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Az Acta Pint®riana a Ferences Kutat· Tan§rok Tudom§nyos Kºr®nek foly·irata. Ez a szervezet a 

Magyarok Nagyasszonya Ferences Rendtartom§ny fenntart§s§ban mŤkºdŖ int®zm®nyek tudom§nyosan 

kvalifik§lt szakembereit fogja ºssze ®s a Ferences Alap²tv§ny ®gisze alatt mŤkºdik. Lapunk Pint®r ErnŖ 

ferences aty§r·l (1942-2002), a szentendrei Ferences Gimn§zium hajdani tan§r§r·l, a nemzetkºzi h²rŤ 

malakol·gus kutat·r·l kapta a nev®t. A foly·irat elsŖdleges c®lja, hogy bemutassa a tudom§nyos kºr 

tagjainak ¼j kutat§si eredm®nyeit a szakmai kºzºns®g sz§m§ra. Ezen fel¿l sz²vesen kºzºlj¿k minden 

olyan szerzŖ cikk®t, aki valamilyen m·don (szem®ly®ben vagy kutat§si t®m§j§ban) a ferencess®ghez, 

vagy a ferences int®zm®nyekhez kapcsol·dik.  

Lapunkban bºlcs®szettudom§nyi, term®szettudom§nyi, filoz·fiai ®s teol·giai t§rgy¼ ²r§sokat 

egyar§nt bemutatunk, de k¿lºnºs hangs¼lyt fektet¿nk az interdiszciplin§ris p§rbesz®d jegy®ben sz¿letett 

tanulm§nyok kºzl®s®re. A periodika sz§m§ra alapvetŖ ferences intellektu§lis ºrºks®g 

olyan ºnazonoss§got k²n§l, amely multidiszciplin§ris ®rdeklŖd®st ®s integrat²v szeml®letm·dot hoz 

mag§val. A szerkesztŖs®gnek megk¿ldºtt cikkek lektor§l§s§ra az adott szakter¿let k®t, esetenk®nt ï ha 

a tanulm§ny t®m§j§nak ºsszetetts®ge megk²v§nja ï h§rom szak®rtŖj®t k®rj¿k fel. 

Az Acta Pint®riana elektronikus form§ban, ®vente egyszer jelenik meg. A lapban kºzºlt ²r§sok 

weboldalunkr·l szabadon letºlthetŖk. A kor§bbi kºtetek megtal§lhat·k a Magyar Tudom§nyos 

Akad®mia Kºnyvt§r§nak Repozit·rium§ban (http://real-j.mtak.hu/view/journal/Acta_Pint®riana.html). 

K®rj¿k a szerzŖket, hogy az itt kºzºlt ²r§sokat a Magyar Tudom§nyos MŤvek T§r§ban tudom§nyos 

szakcikk®nt t¿ntess®k fel a nev¿k alatt, a cikkek elsŖ oldal§n tal§lhat· formul§val, pl.: 

B®kefin® Lengyel Zs. & Fºld®nyi R. (2016): Kl·r-acetanilid t²pus¼ herbicidek adszorpci·j§nak 

vizsg§lata talajokon ®s talajalkot·kon. Adsorption of chloroacetanilide type herbicides on soils and soil 

components. Acta Pint®riana, 2: 5-22. 

A lapban szereplŖ ²r§sokat tudom§nyos mŤvekben id®zve is a fenti adatok haszn§land·k. A cikkek a 

nemzetkºzi DOI rendszerben a c²moldalukon olvashat· egy®ni azonos²t·val rendelkeznek, amelyet a 

hivatkoz§skor szint®n k®r¿nk felt¿ntetni. 
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Is it possible for the metaphor of the Book of Nature to become relevant  
in our days? 

 

Bagyinszki P®ter Ćgoston OFM 
 

Sapientia Szerzetesi Hittudom§nyi FŖiskola, 1052 Budapest, Piarista kºz 1. 

bagyinszki.agoston@sapientia.hu 

 

 

Bagyinszki P. Ć. (2020): Is it possible for the metaphor of the Book of Nature to become relevant in our days? 

Aktualiz§lhat·-e korunkban a ĂTerm®szet kºnyv®nekò metafor§ja? Acta Pint®riana, 6: 5-9. 

 

Abstract: A tanulm§ny egy c²mben jelzett t®ma kºr® szervezett konferencia tanuls§gait tekinti §t a 

kºvetkezŖ k®rd®sek ment®n: Miut§n a kora-¼jkorban a liber naturae hagyom§nya legal§bb h§rom j·l 

megk¿lºnbºztethetŖ §gra szakadt, mik®ppen azonos²that·ak be a Term®szet kºnyve-hagyom§ny Ăhossz¼ 

tizenkilencedik sz§zadhozò kºthetŖ meggyeng¿l®s®nek az eszmetºrt®neti t®nyezŖi? Mit is foglalt 

mag§ban a Term®szet kºnyv®vel val· tal§lkoz§s egykor, ®s mit jelent a Ăkºnyv olvas§saò ma? Vajon 

tapasztalat-e m®g sz§munkra a Ăterm®szeti vil§gnakò az a transzparenci§ja, ami a l§that· dolgok mºgºtt 

egykor azok l§thatatlan SzerzŖj®t, TeremtŖj®t is a mindennapok szereplŖj®v® tette? V®gsŖ soron pedig 

az a k®rd®s, hogy az igeteol·gia ressourcement-ja nyom§n, vagyis a logosztani forr§sok II. Vatik§ni 

Zsinat ºsztºnz®s®re sz¿ks®ges ¼jraolvas§s§val, milyen ¿dvtºrt®neti t§vlatok ny²lhatnak meg a t§gabb 

hagyom§nyfolyam r®sz®t k®pezŖ Term®szet kºnyve-hagyom§ny aktualiz§l§sa ter®n? Nyomtatott 

form§ban a jelen angol nyelvŤ szºveg magyar ford²t§sa is el®rhetŖ (In: BAGYINSZKI Ć. [ed.] [2019]: A 

ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò mint a ĂSzent²r§s kºnyv®nekò anal·gi§ja. Konferenciakºtet, Sapientia Szerzetesi 

Hittudom§nyi FŖiskola & LôHarmattan, Budapest, pp. 133-140). 

 

The Religion and Nature encyclopedia article on Liber naturae tradition evaluates the current status 

of the Ăbookò metaphor: 

ĂWhile 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 today.ò 

(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 with the Book of Nature once 

was, and what does Ăreading the bookò mean today? Is the transparency of the Ănatural worldò that once 

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 more vivid experience on the subject matter of our theme than secularized cities. We have to make 

an Ăexcursionò out of our largely artificial, urbanized environment to see the vast horizon that brought 

the everyday experience of the Book of Nature to our predecessors. For example, Ălight pollutionò 

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 Ăskyò. I wonder whether it is the same Ăbookò adventure or there is a substantial difference between 

contemplating the cosmic landscape with the naked eye, or through the Hubble Space Telescopeôs 

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 ago, 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 sublunar and the superlunar worlds had merged 

already in the 17th century. Since then, instead of a static Ăcosmosò, we have been thinking of a dynamic 

Ăuniverseò within which our living space is represented by the fragile biosphere and ecosystem of a 

planet, and our universal history is framed by the Ăevolutionary natural historyò. While phenomena of 

human society used to form part of the Ăcosmosò, now it seems that social phenomena should be reread 

as an independent chapter of the book. We are facing old issues in a new way in our contemporary world 

when represented by psychosomatic illnesses. Our self-understanding has certainly developed a lot 

following the differentiation of sciences, but has it reached greater depths too? 

Analyzing the sources of the tradition of Western Thought concerning the Book of Nature, the 

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 

the book metaphor, has a strong biblical root. As for the Greek sources, Giuseppe Tanzella-Nitti pointed 

out that Ăthe Platonic cosmos, we must not forget, is not a book: to know it, is not to words that one 

must go, but to ideas and memoryò whereas the stoic doctrine of the Logos has occasionally strong 

affinity with the later Ăbookò theology. In the western tradition, St. Augustine, St Maximus the 

Confessor and Scotus Erigena are the most influential authors in the development of the Book of Nature 

tradition. 

In the Age of Scholasticism, the idea of liber naturae existed as a continuation of the patristic doctrine 

of the Logos expressing and connecting the cosmic dimension and the christological focus of faith. 

Tanzella-Nitti remarks about parallel Islamic civilization: 

Ăan overall look at the content of the Koran shows that the term óbookô never 

refers explicitly to nature, but is always used to indicate the same Koran and its 

lawsò. 

In Christianity the medieval development of the tradition of the Book of Nature was due mainly to the 

work of Hugh of Saint Victor and Saint Bonaventure. Hughôs hierarchical concept of the triple meaning 

(littera-sensus-sententia) can be translated into our contemporary language as three different models of 

conceptualizing the truth. The results achieved in the High Middle Ages concerning the Ăbookò 

metaphor were finally summarized by Raimundus de Sabunde, who also gave new impulses for the 

further development of the metaphor. 

The tradition of liber naturae was divided into at least three distinct traditions in the early Modern 

Age. According to Tanzella-Nitti, the most important development of this era is the emergence and 

popularity of the idea of a Ăbook written in the language of mathematicsò (see, for example, Galileo 

Galilei). In this interpretation the Book of Nature was readable only for a narrow circle of natural 

scientists (Ăphilosophers of natureò) forming a secret elite society consisting of the Ăpriests of scienceò. 

This historical change must have been fueled by the experience that Ăour senses may deceive usò, 

whereas the secrets of nature Ăcannot be grasped by the common sense of ordinary peopleò. Although 

this interpretation of the Ăbookò still held the Creator as the ultimate reference point, but it already 

secularized and lost its moral content. The second tradition can be called the Ălay sacralization of natureò 

since it emphasized the accessibility and readability of the liber naturae by everyone. In this respect, 
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the Ăbookò had key importance in recognising Godôs existence and natural morality. Reading it together 

with the Book of Scripture led closer to salvation. The apologetic literature of the era typically referred 

to the Book of Nature in 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 contrasted the Book of 

Scripture with the Book of Nature, giving primacy to the latter, and emphasizing the disruption of 

harmony between the two. This deistic approach presented itself principally as a Ămodern religion of 

natureò, while driving many people away from the biblical image of God. When, as a result of a dramatic 

transformation in the deeper layers of social imaginary, the previously experienced unity of Ăcosmosò 

became divided into the physical reality considered Ăobjectiveò, and the human reality considered 

Ăsubjectiveò while the thought of liber naturae ceased to be an inherent concept in the history of the 

ideas (see BAGYINSZKI  2015, pp. 5ï14). 

It is not easy to identify the historical hallmarks of the weakening Book of Natureôs tradition 

associated with the Ălong nineteenth centuryò.1 A wide range of influential forces can be listed here from 

the Ădesanthropocentricò nature of the Copernican turn, to the ever more influential forces shaping our 

perspective like Ăcomputational rationalityò and Ăhistorical consciousnessò. The change in the cultural 

role of the Ăbookò as well as the ethos-shaping darwinian revolution of the evolutionary principle can 

also be added to this long list. Nothing less than a complex modernity theory could give an account of 

the totality of agencies and interferences (see TAYLOR 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 rare polyhistors, became 

inaccessible due to the intensive differentiation of specialized sciences. 

(2) Human awareness of being Ăco-creatorsò in the world is now raised in a different way thanks to 

the industrial and technological revolutions. 

This means that various Ăhermeneuticsò associated with the subjective pole are gaining more and more 

prominence alongside the Ăepistemologiesò associated with the objective pole. These conceptual and 

ideological changes have clearly eroded the classical tradition of the Book of Nature, as they transformed 

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

Consequently, it wasnôt obvious to what extent the power of the former liber naturae thought would 

imbue the Late Modern culture. While the Ăbookò metaphor used to be perfectly suited to illustrate 

certain contexts of the Christian doctrine of creation, this shift in the public imaginary connected with 

the Book of Nature would discourage not only contemporary naturalists but also theologians to express 

their awe by this metaphor while experiencing nature. However, it is also true that experiencing ĂThe 

Unreasonable Effectiveness of Mathematicsò, connects Nobel Prize winning contemporary physicists 

with an important element of the Book of Nature tradition (see WIGNER 1960, pp. 1-14). This is the 

interference point where pragmatic naturalists turn into sages with childish awe, who could ï in that 

very moment ï 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 Tanzella-Nitti is contemplating the possibility of using the renewed 

liber naturae idea. He argues that it is an opportunity not yet exploited for theology to integrate better 

the recent results of natural sciences, and to clarify its relation with empirical disciplines on the 

epistemological level: Ăthe result of natural sciences can be considered a source of positive speculation, 

so that they can truly help theology to better understand the word of Godò (TANZELLA -NITTI  2004, 

                                                           
1 A term coined for the period between 1789 (the French Revolution) and 1918 (the end of World War I) of the 

Western European history that was specially intensive from the point of view of scientific development. 
2 Summaries on Taylorôs outline on the theory of modernity in Hungarian: GALLAGHER 2014, pp. 731-738; 

BAGYINSZKI 2010, pp. 45-56. 
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p. 73). The impact of the updated liber naturae experience on the cognitive subject is no less important 

when assessing the perspectives. The awe felt contemplating the Book of Nature is capable of 

transforming both a scientist or a theologian who ever experienced it: 

ĂTo believe that the natural world has the logic of a book, ordered and non-

chaotic, written by God and containing a rational message, could influence the 

óspiritô with which a scientist carries out his or her activity.ò (Ibid.) 

