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The separation between Catholic West and Orthodox East has a myraid of causes,  One of which that is usually ignored is the contributions of Pope Innocent III and his view of Church unity and governance.  His leadership philosophy when carried out in action caused severe and long term negative consequences for the Churches of the East.  This work looks at both his view as the “Vicar of Christ” and his actions in the appointment of bishops and lack of action against those who sacked religious treasures of the East.
Two major goals were central to the program pursued by Innocent III: reform of the church and promotion of the crusade.  These were closely linked.  Innocent’s view of reform was not limited to pastoral or institutional concerns involving the Latin Church.  He looked out over a landscape that included the churches of the East as well.  He was strongly committed to the unity of the church under papal leadership.


While Pope Innocent III may have been one of the greatest popes of the medieval period, his vision of Church unity had lasting negative implications for the Christian Churches of the East.


The Church from its earliest days envisioned itself as the ONE Body of Christ.  Each local church accepted each other local church as part of the Body even though there were differences.  These differences developed from different ways of praying and different points of theological emphasis.  They were all Christians sharing one faith, one Lord, and one Baptism. 
  Even though there was not one Christian identity.  There were identities based upon the location of the Christian.  There was the Church of Jerusalem, the Church of Antioch …

It is difficult to define who the Christians or even the people of the East were because their view of themselves was different from the view that the people of the West had of them.  Commonly known now as Byzantines or Orthodox whether in terms of a people or a faith.  These terms as currently used did not exist at the time of Innocent. “Byzantines’ did not think of themselves as “Byzantines” at all, but as “Romans”, with a continuity with the Empire founded by Augustus. They were what was left of the Roman empire. “Orthodox” was a similar designation when it became possible to speak of a “Greek East” and a “Latin West”, though for centuries there was still to be a strong sense of solidarity between “East” and “West”.
  This was not just true in the “East” but also in the North, Baltic regions, as well. “The distinction ‘Greek’ and ‘Latin’ which had been somewhat arbitrarily imposed on the political divisions of the thirteenth century by popes and crusaders, took on greater significance in the subsequent period, especially in the debatable lands between the castellany of Viborg and the Novgorodian outposts of Ladoga and Koporye.”


Even though these peoples were in communion with one another as Church and as Christian states through alliances, they did not know each other.  Greek formerly the common language was being replaced in the west by Latin.  So they couldn’t communicate effectively with one another. Sources like the Gesta
 reveal how little the Greeks knew of Latin theology. 
 The Church was regarded as being one, but it ceased early to draw on its common heritage, at least as far as the Greeks were concerned. The major Greek fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries were rapidly translated into Latin, as was the seventh-century Maximus the Confessor. On the other hand the Latin father, Augustine of Hippo, was not known in Greek until the late middle ages and then only in part. For most of the Middle Ages the Greeks knew little of the western tradition. It was partly that they had long tended to regard the Latins as barbarians, using a language,  which was in the Greek view ill-suited to express doctrinal truths.
  Of course, this worked the other way around as well. The average European, especially those who lived in the northern territories and had no communication or knowledge of the Byzantine Empire, were taught to believe that the Greeks were ungodly, a nation not worthy to bear the name of Christians. One example is found in the Chronicle of the Morea,
 which states:  “It is better to bring Christians into agreement and like-mindedness, the Franks and the Greeks
, than go to Syria with no hope of success.”
  

The 11th century is also the time when the Latin, Roman Catholic Church of the West and the Greek Orthodox Church of the East are usually said to have split. The Great Schism occurred on July 6, 1054, when the Pope of Rome, Leo IX, through his legate Cardinal Humbert of Silva Candida and the Patriarch of Constantinople, Michael I Cerularius, exchanged mutual anathemas. Neither side regarded the schism between the Latin and Greek churches as permanent
 until the 13th century.  There had been numerous other schisms like that of Photius over the filioque. Some Orthodox historians call this event the Fifth Great Schism. 
 The prevailing opinion was that the break of communion with the West was due to a temporary take-over of the venerable Roman see by misinformed and uneducated German “barbarians,” and that eventually the former unity of the Christian world under the one legitimate emperor—that of Constantinople—and the five patriarchates would be restored. 
 Until the Crusades, Byzantine Christians did not consider the break with the West as a final schism.


