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3
A di scou r se h i stor ic a l a pproach
towa r ds m e di eva l l e a rn e d m agic
Bernd-Christian Otto

This chapter proposes a discourse historical approach towards medieval learned magic and
is divided into two sections. In the first section entitled “Clarifying terminology”, I will introduce some technical terminology that may be helpful for understanding the approach
proposed here. In the second section entitled “Magic as a discursive concept” said terminology is applied to the study of medieval learned magic. The main argument of this chapter is
that it is possible and indeed helpful to investigate medieval learned magic without adopting
second-order definitions of magic; in contrast, magic should be understood and used as a
discursive concept in medieval studies.

Clarifying terminology
Before outlining the approach proposed in this chapter in greater detail, it may be sensible
to introduce some technical terminology that will facilitate its understanding. Namely, I will
discuss the distinction between first-order, second-order and third-order scholarly concepts;
the so-called insider/outsider problem in the study of religion (and/or magic); and, finally,
the concomitant differentiation between emic and etic scholarly analyses.
The most important theoretical distinction on which the present approach relies is the
d istinction between first-order, second-order and third-order concepts. The terms first-order
and second-order have originally been applied in philosophical logic, where second-order
logic has usually referred to an enhanced set of predicate symbols.1 Over the course of the
past decades, these terms have been taken up by scholars of religion and often employed –
yet, with a somewhat translocated meaning – in the ongoing debate about the concept of religion. The sociologist of religion James A. Beckford, for example, has claimed that religion
is a “second-order concept. It is an observer’s construction that is supposedly based on the
first-order beliefs, practices and experiences of human actors”.2 His main argument is that
whereas social actors may or may not subsume their actions and beliefs under the term “religion” (which would then represent a first-order use of the term), scholars may nonetheless
adopt a – supposedly more clearly defined – concept of religion while analysing these actors
(this would then represent its second-order use). Accordingly, Beckford insists “on a clear
conceptual distinction between first-order and second-order notions of religion”.3 The idea
that social actors (that is, the objects of scholarly research) use first-order language, whereas
scholars use second-order language to analyse these actors (such as comparative categories
or taxonomies), has become an established pattern of argumentation in the ongoing debate
37
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on the concept of religion.4 Some scholars have used the distinction with a different meaning which shall not interest us here5 but Russel T. McCutcheon’s addition of a third level of
reflection which he calls “third-order category of redescription”6 is nonetheless noteworthy
(as it could be applied to the tendency of scholarly debates in the humanities to become
increasingly abstract, up to the degree of being completely detached from any real-life
“data” – this has often happened in the debate on magic).
In this chapter, I suggest that the distinction between first-order and second-order
language should be implemented more systematically in the study of medieval learned
magic. I will thus argue that the use of the term magic within medieval sources should be
referred to as first-order, whereas its second-order use refers to the application of the concept of magic by modern scholars who investigate these (or other) sources. A third-order
use of the concept of magic may refer to its eventual generalization and universalization,
for example when scholars (such as medievalists) move beyond their particular corpus of
sources and engage in interdisciplinary debates on whether magic is a human universal
or not. As will be argued below in greater detail, both second-order and third-order talk
on magic entail, in my view, a range of basic methodological difficulties and should be
avoided on principle.
Related to the differentiation of first-order and second-order language is the so-called
“insider/outsider-problem”, which has been a major point of discussion in the study of religion over the past years.7 The main argument here is that believers and/or practitioners
of a particular religious tradition (who may be considered “insiders”) tend to speak very
differently about their tradition than adherents of other (for example “competing”) religious
traditions or further “outsiders” to the tradition in question.8 Seen from this perspective,
scholars of religion are necessarily “outsiders” to their objects of study, even when they
have acquired substantial insider knowledge (for example by reading primary sources or
conducting interviews). This may also be due to their use of second-order language which is
often considerably different from the first-order language used by the “insiders” of a given
tradition.