The history of the Book of Nature tradition revised at our conference, its modern-day 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 important to take into account the fact 

that the idea of the Ănatural moral lawò (lex naturalis) is also closely related to the liberal naturae 

thought. Catholic theology cannot declare on this law only in past time, since contemporary teachings 

of the Magisterium often apply updated principles that have their origin in the lex naturalis idea (cf. 

INTERNATIONAL THEOLOGICAL COMMISSION 2009, 69-75). The tradition of the arguments for the 

existence of God also has its source in this idea. Ultimately, the Book of Nature tradition itself fits into 

the broader context of the Patristic Doctrine of the Logos ī an overall framework formed by general 

revelation (manifested in the creation) and special revelation (Scripture testimony) ī which has been a 

constitutive element of the Catholic tradition (see BAGYINSZKI  in VĆRNAI 2019, pp. 157-192). 

Therefore, it is still interesting to discuss the question we treated in many aspects in the conference. A 

question that offers further possibilities for contemplation: following the ressourcement of 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 

the Book of Nature tradition, which is part of the wider tradition? 
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Tanzella-Nitti, G. (2020): The theological import of the metaphor of the Book of Nature: historical hallmarks and 

open questions. A ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò-metafora teol·giai hozad®ka: tºrt®nelmi fordul·pontok ®s nyitott k®rd®sek. 

Acta Pint®riana, 6: 11-21.  

Abstract:  A tanulm§ny c®lja ºsszegezni a ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò-metafora kutat§s§val kapcsolatos 

k®rd®sek mai §ll§s§t, k¿lºnºsk®ppen is a fundament§lteol·gus szempontjai szerint. A szerzŖ a k®rd®s 

m§sodlagos irodalm§nak bemutat§sa nyom§n hangs¼lyozza, hogy a metafora ir§nti ®rdeklŖd®s messze 

t¼lmutat a teol·gia ter¿let®n. A liber naturae-hagyom§ny diakronikus szerkezet®nek elemz®se ut§n, a 

hagyom§ny aktualiz§lhat·s§g§nak problematik§ja kºti le a szerzŖ figyelm®t. A szinkronikus ®s elemzŖ 

t§rgyal§son bel¿l k¿lºnºsen ®rdekfesz²tŖ a lex naturalis k®rd®skºr vizsg§lata, amely term®szetes 

erkºlcsi tºrv®ny problematik§ja szervesen illeszkedik az itt vizsg§lt t§gabb hagyom§nyba. A tanulm§ny 

a szerzŖ kor§bbi ²r§sain§l terjedelmesebben kit®r a ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò ï gondolat kort§rs tan²t·hivatali 

recepci·j§ra (vº. AP 2016, pp. 55-75). A gondolatmenet a hagyom§ny aktualiz§l§sa szempontj§b·l 

fontos hermeneutikai k®rd®seket is felv§zolja, mikºzben az eg®sz t®m§t elhelyezi a II. Vatik§ni Zsinat 

§ltal feleleven²tett klasszikus Logosz-teol·gia horizontj§n. Nyomtatott form§ban a jelen angol nyelvŤ 

szºveg magyar ford²t§sa is el®rhetŖ (In: BAGYINSZKI Ć. [ed.] [2019]: A ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò mint a 

ĂSzent²r§s kºnyv®nekò anal·gi§ja. Konferenciakºtet, Sapientia Szerzetesi Hittudom§nyi FŖiskola & 

LôHarmattan, Budapest, pp. 21-48). 

I. Introduction 

Recent times have witnessed a remarkable interest in the notion of the ĂBook of Natureò as a locus 

of divine presence and revelation. In recent Magisterium of the Catholic Church, it has been most 

prominently mentioned by John Paul II in Fides et ratio (see JOHN PAUL II 1998, n. 19), Benedict XVI 

in Verbum Domini as well as in other discourses (see BENEDICT XVI 2010d, nn. 6-21; 2009d, n. 51), 

and Francis in Laudato siô (see FRANCIS 2015, nn. 12, 85, 239).
 
Indeed, interest in the metaphor reaches 

far beyond the theological domain: for many centuries it has attracted continuing fascination in a range 

of contexts including literature, art and particularly the natural sciences (see for example DEBUS &  

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. 
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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 as a book is only an improper analogy, that is, a metaphor, which raises 

questions regarding the origins and the historical development 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 development; in 20th century Fundamental 

theology the notion of revelation of God through the created world received less attention, compared 

with the wide room given to Godôs revelation through the history of salvation, centered on the religious 

experience of the people of Israel (see CA¤IZARES &  TANZELLA -NITTI 2006, pp. 289-335). 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 

li terature, 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 misunderstandings arises, because many webpages, institutes 

and programs of spirituality propose to re-evaluate, or be in tune with, the ĂBook of Natureò. This gives 

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 as a book remains a delicate question. In my opinion, there is an urgent 

need for greater theological discernment and for good scholarly work on this so important subject-

matter. 

II. 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 

classic reference is that to Curtiusô European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages (1948), which 

includes a chapter on the metaphoric uses of the book in the history of literature and quotes various 

(mainly Medieval) instances of nature as a book (see CURTIUS 1990, chap. 16). The metaphorical 

approach is applied more systematically in Rothackerôs Das Buch der Natur (1979) which, however, is 

only a collection of citations, the majority of which are from the age of Romanticism (see ROTHACKER 

1979). A third major contribution is Blumenbergôs Die Lesbarkeit der Welt (1981), which uses both of 

the previous studies as well as other sources to provide a more systematic analysis of the history of the 

idea that the world is readable (see BLUMENBERG 1981). Yet Blumenbergôs methodology is decidedly 

Ămetaphorologicalò (the term is his), and little attention is paid to the theological dimension of the 

question. 

More recently, there have been a range of theologically orientated studies, particularly the two series 

of volumes edited, respectively, by Vanderjagt and van Berkel, and by van der Meer and Mandelbrote, 

that include historical surveys and analyses of the metaphor (see the articles in 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 attention to the Classical and Patristic Ages, when the metaphor was born. I proposed a more 

theological approach in my article The Two Books prior to the Scientific Revolution, published in 2004 

(see TANZELLA -NITTI 2004, pp. 51-83)
 
and, more recently, in a section of vol. 3 of my Treatise on 

Fundamental Theology in Scientific Context, published in 2018 (see TANZELLA -NITTI 2018, pp. 343-

450), which includes a chapter dedicated to the revelation of God through creation. As far as I know, 

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


Acta Pint®riana 6. 2020.   doi :10.29285/actapinteriana 

 

13 

 

there are no monographic studies that would set a clear framework and analyze the historical uses of the 

metaphor across different authors.1 

On my own part, during the last 15 years I 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 years ago, I planned 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 the 500-page PhD thesis 

authored by the Finnish scholar Oskari Juurikkala, which is entitled, The Patristic and Medieval 

metaphor of the Book of nature: implications for Fundamental theology, ready to be discussed within 

the current academic year. I am indebted to Oskari for part of the material I propose you in the Lecture 

of this first session. 

III. 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 common 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 Greece; however the 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 (354-430) (see CURTIUS 1990, pp. 302-311; 

BLUMENBERG 1981, chaps. 3-4). Drecoll has argued that the specific expression liber naturae (that is, 

the typical medieval and modern expression) is not found before Augustine (see DRECOLL in 

VANDERJAGT & BERKEL 2005, pp. 35-48). Drecollôs argument can be misleading, however, because he 

studies a specific combination of words, whereas the concept of book is certainly applied metaphorically 

to created nature before Augustine, at least by Anthony, Ephrem the Syrian (c. 306-373) and Evagrius 

Ponticus (c. 345-399). Blowers has quite convincingly argued that the beginnings of the analogy 

between Scripture and cosmos as Ătwo booksò should be traced back to Origen (184/185-253/254) (see 

BLOWERS 2012, pp. 318-319).2 All of these arguments may even be valid in terms of the parameters set 

by each 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 notion of logos, but 

he didnôt elaborate much on the argument, and his research is principally concerned with the spiritual 

dimension of theology of creation, where the metaphor can appear a peripheral matter (see BLOWERS 

2012, pp. 318-322). Biblical theology is surprisingly silent on the subject, although it should be clear 

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 which the metaphor 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 example BLUMENBERG 1981, chap. 5; 

NOBIS in RITTER 1971, pp. 957-959). 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 

                                                           
1 There are a number of interesting ideas in studies limited to individual authors. Other valuable but limited 

considerations may be found for example in BLOWERS in HARVEY & HUNTER 2008, pp. 906-931; BLOWERS 

2012, pp. 318-322; LOLLAR 2013, pp. 246-250. 
2 This view is supported by Benjamins, who however examines a limited range of sources and provides no explicit 

use of the metaphor in Origen (see BENJAMINS in VANDERJAGT & BERKEL 2005, pp. 13-20). 
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underlying theological insights came from somewhere else. It seems that a key-role was played by John 

Scottus Eriugena (c. 810-877), who transmitted to the Latin environment, through both his own writings 

and translations, the ideas of the great Greek Fathers ī the Cappadocians, Pseudo-Dionysius, and most 

importantly Maximus the Confessor. Concerning the subsequent development of the Medieval 

metaphor, pride of place has conventionally been given to Bonaventure (1221-1274). However, this 

attribution too could be somewhat misleading, because Bonaventure was essentially using ideas 

common in the 12th century, especially in the writings of Hugh of Saint Victor (1096-1141). 

Regarding the theological foundations and implications of the Medieval metaphor, the issue may be 

addressed of what are the continuities and discontinuities with respect to the Patristic texts. Of course, 

there are significant continuities, which suggest that there is already a well-established 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 now more explicit expression, enriching the metaphor 

with a third book, the book of the Cross. Second, while the Patristic metaphor was predominantly 

conceptualized in terms of the spoken word (based on the divine Logos and the logoi that the creature 

are), the Medieval Book of Nature (and the various sub-metaphors to which it gives rise) is increasingly 

presented as something which must be seen, not only heard. Third, in each period the metaphor reflects 

the framework offered by the theology of the period: Godôs call to salvation, the relationship between 

creation and redemption, the role of the Incarnated Word, all subjects about which the Fathers of the 

Church and the Middle Age authors didnôt have the same and identical perspective. It is known that in 

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 naturalistic studies 

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 later into light in the 17th and 18th centuries were surprisingly 

prepared by the Liber creaturarum by Raymond of Sebond (1385-1436), a text that the Italian scholar 

Lino Conti has the merit to have underlined and commented in recent years (see CONTI 2004). The 

autonomy of nature, that of its own language, and the possibility of a closer vis- -̈vis confrontation with 

the Book of Scripture, are all seeds present in Sebondôs view that, probably beyond his own 

expectations, brought about much stronger effects during the scientific 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 those who 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 view co-exist two 

different attitudes: one that states that the Author of Natureôs Book is the same Author of sacred 

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 the Judaeo-Christian 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 

(see HARRISON 1998; 2007; HARRISON in 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 to express. Moreover, 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 present-day questions and discussions around the relation between faith and 

reason. Think, for instance, to 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 natural sciences; e) the inter-religious 

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.); c) what is their true 

hermeneutical context (type of literature, the context 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 analyze the historical origination, 

diffusion and evolution of the metaphor. 

On the other hand, there are more properly theological questions, which go beyond the texts and the 

words used and, in a sense, go even beyond the metaphor itself, because they Ăopenò the notion of book 

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 

foundation and vision that give rise to the metaphor (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 implications. They are, in 

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; c) does the Book of Nature 

have any moral and/or salvific relevance for those 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 the Christological dimension of this book. In other 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. 

Letôs go more in depth into the two properly theological issues here mentioned, namely the very 

foundation of the metaphor and their implications for todayôs Fundamental theology. 

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 cosmological logos of Greek philosophy and the biblical idea of the divine 

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 

interpretation of 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 doubt that the theology of the divine Word, 

that is the role of Logos in the work of creation, is central to the Patristic and Medieval idea of nature as 

a book; it is repeatedly found in the context of theology of creation, and over time it becomes more and 

more clearly expressed in the idea of the logoi 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 because his extensive doctrine 

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, but many 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 Logos. Even the authors 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 pre-Christian texts, they provide of course some preparation 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 dialogue between 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 loss of divine transcendence. The Christian 

understanding (and transformation) of the cosmological logos of Greek philosophers was fundamental 

for this new vision, because it provided the conceptual tools for distinguishing between the transcendent 

(non-immanent) Logos and the created logoi, 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 contemporary revival of the Book of nature in the teachings 

of the Catholic Church: chances and uncertainties 

Concerning the implications of the metaphor for todayôs Fundamental theology it should be noted 

that some of them are intrinsic to the view of nature as Ăa bookò, while others refer to idea of having 

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 true 

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 certain work 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 the place of a true 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 decades seems to 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 II defines this book as Ăthe first stage of divine Revelation [é] which, 

when read with the proper tools of human reason, can lead to knowledge of the Creatorò (n. 19); an 

idea he resumed and developed during a couple of Wednesday catechesis, given on occasion of General 

Audiences (cf. JOHN PAUL II 2000; 2002). 

Benedict XVI quotes the metaphor in the encyclical Caritas in veritate (2009) (cf. n. 51), and speaks 

of it widely in the post-synodal exhortation Verbum Domini (2010). 