This vision on one legitimate emperor was similar to the vision of Innocent III.  As he wrote: “While princes have only individual provinces, kings have only individual kingdoms, Peter surpasses them in fullness as well as breadth, for he is the Vicar of the One to whom the earth and its fullness belong, the world and its inhabitants.”
   Innocent changed the vision of the role of the papacy.  Innocent called himself the “Vicar of Christ.” As the Vicar of Christ, he declared null and void the provisions of the English Magna Carta.
  He is the first pope to use this title.  His predecessors called themselves the “Vicar of Peter”.  He was not the vicar of Peter but rather the successor of Peter.
  He placed himself as he explained in a sermon “between God and man, under God and over man, less than God, but greater than man, judge over all and judged by no one (save the Lord).”
  While he used this temporal power, especially in the use of interdicts,
 over earthly rulers it was used to protect the rights of the Church or individuals.   To compel rulers, Innocent forbade the celebration of Mass, church buildings were closed with the exception of the baptism of infants, marriages could not be performed at all or in the graveyard, penance was only for the dying, unction was forbidden totally to all persons in the district and Christian burial was forbidden. 
  The spiritual needs of the people compelled rulers to comply with papal demands and when complied to the interdict was lifted.  Innocent’s papacy issued 57 interdicts, some as large as a kingdom and some as small as a village.

His vision of being the Vicar of Christ impacted his relationship with the other Churches and their patriarchs. This is observed in his letter to the Latin patriarch of Constantinople using the allegory of Revelation 6:7 (when he broke open the fourth seal) he wrote that the four living creatures were the four patriarchates of Jerusalem, Antioch, Alexandria and Constantinople which surround the Divine Throne which was the Holy See, “to serve as helpers of the Master.”

Prior to calling the Fourth Crusade, there was correspondence between Pope Innocent and Emperor Alexius.  Alexius wanted to leave the liberation of the holy cities in the hand of God, in other words wait and see what would happen.  Innocent argued in favor of a crusade.  

In this letter, he also treats the subject of the reunification of the churches, announcing his intention to summon a council to deal with the issues between the churches.  His letter to the patriarch [Greek of Constantinople] affirms the primacy of Peter and argues for the papal succession.  He deals with an issue particularly sensitive at Constantinople, the apostolic foundation of that see by the apostle Andrew by arguing that Peter was over Andrew “since he is always put first in the listing of the apostles” not because he was first in time, but because he “was first in dignity” [Gesta LX]…But he reiterates his intention to call a general council to bring about the reunification of Constantinople under Rome.  This Innocent spelled out his price for the support Alexius was seeking.  Neither Alexius nor the patriarch was willing to agree to these terms, but Alexius still did not want to break off negations. … the Western leaders of the Fourth Crusade, since the Pope apparently  left them in the dark about his negations with Alexius.


People being left in the dark was thematic for this Crusade.  The original plan was to go through Zara and into Egypt.  Unknown to everyone was that the Venetians had a treaty to prevent the Crusade from going that route.
 They by no means wanted a crusading army attacking Egypt, which would cut off their lucrative trading centers there. So, while still negotiating with the French crusaders, Venetian envoys were in Cairo making even more favorable concessions. In an agreement signed in April of 1202 -- only 2 months before the launch of the Crusade -- the Venetians promised Sultan al-Adil that the crusaders would never reach Egypt. 
  Further the Venetians did want Zara back because it was one of their provinces that had rebelled.  Innocent excommunicated the crusaders for attacking a Christian city but lifted it when he discovered the Venetians were behind it. So Zara was back with Venice, the Crusaders couldn’t go through Egypt, so that left another deal still on the table:

The Crusade wintered in Zara, and during that time Doge Dondolo, Prince Alexius, and Boniface of Monferrat formed a plan. If the Crusade would go to Constantinople and help Alexius regain the throne, the young prince would assure the success of the Egyptian invasion. He would pay the Crusaders' debt to Venice, as well as fortify the Crusading army with 10,000 Byzantine soldiers; and once the war was over, he would maintain 500 mounted men in the Holy Land to help the Christians hold Egypt. And, most important of all, he would guarantee that the Greek Church would recognize the primacy of Rome.


The reasoning for the attack on Constantinople is not the subject of this article.  What happened and Innocent’s handling of it is.

