
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1  Covenant and the Divine Name: Revisiting the Liber iuratus and the Liber florum of John of Morigny

Claire Fanger

Like the Liber Iuratus which is treated by two other authors in this volume, the Liber florum doctrine celestis or Liber visionum of  John of Morigny is a late medieval Christian work involving angelic invocations which enable operators to gain access to divine knowledge by visionary means.
  The two works have been brought together for comparative purposes once before.  In his 1998 article “The Devil’s Contemplatives: The Liber Iuratus, the Liber Visionum, and the Christian Appropriation of Jewish Occultism,”
 Richard Kieckhefer first proposed the thesis that there were elements in both works that appeared to attest to an influence from Jewish mysticism.  Kieckhefer’s central contention was that these works “draw upon Jewish precedent, not so much for particular techniques but rather for fundamental conceptions of spiritual process.”
  With respect to the Liber Iuratus, Kieckhefer identified a number of things which seemed to indicate a more specific familiarity with and incorporation of ideas taken from Jewish mysticism.
  Additional evidence in support of Kieckhefer’s thesis has been adduced by scholars working on the text over the intervening years, most recently in the article by Katelyn Mesler in this volume.  It is now clear that the text interweaves liturgical strands from Christianity, Judaism and Islam.
  
With respect to John of Morigny’s Liber florum, Kieckhefer’s thesis was more speculative; he did not attempt to claim any actual Jewish sources or background for the work, noting only that John, like the Master of the Sworn Book somehow seems to have “imbibed a mentality that would have been more readily perceived as coherent within Jewish culture.”
   Any further evidence of real Jewish influence on this text (or of John of Morigny’s perception of Jewishness in the work) would have been difficult for Kieckhefer to assess, since at the time of writing he had access only to one manuscript version of the Liber florum, which was a copy of a late, non-authorial redaction of the prayers from which all autobiographical materials had been excised.
  The only other copy known to us at that time was that in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Clm 276, which is also missing the introductory autobiographical materials and most of the third book.   Copies of the full New Compilation text with these autobiographical elements complete had only just been discovered by us when Conjuring Spirits went to press, while the discovery of John’s first draft, the original Old Compilation still waited in the wings.
I examined a copy of the Old Compilation text for the first time in the Bodleian Library in the summer of 2004.  This version, unlike all others known up to that time, includes instructions for the production of a large number of figures intended as meditative focal points to go along with the prayers.   According to John, these figures are supposed to include one of each of the four letters of the Tetragrammaton, in Hebrew, in each of the four corners of the page.  This directive is cancelled in the rewritten version of this part of the text in the New Compilation copy, because John learned in a vision that the letters of divine name were supposed to be replaced by the four nails of the crucifixion. John himself interprets this displacement as a caution against Judaizing. 
I will be returning to this vision and its exegesis in more detail shortly, but for now it is sufficient to note that the issues surrounding the presence and absence of the Hebrew letters in the figures can be shown to be part of a larger movement through which John both explains and justifies the relation between his own Old and New Compilation texts as parallel to that of the Old and New Testaments.  Throughout John’s New Compilation Liber Figurarum, themes of divine covenant are recurrent, deriving from an exegetical habit of thought in which the Old contains typological prefigurations of the New, and the New fulfills the Old.  Leaving aside for a moment the questions surrounding John’s possible Jewish sources, there is an independent value in examining the ideas about Judaism which emerge here since they may have implications that relate to Kieckhefer’s thesis.  At the very least it is patent that the time is ripe for a reassessment of the questions Kieckhefer raised with these new materials in hand.

An idea of Judaism connected to the theme of Christian supercession is also evident in the London version of the Sworn Book, which argues that the rituals of the book may not be brought to effect by pagan or Jewish users, although for different reasons.  Pagan users are identified as idolaters who have put God aside to make sacrifices to demons, hence they have not the power of faith in the true God behind them; but Jewish users, who do worship the true God (although not in the right way), have the power to command spirits, but no longer to get true answers from them.
  As will be shown, this claim, too, is grounded in an idea of supercession of covenant.   The nuances of the restrictions imposed upon Jews here are of interest to us in what they tell us about the attitude of the compiler of the London version of the Sworn Book to the Jewish ideas and materials he inherited.  Because of the persistence of the theme of covenant in both of these early fourteenth-century works of angel magic, it still makes sense to examine the London version of Sworn Book in conjunction with John of Morigny’s text.
  
While there is not yet enough data available to identify with certainty the range of actual Jewish sources that might have been available to either John of Morigny or the Master of the Sworn Book, 
 or what forms these might have taken, nevertheless it is patent that both texts adopt certain positions with respect to an idea of Judaism.  In both cases this idea has a positive as well as negative content.  In both cases too, it is informed by ideas which are equally influenced by theological and patristic traditions about Judaism, and ideas that have come through the magical literature.  In order to understand the ways in which they may have used or responded to their Jewish sources, then (or indeed responded to their sources as Jewish, which may be a different matter), it makes sense to look at what the content of their idea of Judaism seems to be—something which will necessarily be connected to how they understand themselves as Christian rather than Jewish, New Covenant rather than Old Covenant.  In this essay, I will be isolating the moments in both the Liber florum and the London version of the Liber Iuratus which dwell on the text’s relation to Judaism, in order to explicate the different ways in which the authors of each text read the divine operations in which they are engaged as part of a larger pattern of salvation history.  
1. John of Morigny’s Liber florum
John’s Liber florum doctrine celestis, or portions or extracts from it, is witnessed in nineteen known manuscripts,  preserving two authorial versions as well as two later redactions, and a variety of extracts from John’s prayers which have been put to other uses. 
  It is the two authorial drafts which will concern me here.  
John’s first version, which he calls the “Old Compilation” (Antiqua Compilatio) was written in the first decade of the fourteenth century and completed by 1311.   The second version, from which all the other known forms of the text derive, was begun and completed in 1315, and is referred to by John as the “New Compilation” (Nova Compilatio).   Both versions have three main parts: Part 1. the Book of Visions which contains the narrative of the visions and events leading up to John’s construction of the prayer text; Part 2, The Book of Prayers and First Procedure, containing a set of seven and thirty prayers which allow the purification of the soul and the reception of knowledge from the angels, and set of separate instructions for their use; and part III, the Book of Figures, describing a set of images or figures intended for use with the book of prayers.  In the New Compilation, the first three parts of the work remain substantially the same as those of the Old (aside from minor revisions), but the New Compilation Book of Figures is a completely different work from the Old.  The Old Compilation also includes some matter at the end of section I.iv, also pertaining to figures, which is missing from the New.
    

