
nıty and diversity:
Anselm of Havelberg 4A5 ecumenıst

Anselm, bishop of Havelberg, unable h1ıs duties AdSs bishop
because hI1s diocese Was repeatediy ald waste Dy Waäl, took refuge al the

Imperi1al Court ere. hıs abılıties d scholar *) and perhaps lready
ısıble talents A 1ıplomat, made hım Lothair’s choice As ambassador

Constantinople ın 135 Anselm made UsSC of hıs months the
Greeks famıliarıse himself SOINC degree wIıth the Janguage and
theological scholarshıp of the TtNOdOX tradıtion. The 1136-42,
spe partly in aly wıth the Emperor, also DaVC Anselm the OppOTLU-
nıty become intimate of the apa Court er gap of {WO

9 urıng which he endeavoured rebuild the ecclesiastical ıfe of
hıs diocese, he Was invıted take part in wıth Tee theologıans
al Tusculum ın 144 Thıs Was nOoL be hıs ast ecumenıcal enCounter
Frederick Barbarossa Was send hım 4S ambassador Constantıi-
nople in 1152, and the VOVaRC there he had ıth ası of
Achrida al Thessalonika But ıt Was after the Tusculum discussıions that
he wrote, al the request of Pope Eugen1us perhaps the most

remarkable mediaeval treatment of the complex of problems concerning
the hierarchy of truths. essentials and inessentials, unıty and plurıfor-
1ty

Anselm’s Dialogues are PCsS in theır approac because he Was the
rst 1ın hıs time SCC the interrelatedness of the questions ıth which
they ATec concerned. As student al a0o0n he had encountered Norbert,
who Was become the ounder of the Premonstratensian CI of
Canons. Anselm himself dıd go0od deal LO foster the growth of the
er in hıs OW dıiocese, where he Was ın fact consecrated bıshop Dy
Norbert, who Was Dy then Archbıshop of Magdeburg. He Was thus

On nselm’s studies al Laon,; SCC Anselm of Havelberg, Dialogus, E ed Salet,
Sources chretiennes, 118 (Parıs, Introduction. ere 15 bibliography ın alet.

23-4 Dee, L0O, artıcle «Anselm of Canterbury and Anselm of Havelberg: the
CONLrOVeTrSY ıth the Greeks», Analecta Praemonstratensia S (1977), a Anselm of
Havelberg 1S cur10usly omıtted from Dvornıik, Byzance el la primaute romalıln (Parıs,
which iraces ın SOMEC detaıl events before and after 054 (C£. ote 18)
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wıtness al rst-han of the W of M1SSIONATY preachıng and had the
opportunıty learn g0o0od deal about the winnıng of mınds and
hearts. the SaJIne time, he Sa  < in actiıon al crucı1al the force of
the fissıparous tendencıes of the explosıon of enthusı:asm for the He  S

relıg10us ıfe In the Man Y forms ıt Was takıng in the rst half of the
welfth cCentury None of hıs contemporarıes shared comparable CXDC-
riences, and wıth them rst-han: knowledge of ecumenıical a-

t10ns.
TIhe aCCOUNT Eugenius as hım wrıte Was of hI1s publıc debates ın

Constantinople wıth Nechıutes, Bıshop of Nıcomedia. He devotes 00
I1 and I88| of the Dialogues LO provıdıng record of hat Was sald, ASs

ell A4s he Cal from memory>*). But Book forms substantıial
introduction what Anselm identifies ASs the underlyıng 1SSUES, and the
problems of method and PUurpOSC 1C must be resolved before
ecumenıical conversatıon Can SCC ıfts WaY lıkely ave een

reflection, after the completion of the rologue and 00 I1
and I1L, for the rologue ıtself eals ırectly wıth the discussions ıth
the Greeks, and [UNS naturally into Book 11 If AIC approac
Anselm’s aCCOuNntT of hıs Byzantıne cConversatıons the assumptions he
hımself WOU. wısh make, then, must egn wıth Book

