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ABBREVIATIONS

Cribratio Alkorani [Vol. VHI (edited by Ludwig Hagemann) of Nicolai de
Cusa Opera Omnia (Hamburg: F. Meiner Verlag, 1986)]

De Docta Ignorantia [Latin-German edition: Schrifien des Nikolaus von
Kues in deutscher Ubersetzung, published by F. Meiner Verlag. Book I
(Vol. 264a), edited and translated by Panl Wilpert; 3rd edition with minor
improvements by Hans G. Senger, 1979. Book I (Vol. 264b), edited and
translated by Paul Wilpert; 2nd edition with minor improvements by Hans
G. Senger, 1977. Book III (Vol. 264c); Latin text edited by Raymond
Klibansky; introduction and translation by Hans G. Senger, 1977].

De Possest [Latin text contained in J. Hopkins, A Concise Introduction to
the Philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa (Minneapolis: Banning Press, 3rd
edition, 1986)].

De Visione Dei [Latin text contained in J. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa'’s
Dialectical Mpysticism: Text, Translation, and Interpretive Study of De
Visione Dei (Minneapotis: Banning Press, 1985 and 1988)].

Monologion [by Anselm of Canterbury. Latin text contained in J. Hopkins,
A New, Interpretive Translation of St. Anselm’s Monologion and Proslogion
(Minneapolis: Banning Press, 1986)).

Mineilungen und Forschungsbeitrige der Cusanus-Gesellschafi, edited by
Rudolf Haubst. A continuing series published in Mainz, Germany by
Matthias-Griinewald Verlag.

De Li Non Aliud [Latin text contained in J. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on
God as Not-other: A Translation and an Appraisal of De Li Non Aliud
(Minneapolis: Banning Press, 3rd edition, 1987)},

Proslogion [by Anselm of Canterbury; see citation under “M” above}.

De Pace Fidei [Vol. VII (edited by Raymond Klibansky and Hildebrand
Bascour) of Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia (Hamburg: F. Meiner Verlag,
1970)).
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Vs

Schmitt, F. S. [Schmitt edition of Sancti Anselm Opera Omnia as reprinted
in Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt by F. Frommann Verlag, 1968; e.g., ‘S I, 237:7
indicates Vol. I, p. 237, line 7). '

Theodor Bibliander, editor. Machumetis Sarracenorum Principis Vita ac
Doctrina. Basel, 1543 (3 vols.); 2nd, revised edition published in Zurich in
1550. In the notes below, page references are to the Basel edition.

De Venatione Sapientiae [Vol. XII (edited by Raymond Klibansky and
Hans G. Senger) of Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia (Hamburg: F. Meiner
Verlag, 1982)).



NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION

1. PF HI (9:10-13).

2. Also fully appropriate is John P. Dolan’s rendering of “De Pace Fider” as “Con-
cerning Concord in Religious Belief” See his Unity and Reform: Selected Writings of
Nicholas of Cusa (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1962).
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3. I Peter 3:11.

4. I Corinthians 14:33.

5. Romans 16:20. I Thessalonians 5:23. II Thessalonians 3:16. Regarding Nicholas’s
view of the names of God see DI'1, 24 & 26.

6. The Council of Basel was transferred, by Pope Eugene IV, first to Ferrara, Italy
(September, 1437) and then to Florence (January, 1439). The ratification uniting the
Roman Catholic and the Greek Orthodox churches was signed in Florence on July 6,
1439.

7. See Fusebio Colomer, Nikolaus von Kues und Raimund Llull (Berlin: W. de
Gruyter, 1961), pp. 39-46 and 119. Colomer maintains that Nicholas was familiar with
some of the works of Lull as early as 1428—i.e., even earlier than was Heimeric. Yet,
Colomer endorses the view that Nicholas’s knowledge was greatly enhanced, and his
motivation greatly intensified, through Heimeric’s teaching.