What happened

In the early Middle Ages, the greatest city in Europe was not Paris, London or Berlin but Constantinople, capital of Byzantium. It was an article of faith that a saintly emperor, divinely appointed, had founded Constantinople and that the city was as holy as Rome or Jerusalem. The Byzantine emperors assiduously promoted the notion of a spiritual aura around the city. Thus, in 917, the emperor's regent wrote to the khan of the Bulgars warning him not to attack Constantinople. He did not threaten the khan with military force, but with the Virgin Mary who, as 'commander in chief of the city', would not take kindly to any assault. It was with legends and beliefs like this that the emperors bolstered their power and wealth, and the myth was central to the success of Constantinople and its empire for over a thousand years.

The Byzantine account of the sacking:

How shall I begin to tell of the deeds wrought by these nefarious men! Alas, the images, which ought to have been adored, were trodden under foot ! Alas, the relics of the holy martyrs were thrown into unclean places ! Then was seen what one shudders to hear, namely, the divine body and blood of Christ was spilled upon the ground or thrown about. They snatched the precious reliquaries, thrust into their bosoms the ornaments which these contained, and used the broken remnants for pans and drinking cups,-precursors of Antichrist, authors and heralds of his nefarious deeds which we momentarily expect. Manifestly, indeed, by that race then, just as formerly, Christ was robbed and insulted and His garments were divided by lot; only one thing was lacking, that His side, pierced by a spear, should pour rivers of divine blood on the ground. (The account is continued in the endnote)


To this very day some Orthodox priests speak of these events with emotional fervor.  This is part of the Eastern both Catholic and Orthodox collective consciousness forming their identity.  As the Orthodox can point out this treatment
 came at the urging of the clergy as Robert de Clari writes:

LXXIII. Then it was announced to all the host that all the Venetians and every one else should go and hear the sermons on Sunday morning; and they did so. Then the bishops preached to the army, the bishop of Soissons, the bishop of Troyes, the bishop of Havestaist master Jean Faicette  and the abbot of Loos, and they showed to the pilgrims that the war was a righteous one; for the Greeks were traitors and murderers, and also disloyal, since they had murdered their rightful lord, and were worse than Jews. Moreover, the bishops said that, by the authority of God and in the name of the pope, they would absolve all who attacked the Greeks. Then the bishops commanded the pilgrims to confess their sins and receive the communion devoutly; and said that they ought not to hesitate to attack the Greeks, for the latter were enemies of God. They also commanded that all the evil women should be sought out and sent away from the army to a distant place. This was done; the evil women were all put on a vessel and were sent very far away from the army.

Rightly, Pope Innocent III did not condone the sacking of the city nor the treatment of the inhabitants.  His reaction can be seen in his reprimand of Peter the Papal legate, where Innocent correctly observes, “How, indeed, is the Greek church to be brought back into ecclesiastical union and to a devotion for the Apostolic See when she has been beset with so many afflictions and persecutions that she sees in the Latins only an example of perdition and the works of darkness, so that she now, and with reason, detests the Latins more than dogs?”
  Yet with such harsh words to his legate, his words to the Crusaders strike a different tone. 

If the Lord had granted the desires of His humble servants sooner, and had transferred, as He has now done, the empire of Constantinople from the Greeks to the Latins before the fall of the Holy Land, perhaps Christianity would not be weeping today over the desolation of the land of Jerusalem. Since, therefore, through the wonderful transference of this empire God has deigned to open to you a way to recover that land, and the detention of this may lead to the restoration of that, we advise and exhort you all, and we enjoin upon you for the remission of your sins, to remain for a year in Romania [Constantinople], in order to strengthen the empire in its devotion to the Apostolic See and to us, and in order to retain it in the power of the Latins; and to give wise advice and efficient aid to Baldwin, our most beloved son in Christ, the illustrious emperor of Constantinople.

Innocent III only write this letter after all the arrangements had been made for the ruling of the conquered territories. The Deeds of Innocent III puts the problem this way, “In the view presented by the Gesta, the pope was confronted with a fait accompli.  Replete with justification of the actions taken by the crusaders and the Venetians, the main purpose of the letter was to obtain legitimacy.  Baldwin was already emperor.  He was not seeking recognition.  He presented himself as the one fulfilling the papal plan including the holding of a general council in Constantinople.  He does not hesitate to note that “…we have now learned that you invited the rebellious Greeks to a council as if you foresaw these things, although we seem to have meanwhile taken different ways.”

Most historians have followed the Gesta idea that little could be done after the fact by Innocent.

