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Ehrenkreutz's account of Saladin is a biographical one but  Ehrenkreutz's main objective 
was not to praise the chivalry and honor of Saladin. Rather, Ehrenkreutz tried his hardest 
to dispel the idealism associated with the Kurdish Sultan. Ehrenkreutz's main argument 
was that Saladin was not the much lauded ideal leader that the vast majority of historians 
have portrayed him but he was a man driven by the same ambitions and desires that other 
military and political figures had. Ehrenkreutz's account is deeply biased but this work is 
an effective counterbalance to most other secondary sources available on Saladin, as it 
attempts to illuminate a side of Saladin that most other historians have either neglected or 
omitted. Ehrenkreutz used primary sources that had accounts of Saladin while he was in 
the Ayyubid court and accounts of Saladin while he was fighting the Christians for 
Jerusalem in the Third Crusade. Though these primary sources were far far from 
unbiased, Ehrenkreutz effectively used these primary sources to paint a dissenting  
portrayal of Saladin, often harshly criticizing Saladin's decisions as a leader.

Gillingham, John. Richard the Lionheart. New York: Times Books, 1978.


This book examines King Richard I of England in a new way. Much like Ehrenkreutz's 
attempt to portray Saladin differently from most previous accounts and popularly held 
beliefs, Gillingham aimed to go beyond the legend and to take a critical look at Richard 
as a man and leader without the veneer of idealism and myth. However unlike 
Ehrenkreutz, Gillingham uses various court documents and scribe's records as primary 
sources to show that while Richard may or may not have been the paragon of chivalry as 
is popularly held but he was a very capable reality who had a keen eye and skill for 
politics as well as martial prowess. Gillingham portrayed Richard as a realist with great 
vision and foresight who had the ability as a leader to make his visions and ideas come to 
life. Indeed, Gillingham shows that even without the shroud of legend, Richard was a 
great leader at home in England and (according to Gillingham) one of the greatest 
Kings to have sat on the throne of England.

Regan, Geoffrey. Lionhearts: Saladin, Richard I, and the Era of the Third Crusade. New York: 
Walker, 1999.


Military historian Regan took a different approach in examining both the iconic leaders 
Richard and Saladin. Unlike Ehrenkreutz and Gillingham, who strove to strip away the 
myth associated with these two leaders, Regan did not try to do that. Reading like a 
biographical account, Regan did indeed buy into the idealism that built the legendary 
qualities that many people associate with Richard and Saladin. However, this account of 
the Third Crusade leaders is not just a flowery and nostalgic look at Richard and Saladin: 
Regan pulled from many primary sources such as Muslim soldier's journals and Richard's 
chroniclers' detailed accounts of him and the battles he in which he fought. Using these 
sources, Regan crafted a dual historical biography of the two leaders that is not only well-
researched and accurately chronicled but a biography that critically analyzed Saladin and 
Richard without attempting to completely obliterate the idealism and popularly held 
beliefs many people still attribute to the two leaders.

Reston, Jr., James. Warriors of God: Richard the Lionheart and Saladin in the Third Crusade. 
New York: Random House, 2002.


Although one can call Reston's book an historical fiction, it is an extremely well-
researched and thoroughly critical look at King Richard and Sultan Saladin. Using the 
same type of primary sources as the other authors, Reston effectively portrays both 
Saladin and Richard like Geoffrey Regan did though unlike Regan, Reston examined the 
Third Crusade specifically, unlike Regan's biographical approach. However both authors 
do continue to show Saladin and Richard as unique, noble, and chivalrous without having 
to highlight these characteristics and actions of the two leaders. Just the way Reston 
portrayed Saladin and Richard subtly but firmly enforced the long-held beliefs and ideas 
about them. Naturally, this approach broke from Ehrenkreutz and Gillingham's looks at 
Saladin and Richard, respectively. Whereas Ehrenkreutz attempted to portray Saladin 
in very deeply critical and in an almost negative light and Gillingham tried to show that 
Richard was so much more than just a crusading knight, Reston tried to show that the 
idealistic way in which the vast majority of historians portrayed Richard and Saladin and 
the way in which most people saw the two leaders was not only justified but that Saladin 
and Richard's actions seemed to clearly show that this point of view as being correct. 

Saul, Nigel. The Three Richards: Richard I, Richard II, Richard III. London: Hambledon and 
London, 2006.


Saul focused on the three Richards of England in this book. Obviously, the interest in this 
book is for Richard I. Here, Saul took an in-depth look at the three leaders of the Angevin 
dynasty. Instead of just focusing on Richard's time as a crusading knight, Saul also 
examined the life of Richard at home in England. Saul posits that although Richard had 
never intended to be 
king, fate thrust it upon his shoulders. This is the reason that, bar a 
few mistakes that cost the Muslims dearly, Richard could not defeat his rival Saladin: 
Richard was a powerful military man and great commander, he never developed or t
rained his political skills. Saul's approach was like Ehrenkreutz's work on Saladin: Saul 
attempted to look beyond the veil of legend and myth and instead strove to portray 
Richard who was a man who, although not ready, took upon himself the mantle and 
crown of King and did his best to further the cause of both England and Christians (in 
his many years of fighting in the Holy Land in the Middle East to take back Jerusalem 
from Muslims). This work is much like Gillingham's work, as Saul tried very hard to 
separate the legends from the man and to explain Richard as just a man and leader 
without the myths and legends enshrouding him.


