Earth — a “Noble Star” or the “Faeces of all Things”

(Cusanus — Patricius/Petri¢)*

“The shape of Earth is noble and spherical, and its motion circular...” and “it is not the case that this
Earth is the most ignoble and lowest...”. “The blackness of Earth is also not proof of its insignificance...”.
“Earth is, thus, a noble star (stella nobilis) that possesses light, heat and an influence which is different from
that of all the other stars, just as any star differs from the others with its light, nature and influence.” Just like all
the other “stars”, Earth is in motion, since there is neither absolute rest nor absolute motion in the universe.
“Moreover, if one were outside the region of fire, at the circumference of this region Earth would seem like a
bright star, much like the Sun seems to us on the outskirts of its region.” Being not in the least less worthy than
the other stars, Earth — as one of the stars — exerts influence over not just the Sun, but also the other stars. In
other words, all stars influence each other.

The aforesaid statements on Earth are Nicolaus Cusanus’s and are excerpted from his most significant
work entitled De docta ignorantia (Of Learned Ignorance).! From these excerpts it is clear that Cusanus does
not care about some mere astronomical facts or cosmology alone. What he also cares about are value
judgements. Cusanus, thus, makes Earth — which he holds to be not just one of the stars, but a “noble” star —
be on an equal footing with the other stars. What this does is “rehabilitate” Earth in relation to the traditional
standpoint on the insignificance of Earth.

What “traditional” here refers to — in relation to Cusanus and the novelty he introduces — is the
Aristotelian-Christian worldview as far as it is a world-view, which is more than just an astronomical model. In
addition to mathematical calculations of the position of the celestial bodies, which attempt to “preserve
phenomena”, it also includes value judgements on phenomena in the hierarchically structured world/universe.
Such value judgements, particularly in respect of Earth and its position in the totality of all things — the position
of Earth being, in actual fact, the position of man in the totality of all things — were not unambiguous. The
astronomical model, on which the aforesaid worldview rests, is founded on Aristotelian-Ptolemaic cosmology,
according to which Earth is in the very centre of the world. This worldview implied certain value judgements
already in antiquity. According to such interpretations of phenomena, the sub-lunar region significantly differs
from the supra-lunar region. The two regions differ in many respects: the former is the region of the temporal
while the latter the region of the eternal, the former is the region of the decayable and changeable while the
latter the region of the unchangeable, the region of divine beings, who move circularly. These regions are
judged (according to Aristotle) as the lower and higher spheres of the world, in which the lower depends on the
higher, and the lower has its causes in the higher. In other words, both spheres are spoken of as the lower and
higher not only in the sense of space, but also in the sense of value.

Somewhat later, the above interpretation continued with Neo-Platonic evaluations based on an
ontological hierarchy of beings. The lowest stratum of the hierarchical ladder of beings — i.e. matter — is tied to
Earth as the heaviest part of the world, which lies in the centre since it tends downwards, while the highest
intelligible stratum lies beyond the material, visible world, which Medieval illustrations of the world used to

represent as the ninth sphere, above which lied the tenth reserved for the unmoved mover or God.
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Furthermore, during the Middle Ages the cosmological stratum, founded on the aforesaid astronomical

model, continued with the stratum that centres on man and his status in the totality of things in accord with the
Biblical report, according to which everything in the world is subordinate to man. The standpoint on the central
position of Earth was accepted in respect of the standpoint that Earth was the stage of the crucial historical
event — i.e. the incarnation of God — as well as in respect of the standpoint that Earth is man’s abode. The
twofold evaluation of Earth, thus, follows from its twofold definition — on the one hand it is a body in the cosmic
order, and on the other it is the place of God’s revelation.

In reference to the above, the following question is posed first: what does the novelty of Cusanus’s
conception rest on, particularly his different evaluation of Earth? The novelty must be considered within the
framework of an entire set of rather radical standpoints with which Cusanus abolishes the traditional worldview
(this refers to his abolishing the thesis on the finality of the universe, to his invalidating the hiatus between the
supra-lunar and sub-lunar regions, to his refuting the view that the celestial bodies are fixed to crystalline
spheres, to his nullifying the theory of the natural place and hierarchical constitution of the universe with Earth
in its centre as one of the poles of cosmic events and the sphere of fixed stars as the other, to his expressing
the idea that other worlds are also inhabited, to his view that Earth is not stationary, etc.). Yet, all of the above
statements on the world/universe can, one way or another, be brought into relation with the view on the infinity
of the universef/totality (of all things).

In the second half of the 16th century another two important Renaissance philosophers defended the
thesis on the infinity of the world/universe — namely, Giordano Bruno and Frane Petri¢ (Franciscus Patricius).
While it is beyond any doubt that Bruno founds his interpretation of the world on Cusanus’s fundamental
statements — from which the infinity thesis is the most significant one — the situation with Petri¢ is somewhat
different.?

| shall here concentrate on precisely the comparison between Cusanus and Petri¢’s views on Earth,
which is fascinating in a number of ways.

Besides the many other views the two philosophers have in common, what Cusanus and Petri¢ share
is, first and foremost, the thesis on the infinity of the world/universe. It is interesting to note, however, that their
respective theses on Earth in such a world/universe — more specifically, their evaluations of its place and
importance in the totality (of all things) — are significantly different.

In other words, according to Petri¢, Earth is “the lowest of things”, “rerum omnium feces” (“the faeces of
all things”), “the lowest of the incorporealities” and “the least pure” (crassissima).> Having first examined the
essence, properties, forces, afflictions, quantity and place of Earth in great detail in the fourth section of his
Nova de universis philosophia — i.e. in Pancosmia — he then substantiates the “filth of its nature” (naturae suae
spurcicia).

Hence the question: considering that Cusanus had already succeeded in securing the “equality” of
Earth with the other celestial bodies, why does Petri¢ return to the thesis on Earth being the centre of the world
and “the faeces of all things” irrespective of having already adopted the position on the infinity of the
world/universe?*

This question is most closely related to the question of the relation between the view on the infinity of
the world/universe and determining the position of Earth, and finally its evaluation. The most important

guestion is whether these standpoints are necessarily in relation, and if so, what kind of relation are they in?
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This, on the other hand, presupposes an answer to the question whether — with respect to the difference

between Cusanus and Petri¢’s value judgements on Earth (the former’s Earth is a noble star, while the latter’s
Earth is the residuum of things) — the presuppositions and starting points of the cosmologies of the two
philosophers are the same?

In order to be able to answer these questions, we must first briefly examine the underlying standpoints
in the cosmologies of the two philosophers in general and those on Earth in particular.

It must, firstly, be stated that (I already substantiated this through a comparative analysis of their
respective views),”> as far as their cosmologies are concerned, what we are dealing with are cosmologies
founded on metaphysics and not astronomical models (as some interpreters have recently been claiming in
their interpretations of Cusanus and Petri¢). This, in actual fact, means the following: all their statements on
the world, including their determining the essence, position and properties of Earth, primarily serve the function
of their determining the principle or God, and the relations between God and the world.

However, considering that in both Cusanus and Petri¢ the infinity thesis is the very key of their
respective cosmologies, it is necessary to first scrutinise the presuppositions of this thesis in their respective
philosophies.

Cusanus’s universe is infinite inasmuch as it is the effect of God — the absolute maximum — who is
absolutely infinite. The world/universe is not, however, absolutely but only relatively (derivatively) infinite. In
fact, it is more accurate to say that it is un-limited and un-determined rather than limitless. What limits the
world is its finality or its very own nature. In other words, neither anything in the universe nor the universe as a
whole is the greatest itself (maximum). It is limited, above all, because of the matter, which cannot extend
beyond itself. This means that both the world and all the things in it exist in a contracted — i.e. limited and
determinate rather than absolute — way. According to Cusanus, contractedness (contractio) is the “limitedness”
(of omnipotent power) to a certain determinate and concrete thing”. Indeed, the universe/totality is a contracted
image of the absolutely greatest or God.

God is, thus, “negatively” infinite, since He is all that can be at all, while the world/universe is only
“privatively” infinite. God as the absolute and the world/universe relate to each other as the Creator and the
created. God’s all-mightiness as absolute infinity transcends the infinity of the world/universe.

