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Few Christians in the Middle Ages would have denied that sorcerers were capable of summoning demons.  It was a generally accepted aspect of Christian cosmology and a practice long considered forbidden.
  But what about angels?  While they could be the objects of prayers, and were occasionally accorded an intercessory role similar to that of the saints, the notion of magically summoning an angel and constraining it to obedience was rather unorthodox and, for most Christians, quite unthinkable.  Yet a work of learned magic known as the Sworn Book of Honorius, which circulated in two versions since at least the fourteenth century, teaches techniques not only for invoking angels, but also for conjuring and commanding them.
  One of the prescribed rituals begins with weeks of fasting and abstinence, careful preservation of moral and ritual purity, steadfast attendance at masses, and nearly incessant prayer.  A set of ritual objects, including a piece of parchment bearing the name of God, are then taken to a secluded circle of stones.  After the proper prayers, suffumigations, and genuflections, the angels are addressed:

. . . I thus invoke you, powerful angels, and by invoking, I conjure you.  I mightily command the ruling powers of the heavenly majesty, by Him . . . and by His ineffable name . . . at the sound of which all the celestial, terrestrial, and infernal hosts tremble and worship [cf. Phil 2:10], and by these names, which are Rethala, Rabam, Cauthalee, Durhulo, Archyma, Rabur, that by the spheres of Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, the Sun, Venus, Mercury, and the Moon, at every occasion, without malice, in a benevolent form, and placated by my small gift, you shall deign to descend . . . within the circles inscribed here, ready to obey me in all lawful and worthy requests. . . .

As suggested by the invocation, the ritual is supposed to end with the appearance of an angel, who will obediently carry out the wishes of the conjurer.

One can only speculate whether anyone in the Middle Ages actually attempted to follow this complicated and laborious procedure through to its end, for most of the few existing accounts of this text were written by detractors who condemned the work as demonic.  Nor do we know anything about the undoubtedly pseudonymous author “Honorius,”
 other than a few general details discernible from internal textual evidence.  However, the emerging research suggests that this text and its author were more popular (or notorious) than the scanty references would lead us to believe.  And even if they had not been so well known, the text would remain significant on account of the remarkable evidence it provides for two notable developments in the cultural history of late medieval European Christendom.

First, the text represents an important stage in the history of medieval magic.  If the rituals described are not entirely original or unique to the Sworn Book, the text nonetheless exemplifies certain practices and ideas that were developing within the Christian magical tradition.  Indeed, Honorius’s treatise challenges contemporary assumptions about magic, and thus plays a significant role in the larger context of legal and theological debates over the status of magical practices.  Second, the Sworn Book provides a striking example of a type of cultural transmission and adaptation that was becoming more common in the period.  The reception and influence of Islamic ideas in the Latin West has long occupied historians such as Lynn Thorndike, Charles Homer Haskins, David Pingree, and Charles Burnett.
  I will contribute to this wider field of study by examining the ways in which Honorius appropriates elements of Jewish and Islamic magical practices for a purportedly Christian purpose.  In particular, the Sworn Book attests to different degrees and awareness of culture transmission, demonstrates both direct and indirect influence from these external sources, and provides unique evidence for understanding attitudes towards such borrowing.  


These two main themes cannot be understood apart from one another, for they are both integrated in the Sworn Book’s particular emphasis on summoning and constraining angels.  As a new element in the textual tradition of learned Christian magic, derived largely from Jewish and Islamic sources, angel magic challenged the widespread cosmological assumptions concerning the operation of magic.
I. The Sworn Book: Textual Traditions and Dating

The most important advance in research on the Sworn Book is Jan Veenstra’s identification (in this volume) of two separate textual traditions.  The first, hitherto unknown to scholars, was transmitted in Spain by Berengario Ganell in his magical compendium the Summa Sacra Magice.  Although this version was certainly affected by the personality of the redactor, it nevertheless appears to preserve certain features of Honorius’s original text.
  The second and later textual tradition of the Sworn Book, which has been the basis for all previous work on the text, is known from a few manuscripts compiled in England and now preserved in the British Library in London.  Since this version is available in Gösta Hedegård’s Latin edition,
 it is the latter tradition that has been the basis of my treatment in the present article, although much of my analysis may apply equally to both versions.
The London redaction of the Sworn Book is divided into a prologue and five sections.  The prologue recounts a dramatic narrative concerning the work’s composition.  As the story goes, the pope and other high-ranking Church officials have been manipulated by demons into believing that the magical arts are evil.  In the face of impending persecution, and out of fear that their art would be lost, a council of magicians gathered to preserve the secrets of magic.  They chose Honorius to commit this magical knowledge to writing, and he did so with the help of an angel named Hocrohel.  The magicians then swore an oath to protect the secrets contained in the book, and therefore it is known as the “sworn” book.
  This prologue evokes the historiolae common in pseudepigraphal and magical texts, in which the account of the text’s origin, often describing how it was handed down from biblical figures, attests to its authenticity and authority.  But however historically implausible this account may be, it provides invaluable evidence for determining the date of composition and explicit commentary on contemporary attitudes towards magic. 

The dating of the Sworn Book has been contested among historians.  Jan Veenstra suggests that a date in the early fourteenth century remains plausible, but he cautions that there is nothing to rule out a point of origin earlier in the thirteenth century.  Evidence which depends on  textual details particular to the London version suggests a date for the redaction of that version most likely during the pontificates of John XXII (r. 1316–34) or his successor Benedict XII (r. 1334–42).  These textual details include: an emphasis on attaining the beatific vision, incorporation of material from the Ars notoria, polemics directed against Jews rather than Muslims, and a prologue retailing the myth of the text’s origin in a time period when magic was under a newly heightened attack from the Church.
  Since all of these elements play a role in my analysis, it is worth reassessing the evidence for dating, both to establish the likely parameters for the text’s composition, and to confirm the dating of the London tradition with greater certainty.
Initial arguments for an early thirteenth-century date were largely based on a Liber sacratus mentioned by William of Auvergne, who was bishop of Paris from 1228 to 1249.
  There is, however, no clear indication that he was referring to any version of the Sworn Book under discussion in this volume; as Richard Kieckhefer has already noted, there are many books that might have been characterized as “consecrated” or “sworn.”
  Concerning the London tradition, new evidence from the doctoral dissertation of Julien Véronèse on the Ars notoria
 conclusively rules out such an early date, for he has shown that the prayers in the London Sworn Book depend on the later glossed version of the Ars notoria—a third recension of this text, which postdates both an earlier glossed version and the original unglossed version.
  While this evidence is absent from the tradition represented in Ganell, so that there is nothing conclusively to rule out a thirteenth-century date of origin, it remains questionable whether a work originating in Spain even in the early part of thirteenth century could have been in circulation in northern France as early as the 1240s.

