
Godescale of Sst Martıin
and the r1a of Gilbert of Poitiers

ÖOtto of Freising cContrasts the trıal of Peter Abelard al Sens iın 140
with that of Gilbert of Poitiers al Rheıms in 148 Nec eadem CAUsa HEecC
SIMIlis eral materia*). He not only the 1SSUES, but also the LWO

asters agamlnst whom Bernard fought, 4S he eleve| fOor the
securıty of the souls of faıthful Christians who WEIC ın danger of eing
led astray Bernard Was noOot successful al Rheıms ds he had been al Sens
In carryıng all before hım that opınıon turned decısıvely agaınst the
accused >). Pope Eugen1us accepted ılbert’s recantatıon gladly, and sent
hım back hıs diocese wıth honour (honoris plenitudine)*). ‘Whether the

of Claırvaux Wäas deceived 1ike INeTEe Man, Out of the fraılty of
human weakness, the bıshop escaped the propose: Judgement of the
Church Dy cunnıng concealment. it 1S nNOt for us tO discuss OT Judge
nNTts ÖOtto

Sens, Bernard had been gulded 1ın putting together hıs Case Dy lıst
of capitula provıde: Dy hıs frıend and admırer Wıllıiam of St e :
Indeed., it Wads Wılliam who first TeW hıs attention Abelard’s teachıng
and pominted Out LO hım where Abelard Wäas In $ he proviıde:
ComMmentary upDON hıs capitula that Bernard WOU understand theır
implications fully . When Bernard Was preparıng for the trıal of Gilbert
of Poitiers he Wäas helped Dy the Premonstratensian OL, Godescalc of

Martın, who TEW lıst of four pomlnts for hım, and searched Ouft
patrıstic quotations 1C WOU. Support hıs Case The importance of
Godescalc contrıbution In provıdıng fiframework for the trial has often
been overlooked Hıs capitula remaıned the princıpal poımnts under
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discussıon throughout the trıal and afterwards:;: he pul hıs iinger upOnN
several maJor quest10ns raısed Dy ılbert’s complex and often obscure
teaching.

mong the of the trıal, those of Bernard’s 11C  S Ssecretary
eoffrey ö% Auxerre, John of alısbury, who Was al that time In the
papa entourage, and Otto of Freising, d former Cistercian, present
events from dıfferent poılnts of VIEW. Geoffrey’s sympathıes aIc entirely
wıth Bernard ÖOtto, LOO, presen (nlbert A heretic and vıllaın, but
wıth the a1d of technically etaıle' aCCount of the 1SsSues ın 16 he
isplays hıs OW capacıtıes ASs cholar John 1S 111056 Judic10us. He 1n
it hard belıeve that the master whose ectures he had hımself ear
and the bıshop of whose DIELY he had COINC the 1n hıghly, COUuU be
workıng actıvely agaınst the al and ryıng undermiıne sound
doctrine®). 1S eoffrey who us of Godescalc part ın the affaır,
and shows us hOow it appeare ernnar‘! himself. It 1s from hıs ACCOunti
that Can perhaps best approac Bernard’s OW ınkıng.

eoffrey made hıs first Journey wıth Bernard (as hıs secretary) in 145
They went Toulouse, passıng hrough Poitiers, where they met
Gilbert, and perhaps hıs [WO archdeacons, Calo and Master Arnald Quı1
non-Rıdet, who Was known fOr hıs humourlessness?). In 1146, Gilbert
held SynOo al Poitiers. Durıing preache al thıs tiıme, he made
SOINC remarks the Trinıty 1C Arnald made publıc objection. The
Circumstances brought the conti{lıct in the cathedral Chapter al Poitiers tO

publıc notice.
eoffrey descr1ibes the WaY in 1C the unsmiılıng archdeacon Arnald

brought about ılbert’s trıal, ın letter wrıtten INaYy later
ardına Albinus of Albano, when eoffrey hımself Was ın extreme old
dBC InNuSs knew that eoffrey had been student ın Parıs al the time
of elard trıal and that he had een eye-wıtness of the trıal of
Gilbert, and he approached hım a4s the est lıving wıtness be had of the
events of the 1 140s)*°). eoffrey reports that archdeacon Arnald
appeale: Rome fOor judgement ılbert’s teachıing. Eugen1us
suggested that they both submıt themselves hım for arbıtratiıon al

JOHN SALISBURY, Histor1ia Pontificalis, ed na Oxford (London,

85.313B, 1ta Prıma 111 V1.
10) Ihe letter appCaIs ave een wrıtten in the 090 See Häring’s dıtıon of

eoffrey of Auxerre’s wrıtings agaınst Giılbert of Poitiers, Analecta Cistercliensia, (1966),
13
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Vıterbo! ;) When he ear them debate theıir dıfferences before hım., he
Was unable reach decıision, he ordered them {O present themselves
agaın al Parıs al kaster. TEL On thıs OCCasl1on, Bernard WAas present**).

