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die immer in ihrer inneren Konsequenz abgehandelt werden, oder schließlic die
Her wissenschattlichen Akrıbie gewahrte Höhenlage der philosophisch-theo-

logischen Reflexion LJas Letztgenannte hat mich me1listen beeindruckt un dAie
Lektüre eines Buches VOIl Kremer erinnert, das exakt diesem Zeitpunkt 1im Buch-
handel wieder erschlienen ist: das 1969 erstmals be1 Kohlhammer, Stuttgart, erschlile-
MECTIIC Werk Klaus Kremer: (Gott un Welt in der klassıschen Metaphysık. Vom ySe1n«
der Dinge 1in (zOott Unveränderter Nachdruck 2006, Bond 00 Demand.
K remers Werk dieselbe Frische un Neuheit W1E dieses rühere Tl
ZEIYEN: Metaphysık selbst 1im historischen Vollzug ist lebendig unı voller überra-
schender Gesichtspunkte!

015 [Taas, H-Uiitikon Waldegg

DIDe Sermones des ZROLAUS Kues. Merkmale und ıhre LeLLUNG innerhalb der mittelalterlichen
PrediotkRultur. ten des Symposions 1n Irier VO Z} ıs JR (Iktober 2004 (Mıtte1-
Jungen un Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft 50) Irier: Paulinus, 2005

Ihis volume beg1ns wıith Overvi1ew and general introduction Dy Klaus Kremer,
who reminds that Nıcholas’s 20% SCTI11ONS Q1Vve us A olimpse of the inner s1ide of
Nıcholas’s thinkıng, ell A of that inking’s development VEr period of
thirty XEr the SCITIINONS Iso urnısh uS, Kremer urther reminds, wıth e
mater1als such Niıicholas’s thoughts about the lex nNaturalis, Nicholas’s devotio Martae,
and Nıcholas’s viewing of the Son of God NOVILAS absoluta. Kremer 1n not

unhelpful ose Koch’s V1 of the Into four periods (2) the t1m : prior
the composing of De Hocta /onorantia; the decade TOmM 439 1449; (C) the

period of hıs serving papa. legate Germany arc 451 arc. and
(d) the t1ime of his bishopfic in Brixen PruL, 1452 Wıthout detalling all the
locations that 1cholas visıted his mission papal legate Germany, Kremer
lists the major c1ities in 1C 1cholas otherwıise preached: Koblenz, Iner. Maınz,
ugsburg, Frankfurt, Brixen, Rome TIThe written SCIMON\NS, which ATC really SCITI1L110O11-

sketches, constitute one-third of ('usa’s written works; and SOINC of them (e 9., 1n
X UuSanus 220) AT autographs

The Overv1ew o1VveEs us INanıy cruc1al etaıls an 1s altogether even-hande: For
example, 1cholas 1 sa1d an been deemed eloquent preacher by IaLLY, but
S11g 1s NOT lost Ö Nıcholas’s OW: admıission that he WAasSs criticized 1n Brixen ftor
preaching OVCT the e1| of the CONZrTECgANTS. imilarly, although Kremer recCogNIZES
that the SCITINLONS ALC 19  Y pedagogical in theological direction, he also polnNts Out

that 1CNOINAS addresses particular Ccircumstances (a) such admonishing partakers
of the Eucharist be also attentive listeners the preache word of God and
such reproving priests for eing oreedy (Ir further, in Sermon CC SNOAEVI N 1-
cholas howing COTMGETT tor hıis hearers because SOMMEC of them Aave (JDEHC TOom
distance an MUST hasten back the fields, o1ven that the harvest-time has artıved
STAates that he wıl] cshorten hıs preaching that feast-day. Elsewhere in order
motivate his listeners, he AT times usSCcCS p01gnant dramat!ızations and illustrations; and,
AT times, he interprets allegorically and fictional dialogues.
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In addition Cing even-handed, the introductory sectlion 1s also judicious. For
1t leaves OPCOH certaın 1issues that simply CANNOT be resolved, that CANNOLT be
resolved wıth ultable degree of reltability. } hüs. there 1s attempt pec1ıfy the
number of MmMmMes that 1cholas INay have preache in Aatın rather than 1n (German.
We learn that oSEe och regarded Sermons I? H41 and MN avıng been
delivered in atın. Rudolt Haubst thinks that Sermons GG H WT