By John’s account, the Book of Figures of the New Compilation was put together in response to some criticisms of the Old Compilation text from certain unnamed ‘barking dogs’ at Sens in 1315.
  The barking dogs complained that the original figures of the Old Compilation looked too much like necromantic figures; there were some theological complaints about the prayer system as well.
   John did not believe the figures of the Old Compilation were in any way theologically questionable; nevertheless, in part as a response to the criticism (as it seems), John decided to revise the parts of the book in which the figures were contained, cutting down an originally much larger number of figures to seven icons of the Virgin surrounded by symbolic birds and plants, and one image of Christ with iconography drawn from the apocalypse.  

A unique copy of the Old Compilation is now known in a Bodleian Library manuscript, liturg. 160 (hereafter ‘Bodleian’).  This copy of Old Compilation in fact contains only two actual figures, a star shaped figure going with (and containing) a prayer to the Virgin, and a circular figure containing the four letters of the divine name in Latin transliteration (IHWH
) with other mnemonic letters surrounding them, which are explained by the prayer that goes with this figure;  See plates.  However the material at the end of section I.iv describes fourteen images in sufficient detail for their re-creation (seven planetary figures, and seven images of the Virgin), and book III includes instructions for lettering on seventy eight more, from which we can extrapolate that the original book probably held roughly ninety two figures (unless there were some further unlettered figures not mentioned here).
  Other references to the figures suggest that most (but not all) of them contained crosses, and that geometric patterns were present in many of them.
  We know too, from John’s instructions regarding them, that every figure was supposed to contain one Hebrew letter of the Tetragrammaton placed in each corner of the page.   An exemplar copy of the Tetragrammaton in Hebrew is included in the Old Compilation text as represented by the Bodleian manuscript.
  There are also a set of complete Hebrew and Greek alphabets at the end. (See plates**.)  
Many changes were made to the entire operating procedure in New Compilation Book of Figures; not only did John cut down the total number of figures radically, but a number of other rules for their operation were simplified.  As well, in the new compilation, all Hebrew is dropped from the figures – not because these were evidently a target of criticism by the barking dogs, but rather because, as noted earlier, John was divinely instructed that the four letters of the divine name in the figures should be replaced with the nails of the crucifixion.   As well, the letters JHWH drop out of the circular figure with which the Bodleian book opens.  In fact the figure is not represented in the New Compilation as such; instead, the operator of the New Compilation is directed to imagine a simple circle in place of the complex pattern of letters which once stood there at the introit to the whole work.  

The New Compilation Book of Figures contains a description of two visions of particular importance here.  In the first of these visions, John is divinely instructed about the new figures; in the second, he receives instruction about a ring dedicated to Mary to be worn during certain operations of the work. The first and most elaborate vision begins with a description of John, after spiritual struggles, finding himself in an ecstatic dream flying over “many waters and valleys and towns” to land at the entrance to a church.  John kneels before the closed doors; an entrance appears and he goes in:

And behold!  believing that I was, as it were, in Paradise because of the parcel gilding of the church all around, I came before an altar which had been made in honour of the crucified one.  And there was an image of the crucified and of Nicodemus, and of another person who was removing the crucified one from the cross, with one nail already pulled out from the right hand.  And remaining there, knees bent, I asked if I might confirm the new instructions of this book and the figures that had to be made and the ring.  And inclining my left ear to his mouth so that I could hear his answer, behold! suddenly the image of the crucified one was transformed into the likeness and form of a certain elderly man whom I declared and believed to be God the Father.



John requests confirmation of his work, the divine authorization to make the new figures and the ring, which is given.  John then asks advice on what the figures should look like; and God says:
You will make in the same place in each of them an image of the blessed Mary in the best way that you can.  This does not relate to an excessive care for the pictures or the colours but to the excessive care for the cleansing of heart and conscience from sins and vices with which you ought to paint these images of the glorious Virgin . . .  on the heart of the conscience, and use for adornment the colours of the virtues and the ornaments of penances, and do it as well as you can.

John goes on to gloss these words in a parenthetical comment in the text, seeing the directive to do it ‘in the best way you can’ as God’s concession to human frailty, since the heart can never be clean enough to hold the Virgin’s image.  John adds that the same thing should be understood as true of the ring and the book; the ring

similarly should be sculpted in the metal of the heart and worn on the finger of conscience; as also this book must be written on the parchment of the heart and read in the lettering of conscience – though just the same it should be written out by hand, as is made plain in the penultimate chapter of this book.

This passage evokes the complex of biblical references depicting God’s new law and covenant as a “writing on the heart.”  The new law is prophesied in Jeremiah 31.31-34 as a law which will be given to the viscera and written on the heart of God’s people; and the new law as a writing on the heart is evoked again in the New Testament Epistle to the Hebrews 8:10 (dando leges meas in mentem eorum, et in corde eorum superscribam eas), and similarly as a writing on the mind in Hebrews 10:16 (dando leges meas in cordibus eorum, et in mentibus eorum superscribam eas).    Through this reference to the inscription on the heart, John implicitly conveys how the book, ring, and figures of the New Compilation are symbolic of God’s covenant with John and John’s successors, those who will use the book after him.  
The Father goes on to give further instructions about the images:

“You will make in the same place in each of them one image of the blessed Mary in the best way you can. ... And in the corners of the same figures make a figure in each corner in the form of a nail.” 


I said to him: “Lord, you have told me that I can make in each figure one image of the blessed Mary ... and in the corner of each figure, a figure of a nail.”  


