Theurgy, Magic and Mysticism: Orientations and Definitions
This is the book by which God can be seen face to face in this life.  This is the book by which anyone at all can be saved and unhesitatingly be led forth into eternal life . . . . This is the book which was the most precious thing given by the Lord -- more precious than anything else except the sacraments. This is the book by which corporeal and visible nature can speak, converse and be instructed by that which is incorporeal and invisible. 

[from the final paragraph of the Liber iuratus Honorii.
]


Naked as they may be, abstracted from context and presented in the evident innocence of their wish fulfillment, the above claims concluding the fourteenth-century Sworn Book of Honorius
 testify to the persistence of two fundamental questions central to this volume: 

1. How may the divine be manifest in this world and in things that human beings can know?  

2.  How may human beings, unfit for direct knowledge of the divine, nevertheless engage with divine things in order to be saved?

There are other, more conventional responses to these questions in the later middle ages, but this volume is about some of the less conventional ones.  The essays collected here look at a variety of alternate views of the relationship of human beings with the divine, as recorded in texts which engage traditional theologies and liturgies in unusual modes, in ways which sometimes weave together sources from more than one religion, and sometimes from sources commonly regarded as magical.  Some of these texts were condemned by medieval and early modern theologians as theurgy or necromancy.  Despite their status, then and now, outside the canon of medieval religious and devotional writings, these texts offer important perspectives on the study of religion in the middle ages.  In general, they attest to the plurality of visions of religious practice, not only in the later middle ages, but right into the sixteenth century. They also demonstrate that that plurality included fertile cross-cultural exchange. Their abundance in manuscript attests to an increasing interest in alternative forms of access to the divine, and perhaps also a parallel anxiety that ordinary liturgies and sacraments might not be sufficient to procure salvation.  Finally, these various approaches to the divine also bear upon natural philosophy, science, and rationality, demanding more nuanced approaches to the relationships between scientific practices and devotional ones. 
Until fairly recently, these texts had remained almost untouched by historians.  Starting in the late 1980s, there began to be a marked increase in the production of scholarship on medieval ritual magic texts, and, relatedly, in the broader problem of magic.  Over the last ten years, the trickle of new articles, books and editions of these texts has increased to something that might almost be called a spate.  In my 1998 collection Conjuring Spirits,
 I complained that the area of texts and manuscripts of medieval intellectual magic still had too little coverage beyond what was available in Lynn Thorndike(s History of Magic and Experimental Science, completed in 1958.  Now the area looks completely different.  In fact, important new discoveries are coming so thick and fast that it is often difficult for publication to keep up – getting a new discovery into print before it is outdated is a problem that can be both exhilarating and frustrating for those involved.
  

For this book, I have solicited contributions from scholars whose work in the area has made some of the most significant inroads into this former wilderness territory, and whose approach to their material combines an intimate familiarity with the intellectual history of their period with an attention to understudied texts, particularly in manuscript.  Taken together, the essays collected here show not only how much the study of texts and manuscripts of magic itself has developed, but also how its development impacts adjacent fields.  
Among other things, these essays shed light on connections between religious and scientific ideas, showing the need to consider medieval and early modern epistemology as a whole, within the context of all the kinds of texts that concern it.  In the history of ideas, the “magical” has often emerged as a label for an idea or approach that apparently should have been broken away from earlier – a problem of fossilized thinking.
  In cases where thinkers otherwise associated with sound rationalist ideas engage in spirit conjuring, the problem may seem especially acute. Yet if modern science has tended to define itself by opposition to a magic that was in principle older, less knowing, and less progressive, at the same time the process of ‘normal science’ has always pragmatically adapted itself to the modes of thought, explanation, and experimental practice of the time.  In different ways the cosmic infusion of knowledge sought by the liturgy of the ars notoria as discussed by Véronèse, the spiritual cosmology detailed in Montulmo’s De occultis et manifestis discussed by Weill-Parot, and the spirit conjuring diaries of Humphrey Gilbert discussed by Klaassen all show how medieval and early modern intellectual writers might associate the angelic worlds and the worlds of human knowledge simultaneously experimentally, scientifically and spiritually.  
Another aspect of the pre-modern epistemology illuminated by these essays is the unexpectedly deliberate and conscious syncretism of Jewish, Christian and sometimes also Islamic elements appearing in these texts.  While the mutual influences of medieval Christian, Jewish and Islamic writers on philosophy and science have long been a subject of examination by intellectual historians, the interaction between these groups on typological, angelological, and liturgical levels has been much harder to study, in part because of restrictions imposed by disciplinary boundaries, but more importantly because the data for such interactions depends so strongly on texts which are here examined in depth in some cases for the first time.  Many essays in this volume are concerned with key points of this intercultural and interreligious conversation. Topics range from the Latin Liber Razielis and Liber de essentia spirituum discussed by Sophie Page, to new findings on the probable relation of Christian, Jewish and Muslim influences on the Liber iuratus Honorii by Veenstra and Mesler, to analyses of the way Jewish and Christian identities are formed through and against ideas about one another’s liturgical practices, as shown in essays by myself, Hames and Wolfson.  Through these essays we begin to be able to form a more vibrant picture of medieval and early modern religious and intellectual life because of the complex ways they reveal their subject “magical” and “theurgic” texts to be related to their intellectual and religious backgrounds.
I note that not all the authors contributing to this volume use the word “theurgy” to refer to the mode of religious activity in their sources, but many do.  I note, too, that usages may differ from one essay to the next.  I have not imposed any single standard of definition or usage, although I have tried to ensure all terminology was made clear in the specific context where it appears. However I want to devote some space to an unfolding of this term here in my introduction, because it seems crucial that readers be able to position themselves quickly in relation to these different usages – whether pro-theurgic, anti-theurgic, modern or late ancient. The intellectual history of discussions of theurgy, inside and outside of Christianity, is long and complicated.  The history of applications of the word “theurgy” to the kinds of texts under discussion here is relatively short term; however it is all the more important to lay out the groundwork for a set of relations between these ancient and current understandings of theurgy, because the questions that arise around them are crucial to the narrative arc that, in one way or another, informs all the essays in the book. 
Definitions of Theurgy

A Greek compound that translates literally as “god work,” the term is used in late antique philosophical writings in apposition with “theology” (“god speech”).  As Georg Luck puts it, theurgy was “an activity, an operation, a technique, dealing with the gods, not just a theory, a discussion, an action of contemplation. . . .”
   Even in its original late antique context, the term “theurgy” suffered from much the same kind of problematic construction as the word “magic” and the two words have always had somewhat overlapping semantic fields.
  In turn, theurgic practices, sometimes condemned and sometimes defended, became a topic of philosophical conversation and argument among the Neoplatonic philosophers.
   
In addition to the historical/ethnographic sense of the word “theurgy” in use by scholars attempting to reconstruct its original late antique contexts,
 the word has other senses in common use.  Some further the senses of the word in modern (mostly scholarly) contexts include its use
1. very loosely as a rough and ready synonym for “magic;”

2. in a slightly stricter theoretical sense as a term for a “special branch of magic” which is “applied to a religious purpose” (the definition perhaps too influentially formulated by E.R. Dodds);
 

3. in a looser etic sense to refer to practices analogous (but not necessarily related) to the late antique Neoplatonic contexts in which theurgy originally comes up; in this sense it has been adopted by some scholars of medieval Kabbalah, and more lately by some scholars of medieval Christian ritual magic.

I will note here three elementary structural traits of the types of rituals that seem to be recognized in most contexts of the term’s usage, whether positive or negative.  At a basic level, theurgic operations
1. tend to involve rituals to effect the soul’s purification,  

2. tend to involve fellowship with intermediary beings (gods, angels, daemons); and
3. tend to be oriented towards revelation, or experiences in which something is transmitted by the divine powers.  In practice this means they may induce visions.
   

