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Is it possible for the metaphor of the Book of Nature to become relevant
in our days?

BagyinszkiP ®t er ORMo st on

Sapientia Szerzetesii t t udom8nyi FRi skol a, 1052 Budapest,
bagyinszki.agoston@sapientia.hu

BagyinszkiP. C . 20):29it possible for the metaphor of the Book of Nature to become relevant in our days?
Aktualiez&lomamkban a ATmem®cdregjoaPnGe&®ne kda,

Abstract: A t anul m8ny egy c¢c2mben jelzett t®ma k°r ® sz
kovet kezR Kk ®MWid®ts & rk-Yapnle & vlikammaturach agyom8nya | egal 8bb
megke¢l °nboztethetR 8§gra sza&am®s z entalg@opEmea ANne s

tizenkilencedi k sz8zadhozo k°thetR meggyengg¢l ®s
mag8bher mPszedlvak ° nghv® koz8&8s egykor, ®s mit jelen
tapasztalak mM®g sz8&munkra a Aterm®szeti vilg&8gnako az

egykor azok | 8thatatlan SzerzRj®t, TeoranmpadiB] ®t i S
az a k®r do®s, hresspwrcenaedt ai gneytoanBin-, givaa gy i s \atliokg®rmsizt
Zsinat °szt°nz®s®re sziks®ges Y raolvasg8s8val, f
hagyom8nyf ol yanl emr @®x5 @teh akgRypoerasRn y akt ulMdyomtato§ | §sa t
form8&8ban a jelen angol nyel InTBAGYmSzi €.ded.nfi20tPprar f or ©
ATerm®szet k°nyveod mint a KioSnzfeenrtenrc8isa kk°°tneytv, ® nSeakpoi
HittudomRRnys kol a & LO6Har Ald0.t an, Budapest, pp. 13:

The Religion and Naturencyclopedia article on Liber naturae tradition evaluates the current status
ofthefbookd metaphor:

AWhile the concept of the Book of Nature is an ancient one, it clearly continues
to be revitalized and reinterpreted (particularly with ecological emphasis) in
religious thought and practice todayd

(KNEALE GOULD in TAYLOR 2005, p. 211)

Before summarizing the complex question of renewed relevancy reflected by the lectures of our
conference, it is worthwhile to outline more precisely what the encounter wiBotieof Naturence

was, andwhatdods eadi ng the bookoamesaareodgydfl s$ hehdnat L
made the invisible Creator of visible things an actor of everyday life still an experience for us?

Our conference was held in the city center of Budapest, though we all recognise that the countryside
offers moe vivid experience on the subject matter of our theme than secularized cities. We have to make
an Aexcursiond out of our largely artificial, ur
the everyday experience of tlB®ok of Naturgo our preleces s or s . For exampl e,
caused by public lighting of our cities is an obstacle in front of our eyes that deprives us from the beauties
of the superlunar (above the Moon) world, once observed and admired by our ancestors. At the same
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time, it is also true that our technical civilization provides qualitatively new opportunities to contemplate

the Askyo. | wonder whether it is the same Abook
contemplating the cosmic landscape with the pad ey e, or through the Hub
optics? However, we can ask the same question concerning our terrestrial panorama. Is it the same
adventure to contemplate the landscape formed by geological forces and the flora and fauna now as
centuries go, because of the mere fact that thanks to the development of our technical tools we are able

to observe them also from the perspective of microphysics and molecular biology? Something has
definitely changed. Our horizons of understanding the sublunahargliperlunar worlds had merged

already in the 17th century. Since then, instead
Auniverseodo within which our living space is rep
planet,andoua ni ver s al history is framed by the Aevol u

human society used to form part of the Acosmoso,
as an independent chapter of lie®k We are facing old issues imaw way in our contemporary world

when represented by psychosomatic illnesses. OuusdHrstanding has certainly developed a lot
following the differentiation of sciences, but has it reached greater depths too?

Analyzing the sources of the tradition Wfestern Thought concerning tiBook of Naturethe
conference lecturers signaled the initial uncertainties, as well as the early crystallization points
associated with Christian Church Fathers. We agreed it would be an exaggeration to say that the authors
of the Scripture considered nature as a book, however, the doctrine of the Logos, the broader context of
thebookmetaphor, has a strong biblical root. As for the Greek sources, Giuseppe TFhlitfighainted
out thatAthe Platonic cosmos, we must notget, is not a book: to know it, is not to words that one
must go, but t owheérehe thesstoia dodtrinend# tineo Lrogo® has occasionally strong
affinity with the | ater Abookodo theology. I n th
Confessor and Scotus Erigena are the most influential authors in the developmeaufkioé Nature
tradition.

In the Age of Scholasticism, the idedibér naturaeexisted as a continuation of the patristic doctrine

of the Logos expressing and connectihg cosmic dimension and the christological focus of faith.
TanzellaNitti remarks about parallel Islamic civilization:

Aan overall |l ook at the content of the Kor
refers explicitly to nature, but is always used to indiddte same Koran and its
| aws 0.

In Christianity the medieval development of the tradition ofBbek of Naturevas due mainly to the

wor k of Hugh of Saint Victor and Saint Bonaventu
(littera-sensussententiaxan be translated into our contemporary language as three different models of
conceptualizing the truth. The results achievec
metaphor were finally summarized by Raimundus de Sabuwvitte,also gave new impulses for the

further development of the metaphor.

The tradition ofliber naturaewas divided into at least three distinct traditions in the early Modern

Age. According to TanzeHalitti, the most important development of this erahis emergence and

popul arity of the idea of a Abook written in th
Galilei). In this interpretation th8ook of Naturewas readable only for a narrow circle of natural
scientists (AphifFosmphgra estcnatuekdte society c
This historical change must have been fueled by the experiencA thatr senses may dec
whereas the secrets of natk& annot be grasped by t heoAthougmon sen
this interpretation of the Abooko stildl hel d th
secul arized and |l ost its moral content. The seco
since it emphasized the acs#slity and readability of thdiber naturaeby everyone. In this respect,
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the Abookodo had key i mportance in recognising God
with theBook of Scripturéed closer to salvation. The apologetic literatoi¢he era typically referred

to theBook of Naturen this more vulgar sense. It is to be noted that similar attitudes can still be found

in rural cultures even today. The third tradition started as religious criticism that contradbeothaf

Scriptue with the Book of Naturegiving primacy to the latter, and emphasizing the disruption of

har mony between the two. This deistic approach |
natureodo, while driving man g GpdeVehpn, as arasulofa dfamaticon t h e
transformation in the deeper | ayers of soci al i
became divided into the physical reality consid

As ubj e cile thevtmooght witber naturaeceased to be an inherent concept in the history of the
ideas (seBAGYINSzKI 2015, pp. 514).

It is not easy to identify the historical hallmarks of the weakednyo k o f s trhdgtionu r e 6
associated wi nhht b éAvwide g of influentakfceces can be listed here from
the Adesanthropocentrico nature of the Copernica
perspective |l ike Acomputati onal hechandgednnha tultutay 6 an d
role of the Ab o oshapingadarwinias reloluters of thehegolutiomahy eraciple can
also be added to this long list. Nothing less than a complex modernity theory could give an account of
the totality of agencieand interferences€eTAYLOR 2007)2 however, the rearrangement of the social
imaginary defining our basic life experience became evident to everyone for two main reasons:

(1) The holistic ideal of science that previously could be attained by the Hgtespars, became
inaccessible due to the intensive differentiation of specialized sciences.

(2) Human awar emesd oofsobeéinndg hBcaworl d is now ra
the industrial and technological revolutions.

Thismeansthatvai ous Aher meneutics0O associated with the
prominence alongside the Aepistemologiesd associ
ideological changes have clearly eroded the classical traditionBdtheof Natureas they transformed

the public imaginary that served as a basis for the founding metaphors.

Consequently, it wasndt obvi olibesnaturacthoughawould x t e n t
i mbue the Late Modbooka@umeuaphoWhubedthe Be per
certain contexts of the Christian doctrine of creation, this shift in the public imaginary connected with
theBook of Naturavould discourage not only contemporary naturalists but also theologierpress
their awe by this metaphor while experi éeheci ng n:
Unreasonabl e Ef f ect ¢omnects&absl Prizd winkiagtctntemparary ghgsigists
with an important element of tH&ook of Naturdradition (seeNIGNER 1960, pp. 114). This is the
interference point where pragmatic naturalists turn into sages with childish awe, whd couldt
very moment lead back modern science void of human existential needs to its original philosophical
vocation exploring the great questions of human existence.

It is in this context that Giuseppe Tanze\ldti is contemplating the possibility of using the renewed
liber naturaeidea. He argues that it is an opportunity not yet exploited for theology tyakeebetter
the recent results of natural sciences, and to clarify its relation with empirical disciplines on the
epistemologicalleveAt he result of natural sciences can be
so that they can truly helpthegloy t o better under(BanzaLmaeNITh 2084, wor d

A term coined for the period between 1789 (Hrench Revolutionand 1918 (the end of World War ) of the

Western European history that was specially intensive from the point of view of scientific development
Summariesofifay |l or 6s outline on the 10neaskER 2064 pp.mdtd3&r ni t y i
BAGYINSzKI 2010, pp. 456.
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p. 73). The impact of the updatdither naturaeexperience on the cognitive subject is no less important
when assessing the perspectives. The awe felt contemplatinBotile of Natureis capab¢ of
transforming both a scientist or a theologian who ever experienced it:

ATo believe that the natur al worl d has the
chaotic, written by God and containing a rational message, could influence the
Ospiritd wintthi swhiccahr rai esscidhid) hi s or her act

The history of théBook of Naturdradition revised at our conference, its modeay drama and the
efforts made for updating it, concern the dialogue between science and theology in its entirety. In order
to evaluate fairly well the questions brought up in this area, it is importaaitgartto account the fact
that the i dea of (lexmaturalishisaatsw aloaely refated ta tHiberal matubae
thought. Catholic theology cannot declare on this law only in past time, since contemporary teachings
of the Magisterium oftempply updated principles that have their origin in ldhe naturalisidea €f.
INTERNATIONAL THEOLOGICAL COMMISSION 2009, 6975). The tradition of the arguments for the
existence of God also has its source in this idea. Ultimatelygdbk of Naturdradtion itself fits into
the broader context of the Patristic Doctrine o
revelation (manifested in the creation) and spec
constitutive element of the atholic tradition (seeBAGYINSzKI in VCRNA2019, pp. 157192).
Therefore, it is still interesting to discuss the question we treated in many aspects in the conference. A
guestion that offers further possibilities for contemplation: followingélssourcenentof the theology
of the Word of God, that is to say rereading the sources of the Doctrine of the Logos inspired by the
Second Vatican Council, what perspectives of salvation history can open up thanks to making relevant
theBook of Naturdradition, whch is part of the wider tradition?
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The theol ogical Il mport of the met a
hi storical olpagn emsatrikssnsand

Giuseppe TanzeHalitti

Facolt”™ di Teologia Scuola Internazionale Superiore p
del | a r®aret,a RO ma.
tanzell a@pusc. it

TanzellaNitti, G. (2@0): The theological import of the metaphor of the Book of Nature: historical hallmarks and
open questionAAT er m®s ze-mekahygvaoteol -giai hozad®ka: t°rt®nel
Acta Pi&Gill®Li ana,

Abstractt A t anul m§syege®irjia & sATenem@s neta Kkunyiv&sd §val
k®r d®sek mai 811 §s 8§t , k¢l onosk®ppen i s a fundame
m8§sodl agos irodal m8§nak bemutat8§sa nyom8n hangs %l
t Yal mut at a @®tne lbbéAnaguraeh atgeyrogm8enty di akr oni kus szer kez
hagyom8ny aktwualiz8l hat  -s8g8nak problemati k8j a Kk
t8rgyal 8son bel ¢l lex, hatunalisls @ nd @srkd’erk f eys zg g RImM@s a2 et @
erk°lcsi t°rv®ny problemati k8ja szervesen ill esz
a szerzR kor8bbi 2r 8sain8l t eirgjoendleoll meas &klolrd rg rksi tt @
recepdqiv®j. 8rAaP 2-5L A, gppdol5&t menet a hagyom8ny akt
fontos hermeneuti kai k®r d ®s eket is felv8zolj a, r
§ltal feleleveniatetlt gklaMNMwaritzatnotit@ gfoeczmEbgaal aT | e
sz°veg magyar f orBAGYNSES G. [ed.]s[20B0]):ARr AvTed rRM®&s z e t K°nyve
ASzent2r &8s k©°nyKvo@nfeekroe nacri aalk-°gie§j,a.Sapientia Szer z
Lé6Har mattan, Budapest, pp. 21

l. Introduction

Recent times have witnessed a remar kablleusi nt er e
of divine presence and revelation. In recent Magisterium of the Catholic Church, it has been most
prominently mentioned by John Paul IIfides et ratio(seeJoHN PAUL I 1998, n. 19), Benedict XVI
in Verbum Dominas well as in other discourses (8#NEDICT XVI 2010d, nn. 621; 2009d, n. 51),
and Francisiih. a u d a (seeFRANCISR015, nn. 12, 85, 239ndeed, interest in the metaphor reaches
far beyond tbk theological domain: for many centuries it has attracted continuing fascination in a range
of contexts including literature, art and particularly the natural scieneesofsexampleDEBUS &

WALTON 1998 HOWELL 2002 PEDERSEN 1992; PEDERSEN COYNE & SIEROTOWICZ 2007) The
metaphor seems to offer, therefore, a great opportunity to the dialogue between the human and the
natural sciences, between theology and scientific culture.

11
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However, the metaphor and its increasing use are not without risks and challenges. On the one hand,
the idea of nature or creation adookis only an improper analogy, that ispreetaphorwhich raises
guestions regarding the origins and the historiealetbpment of the metaphor as such, as well as its
prudent and appropriate use in theology. On the other hand, the image of the Book of Nature does not
seem to have obtained, in recent times, a specific theological developn2étigantury Fundamental
theology the notion of revelation of God through the created world received less attention, compared
with the wide room given to Godds revelation thr
experience of the people of Israel (S2e: | z A RETANZELLA-NITTI 2006, pp289-335). Furthermore, the
metaphor is far from having an established meaning; it has been employed within a wide range of
cultural, philosophical and theological contexts for very different purposes. In Patristic and Medieval
literature, nature as a book was seen in harmony with the Sacred Scriptures, whereas from the early
Modern era onwards it was presented also as an autonomous book, other than biblical Revelation.
Looking at the present time, a new risk of misunderstandiiggssabecause many webpages, institutes
and programs of spirituality proposeteeey al uat e, or be i n tune with, t
rise, for instance, to the circulation of dubious quotations, as well as the tendency to mix Christian and
non-Christian sources, as if they were necessarily speaking about the same thing. For all these reasons,
the use of the metaphor of nature &®akremains a delicate question. In my opinion, there is an urgent
need for greater theological discernment amdgood scholarly work on this so important subject
matter.