In accordance with Cusanus’s starting attitude on learned ignorance (as the determination of the
possibility of gaining insight into that which is the highest or God), infinity should always be thought of in
relation to the possibility — or more precisely the impossibility — of human cognition.

In such a universe, which is one (as the oneness of the many), all beings mirror the structure of the
entire universe.

A whole set of cosmological statements (mentioned above) “overthrowing” the traditional worldview —
particularly the hierarchical constitution of the universe to some degree — logically follow from Cusanus’s view
on the infinity of the universe. “To some degree” because Cusanus himself holds that all that is exists in
degrees. This is expressed by the magis and minus, which are determinative of the world. These statements
also cancel the possibility of determining some absolute points of reference or loci — first and foremost, the
centre and circumference of the totality (of all things). In other words, absolute precision of determination is
impossible in the world/universe. Thus, according to Cusanus, only God is the centre and circumference. The

metaphysical foundation of his cosmology is perhaps most evident in this standpoint of his. In relation to God
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or the absolute, the world is the realm of the relative, in which each individual thing is determined in relation

to all the other things. This relativisation peculiar to the world also reflects in the evaluations of both Earth and
its position in the totality.

While Cusanus infers his thesis on the infinity of the world/universe from the thesis on God'’s infinity that
manifests (explicates, develops) itself in the world, Petri¢’s theses on infinity pertain exclusively and primarily
to space, and only then to the universe (the totality, universitas).

According to Petri¢, space — as the principle of the material world — is that which is the first to issue
from the depths of the Father and is the condition for something to exist at all. Being incorporeal and corporeal
(), space is the condition for that which is invisible, incorporeal to manifest itself.

Petri¢ holds that space is finite-infinite.® He, thus, does not speak of absolutely infinite space. While the
visible world is housed in finite space, that which is invisible to one’s bodily eyes — i.e. that which is intelligible
— lies in infinite space, which extends beyond the limits of the visible world.

Yet, even in Petri¢ the infinity of space is conditioned by his conception of the principle or God and His
relation to the totality (of all things). God is, namely, all beings and all non-beings. “In other words, all things
were in Him: both beings and all non-beings; beings He revealed, while non-beings — as Hermes states — He
kept within himself...”.” He bears these non-beings from within Himself “whenever He wants”. It is from this
conception that the necessity of space issues, in which the still-un-existent beings that God kept within Himself
are to emerge. Space is, thus, the presupposition of God’s manifestation, i.e. of the world which is God’s
manifestation.

Considering that the above expounds the very groundwork of Petri¢’s conception of the world or
universe, what remains is the question of the difference between Petri¢’'s and Cusanus’s respective value
judgements on Earth.

In order to be able to answer this question, | must first examine their outlooks and statements on Earth

— more specifically, the presuppositions of their outlooks on Earth — in more detail.

Cusanus’s position on Earth

As has already been expressed, Cusanus derives his views on Earth and his thesis on Earth’s equality
with the other stars from his underlying statement on the relations between the created — as the region of the
relative, the realm that “more” and “less” apply to — and God the Creator as the absolutely greatest. In fact,
Cusanus arrives at his outlook on Earth via negativa. That is to say, his viewpoint that Earth is not the centre
of the universe results from his insight that nothing in the universe is absolute or perfect, inclusive of absolute
or perfect spheres, from which it follows that the universe does not contain a point which would be its centre.
Accordingly, Earth cannot be the centre of the universe (although it is near it).

The same argument is applicable to his attitude towards the motion of Earth — Earth is in motion just
like the other celestial bodies. From this it follows that his viewpoint on the position of Earth is but a side effect
of his viewpoint on the infinity of the universe.

The analysis of Cusanus’s work reveals that his thesis that Earth is stella nobilis is not primarily the

result of his reflections on the nature and laws of occurrences in the material universe. What lies at the very
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foundation of his thesis that Earth is a noble star, as well as his further theses with which he equates Earth

with the other stars (e.g. the motion of Earth, the inhabitedness of other stars, etc.), is his view on the relativity
of the created in relation to the absolute, and his view on the omni-presence of God, which renders all beings
equal in reference to a single central point (this is, in actual fact, the meaning of his claim that God is the
centre and circumference of the totality).®

It must be noted that — in addition to accentuating the equality of Earth, obviously attempting to cushion
the criticism that may have been coming his way once the ultimate consequences of his views were
considered, particularly in respect of Earth as the place of God’s incarnation, and man’s privileged status in the
totality of beings — in the second book of his Of Learned Ignorance Cusanus, nevertheless, highlights that
intelligent nature — a nature that “abides on this Earth” — is the very pinnacle of creation as such. Moreover,
“although the inhabitants of other planets are of a different kind, it appears that there cannot be a nature either
more elevated or more perfect than that which is intelligent”.

Petri¢’s position on Earth

In accordance with his conception of the ensoulment of the totality, Petri¢ holds that Earth is also
endowed with a soul and mind. On the basis of this he ascribes motion to Earth, since everything in the
universe is in motion due to the omni-presence of the soul as the principle of motion. Petri¢ opts for the thesis
on the motion of Earth once he has carefully scrutinised the standpoints of philosophers and astronomers from
Aristotle to Copernicus on the motion of Earth.®

He holds that Earth is actually set in motion by its very own nature, “which is the offspring of the soul,
much like the soul is the offspring of the mind, and the mind the offspring of the Creator’'s mind”.*

Just like the birthing of the soul and the mind, to which circular motion is peculiar, the motion of Earth is
also circular. However, Earth revolves eastwards, in contrast to the stars that revolve westwards. The question
is: why is there this difference in the direction of motion? In answering this question, Petri¢ reaches for his
favourite formula: “Because God the Creator wanted everything in the totality of beings to consist of contrasts,
with which He evinced both His wisdom and His might more potently”.**

In the 32nd book of Pancosmia Petri¢ places Earth in the very centre of the infinite world (“Terra haec,
guae in medio infiniti mundi posita...”; irrespective of the fact that the universe is infinite, it does have a centre,
around which Earth is positioned). Nevertheless, the centre of Earth does not correspond with the centre of the
universe. In actual fact, Earth revolves around this centre.

Although Petri¢ highlights that some of the ancients refer to Earth as a star since “it is suspended in the
air much like the Moon is in ether, and is just as round as the Moon”,*? his view is that Earth is not one of the
celestial bodies, i.e. a star. Itis in this that his views significantly differ from Cusanus’s.

By contrast to the Moon which is an ethereal body, Earth is a material sphere™® (which shines not with
its own light, but with the light it receives from the Sun). Actually, it is petrified fluid or condensed cosmic
matter. Being the most compact part of cosmic matter, Earth is, at the same time, the least perfect of the
bodies, the residuum of elementary matter (fex elementorum) and the last of the residua (fecium postrema),

which he also qualifies as the filth of matter.
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| shall now inquire into what Petri¢ grounds his view and value judgement on Earth on (which is what

differentiates him from Cusanus).

Regardless of his claim that the universe is one and infinite, which is found not only in Pancosmia but
also in other sections of his Nova de universis philosophia, Petri¢, nevertheless, differentiates between certain
parts of the totality — he preserves the idea of the centre of the universe around which Earth revolves as the
fundamental reference point. What is of most interest to the topic at hand is the fact that he ranks these parts
according to their value. As has already been underlined a number of times, his cosmology is founded on
ontology, which means the following: it is in ontology that Petri¢ conceives the totality of beings (universitas) as
a Neo-Platonically conceived ladder that comprises ten genera of beings. These beings range from the
principle of the totality or One (unum), through the soul and nature to corporeality. The totality of beings, on the
other hand, comprises two significant constituents — the corporeal and incorporeal, which he distinguishes
between as that which is independent (authipostaton) and that which is by the other (heterostaton).
Furthermore, only the incorporeal is that which is active and independent. Even though the principle of the
totality or One is, according to Petri¢, in the function of verifying the oneness of the totality, and even though
the primary intention of Petri¢’s onto-theology is substantiating that the corporeal is but the manifestation of the
incorporeal (in Panaugia, for example, that which is visible is visible to us by that which is invisible by itself),
he, nonetheless, strictly differentiates between and — more essentially — valorises the corporeal and
incorporeal significantly differently. Yet on the other hand, the key constituents of the system are the principles
of the material world, whose nature is dual, i.e. both corporeal and incorporeal (such as space, light, heat and
fluid) and which, in reality, link the opposite.

