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The origins of the Sworn Book of Honorius, up to now known only through a small group of British Library manuscripts, are hidden behind the veils of history.  The material evidence hitherto available seems to limit its medieval reception to the London area; internal evidence might suggest that part of the material contained in the book originated in southern France. Its unbalanced composition has led scholars to believe that it is a compilation of two texts, the one a thirteenth-century manual of demonic magic, the other a fourteenth-century theurgical treatise inspired by Jewish mysticism. Reliable references to the work date from the mid-fourteenth century and later, with the exception of William of Auvergne’s reference to a Liber sacratus from around 1240, which is currently generally believed to apply to a ‘consecrated’ text other than the one by Honorius.

A mystifying text of uncertain pedigree is a strong incentive for scholarly speculation (and given the secondary literature so far, well-founded speculation) but to put the existing hypotheses to the test, further source evidence is required. In the case of Honorius, the discovery by Carlos Gilly of the Summa sacre magice, a colossal fourteenth-century compendium of magic written by the Catalan or Valencian scholar Berengario Ganell, brings to light hitherto unnoticed materials that shed a new light on (and further complicate) the tradition of the Honorius ritual.
  In his Summa, Ganell incorporated substantial parts of the Liber iuratus as it is known from the London manuscripts. The references to his source, however, are not always explicit and even when Ganell literally copies several pages, the origin of the material can only be gleaned through a simple dicit Honorius.  This briefest of references, however, also surfaces in sections which cannot be found in the London Honorius, suggesting that what Ganell copied from the version of the Liber iuratus at his disposal may have exceeded what is presently preserved in the Sloane copies. 
In this essay I will demonstrate that the copy of the Sworn Book from which Ganell copied substantial parts is older than the London manuscripts, and that Ganell’s Honorius sections and the London Honorius have a common ancestor.  This makes Ganell an important source in the composition and transmission history of the Sworn Book, since he provides copies of the texts that eventually went to make up what I would like to term the London version, as well as other materials which have been omitted from it.  
This essay will also importantly reconfigure evidence for the text’s dating. While it is still not possible to establish a precise date of composition for the Sworn Book, nevertheless, as will be discussed in more detail later, the passages from the Ars notoria B text in the London Honorius which conclusively rule out an early thirteenth-century date for the London version do not appear in Ganell’s text.  Thus, while a date of origin in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century seems plausible to me for other reasons, there is no longer anything conclusively to rule out the possible existence of the Sworn Book as early as the time of William of Auvergne.   

Ganell’s Summa is extant in two manuscripts.
  The one is a unique Latin codex that was owned by John Dee who added marginal notes and book and chapter divisions, and even added a date of composition: 1346.
  Gilly suggests that Dee may have sold or presented the manuscript to Landgrave Wilhelm or to the learned Moritz of Hessen during a visit to Kassel in 1586 or in 1589.
  The second copy of the text is a complete translation of the book in German, a codex of more than 800 folia, composed probably not long after the book arrived in Germany.  The work contains five books, each book comprising two or three tracts, and each tract containing a number of chapters ranging from three up to thirteen (making a total of 85).  The contents of these chapters constitute a comprehensive encyclopaedia of magical materials that were circulating in Spain and, possibly, southern France in the thirteenth century.  There are chapters on the rings of Solomon (II.1.1, II.2.10), on the Schemhamphoras (I.1.10, II.2.5, II.2.7, II.3.3, IV.2.1, IV.2.2), on the Almandal (III.2.1), on Thos Grecus (V.1.5) and Rasiel (V.2.13); there is a chapter De candariis Salomonis (II.2.12) and a Liber trium animarum (IV.2.3); and, of great importance for the subject at hand, a Capitulum de sacratione Honorii (IV.1.5) and a Capitulum de sigillo Dei (IV.1.6) both of which contain the core (and in part the verbatim text) of the first part of the London Honorius.
  Other Honorius-sections can be found in the Capitulum de vocatione sanctorum angelorum in circulo (III.1.2) and in the Capitulum de novem modis invocationis spirituum (III.1.3), containing sections on the planetary and aerial spirits.
  

Analysing the Summa, however, one should bear in mind that, even though he may have copied or quoted substantial parts from the books he consulted, Ganell clearly strove to compile a unitary volume, writing connecting sentences and paragraphs, and adding internal references to create greater cohesion. Compilation, synthesis and occasional paraphrase characterise his method, though only careful analysis of those chapters of which the materials have a demonstrable tradition can bring to light the exact nature of his modus operandi.
  Such an analysis of the Summa, however, would be a considerable task and far beyond the scope of this contribution. In what follows I will focus on Ganell’s presentation of the Honorius material and especially on the Sigillum Dei (SSM IV.1.5 and IV.1.6), taking for granted that his presentation offers plausible though not always decisive evidence regarding his source.
The Consecration Ritual according to Ganell

Ganell makes occasional reference to the Sworn Book outside the chapters that he dedicates to the Honorius ritual. From these references it is evident that he had a copy of the Liber iuratus at his disposal,
 though it remains difficult to determine exactly what the contents of that book were. In his chapters he provides substantial quotations and certainly the text of the second and third part of the Sloane books can be found almost verbatim in the Summa, but it is possible that he left out segments which were irrelevant to him. The chapters have another remarkable feature. The execution of the rituals relies on other magical source texts which Ganell mentions by name. One is the Schemhamphoras (about which I will have more to say later on), and another is the Liber trium animarum which is a magical prayer book that constitutes one of the chapters in the Summa.
 The book presents 51 prayers which – so it claims – constitute the foundation of the art of magic, since without these prayers no magical operation can be successful. 
A general comparison of the Summa-chapters and the London Liber iuratus yields the following results. The London Honorius presents an unbalanced five-part composition of which the first is by far the largest, containing prescriptions for making the Sigillum Dei, guidelines for the ritual and the prayers that accompany it. Two Honorius chapters in the fourth book of Ganell’s Summa deal with this first part of the London version. The prescriptions for producing the Sigillum constitute a separate chapter and there is a verbatim correspondence several pages long, but the prayers that the Honorius in Ganell refers to are not the ones in the London version. The second, third and fourth part of the London Honorius deal with elaborate interdependent rituals for the conjuration of planetary, aerial and terrestrial spirits. These three parts have in common the construction of a magical circle, a shared set of magical prescriptions and sets of voces magicae and ritual formulas that tie the sections conveniently together. Parts two and three can be found (almost) verbatim in the Summa and like the sections in the Sloane books also these texts display the same degree of interdependence.
 
However, in copying the Honorius material of parts two and three, Ganell does not explicitly state his source.  Unlike the two chapters in book four of the Summa (where the chapter title is a reliable indicator), the Honorius sections in book three can only be identi​fied by means of a brief reference (dicit Honorius) and this reference is not confined to the two parts that can be clearly identified as parts of the London text.  Chapter III.1.3 is a vast text of over 60 densely written pages (of which the concluding section is lost because one of the quires went missing) detailing no less than nine operations for invoking angels and spirits.  These operations show a similar interdependence as regards the use of specific ritual formulas, prayers, voces magicae and magic circles, and also the name Honorius surfaces once in a while.
  The fifth of these operations can with certainty be identified as the third part of the London Honorius, but it is by no means certain that this is the only part that Ganell copied from the Honorius book that he was using.  The rather abstruse claim of the London Honorius that he intended to compile a big comprehensive volume may in fact contain a grain of truth.
  Parts four and five of the Sloane manuscripts show clear signs of a lack of editorial acumen and perseverance, and the ‘original’ Honorius from which he was working and which was also used by Ganell may have been bigger.
The Honorius material in Ganell’s Summa provides several new insights and solutions to problems posed by the Sloane texts.  Since the two chapters in book four dealing with the Sigillum Dei are the most interesting as well as the most rewarding, I will take these as my point of departure and main focus, returning to the sections on planetary and aerial spirits at the end of this contribution.  Ganell in a way disrupted the order of the Liber iuratus by incorporating these later parts on the planetary and aerial spirits (which make clear reference to the Sigillum Dei and the function of a helpful priest in executing the rituals) in an earlier part of his Summa.
The aim of the Honorius ritual in the two Summa-chapters of book four is the consecration of the Sigillum Dei which allows the operator to conjure angels and demons for various ends and purposes. One of the aims is clearly to see God while the operator is still in the flesh, as is made explicit in one of the prayers, but the visio Dei is not exclusively in the foreground, as the ritual is essentially geared to ritual purification.  At the end of the Sigillum Dei-chapter there is a list of six ‘works of God’ that can be performed after the consecration; the first of these is the opus visionis divine.  The visio Dei is an important topic in thirteenth-century scholastic philosophy (as the ultimate end of life) but gains a this-worldly nuance in Lullian mysticism or in Dante’s Paradiso when the suggestion is raised that God may be seen in this life.  Honorius clearly shares in the mystical turn, but the text as presented in the Summa in no way counters the outrage of Pope John XXII.  The origin myth of the council of magicians is absent, and this seems to warrant the conclusion that Ganell’s Honorius material predates not only the London Honorius but also the pontificate of John XXII.
There is another notable characteristic of the two Honorius chapters: there seems to be no specific emphasis on the inefficacy of the ritual as performed by Jewish magicians, and also the references to the heavenly palaces (clear evidence of the influence of the Enoch literature) are curiously absent – curiously, because the paragraphs in which they occur have verbatim parallels in the SSM.  This means they were omitted (why?) by Ganell’s Honorius, or added later (as is testified by the London sources).  It is not likely they were left out by Ganell since he knew his Jewish sources (as well as Hebrew) and makes references to Metatron elsewhere in his book.  It may be that the older Honorius, who does seem to be influenced by Jewish mysticism, simply confined himself to Christian visionary perceptions and did not feel compelled to integrate elements from the Hekhalot tradition.

The absence of an opposition to the use of the ritual by Jews is compensated for by an explicit reference to Islam. One of the functions of the consecrated sigillum is to counter and destroy the secta or fides Machometi.
  This suggests that the Honorius material incorporated in Ganell’s book may have originated in a reconquista context where enemy perceptions were very much determined by Muslim threats and not blurred by Lullian idealism and broadmindedness.  Lacking such an enemy perception, the London centred North-European Honorius redactor omitted the reference to Islam and made a point of Jewish magic.
The ritual, which takes up forty days, is as follows.  For the consecration of the Sigil of God, one should take the blood of a mole, a dove, a bat or a hoopoe
 and consecrate it with the fifteenth prayer from the Liber trium animarum (LTA) and some names from the Schem​ham​phoras.  The sigil is then drawn with the blood on parchment and fumigated
 whilst three other prayers (6, 12 and 10) from the LTA are recited.  For a period of twenty days the operator should visit mass reciting prayer 16 on his way to church and prayers 22, 14, 23, 21, 32, 33, 34, 29 and 30 when he is inside.  This procedure can also be found in the text of the London Honorius, with (almost) exactly the same prayer numbers.
  The only difference is that the prayers in the Liber trium animarum, which were carefully numbered by John Dee as he went through the ritual, in no way correspond to the rather desultory prayer-book section that constitutes the greater part of the first tractate of the Liber iuratus.  Apparently the prayers were dispensable, even though the prayer-numbers were not.  Did Ganell dispense with the prayers that we still have in the London Honorius text or was the London Honorius unfamiliar with the prayers of the LTA?
The next step is to find a pious and reliable priest who will sing matins and celebrate mass together with the operator.  All through the communion service prayers 13, 9, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8 should be recited and afterwards nos. 26 (by the priest), 19, and 20 (by the operator).  Again the numbers in both Honorius texts are the same but not the texts of the prayers.  It may be worth while briefly to compare this passage in both texts since there is an almost verbatim correspondence.  I add the German translation since it offers a general impression of the quality of that text.
	SSM, Kassel MS, L.4.f.15, line 44 – L.4.f.16, line 5.
	SSMG, Berlin MS, fol. 471v, lines 5-15.
	Liber iuratius, ed. Hedegård, p. 92.

	Tunc habete sacerdotem cautum et fidelem qui tibi illa 20 die cantet matutinas et primam et terciam et missam de sancto Spiritu, dicens in introitu 13. orationem, et post offertorium nonam oractionem. Tunc accipiat ipse thus et suffumiget ut pertinet ad altare, dicens primam et immediate 2. orationem. Post ‘Te igitur’ misse, quod est in canone misse, dicat sacerdos idem 3. 4. 5. 7. 8. oracionem.
	Weiter soltw einen frommen und trewen Priester haben der dir ahm Morgen die Metten singet, unnd die Miß vom heiligen Geist. Wandw eingehest, sprich das 13. Gebet, Darnach das 9. wandw geopffert hast. Er reuchert mit weirauch nach erfurderung des Altars unnd spricht das erst gebet, darnach das 2. Dar umb bitte ich dich: Was ist die miß nach dem gesetz der miß. Der Priester spricht das selbe auch das 3. 4. 5. 7. 8. 9. [sic] Gebet.

	Tunc habeat sacerdotem cautum et fidelem, qui sibi matutinam, primam et terciam et missam de Spiritu sancto cantet dicens in introitu 13, post offertorium 9. Tunc accipiat thus et suffumiget, ut pertinet ad altare, dicens primam. Et quia beati patres in illis gloriosis sanctis ibidem nominatis sperabant, ideo sic fecerunt. Operans autem, si in aliquibus aliis sanctis maiorem devocionem habeat, mutet nomen pro nomine, quia fides operatur ut predixi. 2a oracio immediate dicatur et post ‘Te igitur…’ 3, 4, 5, 7, 8.


The German translator struggled with the ‘Te igitur’ formula which, Ganell explains, is a phrase from the text of the mass.  He creatively, though mistakenly, turned the sentence into a question.  On the whole (meaning in the overall text) the translator seems to be fairly accurate and even his mistakes testify to his intention to stay close to the original text.  The thing to note in this comparison, however, concerns the underlined sentence in the text of the London Honorius, since it raises important questions regarding the relation between the two Honorius texts: did Ganell’s Honorius omit or did the London Honorius add?  A full comparison of both texts will yield several of these discrepancies which in the instance just quoted seems to be an interpolation on the part of the London Honorius.  The additions on the whole seem to be asides, interjections, explanations or elaborations which for a moment distract the reader’s attention from the actual procedure of the ritual.
The text continues with an injunction for the operator to remain pure both in body and in soul and urges him to observe a twelve day fast.  The thirteenth day should be a Thursday and on receiving the body of Christ the operator should recite the prayer Tu domine Ihesu Christe.  The prayer is significant because of the reference to Dominum meum et creatorem meum, quem in carne mea visurus sum ego ipse et non alius (“my Lord and my Creator whom I myself, none other, am about to see in my flesh”)– the first unambiguous reference in the Honorius text in the Summa to the exclusive privilege of seeing God in this life.  In the London texts this vision is connected with videre celeste palacium, but this short though telling phrase is absent from the text in the Summa.