[I. Scholarly contributions and their different perspectives:
a short status quaestionis

In general terms, the scholarship has long been dominated by linguistic and literary studies. The
classicef er ence i s Eurbpean LiteraureGnodrtheilLatis Bliddle AgE948), which
includes a chapter on the metaphoric usethefbookin the history of literature and quotes various
(mainly Medieval) instances of nature ad@ok (seeCURTIUS 199Q chap. 16) The metaphorical
approach is appli ed morDasBsohder Natofdd79) which, howevér,is Rot h a
only a collection of citations, the majority of which are from the age of Romant{setROTHACKER
1979.A t hird maj or c ont DidLbsbarkeitcder We(ts981B Whicmesesibathrofy 6 s
the previous studies as well as other sources to provide a more systematic analysis of the history of the
idea that the world iseadable(seeBLUMENBERG1981).Yet Bl umenber gés met hodol
Amet aphorological o (the term is his), and | itt]
guestion.

More recently, there have been a range of theologically orientated studies, particularly the swo serie
of volumes edited, respectively, by Vanderjagt and van Berkel, and by van der Meer and Mandelbrote,
that include historical surveys and analyses of the metapeihésarticlesin VANDERJAGT& BERKEL
2005 VANDERJAGT & BERKEL 2006 VAN DER MEER & S.MANDELBROTE 2008a; 2008b)There are
important contributions in these volumes, although they suffer the lack of a clear (and indeed
theological) framework; moreover, the focus is overwhelmingly on Medieval and Modern sources,
paying less atterdn to the Classical and Patristic Ages, when the metaphor was born. | proposed a more
theological approach in my articléne Two Books prior to the Scientific Revolutjpmblished in 2004
(seeTANZELLA-NITTI 2004, pp51-83) and, more recently, in a semti of vol. 3 of my Treatise on
Fundamental Theology in Scientific Contgpablished in 201§seeTANZELLA-NITTI 2018, pp 343
450), which includes a chapter dedicated to the legian of God through creatiods far as | know,

12
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there are no monographiaidies that would set@ear framework and analyze thistorical uses of the
metaphor across different authérs.

On my own part, during the last 15 years | confined myself to collect quotations and bibliography,
going in depth occasionally on authors such as Galileo or Robert Boyle. This material was mainly used
in public lectures and seminars. However, four yeaps bglanned a project of a couple of PhD thesis
in theology aimed at exploring the metaphor in depth, from the point of view of Fundamental theology,
which is my study and research field. The first fruit of such a research project is thadgOBhD thes
authored by the Finnish scholar Oskari Juurikkala, which is entilibd, Patristic and Medieval
metaphor of the Book of nature: implications for Fundamental theoteggy to be discussed within
the current academic year. | am indebted to Oskaridtrgs the material | propose you in the Lecture
of this first session.

[ll. Historical steps and some hermeneutical clarifications

That the subject deserves a deeper study is witnessed by the fact that the different authors are still far
from reaching a @anmon view on many aspects of the metaphor. For instance, regarding its very
historical origin, Curtius and Blumenberg provide some indications that the underlying idea would be
found in ancient Mesopotamia and possibly (with doubts) in ancient Greeceyéroilie sources are
not carefully analyzed by these authors, and almost the entire patristic literature is ignored, with the
exception of some references to St. Augustine {88 (see CURTIUS 1990, pp. 302311;
BLUMENBERG 1981, chaps.-3). Drecoll has argued that the specific expresbimr naturae(that is,
the typical medieval and modern expression) is not found befogustine (seeDRECOLL in
VANDERJAGT& BERKEL2005,pp3548). Dr ecol | 6s argument carhebe mis
studies a specific combination of words, whereas the concbpbkis certainly applied metaphorically
to created nature before Augustine, at least by Anthony, Ephrem the Syrian-83.33Ghd Evagrius
Ponticus (c. 34899). Blowers has quite comgingly argued that the beginnings of the analogy
bet ween Scripture and cosmos as At wo2532%4)ges 0 shou
BLOWERS2012,pp.318-319)2 All of these arguments may even be valid in terms of the parameters set
by ead of the studies; but then, their variety reveals the need for a detailed and systematic analysis of
the origins and gradual development of the metaphor.

Unfortunately, the literature about the theoretical foundations, in the Patristic period, of the image of
nature as a book is very limited. Blowers has highlighted the centrality of the Greek ndtigosgbut
he didndét el abor at rdhimnesedrch s prindpallg corcerrged witle thet spiritual
dimension of theology of creation, where the metaphor can appear a peripheral maBeo{gers
2012, pp. 31822). Biblical theology is surprisingly silent on the subject, although it shoultldze
that the origin of all the things from the Word of God, has much to do with the idea that the various
creatures can speak of their Creator, like the words of a book speak of their Author.

As far as the Medieval period is concerned, the way in wtliehmetaphor is transmitted and
received by the previous Patristic period raises some questions. In the secondary literature, the Medieval
Book of Nature is routinely associated with Augustine (see for exaBplRENBERG 1981, chap. 5;

NoBIS in RITTER 1971, pp. 957959). However, it is quite probable that while this concept referred to
Augustine for being the greatest of all the patristic authorities for the Latin Middle Ages, actually the

Thereare a numberof interestingideasin studieslimited to individual authors.Other valuablebut limited
considerationsnay be found for examplein BLOWERS in HARVEY & HUNTER 2008 pp. 906-931; BLOWERS
2012,pp.318-322;LOLLAR 2013 pp.246-250.

Thisviewis supportedy Benjaminswho howeveexamineslimited rangeof sourcesindprovidesno explicit
useof the metaphoiin Origen(seeBENJAMINS in VANDERJAGT & BERKEL 2005,pp. 13-20).
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underlying theological insights came from somewhere else. It sbatres keyrole was played by John
Scottus Eriugena (c. 8487 7), who transmitted to the Latin environment, through both his own writings
and transl ations, the ideas of t h-Biongsiugantd mo&r e e k
importantly Maxinus the Confessor. Concerning the subsequent development of the Medieval
metaphor, pride of place has conventionally been given to Bonaventure222)l However, this
attribution too could be somewhat misleading, because Bonaventure was essentiallidessng
common in thel2thcentury, especially in the writings of Hugh of Saint Victor (1096 1).

Regarding the theological foundations and implications of the Medieval metaphor, the issue may be
addressed of what are the continuities and discontinwitbsrespect to the Patristic texts. Of course,
there are significant continuities, which suggest that there is already-astadlished tradition, that
only undergoes small changes of emphasis and perspective. On the other part, the Middle Ages bring
about at least three important novelties. First, we perceive a growing skepticism with respect to the
intrinsic value and readability of nature due to the weight of sin; the issue it not entirely new, yet
Augustine himself spoke of that, but it acquires moare explicit expression, enriching the metaphor
with a third book, thebook of the CrossSecond, while the Patristic metaphor was predominantly
conceptualized in terms of tlspoken wordbased on the divine Logos and thgoi that the creature
are), tle Medieval Book of Nature (and the various-sutaphors to which it gives rise) is increasingly
presented as something whittust be seen, not only hearidhird, in each period the metaphor reflects
the framework offered by the theology of the period: &sd c a |l | to salvation, t
creation and redemption, the role of the Incarnated Word, all subjects about which the Fathers of the
Church and the Middle Age authors didndédt have
the Middle Age the theological emphasis was mainly on redemption and Christology, while the language
turned more symbolic and rational compared with that employed by the Fathers.

Leaving aside the understanding of the metaphor during the revival of naturatisties
experienced by the Renaissance, the more intriguing period for studying contents and implications of
the Book on Nature remains, in my opinion, the Modern Age. First of all, it must be stressed that many
of the consequences which will come lamoilight in thel7th and 18tlcenturies were surprisingly
prepared by theiber creaturarumby Raymond of Sebond (138%136), a text that the Italian scholar
Lino Conti has the merit to have underlined and commented in recent yea@o{gee2004). The
autonomy of nature, that of its own language, and the possibility of a closeridg€onfrontation with
the Book of Scripture, are al|l seeds present
expectations, brought about much stronger effects duhiagstientific revolution. Secondly, the
Modern Age is witness of very different views about the readability of the Book of Nature.-A Neo
platonic perspective, inherited by the Academies of the Renaissance, which confines the usability of the
Book to thosavho know the language of mathematics and geometry, is opposed to the perspective that
considers Nature as a public book, readable by everyone. However, in this last \@&ist davo
di fferent attitudes: one t hat the sane Awhortothsacted t h e
Scriptures, the other quite critical with respect to a specific divine Revelation in the history. In the
Modern Age the Book of Nature could be used either to give rise to a religion of nature or to reinforce
the religion of theuddaeeChristian tradition. Among the scholars who faced this quite intriguing period
it must be quoted Peter Harrison, but a systematic and exhaustive study is, at the moment, still lacking
(seeHARRISON 1998; 2007HARRISONIn VANDERJAGT & BERKEL 2006,pp.1-26).

IV. The role of the Metaphor in the frame of Fundamental theology

The interest of Fundamental theology is not, primarily, to focus on the metaphor as a linguistic
phenomenon, but to highlight the theological idea that the metaphor seeks tesekfoezover, if
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theology studies why and how nature was seen as a book, it is not for the sake of a historical curiosity,
but as a way of illuminating presesiy questions and discussions around the relation between faith and
reason. Think, for instance& the import that, in this respect, may have issues such as: a) the salvific
value of the contemplation of nature; b) the revelation of God through creation; c) the interrelation
between creation and redemption; d) biblical exegesis and the naturaesciepthe intereligious
dialogue starting from nature, etc.

The main philological, linguistic and historical questions, propaedeutic to the theological ones,
mainly regard the period from the Antiquity to the early Modern Age and could be summarized as
follows: a) what are the key Patristic and Medieval texts in which the metaphor is found; b) what is their
status in terms of textual critique (authenticity, expressions truly used, etc.); ¢) what is their true
hermeneutical context (type of literaturee tcontext in which the idea appears, motivation); and d) to
which tradition the texts inherited, that is, what are their assumptions and antecedents. These questions
seek to identify more precisely the relevant texts so as to enable us to analyzeticalhisigination,
diffusion and evolution of the metaphor.

On the other hand, there are more properyplogicalquestions, which go beyond the texts and the
words used and, in a sense, go even beyfdood t he
toward other relevant notions as logos, words, letters, voices, mirror, etc. Taking into account the
broader perspective of theology, the first point to clarify is what are the underlying theological
foundationandvisionthat give rise to the mathor (for example, the presence of the Logos in creation,
allegorical exegesis, sacramental theology based on symbolic language, etc.). Only after this previous
analysis, Fundamental theology can address its more relevant questions and implication®, Tiney a
my opinion, the following: a) who is able to read the Book of Nature and how should it be read; b) what
is the relationship between the Book of Nature and the book of Scripture; ¢) does the Book of Nature
have any moral and/or salvific relevance floose who read it; and d) what does the Book of Nature
reveal about God, his nature, his will and his salvific plans for all mankind. In all of these questions,
theology is highly interested in investigating leristological dimensiownf this book. In ther words,
what the metaphor means and the extent to which it can be used, must depend, in its deeper and ultimate
level, on the Christological understanding of creation, of the Scriptures and of the human being.

Letdbs go mor e i n dyeleaoldgicalissue® here mentioned; mamply tbepvery

foundation of the metaphor and their implication

There is a number of elements in Patristic theology that seem to provide a solid theological basis for
the grounding and further development of the metaphor. The most important of these was the
correspondence between the cosmolodagdsof Greek philosphy and the biblical idea of thdivine
word of creation Other ideas, such as the existence of a natural law (understood both cosmically and
morally), the contemplation and beauty of nature as a work of God, and the practice of allegorical
interpretationof Scriptures, may also have contributed to the success of the metaphor. The historical
studies have confirmed all these elements. Although we cannot definitively determine the role and
influence of each author, nevertheless we can state without doutttetiheology of the divine Word,
that is the role of.ogosin the work of creation, is central to the Patristic and Medieval idea of nature as
abook;it is repeatedly found in the context of theology of creation, and over time it becomes more and
more ckarly expressed in the idea of thgoi that the creatures are. In contrast, the significance of the
other elements is more varied. For instance, the natural law is particularly important to Maximus, and it
plays a role in Ephrem; but it is quite marginal in Bonaventure, probably becausesh&wextloctrine
of the natural law was mainly confined to its interior dimension. The notion of the contemplation of
nature, on the other hand, is found in numerous texts, and it is important to most of the thinkers. Allegory
is present in some cases, buany times the metaphor is not based on any allegory at all; rather, it is
derived from a parallelism between Scriptures and creation, which is much more than an allegory,
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having Scriptures and creation the same origin and finality in the divine Logasthgvauthors of the
Middle Age, who bent toward a symbolic language, as Scottus Eriugena, Hugh of St. Victor and
Bonaventure, do not derive the metaphor from symbolic considerations only.

If we consider preChristian texts, they provide of course somegpration to the Christian metaphor
of the Book of Nature, but confine themselves to heavenly characters. The religiosity of many ancient
cultures spontaneously attributed a certain divinity to the heavens, which were understood as the place
for a dialoguebetween the god(s) and the human beings. However, it was only the Christian doctrine of
the Incarnated Logos that enabled to understand that the divine presence and communication may have
been sought and found in all created realities, without any lodisioé transcendence. The Christian
understanding (and transformation) of the cosmolodicpisof Greek philosophers was fundamental
for this new vision, because it provided the conceptual tools for distinguishing between the transcendent
(nonrimmanent)Logos and the creatédgoi, the latter of which are not identified with the Logos, but
are inseparable from him, and therefore intrinsically related to all the creative, revelatory and redemptive
activity of the divine Logos, Jesus Christ.

