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Introduction

1

Dragos Calma and Evan King
University College Dublin / Newman Centre for the Study of Religions,
Dublin

The Elements of Theology in the Latin West (Revisited)*

18 May 1268. An important medieval manuscript (Vat. Lat. 2419, f. 105va)! reg-
isters this date as the last day of William of Moerbeke’s work on the first-ever
Latin translation of Proclus’ Xtoiyeiwais dcodoyneyj (Elementatio theologica).?
Another important manuscript confirms both the date and the translator, and

*

Dragos Calma was responsible for drafting section 1 and 3; Evan King for section 2. The sec-
tion 4 was jointly written. This research was undertaken within the framework of the Erc
research project CoG_NeoplAT 771640.

Ms Vat. lat. 2419, f. 105va: Procly dyadochy lycii platonici phylosophi Elementatario (1) theo-
logica explicit capitulum 211. Completa fuit translatio huius operis Viterbii a fratre G{uillelmo)
de Morbecca ordinis fratrum predicatorum XV Kalendis Iunii anno domini millesimo
CCC°LX®octavo. The same colophon can be read in Ms Cambridge, Peterhouse, 121, f. 202rb.
Cf. L. Miolo, “Le Liber de causis et I'Elementatio theologica dans deux bibliotheéques anglaises:
Merton College (Oxford) et Peterhouse (Cambridge)’, in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus
and the Book of Causes. Vol. 1. Western Scholarly Networks and Debates (Leiden: Brill, 2019),
p. 120-150.

It is worth recalling that there are (at least) four other translations into Latin of the Elements
of Theology: one by Franciscus Patricius (Procli Lycii diadochi platonici philosophi eminentis-
simi Elementa theologica, et physica opus omnis admiratione prosequendum, Ferrara, Apud
Dominicum Mamarellum, 1583); one by Aemilius Portus, who published it together with
the Greek text, preceded by the bilingual (Latin-Greek) texts of the Theologia platonica and
Marinus’ Vita, and followed by the 55 Conclusiones on the Elements by Pico della Mirandola
(Procli successoris platonici philosophi Institutio Theologica quae continet capita 211 [Hamburg:
Apud Rulandios, 1618], p. 415-502). The bilingual edition and translation of Aemilius Portus
is reprinted (with adjustments) and dedicated to Hegel by F. Creuzer in 1823 (Frankfurt a.M.:
In officina Broenneriana). One should also consider that the Elements is extensively cited by
Nicholas of Methone in his Refutation, which was translated into Latin twice: by an anony-
mous translator from the sixteenth century (Ms Milan, Ambr. Lat., P 63) and by Bonaventura
Vulcanius (d. ca.1614), the autograph being preserved in Ms Leiden, B.P.L., 47. Marsilio Ficino
famously claimed that he translated the Elements, but there is no clear evidence for it. On
this topic see D. Robichaud, “Fragments of Marsilio Ficino’s Translations and Use of Proclus’
Elements of Theology and Elements of Physics: Evidence and Study’, in Vivarium 54/1(2016),
p. 46-107; S.-A. Kiosoglou, “Notes on the Presence of the Elements of Theology in Ficino’s
Commentary on the Philebus’, in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes.
Vol. 2. Translations and Acculturations (Leiden: Brill, 2020), p. 391-403.
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adds: the fourth year of the Pontificate of Clement 1v.3 The manuscript, offered
to the above-mentioned Pope, was copied in Moerbeke’s inner circle most
probably in the late 1270s.# It contains the Book of Causes and the Elements
of Theology, copied one after the other, which shows that Aquinas’ exquisite
proof of the relationship between the two texts was already accepted, although
it is not unusual to find that his arguments were often reduced to clichés: the
medieval scribes either attributed the Book of Causes to Proclus or simply
mistook it with the Elements of Theology.5 And yet Aquinas shows, although
rarely in explicit ways, that there are differences between the two texts.6 For

3 Ms Toledo, Biblioteca Catedral, Ms. 97-1, f. 93v: Procli diadochi licii platonici philosophi
Elementatio theologica. Explicit. Capitula CII (') completa fuit translatio huius operis Viterbii a
fratre G{uillelmo) de Morbecca ordinis fratrum predicatorum XV Kalendis Iunii anno Christi
MP°CC° sexagesimo octavo pontificatus domini Clementitis (1) Pape II11I Anno III1.

4 Dates confirmed by Patricia Stirnemann, to whom I am grateful.

5 The manuscript Erfurt, Universititsbibliothek, Dep. Erf. cA 2° 331, transmits the commen-
tary on the Book of Causes by Giles of Rome; on the guard-leaf, one reads: commentum ven-
erabilis Egidii Romani cum questionibus optimis super libro Aristotelis, but on f. 3v: Super De
causis Procli Egidiis Romanus (by the hand who copied the text), and on f. 8v: Egidius super
De causis Procli (by the rubricator). The unusual attributions of the Elements of Theology in
Berlin, Staatsbibl,, Ms. Lat. Fol. 568, f. 1r: Iste liber potest vocari liber de Proculi (\) Causis in
loyca, in philosophia sive in sacra theologia vel in moralibus; f. 38r: Procli dyadochi Platonici
philosophi Elementatio theologica explicit; and Erfurt, Universitétsbibliothek, Dep. Erf. ca 2°
40°, f. 32a: Incipit Proclus platonicus de causis. Aquinas establishes the relationship between
the two texts already in the prologue of his commentary. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum
de causis Expositio, ed. H.D. Saffrey (Paris: Vrin, 2002), Prooemium, p. 3, 1. 7-10: unde videtur
ab aliquo philosophorum arabum ex praedicto libro Procli excerptus, praesertim quia omnia
quae in hoc libro continentur, multo plenius et diffusius continentur in illo. Giles of Rome, who
often compares these two texts independently from Aquinas, is seduced by the idea, but
uses the Neoplatonic concept of emanation in order to describe the relationship between
them, and thus acknowledges Aquinas’ proof: In Greco autem habentur propositiones Procli
a quibus hee propositiones emanaverunt et sunt accepte; ut enim apparet scientibus, hic liber
emanavit ab illo. (Ms Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, lat. 16122, f. 2ra). The idea that
the Book of Causes is nothing more than a shorter version of the Elements of Theology is still
widespread in contemporary scholarship: R. Taylor deplores it in a recent paper. Cf. R. Taylor,
“Contextualizing the Kalam fi mahd al-khair | Liber de causis”, in D. Calma (ed.), Reading
Proclus and the Book of Causes. Vol. 2, p. 211-232, at p. 211. The Western reception of Aquinas’
commentary on the Book of Causes needs to be studied in depth.

6 Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 7, p. 51, . 9—13: Et haec quidem est
expositio huius propositionis [i.e. Prop. 7 Libri de causis] secundum quod ex verbis hic posi-
tis apparet. Sed sciendum est verba hic posita ex vitio translationis esse corrupta, ut patet per
litteram Procli, quae talis est: ‘Si enim est sine magnitudine [...]. And also, Thomas Aquinas,
Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 12, p. 78, 1. 27—79, 1. 10: Addit autem Proclus in sua
propositione expositionem modi quo unum horum sit in alio, dicens: ‘Sed alicubi quidem intel-
lectualiter, alicubi autem vitaliter, alicubi vero enter’ (id est per modum entis) ‘entia omnia’;
quasi dicat quod omnia tria praedicta sunt in intellectu intellectualiter, in vita vitaliter, in esse
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Aquinas, the Platonici, to whom Proclus belongs, departed from the teaching of
the Christian Fathers, whereas Aristotle often professes a consonant doctrine.”
Dionysius the ps.-Areopagite, the faithful disciple of St. Paul, is called to correct
Proclus, and at times is “followed” by the author of Book of Causes.®

Unlike the Book of Causes and the (authentic) Aristotelian works, there is no
evidence that the Elements of Theology was part of the curricula of European
universities. There might be evidence of its teaching in the second half of the
14th century in the German mendicant studia, with the purpose to introduce
novices to philosophy, as one can deduce by studying the diffusion of John
Krosbein’s commentaries, or rather paraphrases, on all the Aristotelian works,
as well as on the Book of Causes and the Elements of Theology.® The anonymous

essentialiter. Sed hoc quod ponitur loco huius in hoc libro, videtur esse corruptum et malum
intellectum habere. Sequitur enim: ‘Verumtamen esse et vita in intelligentia sunt duae intelli-
gentiae; debet enim intelligi quod ista duo, scilicet esse et vita, sunt in intelligentia intellectu-
aliter (...). Si autem intelligatur secundum quod verba sonant, falsum continent intellectum.
Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 16, p. 93, 1. 20-94, 1. 3: Haec autem
secunda propositionis pars in omnibus libris videtur esse corrupta; deberet enim singulariter
dici: non quia ipsa sit acquisita, fixa, stans in rebus entibus, immo est virtus etc., ut referatur
hoc ad “virtutem virtutum’ Et hoc patet ex libro Procli cuius propositio XCII talis est: ‘Omnis
multitudo infinitarum potentiarum’(...).

7 Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 2, p. 12, 1. 12—-17: Quaecumque igi-
tur res cum indeficientia essendi habet immobilitatem et est absque temporali successione,
potest dici aeterna, et secundum hunc modum substantias immateriales separatas Platonici
et Peripatetici aeternas dicebant, superaddentes ad rationem aeternitatis quod semper esse
habuit, quod fidei Christianae non est consonum. Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis
Expositio, Prop. 10, p. 67, 1. 19-68, 1. 1: Circa primum igitur considerandum est quod, sicut supra
iam diximus, Platonici, ponentes formas rerum separatas, sub harum formarum ordine pone-
bant ordinem intellectuum. (...) Sed quia, secundum sententiam Aristotelis quae circa hoc est
maygis consona fidei Christianae, non ponimus alias formas separatas supra intellectuum ordi-
nem, sed ipsum bonum separatum ad quod totum universum ordinatur sicut ad bonum extrin-
secum, ut dicitur in x11 Metaphysicae (...).

8 Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 3, p. 20, l. 5-6: Hanc autem positio-
nem corrigit Dionysius quantum ad hoc quod ponebant ordinatim diversas formas separatas
quas ‘deos’ dicebant (...). Thomas Aquinas, Super Librum de causis Expositio, Prop. 4, p. 33,
L. 5-12: Circa primum considerandum est quod, sicut supra dictum est, Platonici ponebant for-
mas rerum separatas per quarum participationem intellectus fierent intelligentes actu, sicut per
earum participationem materia corporalis constituitur in hac vel illa specie. Et idem sequitur
si non ponamus plures formas separatas, sed, loco omnium illarum, ponamus unam primam
formam ex qua omnia deriventur, sicut supra dictum est secundum sententiam Dionysii, quam
videtur sequi auctor huius libri nullam distinctionem ponens in esse divino.

9 F. Retucci, “Sententia Procli alti philosophi. Notes on an Anonymous Commentary on
Proclus’ Elementatio theologica”, in D. Calma (ed.), Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages, II. New
Commentaries on Liber de causis and Elementatio theologica (ca. 1350-1500) (Turnhout:
Brepols, 2016), p. 99-180; D. Calma, “A Medieval Companion to Aristotle: John Krosbein’s
Paraphrase on Liber de causis”, in Calma (ed.), Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages, II, p. 1-98.
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commentary preserved in the Ms Vat. lat. 45679 is also a paraphrase of Proclus’
Elements of Theology, chapter by chapter, which does not seem to have had a
significant diffusion.

In 1936, Martin Grabmann, with his incomparable effort to unearth previ-
ously ignored texts, discussed a relatively short text,!! certainly incomplete,
preserved in the manuscript Paris, BnF, lat. 16096, f. 172va—174va. Although the
manuscript is important and well known to scholars — it contains numerous
important works and belonged to Godfrey of Fontaines, who bequeathed it
to the library of the Collége de Sorbonne —,12 this short text remained unpub-
lished until 1991. Lambertus Maria De Rijk’s editorial efforts'® still did not attract
enough consideration from scholars. Yet it might be one of the very first Latin
commentaries on Proclus’ Elements of Theology, composed (or at least copied)
in Paris in the last quarter of the 13th century. Godfrey left numerous marginal
notes in this manuscript, but not on the folios that interest us. It is certain
that some parts of the manuscript have been copied by one of Godftrey’s sec-
retaries: one can recognize the same hand in BnF, lat. 16080 and in the famous
BnF, lat. 16297. The short text edited by De Rijk bears in the margins the title
Questiones super librum Posteriorum, and most catalogues and descriptions of
the manuscript (with the notable exception of Concetta Luna)' refer to it with
this title.

10  EvanKingis currently preparing the critical edition of this text.

11 M. Grabmann, “Die Proklosiibersetzungen des Wilhelm von Moerbeke und ihre
Verwertung in der lateinischen Literatur’, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift 30/1(1929/1930),
p. 78-87 (repr. in M. Grabmann, Mittelalterliches Geistesleben. Abhandlungen zur
Geschichte der Scholastik und Mystik. Bd. II [Miinchen: Hueber, 1936], p. 413—423).

12 MS Paris, BnF, lat. 16096 transmits notably Avicenna’s Liber de philosophia prima
(f. 1r—71rb), Algazel's Logica (f. 74rb—83va), Metaphysica (f. 83vb—107rb) and Physica
(f. 108ra—120vb), an incomplete Dux neutrorum by Maimonides (f. 124ra-137v), the Liber
de fato by Alexander of Aphrodisias (f. 138ra—149ra), Giles of Rome’s commentaries on the
Liber de bona fortuna (f. 122ra—123vb) and on De generatione et corruptione (incomplete,
f. 162ra—172va), and fragments of Albert the Great’s Summa theologiae (f. 237ra—252rb). It
is known also for its supposed linked with the condemnation of 1277; cf. R. Wielockx, “Le
ms. Paris Nat. lat. 16096 et la condamnation du 7 mars 1277, in Recherches de théologie
ancienne et médiévale 48(1981), p. 227-237. It also contains an anonymous commentary
on the De anima; cf. D. Calma, “La connaissance réflexive de l'intellect agent. Dietrich de
Freiberg et le ‘premier averroisme”, in J. Biard, D. Calma, R. Imbach (eds), Recherches sur
Dietrich de Freiberg (Turnhout: Brepols, 2009), p. 63-105.

13 LM. de Rijk, “Two Short Questions on Proclean Metaphysics in Paris, B.N. lat. 16096”, in
Vivarium 29/1(1991), p. 1-12.

14 Giles of Rome, Opera Omnia, 1.1/3*%, Catalogo dei manoscritti: Francia (Parigi), ed. C. Luna
(Firenze: Olschki, 1988), p. 206—211.
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The two short questiones edited by De Rijk following one another in the
Ms BnF, lat. 16096 are written by the same author and belong to one single,
larger text (the copy preserved ends abruptly). The author himself refers to
the questiones according to their specific topics: the first is De ente ipso and
the second De uno. The first discusses the status of the first being according to
Plato, the Pitagoreici, and Aristotle, and begins with: queritur utrum sit aliquid
sic ens quod sit ipsum esse solum et cuius ratio sit ratio essendi solum sine appo-
sitione. The second questio has four explicit references to Proclus (to Prop. 1,
2,18), and several references to Plato, the Platonici, and Aristotle. The Book of
Causes and Dionysius are never mentioned, nor any other theological source.
It is difficult to understand the institutional context and the purpose of this
acephalous text, but it is clear that the anonymous author does not refer to the
Elements of Theology as to an external authority; rather, he refers to it as the
present treatise (presens tractatus) without naming it explicitly and with the
intention to describe its metaphysical outline:

scimus igitur ex presenti tractatu duo. Primum est quod est prime Unum
ab omni multitudine exemptum. Quod non est unum et non-unum nec
Multitudine participat. Secundum est quod omne quod participat Uno,
est unum et non-unum seu unum aliqualiter plurificatum.!®

He also refers generally to the probatio Procli (p.11) and alludes to the propositio
que dicit quod omne quod non est Unum ipsum est unum et non-unum non est
usquam vera (p.10). These are manifest proofs that the reader (or the public?)
already knows that the author comments on the Elements of Theology. The
questions have arguments pro and contra, and solutions. It gives the impres-
sion of a commentary per modum questionis, typical of the late 13th-century
Parisian fashion. Yet, the details of the composition of these two questions
remain unclear: in what context were they written (hec scripta)? If it was for
the students, under what circumstances? Or were they written in order to sat-
isfy a circumstantial request? The author notes that he does not give too much
weight to his considerations on Proclus, and pretends that his own text was
written without much reflection.!6 If this is not a rhetorical expression either
faking modesty or hiding incomprehension, we should trust him. However, we
must note that these anonymous questions are soaked in typical Proclean con-
cepts or syntagms (rarely identified in the apparatus fontium) such as prime

15 De Rijk, “Two Short Questions”, p. 12.
16 De Rijk, “Two Short Questions”, p. 12: Hec scripta fuerunt leviter et sine multa consider-
atione. Credo tamen quod vera.
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ens, maxime ens, prime Unum (p. 4, 10, 11 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 13,
22, 65, 73, 102, 127, etc.); ens imparticipatum quod omnibus irradiat (p. 4 and
7 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 23, 24, 69, 162), which equally appears in the
Moerbeke’s translation of Proclus’ Commentary on the Parmenides;\” primum
deificatorum est ens (p. 7 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 138, 153); Unum prime
(p. 8 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 13); neque Unum multum neque multitudo
Unum (p. 9 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 5,163, 164, 165); divinus intellectus
(p- 9 — cf. Elements of Theology, Prop. 129, 182).

Despite his evident interest in Proclean metaphysics, the anonymous author
is not persuaded by the arguments on Being and One. About the former he
argues that it is impossible to conceive an absolutely simple being, without
quia, quantum or quale.’® About the latter he expresses his doubts about the
distinction between Ipsum Unum and prime Unum.'®

This anonymous text must be included in any updated narration about the
Western reception of the Elements of Theology. It represents yet another proof
that Proclus was read in Paris in the last quarter of the 13th century, in a time
when not only Godfrey of Fontaines, who owned (and even requested the copy
of?) these questiones, but also Henry of Ghent, Giles of Rome, and Dietrich of
Freiberg were either students or masters of the same university.

A half century later, the Latin West would know the first complete and over-
whelmingly positive reception of Proclus, which coincides with an original
and still largely underestimated intellectual project arguing that Aristotle’s
metaphysics is limited in its objectives and methods. This was Berthold of
Moosburg’s daring project.

17 Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria 111, ed. C. Steel (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2009), lib. v11, p. 284, 1. 8—9.

18  De Rijk, “Two Short Questions”, p. 5: Dicendum est quod aliquid non est ens quod sit Esse
ipsum solum et cuius ratio sit essendi ratio solum sine appositione et determinatione. Et hoc
apparet dupliciter. Prima quia ratio essendi non est ratio preter esse ‘quid, ‘quantum, aut
‘Quale’. etc.

19  De Rijk, “Two Short Questions’, p. 12: Et quod videtur dubium in predictis, esset qualiter ab
ipso Uno seu Unius abstracta vel absoluta ratione sit differre non per non-unum admixtum.
Hoc autem non est necesse, quia si Unum Ipsum solum est tale ratione, non quia sic existat,
tunc differret prime Unum ab ipso per aliter intelligi ‘unum existere; non quia prime Unum
ad ‘unius’ rationem addat aliquam multitudinem. Bene tamen est verum quod illud quod
non est Ipsum Unum, est aliquid aliud existens quam Unum Ipsum secundum ratione{m},
precipue supponendo {utrumque ) unius esse generis seu substantie {et) secundum aliquem
eius modum habere rationem ‘unius’ Sed hec hactenus.
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2 Berthold of Moosburg

Berthold of Moosburg was born in Bavaria, probably before 1290.2° This can be
inferred from the earliest report of his activities in 1315, when the Dominican
chapter meeting held in Friesach dispatched him to Oxford, presumably for
his advanced theological studies in the studium generale.?! If his education fol-
lowed the protocols of the order, by that time he would have been trained in
the Dominican schools of logic and natural philosophy for about five years,
and perhaps had already lectured in the schools of logic for two to three years.

In Oxford, Berthold would have studied with scholars like the Dominican
master of theology Nicholas Trevet (1257/65—c. 1334), whose commentaries on
ancient literature, philosophy, and theology locate him in a group of writers
now known as the “classicising” friars.22 Oxford was a tumultuous place for the
Dominicans at this time, due to a conflict between the mendicant and secu-
lar clergy that began in 1303 as to whether, among other things, a dispensa-
tion from the University was required in every case for a student to proceed
directly to the theology doctorate after studying arts outside the University.
Between 1312 and 1320 the fallout between the friars and the University had
escalated so far that the regular stream of Dominican friars to the studium was
often substantially interrupted.?3 In 1314, the English Dominicans appealed to
King Edward 11, and again in 1317 to Pope John xx11, requesting the repeal of
the Statute of 1253 which resolved “the affair of Thomas of York”, a Franciscan
whose exceptional case had set the precedent for the contested arrangement.24

20  For more literature on Berthold’s life and the traces of his library, see L. Sturlese,
“Introduzione”, in Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam
Procli. 184—2n. De animabus, ed. L. Sturlese (Roma: Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1974),
p. xv-Ixxxiii; E. King, Supersapientia. Berthold of Moosburg and the Divine Science of the
Platonists (Leiden / Boston: Brill, 2021).

21 Th.Kaeppeli, “Ein Fragment der Akten des in Friesach 1315 gefeierten Kapitels der Provinz
Teutonia’, in Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 48(1978), p. 71-75, at p. 72: [...] guerrarum
strepitum, quibus quasi tota ian{vensis provincia affligitur et gravatur. Hoc anno intermisi-
mus studia artium et philosophiae, volumus {tamen et inponimus prioribus universis qui in
suis conventibus habent aliquos juvenes ap{tos ety habiles ad profectum, quod ipsis aliquem

fratrem preficiant qui eis aliquid de naturis {...Ybus legere teneatur, quos etiam volumus a
discursibus suportari. [ ...] Mictimus {in Angliam fr. Berchtoldum de Mospurg.

22 B.Smalley, English Friars and Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century (Oxford: Blackwell,
1960).

23 A.B.Emden, A Biographical Register of the University of Oxford to A.D. 1500, 3 vols (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1957-59), p. 95 and p. 987.

24 See the literature cited in F. Retucci, J. Goering, “The Sapientiale of Thomas of York, OFM.
The Fortunes and Misfortunes of a Critical Edition’, in Bulletin de philosophie médiévale
52(2010), p. 133-155.
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Over these years Berthold mostly likely discovered the Sapientiale of the same
Thomas of York (c. 1220—d. before 1269), a metaphysical summa which became
for Berthold a sort of vade mecum of classical and Arabic philosophy.2>

Brief glosses on Dietrich of Freiberg’s De iride et radialibus impressionibus
indicate that Berthold gave a commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorology 111.5 (on
the pole of the rainbow) in 1318, while also relying on Dietrich’s calculations.?6
Along with Berthold’s own, more extensive glosses on Macrobius’ Commentarii
in Somnium Scipionis, most of which can be dated to before 1323, these sug-
gest that Berthold was tasked with teaching natural philosophy after leaving
Oxford.?” These glosses on Macrobius demonstrate Berthold’s familiarity with
texts on philosophical theology, astronomy, arithmetic, and harmonics, and
above all with the Elements of Theology, which he cited ten times. Shortly after
writing these glosses, Berthold made his first in-depth study of the Tria opuscula
of Proclus.?® These showed him a Platonic criticism of Aristotle’s metaphysics
that argued for a superior and more ancient anthropological theory (“the one
of the soul” above intellect) that would be decisive for his understanding of the
rationale and higher purpose of the Elements of Theology.

In1327, Berthold appears asalectorin the Dominican convent in Regensburg,
where he may have been teaching theology. Then, from 1335 to 1361, we find
him named four times in the city records of Cologne, which identify him as
an executor to the will of a beguine named Bela Hardevust. At some point in
this period, perhaps nearer to 1335, he taught theology at the studium generale
in Cologne. Berthold perhaps worked on his Expositio super Elementationem

25  For the most recent synthesis on Thomas’ pervasive influence on the Expositio, see
Fiorella Retucci’s contribution to this volume.

26  Ms Basel, Universititsbibliothek, F.1v.30, f. 56v—57r. See L. Sturlese, “Note su Bertoldo di
Moosburg O.P.,, scienziato e filosofo”, in Freiburger Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie
32(1985), p. 249259, at p. 250: Descriptio figurae, in qua explicatur intentio Philosophi in 111
Meteororum, cum textus expositione inventa a fratre Bertoldo de Mosburch ordinis praedi-
catorum anno Christi 1318.

27  MS Basel, Universititsbibliothek, F.1v.31, f. ir-44r. On this manuscript, see L. Sturlese,
“Introduzione”, p. xxiv—xlii; L. Sturlese,, Dokumente und Forschungen zu Leben und Werke
Dietrichs von Freiberg (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), p. 73—76; H. Boese, Wilhelm von Moerbeke
als Ubersetzer der Stoicheiosis theologike des Proclus. Untersuchungen und Texte zur
Uberlieferung der Elementatio theologica (Birkenau: Bitsch, 1985), p. 76-77.

28  Berthold’s text of the Tria opuscula was later bound with his copy of Macrobius. See Ms
Basel, Universititsbibliothek, F.1v.31: f. 46r-59r (De decem dubitationibus circa providen-
tiam); . 59v—68v (De providentia et fato); f. 7or-82va (De malorum subsistentia). For a criti-
cal edition of these treatises, see Proclus, Tria opuscula (De providentia, libertate, malo).
Latine Guilelmo de Moerbeke vertente et Graece ex Isaacii Sebastocratoris aliorumque scrip-
tis collecta, ed. H. Boese (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1960).
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theologicam Procli over this period, but it is equally possible that he began his
project after reading the Tria opuscula in the early 1320s.

In 1348, we find Berthold in Nuremberg, where he is identified as a vicar to
the province of Bavaria. This coincided with the expulsion of the Dominicans
from Cologne (1346—1351). During this period, Berthold would have been in
contact with the community of Dominican nuns in Engelthal, which was a
major centre of vernacular spiritual literature in the 14th century. The writ-
ings from Engelthal contain at least one, possibly three, trace(s) of his pastoral
activities there, and suggest that his relationship with this community in his
home province antedated his vicariate.

Berthold resigned his executorship of Bela Hardevust’s will in Cologne in
1361. Since the texts it seems he bequeathed to the Dominican library in Cologne
began to disperse around the feast of Pentecost in 1363, we may assume that he
died sometime between 1361-1363. Berthold of Moosburg’s only extant work
is his Expositio, which is now preserved in two 15th-century manuscripts (Mss
Oxford, Balliol College Library, 224B; Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,
Vat. lat. 2192).

3 Worldly Philosophy

Berthold’s rigorous and constant method of interpreting the Elements, with a
suppositum, propositum et commentum applied to virtually all of its 211 prop-
ositions is unique and impressive. So too is the use of sources throughout
the entire text: he never wearied of citing author after author, always choos-
ing what seemed most appropriate for his own purposes. Each of Berthold’s
choices, to cite some authors and ignore others, was significant. One could
argue that these can be explained by his context: the libraries in Cologne or
Regensburg or wherever he worked on his text did not always have the same
texts — that is a fact that nobody will contest. However, the Expositio gives
the impression that Berthold went from Proclus to the sources and not from
the sources to Proclus. His regularity in citing the same sources throughout the
Expositio gives the impression that he carefully planned his commentary. One
could assume that he had a good knowledge of the Elements of Theology, and
that he prepared thematic files with citations for each of the 211 propositions.
Indeed, it is hard to imagine that he discovered each of the propositions of the
Elements while he was commenting on them or that he wrote such an exten-
sive text without preliminary preparation. Being the first in the Latin world
to undertake such a project, he did not have a model to copy: he came with a
method, a structure, and a plan. There is also the Index of terms that he seems
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to have produced himself in order facilitate a clearer and rapid access to the
content of the Expositio.

One of the most fascinating and also complex ways to approach Berthold’s
Expositio is to unfold his understanding of theologia. Each of the three introduc-
tions to the Expositio (the Prologus, the Expositio tituli, and the Praeambulum)
opens with a reflection on theologia or the theologus. Like a Platonic dialogue,
the openinglines of the Prologus set the entire framework — and in this case, it is
aline pronounced by St. Paul, the highest theologian of the divinizing wisdom,
regarding the sages of worldly philosophy: “summus divinalis sapientiae theo-
logus Paulus loquens de mundanae philosophiae sapientibus”. St. Paul, after
acquiring in raptu the knowledge of God’s mysteries, concedes (Rom. 1:19—20):

[Q]uia quod notum est Dei, manifestum est in illis: Deus enim illis mani-
festavit [Berthold: revelavit]. Invisibilia enim ipsius, a creatura mundi,
per ea quae facta sunt, intellecta, conspiciuntur: sempiterna quoque eius
virtus et divinitas [...].

Immediately thereafter, Berthold introduces a choir of authorities — Christian
(Western and Eastern), Jewish, and Muslim alike — that unfolds and supports
Paul's verdictin a polyphonic orchestration: Ambrose, Gundissalinus, Dionysius
the p.s.-Areopagite, Algazel, Maimonides, John of Damascus, Peter Lombard,
the Glossa ordinaria, Hugh of St. Victor, Augustine, Alfarabi, Thomas Gallus,
and Maximus the Confessor (rather: what Berthold believed to be Maximus
the Confessor). Berthold’s intention is to produce a symphonia, that is a con-
cord of Hellenic philosophy with Christian revelation. And that is manifest not
only in these opening lines, but throughout the entire text. This constant quest
for concord is the key for interpreting the Expositio. Building bridges is the
quintessence of Berthold’s intellectual project, and justly could it be linked to
a tradition originated in the 2nd century with Clement of Alexandria and even
earlier with Justin Martyr of Neapolis, born in the city of Marinus, Proclus’ dis-
ciple and biographer.

In the three introductory texts of the Expositio, Berthold sets a tension
between theology and metaphysics, not (as a hasty reading might conclude)
between theology and philosophy. Theologia for Berthold is a true science —
that is nevertheless based on believed or trusted principles — about the invisi-
bilia Dei, about beings beyond the senses and the intellect.

Cum enim Aristoteles [...] non ducat nos sursum in cognitivis et cog-
nitionibus animae nostrae nisi usque ad intellectum et intellectualem
operationem et nihil ultra hanc insinuet, Plato autem et ante Platonem
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theologi laudant cognitionem supra intellectum, quam divulgant esse
divinam maniam, et dicunt ipsam talem cognitionem esse unum animae.
Praeambulum C, p. 66

or
[E]x praedictis evidenter apparet scientiam istam in suorum principio-
rum certitudine ratione principii cognitivi, per quod circa divina versatur,
non solum de omnibus particularibus scientiis, sed etiam metaphysicae
Peripatetici, que est de ente in eo, quod ens, incomparabiliter eminere.
Praeambulum, p. 64—65
or

Ex dictis evidens est eminentia habitus supersapientialis scientiae
Platonicae ad habitum sapientialem metaphysicae.
Praeambulum, p. 68

Aristotelian metaphysics offers, according to Berthold, a narrow understand-
ing of reality. It limits objects to being as such (ens inquantum ens) and all
knowledge to intellect. But principles beyond being as such are beyond sense,
and therefore beyond the cogitative power, beyond the possible intellect, and
beyond discourse.?? The only language applicable to these invisible reali-
ties (invisibilia) is the language of super-iorities used by St. Paul’s “disciple”
Dionysius the Areopagite (scientia supersapientialis, exellentissima, divinis-
sima, difficilima etc.). And the only way to access these superior levels of reality
is by ascending through reasoning, following Platonic principles, to intellect,
and finally beyond intellect to the unum animae. To refrain from accessing this
higher rung of realities, to refrain even from positing them, is to fail to fulfil
the aim for which we have been created. That is not an intellectual option, one
among others; it is a choice that goes beyond intellect and transforms the very
nature of the human being.

Does Berthold oppose a Plato Christianus to an Aristoteles Arabus? One
should resist the temptation to reduce Berthold’s project to this simple equa-
tion. And one could immediately add: it is even irrelevant inasmuch as many of
Berthold’s borrowings from Peripatetic philosophy (Arabic or not) are already
“altered” by the nuanced readings of Dietrich of Freiberg, Ulrich of Strassburg,

29  Berthold’s criticisms echo Proclus’ own critical remarks against Aristotle (De providentia
et fato, c. 8).
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and Albert the Great. However, one must note that for Berthold, the Book of
Causes is not a reasonable alternative. For him, unlike numerous other medi-
eval authors (as previously mentioned), the Book of Causes is not a shorter
or abridged version of the Elements of Theology. They are different in their
method and in their object:

Ex praemissis summatim colligitur et forma seu modus procedendi in
hoc libro et ratio nominis ipsius, quod a forma imponitur, scilicet ele-
mentationis theologicae, et quare non vocatur “prima philosophia” seu
“metaphysica” aut “de pura bonitate” aut “de lumine luminum” vel “de
causis causarum” aut “de floribus divinorum’”, sicut quidam alii consimi-
lem tractantes materiam, sed in excelsum dissimiliter a praesenti auctore
suas editiones vocare curarunt.
Expos. tit. K, p. 48-49

The Book of Causes offers a science about superior causes analysed accord-
ing to their functionality (that is, in relation to their effects); as such it is too
remote from Proclus’ own interest which is to elevate the intellect toward the
divine. Yet it is what is beyond the senses that one needs to understand, not
the actuality or the act of being analysed in the Book of Causes, as Berthold
expresses it clearly when discussing its famous fourth proposition (“the first of
created things is being”):

[QJuem quidam firmati in existentibus et non opinantibus aliquid esse
super entia dicunt fore esse, sicut dicit auctor De causis: “prima rerum
creatarum est esse”. Esse autem est actus entis. Sed tales vocat Dionysius
indoctos, in 1 cap. De mystica theologia, ubi dicit sic: “Istos autem dico
(subaudi: indoctos), qui in existentibus sunt firmati nihil super existentia
supersubstantialiter esse opinantes”.

Expositio, 71D, p. 35

It is an interesting interpretation of the fourth proposition, not only because
he cites Dionysius (a reminiscence of Albert?) but because Berthold under-
stands this first created thing as existence or the act of being. Interestingly,
he does not comment on the links between Proclus’ Prop. 138 and the fourth
proposition of the Book of Causes.

It is true that Berthold opposes Plato or Platonism (Plato et ante Platonem
theologi — an expression taken for Proclus — or the theologia divinalis
Platonicorum) to Aristotle or Aristotelianism. Nevertheless, he copies mas-
sively from and refers explicitly to Aristotelian texts: for example, he copies,
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wittingly or not, Albert’s commentary on the De causis through Ulrich of
Strassburg; he also possessed and read Albert’s autograph commentaries on
Aristotelian texts, such as his commentary on De animalibus. He also reads
and copies astrological texts from Peripatetic philosophers. Berthold’s project
is theological in the broad sense, it is about invisibilia Dei transitive accepta
on which both Pagan and Christian authors have written, and which has all
the characteristics of a science. It is a scientia Platonica, under every aspect
superior to Aristotle’s metaphysics, which nevertheless remains a philosophia
prima or, as Ruedi Imbach puts it in a recent article,3° an “Agatho-theology”,
given Berthold’s tendency to accentuate the priority of Good over the One in
his interpretation of Proclus.

4 Retrieving Berthold of Moosburg

This volume and the three days of conference proceedings that preceded
it3! are equally a tribute to Loris Sturlese and to the team of researchers
formed by him over the years who edited Berthold’s lengthy commentary.
Loris Sturlese’s work began with his PhD thesis, published in 1974, consisting
in an analysis of the manuscripts, the historical context, and a partial edi-
tion of Berthold of Moosburg’s Expositio. Gradually connecting Bochum and
Lecce, he joined the editorial project around the work of Dietrich of Freiberg,
formed collaborators, and coordinated the publication of the entire com-
mentary within the series Corpus Philosophorum Teutonicorum Medii Aevii,
now comprising thirty-eight volumes. The entire text of Berthold’s Expositio
is now published, but the last volume, comprising the index of sources, is
still in preparation. We considered that it was important, indeed necessary,
to celebrate this work of over forty years and to encourage further studies
on Berthold.

Paul Hellmeier provides a comprehensive and detailed analysis of Berthold’s
use of biblical authorities in the Expositio, and argues that these citations have
a profound significance for understanding Berthold on the relation between
pagan philosophy and Christian revelation. Hellmeier first establishes the pre-
cise number of references to Scripture in the Expositio (194 citations). He finds

30  R. Imbach, “Au-dela de la métaphysique. Notule sur I'importance du Commentaire de
Berthold de Moosburg OP sur les Eléments de théologie”, in Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus
and the Book of Causes. Vol. 1, p. 376—393.

31 Conference organized by D. Calma and E. King at University College Dublin, on
October 23-25, 2019, with the support of the ERC NeoplAT CoG Grant (771640), the
School of Philosophy (UcD) and the Museum of Literature Ireland, Dublin.
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that the biblical texts most frequently cited by Berthold were, from the Old
Testament, the book of Wisdom and the Psalms, and, from the New Testament,
the Pauline Epistles. The distribution of biblical citations in the Expositio is
uneven. Almost half in the entire commentary occur in the Prologue (73 cita-
tions). Almost all of these, as Hellmeier’s appendix to his study shows, were
Berthold’s additions to the text and were not incorporated from other direct
sources. It was otherwise for the Scriptural citations in the main body of
the commentary itself, where most of the biblical citations in the Expositio
were taken over indirectly and through another source (mostly Honorius
Augustodunensis, Dionysius, Thomas of York, or Augustine). These citations
cluster around the propositions of the Elements of Theology devoted to the
gods (Propositions 115-159) and those concerning the soul, contemplation, and
the spiritual body (Propositions 184—211).

All these citations are considered by Hellmeier in his thematic case studies
of Berthold’s use of the Bible on the transcendence of the One, the primordial
causes, the Trinity, contemplation, and the Resurrection. The way Berthold
used Scripture for these central doctrines in the Expositio, Hellmeier argues,
indicates that we should not speak of “an equal coexistence of pagan wisdom
and the Christian concept of revelation” in the Expositio, but rather a synthesis
of pagan and Christian wisdom “formed under the clear auspices of Christian
doctrine” (p. 47).

Alessandra Beccarisi unveils the importance of Avicebron’s Fons vitae for
Berthold’s theory of essential causality. Beccarisi emphasizes that Berthold’s
Expositio represents not only the most extensive medieval reception of
Eriugena (as King and Ludueiia have shown elsewhere), but also of Avicebron
(p. 62).

Berthold’s lengthy discussions of essential causality while comment-
ing on Propositions 18 and 172 show that he borrows three key features from
Avicebron’s metaphysics. (1) “God does not give himself, but what He has
apud se, that is forma universalis”, which acts by necessity (p. 63), an action
that proceeds from the God through the mediation of God’s Will. (2) “Only
radii et vires [i.e. perfections] of the substances are communicated” (p. 64)
to the inferior realities, not the substances themselves, otherwise one would
have to admit that created substances can create from nothing. (3) God’s
Will, different from His Intellect, “is the link between God and creation, a first
hypostasis of the divinity that is — at the same time — a hypostasis external to
God (...) and an aspect of the divine essence” (p. 65). From Dietrich, Berthold
borrows notably the idea that the agent intellect (intellectus in actu) is an
essential cause and that it contains its own effects. He then distinguishes, like
Dietrich, between essential and accidental causes, and between essential and
substantial causes. However, unlike Dietrich, Berthold applies the definition of
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essential cause exclusively to the agent intellect, excluding God and the celes-
tial souls. It is, according to Beccarisi, a significant difference between the two
authors, enabling us to understand the role of Avicebron. Berthold argues that
God (prime Deus) is beyond the intellect, and we can know only His will (vol-
untas Dei) identified with Proclus’ prime bonum. The creative flow pouring out
of God’s essence is neither an impersonal nor a necessary act, but the result of
God'’s creative will. Through the essential chain of emanating forms, we can
turn to the noblest intellectual object: voluntas Dei.

Fiorella Retucci’s main goal is to show that both Berthold of Moosburg and
Thomas of York “converge on two points: first, the attempt to recover the clas-
sical and ancient heritage, aimed at founding self-sufficient philosophical wis-
dom and, second, the emphasis on the continuity of the Platonic tradition”
(p. 89). According to Thomas, the truth can manifest itself either through
Scripture or through rational inquiry. The former allows a broader participa-
tion of human being in wisdom, whereas the latter is accessible to very few due
to its inherent difficulty. However, Thomas establishes a hierarchy between
these fields by attributing a greater value to rational investigation than to
belief. Human beings can “emancipate themselves from bestiality and, by their
own effort, obtain the dignity of humanity”; they “alone are responsible for
the perfection of their own nature” (p. 92), and can ultimately be assimilated
to God.