preache in Latın, AS WAdSs perhaps Sermon but perhaps NOT Sermons {I11 and X:
Here (1  M might well question Haubst’s underlying presupposition, OM chared Dy
OC ViZE the assumption that the fact of these sermons’ avıng been written in
better: LLLOTC stylized, atın 1S s19n that they WL preache 1ın ATır POr: GE
this assumption 1s oratultous and does NOLT SGT VC AaSs satisfactory criterion. Lookıing
further, CC that the Introduction 1s also judic1ous in Cavıng OPpCH the question of
the engt of the SCTINONS they WEIC actually preached. Later 1n the volume Volker
ertens SUSSECSLTS that during the middle of the 14 tury and well into the 15©
LUrYy wrtitten SC1TLILLOTIS of other CIlergy would, Sa tead aloud, last 3() minutes

174) but that the usual duration of SCTINON WAdS hour 1558) Probably the
best jJudgment be rendered 1S that of Marc-Ae1ilko Arıs: »Was UuSAanus tatsächlich
gepredigt hat un: WI1E C unmıittelbar gewirkt hat, verschwindet 1im Nebel« 114)
And thıs udgment equally II tor the assessmenNn of engt.

ollowing the informatıve introductory sectlion aarten Hoenen’s 1nN-
sightful contribution entitled < ‚Caput cholae rat1on1s CGS Christus«. Verschränkung
NV() EXegesE un: Philosophie in den Predigten des ((usanus.« Ihe Ü  S quotation 1s
drawn trom Sermon 16 141e exalts Christ NOSLeEr XS INAQYSTET.
ready in the Karly Middle Ages OTAaAMMMAL, 1021C, and metaphys1cs MWOTE important
tools tor the Clergy. (One IMay recall the dispute that Lanfranc an nselm had wıth
Berengar of Tours egards the doctrine of transubstantiation and the reference of
the demonstrative PrONOUN »0C« in the expression »h0C est 7D MEHUHMI EL,
Hoenen po1inNts OUuLt, 1cholas WAS sufficiently that ydie Regeln der (Grammatık
un: der Logik reichen nıcht aus Die eilige] chrift ist TI dann verstehen,
MC der Leser bis Z.AAT- InLenLIO scribhents vordringt Er 111USS wissen, WAS (Gott inten-
dierte« 46)

Hoenen makes interesting observation regardıng Niıicholas’s understanding of
the relationsh1p of faıth LC4SONN according (usa 21 alone Q1VvESs A Er the
highest truth; philosophy plays the mıite: role of clarıfyıng, rather than of STOUE-
ding, revealed truth (PP 65£.) Correspondingly, ( usa’s method 1n the SCTINONS 1s
sa1d er sizably ftrom the method employed his other works. For in MOST of
the other works 1cChNhOlas egQ1nNs wıth po1ints of COINIMMNON oroun between believers
and unbelievers. He then proceeds show that these teachings cohere wıth the
eachings of Scripture. In the SCIINONS, however, he CQ1NS wıth the tenets of faith,
1 he osubordinates the deliverances of natural LC4SON 66) This procedure