An 1nquıisıtion’ Was be made uDON ılbert’s exposıtion of the
theologıca treatises of Boethius. ese short works had long been
neglecte: because they appeare obscure and dıfficult 81r author
hımself SaYyS that he has deliıberately made ONC of them, the De
Hebdomadibus, dıfficult understand, that only those worthy do

should penetrate the truth it contained *>°). The opuscula became
INOTE popular dS$S XIS be lectured ın the chools dS the advances of
the early welfth CeNtury 1n the study of dıalectic made them INOIC

intelligible. Thierry of Chartes commented uDON them al the SaJIne time
dASs Gilbert, but ın relatıvely straı1ıghtforward INANNCT, wıth the intention
of helping hıs students understand tHem. &: For Gilbert they WEIC

startıng-point for phılosophical reflections. But it WAds saıd Dy unkınd
ceritics that ılbert’s gloss WädsS$ "more obscure than the text 2

Gilbert Was interested above all iın what Boethius had Sa Yy about the
Triniıty*®), and about the Nature and Person of Chrıst*’), because of the
bearıng it had upOoN the possı1bılıty of alkıng about (30d al all, CVCnNn In
the mMOoOost technically language INan Can devIıse. When he Was as

produce CODY of hıs Commentary, Gilbert saıd that he had NONE
hand er SOMNEC search, portion of the cCommentary Was oun In
CODY ın the possession of Gilbert’s pupıls apu scholares). Thıs particula
quaedam’ ®) Was found contaın eaching the Trinity, to 1C
Arnald Was able pomnt A example of the WaY In IC Gilbert Wds

eadıng hıs pupıls astray.
Gilbert had drawn comparıson between the WaY in 1C m1g

Sa y of INan that he 1S ‘wısdom personified’ and the WdYy in 1Cc such
statement m1g be made about God Hıs intention ave been to
show Dy how dıfferently language must be sed when appIy it

ll) Ibid., and cf. tto of Freıising, O, CIt., 1,49; DE
12) Epistola ad Albinum, 2,4-5 and cf. Libellus 1L,
13) BOETHIUS, Theological Iractates, ed Stewart, and and S.J Tester

London, 38
14) IHIERRY CHARTRES, Commentaries Boethius, ed Härıing oronto,

15) GEOFFREY AUXERRE, Libellus, 4U; 85.609B
16) Theol. Iract., Z&
l’7) Ibid.,
18) 85.588B
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God INan 1S compound eing Many dıfferent thıngs COINC

together in hıs existence (diversa conferunt ul sIt) Nevertheless,
sometımes 5SdYy, singlıng out ONC of the qualıties of partıcular Nan AL
ALS1 saptentia "YOou ATC nothıng but w1ısdom.. How much LNOTC 15 God
sa1d tO °  e hıs W1ISsdom, hıs goodness, and (dieitur PE sapıentia
S bonitas SUG), {Or iın hım dıfferent thıngs do nOT COMEC ogether
rıng hım nto existence (Cul diversa HON conferunt ul Sil) 7: God 15 all
ON  q* TIhe reported aCCountT of thıs DAaASSasc corresponds almost xactly
wıth that ın the complete (exi of ılbert’s commentar 16 has COMNC

oWn us  20)
Thıs exiract Wäds placed before the gatherıing, and Bernard_ iıspute

wıth the Bıshop ılbert’s statement WAas, he saıd, verbum el
eNOTrmMe Bernard have understood ılbert’s Con d

cComparıson, esigne illustrate resemblance rather than de-
monstrate dıfference He ca ıt siımilitudo. He insısts that any such
comparıson 15 remote irom the Casc of (j0d procul Deo We cannot Sa y
that God 15 hıs wısdom in Just the Samne WaY dASs INan WaY be saıd tO e
hıs wısdom. In the Case of INan dIC speakıng of qualıity d> though it
WeTIC substance, in form of emphatica OCutlo. In the Casec of (G0d
spea. of hıs being wısdom, dıvıinıty, Vere el substantive, ruly and
substantıvely, because spea. of hıs substance, not quality“*).
Bernard had, ıt ADPCAaIS, understood (Cnlbert be sayıng precisely the
opposıte of what he had intended Sa y