In this last document, he states that Ăwhile the Christ event is at the heart of divine revelation, we 

also need to realize that creation itself, the liber naturae, is an essential part of this symphony of many 

voices in which the one word is spokenò (n. 7); then, he adds, Ăwe can compare the cosmos to a óbookô 

[é], the work of an author who expresses himself through the ósymphonyô of creationò (n. 13). There 

are about a dozen speeches by this Pontiff ī addresses, catechesis and speeches of various kinds ī which 

speak of nature as a book that the Creator offered to us. Benedict XVI often uses this image to point out 

that the rationality of creation and the rationality of the human mind, capable of understanding it, both 

have their origin in God (cf. for instance BENEDICT XVI  2005; 2008; 2009a; 2009c; 2009b; 2010b; 

2010a; 2010c; 2013). The metaphor is well present also in pope Francis Encyclical Laudato siô (2015): 
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ĂGod has written a precious book ī the Pontiff says ī whose letters are the 

multitude of created things present in the universe.ò (N. 85; cf. nn. 6, 11, 239)3 

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 (cf. JOHN PAUL II , 1998, n. 34, footnote 29; BENEDICT 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 authors? 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 Neo-platonic view of the Renaissance 

Academies. I believe that this choice is only the result of a kind of Ăoverexposureò of the Galileo affair, 

an author that the Catholic Church likes to mention when she deals with issues related to the natural 

sciences. Galileoôs sentences are well known and, perhaps, also materially more available than 

quotations coming from other 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 same words of the 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 and the 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 to the ĂTwo Booksò, Nature and Scripture, theology is 

easily induced to employ it just to frame the relationship 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 think. In fact, if the 

image of the ĂTwo Booksò is used to express the two modalities of the same divine Revelation, namely 

revelation through creation and revelation through the biblical message, we must not forget that, in 

Catholic theology, the book of Scripture cannot express, by alone, the entire historical-supernatural 

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, as Scripture does. 

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 enough to prevent todayôs Fundamental 

theology from speaking fruitfully of Nature as a book written by God? If we donôt want to use the 

adjective Ăambiguousò when we speak of the Book of Nature, we should at least acknowledge that a 

theologian would face a multi-layers image, having different meanings. The tricky and problematic 

heritage of the very concept of Ănatureò, one of the most complex subject-matter in all the history of 

ideas, adds more troubles to an already problematic issue. If theologians confine themselves 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 this book, the knowledge of the Creator, of whom biblical revelation speaks 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 and universal. 

                                                           
3 The metaphor was proposed also in the Homily on the Solemnity of Epiphany (FRANCIS 2014). 
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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. The image of the ĂTwo Booksò, then, 

stresses the uniqueness of their Author. 

c) This book shows the self-sufficiency of a natural moral order with respect to the teachings 

contained in the biblical revelation, placing the latter by parentheses, or declaring it 

superfluous. 

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 image of the ĂTwo Booksò, can endorse a break between the rational and mathematical 

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, I suggest that theology must also acknowledge some interesting and precise Ălines of 

thoughtò. They seem to resist the diversification of the hermeneutics proposed and to overcome the 

differences and purposes with which the image has been used. Three main ideas that the metaphor 

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 images of nature, 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 nature is in front of our eyes like an open book, a public book that everyone can 

read, even if not everyone knows how to interpret it immediately, is a shared content that persists through 

all epochs with different emphasis. The sky is above all of us, the earth is under 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 arguments, to 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 deny its universality. 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 too often 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 both interested in reason, that is, in the Logos at basis of 

the Bookôs readability. 

Second, those who have used for centuries the metaphor of nature as a Book, or also the metaphor 

of the ĂTwo Booksò to include a comparison with Scripture, they all have accepted, at least implicitly, 

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, something 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 (including scientists) to evaluate which 

Subjects are philosophically adequate to play the role of an intelligent and personal author. It should be 

noticed that the reference to the Ăauthorò was not denied even by those who, throughout history, 

emphasized the self-sufficiency of the Book or defended the autonomy of scientific work; at least until 

the rise of 19th century materialism, none of these prerogatives of nature was affirmed against the 

existence of God. Within the rich framework of the metaphor, theology could help scientists to recognize 

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


Acta Pint®riana 6. 2020.   doi :10.29285/actapinteriana 

 

19 

 

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 personal writer, 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 fostered by the 

historical fecundity of the metaphor of the ĂTwo Booksò ī albeit the limits and the hermeneutical 

warnings already highlighted. Contrary to a rather widespread clich®, the scientific revolution did not 

mark a break between the Two Books, but rather gave voice 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 of 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 arose and new implications 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 

discoveries claimed ī and in a certain way will always ask for ī a re-reading of the Book of Scripture. 

Beyond the inaccuracies and misunderstandings that the Copernican affaire showed on both sides, the 

call that Galileo addressed to theologians will be addressed by other 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 them 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. A scientist like Robert Boyle, for example, was able to 

make these different readings, showing how they complemented each other. 

In conclusion, I hope that a Fundamental theology which operates in a scientific context like ours, 

could appraise all the richness that the metaphor still have and use it more fruitfully. 
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Tanzella-Nitti, G. (2020): The metaphor of the Book of Nature in the Modern Age: history and heritage. A 

ĂTerm®szet kºnyv®nekò metafor§ja az ¼jkorban: tºrt®nelem ®s ºrºks®g. Acta Pint®riana, 6: 23ï33.  

Abstract: A tanulm§ny Raimundus de Sabunde 15. sz§zadi munk§ss§g§t·l a kºzelm¼ltig tekinti §t a 

ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò-metafora tºrt®net®t ®s annak teol·giai jelentŖs®g®t. A korszaknak ebben a kor§bbi 

publik§ci·in§l r®szletesebb t§rgyal§s§ban a szerzŖ kit®r P. Paracelsus, H. C. Agrippa, G. Galilei, R. 

Boyle, J. Kepler Liber Creaturarum-hagyom§nyhoz adott hozz§j§rul§s§ra (vº. AP 2016, pp. 55-75), 

valamint e gondolkod·knak a hagyom§ny ¼jkori sz®t§gaz§s§ban betºltºtt szerep®re. A tºrt®neti 

§tekint®ssel p§rhuzamosan a tanulm§ny a hagyom§ny aktualiz§l§sa szempontj§b·l fontos hermeneutikai 

k®rd®seket is felv§zolja, mikºzben az eg®sz t®m§t elhelyezi a II. Vatik§ni Zsinat §ltal feleleven²tett 

klasszikus Logosz-teol·gia horizontj§n. Nyomtatott form§ban a jelen angol nyelvŤ tanulm§ny magyar 

ford²t§sa is el®rhetŖ (In: BAGYINSZKI Ć. [ed.] [2019]: A ĂTerm®szet kºnyveò mint a ĂSzent²r§s 

kºnyv®nekò anal·gi§ja. Konferenciakºtet, Sapientia Szerzetesi Hittudom§nyi FŖiskola & LôHarmattan, 

Budapest, pp. 49-76). 

I. At the roots of natureôs view in the Modern Age: 

the case of Raymond of Sebond 

As the Italian historian of science Lino Conti has shown, at the root of the Modern Ageôs view of the 

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 (1385-1436) entitled Liber 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 re-arranged and organized in different ways and for different 

purposes (see for instance MONTAIGNE 1987; REGOLI 1789-1793; REGOLI 1819). 

As Sebond states in his Prologue ī I am paraphrasing from the Latin text ī the knowledge of the 

Book of Nature allows us to understand, in a true and infallible way, and without much effort, all truths 

                                                           
1 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 manuscripts: Liber Naturae sive Creaturarum (Paris), 

Scientia Libri creaturarum seu Naturae et de Homine (Toulouse), Liber Creaturarum sive de Homine (Clermond-

Ferrand). The title Theologia naturalis was added later, by some publishers, starting from its 2nd edition in 1485. 
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about created things, man and God. The Book of Nature tells us all that is necessary for our perfection 

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 Scripture.2 Both Books were 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 heretics or heresies; contrary 

to Scripture, Nature cannot be deleted nor lost.3 In Sebondôs view, the relationship between the two 

books undergoes a subtle equilibrium. From the one hand, the Book of Nature seems to have a certain 

priority, because it precedes, and in some 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 sacred Scriptures were 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 universal;4 from the point of view 

of dignity, the Book of Scripture has a higher value, because of its divine authority (cf. SABUNDE 1966, 

Titulus CCXV, pp. 322-324). 

Although Sebond strives to keep his balance, the matter is critical, and the risk of over-evaluating 

the Book of Nature at the expense of the sacred Scripture is real. 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, Sebondôs Liber Creaturarum was 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. Others saw in this work one a beautiful example of Ănatural theologyò, in tune with the 

philosophical and theological tradition of all Christianity.5 As 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 into the Index of the forbidden books. However, confirming the ambivalence 

we speak about, only five years later, in 1564, the same Pius IV limited the prohibition to the Prologue 

only, asking that a note of theological clarification be inserted in all the later publications of the work. 

If we look carefully to its contents, Sebondôs Liber Creaturarum seems to pave the way to a Ămodern 

religion of natureò, capable of conveying moral and spiritual values without a necessary reference to the 

revealed religion based on 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 is a kind of Ălay sacralizationò of nature, different from those spiritual views of 

nature practiced by Scottus Eriugena, the Celtic Christianity, Hildegard von Bingen or Franciscus of 

                                                           
2 ĂIsta scientia docet omnem hominem cognoscere realiter, infallibiliter, sine difficultate et labore omnem veritatem 

necessariam, homini cognoscere, tam de homine, quam de Deo, 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 Scriptura dicitur et 

praecipitur, per hanc scientiam cognoscitur infallibiliter cum magna certitudineò (SABUNDE 1966, Prologus, pp. 

27*-28*). 
3 ĂPrimus liber, naturae, non potest falsificari, nec deleri, nec false interpretari. Ideo, haeretici non possunt eum 

false intelligere; neque aliquis potest fieri in eo haereticus. Sed secundus potest falsificari et false interpretari et 

male intelligiò (SABUNDE 1966, Prologus, pp. 36*-37*). 
4 ĂEt ideo conveniunt ad invicem, et unus non contradicit alteri. Sed tamen primus est nobis connaturalis, secundus 

supernaturalisò (SABUNDE 1966, Prologus, pp. 37*). 
5 The Liber Creaturarum was known and appreciated, among others authors, by Nicholas of Kues, Hugo Grotius, 

Blaise Pascal, Peter Canisio, Franciscus of Sales, Georg Wilhelm Hegel, Giovanni Regoli. 
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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 the deism of the Western Europe Enlightenment, 

a religion of reason and nature which leaves aside, and often criticizes, all the revealed religions. 

II. Toward a breaking of the harmony 

In the history of the image of the Two Books, Nature and Scripture, the 17th and 18th centuries were 

the two centuries in which the meaning of the metaphor underwent the greatest conceptual and 

hermeneutical transformations. The Patristic and Medieval periods didnôt know a dialectic opposition 

between the two Books, although the search for an accomplished and reliable articulation between them 

remained a problem to be solved, as shown emblematically by Raymond of Sebondôs thought. It is 

worthwhile to note that, when approaching the Modern Age, the metaphor of the Ămirrorò, for which 

the creation was still only a reflection of the divine sphere, is gradually disappearing, testifying that 

Ănatureò acquires a progressive and stronger autonomy. Nature is the source of its own meaning, without 

need to reflect the meaning of something else. However, non-conflicting views of the Two Books are 

well present in this period, as shown, among others, by authors such as Nicholas of Kues (1401-1464) 

or even Martin Luther (1483-1546). 

It is an opinion shared by many scholars that it was Philippus Paracelsus (1493-1541) who 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 the direct and 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 

Pythagoras, Plato 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 authored a De rerum naturae. According 

to Paracelsus: 

ĂFrom the light of Nature must enlightenment come, that the text liber naturae 

be understood, without which enlightenment no philosopher nor natural scientist 

may be.ò 

And one of his students will add: 

ĂLet the others read their compendiums, while we study in the great picture book 

which God has opened for us outdoors.ò6 

Henry Cornelius Agrippa of Nettesheim (1486-1535) maintained a similar thesis, stating in his work De 

incertitudine et vanitate scientiarum atque artium, that 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 speaking of the natural word, 

must be put now on a secondary level. 

Starting from the beginning of the 16th 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 without the mediation of any Church. What is at stake is not the 

                                                           
6 Texts quoted by CURTIUS 1990, pp. 322; cf. also PEUCKERT 1941, 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, rather, is the Ălay turnò now available to the 16th century naturalists: the world can 

be read directly, and 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 moral laws, 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 Ăspiritualò reading of the book of Nature is still possible, 

but it is no longer Christian, 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 theological origin. 

III. Galileo Galileiôs view of the Book of Nature 

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 (1564-1642) we didnôt find any sentence 

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 characters are triangles, circles and geometric figures: this is what he states 

in a well known page of The Assayer (1623). As a consequence, only the specialists of the natural 

sciences are capable of reading it, not exegetes nor theologians. This book can be read only by those 

who know that language. 

ĂPhilosophy ī he affirms ī is written in this grand book, the universe, which 

stands continually open to our gaze. But the book cannot be understood unless 

one first learns to comprehend the language and read the letters in 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 

in a dark labyrinth.ò (GALILEI 1968b, pp. 232)7 

The metaphor appears again, with similar words, almost 20 years later, in the Letter to Fortunio 

Liceti (1641) where it seems enriched by a polemical vein. The Ănatural philosophersò, he points out, 

stand out because they do not study nature through Aristotleôs books, but through scientific observations: 

ĂThe book of philosophy is now that which stands perpetually open before our 

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 sort of reading.ò (GALILEI 1968c, pp. 295) 

Therefore, the books employed up to that moment are outdated: the interpretation of nature is now 

entrusted to the method of Ăsensible and meaningful experiencesò and to a language, mathematics and 

geometry, which allows to avoid ambiguities, distinguishing appearance from reality. 

