 
Crusade), then the situation on the ground in the 1240s was propitious for 
Louis26. Ayyubid solidarity was frayed, not strengthened, by the looming 
Mongol threat that had appeared in the world of the Muslim Middle East in 
the fi rst part of the century, and the heirs to Saladin’s political consolidation 
of Syria and Egypt were at odds. In 1244 Sultan al-N¬sir YĀsuf (died 1260) 
of Aleppo and his cousin Sultan al-S¬lih (died 1249) of Egypt – two Ayyubid 
cousins – had gone to war against each other. In that same year, pushed 
out of Iran by the Mongols, the Khwarazmian Turks allied loosely with the 
Sultan of Egypt (al-S¬lih) and moved in upon Jerusalem in August of 1244, 
ending Latin rule in Jerusalem once and for all. Within the larger political 
and military scheme of the Middle East, the Latin principalities on the 
Levantine coast were of litt le consequence – tiny pawns in larger struggles – 
and in an eff ort either to press the advantage of warring Muslim factions or 
simply to survive found themselves in diff erent alliance with one or another 

23ȲȵP. Jackson, op.cit., p. 17.
24ȲȵN.P. Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, I-II, London-Washington, DC 1990, I, 

pp. 297-301 (constitution 5).
25ȲȵJoinville, §183.
26ȲȵHelpful overview is P.M. Holt, The Age of the Crusades: The Near East from the Eleventh 

Century to 1517, London 1986, pp. 60-66, 82-89.
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power in the Middle East. Their chief Muslim allies – or at least, powers 
with whom they held an inconsistent truce – were the rulers of Damascus, 
who themselves, but sometimes only in theory, recognized the suzerainty 
of the Sultan of Egypt27. By 1245, however, the Sultan of Egypt al-S¬lih had 
captured Damascus.

On  the  eve  of  the  Frankish  invasion,  al-S¬lih,  only  44,  but  ill  and 
severely diminished, was leading his army into Syria to reexert control over 
Homs, which his cousin, the Sultan of Aleppo, had seized. The expedition 
exhausted him and his army, and heightened the rivalry between his two 
best  commanders,  Fakhr  al-DÎn  and  Hus¬m  al-DÎn.  Upon  a  negotiated 
victory, al-S¬lih returned to Egypt: Hus¬m al-DÎn to Cairo, and Fakhr al-DÎn 
to Damiett a to prepare for the Crusader invasion28. The story that Frederick II 
wrote to al-S¬lih to warn him of Louis’ invasion may be true29; the lett er 
from Louis to the Sultan preserved in fourteenth century Muslim histories 
is almost certainly apocryphal30. Louis’ forces arrived by sea on June 4th, took 
Damiett a without opposition on June 5th (Fakhr al-DÎn and the garrison fl ed 
to Mansourah), and sett led in to await the arrival of reinforcements. After 
six months, on November 20th, Louis’s army set out upstream towards Cairo. 
During their march southward the Franks learned of al-S¬lih’s death31, an 
event which set into motion a series of power plays in Cairo and Damascus 
that would have consequences for the crusade. His son, TĀr¬n Sh¬h, who had 
been serving as emir in a backwater outpost in Hisn-Kayf¬ (now Hasankeyf, 
Turkey), was sent for. But Fakhr al-DÎn, who allied with the dead-Sultan’s 
wife (Shajar al-Durr), and his rival Hus¬m al-DÎn, both had ambitions to 
assume the throne. In early December, Fakhr al-DÎn sent a lett er to Cairo 
urging jihad against the French, which was read aloud from the pulpit of 
the Prayer Mosque32. Under Fakhr al-DÎn’s military leadership, the Ayyubid 
forces installed themselves in the city of Mansourah, the walled outpost 
lying between Damiett a and Cairo. The Franks arrived before Mansourah 
right before Christmas (December 24th)33. On February 7th, 1250, the Frankish 
vanguard, made up of the Templar elite and led by the king’s younger brother, 

27ȲȵP.M.  Holt,  op.cit.,  pp.  60-62;  C.  Hillenbrand,  The  Crusades:  Islamic  Perspectives, 
New York 2000, pp. 224-225. Still invaluable is S. Runciman, op.cit., III.

28ȲȵAl-M. MakÎn, 1205-1273, Chronique des Ayyoubides: 602-658/1205-6-1259-60 / Al-MakÎn ibn 
Al-ʻAmÎd, traduction française annotée par A.-M. Eddé et F. Micheau, Paris 1994, pp. 82-83.

29ȲȵP. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 46 f.; A.-M. Eddé, op.cit., p. 68.
30ȲȵA.-M. Eddé, op.cit., pp. 69 f.
31ȲȵIbn W¬sil claims that it was learning of his death that made Louis set out when 

he did. But this can’t be true, as they set out on November 20th and the sultan died on 
November 22nd.

32ȲȵIbn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 141.
33ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 247. For chronology see also 

information given by Ibn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 141.
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Robert of Artois, att acked the city and were slaughtered to a man. Although 
Fakhr al-DÎn was killed in the batt le, the Muslims sustained comparatively 
small losses. Further batt les outside the city did not greatly aff ect the relative 
positions. Louis dug in.

THE CAPTIVITY IN DETAIL

At  his  point,  Louis  and  his  men  began  to  see  their  fortunes  turn  clearly 
downward. On February 9th Louis ordered a bridge built across the river34, 
and the army fought skirmishes daily against the Muslim forces. After 
a few weeks and upon the arrival of TĀr¬n Sh¬h and his chief advisors35, the 
Muslims began a blockade, cutt ing the French off  from their supply lines 
from Damiett a and starving them out36. The king and the sultan began talks 
which would have returned Damiett a to the Muslims in exchange for the lost 
territories of the Kingdom of Jerusalem37, but these negotiations – if they had 
been serious – broke down when the Muslims demanded that Louis himself 
be delivered over as surety38. Conditions in the camp began to deteriorate and 
illness began to spread39. Louis himself would report on the catastrophic loss 
to illness of both men and horses at this stage, describing their sad reduction 
in numbers from plague or lack of food, and saying that there was no one 
in the camp that “did not mourn those who had died or were mortally ill”40. 
The French spent Good Friday and Easter Sunday in this state of despair and 
uncertainty, and on 5th April – two months after the catastrophe of Manusrah, 
sick and lacking food – Louis ordered a retreat to Damiett a41. 

The retreat was by both land and water42. Louis’ men urged him to board 
one of the galleys going down river, but Louis refused, saying he would never 
abandon his people43. Three decades later, Charles of Anjou still recalled how 

34ȲȵFebruary 9th. See: J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation, p. 98.
35ȲȵFebruary 25th. See ibidem. J.R. Strayer, op.cit., p. 502, dates TĀr¬n Sh¬h’s arrival to 

February 28th. 
36ȲȵJoinville, §292. Templar/Hospitaller lett er, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 100 f.; Ibn W¬sil, 

in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 146 f.
37ȲȵJoinville, §301. Templar/Hospitaller lett er, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 103.
38ȲȵJoinville, §302. Of this trade, Ibn W¬sil said “The Franks’ demand was that they should 

hand over to the Muslims the port of Damiett a and should receive in exchange Jerusalem 
and part of the coast; but this did not meet with acceptance” (P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 147). 
The Sibt says that the Franks asked for terms in line with those of the fi fth crusade, “but this 
we rejected” (P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 159).

39ȲȵJoinville, §303. Robert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., 
p. 104.

40ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 110.
41ȲȵJoinville §304. J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p. 138.
42ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 104.
43ȲȵJoinville, §306.
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Louis snapped at him when Charles insisted that Louis was endangering the 
army by slowing its progress: “If you fi nd me a burden,” the king replied, 
“leave me behind, since I will not desert my people”44. Instead, he rode a small 
horse45, joining the rear-guard commanded by Gauchier of Chatillon46, but 
they  did  not  get  far  before  the  Muslim  army  began  harrying  the  retreat47. 
Neither route was secure. Some made it onto galleys, but many of these 
were captured and burned48. Only one small contingent, including Robert of 
Nantes, the Patriarch of Jerusalem and Odo Chateauroux, the Papal Legate, 
made it to Damiett a49. Those retreating by land were att acked and suff ered 
many casualties. Those travelling by river hoped that the King would join 
them upstream50. What remained of Louis’ forces on land met a contingent 
of al-S¬lih’s Bahrite Mamluks (his elite guard of slave-soldiers) the following 
day, on April 6 in the Batt le of F¬raskĀr51. The Franks were outnumbered 
and out-skilled. Later an Arab chronicler praised the Mamluks, saying that 
they were Islam’s Templars52. The French batt le standard, the Orifl amme, 
was  captured  and  cut  to  pieces53.  The  king’s  seal  was  taken54.  The  Muslim 
historian Sa’d al-Din Ibn Hamawiya estimated that they slew 30,000 Franks 
that day55. That evening, the king, accompanied by Geoff rey of Sergines, 
stopped in the town of Sharams¬h56. The king himself was by this point 
so sickly that he was in no condition to fi ght57. Also with him were Jean 
Fuinon, Jean de Valéry, P[ierre] of Baucay, Robert of Bazoches, and Gautier 
of Chatillon58. He was, recalled Joinville, “carried into a house and laid, as 
if he were quite dead, in the lap of a bourgeoise from Paris. They thought he 
would not see the evening”59. 

44ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 116.
45ȲȵJoinville, §309.
46ȲȵIbidem, §308.
47ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 104. 
48ȲȵIbidem, p. 104 f.
49ȲȵIbidem, p. 104 f. J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p. 103.
50ȲȵIbidem, p. 104.
51ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 110. For the Bahrite Mamluks, 

see Ibn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 148 f.
52ȲȵIbn ‘Abd al-Rahim; this reading is given in: F. Gabrieli, op.cit., p. 294. See also 

P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 148, n. 93. 
53ȲȵTemplar/Hospitaller lett er, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 102.
54ȲȵJ. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation, p. 103.
55ȲȵThe Sibt, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 159.
56ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 105.
57ȲȵOn  Louis’  condition  by  this  time,  see  Charles  of  Anjou,  in:  P.  Jackson,  op.cit., 

p. 115 f.
58ȲȵIbidem, p. 116.
59ȲȵJoinville, §310.
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Louis sought terms. He had sent Philip of Monfort, Lord of Toron and 
Tyre, to engage the cavalry oĜ  cer Jam¬l al-DÎn Muhassan al-S¬lihÎ in talks, 
when a French sergeant named Marcel betrayed the French60. In Joinville’s 
bitt er  recollection,  Marcel  cried  out  to  the  French  camp,  “Lord  knights! 
Surrender yourselves – the king commands you to do so. Do not let the king 
be killed”61. Joinville swears that the king had given no such order; but the 
French,  not  knowing  this,  surrendered,  and  the  Egyptians,  pressing  their 
advantages, promptly ended the truce talks62. All of Louis’ men still in the 
fi eld, both on land and water, were then taken into captivity63. 

Of his capture, Louis himself said that he, along with Alphonse of Poitiers 
and Charles of Anjou, and the majority of those retreating by both land and 
water “were taken and put in chains, not without a very great slaughter of 
our men and the shedding of no litt le Christian blood”64. The Patriarch of 
Jerusalem simply said that “of the entire force which was retreating by land, 
there was not a single Christian who had not been captured or killed”65. Louis 
was taken by boat (har¬riq) back to Mansourah66.

Uncertain of the king’s fate, the queen, Marguerite of Provence, holed 
up in Damiett a and in her ninth month of pregnancy, on 8 April, sent ten 
galleys to the King’s aid67. When the search party got to Sharams¬h, they 
discovered only the great and gruesome casualties of the Batt le of Fariskur68. 
They returned to Damiett a, and did not get the news of those who had 
survived by capture until the Sunday, April 10th 69. One can only imagine 
how relieved Marguerite was when she learned that Louis was, at least, still 
alive. In Damascus, Christians learned the news and, horrifi ed, “blackened 
and daubed with soot the faces of the icons in their church out of grief at 
what has happened to the Franks”70.

Louis  was  put  in  shackles and  taken  to  the  house  of  the  head  of  
the secretariat named Fakhr al-DÎn Ibn Luqm¬n, where he was placed under 

60ȲȵIbidem, §311; Ibn W¬sil, in: Jackson, op.cit., p. 148.
61ȲȵJoinville, §311.
62ȲȵIbidem, §311. In Ibn W¬sil’s version, the surrender simply followed Jam¬l al-DÎn’s 

granting quarter; there was no reneging of an earlier off er. 
63ȲȵJoinville, §§311-313.
64ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit, p. 110. Corroborated by Ibn W¬sil, 

in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 148.
65ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinal, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 105.
66ȲȵA.-M. Eddé, op.cit., p. 89.
67ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 105. Joinville 

(§397) says Marguerite gave birth to their third son, Jean Tristan, so named because of the 
tragic circumstances of his birth, three days later.

68ȲȵRobert Patriarch of Jerusalem to the Cardinals, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 105.
69ȲȵIbidem.
70ȲȵP.M. Holt, (p. 83) citing eyewitntess historian “Abu Shama”.
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the guard of one of the young Sultan’s entourage, the cavalry oĜ  cer SabÎh 
al-Mu‘azzamÎ71. TĀr¬n Sh¬h took his mantle – red wool, lined with ermine, 
and with a buckle of gold – as a victory trophy and sent it to his deputy (emir) 
in Damascus, Jam¬l ad-Din ibn Yaghumur, who then donned it victoriously72. 
Louis’ health had so deteriorated that TĀr¬n Sh¬h put him in the care of his 
own doctors who, Geoff rey of Beaulieu would later ruefully admit, bett er 
knew how cure Louis than his own doctors73. Back home, it was reported the 
king was so despondent that “he would not eat or drink anything for two 
days after his capture, and wished for death”74. But once safely in captivity, 
the king was treated well. Al-S¬lih sent Louis proper bedding and clothing 
worthy of his status75, a breviary that had been taken during the capture was 
returned to him so that he might pray76, and his chaplain and a cook were 
allowed to stay with him77. The sultan even invited him to a banquet; but, 
according to one contemporary Arab source, Louis declined, saying “I will 
not eat his food. He only invited me so that I should be a laughing-stock for 
his army”78.

Of the rest, those who survived the slaughter of the batt le and its aftermath 
were also returned to Mansourah. It was terrifying. The Sultan’s men taunted 
the captives with continual threats of immediate execution79. The prisoners 
were hustled into groups in various yards and makeshift pavilions80. Joinville 
too, after his own capture on the river, was routed into the pavilion where 
the captives were kept. He reported that there were about 10,000 “barons” 
that had been taken81. Muslims sources estimated that the Christian captives 
numbered  more  than  20,000,  including  “princes  and  counts,”  while  they 
themselves had lost fewer than 100 men82. There were too many prisoners to 
deal with eff ectively, and TĀr¬n Sh¬h ordered the wealthy ones who would 
fetch a good ransom sorted from the rest. The ordinary mass who bore litt le 

71ȲȵIbn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 148; al MakÎn, Chronique des Ayyoubides..., p. 88.
72ȲȵF.  Gabrieli,  Arab  Historians  of  the  Crusades:  302  (translating  Maqrizi).  Abu  Shama 

(quoted in P.M. Holt, op.cit., p. 83), says the mantle arrived April 20th.
73ȲȵGeoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit., p. 16 (ch. 25). The sentiment was repeated by Guillaume 

of Nangis, Gestorum sanctae memoriae Ludovici, p. 377. 
74ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 368.
75ȲȵJoinville, §403. The clothes were “made of black samite, lined with vair and grey fur, 

with a great many solid gold butt ons”.
76ȲȵWilliam of Chartres, op.cit., p. 30 (§6).
77ȲȵIbidem, p. 30 (§§6-7); S. Tillemont, Vie, VII, pp. 341 f.
78ȲȵAl-DhahabÎ, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 160; see also A.-M. Eddé, op.cit., p. 90.
79ȲȵE.g. Joinville, §§336 f., 354.
80ȲȵJoinville,  §334  describes  the  various  prison  areas  as  a  “pavilion”  and  also  “yard 

surrounded by an earthen wall”, and “enclosure”.
81ȲȵIbidem, §332.
82ȲȵAl-Dhahabi, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 160.
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promise of high ransom he had executed83. He instructed one his men, Sayf 
al-DÎn YĀsuf al-TĀri to behead 300 Franks each night and throw their corpses 
into the Nile “until there were none left”84. Some were given the choice of 
conversion or death85. Once the numbers were down to a manageable level, 
the sultan provided over 50 new robes for the captives deemed worthy of 
negotiation86. The giving of robes signifi ed protection and patronage. Those 
who had survived thus far were now, presumably, safe. Although, according 
to al-Dhaahabi, Louis refused to accept the one intended for him87.

After a few days – by April 10th – the king was reunited with his surviving 
brothers88. The question now, for TĀr¬n Sh¬h and his men, was how best to 
press their advantage in negotiations. A certain number among the Franks 
had tried to negotiate separate terms for their release89. Louis was furious at 
this prospect. He had these men called to him to expressly forbid independent 
negotiations. Charles of Anjou later reported the king’s infuriated instructions 
on this point:

I hear that some of you are negotiating separately for your release and 
that of your brethren. This I would on no account permit. I want everybody 
under  my  command  to  know  that,  if  God  delivers  me  from  this  prison, 
I shall deprive whoever has acted thus of everything he holds from me or 
possesses under my rule. I prohibit all under my command from daring to 
do anything of the kind on pain of death and of everything they hold from 
me. The reason is that if this came about it would cause the worst trouble 
and scandal, because the only people to be released by these means would 
be the wealthy, who could aff ord the price, while all the poor, who lack the 
wherewithal to ransom themselves, would remain captives in perpetuity. 
But let everyone leave it to me to negotiate in general for the release of all 
the prisoners, since I want nobody to spend any of his own money for his 
release. I want to be the only person burdened with paying myself the cost 
of the ransom of each and every one90.