18 partiy explainable, ATC told, by Nicholas’s desire cCOomMMUNILCATE effectively
wıth his audience audience that 1s influenced Dy the Ma moderna and that prefers
homilies Scriptural min1ature philosophical disquisitions. Ehe earlier
SCIMONS, malintalins Hoenen, ATC INOTC concerned wiıith the doctrine of the Trinity,
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whereas the later ONCS AF LLLOÖOTC ocused the PUrbOSC and benefits of Christ’s
eat. 656) 1cholas SCCS that philosophy unaided DYy revelatiıon an 111 en

contradıcting Scripture 6/) 56 in the end: philosophy 1t AaDPCAats 1n the
SCITIINONS 1$ AaNntTAamMOUNT eXEDESIS 69)

of the interesting claıms in the paragraph above INay be challenged. But thıs
pres Eent FfeV1EeW 1s NOLT the place do Still, question does need CO be raised, in
another CONTLEXT, regardıng Hoenen’s somewhat incautl1ous us«c of the FeTrTmM » selhst-
evidenk«: » [ IIie ahrhe1 ist die ahrhel Chrsti: die sich 1m Heıiligen| Wort als selbst-
evident offenbart« 02) Thıs STAteMENT tends be misleading, because 1cholas
1s NnOT sayıng that Christ’s teachings in Scripture AA self-evidently true Rather, he 1s
sayıng that f OT  @} aCCEDPLS Christ’s words the words of GOod, then he wl 9.CCCPT.
them EaC; ()1I1 the basıs of his that G od 1s Iruth itself. But he INay NOT know
(1 May NOT believe that the words ATrC really the words of God (dermon GE 3
Even IMOTEC misleadiıng 1s Hoenen’s assertion that according 1cholas it 1 »Uu11l-

möglich, nıcht (5Ott oglauben, WC1111 der Glauben 1S2C| geschenkt wird« GZ;
{9) For, in the PDaSSagc that Hoenen 1s referring Ü 1cholas 1s peakıng about
der (Laube (o0lt but about the fact that ıf O! apprehends the words of Scripture
be, indeed, the words of G0d, then he O doubt that they ATC He But, of
COUISC, he Ca  =) Oou (as usa well realizes) that the words ATC truly8
he Ca  e On that there 1s C306 Hoenen 1s actually advancıng the ollowing trulsm:
it 1s impossible believe in God 1f (G0d Q1VveES OM the 1n God Now, NOT VCI)

Anselm’s Fool of Psalms 151 ould feject such claım. Finally, Hoenen 18
incaut1o0us 1n using the word »unDErkENNDAF«: »In der Person Jesu Christ1 ze1gt sıch
die ahrheıit WArTr 1n der Gestalt des Menschen, jedoch in seiner anzcn Vollkom-
menheiıt. USAanus pricht in diesem Zusammenhang VO:  z der CONSUPIMALIO absoluta der
ahrheiıit. In dieser absoluten Oorm 1st Q1E unverkennbar. Wenn sıch der Mensch für
das Wort Christ1 öffnet, bekräftigt dessen unmıittelbare ahrheit, da diese Wahr-
heit der Beginn un das Z ıel seiner Selbsterkenntnis ist „< 623 However, (usa
does NOT INCAaN, in Sermon GEIN: 3 that truth 1t 1s revealed 1n and hrough
Christ 1s unverkennbar. He only that »S1 Caperet praecepta ‚ ( DEr 110 POSSEL
illa tfelicere«: y If ONC WETC apprehend that the ATC o  $; then he COU.
NOT fejeet them.« But, i1cholas exphicitly SaVyS, INa  - might, Out of 19NOraNCE, NOT

recognize that the UT from (Zad Hoenen; AL best, 18 presenting (1

agaln wıth trulsm: »Wenn sich der Mensch für das Wort Christ1 Öffnet d A, WECNN

sich der Mensch das Wort als das wahre Wort des ott-Mensch Christus ohne jeden
7 weitfel anerkennt], bekräftigt dessen unmıittelbare lund für ihn unverkennbare|
ahrheıit „<

(Ine MISSES, wıth regafr the topı1c of »elIne Verschränkung VO Kxegese un!
Philosophie,« discussion of Nıcholas’s tendency interpret Scripture figuratively
along philosophical lines. prime example of this approac 18 found 1in Sermon