People often ask, SaYy>S Anselm, why there AIc INa y novelties ın
the Church of God (tot novitates)*). They ATC prompte fo wonder thıs
Dy the prolıferation of 19(%  < rel1g10us Orders (tot ordines). Thıs multıplı-
catıon of modes of lıvıng the rel1g10us ıfe Was evidently causıng enough
dısquiet elsewhere for it be NECCCSSATY for apologısts tOo take stock of
ıt, and provıde rationale>). Anselm defends ıt In the mıdst of
dıversıty (varietates); Itered by what 1S NC  S (adinventionibus immutata);
dısturbed Dy He  S laws and CuStoms (agitata); tossed about aqalmost
yearly the of change in rule and practice (regulis el mMIiribus
fere annuatım INNOVatLS fluctuans) the Church cshows the lıving W
of the Holy Spirıt workıing wıthın er Thıs has always been He
devotes most of hıs rst Book tOo chronologıica aCccount of the ADCS OT

Ibid., 30, Prologue.
Ibid., 34, Book L1
NSee Libellus de diversis ordinibus el professionibus qul SUNI In aecclesia, ed

Constable and mı! (Oxford,
Salet, 34, Book L11
alet, 44, Book L11
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SIALUS of the Church demonstrate the rule he seeks lay down AdSs

the rst princıple ın ecumenıical problem-solving. ere 15 and always
has een only ON al 1ve: ın Man y dıferent WdY> semper UNUM UNd

fıde sed multipliciter distinctum multiplicı vivendi varietate) Christians
worshıp ONC God in ONC al CVCNMN when they do in dıfferent modes
of ıfe (diversis MOdIS vivendi), and wıth dıfferences of rıte in the
sacraments ere he has the Eucharıst partıcularly In mınd: diverso
sacrificorum yl If study the hıstory of the Church SCC the
fıdes catholica gradually eing rmly established (radicata), and then
CanNOoNs ın the forms of precepts, prohıbitions, dispensatıons, formıng
diversae regulae, that 1S, rules varıety of 1SSUES, amongst 1
SOINC 11l not be unıform everywhere, ın dBC Agaınst those
who 1n that Nex1ibility 1$ recıpe for ecay Anselm aAargucs
strongly that it 1S s1gn of the richness of the dıversıty of the g1 of
the Spirıt in the Church*®)

The essential pomlnt ın Anselm’s VIEW 15 that the al must be ONC,
when that 15 SCCUTC, plurıformıty Can confidently be SCCI AS posıtıve
sıgn of vitalıty in the realm of order. In framıng h1is rst book ın thıs
WAdY, he COU. perhaps hope achleve LWO thıngs He Was provıdıng
starting-point for hıs estern readers 1C WOU take them iIrom
lıvely preoccupatıon of cCurrent debate, and thus form ground 48
they felt famılıar, into hat must otherwiıse apPCal 1{8 them the foreıgn
terr1tory of the dıfferences of Tee and Latın Christians. And he Was

encouragıng them tO take gran VIEW of the unfoldıng of
provıdential plan ın the history of the Church, 1C WOU enable
them put the schıism of ast and West into perspective ın the ole

of the hıstory of salvatıon.
In hıs rologue Anselm explaıns hat it became plaın al Tusculum

that there WEIC dıfferences both of doctrina and of FItus between the
Greeks and the Church of Rome. On both tOpICS he hıimself has had
discussions in Constantinople, in prıvate A ell d in publıc. He 1S

that Man Yy of the Latıns AIC miıstaken about the belıefs and

On the dBCS of the world and the prophetic future, SCC LOO the work of Rupert of
eutz
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12) Omnem religionem AYAY S contemptibiliorem quanium mobiliorem, Salet, 36,

Book i
13) alet, 40, Book L1



Anselm of Havelberg ecumenıst 45

practices of the Greeks: the language dıfference 15 barrıer under-
standıng, and the Greeks ATC sometıimes hought aflırm 88 deny
hat they do HOöt *: Book I1 wıth description of the CITrCuUum-
Tances of h1s wıth Nechites. They WEIC held, rst 1ICcCAal aglıa
Irene, and later [070) I11), in agıa Sophıa Some Latıns WEeEeITIC present
besides Anselm, of whom he three ASs havıng g00d knowledge
of TE Of these three, James of Venice, Burgundıius of 1sSa and
Moses of Pergamon, Moses Was chosen be the interpreter. Havıng
gıven hıs estern readers picture of the meeting, and ASSUTAaNCE

that estern scholars WEIC the fore and competent understand
hat Was eing saıd, Anselm skılfully SEIs the tone of the conversatlions.
Because hıs DPUurpOsSC ıIn eiırenI1C, he 1S areful elımıinate Aln y suggestion
of the adversarıal ın the debates A he reports them He Wwants hıs
readers LO be persuades not only that the Greeks H1: C© noTt monsters and
heretics, but also that they aAaIc, in essentials, ONC ın al wıth the Latıns
and entirely OPCNH and reasonable in theır willıngness {O be of ONC mınd
ıth the West iın all atters of substance. He reports hıs OW opening
words thıs effect He has not COMMMC ad contentiones, but LO discover
ıth ecn1ıtes theır COINIMMNOMN al (de fıde vestra mea)*>). He