The writings of John of Morigny
 provide further evidence that the Sworn Book tradition probably does not date much earlier than 1300.  In particular, there is no indication that John, who wrote between 1301 and 1315, knew the Sworn Book, even though he knew the Ars notoria in the glossed version (and probably in the unglossed version as well), and he mentions several other magic texts.
  Thus, the circumstantial evidence from the Liber florum generally supports the possibility that the Sworn Book was not in wide circulation in northern France before 1316.  The earliest known manuscript of this version dates to the first half of the fourteenth century. 

Nevertheless, a later date for the London version seems unlikely, for there is good reason to trace the redaction of the Sworn Book to the papal reign of John XXII or Benedict XII.  Either one could have been envisaged as the target of the prologue’s polemics, as both men devoted considerable energy to arraigning suspected sorcerers.
  But the fact that only one pope is mentioned in the story may indicate that it was, in fact, during John’s pontificate that the Sworn Book was redacted.  This assumption is supported by an additional piece of circumstantial evidence related to the text’s emphasis on the beatific vision.
  John XXII caused an uproar during the last few years of his pontificate (1331–34) when he began preaching that the vision of God could not be obtained until after the Final Judgment.  He recanted on his deathbed, and the matter was officially settled two years later in Benedict’s encyclical Benedictus Deus (1336), which supported the common opinion that the elect would experience the vision immediately after death.
  The issue was, perhaps, never so high-profile, and the centrality of the beatific vision in the London version of the Sworn Book may reflect that redactor’s awareness of the controversy.  
But while John and his opponents differed on how soon the vision would be seen after death,
 the first section of the Sworn Book, which comprises more than half of the complete text, is specifically devoted to a position that is more reminiscent of the one condemned at the Council of Vienne (1311–12): attainment of the vision during life, by one’s own efforts—in this case, by means of a magical ritual.
  This portion of the text consists of several parts: instructions for creating the “sigil of God,” which is a magical seal used in the rituals;
 a listing of several prayers, which are recited in various sequences throughout the remainder of the text; a ritual for obtaining a dream-vision to learn if one has God’s permission to proceed with the operation; and the performance of the ritual, lasting an extra seventy-two days, that leads to the beatific vision.
  
II. “Honorius”: Background and Influences
Even if John XXII or the Council of Vienne provided some inspiration for the emphasis on the beatific vision, it was another source that shaped the content.  It is this first section of the text, dealing with the beatific vision, wherein Richard Kieckhefer recognized strong traces of Jewish thought in the Sworn Book.
  Lacking evidence for any direct textual source, he nonetheless identified several elements in the treatise that, whether directly or indirectly, ultimately attest to the influence of Jewish mysticism and magic—in particular, similarities with the Hekhalot literature of Merkavah mysticism and the mystical techniques of Abraham Abulafia.  These include the work’s goal of viewing God during life, the emphasis on moral and ritual purity as a prerequisite for magical practices, the magical use of a seal on which the name of God is written, the ritual attainment of dream-visions, and a suggestion in the prologue that the book should be buried rather than destroyed.
  To the evidence noted by Kieckhefer we might add Honorius’s explanation of Exodus 33:20, which is reminiscent of a Kabbalistic interpretation mentioned by Nachmanides,
 as well as the repeated assertion of seeing the “celestial palace,” which is certainly not unknown in Christian thought, but is a central motif of Hekhalot literature.
  In addition, Jean-Patrice Boudet has emphasized the potential of Jewish influence in the use of the seventy-two letter name of God, as found in magical texts of Jewish influence such as the Liber Razielis,
 and in the linguistic features of certain angelic names.

The second, third, and fourth sections of the Sworn Book take on a very different tone from the first part of the work.  These three sections focus on the conjuring of planetary angels, aery angels, and terrestrial angels, respectively.  Sections two and three are parallel in structure, providing information about the spirits, then describing the ritual used to summon them, which is based in part on the ritual for the beatific vision.  The fourth section, though following the same general structure, is radically abridged and lacks the detail of the second and third parts.  There is also a fifth section, which is somewhat conspicuous in both content and prose style.  It repeats earlier details, providing clarification on a few points of ritual from the first and third sections, then offers a brief conclusion to the work.  The evidence suggests that this section was not part of the original version of the Sworn Book.
  In comparison to the ritual for the beatific vision, these final portions of the Sworn Book have received little scholarly attention.  However, I will demonstrate that these sections are not only innovative in their appropriation of Jewish and Islamic elements, but have wide implications with respect to the historical context of the fourteenth century.

Much less is known concerning the original author, and even the little that can be discerned is complicated by the difficulty of distinguishing him from later redactors.  Only further textual analysis may resolve this difficulty.  At present, I will continue to speak generally of Honorius, with the understanding that his “personality” as preserved in the London tradition is a combination of the original author and an unknown number of redactors.  The question of Honorius’s language skills is of particular interest when considering the influence of works in languages other than Latin.  On the one hand, he discusses etymologies from Hebrew, Arabic, and Greek, which may derive from some personal acquaintance with these languages.
  On the other hand, a misspelling of the Tetragrammaton as “ioth, he, vau, deleth” appears to confirm that he is no skilled Hebraist.
  Veenstra has shown that this particular error can probably be imputed to a redactor, and thus may not be characteristic of all stages in the production of the Sworn Book, but scrutiny of the text ultimately reveals no conclusive evidence for knowledge of these languages.  
Additional evidence from the text sheds light on Honorius’s level of education.  Throughout the text, he incorporates—and occasionally alters (whether intentionally or inadvertently)—passages from scripture,
 the baptismal rite,
 the Preface for Easter,
 the Ave Maria,
 the Salve Regina,
 the Apostle’s Creed,
 the Pater Noster,
 the Sanctus,
 and the Creed of Athanasius.
  He also paraphrases quotations from one of Jerome’s letters
 and from Pseudo-Augustine’s Sermon Against Jews, Pagans, and Arians.
  This latter passage may have been taken from other sources that quote it, such as Gregory the Great,
 Peter Damian,
 Peter Lombard,
 or Richard of St. Victor,
 but attests all the same to Honorius’s familiarity with Church writings.  Other references are specifically attributed to Solomon, such as a distorted version of Sirach, “It is better to remain in caves with a bear and a lion than with a wicked woman,”
 and another quotation that is not as readily identifiable: “There is only one God, the only power, the only faith.”
  In addition, the angel Samael is said to have told Solomon, “I shall give this to your people Israel, and they shall similarly grant it to others.”
  These phrases may simply be Honorius’s own innovations, or remnants of other magical texts he had read.  The fact that they all appear in close proximity to one another suggests the possibility that this part of the text may represent an adaptation from another source.  In any case, it is clear that Honorius had a solid knowledge of magical texts.  This is certainly true of the redactor who had access to a glossed version of the Ars notoria at the time he copied the Sworn Book.