8. De Pace Fidei I (6:2-3). Nicholas uses the word “ritus” (“rite”) to refer to rituals
or sacraments such as baptism, circumcision, the Eucharist, the observance of Passover,
the keeping of Ramadan, etc. [See PF XVI (especially 60:2-4) and XVIHI (66).]) How-
ever, sometimes when he uses “ritus” in the singular, he is referring, collectively, to the
features that distinguish one set of religious practices from another. [See PF I (1). CA 11,
8 (184:8-9); I11, 16 (218:1-2).]

9. PFIX (25).

10. PF XIV (49:19-23).

11. PFIII (8:10-12).

12. NA 1 (2:1-3).

13. See PF III (8:8), where Nicholas alludes to the assistance, or visitation, of the
Holy Spirit.

14. PF XVI (58:1-2).

15. PF XVI (55:21-24).

16. PF XVI (59:2-3). James 2:17. Regarding faith informed by love see PF XVI
(58:24-25).

17. PF VI (16:9-10). Nicholas’s line of reasoning is also based upon the belief that
some manner of religious conviction is as innate to all men as is the desire for happiness.
See PF XIII (45).

18. PFIV (11:3). VS 39 (120:7).

19. PFVI(17:10-11).

20. PF VII (20:13-18).

21. PF VII (21:1-4). Cf. DVD 17.

22. DVD 13 (57:18-20 and 58:9-12).

23. PF IX (26:23-26).

24. Cf. Anselm of Canterbury, De Processione Spiritus Sancti 1.

25.Eg,DIL,9.DVD 17.

26. PF VIII (22).

27. De Processione Spiritus Sancti. De Incarnatione Verbi.

28. Cf. DVD 17 (78:1-3).

29. PF I (5:11). For other references see Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia, Vol. 7, p.
69. The date there cited for the sermon Dies Sanctificatus should be changed to 1440.
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30. PFXII (38:1-4).

31. PF XII (39:14-16). Heribert Busse’s observation is correct: “That Christ is the
greatest prophet is not expressly contained in the Koran . . . . ” See p. 186 of Mitteilungen
und Forschungsbeitrige der Cusanus-Gesellschaft , Vol. 16 (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald
Verlag, 1984).

32. PFXII (41:11-13). See n. 60 below.

33. PF XIII (42). Cf. PF XV (53:6-8): “Therefore, the Jews do not believe that
there is no eternal life and that they cannot attain it; otherwise, none of them would die
for the Law.”

34. PF XIII (43-45). Cf. CA, Prologue (9:1-3).

35.CA L 6.

36. “Therefore, everyone’s faith—{being a faith] which confesses that holy men are
present within the eternal glory—presupposes that Christ died and ascended into
Heaven.” PF XIV (49:21-23).

37. PF XVII (62:1-2).

38. PF XVII (61:9-12).

39. PF XIX (67).

40. PF XVI (60).

41. See n. 8 above.

42. Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia, Vol. 7, p. xii.

43. CA 1, 6 (42:3).

44. See, below, notes 3, 7, 8, 9, and 11 of Notes to the Translation of Cribratio
Alkorani: Salutation and Prologues. For a detailed discussion of Nicholas’s sources see
Ludwig Hagemann, Der Kur'an in Verstindnis und Kritik bei Nikolaus von Kues. Ein
Beitrag zur Erhellung islamisch-christlicher Geschichte (Frankfurt, W. Germany: Josef
Knecht, 1976), pp. 15-68. Also see p. 194 of the present book. It lists the works con-
tained in Nicholas’s mss. 107 and 108—works which furnished much of the basis for his
preparation of CA.

45. Norman Daniel, Islam and the West: The Making of an Image (Edinburgh:
University of Edinburgh Press, 1960), p. 67.

46. CA 111, 2 (165). Nicholas wrongly equates “non est deus nisi deus” with “deus
est deus” instead of with “non est nisi unus deus.”

47. CA 1L, 4.

48. Norman Daniel, Islam and the West: The Making of an Image, op. cit., pp.
277-278. Nicholas does, however, praise Ricoldo’s work more than the works of others.
See CA, Prologue (4:3-5).

