
Confronting the Otherness of the Greeks:
Anselm of Havelberg and the Diıvisıon

between reeks and Latins

In 1136, the German Emperor Lothar I1 oOrme!' miılıtary allıance
wıth the Eastern Empıre of John I1 Comnenus. As part of the negotla-
t10ns, sent delegatıon Constantinople. mong ıts members,
quıte probably Ifs leader, Was Anselm the bıshop of Havelberg. In the
East, Anselm’s discussions wıth the Greeks branched Out beyond miılı-
Lary ffaırs the problems 1vıdıng the Church into TeE and Latın
parts In eifect, the bıshop of Havelberg confronted the otherness in
belıefs and rıtuals of people who nevertheless called themselves
Christians. It 15 Anselm’s confrontation wıth thıs otherness and hıs
attempt it In order 1rım the ONe al of all Chrıstians
that WOU 1ke ddress

The CONLexXT an format of Anselm’ s wrıltten ACCOUNT of his debates
wWIıth the Greeks

Anselm Was born around 1100 and led incredibly actıve ıfe He
W as iscıple of Archbıshop Norbert of Magdeburg, who ounded the
Praemonstratensian er of regular Norbert chose Anselm
be the bıshop in exıle of Havelberg, tıny town the held sıde
of the Elbe Rıver. Unable gel Havelberg, Anselm served al the

of three German rulers: Lother HL, Conrad 1L, and Tederıc
Barbarossa. He acted AaSs the papa legate of Pope Eugen1us 111 the
enden Crusade diırected agamınst the pPAasgans who held Havelberg,
negotiated the Lreaty of CConstance between Tederıc Barbarossa and
Eugen1us 1L, and en! hıs CaIicCeT archbıishop of Ravenna. He dıed
in 1158 at Barbarossa’s sıege of 1ı1lan }

hıs ıcle 15 revised version of delıvered al the annual meeting of the
Medieval Academy of Amerıca meet1ing, March n 1992, in Columbus, hı10

The MoOost complete bıography of Anselm remaıns Eugen Dombrowskı, Anselm
VonNn Havelberg (Könıigsberg, See Iso Johann Braun, ° Anselm VON Havel-
DErg Die deutsche Literatur des Mittelalters, Verfasserlexikon, 2nd ed., (New Y ork,

384-391; Kurt Fına, “ Anselm VO]  b Havelberg: Untersuchungen ZUT Kırchen- und
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Anselm produce everal wrıtten works. ese nclude the ‚piSstola
apologetica, 1C Q1ves defense of the 1ıfe of the regular CalNonNns Hıs
maJor work 1S the Antiıkeimenon Book ofAntıtheses, often called the
Dialogı rıtten around 1150, thıs work includes hıstory of the
Church from bel the last of the elect Here seim defends Varı-
eLYy of rel1210us ıfe IN the OC aı Dy demonstratiıng that varıety be

and revıtalızıng element of the church 4S it oug
hıstory Ihe other of the Antıkeimenon 15 Anselm’s aCCOUunNtT of [WO
debates that he had held wıth the FCce Archbıshop Nıicetas of Nıicome-
dıa ese debates had taken place Anselm’s trıp Constantinople
for Lothar I17 SOINC fourteen earher 1n 1136 1S the wriıtten
version of these debates that l focus InY attention.

HcHY: the format and Content of the debates dASs ollows Anselm
Q1ves both letter the entire Antıkeimenon and proemı1um the
first debate in 1C he SayS he 1S wrıting al the request of Pope Euge-
1US 188 and of certaın brothers. Eugen1us had requested of Anselm
kınd of andDOoO showıng hOwW reCS attacks Latın rıtual and eol-
OSY m1g be combated: the brothers WEeIC interested in OoWIng why
the ONC al Was dıyıded into [WO, East and West seim
then o1ves brief descrıiption of hıs Nicetas and of the setting
In 1C the debates took place Ihe debates themselves ATrc g1ven ın
the form of 1alogue 1ıke the script of play Thıs CONVCYS the

Geıistesgeschichte des ahrhunderts”, NnNalecta Praemonstratensia (1956) 69-
193-227; 33 (1957) 5-39, 268-301; (1958), 13-41 Specıifically Anselm and the
Greeks ohannes Dräseke, *Bıshof Anselm VO  —; Havelberg und se1ne Gesantschafts-
reisen ach Byzanz’”, Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 21 (1901), 160-185; eorg
Schreıiber, ‘ Anselm VO  —_ Havelberg und dıe stkırche Begegnung mıt der yzan-
tinıschen Welt. Morgenländısches und abendländısches Zönobıium ", Zeitschrift für
Kirchengeschichte (1941) 354-411; ohannes Beumer, ‘Eın Relıgionsgespräc aus
dem zwölften Jahrhundert”, Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie (1951), 465-482;
Martın ıtzthum, ‘ Anselm VO|  —; Havelberg als Verteidiger der Einheıt mıt der
Ostkırche”, Analecta Praemonstratensia (1961) 137-141; Gillıan Evans, ° Anselm
of Canterbury and Anselm of Havelberg: Ihe Controversy ıth the Greeks’”, nalecta
Praemonstratensia 53 (1977), 158-17/5; ıdem, “ Unıity and Dıversıty: Anselm of
Havelberg Ecumenist”, Nnalecia Praemonstratensia (1991),; 42-52; eodore

Russell, ‘ Anselm of Havelberg and the Unıion of the urches  &2 Kleronomia
(1978)

Epistola apologetica, 1gne, Patrologıa Latına 188 Antikeimenon,
1gne, 188 All pagc references the Antıkeimenon and the Epistola
apologetica 188

The introductory letter 15 al 188 the proemı1um the debates at
188

Antıkeimenon proem1um and Z 163
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impression of attempt Anselm’s part recount ASs accurately AS

possıble what Was actually saıd In Constantinople in 1136 I he first
debate, comprising Book One of the Antıkeimenon, eals exclusıvely
wıth the problem of the LLLOqUE: Does the Holy pırı proceed from
the Father alone the Greeks believed? Or O€Ss the pırı proceed
from Father and SOn dASs the Latıns WOUuU ave it? IThe second debate.,
Book ree of the Antikeimenon, 15 ostens1bly concerned wıth dıffer-

in rıtual practice. The debaters discuss whether leavened OT

unleavened TEeA should be sed in the eucharıst; whether
cshould be mı1ıxed wıth the WInNe before 0)8 after the atter’s consecratıon,
and whether the Greeks practice form of rebaptısm. Looming OVCI

these 1SSuUeS, however. CIMNCTI SCS the further problem of papal Pr1ımaCcy
Does the Roman DODC ave the authorıty decıde these issues’?
Both debates result in mutual desıre the of the debaters for
general church councıl continue the discuss1ion.