The first problem with that argument is that this would be true if it only happened at Constantinople. “The popes made a determined bid for power in the Baltic world between 1198 and 1268. Their concern showed itself most clearly in two ways: in their attempts to mould the conquered lands on theocratic lines, and in their attempts to coerce the Russians into adopting Latin Christianity.”

Innocent’s programme for Livonia had not solved the problem of how to maintain an unwelcome mission. He believed that force should be used only to protect it, and repudiated the old-fashioned idea of conversion at the point of the sword. But at Riga, and on the Vistula, the missions were situated among peoples for whom raiding and plundering were normal incidents in the annual routine. The choice for the missionary was either to dig in, surround himself by a stockade and a military escort, and hope that prospective converts would come to him (in which case, as Bishop Christian found in Prussia, progress would be extremely slow) or else to join in, take sides, offer weapons and military help along with baptism, and establish a lordship (in which case progress of a kind could be spectacular, as with Bishop Albert in Livonia).


The techniques of warfare were no different in the Northern Crusades as they were in the Fourth Crusade.  Innocent accepted the evils of war to attain the desired results.


What Innocent did after the fact is what created the division between the Catholic and Orthodox Churches.  We have seen the strong emotions.  The split was in the heart of the people. As Runciman observes:

This was a disaster from which Byzantium never properly recovered and which it never forgave.  So, though almost every Emperor, both while the empire was in exile in Nicaea and after the recapture of Constantinople in 1261, tried to keep the door open for reunion, the vast majority of his subjects would now never countenance any compromise with the West.  The opposition was strongest among the lesser clergy; for wherever the Latins had established themselves they had installed a Latin upper hierarchy which tried to force Latin practices and Latin doctrines upon Orthodox congregations.


The hostility is due to what Innocent failed to do.  First, he did not demand the return of sacred objects that were looted. 
   This looting continued for sixty years.
  These treasures of the East now became the treaures of the Latin Church. The Gothic Cathedral of Notre Dame in Amiens, largest in France, was built to contain the looted head of St. John the Baptist. Cartloads of gold and silver from Santa Sophia found their way into the Vatican treasury.  Innocent could have returned this wealth to rebuild the city, but did not. 
 Amalfi, Italy took the head of St. Andrew the First-Called from the Church of the Holy Apostles. The bishop of Soissons shipped home the head of St. Stephen and a relic of St. John. The remains of St. Clement, looted from the Church of St. Theodosia, were taken to Cluny. St. Albans received the relics of St. Marina. Halbstadt claimed the relics of St. James. The True Cross was divided up among the barons, with a portion sent to the pope, and another fragment taken to Paris.  A gold and enamel reliquary encrusted with jewels, containing a fragment of the Wood wound up in a nunnery in Steuben. 

Lost forever was the omaphorion of the Theotokos, as was her zone (cincture) and the wonder-working icon. Gone or destroyed -- the relics of St. Luke and St. Timothy and no trace of the relics of St. John Chrysostom. An altar cloth with the relic of St. Paul was missing. Nothing is known of the stone seat of St. Mark.

From the Monastery of the Pantacrator the Venetians acquired for themselves a group of exquisite gem-crusted enamel cameos, (a vast collection of panagias), to enhance the Palo D'Oro, an elaborate Byzantine bejeweled gold screen which was used in the Cathedral in Venice to cover the relics of St. Mark. (St. Mark was stolen from Alexandria in the ninth century). Venice still today is home to the four glided bronze horses, cast in Constantine's time, which once stood in the Hippodrome; now they are atop St. Mark's basilica.
 

The bigger problem caused by Pope Innocent was the placing of Latin bishops in Byzantine sees. According to Runciman, the real beginning of evils between the Latin and Greek Churches was the Crusader tendency to install Latin Rite bishops into sees that had once been occupied by Greeks.  Gradually, this led to overlapping jurisdiction, bishops in exile, and finally the end of intercommunion between the two rites.

Innocent hoped that the introduction of the Latin hierarchy would prove an effective step towards the union of eastern and western Christendom.  Union he defined as Roman. He seemed to think that the Greek clergy in the new Latin Empire would be willing to remain in office and would recognize the papal plenitudo potestatis, thus in effect being absorbed into the Roman Church. “As the empire has been handed over (from the Greeks to the Latins), so must the rites of the priesthood be changed. Thus Ephraim having returned to Judah casts away the old leavened bread and is nourished on the unleavened bread of sincerity” so Innocent wrote on 15 May 1205 to the Emperor Baldwin I.  