49. CA, Second Prologue (16).

50. See, below, n. 2 of Notes to the Translation of Cribratio Alkorani: Salutation and
Prologues.

51. Codex Cusanus 108.

52. “In spite of the many insufficiencies, mistakes, and defects which the first Latin
translation of the Koran undoubtedly contains, it is nonetheless valid to maintain that
therein the Koran’s essential tenets of faith are authentically interpreted and reproduced.”
Ludwig Hagemann, Der Kur'an in Verstindnis und Kritik bei Nikolaus von Kues, op.
cit, p. 30.

53. That is, in accordance with the Koran’s utterance Muslims are obliged to agree
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that “Christ is a good man and the best man and the Countenance of all nations in both
this and the future age.”

54. This example is, however, mentioned by Gustav Hélscher in the notes to his
German translation and by Ludwig Hagemann in his edition of the Latin text.

55. “Of all the prophets—the one of them having been elevated by me above the
other, and certain of them having spoken with God—we have provided strength and
power to Christ, the son of Mary, more than to the others, and we have especially
conferred upon him our soul.”

56. Siegfried Raeder, “Der Christus des Korans in der Sicht des Nikolaus von
Kues,” pp. 71-93 of Toleranz und Absolutheitsanspruch [Heft 6 of Christentum und
Islam), edited by Willi Hopfner (Breklum, W. Germany: Breklumer Verlag, 1975). The
quotation is from p. 88: “The hypothesis of Muhammad’s Nestorianism—{the hypothe-
sis] on which Cusa’s interpretation is based—is today no longer scholarly defensible, at
least not in this form.”

57. CA, Second Prologue (16).

58. See, below, n. 16 of Notes to the Translation of Cribratio Alkorani: Book One.

59. See also CA 1, 8 (45) and I, 9 (52:3-4).

60. Heribert Busse in the discussion that follows Rudolph Haubst’s “Die Wege der
christologischen manuductio,” MFCG 16 (1984), p. 186: “That Christ is the greatest
prophet is not contained literally in the Koran, as far as I can tell.”

61. Quoted from CA 1, 12 (59:1-2). See Surah 4:171.

62. Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia, Vol. 8, edited by Ludwig Hagemann (Hamburg:
F. Meiner Verlag, 1986), p. 237, n. 118.

63. A brief discussion of the notion of pia interpretatio will follow below.

Also note Nicholas’s view: The Koran “does not contradict any of the prophets but
rather endorses them and corroborates the books transmitted to the prophets by God
(viz., the Testament of Moses, the Psalter of David, and the Gospel transmitted by Jesus
Christ, the son of the Virgin Mary). And [the book of the Koran] concludes that all who
believe the aforesaid [tenets] and who observe the law written down in their own books
of law will be saved from Hell.” CA I, 2 (26:9-14).

64. Frederick Burgevin, Cribratio Alchorani: Nicholas Cusanus’s Criticism of the
Koran in the Light of His Philosophy of Religion (New York: Vantage Press, 1969), pp.
30-31.

65. CA I, 1 (21-22).

66. CA, Second Prologue (11). Nicholas found this tradition recorded in the Res-
criptum Christiani. See, below, n. 3 of Notes to the Translation of Cribratio Alkorani:
Salutation and Prologues.

67. CA 1,7 (44:11-12).

68. CA 1L, 5 (177).

69. CA 11, 19 (155).

70. CA 111, 3 (168:3-4).

71. CA I, 3 (170).

72. CA 11, 19 (156:1); 111, 16 (218:2-4).

73. CA 111, 8.

74. CA III, 5 (178:9-11); I, 4 (29:3-4).
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75. CA 1,7 (43).

76. CA 1, 1 (23). II Corinthians 11:14.

77. CA, Second Prologue (16). Nicholas concedes the possibility that the style was
Muhammad’s own, God-given style of recital. CA4 1, 7 (43).

78. CA 111, 5 (178:9-11). Here Nicholas takes Ketton’s word “lege” to mean read
(rather than recite). There is no conclusive scholarly verdict on whether or not the
Arabic word “ummi™ in Surah 7:158 really means illiterate. But “illiterate” has become
the established rendering.