From this internal evidence, it is safe to assume that the original author and the redactors were members of the learned clergy, and thus belong to the “clerical underworld” identified by Kieckhefer.
  While increasing evidence suggests that such magicians need not be imagined as solitary figures whose magical pursuits were unknown to others,
 it is nonetheless difficult to say much more about Honorius except, perhaps, in terms of geography.  Veenstra’s article establishes Spain as the most likely place of original composition, and this theory appears to be supported by the known movement of the text.  In a trial from 1347, we learn that Berengario Ganell, who was from Spain, personally sold Etienne Pepin a copy of the book near Perpignan sometime during the period from 1324 to 1344.
  Pepin responded in the trial that he had recently sent the book to Guarino de Castronovo in Vabres (Haute-Loire).
  Although this is our clearest indication of the movement of the text from Spain to France, we cannot rule out the likelihood that other copies were already in circulation (indeed, we can imagine that this is not the only copy Ganell sold).  In fact, Pepin claimed to have heard of the book before acquiring his own.  Next, there is an indication in the writings of the inquisitor Nicholas Eymerich that a copy was found in Aragon at some point between 1357 and 1375.  It is not until 1389 and again in 1398 that the Sworn Book was finally mentioned in Paris.
  There is not enough evidence to conclude with certainty which version was present in the former case, but the 1398 account references the prologue and other contents of the London version.  
We may never know the identity of Honorius, or the exact circumstances of the Sworn Book’s composition, but there is still much that can be gained from a textual study.  The history of medieval Christian magic has been a growing field over the past few decades, but angel magic has, until recently, remained a largely overlooked aspect of the tradition.
  The reigning narrative in the historiography of angelic invocations in Late Antiquity is that early Christians condemned invocations to angels in order to avoid idolatry and to distance themselves from the practices of so-called Gnostic groups.
  This particular concern is addressed by the fourth-century Council of Laodicea .
  As the story goes, this mentality changed in the fourth to sixth centuries, due mostly to Augustine and Gregory the Great, and then, as one historian asserts, “the invocation of angels has been a legitimate Christian practice ever since.”
  None of these studies account for the consistently non-Christian character of the angels invoked in magical contexts, nor for the repeated condemnations of such angelic invocations that recur throughout the Middle Ages.

In the most systematic treatment of early medieval angelic invocations to date, Valerie Flint provides numerous examples to argue that the practice was intentionally—almost officially—adapted in the early Middle Ages in order to preserve pagan spirit magic in a Christian form.
  Her examples tend to focus on prayers, pilgrimages, sacramental practices, and the cult of Saint Michael, the archangel.  However, the healings and other effects resulting from these practices would have been categorized by contemporaries as “miracles.”
  Thus, while Flint is helpful in illuminating the early medieval Christian contexts in which angels were invoked, her work does not cast a direct light on the angelic texts of ritual magic that began to flourish in the thirteenth century.  I argue that late medieval angel magic did not grow solely out of Christian practice, for aspects of it were inherently contradictory to Christian understandings of both angels and magic.  Rather, it was the result of Jewish and, later, Islamic influence.  Initially, this influence resulted in rather isolated cases, which did not result in a continuing textual tradition of learned angel magic within Christianity.  But once Hebrew and Arabic magical texts became available in the Latin West, largely through Spain and Sicily, Christian magicians such as Honorius began to adapt the use of different kinds of angels into their own treatises of practical magic.  

III. Conjuring Spirits

The notion of commanding spirits had original grounding in the synoptic Gospels’ accounts of exorcisms, which continued to exist as a sanctioned practice for expelling demons from those who were thought to be possessed.  It is little wonder, then, that medieval clerical necromancers adapted the same beliefs and rituals in hopes of compelling demons to obey other kinds of requests.
  In this respect the Sworn Book is no exception, for Honorius repeatedly asserts the same general assumptions about God’s willingness to constrain spirits on behalf of humans.  What makes the text so remarkable, however, is the appropriation of these same formulas with regard to spirits that he specifically identifies as angels.  In addition, the unusual length, complexity, and details of the operations reveal certain elements influenced by the Jewish and Islamic magical traditions.


Perhaps the most important text of Christian angel magic to emerge in Europe in the period preceding the Sworn Book was the Ars notoria.  As mentioned earlier, the first section of the London version of the Sworn Book relies on many prayers copied verbatim from the later glossed version of the Ars notoria.
  Before undertaking a detailed analysis of the conjurations in the Sworn Book, it is thus important to establish the extent to which the type of angelic invocations used in the Sworn Book are intrinsically similar to that of the Ars notoria.
   In the London version of the Sworn Book, the majority of angelic invocations drawn from the Ars notoria are addressed to God, but call indirectly upon the power of the angels.  Only rarely are the angels addressed more directly, as when the text reads, “Be present holy angels, pay heed, and inform me whether such person shall recover or die of this illness.”
  But even this statement could easily be understood as beseeching, rather than commanding, the angels.

Julien Véronèse is correct, then, in asserting that the Ars notoria lacks an overt notion of constraint.
  In the first section of the Sworn Book, most directly dependent on the Ars notoria, God is entreated “by your most holy angels,” “by all your holy and glorious archangels,” “by the virtue of your holy angels and archangels,” “by the sight of your angels,” “by the power . . . of your holy angels,” “by these precious sacraments of your angels,” and “by your angels and archangels, by the thrones and dominations, powers, principalities and virtues, by the cherubim and seraphim.”
  Only one invocation in this section of the Sworn Book lacks direct precedent in the Ars notoria: “by the intercessions . . . of your angels and archangels Michael, Gabriel, Uriel and Raphael, and all other celestial angels.”
  It is worth noting that, in all of these instances, the text is referring to the “celestial” angels.  That is, those of the nine orders, who, Honorius insists, “serve only God,” and thus cannot be invoked or compelled.  
There are, however, three other types of angels: a lower group of celestial (or “planetary”) angels, as well as “aery” angels and “terrestrial” angels.
  The following sections of the Sworn Book provide detailed instructions for conjuring and subjugating each of these types of angels, thus presenting a radical departure in premises from the prayers of the Ars notoria preserved in the first section.  As will be seen, the mode of address to these types of spirits differs much from the address of the higher celestial spirits, and from the Ars notoria.

A common form of necromantic conjuration, as Richard Kieckhefer has demonstrated, consists of four main parts: an assertion of the conjuration (“I conjure you”), a reference to the identity of the spirits who are being addressed, a listing of the various powers invoked to constrain the spirits, and specific instructions for the spirits to carry out.
  The conjurations in the Sworn Book certainly follow this general pattern.  As is typical, they are also accompanied by the performance of a prescribed ritual procedure.  The simplest version of this operation is in the second section, which describes the procedure for conjuring those celestial angels who are associated with the planets, the sun, and the moon.  The practitioner must first learn about the angels he wishes to conjure, prepare a magic circle,
 conduct the ritual to determine if he has God’s permission to continue, and then spend several weeks attending masses and performing purification rites.  During this time, he convinces a priest to say prayers on his behalf, beseeching Christ to constrain the angels.
  After the purification is complete, the three-day conjuration process begins.  On the first day, he should attend mass, say certain prayers, and perform a benediction at the circle.  On the second day, he attends mass again and performs certain benedictions and suffumigations at the circle.  Then he addresses the angels by name, seeking to pacify them: “In doing this [i.e., suffumigating], I offer you a small gift, so that you will be peaceful, patient, and calm, and will, by the intercession of God, kindly grant that which I seek.”
  Next, he draws two circles on the ground, inscribes the names of the angels around them, then address the angels again: “Come, all you, N. . . .  I invoke you, N., as Zebedee ordered his sons to obey, [so too] may you come.”
  On the third day, he must wash and return to the circle with the seal of God.  There, he recites prayers and performs suffumigations and genuflections.  Addressing God, he adds, “May I be worthy to join in a friendly manner with your holy angels, who may, with your kind permission, be willing to thoroughly fulfill my just desires.”
  He is now ready to begin the conjuration proper.