Petri¢ transposes the ontological hierarchy of beings into his cosmology as the differentiation between
the regions of the universe. What makes the regions or realms of the universe different is the degree of the
density or dilution of the cosmic matter or fluid, which is itself both corporeal and incorporeal. At the same
time, the ontological ranking of beings manifests itself in the visible, material universe as the ladder of the
elements — from earth, water, air and fire to ether and the intelligible — with Petri¢ persistently emphasising the
linking role of the inter-regions, i.e. the fact that their nature embraces within itself both the lower and the
higher properties of the regions it links.

Cosmic matter is least dense in the region that transcends the visible world, i.e. in infinite space, which
is where the eternal blessed beings abide. This realm which lies beyond the ‘empyreum’ relates to the visible
part of the universe much like the principle does to that which is by the principle. Naturally, the Creator himself
is incorporeal. Petri¢’s value classification is evident from the following claim: “Those things amongst the
bodies which are closer to the incorporeal are also closer to the Creator. Higher incorporealities are less dense
and closer to the Creator”! Space is the least, while Earth is the most corporeal from all the corporealities.
Earth is, at the same time, the densest and most complex composed body. Earth is, thus, the furthest away
from the Creator.

According to Petri¢, each region also comprises a part that represents the residuum of the region
(hence, the Moon is the residuum of the ethereal part). Moreover, “in the material part of the world all the
residua poured onto this one Earth of ours.”*
Considering that Earth is in the centre, it is also the residuum or faeces of the entire world. Yet, in

respect of this, a crucial question arises.
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Considering that incorporealities are the principles of occurrences in the material, visible world, the

influences from the “upper” regions descend towards Earth. Cosmologically speaking, this means that,
according to Petri¢, ideas — or onenesses (unitates) — as seeds carried by fluid or heat, pour over the stars into
the material world. They are being “embodied” in a way, which natural philosophy portrays as the process of
fluid condensing.

Yet, for Petri¢, it is highly unlikely that all the stars were created only to pour light and seeds into the
material world, and solely for the sake of Earth.*

Nevertheless, owing to this conception of the influences, all of which are directed towards the centre,
i.e. the material world and Earth, he must accept that the stars pour heat and light onto Earth. They, however,
do so through the Sun and the Moon, which are closer to the “regions of birthing”.

The fact that the very last thing that Petri¢ discusses in Pancosmia is Earth speaks volumes about the
way in which he sees and judges Earth. The 31st and 32nd books of Pancosmia are expressly dedicated to
Earth — the very end of his reflections on the totality of all things. The introduction to the 31st book states that:
“...by the degrees of the natural order we have finally traversed from the highest to the lowest things: from the
uppermost to the lowermost, from the incorporeal to the most corporeal, from the least dense to the coarsest,
from the purest to the faeces of all things, that is: to Earth itself.”

Earth’s position in the centre of the universe was decided by God Himself because He “desired for the
faeces of things (faex rerum) to be as distant as possible from the purest of things.” Moreover, “God the
Creator wanted to separate the residua of this material world (as the coarsest and darkest of all things) as
much as possible from all the higher things, as the least worthy, not only to prevent their mutual mingling, but
also to avert the slightest possible contact between the two. (...) Hence, Earth is the most separated from all
the things and it cannot be more separated than it already is.”*®

Petri¢ expressly claims that Earth is in the very centre of the universe not because of its weight as
some have thought, but because of the “filth of its nature”. In sum, Earth is “the most faecal faeces” (fex
foeculentissima). In other words, it is precisely this value judgement that conditions Earth’s cosmological

determination!

Conclusion

Our search for an answer to the question of why there is a difference between Cusanus and Petri¢’'s
respective views on the position of Earth and a difference between their value judgements on this position has
led us to the following conclusion: although both philosophers set forth from defining the relations between
God and the world, and the world as the manifestation of God in their respective interpretations of the world,
the presuppositions of the two philosophers are somewhat different — as regarding the thesis on the infinity of
the world/universe, so regarding their standpoints on the position of Earth inclusive of its evaluation.

There is a difference already in the very groundwork of their respective cosmologies. The thesis
according to which God is in every point, the centre and circumference of the totality (the consequent
application of this view in cosmology is later to be found in Bruno, who claims that each and every point in the

universe is potentially a centre) is crucial for Cusanus’s cosmology.
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The thesis on the infinity of the world/universe is only indirectly related to the view on the position of

Earth and its evaluation. Cusanus’s decentralising Earth is the result of his reflections on the relations between
God and the creatures, in which Cusanus — from a distinctly Christian position — advocates the equality of all
the creatures in relation to God (even if only in the negative sense — i.e. all the creatures are equal in relation
to the absolute by their incapability to attain Him as creatures)."’

In fact, the most accurate thing to say is that, for Cusanus, the position of Earth in the totality is actually
irrelevant. In reality, he does not define it more precisely. It is simply deduced from the view that relativity is
determinative of the world. Cusanus’s “positive” value judgement of Earth is entirely onto-theologically
conditioned, and is arrived at “negatively” (by denying absoluteness to all things created, i.e. by accentuating
the absence of absolute precision in the region of the relative). By rendering all creatures equal in relation to
the unattainable God, Cusanus eliminates value judgements from cosmology in some way. “In some way”
because he does not entirely eliminate ontological degrees, which are, in some measure, accompanied by
ranks according to value. Yet, in reference to this, | must remind that the fundamental insight on which his
philosophy rests is the correspondence of opposites, which neutralises the above degrees in some way.
Besides, the ontological degrees in Cusanus are not directly transposed into his cosmology.

Petri¢’s worldview is also conditioned by his definition of the relations between God and the creatures.
His thesis on the infinity of the universe/space is primarily conditioned by his reflections on God, who is “both
all beings and all non-beings” and who can, thus, infinitely manifest Himself.

Yet, in Petri¢’s worldview, his insistence on the gradation of beings is much more pronounced and is
the result of his projecting a Neo-Platonically conceived ladder of beings into his worldview. Regardless of his
fundamental aspiration after the oneness of everything based on the principle which is Unomnia, it seems that
in his reflections on the totality Petri¢ actually insists on opposites, particularly in respect of highlighting the
“filth” and hideousness of Earth. Hence, one extreme of the totality houses the least corporeal and the other
extreme the most corporeal, while God is the furthest away from Earth (from which it follows that, in reality,
God and Earth represent the two opposed poles of cosmic events).

The above, however, is not in accordance with his philosophy as a whole, which primarily strives to
depict the totality as a unity (even as a sphere!), in which the material world is considered to be the
manifestation of the principle (Petri¢ expresses this within the framework of his onto-theological inferences in
Panarchia by “All is created by God in order that you may recognise Him in all’). If we accept Petri¢’s basic
intentions, then his views on Earth as faeces and residuum come across as greatly astonishing. What
particularly astounds is his resolve to detach that which he wishes to consider as a whole.

The material or visible is validated precisely by God’s intent to reveal, disclose Himself to man
(expressed by “All is created by God in order that you may recognise Him in all’), and Earth — regardless of
being the “residuum” of the totality — contributes to the harmony and perfection of the universe. The underlying
principle that Petri¢’s entire philosophy of nature rests on is as follows: if one opposite is given in nature then
the other must also be given. Accordingly, for the purpose of preserving balance and harmony, the
subsistence of two extremes — one of which is Earth — is absolutely necessary. This is explicitly highlighted in
Pancosmia: “It (sc. Earth) is here (sc. in the centre), in obedience to the Creator, and contributes with its parts

to the perfection of the universe.”®
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The following question here arises: in giving prominence to the filth of Earth, what does Petri¢ care

more about — is it highlighting the unity of everything or is it, perhaps, highlighting the opposites, which then
also includes highlighting the hideousness and lowliness of Earth? The answer to this question is key to
understanding the fundamental bearing of his philosophy — namely, his position on the visible and material
world, and the way of our being in it. It seems, however, that Petri¢’s response is not unambiguous.