DIZ where the five loaves of TU in John 6:9 AL interpreted ignifying
objects of the five erent SC115C68S Another such example CCHTS 1n Sermon

4, where the words from Luke 10:38 »Intravıt in castellum« ead 1cholas
Othe FOWMN (castellum) the human SDECLES. Ir agaln, the Apostle stating
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Cor 1 49) that the an 18 the head of the 1s interpreted by 1cholas
meanıng that LCASON 1s rule (T appetite Sermon GEXAXXHNL Z

Walter EKEuler takes u the top1Cc of the Varlous themes that ALC be Oun! in the
SCTINONS an of the GE FCANT C these themes do do NOT change (NEAGT.: the Span
of the SCTIIMNONS Taking his ead from the en of Nicholas’s PHJe Aegqualitate, Euler

that 1cholas himself maintained that in his his apprehension of the
ospel-message changed t1m! uler sketches the three Sstages hich N1-
cholas alludes (1) 0—-1 the peri0od before 1cholas became priest (Der-

V1 depending upON the atmg of his CcCONsecration
priest); (2) 44() 1449, the per1od otf the priesthood (dermons LK KN)S (5)
1450 Oonwards, the period of hıs bishopric (dermons CN GEXEIH: Sermon
G: XC 414 eing written after De Aegualitate). Kuler concedes that NOT all of the
SCTIN Ca  — be dated wıith certainty. And he acknowledges that 1cholas preache:
S() for hıich have written sketches an that of the SCTINONS for
C® W do have sketches, SOINC of the sketches WTG composed after rather than
before) the SCTIMON WAdsS preached. The emphases 1n the SCTINONS change wıith the
1turgica. OCCAS1ONS, wıith the s1tuations f the hearers, and wıth Niıicholas’s role
deacon, priest, bishop, an cardınal /4) But they do NO develop in the sımple
WaYy that 1cholas explains in De Aegualitate, thinks KEuler, who OpPtS for identifying
Oourxr ditfferent er10ds: ( the S’ (2) the first half of the S} (3) the second
half of the S; and (4) the And whereas in the Passagc in De Aequalitate
1cholas focuses the changes 1in his understanding of the Gospel-message, Kuler
etaıls SÜJEIAC of the WaYysS in hıch this apprehension relates the jJo1int-themes of
theological anthropology and of Christ’s incarnation.

Furthermore, Euler discerns that Niıicholas’s CIM prior 45) ALC FAHOFE

scholastic in CONE, whereas those after 45() ATC TIAOTE homiuletical, IMNOTE centered
expounding and interpreting Varlous criptur: ö6) Nıcholas’s INCSSaLC does
NMOL develop, SayS Euler, TOM dim apprehending ot the Gospel-message LO

clearer, righter apprehension, 1S sa1d in De Aequalitate ; father. 1cholas OWVi
from traditional proclamation of alt. LMOTC id1iosyncratic anı philosophically
otrtented understanding of alt: JU) uler er Judges that Nicholas esteemed
the bound-collections of his SCITIL1ONS (Codices Vaticanı 1444 ASs CO11-

taınıne mater1als that WETC intellectual Par wıth hıs other philosophical and
theological works /6) Indeed, SOTINC of Nıcholas’s SCTINONS in partıcular, an
especlally, XXIL: XE and X4 ALC »small theological masterpleces« Ö9) (Ine
such highly theological PAaSSagc relates Nicholas’s doctrine 5Er accordance wıth
Colossians 1A2 that find wiıthin ourselves Christ, who 1s the perfection of Our

