





Notes to Wenck’s Counterparts 249

Nicolo Cusano. Bressanone, 6-10 settembre 1964. (Florence: Sansoni, 1970).
“Nicholas of Cusa as a Forerunner of Modern Science,” pp. 619-622 in Actes
du dixiéme congres international d’histoire des sciences. Vol. I (Paris: Hermann,
1964). These works will be cited hereafter with shortened titles.

20. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 338.

21. See McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 63 and De Dato Patris
Luminum 2 (97:15-17). (On p. 63 McTighe mistakenly records the title of
Nicholas’s work as De Dato Patris Luminis; and in n. 37 on the same page he
makes a second mistake, this time recording the title as De Dato Patris Lumi-
nae. But “Luminae” is not even a Latin word. In the Apologia and elsewhere
Nicholas does sometimes write “De Dato Patris Lumine’) See also my cri-
tique of Klaus Jacobi on pp. 39-52 of my Nicholas of Cusa’s Metaphysic of
Contraction.

22. Ap. 30:8.

23. 1. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on Learned Ignorance, 2nd ed., p. 92.

24. See McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 64 (a part of which is
excerpted almost verbatim in the above speech): “Both the translation and the
interpretation it implies are erroneous. In the first place, resplendentia means
‘splendor’ or ‘resplendence; not reflection [sic, without quotation marks].
Secondly, the splendor is not the splendor of the finite esse, but of the infinita
forma, which communicates itself to the creature but is not positively received
by any pre-existing subject. Finally, contingentia diversa refers to the
condition of being other which falls outside being. The contingency of
diversity does not attach to an independent finite esse. Diversity or otherness
is the esse diminutum of the creature”

25. Karl Georges, Ausfiihrliches Lateinisch-Deutsches Handworterbuch,
8th edition, revised by Heinrich Georges [Basel: Benno Schwabe, 1962
(Vol. IN].

26. And, in fact, the translation by the Fathers of the English Dominican
Province has “whoever sees a mirror, sees what is reflected in the mirror” See
Vol. 1, p. 55, column 1 of St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica (New
York: Benziger Brothers, 1947).

27. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 64.

28. DI'll, 2 (102:12 - 103:9).

29. DI, 2 (104:13-15). The translation of this passage—i.c., the trans-
lation referred to by McTighe—is by J. Hopkins.

30. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” pp. 64-65. I have corrected a
misprint in McTighe’s Latin quotation by putting “altius” in place of “alius”
(McTighe’s p. 64). Part of my recapitulation of McTighe’s position, here as
elsewhere, is virtually verbatim.

31. DI, 8 (140:5-8).
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32. This is also Nicholass point in DI II, 2 (104:5) when be states that
“the Infinite Form is received only finitely.’

33. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 65 : God “imparts himself
and it is he who is received . . . . Contingency attends upon the reception of
God....”

34. “It is not the case that as a mirror is a mirror before it receives the
image of a face, so created being exists prior to derivative [participating]
being; for created being is derivative being”” DI II, 2 (102:12-15).

35. DI'LL, 2 (104:5).

36. N.B.: Not just the human creature is an image of God.

37. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 320. Parts of the foregoing
are verbatim.

38. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 70, n. 66, partly verbatim.

39. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas) p. 69, verbatim except for
the bracketed words.

40. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas)’ p. 62: “Now what is true of
lines and their diversity is true of all things with respect to their essence, God,
the ratio omnium rerum.” See also pp. 69-70.

41. The longer expression “the Essence of the essences of all things”
would be tedious, as would also “the Essence of the (respective) essence of
each thing”

42. Cf. DVD 9 (36:10-11): “Therefore, you are the Essence of essences,
giving to contracted essences that they be that which they are”

43. With regard to Nicholas’s statement, at the end of DI I, 17 (“We
have now seen clearly how we can arrive at God through removing the
participation of beings™), see pp. 11-12 of J. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on
Learned Ignorance, 2nd ed.

44. By contrast, note McTighe’s phrase “the quiddity which is the same
for both” [i.c., for both God and creatures) on p. 328 of his “Cusa’s Theory of
Science” But contrary to McTighe’s interpretation, Nicholas teaches that
Absolute Quiddity and contracted quiddity are never the same. In DI II, 4
(115), where Nicholas speaks of “the Absolute Quiddity of the sun,” this is
not the sun’s quiddity any more than it is the moon’s quiddity, since these
latter are contracted quiddities. Yet, it is referred to as the Absolute Quiddity
of the sun because the sun would not be what it is apart from the
participation of its quiddity in Absolute Quiddity, its Ground of being and
of essence.