The text separates the ritual into four parts: the “invocation,” the “seal and binding,” the “conjuration,” and the “placation.”  Each consists of instructions, such as holding up the seal or drawing a cross on the ground, as well as numerous permutations of verbal formulas that follow Kieckhefer’s framework.  The angels are addressed by long lists of names, various powers—often God’s name—are called upon to constrain them,
 and they are instructed to be peaceful, honest, and obedient.  There is an implicit danger in the operation, and the angels are enjoined to descend into the circle without malevolence, taking on a beneficent appearance and a pleasing demeanor.
  Further, the sigil of God is said to help “render them harmless.”
  When they arrive, the practitioner is cautioned, the angels are not to be seen or addressed until after they have first spoken.
  No explanation of this practice is given.  These angels are then constrained to obey the conjurer’s wishes: “Ask what you want, and you shall have it.”
  In theory, these angels will only obey “lawful and upright” requests.
  Honorius offers such suggestions as seeking knowledge of heaven, changing day into night or night into day, or consecrating a book.
  However, previous descriptions of the angels indicate that some of them, in fact, specialize in harmful or questionable activities.

The conjuration of the aery angels in the third section of the Sworn Book follows the same pattern, although it is longer and more complicated.  There are, for example, spirits of the winds and a set of demons that must be invoked as part of the operation, and they too are constrained by various powers.
   This may be one reason the text expresses a heightened sense of fear and danger.  For example, the priest’s prayer on the practitioner’s behalf enjoins Christ to constrain these angels to appear “without harm to body or spirit.”
  The preparation for the conjuration also reveals this sense of danger, as extra rituals for protection are required.
  As for the angels, they are not just asked to take a pleasing form, but one that is not offensive, dangerous, or frightening.
  And while correct performance of the ritual means that they will ultimately come and grant requests, they will first try to frighten the conjurer through various visions.
  Likewise, the conjuration for the fourth group, the terrestrial angels, further reinforces this element of danger.
  Although Honorius never explicitly states the reason for this danger, the apparent implication is that the spirits themselves (angels and demons alike) are the source of the danger.  And more explicitly than in the case of the planetary angels, both the aery and terrestrial angels can be summoned for overtly harmful purposes.


At one point, however, there is a rather distinctive change in the form of the conjuration.  In the ritual for summoning the aery angels, an additional step requires the practitioner to rouse certain demons that are associated with the seven planets and directions.  This conjuration begins by calling out cycles of questions to them: “Where is king Harthan and where are his attendants Bileth, Mylalu, and Abucaba?  Where is king Abaa and where are his attendants Hyici, Quyron, Zach, and Eladeb?  Where is king Maymon and where are his attendants Assaibi, Albunalich, Haibalidech, and Yasfla?”
  As Gershom Scholem has noted, this form of indirect invocation may be found with some frequency in Islamic magical texts, but it is quite rare in Jewish sources.
  Nor is this formula common in Christian texts, where the wording of invocations closely resembles that of Jewish magic.
  The inclusion of this form, then, indicates a nearly certain case of direct borrowing from an Islamic source.  In addition, the demon kings mentioned bear a striking resemblance to the Islamic tradition of the seven demon kings, who are also associated with the planets and directions.  Some onomastic similarities further support this particular influence.

Another element that is reminiscent of Islamic tradition is the requirement to learn the angels’ particular characteristics as a prerequisite to performing the ritual.
  In general, the Islamic magical tradition is often highly theoretical in focus.  Treatises of magic tend to explain how and why magic functions, and it is through this knowledge that one is able to operate the magical arts.
  Thus, the knowledge of a spirit’s properties is a crucial prerequisite for any invocation.
  In Jewish tradition, however, magic is primarily performative, accomplished through the power of words and actions.
  But while such a distinction is provocative, it is certainly insufficient to draw stable conclusions about the specific influences on the rituals of the Sworn Book.  After all, a learned magician, familiar with both Church liturgy and scholastic theology, could certainly incorporate elements of theory and ritual into a magical text.  What is more conclusive, however, is the conception of the angels themselves.

IV. Envisioning Spirits

Christians in the later Middle Ages still understood angels mainly according to the sixth-century conceptions of Pseudo-Dionysius and Gregory the Great, in which angels remained abstract, uncountable, and largely anonymous.
  With the exception of the archangels Michael, Gabriel, and Raphael, the angels of the celestial hierarchy were, perhaps, too abstract to rival the saints as personal intercessors.  In addition, the veneration of angels could easily rouse suspicions of latria.
  This is not to suggest that medieval Christianity lacked a rich tradition of angelology—far from it, as David Keck has shown.
  Nevertheless, there is little precedent for the Sworn Book’s ideas amid the various depictions of angels that flourished in monastic writings, scholastic theology, biblical commenatries, sermons and exempla, eschatological writings, vernacular literature, or even visionary accounts, all of which tend to situate even the most exotic ideas about angels within accepted frameworks.
  The angels portrayed by Honorius, however, not only differ strikingly from these traditional Christian conceptions, but actually exemplify distinctive characteristics of Jewish and Islamic angelologies.  

As we have already seen, angels in the Sworn Book are separated into four different groups.  The first consists of the celestial spirits that are associated with the traditional celestial hierarchy, albeit presented in an unusual order.  The author explains, “Certain of them serve God alone, and these are the nine orders of angels: cherubim, seraphim, thrones, dominations, virtues, principalities, powers, archangels, and angels.”
  As presented, these angels correspond somewhat to orthodox notions of angels.  Although they exist in a constant state of praise for God and cannot be conjured or compelled in any way, their power can still be invoked, whether in supplication to God, or even when conjuring other types of angels.
  Since the portrayal of these angels in the London version of the Sworn Book is copied largely verbatim from the Ars notoria, it cannot provide much evidence for Honorius’s adaptation of Jewish and Islamic sources.  More revealing, however, are the angels described in the other sections of the work.