Recent contributions understanding the wrılten ACCOUNT of the
debates

TE hıstorlans ave recently contrıbuted sıgnıfıcantly reevalu-
atıon of Anselm’s acCcCount of the debates Hermann 0SE S1ıeben, Karl
Morrıison, and Caroline alker ynum Sıeben has addressed the 1sSsue
of the hıstoricıty of Anselm’s aCCOunt nu S1ıeben, historians often
questioned how g0o0d Anselm’s IMNMCINOTLY of these events COUuU. ave
een fourteen yYCals later, and they tried determiıine whether Anselm
had of the 1136 debates 1le certaın doubts WEIC expressed
about accepting the debates al face value AS hıstorıcal reporting, there
WEeTC doubts that there had een actual debates and that Anselm
Was in SOMNC WaY wrıting about those debates Ihe question Was ONC
of the degree 1C the hıstorıical and the wriıtten aCcCCcount

connected rather than the further and important question of
whether thıs 1S work of historical reporting al all Sıeben as thıs
question and answered in the negatıve. He demonstrated that Anselm
has wıthout attrıbution borrowed from Abelard, Augustine,
Boethlus, the Hıstoria trıpartıta, the er pontificalis, the Praefatio
Nıcaeniı concılıı from Pseudo-Isıdore, and the Congratulamur vehe-
enter of Pope Leo for the words of both eDaters 10 thıs lıst

Hermann-Josef S1eben, Die Konzıiılsidee des lateiniıschen Mittelalters (547-15768),
Konzılıengeschochte: el B, Untersuchungen (Paderborn, 154048
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add that Anselm has borrowed from himself DYy adopting pPASSasc
irom the ‚pistola apologetica into the debates TIhe fact that thıs DaS-
SaBıC has en in the mouth of Nicetas only underscores Siıeben s
conclusıon that the debates aAIiIc fictıon CVCN 1f ase historical

11e Sıeben has pomted oOut OBH®© diırection for interpreting the
debates Dy usıng them study Anselm’s ı1deas about concılı1arısm, arl
OIrT1sonN has SONC much further dealıng ıth theır lıterary nature
Morrison has sed them ShOW how Anselm wrestles wıth the
hermeneut1ic predicament of understandıng and communiıcatıng
that understandıng others. He Warns agaınst the VIeEW that Anselm
W as champıon of eıther papa prıimacy the ogıcal strength of
Latın posıtions theology and rıtual Rather Anselm sShows, SaYyS
Morrıi1son, that Og1C eaı into dılemmas from 1C he and Nıcetas
CannotTt CSCAaAPDC. In the end, Anselm 1S the champıon noLt of the Latıns but
of charıty

Whiıle Carolıine er ynum has ea wıth Anselm only in pass-
Ing, che has nevertheless provıde the context ftor theır reevaluatıon by
pomting Out the importance regular CanNOoNs of eachıng wıth word
and deed ertamly, thıs Was Vvitally ımportant fOor those followers of
Norbert of Xanten who served theır mentor the Saxon frontier when
Norbert became archbıshop of Magdeburg. Anselm 1S prıme example
of thıs, chosen by Norbert ASs bıshop of Havelberg and serving wıth
Norbert al the COUTT of Lothar 111 Anselm’s OW portralt of Norbert AS

InNan who “multas congregationes institult, ef Cas ad perfectionem
apostolicae vıtae verbo ef exemplo informavıt ” close
Bynum’s description of the spirıtualıty of regular CalNnOoNls ın terms of
“the qualıity of Ithe Canons| aWaTrTeNCSS, theır of responsıbıilıty for

&3 Epistola apologetica, 1119BCEC ..  Quantum CcCIO malum S1ıt, quamVI1Ss SACTalll

crıpturam SUO sSeNSsul emancıpare, et 19(0)01 pot1us dıvınae Scripturae SUUIN SCHSUMM

adaptare, nullı Incognıtum SSC quı SaCTIS lection1ıbus consuevıt” ıth
Antikeimenon 2.14, 1183D-1184A ‘Quantum malum S1t, intellectum Scripturae, UUaC
dıvına merult appelları, ad proprium SCMHNSUM quası violenta exposıtione dıstorquere,
NON poti1us propriıum SCHNSUMI OmMnınO dıvınae Scripturae humilıter mancıpare eit —

modare, Nu. SSC Incognıtum quı SaCTIS ection1ıbus CONSUeVIt, ef ideo ene
monulst1ı”.

Karl Morrıison, ‘“ Anselm of Havelberg: Play and the Dılemma of Hıstorical
Progress , ın Religion, Culture and Society In the Early ıddle Ages Studies In Honor
of Rıchard Sullivan, ed. IThomas Noble and John Contren1, Studies in
Medieval Culture 23 (Kalamazoo, 210256

Antikeimenon 1:
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the edıfıcatıon of theır fellow men  27 That definıtion 1S, WOU SUuS-
geslL, vıtal for understandıng the Canon Anselm of Havelberg’s lıterary
debates wıth the Greeks

10 that definıtion WOU add the CONCECDL of the other and the alıen-
at1on of the indıyıdual Irom that 1C he OT she 1s NOL Ihe ultımate
er God 15 separate from the indıvıdual Dy thıs barrıer of
alıenatıon IC needs be DE 1s also the otherness of
the WOT. round about, the otherness of one’s ellows In that WOT. The
otherness of the WOT. INAaYy be viewed ASs somethıing reject in the

that the LNOTC OMC alıenates oneself from that WOT. the LNOTC ONC

OVETICOMECS the alıenatıon between the self and (10d In thıs VIEeW, the
indıvıdual stands between the poles of dıvıne and worldly otherness.
OoVvıng toward the Dıvıne 111 necessarıly iINCcan movıng AaWaY from
the worldly. Bynum’s definıtion of canonıcal spırıtualıty, however, PIC-

another approac solving thıs dılemma, namely that OINC INa Yy
reconcıle the self wıth the otherness of God by akıng the task of
reconcılıng the self wıth one’s ellows and ÖF reconcılıng those ellows
wıth each other