In answer, he said: “Yes, that’s right.”

I said to him: “And do you thus want me to make there in the corners the name of the Lord, Tetragrammaton?” 

And he said to me: “Not now.”
  [Or: “Not any more.”  (Non iam.)]   
So in the images John is now instructed to make here, the four letters of the divine name have been replaced by the four nails associated with the passion of Christ.   In the second shorter vision of the archangel Michael which is closely contiguous with this, John is instructed in the making of the ring, where similarly the important central feature of the design is an image of the Virgin.  When John asks if he should write names of God around the image, he is told not to; but he may if he wishes put the name of the Virgin on it.
  John explains these two cancellations of the divine Name in a later passage:

Since it was divinely said to us that the name of the Lord is not to be placed in these figures nor in the ring, it must be seen why this was said and instructed.  Certainly it was rightly said for this reason: so that we do not seem to be Judaizing in any respect, but that Christ may always be seen in word and deed, confessed true God and man.  Because in olden times in the Old Testament, God never took on any shape, and therefore the Jews themselves applied no shape to God, and on that account it was forbidden to them to make images in the Mosaic Law.  But in place of images, they used the names of that same God, which are ten in the Hebrew speech.
  But because Christ assumed human form, so it is necessary further to confess him not only as true God, by his name, but also as true man, by the image of the human form he assumed.  And because in these figures [ie John’s own figures, with Jesus in the Virgin’s arms] the form of humanity which the selfsame God assumed is depicted, under which [form] lies hid the selfsame perfect divinity, as we firmly believe, it was not necessary to set thereon the name of God, because it is contained beneath the image.
 
In John’s thinking as expressed here, the written letters of the Tetragrammaton continue to be associated with the “selfsame perfect divinity” of God – it is a form of God in the world, the only form allowed prior to the incarnation.  But since the new form of God in the world (the flesh and its image) subsumes the old (the written letters of the name), it is more appropriate for John now, in his Book of Figures, to incorporate that form which the Old Law expressly prohibited.  The old form (the written Name) is not revoked, but stated to be contained underneath the image of the human form, the body of Jesus.  Interestingly, in this vision, the person of the trinity who explicates the supression (or supercession) of the divine Name in John’s images is the Father, who steps out (as it were) of the skin of the crucified one, depicted in the very process of the removal of the nails that held him there, to authorize the displacement of those letters by these nails.  So the God of the Old Testament is envisioned as tucked underneath the skin of the Son, just as the letters of the name also are contained beneath the iconic and symbolic flesh of Jesus.    

In relation to the exegesis of John’s work, the idea of covenant cuts in several directions at once.  Most importantly, it works to justify the historical necessity of all portions of the earlier, now superceded Old Compilation text.  John says that his Old Compilation prefigures the New just as the Old Testament prefigures the New.
   Elsewhere, he comments that the Old Compilation is not revoked, but must be kept and guarded:
 
. . . it must be noted that the visions of this science have one resonance in the literal sense and signify something else mysteriously according to the allegorical sense. And therefore we do not now revoke the Old Compilation, or only the figures and the forms and instructions for the petitions, but not the visions and prophecies; nay rather we exhort everyone to keep and look after the entire Old Compilation, because in it are the principles of this knowledge, that from which it proceeded, and why and how it was revealed, and what is to come concerning the Church is contained in it.

In essence, John seems to want to enjoin the laying aside of the ceremonialia of his Old Compilation while keeping the moral principles and prophetic content, and continuing to understand the entire book, in both Old and New forms, as holy.  This is consistent not only with the theology of convenant as he expresses it in his gloss on the vision, but also with John’s attitude expressed elsewhere towards his own life and work: for John, everything that happens to him is read as providential, and as tending towards a redemptive conclusion, even his pain and suffering, even the mockery he suffers as the Old Compilation is criticized.
 To what extent does this mean that John was aware if himself as following a Jewish precedent in the Old Compilation text?  On the one hand he does clearly have an understanding of the name magic by which angels are conjured as a Jewish practice, and he is certainly at least to some extent aware of himself as following in this tradition.  This is evident from other aspects of lettering on the figures and the inclusion of actual Hebrew letters in the old book, as well as from what he says about Judaizing in connection with this vision.   However at this point in the text, John’s worry over Judaizing is part of a larger set of concerns, and I would suggest it is not solely or even mainly dictated by a perception of himself as in error.
  It may be important to recall that there is no indication anywhere in the work that a suggestion of Judaizing formed any part of the charge against the work by the dogs at Sens. We can also see that John has a strong psychological motivation to adapt an old and new covenant model of his work, first, because of his sincere perception that the original Book of Figures was divinely approved; but also, and at the same time, because he wants to make clear that the ceremonies of the second Book of Figures are the ones his successors really should be using, even though both versions of the text are divinely countenanced.  John sets his own work in the context of the new law in order simultaneously to instruct his followers in which Book of Figures to use, and to identify the origins and goals of both works as holy and dependent upon each other for their meaning.   He probably did understand himself as following a Jewish precedent in his operations, but probably not in a very much different or worse way than all Christians do in their common reception of the Old Testament.  What is at issue for John with the Old Compilation is not the intrinsic holiness of the Hebrew inspiration behind his original document, but how it should now be read.
2. Supercession of Covenant in Liber Iuratus Honorii
Thanks to Jan Veenstra’s article in this volume describing the text contained in Berengar Ganell’s Summa Sacra Magice, it is now clear that the Sworn Book existed in two versions, an earlier version originating in Spain which is retained in the Summa Sacra Magice (herein referred to as “the Ganell version”), and a later version probably redacted in a more northerly location and preserved in a handful of British Library manuscripts (herein referred to as “the London version.”).  The considerations pertinent to the texts’ dating have been surveyed by Mesler in her article in this volume, and may be summed up by noting that the current body of evidence increasingly suggests that both texts are most probably products of the first half of the fourteenth century.  For reasons of cultural context, Veenstra proposes that the earlier Ganell text may be contemporary with the later life of Ramon Llull (d. 1316), though a date in the 13th century remains possible. The London version was put together from a sketchy and incomplete copy of the text used by Ganell, and a date perhaps in the 1320s or 1330s remains plausible for this redaction. While the provenance of this text’s composition remains uncertain, it is clear that it had to pass through France on its way to becoming the version now known in the manuscripts preserved in the British Library and edited by Hedegård, and further that it did not linger long in the making (since it arrives in an English manuscript quite soon after the plausible composition dates).  Thus, there is a likelihood that the text was put together somewhere in France, though England cannot be ruled out.  
While both versions of this Christian text have drawn on Islamic and Jewish sources, Veenstra notes that Ganell’s version is marked more by a tendency toward anti-Islamic rhetoric, while the later London version is less so, and has to some extent displaced this with anti- Jewish rhetoric.
  Keeping a broad focus on all we know about both texts, there are good reasons (aside from the ready availability Hedegård’s edition), for treating the London version of the Sworn Book in parallel with John of Morigny’s Liber florum.  The London version is redacted most probably in France, most probably within a decade or so of the year John’s book is burnt at Paris.  Thus, while they are not precisely contemporary compositions, their authors inhabited a broadly similar cultural context and exhibited a similar set of preoccupations, including their willingness to confess a relation to an idea of magic; their ready access to and use of the Ars notoria B; and the particular form of their self-consciousness about their Jewish precedents, which also includes an interest in models of supercession of covenant.

