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The Hay archive of Coptic manuscripts consists of seven fragmentary sheets of 
leather bearing spells for divination, protection, healing, personal advancement, 
cursing and the satisfaction of sexual desire. Purchased from the heir of the Scottish 
Egyptologist and draughtsman, Robert Hay (1799–1863), the manuscripts arrived at 
the British Museum in 1868. Since they were first published in the 1930s, they were 
understood to be the work of a single copyist writing around AD 600 in the Theban 
region of Upper Egypt. The present volume has confirmed, nuanced or challenged 
these assessments on the basis of scientific analysis and close study of the 
manuscripts. 

Prompted by the urgent conservation needs of the corpus, this study seeks to provide 
a model, integrated approach to the publication of ancient texts as archaeological 
objects by providing a full record of provenance and collection history; scientific 
analysis; conservation approach and treatment; a new complete edition and 
translation of the Coptic texts; and an extended discussion of the cultural context of 
production. Written on poorly processed calf, sheep and goat skin, the manuscripts 
were copied by multiple non-professional writers in the 8th–9th centuries. Employing 
a striking combination of ancient Egyptian, Graeco-Roman, biblical and extra-biblical 
motifs, their contents represent a Christian milieu making use of the mechanics of 
earlier ‘magical’ practice in a period well after the arrival of Islam.
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research focuses on aspects of social history and archaeology in Late Antique Egypt. 
She is editor of Egypt in the First Millennium AD (2014), Abydos in the First Millennium 
AD (2020), Egypt and Empire: The Formation of Religious Identity after Rome (2022) 
and co-editor of Egypt: Faith after the Pharaohs (2015), which accompanied the British 
Museum exhibition of the same title (2015–16). She has excavated in Tunisia, Sudan 
and Egypt, where she co-directed a British Museum Expedition (2009–13). She 
received her PhD from the University of California, Berkeley (2007).
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Formulary on a tall, thin opisthographic tanned leather sheet 
with 26 recipes for invocations of angelic powers, short 
iatromagical recipes combining pharmacology with inscription 
of ritual signs and a multi-purpose prayer with a list of various 
applications. The collection opens with three invocations, each 
followed by instructions for a ritual offering including aromatic 
substances, in which the first editor, Angelicus Kropp, saw a 
mixture of Gnostic and later Christian elements (AKZ III, 226–7 
§385), and which also contains a traditional Egyptian motif (see 
12–19 with the commentary). Explicit specification of the 
purpose is lacking, as each section launches directly into the 
invocation. The aim will have been at least a general appeal for 
the attention of supernatural beings, which are urged to come 
to, or descend upon, the offerings, to provide revelation and 
assistance to the user. The end of this section is explicitly 
marked with a closing phrase (58). Three short medical recipes 
follow (58–60), one prescribing magical signs to cure headache, 
the other two pharmacological approaches to disorders of the 
legs and eyes, which close out the front of the sheet. The 
collection continues on the back, opening with four short 
recipes for healing and protection prescribing ritual invocations 
or inscriptions (61–73). Then the format shifts to give a short 
prayer invoking a single divinity (74–6), which is applied over 14 
directions for primarily aggressive aims (76–98), some of which 
add, or substitute, a list of holy names, those of the 24 heavenly 
presbyters of Revelation. Another prayer follows (99–104), 
probably an addendum to the opening one, then a complex 
composite of divine names, magical words and drawings (105–
44), including a reference to ‘women’, in context perhaps as 
beneficiaries of amuletic protection. The collection closes with 
another aggressive procedure (145–54), an invocation to bind 
the sexual potency of a man with a woman.

The sheet was cut from the left flank of a calf or young bovine 
in line with the backbone of the animal with the top of the 
manuscript orientated towards the head. A possible flaying scar, 
pockets of residual hair and deterioration suggest that the leather 
was poorly prepared prior to vegetal tanning. The text begins in 
a single column on the grain side of the sheet and continues in 
the same orientation on the flesh side, after flipping along the 
long edge. There the disposition in a single column continues 
until a more complex arrangement is introduced, to fit text 
around some ritual drawings. On the front, a blank space 
approximately one third of the total height is left at the bottom. 
In the absence of any major flaws in the leather there, the copyist 
may have planned a later expansion of a thematic grouping of 
content (iatromagical recipes) in this space, or wished to leave a 
portion of uninscribed leather as a sort of guard-sheet to protect 
the rest when rolled up. Bands of dark staining and horizontal 
cracks indicate rolling along the horizontal, from top to bottom 
with the grain side inwards, leaving a blank portion of the flesh 
side facing out.

The hand (Copyist 1a: see Chapter 6), resembling that of 
Hay 2 but not enough to be assigned with certainty to the 
same copyist (Copyist 1b), is a practised Coptic majuscule, 
unimodular in the typology of Orsini (2008). A form of ⲙ with 
three strokes stands out against the four-stroke form more 
characteristic of majuscules, and there are also cursive 
features, such as an alternate form of ⲁ in a single stroke, and ⲩ 

Hay 1                                    629mm × 188mm (h x w)               mid-8th–9th century
EA 10391, Reg. no. 1868,1102.464                                                                                                                                        Thebes?
TM 100015

alternating between a two- and one-stroke form. Occasional 
inorganic ligatures, especially of ⲉ with a preceding letter, may 
suggest the copying of a cursive exemplar by a copyist 
unfamiliar with formal cursive. Serifs are sometimes added, 
most often to ⲧ. Magical words are inconsistently overlined, a 
habit sometimes extended to Coptic words (e.g. ⲡⲉϩⲓⲉ̅ⲃ̅ ,̅ 6), but 
syntactic overlining is not used. There is punctuation by single 
or double slash, and occasionally by colon, at the close of 
recipes. Horizontal dividing lines running the full width of the 
column are used variously to mark transitions within and 
among recipes. Simple crosses mark the beginning and end of 
the front and back, respectively, as a whole. Abbreviations are 
confined to the Greek loanwords ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ (for which see the note on 
9), ⲑⲩ (θυσία), and ⲡⲣ ⲉ and similar (πρεσβύτερος). The 
copyist has made occasional corrections on and above the line.

The dialect is Sahidic with non-standard orthography. For the 
first-person verbal prefix ϯ is generally used (but cf. ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲥⲡⲥⲡ, 
38, and ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ, 74). There is frequent haplography of 
consonants and omission of nasals; ⲛ is only occasionally 
assimilated to ⲙ following ⲡ. Ungeminated forms, such as ⲧⲟⲧ- 
for ⲧⲟⲟⲧ- and ⲟϩ for ⲟⲟϩ, are common, as is the general 
conflation of vowels (e.g. ϩⲉ for ϩⲓ and ϩⲁϫⲛ for ϩⲓϫⲛ, 95), 
especially in Greek loanwords (e.g. ⲛⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ, 2; the reflex 
of υ in ⲏ, e.g. ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ, 8 with the note). Simplification 
of diphthongs appears in ⲉ for ⲉⲓ, such as in the writing of the 
verbal prefix ⲧⲉ- for ϯ. In at least some cases it is also at work in 
spellings of the near demonstrative, such as ⲡⲉⲁⲡⲟⲧ for ⲡⲉⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ 
(41) and ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ for ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ (63); in others, where deixis is possible 
but not certain, a lengthened spelling of the definite article is 
equally possible (see the note on 9 below) and has generally been 
preferred in the translation, with the alternative noted in the 
commentary. Occasionally a reduced ⲟ for ⲟⲩ is also found (e.g. 
ⲙⲟϩ, 11; ⲟⲕⲱ, 61), a feature common in Hay 3. There is 
occasional aphaeresis of ⲉ: ⲣⲟⲟⲩ (36); ⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ (53). Among 
non-standard spellings with respect to consonants the occasional 
confusion of liquids may be noted (ϩⲱⲗ for ϩⲱⲣ, 13; ϯⲡⲁⲗⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ 
for ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ, 76; ⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ for ⲉⲣⲅⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ, 86 and 88), 
as well as the frequent interchange of ⲕ and ϭ, producing one 
writing with ϭ for ⲅ (ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ, 17), and an aspiration of ⲡ (ⲛⲫⲓⲱⲧ, 
45; cf. also ⲫⲉⲛⲉⲙ, 66).

Ed. pr. A.M. Kropp, AKZ I, 55–62 text M (cited in the 
apparatus here as ‘Kropp’), with the assistance of W.E. Crum, 
who controlled the original; a German translation and notes 
appeared in AKZ II, 40–53, text XIV. Later Crum collated 
Kropp’s text against a ‘large phot[ograph]’, presumably the result 
of the same infrared photography applied in his editions of Hay 
2–6. Notes from this collation are preserved in Crum’s copy of 
Kropp, AKZ I in the Sackler Library, Oxford (cited in the 
apparatus as ‘Crum’), and the ‘large photograph’ may be one of 
five infrared images, prints of which are kept among Crum’s 
papers in the Griffith Institute, Oxford (Crum MSS 11.47), which 
differ in some details from those kept by the British Museum and 
probably represent a separate attempt at photography. An English 
translation by D. Frankfurter and M.W. Meyer was included in 
ACM 263–9 no. 127, after autopsy by Frankfurter (textual notes  
p. 378). In the present edition underlines mark letters seen by 
Crum and confirmed on one or both sets of archival 
photographs, or suggested directly by the latter, but now lost.
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front (grain)

+ ⲁⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ ⲫⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲧ ⲫⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛⲓ ⲡⲉⲅ̅ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲛϫⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ̅
ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ {ⲙⲛ} ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̣ⲓ̣
ⲡⲉϣⲟⲙⲛⲧ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲛϫⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉ-
ⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ⲕⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲟ̅ⲧ̅ ⲕⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ ⲡⲉⲅ̅ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲛ-

5 ϫⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲗⲓ-
 ⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙ⟨ⲛ⟩ ⲡⲙⲟⲉⲓ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲓ̅ⲉ̅ⲃ̅ ϯ-
 ⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ⲁⲩ ϯⲡ̣ⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛ vac. ϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ
 ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
 ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲓϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲇⲇ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲁⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲁⲓ
10 ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲓⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲡϛϛ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ/ ⲧⲉϥϭⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲙⲉⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ
 ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏⲣⲡ ⲛⲁⲗⲉⲩ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲥⲧⲉⲣⲝ ⟨ⲙ⟩ⲛ ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲅ̅ ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲧⲓⲁ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲟϩ ⲙⲟϩ
 ϣⲱⲛϥ ⲛⲓ ⲙⲛ ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓⲭⲓⲥ ⟦ϯⲥ⟧⸗ ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ϯ vac. ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲗ ⲡⲛ-
 ⲟϭ ⲛϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ ⲉϥⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
 ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ ϫⲉ ⲁⲛ̣ⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ϩⲱⲕ ⲛⲉⲕⲙⲁϫⲉ ϩⲛ ⲛⲁⲭⲓⲁ ⲁϩⲱⲗ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲗⲗⲱⲛⲓⲁ ⲁⲓⲉⲓ
15 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱ ⲙⲙⲡⲉⲡⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲁⲉⲓⲏ ⲛⲧⲱⲣϣ ⲛⲕⲁⲙⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲉ̅-
 [ϫⲛ ⲟ]ⲩⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲟⲟⲥⲉ ⲁⲓⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏⲙⲁ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲓⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲓϫⲱ ⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲁⲙⲟⲩ
 ϣⲁⲣⲟⲓ ϩⲱⲧ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛϫⲱⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲏⲛⲁⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉϥϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲉϩⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ
 ϣⲁ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ⲛⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲥϫⲱⲕ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ⲛⲧⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ
 ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲭⲏ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲡⲏ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ϫⲉ ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲅ̅ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲱⲣⲉ
20 ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉϣⲁⲓⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟⲕ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲉϣⲣ ⲁⲧⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲩⲣⲁⲛ
 ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ⲙ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ϣ̅ⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ ⲉⲓⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲛⲅϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲁⲧⲟⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ
 ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱϣⲃ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲕⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲱ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϯⲛⲁⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲕ
 ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲡⲱⲛⲉ ϯⲛⲁⲡⲟϩϥ ⲡⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ ϯⲛⲁⲥⲟⲗⲡϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲛⲁ[ⲙⲛⲧⲉ] ϯ̣ⲛ̣[ⲁ-]
 ⲡⲟⲣⲕⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲛⲧⲉ ⲛⲛⲉϣϯⲕⲱ ⲙ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ϯⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ ⲉⲓⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛ[ c. 5 ]
25 ⲉⲓⲏⲧⲉ ⲉⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲉⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ ⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲕϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟ[ⲩ ⲛⲅⲉⲓ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲓ]
 ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲓ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲉⲓϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲛⲅⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϩ ⲛ̣[ⲥⲓⲙ]

 ⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛϭⲱⲣϭ ⲛϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲛⲁϩⲓ ⲧⲟⲧ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ[ⲟⲕ ⲇ̅ⲇ]̅

 ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ϫⲉ ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲉⲕ vac. ⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲁⲣⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲓⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲛⲕ[ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]

 ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ̣ [ϩⲛ ⲟⲩ-]
30 ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩϭⲉⲡⲏ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ϫⲉ ⲁⲓⲣ ⲛⲉⲕⲛⲉⲥⲧⲓⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲕⲑⲁⲃⲁⲓⲱ̣ [ c. 5 ]
 ⲁⲓϯ ϩⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲃⲃⲟ ⲁⲓϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲡⲉⲕϣⲙϣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲁⲛⲟ[ⲕ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ]

 ϫⲉ ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲙⲟ[ⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲣ]ⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉ vac. ⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲍⲁ̅ⲇ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ[ⲗ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲓ-]
 ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ[ⲛⲁ]ⲧ̣ⲟⲧ̣ ⲛⲅϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲙⲛ vac. ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ [ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ]

 ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ϫⲉ ϯⲱ[ⲣ]ⲕ̣ [ⲉⲣ]ⲟⲕ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ϫ̣ⲉ̣ vac. ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ ⲃⲁⲗ [ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉ]

2 ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ edd.   5–6 ⲡⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ Crum : ⲡ[ⲗⲉⲓ]ⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ Kropp   6–7 ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥ Crum :  [ⲁⲓ]ⲥⲟⲡⲥ Kropp   7 ⲁⲩϯ[ⲡ]ⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ Crum : 
ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ Kropp   ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ Crum : ⲥⲱⲧⲓⲟⲛ Kropp   11 ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲱⲛ edd.   11–12 ⲡⲟϩ ⲙⲟϩ ϣⲱⲛϥ ̣ Crum : ⲡⲟⲩ̣ϣⲱⲛⲏ ̣ Kropp    
12 ⲛⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓⲭⲓⲥ ⳧ edd.   ϩⲱⲗ Crum : ϩⲱ Kropp   12–13 ⲡⲛⲟϭ Crum : ⲛⲛⲟϭ Kropp   13 ϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ Crum : ϫⲱⲣⲉ Kropp   ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ: ⲓ2 from corr.?    
14 ⲛⲧ̣ⲟ̣ⲕ edd.   ⲉⲡⲉⲗⲗⲱⲛⲓⲗⲁ̣ⲓⲉⲓ Crum : ⲉⲡⲉⲗⲗⲱⲛⲓⲇⲁ Kropp   15 ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲁⲓⲉⲓⲏ edd.   17 ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ Crum : ⲛⲅⲃⲱⲕ Kropp   18 ⲛⲉⲓⲛ̣ⲉ Crum : ⲛⲅ[̣ⲉⲓ]ⲛⲉ 
Kropp   19 ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ Crum : ⲛⲙ̣ⲙ̣ⲁ̣ⲥ̣ ̣ Kropp   ϫⲱⲣⲉ: ⲉ fitted in above line (not corr.) : ϫⲱⲣ edd.  21 ϣⲁ̅ϫ̅ⲁ̅̅ edd.   ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧ edd.   ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ̣̣ edd.    
22 ϫⲉ ⲉⲕⲏⲧⲉ edd.   ⲛⲁⲕ Crum : ⲛⲁ̣ⲕ̣ ̣ Kropp   23 ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲏⲧⲉ: ⲧ from corr.   ⲛⲛⲟⲩ̣̣ⲛⲉ̣ ̣ ⲛⲁ[ⲙⲛⲧⲉ] Crum : ⲛⲛ Kropp   23–4  [ϯⲛⲁ]ⲡⲟⲣⲕⲟⲩ 
Crum : [ϯⲛⲁ]ⲡⲟⲣⲕ Kropp   24 ⲛⲥⲛⲧⲉ Crum : ⲛⲛⲥⲛⲧⲉ Kropp   ϯⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ edd.    ⲛⲛⲁⲓ Crum : ⲛⲁⲓ Kropp   ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲛ ̣ Crum : ⲁⲃⲓⲟⲩϫ 
Kropp   25 ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ edd.   [ⲛⲅⲉⲓ] edd.   26 ⲇⲟⲡⲟⲥ edd.   ⲛⲛⲉϩ[]  edd.   27 ⲛⲧⲁⲁⲁⲩ: ⲛ corr. from ⲁ 28 ⲛⲕ[ϫⲱⲕ] Crum : ⲛⲅ[ϫⲱⲕ] Kropp    
29 ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ: ⲥ corr. from ⲗ   ⲡⲉⲑⲟ[ⲟⲩ] edd.   30 ⲟⲩϭⲉⲡⲏ Crum : ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲡⲏ Kropp   ⲛⲇⲇ̅̅ Crum : ⲇⲇ̅̅ Kropp   ⲛⲉⲕⲑⲁⲃ ⲁⲓⲱ[̣ Crum : ⲛⲉⲕⲃ ⲁⲓⲱ[̣ 
Kropp   31 ⲛⲡⲉⲕϣⲙϣⲙⲉ edd.   ⲧ[ⲏⲣϥ]  Crum : []  Kropp   32 ⲡⲉ vac. ⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟ[ⲥ] Crum : ⲡⲑⲑ Kropp   ⲡⲁⲓⲍⲁ̅ⲇ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ Crum : 
ⲡⲁⲍⲁⲇⲁⲛⲁⲥ Kropp   33  [ⲛⲥⲁⲛⲁⲧⲟⲧ] edd.   ⲙⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ Crum : ⲙⲛ̣ ̣ ⲛⲁ̣ⲡ̣ⲟ̣ⲗ̣ⲟⲅⲓⲁ Kropp   [ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ] Kropp : [ⲛⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱ]ϣ ̣ Crum    
34  [ϫⲉ] edd.   ϯⲱ[ⲣⲕ] edd.   [ⲉⲣ]ⲟⲕ Crum : [ⲉⲣⲟ]ⲕ Kropp   ⲙⲙⲟⲕ Crum : ⲙⲱⲧⲛ Kropp   ϫⲉ̣ ̣ om. edd.   ϩⲛⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ Crum : ϯⲉϣⲟⲩ Kropp   
ⲃⲁⲗ Kropp : ⲃⲟⲗ Crum   [ⲧⲁϭⲓϫ]  edd.   
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  (front) ‘Amanou, Phourat, Phourani, the three guardians strong in their power,

  these ones who watch over the body and the blood of the almighty; Bēth, Bētha, Bēthai,

  the three guardians strong in their power, these ones who watch over the body and the  

  blood of the beloved son; Abiout, Karnabot, Karnabiēl, the three guardians

5  strong in their power, these ones who watch over the body and the blood of the holy spirit and the remnant

  that lies on the holy table of the son and the sign of the lamb, I 

  beg and I entreat you and your names and your powers and your images

  and your amulets, that you leave every place where you are

  and come to me, to the place where I am, I, NN, and you come upon my offering, this one 

10  that lies before me, ΝΝ, yes, yes, quickly, quickly.’ Its procedure: black (ink),

  finest (?) white wine – every thing – storax and calamus-juice, three (days) fasting, while the moon is full.

  Mix these with mastic. ‘I beg, I entreat you today, Horus, the 

  great one strong in his power, this one who stands upon the iron bars (or, ‘on iron legs’), crying out 

  as follows, “It is I. Prick up your ears at my needs (?). I flew in to Pellonia, I came out

15  of a door of iron, I found a beautiful woman, red, dark-eyed, sitting 

  on a lofty throne. I desired her, I cried out, saying, ‘Come to me

  myself today, great one, strong and powerful in his heart, rouse yourself and go

  to NN, to bring her to NN, now, before she stings – I, NN, that I may be

  with her, in quickness, in haste, yes, yes, for I adjure you today by the three decans, strong

20  in their power, these ones by whom I (customarily) adjure you, whom I cannot disobey, whose names are

  Sak, Mēsak, Shacha, that I may carry out the (words) of my mouth, and you fulfil the (deeds) of my hand and every speech 

  of my tongue.’ He answered, saying, ‘What is it that you ask of me today? I will grant it to you.

  If you ask me for stone, I will break it; iron, I will cut it; the roots of Amente, I will

  pluck them out; the foundations of the prisons – hail to you! – , I cast them down.’ ‘What I ask of you is not these, nor ...:

25  what I ask and entreat of you is that you leave every place where you are and come to me,

  to this place where I am, and descend upon the offering of radish-oil, 

  so that it may serve me as a preparation for everything that I will undertake, that I may do it, I, NN.

  Yes, yes, for I adjure you by your great name, that I may do according to the (words) of my mouth, and you fulfil

  the (deeds) of my hand and all the speech of my tongue, whether good or bad, in

30  quickness, in haste – I, NN, for I have performed your fasts and your prostrations ...

  I have paid tribute (?) to you with purity, I have fulfilled all your service, I, NN, yes, yes,

  for I adjure you today by the one who sits upon the throne, this one, Zadanaēl, that I may

  do according to the (deeds) of my hand, and you fulfil the (words) of my mouth and all the speech of my tongue, I, 

  NN, for I adjure you today, I adjure you that at the moment that you turn your gaze upon the
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35 ⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲥⲓⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲉⲗⲙⲉ ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲣⲧ ⲛϩⲉⲉⲃ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲑⲁⲣ vac. ⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲉⲟⲩⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉ̣ⲍ ⲣ
 ⲛⲁⲧⲱϣⲙ̣ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁϩⲓ ⲧⲟⲧ ⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭ[ⲏ]

 ⲗⲓ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̣̅ⲥ̣̅ ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓⲭⲉ ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲛϩⲟⲙⲧ ϣⲉ ⲛⲉⲗⲟⲗⲉ ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛ vac. ⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲥⲓⲙ ⸗
 ___________________________________________________________
 [ c. 5 ]ⲁⲓ ⲁⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ϥ ⲭⲁⲑⲧⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲕⲁⲑⲑⲁ ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲥⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁ{ⲣⲁ}ⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙ-
 ⲱⲧ̣ⲛ̣ ⲡⲥⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲛⲃⲉⲣⲥⲁⲟⲩ ⲁⲣⲁⲣⲁϥ ⲕ̅ⲁ̅ⲧⲑⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲕⲁⲑⲑⲁ ⲁⲣⲁⲣⲁϥ
40 ϫⲉ[ⲕⲁ]ⲥ̣ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲁⲧⲁⲝⲓⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
 ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉ̣[ⲧ]ⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲛⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛⲡⲁ-
 ⲙⲧⲟ̣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ̣ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲟϩϥ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲟϩ ⲛⲍ̅ ⲛⲕⲱⲃ ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ-
 ⲙⲉϩ̣ ⲛⲁⲃⲁⲗ ϩ̣ⲛ̣ ⲡⲁⲑϩⲉⲱⲧⲏⲥ ⲛⲁⲡⲁⲑⲉⲱⲣⲓⲥⲧⲏⲥ ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲕⲥⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱ̣ⲛ̣ϩ̣
 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲛⲁϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ϫⲉ [ϯⲱⲣⲕ]

45 ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲙⲏⲧ ⲛⲫⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉϥⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲥⲁ vac. ⲃⲁⲱⲑ ϫ[ⲉ]

 ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲙⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙ̣[ⲡⲁⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ]

 ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲟϩϥ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲟϩ ⲛⲍ̅ ⲛⲕⲱⲃ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ ⲛ[ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲉϩ]

 ⲛⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲁⲡⲁⲑⲉⲱⲣⲓⲥⲧⲏⲥ ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏ[ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛ]ⲓ̣ⲙ̣
 ⲉⲓⲛⲁϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱϥ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ϫⲉ ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲑ[ⲩ] ⲙⲁ̣[ⲥ]ⲧ̣ⲉ̣ⲭ̣ⲏ̣
 ___________________________________________________________
50 ⲏ̅ⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ ⲑ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ⲕⲟⲩⲑ ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲏⲗ ⲧ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲑ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ ⲡⲁⲣⲏⲕ ⲭ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲱ ϯⲱⲣⲕ [ⲉ]ⲣ̣ⲱⲧⲛ [ⲛⲛⲉ-]
 ⲧⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲃⲥⲱ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ϫⲉ ⲧ̣ⲉ̣[ⲧ-]
 ⲛⲁⲭⲁⲗⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲁⲑⲓⲥⲧⲁ ⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛⲑⲣⲟ̣ⲛⲟⲥ
 ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ϩⲙⲥⲉ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲱϣⲥ ⲉⲃⲟ ⲛⲡⲟⲩⲱϣⲥ ⲉⲟⲩ[ c. 2–5 ]
 ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲣ ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲟϩ ⲛⲥⲁϣϥ ⲛⲕⲱⲃ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ [ⲛⲧⲉ-]
55 ⲧⲛⲧⲁⲙⲟⲓ ⲉϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱϥ vac. ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧ[ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ]

 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲟⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲱϣ ⲧⲉⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲑⲩ ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓ̣[ⲭⲏ ϩⲓ]
 ⲙⲟⲥⲭⲁⲧⲱⲛ vac. ⲩⲙⲉⲗⲁ ⲭⲱⲣⲁⲥ ⲭⲉⲙⲉⲣⲁ    
      ⲡϫⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⸗ ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲕⲉⲫⲁⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥϯ ⲧⲕⲁⲥ 
 ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉ ϥⲕⲁⲗⲁ ϩⲏⲥⲁⲧ ⲟⲩϩⲙⲟ ϩⲉ ⲛⲉϩ ϩⲓ ⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲓ ⲑⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛ
60 ⲙⲁⲣ̣ⲉϥⲥⲱ ⲛ[ⲛⲁⲓ] ⲉ̣ⲃⲟ̣ⲗ̣ ϥⲛⲁ̣ⲗ̣ⲟ ⸗ ⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲁϥⲣ ϩⲣⲟⲥⲧⲛ ϩⲓ ⲕⲟϣⲧ ϩⲓ ⲙ vac. ⲟⲟⲩ ϯ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲗⲟ

back (flesh)
 + ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁ ⲏ ⲟⲕⲱ ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ ⸗ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲛⲁϫⲓⲟⲣ ⲙⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ
 ⲛⲉⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲣⲏⲧⲉ ⲁϥⲃⲓ ⲛⲡⲉϥϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲁϥϣⲉⲩⲉ
 ⲛⲕⲉ ⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁϩ ⲉϥϣⲟⲩⲱⲩ ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲕⲁ-

35 ⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲛⲥⲓⲙ Crum : [ⲛⲟⲩ]ⲛⲁⲙ Kropp   ⲛϩⲉⲉⲃ Kropp : ⲛϩⲉⲓⲉⲃ Crum   ⲛⲉⲑⲁⲣ vac. ⲙⲟⲥ Crum : ⲛⲉⲑⲙⲟⲥ Kropp   ⲡⲉ̣ Crum (first 
unread letter ⲝ or ϩ?) : ⲡⲍ Kropp   36 ⲛⲁⲧⲱϣ[ⲙ] Crum : []  Kropp   [ⲉ]ⲧⲣⲉⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ edd.   37 ⲗⲓⲃ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ ̣ⲥ̅ ̣ ?̅  Crum :  Kropp   ⲙⲁ̣ⲥⲧⲓⲭⲉ 
Crum : ⲙⲁ̣ⲥⲧⲓⲭⲏ Kropp   38  [ ] edd.   ⲧⲉⲥⲟ⟦ⲥ⟧ⲡⲥⲡ Kropp   38–9 ⲙⲙ|̣[ⲱⲧⲛ ]ⲣⲟⲥ  edd.   39 ⲕⲁ̅ⲧ̅ⲑⲟⲩ: ⲧ corr. from ⲟ (ⲑ?) : ⲕⲁ̅ⲑ̅ⲑⲟⲩ, ⲑ1 corr. 
from ⲧ, Kropp   40 ⲱⲧ̣[̣]  Crum : [] Kropp   ⲉⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲁⲧⲁⲝⲓⲟⲩ edd.   ⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ [ⲛⲓⲙ] edd.  41 [ⲉⲧ]ⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲡ Crum : [ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛ]ϣⲟⲟⲡ 
Kropp   42 ⲙⲧ[ⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧ]ⲉⲧⲛⲙⲟϩϥ edd.   ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲡ Crum : ⲛⲥⲟⲡ Kropp   43 ⲙⲉ ⲛⲁ [̣ⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲁ]ⲡⲁⲑϩⲉⲱⲧⲏⲥ edd.   ⲕⲥⲕⲁⲥ Crum : ⲛⲕⲁⲥ Kropp   
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱ[̣ⲛϩ]  edd.   44 ⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ Crum : ⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏ̣ⲣ̣ⲓⲟ̣ⲛ̣ ̣ Kropp   ϫⲉ Crum : ϫ [̣ⲉ] Kropp   45 [ ]  edd.   47 ⲕⲱⲃ edd.   ⲛⲥⲟⲡ ̣ [ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲉ] 
edd.   48 ⲛⲙⲏⲥⲧ[̣ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ] edd.   49 ⲑ( )ⲧⲉ Crum : om. Kropp   ⲙⲁ [̣ⲥ]ⲧⲉ̣ⲭ̣ⲏ̣:̣ ⲧⲉ̣ⲭ̣ⲏ̣ ̣ fitted in above the line    50 ⲏⲣ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲕⲑⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ Crum : ⲏⲣⲑⲁ 
ⲁⲑⲣⲁⲕ Kropp   [ⲉⲣ]ⲱⲧⲛ [ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉ] Crum : [ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉ] Kropp   51 ϫⲉ̣ⲕ̣ [̣ ] Crum : [ ] Kropp   52 ⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛⲑⲣ̣[ⲟ]ⲛⲟⲥ edd.   53 ⲟⲩⲥ[̣ ] Crum : 
ⲟⲩ[ ] Kropp   54 [ ⲛ-] edd.   55 ⲧⲉⲧⲧⲁⲙⲟⲓ Kropp : ⲧⲧⲧⲁⲙⲟⲓ Crum   ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ edd.   ⲛⲉⲧ̣[̣ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ] Till ap. Crum : ⲛⲉⲧ̣[̣ⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ] Kropp    
56 ⲑⲩ in monogram , Crum : ⲑ Kropp   ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓ̣̣[ⲭⲏ] Crum : ⲙⲁⲥ[] Kropp   57 ⲙⲁ̣ⲥⲭⲁⲧⲱⲛ edd.   59 ⲕⲁ̣ⲗ̣ⲁ̣ϩ̣ ̣ Crum :  Kropp   ⲏⲥⲁϩⲧ 
Crum : ⲏⲥⲁⲧ Kropp   ⲟⲩϩⲙⲟ Kropp : ⲟⲩϩⲓⲙⲟ Crum   60 ⲙⲁⲗⲉⲕ̣ϥⲥ̣ ϥⲛⲁⲗⲟ Crum : ⲙⲁⲗⲕⲗⲧⲟ Kropp   ϩⲓ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ Kropp : ϩⲓⲙϭⲟ̣ⲩ̣ or 
ϩⲓ̣ⲟⲟⲩ Crum   61 ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ Crum : ⲡⲥⲟϥ Kropp   ⲛⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ edd.   62 ⲁⲛⲓϣⲉⲩⲉ Crum : ⲛⲛⲓⲗⲉⲩⲉ Kropp   63 ⲛⲕⲉ Crum : ⲛⲧⲉ̣ Kropp   
ⲡⲉⲱ̣ⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ edd.   64 ⲃⲓ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ Crum : ⲛⲟⲩ̣̣ϫ Kropp  
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35  offering of radish-oil and the pad of lamb’s wool and the wild lupine and the seven

  unslaked ..., they may assist the things that I will undertake, I, NN, yes, yes, quickly, quickly.’”’

  Incense, mastic, bronze brazier, grape wood, finest (?) radish-oil.

  ‘...ai araraf chathtou petakaththa, I beg, I entreat you,

  the Syrian, anbersaou araraf katthou petakaththa araraf,

40  that you deign today to leave every place 

  in which you are and descend upon the cup of water that lies before

  me and fill it for me with light like the sun and the moon, sevenfold, and

  fill my eyes with divinity and my vision with light, that you reveal

  every mystery about which I shall inquire of you, yes, yes, for I adjure

45  you by the great, true name of the father, whose name is Aio Sabaōth, that

  you descend for me today upon the cup of water that lies before me

  and fill it for me with light like the sun and the moon, sevenfold, and fill

  my eyes, my vision, with light, and reveal to me every mystery

  about which I shall inquire, yes, yes, for I adjure you by your names – speech; offering: mastic – 

50  ērnak thrak kouth salpiēl tabithia parēk chiaō. I adjure you by your

  names and your garments and your places, in which you are, that you

  yield and descend upon my right hand and set up your great throne – 

  the great one among you sits upon it – and spread out the extent ...

  and shine light on it like the sun and the moon, sevenfold, and

55  inform me of everything about which I inquire of you, the hidden and the revealed.’