V. The contempiary revival of the Book of nature in the teachings
of the Catholic Church: chances and uncertainties

Concerning the implications of the metaphor fo
t hat some of them are iathookdc Wi ltdheotvhemws off e f
two books, namely Nature and Scripture, authored by the same God. In the first case, considering nature
as a book is a fruitful image, because it easily associates to the created world all the characters of a t
divine revelation. In fact, a book manifests the person/personality of its Author; it transmits a Word and
expresses an intentionality; it contains an intelligible message; it is communicable and universal even
though it does not dispense with a certaiork of interpretation; it is able to rise the interest of the
addressee and demands for his answer; its origin is a person and it is directed to a personal interlocutor.
These all are important characteristics that help to understand Nature as thef @lattae divine
revelation, and would suffice to justify the interest of theology toward those approaches and authors, in
the past as well in the present times, who have employed or still use the metaphor.

The pontifical Magisterium of recent decadess&éo have seized this opportunity, at least judging
by the high number of references to the Book of Nature in documents of certain relevance. In a page of
Fides et ratio(1998), John Paul Il defines thisbooka$ he f i r st st age biéh, di vi ne
when read with the proper tools of humayanr eason
idea he resumed and developed during a couple of Wednesday catechesis, given on occasion of General
Audiences (cfJoHN PAuL 11 2000; 2002).

Benedict /I quotes the metaphor in the encycli€aritas in veritatg2009) (cf. n. 51), and speaks
of it widely in the possynodal exhortatioWerbum Domin{2010).

In this last document, he statestAaivh i | e t he Chri st eventniwves at tF
also need to realize that creation itself, the liber naturae, is an essential part of this symphony of many
voices in which th® themteadihwel ¢ an spokegade the cos
[ €], the work of &ammaet hiot hwibhagéxph&ms BsShee hony 6
are about a dozen speeches by this Pontiff 1T add
speak of nature as a book that the Creator offered to us. Benedict XVI often uses #hioipw@gt out
that the rationality of creation and the rationality of the human mind, capable of understanding it, both
have their origin in God fcfor instanceBENEDICT XVI 2005;2008;2009a;2009c¢;2009b;2010b;
2010a;2010c;2013) The metaphor is well present also in pope Francis Encytlieal d a 2@15):s i 6
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AGod has written a precious book T the Por
multitude of created {(Na85rcihgm.6pld,@38¥ent in the

One element deserves to be highlighted here. The author most frequently mentioned by the
Magisterium of the popes is, in this context, Galileo Galilei, who also uses the metaphor, as we shall see
later, in various places in his works (dOHN PAUL 1, 1998, n. 34, footnhote 2BENEDICT XVI 2006;

2008; 2009c¢2010d,n. 30). Is there any particular reason to refer to Galileo, given the wide choice of
possible authors, including many Fathers of the Church, many Medieval theologians and not a few
Modern authas? The question is not irrelevant, bearing in mind the long history of the metaphor and
the specific use that Galileo makes of it, according to the-pleonic view of the Renaissance

Academi es. I believe that tbvereRpbsaris ohl yheh
an author that the Catholic Church likes to mention when she deals with issues related to the natural
sciences. Gal il eobs sentences ar e we | | known a

guotations coming fronother sources, even if more "pertinent. Moreover, Galileo is an emblematic
figure: when the Magisterium quotes his passages about God as the author of the book of the world, it
wants to endorse the harmony between science and faith by employing the als@fithe Italian
scientist. However, when it is done without providing further details, the complex history of the
metaphor runs the risk to be put by parenthesis; similarly, the differences between the way in which
Galileo makes use of the metaphor anel use made by other authors before him, the Fathers of the
Church in particular, seem to be underestimated.

In the second case, when the metaphor refers tc
easily induced to employ it just to frame tiedationship between faith and reason, or that between faith
and science, within a captivating image, clear to a wide public. Here too, Galileo remains the most cited
source. However, if we look closely, the question is much more delicate than we tHfindt, if the
i mage of the ATwo Booksodo is used to express the
revelation through creation and revelation through the biblical message, we must not forget that, in
Catholic theology, the book of Scriptucannot express, by alone, the entire histoiscglernatural
Revelation. Unlike the theological currents born from the Protestant Reformation, Catholic theology
highlights the role of Tradition, which is considered fully part of divine Revelation, gstBeridoes.
For these reasons, centering the whole faith and reason relationship on the metaphor of the Two Books
seems reductive, and somewhat misleading.

VI. A task for Fundamental theology

Are all these difficulties and subtle clarifications strong gnbu t o0 prevent today®oés
t heol ogy from speaking fruitfully of Nature as
adjective Aambiguousodo when we speak of the Book
theologian would face a ntidayers image, having different meanings. The tricky and problematic
heritage of the very concept o-mnattérinal therhistoryof one o
ideas, adds more troubles to an already problematic issue. If theologians toefireelves to the
domain of theology of Revelation, the history of metaphor, as we know, shows at least four different
ways of referring to the Book of Nature. They are in turn:

a) Thanks to thi®ook,the knowledge of the Creator, of whom biblical revelatipeaks about,
is extended to all, in a very accessible way, making known to all the fundamental moral
requirements that derive from the existence of a Creator; Nature is therefore proposed as a
true form of divine revelation, comprehensible, effective amigersal.

3 The metaphor was proposed also inktmmily on the Solemnity of Epipha(BRANCIS 2014).
17



ISSN 24162124 http://real -] . mt ak. hu/ vi ew/ journal/ Act a_

b) This book confirms, in a certain way, the reasonableness of the religious and moral teachings
contained in Sacred Scripture, showing that these are also available to those who observe the
natural order of things and the laws which rule it. Thmage of the ATwo Bo
stresses the uniqueness of their Author.

c) This book shows the setufficiency of a natural moral order with respect to the teachings
contained in the biblical revelation, placing the latter by parentheses, or declaring it
swerfluous.

d) The Book of Nature indicates a field of competence reserved only for the scholars of the
natural sciences, because of the specific and restrictive language in which the book is written;

the i mage of the ATwo Bo okegadgnal and mathenmaticalr s e a
study of the world and the view of creation given by philosophy, theology, or by the Bible
itself.

At the same time, notwithstanding the complex history of the metaphor and the different meanings
it has acquired, | suggesttitath e ol ogy must al so acknowl edge some
thought 0. They seem to resist the diversificati
differences and purposes with which the image has been used. Three main ideasntiedhgher
conveys, seem to persist along the history and are shared by most of the authors: namely the Book of
Nature is universal (the language of mathematics, in a sense, continues to express a dimension of
universality); it has an Author (other imagdsature, as mother, or a living being, etc., do not primarily
refer to any author); the image has been widely used by scientists because it has many things to say to
the activity of science, in the past as well as in the present.

First, the idea that natelis in front of our eyes like an open book, a public book that everyone can
read, even if not everyone knows how to interpret itimmediately, is a shared content that persists through
all epochs with different emphasis. The sky is above all of us, ttieigander the eyes of all. Everyone
comes across nature, because it is our common home. We need not to look for this book, because it
comes to meet us. Somehow it reveals itself. It speaks to someone with its illustrations, to others with
its argumentsfo others more showings its laws, whether of a physical or moral order. On closer
inspection, even if we were to recognize that it is written in mathematical characters and think its reading
reserved only for those who know its language, we would not demyniversality. Rationality and
science still have a public dimension because everyone, in principle, can be educated to have access at
this knowledge. In contemporary society, where the suggestion of the unknown and the search for secret
mysteries tomften replace the true religious sense, the call to the universality of divine revelation in a
book available to all can help to avoid this dangerous drift. And in this task science and theology find
themselves on the same side, because they are bo#stattin reason, that is, in the Logos at basis of
the Bookds readability.

Second, those who have used for centuries the metaphor of nature as a Book, or also the metaphor
of the ATwo Booksodo to include a c o mlpastimplgityn wi t h
the possibility of thinking of a personal Author. For the materialist and the atheist, closed to any possible
transcendence, nature is certainly not a book, but only a place of conflict and irrationality, the theatre of
pure chance, sosthing which looks absurd. Knowing the reasons why the metaphor has been used,
would allow theology of Revelation to better understand where and why implicit or explicit references
to an Author of the Book were born, helping the interlocutor (includinenssts) to evaluate which
Subjects are philosophically adequate to play the role mit@lfigent and personal autholt should be
noticed that the reference to the Aauthoro was
emphasized the sedufficiency of the Book or defended the autonomy of scientific work; at least until
the rise of19th century materialism, none of these prerogatives of nature was affagadstthe
existence of God. Within the rich framework of the metaphor, theology could help scientists to recognize
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the many consequences which stem from the belief that in the very foundation of physical reality there
is a personal author: the effect of a pesamriter, the universe is readable, it is rational and lawful,
conveys a message, embodies a purpose; in a word, it reflects what a book is and what a book means.

Third and last, the dialogue between theology and the natural sciences can be fosteeed by th
hi storical fecundity of the metaphor of the ATw
warnings already highlighted. Contrary to a rat!Hl
mark a break between the Two Books, but rather gaiwe to a need for greater intelligibility of both.
There is a consolidated tradition, even among the witnesses of the newborn scientific method, from
Francis Bacon to Tommaso Campanella, from Galileo Galilei to Robert Boyle, according to which the
Book d Nature helps the understanding of the Book of Scripture and the latter maintains unchanged its
moral and spiritual value for our lives. Precisely because the author of the two books is the same, with
the development of the sciences new questions ardsesanimplications came to light. These not only
concerned, evidently, biblical exegesis, but concerned creation as a whole, which to scientific
observations now appeared with an extent, richness and complexity previously unimaginable. Scientific
discovere s c¢cl aimed 1T and i n a c e-eddingof therBpok ofBcriptire. al way
Beyond the inaccuracies and misunderstandings that the Copernican affaire showed on both sides, the
call that Galileo addressed to theologians will be addresgedher men of science in the following
centuries on new important issues, from Darwin to Freud. At the same time also Scripture can suggest
scientists to read again and better the Book of Nature, not to interfere with the scientific method, but to
help hiem distinguishing what in that Book speaks to science and what, instead, speaks to the existential
and religious dimensions of the human being, what is written in the characters of mathematics and what,
instead, is written in the language of wisdom. Aestt like Robert Boyle, for example, was able to
make these different readings, showing how they complemented each other.

In conclusion, | hope that a Fundamental theology which operates in a scientific context like ours,
could appraise all the richnetdgt the metaphor still have and use it more fruitfully.

VIl. References

BENEDICT, XVI (October 18, 2006Piscourse to National Assembly of the Italian Chuiéérona.

BENEDICT, XVI (May 27, 2010a)Discourse to the General Assembly of the Italian Bisbopference

BENEDICT, XVI (October 31, 2008Discourse to the Pontifical Academy of Scien&esne.

BENEDICT, XVI (December 22, 2005piscourse to the Roman Curia

BENEDICT, XVI (February 6, 2013)General Audience

BENEDICT, XVI (March 24, 2010b)General Audience

BENEDICT, XVI (November 7,2010cHomi | 'y i n the Chur chBawélona. he ASag
BENEDICT, XVI (January 6, 2009alomily on the Solemnity of the EpiphaRgme.

BENEDICT, XVI (December 8, 2009bMessage for the World Day Bfe ace. Al f you want
peace, protect creationo

BENEDICT, XVI (November 26,2009cMe s sage to the Participants to t
Tel escope to EvolRamei onary Cosmol ogyo,

BENEDICT, XVI (September 30, 2010dy'erbum Domin{Apostolic Exhortation).
BENEDICT, XVI (June 29, 2009dCaritas in Veritatg Encyclical Letter).

BENJAMINS, R. (2005) The Analogy between Creation and the Biblical Text in Origen of Alexandria.
In: A. VANDERJAGT& K. van BERKEL (eds.) (2005)The Book of Naire in Antiquity and the Middle
Ages Peeters, Leuven, pp. 8.
BLOWERS P.M. (2008) Doctrine of Creation. In: S. AJARVEY & D. G. HUNTER (eds.) (2008)The
Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studi€sx f or d UP, Oxf or d93L. New Yor k

19



ISSN 24162124 http://real -] . mt ak. hu/ vi ew/ journal/ Act a_

doi: 10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199271566.003.0045

BLOWERS P. M. (2012): Drama of the Divine Economy. Creator and Creation in Early Christian
Theology and PietyOxford UP, Oxford. doit0.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199660414.001.0001

BLUMENBERG, H. (1981):Die Lesbarkeit der WelSuhrkamp, Frankfurt.

CAnl Z ARES & G. TANZELLA-NITTI (2006) La rivelazione di Dio nel creato nella Teologia della
rivelazione del XX secoldAnnales TheologicR0:289-335.

CONTI,L.(2004):L6i nf al si fi cabil e | i bscienzaBaziuhcala, Assidi.ur a al | ¢
CURTIUS, E.R.(1990):European Literature and the Latin Middle AgBsinceton UP, Princeton.
doi: 10.1515/9781400846153

DEBUS, A. G. & M. T. WALTON (eds.) (1998)Readingthe Book of Nature. The Other Side of the
Scientific RevolutiorSixteenth Century Journal Publishers, Kirksville (Mo).

DRECOLL V.H.(2005) AQuasi Legens Magnum Quendam@ontbd br um N
Faustum32,20). The Origin of the Combination Liber Naturae in Augustine and Chrysostomus. In:
A. VANDERJAGT & K. van BERKEL (eds.) (2005)The Book of Nature in Antiquity and the Middle
Ages.Peeters, Leuven, pp. 3.

FRANCIS (May 24, 2015)L. a u d a (Emcydisall Létter)
FRANCIS (January 6, 2014}Homily on the Solemnity of Epiphaiome.

HARRISON, P. (1998): The Bible, Protestantism and the Rise of NatBalence,Cambridge UP,
Cambridge. doil10.10L7/CB0O9780511585524

HARRISON,P.(2006) The ABook of Natureo aanbERB@&KwanModer n
BERKEL (eds.) (2006)The Book of Nature in Early Modern and Modern Histétgeters, Leuven,
pp. 1:26.

HARRISON, P.(2007):The Fall of Marand the Foundations of Scien€@ambridge UP, Cambridge. doi:
10.1017/cb09780511487750

HoweLL, K. J.(2002):Godds Two Books. Copernican Cosmol ogy
Modern SciencdJniversity of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame (IN).