The key-statements of Galileoôs view of the metaphor could be summarized as follows: a) God is 

certainly the same Author of the Two Books (cf. Copernican letters); b) Nature is written in the language 

of mathematics, and its characters are triangles, circles and others geometric figures; it can be read only 

by those who know this language (cf. The Assayer 1623 in FAVARO 1968, pp. 197-372); c) Nature is the 

                                                           
7 On the meaning of the mathematical language in Galileoôs works see PALMERINO in BERKEL 2006, pp. 27-44. 
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very object of natural philosophy: therefore a matter for scientists, not for theologians (cf. Dialogue on 

the Two Chief World Systems 1632 in FAVARO 1968a, pp. 25-520; p. 27); d) The books on nature written 

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

by experimental knowledge (cf. Letter to Fortunio Liceti, 1641 in FAVARO 1968c, pp. 293-295); 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 (cf. The Assayer, 1623 in FAVARO 1968, pp. 197-372). 

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

metaphor is, in Galileoôs words, surprisingly overturned. If St. Augustine and other authors of the 

Patristic period could state that Ăeveryone, even the illiterate, can read the book of the universeò,8 

instead, according to Galileoôs view, people qualified to read it belong to a much narrower circle. Even 

Raymond of Sebondôs proposition that the knowledge of the Book of Nature is familiar to everyone, 

while the book of Scripture can be read only by the clerics, is here overturned. Nevertheless, the Italian 

scientist is still convinced that the ĂTwo Booksò are in agreement with each other, because God is the 

only author of them, the sacred Scriptures written by the Holy Spirit, and Nature operating according to 

the orders received by the divine Word (see GALILEI 1968d, pp. 282). However, Galileoôs view sets 

forth that the Two Books show a remarkable difference: the revealed truths were dictated by God in the 

Bible using human language, which remains limited and somewhat ambiguous, while the natural truths 

were written by God with the precise language of mathematics. On closer inspection, it is the limits of 

verbal language as such ī when compared with mathematical and geometric languages ī that Galileo 

seems to want to highlight in his Copernican letters, without 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 the natural world. The Ăwallsò to protect the autonomy of nature are built restricting the 

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 the Church the obstacle to 

the reading of Natureôs book was the absence of contemplative spirit and humility, and while the 

Medieval theologians emphasized the role of human sin, Galileo now points out that the true obstacle is 

just the ignorance of geometry and mathematics. 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 ī and this is a point of the utmost importance ī that such a change 

becomes possible because the different dimensions owned by the polysemic concept of Ănatureò now 

rank according to a hierarchy different from the past. The aesthetic-contemplative dimension, which 

was the only one available to the Fathers of the Church and to the author of the Classical ages, it is no 

longer the first one to be grasped. This dimension/meaning does not disappear, but it requires a 

Ăsupplementò of reflection: the most important meanings that modern Scholars of nature now associate 

to their object of study are 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 natural phenomenon 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 phenomenon could be an object of contemplation ī think, 

for a moment, to Maxwellôs equations of electromagnetic field ī we donôt understand a mathematical 

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 realities are no longer read 

but rather analyzed and reproduced. The symbols that represent them, like those described by a formula, 

                                                           
8 ĂIt is the divine page that you must listen to; 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 universeò (AUGUSTINE: Enarrationes in Psalmos 45,7). 
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begin to express Ăour way of controllingò those same realities. On an aesthetic and contemplative level, 

the room for Godôs revelation in nature becomes increasingly thinner, 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 laws there exist ī as a metaphysical substratum which grounds the readability of the Book 

ī the Ălaws of natureò that point to the rationality of the Logos and transcend any mathematization, but 

it remains true that, to bring them to light, science is not enough and we need a Ăphilosophy of natureò. 

Concerning Galileoôs understanding of the metaphor, 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), or was it 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 it, 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 Neo-platonism is able to capture the image of the book and leads 

its understanding, it is because of the Ărationalityò that the metaphor expresses, rather than for the idea 

of Ăreadabilityò. The reasons for the success of the metaphor, which from Galileo onwards will 

accompany the scientific culture up to our days, seem to lie, above all, in the fact that it conveys very 

well the vision of a nature that had become an autonomous and consistent Ăsource of studyò, a book 

open before the eyes of the observer, whose reading, like that of any other book, requires 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 

Ălawsò (whose etymology can still be traced back to one of the meanings of l®ghein), those who 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 science throughout the 17th century and for 

much of the 18th century, even if the reference to the Ăsecondò book, that of Scripture, will become 

increasingly implicit or even absent. 

III. Some different perspectives co-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 I cannot give here an account of them. 

Among the authors who speak of the Book of Nature we find Francis 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 is inspired by the metaphor. It is the case of No±l Antoine Pluche, Spectacle de la 

Nature (1732) and John Toogood, The Book of Nature (1802). Similar views are present in the works 

by John Ray, William Derham and William Paley. A good amount of authors endorse the view that 

creation should be considered Ăour first revelationò. Other authors, such as Ren® Descartes, Balthasar 

Graci§n and Federico Cesi, emphasize the role of the ĂBook of the worldò, that is, what we can learn 

travelling and by our own experience, opposed to the learning of traditional education entrusted to 

printed books and rules. 

Because of his scientific authority, the thought of Robert Boyle (1627-1691) is of special interest for 

us. The image of the book is well present in his last work, The Christian Virtuoso (1690), which contains 

his scientific and sapiential meditation. Referring to the method employed by scientific research Boyle 

affirms: 
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ĂThe book of Nature is a large and beautiful rolled tapestry that we cannot see 

all at once, but we must be content to wait for the discovery of its beauty and its 

symmetry, little by little, as it gradually unfolds showing itself more and more.ò 

(BOYLE 1690, Part II, Proposition VI, Aphorism XXI.)9 

In a short essay entitled Of the Study of the Booke of Nature, written 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 wisdom (see BOYLE in 

HUNTER & DAVIS 1999-2000, pp. 147-172). If nature is the place of the Creatorôs revelation, then the 

scientist is a privileged recipient of this revelation, thanks to his sophisticated instruments and the deeper 

observations he can make. The scientist does not keep this divine revelation 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 men, a kind of Ăpriestlyò function that we will find explicit also in Johannes Kepler 

(1571-1630). 

The metaphor of the Book is also present in another of Boyleôs work, entitled Some Considerations 

touching the Usefulness of Experimental Natural Philosophy (1663). Boyle is convinced that knowledge 

of the Book of Nature does not hinder the Christian faith, but rather favors it; to this end he does not 

promote naive concordisms, as the Physico-Theology movement will do short later, but he rightly 

maintains that the Christian virtues that illuminate the relationship with God, such as humility, gratitude, 

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. The Book of Scripture is superior, because if the Ănaturalistò 

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 Theology (1674), 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 investigating 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 that contained in works having an apologetic or theological-

catechetical character, even if written by men of science (as in Boyleôs case). According to this first 

tradition, Nature is a public book, to which everyone has access. Following a second tradition, the book 

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 Neo-platonic character, affirms that the book is no 

longer public and is often associated with a polemic vein: it preserves the idea that only specialists, that 

is, Ănatural philosophersò, can read this book. In this last case, the careful observation and study of 

nature is reserved for those who know the formal language of science, a terrain in which metaphysical 

philosophers and theologians wouldnôt know how to act properly. This third view is endorsed, for 

instance, by the Italian physician Giovanni Alfonso Borelli, admirer and follower of Galileo, founder of 

a school of medicine called Ăiatro-mathematicsò. In his work De motu animalium (1679), Borelli 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 

Anglo-Saxon, Protestant cultural environment, propose Ătheir ownò and personal reading of Scriptures, 

without any worry of reconciling this direct reading, that is their own biblical exegesis, with any 

theological school or church. In so doing, the priests of the Book of Nature end up being priests also of 

the Book of Scripture. Galileo himself, in his Copernican Letters, although he intended to go back to 

                                                           
9 The translation from an Italian edition is ours. 
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the Fathers of the Church to justify the use of non-literal exegesis, presented to theologians his own 

exegetical solutions, not without argumentative deficiencies and some contradiction (see MCMULLIN  in 

MACHAMER 1998, pp. 271-347; FABRIS 1986, espec. pp. 43-44). 

Different currents of thought also co-exist regarding the capability of human reason to read and 

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 the metaphor 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 longer the universality of Godôs aesthetic and salvific appeal, but the universality of reason. 

Even if the term ĂGodò does not disappear, Samuel Reimarus (1694-1768) and other deists now replace 

the reading of the Book of Nature with every possible divine revelation: 

ĂGod in his wisdom and goodness, if he wants to make all men blessed, cannot 

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 way by 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 as to the Greeks, to the Jews as to the Christians, 

in all places and in all times.ò 

(Reimarus in Lessing 1954-58, p. 734)10
 

Here gradually consolidates the idea that nature possesses a certain Ăredemptiveò value, a vision that 

will acquire both romantic and radical tones in J.-J. 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 

Bingen thought that learning from nature could even Ărestoreò a correct knowledge of things. Raymond 

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 least Ăpropaedeuticò, because it educates to humility and to those other 

virtues necessary to understand biblical 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 following 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 the Neo-platonic tradition and to the drifts of 

deists. Many Christian authors will feed it, although not always 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 and 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 also satisfactory causes for adequate 

morphogenesis and for the harmony between leaving beings and the environment. However, the authors 

who set forth the Darwinian interpretation of nature and history didnôt realize that the image of the 

ĂBookò would continue to have a value also within an evolutionary perspective: actually, the Latin term 

evolutio expresses the unfolding of the volumen, that is, of a book, the unrolling of the tapestry of nature 

                                                           
10 Apologie oder Schultzschrift f¿r die vern¿ngtigen Vereher Gottes published by Lessing with the title Aus den 

papieren des Ungenannten (1774). Unmºglichkeit einer Offenbarung, die alle Menschen auf eine gegr¿ndete Art 

glauben kºnnten (LESSING 1954-1958, pp. 686-734). The English translation is ours. 
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ī to use the metaphor employed by Robert Boyle. Pope Benedict XVI gave witness of this, on occasion 

of a speech to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in 2008.11
 

Another author who deserves to be quoted here is the 19th century geologist and Catholic priest 

Antonio Stoppani (1824-1891), who enlightened the import of the Book of Nature for educational 

purposes, especially for the youth: 

ĂThe study of Nature ī he wrote ī is not new, it is very old, primitive, as old as 

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 first human beings, in addition to the light of reason, nature is 

our first educator, the teacher of the teachers.ò (STOPPANI 1878, p. 774)12
 

A remarkable change of perspective occurs with the rise of German idealist romanticism. Many of 

the contents associated with the concept of nature are now shifted into the concept of history. 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, it has conferred authority, autonomy and 

systematic to the study of the natural sciences. However, from the 19th century onward, both nature and 

human life will be seen primarily as history, and so will be the Bible. The true nature is history, and 

nature itself is a history. Consequently, the world of books is considered only the parody of the real 

world and the metaphor of nature as a book loses interest. Nature has its own story to tell, the Ănatural 

storyò, and it does so using the material and finds that the scientist collects, observes, reads and 

deciphers, just as the historian does using his documents. From the comparison between ĂTwo Booksò 

we have moved, then, to the comparison between ĂTwo storiesò, the history of the natural cosmos and 

the history of biblical 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 mystery of the Incarnate 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 keeping dialogue 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 Book 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, cosmologist and priest, expressed in an occasion, precisely using the metaphor of the book: 

ĂBoth of them, (the believing scientist and the non-believing scientist) endeavor 

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 another and 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 

                                                           
11 ĂTo óevolveô literally means óto unroll a scroll,ô that is, to read a book. The imagery of nature as a book has its 

roots in Christianity and has been held dear by many scientists. [é] It is a book whose history, whose evolution, 

whose ówritingô and meaning, we óreadô according to the different approaches of the sciences, while all the time 

presupposing the foundational presence of the author who has wished to reveal 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 processes of change in the 

cosmos, matter as such is ólegibleôò (BENEDICT XVI, 2008). 
12 On this Italian priest and geologist see ALESSANDRINI 2016. 
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being, therefore that the problem raised by nature has been raised in order to be 

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 

without which a sustained effort cannot be kept up for long.ò 

(GODART &  HELLER III/21, p. 11 quoted in JOHN PAUL  II, 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 some history. Due to many reasons, most of theologians have 

lost the familiarity that the clergy of the 18th or 19th centuries had with the results, and even the practice, 

of the natural sciences. With regard to this need, Tommaso Campanella used very lively tones in his 

Apologia pro Galileo (1622), a writing in which, by the way, we also found a wide use of our metaphor 

of the book. Invoking Augustine and Thomas Aquinas as teachers, he recalls that in the Christian faith 

human reason founds itself at home; so it must continue to be, because çthose who prohibit Christians 

from studying philosophy and the sciences, prohibit them also from being Christiansè. And he adds his 

personal witness: 

ĂThe acceptance of the value of science by Christianity is, along with others, one 

of the major bonds that hold me back in the Church of Christ. And I think itôs the 

same for others. Why should we break it right now?ò 

(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, science gladly speaks of Ăcosmic codeò, making the image of the Book of 

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 principle, or 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 restricted. But 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 Collins, the scientist who directed the ĂGenome Projectò for 

the coding of the human genome, felt the need to write a book about DNA entitled The Language of 

God (2006); he gave rise, just after his conversion to Christianity, to a Foundation for interdisciplinary 

research on science and faith called ĂBio-Logosò. 