Berthold endorses Thomas’ views and equally argues that “divine revelation
is not necessarily needed for the well-exercised human intellect” (p. 94). The
philosophers’ specific way of attaining the knowledge of God is through an
oblique vision (per motum obliguum), and this knowledge is partial. They can
also enjoy a direct vision (rectus motus) which is not an alternative to philoso-
phy, but it is given to those who have previously searched to obtain an oblique
vision. “The idea of God is, in fact, naturally present in the human intellect’,
hence “no human being is (...) deprived of the knowledge of God” with all His
particular qualities (i.e. unity, trinity etc.) (p. 95). Thomas and Berthold agree
on this view, and they found in Platonism a confirmation of their intuition.
Considered as such, as a “perfect and self-sufficient wisdom”, philosophy, and
more broadly pagan wisdom, is neither subordinated to theology nor inte-
grated in a system of revelation. They legitimately coexist autonomously and
independently of each other. More specifically, the Platonic tradition is for
both Thomas and Berthold the only philosophical “valid science of the divine”
(p. 101), in all aspects superior and closer to truth than the Aristotelian tra-
dition. Retucci provides in the Appendix a list of all citations from Thomas’
Sapientiale in the Expositio.

Henryk Anzulewicz argues that Albert the Great’s thought is a key ele-
ment in the understanding of Berthold’s intellectual project. First Anzulewicz
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reassesses the previous historiographical research on Berthold, observing a
certain tendency in scholarship to underestimate the role of revealed theol-
ogy in respect to natural or immanent philosophy. It is undisputable that the
core of Berthold’s work is the idea that Proclean metaphysics in particular, and
Platonism in general, is the summum of philosophical theology. Yet one major
question remained unanswered: is this philosophical theology a philosophi-
cal revelation? Anzulewicz argues that the solution lies in Berthold’s theory
of intellect, which depends extensively on Albert the Great (without denying
the role of Dietrich). Anzulewicz argues that the influence of Albert is stronger
than has been previously acknowledged, notably in respect to the Peripatetic
doctrine of intellectus adeptus that represents the foundational layer for
Berthold’s views on the divinization of man, upon which the Proclean concept
of unum animae is grafted.

The first aspect discussed is Berthold’s tripartite typology of the divine intel-
lect (secundum causam, secundum existentatiam, secundum participationem
unitatis). Albert used the same concept already in his early works, such as the
Commentary on the Metaphysics, primarily on the basis of Dionysius the ps.-
Areopagite and the Book of Causes, but it soon became part of his intellectual
speculation used throughout his entire career. Berthold’s twofold distinction
between the intellectus separatus simpliciter and the intellectus non-proprie
separatus depends on both Proclus and Dietrich, yet one must also note ideas
and even passages tacitly copied from Albert’s Commentary on the Metaphysics.
A third aspect where one can recognise the influence of Albert’s noetics is
the description of the six intellects involved in any cognitive process (intel-
lectus speculativus / contemplativus, practicus / operativus, adeptus, possibilis,
formalis, universaliter agens). However, Berthold, unlike Albert, distinguishes
between these intellects according to their theoretical or practical goal. These
differences do not rule out that Berthold was inspired by Albert. On the con-
trary: as Anzulewicz points out, Albert the Great is for Berthold the model to
interpret the littera Procli.

Ezequiel Luduefia brings to light new citations of Thomas Aquinas in the
Expositio and argues for their importance in Berthold’s metaphysics. At the
present state of research, the quantitative presence of Aquinas seems limited.
Ludueria identifies three new citations of Thomas in the Expositio, bringing
the total to 15 citations. Nevertheless, Luduefa argues that Berthold drew upon
Aquinas for two aspects of his distinctive interpretation of Proclus’ gods (their
ontological status and their causal function).

According to Berthold, there are six gods or unities, which are principles
immediately subordinate to the One. These six gods, presupposing the abso-
lute and creative influence of the One, are the origins of the universal formal
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determinations of power, being, life, intellect, soul, and nature. Unlike every
other entity created by the One, each god originates its own formal series and
exists as determinate unity without being composite. In other words, each god,
considered as a formal cause, is a “simple one” and is per se subsistent. Ludueiia
shows that Berthold used Aquinas’ commentary on the Book of Causes for
“another, more developed, way of explaining how the unitates are an unum per
essentiam even if they participate in the absolute One” (p. 187), even though
Aquinas had rejected the Platonic doctrine of separate forms or gods. He also
proposes that Berthold was inspired by Aquinas’ account of instrumental
causality in his frequent descriptions of the gods as “instruments” of the One,
and in his explanation of how the gods “cooperate” with the One through its
causal power.

Ludueria suggests that there may be a lingering tension between these two
aspects of Berthold’s interpretation of the gods, that is, between their status as
self-constituted formal principles and as instruments of God’s efficient cau-
sality. Berthold’s recourse to Aquinas on the Book of Causes for these central
metaphysical questions, he concludes, is proof that Berthold read the Elements
of Theology through an interpretative tradition thoroughly formed by the Book
of Causes.

Tommaso Ferro revisits the question concerning the extent of Berthold’s
debt to his German Dominican predecessors. Scholars now take for granted
that Albert the Great and Dietrich of Freiberg had an enormous influence on
Berthold’s metaphysics, his theory of intellect, and his methods for establish-
ing the relationship between pagan philosophy and Christian theology. Ferro
argues that Berthold’s interpretation of the Augustinian distinction of natural
providence (providentia naturalis) and voluntary providence (providentia vol-
untaria), which was fundamental to the Expositio, was inspired by Ulrich of
Strassburg’s De summo bono.

Berthold’s primary concern with distinguishing the methods of “the phi-
losophizing theologians or theologizing philosophers” and the theologians,
rather than their aims or objects, Ferro maintains, has more in common
with Ulrich, who frequently superimposes the objects of revealed theology
and natural philosophy, than with Albert or Dietrich, for whom the separa-
tion is stricter. Proclus’ status in Berthold as a pagan touched by divine grace
(apud 1. Zavettero, p. 219) is more intelligible within the framework of the De
summo bono, where philosophical and theological questions are considered
(Trinitarian theology, grace, the sacraments, etc.). Ferro then examines cer-
tain overlooked passages in the Expositio devoted to the nature of the divine
intellect, its causality, and providence (Propositions 114, 121, 141, 144). In all
these cases, Berthold relied on Ulrich’s principles to explain why “Intellect” is
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the most proper name for God and how the essential causality of the divine
intellect — its providence — grounds the stability, order, and intelligibility of
the cosmos. The doctrine of natural providence thus accounts for the possi-
bility of knowing “the invisible things of God from the creation of the world”
(Rom. 1:20). Berthold’s reliance on Ulrich for these pivotal doctrines is evi-
dence, Ferro contends, that Martin Grabmann was correct to call Ulrich the
“co-founder” of the Dominican school in Cologne.

Evan King’s aim is twofold: on the one hand, to provide an overview of the
presence of Dietrich of Freiberg in Berthold’s Expositio; and on the other hand,
to examine the similarities and differences between the two Dominicans. King
emphasizes that, on average, Berthold cites Dietrich twice in each commented
proposition. In the Expositio, there are only two explicit references to Dietrich,
yet Berthold’s familiarity with the latter’s thought is astonishing, as it becomes
clear from the very useful table presented by King: the Expositio contains, in
228 sections of the text, 464 citations from almost all of Dietrich’s known works.

King equally examines the doctrinal impact of Dietrich on Berthold’s theo-
ries of transcendentals, of time and eternity, of the doctrine of causality, and of
theology as a science. The last is unexpected inasmuch as, according to King,
it bares the traces of one of Dietrich’s lost works: the De theologia, quod sit
scientia secundum perfectam rationem scientiae. A careful examination of the
terminology and a patient reconstruction of the polemical context of the late
13th-century University of Paris, notably the debate between Henry of Ghent
and Godfrey of Fontaines, enable King to conclude that one can see in the
Praeambulum the reflection of Dietrich’s endorsement of Godfrey’s distinction
between the certitude of evidence and the certitude of adhesion. The aim of
Berthold’s own position is to show that “Platonic philosophy (...) both meets
and exceeds the Aristotelian criteria for demonstrative scientific procedure”
(p- 266), by substituting Platonic philosophy for Dietrich’s revealed theology.
Platonic wisdom “has the same scientific structure, proportionately speaking,
as the other genuine sciences, except the purely mathematical”. Berthold and
Dietrich have different agendas, echoing their diverse understanding of the
relation between pagan and Christian rational traditions. For Dietrich, the dif-
ference between these two traditions would only be overcome in the end of
time, whereas for Berthold, they have already been overcome in the Golden
Age of ancient Platonism.

Loris Sturlese analyzes Berthold’s theory of deification in its historical con-
text. For Sturlese, Berthold’s discovery of the hierarchy of immutable causes
in Proclus had a precise anthropological significance that addressed a debate
concerning the dignity of the individual human soul, which occupied writers
of Latin and German literature in the 14th century.
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According to Berthold, following Thomas of York, the intellectual ascent to
God occurs in three ways, corresponding to “the three movements” of angels
and souls described by Dionysius. Sturlese finds that Berthold modified
Dionysius to emphasize that the vision of God is a prerogative of the “oblique”
movement, which corresponds to the soul’s ascent through discursive, philo-
sophical reason. Berthold then focalized this theory on Proclus’ own perfect
realization of all three intellectual movements. This not only makes Proclus
a prototype of the divine man (homo divinus), it also makes his anthropology
of the one of the soul (unum animae), with its concomitant metaphysics of
the One and Good beyond Being, the benchmark for philosophical wisdom.
Here Dionysius was being assimilated to Proclus: Berthold judged Proclus’
formulation of the unum animae “clearer” than Dionysius) Sturlese proposes,
because Proclus had rationally demonstrated that the soul’s sensible and intel-
lectual activities depend on a principle that grounds the division of knower
and known. If the human condition for Berthold is precisely “that of living
in the unawareness of bearing within oneself a secret vestige of the One”
(p- 295), then, in one sense, the rational awareness of this dignity is the fruit of
the discursive reflection Berthold so valued in Proclus. Compared to Dietrich
of Freiberg and Meister Eckhart, Berthold’s notion of a principle beyond intel-
lect, and his citations of the Mystical Theology of Dionysius, placed a greater
emphasis on the possibility (and difficulty) of experiencing a transitory union
with God in this life. Berthold thus united the two orders of natural and vol-
untary providence, metaphysics and eschatological merit, in his theory of the
unum animae. Sturlese concludes by asking whether there is still a lingering
tension between these two sides of deification in Berthold, that is, between
the soul’s natural, metaphysical condition as divine and its realization of union
with God in becoming.

Wouter Goris compares the views of Albert the Great, Ulrich of Strassburg
and Berthold of Moosburg on the first principle’s freedom (to act) in relation
to its will (voluntas) and omnipotence (omnipotentia). Goris underlines that
Aristotle’s definition of “the free” as causa sui inspired Plotinus’ Enneads v1.8,
whereas Proclus, who does not mention it in the Elements of Theology, dis-
cusses the concepts of the self-sufficient (autarkes) and the self-constituted
(authupostaton). The author of the Book of Causes does not want to cut the
ties with the Aristotelian tradition and preserves the notion of causa sui ipsius.

Goris emphasizes the structural differences between Albert’s and Berthold’s
views on freedom (which echo the more general aims of their intellectual
projects): the former tries to harmonize the Platonic and the Aristotelian tradi-
tions, while the latter accentuates the contrast between them, clearly prefer-
ring one over the other. Albert, faithful to the Aristotelian concept of causa
sui, “introduces necessity into the concept of freedom he attributes to the first
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principle” (p. 311) yet argues in favor of a Platonic concept of absolute free-
dom, compatible with the freedom of choice. Ulrich of Strassburg transforms
Albert’s discussion by stressing the compatibility of freedom and necessity;
hence, the Aristotelian concept of freedom, still very important in Albert,
“is reduced to a mere afterthought” in Ulrich. This tendency becomes even
more salient in Berthold who relies on the Proclean triad imparticipatum —
participatum — participans, and who insists on the notion of freedom in rela-
tion to what acts per esse (which Goris calls “the essence of a Platonic concept
of freedom”), whereas both Albert and Ulrich discussed it in relation to agere
et non agere. In the Expositio there is no room for the Aristotelian concept and
vocabulary of freedom: causa sui, a self-refuting and self-contradictory con-
cept according to Berhold, is replaced by gratia sui or sui ipsius existens. The
only acceptable meaning of this concept of causa sui is in terms of formal and
essential causality: “freedom is essential self-constitution” (p. 317).

Theo Kobusch situates Berthold’s view on double providence in relation
to the major figures of the long tradition of Neoplatonism (both Latin and
Hellenic). According to Berthold, natural or essential providence enables
us to know, through philosophically grounded propositions, more than the
Aristotelian ens inquantum ens: they enable us to know God. Voluntary provi-
dence speaks about God according to the principles of the Christian faith
through the hierarchies (angelic and human) endowed with free will, in which
the divine retribution of rewards and punishments is manifested. These two
modes of theologizing are neither contradictory nor mutually complemen-
tary; rather, voluntary providence is a complement, an aid to natural reason-
ing, a part that renders the whole perfect. Kobusch claims that the real original
contribution of both Berthold and Dietrich to the history of Western philoso-
phy consists in their effort to reverse the relationship of servitude: revealed
theology loses its primacy in respect to all domains pertaining to philosophi-
cal theology (a view that could find echoes among contemporary Catholic
theologians).

The Hellenic origin of this problematic cannot be overlooked. The topic is
present in Porphyry, Proclus, Hermias, Hierocles of Alexandria, Simplicius, and
is transmitted to Philoponus and John of Damascus. Kobusch emphasizes that,
for the Neoplatonists, divine providence in its broadest understanding, as gov-
ernance of the entire universe, is the subject of first philosophy, and it pertains
to the metaphysician (understood as a theologian) to discuss necessity and
contingency, freedom, ethics, and education. However, the major difference
between the Neoplatonic and Christian understanding of double providence
is the concept of care: for the former, divine providence does not contain any
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form of direct or personal relation to individuals, whereas for the latter, divine
providence is essentially turned toward humans. For example, unlike the for-
mer, the latter consider that through free choice (i.e., repentance) anyone can
obtain divine forgiveness, and thus modify the retributions for their moral
misconducts.

Alessandro Palazzo focuses on the central theme of natural providence
in the Expositio, and considers how it arose from Berthold’s reflection on the
theory of providence and fate he found in Boethius’ Consolation of Philosophy
and, most importantly, Proclus’ three works on providence (Tria opuscula).
Palazzo argues that there are two complementary approaches to the notion of
providence in Berthold, one that is naturalistic and a posteriori, and another
that is metaphysical-theological and a priori. Regarding the first, he observes
that the only time the crucial passage from Augustine on twofold providence is
cited in the Expositio is in Proposition 141A, which the Index (Tabula contento-
rum) identifies as a discussion of the distinction between providence and fate.
This reflects Augustine’s description of natural providence as what presides
over physical phenomena (celestial motions and terrestrial causes). Palazzo
then shows how Berthold builds on Ulrich of Strassburg, first with Boethius,
and then with Proclus, who provides the clearest account of the hierarchical
relation of the realms (regna) of providence (the presence of all things in the
divine mind) and fate (the unfolding of that content in time, space, and the
chain of causes). For Berthold, Proclus’ approach autonomized the realm of
nature, which can be studied according to its own laws and without reference
to a higher level of reality. The top-down view of natural providence emerges
in Proposition 121, where Berthold uses Proclus’ notion of an essential order to
establish that providence exists in God “causally” and in the gods or primordial
causes “essentially” and “participatively”. Palazzo insists that the dynamic rela-
tion between fate and providence should not be overlooked when considering
the meaning of natural providence in the Expositio: it explains the presence of
the extensive discussions of nature (Proposition 34) and celestial phenomena
(Proposition 198) in the commentary and, therefore, it provides a more com-
plete picture of Berthold’s understanding of how the soul ascends to share in
God’s “providential cognition” through philosophical reason.

Sylvain Roudaut considers Berthold’s complex views on forms, arguing that
he developed an original theory of formal causality by adjusting doctrines
inherited from various sources to the Elements of Theology. Roudaut shows
that in the Expositio, light is not a metaphor (for creation) but has a meta-
physical meaning and it is defined as the first (emanated) form. Light is a theo-
retical model allowing one to understand the diffusion of essence from the
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divine unity to created beings. Indeed, Berthold claims that all divine unities
(in Proclean terms: the gods following the One) are essentially identical and
can be called uniform. “The Gods are constituted by a single formal intention,
just like light in the physical real is the purest form” (p. 409)

Berthold’s view on “universal essence” (as Roudaut calls the theory of an
essence, emanating in the intellectual light, and capable of different modes
of being) is fundamental for his “theory of generation of natural forms at
the lowest level of matter”. Roudaut equally indicates that Berthold’s distinc-
tion between essentia (characterizing entia secundum speciem) and substan-
tia (characterizing celestial bodies and beings from the sublunar world) is
echoed in the distinction between forma essentialis and forma substantialis.
The former “refers to a form that does not inhere in a subject (...), an inten-
tion that more truly informs a subject without becoming one with it”, and the
latter “refers to a part of the compound substance (...) restricted to designate
the part of the hylomorphic compound” (p. 406). A second major concep-
tual distinction, equally deriving from the dichotomy previously explained,
underlines the difference between species and forma (or idea). Species refers
to specific reasons “that express intelligible features possessing a universal
mode of being devoid of individual character”, whereas forma | idea refer “to
the model from which an individual entity comes to being” (p. 407). Berthold
inherits key-concepts from his German Dominican predecessors, but equally
finds inspiration in Avicebron. His extraordinary capacity to combine sources
enables him to innovate and to extend this heritage to themes absent both in
Proclus and in the Latin tradition.

Michael Dunne compares Peter of Ireland (and marginally Thomas Aquinas)
with Berthold of Moosburg on the so-called noetic triad: Being-Life-Intellect.
The content of Proclus’ Proposition 102 of the Elements was known to Aquinas’
first master of philosophy, Peter of Ireland, through chapter xvii(xviir) of the
Book of Causes, that Peter cites at length in the prologue of his commentary
on the De longitudine et brevitate vitae. However, as Dunne observes, Peter of
Ireland is selective in his use of the quotation: he excludes those passages in
the secondary propositions of the chapter xvii(xviir) that refer to scientia and
intelligentia, and preserves only those presenting the dependence of beings
upon the First Being and of life upon the First Life. Peter explains that being
is given per modum creationis and life per modum formae, inasmuch as, firstly,
“life is to be found in living things in the way of a form and not in the way of
a created thing” and, secondly, “life does not become actual, does not go out
into being, by means of creation but only [...] by infusion” as any form does
(p. 443). Berthold, while commenting on Proposition 102 of the Elements, dis-
tinguishes between life and living, and introduces the example of intellects
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which, although they live, are not properly life. Berthold distinguishes eight
levels of life, from vita essentialis and vita intellectualis to ultima vita which
presupposes only vital movement (of nutrition).

Stephen Gersh’s comparison of Berthold of Moosburg, Nicholas of Cusa,
and Marsilio Ficino documents the subtle transformations that constitute
medieval and Renaissance Platonism. These three great representatives of the
Platonic tradition share a common philosophical method and goal: in vari-
ous ways, each thinker held that doxography (a reflection on the history of
philosophy) was integral to the pursuit of philosophy itself. They also strove
to demonstrate the profound compatibility of Platonism and Christian doc-
trine by appealing to the authority of Augustine and invoking the example of
Dionysius the Areopagite. To illustrate the numerous important differences
in these Christian Platonisms, Gersh provides a wealth of information in a
series of case-studies of the authors’ attitudes toward Hermes Trismegistus,
Pythagoras, Plato, the Latin Platonists, Proclus, and, finally with Ficino,
Plotinus and the Greek Platonists. In most instances, Gersh finds a shift from
“the medieval phase” of Platonism, which includes Berthold and Cusanus, to
“the Renaissance phase”, represented in Ficino. In the broadest sense, these
terms denote an author’s access to new sources, with Cusanus regarded as a
“transitional” figure by his use of humanist translations of Plato and Proclus,
and Ficino’s translations of Plato (published in 1484) and Plotinus (completed
in 1490) inaugurating a turning point in the Platonic tradition in the West.
What emerges from Gersh’s analysis is that Proclus, as the author of the axiom-
atic Elements of Theology (Berthold), is eclipsed by Proclus, the commentator
on the dialectical Parmenides (Cusanus), and finally by Plotinus, as the pre-
eminent interpreter of Plato (Ficino), inasmuch as Proclus’ polytheism was
subjected to increased criticism.

The studies reunited here are not meant to provide an exhaustive panorama of
Berthold’s thought. Nevertheless, singly and in concert with one another, these
contributions open paths for further investigation. We now can better appreci-
ate the importance of vital sources for the Expositio, such as the Scriptures for
Berthold’s conception of the relationship between paganism and Christianity,
Avicebron on the doctrine of fluxus and essential causality, and Thomas
Aquinas’ analyses of Proclus in his Super Librum de causis Expositio. How does
Berthold’s interpretations of Avicebron on essential causality and the doctrine
of forms compare to those of Thomas of York, whose massive influence on
the Expositio we are now in a position to gauge? Does his positive reception of
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the Fons vitae, which departs so strikingly from Albert the Great’s rebuttal of
Avicebron’s metaphysics, mark an original synthesis between the Franciscan
philosophies from Oxford and the Albertist traditions of Cologne? In his
reading of Proclus and Dionysius on contemplative felicity and even deifica-
tion, was Berthold inspired more by the Sapientiale or by Albert, by Ulrich of
Strassburg or by Dietrich of Freiberg? Much more remains to be done to mea-
sure the extent of Berthold’s debt to his Dominican predecessors. Berthold was
certainly reliant upon Albert, Ulrich, and Dietrich in numerous fundamental
ways — in his conception of freedom, in his noetics, in his understanding of the-
ology itself. Nevertheless, his modifications of and departures from his sources
is even more striking and decisive. Have the boundaries of the historiogra-
phy of the “German Dominican school” been confirmed or undermined? The
impact of other Dominicans was previously overlooked, but there are now
good proofs that further studies should be undertaken on the influence of
Aquinas on Berthold.

The doctrine of natural and voluntary providence has received considerable
attention in this volume. This is not, however, disproportionate to its weight
in the Expositio. While not pretending to achieve unanimity on a subject that
permeates every facet of the commentary, each study has nevertheless brought
to light new aspects of the theory. We see how Berthold’s project responded
to a perennial question of the Neoplatonic tradition relating to divine care
and the place of the human within the universal order. Moreover, Berthold’s
conception of natural providence served not only to demarcate the domain
of philosophical inquiry relative to Christian theology, but also to lay the
foundation for Berthold’s philosophy of nature. Key influences on Berthold’s
interpretation of Augustine’s notion of “twin providence” have also been reas-
sessed (Proclus’ De providentia et fato, Albert the Great, Dietrich of Freiberg) or
highlighted for the first time (Ulrich of Strassburg). Berthold’s endorsement of
Proclean Platonism was unprecedented in the Middle Ages and, undoubtedly,
scholars will continue to weigh the precise balance between pagan philosophy
and Christianity in the Expositio, as we come to a clearer sense of how this
remarkable synthesis of these traditions arose within its context.

Understanding Berthold’s Christian Platonism also requires us to move
from the Expositio’s immediate context, and the problematics it answered,
to comparing it with other great syntheses of Platonism and Christian doc-
trine. The “medieval” features of Berthold’s reception of Proclus come into
much sharper relief when they are compared to the Platonisms of Nicholas of
Cusa and Masilio Ficino. Further comparisons of Berthold’s Expositio with the
major receptions of Proclus in the Georgian commentary on the Elements by
Ioane Petritsi (12th c.) and the Greek Anaptyxis (Refutation) of the Elements by
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Nicholas of Methone (d. c. 1166) may yet help us to appreciate the distinctive
features of these branches of the Platonic tradition.

Can one consider Berthold’s project in terms of a renewal of medieval meta-
physics? We would firmly respond with the affirmative, not because we need
to justify the choice of the title of this volume but because the Expositio sets
the plan of a different metaphysics, outside universities, outside the stream
of the Aristotelian tradition, in a context and with a purpose that still remain
to be explored. These papers bring forth numerous and solid arguments that
Berthold’s Expositio should not be ignored by any serious history of Western
metaphysics.
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CHAPTER 1

The Meaning of the Biblical Citations in the
Expositio of Berthold of Moosburg

Paul D. Hellmeier OP
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen

1 Introduction!

Although for Berthold of Moosburg, as for any medieval Christian thinker,
Scripture functions as a crucial source of doctrine, no one has yet looked in
detail at the biblical citations in Berthold’s Expositio. Perhaps this is because
Berthold quotes other works and authors much more frequently and in more
detail than the Bible. Nevertheless, the passages where Berthold quotes the
Bible or alludes to it should not be overlooked.?

About a third of these quotations can already be found in the texts that
Berthold takes over from other authors. These are a total of 14 authors, of whom
Honorius Augustodunensis (with 23 citations), Dionysius the Areopagite (13
citations), and Thomas of York (g citations) are the most important. In about
two-thirds of the cases, however, Berthold himself inserts these biblical quota-
tions into his commentary. Berthold’s scriptural quotations are always short
passages, usually only single verses or parts of verses. These quotations vary
in their character, ranging from exact citations to somewhat modified cita-
tions, references, and allusions. The vast majority, however, are exact or slightly
changed citations. In more than a third of these cases, Berthold shows through
different formulations that he is consciously quoting the Bible. These quota-
tions appear as single quotations or in small groups. In the latter case, they
form a kind of network of mutual relationships — a technique found in many
medieval biblical commentaries, e.g. in those of Albert the Great.3 Often, these
clusters of quotations appear in texts that Berthold has taken over from other

I am grateful to Innocent Smith oP for his critical remarks.

For detailed documentation of the following statistics, see the Appendix.

For overviews of medieval exegesis and biblical hermeneutics see the classic studies of
B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages (Oxford: Blackwell, 19843) and H. de Lubac,
Exégése médiévale. Les quatre sens de ['Ecriture, 4 vols (Paris: Aubier, 1959-1964). For more
recent studies, see La Bibbia nel Medio Evo, eds G. Cremascoli, C. Leonardi (Bologna: EDB,
1996); G. Dahan, Lexégése chrétienne de la Bible en Occident médiéval. XII*-XIV siécle
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authors. These clusters tend to indicate that particularly important issues
are being addressed, such as the Trinity, the resurrected body, beatitude, the
primordial causes, etc. Berthold rarely offers interpretations of these biblical
citations, but rather uses them to interpret the philosophical context in which
they appear, or to contextualize the philosophical content of his commentary
in a Christian frame.

These quotations are frequently found in volumes one, four, five, and eight
of the critical edition. If we add up all the quotations indicated by the Index
auctoritatum of this edition, we get the number 159. In addition, there are at
least 38 other quotations and allusions overlooked by the editors,* which add
up to 197 biblical references. However, since the Index auctoritatum contains
several mistakes, the real number of biblical references is 194.5 In other words,
nineteen percent of Berthold’s biblical citations have been overlooked. Here is
the list of the omitted biblical citations, arranged according to the volume of
the critical edition. This list shows that Berthold quotes some passages of the
Bible particularly often, for example Romans 11:36 or passages from the Book
of Wisdom.

Volume 1:

Sapientia 9:15 p-7,1.56

Liber Proverbiorum 25:27  p. 7, 1. 68-69
Psalmus 49(50):1 p.12, 1. 243—244
Ad Timotheum 1 6:15 p-16,1. 349-350
Proverbia 91 p-18,1. 420
Daniel 3:54 p-18,1. 434

(Paris: Cerf, 1999); id., Lire la Bible au Moyen Age. Essais d’herméneutique médiévale (Genéve:
Librairie Droz, 2009).

4 By “overlooked citations” I mean citations, allusions, or references which are not mentioned
in the footnotes of the text or in the Index auctoritatum.

5 For further details on these passages, see the Appendix. In a few cases, the index of the criti-
cal edition gives incorrect information about biblical citations present in Berthold’s text. In
one case the index refers to a biblical passage which does not exist in Berthold’s text. Three
times the editors list several biblical parallels in the apparatus corresponding to only one
citation in Berthold’s text. These parallels also appear in the indices, but without any indi-
cation that they are merely parallels. On rare occasions, Berthold quotes the same biblical
passage twice on the same page of the critical text, which is mentioned by the editors in the
footnotes, but is not indicated in the index. Also on rare occasions, the editors omitted bibli-
cal passages from the index which were indicated in the footnotes of the text.

6 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prologus.
Propositiones 1-13, eds M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984).
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10

11

Psalmus 144:3
Psalmus 144(145):13
Ad Timotheum 1 6:16
Daniel 3:54
Canticum Cant. 2:9

Volume 2:7
Evang. sec. loannem 1:3

Volume 3:8
Psalmus 94(95):3

Volume 4:°
Psalmus 95(96):4

Volume 5:10

Ad Romanos 11:36

Ad Romanos g:5
Sapientia 11:21

Psalmus 35(36):9

Ad Corinthios 1 15:28
Evang. sec. Ioannem 1:16
Ad Romanos 11:36

Volume 6:1

Ad Romanos 11:36
Evang. sec. Lucam 1:79
Ad Ephesios 3115
Epist. Ioannis I 1:5

p-18,1. 435
p- 16, 1. 360-361
p.18,1. 432
p-18,1. 434
p- 34, 1. 944-945

p. 196, . 201202

p-173,1. 98—99

p. 208, l.171

p.84,1. 36

p-134, 1. 321

p- 168, 1. 79-80

p-179, L. 191
p-179,1.194

p-191, L. 55-p. 192, 1. 56
p. 211, 1. 164

p-9,1.178; p. 40, 1. 88; p. 136, 1. 132

p. 70,1357
p.136,1.137
p-171,1. 69

31

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
14-34, eds L. Sturlese, M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, B. Mojsisch (Hamburg: Meiner, 1986).

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
35-65, ed. A. Sannino (Hamburg: Meiner, 2001).

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
66-107, ed. I. Zavattero (Hamburg: Meiner, 2003).
Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
108-135, ed. F. Retucci (Hamburg: Meiner, 2o11).
Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
136-159, ed. F. Retucci (Hamburg: Meiner, 2007).
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Sapientia 11:21 p-199, 1. 311
Volume 7:12

Ad Timotheum 1 6:16 p- 20, l. 151-152
Ad Romanos 11:36 p- 196, L. 259—260
Volume 8:13

Cf. Evang. sec. Matth.17:1  p. 25, 1. 360—361; p. 185, L. 131132
Cf. Sapientia 11:21 p-77,1.37

Cf. Ad Corinthios115:54  p.130, 1. 244
Psalmus 17(18):12 p. 188, L. 225-226
Psalmus 94(95):3 p. 188, I. 226227
Isaias 12:4 p. 190, 1. 22

Ad Romanos 8:21 p- 249, 1. 87-88
Ad Corinthios 11 418 p- 249, L. 93-94

One could object that the number 194 is not large (e.g. compared to the hun-
dreds of citations of Aristotle or Augustine), and that these places are almost
always single verses or even only partial verses that seem to get lost in the sea

of the Expositio. However, the mere number is not decisive in this case, since,

among all his other sources, the Bible has an authoritative status as revealed
truth. This truth is unquestionable for him, as Berthold confirms on the last
pages of his Expositio with a quotation from Honorius Augustodunensis:

Discipulus: De causarum omnium incommutabili perseverantia in
ipsa divina substantia, quod est verbum Dei patris, in quo et per quod
facta sunt et subsistunt, nullo modo dubitarim: Illud siquidem et divina
Scriptura et sanctorum Patrum traditio incunctanter asserit.!*

The prominent position that Berthold assigns to the Bible is also made clear by
the fact that the Expositio begins with a citation from Rom 1:19—20:

12

13

14

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
160-183, eds U.R. Jeck, 1.]. Tautz (Hamburg: Meiner, 2003).

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
184—2m1, ed. L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 2014).

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 211D, p. 262, 1. 152-155 (“Disciple: In no way do I doubt
the unchanging constancy of all causes in the divine substance itself, which is the word
of the Father in and through which they are and exist. This both divine Scripture and the
tradition of the fathers declare without hesitation.”).
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INVISIBILIA ENIM DEI [Vulg. “ipsius”] A CREATURA MUNDI PER EA,
QUAE FACTA SUNT, INTELLECTA CONSPICIUNTUR, Ad Rom., 1 cap.

Summus divinalis sapientiae theologus Paulus secretorum Dei cons-
cius utpote in tertium caelum raptus loquens de mundanae philosophiae
sapientibus, postquam dixerat: ‘Quod notum est Dei, manifestum est illis:
Deus enim illis revelavit, subiungit: ‘Invisibilia Dei’ etc.!5

Since the final volume of the critical edition shows a substantial accumulation
of quotations from St. Paul (there are fourteen quotations, six of which can be
found in the last two propositions), one can perhaps even speak of a Pauline
frame that encloses the entire Expositio. This can be seen in the following table
of all biblical citations in the Expositio.

Volume 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
Propositiones 1-13 14-34 35-65 66-107 108-135 136-159 160-183 184-211

Pentateuch 5 1 - - 1 - 4 15
Wisdom Books 47 2 1 1 11 10 1 5 78
Wisdom  (29) () (1) () () O ) () ()
Psalms ® 2 O O ©® () ) () (=8
Prophets 5 - - - - 1 1 1 8
0.T. 101
Gospel 11 - - 6 2 - 6 16
St. Paul 18 2 - 2 14 13 3 14 66
Cath. Epistles 2 2 - - 1 6 - - 11
N.T. 93
Total 78 8 1 3 36 33 5 30 194

15 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 1, p. 5, 1. 2-8 (“The invisible realities of God are
perceived as recognized from the creation of the world through that which is created.
Rom, ch. 1.

The greatest theologian of divinely inspired wisdom, Paul, knowing the secrets of God,
having been raptured into the third heaven, thus spoke of the wise men of worldly philos-
ophy. Before he had said: ‘What is known of God is manifest to them, for God has revealed
it to them. Then he adds ‘The invisible realities, etc.”).
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2 A First Analysis

Let us now take a closer look at the table indicating how the biblical quotations
are distributed among the individual volumes of the critical edition and from
which books and groups of books of Holy Scripture they come. What does this
show? And what questions arise in view of this distribution?

First of all, there is a very uneven distribution of quotations: as already men-
tioned, most are found in volumes one, five, six, and eight. In addition, 73 of
the 78 quotations of the first volume can be found in the Prologus, with only
two in the Expositio tituli and three in Propositions 1-13.

A partial explanation for this distribution can be given for volumes five, six,
and eight. In Berthold’s view, the movement of ascent to the One begins in
Proposition 108 (the opening proposition of volume five of the critical edition).
Berthold explicitly mentions this turning point.!6 The remainder of the com-
mentary concerns the gods or henads, the separate intelligences, and souls,
and their relationship to the One and Good. However, Berthold interprets the
henads as primordial causes and the One as the Trinitarian God. These two
interpretations are very often supported and further explained by quotations
from the Bible (see below). Berthold then discusses the major topics of con-
templation and eschatology in volume eight (Propositions 184—211). These top-
ics are also extensively treated in Holy Scripture and Christian theology, which
can explain why Berthold repeatedly refers to the Bible here.

The table also illustrates the distribution of quotations from the Old and
New Testament. We see here that quotations from the Old Testament slightly
predominate, which is mainly due to the frequent quotations from the Wisdom
Books. This frequency may be due to the fact that statements from the Wisdom
Books are particularly suitable for philosophical representations. Incidentally,
Meister Eckhart showed a strong interest in this group of writings for the same
reason. Within the Wisdom Books, the Psalms are most prominent in the
Expositio. After all, Berthold prayed the Psalms daily and probably knew them
by heart from the time of his novitiate.

16 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 108, p. 3, 1. 7-11: Postquam superius descensum est a cau-
sis seu unitatibus primordialibus et amethectis ad causata participantia per derivationem
proprietatum, investigationem et ipsorum ordinum et distinctionem et ad se invicem conex-
ionem, nunc auctor in isto elemento incipit ostendere reductionem quorundam causatorum
in suas prime causas per duplicem participationem dicens: OMNE etc.
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Among the quotations from the New Testament, those from the Pauline
epistles form the largest group.l” I have already suggested above that St. Paul
plays an important role for Berthold.!® This central role is related to the fact that
the tradition regarded St. Paul as the master of Dionysius — an identification
emphasized by several statements of Pseudo-Dionysius himself.!® However, in
Berthold’s view, Proclus had received fundamental impulses from Dionysius!
This connection explains why for Berthold St. Paul is the summus divinalis
sapientiae theologus and a secretorum Dei conscius.

3 More General Questions

In view of the 194 biblical citations in the Expositio more general questions also
arise: What kind of citations are these and how does Berthold use them? Does
he use them as authorities, or as evidence, or are they just decorative acces-
sories? What is their purpose? Why do they even appear in a commentary on a
philosophical work? For comparison: the Bible is never quoted in Albert’s com-
mentary on the Liber de causis (at least not explicitly). Do Berthold’s biblical
citations serve only to protect him against possible accusations of heterodoxy?
Or do they have a deeper meaning for the whole Expositio?

This last question leads to another one, that is, the significance of Christian
theology for the Expositio. In previous research, opinions differ on this issue.
Willehad Paul Eckert said that Berthold wrote the Expositio as a theologian.?0
According to Kurt Flasch, Berthold did not want to become a “theologian of
revelation”; instead he stuck to the “immanent philosophical character of his
interpretations”.?! According to Loris Sturlese, the theme of grace plays a very
subordinate role in the Expositio, and “there is no mention of sacraments,
church, revelation, good works and faith”22 In the eyes of Fiorella Retucci,

17 According to the medieval view I count Hebrews among the Pauline epistles.

18  See p. 33 of this contribution.

19  B.R. Suchla, Dionysius Areopagita. Leben —Werk — Wirkung (Freiburg: Herder, 2008),
p. 15-17. Dionysius ps.-Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, ed. Ph. Chevallier, Dionysiaca,
vol. 1 (Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1937), c. 2, 649D—6524, p. 17-118; c. 3, 681A-B, p. 130;
c.7,865B-C, p. 381—382.

20  W.P. Eckert, Berthold von Moosburg O.P. und sein Kommentar zur Elementatio Theologica
des Proklos, PhD diss. (Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen, 1956), p. 51 id,
“Berthold von Moosburg O.P. Ein Vertreter der Einheitsmetaphysik im Spétmittelalter”, in
Philosophisches Jahrbuch 65(1957), p. 131.

21 K. Flasch, “Einleitung”, in Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, vol. 1, p. xiv; p. xxxii.

22 L. Sturlese, Homo divinus. Philosophische Projekte in Deutschland zwischen Meister
Eckhart und Heinrich Seuse (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer 2007), p. 146.
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Berthold interpreted “the relationship between revealed religion and ratio-
nal knowledge not in the sense of an integration of pagan wisdom into the
Judeo-Christian concept of revelation, but rather as an equal coexistence.”??
For Ezequiel Ludueria, on the other hand, Berthold wanted to “offer a Christian
interpretation of Proclean thought”.2* However, this strong assessment is
immediately weakened by the statement that Berthold wanted to estab-
lish a dialogue between Dionysius and Proclus.?> Furthermore, for Ludueriia,
Berthold had tried to show a philosophical agreement of Christian, pagan,
and Arabic thinking. Philosophy serves as a means of dialogue between Islam,
Christianity, and pagan philosophy.26

4 Five Thematic Groups

But let us now return to the question of the meaning of the biblical citations
within the Expositio. A more detailed analysis of the citations is necessary to
answer this. First of all, such an examination shows that almost all citations
can be assigned to one of five thematic groups that often overlap, especially
in the Prologus. The first group deals with the absolute position of the One
and Good and its relationship to creation. The second group deals with the
primordial causes, the third with the Trinity, the fourth with contemplation,
and the fifth with eschatology and the Resurrection. Berthold presents all five
themes in the Prologus, and thus uses many biblical quotations in the Prologus
(73 in 35 pages) except in the case of eschatology and the Resurrection.?” The
following are some examples for each thematic group, first from the Prologus
and then from the commentary itself.

23 F. Retucci, “Einleitung”, in Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, vol. 5, p. xvii.

24  E.Luduena, La recepcion de Eriigena en Bertoldo de Moosburg. Un aporte sobre la Escuela
de Colonia, (Saarbriicken: Publicia, 2013), p. 15; see also p. 94.

25 Luduefia, La recepcion de Eritigena, p. 15.

26  E. Ludueia, “Eritigena en el siglo XIV. Su presencia en la Expositio de Bertoldo de
Moosburg’, in Scintilla 10(2013), p. 131.