SCC them «walk the WadY of harıty together» (simul gradiamur
viamM charitatis), not contendıng arrogantly {O pomlnts ın theır
reasoning (non contendentes uperba ratione), but humbly eekıng the
truth together (simul Iinvestigantes veritatem humuilı inquisitione) 16)

Anselm 15 sensıtive the ıficulty OVCI Janguage, not only insofar d>

it Tee and Latın, but also al the profounder eve of the
mutual mıisunderstandıng 1C MaYy arıse from differences of style,
approac and understandıng ın the VeErY fabrıc of the lıves of theır
respectıve urches «It 1S not fitting for us squa  (& OVCI words»,
he Nechiutes. He wan SCC such interpretatio held between
them In medio A they talk d MaYy take and expound (excipiat el

exponat) the of each ulYy and xactly (sermonem utrinque conti-
nuatım pleno el collecto verborum sensu). In that WAaY, he concludes,
shall be SCCMH be not sticklers fOor the words (verborum observatores),
but enquırers into the meanıng (sententiarum investigatores). ecn1ıtes
accedes LO the reasonableness of thıs, and they eo1n .

14) Salet, Z
15) P] 88.1163
16) 88 1164
17) 88.1164
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The topıIC 1C Anselm o1ves hıs second book, the procession of
the Holy Spirıt, had not een ın the forefront of dıspute when the
estrangement between TrTee and Latın Christendom egan become
er10us ın the eleven Century. When Leo, Archbıshop of Ochrıda,

LO defend Tee rıtes in southern aly agaılnst the intention of
the Norman invaders eplace them wıth theır OW the orders of
the Patrıarch Michael Cerularıus (1043-58)!®), he made mention of
the fılioque 18 ave een prominently thrust into the debate Dy
aradına Humbert iın hıs dıspute ıth the monk Nıcetas Stethatos, and
it 1s nNnclIude in the lıst of points in the excommunıtıcatıon of 054*?)
More pacıfıc souls than Humbert STITOVE after that resolve the
dıfference. In the kast, Theophylact, Archbishop of Ochrıda, produce

moderate treatıse al the request of the Patrıarch ıcholas IL,
stressing that the fılioque Was unacceptable AaSs addıtion the
ree Peter Damıan lısts Scriptural and patrıstic authorıties from
1C «Irom the Father» m1g be read d «only from the Father», and
u that it 1S CaS y SCC hOw the Greeks ave COMEC theır WaY of
inkıng He AargUuCS that in these eXTiIs «and from the Son» MaYy be
understood, and he trıes to deal wıth Varlıous dıflculties IC arse“*):

Anselm of Conterbury’s De Processione Spiritus Sanctı illustrates
perhaps best of all the cheer problem of mutual Incomprehension 1C.
bedeviılled EeVcn the most elIrenNIC attempt arrıve al eunılon. Anselm’s
bıographer Eadmer descr1ibes the Circumstances iın 1C Anselm Was

brought frame hıs solution. A+ the Councıl of Barı, he explaıns
(1098), the Greeks took the inıtiatıve ıIn «moving the question » (mota
est quaedam quaestio Graecorum). They wanted LO that
the Holy Spirıt proceeds from the Father alone, and they laımed
evangelica auctorıitas. The Pope metl them wıth Varıous argumen(ts, SOIMNC
of 131e he TEW from Anselm’s De Incarnatione er When these
faıled convınce them, he turned to the assembled bıshops and called