I mark these traits only as broad generic aspects of rituals that get called “theurgic.”  They are not part of any definitive or essential early definition of theurgy (there is none); they are merely my own abstractions from a broad variety of contexts in which I have seen the word used.  In the past, I have used the term “angel magic” to refer to medieval Christian texts, such as the ars notoria, which have these generic traits, and I will continue in my occasional use of the term “angel magic” as well.  
It should be noted that these traits are functional, not theological; when theurgy is defended or justified in theological terms, different ideas come into play – for example the idea that theurgy is necessitated by the weakness of the soul, or by the flawed perception of the soul in an embodied state; or the idea that specific ritual practices are part of God’s plan, instituted by God to effect the human soul’s return.  The concept that theurgy names certain ritual practices justified by divine institution is key in the Iamblichean defense of theurgy as it is for ideas of sacramental action in the Christian tradition as informed by the pseudo-Dionysius.  These theological associations are in turn a primary reason for the adoption of this term to label the form of religious activity in the ars notoria by Julien Véronèse. 
Christian Theurgy and the ars notoria according to Julien Véronèse 
Véronèse has a carefully explicated rationale for his use of this ancient term to refer a medieval Christian practice, and it is worthwhile to reiterate some of his main points. 
  He writes:
Recourse to the notion of “theurgy” to grasp the mode of functioning and the nature of the ars notoria is thus only a convenient means of extracting this addressative practice from the demonological complex put in place by medieval theologians, following Augustine, at the point where there is a question of signs addressed to superior intelligences outside a framework defined by the Church.  As a methodological tool, it permits the creation, at the heart of the ensemble of ritual magic texts, of an objective distinction which, without being inoperative in the middle ages, was not thought of or formulated in these terms during this period.
 
In other words, the advantage of the term for Véronèse is that it is not emic – the semantic field he uses the term “theurgy” to cover is not in fact produced by the culture that he is addressing, though it has certain analogues which would have been recognizable to them.  

Véronèse is well aware that there may be pitfalls in attempting to map a set of high medieval practices onto a set of late antique ideas only notionally related to them, and emphasizes that the analogy should not be pushed too far.
 He notes as well that the masters of the ars notoria themselves attempted to frame their work with the term “sacrament” (used in its older sense, to mean “mystery,” following Isidore and the Vulgate – a sense probably meant to evoke rather than imitate the more precisely defined “sacraments of the church” under development by late medieval theologians).  Véronèse continues,
On the conceptual level, and whatever the bishop of Hippo might say, the affiliation in nature between theurgy and sacrament is incontestable.  Jean Trouillard emphasized, for example. . . that if it is abstracted from all context, the notion of theurgy. . . is closely akin to sacrament in its functioning, and prefigures, by instituting “an operative symbolism destined to rouse the divine presence and power,” the efficacy of Christian sacraments and particularly that of the eucharist.

I would note, however, that while the idea of divinely instituted operative symbolism is important in Iamblichus’ treatment of theurgy, this treatment surrounds the idea with a worked-out theology intended to argue for its necessity – a theology by no means universally accepted by Neoplatonic philosophers, or by those who interpreted Iamblichus later.  Thus, the notion of “theurgy” cannot really be “abstracted from all context” without losing the very thing that makes it useful as a positive term.  The affiliation between theurgy and sacrament is not so much in any base abstract or essential idea of theurgy, as Troulliard suggests, but rather the habitual means of theological justification of efficacious salvific rituals within theologies having a monotheistic framework.  
Véronèse concludes this section by suggesting that the analogy with “sacraments” should not be pushed too far either; in fact, he believes the masters of the ars notoria were careful not to be too precise in their usage of the term to describe the mystery of this ritual divinely received by Solomon.  For one thing, as Véronèse notes,
 Solomon, the pre-Christian receptor of the text,  does not offer a point of origin that can be expected to map cleanly onto the notion of sacraments instituted during the lifetime of Christ (even though names of Christ and the Trinity do occur in the prayers). 
Whatever may be the case with the ars notoria itself, however, the idea of sacrament does get linked with medieval texts of this genre in the medieval period in ways that are sometimes more explicit and distinctive.  For example Peter of Abano brings forward the notion of sacrament explicitly in his early justification of the ars notoria;
 while in roughly the same time period the ars notoria is explicitly declared not to be divinely instituted or to work like the sacraments of the church by Thomas Aquinas.
 And as I note in my own essay in this volume, analogies with Christian sacramental theology are brought forward through the idea of covenant in two texts emerging somewhat later than the ars notoria, but in same tradition, the Liber iuratus Honorii (which is coupled with the sacraments in my epigraph) and John of Morigny’s Liber florum doctrine celestis.  For good or ill, this is a thread which may often find itself woven into the tapestry of receptions and explanations of theurgy in the middle ages as well as other periods.  

Like Véronèse, I see the utility of the term “theurgy” as a label for the practices discussed in this book, in part because of the way the term both connects to, and remains distinct from, ideas of sacrament.  Unlike Véronèse, however, I find it of  interest not because it escapes the demonological problems associated with the term “magic,” but rather because, on the levels of historical analogy, theological justification, and scholarly reception, it engages them in a certain way.  That is, the theological problems relevant to these texts are analogous to those that tend to surface around theurgy in both Patristic and pagan writings, and they usefully illuminate the tensions that come into play around the texts and practices under discussion here.      
Christian Theurgy and the Problem of Magic: Augustine and Dionysius  

As noted, the term “theurgy” has a long history of difficulty in Christian contexts – a difficulty which finds articulate expression in the works of St. Augustine, the writer who gave the anti-theurgic stance one of its most influential early formulations.  While Augustine’s general equation of theurgy and goetia is well known, it is worth looking at in a bit more detail to highlight the context from which this equation emerged
In Augustine’s writings, theurgy is discussed extensively in the City of God, taking up much of books IX and X, in the context of a discussion of the pagan Neoplatonist philosophers who were in general very important to Augustine, who had apparently been instrumental in his conversion from Manicheism,
 and whom he clearly continued to admire despite the critique he proposes here.  Much of this section of the book in fact amounts to a close mapping of Neoplatonic thought onto Christian thought, at the same time showing up points of deviation where they occur. He notes that the need for mediators between the human and divine is acknowledged by both pagan Neoplatonists and Christian thinkers, and Augustine’s arguments point in the direction that God intended us to have one mediator, Jesus of Nazareth – who was simultaneously human and divine – and the real and historical existence of this ideal mediator effectively rules out any possibility that the angels would be intended to perform a mediation leading to salvation.
  The tenor of his argument thus suggests that he sees theurgy as a pagan attempt to achieve through angels an equivalent to the mediation which Christians achieve through Christ.
The primary claim about pagan theurgy which Augustine was refuting (or revealing as different from Christian lines of thought in the same area) was the idea that theurgy could access any effective kind of divine mediation. The spirits invoked and addressed could not be efficacious either for the process of the soul’s cleansing, or for its eventual salvation, both because they are not God, and because they are not human. It should be noted that Augustine equates the “gods” of the Platonists with Christian angels, and says that it makes no difference whether you call them “gods” or “angels” because the concept is the same relative to the supreme God.
 His eventual equation of theurgy and goetia is thus really not a simple equation of pagan gods and Christian demons, but a more complex argument about the philosophical assumptions underlying the theurgic spiritual cosmology.  For Augustine, theurgy seems to imply a worship of creatures, which at best amounts to angel worship, which misunderstands the true worship of God,
 and of which the angels themselves could not approve.
  Moreover Augustine is unable to countenance the idea that angels might be subject to conjuration or passible, “perturbed and agitated by the emotions which Apuleius attributed to demons and men.”
  