In attempt, perhaps, make hıs posıtıon clear, Gilbert denıed that
he had taught, CVeET elleve propose ın wrıting, that dıvinıty Wds>

not ruly and substantıally God, that the form and CSSCIICC of God
WeIC not themselves God, but qualıties 1ıke human qualities, a  oug of

hıgher order. He produce d hıs wıtnesses everal former pupıils: the
bıshop of EvreuxX;: Rotold, future bıshop of Rouen;: Vo,o Chartres. But

the wrıtten evidence of the LeXT, and Bernard’s interpretation of it,
it WwWAas felt that there Was Casec answer CGilbert Was summoned trıal
al Rheims iın the followıing YCal22)

Was al thıs pomnt that Pope Eugen1ius turned Godescalc, al that
time Premonstratensian of St Martın, and later be bıshop of

19) 85.5885B
20) ILBERT OITIERS, Commentarıies Boethius, ed Härıing oronto,

0-6
21)
22) 85.588C
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Arras from 150 ere Wäds question of Bernard hımself preparıng
the Case 1ın advance. He Wäds DuSsy ın the months before the trıal ın travel
and negotlation. The choıice of Premonstratensıian 1s not ıIn ıtself
surprisıng. Relations between Norbert’'s CAadlNOoNs and the Cisterclans had
always been close, and In 147) act of confraternity strengthened the
bond*°). Several Premonstratenslians WeTITEC present al the Councıl when ıt
met al Rheıms, includıng Miılo, bıshop of Therouanne and Hugo,
Norbert’'s SUCCCSSOT AdS head of the ÖOrder**) Godescalc dıd not make
Name for himself As ONC of the maJor scholars of the Order ° ere Can

be ou however, that he had clear mınd and Wäds$ well-fitted {OT
the task Eugen1us SgaVC hım, and it 1S probable that Bernard hımself
recommended hım

Godescalc seit about hıs task rather Wıllıam of St Thlierry had
embarke! uDON hıis 1st of points of ın elard wrıtings, noting
capitula, and ookıng quotations from the Fathers show that
(nlbert Was ın al each of the poımints ın question. ese he brought

the Councıl al Rheıms, and presented them Eugeni1us, together wıth
the CODPDY of ılbert’s book he had been sSent£ ®: If there Wäas

correspondence beforehand and nothıing 1S known ave urvıved
ıt 1s possible that Bernard rece1ved these unsccen Godescalc dıd nOoTL
hımself conduct the dısputatiıon agaınst Gilbert INaYy be that he Wädas

already sufferıng from the Ilness IC Pope Alexander refers in
letter the archbıshop of Rheims ın 1627 W hether A4AS result of
speech impediment, OT because he Wdas noOot naturally eloquent (Geoffrey’s
term 1S ALMLS elinguis)“®) Godescalc Was Judged unsultable aCctT ASs

advocate, and the lıst of capitula wıth the ftestLımon1a el Contrarıa Wds

handed OVer Bernard
Otto of Freising SUumM>S Up Godescalc pomlnts 1ıke thıs Gilbert had

taught that the divine 6SSCINCE 15 nOot God UO videlicet assererel
divinam essentiam HON CSyNE eum that the properties of the Persons

23) VALVEKENS, Les de confraternite de 1142 el de IFYS ('1teauxX el
Premontre : Analecta Praemonstrensia, (1964), 193-205; and Actus confraternitatis Inter
Ordinem Praemonstratensium el Ordinem C istercliensem, Analecta Praemonstratensia, 4°)
(1966)

24) Analecta Praemonstratensia, 43 (1967), 35253
25) FITZTHUM, Die Christologie der Präüämonstratenser ImM Jahrhundert

( Marienbad, discusses SOINC of the leadıng scholars of the day
26) 85.589AÄA
27) Alexander IL, Letter I; 00.182D
28) 85.589B
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WeEeIC noTL themselves the Persons UO: proprietates DEeEFSONAFUmM HON

essenl IDSE persone); that the Persons COUuU. notL be predicated In Aallıy
statement U0O theologice DEFTSOFNE IN NUÜU: predicarentur); that the divıine
nature Was not incarnate UO divina NALUFAa HON incarnata)“”).
eoffrey also lısts an: discusses the capitula, wıth implıed complıment