JOHN PAUL, Il (August 2, 2000)General Audiences
JOHN PAUL, Il (January 30, 200285eneral Audiences
JOHN PAUL, Il (September 14, 1998Fides et RatigEncyclical Letter).

LOLLAR, J. (2013): To See into the Life of Thing§he Contemplation of Nature in Maximus the
Confessor and his Predecessd@sepols, Turnhoutdoi: 10.1484/M.MONEB.5.112293

NoBIs, H. M. (1971): Buch der Natur. In: RITTER et al. (eds.) (1971Hi st or i sches W°rte
Philosophievol. 1., Schwabe, Basel, pp. 99%9.[online] https://www.schwabeonline.ch/schwabe
xaveropp/elibrary/start.xav?qn=%24%24%240penURL%24%24%24&id=d0i%3A10.24894%2FH
WPh.512# elibrary  %2F%2F*%5B%40attr id%3D%27verw.buch.der%a7%5D 157745
5539623d0i:10.24894/HWPh.512

PEDERSEN O. (1992) The Book of Naturev at i can Observatory Publicati
Dame Press, Citt? del Vaticano 1 Notre Dame (11

PEDERSEN O.; G. V. COYNE & T. SEROTOWICZ (2007): The Two Boak Historical Notes on Some
InteractionsBetween Natural Science and Theologat i can Observatory Found
of Notre Dame Press, Citt”™ del Vaticano 1T Notr e

ROTHACKER, E. (1979) Da's Buch der Natur . Mat erzural i en
Metapherngeschicht®erpeet, Bonn. (ed. Wilhelm Perpeet)

TANZELLA-NITTI, G. (2018) Teologia Fondamentale in Contesto Scientifizol. 3., Religione e
RivelazioneCi tt © Nuova ,45®R o0 ma, pp. 343

TANZELLA-NITTI, G. (2004) The Two Books prior to th&cientific RevolutionAnnales Theologici,
18:51-83.

20


http://real-j.mtak.hu/view/journal/Acta_Pint%C3%A9riana.html
https://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199271566.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199271566-e-045
https://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199660414.001.0001/acprof-9780199660414
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400846153
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511585524
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511487750
https://doi.org/10.1484/M.MON-EB.5.112293
https://www.schwabeonline.ch/schwabe-xaveropp/elibrary/start.xav?qn=%24%24%24OpenURL%24%24%24&id=doi%3A10.24894%2FHWPh.512#__elibrary__%2F%2F*%5B%40attr_id%3D%27verw.buch.der.natur%27%5D__1577455539623
https://www.schwabeonline.ch/schwabe-xaveropp/elibrary/start.xav?qn=%24%24%24OpenURL%24%24%24&id=doi%3A10.24894%2FHWPh.512#__elibrary__%2F%2F*%5B%40attr_id%3D%27verw.buch.der.natur%27%5D__1577455539623
https://www.schwabeonline.ch/schwabe-xaveropp/elibrary/start.xav?qn=%24%24%24OpenURL%24%24%24&id=doi%3A10.24894%2FHWPh.512#__elibrary__%2F%2F*%5B%40attr_id%3D%27verw.buch.der.natur%27%5D__1577455539623
https://www.schwabeonline.ch/schwabe-xaveropp/elibrary/start.xav?qn=%24%24%24OpenURL%24%24%24&id=doi%3A10.24894%2FHWPh.512#__elibrary__%2F%2F*%5B%40attr_id%3D%27verw.buch.der.natur%27%5D__1577455539623

Acta Pi BL2®R0OiI ana doi:10.29285/actapinteriana

VAN DER MEER, J.M. & S. MANDELBROTE (eds.)(2008a):Nature and Scripture in the Abrahamic
Religions.vol. 1.,Up to 17008Bkill, Leiden. doi10.1163/€j.978900417191&.82

VAN DER MEER, J. M. & S. MANDELBROTE (eds.)(2008b): Nature and Scripture in the Abrahamic
Religions.vol. 2.,1706PresentBrill, Leiden. doi10.1163/ej.978900417192&%18

VANDERJAGT, A. & K. VAN BERKEL (eds.)(2005): The Book of Nature in Antiquity and the Middle
Ages Peeters, Leuven.

VANDERJAGT, A. & K. VAN BERKEL (eds.) (2006)The Book of Nature in Early Modern and Modern
History. Peeters, Leuven.

21


https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004171923.i-618

ISSN 24162124 http://freal -] . mt ak. hu/ vi ew/ journal/ Act a_

22


http://real-j.mtak.hu/view/journal/Acta_Pint%C3%A9riana.html

ActaPi nt ®6. 20a0n a doi:10.29285/actapinteriana

doi:10.29285/actapinteriari2020.6.23

The metaphor of Book of Nature i
hi story and heritage

Giuseppe TanzeHalitti

Facolt”™ di Teologia Speol dal Ri eemzai dmalee dS egapiltd nar e
della Santa Croce, Ro ma.
tanzell a@pusc. it

TanzellaNitti, G. (2@®0): The metaphor of the Book of Nature in the Modern Age: history and herifage.
ATer m®szet k©°nyvi®inkdkrob ame:t atf °orr t@Geraeal aebn, BRRSEBA%I ra®nkas ® g .

Abstract A t anul m8ny Rai mundus de Sabunde 15. sz8zad
ATer mPszeimekampvaot°ort®net ® ®s annak teol -gi ai

publ i k&ci -in§gl r®szIl etesebb t8&rgyal 8s8ban a sze
Boyle, J. KepletLiber Creaturarumh agy om8nyhoz ado#ft A®z 29I, ulpPs 81
val amint e gondol kod-knak a hagyom8ny Yj kor.i S
§tekint®ssel p8rhuzamosan a tanul m8ny a hagyom8n
k®r d®seket i s f el®s8zotlm§t me |k elbyez iaza elgl . Vat i
klasszikus Logost e ol - gi a hori zontj &8n. Nyomt atott for m8ba
ford2t §sa Ini BAGYIRSZKRE. Heal] RO1I:A ATer m®szet k°nyveod mioi
K nyv®nek o Komdlergingjiamk°t et, Sapientia Szerzetesi

Budapest, pp. 496).

Il . At the roots of natureds Vi ev
the case of Raymond of Sebond

As the Italian historian of science Lino Conti
Book of Nature there is not only the spirit of the naturalistic Academies of the Renaissance, but also the
very influential work of Raymond of Sebond (B38436) entitledLiber Creaturarum(see CONTI
2004.1 A Catalan born scholar, Doctor in Medicine and Theology, Sebond was professor at Toulouse
and his work was remarkably successful, knowing at least sixteen editions in various languages. In the
following centuries its content was-agranged and organized in different ways and for different
purposesgee forinstancaVMONTAIGNE 1987 REGOLI 17891793;REGOLI 1819)

As Sebond states in hizrologuei | am paraphrasing from the Lati:
Book of Nature allows us to understand, in a true and infallible way, and without much effort, all truths

The name of the Author is indicated in different ways: Raimundus Sabundus, Sabunde, Sabundio, Sebond. Also
the title of his work presents some variations in the different manusdtripés Naturae sive Creaturarufiaris),

Scientia Libri creaturarum seu Naturae et de Hon{ih@ulouse)Liber Creaturarum sive de Homir{€lermond

Ferrand). Theitle Theologia aturalis was added later, by some publishers, starting from its 2nd edition in 1485.

23


https://doi.org/10.29285/actapinteriana.2020.6.23

ISSN 24162124 http://real -] . mt ak. hu/ vi ew/ journal/ Act a_

about created things, man and God. The Book of Nature tells us all that is necassanpésfection

and moral fulfillment, so that, by reading this Book, we can achieve our eternal salvation. Moreover, it
is thanks to the knowledge of the Book of Nature that we can understand without error what is contained
in the book of ScripturéBoth Bookswere given to us by God: we received the first one from the
creation of the world, while the second one was written thereafter. The Book of Scriptures can be
falsified or misinterpreted, while in the Book of Nature there is no room for herehesasies; contrary

to Scripture, Nature cannot be deleted noridsthn Sebondo6s vVvi ew, the rel ati
books undergoes a subtle equilibrium. From the one hand, the Book of Nature seems to have a certain
priority, because it precedes, ancdome way confirms, the Book of Scripture; moreover, the knowledge

of the Book of Nature is available to everyone, while the Book of Scripture can be read only by the
clerics. On the other hand, having the sin debilitated our intellect, the sacredr8snipéue inspired

and written to help us read the book of creatures properly. From a cognitive point of view, the Book of
Nature is primary and more fundamental, being its knowledge more unité@althe point of view

of dignity, the Book of Scripturkas a higher value, because of its divine auth¢eftySABUNDE 1966,
TitulusCCXV, pp. 322324).

Although Sebond strives to keep his balance, the matter is critical, and the risk-elaluting
the Book of Nature at the expense of the sacred Saigueal. In particular, the autonomy of the Book
on Nature is here highly emphasized, in a way unknown to the authors of previous epochs. The fact that
Nature can be read and studied as a complete and exhaustive book, allows the material world to teach
us by its own, to tell us its own story. Furthermore, if the basic moral content of Scripture is also present
and well readable in nature, then the scholars of nature could consider Scripture something additional
or even superfluous.

For all these reasonS,e b o hiltk®Greaturarumwas judged in contrasting ways. Some scholars
saw in it the danger of reducing the significance of Scripture and weakening the authority of the Church
to interpret it. Ot hers saw intheiosogygbdbk onet anl
philosophical and theological tradition of all ChristiarfitAs known, precisely because of its
ambivalent value, apparent or true, more than a century after its publication, in 1559, the book was
included by Pope Paul IV inthe Index of the forbidden books. However, confirming the ambivalence
we speak about, only five years later, in 1564, the same Pius IV limited the prohibitiorfPtoltgue
only, asking that a note of theological clarification be inserted in all thepgabdications of the work.

I f we | ook careful LberCreaturarinrs e e mat eot pav Sebloa diasy
religion of natureo, capable of conveying mor al
revealed religion baseon the Bible. This gives rise at least to a couple of philosophical consequences,
which will emerge later as the scientific method will characterize progressively our approach to nature.
The first consequence i s a ifferennfrdm thase spirtualywiews afc r a | i :
nature practiced by Scottus Eriugena, the Celtic Christianity, Hildegard von Bingen or Franciscus of

Alsta scientia docet omnem hominem cognoscere realiter, infallibiliter, sine difficultate et labore omnem veritatem
necessariam, homini cognoscere, tam de homine, gedded, et omnia, quae sunt necessaria homini ad salutem

et ad suam perfectionem, et ut perveniat ad vitam aeternam. Et per istam scientiam homo cognoscet sine
difficultate infallibiliter, quidquid continetur in sacra Scriptura. Et quidquid in sacra Scriptdicitur et
praecipitur, per hanc scientiam cognoscitur infallibiliter cum magna certitu@{$28UNDE 1966 Prologus pp.
27*-28%).

APrimus liber, naturae, non potest falsificari, nec deleri, nec false interpretari. ldeo, haeretici non possunt eum
false intelligere; neque aliquis potest fieri in eo haereticus. Sed secundus potest falsificari et false interpretari et
ma | e i (SaBeNDE 1i96H Pdlogus,pp. 36%37%).

AEt ideo conveniunt ad invicem, et unus non contradicit alteri. Sed tamen gtnusbis connaturalis, secundus

s uper n a(GaBuNeel1966 Rrologus pp. 37%).

The Liber Creaturarumwas known and appreciated, among others autbgrblicholas of Kues, Hugo Grotius,
Blaise Pascal, Peter Canisio, Franciscus of Sales, Georg Wittedlel, Giovanni Regali
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Assisi. A new natural lay religion can now emerge, having its own rites, prayers and moral prescriptions,
which in the climate of Renaissance will meet even the practice of magic. The second consequence is
the possibility to see the relation between God, man and nature, putting by parenthesis the mystery of
Incarnation and the history of salvation, so preparing therdeishe Western Europe Enlightenment,

a religion of reason and nature which leaves aside, and often criticizes,ralleatedreligions.

Il. Toward a breaking of the harmony

In the history of the image of the Two Books, Nature and Scripturé/thend 18thcenturies were
the two centuries in which the meaning of the metaphor underwent the greatest conceptual and

her meneuti cal transformations. The Patristic anc
between the two Books, although thersbdor an accomplished and reliable articulation between them

remained a problem to be solved, as shown embl e
worthwhile to note that, when approaching the M

the creation was still only a reflection of the divine sphere, is gradually disappearing, testifying that
Anatureodo acquires a progressive and stronger aut
need to reflect the meaning of something dmwever, norconflicting views of the Two Books are

well present in this period, as shown, among others, by authors such as Nicholas of Kudg 2301

or even Martin Luther (1483546).

It is an opinion shared by many scholars that it was Philippus Paracelsuslg#93wvho first
endorsed a view in which the Book of Nature came into conflict with other books, namely those of
philosophers and theologians. All the books previous to tketdind careful study of nature lag behind:
finally, the material world can be studied with new instruments, observed with method and rigor.
Recalling the scientific and philosophical context in which the Academies operated, mainly indebted to
PythagorasPlato and to mathematical approaches in general, among the books from which Paracelsus
and his students wanted to keep their distance there were especially those by Aristotle, but also the
works of Galen and of all the other Greek philosophers who authddedrerum naturaeAccording
to Paracelsus:

AFrom the |light of Nature must enlightenme
be understood, without which enlightenment no philosopher nor natural scientist
may be. 0

And one of his students will add:

A L e tothéerdiread their compendiums, while we study in the great picture book
which God has opéned for us outdoors. o

Henry Cornelius Agrippa of Nettesheim (148635) maintained a similar thesis, stating in his waek
incertitudine et vanitate scientiaruatque artiumthat the Book of the Works of God now substituted

the books of theology and philosophy. In these statements there is no direct reference against the Bible,
but it clear that authorities other than observation and experience, when spedkimgatiral word,

must be put now on a secondary level.