After receiving the body of Christ, the operator should go home and on that same Thurs​day recite prayers 25, 28 and 31 together with the prayer Et tu, Domine, per annunciacionem.  (In this prayer there is a reference to the sigillum which is not in the London Honorius: I will discuss the text below.)  He should then withdraw into seclusion, recite the remaining prayers in the LTA and a whole list of divine names.  These names are from the list of the 100 Dei vivi nomina which can be found in the London Honorius, neatly listed in a separate paragraph, but not in the Summa.  Names and prayers alternate: enumeration of the first 27 names (the names are in both Honorius versions, though with a few graphic variants) is followed by the prayer Deus meus, Pater omnipotens, which again is followed by names 28-48 (in both texts) and the prayer Respice humiliter preces humilis servi.

Honorius resumes the list with Pheton and Lethellere (nos. 49 and 50 in the LIH: Photon and Lethellete) in a prayer which begins thus: Pheton celi et terre conditor – a prayer that is repeated in LIH part 2.  Yet, where the London text of this prayer lists the names of Ysmas (no. 51) up to and including Pantheon (no. 73), the Honorius in the Summa breaks off (thereby ‘leaving out’ 23 names) and replaces the bulk of the prayer by the words et cetera, followed by the explicit of the prayer mei corpusculi macule deleantur (“let the stains of my body be removed”).  The phrase et cetera of course suggests that the careful reader will have encountered the full text of the prayer in an earlier section of the Summa (which is correct: the prayer which is called the Oratio Salomonis can be found some seventy pages earlier at the end of chapter III.1.2).
  Both texts are more or less on the same track again when they detail what should be done on the following six days (Friday-Wednesday).
  The operator should make a bed of straw on a field of ashes with written round it the names of God.  According to the London Honorius that should be a list of 100 names (which he then enumerates) but for Ganell’s Honorius it should be the 72 letters of the ineffable name, the same sequence that surrounds the sigillum Dei.

At this point Ganell’s Honorius does a little arithmetic.  The thirteenth day (a Thursday) is preceded by a twelve-day fast, which in turn is preceded by a period of twenty days of ritual purification (also including a thirteen-day fast).  On that Thursday the ritual will have taken 33 days, to which are added the prescriptions for the following six days and the completion of the consecration on the following Thursday, which is then day 40.  The number forty has several scriptural parallels to emphasise its significance, but in the present context the forty-day period between Christ’s resurrection and ascension seems the most appropriate. The complete Honorius ritual as detailed in the London manuscripts is more laborious and takes up 72 days.
  It is difficult to make a comparable sum for the other Honorius sections in Ganell since it is not clear how many he incorporated.
After the fast, the operator is instructed to eat and to wash himself with clear, cold water.  After the prayer Domine, sancte Pater, he should dress in a hair shirt and black garment and recite the Psalter and the Litany in the church choir.  Again follows a prayer (Deus rex fortis et potens) and a list of divine names beginning with Zabuather (no. 74 from the list in the London Honorius) and ending with Rabur (no. 100).  There are two points of difference between the Honorius texts of this final lengthy prayer.  Twice Ganell’s Honorius gives the line hoc sacratissimum nomen et sigillum tuum benedicere et consecrare digneris
 which is absent from the London text, and when the prayer ends with the 72-letter name,  Ganell’s Honorius refers to it as semenphoras whereas the London Honorius does not.  Leaving aside for a moment the section on the construction of the sigillum (which in Ganell is a separate chapter and which in the edition of the LIH has been labelled § IV), we can conclude that the core of this consecration ritual is established by what in the printed edition is labelled §§ LII, XCVIII, XCIX, C and CI.  Read consecutively in the LIH, these paragraphs present a ritual of purification aimed at the visio Dei and revolving round a set of 100 divine names.  By comparison, the text in the Summa deliberately links the ritual to the sigillum and the Schemhamphoras (both references are absent from the LIH paragraphs) and seems to be very careless in copying the set of 100 names; the list itself is not present. 
When Ganell copies the prescription for the 72-letter name that has to be written around the bed of straw, he adds a line that looks like a personal addition: quod dicetur in proposito centesimum N., cum sit centesimum de illis quibus in hoc capitulo utimur, vel Honorius in sua arte nova.
  One gets the impression that Ganell is working from a Liber iuratus which he labels as ars nova, and in which there is, in fact, a list of one hundred names.  Was he looking at a text identical to the Sloane manuscripts?  And if so, why did he not copy the list of 100 names?  
While the absence of the hundred names may be an oversight, the fact that Ganell refers to Honorius’s book as an ars nova has to do with its close relation to the prayers in the Liber trium animarum, a liturgy not found in the Sloane books.  The (hypothetical) Honorius text that Ganell uses presents a purification ritual which liturgically relies on a book called the Liber trium animarum and which incorporates a set of one hundred divine names. (To the compiler of the London Honorius the Liber trium animarum was unknown so that he copied the prayer numbers but was compelled to come up with a new liturgy which he derived mainly from the Ars notoria.
)  Part of Ganell’s hypothetical source is a description of the sigillum Dei which mainly relies on a Schemhamphoras of 72 letters.  This 72-letter name is present in the prayers of the ritual, and several references to the sigillum make this hypothetical source more a ritual of consecration of the sigil than a ritual for obtaining the divine vision. 
The final sections of the two Honorius texts are fundamentally different and have only one feature in common, namely that the operator has to go to sleep in order for the consecration to have its effect.
  To the operator in the London Honorius the divine vision is imparted and he beholds the celeste palacium.  The author strongly contradicts the claim that mortal man while still in the flesh cannot behold God, arguing that many have been in spiritual rapture and have had heavenly secrets revealed to them, rapt in spirit and dying a quasi-death of the body, which remains in a suspended state, “refreshed by angelic food.”
  This polemical reaction to the idea that a divine vision was not to be had during mortal life (which is absent from Ganell’s Honorius) was no doubt triggered by John XXII’s scepticism. The author continues to stress the need for purity on the part of the operator.
 
Ganell’s Honorius explains how during sleep the power of God (virtus Dei) descends on the operator and the sigillum, completing the process of consecration and enabling both to be efficacious in the invocations that follow. On day 41, the magus is ordered to return to the circle (which may be in a wood or on a tower – there were many such consecrated circles in the time of Honorius, Ganell adds) where he may invoke angels who descend within the circumference and even dwell there for a while. A similar procedure may be executed in a room in the house. (These are references to rituals described in book three of the Summa.) The operator is instructed to place the sigillum on a heptagonal table covered with a cloth of pure linen. Earlier prayers from the consecration may be used again albeit with slight alterations, and at one point the operator is instructed to lie prostrate on the floor with the sigillum placed on his forehead. The angels, who are thus invited to appear, are there as proof and testimony of the sanctity of the sigil. Likewise, other magical tables or sigilla may be consecrated, such as the tabula semamphoras.

It is likely though by no means certain that this final passage was present in Ganell’s copy of the Liber iuratus. Whether or not it is interpolated, it does, however, create a direct and convenient link between the consecration chapter and the chapter on the construction of the sigillum Dei in the Summa. 
Constructing the Sigil
Casting a superficial glance at the sigillum Dei, one cannot help but notice a similarity with the famous T-figure of Ramon Llull’s Ars brevis from 1308.  In the chapter dedicated to that figure, Llull gives an extensive description of the figure, its angles and their meanings.
  Of course the polygon in the T-figure is constructed from three triangles pointing at nine sets of principles, which is a completely different figure from the intertwined heptagons in the sigillum.  One may be tempted to speculate on whether Llull took his inspiration from the chapter on the sigillum Dei when he constructed his own theosophical system, exchanging a system of innate powers of sacred letters and words for a system of meaning and philosophical concepts, but this is impossible to prove. One should bear in mind, however, that the sigil was known independently as an amulet in Spain.
 
The chapter on the sigil in Ganell’s Summa is fairly brief, certainly when compared to the section on the same topic in the London Honorius.  It consists of two parts, the first detailing the construction of the sigil, the second summarising the ends and purposes of its consecra​tion.  While the London Honorius gives extensive and detailed prescriptions, the author in the Summa does little else but list the letters and names that have to be written in the figure; he does not need to do more since he conveniently provides a complete image.
  One of the London books, Sloane 313 (fol. 4r), also has an image, but this is incomplete.  The reader may compare the two images below to verify the differences.  An interesting difference is that the heptagon surrounding Solomon’s pentacle does not lock into the second more intricate heptagon and thus creates what looks like a new heptagon not vouched for by either Honorius text but gratefully seized upon by John Dee when he constructed his own sigillum Dei.  Also, the second and third heptagons in the Sloane figure are not intertwined as in the figure in Ganell, and Dee likewise places the third heptagon around the second.  This proves that the Sloane figure was Dee’s source of inspiration and not the figure in the Summa.  
But it also proves something else.  Regarding the third heptagon, the text of the London Honorius explicitly states: Hic tamen eptagonus infra predictum secundum concludetur (“But this heptagon is enclosed beneath the aforementioned second one”).
  This description matches the image in the Summa and not the image in Sloane 313.  It can therefore be deduced that the Sloane text must rely on earlier material very similar to the material in the Summa.
The differences between the images and the texts of both Honorius sections on the sigillum are revealing and merit closer scrutiny, especially since they provide evidence for proving that the Honorius material in the Summa predates the Sloane manuscripts. Let me begin with a comparison of the 72-letter name.
	SSM (Kassel MS)
	LIH (ed. Hedegård)

	… Deus meus semenphoras 72 litterarum: T.o.e.x.o.r.a.b.a. ¶L.a.y.q.t.i.y.s.t. ¶A.l.g.a.o.n.o.s.u. ¶L.a.r.y.c.e.k.s.p. ¶F.y.o.m.e.m.a.n.a. ¶R.e.n.u.g.a.r.e.l. ¶A.t.e.d.a.t.o.n.o. ¶N.a.o.y.l.e.y.o.t. Qui dixisti in cruce ‘Consummatum est’. (SSM, IV.5: De sacratione honorica, L.4.f.20, lines 11-13)

… figuram Sigilli in qua sunt duo circuli propinqui, inter quos scribuntur equedistanter 72 littere magni nominis ineffabilis semanphoras. (SSM, IV.6: De Sigillo Dei, L.4.f.21, lines 26-28)


	Quia in te facio consummacionem vite mee, Deus meus, Hto exor abalay. qci. ystalgaouofularite kspfyomomanaremiarelatedacononaoyleyot, qui dixisti in cruce: “Consummatum est”. (LIH, § CI.44, p. 114)

Deinde a parte dextra crucis scribe h – aspirationem – deinde t, deinde o, deinde e. x. o. r. a. b. a. l. a. y. q. c. i. y. s. t. a. l. g. a. [a]. o. n. o. s. u. l. a. r. i. t. e. k. s. p. f. y. o. m. o. m. a. n. a. r. e. m. i. a. r. e. l. a. t. e. d. a. c. o. n. o. n. a. o. y. l. e. y. o. t. Et iste litere sint eque distantes et circumdent circulum eo ordine, quo sunt prenominate, et sic magnum nomen Domini ‘Semenphoras’ 72 literarum erit completum.

(LIH, § IV.4-5, p. 67)


The Figura Sigilli in Sloane 313 does not contain the 72 letters; it only shows the first and the last three (h. t. o. … y. o. t.) which suggests that the figure was intended as a sketchy illustration of the text which was (originally?) drawn without a figure.  The list in the London Honorius contains 73 letters, but leaving out the ‘[a]’ from § IV which is evidently an erroneous doublet, the number is a neat 72.  The number of letters in the Kassel figure is 73, but the text of Ganell carefully groups the letters in eight groups of nine each. From this it shows that the initial ‘H’ is not counted as a letter: it is a Spiritus asper (the ruach or breath of God which precedes the divine act of speech and creation), which the London Honorius knows, but which reduces the number of his letters to 71.
  Leaving aside the common c/t mix-up and the occasional e/o misreading, the reader can easily find the discrepancy. In Ganell’s ‘R. e. n. u. g. a. r. e. l.’ sequence, ‘n u’ was read as ‘m i’ and ‘g’ was overlooked. Hence the London Honorius gives: ‘r. e. m. i. a. r. e. l.’ In the Kassel figure the ‘g’ is a difficult letter to miss since it is rather prominently there, so the London Honorius author was not looking at the Kassel figure, but certainly at a figure very much like it.  Even the Kassel figure may be a copy of a more precise image, for the reader will have seen that the figure in the Kassel manuscript does not live up to the prescription of keeping the letters ‘equidistant’.

The description in the London Honorius of the placement of the angel names and divine names is fairly long (certainly compared to the four lines in the Summa) and takes up one and a half page in the printed edition.  I will quote three passages relevant for my argument.