  Write the amulets; bind them to your thumb; utter the prayer. Offering: mastic and (?)

  musk-scented incense. ‘ymela chōras chemera.’ (signs)

  (sign). The end. A headache: (signs).

  A leg that is lame (and) in pain (?): salt and oil and wine and hot water,

60  let him drink them, he will heal. An eye, when it has become clouded: ... and costus and water, apply to them. They will heal.

  (back) For discharge or shedding: (write with) the blood: ‘When Elijah was going to cross the Jordan,

  the river of water, on foot, he raised his staff, it dried up,

  the Jordan, like dry land. So too, Lord, may you

  take away the discharge from NN, by the power of the one in whose hand are



88 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice

65 ⲛϣⲟϣⲧ ⲛⲙⲡⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲧϥ ⲗⲁⲅⲁⲣ ⲅ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲅ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ ⲁⲣⲟⲙⲁⲣⲕⲁⲣ ⸗ 
 ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲫⲉⲛⲉⲙ ϭⲱⲃⲉ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ                   ⲁⲥⲁⲃⲓⲥ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲣⲁⲃⲁ
 ⲥ̣ⲁⲉⲇⲟⲛ ⲥ̅ⲟ̅ⲗ̅ⲟ̅ⲉ̅ⲗ ⸗ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⸗ ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲉⲗⲉⲕⲟⲩ ⸗ ⲟⲩⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲅⲉⲱⲅⲉ
 ⲛⲧⲁϥⲯⲁⲗⲉ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲯⲁⲗⲙⲟ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϯ ϩⲧⲏⲕ ⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲏⲑⲉⲁ ⲁⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕ-
 ϭⲓϫ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ ⲁⲃⲣⲁⲭ vac. ⲁ̅ⲱ̅ ⲁ̅ⲃⲣⲁⲭ̅ⲁ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ̅ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ ⲛⲓⲙ
70 ⲛϣⲱⲛⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲛⲥⲁϩ ⲡϫⲥ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉϥⲧⲏⲃⲉ ϩⲁⲣⲟⲧⲉ̣ⲛ
 ⲧⲡⲉⲁⲣⲁⲅⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲁ̣ϥ̣ ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲱⲛ vac. ϩ̣ⲓ̣ⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲧⲁⲗⲕⲟ ϣⲱⲛⲓ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁ[ⲩⲱ]

 ⲉⲛⲉϫ ⲇⲓⲙⲱⲛⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϩⲛ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅⳽ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲛⲉⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ 
  
 ___________________________________________________________
 ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲓⲱⲑ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲱ̣ⲥ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ
75 ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁ{ⲣⲁ}ⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲱ
 ⲛϣⲁϩ ⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ ϯⲡⲁⲗⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲟⲕ vac. ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ̣
 ϩⲛ ⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲱ ⲧⲉⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲉϫⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲟϫϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲣⲛ ⲡⲣⲟ̣
 ⲛⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ ϥⲛⲁⲫⲓⲕⲉ: ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ ⲛⲡⲣⲉ ⲙⲟⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲕϫⲛⲁϩ ⲛⲟ-
 ⲩⲛⲁⲙ ϥⲛⲁϫⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⸗ ⲟⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲕⲟⲩϣⲉ ⲛϥϣⲱϥ ⲱϣ ⲧⲉⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲉϫⲛ ⲟⲩ-
80 ⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ ϩⲓ ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ ⸗ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲣⲙ
 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ̅ ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲧⲟⲙ-
 ⲥⲟⲩ ϩ̣ⲁ̣ ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ϥⲛⲁⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⸗ ϩⲉⲛϣⲃⲏⲣ
 [ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱ]ϣ̣ⲉ ⲉⲡⲟⲣϫⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃʹ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
 [ⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲧⲉ]ⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲉϫⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲅⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲛ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉϣⲁⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
85 [ c. 9 ] ⲟⲩϣⲧⲱ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲉⲇⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲓⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
 [ⲟⲩⲥⲏϥⲉ ⲛⲕⲁ]ϣ ⲉϥⲣⲏⲧ ϥⲛⲁⲛⲕⲟⲧⲕ ⲟⲩⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲕⲟⲩϣⲉ ⲉⲕⲇⲁϥ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ-
 [ c. 2 ][] ⲍ̅ ⲛⲕⲗⲁⲗ ⲛϩⲙⲟⲩ ⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲩϫⲟⲩ ϩⲓ ⲡⲣⲟ ⸗ ⲟⲩ[ⲁ]ⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟ[ⲛ]

 [ⲉⲕⲟⲩ]ⲱ̣ϣⲉ ⲛϥⲣ ϩⲱⲃ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲉⲇⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ []ⲕⲗⲏⲥ ⲙⲛ
 [ c. 5 ]ϫ ⲧⲁ̣ⲩ̣ ⲉⲩⲗⲓⲕ ⲛⲃⲣⲣⲉ ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩ̣ⲓ̣ ⲡ̣ⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲣⲟ ⲟⲩⲙⲓϣⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩϯ ⲧⲱⲛ
90 [ c. 5 ]ϩ̣ⲛϣⲏⲓ ϩⲓϣⲁϩ̣ ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲓ ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ: ⲟⲩⲙⲉ ⲗⲱⲅⲓ̣ⲍ[̣ⲉ] ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲟⲩ
 [ c. 5 ] ⲏ ⲍ ⲛⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲅⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙ̣ⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲏϥⲉ ⲛⲕⲁϣ ⲉϥⲣⲏⲧ ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲓ [ c. 4 ]
 [ c. 5 ]ϫ̣ⲛⲥ ⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲓⲙⲉ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ̅ ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲧⲟ[ⲙⲥⲟⲩ] ϩⲙ ⲡ-
 [ c. 5 ][] ⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϥⲙⲉⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲕⲇ̅ ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛ[ⲁⲙⲓⲥ] ϩ̣ⲁ ⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ 
 [ c. 3 ⲧⲟ]ⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲓ ⲡⲣⲟ/ ⲟⲩⲁ ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟϥ ⲗⲟⲅⲉⲍⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲕⲇ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ
95 ϩⲁϫⲛ ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲓⲁⲩⲛⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲅⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲉ ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ ⲟⲩⲙ̣ⲉ̣ ⲛ
 ⲥⲓⲙⲉ ⲗⲟⲅⲉⲍⲉ ⲉϫⲛ ⲟⲩⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲉϩ ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϭⲓϫ ⲉ̣ⲡ̣ⲱ̣ⲣ̣ϫ
 ⲟⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲥⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲑ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥϫⲗϥ ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲕⲱ
 ⲛⲉϫϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲉⲥⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲡⲱⲣϫ ⸗

65 ⲛϣ̣ⲟϣⲧ edd.   67 ⲥⲟ̣ⲉⲇⲟⲛ Crum : ⲉⲟⲛ Kropp   ⲥⲟ̅ⲗ̅ⲟ̅̅ⲗ̅⸗ Crum : ⲥⲟ̅ⲗ̅ⲕ̅ⲟ̅ⲗ̅⸗ Kropp   68 ⲛⲧⲁϥⲯⲁⲗⲉ Crum :  Kropp   ⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ Crum 
: ⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲓⲑⲓⲁ Kropp   ⲁⲓⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ Kropp : ⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ Crum   70 ⲛϣⲱⲛⲉ ̣ edd.   ⲕ edd.   ⲧⲁ̣ⲡ̣ⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲓⲛ ϫⲉ ̣ Crum :  ⲡⲉⲛⲥⲁⲓⲛ ϫⲉ ̣ Kropp   ϩⲁⲣⲉ 
edd.   71 ⲧⲡⲉ ⲁⲣⲁ ⲡⲙ̣ⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϥ̣ⲧ̣ Crum : ⲧⲡⲫⲁ Kropp   ⲑⲉⲧ̣ Crum : ⲧ Kropp   ⲏⲥⲉⲧⲁⲗⲕⲟ Crum : ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲁⲗⲕⲟ Kropp   [] edd.    
72 ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϩⲛ Crum : ⲛⲱⲛϩ ϭⲟⲗⲉ̣ ϩⲛ Kropp   74 ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲓⲟⲱ̣ⲑ Crum : ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲓⲟⲱⲑ Kropp   ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟ̣ⲥ̣ edd.   76 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ̣  
Crum : ⲉⲃ|ⲟⲗ (76–7) Kropp   77 ϩⲓⲣⲛ: ⲣ corr. from ϩ : ϩⲓⲣⲛ Kropp : ϩϩ̣ⲓⲣⲛ Crum   78–9 ⲛⲟ|ⲩⲛⲁⲙ Crum : ⲛⲟⲩ|ⲛⲁⲙ Kropp   79 ⲉⲕⲟⲩϣⲉ Crum : 
ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ Kropp   81 ⲉⲃ̣ⲟⲗ Crum : ⲉⲃ̣ⲟ̣ⲗ Kropp   ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲭⲏ edd.  81–2 ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟ̣ⲩ̣̣ edd.   82 ϩⲓ̣ ̣ ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ Crum : ⲉⲡ̣ⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ 
Kropp   83 [ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱ]ϣ edd.   85 ] edd.   86 ⲉⲕⲇⲟ̣ϥ̣ Crum : ⲉⲕⲃⲟ̣ϥ̣ Kropp   87 [ c. 8 ]ⲍ ̅ edd.   ⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ edd.   88 [ⲉⲕⲟⲩ]ⲱϣ̣ⲉ̣ ̣ Crum : ⲉⲕ̣ⲟ̣ⲩ̣̣ⲱϣ̣ⲉ̣ ̣ 
Kropp   ⲙ[ⲛ ⲛ]ⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ edd.   ⲛ[ⲧ]ⲕⲗⲏⲥ edd.   89 ⲧⲓⲉ̣ⲩ̣ⲗⲛ Crum : ⲉⲩ̣ⲗ ⲙⲛ Kropp   ⲛⲃⲣⲣⲉ Crum : ⲛⲓⲣⲣⲉ Kropp   [ϩⲓⲡⲉϥ]ⲣⲟ edd.    
90 [?]ⲛϣⲏⲓϩⲓϣⲗ Crum :  Kropp   ⲗⲱⲧⲛⲟⲩ edd.   91 ⲏ̣ ϩⲛ edd.   ⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ Crum : ⲑⲟⲩⲙⲟⲥ Kropp     ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲏϥ edd.    
92 ϫⲛ̣ⲥ ̣ Crum : ⲕ Kropp   ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲓⲙⲉ Crum : ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲓⲙⲉ Kropp   ⲧⲟⲙ[ ] edd.   93 [ ] ⲟⲩⲁ edd.   ϩⲁ̣ ⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ om. edd.   94 ⲥⲟⲩ Crum : 
ⲅⲟ̣ⲩ Kropp   ⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ edd.   ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ  edd.  95 ϩⲓ̣ϫⲛ Crum : ⲉϫⲛ Kropp   ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ Crum : ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩ Kropp   ⲙⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ edd.   96 ⲥⲓ̣ⲙⲉ 
Crum : ⲙⲉ Kropp   ⲛⲧⲉⲥϭⲓ̣ϫ ̣ Crum : ⲛⲧⲉⲥϭϩ Kropp    edd.   97 ⲓϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲥⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ Crum : ⲓⲟ̣ⲩ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲥⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ ̣ Kropp   ⲛⲧⲁⲥϫⲗⲩ 
Crum : ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥϫⲗⲩ Kropp   ⲧⲣⲉⲥⲛⲕⲱ ̣ Crum : ⲧⲟⲉ  ⲟⲛⲕ⸗ Kropp   98 ⲛⲉⲭⲟⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲡⲉⲓ Crum : ⲛⲉⲇⲁⲗ̣ⲉⲓ Kropp
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65  the keys of the heavens, lagar gargar aromarkar.’

  For sleep: (write on) an olive-leaf: (signs) ‘asabis sabaraba

  saedon soloel tape aknaelekou.’ Protection: ‘George,

  who hymned in the Psalm, “God, attend to my help,” save me with your 

  right hand. abracha abrach aō abrachaōth.’ For every spirit

70  of sickness: ‘As our teacher, the Lord, wrote with his finger against you,

  the procedure (?) that he has given us with which to heal every sickness and (?)

  to cast out demons from NN by the writings of NN.’ (signs).

  (signs)

  ‘I beg, I entreat you today, Marmariōth, the one who presides

75  over all the powers, I entreat you today and your form, which is

  a flame of fire. I entreat you.’ A man whom you wish to leave

  his house: recite the prayer over wild mustard, cast it at the door

  of his house. He will flee. Favour: write the 24 presbyters, bind them to your right forearm.

  It will give favour. A place that you wish to be deserted: utter the prayer over

80  wild mustard and salt-water, cast them at the door of his house. Deranging: 

  write the 24 presbyters with their powers, contemplate the prayer over them, bury 

  them at the altar of a topos. It will derange. Friends

  whom you wish to divide against each other: write the 24 presbyters with their powers,

  contemplate the prayer over wild mustard, bury them in the place where they pass by 

85  ... Laying-low: write the 24 presbyters with their powers and the name of the man

  (on) a sprouted reed-stalk. He will be laid low. A workshop that you wish to make turn: water 

  ... seven handfuls of salt. Contemplate (the prayer) over them, cast them at the door. A workshop

  that you wish to be productive: write the presbyters with their powers ... 

  ... put them in a new bowl, bury them at its door. Quarrel and dispute:

90  ... bury them at the door of his house. Love: contemplate over a

  ... or seven wild lupines and a sprouting reed-stalk, bury them at ... 

  ... give it to a woman. Write the 24 presbyters with their powers, bury them in

  ... One who thinks ill of you: write the 24 presbyters with their powers in front of his house

  ... bury them at the door. One whom you wish to destroy: contemplate the 24 (presbyters) with their powers

95  over bath-water and wild mustard, bury them at the door of his house. Love of

  a woman: contemplate your name and hers over fine (?) oil, take her hand. To separate 

  a girl from her parents: ‘ararab thathou petasdjlph–’ speech (over) a discarded (?) rag,

  cast it into the house in the name of the man and the woman. They will be divided.
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 _________________________________________________________________
 ⲁⲇ̅ⲱ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̅ ⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲙⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲫ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲏ̅ⲃ̅ ⲁⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲕ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅ⲁ̅ ⲉ̅ⲗ̅ⲱ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅ ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅
100 ⲭⲉⲣⲱⲃⲁⲑⲁⲉⲓ ⲙ̅ⲉ̅ⲱ̅ⲙ̅ⲉ̅ⲣ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲑ̅ⲭ̅ⲓ ⲙⲉⲃⲓⲱⲃ ⲉⲙⲉⲕⲫⲱⲃ
 ⲙ̣ⲁ̣ⲗⲁⲉⲓ ⲥ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ ⲙⲱⲏⲥⲓⲥ ⲧⲙⲉⲥⲉ ⲡ̅ⲉ̅ⲕ̅ⲉ̅ⲛ̅ⲛ̅ⲉ̅ϩ̅ ⲙⲓⲁⲭⲏⲁⲛⲓ
 []ⲟⲉⲓⲉ vac. ⲁ̅ⲧ̅ⲟ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̅ ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉ̅ⲗ̅ⲱ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ ⲙⲉⲏⲗ
 [ c. 7 ] ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲃⲟⲩⲃⲁⲩ ⲡⲉⲭ̅ⲥ̅
 [ c. 9 ]ⲛⲣⲱ ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ ⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉ̅ⲧ̅ⲁ̅ⲡ̅ ⸗ ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲏⲗ

105          ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲧⲉⲥϩ̅ⲓ̅ⲙ̅ⲉ        ⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ      
            ⲁⲇⲓⲛⲓ 
             ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙⲁⲏⲗ 

 [ c. 5 ] ̣̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅  ⲓⲁⲱⲃⲁⲱⲑ     
 
(left col.)

 ⲃⲟⲗⲟ
110 ̅ⲙ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲛ̅
 ⲱ̣ⲣⲉ̣ⲕⲉ
 ⲧⲩ̅ⲡ̅ⲟ̅ⲯ̅ⲧ̅ⲁ̅
 ⲃⲁⲛⲓⲑⲏ

(centre col.)

 ⲃⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ
115 ⲙ̅ⲓ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲧ̅ⲟ̅
 ⲃⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭ
 ⲏⲡ̣ⲁ̣ⲃ̅ⲁ̅
 ⲃⲁⲛⲉⲧⲁⲛ̣ⲱ̣

(lower 2nd-left col.)

125 ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲓⲏⲗ
 ⲁⲥⲩⲛⲁⲁⲭⲁⲗ
 ⲁⲙⲙⲁ̅ⲛ̅
 ⲙⲁⲛⲙⲁⲛ
 ⲥⲩⲃⲃⲁ
130 ⲱⲛⲟⲛ
 ⲇⲁⲃⲁⲭⲁ

(lower 3rd-left col.)

 ⲓⲭⲱ
 ⲁⲙⲁⲭⲉⲙ
 ⲛⲁⲙⲉⲣ
135 ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲁⲗⲓⲏⲗ
 ⲁⲣⲓⲏⲗ
 ⲉⲗⲟⲓ

(lower 4th-left col.)

 ⲥⲩⲣⲏⲗ
140 ⲥⲩⲗ̣ⲏⲙ
 ⲥⲩⲭⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲁ̣ⲣⲙⲓⲁⲏ̣ⲗ
 ⲥⲱⲣⲁⲏ̣ⲗ̣

(lower 5th-left col.)

 ϥⲑϥⲑϥⲑⲃⲥ

100 ⲭⲉⲣⲱⲃⲁⲑⲁⲉⲓ Crum : ϫⲉⲣⲱⲃⲁⲑⲁⲉⲓ Kropp   101 []ⲗⲁ̣ⲉⲓ Crum : []ϥ Kropp   ⲥⲏ̣ⲡ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ Crum : ⲕⲏⲡ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ Kropp   ⲙⲓⲁⲭⲏⲁⲛⲓ̣ Crum : ⲙⲓⲁⲭⲏⲱⲉ̣ 
Kropp   102 []ⲟⲉⲓⲉ Crum : []ⲓⲉ Kropp   ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ Crum : ⲉⲗⲱⲁⲓ Kropp   103 [ ]ϩⲟⲩⲛ edd.   ⲃⲟⲩⲃⲟⲩ edd.   104 [ ]ⲛⲣⲱ Crum : [ ] ⲟⲩ̣ⲣⲱ 
Kropp   ⲃⲱⲗ Crum : ϭⲱⲗ Kropp   ⲉⲧⲁ̅ⲡ̅⸗̅ Crum : ⲉⲧ̣ⲁ̅ⲡ̅⸗̅ Kropp   107 ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙⲗⲏ̣ⲗ Crum : ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙⲁⲙ Kropp   108 [ ]ⲏ̅ⲗ̅̅ om. edd.   ⲓⲁⲱⲃⲱⲑ edd.   
109 [ ]ⲟ edd.   110 [ ]ⲗ ̣ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲛ̅ ̅ edd.   111 ⲱⲣ̣ⲕⲉ edd.   117 [ c. 5 ]ⲃⲁ | ⲏⲗ edd.   118 ⲃⲁⲛⲧⲁⲗ̣ ̣ edd.  120–4 om. edd.   125 ⲟⲩⲡⲏⲗ edd.    
126 ⲙⲁⲭⲁⲗ edd.   127 ⲁⲛ̅̅ edd.   128 ⲙⲁⲛ edd.   129  edd.   130–1 om. edd.   136 ⲛ edd.   137–8 om. edd.   140  edd.    
141 ⲭⲗ edd.   142 ⲣⲙⲓ edd.   143 ⲥⲱⲣⲁ edd.   144 ϥⲑϥⲑϥⲑ edd.  146 ⲛⲡⲉⲉ̣ⲃⲧ̣ Crum : ⲛⲡⲓⲉⲃⲧ̣ Kropp   147 ⲁϥϣ̣ⲧ Crum : [ⲁ]ϥⲥ̣ⲱϣⲧ 
Kropp   148 ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲉⲥⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ Crum : ⲛⲡⲑⲉⲥⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ Kropp   ⲛⲥ[̣ ⲛ]ⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ edd.   149 ⲛ[]ⲗ ̣ edd.   151 ⲉⲥⲁⲕϥ Crum : ⲉⲥⲁⲕϥ/ Kropp    
152–3 ⲛⲟⲩⲡ[ⲏ]ⲕⲏ Crum : ⲛⲟⲩ[ⲡⲏ]ⲕⲏ Kropp

(lower left col.)

120 ⲩⲏⲗ
 ⲃⲁ̣ⲑⲏⲗ
 ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲗ
 ⲃⲁⲉ
 ⲙⲁⲣⲛⲟ

(top right col.)

145 ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲥⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲁϥⲥⲱϣⲧ
 ⲛⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲁϥⲥⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ⲛⲡⲉⲉⲃⲧ
 ⲁϥⲥⲱϩⲧ ⲛⲡⲟϩ ⲛⲡⲉⲙⲛⲧ ⲁϥ⟨ⲥⲱ⟩ϣⲧ
 ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲉⲥⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲥⲓ̣ⲟ̣ⲩ̣ ⲛ̣ⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ
 ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲉⲕⲁⲥⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲇ̣ⲇ̣ ⲛⲅⲧⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ
150 ⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲛⲅ[ⲧ]ⲣ̣ⲉ ⲡⲉϥⲙⲁ ⲛϩⲟ-
 ⲟⲩⲧ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁϫⲓϥ ⲉⲥⲁⲕϥ
 ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲱ ⲉⲥϣⲟⲙⲉ ⲉⲥⲁⲕⲃ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲡ[ⲏ-]
 ⲕⲏ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ
 ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲍ̅ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ +



(lower 5th-left col.)

 ϥⲑϥⲑϥⲑⲃⲥ
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  ‘adōnai lōei marphouēb atharkala elōei iaba

100 cherōbathaei meōmermathchi mebiōb emekphōb 

  malaei sēlri mōēsis tmese pekenneh miachēani

  ...oeie atonai elōei elōmas sabaōth meēl

  ... inside, to the angels, holy, Michaēl, Boubau, Christ 

  ... which is hidden, release etap michaēēl.’

105 For women: (signs) ‘aptisis (signs)

  (signs) adini (signs)

  (signs) marmaēl (signs)

  ...ēl iaōbaōth. 

 

  bolo

110 [.]moun

  ōreke

  tupopsta

  banithē

  bariana

115  minianto

  barouch

  ēpaba

  banetanō

  (signs)

120 [.]u[.]ēl

  [.]bathēl

  [..]nouēl

  ba[...]

  mar[.]no 

 

125 n[...]outiēl

  asunaachal  

 amman

  manman

  subba

130 ōnon

  dabacha

  ichō

  amachem

  namer

135 anaēl

  aliēl

  ariēl

  eloi

  surēl

140 sulēm

  suchaēl

  armiaēl

  sōraēl 

fthfthfthbs.

145 The one who impeded heaven, impeded

  earth, impeded the sun in the east,

  impeded the moon in the west, impeded

  the store-rooms of stars in the midst

  of heaven, you should impede NN and cause his head

150 to go to the place of his foot and cause his male member

  to be like an ant that is frozen

  in the winter that is thin and frozen, like a spring

  of water in the winter, yes, yes, quickly,

  quickly.’ Seven times.
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Commentary
1–12. Invocation of three groups of three divine guardians to 
attend an offering, followed by instructions for the 
performance of the offering itself. The phrasing of the first 
six lines, in which the groups are associated with the three 
persons of the Christian trinity, is apparently modelled on 
descriptions of the elements of the eucharist, with an unusual 
attribution of body and blood to the father and holy spirit, as 
Kropp recognised (AKZ III, 65–7 §§115–16; see further the 
notes on 5–6 below). There is a parallel (as pointed out by 
Sebastian Richter) in an invocation for general protection in 
P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 13.1–9, of three 
groups of three guardians, whose names also recall those of 
the Hay text, as watchers over the body (ⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ) – but solely 
the body – of each person of the trinity: ⲙⲁⲛⲓⲝ ⲫⲟⲩⲣⲁⲧ 
ⲫⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛⲉⲓ for the body of the father, ⲁⲃⲓⲟⲩⲑ ⲅⲁⲣⲛⲁⲃⲓⲟⲩⲑ 
ⲅⲁⲣⲛⲁⲃⲓⲏⲗ for the body of Christ, and ⲃⲏⲑ ⲃⲏⲑⲁϥ ⲃⲉⲏⲑⲁⲉⲓ 
for the body of the holy spirit. Further on in the same 
invocation (p. 14.6–10), the collective of nine guardians is 
adjured ‘by these holy remnants (see 5–6 below with the 
note) that have been placed upon them’, lacking a referent 
but probably with some liturgical apparatus understood, 
such as the ‘holy table’ mentioned in the Hay text, which has 
fallen out of this later adaptation; the remnants are then 
identified as ‘the body and the blood of Jesus the son of God 
in the church of the first-born (understand ϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲙⲙⲓⲥⲉ: cf. 
the note on Hay 4, 26 below) in the heavens’ (ⲉⲛⲉⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ 
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲧⲁⲩⲕⲱ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲓϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟⲃ ⲛⲓⲥ̅ ̅ 
ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡ̇ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲛⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲡⲙⲓⲥⲉ ϩⲉⲛ 
ⲉⲡⲏⲩⲉ). For the stationing of powers expressed with respect 
to the trinity see further the notes on 1 and 2 below.

The blood of the lamb, as figure of Christ, is mentioned 
along with iron (perhaps of the nails of the cross, which 
appears further on in the same invocation of P.Heid. inv. K 
685 cited above) and unleavened bread as the agent of the 
binding of a dog in an amulet attributed to the Egyptian 
goddess Isis: P.Lond.Copt. Or. 1013A (ed. Erman 1895), 17, 
ϥⲙⲏ̅ⲣ̅ ̅ ϩⲙ̅ ̅ ⲡⲡⲏ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲡ̅ⲉ̅ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲟⲉⲓ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲓⲣ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲓϩⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲃ̅ .̅ 
Blood ‘on the pen of the almighty’, whose further 
specification is lost, is addressed directly in an invocation in 
P.HermitageCopt. 71 i 3–5, ⲭⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ [ c. 5 ] ⲉϥ ϩⲛ 
ⲡⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲟⲛ [ⲛⲡⲡⲁⲛⲧⲟ]ⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ, and a chalice of blood 
from which the angels have drunk is referenced in the 
adjuration of P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 7.23–4 
(ⲡⲁⲡⲁⲧ ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲟⲃ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲥⲱ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ).

The ideal of the eucharist-offering in turn figures the 
temporal offering of the practitioner, with which the 
guardians are tempted to descend. This link is reinforced by 
the parallel phrasing and structure of their descriptions as 
ⲡⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ (5–6) and 
ⲧⲁⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲓⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ (9–10), respectively.

1 ⲁⲙⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ ̅ ⲫⲟⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲧ̅ ⲫⲟⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ ⲡⲉⲅ ̅ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ. A 
fragmentary invocation in Hay 3, 51, gives three names, the 
last two of which are similar to the present group, which may 
belong in turn to a composite, together with Hay 4, 47–51, 
including versions of the ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̣ ̣ and ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ 
ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲟ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ addressed in the following clauses of 
the present invocation. There is a similar invocation of three 
groups of guardians with epithets referring to the three 
persons of the Christian trinity, there for protection, in  

P.Heid. inv. K 685 (see above), and also in P.Berl. inv. P 22185 
(ed. BKU III 387), 43–52: first ⲙⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲝ̅ ̅ ⲫⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲉ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲫⲱ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲩ̅ ̅ 
ⲡϣⲟⲙⲉⲧ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ, second 
ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ ⲁⲅ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ ̅ ϩⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲅ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅̅ ⲡϣⲟⲙⲉⲧ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ 
ⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲡⲁⲛⲧⲱⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ, and third ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ 
ⲡϣⲟⲙⲉⲧ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲉⲡⲛ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ. The three 
powers invoked in P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 11, 
176–7, are said to be those who watched over Mary while she 
was pregnant with Christ (ⲡⲅ ̅ ⲛⲇⲩⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ⸗ ⲛϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ: 
ⲉⲧⲣⲁⲉⲓⲥ⸗ ⲣⲁⲥ⸗ ⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲛⲉⲣⲁⲛ: ⲅⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅̅ ⲉⲝ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅̅ 
ⲗⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲗ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲕ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅̅). Compare also perhaps P.Berl. inv. P 10587 
(ed. Richter and Wurst 1993), ii 6–7, [ ]ⲉⲧⲁϩⲣⲁⲧⲟ̣ⲩ [ ]ϣⲏⲣⲉ, 
and for the guarding of sacred apparatus associated with the 
trinity, the invocation of seven archangels in P.Berl. inv. 
22124 (ed. BKU III 392), 7–9, as ⲧⲓ̣ⲥ̣ⲁ̣ϣⲃⲉ ⲛⲧ̇ⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ, 
followed in a damaged context by a form of the verb ϩⲁⲣⲉϩ 
and reference to ‘the altar’ (ⲡⲑ̣ⲏ̣ⲥ̣ⲓ̣ⲁ̣ⲥ̣ⲧ̣ⲏ̣ⲣⲓⲟ[̣ⲛ], 10), then the 
epithet ‘firstborn’ (ϣⲏⲣ̣ⲡ ̣ ̅ ⲙⲓ̣ⲥ̣ⲉ̣ ,̣ 11).

More generally comparable are the various groups of 
three guardians (ⲫⲩⲗⲁⲝ) introduced in the First Book of Jeu 
7–32 (the so-called Codex Bruce, ed. Schmidt and 
Macdermot 1978a, 52–78). In the subsequent narrative of the 
passage through various treasuries (33–40, ed. pp. 83–92), 
these same guardians are also associated with ‘places’ 
(ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ), like those of the Hay manuscript (see 8 below), and 
they are said to allow passage into a ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ only after the 
presentation of seals (ⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲓⲥ), ciphers (ⲯⲏⲫⲟⲥ) and names 
(ⲣⲁⲛ). This pairing of places and credentials was taken up  
in invocations of angelic powers throughout the Coptic 
magical papyri (see also the notes on 7–9 and 21–2 below); 
for a consideration of the guardians and their accompanying 
iconography in other attestations see now Dosoo 2021b,  
130–2.

ⲛϫⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ .̅ The epithet, applied also to the 
Egyptian god Horus in 12–13 and to three decans in 19–20 
below, is paralleled for other divinities in P.Schott-Reinhardt 
500/1 (ed. P.Bad. V 123), 11, ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲟⲟⲣⲉ ϩⲉⲛ 
ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ; P.CtYBR inv. 882 A (ed. S. Emmel, ACM 
Appendix 345 no. 1), 1, ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ ⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲡϫⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ; 
and perhaps also P.Köln 10235 (see the note on 12–19 below). 
For the phrase, see Stegemann 1935a, who identifies a 
Hebraism deriving ultimately from the Coptic version of 
Psalm 102(103):20. For ϫⲱ(ⲱ)ⲣⲉ on its own applied to decans 
see also the invocation for erotic magic in P.Leid. inv. F 
1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with Green 1988), front, 6.

2 ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ. For ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ, with anomalous doubling of ⲟ 
as also in 5 below and ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲡ in 42, probably from 
uncertainty about the orthographic conventions for 
gemination of vowels in standard Sahidic; cf. ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓ in 3 
below. For the verb in the present context compare P.CtYBR 
inv. 1800 qua (ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 353–5 no. 4), 4, 
an invocation of an angel ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲥⲕⲩⲛⲏ  ̣ⲉⲛ̣ⲡ̣ⲓⲱⲧ. 
More generally the verb is found several times in amuletic 
contexts: e.g. P.Pintaudi 65.4, ⲓⲥ̅ ̅ ⲭⲥ̅  ̅ⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ, and P.Nahman 
s.n. (ed. Drescher 1950), 33–5, an adjuration ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ 
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲫⲟⲣⲓ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲫ̣ⲩⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟ[ⲛ] ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲟϥ 
ϩⲁⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉ[̣ⲑⲟⲟⲩ] ⲛⲓⲙ; for further imperative forms with 
this verb addressed to angelic powers: P.Col.Copt. parch. 
1–2 (ed. Schiller 1928 with Van der Vliet 1991, 239–41), 23, 
P.Vind. inv. K 8303 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 28, 79–82 no. LI), 
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B, 4–5, and P.Vind. inv. K 11088 (ed. Hevesi 2015), B, 1; and 
twice among a complex tableau of magical words and signs 
in P.Heid. inv. K 514 (ed. P.Bad. V 136, see the drawing at  
pp. 390–1). It is also applied to the activity of angelic 
ministers (ⲗⲓⲧⲟⲩⲣⲅⲟⲥ) in the prayer of Seth, son of Adam, in 
P.Mich. inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 1930, 251).

ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̣.̣ The names are found as the first three 
of the 24 heavenly presbyters (cf. Revelations 4–5, 11, 19, and 
the note on 78 below) in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 recto (2, 3) 
(ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text G), 44, ⲃⲏⲑ ⲃⲏⲑ[̣ⲁ] ⲃⲏⲑⲁ, with a 
variant in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5525 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text C), 
109, ⲃⲏⲑ ⲃⲏⲑⲁⲓ ⲃⲏⲑⲁ ⲃⲏⲑⲁⲣⲓ. Subsequently, as here, they 
appear to circulate independently: ⲃⲏⲑ ⲃⲏⲑⲁ ⲃⲏⲑⲁ in 
P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (4) (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text J), 54–5, 
and P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. Lange 1932 with Brashear 1991, 16–
62), f. 1v.4–5, where a demon is adjured by ⲓⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁⲑ̅ⲁⲃ̅ⲁ ̅ⲃⲏⲑ̅ⲁ̅ ̅
ⲃⲏⲑ̅ⲁ  ̅ⲃⲱⲑ̅; among the ritual signs (charakteres) in the form of 
letters with ringed termini whose inscription is prescribed in 
a recipe in P.Heid. inv. K 679 (ed. P.Bad. V 142), back, 31, the 
sequence ⲃⲏⲧ ⲃⲏⲑⲁ ⲃⲏ can be discerned. They may also be 
integrated among other groups of holies, such as the nine 
guardians of paradise (ⲑ ⲛⲩⲣⲏⲧⲉⲗⲁⲥ ⲉⲡⲁⲣⲁⲧⲓⲥⲱⲥ) in P.Berl. 
inv. 5535 (ed. Beltz 1984, 85), 1–2, and the twelve divinities 
associated in groups of three with each of the cardinal 
directions, in their case west (ⲡⲉ̣ⲙⲛⲧ), in Hay 4, 48.

3 ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓ. For ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ: cf. ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ in 2 above and 5 
below.

4 ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅  ̅ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲟ̅ⲧ̅  ̅ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅. A similar group of 
protective powers ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅  ̅ⲕⲁ̅ ̣ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ ̣ⲁ̅ ̣ⲃ̅ ̣ⲟ̅ ̅ ⲕ ̣ⲁ̅ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅̅ is assigned to 
the cardinal direction south, in Hay 4, 50.

5 ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ. For the form see 2 n. above.
ⲛⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ. An unmarked nomen sacrum (Greek πν̅α̅ ̅ for 

πν(εῦμ)α).
5–6 ⲡⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ. The term, a loanword from Greek 

λείψανον ‘remnant’ (by extension ‘relic’ sc. of one deceased), 
is not otherwise known in Coptic liturgical terminology in 
the sense of the eucharist (Kropp, AKZ II, 48) but appears to 
have that sense in a related co-option of eucharistic language 
in a magical invocation in P.Heid. inv. K. 685 (see above). It 
may also be paralleled in an invocation for erotic magic: an 
adjuration for supernatural powers to bring the target to the 
user references ‘the remnants that are [...]’ (ⲛⲉⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲧϩ[], 
perhaps e.g. ⲉⲧϩ[ⲛ ⲧⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ] as here, ‘that are on the table’) 
as well as ‘your (s.) amulets’ (ⲛⲉⲕⲫⲩ ̅), in an unpublished 
formulary on a palimpsest leaf from a biblical codex, 
P.Monts.Roca II 4 + P.McGill MS NO Coptic 2 (for the join 
and the original biblical text see Jones 2013). An interesting 
coincidence of λείψανον and ‘the holy table’ is found in the 
Spiritual Meadow of John Moschus (a further fragment 
published by Mioni 1951, here §12, as an addendum to the 
PG text): the ‘remnants from the holy table’ (λείψανα τῆς 
ἁγίας τραπέζης) of Haghia Sophia in Constantinople, that 
is, the bread offered and blessed but not used in the anaphora 
(for parallels in the Coptic liturgy: Mikhail 2020, 209–19), 
are collected by the sacristan and fed to children at a nearby 
school (on this text see further Duffy 2012; Gross 2020, 154–
60), providing in turn an example of a pathway by which 
such products of the liturgy could reach private hands. In 
Coptic documentary texts, the term is applied to the remains 
of the human dead: Förster, WB 467–8; for a literary 

attestation in a similar sense: Dijkstra and Van der Vliet 
2020, 225 (note the spelling ⲗⲩ-).

6 ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲍⲁ. From Greek τράπεζα (cf. Förster, WB 816); 
the qualification ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ suggests a component of the same 
liturgical apparatus as the preceding ⲡⲗⲓⲯⲁⲛⲟⲛ and perhaps 
the following ⲡⲙⲟⲉⲓ, which could be the altar in general (as 
in the Greek term: see the previous note) or the paten used to 
hold the eucharistic bread (Mikhail 2020, 126).

ⲡⲙⲟⲉⲓ. For ⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Kropp, AKZ II, 49, thinks of ⲡⲙⲟⲉⲓ⟨ⲧ⟩ 
ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲓⲉⲃ; Frankfurter and Meyer render ‘in the <place>’); 
the loss of ⲛ can be explained by haplography with the 
following ⲛⲧⲉ, or by a general weakness of the nasal as in the 
preceding ⲙ⟨ⲛ⟩. The ‘sign’ of the lamb may refer to the 
marking of the elect in Revelations 14:1, a narrative context 
to which the divinities ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅  ̅ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̣ ̣ invoked above may 
also belong (see the note on 2 above), or (the suggestion of 
Jacques van der Vliet), in the context of other terminology 
from the eucharist, to the metaphorical appellation of the 
offering as the lamb (as ἀμνός in Greek: see Lampe 1961, 90a 
s.v. 4; and e.g. the accompanying prayer in an 8th-century 
Greek manuscript probably of Egyptian origin, ὁ προσθεὶς 
ἑαυτὸν ἀμνὸν ἄμωμον: Parenti and Velkovska 2000, 71; 
Mikhail 2020, 316), the sign in that case perhaps specifically 
a mark in the shape of a cross made in the liturgy of the 
Coptic church over the offering-loaves (a symbolic ‘baptism 
of the lamb’, on which see Mikhail 2020, 219, 227–30; 
denoted in a 17th-century euchologion as ‘rašm al-ḥamal’ 
(‘signing of the lamb’): Mikhail 2020, 268; similarly a 15th-
century liturgy in which the bread is presented to the 
patriarch ‘li-yumassiḥ wa-yaršumahu’ (‘so that he may 
anoint and sign it’): Mikhail 2020, 270–1). 

6–7 ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ⲁⲩ ϯⲡⲁ̣ⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ. With ⲁⲩ for ⲁⲩⲱ, a rare but 
attested variant: P.Bal. p. 64 §18B. This synonymous pair of 
Coptic and Greek verbs of entreaty is popular in invocations 
and may render the pair δέομαι καὶ παρακαλῶ of Greek 
prayers (e.g. [ John Chrysostom,] PG 63:926). For an 
instance particularly concerned with the activation of a 
ritual material, in this case oil to confer ‘grace’ or favour 
(χάρις), see P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3; cf. 
P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 1–8, ⲧⲥⲟⲡⲉⲥ ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗ ⲛⲙ̅ⲟⲕ ⲛⲡ̅ⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲡⲣⲉⲙ ⲛⲁⲥⲁⲣⲉⲧ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲥ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲉϥⲣⲉⲟⲥ; 
further e.g. P.Berl. inv. 22185 (ed. BKU III 387), 36–7; P.
CtYBR inv. 882 A (ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 345 no. 1), 
4; P.Heid. inv. K 544b (ed. Quecke 1963, 248–54 no. I), 9–10; 
P.Heid. inv. 1680 (ed. P.Bad. V 141), 7; P.Heid. inv. K 683 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 140), 1–2, 23; P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2, 3) verso (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text H), 29–30; P.MorganLib. inv. M.662B 22 
(ed. MacCoull 1979–82, 10–14), 7; P.Vind. inv. K 7091 (ed. 
Stegemann 1934a, 17–18, 34–5 no. XVII with Till 1935b, 
208), 1–2; P.Vind. inv. K 7093 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 18, 38–
40 no. XIX), 3–4; P.Vind. inv. K 8638 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 
22, 52–3 no. XXVIII with Till 1935b, 211), 2–3. For the 
loanword παρακαλέω see further Förster, WB 615–17, and in 
magical contexts, P.Macq. inv. 588 (ed. Dosoo 2018), 12–13 
with the commentary.

7–9. The appeal to a series of attributes of the invoked 
powers (here including the Greek loanwords φυλακτήριον 
and ζῴδιον) is a common motif in Coptic magical 
adjurations, possibly with Gnostic origins: see in general 
Kropp, AKZ III, 225 §384 and the note on 1 above. Examples 
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include an adjuration by amulets, names, powers, charakteres 
and place ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲩⲛⲧ̅ⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩ̅ⲏⲧⲟⲩ, in a Coptic amulet 
against tonsillitis from Antinoopolis, P.Ant. inv. 15.11.13 (ed. 
Delattre 2014), 17–20; an invocation of the six powers of 
Death (ⲧⲥⲟ ⲉⲛⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲉⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ) to sicken and kill an 
enemy, inscribed in three versions on two bones (ed. 
Drescher 1948), here bone A, convex side, 23–32, ⲧⲓ̣ⲱⲣⲉⲕ 
ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲣⲁⲛ {ⲙⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲣⲁⲛ} ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲉⲛ 
ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲡⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ; an invocation of 
unnamed powers for erotic magic in P.Berl. inv. 8325 (ed. 
BKU I 4; Beltz 1983, 74–5), 1–3, ⲧⲓⲟⲣⲕ ⲉⲣ[ⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉ]ⲧⲛⲣⲁⲛ 
ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲩⲗⲁⲕⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲉⲧ[ⲉⲧⲛ]ϣⲟⲟⲡ̣ ̣ ⲛ[̣ϩ]ⲏⲧⲟⲩ. For the ζῴδιον in particular see 
also Hay 3, 41, 46, and Hay 4, 80.

8 ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. For -ⲫⲩⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ (Greek 
φυλακτήριον): the spelling with ⲏ for ⲩ is essentially 
confined in Coptic to Greek loanwords, as also several other 
times in this text: P.Bal. p. 88 §59.

9–10. The request for divinities to descend upon offerings 
is common in Coptic magical texts. Here no purpose other 
than the presence of the invoked powers is specified. Often 
the presented substances are meant to be activated by the 
invoked powers’ presence and then put to terrestrial use, 
which is referenced in turn: the most relevant parallel for the 
nexus of ritual object-presentation and appeals for the 
descent of divine powers is for some honey in an invocation 
of the sun (ⲡⲣⲉ) to provide illumination (cf. 42–3 below with 
the notes), P.Köln inv. 20826 (ed. P.Köln XV 640), front, 3–4, 
ⲉⲕⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉϫ⟨ⲛ⟩ ⲡⲉⲓⲉϥⲓⲱ ⲉⲕⲉϯ ⲉⲛϩ̣ⲏ̣ⲧ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲇ⟨ⲙ⟩
ⲙⲏⲧⲥⲛⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲛ⟨ⲇ⟩ⲉⲛⲁⲙⲓ; other aims include improving 
one’s singing voice in P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (first text; ed. S. 
Emmel, ACM Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 49–50, ⲛⲉ̅ⲅⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧ 
ϩⲉϫⲉ ⲛⲡⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲙⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ; healing and 
protection in P.Berl. inv. 8319 (ed. BKU I 9; Beltz 1983, 70–1), 
ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲡ[ c. 6 ]ⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ, and P.Berl. inv. 
11347 (Beltz 1985, 32–5), recto, 12, ⲉⲕⲉⲧⲛⲛⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉⲕ[ⲡ]ⲛⲁ̅̅ 
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲧⲉϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩϫⲙ ⲡⲛⲉϩ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲁϭϫ ⲉϥⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲍⲉ 
ⲙⲙ̅ⲟϥ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲱⲧ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲡⲉⲡⲛ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ (the 
request is then repeated for various other classes of heavenly 
beings) with a prayer for deities to send a subordinate along 
similar lines in P.Heid. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 4, 61–2, 
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲉⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲣⲭⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲱⲥ⸗ ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ· ϩⲓϫⲛ ̅ 
ⲡⲓⲙⲁⲩ: ⲙⲛ ⲡⲓⲛⲉ̅ϩ̅⸗̅ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲉⲧⲁ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ (cf. also, for a cup of 
wine to make a woman fertile, P.MorganLib. inv. M.662B 22 
(ed. MacCoull 1979–82, 10–14), 10 and 22); gaining favour in 
P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6794 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text E), 16–18, 
ⲛⲧ̅ⲉⲧⲛⲉ̅ⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉϫⲛ  ̅ⲡⲉⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲙⲡ̅ⲁⲉⲙⲧ̅ⲟ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧ̅ⲉⲧⲛⲙ̅ⲁϩϥ ⲛⲭ̅ⲁⲣⲥ ϩⲓ ⲡⲛ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ; erotic magic, for 
an ostracon inscribed with ritual text and designs and 
covered with honey in P.Köln inv. 1470 (ed. Weber 1975), 3–4, 
ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ϫⲛ ⲧⲃⲉⲗϫⲉ ⲛⲟⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲡⲁⲉⲙⲧⲟ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲧⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲓⲩⲉⲃⲱ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. 
A reflex of this type of summoning continues in a late and 
southerly context: an ostracon from the medieval Nubian 
site of Gebel Adda, O.Toronto ROM acc. 973.24.813, 
described by Łajtar 2014 and to be published in full by him, 
where in 4–7 three triplets of related imperatives, ἔρχου 
ἔρ|χου ἔρχου, κάθησον κάθησον | κάθησον, ἄκουσον 
ἄκουσον | ἄκουσον can be read from the photograph (‘come, 
come, come, sit, sit, sit, listen, listen, listen’).

For the situating relative clause compare also that applied 
to some oil, to grant favour (χάρις), in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. 
P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 16–18, ⲡⲛⲉϩ 
ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲛⲡ̅ⲁⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ; similarly for a blessing of wine, 
water and honey to grant a good singing voice, in P.Berl. inv. 
8318 (ed. BKU I 8; Beltz 1983, 68–70), 10–11; some water and 
oil for favour, healing and blessing in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 
(2, 3) verso (Kropp, AKZ I, text H), 89–91; the oil and water 
over which the prayer of Mary is uttered, P.Lond.Copt. Or. 
4714 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 368), p. 10, 13–21, in ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕϫⲱⲕ 
ⲛⲁ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛ̇ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡ̇ⲁⲗⲁⲥ ⲉⲧ̇ⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲁ ⲙⲛ̅  ̅
ⲡⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲁ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ϩⲣ̇ⲁ ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲧ̇ⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϥ̇ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧ̇ⲁⲗϭⲟ.

9 ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲥ. The Greek τόπος (for parallels see 1 n. 
above) with interchange of dentals (as in this same word in 
26 below; cf. P.Bal. pp. 130–1 §111) and insertion of ⲉ with 
respect to the ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ that might have been expected 
(parallels: P.Bal. p. 124 §95; Hay 2, 1, ⲡⲁⲡⲉϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ̣ⲉ 
with the note; cf. also 8 above and 25 and 40 below), 
although the recurrence of the latter in ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲓ in  
26 below might suggest instead a reduced form of the  
near demonstrative (‘this place’) as in ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ in 14 (see  
the note there).

ⲇⲇ . An abbreviation of a Greek formula of identification 
by the mother’s name (metronymic), following traditional 
Egyptian magical practice, specifically (ὁ) δ(εῖνα) (τῆς) 
δ(εῖνος) ‘so-and-so son of her, so-and-so’, or (ὁ) δ(εῖνα) (ὃν 
ἔτεκεν ἡ) δ(εῖνα) ‘so-and-so whom she, so-and-so, bore’. On 
the magical use of the metronym see Curbera 1999, P.Oxy. 
LXXXII 5304 ii 4–5 n., and for Coptic the commentary  
in Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022, 116; the form with  
the relative clause in ἔτεκεν renders Demotic r‑ms: 
Dieleman 2010.

10 ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲓⲧⲟ. For ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲧⲟ (cf. ⲛⲡⲁⲙⲧⲟ  ̣in 41–2 below): 
the inserted vowel before ⲧ is anomalous, perhaps related to 
the proposed etymological relation of this word to ⲙⲏⲧⲉ 
(Crum, CD 193a); cf. also the parallels for ⲓ as reflex of 
etymological ĕ collected in P.Bal. p. 56 §3.

ⲡϛϛ. The abbreviation, for which cf. e.g. P.Heid. inv. 1682 
(ed. P.Bad. V 137), 11, takes the place of the commoner ⲇⲇ  as 
in 9 above, of which it is probably a cursive writing.

ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ. A version of the closing tag ‘now, 
now, quickly, quickly’, ἤδη ἤδη, ταχὺ ταχύ, common in the 
Greek magical papyri and related ritual texts (see Jordan 
2006, 166; P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5543.10 with the note), in which 
the second pair has been transliterated directly and the first 
roughly translated by Coptic ⲁⲓⲟ.

ⲧⲉϥϭⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ. For the term cf. also P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 
(ed. Green 1987 with Green 1988), front, 24, preceding 
instructions and a recipe for an aromatic offering (ⲑⲩ̅ ̅); 
similarly ibid. verso, 1; and P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 
1996), p. 16.8; for the offering in general see the note on  
56 below.

11 ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏⲣⲡ. The Greek ἀρχή has previously been 
interpreted as a liquid measure in a similar context in PGM 
XXXVI 135 (ἀρχὴ ὄξους), which is not securely attested 
elsewhere in Greek. The word is better taken as a shortened 
form of the ἀπαρχή used here in 26 below, originally ‘first-
fruit offering’ but by extension ‘finest grade’ of something; 
cf. the item ‘first-fruits of oil’ in P.Mag.LL verso xiv 7. The 
combination is found in a recipe for a ‘procedure’ (ϭⲓⲛⲉⲣϩⲱⲃ: 



Catalogue | 95 

cf. 10 above) to accompany an invocation in P.Heid. inv. K 
685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 16.8–9, but there as an ingredient 
along with saffron in a ritual ink (ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲛⲁⲥⲁⲃⲣⲁⲛ ϩⲓ ⲁⲣⲭⲏ 
ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲉⲣ⟨ⲡ⟩, the reading of Sebastian Richter; ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲉⲣ 
‘virgin oil(?)’, ed.pr.). For ⲁⲣⲭⲏ see also P.Heid. inv. K 686 
(ed. Kropp 1966), p. 15, 256, 258, a prayer spoken over ⲁⲣⲭⲏ 
ⲛⲉϩ; P.Vind. inv. K 11088 (ed. Hevesi 2015), B, 3, ⲓⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
ⲛⲁⲣⲭ ⲉⲛⲏ̣ⲣⲡ; P.Berl. inv. 11919 (ed. Beltz 1984, 100–1), 6–8, 
ϩⲛ  ̅ⲟⲩⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏⲣⲡ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲙⲡⲛⲉϩ. The translation of Beltz 
‘im Beginn den Wein und den Anfang des Öls’ for the latter 
gives poor sense, similarly here the ‘new white wine’ of 
Frankfurter and Meyer; in P.Macq. I 1, p. 15–16, ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲉϩ is 
rendered ‘first (pressing) oil’, sensible for oil but not suitable 
for wine. For the usual sense of ἀρχή ‘authority’ or 
‘beginning’ in Coptic documentary texts see Förster, WB 
104; the latter sense appears in Hay 2, 16–17.

ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ. Understand a placeholder for a default offering-
substance (the suggestion of Sebastian Richter), perhaps to 
be filled in by the user ad libitum and understood essentially 
as ‘ingredient such-and-such’. Compare ⲛⲓⲙ ‘so-and-so’ as 
placeholder for personal names (see 64 below with the note), 
and more generally, κοινά and κοινῶς in the Greek magical 
papyri and their Coptic derivatives: see e.g. Michigan Ms. 
136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 17–37), p. 8.3, with the commentary 
in the new edition by Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022.

ⲥⲧⲉⲣⲝ. For ⲥⲧⲟⲣⲁⲝ (Greek στόραξ): on the spelling cf. 
ⲥⲧⲟⲣⲝ in Hay 3, 39, and for the substance in ritual 
offerings, the note on ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲟϩ ⲙⲟϩ below.

ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲱⲛ. The same form, apparently derived 
from Greek *ὀποκάλαμος (elsewhere unattested in Greek), is 
used in the list of ingredients of an offering in P.CtYBR inv. 
1791 fol (first text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 346–51 no. 
2), 6–12; and in a medicinal prescription in P.Cair. inv. 
45060 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 53; see also Hay 3, 39–40. 
For the form of the putative Greek noun cf. P.Leid. inv. J 395 
(ed. Daniel 1991; cf. PGM XIII), p. 9.21, ξύλα κυπαρίσσινα ἢ 
ἀποβαλσάμινα, possibly by conflation with a construction 
with adjectival prepositional phrase in ἀπό, as in Irenaeus, 
Adversus haereses 1.21.3, of unction after baptism ‘with the 
juice (derived) from balsam’ (τῷ ὀπῷ τῷ ἀπὸ βαλσάμου).

ⲅ ̅ ⲛⲛⲉⲥⲧⲓⲁ. From Greek νηστεία; a similar prescription 
of fasting comes in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens 
Copt. 3; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 39–40, ⲛⲉⲥⲧⲁ ϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ (on the 
context see the following note). The performance of this 
ritual act (ⲛⲉⲕⲛⲉⲥⲧⲓⲁ ‘your fasts’) will be cited in turn in the 
invocation below (30) as a reason that the invoked power 
should obey.

ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲟϩ ⲙⲟϩ. For ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲙⲟⲩϩ. The spelling ⲡⲟϩ 
recurs in 42, 47, 54 and 147 below; for ⲙⲟϩ cf. ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ in 
29 below and see further the Introduction and ⲛⲥⲉⲙⲟϩ in 
Hay 2, 18. The full moon is also specified as the proper time 
for an offering (ⲑⲩ(ⲥⲓⲁ)) in an invocation of ⲃⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭ ⲡⲛⲟϭ 
ⲇⲉⲛⲁⲧⲱⲥ for the muzzling of enemies in P.Heid. inv. K 683 
(ed. P.Bad. V 140), 17, 20–1; for a multi-purpose ⲡⲣⲁⲝⲓⲥ in 
P.Cair. inv. 45060 (Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 76; for erotic 
magic, in P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with 
Green 1988), recto 28–9; and for an invocation spoken over 
oil, to grant ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ, in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens 
Copt. 3; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 32–43, whose ingredients as 
here include musk-scented incense, male mastic, storax and 

calamus-juice, to be prepared after three days’ fasting. For 
specification of the full moon in medical recipes see e.g. 
P.Berl. inv. 8109 (ed. BKU I 25; Beltz 1984, 88–91), recto, 18; 
and for lunar indications in general, Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. 
Worrell 1935a, 17–37), p. 3.21, with the commentary in the 
new edition by Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022.

12 ⲛⲓ ⲙⲛ. Understand ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲛ (the suggestion of Jacques 
van der Vliet); for the spelling cf. ⲁⲥⲁϩⲓ for ⲁⲥϩⲁⲓ in a 
documentary text from the Theban area, cited in P.Bal. p. 
62 §15a(E). 

12–37. A second invocation, for the activation of some 
ritual substances to ‘assist the things that [the practitioner] 
will undertake’, runs uninterrupted in terms of content 
despite a full-width horizontal dividing line after 27, which 
should therefore mark a sub-section rather than a new 
invocation. The narrative motif in 12–19 may be counted as 
an abbreviated version among reflexes of the cycle of myths 
concerning an injury to the Egyptian god Horus by a 
scorpion, or more specifically one of his scorpion-brides, 
which is lamented, then cured by his mother Isis, or one of 
the scorpion-brides themselves. This relation was already 
suspected by Frankfurter and Meyer in the notes to their 
translation (similarly now also in Blumell and Dosoo 2018), 
but it can now be adopted with greater assurance based on 
the reading ϩⲱⲗ in 12 (i.e. ϩⲱⲣ: for the spelling see Crum, CD 
697b s.v. (adding P.Mich. inv. 6131 (ed. Worrell 1941; see now 
P.Carlsb. XI 29), verso, a, 1), the Introduction, and the notes 
on ⲁϩⲱⲗ in 14 and ϯⲡⲁⲗⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ in 76 below). There are 
probably particular references to the scorpion theme in lines 
15 and 18 (see the notes below). 

For the motif in general see the study of Frankfurter 2009 
with Frankfurter 2018, 1–2, 56–8, 209–11, the commentary 
to the most recently edited of the texts (O.BYU Mag. 1–3, ed. 
Blumell and Dosoo 2018), and Van der Vliet 2019a, 344–6; 
for the older background of narratives on Horus and his 
scorpion wife, Ritner 1998. As Blumell and Dosoo have 
suggested, there is probably a reference to Horus entering 
the land of the dead, in his going in through a door of stone 
and out through a door of iron, or vice versa. A reflex of the 
motif’s reference to entry and exit through doors may also be 
discerned in a fragmentary invocation for general assistance 
in P.Köln inv. 10235 (ed. Weber 1972), 1–2, ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ 
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁ[̣ c. 15–20 ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲃⲉ ⲁϥ̣ⲃⲱⲗ̣ ⲉⲃ̣[̣ⲟⲗ c. 15–20 ], perhaps 
to be supplemented before line 1, [ⲡϫⲱⲣⲉ] or similar, and 
continuing ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁ[̣ϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲛ  ̅ⲟⲩⲣⲟ ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲃⲉ ⲁϥ̣ⲃⲱⲗ̣ 
ⲉⲃ̣[̣ⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲣⲟ ⲛⲱⲛⲉ]. So too in another version Horus 
presents himself as having ‘gone in on my head and come out 
on my foot’ (P.Schmidt 2, ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text B, 3–4), 
that is, entered upside-down and exited upright. This 
disposition may find parallels in anxieties in traditional 
Egyptian conceptions of the afterlife about being forced to 
subsist upside-down, without the proper ritual protections. 
Parallels in Coptic suggest an older use of the motif in an 
erotic context, traces of which are preserved in the Hay text 
too, before the insertion into a more general invocation. In 
P.Schmidt 2 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text B), esp. 1–8, it is 
combined with another characteristic motif of Egyptian 
erotic magic, the animal simile (see Hay 3, 11–13 with the 
notes; here bitch and dog, sow and boar), and in P.Donadoni 
(ed. Donadoni 1965–66), Horus, speaking in the first person, 
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describes his beloved in similar terms as here, ⲁϩⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲥⲁⲉ 
ⲛⲁⲣⲁⲩ ⲛⲕⲁⲙϥ̣ⲁⲣ (‘di pelle nera’, Donadoni, but rather a 
variant for ⲕⲁⲙⲃⲁⲗ ‘black-eyed’) ⲉⲥⲙ̣ⲟⲟⲥ ϩⲉϫⲉ ⲟⲩϣⲱⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲱⲛⲉ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲟⲩϥⲉⲥⲉⲕⲛ ϩϫⲱⲥ ⲉⲥⲥⲱⲕ ⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲕⲁⲧⲉⲥ ⲛϩⲟ  ̣ⲙⲉⲧ 
ⲉⲥ[]ⲣ̣ⲁϩ̣ⲉ̣  ̣ⲙⲡ̣̣ⲛ̣ⲡⲉ (1–4).

In addition to the altered purpose, from erotic magic to 
more general attention-seeking from supernatural powers, 
the narrative has also been embedded within a Judaeo-
Christian frame. This disposition is paralleled in two other 
invocations. In the first, P.Berl. inv. 5565 (ed. BKU I 22; Beltz 
1983, 61–3), it follows on from a dialogue between the first-
person voice of the user and a demon, who offers other 
services, rejected in favour of the purpose of the ritual (as 
here in lines 22–7 below), there to send sleep to the patient 
(1–4), and a closing invocation turns to the angel who 
brought sleep to Abimelech, a reference to the apocryphal 
elaboration of Jeremiah in the so-called Paraleipomena of 
Jeremiah (4th Baruch). In the second, P.Berl. inv. 8313 (ed. 
BKU I 1; Beltz 1983, 65–7), col. ii and verso, it introduces a 
similar demonological motif: the sick Horus uses ‘the demon 
Agrippas’ (ⲇⲏⲙⲟⲛ ⲁⲅⲣⲓⲡⲡⲁⲥ: cf. perhaps the Agrimas called 
‘first-born of the demons’ from the union of Adam and Lilith 
in Jewish legend, Ginzberg 2003, 1:131) to send for help to 
Isis, and the recipe is preceded on the same sheet (col. i) by a 
narrative of Jesus and a pregnant doe, to ease birth.

The career of the motif can be further contextualised in a 
broader repurposing of traditional Isiac mythology. The 
name of Horus probably survives into the tradition of Jewish 
magic attested in the Cairo Genizah, via a different strand 
of this mythical complex: in a formulary recipe for 
protection against reptiles, which immediately follows 
another explicitly targeting scorpions, ḤWR recurs 
repeatedly among magical words to be spoken to the 
creature (the text is edited by Naveh and Shaked 1993, 169–
71, no. 14, p. 2, 9–10, from Cambridge UL T.-S. K 1.58); cf. 
also the sequence Ωρ Ωρ Φωρ with which the Greek house-
amulet PGM P 6a opens. For such reminiscences more 
generally add a fragmentary reference to Isis and Osiris (ⲏⲥⲉ 
ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲣⲉ )̣ in P.Stras.Copt. 204 fr. L verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 
2; relevant Egyptian and Greek text are also discussed 
extensively in Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022.

ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ. With preservation of ⲛ against assimilation as 
regularly in this text; cf. however ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ in 22 below.

13 ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ. The epithet (see 
also the following note), unparalleled among other versions 
of the Horus-Isis motif (see the previous note), is perhaps a 
reflex of that applied to a blacksmith, described as ‘Belf the 
son of Belf (supplement perhaps ϫⲉ, the suggestion of Love, 
‘namely’) the one with the bronze feet, the one with the iron 
heels’, ⲃⲉⲗϥ ⲡⲁ ⲃⲉⲗϥ [ ⲡ]ⲁⲛ̣ϭⲁⲗ̣ⲁⲟⲩϭ ⲛⲟ̅ⲙⲧ ⲡⲁⲛⲓⲧⲓⲃⲥ 
ⲛⲃ̅ⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ, whom Thoth instructs Isis to commission to make 
an iron nail for use in erotic magic, in the bilingual Greek-
Coptic codex Paris, BnF cod. suppl. gr. 574 (ed. PGM IV 
108–9; Love 2016, 30–1), f. 2v. A demon ϩⲱⲣⲁⲥⲓⲁⲥ with a 
bronze head and legs of iron, ⲡⲁϯⲁⲡⲏ ⲛϩ̅ⲁⲙ̅ⲉⲧ ⲡⲁⲛⲓⲁⲃⲁϩ 
ⲛⲃ̅ⲉⲛⲓⲡⲓ, is invoked in P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. Lange 1932 with 
Brashear 1991, 16–62), f. 1v.2–3. The ‘standing upon’ might 
also have been meant in a metaphorical sense as ‘in charge 
of’ (the suggestion of Jacques van der Vliet): compare in 
particular the rendering of παρίστημι ἐπί with ⲁϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲁⲧ⸗ 

ⲉϫⲛ in the Sahidic version of Numbers 7:2. The iron bars in 
that case could belong to an infernal prison over which this 
divine power presides: cf. ⲛⲛⲉϣϯⲕⲱ in 24 below.

ⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ. For ⲕⲗⲗⲉ ⲛⲃⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ; the absence of ⲛ is 
probably a phonetic rather than morphosyntactic 
development (for the small group of adjectives before which 
connective ⲛ may be omitted see P.Bal. p. 108 §80.d): cf. ⲣⲱ 
ⲙⲙⲡⲉⲡⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 15 below.

14 ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ. As also in 63 below, for ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ; parallels for the 
reduction of (ⲉ)ⲓ, including the present form: P.Bal. pp. 77–8 
§39 (esp. C).

ⲁⲛⲟ̣ⲕ ⲡⲉ ϩⲱⲕ ⲛⲉⲕⲙⲁϫⲉ ϩⲛ ⲛⲁⲭⲓⲁ. Frankfurter and 
Meyer render, ‘You are the one who prepares your ears in ...’ 
(based on the reading of the first word as ⲛⲧ̣ⲟ̣ⲕ in ed.pr.), 
considering also an emendation of ϩⲛ ⲛⲁⲭⲓⲁ to ϩⲛ ⲙⲁⲭⲓⲁ, ‘in 
battle’. The best, if not fully satisfactory sense seems to come 
with punctuating after ⲡⲉ: the god declares his presence, 
then bids an inferior, perhaps a demon, give ear to a 
following request. For ⲛⲁⲭⲓⲁ, the interpretation remains 
uncertain: if Greek, the noun χρεία ‘need’ (the suggestion of 
Korshi Dosoo; for the loanword and the spelling with 
omission of /r/ see Förster, WB 878–9; cf. also ⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ 
from καταρράκτης in Hay 2, 2) fits the sense better than 
μάχη ‘battle’ (from which ⲙⲁⲭⲏ would have been expected); 
if Coptic, one might think of ⲛⲁ-ⲁⲭⲓⲁ, cf. ϩⲁⲕⲟ ‘magician’ 
with Bohairic ⲁⲭⲱ and plural ⲁⲭⲱⲟⲩⲓ (Crum, CD 662b). 
Compare in general the acclamation that Horus ‘has come 
equipped with his magic’ to rescue Osiris, in the Roman-
period hieratic Book of Glorifying the Spirit (P.Sękowski) 
trans. Smith 2009, 172 no. 7.2 (col. xii).