Starting from the beginning of tHeth century, the Book of Scripture, which for philosophers and
theologians was the main book, became a book among the others: the light to understand the Book of
Nature must come only from nature, from our way of studying and observing it, not from other sources.
In other words, we can approach the natural world without the mediation of sacred Scripture, of theology
or scholastic philosophy, and of course withoutrtiegliation of any Church. What is at stake is not the

Texts quoted b URTIUS1990, pp322 cf. alsOPEUCKERT1941,pp.172-178.
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existence of God: for the Renaissance scientists, it remains clear that God himself wrote the Book of
Nature. The novelty, r at he 6thcentsrynatbraistsAtheasdcan ur no n
be read directlyand then also the Architect and the Maker of the world can be praised and worshipped
directly, that is, without mediation whatsoever. The agreement between natural philosophy and
theology, between natural laws and revealed mawas,| ultimately between Nature and Scripture, an

accord that was centered for a long time around the mystery of the two natures of the Incarnated Logos,
human and divine, is bound to be broken. A Aspit
but it is no longeChristian,as will be shown by the philosophy of the Enlightenment and by the spirit

of Romanticism. Born in a Christian context, the concept of the world as a book now becomes
secularized and ready to be alienated from its theologiigih.

[ I Gali leo Galilei s view of

Because of his influence, it is now to the use of the metaphor by Galileo Galilei that we must turn
our attention. To be honest, in the works by Galileo Galilei (&4 2) we di dmbéet f i nd
which states an explicit break between the Two Books; however, we find all the elements of a latent
controversy.

As known, the most famous viewpoint of the Italian scientist is that the Book of Nature is written in
a mathematical language. Its chareste triangles, circles and geometric figures: this is what he states
in a well known page ofThe Assaye(1623). As a consequence, only the specialists of the natural
sciences are capable of reading it, not exegetes nor theologians. This book cahdmyrbg those
who know that language.

APhilosophy 1T he affirms 1T is written in t
stands continually open to our gaze. But the book cannot be understood unless

one first learns to comprehend the language and read ttexden which it is

composed. It is written in the language of mathematics, and its characters are

triangles, circles and others geometric figures without which it is humanly

impossible to understand a single word of it; without these, one wanders about

ina dar k | (GAbEr196shtpn 23a)

The metaphor appears again, with similar words, almost 20 years later,Lliattieto Fortunio
Liceti( 1641) where it seems enriched by a pol emical
standoubecause they do not study nature through Ari :

AThe book of philosophy is now that which
eyes; but because it is written in characters different from those of our alphabet

it cannot be read by everybody; and the characters of this book are triangles,

squares, circles, spheres, cones, pyramids and other mathematical figures fittest

for this s ¢GaULE 2968c,ipe 298)i ng . O

Therefore, the books employed up to thaiment are outdated: the interpretation of nature is now
entrusted to the method of Asensible and meani nc
geometry, which allows to avoid ambiguities, distinguishing appearance from reality.

The keystatere nt s of Gal il eods view of the metaphor ¢
certainly the same Author of the Two Books (@bpernican letters b) Nature is written in the language
of mathematics, and its characters are triangles, circles and géloengtric figures; it can be read only
by those who know this language (€he Assayet623in FAVARO 1968, ppl197-372); c) Nature is the

On the meaning of the mat he mBatMERIN® in BERKEIQ0G ppo@44i n Gal i | e
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very object of natural philosophy: therefore a matter for scientists, not for theologidbml@fiue on

the Two @ief World System632in FAVARO 1968a, pp. 2520; p. 27; d) The book®n nature written

or used by the cultural establishment of his time have now been surpassed by tinbbgik, that is,

by experimental knowledge (cfetter to Fortunio Liceti,1641in FAVARO 1968c, pp. 29295); e)

Instead of backing each other on their own books, as philosophers do, it is much more reliable to back
on the Book of Nature itself (cThe Assayer1623in FAVARO 1968, ppl97-372).

It is worthwhile to point out tht from the epoch of the Fathers of the Church the meaning of the

met aphor i s, in Galileobs words, surprisingly o
Patristic period could state that Aeuairyénsegogev
instead, according to Galileobs view, peopl e qua

Raymond of Sebondds proposition that the knowl e
while the book of Scripture can be read only bydlegics, is here overturned. Nevertheless, the Italian

scientist is stildl convinced that the ATwo Book:
only author of them, the sacred Scriptures written by the Holy Spirit, and Nature operatinghgdoord
the orders received by the diviléord (seeGALILEI 1968d, pp. 282) However , Gal il eobd

forth that the Two Books show a remarkable difference: the revealed truths were dictated by God in the
Bible using human language, which remains lichie®@d somewhat ambiguous, while the natural truths

were written by God with the precise language of mathematics. On closer inspection, it is the limits of
ver bal | anguage as such 1T when compared with mat
seens to want to highlight in hi€opernican letterswithout reducing the authority of the revealed

divine Word.

Galileo, then, did not use the Book of Nature against Scripture, but reaffirms the autonomy-and self
consistency of t he tmpeotea theaautonanay oflnature afe buslt reAtricting thes o
language in which nature is written, so regulating the access to its proper domain. For the first time the
readability of nature seems to lose its universality. While for the Fathers of thehGheirgbstacle to
the reading of Natureds book was the absence of
Medieval theologians emphasized the role of human sin, Galileo now points out that the true obstacle is
just the ignorance of geometry andthematics. The impediment to read nature properly is no longer
the consequence of a moral cause, but the consequence of a defect in education.

Yet it should not be forgotten T and this is a
becomes posdbe because the different dimensions owned
rank according to a hierarchy different from the past. The aestimtiemplative dimension, which
was the only one available to the Fathers of the Church and to the afutherClassical ages, it is no
longer the first one to be grasped. This dimension/meaning does not disappear, but it requires a
Asuppl emento of reflection: the most important n
to their object of studpre measurability, mathematization and experimentation. In other words, there
is an important semantic shift between readability and mathematization, one that will have further
repercussions. In fact, there is a conceptual difference between a natucsthphen read as a page or
as a letter in a book, and a natural phenomenon interpreted as (or thanks to) a mathematical formula.
Even though the encrypted form of a natural phen
for a moment ,uatto oNhasx wefl Ieblse cetqr omagnetic field 1
formula by reading it, but by accepting its operativeness and its character of legality. Because of the
gradual growth of mechanism, made possible by mathematization, natural regditieslangetread
but rathelanalyzed and reproduce@he symbols that represent them, like those described by a formula,

Alt is the divine page that you must listien it is the book of the universe that you must observe. The pages of
Scripture can only be read by those who know how to read and write, while everyone, even the illiterate, can read
the book of the univeréd AUGUSTINE Enarrationes in Psalmo45,7).
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begin to express Aour way of controllingo those
the room f or inGatadeébecomes inaeasngly tlirmmer, unless we identify the Creator
with the formulas, the Logos with a computer. If it is true that below the mathematical equations and
the scientific |l aws there exi st TeadahilityeftheBookap hy si
T the Al aws of natureo that point to the rationa
it remains true that, to bring them to |ight, sc

Concer ni ngndeGtrding oé thedngetapior, a last question must be addressed. The new
reading he proposed, was it really a restrictive reading, theoretically based on Platonism (although
Platonic mathematics has the criteria of universality and not of hermeticism@sat rather a mere
rhetorical stratagem? How much the Platonic root of mathematics is responsible for this change is, with
regard to the history of our metaphor, a not easy problem to solve. The Platonic cosmos, we must not
forget, is not a book: to know;, is not to words that one must go, but to ideas and memory. The very
belief that the created world can be read has Christian roots and, as we tried to show in our first Lecture,
rests on the theology of the Word. If Nplatonism is able to capture thmage of thebookand leads
its understanding, it is because of the Arati ona
of Areadabilityo. The reasons for the success
accompany the scientificulture up to our days, seem to lie, above all, in the fact that it conveys very
we l | the vision of a nature that had become an
open before the eyes of the observer, whose reading, like that of anlgaikerequires order, scrutiny
and application. However, it must be noticed that mathematical language is no foreign to a dimension
of universality. From Galileo onward, scientific activity is nothing but the work of those who discover
Al aws 0 ( wdypcarestilldd tracedback to one of the meanings®fg J) ttdsewho decipher
a content, and then remain, at least in principle, capable of recognizing their Author. All these aspects
will be present in the use of the metaphor made by men of sdimocghout thel 7thcentury and for
much of thel8thc ent ury, even if the reference to the As
increasingly implicit or even absent.

lll. Some different perspectives-existing along the Modern Age

The references to the metaphor, occasional or systematic, made by authors of the Modern Age related
in some way to the activity of science, are so numerous that | cannot give here an account of them.
Among the authors who speak of the Book of Nature we Rrancis Bacon, Matt Ricci, Edward
Topsell, William Harvey, Thomas Browne, Johannes Kepler, Robert Boyle, George Berkeley.
Moreover, there are works written for apologetic purposes by clerics, who were familiar with the
sciences, whose title isinspired b t he met aphor . 't i s Spbcwclecdala e of |
Nature(1732) and John Toogood@he Book of Naturél802). Similar views are present in the works
by John Ray, William Derham and William Paley. A good amount of authors endorsevhthate
creation should be considered Aour first revel at
Graci 8n and Federico Cesi, emphasize the role of
travelling and by our own experience, opposedhe learning of traditional education entrusted to
printed books and rules.

Because of his scientific authority, the thought of Robert Boyle (1621) is of special interest for
us. The image of the book is well present in his last widrk,Christian Virtuoso(1690), which contains
his scientific and sapiential meditation. Referring to the method employed by scientific research Boyle
affirms:

28


http://real-j.mtak.hu/view/journal/Acta_Pint%C3%A9riana.html

9

ActaPi nt ®6. 20a0n a doi:10.29285/actapinteriana

AThe book of Nature is a |arge and beauti f
all at once, but we must lmentent to wait for the discovery of its beauty and its
symmetry, Ilittle by Ilittle, as it gradually

(BOYLE 1690,Part II, Proposition VI, Aphorism XXI?)

In a short essay entitl€df the Study of the Booke of Natusgitten between 1640 and 1650, Boyle
mentions the wonders observed with a telescope (one he thought be superior to Galileo's) and considers
the celestial phenomena a revelation of God, a testimony to His greatness and (sessl®ovLE in
HUNTER & DAVIS 19992000, pp. 147172). I f nature is the place of th
scientist is a privileged recipient of this revelation, thanks to his sophisticated instruments and the deeper
observations he can make. The scientist does not keepuims cevelation privately, as if it were a
kind of hermetic knowledge; instead, he has the responsibility to communicate it, to praise the Creator

on behalf of all/l me n , a kind of Apriestlyo func
(15711630).
The metaphor of the Book i s al s @GoneCensidemationsi n an

touching the Usefulness of Experimental Natural Philos¢p6§3). Boyle is convinced that knowledge

of the Book of Nature does not hinder the Chaistfaith, but rather favors it; to this end he does not
promote naive concordisms, as the Phydibeology movement will do short later, but he rightly
maintains that the Christian virtues that illuminate the relationship with God, such as humilitydgratit

and reverence, are fostered by a deeper encounter with the works of the Creator, an encounter now
promoted precisely by science. The great balance with which Boyle exposes the relationship between
the two Books is, in my opinion, surprising. TheBaok Scr i pture is superior, |
contemplates many attributes of the Creator reflected in his works, there are still many and more
important ones, such as love and mercy, about which the Book of Nature is silent. At the same time, in
his work The Excellency of Theology compared with Natural Thedb§y4), Boyle specifies that the

study of Scripture is far from rendering the study of Nature superfluous: the ultimate truths revealed by
God do not deprive the scientist of the joy of istigating the natural world, but instead drives him to
devote himself to this activity with all his strength.

With regard to the readability of the Book of Nature, at least three different traditions seem to co
exist in the Modern Age. The first is thatntained in works having an apologetic or theological
catechetical character, even if written by men
tradition, Nature is a public book, to which everyone has access. Following a second traditiookthe
is still public, but this is precisely what renders Scriptures superfluous: it is the perspective of Deism.
The third tradition, finally, having a naturalist and N&atonic character, affirms that the book is no
longer public and is often associdisith a polemic vein: it preserves the idea that only specialists, that

i s, Anatur al phil osopherso, can read this book.
nature is reserved for those who know the formal language of science, aitewhioh metaphysical
phil osophers and theologians woul dnét know how

instance, by the Italian physician Giovanni Alfonso Borelli, admirer and follower of Galileo, founder of
a school of nre-match @ma tciad $ Bednotd anianaliungl67®)pBorelli tried
to interpret the living beings by means of mechanism and mathematical interactions.

It is interesting to underline that many scientists of this epoch, especially those belonging to the
AngloSax on, Protestant cultur al environment, propo
without any worry of reconciling this direct reading, that is their own biblical exegesis, with any
theological school or church. In so doing, the prieSthe Book of Nature end up being priests also of
the Book of Scripture. Galileo himself, in HBpernican Lettersalthough he intended to go back to

The translation from an ltalian edition is ours.
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the Fathers of the Church to justify the use of-lilmal exegesis, presented to theologians his own
exegetical solutions, not without argumentative deficiencies and some contradictibrcideeLIN in
MACHAMER 1998, pp. 274347, FABRIS 1986, espec. pp. 434).

Different currents of thought also -exist regarding the capability of human reason to read an
understand the Book of Nature. For some authors, the role of sin (as for most of the Middle Ages) would
prevent the recognition of the Creator starting from creatures; for others, the exaltation of reason and
scientific knowledge inexorably migrates tinetaphor towards the use that the deism of Enlightenment
will make of it. For the latter, the Book of Nature will still show a character of universality: however,
this is no | onger the universality ofyoftkasdnds aes!H
Even if the term AGodo does -1768)tanddthes deiptpnevareplaceS a mu e
the reading of the Book of Nature with every possible divine revelation:

AGod in his wisdom and goodnesamot i f he wan:
make necessary and unique means for bliss what is impossible for the vast

majority of them to achieve; it follows that [supernatural] revelation must not be

necessary, nor must man be made for revelation [...]. Therefore there remains

only one wayy which one thing can truly become universal: the language and

the book of nature, the works of God and the traces of divine perfection that are

clearly shown in them, as in a mirror, to all men, to the learned as to the

unschooled, to the barbarians asthe Greeks, to the Jews as to the Christians,

in all pl aces and in all times. 0
(Reimarus in Lessing 19588, p. 734Y
Here gradually consolidates the idea that natur

will acquire both romantic and decal tones in 3J. Rosseau. Already in the Middle Ages, despite a

greater realism in judging reason wounded by sin, this idea was slowly coming into light. Hildegard of

Bi ngen thought that | earning from nhngsuRagnomoul d e
of Sebond stated that the cognitive priority of the Book of Nature also had some moral consequences.
For Boyle, the role of nature is at | east Apropa
virtues necessary to undergdahiblical revelation and receive it fruitfully. For Edward Topsell, an

Anglican priest and naturalist, the universal language of the Book of Nature would be able to recompose

the fragmentation of human language caused by the confusion of Babel.