Louis’ position was clear even if somewhat self-contradictory; he did not 
want the wealthy to be advantaged over the poor in their fates; at the same 

83ȲȵIbidem.
84ȲȵAl-MakÎn, Chronique des Ayyoubides..., p. 88.
85ȲȵJoinville, §334.
86ȲȵAl-Dhaabi, p. 160. 
87ȲȵThis is probably contradicted by Joinville (§403), who says Louis was still wearing 

the clothing (“les robes que le doudanc li avoit fet bailler et tailler”). 
88ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 116.
89ȲȵIbidem.
90ȲȵIbidem,  p.  116.  Note  that  this  story  made  it  into  the  hagiography;  see  Guillaume 

of Saint-Pathus, Vie de Saint Louis, ed. by H.F. Delaborde, Paris 1899, p. 75 f., including the 
Louis’ own quotation.
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time, he felt that he personally should be responsible for the entire indemnity. 
This was of a piece with his refusal to board one of the galleys, his sense that 
his own sins were responsible for the fate of the crusade, and, later, of his 
work securing the release of Christians in captivity.

The captivity gave Louis time to refl ect deeply about what had led there. 
All evidence points to a sense of personal despair or defeat. He was in a state 
of penitential introspection the whole time, taking count of his responsibility 
in the catastrophic outcome of the crusade, both with regards to his men 
and before God. In Europe it was said that for three days he neither ate nor 
drank and longed for death91. During his captivity, each time he exited his 
confi nement he would lie on the ground in the form of a cross, and make 
the sign of the cross all over his body92. He quipped at one point that he 
did not even know whether the queen would be willing to ransom him93. 
When, a bit later, Husam al-Din asked Louis what had possibly possessed 
him to think he could cross the sea and conquer a land full of Muslim troops, 
Louis  reportedly  just  laughed  dolefully,  but  made  no  reply94.  I,  for  one, 
imagine this to be a laugh of resignation, a recognition of the great folly of 
his situation and the unimaginable catastrophe that resulted from his most 
sublime dream. Hus¬m al-DÎn purportedly also told Louis that it was of 
honored opinion that any such man who twice travelled by sea was “weak 
minded” and his testimony should not be trusted. Louis again laughed, this 
time responding that “whoever said this was right in his conclusion and did 
not miss the mark”95. His cleric later recalled that he diligently recited all of 
the canonical hours and the mass throughout his captivity96. We get perhaps 
the best sense of the state of his mind and soul from Joinville, to whom, 
a few days later during the sea journey to Acre (May 8th-13th), he recounted 
the events97. Joinville reported an odd conversation in which Louis said 
the emirs had mused about off ering him the sultancy, and that he would 
have “not refused it”98. It is hard from Joinville’s telling to interpret Louis’ 
att itude in this, but it is also hard to imagine he believed the suggestion was 
serious. Joinville also tells of how, right after his release, Louis – furiously 
– rebuff ed gifts from a Frenchman who had converted to Islam during the 
Fifth Crusade99. The king was on tenterhooks. When, after his release, he 

91ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 368.
92ȲȵJoinville, §367.
93ȲȵIbidem, §342. I owe my understanding of this passage to W.C. Jordan (op.cit).
94ȲȵIbn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 153.Ȳȵ
95ȲȵIbidem, p. 154.
96ȲȵWilliam of Chartres, op.cit., p. 30 (§6).
97ȲȵJoinville, §404. 
98ȲȵIbidem, §366.
99ȲȵIbidem, §394.
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blew up in anger at Charles of Anjou for playing dice, we can only imagine 
the cause to be the unbendable standard of virtue he had set for himself and 
his people that he now sought to uphold100. Louis later mused about the 
salvifi c role of such trials, claiming they were God’s way of directing one to 
moral introspection101. 

Having forbidden separate ransom arrangements, it was thus up to the 
king himself to negotiate the conditions of release. It does not seem as if 
the king and sultan ever met face to face102, but TĀr¬n Sh¬h sent men from 
his council for talks. They fi rst demanded that Louis give over castles and 
lands in Syria. They were probably just taunting him, but Louis responded 
that he had no authority over these since they were held in lordship from 
the Emperor103. Christian sources report that at this point TĀr¬n Sh¬h’s 
men threatened to torture the king. Joinville famously described the grizzly 
barnacles with which they threatened him104. The king, in a state of despair, 
replied simply that “he was their prisoner and they could do what they like 
with him”105. But negotiations persevered, and by April 28, the king and 
the sultan had agreed on terms for a ten-year truce. Louis himself reported 
the terms he had agreed to in the lett er he wrote home three months later 
(in August 1250)106. The Sultan would release Louis and all Christians held 
in captivity, including those captured during the Fifth Crusade, and the 
Christians would continue to hold their territories in Palestine; in exchange 
Louis would return Damiett a, pay 800,000 gold bezants (about 400,000 l.t., half 
of which was to be paid up front), and return all Muslim prisoners in Christian 
hands107. Eddé has calculated that the total sum would have hardly covered 
the Muslim’s own costs and should thus been seen as “modest”108. TĀr¬n 
Sh¬h may have wanted the French expelled and the aff air wrapped up as 

100ȲȵIbidem, §405.
101ȲȵIbidem, §§40-41, and §§ 635-637. These are later recollections intended to sanctify 

Louis and should be interpreted diff erently than Joinville’s accounts of the captivity. See 
M.C. Gaposchkin, The Making of Saint Louis…, p. 90 f.

102ȲȵJoinville repeatedly talks of the “Sultan’s council,” (§§340, 342) his “councilors” 
(§§335, 339, 343), the “Sultan’s men”(§345) or the “emirs” (§343).

103ȲȵJoinville, §332. Muslim sources do not detail this as a goal.
104ȲȵIbidem, §341.
105ȲȵIbidem.
106ȲȵLouis’  lett er  to  his  subjects,  in:  P.  Jackson,  op.cit.,  p.  111.  See  also  Patriarch  of 

Jerusalem lett er, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 106; J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p. 103 f. 
For Joinville’s account, see §§358-359.

107ȲȵNote that Joinville tells us that the initial sum proposed was 500 thousands l.t., 
but the TĀr¬n Sh¬h knocked off  100 thousands l.t. in gratitude that Louis did not make him 
bargain more. Joinville §342. For the correspondences between bezants and l.t., see J.R. Strayer, 
op.cit., p. 504.

108ȲȵA.-M. Eddé, op.cit., p. 86.
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quickly as possible so that he could get on with the business of consolidating 
his authority in Cairo. The truce terms further provided for the safe-conduct 
of Christians into Christian territory, and the protection of any ill Christians 
or others and their goods who might stay on in Damiett a after the handover. 
Both Louis and the Sultan took an oath to secure the terms109.

On April 28th, the Sultan moved the king and his entourage downriver 
in four galleys from Mansourah to F¬riskĀr, near Damiett a, to eff ect the 
handover110. Once the galleys had reached Damiett a, Louis and his brothers 
were taken off  ship and sett led in a tent outside the city, while the rest of 
the prisoners were kept on the water111. Joinville reports that the sultan had 
intended to eff ect the handover on Saturday April 30th, but this seems to 
have been delayed, since Louis was still in captivity on May 2nd 112. Once 
terms had been made and oaths secured, the king sent word to Marguerite 
in Damiett a and summoned Robert of Nantes, Patriarch of Jerusalem, to his 
prison camp to help organize the exchange113. The Patriarch was given safe 
passage and arrived on May 1st. 

Louis was expecting to be released when events among his captors 
overtook him. On the morning of May 2nd, the leaders of the Bahrite Mamluks 
– the elite slave soldiers in al-S¬lih’s entourage who had been responsible 
for the two great victories over the Franks – assassinated TĀr¬n Sh¬h. It was 
a classic coup. Ibn W¬sil says plainly that the assassins were motivated by 
their loss of rank and status in the new regime114. As the events unfolded, 
Louis, in his prison-tent, knew something was amiss, but could at fi rst not 
get reliable news about what was happening; sensing danger, the king 
had the OĜ  ce and Mass of the Cross recited “together with certain other 
prayers which he knew were benefi cial in such circumstances”115. Then the 
commander of the Mamluk corps F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y, who had just pulled 
the heart from TĀr¬n Sh¬h’s chest116, surrounded by followers, proceeded 

109ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 117.
110ȲȵJ. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation, 104; Charles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., 

p. 117; Joinville, §344; Ibn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 149 gives name of town. It is Joinville 
who gives the date, and number of galleys. With Louis were his brothers, Peter of Britanny, 
William of Flanders, John of Soissons, and the Constable Humbert of Beaujeau, Baldwin and 
Guy of Ibelin (Joinville, §344).

111ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 117; Joinville §345.
112ȲȵJoinville, §347.
113ȲȵPatriarch of Jerusalem lett er, in: P. Jackson, The Seventh Crusade, p. 106. See also 

William of Chartres, op.cit., p. 31 (§8); Joinville, §364.
114ȲȵIbn W¬sil, in: Jackson, op.cit., p. 150. See also the Sibt, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., 

p. 161.
115ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 117.
116ȲȵJoinville, §353. It was Baybars who actually delivered the fatal blow, although French 

sources will later credit F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y with this. 