Anselm and the reader debates

Anselm’s debates WOU. al first glance, SCCII contradıct the
notion of the reconcılıng the otherness of the WOT. wıth the
otherness of Go0od Anselm ca hıs book book of antıtheses. He o1ves
the impression that he 111 demonstrate Latın audience why the
posıtions of the Latıns COrrect and those of the Greeks And
Dy omng thıs ın the form of 1alogue between Latın and TE he
g1ves the impress1i0n ell that, al least In the mınd of the reader,
TE 1S g01INg be embarrassed Dy Latın The first ıimage that 15
cCommunıcated the reader 1s OIlC of combat, nOoL dıplomacy. Anselm
SayS that Pope Eugen1us made h1s request for the Antikeimenon because

TEEC had visıted the papa COUTT and disparaged Latın practice and
eology 10) The 15 that the Antikeimenon 1S be sed ASs tool
of WAar {u:  . the tıde agamst the Greeks Anselm 15 quıte careful about

Caroline Walker ynum, Spiırıtuality of Regular Canons ın the T welfth
Century”, ın Jesus Mother: Studies In the Spirituality of the High Middle Ages
(Berkeley, 22-58, ere quoting from Iso ynum, Docere verbo el
exemplo: An Aspect of T’welfth-Century Spirituality, arvard Theologıcal Studıies 31
(Mıssoula,

IO) Antikeimenon, prologus,
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putting thıs 1dea of combat into the mınd of the reader in the WaYy he
SEeTis the for the debates He hIıs brothers in the prologue the
fırst debate

Siınce Ithe Greeks], Archbıshop |Nıcetas| W as NnO in hıs
devout earıng, sharpest in hıs abılıty, MOST learned the study of
Tee etters, mMoOost eloquent in speech, and MmMOoOSstT Caut10us in g1ving
and rece1ving ansWCeIS, he neglected OIllC of these ings whether
In dısputatıon ın quiet deliberatiıon 16 seemed capable of
eing turned the advantage of h1s opınıon and the destruction of
OUIS, and thıs W as especlally the Casc SINCEe the twelve elect
didascalos, who Dy cCustom presiıde OVeCOT the chools of the Greeks,
he WAas, al the tiıme, theır leader And from them all, In OUT dısputa-
t10Nn he W as lected for the task of serving agamınst 11)

It WOU aDPDCAT that aVl' 1S S0o1INg meet Golıath, and that the
Latın reader sıt back and en]OoYy the former s victory. But ıf Anselm
1S concerned teach Dy example, should be struck Dy the ıimage he
1S projecting ere The image 1S that of alıenatıon, of Iınes 1vidıng the
al  130 of otherness. Nıcetas 1S learned and devout, but he 1S also the

preparıng for dısputatıon in H he destroy the
opposıtion, namely Anselm And the tacıt ınt 15 that what l WIt-
( 1s lıttle Anselm turnıng the tables bıg Nıcetas.

However, SCC, thıs 15 18(0)1 what Anselm does, 19(0)8 o0€eSs
Nıicetas take approac of destructive aggress10n. seim the wrıter
has heightened certaın expectation in the reader and then he 0€Ss
nOot delıver We MaYy ell ask what end Anselm 1S manıpulatıng the
reader. What example 0€eSs he want us SCC ın these debates”? Why, ıf
Nıcetas 1S 18(0)1 gomng be destroyed by the force of Anselm’s aArg U-
m o€es Anselm use the format of debate al all? Here must
TAawW back from the lıterary and IL Yy SC it noTt As audience
but Aas author.

First of all, the author has identified hıs audiıence ın the MmMoOst general
terms those wonderıng why there 1S East-West dıvısıon in the OMNC

al Both Latıns and Greeks belıeve in 1T1S In thıs there 15 unıty
11) Antıiıkeimenon Z proemium, 1162CD ‘“ Praedıictus NaMquUC archiep1scopus CU]

MAagNnus apud illos rel1g10n1s LyPO, el aCerrmus ingen10, el erudit1issımus TaeCarum
ıtterarum stud10, el facundıssımus eloquio0, ei Cauti1ssımus in dando Sl accıpıendo SPONSO,
nıhıl OTUI in dısputatıone SCU collatione tacendo neglexıt, QUaC viderentur
spectare ad SUac sententiae fiırmıtatem, vel ad nOostrae sententlae destructionem: PracsCcI-
tım CUMmM ıpse inter duodecım Jectos didascalos, qu1ı stud11s (jraecorum IMOTC solent
PTACSSC, Iunc temporı1s fuerıt praec1ıpuus, el ab un1ıvers1s in officıum nOostrae disputat1on1s
adversum electus”.
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But the sSuppose ack of otherness 15 belıed Dy dıivisıons Greeks
and Latıns. They neıther the nature otf the (10d they worshıp
(the Filiıoque) L11OT how that God 15 be worshıpped (sacramental
rıtual). How Can the otherness of Chrıst, the font of love, poss1bly be
approached Dy Chrıstians, Greeks and Latıns, who sShow only 9O-
1Sm toward each other?