The future strategy, in my opinion, is to suggest theology to shift the very meaning of the book 

metaphor toward the powerful notion of information. In so doing, the relations between information in 

the universe, information in life, and a theology of the Logos should be carefully explored, re-evaluating 

a philosophy of nature centered on formal 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 continue to wonder. 
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Abstract: A manuscript gradual of Joannes K§joni (K§joni J§nos), written on paper, is kept in the 

Library of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Budapest, under the shelf mark K 786. K§joni, the 

renowned Franciscan church musician, compiled it for personal use in 1681, when he was the guardian 

of the convent of Cs²ksomly· (now ķumuleu Ciuc, Romania). The most detailed examination of the 

codex so far was published by Magdolna Forrai in 1972. I was able to identify five hands in the 

manuscript, not counting K§joniôs own, as, at some stage after 1681, antiphons, metric mass ordinaries 

and the Te Deum were added to the original content. The codex remained in use until the nineteenth 

century. Its most valuable section is the Franciscan gradual written by K§joni himself. He notated this 

part using cursive Hungarian musical notation, and not the standard quadratic neumes used in the order, 

although, he certainly had quadratic models. He did not complete his work; probably one of his students 

continued the copying of the gradual from the second part of the Easter Vigil onwards. Unfortunately, 

he did not reach the end of the church year either, stopping at the fifth Sunday after Trinity. Nevertheless, 

K§joniôs manuscript is a primary source of the church music of seventeenth-century Cs²ksomly·, 

reflecting the wide musical knowledge and practical liturgical concerns of its major Franciscan scribe. 

I. Bevezet®s 

A Magyar Tudom§nyos Akad®mia Kºnyvt§r§nak (MTA KIK) K®ziratt§ra K 786 jelzet alatt egy 

pap²rra ²rt, 290 Ĭ 208 mm lapm®retŤ, vegyes tartalm¼, 17-18. sz§zadi liturgikus zenei k®ziratot Ŗriz. 

Mivel leghosszabb szakasz§t, egy v§logatott t®telekbŖl §ll· gradu§l®t K§joni J§nos (1629/30-1687) 

ferences egyh§zzen®sz 1681-bŖl val· al§²r§sa ®kes²ti, a kºtet az irodalomban jobb§ra a K§joni-gradu§le 

(a tov§bbiakban KGr) n®vvel terjedt el. A mise liturgikus ®nekeinek v§ltoz· r®sz®t (proprium§t) 

                                                           
* A tanulm§ny elk®sz²t®s®ben n®lk¿lºzhetetlen seg²ts®get kaptam Muckenhaupt Erzs®bettŖl, a Cs²ki Sz®kely 

M¼zeum nyugalmazott muzeol·gus§t·l, valamint Papp Ćgnes zenetºrt®n®sztŖl, K§joni-kutat·t·l. A K§jonira 

vonatkoz· sz®leskºrŤ szakirodalom §ttekint®s®ben ny¼jtott eligaz²t§saik®rt, az eredeti forr§sokhoz val· 

hozz§f®r®s®rt, valamint ®rt®kes szakmai tan§csaik®rt h§l§val tartozom. Ugyancsak kºszºnºm cs²ksomly·i ferences 

testv®reimnek a n§luk Ŗrzºtt K§joni-k®ziratok tanulm§nyoz§s§nak lehetŖs®g®t, valamint az MTA KIK K®ziratt§ra 

munkat§rsainak, hogy a K§joni-gradu§l®t kutathattam, annak fot·it kºzºlhetem. A tanulm§ny a BTK 

Zenetudom§nyi Int®zet R®gi Zenetºrt®neti Oszt§ly§n fut· NKFIH 120 643 sz§m¼ kutat§si p§ly§zat t§mogat§s§val 

k®sz¿lt. 
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tartalmaz· kºnyvet K§joni k®sei ut·dai 1734-tŖl metrikus egysz·lam¼ ordin§riumokkal, majd k®sŖbb a 

Te Deum kott§j§val eg®sz²tett®k ki. Az elŖt§bla elŖz®k®re jegyzett rºvid, kott§s zsolozsmaanyagot ®s a 

benne feltŤnŖ tabulat¼r§s Kyrie-bejegyz®st mindeddig ugyancsak K§joninak tulajdon²tott§k a szoros 

®rtelemben vett gradu§le mellett. 

A KGr tartalmi ®s kodikol·giai r®szleteit a legm®lyebben feldolgoz· publik§ci· 1972-ben Forrai 

Magdolna1 toll§b·l sz¿letett (FORRAI 1972). ŕ vizsg§lta elŖszºr a kºt®s eredet®t ®s a kºtet tºrt®net®t, 

azonos²tott 4 lejegyzŖ kezet, nagy vonalakban ®rintette a gradu§le ®s az ordin§riumok zenei jellemzŖit, 

valamint felh²vta a figyelmet a nagybºjti rubrik§kban tal§lhat· n®p®nekes utal§sokra. A KGr anyag§val 

foglalkoz· k®sŖbbi szerzŖk mindegyik®nek2 ï ®s a jelen tanulm§ny elk®sz²t®se sor§n is ï Forrai §tfog· 

kºzlem®nye szolg§lt kiindul·pontul. 

A k®zirat eredetileg 16 kv²ni·b·l §llt, azaz egykori terjedelme 16 Ĭ 10 = 160 f·li· = 320 oldal volt. 

Az idŖk sor§n ebbŖl 77 f·li·, azaz 154 oldal veszett el. 

A rekt· oldalak als· sark§ban egy modern ceruz§s f·li·sz§moz§s fut, a hivatkoz§sokban ezt 

haszn§ljuk. ElŖz®k¿l a kºnyvtestet alkot· bif·li·kb·l egy-egy szolg§lt, sz®lsŖ lapjaikat eredetileg 

kiragasztott§k a kºnyvt§bl§k belsŖ fel®re. A fentebb eml²tett kottabejegyz®s miatt az elŖt§bla elŖz®k®n 

kezdŖdik a f·li·sz§moz§s (f. 1). Ezen fel¿l k®t tov§bbi sz§moz§st figyelhet¿nk meg a KGr lapjain. A 

rekt· oldalak felsŖ sark§ban k²v¿l egy modern ceruz§s oldalsz§moz§s fut ugyancsak az elŖz®ktŖl (f. 1r) 

kezdve. Enn®l fontosabb azonban a f. 3r jobb felsŖ sark§ban bel¿l indul· tint§s oldalsz§moz§s. B§r kiss® 

vil§gosabb §rnyalat¼ a kott§n§l ®s a szºvegn®l, a sz§mok jellegzetes form§ja alapj§n ®s a belsŖ utal§sok 

miatt val·sz²nŤs²thetŖ, hogy maga K§joni vezette be a marg· ®s a sziszt®m§k vºrºs elŖvonalaz§sa ut§n.3 

K§joni sz§moz§sa a 123. oldalig (f. 38r) tart, az 58-95. ®s a 98-115. oldalak kºzºtt pedig megszakad a 

4-6. ²vf¿zetek hi§nyainak megfelelŖen. A tov§bbiakban ĂKp.ò, illetve tºbb oldal eset®n ĂKpp.ò 

rºvid²t®ssel jelezz¿k, ha egy hivatkoz§st K§joni oldalsz§moz§s§val ®rt¿nk. 

A KGr lapjaira ºsszesen hat k®z jegyzett kott§t, ezek j·r®szt k¿lºnbºzŖ kor¼ak, ®s az alkalmazott 

not§ci· is igen v§ltozatos. A k®zirat zenei paleogr§fiai jellemzŖivel kor§bban Szendrei Janka 

foglalkozott, katal·gus§ban kºzºlte az azonos²tott kotta²r§s-t²pusokat.4 A jelen tanulm§nyban a Forrai 

nyom§n mindeddig K§joni kez®nek tartott szakaszok ï az elŖz®k M§ria-antif·n§i, a tabulat¼ra-

bejegyz®s ®s a szoros ®rtelemben vett gradu§le ï zenei paleogr§fiai saj§toss§gait vizsg§ljuk. 

II. K§joni kez®nek tartott bejegyz®sek a gradu§le anyag§n k²v¿l 

1. Conceptio BMV vesper§santif·n§i (ff. 1r-2r) 

Az elŖz®ken olvashat· M§ria-antif·n§k SzeplŖtelen Fogantat§s ¿nnep®nek (dec. 8., Conceptio BMV) 

                                                           
1 Forrai Magdolna M§ria Gregoria SSND (1918-1983) a Miasszonyunkr·l Nevezett Szeg®ny IskolanŖv®rek 

Kongreg§ci·j§nak tagja, zenetan§r, a n®pzene ®s az egyh§zi zene elhivatott kutat·ja. 
2 A k®zirat fŖbb irodalma: SEPRŕDI 1909, p. 145; SIMONIS 1936, p. 46; NEGREA 1941, p. 20; FORRAI 1972; 

DOMOKOS 1979, pp. 125-126, nr. 21; SZENDREI 1981, pp. 70-71 (C 112); HOLL 1992, p. 114; MURĆNYI 1997, 

p. XII, 5; ἧORBAN 2001; PAPP 1994, p. 54, nr. 11; RICHTER 2005a, p. XII-XVI; MEDGYESY-SCHMIKLI  2009; PAPP 

2019. 
3 Vº. a cs²ksomly·i ferences kolostorban Ŗrzºtt Cs²ksomly·i cantionale K§jonit·l sz§rmaz· tartalomjegyz®k®nek 

sz§maival. A forr§sr·l l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 1999, pp. 101-102. M®g erŖsebb ®rv tal§n, hogy a KGr f. 8v-n, 

Circumcisio Domini (jan. 1.) ¿nnep®n®l maga K§joni haszn§lja hivatkoz§sra a sz·ban forg· sz§moz§st: a 

kar§csonyi nagymise introitus§t (Puer natus est nobis) kijelºlŖ rubrika ut§n ²rja ï oldalsz§m ®rtelemmel ï a Ăfol. 

7.ò utal§st. 
4 A katal·gusadat paleogr§fiai vonatkoz§s¼ r®sze: Ămagyar not§ci·, kurz²v metzig·t, tabulat¼ra ®s menzur§lis ²r§s 

(K§joni k®z²r§sa); kvadr§t not§ci· ®s menzur§lis ²r§s (a p·tl§sokban)ò (SZENDREI 1981, pp. 70-71). 
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Leonardus de Nogaroli szerezte off²cium§b·l (Sicut lilium) val·k.5 Forrai szerint K§joni jegyezte le Ŗket 

kurz²v kotta²r§ssal (vº. FORRAI 1972, p. 91), azonban nagy val·sz²nŤs®ggel valaki m§s kez®tŖl 

sz§rmaznak. Egyr®szt a nagy m®ret alapj§n (6 kotta- ®s szºvegsor egy oldalon) a bejegyz®s elŖ®nekesek 

egy kisebb csoportj§nak k®sz¿lhetett, m²g K§joni kottam®rete (l§sd al§bb) ink§bb mag§nhaszn§latot 

sugall. Az ilyesf®le funkci·v§lt§s nem val·sz²nŤ a k®zirat egykor¼ r®tegeiben, fŖk®nt azonos lejegyzŖ 

eset®n. R§ad§sul az alkalmazott k®sei kurz²v metzig·t not§ci·t nem tudjuk K§joni kez®tŖl sz§rmaz· m§s 

forr§sb·l adatolni.6 Ahogy a gradu§le elemz®s®n®l l§tni fogjuk, Ŗ vagy a ferences rendben elŖ²rt kvadr§t 

not§ci·t haszn§lta, vagy a kurz²v magyar not§ci·t. A hist·ria tov§bb§ a K§joni kor§b·l ismert 

cs²ksomly·i antifon§l®kban nem, vagy m§sk®pp szerepel.7 V®g¿l a kºvetkezŖ pontban eml²tett, 

t®nylegesen K§jonit·l sz§rmaz· tabulat¼ra-r®szlet szervetlen¿l ®kelŖdik a Conceptio-antif·n§k kºz® 

(Mell®klet, 1. §bra), mintegy Ămegszak²tjaò a sorozatot. Val·j§ban a tabulat¼ra ker¿lhetett elŖbb a 

k®ziratba, ®s egy K§jonit kºvetŖ lejegyzŖ ²rta azt kºr¿l ï az elŖz®k ¿res oldalait ig®nybe v®ve ï 

antif·n§kkal.8 

2. Kyrie duplex maius (f. 2r) 

Bizonyosan K§joni jegyezte be a f. 2r felsŖ r®sz®re a Kyrie duplex maius megnevez®sŤ 

ordin§riumt®tel elsŖ sor§t Ammerbach-f®le ¼j n®met orgonatabulat¼r§val (Mell®klet, 1. §bra). M§r 

Forrai r§mutatott, hogy a t®tel megtal§lhat· K§joni Organo-Missale c²mŤ gyŤjtem®ny®ben (FORRAI 

1972, p. 91). Az 1667-ben Mikh§z§n ºssze²rt orgon§skºnyv elsŖ miseciklusa (Missa Prima. Duplex 

Primae Classis) ï ®s ez§ltal maga a gyŤjtem®ny ï e t®tellel kezdŖdik.9 Vajon mikor ®s mi®rt ker¿lt e 

                                                           
5 A sz·ban forg· antif·n§k a m§sodik vesper§shoz tartoznak: Nihil est candoris, Quae neque serpentis, Hanc quam 

tu despicis, Decuit virginem ea puritate, Haec est virga, Unica est columba mea. Ƅ Leonardus de Nogaroli IV. 