CEEOL copyright 2025

CEEOL copyright 2025

CECILIA GAPOSCHKIN100

directly to the king’s tent, bloodied sword still in hand, to confront Louis117. 
The emir was one of the two leaders of the coup (Baibars being the other), 
and was held in high regard among the Egyptians. Even Joinville said of 
him that he was “one of the most trustworthy Saracens that [he had] ever 
encountered”118. But in the moment Louis was terrifi ed. F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y 
dismissed the guards and then asked the king, “What will you give me? For 
I have killed your enemy for you, who would have put you to death had 
he lived”119. Joinville says that the king remained silent. What exactly F¬ris 
al-DÎn Aqt¬y wanted from Louis at this moment is unclear. Perhaps nothing 
beyond exercising his newly acquired control of the situation. Charles of 
Anjou later testifi ed that F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y justifi ed the assassination to Louis 
by saying that TĀr¬n Sh¬h would have killed Louis and his men regardless 
of the treaty120, and also that TĀr¬n Sh¬h had stripped men in his father’s 
service of their rank after his father had died. Louis himself reported that 
the assassins hurried to his tent “armed and infl amed with frenzy, as if they 
sought – so many feared – to vent their rage on us and other Christians”121. 
Louis was sure he was about to be executed122. At the same time, some of F¬ris 
al-DÎn Aqt¬y’s men went aboard the galleys to confront the other prisoners. 
Joinville and those around him assumed they would all be massacred, and 
made last confessions123.

Very soon, however, F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y assured Louis that he was safe 
and that the Mamluks would honor the agreement Louis had reached with 
TĀr¬n Sh¬h124. In the end, they simply wanted to be sure they would receive 
their 800,000 bezants, particularly because TĀr¬n Sh¬h had drained the 
coff ers125. So negotiations were resumed. The Muslim envoy sent to Louis 
at this point, Husam al-Din, reported that the king was a thoughtful and 
intelligent man126. Robert of Nantes, the Patriarch of Jerusalem who had come 
from Damiett a, told the king that there was no way that the Christians could 
hold the city127. The treaty in its original form was thus aĜ  rmed, but the 

117ȲȵJoinville, §353. Louis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 111. 
118ȲȵJoinville, §401. For the dismissal of the guards, see William of Chartres, op.cit., 

p. 31 (§8).
119ȲȵJoinville, §353.
120ȲȵThis is corroborated: ibidem, §357.
121ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 111.
122ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: Jackson, op.cit., p. 117. 
123ȲȵJoinville, §354.
124ȲȵWilliam of Chartres, op.cit., p. 31 (§8).
125ȲȵJoinville, §357.
126ȲȵIbn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 153.
127ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 112. This was later confi rmed 

by William of Chartres, op.cit., p. 30 f. (§7).
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Franks were nervous given how fragile the situation was and asked for some 
sort of further ratifi cation. They requested that the Muslims take a series of 
oaths promising to uphold the agreement. If they reneged, they vowed, they 
would be as dishonored as men who go on pilgrimage to Mecca with heads 
uncovered; as men who leave a wife and take her back afterwards, and as 
men who eat pig’s fl esh128. At this point, the Muslims asked Louis to swear 
that if he did not keep faith “he would be as dishonored as the Christian who 
denies God and his Mother, and is barred from the fellowship of his twelve 
companions and of all the saints”129. Louis’ advisors were chagrinned that 
they had even asked for the new oaths in the fi rst place130. Louis was horrifi ed 
and fl atly refused. His companions – seeing freedom on just the other side 
of the oath and fearing immediate execution if he refused – were aghast at 
Louis’ steadfastness on this point131. They urged him to take the oath since, 
they argued, he fully intended to keep it132, but Louis was unmovable. He 
said that even though he fully intended to meet the terms, he still could not 
utt er the actual – the unthinkable – words133. Robert of Nantes, who had 
been severely mistreated, begged the king to swear the oath, saying that he 
would take upon his own soul any possible sin that would be so incurred134. 
Joinville noted wryly that he never learned whether the oath was fi nalized 
or not, just that the emirs were satisfi ed135. Years later, this would be a point 
in favor of Louis’ canonization. The hagiographers were certain that Louis 
had refused to the end136. 

Meanwhile,  in  Damiett a,  the  Queen  was  busy  trying  to  raise  the 
400,000 bezants needed to eff ect the transfer. She was clearly terrifi ed. She 
asked that an elderly att endant vow to kill her before she could be captured 
if  the  Saracens  took  the  city137.  In  the  prison  camp  the  emirs  demanded 
surety to guarantee payment after Louis was released. Charles of Anjou later 

128ȲȵJoinville, §360. J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p.105, says that twenty-two 
emirs took the oath.

129ȲȵJoinville, §362.
130ȲȵThis is clear from Charles of Anjou’s testimony.Ȳȵ
131ȲȵJoinville, §363. Charles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 118.
132ȲȵCharles of Anjou lett er, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 118.
133ȲȵIbidem.
134ȲȵJoinville, §364. See also Robert’s own account in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 106.
135ȲȵJoinville, §365. 
136ȲȵNote that Louis himself passed over the episode in his lett er home, saying only that 

they took further oaths and were satisfi ed. P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 111 f. Guillaume of Saint-
-Pathus, op.cit., p. 23 f.; M.C. Gaposchkin, Blessed Louis, Most Glorious of Kings: The Cult of 
Louis IX of France, trans. with P.B. Kaĵ , Notre Dame Texts in Medieval Culture, Notre Dame, 
IN 2012, p. 66 f. (Gloriosissimi regis), 128-29(Beatus Ludovicus); Anonymous of Saint-Denis, 
Gesta sancti Ludovici noni, Francorum Regis, RHF, XX, p. 55 (ch. 12). 

137ȲȵJoinville §397.
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recalled that Louis was given a choice: either he stay captive and everyone 
else  was  released,  or  he  alone  would  be  released  until  he  could  deliver 
the  money138.  Louis,  the  whole  burden  of  responsibility  weighing  on  his 
shoulders, immediately off ered to remain in captivity, but this was clearly 
unacceptable. The emirs suggested that Louis choose one of his brothers in 
his stead. Ruefully, Charles would later recount that, “when the King chose 
to leave behind as hostage the Count of Anjou, [i.e., Charles himself] [the 
Saracens] judged that he had more aff ection for the Count of Poitou, whom 
he had chosen to keep by his side; and they wanted to hold the latt er in their 
hands so that the King would fulfi ll his undertakings more promptly to get 
him back. And so it was done”139. 

And so it was done. On May 6th, Damiett a was handed over to the emirs, 
and the king and other captives were released. The four galleys which held 
most of the prisoners had been anchored right outside the city the previous 
evening.  It  was  Geoff rey  of  Sergines,  Louis’  companion  throughout  the 
captivity, who was sent from the camp into the city to arrange the surrender140. 
All the Christians within the walls of Damiett a, led by Marguerite of Provence, 
were escorted out of the city and onto the ships. Those in captivity waited 
throughout the day to be released. Joinville, who was under the impression 
he was to have been released at sunrise, remembers being taunted by his 
captors all day141. At one point, it seemed that they would all be massacred. 
At another, as their galley began moving upstream, that they would be sent 
to Cairo142. Finally, after a meal, they were released. Joinville was put ashore. 
He  saw  Louis,  on  the  riverbank,  preparing  to  board  an  armed  Genoese 
galley there to receive him. With Louis was Charles of Anjou, Geoff rey of 
Sergines, Philip of Nemours (marshal), the Master of the Order of the Trinity, 
and Joinville himself143. Joinville then recalls collecting the ransom monies, 
weighing out the gold on scales which measured 10,000 livres144. Louis was 
fearful for Alphonse, and, remembered Charles, he “refused to let the ship 
leave until he had paid the money, handed over Damiett a, and had his 
hostaged brother back”145. As soon as Alphonse was safe, and after his wife 
the queen, the wives of his three brothers, and the Duke of Burgundy had 

138ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: Jackson, op.cit., p. 119.
139ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 119. Note that the J. Shirley, The Rothelin 

Continuation…, p. 105 says that Alphones was released from captivity along with Charles 
and Louis.

140ȲȵJoinville, §369.
141ȲȵIbidem, §§371-372.
142ȲȵIbidem, §§374-375.
143ȲȵIbidem, §378.
144ȲȵIbidem, §380.
145ȲȵCharles of Anjou, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 119.
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emerged from the city and joined him146, Louis set sail “straight for Acre”147. 
One can hardly blame him for his desire to be rid of Egypt all together. 

THE FALLOUT 

In Egypt, they were obviously pleased to be done with the Franks. For the 
most part, it seems, those Muslims who dealt directly with Louis found 
the king himself to be a man of dignity and faith – even if it was the wrong 
one148. But there was great glee at the resounding victory over the venture 
as a whole. The Egyptians were aware that for the crusaders this was a war 
of faith, a war of religion. And they believed their wholesale victory and 
the slaughter of the crusaders made clear which faith it was that had won. 
A contemporary poet, the Lord Jam¬l Ibn Martuh, composed celebratory 
verse in which he mocked the king himself, the French cause, the pope, and 
Christianity all at once:

Give the Frenchman, if you love him, a true statement from those who 
off er sound advice: ‘May God requite you for the slaughter that has befallen 
the worshippers of Jesus the Messiah! You came to Egypt, thirsting to conquer 
it and reckoning the drumbeat but a gust of wind; And so Time has carried 
you to a disaster which has made narrow what was broad in your eyes; While 
through your fi ne strategy you have brought all your men to the inside of the 
tomb; Of fi fty thousand not one is to be seen who is not dead or a wounded 
prisoner. God grant you [more] triumphs of the ilk, that Jesus may perhaps 
fi nd relief from you. If the pope was satisfi ed with this, perchance fraud has 
emanated from the counselor! And tell them, if they think of coming back to 
take revenge or for some sound purpose: ‘Ibn Luqm¬n’s house is still there; 
the chains and the oĜ  cer SabÎh have not gone away’149.