	SSM (Kassel MS)
	LIH (ed. Hedegård)

	Et in 7 lateribus interioris eptagoni 7 nomina autem principalium: Cafzyel, Satquyel, Samael, Raphael, Anael, Mychael, Gabriel. Et in lateribus secundi eptagoni sunt 7 nomina creatoris, silicet: Layaly, et Lyalg, Vehem, Yalgal, Narach, Libarre, Lybares. (SSM, IV.6: De Sigillo Dei, L.4.f.21, lines 36-39)
	Deinde in latere illo, quod tendit ab angulo primo eiusdem secundi eptagoni ad tercium angulum eiusdem, scribatur hoc nomen sanctum Dei: ‘Narath’, ita quod hec sillaba: ‘na’ scribatur in illo loco eiusdem lateris, qui est supra primam sillabam de ‘Satquiel’, et hec sillaba: ‘ra’ in illo loco, qui est supra ultimam eiusdem, et hee due litere: ‘t’, ‘h’ in illo loco, qui est in eodem latere inter latus intersecans ipsum et crucem terciam. (LIH, § IV.19-21, p. 68)

Deinde in illo latere eiusdem eptagoni tendente a quarta cruce ad sextam scribatur hoc aliud sacrum Dei nomen: ‘Ueham’, ita quod hec sillaba: ‘ue’ scribatur in illo loco eiusdem lateris qui est supra primam sillabam de ‘Anael’ et hec litera: ‘h’ supra ultimam sillabam et hec sillaba: ‘am’ in illo loco eiusdem lateris, qui est inter latus <inter>secans ipsum et sextam crucem. (LIH, § IV.34-36, pp. 68-69)
Deinde in illo latere, quod tendit a sexto angulo eiusdem secundi eptagoni ad primum angulum, scribatur hoc aliud sacrum Dei nomen: ‘Yalgal’, ita quod hec litera: ‘y’ scribatur in illo loco eiusdem lateris, qui est supra primam sillabam de ‘Gabriel’, et hec sillaba: ‘al’ supra ultimam et hec sillaba: ‘gal’ in illo loco eiusdem lateris, qui est inter latus intersecans ipsum et primam crucem. (LIH, § IV.37-39, p. 69)


When we look at the first syllable of Narath in the Figura sigilli of Sloane 313, we discover that ‘Na’ is not positioned straight above the first syllable of Satquiel, nor is ‘ra’ right above ‘el’ (in fact, the name we read in the sigillum is ‘Na ra thu’).  Close inspection of Ganell’s sigillum shows that the elaborate description is quite precise.  Also ‘th’ can be found on an intersection of the heptagon, which is not the case in the Sloane figure.  In the sigillum of Sloane 313 the syllable ‘Ue’ of ‘Ueham’ is not above the ‘An’ of ‘Anael’, nor is ‘am’ on an intersection.  The ‘Y’ of ‘Yalgal’ is not above the ‘Ga’ of ‘Gabriel’, nor is ‘gal’ on an intersection. Inspection of the other four divine names produces the same result.  The inevitable conclusion is that the detailed and somewhat burdensome description of the sigillum in the Sloane manuscripts is intended to specify in words what was seen and carefully studied in the sigillum as portrayed in the Kassel manuscript.  The sigillum of Sloane 313 seems to be an attempt to revisualise the long-winded Honorius text.
In conclusion, I would like to draw the reader’s attention to a third sample text concerning a prayer that is used in the consecration of the sigil.
	SSM (Kassel MS)
	LIH (ed. Hedegård)

	… ut abluto corpore tu visibiliter cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus me vivente hoc sacratissimum tuum Nomen ac Sigillum benedicere et consecrare digneris, ut per ipsum te mediante possim ego N vel quicumque alter in te confidens celestes convincere potestates aereas et terreas > cum infernalibus subiugare, invocare, transmutare, coniurare, constringere, exitare, congregare, ligare, dispergere, ac ipsos innocuos reddere homines placcare et ab eis suas petitiones gratas habere, inimicos pacificare, pacificatos disiungere, sanos in sanitate custodire vel infirmare, infirmos curare. Homines bonos a malis cognoscere. Omne corporale periculum evadere iudices in placito placatos reddere, victoriam in omnibus optinere. Peccata carnalia mortificare et spiritualia fugare, vincere et evitare. Divicias in bonis augere. Et dum in die judicii comparebimus a dextris tuis cum sanctis et electis tuis, tuam possim < agnoscere [sic] magestatem. (SSM, IV.5, L.4.f.16, lines 27-39)
‘Et tu domine per annunciacionem, concepcionem, natiuitatem et aparitionem, circumcisionem, predicationem, babtismum, jeiunium, cenam, passionem, resurrectionem, | ascentionem gloriosi filii tui domini nostri Ihesu Christi corpus meum fic mundare et clarificare digneris ut abluto corpore tu visibili cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus in vivente hoc nomen sacratissimum tuum ac Sigillum benedicere et consecrare digneris. Ut per ipsum te mediante possim ego N vel quicumque alter in te confidens celestes convincere potestates aereas et terreas’ et cetera usque ibi ‘agnoscere magestatem’. (SSM, IV.5, L.4.f.16, line 44-L.4.f.17, line 6)

	Post in vocando angelos, sicut infra eciam dicetur, mutabitur tamen peticio tali modo. ‘Ut te, Domine, per annunciacionem, concepcionem’ et cetera ‘hoc sacratissimum nomen ac sigillum tuum benedicere et consecrare digneris, ut per ipsum te mediante possim vel possit talis N celestes convincere potestates, aereas et terreas cum infernalibus subiugare, invocare, transmutare, coniurare, constringere, excitare, congregare, dispergere, ligare ac ipsos innocuos reddere, homines placare et ab eis suas peticiones graciosius habere, inimicos pacificare, pacificatos disiungere, sanos in sanitate custodire vel infirmare, infirmos curare, homines bonos a malis custodire et distinguere et cognoscere, omne corporale periculum evadere, iudices in placito placatos reddere, victoriam in omnibus optinere, peccata carnalia mortificare et spiritualia fugare, vincere et evitare, divicias in bonis augmentare, et dum in die iudicii apparebit a dextris tuis cum sanctis et electis tuis, tuam possit cognoscere maiestatem’.
(LIH, § IV.58-63, pp. 70-71)

Ut tu, Domine, per annunciacionem, concepcionem, nativitatem, circumcisionem, predicacionem, baptismum, resurreccionem, ascensionem beatissimi filii tui, Domini nostri Ihesu Christi, corpus meum clarificare et mundare digneris, ut abluto corpore te visibiliter cum tuis novem dictis angelorum ordinibus me vivente mea possit anima collaudare,’ – conclusio: – ‘quoniam tu es Deus potens et super omnia misericors, qui vivis et regnas Deus in unitate et trinitate, Pater et Filius et Spirtitus sanctus, et regnaturus es per infinita secula seculorum. Amen’. (LIH, § XCIX.2-4, pp. 108-109)


After the detailed description of the sigil, the London Honorius continues (in § IV) by explaining that, following the invocation of the angels by means of the sigil, there should be an alteration in the wording of the prayer Ut te, Domine, per annunciacionem.  This is an obvious change since the prayer is now no longer a prayer of consecration but of invocation or conjuration. Further adaptations for several additional purposes are suggested in § CII. 
Ganell’s Honorius in the second part of the chapter on the sigillum proposes similar changes but on a more organised scale.  He lists six works of God (opera Dei, a Latin phrase for theurgy) which can be effected through the sigil: (1) the divine vision; (2) knowledge of God’s power; (3) the absolution of sins; (4) the sanctification that precludes all relapse into mortal sin; (5) the redemption of the three souls
 from Purgatory; and (6) the power or dignification over all spirits.
 
Related to each of these six works, the author lists a set of six alternative formulations of the sentence beginning with Ut abluto corpore … (a phrase which appears six times in prayers in the LIH and five times in those of the SSM).  It will take the interested reader some effort to reconstruct the complete text of the Et te, Domine, per annunciacionem prayer, for in Ganell’s Honorius chapter the prayer (which is on L.4.f.16, line 44 – L.4.f.17, line 6, as noted above) is not written out in full. At one point the author simply writes et cetera usque ibi (underlined in the above quoted passage) thereby referring to an earlier mentioned passage which he does not now wish to repeat.  The passage is, in fact, in the prayer preceding the Et te, Domine.  The ritual of the consecration, it will be remembered, prescribes that on the thirteenth day (which is a Thursday, the dies jovi) after the twelve-day fast, and on receiving the body of Christ, the operator should recite Tu, Domine Ihesu Christe (of which only the relevant final section was quoted above: L.4.f.16, lines 27-39).  Several lines from this prayer (from ‘terreas’ to ‘agnoscere’) are to be repeated in the prayer that is recited shortly afterwards.  From this prayer it is the line ut abluto corpore tu visibiliter cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus me vivente hoc nomen sacratissimum tuum ac Sigillum benedicere et consecrare digneris (“that when my body has been washed clean, you visibly with your nine orders of angels, while I am alive, may deign to bless and consecrate this your most sacred name and seal”;a line that occurs five times in the Honorius prayers in the SSM) that is adapted and made to accord with each of the six works listed above.  In the case of the first work, the visio Dei, the sentence reads: Ut abluto corpore te visibiliter cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus me vivente mea possit anima collaudare (“That when my body has been washed clean, while I am alive, my soul may be able to praise you visibly, with your nine orders of angels”).  In the case of the sixth and final work, the power over all spirits, the line runs: Ut abluto corpore me vivente per te et per tuos 9 angelorum ordines celestes igneas, aereas, aquaticas et terreas eficaciter possim astringere potestates (“That when my body has been washed clean, while I am alive, through you and through your nine orders of angels I may be able efficaciously to constrain the heavenly, fiery, airy, watery and earthly powers”).
 Similar adaptations are proposed for the other works.
  When the consecration is completed, the phrase nomen sacratissimum tuum ac Sigillum benedicere et consecrare is made redundant and replaced by fitting phrases to accompany the works that one wishes to perform with the sigil.
When one now compares the two Honorius texts, it will become clear what the London Honorius has done.  The only time that he uses the phrase nomen sacratissimum tuum ac Sigillum benedicere et consecrare is at the very beginning of his book when he consecrates the sigil.  After that the phrase is no longer of use to him, so that he wittingly replaces it by the phrase which according to Ganell’s text is specifically geared to the beatific vision: Ut abluto corpore te visibiliter cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus me vivente mea possit anima collaudare.  Twice he writes this phrase in full, later referring back to it four times by means of et cetera.

There is something peculiar about this procedure. After invoking the angels, the London Honorius says, one has to make a little adjustment in the petition: ‘Ut te, Domine, per annunciacionem, concepcionem’ et cetera ‘hoc sacratissimum nomen ac sigillum tuum benedicere et consecrare digneris, ut per ipsum …’ What text exactly is he referring to? Since this is the first time that he mentions the prayer, the phrase ‘et cetera’ cannot refer back to an already mentioned passage. In fact, it refers to a text that appears 28 pages later (in § XCIX). On top of that, this later segment contains no clue whatsoever that the two segments, namely the incipit Ut te, Domine and the bulk of the text from hoc sacratissimum nomen to cognoscere maiestatem, are in fact the beginning and end of one single prayer. That this is so can only be deduced from the reconstruction we just made on the basis of the Summa. 
In other words, the London Honorius has been working from a text very similar to the Honorius chapters in Ganell. By adjusting the ritual exclusively to the visio Dei (which disrupts the logic of Ganell’s text) and by placing the chapter on the sigillum at the beginning, the London author made a mistake which has left an indelible trace of his modus operandi. This, together with the points I mentioned earlier, is clear evidence that the materials in Ganell’s Honorius chapters antedate the fourteenth-century Sloane texts and constitute an Honorius tradition outside Britain.
There is one final issue in the consecration chapters I would like to address, namely the enigma of the Great Schemhamphoras, or the name of 72 letters that encompasses the sigillum.
Honorius and the Schemhamphoras

The Schemhamphoras was clearly important to Honorius, since the term appears several times in the text of the Liber iuratus.  The references, however, are puzzling and have caused the author to be imputed with ignorance of Hebrew and with ignorance of the proper method of the Schemhamphoras.  Honorius describes the Semenphoras as the nomen Dei sacer et pretiosum ‘quod 4 literis scribitur, ioht, he, vau, deleth’ and as the nomen “Semenphoras” 72 literarum.
  In particular, the list of 72 letters that encompasses the Sigillum Dei is a conundrum in the absence of any explanation as to how it was constructed.  This mystery is resolved in Ganell’s Summa; but before going into the particulars of Ganell’s text regarding the ‘Great Schemhamphoras’ I want to dwell for a moment on some of the forms of the Schemham​phoras, especially since the term is commonly and almost exclusively associated with the derivation of 72 trisyllabic names from three verses in Exodus. 
Both in the London Honorius and in the Honorius chapters in the Summa, the author is clearly concerned with a different type of Schemhamphoras.  In the two Honorius chapters in the Summa, the author refers to the 72 littere magni nominis ineffabilis semanphoras, whereby he clearly means one name of 72 letters.  The word Semamphoras also appears in another context, namely with the prayers pronounced at the consecration of the sigil.  There we read: nomina ter quot vis de nominibus suprascriptis semamphoras (“from the earlier mentioned names of the semamphoras, name three times as many as you like”).
  The reference is to a group or groups of names mentioned in previous sections of the Summa.  Ergo, there is more than one type of Schemhamphoras.  Since the Schemhamphoras nowadays is mainly associated with Jewish and Christian kabbalah from the early modern period, I will begin my discussion of Honorius’s use of the ‘ineffable name’ with the earliest printed compendium of the Schemhamphoras, that shows strong awareness of both the kabbalah and the earlier traditions.
In the Semiphoras und Schemhamphoras Salomonis regis printed by Andreas Luppius in Wesel in 1686 one finds a fairly comprehensive overview of several Schemhamphoras-forms.
  The author or compiler (possibly Luppius himself) explains that the Name of God itself is a mystery and can only be gleaned through His works or derived from Holy Writ ‘durch die kunst Cabalisticam, Calculatoriam, Notariacam und Geometriam’.
 The primary revelation of the divine name is the Tetragrammaton which is related to four angelic hierarchies (1. Cherubin & Seraphin; 2. Potestates & Virtutes; 3. Archangelos & Angelos; 4. Spiritus & Animas Hominum), to the four angels ruling the four corners of heaven, to the four triplicities of the Zodiac, to the four elements, to the four parts of man (anima, spiritus, corpus, genius) and so on.  Luppius goes on to distinguish between several Schemhampho​ras/Semiphoras groups.  The first is the Schemhamphoras of Adam and comprises a set of seven ‘Semiphoras’ deriving from Adam’s speaking: 1. with God; 2. with angels and spirits; 3. with devils and with the dead; 4. with animals; 5. with plants; 6. with the winds; and 7. with the sun, the moon and the stars.  Of these, the fifth is especially interesting: ‘Das fünffte Semiphoras, Lyacham, Lyalgena, Lyafaran, Lyalfarab, Lebara, Lebarosin, Layaralus, so du Gewachsene als Bäume und Saamen wilt binden, so nenne diese Worte’.  The names correspond fairly well to the divine names in the Sigillum, and are more or less identical to a similar list in one of Ganell’s Schemham​phoras chapters (which also ascribes the same function to the names: cuius oficium est ligare sementes, herbas et arbores).
  The application of these names in the sigil shows that the use of the Schemham​phoras material is not restricted to the cryptic 72-letter name in the outer circumference of the Sigillum. (Below is a comparative table listing the seven names.)
	The divine names in the Sigillum according to Ganell’s SSM
	The divine names in the Sigillum according to the London Honorius
	The fifth ‘semiphoras’ in Luppius
	The fifth ‘semamphoras’ in Ganell’s SSM, L.2.f.23, ll. 42-43.

	Layaly

et Lyalg

Vehem

Yalgal

Narach

Libarre

Lybares
	Lyaly

Et Lialg

Ueham

Yalgal

Narath

Libarre

Libares
	Lyacham

Lyalgena

Lyafaran

Lyalfarab

Lebara

Lebarosin

Layaralus
	Lyaham

Lialgana

Leafar

Vialnarap

Lebara

Lebaroin

Layassalis


Luppius mentions a second set of seven ‘Semiphoras’ with divine names which Moses spoke on various occasions: 1. at the burning bush; 2. when Moses spoke to God on the mountain; 3. when Moses split the Red Sea; 4. when Moses’s staff was changed into a serpent; 5. the names written on the brow of Aaron; 6. the names on the staff of Moses when he erected the serpent and destroyed the golden calf; and 7. the words of Moses when he brought manna from heaven and drew water from the rock.  As with the Schemhamphoras of Adam, also the Schemhamphoras of Moses can be found in Ganell’s Summa.