 Richard Kieckhefer noted in his 1998 article that the Sworn Book is explicit that Jewish mages cannot attain true visions, or true answers from angels.   What is of interest is that the passage debarring Jews from attaining true visions in the work concerns supercession.  I quote here the passage in question: 

The Jews work with this vision not at all, because through the advent of Christ they lost their gift, and cannot be stationed in heaven as the Lord witnesses who says “who is baptized will not be condemned.”
 And so they work imperfectly with all the angels.  And they cannot get an effect through invocations unless they put faith in Christ, because this was said through the Prophet: “When the King of kings and Lord of lords comes, your unction shall cease,” which never would have ceased if they should have a true effect through this art, and thus their works are null.  And although the Jews, inasmuch as they are Jews, are condemned by God, yet they do worship the most high creator, but in undue manner.   Nevertheless they can coerce spirits to come by the power of holy names of God, but because the Jews are not marked with the sign of the lord, namely of the cross and of the faith, the spirits are not willing to answer them truly.
  

As in John of Morigny’s work, the use of God names to command angels is unequivocally understood to be an original Jewish power; however with the coming of Christ the Jews lost their gift (donum).  This term denotes more than one layer of things, but evidently here includes both eligibility for divine election (the ability to get into heaven), and the ability perfectly to work with angels (a power contingent on election in the terms of the passage).   Now, while the Jews retain the power to command angels, they are nevertheless denied the ability to have a veridical vision from the angelic operation.  In essence, Jews have the power, but lack the insight to use the ceremonies of this text. 

To further unpack the connection between Judaism and the inability to get true information from angels, we need to look at the context of the second quotation, “your unction shall cease,” ascribed here simply to “the Prophet.”   Dating from some time in the sixth century, a prophecy in a similar form was widely attributed to the book of Daniel: cum venerit sanctum sanctorum, cessabit unctio vestra.
   However, although the book of Daniel does contain a messianic prophecy,
 neither this quotation nor its underlying idea is present there.   The original (or at least earliest known) source of the quotation appears to have been a pseudo-Augustinian sermon “Against the Jews, Pagans and Arians.” In that work, the pseudo-Daniel quotation is brought in as part of an extended refutation of Jewish denial from various prophetic passages in the Old Testament including Isaiah, Baruch, (genuine) Daniel, Deuteronomy, Psalms (and indeed introducing testimony from Virgil’s fourth Eclogue, the Sibylline oracles, heaven, hell, the land and the sea).  The passage incorporating the pseudo-Daniel quotation continues:
Why with Him (now) present, to whom insulting you used to say: “you of yourself speak testimony, your testimony is not true” (Jn. 8:13), has your unction ceased, except that He Himself is the Holy of holies who has come? . . .  if, as is true, your unction has ceased, acknowledge that the Holy of holies has come.

With this sermon, the pseudo-Daniel quotation becomes incorporated into the body of Old Testament topoi prophesying the coming of Christ, and simultaneously becomes a topos for the passing of law and covenant and salvation-bearing sacraments into the hands of the Christians.  Despite the fact that it is not really scriptural, it becomes a source for the idea that the Jews themselves are unable to read their own scriptures, or indeed to understand the purport of the actual evidence of prophetic fulfillment written into them and now demonstrated to be carried out by historical events.  
The master of the Sworn Book has adopted this idea and indeed taken it one step further, for according to him, the unction of the Jews never would have ceased if they were able to obtain a true effect from this art: in other words, to paraphrase what appears to be the underlying circular logic, it cannot be possible for Jew to obtain a true vision through the angelic operations of the Sworn Book, because if it were, it would mean an unconverted Jew could be among the elect.  In essence, this not only debars the Jew from using the book, but also puts the Sworn Book itself on the level of a Christian sacrament (the argument for denying a Jew who hypothetically wished to participate in the Eucharist would be essentially the same: it could not have a true effect for someone who was not a Christian).  By corollary, the only way that a Jew could participate in the mystery of the Sworn Book and obtain true answers from angels would be by being baptised.  When the Master of the Sworn Book says that the angels will not answer the Jews truly because they are not “marked with the sign of the Lord” (non signantur signo domini) he refers to the character of Baptism, the sacrament of Christian initiation which marks the Christian with the invisible and spiritual sign of faith, understood within the context of supercession to replace the visible and literal mark of circumcision.   Baptism removes the disabling Jewish blindness, enabling angelic invocations through holy names of God (a practice known to be Jewish, but here, like the Old Testament itself, appropriated for Christianity), to reveal true knowledge.