If angels in their divinity must be seen as sharing the impassibility of the Godhead the corollary is that any passible angels actually encountered by practioners of theurgy must be demons; because of this, and making the most of unresolved queries about the nature of the beings described as accessible to theurgic techniques in Porphyry’s “Letter to Anebo,” Augustine maintains that theurgy in practice is not really distinguishable from goetia or (demonic) magic. Even though Porphyry agrees that theurgy might work some kind of purgation of the soul, according to Augustine “he does so with some hesitation and shame, and denies that this art can secure to anyone a return to God . . . .”
  In deference to the coherence of these objections, the Latin Christian tradition after Augustine eschews the Greek word “theurgy” except as the name of a demonic practice.  
However a more positive idea of theurgia (if not the word itself) enters the Christian tradition by another route.  The word theurgia and its compounds occurs between forty and fifty times in the Greek corpus of the pseudo-Dionysius, roughly half of these in his liturgical commentary The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy.
  Like Augustine, Dionysius clearly views God’s incarnation as the most important act of mediation between humankind and God – the act by which human salvation was intended to be effected.  Unlike Augustine, however, Dionysius’ terminology for this divine mediation is the terminology of theurgy.  God’s incarnation, His entry into the world, is his original theurgy on our behalf
- a theurgy which is forecast in the Old Testament, consummated in the new,
 represented and celebrated by the sacraments which enable the imitation of God.
  We are initiated into these ‘theurgic lights,’ grasping them “in the best way we can, as they come to us, wrapped in the sacred veils of that love toward humanity with which scripture and hierarchical traditions [i.e. liturgies] cover the truths of the mind with things derived from the realm of the senses.”
  In other words, instead of thinking of theurgy as a religious practice involving angels as divine mediators (as Augustine did),  Dionysius thinks of theurgy simply as a practice involving divine mediation, and adapts its application to Christ and the Christian liturgies.  
The difference between Augustine and Dionysius in regard to their terminology for Christ’s mediation is perhaps most simply understood as a product the fact that Augustine had a strong philosophical affiliation with Plotinus and does not reference Iamblichus at all, whereas the pseudo-Dionysius apparently was familiar with the works of Iamblichus (the deft philosophical apologist for theurgy), and seems to have been influenced him in his view of  anagogical uplift, which he adapts for Christian use.
  Thus, Dionysius was intimate with, and thought in terms of, an already fully theologized concept of theurgy as divine action, whereas Augustine did not.  What is important, at least for the subsequent destiny of the term “theurgy” in medieval Christian culture, is that in the Latin translations of the pseudo-Dionysian corpus, the word theurgia never appears: it is always rendered as some version of “divina operatio” or “operatio Dei,”
  which would not have been recognized in the Latin translations of this corpus by medieval readers as the same term equated with demonic magic, goetia, by Augustine.  
Iamblichean and Dionysian Theurgy according to Gregory Shaw

While this is a straightforward explanation of the absence of any positivized version of the word “theurgy” in medieval sources, it may do less to explain a continuing resistance to the word in scholarship through the modern period. This resistance is probably due not only to the power of Augustine’s voice but also to the continuation of the problematics of theurgic rituals as at least potentially implying a passible Godhead—issues which Augustine was neither the first nor the last to finger.  Scholarship has shown a special discomfort in dealing with use of the term “theurgy” in the corpus of the pseudo-Dionysius because of the difficulty in divorcing this term on the one hand from its Augustinian association with goetia, and on the other from E.R. Dodds’ similar but differently motivated association of Iamblichean theurgy with irrationality, superstition and spiritualism.  Successive generations of historians and classicists have attempted to shore up a set of essential theological distinctions between the theurgy described by Iamblichus and that espoused by Dionysius. 

Over the past two decades, however, these apparent differences between Dionysius and Iamblichus have gradually broken down as scholars gained an increasingly solid grasp, first, on the full extent of Dionysius’ debt to Iamblichus, and second, on the fact that Iamblichus himself never espoused a theurgy of human action upon God.  Two landmark articles by Gregory Shaw have been useful in clarifying the way the problem of theurgy has emerged both historically, in the late antique context, and historiographically, in the scholarly contexts which have been built around it.   In a 1985 article, “Rituals of Unification in the Neoplatonism of Iamblichus,”
  Shaw casts the first line through his argument about the nature of Iamblichean theurgy, not as a human action upon the gods, but as a divine action divinely instituted by God to enable the human soul’s return to him.  Shaw also examines the gradual emergence from the contrary views once propounded by E.R Dodds, in The Greeks and the Irrational, first published in 1951.  Shaw notes that Dodds was 

a lifelong member of Britain’s Psychical Research Society and attended many spiritualist séances …. Dodd’s explains the sacred rites of Iamblichus school by comparing them to modern spiritualist phenomena.  For Dodds… theurgy was the ‘spiritualism’ of Late Antiquity, and represented the corruption of Platonic rationalism with oriental superstitions.

This may overread Dodds lack of sympathy for the irrational motivations, both of spiritualism and theurgy as he understood it; nevertheless it remains true that Dodds’ ideas about Iamblichus as purveyor of “magic applied to a religious purpose” seem to have remained influential somewhat past the point of their greatest utility. 
In another important article published in 1999, “Neoplatonic Theurgy and Dionysius the Areopagite,” Shaw continues to refine his arguments about late antique theurgy, pulling together the issues already shown to be at stake in treatments of Iamblichean theurgy and showing how they have colored the reading of pseudo-Dionysius.
  Summing up all the difficulties that have emerged around the Dionysian vocabulary choice, Shaw writes, 
If Dionysius practiced theurgy, it would present a serious challenge to his “orthodoxy” for to have been a theurgist in the Neoplatonic sense would condemn the Areopagite in the eyes of all scholar-apologists. It is not surprising, therefore, that his theurgy has been described by two leading Dionysian scholars, Andrew Louth and Paul Rorem, as fundamentally different from Neoplatonic, ie “pagan” theurgy. 
 
While Shaw’s article has a complex argument, one of its central nodes is the overturning of a distinction made by Paul Rorem about subjective versus objective genitives.  Rorem suggested that Dionysius “used the term ‘theurgy’ to mean ‘work of God,’ not as an objective genitive indicating a work addressed to God. (as in Iamblichus, e.g. de Mysteriis I 2, 7:2-6) but as a subjective genitive meaning God’s own work… especially in the incarnation.”
  According to Shaw this is a misreading, for even in Iamblichus theurgy is not a work addressed to the gods, either in the place cited or elsewhere; for Iamblichus, too, the subject of the ergon theou must always be God. 
 In fact, “Iamblichus clearly states throughout the De mysteriis that theurgy was not an attempt to influence the gods, not only because it would have been impious but impossible.  Iamblichus is unambiguous on this issue precisely because the De mysteriis was written to address it.”
  
If there is no cogent reason for treating Iamblichean and Dionysian theurgies as being based on opposing theological principles, then the primary difference between them boils down, as I have earlier noted, to an understanding of what divine mediation must entail, and the corollary location of symbolic liturgies in an arena suitable for commemorating the entry of the divine into the world. Following James Miller,
 Shaw points out that liturgical/theurgical symbols for Dionysius are no longer found in the natural world but in the ecclesiastical world: 

. . . while Dionysius preserved the Neoplatonic dynamics of prohodos and epistrophe that are ritually enacted in Iamblichean thurgy, in its Dionysian form the natural cosmos is replaced by ecclesiastic and angelic orders.  This means that Dionysian theurgy is no longer an extension of the act of creation (in analogia with divine creation) but becomes something beyond or beside nature, in what the Church calls the “new creation”: the supernatural orders of the Church and its angels.
  