AtHtfe

The Oveme: ot mMY umanıity 1s for the PULpOSC of Y attaınıne God in and through I1a who 18 of
INY humanity, find, then, in myself A I11All whi 1s of I11YV humanıty and| whıi 1s Inan in such WaY
that He 18 also God. And this 18 the INa  $ in whom alone Can attalın rTest in humanıty; for rest 1s
G0d. Therefore, that [  3 who 1s also God 1s He NO whom all 1LE ATC moved in ccordance wiıith the
NnAature of humanıty. And this 1s Blessed Christ Eesus hıs ESUS Wads the Hıdden (Ine desired by a]]
nations (Sermon ALIJL, U 10)
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Marc-Aeilko Arıs e141Is wiıth the SOC10l10gy of the recıplents of the SCITIINONS He
makes the intriguing observation that 1cholas himself 15 the first recıplent of his
ONW: SCITII1N1LONS For 1cholas reworks them, COTTeEeC an expands them, FCALLANDCS
theıir ordering, OCcasionally cross-references them, anı plans make them, first,
1into er SETHZONUHZ and then 1Into Libhrı SETIZONUHT. The first collection, 1C WAas made
tor the monks A Tesernsee; has been lost:; but CA  ® infer something about 1t 1TOM

Magdeburg 28 Ihe Lbrı SETZONUFHEZ ATC the Vatican manuscfkmpts 1244 and
1245 In havıng these volumes copied (some time between 1456 and 1459, according

Haubst), 1chOolas arranged the SCTIMNONS chronologically, whereas they INAaV be
inferred have been previously arranged Dy theme for the Tegernsee monks, 1f
Magdeburg 15 x0o0d indicator. In lannıng for the broader readersh1p that the
00 WOU. rnNg, 1chOolas switched the focus of his SCITHOBNS trom the audience
of actual listeners whether clerics laymen the envisioned audience of future
readers (pPP 0S 114)

Volker Mertens, in his contribution, supplements things sa1d by AHSs: though
O1Ing 18 NOT his 2a1 Like AYIS; he investigates the relationship between ( usa’s
otral and his written SCIIMNONS; anı he, LOO, polNts their difference of
emphasıs. He helpfully s1tuates Nıcholas’s SCTINONS bDy compartıng their style anı
form wıth those of ertho VOI1 Regensburg, Peregrinus VO Oppeln,o VO

Paradıes, and Johannes Geller VON Kayserberg. And he points OuUtTt that the Vatıiıcan
Codices 244 and DAn WOETC intended by 1cholas SCTVGO double PUrDOSC (a)
that of contributing hıis heritage and that of eINg USe in practical WaYy
cClergYy 185) ertens SCCS, COO, that the early SCITIINONS ıte Manı y authorities and
that they excerpt INanıy ideas from OtHhEers. whereas the later SCTINONS cshow IMNMOTC

independence anı TIIOFEC teedom of hought Lö2) In Brixen: judges Mertens,
1cCNO14AS directed his SCII11OMNS malinly toward the ClergYy F90) Perhaps, continues
Mertens, this tact explains why there WAdsSs 110 demand for i1cholas LO write down for
posterity these »Lehrpredigten« in the Volkssprache. ter all, he WAS NOT writing for
the INZE but tor the LE,  CM und gelehrten, that atın WAS the appropriate lang-
Ua Since he WTO only O1}  m SC 11110 in German (AZ:; XXIV) an S1InCe have
only ON  @' reportatto of SCIINONMN that he preache in (serman (AAZ:: have
virtually Iraces of the (serman wording of the SCTIMNONS that, though written in
Läaätin: WETC Oftentimes preache in the Volkssprache (pPpP 181 189) It 1TrOoNIC
that although ertens concedes that do NOT know the wording of the SCTIINONS AS

preache in (serman: he nonetheless CANNOT tesist the temptation make the fol-
lowing surmisiıne inference about »die volkssprachliche redigt des (usanus«:
»Wenn WIr Ss1e in der Predi  andschaft des 15 Jh.s sıtuleren, liegt S1e zwischen der
Pfarrpredigt und der hochtheologischen I'Cgt eister arts relatıv nahe
be1 diesem« 189)