ⲁϩⲱⲗ. For ⲁⲓϩⲱⲗ; on the spelling with ⲁ in place of ⲁⲓ cf. 
P.Bal. p. 62 §15a (including examples of the same verbal 
prefix), and ⲉϩⲣⲁ for ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ in 26. The etymological sense of 
ϩⲱⲗ as ‘fly’ fits the falcon aspect of the ancient divinity 
Horus, although the verb can mean more generally ‘go’ 
(Crum, CD 665b); there is an untranslatable pun on the verb 
and the god’s name as rendered here above, ϩⲱⲗ.

ⲡⲉⲗⲗⲱⲛⲓⲁ. The toponym is unparalleled in the other known 
versions of the Horus-Isis motif, and hence perhaps suspect as a 
corruption of the ‘gate of stone’ (ⲡⲩⲗⲏ ⲛⲱⲛⲉ: the suggestion of 
Korshi Dosoo). If indeed a toponym, compare perhaps the 
Περώνη near Alexandria mentioned in Sophronius, Narratio 5, 
and a 6th-century Greek letter on papyrus, SB XVIII 13762.6 
with Gonis 2014, 201–2, in preference to an otherwise attractive 
Ἀπολλωνία, which is not attested in Egypt; for further 
possibilities see Blumell and Dosoo 2018, 224–5 n. 60. The only 
toponym mentioned in other witnesses to the motif, in P.
Schmidt 1 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text A), is ‘the temple of Habin’ (6, 
ⲡⲣⲡ̅ⲉ ⲛϩ̅ⲁⲃⲓⲛ), that is, Hebenu-Alabastron polis, meeting-place 
of Horus and Isis; in the version in P.Schmidt 2 (ed. Kropp, 
AKZ I, text B), 1–4 (similarly 16–19, 24–5), the location of the 
seven maidens is situated more generally after the first-person 
claim to have entered through a door of stone and exited 
through a door of iron.

15 ⲙⲙⲡⲉⲡⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ. For ⲙⲡⲡⲉⲛⲓ- (the same noun is spelled 
ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 13 above), with doubling of nasal perhaps because 
of general uncertainty about the correct placement of this 
letter: cf. ⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 13 above; ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ in 19 below; for the 
anomalous insertion of ⲉ after the definite article (cf. 
ⲡⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 23 below) see the note on ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲥ in 9 above.
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ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ. For ⲁⲓϭⲓⲛⲉ; for the interchange, characteristic of 
the Theban area (P.Bal. p. 147 §126), cf. also ⲕⲉⲡⲏ in 19 and 
ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ in 17 below.

ⲛⲧⲱⲣϣ. The colour disagrees with the ‘white’ found in 
other witnesses, and ⲧ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲱⲃϣ might have stood in an 
earlier version of the present one (Blumell and Dosoo 2018, 
229 n. 77), but red suits well the scorpion on which the 
description is probably based.

16 ⲁⲓⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏⲙⲁ. An early attestation of ἐπιθυμάω, a by-
form of ἐπιθυμέω (cf. LBG s.v.), if not a simple conflation of 
vowels for ⲁⲓⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲉ.

ⲙⲟⲥ. For ⲙⲙⲟⲥ; for the treatment of the nasal see the 
note on ⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 13 above; cf. also ⲙⲟⲕ in 75 and 76 
below.

16–17 ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲓ. For the phrase compare αμου ναυει 
(i.e. ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ(ⲩⲉ)ⲓ) already found in the (pre-)Old Coptic 
invocation of Seth in P.Laur. inv. 54 (ed. Pintaudi 1977), 11; 
further e.g. the opening invocation in P.Macq. I 1, p. 2.3, 
ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲕⲉⲙⲧⲟⲛ ⟨ⲙ⟩ⲟⲕ ϩⲣⲁ ϩⲛ ⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ.

17 ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ. For ⲛⲅⲃⲱⲕ; for the interchange cf. ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ for 
ⲁⲓϭⲓⲛⲉ in 15 above.

18 ⲛⲉⲓⲛⲉ. Another conjunctive (ⲛⲅⲉⲓⲛⲉ) might have been 
expected following ⲛϭⲃⲱⲕ (see the previous note), but 
prepositional ⲛ- could also have been intended to express 
purpose (in place of ⲉ-): cf. P.Mon.Epiph. 84.14, 
ⲉⲓϣⲁⲛϫⲟⲟⲩⲕ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ, with Crum, CD 216b.

ⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲥϫⲱⲕ. The infinitive ϫⲱⲕ is taken here as a 
shortened form of ϫⲱ(ⲱ)ⲕⲉ ‘sting’ (for the spelling without 
final -ⲉ cf. P.Bal. pp. 66–7 §20c), an appropriate action in 
context: the stinging of Horus by his scorpion wife is a 
feature of earlier versions of this motif in the Egyptian 
tradition, see Ritner 1998, 1031–4, and the note on 12–19 
above. Tabitchet, among the names of the scorpion-brides in 
the ancient Egyptian tradition, has been identified 
elsewhere in the present manuscript in the ⲧⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲑ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅̅ invoked 
in line 50 (but see the note there). The form was referred to 
ϫⲱⲕ by Frankfurter and Meyer (‘before she is finished’), 
which gives poor sense; in that case the subject might rather 
have been the preceding ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ, but the transition is 
abrupt and the expression rather convoluted for one of 
immediacy or urgency (cf. the following line). 

19 ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ. For ⲛⲙⲁⲥ; for the otiose ⲙ cf. ⲙⲙⲡⲉⲡⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 
15 above with the note there.

ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲭⲏ. This construction, probably to be read also 
in 29–30 below, in place of the bare adverbial ⲧⲁⲭⲏ (ταχύ) as 
often, probably renders a Greek phrase such as ἐν τάχει (for 
an instance in an invocation in a curse from Graeco-Roman 
Egypt: Suppl.Mag. I 42 A 7).

ⲟⲩⲕⲉⲡⲏ. For ⲟⲩϭⲉⲡⲏ (as in 30 below): cf. ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ in 15 
above with the note.

ϯⲱⲣⲕ. For the adoption of the vocabulary of liturgical 
exorcism in Coptic magic in general see Kropp, AKZ III, 
180–3 §§315–18; in ancient magic more generally, P.Oxy. 
LXXXVI 5542 and Zellmann-Rohrer 2022.

ⲧⲉⲕⲁⲛⲟⲥ. The decans, once Egyptian celestial divinities 
with astrological associations taken up in Graeco-Roman 
astrology (Gundel 1936), entered into demonology as early 
as the Testament of Solomon (recensions AB, 18.4, ed. McCown 
1922, 52, ἐγὼ δεκανὸς αʹ τοῦ ζῳδιακοῦ κύκλου, ὃς καλοῦμαι 
Ῥύαξ) and are relegated to the netherworld as demons in 

Coptic hagiography: Behlmer-Loprieno 1984; Walters 1989, 
203; cf. also Stegemann 1935b, 394. For their role in Coptic 
magical texts in general see Kropp AKZ III, 29–30 §42, 
adding P.Köln inv. 10235 (ed. Weber 1972), 9.

20 ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲉϣⲣ ⲁⲧⲥⲱⲧⲙ. The point is that the powerful 
names are acknowledged as superior even by the speaking 
voice, and by extension should be even more so for the 
addressee. A correction to ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲉϣⲣ ‘you cannot’ is possible, 
perhaps via graphic confusion of ⲓⲉ and ⲕ, but unnecessary.

ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲟⲩ. For ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ; cf. ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ in Hay 5, 4 with  
the note.

21 ⲥⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ ⲙⲏ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅  ̅ϣⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅.̅ A comparable triad of decans, ⲓⲁⲕ 
ⲙⲉⲓⲁⲕ ⲥⲉⲙⲁⲕ [ⲡ]ⲓϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲇ̅ⲩⲕⲁⲛⲟⲥ, is invoked in P.Lond.
Copt. Or. 6794 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text E), 46–8, where they 
are further called ⲛϫ̅ⲱⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲩϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲁ ⲉⲧⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩⲉ 
ⲉϫⲛ  ̅ⲡⲉϭⲗⲟϭ ⲙⲡ̅ϣⲏⲛ ⲙⲡ̅ⲱⲛϩ (for that epithet here see the 
note on 1 above), and another decan, ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲇ̅ⲩⲕⲁⲛⲟⲥ 
ⲛϫⲱⲱⲣⲉ ϩⲛ  ̅ⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲑⲉⲁ, appears 
elsewhere in that text at 26–7. For the coinage of names 
terminating in -ak see further P.Macq. inv. 588 (ed. Dosoo 
2018), 1, with the commentary there.

ⲉⲓⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲛⲅϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲁⲧⲟⲧ. The first-person 
verb in the first part of the doublet might be suspected as an 
error for the more symmetrical ⲉⲕ(ⲉ)ⲉⲓⲣⲉ were it not 
repeated in 28 below. The pairing of ‘(words) of my mouth’ 
and ‘(deeds) of my hand(s)’ is widespread in Coptic 
invocations. Examples are the request for general assistance 
in P.Köln 10235 (ed. Weber 1972), 29–30, ϫⲉ̣ⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲕⲉⲥⲱⲧⲙ  ̅
ⲉⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲛⲅ̅ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲥ̅ⲁ ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧ ϩⲛ  ̅ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ; similarly  
P.Carlsberg 52 (Lange 1932 with Brashear 1991, 16–62), f. 
1v.9–12 and 17–18, P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6794 (ed. Kropp, AKZ 
I, text E), 15–16 and 19–20; an invocation probably for 
favour in P.Stras.Copt. K 204 fr. A + 205 fr. D recto (ed. 
Hevesi 2018), 3–4, [ ⲛ]ⲁⲣⲟⲓ ⲛⲅ̣ϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ[ⲥⲁ ⲛ]ⲁⲧ̣ⲟⲟⲧ 
ⲛⲉϩⲃⲏ̣ⲩⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲁϩⲏ[̣ⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲛ]ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ (my supplement; 
[ⲛ]ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ed.pr.) ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ  ̣[ⲛ]ⲕⲉ[ⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁ]
ⲧⲟ̣ⲟⲧ (my supplement; []ⲕⲉ[ ] ed.pr.), with similar 
permutations in the related P.Stras.Copt. 204 frr. C + J + M 
verso (ed. ibid.), 28–9, P.Stras.Copt. 204 fr. E verso (ed. ibid.), 
2, P.Stras.Copt. 205 frr. A + I + K + 204 fr. G verso (ed. 
ibid.), 16, and P.Stras.Copt. 205 fr. M verso (ed. ibid.), 2. It 
also figures in the threats to the demon invoked in erotic 
magic in P.Berl. inv. P 8314 (ed. BKU I 3), 13–15, 
ⲉⲕⲧⲉⲙⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ̣ (reading of Crum in his copy in the Sackler 
Library, Oxford; ⲉⲕⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲣ̣[] ed.pr.) ⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ ⲉⲕⲉⲓⲣⲉ ϩⲛ 
ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧ, and to the seven archangels invoked perhaps for 
the same purpose (see the note on 22–7 below) in P.Mich. 
inv. 1190 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 5–13 no. 2), verso, 5–8, 
ⲉϯⲉⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛϭ̣ⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ 
ⲙⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ ⲡⲉⲧⲏⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲯⲩⲭⲏ.

ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲧ. The mark over the second ⲧ seems to be only a 
blot or chance mark, in preference to the ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲟⲧ read by 
previous editors, as the ungeminated ⲧⲟⲧ is used 
consistently throughout: see the Introduction, and cf. 
ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ in 2 with the note there.

21–2 ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ. The term ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ is 
apparently the Greek ἀπολογία (‘defence’, LSJ; ‘Antwort’, 
LBG ), but the Coptic usage does not agree with the sense 
otherwise found in Greek, which is itself attested in Coptic 
(Apophthegmata patrum §1, ed. Chaîne 1960, ⲉⲙⲛⲧ̅ϥ  ̅ⲗⲁⲁⲩ 
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ⲛⲁ̅ⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲉϫⲱ ⲛⲁⲥ, ‘he having no excuse to make to her’; 
cf. also Förster, WB 84). The word apparently comes to have 
an almost technical sense in an occult context, of a password 
given to justify oneself before possibly suspicious or hostile 
divinities, as seen most clearly here at line 49 where it 
introduces a list of names; here and elsewhere in the Hay 
text it approaches simply ‘speech’. Crum (1897, 217 n. 1; cf. 
also Kropp, AKZ III, 138 §241, and the notes on 1 and 7–9 
above) refers to Gnostic literature for ‘the phrases ... by the 
potency of which the supernatural powers could be 
compelled’: see in particular the First Book of Jeu 2.49 (the so-
called Codex Bruce, p. 116.15–22; ed. Schmidt and 
Macdermot 1978a), ⲓⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ϫⲉ ϯⲛⲁϯ 
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓϯ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ 
ⲙⲡⲉⲩⲙ(ⲩⲥⲧⲏ)ⲣ(ⲓⲟⲛ) ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ 
ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲗⲏⲙⲡⲧⲱⲣ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ 
ⲛⲉⲩⲯⲏⲫⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲁⲗⲏⲑⲓⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ 
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲉⲡⲓⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧⲃ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲫⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϯⲛⲁϫⲱ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ 
ⲛⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲁⲡⲟⲗ  ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲩⲯⲏⲫⲟⲥ; and the Pistis Sophia 2.96 
(Codex Askew, p. 229.14–15, ed. Schmidt and Macdermot 
1978b), of the initiated soul during its ascent, ⲙⲉⲥϯ 
ⲁⲡⲟⲫⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϩⲛ ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲧ̅ⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲙⲉⲥϯ ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ 
ⲙⲉⲥϯ ⲥⲩⲙⲃⲟⲗⲟⲛ. Preisendanz attempted to draw a parallel 
by reading ἀπ(ολογία) εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν as a sort of docket of the 
apotropaic invocation PGM LXXXI, but it seems more 
probable to take it, with the first editors (P.Oxy. XII 1566), as 
part of the original documentary text that was recycled for 
the invocation, a direction for delivery, ἀπ(όδος) εἰς τὴν 
οἰκίαν. 

Further instances of the loanword ἀπολογία, variously 
transcribed, are P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.55–6), 
p. 3.10–11, of Cyprian’s invocation (ⲁⲓⲧⲁⲩⲁ ⲛⲛⲓⲁⲡⲱⲗⲱⲅⲓⲁ 
ϩⲣⲁⲓ), and ibid. 61 where it stands at the head of a list of 
magical names uttered by him; and P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. 
Kropp 1966), p. 8, 131. The abbreviated form ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟ serves as 
a rubric to mark divisions within invocations in the so-called 
Rossi Gnostic Treatise (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text R), e.g.  
pp. 3.7, 7.20, 10.14, and passim, and in a comparable closing 
position in P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with 
Green 1988), recto, 23, and P.Gieben Copt. 1 (ed. Van der 
Vliet 2005b; now Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum inv. 
16.750), line 10 (abbreviated ⲁⲗ, not represented in ed.pr. 
but confirmed on the original), at the end of the invocation 
but for the closing ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ. In another case, 
however, it apparently precedes the first ingredients for an 
aromatic offering, in P.Köln XV 641.2; it may thus be related 
to the use of ⲁⲓⲧⲓⲟⲛ (αἴτιον) in P.Leid. Anastasi 9 (ed. Pleyte 
and Boeser 1897), p. 3b.27, which seems to be a transitional 
rubric at a division in a pseudonymous prayer of Gregory, 
followed by resumption of direct speech, ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲅⲣⲏⲅⲟⲣⲓⲟⲥ.

The construction with ⲗⲁⲥ here is paralleled in P.Heid. 
inv. K 680 (ed. P.Bad. V 141), 14–16, ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲕⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ 
ⲧⲁⲡⲱⲗⲗⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲉⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ; P.Stras. inv. Kopt. 550 (ed. Tibet 
2014), 12–14, ϫⲱⲕ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ̣  ̣[ⲉ]ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲟⲗⲱⲕⲓⲁ ⲉⲛⲡⲁⲗⲁⲥ.

22–7. The motif of the demon’s offer of various services, 
which are rejected by the user in favour of the (comparatively 
easier) task at hand, is paralleled in P.Mich. inv. 4932f (ed. 
Worrell 1935b, 184–7), verso 1–7, ⟨...⟩ ϯⲛⲁⲡⲟⲣⲕϥ ⲟⲩⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ 
ϯⲛⲁⲃⲟⲗϥ ⳨ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲱⲣ ⲡⲁϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲣⲧⲁⲁⲧ ⲉⲧ[ⲟⲟ]ⲧϥ ̅ 

ⲛⲇⲓⲙⲉⲗⲟⲩⲭⲥ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϯⲟⲩⲱϣ 
ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲛⲅ̅ⲡ̅ⲱⲣⲕ̅  ̅ⲛⲙⲙ̣ⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ 
ⲙⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ̅ ̅ ⲙⲉϣⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ̅ ⲡ; for general 
assistance from the archangel Michael in P.Berl. inv. P 8322 
(ed. BKU I 7; cf. Beltz 1983, 72–4), recto, 18–22, [ⲡⲉ]ϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁ 
ϫⲉ [ⲉ]ⲕⲉⲧ ⲛⲟⲩ ⲧⲛⲁⲁϥ̣ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲉⲕⲉⲧ ⲛ[ⲡⲱ]ⲛⲉ ⲧⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟϭϥ̣ 
ⲡⲡⲉⲛⲡ ⲧⲛⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲉϫⲁ [ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ] ⲉⲉⲧ ⲛⲁ̣ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲉⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ [ⲁⲗⲗⲁ] ⲉⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲧ[ⲉⲕ]ϭⲟⲙ ⲧⲏⲣⲏⲥ 
ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲧⲁϭⲁⲙ [ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉ]ϫⲉⲛ ⲡⲁϭ[ⲃ]ⲟ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ. There is 
also an abbreviated form in which the rejection is elided, in 
P.Berl. inv. P 8314 (ed. BKU I 3; Beltz 1984, 91–2), 20–5, a 
dialogue with the demonic ⲧⲁⲣⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭⲟⲥ, also for erotic 
magic, ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁ ϫⲉ ⲕⲁⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲉ ϣⲁⲡⲟϭϥ ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ 
ϣⲁⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲣⲟ ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ ⲧⲓⲛⲁⲟⲩϣϥⲟⲩ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϭⲉ[ⲡⲉ] 
ϣⲁⲛⲧⲓⲙⲟⲣ ⲙⲡϩⲧ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉϩⲟⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ. For the collocation of tasks 
see also P.Mich. inv. 1190 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 5–13), recto i 
4–11, in which the angel ⲁⲑⲣⲁⲕ is commanded, ϫⲉ  ϣⲁ ⲛⲥⲁ 
ⲧⲕⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧϥ ⲡϩ̅ⲁⲧ ϫⲉ ⲕⲉⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧϥ ⲡⲗⲁⲛ ϫⲉ 
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲟⲗⲡϥ ⲡⲉⲛⲡⲉ ⲉⲕⲉⲁⲃ̣ⲟⲗⲉⲃ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲡⲱⲛⲉ ⲉⲕⲉⲡⲟϭϥ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲛⲛⲑⲁⲗⲗⲁⲥ ⲉⲕⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲕⲧⲉⲣⲉ[ⲩⲕ]ⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲁ 
ⲉⲕⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ (in this context the aim is probably 
erotic, despite the identification of an aid for birth by ed.pr.); 
and the unpublished P.Mich. inv. 597 (ll. 7–24) and 602 (ll. 
28–32), for erotic magic (the better-preserved version in the 
latter, to which a reference was kindly provided by Roxanne 
Bélanger Sarrazin, has been provisionally transcribed from 
a facsimile), a divinity called ⲡⲉⲓⲟⲩ ⲗ ⲡⲁⲡ ⲟⲧ  ⲡϫⲱ  ⲛⲛⲟⲩ ⲃ 
ⲛⲏⲥⲉ  ⲡⲁⲡ ⲟⲧ ⲛϩⲁⲧ  ⲛⲛⲟⲩ ⲥⲓⲣ ⲉ is ordered, ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲧⲁϭⲓϫ 
ⲛ ϩⲃⲟ ⲩⲣ  ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲁⲁⲕ  ⲁ ⲧⲟⲟⲧ ϥ ⲛⲧ ⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛ ⲛⲟⲩ ⲛ ⲁⲙ  ⲧ ⲁϫⲁⲟⲩⲕ 
ⲉⲡ ⲱⲛ ⲉ ⲕ ⲛⲁ ⲡⲟⲕϥ  ⲡⲓ ⲛⲓⲡ ⲉ ⲕⲁⲃⲟⲗϥ  ⲁⲃ  ⲑⲁ ⲗⲁⲥ ⲁ ⲛ ⲅⲡⲁϩⲥ  
ⲛ ϣⲱ  ⲧ ⲏⲣⲟⲩ  ⲙ ⲡⲕⲁϩ  ⲡⲟⲣ ⲕⲟⲩ  ⲧⲏⲣⲟ ⲩ  ⲙⲛ  ⲧⲉⲩⲛ ⲟⲩ ⲛ ⲉ 
ⲉⲓϫⲁⲩ  ⲙⲙⲟⲕ  ⲁⲛ  ⲁ ⲛⲁ  ϫⲉ  ⲁⲣⲓⲥⲟ ⲩ  ⲁⲗⲗ ⲁ  ⲉⲓϫ ⲁⲩ  ⲙ ⲙⲟ ⲕ 
ⲉϩⲣ ⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ  ⲛⲏⲣⲡ   ϫⲉ ⲛ ⲧⲓⲟ ⲩⲛ ⲟⲩ  ⲉⲣ ⲉ  ϩⲛ ̅ 
ⲧⲉⲕ ϭⲟⲙ. There is perhaps a more distant reflex in three 
versions of the prayer attributed to Mary, in P.Lond.Copt. 
Or. 6796 (2) (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text G), recto, 23–6, ⲡⲱⲛⲉ 
ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲡ[̣ⲱϩ] ⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲡⲱϩ ϩⲁ ⲧⲁϩⲏ ⲡⲕⲁϩ [ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥ]ⲡⲱϩ 
ⲡⲡⲉⲛⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥ̣ⲃ̣ⲱ̣ⲗ̣  ̣ⲉⲃⲟⲗ̣ ̣ [ⲛⲧⲉⲙⲟ]ⲛⲟⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲁⲛⲁⲭⲱⲣ[ⲓ 
ⲉⲣ]ⲟ̣̣, similarly P.Heid.Kopt. 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), pp. 2.23–
3.1; and P.Lond.Copt. Or. 4714 (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 368), p. 4, 
9–15, ⲡⲱⲛⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲡⲱⲱⲛⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲡⲱϩ ϩⲁ ⲧⲉϥϩⲏ ̇ ⲙⲡ̇ⲙⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲙⲛ̅  ̅ⲡⲉⲛⲉϩ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲙⲡ̇ⲉⲛⲡⲉ ⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲣ̇ⲟ ⲉⲧϣⲱⲧⲙ̅  ̅ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ̇ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲁ. The motif of softening a request by 
first presenting a series of more difficult tasks that are not 
required at present has a background in Egyptian and 
Greek invocations: see Suppl.Mag. II 72.10–11 with the 
commentary there.

22 ⲕⲏⲧⲉ. For ⲉⲕⲏⲧⲉ by haplography with the preceding 
ϫⲉ (cf. P.Bal. pp. 68 §20h, 179–80 §151); for the loanword, 
repeated in 23–5 below, see Hay 2, 4–5 with the note.

ⲛⲱ. For -ⲟⲩ; cf. P.Bal. p. 87 §56B.
23 ⲛⲁ[ⲙⲛⲧⲉ]. For Amente as an infernal region see Hay 

3, 6 with the note.
24 ⲛⲥⲛⲧⲉ ⲛⲛⲉϣϯⲕⲱ ⲙⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ ϯⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ. With ⲛⲛⲉϣϯⲕⲱ for 

-ϣⲧⲉⲕⲟ, cf. the plural ϣⲧⲉⲕⲱⲟⲩ (Crum, CD 595b), and on 
the spelling with ⲉⲓ for ⲉ, P.Bal. pp. 71–2 §23. The structure 
of the preceding, parallel limbs demands a noun (and 
qualifier) followed by a verb, for which reason ϯⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ is to 
be preferred to a division ϯⲛⲟⲩ ϫⲉ despite the switch from 
future to present.
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ⲙⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ .̅ Taken as the name of a decan by Kropp in his 
translation (cf. ⲙⲏ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅  ̅in 21 above; and further AKZ III, 29–
30 §§40, 42), but as Polotsky points out, a variant spelling of 
ⲙⲓⲟⲕ better suits the context of dialogue (1937, 129 n. 1); the 
overlining of non-magical words is found occasionally 
elsewhere in the manuscript (see the Introduction).

ⲛ[ c. 5 ]. Read perhaps ⲛⲉ[̣ⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ] (suggestion of Korshi 
Dosoo, Edward Love and Markéta Preininger from their 
preparation of this text for presentation in Kyprianos), cf.  
P.Berl. 8322 (ed. BKU I 7; cf. Beltz 1983, 72–4), recto 10–11, 
ϫⲉ ⲉⲓⲉⲧⲓ [ⲛⲁⲓ] ⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ {ⲟⲩⲧⲉ} ⲛⲉⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ; ⲛⲛ[̣ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ] is a 
poorer fit for the traces.

26 ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲓ. For the spelling with -ⲡⲉⲇⲟ- see 9 n. 
above; as there, and in the following ⲧⲉⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ in this line, 
there may be a reduced form of the near demonstrative (‘this 
place’) rather than an anomalous insertion of ⲉ after the 
definite article. The termination -ⲟⲓ for -ⲟⲥ is phonetically 
unexplained, and a plural τόποι (or an oblique case) in  
a Greek exemplar is unlikely given the following 
demonstrative ⲡⲁⲓ; a graphic error possibly involving a 
damaged form of lunate ⲥ is conceivable.

ⲉϩⲣⲁ. For ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ; cf. ⲁϩⲱⲗ for ⲁⲓϩⲱⲗ in 14 above with the 
note.

ⲧⲉⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ. For the initial ⲧⲉ-, which may represent 
either ⲧ- or ⲧⲉⲓ- (‘this offering’), see the previous note and  
cf. 34–5 below; the noun is a loan from Greek ἀπαρχή, 
etymologically ‘initial’ or ‘first-fruit offering’ – by extension 
‘tithe’ or ‘tax’ as a loanword in Coptic documentary texts 
(Förster, WB 73) – and the finest grade of something in post-
classical Greek texts (Lampe 1961, 177). For the term see also 
the note on ⲁⲣⲭⲏ in 11 above; and for the fuller form, P.Vind. 
inv. K 192 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 12–14 no. I, with Till 
1935b, 196–200 and Polotsky 1937, 120–7), 14–15, an 
invocation for erotic magic in which the archangel Michael 
is asked to descend ⲉϫⲙ ⲡⲉⲛⲉϩ̣ ̣ [ⲙⲛ ⲧⲉⲓ]ⲁⲡ̣ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲉⲧϩⲛ 
ⲧⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛϥⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ; cf. also P.Berl. inv. 8313 (ed. BKU 
I 1), recto i 13, ⲛϥϫⲓ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏⲣⲡ  (rendered ‘Spende’ 
by Beltz (1983, 65) and ‘offering’ by Meyer and Smith (ACM, 
96)). Among its various applications, the prayer of Seth, son 
of Adam, in P.Mich. inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 1930, 248–9), may 
be recited over ⲟⲩⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲛ̅ⲉϩ and ⲟⲩⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏ̅ⲣⲡ .̅

27 ⲛϭⲱⲣϭ. The referent is a liquid (the oil in the previous 
line), but it is not clear that the intended use is ingestion as 
opposed to anointment or other application: ‘preparation’ 
has therefore been preferred (sc. as the result of mixing, see 
Crum, CD 831a).

28–9. For the phrasing compare the prayer attributed to 
Mary in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 4714 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 368), p. 
4, 1–5, ⲛⲛ̇ⲉⲧϩⲙ̅ ̅ ⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ ⲙⲛ ̅ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲧⲟⲟ̈ⲧⲟⲩ· ⲉⲧⲉ 
ⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ.

28 ⲛⲁⲣⲁⲛ. For ⲛⲣⲁⲛ, perhaps related to the (relatively 
rare) expression of post-consonantal, etymological ĕ with ⲁ 
in the vicinity of ⲛ: P.Bal. p. 52 §1; the expected ⲛⲣⲁⲛ is 
found in a parallel construction in 45 below.

ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲓⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲣⲱⲓ. Literally ‘that I may do 
according to the ones of my mouth’; it might be rendered 
more freely, ‘so I may accomplish what I have said’.

29 ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓ. For -ⲅⲓⲁ as in 21 above.
ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ. For -ⲛⲟⲩϥ: on the spelling cf. ⲙⲟϩ in 11 

above, the Introduction and ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ in Hay 2, 22.

29–30 [ϩⲛ ⲟⲩ]ⲧⲁⲭⲏ. The prepositional construction, 
restored after 19 above (for the loanword see the note there) 
in preference to the bare adverbial ⲧⲁⲭⲏ as at the close of the 
invocation in 36 below, is required by the parallel limb ⲙⲛ 
ⲟⲩϭⲉⲡⲏ.

30–1. For the claim of purity compare the request for 
future users of the prayer of Seth, son of Adam, in P.Mich. 
inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 1930, 243), ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϩ̅ⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲁⲁⲩ 
ϩⲛ  ̅ⲟⲩⲧⲃⲃⲟ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩϩⲁⲅⲛⲉⲓⲁ ⲛϩ̅ⲱⲃ, while Seth says of himself, 
ⲁⲓϩⲁⲅⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ ⲛϩ̅ⲙⲉ ⲛϩ̅ⲟⲟⲩ.

30 ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅. The insertion of ⲛ is unexpected: cf. 9 and 18 and 
36 above. A conflation with an attributive construction 
involving ⲛ-, or a false start in a construction ⲛⲓⲙ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ as used 
in 64 below, seem likelier than a vestige of a personal name 
in ⲛ- in a personalised exemplar, expunged in the rest of the 
instances: for the intrusion of a personal name in a 
formulary, perhaps due to copying from a personalised 
exemplar, cf. P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 13.3, 9.

ⲛⲉⲕⲛⲉⲥⲧⲓⲁ. From Greek νηστεία, as also in 11 above with 
the same spelling; the reference is probably to the three days 
of fasting that were enjoined in the directions for the 
procedure there.

ⲛⲉⲕⲑⲁⲃⲁⲓⲱ.̣ A variant spelling of ⲑⲃⲃⲓⲟ; by a different 
word division, Crum discerned ⲑⲁⲃ (cf. CD 457b), but the 
sense does not fit the context; the basis of the rendering 
‘purifications’ by Frankfurter and Meyer is not stated. 

31 ⲁⲓϯ ϩⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ. Previously understood as referring 
to an offering of incense (compare the invocation for justice 
against enemies in P.IFAO inv. 451 (ed. Louis 2013), verso, 11, 
ⲡⲙⲁ ⲉϯⲛⲁⲧⲉⲕⲓ ⲙⲡ̅ⲓⲗⲓⲃⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲁⲙ̣ⲱ̣, ‘the place where I shall 
melt this incense – come’, and the note on 56 below), but as 
noted by Dosoo, Love and Preininger, the assumed 
reduction of ϩⲏⲛⲉ to ϩⲛⲉ is unusual, and ϯ ϩⲛⲁⲩ is attested 
for literal payment and ϫⲓ ϩⲛⲁⲩ probably for offering or 
tribute (CD 693a; cf. ibid. 692b for ϩⲛⲉ as an Akhmimic form 
of ϩⲛⲁⲩ). A non-standard version of ⲁⲓⲣ ⲡⲉⲧⲉϩⲛⲁⲕ ‘I have 
done what you wish’ is another possibility (suggestion of 
Jacques van der Vliet).

32 ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲙⲟ[ⲟⲥ]. For ⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ; a more standard 
spelling with respect to the consonants is represented by 
ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲱⲥ̣ in 74 below.

ⲡⲉⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲓ. The first word may stand for ⲡⲉ(ⲓ)ⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟⲥ 
‘this throne’ with a reduced form of the near demonstrative 
(see the note on 9 above), but that ⲡⲁⲓ is to be construed not 
as an amplification of this deixis but rather in apposition 
with the following divine name (see the following note) is 
reinforced by the lack of any ‘throne’ in the accompanying 
ritual to which ‘this’ could refer. The sitting upon a throne in 
15–16 above is in reference to an entirely different mythical 
episode, and the setting up of the throne by the invoked 
deities in 52–3 has not yet been established at this point.