If Shaw is correct in his assessment of Iamblichean theurgy, his work would seem to lay to rest any idea that theurgy in the work of either of these important late antique thinkers involved a human attempt to manipulate or influence the Gods.  Yet it is as well to remember that the arguments laid out in Porphyry’s “Letter to Anebo,” against which Iamblichus and Augustine both so crucially reacted in their different ways, did embody a discomfort around the issue of the possibility that humankind could influence the divine. This problem is perennial, and may not be subject to a final resolution. At the very least, the recurrent pitching of this accusation against those who defend a positive notion of theurgy suggests we may not have seen the last of it.  
However it is of interest to note that in the current usage of some scholars of Jewish mysticism, theurgy is still taken to mean “an operation intended to influence the divinity”- a usage conspicuously defined and adopted into use by Moshe Idel. Shaw sees this as a simple capitulation to Dodds’ definition, but it is demonstrable that while it may begin in the same place, the definition goes beyond Dodds’ in several ways.
The Jewishness of Theurgy according to Moshe Idel: 

In the scholarly discourse surrounding Jewish mysticism, the term “theurgy” is used in ways which are not always consistent, but they do all have one thing in common: the idea that theurgy is a component of a specifically Jewish religiosity, alien to Christianity. Moshe Idel’s understanding of the word is elaborated at some length in Chapter 7 of his Kabbalah: New Perspectives.  Idel argues against Scholem’s assumption that “‘the ritual of rabbinical Judaism’ was free of myth and mysticism which were infused into it by the Kabbalists.”
  Rather, he argues that “theurgic” tendencies have always been present in a certain stream of rabbinic Judaism.  Idel writes: 

Crucial for my point is the emphasis upon the theurgical nature of the commandments, as against other significant ancient rabbinic tendencies that were indifferent to, or even opposed, this evaluation of the performance of the commandments.  The term theurgy, or theurgical, will be used below to refer to operations intended to influence the Divinity, mostly in its own inner state or dynamics, but sometimes also in its relationship to man.  In contrast to the magician, the ancient and medieval Jewish theurgian focused his activity on accepted religious values. My definition accordingly distinguishes between theurgy and magic far more than do the usual definitions.


In the footnote attached to “usual definitions,” Idel cites only Dodds.
  However Idel’s definition is idiosyncratic not so much because, as he states, it “distinguishes between theurgy and magic more than the usual definitions,”
 but more because, by “theurgy,” Idel does not primarily mean to indicate a set of ritual practices analogous to late antique theurgy.  Rather, the word “theurgy” points, in Idel’s usage, first and foremost to an idea or proposition about God: the proposition that the divine is a dynamic entity in need of human action in order fully to inhabit its correct relation to itself.  In the subsection of chapter 7 titled “Augmentation Theurgy,” Idel discusses the interrelation between human acts and the augmentation of the divine Dynamis (Gevurah) as a key concept of rabbinic literature. Idel focuses on the assumption present in certain classical Jewish sources that the power of God is weakened or diminished by human transgression and augmented by the proper performance of the commandments; as an illustrative locus, he quotes the Pesikta de-Rav Kahana: “Azariah [said] in the name of R. Yehudah bar Simon, so long as the righteous act according to the will of heaven, they add power to the Dynamis ....  And if they do not act [accordingly], it is as if: ‘you have weakened the Rock that formed thee.’”


The notion that the quantity of power or glory of divinity has a dependence upon human action, Idel argues, is not a Kabbalistic novelty, but had always been present and integral to a certain stream of Jewish thought. For the Kabbalists, however, the notion that humans could and indeed needed to influence intradivine processes was “the Archimedal point for the articulation of a full-fledged theurgical theory that interpreted the performance of the commandments as necessary for the divine welfare.”
 More than once, Idel refers to this theurgic concept as “mythic”
 (a term which is necessary to his argument against Scholem).  In fact, however, in being a proposition about God, it is more essentially a theological than a mythic point.  This definition of theurgy is shared with some scholars in the area of medieval Jewish Kabbalah, though others dealing with similar materials do not use the term theurgy at all, or seem to use it in more conventional or simply less well defined senses.


As already noted, Gregory Shaw cites Idel as among an array of scholars, who have “adopted Dodds’ characterization of theurgy as an attempt to manipulate, influence, or coerce the gods.”
 However, though Moshe Idel does characterize theurgy as an operation “intended to influence the divinity,” his idea is actually distinct from Dodds’ inasmuch as his definition of “theurgy” is not a capitulation to a stream of practice which happens to exist despite rationalist proscriptions, but rather a theological representation of the role of human religious action in relation to God’s Dynamis.  In fact “theurgy” is not quite fully read as “coercing” or “constraining” the divine, because Idel quickly moves to the idea that this “human influence” on the divine is actually part of what he calls an “intra-divine process” – the implication is not that God is influenced by a humankind whose will and action are held to be external to him, but rather that God and humankind are both involved a single system. As Idel uses the term, “theurgy” labels a conception of the human relation to God, which has always existed, and which needs accounting for.  He states that this “theurgy” is not a “Kabbalistic novelty,” but rather “a continuation of authentic Rabbinic traditions” which is “organic to Jewish thought.” 
  Thus, it cannot really be said that his notion of theurgy is nothing more than a reproduction of Dodds’.  In one sense, it may be said that Idel positivizes the radical aspect of the theurgic idea that everyone else tries to escape from when they seek to justify it.  

In another way, however, Idel’s definition of theurgy addresses, if idiosyncratically, a difficulty that everyone else sees too: the difficulty of conceptualizing the human relation to God that is implied by religious action when that action is conceived as necessary to anyone.  For even if religious action is only necessary because human souls are weak, how could God be conceived as not wanting the return of every created soul? But also, how can God be conceived as wanting anything at which we ourselves could fail? If theurgy is defended as a divinely instituted action put in place on account of human necessity, acting upon the soul alone, the problem appears susceptible to resolution. But it is not a perfect resolution, inasmuch as, from either a Jewish or Christian perspective, it is evident that any human being can choose not to be saved – can break the commandments, live an impure life, and ignore all God’s work on his behalf.  There is bound to be occasional anxiety about the effect of these failures on a system in which God and humankind appear to be so closely linked.  
Idel’s source texts may be suggestive of an anxiety about this that runs through Judaism.  However it must be recognized that, save for putting his finger on this theological anxiety, what he calls “theurgy” here remains distinct from what others have used it to mean.  A primary difference is that he does not, at least in this key locus, appear to refer to any of the structural indices I noted at the outset that trigger use of the term “theurgy” in other contexts: purification, fellowship of angels, revelation.  His understanding of what constitutes the “organic” Jewishness of the theurgic concept, then, also differs from what others have understood by it. In order to understand the initial championing of theurgy as a quintessentially Jewish religious form, we need to revisit its beginnings in the work of Gershom Scholem.
The Jewishness of Theurgy according to Gershom Scholem
Gershom Scholem’s circumscription of the term “mysticism” in the first chapter of his landmark work, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, has in fact been a major influence on the way theurgy has been adopted as a defining character of Jewish mysticism – a character which has not changed despite the way this concept has been in many ways crucially reconfigured by Idel.  Scholem’s enterprise explicitly involves recuperating the domain of Kabbalah on the one hand from unsympathetic earlier historians who dismissed this “magical” literature with too little examination,
 and on the other from occultists like Eliphas Lévi and Aleister Crowley, “charlatans and dreamers” whose magical sympathies did little to recuperate its reputation as “serious” religion.
   
Setting his own work as a scholar firmly apart from that of both anti-magical and magical students of Kabbalah, Scholem begins by elaborating a concept of “mysticism” which he adapts to cover the Hebrew texts in which he is interested.  Following Evelyn Underhill and Rufus Jones, Scholem begins by defining “mystical religion” as a “type of religion which puts the emphasis on immediate awareness of relation with God.”
  Scholem goes on to distinguish Jewish mysticism from the Christian variety (as propounded by Jones/Underhill) first and foremost on the grounds that Jewish mysticism is not primarily interested in “unio mystica”; Jewish mystics are more apt to speak in terms of “ascent of the soul to the Celestial Throne” than “divine union;” if there are also Jewish apophatic mystics who do seem to be more interested in mystical union, according to Scholem this is “the same experience which both are trying to express in different ways.” 
  Thus anagogical processes are elided mystical union, which is a concept Scholem then allows to drop.  As far as Scholem is concerned, in regard to Jewish mysticism all paths were equally “mystical” insofar as their objective was some sort of “immediate awareness of relation with God”; but his immediate interest is in the stream which pertains to theurgy (understood within the boundaries of the functional sense outlined early in this introduction). 
 