Irrespective of both Cusanus and Petri¢ having adopted the view on the infinity of the universe as
fundamental, it is, nevertheless, a fact that both philosophers perceive the universe as a sphere, in which they
both call on the pseudo-Hermetic view that “Deus est sphaera, cuius centrum est ubique, circumferentia
nusquam”. Yet, while in Cusanus this view functions more like a metaphorical or symbolic illustration of God
(which is in accordance with his use of mathematics for the purpose of symbolically portraying the divine), in
Petri¢ this view indeed functions as his “image of the world” (“The world is a solid sphere...”), miraculously
brought into relation to his view on the infinity of the universe. It appears that what also comes to the fore in
Petri¢ is an underlying ambiguity in views so peculiar to all Neo-Platonic philosophems (i.e. insisting on
dualities and simultaneously striving to reflect on them in their unity).

While in Cusanus the “rehabilitation” of Earth logically follows from his “relativisation” of the
phenomenal world/universe, in Petri¢ the question of how he actually perceives Earth, inclusive of the question
of man’s position in the totality, remains unanswered. The thesis on Earth being the least perfect body or the
faeces of the universe was most certainly not in accordance with either the Biblical view on man or the
Hermetic view on man-the other god (homo-secundus deus), which Petri¢ enthusiastically reaches for in other
places.

Finally, this yet again demonstrates that the very core of this “novel” cosmology actually rests on
metaphysical solutions, and that the differences between Petric and Cusanus’s perceptions of and value
judgements on Earth are grounded on the differences we unveil in their respective onto-theological beliefs.

It is a widely accepted view that the modern scientific approach to phenomena is divested of the
problems this text has dealt with — i.e. the problem of value judgements conditioning worldviews — and that this
approach has been established, at least in part, exactly due to such problems having been eliminated in the
first place, which has, according to A. Koyre, resulted in the “devaluation of being”. | have here only attempted
to warn, yet again, of the possible need to rethink this conviction.

Translated by Ana Jankovié

NOTES
* This text is a somewhat modified version of a paper presented at the “The Legacy of the Renaissance:
Philosophy — Science — Art” symposium, organised by Matrix Croatica and held between 4-8 October 2005 in

Orebiéi, Croatia.

1 Nikolaus von Kues, Philosophisch-theologische Werke, Felix Meiner Verlag: Hamburg 2002 (this bilingual

Latin-German edition was edited in accordance with the critical Haidelberg edition of Cusanus’s Opera omnia)
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2 The fact that Bruno was acquainted with Cusanus and his work is evident from Bruno’s work, particularly

his De [l'infinito universo et Mondi, in which a great number of pages is dedicated to Cusanus. On the other
hand, there is no direct evidence that Petri¢ was familiar with Cusanus’s statements. Nonetheless, from his
views on infinity one can indeed infer that he was acquainted with Cusanus indirectly, perhaps via Bruno. It

must, however, be noted that Bruno’s influence on Petri¢ and vice versa is yet to be researched in detalil.

3 All quotations are from Frane Petri¢, Nova de universis philosophia/Nova sveopca filozofija (Latin-Croatian
edition), Liber: Zagreb 1979

4 1t must be noted that this was also the case with some other Renaissance thinkers (e.g. A. O. Lovejoy in his

Chain of Being cites the example of M. Montaigne amongst others).

5 Cf. my “Ontoteologijske pretpostavke i implikacije koncepcije beskonaénog u Nikole Kuzanskog, Giordana
Bruna i Frane Petrica” (“The Onto-Theological Presuppositions and Implications of the Concept of Infinity in
Nicolaus Cusanus, Giordano Bruno and Frane Petri¢”), in Prilozi za istraZivanje hrvatske filozofske bastine,

41-42/1995, pp. 37-56, and also in Petricev put, Institut za filozofiju, Zagreb 2001

6 In his case it is justified to use the term in-finite, since he holds that space as a whole does have a centre but

no limits.

7 NUP, Panarchia VIIl, 16 v.

8 This is perhaps easiest to understand with the help of his symbolic (i.e. mathematical) illustration, which
learned ignorance uses in attaining the truth. He depicts the relations between the greatest, the maximum or
the absolute and each of the particulars as the relations between each individual line and the infinite line. The
infinite line, which is indivisible, is present as a whole in each line, but is not any of the final lines.

9 NUP, Pancosmia XVII, 103

10 Ibid., 104

11 Ibid., 104 v.

12 NUP, Pancosmia XX, 112 v.; the fact that Petri¢ does not mention Cusanus in reference to this view

perhaps suggests that he was not directly familiar with Cusanus’s work.

13 Ibid., 112

14 1bid.
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15 “Indeed, reason dares not either to claim or believe that God the Creator created such massive bodies,

much larger than Earth, so innumerable and so beautiful for the sake of a single body, which is as minuscule
and as hideous as Earth.” (NUP, Pancosmia XXI, 116)

16 NUP, Pancosmia XXXI, 150
17 This is substantiated by Cusanus in book Il (Ch. 1) of his De docta ignorantia, where he states the
following: “God is the beginning, the middle, the end and each member of the totality, so that all things,

whether ascending, descending or aspiring after the centre, can near God.”

18 NUP, Pancosmia XXXI, 150
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Zemlja — "plemenita zvijezda" ili "izmet sviju stvari"

(Kuzanski — Petri¢)*

"Oblik je Zemlje, dakle, plemenit i okrugao, a njeno kretanje kruzno..." i "nije istina da je ova Zemlja
najprostija i najniza..."; "Ni crno¢a Zemlje nije dokaz njene neznatnosti..."; "Zemlja je dakle plemenita zvijezda
(stella nobilis) koja ima svjetlost, toplinu i utjecaj razli¢it od svih ostalih zvijezda, ba$ kao $to se i svaka druga
zvijezda razlikuje od ostalih svjetloS¢u, prirodom i utjecajem". Kao i sve ostale "zvijezde", Zemlja se kreée, jer
u svemiru nema apsolutnog mirovanja ni apsolutnog gibanja. "l ako bi netko bio izvan vatrenog podrudja,
Zemlja bi mu na obodu toga podrucja izgledala kao svijetla zvijezda, kao $to nama, koji smo na rubu Suncéeva
podrucja, tako izgleda Sunce". Nimalo manje vrijedna od ostalih zvijezda Zemlja, kao tek jedna od zvijezda,
utjeCe na Sunce, ali i na ostale zvijezde. Sve zvijezde, naime, utjeCu jedne na druge.

Sve navedene postavke o Zemlji iznosi Nikola Kuzanski u svom najznacajnijem djelu O ucenom
neznanju (De docta ignorantia)’. 1z ovih nekoliko navoda jasno je da se u Kuzanskog pritom ne radi tek o
astronomskim c&injenicama ili kozmologiji, ve¢ i o vrijednosnom sudu. Kuzanski dakle Zemlju, koju drzi ne
samo za jednu od zvijezda ve¢ StoviSe za "plemenitu" zvijezdu, &ini ravnopravnom s ostalim zvijezdama. On je
time ujedno "rehabilitira” u odnosu na tradicionalno stajaliSte o neznatnosti Zemlje.

Pod "tradicionalnim” se pritom, u odnosu na Kuzanskog i ono novo $to on unosi u sliku svijeta, misli na
aristotelovsko-krs¢ansku sliku svijeta, koja je upravo, kao i ukoliko je slika, mnogo viSe od jednog
astronomskog modela. Osim matematickih izrauna polozaja nebeskih tijela, kojima se pokuSavaju "spasiti
fenomeni", sadrzi ona i vrednovanje pojava u hijerarhijski ustrojenom svijetu/svemiru. To pak vrednovanje,
napose kad se radi o Zemlji i njenu polozaju u sveukupnosti (a polozaj Zemlje je zapravo polozaj Covjeka u
sveukupnosti), nije bilo jednoznaéno. Astronomski model na kojem pociva spomenuta slika svijeta utemeljen je
na aristotelovsko-ptolemejskoj kozmologiji, po kojoj je Zemlja u sredidtu svijeta. Ve¢ je u anticko doba uz tu
sliku svijeta vezano odredeno vrednovanje. Prema tom se tumacenju pojava sublunarna regija bitno razlikuje
od supralunarne. Dvije se regije razlikuju kao regija vremenitog i regija vje€nog, kao regija propadljivog,
promjenjivog i regija nepromjenjivog, regija bozanskih bi¢a koja se kruzno gibaju i napokon vrednuju (prema
Aristotelu) kao nize i viSe podrucje svijeta, pri Cemu ono niZe ovisi o viSem i u njemu ima svoje uzroke. Tako
se 0 nizem i viSem govori i u vrijednosnom, a he samo prostornom smislu.