Luppius adds yet another set of ‘Schemhamphoras’, which revolve around the three 72-letter verses of Ex. 14:19-21.  When verses 19 and 21 are written from left to right and the middle verse (in Hebrew fashion) from right to left, the three lines yield (when read from top to bottom, beginning at the left) 72 names of God each comprising three letters. When the divine epithets El or Jah are added, one gets a list of 72 three-syllabic divine names. (There are clear traces of this list without the epithets in Ganell’s Summa.
)  This is the method of Schemhamphoras known to Martin Luther in his antisemitic treatise Vom Schem Hamphoras (1543) and which he attributed to the rabbis’ examination of the behind of a sow.
  It is also the method carefully expounded in an anti-Lutheran treatise in the form of a catechism on the Schem Hammaphoras in a Wolfenbüttel manuscript.
  A later redactor of the Sworn Book realised the omission in the Honorius ritual and simply copied a chapter from Agrippa’s De occulta philosophia
 where the system is expounded complete with tables and lists of names which can now also be found on fols. 77 and 78 of the British Library MS Royal 17 A XLII.  Luppius knew the method from Agrippa, whom he quotes, but he is unfortunately imprecise in his description of the method. He distinguishes between a unidirectional organisation of the lines of the three verses (from right to left) which should yield names such as Vehuiah, Jeliel, Sitael and so on, and an alternating direction of the lines of the three verses (left-right / right-left / left-right) which should yield a divine name of 72 letters.  In this he is mistaken, since it is the second method which produces the Vehuiah-list (and which he found in Agrippa).  How the other method can produce a name consisting of a sequence of 72 letters remains unclear.  
There is a passage in the De occulta philosophia
 where Agrippa speaks of the group of 72 names derived from the Exodus verses, which is called ‘the name of seventy-two letters and schemhamphoras’ (which would suggest that the phrase ‘the name of 72 letters’ is actually a label for a list of 72 trisyllabic names), to which he adds that many names have been derived from other scriptural passages as well, though he claims no knowledge of these.  In a later passage, he is more explicit about the different ways in which Schemhamphoras can be constructed, also mentioning that the three Exodus verses can be written in order consecutively from right to left (Agrippa does not mention the 72-letter name here).
  This is clearly Luppius’s source, and, given his mix-up, one might believe that regarding the 72-letter name he was simply mistaken. However, unlike Agrippa, he sees the 72 names and the 72-letter name as two distinct results of different Schemhamphoras methods.  Since Agrippa is not his only source of information and since there are clear parallels with the Schemhamphoras chapters in Ganell, we may safely conclude that the notion of the 72-letter name goes back on material predating late fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century interest in kabbalah.

A solution relevant to the 72-letter name in the Sigillum Dei is offered by Ganell.  There are two crucial chapters in the Summa where Ganell deals with the Schemhamphoras.  The first, II.2.5,
 deals with the construction and consecration of the Tabula semamphoras which Ganell derives from the magical writings of Solomon, more particularly from the tenth chapter on the Schemhamphoras in the Liber vite.  The table is a square figure with geometrical patterns (reminiscent of patterned designs in Andalusian Muslim art) with in the centre the Tetragrammaton and in the corners the names of governing angels.  In the outer borders – geared to the cardinal directions – are the alphabets of four languages of which Ganell sums up the separate letters, adding the Latin equivalents in case of the non-Latin languages.  In the North there is Chaldean (Caldaycus Arabicorum): alif stat pro a Latina; be pro b; te pro t; ce pro c; gim pro g; ha pro h (etc.). In the West there is Hebrew: aleph pro a; beth pro b; gimel pro g; daled pro d; he pro e (etc.).  In the East one finds Greek: alpha pro a; betha pro b; gamma pro g; delta pro d (etc.), and in the South there is Latin.
  These are probably languages known to Ganell and the tabula is designed to show that power emanates from the divine Tetragrammaton into the building blocks of language.  Words are empowered by the name YHVH.

The second chapter on the Schemhamphoras, II.2.7,
 deals with different kinds of Schemhamphoras all designed to rule angels, demons and nature. Ganell explains the powers, virtues and meanings of the four letters of the Tetragrammaton and assigns to the divine name two distinct offices, a special one (which is to save people from peril) and a universal one, which is to encapsulate the virtues of all other words in the world (habere omnes virtutes quas omnia alia nomina mundi habent).  A similar function has the Great Schemhamphoras (the semamphoras Danielis) which comprehends all the other Schemhamphoras et est ille qui est 72 litterarum ineffabile.
  This name is an acrostic constructed from a list of divine names which Ganell attributes to Tot Grecus.  The list opens with the word Ha (not a name) followed by 72 names.  Making allowances for a few minor graphical variants (y/i and u/v), one will find that the list of initial letters neatly corresponds to the list in the Honorius chapters. In the edition of the London Honorius it is very hard to find parallels, except for a set of approximately 23 names that can be found in the 100 Dei vivi nomina.

Ha; 1. Theos; 2. Onay; 3. El; 4. Xps (= Christus); 5. On; 6. Raby; 7. Alpha ω; 8. Baruch; 9. Agla; 10. Letamynyn; 11. Adon; 12. Joth; 13. Quiesteron; 14. Tunayon; 15. Yalgal; 16. Ysiston; 17. Sampsoyny; 18. Thetebar; 19. Achyonodazar; 20. Laia?quiryn; 21. Geuer; 22. Attedron; 23. Onoytheon; 24. Nomyx; 25. Oristyon; 26. Sanathiel; 27. Vabalganarytyn; 28. Lauagelaguyn; 29. Araton; 30. Radix; 31. Yaua; 32. Capkyb; 33. Ely; 34. Kyryos; 35. Suparyas; 36. Pantheon; 37. Flemoyn; 38. Ynestre; 39. Onella; 40. Mamyas; 41. Elyobor; 42. Maney; 43. Asmamyas; 44. Nathanathoy; 45. Abracalabrah; 46. Romolyon; 47. Epafgr(ion?); 48. Narach; 49. Vagalnarytyn; 50. Gofgamel; 51. Alla; 52. Rabur; 53. Eleon; 54. Lauazyryn; 55. Abracaleus; 56. Tantalatysten; 57. Eye; 58. Delectycon; 59. Ay; 60. Tunayon; 61. Occynomeryon; 62. Nomygon; 63. Oryona; 64. Nosulaseps; 65. Abryon; 66. Oelon; 67. Ye; 68. Layafalasyn; 69. Eye assereye; 70. Ydardycon; 71. Ocleyste; 72. Tutheon.
This list is an obvious Christian mishmash of mainly Greek and Hebrew names and words.  Yet, Ganell also incorporates strictly Jewish materials in one of his Schemhamphoras chapters, notably the one on the permutations of the divine name.  These permutations are brought about by writing the names of the letters in full.  In the figures that accompany this chapter one can see the first letter of the Tetragrammaton, the yod, surrounded by the three letters that constitute the word yod, which again is encompassed by the names of each of these three letters, and so on [י→יוד→יודואודלת].  This method, however, does not seem to be relevant for the Honorius chapter on the sigillum Dei, so I will refrain from a more detailed discussion.

The great importance of the Tetragrammaton (the Nomen coronatum as Ganell calls it) has not prevented the divine name from falling victim to non-intentional permutations at the hands of the compiler of the London Honorius.  A careful comparison of the LIH with the Summa brings to light two revealing instances.  In a conjuration in the second part of the Liber iuratus there is a line which in the version of the Summa reads: in nomine illius qui joth.  he. vau. he. se Moysi nominavit.  In the printed edition of the LIH we read: in nomine illius, qui Loke Henaf Hese Moysi nominavit.  One can see immediately how a lack of knowledge led to a most unfortunate misreading.  The second instance is less clumsy: where the LIH reads per hoc nomen Tetragrammaton ioht, he uau, deleth, the text in the Summa has the correct per hoc nomen ineffabile tetragramaton quid est joth. he. vau. he.
  From this it shows that the compiler of the LIH and not the older Honorius can be imputed with a lack of knowledge of Hebrew.
Building the Heavenly Throne: Part Two of the Liber iuratus
The consecration ritual and the Sigillum are not the first sections that Ganell copied from the Liber iuratus.  Even though the consecration ritual is a prerequisite for the opera Dei that follow and also for the conjuration of the planetary, aerial and terrestrial spirits as described in the second, third and fourth part of the London Honorius, Ganell decided to incorporate later sections from the Liber iuratus in an earlier part of his Summa.  They can be found in the third book which deals specifically with angel and spirit invocations.  In his introductory chapter, Ganell does his best to distinguish these rituals from those of the nigromancers who, in caverna yspanie, have established their own rite and persuade Christians to abjure their own faith (lex) and ignore the pre-Easter fasts.  This nigromantic rite is not the true magic of Vergil and Solomon, but sheer folly – the invention of the disciples of Mohammed and of idolatrous Jews, sons of Belial from the tribe of Dan, who made the golden calf and who crucified Christ.  Jews and Mohammedans, he adds, will never successfully invoke a good angel for this is the prerogative of orthodox Christians alone.

The first ritual with a clear parallel in the LIH that Ganell presents to his orthodox magicians can be found in chapter III.1.2. It is the ritual for the invocation of planetary angels (Part Two of the LIH).  Though the text copied by Ganell clearly relates these angels to the seven planets, Ganell did not copy the division into planetary, aerial and terrestrial spirits as a structuring device (in the way the London Honorius did) but presents the angels of the planets as spiriti boni and the spirits of the air (later on in III.1.3, operatio 5) as spiriti maligni.  For invoking the planetary angels one should make a ten foot circle on a clearing in a wood, or on a high tower, without being seen by other people.  Within this circle one should construct another circle (seven foot across) of stones, three feet high. In the centre one should write (following the fifth book of Solomon): Hoc est sedile contemplacio et visio angelica.  In the periphery one should write the names of the angels of hours, days and months (following the prescription by Honorius).  This more or less corresponds to what one can read in the second part of the LIH though the additional reference to the fifth book of Solomon may suggest that Ganell introduced some alterations.

The actual operation (which takes up three days) begins by attending mass in church and finding a trustworthy priest.  Also the usual prayers from the Liber trium animarum should be recited: nos. 13 (in introitu), 9 (post offertorium), 1 and 2 (at the altar), 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 (after the Te igitur), 26 (after communion, by the priest), 19 and 20 (by the operans).  On his way to church the operator should recite no. 16 and in church the nos. 22, 14, 23, 21, 32, 33, 34, 29 and 30.
  After the consecration of the host, the priest should recite the prayer Te Domine Ihesu Christe,
 and the operator the nos. 17 (on leaving the church) and 15 (on arrival at the circle).  This concludes the opus for day one.  On the second day, the operator should return after compline and fumigate the circle, reciting prayer 17 and invoking Michael, Myel, Sarypyel et cetera.  He must then draw two new (concentric) circles (one foot apart) with the names of the angels of hours, days and months in between and pronounce a brief prayer in which the angels on the command of their governor Zebedeye are invoked to descend on the sedes Samaym.  A brief description (which is lacking in the LIH) details that this new two-line circle is nine feet across and should be placed next (iuxta) to the other circle with the seven foot stone ring.  This larger circle is called the sedes Samaym or tronus celestis because there the planetary angels descend on the stones.  The other nine foot circle in which the invocans stands is called the tronus vel tribunal Salomonis.

The apex of the ritual is on the third day, when the operator, having bathed, shaved and dressed himself in white clothes, should stand either inside or outside the circle of the operator (circulus artisti) and recite prayer 31 (from the LTA) and the Oratio Salomonis (Pheton celi et terre conditor) whilst holding the consecrated Sigillum Dei or the Tabula Semamphoras in his right hand.  The LIH gives virtually the same prescriptions with the difference that the operator does not have an option and is positioned outside the circle with in his right hand the Signum Domini.  Then follow extensive ritual invocations, indicated by brief titles in the text, comprising an invocatio angelorum, a sigillum et ligatio, a coniuratio, and a placacio.
  After performing these invocations thrice, thunder will sound from heaven, angels will descend on the heavenly throne, and the operator can then reveal his wishes and question the angels on a multitude of subjects.  

The Summa makes a fair number of suggestions and lists a whole range of topics, with at the end specifications for the different groups of planetary angels since their distinct influence on nature gives them specific expertise.  For some reason this grocery list was interpreted by the compiler of the LIH as a table of contents with a list of chapter titles which he positioned at the very beginning of the text, much to the despair of the serious reader and the editor of his book.
  Why he made this mistake remains a mystery, though it seems probable that the list was on a separate, perhaps loose, sheet of the document that he used.  A conspicuous difference between the text of the SSM and the LIH is the absence of the seven paragraphs with detailed descriptions of the names, appearances, and regions of the planetary angels.  Only very brief lines with remarks about their influence on both human and non-human nature remain.  Since these paragraphs seem to be such a cogent and sensible part of the text, one is inclined to believe that Ganell left them out since he did not require them as a structuring device for his presentation of the text. But this is by no means certain and it is possible that a later editor added the information.
Ganell rounds off his chapter by providing the complete text of the prayer Pheton celi et terre conditor.  His source text obviously presented the full text in part one of the Liber, but since Ganell began by copying part two he inadvertently copied the incipit and the tag et cetera, realising his oversight too late and therefore added the text at the end.  Copying out part one in Book IV he remembered he had already provided the full text, so that now he simply settled for the incipit.  The explicit of the prayer in chapter III.1.2 has the line adapted to the visio Dei: ut abluto corpore te visibiliter cum tuis 9 angelorum ordinibus me vivente mea possit anima collaudare.

Thunder and Lightning: Part Three of the Liber iuratus

Chapter III.1.3 of the Summa, De invocacione spirituum, is over sixty pages long and in nine
 detailed operations deals with the invocation and conjuration of demons. This is no business for the faint of heart and the text contains a number of warnings for the operator to be very careful and not to lose courage.
  The fifth operation deals with the seven kings (quos sanctus Honorius sic apellabit) and comprises the third part of the LIH.  The seven kings are Barchan, Formyone, Yammax, Sarabotres, Harthau, Abaha and Maymon.
  This operation (which also takes up three days) begins on day 14 (following a 13-day ritual as outlined – we may surmise – in LIH part one) when the operator, attending mass, should recite prayers 19 and 10 (19 and 20 according to the LIH) from the LTA, and the priest should recite the prayer Domine Ihesu Christe, fili Dei vivi.  Leaving church, the operator should recite no. 17, reaching an appropriate spot where he can draw a circle, he should recite no. 15, and drawing a nine foot circle (within which are to be drawn two other circles, one foot apart, with angel names in between), he should recite no. 18.  Outside this circle (divided into seven segments pointing in seven directions) seven names of the Creator should be written either on the ground or on a sheet: Lyaly, Lyalg, Vehem, Yalgal, Narach, Lybarre, Lybares. This concludes the ritual for the first day.

