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<Text	16>	
	

<Questions	on	the	Trinity	and	on	the	Two	Nativities,	
Operations,	Wills	and	Forms	in	Christ>	

	
(Cat,	96)	

	
	
	 It	begins.	Question:	Set	out	your	faith	for	us:	how	do	you	believe?	Response.	I	believe	

that	the	Father	and	the	Son	and	the	Holy	Spirit	are	one	God,1	three	and	one;	three	in	persons,	

one	in	divine	essence.	We	call	essence	what	pertains	to	God	alone.	I	believe	that	the	Father	is	

from	whom	all	things	are	(1	Cor.	8,	6);	the	Son	is	through	whom	all	things	are	(1	Cor.	8,	6);2	the	

Holy	Spirit	is	in	whom	all	things	are.	

	 Question:	How	do	you	believe	the	Father,	from	whom	all	things	are?	Response:	That	

from	him	every	family	in	heaven	and	on	earth	is	named	(Eph.	3,	15).	

	 Question:	How	do	you	believe	the	Son,	through	him	all	things	are?	Response:	That	the	

Son	is	not	from	himself	alone,	but	was	begotten	by	the	Father.	The	Holy	Spirit	proceeds	from	

the	Father	and	the	Son.3	All	things	exist	through	the	Son,	as	John	the	Evangelist	says:	All	things	

were	made	through	him	(Jn.	1,	3),	that	is,	through	the	Son.	And	all	things	are	made	in	the	Holy	

Spirit,	because	sins	are	not	forgiven,	except	in	the	Holy	Spirit,	nor	are	virtues	given,	except	in	

the	Holy	Spirit.	Or	in	another	way,	all	things	which	have	life,	are	given	life	through	the	Holy	

Spirit.	

																																																								
1	From	“I	believe”:	cfr	GENNAD.,	Dogm.	1	(p.	89,	1);	see	also	Text	11,	2;	Text	27,	2/3;	although	Text	
11	and	Text	27	have	the	exact	same	words	as	Text	16,	the	original	source	with	a	slightly	different	
word	order	is	probably	Gennadius.	
2	From	“the	Father	is	from”:		EVCHER.,	Instr.	1	(p.	67,	14/16)	perhaps	according	to	MANSVET.,	Fid.	
(col.	1265B,	23/24)	
3	This	sentence	seems	to	be	out	of	place	and	to	belong	after	the	next	sentence.	
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	 Question:	What	does	the	Father	have	that	the	Son	does	not	have,	or	what	does	the	Son	

have	that	the	Father	does	not	have,	or	what	does	the	Holy	Spirit	have	that	neither	the	Father	

nor	the	Son	has?	The	Father	has	eternity	without	nativity.	The	Son	has	nativity	with	eternity.	

The	Holy	Spirit	has	procession	without	nativity,	with	eternity.4	

	 Question:	How	many	nativities	do	you	believe	there	are	in	the	Son	of	God?	Response:	

Two.	Question:	What	kind	and	what	kind?	Response:	Divine	and	human.5	Question:	In	what	

order?	By	the	divine,	I	believe	that	he	is	from	the	Father	before	all	ages,	just	as	the	Father	

himself	says	to	this	same	Son:	From	my	womb	before	the	Daystar	I	begot	you	(Ps.	110,	3	[Vulg.	

Ps.	109,	3]).	From	my	womb,	that	is,	from	my	substance;	before	the	Daystar,	before	all	the	ages.	

By	the	human,	I	believe	that	he	deigned	to	become	a	man,	as	Isaiah	the	Prophet	says:	Behold,	a	

virgin	will	conceive	and	bear	a	Son,	and	he	will	be	called	Emmanuel,	which	means	God	is	with	us	

(Is.	7,	14;	Mt.	1,	23).	And	as	the	Apostle	in	another	way	says:	But	when	the	fullness	of	time	

came,	God	sent	his	Son	to	earth,6born	of	a	woman,	created	under	the	law,	so	that	he	might	

redeem	those	who	were	losing	their	way7	under	the	law	(Gal.	4,	4–5).	

	 Question:	How	many	operations	do	you	believe	there	are	in	the	Son	of	God?	Two.	

