
Anselm of Canterbury and
seim of Havelberg :

the Controversy ıth the Greeks

St Anselm and Anselm of Havelberg wıthın half cCentury
of ONC another [WO 1SSUES of doectrine where there WEIC important
dıfferences between TeEE and Latın Christians: the procession of the
Holy Spirıt and the UuUs«c of leavened unleavened Trea! In the
celebratıon of the Eucharist. Durıng the intervening decades these
atters had become topıcs of SOTINC eneral interest in the chools
mong the scholars of the mıd-twelfth Century Anselm of Havelberg

hımself as valuable candıdate for cComparıson wıth Anselm
of Canterbury. When set theır works sıde by sıde it becomes clear
hat INan Y of theır about method and subject-matter AdICc
COINIMON Yet Anselm of Havelberg Sa  > the dıfficulties involved in
1g quıte dıfferent from that In 1C they presented themselves
St Anselm The change of emphasıs thıs reflects has 200d deal LO
tell us about the dırection of the developments in theological debate
during the first decades of the welfth cCentury Anselm of Havelberg
wrıtes d INan of h1s tıme, and yel ın certaın hıs achıevement
1S remarkably or1ıgınal ON  @ oug he Wds for tiıme student al
Aa0on where St Anselm’s work Was known and althoug he Was

intiımate of the apa COUurtT, where, agaın, copıes of Anselm’s works
WEIC avallable °), he AaPDPPCAIs LO ave worked out h1s VIEWS the
procession of the Holy Spirıt quıte independently.

The princıpal dıfference between the WAaYyS in 1C the LWO scholars
went about theır task LO ave laın in the fact that Anselm of
Canterbury had almost certamly not held formal discussions ıth

Anseim of Havelberg Dialogus ed ale'! (Parıs bıbliography for
Anselm 15 gıven IDId., DE

LOTTIN, Psychologie el morale AUX WITS el ACTT. siecles (Gembloux 233
S22 for example, and SCcC Outhern St Anselm and ALS Biographer (Cambrıidge

D, 6
The De Incarnatione Verbi and the C ur Deus Homo WOCIC both sent an 11

when they WEIC finıshed. See Anselmi )pera Omnia ed Schmuiıtt (Rome/Edinburgh
1938-68) vols., Il 5), e and
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advocates of the Tee viewpoint, ıle Anselm of Havelberg dıd
MOSstT conscientiously and al SOTI1C length. has always een somethıng
of mMYySteTrY that Anselm WAas invıted by the Pope refute the VIEWS
of the Greeks al the Councıl of arı Whether he encountered actual
holders of the TeEEC doctrine there OT whether he spoke the basıs
of what he had read of theır opını1ons 18 nOoLt clear from the De
Processione Spiritus Sancti, 1C. he SOINC later at the
request of those who had ear hım spea The treatise o€es nOoL take
the form of 1alogue and the interpolatıons Anselm antıcıpates from
those who dıisagree ıth hım take the rather form e QqULS
vult dicere*), « But ıf ANVONC whiıshes say , Ouod SI dicunt
« If they Eadmer SayS in hıs Life of St Anselm that he Was

persuaded Dy the Pope’ to confute the Greeks iın ratıonal and catholıc
dısputation : rationabili catholica disputatione ®), but the word
disputatio dıd not al thıs tiıme clearly-define techniıcal
ASs ıt Was do later, and ıt AaPPCAaIs INOTE lıkely that Anselm SaVC
address, than hat he conducted publıc debate Aas Anselm of Havelberg
later dıd The possı1bilıty that Anselm of Canterbury discussed the
matter ıth holders of the opposing VIEW cCannot be dısmissed; he
begıns hıs treatise ıth clear statement of the [WO princıples of 1C
he intends to ase what he has to Sa y the Greeks deny that the Holy
Spirıt proceeds f{from the Son, and they do not accept the Latın authoritıies
(doctores NOSLFOS Latinos) whom Latın Chrıstians follow in adopting
theır OW standpoıint. But the objections he antıcıpates do noL, the
whole, have the flavour of atters raısed in lıve argument, CVCN though
Eadmer SaySs in the Historia OVOrumM that the Pope called uDON hım

ddress °  those Greeks whom YOU SCC tryıng take AaWdY the
Church’’s honour‘’ SUUAM integritatem vides Graecos 1SLOS Conarı adimere,
and there IMaYy ell ave een holders of the ree opınıon present :
MOoOLA est quaedam quaestio Graecorum, «a question Was put

behalf of the Greeks», «who made Man Yy objections» ’).

2.204.13
2.205.18

The speech al the Counscıl of Barı 1S desceribed by Eadmer, Eadmer’s Life of
St Anselm ed Outhern (London 112-3, Historia O0VYOrum ed Rule,
Rolls Series (1884) and ın the Anonymi Barenstis Chronicon, Rerum
Italicarum Scriptores ed Murator ı (new edıtıon ed Carduccı and Fıorinı

Historia Novorum, 04-5
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By there Can be ou al all of Anselm of Havelberg’s
opportunıty LO talk holders of the TE VIEW. In 135 he Was sent
A ambassador 18 Constantiınople In h1ıs Dialogus nOoTt only hI1s
opponen Nechıtes, Archbıshop of Nıcomedia., 1S named, but alsSO the
three earned Latıns who understood both Tee and Latın and who
WEIC present A wıtnesses hat Was sa1d James of Venice, Burgundıius
of 1sa and Moses of Pergamum Anselm CVCNMN o1VvESs the dates of the
COonversatıons 10) He has one everythıng he Can LO g1ve verisımılıtude

hıs account and sSshow that ere 1S schoolroom 1alogue,
discussıon ıth hypothetical opponent **), but the frunt of actual

debate
ere 1S second AdICad of Con In the spırıt In IC the [WO

Anselms ave approached theır task FOor Anselm of Canterbury it
WAaS, almost certamly, not VEIY welcome task He carrıed ıt out irom

of duty At the time when he Was invıted LO spea al the
Counsıl of arı he Was SET1 workıng the subject-matter of the
Cur Deus Homo, and he ave inıshe' the appendix that
work., the De Conceptu Virginali, before he completed the treatise De
Processione Spiritus Sanctı IC represents the polıshe: version of hıs
speech al arı He WAäs, in other words, busy wıth other work.
The treatıse ıth the hope that hıs TeC Oopponents 11l be
wiıllıng be Convınced, and not determıined al all COSTS LO WIN hat
Can only be Victory DFO INaNI Vıctorıa contendere **).
Throughout the work Anselm consıders consclenti0usly all the possıble
objections the Greeks May ralse, but there AdIC only occasıonal indıcations
that he hıimself derıved pleasure from the task. where novel method
of demonstratıon has occurred LO hım Thıs Was nol, in other words,

subject Anselm had chosen for hımself; NOT Wads it ONC IC he
WOU CVCT ave needed wrıte had he not been made that
arge body of Christians WEIC in C} and that it Was hI1ıs duty LIrYy
IO put them right **).