ⲍⲁⲇ̅̅ⲁⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅[ⲗ]. The angelic name of Satan, for which 
compare ⲥⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ in P.Berl. inv. P. 8503 (ed. Beltz 1984, 
94–7), 29; see in general Van der Vliet 1995, 406–7, and on 
the Greek Σαταναηλ, Michl 1962, 232–3 no. 205, which is 
the form found in 2 Enoch (18.4, 31.4–6) for the deceiver of 
Adam and Eve (cf. also the apocryphal Questions of 
Bartholomew 4:25–8). Another variant in Old Coptic is ⲡⲁ 
ⲡⲁⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲇ̅ⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲡⲓⲥⲁⲇⲁⲛⲁⲥ, in Paris, BnF cod. 
suppl. gr. 574 (ed. PGM IV 1237–8; Love 2016, 58–9), f. 14r.
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32–3 [ⲉⲓ]ⲉⲓⲣⲉ. Restored after 21 above.
34 ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ. For ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲛⲁ-: the second person gives better 

sense in context (the speaker has presumably looked at the 
offering already), although the form resembles the first person 
with reduced -ⲉⲓ- as in ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁϩⲓ in 36. The spelling, if not 
simply an anomaly (for loss of ⲕ in particular, cf. ⲡϫⲱ in 58 
below), may be explained by assimilation of ⲕ to the following 
nasal, followed by simplification of a doubled consonant: cf. 
ⲉⲃⲟ ⲛⲡⲟⲩⲱϣⲥ in 53 below with the note there.

34–5 [ⲧⲉ]ⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ. Restored following 26; as there, this 
and each of the following nouns in this line may be prefixed 
with a reduced version of the near demonstrative (ⲧⲉⲓ-, ⲛⲉⲓ-, 
ⲡⲉⲓ-: ‘this’, ‘these’) rather than an anomalously inserted ⲉ 
after the definite article (see the note on 9 above); cf. also 
ⲡⲉⲁⲡⲟⲧ in 41 and 46.

35 ⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲥⲓⲙ. For ⲛⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲥⲓⲙ; cf. 26 above and 37 below. 
Kropp, AKZ II, 51, compares the use of radish oil (ἔλαιον 
ῥαφάνινον) to anoint a boy medium in a Greek recipe for 
lamp-divination, PGM II 55 (see now GEMF 30). For radish 
oil and its medicinal uses see also Till 1951, 81 no. 105.f.

ⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲉⲟⲩⲧ. The noun is a loanword from Greek 
θέρμος (Förster, WB 337); cf. line 91 below and the Coptic-
Arabic glossary ed. Munier 1930, 169.6–7, where ⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ 
ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ is glossed with Arabic tirms brī (‘wild tirms’, that is, 
another transcription of the same θέρμος). For the sense of 
ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ see Crum, CD 739a.

ⲡⲉⲍ̣ ⲣ . Read from the Griffith Institute photographs (see 
the Introduction); this portion of the manuscript is now lost. 
The quantity ‘seven’ seems certain and suits a ritual context 
(cf. e.g. ⲍ ̅ ⲛⲕⲗⲁⲗ ⲛϩⲙⲟⲩ in 87 below), but the resolution of 
the following noun, apparently abbreviated, remains elusive. 
No substance that could literally be slaked can be found to 
suit ⲁⲧⲱϣⲙ in the following line; perhaps instead a 
transferred sense ‘raw’, in which case another vegetable such 
as ⲟⲣ̣(ⲟⲃⲟⲥ) (Greek ὄροβος ‘bitter vetch’) might be looked 
for. The reading ⲑⲣ̣  is also possible; ⲑⲣ̣(ⲟⲛⲟⲥ) ‘thrones’ is 
conceivable if ⲁⲧⲱϣⲙ were a rendering of Greek ἄσβεστος, 
‘thrones of asbestos-mineral’, but although they would 
correspond well to the ‘great throne’ mentioned further on 
in the invocation (52–3), they seem out of place among the 
other elements of the offering. Is one to imagine miniature 
thrones set up for the comfort of the attendant spirits?

36 ϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁϩⲓ ⲧⲟⲧ ⲣⲟⲟⲩ. Understand ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ 
ⲉⲧⲉⲓⲛⲁϩⲓ ⲧⲟ(ⲟ)ⲧ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ, cf. 27 above; for the reduction of 
-ⲉⲓ- in a verbal form cf. ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲥⲡⲥⲡ in 38 below with the note.

38–58. A third invocation, followed by instructions for 
textual amulets and an offering and interrupted once in mid-
invocation for a simpler offering of mastic (49). Beyond the 
general presence and attention of the divine powers, there is 
a request for illumination, which, if not metaphorical, may 
have served a divinatory function (see the notes on 41–3 
below): Kropp, AKZ II, 51, compares recipes for conjuration 
of divine visions in bowls and flames in PGM IV 222–42 and 
955–72 and P.Mag.LL recto xxii 1–5 (a rubric for which the 
spell itself has been omitted) and xxviii 1–10; a close parallel 
in Coptic is P.Stras.Copt. 550 (ed. Tibet 2014).

38 ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲥⲡⲥⲡ. Kropp printed ⲧⲉⲥⲟ⟦ⲥ⟧ⲡⲥⲡ, alleging a 
supralinear dot in the manuscript as a mark of cancellation, 
but it proves to be only a hole in the leather. That the copyist 
intended ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ (ⲧⲉⲓ-) is no less certain, with reduction of 

ⲉⲓ as several times in this text (and in the same verbal form  
in 74 below); the additional ⲥ is probably the result of  
a metathesis from the last syllable in which the copyist 
nevertheless maintained the original form of the latter:  
cf. P.Bal. p. 150 §127F(b).

ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁ{ⲣⲁ}ⲕⲁⲗⲉ. The dittography might have been set off 
by the magical word ⲁⲣⲁⲣⲁϥ, once preceding and twice 
following this form, but it recurs in 75 below.

39 ⲡⲥⲩⲣⲟⲥ. For the Syrian compare perhaps P.Mag.LL 
recto xxi 34, in which some wine to be administered to the 
target of erotic magic is addressed as ‘Raks, Raparaks, the 
blood of this wild boar (?) which was brought from the land 
of Syria into Egypt’ (rʿ ks rʿ pʿ rʿ ks p‑snf n‑py‑ỉꜣš ḥwt a‑ỉnw⸗f 
n‑p‑t n‑ḫr a‑kmy); for foreign ethnics in Coptic demonology, 
Aknator ‘the Ethiopian’ in the unpublished P.Cair. Coptic 
Museum inv. 4956 (tr. ACM no. 119), with Frankfurter 2007b, 
456.

40 ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲕⲁⲧⲁⲝⲓⲟⲩ. The Greek καταξιόω (cf. Förster, 
WB 392) is also used in the invocations in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 
5525 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text C), 8–10, ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲁⲕⲝⲓⲓⲟⲛ 
ⲙⲁⲕ ⲕⲓ ⲉϩⲗⲏⲓ ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲕⲍⲟⲧⲓⲟⲛ, and P.Stras.Copt. 204 frr. C 
+ J + M verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 17, ϫⲉⲕ̣ⲁⲁ̣[ⲥ ⲉⲕⲉⲕⲁ]ⲧⲁⲝⲟⲩⲉ 
ⲙⲟⲕ ⲡⲟ̣ⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲓ ϣⲁⲣⲟ[ⲓ] (my supplements; [ ⲕⲁ]ⲧⲁⲝⲟⲩⲉ, 
ϣⲁⲣⲟ[ ] ed.pr.).

41 ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉⲁⲡⲟⲧ. The cup (as in a similar 
context in 34–5, and in the identical spelling of this word in 
46, -ⲉ- may represent a reduced -ⲉⲓ- of the near 
demonstrative (‘this cup’) rather than an anomalous 
insertion after the definite article: cf. also 9 n.) may be more 
specifically a vessel used in divination, in which a divine 
apparition is to appear; cf. P.Berl. inv. 8319 (ed. BKU I 9; 
Beltz 1983, 70–1), 4–6, ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ [ c. 6 ] ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲓⲁⲡⲟⲧ 
ⲡ[ c. 6 ]ⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ.

42–3. The request for light, or by extension intellectual or 
spiritual illumination, is unusual; cf. P.Köln inv. 20826 (ed. 
P.Köln XV 640), front, 7–8, an invocation of the sun, ⲉⲕ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ 
ⲟⲩ̣̣ⲟ̣ⲛ̣ ̣ ⲉⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ.

42 ⲛⲥⲟⲟⲡ. For ⲛⲥⲟⲡ, which is found in the parallel 
passage in 54 below; for the spelling see the note on 
ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ in 2 above.

43 ⲡⲁⲑϩⲉⲱⲧⲏⲥ. Literally ‘that which relates to divinity’, 
a compound noun from the possessed pronoun ⲡⲁ- (cf. the 
following note) and the Greek loanword θεότης.

ⲛⲁⲡⲁⲑⲉⲱⲣⲓⲥⲧⲏⲥ. Apparently formed via the possessed 
pronoun ⲡⲁ- (cf. the previous note) from an otherwise 
unattested Greek *θεωρίστης ‘observer’ (‘my ones relating 
to an observer’, or ‘my (faculties) of observation’), cf. 
θεωρητής and θεώρησις, as also in 48 below; a loan from 
the cognate θεωρέω ‘observe’ may also appear in the 
invocation in the divinatory procedure in P.Stras.Copt. 550 
(ed. Tibet 2014), as read in the re-edition prepared for 
Kyprianos by Korshi Dosoo, who is thanked for this reference.

ⲛⲟⲉⲓⲛ. For ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ (as in the previous line); the same 
spelling recurs in the parallel passage in 48 below.

ⲕⲥⲕⲁⲥ. For ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ, cf. the variants ⲕⲁⲁⲥ, ⲭⲁⲥ and ⲕⲉ(ⲉ)ⲥ 
in Akhmimic, Bohairic and Fayumic respectively, listed in 
Crum, CD 764a, perhaps with a metathetic doubling of ⲥ as 
in ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲥⲡⲥⲡ in 38 above, but a graphic copying error, 
perhaps due to a damaged exemplar (the suggestion of 
Sebastian Richter), seems likelier.



Catalogue | 101 

44. There is a close parallel in phrasing in P.Stras.Copt. 
205 frr. A + I + K + 204 fr. G verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 5, [ ]
ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲛⲁϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱ[ϥ] ⲉⲃ̣ⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ; for the 
request in general compare also the claim of Seth, son of 
Adam, in his eponymous prayer, P.Mich. inv. 593 (ed. 
Worrell 1930, 244), ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ (...) ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲩϭⲱⲗⲡ  ̅ⲛⲁ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
ⲛⲛ̅ⲓⲁⲣⲉⲧⲏ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲛⲓⲙⲉⲥⲧⲩⲣⲓⲟⲛ.

ⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. The expected object marker ⲛ- has fallen 
out: cf. the unassimilated ⲛⲙⲏⲥⲧⲏ[ⲣⲓⲟⲛ] in the parallel 
passage in 48 below.

45 ⲛⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲙⲏⲧ ⲛⲫⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉϥⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲓⲟ 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ. For the appeal to the true name compare P.Berl. 
inv. 5565 (ed. BKU I 22; Beltz 1983, 61–3), 5, ⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲏⲧ 
ⲡⲁⲡⲗⲏⲩ ⲡⲉ; P.Berl. inv. P 10587 (ed. Richter and Wurst 
1993), i 1–2, an adjuration ⲙⲡ̅ⲣ̣ⲁⲛ ⲙⲙ̅ⲏⲧ ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ ⲁⲇ[ⲱ]ⲛⲁⲓ 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁ ̣ⲱ̅ⲑ̅; P.Cair. inv. 45060 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 15, 
ⲡⲣⲁⲡ ⲙⲙ̇ⲏⲧ ⲙⲡ̅ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲛϩ̅;̅ and the unpublished P.Mich. 
inv. 598 (via readings from Roxanne Bélanger Sarrazin), 
verso 24–5 (ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟ ⲙⲙⲱ ⲧ ⲛ  ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲏⲧ ⲛⲛⲓϣ̣  ̣
ⲙ|̣ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ϩⲓ ϫ ⲛ  ⲡⲉϥⲑⲣⲟⲛ ⲟⲥ) and P.Mich. inv. 602, 17–
18 (ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ | ⲙⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲏⲧ ⲛⲓϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ 
ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲡⲉϥⲑⲣⲟⲛⲟ ⲥ). The six words ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲡⲉⲱⲧ ̣ⲧⲁ̣ⲟ̣ⲩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϫⲛ  ̅
ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲙ̅ⲉⲣⲧ at the crucifixion (cf. 102  
below with the note) are said to express ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲙ̅ⲏⲧ in 
P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (4) (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text J),  
23–5.

ⲁⲓⲟ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ. Stegemann 1934b, 127 emends the first 
element to ⲓⲁⲱ, but the reading is clear; he was nevertheless 
correct to relate the pair to a sequence common in Greek 
and Coptic ritual texts (as in Hay 5, 12), which amounts to a 
transliteration of the Hebrew name of the supreme deity of 
the Jewish scriptures (YHWH) and the epithet 
conventionally rendered ‘of hosts’ in English (ṣəḇāʾôṯ), which 
has the reflex κύριος Σαβαωθ in Greek (e.g. Isaiah 6:3). See 
in general Aune 1996; P.Oxy. LXXXII 5308.6–7 n. and 
LXXXVI 5545.11 n.; Andrade 2015; Wilkinson 2015, 169–
77; Kotansky, Kovács and Prohászka 2015, 139.

ϫ[ⲉ]. Or ϫ[ⲉⲕⲁⲥ].
49 ⲑ[ⲩ] ⲙⲁ[̣ⲥ]ⲧⲉ̣ⲭ̣ⲏ̣.̣ For the abbreviation see the note on 

56 below; ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲉⲭⲏ (Greek μαστίχη; Förster, WB 506), 
which appears there also, has been written in part above the 
line for reasons of space.

50 ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲏⲗ ⲧⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲑ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅.̅ Frankfurter 1990 relates the latter 
name via that of the scorpion-wife of Horus, Tabitchet (see 
the notes on lines 12–19 above), to the Tabitha in the Coptic 
Apocalypse of Elijah, in a complex synthesis of Egyptian 
and Jewish traditions. Dosoo, Love and Preininger refer 
more plausibly to a variant spelling of the divine name 
ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲑⲉ, associated elsewhere with trumpet-playing (see 
the note on Hay 4, 21), which is evoked in turn by the 
ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲏⲗ directly preceding, an angel-name probably coined 
from σάλπιγξ ‘trumpet’.

51 ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲃⲥⲱ. For the adjuration by garments, possibly 
related to inscription of holy names on the clothing of divine 
figures, compare the invocation for favour and victory in 
PGM XXXV in which an adjuration (ἐξορκίζω) is made ‘by 
the power of Iaō and the strength of Sabaōth and the 
garment of Elōe and the might of Adōnai and the crown of 
Adōnai’ (διὰ τὴν δύναμιν τοῦ Ιαω καὶ τὴ⟨ν⟩ ἰσχὺν τοῦ 
Σαβαωθ καὶ τὸ ἔνδυμα τ⟨ο⟩ῦ Ελωε καὶ τὸ κράτος τοῦ 

Αδωναι καὶ τὸν στέφανον τοῦ Αδωναι, 19–22); see also the 
note on Hay 5, 12.

51–2 ⲧⲉ̣[̣ⲧ]ⲛⲁⲭⲁⲗⲉ. For ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁ- by haplography with the 
preceding ϫⲉ (cf. 22 above with the note); the infinitive seems 
best referred to Greek χαλάω ‘release, lower, yield’ (cf. 
Förster, WB 863). A Coptic verbal form from ϭⲟ(ⲉ)ⲓⲗⲉ is 
conceivable (cf. the Sahidic by-form ⲕⲟⲓⲗⲉ and the Fayumic 
ⲕⲁⲗⲓ: Crum, CD 807b) but still requires radical phonetic 
shifts, and the sense ‘sojourn’ is less appropriate in context.

53 ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ϩⲙⲥⲉ ⲉϫⲱϥ. With ⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ 
for ⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ; for the aphairesis of ⲉ cf. ⲣⲟⲟⲩ in 36 
above. The interpretation of this phrase, which might have 
been introduced by e.g. ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ in literary Sahidic, is owed to 
Jacques van der Vliet. The image recalls the invocation of 
ⲍⲁⲇⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ in 32 above.

ϩⲙⲥⲉ. For ϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ; cf. the Akhmimic and Bohairic 
spellings ϩⲙⲉⲥ and ϩⲉⲙⲥⲓ respectively in Crum, CD 679a.

ⲉⲃⲟ. For ⲉⲃⲟⲗ: perhaps simply an anomaly (cf. e.g. ⲡϫⲱ 
in 58 below), but a simplification of a double consonant after 
an earlier assimilation is conceivable: cf. ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ in 34 
with the note there.

55 ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ. For ⲛⲧⲟ(ⲟ)ⲧⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ (cf. 53 above), 
perhaps by conflation with the third plural ⲛⲧⲟ(ⲟ)ⲧⲟⲩ.

56 ⲑⲩ. For Greek θυ(σία) (cf. Förster, WB 341; on the 
abbreviation see below). Closing lists of aromatic substances 
used in offerings, common in Coptic magical texts, probably 
belong to an earlier tradition attested in the Graeco-Roman 
period in the magical papyri and beyond, e.g. the Orphic 
Hymns, in which the standard opening heading 
recommends a burnt offering (θυμίαμα) of particular 
substances to accompany the hymn. See in general Hopfner 
1921, 507–9 §803, Brashear 1991, 53–5, Van der Vliet 2019a, 
335; offerings of incense and libations continued to be 
practised along with invocations to summon spirits (ʿafārīt) 
in modern Egypt: Blackman 1927, 229. These offerings may 
also relate to those attested in Gnostic texts, such as 
performed by Jesus and the disciples in the Second Book of 
Jeu 45 (Codex Askew; ed. Schmidt and Macdermot 1978a): 
wine, olive-wood, juniper (ⲁⲣⲕⲉⲩⲑⲓⲥ), ⲕⲁⲥⲇⲁⲗⲁⲛⲑⲟⲥ, nard 
(ⲛⲁⲣⲇⲟⲥⲧⲁⲭⲟⲥ), anemone (ⲕⲩⲛⲟⲕⲉⲫⲁⲗⲟⲛ); and in 
preparation for the fire-baptism, ibid. 46, an offering of 
incense (ϣⲟⲩϩⲏⲛⲉ), juniper (ⲁⲥⲕⲏⲑⲓⲥ), myrrh (ϣⲁⲗ), 
frankincense (ⲗⲓⲃⲁⲛⲟⲥ), mastic (ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓⲭⲓⲛ), nard 
(ⲛⲁⲣⲇⲟⲥⲧⲁⲭⲟⲥ), terebinth (ⲧⲉⲣⲉⲃⲉⲛⲑⲟⲥ) and balsam 
(ⲥⲧⲁⲕⲧⲏ), accompanied by an invocation and seal (ⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲓⲥ); 
a similar ritual for the baptism of the holy spirit (ibid. 47) 
adds honey (ⲉⲃⲓⲱ); another, for removal of the evil of the 
archons, uses a censer (ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ) and adds cinnamon 
(ⲙⲁⲗⲁⲃⲁⲑⲣⲟⲛ), koush (ⲕⲟⲩϣⲓ: cf. the note on ⲕⲟϣⲧ in 60 
below), asbestos (ⲁⲙⲓⲁⲛⲧⲟⲛ) and agate-stone (ibid. 48). The 
origins of the practice here may be multiply determined, as a 
comparable offering (θυμίαμα) is prescribed in a monastic 
context, for the departing soul of a holy man by a stylite 
colleague who had miraculously foreseen the event: John 
Moschus, Spiritual Meadow 57 (PG 87c: 2912 A–B).

The monogram-form of the present abbreviation () is 
used among the prescriptions following the opening 
invocation in P.Macq. I 1, p. 12.20; and in a formulary for 
favour, P.Gieben Copt. 1 (ed. Van der Vliet 2005b; now 
Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum inv. 16.750), 11 (not 
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represented in ed.pr.; confirmed on the original); compare 
the writing ⲥⲓⲁ in P.Moen III (ed. Satzinger and Sijpesteijn 
1988), flesh side, 24; and the more common ⲑⲩ̅ ̅ in P.Heid. 
inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.264), p. 12.18, P.Heid. inv. K 686 
(ed. Kropp 1966), pp. 14–16, 250–71 passim, P.Heid. inv. K 
681 (ed. P.Bad. V 139), 9; P.Heid. inv. K 682 (ed. P.Bad. V 
137), 44, P.Köln XV 641, 2, P.Vind. inv. K 8303, fr. B.10 (ed. 
Stegemann 1934a, 28, 79–82 no. LI with Till 1935b, 219), 
P.Vind. inv. K 11088 (ed. Hevesi 2015), A 3 and B 7; it should 
also be read in the fragmentary P.Ryl.Copt. 109, [ ]ⲕⲁⲣⲃⲱⲛⲉ 
ⲉⲛϣⲉⲛⲉⲗⲟⲗⲉ ⲧⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲑⲩ ⲙⲁ̅ⲥ̅ⲙ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅  ̅ϣ ̣ⲁ̅ⲗ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲕⲟ̅ⲩ̅ϣ̅  ̅ⲁⲣⲁ 
ⲙⲉⲛ̣ⲏϩ ⲧⲁϩⲥ ⲡⲉⲕϩⲟ ⲉⲙⲙ[ ], for which the identification 
of ed.pr. as a medical recipe is in need of revision. Cf. also 
P.Macq. inv. 588 (ed. Dosoo 2018), 3.

[ϩⲓ]. For the supplement see 58–9 below.
57 ⲙⲟⲥⲭⲁⲧⲱⲛ. A Greek loanword assumed by Crum (cf. 

Hay 3, 40) and others (cf. also Förster, WB 534) to be a type of 
wine (‘muscat’); for the correct interpretation see Fournet 
2008, 159–61 and LBG s.v. μοσχάτος. Here the neuter 
substantive derives from an original collocation with θυμίαμα.

57–8 signs. Preceded by a sequence of letters apparently 
treated as magical words, but possibly belonging at an 
earlier stage to more of the offering-recipe that was 
transliterated rather than translated from Greek (suggestion 
of Dosoo, Love and Preininger; cf. also Hay 5, 36–42), 
containing perhaps a form of the adjective μέλας ‘black’. 
Among the signs the eight-pointed star with circular termini 
is particularly common, see 105 below and e.g. the recipe for 
a fever amulet, P.Med.Copt. inv. 254 (ed. Pernigotti 1985, 
73–6); the fever amulet P.Moen s.n. [1] (ed. Sijpesteijn 1982a), 
flesh side 2, 5, 20–1, 23 (in line 7, read ⲁⲛⲟⲕ from the 
published image in place of ⲁⲛⲟⲟⲕ, a circular terminus of a 
sign in the line above having been mistaken by ed.pr. for the 
second ⲟ; in lines 14–15, and similarly 30, understand 
ⲛⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲙⲁⲥⲓⲁ as an adjectival phrase ‘your names of 
address’; there is no need to punctuate with ed.pr. after 
ⲛⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ and assume that the scribe neglected to copy out the 
names, as the signs themselves may have been understood to 
stand for them); a recipe for an amulet whose indication is 
lost in P.Bal. 61.5; an invocation for the activation of oil to 
confer favour in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 
3 with Taf. IV; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10); the amulet P.Vind. inv. 
K 8031 (PGM XLVIII), after line 10 (from a facsimile); and 
the finished product of an aggressive ritual in the form of an 
ostracon, O.LACMA inv. MA 80.202.214 (ed. Dieleman 
2006); it is associated in turn with the sun in a system of 
representation of the planets by signs (Mastrocinque 2012, 
540). Of the rest, the most common type is what resembles a 
Coptic (or Greek) letter with ringed termini: in 57, ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲑ, ⲓ, 
ⲕ, ⲥ, ⲩ and ϯ (or ⲯ) can be distinguished, along with more 
abstract variants on a similar pattern; in 58, ⲓ and ⲥ again. 
This type is represented again in 66 below, and in Hay 3, 
23, 23a, Hay 4, 5–8, Hay 5, 5–10, 23, 35, Hay 6, 4–5; cf. 
also Hay 5, 49, and Hay 7, and in Coptic magic more 
broadly, e.g. P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with 
Green 1988) and P.Heid. inv. K 679 (ed. P.Bad. V 142), back. 
On the formation of the letter-like signs in general see 
Gordon 2014 and Dosoo 2018, 24, and on ritual signs in 
Greek and Coptic texts in general, Zellmann-Rohrer and 
Love 2022, 109–11.

58 ⲡϫⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ. For ⲡϫⲱⲕ; on the anomalous termination 
cf. ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓ in 3 above; on the closing tag see in general 
Richter 2015, 96. Parallels include: P.Cair. inv. 42573 (ed. 
Chassinat 1955), f. 2r.20 and 2v.10 and 17; P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. 
Lange 1932 with Brashear 1991, 16–62), f. 2r.22; P.Heid. inv. 
K 679 (ed. P.Bad. V 142), 14 and 23; P.Heid. inv. K 681 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 139), 52; P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 
with Green 1988), front, 30–1; P.Ryl.Copt. 102 verso and 104 
§4; and the bilingual Greek-Coptic P.Kellis.Copt. (P.Kellis 
V) 35 (with Mirecki, Gardner and Alcock 1997; Love 2016, 
273–6), 22; cf. also τέλος in PGM VII 148a.

58–73. An addition of some shorter iatromagical recipes, 
addressing headache, lameness, clouding of the eyes, 
bleeding and rheum, insomnia, general protection and 
sickness attributed to demonic possession, in that order. 
This disposition is paralleled in P.Berl. inv. 8109 (ed. BKU I 
25; Beltz 1984, 88–90); Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 
17–37; see now Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022); and  
P.Vind. inv. K 8303 (Stegemann 1934a, 28, 79–82 no. LI 
with Till 1935b, 219). Compare also P.Mich. inv. 593a (ed. 
Worrell 1935b, 192–4 no. 7), a single sheet with recipes for a 
textual amulet against tertian fever (ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡϣⲟⲙⲧ ϣⲟⲙⲧ: 
Zellmann-Rohrer 2020a, 65; Worrell had thought of a triad 
of Egyptian deities, but so allusive a mention is improbable 
in a rubric) to be written on a protocol-sheet (ⲡⲣⲟⲧ̣ⲱ̣ⲕⲟⲗⲙⲁ), 
followed by two pharmacological procedures.

58 ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲕⲉⲫⲁⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥϯ ⲧⲕⲁⲥ. Literally ‘a brain (Greek 
ἐγκέφαλος) that is in pain’. The indication may also be 
recognised in a fragmentary medical recipe in P.Ryl.Copt. 
107 (b), which recommends a poultice (ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲕⲉⲫⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲉϥϯ 
ⲕⲁⲥ, with Förster, WB 224; ‘For a ... that is painful’, ed.pr.); 
the same loanword in a similar spelling (ⲁⲛⲅⲕⲉⲫⲁⲗⲟⲥ) is 
found in a medical context in Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 
1935a, 17–37; see now Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022),  
p. 13.7–8, a prescription for the application of bull’s brain; 
the brain of the beaver is designated with ⲁⲛⲅⲉⲫⲁⲣⲟⲥ in the 
medical papyrus edited in Chassinat 1921, 212, §99.193–4.

59 ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉ. For ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ by simplification of ⲟⲩ, cf. 
the Introduction and P.Bal. p. 86 §56A; for the spelling with 
ⲉ in place of ⲏ (cf. ⲟⲩⲣⲏⲧⲉ in 62 below), ibid. p. 75 §34. 

ϥⲕⲁⲗⲁ ϩⲏⲥⲁⲧ. For ⲉϥϭⲁⲗⲉ (the aphairesis is paralleled 
elsewhere in the text, see the Introduction, but here is 
perhaps more particularly the result of haplography), 
followed by an anomalous qualitative (?) of ϩⲓⲥⲉ; for the 
interchange of ϭ and ⲕ cf. ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ in 15 above with the note.

ϩⲉ. For ϩⲓ, as also in 95 below; cf. P.Bal. pp. 77–8 §39.
60 ⲉⲁϥⲣ ϩⲣⲟⲥⲧⲛ. The form ϩⲣⲟⲥⲧⲛ is an alternative 

spelling, by one more instance of conflation of liquid 
consonants, for ϩⲗⲟⲥⲧⲛ (Crum, CD 671b), an ailment whose 
cure is sought in the incantation formulary of T.Brit.Mus. 
EA 29528 (ed. O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I appendix no. 27 with von 
Lemm 1911, 50–7, and Kropp, AKZ II, 66–7 no. 18), 11 (ⲡϫⲓ 
ϥⲛⲁⲗ̅ⲟ̅  ̅ⲡⲉϩⲗⲟⲥⲧⲛ̅ ̅ ϥⲛ̅ⲁⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃ[̣ⲟⲗ]; Korshi Dosoo is thanked 
for this reference).

ϩⲓ. Possibly in the etymological sense ‘on’, of reciting a 
ritual text over a liquid, but as no such text is given, the 
transferred sense ‘and’ is preferred here, with the 
assumption that either the first ingredient in the list has 
fallen out, or the first ϩⲓ in the sequence is redundant (cf. 
Greek καί ... καί).
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ⲕⲟϣⲧ. Crum records the word at CD 131a, ‘plant or 
mineral’, on the basis of a list of preparations for an altar in 
the Codex Bruce (cf. the note on 21–2 above), without 
mention of the Hay text; add now perhaps the ‘white koush’ 
(ⲕⲟⲩϣ ⲛⲁⲗⲏⲩ) prescribed for an offering (ⲑⲩ̅ ̅ for ⲑⲩⲥⲓⲁ) in 
P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 15, 257, to counteract 
poisoning (or drunkenness: ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩϯ ⲟⲩⲁⲡⲁⲧ ⲛⲉⲃ), 
with which the ⲕⲟϣ ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲕⲟⲛ in Hay 4, 90 is probably 
identical, and perhaps Hay 4, 78. The form ⲕⲟϣⲧ here  
is probably to be taken as a variant for ⲕⲟⲩϣⲧ ‘costus’,  
an aromatic thistle-root, on which see recently Richter 
2014b, 180.

61–3. The invocation centres on a narrative motif that 
recounts a variant of the tradition in 2 Kings 2:7–8, where 
Elijah strikes the water with his rolled cloak, not a staff. 
There may have been conflation with one of a number of 
other miracle traditions about staves and water: the staff of 
Moses at the parting of the Red Sea (Exodus 14:16–22), the 
casting of a stick of wood into the Jordan by Elijah’s 
successor Elisha to make an iron axe-head float (2 Kings 
6:6–7) and Christ’s parting of the Euphrates with his staff 
(ῥάβδος) invoked against ῥεῦμα (cf. ϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁ here) in a Greek 
amulet, P.Heid. inv. G 1101 (Suppl.Mag. I 32 with 
commentary, and further Maltomini 1982), some medieval 
versions of which substitute the Jordan for the Euphrates. 
The biblical narrative of the drought inflicted and released 
by Elijah (1 Kings 17–18), for which see Hay 5, 34, is co-
opted in a later incantation against bleeding in a Byzantine 
manuscript, Vienna, ÖNB cod. med. gr. 27, f. 123v (ed. 
CCAG VI:88). An apocryphal prayer for protection 
attributed to Elijah is given in P.Vind. inv. K 8302 (ed. 
Stegemann 1934a, 26–7, 70–6 no. XLV, with Polotsky 1935, 
89–90, and Till 1935b, 215–18), II; the prophet appears also 
in an uncertain context in the invocation in P.Berl. inv. 15878 
(Beltz 1983, 82), 1 ([ ]ⲁⲅⲓ̣ⲟ̣ⲥ ⲉⲗ̣ⲓⲁⲥ). For recent discussion of 
another miracle of Christ at the Jordan in an apocryphal 
gospel, informed by intertestamental elaborations on the 
Elijah and Elisha narratives, see Zelyck 2016.

61 ϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁ. As in 64 below, a loanword from Greek 
ῥεῦμα; see the previous note and compare P.CtYBR inv. 
1800 qua (ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 353–5 no. 4), 10, 
where ⲟⲩϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁ is among the afflictions to be visited upon 
the target of a curse, and the cognate verb ῥευματίζω in the 
medical recipe P.TT 157-470 2/8-9, ed. Richter 2014b, 
[ⲕⲟⲗⲏ]ⲣ̣ⲓⲟⲛ ϣⲁϥⲧⲣⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ [ⲗⲟ ⲉϥ]ϣⲁ̣ⲛϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁⲧⲓⲥⲉ.

ⲏ. Greek ἤ.
ⲟⲕⲱ. For ⲟⲩⲕⲱ: cf. ⲙⲟϩ in 11 above with the note.
ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ. The translation of Kropp assumes a construction 

with the preceding ⲟ(ⲩ)ⲕⲱ (‘Betreffs eines Rheuma oder 
eines Blutflusses’), which requires either an emendation to 
ⲛⲥⲛⲟϥ or an anomalous spelling with ⲕⲱ for the prenominal 
ⲕⲁ; the expression ⲕⲱ ⲛⲥⲛⲟϥ, or ⲕⲁ ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ, in turn remains 
otherwise unattested (cf. Crum, CD 348a–b). These 
difficulties are removed by punctuating before ⲡⲥⲛⲟϥ and 
assuming the ellipse of a verb of writing, as in the rubric in 
66 below, ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲫⲉⲛⲉⲙ ϭⲱⲃⲉ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ, where the following 
ritual signs require inscription, not oral delivery (see further 
the note there). The writing of ritual text with the same 
blood whose staunching is sought is also prescribed in 
Byzantine recipes. Compare e.g. from a 14th-century 

manuscript, Paris, BnF cod. gr. 2228, f. 28r, ‘To staunch 
blood: write with a feather in the bleeding blood on the 
forehead, “When Zacharias the prophet was slain in the 
temple of the Lord, his blood congealed and turned firm like 
a stone”’ (περὶ τοῦ στῆσαι αἷμα· γράψον μετὰ πτεροῦ ἐκ τοῦ 
ἐξερχομένου αἵματος εἰς τὸ μέτωπον· Ζαχαρίας ὁ προφήτης 
σφαγεὶς ἐν τῷ ναῷ κυρίου, ἔπηξεν τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ καὶ 
ἐγένετο ἰσχυρὸν ὡσεὶ λίθος; on the Zacharias motif see 
Barb 1948; Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022, 189 n. 415).

61–2 ⲙⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲛⲉⲉⲣⲟ. For ⲙⲡⲓⲟⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲛ(ⲉ)ⲓⲉⲣⲟ, via 
another pair of simplifications of (ⲉ)ⲓ: see the Introduction; 
ⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ recurs in 63 below, and ⲛⲉⲣⲟ in Hay 2, 17.

62 ⲛⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲣⲏⲧⲉ. For -ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ, as common in 
documentary texts from the Theban area: P.Bal. p. 67 §20(d).

ⲁϥⲃⲓ. For ⲁϥϥⲓ; for the spelling in ⲃⲓ, as also in 63–4 below, 
in texts from the Theban area: P.Bal. pp. 136–7 §120.

ⲁϥϣⲉⲩⲉ. For -ϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ; cf. ϣⲉ(ⲟ)ⲩⲉ, listed as an 
Akhmimic form in Crum, CD 601b (also Sahidic under 
Fayumic influence). The qualitative -ϣⲟⲩⲱⲩ in the 
following line is closer to the standard Sahidic (ϣⲟⲩⲱⲟⲩⲉ).

63 ⲛⲕⲉ ⲡⲉⲱⲣⲧⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲑⲉ. For ⲛϭⲓ ⲡ(ⲉ)ⲓⲟⲣⲇⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ: for 
the interchange of ⲕ with ϭ and ⲉ with ⲓ see the notes on 
ⲁⲓⲕⲓⲛⲉ (15) and ϩⲉ (69) (cf. Akhmimic ⲛϭⲉ: Crum, CD 252a); 
for the name of the river, 61 above; for the weakness of initial 
ⲛ-, cf. ⲕⲉⲗⲉ ⲃⲓⲛⲓⲡⲉ in 13 above, and for parallels for ⲑⲉ in 
particular: P.Bal. p. 109 §80(h).

ⲉϥϣⲟⲩⲱⲩ. For -ϣⲟⲩⲱⲟⲩ.
ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉ. For ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ: see 14 above with the note.
63–4 ⲉⲕⲁⲃⲓ. For ⲉⲕⲉϥⲓ: the third future in ⲉⲕⲁ- (cf. also 

ⲉⲕⲁⲥⲱϣⲧ in 149 below) is found in documentary texts 
throughout Egypt (P.Bal. pp. 154–6 §129); on the spelling in 
-ⲃⲓ, see the note on ⲁϥⲃⲓ in 62 above.

64 ⲛⲡⲉϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁⲩ. For -ϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁ (Greek ῥεῦμα), see 61 
above with the note; the final -ⲩ is unexplained, compare 
perhaps the occasional substitution of ⲁ for ⲁⲩ (P.Bal. p. 65 
§17) and ⲥⲧⲟ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲩ̅ in Hay 5, 38 with the note.

ⲛⲓⲙ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅. Probably a conflation of two placeholder-
formulae for personal names (as perhaps also in 30 above; 
Hay 2, 10–11; Hay 5, 19): ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ (or ⲧϣⲉ(ⲉ)ⲣⲉ 
ⲛⲛⲓⲙ), as in Hay 2, 5, 14, 25, 26, and ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ (on which see 9 
above with the note).

64–5 ⲛⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲛϣⲟϣⲧ ⲛⲙⲡⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲧϥ. For the epithet 
compare the opening invocation in P.Macq. I 1, p. 2.9–10, of 
Sabaoth, ⲉⲣⲉ ⲛϣⲟϣⲧ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟ⟨ⲧ⟩ϥ· ⲉⲃϣⲁⲛϣⲧⲁⲙ ⲉⲣⲉ 
ⲗⲁⲩ ϣ⟦⟧ⲟⲩⲱⲛ; further on, p. 4.14–16, of Dauithe, 
ⲡⲉ⟦ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲙⲟⲣⲕ ⲙ⟧ⲣⲉ ⲛϣⲟϣⲧ ⲛⲉⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲓⲛ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ̅;̅ and for the underworld, a power invoked in an 
erotic context in an unpublished formulary, P.Mich. inv. 
602, 16–17, ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ ⲁⲃⲓⲛⲁⲑⲁⲑ ⲡⲓⲧⲉ ⲡϣⲁϣⲧ ⲛⲁⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ (read from a facsimile supplied by Roxanne 
Bélanger Sarrazin).

65 ⲛⲙⲡⲉⲩⲉ. For -ⲡⲏⲩⲉ: for the spelling with ⲉ for ⲏ cf. 
P.Bal. p. 75 §34.

66 ⲫⲉⲛⲉⲙ. Probably a variant of ⲡϩⲓⲛⲏⲃ, cf. Bohairic ϩ(ⲓ)
ⲛⲓⲙ (Crum, CD 691a). Treatment of insomnia would fit the 
medical scope of this section better than ⲫⲉ ⲛⲉⲙ (for ⲡϩⲉ 
ⲛⲓⲙ), attributed to the suggestion of Crum ap. Kropp, AKZ 
II, 52, and the specific means of treatment by inscription of 
ritual text on olive leaves is paralleled in Byzantine recipes, 
e.g. an invocation of Ioel, the angel of sleep, in Paris, BnF 
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cod. gr. 2315, f. 244r, ‘For a patient who cannot sleep: write 
the following on an olive leaf, “Holy Ioel, help the servant of 
God so-and-so”’ (εἰς ἄρρωστον ὅπου ’δὲν κοιμᾶται· γράψον 
ταῦτα εἰς φύλλον ἐλαίας· ἅγιε Ιωηλ, βοήθησε τὸν δοῦλον 
τοῦ θεοῦ τὸν δεῖνα, ed. Legrand 1881, 11.319–21; for other 
afflictions see further e.g. Geoponica 9.1.5 with Heim 1893, 
488 no. 89); for similar use of laurel leaves in Greek texts see 
Suppl.Mag. II 74.1–7 with the note there. There may also be a 
parallel in Coptic in a ritual recipe added to the almanac  
P.Vind. inv. K 7027 (ed. Till 1943, 329–34), verso, 1–2, ⲉⲧⲃⲉ 
ⲡϩⲓⲛⲏⲃ· ϫ [ⲟ]ⲩϭⲱⲃⲉ ⲛⲧ̅[ⲁ]ⲫ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲏ (ⲛⲧ̅[]ⲫⲏ ed.pr.), followed 
by an enumeration of magical words, [ⲛⲣⲁ]ⲛ· ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁ [ⲛⲉ]  
([ ]ⲛ ed.pr.), the first being ⲁⲍⲁⲃⲟⲁϩ. A relation to Greek 
ἔνεμα, the suggestion of Frankfurter and Meyer, is 
improbable.

signs. Formed from letters of the alphabet with the 
addition of ringed termini (see the note on 57–8 above), here 
ⲩ ⲕ ⲭ ⲉ ⲩ ⲗ ⲃ ⲭ.

67 ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⸗ ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲉⲗⲉⲕⲟⲩ. It is just possible that syntactic 
Coptic, now distorted, underlies this sequence, giving 
something comparable to the instructions for the Byzantine 
parallels for sleep amulets discussed in the previous note, 
calling for them (⸗ⲟⲩ) to be placed on or under the patient’s 
‘head’ (sc. pillow) with some not yet recognised verbal form 
in ⲁⲕⲛⲁⲉⲗⲉⲕ⸗ (for ⲉⲕⲛⲁ-?).

ⲟⲩⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ. The same rubric is used in P.Köln inv. 1850 (ed. 
P.Köln XV 641), 4–5, ⲟⲩⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲓ ⲥⲁⲭⲟ ⲉϥⲣⲓⲙⲉ ⲉϥⲏⲣ 
ϩⲟⲧⲉ; and P.Ryl.Copt. 102, verso, ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲛ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ; cf. 
also the amulet P.Berl. inv. 22185 (ed. BKU III 387), 1 and 50, 
with requests for ⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ for a named bearer, and the 
invocation P.Köln inv. 10235 (ed. Weber 1972), 35, with ⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ 
in a list of effects sought via invocation.

ⲅⲉⲱⲅⲉ. For ⲅⲉⲱⲣⲅⲉ, Greek Γεώργιος (cf. Heuser 1929, 90), 
via simplification of a consonant cluster as probably in 
ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ in 34 above.

68. Following the internal reference to a Psalm 
(ⲡⲉⲯⲁⲗⲙⲟ, for -ⲯⲁⲗⲙⲟⲥ, the Greek ψαλμός), the opening 
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϯ ϩⲧⲏⲕ ⲉⲧⲁⲃⲟⲏⲑⲉⲁ (for -ⲃⲟⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁ, Greek βοήθεια, 
via the reduction of ⲉⲓ common in this text) is a citation of 
the first verse of Psalm 69(70) (cf. Sanzo 2014, 120–1 no. 44; 
for the context in Coptic Psalters, P.Lond.Copt. Or 5000, f. 
75r, ed. Budge 1898 = Biblia Coptica sa 31; P.Berl. inv. 3259, f. 
58v, ed. Rahlfs 1901 = Biblia Coptica sa 35; Michigan Ms. 167, 
p. 65 from a facsimile, cf. Biblia Coptica sa 8). The selection 
may depend on hagiographical traditions of the prayerful 
use of this Psalm by St George when brought before the 
Roman authorities: see the martyrdom ed. Budge 1888, 7 
(wrongly attributing the text to Psalm 22:19); and the Greek 
text ed. Canart 1982 (BHG 670g), §5. For other Psalms in 
Coptic magic, besides the common Ps. 90(91), found in e.g. 
P.Stras. inv. WG Kopt. 1 (ed. Kreps 2014), 2–18, and a prayer 
accompanying a ritual for divination about prospects for 
crops, P.Vind. inv. K 1112 + 9885–9899 (ed. Till 1936), p. F, 
one finds Ps. 44:2–3(45:1–2) in P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 
1996), p. 16.16–19; Ps. 109 in P.Vind. inv. K 50 (ed. 
Stegemann 1934a, 25–6, 62–3 no. XLII with Till 1935b, 214); 
Ps. 118(119):105 in the amulet against reptiles P.CtYBR inv. 
1792 (ed. Parássoglou 1974); Ps. (118)119:173 and 175 in the 
amulet P.Berl. inv. 20982 (Beltz 1985, 35–6); and Ps. 
130(131):1–2 in the amulet P.Oxy. inv. 39 5B.125/A (ed. Alcock 

1982; read from the plate published there), 27–35. In P.Berl. 
inv. 8324 (ed. BKU I 18; Beltz 1983, 74), some medicinal 
applications of ‘70 diapsalmoi and 7 diapsalmoi and three 
liturgical (?) sequences’ (ϣⲃⲉ ⲛⲧⲓⲁⲯⲁⲗⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ ⲥⲉϣϥ 
ⲛⲧⲓⲁⲯⲁⲗⲙⲁ ⲙⲛ̅  ̅ϣⲁⲙⲛⲧ ⲛϣⲁⲉⲓⲙ, 7–8) are given, along with 
the names of Mary and the archangels. Aside from Psalm 
90(91), comparanda are rarer among the Greek magical 
papyri, e.g. Ps. 21(22) in PGM P 5c, but much more common 
in the medieval and later Greek tradition: Zellmann-Rohrer 
2018; a Coptic parallel for the Psalm-treatises discussed 
there can now be identified in the unpublished P.Duk. inv. 
460, the surviving portion of which prescribes Psalms 43–
6(44–7) for resolving discord among spouses. That the 
apotropaic power of individual Psalms was extended to the 
inscribed Psalter in book form is suggested by its deposition 
among grave-goods in Christian Egypt (as at Mudil: see 
Tudor 2011, 51).

68–9 ⲁⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕϭⲓϫ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ. An elaboration on 
the hagiographic episode (see the previous note) with 
another Psalmic echo, of 59:5(7) or 107:6(7) (σῶσον τῇ δεξιᾷ 
σου; ⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲩϫⲟ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ), if not a more general 
modelling on language and themes attested by other Psalms 
(especially 137:3 in the Greek version; cf. also 13:1, 17:36, 
62:9, 97:1, 138:10). The form ⲁⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ is apparently an 
anomalous imperative, for ⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ (as in the Psalms); cf. 
also ⲙⲁ ⲧⲟⲩϫⲉ in Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 17–
37; see now Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022), p. 11.7.

69 ⲁⲃ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲁⲃⲣⲁⲭ ⲁⲱ̅  ̅ⲁⲃ̅ⲣⲁⲭⲁ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ̅ .̅ The sequence resembles 
the elements αβραβραχα and αβραωθ attested in Greek 
ritual texts; for etymologies for both, the second of which 
resembles Hebrew including the well-known Sabaoth even  
if it has no genuine roots in that language, see Brashear 
1995, 3577.

70 ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲉⲛⲥⲁϩ ⲡϫⲥ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉϥⲧⲏⲃⲉ. The 
phrase may allude to the reply of Jesus to the question about 
the adulteress ( John 8:5, the suggestion of Korshi Dosoo), or 
in view of the reference to the demonic, which this recipe 
targets, to his claim elsewhere to drive out demons ‘by the 
finger of God’ (Luke 11:20). An otherwise unknown 
apocryphal narrative to explain the origin of an amulet, 
such as the correspondence of Jesus and Abgar (see recently 
P.PalauRib.Copt. 5), might also be considered.

71–2. As Roxanne Bélanger Sarrazin points out, there 
may be an allusion to gospel descriptions of the healing 
miracles of Jesus, or references to the same in a broader 
tradition of Christian prayers for healing referencing the 
same, based on Matthew 4:23, 9:35, 10:1; see in general De 
Bruyn 2008; Bélanger Sarrazin 2020.

71 ⲧⲡⲉⲁⲣⲁⲅⲙⲁ. Probably from Greek πραγματεία (for the 
application to ritual operations see LSJ 1457b s.v. III.4), or 
πρᾶγμα, closer in form but of the wrong grammatical 
gender for the definite article, although the masculine 
pronominal suffix in ⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲁϥ̣  ̣could point in this direction. 
For the loanword cf. ⲡⲣⲁⲝⲓⲥ (πρᾶξις) in P.Cair. inv. 45060 
(Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 76; for πραγματεία and πρᾶγμα in 
Coptic documentary texts see Förster, WB 667 and 666 
respectively.

ϣⲱⲛⲓ. For ϣⲱⲛⲉ.
72 ⲇⲓⲙⲱⲛⲓⲟⲛ. For ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ (Greek δαιμόνιον); for 

references on combatting hostile demons in magic in the 
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Graeco-Roman world see recently Zellmann-Rohrer 2022; 
for an early example among the magical papyri, P.Oxy. 
LXXXVI 5542, and for recent discussion in the context of 
recipes for healing in a Coptic magical formulary, Michigan 
Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 17–37), p. 11.1–8 with the 
commentary in the edition of Zellmann-Rohrer and  
Love 2022.

ⲉϩⲛ. For the compound preposition, which makes no 
appreciable addition in sense to simple ϩⲛ, see Crum, CD 
685a (citing this text among others).

ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲛⲉⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅. For ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅? For the loss of ⲛ- cf. ⲑⲉ for ⲛⲑⲉ 
in 63 above with the note. Internal reference to ‘writings’ is 
made in a recipe for a fever-amulet in P.Med.Copt. inv. 254 
(ed. Pernigotti 1985), 73–6, [ ]ⲛⲛⲥϩⲁⲓ ϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲓϩⲙⲟⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
(preceded perhaps by a reference to the bearer of the 
amulet; the imperative ϥⲓ would seem to address either a 
divinity or the amulet itself ); and the curse P.Lond.Copt. 
Or. 5986 (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 1224), 1–2, ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲃⲱⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲗ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲓⲭⲁⲣⲧⲏⲥ ⲃⲱϣ ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲏϩ ⲁⲣⲁⲉⲓ ⲁⲩⲁⲉⲓ ⲁϩⲣⲏ ⲁϫⲱϥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ. 
The specification of the names of both the practitioner and 
the client is paralleled in the invocation for activation of oil 
to grant favour (χάρις) in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. 
P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 16–21, ⲡⲛⲉϩ 
ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲛⲡ̅ⲁⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ  ϩⲛ  ̅ⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ 
ⲉⲧⲧⲛⲁⲧⲁⲁⲃ ⲛ [̅ⲛ]ⲙ  ⲡϣⲛ̅.

72–3 signs. Those in 72 in part from letters (see the note on 
57–8 above, here ⲣ ⲭ), in part from technical symbols: the 
metrological  for λίτρα (as also adapted among the magical 
signs in the Greek formulary P.Harr. inv. 303a (ed. 
Zellmann-Rohrer 2016), front, 3; for technical symbols 
among magical signs see also Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 
1935a, 17–37), pp. 2.10–11 and 11.6 with the commentary in 
the edition of Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022) and  for 
ὄνομα found in earlier Greek magical formularies (e.g. Suppl.
Mag. II 96 A 23). Those in 73 resemble rather plain letters, ⲟ 
ⲛ ⲟ ⲧ ⲛ ⲟ ⲍ ⲥ ⲓ ⲧ (inverted) ⲛ, then the placeholder ⲇⲇ (cf. 
the preceding ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ in 72); at the centre, an inverted technical 
symbol again from metrology could be recognised, the 
talent weight 𐅺 (cf. Michigan Ms. 136 as cited above).

 74–98. A single prayer is presented, then prescribed for 
multiple indications, alongside the names of the 24 heavenly 
presbyters (see the note on 78 below). The format is 
paralleled in P.Cair. inv. 45060 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 
1–23, in which an invocation with a long list of magical 
names is then applied in a sequence of 15 prescriptions (24–
73), with some similar directions to the Hay text, e.g. the 
directions ⲗⲟⲅⲉⲍⲉ (73) and ⲧⲁⲩⲟ ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲩ ⲛϣⲟⲙⲛⲧ 
ⲛⲥⲟⲡ (38–9), and including an instance of speaking the 
invocation over liquid and casting it in the house of a target 
(40–5), in this case an official (ⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ); and P.Leid. inv. F 
1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with Green 1988), in which an 
invocation on the front, originally for erotic magic, is 
apparently re-applied in a series of at least 12 applications 
along with aromatic offerings and other ritual acts on the 
back, including favour, discord and reconciliation, with the 
place-holders ⲉⲩⲭ (εὐχή, passim) and ⲁⲡⲗ (ἀπολογία, 16). 
More general parallels are the prayer of Seth, son of Adam, 
in the main handbook of the so-called ‘Coptic wizard’s 
hoard’, P.Mich. inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 1930); the prayer of the 
archangel Michael in P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966); 

and the collection in the codex P.Macq. I 1, pp. 12–16 (see the 
introduction there, pp. 36–41). There are comparanda also 
in the Jewish tradition, most extensively the Book of Secrets 
(Rebiger and Schäfer 2009) and the Sword of Moses (Schäfer 
1981, §§598 and following; Harari 2012).

74 ⲧⲉⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ. For ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ: see 38 above with the note.
ⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁⲣⲓⲱⲑ. The divinity, whose name suggests a 

Hebraising coinage on the model of Sabaoth (for which see 
the note on 45 above), is also invoked for aggressive purposes 
in P.Heid. inv. K 681 (ed. P.Bad. inv. K 1681), 27; and to drive 
away enemies in the so-called Rossi Gnostic Treatise (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text R), p. 4.7, where he is called ⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ 
ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ̅  ̅ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲏⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ; for the probably related 
Marmarōth see Kropp, AKZ III, 124–5 §206.

ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲱⲥ̣. For ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ: cf. ⲡⲉⲑⲙⲟ[ⲟⲥ] in 32; for ⲱ in 
place of ⲟⲟ: P.Bal. p. 84 §49.

75 ⲛⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ. Greek ἐξουσία; cf. the invocation of a 
supreme deity as ‘father of the angels and of every power’ in 
P.MMA acc. 34.1.226 (ed. Zellmann-Rohrer 2017), 3–4, ⲡⲓⲧ 
ⲛⲛⲁⲛⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲉⲕⲝⲩ̣̣ⲟⲥⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ, in that case probably, as 
possibly also here, in reference to the ἐξουσίαι of the celestial 
hierarchy of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (see also the 
note on 81 below).

ⲙⲟⲕ. As in the following line, for ⲙⲙⲟⲕ: cf. ⲙⲟⲥ in 16 
above.

75–6 ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲱ ⲛϣⲁϩ ⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ. With ⲉⲧⲱ for ⲉⲧⲟ: 
cf. P.Bal. p. 82 §44, with several examples involving this 
verbal form. For the assimilation of divinities to flames 
compare the invocation of the angels Michael and Gabriel 
against a female target of erotic magic in P.Heid. inv. K 518 
(ed. P.Bad. V 131), 7–8, ⲧⲟⲩϩⲁⲣⲡⲁⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲁϩ 
ⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ. The loanword μορφή is found also in the invocation 
in P.Mil.Vogl.Copt. 16 (ed. Pernigotti 1979 with Pernigotti 
1993), B, I, 3, ϯⲉ: (for ϯⲉⲡⲓⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ) ⲛⲉⲕⲙⲟⲣⲫⲩ; and is perhaps 
to be read in an uncertain context in the invocation in P.
Berl. inv. 15878 (Beltz 1983, 82), 5.

76 ϯⲡⲁⲗⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ. For ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁ-: on the interchange of ⲗ and ⲣ 
see P.Bal. 125–6 §100; cf. also ϩⲱⲗ in 12 above with the note 
there.

76–7 ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ  ̣ϩⲛ ⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ. For the 
rubric compare P.Cair. inv. 42573 (ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 
2r.15–20, ⲟⲩⲡⲱⲛⲉ, involving the deposition of ash, bone, 
blood and other ingredients at the door of the house (ⲉⲡⲣⲱ 
ⲙⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ); for the door see also the following note.

77 ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲟⲛ. Loanwords from the Greek 
σίναπι and ἄγριον (cf. Förster, WB 729 and 13 respectively; 
for the spelling in -ⲟⲩ, perhaps the rare interchange of ⲟⲓ 
with ⲓ and ⲓ with ⲩ: P.Bal. pp. 80 §42, 88 §59A), as also in 80, 
84 and 95 below. The burning effect of mustard serves as an 
analogy in an invocation of an angelic power for the 
separation of a man and woman in the bilingual Greek-
Coptic P.Kellis.Copt. (P.Kellis V) 35 (with Mirecki, Gardner 
and Alcock 1997; Love 2016, 273–6), 14, ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲡϫⲱϥ 
ⲙⲡ̅ϣⲗⲧⲉⲙ; and in a Greek recipe for a similar aim, P.Laur. 
inv. III/472 (ed. Suppl.Mag. II 95), 16–19, the mustard-seed is 
itself addressed and divinised as the ‘eye of Aion, the innards 
of the bull, the ... of Apis’.

77–8. For the door as site of deposition of ritually 
activated substances in aggressive magic, see above and 
further e.g. P.Heid. inv. K 679 (ed. P.Bad. V 142), 16; P.Macq. 
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I 1, p. 13.20–21; and P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 
with Green 1988), back, 5, 8, 20, where it is marked simply by 
ⲡⲣⲟ in the directions, ‘(place at) the door’ (in place of the 
reading of ed.pr. as an Arabism from bab ‘gate’, ‘chapter’). 
An internal reference to the door as place of deposition in an 
invocation comes in P.Heid. inv. K 683 (ed. P.Bad. V 140), 
3–8, where ⲃⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭ ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲇⲉⲛⲁⲧⲱⲥ is asked, at the moment 
of his burial there (ⲛϣⲁⲓⲧⲱⲙⲉⲥ ⲙⲁⲕ ϩⲓ ⲡⲣⲟ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ, sc. of the 
target), to inflict ‘muzzling’ (ⲕⲉϯ ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲁⲣⲱⲃ). Defence 
against the effects of buried magical objects, though not 
necessarily at the door, is the focus of a healing prescription 
in P.Macq. I 1, p. 14.22, ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲩϩⲓⲕ ⲛⲧ̅ⲱⲙⲉⲥ.

78 ϥⲛⲁⲫⲓⲕⲉ. The infinitive is apparently a loan from the 
Greek φεύγω, more specifically the aorist stem φυγ-. 
Sebastian Richter is thanked for a reference to further 
instances of the loanword via the same aorist stem in -ⲕⲉ in 
partially cryptographic writings in four unpublished 
alchemical manuscripts to be edited by him (cf. Richter 2018 
and 2021): P.Bodl.Copt. MS a 2 (P), 54, and P.Bodl.Copt.  
MS a 3 (P), 58; and two purchased by Chassinat at Luxor 
and cited in Crum, CD (cf. p. xiii) as ‘PChass 1’ and  
‘PChass 2’.

ⲡⲉⲕⲇ ⲛⲡⲣ ⲉ. The 24 heavenly presbyters (πρεσβύτεροι: 
eventually written out as ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲉⲇⲉⲣⲟⲥ in 85 and 88) of 
Revelation (esp. 4:4–11), venerated as angelic powers: see also 
the note on 2 above, and in general Kropp, AKZ III, 83–5 
§§144–7, 130–2 §§225–6. Lists of their names circulated (see 
in general Grosjean 1954), the consultation of which is 
apparently envisioned here. At their greatest degree of 
complexity these lists were alphabetic, with one presbyter for 
each letter of the Greek alphabet: see P.Berl. inv. P. 11347 (ed. 
Beltz 1985, 32–5), recto 15–26, and also P.Heid. inv. K 686 
(ed. Kropp 1966), p. 8, 123–8, with an allusion to their 
creation ‘from alpha to omega’ (ⲉϫⲓⲛ ⲁⲗⲫⲁ ϣⲟ ⲱ), but 
partial or non-alphabetic presentations are also found, e.g. 
P.Vind. inv. K 7090 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 17, 31–4 no. XVI 
with Till 1935b, 207–8), a formula for a protective amulet 
which lists 19 of them, not in order (7–18; they also appear 
collectively in the Greek portion at 19–32, for which see the 
notes to Hay 4, 52–75); cf. also P.Berl. inv. P 22191a–b (ed. 
BKU III 389), 3; O.CrumST 400; and among apotropaic texts 
in the funerary epigraphy of Christian Nubia, Łajtar and 
Van der Vliet 2017, 152–3, 182–90 (with detailed 
commentary). For their invocation in curses, e.g. P.Berl. inv. 
P 22191a–b (ed. BKU III 389), 3; P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6172 (ed. 
P.Lond.Copt. I 1223), 11. Analogous references to apparently 
common knowledge of lists of supernatural powers is the 
application of ‘the names on the right side and those on the 
left side, and the kin of Eremiel’ (ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲥⲁⲩⲛⲁⲙⲁ 
ⲙⲛⲉⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲩⲣ ⲙⲛⲥⲉⲕⲉⲛⲓⲁ ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲙⲓⲏⲗ) and ‘Eremiel and those 
belonging to him’ (ⲉⲣⲉⲙⲓⲏⲗ ⲙⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩⲃ ⲛⲉ) in the 
prescriptions in P.Macq. I 1, p. 13.

79 ⲟⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲕⲟⲩϣⲉ ⲛϥϣⲱϥ. For the rubric cf. P.Cair. inv. 
42573 (ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 1v.20–3, ⲟⲩϣⲱⲃ ⲛⲏⲓ, involving 
‘corpse-liquid’ (ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲕⲱⲥ), which is to be poured out at 
the door (ⲡⲁϩⲧⲟⲩ ⲉ ⲡⲣⲟ); in Greek, the formulary P.Coles 12 
deploys an invocation, probably combined with a series of 
magical words associated with the god Seth, to request that 
sickness and discord be inflicted on some targets and that 
‘their place be deserted’ (ἐρημωθῇ ὁ τόπος αὐτῶν, → 7–8).

80–1 ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ. Among the ills that the demon 
Temelouchos is to inflict on the target of the curse in P.Berl. 
inv. P 10587 (ed. Richter and Wurst 1993), i 24, is ‘a 
derangement of heart’ (ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲣ̣ⲙ  ̅ⲛϩ̅ⲏⲧ).

81 ⲛⲉⲩⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ. The reference is probably to an angelic 
hierarchy with assignment of particular spheres of 
competence to divinities (see in general P.Oxy. LXXXVI 
5545.1–2 with the note), in which the presbyters either 
command subordinate ‘powers’ (Greek δυνάμεις (cf. Förster, 
WB 211), as in the celestial hierarchy of Pseudo-Dionysius  
(cf. 75 above with the note) and found elsewhere in Coptic 
magic, e.g. P.Heid. inv. K 686 as cited in the note on 1 
above), whose names are to be supplied from another source, 
or hold more abstract ‘power’ that is to be specified along 
with their names, perhaps the guardianship over eucharistic 
offerings as enumerated in the first invocation on the front of 
Hay 1 (see 1–12 above with the notes).

ⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ. For the underlying Greek λογίζω, by-form of 
λογίζομαι, see LBG s.v.; apparently the reference is to silent 
reading. Frankfurter and Meyer, following Kropp, render 
‘pronounce’, but that sense is otherwise unattested for the 
Greek, for which 79 above suggests that the rendering would 
have been with ⲱϣ. The loanword is used also in P.Cair. inv. 
45060 (Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 73, in construction with 
ⲉϫⲱϥ, similarly of a ⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲏ (cf. ibid. 50).

82 ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ. Here τόπος may have 
the specific sense ‘monastery’ (Förster, WB 814), but the altar 
(θυσιαστήριον) could also have stood in a shrine or private 
house (cf. the parallel cited in the note on 79 above). The 
same term for altar is used in the invocation in P.Berl. inv. 
22124 (ed. BKU III 392), 10, perhaps as object of the guarding 
of seven archangels (see the note on 1–12 above); cf. also the 
transcription ⲑⲩⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣ[ⲓⲟⲛ] in an uncertain context in the 
formulary P.Bal. 62.6. The ingredients of a healing 
prescription against sorcery (ϩⲓⲕ) in P.Macq. I 1, p. 14.20–1, 
include ‘altar-water’ (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲑⲩⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲟⲛ).

82–4. Separation is also pursued in P.Schott-Reinhardt 
500/1 (ed. P.Bad. V 123), 6–24 (Coptic invocation with 
Arabic rubric; Coptic terms include ⲡⲟⲣϫ); similarly P.Heid. 
inv. K 1030 (ed. Stegemann 1938, 74–82 no. 1). The 
parchment P.Louvre inv. E14.250 (ed. Drioton 1946) is an 
application of a lengthier invocation for this same goal, 
denoting the result with the same ⲡⲟⲣϫ (among other terms). 
A male-female couple is specified as the target of a recipe in 
P.Cair. inv. 42573 (ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 2v.11–17, which 
proceeds via a potion; cf. also the rubric ⲟⲩⲡⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ in 
P.Leid. inv. F 1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with Green 1988), 
back, 16, where a multi-purpose prayer is to be inscribed in 
blood. The counteraction of such procedures is among the 
applications of the prayer of Seth, son of Adam, in P.Mich. 
inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 1930, 247), described in comparable 
phrasing, ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ϩⲟⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲩⲡⲟⲣϫ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ; the prayer is to 
be read over oil, with which the face of one of the fractious 
parties is to be anointed.