In  Egypt  and  Syria  more  broadly,  Louis’  captivity  was  the  immediate 
context for the coup which ended Saladin’s Ayyubid dynasty and welcomed 
the  onset  of  Bahrite  Mamluk  rule  that  would  last  in  Egypt  and  Syria 
through 1517. It is not unlikely that the Mamluks – the elite military class that 
had emerged under Ayyubid rule and in particular under al-S¬lih’s patronage 
– would have seized power in the absence of the crusade and Louis’ captivity. 
Their consolidation of power near the top under al-S¬lih, combined with their 

146ȲȵJ. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p. 105.
147ȲȵIbidem.
148ȲȵThis is what I take from the scene reported in Ibn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., 

p. 153. See also Al-Dhaabi, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 160. C. Tyerman, op.cit., p. 797, suggests 
this was simply western propaganda. See for instance the testimony refl ected in Guillaume 
of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., p. 134 f.

149ȲȵRecorded by Ibn W¬sil, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 149.
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repeated military victories against the crusaders, placed them in the position 
of strength during the period of Ayyubid factionalization. But the urgency 
of sett ling the issue of the ransoms and expelling the crusaders from Egypt, 
combined with the incompetence of al-S¬lih’s inexperienced and tone-deaf 
successor, TĀr¬n Sh¬h, provided the immediate incentive and opportunity 
for the takeover. And it also provided – crucially – the assumption narrative 
of Mamluk legitimacy as the defenders of Islam against the invading, infi del 
crusaders150.

For both sides, there were fi nancial implications. The cost of the crusade 
itself notwithstanding, the ransoming of Louis was expensive. The desire 
to  gain  control  of  the  ransom  money  may  even  have  been  the  principal 
motivation for the assassination of TĀr¬n Sh¬h. In the event, Louis ended 
up turning over only 200,000 of the initial 400,000 l.t. (= 800,000 byzants) 
agreed upon151. The relative magnitude of this sum can be appreciated by 
knowing that a single knight’s yearly income is estimated at about 200 l.t., 
as was the cost of such a knight redeeming his crusader vow152; and that the 
crusade itself was estimated in the fourteenth century to have cost the crown 
just over a million and a half l.t.153 But for the French the ransom was not so 
expensive that it created immediate problems. Louis had spent four years 
arranging for the fi nancing of the crusade before his departure from France, 
and Marguerite was able to raise the initial 200,000 l.t. for the ransom without 
too much trouble (although not without strong-arming the Templars for 
a loan)154. Even after his ransom Louis was able to take on substantial new 
commitments, as evidenced by Joinville’s own indebtedness to him at this 
point155. And he was able to fi nance his four-year long stay in Acre without 
too much trouble. The crown remained solvent until 1253156.

From a constitutional standpoint, unlike the long captivities of Richard 
the Lionheart or, later, John the Good, Louis’ captivity, short as it was, was 
not  so  problematic.  In  Damiett a,  the  queen  –  magnifi cently,  if  we  follow 
Joinville – assumed the role of sovereign in directing aff airs, raising funds for 

150ȲȵL.A. Northrup, The Bahri Mamluk sultanate, 1250-1390, in: The Cambridge History of 
Egypt, ed. by C. Petry, Cambridge 2008, p. 255; R. Irwin, The Midde East in the Middle Ages: 
The Early Mamluk Sultanate, 1250-1328, Carbondale 1986.

151ȲȵSummarized in C. Tyerman, op.cit., p. 781. Louis abrogated the rest when he learned 
that the Mamluks had slaughtered ill Christians remaining in Damiett a, and when the number 
of captives returned was far below what had been expected.

152ȲȵC. Tyerman, op.cit., p. 778 f.
153ȲȵJ. Fred, A. Cazel, Financing the Crusades, in: A History of the Crusades, VI: The Impact 

of the Crusades on Europe, ed. by K.M. Sett on, Madison 1969, p. 145.
154ȲȵJoinville, §381-385.
155ȲȵIbidem, §441.
156ȲȵC. Tyerman, op.cit., p. 779 f.
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the ransom, organizing the relief party, and negotiating with contract partners 
(the Genoese and Pisans, mostly)157. In France, Blanche had been given the 
powers of regent for the duration of the crusade158; and in any event, she 
probably did not even learn of Louis’ captivity until after he was released. 
In the end, it was Blanche’s death in 1252, not Louis’ captivity, that began 
to erode the smooth functioning of royal government and required Louis’ 
return159. Authority reverted to an ecclesiastical council, which lacked the 
unity and possibly some of the unique focus on royal interests that Blanche 
had  maintained160.  When  Louis  did  return,  he  did  so  with  undiminished 
authority. His personal mien had changed. And he was the target of some 
popular criticism161. But he was as strong a king as ever, and if anything, his 
reputation as a most Christian king had been enhanced, not diminished, by 
the time in captivity. 

More immediately, Louis’ captivity may have sharpened in him the 
resolve to work for the release of Christian captives throughout the Middle 
East162. There were still many whose captivity dated back to the Fifth Crusade 
– a fact brought to light, if nothing else, by the provision in the agreement 
reached with TĀr¬n Sh¬h for the release of prisoners in captivity “since 
the time of Sultan Kamil, the grandfather of this Sultan [TĀr¬n Sh¬h]”163. 
The negotiations with TĀr¬n Sh¬h’s assassins that followed ratifi ed the 
agreement. When Louis reached Acre, the release of captives was top of his 
agenda. He was aghast when the fi rst envoy redeemed only four hundred, 
rather than the expected 12,000 captives, accused the Mamluks of breaking 
faith,  and  used  this  as  the  excuse  to  default  on  the  remaining  ransom 
payments164. The outrage was so great that its fact was rehearsed back in 
Europe165.  In  the  king’s  anguished  lett er  to  his  subjects,  he  detailed  his 
eff orts to recover prisoners and said that working for the release of Christian 

157ȲȵJoinville, §§ 397-400.
158ȲȵW.C. Jordan, op.cit., pp. 105-133.
159ȲȵIbidem, pp. 116-125.
160ȲȵIbidem, p. 117.
161ȲȵE. Siberry, Criticism of Crusading: 1095-1274, Oxford 1985; P.A. Throop, Criticism 

of the Crusade: A Study of Public Opinion and Crusade Propaganda, Amsterdam 1940, pp. 174-
-178. See, for example, the popular song by Austorc d’Aurillac, Ai Dieus!, translated now in: 
P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 176 f.

162ȲȵY. Friedman, Encounter between Enemies – Captivity and Ransom in the Latin Kingdom 
of Jerusalem, Leiden 2002, pp. 96-99. M. Cassidy-Welch, op.cit., pp. 110-112.

163ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 111.
164ȲȵIbidem, p. 112; J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, p. 106 (ch. 69). 
165ȲȵExtraits  de  la  Chronique  att ribué  a  Boudoin  d’Avesne,  fi ls  de  la  contesse  Marguerite 

de Flandre, RHF, XXI, p. 169; Marino Sanudo, The Book of the Secrets of the Faithful of the Cross…, 
p. 348; Matt hew Paris’s Engli1sh History, II, p. 382; J. Shirley, The Rothelin Continuation…, 
p. 106.
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captives, out of “our sympathy for the incarceration and suff erings of our 
prisoners”, was one of two principal reasons he was not returning directly 
to France166. His empathy for the fellow captives and his sense of personal 
responsibility pierces through the centuries, and we might speculate about 
what role the experience of his own captivity had in his resolve. Certainly 
his hagiographers would all remember the care he took to ransom Christians 
in captivity for his remaining years in the Levant167. 

Back in France, it took some time to learn of the catastrophe. When early 
reports reached Paris, Blanche was so aghast she refused to be accept their 
truth and reportedly had hanged the unfortunate bearers of the news168. 
Defi nitive news of the Batt le of Mansourah and the king’s captivity reached 
London only on August 1st 169, and Innocent IV, staying at Lyon, wrote an 
anguished lett er of consolation to Louis (in the East)170 and one to Blanche 
(in Paris), only on August 12thȺ171. The outcome was hard to explain, and 
Innocent  IV  wrote  a  series  of  lett ers  to  bishops  throughout  the  French 
kingdom in which he related the events of the crusade and captivity and in 
which he agonized over the failure, promising that it was not the fault of the 
king and could only be understood as part of God’s love for those whom he 
reproves and his mysterious plan172. He ventured that, though the king himself 
and the church that supported him were surely not to blame, perhaps the 

166ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 112-113 (the quote is on 
p. 113).