For Anselm of Havelberg the 1ssue Wdas of burnıng interest. Perhaps it
had een brought alıve for hım by hıs encounters wıth eastern Christlans.

Dialogus,
88.1163

10) 85.1163, cf. Dialogus,
ll) number of the contemporary dialogues between Christians and Jews

Christians and gentiles T 0081% actual protagonist.
12)
13) DA
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Certamly he ave felt that although he Was noTl qualıified
wriıte about ıt DYy personal knowledge of the ree Janguage and the
tTee Fathers, he Was unıquely well-equıipped LO CONVECYV the Latın
WOT what the Greeks ehneve because he had made pecı1al]l study
of theır VIEWS, because he had consulted CXpertSs In both languages,
and because he had hımself had SOMINE UCCECSS (accordıng tO the
Dialogus aCCount) in bringing about Convers1ions. He Was inspıred Dy h1s
achıevement LO wriıte prelımınary book IC forms Book of the
Dialogus In 1C he discusses the gran hıstorical and theological1SSuUeSs raısed Dy the ex1istence of dıfferences of opınıon wıthın the
Church St Anselm’s VIEW had always been that where dıfferences
exısted reflection WOU show eıther that they WeTIC ıllusory, and that
there Was dıfference In realıty al all, else that the CITOTS of those
who held opınıon Out of keeping wıth the orthodox VIEW WOUu be
made plaın LO them Dy reasonıng; 11CE hat Wds done, Anselm beliıeved,
they WOU aCccept the orthodox view **). Thıs Was attıtude 1C ıt
became increasingly dıfficult for hım LO maımntaın ın later dSs he
Wds brought INOTEC forcıbly nto contact wıth INnen who dıd nNnOoT
wıth hım, but ıt remaıned substantıially his posıtion LO the end 15)

For Anselm of Havelberg the existence of the Tee belıevers
constıituted intellectual challenge ; ıt also provıde stimulus
thought about hat WeTIEC in hıs day topıcal 1Ssues of hıstorical theology
Solent plerıque mirarı, el in quaestionem ONCeTC, SE interrogando NO  — solum

S1b1, et1am alııs scandalumAnselm of Canterbury and Anselm of Havelberg  161  Certainly he seems to have felt that although he was not qualified to  write about it by a personal knowledge of the Greek language and the  Greek Fathers, he was uniquely well-equipped to convey to the Latin  world what the Greeks believed because he had made a special study  of their views, because he had consulted experts in both languages,  and because he had himself had some success (according to the  Dialogus account) in bringing about conversions. He was inspired by his  achievement to write a preliminary book — which forms Book I of the  Dialogus — in which he discusses the grand historical and theological  issues raised by the existence of differences of opinion within the  Church. St. Anselm’s view had always been’that where differences  existed reflection would show either that they were illusory, and that  there was no difference in reality at all, or else that the errors of those  who held an opinion out of keeping with the orthodox view would be  made plain to them by reasoning; once that was done, Anselm believed,  they would accept the orthodox view!*). This was an attitude which it  became increasingly difficult for him to maintain in later years, as he  was brought more forcibly into contact with men who did not agree  with him, but it remained substantially his position to the end 2  For Anselm of Havelberg the existence of the Greek believers  constituted an intellectual challenge; it also provided a stimulus to  thought about what were in his day topical issues of historical theology :  Solent plerique mirari, et in quaestionem ponere, et interrogando non solum  sibi, verum etiam aliis scandalum generare ... Quare tot novitates in Ecclesia Dei  fiunt/®)?  «Many men are in the habit of wondering, and posing the question  (and they cause not only themselves but others to meet a stumbling-  block when they ask) ... why so many novelties occur in the Church  of God?» In attempting the answer this question he discourses on  the working out of God’s purposes in history. There is nothing like  this to be found anywhere in St. Anselm’s writings. That is not surprising.  1*) See his discussions of the differences in usage between Greeks and Latins in  talking about the substance and Persons of the Trimity: S 181418 S 2.35-5-9,  S 4.96.23-97.47, Letter 204. The Cur Deus Homo was written to bring the infideles to  orthodox faith by means of reasonable argument, S. 2.48.6-9.  '5) From the time, just before he was made Archbishop of Canterbury, when  Anselm drafted the De Incarnatione Verbi in response to Roscelin’s accusations, he  found himself more and more often obliged to encounter opponents as well as friends  in the world of theological debate and ecclesiastical politics.  16) Dialogus, p. 34.Quare LOL novıtates In Eccles1ia DeI1
f1unt

«Many INen dIc ın the habıt of wondering, and posing the question(and they noTt only themselves but others 18 meet stumblıng-0CC when they ask)Anselm of Canterbury and Anselm of Havelberg  161  Certainly he seems to have felt that although he was not qualified to  write about it by a personal knowledge of the Greek language and the  Greek Fathers, he was uniquely well-equipped to convey to the Latin  world what the Greeks believed because he had made a special study  of their views, because he had consulted experts in both languages,  and because he had himself had some success (according to the  Dialogus account) in bringing about conversions. He was inspired by his  achievement to write a preliminary book — which forms Book I of the  Dialogus — in which he discusses the grand historical and theological  issues raised by the existence of differences of opinion within the  Church. St. Anselm’s view had always been’that where differences  existed reflection would show either that they were illusory, and that  there was no difference in reality at all, or else that the errors of those  who held an opinion out of keeping with the orthodox view would be  made plain to them by reasoning; once that was done, Anselm believed,  they would accept the orthodox view!*). This was an attitude which it  became increasingly difficult for him to maintain in later years, as he  was brought more forcibly into contact with men who did not agree  with him, but it remained substantially his position to the end 2  For Anselm of Havelberg the existence of the Greek believers  constituted an intellectual challenge; it also provided a stimulus to  thought about what were in his day topical issues of historical theology :  Solent plerique mirari, et in quaestionem ponere, et interrogando non solum  sibi, verum etiam aliis scandalum generare ... Quare tot novitates in Ecclesia Dei  fiunt/®)?  «Many men are in the habit of wondering, and posing the question  (and they cause not only themselves but others to meet a stumbling-  block when they ask) ... why so many novelties occur in the Church  of God?» In attempting the answer this question he discourses on  the working out of God’s purposes in history. There is nothing like  this to be found anywhere in St. Anselm’s writings. That is not surprising.  1*) See his discussions of the differences in usage between Greeks and Latins in  talking about the substance and Persons of the Trimity: S 181418 S 2.35-5-9,  S 4.96.23-97.47, Letter 204. The Cur Deus Homo was written to bring the infideles to  orthodox faith by means of reasonable argument, S. 2.48.6-9.  '5) From the time, just before he was made Archbishop of Canterbury, when  Anselm drafted the De Incarnatione Verbi in response to Roscelin’s accusations, he  found himself more and more often obliged to encounter opponents as well as friends  in the world of theological debate and ecclesiastical politics.  16) Dialogus, p. 34.why INan Y novelties in the Church
of God?y» In attempting the AdNSWer thıs question he discourses
the workıng Out of In hıstory ere 1Ss nothing 1ke
thıs tO be OUnN:! anywhere In St Anselm’s wrıtings. That 1S nNnOot surprising.

