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the work of Bannach (reviewed below), which Hamm explaıns he Was
unable LO incorporate into hıs OW study 1n the tıme avaıllable.
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Klaus BANNACH, IDe Lehre VDON der doppelten Macht (z7ottes ber Waılhelm
DON Ockham. Problemgeschiuchtliche V oraussetzungen und Bedeutung
(Veröffentlichungen des Institutes für europälsche Geschichte
Maiınz, (5) Wiıesbaden, Hranz Steiner Verlag, 1979, VI11I-424 D.,

In h1ıs thesıs defended 1n 1974 1n Munich, Bannach has
demonstrated VeLy well the dıialeetic relatıon between the yotentıa
absoluta and the yotentıa ordınata of (A0d 1ın the ontext of Ockhami’s
doectrine of creation. Among other thıngs, suggest1onNs made by

Vıgnaux aN! Oberman eNncouraged hım LO undertake thıs work.
It 1S pıty that ın the tıtle the importance f the doectrine of ereatiıon
1s deser1bed ON1y formally Problemgeschiuchtliche Voraussetzungen
und Bedeutung ». Moreover, the author speaks of the doppelte Macht
(Tottes », term whıch he certaımly dıd not fınd in Ockham who
precısely CONTLESTS the double character of od’s W (Pp 273).

The work 10Se 1s thoroughly constructed After STAtUuS QuUaeEST-
vONAS, the author TEeVIEWS Ockham’s lıfe an works ıIn the ontext of
the hıstory of ideas (Ch 1 He emphasızes the methodical-erıitical
aSpeCct of Ockham’s work. In the second chapter he g1VeES historiıcal
SULVEY, beginnıng ıth Augustine, of the doectrine of the dıyıne ıdeas.
'T’hıs 18 ımportant because the ereatıon portrays ese 1deas. The
ereatıon 1ın turn 1S of iımportance, because ıt; 18 precısely ın the order
of ereatıon an the order of salvatıon (the nNne  z creatıon) that the
CONCEPTS notentıa absoluta and ordınata aAle sed. Augustine ’ s doectrine
of ıdeas Was partıcularly useful 1n makıng the relatıon between dıyıne
unıty aN! the multiplıcıty of creatures understandable OVeT agaınst
the emanatıons of neo-Platonısm. Augustine S6665 the multiıplıcıty of
cCreatures already present 1n the multıphıcıty of dıyıne ldeas, but

ıdeas they maıntaın od’s ımmutablıty and unıty. HKFrom Augustine
the author Passecs DYy WaYy of Boethıus, Ktienne Tempıier’s condemn-
atıon of heterodox Arıstotehanısm, Alexander of Hales, an Bonaven-
ture, LO Thomas Agqumas, for whom the oTEAat question 18 how (+0d
Can NOW multitude of thıngs wıthout losıng hıs unıty. HFrom the
tıme of Henry of GGhent there 18 STOWINg tendency LO lımıt the
COEeTCIVENESS of the doectrine of 1deas 1ın favour of od’s contingent
creatıve act1ıon. Duns Scotus Carrles Henry’s attempt od’s ideas

longer precede indıyıdual creatures but they become dıyıne
reflexıon thıngs already exısting. Hıs doectrine of ereatiıon has
INOTe strongly bıbhecal character, although erTe remaıns certaın
lack of clarıty SOINE pomts. These AIe cleared by Ockham
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According LO the Inceptor Venerabilıis od’s ımmutabılıty must be
understood 1ın such WaYy that (+0d remaıns ıdentical ıth hımself
In each moment of hıs actıvıty. (+0d remaıns true LO hımself and ın
that he 1s not arbıtrary. The dıyıne ıdea. 18 the known MO
of hat Can be brought LO being 1ın CT of creatıon. Ockham 18
dıstinguished firom hıs predecessors 1ın that he 18 Consequent 1ın hıs
usSe of the ıdea model the model POSSCSSCS the Same indıviduality
an determınateness the ereated thıng ıtself ; thıs follows from hıs
doectrine of unıversals. The iıdeas AT not ıdentical ıth God, for they
LOO AIe ereated. In thıs WaYy the dıyıne ıdeas do not coiıncıde ıth
the dıyıne act of knowiıng. HKor In (}+0d pluralıty of objects of NOW-
ledge o0€eSs not 116e64N pluralıty of QCtS of knowing. In Ockham’s
doectrine of ereatıon (4+0d has immedıate relatıonshıp LO
CTEATLUTE The doectrine of od’s knowledge brings to the problem
of dıyıne Teedom. Can (+0d CT dıfferently than he knows %® In thıs
connection, the potentıa absoluta a P PCAaIsS be condıtıon of
possıbılıty for the notentıa ordınalta. od’s Teedom consısts 1n thıs
tıme an agaln makıng the transıtıon from absoluta LO ordınalta.
'Thıs 1S not arbıtrarıness unrecogn1zable dıscontinulty, because hıs
esSSeNCce guarantees the coherence of hıs actıvıty.

In the thırd chapter the author deser1bes the applıcatıons evoked
by the ıdea. of notentıa absoluta ın Ockhami’s theology of ereation :
the immedıate influence of (+0d In ecreatıon an the problem of
causalıty ; the doetrine of knowledge ; the Holy Spırıt and human
spontaneıty. The fourth and final chapter SUmMMATIZES an reflects
uponN the materı1al presented In the fırst TEE ; erTe clarıfıes the
place ,' meanıng of Ockham and hım ıth Luther
B.’s work offers thorough study of the EXTS; he 18 concerned LO
present Ockham’s OW assert1ons 1ın order to sShOow how the Inceptor
Venerabiılıis trıed to free the COoNCcept of (}+0d of determmıstıie features
and LO back LO the Augustinian tradıtıon s representatıon of (z0d,
the chıef characterıstie of which 18 the spontaneıty of dıyıne love.
The author’s erıtique of SOINe of the OpIn10Ns of Boehner (Pp 390,
J9l, 51310 399), however, oes not convınce For example, the
dıstinetion between the 1ntellectzo theory an the qualitas mentıs
theory oes not Seem LO LO be COTTECT. An ıindex of the authors
quoted would ave been VeELY useful On 258 should read :
Gregorius de Arımıno, and 420, Guelluy instead of Guelly
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