For selm, the AaANSWeTI 15 ddress the alıenatıon between Chris-
t1ans. The CIASUTC of the lıne between the indiıvıdual and the otherness
of hrıs 1S be ET1IPCTE| Dy dealıng wıth the lıne between belıevers,
prec1isely what ynum has pomnted d the efinıng feature of Canon1-
cal spırıtualıty. It 1S in dealıng wıth the alıenatıon between Chrıistians
that the Holy, the Dıivıne er 1s eached The debates therefore
not about showıng the Latıns be rıght, the Greeks They AdIc

about the problem of erasıng the lıne of alıenatıon. Thıs explaıns the
1alogue format Itf seim Sa  < only eology and rıtual AS the 1SSUES,
he eed not ave introduced Nd1vVv1duals in the aCcTl of discussıon. In the
debates, however, the author CAall, followıng the hınes of canonıcal SPIr-
tualıty, present example .. word and d d” hıs audıence. He
chooses the format of the debate Here ave the WOrds. TIhe words

projected from Anselm Nıcetas: from Nıcetas Anselm: from
both the reader. That the debater named Anselm does NOL crush
Nıicetas cshould us that the author 15 nNOTL presenting hıs audıiıence
wıth the example of ONC of the debaters ASs opposed the other:;: the
example hat 1S5 projected 15 hat of the debate ıtself. The author also
O0€eSs everythıng he Can convınce the reader that he, the author, 15 not
conJjuring thıs debate but rather that he 1S g1ving close proximıty
what W as actually sa1d in the hıstorical debate of 1136 Thıs 1s Sa Y
that the audıence has the hat ıt 11l partıcıpate in actual events
Here AaIic the e€e 0Ug words, Anselm Cal shape hıs ee| into

form be imıtated by hıs audıence, form 16 ıll bring them
closer eing at ONec wıth Christ Dy moderatıng the lines of alıenatıon,
of otherness, between Chrıstians.

few IMNOTEC words eed be saıd ere about Anselm’s audience.
Before havıng the Latın and the Tee egın theır first debate, Anselm
18 quıte careful about heightening the of drama. Indeed, the ole
format of the debates 15 theatrıcal, but thıs theatrıcal artıfıce 1Ss hıdden
by the of movıng back through time particıpate in actual
OCCUITEMNC! In setting the stage, Anselm takes the reader back
specıfic ate Aprıl 10, ..  ©1 ene sum  R he Says The
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place 1s the Pısan qu. of Constantinople. Judges ATC there decıde
wıinner; secr1ıbes attend Z  e own what 1S saıd; translators l

the problem of the {WO languages. (juards AIc also in attendance
keep the crowd of onlookers quiet. Ihe crowd m1 about untıl ıt

1S called sılence 12) Thıs crowd deserves OUT attention. ıle all
the others scr1ıbes, translators, ouards, and the jJudges

mentioned agaın, from time time the crowd 1S wriıtten into the
scrıpted debate, chorus-lıke, it VO1ICES ıts approva of what ıt SCCS and
ears 13) Ihus, ıf TaW back irom Anselm’s fınd L[WO

audıences. TIhe fırst 1S thıs Crowd, implicıtly Tee The second 1S the
reader, iımplhicıtly Latın But aSs the reader observes what the crowd
observes IC 15 SaY observes the eel 0Ug the author’s
words the Iıne between reader and crowd becomes VE obscure.
Already, WOU suggest, wıth the setting of hıs seIm 15 movınz
toward erasıng the lıne of otherness. ASs SCC, the Judgment the
crowd passes 1$ the Sanılec Jjudgment Anselm WOU lıke from the reader.

Anselm’ s presentation ofhimself and 1cetas

f the audıence, crowd and reader, aAiIc become ONC, then the lıne of
alıenatıon between the Latın Anselm and the 166 Nicetas must be
erased. And the opening speech of the Latın debater reveals thıs be
the intention author. He has created dramatıc tens10n, CC-
tatıon that forces at odds ıth each other AI movıng collısıon
COUTSC, but then the fırst 16 W the reader gels of the Latın debater 1Ss that
of INnan mMOVvıng relax thıs ens10n:

When all Was ready, the for the debaters| arrange facıng
each other, sılence ımposed, and waıltıng, Bıshop
Anselm of Havelberg sald: “‘Reverend fathers, dıd 18(0)1 COMNIC seek-
ing quarre Came inquıre about and understand the al

and mıne and above all because it pleases yYOUu v 14)
It 1S, then, the Greeks who ave COMC selm, and ere he draws
them together wıth his readers who had COINC hım wıth their YUCS-
t10ns. f the questions aTCc be answered, they must be treated
inquırıes pose by the al the faıthful Ihe ension 15 urther

12) Antikeimenon DE 1163AC
13) Antıkeimenon SC Z S 1248
14) Antikeimenon A& “ Cunctis ıtaque ordınatıs, eft sedıibus regıone posıtıs,

dato sılenti0, omnıbus ad audıendum av1dıs ei suspensI1Ss, Anselmus Havelbergensı1s ep1S-
DU dixıt ‘ Patres reverendi, CDO ad contentiones NON en.l... sed enı ad inquırendum

5 9°

el cognoscendum de fıde vestra INCA, maxıme qula vobıs ıta placuit



2R ees

elaxed Dy Nıicetas’ that he appreclates Anselm’s umilıty
because In humble diıscussıon truth 111 be arrıved al much SUOIICT

than A lf, In OUuT CONYUCT, dıspute arrogantly” 15) 10
thıs Anselm responds that they should ACCOMPANY each other the
path of truth Dy avoldıng arrogant argument.

All of thıs g00d l establiıshes INOTEC than the ground rules for
debate Anselm draws cırcle, the cırcle of the ONeC al “yOours and
mıne , around the debaters, and Dy implicatiıon around the TE
crowd and the Latın reader as ell The alıenatıon between them thus
ex1ists wıthın of unıty. Ihe question 1S whether the lıne of alhıen-
atıon, of otherness, 111 Cufl the cırcle of al whether the unıty of
the al 111 be brought bear the dıvıdıng Iıne of dıffering belıefs
and rıtuals. it IMAaYy be that ıf thıs interpretation of the debates 15
Correc(t, Can ASSUuNlEC that seim the author, manıpulatıng both
debaters 4S he does, 111 nOot OW Nicetas break the cırcle. 10 do
WOU end ın sımply blamıng the Greeks for divısıve problems, and
Anselm’s reader WOU learn nothing. At centfer 15 Anselm the
debater 1ssue 1s whether he Can maıntaın the cırcle he has drawn
and elımınate the dıivisıve lıne Dy the debates’ end