Godescalc fOor disco/vering these CITOIS runnıng consıstently hrough
ılbert’s commentarıes ıke twisting serpent hıdden from the casual
glance: pluribus locIis, SINMUOSLS quibusdam voluminibus CONMN-

fegens serpentinum””). The NıLum malorum, the rOOL of the trouble, lıes,
Sa y>S eoffrey, iın ılbert’s imputıng forma God, . which‘ God 1S,
but 16 1S not iıtself God; ASs ıf he WeTIiIC INan, whose forma 15
humanıtas, . whiıch‘ he 1s INan, but 1C 1S nOoTL ıtself the INa  - Thıs 1S
CGodescalc’s first objection. (Anlbert has been teachıng that that which‘
God 1S, hıs VELY CSSCNCC, 1S not ıtself God?**!) eoffrey enlarges upDON
Godescalc’s second and 1ir poınts, A they aAaIc descer1ibed Dy Otto>>)
and hıs aCCount of the fourth capitulum coincıdes Josely wıth that of
Otto, but agaın ıt 1s ea wıth al greater jenegth?£):

O hıs capitula Godescalc had number of patrıstıc quotations,
and the ole appCaIrs tO ave been arranged ın ScChedula ın such WdYy
that the patrıstic orme: the Dody of the work, wıth the eadıngs
probably sel out in the margın, A4Ss make them subordinate the
texts?”). ven wıth the thrown nto promıinence ın thıs WaY the
ole collection made lender body of evidence ın comparıson wıth
that IC the Ssupporters of (nlbert WEeIC able rıng They carrıed iın
arge volumes contamıng complete exX{Is of the Fathers, d demonst-
ratıon of the substantıal nature of theır CdSC and the flimsıness of the
attack. Bernard cut short theır SNCCIS, but the impact of theır arrıval wıth
theır evidence massıvely dısplayed for CVEIVONC LO SCC Wäas not ost
him?°). Nevertheless, the schedula, slıght though ıt WAas, had stand It
provıde Structure for the debate Bernard COUu not better ıt wıth the
time and LESOUTITCCS al hıs command.

We Can SCC Bernard’s VIEeWS al when he had egun put them

29) OTTO O, CLE 133 236.29-238.2
30) 85:595€
31) 85.59/D
32) 185.604A
33) 85.609ÄA
34)
35) 85.589B HÄRING, Analecta Cistercıiens1ia, (1966), 2051
36) 85.589D
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into hıs OW words, 1ın ONEC of hıs SCITNONS the Song f Songs, 1C
Wäas preache hortly after the trıal al Rheims (nlbert and hıs dıscıples,
he 5SdYyS, teach that the greatness Dy 1C (G0d 1S al, the goodness DY
1C God 15 200d, the Justice Dy 1C (G0d 15 Just, the dıvinıty Dy 1C
he 1S dıvıne, AT nOoL God In thıs they ATC “innovators’, and not CVCNMN

innovatıng dıalecticians. but innovatınz heretici* ). Bernard fastens
upON the WdYy iın 1C thıs technıcally 'proper' WaY of putting it (as
(Cnlbert SCCS 1t) + ll mislead the sımple He Gilbert of denyıng
something about the dıvinıty of God itself, nOotT of questioning the WaY iın
1C commonly spea of hıs dıvinıty; of askıng question about C
nOL about verba. ° dıvinıty 1S nOot God, what 1S ıt? asks Bernard (sz
Deus AON eST. quid est?) He 1S appY aCcept ılbert’s WaY of putting
thıngs Certamnly God 15 h1s dıvinıty. But he 1s also hımself that SaJmnıe

1vinıty DYy 1C he 15 sed eandem divinitatem, GUU est, Deum nihilominus
assero*?). 1S perfectly PTOpCI spea ASs Gilbert o€s (proprie 1C1
pOSSIt), but it INa Yy IHNOTIC correctly and fittingly (rectius, congruentius) be
saıd that God 1s ‘greatness’, ‘Justice”, ‘Wwısdom' than that he 1S 'great ,
.  Just”, “‘WI1ISe). Bernard speaks AaSs though Gilbert had impugne the VEILY
dıvinıty of God, questioned whether God 1S dıvine., cCut AWAdY, ın short,
the VeETY foundatıons of the al Bernard desceribes in hıs hOW,
recently, al the Councıl of Rheıiıms, he has maıntaıned thıs posıtion
agaınst Gilbert*®*).