The second group of angels in the Sworn Book is composed of the celestial spirits of the planets.  Each planet has a corresponding group of named angels, whose various character traits are specified.  These include the angels’ function, region, body, color, and shape.
  The functions indicate, for example, that the spirits of the moon change desires and thoughts, speed up journeys, and cause rain,
 while the regional attribute associates them with one of seven geographical divisions.  The other characteristics all relate to physical appearance, as when the spirits of Jupiter are described as being “of medium height,”
 and those of Mars are colored “red, like burning coal.”
  Each group of angels has three to five demons beneath it.  Of these demons, one is the king, the rest are attendants.
  These demons rule over the rest of the planets’ demons.
  In general, the planetary angels “esteem men,” and should be considered good.
  However, their descriptions call these assertions into question.  The angels of Mars, it is said, “provoke wars, killing, destruction, and the death of men and animals,”
 while those of Saturn are even said to cause sadness, anger, and hatred.

The angels in the third group are known as aery spirits.  This is a dangerous assertion, as spirits of the air had long been considered demons by the Christian tradition.
  The author explains, “There are spirits in the air whom the holy mother Church calls damned, but these spirits claim that the opposite is true; thus we prefer to call them neither good nor evil.”
  That said, he proceeds to explain that there are actually several types of aery spirits.  Those associated with the east and west are benevolent, for “their activities aid in good, and scarcely harm anyone.”
  The spirits of the north and south, however, are evil, and their works are harmful.
  Finally, there is a third group, corresponding to three of the ordinal directions, which truly are “neither good nor evil,” since these spirits simply obey whatever invocations are addressed to them.  Like the planetary angels, these angels of the seven directions
 preside over demonic hierarchies, but differ in that they also rule over spirits of the winds.  They are likewise described in terms of function, region, body, color, and shape.  In this case, however, new characteristics are included, such as their faces, manner of movement, and signs.  The signs are indications that the angel is present, as when the conjurer sees men being eaten by lions in order to signify the presence of a southeastern spirit.
  

Only a few details are provided about the last group, the terrestrial angels.  The author explains that they are “filthy and full of all depravity.”
  Their functions include such activities as killing trees and crops, causing earthquakes, destroying the foundation of cities, and ruining men.
  These angels are large and frightening, with claws, five faces, and diverse animal body parts.
  They too are arranged in a hierarchy, with one king and four attendants, each of whom commands legions that, in turn, rule over groups of over four thousand demons.
  The particular sign indicating their arrival is that “the entire world appears destroyed.”
  In fact, these creatures are said to be so frightening that Honorius recommends leaving a written request in order to avoid seeing or hearing them!
  

Such conceptions of angels are not the product of Honorius’s imagination, nor can they all be attributed to the influence of other Christian texts of angel magic, such as the Ars notoria or the Holy Almandal.
  Rather, they have strong roots in Jewish tradition.  During the Intertestamental Period, Judaism began to develop a highly personalized conception of angels that differed significantly from the Hebrew Bible’s portrayal of nondescript emissaries.
  This new conception grants individual angels a unique and powerful name, a personality, a detailed physical appearance, and specific functions in the world.  These angels tend to be arranged in numbered groups and placed within complex hierarchical systems.  Although they are unquestionably superior to men, angels are thought to have significant contact with the human world, sometimes in the role of teachers.  They also display an affinity with humanity in their ability to perform both good and evil works.  While this new notion of angels was by no means universally accepted,
 it is the dominant conception of angels in those texts of Jewish magic and mysticism that influenced Christian angel magic. 


One of the earliest and most influential examples of this angelology is 1 Enoch, composed sometime between the second century bce and the first century ce.
  This pseudepigraphal apocalypse includes the account of a group of angels who decided to take human wives.  They taught men the secrets of transmutation, incantations, astrology, and various other illicit practices, and the children born to their human wives became demons.
  The leaders of these Fallen Angels are listed by name, as are the archangels and various others that appear throughout the story.
  Knowledge of these names can, in some cases, give someone power over these angels.
  Each angel also has its place in a complex hierarchy of leaders and subordinates.  Though a full description of this hierarchy is absent from the text, the number of angels that compose various groups is often specified.  For example, the Fallen Angels numbered two hundred, twenty-one of which were leaders.
  Elsewhere, hierarchies are arranged in groups of three, four, twelve, three hundred and sixty, and one thousand.
  Even when a multitude of angels is considered infinite, numerical language is used, as when the text speaks of “a hundred thousand and ten million times a hundred thousand angels.”


The individualized nature of the angels in Judaism meant that there was often a fine line between angel and man: the Essenes at Qumran viewed their community as a direct parallel to their idea of angelic priesthood;
 several texts of Antiquity and Late Antiquity attest to righteous humans as having initially been, or having become, angels;
 and themes of affinity and rivalry between humans and angels are common throughout rabbinic literature.
  There is even some evidence that Jewish “cults of the angels” may have existed.
  It was during these early centuries of the Common Era that a loosely related corpus of Jewish writings began to focus on Ezekiel’s vision of the flying chariot.
  A major theme of this literature is the human’s journey through the celestial palaces, ultimately arriving at the throne of God.  Scholars have thus designated this tradition Merkavah (“chariot”) mysticism, and the writings are known as Hekhalot (“palaces”) literature.
  These texts represent centuries of composition, redaction, and fluctuation,
 and are far from uniform in their content.
  But if the diverse characterizations of angels cannot present a unified angelology, the literature is all the more relevant for the broad range of conceptions it provides.  

The depiction of angels in terms of names, numbers, ranks, hierarchies, and functions is well represented in Hekhalot literature.
  There are, however, additional parallels to the angelology of the Sworn Book that are remarkable for their similarity in detail.  To compare just one set of passages, known collectively as Hekhalot Rabbati, there are comparable examples to the use of a seal containing God’s name,
 to the description of specific signs that indicate the presence of an angel,
 and to the portrayal of angels as frightening, angry, or even violent.
  There is also a strong emphasis throughout the literature on invocations and rituals for conjuring angels, in which these spirits are expected to reveal secrets, teach Torah, answer questions, provide revelations in dreams, and initiate mystical experiences.
  It is notable that one of the predominant elements of these conjurations is a strong emphasis on the need to perform them in a state of ritual and ascetic purity.
  


The emphasis on invoking angels is also elaborated in a series of textual fragments that have become known as the Sepher ha-Razim, or, Book of the Mysteries.
  This work, which shares some themes with mystical Hekhalot literature, tells of the hierarchies of named angels that fill the seven firmaments of Heaven.  The reader is instructed in the appropriate way to conjure these angels, compelling them to carry out a range of activities including healing the sick, predicting the future, causing humans to fall in love, helping people win at horse racing, and some of them are “prepared to torment and torture a man to death.”
  The moral ambiguity—or, perhaps, neutrality—of these angels is further indicated in that some are, by their very nature, angels of anger, wrath, fury, or destruction.
  One group is said to “stand in terror, cloaked in wrath, girded with dread, surrounded by trembling.”
  And, in some cases, the text indicates that the same angels can be summoned for either good or evil.
  The rituals for conjuration often must be preformed with respect to times, days, months, years, and astrological bodies.
  Certain rituals in the text are even aimed at conversing with the sun, the moon, and the stars, and there are indications that the various months as well as the sun are each ruled over by angels.
  Again, the theme of ritual and ascetic purity is central.