NeSto kasnije na to ¢e se tumacenje nadovezati novoplatoni¢ko vrednovanje utemeljeno na
ontologijskoj hijerarhiji bi¢a. Najnizi sloj hijerarhijske ljestvice bica — materija — povezana je sa Zemljom, kao
najtezim dijelom svijeta, koji je u sredistu jer tezi prema dolje, dok je najvisi inteligibilni sloj iznad materijalnog,
vidljivog svijeta, Sto je u srednjovjekovnim prikazima svijeta obi¢no prikazivano i kao deveta sfera, dok je
deseta sfera rezervirana za nepokretnog pokretaca ili Boga.

U srednjem vijeku osim toga na kozmologijski sloj utemeljen na spomenutom astronomskom modelu
nadolazi joS i onaj koji se u skladu s biblijskim izvjeS¢em koncentrira na Covjeka i njegov polozZaj u
sveukupnosti, a po kojem je sve u svijetu podlozeno €ovjeku. Stav o srediSnjem polozaju Zemlje prihvaéa se s

obzirom na stav o Zemlji kao popristu klju¢nog povijesnog dogadaja — inkarnacije Boga te na stav o Zemlji kao
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boravistu Covjeka. Dvojako vrednovanje Zemlje proizlazi, dakle, iz njena dvojakog odredenja — s jedne

strane kao tijela u kozmi¢kom poretku, s druge strane kao mjesta Bozje objave.

U vezi s tim postavlja se prije svega pitanje na ¢emu se temelji novost Kuzanceve koncepcije i napose
njegovo drukcije vrednovanje Zemlje. To novo valja promatrati u sklopu €itavog niza dosta radikalnih stavova
kojima Kuzanski dokida tradicionalnu sliku svijeta (to se odnosi na dokidanje teze o ograni¢enosti svemira, na
dokidanje hijata izmedu supralunarne i sublunarne regije, na odbacivanje stava o pri¢vr§c¢enosti nebeskih tijela
o kristalinske kugle, na dokidanje teorije prirodnog mjesta i hijerarhijskog ustroja svemira sa Zemljom u
sredi$tu kao jednim polom kozmickog zbivanja i sferom zvijezda stajaCica kao drugim polom, na iznoSenje
pretpostavke o nastanjenosti drugih svjetova, na stav da se Zemlja krec¢e itd.). No sve se gore navedene
postavke o svijetu/svemiru mogu na neki nadin dovesti u vezu sa stavom o bezgrani¢nosti
svemira/sveukupnosti.

U drugoj polovici 16. st. tezu o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira brane jo§ dvojica zna€ajnih renesansnih
filozofa — Giordano Bruno i Frane Petri¢. Dok se za Brunu bez ikakve sumnje moZe ustvrditi da svoje
tumacenje/sliku svijeta utemeljuje na temeljnim Kuzan€evim postavkama, od kojih je najznacajnija upravo ona
o bezgraniénosti, s Petriéem je situacija nesto drukgija.?

Ovdje ¢emo se koncentrirati upravo na usporedbu stavova o Zemlji Kuzanskog i Petri¢a, koja je
viSestruko zanimljiva.

Ono Sto je zajedniCko Kuzanskom i Petricu, uz mnoge druge stavove, jest prije svega teza o
bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira. Zanimljivo je, medutim, da su njihove teze u vezi sa Zemljom u takvom
svijetu/svemiru, to€nije vrednovanje njena mjesta i zna€enja u sveukupnosti bitno razlicite.

Po Petri¢u, naime, Zamlja je "najniza od stvari", "rerum omnium feces" (izmet sviju stvari), "najdonja od
netjelesnina" i "najnedistija" (crassissima).® Podrobno istrazujuéi bit, svojstva, sile, trpnje, kolikoéu te mjesto
Zemlje u Cetvrtom dijelu svoje Nove sveopce filozofije, u Pancosmiji, on ¢e ustvrditi "gnusobu" njene naravi
(naturae suae spurcicia).

Odavde proizlazi pitanje: Zasto se, nakon $to se Kuzanski ve¢ bio izborio za "ravnopravnost” Zemlje s
ostalim nebeskim tijelima, s Petricem, bez obzira na usvojen stav o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira, ponovno
vraéamo tezi o Zemlji u sredi$tu svijeta i o Zemlji kao "izmetu svih stvari"?*

To je onda najuZe vezano uz pitanje o relaciji izmedu stava o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira i
odredenja Zemljina polozaja te napokon njena vrednovanja. Pitanje je ponajprije jesu li ti sStavovi nuzno u svezi
i, ako jesu, u kakvoj. To pak pretpostavlja prije svega odgovor na pitanje jesu li, s obzirom na razli¢itost
vrijednosnih sudova o Zemlji (s jedne strane o Zemlji kao plemenitoj zvijezdi, a s druge o Zemlji kao talogu
stvari), iste pretpostavke i polazista kozmologija dvojice filozofa?

Da bismo odgovorili ha ta pitanja, valja u najsaZetijem obliku ispitati temeljne stavove kozmologije u
obojice filozofa, a napose one vezane uz Zemlju.

Ponajprije, treba konstatirati (a ve¢ je i ranije na temelju komparativne analize njihovih stavova konstatirano)®
kako se, kad je rije¢ o kozmologiji, u obojice filozofa radi o kozmologiji utemeljenoj na metafizici, a ne o
astronomskim modelima (kako neki interpreti u novije vrijeme pokuSavaju Citati i Kuzanskog i Petri¢a). To
zapravo znaci sljedece: svi iskazi o svijetu, pa onda i odredenje biti, polozaja i svojstava Zemlje u obojice

filozofa primarno su funkcija odredenja pocela, odnosno Boga te odnosa Boga i svijeta.
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Buduci da je, medutim, u obojice klju¢na teza njihovih kozmologija upravo teza o bezgrani¢nosti, bit

¢e nuzno prije svega izvidjeti pretpostavke te teze u njihovim filozofijama.

Kuzanéev je svemir bezgrani¢an ukoliko je ucinak Boga — apsoluthog maksimuma, koji je apsolutno
bezgrani¢an. Svijet/svemir nije, medutim, apsolutno, ve¢ samo relativno ("izvedeno") bezgrani¢an i zapravo je
toCnije reci da je ne-ogranicen i ne-odreden (interminatum) negoli da je bezgrani¢an. Ograni¢ava ga zapravo
njegova konaénost, odnosno njegova vlastita narav. Nista u njemu nije, naime, ono najve¢e samo (maximum),
pa to nije ni svemir u cjelini. Ograni¢ava ga prije svega materija koja se ne moze protegnuti preko sebe. To
znaci da i svijet i svaka stvar u njemu jesu na sazet, $to znaci na ograni¢en, odreden, a ne na apsolutan nacin.
Sazetost (contractio) znaéi po Kuzanskom "ograni¢enost (svemoguc¢e moci) na neku odredenu konkretnu
stvar". Svemir/sveukupnost u stvari je sazeta, kontrahirana slika apsolutno najvec¢eg, Boga.

Tako je Bog "negativno" bezgrani€an, jer je sve $to uopce moze biti, a svijet/svemir je tek "privativho"
bezgrani¢an. U stvari Bog kao apsolut i svijet/svemir odnose se kao Stvoritelj i stvorenje. BoZja sve-mo¢ kao
apsolutna bezgrani¢nost svakako premaSuje bezgrani¢nost svijeta/svemira.

