































































































148 A HISTORY OF THE CRUSADES VI

be worth roughly 80 li. a year.'* If a knight had only 80 li. a year
income and it cost him about that to maintain himself in the Holy
Land, then he had nothing with which to prepare and transport him-
self as well as to provide for his estate and family in his absence. In
other words, current income was insufficient for the simple knight to
finance a crusade. For the higher ranks of the feudality the matter is
more complex: if a baron had an income of several hundred pounds,
he could have gone on a crusade as a simple chevalier and paid the
cost from his current income. But such a course of action would have
violated the mores of the time; he was expected, in the words of Greg-
ory IX, to take a “decent company” with him.!?* Thus Joinville set
out as the leader of a company of ten knights, a number he might
have supported for forty days in France, but which required him to
pawn his lands and still have no more than a third enough for his cru-
sade. Again, if 3,000 li. was the amount required for a baron to keep
ten knights in the Holy Land, only a half a dozen or so of the barons
of thirteenth-century England could have supported such an expedi-
tion from their current income. 06

The crusade was the most expensive adventure of medieval chivalry,
often financially ruinous to the individual crusaders. Collective and
corporative methods of financing the crusades were imperative. Burgh-
ers, princes, and popes made use of such methods almost from the
beginning, their individual resources being insufficient for the kind of
expeditions they desired. The general taxation which reached a climax
in the Saladin Tithe offered hope that a satisfactory financial structure
might be created for the great enterprise. But the Saladin Tithe had
no real successors. It was the model for taxation by princes for secular
purposes; it was the model for taxation of the clergy by popes who
found other uses for their money. The Holy Land continued to de-
pend on armies essentially supported by private means, which were
not sufficient, and the failure to develop sufficiently fast and far social
methods of financing the crusades must be considered a factor in the
loss of the Holy Land.

Like all wars the crusades were unproductive economlcally but had
significant economic effects through their financing. Not only did the
crusade taxes provide a model for later taxation on income and wealth,
but the borrowing and lending necessary for most of the crusaders
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stimulated credit formation and the development of credit institutions
and instruments. Indeed, the money economy as a whole must have
been stimulated by these great enterprises which took so much money.
The transformation of gold and silver altar ornaments into coin for
crusaders may have helped to heighten the inflation that occurred dur-
ing the crusades, especially in the later twelfth century. The sale of
land to finance crusades most assuredly helped to make the market
in real estate which was bringing about a new social order in the age
of the crusades. The principal beneficiaries of all these financial trans-
actions were the bourgeoisie, who loaned the money, bought the land,
sold the provisions, furnished the transportation, and generally bene-
fitted by the financial activity of the crusaders. The peasantry who went
on the crusades may have sacrificed everything but their souls, but as
a class they must have gained very materially through the greater de-
mand for their products and the greater supply of land on the market.
Those members of the lay nobility who used up their savings, or sold
or pledged their lands, may sometimes have been heavy losers because
of the crusades, but as a whole the nobility probably lost economic
power only relatively to the gains of the burghers and peasants. It was
almost certainly the clergy, and especially the monasteries, who were
the chief losers, as time and again they were forced to share their wealth
with the crusaders either by loans without interest or by direct taxes.
In essence the crusades redistributed some of Europe’s wealth out of
the hands of the clergy and nobles into those of the bourgeoisie and
peasantry.