Let us take closer o0k al the presentatıon of the [WO debaters.
111 LIrYy aVvOo1d getting caught In the specıfics of the problems of

the LLL0que, sacramental rıtual OT papa prımacy. My PUTDOSC ere 1S
not much o discuss the posıtions the debaters hold these 1SSuUEeSs ASs

sShow how they communiıcate those posıtions each other
Time and agaln, hıstorl1ans ave pomted these debates ASs revealıng

the moderatıon and dıplomacy of Anselm of Havelberg. Perhaps histo-
rmMans ave een taken Dy the of g00d 111 al the egınnıng and
end of both debates that they ave faıled notice the insults and aIi10-

1C Cal be OUnN! sandwıched in between. Moreover, those
insults and that AITOSANCC ATC be oun: almost exclusıvely OIlC
sıde: The Latın debater’s. In assessing these insults, it 1S ımportant
ear in mınd the fact that the author of the wriıtten debates has complete
control OVCI the statements of both debaters. Thus must be areful

dıstingzu1s between Anselm the author and Anselm the debater The
fact of the matter 15 that Anselm the debater Urlis insults al Nıcetas
aC- mıiılıtate agamıst the notion that the Latın 15 mot1ivated purely by

15) Antıkeimenon Z E: °“ Placet quod dicı1s, f humılıtas tua nobıs placet;
Nar in Colloquendo e{ humıilıter conferendo C1It1us elucescıt verıitas, QqUam S1 superbe eit
ad vincendum avıdı contendamus ”.
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Christian charıty In effect, he throws Nıicetas’ otherness In the Greek’s
face and, In dome thıs, demonstrates al odds wıth Nıicetas’
praıse of hım Moreover, the reader becomes acutely AWAalC that thıs
aggress1ıve approac O€Ss noL work. Why then 0€S seim the author
ave hıs namesake behave in thıs way ? 10 help in answerıng thıs QUCS-
t10n, let us consıder OIlC blatant example.

Ihe second debate the 1ssue of usıng leavened
leavened Tea| for the eucharıst. IThe Greeks insıst usıng leaven
fermentum; the Latıns reject thıs S0oon, however, the [WO IHNCI {u  .

the 1sSsue of papa prımacy, wıth seiIm the debater insısting that mat-
teTrs of rıtual WOU easıly be solved ıf the Greeks WOU Just pay heed

Rome. then, in rather engthy PASSALC completely overlooked
Dy hıstorl1ans, ings egın gel ugly aSs the Latın debater draws
comparıson between Rome and Constantinople. IThe Roman church,
SayS selm, 15 the chosen and preemmnent church of God, the ONC that
has remaıned fırm 1ıle others ave wavered in heresy The church of
Constantiınople, the other hand, 1S rıfe wıth heresy and schısm. Wıth

subtlety al all, Anselm identifies the evıl caused by Constantinople
and the churches of the Kast wıth the words fermentum fermentare.
Ihus Constantinople W as often exıted (fermentata) Dy innumerable
heresies and Was pollute: “by the VE pPO1SONOUS ferment” (venenO0SO
fermento) of Arıanısm. Hıs first example of Arıan 1S Eusebıius of
Nicomedia the VCILY place where Nıicetas 15 archbıshop who
infected Constantinople “by the Samne ferment” (eodem fermento). Of
COUISC, fermentum in the of leavened Trea| 15 prec1ısely what 15 al

1ssue in thıs debate, and Anselm’s uUusc of the word 15 colnc1ıdence
slıp of the pCH In hıs presentation of the ast 4S hot bed of heresy and
wıthout CeVCI mentioning the kınd of Trea be sed in the MaSss, he
nevertheless MANASCS assocılate heresy wıth fermentum ulLYy twelve
times. “Wh0”, he asks, ..  1S able enumerate all of the heretics and all
of theır IC ave een in thıs CIty and fermented the holy and
immaculate church of God wıth alse teachıngs and attempted tear

the tunıc of Christ wıth 1mMp10Us schism? ”. Heres1ies ave collected ın
Constantinople 1ıke ılge water , and sat there dırty Tog  SAa
“ Indeed, from thıs pool of heresy the multitude of the sımple became
drunk dASs 1f WOrmwOo0od wıne . He COMLDATCS Constantinople
Babylon g1ving drınk the WOT. from po1soned CUD of heresy,
and ere he ca Babylon “the fırst and Babylon , allowıng the
reader TawWw the conclusıon that Constantinople 15 second (not
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great) Babylon rather than second Rome 16) It 18 dıfficult find
much charıty in Anselm the debater’s portraıit of the eastern capıtal.
seiIm the debater SCS Sa y that the Roman church DICSCIVCS the
purıty of the al and 15 thus the mother of all churches wıth God ASs the
Father ose who wısh call themselves SOMNS of (J0d and the church
should imıtate Rome in sacramental rıtual

Anselm’s defense of Roman pPr1maCy 1S, then, purchased al the
CXPCNSC of Constantinople and the Greeks He has accentuated the
strength of the West DYy holdıng it agamst COIOTIU aC  TOp of
TEEC weakness and, indeed, heresy. Far from maıntamıng the cırcle
of unıty, it 1S Anselm the debater who, al thıs poimnt, Jlashes AWAaY al
it 1l1e ulldıng viıirtual all of alıenatıon, of otherness, between
hımself and Nicetas. And it 1S WO:  Y of ote that Anselm the debater
prefaces hıs defense of papa prımacy and hıs attack the Greeks Dy
callıng hımself “ the specı1al SOM of the Roman Churc 17) It 1S
phrase hıstori1ans ave often cıted In theır Anselm ASs
the fırm eiender of papa prıimacy In cContext, however,. what ıt sShows
15 debater arrogantly awıng lıne between hıimself and Nıicetas and
assumıng that he 1s MNg the pomt of endangering the v Chrıistian
unıty he had ifırmed at the eginnıng of the debates

When turn Nıcetas, the distinction between Anselm the wrıter
and Anselm the debater clear. For it 1S Nıicetas who dryly pomts
Out that the charıtable nature of the debate 185 at rısk by tellıng Anselm
the debater

You ave saıd enough and ublıme thıngs about the dıgnıity
and sublimity of the Roman church, but the ings 1C YOU ave

concernıng that church, YOUr restraınt Was able ave saı1d
INOTEC cautiously.