27  For comparison, some examples of how often Berthold quotes other important authors
(or works) in the Prologus: Dionysius ps.-Areopagita: 51; Augustine:16; Proclus: 15;
Albertus Magnus: 14; Asclepius: 12; Cicero: 4; Aristotle: 3; Dietrich of Freiberg: 2; Thomas
Aquinas: 1; Averroes : o.
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41 The Absolute Position of the First One and Good and Its Relationship
to Creation

In Prologus 4 there is a passage that is typical for Berthold in its combination of

quotations from the Psalms and from St. Paul. It reads:

De istis dis, super quod Deus ‘magnus, dominus et rex magnus’ <Ps 94:3>,
‘princeps Deus et superdeus supersubstantialiter unus Deus), ‘nimis exal-
tatus’ <Ps 96:9> est, utpote ‘Deus deorum dominus’ <Ps 49:1>, sic dicit
Dionysius ex verbis Apostoli <1 Cor. 8:5-6>: ‘Etenim si sunt di sive in
caelo sive in terra, sicut quidem sunt di et domini multi, sed nobis qui-
dem unus Deus Pater, ex quo omnia et nos in ipso, et unus dominus Iesus
Christus, per quem omnia et nos per ipsum’.28

Here, through quotations from the Psalms and from Dionysius, the absolute
superiority of the one God over the many gods is emphasized. Since Berthold
understands these gods to be the primordial causes, the subsequent reference
to St. Paul takes on a new meaning, since in the original Pauline context it is
about the gods of the pagan religion and not about primordial causes. On the
other hand, the quotation of St. Paul, who here is explicitly considered to be
the source of Dionysius, also contributes further information: the one God who
brings forth and sustains everything is the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.

In Prologus 9, Berthold first emphasizes the absolute superiority of God
over the primordial causes with the same quotations from Psalms 94(95) and
96(97). Because of this superiority, God’s work and domain are also supe-
rior to those of the primordial causes. According to Berthold’s interpretation
of Proclus, the primordial causes rule over only a portion of the universe.
Thus their domains fall short of the perfection of God’s works. Berthold then
describes the work of God as an eternal kingdom, using several verses from
the Psalms (144[145]:13 and 148:6).2° These biblical verses appear to function

28  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 4, p.12,1. 218—223 (“About those gods, over which ‘the
great God, the Lord and great king’ <Ps. 94(95):3>, the ‘first God and super-god, the super-
substantial one God’ ‘is far exalted’ <Ps. 96(97):9> because he is ‘God, the Lord of gods’
<Ps. 49(50):1>, Dionysius says the following using the words of the Apostle <1 Cor. 8:5-6>:
‘Indeed, even though there are gods in heaven and on earth, to be sure, many “gods” and
many “lords”, yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom all things are and toward
whom we return, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all things are and through
whom we exist.”).

29  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 9, p. 16, l. 353—362: Cum igitur primordiales causae
sint super totum universum principalissimae, ipsae sunt reges et domini et di, super quas
et earum regna et dominia est Deus magnus, dominus et rex magnus super omnes deos
<Ps. 94(95):3>, super quos etiam nimis exaltatus est <Ps. 96(97):9>. Unde et operi suo non



38 HELLMEIER

as authoritative affirmations of the preceding argument, which is based on
a statement of Proclus. The fluent and natural transition from philosophical
principles to biblical quotations suggests a deep synthesis of philosophical and
biblical reasoning.

A good example of Berthold using the Bible as an authority can be found
in the commentary on Proposition 133. Here Berthold proves the opinion that
in nature all things take the position that is best for them with the statement
Dei perfecta sunt opera. This could be read simply as a philosophical argu-
ment. However, the formulation comes from Deuteronomy 32:4.3° Berthold’s
argument is thus ultimately based on a statement that is taken directly from
the Bible.

4.2 The Primordial Causes

Since the primordial causes are also part of creation, they have already been
dealt with in the first thematic group, insofar as they are inferior to God. In
the second group, the primordial causes are considered in themselves. In
this regard, too, Berthold applies statements from Scripture to the primordial
causes. He does this almost exclusively by interpreting biblical images, espe-
cially from the Psalms, as metaphors and symbols for the primordial causes.
One of the many examples of this can be found in Prologus 9, where Berthold
writes:

Dicuntur autem primordiales causae ‘caeli’ <Ps. 148:4> [...], id est
summi Dei domus, qui inhabitat caliginem et lucem inaccessibilem’
<I Tim. 616>, et ‘posuit tenebras latibulum suum’ <Ps. 17(18):12>; quae
omnia significant ipsas primordiales causas.3!

With such identifications Berthold apparently wants to show the concor-
dance of biblical and Platonic wisdom. In this way new meanings are opened
up for the biblical statements. However, Berthold also interprets the Platonic

est simile in omnibus regnis deorum, qui licet regnent et principentur in regnis suis secun-
dum Proclum De malorum existentia, tamen quia regna sua sunt partiales universitates,
partes scilicet totius universitatis, ideo deficiunt a perfectione eius, quae simpliciter omnia
summi Dei opera est complexa, quae est regnum omnium saeculorum <Ps. 144:13>; cuius
gloriam etiam ipsi di dicent, dicentes ipsum esse opus altissimi Dei, qui ‘statuit ipsum in
aeternum et in saeculum saeculi’ <Ps. 148:6>.

30  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 133H, p. 211, L. 175-p. 212, 1. 183.

31 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 9, p. 14, 1. 309—313 (“The primordial causes are called
‘heavens’ <Ps. 148:4> [...], i.e. house of the highest God, who dwells in darkness and in
‘inaccessible light’ <1 Tim. 6:16>, and who ‘made darkness his hiding place’ <Ps. 17(18):12>;
which all means the primordial causes.”).
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understanding of the world in the light of revelation. This second consequence
can also be seen in the continuation of the passage just discussed. Referring to
Honorius, Berthold interprets the primordial causes as the water above which
the Spirit hovered in the beginning (Genesis 1:2), which leads Berthold to expli-
cate the creation of the primordial causes as the common work of the three
divine Persons.32

On several occasions Berthold also makes use of Scripture by analogously
applying to the higher causes statements that originally referred to the believer
or to divine wisdom. He states in the Prologus that the primordial causes are
built up in the Holy Spirit into a dwelling place of God (Ephesians 2:21-22).33
In the commentary on Proposition 143, Berthold applies the words “the mir-
ror of eternal light” and “image of his goodness” (Wisdom 7:26) to all higher
causes.3* In doing so, he does not reinterpret the meaning of Scripture, but he
does extend its scope — as was usual for medieval authors.3>

4.3 Trinity

The Trinity is mentioned very early in the Prologus, since for Berthold it consti-
tutes the first and most important component of the Invisibilia Dei (intransi-
tively understood), which are explored in the Expositio. In Prologus 3, Berthold
uses the three-part verse 1 Timothy 1:17 containing the keyword “invisible” and
its Trinitarian interpretation by the Glossa to open his discussion of the Trinity.
Then he makes several very clear dogmatic statements by contradicting the
error of the Arians with quotations from Augustine and rejecting a false under-
standing of Colossians 1:15 (qui est imago Dei invisibilis). The Son is homousion,
id est coessentialis Patri.3¢ Later, Berthold talks again about the Son when,

32 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 9, p.14, 1. 313—p. 15, . 320: Sunt et ‘aquae; quae super
caelos sunt, secundum expositionem Theodori in Clave, ubi exponit illud Gen. 1: ‘Spiritus
domini ferebatur super aquas’ id est ‘super conditas causas cognitionis excellentia super-
eminet. Ipse enim Deus deorum, scilicet Deus Pater, ‘dixit; id est Filium genuit, in quo ista
divinissima facta sunt’; ipse ‘mandavit’ istis divinissimis, scilicet primordialibus causis, ‘et
creata sunt’ omnia in ipsis, id est per ipsas, per Spiritum sanctum, qui eas in effectus suos
dividit et multiplicat.

33 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 11, p. 19, 1. 473—p. 20, 1. 476.

34  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 143L, p. 70, L. 351-352. Berthold can apply those words
to the higher causes since these causes can be understood as existing within the eternal
Wisdom or Word of God. I am grateful to Evan King for making this suggestion.

35  Seenote 3, above.

36 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 3, p. 7, 1. 77-p. 8, 1. 91: Circa primum sciendum, quod
li INVISIBILIA DEI potest accipi dupliciter, vel intransitive, vel transitive. Primo modo, ut
sit sensus: invisibilia Dei, id est quae sunt Deus, iuxta illud 1 Ad Tim. 1 cap.: Regi saeculorum
immortali’ (Glossa: immutabili’), ‘invisibili’ (Glossa: ‘incomprehensibili’), ‘regi saeculorum’
(Glossa: ‘Trinitati’). Augustinus libro De videndo Deo cap. 2 tractans verba Ambrosii sic
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following Hebrews 11:3, he states that we know by faith that the world was cre-
ated by the Word of God.?”

In Prologus 19, Berthold identifies the One and Good itself, which he pres-
ents here as the Beautiful itself, with the Trinity. In his introduction to the first
volume of the critical edition Kurt Flasch observes the following: “Berthold
pretended that the ‘One’ of Proclus was the Christian Trinity; without transi-
tion he also called the prime pulchrum the superbenedicta Trinitas.3® Now it
is undoubtedly true that such identification was unthinkable for Proclus. But
Berthold by no means makes this identification without transition; rather, he
prepares it by the keyword fontana pulchritudo and then interprets that iden-
tification further using three quotations of the Bible. All three quotations deal
with splendour and brightness and illustrate the admirable, even frightening
beauty of the Son and the Holy Spirit that emerge from the paternal origin.3®

It is well known that in the Expositio, Berthold twice explores the question
of whether the existence of the Trinity can be recognized by the philosophers’
arguments (Propositions 40 and 131). Previous research has focused exclusively
on Berthold’s affirmation of this question, but not on the role of the Trinity
in his work.#? I will not analyse this role here either, as it is not the subject
of this contribution. But I would like to make two notes for now. First, the
Expositio is interspersed with shorter remarks or longer elaborations on the
Trinity. Secondly, these statements on the Trinity are very often introduced,

dicit: ‘Deus natura est invisibilis. Et infra: Arianorum procul dubio error astruitur, si Patris
natura invisibilis, Fili vero visibilis creditur, utriusque unam pariterque invisibilem asseruit
esse naturam adiungens et Spiritum sanctum’ Et infra: Invisibilis igitur Deus natura, non
tantum Pater, sed et ipsa Trinitas unus Deus.” Haec Augustinus. Non solus Pater, sicut qui-
dam exponunt illud Apostoli Ad Col. 1 cap., ubi loquitur de Filio, ‘qui est imago Dei invisibilis’
homousion, id est coessentialis Patri, et sic est invisibilis sicut et Pater.

37 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 3, p. 8,1. 15-116: Ad Hebr. : Fide intelligimus aptata
esse saecula Verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent’

38 Flasch, “Einleitung”, p. xxi: “er tat so, als sei das ‘Eine’ des Proklos die christliche Trinitét;
ibergangslos nannte er das ‘prime pulchrum’ auch ‘superbenedicta Trinitas’ [...].”

39  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 19, p. 29, 1. 776—788: Aut secundum causam, puta
primum: et enim pulchrum illud propter traditam ab ipso iuxta cuiuslibet proprietatem
pulchritudinem, cum sit causa consonantiae et claritatis universorum et ad seipsum omnia
vocans et tota in totis congregans ad idem. Et haec est fontana pulchritudo omne pulchrum
in semetipso excedenter praehabens, ut dictum est, et hoc est prime pulchrum, superbene-
dicta Trinitas, ut de ea intelligatur illud: ‘Pulchritudinem candoris eius admirabitur oculus,
et super imbrem expavescit cor’ <Eccl. 43:20>. Ecce candor lucis aeternae <cf. Sap. 7:26> et
splendor gloriae paternae et figura substantiae eius <cf. Hebr. 1:3>, id est character subs-
tantialis et imago bonitatis illius; pulchritudinem, inquam, superpulcherrimam et candoris,
scilicet Filii, et lucis paternae admirabitur oculus contemplantis, et super imbrem Spiritus
sancti expavescit cor virorom gloriosorum deditum in virtute pulchritudinis studium haben-
tium [...].

40  The exception to this is Luduefia, La recepcion de Eritigena, p. 146-154.
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illustrated, or supported by biblical quotations. A typical example of this is the
quotation from Romans 11:36 (ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipso sunt omnia) in the
commentary on Proposition 126, which initiates a highly speculative explana-
tion of the relationship between Trinitas and Unum.*! In the same proposition,
a quotation from Genesis 1:2 introduces an analysis of the creative work of the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.4? Elsewhere, in Proposition 151, referring
the paternal quality to God, which for Proclus belongs to the highest henad,
Berthold cites three passages from the letters of St. Paul, and he even quotes
extensively from the Nicene Creed.*?

4.4 Contemplation

I now turn to the last two topics, namely the theory of contemplation and the
doctrines of eschatology and the Resurrection. Berthold repeatedly quotes the
Bible in the Prologus when he addresses the ground and principle of the high-
est human contemplation. In this context he quotes Genesis 1:27 three times:
Fecit Deus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam.** Being made in the
image of God makes man capax Dei and enables him to turn to God and to
receive from God the beautiful ideas (pulchritudines) that are free from space
and time.*> Berthold defines the image of God in man more precisely as the
unum of man, which is brighter than the simple intellect, and describes the
way in which the unum is imprinted on man with the image of the seal men-
tioned in Psalm 4:7. Then, with an allusion to 1 Corinthians 13:12, he says that
in the present, God is imperfectly seen by this image, but in the future he will
be seen face to face.* This is the first reference in the commentary to the
eschatological expectation that is understood in personal categories, since the
beatific vision is not conceived as a vision of cosmological structures, but as
a vision of God’s face. Thus the eschatological perfection of man is presented
here as a personal encounter with God face to face. This personal concept
coincides with two other passages in the Prologus where Berthold, referring
to other verses of the Bible, articulates the goal of contemplation as the vision

41 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 126A-B, p. 154, 1. 10-p. 157, 1. 97.

42 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 126B, p. 156, 1. 77-p. 157, 1. g1.

43  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 1514, p. 133, 1. 33—40.

44 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 12, p. 21, l. 516—517; Prol. 18, p. 27, 1. 730-731; Prol. 19,
p. 32, 1. 877-878.

45  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol.18, p. 27, 1. 729-734: Sic ergo homo subnexus Deo vero
et indicibili uni per suum unum, hoc est per divinam similitudinem — uno enim suo, quod est
imago ipsius Dei, qua homo est capax Dei et connexus Deo, habet similitudinem Dei, immo
est similitudo Dei et deus participatione —, est accipiens secundum Trismegistum pulchritu-
dines non immersas mundo, hoc est continuo et tempori.

46 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol.19, p. 31, 1. 858—p. 32, 1. 878.
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of the Son or Word,*” who, of course, also includes the noetic structures of the
cosmos. Like his master Dionysius, Berthold also refers to Philippians 4:7 when
describing the ecstatic union of man with God: Pax Dei, quae exsuperat omnem
intellectum.*® The penultimate page of the Prologus, where Berthold discusses
the soul’s contemplative ascent to God, reads like a Psalm commentary. In
fact, Berthold draws on the commentary of Peter Lombard on Psalm 41(42)
(Sicut cervus).*

4.5 Eschatology and the Resurrection

The subject of the Resurrection appears only once in the Prologus, when
Berthold includes the blessed with their glorified bodies among the invisibilia
Dei (transitively understood).5? Even though this reference to the Resurrection
is singular in the Prologus, nevertheless it should make us sit up and take
notice. Resurrection is not a theme found in Proclus, and does not belong to
providentia naturalis but to providentia voluntaria. Kurt Flasch’s assessment
thus appears highly problematic: “In the course of his investigation Berthold
recorded the immanent philosophical character of the theories of Proclus’ and
his own interpretation with the formula in ordine providentiae naturalis.”> The
accuracy of this assessment seems even more doubtful when we consider how
often Berthold deals with the glorified bodies of the resurrected in the actual
commentary on the Elementatio theologica.

Berthold does this prominently and with explicit reference to providentia
voluntaria in the commentary on Proposition 129. He first gives extensive quo-
tations from Dietrich of Freiberg’s arguments about the status of glorified bod-
ies, “the bosom of Abraham” (Luke 16:22), purgatory, and hell. These are the
places where the souls who have left their bodies will accept their bodies again
in the future Resurrection.> But this is not all that Berthold has to say about
the Resurrection. He wants to explain, using the example of man, what Proclus
means in Proposition 129 about the top-down process of deification. According
to Proclus, this process starts with the henads and, through mediation of the
intellects and souls, extends to bodies. Analogous to this, for Berthold, drawing
on Dionysius and Proclus, the deification of man begins with the union of the
“one in us” with the divine One. Because of the connection of the “one in us”

47  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 19, p. 29, 1. 785-786; Prol. 21, p. 34, 1. 968—973.

48 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 17, p. 26, 1. 683-684.

49  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 20, p. 33, 1. 939—p. 34, I. 967.

50  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 6, p.13, 1. 279—280.

51 Flasch, “Einleitung’, p. xxxii: “Mit der Formel ‘in ordine providentiae naturalis’ hielt
Berthold im Laufe seiner Untersuchung den immanent-philosophischen Charakter der
Theorien des Proklos und seiner, Bertholds, Auslegung fest.”

52 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 129A, p. 176, 1. 94-p. 177, 1. 130.
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with the human intellect, which in turn is connected with the soul, deification
finally reaches the body.>2 Berthold thus expresses the result:

Et sic participatio divinitatis transit per omnia media usque ad deifica-
tionem corporis. Et sic, ut dicit Bernardus, totus homo perget in Deum et
deinceps adhaerens ei unus cum eo spiritus erit <1 Cor. 6:16>. ‘Quomodo
stilla aquae modica multo infusa vino deficere a se tota videtur, dum
et saporem vini induit et colorem’, ‘sic omnem tunc in sanctis (scilicet
quando quasi ebrii ab ubertate domus Domini <Ps. 35(36):9> quodam-
modo obliti sui ipsorum fuerint) humanam affectionem quodam inef-
fabili modo necesse erit a semet ipsa liquescere atque in Dei penitus
transfundi voluntatem. Alioquin, quomodo erit Deus omnia in omnibus
<I Cor. 15: 28>, si in homine de homine quidquam supererit? Manebit
quidem substantia, sed in alia forma, alia gloria aliaque potentia’. Haec
Bernardus. Sic enim implebitur homo ‘in omnem plenitudinem Def’
<Eph. 319>.54

Eugenio Massa comments on this important passage:

53
54

55

A faint sense of the Bible is enough to recognize an echo of the eschatol-
ogy of St. Paul: ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus. [ ...] In other words, up to the
first part of section B, the Expositio filters Neoplatonism into a Christian
ethical and soteriological context. Patristic tradition illuminates the
watermark that appears for Berthold on the page of Proclus: the breath of
a living and experiential theory breathes in an archaeological park. Even
for the Dominican philosopher, in the garden of the archetypes burns the
pure love of St. Bernard: et sic, ut dicit Bernhardus, ‘totus homo perget in
Deum ...’ [...].55

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 129B, p. 178, 1. 155-p. 179, 1. 186.

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 129B, p. 179, 1. 187-197 (“And thus the participation in
deity reaches through all levels down to the deification of the body. And thus, as Bernard
says, the whole human being advances to God and finally, attached to him, becomes one
spirit with him <1 Cor 6:16>. ‘As a small drop of water, when poured into much wine,
seems to pass away completely when it takes on the taste and colour of the wine’, ‘so in the
case of the saints every human aspiration is necessarily inexpressibly liquefied by itself
and poured entirely into the will of God (that is, when drunk of the riches of the Lord’s
house <Ps. 35(36):9> they have in some way forgotten themselves). For how else could
God be all in all <1 Cor. 15:28>, if there were anything left in man of man? Of course the
substance remains, but in a different form, in another glory and in another power. This is
what Bernard says. For in this way man is filled with all the fullness of God <Eph. 3:19>.”).
E. Massa, “La deificazione nel commento di Bertoldo di Moosburg a Proclo, Elementatio
theologica, 129. Edizione del testo e prime analisi’, in R. Lievens, E. Van Mingroot,
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Another place where the Expositio expresses a connection between the uni-
tive knowledge of God and the Resurrection can be found in the commen-
tary on Proposition 185. Berthold presents here a quotation from On the Divine
Names. According to Dionysius, having become immortal we will receive a
Christ-like form and will always be with the Lord (1 Thessalonians 4:17). We
will see him like the apostles at the Transfiguration on the mountain and par-
ticipate in his radiance in an incomprehensible union. According to Luke 20:56
we will then be sons of God and sons of the Resurrection.>¢

A very important section for the Expositio is the commentary on
Proposition 202, in which Berthold gives a detailed commentary on the subject
of contemplation. Quite naturally, he bases his statements on the Christian
distinction contemplatio in via — contemplatio in patria. At the end of his dis-
cussion, Berthold says that the human soul does not always recognize real-
ity because its essentia intellectualis, that is, its intellectus agens, is not always
united to the soul as its form. But then Berthold explains:

[...] tamen dono Dei aliquando etiam in hac mortali vita, non iam suo
intellectuali, sed etiam suo uniali seu uno altitudine contemplationis
elevantur in visionem non solum deorum, quos posuit prime Deus suum
latibulum <Ps. 17(18):12>, sed etiam eius, qui est Deus magnus dominus
et rex magnus super omnes deos <Ps. 95(96):3>. Sed post hanc vitam
bene meritae animae Dei gratia (scilicet lumine gloriae) habebunt sibi
proprios intellectus formaliter unitos, et sic complebitur eorum visio

W. Verbeke (eds), Pascua Mediaevalia. Studies voor Prof. Dr. M. De Smet (Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1983), p. 550: “Un fioco senso della Bibbia basta a ravvisarvi una remi-
niscenza della escatologia paolina: ‘ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus. [...] In altre parole,
fino alla prima parte della sezione B, I'Expositio filtra il neoplatonismo in un contesto
etico e soteriologico cristiano. La tradizione patristica illumina la filigrana che traspare
a Bertoldo dalla pagina di Proclo: il soffio d'una teoria viva ed esperimentale alita in un
parco archeologico. Anche per il filosofo domenicano, nel giardino degli architipi arde
P'amor puro di s. Bernardo: ‘et sic, ut dicit Bernhardus, totus homo pergetin Deum ..." [...]."
56  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 185H, p. 25, l. 356—365: Hae enim secundum Dionysium,
immo nos toti, 1 cap. De divinis nominibus, ‘tunc, quando incorruptibiles et immortals eri-
mus, christiformem et beatissimum consequemur finem, semper cum Domino secundum
Eloquium erimus visibili ipsius Dei apparitione in castissimis contemplationibus adimpleti,
manifestissimis circa nos splendoribus refulgente, sicut circa discipulos in illa divinissima
transformatione; intelligibili autem luminis datione ipsius impassibili et immateriali mente
participantes et super mentem unitione in ignotis et beatis immissionibus superclarorum
radiorum in diviniore imitatione supercaelestium mentium. Nam aequales erimus angelis,
ut veritas dicit Eloquiorum, et filii Dei resurrectionis filii existentes.
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beata, inquantum videbunt Deum deorum dominum facie ad faciem
<1 Cor. 13:12> specula in aeterna.5”

Not only does Berthold here quote Scripture three times, but he also speaks
quite naturally of God’s gift, of grace and merit, and — what for Dietrich of
Freiberg would be horribile dictu — of the lumen gloriae.>8

Finally, it should be mentioned that Berthold’s statements at the end of
the Expositio on the resurrected body are not the typical expressions of the
Church’s orthodox faith, even though he repeatedly quotes St. Paul. Following
Honorius (who draws on Eriugena), Berthold understands the resurrected
body as a purely spiritual substance.5?

5 Conclusion

Berthold uses biblical citations for five crucial topics for the Expositio: first, the
absolute position of the first One and Good (prime unum et prime bonum) and
its relationship to creation; second, the primordial causes; third, the Trinity;
fourth, contemplation; and, fifth, eschatology and the Resurrection. Among
these themes, the last two are particularly important, since they deal with

57  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 202F, p.188, 1. 223—231 (“Nevertheless, through a gift from
God they are sometimes also raised in this life, not only with their intellectual principle,
but also with their unifying principle, or with their one, through the height of contem-
plation, not only to the vision of the gods, which the first God has made his hiding place
<Ps.17(18):12>, but also to the vision of him who is God, the great Lord and the great King
over all gods <Ps. 95(96):3>. But after this life the meritorious souls by the grace of God
(namely by the light of glory) will possess their own intellects as formally united to them,
and so their blissful vision will be completed insofar as they will see the God of gods and
the Lord face to face <1 Cor. 13:12>, [the souls] being mirrors for all eternity.”). I translate
intellectuale with “intellectual principle” and uniale with “unifying principle’, for it seems
that for Berthold the uniale is much more than just a power or a faculty. He understands it
as the core of man’s being. My translation of the difficult phrase specula in aeterna inter-
prets specula as a nominative plural of speculum. Specula would then be in apposition to
animae. In aeterna I interpret as a temporal determination. Another possible translation
is: “from the eternal height”. According to this translation we would assume a “poetical”
word order, in which the preposition in and the adjective aeterna refer to the ablative
singular specula (watchtower or height).

58 Berthold’s notion of lumen gloriae, however, is not clear. For Dietrich’s rejection of the
concept of lumen gloriae see Dietrich of Freiberg, De visione beatifica, ed. B. Mojsisch,
Opera omnia, vol. 1. Schriften zur Intellekttheorie (Hamburg: Meiner, 1977), 3.2.3, p. 72,
L. 40-p. 73,1 64.

59  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 196F, p. 128, 1. 171-177; p. 129, 1. 223-p. 130, 1. 245; 210C,
p- 249, l. 83-103; 210E, p. 252, |. 185—p. 253, 1. 227.
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the perfection of man, which for Berthold is the ultimate goal of the whole
Elementatio theologica and therefore also of his Expositio. After examining
many of these citations, we can now answer our initial question about how
Berthold uses the Bible. It is apparent that he does not merely use the Bible
as superfluous decoration. Instead, his biblical citations fulfil various impor-
tant functions depending on the context. In some places Berthold uses them
as authorities or even as evidence on which a further thought is based. By this
usage, Berthold shows the concordance of Proclean philosophy and Scriptural
revelation. Several times this opens up a new meaning for the biblical passage
itself. However, we also find in Berthold the integration of statements from
Proclus into the coordinate system of revelation. His biblical quotations often
contribute new points of view and contents that are not found in the text of
Proclus. For example, the one God is presented as Father and as Lord Jesus
Christ. Furthermore, the eschatological vision of God is conceived in personal
categories as a face-to-face vision, that is, not only as a vision of cosmologi-
cal structures, but above all as the vision of God’s face. In the context of the
passages in which Berthold quotes the Bible, it is also noticeable how often
he brings up Christian concepts and contents such as in patria, fides, meri-
tum, gratia, donum Dei, lumen gloriae and resurrectio. While citing the Bible,
Berthold sometimes also refers to dogmatic concepts and doctrines.
Incidentally, the determining influence of Christian doctrine is even more
evident in other passages in which there are no quotations from the Bible.
Thus Berthold explains in the commentary on Proposition 106 that a certain
theory applies even if the movement of heaven and time are not eternal and
then adds: ut veritas est fidei Christianae.5®© When Proclus explicitly denies in
Proposition 28 that a producer and its product can be equal in their power,
Berthold contradicts this in his commentary, speaking in detail about the
Trinity, where there is precisely such equality.5! Without explicit reference to
the faith, but in keeping with it, Berthold also rejects the Proclean ideas of the
eternal descent and ascent of human souls62 and the transmigration of souls.53
In the commentary on Proposition 204, Berthold reaches a determination on
the question of human animation with a quotation from Thomas Aquinas.54
Aquinas there argues for the creation of the soul at the very moment of its

60 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 106B, p. 241, 1. 34.

61 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 28A, p. 173, 1. 77-81; 28B, p. 174, 1. 123—p. 175, 1. 141; 28D,
p- 176, L. 171-173.

62 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 206F, p. 223, 1. 262—268.

63 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 199E, p. 160, 1. 300—p. 161, 1. 321.

64  Unlike Dietrich, Berthold does not avoid naming Thomas Aquinas. This is probably due
to the canonization of Thomas Aquinas in 1323. Accordingly, Berthold calls him Sanctus
Thomas.
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infusion into the body and names traducianism and the pre-existence of the soul
as condemned heresies.%5 In addition, in the commentary on Proposition 154,
Berthold gives a quotation from Dionysius that alludes to the sacrament of
the Eucharist.56

Taken together, this indicates that we cannot consider an equal coexis-
tence of pagan wisdom and the Christian concept of revelation in Berthold’s
Expositio. Instead, Berthold establishes a synthesis of pagan and Christian
wisdom. This synthesis is formed under the clear auspices of Christian doc-
trine. It is in this sense that the 73 Biblical citations in the Prologus should
be understood, for they indicate from the very beginning the auspices under
which everything else is to be found. Thus, far from being merely a literal com-
mentary on a philosophical text, the Expositio is in fact a Christian interpreta-
tion of Proclean thought.

Finally, I would like to say something very briefly about the distinc-
tion between providentia naturalis and providentia voluntaria in Berthold’s
Expositio. It has often been claimed, for example by Kurt Flasch, that Berthold
understood (Proclean) philosophy as an area of providentia naturalis and
Christian theology as an area of providentia voluntaria.6” But this is inaccu-
rate, because Berthold knows very well that Proclus in his Opuscula deals with
providentia voluntaria, as the following text shows (important words in bold):

Ista sunt invisibilia Dei transitive accepta, de quibus in ista elemen-
tatione theologica subtilissime pertractatur, quantum pertinet ad
providentiam naturalem. Sunt praeterea invisibilia Dei providentiae
voluntariae, puta angeli, qui, ut dicit Proclus De malorum existentia
3 cap., sunt ‘genus interpretativum deorum continuum existens dis’.68

65 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 204A, p. 203, 1. 100-116.

66  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 154A, p. 159, 1. 34-44.

67  Flasch, “Einleitung’, p. xiv and p. xxxii. This assessment seems to be confirmed by the
following lines in Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 5B, p. 116, 1. 104—112: Sed dices, quod
Dionysius loquitur ut theologus, qui solum considerat processum rerum a Deo secundum
ordinem providentiae voluntariae, et ideo aliter est de processu rerum a Deo secundum
ordinem providentiae naturalis, ubi proceditur ab uno in multitudinem ordinate, de quo
loquuntur philosophi theologizantes sive theologi philosophantes. Quare, ut videtur, adhuc
manet eorum principium inconcussum, scilicet quod ab uno solo singulariter existenti non
debeat procedere nisi unum, et idem eodem modo manens semper natum est facere idem.
Igitur positio Peripateticorum videtur adhuc esse firma. However, it should be noted that
Berthold is here presenting the objection (Sed dices) of an imaginary opponent, who sup-
ports the opinion of the Peripatetics (!). Moreover, the solution of this objection shows
that the positio Platonicae philosophiae (p. 116, 1. 130) falls into line with Dionysius.

68  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Prol. 5-6, p. 13, 1. 264—269 (“These are the invisible reali-
ties of God taken transitively, about which this Elementatio theologica deals with in a
very subtle way, as far as it belongs to the providentia naturalis. There are also invisible
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Berthold also never claims in his Expositio that he only wants to talk about
the area of providentia naturalis and not also about providentia voluntaria.
Rather, in the prologue he merely excludes the angels, about whom Proclus
also wrote in his Opuscula, as a topic for his Expositio. What Berthold really
says is this (important words in bold):

Et quia totus iste liber tractat de rerum divinarum universitate secun-
dum processum eius a summo bono et regressum in ipsum, et hoc secun-
dum dispositionem et proprios modos earum inditos ipsis rebus divinis
ab eo, quod est divinum principaliformiter sive secundum causam, et
hoc secundum ordinem providentiae naturalis, non iam proprie vol-
untariae, iuxta distinctionem Augustini V111 Super Genesim ad litteram,
necesse est omnia convenire, de quibus hic tractatur, in una ratione subi-
ecti, propter quam etiam ista philosophia est una scientia.®®

Thus, according to Berthold, Proclus in his book Elementatio theologica deals
only with the area of providentia naturalis.”® What is said in Proclus’ book
forms a part of philosophy and is therefore called “this philosophy” (ista phi-
losophia) by Berthold. However, Berthold admits that even in the Elementatio
theologica there are some hints and remarks on the area of providentia volun-
taria (non iam proprie voluntaria). In accordance with the Elementatio theolog-
ica, Berthold wants to write in his own Commentary mainly about the area of
providentia naturalis. In doing so, he very often and at important points brings

realities of God that belong to the providentia voluntaria, such as the angels who, as
Proclus says in the third chapter of De malorum existentia, are a ‘genus of interpreters of
the gods, which is close to the gods””).

69  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Expos. tit. 1, p. 46, 1. 319—326 (“And since this whole book
deals with the totality of the divine things according to the procession from the supreme
good and the return to it, and this according to the disposition and the proper modes,
which are given to these divine things by that which is Divine in the principal or caus-
ative way, and this according to the order of providentia naturalis, and not yet actually
according to providentia voluntaria (according to the distinction of Augustine in the
eighth book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis), therefore it is necessary that every-
thing that is dealt with here falls under one subject, which is why this philosophy is also a
single science.”). Note that Berthold here deliberately inserted the words rnon iam proprie
voluntariae into the text, which is mainly a quotation of Dietrich of Freiberg’s De subiecto
theologiae. Cf. Dietrich of Freiberg, De subiecto theologiae, ed. L. Sturlese, in Opera omnia,
vol. 3. Schriften zur Naturphilosophie und Metaphysik, eds J.-D. Cavigioli et al. (Hamburg:
Meiner, 1983), 3.5, p. 281, . 69—77.

70 See also Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 120E, p. 100, 1. 303—304: Secundum primum
actum providentiae est ordo naturalis causarum, qui in hoc volumine exprimitur | ...].
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in Christian teachings that extend or correct Proclus. However, Berthold also
wants to say something about providentia voluntaria, about which Proclus in
the Elementatio theologica, according to its purpose, is largely silent. For this
purpose he draws frequently on the Proclean Opuscula and above all, how-
ever, on Christian doctrine. And again it is Christian doctrine — whether the
Bible, the Fathers and other theologians, or dogma — that extends and cor-
rects Proclus. Through this approach Berthold neither completely separates
the areas of providentia naturalis and providentia voluntaria from each other,
nor does he keep pagan philosophy and Christian theology apart.” Like the
Church Fathers and the earlier Scholastics before him, in both cases Berthold
wants to integrate the two. The integration of pagan thinking into the Christian
model of thought has important consequences for the Christian theology of
revelation. As already with the Church Fathers, with Eriugena and Honorius
or with Meister Eckhart, there are influences of pagan philosophy which are
not unproblematic from the point of view of Christian theology.”? An example
with Berthold is his Eriugenistic conception of the resurrected body.

In the end, Berthold’s Expositio is, of course, not simply a work of Christian
theology. The Expositio remains principally a philosophical work. Like the
Church Fathers, however, Berthold’s philosophy is illuminated by Christian
theology. Thus, the Expositio is best understood as a Christian interpretation
of the Elementatio theologica.

71 This is also the opinion of Alain de Libera. See A. de Libera, “Philosophie et théologie
chez Albertle Grand et dans 'école dominicaine allemande”, in A. Zimmermann (ed.), Die
Kolner Universitdt im Mittelalter. Geistige Wurzeln und soziale Wirklichkeit (Berlin /| New
York: De Gruyter, 1989), p. 60: “Chez Berthold, sapientia nostra ne s'oppose plus, comme
chez Dietrich, a la scientia divina philosophorum. Cest que, de Dietrich a Berthold, les
données du probleme ont encore changé. La grande affaire de Berthold n'est plus de dis-
tinguer, voire d'opposer, théologie philosophique et théologie chrétienne, mais bien, et
plus simplement, théologie et métaphysique, science divine et science de I'étre en tant
qu'étre, platonisme et péripatétisme. D’un mot: Berthold regoit la distinction des deux
Providences: la naturelle et la volontaire; mais c'est ne plus pour y marquer la différence
entre une philosophie, quelle qu'elle soit, et une théologie eschatologique. Chaque
Providence a son porte-parole, et si 'on me passe l'expression, chacun d'eux parle laméme
langue: la Providence naturelle a Proclus, la Providence volontaire a le Pseudo-Denys;
tous deux parlent le langage du suressentiel, du Bien supréme et de 'Un.” De Libera is
right that Berthold is not interested in an opposition and separation of philosophy and
Christian theology. Yet Berthold does make a distinction between them. What is also
wrong with De Libera’s assessment is the clear assignment of providentia naturalis to
Proclus and of providentia voluntaria to Dionysius.

72 Moses Maimonides deals with similar issues in a Jewish context.
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Appendix

Legend
The first and second columns indicate the location and scriptural source of Berthold’s
biblical citations and allusions. In many cases, Berthold explicitly indicates that he is
drawing on a scriptural source, for instance by writing Ad Hebr. n, illud Mosis, Audi
Apostolum, Quod autem Scriptura dicit, sicut ipsa [sapientia] dicit, etc. An asterisk at
the end of the first column indicates citations or allusions where Berthold does not
explicitly acknowledge that he is using a biblical text.

If the third column contains the name of an author, the citation or allusion was
already found in the text that Berthold has taken over from that author. When there is
no such name, the citation or allusion is introduced by Berthold himself.

The fourth column indicates the specific way in which Berthold makes use of
the Bible.

The category “exact” means that Berthold quotes the biblical passage in its exact
wording or with very minor changes (e.g. a slight change in the word order, insertion of
words like enim, or a modification of the grammatical person of the verb).

The category “cf” (which the editors of Berthold also use in their footnotes) stands
for all biblical passages that are quoted with major changes (such as omission of words,
significant change of word order, insertion of other words). E.g. Sapientia g:15: corpus
quod corrumpitur adgravat animam (original) vs. corpus corruptibile, quod aggravat
animam (see below A., nr. 6).

The category “allusion” includes all passages in which one can no longer speak of a
quotation in the strict sense, since Berthold (or the author he uses) significantly adapts
the text of the Bible or mentions only a few words that are characteristic of the biblical
passage. A small subset of these “allusions” is formed by “vague allusions”, in which the
identified biblical passage is hardly recognizable. Both types of “allusions” are classi-
fied in the footnotes of the critical edition as “cf.".

The last category is “references”. Here Berthold only refers to a biblical passage with-

out quoting it.

A. Berthold of Moosburg 1984, vol. v1,1, Expositio. Prologus. Propositiones 1-13
1. Prol.1(5,2—4) Ad Romanos 1:19 exact

2. Prol 1(5,7-8) Ad Romanos 1:20 cf.

3. Prol 1 (6,39f) Ad Romanos 1:19 exact

4. Prol.1(6,43f) Sapientia 13:1—4 allusion
5. Prol. 1 (6,44f) Sapientia 13:5 exact

6. Prol 2 (7,56)* Sapientia 9:15 Augustinus allusion
7. Prol 2 (7,68f)* Proverbia 25:27 exact

8. Prol. 3(7,80-82) Ad Timotheum 1 1:17 exact
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28.
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31.
32.
33.
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37
38.
39.
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41.
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43.
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46.