With regard to medieval learned magic, this distinction is useful as it points to the necessity of distinguishing two very different medieval discourses about magic which could be
called insider and outsider discourse. The first may refer to medieval ritual texts that have
been written, copied or used by practitioners (or theoreticians) of the art who have, in fact,
often applied the first-order concept of magic to refer to themselves or the rituals described
or theorized in these texts.9 The second may refer to medieval sources that have spread and
advocated polemics against such insider texts or against magic in general (elsewhere, I have
used the analytical terms “discourse of inclusion” for insider sources, and “discourse of
exclusion” for polemical outsider literature).10 This distinction is, by now, fairly established
in medieval studies (and it also underlies the rationale of the present volume) and is applied
more and more frequently in other historical contexts and disciplines, too.11 Note that both
medieval insider and outsider sources are on the level of first-order language, as both make
frequent use of the Latin term “magia” and/or established medieval synonyms of that term
(for example “necromantia”, “nigromantia”).
The distinction between emic and etic approaches is directly related to the differentiation of first-order and second-order categories and the “insider/outsider-problem”. In an
important article published in 1967, the American linguist Kenneth L. Pike derived both
terms – emic and etic – from linguistics (where they originally referred to different, namely
phonemic and phonetic, conceptualizations of sounds) and suggested applying these to the
38
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study of human behaviour.12 His main argument is that it makes a great difference whether
a scholar tries to analyse human behaviour as “from inside the system”13 – that is, from
the perspective of the actors’ own experiences, understanding and terminology (this would
then represent an emic approach) – or whether a scholar reframes such first-order data by
making use of more systematic and/or comparative second-order concepts and categories
(which would then correspond to the etic approach). These second-order categories may be
completely alien and incomprehensible to the social actor(s) in question but may nonetheless
be useful for systematic and/or comparative purposes. The differentiation between emic
and etic approaches has been particularly important in anthropology, but has also been
applied more and more frequently in the study of religion and various historical sciences
over the past decades. Note that, with regard to medieval learned magic, an emic approach
is not to be equated with the insider perspective of medieval practitioners, nor the outsider
perspective of medieval polemicists: both emic and etic standpoints are an exclusive preserve of scholarly analysis.14

Magic as a discursive concept
On the basis of these conceptual clarifications, I shall now move on to elucidating what
I mean by a discourse historical approach towards medieval learned magic. To cut a long
story short: the approach proposed here strives for an emic analysis and reconstruction of the
medieval insider discourse of learned magic. The latter is here understood as a collection or
“group of statements”15 (to quote Foucault) that employ an etymological derivate, linguistic
equivalent or culturally established synonym of magic as an identificatory first-order term
of self-reference. The addendum “learned” is used to point out that the analytical focus lies
on such medieval insider sources (which are here referred to as learned magic for various
reasons – see below), while contemporaneous polemical (outsider) sources are mostly neglected. The approach is called “discourse historical” as it is essentially an application of
the method of discourse analysis in a historical setting.16 Accordingly, it is argued that magic
here functions as a discursive concept, as the analytic focus lies on its first-order use within
historical sources and discourses, and not as a second-order scholarly category.
Applying a discourse historical approach towards medieval leaned magic entails some
important methodological implications that may or may not differ from the analytical use
of magic in other medievalist works on the topic (including some chapters within this volume). Let me sketch out some of these implications in greater detail.
1.		The approach proposed here refrains from any second-order or third-order notions of
magic: that is magic is neither defined, nor theorized, nor generalized nor universalized
in any essential manner. In line with other discursive approaches in the study of religion,
the approach can be considered anti-essentialist,17 as magic has no intrinsic meaning in
itself but is “constructed and informed by the particular discourses that surround it in
particular historical, social, and cultural contexts”.18 Scholars have sometimes applied
the term “empty signifier” in this sense,19 but I find it more plausible to perceive magic
as a floating signifier: its semantics are obviously not empty but rather floating, in the
sense of being dependent on the context of its use.20 In contrast, second- or third-order
(scholarly) concepts of magic are usually essentialist in the sense that they refer to an
“essence” of magic that may be derived from substantial definitions, disciplinary habits or simply everyday language. In my view, such essentialist second-order notions of
39
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magic are neither necessary nor helpful for understanding the insider perspective(s) of
medieval authors and practitioners of learned magic.21
2. As already mentioned, the approach proposed here is oriented towards sources that