As he has lıstened Anselm, NO he SaYS, Anselm cshould lısten
hım “{ A1S, surely, the charıty in 7 am ave convened

16) Antıkeimenon 3 1216AC “Quı1s den1que dinumerare haeret1icos, ef
‚OTUuMm CITOTES quı ın hac C1vıtate fuerunt, el sanctam eft immaculatam De1 CCIe-

s1am falsıs dogmatıbus fermentaverunt, ef unıcam Chrıst1ı IMp10 schısmate scindere
tentaverunt? haereses... ın hanc Civitatem quası in sentinam confluxerunt; et hıc
cCoadunatae stagnum fecerunt, iın UJUO quası utosae sedentes... De hoc
et1am haeresum stagno tanquam absınthio multitudo sımplicıum inebriata est.234  J..T.Lees  great) Babylon rather than a second Rome !©). It is difficult to find  much charity in Anselm the debater’s portrait of the eastern capital.  Anselm the debater goes on to say that the Roman church preserves the  purity of the faith and is thus the mother of all churches with God as the  Father. Those who wish to call themselves sons of God and the church  should imitate Rome in sacramental ritual.  Anselm’s defense of Roman primacy is, then, purchased at the  expense of Constantinople and the Greeks. He has accentuated the  strength of the West by holding it up against a colorful backdrop of  Greek weakness and, indeed, heresy. Far from maintaining the circle  of unity, it is Anselm the debater who, at this point, slashes away at  it while building a virtual wall of alienation, of otherness, between  himself and Nicetas. And it is worthy of note that Anselm the debater  prefaces his defense of papal primacy and his attack on the Greeks by  calling himself “the special son of the Roman Church” !”). It is a  phrase historians have often cited in their attempts to portray Anselm as  the firm defender of papal primacy. In context, however, what it shows  is a debater arrogantly drawing a line between himself and Nicetas and  assuming that he is right to the point of endangering the very Christian  unity he had affirmed at the beginning of the debates.  When we turn to Nicetas, the distinction between Anselm the writer  and Anselm the debater comes clear. For it is Nicetas who dryly points  out that the charitable nature of the debate is at risk by telling Anselm  the debater:  You have said enough great and sublime things about the dignity  and sublimity of the Roman church, but the things which you have  added concerning that church, your restraint was able to have said  more cautiously.  As he has listened to Anselm, now, he says, Anselm should listen  to him. “This, surely, the charity in which we have convened  '°) Antikeimenon 3.6, 1216AC: “Quis denique dinumerare queat omnes haereticos, et  omnes eorum errores qui in hac civitate fuerunt, et sanctam et immaculatam Dei Eccle-  siam falsis dogmatibus fermentaverunt, et tunicam Christi impio schismate scindere  tentaverunt?... haereses... in hanc civitatem quasi in sentinam confluxerunt; et hic  coadunatae coenosum stagnum fecerunt, in quo quasi lutosae ranae sedentes... De hoc  etiam haeresum stagno tanquam absinthio multitudo simplicium inebriata est. ... et hic  fermentum malitiae et nequitiae suae miscuerunt..., et calicem mortiferum ab hac civi-  tate, sicut prima et ingens Babylon, imperatoribus, regibus et principibus propina-  verunt”.  17) Antikeimenon 3.4, 1213BC: *... sum etenim specialis filius Romanae Ecclesiae,  nec erubesco me esse servum ejus, et hoc tu bene nosti”.ei hıc
fermentum malıtıae el nequıtıiae SUaC mi1scuerunt..., ei calıcem mortiferum ab hac 1V1-
tate, sicut prıma el ingens Babylon, ımperatoribus, regıbus el princıpıbus propina-
verunt”.

17) Antikeimenon $ 1213BCEC . 5 U} etenım specialıs fiılıus Romanae Eccles1ae,
1CC erubesco SSC eJus, el hoc bene nost1”.
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demands”’!8), Anselm the debater responds wıth 1na uncharıtable
play the word fermentum 1C only underscore hıs AIT1O-

rather than hıs love:

In DUIC charıty, ave sıncerely spoken the DUIC truth wıthout
ferment of talsıty. Respond whatever YOU wısh in thıs Samle

charıty, and MAaYy ıf be wıth the ferment sef asıde 19)
Setting the fermentum asıde IS, of COUISC, exactly what Anselm the
debater the Greeks do in theır sacramental practice. Heresy
and fermentum ave een implicıtly t1ed together, and the Latın debater
1S askıng for uncondıtional surrender.

Is thıs Anselm the wrıter’s INCSSaRC hıs brothers and readers?
1n NnOL It 15 Nicetas who catches the attention Ka the measured

and thoughtful WaYy he responds. He 0€S NOT ash Ouft at the Latıns
Anselm the debater had al the Greeks Rather he eloquently CXPICSSCS
the VeELY uman fears of the Greeks cConcerning the implications of
church governed Dy the Roman bıshop alone. And thıs, belıeve, 1S
of Anselm the author’s INCSSaLC hıs brothers. In Nıicetas’ words,
Anselm the wriıter 1S able cCapture the emoti1ons, tradıtions, and COIN-

mıtments 1C constıtute the otherness of the Greeks In hat must be
counted OIlC of the MoOst ımportant of the debates, Anselm the
wrıter allows Nıcetas g1ve full volce TEeC CONCETINS about
church ruled Dy the PORDC The Roman church, SaysS Nıcetas, has made
of her posıtıon monarchical OMNC quite at odds wıth the nature of her
prıimacy, and thıs has divided the eastern bıshops from the western

HOw, he asks, the Greeks be expected acquiesce the decisions
of councıls called Dy western that nclude only western ıshops?
D 1f the Roman ponti1fT, sıttıng the OITLY throne of hıs
glory, wıshes hunder at us and hurl hıs mandates d ıf from

18) Antıiıkeimenon $  ' ‘“ Satıs el sublımıa de dıgnitate omanae Ccle-
S1326 OCutus C sed qQquacC de hac Eccles1ia subjunxI1stı, parcıus dix1isse
destia (ua. respondentem aequanımıtate audıas, qua CRO te audıv1. Hoc nım
postulat harıtas in qua convenimus”.