The conception of Jews as unable to understand their own history or read their own scriptures is here linked to a broad stereotype of Jewish spiritual blindness.  Its outlines are clearly evident already in the pseudo-Augustinian sermon which is the pseudo-Honorius’ source, but there are many different types of texts in the later middle ages delineating similar sets of associations within a non-liturgical, non-magical context.  Where issues of signs and true reading or seeing emerge, there tend to be associations with Jews; conversely, where Jews and Christians come together, issues of signs, reading and vision emerge.   To offer two examples from quite different genres, Book II of John of Salisbury’s Policraticus is an extended meditation on signs. It contains, after a general discussion of omens, a treatment of the blindness of the Jews to omens and prophecies about the destruction of Jerusalem, consisting of stories (drawn from Josephus) of various omens, portents, prodigies and visions forecasting Jewish downfall for their failure to receive Christ.  This refutation of the Jews is followed closely by a discussion of dreams, auguries, astrological events and their significance, again on a more general level. 

Another compelling but very different kind of instance dwelling on issues of vision and blindness is the twelfth-century autobiographical narrative of the Jewish apostate Herman-Judah.  Here as in the John of Salisbury text, visions and omens are represented as forms of spiritual knowledge, parallel to scripture, whose real meaning is not expected to inhere in the literal or material level of the signifier, and is unavailable to the unbaptised.  However in this story, the paradigms of spiritual blindness are intimately tied to transforming incidents in the writer’s personal history.  Hermann’s conversion to Christianity is framed by the two readings of a vision (the ‘false’ Jewish reading and the ‘true’ Christian one) which he had at age thirteen.  His conversion, described many years after it happened, is explained not only through the Christian topos of God’s desire to call back a sinner, ‘that he may be converted and live’, but simultaneously by the failure of his own Jewish community to grasp the correct sense of this prognostic dream, which was read by the Jewish interpreters as pertaining to material prosperity rather than (as only Christianity understood) heavenly treasure.  In a similar vein, Hermann describes his initial difficulty in gazing upon a crucifixion icon in the cathedral, where, conditioned by Jewish responses, he experiences both fascination and repulsion.  The tension this icon generates in him is eased by the theological discourse of Rupert of Deutz, which effects the beginning of his conversion by enabling him to see the spiritual meaning of the visual image of God.
   It is likely, as Jeremy Cohen suggests, that Hermann-Judah appropriates a Christian identity and uses the derogatory stereotypes of Jewish blindness that go along with it to cast aspersions back upon his family and members of a home community with whom (as the narrative suggests on a deeper level) he had not been getting along well to start with.
  

It is of interest, however, that a Christian icon, used to frame an essential distinction from aniconic Judaism, comes into play as a turning point in the autobiographic narrative of John of Morigny as well, even though John was clearly not a Jewish convert.   John’s moment of transition between the Old and New Compilation texts is framed, in the vision where the instructions for the New Compilation Book of Figures are first received, as a transition from a Jewish representation of God to a Christian one.   In a sense, John refashions himself at that moment as someone who had once behaved as a Jew in order to represent the transcending of his earlier self (the composer of the Old Compilation) and to redeem the entire text as a source of divine knowledge.    Looked at another way, at this point in John’s autobiography, it is not simply a question of converting from the life of the lost sinner to life of the saved penitent (this actually seems to be the conversion model for Hermann-Judah), but rather a question of conversion from one deeply experienced form of holiness to another, for which the transit between covenants is a more fitting model.   John is thus able to preserve and indeed enhance an idea of the sacramental and salvific aspects of his practice while preserving a sense of himself as having undergone a profound conversion experience. So deeply is an idea of Judaism engaged with Christian identity that the paradigms of the Christian understanding of Judaism get attached to, and are used to characterize and explain, other things that may not have directly to do with real Jews at all.   


Let us step back and reconsider the points of comparison and difference between both texts.  Both the Liber iuratus and the Liber florum understand the use of the divine name as a specifically Jewish power which needs to be overwritten, in the case of the Liber visionum with the image of Christ’s body and the four nails of the passion, in the case of the Sworn Book with the sacrament of baptism; both authors are trying to make a move to establish their own operations firmly on a new covenant footing.  At the same time both authors are operating in certain ways quite differently around the notion of supercession: John’s first desire is to retain the original sanctity of his own first Book of Figures, despite the fact that he is no longer using (or advocating the use of) the old figures or the divine name on the new figures; whereas the Master of the Sworn Book simply desires to establish the genuine divine status of the Sworn Book over and against the Jewish and Islamic operations he is conscious of plundering.  
It is perhaps unsurprising that the authors of two new theurgic texts of the early fourteenth century, both preoccupied with cleansing of the soul, divine illumination, and their own sacramental status, should also be occupied with supercession.  After all, issues of supercession arise in the Christian theological literature wherever the sacraments are discussed.  It is true that both John of Morigny and the Master of the Sworn Book also draw on a corpus of available medieval magic texts which, for some time, had been syncretistically absorbing material from Islamic and Jewish traditions; however it may be that this is not the only thing – or even the most important thing – which gives these Christian texts their Jewish “look.”  
In the opening pages of his Jewish Magic and Superstition, Joshua Trachtenberg mentions in passing another late medieval Christian theurgic text, the Ars Notoria (discussed by Julien Véronèse in his article in this volume), which was an important influence on John of Morigny, and whose prayers also adopted in part into the London version of the Sworn Book.  Trachtenberg argues that it was in the Geonic age, under the influence of Gnosticism, that a truly Jewish magic began to arise for the first time, evolving into a theurgy that “blossomed luxuriantly in the Germanic lands” in the later middle ages.  Describing the basic characteristics of this quintessentially Jewish magic, Trachtenberg notes that “for all its more or less assimilated foreign elements, and its general similarity to the Gnostic-Jewish system imperfectly known to non-Jews as the Ars Notoria, it remained distinctive in its basic emphases.”   Here Trachtenberg seems to hold up the Ars Notoria as a perhaps debased but still more or less accurate schematic model of the kind of thing that real Jewish magic usually looks like when it is at home (even while he confesses that the Ars Notoria itself is non-Jewish, and even while he also confesses that the truly “Jewish” magic contains some assimilated foreign elements).  One cannot help but wonder what it means when a Christian text looks Jewish under this particular concatenation of circumstances.
In the concluding chapter of Peter Schäfer’s work on the feminine divine, Mirror of his Beauty, Schäfer struggles to explain the parallels he discovers between the Christian veneration of Mary and bahiric image of the Shekhinah, both developing in Provence in the twelfth century.   As a possible alternative to the explanation of these parallel ideas through a search for direct religious borrowings (always frustrated by the fact that the response of both religions to one another’s practices tend to be voiced in negative and derogatory terms), Schäfer suggests thinking in terms of an “anxiety of influence” model drawn from Harold Bloom.  In this model, we can look for influence not just in acknowledged homage or direct textual borrowings, but in more complicated acts of response and creative interpretation that Bloom call ‘misprision’.   Schäfer elaborates on the relation of this model to historical circumstances: “As in the poetic theory, the recipient actively digests the transmitted tradition, transforms it, and creates something new.  Similarly, the act of re-creation is tantamount to ‘killing’ the transmitted; thus the inevitable feeling of anxiety toward the ‘source’ that is transformed and recreated, the ambivalence of attraction and repulsion.”