In hıs Bernard eals wıth the underlyıng princıple al stake 1ın
(Jodescalc first three capitula, dASs Otto states them He reads ılbert’s
teaching d challenge tOo VE ex1istence. 'W ho 1s he whom I1 y
soul loves he asks in the words of the Song of Songs. The ANSWCTI 1S of
COUTISC 'He who 15 (qui est), the God who identifies himself Dy sayıng $}

that am : In thıs }statement dIC summed all the attrıbutes of
God However ManYy attrıbutes ATC isted, it 15 ıimpossıble add what
1s Jready implıed ın sayıng that (G0d ex1Ists. When ave saı1d that G0od
ex1Ists ave not only sa1d the first ıng NOW about hım, but also
all that Can be known about hım ere Can be nothıng irue of God
1C 1S not iıtself God

37) BERNARD, Sermones IN antica Canticorum, 80,6; Opera Omnla, ] (1958), 281.9-

38) ILBERT POITIERS, ed. CL 90.28
39) Song of Songs, Sermon 80,7
40) Ibıd., Sermon 50,8
41) Exodus 3.14
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Bernard Wäds> ST1 pursulng (Godescalc polnts in the ast book of hıs
De Consideratione, 16 he iın the last of h1s 1ıfe AdSs

andbDboo for Pope Eugenius“*“*). eEre. he makes usec of version of the
princıple 1C furnıshed Anselm wıth hıs ontological fOor the
existence of (10d in the Proslogion*®). Bernard CONSIruCcts u  en of
hıs OW show that dıvıinıty, which‘) (Albert Sdy> (GG0d has hıs
eing, 1S nothıng but (J0d himself:; that there 15 ın fact nothıng but God
ın God God 1S that than 16 nothıng better Can be hought AL
melius cogıitarı potestT. 1s :petter”, Bernard maıntaıns, SaV that
dıvinıty 1s nothıing other than (GGod hımself. than to SaVy that it 15 that .
which‘) God 1s God al melius am divinitatem, GUU dicunt Deum EISE, HON

aliud GQUUÜF Deum esse fatemur“**). 1S noL only self-evidently ‘Detter‘: ıt
mMust also be (FUG, since (J0d 1S, Dy definıtion, that than 16 nothıing
better Can be hought Thıs 15 crude STU. ın comparıson wıth Anselm’s
argument, but 1S iın keeping wıth Anselm’s eclare' intention that thıs
argumentum SCIVC the existence of (30d qalso everythıng else

Caln NOW about him“>).
Bernard Was not alone in adaptıng Anselm’s argumentum iın thıs WaYy

the first half of the welfth century. Gilbert Crispin, for example, had
made usec of the princıple ın hıs Disputatio between Jew and Christian.
ere. the Jew ATg UCS that ıf God 1S that than 1C nothing greater Can

be hought, it 1s inconcelvable hat he COUuU be compelled Dy an Yy
necessity make himself part of the human TaCC, and suffer man’s Ils
wıth hım“?): The principle has undergone SOINC modıiıficatiıon: MALUS 15
accompanıed Dy sufficientius. (GJ0d 1S °that than 1C nothıing greater OI

INOTC sufficıent Can be houg But it 15 eing sed d Bernard SCS ıt, LO
somethıng that wısh NOW about God, OVCOTI and above the

points Anselm demonstrates iın the Proslogion (Cnlbert Crispin 1S able
emolls the Jew’s objection, and show that God became INan wıthout
ın anı y WdYy offendıng agalnst hıs greatness“”). Bernard certamly NEeW
somethıng of Gilbert At the meeting of Bıshops Bernard convened
before the Counscıl of Rheıms met, Gilbert Crispin’s ame Was INeN-

41) De Consideratione V.v.13; )pera Omnia 1I1L, (1966), AT
43) Anselmi pera Omnı1a, Schmiutt, (1938),
* De Consideratione V v. [5* )pera Ommnıia IL, 479
45) Anselmi )pera Omnıa, 1.93.6-10
46) ILBERT CRISPIN, Disputatio Judei CUi Christiano, ed Blumenkranz ntwerp,

43 19-21
47) Ibid., DLa
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tioned the foremost theologıans of recent times*®). Hıs reputatiıon
rested argely uDON thıs single work“*?). Bernard had precedent fOor hıs
adoption of the Anselmıan argumen 1n another CONLeXLT

1S clear {from the the Songz of OoNngS and from the De
Consideratione that in putting iinger ılbert’s seemıing challenge
the VE existence of God and hıs apparen den1ı1al that dıvinıty 1S
(J0d hımself, Godescalc had provıde Bernard wiıith key ılbert’s
wrıitings. Otto of Freising 5Sdy>S that Bernard’s zea|l for the al made hım
credulus; he Was easıly persuaded that those asters who placed
emphasıs upON the IIN of reasonıing which he hought dısproportionate
WEeIC misleadıng sımple Christian souls 50) Bernard Sa  < advantage In
rgumng IuxXta logicorum regulam?”*). 1S candal]l egan , he SayS
Gilbert, ‘wıth the assertion of Many people that YOU belıeve and teach
that the divine 6SSCIICC nature, the dıvinıty of God, 1s not God, but
‘“ form  99 by 1C God exists’?*). ılbert’s meanıng for he
undoubtedly had een teachıng in these OT simılar words remaıns
matter fOr dıspute robably he intended only L find of
makıng statements about the dıvine nature which, Dy of
cırcumlocution, enlarge the POWCTS of eXpression of human language
about created thıngs, and provıde of alkıng about God in
language INOTC ‘proper' for the DUTDOSC.