45. DI'11, 3 (110:20 - 111:6).

46. If Nicholas were speaking from a single point of view, this statement
would be nonsensical, since an accident is a part of creation. Anselm of Can-
terbury, in Monologion 28, also speaks from two different points of view
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when he notes that in a certain respect created things may be said not to exist.
A similar point is made by Augustine in his Expositions of the Psalms 134.4.

47. Cf. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas’ p. 64: “In Cusa’s meta-
physics God is the sole possessor of independence, Eigenstindigkeit.” And in
n. 39 on the same page he denies that creatures have any independence,
according to Cusa.

48. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas)’ p. 65.

49. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 330.

50. “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” pp. 326-327, almost verbatim.

51. Compendium 4 (9:5).

52. Compendium 10 (34:17-18).

53. See De Mente 2 (64:10-11) and 2 (65:4-7).

54. De Mente 4.

55. VS 29 (88:14-17).

56. “. .. materia ipsa nunc stans sub forma,” De Genesi 3 (163:13). Cf.
McTighe: “ . .. in Cusa, matter does not and cannot function as a substrate”
“Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 69.

57. Cf. DI 11, 6 (126:6-8): “For example, dogs and the other animals of
the same species are united by virtue of the common specific nature which is
in them.”

58. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 324, partly verbatim.

59. McTighe, “Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle,” pp. 40-41, largely verba-
tim. See also p. 43: “Plural essential diversities, or universals, are . . . purely
mental constructions, explicated by the mind out of the resources of its own
internal complicatio”

60. NA 10 (39:5-11).

61. The essences themselves, Nicholas stated in VS 29 (86:8-10), are not
in the mind; but, rather, their likenesses are in the mind.

62. DI'l, 9 (148:11-13).

63. DI'I, 6 (124-125)—especially 125:12-13. Cf. DI'II, 3 (109:11-15).

64. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 322, virtually verbatim.

65. Ap. 27:4-5: “For in God all things are God. For example, in God the
earth is not the earth but is God—and similarly regarding each other thing”
See also DI'I, 24 (77).

66. Ap. 16:21-22.

67. DP 13:7-8.

68. McTighe, “Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle,” p. 41, almost verbatim.
See also the bottom half of p. 43.

69. Nicolai Cusae Cardinalis Opera, Vol. 11, Letter I, f. 3 after the Exci-
tationes (Paris edition, 1514; reprinted in Frankfurt am Main by Minerva
Verlag, 1962). The passage is translated by McTighe on p. 41 of his “Cusa
and Leibniz’s Principle”
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70. Nicholas adds that no created thing participates in the Word of God
as the Word is in itself. [This is what Nicholas means when he sometimes says,
unqualifiedly, that God cannot be participated in. See De Quaerendo Deum 2
(37:13-14) and NA 16 (79:5-6).] Regarding Nicholas’s denial of a world soul
that is other than God, see DI II, 9 (149:16-20). Cf. DI 1I, 12 (166:15-18).
Also see De Mente 13 (145:2-3 and 7-9). Cf. De Mente 5 (85:3-4).

71. VS 28 (84:2-3).

72. VS 38 (110:14-15).

73. VS 22 (65:23-24). DI'I1, 3 (108:8-11). Letter to Roderick as cited in
n. 69 above. Also note De Aequalitate: “Sed in aliis [aequalitas] participatur
aliter, cum aequalis participatio sit impossibilis. Aequalitas igitur omnibus
aequaliter adest, sed non aequaliter recipitur, sicut solaris radius in prato
omnibus herbis aequaliter adest, sed non aequaliter recipitur . . . . ” Cited
from p. 404, Vol. III of Nikolaus von Kues, Philosophisch-theologische
Schriften, translated by Dietlind and Wilhelm Dupré; edited by Leo Gabriel
(Vienna: Herder, 1967). We must remember that Nicholas, when not intent
upon excluding a substance’s participation in Nous or in a world-soul, does
speak of more immediate and less immediate participation in God: “Some
beings—viz., simple finite substances—participate more immediately in
Maximum Being, which exists in itself. And other beings—viz., accidents—
participate in [Maximum] Being not through themselves but through the
medium of substances” DI I, 18 (52:23-27).

74. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” pp. 325 and 333.

75. Eg., DI 11, 6 (124-125), 11, 12 (172:6-8), I1I, 1 (184-188), III, 3
(197-198). See also DVD 24 (107). De Genesi 1 (152:1). De Genesi 4 (168).
De Dato 5 (113-114).

76. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 321, partly verbatim. Cf.
McTighe, “Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle,” pp. 42-43.

77. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 328.

78. DI111, 1 (186-187). DVD 22 (98).

79. DI111, 1 (185:6-8): “Genera do not reach the limit of the universe;
species [do not reach] the limit of their genera; and individual things [do not
reach] the limit of their species.”

80. NA 20 (93:4). VS 34 (103:8-9).

81. VS 39 (120:11-12).

82. VS 34 (103:8-9).

83. See De Genesi 1 (146:3-4; 146:10; 149:6); 2 (154:10).

84. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 327, almost verbatim.

85. McTighe, “Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle,” p. 44, virtually verbatim.

86. McTighe, “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 323, virtually verbatim. Cf.
“Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle;” p. 44, where McTighe gives the equivalent
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transtation “Praecisio is not of this world. Hence everything that differs from
another can exist only by that difference” (italics his).

87. Cf. Nicholas’s meaning in DVD 25 (110:11-14).

88. Cf. De Dato 2 (100:13-20).

89. McTighe , “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 65. McTighe’s translation.

90. Ap. 26:5-6.

91. Cf. DVD 14 (62:1-2).

92. The quoted words represent McTighe’s interpretation of Nicholas in
his “Cusa’s Theory of Science,” p. 332.

93. De Genesi 1 (147:5-7). Cf. DVD 14 (62:1-2).

94. Viz.,, the passage cited at the outset of speech 13 above. Cf. De
Mente 6 (96:12).

95. See McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 60: “To be for a
creature is to be different.” Cf. n. 92 above.

96. Cf. DVD 14 (60-61).

97. DI'1lI, 8 (228:1-5). Cf. DI'II, 1 (189).

98. DI IlI, 1 (189:1-2). Cf. Proposition 18 of the Propositions to NA
(123:10-13).

99. McTighe, “Cusa and Leibniz’s Principle,” p. 39, mostly verbatim.

100. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas) p. 58.

101. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas)” p. 59.

102. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas) p. 58, virtually verbatim.

103. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas, p. 58.

104. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas)” p. 59, verbatim (punctua-
tion altered).

105. See McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 55.

106. J. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on Learned Ignorance, p. 19. The
quotation in the last sentence above is from DI I1, 3 (110:11-12).

107. DI, 2 (100:15-17).

108. DI 11, 2 (101:2-5). Nicholas proceeds, in 11, 3, to distinguish com-
plicatio from explicatio. But as the title of Chapter 3 discloses, even this
enfolding of all things in God ontologically prior to their creation, as well as
their being unfolded in creation, is not understandable.

109. DI, 2 (104:1-4).

110. Italics added.

111. See McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas p. 61: “ . . . to be
different or other is a function of the contingency . . . that accompanies, as it
were, divine self-<communication.’

112. ¥§ 27 (82:10-12): “Sed quia ipsa mens aeterna libera ad creandum
et non creandum vel sic vel aliter, suam omnipotentiam, ut voluit, intra se ab
aeterno determinavit” Cf. VS 38 (114:9-11): “Et haec determinatio est
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creatoris ipsius posse fieri, qui cum sit omnipotens, solus determinare habet,
quod posse fieri sic aut sic fiat” See also VS 28 (83:11-12): “Et ita omnia
mens divina determinavit sapientissime, ita quod nihil caret ratione cur sic et
non aliter . ...”

113. See also DI'11, 3 (108:8-11).

114. “Et secundum hunc aeternum conceptum, creando posse fieri,
ipsum determinavit ad mundum et eius partes in aeternitate praeconceptum.”
VS 27 (82:2-9).

115. VS 27 (81:16-17).

116. McTighe, “Contingentia and Alteritas,” p. 61, partly verbatim. The
extended passage is as follows: “But, one might object, surely there is an
exemplar actuality which is the model for the finite actuality, ie., a divine
idea in the mind of God. In that case the emergence of earth as different from
other things can hardly be said to be a matter simply of contingency. The
finite actuality as an image of the infinite actuality is what it is because it
expresses in a limited way what the exemplar actuality possesses unlimitedly.
But it is precisely because Cusa rejects any such theory of exemplars or divine
ideas that he must have recourse to contingency to account for diversity.”