Nicholas’s quibbling is comparable to someone’s arguing: “You, Nicholas, state in the
Second Prologue to CA that ‘Muhammad seems to have been unwilling to write (scri-
bere) anything against [the doctrines of] the most holy trinity . . ., even thoughin I, 4
you deny that Muhammad was able to write. Thus, you contradict yourself.”

79. The injunction applies to bishops and deacons. I Timothy 3:2; 3:12.

80. Caesar Farah, Islam: Beliefs and Observances (New York: Barron’s, 1987, 4th
edition), p. 69. See also p. 38.

81. Farah, op. cit., p. 70.

82. CA 111, 2 (163).

83. CA 1,9 (52:17-19).

84. CA 1, 4 (32). Cf. Cacsar Farah, Islam: Beliefs and Observances, op. cit, p. 87
“The inconclusive manner in which these narratives survive in the Qur’an, moreover,
often in vague and sometimes in erroneous confusion, for example where Muhammad
mistakes Miriam, Moses® sister for Mary, Jesus’ mother, suggests that he derived his
knowledge of these Biblical accounts and personalities either from uninformed sources or
from informants, perhaps Monophysite Christians, whose views of their religion did not
comport with the orthodox version of the same. The motive, nevertheless, clearly shows
through his narration of these accounts: to illustrate more forcefully the main theme of
God’s great design for man, namely, to reward the righteous and punish the wicked.”

85. CA 1, 4 (33). Surah 66:12.

86. CA 11, 13 (122:11-14).

87. CA 111, 1 (159:4-7).

88. CA 1, 7 (44:8-10). Cf. Caesar Farah, op. cit., p. 81: “Perhaps one reason for the
differing conceptions of the Qur'an’s background lies in the seeming contradictions to the
untrained eye. The orthodox theologians had insisted that the duty of the faithful was to
accept it literally and not to question the tenor or meaning of the revelations. In the
twenty-three years of Muhammad’s prophethood, revelations were received as the occa-
sion merited. Chronology was not the factor, and what appeared out of focus at first was
usually set in perspective by further revelation at a later date. Many of the revelations
were recorded in the Prophet’s lifetime, often under his own supervision, albeit the final
recension of the Qur'an was made after his death. Henceforth, the only avenue left for
further clarification was exegesis. While the wording of the verses was important,
Muhammad stressed content instead. Indeed, it has been alleged that he himself often
determined the order of verses during prayer sessions, relayed later by his followers and
immediate companions. Western scholars who point to the role of exegesis as an indica-
tion of incomplete wording often neglect to mention that it resulted more often from
lexical and philological discrepancies than from confused wording.”
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Also note p. 82: “We have . . . revelations recognizing the two pagan deities, al-‘Uzza
and al-Lat as the daughters of Allah; we have also revelations rescinding the same; yet
both types are preserved in the Qur’an. To Muhammad there was no contradiction here
because if Allah is absolute and arbitrary, why should there be any restraint on what He
commands and forbids? Allah may vary His ordinances at pleasure, prescribing one set
of laws for the Jews, another for the Christians, and still another for Muslims.”

89. CA 1,7 (43:14-16).

90. CA 11, 13 (122:19-20); 1, 6 (42:5-7).

91. CA 11, 12 (116:4-7).

92. CA Second Prologue (16).

93. CA 11, 19 (158:4-8).

94. CA 1, 6 (42).

95. CA 11, 12 (117:7-9).

96. CA 1, 9 (49 and 52:3-4). Cf. Nicholas’s earlier statement in PF IX (26:19-21):
“And this is that Trinity . . . which is posited by the Arabs, although most of them are
not aware of the fact that they confess a trinity.”

97. “Nevertheless, because [the Koran] feared that unbelievers would not be able to
attain unto the spiritual divine nature of the Word of God, it quite prudently considered
that to these unschooled and unlearned [men], (to whom it was necessary to speak as to
those who by means of such sensible things detect nothing concerning intelligible things)
there ought to be said, negatively, that Christ, the son of Mary, was not the Son of God;
for the son of Mary was a corporeal and visible man . . . . Nevertheless, [the Koran]
openly affirmed that Christ had divine power-and-might . . .. ” CA I, 17 (74:4-12).