Anselm to «fight for yYOUr mother» (pugnans DFO {uUd), that 1S,
defend the Church of Rome agaınst the attacks of the Greeks 10

impugn her integrity**). Thıs adversarıal stance 15 not Anselm’s:; CI -

theless, it perhaps mplıes that ere aTrec {WO urches al enmity,
18) Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy (Parıs, 964 and New York,
132
19) Ibid., 133
20) Ibid., 140, and
21) 145.633 I: UOpusculum
22) Eadmer, Historia Novorum, ed Rule, Seri1es (London, 0525
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and that it 15 not only the Irue al but eccles1ial identity 1C 1s al
stake ere 1S nothıng ere match Anselm of Havelberg’s later
confidence that urches MaYy be al ONMNC in al and VaLlYy in inessentials
wıthout breach of unıty. Anselm of Canterbury himself, ın the De
Processione SpIrLItus Sanctı which he WT few after he had
g1ven hıs VIEW before the Counsıl al Barı, SaYyS lıttle of these eccle-
siological 1SSues. He 00 the COMMON ground. The Greeks TeEVeTITC

the Scriptures and they share the Latıns’ doectrine of the Trinity in all
respects but thıs ON  ® He knows that the Greeks ll nOL the Latın
Fathers A authorities. He hımself had, d far A KNOW., lıttle ıf Aln Yy
knowledge of the Tee patrıstıc tradıtion“>*), and noTt ave
known the earlıer lıterature of the current dıspute about the procession
of the Holy Spirıt. He seeks the Latın posıtıon by usıng the
truths the Greeks accept, d the premıises 1C demonstrate DYy
reasonıing that the Latın doectrine 1S COrrect<?): Hıs appeal 15 tOo the
COMMON consent of reasonable people But because of h1is ignorance of
the style and specılal of the Greeks, he COUH not couch the
presentation of hIs Casc in which would capture theır assent

TIhat 1S especlally clear ın the passagc where Anselm trıes deal wıth
the background 1SSUES about authorıty He knows that the Greeks
object the fılioque, OVCTI and above the question of ıts orthodoxy,
both because it Was the ree| and because the addıtion Was

made wıthout consulting the Greeks Anselm responds Dy sayıng that
the addıtion Was NECESSATY tOo make hat Was already implıicıt ın the
Te2 sufhciently explıcıt be plaın all That ıt Was indeed CcS-

Sar y 18 attested Dy the aılure of the Greeks recogn1ıse thıs truth
precisely because it 15 not spe Out ın theır Tee The Latın Church
Sa  < the need, OUnN! reasonable objection the addıtion, held ıt LO

be Consonant ıth the al and sımply asserted the al ın makıng
the addıtıion. Not all that Christians believe 1S ncluded ın the ree:| A4s

the Greeks themselves would freely acknowledge As to the TICAason why
the Greeks WeTIC not consulted: it WOU ave been VerYy dıifhcult
ring all the TEC and Latın bıshops together tOo d1ıscuss Ie and the
Latıns ın fact dıd mMoOoTre than anı y 0Ca Church 15 permitted LO do
«What Church 1S there», Anselm asks, W.  1C extended throughout

23) Except insofar AsS thıs Was indırectly mediated through the writings of Ambrose
and others

24) Anselmi )pera Omnila, ed, Schmiutt (Rome/Edınburgh, 938-68), I1 177-8, De
Processione ‚piritus Sancti,
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sıngle kıngdom, 1S noTt llowed (liceat rule that somethıing 16 1S
accordıng fto des should be read and SUNg al services? The word
Anselm SCS ere fOr «rulıng» 15 constituere*>). He thus treats the
addıtion of the fılioque ASs lıturgıcal varıant 1C 18 legıtimately A the
1sposa of 0Ca churches LO determine. Here he agaın alıls {O recognIıse
the force of the Greeks’ objection the addıtıon, nOoL form of
ServıCce, but the tradıtiıon of the al ıtself, and SCC that h1s
solution COUuU not hope please