167ȲȵGuillaume of Saint-Pathus, Vie, pp. 91-92; M.C. Gaposchkin, Blessed Louis…, pp. 70 f. 
(Gloriosissimi regis), pp. 116-117 (Beatus Ludovicus), pp. 80 f. (Liturgical readings); Guillaume 
of Nangis, op.cit., p. 180 f.; J.M.É. Viard, op.cit., VII, p. 157 f.

168ȲȵOr, so says Matt hew Paris, who may have been embellishing. This does not sound 
like Blanche. Matt hew Paris’s English history, II, pp. 376-386. For other indications of the spread 
of the news, see J. Tillemont, Vie, VII, p. 333 f.

169ȲȵOr perhaps as early as July 17th. Matt hew Paris’s English history, II, p. 366, for the date 
at which Richard of Cornwall received the news at the Exchequer in London, which he reports 
as “On the day of St. Kenelm, which was on the 1st of August”. The Feast of Saint Kenelm was 
in fact July 17th, so there is a discrepancy of two weeks. Matt hew Paris then (II, pp. 383-386) 
reports a lett er received by Richard of Cornwall which appears to correspond to the events 
described at p. 366 ff . 

170ȲȵA. Duchesne, op.cit., V, pp. 413-415 (for the lett er to Louis); Lett er to Blanche originally 
edited in: H.M. Schaller, Eine kuriale Briefsammlung des 13. Jahrhunderts mit unbekannten Briefen 
Friedrichs II, “Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mitt elalters” XVIII (1962), p. 212, and 
translated in P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 167 f.

171ȲȵInnocent’s lett er to Louis is dated “ij Id. August”. The lett er to Blanche is undated, 
but presumably of about the same time.

172ȲȵPope Innocent IV’s lett er to Eudes Rigaud, in: A. Duchesne, op.cit, V, pp. 415-417, 
and partially translated in P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 168. The lett er is addressed to the archbishop 
of Rouen (Eudes Rigaud), but appears to be in the form of an encyclical. E. Berger, Saint Louis 
et Innocent IV: études sur les rapports de la France et du saint-siège, Paris 1893, p. 343, is surely 
right on this point.
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failure was due to the “transgressions on the part of the people”173. Yet some 
were willing to suggest that Louis was perhaps also culpable. Even Joinville 
expressed some criticism of Louis for how Damiett a’s spoils had been divided 
up174. And Matt hew Paris thought the failure of the entire venture may have 
been caused by the king’s own rapaciousness and despoiling the church175. 

Louis himself certainly thought so. In the lett er he wrote to his French 
subjects from Acre in August – just three months after his release – he 
described the events of the crusade, its failure, and his captivity. It was 
the fi rst stab at an oĜ  cial account of the catastrophe and his humiliation. 
Throughout, he credited God’s agency in the course of events, and in the 
passage in which he detailed his capture, he drew twice on scripture to defer 
the outcome of human events to God’s will and authority. “Since the ways of 
Man are not in himself [Jer. 10.23]” wrote Louis, “but rather in Him Who directs 
all men’s steps, and disposes according to what pleases His will [Psalm 36.23], while 
we were on the return march, that is, on April 5, the Saracens assembled all 
their forces and att acked the Christian army in countless numbers; and, as 
it chanced, by divine permission and as our sins required, we fell into the 
hands of the enemy”176. Following a long tradition of explaining crusading 
failures through Christian sin, Louis saw “our sins” as the cause of reversal177. 
He may have been referring to the sins of the crusaders in general, or 
even Christendom as a whole, but more likely he was using the royal we. 
Throughout the lett er Louis employed the fi rst personal plural in referring to 
his actions and interests alone. At the end of the lett er, after a plea for a new 
passagium, Louis requested that prayers (presumably the Holy Land Clamour, 
that is, the special call to God to help take back the Holy Land inserted into 
the mass) be off ered in France on behalf of the crusade, saying, again, that 
“your prayers and those of other good men, will achieve what our own sins 
have prevented”178. 

At about the same time, in mid-August when Innocent IV wrote to the 
French episcopal hierarchy to inform them of the events in the East, he too 
asked them for prayers on behalf of the crusade. He instructed churchmen 
throughout France to organize prayers, general processions of both clergy 

173ȲȵPope Innocent IV’s lett er to Eudes Rigaud, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 168. Guillaume 
of Nangis blamed “the sins of a few,” in the Chronique Latine, p. 206: peccatis fortasse aliquorum 
exigentibus.

174ȲȵJoinville, §169.
175ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, pp. 387-389. See further W.C. Jordan, op.cit., 

pp. 82-98; E. Siberry, op.cit., pp. 136-138; M.C. Gaposchkin, Louis IX, Crusade, and the Promise 
of Joshua in the Holy Land, “Journal of Medieval History” XXXIII (2008), pp. 262-267.

176ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 110.
177ȲȵOn the trope of “our own sins,” E. Siberry, op.cit., pp. 69-108.
178ȲȵLouis’ lett er to his subjects, in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 114.
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and laity throughout the cities and diocese of France, and weekly sermons 
for Louis and for the Christian army179. The practice of organizing special 
prayers and general processions for the Holy Land causes had been operative 
throughout the thirteenth century, and constituted one way in which 
Christians of all stripes were enveloped in the crusading cause. A new versicle 
was added to the crusading clamour, which beseeched “Oremus pro aĝ  icitis 
et captivis et peregrinis christianis [We pray for the aĝ  icted and the captives 
and Christian pilgrims (that is, crusaders)]”180. In this way, Frenchmen and 
women at large learned of the catastrophe in the East, the captivity, and the 
disrepute befallen to the king. Rumors abounded. One was that TĀr¬n Sh¬h 
had planned to have Louis sent captive prisoner as a present to the caliph in 
Baghdad181. Another was that Louis and the Sultan had met face to face to 
talk about the reasons for the crusade182. A third was that Louis remained in 
captivity183. Matt hew Paris reported that in France people were so grieved 
and confused at the news of Louis’ captivity that some lost their faith, and 
others even accused God himself of injustice184. “Never has it been found 
in any history that a king of France had been taken prisoner, especially by 
infi dels, or defeated, except this one”185. But the whole does not seem to have 
seriously dampened the king’s reputation. In fact, William Chester Jordan 
has argued that “the crusaders’ defeat in Egypt in 1250 and the news of the 
king’s capture accentuated popular loyalty to the monarchy”186.

One  manifestation  of  that  loyalty  was  a  popular,  possibly  millenarian, 
movement known as the Pastoureaux – the Crusade of the Shepherds – which 
took form in the north (Brabant, Flanders, Picardy) in the Spring of 1251 
around the goal of going in aid of the king in captivity187. The chroniclers all 
linked the advent of the Pastoureaux with the failed crusade and the royal 
captivity which exemplifi ed it. The clamours, processions, and sermons that 
Innocent had ordered for Louis’ aid in August 1250 may have had a role 

179ȲȵA. Duchesne, op.cit., V, pp. 415-517.
180ȲȵA. Linder, Raising Arms: Liturgy in the Struggle to Liberate Jerusalem in the Late Middle 

Ages, Turnout 2003, p. 44. 
181ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, pp. 377-378, 380.
182ȲȵIbidem, pp. 504-505.
183ȲȵSee paragraph below on the Shepherd’s Crusade (Pastoureux).
184ȲȵMatt hew  Paris’s  English  History,  II,  p.  386  f.,  458.  The  account  elsewhere  refl ects 

criticism of the very idea of the crusade. See for instance, Matt hew Paris, op.cit., II, 374 f. 
185ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 376.
186ȲȵW.C. Jordan, op.cit., p. 111.
187ȲȵJordan, op.cit., pp. 113-117. See also M. Barber, The Crusade of the Shepherds in 1251, 

in: Proceedings of the Tenth Annual Meeting of the Western Society for French History, ed. by 
J.F. Sweets, Lawrence 1984, pp. 1-23; G. Dickson, The Advent of the Pastores (1251), “Revue Belge 
de philologie et d’histoire” LXVI (1988), pp. 249-267. The primary sources for the Pastoureaux 
are all now collected and translated in: P. Jackson, op.cit., pp. 179-193.
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in igniting the movement188. An “army” of regular – “simple” – people, 
following a certain “Master of Hungary” and seeing that the knighthood 
of France had been destroyed, proclaimed that “God frequently chooses 
the weak portions of the world to confound the stronger ones,” and that, 
apparently, not acceptable to the Almighty are those “who presume on 
their skill and bravery in war”189. They took crusading upon themselves 
“in the hopes that they would obtain possession of the Holy Land, and 
avenge [Blanche’s] sons”190. They claimed that God himself “had chosen 
them to march in aid of the Holy Land and the King of France, captive in the 
country”191. The crusaders “had learned from their master that they would 
liberate the king of the French”192. Like other popular crusading movements 
that preceded it (the army of Peter the Hermit; the Children’s crusade), the 
Pastoureaux’s crusade ended badly. Most never made it out of France. After 
receiving initial support from Blanche of Castile, the Pastoureaux caused low-
-grade mayhem in the towns around Paris, venting an anti-clerical bias, and 
initiating violence against Jewish communities. As the would-be crusaders 
became increasingly unruly, Blanche reversed her position, the movement 
was crushed, and the leaders were executed. “The remainder disappeared like 
smoke”193. The Pastoureaux were quickly demonized. The entire misadventure 
was said to be the work of a Muslim magician working for the Sultan of 
Cairo, who wished to sow confusion and mayhem in France194. Its leaders 
were heretics. Its followers were gravely seduced, misguided. And yet, it 
is clear even through the hostility of the medieval sources that the popular 
movement was inspired by a desire to rescue Louis and aid his cause – was, 
in Malcom Barber’s words “united [… ] in the more positive aĜ  rmation of 
support for the king”195.