In the folowing course of history, and perhaps up to our days, the apologetic and catechetical use of
the metaphor seems to have had a longer life compared to thgldti@aic tradition and to the drifts of
deists. Many Christian authors will feed it, although abvays equipped with enough scientific
competence. They have often underlined the order and harmony of the Book, the intrinsic finalism of
nature oriented to the service of man, the evidence of a Creator who has planned morphologies of the
living beings ad biological processes. The naivety of some of their considerations, though endowed
with a certain heuristic value, will make the tear of Darwinism more severe and critical, once discovered
that the biological evolution and natural selection are alsofaatisy causes for adequate
morphogenesis and for the harmony between leaving beings and the environment. However, the authors
who set forth the Darwinian interpretation of n
ABooko woul dvea\wmloeaisowitten ah evoluticaary perspective: actually, the Latin term
evolutioexpresses the unfolding of thielumenthat is, of a book, the unrolling of the tapestry of nature

Apol ogie oder Schultzschr i f published by tessing with thentiglsuggdem gen Ve
papieren des Ungenannten (1774). Unmleglichkrdet ei Aret
gl aub e n (LksINGT9644 968,pp.686-734). The English translation is ours.

30


http://real-j.mtak.hu/view/journal/Acta_Pint%C3%A9riana.html

11

12

ActaPi nt ®6. 20a0n a doi:10.29285/actapinteriana

I to use the metaphor empl oyed whngss & thib,errotcasbro vy | e .
of a speech to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in 2008.

Another author who deserves to be quoted here i43ttecentury geologist and Catholic priest
Antonio Stoppani (1824891), who enlightened the import of the Book of Nature for educational
purposes, especially for the youth:

AThe study of Nature T he wrote T is not ne
the physical instincts and all the intellectual and moral needs of man. Nature

speaks, teaches with a language intelligible to all, and with an eloquence that

overcomes the strength of the human words. After the primitive teachings that

God gave to the firdtluman beings, in addition to the light of reason, nature is

our first educator, (Stobrenil87&@mt7dfer of t he teac

A remarkable change of perspective occurs with the rise of German idealist romanticism. Many of
the contents associatedthivthe concept of nature are now shifted into the concepistury. It is true,
of course, that the encounter between the metaphor and the scientific environment, happened two or
three centuries earlier, had already produced its fruits, that is,bhferred authority, autonomy and
systematic to the study of the natisciences. However, from the 1@#mtury onward, both nature and
human life will be seen primarily dsstory,and so will be the Bible. The true nature is history, and
nature itselfis a history. Consequently, the world of books is considered only the parody of the real
world and the metaphor of nature as a book | oses:c
storyo, and it does s o usstcientist collaces, olpsertes reada bnd a n d
deci phers, just as the historian does wusing his
we have moved, t hen, to the comparison between /
the history of Hilical salvation. Contemporary theology has then inherited a paramount task. It is that
of showing, not without labor, that these two stories are readings of a single history, at the center of
which, as in the metaphor of the Two Books, lies the mystettyedircarnate Word.

IV. Conclusion: science, theology and the future of the metaphor

Theology and scientific thought have much to tell each other, even today. The metaphor of the Two
Books, familiar to both, reminds them of the convenience of keapalggue alive. This is true not
only for the help that the natural sciences can give to theology, for example to improve biblical exegesis
or to foster the dogmatic development of certain truths transmitted by Revelation. Faith in a Creator,
which the Bo& of Scripture founds and nourishes, can also help the reader of the Book of Nature to
carry out his work of investigation with more optimism and greater patience. This is what Georges
Lema  tre, cosmol ogi st and pr isiagthe metaphopaf thesbgok:d i n a

ABoth of them, (t he DBbelieving scientisg) ensleavore nt i st anc
to decipher the palimpsest of nature, in which the traces of the various stages of

the long evolution of the world are overlaid on one anotre confused. The

believer has perhaps the advantage of knowing that the enigma has a solution,

that the underlying writing is, when all is said and done, the work of an intelligent

ATo 6evolved literally means o6to unroll a scroll,o6 th
roots in Christianity and has beenhelde ar by many scienti st s. [ é] It i s a
whose éwritingdéd and meaning, we O6readbé according to t

presupposing the foundational presence of the author who has wishedetl himself therein. This image also

helps us to understand that the world, far from originating out of chaos, resembles an ordered book; it is a cosmos.
Notwithstanding elements of the irrational, chaotic and the destructive in the long procesbam@é in the
cosmos, matter (BENEDETUXVIN20G8)s 61 egi bl ed o

On this Italian priest and geologist SREESSANDRINI2016.
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being, therefore that the problem raised by nature has been raised intote

solved, and that its difficulty is doubtless proportionate to the present or future

capacity of mankind. That will not give him, perhaps, new resources in his

investigation, but it will contribute to maintaining in him a healthy optimism

withoutwh ch a sustained effort cannot be kept
(GODART & HELLER 111/21, p. 11quotedin JOHN PAUL I, 1979)

There is today an urgent need, in my opinion, that theologians include in their studies also a good
reading of the Book of Nature; and this, precisely to show in a convincing way why natural history and
history of salvation are part of the one and somi@tyisDue to many reasons, most of theologians have
lost the familiarity that the clergy of tl&8thor 19thcenturies had with the results, and even the practice,
of the natural sciences. With regard to this need, Tommaso Campanella used very lively higies
Apologia pro Galileq1622), a writing in which, by the way, we also found a wide use of our metaphor
of thebook Invoking Augustine and Thomas Aquinas as teachers, he recalls that in the Christian faith
human reason founds itself at home; soutsnt cont i nue t o be, because ¢t
from studying philosophy and the sciences, prohi
personal witness:

he va e
of the major bonds hat hold me back in
same for others. Why should we break it

(CAMPANELLA 1622,nn. 14, 26

As scientific knowledge goes forward, we do not know what future is reserved for the metaphor of
the Book of Nature. At a time when the book has become a digital document and its readability has
become a computer code, scidenacnakgingdlityhespanalge o
Nature migrate towards that of a computer program. For instance, we find today this new metaphor
when cosmology reflects upon the delicate harmony among the fundamental laws of nature expressed
by the Anthropic principlegr when biology reflects on the meaning of DNA molecule or looks at life
as to a complex system of interrelations. This new metaphors would make the problem of the language
in which the book is written even more severe, and its accessibility more eestBett even if these
were the winning metaphors of the future, theology would not lack opportunities for dialoguing with the
sciences. Think, for instance, that Francis Coll
the coding of the humaregome, felt the need to write a book about DNA entilled Language of
God(2006); he gave rise, just after his conversion to Christianity, to a Foundation for interdisciplinary
research on scienlceegasnad. faith called ABi o

AThe acceptance of t | u of,oneci ence by
t I t he
ricg

The future strategy, in mgpinion, is to suggest theology to shift the very meaning of the book
metaphor toward the powerful notionioformation In so doing, the relations between information in
the universe, information in life, and a theology of the Logos should be caredpilbyed, reevaluating
a philosophy of nature centered fonmal causality In this case, the reference to an Author, that is the
very source for information, would not lose all its relevance, and the amazement before the readability
of nature will contine to wonder.
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Ki éKkRRjagmiadulRl e gregori Bn hangj e
Egy zenei pal eogr RBfiai vizsgBl

Szoliva G8bri el OFM

B°lcs®szettudom8nyi Kutat-k°zpont, Zenetudom8nyi [In
Liszt Ferenc ZenemTv@eBarddi®®Elgdaepg esnt,, EYIBSEgmarmtey ut

gabriel @of m. hu

Szoliva G. (20zx0)a:edulkgilr e2egrotrai 8an Kh8ajnognjie gy ei t ?t aBEnguyl sz8gnaeii. |
Who made the musical notation of the K§8jonActgaadual
Pint ®r 838ma, 6:

Abst rAacitanuscript gradual of Joannes K§joni (K§j
Library of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, B
renowned Franciscan church mugSilgi avh,e nc dirap iwlaesd t ihte
of the convent of Cs2ksomly- (now kumul eu Ciuc,
codex so far was published by Magdolna Forrai [
manuscript, nest ogvoanst i ag K®menist age after 1681,
and Tehd®dweame added to the original content. The
century. I'ts most valwuable section i snotthad elr arhdi
part using cursive Hungarian musi cal notation, a
although, he certainly had quadratic model s. He

continued the abpyirog o6hetbBecgnddpart of the Ea:
he did not reach the end of the church ylasseith
K§jnimanuscriopt is a primary soucbar pf Cs$ hiles armluy
reflecting the wide musical knowl edge and practi

| . Bevezet ®s

A Magyar Tudom8nyos Akad®mia K°nyvt8r8&nak ( MTA
pap2r2e@0 22r0t8] anqpnm®r et T, vebh§esst@zaadil mhisit A7gi kus :

Mi v el l eghosszabb szakasz§t, egy Vvs8logdwa@trt) t ®t
ferences egymhRBlz zveanl®s zall1%28rl8§sa ®keS§P &KBagankluBéte a:
(a tovs8bbiakban KGr) n®vyvel terjedt el . A mise

A tanul m8ny el k®sz2t ®s®ben n®l k¢l °zhetetlen seg?ts®g

M¥%zeum nyddalmiaezol -guss8t |, val ami nt-k PPtagtp- tGgne sA zkedje
vonat koz- sz®l esk°r T szakirodalom §ttekint®s®ben ny
hozz8f ®r ®s®rt, valamint ®rotzRkne s Wgzyasknntasi a ki akn®°8sczs®ani °kn® rcts ?

testv®rei mnek ak ®&zBilrukt Rk zt°anulKlBmndiz8&s8nak | ehet Rs®g®

munkat 8r sai K&k-gn i dtkgthti@datam, annakoft - i t k°z°|l het e®TK A tant
Zenetdom8nyi I nt®zet R®gi Zenet®°rt®neti Oszt8&lys8n fut
k®szg¢l t.
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tartalmaz:- k°nyvet-tiRE) oneit rk Ruesi egtysadail am#3 dr di n &
Te Dkomt 8 8val egl®BRz8blat ®KRk®k®Ae jegyzett r°vi
benne felt TkKyR-bieepbygyha®%t §mi ndeddi g ugyancsak KE§j
®rtel emben vett gradu8le mellett.

A KGr tartal mi ®s kodi koflelgd aligorz®s zghuehnleiiFioSrcai a1 €
Ma gd btl mlal 8b - IFORR2,9 2 )e.t tf (vi zsg8lta el Rsz°r a k©°t

azonos?2tott 4 | ejegyzR kezet, nagy vonal akban ®r
val ami hevtia a figyelmet a nagyb°jti rubrik8kban
foglalkoz- k®sRbbi?2i®xz ea zjRkl em ntdaemgyli MPoye kal k ®$ £ oty
k°zl em®nye szolgs8lt kiindul - -pontul

A k®eredeti?lneig bl.d k8 I t, azaz egykori terjedelm
Az 1 dRk sor 8n ebbRI 77 f-1i-, azaz 154 ol dal ves
A rekt - ol dal ak al s- sark8ban egy modern ceru

haszn8l juk. El Rz@k klota bkefylVvVisebbgl8l egy sz® sR | :
kiragasztott8k a k°nyvt8bl 8k bel sR fel ®re. A fen
kezdRdi kmaz § & JE(zfes1z § el ¢ | k®t tov8bbiKGrz 8lmoprEj8asitn .f
rekt- ol dalak felsR sark8ban k2zvgl egy modern ce
kezdve. Enn®l fopbobbabbl aRosbharhk8hah.bdl ¢l indul
vil 8gosabb 8rnyalat¥ a kott8n8l ®s a sz°vegn®l,
miatt val-sz2nTs2thetR, hogy maga K8jnoania z¥8eszae tutt e
K&j oni szZ8moz§s39 at dr2B85. a®id568. | g8l (dfa.l ak k°z°tt pe
4-6 . 2vyf¢gzetek hi8nyainakAmsiglfledteeRen© bAAp @i lod/&lb bk

rovid2zt ®ssel |el &K&7 pok,i hd dead ys zlBimoat8ksBv&gdt ®r t ¢ nk.
A KGr | apjaira °sszesen hat k®z jegyzett kott §
not §ci - i s i gen v8ltozatos. A k®zirat zenei p

foglal kozott ,z°Kateala-zg uasz8hndons @ BAD Kk detl ket tt @a2nru8 sn§ny b a
nyom8n mindeddi g K§8jonii ake ze®RinRRzZ® ktt aMf§-rait&ti ,-s zaa ktassh
bejegyz®s ®s a szoriozse Rait ed aelmbeqr &feit &i. gs aajdduts8d ss §

1. K&8j oni kez®nek tartott bejegyz

1Conceptio BMV ves$Pher8§santif-n8i (ff. 1
Az el Rz®ken -ahtviashmag§k MBeplaRtel en FogaBMWA)X 8s ¢n

Forrai Magdol na M8ri-h98Z)egadr Ma a SSN®n y(ulnoklr8. | Nevezett
Kongreg8ci:-j8nak t a®s aaz zeegnyeh &mi8rz e me neBiplziemat ottt kut a
A k ®% Ribrédalma SEP R 0909, p. 145;SIMONIS 1936, p. 46;NE GRE 1941, p. 20;FORRAI 1972;

DoMOK 0EI79, pp. 128126, nr. 21;Sz ENDRIOBIL, pp. 7671 (C 112);HoL 11992, p. 114MUR C N YO97,

p. XIl, 5; ﬁORBAN 2001;PAPP 1994, p. 54, nr. 1IRICHTER 2005a, p. XHXVI; MEDGYESY-SCHMIKLI 2009;PAPP

2019.

vo., a cs2ksomly-i fEsethsenml Kol Hjeshmittb-alnadRe&rmaz - tart a
sz8mai val . §dAMuCeoeENHE 4899, pp. 1021 0 2 . M®g er Rsebb ®r%n tal &n,
Circumcisio Domini (jan. 1.) iNnnep®n®l maga KS§joni

kar 8csonyi n a Pyemnasieestinobitki ¢ ied 9 $ Rt r b d & la seBBph® e &fj al .
7.0 utal 8st.