If return NO Anselm of Havelberg, find perhaps LNOTEC

sensitivity 1Tee sensibılıties, for thıs Anselm knew the Greeks much
better than hıs namesake. But there 15 ST1 strongly-marked estern
character the debate, AS he reports ıt Thıs MaYy be in part the result
of the fact that he Was wrıting hıs book inform estern readershıp.
Nevertheless, it mplıes SOINC aılure of COommunıcatıon between hımself
and hıs interlocutor. He trıes, A the earlıer Anselm had done, egın
from COMININON ground. Both sıdes Cal that there cCannot be duo
principla ıIn the Godhead TIhe debate proceeds phılosophıcal basıs
rather than the exchange of authorıtıies from the [WO tradıtions.
ere Fathers ATC mentioned, they AIC mostly Western;: the technı-
calıties of OgIC and language ear the marks of recent estern
work*°), a  oug. there 1S SOTINC discussıon of Tree TIm Anselm of
Canterbury’s treatıse 1S quoted“”), and hıs sentiment that ıt must be
acceptable add what 1s not CONtrary LO the Gospel 1S advanced *®).
Nechiıtes 1S portrayed throughout AaSs allowıng hımself be, ıf NOT
convıinced, al least brought SCC the reasonableness of the Latın
posıtion that he 1s willıng ıt ıf the Church ASs ole Can

arrıve al COMMMON mınd iın eneral Councıl But do noTl hear
gr deal from hım 1ın Anselm’s book of those subtleties and refine-
ments of the Tee Case 1C must ave een ulYy eploye in the
actual enCounter

1s al the end of hıs second and In hıs 1r book that Anselm
begıins LO ddress the ecclesiological 1SSuUes INOTC less systematıcally

15 agreed that those who love God must also love the unıty of the
Church ecNn1ıtes 15 portrayed as persuaded that the fılioque oug to be
accepte Dy the Kast, for the sake of that unıty. Here it 1s learly eing

25) Ibid., 22 Chapter
16) E.g 188.1177, defectiva NOMINAG.
27) K Schmitt, I1 28.26, De Incarnatione Verbi E cf. 88.1 171
28) 88.1197
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SCCH A matter central the al and NnNOL merely of lıturgical FLfuUSs
But it 15 also go1ing involve introduction into the 1turgy, and
ecNnN1tes pomlnts out that that COU nOoL be one suddenly, 1t WOU.

«stumblıng-block the people». We need, he Sa VYS, Joit vote
and equa CoONsent (communiı VoLO el parı consensu)*“?). The 1SSuUeSs raised
Dy differences of rıte dIC rather dıfferent, insofar 4S they touch unıty.
Anselm explaıns that it 15 notL be expecte: hat iın and
consuetudines all peoples should conform ıth the practices of the
Roman Church, 1C 15 mother of all, but ın the «eccles1iastıcal
sacraments>» (in ecclesiasticLsAnselm of Havelberg as ecumenist  49  seen as a matter central to the faith, and not merely of liturgical ritus.  But it is also going to involve an introduction into the liturgy, and  Nechites points out that that could not be done suddenly, or it would  prove a «stumbling-block to the people». We need, he says, a joint vote  and equal consent (communi voto et pari consensu)*?). The issues raised  by differences of rite are rather different, insofar as they touch on unity.  Anselm explains that it is not to be expected that in mores and  consuetudines all peoples should conform with the practices of the  Roman Church, which is mother of all, but in the «ecclesiastical  sacraments» (in ecclesiasticis ... sacramentis) there is no such freedom;  there, there ought to be conformity with Roman usage. To judge from  Anslem’s description, this phrase refers to the celebration of the Eucha-  rist?°), and it is indeed there that the bulk of the points of dispute over  rites were focussed?!). It nevertheless proved possible for Nechites and  Anselm to say at the end of their conversation that the differences  between East and West are not in magnis sed in minimis; they are of a  sort which does not prevent the saving to souls, although they do not  «build up charity» (tamen charitatem non aedificant??). The purpose of  the proposed General Council will be to reduce to concordia all those  matters of difference in ritus, so that the Greeks and the Latins may be  one people under one Lord Jesus Christ, in one faith and one baptism  and one Eucharist.  We need to go back now to look at some of the earlier discussion on  ritus during the century or more of dispute which led up to and  followed the breach of 1054. The issues of «rite» (or arguably of «rite»)  which arose in the controversy involving Humbert concern chiefly the  use of leavened or unleavened bread, fasting on Easter Saturday and  the marriage of priests. The arguments turn conspicuously upon the  question whether variation in these matters rules out one or other side’s  claim to be the true Church. Humbert rages that to «eat with the Jews»  is an offence which unfrocks a cleric?%). The use of leaven; the keeping  of the Sabbath; the date of Easter, and not singing the alleluia in Lent  and doing so only once at Easter, are all indications that the Latins are  29) PL 188.1209-10. Cf. PL 188.1245 and 1247-8, as he presses for a generale concilium.  30) PL 188.1211 and 1216-7.  31) But cf. PL 188.1245 on the principle that using oil to purify those who come over  from the Latins does not constitute rebaptism.  32) PL 188.1247-8.  33) PL 143.988 and cf. 989, quoting «Paul with three canons of the Apostles».sacramentis) there 15 such freedom:
there, there 0ouUg LO be conformıity ıth Roman 10 Judge from
Anslem’s descr1ıption, thıs phrase refers the celebration of the ucNa-
NsSt 2 and ıt 15 ındeed there hat the bulk of the poımints of dıspute OVer

