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And for some reason, they also add another title, “Clavicula Tabularum Enochi”,* suggesting on p.53 that it is
present in Sloane 307 (which in fact has no title, except “Clavicula Salomonis” erroneously written on the flyleaf in a
different hand). Their effort at titling manuscripts also goes awry in The Goetia of Dr. Rudd, where the title of Sloane
3825, “Janua Magica Reserata”, is erroneously given as “Janua Magica Reserata” and absurdly translated as “Keys to
the Gateway of Magic” (even forming the subtitle of the book), when a reasonable translation would actually have
been “The Gate of Magic Unbarred”.

There are several other minor issues with the Latin in Practical Angel Magic, such as “Janua Septentrialis Reserata”
(p-238), “Janua Meridienalis Reserata” (p.249), “Honorius filius Euclid” (pp.15 & 23) and their “literal” translation
of “Clavicula” (p.59) which has a special meaning, following “Clavis Salomonis”/“/Clavicula Salomonis”. I did find a
couple of correct usages (and no correct translations) throughout the book, but am reminded of the proverbial

stopped clock.

Referring back to Mr. Rankine’s comment regarding the scarcity of books without typographical errors, I would put
forward any quality mass-market publication as a likely candidate. To give a general idea, I understand that Penguin
proof-read their publications 18 times. It seems likely that Practical Angel Magic wasn’t seriously proofed at all (though
they do seem to have used a spelling checker). As for the point about the mis-spelling of the name “Allan Bennett”,
I can only disagree that it was the editors’ “worst mistake”. In fact, it seems utterly trivial in comparison with
everything else.

11. We have had many positive responses about the introduction and eatly chaptets, so we
leave that up to the reader. The only negative comments we have had so far have been
from Anon, so I think that says something. His tone in these comments Is not so much
one scholar sobetly commenting on the wotk of anothet, and welcoming the steady
advances in the documentation of magical technology, but the rude vorciferations [sic] of
someone who feels he has had his vety own private tertitory intruded upon.

Firstly, neither in my review nor elsewhere have I ever claimed to be a scholar, and indeed the review was written
under the aegis of “The Magickal Review”. However, I do believe my argument to be robust from an academic point
of view, and having spoken to academics as well as practitioners, there seems to be no problem with the points
raised in my review. In fact, I have been neither the first nor the last to raise criticisms of Practical Angel Magic, and
there have been discussions following the book’s publication on enochian-l, the Yahoo! “enochian” group and the
Manuscript Collaboration Project (and Mr. Rankine has been active on the latter two lists).

I am also aware that there are a few voices who, prior to the publication of Practical Angel Magic, noted that Sloane
307 is a much later copy of TFR. Robert Turner wrote in 1989 that Sloane 307 was “written at least a century after
Dee’s death”,* but I have also been pointed to more recent, and clearer, examples: Clay Holden wrote several posts
on alt.magick between 1997 and 2000 which note that Sloane 307 is a copy of TFR.5? An alt.magick post by Clay
Holden from 28t May 1997 is actually quoted by Skinner and Rankine on p.54, so it seems odd if they didn’t notice
the others of that period. Poke Runyon has also previously noted that we can be “reasonably certain” that Sloane
307 is a copy of TFR.5!

Perhaps most significantly, the scholar whom I shall refer to under his pseudonym Synesis informed me that he
raised concerns similar to those put forward in my review to the editors before publication, so I struggle to accept Mr.
Rankine’s assertion that mine are the only “negative comments” that the editors have received, or that the editors
were unaware of the problems with their claims. I can only urge Mr. Rankine to give due consideration to criticism,
rather than seeking to attack critics in the manner that he has here.? It certainly does no credit to one who is happy
to vaunt himself as one of the “best-known scholar magicians alive”.

12, The listing of Cotton Appendix MS XLVI as Liber Mystetiorum Sextus et Secundus
[sic] which Anon complains about is actually a correction of mislabelling by the Btitish
Libraty. Just as the Sloane 307 manuscript was mis-labelled as the Key of Solomon (which
probably explains why it was latgely overlooked for so long). It is precisely this sort of

4 p.58; this title is from the Golden Dawn Bosk H, possibly derived from Harley 6482’s “Clavis Enochi
Tabularum”.

4 Elizabethan Magic, p.88.

50 11% April 1997, 20% February 1999, 3t4 March 1999 and 1% January 2000.

51 The Seventh Ray, Book I, “The Blue Ray”, p. 33.

52 1 might also note that, as a direct result of my review, I have been subjected to false and defamatory statements
published on a website run by Mr. Rankine and his closest associate — repeated requests to remove the offending

material having so far been ignored. [As of 10th March 2010, this, and Mr. Rankine’s original comments, have been removed.]
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cortection whch has enabled previously “hidden” MSS to be found, and is included for the
convenience of the reader.

This is another indication of Mr. Rankine’s lack of familiarity with the contents of Cotton Appendix XLVI (and its
cataloguing history). The manuscript in question does not actually contain Lzber Mysteriorum Sextus et Sanctus, but
much else besides (including, confusingly, the “parallel” Liber Mysteriorum Sextus et Sanctus, as well as the various patts
of Mysteriorum Liber Septimus and a number of other manuscripts which aren’t numbered as “Mysteriorum Libri”).
The catalogue entry in the British Library is pages long and quite detailed, being correlated with TFR.>3 The previous
entries, going back to 1696, are much briefer, but still more accurate than the one given in Practical Angel Magic,>* so
Mr. Rankine’s effort at elucidation seems rather off-target.