include an etymological derivate, linguistic equivalent or culturally established synonym
of magic as an identificatory first-order term of self-reference; this is in fact its main
criterion for setting up a corpus of medieval learned magic.22 I would like to stress
that this criterion is neither arbitrary nor trivial: over large parts of Western history,
it has obviously involved serious personal risks to consciously denote one’s own ritual
practices and texts as magic, when at the same time powerful elitist discourses have
devalued and condemned magic or even initiated legislative action. This is even more
evident with regard to late medieval author-magicians.23 What is more, the criterion is
empirically well-documented. Not all medieval texts that seem to belong to the medieval
insider discourse include the Latin term “magia” or one of its synonyms (partly because
their authors may have avoided the term on purpose), but many of them do, so we
are indeed able to reconstruct a fairly coherent discourse of inclusion in the European
Middle Ages.24 Apart from this purely philological criterion, there appear to be numerous family resemblances and further stereotypic narrative and/or ritual patterns across
the texts that justify allotting them within the same category (consider the use of common pseud-epigraphs such as Solomon, Hermes or Apollonius; the recurrent narratives
of a holy art or angelic transmission; the adoption of “voces magicae”, “charaktêres”,
talismans, sigils, ritual circles and other sophisticated ritual techniques; and so on). It
may be useful to continue exemplifying and fine-tuning these family resemblances in
future research as they justify the scholarly configuration and investigation of a fairly
clear-cut textual corpus of medieval learned magic without the need to define magic as
a second-order category.25
3. The analytical focus on medieval learned magic calls for a pronounced differentiation of medieval insider and outsider discourse. Of course, there has always been a
dialectical interplay between these two discourses in (and beyond) the European Middle Ages.26 We come across sceptical but curious encounters with learned magic, enthusiastic discussions – albeit without practical experience – or nuanced, ambivalent
judgements that seem to represent rather intermediary positions. Medieval examples of
such positions may be the discussion of the concept of “magia naturalis” by medieval
 agnus
theologians27 or surveys of relevant literature by authors such as (Ps.?) Albertus M
(Speculum Astronomiae),28 Michael Scotus (Liber Introductorius),29 Berengarius Ganellus
(Summa Sacre Magice)30 or Johannes Trithemius (Antipalus Maleficiorum).31 However, as
the conceptual history of magic was – particularly in premodern times – extremely
controversial, morally and religiously value-laden, full of social stereotypes and often a
matter of legislation, the insider/outsider poles are fairly clearly marked, so that most
medieval actors and sources will be assignable to one of either of these two poles (this
does not preclude that some authors may have partaken in or adopted arguments from
both discourses).
		  From a discourse analytical perspective, this differentiation is crucial because the
first-order concept of magic is employed not only in very different ways (for example
with a valorizing or polemical function) but also while referring to very different things
in medieval insider and outsider sources32 (according to Foucault, discourses are “practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak”).33 These differences call
for analysing medieval insider sources as independently as possible from the misleading
40
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claims and distortive narratives that pervade medieval polemics against magic. Certainly, outsider texts can be useful, for example when they provide lists of insider texts
that were circulating at a given time (for example Speculum Astronomiae). However, as
soon as one wishes to know more about the contents of such texts, outsider sources
should be read with great caution as they tend to simplify, distort or – consciously or
not – misunderstand the insider tradition of medieval learned magic. A telling example
is Thomas Aquinas’s argument that the angels invoked during the Ars notoria ritual (I am
now referring to the first-order terminology used within the text, that is to the apparent
insiders’ perspective) may really be demons (Summa Theologiae 2, 2, 96, 1).34 From the
viewpoint of the modern study of religion, the “demon pact” narrative – which has
informed Christian polemics against magic ever since Augustine35 – is obviously nothing
more than a tool of religious “othering”36: it neither leads to, nor is it interested in, a
proper understanding of the “other” (in this case the medieval learned magician), but
rather distances the latter by projecting a stereotypic, distortive pattern of interpretation
onto him. Given this basic tendency, one might generalize that outsider accounts are
usually not trustworthy for reconstructing the insider perspectives of authors and practitioners of learned magic (this is the case also in other epochs).
4. The approach proposed here also adopts an anti-essentialist stance towards medieval
insider sources. In fact, a comparative reading of these sources quickly reveals that medieval learned magic is not a homogenous category: there is no conceptual “core” or ritual
“essence” that can be deduced from the sources apart from the fact that the first-order
concept of magic usually refers to a “ritual art” (as most insider texts are ritual texts or
theoretical reflections on such texts; the corresponding first-order formulation is thus
“ars magica”).37 Even though medieval insider narratives tend to suggest otherwise, this
art is strikingly heterogeneous, hybrid and ever-changing from an analytical perspective.