rıtes WeEIC focusse It nevertheless proved possıble for Nechıiıtes and
Anselm Sa Y al the end of theır conversatıon that the dıferences
between ast and West ATeC not IN MAZNLS sed In MINIMILS; they AIcC of
SOrTt 1C does not prevent the savıng souls, a  oug they do noTlt
«build charıty» (tamen charitatem AON aedificant**). The DUTDOSC of
the propose: General Councıl 111 be tO reduce {O concordia all those
atters of dıfference 1n FLILuS, that the Greeks and the Latıns MaYy be
ONC people under 0)81% Lord Jesus Christ, 1n ONC al and ONC baptısm
and ONC Eucharrist.

We eed M back NO LO ook al SOMNC of the earlıer discussıon
FLtus during the CeNTtUurYy INOTE of dıspute 1C. led LO and
Ollowe: the breach of 054 The 1SSUEeS of «rıte» (or arguabily of «rıte»)
ä in the CONLTOV  y involving Humbert CONCEIN chiefly the
usc of leavened unleavened TeAa! fastıng Easter aturday and
the marrıage of prıiests. The arguments turn conspicuously uDON the
question whether varıatıon 1n these atters rules Ooutl ONC other sıde  2  N
claım to be the true Church Humbert that ıth the Jews»
1s offence 1C unfrocks clere??): The use of leaven; the keeping
of the Sabbath:;: the date of Easter, and not singıng the alleluı1a iın ent
and oıng only ONCC al Easter, AIc all indıcations that the Latıns ATCc

29) 188 1209-10 C 88.1245 and he PICSSCS for generale concilium.
30) 88.1211 and 16-7
31) But cf. 88.1245 the princıple that usıng 01l purıf y ose who OM VeTr

from the Latıns o€es not constitute rebaptısm.
32)
33) 143.988 and cf. 989, quoting «Paul ıth three Canons of the Apostles».
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in communıon wıth the Jews, Michael, Patriarch of Constantı-
nople and Leo Archbishop of the Bulgarıans**). Humbert replıes that.

the C  9 the Greeks AIC infected wıth heresies and CONSOTrL wıth
heretics, and yer they are look, 1n theır OW faults. upDON the
Holy oman Church and the ole Church of the West and claım that
it 15 polluted wıth heresy and «Judaism»*>). The accusatıon each
sıde 1S that communıon 1S eıng set al nought Dy the other Theophylact

about the «eccles1iastıcal of the Latıns. 16 he SCC>S d

Man Yy and dıviısıve. He concedes that there 1S nothıng central the al
ın the dıfferences of nte; but he that they chould ST1 be
regarded A divisıve because they dıisturb the faıthful and constıitute
breach of harıty Hıs lıst 1S longer: y  ’ fastıng Easter aturday,
the bannıng of clerical marılage, beards fOr the CIEFeY; the wearıng of
gold MnNgESs and vestments of the colours, monks who eal meal,
neelıng al certaın times. But his pomnt 1S not that al y of these
dıfferences of rıte 1fs OW 1s of huge significance, but that taken
ogether they constıitute delıberate withdrawal of the Latıns into
another communıon*°). 1s thıs VIEW 1C Anselm 1S contesting when
he SdYy>S that the dıversıty of rıtes ın the Church 1S nNnOTL communılo0n-
reakıng 1ng, but gıift of the Spirıt.