Question:	What	sort	and	what	sort?	Divine	and	human.	Question:	In	what	order?	It	was	a	divine	

operation	to	descend	from	the	bosom	of	the	Father	and	to	be	incarnated	in	the	womb	of	a	

virgin.	It	was	a	divine	operation	to	be	born	ineffably	through	a	virgin.	It	was	a	divine	operation	
																																																								
4	From	“the	Father	has	eternity”:	cfr	ISID.,	Diff.	II,	III,	7	(col.	71B,	25/27);	see	also	Text	11,	20/23;	
although	the	passage	is	derived	from	Isidore,	the	exact	same	wording	is	found	in	Text	11,	not	in	
Isidore.	
5	From	“how	many	nativities”:		cfr	AVG.,	In	euang.	Ioh.	12,	8	(p.	125,	5/6);	see	also	AVG.,	Serm.	190,	
2	(col.	1007);	AVG.,	Serm.	196,	1	(col.	1019)	
6	“to	earth”	(in	terris):	these	words	are	not	in	the	Vulgate.	
7	“losing	their	way”	:	the	mss	have	“errant”;	the	Vulgate	has	“erant”	(“those	who	were	under	
the	law”)	
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when	he	changed	the	water	into	wine.	It	was	a	divine	operation	when	he	fed	five	thousand	

men	with	five	loaves	of	bread.	It	was	a	divine	operation	when	he	opened	the	eyes	of	the	man	

born	blind.	It	was	a	divine	operation	when	he	raised	Lazarus	from	the	tomb	after	four	days.	It	

was	a	divine	operation	when	he	rose	living	from	the	tomb.	It	was	a	human	operation	when	he	

ate	and	drank,	hungered	and	thirsted,	frolicked	and	slept,	and	according	to	humanity	died	and	

came	to	life	again.	

	 How	many	wills	do	you	believe	are	in	the	Son	of	God?	Response:	Two.		Question:	In	

what	order?	John	the	Evangelist	told	it	in	the	person	of	the	Son	of	God,	who	says:	Father,	if	it	is	

possible,	let	this	chalice	pass	from	me;	nevertheless	not	as	I	wish,	according	to	this	by	which	I	

am	a	human,	but	as	you	wish	(Mt.	26,	39).	

	 Question:	How	many	forms	do	you	believe	there	are	in	the	Son	of	God?	Response:	Two.	

Question:	How?	Response:	Divine	and	human.	Question:	In	what	order?	Response:	As	the	

blessed	apostle	Paul	says	among	other	things	when	he	would	speak	to	the	Philippians:	Think	

this	way	among	yourselves,	which	also	was	in	the	thought	of	Christ,	who,	though	he	was	in	the	

form	of	God	(Phil.	2,	5);	behold,	the	form	of	divinity.	Afterwards	he	said	the	following:	taking	

the	form	of	a	servant	(Phil.	2,	7);	behold,	you	have	the	form	of	humanity.	

	 Question:	Did	the	Lord	Jesus	Christ,	the	Son	of	God,	receive	in	the	womb	of	the	virgin	

the	person	of	a	human	or	the	nature	of	a	human?	Response:	Not	the	person,	indeed,	but	the	

nature,	just	as	elsewhere	it	says:	He	assumed	what	he	was	not,	but	he	did	not	lose	what	he	

was.8		

																																																								
8	From	“he	assumed”:		AVG.,	Serm.	–	CC	SL	1-50	47	(p.	593,	20,	657/658);	see	also	AVG.,	Serm.	80	
(col.	496	–	PL	38);	AVG.,	Serm.	–	ed.	Lambot	261	(p.	92,	21/22);	CAES.	AREL.,	Serm.	210,	par.	5	(p.	840,	
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	 Did	God	the	Father	beget	the	Son	by	will	or	by	necessity?9	In	as	much	as	the	Son	is	God,	

the	Father	begot	him	not	by	will,	nor	by	necessity,	but	by	nature.10	In	as	much	as	the	Son	is	

human,	indeed	the	Father	begot	the	Son	by	necessity,	so	that	through	him	he	might	redeem	

the	human	race.	