It is heterogeneous, as the ritual procedures described in most medieval insider sources
consist of a vast variety of different ritual (micro-) techniques and varying concepts of
ritual efficacy. It is hybrid, as these techniques are usually combined in the manner of
“building-blocks” in a multiplicity of ways, depending on the preferences of the respective author or copyist (this is what I refer to as “ritual hybridity” elsewhere)38; what
is more, these techniques have often been derived from different cultural or religious
contexts (this is what I refer to as “religious hybridity” elsewhere).39 It is ever-changing,
because learned magic is – within and, the more so, beyond the European Middles
Ages – in permanent motion: it continuously adopts ritual patterns and techniques from
older sources, it discards unnecessary or unwanted elements, it adapts to novel cultural
and religious environments or practitioner milieus and it continuously invents novel
modes of ritual performance or efficacy.
		  All three features call for non-essentialist analyses of medieval insider sources and nuanced modes of analytical description. In contrast to adopting essentialist second-order
definitions of magic that may obscure or completely bypass the heterogeneity, hybridity
and changeability of medieval learned magic, I suggest adopting a typological perspective, maybe inspired by the concept of “family resemblances” (as suggested above) or the
recently proposed concept of “patterns of magicity”.40 The idea would be to develop
open and flexible taxonomies of ritual techniques, ritual goals and concepts of ritual
efficacy (and/or other features) that may be consecutively derived from medieval insider
sources, but also applied to these for comparative purposes and for the reconstruction of
intertextual dependencies or ritual dynamics.
41
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5.

I speak of medieval learned magic – and not of magic in general – in this chapter for
two reasons. First, the addendum “learned” refers to two fairly distinctive characteristics
of medieval insider sources: (i) they stem from people who were not only able to read
and write (already a tiny elite in the European Middle Ages), but often quite sophisticated authors with apparent expertise in several languages and religious traditions;
and (ii) the “ritual art” described in these sources tends towards complex, time- and
resource-consuming ritual performances. The addendum “learned” thus operates as a
marker of specificity of this particular corpus of sources and thereby helps to demarcate
it from other (allegedly magical) ritual traditions that may have been transmitted only
orally and whose ritual performances may have remained rather short and simplistic
(consider so-called medieval folk magic traditions).41
		  Second, the addendum “learned” points to the fact that medieval insider sources are
not unique but the result of a complex interplay between intercultural transmission42
and inner-cultural appropriation.43 Seen from this entangled perspective, medieval
learned magic is obviously part and parcel of a much larger textual–ritual tradition
that is considerably older (as it goes back at least to late antiquity) and continues up
to this day: “Western learned magic”.44 The historical embeddedness of medieval insider sources within the overall history of Western learned magic calls for interpreting
these sources not (only) by reference to medieval polemics (that is, contemporaneous outsider sources), but (also) by reference to other – that is, preceding and/or subsequent –
insider sources.
6. The last argument ties in with a recently proposed research programme on “Historicising Western learned magic” which consists of eight theoretical issues that should,
in my view, be considered in the course of its historicization: continuity, changeability,
hybridity, deviance, morality, complexity, efficacy and multiplicity.45 It is, of course, impossible to go through all these issues in the final section of this chapter. Apart from
word-count restrictions, such a discussion would require a coherent, diachronic and
cross-cultural narrative on the history of Western learned magic at hand in order to
systematically relate medieval insider sources to preceding (for example late ancient, medieval Jewish, Islamic or Byzantine) and subsequent (for example early modern, modern
or even contemporary) insider sources. For the time being, such a work is still a scholarly
desideratum.46 However, even on the current state of research, the analysis of medieval
insider sources from the viewpoint of the overall history of Western learned magic may
reveal interesting insights and thus serve as an important complement to their (so far,
prevailing) interpretation and contextualization within medieval studies.