19) Antıkeimenon 3 ‚20 in 1INCTIA charıtate verıtatem sincere, et
sine mMnı ermento falsıtatıs OCutus SU) QUOYUC in eadem charıtate, utinam ermento
dimısso, responde quı1dquıd VIS  M, In Miıgne, these lınes ‚OMI at the end of nselm’s long
speech In Support of the papaCy. In several of the manuscrI1pts of the Antikeimenon 3C

ave een able study, these lınes placed after Nıcetas plea be heard
above) unıch, Bayerische Staatsbıibliothek, Lat. 64858 (anno aus Freising,
fol 451; Wolfenbüttel, Herzog-August-Bibliothek, 2135 (August. SaCC XVI,
fol 118v
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hıgh, and wıshed DaSS Judgments YCAa, rule OVCLI us
and OUT churches wıthout OUT counsel but hıs OW. authorıty
alone and for hıs OW. g00d pleasure, what Iraternıty CVeCcn CI
nıty 1S there in thıs? Who WOU CVCT be able resign hımself
supportin thıs? Iruly, WOU then be called WOU be!
slaves of the UrCc. noTt SONMNS 20)

He DOCS CADICSS COIICCEITIN about the fate of the Greeks’ owledge
of the Scriptures, theır study of letters, dıscıplıne, and nO wısdom ıf
Rome WEeEeTC rule sole bıshop and pas(tor. urely, he SaYyS, Rome
COU. usec assıstance wıth her labors in the vineyard of the Lord and
WOU do better 1810171 condemn her brothers.

Anselmib' s definition of the perfect mediator hetween Greeks an
Latıns

Later In thıs debate, Nıicetas ralses OMCEC 198(0)8° the 1Ssue of the PAaDaC y
the dıscussıon turns the opes for church councıl. It 1S not

Anselm the debater but Nicetas who tries define the role of DODC al
such councıl. Thıs 1S 5Sd y that seIm the wrıter Q1VveSs expression

what he It l z  q for DODC WI1N OVCI those who ATICc

unwiıllıng follow Rome’s unqualıifie leadershıp of unıted Christen-
dom Nıcetas makes what amounts {WO demands Ihat there be
councıl and that the PODC lısten hım, that 15 the Greeks, aASs Peter
W ds wılling lısten and z advıce from Paul He admıts that he 15
VE much the infer10r of Paul, but the Roman DODC ..  oug not be
infer10r Peter  %d Anselm the wrıter then has h1is Tee descr1ıbe the
INan needed the chaır of Peter

ertaınly 1t COU. happen that the Roman pontiff, havıng become
all ings all people, Latın the Latıns, Tee the Greeks,
COU enlıghten them all, and by the humble authorıty of the ApOos-
tolıc SC6 bring together the thıngs OVeTr H> dıspute, eıther
Dy completely abolishing ONEC interpretation and instıtuting the
other aASs unıversal CUuSLOM, 028 abolıshing the candal of both Dy
establıshıng With0ut 12aSs that both of them be HNowed 21)

20) Antiıkeimenon 61 nım Romanus pontifex in excelso throno glorıae
SUac residens nobıs' et quası proJicere mandata SUa de sublımı volueriıt, et NO  —
NOSITO consılıo0, sed Propri10 arbıtrıo, PTo beneplacıto SUOo de nobıs ei de Eccles1s nostris
Judıdare, 1MO imperare voluerıt, JUaC fraternitas, SCHu et1am QJUaC paternıtas aeCc SS5C

poterıt” Quis hoc anımo sustinere queat” Tunc ver1ı SeTVI, e{ NONMN
filı Ecclesiae 1C1 ef sSse  CM

21) Antikeimenon 3.19, nımırum tHier1 posset quod OMAaNus pontıfex
Latınıs Latınus, TaeCIs G’raecus, omnıbus omnı1a factus, lucriıfaceret, el humılı
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WOU suggest ere that Nıcetas’ descr1ıption 1S OIIC Anselm WOUuU
apply INOTC than the DODC It 1Ss descrıiption of the INan who, through
WOord and deed has the W reconcıle Oopposing sıdes,
the otherness of the WOTr Dy bringing these s1de together In hım, the
imıtator of the otherness of T1S It 1Ss description of what Anselm
wanted hıs brothers become, and it 1S5 description of what Anselm
hıimself wanted be all ings all people, the INan who imıtates
hrıs the peacemaker. For Nıcetas’ description of the perfect POPC
1S reworkıng of PASSALC of Paul’s Fırst Letter the Corinthians
(9 0-23

To the Jews became 4S Jew, In order WI1IN Jews: those
under the law became OINC under the law that m1g WI1IN
those under the law ave become all 1Ings all INCN, that
m1g al al SaVC SOILIC

Thıs 1S what Anselm the wriıter has trıied do in the debates,
otherness Dy becomıng all ings all inNenNnN Latın the Latıns and
Tee the Greeks, and he has played both parts 4S fairly 4S he Was

able Ihıs 15 hıs definıtion of the canonıcal ife: it 1S hıs imıtatıon of
hrıst, the T1S who the alıenated WOT. toward perfection
wıth God, God who in the end of tiıme., d Anselm has saı1d In the tirst
book of the Antıkeimenon, wıll be all thıngs all men  27 22)

The Ina 1SSUE of the debates rebaptiısm and erasınz? the line of
alıenatıon

My emphasıs Anselm the debater’s criıtique of Constantinople
15 somewhat unfaır, for ıt INAaYy suggest that he demonstrates uncharı-

throughout the debates But 1E thıs 15 not true,
WOU suggest that the real umıilıty 15 be OUnN! wıth Anselm the

author. He portrays hımself not only d teacher but as student, ASs ONEC

who learns from brother in the al OIlC who learns from the Tee

thıs al the end of the second debate
Nıcetas face hIs OW and 1gnorance. prime example of

auctorıtate apostolıcae sedis unıversa PTO quıbus dıscordamus, adaequaret, vel, er°
PTOTSUS sublato, eft alterum unıversalıter instituendo, vel ublato utrıusque scandalo,
utlrumque indıfferenter instaurando .