It is true that he urged the Latins to show tolerance towards Greek rites and usages, provided there was recognition of papal primacy, but what he had in mind was the ultimate Romanization of the Greek Church. If the Byzantines did not fully appreciate, or at least allow for, the steady growth of papal claims from the eleventh century onwards, neither did Innocent understand the strength of Orthodox traditions and the tenacity with which these were guarded.
 

The papacy made various attempts to get the Greeks in Constantinople to recognize the Pope and the Venetian Patriarch of Constantinople Morosini and thus eliminate the awkwardness of a dual regime. Several meetings
 were held in Constantinople during the years 1204–6. The first was under the guidance of the legate Peter Capuano. Towards the end of 1204 Peter and the higher Latin clergy met a group of Greek priests, monks, and laymen in Hagia Sophia. The Byzantines represented by John Mesarites, a leading figure in the monastic party, made it clear that papal supremacy was unacceptable and reminded the Latins that the Greeks had their own Patriarch, John X Camaterus living in Nicaea who was still alive though inactive due to ill health and age. Peter Capuano had no success, and he had not even gotten a papal mandate as he had come unsolicited from Syria. In 1205 Innocent III replaced him with a legate having full authority to organize the Church throughout the Latin conquests.  Cardinal Benedict of Santa Susanna, who was an insightful diplomatic man.  His whole endeavor was more carefully planned and had a wider scope.  He brought with him an interpreter,  monk Nicholas of Otranto and Greek books.  The bilingual Nicholas had been used on various occasions in the negotiations between the Greeks and Latins, both in Constantinople and at the court of Nicaea. He recognized Rome but had pro-Byzantine sympathies as his treatises on the filioque and the disputed Latin usages show.
 Benedict traveled by way of Thebes, Athens, and Thessalonica. He seems to have made a point of having discussion with the Greeks.  Along the way in Thessalonica he was particularly impressed by “the learned and holy men” with whom he conferred among whom was probably the displaced archbishop of Athens, Michael Choniates. In Thessalonica the atmosphere was particularly favorable under the regency of Margaret of Hungary, widow of Boniface of Montferrat. When she had married Isaac II Angelus she had moved from the Latin Church of her upbringing to the Orthodox, and then on marrying the crusader ruler of Thessalonica she moved back again, though she retained a marked partiality for the Greek churchmen in the newly-founded Latin kingdom, even incurring Latin censure.
 Benedict may have thought that some such accommodation might be reached with the Greek Church in general if only it would recognize papal supremacy and the Latin Patriarch of Constantinople.  He may have been further encouraged by the submission of Bishop Theodore of Euboea. But events in Constantinople rapidly proved him wrong. Three short meetings were held in 1206 in the patriarchal residence now occupied by Morosini. The first on 30 August turned on Morosini’s demand for recognition and the papal primacy. In return for this he was prepared to allow the customary Byzantine veneration of one of their cherished icons (the Theotokos Hodegetria) which he had removed to Hagia Sophia. “The Byzantine spokesman on this occasion was Nicholas Mesarites, whose brother John had led the opposition to the Latins in the 1204 discussion with Peter Capuano.  In fact it is Nicholas’s funeral oration on his brother, who died in 1207, that supplies much of the information on the Greek point of view.”
 The Greek arguments were drawn from a treatise Against those saying that Rome is the first see.
 At the second meeting on 29 September Cardinal Benedict was present and was faced by a throng of monks not only from the capital but from the countryside round the sea of Marmora. As on other occasions, they were the unswerving supporters of the opposition. Their spokesman was John Mesarites. When faced by the legate’s direct question “Why do you not obey the Patriarch sent by the Pope who is the head of all churches?” This implied commemoration in the liturgy, the reply was that they had their own Patriarch and since his death they had no one to commemorate. This was followed by reiterating the arguments against the papal claim to universal jurisdiction maintaining that the true head of all the Churches was Christ
.  This staunch position angered  Benedict. He gave the Byzantines two days to think over the problem and on 2 October the third and final meeting was held. “The result was unsatisfactory both to the legate and to Morosini.  In fact Nicholas of Otranto writing about this meeting said that the Romans felt that it was useless to try to discuss points of dogma with the Byzantines.”
 These demands must have helped to clarify everything for the Byzantines. First, they again staunchly repudiated papal claims to universal jurisdiction.  Then significantly referred to those who had fled to join Theodore Lascaris in Nicaea, which  to them was where the future for the Byzantines was.  “According to Nicholas Mesarites the Byzantines were so moved that they declared it was even preferable to take refuge in the land of the Turks rather than to betray their true faith.”
 One last effort was made. The Byzantines appealed to the Latin Emperor, Henry of Flanders, for help. He was liked and the Byzantines in Constantinople openly acknowledged him as their secular Lord. They asked him to permit them to elect their own Patriarch. Henry felt it was beyond his competence, much as he wished to improve the situation. They wrote to Innocent III asking also to elect their own Greek Patriarch.  As an enticement they offered that this should be followed by a council in which the differences between the two Churches could be discussed. If they could elect their Patriarch they further offered to acclaim the Pope at the end of the liturgy like that of a secular ruler prior to the council, and hoped for the time when his name could then be placed in the diptychs and commemorated in the anaphora. No reply was received from Innocent and without his response this opportunity for reunification was lost. In any case according to Hussey and Louth it could hardly have been acceptable to Innocent.  