On the second day, after the services from matins to compline, the operator must return to the circle, recite prayer 17, fumigate the circle, recite prayers 1 and 2, and delete the seven names.  After a renewed fumigation, he should invoke the spirits of the air from the seven directions of the circle. Then he should kneel towards the East, recite the Pheton celi et terre conditor prayer, and ask God to grant him power over the demons.  Of the Pheton-prayer only the incipit is given (followed by ‘et cetera’) so that it is impossible to make out whether there should be an adaptation of the ut abluto corpore-line.  The London Honorius adds that tranquillity and clouds will surround the place of the operation. This concludes the second day.

As in the previous chapter, the climax of the ritual is on the third day. The operator should bring a whole set of props including a wax candle, a censer, wine, a wand, and seven swords, and a company of up to seven associates to the circle.  With the sigil in his right hand, he should then pronounce seven excitationes (the Ubi est-sequences) from the seven directions of the circle (though standing outside the circle) to constrain the demons and force them to obey. To produce the desired effects the procedure may be repeated up to nine times. These effects are sevenfold and are made fairly explicit: they include thunder, lightning, great winds, silver clouds and earthquakes. The compiler of the London Honorius deemed it wise to leave them out probably for want of a Mediterranean imagination or the presence of a volcano. He contents himself with a vague eorum motus insurgere for which a stiff drink might be sufficient so that the progress of the ritual need not be compromised.  Ganell’s Honorius is stricter: if the effects do not show after nine trials, one should cancel the show for the day and try again on the next.
  Should the Mediterranean climate (or the local drinking habits) comply, the operator must enter the circle and commence a new sequence of prayers (18, 1 and 2, 25, 27, 28, 31 from the LTA), fumigations and invocations comprising an applicatio, excitatio spirituum, oratio, invocatio, adiuratio, ligacio and placacio.  The texts of this sequence are virtually the same in the Summa and the LIH.
  

As with the previous sequence, also this new set of prayers and invocations should have mind staggering effects.  Fearful apparitions and enticing visions will try to chase or lure the associates from the circle but the operator should not lose heart and calm his companions, point at the sigil of God, and chase the bad visions.  The London Honorius contents himself with a terse signa propria, but the Summa elaborates and mentions thunder and lightning, heavy rainfall, sudden snow, devouring lions and beautiful girls.  I gather lions and pretty girls were too rare and bad weather too common in late medieval Britain to make this passage agreeable to adepts of the occult.
  Once the spirits of the air have been constrained by the conjurations, they can be petitioned.  The end of chapter III.1.3 contains a lengthy list of topics and brief notices on the aerial spirits, which the London compiler placed at the beginning of the third part
 thereby, once again, creating the wrong impression that it is a table of contents.  As in the case of the sections on the planetary angels, also the absence of the paragraphs with detailed descriptions of the aerial spirits seems to suggest that Ganell, though quoting from them piecemeal, decided to leave them out of his presentation.
Let me conclude my description of these two operations for the invocation of planetary and aerial spirits by commenting briefly on Honorius’s references to sigils.  Hedegård, in the introduction to his edition of the LIH, wondered whether the original Liber had not contained images of the supplementary sigils that the text refers to, namely the sigillum angelorum, the sigillum aereorum and the sigillum terreorum.  From the Honorius-sections of the Summa, we learn that the Sigillum Dei and the Tabula Semamphoras (of which there are images in the Summa) are important if not indispensable props for the operations.  Additionally, there are several references to sigils of the angels, the aerial and the terrestrial spirits, not only in the Honorius sections, but also elsewhere in the Summa, without – it should be added – images of these sigils.  This is not surprising since these sigils are presented as texts and not as figures.
  Chapter III.1.3 does contain images of sigils (such as the figura Amaym) that look like shields, but these are not related to the Honorius rituals.

A Summary of the Evidence

A careful comparison of the Honorius sections in the Summa sacre magice and the text of the Sloane manuscripts brings to light a number of new insights regarding the Liber iuratus.  For the benefit of the reader, I would like to summarise my most important findings and conclusions in five points.
1. The Liber iuratus used by Ganell predates the text as contained in the Sloane manuscripts.  The London Honorius is an unbalanced and disorganised composition.  This is certainly due to a lack of skill or knowledge on the part of one or more of the editors (which can be shown from the errors in the Tetragrammaton), but part of the disorder may also be attributed to the bad condition of one of the source manuscripts (whereby a list of petitions was mistaken for a table of contents).  The inconsistencies and flaws that I noted in some of the prayers and in the presentation of the Sigillum Dei prove that Ganell’s copy of the Liber is an older and more reliable source.  At the same time, there is a fair chance that Ganell’s presentation of the material bears the imprint of his own editorial decisions and prejudices. Ganell’s personal input may explain the absence of the well-ordered and detailed descriptions of the planetary and aerial spirits, but it does not explain the reliance of the Honorius sections on the Liber trium animarum and the Schemhamphoras which are an authentic part of the Honorius text (to which Ganell himself testifies by calling the Honorius ritual an ars nova and which can also be proved from the sequence of 72 letters in the London versions).  One of the compilers (in the transmission history) of the LIH did not have a Liber trium animarum at his disposal so that, while copying the prayer numbers, he came up with a new liturgy which he derived from the glossed redaction of the Ars notoria (possibly because a portion of that text was also labelled as an ars nova). If this is true, it is further proof of the poor condition of the source manuscript.
2. Ganell’s copy of the Liber iuratus appears to be a cogent and well-structured collection of ritual operations.  It begins with a consecration ritual for the operator and the Sigillum Dei. Once the sigil and the operator have been ritually purified and prepared, a number of theurgical operations (six in all) can be performed using the prayers and the assistant priest from the consecration rite.  One particular line in the prayers, however, needs to be adjusted to the new situation, namely the ut abluto corpore-line (which in the consecration rite is geared to the Sigillum and the Schemhamphoras) for which the text provides six alternative for​mulations. The Liber iuratus of the Sloane manuscripts disrupts this order by opening the text with a description and a brief consecration of the Sigillum, and then using the consecration rite as a ritual for obtaining the visio Dei (the first of the theurgical operations).  This is evident from the use of the adapted ut abluto corpore-line and the insertion of the references to the heavenly palace in the London version.  It is not clear when this disruption was brought about, but it is possible that it occurred as a reaction to papal condemnations which may, in the London redaction, also have inspired the added origin myth of the council of magicians.
3. Following the organisation of the Liber as presented by Ganell in chapters IV.1.5 and IV.1.6, one can imagine a hypothetical Urfassung comprising seven parts: a consecration ritual followed by six theurgical operations (a magical parallel to the six days of creation).  These six theurgical operations are not represented in Ganell, unless the invocations of the planetary and aerial spirits constitute two of these. In the chapter on the planetary spirits, there is an adaptation of the ut abluto corpore-line which adapts one of the prayers to the visio Dei, but the purpose of the ritual is not specifically the visio Dei but the visio angelica.   On the whole, it seems more likely that the six theurgical operations are not written out in Ganell’s Summa because they are intended to be modeled on the consecration ritual (which would explain the ‘disruption’ in part one of the LIH).  The spirit invocation rituals are then separate and additional operations.  
How many of these separate and additional operations there were in our hypothetical source is not entirely clear.  The LIH says there are three classes of angels (celestial, aerial and terrestrial)
 which warrants at least three operations (for which there are matches in the Summa and the LIH).  Yet, the operation for the terrestrial spirits is extremely brief in the LIH and, as a separate ritual, absent from the SSM (at least, I was unable to find it).  The LIH says there is a fifth part with expository notes, but some of these, notably on the theurgical operations, go with the description of the Sigillum in the SSM and are hence an integrated part of the sections to which they apply.  The fact that the two spirit operations (planetary spirits and aerial spirits) are well integrated in the structure of book three of the SSM suggests that further research of Ganell’s text is required to establish whether or not there are additional Honorius sections.
4. The general hypothesis that the LIH is made up of (at least) two different texts (a manual of demonic magic [parts 2-4 of the LIH] and a theurgical treatise [part 1 of the LIH]) is not supported by Ganell’s text.  The use of the Sigillum Dei and the Tabula Semamphoras as well as the ‘recycling’ of several prayers and voces magicae, not to mention the constant reference to the Liber trium animarum, create a strong set of links between the consecration ritual (IV.1.5 and IV.1.6) and the spirit invocations (III.1.2 and III.1.3, op. 5).  It also integrates these portions of Honorius in the overall structure of the Summa, so that one should keep in mind that Ganell himself may have enhanced this appearance of cohesion.   However no matter what Ganell has added or changed,  it remains clear the source texts for Ganell’s redaction and LIH strongly resembled each other.  
5. References to Jewish and Islamic magic are enticing features of the Liber iuratus.  The claim that only orthodox Christians can be successful magicians is present in both the London version and in a chapter of the Summa. There is no reason for believing that Ganell’s Honorius source did not share this bias, but there seems to be no direct quotation from this Honorius source to prove this. References to Islam are conspicuously absent from the London version, while (instead) it discredits the efficacy of angel magic operations as performed by Jews.  At the same time, the London version shows even stronger traces of Jewish influence than the version presented by Ganell (in the references to the heavenly palaces, which are absent from Ganell’s text).  The Honorius chapters in the Summa, on the other hand, derive material from Jewish mystical and kabbalistic sources but display no specific disrespect for Jews as magicians.  A distinguishing feature of the Honorius chapters in the SSM is rather the anti-Islamic polemics.  It is not inconceivable that Ganell’s personal influence contributed to this characteristic, but if the ‘original’ Liber iuratus originated in a reconquista context (which is more than likely), a similar attitude might be expected in Ganell’s Honorius source.  The absence of the references to Islam in the London version, along with the addition of the story of the council of magicians and the foregrounding of the visio Dei in the consecration ritual, constitute clear evidence that the text was adapted to a new and different context. 
The history of the reception and adaptation of the Liber iuratus did not end with the editors and copyists responsible for the Sloane manuscripts.  In the sixteenth century a new chapter was added to the tradition.
Conclusion: John Dee and the Honorius Tradition
On Saturday March 10, 1582, two days after Edward Kelley had first introduced himself to John Dee at Mortlake under the name Edward Talbot, the angel Uriel gave instructions through him regarding a four square table upon which should be set Sigillum Dei, “which is already *perfected in a boke of thyne.”  In a marginal note in his diary, commenting on the word ‘perfected’, Dee added: *Erronice, contra ignorantiam meam, vide post.  Towards Kelley, who had been bent on discrediting the reputation of Barnabas Saul, Dee’s previous medium in his angel communications, who had left Dee’s household a few days before, John Dee pleaded unfamiliarity with the ‘vulgarly accounted magic.’  Talbot, who had been introduced as a very learned man by his friend Mr. Clerkson over dinner on Friday evening, had been all too eager to instruct Dee in the magical arts.  That very evening he would have been able to take a look at the magical books in Dee’s library, and the next day present himself as a superior medium not only offering more drama in the appearance of the angels but also outdoing the knowledge of magic contained in the books of John Dee.
 
The ignorance of Dee and the learning of Kelley are both to be taken with a pinch of salt. If by March 1582 Dee had already studied the Liber iuratus and the chapters in Ganell, he would have noticed, as we did above, the discrepancies between both, and would have been aware of the tradition and development of the ritual. While Dee would have learned about the progressive character of magic and would have accepted novel applications of older forms, Kelley on his part would have been less interested in studying Dee’s sources than in deriving from them optically interesting features such as the sigillum.  The ‘perfected’ image may have been the sketchy illustration in what is now Sloane 313, or the completed image in Ganell’s Summa.  As I argued earlier, the Sloane figure is the most likely candidate for its similarities with Dee’s own sigil, but for a proper understanding of its construction, Dee will have been well served by Ganell’s text.  Yet this knowledge is annulled and brushed aside by Kelley’s angels who have their own, novel and quite creative dynamics in building the sigillum Dei.  The 72-letter Schemhamphoras in the encompassing circle is made redundant and replaced by a division in forty letters which constitute seven angel names which are composed by going round the circle clockwise and counter-clockwise.  A host of angels make their appearance each bearing a letter or sign that has its own special place in the sigil.  All of this was new to Dee, and no doubt impressed by what we now tend to recognise as Kelley’s charismatic and dramatic qualities, he acknowledged his ignorance and deemed the older tradition of the sigil an error.  As the later (perhaps the London) Honorius copied the vacuous prayer numbers of the ritual and filled them with a new content derived from the Ars notoria, so Dee and Kelley stripped the sigil of God of its older content and filled it with a new passion for the angelic world.  Magic has this singular capacity to inspire its practitioners and rise like a phoenix from whatever ashes it has been cast into by historical contingency.
Dee was not looking for historical truth, but for metaphysical truth.  Historians of magic are usually quite content with the former.  Hence the big codex that Dee on his long continental journey could apparently part with unregrettingly is of such tremendous importance for the scholar. It is a book that will cause several chapters in the history of magic to be rewritten (the Honorius tradition to begin with), and that will make the historian aware of the importance of the Mediterranean coastal region (the Baleares, southern France, eastern Spain) for the development, not only of Jewish Kabbalah and the Lullian art,
 or of heresies such as Catharism, but also of Christian magic in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.  The Inquisition no doubt eradicated many of the traces of this magical tradition, and it is telling that its remnants have to be looked for in peripheral and more northern regions.  Ganell’s efforts in compiling a whole collection of texts known to him in the fourteenth century presents us with new sources for a better assessment of the influence of Jewish and Arabic magic, and also raises new questions regarding the dating of magical traditions.  
I have not speculated on a date of origin for the Honorius ritual, basically because I feel quite content with making it contemporary with the later years of Llull (who died in 1316), and which is not very much earlier than the period of composition suggested by scholars so far. Yet, the fact that Ganell has documented a Honorius text (an ars nova) that stands in a longer tradition, no longer automatically excludes a possible date of origin somewhere in the thirteenth century.

appendix

An overview of the correspondences between the versions of the Sworn Book
For the benefit of the reader the correspondences between the London Honorius and the text by Ganell have been put into tables for easy reference. The first table lists where sections from the London Honorius can approximately be found in Ganell’s Summa (and in the Halle manuscript which used the Kassel manuscript as a source). The second table shows in greater detail which passages from Ganell can be correlated to the same or similar passages from the first three parts of the London Honorius. For comments on these correspondences the reader is referred to the essay and the notes above.
	TABLE 1