73

Prol. 3 (8,90)
Prol. 3 (8,115)
Prol. 4 (12,218)*
Prol. 4 (12,219)*
Prol. 4 (12,220)*
Prol. 4 (12,221-223)
Prol. 4 (12,243f)*
Prol. 9 (14,308)*
Prol. 9 (14,309)
Prol. 9 (14,309)
Prol. 9 (14,311f)*
Prol. 9 (14,312)
Prol. 9 (15,315)
Prol. 9 (15,341)*
Prol. 9 (15,341f)*

10

10

10

10

10

Prol. 10 (16,349f.)*
Prol. 10 (16,355)*
Prol. 10 (16, 355f.)*
Prol. 10 (16,360f.)*
Prol. 10 (16,362)*
Prol. 10 (17,386)*
Prol. 10 (17,395)*
Prol. 10 (17,396)*
Prol. 10 (17,397f)*

Prol. 11 (18,420)*
Prol. 11 (18,421f)
Prol. 11 (18,428)

Prol. 11 (18,432)*
Prol. 11 (18,434)*

(
(
(
(
(
o
o
o
o
(
(
(
(
(
1(
1(

Prol. 11 (18,435)*
Prol. 11 (18,437f)*
Prol. 11(19,453)*
Prol. 11 (19,460)

(
Prol. 11 (19,462f.)
Prol. 11 (19,472f)
Prol. 11 (19,473)*
Prol. 11 (20,11f)*
(

Prol. 12 (20,501f.)*

Ad Colosenses 1:15
Ad Hebraeos 11:13
Psalmus 94:3
Psalmus 96:9
Psalmus 49:1

Ad Corinthios 1 8:5-6
Psalmus 49:1
Psalmus 148:4
Psalmus 148:5
Psalmus 32:9

Ad Timotheum 6:16
Psalmus 17:12
Genesis 1:2 Honorius
Sapientia 8:1
Sapientia 11:21

Ad Timotheum 6:15
Psalmus 94:3
Psalmus g6:9
Psalmus 144:13
Psalmus 148:6
Ecclesiasticus 42:16
Psalmus 144:5

Isaias 12:5

Daniel 3:56
Proverbia 9:1

Baruch 3:24-25
Psalmus 25:8

Ad Timotheum 1 6:16
Daniel 3:54

Psalmus 144:3
Proverbia g:1

Ad Psalmos 103:5
Ecclesiasticus 24:7
Iob 26:11

Psalmus 47:4
Psalmus 86:3

Ad Ephesios 2:21-22

Genesis 15:5

This citation is mentioned in the footnotes, but not in the Index.

exact
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exact
exact
exact
exact
exact
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cf.

cf.
exact
cf.

cf.
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47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
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58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73
74
75-
76.
77
78.

74

Prol. 20 (33,939-34,943)
Prol. 20 (34,944)"
Prol. 21 (34,970)*

Prol. 12 (20,502)*
Prol. 12 (21,516f.)
Prol. 13 (22,559f.)
Prol. 13 (22,561)*
Prol. 13 (22,561)*
Prol. 13 (22,564—566)
Prol. 13 (22,566)
Prol. 17 (26,683f.)*
Prol. 18 (27,735f)*
Prol. 19 (29,781-783)
Prol. 19 (29,783)
Prol. 19 (29,783f.)
Prol. 19 (29,800-802)
Prol. 19 (29,802f.)
Prol. 19 (30,804f.)
Prol. 19 (30,805f.)
Prol. 19 (30,813f.
Prol. 19 (30,822)*
Prol. 19 (31,859)*
Prol. 19 (31,868f.)
Prol. 19 (31,870f.)*
Prol. 19 (32,877f.)
Prol. 20 (33,909f.)

(

(

(

Prol. 21 (34,970f.)*
Expos. tit. E (411,63f.)
Expos. tit. L (51,489f.)*
Prop. 3B (94,77f)*
Prop. 12E (202,173f)*
Prop. 12E (202,191)*

Ecclesiasticus 43:10
Genesis 1:27
Psalmus 73:16
Sapientia 7:21
Sapientia 7:23
Psalmus 91:6-7
Psalmus g1:5

Ad Philippenses 4:7
Genesis 1:27
Ecclesiasticus 43:20
Sapientia 7:26

Ad Hebraeos 1:3
Psalmus 95:6
Psalmus 103:1-2
Psalmus 96:6
Psalmus 104:1—-2
Ieremias 32:23
Psalmus 49:11
Epistula Ioannis 1 1:5

Psalmus 4:7

Ad Corinthios 1 13:12

Genesis 1:27

Ad Romanos 1:19-20

Psalmus 41:2—5
Cantica 2:9
Ad Hebraeos 1:3

Evang. sec. loannem 1:9

Ecclesiasticus 1:5
Ad Timotheum 1 2:5
Ad Romanos 11:36
Psalmus 71:17
Epistula Iacobi 1:17
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cf.

cf.
exact
exact
exact
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exact
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exact
exact
exact
exact
exact
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exact’™
exact
cf.
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exact
allusion
allusion
exact
exact
cf.

cf.
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exact

Here the footnote in the text and the Index mistakenly refer to the Gospel of John instead

of the First Epistle of John.
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75
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Berthold of Moosburg 1986, vol. v1,2, Expositio. Propositiones 14-347°

Prop. 15F (22,262)* Ad Romanos 1:25 cf.

Prop. 16D (27,111f)*  Ad Romanos 1:25 cf.

Prop. 18B (46,98) Genesis 1:1 Honorius exact
Prop. 18C (50,244)" Epistula Iacobi 1:17 Dionysius exact
Prop. 26H (158,177f.)*  Sapientia 8:1 cf.

Prop. 30D (196,200) Evang. sec. [oannem Ioannes Scotus ~ exact
Prop. 32D (209,116) Epistula Ioannis I 3:1—2 reference
Prop. 32F (212, 223)*  Sapientia 11:21 exact

Berthold of Moosburg 2001, vol. v1,3, Expositio. Propositiones 35—65
Prop. 60D (173,98f.)*  Psalmus 94:3 exact

Berthold of Moosburg 2003, vol. v1,4, Expositio. Propositiones 66-107

Prop. 69F (23,122)* Ad Corinthios 1 8:6 Dionysius exact
Prop. 69F (23,123)* Ad Corinthios 1 12:11 Dionysius exact’®
Prop. 100l (208,171)*  Psalmus 94:3 exact

Berthold of Moosburg 2011, vol. v1,5, Expositio. Propositiones 108-135

Prop. 114A (41,28f.)*  Psalmus 94:3 Thomas of York exact
Prop. 115E (54,144)* Deuteronomium 32:4 cf.
Prop. 115E (54,146f)° Psalmus 17:12 exact
Prop. 115E (54,147)*  Ad Timotheum1 6:16 exact
Prop. 117F (72,163) Sapientia 11:21 Augustinus cf.
Prop. 117F (73,174f)  Sapientia 11:21 Augustinus exact
Prop. 118A (76,42) Evang. sec. loannem 1:3—4 Augustinus exact
Prop. 119C (84,36)* Ad Romanos 11:36 cf.
Prop. 120D (98,262f.)*  Ad Corinthios1 12:11 Honorius cf.
. Prop.122B (116,69f.)* Sapientia 8:1 exact
. Prop.123B(126,55)  Ad Romanos 11:36 Bonaventura exact
. Prop. 123K (133,278)* Sapientia 11:21 exact
. Prop. 123K (133,283)  Evang. sec.loannem 1:3 vague
allusion
Prop. 123L(134,312)  Ad Romanos 9:5 Dionysius exact
Prop. 123L (135,339)* Psalmus 17:12 exact

I could not identify the reference for Sapientia 8: indicated in the critical edition for
Prop. 32F (212, 222).

Here I omit the two parallel references (Ad Ephesios 4:6 and Ad Ephesios 4:4) indicated
by the editor for Prop. 69F (23,122) and Prop. 69F (23,123).
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Prop.
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126B
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128A
128B
129A

154,20f.)

156,77)"
157,88)
167,31£)*
168,79)*
176,114)%
177,130)"
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129A

129B (179,189)*
129B (179,191
129B (179,194
(
(

)*
)*
129B (179,197)"
131A (191,40)*

131B (191,52f)

131B (191,55-192,56)

131B (192,56)
131B (192,56f.)
132B (201,30)*

1,41)*

132C (20
133H (211,164)*
(

133H (212,183)*

155,44-46)"

Ad Romanos 11:36
Epistula Iacobi 1:17
Genesis 1:2

Genesis 1:2

Psalmus 94:3

Sapientia 11:21

Evang. sec. Lucam 16:22
Ad Corinthios 1 15:44

Ad Corinthios 1 6:16
Psalmus 35:9

Ad Corinthios 1 15:28
Ad Ephesios 3:19

Ad Romanos 1:19

Evang. sec. JToannem
1:16

Evang. sec. [oannem
1:16

Evang. sec. loannem
1:16

Ad Philippenses 2:6-11

Ad Romanos 13:1
Sapientia 11:21

Ad Romanos 11:36
Deuteronomium 32:4
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exact
exact
cf.

Honorius exact
Honorius exact
cf.
allusion
Dietrich of  cf.
Freiberg
Bernardus cf.
Bernardus cf.
Bernardus cf.
exact
Thomasof  exact
York
Thomas of  cf
York/August.
Thomas of  exact
York/August.
Thomas of  allusion
York/August.
Thomasof  exact
York/August.
exact
of 77
cf.
exact

Berthold of Moosburg 2007, vol. v1,6, Expositio. Propositiones 136—159

Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.

Here the footnote in the text and the Index refer mistakenly to Sapientia 8:20.

136E (9,178)*
140C (39,63)*
140D (40,81f)*
140D (40,88)*
140E (42,153)*
140E (42,161)*
141A (45,14)
142B (55,103)*
143F (66,217)*

Ad Romanos 11:36
Sapientia 8:1
Epistula Iacobi 1:17
Ad Romanos 11:36
Ad Corinthios 1 15:28
Ad Corinthios 1 15:28
Genesis 2:15
Sapientia 8:1

Evang. sec. loannem 1:5

Honorius
Honorius
Honorius

Honorius

Honorius

cf.
exact
exact
cf.
exact
exact’®
exact

exact

cf.

The citations are indicated twice in the footnotes, but only once in the Index for page 42.
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Berthold of Moosburg 2003, vol. v1,7, Expositio. Propositiones 160-183
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.
Prop.

Berthold of Moosburg 2014, vol. v1,8, Expositio. Propositiones 184-211
Prop.

Prop.

143K (68,291)*
143 L (70,351£)*
143 M (70,357)"
144B (75,25)"
144B (75,27f)
144B (76,32)

144B (76,40)*
144B (76,41)
144B (76,49)

144B (76,52)

144C (77,76)*
1461 (96,204)*

147A (100,16)*
147B (102,56)*
151 A (133,38)*
151A(133,39)"
151A (133,40)*
151A (133,51f.
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(
(
(
(
(
(
(

)*
151A (135,100)*

*

151B (136,132)
151B (136,137)*
152B (140,27f.)
156B (171,69)

1591 (199,311)

162E (20,142)*
162E
177D
178E
179B

—

20,151f)*

—

196,261)*
205,178)*

—~ o~

1851 (25,358)

1851 (25,361f)

Epistula Ioannis I 1:5

Sapientia 7:26

Evang. sec. Lucam 1:79

Sapientia 8:1
Sapientia 11:21

Sapientia 11:21

Ad Colosenses 1:16
Ad Colosenses 1:16
Sapientia 7:17

Sapientia 8:1

Sapientia 11:21

Epistula Ioannis 1 3:1—2

Isaias 61:10

Ad Romanos 11:36
Ad Hebraeos 1:3

Ad Corinthios1 1:24
Ad Colosenses 1:15
Epistula Iacobi 1:17
Epistula Iacobi 1:17
Ad Romanos 11:36
Ad Ephesios 3:14-15
Ad Ephesios 3:14-15
Epistula [oannis I 1:5

Sapientia 11:21

Psalmus 17:12

Ad Timotheum 1 6:16
177,133f)* Isaias 6:3

Ad Romanos 11:36

Sapientia 11:21

Ad Thessalonicenses I

417

Evang. sec Matthaeum

17:1

Ulrich of
Strassburg
Glossa ord.
Glossa ord.
Ulrich of
Strassburg
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Dionysius
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3. Prop. 1851 (25,364f.) Evang. sec. Lucam 20:36 ~ Dionysius cf.

4. Prop.190A (77,37)* Sapientia 11:21 Augustinus cf.

5. Prop. 190A (77,51£)* Sapientia 8:1 Thomas of York  cf.

6. Prop. 190A (77,53) Ecclesiastes 7:26 Thomas of York  cf.

7. Prop.196F (128,174)* Ad Romanos 5:12 Honorius cf.

8. Prop. 196F (128,183)*  Genesis 2:7 Honorius cf.

9. Prop.196F (128,186)  Genesis 2:7 Honorius cf.
10. Prop. 196F (128,193)*  Ad Corinthios 1 15:53 Honorius cf.
11. Prop. 196F (128,194)  Ad Corinthios I 15:44 Honorius cf.
12. Prop. 196F (129,207) Genesis 1:26 Gregorius Nyss.  exact
13. Prop. 196F (130,243)*  Ad Philippenses 2:7 Honorius cf.
14. Prop. 196F (130,244)*  Ad Corinthios 15:54 Honorius cf.
15. Prop. 202B (185,131f)  Evang. sec Matthaeum Dionysius allusion

17:1
16. Prop. 202B (185,135f)  Evang. sec. Lucam 20:36  Dionysius cf.
17. Prop. 202F (188,225f.)* Psalmus 17:12 cf.
18. Prop. 202F (188,226)*  Psalmus 94:3 exact
19. Prop. 202F (188,230)*  Ad Corinthios 1 13:12 cf.
20. Prop. 203A (190,22)*  Isaias 12:4 Avencebrol cf.
21. Prop. 204A (202,73) Genesis 2:27° Nemesius Emes.  cf.
22. Prop. 204A (202,74) Evang. sec. loannem 5:17 Nemesius Emes. exact
23. Prop. 208A (232,27f.)*  Ad Corinthios I 15:44 Dietrich of cf.
Freiberg
24. Prop. 210C (249, 87f)  Ad Romanos 8:21 Honorius exact
25. Prop. 210C (249,88f.) Ad Corinthios 11 5:1 Honorius exact
26. Prop. 210C (249,94) Ad Corinthios 11 4:2 Honorius exact
27. Prop. 210C (249,99f.)  Ad Corinthios 1 2:9 Honorius exact
28. Prop. 210E (252,192f)  Evang. sec. Marcum 12:25 Honorius exact
par.80

29. Prop. 210M (255,320)* Ad Romanos 8:19 Honorius cf.
30. Prop. 211A (259,43)* Ad Romanos 11:36 cf.

79  Here I omit the two parallel references from the book Exodus indicated by the editor.
80  HereIomit the two parallel references from the Synoptic Gospels indicated by the editor.
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CHAPTER 2

Avicebron (Solomon Ibn Gabirol) and Berthold of
Moosburg on Essential Causality

Alessandra Beccarisi
Universita del Salento

Asiswell known, the theory of essential causality plays a central role in Berthold
of Moosburg’s commentary on Proclus’ Elementatio theologica. Scholars have
reconstructed its doctrinal genesis, seeing the dependencies on Albert the
Great, Ulrich of Strassburg, and above all Dietrich of Freiberg.! In the result-
ing picture, however, one piece is missing, which deserves to be considered,
namely, the contribution of Avicebron’s Fons vitae to the elaboration of the
theory of essential causality. It is a contribution which, in quality and quan-
tity, has no precedent amongst the philosophers traditionally considered to be
Berthold of Moosburg’s main sources and this influence, for reasons that will
become clear shortly, can be considered unique to the Dominican philosopher.

It is Berthold who emphasizes the centrality of Avicebron, who not only
appears among the philosophi famosi listed at the beginning of the com-
mentary, but also three times in the Tabula contentorum? that Berthold

1 E. King, Supersapientia. A Study of the Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli of
Berthold von Moosburg, PhD diss. (University of Cambridge, 2016); M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese,
“A propos du néoplatonisme d’Albert le Grand: Aventures et mésaventures de quelques
textes d’Albert dans le Commentaire sur Proclus de Berthold de Moosburg’, in Archives de
Philosophie 43(1980), p. 635-654; I. Zavattero, “Berthold of Moosburg”, in H. Lagerlund (ed.),
Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy (Dordrecht: Springer, 2o11); A. de Libera, “Résumés des
conférences’, in Ecole Pratique des Hautes Ftudes — Section des sciences religieuses. Annuaire
94(1985-1986), 1985, p. 499-519. I would like warmly thank Katie Reid for correcting this text
and Evan King for his precious suggestions.

2 The Tabula contentorum in Expositione super Elementationem theologicam Procli is an index
of 580 entries arranged in alphabetical order from Abditum mentis up to Zoegena. It is pre-
served in two 15th-century codices, copied a few years apart in the Cologne area. The sub-
stantial agreement of the two codices in their structural elements makes it certain that the
structure of the Tabula was already defined in their common exemplar and therefore comes
from Berthold’s project. A first edition of the Tabula was published by A. Beccarisi, Berthold
of Moosburg, Tabula contentorum in Expositione super Elementationem theologicam Procli, ed.
A. Beccarisi (Pisa: Scuola Normale Superiore, 2000). The critical edition of the Elementatio
theologica Procli is now complete: Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem
theologicam Procli, 8 vols. (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984—2014).
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adds to his work. The name of Avicebron appears under the letter A as
follows:?

AVENCEBROL

Liber Fons vite frequenter allegatur

De unitione secundum eum 4 (A). Item condiciones unius.
Condiciones derivantis esse aliis secundum eundem 18.

AvicuLA
199 Quod sicut avicula in aere et navicula in mari sic terra in universo
secundum Avencebrol libro Fons vite.

The contribution of Avicebron in Prop. 18 is indeed remarkable for bet-
ter defining the characteristics and conditions of what gives being to lower
entities, a topic explicitly linked to that of essential causality (“De primo sci-
endum quod derivans esse aliis quodcumque, quod etiam necessario est causa
essentialis [ ...]”).# Berthold deals specifically with this doctrine in Prop. 172, as
declared programmatically in the Tabula.5

Causa

[...] Cause essentialis triplex condicio 172. Triplex effectum prehabitio.
Quod omnis intellectus in actu habet rationem cause essentialis. Cause
efficientes sunt in triplici differentia.

CAUSA ESSENTIALIS
De hac et eius multiplici condicione 172.

It is not surprising, therefore, that in Prop. 172 one also finds an extensive use of
Avicebron’s Fons vitae which Berthold quotes next to Dietrich’s De cognitione
entium separatorum.® In my view, it is significant that, among Dietrich’s many
works, Berthold chooses the De cognitione entium separatorum to explain this
point. As is well known, this is a late work, which can be considered a summa

Berthold of Moosburg, Tabula, p. 23, 507-515.
Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 18D, p. 52, 1. 291—292.
Berthold of Moosburg, Tabula, p. 31, 1. 100—-p. 32, 1. 106.

[op RN, BNE SN EN)

Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitionum entium separatorum et maxime animarum separatarum,
ed. H. Steffan, in Dietrich of Freiberg, Schriften zur Naturphilosophie und Metaphysik, eds
J.-D. Cavigioli et al. (Hamburg: Meiner, 1983), p. 151-260.
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of Dietrich’s theory of essential causality.” It is a work, however, which does
not emphasize the agent intellect as an essential cause and in which Dietrich
is somewhat cautious about the existence of celestial souls.

It is also important to note that in none of these contexts is Avicebron’s con-
tribution transmitted to Berthold through Thomas of York’s Sapientiale, which
also uses the Fons vitae extensively.®

In order to understand how Berthold combines Dietrich’s authority with
Avicebron’s on the question of essential causality, I will proceed as follows: in
the first part I will present Avicebron’s doctrine on the relationship between
God and creatures, and then move on in the second section to describe the
essential points of Dietrich’s De cognitione entium separatorum. Finally, in
the third part I will present the synthesis offered by Berthold of Moosburg,
focusing on his commentary on Propositions 18 and 172 of Proclus’ Elementatio
theologica.

My aim is to show the consonance between the metaphysics of fluxus devel-
oped by Avicebron based on the overflowing of forms, and the doctrine of
essential causality theorised by Dietrich of Freiberg.

1 Avicebron on the Notions of fluxus and Will

In the medieval Latin West, the name Avicebron was not known before the
middle of the 12th century. Around 1150, in Toledo, Dominicus Gundissalinus
and Johannes Hispanus translated the Fonsvitae into Latin from an Arabic orig-
inal that is now lost.? Avicebron or Avencebrol, as he was known to Christian
authors, is the author of a philosophical summa in five books, published at

7 K. Flasch, “Einleitung’, in Dietrich of Freiberg, Schriften zur Naturphilosophie und Metaphysik,
p. XV—XXXI, in particular p. xxvT; T. Suarez-Nani, “Substances séparées, intelligences et anges
chez Thierry de Freiberg”, in K.-H. Kandler, B. Mojsisch, F.-B. Stammkaotter (eds), Dietrich von
Freiberg. Neue Perspektiven seiner Philosophie, Theologie und Naturwissenschaft (Amsterdam:
Griiner, 1999), p. 49—67, in particular p. 52-57; B. Mojsisch, “Causa essentialis bei Dietrich
von Freiberg und Meister Eckhart’, in K. Flasch (ed.), Von Meister Dietrich zu Meister Eckhart
(Hamburg: Meiner 1984), p. 106-114.

8 Thanks to the excellent work of Fiorella Retucci, who in a recent article highlighted Berthold’s
considerable debts to the Sapientiale, it is possible “to isolate” the original interventions of
the Dominican. Cf. F. Retucci, “Magister Thomas Anglicus minor: Tommaso di York fonte della
Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli”, in Quaderni di Noctua 5(2020), p. 1-41.

9 S. Pessin, Solomon Ibn Gabirol (Avicebron), in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy https://
plato.stanford.edu/entries/ibn-gabirol/. [accessed October 26, 2020]


https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ibn-gabirol/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ibn-gabirol/

62 BECCARISI

the end of the 19th century by Clemens Baeumker.!? This work is a dialogue
between a teacher and a pupil, aiming to teach the way human beings can real-
ize their nature and fulfil their purpose, i.e. achieve their happiness. The aim of
a human being, as it emerges at the end of the fifth book, is to know the exter-
nal world and, going back from the most “contracted” determinations to the
simplest, to bring the human back to the unity of its origin, which is the source
of life. Studying the essence of simple substances, the disciple is led into the
amoenitatibus floridis" of the intelligible reality, and therefore has a chance to
rise from the visible to the invisible, from the composite to the simple, from the
effect to the cause.

Even if the Fons vitae completely lacks explicit quotations (with the excep-
tion of those linked to Sacred Scripture), scholars now agree that it is a gran-
diose synthesis, attempting to harmonize Neoplatonic metaphysics with
the creationist belief common to Jews, Christians, and Muslims.!? In Latin
Scholasticism, Avicebron’s thought was often reduced to a few key issues: the
hylomorphic conception of the totality of reality, the doctrine of the plural-
ity of substantial forms, the existence of rationes seminales in matter, and the
question of intelligible matter. There are, however, two important exceptions:
Thomas of York, who in his Sapientiale abundantly cites the Fons vitae, and
Berthold of Moosburg. Berthold’s magnum opus is perhaps the most Gabirolean
of all scholastic works.!3 In his commentary on Proclus’ Elementatio theologica,
not only does Berthold show that he knows the Fons vitae firsthand, but also
that he greatly appreciates Avicebron’s synthesis, which stands in sharp con-
trast to the absolutely negative attitude of Albert the Great.!* In this respect,
Berthold follows in the footsteps of Meister Eckhart, who also shows great

10  Avicebron (Ibn Gabirol), Fons vitae. Translationem ex Arabico in Latinum, ed. C. Baeumker
(Miinster: Aschendorff, 1892-1895).

11 Avicebron, Fons vitae, lib. v, c. 57, p. 205, 1. 8.

12 B. McGinn, “Sapientia Judaeorum: the Role of Jewish Philosophers in Some Scholastic
Thinkers”, in RJ. Bast, A.C. Gow (eds), Continuity and Change. The Harvest of Late
Medieval and Reformation History (Leiden: Brill, 2000), p. 206228, in particular p. 221-
225; M. Benedetto, Saggio introduttivo, in Avicebron, Fonte della vita, ed. M. Benedetto
(Milano: Bompiani, 2007), p. 11-197, in particular p. 29-68; N. Bray, “Eckhart e la riforma
filosofica dell'umilta cristiana’, in Giornale critico della filosofia italiana, forthcoming. I
would like to thank her for having made unpublished materials available to me.

13 McGinn, “Sapientia iudeorum”, p. 226; Benedetto, Saggio, p. 193—197; King, Supersapientia,
p-189.

14  Bray, “Magis videtur fuisse Stoicus. La ricezione di Avicebron in Alberto il Grande”, in
A. Beccarisi, A. Palazzo (eds), Flumen Sapientiae, Studi sul pensiero medievale (Roma:
Aracne Editrice, 2019), p. 69-87; McGinn, “Sapientia iudeorum’, p. 216—217; Benedetto,
Saggio, p. 173-175.
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interest in Avicebron.!> Among the many themes that attract Berthold’s atten-
tion, two in particular are considered relevant, so much so that they are men-
tioned in his Tabula: the theme of the derivation of entities from others and
the associated theme of essential causality. In the first case, Berthold uses the
concepts of largitas and desiderium, in the second that of the flow of radii et
vires from the simple substances. Let us look at these in detail, before moving
onto Berthold’s use of them.

Avicebron conceives of God in tripartite terms: as First Essence (which is
inaccessible), Will (understood as an intermediary between God and Creation,
but also as the productive aspect of God) and active and manifest Wisdom.
In this way we can know God only through the manifestation of his Will and
Wisdom in the ordained structure of entities in the universe (that is, through
the things he does and sustains, and in particular, through the wisdom revealed
by them). These entities are called by Avicebron simplices substantiae, by which
he means the Neoplatonic Universal Intellect and the Soul (or Souls). These
simple substances (exemplified in the simple substance of the Intellect, that
is the highest created manifestation of God’s creative Will and Wisdom) are
theorized as intermediaries between God and the lowest substance.!6 In this
way Avicebron takes up the Neoplatonic formula of the self-diffusive Good -
which in the Fons vitae coincides with the voluntas Dei — while preserving at
the same time God’s absolute transcendence, because, according to Avicebron,
God does not give Himself, but what He has apud se, that is, His forma univer-
salis, which is an agens necessario:

Factor primus excelsus et sanctus largus est ex eo, quod habet apud se,
ideo omne, quod est ab eo, effluens est. Et quia fons esse primus largitor
est formae, quae est apud se, idcirco non est prohibens, quin effluat; et
hic fons est coercens omne, quod est, ambiens et comprehendens. Unde
necesse est, ut quaecumque substantiae sunt, sint oboedientes actioni
eius et sequentes eum in dando suas formas et largiendo suas vires,
quamdiu invenerint materiam paratam ad recipiendum haec. Fluxus

15 N. Bray, “Eckhart e la riforma filosofica dell'umilta”; A. Palazzo, “Eckhart’s Islamic and
Jewish Sources: Avicenna, Avicebron, and Averroes’, in J.M. Hackett (ed.), A Companion
to Meister Eckhart (Leiden: Brill, 2013), p. 253298, in particular p. 271-281; F. Brunner,
“Maitre Eckhart et Avicébron’, in J. Jolivet, Z. Kaluza, A. de Libera (eds), Lectionum
Varietates. Hommage a Paul Vignaux (1904-1987) (Paris: Vrin, 1991), p. 133-154, in particu-
lar p. 150; B. McGinn, “Ibn Gabirol: The Sage among the Schoolmen”, in L.E. Goodman
(ed.), Neoplatonism and Jewish Thought (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1992), p. 77-109, in par-
ticular 96-97.

16 Cf. Pessin, Solomon Ibn Gabirol (Avicebron) [accessed October 26, 2020].
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autem substantiarum intelligitur motus et desiderium earum circa dandi
actionem, in quo imitantur factorem primum. Sed sunt diversae in hoc
secundum perfectionem earum et imperfectionem, quia earum aliae
fluunt in non tempore, aliae fluunt in tempore, et proportio quarumli-
bet altiorum substantiarum ad inferiores in dando fluxum talis est, qualis
proportio primi factoris ad altiores substantias et inferiores ad influen-
dum super illas, quamvis fluxus earum in unoquoque modo est diversus.
Similiter etiam comparatio altiorum substantiarum ad factorem primum
in recipiendo ab ipso talis est, qualis est inferiorum ad altiores in reci-
piendo ab ipsis. Et omnino prima influxio, quae est complectens omnes
substantias, ipsa fecit necesse, ut aliae substantiarum influerent aliis.'”

This action, which proceeds from the first Creator through the mediation of
the Will, is transmitted to the inferior entities that wish to imitate the perfec-
tion of the first Creator. This connection of generosity and desire constitutes
the flow which, according to Avicebron, holds the whole universe together,
making it intelligible and comprehensible (Fons vitae, 111.25, p. 413). The simple
substance, which receives the universal form from the Creator, cannot imprint
on what is composite anything that is not already in its essence. Otherwise,
a created substance would create from nothing, and thus would appropriate
what is proper to the Creator. The problem, then, is to relate the multiplic-
ity and extension of sensitive forms to the purity and simplicity of that from
which they derive. Therefore, Avicebron argues, it is not the substance that
flows (because in that case we would have an identity of essence at every level
of reality, without hierarchical order); rather, only the radii et vires of the sub-
stances are communicated.

Just as the first Creator gives only what is apud se, likewise spiritual sub-
stances give to inferior realities only what is near them. As is clearly stated
in Fons vitae 111.52, this means that they do not give their essences, but their
perfections, their radii and vires:

Essentiae substantiarum simplicium non sunt defluxae, sed vires earum
et radii haec sunt, quae defluunt et effunduntur eo, quod essentiae
uniuscuiusque harum substantiarum finitae sunt et terminatae et non
extensae usque in infinitum, sed radii earum fluunt ab illis et excedunt
terminos suos et limites propter continentiam earum sub primo fluxu,
qui effluit a voluntate, scilicet prime boni, sicut lumen, quod effluit a sole
in aerem, quia hoc lumen excedit terminos solis et extenditur per aerem,

17  Avicebron, Fons vitae, lib. 111, . 13, p. 107, |. 1—p. 108, 1. 10.
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et sicut vis animalis effluit a virtute rationali, cuius sedes est cerebrum, et
in nervos et lacertos, quia haec virtus est penetrans et diffusa per omnes
partes corporis, et substantia animae in se non est diffusa neque extensa,
similiter quaelibet substantiarum simplicium extendit radium et lumen
suum et diffundit in id, quod est inferius eo, et tamen substantia in hoc
retinet ordinem suum et non excedit finem suum.®

According to Fernand Brunner,!® the emanation of creatures is as it is precisely
because it has a relationship of identity and otherness with respect to its first
Cause. All things differ from the Cause since they are not the Cause, and yet all
things are identical to the Cause because they depend on it. The first Creator
never degrades into its effect, because it never comes out of itself; insofar as it
remains in itself, it affirms itself, projecting its image (the Will) which is not
itself but which is nevertheless from itself.

Another important element involved in the process of emanation is
undoubtedly the Will, whose role is clarified especially in the fifth book of the
Fons vitae,2° but which Avicebron also mentions in previous books. The Will is
the link between God and creation, a first hypostasis of the divinity that is — at
the same time — a hypostasis external to God (but other than the Intellect)
and an aspect of the divine essence. The Will secundum essentiam coincides
with God and as God is infinite and indefinable, but secundum effectum is dif-
ferent from him, because it is made finite and accessible by his action. The
Will is responsible for the order of reality: its being fortior apud deum quam
est longius ab eo proceeds in parallel with the gradual passage from the purity
to corporeality of entities, although degradation is a function of the essence
of what receives it, that is, of the matter in which it is placed. The light of the
Will spreads everywhere with the same intensity; it is matter which then deter-
mines the greater or lesser opacity of the various substances that receive it.2!
Although Avicebron does not provide a thematic discussion of the Will of God,
the role assigned to it within Fonsvitae is far from marginal: in addition to being
the limit of human knowledge, the Will functions as a connecting element
between God and creation, transmitting to the latter what it receives from the
former. Yet this conception of the Will takes hold only to a limited extent in
Latin culture, which is attracted more than anything else by the doctrine of

18  Avicebron, Fons vitae, lib. 111, c. 52, p. 196, 1. 5—20.

19  F. Brunner, “Création et emanation. Fragment de philosophie comparée”, in F. Brunner,
Métaphysique d’Ibn Gabirol et de la tradition platonicienne (Aldershot: Ashgate / Variorum,
1997), p- 39—40-

20 Avicebron, Fons vitae, lib. v, c. 37, p. 663.

21 Benedetto, Saggio, p. 116.
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universal hylomorphism, although there are rare occasions in which the name
of Avicebron is connected with the theme of the Will. One of the exceptions is
precisely that of Berthold, as we shall see shortly.

To summarise so far: the purpose of the human being is to achieve happi-
ness, that is, to know the universe in which he is inserted as a substance. As a
substance, the human being is also subject to the law of flow, which transmits
the divine vis from the first Cause to the lower realities. This process of emana-
tion occurs thanks to the largitas of the first Creator and the desire of simple
substances to imitate the factor primus. Between God and his creation, how-
ever, there is an intermediary, the Will of God, which, while coinciding with
him, is at the same time his productive side, so to speak, and therefore other
than him. In this way, a dynamic of identity and difference is established in all
degrees of being: identity is guaranteed by the flowing of radii et vires that are
communicated by the Will to the inferior realities, and difference is guaranteed
because what flows is not the same essence, but rather the qualities of it. It is
therefore not surprising that Berthold shows great interest in Avicebron’s solu-
tion to the problem of the One and many, as we shall see in the third section of
this paper. For now, I will proceed to a quick overview of the other source used
by Berthold in connection with the concept of essential causality: the treatise
De cognitione entium separatorum by Dietrich of Freiberg.

2 Dietrich of Freiberg and Essential Causality

Much has been written about essential causality in Dietrich of Freiberg.?2 This
section will not, therefore, add anything to what has already been effectively
demonstrated. Its purpose is merely a general presentation of what Dietrich
says about essential causality in De cognitione entium separatorum. The
choice of this treatise is determined by the fact that Berthold himself in Prop.

22 B.Mojsisch, “Die Theorie des Intellekts bei Berthold von Moosburg. Zur Proklosrezeption
im Mittelalter”, in Th. Kobusch, B. Mojsisch, O. Summerell (eds), Selbst — Singularitit -
Subjektivitdt: Vom Neuplatonismus zum Deutschen Idealismus (Amsterdam: Griiner, 2002),
p- 175-184; B. Mojsisch, “Causa essentialis bei Dietrich von Freiberg und Meister Eckhart”,
in K. Flasch (ed.), Von Meister Dietrich zu Meister Eckhart (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), p. 106—
114; M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, “Filosofia della natura e filosofia dell'intelletto in Teodorico
di Freiberg e Bertoldo di Moosburg”, in K. Flasch (ed.), Von Meister Dietrich zu Meister
Eckhart (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), p. 115-127; M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, “A propos du néopla-
tonisme d’Albert le Grand: Aventures et mésaventures de quelques textes d’Albert dans le
Commentaire sur Proclus de Berthold de Moosburg’, in Archives de Philosophie 43(1980),
p- 635—654; K. Flasch, Dietrich von Freiberg. Philosophie, Theologie, Naturforschung um 1300
(Frankfurt: Klostermann, 2007), p. 201, 534.
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172 — explicitly dedicated to the theme of essential causality — extensively
quotes this treatise.

According to the schema provided by Proclus’ Elementatio theologica,
Dietrich of Freiberg states that the structure of reality is organized in four hier-
archical orders, four maneries entium. Although Dietrich addresses this issue
in many of his works, it is specifically at the beginning of De cognitione entium
separatorum that one finds a complete formulation of this structure: God
represents the summit of reality, followed by the intelligences and then the
celestial souls; then come the angels and lastly human souls. God occupies the
summit of the hierarchy of reality. He is indeed the first cause of the totality of
things by the mode of creation, and his perfection exceeds all other perfection.
God is intellect in essence; he is perfect unity and simplicity.

The second degree of being proceeds immediately from God. These are the
intelligences, purely intellectual substances or intellects by essence — because
of their proximity to the first principle, in each of them the totality of the created
universe is reflected and shines forth. Each intelligence proceeds from another
through a mode of essential causality conferred upon it by God, but is a mode
of production inferior to creation, for it presupposes the creative activity of
the first principle. Dietrich makes an important remark regarding these intel-
lectual substances; their existence is posited in relation to the order of nature
and according to the opinion of the philosophers, which can be accepted or
rejected as long as the existence of such substances is not enshrined in Sacred
Scripture, where no mention is made of them (“[...] si admittatur positio phi-
losophorum eo, quod Scriptura sancta de eis non loquitur [...]").23

The same consideration also applies to the third degree of realities posited
by the philosophers in the order of nature, the celestial souls (“Ex his tertio
loco secundum philosophos procedunt quaedam substantiae intellectuales,
quas animas caelorum dicunt”).2* Just like the intelligences, celestial souls are
purely intellectual substances, that is to say, intellects by essence, but of a per-
fection inferior to those that precede them: firstly, because they are produced
by the intelligences and therefore do not proceed directly from the first prin-
ciple, and secondly, because they are ordered to bodies, that is to say, to the
celestial bodies whose act and form they are. At the fourth level of the hierar-
chy are the angels: although they are purely immaterial realities, the angels are
spiritual substances and are no longer intellectus per essentiam. In Dietrich’s
conception this means that angels are not pure and simple essences, because

23 Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 11-3, p. 168, 1. 34-51.
24  Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 1.4, p. 168, 1. 52—p. 169, 1. 63.
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their faculties and operations differ from their substances: therefore, angels
are composed, individualized realities, and their action is no longer essential.

Finally, in the fifth and last degree, there are human souls, whether they
are considered according to their union with the body that they animate or
according to their separation from it. As with angels, so also with human souls,
but to a still greater extent, their faculties and operations differ from their sub-
stances. The criterion of this hierarchy is action through a thing’s own essence
and therefore the exercise of an essential causality. Only this kind of causal-
ity is capable of ensuring continuity between the different levels of reality, in
order to guarantee its homogeneity and unity. But what is an essential cause?
First of all, according to Dietrich, the essential cause contains in itself more
eminently its caused and the being of its effect (“necessarium est ipsam habere
causatum suum et esse causatum suum nobiliore et eminentiore et perfectiore
modo, quam ipsum causatum sit in se ipso secundum propriam naturam”).?
He then enumerates five properties that are required for a cause to be defined
as essential: it must be 1) substantia, 2) substantia viva, 3) substantia viva essen-
tialiter. The life which the essential cause lives is 4) vita intellectualis and there-
fore is proper to 5) intellectus in actu per essentiam.

Dietrich clearly states that, of the five levels of reality listed above, only
three can be said to be essential causes: God, intelligences, and celestial souls
(“Et ista quinque conveniunt substantiis separatis, scilicet Deo et intelligen-
tiis et his, quasi animas caelorum vocant”).26 Three elements should be kept
in mind. Firstly, according to Dietrich, God and celestial souls are essential
causes. Secondly, throughout the treatise, Dietrich keeps a prudent distance
from the vexata quaestio of the animation of the heavens. He presents it as an
idea of the philosophers, which can be rejected or accepted.?” Thirdly, essen-
tial causality is explained by Dietrich as an inner activity, which institutes a
homogeneous unity that communicates the divine creative activity, which is
the essential cause par excellence. In Dietrich’s universe the essential causes
are therefore necessary mediations: they exert an intermediate causality that
ensures continuity, homogeneity, order in the totality of reality and, therefore,
guarantees intelligibility. Causae essentiales exclusively concern intellects by
essence, which are the only entities free of all composition and are vivae per se.

25 Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 22.5, p. 186, . 84—9go.

26  Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 2316, p. 186, 1. 93—p. 187, 1. 110.

27 On this topic cf. L. Sturlese, “Il De animatione caeli di Teodorico di Freiberg”, in R. Creytens,
P.Kiinzle (eds), Xenia medii aevi historiam illustrantia oblata Thomae Kaeppeli O.P. (Roma:
Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1978), p. 175—247; Suarez-Nani, Substances séparées, p. 52.
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Now, what is living is distinguished from what is not living by the fact that
living being contains its principle of motion within itself, according to which
each part moves another. In De intellectu et intellegibili Dietrich interprets this
purely experimental datum as a transfusio of one part on the other, which
causes an overflow to the outside. Thus, all overflow presupposes an inner
activity.

Sicut autem dictum est de corporibus, ita se habet de animabus seu ani-
matis, videlicet quod necessarium est inveniri in eis quoad suas partes
quandam transfusionem, qua una pars fluat in aliam, quo redundet in
extra. Quod non solum per experientiam patet tam in vivis perfectis,
videlicet in motu cordis, arteriarum, pulmonis et pectoris et ceteris tali-
bus, verum etiam in imperfectis ut in plantis et conchyliis, ut in ostreis
et ceteris talibus, non solum, inquam, hoc habetur per experientiam, sed
etiam ex propria ratione vivi inquantum vivum, quia vivum differt a non
vivo in habendo in se principium sui motus, quo una pars movet aliam.28

The essential order so described, which links the different orders of reality, is
thus the result of a model that Dietrich derives from the observations of the
structure of physical and living beings. The intellectus in actu per essentiam are
therefore entities living intellectually because of an interiorem transfusionem:

Sed hoc video inquirendum, quomodo in istis intellectibus inveniatur
aliqua interior transfusio, quo aliquid fluat in aliud, quo etiam in eis
inveniantur principia activa, et praecipue in eis, qui sunt intellectus per
essentiam semper in actu.??