Sixtus p§pa (1471-1484) klerikusa volt, az ¿nnepre szerzett zsolozsm§j§t a p§pa 1476-ban tette hivataloss§, majd 

1488-ban Bernardinus de Bustis meg¼j²totta. V. Pius p§pa (1566-1572) reformjai nyom§n lecser®lt®k a 

Kisboldogasszonykor (szept. 8., Nativitas BMV) ®nekelt off²ciumra, amelyben ekkor a Ănativitasò sz·t minden¿tt 

Ăconceptioò-ra kellett igaz²tani (vº. RADč 1961, p. 1335). 
6 B§r Elena-Maria ἧorban a not§ci·t kurz²v magyark®nt azonos²tja, csak n®mi bizonytalans§ggal tartja K§joni 

kez®nek (ἧORBAN 2001, pp. 135-136). 
7 Az 5. l§bjegyzetben eml²tett, V. Pius-f®le form§t ²rta elŖ a velencei Lucantonio Giunta 1596-ban nyomtatott r·mai 

antifon§l®j§nak egy Cs²ksomly·n, majd k®sŖbb Mikh§z§n haszn§lt p®ld§nya (l§sd ἧORBAN & KURTA 2010), ²gy 

az nem jºhet sz§m²t§sba. K§joni keze ¿gy®ben volt egy 16. sz§zadi pergamen antifon§le is (ma Cs²ki Sz®kely 

M¼zeum, Cs²kszereda, Ltsz. 6109; l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 2007, p. 51), ebben ugyan szerepel kott§val a Sicut lilium-

hist·ria, §m a sz·ban forg· antif·n§k kºz¿l a harmadik (Hanc quam tu despicis) dallama l®nyegesen elt®r a KGr 

elŖz®k®n l§that·kt·l, ²gy e k·dex sem lehetett mintap®ld§ny. K§joni mŤjegyz®k®ben a lappang· kºtetek kºzºtt 

feltŤnŖ k®t antifon§l®vel sem sz§molhatunk, mert egyr®szt sz§rhegyi provenienci§j¼ak, m§sfelŖl rendi szentek 

(Antiphonale De Sanctis Ordinis Minorum) vagy idŖszaki ¿nnepek (Antiphonarium Romanum De Tempore) 

dallamait tartalmazz§k (vº. PAPP 1994, p. 55). K§joni k®z²r§sos Kalendarium§ba is p·tl§s gyan§nt, az ĂOfficia 

Sanctorum ad libitumò r®szek®nt (ff. 86r-92v) jegyezte be a kor§bbi hist·ria szºveg®t (vº. MUCKENHAUPT 1999, 

pp. 94-95). 
8 Az elj§r§s nem egyedi: az eml²tett cs²ki haszn§lat¼ nyomtatott antifon§l®ban (ἧORBAN & KURTA 2010) ugyancsak 

az elŖz®kre ²rtak M§ria-anitf·n§kat kurz²v metzig·t not§ci·val. Sarl·s Boldogasszony ¿nnep®nek (j¼l. 2., Visitatio 

BMV) anyag§r·l a (mikh§zi?) lejegyzŖ a marg·n latinul kºzli, hogy Ăezeket az antif·n§kat m§shonnan 

korrig§ltam, vagy a cs²ki antifon§l®ban l§ttam ®s le²rtamò (ĂHas antiphonas alibi correctius posui, vel in 

antiphonario Csikiensi vide et describeò). Az elŖz®k fot·j§t kºzli ἧORBAN & KURTA 2010, p. 330. A 

megfogalmaz§s ink§bb mikh§zi szkriptort val·sz²nŤs²t. A 7. l§bjegyzetben eml²tett antifon§le-k·dex nem 

tartalmazza a vizit§ci·s anyagot, ²gy a bejegyzŖ vagy t®vedett, vagy azon fel¿l egy ma ismeretlen Ăcs²ki antifon§leò 

is rendelkez®s®re §llt egykor. 
9 A sz·ban forg· dallam a kºz®pkorban nagyon kedvelt Kyrie fons bonitatis metriz§lt, basszussal kieg®sz²tett 

feldolgoz§sa. K®t v§ltozatban is megtal§lhat· az orgon§skºnyvben, l§sd KĆJONI: Organo-Missale. Cs²ki Sz®kely 

M¼zeum, Cs²kszereda, Ltsz. 6202, ff. 1v, 183v. Az elsŖ lejegyz®s (f. 1v) transzpoz²ci·ja azonos a KGr elej®n 

olvashat·val: K§joni E-re ²rta, elŖjegyz®s n®lk¿l. A m§sodik lejegyz®s (f. 183v) zenei anyaga ehhez k®pest kiss® 

vari§lt, valamint D-re ker¿lt, elŖjegyz®ssel ®s alter§ci·val. A forr§sr·l l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 1999, pp. 197-198; 

kritikai jegyzetekkel kieg®sz²tett modern §t²r§s§t l§sd RICHTER 2005a, pp. 3-4, 532. K§joni a D-re ²rt v§ltozatot 

legal§bb m®g k®t esetben lejegyezte basszus n®lk¿l: Cs²kcsobotfalvi k®zirat. Orsz§gos Sz®ch®nyi Kºnyvt§r, Budapest, 
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Kyrie r®szlete a KGr elej®re? K§joni tal§n a m®g be²ratlan kºnyvbŖl egy, az Organo-Missal®hoz hasonl· 

orgon§skºnyvet szeretett volna k®sz²teni a cs²ksomly·i templom sz§m§ra? Vagy tal§n Mikh§z§n ebben 

a kºtetben kezdte el eredetileg az Organo-Missale ºssze§ll²t§s§t, de meggondolta mag§t, ®s v®g¿l egy 

praktikusabb, fekvŖ form§tum¼ k®ziratban ºrºk²tette meg az ºsszegyŤjtºtt anyagot? B§rmi is legyen a 

v§lasz, a tabulat¼r§s kotta val·sz²nŤleg a KGr legr®gibb bejegyz®se, ®s nem §ll szoros ºsszef¿gg®sben 

azzal a zenei anyaggal, amelynek k®sŖbb a kºtet helyet adott. 

III. A gradu§le mint zenei k®zirat 

A KGr zenetºrt®neti szempontb·l leg®rt®kesebb r®sze a gradu§le (ff. 3r-38v, Kpp. 1-123). A f. 7v (Kp. 

10) alj§n K§joni szign§lta mŤv®t: ĂFr. Ioannes K§joni scribebat / Guard[ianu]s Convent[us] 

Csikiens[is]. 1681.ò (Mell®klet, 2. §bra) Eszerint cs²ksomly·i gv§rdi§nk®nt, ottani szolg§lat§nak elsŖ 

®v®ben fogott az ²r§shoz. 

1. Mi®rt m§solt K§joni J§nos gradu§l®t? 

A ferencesek a 17-18. sz§zadban ï a rend kºzponti szab§lyoz§s§val ºsszhangban ï kiemelten 

fontosnak tartott§k, hogy a gregori§n ®nekben minden nºvend®k, a laikusok ®s a klerikusok (azaz 

papnºvend®kek) egyar§nt j§rtass§got szerezzenek.10 Az ifjabb szerzetesek oktat§sa a magister chori 

feladata volt. Egy 1655-ben kelt pozsonyi stat¼tum az ideiglenes fogadalmasok sz§m§ra p®ld§ul elŖ²rta, 

hogy idŖszakt·l f¿ggŖen f®l vagy h§romnegyed ·r§t gyakorolj§k a gregori§n ®neket az eb®d ut§ni 

h§laad§st kºvetŖen a k·ruson (vº. KAĻIC 1991, p. 7 [6]). A figur§lis zene alkalmaz§s§t ®s az orgona 

haszn§lat§t ugyanakkor az ®rv®nyes elŖ²r§sok szigor¼ korl§tok kºzºtt tartott§k, a Mariana Provincia 

rendeletei kºzºtt m®g 1746-b·l is tal§lunk hasonl· tartalm¼t (l§sd RICHTER 2005b, p. 849). 

K§joni m§sol·i tev®kenys®g®t hasonl· elvek indokolhatt§k. A cs²ksomly·i konvent ¼jonnan 

kinevezett elºlj§r·jak®nt ®s komolyabb zenei mŤvelts®get szerzett papjak®nt bizonyosan fontosnak 

tartotta rendi kºzºss®ge liturgikus kult¼r§j§nak gyarap²t§s§t. Nem kiz§rt, hogy ®pp zenepedag·giai 

munk§ss§ga sor§n vette haszn§t a KGr sz·ban forg· szakasz§nak, amely a mise gregori§n ®nekeinek 

v§logatott gyŤjtem®nye. M®retei alapj§n (8 kotta- ®s szºvegsor egy oldalon) ink§bb mag§nhaszn§latra 

sz§nhatta. Mivel a konvent K§joni idej®ben rendelkezett megfelelŖ, nagym®retŤ gradu§l®kkal, ¼jabb 

k·ruskºnyv m§sol§s§ra nem lehetett igaz§n sz¿ks®g. A nehezen mozd²that· karkºnyvek mellett azonban 

K§joni jogos ig®nye lehetett egy Ăk®ziò p®ld§ny a legfontosabb mis®k anyag§val. 

Sajnos a gradu§le c²moldala nem maradt fenn: amennyiben egy§ltal§n volt ilyen oldal, az elŖz®k 

ut§ni elsŖ val·di ²vf¿zet elej®n §llhatott, a jelenlegi f. 2 ®s f. 3 kºzºtt, ahonnan peng®vel kiv§gt§k. K§joni 

egykori c²mad§sa tal§n nem felelt meg a r®sz®rŖl befejezetlen¿l hagyott, m§sok §ltal pedig ¼j 

tartalommal bŖv²tett k®ziratnak? 

2. A hangjelz®s 

Az eml²tett szign§lt oldal (f. 7v, Kp. 10) egy®rtelmŤv® teszi, hogy az a sz®pen form§lt, kurz²v magyar 

not§ci·, amellyel k®ziratunk gradu§le r®sze kezdŖdik, K§joni kez®tŖl sz§rmazik. £rt®k®t nagyban 

nºveli, hogy K§joni gregori§n kotta²r§sa ma m§r csak n®h§ny ²r§smŤben tanulm§nyozhat· (1. t§bl§zat), 

®s kºzºtt¿k a KGr a legnagyobb terjedelmŤ. 

A KGr neum§i a not§tor gyakorlott tollkezel®s®rŖl tan¼skodnak, azaz K§joni a magyar not§ci· 

saj§tos rendszer®t sok ®vvel a k®zirat elk®sz²t®se elŖtt elsaj§t²thatta. Noha a ferenceseket a Haymo de 

                                                           
Ms. mus. 1211, ff. 347v, 350v (vº. RICHTER 2005a, p. 532). A Kyrie fons bonitatis 17. sz§zadi metrikus ferences 

p®ld§ir·l l§sd m®g RICHTER 2007, p. 171 (I/103). 
10 A t®m§r·l tºmºr ºsszefoglal·t ad, ®s id®zi a legfontosabb k¿lfºldi szakirodalmat RICHTER 2005b, p. 849. 
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Faversham gener§lishoz kºthetŖ, 1243-1244 kºzºtt v®gbevitt liturgikus reform kºtelezte a kvadr§t 

not§ci· alkalmaz§s§ra hivatalos ®nekeskºnyveikben, a saj§t c®lra sz§nt gyŤjtem®nyeket vagy lapsz®li 

jegyzeteiket gyakran a gyerekkorban megtanult ®s begyakorolt helyi (kurz²v) not§ci·val k®sz²tett®k.11 

V®lhetŖen a c®lszerŤs®g vezette az ut·bbi megold§shoz folyamod· testv®reket, ugyanis a kvadr§t 

neum§k rajzol§s§hoz sokkal tºbb tollemel®s sz¿ks®geltetett, mint a kurz²v hazai not§ci·k 

b§rmelyik®hez, azaz ²r§suk l®nyegesen tov§bb tartott. K§joni r®szint ezen ok miatt, valamint a gradu§le 

tervezett haszn§lati kºre alapj§n dºntºtt a magyar not§ci· mellett. A kotta²r§s teh§t ºsszhangban van a 

kºtet elŖzŖ alfejezetben meg§llap²tott funkci·j§val. 

Sajnos kºzvetlen¿l szinte semmit nem tudunk arr·l, hogy K§joni milyen helysz²neken ®s kiktŖl 

szerezte zenei mŤvelts®g®t, §m azt igen nagy val·sz²nŤs®ggel §ll²thatjuk, hogy a k®ziratunkban 

megŖrzºtt kotta²r§st m®g a rendbel®p®se elŖtt saj§t²totta el, tal§n egy pl®b§niai iskol§ban tanulta a 

k§ntort·l. Tud§s§t megŖrizte, ®s a gyorsan ²rhat·, j·l olvashat·, eszt®tikus not§ci·t mag§nc®lra 

v§ltozatlanul haszn§lta szerzetesk®nt is. 