	 Question:	Does	God	the	Son	have	a	soul	and	a	spirit?	Response:	Indeed,	he	does,	just	as	

he	said	with	the	authority	of	God	himself:	I	have	power	to	lay	down	my	soul	and	to	take	it	up	

again	(Jn.	10,	18).	Differently	concerning	his	spirit:	And	bowing	his	head,	he	handed	over	his	

spirit	(Jn.	19,	30).11	

	 Question:	Was	the	Father	with	the	Son	in	the	passion,	or	not?	Response:	Indeed,	he	

was,	just	as	the	Psalmist	says,	speaking	in	the	person	of	God	the	Father:	I	am	with	him	in	

trouble	(Ps.	91,	15	[Vulg.	Ps.	90,	15]).	

	 Question:	When	the	soul	of	the	Son	of	God	descended	to	hell	and	his	body	lay	in	the	

tomb,	where	was	divinity?	Response:	The	divinity	of	the	Son	of	God	was	with	his	soul	in	hell	and	

with	his	body	in	the	tomb	and	with	the	Father	in	heaven.12	The	soul	has	a	trinity:	intellect,	

memory,	and	will.	The	outer	man	has	three:	justice,	temperance,	and	fortitude.13	

																																																																																																																																																																																			
28/29);	 In	 all	 of	 the	 sources	 cited,	 the	 words	 are	 exactly	 the	 same	 as	 Text	 16,	 except	 for	 the	
addition	of	the	word	“but”	(sed)	in	Text	16.	For	partly	identical	words,	see	Text	15,	67/68.		
9	 From	“Did	God”:	cfr	PS.-VIGIL.	THAPS.,	Trin.	par.	11	 (p.	136,	74/75);	 see	also	PS.-AVG.,	Quaes.	65	
quaes.	7	(col.	736);	AGOBARD.,	Fel.	Vrg.	9	(p.	79,	20/21)	
10	From	“not	by	will”:	PS.-AVG.,	Serm.	235	(col.	2180)	
11	From	“Does	God	the	Son”:	cfr	ISID.,	Orig.	XI,	I,	9	
12	From	“the	divinity	of	the	Son	of	God”:	Ms	A2	instead	has:	“The	divinity	of	the	Son	of	God	was	
with	the	Father	in	heaven	and	with	the	body	in	the	tomb	and	with	the	soul	in	hell,	just	as	the	
prophet	Amos	says:	I	will	be	your	death,	death;	I	will	be	your	sting,	hell	(Hos.	13,	14).	The	Lord	was	
not	stung	in	hell,	because	part	he	took	away	and	part	he	left”.		
13	From	“The	soul	has”:	cfr	AVG.,	Epist.	169,	I,	2	(p.	612,	14/15);	see	also	PS.-AVG.,	Serm.	erem.	48	
(col.	1328,	50/51)	
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Commentary	on	Text	16	

	

	 Some	noteworthy	sentences:	

1)	a	definition	of	“essence”:	“We	call	essence	what	pertains	to	God	alone”.	I	have	not	been	able	

to	find	this	said	elsewhere.	I	found	one	hit	for	“quod	ad	solum	deum	pertinet”	in	line	5,	but	it	is	

in	reference	to	the	word	latreia,	not	the	word	essential.	Then,	it	is	probably	too	much	of	a	long	

shot	to	think	our	composer	might	have	gotten	the	phrase	from	Druthmar	and	applied	it	to	the	

word	“essentia”.	

	

2)	variations	from	the	Vulgate:	“And	as	the	Apostle	says	in	another	way:	But	when	the	fullness	

of	time	came,	God	sent	his	Son	to	earth,		born	of	a	woman,	created	under	the	law,	so	that	he	

might	redeem	those	who	were	losing	their	way	under	the	law	(Gal.	4,	4–5).	The	composer	adds	

“in	terris”	and	has	“errant”	instead	of	the	Vulgate’s	“erant”.	