Pritom bezgrani¢nost, u skladu s Kuzan€evim polazisnim stavom o u¢enom neznanju (kao odredenju
mogucnosti spoznaje onog najviSeg, Boga), svagda treba misliti i u relaciji spram moguénosti, tocnije
nemogucnosti ljudskog spoznavanja.

U takvu svemiru koji je jedinstven (kao jednost mnogog) svako bi¢e ujedno odrazava strukturu Citavog
svemira.

Iz Kuzanceva stava o bezgrani¢nosti svemira proizlazio je logi¢nim slijedom Citav niz (ranije navedenih)
kozmologijskih postavki koje "ruse" tradicionalnu sliku svijeta, no prije svega njime je donekle dokinut
hijerarhijski ustroj svemira. "Donekle" utoliko Sto i Kuzanski drzi da sve Sto jest postoji u stupnjevima. To je
izrazeno onim "vise" i "manje" odredbenim za svijet. Tim je postavkama ujedno ukinuta moguénost odredenja
nekih apsolutnih referentnih tocaka ili mjesta, prije svega sredisSta i oboda sveukupnosti. U svijetu/svemiru
nemoguca je, naime, apsolutna preciznost odredenja. Prema Kuzanskom tako samo je Bog srediSte i obod i u
tom je stavu mozda najocitija metafiziCka utemeljenost njegove kozmologije. U odnosu na Boga, apsolut, svijet
je podrucje relativnog u kojem je svaka pojedina stvar odredena relacijama sa svim drugim stvarima. To
relativiziranje odredbeno za svijet odrazava se onda i na vrednovanje Zemlje i njena poloZaja u sveukupnosti.

Dok Kuzanski tezu o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira izvodi iz teze o BoZjoj bezgrani¢nosti koja se
manifestira (eksplicira, razvija) u svijetu, Petriceve teze o bezgraniCnosti odnose se izri€ito primarno na
prostor, a tek potom na svemir (sveukupnost, universitas).

Prostor je prema Petri¢u ono prvo Sto kao pocelo tvarnog svijeta izlazi iz O€inske dubine i jest uvjet da
neCega uopce bude. Po pronicnosti netjelesan, po trojnoj izmjeri tjelesan, prostor je uvjet da se ono nevidljivo,
netjelesno uopce manifestira.

Petri¢ drzi prostor konaéno-beskonaénim® dakle on ne govori o apsolutno bezgraniénom prostoru. Dok
je u kona¢nom prostoru smjesten vidljivi svijet, u beskonacnom, &to se proteZe preko granica vidljivog svijeta,
jest ono nevidljivo tjelesnim oCima, dakle ono inteligibilno.

No i u Petrica bezgrani¢nost prostora uvjetovana je njegovom koncepcijom pocela, tj. Boga i njegova
odnosa spram sve-ukupnosti. Bog je, naime, sva bi¢a i sva ne-bi¢a. "Naime, u njemu bijahu sve (stvari): bica i
sva ne-bi¢a; bi¢a je objavio, a ne-biéa — kao 3to veli Hermes — u sebi je zadrzao...”.” Ta pak ne-biéa iznosi iz

sebe "kad ushtjedne". |1z te koncepcije proizlazi nuznost prostora u kojem ¢e se pojaviti joé-ne-postojeéa
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bi¢a, koja je Bog zadrZzao u sebi. Tako je prostor pretpostavka BoZjeg manifestiranja, dakle svijeta koji jest

BoZja manifestacija.

Kad smo ovako izloZili temelj Petriceve koncepcije svijeta odnosno svemira, ostaje gornje pitanje o
razlici vrijednosnog suda o Zemlji izmedu Petri¢a i Nikole Kuzanskog.

Da bismo odgovorili na to pitanje, moramo podrobnije istraZiti njihove iskaze o Zemlji, odnosno

pretpostavke njihovih stavova o Zemlji.

Kuzancevi stavovi o Zemlji

Kako je veC reCeno, Kuzanski svoje stavove o Zemlji i tezu o njenoj ravnopravnosti s ostalim
zvijezdama izvodi iz svoje temeljne postavke o odnosu stvorenog kao regije relativnog, podrucja za koje vrijedi
"viSe" i "manje" i Boga, Stvoritelja kao apsolutno najveceg.

Do stavova o Zemlji Kuzanac dolazi zapravo "via negativa". Stav da Zemlja nije srediSte svemira
proizlazi, naime, iz uvida da u svemiru nema nieg apsolutnog, ni¢eg savrSenog, pa tako ni apsolutnog
odnosno savrSenog kruga ni kugle, a po tome ni toCke koja bi bila srediste. Stoga ni Zemlja ne moZe biti
srediSte svemira (premda je u njegovoj blizini).

Isti argument vrijedi i za stav o gibanju Zemlje, pa se Zemlja poput ostalih nebeskih tijela krece. Tako
zapravo njegov stav o polozaju Zemlje tek posredno proizlazi iz stava o bezgrani¢nosti svemira.

Analiza djela N. Kuzanskog pokazuje da teza o Zemlji kao "stella nobilis" nije primarno rezultat
promisljanja naravi i zakonitosti dogadanja u materijalnom univerzumu. U temelju njegove teze o Zemlji kao
plemenitoj zvijezdi, ali i daljnjih teza kojima je izjednaCava s ostalim zvijezdama (npr. kretanje Zemlje,
nastanjenost drugih zvijezda itd.) jest stav o relativhosti stvorenoga u odnosu na apsolut te stav o
posvudasnjosti Boga, $to sva bi¢a €ini ravnopravnima s obzirom na jedno srediSte (to je, naime, znacenje
tvrdnje da je Bog srediste i obod svega).®

Valja napomenuti kako ¢e u drugoj knjizi djela O uc¢enom neznanju Kuzanski ipak, uza sve
nagladavanje ravnopravnosti Zemlje, a pokuSavajuci oCito amortizirati kritiku koja je mogla uslijediti ako bi se
sagledale krajnje konsekvencije takvih stavova, s obzirom na Zemlju kao mjesto inkarnacije Bozje i povlasteni
Covjekov polozaj u sveukupnosti bi¢a, istaknuti kako je vrhunac stvaranja uop¢e umna priroda koja "obitava na
ovoj Zemlji" i, "premda su stanovnici drugog roda na drugim zvijezdama, &ini se da ne moZe biti dana

uzviSenija ni savrSenija priroda od one umne".

Petri¢evi stavovi o Zemlji

U skladu sa svojom koncepcijom sveprodusevljenosti sveukupnosti Petri¢ drzi da je i Zemlja obdarena
duSom, duhom i umom. Na osnovi toga pridaje joj kretanje, jer se sve u svemiru kre¢e zahvaljujuéi toj
sveprisutnosti duse kao pocela kretanja. On se odluCuje za tezu o kretanju Zemlje, nakon §to je pomno ispitao

stavove o kretanju Zemlje filozofa i zvjezdoznanaca od Aristotela do Kopernika.®



Drzi da je zapravo pokrece njezina vlastita narav, "koja je potomak duse, kao Sto je i duda potomak16
uma, a ovaj potomak Stvoriteljeva uma".*

Upravo kao porod duha i uma, za koji je odredbeno kruzno kretanje, i Zemlja se krece kruzno. Kretanje
Zemlje pritom se odvija od zapada prema istoku, za razliku od zvijezda koje se gibaju od istoka prema zapadu.
Pitanje je odakle ova suprotnost smjera kretanja? Odgovarajuéi Petri¢ poseze za svojom omiljenom formulom:
"Zato, jer je Bog Tvorac htio da se sve u sveukupnosti tijela sastoji od suprotnosti, tako je naime jace ocditovao
i svoju mudrost i svoju mog". **

Petri¢ u trideset i drugoj knjizi Pancosmije Zemlju smjesta u srediSte beskonacénog svijeta ("Terra haec,
quae in medio infiniti mundi posita..."; bez obzira na to $to je beskonacan, svemir ima srediste u sredini, a oko
njega je postavljena Zemlja). Pritom istiCe kako se njeno srediste ne podudara sa srediStem svemira. Zemlja
zapravo rotira oko toga sredista.