The greatest impact of the captivity was probably on the person, and 
thus the reign, of Louis himself. Louis would often refer to it in later years, 
recounting his time in prison and his relations with the Egyptians196. His 
confessor of those years said he spoke of it plainly and without shame. But 
it clearly had a profound eff ect on him. His earliest biographers all testifi ed 

188ȲȵDickson thinks so: G. Dickson, op.cit., p. 259. 
189ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 452.
190ȲȵIbidem.
191ȲȵGuillaume de Nangis, op.cit., pp. 207 f.
192ȲȵMatt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 457.
193ȲȵCeteri quasi fumus evanuerunt (Guillaume de Nangis, Chronique Latine, p. 208). Matt hew 

Paris reported that a few made it to the Holy Land where they entered Louis’ service – Matt hew 
Paris’s English History, II, p. 457.

194ȲȵJ.M.É. Viard, op.cit., p. 162.
195ȲȵM. Barber, op.cit., p. 16.
196ȲȵGeoff rey of Beaulieu, Vita et sancta conversatio..., p. 6 (ch. 10).
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to his changed character upon his return from overseas, most noticeably 
in his dress-code, which signalled a profound penitence that permeated 
his character and his rule. Among his modern biographers, it is William 
Chester  Jordan  who  has  most  clearly  connected  the  dots  between  Louis’ 
captivity  and  the  failure  of  the  larger  mission  which  it  represented,  his 
penitential resolve in its wake, the nature of his reign and his policies in the 
years after his return, and his desire to mount a new crusade197. The “spirit 
of reform” which animated royal governance after 1254 and all the policies 
which it engendered, paired with the uncompromising moralization of his 
kingship, seem to have been borne from Louis’ profound sense of personal 
responsibility for the crusade’s failure and his sense of duty in legislating 
virtue throughout the kingdom, including the “anti-corruption” campaigns 
of the 1250s and 60s198. Louis inaugurated a series of reforming measures – 
including the institutionalization of the enquêteurs and other revisions to the 
king’s administrative arms, legislation circumscribing Jewish usury and other 
practices off ensive to the sensibilities of Christian kingship, and reforms to 
the administration of the city of Paris – all designed to ensure as much as 
possible the just kingship to which Louis aspired199. His desire to eff ect an 
ideal of Christian kingship born of his penitential ambition was probably 
also the impetus for his measures at peacemaking, both within and outside 
his realm200. At least, his hagiographers thought so201.

MEMORY AND SANCTIFICATION

Louis’  captivity  became  a  central  feature  of  his  Christian  kingship  and 
ultimately his sanctifi cation. The oĜ  cial, “royal”, historiography that came 
out of Saint-Denis (Guillaume of Nangis’ Gesta Sanctae Memoriae Ludovici, 
its  translation  into  Old  French,  and  its  incorporation  into  the  Grandes 

197ȲȵW.C. Jordan, op.cit. especially at pp. 127-133. Jordan has extended the implications of 
this essential argument in his Anti-corruption Campaigns in Thirteenth-century Europe, “Journal 
of Medieval History” XXXV (2009), pp. 204-219; Men at the Center: Redemptive Governance 
under Louis IX, Budapest 2012. I have drawn heavily on this argument in M.C. Gaposchkin, 
Louis IX, Crusade...

198ȲȵW.C. Jordan, Anti-corruption Campaigns...
199ȲȵAll treatments of this subject now must begin with W.C. Jordan, “The Spirit of 

Reform”, in: Louis IX and the Challenge…, pp. 135-181. It is now also worth reading his A Tale 
of Two Monasteries: Westminster and Saint-Denis in the Thirteenth Century, Princeton 2009 and 
Men at the Center. See also J. Richard, Saint Louis: Crusader King of France, trans. by J. Birrell, 
Cambridge 1992, pp. 155-183.

200ȲȵJ. Richard, Saint Louis…, pp. 184-210.
201ȲȵWilliam of Chartres, op.cit., pp. 33, 34 f. In particular, this was a strong theme in 

the Enseignements that Louis wrote and was transmitt ed by Geoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit, 
pp. 8 f. (ch. 15). Joinville, §§740-754. 



CEEOL copyright 2025

CEEOL copyright 2025

THE CAPTIVITY OF LOUIS IX 111

Chronique de France) was largely taken from Louis’ own lett er of August 1250 
(perhaps through Vincent of Beauvais’s Speculum Historiale202). In turn, the 
hagiographical tradition that fl ourished in the years around his canonization 
was largely built upon the edifi ce of the vita writt en in the early 1270s by 
Louis’ longtime confessor (and companion in Egypt), Geoff rey of Beaulieu203. 
Louis’ captivity was featured prominently – and laudably – in both traditions. 
The stories that took root and were repeated are illustrative of the ways in 
which his captivity had come to have moral and ideological meaning. His 
commitment to staying with his army and ensuring certain capture rather 
than fl eeing alone, his willingness to remain prisoner in exchange for the 
freedom of others, his secure faith in the face of the infi del victors, and 
his refusal to take an oath to deny Christ were featured in almost all later 
accounts204. 

Both traditions were embellished by select details from stories that had 
been collected in 1282-1283 during the inquest held into Louis’ sanctity205. For 
instance, one story that came out of the canonization inquest was that F¬ris 
al-DÎn Aqt¬y (who, for some reason, the Grandes Chroniques calls Julian206), 
credited here with killing TĀr¬n Sh¬h himself, upon entering Louis’ tent to 
threaten him and holding a bloody sword “that could kill the king” above 
his head, asked Louis to be knighted207. Louis, the story went, said that he 
would only make him a knight if he were Christian, but that if he wished 
to convert Louis would not only knight him, but bring him back to France 
and make him wealthy with lands208. The interpolation drew upon, but 
ultimately rejected, the Western fantasy of the chivalric Muslim knight that 
had grown up around Saladin209. More strikingly, the story, minimized F¬ris 

202ȲȵSee P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 3 f., 120 n. 206.
203ȲȵGeoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit., pp. 1-27.
204ȲȵGuillaume of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., pp. 74-76; Boniface VIII, Sermones et Bulla, RHF, 

XXIII, ed. by N. de Wailly, L. Delisle, C. Jourdain, Paris 1876, p. 156. M.C. Gaposchkin, Blessed 
Louis…, pp. 64-71, 128-129, 178 f.

205ȲȵL.  Carolus-Barré,  Le  procès  de  canonisation  de  Saint  Louis  (1272-1297):  Essai 
de reconstitution, ed. by H. Platelle, Rome 1994.

206ȲȵJ.M.É. Viard, op.cit., VII, p. 155.
207ȲȵGuillaume of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., p. 25. Guillaume of Nangis, op.cit., pp. 378 f., 

380 f. and 79; J.M.É. Viard, op.cit., VII, p. 155. 
208ȲȵIt is att ested in Guillaume of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., p. 24 f., thus indicating that it 

probably came out in the proceedings. See further M.C. Gaposchkin, op.cit., pp. 128 f. (Beatus 
Ludovicus), 88 f. (for the Liturgical readings). J.M.É. Viard, op.cit., p. 155 f.; Anonymous of 
Saint-Denis, op.cit., p. 55 (note that the Anonymous of Saint-Denis was almost certainly 
Yves of Saint-Denis. On which, see: M.C. Gaposchkin, op.cit., p. 12 n. 41). Cf. Joinville, §353. 
For an earlier, closer, version of a story in which the governor of Cairo off ers to convert to 
Christianity, see Matt hew Paris’s English History, II, p. 362.

209ȲȵJ.V. Tolan, Mirror of Chivalry: Salah al-Din in the Medieval European Imagination, “Cairo 
Papers in Social Science (Images of the Other: Europe and the Muslim World before 1700, ed. by 
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al-DÎn Aqt¬y’s threat, eff ectively denying him power, subordinating him 
to Louis through the request, and recognizing Louis’ authority as the more 
legitimate and the more prestigious. It was a rhetorical move, one that belied 
the awkward fact of Louis’ captivity within the royalizing historical narrative 
which was the project of the monks at Saint-Denis210. Here Louis was the 
chivalric hero, upholding the principles of Christian knighthood against the 
ignoble, shifty, and duplicitous Muslim. His captivity was simply the scene 
of the Muslim knight’s chivalric supplication.

Writing after his death, his hagiographers saw his captivity in particular 
as a sign of his suff ering and humility, permitt ed by God in order to showcase 
his exalted humility to the infi del211. The accounts of Geoff rey of Beaulieu and 
William of Chartres used the captivity to highlight aspects of Louis’ humility 
and uncompromising faith212. His release for a “modest” sum was billed as 
a miracle213. They marveled at the Muslim’s own apparent respect for the 
conquered king214. In the canonization bull, Pope Boniface VIII suggested that 
God had actually allowed Louis to fall into captivity in order to demonstrate 
the core value of humility and endured suff ering to the infi del215. The captivity 
was, thus, merely an instrument of God’s greater design.