	

	 Also,	regarding	the	use	of	Scripture,	a	fairly	modern	way	of	perceiving	that	words	

spoken	by	Jesus	are	actually	words	spoken	by	the	evangelists,	who	take	on	the	role	of	Jesus	in	

their	narratives:	“John	the	Evangelist	told	it	in	the	person	of	the	Son	of	God,	who	says:	Father,	if	

it	is	possible,	let	this	chalice	pass	from	me;	nevertheless	not	as	I	wish,	according	to	this	by	which	

I	am	a	human,	but	as	you	wish	(Mt.	26,	39)”.	Also	in	the	OT:	“just	as	the	Psalmist	says,	speaking	

in	the	person	of	God	the	Father:	I	am	with	him	in	trouble	(Ps.	91,	15	[Vulg.	Ps.	90,	15])”.	But	
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interestingly,	ms	A2	omits	“in	the	person	of	the	Son	of	God”	and	“speaking	in	the	person	of	God	

the	Father”,	so	that	this	critical	sensitivity	of	the	Scriptures	was	an	addition	or	a	deletion	of	a	

particular	editor.	

	

3)	theology:	By	combining	these	four	propositions:	nativity,	operation,	will,	and	form,	the	

composer	teaches	the	Christ’s	two	nativities,	which	no	one	disputed,	lead	the	way	in	showing	

why	Christ	also	has	2	operations,	2	wills,	and	2	forms,	which	were	highly	controverted	by	

monophysitists	and	monothelitists	against	Chalcedonians.	If	you	start	by	acknowledging	that	

the	very	“same	Son”	has	a	divine	origin,	from	the	substance	of	God	the	Father,	and	a	human	

origin,	from	the	substance	of	Mary,	then	this	one	same	Son	must	work	both	divinely	and	

humanly,	must	have	a	divine	will	and	a	human	will	(subject	to	the	weaknesses	or	ignorance	of	

humans),	must	have	a	divine	form	or	essence/substance/nature	and	a	human	form	or	

essence/substance/nature.	In	other	words,	if	you	are	clear	on	the	two	nativities,	all	the	other	

two’s	are	self-evident.	All	this	emphasis	on	the	twos	in	Christ	might	not	seem	very	desirable	in	

an	anti-Adoptionist	atmosphere,	where	Adoptionism	was	seen	as	a	kind	of	Nestorianism,	a	

separation	of	the	two	natures	in	Christ	almost	to	the	point	of	turning	Christ	into	two	persons.	In	

this	regard	it	is	worth	noting	that	both	mss	of	Text	16	are	end	s.	IX,	and	it	is	possible	that	this	

Text	was	composed	after	Adoptionism	was	no	longer	a	threat.		

	 Another	theological	point.	Our	composer	says:	“It	was	a	human	operation	when	he	ate	

and	drank,	hungered	and	thirsted,	frolicked	and	slept,	and	according	to	humanity	died	and	

came	to	life	again”.	Our	composer	sees	Christ’s	resurrection	as	a	human	operation,	not	a	divine	

operation.	Yet	he	has	just	said	that	it	belonged	to	his	divine	operation	“when	he	rose	living	
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from	the	tomb”.	Perhaps	the	point	is	that	his	divine	nature	raised	him,	but	his	human	nature	

resurrected.	

	 Another	theological	point:	Our	composer	asks:	“Did	God	the	Father	beget	the	Son	by	will	

or	by	necessity?	In	as	much	as	the	Son	is	God,	the	Father	begot	him	not	by	will,	nor	by	

necessity,	but	by	nature”.		This	is	well	established	patristic	teaching,	but	what	follows	is	an	

addition	I	have	not	found	elsewhere:	“In	as	much	as	the	Son	is	human,	indeed	the	Father	begot	

the	Son	by	necessity,	so	that	through	him	he	might	redeem	the	human	race”.	

It	is	an	odd	statement	because	it	seems	to	put	the	Son’s	humanity	in	eternity,	but	maybe	what	

is	meant	is	that	the	Father	has	known	from	eternity	that	the	Son	would	receive	humanity,	and	

this	foreknowledge	made	it	“necessary”	in	as	much	as	God’s	foreknowledge	necessarily	comes	

about,	because	it	does	not	err.	

	 Another	theological	point:	Our	composer	uses	the	phrase	“One	God,	three	and	one”	

(trinum	et	unum).	Trinum	et	unum	has	a	long	tradition	going	back	to	Tertullian	(according	to	my	

search	in	PL-ROM).	Paulinus	of	Aquileia	uses	it,	and	so	does	Alcuin.	But	it	came	into	controversy	

with	Gottschalk	and	Hincmar.  