Gilbert Was much concerned, AdSs WEeIC INany contemporarıes, wıth thıs
question of the pecıal properties of theologıca Janguage. He held that
everythıng 1C ex1sts has ıts OW dıstinct form, 1C 15 aggregalte
of the form of ıts substance and the forms of all ıts accıdents. He o€s NOL

accept the ex1istence of unıversal COININON {Orms, ineql members
of g1ven specı1es participate  53)_ ose thıngs which ex1ist in the natural
WOT. dıffer from hıgher, “abstract‘ existences, such ASs those of mathema-
tical truths. In mathematics, ın discussıng abstractions, forms ATC

abstracted from specıfic CONcreite examples. We understand ‘whıiıteness 1s
colour‘’ Dy abstracting whiıteness from specıfic CONC examples of

white objJects, much ASs the idea of trıangle Dy ookıng al INanYy

48) JOHN SALISBURY, Historia Pontificalis, ed. CI
49) (nlbert Crispin’s works mostly SUrVive in sıngle manuscrI1pt, London, Brıitish

Lıbrary, Add 8166
50) OTTO FREISING, CI B
51) Ibid., 1:36; 246.6
52) P 85.590A
53) NIELSEN, On the doctrine of logic and anguage of Gilbert Porreta and ALSs

Followers : Cahiers de l’Institut du Moyen-Age Grec el Latin, Copenhagen, (1976), 45
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three-siıded fgures 54) In abstracting 1t, take whıte ““rom somethıng
(a quo) In theologica StatementSs, that 1S, statementSs, about God, the
‘torm 1S dıfferent agaln. We Sd y that God 15 divine ° dıvinıty':
divinitate, and thus xplaın what he 1s substantıally by of thıs
‘1orm but the ‘torm ema1ıns convenlence for labellıng only 1S not

something which ex1ists in 1ts OW ng TIThus it 15 that Gilbert Cal Sd Y
that the forma deli, the form of God, divinitas 1S that which‘ Qqua)
God ex1sts, and not iıtself God

When seit thıs beside Bernard’s accusatıon, it 1s clear al ONCE that
Bernard Was readıng ılbert’s words in quıte dıfferent WdYy Bernard 1S
alkıng, nOot about the problem of theologıca language, the verba, but
about the cContent of what 1S expressed, the res He beliıeves Gilbert be
sayıng, not merely that the word divinitas the word essent1ia 1S not
God, but that the actual divine CSSCIICE nature 1s ıtself not God 1S
though Gilbert had saıd that God 15 not dıvıne. °If thıs 1s what yOUu
belıeve’, challenged Bernard, ‘declare it openly, 0)8 deny HE On trıal,
Gilbert are! tOo repIy (AuUSuS esT, Sa y Geoffrey), ın the terms of h1s
orıginal statement; “Che form of God and the 1vinıty Dy 16 God 1S, 1S
not iıtself God’>°>)

Bernard NO had the confession he wanted. :See: he saıd, A eoffrey
reports it, “We ave what WeTITe ookıng for Let that confession be
wriıtten oWn Pen and writing materı1als WeTITeC etched and ılbert’s
words WeIC recorded. °Let ıt be wrıtten wıth iron PCN iın ink of
adamant’, insısted Bernard

The discussıon 16 Oollowe: turned decıdedly upON the res and not
the verba. Someone pomted out that ıf ılbert’s mode of expression WeEIC

LO be sed for SANCIUS, ıt WOU amount sayıng that that which‘)
(J0d 1S, 1S dSs the SdI1llc time that IC proceeds frol him >°). Someone
else, perhaps Bernard himself, Was able fınd exactly the paralle 1C
Was needed in Augustine’s De Trinitate?'). °God 1S great SayS Augustine,

that magnıtude which 1s what he 15 hımself. Otherwise that magnıtude
ıll be greater than God>®) The first capitulum Wäds>s discussed hrough-
Out the first day eoffrey reports wıth SOINC priıde that it W ds$> he himself
who pominted out the bıshop ın the hearıng of everyone‘ that he had