This is why the rationality of the universe rests on its unity: this unity is not
that of a disordered mass but results from the links that join the different com-
ponents of the universe to each other. Essential causes are thus necessary for
the cohesion of the universe according to Dietrich’s view, and this causality
can only be exercised by intellects essentially in act, that is, by intelligences
of the Neoplatonic type. Dietrich thus identifies with Proclus and the Liber de
causis®® the One and the Good, which refers to the relationship between the

28  Dietrich of Freiberg, De intellectu et intellegibili in Dietrich of Freiberg, Schriften zur
Intellekttheorie, ed. B. Mojsisch (Hamburg: Meiner, 1977), p. 131—-210, here 1.6.1, p. 139,
1. 88-p. 140, L. 10.

29 Dietrich of Freiberg, De intellectu, 1.8.1, p. 141, 1. 46—49.

30  Cf.D.Calma, Le poids de la citation: Etude sur les sources arabes et grecques dans lceuvre de
Dietrich de Freiberg (Freiburg: Academic Press, 2011).
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origin and the originated. Being moves from the One as origin to the Good as
destination in a cycle that shows origin and destination to be identical. In all
of the levels of being mentioned above, being necessarily flows into something
outside of itself, because otherwise it would be redundant and futile in nature,
as Dietrich claims in De intellectu.3!

Dietrich’s doctrine on essential causality does however have a limit: it seems
to establish a relationship of identity and difference between the various parts
that make up the structure of the universe (the famous formula “identical
in essence, but different in being”), but in fact it does not explain how this
happens — what the process is that grounds essential causality.

Two important issues remain to be clarified: In what sense must the state-
ment “the cause contains its caused in a more eminent and noble way” be
understood? Could this not lead to an identity of the levels of being, which
would thereby nullify the hierarchical order?

3 Berthold of Moosburg on Essential Causality: Prop. 18

As recently summed up by Irene Zavattero,3? Berthold explains the structure of
the Proclean cosmos by means of “the fluxus-doctrine” of Albert the Great and
Ulrich of Strassburg.32 In order to explain how this fluxus takes place, Berthold
resorts to Dietrich of Freiberg’s theory of essential causality. As mentioned
at the beginning of this paper, however, Berthold quotes another authority
to support his interpretation of the essential cause, namely the Fons vitae of
Avicebron, whose use goes far beyond the merely doxographical. This clearly
emerges from his Tabula contentorum where, under the entry “Avencebrol’, he
recalls the theme of the bestowal of being and the ontological status of the
giver of being relative to lower realities — a theme that he explicitly connects to
essential causality. The proposition to which Berthold is referring in his Tabula

31 Dietrich of Freiberg, De intellectu, 1.10.2, p. 143, l. 6-11: Ex praemissis colligitur substantiam
illam, et hoc omnem talem, quae est intellectus per essentiam semper in actu, habere in se
virtutem principii activi, qua agit aliquid extra se in aliud. Alioquin esset frustra in natura.
Frustra enim est, quod destituitur proprio fine secundum Philosophum in II Physicorum.
Natura autem nihil agit frustra, quia, sicut non deficit in necessariis, ita non abundat in
superfluis.

32 L Zavattero, “Berthold of Moosburg’, in H. Lagerlund (ed.), Encyclopedia of Medieval
Philosophy (Dordrecht: Springer, 2011), p. 163-165.

33  Tommaso Ferro is dedicating his doctoral work to the theme of essential causality in
Ulrich of Strassburg under my supervision and that of Prof. Andreas Speer. Cf. also King,
Supersapientia, p. 155, 168-169.
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is Prop. 18, which states: “Omne derivans esse aliis ipsum prime est hoc, quod
tradit recipientibus derivationem”.3* By invoking many authorities Berthold
demonstrates in his commentary the primacy of what gives being over what
receives it. He cites Avicebron verbatim and extensively to demonstrate the
conditions (the status) of the giver of being, the necessity of simple substances
between the first cause and lower realities, and the nature of the action per-
formed by the different levels of reality on each other. Berthold interprets the
connection of each derivans esse in terms of essential causality, carried out by
simple substances, which, as we have seen, share the divine virtus with lower,
composite realities.

Berthold first enumerates the features of every derivans esse: it must be
(necessarium est) “bonum, unum, perfectum, plenum, simplex, forte sive
potens, subtile, spirituale, luminosum et quodammodo infinitus seu intermi-
nabilis essentiae”. For the first four condiciones, Berthold summons the author-
ities of Dionysius, Proclus, and Macrobius, while to describe the remaining
attributes he quotes a very long passage from the third book of the Fons vitae, in
which Avicebron provides a demonstration of the existence of the simple sub-
stances according to the action performed by these substances on each other.
We have seen, indeed, that simple substances share their forms both out of
the desire to imitate the largitas of the primary cause and from their intrinsic
constitution (nature), because the stronger and more subtle the agent is, the
more incisive and penetrating its action. Avicebron’s demonstration is based
on the observation that composed substances such as quantitas et figura do
not have the capacity to “influence” because of their weakness and coarseness.
It can be deduced, therefore, that simple substances have the capacity to com-
municate their forms precisely because they are simpler and more luminous
than composite entities. If this is true, how much subtler and stronger must be
the virtus Dei that spreads and penetrates everywhere. Berthold therefore fully
agrees with Avicebron, who believes, as we have seen in the first part, that it is
not God himself who flows, but rather, his virtus, or universal form.

This dynamic, described bottom-up as a progressive simplification of enti-
ties, implies that everything is simpler, more subtle and luminous in itself than
in the composite entities to which it is communicated. Simple substances,
therefore, accept the forms (which they then transmit to what is below) in a
purer way than they are in composite substances.

34  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 18, p. 44, 1. 2-3.
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Quinta condicio cum sequentibus patet per Avencebrol libro 111 cap. 15,
ubi dicit: “[...] Effluxio enim est ex impulsu, impulsus autem ex vi; signum
autem, quod vis et subtilitas faciunt influxum, est hoc, quod quantitas
et figura non imprimunt suum simile in obstans, cum potens fuerit reci-
pere; et hoc non est nisi propter debilitatem quantitatis et grossitudinem
eius ad penetrandum. Similiter dicendum de accidente, quia, quo fuerit
fortius, subtilius et luminosius, erit penetrabilius. Conficiemus ergo ex
his sex propositionibus hoc, scilicet quod substantiae simplices necesse
est, ut dent se ipsas et conferant suas formas. Et etiam quia hoc, quod
vires et radii, qui effluunt de corpore, sunt spirituales, signum est, quo-
niam effluere debent etiam substantiae spirituales. Et etiam quia, cum
nos invenimus substantiam corpoream prohibitam ad conferendum se
propter crassitatem quantitatis et tenebrositatem eius, et tamen quan-
titas confert umbram suam corporibus, quae opposita sunt, adeo quod,
cum invenerit corpus lucidum ut speculum, dat ei formam suam, quanto
magis necessarium est secundum hanc considerationem, ut substantia
spiritualis, quae est immunis a quantitate, sit effluens suam essentiam
et virtutem et lumen suum? ... Quanto enim fuerint subtiliores, fortiores
et meliores, tanto magis aptae sunt ad agendum et conferendum se et
sua”. Et infra: “Et cum attenderis, quod essentia substantiae simplicis non
habet finem, et attenderis vim eius, et cogitaveris penetrabilitatem eius
in rem contra positam, quae parata est recipere eam, et comparaveris
inter eam et substantiam corpoream, invenies substantiam corpoream
non potentem esse ubique et debilem ad penetrandum res, et invenies
substantiam simplicem, hoc est substantiam animae universalis, diffu-
sam per totum mundum et sustinentem illum in se propter subtilitatem
et simplicitatem suam,; et sic invenies substantiam intelligentiae univer-
salis diffusam per totum mundum et penetrantem illum. Causa autem
huius est subtilitas substantiarum ambarum et vis et lumen earum; et
propter hoc fuit substantia intelligentiae infusa et penetrans interiora
rerum. Quanto magis ergo secundum hanc considerationem debet esse
virtus Dei sancti penetrans omnia, existens in omnibus, agens in omni-
bus sine tempore!”

Ex dictis Avencebrol colligitur evidenter omne derivans esse aliis esse
simplex, forte, subtile, spirituale, luminosum et quodammodo infinitum
et interminabilis essentiae.3

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 18A, p. 45, 1. 44—p. 46, 1. 84.



AVICEBRON (SOLOMON IBN GABIROL) AND BERTHOLD OF MOOSBURG 73

From the passage from the Fons vitae, which Berthold quotes literally and
extensively, it is clear that he shares two of Avicebron’s aforementioned posi-
tions: 1) both the simple substances and the first Creator share only what is
apud se, namely, the virtus, radii and vires, and not the same essence. 2) The
activity of God and of the simple substances, however, extends throughout the
universe (penetrans omnia, existens in omnibus, agens in omnibus) due to their
subtility and simplicity, which explains the mechanics of essential causality.

Once the conditions of each derivans esse aliis have been defined, it neces-
sarily follows that it is an essential cause, as Berthold clearly states in section
18D: “De primo sciendum, quod derivans esse aliis quodcumque, quod etiam
necessario est causa essentialis [...]". As such, it spreads a univocal intention
through all its participants. But although this intention exists in the deter-
mined entity, that entity does not lose its intrinsic nature. It remains identical
in its determinations, varying only in the mode of being of the various reali-
ties that constitute the universe. This, as is well known, is the law of essential
causality formulated by Dietrich of Freiberg in the treatise De intellectu et intel-
ligibili, where he establishes a difference between the relationship of cause-
caused and that of determinable-determined. Unlike a cause in the caused
(effect), which “recedes from its proper intelligibility”:

Non sic se habent ad invicem determinabile et id, in quod fit determina-
tio, quia talia non habent se ad invicem ex additione secundum essen-
tiam, quamvis numerentur secundum esse, nec ipsum determinabile
existens in determinato recedit et cadit a sua propria ratione, sed idem et
eiusdem rationis et proprietatis per essentiam manet in tali determina-
tione, sed solum variatur secundum esse, et idem et eiusdem rationis per
essentiam manet sub diverso modo essendi.3%

Because of essential causality, every order of reality is always immediately
intelligible, in that the essence is present in the determined, which guaran-
tees the unity and intelligibility of the entire universe and, at the same time,
ensures the possibility for the human being to return, through knowledge, to
its origin.

In support of Dietrich’s position, Berthold cites, once again, long passages
from the Fons vitae, in order to demonstrate the following points: intellectual
apprehension occurs by similarity, and every derivans esse aliis knows the spiri-
tuality of things (their essence); every derivans esse aliis has knowledge of all

36 Dietrich of Freiberg, De intellectu, 111.21.3, p. 194, 1. m-117. Cf. Berthold of Moosburg,
Expositio, 18D, p. 53, l. 342—-354.
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things that derive from it, and knowledge is nothing more than the subsistence
of known forms in the knower; all forms that flow are united in that from which
they derive; everything that derives from some origin, is united in that origin.
Berthold’s elegant mosaic certainly reveals a strong affinity of the metaphysics
of fluxus developed by Avicebron, based on the overflowing of forms, with the
essential causality theorised by Dietrich of Freiberg. Compared to Dietrich’s
formulation, however, Avicebron seems to explicate more clearly the relation-
ship between identity and difference established across the various ranks of
reality, precisely because, according to Avicebron’s doctrine, what flows is not
the same essence, but rather, as we have seen, the virtus Dei and radii et vires
of simple substances, which thus avoids the theoretical possibility of “a night
in which all cows are black”.3” Berthold himself explicitly links the dialectic of
identity-difference with the doctrine of essential causality when tracing the
structure of the last part of his commentary in Prop. 18:

Circa propositum tria faciam, quia primo ponam omnis aliis esse deri-
vantis duplicem considerationem et ex hoc identitatis et diversitatis eius
ad ea, quae tradit derivationem recipientibus, rationem, secundo addam
praedictis multiplicem probationem, tertio ex praemissis ostendam pro-
positi intentionem.38

It is therefore worthwhile exploring Avicebron’s contribution to the doctrine
of the essential cause, which seems to be linked to the metaphysics of the flow,
that is, to clarify what is communicated from the first Creator to the lowest
realities. This theme is taken up in Prop. 172, to which we now turn.

4 Berthold of Moosburg on Essential Causality: Prop. 172

As previously shown, according to the intention expressed by Berthold in the
Tabula contentorum, his commentary on Prop. 172 is dedicated to the definition
of an essential cause. He skillfully interweaves large excerpts from chapters 6,
22, 23, and 24 of Dietrich’s De cognitione entium separatorum and Avicebron’s
Fonsvitae. The result is a presentation of the theory of essential causation that
is apparently faithful to Dietrich’s intentions, but in fact turns out to be an
original interpretation of it. Let us discuss this in detail.

37 Georg W.F. Hegel, Phdnomenologie des Geistes, 4,16.
38 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 18D, p. 52, 1. 287—290.
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Berthold aims at three objectives: to demonstrate that each intellectus in
actu is an essential cause, to describe its conditions, and to show that each
essential cause contains its own effects. In doing this, Berthold constructs an
argument taken from chapter 6 of De cognitione entium separatorum, in which
Dietrich intends to demonstrate that angels (one of the levels of the universe
described in section 2 of this article) are not essential causes. Dietrich states
that each active substance acts in a manner corresponding to its own nature:
therefore, some will act intellectually, others spiritually, and still others bodily.
Among these, intellectual substances are those that act more eminently than
the others because they are intellects by essence and, accordingly, their action
is their essence (intelligendo agunt). As shown in section 2, to act according to
the essence itself is the criterion that determines the hierarchical order of the
four maneries and, therefore, distinguishes, Dietrich writes, the essential cause
from the accidental cause: “est autem proprium et per se causae essentialis per
suam essentiam causare. Et in hoc distinguitur a causa accidentali”.3%

“Omnis autem substantia activa elicit suam propriam actionem modo
sibi proprio, id est secundum modum ipsius substantiae; unde aliter
exerunt suas actiones intellectualia, aliter spiritualia et aliter corpora-
lia, inter quae tria intellectualia, quae sunt intellectus per essentiam,
altissimo modo agunt, quia intelligendo agunt,” ut inferius apparebit,
et in hoc distinguuntur a cau-
sis” substantialibus, quales sunt animae caelorum cum suis corporibus,

” «

“et sic non agunt nisi per suas essentias,

et “a causis accidentalibus, sive tales sint removens prohibens sive sint
accidentales, quod vestiantur aliquibus accidentibus, quae sint sibi ratio
agendi, ut calor igni."+°

Thanks to the precise editorial work of Jeck and Tautz, it is possible to recon-
struct Berthold’s intervention in this passage. In the midst of a literal quota-
tion from Dietrich’s text, Berthold introduces a significant variation: intellects
by essence, which are essential causes, are distinguished not only from acci-
dental causes (as Dietrich remarks), but also from substantial causes, which —
Berthold explicitly states — are the celestial souls with their own bodies (“et in
hoc distinguuntur a causis’ substantialibus, quales sunt animae caelorum cum
suis corporibus”). This is a relevant statement, because according to Dietrich,
even celestial souls are essential causes. Dietrich himself makes a difference
between essential causes, substantial causes, and accidental causes (see for
example chapter 75 of De cognitione), and Berthold himself is fully aware of

39 Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 6.2, p. 172, . 88-89.
40 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 172A, p. 120, 1. 20—28.
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this (see for example his comment on Prop. 7C). But the point is that here
Berthold does not quote chapter 75 of De cognitione, although he knows it,
but the chapter in which Dietrich speaks about the status of angels. Berthold’s
intervention is clearly deliberate and, in my opinion, has only one meaning:
heavenly souls are not intellectus in actu per essentiam and consequently are
not essential causes.

As for accidental causes, Berthold adds that their manner of action is in a
sense similar to the motion or power to cause essentially, which is (following
Dietrich again) nothing other than a “flow of essential power flowing essen-
tially into something else”:

Dico autem “ratio agendi” non tantum “continuandi virtutem causae” ad

” «

“suum passum, qualia sunt accidentia
eius continuatur ad passa, puta motus et lumen, quibus mediantibus” vir-

corporis caelestis,” quibus “virtus

tus caeli continuatur inferioribus passivis; cui quasi consimilis est motus
seu “causandi virtus essentialis, qui non est nisi defluxio virtutis essentia-
lis essentialiter fluentis in aliud.”*!

At this point, Berthold attaches a long passage from Avicebron’s Fons vitae,
already quoted above in section 1, which states again that it is not the essences
that flow, but rather their rays that spread usque infinitum because of their
containment (continentia) in the first fluxus, which flows from the Will, that
is — Berthold explains — the prime bonum:

Et hoc est, quod dicit Avencebrol libro 111, cap. 52: “Essentiae substan-
tiarum simplicium non sunt defluxae, sed vires earum et radii haec sunt,
quae defluunt et effunduntur eo, quod essentiae uniuscuiusque harum
substantiarum finitae sunt et terminatae” et “non extensae usque in infi-
nitum, sed radii earum fluunt ab illis et excedunt terminos suos et lim-
ites propter continentiam earum sub primo fluxu, qui effluit a voluntate,”
scilicet prime boni, “sicut lumen, quod effluit a sole in aerem, quia hoc
lumen excedit terminos solis et extenditur per aerem.”#?

Then Berthold refers back to Dietrich’s De cognitione and lists the five char-
acteristics of an essential cause, already analysed above in section 2. Here

41 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 172A, p. 121, 1. 29—34, citing Dietrich of Freiberg, De cog-
nitione, 6.3, p. 173, 1. 98-105.

42 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 172A, p. 121, . 3541, citing Avicebron, Fons vitae, lib. 111,
c. 52, p.196, L. 5—12.
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once again he introduces a slight but important modification to the Dietrich’s
text. While Dietrich affirms that the five characteristics listed are proper (con-
veniunt) to the separate substances, i.e. God and intelligences, in addition to
heavenly souls, and, incidenter, also to the agent intellect,*3 Berthold limits the
range of the entities that merit the status of an essential cause by restricting it
to omni intellectui, and thus excluding de facto God and heavenly souls.4

As previously shown, according to Berthold, God (prime Deus) is beyond
the intellect.*> In agreement with Avicebron, Berthold argues that what is
truly knowable by human beings is rather the voluntas Dei, which he identi-
fies with Proclus’ prime bonum. Voluntas in the Fons vitae represents not only
the connection between the (unknowable) God and universe, but it is also
the last level of reality that can be known, precisely because of its effects that
are spread throughout the universe, all the way to composite realities, which
include the human being.

As argued in section 1, Avicebron interprets the activity of simple substances
(intellects) as the result of their desire to imitate the action of the primus
factor, which bestows (largitur) the forms close to it (apud se) through the
voluntas, its manifestation. This means that the factor primus is always beyond
all its manifestation and that it is the voluntas that constitutes the primary
outflowing, from which the outflow of the intelligences derives.

In the context of Berthold’s commentary, Avicebron’s theory of flux is easily
assimilated to Dionysius’ idea of the superessential Good, which is separated
from all things (ab omnibus segregatum), but also at the same time is in all
things (in omnibus).*¢ According to Dionysius, God moves out of himself to
establish his effects because of his amorous goodness (bonitas amativa). In
the same way, Berthold states in his commentary on Prop. 175, every essential
cause redounds outside itself and is in a certain sense outside itself. In this pro-
cess “every intellectual nature is elevated above nature properly speaking and
reaches the likeness of the primarily Good” (“omnis intellectualis natura eleva-
tur super naturam proprie dictam et accedit ad similitudinem prime boni”).
Amor (love) is thus an act of will, which is the perfection of every intellectual

43  Dietrich of Freiberg, De cognitione, 23.6, p. 187, l. 108-109.

44  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 172B, p. 122, . 76—77.

45  See also Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 15E, p. 55, 1. 175-177: Haec Dionysius. Ex his satis
apparet de prime Dei supersubstantialitate. Cum ergo sit superens et ens sit super vitam
et haec super intellectum per 101, patet prime Deum simpliciter esse supersubstantialem,
supervitalem et superintellectum.

46 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 175A, p. 146, 1. 17.
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nature. It follows that Berthold calls the will of the separate intelligences “the
communication of divine goodness”, which is “intrinsic to their essence”.#”

Evidently influenced by Avicebron’s theory on voluntas, Berthold empha-
sizes the role of the will in the process of emanation, deducing 1) that the
bonum desires and loves intellectually and 2) that in the communication of the
divine good, one acts neither for necessitatem coactionis nor for necessitatem
naturae, but rather for an act of freedom.*8

This assumption becomes clearer when Berthold compares two models of
emanation in 175B:*9 one attributed to Avicenna and Algazel (imitator eius),
the other to Avicebron and Plato.

According to the authority of the former, the intellectus universaliter agens
acts by actively understanding (active intelligendo), that is, by emitting lower
separate intelligences (intelligentias emittendo) as well as the various orders of
intelligences that exist within the souls and celestial bodies.

According to the authority of Avicebron and Plato, instead, the intellectus
in actu per essentiam produces entities not only by thinking (intelligendo), but
rather (sed magis) by willing (volendo).5° This means that the activity of intel-
lect derives ex intuitu voluntatis and it is therefore subjected to the superessen-
tial Will.5! As for Avicebron also for Berthold the submission of intelligences
to the first cause is the result of the desire to imitate the voluntary activity of
the divine will. For both thinkers, therefore, “the cosmic process is not a neces-
sary and impersonal flow or radiation of all things from the First Principle” (as
stated by Avicenna), but rather the outcome “of God’s creative will.”52

47  E.King, “Berthold of Moosburg on Intellect and the One of the Soul’, in Dionysius 36(2018),
p. 184-199, in particular p. 199.

48  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 175A, p. 147, 1. 33-37: Ex hoc enim duo consequuntur
ipsam voluntatem, unum in se, scilicet quod bonum proprium et eius communionem desid-
erat et amat amore intellectuali, secundum, quod in talis boni redundantis communione non
agit necessitate coactionis, sed nec proprie necessitate naturae, sed voluntatis libertate, quae
bene stat cum immutabilitatis necessitate.

49  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 175B, p. 147, . 60-p. 149, 1. 115.

50  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 175B, p. 149, 1. no—u5: Hucusque positio Avicennae.
Alii vero sunt, qui dicunt intellectum in actu per essentiam non solum ‘intelligendo, sed
magis volendo instituere ea, quae sunt. Cui positioni videtur consentire Plato in Timaeo
libro I, ubi dicit: “Voluntatem Dei originem certissimam rerum si quis ponat, recte” “consen-
tiam’, et Avencebrol libro V cap. 17, ubi dicit: “Plato consideravit, quod formae fiunt in intelli-
gentia ex intuitu voluntatis, et fiunt in anima universali ex intuitu intelligentiae universalis’
Sicut igitur simpliciter prima causa agit et creat omnia volendo, ita etiam omnis alia causa
essentialis et praecipue intellectus per essentiam in causando primo se nititur conformare.

51 Cf King, “Berthold of Moosburg”, p. 199.

52 J.A. Weisheipl, “Albertus Magnus and Universal Hylomorphism: Avicebron. A Note on
Thirteenth-Century Augustinianism’, in The Southwestern Journal of Philosophy 10/3

(1979), p. 239—260, at p. 249.
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In my view, the existence of celestial souls and bodies as essential causes is
proven by the model of Avicenna and Algazel, but not by Avicebron’s model,
which seems to be the one closest to Berthold’s intentions. This may be the rea-
son for Berthold’s significant silence on the question of heavenly souls in Prop.
172, a silence that cannot be attributed to a mere synthesis of Dietrich’s theory,
but rather to Berthold’s specific interpretation of essential causality. His clear
preference for Avicebron’s emanative model seems also to be confirmed by the
overlap between the voluntas and prime bonum, which emphasizes the role
of the Dionysian notion of bonitas amativa, to the detriment of Avicennian
intellectualism.

One can thus conclude that, combining Dietrich’s authority with that of
Avicebron, Berthold proposes his own interpretation of essential causality,
according to which only intellectus in actu per essentiam are causae essentiales.

At the same time, however, the metaphysics of the flow outlined by
Avicebron seems to diverge from what Proclus affirms in Propositions 72, 7 and
18, namely, that every intellectus in actu per essentiam presupposes the sub-
ject in which it acts and that it touches (tangit) substantially (substantialiter),
which suggests an almost ‘physical’ contact between the various hierarchical
orders.

Omnis intellectus in actu per essentiam et praesupponit subiectum
suum, in quod agit, praeelaboratum ab omnibus causalioribus se princi-
piis agentibus, per 72, et est simul cum eo et tangit ipsum substantialiter,
quia, quidquid in eo est, totum est substantia simplex intellectualis, et
per consequens similem substantiam sibi causat, cum omne agens agat
sibi simile, licet effectus deficiat in esse a sua per se causa, per 7 et 18 et
omnis talis coexistentia per essentiam sit causalis active et passive, ut
inferius apparebit.53

How can this be possible if it is not the substances that flow, but rather their rays
and forces, i.e. their qualities? To solve this apparent contradiction Berthold
turns again to the authority of Avicebron to show that, if it is true that radii et
vires are what flow, they nevertheless emanate from a substantial cause, and
thus they transmit the same substantiality from higher to lower. It can there-
fore be said, briefly, that these radii et vires of intellectus in actu per essentiam
are of the same essence as this intellect that diffuses itself intentionally. They
therefore have a connection both with the essence of the intellect from which
they come, and with the essences of the things caused, which are of the same
essence as the emanating intellect, but differ according to the mode of being,

53  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 172E, p. 124, 1. 139—46.
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as shown in the commentary to Prop. 18. This explanation, Berthold empha-
sizes, derives from the text of Avicebron, which seems therefore perfectly con-
sonant with Dietrich’s theory, even if with some correction or clarification.

5 Conclusion

Even after an analysis only of Berthold’s commentary on Propositions 18 and

172, some conclusions can be drawn:

1)  The pivotal role of the Fons vitae in Berthold’s Expositio is confirmed.
Berthold extensively quotes Avicebron at first hand and without the
mediation of Thomas of York’s Sapientiale.

2)  Without diminishing the contribution of Albert the Great and Ulrich of
Strassburg, Avicebron’s contribution is particularly significant in relation
to the theory of essential causality, as documented by Berthold’s Tabula
contentorum.

3) Berthold uses Avicebron to resolve some ambiguities in the formulation
of Dietrich’s theory of essential causality: on the one hand, to safeguard
God’s perfect transcendence and, on the other, to ensure the perfect unity
and intelligibility of the created universe.

4) Berthold restricts the status of essential cause to the intellectus in actu
per esentiam, excluding God and the celestial souls, and fully shares
Avicebron’s theory that it is radii et vires of simple substances that over-
flow and not their essences.

5) To this end Berthold associates the voluntas of the Fons vitae to the
Proclean prime bonum as the source of the flow of forms spreading
through all the universe as far as contracted and determined entities. In
this way he emphasizes the voluntary activity of God and of the intelli-
gences, to detriment of Avicennian intellectualism.

7)  Thanks to this chain of forms, the human being is able to go back from
composite substances to the first source, which however is not God him-
self, but rather the voluntas Dei.
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CHAPTER 3

Between Cologne and Oxford: Berthold of
Moosburg and Thomas of York’s Sapientiale

Fiorella Retucci
Universitiat zu Koln / Universita del Salento

1 Introduction!

Berthold of Moosburg left us a monumental commentary on the Elements
of Theology of Proclus, which represents a unique writing of medieval times.
Berthold’s commentary evolves into a philosophical odyssey, at the end of
which the human being, solely with the aid of the natural light of the intellect
(ductu luminis naturalis intellectus),? reaches his final perfection and becomes
not only blessed, but also god. Berthold realized his project concerning the
divinization of the human being by drafting a summa, a broad encyclopedia of
ancient and modern Platonism, thanks to which the metaphysical and imper-
sonal principles to which Proclus had reduced the Homeric gods acquire a
new, all-human face.

Little is known about Berthold’s biography, but there is enough to place him
and his activity in a precise historical and cultural context: Berthold was an
active member of the German Dominican order and he succeeded Eckhart as
the head of the Dominican general studium in Cologne; he was, in short, part
of the circle of thinkers who continued the philosophical tradition that was
initiated, in Cologne, by Albert the Great.

1 This paper is a reworked version of a paper published in 2019 under the title “Magister
Thomas Anglicus Minor. Tommaso di York fonte dell’Expositio di Bertoldo di Moosburg,” in
Tra antichita e modernita. Studi di storia della filosofia medievale e rinascimentale, Quaderni
di Noctua 5(2019), p. 1-41. The Appendix has been particularly revised and considerably
increased, especially thanks to the valuable suggestions of Dr. Evan King, whom I would like
to thank very much here. I am also grateful to Giovanni Lasorella, who studied the relation-
ship between Thomas and Berthold as part of his master’s thesis.

2 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prologus.
Propositiones 1-13, eds M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), Exp. tit. A,
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The preservation of the philosophical heritage of the so-called Deutsche
Dominikaner Schule® and the continuity of the Platonic tradition are both dis-
tinctive features that Berthold almost flaunts in the course of his work. It is
therefore not a coincidence that he opens his work with a detailed Tabula auc-
toritatum and declares that his Expositio is actually a compilation made on the
basis of two distinct groups of authors: the doctores ecclesiae, on the one hand,
and the philosophi famosi, on the other*

The list of the doctores ecclesiae begins with Dionysius the pseudo-
Areopagite, Augustine, Boethius, Eustratius of Nicaea, John Scotus Eriugena,
and Calcidius, and ends with six authors chronologically closer to Berthold.
The first of these six names is that of Thomas Aquinas. Thomas is followed
by — in order — Albert the Great, who founded the Dominican studium generale
of Cologne in 1248, Dietrich of Freiberg, a German Dominican active in
Cologne in the second half of the thirteenth century, and Ulrich of Strassburg,
a Dominican also linked to the studium of the preachers at Cologne. These are
all more or less well-known thinkers studied by specialists in medieval philoso-
phy. And they are, above all, Dominican authors, all in some way linked to the
studium generale of Cologne.

The penultimate name on the list is that of a Frater Arnoldus Luscus.
Berthold provides some further details about him in the course of his work:
Arnold is a Dominican (ordinis Praedicatorum) who composed a treatise De
periodis motuum et mobilium caelestium; he was a diligent observer and calcu-
lator of the movement of celestial bodies and author of a sophisticated table
on the motion of the stars, which Berthold attached to and with which he

3 Cf.M. Grabmann, “Der Einfluss Alberts des Grossen auf das mittelalterliche Geistesleben,” in
Mittelalterliches Geistesleben, vol. 2 (Miinchen: Max Hueber Verlag,1936), p. 325—-412; G.M. Lohr,
Die Kilner Dominikanerschule vom 14 bis zum 16. Jarhundert (Freiburg / Schweiz: Verl. der
Paulusdr., 1946), p. 29—42; L. Sturlese, “Albert der Grosse und die deutsche philosophische
Kultur des Mittelalters,” in Freiburger Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie 28(1981), p. 133—
147 (reprinted in: L. Sturlese, Homo divinus. Philosophische Projekte in Deutschland zwischen
Meister Eckhart und Heinrich Seuse [Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2007], p. 1-13); N. Largier, “Die
deutsche Dominikanerschule. Zur Problematik eines historiographiscen Konzepts,” in
J.A. Aertsen, A. Speer (eds), Geistesleben im 13. Jahrhundert (Berlin /| New York: De Gruyter,
2000), p. 202—213; J.A. Aersten, Medieval Philosophy as Transcendental Thought. From Philip
the Chancellor (ca. 1225) to Francisco Suarez (Leiden: Brill, 2012), p. 315-316; H. Anzulewicz,
“Albertus Magnus und seine Schiiler. Versuch einer Verhéltnisbestimmung,” in A. Speer,
Th. Jeschke (eds), Schiiler und Meister (Berlin / Boston: De Gruyter, 2016), p. 159-203, esp.
p-176-177.

4 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prologus.
Propositiones 1-13, p. 3—4.
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concluded his commentary on Proposition 198 of the Elementatio theologica.?
The historical identity of Brother Arnold is still unknown. Isabelle Draelants
suggested that he should be identified with Arnold of Saxony, a Dominican
active in Cologne, Erfurt, and Paris in the thirteenth century and author of a
well-known medieval encyclopedia entitled De floribus rerum naturalium, pre-
served in a single manuscript of the Amplonian collection in Erfurt. Further,
a work of astrological content, transmitted anonymously in a manuscript pre-
served in Basel (Universitétsbibliothek, O.v1.4), is also attributed to Arnold of
Saxony.b Thus, if the identity of Frater Arnoldus was confirmed accordingly, he
would also be a German Dominican linked to the studium generale of Cologne,
where Berthold of Moosburg was active as lector generalis.

It is therefore not without reason that scholarly interest has been focused on
these two aspects of Berthold’s commentary: the reception of the Neoplatonic
heritage and the continuity of the philosophical tradition of Albert the Great.

The last name on the list of doctores ecclesiae had not been identified
with any historical figure for a long time. Berthold does not provide any fur-
ther information about him, but provides only a rather generic name. Thus,
the editors of the text have mostly hesitated to give a face and an identity
to the Magister Thomas Anglicus Minor, who is the last authority expressly
mentioned by Berthold in the Tabula auctoritatum.

Only in 1997, Francoise Hudry found some parallel passages in Berthold’s
text and the incomplete commentary on the Liber XXIV philosophorum by the
English Franciscan Thomas of York.” However, after a careful analysis, carried
out in the context of more recent studies within the editorial project on the
Sapientiale,® Berthold’s dependence on Thomas of York proved to be much
stronger and more consequential than Hudry had indicated at the beginning.

The identification of the Sapientiale as a very important source of the
Expositio added an important volume to Berthold’s library. An interpretative

5 Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones 184
2m, ed. L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 2014), 198F, p. 147-148, 1. 151-182.

6 1. Draelants, “La transmission du De animalibus d’Aristote dans le De floribus rerum natura-
lium d’Arnoldus Saxo,” in C. Steel, G. Guldentops, P. Beullens (eds), Aristotle’s Animals in the
Middle Ages and Renaissance (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1999), p. 126-158, at p. 131-132.

7 Liberviginti quattuor philosophorum, ed. F. Hudry (Turnhout: Brepols, 1997).

8 Cf. especially F. Retucci, “Magister Thomas Anglicus Minor. Eine neue Quelle der Expositio
super Elementationem theologicam Procli Bertholds von Moosburg — das ungedruckte
Sapientiale des Franziskaners Thomas von York,” in Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super
Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prop. 136-159, ed. F. Retucci (Hamburg: Meiner, 2007),
P- XXIII-XXXIX.
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evaluation of Berthold’s reliance on Thomas of York, however, has not yet been
attempted. There are four good reasons for this: first, Berthold’s commentary
on Proclus is a monumental work, and Thomas of York’s work is even longer
and more complex; second, Berthold only tacitly copies large excerpts from
the Sapientiale, without even indicating that he is quoting from another text;
third — and this is highly important —, the text of the Sapientiale is still almost
entirely unpublished and studies devoted to the work of the English Franciscan
are very rare.

Finally, Thomas’ work was evaluated almost unanimously by scholars: the
Sapientiale fits perfectly within the Franciscan tradition, and shows very few
points of contact with the German Dominican one. This influential historio-
graphical idea was introduced by Martin Grabmann, an eminent expert of the
German Dominican school. According to him, the great historical significance
of the Sapientiale is due to the fact that it was elaborated not by a Peripatetic
but by an authentic Augustinian.® Longpré was more or less of the same opin-
ion, so much so that he defined the philosophical system of Thomas of York as
a form of “Augustinisme authentique”.1°

In an article with a rather unequivocal title (“Great Fighters against
Averroism”), published in 1930, Cristoforo Krzanic speaks of Thomas’ explicit
anti-Averroistic and anti-philosophical attitude:

Quando Tommaso di York si accinse a sintetizzare il sapere filosofico
del mondo antico nella cornice delle idee evangeliche, dovette deci-
dersi: assorbire o l'aristotelismo ellenico e arabico razionaleggiante, o
il neoplatonismo nel tradizionalismo di Sant’Agostino, di Anselmo, di
San Bernardo e dei Vittorini, che fino al secolo X111 avevano impresso le
loro idee su tutte le questioni. [...] Tommaso di York per il primo — e lo
seguirono tutti i maestri francescani — scelse, assorbi la filosofia tradizio-
nale per non toccare la santita dei dommi con l'accettare l'aristotelismo.
Tommaso fu francescano e non poteva scegliere diversamente, non
poteva preferire Aristotele ad Agostino. [...] E sempre la teologia che fa
capolino in ogni affermazione del pensiero francescano.!

9 M. Grabmann, “Die Metaphysik des Thomas von York,” in Studien zur Geschichte der
Philosophie. Festgabe zum 60. Geburtstag Clemens Baeumker (Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff,
1913), p. 181-193, at p. 191-192.

10  E.Longpré, “Fr. Thomas d’York, O.F.M. La premiére somme métaphysique du XIII® siecle,”
in Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 19(1926), p. 875-930, at p. 893.

11 C. Krzanic, “Grandi lottatori contro I'Averroismo,” in Rivista di filosofia neoscolastica
22(1930), p. 161207, at p. 167-168.
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Giulio Bonafede, in his Il pensiero francescano (published in 1952), was con-
vinced that there is no difference between Bonaventure’s philosophical sys-
tem and that of Thomas of York. Thus, Bonafede preferred to describe Thomas’
arguments by quoting Saint Bonaventure, who, in his opinion, provided clearer
expositions than his English confrére.!2

Edgar Scully also concluded that

for Thomas of York the Augustinian tradition, after Sacred Scripture
itself, is, and remains, the very embodiment of Christian wisdom to such
a degree that Aristotle, or any other philosopher, could not essentially
alter the time-honoured doctrines of Augustine, Boethius and Anselm.!3

As Scully also maintained, the doctrinal content of the Sapientiale was noth-
ing more than a re-presentation of the Augustinianism that was prevalent at
the time.*

According to the scholarly literature, Thomas of York, a radical Augustinian,
was, together with Bonaventure and Alexander of Hales, the founder of a uni-
form Franciscan tradition that was later inherited by William de la Mare, John
Peckam, Peter John Olivi, Peter of Trabibus, and Richard of Middleton.! It was
thus a tradition far away from the “deutscher Sonderweg” meticulously recon-
structed by Loris Sturlese in his history of German medieval philosophy.1¢

More than a century after its publication was first announced, the text of the
Sapientiale is only recently starting to become available in a modern edition of
an international editorial project: the third book has just been published;!” the
first is in print. Some observations about this text and the history of its

12 G.Bonafede, Il pensiero francescano nel secolo XIII (Palermo: Mori e Figli, 1952), p. 187-189.

13 E. Scully, “Thomas of York and his Use of Aristotle. An Early Moment in the History of
British Philosophy,” in Culture 20(1959), p. 420-436, at p. 422—423. Scully, however, also
acknowledged Thomas’ philosophical attitude: “His display of worldly wisdom is, on the
one hand, a continuation of the spirit of Grosseteste, who was engaged in the work of
translating and commenting on Aristotle, and whose study of Arabic treatises in optics
helped to engender and promote his metaphysics of light, all in support of Divinely
revealed truth. On the other hand, it is in marked contrast to the attitude of some of his
Franciscan successors on the continent, who, like John Peter Olivy, tend to disparage the
role of philosophy in the conduct of Christian thought.”

14  Scully, “Thomas of York,” p. 436.

15  Krzanic, “Grandi lottatori,” p. 164.

16 L. Sturlese, Die deutsche Philosophie im Mittelalter. Von Bonifatius bis zu Albert dem Grofen
(784-1280) (Miinchen: Beck, 1993), p. 388.

17  Cf Thomas of York, Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 120, ed. A. Punzi (Firenze: siSMEL-Edizioni
del Galluzzo, 2020).
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reception in the work of the Dominican from Moosburg can therefore begin to
be made on the basis of textual evidence.

The aim of this study is to provide an initial tool for analyzing the relation-
ship between the German Dominican and the English Franciscan, while being
aware that the list of citations in the Appendix is only a starting point for future
research. I hope that the laborious work of philology may encourage the work
of the history of philosophy to answer some questions that still remain. Why
does Berthold of Moosburg, a Dominican from the Teutonian Province who
grew up at the school of Albert the Great in Cologne, constantly and literally
refer to the work of Thomas of York, an English Franciscan active in Oxford in
the mid-13th century? What makes the Sapientiale so interesting in the eyes of
the Dominican of Moosburg?

In my opinion, the Sapientiale and the Expositio converge on two points:
first, the attempt to recover the classical and ancient heritage, aimed at found-
ing self-sufficient philosophical wisdom and, second, the emphasis on the con-
tinuity of the Platonic tradition.