14) See hıs discussions of the dıfferences in between Greeks and Latıns Intalkıng about the substance and Persons of the Irmity : 1.8.14-18, -S-  94.96.23-97.47, Letter 204 The Cur Deus Homo Was wrıtten bring the infidelesorthodox al by of reasonable argument,15) From the tıme, Just before he Was made Archbishop of Canterbury, whenAnselm drafted the De Incarnatione Verbi ın reSPONSC Roscelin’s acCcusat1ons, hefound hımself Inore and Inore often oblıged enCounter OppoOnents ell TIiendsin the WOT. of theological debate and eccles1iastical polıtics.16) Dialogus,
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Anselm of Havelberg 15 respondıng tO convention of h1s OW day
IN tryıng interpret sacred hıstory In thıs WAaY, and LO ınk it ıth
Contemporary events<): preoccupatıon wıth what 15 NeEeW 15

already In the tıtle of Eadmer’s Historia /Novorum, h1s ‘hıstory
of recent events’, but Eadmer o€es 81011 Lry CONSIrucCct phılosophy
of hıstory round hıs narratıve. Yet Anselm of Havelberg has een
prompte Dy h1s wıth the Greeks 1n hard about the place
of the phenomenon of doectrinal diısagreement In the dıvine clan ; he has
wrıtten orıgınal work f hıstorıcal eology In the first book of the
Dialogus, ASs ell dS discussion of the actual doctrinal dıfferences he
has attempted resolve.

The subject-matter of the debate wıth the Greeks Was ıtself of
greaftfer interest In the mıddle of the welfth CENTLUCY than ıt had
een ın Anselm of Canterbury’s day al least AS topıc fOor debate ın
the chools de Ghellinck hat d result of the debates OVeT

the filioque clause certaın UNcCa”asc had into the chools about the
uUsc of ree authoriıties and the interpretation and borrowing of Tee
erms 18) What Wäds saıd DYy the Greeks Was al best less authoriıtatıve
MINUS authenticum *?), and al CITONCOUS In the absence of
COININON knowledge of Tee it Was dıfficult for an Y systematıc study
of the Tee Fathers throw 1g. the strengths and weaknesses
of theır work. Robert of eliun professes hımself ignorant of the 1T68
language **), and there WEeIC comparatıvely few INenNn who COUuU stand
beside Anselm of Havelberg’s Greek-speaking Latın scholars.
language-barrier existed, despite the actıve interest early and mıd-twelfth
CeNLUrY scholars sSshow in TE erms Thierry of Chartres and the
COomMMentators of hıs “school’ ralise number of pomnts of techniıcal
terminology, where the Tee word 1s compared ıth the Latıin “*).
In the clımate of developing interest ın language and in technıcal erms
in 10 Contemporary scholars worked., the slıghtest acquamntance ıth
TeE USagcs Wds of TeES interest and value.

Behind these d1scuss10ns, however, lay the shadow of the filioque
CONtroversy (and, tO lesser extent, the disagreement about the UuUscC of

17) Smalley « Ecclesiastical attıtudes novelty c.1100-c.1250» Studies INn Church
History E (1975) has discussed SOINC of the Contemporary VIEWS of novelty18) GHELLINCK, Le MOuvement theologique du C” siecle (Bruges 402

19) EBERHARD of BAMBERG, Letter XVI, in passagcOonN the Greeks, 193.555
20) ROBERT of MELUN, Sententiae ed MARTIN, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense

(1947)
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leavened and unleavened bread) Thierry of Chartres remarks that the
Greeks Sd Y that the Holy Spirıt proceeds from the Father but not the
Son quod falsum est): «but thıs 15 alse» el lie plures auctoritates
id consonant“>), «and INanYy other authorities ABICC», Not
OCCas1on 1789 the procession of the Holy Spirıt 15 dıscussed
provokes such cCommenL(, but it 15 dıfficult for an Y contemporary
LO leave the Tree 1eW Out of account Hugh of St Vıctor mentions it,
dS oe€es Abelard **). St Anselm’s treatıise had nNOtTt been effective
convincıng the Greeks and ringing about astıng change in theır
attıtude. Anselm of Havelberg ser10usly opes that he has achıeved what
Anselm has not “>), and In an Y CAdsec he has brought back, in SOINC

trıumph, report of ‚UCCESS from the battle front
Anselm of Havelberg has chosen the dıalogue-form for hıs Dialogus

for the sımple [CAasSon that he has actual debate LO ecount When
St Anselm employs the dıalogue in hıs earlıer works. he makes the
protagonists master and DUDI; the exercıse 1Ss ONe of teachiıng rather
thann In the C ur Deus Homo the partıcıpants ATre Anselm
hımself and hıs frıend and pPup1ı OSO 0Ug OSO
spea. for the infideles he oes noOot in fact do consistently throughout,
and the discussion into dıfferent pattern, where LWO Ti1ends
explore the solution of Varıous dıfficulties together. In Anselm of
Havelberg’s dıalogue the L[WO combatants spea in turn althoug
Anselm hımself has taken the largest share of the avaılable
and far from explorıng the 1ssue ogether they retaın theır clearly-
defined and dıstinct vliewpoints throughout. untıl the Tee concedes
Victory al each stage of the Anselm of Havelberg 1S wrıting In
the CONtemporary tradıtıon of the dialogues between Christians and
the holders of other f{aıths, after the ashıon of Giulbert Crıspin OT
Peter Abelard *°). Hıs Dialogus (although ıt m1g be saıd LO resemble