54) Ibid.,
55) r 95.590A
56) PIE: 185.590
57) AUGUSTINE, De I'rinitate, 2a el
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otally denied that he had taught wrıtten those VETIY words 1C he
had 1O confessed wıthın the Samnle YCal in Parıs, before the ord Pope
and the majJorıty of the sen10rTr DCISONS 110 present, and produce
wıtnesses confiırm that he had elleve' taught such thıngs. If
indeed the dısputants had faıled understand ılbert’s intention
technıcally speakıng and WEeEIC pılıng mısunderstandıng upDON mı1ısunder-
standıng wıth anythıng of the glee eoffrey, then it 1s not
dıfficult understand ılbert’s apparently contradıctory ICSPONSCS.
Parıs he had denıed that hıs teachıng Was intended undermiıne
orthodoxy Nothıng he had sa1d had been ın that WdYy But NO
when he Was pressed upOoN the terms of hıs statements, he stuck DY
hıs formulatıon and asserted that those WeIC indeed the VeELY Wwords ın
1C he had expressed hıs VIEeW of the divinitas of CG0d ‘Whatever then
sa1d’, Cinlbert maıntaıned, 31 Sa y NOW eoffrey sıghed’ and turned
the assembly, whom, taken al ıts face value, ılbert’s confession
looked 1ıke volte-face??).

The discussion moved the second capitulum, ın 10 ıt Was
laımed that (nlbert had been teachıng that the three Persons AIC not ON

God, OT indeed ON any  1ng, but that they AaTIC ONC dıvinıty): they E

UFLUNFTL, id est UN  S galn, it Wds> the offence agaıinst orthodoxy
rather than the underlyıng meanıng of ılbert’s statement wıth
1C the assembly Was concerned. Fırst he had apparently saı1d that
God 1s not dıvıine; NO he W d sayıng that the three Persons dIC not ON
God That, al least, Was the interpretation INanYy readers WOU put upON
hıs words. As ın the CdsSC of the texti of Augustine 'greatness’, here
text Wäas OUnN! IC denıied blatant heresy plaınly; but ıt COU. noL,
ın the nature of thıngs, meet Gilbert hıs OW terms, Ssince those WeTIC
191%  S techniıcal terms, ormulae freshly-minted Dy C(nlbert himself.
Bernard and hıs supporters quoted ‘Athanasıus’ (Vıgilıus of apsus),
who saı1d that the 'songs of the eavenly DOWCIS confirm that ONLC 1S three
and three OE : If (nlbert had sımply been sayıng that (J0d Was not
three in ONC, the texi WOUu have served ıts PUIDOSC

The trıal Wds adjourned al thıs point the ext day, when Bernard
and hıs brought INanYy 00 the dısputation that ılbert’s
supporters WeIC dumbstruck (obstupescerent)°*). They COU. not longer
claım that ernhard had INOTC than flımsy schedula, 1ıle

59) PL, 85.590C
60) PI: 85.590D
61) 85.591D
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they themselves had COMMNEC In scholarly readıiness. But eoffrey descr1ibes
hOow ılbert’s supporters OUnN! WdYy of restoring theır
superlorI1ty. They produce wıtnesses {from the tee athers
whose words WeIC all but incomprehensıble (verba MINUS intelligibilia)°*),
and mystıfıed the opposıtıon. eoffrey g1ves the impression that
ılbert’s sımply wanted create confusıon ıIn theır opponents’
mınds Dy makıng the discussıion obscure. But it INday be that INOTE Wäas al
stake ere 1S ICAason SUDDOSC that (Gnlbert wanted WI1IN the Casc
In such absurd INAaNDNCeT What NOW of hım that he Was
INan who needed be roused g1ve of hıs best, but, d John of
Salısbury describes hım, ONCC hıs mınd Was engaged wıth problem, he
became flery and passionate®?),. Geoffirey’s account suggests that pET-
haps that perhaps that 1S what has appene here. (nlbert stood hıs
ground when he Was challenged. He asserted hıs posıtıon. And the uUusc of

and all-but iırrelevant DAaAssakc irom ‘Athanasıus’, and of the
previ1ous text from Augustine, INAaY have angered hım enough urge hım

L xplaın hımself properIy, and wıth technıcal exactıtude. In order
do 5 he Was oblıged tO IIN forms of words and ormulae 1C

ounded obscure the CaIs of those who had not been hıs pupils and dıd
nOot understand hıs techniıcal language, and Taw uDON in Orıgen
and elsewhere IC had helped hım reach hls conclusıons. The roofl of
the dıfficulty lay in the fact that patrıstic authorıty COUuU Support
Gilbert ıIn the matter of ormulae and techniıcal termınology, because hıs
language Was He  z Yet (Jjodescale’s SCHEdula ensured that the debate
should be conducted ın these terms, Dy authorıtıes, nolt Dy reasonIıng.