2 The Revival of the Philosophical Heritage

Written between 1250 and 1260, the Sapientiale is a complete treatise on meta-
physics, which Martin Grabmann had already recognized in 1913 as “die einzige
grofie Darstellung des Systems der Metaphysik aus der Arader Hochscholastik”.!8

The work is composed of three parts of different length. The subjects of the
individual parts are theology, ontology, and a special part of metaphysics con-
cerning the world and the soul. Thomas never explicitly uses the expressions
metaphysica generalis and metaphysica specialis to define the internal division
of his metaphysics, even though a division conveniently signified by these
terms is evident in the work.

Thomas constructs his “incomparable monument du savoir philosophique
au x111¢ siecle”? by collecting a massive number of theological and philosoph-
ical sources, elaborating a true synthesis of Greek-Arab wisdom and Christian
wisdom. His familiarity with classical authors prefigures the Oxonian medi-
eval attitude towards antiquity, which characterized the so-called “classicizing
group” of friars presented in the pioneering, well-documented study English
Friars and Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century, published in 1960 by Beryl

18  Grabmann, “Die Metaphysik,” p. 191.
19 Longpré, “Fr. Thomas d’York,” p. 8g1.
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Smalley.20 In the Sapientiale, Apuleius, Hermes, Cicero, Pliny the Elder, Seneca
Rhetor, Lucius Annaeus Seneca, Valerius Maximus, and Macrobius — all called
sapientes mundi — join Arabic, Jewish, and Patristic authors — called sapientes
Dei — in a clear attempt to synthesize Christian and philosophical wisdom.

An unpublished study by Virginia Brown?! allows us to quantify the use that
Thomas made of the Latin classics in composing his work. In the Sapientiale,
Cicero is mentioned by name 356 times. Although most of the quotations con-
cern Ciceronian works that were well-known in the Middle Ages, Thomas of
York also shows that he was familiar with minor works (he quotes De divina-
tione 28 times and the Paradoxa 17 times). Of the 315 mentions of Seneca, 275
quotations are explicitly derived from the Epistulae.

Now, with very rare exceptions, all quotations from the Latin classics reach
Berthold’s Expositio only through the Sapientiale by Thomas of York, as the
analysis of parallel passages in the Sapientiale and the Expositio has shown.

Besides the Latin classics, the Sapientiale is deeply influenced by other
sources, which we may divide into three distinct groups: Greek philosophers,
called sapientes mundi; Fathers and medieval Latin authors, called sapientes
Dei; Arabic and Jewish sources, also defined by Thomas as sapientes mundi.??

The philosophical sources of the Sapientiale by no means have a merely
decorative function. This is already evident from the number of times they
appear in the work. The investigation of the explicit sources of the entire first
book is quite significant: in the first book, which deals with the existence,
nature, and properties of God, the relation between the sapientes mundi and
the sapientes Dei is clearly uneven. The sapientes mundi, among whom Thomas
includes Aristotle, Plato, Averroes, Avicenna, Hermes, Avicebron, Maimonides,
and Algazel are mentioned by name 1267 times. The sapientes Dei, represented
above all by Augustine, Boethius, Dionysius the Areopagite, Gregory the Great,
Anselm, John Damascene, and Bernard of Clairvaux, are mentioned explicitly
only 397 times.?3

20  B.Smalley, English Friars and Antiquity in the Early Fourteenth Century (Oxford: Blackwell,
1960), esp. p. 45-65.

21 V.Brown, “Latin Classical authors in the Sapientiale of Thomas of York.” The study, kindly
made available by Prof. James Hankins, is now preserved in the archival material collected
in the Archivum fratris Thomae Eboracensis at the Thomas-Institut of the University of
Cologne.

22 For an exhaustive overview of Thomas’s sources, cf. D.E. Sharp, Franciscan Philosophy at
Oxford (New York: Russell, 1964), p. 53-55.

23 The philosophical authorities explicitly mentioned in the first book are: Aristotle (421
quotations); Plato (211); Averroes (156); Avicenna (144); Hermes Trismegistus (106);
Algazel (89); Maimonides (60); Avicebron (46); Themistius (34). The theological authori-
ties explicitly mentioned in the first book are: Augustine (236); Boethius (81); Dionysius
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These figures alone might be sufficient to prove Thomas’ deep interest in the
Hellenic and Arabic philosophy. These data become even more interesting if
we try to understand the true nature of the Sapientiale.

The method and purpose of the work are openly declared by the author
in the first four introductive chapters: first and foremost, the Sapientiale is
a work written by a theologian for the purpose of coherently systematizing
the doctrines of the philosophers in the clear attempt to realize a synthesis of
Christian and philosophical wisdom.

Has autem utilitates et causas advertens ego minorum minimus elegi
opus sudore plenum, et propter intellectus nostri imbecillitatem et
ipsius operis difficultatem, de libris philosophicis congregare aliqua, que
dixerunt de creatore et creaturis, quod estimo difficile propter eam, que
paucis facta est, philosophie communicationem, verorum cum falsis con-
fusionem, scientie sub verbis absconsionem.24

In the dense interweaving of sources that constitutes his work, Thomas pro-
ceeds evenly towards a specific goal. His intention is to demonstrate that,
even though the source of all knowledge is one, the truth can manifest itself
in two ways: in an authoritative way, that is, through the Holy Scripture, and in
a rational way, that is, through philosophical inquiry. There is, however, a dis-
tinction between theological, authoritative wisdom and philosophical, ratio-
nal wisdom, since theology and philosophy are separate and distinct in their
methodology. And if authoritative knowledge secundum traditionem auctori-
tatis allows a broad participation of human beings in wisdom, so much so that
many may be wise and know the contents of revelation, rational knowledge
is a difficult task: only few may have access to and acquire this wisdom secun-
dum probationem rationis. That is why it is said that there are not many who
are wise:

Nempe, cum sint due species sapientie, sicut dicit Rabbi Moses cap. 89,
una, que est secundum traditionem auctoritatis, et hec dicitur legis, alia
secundum probationem rationis, possibile est, quod multi sunt sapientes

Ps Areopagita (41); Gregory the Great (16); Anselm (13); John Damascene (7); Bernard
of Clairvaux (3). The prevalence of philosophical sources over theological sources has
already been noted by Sharp, Franciscan Philosophy, p. 50.

24 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 3, Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Conv. Soppr.
Av1.437 (F), f. 4rb; Vaticano (Citta del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301 (v),
f. qva; Vaticano (Citta del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 6771 (R), f. 16va.
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priori modo et pauci vero posteriori modo, et propter hoc dictum est,
quod non multi sapientes.?5

The English Franciscan does not at all content himself with delimiting the
fields of investigation and fixing precise rules for the non-interference of the-
ology and philosophy. Rather, he establishes a real hierarchy, in which greater
value is attributed to rational investigation than to pure and simple belief in
the precepts of faith. Human beings are like the servants described by Moses
Maimonides in the third book of his Dux neutrorum: some servants are so
distant from the king’s palace that they cannot see the walls; others not only
enter the king’s palace, but may also look directly into the king’s face. The lat-
ter are those who are advanced in philosophical studies and perfect in every
science. The approach to the creator is achieved only through perfection in
the sciences, so that only those who perfectly master the sciences may address
the king and see his face:

Tertia causa liquet per parabolam, quam super hoc ponit Rabbi Moyses
cap. 82 comparans Deum regi sedenti in sua munitione, servorum cuius
quidam sunt extra civitatem, quidam intra, et horum, qui sunt intra,
quidam vertunt dorsum ad palatium regis et quidam faciem et ad ipsum
tendunt, ut possint regi appropinquare et ei assistere, et horum quidam
numquam viderunt murum |[...]. Nam quamdiu studueris in disciplinali-
bus et dialectica, circuis portam; cum intellexeris naturalia, intrasti muni-
tionem et ambulas per atrium; cum autem intellexeris spiritualia, intrasti
domum, sed nondum vidisti regem, quousque in hiis omnibus perfectus
per omnes cogitationes et actus intenderis in creatorem et omnibus aliis
postpositis posueris omnia opera intellectus tui ad intelligendum essen-
tiam creatoris, quod, cum feceris, videbis faciem regis, hoc est regem in
decore suo, sicut dixit Ysaias: ‘regem in decore suo videbunt'. Vide igitur,
qualiter per scientiarum perfectionem maior est appropinquatio ad cre-
atorem, ut soli perfecto liceat alloqui regem et videre faciem eius.26

There is, therefore, no need for a divine intervention into human life. Thanks to
their own intellectual faculty, human beings alone are responsible for the per-
fection of their own nature. Human beings can emancipate themselves from
bestiality and, by their own effort, obtain the dignity of humanity (dignitatis
humane adeptio). The dignity and the superiority of the human beings over

25 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 3, F, f. 3va; v, f. 3vb; R, f. 15vb.
26  Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 3, F, f. 4ra; v, f. 4rb; R, f. 161b.
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other animals depends exclusively on their wisdom and cognition, which is an
instrument of reason.

Utilitas omnium scientiarum est acquisitio perfectionis humane pre-
parantis eam in effectu ad futuram felicitatem. [...] Et hec perfectio
tribus modis declarari potest esse per sapientiam. Nam per sapientiam
est humane creationis consummatio, ab animalitate elongatio et di-
gnitatis humane adeptio. [...] Nam sicut dicit Albumasar 1 tract. diff. 5,
‘dignitas hominis super cetera animalia non est nisi per sapientiam et
cognitionem, que est instrumentum rationis, per cognitionem quidem
rerum, que fuerunt et que future sunt. Unde nisi esset sapientia, non
esset homini hec dignitas et ideo, ‘quanto magis auxerit homo scientiam,
tanto magis augebit prolongationem a ceteris animalibus), ‘et quanto plus
minuitur sapientia, tanto magis augebit ceteris animalibus propinqui-
tatem’. Et ‘inter homines, qui fuerit maior sapientia et ratione, ipse erit
ceteris dignior humanitate’2”

Beatitude, through which the human being becomes god by means of

participation,?® is not the consequence of a divine illumination or of a divine

gift, but the result of an intellectual human act, as Thomas argues in a long
quotation from the Prologue to Book viil of Averroes’ Commentary on the
Physics, a text that remained almost unknown throughout the Middle Ages:2°

27
28

29

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, f. iva—b; v, f. 2va; R f. 13va-b.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 10vb; v, f. 9rb; R, {. 24va: Beatitudo vero est ipsa
divinitas, unde beatitudinis adeptio beatos deos fieri manifestum est, sed sicut iustitie adep-
tione iusti, ita divinitatem adeptos deos fieri simili ratione necesse est. Omnis igitur beatus
deus, sed natura quidem unus, participatione vero nihil prohibet esse quam plurimos.

The Prologue to Book vi1I of Averroes’ commentary on the Physics had a very limited cir-
culation in the Middle Ages. For the transmission of this text, see M. Grignaschi, “Indagine
sui passi del «Commento» suscettibili di aver promosso la formazione di un averroismo
politico,” in Laverroismo in Italia (Roma: Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, 1979), p. 237-
288, esp. 258—262; H. Schmieja, “Drei Prologen im grossen Physikkommentar des Averroes,”
in A. Zimmermann (ed.), Aristotelisches Erbe im arabisch-lateinischen Mittelalter (Berlin /
New York: De Gruyter, 1986 ), p. 175-189. The quotation from the prologue to the viix Book
of the Physics with explicit reference to the ambiguity of the word homo is worthy of
note. As Luca Bianchi has already noted (L. Bianchi, “Filosofi, uomini e bruti. Note per la
storia di un'antropologia ‘averroista,” in Studi sullAristotelismo del Rinascimento [Padova:
11 Poligrafo, 2003], p. 41-61, esp. p. 50-52), few medievals followed Averroes on this point.
The only traces of the presence of this passage in the Latin Middle Ages can be found
in: (1) Auctoritates Aristotelis, ed. ]. Hamesse (Louvain-la-Neuve / Paris: Publications uni-
versitaires / Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1974), 3, 229, p. 159, l. 72—74; (2) Alberich of Reims,
Philosophia, ed. R.-A. Gauthier, in R.-A. Gauthier, “Notes sur Siger de Brabant. 11. Siger
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Amplius beatitudo secundum Tullium libro I est in completa visione veri-
tatis, cum totos nos ponemus in contemplandis perspiciendisque rebus.
Visio autem veritatis sapientia est, quare in ipsa est beatitudinis adim-
pletio. Hec est enim ultima fortunitas, videlicet esse perfectum ultima
perfectione per scientias speculativas secundum Averroem super princi-
pium vII1 Physicorum. Et ideo dicit quod homo dicitur quasi equivoce de
tali homine et de aliis hominibus, et hanc fortunitatem dicit esse vitam
eternam.30

Thomas thus also concurred with Averroes concerning a point that only few
medieval theologians agreed to: through an intellectual act, the human being
can join and be assimilated to God.3! The perfection in the speculative sci-
ences leads the human beings to fully realize their humanity and to obtain
eternal life, Thomas maintains following Averroes. Instead of being the point
of departure of an anti-Averroist struggle within the Franciscan Order, which
had Bonaventure as a protagonist, Thomas of York seems to embrace the 4oth
thesis of the list condemned at Paris in 1277: there is no better way to live than
philosophically (“Quod non est excellentior status quam vacare philosophiae”).

It is therefore not surprising that Berthold of Moosburg — interested in
investigating the natural potential of the human intellect rather than in know-
ing its limits — has relied on Thomas to support the philosophical structure of
his own work.

Thomas and Berthold agree on one thing: every divine revelation is not
necessarily needed for the well-exercised human intellect. Philosophers, in
the absence of any revelation or grace, are able not only to reach a partial

en 12721275, Aubry de Reims et la scission des Normands,” in Revue des Sciences philos-
ophiques et théologiques 68/1(1984), p. 3-49, esp. p. 29, 1. 12—17; (3) Oliver Brito, MS. Oxford,
Corpus Christi College 283, f. 151vb (see Gauthier, “Notes sur Siger de Brabant,” p. 29);
(4) Henry Bate, Speculum divinorum et quorundam naturalium. Parts VI-VII: On the Unity
of Intellect. On the Platonic doctrine of the ideas, ed. C. Steel, E. Van der Vyver (Leuven:
Leuven University Press, 1994), V1, c. 8, p. 27, 1. 93—96. For Henry Bate, cf. G. Guldentops,
“Henry Bate’s Aristocratic Eudaemonism,” in J.A. Aertsen, K. Emery, A. Speer (eds), Nach
der Verurteilung von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie an der Universitdt von Paris im letzten
Viertel des 13. Jahrhunderts: Studien und Texte (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2001), p. 657-681, esp.
p. 673

30  Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, f. 1vb; v, f. 2va; R, £. 13va.

31 Far from being a great opponent of Averroism, Thomas of York constantly refers to
Averroes’ authority in his work. Averroes’ name appears more than 1000 times in the
Sapientiale. Very many literal, but implicit quotations can be found in addition to this.
Except for the doctrine of the eternity of the world, Averroes is invoked by Thomas only to
support his own doctrines. Thomas defends Averroes even when it seems that he denies
that God knows singular things. On this point, see n. 35.
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knowledge of God through an oblique vision, but they can also enjoy a direct
and perfect vision of the divine substance.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1,
c.6,F 1. 6vb; V, £. 6va; R, f. 1gva

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, Exp.
tit. D, p. 40, 1. 111-115

In priori acceptione ascendit anima
per
dividendo, definiendo, communibus
principiis utendo, a notis ad ignota
per ratiocinationem progrediendo,

laboriosam  investigationem

a sensibilibus ad intelligibilia tran-
scendendo, et inter intelligibilia ab
uno ad aliud ascendendo, quousque
perveniat ad ultimum, quod dicit
Deum.

Primus autem istorum motuum
precipue fuit in philosophis.

Verum, quod per motum obliquum,
qui proprius erat philosophorum et
erat per laboriosam investigationem
primi omnium existentium principii
dividendo, definiendo, communibus
principiis utendo, a notis ad ignota per
ratiocinationem progrediendo, a sen-
sibilibus ad intelligibilia ascendendo
et inter intelligibilia ab uno in aliud
tendendo, quousque ad simpliciter
ultimum perveniatur, ascenderit ipse
Proclus in summi boni notitiam, appa-
ret in praesenti libro, ubi in excelsum
maximum ascendit per operum condi-
tionem, conditorum gubernationem et
contrariorum conciliationem.

The directa Deivisio does not constitute an alternative to the laboriosa investi-
gatio of the philosophers. Quite the contrary, the philosophical pursuit makes
the direct insight into God’s essence possible:

Secundus autem motus [scilicet rectus — n.n.] paucis datus est, qui
fuerunt preter donum fidei. Et si quibus datum est hoc tenuiter prop-
ter hoc, quod ille motus non est datus multis in sui excellentia nisi per
gratiam specialem aut nonnisi propter precedentem obliquam in Deum

animi motionem et hic perfectam, quod paucissimis datum est.32

On the basis of a purely rational investigation, it is not only possible to prove
God’s existence, but also God’s unity and trinity. No human being is, indeed,
deprived of the knowledge of God. The idea of God is, in fact, naturally present

32 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6vb; v, f. 6vb; R, . 1gvb.
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in the human intellect. This is one of the doctrines of Thomas of York that
interested the Dominican of Moosburg most.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1,
c.5, F f. 6ra, v, f. 6ra; R, f. 18vb

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,
16C, p. 63, 1. 125-131

Et ex hiisliquet, quod superius dictum
est nullum hominum penitus scien-
tia Dei privatum, sed ipsum esse in
consensione omnium. Ex quo etiam
sequitur ipsum esse naturaliter omni
homini impressum ratione, qua dixi
tibi: quod enim non est foris acceptum,
est intus formatum. Constat autem,
quod non, nisi a nature humane for-
matore, quo formata est ad imaginem
Dei secundum intellectum, secundum
quod dicit Aristoteles x Ethicorum
capitulo 10, quod intellectus est Deo
cognatissimus.

Ex quo sequitur necessario ipsum esse,
et quod nullus hominum est peni-
tus scientia eius privatus, sed ipsum
esse in consensione omnium. Ex quo
etiam sequitur ipsum esse naturaliter
homini impressum ex ea parte, qua est
ad imaginem Dei, sive tale sit unum
animae secundum Platonem vel uni-
tio vel unitas secundum Dionysium
sive abditum mentis secundum
Augustinum sive intellectus secun-
dum Aristotelem x Ethicorum 10 cap.,
ubi dicit, quod intellectus est Deo

cognatissimus.

The very existence of God can be proven on the basis of exclusively rational
arguments: “quod igitur Deus sit declaraverunt mundi sapientes multipliciter,
videlicet per universalem hominum consensionem, naturalem impressionem,

legis nature dictationem.”33

For Thomas, whom Berthold follows in this, the cognitive faculties of philo-
sophical reason are not limited to the pure and simple demonstration of God’s

existence, but also extend to the knowledge of God’s particular qualities, such

as his uniqueness. And if some false philosophers (philosophantes) state the

contrary, Plato’s followers maintain the right position: their error consists only

in an improper use of terminology (non superstitiosa nisi nomine solum):

33 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, f. 5vb; v, f. 5va; R, £. 18rb. Parallel text in Berthold
of Moosburg, Expositio, ed. F. Retucci, 16C, p. 61, 1. 71-73.
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Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1,
c.10, F, f.10va-b; V, . gra; R, f. 24rb

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 114A,
p- 40,1.10-p. 41, 1. 27

Nam quorundam positio de diis
erat superstitiosa et impietate
plena, quorundam autem nonnisi
nomine solum. Superstitiosorum
positio erat, qua ponebant illa
corpora visibilia esse deos et hoc
multipliciter, quia quidam pone-
bant corpora artificialia, quidam
naturalia esse deos. Et item ponen-
tes corpora artificialia ut ydola esse
deos, quidam ponebant per solam
humanam fictionem, et hoc vel
per poetica figmenta, contra quod
agit Plinius De naturali historia 11
capitulo 7 — nam poetica figmenta
humana transferebant ad deos,
idest divina, cum tamen melius
fuisset, divina transtulissent
ad humana, sicut dicit Tullius De

Tusculanis questionibus 1y — vel per

si

hominum merita, secundum quod
dicit Plinius in eodem, quod deo-
rum nomina ex hominum meritis
nata sunt, ad cuius fictionem allexit
vel amicorum dilectio vel carorum
recordatio vel artificium adinventio
vel per hominum merita.

Hee
superstitiose erant et dampnate
apud omnes vere philosophantes,
sicut manifestabitur in sermone De

autem omnes positiones

quiditate Dei. Positio deorum non
superstitiosa nisi nomine solum
erat Platonis et Platonicam phi-
losophiam veraciter sectantium,
quippe secundum Hermetem multi
dicti sunt dii partecipatione eius,
qui omnium maximus est {deus)
deorum.

De primo notandum, quod positio quo-
rundam de diis, hoc est, quod plures
essent dii, erat superstitiosa, quorundam
vero non superstitiosa nisi solo nomine.
qua
ponebant illa visibilia esse deos, et hoc

Superstitiosorum positio erat,
multipliciter, quia quidam ponebant
corpora naturalia, quidam artificialia
esse deos. Et item ponentes corpora arti-
ficialia ut idola esse deos, quidam pone-
bant per solam humanam fictionem, et
hoc per poetica figmenta, contra quos
agit Plinius De naturali historia libro 11
cap. 7 et est summa rationis suae, quia
transferebant humana ad divina, cum
deberet fieri econverso. [...]

Hae omnes opiniones superstitiosae
erant et damnatae apud omnes vere
philosophantes. Positio deorum non
superstitiosa nisi nomine solum erat
Platonis et Platonicam philosophiam
veraciter sectantium, quippe secundum
Hermetem multi dicti sunt dii partici-
patione eius, qui omnium est maximus,
scilicet deus deorum.
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Finally, philosophical reason is able to access the Trinitarian mysteries. It
is not by chance that Berthold, in commenting on Proclus’ Proposition 131
(“Omnis deus a se ipso propriam operationem orditur”) reports the well-known
passage from the Logos teleios that Thomas of York had used in his Sapientiale
as an authoritative testimony to the fact that the philosophers succeeded,
without any revelation, in grasping the truths of the Trinitarian relationships
and the Son’s generation:3* Plato spoke of the second Person of the Trinity, and
Hermes and the Sybil agreed with him. They have also understood that the dis-
tinction between the Father and the Son lies not in their essence, but in their

person (hec alietas potius in persona quam in essentia).

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1,
c.14, F, f.14ra-b; V, f. nva-b; R, f. 27va

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,
131B, p. 192, 1. 61-p. 193, 1. 79

Ex quibus liquet, quod secundum
Platonem due persone invente sunt,
Pater videlicet et Filius. Huic autem
concordat Hermes, qui Mercurius
dicitur, in libro, qui Logosilinus, hoc
est verbum perfectum, appellatur. [...]
Hec autem Hermetis verba recitat
Augustinus in libro suo Contra quinque
Hereses, in quo et sermones Sibille
recitat sermonibus supradictis concor-
dantes. Alium — inquit — deum dedit
hominibus fidelibus colendum. Et ne
intelligas alium in essentia, sed potius
in persona, subdit: ‘I[psum tuum cog-
nosce dominum Dei filium esse, quem
quidem filium ‘alio loco symbolon
appellat, idest consilium vel consilia-
rium’, secundum quod nominat eum
Ysaias consiliarium Deum fortem, et

34

Ex quibus liquet, quod secundum
Platonem duae personae inventae
sunt, Pater et Filius. Huic autem con-
cordat Hermes in libro, qui dicitur
Logostileos, id est verbum perfectum.
Haec autem Hermetis verba reci-
tat Augustinus in libro suo Contra
quinque haereses, in quo etiam ser-
mones Sibyllae recitat sermonibus
praedictis concordantes.  Alium,
inquit, deum dedit hominibus fideli-
bus colendum. Et ne intelligatur
alius in essentia, sed potius in per-
sona, subdit: ‘Ipsum tuum cognosce
dominum Dei filium esse, quem
quidem filium ‘alio loco symbulon
appellat, id est consilium vel con-

siliarium’. Et prout dicit Trismegistus

For the interpretation of this text from the Asclepius, cf. A. Palazzo, “La ricezione di

un passo ermetico (Asclepius 8) nel tardo medioevo. Ulrico di Strasburgo, Pietro di
Tarantasia, Riccardo di Mediavilla, Bertoldo di Moosburg e Dionigi il Certosino,” in
T. Iremadze, T. Tskhadadze, G. Kheoshvili (eds), Philosophy Theology Culture. Problems
and Perspectives. Jubilee Volume Dedicated to the 75th Anniversary of Guram Tevzadze

(Thilisi: Nekeri-Arche, 2007), p. 104-125.
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(cont.)

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,
c.14, F, f.14ra-b; V, f. iva-b; R, f. 27va 131B, p. 192, 1. 61-p. 193, 1. 79

prout dicit Trismegistus Ad Asclepium, Ad Asclepium, quod ‘Dei natura
quod ‘Dei natura consilium est volun- consilium est voluntatis et bonitas
tatis et bonitas summa consilium’ Ex summa consilium. Ex quibus mani-
quibus manifestum est, quod hec alie- festum est, quod haec alietas potius
tas potius in persona quam in essentia in persona quam in essentia intelli-
intelligenda est. genda est.

And again, Thomas continues, and is in this once more quoted literally by
Berthold, philosophers do not limit themselves to talking about the genera-
tion of the Son, but also permeate the mysteries with regard to the Holy Spirit.
Hermes not only mentioned the third Person, but called it by the correct name.
Aethicus Ister described the Trinity in a perfect way (luculenter). Seneca and
Cicero treated the operations of the third Person in detail. Averroes also under-
stood and described the Trinity of the divine Persons.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,
c.14, F, . 14va; V, ff. nvb—12ra; R, 131B, p. 193, L. 81-p. 194, 1. 117
ff. 27vb—28ra

De tertia persona locuti sunt, licet non De tertia vero non sunt locuti adeo
adeo manifeste. [...] Istam autem perso- manifeste. [...] Istam autem ter-
nam tertiam, quam nominavit mediam tiam personam, quam Porphyrius
Porphirius, nominat nomine proprio nominat mediam, Trismegistus
Trismegistus, videlicet nomine ‘Spiritus, Ad Asclepium exprimit nomine
cum dicit Ad Asclepium: ‘Fuit, inquit, proprio, scilicet Spiritu, cum dicit:
deus et hyle, quem Grece mundum cre- ‘Fuit, inquit, deus et hyle et mundo
dimus et mundo concomitabatur spiri- concomitabatur spiritus vel ine-
tus vel inerat mundo spiritus’ [...]. Quis rat mundo spiritus, sed non simi-
autem spiritus est iste animas nutriens liter inerat spiritus mundo ut deo’
nisi Spiritus Sanctus, qui tranfert se in etc. [...] Quis autem spiritus iste
animas sanctas, secundum quod dicit est animas nutriens, nisi Spiritus
Seneca in Epistula 42a? Ex quibus omni- Sanctus, qui transfert se in ani-
bus liquet, quod predicta non possunt mas sanctas, secundum quod dicit
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Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1,
c.14, F, f.14va; V, ff. nvb—12ra; R,
ff. 27vb—28ra

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,
131B, p. 193, 1. 81-p. 194, 1. 117

intelligi de spiritu creato, quia nullus
gubernat, implet et vivificat omnia, nisi
divinus spiritus, secundum quod premit-
tit Cicero De natura deorum 11 capitulo
15 de operationibus huius spiritus [...].
Ethicus philosophus Cosmographus in
sua Cosmografia, quam transtulit beatus
Ieronimus, luculenter exprimit personas
tres. [...] Unde et Trinitatem per hanc
viam insinuans Porphirius [...] Habes
igitur ex hoc sermone Patrem et Filium
et voluntatem, quam superius dixit
amborum medium, sicut manifestum
est ex Augustino De civitate Dei X. Huic
autem appropriationi, per quam osten-
ditur Trinitas personarum in summo
Spiritu, attestatur Averroes Super XI
Pilosophie prime capitulo 15.

Seneca Epistula 42: ‘Sacer’, inquit,
‘inter nos spiritus sedet malorum
bonorumque nostrorum observator
et custos; hic prout a nobis tracta-
tus est, ita nos tractat. Ex quibus
omnibus liquet, quod praedicta
non possunt intelligi de spiritu cre-
ato, quia nullus gubernat, implet
et vivificat omnia nisi Spiritus
Sanctus sive spiritus divinus, secun-
dum quod praemittit Cicero De
natura deorum libro 11 cap. 15 de
operationibus huius spiritus [...].
Aethicus etiam Cosmographus in
sua Cosmographia, quam transtu-
lit beatus Hieronymus, luculenter
exprimit tres personas. [...]

In the words of Thomas of York, the myth of ancient wisdom and philosophi-
cal revelation live again. Thomas’ complete trust in the potentiality of the
human intellect and particularly his doctrine of beatitude, considered as the
result of an intellectual act, became the characteristic feature of Berthold’s
Expositio.

In the Sapientiale, Berthold of Moosburg had no difficulty in finding a new
definition of philosophy: no longer a science subordinate to theology, but per-
fect and self-sufficient wisdom. In the recovery of the sapiential tradition of
antiquity undertaken by Thomas of York, Berthold traced the conditions to
establish the concordance between revelation and philosophy. He does so not
by integrating pagan wisdom into the Judaeo-Christian system of revelation,
but rather with the purpose of legitimizing the autonomous and independent
coexistence of both. In the Sapientiale, Berthold discovered a well-documented
history of philosophy written by a theologian in order to legitimize the claims
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of philosophy to be not only an all-encompassing science of reality, but also a
valid science of the divine.

3 The Continuity of the Platonic Tradition

Thomas of York dedicates his lengthy and sophisticated work to the restoration
of the dignity of philosophical wisdom and to the founding of its complete
legitimacy. Thanks to his profound analytical abilities, his historical reading is
characterized by the awareness that two fundamentally different alternatives
characterize the philosophical tradition: Plato, Augustine, Eustratius, and the
De causis represent the right option; Aristotle’s position is often the wrong one.

Thomas of York corrects Aristotle especially relative to one point: the doc-
trine of Ideas.

The dissent between Plato and Aristotle on the Ideas is mentioned twice
in the course of Thomas’ work. In the first book of the Sapientiale, with refer-
ence to divine exemplarism, Thomas replies point by point to the arguments
that Aristotle had advanced against Plato’s doctrine in the Metaphysics. In the
third book, this time especially referring to the theme of the homonymy of
the term “good’, he takes the criticism that Aristotle had leveled against Plato
in the Nicomachean Ethics into consideration.

The doctrinal background is, in the first case, well defined: it is a matter of
determining precisely how God’s knowledge of the creatures can be defined.
The problem is not a small one: denying the existence of Ideas either means
completely denying God’s providence over individual entities or granting God
only a universal knowledge and not a particular one. According to Thomas of
York, Cicero had fallen prey to the first error in his De divinatione. Averroes, on
the contrary, was taken in by the second mistake in his commentary on the
eleventh book of the Metaphysics.3> Platonic Ideas hence constitute the nec-
essary metaphysical condition for God’s particular and not merely universal
knowledge and for God’s providence concerning individual creatures.

Thomas of York dedicates four dense chapters of his work to Plato’s doctrine
of Ideas (chapters 27—-30 of the first book). In chapter 27, Thomas demonstrates
the existence of Ideas (quod idea sit) and deals with their essence or quiddity

35  According to Thomas, Averroes’ conclusion concerning the divine knowledge of individu-
als is fallacious, but only from a formal and linguistic point of view, and not in substance
(non tantum in re, sed sermone): cf. Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 25, F, f. 30vb; v,
f. 2qva; R, f. 43ra: Vide ex his sermonibus quomodo non tantum in re, sed sermone expressus
est sermo Averrois, quomoa’o sciat singularia.
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(quid sit idea). In chapter 28, he focuses on the multiplicity of Ideas and ana-
lyzes the relationships between the Idea and sensible being in terms of simi-
larity, causality, essence, and denomination. In chapters 29 and 30, Thomas
scrutinizes the arguments put forward by Aristotle against Plato’s doctrine of
Ideas in Books 1 and v11 of the Metaphysics.

The in-depth analysis of Aristotle’s objections by Thomas is clearly subor-
dinate to the clear intention of tracing and neutralizing the reasons for the
dissent between Plato and Aristotle.

The arguments Aristotle used to challenge Plato’s doctrine of Ideas are
manifold. In Thomas’ view, however, they can be reduced to a single criticism:
according to Aristotle, by assuming the existence of Ideas, Plato has destroyed
definition, demonstration and, with them, science, since he considered the
Idea to be a singular form and denied the existence of any universal form. It is
indeed altogether impossible to consider the Platonic Idea to be universal, as
Aristotle points out in his Metaphysics.36 On this specific point, however, the
reconstruction of Plato’s doctrine that Aristotle had offered in his Metaphysics
must have seemed inaccurate and misleading to Thomas of York. According to
Thomas, Aristotle had actually misunderstood Plato at least on one point, as
is confirmed by Eustratius in his commentary on the first and sixth books of
the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle had considered the universal as something
exclusively posterior, that is, as subsequent to the existence of any particular
thing: according to Aristotle, the universal is obtained only through abstrac-
tion from each particular thing. But Plato, according to the more truthful tes-
timony of his theory offered by Eustratius of Nicaea, had first distinguished
three modes of existence for all things:

Oportet te scire in principio sententiam Platonis memoria dignam,
quam recitat Commentator super I Ethicorum cap. 7 et V1 Ethicorum cap.
8, consonam per omnia sententie sapientis Augustini Super Genesim
lib. 11 cap. {7), cum dicit triplex esse rei, in verbo scilicet increato, in

36  Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F. 34va; v, ff. 27va—b; R, f. 461b. For the edition of
this text, cf. F. Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone,
in A. Beccarisi, P. Porro, R. Imbach (eds), Per perscrutationem philosophicam. Neue
Perspektiven der mittelalterlichen Forschung. Loris Sturlese zum 60. Geburtstag gewidmet
(Hamburg: Meiner, 2008), p. 79110, here p. 105, 1. 73-83: Scias igitur, quod Aristoteles mul-
tis viis contradicit ideis, quarum numerum recolligere est difficile et non multum utile. |...]
Igitur de hoc non multum curans dico, quod una de radicibus primis, quas ponit Aristoteles
contra ideas, fuit, quod positio idearum negat formam universalem et per consequens sci-
entiam, sicut habetur de hoc ab Aristotele I Metaphysice. Igitur in hoc, quod Plato visus
est ponere ideas formas sive intentiones singulares, negavit omnem formam universalem.
Quare non erit definitio nec demonstratio, et ita nec scientia, sicut sensui est manifestum,
quia species communis definitur, similiter nec demonstratio, cum non sit de singularibus.
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intellectuali natura creata et in materia sive in proprio esse, et quod esse
primum est prius duobus sequentibus et esse secundum tertio.3”

This text is literally quoted by Berthold of Moosburg in the section De ideis of
his commentary on Proclus:

De secundo sciendum, quod Eustratius super 1 Ethicorum cap. 7 et
super VI cap. 8 dicit sententiam Platonis de speciebus sive ideis memoria
dignam, cum sit consona per omnia sapientiae Augustini, qui in 11 Super
Genesim ad litteram ponit triplex esse rei, in verbo scilicet increato, quod
est ars plena omnium rationum viventium et incommutabilium, in intel-
lectuali natura creata et in materia sive in proprio esse. Et dicit, quod
esse primum est prius natura duobus sequentibus et esse secundum est
prius tertio.38

For Plato, and Augustine entirely agreed with him on this, the esse rei exists
not only in matter, but also in the uncreated Word (in verbo increato) and in
created intellectual nature (in intellectuali natura creata). The doctrine of the
triple esse rei, mentioned in this quotation taken from Eustratius, is nothing
but a doctrine of Neoplatonic derivation.3® Indeed, as recent studies have
shown, Eustratius’ doctrine of the universal follows a Byzantine tradition that
was deeply influenced by the Neoplatonic commentators of Aristotle.*?
According to Thomas, who quotes Eustratius on this issue, Aristotle’s mis-
take consists in having considered the universal as the result of a logical-
abstractive process and posterior to the esse rei extra in materia, and therefore
as produced by abstraction from matter. Plato, and Augustine with him, instead
describes the forms contained in the intellect as something prior and more

37 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, ff. 34vb—35ra; v, f. 27vb; R, f. 46va. For the edition
of this text, cf. Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’,
p- 107, 1. 130-135.

38  Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
160-183, eds U.R. Jeck, 1]. Tautz (Hamburg: Meiner, 2003), 178B, p. 190, 1. 56—-63.

39  For the Neoplatonic influences on the doctrine of the threefold state of the univer-
sal in Eustratius, cf. L. Benakis, “The Problem of General Concepts in Neoplatonism
and Byzantine Thought,” in D.J. O'Meara (ed.), Neoplatonism and Christian Thought
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1982), p. 75-86; K. Giocarinis, “Eustratios
of Nicea’s Defense of the Doctrine of the Ideas,” in Franciscan Studies 24(1964), p. 159—
204; K. Ierodiakonou, “Metaphysics in the Byzantine Tradition. Eustratios of Nicea on
Universals,” in Quaestio 5(2005), p. 67—-82.

40  lerodiakonou, “Metaphysics in the Byzantine Tradition,” p. 70.



104 RETUCCI
noble than the forms contained in matter.#! The universality that Plato speaks
of has nothing to do with the universality considered in logicis speculationibus,
as in Aristotle. The universal of Plato is not a logical universal, but an intellec-
tual universal, that is, something substantial that supports other things, which
are made according to it: “non intelligibiliter, ut universale logicum, sed intel-
lectualiter”. The same text is found in Berthold, who does not limit himself
to passively copying the sources cited by Thomas, but reads them first-hand,
checks them and completes them, as can be seen with a view to the quotation

from Eustratius.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 1771,

C. 29, p. 109110, L. 215—223

p-183-184, 1. 335-349

Praetereascire debes, quod quando
Plato dicit ideas universalia et tota,
non intelligit, quod idea sit univer-
sale sicut ‘universale’ sumitur ‘in
logicis speculationibus), prout dicit
Commentator super 1 Ethicorum
cap. 7, quia ‘illic’ est sermo de
universali, quod ‘de multis dici-
tur et est posterius generatione,
hic autem, quod ante multa velut
praesubsistens eis et illis ad ipsum
recipientibus subsistentiam’.

Ex praemissis elicitur tertium, scilicet
quod, quando species dicuntur uni-
versales, non intenditur de universali-
tate, prout universale sumitur in logicis
speculationibus, secundum quod dicit
Eustratius Super I Ethicorum cap. 7: lllud
‘quidem enim, de multis dicitur et est
posterius generatione, hoc autem, quod
ante multa velut praesubsistens eis et illis
ad ipsum recipientibus subsistentiam.
Ita enim qui circa Platonem rationes
quasdam inducentes enhypostatas, id est
per se subsistentes divinas intellectuales,
ad quas dicebant omnia materialia esse
et fieri, quas et species et ideas vocabant
et tota et universalia, praesubsistentes
quidem his, quae in corporibus sunt,
speciebus, separatas autem ab his omni-
bus, in conditoris ‘mente existentes,
quaedam  secundum

altera ipsas

41 Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 34vb; v, f. 27vb; R, f. 46va (cf. Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 107, 1. 146-154: Nam
Aristoteles estimavit esse rei in anima aut intellectu posterius esse rei extra in materia utpote
generatum ex ipsa, et esse illud in mente esse universale. [ ...] Plato vero e contrario credidit
quod species rei in anima est prior ea que est in re extra, quia que fiunt ex ablatione, idest
abstractione, posteriora sunt et per consequens deteriora naturalibus et sensibilibus uptote

generationem ex ipsis habentia.)
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(cont.)

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio, 1771,
C. 29, p. 109-110, |. 215—223 p-183-184, 1. 335-349

Ideo igitur ideae ‘dicebantur uni- in materia figurantes. Universalia autem
versalia et tota, quia unumgquo- et tota haec dicebantur, quoniam unum-

dque illorum unum ens habet quodque illorum unum ens habet multa

multa ex illo et secundum illud exillo et secundum illud facta in corpore

facta sunt’; ‘universale quidem et et materialia, ad quae illud universale et
totum non intelligibiliter ut uni- totum dicebatur non intelligibiliter ut
versale logicum, sed intellectuali- universale logicum, sed intellectualiter,

ter. Universale quidem subsistens universale quidem velut praesubsistens

multis separabiliter, quae secun- multis separabiliter, quae secundum’

dum illud facta sunt. ipsum ‘facta sunt’. Haec Eustratius.

According to Thomas (and, consequently, for Berthold), the reason for the dis-
agreement between Plato and Aristotle is thus only Aristotle’s coarse misun-
derstanding of Plato’s doctrine of Ideas.