21) Commentaries Boethius DV I hierry of Chartres and his School, ed HÄRING
(Toronto 238, 240, 242 247, 248 et al

22) Ibıd., 494 _ 26-30
23) [bıd., 494 .32-3
24) Summa Sententiarum L, 6., ABELARD, I heologia Summı Boni, ed
ÖSTLENDER, Beitrage ZUF Geschichte der Philosophie un T’heologie des Mittelalters 35

(1939). 103, I heologia Christiana, ed BUYTAERT. COrpus Christianorum Continuatio
Medievalıis C (Turnhout 1V.20, 325 Ysagoge II Ecrits theologiques de ’ecole
d’Abelard, ed LANDGRAF, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense (1934) Pa S

25) 188.1209-10
26) Gisleberti Crispini Disputatio Iudei el Christiani, ed Blumenkranz (Antwerp
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Lanfranc’s earlıer 1alogue ıth Berengar In the Corpore 21 Sanzuine
Domini)*'), 1s product of early welfth CEeNTLUTY habıts of scholarshıp
St Anselm’s dıalogues ave far LLLOTC Augustinıan {lavour. Neıther
ın the De Processione Spiritus Sanctı NOT in the De Incarnatione Verbi,
where he Wds arguıng agaınst specıfic opponents, dıd Anselm of
Canterbury fiınd the jalogue the most com({fortable vehıcle for h1s
exposıtıion. Up tO poımnt, thıs 1S reflection of hıs personal preference;
but ıt indıcates. LOO, that change In attıtude had taken place by
Anselm of Havelberg day, 16 made ıt natural for hım LrYy
LO g1ve iımmedı1acy and topacalıty tO hıs lalogue Dy descr1ibing the
debate he had wıth the Greeks ASs graphically dS possıble

In certaın9 the approac of the LWO wrıters the solving
of the problem of the dıfference of opınıon wıth the Greeks, 15

superficially simılar. Anselm of Havelberg, 1ıke St Anselm, begıns by
9]ving SUMMATCY of rece1ved doctrıine. He pomnts Out that TeCeS and
Latın Chrıiıstians aCCepL that (G0d 1s three in ONC, that there dIC three
Persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirıt, and that they cshare the Ole
of TIrınıtarıan doectrine CEXCECDL the VIEW that the Holy Spirıt proceeds
from the Father and the SOn ). S{ Anselm SayS vCcLY much the
same <7): Thıs LO ave been the usua|l method O posiıng the
problem, a  oug sometimes ıt 1S one INOTEC briefly, ASs ıt 1S, for
example, Dy Abelard and Thierry of artres Abelard sımply states the
maın pomt of dıfference, that the basıs of Spiritus qu1 procedit
in ONN k5:26; the Greeks belheve that the oly Spirıt proceeds {irom
the Father alone . But HE Anselm of Havelberg and Abelard all
uUs«c thıs 4S pomt of departure for d1iscussions IC SIOW broader,
and 1C OVCOT the ole 16 of implıcatıons of thıs VIEW.,
for St Anselm ıt 1S i efinıng the 1ssue in question ASs narrowlIy
ASs possıble. He SaYyS that he 1S unwillıng LO beyond hat he has
een as do quod postulant aggrediar **). «] attempt do
what they ask ». TOom the beginnıng of hıs treatıise he makes it plaın
that ıt 15 notL congenıal hım be forced LO extend the
of hı1s tireatment of altter 1C. there WOU be need wrıte

Petrus Abaelardus Dialogus Iinter Philosophum Judaeum el Christianum ed
Ihomas (Stuttgart

27) Printed in 150
28) 88.1164
29) ILEL
30) ABELARD, I heologia Christiana, 325° Thıierry 494 _26-33
31) AI
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about al all, ıf [0)01% held the heretical VIEW. Anselm always preferred
LO what OrtANOdOX doctrine asserted, LO demonstrate Dy ICAasSson
what he and hıs fellow Latın Christians already held by al rather
than tO CdsSsC agamst alternatıve vliewpoint. ere 1S nothıngIn St Anselm’s treatıse of the sheer pleasure In CONtroVversy, the Cur10sityabout other men ’s Opin1ons, 1C 1s marked feature of the
Dialogue of Anselm of Havelberg.

Both Anselm of Havelberg and Abelard g1ve lıst of the teachıngsof earlier inkers Abelard lısts sayıngs of the Fathers from Athanasıus
and Dıdymus, Chrysostom, Augustine and Jerome **). Anselm of
Havelberg consıders the dıfferent 1N: of heretics whose teachıngs the
aC horse of the Apocalypse represents iger alra haereticorum

doctrina est>3: He lısts Arıans, Sabellıans, Nestorı1ans., followers of
Eutyches, Macedonius., Donatus, Plotinus, Manes, and polnts Out hat
there dIiec Man Yy möre . St Anselm COU NnOoL ave produce
impressive lıst eıther of patrıstic wriıters of heretics, because hıs
readıng had een much than that of eıther Abelard
Anselm of Havelberg. He certamly NECW of the Arıans and the
Sabellıans *°); but ıt 1s doubtful whether he WOU ave felt such
ıstıng of authorities of heretical viewpoints helpful. hıs agaın
dıstinguıishes hım., both personally and Aas cholar of hıs day, from
Anselm of Havelberg and Abelard, whom such exXxerclses appeare:
valuable and interesting.

urther aspect of the problem presented ıtself 18 Anselm of
Havelberg and Peter Abelard The Greeks had arrıved al theır VIEW Dy
arguıng Cadsc In theır OW. anguage, 1ıle the Latın Chriıstians had
worked Out theır posıtion In Latın The extent 1 dıscussions of
Irmitarıan doectrine WeEeIC dependent uUuDON technıcal precısion IN the us«ec
of Janguage Was clear LO St nselm *°), but he, unlıke hıs welfth
cCentury SUCCESSOTS, Wds unable take aCCount of the dıfferences
T made. Abelard poımnts Out that the dıfference of doetrine
SOCS deeper than the INeTE surface ADPCATranNCce J8 the Words : hoc es!i
CONtFrAari0o mMmoOdo, HON diverso verborum SOMNO, QU1G el HON Latine dicimus
quod Il Graece*), « I hat 1S, the EY; noOoTt merely In dıfference