Actually,	I	found	very	close	to	what	Text	16	has	in	lines	3/4,	where	it	states	“trinum	et	unum;	

trinum	in	personis,	unum	in	essentia”.	I	failed	to	put	this	in	my	apparatus	fontium	for	Text	16,	

but	I	must	put	it	in	“Additions	and	Corrections”.		The	source	is	Ps.-Augustine,	Speculum	

peccatoris	(that	is	the	title	given	it	in	CPL,	386.  

Paris,	BnF,	lat.	1008,	s.	IX-X,	France	(Mordek,	Kirchenrecht,	p.	229,	note	65).	
104	f.;	146	x	100	mm.;	20,	22	lines.	(Add.	Descrip.	=	Keefe,	Water	and	the	Word,	2,	p.	65-67.)	
	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	
Clerical	instruction	reader.	
f.	1r-18v	=	two	expositions	on	the	mass;		
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f.	18v-19v	=	exposition	on	the	Lord's	Prayer;	
f.	19v-24v	=	n.	239,	52,	154,	96;		
f.	24v-25v	=	names	of	the	books	of	the	Old	and	New	Testament	(cfr	Isidore,	Origines	VI,	I,	3-10),	
and	the	names	of	the	twelve	apostles;	
f.	25v-28r	=	n.	82,	252;		
f.	28r-31v	=	clerical	interrogation	(on	the	clerical	grades,										baptism,	the	mass);		
f.	31v-33r	=	Breuiarium	apostolorum	(brief	biography	of	each										apostle);	
f.	33r-34r	=	clerical	interrogation;		
f.	34r-54r	=	n.	146,	177;		
f.	54v-81v	=	Ps.-Pirminius,	De	singulis	libris	canonicis														scarapsus	>>	(not	contiguous:)	n.	106,	
156	(variation);	
f.	82r-85v	=	Isidore,	De	ecclesiasticis	officiis	II,	III-XXI,										in	an	abbreviated	form;		
f.	85v-92v	=	Interpretation	of	the	Collectio	Dionysio-Hadriana,	frag.,	"Vt	laicus	qui	se	eunucizauit	
tribus	annis	comunione	priuetur	–	in	setembrio	tercia	ebdomada";	
f.	92v-104r	=	Leidrad	of	Lyons,	Liber	de	sacramento	baptismi	>>	n.	253,	160	(f.	98r-99v).	
	
Albi,	BM	43,	s.	IX4/4,	probably	southern	France	(Mordek,	Kirchenrecht,	p.	261);	s.	IXca.	ex.,	southern	
France	(Rhône-Tal?)	(Bischoff,	Katalog,	1,	p.	11,	n.	25).	
116	f.;	197	x	163	mm.;	20	lines.	(Add.	Descrip.	=	Keefe,	Water	and	the	Word,	2,	p.	10-11.)	
	
Clerical	instruction	reader.	
f.	1r-15v	=	n.	146;	
f.	15v-19v	=	clerical	interrogation;																																																																											
f.	19v-22r	=	exposition	on	baptism;	
f.	22v-24v	=	n.	96;	
f.	24v-116r	=	Collectio	Dacheriana.	
	
It	is	hard	to	know	if	Text	16	traveled	with	a	collection	of	creed	commentaries,	as	it	appears	in	

the	Paris	ms,	or	did	not,	as	it	appears	in	the	Albi	ms.	In	the	Paris	ms	the	collection	of	creed	

commentaries	consists	of	Texts	34,	9,	22,	16	(=	Cat,	239,	52,	154,	96).	In	another	ms	that	is	

earlier	than	the	Paris	ms,	Merseburg,	Dombibl.	103,	s.	IX1/2-2/4,	we	find	the	creed	commentary	

collection:	Texts	34,	9,	22,	without	Text	16.	Thus,	Text	16	may	not	have	originally	travelled	with	

the	Paris	creed	commentary	collection.	Why	did	someone	think	it	useful	to	add	Text	16	to	the	

collection	of	Texts	34,	9,	22,	if	this	is	what	happened?	It	is	possible	that	the	compiler	of	the	

Paris	ms	got	Text	16	from	the	Albi	ms	(or	an	exemplar	of	the	Albi	ms),	because	the	two	mss	

share	other	material	in	common.	Both	mss	have	Cat,	146,	and	the	same	clerical	interrogation	(f.	
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15v-16v	in	Albi	43;	f.	28r-30r	in	Paris	1008;	see	my	descriptions	of	these	mss	in	Water	and	the	

Word,	2,	p.	10-11	and	p.	65-67).	