Aristotle’s misreading is neutralized by Thomas — and Berthold follows him

in this —, once again by appealing to the authority of Eustratius, who opposed
the Neoplatonic doctrine that establishes the existence of innate universal
forms in the soul to Aristotle’s arguments. Eustratius’ direct source concerning

this point is Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Parmenides:*?

42

43

Unde cum secundum Platonem anima est multo melior natura et singu-
laribus et sensibilibus, inconveniens est ipsam habere in se ipsa rationes
sive species subsistentes et non habere ipsas ante sensibilia inherentes
sibi, rationabiliter et animaliter, hoc est secundum rationem natura-
lem ipsius anime, cum necesse est ipsam habere eas meliores et natura
priores.*3

M. Trizio, “Dissensio philosophorum. 1l disaccordo tra Platone e Aristotele nei commenti
filosofici di Eustrazio di Nicea (1 ca. 1120),” in A. Palazzo (ed.), Lantichita classica nel
pensiero medievale (Porto: Fédérations Internationale des Instituts d’Etudes Médiévales,
2011), p. 17-37.

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, p. 107, L. 155-159. Cf. also Berthold of Moosburg,
Expositio, 178B, p. 191, 1. 84-88: Unde cum secundum Platonem anima sit multo melior
natura et singularibus et sensibilibus, inconveniens est ipsam habere in se ipsa rationes
sive species subsistentes et non habere ipsas ante sensibilia inhaerentes sibi rationabiliter
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The consequences of such an interweaving of sources are very clear: quot-
ing Eustratius, who in turn quotes Proclus, Thomas of York unconsciously
defends a form of Neoplatonism that heavily relies on Proclean philosophy.
It is therefore no coincidence that the defense of Plato’s doctrine of Ideas, as
elaborated in the Sapientiale, found, more than seventy years after its compo-
sition, a careful reader in Berthold of Moosburg, the commentator of Proclus.
Berthold’s commentary on propositions 176 and 178, dedicated to the doctrine
of Ideas, is neither an implicit reference to Dietrich’s doctrine of universals nor
an allusion to Avicenna’s doctrine mediated by Albert the Great, as Burkhard
Mojsisch believed.** Propositions 176 and 178 of the Expositio consist of long
literal quotations from the Sapientiale of Thomas of York (see Appendix, vi1I,
13-32).

The threefold distinction of the esse rei and, moreover, the distinction
between logicalia and intellectualia established by Berthold are not, as Alain de
Libera maintained, the most characteristic doctrines of the so-called “school
of Cologne”, which Berthold inherited from Dietrich and Albert.#> Instead, it
is a doctrine that Berthold discovered in the Sapientiale of Thomas of York, in
which, through Eustratius, Proclean philosophy is tacitly revived.6

In reconstructing the continuity of the Platonic tradition, Thomas went
far beyond his contemporaries. According to him, there is a fil rouge that runs
through the history of philosophy and links Plato, Augustine, and the Liber de
causis. This is particularly evident relative to the doctrine of Ideas: Plato and
Augustine explicitly agree on the existence of this type of universal form in the
soul; both Plato and Augustine then stand in open contrast to Aristotle. The
Platonic-Augustinian doctrine is, however, confirmed by the Liber de causis,
in which the existence of universal forms in the intellect is clearly established:

et animealiter, hoc est secundum rationem naturalem ipsius animae, cum necesse Sit, ut
inferius apparebit, ipsam habere eas meliores et natura priores.

44  B.Mojsisch, “Aristoteles’ Kritik an Platons Theorie der Ideen und die Dietrich von Freiberg
berticksichtigende Kritik dieser Kritik seitens Bertholds von Moosburg,” in K.-H. Kandler,
B. Mojsisch, F.B. Stammkotter (eds), Dietrich von Freiberg. Neue Perspektiven seiner
Philosophie, Theologie und Naturwissenschaft (Amsterdam / Philadelphia: Griiner, 1999),
p. 267281

45  A.deLibera, Métaphysique et noétique. Albert le Grand (Paris: Vrin, 2005), p. 226—227; A. de
Libera, “Théorie des universaux et réalisme logique chez Albert le Grand,” in Revues des
Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques 65(1981), p. 55—74; A. de Libera, “Albert le Grand
et le Platonisme. De la doctrines des Idées a la théorie des trois états de 'Universel,” in
E.P. Bos, P.A. Meijer (eds), On Proclus and his Influence in Medieval Philosophy (Leiden /
New York / Kéln: Brill, 1992), p. 89-119.

46 On this point see L. Zavattero, “Proclus, Eustrate de Nicée et leur réception aux XIITe—
XIVesiecles,” in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 1 (Leiden:
Brill, 2019), p. 327351, esp. p. 335-347.
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Dico igitur tibi secundum sententiam Augustini et Platonis, quod triplex
est esse rei, videlicet in mente divina, in intellectuali natura, in propria
existentia; et quod esse eius in natura intellectiva, anima videlicet et
intelligentia, medium est inter esse primum et tertium; et quod omnes
forme, que exprimuntur in materia, prius naturaliter sunt concreate
in intelligentia sive anima, quoniam natura pares sint. Et hoc est con-
sonum propositioni De causis, que dicit quod omnis intelligentia plena
est formis.4”

Following the fil rouge of the Platonic tradition, Thomas went also far beyond
the texts that were at his disposal. In his defense of the intelligible world,
which links Plato to Augustine, Thomas of York explicitly quotes Eustratius of
Nicaea, who silently borrows the doctrine of the existence of a triplex esse rei
from Proposition 67 of the Elementatio theologica.*® The result of this maze
of quotations is evident: Thomas — by quoting Eustratius and by revealing his
proximity to Plato, Augustine, and the De causis — concludes by unconsciously
assimilating the De causis to its original source, namely, the Elementatio
theologica.*®

Thanks to the new material made available in translation from Greek into
Latin, especially by his mentor Robert Grosseteste, and thanks to his pro-
found analytical attitude, Thomas of York succeeds in reconstructing the con-
tours of the Platonic tradition — a tradition he vigorously counterposes to the
Aristotelian one.

Concerning many points, Thomas of York criticizes and corrects Aristotle’s
thought and contrasts it with a Platonic option that has been reconstructed on
the basis of an indirect tradition: the De causis, Augustine, and the Byzantine
commentators. The very same intention led Berthold of Moosburg, a few
decades later, to compose his Platonic enterprise. He wanted to trace the points
of divergence between the Platonic and the Aristotelian tradition and demon-
strate the clear superiority of the former over the latter. Not by chance is the
Expositio aimed at recovering Platonism as a unified current of thought that

47  Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 26, F, f. 205va; v, f. 166ra; R, f. 216ra. Concerning the
influence of the De causis on the Sapientiale, cf. F. Retucci, “The De causis in Thomas of
York’, in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 1 (Leiden: Brill,
2019), p. 70-119.

48 On this point, cf. C. Steel, “Neoplatonic Sources in the Commentaries on the Nicomachean
Ethics by Eustratius and Michael of Ephesus,” in Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale
44(2002), p. 51-57, at p. 53—-54; S. Gersh, “Universals, Wholes, Logoi: Eustratios of Nicaea’s
Response to Proclus’ Elements of Theology,” in D. Calma (ed.), Reading Proclus and the
Book of Causes. Volume 2 (Leiden: Brill, 2020), p. 40-55.

49  Cf. Retucci, “The De causis in Thomas of York,” p. 89—92.
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includes Dionysius, Proclus, the De causis, and Eustratius of Nicaea, among
others. This unified Platonic tradition is proposed, in Berthold’s work, as a
triumphant antagonist to a form of eclectic Aristotelianism. Berthold often
realizes his project of writing a comprehensive and erudite encyclopedia of
Platonism simply by integrating Proclean material into the long excerpts he

takes from the Sapientiale.5°

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, lib. 111, Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio,

c.13, p-167-168, 1. 28—-51

151D, p. 137, 1. 184—p. 138, 193

Hii enim agentes quatuor operatio-
nem habent, communem et spe-
cialem. Communem,
singulis operibus nature concurrunt

quoniam in

omnium actiones, sicut supra dictum
est, quomodo omnis forma inducitur
in materia per omnes causas medias
usque ad primam, et sic per ipsam
plus effluentem (cf. De causis, 1)

[...]

Habent et specialem, sicut supe-
rior respectu inferioris. Nichil enim
habet inferior quod non superior
instar ordinum angelicorum, sicut
ponit Sapientia Christianorum; habet
tamen superior proprium, quod non
habet inferior vel ad minus non in
eadem plenitudine; igitur actio virtu-
tis elementi aut elementati actio est
virtutum omnium superiorum.

De primo sciendum, quod ipsorum
deorum quaedam operationes sunt
communes, quaedam speciales.
Communes, inquantum in singulis
operibus naturae concurrunt omnium
actiones. Omnis enim forma inducitur
in materia per omnes causas medias
essentialiter sibi subordinatas usque
ad prime bonum inclusive. ‘Omne
enim, quod a secundis producitur, et a
prioribus et causalioribus producitur
eminentius’ per 56.

Speciales vero sive proprie opera-
tiones sunt, quas habent superiora
respectu inferiorum, quidquid enim
operatur inferius haec et operatur
superius, sed non econverso. Et de istis
operationibus dicitur, quod ‘omnis
deus a se ipso orditur propriam opera-
tionem’ per 131.

Although little is known about Berthold’s biography, as has been said at the
beginning of this study, it is clear that he was active within the context of the
German Dominican order. The first certain biographical data on his life, how-
ever, places Berthold in a milieu far away from Cologne. In the proceedings of

50 Cf. Retucci, “The De causis in Thomas of York” p. 86.
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the General Chapter of the Teutonic Province held in Friesach in 1315, the deci-
sion to send Berthold to Oxford is stated: “Mictimus in Angliam fr. Berchtoldum
de Mospurg”3! At Oxford, Berthold discovered how thoroughly the German
Dominican tradition, initiated by Albert, and the English Franciscan tradition,
introduced by Robert Grosseteste, converged. With a view to the revival of
the ancient sapiential heritage and the defense of the Platonic tradition, both
of which would come to characterize his commentary on Proclus’ Elements
of Theology, Berthold could therefore not only be considered the spokesman
for the main features of the so-called Deutsche Dominikanerschule, that is, the
school of Albert the Great, Dietrich of Freiberg, and Ulrich of Strassburg. With
regard to the harsh criticism of Aristotle, the defense of the unitary position
offered by Christianity and Platonism and, at the same time, the recovery of
ancient pagan wisdom, the Dominican of Moosburg had found a constant
point of reference in another work: the Sapientiale of Thomas of York.

Appendix
Thomas of York’s Sapientiale in Berthold’s Commentary

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Conv. Soppr.
Av1.437 (=F).

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, Vaticano (Citta del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,
Vat. lat. 4301 (= V).

Thomas of York, Sapientiale, Vaticano (Citta del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana,
Vat. lat. 6771 (= R).

I. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prologus.
Propositiones 1-13, eds M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984).

1 Prol. 1 (p. 5,1. 13-16): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 7, F, f. 7va52

Prol.1(p. 5,1.16-19): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 4, F, f. 5rb

Prol.1(p. 5,1.19—22): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 3, F, f. 3va

Prol.1(p. 6,1. 34—36): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, f. 5vb

SN

Prol. 8 (p. 14, 1. 296—299): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

51  Cf. Th. Kaeppeli, “Ein Fragment der Akten des in Friesach 1315 gefeierten Kapitels des
Provinz Teutonia,” in Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 48(1978), p. 71-75.

52 All references to the Sapientiale are to the manuscript: Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale
Centrale, Conv. Soppr. A.vi.437 (F). Starting from Book 11 the manuscript Citta del
Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301 has a different book numbering (cf.
F. Retucci, “The Sapientiale of Thomas of York: The Fortunes and Misfortunes of a Critical
Edition”, in Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 52 (2010), p. 133-160, esp. p. 140-142. In this
appendix these differences have been indicated in brackets.
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6 Prol. 9 (p. 15, 1. 324—327): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb
7. Prol.g
8. Prolg
9 Prol. g

p- 15, 1. 328-332): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 2, F, f. 212vb
p- 15, 1. 338-339): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

—~ o~~~

p- 15, 1. 342-p. 16, 1. 348): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 37, F, 421rb; 11, 2, F, {. 51ra
10.  Prol.10 (p.16,1. 364—375): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

1. Prol.1(p.17,1. 402-p.18,1. 406): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

12.  Exp. tit. C (p. 39, 1. 73—78). Cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6vb

13.  Tit. D (p. 40, l. n1—1u15): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6vb

14.  Tit. D (p. 40, l. ng—123): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 7, F, f. 7va

15.  Tit. D (p. 40, 1.126—p. 41, 1. 144): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 7, F, f. 8ra-b

16.  Tit. E (p. 41, 1. 163-166): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, ff. 1rb

17.  Tit. E (p. 42, 1. 175-180): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, ff. irb

18.  Tit. E (p. 42, L. 181—195): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, ff. irb—va
19. Tit. F (p. 43,1 208-2n): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 3, F, f. gra-b

20. Tit. K (p. 47,1 368-p. 48, 1. 383): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, f. 5va
21, Tit. L (p. 49, L. 415-419): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 9, F, f. 10vb
22.  Tit.L(

23.  Tit. L (p. 50, L. 463—468): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 1, F, f. iva—b

p- 49, 1. 431—-439): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, f. 5va

24. Praeamb. A (p. 54,1 32—p. 56,1.100): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 23 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, ff. 166vb—167rb

25.  Praeamb. B (p. 57, 1. 140-157): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 23 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, f. 167vb

26. Praeamb. B (p. 59, . 205-108): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 24 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 24), F, f. 168vb

27.  Praeamb. B (p. 61, . 297-303): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 25 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, f. 170ra

28.  Praeamb. C (p. 63, 1. 355-370): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 24 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 24), F, f. 16gra-b

29. Praeamb. C (p. 66, 1. 462—480): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 23 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, f. 168ra—b

30. Praeamb. C (p. 67, l. 504-513): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 23 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, f. 168rb

3. Praeamb. C (p. 68, . 541—548): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 23 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 23), F, f. 168rb

32.  Prop. 1E (p. 78, L. 253—p. 79, L. 271): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 1 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 1), F, f. 138ra; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 5, 1. 47-49; p. 6, 1. 50—68

33. Prop. 3C (p. 96, L. 148-151): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 30 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 11, c. 29), F, f. 87vb

34. Prop. 4A (p.102,1. 48-57): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 11 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 11, c. 10), F, f. 69rb
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35

36.

37-
38.
39-
40.

41.

42.
43-
44.
45-
46.
47.
48.
49.

50.

51

52.
53
54.

55

56.

57

58.

II.

Prop. 4A (p. 102, 1. 58-p. 103, 1. 87): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 20 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 11, c. 19), F, ff. 77ra—va

Prop. 4E (p. 109, 1. 298—p. 110, 1. 339): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 1 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 1), F, f. 138ra

Prop. 5D (p. 120, L. 264—270): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 17, F, f. 75va

Prop. 6A (p. 127, l. 11—20): cf. Sapientale, lib. 11, c. 2, F, f. 51va

Prop. 6A (p. 127, 1. 21-p. 128, 1. 33): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 2, F, f. 57rb

Prop. 6A (p. 128, 1. 38—p. 129, 1. 72): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 2, F, f. 57va

Prop. 6B (p. 129, 1. 95-102): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 2, F, f. 57va

Prop. 6B (p. 130, . 104—111): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 3, F, f. 58rb

Prop. 6D (p. 131, . 144-148): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 2, F, f. 57vb

Prop. 6E (p. 131, 1. 150-160): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 6, F, f. 62rb

Prop. 6E (p. 131, 1. 162—169): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 6, F, f. 62ra

Prop. 6E (p. 132, 1. 171-173): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, . 6, F, f. 62ra

Prop. 6E (p. 132, 1. 179-p. 133, L. 231): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 6, F, ff. 62rb—va
Prop. 6E (p. 132, |. 202—p. 133, 1. 208): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 14, F, f. 14va

Prop. 7E (p. 152, l. 493—p. 154, 1. 554): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 8 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 8), F, ff. 145va—146ra;
Thomae Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 94, 1. 27-p. 100, l. 160
Prop. 8B (p. 158, 1. 50-56): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 9, F, f. gva

Prop. 9B (p. 170, 1. 114-120): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6va

Prop. 10D (p. 182, . 208—213): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 31, F, ff. 37vb—38ra

Prop. 10E (p. 183, l. 217—226): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 31, F, f. 38rb

Prop. u1F (p. 192, L. 261—p. 194, L. 331): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 8 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 8), F, ff. 146rb—va; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 101, 1. 179-p. 105, 1. 270

Prop. 12A (p. 197, L. 25-p. 198, L. 30): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 21 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 21), F, f. 164ra

Prop. 12C (p. 200, . 122—p. 201, 1. 156 ): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 21 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 21), F, f. 164ra

Prop. 12D (p. 201, L. 163-170): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 25 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 25), F, f. 169vb

Prop. 12E (p. 202, L. 175-p. 205, 1. 283): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 25 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 25), F, ff. 170ra-va

Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 14-34, eds L. Sturlese, M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, B. Mojsisch (Hamburg:
Meiner, 1986).

1.

2.

Prop. 15D (p. 19, 1. 163—p. 20, 1. 189): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 111, c. 31 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 1v, c. 31), F, f. 126vb
Prop. 16B (p. 26, I. 71-87): cf. Sapientiale, 1ib. 1, c. 17, F, f. 22rb
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12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

RETUCCI

Prop. 18B (p. 48, l. 157-161): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 9, F, f. gva

Prop. 21B (p. 79, 1. 138—p. 80, 1. 163): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 2, F, ff. sirb—va

Prop. 21K (p. 91, l. 554—p. 93, L. 601): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 14 (Citta del Vaticano,

Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 14), F, f. 153ra; Thomae

Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1—20, p. 180, . 9—p. 181, 1. 38

Prop. 21M (p. 94, 1. 636—645): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 16 (Citta del Vaticano,

Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 16), F, f. 158ra; Thomae

Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 222, 1. 144-154

Prop. 22D (p. 105, . 250—260): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. nivb

Prop. 22D (p. 105, 1. 275-p. 106, 1. 280): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 11ra
(
(
(

Prop. 22D (p. 107, l. 330—343): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 11va

Prop. 22D (p. 106, l. 281-313): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 11rb

Prop. 22D (p. 107, l. 321-326): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 11va

Prop. 22E (p. 107, 1. 347-p. 108, 1. 374): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. nivb
Prop. 22F (p. 108, 1. 381-p. 109, 1. 387): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 11ra
Prop. 23D (p. 116, 1. 145-150): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 31, F, £. 37rb
(

Prop. 23D (p. 116, 1. 172—p. 117, 1. 186): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 31, F, £. 37rb

Prop. 23E (p. 117, l. 200—p. 118, l. 223): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 20, F, f. 27rb

(
(
Prop. 23E (p. 119, 1. 257—268): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 20, F, f. 27rb

Prop. 23E (p. 118, . 243—p. 119, L. 253): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 20, F, {. 271b

Prop. 231 (p. 120, L. 315-p. 121, 1. 324): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 14 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 14), F, f. 153ra; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 180, . 17—-p. 181, 1. 31

Prop. 23 (p. 121, L. 325-340): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 16 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 16), F, f. 157va—b; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 218, 1. 53-59

Prop. 25A (p. 137, 1. 23—27): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6va

Prop. 25A (p. 137, L. 28—p. 139, 1. 81): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 26 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 26), F, f. 171ra-b

Prop. 25G (p.146, 1. 328—p. 148, 1. 387): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 15 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 15), F, f. 156va—b; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 206, 1. 305—p. 209, 1. 365

Prop. 25H (p. 148, 1. 395-p. 149, L. 415): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 15 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301 lib. 111, c. 15), F, f. 157ra; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1—20, p. 210, 1. 396—403

Prop. 25l (p. 150, 1. 448-453): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 15 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:1ib. 111, c. 15), F, ff. 157rb—va; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber III. Cap. 1-20, p. 214, . 499—p. 215, |. 508

Prop. 26A (p. 153, . 13—19): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. g (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 9), F, f. 147rb; Thomae Eboracensis
Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1—20, p. 116, 1. 145-151
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27.

28.

29.
30.

3L

32.

33-

34.

35

Prop. 26A (p. 154, 1. 32—41): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. g (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 9), F, f. 147va; Thomae Eboracensis
Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1—20, p. 118, 1. 191-p. 119, 1. 215

Prop. 27A (p. 162, 1. 51-67): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c.12 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 12), F, . 151va; Thomae Eboracensis
Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 120, p. 163, . 173—p. 164, 1. 207

Prop. 28A (p. 171, 1. 13—-p. 173, 1. 76): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 42, F, ff. 46va—47rb
Prop. 28B (p. 173, 1. 95—p. 174, 1. 112): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 42, F, ff. 46vb—47ra
Prop. 28B (p. 174, 1. 122—124): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 42, F, f. 47ra

Prop. 34A (p. 221, 1. 42—63): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 21 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 21), F, f. 165ra

Prop. 34A (p. 221, L. 64-p. 223, . 110): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 13 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:lib. v, c. 13), F, f. 245ra-b

Prop. 34A (p. 223, l. 114-126): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 13 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 13), F, f. 2451b

Prop. 34B (p. 224,1.134—p. 227, 1. 247): cf. Sapientiale,lib. v1, c.15 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 15), F, ff. 245rb—246vb

1. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 35-65, ed. A. Sannino (Hamburg: Meiner, 2001).

1.

Prop. 35B (p. 4, 1. 50-59): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 8 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 8), F, f. 145va—b; Thomae Eboracensis
Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 94, 1. 35-p. 95, 1. 60

Prop. 35C (p. 5, l. 106-p. 7, 1. 155): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 17 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 17), F, ff. 247rb-va

Prop. 35D (p. 7, 1. 164-p. 8, L. 171): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 17 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:lib. v, c. 17), F, f. 247va

Prop. 36C (p. 18, l. 12-114): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 7, F, f. 24vb

Prop. 38F (p. 29, l. 98-p. 30, L. 101): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, {. 6rb

Prop. 59A (p. 163, 1. 11-p. 164, 1. 47): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 28 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 28), F, ff. 173rb—174ra
Prop. 59B (p. 164, 1. 51-57): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, 28 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 28), F, f. 1741b

1v. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 66-107, ed. 1. Zavattero (Hamburg: Meiner, 2003).

1.

Prop. 67C (p. 9, 1. 60-p. 10, 1. 89): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, . 35rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. g1, 1. 66—p. 93,
L 153
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v. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prop.

108-135, ed. F. Retucci (Hamburg: Meiner, 2011).

=
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15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

Prop. 114A (p. 40, 1. 10-p. 41, 1. 39): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 10va-b

Prop. 116C (p. 61, L. 69—p. 63, 1. 128): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, ff. 5vb—6ra

Prop. 120A (p. 90, l. 1—20): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 5, F, . 6ra-b

Prop. 120A (p. 90, 1. 21-p. 91, 1. 42): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, f. 6rb

Prop. 120A (p. 91, L. 43-50): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 10, F, f. 10va

Prop. 120D (p. 93,1. 13—-p. 97,1. 204): cf. Sapientiale, lib.1, cc. 35-36, F, ff. gova—gq2rb
Prop. 122A (p. 114, 1. 13—p. 115, L. 52): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 7, F, f. 8ra-b

Prop. 131A (p. 190, . 10-p. 191, 1. 44): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 6, F, ff. 6rb—vb

Prop. 131B (p. 191, L. 46—p. 194, 1. 115): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 14, F, ff. 14ra—va

Prop. 132B (p. 200, 1. 23-p. 201, 1. 38): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 10, F, f. 224va-b
Prop. 132D (p. 201, l. 50-53): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 10, F, f. 224vb

Prop. 132D (p. 202, L. 56-62): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 10, F, f. 224vb

Prop. 132D (p. 201, l. 50-p. 202, 1. 62). cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 10, F, f. 224vb
Prop. 133A (p. 206, 1. 18—27): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 2 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 2), F, ff. 184vb—185ra

Prop. 133B (p. 207, L. 50—55): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 32, F, f.37vb

Prop.133B

—

p. 208, L. 66-82): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 32, F, ff. 37vb—38rb
Prop. 133D (p. 209, 1. 112-113): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 16, F, f. 17vb

Prop. 133D (p. 210, |. 16-117), cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 16, F, f. 17vb

Prop. 133H (p. 211, 1. 166—174): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 32, F, f. 37vb

Prop. 135A (p. 220, 1. 12—23): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 2 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 2), F, ff. 184vb—185ra

Prop. 135A (p. 221, 1. 33—p. 223, 1. 80): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 2 (Citta del Vaticano,

Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 2), F, f. 185ra—b

vI. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 136-159, ed. F. Retucci (Hamburg: Meiner, 2007).

1.

Prop. 136A (p. 3, l. 13-p. 5, 1. 56): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 18; Liber viginti quattuor
philosophorum, p. 94, 1. 205-p. 96, 1. 261

Prop. 136B (p. 5, 1. 58—p. 6, 1. 87): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 8, F, f. gra

Prop. 136E (p. 6, 1. 109—p. 7, 1. 138): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 111, c. 10 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 1v, c. 10), F, f. 104rb

Prop. 136E (p. 8, L. 143-168): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 111, c. 11 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 1v, c. ), F, ff. 104vb—1051a
Prop. 137E (p. 19, 1. 145-p. 21, 1. 201): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 11 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 1), F, f. 149va-b; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 143, l. 65—p. 146, 1. 136
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Prop. 137E (p. 21, L. 202—205): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 1 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 11), F, f. 150rb; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 151, 1. 260—265

Prop. 137E (p. 21, L. 206—211); cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. n (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 11), F, f. 150va; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 153, L. 305-312

Prop. 142A (p. 52, 1. 18—p. 54, 1. 65): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 16, F, ff. 17ra—19rb; 11,
30 (Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 11, 29), F,
f. 87vb

Prop. 143N (p. 71, 1. 401-p. 72, 1. 426): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 26 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 26), F, f. 171ra

Prop. 146D (p. 91, 1. 58-p. 92, L. 71): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 5 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 5), F, f. 188rb

Prop. 146E (p. 92, 1. 73-p. 93, L. 93): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 5 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 5), F, f. 188rb

Prop. 146G (p. 93, 1. 106-p. 94, 1. 124): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 18; Liber viginti quat-
tuor philosophorum, p. 9o, 1. 73—p. 91, 1. 107

Prop. 146H (p. 94, 1. 144-p. 96, 1.182): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 17, F, f. 22rb

Prop. 1461 (p. 96, 1. 198-p. 97, 1. 209): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c. 5 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:lib. v, c. 5), F, f. 188rb—va

Prop. 146L (p. 97, 1. 232—p. 98, 1. 249): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 21 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 21), F, f. 164ra-b

Prop. 147E (p. 103, . 94-108): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 2, F, . 51rb

Prop. 149D (p. 114, L. 91—p. 115, 1. 130): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 111, cc. 24—26 (Citta del
Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 1v, cc. 24-26), F,
ff. ngra—121rb

Prop. 150D (p. 121, . 70-p. 125, . 193): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 8 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 8), F, ff. 145va—146ra;
Thomae Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 94, 1. 27-p. 95, 1. 64

Prop. 151A (p. 134, 1. 70-81): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 14, F, f. 141b

Prop. 151D (p. 137, 1. 184—p. 138, 1. 193); cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 13 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 13), F, f. 151vb; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I11. Cap. 1-20, p. 167, 1. 28—p. 168, 1. 51

Prop. 153A (p. 148, 1. 12—p. 149, l. 40): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 26 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 26), F, f. 171ra

Prop.153E (p. 153, 1. 181-p. 154, L. 210): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 26 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 26), F, f. 171vb

Prop. 157D (p. 179, 1. 67—79): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 16, F, ff. 19rb—20va; lib. 1, c. 17,
F, f. 23vb
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24.

25.
26.

27.
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Prop. 159A (p. 189, 1. 14-p. 191, 1. 73): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 21 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 21), F, ff. 164vb-165rb
Prop. 159B (p. 191, L. 75—p. 193, L. 137): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 11, F, ff. 68vb—69gra
Prop. 159D (p. 194, 1. 177-p. 195, L. 182): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 29 (Citta del
Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 29), F, f. 175ra
Prop. 159D (p. 196, L. 215-227): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 11, c. 11, F, f. 6gra

vil. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 160-183, eds U.R. Jeck, L]. Tautz (Hamburg: Meiner, 2003).

1.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Prop. 160G (p. 7, 1. 126-137): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 26 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. 111, c. 26), F, f. 172ra
Prop. 162D (p. 19, . 95-p. 20, L. 135): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 15, F, ff. 15rb—va

Prop. 164D (p. 33, 1. 66-71): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

P

Prop. 164D (p. 33, 1. 81-87): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212rb

Prop. 164E

—~

p- 34, L. 101-p. 35, 1. 131): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212ra
Prop. 165D
Prop. 166B
Prop. 166B
Prop. 166G
Prop. 166H
Prop. 171D (p. 114, 1. 158—p. 115, 1. 210): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c.17, F, ff. 220vb—221rb

p- 40, L. 79-p. 41, . 107): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 5, F, f.60vb
p- 48,1 70—-p. 49, 1. 99): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 11, F, f. 227rb

—~ o~ o~

p- 49, . 102-p. 50, . 124): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 12, F, f. 227rb-va
p. 52, 1. 206—p. 55, 1. 266): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 12, F, f. 63vb—64va

—_— o~

p- 55, L. 267—276): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 12, F, f. 64va

Prop. 174G (p. 142, 1. 197—205): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c. 13 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:lib. 111, c. 13), F, ff. 152ra—vb; Thomae
Eboracensis Sapientiale. Liber I1I. Cap. 1-20, p. 175, |. 240—243; p. 166, . 9—19

Prop. 176A (p. 157, 1. 15—p. 160, 1. 87): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 27, F, ff. 32va—33ra;
Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’, p. o1,
1. 66—p. 93, 1. 153

Prop.176B (p.160,1. 90—93): cf. Sapientiale,lib. 1, c. 27, F, f. 33ra; Retucci, “Tommaso
di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’, p. 93, 1. 154157

Prop. 176B (p. 160, 1. 102—p. 161, l. 120): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 27, F, {. 33ra; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 94, 1. 158-177
Prop. 176B (p. 161, 1. 121-124): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, f. 33va; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 98, 1. 85-88
Prop. 176B (p. 161, L. 132—133): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 27, F, f. 33ra; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 94, 1. 178-179
Prop. 176C (p. 161, 1. 137—142): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, f. 33rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 96, 1. 12—24
Prop. 176C (p. 162, L. 147-161): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, f. 33rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 96, 1. 25-38
Prop. 176C (p. 162, 1. 162—p. 163, I. 175): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, f. 33va; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 97, 1. 48-64
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3L

32.

33-

34.

35-

Prop. 176C (p. 163, L. 176-181): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, f. 33rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 98, 1. 72—80
Prop. 176C (p. 164, 1. 214-p. 165, 1. 239): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 28, F, ff. 33va—b;
Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 98,
L. 95-p. 99, L. 120

Prop. 176D (p. 165, 1. 244—263): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, ff. 34rb—va; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 103, 1. 18—p. 104,
137

Prop.176D (p.165, L. 265-p. 166, 1. 270): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 34va; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’, p. 104, 1. 52—58
Prop. 176D (p. 166, L. 272—279): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 34va; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p.104, 1. 62—p. 105,
1. 68

Prop. 1771 (p. 183, 1. 335—p. 184, 1. 349): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 35rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’, p. 109, 1. 215—p. 110,
L. 223

Prop. 178A (p. 188, 1. 12—p. 190, 1. 54): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 34va-b;
Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone’, p. 105,
1. 73-p. 106, 1. 129

Prop. 178B (p. 190, 1. 56—p. 191, 1. m): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 34vb;
Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 107,
1. 130-p. 108, 1. 178

Prop.178B (p.192,1.114-120): cf. Sapientiale,lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 35rb; Retucci, “Tommaso
di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 108, 1. 190—p. 109, 1. 196
Prop. 178B (p. 192, L. 137-139): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 35rb; Retucci,
“Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 109, 1. 197-199
Prop. 178C (p. 193, 1. 148—p. 194, 1. 193): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 30, F, ff. 35vb—36ra
Prop. 178E (p. 196, 1. 258—p. 197, 1. 283): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 27, F, f. 33ra-b;
Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 95,
. 184—204

Prop.179A (p. 200, 1. 12—27): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v, c.1(Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301:lib. 1v, c. 33), F, f. 128ra

Prop. 180D (p. 213, . 53—p. 214, . 79): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c.19 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 19), F, f. 194ra-b

Prop.180E (p. 214, 1. 81-p. 216, 1. 122): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v1, c.19 (Citta del Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 4301: lib. v, c. 19), F, ff. 194rb—vb

viil. Berthold of Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli.

Propositiones 184—21, ed. L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 2014).

1.

2.

Prop. 184A (p. 3, 1. 13—p. 5, |. 83): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 15, F, ff. 212vb—2131b
Prop. 184C (p. 6, 1. 101-116): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 16, F, f. 213va-b
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Prop. 186A
Prop. 186B

(p. 30, L. 1—p. 31, 1. 44): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 17, F, ff. 214vb—2151rb
(p- 31, L. 55-p. 32, 1. 71): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, ff. 215vb—216va
Prop. 186D (p. 34, L. 153—p. 35, . 178): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 19, F, f. 2177ra—vb

3
4
5
6. Prop. 187A (p. 43, . 37-p. 44, 1. 68): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 23, F, ff. 222rb-va
7 Prop. 187A (p. 44, 1. 81-83): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 23, F, f. 222rb

8 Prop. 187C (p. 47, 1. 180—p. 48, 1. 212): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 24, F, . 223ra

9 Prop. 190A (p. 76, 1. 15—22): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, f. 216ra

10.  Prop.190A (p. 77, 1. 43-57): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, f. 216ra

1. Prop.190A (p. 79, 1. 103-106): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, f. 216ra-b

(
(
(
12.  Prop.190A (p. 80, 1. 138-p. 81, 1. 193): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, ff. 216rb—va
13.  Prop.190A (p. 82, 1. 212—223): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, f. 216va

14.  Prop.190B (p. 82, 1. 215—217): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 18, F, f. 216va

15.  Prop.199A (p. 151, L. 12-p. 153, . 64): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 1, F, f. 212ra-b

16.  Prop.199B (p. 153, 1. 72—p. 155, L. 131): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 6, F, f. 62ra—b

(
(
18.  Prop. 207C (p. 227, L. 94—p. 228, 1. 104): cf. Sapientiale, lib. 1, c. 29, F, f. 35ra-b;

17.  Prop.199C (p. 156, L. 158-178): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 6, F, f. 61vb

Retucci, “Tommaso di York, Eustrazio e la dottrina delle idee di Platone”, p. 108,

L. 179190
19.  Prop. 208D (p. 235, 1. 128-139): cf. Sapientiale, lib. v11, c. 24, F, f. 223ra
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CHAPTER 4

Die Kontinuitit der intellektuellen Tradition des
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1 Einfithrung

In der heute nur in zwei Handschriften aus dem 15. Jahrhundert erhaltenen
Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli, dem ersten von den insge-
samt drei bisher bekannten mittelalterlichen Kommentaren zu der Xtotyeiwatg
feoroyur) des spitantiken Neuplatonikers Proclus (412—485), behandelt
Berthold von Moosburg in seiner Exegese der Propositionen 160-183 haupt-
sichlich die Intellektlehre.! Die 24 Propositionen mit den sie begleitenden

1 Berthold von Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Propositiones
160-183, hg.v. UR. Jeck, L]. Tautz. Prolegomena und Indices hg.v. N. Bray (Hamburg: Meiner,
2003). Zu Person und Werk Bertholds cf. S. Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content
and Method of Platonic Philosophy*, in J.A. Aertsen, K. Emery, Jr., A. Speer (Hgg.), Nach der
Verurteilung von 1277 (Berlin / New York: De Gruyter, 2001), S.493—503. M. Fiihrer, S. Gersh,
,Dietrich of Freiberg and Berthold of Moosburg*, in S. Gersh (Hg.), Interpreting Proclus. From
Antiquity to the Renaissance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), S.305-317. Die
lateinische Kommentartradition zu der Elementatio theologica des Proclus und zum Liber de
causis, das Neuland der Mittelalterforschung, hat neuerlich D. Calma mit seinen Mitarbeitern
im groflen Umfang aufgearbeitet. Calma hat damit die Grundlagen fiir die weitergehen-
den, von ihm koordinierten Forschungs- und Editionsprojekte auf diesem Gebiet geschaf-
fen. Mehrere Studien aus diesen Projekten weisen punktuelle Uberschneidungen mit den
Themen dieses Beitrags auf; zu nennen sind folgenden Publikationen: A. Baneu, D. Calma,
,Notes sur un commentaire inédit au Liber de causis (Augsburg, Staats- und Stadtbibliothek,
4° Cod. 68), in Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 54(2012), S.286—293, 295-296. D. Calma, ,The
Exegetical Tradition of Medieval Neoplatonism. Considerations on a Recently Discovered
Corpus of Texts®, in D. Calma (Hg.), Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages. I. New Commentaries
on Liber de causis (ca. 1250-1350) (Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), S.30. D. Calma, ,A Medieval
Companion to Aristotle: John Krosbein’s Paraphrases on Liber de causis, in D. Calma (Hg.),
Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages. II. New Commentaries on Liber de causis and Elementatio
theologica (ca. 1350-1500) (Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), S.11—-97. F. Retucci, ,Sententia Procli alti
philosophi. Notes on Anonymous Commentary on Proclus’ Elementatio theologica“, in Calma
(Hg.), Neoplatonism in the Middle Ages. II, S.99-179. D. Calma, ,Reading Proclus and the Book
of Causes: Notes on the Western Scholarly Networks and Debates*, in D. Calma (Hg.), Reading
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commenta Procli bilden insofern zwei ungleiche Vorlagen fiir Bertholds
Kommentar, als die konzisen Propositionen sowohl den eigentlichen Bezug
der Exegese als auch die Grundlage fiir die Entfaltung von Bertholds eigener
Lehren darstellen, wihrend die Kommentare des Proclus zu den einzelnen
Propositionen einer gesonderten, viel kiirzeren Auslegung unterzogen werden.
Beides organisiert Berthold nach einem feststehenden Muster, indem er bei der
Auslegung der Propositionen, die er als das elementum bezeichnet,? zuerst den
inihnen enthaltenen Lehrgehalt (suppositum) erschlief3t und in einem zweiten
Schritt auf dieser Basis sein eigenes Lehrgebdude (propositum) autbaut. Seine
Auslegung der Proklischen commenta zu den einzelnen Propositionen eréffnet
er mit einem syllogistischen Beweis der jeweiligen Proposition (probatio ele-
menti) und geht anschlieflend zu einer nach Lemmata strukturierten Erklarung
des Textes iiber. Bertholds Hermeneutik der inhaltlichen Erschlieflung der
Propositionen und ihrer Beweise im Anschluss an die commenta des Proclus
hat S. Gersh als einen dialektischen Dreischritt rekonstruiert. Dieser wird
durch eine Erweiterung (‘expansion’), eine Einschrankung (‘restriktion’) und
eine Transformation (‘alteration’) der Lehrinhalte der Vorlage bei einer inte-
gralen, die Auslegung siamtlicher Propositionen einbeziehenden Lektiire des
Werkes vollzogen.3 Der dritte Schritt, die Transformation, ist insofern beson-
ders aufschlussreich, wie Gersh unterstreicht, als er Bertholds Verstindnis des
Platonismus und sein Verhiltnis zur aristotelischen Philosophie widerspie-
gelt. Er verdeutlicht auch, fiigen wir hinzu, die Bedeutung der durch Albert
den Groflen begriindeten, an Pseudo-Dionysius anschlieenden intellektuel-
len Tradition fiir Bertholds Auffassung der divinissima philosophia, wie sie im
Einklang mit Proclus und in der Differenz zu Proclus entfaltet wird.#

Die Bindung des Kommentars an eine Textvorlage gibt naturgeméfd den
Rahmen fiir seine inhaltliche Ausgestaltung vor. Dies gilt auch fiir Bertholds
Intellektlehre, die er in seiner Expositio super Elementationem theologicam
Procli entwickelt und die im Fokus der nachfolgenden Ausfiihrungen steht.
Eine systematische Erarbeitung eines geschlossenen intellekttheoretischen
Lehrstiicks hat der Verfasser der weitschweifigen Expositio nicht angestrebt,

Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 1: Western Scholarly Networks and Debates (Leiden /
Boston: Brill, 2019), S.1-13.