Of course Christian angel magic may also be accused of lack of interest in “unio mystica” (or alternatively, a positive interest in visionary knowledge), and there are a number of other features Scholem indicates as distinctively characteristic of Jewish mysticism which are shared by Christian angel magic too, including its trope of Adamic knowledge;
 its positive view of the power of language;
 the fact that it is typically written and practiced by men rather than women, and (connectedly according to Scholem) the lack of any trace of affective piety in it.
   However throughout Scholem’s discussion, he also insists on the importance of configuring all mysticisms in their historical context.  Because of this, the centrality of all these strands to Jewish mysticism is established – and has largely been construed since – as if it were part of an historical distinction between Christian and Jewish religion, rather than a difference between the way scholars of Christianity and scholars of Hebrew and Judaic studies have constructed the term “mysticism” – in the former case as excluding, and in the latter as including, theurgic practices.  As the present volume shows, there is really no dearth of this sort of thing in medieval
Christianity, but it has never been conceived or studied as part of the domain of “mystical religion.”  It was excluded from this category before Scholem ever adapted the term to cover Jewish theurgy.  It is only beginning to be taken seriously enough to be studied at all.  In fact, the situation from which Scholem endeavored to rescue the Kabbalistic texts for serious study sixty years ago is very much parallel to that of medieval Christian theurgic texts until recently. 

At this point, as many scholars are recognizing the need for a more serious account to be taken of neglected or marginalized strands in religion, we may wish to think about broadening the study of Christian mysticism to include texts like the ars notoria, the Sworn Book, and the Liber florum of John of Morigny. If we do so, we are likely to find that some of the base criteria for what makes a mystical text look Christian or Jewish will require further refinement. It may be added as well that there is surely room for this expansion in a field which has, since the time of Underhill, developed an increasingly nuanced understanding of what constitutes religious experience, and a more solid grasp on the role played by devotional practices in focusing and interpreting such experiences.
 Since some of the theurgic apologetics already explored can be seen to have other or broader applications to the study of religion,
 it is to be hoped that this book will begin to open out new connections between these texts and the study of other forms of religious practice.  
Further Notes on the Essays 

The following notes are intended as a guide to the content of the essays as well as a set of pointers to their recurrent themes.
The first article by Julien Véronèse deals with the ars notoria, one of the most widely transmitted and nevertheless controversial theurgic texts of the later middle ages.  He has edited this complex work in several versions in his magisterial doctoral dissertation of 2004, a portion of which was recently published by Sismel.
 The first part of his article in this volume gives a useful overview of information about ars notoria texts as they exist in manuscript, with a complete synopsis of the operating instructions from the manuscript BN lat. 9336.  In the second section, Véronèse treats some of the operative and structural links between the ars, Neoplatonic theurgy, and Christian sacraments; rules of practice and their implications are discussed.   Véronèse capitulates to the ready sources of analogy between neoplatonic theurgy and the notory art, anticipating the more extensive discussion in an important chapter of his dissertation (II.2.4.3ff).  Véronèse also comments on the scholarly difficulty of positioning the ars notoria with respect to the various categories available to it: 

… This difficulty of categorising the ars notoria is probably aggravated by the fact that medievalists have mostly taken “necromancy” – a much less ambiguous category – as a basis for their analyses of medieval magic.  This vision of things actually involves an error of perspective owed largely to medieval theologians, who ejected everything even the least bit suspect into the field of the “demonic.”
  

This is an important vantage from which to consider the extreme neglect of other late medieval theurgic texts by historians and religious scholars.

Sophie Page offers a comparative study of two texts of spirit invocation, the Liber Razielis and the Liber de essentia spirituum, which derived respectively from Jewish and Islamic milieux and which circulated in Latin in the later middle ages.  Both evidently originate in Spain, which is also the place of origin of other syncretic theurgic works discussed in this volume.  The speaker/narrator of the Liber de essentia spirituum situates himself in Seville in the opening sentence, while the Latin Liber Razielis originates as a translation of an older Jewish magic compilation commissioned in the court of Alfonse the Wise.  The general availability of this translation, and perhaps also of the Liber spirituum (which, as Page notes, received an early thirteenth century notice in the writing of William of Auvergne) make these texts likely sources for many of the traces of Jewish and Arabic influence on necromantic and theurgic texts which are noted in this volume, including the Liber Juratus honorii, John of Morigny’s Liber florum, and the De occultis et manifestis of Antonio da Montulmo.  Page’s work shows how the angelic actions described in these texts are read in the context of cosmologies which both explain and justify human control over as well invocation of spirits. Through her examination these works, it becomes possible to see something of the cultural and religious diversity of sources to which literate readers had access in the later middle ages.
The following three articles deal with the Liber Juratus Honorii, offering important new evidence about the original provenance of this text and the history of its transmission.  Katelyn Mesler’s historically grounded close reading of the London text maps out the Jewish and Islamic elements of its syncretism in greater detail than previous scholarship had attempted, by identifying specific aspects of Jewish and Islamic angelology that are discretely traceable in separate sections of the book. One feature of the non-Christian angels already commented on by Sophie Page in connection with the Liber Razielis and the Liber de essentia spirituum is that these angels are not unambiguously good; they come in a range of hierarchies which are not those of the conventional Christian orders, and may nevertheless be licitly compelled by the operator whose soul is appropriately purged and purified. Thus, where this text before had a tendency to appear as an injudicious fusion of Christian claims with necromantic goals, Mesler’s work allows us to look at the Liber Juratus as a composition which has incorporated these foreign angelologies in a conscious manner. The tendency too quickly to appropriate medieval theological binaries noted by Véronèse has here also masked what may more fruitfully be seen as a synthesis of religious traditions, a more deliberate attempt to appropriate for Christianity certain spiritual benefits which other religions had on offer.

Jan Veenstra’s article introduces us to a previously unknown copy of the Liber iuratus present in a manuscript of the Summa Sacra Magice (a compilation of magic texts circulating in Spain put together by Berengarius Ganell in the first half of the fourteenth century).   Veenstra demonstrates conclusively that Ganell’s text belongs to a different tradition of redaction – a tradition which clearly must have been prior to that in the English manuscripts which were up to now the only known witnesses of the text. As well, Veenstra’s careful analysis of Ganell’s text suggests that the original from which it, and subsequently the London version, were drawn, may have been much longer than the text in any of its currently known forms.  While the discovery of this earlier redaction overturns some previously accepted evidence for the texts dating, it also yields evidence suggestive of a probable origin of the text in reconquista Spain, which in turn helps to contextualize the synthesis of angelologies observed by Mesler.

My own contribution to this volume approaches the Sworn Book from a different angle, examining the anti-Jewish claims in the London version as they relate to the theology of supercession.  In this version of Liber iuratus, the notion that Jews will be unable to operate successfully in the ritual practices of the Sworn Book is related to the idea that they lost their gift, their status as God’s chosen; thus, the ability once granted them to use names of God to manipulate angelic powers is no longer fully present in them. I bring this argument together with an analogous set of associations with the name of God as a specifically Jewish feature of the Old Compilation text of the Liber florum doctrine celestis of John of Morigny.  John has a vision in which God the Father asserts that the figures of his New Compilation practice must use the four nails of the crucifixion in positions where the four letters of the Divine Name used to be inscribed. John reads this as a caution against Judaizing, but he also uses it as part of a repositioning of his own Old Compilation simultaneously as a text that remains sacred in its own right, but also as a text that is both transcended and fulfilled by the New Compilation.  While these supercession arguments do different things in each work, in both cases they enhance claims that their practices have quasi-sacramental qualities and soteriological goals; at the same time, they justify the use of non-Christian elements as essential to Christian religious practices.  The underlying idea is that the entire sacral realm is a Christian inheritance.