	LIH (ed. Hedegård)
	Ganell, Kassel MS 4º astron. 3
	ULB Halle, MS 14 B 36

	Part 1
	SSM IV.1.5+6 (L.4.f.14, line 28-f.23, line 14)
	-

	Part 2
	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.2, line 8-f.8, line 14)
	Fols. 226r-229v

	Part 3
	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.29, line 6-f.39, line 10)
	-

	Part 4
	SSM (L.1.f.23, line 42-L.1.f.24, line 3)
	-


	TABLE 2

	Ganell, Kassel MS 4º astron. 3
	LIH (ed. Hedegård)

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.2, line 32-L.3.f.3, line 6)
	[Part 2] CXII.2-7 (not verbatim)

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.3, lines 6-11)
	[Part 2] CXII.8-10

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.3, lines 14-33)
	[Part 2] CXIV.1-9

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.3, line 44-L.3.f.4, line 2)
	[Part 2] CXV.1

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.4, line 6-L.3.f.6, line 27)
	[Part 2] CXV.3-48

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.6, lines 28-43)
	[Part 2] CIII.2-10

	SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.7, lines 1-17)
	[Part 2] CV-CXI (oblique correspondence)

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.29, lines 6-33)
	[Part 3] CXXVII.1-13

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.30, line 8-L.3.f.31, line 26)
	[Part 3] CXXVIII.1-28

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.31, line 27-L.3.f.33, line 28)
	[Part 3] CXXIX.1-37

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.33, line 28-L.3.f.35, line 40)
	[Part 3] CXXX-CXXXIII.17

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.35, line 41-L.3.f.38, line 5)
	[Part 3] CXXXIII.18-58

	SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.38, line 5-L.3.f.39, line 10)
	[Part 3] CXVI.1-12

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.15, lines 30-32)
	[Part 1] IV.51

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.15, lines 35-37)
	[Part 1] IV.57

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.15, lines 37-L.4.f.16, line 8)
	[Part 1] LII.1-10

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.16, lines 9-28, 39)
	[Part 1] XCVIII.1-9

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.16, lines 27-39)
	[Part 1] IV.58-63

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.16, line 39-L.4.f.17, line 8)
	[Part 1] XCIX.1-4

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.17, line 8-L.4.f.18, line 3)
	[Part 1] C.1-14

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.18, lines 3-5)
	[Part 1] C.15

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.18, lines 10-12)
	[Part 1] C.31

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.18, lines 17-19)
	[Part 1] CI.1

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.18, lines 22-39)
	[Part 1] CI.9-15

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.18, line 40-L.4.f.20, line 14)
	[Part 1] CI.20-44

	SSM IV.1.5 (L.4.f.20, line 14)
	[Part 1] CI.45 (first half)

	SSM IV.1.6 (L.4.f.21, line 25-L.4.f.22, line 28)
	[Part 1] IV.1-48 (not verbatim)

	SSM IV.1.6 (L.4.f.22, lines 30-L.4.f.23, line 3)
	[Part 1] CII.1 and [Part 5] CXXXVI.3-8


� For a recapitulation of the scholarly discussion surrounding dating and background of this text, see the introduction to Katelyn Mesler’s contribution on ‘The Sworn Book of Honorius and the Christian Reception of Angel Magic’ in the present volume.  Other discussions are  Robert Mathiesen, ‘A Thirteenth-Century Ritual to attain the beatific vision from the Sworn Book of Honorius of Thebes’, in: Claire Fanger, ed., Conjuring Spirits: Texts and Traditions of Medieval Ritual Magic (Stroud, Gloucestershire: Sutton Publishing, 1998), pp. 143-162; Richard Kieckhefer, ‘The Devil’s Contemplatives: The Liber iuratus, the Liber Visionum and Christian Appropriation of Jewish Occultism’, in: idem, pp. 250-265; Jean-Patrice Boudet, ‘Magie théurgique, angélologie et vision béatifique dans le Liber sacratus sive juratus attribué à Honorius de Thèbes’, in: Henri Bresc and Benoît Grévin, eds., Les anges et la magie au Moyen Âge, in: Mélanges de l’École française de Rome. Moyen Âge, 114/2 (2002), pp. 851-890. Boudet was the first to point out that the Liber Iuratus could be a compilation of two texts. See also Frank Klaassen, The Transformations of Magic: Illicit Learned Magic in the Middle Ages and Renaissance (forthcoming), chapt. 4.3. In chapter 3.3, Klaassen draws attention to two copies of the Liber iuratus belonging to the library of the Austin Friars in York (A8.362 Liber honorii divisus in 5 tractatus, and A8.364 Liber sacratus Petri Abelardi); the manuscripts, which are not extant, belonged to the library of collector John Erghome. The Sloane manuscripts were edited by Gösta Hedegård, Liber Iuratus Honorii: A Critical Edition of the Latin Version of the Sworn Book of Honorius (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2002). In references I will refer to this edition as LIH.


� Carlos Gilly, ‘Between Paracelsus, Pelagius and Ganellus: Hermetism in John Dee’, in: Magia, alchimia, scienza dal ’400 al ’700; L’influsso di Ermete Trismegisto / Magic, Alchemy and Science, 15th-18th Centuries, eds. Carlos Gilly and Cis van Heertum, 2 vols. (Firenze: Centro Di, 2002), vol. 1, pp. 286-294. As far as I can assess, nothing is known about the author Berengario Ganell. Some traces remain of the reception history of the Summa. An anonymous fifteenth-century treatise in defence of astrology and magic includes a brief reference to a text by Ganell in a list of works on astrological images. See Paolo Lucentini and Antonella Sannino, ‘Recommendatio astronomiae: un anonimo trattato del secolo XV in difesa dell’astrologia e della magia’, in: C. Burnett and W. Ryan, eds., Magic and the Classical Tradition (London, Turin: The Warburg Institute – Nino Aragno Editore, 2006), pp. 177-198, at p. 190: ‘Burgarii De diffinicione virorum et mulierum, qui sic incipit: ‘Capitulum Burgarii ad diffinicionem’ etc.’ (Burgarius is a misreading of Berengarius.) Johannes Trithemius listed Ganell’s Summa in his Antipalus maleficiorum (1508); see the extract in Jean-Patrice Boudet, Entre science et nigromance: Astrologie, divination et magie dans l’occident medieval (xiie-xve siècle) (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 2006), p. 543 and esp. note 22. Boudet notes that in 1347 Ganell personally handed over a (probably his) copy of the Liber iuratus to one Étienne Pépin who was involved in a sorcery trial (ref. to E. Falgairolle, Un envoûtement en Gévaudan en l’année 1347 [Nîmes, 1892], pp. 68-70).


� The Latin text is in Universitätsbibliothek Kassel / Landesbibliothek und Murhardsche Bibliothek der Stadt Kassel: MS 4° astron. 3; the German translation is in Berlin, Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz MS Germ. Fol. 903.  In what follows, references to the Latin text of the Summa sacre magice (abbreviated as SSM) will follow the pagination of the MS added by John Dee. References to the German translation (abbreviated as SSMG) will follow the conventional foliation of the MS. An edition of the text is currently being prepared by Damaris Gehr from Basel.  The codex with the Latin text consisted of 17 quires, four of which (9, 12, 14, 16) are now missing.  Since Dee’s foliation shows similar lacunae, we may conclude that he was in possession of the com�plete copy.  The German translation is based on the complete text, thus providing material otherwise lost.  Yet, even this German translation is defective, notably in the Honorius-section where several pages of the text were not bound into the book so that now there is a lacuna between fol. 474v and fol. 476r compensated for by an inserted leaf (fol. 475) in an illegible hand with a ‘sketchy’ text intended to bridge the evident gap between the two text segments.  There is another manuscript containing part of Ganell’s Latin text: Universitäts- und Landesbibliothek Halle MS 14 B 36.  The scribe of this manuscript copied a number of sections from Ganell’s Summa almost verbatim, including the ritual of the second part of the London Liber iuratus and Ganell’s Almandal-chapter. SSM, L.3.f.2, line 32 – L.3.f.8, line 14, corresponds almost verbatim to Halle MS, fols. 226r, line 17 – 229v, line 33 and contains nearly all of the text of LIH, §§ CIII-CXV. The scribe of the Halle manuscript seems to have been primarily concerned with the Liber Razielis but he incorporated in his compilation a section on the almandal. The materials for this he derived directly from the Summa by Ganell who in his third book describes several lengthy ‘mandal’ rituals at least two of which (and perhaps more) he copied from Honorius’s Liber iuratus. On the Halle MS, see Reimund Leicht, Astrologumena Judaica: Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der astrologischen Literatur der Juden (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), pp. 262-290. With special regards to Dr. Leicht for drawing my attention to the almandal-texts in the Halle manuscript.


� SSM, V.2.13 (L.V.f.102, line 24); Ganell mentions ‘12 annos proximos futuros’ beginning with 1346. Dee copied that year in the margin as a reminder of when the text was written. In SSM III.1.3 (L.3.f.39, line 26) is another reference to the year 1346 in a passage in which Ganell laments the decline in the knowledge of the Ars magica.


� On Dee and Moritz of Hessen, see Bruce T. Moran, The Alchemical World of the German Court: Occult Philosophy and Chemical Medicine in the Circle of Moritz of Hessen (1572-1632) (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1991), pp. 92-94.


� The German translator was evidently unfamiliar with the Liber iuratus.  In the table of contents, he translated the title of chapter IV.1.5 as ‘Das funfftte von der Ehrwerdigen heiligung’ (SSMG, fol. 5v), unaware of the fact that honorij is a name rather than an adjective.  In the actual chapter itself (SSMG, fol. 470v), he corrects himself by translating ‘Das funffte Capittell von der heiligung Honorij’, without correcting the phrase in the table of contents.


� SSM, III.1.2 and III.1.3 contain the text of LIH parts 2 (§§ CIII-CXV) and 3 (§§ CXVI-CXXXIII).


� For instance, Ganell’s chapter on the Almandal, which survives in the German translation as well as in the Halle MS 14 B 36 (fols. 230r-233v), bears great resemblance to the Almandal in the Florentine manuscript Bibl. Nazionale Centrale, MS II.iii.214, fols. 74v-78v. Yet, the style and wording are completely different. Ganell’s use of the Honorius text, on the other hand, is very close to the ‘original.’


� See, e.g., SSM, L.2.f.20, ll. 28-29: Ita docet Honorius in sua autentica invocatione libri sacri (the reference is to LIH, § CXXXIII.38, p. 141); SSM, L.2.f.21, line 25 (Honorius in toto suo libro); and L.4.f.49 (dixit Sanctus Honorius in libro jurato).


� SSM, IV.2.3, L.4.f.38-L.4.50. Regarding these prayers he remarks: sunt orationes artis nove vel moderne. John Dee numbered the prayers of the ars nova in the margin of the MS (nos. 1-51) which testifies to his careful study (and probably also practice) of the ritual. One gets the impression that the ars nova is some kind of liturgical innovation in occult circles at the time of Ganell or earlier, when traditional magical texts were revised and upgraded. There is a chapter in the Summa (IV.1.4) dealing with 30 prayers of the ars vetus; all these prayers are to be used for consecration purposes. Compared with these, Honorius, in the eyes of Ganell, offers a sacratio moderna (SSM, IV.1.4, L.4.f.15, line 27). The term Ars nova is also used for liturgical innovations in the second phase of the development of the Ars notoria; there the Ars nova is a collection of ten prayers contained in the Flores aurei. See Julien Véronèse, ‘Les anges dans l’ars notoria: révélation, processus visionnaire et angélo�logie’, in: Henri Bresc and Benoît Grévin, eds., Les anges et la magie au Moyen Âge, in: Mélanges de l’École française de Rome. Moyen Âge, 114/2 (2002), pp. 813-849, at pp. 819-822. From SSM chapter IV.2.3 it is not clear what the title of this Book of Three Souls refers to. One is inclined to believe that these are the three souls of man. If the prayers were modelled on Jewish sources, the souls would be nefesh, ru’ah, and neshamah, of which the third is a higher power which enables man to mystically apprehend the Godhead. See Gershom Scholem, Kabbalah (New York: Penguin, 1978, 11974), p. 155.


� Echoes of the very terse fourth part of the LIH can be found in SSM, L.1.f.23, line 42 – L.1.f.24, line 3, and L.3.f.59 (notably the text of the Sigillum terre of LIH, § CXXXV.13-14, p. 143). Part five of the London text is most likely an editorial addition of the compiler. It contains bits and pieces of information that should have been inserted in the preceding parts in their appropriate places.  For a schematic overview of the textual parallels, see the appendix at the end of this contribution.


� See, e.g., SSM, L.3.f.39, line 44; L.3.f.41, line 11; and L.3.f.47, line 3.


� In the prologue of the Liber iuratus of the Sloane manuscripts, Honorius states that he consulted the angel Hocrohel and derived his material from seven volumes of magic to compose 93 chapters (LIH, § I.16, p. 61). Hedegård speculates on the meaning of this reference: the number 7 might be symbolical or the LIH might be a condensed version of one big book or a florilegium from several books. Honorius’s ambition to compose a Liber in five parts with 93 chapters, finds an interesting parallel in the opus magnum of Ganell which consists of five parts and 85 chapters. The ambitions of the owner or editor of the German version of the Summa went even further. The initial pages of the table of contents of the original translator of Ganell’s book were removed and replaced by three leaves written in a different hand and containing a title page (אָרבעַתּאֵל De magia veterum, Von der Magia oder geistlichen Kunst) and a leaf with a Liber primus which turns out to be an introduction into magic. All five sections of the book were renumbered (book I became III, and book V became VII) and at the end (SSMG, fol. 806v) was mistakenly written: ‘finis 8 libri’. A fairly extensive magical text added after the Ganell book is therefore labelled as Part 9: ‘Tomus Nonus et Ultimus / Das Neund unnd letzte buch der Magia Naturalis’ (SSMG, fols. 807r-892r). Books 2 and 8 are not present.


� This did not prevent the Liber iuratus from bearing the clear imprint of Jewish traditions; see the contribution by Katelyn Mesler in this volume. A reference to Metatron can be found in SSM, L.2.f.22, line 18. See esp. note 59 below on Ganell’s anti-Islamic polemic.


� SSM, L.4.f.23, lines 8ff.


� A similar passage is in LIH, § IV.51, p. 69.


� A similar passage is in LIH, § IV.57, p. 70.


� There is an almost verbatim correspondence with LIH, § LII.1-10, pp. 91-92.


� There is an almost verbatim correspondence with LIH, § XCVIII.1-9, p. 108. Where the LIH has volentis videre celeste palacium the SSM, L.4.f.16, line 9 reads: volentem talia facere.