2 Fir die etymologische Erklirung des Begriffs elementum und des Werktitels sowie des
Namens des Autors siehe Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content and Method of
Platonic Philosophy*, S.498.

3 Berthold’s Hermeneutik hat S. Gersh in seiner Analyse der Proposition 174 rekonstruiert,
siehe Fiihrer, Gersh, ,Dietrich of Freiberg and Berthold of Moosburg®, S.310-316, insbes.
S.310-311. Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content*, S.500.

4 Cf. unter Anm. 28.
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da sich ihm seitens der Textvorlage ein hierfiir geeigneter Ansatz offenbar
nicht bot. Aus diesem Grund bildet seine Intellekttheorie auf das Ganze gese-
hen ein untereinander zwar vernetztes, aber auch deshalb fast nicht mehr
zu durchschauendes Konglomerat verschiedener, durch die Vorlage und die
verwendeten Quellen vorgegebener Elemente. Thre Erschlieung, genetische
Bestimmung und Systematisierung, wie sie hier angestrebt und nur partiell
durchgefiihrt werden kann, verlangen unter diesen Vorzeichen viel Aufwand,
werfen aber einen geringen Ertrag ab, so dass ihre vollstdndige Aufarbeitung
weiterhin ein Forschungsdesiderat bleibt. Diese Einschrankungen in Kauf neh-
mend wird mit Blick auf die auffilligsten Gemeinsambkeiten der Intellektlehre
und der Erkenntnismetaphysik von Berthold und Albertus Magnus auf einen
Bereich in einigen Punkten einzugehen sein, der bislang nicht erforscht
wurde. Hierbei wird es primér um die Klassifikation der Intellekte und ihre
Erklarungen gehen, um den erkenntnis-metaphysisch und existenziell aufge-
fassten intellektiven Aufstieg des Menschen, um Lehrinhalte, die bei Berthold
einerseits systematisch konsistenter elaboriert und andererseits in der
Tradition des Albertus Magnus entweder direkt oder vermittelt durch Ulrich
von Straf$burg und Dietrich von Freiberg verankert sind.

Die nachfolgenden Analysen der lehrinhaltlichen Koinzidenz und der sug-
gerierten Einfliisse Alberts auf Bertholds Typologie und Interpretation der
Intellekte konzentrieren sich auf seine Auslegung der Propositionen 160, 163,
167, 174 und 181 der Elementatio theologica des Proclus. Eine erste Durchsicht
des Kommentars zu den Propositionen 160-183 hat gezeigt, dass in den
genannten fiinf Texteinheiten Berthold sich bei seiner Proclus-Exegese und
seinen intellekttheoretisch zentralen Aussagen auch der von Albert einge-
fithrten und entfalteten Typologie und des Verstidndnisses der Intellekte bzw.
deren Vollendungsstufen und der darauf gestiitzten Theorie der intellekti-
ven Selbstiiberschreitung des Menschen bedient und sie weiterentwickelt.
Eine genetische Retrospektive von Bertholds Intellektlehre aus wirft Licht
auf sein Verstdndnis der Lehre des unum animae und die epistemologische
Fundierung der Mystik. Sie ldsst eine nicht-reduktionistische Interpretation
der Berthold’schen divinissima philosophia als eine ,theologische Philosophie®
alternativlos werden, welche die gegenwirtige theologie- und philosophie-
historische Forschung, um ihre Konfundierung mit der Mystik und ‘einer
»Philosophie«’ zu vermeiden, unter ebendiesem Namen, d.h. der ,theolo-
gischen Philosophie“, zu entdecken und systematisch wiederzugewinnen
begonnen hat.’

5 Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content*, S.499-500, und unten Anm. 30.
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Die zu erwdgenden Fragestellungen veranlassen zunéchst einen Riickblick
auf die allgemeine und aktuelle Forschungslage in Bezug auf Bertholds
Intellektlehre. Diskussionswiirdig sind manche in der neueren Forschung pro-
nonciert vertretenen Auffassungen in Bezug auf Bertholds Grundeinstellung
gegeniiber der Theologie und der biblisch-christlichen Offenbarung im
Besonderen, sein Selbstverstindnis als Philosoph, sein Verhiltnis zum kirch-
lichen Lehramt und zu dem sogenannten ,Schularistotelismus” einschliefilich
der aristotelischen Erkenntnismetaphysik. Nicht zuletzt sind die als exklusiv
dargestellte Rolle Dietrich von Freibergs Philosophie, insbesondere ihre intel-
lekttheoretischen und ethischen Ansitze zu hinterfragen, sowie die These, dass
sie ,als ein Fundament fiir jeden Interpretationsversuch des Bertholdschen
Werkes betrachtet werden muf3“.6

2 Ein Riickblick auf die Forschungen zu Berthold von Moosburg
2.1 Die Wiederentdeckung der Expositio super Elementationem
theologicam Procli

Der zwischen 1327 und 1361 von Berthold von Moosburg verfasste Kommentar
zu der Elementatio theologica Procli geriet im Verlauf der Jahrhunderte,
sofern er nicht von vornherein geméif} dem Willen des Verfassers ein ver-
borgenes Dasein fiihrte, in Vergessenheit und wurde erst im Jahr 19oo durch
W. Rubczynski im Kodex Vat. lat. 2192 wiederentdeckt.” Im Jahr 1926 erfolgte
die Edition eines Teils des Prologs durch Raymond Klibansky, nachdem er eine
zweite Handschrift von Bertholds Werk im Kodex Oxford, Balliol Coll. 224B

6 L.Sturlese, ,Homo divinus. Der Prokloskommentar Bertholds von Moosburg und die Probleme
der nacheckhartschen Zeit*, in K. Ruh (Hg.), Abendlindische Mystik im Mittelalter. Symposion
Kloster Engelbert 1984 (Stuttgart: Metzlersche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1986), S.147; repr.: ,.Der
Prokloskommentar Bertholds von Moosburg und die philosophischen Probleme der nach-
eckhartschen Zeit*, in L. Sturlese, Homo divinus: Philosophische Projekte in Deutschland zwi-
schen Meister Eckhart und Heinrich Seuse (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2007), S.139.

7 W. Rubczynski, ,Studia neoplatonskie®, in Przeglgd Filozoficzny 3(1900), S.41-69. H. Struve,
,Die polnische Philosophie der letzten zehn Jahre (1894-1904)¢, in Archiv fiir Geschichte der
Philosophie 18(1905), S.568-571. Da Rubczynski Ankniipfungen an die von ihm wiederauf-
gefundene, in der Handschrift Berthold explizit zugeschriebene Expositio bei Cusanus fin-
det und ihren Verfasser fiir einen Vorldufer des Cusanus hilt, gibt er den Verfassernamen
der Expositio in der von Cusanus iiberlieferten, irrtiimlichen Variante mit Johann Mosbach’
wieder.
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entdeckt hatte.® Mit den beiden Funden und der Teilversffentlichung, auf
die im Jahr 1971 die Edition des Kommentars zu den Propositionen 49-54, die
B. Faes de Mottoni ins Werk setzte, und im Jahr 1974 der erste, von L. Sturlese
herausgegebene Band der historisch-kritischen Edition des Kommentars zu
den Propositionen 184—211 folgten, begann die Forschung zu Berthold von
Moosburg und seinem Werk.® Sie gewann rasch an Fahrt, nachdem K. Flasch
die kritische Edition des Gesamtwerkes Dietrich von Freibergs in Bochum
initiiert und hierfiir sowie fiir weitere Editionsvorhaben das Projekt eines
Corpus Philosophorum Teutonicorum Medii Aevi begriindet und ein interna-
tionales Forscher- und Editorenteam zur kritischen Herausgabe der Werke
von Autoren, die der ,Deutschen Dominikanerschule“ des 14. Jahrhunderts
zugerechnet werden, gebildet hatte. Nach der Fertigstellung der kritischen
Ausgabe des Gesamtwerkes Dietrich von Freibergs nahm das urspriinglich
durch K. Flasch und L. Sturlese, spéter auch durch R. Imbach und B. Mojsisch
koordinierte Editorenteam die Arbeit an der kritischen Edition Berthold
von Moosburgs Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli auf1® Die
Edition wurde in acht Teilbdnden der Bochumer Corpus Philosophorum
Teutonicorum Medii Aevi-Reihe (und einem bereits 1974 in der rémischen Serie
Temi et Testi, Edizioni di Storia e letteratura verdffentlichten 18. Band) im Jahr
2014 vollendet.

Ein Uberblick iiber die zuriickliegende und aktuelle Forschung zu Berthold
von Moosburg muss an dieser Stelle selektiv auf einige fiir die Fragestellung die-
ses Beitrags einschlédgigen Untersuchungen beschriankt bleiben. Vorgestellt und
im Hauptteil der Darstellung punktuell beriicksichtigt werden die Pionierarbeit
von W. Eckert,! die fiir das Editionsprojekt und die Werkinterpretation

8 R. Klibansky, Ein Proklos-Fund und seine Bedeutung. Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse, Jahrgang 1928/1929, 5.
Abhandlung (Heidelberg: Winter, 1929).

9 B. Faes de Mottoni, ,Il commento di Bertoldo di Moosburg all’Elementatio theologica di
Proclo. Edizione delle proposizioni riguardanti il tempo e l'eternita“, in Studi medievali
Ser. 3,12(1971), S.417—461. Cf. R. Imbach, ,Chronique de Philosophie: Le (néo-)platonisme
médiéval, Proclus latin et I'école dominicaine allemande®, in Revue de Théologie et de
Philosophie 110(1978), S.437-438, 448; repr.: R. Imbach, Quodlibeta. Ausgewdihlte Artikel /
Articles choisis, hg.v. F. Cheneval et al. (Freiburg, Schweiz: Universititsverlag, 1996),
Sa149-151.

10  Cf K. Flasch, L. Sturlese, ,Vorwort*, in Berthod von Moosburg, Expositio super Elemen-
tationem theologicam Procli. Prologus, Propositiones 1-13, hg.v. M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese,
L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), S.1X—X.

11 W. Eckert, ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P. Ein Vertreter der Einheitsmetaphysik im
Spatmittelalter®, in Philosophisches Jahrbuch 65(1957), S.120-133.
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richtungsweisende ,Einleitung von K. Flasch!? und die sie vertiefende und
weiterfithrende Studie von L. Sturlese.!® Thematisch zentral fiir die nachfolgen-
den Rekonstruktionen sind zwei Untersuchungen aus der Bochumer Schule,
weshalb sie besondere Aufmerksamkeit auf sich ziehen. Die Erstere, bei der
es sich um die Dissertation der Mitherausgeberin des intellekttheoretischen
Teils der Bertholdschen Expositio, 1J. Tautz, handelt, analysiert Bertholds
Intellektlehre anhand seines Kommentars zu den Propositionen 168-183.14 Die
zweite Studie, ein Beitrag von B. Mojsisch zu einer Essaysammlung, bietet eine
konzise Charakteristik der Intellekttheorie Bertholds und ihre Einordnung in
den Gesamtkontext seines philosophischen Denkens.'> Wichtig sind ebenfalls
Untersuchungen von T. Iremadze zur Erkenntnislehre und der Intellekttheorie
Bertholds sowie die Studien von M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese und A. de Libera zum
Einfluss Alberts des Grofien auf dessen Intellektlehre.!® Diese hier genannten
einschlédgigen Arbeiten und die schon herangezogenen Untersuchungen von
S. Gersh werden im Hauptteil dieser Studie beriicksichtigt.

2.2 Der Beitrag von Willehad P. Eckert

Die bedeutendsten Untersuchungen aus der frithen Phase der Berthold-
Forschung sind die ungedruckte Dissertation von W. Eckert und sein im Phi-
losophischen Jahrbuch unter der Uberschrift ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P.
Ein Vertreter der Einheitsmetaphysik im Spéatmittelalter veroffentlichter

12 K. Flasch, ,Einleitung®, in Berthold von Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem
theologicam Procli. Prologus. Propositiones 1-13, hg.v. M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, L. Sturlese
(Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), S.XI-XXXVIII.

13 Sturlese, ,Homo divinus. Der Prokloskommentar Bertholds, S.145-161 (repr. S.137-154).

14  1J. Tautz, Erst-Eines, Intellekte, Intellektualitdt. Eine Studie zu Berthold von Moosburg
(Hamburg: Kovac, 2002).

15  B.Mojsisch, ,Die Theorie des Intellekts bei Berthold von Moosburg. Zur Proklosrezeption
im Mittelalter”, in Th. Kobusch, B. Mojsisch, O.F. Summerell (Hgg.), Selbst — Singularitdt -
Subjektivitit. Vom Neuplatonismus zum deutschen Idealismus (Amsterdam / Philadelphia:
Griiner, 2002), S.175-184.

16 T Iremadze, ,Der intellekttheoretische Ansatz der Selbstreflexivitit des Denkens geméf3
Kapitel 168 der Elementatio theologica des Proklos und seine Deutung sowie Entfaltung
im Proklos-Kommentar Bertholds von Moosburg®, in W. Geerlings, C. Schulze (Hgg.). Der
Kommentar in Antike und Mittelalter, Bd. 2: Neue Beitrdge zu seiner Erforschung (Leiden /
Boston: Brill, 2004), S.237—253; T. Iremadze, Konzeptionen des Denkens im Neuplatonismus.
Zur Rezeption der Proklischen Philosophie im deutschen und georgischen Mittelalter:
Dietrich von Freiberg — Berthold von Moosburg — Joane Petrizi (Amsterdam / Philadelphia:
Griiner, 2004). M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, ,A propos du néoplatonisme d’Albert le Grand.
Aventures et mésaventures de quelques textes d'Albert dans le Commentaire sur Proclus
de Berthold de Moosburg®, in Archives de Philosophie 43(1980), S.635—654. A. de Libera,
La Mystique rhénane. DAlbert le Grand & Maitre Eckhart (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1994),
S.326—384.
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Aufsatz, in dem der Verfasser die wichtigsten Ergebnisse seiner in der Disser-
tation dargelegten Forschungen zusammenfasst.!” Er stellt den Moosburger
als einen Vertreter der Einheitsmetaphysik dar und unterstreicht seine enge
Beziehung zu Albert dem Groflen. Diese manifestiere sich in der Expositio
durch weitldufige Anleihen aus Alberts Summa theologiae, in der die Elemen-
tatio theologica des Proclus nach der lateinischen, am 12. Mai 1268 in Viterbo
vollendeten Ubersetzung des Wilhelm von Moerbeke erstmalig rezipiert und
zitiert werde.!® Hinsichtlich der Intellektlehre beschrinkt sich Eckert auf die
Feststellung, Berthold habe Dietrichs Lehre vom Seelengrund iibernommen.
Diese wird als eine Verbindung des augustinischen Konzepts des abditum men-
tis mit der aristotelischen intellectus agens-Lehre begriffen.1®

Mit Blick auf die spédter entfachte Polemik gegen Eckert’s Auffassung,
Berthold sei ein Vertreter der Einheitsmetaphysik, und die Verneinung
des Befunds, dass Berthold’s christliche Glaubensiiberzeugung das herme-
neutische Prinzip seines Werkverstindnisses darstellt, sind zwei Aspekte
hervorzuheben: Erstens, Berthold bekennt sich zur (neu-)platonischen
Einheitsmetaphysik, indem er wie Platon und im Unterscheid zu Aristoteles
die Prioritit des Einen und/oder des Guten vor dem Sein annimmt. Am
Prinzipiencharakter dieses Sein und Erkennen transzendierenden Einen bzw.
des Guten dndert die Methode eines diskursiv-aufsteigenden oder eines intuiti-
ven Zuganges nichts.2? Ob Berthold sich in dieser Hinsicht von den Positionen
des Meister Eckhart wesentlich unterscheidet und konsequenter als Eckhart
ist, sofern das System des Letzteren sich als ein Versuch verstehen lésst, das
Seinsprinzip und das Einheitsprinzip miteinander zu verbinden, wie Eckert

17 W.Eckert, Berthold von Moosburg O.P. und sein Kommentar zur Elementatio theologica des
Proklos, PhD Diss. (Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt Miinchen, 1956); Eckert, ,Berthold
von Moosburg O.P., S.120-133.

18 Eckert, ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P!, S.127: ,Die Summa theologiae Alberts des Grof3en
schreibt er [sc. Berthold] seitenweise mitsamt ihren Zitaten aus“. Zur Rezeption der
Elementatio theologica des Proclus durch Albert in seiner Summa theologiae siehe
D. Siedler, P. Simon, ,Prolegomena®, in Albertus Magnus, Summa theologiae sive de mira-
bili scientia dei, libri primi pars I, quaestiones 1-50A, hg.v. D. Siedler, W. Kiibel, H.-]. Vogels
(Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff, 1978), Sxvi—xviI. Fiir die Datierung und den Ort der latei-
nischen, von Moerbeke angefertigten Ubersetzung der Elementatio theologica siehe
H. Boese, ,Einleitung®, in Proclus, Elementatio theologica, translata a Guillelmo de
Morbecca, hg.v. H. Boese (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1987), S.IX.

19 Eckert, ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P:, S.127. Cf. A. Colli, ,Intellectus agens als abditum men-
tis. Die Rezeption Augustins in der Intellekttheorie Dietrichs von Freiberg®, in Theologie
und Philosophie 86(2011), S.360-371. E. Krebs, Meister Dietrich (Theodoricus Teutonicus de
Vriberg). Sein Leben, seine Werke, Seine Wissenschaft (Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff, 1906),
S.100.

20 Cf. Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content*, S.499.
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annimmt, kann man wie bisher geteilter Ansicht sein.?! Zweitens, Berthold
bekennt sich unmissverstdndlich zur biblisch-christlichen Offenbarung,
indem er deren Lehrinhalte, darunter die innertrinitarischen Hervorginge
und Relationen sowie die Schopfung im Riickgriff auf die pseudo-dionysische
Emanationslehre und die von Proclus und von Pseudo-Dionysius inspirierte,
von Albert erlduterte und von Dietrich von Freiberg entfaltete Providenzlehre
zu erkldren sucht und nicht zuletzt auf das Verhiltnis von Theologie und
Philosophie im Sinne der Auffassung von Albert und Dietrich reflektiert.
Eine willkiirliche Einwendung, Berthold wollte unter keinen Umsténden ein
Offenbarungstheologe sein (der er als Predigerménch ex professo war), eine
Einwendung, die einen von mehreren Kritikpunkten an Eckert’s Lektiire der
Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli darstellt, erweist sich aus
dieser Perspektive und aufgrund der Rolle, welche die theologischen Quellen,
in erster Linie die biblischen Biicher, erfiillen, als unzutreffend.23

2.3 Hermeneutische Neuausrichtung durch K. Flasch

Die acht Teilbinde umfassende kritische Ausgabe des Werkes Berthold von
Moosburgs wird im ersten Teilband, der den Prolog und die Auslegung der
Propositionen 1-13 enthilt, doktrinell durch K. Flasch eingeleitet.2* Flasch
beleuchtet die in Dunkel gehiillte Geschichte des Werkes von seiner Abfassung
um die Mitte des 14. Jahrhundert bis zum Erscheinen der ersten Binde der
kritischen Edition und revidiert die von Eckert vorgenommene philosophiesy-
stematische Einordnung des Kommentars in die Tradition. Er bietet eine neue
Interpretation der neuplatonischen Leitideen und Grundsitze dar, die das
Denken des Autors bestimmen. Bertholds Hauptquellen, darunter die Rolle
des Averroes, stellt er ebenso wie seine Sicht auf das Verhiltnis des Autors

21 Eckert, ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P., S.129-131.

22 Eckert, ,Berthold von Moosburg O.P*, S.132—133; cf. Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis
nominibus, hg.v. BR. Suchla (Berlin / New York: De Gruyter, 1990), c. 4 n. 33, S.178 L.8-17;
die lateinische Ubesetzung des Johannes Sarracenus in Dionysiaca. Recueil donnant
I'ensemble des traductions latines des ouvrages attribués au Denys de 'Aréopage, hg.v.
Ph. Chevallier, vol. 1 (Brugge: de Brouwer, 1937), c. 4, S.311—-313. Albertus Magnus, Super
Dionysium De divinis nominibus, hg.v. P. Simon (Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff 1972), c. 4 n.
224, S.298, L.4—-37, S.297, L.78-84. Dietrich von Freiberg, De subiecto theologiae ( fragmen-
tum), hg.v. L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1983), S.279—282, bes. 3 (9), S.281, L.100-S.282,
L.aog. Albertus Magnus, Commentarii in III Sententiarum, hg.v. A. Borgnet (Paris: Vives,
1894), d. 24, a. 3, S.468a: fides et scientia sunt de eodem, non secundum idem. H. Anzulewicz,
Die theologische Relevanz des Bildbegriffs und des Spiegelbildmodells in den Friihwerken
des Albertus Magnus (Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff, 1999), S.159. M. Roesner, Logik des
Ursprungs. Vernunft und Offenbarung bei Meister Eckhart (Freiburg / Miinchen: Alber,
2017), $.101-103.

23 Siehe unten Anm. 26 und insbesondere den Beitrag von P.D. Hellmeier in diesem Band.

24 Hierzu und zum Folgenden: Flasch, ,Einleitung®, S.x1-XxxvIiI.
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der Expositio zur ihrer Proklischen Vorlage und zur biblisch-christlichen
Offenbarungstheologie vor. Die Kritik, Korrekturen und Prézisierungen frithe-
rer Interpretationen von Bertholds Werk und philosophischem Denken bilden
den Haupttenor der Einleitung.?5 Zu den darin dargelegten, einen bemerkens-
werten Erkenntnisfortschritt markierenden Einsichten, die mit der Edition
der ersten Teilbbinde des Kommentars und mit der doktrinellen Erschliefung
des Prologs erzielt und in der Einleitung présentiert wurden, seien einige kriti-
sche Bemerkungen angebracht. Sie beziehen sich vornehmlich auf die herme-
neutisch relevanten Deutungen, die auch mit den Kritikpunkten an den von
Eckert gewonnenen Erkenntnissen zusammenhédngen und die fiir sich eine
historisch mogliche, bisweilen ausschlieflliche, die Werkinterpretation maf-
geblich bestimmende Valenz beanspruchen.

An erster Stelle seien das Ausschlieflen offenbarungstheologischer Ele-
mente und Motive im Denken von Berthold und die Verneinung seines
Selbstverstidndnisses als Theologe zu erwihnen, die selbst bei seinem Rekurs auf
die biblische Uberlieferung reklamiert werden, wobei ihm auch eine dem kirch-
lichen Lehramt und dem ,Schularistotelismus“ gegeniiber kritische Attitiide
attestiert wird.26 Vor dem Hintergrund von Bertholds Bezugnahmen auf die
biblische und die ps.-dionysische ,Epistemologie“ der Gotteserkenntnis und
in Anbetracht seiner Heranziehung theologischer Autoritdten wie Ambrosius,
Augustinus, Johannes von Damaskus, Maximus Confessor und Eriugena sowie
philosophischer Erdrterung dezidiert theologischer Fragen wie die Trinitét
und Schopfung, iiberzeugt eine die Theologie génzlich ausschlieflende
Interpretation nicht. Werden indes offenbarungstheologische und philosophi-
sche Griinde und Erklarungsmuster nicht als Gegensétze sondern als korre-
lative, sich modal unterscheidende Interpretationen derselben Sachgehalte
aufgefasst, lassen sich die dem Anschein nach uniiberbriickbaren Divergenzen

25  Cf Flasch, ,Einleitung®, S.X1—XII, XIV—XV, XIX—XXI, XXV.

26 Flasch, ,Einleitung®, S.X1v, insbesondere Section 3: ,Es gibt weitere Selbstinterpretationen
Bertholds, die zu nutzen sind. Ohne dariiber zum Offenbarungstheologen werden zu wol-
len, intendierte er, die Invisibilia Dei durch das Geschaffene zu erkennen (R6merbrief1,20),
und interpretierte diese Erkenntnis als den intellektuellen Weg vom Abbild zum Urbild
(Expos. prol. 1 Sturlese 5.5-12 u.6.).“ Andere Akzente setzt bei der Interpretation dieser
Stelle Sturlese, der auf die ,‘propria’ Gottes, d.h. die Trinitét*, verweist und trotz seiner
tendenziellen Enttheologisierung des Werkes Berthold unwillkiirlich als Theologen aus-
weist; er gibt auch zu, dass Bertholds ,divinissima philosophia“ als ,Mystik" bezeichnet
werden kann, und charakterisiert sie als eine ,deutsche Mystik, hilt aber letztlich an der
Bestimmung ,Philosophie“ und an der in diesem Sinne verstandenen Formel ,divinissima
philosophia“ fest. SchlieSlich rdumt er ein, dass Bertholds Bestimmung dieser ,gottlich-
sten Philosophie* als ,sancta religio* sie als ,Theologie zu bezeichnen erlaubt; cf. Sturlese,
»Homo divinus. Der Prokloskommentar Bertholds*, S.153-154, 155 (repr. S.147-148, 150-151).
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auflosen.?? Gleichwohl besteht kein Zweifel, dass bei der Kommentierung die-
ser philosophischen Schrift ein Theologe mit einem zuhdchst philosophischen
Anspruch am Werk ist, der die Gegenstinde seiner Vorlage in ihrer doktrinell
urspriinglichen Verankerung methodisch gerecht, d.h. ausschliefSlich philo-
sophisch, sachlich jedoch nicht ohne Transformationen, Erweiterungen und
Indienstnahme im Sinne seines spezifischen, in der biblisch-christlichen
Offenbarungstheologie griindenden Gott- und Weltverstindnisses auslegt. Er
entfaltet im Anschluss an Proclus eine neue Art der ,gottlichsten Philosophie*
(divinissima philosophia), die sich von jener der theologi philosophantes aus der
Vorgeschichte der griechischen Philosophie wesentlich unterscheidet und, wie
S. Gersh gezeigt hat, sich nicht allein auf die Proklische Theologie ohne die
Beriicksichtigung der sie voraussetzenden Rolle des Pseudo-Dionysius zuriick-
fithren ldsst.28 Seine ,theologische Philosophie* des biblisch-christlichen
Zuschnitts reiht sich in die platonische Tradition von Augustinus und Boethius
iiber Pseudo-Dionysius, Eriugena und Honorius Augustodunensis bis hin
zur Albert-Schule ein, wobei neben den Dominikanern Albert dem Grofien,
Ulrich von Straflburg, Meister Eckhart und Dietrich von Freiberg auch der
Franziskaner Thomas von York mit dem Werk Sapientiale zu den einschla-
gigen Quellen von Berthold’s Expositio z&hlt.2® Es sei angemerkt, dass die

27  Cf. Sturlese, ,Homo divinus. Der Prokloskommentar Bertholds®, S.149-151 (repr. S.143-145).

28  Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content and Method of Platonic Philosophy*,
S.493-503. Cf. I. Zavattero, ,La figura e il pensiero di Proclo in Bertoldo die Moosburg*, in
Arkete. Rivista di studifilosofici1(2005), S.52. H. Anzulewicz, ,Albertus Magnus tiber die phi-
losophi theologizantes und die natiirlichen Voraussetzungen postmortaler Gliickseligkeit:
Versuch einer Bestandsaufnahme*, in C. Steel, J. Marenbon, W. Verbeke (Hgg.), Paganism
in the Middle Ages: Threat and Fascination (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2012),
S.60-76, 80-83. Fiithrer, Gersh, ,Dietrich of Freiberg and Berthold of Moosburg*, S.306—
317. Andere Akzente setzt in dieser Frage Sturlese, indem er die vermittelnde Rolle des
Pseudo-Dionysius (dessen Werk Berthold als die Grundlage der Elementatio theologica
des Proclus betrachtet haben muss) und die synthetisierende Eigenleistung des Berthold,
welche die Gestalt der nostra divinalis philosophia im Sinne der christianisierten theologi-
schen Philosophie annimmt, wenig zu beachten scheint und sich darauf konzentriert, die
Rolle des Proclus und der ‘Proklischen Theologie’ in der Sicht Bertholds zu verabsolutisie-
ren; cf. Sturlese, ,Homo divinus. Der Prokloskommentar Bertholds, S.150-151 (repr. S.144—
145). Speziell zu der chronologischen Prioritéit des Pseudo-Dionysius gegeniiber Proclus
und dem corpus Dionysiacum als Voraussetzung, Mafistab und Garant der ‘Orthodoxie’
der Elementatio theologica des Proclus aus der Sicht Bertholds cf. Gersh, ,Berthold von
Moosburg and the Content®, S.501-502; Fiihrer, Gersh, ,Dietrich of Freiberg and Berthold
of Moosburg*, S.309.

29 Cf. Gersh, ,Berthold von Moosburg and the Content®, S.495; de Libera, La Mystique
rhénane, S.319—-325. Die Bedeutung des Thomas von York als Bertholds Quelle erdrtern
E. King im Beitrag ,Eriugenism in Berthold of Moosburg’s Expositio super Elementationem
theologicam Procli“, in Calma (Hg.), Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes. Volume 1,
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gegenwdrtige theologie- und philosophiehistorische Forschung des christ-
lichen und des arabisch-islamischen Kulturraumes begonnen hat, die divi-
nissima philosophia, wie sie Berthold bezeichnete und entfaltete, unter
ebendiesem Namen, d.h. der ,theologischen Philosophie®, zu entdecken und
systematisch wiederzugewinnen.30

Auf die kritisch gesicherte Textgrundlage des Kommentars zu den Propo-
sitionen 113 gestiitzt, lehnt Flasch die von J. Koch eingefiihrte Unterscheidung
zwischen der neuplatonischen Einheitsmetaphysik und der aristotelischen
Seinsmetaphysik sowie die Charakterisierung Bertholds als Vertreter der neu-
platonischen Einheitsmetaphysik ab. Er wendet gegen diese auch durch Eckert
iibernommene und durch dessen eigene Forschungen bestitigte Auffassung
ein und erldutert seine Position u. a. folgenderweise:

Berthold vertrat nicht eine immer schon vorhandene Einheitsmetaphysik,
sondern er restaurierte um die Mitte des 14. Jahrhunderts eine
durch kirchenamtliche Interventionen und den konventionellen
Schularistotelismus bedrohte Tradition, deren Inhalt Berthold prizise
angab: Sie betrachtete die Welt nicht nur als bewirkt und teleologisch
bestimmt durch das hochste Gute, sondern sie sah sie zuihm im Verhiltnis
des Akzidens zur Substanz. Diese Metaphysik des hochsten Guten wufdte
sich im polemischen Gegensatz zum Schularistotelismus und erhielt
von daher, besonders von der im Jahre 1323 erfolgten Kanonisation des
Thomas von Aquino, ihre zeitgeschichtliche Prignanz: Sie wollte eine
immanent philosophische Deutung des Weltganzen geben, unter beson-
deren Beriicksichtigung seines dynamischen Charakters; processus und
regressus der Welt wollte sie thematisieren als Ausdruck des ‘ersten
Guten’ und der ontologischen Unselbstindigkeit der ‘Substanz’ der
Aristoteliker. Bertholds Traditionsbezug war reicher als man bisher sah;

S.408-410, und F. Retucci in ihren fritheren Arbeiten (siehe King, ,Eriugenism in Berthold
of Moosburg’s Expositio, S.408 Anm. 44) sowie im Aufsatz ,Between Cologne and Oxford:
Berthold of Moosburg and Thomas of York’s Sapientiale“ in diesem Band.

30  Dass Bertholds Begriff divinissima philosophia, d.h. ,theologische Philosophie, gegenwir-
tig keinen Anachronismus darstellt und eine Wiederbelebung erfahrt, zeigen exempla-
risch die Arbeiten, Lehrprogramme und Forschungsprojekte von L. Schumacher (King’s
College London, Department of Theology and Religious Studies), darunter insbesondere
ihre Studie Theological Philosophy. Rethinking the Rationality of Christian Faith (Farnham:
Ashgate, 2015). Ahnliche Entwicklung ist neuerlich auf dem Gebiet der religionsphiloso-
phischen Forschung des Islams zu beobachten, wie exemplarisch die Essays-Sammlung
von A. Shihadeh, J. Thiele (Hgg.), Philosophical Theology in Islam. Later Ash‘arism East and
West (Leiden: Brill 2020) belegt.
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er umfasste die averroistische Aristotelesdeutung und ihre Aktualisierung
durch Dietrich ebenso wie das von Albertus Magnus genéhrte Interesse
an Hermes Trismegistus.!

Beziiglich dieser Interpretation stellen sich einige Fragen, darunter insbe-
sondere die, ob Berthold eine derart konsequente und gewissermafien dia-
lektische Vorgehensweise zuzuschreiben ist, dass er eine nur immanent
philosophische Welterkldrung im Ganzen geben will und kann, wenn er sich
hierbei theologischer Quellen, Begriffe, Inhalte, Griinde und Muster bedient,
zugleich die rdumlichen Assoziationen der Aufstiegsmetapher, die als der
Innbegrift der Kontingenz verstanden wird, authebt.32 Weisen Bertholds expli-
zite Beziige auf die biblische Offenbarung und seine Anlehnungen an die
theologischen Autorititen einerseits und die hermeneutische Struktur einer
im Sinne der theologischen Philosophie begriffenen Deutung des Weltganzen
nicht auf eine christliche Adaption eines neuplatonischen Denkmodells seines
Weltverstiandnisses hin? Bewegt sich Berthold auf einem offenbarungstheo-
logisch absolut freien, ,immanent philosophischen‘ Weg des intellektuellen
Aufstiegs des Menschen von seinem gottlichen Ursprung, an dem er teilhat,
zu dem wesenhaft Gottlichen und dadurch zu dem ersturséichlich Guten?33

31 Flasch, ,Einleitung®, S.x1v.

32 Cf. Flasch, ,Einleitung*, S.xv.

33  Berthold von Moosburg, Expositio super Elementationem theologicam Procli. Prologus,
hg.v. M.R. Pagnoni-Sturlese, L. Sturlese (Hamburg: Meiner, 1984), Expos. tit. L, S.49 L.408—
414: Comprehenditur etiam ultimo per li ELEMENTATIO THEOLOGICA finale perfectivum
sive causa finalis ita, ut elementatio theologica, id est divinae rationis, importet scalarem
ascensum a divinis per participationem ad divina per essentiam et per hoc ad divinum
principaliforme, quod est divinum secundum causam, contemplandum; cuius contempla-
tione contemplator non solum efficitur beatus in assequendo ‘statum omnium bonorum
aggregatione perfectum, sed etiam deus. Cf. Flasch, ,Einleitung®, S.x1v—xv: ,Wenn man
das Denken Bertholds als ‘Einheitsmetaphysik’ kennzeichnet, dann muf§ man hinzu-
fugen: ‘Einheitsmetaphysik’ verstand Berthold mit Dionysius als Lehre vom héchsten
Guten, mit Augustinus als Ideenlehre und Logosspekulation, mit Eriugena und wie-
derum mit Dionysius als Theorie der causae primordiales. Dabei legen die hier erstmals
edierten Texte zwei weitere Korrekturen an dem von Josef Koch und Willehad Eckert
gezeichneten Bild des ‘Einheitsmetaphysikers’ Berthold nahe. Beide Autoren erklarten,
‘Einheitsmetaphysik’ sei ,immer ‘Metaphysik von oben, d.h. sie geht von der absoluten
Einheit als dem Erstgegebenen aus und steigt von da zum Verstindnis der Welt herab.
Abgesehen davon, daf kein entwickeltes philosophisches Denken sich in dieser vorstel-
lungsorientierten Weise (Seinsmetaphysik = ,Metaphysik von unten; Einheitsmetaphysik
= ,Metaphysik von oben“) addquat beschreiben ldsst, so trifft diese Charakteristik auf den
Text Bertholds faktisch nicht zu. Wie Proklos ging Berthold vom Vielen aus, um denkend
zum Einen zu gelangen [...]. Das Urbild ist nicht das Erstgegebene, sondern wir miissen,
wie Berthold gleich zu Beginn seines Kommentars (Sturlese 5,18) erkldrt, durch das Abbild
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Wird dieser Weg, genauer: welcher Weg wird von Berthold konsequent durch-
schritten, und wird er sich fiir ihn am Ende, vergleichsweise wie fiir Albert den
Grof3en gemifd dem Schluss seiner Schrift De intellectu et intelligibili, als ziel-
fithrend erweisen? Widerspricht die Verkiirzung der Metaphysik des Guten,
die Berthold, Meister Eckhart und Albert entwickeln, und die Begrenzung des
processus und regressus bzw. des exitus, der perfectio und der reductio, der her-
meneutisch erschlieflenden Struktur der Seinswirklichkeit auf ein ,immanent
philosophisch” begreifbares Problem nicht dem onto-theologischen Charakter
und Ausmafl der hier in Rede stehenden Sachgehalte? Welche Signifikanz
ist der hermetischen Tradition in Bertholds Intellektlehre beizumessen, in
der sie keine explizite Erwdhnung findet? Die Idee der Vergéttlichung des
Menschen ist nicht ausschliefSlich und auch nicht genuin ein hermetischer
Gedanke; sie wird bei Albert nicht weniger mit den Peripatetikern als mit
Hermes Trismegistus verbunden.3* Dabei ist die Tatsache zu unterstreichen,
dass Berthold die Theorie der Welten und vor allem hermetische Doktrin des
Menschen als Mikrokosmos wortlich aus dem Metaphysikkommentar Alberts
des Groflen iibernimmt, obwohl er einen viel breiteren Zugang zu dieser

zum Urbild kommen, in einer laboriosa investigatio, [...]. Doch tilgte Berthold die ver-
rdumlichenden Assoziationen dieser Metapher, indem er den Aufstieg und seine Stufen
inhaltlich bestimmte als den Weg a divinis per participationem ad divina per essentiam
et per hoc ad divinum principaliforme, quod est divinum secundum causam (Expos. tit.
L Sturlese 49, 410—412)."

34  Cf. Albertus Magnus, De anima, hg.v. C. Stroick (Miinster i.W.: Aschendorff, 1968), lib. 3, tr.
3, €. 11, S.221, L.93-S.222, L.9: et cum sic acceperit [sc. intellectus possibilis] omnia intelligibi-
lia, habet lumen agentis ut formam sibi adhaerentem, et cum ipse sit lumen suum, eo quod
lumen suum est essentia sua et non est extra ipsum, tunc adhaeret intellectus agens possibili
sicut forma materiae. Et hoc sic compositum vocatur a Peripateticis intellectus adeptus et
divinus; et tunc homo perfectus est ad operandum opus illud quod est opus suum, inquan-
tum est homo, et hoc est opus, quod operatur deus, et hoc est perfecte per seipsum contem-
plari et intelligere separata. Albertus Magnus, De anima, lib. 3, tr. 3, c. 11, S.222, L.80-87:
Mirabilis autem et optimus est iste status intellectus sic adepti; per eum enim homo fit similis
quodammodo deo, eo quod potest sic operari divina et largiri sibi et aliis intellectus divinos
et accipere omnia intellecta quodammodo. Haec igitur dicta sunt ad praesens de solutione
istius quaestionis. Aristoteles autem distulit eam usque ad x Ethicae suae ad solvendum. Die
Rolle des Hermes Trismegistus im Werk Albert dem Grof8en beurteilt D. Porreca wesent-
lich zuriickhaltender und kritischer als Sturlese, cf. D. Porreca, ,Albertus Magnus and
Hermes Trismegistus: An Update®, in Mediaeval Studies 72(2010), S.245-81. Dem Urteil
von D. Porreca schlief3t sich J.C. Lastra Sheridan, ,La influencia de los principales tépicos
filosoficos del Asclepius en la obra de Alberto Magno®, in V. Buffon, C. D'’Amico (Hgg.),
Hermes Platonicus. Hermetismo y platonismo en el Medioevo y la Modernidad temprana
(Santa Fe: Universidad Nacional del Litoral, 2016), S.127-146 an.
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Tradition durch Thomas von York hatte.35 Inwiefern aber trifft zu, dass Berthold
wie Proclus nicht von Einem ausgeht, sondern von der Analyse des Vielen,
welches gleichsam als Abbild begriffen wird, um zur Betrachtung des Einen,
zu dem Urbild aufsteigend zu gelangen?3 Legitimiert Bertholds Aussage,
dass der stufenweise Aufstieg vom Gottlichen durch Teilhabe zum Géttlichen
durch Wesenheit und durch dieses zum urspriinglich-formal Géttlichen, wel-
ches das Gottliche der Ursache nach ist, die bereits erwidhnte Authebung der
Aufstiegsmetapher und die totale Ablehnung der Einheitsmetaphysik, die
Koch und Eckert als ,Metaphysik von oben“ interpretieren?

Andere Themen aus der Forschung zu Berthold von Moosburg, die eine
Neukonturierung seines individuellen philosophischen Profils bezwek-
ken, hier aber nicht diskutiert werden konnen, sind fiir di