The meaning of Louis’ captivity was further enhanced by interpretive 
moves around information that had come to light during the process of 
canonization216.  In  particular,  Louis’  captivity  as  a  proof  of  his  Christian 
“patience” (as in passio – that is, faithful endurance and suff ering) became 
a mainstay in his sanctifi cation. The virtues of humility and patient suff ering 
were central both to ideals of sanctity and also, increasingly, to the salvifi c 

D.R. Blanks) XIX (1997) 2, pp. 7-38. My thanks to Christopher MacEvitt  for insight on this 
point.

210ȲȵG.  Spiegel,  The  Chronicle  Tradition  of  Saint-Denis:  A  Survey,  Brookline  1978; 
A.D. Hedeman, The Royal Image: Illustrations of the Grandes Chroniques de France, 1274-1422, 
California studies in the history of art, XXVIII, Berkeley 1991.

211ȲȵM.C. Gaposchkin, The Role of the Crusades in the Sanctifi cation of Louis IX of France, 
in: Crusades: Medieval Worlds in Confl ict, Burlington VT 2010, p. 200.

212ȲȵIbidem, p. 200. See Geoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit., p. 16 (ch. 25); William of Chartres, 
op.cit., p. 30 f. Also discussed in M. Cassidy-Welch, Imprisonment in the medieval religious 
imagination…, pp. 113-122.

213ȲȵGeoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit., p. 16 (ch. 25), called it “a great wonder” (multum 
mirandum).  Later  hagiography  and  liturgical  readings  called  it  a  miracle  (miraculum): 
M.C. Gaposchkin, Blessed Louis…, pp. 116 f. (Gloriosissimi regis), 78 f. (Beatus Ludovicus).

214ȲȵGeoff rey of Beaulieu, op.cit., p. 16 (ch. 25).
215ȲȵBoniface  VIII,  Sermones  et  Bulla,  p.  149.  This  was  repeated  in  later  texts; 

M.C. Gaposchkin, Role of the Crusades…, p. 200.
216ȲȵL.  Carolus-Barré,  Les  enquêtes  pour  la  canonisation  de  Saint  Louis  de  Grégoire  X 

à Boniface VIII et la bulle Gloria Laus, du 11 Août 1297, “Revue d’Histoire de l’Église de France” 
LVII (1971), pp. 19-31; Le procès.
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value of crusading217. Already, even before Louis returned home in 1254, his 
captivity was being billed as a humiliating suff ering – a passion – on behalf of, 
and in imitation of, Christ in ways that drew on long-establishing crusading 
ideologies218. “The king and his brothers,” wrote Innocent IV to Blanche of 
Castille, “are understood to be enduring such a passion (salvifi cally recalling 
their Lord’s) on behalf of Christ”219. But this take was accentuated in the 
context of his sanctifi cation. In the 1270s, William of Chartres recalled that 
“under all pressure he always remained the soul of constancy, so that even 
the leading emirs marveled at him and said to the king, when he remained 
so unmoved in the face of their unrelenting demands, ‘It is a great wonder 
to us that you – whom we have considered to be our prisoner and slave and 
fi nd you such in all things – consider that it is we who are these things, as 
though it were you who held us in prison’Ⱥ”220. Someone at the canonization 
inquest remembered the exchange more sharply: “You are our prisoner and 
our slave in our prison and you speak to us haughtily?” said an emir. “Either 
you do what we want of you or else you will be crucifi ed, you and your 
men”221. To which Louis replied that even if they killed his body they would 
never have his soul222. Using this exchange, the post-1282 hagiography and 
historiography collapsed the episode of F¬ris al-DÎn Aqt¬y entering Louis’ 
tent after having killed TĀr¬n Sh¬h and Louis’ denial to take an oath to 
renounce Christ. The result was to make Louis conform to the classic trope 
of martyrdom – steadfast confession of faith in the face of persecution and 

217ȲȵFor sanctity, see A. Vauchez, Sainthood in the later Middle Ages, transl. by J. Birrell, 
Cambridge 1997. For its place in crusading C. Smith, Crusading…, pp. 98-108. I examine some 
of these themes in M.C. Gaposchkin, Role of the Crusades...

218ȲȵOn which, see W.J. Purkis, Crusading Spirituality in the Holy Land and Iberia, c. 1095-
-1187, Woodbridge 2008, pp. 22-27.

219ȲȵInnocent IV in: P. Jackson, op.cit., p. 168. I have somewhat altered Jackson’s 
translation. The original reads: […] dicti rex et fratres pro Christo […] tantam noscuntur passionem 
salubriter recolendo dominicam tolerare (H.M. Schaller, op.cit., p. 212).

220ȲȵWilliam of Chartres, op.cit., p. 30 (par. 7): De hoc supra modum miramur, quod vos, 
quem prisonem nostrum et sclavum reputabamus, talem in omnibus invenimus, et tales non etiam 
reputatis, ac si nos in carcere teneretis.

221ȲȵGuillaume of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., p. 24 (ch. 3): Vos estes nostre chetiz et nostre esclave 
et en nostre chartre, si parlex si hardiement! Ou vos ferez ce qu nos vodron, our vos serez crucefi ez 
vos et les voz. Versions of the detail were repeated by Boniface VIII, Sermones et Bulla, p. 156. 
Guillaume of Nangis, op.cit., p. 381: Trop nous merveillons come vous soiés nostre esclave et nostre 
chetif, pourquoi vous parlés si baudement; sachiés se vous ne faite ce, je vous occirray maintenant.’ 
A ce respondi li bons roys, et dist: ‘Le cors de moyh pourrès vous bien occirre; main lame nocirrés 
vous pas’. See also: Anonymous of Saint-Denis (Yves of Saint-Denis), op.cit., p. 55 (ch. 12); 
J.M.É. Viard, op.cit., VII, p. 156.

222ȲȵGuillaume of Saint-Pathus, op.cit., p. 24 (ch. 3): se il avoient ocis le cors, il n’auroient 
pas toutevoies l’ame de lui. A slightly diff erent version can be found in Guillaume de Nangis 
381 (see note above).
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death – even though he survived the encounter. Indeed, when Yves of Saint-
-Denis retold the story around 1317, he even said that Louis was “eager for 
martyrdom”223. This was of a piece with the move to claim that Louis had 
fulfi lled the requirements of martyrdom and should be so accorded saintly 
status224. The ideal of crusade as patient suff ering, as aff ective martyrdom, 
was here being accrued to the prestige of the crown225. That is, the captivity 
was Christic, and thus spiritually prestigious, evidence of Louis’ exemplary 
faith and thus his most Christian kingship. Indeed, what was remarkable was 
precisely how the captivity – what Jacques Le Goff  described as the worst 
catastrophe that could befall a king – became one of the sources of Louis’ 
saintly authority, redounding at once on his own reputation, and ultimately 
to the prestige of the Capetian crown.

ABSTRACT

Louis IX, King of France (d. 1270), was taken prisoner by Egyptian (Muslim) forces on April 6th, 
1250 in the course of his fi rst crusade, and, along with other Franks, remained in captivity for 
a month before being released on ransom. In Egypt, Louis’ captivity was the occasion for the 
military coup which ended the Ayyubid dynasty and saw the onset of Mamluk rule in Egypt 
that would last until 1517. For Louis, the experience represented the most extreme failure 
of both his devotional ambitions and of his military campaign. Yet despite the catastrophe, 
the captivity enhanced his reputation at home and was a key factor in the sanctifi cation that 
led to his canonization in 1297. Staying as close to the fi rst-hand eyewitness accounts as 
possible, this essay narrates the events of his captivity, including the capture itself, the ransom 
negotiations, the military coup in the Muslim camp, and the king’s eventual release. It then 
discusses the implications of the captivity both for Louis individually, and more widely for the 
crusading cause, for the remainder of his reign. Finally, the essay examines how the captivity 
was discussed in the hagiographic and historiographical texts produced around Paris in the 
years following his death and sanctifi cation to show how the captivity became one of the 
sources of Louis’ saintly authority, and, in turn, royal legitimacy.

223ȲȵAnonymous of Saint-Denis (Yves of Saint-Denis), Gesta sancti Ludovici noni, Francorum 
Regis, p. 55: Rex vero promptus ad martyrum.

224ȲȵClassically, see Joinville §5, but elsewhere as well. See C. Smith, Martyrdom and 
Crusading in the Thirteenth Century: Remembering the Dead of Louis IX’s Crusades, “Al-Masaq: 
Islam and the Medieval Mediterranean” XV (2003), pp. 189-196; M.C. Gaposchkin, Role of 
the Crusades...

225ȲȵP.  Cole,  The  Preaching  of  the  Crusades  to  the  Holy  Land,  1095-1270,  Cambridge, 
MA 1991; C.T. Maier, Mass, the Eucharist and the Cross: Innocent III and the Relocation of the 
Crusade, in: Pope Innocent III and his World, ed. by J. Moore, Brookfi eld VT 1999, pp. 351-360; 
J. Flori, Prêcher la croisade: XIe-XIIIe siècle, Communication et propagande, Paris 2012.