117. Monologion 35. Cf. Nicholas’s De Mente 3 (6:15-17): “Et cum ver-
bum dei sit praecisio omnis nominis nominabilis, solum in verbo omnia et
quodlibet sciri posse constat.” See also De Sapientia 11 (34:12 - 35:1). '

118. Cf. Monologion 9 with Monologion 35. See also DI 11, 9 (148:10-
13): “Hence, the forms of things are not distinct except as they exist contract-
edly; as they exist absolutely they are one, indistinct [Form], which is the
Word in God”

119. VS 38 (110:14-15): “Patet posse fieri mundum se referre ad mun-
dum archetypum in aeterna mente dei” Cf VS 38 (111:1-2): “Video igitur
omnia quae fieri possunt non habere nisi simplex illud exemplar, quod non
est aliud ab omni quod fieri potest, cum sit actus omnis posse” Cf. Sermo 22,
Dies Sanctificatus (28:1-4): “Et considera bene hic, quo modo universum, si
consideratur in pura unitate, tunc est Deus, quia mundus archetypus et Ver-
bum, quia nihil tunc est extra ipsum etc.” Sermo 30, Constituite diem solem-
nem (12:29-32): “Quo modo mundus in Deo Verbo? Dico quod archetypus
mundus ut in forma artis Deus est: ut participatur, contrahitur. Et ita exeunt
creaturae, sicut in artificiato etc.” See also V'S 29 (87:10-12): “Solus deus,
creator et dator formarum illarum essentialium, illas in se ipso intuetur. Deus
enim proprie non intelligit, sed essentiat.”

120. De Mente 6 (94:9-10). See also DI I, 3 (108:8-11).

121. Strictly speaking, of course, God is not Form, according to both
Nicholas and Anselm. See Nicholas’s VS 34 (103:8-9). Cf. Anselm’s general
account in Monologion 65.



Notes to Cusa’s Hermeneutical Approach 255

122. Ap. 26:10-11.

123. De Mente 3 (73:1-2).

124. De Mente 2 (67:4-6). See especially De Mente 2 (67-68). See also
De Mente 5 (85:3-4). Also note DI I, 9 (149:8-10): “Therefore, when it is
said that God created man by means of one essence and created stone by
means of another, this is true with respect to things but not true with respect
to the Creator . . . . ” Note ¥S 28 (84:2-3): “Ideo [species] non habent
exemplaria nisi mentem divinam, per quam id sunt quod sunt . . .. ”

125. Nulla proportio infiniti ad finitum. See DI I, 3 (9:4-5).

126. “. .. ita quidem contingit rebus, quoniam maximum esse non pos-
sunt, ut sint diminuta, altera, distincta et cetera huiusmodi, quae quidem cau-
sam non habent. Habet igitur creatura a deo, ut sit una discreta et conexa
universo ....”

127. See also V'S 27-28.

128. See also VS 6 (14:24-25). VS 22 (67:16).

129. See also Sermo 22, Dies Sanctificatus, (27:15 - 28:11). Cf. Sermo
23, Domine, in Lumine Vultus Tii, (17:3-15). Sermo 24, Jhesus in eyner
allerdemutlichster Menscheit, (18:11-30, Latin text).

130. P. 298 in Nikolaus M. Hiring, editor, Commentaries on Boethius by
Thierry of Chartres and His School (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1971). I have altered spellings and punctuation in the passage cited.

131. In Ap. 24:17 Nicholas calls the mode (whereby we speak of God)
“discretus indiscrete.” But in speaking of God in accordance with this mode,
we are speaking of Him Himself as discretus indiscrete.

132. Heinrich Rombach, Substanz, System, Struktur. Die Ontologie des
Funktionalismus und der philosophische Hintergrund der modernen Wissen-
Schaft (Freiburg: K. Alber, Vol. I, 1965).

133. Henry Bett, Nicholas of Cusa (London: Methuen, 1932).

134. Vincent Martin, “The Dialectical Process in the Philosophy of
Nicholas of Cusa,” Laval théologique et philosophigue, 5 (1949), 213-268.

NOTES TO CUSA’S HERMENEUTICAL APPROACH

1. Nicholas himself uses the word “digressio,” for example, in the title of
CA 1, 20. (Here as elsewhere I use “CA” as the abbreviation for “Cribratio
Alkorani.”)

2. Giovanni Santinello, Introduzione a Niccolo Cusano [Bari: Editori
Laterza, 1987 (2nd edition), pp. 122-123]: “The plan of the three books that
compose Cribratio Alkorani is not very clear. Nevertheless, in spite of various
digressions which often interrupt the development [of the plan] we can say
that in the first book Cusanus makes a general comparison between the Koran