98. CA I, 13 (124:3-5). Earlier, in CA I, 7 (44:1-7), where Nicholas was not
engaging in devout interpretation, he called into doubt the Koran’s aim of magnifying
Christ.

99. In another context cf. CA I, 14 (63:14-15): “This surah ought to be understood
in such way that through it [the Koran] intends to give glory to God and not to take
away praise from Christ.”

100. CA 11, 14 (129).

101. CA 11, 13 (121:4-5).

102. Mark 12:25.

103. DI', 12 (259). Cf. DVD 16 (74).

104. CA 11, 18 (150:11-13). Cf. PF 15 (51).

105. CA 11, 19 (154:8).

106. CA 11, 18 (151:1-3; 152:1-3).

107. CA 11, 12 (120:6-11).

108. C4 11, 12 (116:4-6). I, 6 (40:1-3).

109. CA 1, 7 (44:1-7).

110. Cf. CA 1, 14 (63:13-15): * . . . this surah ought to be understood in such way
that through it [the Koran] intends to give glory to God and not to take away praise
from Christ.”

111. CA 11, 19 (158:4-8).

112. CA, Second Prologue (16:1-2).

113. CA 1, 9 (52:1-2).
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114. “Assuredly, the Koran does not contain—not even in a hidden way—{the
doctrines] that Christ is the Son of God—of like nature as God the Father—and that He
was crucified and resurrected.” Siegfried Raeder, “Der Christus des Korans in der Sicht
des Nikolaus von Kues,” op. cit, p. 88.

115. CA 1, 2 (27:9-10). PF 1 (6:2-3).

116. CA 111, 11 (195:10-11).

117. By “law” Nicholas refers to a body of commandments that prescribe a set of
religious practices. Accordingly, he also elsewhere speaks of the law of the Gospel. Cf.
CA 111, 18 (227:5-10) with IIL, 11 (195:10-11).

118. CA 111, 11 (195:13-15).

119. CA 111, 18 (227:9-10).

120. CA4, ibid. CA 111, 12 (198:3-4).

121. Genesis 15:6. Romans 4:3 and 4:23-24. CA 111, 13 (204:2-4).

122. CA HI, 13 (206:1-2).

123. CA I, 15 (214:8).

124. CA I, 13 (208:11-12).

125. CA 111, 15 (214:8-9).

126. PF XII (41:last lines).

127. CA 111, 18 (227:9-10).

128. CA 111, 8 (184:12-14).

129. CA 111, 18 (228).

130. Anselm of Canterbury, Cur Deus Homo 11, 14. See Nicholas’s Sermon 3, “Hoe
Facite,” pp. 44-45 (6:1 - 7:16) of Vol. 16, fascicle 1, Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia,
edited by Rudolf Haubst, Martin Bodewig, and Werner Krimer (Hamburg: F. Meiner
Verlag, 1970).

131. Cur Deus Homo 11, 15. My translation from Anselm of Canterbury: Volume
Three (New York: Mellen Press, 1976), pp. 117-118.

NOTES TO THE TRANSLATION OF DE PACE FIDEI

1. Regarding the translation of the title see the remarks made in the Introduction to
the present volume.

2. De Pace Fidei (hereafter abbreviated as PF) seems to have been written during
the second half of September 1453. [R. Klibansky summarizes the considerations that
lead to assigning this date. See Vol. 7, p. xii of Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia (Hamburg:
F. Meiner Verlag, 1970).] Nicholas, in the text marked by this present footnote, is refer-
ring to the events surrounding the fall of Constantinople to Muhammad II (1451-1481).
The “certain man” to whom Nicholas refers may be himself, who visited Constantinople
in 1437. Reference to having had a vision is, presumably, a literary device.

3. I Corinthians 4:7.

4. “Shadow” is here used metaphorically to indicate a human body.

5. Cf. DP 38:11-14.

6. Note Nicholas’s treatise De Deo Abscondito, written in 1444,

7. God is not any of the created things, whether they be taken discretely or as a
totality. Here, as also in DI, Nicholas clearly rejects pantheism. Cf. DI 11, 2 (100:3-4).