The theme of (usa’s relatiıonsh1ip eister Eckhart 1s addressed directly and
extendedly by eotg Steer, who ffords plethora of details Eckhart has DA
SCIMMNONS, fewer than does (usa (3 these, 1 4() ATC in German, 103 in atın. Both
the Atın SCTINONS and the (German SCTINONS influenced usa Indeed, usa had the
atın copied, S that today they ATC found in @ 21 of the tary in his
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hospice AT Kues. And, 1n general, 1cholas 1n his SCITIINONS mentlions Eickhart Dy
LATLIC 26 MmMes and rtefers his C ommentar)y 0n John 6() times

Steer takes the tOp1C of Nıicholas’s defense of Eckhart in h1s, Nicholas’s,
0L0214 TJoctae /onoranliae. And he refers the FrCapPCArFanCCe, 1n (usa’s SCITNON\NS, of
Eckhart’s teachings ON fZlAk0 (deificatio), the EuchatIist: an the eCiIO 1tt
f the Son of God 165) To be SUFC, Steer’s artıcle 18 V informative. And 1t
WI1Sse1Yy concludes that in order rightly LO aSSCSS Eckhart’s influence ( usa eed

take ACCOUNLT, well, of (usan works other than the SCTIINONS Steer himselft
egins LO do Dy glancıng AT ( usa’s [ Je Faılzatione Dez and AT his Abpologta. Steer includes

148f£., 17 helpful list of artıcles an 00 that explore Eckhart’s
intellectual kinship wıth us4 It would have been of equal value the teader had
he also included such bibliographical intormation egards the question of whether
Eckhart’s (German SCIINONS AT authotrized unauthor1ized reDortationes whether,
indeed, of them AWCTE ordinationes, f WETC coples of autographs. Kremer, 1in
the Introduction, takes SUOTLIC in this direction, by referring Koch, Ruh. and
A4u11 20 40)

Aazunhnıko Yamakı e41is wıth the tOPIC of (Cusa’s us«c of the metaphor of book
He admıits that bDy ( usa’s day the HSE of this metaphor had become traditional
118) He seeks chow the MNan y appliıcations that 1cholas made of the metaphor;
and he examınes putatıve developments of the metaphor wıthin NnOt only (usa’s
SCIINONS but Iso hıis works enerally. ama definitely succeeds 1n howing the
extensive roles that the book-metaphor plays in Nıcholas’s hought For 1cholas
egards 00 NOT Oonly humanly produce bound-manuscrtipts an the ivinely
inspired 00 of the but Iso the ollowing: the world-book: the ving book
of Christ’s humanıty; the book of the human soul, human heart; the Heavenly
book of ife; the book of CONsCIENCE; the book of man’s intellectual ature (ppP

the 00 of the SCNSCS 159 and the inner book of the self 145) Since
ama could NOT possibly have t1m.: develop all of these themes in the
allotted hım he COMNCENTFATES; in general, MN makıng of this wide-ranging
varlıety and, in particular, pointing tactors: VIZZ, (a) that b UE 1s unusual
an how the metaphor of the world-as-a-book 1s changing metaphor.

(Ine thing that ama SCCS unusually engaging 1s (usa’s discussion of the fact
that teader of the world-boo Ca  @} become rADTHS 155% analogously St. Paul’s
having been caught unto the hıird heaven (I Cor. 12:2) Another captıvatıng
(usan that ama identifies 1Ss (‚usa’s atffırmation that Christ regarde all
Scripture eing about Hım Hımselt nd that Christ elps SCC God the
book of aMıre 129 Here amıa might have pointed Out, but does nOt, that the
Layman (Latın: [diota) 1$ wIise DEeCause, anı INSOJAr d3, he Ca  — tead the book of nature
For the Layman CAaNnNOT rtead ordinary books, ven the Bible, SInCe he 1s illiterate
dSermon 4: /—8) Furthermore, COA of Yamakı’s central claiıms mMust be
Ca into question: VIZe that prior 1446 anı Sermon 15 Cusa did
NOT regard the visıble WOTF. the world-boo playıng A posıitive rtole in leading