The work of tracing the spread of magical manuscripts throughout the Middle Ages is a monumental task, owing to the anonymous or pseudepigraphal nature of most of the works, as well as to their particularly low survival rate.
  Without more studies on magical codices and catalogs, such as those recently carried out by Frank Klaassen and Sophie Page, it remains nearly impossible to identify who was reading what particular text, in what place, and at what point in time.  But if we cannot yet identity the exact points at which Christians may have come in contact with these ideas, it is nonetheless clear that such texts were in circulation during the Middle Ages.  For example, much of the currently extant Hekhalot literature was preserved through the writings of the Haside Ashkenaz, an influential circle of Rhineland mystics who flourished during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.
  Given the growth of Kabbalah in this same period, it is clear that a diverse array of Jewish magical and esoteric sources had spread throughout most of Western Europe by the time of the Sworn Book’s composition.
  The clear presence of these themes in works such as the Sworn Book indicates that Christians had a certain degree of access to such ideas.

There is more knowledge of the particular Arabic magical texts that were translated and circulated in the late medieval Latin West.  These types of texts, often with Neoplatonic and astrological influence, were also important for the angelology of the Sworn Book.
  Indeed, they were fundamental in shaping the practice of astral magic and in defining the influential category of “natural magic.”
  The most well-known of such treatises is the Picatrix, which was translated from Arabic to Spanish, and then into Latin, in the mid-thirteenth century.
  This book, intended as a thorough instruction in the magical arts, is largely representative of the genre, treating a number of topics such as the houses of the zodiac, the construction of talismans, correspondences in nature, love spells, poisons, and the magical properties of herbs and gems.
  Of particular interest, however, is the focus on planetary spirits.
  Each planet has several spirits, each with its own name, to which certain prayers are addressed.
  The knowledge of these spirits, their properties, and their relations is crucial, as science and philosophy are seen as fundamental to carrying out magical practices.

Another text that circulated widely is the De radiis, attributed to al-Kindi.
  Like many of the works of magic that originated in Islamic environments, this text is largely focused on the philosophical underpinnings of the magical arts, rather than on strictly practical instructions.  In this case, the treatise focused on the workings of magic through planetary influence and “stellar rays.”
  The sixth chapter of this treatise is specifically devoted to prayers and invocations, many of which are directed to spirits and the planets.
  The spirits, though incorporeal, are able to affect the world through cosmic harmonies and sympathies, which presupposes a network of correspondences throughout the cosmos.  The text also emphasizes the power of invoking the names of God.  Unlike the Picatrix, however, the De radiis leaves all spirits and angels anonymous.


A final representative example from the Islamic tradition is the Liber Antimaquis, a text that also shows Hermetic influence, and which is cited twice in the Picatrix.
  This text specifically assigns a name to the spirit of each planet.  Each one is described in terms of its related animals, colors, minerals, or herbs, and according to factors such as appearance, temperature, and odor.
  The reader is instructed to recite lists of names, when the astrological conditions are appropriate, in order to conjure these spirits.  One such list contains seventy-two names, which were given to men so that “whenever they wanted to do good or evil, a spirit would appear to them and carry out their wishes.”
  A focus on names is found elsewhere in Islamic magic, as in the writings of al-Buni, where divine names are particularly prominent in magical operations.


As in the works of Avicenna, angels in Islamic magic were re-imagined as planetary spirits.
  A sort of intellectual rigor and purity is necessary to communicate with them, somewhat parallel to the requirement for ritual purity in Jewish texts.  Through sympathies, correspondences, or harmonies, these incorporeal beings can affect the world when invoked.  While the power of names is not as prevalent as in Jewish tradition—indeed, many Islamic texts leave the spirits anonymous—it is not entirely absent.
  Its presence in some cases may, in fact, be a result of Jewish origin, as these two traditions undoubtedly influenced, or in Steven M. Wasserstrom’s terminology, “cross-fertilized” one another.
  Nevertheless, this is the form in which the ideas circulated among the learned magicians of late medieval Latin Christendom, such as Honorius.

Overview of Comparative Angelologies

	
	Christianity
	Jewish Magical Tradition
	Islamic Magical Tradition

	Number of Angels
	Infinite or unknowable.
	Often countable.  Numbered even when the intent is infinite (e.g., “thousand thousands”).
	Infinite, countless.

	Names of Angels
	Only Michael, Gabriel, and Raphael are known by name.
	Every angel has a unique name.  Knowledge of an angel’s name gives one power over the angel.
	Often, though not always, anonymous.

	Groups of Angels
	9-tiered hierarchies of Pseudo-Dionysius or Gregory the Great.
	Angels arranged in various groups and hierarchies.  Groups have individual angels as leaders.
	Groups are based around planets, directions, regions, etc. 

	Traits
	Impersonal, Light, Intellect, Models of Piety, Symbolic, Liturgical

	Individualized, Anthropomorphic, Liturgical, Associations with Days, Months, Planets, and the Zodiac
	Planetary Spirits, Light, Intellect, Material Associations, Microcosm / Macrocosm

	Distinctive functions or roles.
	Based on position in hierarchy.
	Based on groups and particular roles within the groups.  Individual angels are more specialized.
	Based on particular corresponding associations.

	Cults of the Angels
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Can humans become angels?
	While the elect may come to occupy the same elevated status, most agree that their nature remains distinct.
	Yes
	No

	Moral Status of Angels
	Good
	Ambiguous (an angel may be good or bad)
	Neutral (angels act based on prevailing correspondences).

	Angels as a source of knowledge?
	Yes, but generally limited to their capacity as messengers of divine revelations.
	Yes, particularly in Hekhalot literature.
	No, knowledge is first necessary in order to access angels (except for the story of Harut and Marut in the Koran II:102)

	Addressing angels
	Prayer, generally directed to God
	Direct adjuration, often invoked by the power of God.
	Direct adjuration, often invoked by the power or name of God.

	Addressing demons
	Direct adjuration, often invoked by the power of God.
	Direct adjuration, often invoked by the power of God.
	Direct or indirect adjuration.  Indirect: “Where is the demon N?”


V. Discerning Spirits


In 744, Saint Boniface convened a synod at Soissons to investigate a man named Aldebert, who was accused of spreading heresy throughout the region.
  Among the charges, this self-styled prophet claimed to have received special grace and powerful relics from angels.
  In addition, he is said to have composed a prayer that depicts an unusual image of “the seventh throne above the cherubim and seraphim,” and conjures an unorthodox series of angels by name.
  We may never know the precise source of Aldebert’s cosmology, but there are clear affinities with Jewish tradition.  Of the angels mentioned, he refers to Uriel and Raguel, both of whom figure in 1 Enoch.
  This text, it is known, had reached Ireland by this time.
  While no direct evidence is available, Aldebert may have—even if indirectly—come into contact with ideas from this or similar texts.
  Whatever the origin of these ideas, they caused great concern, for authorities suspected that Aldebert was actually summoning demons.  In a response to Boniface, Pope Zacharias wrote, “[he] declared that he knew the names of the angels, as you described in your letter; but we declare that they are names, not of angels but rather of demons.”
  Aldebert was officially condemned as a heretic and taken into custody.