	 If	the	composer	of	Text	16	was	influenced	by	the	controversy	over	“trina	deitas”	

between	Hincmar	and	Gottschalk,	this	would	again	show	that	a	controversy	of	an	elite	few	

could	impact	a	broader	range	of	writers,	and	could	reach	the	local	parish	level	through	their	

compositions	for	the	education	of	the	clergy.	Just	as	the	court	excitement	over	the	image	

controversy	or	the	filioque	seems	to	have	had	an	effect	on	the	composers	of	our	Texts,	so	

might	the	“trina	deitas”	controversy.	The	following	info	is	from	George	H.	Tavard,	Trina	deitas:	

The	Controversy	Between	Hincmar	and	Gottschalk,	Marquette	U.	Press,	1996.		

849-	Archbishop	Hincmar	bans	the	formula	“Te	trina	deitas”	and	controversy	begins.	In	849	

Hincmar	had	written	a	letter,	“Ad	simplices	et	rudes	suae	dioeceseos	(sic)”	warning	the	clergy	

and	people	about	Gottschalk’s	views	on	predestination.	He	didn’t	say	anything	here	about	

Trinitarian	theology,	but	the	letter	is	a	good	reminder	that	predestination	was	an	elite	

controversy	that	nevertheless	was	made	known	to	the	“simplices	et	rudes”.	Text	16	says	

“Deum,	trinum	et	unum”,	not	deitatem,	trinam	et	unam;	the	word	deitas	is	nowhere	in	Text	16.	

Hincmar	wrote	De	una	et	non	trina	deitate	in	853.	It	is	addressed	to	“the	beloved	children	of	

the	catholic	church	and	to	[Hincmar’s]	co-ministers”,	by	which	Tavard	thinks	he	means	the	

bishops.	Tavard	says,	“Hincmar	had	obtained	only	minimal	support	against	Gottschalk	on	the	

problem	of	trina	deitas.	Only	Rudolf	of	Bourges	seems	to	have	responded	favorably	(the	creedal	

statement	in	his	Capitula	=	“…credendum	est…unam	esse	deitatem	et	substantiam	et	

maiestatem	in	tribus	personis	Patris	et	Filii	et	Spiritus	Sancti…)”	But	it	was	back	in	849	that	

Hincmar	had	banned	the	singing	of	trina	deitas	in	his	diocese.	(My	question	was:	how	could	
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Hincmar	think	badly	of	the	phrase,	if	it	was	in	a	liturgical	book?	But	in	a	letter	to	Rabanus	in	850	

he	says:	“It	has	been	a	long	time	since,	prompted	by	the	ending	of	an	anonymous	hymn	which	

says	`Te	trina	deitas	unaque	poscimus’,	some	persons	who	take	delight	in	being	known	for	the	

novelty	of	their	vocabulary,	began	to	contend	that	one	should	and	may	catholicly	speak	of	trine	

and	one	deity,	just	as	of	a	trine	and	one	God,	whence	they	scribble	their	own	melody”	(So	he	

thinks	the	hymn	doesn’t	have	any	antiquity.)	He	goes	on	in	the	letter:	“Gottschalk,	a	pseudo	

monk	of	the	monastery	of	Orbais	in	the	diocese	of	Reims,	heard	it.	He	heard	that	I	had	

forbidden	to	sing	in	church	about	a	trine	deity.	Because	of	his	hatred	for	me…he	managed	to	

write	a	lot	and	to	send	[it]	to	whom	he	could,	first	secretly,	and	then	as	openly	as	he	could”.	