This left in Constantinople a Latin hierarchy
 with Greek and Latin priests
 and a Greek hierarchy in exile with Greek clergy. 
  This was not the situation with the Northern Crusades because in most cases they were dealing with pagans and had Russian Greek Christians as trading partners.  But there the attitude of Innocent was continued by his successor, Honorius III, who decreed that the Greek Rite was not to be allowed in any lands controlled by the Latins.
 With dual hierarchies and dual clergy we have the foundation of two churches.

Innocent III’s last opportunity was the Lateran Council.  No Greeks were present at this Council.

Pope Innocent III’s vision of one Roman Church provided the foundation for a Roman Catholic Church and a Byzantine Orthodox Church.

( Rev. Jonathan Morse, PhD is a priest of the Eparchy of St. Nicholas in Chicago (Ukrainian) and serves as a Clinical Staff Chaplain at the Veterans’ Administration Hospitals in Maryland and is a Major in the United States Army Reserves.
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No one was without a share in the grief. In the alleys, in the streets, in the temples, complaints, weeping, lamentations, grief, the groaning of men, the shrieks of women, wounds, rape, captivity, the separation of those most closely united. Nobles wandered about ignominiously, those of venerable age in tears, the rich in poverty. Thus it was in the streets, on the corners, in the temple, in the dens, for no place remained unassailed or defended the suppliants. All places everywhere were filled full of all kinds of crime. Oh, immortal God, how great the afflictions of the men, how great the distress ! "The Fourth Crusade" Translations, pp. 15-16. Orginally found in Chroniates, Nicetas: Atexii Ducae Imperium, ch. iiiiv, in Recueil des historiens des Croisades, hist. grec., I, 397. Greek.


� See also Villehardouin who quotes the clergy as saying “Wherefore we tell you that this war is lawful and just and that if you have a right intention in conquering this land, to bring it into the Roman obedience, all those who die after confession shall have part in the indulgence granted by the Pope.”


� "The Fourth Crusade" Translations and Reprints from the Original Sources in European History, Dana Carlton Munro, ed. and trans., vol. III, no. 1 (University of Pennsylvania, 1907), pp. 13-14. Original found in Robert de Clari, ch. lxxiilxxiii, in Hopf: Chroniques, pp. 5758. Old French.


� [Text in italics is the text found in the paper to show it in context.]To Peter, Cardinal Priest of the Title of St. Marcellus, Legate of the Apostolic See.


We were not a little astonished and disturbed to bear that you and our beloved son the Cardinal Priest of the Title of St. Praxida and Legate of the Apostolic See, in fear of the looming perils of the Holy Land, have left the province of Jerusalem (which, at this point is in such great need) and that you have gone by ship to Constantinople. And now we see that what we dreaded has occurred and what we feared has come to pass.... For you, who ought to have looked for help for the Holy Land, you who should have stirred up others, both by word and by example, to assist the Holy Land ­ on your own initiative you sailed to Greece, bringing in your footsteps riot only the pilgrims, but even the natives of the Holy Land who came to Constantinople, following our venerable brother, the Archbishop of Tyre. When you had deserted it, the Holy Land remained destitute of men, void of strength. Because of you, its last state was worse than the first, for all its friends deserted with you; nor was there any admirer to console it.... We ourselves were not a little agitated and, with reason, we acted against you, since you had fallen in with this counsel and because you had deserted the Land which the Lord consecrated by his presence, the land in which our King marvelously performed the mystery of our redemption....