The following year, a Roman synod followed up on the matter.  According to the Acts of the synod, the bishops declared as follows:

The eight names of angels which Aldebert calls upon in his prayer are not names of angels, except Michael, but rather of demons whom he has summoned to his aid.  We, instructed by Your Apostolic Holiness and by divine authority, know the names of but three angels: Michael, Gabriel, and Raphael, whereas he brought in the names of demons under the guise of angels.

In the final decrees of the synod, Aldebert was convicted of “summoning demons to his aid under the guise of angels.”
  Aldebert’s sentencing seems to have had little lasting effect, for his activities again drew attention two years later.
  But the synod’s affirmation that Michael, Gabriel, and Raphael are the only angels known by name would persist much longer.  It was soon codified in Charlemagne’s Admonitio Generalis of 789,
 and again in a capitulary of Ansegisus in 827.
  The sentiment carried on in the later Middle Ages, as did the accompanying suspicion of demons being summoned in the guise of angels.

If the practice of necromantic magic is essentially identical to exorcism, as Kieckhefer has argued, then it is little surprise that a parallel version of spiritual discernment came to play a role in regards to magic as well.  In general, discerning spirits refers to the process of determining whether someone is divinely or demonically possessed.
  In respect to medieval magic, the analogous question is whether the spirits invoked are angels or demons.  Though the type of spirits conjured are usually named as angelic, demonic or neutral within the medieval magical tradition, nevertheless Christian theologians looking at such texts generally presumed invocations of any sort to be demonic, even if the spirits were called angelic, and even if the outcomes were beneficent.
  As in Aldebert’s case, anything ostensibly angelic was simply suspected of deceit.  When a text such as the Sworn Book proposed angel magic as a legitimate practice, distinct from demonic necromancy, it challenged the deep-seated assumptions that underlay medieval conception of magic.

Ultimately, both forms of spiritual discernment raised questions of authority.  This connection is perhaps nowhere more clear than in the works of the theologian John Gerson, who served as chancellor of the University of Paris at the turn of the fifteenth century.  By actively appropriating the authority to discern spirits in cases of revelatory possession, he effectively discredited those female mystics who claimed that their experiences were divinely inspired.
  In similar fashion, he also attempted to consolidate his authority of discernment regarding magical conjurations.  But in this he was not alone, for much like Aldebert and Boniface, magicians and Church authorities had long clashed over the discernment of spirits. 

The Ars notoria, as previously mentioned, was one of the earliest Christian texts of learned magic that made significant use of angels.  This well-known treatise probably began to circulate in the twelfth century,
 just at the time when Hebrew and Arabic translations were becoming available in Latin.
  While it lacks the overt conjurations of the later Sworn Book, it is nevertheless hard to deny that an implicit element of constraint underlies the assertions of guaranteed ritual efficacy in the text.  Julien Véronèse suggests that this particular problem may be the reason that the text explicitly presents the work as sacramental rather than magical.
  However, the “syncretic” nature of the angels, as well as their uncharacteristic prominence, kept the text firmly outside the realm of orthodoxy.
  The authorities agreed, and the Ars notoria was repeatedly condemned throughout the following centuries.
  Thomas Aquinas, who demonstrated familiarity with the text, condemned it for, among other things, suspicion of demonic conjurations.  Even in one Objection, rhetorically defending the practice, Aquinas treats the spirits as demons a priori: “. . . .  Therefore, it does not seem sinful to use the Ars notoria, even though it takes effect through demons.”
  Even John of Morigny, who had long experimented with the Ars notoria, eventually decried it: “It was twice revealed to me by all the angelic spirits that in this book’s prayers in outlandish tongues there was an invocation of malign spirits hidden so subtly and ingeniously that nobody in the world, however subtle he be, would be able to perceive it.”
  John’s Liber florum, a text which claimed delivery at the hands of the Virgin Mary,
 freshly systematized the basic principles of the Ars notoria.  He was sensitive to the problem of discerning spirits,
 but it was not enough to remove the lists of nomina ignota and assert that his text was divine in both origin and effect; it too was determined to be heretical and sorcerous, and it was condemned at Paris in 1323.


Since he was so familiar with the Ars notoria, the redactor of the London Sworn Book could scarcely have been ignorant of the grounds on which it had been condemned.  His own text was at particular risk, considering its dependence on the Ars notoria and its rather explicit instructions for conjuring spirits, but he continued to insist boldly on the legitimacy of such magic.  In the prologue to the Sworn Book, he declares that the Devil has manipulated Church authorities into condemning magical conjurations.  Honorius defends the practice “because it is not possible for a wicked and unclean man to work truly through this art, nor is man subjugated to any spirits, rather these spirits are unwillingly compelled to answer to pure men and to carry out their wishes.”
  Insisting on complete control over the spirits—just as in exorcism—was a standard way to defend necromantic practice.  This may, however, be the first time this argument had been used to justify the subjugation of angels.

From the beginning, Honorius asserts that pagans and Jews can receive no benefit from the magical practices described in the text.  When pagans try to perform such magic, he claims, they are deceived by the very spirits they attempt to conjure, who merely perpetuate the pagans’ bad faith in idolatry.
  As for the Jews, their refusal to accept baptism has deprived them of the ability to effectively conjure angels.
  Only Christians, then, can successfully invoke angels or obtain a vision of God.  With respect to the latter, the author explicitly states that firm adherence to the doctrines of the Catholic faith is a requirement for attaining the vision.
  At the end of the work, he again explains that this book can be of no use to non-Christians.
  Throughout it all, he implicitly defends the orthodoxy of this practice, incorporating masses and other aspects of traditional liturgy into the rituals, emphasizing moral and ritual purity, and even suggesting that the reader seek the assistance of a priest in carrying out certain parts of the rituals.