This	statement	is	made	at	the	beginning	of	the	De	una	et	non	trina	Deitate.	

So,	did	Gottschalk’s	writings	on	trine	deitas	get	known	all	around	the	diocese	of	Reims	ca.	849?	

We	have	six	documents	that	appear	to	be	Gottschalk’s	writings	on	trina	deitas	(Tavard,	p.	40-

41).	Tavard	says	that	Gottschalk	used	trina	et	una	(or	una	et	trina)	not	only	of	deitas,	but	also	of	

diuinitas,	and	potestas,	and	sapientia.		The	hymn	begins	“Sanctorum	meritis	inclyta	gaudia”	and	

ends	with	the	doxological	stanza,	“Te	trina	deitas	unaque	poscimus,	ut	culpas	abigas,	noxia	

subtrahas.	Des	pacem	famulis	ut	tibi	gloriam	annorum	in	seriem	canant”.	Tavard	says,	p.	40,		

“this	hymn	had	originally	spread	through	the	use	of	a	Gothic	hymnal,	and	it	was	sung	in	Gaul	at	

vespers	in	the	common	of	many	martyrs”	and	to	see	Devisse,	Hincmar,	p.	156,	note	202	(Pope	

Urban	VIII,	1623-44,	ordered	it	expurgated	in	the	revision	of	the	Roman	breviary,	who	wanted	

the	hymns	put	into	“better”	Latin.)	Tavard,	p.	50,	thinks	that	“trina”	can	be	used	in	opposite	

senses,	and	that	Hincmar	and	Gottschalk	could	not	acknowledge	this,	but	Gottschalk	insisted	

you	must	always	be	able	to	call	God	or	deity	or	divinity	trine	in	the	sense	that	deity	is	always	
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Trinitarian;	whereas	Hincmar	said	you	cannot	call	the	deity	trine	in	the	sense	of	3-fold	or	triple.	

Can	it	really	be	that	simple??	There	were	loads	of	precedences	for	trina	deitas	and	our	own	Cat,	

26,	the	confession	of	faith	of	Pope	Pelagius	has	“ut	trina	sit	unitas	et	una	sit	trinitas”	(so	that	

unity	be	trine	and	Trinity	be	one),	as	Tavard	points	out,	p.	50.	An	example	of	trina	meaning	3-

fold	is	“trina	immersio”	in	baptism.	Gottschalk	accuses	Hincmar,	in	rejecting	trina	deitas,	of	

Sabellianism	and	Patripassionism	(p.	62).	Gottschalk	says	that	at	the	6th	Ecumenical	Council	

(Constantinople	III,	in	680),	which	condemned	monothelitism,	it	also	condemned	a	late	form	of	

Arianism.	The	Arians	were	condemned	because	they	worshipped	“tritheoteia”,	three	deities.	

But	they	were	abusing	the	term,	which	still	had	its	proper	use,	and	is	found	in	the	acts	of	the	

council	of	553,	and	he	translates	it	trina	deitas.	Gottschalk	(very	orthodoxily)	says	“God	is	

naturally	one	and	personally	trine”,	and	so	everything	God	is,	is	also	this,	like	wisdom,	power,	

majesty.	The	baptismal	immersion	is	trine	because	it	is	one	baptism,	or	one	immersion,	but	it	is	

done	three	times:	the	one	immersion	is	at	the	same	time	trine.	The	coexistence	of	one	and	

more	than	one	is	where	trina	differs	from	triplex.		

	 Pelikan,	in	vol.	III:	The	Growth	of	Mediedal	Theology,	p.	59-67,	does	a	good	job	in	

explaining	the	whole	controversy	of	trina	deitas.	My	interest	in	it	are	two:	1)	did	this	theological	

controversy	effect	our	composers?	That	is,	do	certain	phrases	in	our	Texts	reflect	these	

controversies?	And	2)	“tradition”	is	no	firm	argument	for	either	side;	it	is	wide	and	diverse,	and	

both	Hincmar	and	Gottschalk	could	use	it	to	defend	or	reject	trina	deitas.	