Note that such an analysis poses different questions to medieval insider sources than medievalist in-depth studies or critical text editions. For example, it puts greater emphasis on the
changeability of learned magic texts and techniques from a diachronic and cross-cultural
perspective (thereby tying on novel approaches towards ritual dynamics).47 If one combines
all eight theoretical notions mentioned above – continuity, changeability, hybridity, deviance,
morality, complexity, efficacy and multiplicity – and projects these onto medieval insider
sources, one might even come up with a bold research hypothesis: the European Middle Ages
may have operated as some sort of “bottleneck” within the overall history of Western learned
magic. In fact, medieval insider sources seem to display a more or less significant decrease
on a range of domains, compared to antecedent and subsequent insider sources: regarding
(i) the quantity of circulating insider texts, (ii) their conceptual complexity (this refers to the
42
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existence of elaborate insider definitions and systematizations), (iii) their ritual complexity
(this refers to the length and complexity of the “ritual art” outlined in insider sources), (iv)
their social evaluation (this refers to the quantity and quality of liberal milieus where learned
magic may have thrived for the time being) and (v) their position towards morality (greater
restriction in this matter may lead to rejecting malevolent ritual goals, for example).48
For the time being, this is nothing but an ambitious hypothesis that may provide food
for thought and eventually point to future avenues of research. Regarding the latter, it
might call for enhanced and more systematic modes of cooperation among those historical disciplines that may be considered relevant to historicizing Western learned magic –
such as classical studies, medieval studies, Arabic, Jewish and Byzantine studies, early
modern history or the study of Western and contemporary esotericism. Like other contemporary approaches in historiography (consider entangled history, transcultural history
or global/world history),49 historicizing Western learned magic challenges the plausibility
of investigating a limited set of insider sources within the boundaries of single historical
disciplines. Instead, it calls for engaging in interdisciplinary, diachronic and cross-cultural
analyses – and, eventually, large, communal research projects – that do justice to the complexity of this novel and fascinating field of research. The present volume is a laudable step
in this direction.
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Galluzzo, 2012), for example 134; Liber Razielis –see, exemplarily, book 7 entitled Liber magice (Halle
MS 14 B 36, fol. 178r: “Hic incipit liber qui dicitur Flores Mercurii de Babilonia super opera artis
magice…”) in Ms. Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Reginense MS Lat. 1300; see also Sefer ha-Razim,
ed. Bill Rebiger and Schäfer (Tübingen: Mohr Siebek, 2009), Vol I, 28; Picatrix: The Latin Version
of the Gḥāyat al-ḥakīm, ed. David Pingree (London: Warburg Institute, 1986), 83, 87, 96 and so on;
Berengarius Ganellus’ Summa Sacre Magice (self-evident due to the title, but see also further instances
in Ms. Kassel university library 4° astron. 3, for example fol. 13r); Liber Iuratus Honorii, ed. Gösta
Hedegård (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2002), for example 60, 66; Ms. Munich Clm 849, ed.
Richard Kieckhefer, Forbidden Rites: A Necromancer’s Manual of the Fifteenth Century (University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1998), for example pp. 211, 221; “Antonio da Montolmo’s
De occultis et manifestis or Liber intelligentiarum,” ed. Weill-Parot, for example 258, 264, 274, 286; De
quindecim stellis, quindecim lapidibus, quindecim herbis et quindecim imaginibus, ed. Louis Delatte, Textes latins et vieux francais relatifs aux Cyranides (Liège: Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres, 1942), for example
242, 275, 281, 286); Clavicula Salomonis (I am referring to the presumably earliest Latin witness,
[former] Amsterdam BPH 114 A [now Ms. Coxe 25], f. 74–138) and most later texts belonging
to the so-called “Solomonic cycle”, such as the Heptameron, uncritic. ed. Joseph Peterson, “Peter de
Abano: Heptameron” (online edition), based on the 1565 appendix to Agrippa of Nettesheim’s De
occulta philosophia, and the Lemegeton, uncritic. ed. Joseph Peterson, The Lesser Key of Solomon (York
Beach, ME: Weiser Books, 2001). The term is not used in a self-referential and/or identificatory
manner in most versions of the Ars notoria/Ars nova, apart from “magos” used as a vox magica: Julien
Véronèse, L’Ars notoria au Moyen Age (Florence: Sismel Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2007), 84; apologetically, “ars notoria” is here even demarcated from “nigromantia” which is understood negatively:
Veronèse, L’Ars notoria, 58/59; Jean of Morigny’s, Liber Florum Celestis Doctrine/The Flowers of Heavenly Teaching, ed. Claire Fanger and Nicholas Watson (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 2015); Lapidario, ed. S. Rodriguez Montalvo, “Lapidario” segun el manuscrito escurialense H.I.15
(Madrid: Gredos, 1981); Juris Lidaka “The Book of Angels, Rings, Characters and Images of the
Planets: Attributed to Osbern Bokenham,” in Conjuring Spirits, ed. Fanger, 32–75 (Lidaka’s English
translation, however, includes magic numerous times, mostly referring to Latin “operare”); Liber
de essentia spirituum (communication by Sophie Page); Liber Runarum, ed. Paolo Lucentini, in Hermes
Trismegisti. Astrologica et Divinatoria, ed. Gerrit Bos et al. (Turnhout: Brepols, 2001), 401–51; Liber
Antimaquis, ed. Charles Burnett in Hermes Trismegisti. Astrologica et Divinatoria, ed. Bos et al. 177–221;
“Al-Kindi. De radiis,” ed. Marie-Thérèse d’Alverny and Françoise Hudry, Archives d’histoire doctrinale
et litteraire du moyen age 49 (1974): 139–260; Latin Cyranides, in Textes latins et vieux francais relatifs aux
Cyranides, ed. Delatte. Note that there may be two very different reasons for omitting the term:
(1) the omission may indicate that the respective author didn’t perceive the contents of the text to
be covered by the (first-order) concept of magic (two examples are, in my view, al-Kindī’s De radiis
stellarum or the Latin Cyranides; yet, as these texts have influenced later insider sources, they should
be counted to the insider discourse); (2) the author would have used the (first-order) concept, but
has avoided its use in order to avoid animosities in a restrictive cultural environment (technically
speaking, both Ars notoria as well as Liber florum celestis doctrine belong to the outsider discourse as they
engage in polemics against magic; yet, as they have adopted textual and ritual contents from insider
sources – such as the Liber Iuratus Honorii – they should be counted to the insider discourse). This is
an incomplete list that may, of course, be enhanced.
25 This involves continuous “boundary work” on alleged subgenres such as Astral magic, Solomonic
magic or Hermetic magic that, from the viewpoint of the approach outlined here, are problematic
for various reasons (for example, pseud-epigraphs as genre titles are inconvenient as their first-
order use within the sources is not systematically related to the textual or ritual contents of these
sources). The category of medieval learned magic is thus broader than these subgenres while my
idea of “family resemblances” is tied to the development of more nuanced and fine-grained “typologies” – see on these further below, point (4).
26 See on this observation also Marco Pasi, “Theses de Magia,” Societas Magica Newsletter 20 (2008):
3–5, and, in greater detail, Otto, Magie, ch. 12.
27 Like William of Auvergne, Albertus Magnus, Michael Scot, Roger Bacon or Pietro d’Abano – see,
for an overview, Claire Fanger and Frank Klaassen, “Magic III: Middle Ages,” in Dictionary of Gnosis
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& Western Esotericism., vol. 2, ed. Wouter Hanegraaff et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 724–31; Frank
Klaassen, The Transformations of Magic: Illicit Learned Magic in the Later Middle Ages and R
 enaissance
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2012), especially Part I; and Liana Saif, The
Arabic Influences on Early Modern Occult Philosophy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), especially
ch. 3–4.
Ed. Paola Zambelli, The Speculum Astronomiae and Its Enigma (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1992), 203–73.
See the discussion in David Pingree, “Learned Magic in the Time of Frederick II,” Micrologus 2
(1994): 39–56.
See Damaris Gehr’s chapter in this volume.
See Paola Zambelli, White Magic, Black Magic and the European Renaissance (Leiden: Brill, 2007),
101–12.
In Foucauldian terms, both the “formation of concepts” (see Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge,
56f.) as well as the “formation of objects” (48f.) are dependent on the (“insider/outsider”) perspective of the respective author.
Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, 49.
See in greater detail Claire Fanger, “Plundering the Egyptian Treasure: John the Monk’s Book of
Visions and Its Relation to the Ars Notoria of Solomon,” in Conjuring Spirits, ed. Fanger, 222–24.
See Otto, Magie, ch. 8.
See recently Olav Hammer, “Othering,” in Vocabulary for the Study of Religion, ed. Robert A. Segal
and Kocku von Stuckrad (Leiden: Brill Online, 2016): http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/
entries/vocabulary-for-the-study-of-religion/othering-COM_00000398 (9 February 2016).
This is one of the reasons why the often-used second-order notion of “ritual magic” appears to
be either redundant or tautological; in my view, it cannot function as a “marker of specificity”
of Western insider sources (as, from the viewpoint of the conceptual history of magic, “ritual” is
simply an integral part of its semantic field).