By the end of the second day of the trıal, the discussion had eached
the fourth capitulum. Here ManYy patrıistica WeIC ready LO hand Support
the CasSc put forward Dy Bernard’s supporters. Gregory, Augustine, Leo
and others WCCIC quoted. Perhaps it Was ere above all that Godescalc’s
1st of authoritiatıive CXFS proved useful®*). er engthy discuss10n,
the trial Wäads adjourned for the Jjudgement

The exi day arc  ıshops and bıshops and abbots and
multitude of asters met apud Bernardum. They agreed write Out the
capitula : totidem GQUAM EXDFESSIUS potuere, ogether wıth the words of
ılbert’s confession, and the objections IC had een made agaılnst the

62) 85.591A, anı SCC HÄRING The Porretanıi an the Greek Fathers
Mediaeval Studies, (1962), 182 ff.
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capitula. When ıt had been s1ıgned, the document Wäas taken tOo the Pope
and the Cardınals DYy bıshops Hugh and Miılo and uger of
Denys®>). When ılbert’s CITOTIS WEeTC sefi out for all SC ın thıs WdY,
eoffrey9 CVeENn f an Yy ONeC had wanted stand by hım d

PCTISON, wanted stand for hıs teaching: S17 VLSI fuerant
aliqui DVO DEFTSONdA, sed AON stabant aliquatenus DFO doctrina®®). Cinlbert
Wäds summoned. er interrogation, he freely renounced each Capl-
tulum, sayıng, H. YOU bellieve otherwiıse, do JE ıf yOUu Sa Yy otherwise,
do L: ıf yOUu wrıte otherwise, do Then Eugen1us condemned the
capitula, g1ving strict orders that ılbert’s book Wäas nOot be read 0)8

copled. Gilbert hımself went home, dAs have SCCH, wıth honour.
The of ılbert’s trıal 1C SUrvıve AIC the work of partıal

wıtnesses, CXCEPL that of John of alısbury, who elleve! C(Cnlbert be
trouble-maker, but INan of whose teachıng had been m1Ss-
understood. Geoffrey  S aCCount of the schedula, hıs Libellus ın 1C he
SUummns the d1iscuss1ıon, and hıs letter wrıtten ın old dC, CVCN the chapter
of the 1ta Prıma of Bernard himself in 1C he descusses the trial®®),
WEIC wrıtten by irankly prejudıced polemuicıst, who shared Bernard’s
zeal for the safety of Christian souls al risk. Godescalc claım have
made contrıbutionto the condemnatıon upOonNn Geoffrey’s evidence.
When ook at the WdYy in 16 the evidence 1S presented it becomes
clear that (Godescalc part 1s described wıthout elaboration, and wıth
attempt make INOTC of ıt than it deserves. eoffrey sımply us that
Godescalc Was as tO TawWw 1ist of eadıngs., and that he dıd }
addıng quotations from the Fathers, and brought the resultıng SCHEdUlLla

Rheiıms What appene: Godescalc lıst after that Was noTL hıs
responsı1bilıty, and eoffrey does nOotL mention hım agaın. It 1S for thıs
ICasoN, perhaps, that CGodescalc 1S given credıt Dy the authors of other

of the trial
Nevertheless, hıs contrıbution Wds of the first ımportance. No res

capitula WEeIC Hıs 1st proved adequate tO the needs of the
of Gilbert And when the bıshops and abbots TEW theır 1st after the
trıal they en! wıth confession of al 1C exactly mirrors
Godescalc four pomlnts:

We belıeve and us that God 1s the sımple nature of dıvinıty, and

65) P '
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that it cannot be denıed ın al y catholıc that God 1S 1vinıty and
dıvinıty 1S (J0d’
When spea of the three Persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirıt,
Sd y that they AL themselves ON GOod, OIlC substance;: and, the
CONLTTAaTY, when spea of ONe God, ONC dıvıine substance,
that that VE OIlC God, ONC divıne substance, 15 three Persons’.
'We elıeve that only God, Father, Son and Holy Spirıt 1S eternal, and
that all other thıngs, whether relatıons, properties, sıngularıties, OT

unıties, anythıng of thıs SOTrTt 1C ATeC ın (J0d and ATC eternal, dIC

G0d’
'We belıeve that that dıvıinıty, whether call it dıivine substance OT

nature, Wäds incarnate, but In the Son®”?)
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