� There is an almost verbatim correspondence with LIH, § XCIX.1-4 (of the prayer Et tu, Domine, per annun�ciacionem the incipit can be found in § IV.59, p. 70), and § C.1-14, pp. 108-110. Significant differences are the absence of the reference to the Liber trium animarum in the London Honorius, and the absence of the list of 100 names (LIH, § CI.2-8, p. 112) from Ganell’s Honorius.


� The full text of Pheton celi et terre conditor is in SSM, L.3.f.7, line 22 – L.3.f.8, line 14 (= Halle MS, fols. 229r, line 39 – 229v, line 33) and in LIH, § C.15-27, pp. 110-111.


� The (almost verbatim) parallels can be found on pp. 110-114 of the LIH: § C.15 (§ C.16-30 not in the SSM), § C.31, § CI.1 (§ CI.2-8 not in the SSM), § CI.9-15 (§ CI.16-18 not in the SSM), and § CI.20-44.


� SSM, L.4.f.18, lines 12-14; cf. Acts 1, 3.  See Hedegård’s introduction to LIH, p. 35.  Both Honorius texts, by the way, speak of Rabur, qui 40 dierum spacio in deserto jeiunasti et a demone temptatus es, a reference to Christ’s temptation in the desert.  Both Honorius texts also refer to Christ’s ascension in the same prayer, but whereas Ganell’s Honorius sees this post 40 dierum spacium (SSM, L.4.f.19, line 44), the London Honorius has post trium dierum spacium (LIH, § CI.39, p. 114).


� “Deign to bless and consecrate this most sacred name and your seal.”  See SSM, L.4.f.19, line 39 and L.4.f.20, lines 9-10. This is a deliberate omission on the part of the London Honorius rather than an addition by Ganell’s Honorius. See below.


� SSM, L.4.f.18, lines 20-21. In the LIH the 72-letter name is not actually the hundredth name in the list. It stands at the very end and would then be the hundred and first.


� The identification of the prayers from the Ars notoria was made by Julien Véronèse;  see also Katelyn Mesler’s essay in this volume, esp. note 60.


� Induction of visions during sleep is one of the features identified by Kieckhefer as linking the Sworn Book with Jewish cultural practices (Kieckhefer, “The Devil’s Contemplatives,” p. 256).  Obviously dream incubation is not strictly a Jewish practice; sleeping visions are also a central feature of the ritual practice described in the Liber florum celestis doctrine of John of Morigny. The theme of revelations during sleep recurs in the Anacrisis, a work by the Majorcan hermit Pelagius (who died in 1480).  On this latter see Gilly, ‘Between Paracelsus, Pelagius and Ganellus’, pp. 288-289. There are several eighteenth-century manuscripts of his work in German libraries. Leipzig, University Library, C. M. 4. 13 (Pelagii Eremitae II Bücher von Erkändnüss und Nahmen seines guten Engels), C. M. 4. 25 (Magister Pelagii Eremitae in Insula Majoricarum Circulus seu tabula veritatis), C. M. 4. 26 (Drey Bücher Pelagii); Dresden, Sächsische Landes�bibliothek, N93 (Pelagij Eremitae drey Bücher; von denen Offenbahrungen, so im Schlaffe geschehen).


� LIH, § CI.45-48, pp. 114-115.


� LIH, § CI.45-59, pp. 114-115.


� SSM, L.4.f.21, lines 20-21; the tabula semamphoras is on L.2.f.15.


� Raimundus Lullus, Ars brevis (Lateinisch-Deutsch), transl., ed. A. Fidora (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1999), pp. 8-15.


� Carlos Gilly, ‘Between Paracelsus, Pelagius and Ganellus’, p. 291, points out: ‘Curiously enough, it is the same sigil which was earlier known in Spain as an amulet of the four ‘sects’ (‘Iudaicae, Christianae, Mahume�tanae et Paganae’).  In the fifteenth century it was to have belonged to the famous Marquis, writer and magus Don Enrique de Villena.  The Duke of Alcalá, viceroy of Naples, had it printed on vellum in the seventeenth century, as appears from a letter by a Spanish Jesuit to Athanasius Kircher (cf. Oedipus aegyptiacus, II 2, 479-483).  Naturally Kircher seized the opportunity to print an image of this sigil to illustrate his chapter on the Magia Hieroglyphica, at the same time providing a lengthy commentary.’  Joseph Peterson incorporated Kircher’s text in the second appendix of his John Dee’s Five Books of Mystery: Original Sourcebook of Enochian Magic (Boston: Weiser Books, 2003), pp. 433-435.  The sigil as reprinted by Kircher – it will be noted – is defective.  Bruno used the heptagon in a figure of the seven planets in his De rerum principiis.  See Giordano Bruno, Opere magiche, eds. S. Bassi, E. Scapparone, and N. Tirinnanzi (Milano: Adelphi Edizioni, 2003, 12000), p. 658.


� It is interesting to see that Ganell’s Almandal chapter, unfortunately missing from the Kassel manuscript, but extant in the Halle copy and also present in the German translation, has no almandal image.  Instead, it provides a description of the image that seems to match very well with the almandal images found in Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, MS II.iii.214, fol. 74v.


� LIH, § IV.12, p. 67. The phrase puzzled the editor (see pp. 155-156).


� Several grammarians pointed out that ‘h’ is not a letter. Aulus Gellius (Noctes Atticae II.3.1): H litteram sive illam spiritum magis quam litteram dici oportet; Sedulius Scotus (In Priscianum, CM 40C, B. Löfstedt, 1977, p. 71): quibus uerbis euidenter ostenditur h litteram non esse sed partem litterae cui cohaeret; and Laurentius Corvinus, Carminum Structura (Krakow, 1496, in the chapter Regulae de syllabarum quantitate): H non est littera.  With kind regards to Dr. Grantley McDonald for supplying me with these references.


� There are other clues that the London author was actually describing a sigillum that he had seen.  According to Ganell’s text the words on the third heptagon should read: ‘ad vos Duynas Gyram Gravy Aysaram Alpha’.  In the London text this is: ‘Vos Duynas Gyram Gram Aysaram Alpha ω’ (§ IV.40-41, p. 69).  The four strokes of ‘uy’ could easily be mistaken for an ‘m’, but the point to note here is the ‘ad vos’ sequence that the London author interprets as ‘ω vos’.  The phrase actually means ‘To you’ (after which follow the divine names) which is clear from Ganell’s text but not from the figure if one traces the sequence clockwise with one’s eyes, for then the line begins with ‘Vos’ and ends with two rounded pen-strokes which (after Alpha) can easily be interpreted as ω.


� Could this be the tripartite soul of man comprising the anima vegetativa, the anima sensitiva and the anima rationalis? Or is there a link with the three souls from the title of the Liber trium animarum?


� Of these six works of God the first five are listed at the end of the first part and in the fifth part of the LIH, i.e. in § CII.1 (p. 115) and § CXXXVI.3 (p. 144) respectively.


� SSM, L.4.f.22, lines 35-36 and L.4.f.23, lines 3-5 respectively. The conjuration of the spirits is a work necessary for the battle against Islam.


� The adaptations for opus 2, 3, 4 and 5 can be found in SSM, L.4.f.23, line 36 – L.4.f.24, line 3 and in LIH, part 5, § CXXXVI.5-8, pp. 144-145. For some reason the sixth opus was omitted (possibly because the battle against Islam was deemed irrelevant).


� These are the places in the LIH and the SSM where the phrase ut abluto copore occurs: LIH, § XCVII.9, p. 108: ut abluto corpore – collaudere written in full (= SSM, L.4.f.16, lines 27-28: ut abluto corpore – consecrare digneris written in full); LIH, § XCIX.3, p. 109: ut abluto corpore – collaudere written in full (= SSM, L.4.f.17, lines 2-4: ut abluto corpore – consecrare digneris written in full); possibly LIH, § C.8, p. 109: the reference might be concealed behind corpus meum et cetera (= SSM, L.4.f.17, line 31: corpus meum et cetera); LIH, § C.14. p. 110: ut abluto corpore et cetera (= SSM, L.4.f.18, line 3: ut abluto corpore et cetera); LIH, § C.27, p. 111: ut abluto corpore et cetera (= SSM, L.4.f.18, lines 6-8 ut abluto corpore – consecrare written in full); and LIH, § CI.15, p. 112: ut abluto corpore et cetera (= SSM, L.4.f.18, lines 38-39: ut abluto corpore et cetera).


� LIH, § CXXXVII, 4, 7, 10 (pp. 145-146).


� SSM, IV.5, L.4.f.15, lines 33-34.


� The text was integrally reprinted (with minor mistakes) by Johann Christoph Adelung in his Geschichte der menschlichen Narrheit, part 6 (Leipzig: Weygandsche Buchhandlung, 1788), pp. 405-456.  On this text and relevant secondary literature, see Bernd Roling, ‘The Complete Nature of Christ: Sources and Structures of a Christological Theurgy in the Works of Johannes Reuchlin’, in: The Metamorphosis of Magic, eds. J. Bremmer and J. Veenstra (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), pp 231-266, at p. 265.


� Luppius, p. 4. The author actually quotes Agrippa here. Cornelius Agrippa, De occulta philosophia libri tres, ed. V. Perrone Compagni (Leiden: Brill, 1992), III.11, pp. 427-428 (ff.): Deus ipse, licet sit unitissimus, sortitur tamen diversa nomina, non quae diversas eius essentias aut deitates exponant, sed quasdam proprietates ab eo emanentes; (…) Et extrahuntur multa nomina Dei et angelorum ex Sacris Scripturis per artem cabalisticam, calculatoriam et notariacam et gimetriam…


� SSM, II.2.7, L.2.f.23, lines 42-43; also in L.1.f.6, ll. 15-16. See Luppius, p. 5; Luppius did not derive this information from Agrippa, and his use of the material may well testify to the reception of either Ganell’s Summa or of one or more of his sources (possibly material as we find it in the Halle manuscript) in Germany.  SSM, II.2.7, L.2.f.23, line 28 – L.2.f.24, line 6, contains the seven segments of Adam’s Schemhamphoras, albeit in slightly different form (and in the sequence 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 5, 2).  An expanded version can be found in the Schemhamphoras section of the Halle manuscript.  According to the incipit (fol. 244r, line 1), this Liber Semiphoras was translated from Hebrew into Latin, which would mean that the materials presented by the Halle manuscript and Ganell’s Summa derive immediately from Hebrew sources.  The Schemhamphoras of Adam is on fols. 246v, line 10 – 247r, line 12. The Halle manuscript further contains a figura Semyphoras very similar to the image in the Summa (see fol. 249r) and the Glosae Semiphoras by Sadoch Judaeus (inc. fol. 249v). The translation was commissioned by Alphons X of Castile; on this MS, see Boudet, Entre science et nigromance, pp. 196-197.


� SSM, L.2.f.24, ll. 7-16.  As sources of his Schemhamphoras material, Ganell mentions Solomon’s Liber vite and Toç Grecus. In the Halle manuscript, the Semyforas Moysi can be found on fols. 247r, line 11 – 248r, line 6.


� SSM, L.2.f.23, ll. 3-12: Et per 72 N. 3 litterarum: Uehu. Yely. Cayatz. Ghaulam. Mahas. Lalah. Alba. Cahath. Hazay. Alahd. Laau. Haha. Yazal. Mana. Aray ... Ganell does not explain how this list is constructed.  To make an adequate comparison, let me quote part of the list from a manuscript giving the Hebrew names together with a transcription, viz. Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel, Cod. Guelf. 1081 Novi, fol. 9r: Vehu-Jah; Jeli-El; Sita-El; Salam-Jah; Mahach-Jah; Lelah-El; Acha-Jah; Cahæth-El; Hazi-El; Alad-Jah; Lau-Jah ... There are differences, but on the whole Ganell seems to stay fairly close to the Hebrew.


� D. Martin Luthers Werke, kritische Gesamtausgabe, vol. 53 (Weimar: Böhlau, 1920), pp. 573-648. See p. 601: ‘Wo hat ers gelesen? Der saw im hindern’.  The Weimar edition has the famous picture of the Judensau as illustration on page 600.  Luther referred to the sculpture when he wrote his treatise, and later readers of Luther added the word Schemhamphoras to the image.


� HAB, Wolfenbüttel, Cod. Guelf. 1081 Novi (see n. 48 above).  The MS contains ‘Ein Büchlein genandt Schem Hammaphoras המְפוֹרָשׁ שֶׁם Nomen Dei expositum was solches heiße, seijn nuze und würdt, wie es auch nicht allein von Uralten Zeiten here beij den Juden gebraucht, und hoch gehalten, sondern beßer, kräfftiger und löblicher, von alten frommen und andächtigen Christen’; the second half of the book is a Paracelsian treatise called ‘Schatz Kammer der Nathur’.


� Cornelius Agrippa, De occulta philosophia libri tres, ed. V. Perrone Compagni (Leiden: Brill, 1992), III.25, pp. 472-481.  This chapter appears in the edition of 1533 and may have been derived from Johannes Reuchlin’s De arte cabalistica 3 (L ii ff.) from 1517; see Reuchlin, On the Art of the Kabbalah, transl. M. and S. Goodman (Lincoln, London: University of Nebraska Press, 1993), pp. 261-273.


� Agrippa, De occulta philosophia, III.11, p. 428: Hebraeorum mecubales ex quodam textu, qui est in Exodo, septuaginta duo cum angelorum, tum Dei nomina deducunt, quod nomen septuaginta duarum literarum et schemhamphoras, hoc est ‘expositorum’, vocant; alii ulterius progredientes ex singulis Scripturae locis tot innuunt divina nomina, ut eorum numerus et quae significant sint nobis penitus ignota.


� Agrippa, De occulta philosophia, III.25, p. 473: Sunt autem et alii plures modi ex eisdem versiculis fabricandi Schemhamphoras, ut cum omnes tres recto ordine sibi subalternatim a dextra in sinistram scribuntur, praeter illos qui per tabulas Ziruph et tabulas commutationum extrahuntur…


� Joshua Trachtenberg in his Jewish Magic and Superstition: A Study in Folk Religion (New York: Atheneum, 1970), pp. 95-96, 289 n22, speaks of a name of 72 letters or elements and treats the ‘72-letter name’ mainly as a label (for the Vehuiah-list) even though Midrashic sources explicitly speak of a name of 72 letters. Cf. Ludwig Blau, Das jüdische Zauberwesen (repr. Darmstadt: Hesse & Becker, 1987, 11898), pp. 139-145.


� SSM, II.2.5, L.2.f.14-L.2.f.17.


� See SSM, II.2.5, L.2.f.14-L.2.f.17.  Note that from a topographical point of view the cardinal directions have been inverted in assigning the four languages to them.


� SSM, II.2.7, L.2.f.20-L.2.f.26.


� SSM, II.2.7, L.2.f.24, lines 22-24.  (There is also a reference to the N ineffabile 72 literarum in L.3.f.63, ll. 42-43.)