Nicolas Weill-Parot offers an edition (done in collaboration with Julien Véronèse), as well as a translation and commentary on a hitherto unedited work by Antonio da Montulmo, The Book of Intelligences or Book of Occult and Manifest Things.  This late fourteenth-century work is significant in the transition between the late medieval theurgic work we have been looking at and the major syntheses by the author-magicians of the early modern period (witnessed, for example, in the fifteenth century by Ficino’s Three Books on Life, and in the sixteenth by Agrippa’s Three Books of Occult Philosophy).  Beyond the fact that Montulmo’s work constitutes a true synthesis of principles extracted from a range of available magic texts, Weill-Parot notes that Montulmo is one of the earliest authors of a magic book – that is, one of the first to write a book under his own name which openly professes to be about magic.  As we have seen, medieval theurgic texts tend either to be pseudonymously ascribed to biblical or legendary authors (as are the ars notoria or Liber iuratus), or else carefully to eschew magical terminology for their own operations (as does John of Morigny).  Montulmo is one of the first writers (after the important precedent of Berengar Ganell’s Summa sacre magice) to lay claim to authorial association with a work of magic.  Further, and perhaps more startling, by the word “magic” Montulmo intends no safe or licit sense of “natural magic”; in fact, within the De occultis et manifestis, his usage of the term “magic” exclusively designates actions with spirits.  For those types of operation which might normally be thought of under the heading “natural magic” Montulmo reserves the term “astronomical” or “astrological.”  Montulmo gives a rough guide to both types of operation, noting, however, that the most powerful and effective actions implement both magical and astrological principles.  It is possible to see in the De occultis et manifestis traces of nearly all the lines of thought up to now treated in this book, as well as a very interesting herald of Renaissance philosophical magic.

In the article by Harvey J. Hames, “Between the March of Ancona and Florence: Jewish Magic and a Christian Text” we are offered another perspective on the sharing of texts and ideas between faiths, this time in a fifteenth-century Italian context.  While Pico della Mirandola’s interest in Christian Cabbalah is known, and the Jewish influences on the Renaissance author-magicians are beginning to be more explored, Hames has uncovered a Hebrew translation of the Ars brevis of Ramon Llull which seems to have circulated in the same time period among Jewish scholars who were in the circle of Pico.  Hames’ essay makes clear that there was a considerable Jewish interest in this Christian text – something which probably derives in part from the fact that Llull’s own concerns were already intercultural.  In creating the Ars brevis, his intent was to facilitate conversion to Christianity by showing that the inherent nature of the supreme being was demonstrable through general principles acceptable to all three monotheistic faiths.  Thus, he aims at a universalizing language of ideas which is built from his own knowledge of Judaism and Islam.  Perhaps it is not surprising to discover similar interests on the part of this work’s Jewish translator, who clearly holds the work associates the work in high regard.  Hames reads the colophon of this translation to show how the work is associated with the mors osculi, and explores the implications of this translation in the works of Jacob Alemanno.

Elliot Wolfson’s article, “Language, Secrecy, and the Mysteries of Law: Theurgy and the Christian Kabbalah of Johannes Reuchlin” examines another facet of this early modern intercultural dialogue.  Bracing his central argument against a broadly accepted suggestion of Moshe Idel that the “basic change that the theosophical kabbalah underwent in the Christian presentation is the obliteration of the theurgical nature of this mystical lore,”
 Wolfson presents a case that Reuchlin’s appropriation and reinscription of the divine name in a Christian context is fully conscious of its inheritance from Judaism, and that he understood its function and potency.  As Wolfson notes,  

towards the end of the trialogue, the figure of Marranus draws an analogy between the efficacy of the name of Jesus in Christian faith and the theurgical potency of the Tetragrammaton in kabbalistic speculation. …let me here reiterate that for Reuchlin the main point is not only that the name of Jesus assumes a parallel function to YHWH, but also that Christians have a decided advantage over Jews inasmuch as they possess the true name of the Messiah, the Pentagram, which renders the ineffable name pronounceable.
  
In Reuchlin’s work, following in the tradition of Pico, the esoteric heritage of Judaism is preserved, and its interpretation is further unfolded.  As was the case with both Ramon Llull and his Hebrew translator, a universalizing view of alternate esotericisms appears to be in play in Reuchlin – a desire to take learning into the realm of a deeper truth that may be manifest in the religious practices of ones’ neighbors.  As in the parallel argument of the Master of the Sworn Book, the Christian unction is shown to relate to, but also to supercede, the Jewish one.  The shin (Hebrew ‘S’) which renders the ineffable name pronounceable has a parallel, too, in the crucifixion nails that supplant the Hebrew letters in the figures of John of Morigny’s Nova Compilatio – both are symbolic imprints of the enfleshment of God on the tetragrammaton, signifying the augmentation of Christian knowledge through appropriation of Jewish secrets. 
The sixteenth century witnessed an interest in the augmentation of knowledge of many kinds; As Frank Klaassen notes, the exploration of the new world evidently went hand in hand with attempts to explore the world beyond. In his piece, “Ritual Invocation and Early Modern Science: the Skrying Experiments of Humphrey Gilbert,” Klaassen looks at a manuscript recording crystal scrying and spirit conjuring operations performed by several figures in the household of Humphrey Gilbert (a group which included not only Gilbert’s brother Adrian, but also a young John Davis, later to become the prominent Elizabethan navigator and arctic explorer). These operations are performed in the same time period as the better known angel conversations of John Dee, which serve as a useful comparison.  Both Dee and Gilbert had notable scientific interests pursued with the same zeal as their conjuring experiments; but Dee seldom admitted to resorting to medieval tracts of magic of either demonic or angelic kinds (despite having many such books in his library).  However the Gilberts recorded a systematic pursuit of practices found in medieval grimoires for speaking with demons and angels.  The records made of their operations show both the free form use of these materials, and the extreme care with which they documented their visionary results. Klaassen positions the scrying operations of the Gilbert household in the context of their more widely known activities in the service of science and education, examining their anti-scholastic attitudes and experientially focused methods against the background of the social and intellectual history of ritual magic and early modern science.
The very difficulty of trying to categorize the Gilbert’s experiments – as theurgy, science, mysticism or magic-- shows how futile it may be to begin with a framework set up by such categories.   Of course it is crucial for historians to be aware of the kinds of polemics that have been engaged in the vicinity of terms like “mysticism” and “theurgy” (and likely the term “science,” too) especially as these may have operated around texts of Christian angel magic. But rather than suggesting that it is important to know these texts as one of these things or another, I would suggest that they must first become knowable as the kind of thing they really are – that is, as distinct products of singular intelligences, works by people who, whether they are known or anonymous, may still have espoused differing views about the ritual operations and spirit cosmologies they authored or compiled.  In order to know their ideas, first and foremost, we need simply to read them.  This book is intended to carry that project forward.
� Hic est liber, quo Deus in hac vita facialiter quit videri.  Hic est liber, quo quilibet potest salvari et in vitam eternam procul dubio deduci…. Hic est liber, qui est maius iocale a Domino datum omni alio iocali exclusis sacramentis. Hic est liber quo natura corporalis et visibilis cum incorporali et invisibili alloqui, racionar et instrui potest.  From Gösta Hedegård, Liber Iuratus Honorii A Critical Edition of the Latin Version of the Sworn Book of Honorius (Stockholm: Almqvist &Wiksell: 2002), final section CXLI, p 150 (my translation).


� Dating still involves guesswork; for summary of evidence, see essays by Mesler and Veenstra in this volume. Terminus ante quem is known to be prior to the mid-fourteenth century as witnessed both by the earliest manuscript and definite external notices of the text.  It is the terminus post quem that remains uncertain.


�  Conjuring Spirits (University Park, PA: Penn State University Press, 1998), p ix.


�  A few of the recent books to advance the study of medieval magic though detailed attention to materials in manuscript include: Gösta Hedegård, Liber Iuratus Honorii (2002, cited above); Nicolas Weill-Parot, Les “images astrologiques” au Moyen Âge et  à la Renaissance: Spéculations intellectuelles et pratiques magiques (XIIe-XVe siècle)  (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2002); Jean-Patrice Boudet, Entre Science et Nigromance: Astrologie, divination et magie dans l’Occident médiévale (XIIe-XVe siècle) (Paris: Sorbonne, 2006); Don Skemer, Binding Words: Textual Amulets in the Middle Ages  (University Park, PA: PSU Pr., 2007),  Julien Véronèse, L’Ars notoria au Moyen Âge. Introduction et édition critique  (Florence: Sismel, 2007); Benedek Làng  Unlocked Books: Manuscripts of Learned Magic in the Medieval Libraries of Central Europe  (University Park, PA: PSU Pr., 2008);  Frank Klaassen, The Transformations of Magic: Illicit Learned Magic in the Middle Ages and Renaissance  (University Park, PA: PSU Pr., forthcoming).   A number of other important books and editions are still in process.