Given the extent of Jewish influence on the Sworn Book, some of which may have been directly borrowed, it is difficult to imagine that even the original author was completely unaware of his Jewish sources.  Kieckhefer has argued that the London version’s repudiation of the Jews serves to distance Honorius’s practices from Jewish ones, which he was more or less consciously adopting.  In doing so, he obviates any charges of Judaizing and thereby retains part of his claim to the orthodoxy of this magic.
  This thesis is supported all the more by the work of Veenstra, who has now shown that the redactor, responsible for adding or emphasizing many of the Jewish elements in the text, actually replaced the original anti-Muslim polemics with anti-Jewish ones.
  If Veenstra is correct in pointing to geography as a crucial determinant of emphasis, then this shift would further support the argument that the redaction took place outside of Spain.
One of the most crucial aspects of the Sworn Book’s angel magic lies in the sharp distinctions that Honorius draws.  First, he argues that the celestial angels of the nine orders cannot be conjured or commanded.
  In short, the prayers that invoke them, derived from the Ars notoria, do not constitute any form of constraint.  This key element is what separates the first part of the ritual—and, by implication, the entire Ars notoria—from the explicit conjurations that follow.  Second, within these conjurations, he distinguishes and describes the various types of spirits involved: celestial planetary angels, aery angels, neutral aery spirits, demonic aery spirits, spirits of the winds, terrestrial angels, and demons.  Having differentiated all the spirits, he can more clearly assert that the instructions in the text refer to the conjuring of angels.  Thus, even in his discussion of the frightful and dangerous terrestrial angels, whose adjuration is strongly discouraged, Honorius still claims that these are angels, and he is careful to distinguish them from demons.
  It is noteworthy, however, that in spite of the particular emphasis on angels, the Sworn Book is also a work of explicit demonic magic.
  The belief that angels can be subjected and controlled clearly applies as well to demons, the conjuring of which is mentioned in the prologue
 and as part of the conjuration for the aery angels.
  Although the ritual detail in the Sworn Book suggests that it was a manual for practical use, these necromantic elements also underscore Honorius’s claims for the legitimacy of invocative magic, be it angelic or demonic.  But while he insists that most types of spirits can be subjugated by the pious magician, he nevertheless maintains the underlying assumption throughout the work that there is a rather clear difference between the conjuration of angels and demons.

It would appear that Honorius’s proposed discernment was lost on zealous inquisitors and theologians.  As early as 1347, the text was mentioned in a sorcery trial against the monk Etienne Pepin (also called Oliver Aquitard).  Accused, among other things, of conjuring demons, Pepin affirmed that his magical practices involved the use of angel names.  When asked specifically about a spirit mentioned in the Sworn Book, he also responded that it was an angel, not a demon.
  The book may also figure among the works of necromancy that Nicholas Eymeric condemns in his Directorium inquisitorum of 1376.
  But the most explicit condemnation came at the end of the century.  In 1398, the theological faculty of Paris, led by John Gerson, issued a condemnation of 28 propositions related to magic, some of which are clearly directed at the Sworn Book.
  Among the errors listed are the beliefs that a vision of God can be obtained through magic,
 that neutral spirits exist,
 that there are demon kings associated with the directions,
 and that the Church’s condemnations of magic are irrational.
  In addition, the articles condemn the beliefs that ritual purity justifies sorcery
 and that items such as hoopoe blood and virgin parchment have efficacy over demons.
  With the exception of the specific references to hoopoe blood and to the Church’s condemnation of magic, all of these “errors” are likely the result of Jewish and Islamic practices that had been appropriated into Christian magic.  Further, these condemnations reinforce the orthodox position against necromancy, asserting that God does not force demons to obey their conjurers,
 that demons are not otherwise compelled to obey,
 that summoning demons is inherently idolatrous,
 and that it is the source—not the effect—that determines whether certain practices are licit.

Finally, the condemnations answer the challenge posed by angel magic.  They insist that acts of sorcery are not revealed to men by good angels,
 nor do good angels perform activities related to magic,
 and most importantly, that the only sources of such power are God, nature, or demons.
  Thus, the claims of Honorius are false: he may call the spirits angels but, in reality, they are demons in disguise.  While this position is certainly not new to this particular condemnation, the faculty’s need to reiterate it is indicative of the increasing challenge that angel magic represented in this period.  Just as Gerson worked to appropriate the authority of spiritual discernment in regard to female mystics—his first treatise on the subject, De distinctione verarum visionum a falsis, was written only three years after the Paris condemnation—so too did he strengthen his authority to declare all invocative magic to be demonic.  

Epilogue: The “Christianization” of Angel Magic

And yet, the redefinition of magic proposed by the Sworn Book and other such treatises was not utterly futile.  As works of angel magic continued to pass through the hands of theologians and inquisitors, it became more difficult to maintain a firm stance against all forms of conjuration.  One need only mention such figures as Marsilio Ficino (1433–1499), Johannes Trithemius (1462–1516), Henry Cornelius Agrippa (1486–1535), and John Dee (1527–1608),
 whose diverse forms of spirit magic—however much (or little) altered by Neoplatonism and Hermeticism—would flourish throughout the following centuries.
  But before these figures, we find Antonio da Montolmo, who was a doctor and astrologer in Italy at the end of the fourteenth century.  The importance of Antonio and his writings has been emphasized by Nicolas Weill-Parot in several studies, which now include the edition of De occultis et manifestis that appears in this volume.
  In this work, Antonio discusses the influences and magical operations relating to the hierarchy of angelic “Intelligences,” which consist of both good and evil spirits.  Throughout, as Weill-Parot notes, Antonio attempts to maintain an acceptable theological position by avoiding explicit conjurations of the highest Intelligences (tantamount to theurgy), while remaining ambiguous as to the status of the lower “Altitudes.”

At this point, however, the tradition of magic had begun to change.  Antonio did not base such a work directly on Jewish or Islamic angel magic, since these traditions had now become entrenched in an ever-growing body of Christian magical treatises.  Further, Antonio’s portrayal of the Intelligences managed to bring together into one system the two spheres of  conjurations and natural magic (previously kept somewhat theologically and philosophically separate) by emphasizing the role of impersonal astrological virtues in relation to these ambiguous spirits.  At the same time, Church authorities, while never condoning the practice, had perhaps become more accustomed to the idea of angel magic as distinct from demonic necromancy.  As in the slightly later case of Giorgio Anselmi da Parma (b. before 1386; d. 1449 or later), another Italian doctor whose magical treatises contained rather explicit conjurations, Antonio openly acknowledged authorship of his works.  The first of what Weill-Parot has dubbed “author-magicians,” these men succeeded in presenting the conjuration of spirits as something more akin to natural magic.  In the end, neither man suffered condemnation.
  

As the narrative goes, I suggest, Christians of the early Middle Ages adopted the practice of angel magic through contact with Jewish and Islamic ideas.  The lack of a textual tradition, however, kept the practice from developing within Christianity.  But the increased accessibility of Jewish and Islamic texts after the twelfth century brought Christians into contact with new conceptions of angels.  While such ideas may not have been so easily incorporated into orthodox theology, Christian magicians were willing to adopt the new practices.  For, whatever they may have thought of Jewish and Islamic doctrine, they nevertheless believed that Jews and Muslims possessed efficacious occult knowledge.  And it was certainly easier to attempt to defend a work of angel magic, even by assimilation to natural magic, than one of overt demonic necromancy.  The role of angel magic in the later Middle Ages is thus central to the trend that Claire Fanger has termed the “radical positivization of magic.”
  As the growing popularity of these texts created a native tradition of angel magic within Christianity, both in Latin and in the vernacular, so too did it eventually change wider perceptions of the practice.  By the fifteenth century, angel magic was in many respects tolerated.  Only the explicitly demonic forms of magic were still actively condemned.
  Thus Jewish and Islamic angelologies, having entered Christianity through magical texts—a path of less resistance—had begun to change wider Christian conceptions of both angels and magic.
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