32) I’heologia Christiana, 328
33) Dialogus,
34) [Ibıd.,
35)
36) 845
37) Theologia Christiana, 326, 951
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ın the sound of the word, fOr 5Sd y In Latın what they 5Sd Y in Greek »
In h1s debate, Anselm of Havelberg had tOo make practical DrovIsıOoN
for cırcumventing the dıfficulty pose Dy the language barrıer. We have
SCCI hOow he assembled bılıngual wıtnesses. He explaıns that al the VCILYV
beginnıng of the discussıon it Was decıded that he and hı1ıs TEe®E

WOU not about words and USagCS, but about
meanıngs : AON videbimur verborum observatores, sed sententiarum IN-
vestigatores 38)

He and Nechites do nOoTt succeed entirely in theır objective, but the
technical discussions drawn firom the 1C Anselm introduces
merely add addıtional dımens1ion of dıscussıon about language LO
what 18 eing saıd about dıfferences of meanıng; the en

entirely upON poıint of lıngulstic analysıs. Anselm. for instance,
er1tic1ses Nechıites’ a claım that the Holy Spirıt proceeds
irom Father and Son 1Ss tO ımply that there AIc [WO PFrinCipia in the
rınıty 1ıke thıs
anc (uam argumentatiıonem CU tam festinato enthymemate NECQUAQUAM
suscıpıendam Judıco. Ex hOcC nNnım CIO quod prem1ıssum estL, NO  —; sequıtur ıllud
falsum quod Natum est est autem quod spırıtus SAanCTtIus procedit

el 1l10, sed falsum est quod duo Ssunt princ1ıpla ; ideoque nu est
ıbı cohaerentıa 39)
«{ do notLt 1n that YOUTr wıth ıts hurrıed enthymeme 1s
be accepted. For the alse conclusıon e 1s drawn o€es not tollow
Irom the irue prem1ss. 18 Irue that the Holy Spirıt proceeds ffrom
the Father and the S50oNn, but it 15 alse hat there AICcC L[WO SOUTCES;
therefore there 1S connection between them». Anselm’s VIEW 1S
that SInNCEe Father and Son ATC ONC (GJ0d they cannot be saı1d be
INOTEC than UHUM Princıpium. He has employe hıs technical skılls of
dıaleectic LO detect the tallacy ın Nechıites’ u  entT, and althoug they
dIC dıscussıng meanıngs, ıt mMust be conceded that they AICcC actıng dSs
verborum observatores, LOO, despıte theır first intention.

More ıtems drawn Irom the study of the dIcC LO be found
throughout the lalogue. Anselm refers LO the Franspositio of the
of the Persons in SOINEC Scriptural eXTis 40) He Argucs that thıs in iıtself
mplıes that the three Persons AaTrec ONC G0d because they dICc in

' interchangeable’ in posıtion, Just dS the Holy Spirıt 1s 1r

38) 88 1164
39) 88 1166
40) 88 ] 730
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In the Irmity nOoTt in dıgnity,. but only in order : numerandı ordine?);
We meetl the dea hat the Pater, Filius and Spiritus Sanctus INAaY
be regarde dASs NOMINA defectiva, ıf Sa V that, in that the Father 1S
NnOL the Son 1NOT the Holy Spırıt, the Name "Father’ 15 deficıent :
hoc Sıf deficiens**). The Holy Spiırıt 1s saıd proceed secundum
relationem, accordıng hıs relatıon. NnOTt accordıng hıs substance
(whıch 1s COMIMMON q]] the Persons of the Trınity) NOT accordıng
LO hıs Person (whıch 1S h1s OW. qUde ad dieitur)*>). None of these
devıces topıcs for dıscussiıon 1S peculıar Anselm of Havelberg.
ese WeTITC COINMON of interest of the day In 1C the technical
princıples of the WeTEeC ppliıed the resolution of theological
problems eTEe ATIec traces of sımılar preoccupatıons ın St Anselm’s
treatıse. Anselm of Havelberg has NnOoTL oun in practice that ıt 1S
possıble LO seit asıde CoNntemporary quest10ns of and 1SsSuUeSs of
lınguistic phılosophy and rate the ınvestigation of dıfferences
iın meanıng only. He 1Ss consıstent only In hıs efusal LO be drawn into

VeCT indıvıdual ree words. He knows the word NPDOCOAELC
O be equıvalent tO the Latın eMLSSOF. But «because the sıgnıfiıcance
of thıs Tee alnle 15 uncertaın., do nNnot wısh ase Aa V certaın
conclusıon ıts definıtion for the
Quiıa VCTIO hu1lus Graec1 NnOm1n1s proprıa sıgn1ıficatio incerta est, nıhıl certum
Uup! interım dıffinıre volo 44)
The princıpal dıfference between hım and St Anselm in thıs reSspecCt 1s
that Anselm of Canterbury Sa  < in the first place immediate dıfficulty
in the fact hat the Greeks had arrıved AT theır conclusıiıons in Tce and
In the second place, he Was not much hedged about as Anselm of
Havelberg Wads Dy technıcal consıderations. He discusses substance and
relatıon, unıty and pluralıty, modes of proceeding *>), because they SCCM
LO hım, dS they dıd tO Anselm of Havelberg, the obvıous 1SSsuUeSs LO be
resolved, but he applies hıs mıind LO them wıth freshness 1C ıt
WOUuU ave 6Cn much INOTE dıfficult for the Bıshop of Havelberg
achieve. By hıs time the study of the governed and dıirected
Contemporary hought In thıs Aarca, but ıt also restricted ıt AlthoughAnselm of Havelberg has enjoyed the stimulus of talkıng LO Nechıites

41) 8811772
42) 88.1177
43) 88.1178
44) 88.1 180
45) 2.205.18-9 (duo principia), z (relativa), 199-200 (modes of proceeding).
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In PCISON, he has dırected the debate nto the conventıional channels of
Latın scholarshıp.

St Anselm employs strıkıng argumen from V  V In the
closıng stages of hıs De Processione Spiritus Sancti. He u In
Chapter 16 that there AIC S1X differentiae : tOo have father. not
have father, LO have SON, not 18 ave SON, ave spırıt
proceeding from oneself and notLt LO ave spırıt proceeding irom
oneself. Each of these 1S peculıar ONC of the Persons of the Irmity,

shared Dy ONC Person wıth ONC of the others, and the dıistrıbution
o1VvEeSs each ONC peculıar and [WO cshared qualities*°). ymmetry 1s
preserved. Anselm of Havelberg has less developed but not dıssımılar
argumen from The Father begets, but nOoL hımself : the Son
1s begotten, but noL Dy hımself ; the Holy Spirıt proceeds, but not irom
himself* ).