Central the question of unıformiıty and diversıty Was, and r..

mained, that of the authorıity of Peter and hISs SUCCESSOTS in the oman
SCC For Anselm of Havelberg it 1S beyond question that the «holy
Roman urch>» 1S «mother of all the Churches»*”) Eadmer learly
hought LOO, in makıng an 11 call Anselm of Canterbury
«Mght» for h1s «mother»*°®). But there the thrust 1S subtly dıfferent. The
Greeks dIC SCCH notl A members of aughter urches, but as outsıders
impugnıng the VerYy integrity of the mother (cul SUUM integritatem vides
Graecos 1StOS cConarı adimere)*?). The cContras 15 ıimportant because it
underlines how fine Was the lıne between of the See of Rome 4A5

the fOoCcus of unıty and ıts eing hought of ASs supremely the Church 1S
ıts OW: ng outsıde communılon wıth which there COUuU. be
salvatıon. Anselm of Havelberg discusses the sisterhood of the ancıent

34)
35) OR
36) 126.224
3'7) 88 . 1209 and 6-7
38) Hiıstor1ia OVvOorum, 105
39) 188.1217-22, and SCC Dvornıik, C for the hıstory of Greek attıtudes ere
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Patrıarchates, ASs he understands the Greeks ave argued for it The
question 1S whether the Bıshop of Rome 1s th SUMMUS sacerdos O
bıshop of the prıima sedes only He knows that the Greeks 5Sd y that they
W1  TEW from the councsıls of the Romans because of the dıivisıon of
the Empıre, that 1S, for practical and polıtical reasONsS, not because they
wıthes fix gulf between the estern patrıarchate and theır OW He
hımself WONU. not Sa Y that the W bınd and lo0se Was g1ven
Peter alone, though he WOU. for h1is havıng the posıtıon of
«Airst» the Patrıarchs>?).

In present Cırcumstances, that leadershıp cShOws itself, Aas ıt seemed
Peter Damıan and Anselm of Havelberg that it always had done. 1ın
Rome’s eing the pTOpCI COUFr of appeal. The other Churchs turn

the seat of the magisterium (cathedra magisterii) for rulıng ispute
atters ofal Anselm of Havelberg agIrcCS that the heresies in the
ast the past WeTC stamped Oout noLt DY the Greeks themselves, but
Dy the authorıty of the Bıshop of Rome*) The belıeves that Rome has
een ranted [WO privileges Dy dıvıine authorıty: that cshe cshould alone

the purıty of the al uncorrupted; and that che should ave
judicandı, that 18. remaın the COUTr of appeal 1ın atters of

doctrine* *): Anselm of Havelberg SaVYS that the Eastern urcnes ave
uffered SOINC shıpwrecks. Only the barque of St Peter has saıled safely

The holy Roman Church has preserved her virginıty ın MNg al
and Dy the generosıty of God she deserves be the mother of all the
Churches Peter Damıan complıments the Parıarch of Constantiı-
nople turnıng Rome for answer“**). Anselm himself descr1ibes
the posıtion thus the Greeks Sa Y that the ancıent patrıarchates WEIC

sisters mM whom the Roman See had primacy ın the that she
Was called the rst See and appeal Was made LO her DYy all the others ın
debated CUUSAE ecclesiasticae*?). All thıs WOU. ımply ecclesi0logy of
unıty ın 1C Rome and communıon wıth Rome 18 the touchstone of
orthodoxy of al but 1a(018 necessarıly, A the debates sShow, of Ng
practice ın detaıl al least of lıturgical form;: the other hand, the
oundary between atters of al which AIC agreed be 1SSUES
1C there must be ONC mınd in the Church, and rıtes, 1C MaYy

4-0) 145.634
41) 88.1228
42) 88 . 1228
43) GF
3 145.633, Opusculum
45) ST
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legıtiımately be dıverse, 1s NOTL CasSYy TaW 1S not drawn convıncıngly
In the treatıses ave een examınıng.

Anselm of Havelberg, however, achlieved deal He dıd much
educate the West about the East, and alter perception that

Eastern Christians COUuU be scCcCH nOTL ASs enemıles but as fellow-members
of riıchly diversified Body of Christ whom partıcular g1 of the
Spirıit had een given. Hej them 4S reasonable and willıng
COINC together wıth the Latıns provıde the ole Church Can

together ın Councıl the ispute pomnts. Thıs Was optimıstıc, A it
proved Nevertheless, thıs markes 191  S departure ecumenıcally. OVve
all Anselm seit out quıte clearly the ecumenıcal importance of resolving
the 1ssue of essentıials and inessentials, and the elated question of the
place of dıversıity in unıted Church
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