Premda naglaSava kako su neki stari Zemlju nazivali zvijezdom jer "ova jednako visi u zraku kao i
Mjesec u eteru, a jednako je i okrugla kao i Mjesec,"'? Petri¢ev je stav da ona nije jedno do nebeskih tijela, tj.
zvijezda, i u tome se njegovi stavovi bitno razlikuju od Kuzancevih.

Za razliku od Mjeseca koji je eterno tijelo, Zemlja je, naime, tvarna kugla®® (koja ne sjaji vlastitom
svjetlo$¢u, ve¢ onom §to je dobiva od Sunca). Ona je zapravo stvrdnuti fluid, zgusnuta svjetska materija. Kao
najgus¢i dio svjetske materije ona je ujedno najnesavrSenije od tijela, talog pratvari (fex elementorum) i
"posljedniji od taloga" (fecium postrema), koje kvalificira i kao gnusobu tvari.

Sada valja izvidjeti u ¢emu je utemeljen takav njegov stav i vrijednosni sud o Zemlji (a koji ujedno
predstavlja bitnu razliku spram Kuzanskog).

Bez obzira na tvrdnju o jedinstvenosti i bezgrani¢nosti svemira, koju nalazimo ne samo u Pancosmiji
vec i u drugim dijelovima NSF, Petri¢ ipak zadrzava razlikovanje pojedinih dijelova sveukupnosti, a prije svega
srediSte sa Zemljom koja oko njega rotira kao temeljnu referentnu to¢ku. Ono $to je za naSu temu napose od
interesa jest Cinjenica da on te dijelove i vrijednosno rangira. Kako je vec viSe puta isticano, pritom je njegova
kozmologija utemeljena u ontologiji, a to znaci sljedeée: u ontologiji Petri¢ koncipira sveukupnost bica
(universitas) kao novoplatoni¢ki koncipiranu ljestvicu Sto se sastoji od deset rodova bi¢a. Ta bi¢a sezu od
pocela svega Jednog preko duSe i prirode do tijela. Sveukupnost se pritom sastoji od dva bitna dijela —
tielesnina i netjelesnina, koje razlikuje kao ono samostojno (authipostaton) i ono Sto je po drugome
(heterostaton). Pritom istiCe kako su samo netjelesnine ono $to je djelatno i samostojno. Premda je i poCelo
svega — Jedno po Petri¢u u funkciji dokazivanja jedinstvenosti svega i premda je temeljna intencija Petriceve
onto-teologije dokazati kako tjelesno jest tek kao manifestacija onog netjelesnog (u Panaugiji, ono vidljivo je
nama vidljivo po onom Sto je po sebi nevidljivo), ipak on striktno razlikuje i, Sto je znacajno, bitno razli¢ito
valorizira ono tjelesno i ono netjelesno. No, s druge strane, upravo klju¢ni dijelovi sustava pocela su tvarnog
svijeta (elementa) koja su dvojake naravi, tj. i tjelesnine i netjelesnine (poput prostora, svjetla, topline i fluida), i
koja u stvari povezuju ono suprotno.

Ontologijsku hijerarhiju bi¢a transponira Petri¢ u kozmologiju kao razlikovanje regija svemira. Razliku
medu regijama — podrucjima svemira Cini pritom stupanj gusto¢e odnosno rjetko¢e svemirske tvari — fluida, koji
je i sam i tjelesan i netjelesan. Ontologijsko rangiranje o€ituje se ujedno u vidljivom, tvarnom svemiru kao
liestvica elemenata — od zemlje, vode, zraka i vatre do etera i onog inteligibilnog, s tim da Petri¢ svagda isti¢e

ulogu onih medu-regija §to povezuju pojedina podrucja, odnosno imaju narav i nizeg i viSeg podrucja.
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Najrjedi dio svjetske materije nalazi se u regiji $to premasuje vidljivi svijet, tj. u beskonanom

prostoru koji nastavaju vie€na blazena bi¢a. To podrucje Sto je €ak iznad empireja (tj. ognjenog svijeta) odnosi
se spram vidljivog dijela svemira kao pocelo spram onoga $to je po poc€elu. Naravno, i sam Stvoritelj je
netjelesan. Vrijednosno rangiranje ocituje se u sljedecoj Petri¢evoj tvrdnji: "One stvari medu tijelima koje su
blize netjelesninama blize su Stvoritelju. Rjede su viSe netjelesnine i blize Stvoritelju"! Medu tjelesninama
najnetjelesniji je prostor, a najtjelesnija Zemlja, koja je ujedno i najguséa. Zemlja je ujedno i najslozenije
sastavljeno tijelo. Zemlja je, dakle, najudaljenija od Stvoritelja.

Prema Petri¢u svaka regija imade i jedan dio koji predstavlja talog tog podrucja (tako je Mjesec talog
eteriénog dijela). A "U tvarnom dijelu svijeta odasvuda se sav talog slio na ovu jednu nasu Zemlju".**

Bududéi da je u sredistu, Zemlja je ujedno i talog, izmet €itavog svijeta. No u vezi s tim postavlja se
jedno vazno pitanje.

Kako su netjelesnine pocela zbivanja u tvarnom, vidljivom svijetu, to se utjecaji iz "gornjih" regija
spustaju prema Zemlji. Prevedeno na jezik kozmologije to znaci da se po Petri¢u ideje — jednoée, kao sjemena
nodena fluidom odnosno toplinom, izlijevaju preko zvijezda u tvarni svijet. One se na neki nacin "utjelovljuju”, a
to je u prirodnoj filozofiji prikazano kao proces zgu3njavanja fluida.

No za Petri¢a je gotovo nevjerojatno da bi tako brojne zvijezde bile stvorene samo zato da bi izlijevale
svjetlo i siemena u tvarni svijet te da su stvorene samo radi Zemlje.*

Pa ipak, zahvaljujuéi takvoj koncepciji utjecaja, koji su svi usmjereni (spustaju se) prema sredistu, tj.
tvarnom svijetu i Zemlji, mora on prihvatiti da zvijezde toplinu i svjetlo izlijevaju na Zemlju. One to, medutim,
¢ine preko Sunca i Mjeseca koiji su blizi "regijama radanja".

O tome kako Petri¢c vidi Zemlju i kako je vrednuje najviSse govori Cinjenica da o njoj govori na
posljednjem mjestu u Pancosmiji. Njoj posvecuje izriCito trideset i prvu i trideset i drugu knjigu Pancosmije, §to

je sam kraj razmatranja sveukupnosti. On u uvodnom dijelu 31. knjige kaze: "...po stupnjevima prirodnog
poretka stigosmo od najviSih do najnizih stvari: od najgornjeg do najdonjeg, od netjelesnina do naijtjelesnijih,
od najrjedih do najgrubljih, od onih $to su najistije do izmeta svih stvari, to jest: do same zemlje."

Polozaj Zemlje u srediStu svemira odredio je sam Bog jer "htjede da talog stvari (faex rerum) bude
najviSe udaljen od onih koje su najcistije". | dalje: "Stvoritelj Bog je htio odvoijiti taloge ovoga tvarnoga svijeta
(kao najgrublje i najmracnije od svih stvari) Sto viSe od svih viSnjih stvari, kao one najmanje dostojne, ne samo
da se oni ne bi mijesali s drugima, nego da te Cistije biti ne bi doticali, ni da one ne bi njih taknule. (...) Tako je
Zemlja od svih stvari najdalje odvojena i to da ne moZe biti dalje".*®

Zemlja je, po njegovu izri€itom iskazu, u sredini svemira ne zbog svoje tezine, kako su mislili neki, ve¢
zbog "gnusobe svoje naravi'. Ukratko, Zemlja je "izmet najizmetniji* (fex foeculentissima). Ovdje, dakle,

upravo vrijednosna ocjena uvjetuje kozmologijsko odredenje!

ZakljuCak

Tragajuéi za odgovorom na pitanje odakle razlika izmedu KuzancCeva i Petriceva stava o poloZaju
Zemlje i razliCitog vrednovanja toga poloZaja, dolazimo do sliedeteg zakljucka: premda je polaziste u

tumacenju svijeta u obojice odredenje odnosa Boga i svijeta, odnosno stav o svijetu kao manifestaciji Boga, i
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teza o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira i stav o polozaju Zemlje, pa onda i njeno vrednovanje, u dvojice

filozofa imaju ponesto razliCite pretpostavke.