Thıs CahN, however, scarcely be taken AdSs indıcatıon that Anselm of
Havelberg Was In enera|l SYyMpalhYy wıth St Anselm’s procedures.
On the, he CAPDICSSCS strong dıstaste for the method of
argumen Dy analogy 16 Anselm defends in the De Processione
Spiritus Sancti  48) Anselm of Havelberg aAargucs that the analogy must be

Inepta Similitudo. sed Dy those who stretch beyond theır reach In
eOlog2y, and yeL remaın far EeIO0OW theır g0oal IN theologiam
extendentes. el multum infra theologiam remanentes  49)_ The
partıcular image he has INn mınd 1S sed Dy Anselm In the De Processione
and in the De Incarnatione Verbi, and ıt 18 ave made sufficıently
Strong impression the exi generatıon of theologı1ans for 1t be the
object of LaiIc reference Anselm’s work Dy Peter Abelard In
hıs T heologia Christiana>°*). The image 15 not orıgınal invention of
Anselm’s. Wds borrowed Dy hım ifrom Augustine, but hıs development
of ıt ave helped LO g1ve 1t HE  S in welfth CENLUrY
chools The image involves cComparıson of made
of spr1ng, rıver and pool, wıth the Trimıty. Anselm of Canterbury had
sed it orıginally for sıngle PULDOSC . ıllustrate hOow the dıviıne

46) On the argumen Irom mmelrYy, SCC artıcle C uUsSCc of techniıcal erms of
mathematıcs in the writings of St Anselm », Studia Monastica (1976) F5

47) 88.1171
48) 2203720516
49) 88.1207
50) Theologia Christiana, 304, 333-5
51) See artıcle CS nselm’s Images of Trimity Journal of T’heological Studies,

XXWVII (1976) 46-57
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substance Was ONe (the in the watercourse) In all three Persons,
and how the Holy Spirıt proceeds from both Father and Son>*)
He had noTL nNntiende: the analogy LO be over-extended, because it 1s
clear that i ıt 1S pressed LOO far it tOo ımply that the Holy
Spiırıt proceeds from the Father through the Son unlıkely
that Anselm of Havelberg 15 drawıng ırectly Anselm in g1ving
hıs account of the image. He does not refer LO the r1ver d$S the Nıle, and
he introduces addıtional elements; such dS the notion that the pool
STAagnuUm Can be SCCH ASs the SLAZNUmM Ahuius saeculi, the pool of thıs
WOFr 53) 1S much INOTC probable that the image Was already known
LO the Greeks, dS Anselm of Canterbury implıes that it Wads 54) and
that the Bıshop of Havelberg 1S tryıng LO detach hımself and hıs

Irom body of CONtemMporary dıscussion 16 he eels LO be
unproductive, and CVCN detrıimental LO the CdsSC the Latın Chrıstians ave
88 put orward 15 evident that Anselm of Havelberg 1S, agaın,
wrıting in clımate of opınıon L1NOTEC developed and INOTEC complex than
that wıth 1C Anselm had had LO contend generatiıon earlıer, and
In 1C the top1Ccs for dıscussion ave been much explore already.
He has had tO take into acCccount etaıle dıfficulties and objections
1E ST Anselm Was free LO Oomıt.

TIhe SaJmnme nNniras 1S iın the WAdY In 1C the L[WO authors
handle the question of the USsSC of leavened unleavened bread ın the
Eucharıst. Both cıte Scriptural eCXis in Support of the Case for the Latın
practice ?>). But Anselm has taken the defence of hıs Church
only because he has een specıfically as do SO >°); and hıs
general VIEW 1S that the mMatter 1S not of importance. althoug the
Roman practice 1S preferable LO the Fece Anselm of Havelberg 1S
INOTE combatıve. He dCCUSCS the Greeks of gomg agaınst unıversal
CusSstom universalıs consuetudo ”®), and he poıits out that nowhere in
Scripture 1S leavened TrTea! saıd LO be 2g00d thıng; Chriıst cConsecrated
unleavened TeAa! 28 the ast Supper, and unleavened TEa Wds always
offered dSs sacrıfiıce In the Old Testament ). Anselm of Canterbury

52) TL
53) 88.1207
54) 2.203:24
55) I
56) 2.223.4-10
57) DE FD
58) 88.1211
59) 88.1234, 238
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WOU NnOL ave een able SCC the atter d somethıng of lıttle
importance few decades later, because he WOUuU ave had take
aCCount of the LNOTC hıghly developed VIEWS and the LNOTC decıded
standpoınts of cContemporary scholars.

Towards the end of Book 111 of hı1ıs Dialogzus Anselm of Havelberg
remarks that he thınks he has proved hıs CAdSC both Dy clear [CAaSON
and DYy firm authorıty : GQUAM evidenti ratione, QUAMVE firma O0-

ritate  60)_ At the beginnıng he had propose scheme of reasonıng
Aase' Nechıites’ assert1on that three thıngs ATC relevant theır
diıscussions : [Cason (ratio), CANONICArUM scrıpturarum auctoritas, the
authorıty of canonıcal Scripture, and the pronouncements of generalia
concilia®*), general councıls. Abelard. LOO, ave felt that the
pronouncements of councsıls WEeEeTIC ıimportant. He discusses the counsıls
al 1C the statements f the Creeds WEeEIC worked OutSC): Anselm
makes UuUs«c scarcely al A0 of Scriptural authoriıties, und of the
pronouncements of councıls, but chiefly of reason1ng, in the treatıses
agamst the Greeks Here, LOO, he has reedom LO omıte Anselm
of Havelberg neıther wanted NOT laımed He takes scholarly pleasure
in cıtıng TE authorities : Athanasıus, Dıdymus, Orıgen CVCNMN

Jerome, who, ASs he SdY5S, knew Tee Latın and Hebrew who
Sa Y that the Holy Spiırıt proceeds from both Father and Son 63) He has,
AS he makes plaın, delıberately cultı1vated openmindedness 1C.
nables hım accept what Anı Y authorıty SaysS wıthout prejJudıce,

long 4S it 1Ss 1ın conformıty wıth Chrıstian doectrine :
Ego nullı Chrıistianorum, Gjraeco S1IVEe Latıno, SCUu culuslıbet gent1s fidel]ı
Chrıstiano, donum sanctı spiırıtus intercludo. nullum contemno, nullum abJıcı0,
11CC abjıcıendum Judico; sed hominem recta loquentem, et qUaAC Contra
apostolıcam doetrinam 110  —_ sunt, ser1ıbentem, lıbera mente SUSC1IP10 et
plector 64)
«{ do not rule Out the possıbılıty of the gıft of the Holy Spırıt
An Y Christıan, P Latın, the al of an y LACC,, do nOoTt
condemn Aln yONC, do noL cast Out ANyVYONC 1ın that ANVONC
should be cast OulL; but recelve and embrace wıth OPCNON mınd
INan who speaks the truth and wrıtes wht 1S agamst apostolıc