� The list of the Great Schemhamphoras can be found in SSM, II.2.7, L.2.f.25, lines 5-26; and in SSMG, fol. 165v.  In conformity with Hedegård’s edition of the 100 Dei vivi nomina (p. 112), I have numbered the names.  In addition I have printed the initial letters in bold.  Here is the list of 23 correspondences (with the names from the 100 nomina between brackets): 1. Theos (90. Theos); 4. Xps (93. Christus); 5. On (16. On); 7. Alpha ω (30. Alpha et Ω); 8. Baruch (69. Baruch); 9. Agla (1. Agla); 12. Joth (19. Ioht); 16. Ysiston (47. Ysiston); 23. Onoytheon (54. Omytheon); 25. Oristyon (32. Oristion); 33. Ely (10. Hely); 34. Kyryos (77. Kyrios); 36. Pantheon (73. Pantheon); 38. Ynestre (24. Iuestre); 44. Nathanathoy (45. Nathanathay); 50. Gofgamel (14. Gofgameli); 52. Rabur (100. Rabur); 61. Occynomeryon (61. Occynoneryon); 62. Nomygon (88. Nomygon); 63. Oryona (41. Orion); 64. Nosulaseps (57. Nosulaceps); 71. Ocleyste (5. Ocleiste); 72. Tutheon (58. Tutheon).  The names in SSMG are more or less the same.  Here are a few samples to illustrate that the German translator not only produced some orthographic variants but was also unaware of the importance of the number 72 for this list, since he cut some of the names in two: (15) Ÿal, Gal; (17) Sapsoÿÿ; (19) Achyonada, Bazar; (20) Lauaquijrijn; (41) Elgijbor; (47) Epafgri.


� See SSM, II.3.3: De revolutione N. semamphoras.


� For the first instance, see SSM, L.3.f.5, ll. 17-18 (= Halle MS, fol. 228r, line 22) and LIH, § CXV.26, p. 122; for the second instance, see SSM, L.3.f.37, line 2 and LIH, § CXXXIII.39, p. 141.


� SSM, III.1.1, L.3.f.1, line 21 – L.3.f.2, line 6.  The Christian prerogative is also claimed by the London Honorius (LIH, § III.16-29, p. 66) in a passage in which he stresses the inefficacy of Jewish and Pagan magic.  The omission of the fourth secta (the Mohammedans) may be explained from the North-European context of the Sloane manuscripts.  In III.1.1 Ganell does not specifically mention the pagani, but he does include them in other references to the four sectae elsewhere in the Summa.  It is unclear whether his denunciation of Jewish and Islamic magic expresses Ganell’s personal ideas or whether the passage was copied from one of his sources (whether or not this was a Liber iuratus I cannot prove).  The remarks about the ‘sons of Belial’ display an aversion that does not seem to match the tone in the preceding chapters on the Schemhamphoras.  However, in the chapter on the Liber trium animarum (SSM IV.3.2), Ganell explains that the magic of a secta is determined by that secta’s creed.  In all, there are four sectae using four distinct languages (alphabets), namely Latin, Hebrew, Arabic and Greek.  All four sectae believe in God and hence have (magical) names to constrain the enemies of God.  Ideo dixit sanctus Honorius in libro jurato quod fides operatur in unoquoque, sive bona fuit, sive mala. Quia fides male secte vocatur mala, et bone bona (L.4.f.49, ll. 41-43). The reference is to a line that we know from the LIH: Et quia fidem mala habent, opera eorum nulla (§ III.18, p. 66), but this brief quotation does not make clear which religions precisely Ganell’s Honorius-source considers to be good or bad. Ganell’s (or perhaps Honorius’s?) derision is mainly aimed at Islam (L.4.f.50. ll. 4-5: nullus fuit maior cacax quam Machometus).


� SSM, L.3.f.2, line 32 – L.3.f.3, line 6 (= Halle MS, fols. 226v, line 31 – 227r, line 6) more or less corresponds with LIH, § CXII.2-7, p. 119.  The LIH speaks of a nine foot circle instead of a ten foot circle.


� Cf. LIH, § LII.1-10, pp. 91-92.


� SSM, L.3.f.3, ll. 6-11 (= Halle MS, fol. 227r, ll. 6-12) corresponds verbatim with LIH, § CXII.8-10 (pp. 119-120).  From § CXII.8 onwards there is a clear and (almost) verbatim correspondence between the LIH and the chapter in the Summa.


� SSM, L.3.f.3, ll. 14-44 (= Halle MS, fols. 227r, line 15 – 227v, line 1) corresponds with LIH, § CXIV.1-9. The passage in SSM, L.3.f.3, ll. 26-28, 33-44 (= Halle MS, fol. 227r, ll. 29-31, 36-47) is not in the LIH. The list of 25 angel names (LIH, § CXIV.5) is abbreviated by Ganell: Michael, Myel, Sarypyel etc.  Ganell does provide a complete list on the following page (L.3.f.4) comprising not 25 but 26 names.  The angel Sathquyel who in the LIH belongs both to Saturn and to Jupiter is, in fact, a conflation of Satriquyel (Saturn) and Satquyel (Jupiter).  Of the London manuscripts only B (Sloane 313) seems to be aware of the distinction (see Hedegård’s note on p. 197).


� The texts of these prayers in the Summa and the LIH are virtually identical.  In the invocatio (SSM, L.3.f.4, ll. 11-33 = Halle MS, fol. 227v, ll. 12-38 = LIH, § CXV.5-13, p. 121), nos. 1-38 from the list of 100 divine names are written in full in the Summa; the LIH simply gives the numbers 1-38.  In the ligatio (SSM, L.3.f.4, line 35 – L.3.f.5, line 15 = Halle MS, fols. 227v, line 39 – 228r, line 19 = LIH, § CXV.14-24, p. 122) the sequence Febr, Octreys, Derheys, Tutheon, Agla in the Summa becomes Stobr, Otheos, Tutheon, Thereis, Chatheon, Agla in the LIH. In the coniuratio (SSM, L.3.f.5, ll. 16-28 = Halle MS, fol. 228r, ll. 19-35 = LIH, § CXV.25-30, pp. 122-123), the LIH lists the numbers 45-79, whereas the SSM has the names in full, adding Thechel (no. 80) and Nochy (no. 81), and omitting Pantheon (no. 73, an oversight). In the placacio (SSM, L.3.f.5, line 29 – L.3.f.6, line 21 = Halle MS, fols. 228r, line 35 – 228v, line 32 = LIH, § CXV.31-45, pp. 123-124), the SSM gives the remaining names (nos. 82-100) in full; the LIH again lists the numbers ‘<80>, 81-99’.


� See SSM, L.3.f.6, ll. 28-43 (= Halle MS, fols. 228v, line 40 – 229r, line 10): Potes enim petere de omnibus istis: de cognitione celorum (etc.).  The corresponding section is in LIH, § CIII.2-10, p. 116. Hedegård (p. 27) rightly pointed out that the list is a sequence of petitions rather than a table of contents. SSM, L.3.f.7, ll. 1-17 (= Halle MS, fol. 229r, ll. 11-38) contains a brief list of planetary angels and their influences which seems to be derived from LIH, §§ CV-CXI, pp. 117-119.


� A number of lines from SSM III.1.2 (L.3.f.7, ll. 17-21) are not in the LIH. The Oratio Salomonis is on L.3.f.7, line 22 – L.3.f.8, line 14 (= Halle MS, fols. 229r, line 39 – 229v, line 33); cf. LIH, § C.15-27, pp. 110-111. LIH, § CXV.49-52 (with remarks on the 27 chapters which are not, in fact, chapters) is not in the SSM.


� The title says ‘9’, the text says ‘8’ (SSM, L.3.f.8, lines 15 and 21).  The actual number is nine, with the ninth operation beginning on L.3.f.60.


� Interestingly, it is here, at the beginning of the chapter, that the scribe of the Halle manuscript breaks off.  He was interested more in angels than in demons and had faithfully copied chapter III.1.2.  He now contents himself with the opening lines of chapter III.1.3 and adds that he has no desire to copy the eight operations and will continue with Ganell’s chapter on the almandal instead.  This is a very fortunate remark (Halle MS, fol. 229v, ll. 34-44) since it is unambiguous proof that he was working from a copy of Ganell’s Summa.


� This group of seven first appears in SSM, L.1.f.23, ll. 15-18, where the names of the kings and their regions are listed quos vocavit Honorius in suo libro sacrato.  These seven kings, and especially the ubi est-sequences in the excitationes may well go back on Arabic sources.  See Katelyn Mesler’s contribution in the present volume.


� SSM, L.3.f.29, ll. 6-33 corresponds almost verbatim to LIH, § CXXVII.1-13, pp. 129-130. The note of warning in § CXXVII.10-12 is not in the SSM. The SSM adds a couple of lines (L.3.f.29, line 34 – L.3.f.30, line 7) which are not in the LIH and which comment on the circle that apparently can also be used for other operations (these additional lines are most likely a comment added by Ganell himself).  Ganell draws a diagram of the circle on L.3.f.29 which greatly resembles the image on fol. 133v in British Library, MS Sloane 3854 (as reproduced by Hedegård on p. 131).


� SSM, L.3.f.30, line 8 – L.3.f.31, line 26, corresponds with LIH, § CXXVIII.1-28, pp. 131-133.  The concluding lines from the LIH, § CXXVIII.29-30, p. 133, are not in the SSM, which is odd, since this means that the seven divine names are not reconstituted.


� SSM, L.3.f.31, line 27 – L.3.f.33, line 28, corresponds almost verbatim to LIH, § CXXIX.1-37, pp. 133-136. Where the LIH has (§ CXXIX.37) Hoc dicto videbis eorum motus insurgere et tunc dicas sociis, quod non dubitent, the chapter in the SSM adds several lines between insurgere and et tunc: Hoc dicto videbis eorum motus insurgere que sunt celi coruscatio orientalium, magni maris ruina occidentalium (etc.).


� SSM, L.3.f.33, line 28 – L.3.f.35, line 40, corresponds verbatim to LIH, §§ CXXX-CXXXIII.17, pp. 136-139.  The same goes for the remainder, L.3.f.35, line 41 – L.3.f.38, line 5, and LIH, § CXXXIII.18-58, pp. 139-142, but with some exceptions.  The Bethala suspensus-section in § CXXXIII.18-21 (p. 139) is abbreviated by Ganell (L.3.f.35, line 42: Bethala suspensus in ethera et cetera usque ibi Lazatu Sella).  The abbreviation suggests that he used the text in previous sections (which is correct: cf. L.3.f.27, line 19 and L.3.f.23, line 31; the first occurrence of the full text in L.1.f.22, line 42 – L.1.f.23, line 5 – i.e. over a hundred pages earlier!).  One of the conjurations contains a list of names from the 100 Dei vivi nomina of which Ganell only enumerates the numbers: 82-90 and a few lines later 91-96 (L.3.f.36, lines 8-9 and 21).  At this point the compiler of the LIH seems to have lost track of his source, for he lists the names Zabuater up to and including Karex in full (which are nos. 74-83 and not 82-90) and then continues with <Sabaoth>, Sella, 91, Ciros, 92, Ob<i>ron, 93, <Nomygon>, Oriel, 94, Theos, 95, Hespelli, 96, quatinus vos Barthan … et eos spiritus’ et cetera.  This is a curious mix-up of names and numbers (see LIH, § CXXXIII.26 and 31, p. 140) and may be another indication of the desultory condition of his source material.  The line quatinus vos Barthan … et eos spiritus’ et cetera conceals a ten-line sequence in the SSM, L.3.f.36, ll. 21-30.  Also Ganell misses out on occasion: LIH, § CXXXIII.32 (p. 140) is not in the SSM chapter, but this is probably due to a ‘saute du même à même’ brought about by the recurring phrase flexis genibus in 32 and 33.


� Cf. LIH, § CXXXIII.55 (p. 142) and SSM, L.3.f.37, ll. 35-41.


� SSM, L.3.f.38, line 5 – L.3.f.39, line 10.  This final section corresponds roughly to LIH, § CXVI.1-12.  From §§ CXVII-CXXVI only a few lines on the special influences of the aerial spirits were taken over.


� See Hedegård, introduction to the LIH, p. 49. Sigils in the SSM: sigillum angelorum (L.3.f.4, l. 34), sigillum aereorum (L.1.f.22, line 42; L.1.f.23, line 42; L.1.f.25, line 39; L.3.f.35, l. 41; L.3.f.51, ll. 15, 39, 42); sigillum terreorum (L.1.f.23, line 43; L.3.f.59, ll. 12-13).  That sigils such as these are texts to be read, shows from the line: Et ibi lege hoc sigillum: Bethala suspensus in ethera … (L.1.f.25, line 39).


� Cf. SSM, L.3.f.22.


� LIH, § III.9, p. 65.


� After Carl Kiesewetter’s pioneering study, John Dee, ein Spiritist des 16. Jahrhunderts. Kulturgeschichtliche Studie. Mit dem Protokoll der ältesten bekannten spiritistischen Sitzung vom 28. Mai 1583 und den noch nicht veröffentlichten Portraits von Dr. John Dee und Edward Kelley (Leipzig: Spohr, 1893), the most important works on Dee’s angel communications are Wayne Shumaker, ‘John Dee’s Conversations with Angels’, in id., Renaissance Curiosa (Binghamton: Center for Medieval and Early Renaissance Studies, 1982), pp. 15-52, and Deborah Harkness, John Dee’s Conversations with Angels: Cabala, Alchemy and the End of Nature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); cf. also György E. Szőnyi, John Dee’s Occultism: Magical Exaltation through Powerful Signs (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2004).  The sigil from the Liber iuratus is, on the whole, systematically ignored.  Dee’s angel diaries were edited by Edward Fenton, The Diaries of John Dee (Charlbury: Day Books, 1998).  Fenton produced, however, a selection of material and left out various sections.  A complete and more reliable edition is presented by Joseph H. Peterson, ed., John Dee’s Five Books of Mystery: Original Sourcebook of Enochian Magic (Boston: Weiser Books, 2003), which also includes a transcript of the Honorius section on the sigillum.  The Mysteriorum Libri Quinque are also available online in an excellent diplomatic transcript (Clay Holden and the John Dee Publication Project: www.john-dee.org)  For the passages quoted, see Fenton, pp. 24-26, 30, and Peterson, pp. 70-71.


� See Harvey J. Hames, The Art of Conversion: Christianity and Kabbalah in the Thirteenth Century (Leiden: Brill, 2000).


� This essay was written and researched during my stay as a fellow at the Herzog August Bibliothek in Wolfenbüttel. The author wishes to thank Katelyn Mesler and Claire Fanger for reading and commenting on the text of this essay.
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