£rdemes a fentiek f®ny®ben egy kit®rŖt tenni, ®s megvizsg§lni a K§jonit·l fennmaradt ºsszes 

gregori§n hangjelz®st! A legkor§bbi az 1669-ben Sacri Concentus c²mmel Mikh§z§n ºssze§ll²tott 

gyŤjtem®ny®ben tal§lhat·.12 B§r e kºtetbe tºbbs®g®ben motett§k, orgonak²s®retes ®nekelt egyh§zi 

mŤvek ker¿ltek ¼j n®met tabulat¼r§val, a 17-18. f·li·kon kvadr§t not§ci·val megjelenik a 

zsolozsmah·r§kat z§r· Benedicamus Domino akklam§ci· (egysz·lam¼) dallamainak gyŤjtem®nye. A 

liturgikus idŖ, az ¿nnepek rangja, illetve az ¿nnepelt rendi szentek szerint ugyanis m§s-m§s dallam 

tartozott az eml²tett liturgikus szºveghez. Minthogy a kºtetet K§joni a cs²ksomly·i ferences 

orgonist§knak aj§nlotta, teh§t nem kiz§r·lag saj§t haszn§lat§ra sz§nta, a kvadr§t not§ci· alkalmaz§sa 

term®szetesnek tekinthetŖ. 

A cs²ksomly·i rendh§zban Ŗrzºtt k®z²r§sos Kalendarium, amelyet K§joni a brevi§riumhoz 

kieg®sz²t®sk®ppen §ll²tott ºssze 1671-ben Sz§rhegyen,13 az elŖbbihez hasonl·, de bŖvebb kott§s anyagot 

tartalmaz. A mis®ben haszn§latos Gloria- ®s Credo-inton§ci·khoz, valamint k®t akklam§ci· 

(Benedicamus Domino, Ite missa est) dallamgyŤjtem®ny®hez K§joni magyar (esztergomi) not§ci·t 

haszn§lt (ff. 82v-85v). E v§laszt§s is ®rthetŖ, hiszen a kollig§tumot kifejezetten mag§nak k®sz²tette (Ăin 

usum R. Patris Joannis Kajoniò, f. 14v). H®t ®vvel k®sŖbb, 1678-ban, majd 1683-ban Calendarium 

c²mmel kinyomtatta a kieg®sz²tŖ kºnyvecsk®t a cs²ksomly·i nyomd§ban. Sajn§latos m·don csak a 1683-

as nyomat tartalm§t ismerj¿k, annak ï az eml²tett k®ziratok®hoz k®pest tov§bb bŖv²tett ï 

kottamell®klet®t K§joni ¼jra kvadr§t not§ci·val k®sz²tette el (nyomd§sza, Kassai Andr§s 

kºzremŤkºd®s®vel).14 A Ăhivatalosò, sz§mos p®ld§nyban sokszoros²tott kºnyvnek egyr®szt igazodnia 

                                                           
11 FerencesektŖl sz§rmaz· magyar not§ci·s bejegyz®seket tartalmaz pl. SZENDREI 1981, M61. 
12 Cs²ki Sz®kely M¼zeum, Cs²kszereda, Ltsz. 6200, ff. 17-18. A Sacri Concentus §tfog· le²r§s§t l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 

1999, pp. 199-200. BevezetŖ tanulm§nnyal kieg®sz²tett sz²nes fakszimile kiad§sa: PAPP 2015. 
13 A kºnyv teljes c²me: Kalendarium festorum sanctorum Ordinis Minorum. Officia sanctorum ad libitum. Eszerint 

a szoros ®rtelemben vett rendi kalend§rium mellett v§laszthat· szenthist·ri§kat is tartalmaz (vº. 7. l§bjegyzet). 

K§joni felhaszn§lta hozz§ Sz§ntai Ferenc egykori kºnyv®nek lapjait (f. 64v), kieg®sz²tette k®zzel ²rt r®szekkel, 

kºzt¿k a kott§s anyaggal, majd egybekºtºtte (f. 14v). Egy ®v m¼lva, 1672-ben a kºnyvet P§lfalvai Ferencnek adta 

(f. 113v). A k®zirat le²r§s§t l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 1999, pp. 94-95. P§lfalvai FerencrŖl l§sd m®g MUCKENHAUPT 

2009, p. 22. 
14 E nyomtatv§ny a legkor§bbi ismert kott§s eml®k a cs²ksomly·i nyomd§b·l. K®zbe vehetŖ p®ld§nya ennek sincs, 

egy lappang· kºtet xeroxm§solata ad h²rt r·la: OSzK, Budapest, RMK II. 1517/a. A m§solaton tollal jelzett adatok, 

amelyek tºbbek kºzºtt az ŖrzŖ kºnyvt§rra vonatkoznak, val·tlannak bizonyultak. A kºnyvt§ri b®lyegzŖ alapj§n a 

m§solatot 1998-ban k®sz²tett®k. A kºtet c²me: Calendarium. In quo dies sanctorum Breviarii Romani, Ordinis 

Minorum, Regni Hungariae, ac ad Libitum, suis locis inserti continentur... A nyomtatv§ny K§joni neve alatt jelent 

meg (ĂFr. Joannes Kajoniò). L§sd errŖl m®g BĆNFI 2011. A mŤ tematik§ja l®nyeg®ben azonos az elŖzŖ 

l§bjegyzetben eml²tetett k®z²r§sos Kalendarium®val. Kvadr§t kott§s anyag§ban szerepelnek Gloria- ®s Credo-

inton§ci·k, Ite missa est- ®s Benedicamus-dallamok, a kar§csonyi ®s h¼sv®ti invitat·rium a 94. zsolt§rral (Venite 

exsultemus Domino), egy rºvid ton§rius a 109. zsolt§r (Dixit Dominus Domino meo) szºveg®vel, valamint egy 
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kellett az §ltal§nos rendi szab§lyoz§shoz, m§sfelŖl a not§ci· megv§laszt§shoz minden bizonnyal 

hozz§j§rult, hogy a korabeli nyomdatechnik§val kºnnyebb volt kvadr§t kottak®pet megval·s²tani. (A 

Cantionale Catholicum m§sodik kiad§s§t 1719-ben ugyanazon kottaform§kkal szedt®k a cs²ki ferences 

nyomd§ban, mint amelyeket K§joni a Calendariumhoz haszn§lt.) 

K§joni magyar not§ci·s bejegyz®s®t Ŗrzi a 15-16. sz§zad fordul·j§r·l vagy a 16. sz§zad elej®rŖl 

sz§rmaz· Cs²ksomly·i cantionale15 is. A KGr m§sol§sa elŖtt egy ®vvel, 1680-ban Sz§rhegyen vette 

kez®be a k®ziratot. Az akkor m§r viseltes kºnyv lapsz§moz§s§t kiigaz²totta, az ¿nnepeknek megfelelŖ 

mŤfaj szerinti mutat·t k®sz²tett hozz§ (Index ad librum), valamint ¼jra kott§zta ®s p·tolta a 88-89. 

lapokat, amelyek akkor m§r menthetetlenek voltak.16 A kºtet v®g®n egy akrosztikont ®s kronosztikont 

tartalmaz· versik®ben ºrºk²tette meg nev®t (ĂFrater Ioannes Caioniò) ®s munk§ja befejez®s®nek d§tum§t 

(1680. augusztus 14.).17 Az §ltala p·tolt szekvenciadallamok kottak®pe l®nyeg®ben azonos a 

Kalendarium ®s a KGr lapjain l§that·val, ®s elv§lik a k®zirat kor§bbi not§tor§®t·l.18 

A kitekint®s ut§n t®rj¿nk vissza a KGr gradu§le r®sz®ben tanulm§nyozhat· kotta²r§s elemz®s®re! K§joni 

kurz²v magyar not§ci·ja t¿krºzi a kºz®pkori esztergomi not§ci· minden fontosabb saj§toss§g§t (kºtºtt 

scandicus, k®tfajta climacus, jellegzetes ºsszet®telek),19 ugyanakkor azonos²that· benne rendhagy· 

megold§s is. 

Jellegzetes ®s kºvetkezetes, hogy a magyar not§ci· kettŖs punctummal indul· climacus§nak Ăfej®tò 

K§joni egyetlen, fekvŖ S-alak¼ neum§v§ olvasztja (1. t§bl§zat). Szokatlan ugyanakkor, hogy a clivisnek 

K§jonin§l k®t norm§lform§ja van. Haszn§lja a magyar not§ci·ban §ltal§nosan elterjedt der®kszºgŤ 

alakot, §m a szekundot l®pŖnek egy saj§tos t²pusa is megjelenik: a kettŖs punctummal indul· 

climacusb·l sz§rmaztatja, annak f¿ggŖleges pontsor§b·l csak egy elemet hagyva meg. A k®tf®le alak 

csak szekundl®p®sn®l jelentkezik, nagyobb hangkºz eset®n kiz§r·lag a der®kszºgŤ forma szerepel. A 

k®z²r§sos Kalendarium, a Cs²ksomly·i cantionale ®s a KGr bizony²that·an K§jonit·l sz§rmaz· 

bejegyz®seinek zenei paleogr§fiai jellemzŖi teljesen azonosak a clivis haszn§lat§ra n®zve (1. t§bl§zat), 

r§ad§sul e gyakorlatot egyelŖre nem adatolja m§s egykor¼ vagy kor§bbi eml®k. MielŖtt azonban 

K§joninak tulajdon²tan§nk ezen Ă¼j²t§stò, meg kell jegyezn¿nk, hogy erd®lyi kºz®pkori kott§s 

tºred®keken Gil§nyi Gabriella kimutatta a climacus resupinus egy saj§tos ²r§sm·dj§t, amelyben a neum§t 

alkot· k®t tag ï a szekundot l®pŖ, kettŖs punctummal indul· clivis ®s a pes ï jellegzetesen elcs¼szik 

                                                           
tºmºr zeneelm®leti ºsszefoglal· t§bl§zat (Scala Musicalis) a kottaolvas§st ®s az antif·n§k t·nusaiban val· 

eligazod§st seg²tendŖ. A p®ld§nyt, amelyrŖl a xeroxm§solat k®sz¿lt, egybekºtºtt®k egy 1685-ben nyomtatott 

brevi§rium-kieg®sz²t®ssel: Nova quaedam officia, cum propriis sanctorum Regni Hungariae et SS. Ordinis S. P. 

N. Franciscié (Az ut·bbi nyomtatv§ny egy m§sik p®ld§ny§t l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 2009, nr. 92, p. 115) A 

kollig§tum egykor Czipszer J·zsef tulajdon§ban volt. A Calendarium r®gebbi, 1678-as kiad§s§r·l (RMK II. 1419) 

m§solatot sem ismer¿nk. Fennmaradt kºtet h²j§n nem §ll²thatjuk ï §m ki sem z§rhatjuk ï, hogy az 1683-as 

kiad§s®hoz hasonl· kott§t tartalmazott. 
15 A k®zirat a cs²ksomly·i ferences kolostorban tal§lhat· le²r§s§t l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 1999, pp. 101-102. A kºtet a 

K§joni-mŤjegyz®kekben Cantus Catholici vel Cantionale cum cottis scriptum n®ven feltŤnŖ, sok§ig azonos²tatlan, 

elveszettnek hitt gradu§l®val egyezik meg (vº. DANKč 1893, pp. 90-91 [nr. 19]). Ma m§r nem tarthat· ºn§ll· 

K§joni mŤnek. Liturgikus ®s zenei elemz®s®t l§sd KOVĆCS 2012; kºnyvmŤfaj§nak t§gabb kontextus§t l§sd PAPP 

2019. 
16 A f. 88r kºzep®n kezdŖdik az ®vkºzi vas§rnapok szekvenci§ja (Omnes una celebremus), ami miatt a lap erŖs 

ig®nybev®telnek lehetett kit®ve, K§joni kor§ra ak§r el is t®pŖdhetett. 
17 A n®v ®s az ®vsz§m kiolvas§s§hoz a vers kapit§lissal ²rt betŤit kell gondosan figyelembe venni: ĂFilomÞna 

pRÞviA, TEmpoRis amîni, / Iam sOnAbat soleNNES cantus, inquit: veni. / ChArIssima sOcia, simus deo pleNI. 

[= Frater Ioannes Caioni] / DVM refeCtVs LIber fIt, sIt paX VnI senI. [=1680] / 14. Aug.ò 
18 A kulcs ²r§sm·dj§t K§joni §tvette az eredeti lejegyzŖtŖl, ugyanakkor haszn§lja a saj§tos szekundl®p®sŤ clivist (l§sd 

lentebb), amelyet bizonyosan nem l§thatott a megrong§l·dott mintaoldalakon, hiszen a k®zirat r®gi r®teg®ben 

m§sutt sem szerepel. 
19 Az esztergomi (magyar) not§ci· jellegzetess®geirŖl, fejlŖd®stºrt®net®rŖl l§sd SZENDREI 1983. 
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egym§st·l, m§r-m§r k®t ºn§ll· neum§ra v§lik sz®t (3. §bra, b. p®lda).20 Meglehet, hogy k®sŖbb e sz®tv§l§s 

t®nylegesen megtºrt®nt, azaz a hajdani ºsszetett neuma elemeit elkezdt®k ºn§ll·an ®rtelmezni, ®s K§joni 

m§r ºn§ll· clivis formak®nt tanulta a csonka climacust. A felvet®st igazoln§, ha a K§jonit megelŖzŖ 

erd®lyi kott§s eml®kek, k·dextºred®kek szisztematikus paleogr§fiai vizsg§lata kimutatn§ a climacus 

resupinus elemeinek sz®tv§l§s§t a helyi ²r§shagyom§nyban, azaz felbukkanna olyan kott§s eml®k, amely 

K§joni not§ci·ja ®s a bemutatott p®lda kºzºtt Ăhi§nyz· l§ncszemk®ntò §ll. 

a.        b.        c.        d.    