	 Regarding	trina	deitas,	 I	found	this	 in	one	ms	of	Text	15	(Pa6	=	Paris,	2718):	audi	ergo,	

pater	et	filius	et	spiritus	sanctus	unum	sunt,	trina	maiestas,	una	deitas.	nam	sicut	filius	ex	corde	

patris	procedit,	 ita	et	spiritus	sanctus	de	patre	est.	propterea	tres	confitemur	personas	et	unam	
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credimus	fidem;	et	sicut	pater	in	filio,	ita	et	filius	in	spiritu	sancto.	uides	ergo	et	filium	et	spiritum	

sanctum	ex	 patre	 procedentem.	 propterea	 nobis	 unus	 deus	 colitur	 et	 trinitas	 uera	 cognoscitur.	

sicut	enim	pater	et	spiritus	sanctus	 in	 filio,	 ita	pater	et	 filius	 in	spiritu	sancto.	quicquid	operatur	

spiritus	 sanctus,	unum	est	 cum	patre	et	 filio.	quando	erat?	quid	egerat?(Hic	 sequitur	 t.	1,	2/11:	

quando	 erat?	 quid	 egerat?	 –	 mundi.)	 interrogatio.	 inter	 trinitatem	 et	 unitatem,	 quid	 interest?	

responsio	add.	Pa6	

	 	

This	use	of	“trina	maiestas,	una	deitas”	stands	out	in	light	of	the	trina	deitas	

controversy.	But	Paris	2718	is	dated	ca.	830,	Tours,	that	is,	about	20	years	before	the	trina	

deitas	controversy.	In	that	controversy,	Gottschalk	insisted	that	you	could	say	trina	not	just	of	

God,	but	also	of	all	of	God’s	attributes,	since	they	possess	the	fullness	of	deity.	So,	God’s	

Wisdom,	Power,	Majesty	can	also	be	called	“trina”.	Hincmar	said	(quoting	Tavard)	“Deity	is	a	

substantial,	not	a	personal	name.	So	are	the	attributes,	since	they	inhere	in	the	nature,	essence,	

divinity,	or	deity	of	God,	and	not	in	the	Persons.	And	yet	the	divinity	is	not	to	be	confused	with	

its	attributes.	The	divine	essence	is	so	totally	simple	that	`it	can	have	in	itself	only	what	it	itself	

is’.	All	the	divine	attributes	are	one	(without	distinction).	Yet	they	may	be	appropriated…And	so	

the	Father	is	called	Creator,	the	Son	Redeemer,	the	Holy	Spirit	Sustainer,	although	creation,	

healing	power	and	sustaining	power	are	substantial	attributes	of	the	divine	nature”.	(p.	113)	So	

“majesty”	is	a	substantial	attribute:	in	the	Athanasian	Creed	it	is	stated:	“sed	Patris	et	Filii	et	

Spiritus	Sancti	una	est	diuinitas,	aequalis	Gloria,	coaeterna	maiestas”.	
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Paris	2718’s	“trina	maiestas,	una	deitas”	would	agree	with	Gottschalk,	not	Hincmar,	and	

perhaps	the	composer	would	not	have	used	the	phrase	if	he	had	written	at	the	time,	or	after	

the	time	of	the	trina	deitas	controversy.	

Other	of	our	Texts	that	use	“maiestas”:	

Text	 7,	 lines	 102/104:	 2	 Tres	 unum	 sunt	 et	 unum	 tres	 sunt,	 hoc	 est	 tres	 personae,	 sed	 una	

potestas	 et	 una	maiestas	 et	 una	 deitas.	 (This	 is	 from:	Apert.	 symb.	 (p.	 182,	 26/34).	 This	 same	

quote	from	Apert.	symb.	 is	also	in	Text	32,	between	lines	38/67	and	in	Text	36,	between	lines	

32/40.	

	 Doing	a	search	for	“trina	majestas”	in	PL-ROM	I	found	12	hits:	 it	was	quite	common	in	

grammatical	and	liturgical	texts,	and	you	could	easily	see	where	the	composer	of	Pa6’s	version	

of	Text	15	would	have	found	it	common	terminology	

In	Text	27	we	find:	Et	in	tribus	personis	una	diuinitate,	maiestate	et	potestate,	

					origine	et	aeternitate,	in	Deo	confidimus.	
	