With regard to the bibliography as a whole, it contains a number of errors. Firstly, they fail to distinguish between
primary and secondary sources, often muddling them, and omitting several key sources such as Ashmole’s
corrections to Casaubon’s own copy of TFR and other versions of the “lost Action” in Ashmole 1790. The
manuscript titles they give are mostly either incorrect, incomplete or mistranslated; e.g., they repeat the usual mistake
of naming “Loagaeth” as “Logaeth”, and repeat their own mistaken belief that Sloane 307 has the title “Clavicula
Tabularum Enochi”. They claim to be referencing the manuscripts individually by the titles Dee gave them, but if
this is so then they exclude for no discernable reason a great number of manuscript books that are now bound
together in Sloane 3188 and Cotton Appendix XLVI. Additionally, a copy of TFR annotated by William Shippen is
listed under its now-defunct Sloane catalogue number, rather than its modern shelfmark. Again, it seems that the
editors have no real knowledge of the contents of any of these items.

13. From here on the review descends to a level of tedium which does not even deserve a
rebuttal.

“...but how seriously will this criticism be taken...?”

In conclusion, might I suggest that Sir Anon perhaps actually gets down and does some
useful work or actually produces something of value himself rather than quibling [sic]

over the work of others who have laboured long and hard to produce much matetial of
value to the magical commuanity.

Given the many problems with Practical Angel Magic, which include transcription and translation errors,
unsubstantiable conjectures about historical characters presented as fact, false assertions concerning key documents
that the editors don’t appear to have examined (allegedly in spite of at least one warning) and inclusions that appear
to be clearly plagiaristic, I do not believe that the editors have “laboured long and hard” or that the work is (as the
editors would have it) in any sense scholatly.

Futhermore, from the point-of-view of the practitioner, and given the misrepresentation of Sloane 307 and the
problems inherent in the manuscript itself, I don’t believe the transcript of Sloane 307 is “useful” except in a very
strictly limited sense: for the purpose of comparison. I am aware that Mr. Rankine has been encouraging his
magickal students to use the contents of the book in their workings, and I think this is a mistake.

Finally, I find the manner in which Mr. Rankine has reacted to my review to be essentially ad hominers in nature.
Nevertheless, I hope by taking the trouble to address his points that some of the misunderstandings regarding the
manuscripts in question might now be resolved. Given that similar problems seem to litter many of the editors’
other volumes, I would urge both scholars and practitioners, if they wish to consult any of those volumes, not to
rely on them.

— Sir Anon.
17th October 2009

[ am indebted to Alan Thorogood for his comments on a late draft of this article, and also for access to his
unpublished research. Please note that links to published sonrces may not point to the precise edition cited,
but usnally to current editions.

53 Unrevised Descriptions of Cotton Appendixx XX1'T — I.X1/. E. G. Millar is responsible for the relevant entry, dated to
1913-14.

5 Thomas Smith’s 1696 catalogue reads: “Dr. Dee’s papers concerning his conversation with Spirits, with the
original letters of several Princes and great men to him.” Joseph Planta’s 1802 catalogue has: “A quantity of folio
paper books of his own writing, consisting of many parts of his Liber mystetiorum, and conferences with angels.

[



Appendix
Sloane 307 & 3191 Summary Contents

Note that the Sloane 3191 invocations are based on the “unreformed” Table of Earth, whereas Sloane 307 uses the
“reformed” arrangement. Had Dee composed his invocations using the “reformed” table, it is uncertain what
changes he would have made, if any; but it seems quite unlikely that it would have affected the ordering of these
groups of invocations as shown below.

Sloane 31971’s “Book of Supplications & Invocations”

— Summary Contents —
(showing forces invoked as located on the Table of Earth,
marked in green — not in original)

Three copies of the Table of Earth (“reformed”, blank and “unreformed”).
The Circle showing the twelve names of God extracted from the Lines of the Holy Spirit (in the Table of Earth).

T mdrnd ry Bl v iy 0% g 1 1. :':.:_‘

The Fundamental Supplication to the Lord God of Hosts (MX2X M) through the twelve names of God (ORO
IBAH AOZP], etc.).

A list of the four Kings, each with his six Seniors.
Four Invocations of the Seniors through their Angelic King (East, South, West and North; as illustrated below,
where each table shows one invocation).




A list of the four angels below the cross from the top-left sub-angle of every angle (also their gods, and also the
corresponding cacodemons and their gods), 16 good angels in total. Four invocations of the same in total, one per
compass point (E., S., W. and N.). (These four invocations are illustrated in the first table below.)

This pattern is repeated for each of the four sub-angles (though in a different order to the compass points: top-left
angle, top-right angle, bottom-left angle, bottom-right angle), thus 4X4 invocations in total (each table shows four
invocations).

Sloane 307

— Summary Contents —
(showing forces invoked as located on the Table of Earth,
marked in green — not in original)

The Table of Earth.
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First Set of Invocations

Invocations of the Eastern angle:

Firstly, of the King of the East through the “banner name” of God.

Then of the Seniors of the Fast through their King.

Then of the angels above the cross of the first sub-angle with their gods, followed by the angels below that cross and
their god (repeated for the other sub-angles of the East) — eight invocations in total (each table shows two

invocations).

All of the above is then repeated for the West (considered to be the top-right angle), then the North (bottom-left)
and finally the South (bottom-tight).

Second Set of Invocations

The same as before, except the invocations have a different wording, and there is an initial prayer to the God of
Hosts in order E. (top-left), W. (top-right), N. (bottom-left), S. (bottom-right) through the twelve “banner names”
(the table shows four invocations):




Third Set of Invocations (“Janua Reserata”)

As the first set, but with different wording,.
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