On the differentiation between ritual hybridity and religious hybridity, see Bernd-Christian Otto,
“Historicising ‘Western Learned Magic’: Preliminary Remarks,” Aries 16 (2016): 199–203.
Otto, “Historicising ‘Western Learned Magic’”.
See Otto and Stausberg, Defining Magic, 10f.
See, for example, Richard Kieckhefer, Magic in the Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), ch. 4.
Different overviews can be found in David Pingree, “The Diffusion of Arabic Magical Texts in
Western Europe,” in La diffusione delle scienze islamiche nel medio evo europeo, ed. Scarcia Amoretti
(Rome: Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, 1987), 58–102; Charles Burnett, “The Translating Activity in Medieval Spain,” in Charles Burnett, Magic and Divination in the Middle Ages (Aldershot: Variorum, 1996), 1036–58; R. Lemay, “Books of Magic in Translation from the Arabic and the Birth
of a Theology of the Sacraments of the Church in the Twelfth Century,” in Charmes et sortilèges:
magie et magiciens, ed. R. Gyselen et al. (Bures-sur-Yvette: Groupe pour l’Étude de la Civilisation du
Moyen-Orient, 2002), 165–92; Charles Burnett, “Late Antique and Medieval Latin Translations
of Greek Texts on Astrology and Magic,” in The Occult Sciences in Byzantium, ed. Paul Magdalino
and Maria Mavroudi (Geneva: La Pomme d’Or, 2006), 325–59; Julien Véronèse, “La transmission groupée des textes de magie “salomonienne” de l’Antiquité au Moyen Âge: bilan historiographique, inconnues et pistes de recherche,” in L’Antiquité tardive dans les collections médiévales: Textes
et representations, VIe-XIVe siècle, ed. Stephane Gioanni and Benoît Grevin (Rome: École Française
de Rome, 2008), 193–223; Peter Forshaw, “The Occult Middle Ages,” in The Occult World, ed. Partridge 34–48; Saif, The Arabic Influences on Early Modern Occult Philosophy; and the chapters in Part II
of this volume.
The relationship between these two distinct yet related historical processes has been the focus of
the recent volume Les savoirs magiques et leur transmission de l’Antiquité à la Renaissance, ed. Veronique
Dasen and Jean-Michel Spieser (Florence: Sismel Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2014).
See for an overall conceptualization and theorization of this “textual-ritual tradition” Otto, “Historicising ‘Western learned magic’,” 161–240.
See Otto, “Historicising ‘Western learned magic’”.
But see Michael D. Bailey, Magic and Superstition in Europe: A Concise History from Antiquity to the Present
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2007); Owen Davies, Grimoires: A History of Magic Books
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), and the recent The Cambridge History of Magic and Witchcraft

46

Downloaded By: 10.3.98.104 At: 05:46 01 Dec 2021; For: 9781315613192, chapter3, 10.4324/9781315613192-4

A d i s c o u r s e h i s t o r i c a l a p p ro a c h

in the West: From Antiquity to the Present, ed. David J. Collins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2015), for useful and inspiring – yet partially unsystematic and incomplete – attempts of such
overviews.
47 See recently Ritual Dynamics and the Science of Ritual, ed. Harshav Barbara and Axel Michaels et al, 5
vols. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010–11); Ritual und Ritualdynamik: Schlüsselbegriffe, Theorien, Diskussionen, ed. Christiane Brosius et al. (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013).
48 See for some further thoughts and observations concerning this hypothesis Otto, “Magie im Islam.
Eine diskursgeschichtliche Perspektive,” in Die Geheimnisse der oberen und der unteren Welt: Magie im
Islam zwischen Glaube und Wissenschaft, ed. Sebastian Günther and Dorothee Pielow (Leiden: Brill
2018), 515–546.
49 See, exemplarily, Transcultural History: Theories, Methods, Sources, ed. Madeleine Herren-Oesch et al.
(Berlin: Springer, 2012), with a particular focus on the Middle Ages; Transkulturelle Verflechtungen
im mittelalterlichen Jahrtausend: Europa, Ostasien, Afrika, ed. Michael Borgolte and Matthias Tischler
(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2012); A Companion to World History, ed. Douglas
Northrop (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012); Diego Olstein, Thinking History Globally (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2015).
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