It was your duty to attend to the business of your legation and to give careful consideration, not to the capture of the Empire of Constantinople, but rather to the defense of what is left of the Holy Land and, with the Lord's leave, the restoration of what has been lost. We made you our representative and we sent you to gain, not temporal, but rather eternal riches. And for this purpose, our brethren provided adequately for your needs.


We have just beard and discovered from your letters that you have absolved from their pilgrimage vows and their crusading obligations all the Crusaders who have remained to defend Constantinople from last March to the present. It is impossible not to be moved against you, for you neither should nor could give any such absolution.


Whoever suggested such a thing to you and how did they ever lead your mind astray?. . .


How, indeed, is the Greek church to be brought back into ecclesiastical union and to a devotion for the Apostolic See when she has been beset with so many afflictions and persecutions that she sees in the Latins only an example of perdition and the works of darkness, so that she now, and with reason, detests the Latins more than dogs? As for those who were supposed to be seeking the ends of Jesus Christ, not their own ends, whose swords, which they were supposed to use against the pagans, are now dripping with Christian blood ­ they have spared neither age nor sex. They have committed incest, adultery, and fornication before the eyes of men. They have exposed both matrons and virgins, even those dedicated to God, to the sordid lusts of boys. Not satisfied with breaking open the imperial treasury and plundering the goods of princes and lesser men, they also laid their hands on the treasures of the churches and, what is more serious, on their very possessions. They have even ripped silver plates from the altars and have hacked them to pieces among themselves. They violated the holy places and have carried off crosses and relics. .


Furthermore, under what guise can we call upon the other Western peoples for aid to the Holy Land and assistance to the Empire of Constantinople? When the Crusaders, having given up the proposed pilgrimage, return absolved to their homes; when those who plundered the aforesaid Empire turn back and come home with their spoils, free of guilt; will not people then suspect that these things have happened, not because of the crime involved, but because of your deed? Let the Lord's word not be stifled in your mouth. Be not like a dumb dog, unable to bark. Rather, let them speak these things publicly, let them protest before everyone, so that the more they rebuke you before God and on God's account, the more they will find you simply negligent. As for the absolution of the Venetian people being falsely accepted, against ecclesiastical rules, we will not at present argue with you....


Given July 12


Pope Innocent III, Ep 136, Patrologia Latina 215, 669-702, translated by James Brundage, The Crusades: A Documentary History, (Milwaukee, WI: Marquette University Press, 1962), 208-09


� "The Fourth Crusade" Translations, p. 20 Originally in Epistolae, Bk. viii, No. 63, in Tessier: Diversion, etc., pp. 2356. Latin.


� Deeds. pp 38-39.


� Northern Crusades, Loc. 2628-30


� Ibid. 2669-75.


� Runciman, Great Captivity, p. 84.


� This list is just one of the accounts of what was looted from the city by one person.


List of Relics Stolen by Abbot Martin during the Sack of Constantinople 


Therefore “Blessed be the Lord God, who only doeth wondrous things,” who in His unspeakable kindness and mercy has looked upon and made glorious His church at Paris through certain gifts of His grace, which he deigned to transmit to us through the venerable man, already so frequently mentioned, abbot Martin. In the presence of these the church exults and by their protection any soul faithful to God is aided and assisted. In order that the readers’ trust in these may be strengthened, we have determined to give a partial list. 


First, of the highest importance and worthy of all veneration: A trace of the blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was shed for redemption of all mankind. 


Second, a piece of the cross of our Lord on which the Son of the Father, the new Adam, sacrificed for us, paid the debt of the old Adam. 


Third, a not inconsiderable piece of St. John, the forerunner of a Lord. 


Fourth, the arm of St. James, the Apostle, whose memory is venerated by the whole church.


There were also relics of other saints, whose names are as follows:


Christopher, the martyr.


George, the martyr.


Theodore, the martyr.


The foot of St. Cosmas, the martyr


Part of the head of Cyprian, the martyr


Pantaleon, the martyr


A tooth of St. Lawrence


Demetrius, the martyr.


Stephen, the proto-martyr. 


Vincentius, Adjutus, Mauritius and his companions.


Crisantius and Darius, the martyrs. 