Razlika postoji ve¢ u samom utemeljenju njihovih kozmologija. Klju¢na za Kuzan€evu kozmologiju jest
teza po kojoj je Bog u svakoj tocki, srediste i obod svega (konsekventnu primjenu toga stava u kozmologiji
nalazimo zapravo tek u Brune, koji ¢e za svaku toCku u svemiru tvrditi da je potencijalno srediste).

Pritom je teza o bezgrani¢nosti svijeta/svemira tek posredno u vezi sa stavom o polozaju Zemlje i

njenom vrednovanju. Izmicanje Zemlje iz srediSta prije je rezultat sagledavanja odnosa Boga i stvorenja pri
¢emu se Kuzanski s izrazito krScanskih pozicija zauzima za ravnopravnost svih stvorenja u odnosu spram
Boga (pa makar to bilo i u negativnhom smislu; sva su stvorenja, naime, ravnopravna u odnosu na apsolut po
nemoguénosti da ga, kao stvorenja, dosegnu).’
Najtocnije bi zapravo bilo reci da je za njega polozaj Zemlje u sveukupnosti zapravo irelevantan. U stvari on ga
i ne odreduje preciznije. On je naprosto izveden iz stava o relativnhosti odredbenoj za svijet. Kuzancevo
"pozitivno" vrednovanje Zemlje posve je ontoteologijski uvjetovano, a steCeno je "negativnim" putem
(odricanjem apsolutnosti svemu stvorenome, odnosno isticanjem odsutnosti apsolutne preciznosti u regiji
relativnog). Cineéi stvorenja ravnopravnima u odnosu na nedoseznog Boga, Kuzanski na neki nagin dokida
vrednovanje u kozmologiji. "Na neki nacin", jer on ne dokida u potpunosti ontologijsko stupnjevanje, koje
donekle prati i vrijednosno rangiranje. No, u vezi s tim valja se podsjetiti da je temeljni uvid na kojem pociva
njegova filozofija podudaranje suprotnosti, kojim stupnjevanje na neki nacin biva neutralizirano. Osim toga, u
njega ontologijski stupnjevi nisu neposredno transponirani u kozmologiju.

| PetriCeva je slika svijeta uvjetovana odredenjem odnosa Boga i stvorenja. | za Petri¢a je teza o
bezgrani¢nosti svemira/prostora uvjetovana primarno odredenjem Boga koji je "sva bi¢a i sva ne-bica" i koji se
stoga moze manifestirati u beskonacno.

No u njegovoj je slici svijeta znatno naglasenije insistiranje na gradaciji bi¢a, koje je rezultat projiciranja
novoplatonicki koncipirane ljestvice bic¢a u sliku svijeta. Bez obzira na temeljno nastojanje oko jedinstvenosti
svega utemeljeno u pocelu koje je Jednosve (Unomnia), €ini se da Petri¢, s obzirom na isticanje "gnusobe" i
ruznoce Zemlje, pri sagledavanju sveukupnosti zapravo insistira na suprotnostima. Tako je na jednom kraju
sveukupnosti ono najnetjelesnije, na drugom ono najtjelesnije, s tim da je Bog najudaljeniji od Zemlje (po
¢emu bi zapravo Bog i Zemlja predstavljali dva suprotna pola kozmic¢kog dogadanja).

To medutim nije u skladu s &itavom njegovom filozofijom koja se primarno predstavlja kao napor da se
sveukupnost prikaze kao jedinstvena cjelina (¢ak kao kuglal), pri ¢emu se tvarni svijet sagledava kao
manifestacija po€ela (u Panarchiji u okviru ontoteologijskog izvodenja to se iskazuje stavom "Sve je stvorio
/sc. Bog/, da bi ga po svemu prepoznao"). Ako se, dakle, uvaZi ta temeljna PetriCeva intencija, stavovi o Zemlji
kao talogu i izmetu pobuduju Cudenje. Zacuduje odlu¢nost kojom Petri¢ razdvaja ono $to Zeli sagledati u
jedinstvu.

Tvarno, vidljivo, legitimirano je, naime, upravo BoZjom nakanom da se pokaze, objavi Covjeku
(iskazano stavom "Sve je stvorio da bi ga po svemu prepoznao"), a Zemlja, i bez obzira na to 3to je "talog"
sveukupnosti, doprinosi harmoniji i savrSenstvu svemira. Temeljno je pocelo, naime, na kojem se zasniva
Citava Petriceva filozofija prirode da ako je dana jedna opreka u prirodi, mora biti dana i druga. Stoga je zbog

odrzavanja ravnovjesja i harmonije nuzno opstojanje dviju krajnosti — jedna od njih je upravo Zemlja. To on u



Pancosmiji i izriito istiCe: "Tu je (sc. u sredistu) ona i u posludnosti prema Stvoritelju i pridonosi svojim19
dijelovima savrsenstvu svemira."*?

Pritom se namecée pitanje do ¢ega je Petri¢u, pri isticanju gnusobe Zemlje, vise stalo — da li do isticanja
jedinstva svega ili do isticanja suprotnosti, u okvire ¢ega onda spada i isticanje ruznoée i niskosti Zemlje. A
odgovor na to pitanje klju¢an je za razumijevanje temeljne nastrojenosti njegove filozofije, naime stava spram
vidljivog i tvarnog svijeta i nad¢ina naseg bivanja u njemu. Cini se, medutim, da Petri¢ na to pitanje ne daje
jednoznacan odgovor.

Cinjenica je da i Kuzanac i Petri¢, bez obzira na usvojen temeljni stav o bezgraniénosti, svemir vide kao
kuglu, i to pozivajuéi se na pseudo-hermetiCki stav "Deus est sphaera, cuius centrum est ubique,
circumferentia nusquam”. No dok taj stav u Kuzanskog funkcionira vise kao metaforicki odnosno simbolicki
prikaz Boga (u skladu s njegovom uporabom matematike u svrhu simboli¢kog prikazivanja bozanskog), u
Petri¢a taj stav funkcionira doista kao "slika svijeta" ("Svijet je &vrsta kugla..."), éudesno doveden u svezu sa
stavom o bezgraniénosti. Cini se da pritom i kod njega dolazi do izrazaja ona temeljna dvojakost stavova
odredbena za novoplatoniCke filozofeme (insistiranje na suprotnostima i istovremeno nastojanje da se one
sagledaju u jedinstvu).

Dok u Kuzanskog "rehabilitiranje" Zemlje logicki proizlazi iz "relativiziranja" pojavnog svijeta/svemira, u
Petrica ostaje otvoreno pitanje kako on zapravo vidi Zemlju, a to onda znadi i Covjeka u sveukupnosti. Teza o
Zemlji kao najnesavrSenijem tijelu, kao izmetu svemira sasvim sigurno nije bila u skladu ni s biblijskim stavom
o Covjeku ni s hermetickim stavom o Covjeku — drugom bogu (homo — secundus deus), za kojim ¢e na
drugome mjestu Petri¢ odusSevljeno posegnuti.

Na kraju, ovim se jo$ jednom pokazuje kako u samom srcu "nove" kozmologije leZe zapravo neka
metafizicka rjeSenja, a razlike izmedu Petriceva i KuzanCeva videnja i vrednovanja Zemlje utemeljene su u
razlikama Sto ih otkrivamo upravo u njihovim onto-teologijskim stavovima.

UvrijeZeno je misljenje kako je novovjekovni znanstveni pristup pojavama osloboden problema kojim se
bavimo u ovome tekstu, tj. problema vrednovanja koje uvjetuje sliku svijeta, te kako je taj pristup djelomice i
ustanovljen upravo zahvaljujuéi oslobadanju od takvih problema, pri ¢emu po A. Koyreu, dolazi do

"razvrednovanja bitka". Ovim smo tekstom htjeli tek joS jednom upozoriti ha to da bi i to uvjerenje mozda

trebalo preispitati.
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