CO knowledge of God »{ dIie entscheidende en in dieser redigt ist, dass dem
Weltbuch 11U eine positive be1 der Gottessuche ZUgSEMESSCH wıird C 122)
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But, in disagreement wiıth Yamakı’s cla1ım about turning-polnt 1n Nıcholas’s think-
Ing, INaYy adduce the ollowing facts (1) Already (though ama denies 1t) 1n
Sermon rom the VCar 1CNO112AS points the world affording
knowledge of God He does in his hypothetical example of solitary first INa  @}

call hiım dam who enters the A yet unpopulated WOT. and who TOM inspection
of the heavens anı of the earthly objects 1s able infer the ex1istence of triune
Fırst eginnNINg Beginning that 1s OneEness; Equality, an Uniton. (Dee sect1ons
1517 1n the sermon..) (2) Kven 1n IJe Filiatione Dez Tom the VCar find that
1cholas tells NOT ClIng SCHNSOLY objects but nevertheless SC them: COMN-

templatiıvely, as stepping-stones things intellectual, SO that TOM things intellectual
IA YVy ascend contemplatıvely uUuntOo carnıng IMOTC of God (De Fal. {}}  „ 61) (3)

imilarly, He Onaerendo [ Ieum (also TOM the VCar addresses the theme of O
ascending contemplatively ftrom perceptual apprehension intellectual apprehen-
s10N and, thereafter, upwards UunNtLOo God, who 1s above all 11  5 FCASON, and intellect
(De Onaer. L, DE D and HE 43)

Nıcholas’s evaluatiıon of the empirical WOFTr stepping-stone knowledge
of God does NOT significantly change during his adult lıtetime Just AaSs in the SCTINONS

he does NnOT deny that there 1s infinıte disproportion between the finıte and the
infinite, OO 1n the SCITITNONS he 1s that »the invisible nes of God, inclu-
ding Hıs eternal W and divinity, A 5 o clearly SC from the creation of the WOT.
by of understanding created hings« (Rom 1:20) Indeed, his mars  ng of
this latter As early in Sermon LLL, Ö, TOM the VCar 1431

TIhe volume contalins L[WO supplementary artıcles (D1IU!  M in IC Klaus Kremer
analyzes (lusa’s notlion of 810 ıntellectualis and OT1  M 1n hich Karl Ormann disputes
certaın critieisms made of hıs Latın-German edition and translatiıon of De Lenatione
Saptentiae.

Kremer makes ten central points, all of 16 AT defensible ande May
summatıze follows

(1) L/2S20 ıntelleckualis 1s be distinguished from SI0 YSÜCA, (2) IThe phrase HISI0
ıntellectualis« 1s ambiguo0us. At times, it 1s used DYy 1CNOl12AS refer the future
eavenly and, Aat times, it 18 used by him retfer this present earthly
pilerimage. In the Heavenly ISIO ıntellectualis 1s the tace-to-Face vis1on of 06
(91S10 factalits). (3) Moreover, in this present earthly there 1 distinction between
()UT viewing, intellectually, the ultimate Ground of all things anı OUr viewing the
intellig1ble COMNTENT that 1s detectable in that A 1S perceptual. (4) Furthermore,
1cholas speaks of the historical Jesus’s CTS of seeinS, iın their perfection, kınd
of intellectual eholding. (3) In certaın SI0 ıntellectualis 1Ss Ca by 1cCNOl12As
SI0 diVINd; but 1t 1$ called ISIO absoluta. (6) Schwaetzer misleads when he
VIEWS i1cholas antiıcıpating (GSerman eCaUau11sım s doctrine of das sich selbst anschauende
Ich C 1cholas speaks of (God as the L’orma formarum rather than the Idea 1Idearum.
(Ö) In Nicholas’s thought ISO ıntellectualis 15 distinct from ISIO intelligentalis. © L/2520
ıntelleckualis 18 associated wiıth Iumen ıntellectuale. Ü) By YSCEIND« 1cholas sometimes