I would like to suggest that a similar way of thinking may be applicable here.  It is at least useful to ask whether the Jewish look, hinted at by the Ars notoria, and still more evidently present in the cognate practices of the Liber florum and the Liber iuratus, may be the result of a tension between Jewish name magic and Christian theurgy that pulls in both directions.  It is possible to consider that the Gnostic influenced Jewish theurgy blossoming in the same time period as the Christian theurgic texts under discussion may not simply be an unacknowledged and repudiated source for Christian borrowing, but potentially a response to it.  At the same time, the sense expressed by Kieckhefer that John of Morigny’s work relies on Judaism for a “fundamental conception of spiritual process” may go back to a framing of Christian identity as originally deriving from Judaism, and now once again needing to overwrite the claims of Judaism, especially in the area of ritual practices and sacramental concepts.  
� I am grateful to Joseph Goering and Karen Kletter for their engaged and helpful responses to early drafts of this paper, and to the Academy of Jewish-Christian Studies, for sponsoring the session in which I first delivered it at the 41st IMC at Kalamazoo in 2006.    


� Hereafter Liber florum.  Previous studies of this work, including those by myself and Nicholas Watson, have referred to this text as the Liber visionum or Book of Visions based on the text’s incipit, but John wanted the whole text to be known as The Book of the Flowers of Heavenly Teaching; hence, the forthcoming edition of the text by myself and Nicholas Watson will use the title John wished it to have.  The history of the text only dates back to the 1990s, when discoveries of different manuscripts containing John’s work were made independently by Sylvie Barnay in France and Claire Fanger and Nicholas Watson in Canada. For analysis of the text and its Mariology based on Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale G. II. 25,  see works by Sylvie Barnay, including “La mariophanie au regard de Jean de Morigny: magie ou miracle de la vision mariale?” in Societé des Historiens Mediévistes de l'Enseignement Superieur Public, Miracles, prodiges et merveilles au Moyen Age (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1995), 173-90, and “Désir de voir et interdits visionnares ou la ‘mariophanie’ selon Jean de Morigny (XIV siècle)” in Homo Religiosus (Paris: Fayard, 1997), 519-26.  Analyses of John’s ritual system based mainly on the manuscripts in Hamilton and Munich BSB Clm 276 are available in articles by Watson, Fanger and Kieckhefer  in C. Fanger, ed., Conjuring Spirits: Texts and Traditions of Medieval Ritual Magic (University Park, PA: Penn State University Press, 1998), 163-265. Identification of the text in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Clm 276 with the chronicle account of the condemnation was first made by J. DuPèbe, “L’‘ars notoria’ et la polémique sur la divination et la magie” in Divination et controverse religieuse en France au XVIe siècle,  Cahiers V.�L. Saulnier, 4  (Paris: l’É.N.S. de Jeunes Filles, 1987), 128, note 22. For an edition of the visionary autobiography to the Liber florum (the Liber visionum proper), based on the version in Graz University Library 680, see Claire Fanger and Nicholas Watson, “The Prologue to John of Morigny’s Liber Visionum: Text and Translation,” Esoterica 3 (2000), http://www.esoteric.msu.edu.   


�  In C. Fanger, ed. Conjuring Spirits,  250-265.


�  Ibid., 250.


� Principally including the work’s goal of viewing God during life, use of a seal on which the name of God is written, and the ritual use of dream-visions to answer questions.


� Katelyn Mesler’s article in this volume explicates the use of non-Christian angelologies and modes of petitioning angels in the text; prior to this, the most important work to seek further in regard to Jewish influence on the text had been Jean-Patrice Boudet in his article, “Magie, Théurgie, angélologie et vision béatifique dans le Liber sacratus attribué á Honorius de Thèbes” in Les anges et la magie au Moyen Âge, Mélanges de l'Ecole Française de Rome - Moyen Âge (MEFRM), 114 (2002): 851-890.


� Kieckhefer, 262.


�  For an account of the text’s discovery, see the introduction to Conjuring Spirits, cited above note 2**, xv. The manuscript referenced by Kieckhefer is now catalogued as Hamilton, McMaster University Library MS 107, though at the time of his article’s publication it was still unnumbered.  The Hamilton manuscript is also missing the first fifteen folios.  A complete version of the same text is contained in the Chetham’s manuscript (see appendix), which holds the missing introduction, which refers to the New Compilation text as the one from which all the other versions are derived.


� Liber iuratus Honorii: A Critical Edition of the Latin Version of the Sworn Book of Honorius, ed. Gösta Hedegård (Stockholm: Almquist and Wiksell International, 2002), section III, p. 66.