A katal -gusadat pal efomagydrainotofait -k,0zKwer/z rWwWsmet:zi g- t,
(K8&j oni k®z2r 8§sa); kvadr 8t no(SBENDRIOB®,Pp. MWAN zur 8l i s 2r 8s
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Leonardus de Nogar ¢ISii cuzwall@éRkirernaif f<zd ruimm8th -K8j oni
kurz2v kot FORRAIE%ST7s2a,l p(.v° 9nla)g,y avzadnbsazre n Ts®ggel v al
sz8rmaznak. Egyr®szt -®snagyvm@set eaebwppBdlka(6nkot

egy kisebb csoportj8§nak k®sz¢l hetett, m2 g K§jon
sugall. Az ilyesf®l e funkci-v8lt&§&s nem val - -sz2nT
eset®n. R8ad8sul az alrkaatl &maiz-ott tn e&knm®steu d jkwk zKR 8j omeit
forr8sbfAhagwntalgpriadugl e el emz®s®nN®l | 8tni fogju
not 8ci -t haszng8lt a, vagy a kurz2v magyar not 8c

cs2ksomlaynti fon8l ®kban nemMyV®gwagya mE%S\kedtpkpe zsRz ep @ mt
t ®nyl egesen K§8jonirt®dzI|sezt§ rsmaezr v ettal beud geltt iV kaa B Rd ik R 2
(Mel | Bk| Bmi atAngygsz@k2d4¢graozatot. Val -j8&ban a tabt
k®zirathba, ®s egy K§8joniitazke®t KRuzRkI| gjregy zdR dZad taa |
antif®ng8kkal

2 Kyrie dupl®x maius (f. 2

Bi zonyosan K&8j oni2 fjeéd gRe zrntksz®e e d apgdme g n envaeizuBss T
ordin8riumt®tel -ERER Zpr a3@mAmMmerlgaania.t aPhbidt #ME tar 8v
Forrai r8&mutatott, hod@y gavios@&tadiel mgyTjailF@mday ®b &g
1972, Az 19®)yY. Mi kh§8z8n ©°ssze2rt drMgaemrs&s kP°rniynma . e |Dsl
Pri mae 10®sasez &l)t al miagat ®t gy MTMbh¢ m@uayRé&iok. ®s mi ®r

A sz olrgn fantif -n8k a m8§sHidhikl vespec&sthorzi $ arQuaeakequ
tu despicis, Decuit virginem ea prlietomntag duldaae &otgav
Si xXtus pl84p84)( 1k4l7elr i kusa volt, az ¢(nihapr ¢ es2er hétvtat ad @
l4&& Bernardi nus de WBusPi 91 s melgswja?)t(olt%6b60 r Im¢ @s e rn®yl ot n®8kn
Ki sbol d&kgpas &SaxreyNati vitas BMV) ®nekelt off2ciumra, am
Aconcept ked | e(tviRADhI61Z 3. 1385 i

BS§r ~EIE\/Ilar'eanﬁ]c:slrban a not8ci -t kurz2v magyar k®nt 8&jzomios?2t]
k e z ®ifo& k AR O Oplpl. 3-5 3)6
Az 5. | 8bjegyzetft®brn EmrMmBettrt¥®. ePRua-bael egoeit akotant

anti frehegyC®2&somly-n, majd k®sRbb§dMoRBhEKERTRB A6 Y NERE Y P!
az nem | °hek8jsom§ m2kte§zseb a;, gy ®ben volt egy 16. sz8zadi [
M¥%zeum, Cs?2 ks zé8ndBdeKENKLARAIDZO.7 ,6 1p0.9 51), ebberSiculgwnan szer e
hist-ria, 8rmandis$z nilg&n kPdapgquam tullespigmlaad ilka ma | ®nyegesen e
el Rz®k®n | 8that -kt -1, 2gy e k-dex sem | ehetett minta
feltTnR k®t anti frknp§IinRveal esgeim @srzdvnesizigaritos g8y Ya k, m8sf e
(Antiphonale De Sanctis Omis Minorum) va gy i d Rs z @ikiphonarionm Bgmankim De Temppre
dal |l amait (W a&PrRREDIMINpaTDKEK oni Kaendariudg@shas i s p-tl1 8s gyang8nt
Sancorum ad | i bitum®) riRsgy&®ndg Hd fa KHBIMUCOENHALEOE, - ri a s 2
pp. 9495).

Az el j 8r §saznemle&gyeetdi :cs2 ki has AN’ AMKURTRY A M@eadsakt t ant i
azel Rz ®kr e -a2nrittak nhMskraita kur zSarmes zBgl dopak §epHdtimf dnepw@i
BMV) anyags8r - | a (mi khg8zi ?) hobyeA eezgeykzeR aa z maarngt-inf - In & & iat

korriggltam, vagy!l &t tcasm k®s alng 3 ftom§d ®pAHas antiphonas
antiphonario Csi ki.eMzsielvRzdRek effortBeh @SURTKECBZOIDI, p. 330.
megfogal maz§s i nk8bb mi kh§zi szkriptortekvallexszdanis 2 t
tartalmazza a vizit8ci-s anpaootfgg? gyn alshejkedg WRRi f oqs
is rendel kez®s®re 8lI1lt egykor.

A sz-ban forg:- dal | am aKyrie YonsRhoritatismed m | n 8 b ¥ o in bh@dzw2atbestatl

feldol goz8sa. K®t v8ltozat badhdKcrsondrgagoaMsdalE Chaki Sz ®loelgy
M¥%z e u m, Cs2kszer €,d83. IAtzs ze.l sR2 9 2x,jtefgagnz@pog¢? ci 1ja azono
ol vashat -Bra3drt &K8j®onRj egyz®s n®l k3l ze~hem8angialgal ehdegyz

vari 8l t Dreakamight , el Rj egyz®s §dMUCRSE NHaa 1998, Ipf8 ¢97198y a | . A
kritikai jegyzetekkelsdRicepg®G5sa . 8t t 5B8Qd OKE )] tnadr s8I tt olz
|l egal 8bb m®g k®t e s et@se?nk clseq beogt@feaglzvBig bka®szSizr@esth ®® ) k ¢ K ny v
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KyrriResszl ete a KGr el ej ®re? K§gjaorigavads mz&®hma®@ nb e 2
orgon8sk°nyvet szeretett volna k®sz?2teni a cs?2ks
a k°tetben Kkez@rt gaMed LestSetdbe®tti seggt ,azde meggondol ta
prakti kusabb, fekvR form8tum¥% k®ziratban °r°kz2te
vE8l atszhuldaatira&8sval -sz2nTleg a KGr | egr ®gibb beje
azzaknai anyaggal, amelynek k®sRbb a k°tet helye

l'11. A gradu8le mint zenei Kk

A KGr zenet®°rt®neti szemportfh3-83 KEmBNAN@Keoseébb r
10) alj&n KS8jonAFrszigadhea uEy®ni scribebat /
Csi ki elrosB[liMe]l.| Bk | gis,zaer i nt cs2ksomly-i gv8rdi 8nke®
®v®ben fogott az 2r8shoz.

1 Mi ®rt m8solt K§8joni J8nos gradus8l ®t ?

A ferenc-t8xxk8§zaaiddamend Kk°zponti szabkBl ymel8s &nal
fontosnak tartott 8k, hogy a gregori 8n ®nekben n
papn®vend®kek) egyar 8"tz ji §rjtadbsbs 8sgzoet rneaegt ieas dtesmaz i eonket ka.
feladat a wvbodnt .k eElgty pleozdbssSonyi st at Yutum az i deigl en:
hogy i dRszakt I f¢ggRen f ®I vagy h8romnegyed -
h8l aad8st k°vetkKReitt981k:- pusdn|[6GY9. A figurs8lis z
haszng8l at 8t wugyanakkor az ®rv®nyes el R2r 8sok sz
rendel etei #o2°tits m@d 81 Uh&K RhasTERIOS5 bt apt alBmBt) . (| &

K&8nhb m8sol - i tev®kenys®g®t hasonl - el vek indo
ki nevezett el °lj8r-jak®nt ®s komol yabb zenei mT
tartotta rendi koz°ss®ge |itur diogys ®ppl tzernEjpEerda

munk8ss8ga sor8n vette haszng8t a KGr sz-ban for
vl ogatott gyTjtem®nWwWs. sM®vetgsioraleagyj ®n d@8d oot ti a
sz8nhatta. Mi velej ®bkonventdeKBgegpnatticegfelel R, n

k-rusk®°nyv m8sol 8s8ra nem | ehetett igaz8n sz¢ ks®
K&8j oni jogos iAg@Gmi®kdErhenetegbgptosabb mi s®k any
Sajnos lee orzamodsal a nem maradt fenn: amennyi bert
ut 8ni el sR val  -di 2vfgszed lkd29t®n, 8dH dhmanaorn tpe g ®\we«
egykori c?2mad8sa tal 8n nem fadydttt memg8sa kr &4 z @&r
tartal ommal bRv2ztett k®ziratnak?

2A hangjel z®s

Az eml2tettf . $ziKpagy®noedmTv® teszi, hogy az a s
nodig- , amel | yel k®ziratunk gradu8le r®sze kezdR
n°veli, hogy K8joni gregori8n kotta?2((8satgal ®gat

®s k°z°tt¢gk a KGr a legnagyobb terjedel mT.

A KGr neum§i gyakotBbtt toll kezel ®s ®r RI t an¥%s k
saj 8tos rendszer ® sok ®vvel a k®zirat el k®sz?21t (

Ms. mus. 1211, ff. 347350 (v °RI CHT BGO5a, p. 53 A Kyrie fons bonitatisl 7 . sz8zadi metri ku
p®|l d8dr mdgHhTRW7, p. 171 (1/103).

A t®m8r -1 t°m°r ©°sszefoglal -t ad,R@®sTED0S®EB849.a | egfonto
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Faversham gener 8dR2dHdox°k®t hetv®Rgbe2dBe¢ztld tar gvid

not 8ci - al kal maz8s8ra hivatalos ®nekesk°nyvei kbe
jegyzetei ket gyakran a gyerekkorban megtdnult ®:
V®l het Ren a c®lszerTs®g vezette az ut- -bbi me g o |
neums§k rajzol 8s8hoz sokkal t°bb toll emel ®s s z
b8r melyi k®hez, azaz 2r 8suk | &@my eokesmmtttgyv lad atma
tervezett haszn8lati k°re alapj88n d°nt°tt a magy
ketet el RzR alfejezetben meg8l |l ap2tott funkci - j 8
Sajnos k°%zvetl eng¢l szinte semnmint hredny stzg derkle nar
szerezte zenei mTvelts®g®t , §m azt igen nagy Vv
megRrzo°tt kottaz2r8st m®g a rendbel ®p®se el Rtt s
k8ntort - -|I. Tud8s yty ome g Rr 2z thea,t - ®s | - | ol vashat -,
v8l tozatl anul haszn8lta szerzetesk®nt i s.

£Erdemes a fentiek f®ny®ben egy kit ®r Rt tenni ,
gregori8n hangjel z®séeBadr ice@ibm@P@dlbi Miakh 81268 ° s s
gyTjtem®ny®BBar tal §Phat be t°bbs®g®ben motett §k,
mTvek ker ¢l t ek Yaj n&met ft-dbulkaootnar Bvadr §8ta nlo7h §c

zsol ozs mahBengekditcoamfmask k Dam8§ci - (egysz-l am¥%) dall a
' iturgi kus i dR, az ¢nhnepek rangj a, i-mgetdal aamyg
tartozott az eml 2tett l iturgi kus sz®°veghez. Mi
orgornt 8knak aj8nlotta, teh8t nem kiz8r -1l ag saj 8§t
term®szetesnek tekinthetR.

A cs2ksomly-i rendhkalbeamd aRmealoytett KkKE&8zj2orn8is o a br e
ki eg®sz2t ®sk ®p p-b an ghekgdjtamt, te | °Rsbsbzieh elz6 hlasonl -, de &
tartal maz. A  mi Gl®bkre®ns=C rheadsoz m§18axtio Kk hoz, val ami nt

(Benedicamus Domdabl amdgyTjniesns@n ye®hte)z K§j oni mag
haszngtagy (fE. vBRaszt§&s is ®rthetR, hiszerAna kol l
usum R. Patrios 8panH®s ®ayelark,®s Réjhad@al @®NHB ar i um

c2mmel kinyomtatta a ki eg®sz2t Fh8kl°antyovse cns kd®tn ac scask
as ny omat tartal m8tz iesmmhetrtjectkt, ka®uznakat ok ®@®h o z k ®
kottamell ®kl et ®t K8j oni Yaj 1t a kvadr 8t not 8ci - v

kozremTkAd@s GQvadtlad HrBos p@®lbkSuzpbas2tott k°nyvnek

FerencesektRI sz8rmaz:- magya®ENDREBL,M6ls bej egyz®seket
Cs2ki Sz®kely M¥%zeum, a8 ASasriencentdSat,f olLgt-s FMP6RE0SOBAtUFTT . 1 7
1999,pp.192 00. BevezetR tanul m8nnyal PAPRQI®s z2t ettt sz2nes
A k°nyv tKalkndaismfestdrumesanctorum Ordinis Minorum. Officia sanctorum ad libitiszerint

a szoros ®rtelemben vett rendi kal endu°% .um7 .mell § Bjt & g w:
K&8joni felhaszn8lta hozz§ Sz §rmed)a,i WKieae® sz 2etgeytktoer i k ®&z°zne
kezt ¢k a kott8s anyad)g.alEgynma®@vdbrew ywaek®nG@r2te REIL T dldv ai
(f113) . A k®z iSMUCKE&AAUPIOZIP. 9D 5 . P8I fal §ci m#ge K ENHA U RTl |

2009, p. 22.