Gervasius and Protasius, the martyrs. 


Primus, the martyr.


Sergius and Bacchus, the martyrs. 


Protus, the martyr. 


John and Paul, the martyrs. 


Also relics from the following: the place of the Nativity of our Lord; Calvary; our Lord's sepulchre; the stone rolled away; the place of our Lord's ascension; the stone on which John stood when he baptized the Lord; the spot where Christ raised Lazarus; the stone on which Christ was presented in the temple; the stone on which Jacob slept; the stone where Christ fasted; the stone where Christ prayed; the table on which Christ ate supper; the place where He was captured; the place where the mother of our Lord died; His grave; the grave of St. Peter, the apostle; the relics of the holy apostles, Andrew and Philip; the place where the Lord gave the law to Moses; the holy patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; St. Nicholas, the bishop; Adelasius, the bishop; Agricius, the bishop; John Chrysostom; John, the almsgiver; the milk of the mother of our Lord; Margaret, the virgin; Perpetua, the virgin; Agatha, the virgin; Agnes, the virgin; Lucia, the virgin; Cecilia, the virgin; Adelgundis and Euphemia, the virgins. 


Written and sealed -- in this year of our Lord's incarnation, 1205, in the reign of Philip, King of the Roman's, Innocent the supreme pontiff presiding over the holy Roman church, -- under the direction of the bishops Lutholdus of Basel and Henry of Strassburg. 


Dana C. Munro, "The Fourth Crusade ", Translations and Reprints from the Original Sources of European History, Vol 3:1, (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1901), 18-19.


� Cooke, Nicholas. “The Sack of Constantinople” � HYPERLINK "http://aggreen.net/church_history/1204_sack.html" ��http://aggreen.net/church_history/1204_sack.html�  August 27, 2013.


� One of the significant problems was that the metals were removed from the roofs of the churches in which the common people worshipped.  This removal caused water to leak in and destroy the buildings.


� Cooke.


� Ibid.


� Cf: Louth.


� Cf. Ibid.


� Cf. Houck, J.M and Loenertz, R.J. Nickolaus-Nektarios von Otranto Abt conCasole. (Ettal. 1965).


� Cf. Louth. Loc. 4730.


� Ibid.


� It has been claimed that it is the work of the Patriarch Photius. Gordillo, Mauritius. “Photius et Primatus Romanus. Num Photius habendus sit auctor opusculi ‘Pros tous legonatas os e Rome thronos protos’?” Orientalia Christiana Periodica, (Rome) 6 (1940).  pp. 5-39.


� Cf. Louth. 4732.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Latins had to deal with the disturbed conditions created by the rift between the two branches of the Christian Church. At the higher level of diocesan organization this meant the appointment of Latin metropolitans and suffragans in the deserted sees and to some extent the rearrangement of the dioceses. It meant making provision for the western religious orders who came flooding in, finding out where Greek monasteries had been deserted or could be taken over by the Latins and which Greek abbots had promised obedience to Rome, if only by lip-service, ascertaining where cathedral chapters could be filled with Latin nominees. Generally the Greek monasteries were left unharassed. For instance the former archbishop of Athens corresponded freely with houses in his old diocese, Kaisariani and St John the Hunter, both on the slopes of Mount Hymettus. Cf. Wolff, R. L., “The Organization of the Latin Patriarchate of Constantinople, 1204-1261”. Traditio, 6 (1848) p. 48,


� The Partheon of Ancient Greece in Athens became the Latin Cathedral of Notre Dame, which Innocent hoped would follow the customs of the Latin Cathedral of Notre Dame of Paris.


� Most of the Byzantine bishops in the conquered lands shared the views expressed in the capital. Innocent’s instructions were that bishops already consecrated were to be left undisturbed provided that they swore obedience to the papacy (which of course included the Latin metropolitans and Patriarch). The full Latin rite with unction was not to be insisted on for those already consecrated. When the Latin archbishop of Athens tried to impose this on the Greek Theodore of Euboea (who had submitted to Rome) he lost his case. But very few of the Greek prelates accepted papal primacy of jurisdiction. Most left their sees and either went to Byzantine centers, such as Nicaea and Epirus, or they drifted from place to place in comparative poverty, like the former archbishop of Athens, Michael Choniates, who wandered round and then lived for some years near Athens on the rather bleak island of Kea (which was in Greek hands).


� As found in Northern Crusades.