� A classic exposition of the view of magic as “fossilized thinking” is found in Brian Vickers’ essay “On the Function of Analogy in the Occult” in Merkel and Debus, eds, Hermeticism and the Renaissance (Washington: Folger Shakespeare Library 1988) 265-92; a classic deconstruction of this article is performed by Christopher Lehrich in The Occult Mind  (Ithaca and London: Cornell Univ. Pr. 2007), pp 103-115.  


� From Luck’s essay “Theurgy and Forms of Worship in Neoplatonism” in Jacob Neusner, et al, eds., Religion, Science, and Magic: In Concert and In Conflict (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), p 185.


�The second component (-urgy) is the same as that which occurs in the word “metallurgy.”  The Random House College Dictionary (1975) etymologizes “metallurgy” as deriving from Greek metallourgós (metallourgeía) which it glosses “working in metals,” while the word “theurgy,” which has the same second component, is said to go back to Greek theourgeía, which it glosses simply as “magic.”  This simple equation happens in scholarly situations too, most often where the writer is in a hurry to get on to some other topic.  Eg in his Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Pr., 1983) pp 162 ff, Andrew Louth briefly equates “theurgy” with “magic” even while back handedly recognizing this as problematic:  “…Denys thinks of the sacraments as Christian theurgy – Christian magic, if you like – or, using less loaded words, a Christian use of material things to effect man’s relationship with the divine.” (163)


� Naomi Janowitz offers a lucid overview of the types of practices referred to theurgic in late antiquity, noting the overlap with magic, and touching as well on the problematic nature of the term as it was brought into scholarly usage by E.R. Dodds; see Janowitz, Icons of Power: Ritual Practices in Late Antiquity (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002), pp 5-18.


� In addition to works already mentioned, some recent interpreters of late antique theurgy include  Sarah Iles Johnston, “Rising to the Occasion: Theurgic Ascent in its Cultural Milieu” in Schäfer and Kippenberg, Envisioning Magic (Leiden:Brill, 1997), pp 165-194; and for Iamblichean theories see Gregory Shaw, Theurgy and the Soul: The Neoplatonism of Iamblichus (University Park, PA: Penn State University Press, 1995).


� This is common though not especially scholarly; see e.g. The Random House College Dictionary sv “theurgy,” cited above, note 6**.


� E.R. Dodds, “Theurgy and its Relationship to Neoplatonism,” Journal of Roman Studies 37 (1947), 55-69; the same definition is used again in The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley, 1951). While scholarly work on late antique theurgy has now advanced beyond Dodd’s formulation of theurgy as magic applied to a religious purpose, his work on the topic remains foundational and is still cited.


�  The term is used in variable ways of medieval ritual texts by many authors of articles in this book.  Uses of the term in both Christian and Kabbalistic contexts will be discussed in more detail below. 


�  A function marked in late antique as well as medieval Christian and Jewish versions of these practices. Augustine refers to those who perform theurgic rituals seeing in their initiated state “certain wonderfully lovely appearances of angels or gods” (City of God X.x, quoted from the translation by Marcus Dods [New York: Random House, 1950], 314; all later quotations refer to this edition).  Augustine suggests these apparitions  must actually result from “Satan transforming himself into an angel of light” (2 Corinthians xi: 14)—a familiar cautionary  topos for visionaries in the middle ages, frequently iterated by John of Morigny.


� While Véronèse uses the term “theurgy” in his article in this book, he has a more methodically elaborated explanation of his use of the term in his dissertation, from which I draw here.  L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge et à l’époque moderne.  Étude d’une tradition de magie théurgique (XIIe-XVIIe siècle).  Dissertation,  2 Vols., université Paris X-Nanterre, 2004, esp vol.I. p 464 ff.


� L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge, Vol 1, pp 467-8.


� L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge, Vol 1, pp 466-7.


� L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge, Vol 1, 469, citing Trouillard “Sacrements: la théurgie paienne,” Encyclopaedia Universalis, 1995, vol 20, pp 463-464.


� L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge, Vol 1, p 472.


� An instance cited by Véronèse (L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge, Vol 1, pp 248-51), who also notes that Abano presently changed his mind.  It would seem that his initial perception of the Notory art, like John of Morigny’s, was unconditioned by the recurrent condemnation of medieval theologians.   


� In the Summa Theologiae, 2a 2ae, Quaestio. 96, Article 1.


� Confessions VII.9.13


� Augustine brings up Christ as mediator passim in Books IX and X, but see especially IX.xv.


� City of God, IX.xxiii.


� City of God X.iii.


� City of God X.vii.


�  City of God X.ix.


�City of God, X.9


� It appears forty-four times according to Andrew Louth “Pagan Theurgy and Christian Sacramentalism” JTS ns 37 (1986): 432-38 and forty-seven times according to Janowitz, Icons (cited above, note 7**), p 13 and Gregory Shaw, “Neoplatonic Theurgy and Dionysius the Areopagite,” Journal of Early Christian Studies 7 (1999), p 574.  


� Ecclesiastical Hierarchy 3 436C, 440 B, 440 C; I am here tracing the uses of the term theurgy using Rorem’s footnotes to the translation by Colm Luibheid, Pseudo-Dionysius The Complete Works, Classics of Western Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1987).   A string of references to use of theurgia in the Greek is given primarily in footnote 11, p 52, which is prompted by the first use of “theurgy” in the Divine Names.


� EH 3 432B.


� EH 3 441D.


� Divine Names, 1 592A, page 52, and Rorem’s footnotes 11 and 12. 


� Paul Rorem traces the similarities and gives grounds for a probable influence in the chapter on “Anagogical Movement” in Biblical and Liturgical Symbols within the Pseudo-Dionysian Synthesis (Toronto: Pontifical Institute, 1984): 99-117, esp. 106 ff.  


� Helpful in tracing  terminology through various translations is Dionysiaca : recueil donnant l'ensemble des traductions latines des ouvrages attribués au Denys de 'Aréopage, ed. Philippe Chevallier et al. 2 Vols (Paris: Descleé, de Brower & Cie, 1937-49).[Paris-Brüges] : Desclée, de Brouwer & Cie, [1937-1949] [Paris-Brüges] : Desclée, de Brouwer & Cie, [1937-1949]Desclée, de Brouwer & Cie, [1937-1949] ] 2 v.


� Traditio 41 (1985), 1-28.


� Shaw, “Rituals of Unification”, 4.


� Journal of Early Christian Studies 7 (1999): 573-4. 


�  Shaw “Dionysius,” 576-77.  In his footnote to this passage, Shaw cites Louth “Pagan Theurgy and Christian Sacramentalism,” JTS ns 37 (1986): 432-38 and Rorem, Biblical and Liturgical Symbols within the Pseudo-Dionysian Synthesis (Toronto: Pontifical Institute, 1984): 104-11.


� Lubheid and Rorem, Pseudo-Dionysius, 52 n. 11, cited in Shaw, “Dionysius,” 587.


� Shaw, “Dionysius,” 587 ff.


� Shaw, “Dionysius,” 578.   


�  Miller, Measures of Wisdom (Toronto: University of Toronto Pr, 1986), 461 ff.


�  Shaw, “Dionysius,” 597.


� Idel, Kabbalah: New Perspectives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), 156.


� Idel, 157 (my emphasis).


� That is, he takes “magic applied to a religious purpose” as being a “usual” definition of theurgy.  I have noted, however, the general paucity of “definitions” of theurgy; so far as I have been able to determine, Dodds and Idel are virtually the only scholars actually to offer “definitions” of theurgy (that is, thumbnail accounts of what they mean when they use the word).  Thus it is probably less that Dodds definition is “usual” than that it was all Idel could find.