E nyomtatv8ny a | egkor 8bbi ismert kott8&8s eml ®k a cs?2k
egy |l appang- k°tet xeroxm8sol at a.Aadm&altatrond at:o lOSalK,| ¢
amelyekt ° bbek k°z°tt az RrzR k°nyvt8rra vonatkoznak, val
m8§s ol athoan 1kO®s8Bz 2 t et t GAlendarivin. Ik ub di¢s samétom Breviarii Romani, Ordinis

Minorum, Regni Hungariae, ac ad Libitum, susié inserti continenturA nyomt at v8ny K§8j oni ne
meg( AFr. Joannégd &Kaj Banr@®d1l. A mT temati k8ja | ®nyeght

| 8bj egyzet ben &aehdaiueRtveatlt. kk&za2drr&8sto sk ot t Hbria-aGhsyredg §ban sz
i nt onlganissalkst® Benedicamuslallamok,a kar 8csonyi r®surh ¥Yes v®AVenitd snovli tt &rt r
exsultemus Dominpe g yvird® @ ® n & r i 0 @ixit Domius Dognino mges z ° ve g ®v el val ami
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kel l ett az 8ltal8nos rendi szab8lyoz8shoz, m§ s f
hozz8j 8rult, hogy a korabeldi nyomdatechni k8val |
Canti onalmm8Csaa chiok i kci-baedn8 su8gty aln7alz%o n kot t af or m8k k al
nyomd8ban, mint Carmelnyheokze tihraks8zj no8nlit .a)

K8j oni magyar nots8c-il6s beBegdz®®®WuRrgEBr al 1%ag
sz8r@a2 ksanmlnt -iffiorsal A KGr m8sol §sadaaml Btzt§rdgygy @n v
kez®be a k®ziratot. Az akkor m8r viseltes k°nyv
mTf aj szerinti mult rad e ¥  &weRasllza2rivirenitin) Yig orzaz 8kaw8 & &8 z4 a 8 ¢
| apokat, amel yek akkofA nk&rt eme nvt@®hgeRtne tel geyn eakk rvoosl ztt ai k
tartal maz- versi k@BReat ®r ° k dcaiash ensu ntkadyjoan ebveRite j e z ®s
(1680. augdiubszzt 8bttallldd ) pzekvenciadal l amok kottak
Kal endesr iaunKGr | apjain | 8that-val ® ®s el vsglik a

A kitekint®s ut8n t®rj¢nk vissza a KGr gradus§l e
kur z2v omagcyiarj an t ¢kr° zi a k°z®pkori esztergomi n
scandk @tufegljitnagoeedd ,egzet e ufpanak@®oel eakonos2that -
megol d8s i s.

Jellegzetes ®s k°vet ke z eptuenscptauhno igeyl di anfancdikeyja®t n ot |
K8joni egyatlaé&dts, nfakmgRESODEBEIBERPERAR]I an uglymwikak kor ,
K8j onin§gl k ®t nor m§l form8j a van. Haszn8l ja a ma
al akot , §m a szekundot | ®p Rne k epguyn cdaaljm8t od ult 2
cl i nbaclussz8rmaztatij a, annak efl egneR| ehqaegsy vmo miesgga r 8Ab
csak szekundl ®p®sn®l jelentkezik, nagyobb hangk"¢
k®z2rK@adesndarcCisdamkmsomly: - i®scantkK®@nabiezony?2that- - an K
bejegyz®sei nekj alelnemz Pial teotgjr Bdhibsm n&84 alf By ak RIzyzat
r8§adsgsul e gyakorl atot egyel Rre nem adatolja m!
K&8j oni nak t ul afug eonBesgan&krek | ejemgyeznenk, hso g vy er
t°red®kéBeyi Gabradleil mac ksemyug sastqijia®ttass 2r §8sm- dj 8§t
al kot - T&®szelkgndotpuhaamBRm ikmdi®ksRsaisj el | egzet esen el

t°omer zensekm®lgk @ i(SclasMuidicalisa kott aol vas§8st ®s az antif
eligazod8§st Asp@r U8EndR, aomledtyr R®s a¢ Ixte,r oexlgesg byenktatott © t t ® k
br evi-lgire gi@®ns Néva @aedaenlofficia, cum profisanctorum Regni Hungaé et SS. Ordinis S. P.

N. Francs c i(éAz ut - bbi nyomt at v §§dyMu e geNH ANBOARY;, hkr. 9P @.11d53 Ay 8 t I

kol lig8tum egykor Czi psCalendarivnr ®gebbas| Aip@dd@HEdanl vpRMK
m8& sol atiostmesre,mm k . Fennmaradt k&®meki hg ¢ Binlzdgeyma aSzisl B 6 At |
ki ad8§s®hoz hasonl - kottg8t tartalmazott.

A k®zirat a cs?2ksomly-i f esddMocCcreENHKIPIOOPP.t11@r Mb2a.n A aMl °8tl enta t

K& j emilij e gy z ®dntskCathoticvel Cantionale cum cottis scriptum®v en f el t Tn R, sok§i g
el veszettnek hitt (gYDanddBI3Rpp.80M1 [Br.gld)e.zi Ma me®r nem tart h:
K&8joni mTnek. Lit@s®&tKblucc20®@3k °zneynvenT fealjeSmmza k ©8Rpab b kont
2019.

Af.88k°zep®n kezdRdi k az ®v KOmnds una aekelBrenfya mo k msaekvandiadj
i g®nybev®telnek | ehetett kit®ve, K8joni kor8&8ra ak§gr e
An®v ®s az ®vsz8&m kiolvas8s8hoz a vers kAapib@mi ssal
pRPVIA, TEmpoRis afmi, / lam sOnAbat soleNNES cantus, inquit: veni. / ChArlssima sOcia, simus deo pleNI.

[= Frater loannes Caionf]DVM refeCtVs Llbeflt, slt paX Vnl senl[=1680]/ 14. Aug. 0O

A kulcs 2r8sm-dj 8t K§joni 8tvette az eredetit 8iddbj egyzR
|l entebb), amel yet bi zonyosan nem | 8§thatot®gi ar @ gg®bg
m8sutt sem szerepel.

Az eszter gomi (magyar) not8ci -§cdSzENDRI®BZE et ess®geir RI , f
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egym8stm8lr, ki®@&r °nsg§l | -(3.n chhpr®d AMe)yBll e kkets,z®togy k®s Rb |
t ®nyl egesen megt°rt®nt elamaitaeh&jeddnhi®k® 888kt enn
m8&r °ml8ifvoirsmak ®nt t a&ddlnax us fceslom&kta®st i gazol n§, |
erde®l yi kott &8s eml ®k ek, k-dext®°red®kelk!| s maszusem
resupiemeinek sz®tv8l 8s8t a helyi 2r8shagyom8nyb
K8jonhBchoja ®s a befmumynttl Ggddlsiae kR @At t

| /..-
Yy ee— < g N
a—l— bT’J' c . dt‘ .L

3. SabEgafs z a b &d syzotsealgiome c us (Mi sswap ien not atlwlBm 1Sterl iRgan i
Gt 8§t ny archz2v, P o z soAcyl/iBmaact ui ssel Faevsaky p eBnCGa sloat d 3e)l ;e n

(Antifon8le t°red®ke, 15. sz., Sz®kely Nemzet]i \
tored®K)§j oni s aj StloeKiGsnKI€y mdli @by Bkikgr g T

K8j oncil ikv@®tsm8j a k°z°tt funkcion8lis k¢lonbs®get
azonos szerepT ®s jelent®sT a ka®ti rd-cdikss zNe matzu laa
for minaek piret §ci -ra utal - jelent ®s thna gaggadrg imawcs sn y !
p8l osokn§gl szok8so0os norm8l form8j 8hozpuaaoaimnm a z
i ndul ©°9sszet ®t el be SZE®N®RIPIBE!,|-6pbpn.. T jad Bintn dtv8 1. 8§ s
mi nd®ssze annyi-t 8l 1l ap2thatieevk kmegdgtthd®nyagsesgzehkh
szerepel az eml2tett saj8tos forma, mint a magya
Forrai AzerddgtfajamB89szTni k K®[FOmRAIXKEZ.e2p .8§sR2). Mir
f30ut §n az -gyTji né&@m®uyn Kezme2r®dtgl arf .o l3dal ak, il 1 et
k®zirathban, Forrai a KGr teljes gradu8le anyags
k®s Rbbi irodal omban ®s a k°nyvt 8ri katal - gusban
a hvasivpalii Ky rbiree) emiy z®se Kp8&n36).j) 20 ®r z®k-®shet Ren
bet Tk®p, amely egy Y abb bea8j eghybzrRE |IsRsezmi?®tl yit s s & j
megszinnek K§joni t ®gl aver9engei pi 8l ® s ok hiegBybat ¢
b8r azonos not8ci - ti bhavnrydlal anaBsp-kebes§l eqa¢gzobtk

jelentRsen elt®r a kor 8bbi ol dal ak®t -1 : a beveze
el Rbb meg®saz ekko®@ hctdj] gty z ®s k¢l ° nFamno8z,d ud laa kjad &&ze r grl
sz8mjegyhez hasom| et. egp®bk®bansémr ¢g8j oni n81 , s

k°vet. a vonalrendszertft-kubetsakboFBPY MMgU@®mgmehen
v8l t8s ut8&§n a gradu8le elej®hez k®pest rendezet]
szkriptor esetldeetls, @gyzkhd®sz 81° ikdk2rtekse) , fRal ami n
l i gat Yar 8t haszn8l, amelyet Ké&gjcanid ad®ith dla‘zadptjks8enz e t
egy®rtel miit -Hhodky zalvie. nem K§jMinielkea ®vetl § dial §tl kpu
a lejegyzR tiszt8bhamkveltwveavkPtesRPsgs®BEL REBsS 8§
i $eltehet| ¢k, hogy a gradu8le m8sodi A fre§ Rbledhs e
mi ndezek ell en®re nem k®sz¢ il t el

A jelens®gr B GCGR®bEZhgteLabrliella el Rk®sz¢il etben | ®vR

(Gl LCN2019,228 bra ®s k2s®r Rsz%°vege) . A szerzRnek k©®sz°n°m
rendel kez®semr 8. b&fHseftiqt tsee pas ifseretnit gy°rgyi p®I d§j §t .
K&j oni besz®mmnl faed §l6BHBOtt Yaj c s 2 k smoi nklhy8-zii  ogrvgaorndai § h
(h8zf Rn°ks®ge) idej®n Ferenczi Mi kl - s ®s Al fal vi | st
egori 8n ®nekl ®sben val- j8rtass8g 8§tad8s8ra is ugya

gr
Sz ®k &dzye uMn, Cs?2 kszdree dsRMSEU K EINH A 1PE02 pt BO3194.
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Kalendarium (1671) | Cantionale (1680) | KGr (1681) KGr (1681 utan?)
ff, 82%-85" 1T, 88™-89" ff. 3'-20%, Kpp. 1-36 ff. 217-30", Kpp. 37-55
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Zenei k®ziratainak paleogr 8fi ai vi zsg8l ata nyc
gregori8n hangjelz®st 2rt k®szs®g szintenzt Kur z
mag8§nc®l ¥% k®zirataiban valgiyv adgmdysz etteesi thve@r eaklnkeakl n{
munk8i ban kvadr 8hti tri€dteSmir -rt§ s2bratn. skgwy itkal 81 t unk ku
2gy pal eogr 8fi ai al apon is megk®r &Rt iefl . err@)et Rf, f .h
K&8jonit-1 sz8rmaznak .KyKbeepegyd@éte(thet2bel gRad& $
fele ReBI KBfef).1 val amint a v°ro°ssel raj zolt kott:q
(f 3.8 3Kp23). fMartghm@gek8. sz8§zadi or'di)n,§ raizuanzo kcns8al k
Te Dleejmegy z Rj ®n eukt 8kne I nhaertgt: tK 8vjoonndi R8ajz .n i a k°tetben

| V. ¥sszegz®s, k°vetkeztet ®s

A KGr k¢l °nl eges zevfetn® rlte@moettiotd mir@kg,i a&=82.k&0anl |
sz8zadi egyh8zzenei gyakor |l at 8nak P®breat liasn etgayr
hi szen nem maradt fenn m8s olyan gradu8le a k°z¢

a ferences dallamhagyom8nyt egy s*\geens etnu dmaugky aarz tn
hogy a K8joni mTv®t ¢lolbySrakti- btealnevt8g8ontyto nv o(l?n)a kreav:
testv®rnek K§8joni el sz8ntsg&gsgval kel l ettt rendel |
k¢l ©°nbs®g miatt a m8sol 8s egyben 8t2r8s vl t, am

figyel met ig®nyelt.

K&8joninak a tanul m8nyban bemutatott gregori §n
magyar not8ci- egy mindeddig nem vizsgs8lt altz2zpl
magyar nots8ci - ple®3seidusgdml kormES§hEi®NY egyr ®szt has:
gregori 8n ®nekek®ziarratad knaa z o rKa8g 2oth§s 8h o z , m8&sr ®s
amel yeket a k°z®pkor.i ®s kora Y kori Erida®&| y ku
kut at 8s8val |l ehetne tiszt8zni

A KGr t°rt®net®ben sz8mos bizonytalan t®nyezR
kapta mester ®t RI a f®l k®sz k®ziratot, b8r ennek
erre vonatu®®ez:- Amekepgy KK8jloennidgdak ®e6n¥ Z.s eRAMB § Icfi alsv a2i5
Ferenc testv®rnek adom8nyozt a, annaklk .k °M8:slrmd&Bnzyt e
KGr rendeltet®se, |iturgikus funkci -fjyav meglk kg zadn tv,
(el Rbb tal 8n orgon8sk°nyvneb&ant k®sRBktakt Bazdvadm
bejegyzR egy ®nekesi csoportot k®pzelt &Kyk®eirat
gradusgl e), k®s Rbbt zaontiozsm8bhank® ®eekettek. A 1
ording8riumokkal bRv2tett®k a gyTjtem®net ,Deluengut
kapott helyet benne. E v8ltozatos tenmaltagazimkast
ltiur gi kus k°nyvmTfajba sem. A gradu8le megnevezd

terjedel mT, K&8j oni m8solta szakasz val - -ban e k©°r
A magyar 2ZarBest ‘®@st @nedterences rend sz8m8ra egyar
sem s¢lt meg a vil 8gh8bor Yk viszontags8gai k°zepe
kott8&8s bejegyz®se mell ett m8i g Rr zi e ghpladreir nev

Custaezdkinaed mivel t s®g®nek kiv®teles nyomai't.

A Cs2ksomly- iancedrntnieknad &I, 1 amai a -fedencas daltamoki ihelybte & t u s Y
magyarorsz8gi egyh8zmegy®k pefictatthmezd s 8t banatvail gz nieg
k°rnyezet v KowsCcZ12ep 2H49.
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