60) 88.1236
61) 88R 1165
62) T’heologia Christiana, 3725-6
63) 88.1202
64) 88 1204
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doctrine». Anselm of Havelberg has made decisıion IC he evıdently
regards AS markedly tolerant ONC, and above all, decision 1C has
had tO be consc10usly made. Anselm ace such decision
because hıs acquaıntance wıth authoritıes other han Scripture ıtself.Augustine, Gregory and SOINE of the other Latın Fathers Was neglıgıble.
He eft authority Oout O# account and concentrated reasonıng
delıberately °°), but notLt because the of authorities avaılable
hım Wäas confusıng, because he felt that SOMMNEC authorities oug
nol 88} be accepted al all

The substance of Anselm of Havelberg’s agaın has gooddea] In COINMON wıth that of St Anselm al first S12 but hıs order of
treatment 1S quıte dıfferent Both egıin wıth the Statement of COININON
doectrine and of the specıfic pomt of dısagreement 16 ave
already examıned. Anselm of Havelberg and Nechıtes then that
they 111l first consıder how the dıfference INay be ettled Dyreasonıing °°), before they egın tOo ook al authority. Nechıiıtes
accordıngly pomts out that phılosophy teaches the impossiblility of
there being LWO first princıiples : duo PFINCIDIA. Eıther ONe must be
insufficient (ıf AdIiIc tO postulate that there AIc indeed tWO) ONC
must be superfluous : vel ue Insufficiens e, aut alterum
superfluum esset°7),. An of sımılar kınd 1s sed Dy Anselm of
Canterbury ın the Monologion LO that the Hıghest o0d must be
One : He Was perfectly famıliar wıth thıs fundamental datum of the
neoplatonic phılosophy of the day He knew LOO, O: the that
W: Sa Y that the Holy Spirıt proceeds from Father and Son
ımply hat he has [WO OUTCeS Hıs answer tO hıs 1S VETY much the
Same dS Anselm of Havelberg’s :
Quod S1 dıcunt NOn CU 10) SSC de duabus Causıs S1Ve de duobus princ1pils,respondemus quon1am. sıcut 1918}  m credimus spiırıtum sanctum SSC de hoc undeduo Sunt elt fılıus, sed de hoc In QUO unum Sunt*°):
« But ıf they Sa Y that he cCannot ave L[WO CaUuUsecs LWO beginnings,

INAaYy reply hat do not belıeve the Holy Spiırıt LO be of that in
respect of IC Father and Son dIec LWO, but of that in respect of
IC they AdIc Anselm Ö Havelberg SayS that Father and Son

65) n
66) 88.1 165
67) 88.1165
68)
69) 2:205 M}
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dIC UNUM Princıpium Just ASs they Ad1iC UNMUS eusSs 70) The argumen and
ıts rebuttal Was evidently somethıng of commonplace of such
discuss10ns.

Anselm of Canterbury SCS ıt 4S startıng-point fOr SOMNC consıderation
of the specıal WAaYyS In 1C. the notlions of “cause’ and °effect‘’ and
‘beginning’ MaYy be saıd LO appIiy the Godhead: he evelops the
phılosophıcal implıcatıons of the matter for the specıal CAasc of God ’*)
For Anselm of Havelberg the development of the pomt takes dıfferent
1Orm, because he 15 of the ex1istence of CONteMPOTrarY dıscussıon,
1C. he eels oblıged take into account apud nonnullos aliqua
quaestio est'®); «{IOr SOTMNC thıs ralses questi0on», he concedes, dASs he
DSOCS consıder the three WaYS ın 1C INaY Sd Y that there 1S
principıum IN deo ) The three WAaYyS AIc these substantive IN SEIDSUM
substantıally, in relatıon {O hımsel{); relative InNvICeEemM IN I rinitate
(relatıvely, AdS the Father 1S the pPrincıpIum of the 50Nn); and agaın
relative, but thıs time In the that God 1S the beginnıng OT creator of
created thıngs 74) The idea that (God INa Yy be regarde ASs princıpium
In that he 15 creator 1S ın St Anselm, too ’”), and he buılds g00d
deal of hıs rgu In the De Processione Spiritus Sancti
discussıon of substance and relatıon 76) eFe 1S topıc raısed DYy
Anselm of Havelberg In connection wıth the discussıon of duo PFiNCIDIA
16 1S noTt be OUnN:! in Anselm of Canterbury's work, LOO, but the
order of treatment in the [WO works 1s entirely dıfferent 1S clear
that dIC dealıng wıth COININON tradıtiıon of discuss1ıon. and nOoTLt
wıth direct borrowıing the part of Anselm of Havelberg.

At thıs pomnt Nechiıtes concedes that the Casec for the UNUM Princıpium
has een argued LO h1s satısfactıon. He ralses another dıfficulty
If the Holy Spıirıt hımself 1S the UNUM PrinCıpIum, hOow 1S ıt that he
oes nNOL proceed irom 1imse
simıilı ratıone robarı potest quod dem Spirıtus Sanctus procedat semet1pso 77),
«By simılar I1CAason ıt Cal be proved that the Samnec Holy Spirıt
proceeds from hımselft » Here Anselm of Havelberg introduces the

70) 88.1 166
Chapter

72) 88.1167
73) 88.1168
74) 88.1 168
75) 205226
76) 2.185-90
77) 88.1170
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from I816 bears tantalızıng resemblance LO
that of Anselm of Canterbury. He pomint Out that for each of the
Persons there 1S SOMEC attrıbute IC he Hası but NOTL in virtue of
hıimself God the Father begets, but not hımself': God the Son 1s
begotten, but not Dy hımself, and the Holy Spiırıt proceeds, but not Iirom
hımself. Similarly, ıt 1s the PTIODCI attrıbute of the Father that he
begets the Son proprium est Filium, the PIODCI attrıbute of
the Son hat he 1S begotten of the Father proprium est generarı
and ıt 1S the DPIODCI attrıbute of the Holy Spirıt that he proceeds from
both AdSs Iirom siıngle SOUTCE proprium est procedere ab uLlroque LAMQUAM
ab UNO principio ’®). In the iıfteenth and sıxteenth chapters of the De
Processione Spiritus Sanctı Anselm of Canterbury explores ser1es of
explanations of thıs kınd. in attempt LO demonstrate how there
INAV be dıfferences In "sameness’ of the Godhead; agaln, Can
only conclude that such demonstrations WeIiIC Irequently resorted 1ın
arguments the Processio0nN of the Holy Spiırıt durıng and after
Anselm’s lıfetime, SINCe the method naturally tO Anselm of
Havelberg’s mınd.