�In fact, it continues to assume that magic is by definition “not-religious;” if there can be shown to be a theurgy which is consistent with religion it must by definition be non-magical. In the assumptions surrounding the normal antagonism between magic and religion, his definition is little different from Dodds’.  


�Idel, 158.


�Idel, 161.


�Eg, Idel, 166, “To summarize the myth that underlies the augmentation theurgy. . . ”


� For a scholar who shares this usage, see Elliot R. Wolfson in much of his writing, from the early article “Circumcision  and the Divine Name” Jewish Quarterly Review 78 (1987) 77-112, to his article in this volume. As will be noted below, however, Wolfson has developed Idel’s idea in a direction which involves some alterations of perspective (including the possibility that Christianity may also admit to some understanding of theurgy, a point for which his article in this volume is key).  For a vaguer use of “theurgy ” which does not explicitly align itself explicitly either with Scholem or Idel/Wolfson see Pinchas Giller The Enlightened will Shine (Albany : State University of New York Press, 1993); for an example of scholarship which never uses the term “theurgy” (despite being a study of Jewish ritual materials involving divine contact through purgation, intermediary beings, and revelation), see Michael D. Swartz, Scholastic Magic:Ritual and Revelation in Early Jewish Mysticism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996).


� Shaw, “Dionysius,” note 20.


� Idel, 161.


� “The great Jewish scholars of the past century . . .  had little sympathy – to put it mildly –  for the Kabbalah.  At once strange and repellent, it epitomized everything that was opposed to their own ideas and to the outlook which they hoped to make predominant in modern Judaism.  Darkly it stood in their path, the ally of forces and tendencies in whose rejection pride was taken by a Jewry which . . . regarded it as its chief task to make a decent exit from the world.”  Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism 3rd ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1954), 1-2.


� “The natural and obvious result of the antagonism of the great Jewish scholars was that . . . all manner of charlatans and dreamers came and treated it as their own property.  From the brilliant misunderstandings and misrepresentations of Alphonse Louis Constant, who has won fame under the pseudonym of Eliphas Lévi, to the highly coloured humbug of Aleister Crowley and his followers, the most eccentric and fantastic statements have been produced purporting to be legitimate interpretations of Kabbalism.”  Scholem, Major Trends, 2. Janowitz notes that “as the category ‘magic’ shrinks, the category ‘theurgy’ blossoms;” Icons of Power, 4, note 10.  


� Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism (Jerusalem: Schocken Books, 1941), 4, quoting Jones introduction to Studies in Mystical Religion (1909), p xv.


� For this discussion see Scholem, Major Trends, 5 ff.  


� In regard to the scholarly perception of theurgy and unio mystica within Judaism, of course, much has been reconfigured since Scholem.  Against a prevailing tendency to accept Scholem’s strategic diagnosis of mystical union as absent from Jewish mysticism, Moshe Idel has defended the idea that concepts of unio mystica are important to Judaism too, often expressed in metaphors similar to those Christian mysticism.  (See chapter 4 of Kabbalah: New Perspectives, 59-73.)  However Idel continues to follow Scholem in seeing theurgy as fundamentally absent from Christianity, and indeed the discussion of theurgy begins as an explicit contrast with the words of a Christian mystic, Angelus Silesius; Idel remarks that  “Jewish theurgical anthropology strikes utterly different chords.”   (New Perspectives, 179)


� “. . . the Kabbalah advanced what was at once a claim and an hypothesis, namely, that its function was to hand down to its own disciples the secret of God’s revelation to Adam.  . . . the fact that such a claim was made appears to me highly characteristic of Jewish mysticism.”  Major Trends, 21.  The trope of the recovery of Adamic knowledge recurs in Christian angel magic texts too; for this as the founding myth of the ars notoria see article by Julien Véronèse in this volume, p [4]***


� Major Trends, 17; for language in the ars notoria see Véronèse in this volume pp [24]*** ff


� Major Trends, 37-38.  For masculinity in Christian ritual magic, see F. Klaassen, “Learning and Masculinity in Manuscripts of Ritual Magic of the Later Middle ages and Renaissance” Sixteenth Century Studies 38 (2007), 49-76. Of course it is possible that these Christian texts directly or indirectly took some influence from Jewish ideas; however the presence of these general characteristics (the preference of vision over divine union; the myth of Adamic knowledge; the valorization of language), need not necessarily have been a result of Jewish influence. Even where this influence is to some extent demonstrable (as in the case of the Sworn Book), the texts seem not to have originated as translations or adaptations of Hebrew works, but to be, as Jean-Patrice Boudet puts it, endogenous productions of Christian Latin culture; see Boudet, “L’Ars Notoria au Moyen Age: une résurgence de la théurgie antique?”, in Alain Moreau and Jean-Claude Turpin (eds.), La Magie: Actes du colloque internatonal de Montpellier 25-27 Mars 1999  (Montpellier: Université Paul-Valéry, 2000) vol. 3, 173-191.


� The period witnessing the proliferation of ritual magic texts also witnesses a rise in other private liturgies and devotional practices, as Richard Kieckhefer comments in  Forbidden Rites (University Park, PA: Penn State Univ Pr, 1998)  17, and has also addressed in Kieckhefer, “Major Currents in Late Medieval Devotion” in Jill Raitt, ed., Christian Spirituality, 2 (New York: Crossroad, 1987) 75-108.  A useful overview which construes the “experience” of mysticism broadly as including experiences of exegesis, reading, writing, and listening to liturgical performances, is Benedicta Ward, “Mysticism and Devotion in the Middle Ages” in Companion Encyclopedia of Theology, eds  Peter Byrne, James Leslie Houlden, 2nd Edition (London and NY: Routledge, 1995): 558-575.  For a broad overview of approaches to the topic of Christian mysticism, see B. McGinn “Theoretical Foundations: The Modern study of Mysticism,” Appendix to The Foundations of Mysticism (NY: Crossroad, 1991) pp 265-343.


� For example, prayer encounters some of the same issues as theurgy: where its intent seems instrumental, it is subject to justification or prohibition in similar terms.  Don Skemer’s survey of prayers used as amuletic text gives insight into the array of practices that accreted around written prayers in this time period, as well as some of the theological problems people encountered using them; see Binding Words: Textual Amulets in the Middle Ages (University Park, PA: Penn State Univ Pr, 2006), esp. ch 2 “The Magical Efficacy of Words.” For a discussion of  prayers and devotional practices in England in the context of a study of pardons and indulgences, see R.N. Swanson, Indulgences in Late Medieval England (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Pr., 2007), esp. ch. 6 “Devotion and Veneration;” and Eamon Duffy, Stripping the Altars (New Haven: Yale Univ. Pr., 2005), esp. ch. 8 “Charms, Pardons, Promises.”  Of course the most complete as well as crustily judgmental survey of instrumental prayers in early modern England is in Reginald Scot – one of three persons named “Scott” addressed by J.Z. Smith in his article “Great Scott! Thought and Action one More Time,” in Mirecki and Meyer, eds. Magic and Ritual in the Ancient World (Leiden: Brill, 2002) 73-91.  This piece revisits in broad theoretical terms the problem of the positive valuation of religious thought in contrast to negative or problematically positive valuations of religious action.  





� Julien Véronèse, L’ars notoria au Moyen Âge et à l’époque moderne.  Étude d’une tradition de magie théurgique (XIIe-XVIIe siècle).  Dissertation,  2 Vols., université Paris X-Nanterre, 2004.   The critical edition in volume II was published as  L’Ars notoria au Moyen Âge. Introduction et édition critique  (Florence: Sismel, 2007).  The historical introduction in Volume I is forthcoming from Honoré Champion.


� CROSS REFERENCE***; current p 29


� Quoted from Wolfson’s opening page, where Wolfson cites Moshe Idel, “Jewish Kabbalah in Christian Garb: Some Phenomenological Remarks,” in The Hebrew Renaissance, edited by Michael Terry (Chicago: The Newberry Library, 1997), pp. 14-15; cf also Idel, Kabbalah: New Perspectives (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), pp. 262-263 for essentially similar statements.


�  Wolfson, CROSS REFERENCE current p [20]
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