� Lack of a comprehensive survey of magic in manuscript as well as lack of edited texts in both traditions remains a problem.  Our knowledge of the Latin magical traditions has been greatly enhanced with the recent work by J.P. Boudet, Entre Science et Nigromance, Astrologie, divination et magie dans l’Occident médiévale (XIIe-XVe siècle) (Paris: Sorbonne, 2006), but work remains to be done, in particular in exploring crossover between Hebrew and Latin magical traditions.  We may speculate that both John and the compiler of the Sworn Book had access to portions of the book transmitted in Latin as the Liber Raziel (discussed by Page in this volume) which contained diagrams like the tabula semamphoras which made use of the divine name (see the figure reproduced in Veenstra’s article).  John does mention a Liber semhemforas in a list of books comprising the discipline of geonegia in the Old Compilation Book of Figures (Bodleian f63r).  A Liber semiforas traveled as a portion of the Latin Liber Raziel. 


� See appendix A to this article for a digest of version and manuscript information.  I am grateful to the American Philosophical Society and the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada for the generous support which enabled my research and financed my consultation with these manuscripts.


� For a structural overview of the text showing differences between Old and New Compilation versions, see the table in Appendix B, which will also clarify the section numbers I am using.  The table is a collaboration by myself and Nicholas Watson; the section numbers are a feature of our edition-in-progress.  The numbering is not authorial, but makes a handy reference to the table.


� Sens was the seat of the Archbishop for the archdiocese then including Morigny, Chartres and Paris.  


� The attack on the figures is described in section III.i.1 of our edition (beginning f 71v2 in London, British Library, Additional 18027, hereafter ‘London’).  John defends himself from other charges against the theology of the text in III.iii.6 (London, f 86r2 ff).  These charges may or may not have been leveled by the same authorities who carped against the figures; John does not specify.  They charge, in language derived from Gratian, that John’s prayers involve idolatry and demonic pact.  In similar language, John replies that he has made no demonic pact, but rather that divine covenant operates in the work.


� Actually spelled, in the figure. I He W Ht.  It was a not uncommon medieval Latin practice to read the last letter of the Name as heth rather than he.  Throughout John’s work, wherever they are written out, the letters are spelled  joth he vau heth.  A search of the PL yields many instances of similar errors. 


� From internal references, it seems probable that all the figures were originally contained in two discrete quires, one at the end of section I.iv, and one at the end of the Book of Figures (part III). 


� Discussion of crosses and geometric figures comes in our section III.11; in Bodliean liturg. 160, this starts at the bottom of folio 57v and continues on 58r.


� The second letter of the name is missing a downstroke, making it look more like a dalet than a he.   This particular omission actually suggests the influence of a Jewish scribe at some point in the text’s transmission.   As Mesler comments (note 34 in her article in this volume concerning the dalet error in the London version of the Sworn Book), a Jewish scribe might make such an omission intentionally in order to avoid fully writing out the Tetragrammaton.  John dates the composition of the Book of Figures to 1308; where he may have found Jewish scribes in France to help him with his Hebrew so soon after the expulsion of 1306 is a puzzle. However, assuming this transcription derives from John’s exemplar, his initial experiments with the divine name may in fact go back to an earlier period when there was still a Jewish community at Chartres.  At one point John mentions a quarrel with some Jews, in which the Virgin tells him he will be victorious [Bodleian liturg. 160, f 66v].


� Et ecce! credens quasi essem in paradyso propter deauracionem ipsius ecclesie in circuitu partelum, veni ante altare quod erat constructum in honore crucifixi.  Et erat ibi ymago crucifixi et Nychodemi, et cuiusdam alterius qui crucifixum de cruce ponebat, vno clauo de manu dextera iam erepto.  Et stans ibi, genibus flexis, pecij quod has instituciones huius libri nouas et figuras faciendas et anullum confirmarem.  Et inclinans aurem meam sinistram ad os eius ut responsum eius audirem, ecce! subito ymago illa crucifixi transformata in similitudinem et formam cuiusdam hominis antiqui, quem esse dixi et credidi Deum Patrem [Our edition III.iii.1; London, British Library, Additional 18027, f. 84v2. ]  Translations from the Latin text are mine with the collaboration of Nicholas Watson.


� Tu facies ibidem in singulari ipsarum vnam ymaginem de beata Maria modo quo poteris meliori.  Istud non refertur ad curiositatem picturarum vel colorum sed ad curiositatem mundificationis cordis et consciencie a peccatis et vicijs, qua debes has ymagines virginis gloriose. . .  in corde consciencie depingere et ornare coloribus virtutum et ornamentis penitentiarum et bene dummodo quo poteris. [BL Additional 18027, f. 84v2] 


� Similiter in metallo cordis debet sculpti, et in digito consciencie portari, sicut et liber iste describi debet in pergameno cordis et legi littera consciencie ( quamuis tamen ex manu debeat scribi, ut patet in penultime capitulo istius libri. [BL Additional 18027, f. 85r1-85r2]


� “Tu facies ibidem in singulari ipsarum vnam ymaginem de beata Maria modo quo poteris meliori. ...Et in angulis ipsarum figurarum tu facies vnam figuram in singulari ipsorum ad modum vnius claui.”  Cui dixi: “Domine, vos dixistis michi quod ego faciam in singulari figura vnam ymaginem de beata Maria meliori modo quo potero, et in angulo cuiusque figure, figuram vnius claui.” Qui respondens ait: “Verum est, sic.”	Cui dixi: “Et wltis sic quod ego faciam ibi in angulis nomen Domini, Tetragamaton?”  Et dixit michi: “Non iam.” [BL Additional 18027, f. 85r2 ]


� BL Additional 18027, f. 85v2


� Most probably John identifies the number of God’s names as ten because there are ten Hebrew names passed on in the patristic literature that find their way into Isidore.