RNOWIMNZ, 1s evidenced Dy his expression YOZSZO ıntellectualis SZUE COQNLLLOK in
Sermon CLAXAVIE 16
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Bormann, for his part, touches ubOnN INany textual and translation that AA
of interest only scholars. Hıs temarks espond certaın of Mischa VO Petrger's
ecriticisms Öft his translation anı edition entitled Die Jagd nach WeisheitE 24 (2003)
H3 the setr1es Schriften des 1kolaus VO ues 1in deutscher Übersetzung (Hamburg
Meiner). Ihe temarks also respond Perger’s criticisms of Klibansky and SeEnNvEK'S
critical edition of the atın FGXT (Vol X H (1982) in the serles Nıcolai de usa pera
(Imn1a (Hamburg: Meiner). Many of these criticeisms ATC, picayune anı ATE€. made
severely, that Ormann CATINOF be aulted for showing irrıtation 1n his rephies,
though OCCcAası1on these replies ATC NOT target ‚ For example, Ormann 2S PCI-
ECUY COMTECE 254) in reminding Perger that 1cholas sometimes usScs »M DLicak«
1HNC4N »zmlicat CONTradicHonem « something that Perger NOT have known
Similarly, Ormann 1s justified in eminding Perger and the POSt of (pPP that
1cholas dmitted that he had difficulty wiıith the atın anguage Accordingly, SOINC
of Nıcholas’s Aatın seNtLENCES W imperfectly formed, that this fact needs be
kept 1n mıind (In the other hand, Ormann mM1sses the mark when he responds
295) Perger’s objecting his translation of in the phrase »IM MIANTIMIE UALCO,
\misprint here for »LuCIdo«| DUla SOLEe« n 16) Ormann translated 1t Beispiel«;
and VLErISEr polNts Out that Beispiel« 1s mistranslation, SINCE the maxımally
bright object 1C 1cholas 18 referring 18 uniquely the Sr Botrmann’s
about how 1cholas does (specifically, 1n T Comtecturis) CONCelve of IMOTE than OIl  (

object a4aSs maximally bright, depending ubON the domaiın (perceptible WOTF. intelli-
1 wor. Heaven UUa abode), 1s irrelevant. For in the PasSsagc ın DIJe
Lenabtione Saptentiae the PasSsagc under discussion 1cholas 1s peakıne only of the
perceptible wof. SO that »DULAS be translated either ynämlıch« XE

(as Verser SUQODESLS) be eft untranslated, that y SO L0« becomes apposıitive.
As for the volume scholarly whole, INay jJudge 1t be of VC hıgh quality

both in of the information that it ffords an 1n of the SeNSItIVItY wıth
hich the information 1s nuanced.

(Ine wıll also appreclate the fact that the volume contalins tributes long-
time uSanus scholars: Raymond Klibansky, who died August d 2005,
months before what ould have been his one-hundredth birtthday (October E:
an Maurice de Gandıllac, whose one-hundredth birthday WAS celebrated Fe-
bruary 2006 NCIUdE: furthermore, 18 A obituary for the Ltaliıan (Cusan cholar
(10vannı Santıinello (February 1922 August PE And there AF certaın
ceremon1t1al iıitems: Dr Helmut Gestrich o1VES word of arewell he leaves the role
of Chairman of the usanus-Gesellschaft:; correspondingly, Proft. Dr. Wolfgang
Lentzen-Deis O1VES word of greeting he newly aSsSumecs the role of Chairman. In
addition.  5 Klaus Kremer CEXPICSSCS oratitude IIr Gestrich and Dr einhar
Marx, Bishop of HEL, who delivered the SCIMON, an celebrated INasSs, AT the reli-
10US service organized in conjunction wıth the Symposium.

book-review and several indices conclude the volume in standard WaY.

F0O,er HLopkins, PhA.  S Untverstt)y of Minnesota
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