3. §bra. a. Egy Ăszab§lyosò esztergomi climacus resupinus (Missale notatum Strigoniense, 1341 elŖtt, 

Ġt§tny arch²v, Pozsony/Bratislava, EC Lad 3); b. A climacus resupinus elcs¼sztatott elemekkel 

(Antifon§le tºred®ke, 15. sz., Sz®kely Nemzeti M¼zeum, Sepsiszentgyºrgy/Sf©ntu Gheorghe, 1. sz§m¼ 

tºred®k); c. K§joni saj§tos szekundl®p®sŤ clivise (KGr); d. K§joni der®kszºgŤ clivisei (KGr). 

K§joni k®t clivis form§ja kºzºtt funkcion§lis k¿lºnbs®get nem siker¿lt kimutatni, teh§t l®nyeg®ben 

azonos szerepŤ ®s jelent®sŤ a k®t alak. Nem tulajdon²thatunk teh§t a saj§tos, climacusb·l sz§rmaztatott 

form§nak interpret§ci·ra utal· jelent®st (agogikus ny¼jt§st, hangs¼lyt), hasonl·an a Ămagyarò climacus 

p§losokn§l szok§sos norm§lform§j§hoz, amely a zenei hangs¼lyokt·l f¿ggetlen¿l kettŖs punctummal 

indul ºsszet®telben ®s ºn§ll·an egyar§nt (vº. SZENDREI 1983, pp. 60-61). K§joni not§l§si gyakorlat§r·l 

mindºssze annyit §llap²thatunk meg, hogy a szekundot l®pŖ clivisei kºzºtt l®nyegesen gyakrabban 

szerepel az eml²tett saj§tos forma, mint a magyar not§ci·ban am¼gy jellemzŖ der®kszºgŤ. 

Forrai szerint az Ă55. oldalon [f. 30r] megszŤnik K§joni keze²r§saò (FORRAI 1972, p. 92). Minthogy a 

f. 30r ut§n az ordin§rium-gyŤjtem®ny kezdet®ig (f. 39r) be²ratlan oldalak, illetve lak¼na kºvetkezik a 

k®ziratban, Forrai a KGr teljes gradu§le anyag§t egy®rtelmŤen K§joni munk§j§nak tulajdon²totta. A 

k®sŖbbi irodalomban ®s a kºnyvt§ri katal·gusban egys®gesen e v®lem®ny olvashat·. Val·j§ban azonban 

a h¼sv®ti vig²lia ¿nnepi Kyrie-bejegyz®se ut§n (f. 20v, Kp. 36) j·l ®rz®kelhetŖen megv§ltozik a kotta- ®s 

betŤk®p, amely egy ¼jabb bejegyzŖ szem®lyt sejtet (Mell®klet, 3. §bra). ElŖszºr is a f. 21r-t·l 

megszŤnnek K§joni t®glavºrºs inici§l®i, helyett¿k fekete sz²nŤ gyenge p·tl§sok l§that·k. A kottak®p ï 

b§r azonos not§ci·t haszn§l a m§sodnot§tor ï bizonytalanabb, esetlegesebb. Az F-kulcs rajzolata 

jelentŖsen elt®r a kor§bbi oldalak®t·l: a bevezetŖ vonal nagy ²vben a kulcs al§ kanyarodik, valamint az 

elŖbb m®g a kulcs r®szek®nt ²rt b-elŖjegyz®s k¿lºn mozdulattal ker¿l az F al§, alakja az arab h§rmas 

sz§mjegyhez hasonl²t. (A sz·ban forg· b-jel egy®bk®nt sem K§jonin§l, sem a m§sik not§torn§l nem 

kºveti a vonalrendszert, sztereotip m·don mintegy az F-kulccsal j§r.) V®g¿l a szºveg megjelen®se a 

v§lt§s ut§n a gradu§le elej®hez k®pest rendezetlenebb, ®s elt®r az alkalmazott latin helyes²r§s. Az ¼jabb 

szkriptor esetlen¿l archaiz§l (kerek d betŤ, -us v®gzŖd®s rºvid²t®se), valamint a dallamok szºveg®ben Þ 

ligat¼r§t haszn§l, amelyet K§joni ott kºvetkezetesen mellŖz (legfeljebb e caudat§t ²r). Mindezek alapj§n 

egy®rtelmŤ, hogy a f. 21r-t·l kezdve nem K§joni kez®vel tal§lkozunk. Mivel a not§ci· t²pusa azonos, ®s 

a lejegyzŖ tiszt§ban volt a kºtet ºssze§ll²t§s§nak elveivel, sŖt v®lhetŖen ismerte a mintap®ld§ny(oka)t 

is, feltehetj¿k, hogy a gradu§le m§sodik fel®ben egy tan²tv§ny folytatta mestere munk§j§t.21 A m§sol§s 

mindezek ellen®re nem k®sz¿lt el.  

                                                           
20 A jelens®grŖl r®szletesen l§sd Gil§nyi Gabriella elŖk®sz¿letben l®vŖ monogr§fi§j§nak vonatkoz· fejezet®t 

(GILĆNYI 2019, 22. §bra ®s k²s®rŖszºvege). A szerzŖnek kºszºnºm, hogy felh²vta figyelmemet a jelens®gre, ®s 

rendelkez®semre bocs§totta a fenti 3. §bra b. jelŤ, sepsiszentgyºrgyi p®ld§j§t. 
21 K§joni besz§mol az 1664-ben fel§ll²tott ¼j cs²ksomly·i orgona felirat§ban, hogy mikh§zi gvardi§ns§ga 

(h§zfŖnºks®ge) idej®n Ferenczi Mikl·s ®s Alfalvi Istv§n klerikus testv®reket orgon§lni tan²totta. V®lhetŖen a 

gregori§n ®nekl®sben val· j§rtass§g §tad§s§ra is ugyan¼gy figyelmet ford²tott. Az orgonafelirat Ŗrz®si helye: Cs²ki 

Sz®kely M¼zeum, Cs²kszereda, Ltsz. 6249; le²r§s§t l§sd MUCKENHAUPT 1999, p. 193-194. 
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1. t§bl§zat. A Kalendarium (1671),a Cs²ksomly·i cantionale (1680) ®s a KGr (1681) neum§i. 
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Zenei k®ziratainak paleogr§fiai vizsg§lata nyom§n ¼gy tŤnik, hogy K§joni alapvetŖen k®tf®le 

gregori§n hangjelz®st ²rt k®szs®g szinten. Kurz²v ²r§sban magyar (esztergomi) not§ci·t haszn§lt, ezt 

mag§nc®l¼ k®zirataiban vagy jegyzeteiben alkalmazta, m²g Ăhivatalosò, m§s testv®reknek (is) sz§nt 

munk§iban kvadr§t not§ci·t ²rt. Egyik hiteles K§joni-forr§sban sem tal§ltunk kurz²v metzig·t not§ci·t, 

²gy paleogr§fiai alapon is megk®rdŖjelezhetŖ, hogy a KGr elŖz®k®n l§that· M§ria-antif·n§k (ff. 1r-2r) 

K§jonit·l sz§rmaznak. Keze nyom§t a tabulat¼r§s Kyrie-bejegyz®s (f. 2r) mellett a gradu§le r®sz elsŖ 

fele Ŗrzi (ff. 3r-20v, Kp. 1-36), valamint a vºrºssel rajzolt kottasziszt®m§k, marg·k ®s az oldalsz§moz§s 

(ff. 3r-38v, Kp. 1-123). Marg·i feltŤnnek m®g a 18. sz§zadi ordin§riumokn§l is (ff. 39r-71v), azaz csak a 

Te Deum lejegyzŖj®nek kellett K§joni ut§n marg·t vonalazni a kºtetben (ff. 72r-84r). 

IV. ¥sszegz®s, kºvetkeztet®sek 

A KGr k¿lºnleges zenetºrt®neti eml®k, az 1802-ben lebontott r®gi cs²ksomly·i kegytemplom 17-18. 

sz§zadi egyh§zzenei gyakorlat§nak p§ratlan tan¼ja. M§sfelŖl zenei k®zirat minŖs®g®ben is egyedi, 

hiszen nem maradt fenn m§s olyan gradu§le a kºz®pkori vagy kora ¼jkori Magyarorsz§gr·l, amelyben 

a ferences dallamhagyom§nyt egys®gesen magyar not§ci·val ºrºk²tett®k meg.22 Nem tudjuk azt sem, 

hogy a K§joni mŤv®t folytat· tan²tv§nyon (?) k²v¿l b§rki belev§gott volna hasonl· munk§ba. Ha igen, a 

testv®rnek K§joni elsz§nts§g§val kellett rendelkeznie, el®g csak arra gondolni, hogy a not§ci·k kºzti 

k¿lºnbs®g miatt a m§sol§s egyben §t²r§s volt, amely biztos zenei mŤvelts®get ®s a szok§sosn§l nagyobb 

figyelmet ig®nyelt. 

K§joninak a tanulm§nyban bemutatott gregori§n hangjegy²r§sa a kºz®pkori esztergomi eredetŤ 

magyar not§ci· egy mindeddig nem vizsg§lt alt²pus§t jelºli ki. M§s k®ztŖl egyelŖre nem adatolt sem a 

magyar not§ci· k®sei, sem kor§bbi peri·dus§b·l. E t®ny egyr®szt haszn§lhat· a m®g esetleg lappang·, 

gregori§n ®neket tartalmaz· K§joni-k®ziratok azonos²t§s§hoz, m§sr®szt tov§bbi k®rd®seket vet fel, 

amelyeket a kºz®pkori ®s kora ¼jkori Erd®ly kurz²v kott§s eml®keinek felt§r§s§val, paleogr§fiai 

kutat§s§val lehetne tiszt§zni. 

A KGr tºrt®net®ben sz§mos bizonytalan t®nyezŖ akad. A m§sol§st folytat· testv®r tal§n aj§nd®kba 

kapta mester®tŖl a f®lk®sz k®ziratot, b§r ennek ellentmondani l§tszik, hogy mag§ban a gradu§l®ban nincs 

erre vonatkoz· bejegyz®s. Amikor K§joni k®z²r§sos Kalendarium§t 1672. m§rcius 25-®n P§lfalvai 

Ferenc testv®rnek adom§nyozta, annak kºr¿lm®nyeit megºrºk²tette kºnyv®ben (f. 113v). M§sr®szt a 

KGr rendeltet®se, liturgikus funkci·ja gyakran v§ltozott. M²g K§joni mag§nhaszn§lat¼ kºnyvnek sz§nta 

(elŖbb tal§n orgon§skºnyvnek, k®sŖbb azt§n gradu§l®nak), a M§ria-antif·n§kt·l kezdve minden tov§bbi 

bejegyzŖ egy ®nekesi csoportot k®pzelt a k®zirat mell®. K§joni miseanyaggal kezdte el a m§sol§st (Kyrie, 

gradu§le), k®sŖbb zsolozsm§ban ®nekelt antif·n§k kºvetkeztek. A 18. sz§zadban k¿lºnf®le 

ordin§riumokkal bŖv²tett®k a gyŤjtem®nyt, legutolj§ra pedig a fŖk®nt zsolozsm§ban ®nekelt Te Deum 

kapott helyet benne. E v§ltozatos tematika miatt a k®zirat eg®sze nem sorolhat· be egyetlen Ăklasszikusò 

liturgikus kºnyvmŤfajba sem. A gradu§le megnevez®st legfeljebb az indokolja, hogy a legnagyobb 

terjedelmŤ, K§joni m§solta szakasz val·ban e kºrbe tartozik. 

A magyar zenetºrt®net-²r§s ®s a ferences rend sz§m§ra egyar§nt k¿lºnºs aj§nd®k, hogy a k®zirat nem 

semmis¿lt meg a vil§gh§bor¼k viszontags§gai kºzepette, hanem kºzgyŤjtem®nybe ker¿lt. ¥t m§sik testv®r 

kott§s bejegyz®se mellett m§ig Ŗrzi egykori neves tulajdonosa, K§joni J§nos hangjegyeit, a Ăpater 

custodiaeò zenei mŤvelts®g®nek kiv®teles nyomait. 

  

                                                           
22 A Cs²ksomly·i cantionale, amelynek dallamai a diaton dialektus¼ r·mai-ferences dallamok helyett a 

magyarorsz§gi egyh§zmegy®k pentaton v§ltozataihoz igazodnak, csak ferences haszn§latban volt, nem rendi 

kºrnyezetben sz¿letett (vº. KOVĆCS 2012, p. 547-549). 
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V. Mell®klet ī Ćbr§k 

 

1. §bra. A Conceptio BMV antif·n§inak r®szlete ®s a be®kelŖdŖ tabulat¼r§s Kyrie-bejegyz®s (ff. 1v-2r). 

 

2. §bra. Kar§csony nyolcad§nak ®nekanyaga K§joni szign·j§val (ff. 7v-8r, Kpp. 10-11). 
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3. §bra. K§joni ®s a tan²tv§ny (?) keze Ătal§lkozikò a h¼sv®ti vig²lia anyag§ban (ff. 20v-21r, Kpp. 36-37). 
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