� Quoniam nobis diuinitus dictum est quod nomen Domini nec in istis figuris nec in annulo ponendum est, videndum est quare hoc dictum fuit et institutum.  Certe hoc ideo dictum est et merito: ne videamur in aliquo Judayzare, set semper Christum videamur verbo et facto, verum Deum et hominem confiteri.  Quia antiquitus in veteri testamento Deus numquam aliquam formam acceperat et ideo Iudei ipsi Deo nullam formam applicabant et propter hoc inhibitum erat eis facere ymagines lege Mosayca.  Set loco ymaginum, nominibus ipsius Dei vtebantur, que x sunt Hebreo sermone.  Set quia Christus formam assumpsit humanam, ideo amplius non solum verum Deum, per nomina ipsius, set etiam verum hominem, per ymaginem humanam formam assumptam oportet confiteri.  Et quia in istis figuris forma humanitatis quam ipse Deus assumpsit est depicta, sub qua latet ipsa perfecta diuinitas, ut firmitur credimus, non fuit necesse nomen Dei apponere, quia sub ymagine continetur. [Our edition III.iii.10; BL Additional 18027, ff 91r2-91v1]


� Nota quod Vetus Testamentum figura fuit Noui Testamenti.  Ita Compilacio Antiqua est et fuit figura istius Noue Compillacionis [III.iii.22 in our edition; BL Additional 18027, f 100v2]


� . . . notandum est quod visiones istius sciencie vnum sonant in hystoria et aliud significant in misterio secundum allegoricam. Et ideo Antiquam Compilacionem modo non revocamus, nisi tantummodo figuras et formas peticionum et instituta, non autem visiones et prophecias.  Ymo hortamur omnes ut omnem Antiquam Compilacionem habeant et custodiant, quia in ipsa sunt principalia istius sciencie vnde processit, et quare et qualiter fuit reuelata et quid futurum sit super ecclesiam continetur. [III.i.14 in our edition; BL Additional 18027, 79v2]


� While he eliminates all iconic Hebrew in the figures, the Tetragrammaton prayer retains its key position in the work. The prayer opening and closing the text in the New Compilation runs: Ioth: Deus intellectus et intelligencie/ Ihesu Christe vita principium/ He: Deus perfecte reminiscencie et memorie /Qui per crucis patibulum / Vaw: Deus racionis et eloquencie;/ Qui  per passionis obitum /Heth: Deus stabilitatis perfeccionis et perseuerancie, fons tocius sapiencie sciencie et prudencie /Vita factus es omnium:/ Incipe nunc, pone, perfice, fac, comple in me qui es et predixi, per signaculum annuli et figurarum.  Amen. [BL Additional 18027, 103v1-2]  The italicized words  in alternate lines of this prayer are from a gloss on the Hebrew letters by Evagrius, De decem dei nominibus (PL 23.1279)] 


� Insert cross reference**


� Mark 16:16


�Iudei in hac visione nullatenus operantur, quia per adventum Christi donum amiserunt, nec possunt in celis collocari testante Domino, qui dicit: ‘Qui baptizatus non fuerit condempnabitur’, et sic in omnibus angelis operantur imperfecte.  Nec per invocaciones suas veniunt ad effectum, nisi Christo fidem adhibeant, quia dictum est eis per prophetam: ‘Quando venit rex regum et dominus dominancium, cessabit unccio vestra’, que nuncquam cessaret, si per hanc artem haberet efficaciam veram, et sic opera eorum nulla.  Et quamvis Iudei, in quantum Iudei, a Deo sunt condempnati, tamen summum adorant creatorem set indebito modo.  Tamen virtute sanctorum Dei nominum coguntur venire spiritus, set quia Iudei non signantur signo Domini, scilicet crucis et fidei, nolunt spiritus veraciter eis respondere. [p 66 in Hedegård ed.]


� The Patrologia Latina yields occurrences beginning with Gregory the Great and becoming more frequent as time goes on.  For samples see Gregory the Great’s Commentary on I Kings (PL 79.461C); a commentary on the Psalms by a pseudo-Bede (PL93.876A) and perhaps following him, one by Walafrid Strabo (PL 113.960C).  There are several occurrences in the works of Haymo of Halberstadt, including his homily on the Holy Innocents (PL 118.82D), and in Peter Damian, passim, including his sermon on the Lord’s Epiphay (PL 144.513C).  Later instances become too numerous to itemize.


�  In edited texts where this quotation occurs (such as the pseudo-Augustinian sermon under discussion), the quotation is often attributed without comment to Daniel 9.24, where the coming of the Holy of holies is mentioned.  However the quotation actually reads: … deleatur iniquitas et adducatur iustitia sempiterna, et impleatur visio et prophetia, et ungatur Sanctus sanctorum.  The cessation of unction, so important to the pseudo-Daniel passage quoted by the Master of the Sworn Book is not mentioned.


�‘Cum venerit’, inquit [Daniel], ‘Sanctus sanctorum, cessabit unctio’. Quare illo praesente, cui insultantes dicebatis: ‘tu de te ipso testimonium dicis, testimonium tuum non est verum’ (Ioan. 8, 13), cessavit unctio vestra, nisi quia ipse est qui venerat Sanctus sanctorum? . . . si autem, quod verum est, cessavit unctio vestra, agnoscite venisse Sanctum sanctorum”(PL 42, 1123)


�  Policraticus , ed. KSB Keats-Rohan, Corpus Christanorum Continuatio Mediaevalis  CXVIII (Turnhout: Brepols, 1993); material on Jewish blindness is in Book II chapter 4.


� Hermannus quondam Judaeus Opusculum de conversione sua, ed, Gerlinde Niemeyer. (Weimar: H. Böhlaus Nachfoger 1963).  The incident of the vision is narrated  in ch. 1; the rereading after baptism is in ch. 21; for the events surrounding  the image in the Church see chapters 2 and 3.  On Hermann and the theme of conversion and identity see Karl F. Morrison, Conversion and Text, The Cases of Augustine of Hippo, Herman-Judah, and Constantine Tsatsos (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1992), which contains a translation of the text of the Opusculum on pp. 76-113.


� Jeremy Cohen, “The Mentality of the Medieval Jewish Apostate: Peter Alfonsi, Hermann of Cologne, and Pablo Christiani” in Jewish Apostasy in the Modern World, ed Todd M. Endelman (New York and London: Holmes and Meier, 1987): 20-47.  . 


� Mirror of his Beauty: Feminine Images of God from the Bible to the Early Kabbalah (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), 232.