22) Antiıkeimenon } ‘ Deus erıt omn1a ın omnıbus ICE Cor. O22r ote
Iso Antıkeimenon LK ° Deus quı omn1a ad se1ıpsum trahıt, hOC e1s praes  e
voluerıt VeT. John 2482ı
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Ihe 1Ina discussed Dy the debaters whether the Gireeks
rebaptısm The discussıon of thıs has drawn only pPASSııs

attention from CT10UHCSs of the debates Ihıs 15 unfortunate for WOU
suggest that Anselm has intentionally chosen thıs partıcular A4AS the
INCcans of drawıng the debates close It has een Anselm goal
bring the Latın and the TCO together that bring them
where the lıne of ahlıenatıon of otherness between them diısappears
Wıth the [WO ave debated they ave perforce en wıth
the 1v1idıng Iıne ST1 there It 15 thıs contextf that the ast of the 15S5UCS

raısed Dy Anselm the Tıter chould be SCCI1

Anselm the debater asks whether the 166 Custom of POUTIINS SamnlCc-

tiıtıed 01l () V1 Latın before che INarITies Tee. form of
rebaptısm He o0€Ss not however SIVC Nıcetas ıme ANSWeEeT but
launches Into Lalrly engthy attack rebaptısm eclarıng IT be
heretical and S1IVINS examples of who ave Opposed 1{ Nıcetas

15 the

If the Latıns WOU themselves ALICW wıth TeEC
they WOU nOot malıgn them eing superfiCc1al, 1NOT be
easıly OITfenNde. Dy them 23)

It Latın that has caused the problem Nıcetas SOCS
ShOWw much abhorrence of rebaptısm Anselm SaYINnS that neıther

sanctıfıcatıon wıth 01l be equated wıth baptısm 191078 15 thıs rıte

baptısm itself COVCX repeated where 1{ 15 known ave already een
performed

In thıs exchange seIim the T1ter has lowed seim the debater
ask 1C turns into acCcusatıon aASs the debater

hıis attack rebaptısm By iıtself the “DO the Greeks
form of rebaptısm ? pO1NIS only dıscoverıng whether there 15 lıne

separatlıng Greeks from Latıns TIhe assault thıs 1C fol-
lows ASSUINesSs that the lıne eX1IStIs Anselm the has nıcely and
al the COst of hıs namesake and the Latıns he represents portraye
that assault VE earne only ave Nıcetas sShow that 1fs founda-
t1on OMNC of 1LENOTANCC. 1gnorance dıspelled, there 1 lıne between
TE and Latın

23) Antikeimenon 21 *SI Latını r1fus (Graecorum ntegro nNOsSsenNnNtT
9(0)8| acıles COS calumnı1arentur, NeCC GIS tam facıle scandalızarentur Sed NOoNMn est
mırandum S51 de hoc 1ON Judıcant ametsı rectum S1ıt quod gnorant
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Anselm the wrıter cho1ice of rebaptısm ASs the last be d1ıs-
cussed thus VCLY CONSCIOUS ONC allowıng hım bring h1s debate

close wıth affırmatıon of the UunıLy of the church and 1l PCI-
haps sıgnıfıcant that Dy CXPTICSSINS hıs wısh that Latıns WOU acCquaımmt
themselves wıth TOE rıtes rather than wıth the Tee of
sanctıfıcatıon and baptısm ” Nıcetas acıtly the that Latıns
ave ST1 LNOTC learn anks be Anselm the debater
exclaıms

who has cleared thıs dissension AaWUaY from and spare from
dealıng the Chrıstian amec reproach 1C untıl NO ave
suspected of the VerY WISC TeE people 24)

Whıle obviously Anselm cCannot solve the problems of the ılıoque the
place of the pPAPpaC y the church those of the eucharıst wıthın the
parameters of HIS ıterary Con he has eft hıs readers wıth
of the poss1ıbıilıty of findıng solutions The of rebaptısm allows
hım end bDy MUNIMILZINS the dıfferences that T1CeINAalll Nıcetas declares
hıs happıness that the al and f1es of the Greeks m1g please Anselm
the debater and SaYyS “Truly, SCCIN dıffer not the thıngs
but the smallest” The problem caused Dy these dıfferences not
that Latıns Greeks rısk theır salvatıon Dy not adopting the other
behiefs CuStoms but that the dıfferences “d0 NOL ul charıty  27 25) It

Nıcetas who CXPICSS1ON thıs sentiment rather than Anselm
the debater who makes such remarkable CONCESS101HN about Latın
behefs and rıtual 'Thıs makes er oOut of Nıcetas call for church
councıl work at CITaSıN£ al] of the lınes of otherness Nıcetas SaYyS d

much Dy CXDICSSINS the hope that such councıl 111 form out of
Greeks and Latıns ..  one people under OMNC Lord Jesus Chrıst, ONC

al 1Ne OMNC baptısm, ONC rıtual of sacraments ” 26) It ı Anselm the
wrıter’ Latın readers who must aCCeptL refuse the idea of cCouncıl.
And ıt not the debaters who end Anselm work but the crowd the
audıence 1C ONC INAaYy ell beheve Anselm ope WOU nclude h1ıs

24) Antiıkeimenon °“ Gratıias aAgO Deo quıl ef hOocC scandalum sub-
movIıt, ef opprobrium Chrıstianı NOTMNMNS quod hactenus (raecorum sapıent1ssıma

suspıcatus Su: abstulıt”.
25) Antikeimenon 22 “Qula CIO 1NONMN MagNs, sed ı 1M111111S alı-

quatenus dıscrepare videmur, qua«Cc 1Ce! alutem anımarum) NON ımpediant, tamen charı-
1910)91 aedıficant

26) Antıkeimenon el tam Graecı qUamı Latını 1U populus sub
uUNO Domiıno Jesu Chrısto una fıde un baptısmate unNO sacramentorum
efficeretur
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reader. Ihe cCcrowd ends the debate by shouting: Aalos 1Al020s
utiful 1alogue”. Thıs WOUuU denote [WO s1des speakıng ell wıth
each other But Anselm 1s wrıting for Latıns, and he o1ves Latın Tans-
latıon of the TeeC } VEn es far better the intent of the debates’
author the lIıne of otherness. In Latın, the crowd shouts, Bonus
dualıs “A good dual discourse” 27) The 1Ss of [WO 189081

g1ving sıngle speech 1CSwhat 1s g00d The 1vidıng lıne
between them has dısappeared.
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