When hıs ree declares hımself satısfıed thıs poımnt,
he that the dıscussion 15 beginnıng LO INOVE dWAY Ifrom ıts maın
objective. He asks : GUAE el qualis, what kınd of ıng thıs procession
1S) The Bıshop of Havelberg refuses LO be drawn into such
diıscussion. He SaVyS that LO ask such question 1S 1ke askıng GUAdE
el qualis of the generatıon of the Son the ingeneration of the Father
ıf o0k nto that «W both mad dS PCCT into dıvine
mysterı1es’ el ambo INSANLEMUS divina mysSteria perscrutantes 80) Instead,
the {[WO dısputants consıder SOMEe of the implications of the VIEW 1C
Anselm echn1ıtes LO hold Thıs involves g00d deal of diıscussion
of Irıinıtarıan theology, of the pecı1al meanıngs of unıty and simplicity,the absurdıity of speakıng of tiıme and place in God, substance and
relatıon, the technical dıfficulties of namıng’ God, much of 16 has
close parallels the topı1cs Anselm of Canterbury COVETIrS Anselm
of Havelberg has INOTE materı1al, d should CXpeCL; he introduces
patrıstıc authorities 1C Anselm explıicıtly excludes, because he
knows that the Greeks ıll noTt accept the word of the Latın

78) 88.1171
79) 88 1171
80) 88 1171
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Fathers®*). (In fact, althoug he consıders number of pomnts raıised
Dy Scriptural d he SOCS along, and oug he includes T1e
explanatıon of the CaJsonNs why the Latıns the Zlioque clause
the creed they share ıth the Greeks In al other reSpeCIS 82) he O€es not
In eneral depart from the first of the Bıshop of Havelberg’s propose
exerclses : that of demonstratıng the procession of the Holy Spirıt
from Father and Son Dy TCASON alone) It WOU nOotL be F UG, then,

Sa y hat the De Processione Spiritus Sancti has the breadth of
treatment the of the Dialogus, 1NOT that St Anselm has
antıcıpated al the dıfficulties and objections wıth 16 Anselm of
Havelberg has had contend. But he has, nevertheless, shown hımself
tO be famıhar wıth mMOoOst of them Hıs treatıse belongs, In ıts ubject-
matfter and ın the techniıcal consıderations ıt embraces, the Sd111c

tradıtion of formal discussıon of the procession of the Holy Spirıt ASs

Anselm of Havelberg’s work.
The princıpal dıfference between the [WO works 188 noTt much In the

greater accretion of scholarshıp IC the later wriıter 1S able
draw, dSs In the qualıity of St Anselm’s hought Anselm of Havelberg
concludes from both TeCE and Latın authoriıtıies that the Holy Spirıt
proceeds irom the Father proprie el principaliter, properly and firstly 83)
Anselm of Canterbury has looked al the SAdINC poımnt ; he sShows ın
Chapter XIV that there Can be objection LO thıs VIEW the part of
Latın Chrıstians, but he oes Dy redefinıng principaliter when it 1S
sed of (10d
Quod 61 dıcıtur quıa spiırıtus SANCLUS princıpalıter est de D: quası magıs sıt
de IM In 1l10, NO  —_ ıta dieendum SS ut intellıgatur ulla praediıctarum
varıetatum inesse 84)
<«1If it 1S sa1d that the Holy Spiırıt ex1ists princıpally of the Father‘’

d Augustine SaVYS in ONC of h1s sermons © >) as ıf he ex1isted IHNOTC

from the Father than from the Son, ıt must nNnOot be saı1d in such WAaY
AS tOo that there 15 anı Y of the varıety ave discussed in thıs».
The ‘varlety’ Anselm has SCn considering 1S the dıversıty 16 1s
present in thıngs IC Can be INOTEC less, earlıer OT later, greater
lesser than ONC another. Since the Son 15 everythıng that the Father 1S,

81)
82) Chapter 13
83) 1887
84-) AA G 3
85)
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inferlor1ity 1s imputed hım when Sd Y that the Holy Spiırıt DIO-
ceeds princıpally irom the Father ®°). Thıs 1s In WdY d ıt WOU be In
created thıngs : IN rebus ereatis'); where what 1S not first 1S second,
in rank daSs ell dSs in order. St Anselm has, In other words, explore
phılosophical and theological 1ssue ASs he refines hıs definıtion, where
Anselm of Havelberg has been cContent marshal hıs authorities.
ven where he Adrgucs hıs reasoned Case earhıer ın the second Book of
the Dialogus he has telt it adequate put orward technically sound but
generally T1e and conventional argumen!ts. Anselm of Havelberg,
despite hıs enthus1asm for novel applıcations OT: hıstorical theology,
has not been inspired LO orıgınal thought Dy the problem he has trıed to
resolve In hıs second Book

He 1S eviıdently pleased wıth hıs treatıse. He eeis that he has made
hı1s poınt and convınced Nechıtes: dASs M1SS1O0Nary exercise the debate
has een UCCCSS As book be read DYy Latın Christians the work
has the novelty of including materı1a] taken directly from the Greeks,
both lıving and dead protagonıists for the Eastern Church’s VIEW.

1Ss also thoroughly workmanlıike rendering of the maın pomnts of
debate IC WeTiIC Current in the chools of the West, including dsSs
ıt oe€es topıcal ıtems and Varıous technical devıces drawn from the

1Ss the complete handbook LO the Filioque CONLrOVerSYy, LO ate
and conce1ved and executed gran scale, ıth addıtional materı1al

dıfferences of in the Sacraments and other atters where
Greeks disagreed wıth Latıns. Anselm of Canterbury’s work 18
E but ıt has SONC deeper. Although he has looked al 1Ssues
IC WEeIC ST1 topıcal in Anselm of Havelberg’s day he has nolt
supplıe: what the exi generatıon demanded by WAaYV of rıer. technıcallyinformed discussion. The Bıshop of Havelberg’s work OWCS lıttle
nothıng lO hI1S, it APDCAIS, because he speaks behalf of another
generatıon of theologıans. In ıts OW day, hıs Dialogzus had
consıderable tature precıisely because it Was product of ıts time.
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