84 ⲉϣⲁⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ. This sense of παράγω as loanword is 
found in the Apophthegmata patrum (ed. Chaîne 1960) §18, in a 
monk’s prayer ‘to pass this temptation without injury’ 
(ⲉⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲁϫⲙ  ̅ⲡⲱⲗⲁϩ); for similar instructions 
in a Greek recipe see PGM XII 365–75 (GEMF 15.414–24), a 
‘separation-procedure’ (διάκοπος) with Sethian invocation 
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inscribed on an ostracon and deposited ‘where they (sc. the 
targets) are, where they pass by’ (ὅπου εἰσίν, ὅπου 
ὑποστρέφονται).

85 [ c. 9 ]. At the close of the recipe a specification of its 
effect is expected, perhaps [ϥⲛⲁⲡⲟⲣϫⲟ]ⲩ̣.

ⲟⲩϣⲧⲱ. Apparently for ϣⲧⲟ, i.e. ϫⲧⲟ, cf. Crum, CD 
792a. The term probably renders κατακλιτικόν as a 
technical term in the Greek magical papyri for an aggressive 
procedure to ‘lay low’ an enemy, more specifically with 
sickness (cf. κατακλινής ‘bed-ridden’): PGM VII 430; cf. also 
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲕⲗⲏⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ as a rubric among the prescriptions in 
P.Macq. I 1, p. 14.10 (that it is more specific than ‘charm’ as 
rendered by edd.pr. is suggested also by the specification of 
the target’s door as place of deposition, characteristic of 
aggressive recipes), and ⲕⲁⲛⲧⲁⲕⲗⲏϯⲕⲟⲛ in P.Heid. inv.  
K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 9, 139, listed among the sources 
of ill that the prayer of the archangel Michael is designed to 
oppose (Kropp refers improbably to a Greek 
κατακηλητικός).

ⲛⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲉⲇⲉⲣⲟⲥ. As in 88 below, for -ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ 
(Greek πρεσβύτερος): see the note on 78 above.

86 [ⲛⲕⲁ]ϣ ⲉϥⲣⲏⲧ. Restored after 91 below. A similar 
prescription with a reed is perhaps given in P.Fribourg AeT 
inv. 2006.4 (ed. Müller 2009, 66–8), front, 2, [ ] ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲉⲩⲕⲁⲁϣ ⲉϥ[ⲣⲏⲧ?] (from the photograph; ⲉⲕⲕⲁⲁϣⲉϥ[ 
ed.pr.).

ϥⲛⲁⲛⲕⲟⲧⲕ. Literally ‘he will lie down’; the more specific 
sense ‘be prostrated’ is suggested by ϣⲧⲱ in the rubric in 85 
above.

ⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. For the term see the note on 87 below.
ⲉⲕⲇⲁϥ. For ⲉⲕⲧⲟϥ (cf. the Akhmimic pre-pronominal 

ⲕⲧⲁ⸗: Crum, CD 127a), the implication, in conjunction with 
the use of analogously infertile salt, apparently being that 
the fortunes of a rival workshop should take a turn for  
the worse, the opposite in turn of the following recipe. A 
more serious error would be required for ⲉⲧⲁ(ⲁ)ϥ ‘to sell it’, 
the copyist having conflated the construction with the 
preceding ⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ. Kropp read ⲉⲕⲃⲟ̣ϥ̣, which Crum 
rightly rejected; the former’s rendering ‘berauben (?)’ would 
suit the aggressive character of other procedures in this 
collection, but the phonology (for ⲉⲕⲟⲗⲡϥ?) is difficult even if 
the reading were accepted.

86–7 ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ[ c. 2 ][]. Possibly ⲛⲁ[ⲑⲉ]ⲗⲓ̣ⲕ̣ [̣ⲟ]ⲛ ,̣ for 
which see Hay 3, 24–5 with the note.

87 ⲍ ̅ ⲛⲕⲗⲁⲗ ⲛϩⲙⲟⲩ. Previous translators have rendered 
‘chains’ (Frankfurter and Meyer) and ‘Kugeln’ (Kropp, 
comparing P.Mag.LL recto iii 9, which is however a different 
Egyptian word, tyk). This and other instances in which 
ⲕⲗⲁⲗ is applied to dry ingredients in recipes (cf. Crum, CD 
103b) are probably to be referred instead to a calque on the 
Greek δεσμός in its sense as synonym of δέσμη ‘handful’ 
(LSJ 380b s.v. II.b).

ⲛⲟⲩϫⲟⲩ. For ⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ (as in 80 above): the spelling is 
probably related to the more frequent rendering of an 
expected ⲟⲩ as ⲟ, see the note on ⲙⲟϩ in 11 above.

[ⲁ]ⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟ[ⲛ]. The noun is a loanword from Greek 
ἐργαστήριον (cf. Förster, WB 294), as also in 86 above. 
Procedures to bring prosperity to a workshop are found in 
Hay 3 (a different transliteration of the same term in 36), 
and in Greek recipes in PGM VIII 53–63 and XII 100–6 (see 

now GEMF 15.149–55), the latter involving an inscription 
and incantation over an egg, deposited in turn at the door of 
an ἐργαστήριον. In the martyrdom of Chamoul, P.Lond.
Copt. 5 (P.Lond.Copt. I 325 + 328 descr.; ed. Winstedt 1910, 
169–88), pp. 108–9, the hagiographer Julius of Aqfahs 
claims to have buried the relics of saints in just such a place, 
to derive a blessing from them (ⲛϩ̅ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛ̅ⲁⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏⲕⲏ ⲙⲛ̅  ̅
ⲛⲁⲉⲣⲅⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲩⲥⲙⲟⲩ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩ̅ⲏⲧⲟⲩ). For 
workshops in Coptic magic, see the note to Hay 3, 26–7. 
More generally, the prosperity of a house is among the 
applications of a prayer of the archangel Michael in P.Heid. 
inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 15, 266, which involves ritual 
deposition at the door (ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ).

ⲉⲕⲇⲁϥ. For -ⲧⲁⲁϥ, with an unusual substitution of ⲇ for ⲧ 
in a non-Greek word: cf. P.Bal. pp. 130–1 §111 and ⲉⲡⲉⲇⲟⲡⲟⲥ 
in 9 above with the note.

88 []ⲕⲗⲏⲥ. Just possibly ⲙ[̣ⲛ ⲛ]ⲉⲩ̣̣ⲕⲗⲏⲥ, i.e. the Greek 
κλείς ‘key’, perhaps in a metaphorical sense as (here 
unrecorded) textual or figural tokens; see in general the 
notes on 1, 7–9, and 21–2 above.

89–90. A broadly comparable aim is pursued in a recipe 
in P.Cair. inv. 42573 (ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 1r.11–16, which 
proceeds by fumigation of plant leaves around the house of 
the target in the case of ‘a man whom you want everyone to 
hate’ (ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲧⲉ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲟϥ); in 
another, ibid. f. 2v.1–2, pig fat and hoopoe blood is to be 
deposited in the victim’s house for ‘hatred’ (ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲥⲧⲉ). A 
finished product in the same genre, a Coptic invocation on 
an ostracon from Antinoopolis of the 6th or 7th century to 
make a man hated (ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉ, ⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ) by a woman, is P.Ant. 
s.n., ed. Bélanger Sarrazin 2017c.

89 ⲧⲟⲙⲥⲟⲩ ϩⲓ̣̣ ⲡⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲣ̣ⲟ. The doorway of the target is 
prescribed as the place of deposition of ritual objects in 
aggressive magic in P.Heid. inv. K 679 (ed. P.Bad. V 142), 
15–16, of a figure and amulets to be written (ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲓⲍ  ̅ⲙⲛ 
ⲛⲓⲫⲩ ̅); P.Heid. inv. K 1030 (ed. Stegemann 1938, 74–82 no. 
1), 36–40 (an invocation to be inscribed then dissolved in 
water) and 55–60 (inscription in menstrual blood on a 
tablet); in erotic magic, P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (second text; 
ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 351–3 no. 3), 3–4. For 
protective aims see also P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), 
p. 16, 270, where an amuletic drawing is to be buried in the 
vicinity of a herd of cattle, for their protection (ⲥϩⲁⲓ 
ϯⲧⲉⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ ⲛϩⲁ ⲛϩⲁⲗⲏⲧ: ⲧⲁⲙⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲁⲃ).

90 [ c. 5 ]ϩⲛ̣ϣⲏⲓ. If the noun ϣⲏⲓ ‘cistern’ is to be divided 
out, cf. perhaps P.Cair. inv. 45060 (Kropp, AKZ I, text K), 
46, in which an amuletic text is to be inscribed and cast 
ⲉⲡϣⲏ, but here the place of deposition is elsewhere, and the 
connection must be with the ritual ingredients.

ϩⲓϣⲁϩ.̣ Probably the noun ϣⲁϩ ‘flame’ is present, the 
burning of some substance providing an analogy for the 
states of discord mentioned in the title; ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲁϩ is 
conceivable and palaeographically possible except for the ⲟ, 
which would have to have been extremely compressed or 
omitted.

91 ⲛⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲅⲣⲓⲟⲛ. For the legumes and their 
description see ⲛⲉⲑⲁⲣⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲉⲟⲩⲧ in 35 and ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲛⲁⲡⲟⲩ 
ⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲟⲛ in 77 above with the notes.

ϩⲓ [ c. 4 ]. Perhaps ϩⲓ [ⲡⲉϥⲣⲟ] ‘at its door’.
92 ϫⲛ̣ⲥ.̣ If a noun, perhaps to be referred to ϣⲛⲥ ‘linen’.
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ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲓⲙⲉ. As also in 96 below (cf. also e.g. Hay 3, 2), for 
-ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ, as commonly in documentary texts: P.Bal. p. 128 
§108.

93 [ c. 5 ][]. Another instruction to deposit at the 
target’s door, [ϩⲓ ⲡⲉ]ⲥⲣ̣̣[ⲟ], could be accommodated, but the 
traces are exiguous.

ⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϥⲙⲉⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ. With ⲉϥⲙⲉⲩ for -ⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ: cf. 
Crum, CD 199a, listing ⲙⲉⲉⲩ as a rare Sahidic variant. For 
the phrase compare P.Würzburg inv. 42 (ed. Brunsch 1978), 
9–10, an invocation to protect a named man and silence a 
named female enemy of his ‘and everyone who thinks ill of 
him’ (ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ̣  ̣ⲉⲧⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ).

94 [ c. 3 ]. Perhaps [ⲁⲩⲱ].
ϩⲁϫⲛ. The sense requires what would be ϩⲓϫⲛ in 

standard Sahidic, which is also written in 91 above (forms of 
ⲉϫⲛ appear elsewhere in parallel passages, e.g. 96 below), 
but the vocalisation is surprising.

95 ⲛⲥⲓⲁⲩⲛⲉ. For -ⲥⲓⲟⲟⲩⲛ(ⲉ): cf. Crum, CD 369b. Given 
the aim of the recipe, there may be a connection to the role 
of baths as place of deposition of inscribed instruments of 
aggressive magic in the Graeco-Roman world: for erotic 
magic in particular see e.g. P.Oxy. LXXXII 5305 ii 4–24 (on 
the connection between baths and magic more generally see 
recently Zellmann-Rohrer 2022, 87 with further references); 
compare also Hay 2, in which the demonic Mastema 
washes himself in water and uses it to poison mankind  
with lust.

ϩⲉ. For ϩⲓ: see 59 above with the note.
96 ⲛⲉϩ. For ⲛⲛⲉϩ, probably by simple haplography: cf. 

ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲏⲣⲡ in 11 above. The oil is probably first to be applied 
to the user’s hand, in an implied intermediate step, so that it 
comes into contact with the target’s in the final step: for this 
application by contact compare the prescriptions of ‘phallus 
ointments’ in the magical papyri from Graeco-Roman 
Egypt (e.g. GEMF 16.1131–42 (an Egyptian-language portion 
of PGM XIV)).

96–7. If the procedure is erotic, the point may be that the 
female target, still living in her parents’ home, should be 
made to abandon it, as in e.g. P.Heid. inv. K 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 
131), 58–9, ⲛⲥⲕⲱ ⲛⲥ[ⲱⲥ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲓⲱⲧ] ⲙⲛ̣ ⲧⲉⲥⲙⲁⲁⲩ; on erotic 
magic in the Graeco-Roman world as a sort of bride-theft 
see Faraone 1999, 78–95, and for internal reference to 
severing of familial bonds, e.g. GEMF 28.43–5.

97 ⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲕⲱ. A rag lying on a rubbish heap figures  
the impotence wished on the targets of the curses in  
P.ChicagoOI inv. E13767 (ed. Stefanski 1939), 7–8, 
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲧⲕⲟⲩⲡⲣⲓⲁ, and P.Stras.
Copt. 135 (ed. Crum 1922, 541–2 no. 2), 9–10, ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ 
ⲛⲡⲏⲗϭⲉ ⲉⲥⲛⲏϫ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲧⲕⲟⲩⲡⲣⲓⲉ (cf. also the note on 145–
54 below). A defective writing of ⲕⲱⲥ ‘corpse’ is also possible 
(suggestion of Korshi Dosoo, comparing P.Cair. inv. 42573 
(ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 2r.12, ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲛϩⲉⲗⲗⲉⲛ of fabric from 
the (shroud of?) a pagan (not ‘grec’ as ed.pr.) burial): for the 
loss of final ⲥ in that case cf. ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓ in 3 above. If the rag 
were discarded more specifically by the target, however, the 
direction would represent the continuation of the well-
known use of ousia in the earlier magical tradition (see Suppl.
Mag. II 71 fr. 10.1 with the note) and might also make sense of 
the preceding ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥϫⲗϥ: assuming it has been dislocated 
from an original position in the closing directions to join the 

magical words, perhaps a qualifier of ⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ, for 
ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥϭⲟⲟⲗϥ ‘the one that she has used to cover (herself )’ 
(cf. Bohairic ϫⲟⲗ⸗: Crum, CD 809a).

98 ⲛⲉϫϥ. For ⲛⲟϫϥ, a rare vocalic interchange: cf. P.Bal. 
p. 81 §43A.

ⲉⲡⲉⲓ. For ⲉⲡⲏⲓ, the spelling usually found in this text; cf. 
P.Bal. p. 75 §34.

99–144. An assemblage of ritual text, divine names (many 
otherwise unattested), signs and figural drawings, which 
lacks a rubric to specify its purpose but is marked off from 
the preceding directions by a horizontal dividing line. On 
the assumption that the block of text from 145 to the end 
coheres as a separate, syntactic Coptic invocation to inflict 
impotence (see the note below), which suits also its placement 
in a single column at top right, the simplest interpretation of 
the rest is as a single composition, which, according to the 
sequence ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲧⲉⲥϩⲓ̅ⲙ̅ⲉ̅ apparently incorporated directly 
into the design for an amulet (105), has to do with the 
protection or healing of a woman. This proposal can at least 
be said not to be contradicted by any internal evidence. It 
might also be allowed that the sequence from 145 belongs to 
this unit too, which should then be recognised not as an 
amulet but as an aggressive procedure to supplant a rival 
lover (with ⲉⲧⲃⲉ in the sense ‘for the sake of’) by inflicting 
impotence on him.

99 ⲁⲇ̅ⲱⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̅  ̅ⲗⲱⲉⲓ. Derived from the Hebrew epithet of the 
supreme Jewish deity, Adōnāy Elōhāy (‘My lord, my God’); a 
comparable sequence Αδωναι κύριε ελωαι σαβαωθ is found 
already in the Greek version of 1 Samuel 1:11. The former is 
common also in Greek magical texts (P.Oxy. LXXXII 5305 
ii 12–13 and LXXXVI 5544.9 with the notes); for the latter 
see the following note and in general the note on ⲁⲓⲟ 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ in 45 above.

102 ⲁⲧ̅ⲟ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̅  ̅ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗ̅ⲱ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅  ̅ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ. For the first two 
elements see the preceding note; and for ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ, 45 above 
with the note. An ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲏⲙⲁⲥ comparable to the middle 
portion is found in e.g. P.Heid. inv. 681 (ed. P.Bad. V 139), 2; 
ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ in P.Berl. inv. 22185 (ed. BKU III 387), 33. 
The sequence derives ultimately from the Aramaic Psalm-
citation of Christ during the crucifixion (for its use in Coptic 
magic in general, Kropp, AKZ III, 128 §218), rendered in the 
Greek gospels Ἠλὶ Ἠλί, λιμὰ σαβαχθανί, as made explicit in 
the references in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (4) (ed. Kropp, AKZ 
I, text J), 1–4, ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲓ̅ⲥ̅  ̅ⲡⲉⲭⲥ̅ ̅ ⲛⲧ̅ⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩ[ⲟⲥ ϩⲓϫⲛ] 
ⲡⲉⲥ⳧ {[ⲟ]ⲥ}̣ ⲉϥⲱ[ϣ ⲉ]ⲃⲟ̣ⲗ̣ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲗ̅ⲱ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ [ⲉⲗⲱⲉ 
ⲗⲁ]ⲙ[ⲁ ⲥⲁⲃⲁ]ⲕⲧ̣ⲁⲛⲓ ̣ⲙⲁ̣ⲣⲙⲁⲣⲙⲁ̅ⲣ̅ ̅ ̅ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉ ⲡⲛ̣ⲟⲩⲧⲉ  ̣
ⲡⲁ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲁⲕⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥ̅ⲱⲕ, P.Louvre E.14.250 (ed. 
Drioton 1946, 30–2), ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϩⲱⲗ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉ[ⲧⲡ]ⲉ ⲁϥⲱϣ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉⲗ̅ⲟ̅ ̅  ̅ⲉ ̅ ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ⲉ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲟⲟⲧ, and P.Vind. 
inv. K 8302 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 26–7, 70–6 no. XLV, with 
Polotsky 1935, 89–90, and Till 1935b, 215–18), I.2–3, ⲁϥⲱϣ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲩⲥ ϫⲉ ⟨ⲉ⟩ⲗⲱⲉ ⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥⲥⲁⲃⲁⲕⲇⲁⲛⲓ; and by 
adjurations by Christ’s ‘three words’, glossed in Coptic in 
turn, in O.Cair. inv. 49547 (ed. Girard 1927), 16–19 
(ⲡϣⲱⲙⲉⲧ ⲛϩⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲱⲕⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩϫⲉⲛ 
ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲧⲁⲣⲟⲥ· ϫⲉ ⲉⲗⲱ ⲉⲗⲱ ⲁϩⲗ̣ⲉ̣ⲃⲁⲕⲥ: ⲁⲧⲱⲛⲏ: ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲉ 
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ· ϫⲟⲩ ⲁⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ); P.Nahman s.n. (ed. 
Drescher 1950), 30–3 (ⲧⲉⲓϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ ⲙⲫ̅ⲱⲛⲏ ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲓⲥ̅ ̅ ϫⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓ 
ⲡⲉ⳧ ⲉⲗⲱ ⲉⲗⲱ ⲉⲗⲉⲙ̣ⲁ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲕⲑⲁⲛⲓ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ 
ⲡⲁⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲁⲕⲁⲁⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲕ), and ‘three breaths’ taken 
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at that moment (P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. Kropp 1966), p. 12, 
201–2, ⲅ ̅ ⲛⲓⲃⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲛⲉϭⲓϫ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ ϩⲓϫⲉ ⲡ⳨ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ 
ⲛⲉ ⲉⲗ̅ⲱ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ ⲉⲗ̅ⲏ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲁⲃ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ⲧ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅  ̅ⲥⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ̅ ̅). For the exegetical 
motif compare also the invocation for justice P.Hermitage 
Copt. 70.21–2, ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡϫⲁⲉⲓⲥ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ. A 
lengthy, apocryphal expansion attributed to Judas Iscariot 
comes in the invocation in T.Vat.Copt. 7 (ed. Pernigotti 
1983), in which a pseudo-Hebrew text, probably containing 
a genuine core, is said to be rendered into Coptic in a much 
longer version that is in fact unrelated. For various other 
stages of deformation and re-combination cf. P.Berl. inv. 
11347 (ed. Beltz 1985, 32–5), verso 12–13, a command ϩⲧⲛ 
ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲉⲗⲟⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ ⲥⲁⲃⲱⲑ ⲁⲃⲁⲕⲧⲁⲛⲓ; P.Heid. inv. 684 
(ed. P.Bad. V 122.168–9), p. 8.11–12, ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ 
ⲁⲃⲁⲕⲧⲁⲛⲏ; P.Leid. Anastasi 9 (ed. Pleyte and Boeser 1897), 
441–79, pp. 1b.9–10, 2b.5–6, ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲁⲓ ̅ ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ ̅ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ; and the so-called Rossi Gnostic Treatise (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text R), p. 9.17–18, ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲗⲟⲉⲓ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁ 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲕⲧⲁⲛⲓ.

ⲙⲉⲏⲗ. Also possible is ⲡⲁ̣ⲉ̣ⲏⲗ; neither is attested 
elsewhere, but cf. ⲙⲁⲓⲏⲗ in Hay 4, 65.

103 ϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ. A simple acclamation is assumed, as in the 
liturgical trishagion (see Hay 4, 17 with the note), but a 
defective spelling of ⲛϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ as a qualifier of the preceding 
word (‘the holy angels’) is also possible.

104 ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ. Perhaps an epithet, in which case cf. P.Moen 
inv. 107 (ed. Sijpesteijn 1982b), a sequence of angel names 
followed by [ⲛⲁ]ⲓ ⲉⲧⲡⲏϩ ⲛϩⲏ⟨ⲧ⟩ⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲁϩⲁⲩ̣, ‘(You) who are 
come (or, who are hidden, by metathesis of ϩⲏⲡ for ⲡⲏϩ?) 
within what I have written’ (in preference to ed.pr. ‘Give 
what I have written to the one split in herself’, reading [ⲧ]ⲓ; 
Korshi Dosoo suggests another possibility for the 
conclusion, ⲛϩⲏⲥ⟨ⲉ⟩ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲁϩⲁⲩ̣ ‘the favours that I have 
written’).

105–8. For the star-shaped signs see 57–8 above with  
the note; for humanoid figures at right, the discussion in 
Chapter 6, and cf. the note to Hay 3, 23. The figures as in 
the latter might have been intended as an analogical 
representation of the effect of an aggressive ritual on two 
human parties via the intervention of a divine one, but there 
are complications in the details: the three lines of names 
ⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ, ⲁⲇⲓⲛⲓ, ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙⲁⲏⲗ would most naturally label each 
of the three figures (so, three divine powers would be 
represented), and the two smaller figures are in an identical 
orant pose (cf. Hay 3, 23; Hay 5, 49; for further parallels 
and literature: Dijkstra 2012, 64–5) and with enlarged ears 
(or horns?) that lend an animal rather than human aspect.

119 signs. In the middle two signs forms of the letters ϛ and 
ⲧ with the addition of ringed termini can be recognised (see 
57–8 above with the note); the rest are more abstract shapes, 
the one at far right being found in a larger version in the 
formulary Suppl.Mag. II 96 A 58 (cf. also D 2).

135 ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ. For the angel see Michl 1962, 203 no. 15.
141 ⲥⲩⲭⲁⲏⲗ. For the angel see Michl 1962, 236 no. 233.
144. The first four characters of the sequence may repeat 

ϥⲑ as a rendering of Greek ϙθ ,ʹ an isopsephism for ἀμήν 
‘amen’ (suggestion of Korshi Dosoo).

145–54. Binding leading to impotence is also sought in a 
text of the Islamic period, P.Stras.Copt. 135 (ed. Crum 1922, 
541–2 no. 2), 6–12, specifically on the flesh (ⲧⲥⲁⲣⲕⲝ) of the 

target, that he ‘be unable to rise, unable to stiffen, unable to 
issue seed; may he be as a dead man (...) lying in a grave and 
as an old rag placed on a dung-heap; he will not be able to 
couple or take the virginity of ’ a named woman (ⲛⲛⲁⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲉⲛⲁⲧⲱⲥ ⲉⲛⲁϯ ⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲉ· ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲉⲃⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ 
(...) ⲉϥⲛⲏϫ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲡⲟⲥ (from a facsimile, cf. Greek 
τάφος; ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲧⲁⲡⲟⲥ, ed.pr.) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲡⲏⲗϭⲉ 
ⲉⲥⲛⲏϫ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲡⲣⲓⲉ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲏϣ̣ ⲕⲉⲛⲟⲛⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲉϥⲏϣ 
ⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲓⲁ). Similar phrasing, abbreviated to 
only the corpse simile, is found amid a longer invocation to 
bind in place the virginity of a woman in the formulary 
P.Heid. inv. K 682 (ed. P.Bad. V 137), 33–42. In P.ChicagoOI 
13767 (ed. Stefanski 1939), which invokes similar astral 
‘bindings’ (ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲁⲏⲣ 
ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲥⲧⲣⲉⲱⲙⲁ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲧϭⲉϥⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲣⲏ 
ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲟⲟϩ, 1–2: see also the following note) among 
others in the service of binding the potency of a man with a 
woman, the result is described in comparable terms, ⲙⲁⲣⲉ 
ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲧⲛⲙⲁⲁⲩ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲓϫⲟ ⲡⲥⲟⲙⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲛⲫⲁⲣⲁⲟⲩⲱ 
ⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲧⲕⲟⲩⲡⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲡⲉϥⲥⲉⲧ 
ⲇⲱⲥ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲉϥϯ ⲥⲡⲉⲣⲙⲁ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲕⲉⲛⲟⲛⲓⲁ (6–8), and 
further ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲉϥⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉϥⲕⲏ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲃⲱⲥ (11–12). The 
treatment of impotence is among the applications of the 
prayer of Seth, son of Adam, in P.Mich. inv. 593 (ed. Worrell 
1930, 246), ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩⲁ ⲉⲙⲉϥⲛⲕ̅ⲟⲧⲕ ̅ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ.

145–9. The epithets recall the binding of the Sun and 
Moon by an incantation of venerable, biblical antiquity, that 
of Joshua, son of Nun ( Joshua 10:12–13), as also in the Arabic-
Coptic curse Cambridge, UL T.-S. 12207 (ed. Crum 1902 
with Moritz 1903), 7–9, ⲫϯ ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϥⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲧⲫⲉ ⲁϥⲙⲟⲩⲣ 
ⲡⲕⲁϩⲓ ⲉϥⲉⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲫⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲫⲗⲁⲥ (of the target), ibid. 14–18, 
ⲫϯ ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϥϣⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲡ̅ⲓⲣⲏ ⲉⲛⲡⲉϥⲙⲁ ⲛϩⲱⲧⲡ ⲁϥϣⲱϣⲧ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲓⲓⲟϩ ⲁϥϣⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲛⲓⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲁϥϣⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲛ̅ⲓⲑⲏⲟⲩ [ⲉⲛ]ⲑⲙⲏϯ 
ⲛⲧ̅ⲫⲉ ⲡ⳪ ̅ ⲫϯ ⲉⲕⲉϣⲱϣⲧ ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲡⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲫⲗⲁⲥ. The 
motif is further expanded in the Coptic impotence curse 
P.ChicagoOI inv. E13767 (ed. Stefanski 1939), 1–2, ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ 
ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲁⲏⲣ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲧⲣⲉⲱⲙⲁ 
ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲧϭⲉϥⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲣⲏ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ 
ⲉⲛϩⲁⲗⲁⲧⲉ (see also the previous note). There may also be 
Egyptian influence in threats to disturb, or claims of 
disturbing, the celestial bodies along with the rest of the 
natural world until a request is fulfilled: compare the 
‘slander’ motif in P.Mag.LL recto xxi 22–3, where the target 
of erotic magic is accused of ‘saying to the sun, “Come not 
forth,” to the moon, “Rise not,” to the fields, “Grow not 
green,” and to the great trees of the Egyptians, “Flourish 
not”’ (translation of edd.pr.). In Coptic, there are first-person 
threats of this kind in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6794 (ed. Kropp, 
AKZ I, text E), 19–25, ⲧⲓⲛⲁⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲁϩⲟ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲏϥⲧ ⲧⲁⲥⲱϣⲧ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲣⲏ ⲙⲡ̅ⲓϥⲧ  ̅ⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲙⲏⲛⲧ: ⲧⲓⲛⲁⲧⲓ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲛⲥ̅ⲱⲱⲛⲧ ⲛⲧ̅ⲡⲉ 
ⲧⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲧ̅ⲡⲉ ϫⲉ ⲁⲣⲓ ϩⲟⲙⲧ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲣⲧⲓ ⲱⲧⲉ ⲉϩ̣ⲣⲁ ⲉϫⲛ  ̅ⲡⲕⲁϩ: 
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲕⲁϩ ϫⲉ ⲁⲣ ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲣⲧⲓ ⲅⲁⲣⲡⲟⲥ; P.Berl. inv. 8314 
(ed. BKU I 3; cf. Beltz 1984, 91–2), 26–31, ⲧⲓⲛⲁⲥⲱϣⲧ ⲉⲡⲣⲏ 
ϩⲛ  ̇ⲡⲉϥϩ̅ⲁ̅ⲣⲙⲁ ⲡⲟⲟϩ ϩⲛ  ̇ⲡⲉϥⲧ̅ⲣⲱⲙⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲕⲗⲱⲙ ⲥⲓⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲉⲧϩⲓϫⲛ ̅ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲓⲥ̅;̅ and P.Berl. inv. 8322 (ed. BKU I 7; cf. Beltz 
1983, 72–4), recto 13–15, ⲧⲛⲁⲥⲱϣ[ⲧ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ] ϩ ⲡⲏϥⲧ ⲡⲟⲟϩ ϩ 
ⲡⲉⲙⲏⲛⲧ ⲧϭⲛⲙⲟⲧ [ϩⲓ ⲧ]ⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲛⲧ̣ⲡⲉ. Comparable too are 
those attributed to Isis in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 1013A (ed. 
Erman 1895; cf. P.Lond.Copt. I 369), 3–7, ϫⲉ ⲓⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲛⲧⲡⲏ̅ ̅ 
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ⲉⲓⲙ̣ⲟⲩⲣ ⲙⲡ̅ⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲓⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲙⲡ[ c. 20 ]ⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲛⲧ̅  ̅ⲙⲡⲕⲁ̅ϩ̅ ̅ 
ⲉⲓⲙⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲣ̅  ̅ⲙⲡⲣ̅ⲏ̅ ̅ ⲙⲡ[ⲉⲓⲉ]ⲃⲧ̣̣ [ c. 20 ⲉⲓ]ⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲙⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲛⲧⲉ 
ϫⲉ ⲙⲁⲓⲕⲁⲁ̅ϥ̅  ̅ⲉϣⲁ (ⲉϣⲁ[̣] ed.pr.) ⲉⲓⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲛ[ c. 5 ϫⲉ ⲙⲁⲓ]
ⲕⲁ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲓⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲛⲧⲥⲱϣⲉ̅ ̅ ⲙⲡ̇ⲕⲁ̅ϩ ϫⲉ ⲙⲁⲓⲕⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ⲉϩⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̅ ̅ [ c. 
15 ] ⲉⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲓ̣ⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲡⲏ ⲛϩ̣ⲟ̣ⲙⲛⲧ ⲉⲓⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲡ̣ⲉ̣ⲓ̣ⲛ̣ ̣ⲉ̅ⲓ̅ ̣ ⲡ̅ⲉ̣ ;̣ and to 
the wounded doe in T.Brit.Mus. EA 29528 (ed. O.Brit.Mus.
Copt. I appendix no. 27 with von Lemm 1911, 50–7, and 
Kropp, AKZ II, 66–7 no. 18), 5–10, ⲡⲉϫⲁ ϫⲉ ⲡⲣⲏ ⲙⲡ̅ⲣ ⲧϣⲣ̅ⲉ 
ⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲙⲡ̇ⲣ̅ ̇ ϣⲁ̅̅ ⲉⲛⲱⲭ ⲡⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲡ̇ⲣ̅ ̅ ⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ 
ⲙⲡ̇ⲉⲕⲕⲁϣ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲙⲉⲗⲁ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉ ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲉ 
ⲛϥⲧⲁⲗϭ̣ⲟ̣ ̣ ⲉⲡⲃⲁ̣ⲗ̣.̣ A fragmentary instance of the form 
ⲁϥⲥⲱϣⲧ possibly with the same application is in P.Stras.
Copt. 205 fr. L verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 2. For threats related 
to astral phenomena (see in general Stegemann 1935b, 398–
403) alongside the desecration of the bodies of Egyptian 
gods themselves, see P.Mil.Vogl.Copt. 16 (ed. Pernigotti 1979 
with Pernigotti 1993), C, I–II, and perhaps also P.Stras.
Copt. 205 frr. A + I + K + 204 fr. G verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 
18–19 (render ⲡϣⲙⲧⲉⲧⲉⲣ ‘the three gods’ in place of ‘three 
times’, ed.pr.). On threats in general, see Kropp, AKZ III, 
139–47 §§243–6. A ‘true name’ given by Isis with power over 
the natural order, drawing the sun westwards and the moon 
eastwards, is given in P.Berl. inv. 8313 (ed. BKU I 1) verso 
3–5, ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲣⲉⲙⲏⲧ ⲡⲉⲧϣⲁϥⲃⲓ ⲡⲣⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲙⲛⲧ̅ ⲛⲃⲓ ⲡⲟⲟϩ 
ⲉⲉⲡⲓⲏⲃⲧ ⲛⲃⲃⲓ ⲡⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲓⲗⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ.

148–9 ⲡⲉⲑⲉⲥⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲥⲓⲟ̣ⲩ̣̣ ⲛⲧ̣ⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ. The first noun 
is a loanword from Greek θησαυρός. The ‘stars’ are read 
following the suggestion of Roxanne Bélanger Sarrazin: 
compare the references to the Pleiades in the midst of the 
heavens in P.Berl. inv. 8322 (ed. BKU I 7 with Kropp, AKZ II, 
16–18; Beltz 1983, 72–3), recto 14–15 (a threat to bind 
ⲧϭⲛⲙⲟⲧ [ϩⲓ ⲧ]ⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲛⲧ̣ⲡⲉ), P.Berl. inv. 5565 (ed. BKU I 22; 
Beltz 1983, 61–3), 8 (of Isis going ⲉⲧⲕⲛⲙ̅ⲟⲩⲧ ⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ), 
and Cambridge, UL T.-S. 12207 (ed. Crum 1902 with Moritz 
1903), 14–17 (of God ⲫⲏ (...) ⲁϥϣⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲛⲓⲥⲓⲟⲩ (...) [ϧⲉⲛ] 
ⲑⲙⲏϯ ⲛⲧ̅ⲫⲉ); for the contexts of these citations see the 

previous note. More general reference to treasure is made in 
P.Naqlun inv. N. 45/95 (ed. Van der Vliet 2000), 3, invoking 
for aggressive magic an angel with treasure in his hand 
(ⲥⲉⲙⲉⲱⲛ ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲁⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲡⲓϣⲏⲧ ⲙⲉ ⲙⲏⲧ ⲛ⟨ⲑⲏ⟩ⲥⲁ̣ⲟⲩⲣⲟⲛ 
ⲛⲧⲉⲃϭⲓϫ (from the photograph; ⲛⲧⲉϥϭⲓϫ ed.pr.) ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ; 
P.Macq. I 1, p. 9.8–9, of Christ who ascended to the 
storehouses of the archons (ⲁⲃⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲛ); and 
T.Vat.Copt. 7 (ed. Pernigotti 1983), 37–8, an invocation to 
‘show us your hidden treasure’ (ⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲑⲩⲥⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ 
ⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ) in an apocryphal prayer of Judas.

149 ⲉⲕⲁⲥⲱϣⲧ. For ⲉⲕⲉ-: see the note on ⲉⲕⲁⲃⲓ in 63–4 
above.

149–50. For bodily inversion as a figure for general 
distress, via ancient Egyptian conceptions of unsuccessful 
preparations for the afterlife, see the note on 12–37 above.

151–2. The role of the ant is novel among the common 
animal similes in erotic magic (see in general Hay 3, 11–13). 
An ant simile in an incantation in a ritual recipe in a 
Byzantine medical miscellany is therefore worth citing as 
touching on the same broadly venereal sphere: as a means of 
activating material used as a contraceptive, the user is to 
pronounce over grain-corns that have been taken from ants, 
‘As the ant is deprived of these grains, so too may she, so-
and-so, the daughter of her, so-and-so, be deprived of her 
womb’s conception’ (ὥσπερ στερεῖται ὁ μύρμηξ τοὺς 
κόκκους τούτους, οὕτως στερηθῇ καὶ ἡ δεῖνα τῆς δεῖνος ἡ 
θυγάτηρ τοῦ συλλαβέσθαι τὴν μήτραν αὐτῆς, Venice, BNM 
cod. App. gr. V 7, f. 119r); the identification with metronym is 
a sign of ancient origins (see the note on 9 above).

152 ⲉⲥⲁⲕϥ. The qualitative of ⲱϭⲃ, of which the 
alternative form -ⲁⲕⲃ is reflected in the following line: 
Crum, CD 540a.

152–3 ⲛⲟⲩⲡ[ⲏ]ⲕⲏ. For -ⲡⲏⲅⲏ, the Greek πηγή; for the 
interchange of ⲅ and ⲕ, especially common in Greek 
loanwords: P.Bal. p. 94 §67.

153 ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟ. For -ⲡⲣⲱ, as written in the preceding line.
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Hay 2                                386 x 250mm (h x w)       mid-8th–9th century
EA 10376, Reg. no. 1868,1102.462                                                                                                                                Thebes?
TM 99554

Formulary on a tall, narrow sheet of tanned leather with a 
single recipe, an invocation for erotic magic to be used by a 
man upon a woman. The text invokes a demonic power, 
‘Eizax Marax, the one of the iron staff’, among other 
epithets indicating his control over a Nilotic demesne. The 
address includes a reported dialogue between a first-person 
speaking voice and the demon himself, rising out of the sea, 
in which the demon is adjured by the Christian trinity and 
the archangel Gabriel, chosen for his role in coupling the 
biblical Joseph and Mary. A narrative analogue is also 
drawn from the apocryphal poisoning of the water source in 
Paradise by the evil angel Mastema. There are no rubrics or 
instructions, but internal references (20 and following) 
suggest an invocation accompanying the preparation of a 
potion, and there is reference to a divinity descending upon 
an offering (24) that may have originally corresponded to 
one given as part of the ritual.

The sheep or goat skin sheet was cut from the lower left 
quarter of the animal, covering the left flank and part of the 
right, with the bottom of the manuscript oriented towards the 
head. The skin was poorly dehaired prior to vegetal tanning. 
The text is written along the horizontal axis in a single 
column on the grain side only. Small margins have been left 
at the top and left, and a large margin at bottom, 
approximately one third of the total height (similarly to Hay 

1, front). The bands of dark staining and central split show 
that the manuscript was rolled from the top along the 
horizontal and folded along the vertical for storage.

The hand (Copyist 1b) is a practised but inelegant Coptic 
majuscule with some cursive features, in particular ligatures 
involving ⲉ. It is comparable to the hand of Hay 1 (Copyist 
1a), as Crum pointed out, but it remains noticeably clumsier 
and differs also in the use of punctuation and diacritics (see 
below), suggesting either a second hand or a significant 
interval between writings by a single copyist. The three-
stroke majuscule ⲁ (used alongside a cursive form in a single 
stroke) is markedly angular, and there is a distinctive form of 
ⲃ with the top loop compressed nearly to vanishing; ⲙ is 
consistently in three strokes, ⲩ in two. 

The dialect is non-standard Sahidic with various banal 
phonetic spellings of the same general character as described 
in Hay 1. The reduction of ⲟⲩ to ⲟ in ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ (22) is a trace 
of a feature seen more consistently in Hay 3. The overline is 
not used. Punctuation is limited to one internal division by 
horizontal line running the full width of the column. There  
is a single scribal correction (5). At the time of the first edition, 
a fragment with the ends of lines 1–5 had been stuck, or 
erroneously joined in modern conservation, to Hay 7.

Ed.pr. Crum 1934a; tr. D. Frankfurter, in ACM 164–6 no. 
78 with textual notes, 367.
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front (grain)

 ⲉ̣ⲓⲍⲁⲝ ⲙⲁⲣⲁⲝ ⲡⲁⲡⲉϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓ̣ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ[ ⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲡⲉⲙⲁ̣ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲙ
 ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲗϩ ϣⲁ ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϭⲉ ⲛⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛ-
 ⲛⲉϩⲓⲟⲙⲁ ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲓⲉⲏⲕ ϩⲛ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲑⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲉ̣ⲱⲛ ϩⲛ ⲧ-
 ⲉϥϭⲟⲙ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲓ ϫⲉ ⲉⲕⲱⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲥⲟⲛ ⲛⲧⲁ[ⲁ]ⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲡⲉϫⲁⲓ ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲉ-
5 [ⲓ]ⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲧⲁϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ̣
 [ⲛⲙ]ⲙ̣ⲁⲥ̣ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲓ ϫⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲓⲱⲧ ⲉϥⲃⲓ ⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ ϩⲁ ⲛⲉϥϣⲏⲣⲉ ϯⲃⲓ ⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ
 [ϩⲁⲣⲟⲕ ⲡⲉϫⲁ]ⲓ̣ ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟ ⲙⲟⲕ ⲛⲧⲉⲕϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲙⲡⲓⲱⲧ
 [ c. 5 ⲙ]ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲛ ⲅⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ
 [ⲡ]ⲉ̣ⲛ̣ⲧ̣[ⲁϥⲃ]ⲱⲕ ϣⲁ ⲉⲓⲱⲥⲏⲫ ⲁϥⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲓ ⲙⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛ̣ⲥ̣ϩ̣ⲓ̣ⲙ̣ⲉ̣ ϫⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲕ-
10 ⲁⲛⲉⲭⲉ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲙⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲓ vac. ⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲇⲇ ⲧϣⲉ̣ⲣ̣[ⲉ]

 ⲛⲇⲇ ⲛⲧⲁϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲭⲁⲙⲭⲟⲙⲁ̣
 ⲙⲉⲁⲑ ⲑⲁⲑ ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲭⲁⲱ ⲟⲩⲭⲁ ⲉ̣ⲗⲉⲛⲏϩ ⲛⲓⲁⲡⲑⲏ vac. ϩⲓϫⲏⲕ ⲕⲟⲕⲕ[]

 _______________________________________________________________
 ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲟⲩⲟϣⲧ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲙⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉ⟨ⲥⲙⲉ⟩ⲣⲓⲧ ⲙⲁⲣⲉ ⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ
 ⲙⲛ ⲡⲁⲙⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩ vac. ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟ-
15 ⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉ ⲧⲉⲡⲉⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ ⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲥⲧⲁ-
 ⲙⲁ ϭⲏⲣⲉⲥⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲫⲉⲁⲗⲉ ⲁϥⲛⲟϫⲥ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲙ-
 ⲡⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲣⲟ ⲁϥϫⲱⲕⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
 ⲥⲱ̣ [ⲉ]ⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲛⲥⲉⲙⲟϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲁⲇⲇ ⲥⲱ ⲉⲃ-
 [ⲟⲗ] ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲁϥⲙⲟϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲡⲉⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ ϯⲡⲱ[̣ϩ]ⲧ̣ ⲉ-
20 ϩⲣ̣[ⲁⲓ ϯ]ⲉ̣ⲡⲉⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲟⲕ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ̣ ⲇⲇ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉⲏⲣⲡ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉ̣ⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ
 ϩⲛ ⲧ̣[ⲁ]ϭ̣ⲓ̣ϫ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲉ̣ⲛⲥⲥⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ
 ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ ⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲥⲥⲱ
 ⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲥⲱⲓ ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲉϩϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙ vac. ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏ-
 ⲙⲁ ⲁⲛⲁⲣϣⲏⲥⲉϥ̣ ⲉⲗⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲙ̣ⲁⲥ ⲓⲁⲑⲱⲑ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ ϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ
25 [ⲛ]ⲕⲛⲏⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲅϯ ⲡⲁ-
 [ⲟ]ⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟ-
 [ⲩⲧ]ⲉ̣ ⲉⲥⲉⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲥⲱⲓ ϯⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲟⲥ ϯⲧⲁⲣ-
 ⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲉϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲏⲗⲙⲁⲏⲗ ⲑⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲏⲗ ⲑⲁⲉϩ: - - · +

1 []ⲉⲓⲝⲩ̣ⲙⲁ̣ⲣⲁⲝ ̣ Crum   ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ ⲛ[̣] Crum   ⲡⲉⲙⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ Crum   2 []ⲡⲙⲉⲟⲩ Crum   ⲛϭⲓ Crum   2–3 ⲛ[ⲧⲉ] Crum   3 ⲛⲉϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ Crum   ϩⲱⲥ 
ⲉⲓⲉⲡ̣ⲕ̣ⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲣ̣ⲉⲓ Crum   3–4 ⲛⲟⲩⲃⲱ̣ ⲛϩⲁⲓ̣ⲃ̣[̣ⲉⲥ? | ϩⲛⲧ]ⲉϥϭⲟⲙ Crum   4 ⲉⲕⲱⲡ ̣ Crum   ⲛⲥⲟ̣ⲛ̣ Crum   ⲛⲧⲁ[]ⲁϥ Crum   5 []ⲏⲧⲉ Crum   
ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕⲧⲁⲁⲥ: corr. from ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ? : ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕⲧⲁⲁⲥ̣ Crum   7 [ⲡⲉϫⲁⲓ] Crum   ⲙⲛ̣ⲧ̣ⲉⲕϭⲟⲙ Crum   8 [ⲙ]ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ: ⲉ from corr.   9 [  ⲃ]ⲱⲕ Crum   
[ⲛⲥϩⲓⲙ]ⲉ Crum   10 ⲛⲛⲉ̣ⲕⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲉ Crum   ⲧϣ[ⲉⲣⲉ] Crum   11 ⲙⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ: ⲁ corr. from ⲉ?   ⲭⲁⲙⲭⲟⲙ[] Crum   12 ⲁⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲏϩ ⲛⲓⲁⲗⲑ̣ⲏ Crum   
ⲕⲟⲕⲏ[̣] Crum   13 ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ[ⲱϣⲉ] Crum   15–16 ⲧⲁ[ⲓ] ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲁⲙⲁⲥⲧⲉⲙ̣ⲁ Crum   16 ⲙⲙⲟⲥ: ⲙ2 corr. from ⲏ?   ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲁ̣ⲕ Crum   17 ⲡ[̣ⲉϥ]
ⲧⲟⲟⲩ Crum   ⲁϥϫⲟⲟ̣ⲕ̣ⲁ̣ⲕⲓ̣ Crum   ⲉⲣⲉⲛϣⲏⲣ̣ⲉ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ̣̣ Crum   ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ: ⲙⲉ fitted in above line   18  [ⲥⲱ ⲉ]ⲃⲟⲗ Crum   18–19 ⲉⲃ[̣ⲟⲗ] Crum   
19 ϩⲛ⟨ⲧ⟩ⲉⲡⲉⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ Crum   ϯⲛ[ⲟⲩ ⲇ]ⲉ Crum   20 ϩⲉ[̣ ⲉ]ⲡⲉⲕⲁⲗⲉ Crum   ϣⲱⲡ Crum   21 [ⲧⲁϭⲓ]ϫ Crum   ⲛⲧⲉ ̣ Crum   22 ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟ[ⲩϥ] ϣⲱ̣ⲡⲉ 
Crum   22–3 ⲉⲥⲥⲱ{ⲥⲱ}ⲧⲙ Crum   23 ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ̣ Crum   ⲛⲡⲉϣⲟⲙⲧ Crum   24 ⲉⲗⲱⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ Crum   ⟨ⲉ⟩ϫⲛⲧⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ̣ ̣ Crum   26–7 ⲡⲛ[ⲟⲩ]ⲧⲉ 
ⲉⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙ Crum   28 ⲓⲁⲙⲁⲗ̣ⲏ̣ⲗ̣ Crum
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  ‘Eizax Marax, the one of the iron staff, the one of the ..., the one of the place of lordship from 

  the salt water to the cataract, whom all female creatures obey, 

  so that I shall be content with them – he came up from the sea like an Aion (?) in

  his power, he said to me, “If you count me as a brother, I will do it for you.” I said to him,

5  “It is so-and-so daughter of so-and-so that I ask for, for you to give her to me, that I may fulfil my desire

  with her.” He said to me, “Like a father who takes care of his children, I take care

  of you.” I said to him, “I adjure you by your power and the right hand of the father

  and the ... of the son and the head of the holy spirit and Gabriel,

  the one who went to Joseph, caused him to take Mary as his wife, that you not

10  cease or stop until you bring to me N daughter

  of N, that I may fulfil my desire with her – with her! – chamchoma

  meath thath ouchachaō oucha elenēh niapthē hidjēk kokk... 

  In desire may she desire me, in love may she love me, may desire for me

  and love for me come down to her, so-and-so daughter of so-and-so, like an angel

15  of God in her presence. For this is the lust that Mastema

  scraped (?) in a bowl, he cast it into the source of

  the four rivers, he bared himself (?) in it, so that the children of men would

  drink of it and be filled with the lust of the devil. NN has drunk

  of it, he (sic) has been filled with the lust of the devil. I bow

20  down, I invoke you today, I, NN, over this wine, which is 

  in my hand, so that, when you (?) give it to so-and-so, and she drinks of it, there may be 

  a good desire within her towards me, like an angel of God, when she drinks. 

  Listen to me: I adjure her by the three names ousklēm ousklēma

  anarshēseph eleie elemmas iathōth, the one who has come (down) upon the offering,

25  that you come down before me, I so-and-so son of so-and-so, and place 

  desire for me within her, so-and-so daughter of so-and-so, like an angel of God.

  If she does not listen to me, I excommunicate her from the good father. I adjure

  her by the three names ēlmaēl thamamaēl thaeh.”’
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Commentary
1–3. The dialogue narrative motif, on which see 4–28 below, 
appears to begin in mid-course with (the end of?) an 
invocation that is credited with summoning a demon up out 
of the sea; it is conceivable that this is a truncated version of 
a longer narrative, in which a first-person speaking voice 
gave further background on the scenario (as with the god 
Horus in Hay 1, 12–37). On balance the verbal forms and 
pronouns in 5–15 and 21–8 place an intended application by 
a male user against a female target beyond doubt, despite the 
masculine gender in ⲁϥⲙⲟϩ (19), which, if not a simple error, 
may represent the grafting in of a formula originally 
intended for a male target (see the note there). For the use of 
invocations in erotic magic in general, with expressions  
of their desired effect, see Hay 3, 1–22; and further e.g.  
P.Heid. inv. 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), P.Heid. inv. K 683 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 140).

1 ⲉⲓ̣ⲍⲁⲝ ⲙⲁⲣⲁⲝ. The name is not otherwise attested. 
Following the sequence λιξ τετραξ among the famous 
‘Ephesian letters’ (Ephesia grammata, on which see Bernabé 
2013 and Edmonds 2013), and the well-known Αβρασαξ, 
magical words terminating in -x could be coined with some 
degree of freedom. In Coptic compare ⲁⲣⲁⲝ ⲃⲁⲣⲁⲝ ⲥⲁⲝ ⲑⲁⲝ, 
the ‘four powers’ (ⲛⲇ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ) over whom Salathiel 
presides, the angel invoked in erotic magic in P.Heid. inv. K 
683 (ed. P.Bad. V 140), 25.

ⲡⲁⲡⲉϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ̣ⲉ. For ⲡⲁⲡϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ: as in the following 
ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ- and [ⲡ]ⲁⲡ̣ⲉⲙⲁ ,̣ a reduced form of the near 
demonstrative -ⲉⲓ- would seem out of place; rather an 
anomalous insertion of ⲉ after the definite article: see Hay 1, 
9 with the note. The ⲓ in ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ̣ⲉ, read also with an 
underdot by Crum, is presumably obscured by the same 
hard crease in the leather that affects ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ in the 
line below. A demonic power is invoked with a similar 
epithet in P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. Lange 1932 with Brashear 1991, 
16–62), f. 2r.1–2, ⲡⲉ ⲉⲗⲉ ⲡⲉⲃϩⲣⲁⲃⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲃ̅ⲉⲛⲓⲡⲓ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉⲃϭⲓϫ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲓⲉ̅ⲛ̅ⲏⲙ. A reference to Satan’s rebellious casting of his 
staff upon the ground (ⲥⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥ ⲡⲇⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲱ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲃϫⲁϩϫ 
ⲛⲡⲉϥϭⲉⲣⲟⲃ ⲉⲕⲁϩ) in P.Berl. inv. 8320 (ed. BKU I 2 with Beltz 
1983, 71–2), 2 (see further below), accompanies similar 
instructions to demonic powers to give a drink in the user’s 
hand to the target in erotic magic. An iron staff is also an 
attribute of a divine power invoked in a Greek erotic spell of 
attraction (ἀγωγή), ‘the one who appeared in Pelusium, in 
Heliopolis holding an iron staff’ (PGM XXXVI 107–8, ὁ 
ἀναφανεὶς ἐν Πηλουσίῳ, ἐν Ἡλίου πόλει κατέχων ῥάβδον 
σιδηρᾶν); a Demotic procedure to send a dream to win 
favour asks Anubis to make use of such a staff (šbt n bʿnyp) 
on that mission (P.Louvre E 3229, ed. Johnson 1977, recto iv 
18; see now GEMF 17.104). Of a more benign aspect is the 
golden staff of the archangel Michael, who is described as 
ⲡⲁ ⲉⲧ̇ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲣⲁⲃⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲛ̇ⲟⲃ ⲉϩⲛⲧ̅ⲉϥϭⲓϫ in the prayer of 
Mary in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 4714 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 368),  
p. 9.15–16, and who is addressed in turn (p. 10.5–11) as 
recipient of a staff taken from Mastema (cf. the reference to 
Satan’s staff above), ϯⲱⲣⲕ̅ ̅ ⲉⲣ̇ⲟⲕ ⲙⲡ̇ⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϥ 
ⲙⲡ̇ⲉϩⲣⲁⲃⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲛ̅ ̅ ⲧϭ̅ⲓϫ ⲙⲙ̇ⲁⲥⲧⲏⲙⲁ ⲁϥⲧⲁϥ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ̅ ̅ ⲁϥⲕⲱ 
ⲛϩ̇ⲏⲧⲕ ̅ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲥ̇ⲟⲉⲧ.

ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ[]. The traces of the unread letter are a single 
upright with no evidence of any connecting strokes, hence 

most likely ⲓ. The reading and division of Crum, ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ 
ⲛ[̣] ‘the one of the ... face’, is just one possibility, and space 
would require the expected qualification of the ‘face’ 
introduced by the genitival ⲛ- to be extremely short. If it 
were accepted, specification of an animal is conceivable,  
cf. the invocation in P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. Lange 1932 with 
Brashear 1991, 16–62), f. 1r.17–18, of the lion-faced demon 
Petbe, ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲗⲉⲧϩⲏ ⲙⲁⲃ ⲉⲛ̅ϩⲁ̣ ̣ ⲛⲙⲟⲩ; that the same demon 
appears in P.Mil.Vogl.Copt. 16 (ed. Pernigotti 1993), p. 5.5, as 
ⲛϩⲁ ⲛϭⲉⲙ ̣ ‘with the face of a bull (?)’ (cf. Crum, CD 815b s.v. ) 
makes ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟ ⲛ[̣ϭⲙ] tempting here. Further face-epithets 
include P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5987 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text D), 
89–91, ⲡⲧⲣⲉ ϩⲏ ̣ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲟ ⲛ ϩⲁ ⲛ ⲙⲟⲩⲓ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲟ ⲛ ϩⲁ 
ⲛ [ⲗⲁ]ⲃ[ⲟ]ⲓ ⲡⲁϯⲙⲟⲣⲫⲏ ⲛ ⲃϭ ⲡⲁⲡⲓϩⲟ ⲛ  ⲧⲣⲁⲕⲱⲛ, and P.Mich. 
inv. 4932f (ed. Worrell 1935b, 184–7), recto 13–14, ⲉⲣⲉ ϩⲏ 
ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲟ ⲛϩⲁ ⲛⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲟ ⲛϩⲁ ⲇⲣⲁⲕⲱ(ⲛ).  
By an alternate division, however, read e.g. ⲡⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲓ[̣ⲙ] for 
ϩⲟⲉⲓⲙ ‘the one of the wave’ (Crum, CD 674a–b), which 
would suit the following mentions of bodies of water; for 
reference to waves in Coptic incantations see Van der Vliet 
2018, 147–8, 154–7; Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022,  
200–10.

1–2 [ⲡ]ⲁⲡ̣ⲉⲙⲁ ̣ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲙ ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲗϩ ϣⲁ 
ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ. With ϫⲉⲙ for ϫⲙ; on the spelling: P.Bal. pp. 
52–4 §1A. The divinity is lord of the entirety of the Nile from 
its first cataract to its outlets at the Mediterranean, the latter 
suiting also the ‘sea’ mentioned below as site of a demonic 
apparition. For the relation between the river and the sexual 
motive of the invocation see the note on 2–3 below.

2 ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ. From Greek καταρράκτης. The word 
should probably also be read in P.Berl. inv. 8315 (ed. BKU I 
11; Beltz 1984, 93–4), 5, despite the most recent editor’s 
division [ ]ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ϩⲣⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ̣, especially since the context seems 
to be an incantation to control the bleeding (ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ, 3) of a 
woman (ⲧϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ, 2), for which the riverine setting and 
particularly the troubled waters of the cataract provide a 
suitable analogy. The same loanword is used for the Nile 
cataract at Aswan in hagiography: see Dijkstra and Van der 
Vliet 2020, 174 (with an etymologically more correct spelling 
ⲕⲁⲧⲁϩⲣⲁⲕⲧⲏⲥ).

2–3 ⲉⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϭⲉ ⲛⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲓⲟⲙⲁ. With 
ⲛϭⲉ for ⲛϭⲓ (cf. ⲛⲕⲉ in Hay 1, 63 with the note) and 
ⲛⲛⲉϩⲓⲟⲙⲁ for ⲛⲛϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ: for the interchange of ⲉ and ⲁ in 
general see P.Bal. pp. 68–70 §21; and for the spelling with ⲉ 
after the definite article, ⲡⲁⲡⲉϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ in line 1 above. In the 
Nilotic context over which the invoked deity is said to 
exercise his power, the secondary meaning of ⲡⲥⲱⲛⲧ 
ⲛⲛⲉⲥϩⲓⲟⲙⲁ (for -ⲥϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ) as ‘menstruation’ (Crum, CD 346a) 
may also be operative, the river’s flow analogising the 
shedding of menstrual blood, which would resonate in turn 
with the sexual aims of the invocation. Comparable 
phrasing for obedience with the loanword ὑποτάσσω (cf. 
also the note on Hay 1, 85) is used for the heavenly powers 
with respect to the angel ⲁⲑⲣⲁⲕ in the invocation in P.Mich. 
inv. 1190 (4) (ed. Worrell 1935a, 5–13), recto i 3–4, ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ 
ⲛⲉⲕⲝⲟⲩ⟨ⲥ⟩ⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲣⲏ ⲉⲩϩⲏⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ⲛⲁϥ, perhaps 
derived in turn from the prophecy in Daniel 7:28, πᾶσαι ⟨αἱ⟩ 
ἐξουσίαι αὐτῷ ὑποταγήσονται καὶ πειθαρχήσουσιν αὐτῷ; 
for the heavenly light to the father in the invocation to gain 
favour in P.Köln inv. 1470 (ed. Weber 1975), 13, ϩⲙ 
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 ⲃⲓ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲡⲉϩⲣⲉⲩⲙⲁⲩ ϩⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲇⲏⲛⲁⲙⲓⲥ 
ⲛⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ

ⲫⲏⲡⲟⲧⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲡⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛⲱⲛ ⲧⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲧⲉⲥⲉ ⲡⲱⲧ; for all of 
creation to Christ, in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2, 3) verso (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text H), 15, ⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ̅ ̅ ϩⲩⲡⲟⲧⲁ̣ⲥⲉ̣ ̣ 
ⲛⲁ̣ϥ; for all beings of the heavens, earth and netherworld to 
the user in the invocation in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2, 3) 
recto (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text G), 19–20, ⲙⲁⲣⲉ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ 
ϩⲩⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ⲛⲁ ⲛⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲛⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧϩⲁⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲙⲡ̅ⲕⲁϩ; 
similarly, for ‘spirits’ of the air in P.MMA acc. 34.1.226  
(ed. Zellmann-Rohrer 2017), 71–2, ⲙⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲡ̣ⲛⲉⲟⲩ̣⟨̣ⲙ⟩ⲁ ̣ ⲛⲙ 
ⲉⲧⲑⲛⲡⲁⲏⲣ ϩⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ⲛⲁ; and for the devil’s power to 
Cyprian in his eponymous prayer, P.Heid. inv. K 684  
(ed. P.Bad. V 122.24–5), p. 2.3–4, ⲁⲃⲧⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲃϭⲁⲙ ⲧⲏⲣⲏⲥ 
ϩⲉⲡⲱⲧⲁϩⲥⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ.

3 ⲑⲁⲗⲗⲁ. For ⲑⲁⲗⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ (Greek θάλασσα); see in general 
Vycichl, DE 57b; Förster, WB 327. In a southern Egyptian 
context, the truncated form is possibly a sign of linguistic 
interference from Old Nubian, where the reflex of this 
loanword is ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥ (Browne 1996, 63) by re-analysis of the 
final ⲥⲁ as a native morpheme. A demonic power invoked 
for erotic magic, with whom a similar motif of dialogue is 
given as here, might also be said to have come up out of the 
sea in P.Berl. inv. P 8314 (ed. BKU I 3), 5 (reading of Crum, 
[ⲑⲁ]ⲗⲗⲁⲥⲁ, in his copy in the Sackler Library, Oxford;  
[ ]ⲗⲗⲁⲥⲁ ed.pr.), and in another version of the dialogue 
motif, possibly also in an erotic context (see the note on Hay 
1, 22–7), in P.Mich. inv. 1190 (ed. Worrell 1934a, 5–13 no. 2), 
recto i 8–10, one of the demon’s proposed but rejected offers 
of service is to dry up the waters of the sea (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲑⲁⲗⲗⲁⲥ 
ⲉⲕⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ); in unpublished reflections of the same 
dialogue motif (via readings of Roxanne Bélanger Sarrazin), 
a doe is asked to part the sea (P.Mich. inv. 597 recto, 10, 
ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥⲁ ⲛⲕⲡⲁϩ ⲥ; P.Mich. inv. 602, 30, ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥ ⲁ ⲛⲅ ⲡⲁϩⲥ). For 
the association of invoked powers with the sea cf. also  
P.Freer.Copt. inv. F1908.41 (ed. Worrell 1923, 323–4 no. 10), 
6–7, a healing invocation of ⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲁⲛⲛ[ⲁ]ϭ ⲉⲧϫⲁⲥⲓ ϩⲓϫⲉ 
ⲕⲉⲛⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲧ[ⲉ]ⲧϩ̣ⲁⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ; and P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2, 3) 
recto (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text G), 65–8, an invocation of 
Bathouriel, ‘the great father of those of heaven and those of 
earth’ (ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲛ̅ⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲛ̅ⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ), as ‘the one who 
struck the sea in his power’ (ⲡⲉⲛⲧ̅ⲁϥⲣ̣ⲱϩⲧ̣̣ ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ ϩ[ⲛ] 
ⲧⲉ̣ϥϭⲟⲙ; similarly ⲡⲉⲛⲧ̅ⲁϥⲡⲱϩ ⲑⲁ[̣ⲗⲁⲥ]ⲥⲁ̣ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ, 77–
8. There is a further dialogue motif in the first person 
between Christ and the divinity ⲥⲁⲡⲡⲁⲑⲁⲓ, after the latter is 
revealed by the splitting of the sea: P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 
(4) (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text J), 15–16, ⲁⲡⲱϩⲧ ⲙⲡ̅ⲁⲁⲡⲟⲧ 
ⲙⲙ̅ⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ ⲁⲥⲡⲱϩ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉⲥⲙⲏⲧⲉ.̣

ⲟⲩⲉⲱ̣ⲛ. The reading is not certain, as a cursive form of ⲉ 
must be assumed that is unusually inorganic even for this 
hand (the closest parallels are in ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ in 14 and ⲟⲩⲫⲉⲁⲗⲉ 
in 16 below). Crum read tentatively, following on into the 
next line, ⲛⲟⲩⲃⲱ̣ ⲛϩⲁⲓ̣ⲃ̣[̣ⲉⲥ ϩⲛ ⲧ]ⲉϥϭⲟⲙ, but there is neither 
enough room for five letters in the lacuna nor any trace of 
the ⲃ before the break in 3; the ‘shade-tree’ (ⲃⲱ ⲛϩⲁⲓⲃⲉⲥ) is 
otherwise unparalleled in Coptic magic. The Aion (Greek 
Αἰών; for the spelling found here see Förster, WB 23) offers a 
better fit for the context, having received cult at Alexandria 
as a single deity since Hellenistic times and figuring in 
Gnostic texts as a plurality of supernatural powers 
mediating between the supreme deity and the created world 
(see in general Sasse 1950, Bousset 1979; for Coptic magic, 

Kropp, AKZ III, 30–3; cf. also the notes on Hay 1, 77, and 
Hay 4, 20). The alternative readings ⲃⲱ̣ⲛ and ⲥⲱ̣ⲛ yield 
nothing preferable even with re-division to include the 
following ϩ.

A more remote possibility is ⲟⲩⲙⲟ̣ⲛ, assuming an 
unusually flat ⲙ of the three-stroke variety, for ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲛⲉ; the 
spelling with ⲟ is unparalleled. Metaphors from 
shepherding, consistent with the demon’s iron staff (see 1 
above), appear in a prayer for the well-being of a new-born 
in P.Vind. inv. K 70 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 26, 63–7 no. 
XLIII with Polotsky 1935, 89, and Till 1935b, 214–15), 9–10, 
ⲉⲕⲉⲁⲡϥ ⲉⲧϣⲉⲓⲗⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲭⲥ; P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6795 (ed. Kropp, 
AKZ I, text F), 23–4, a prayer to have the archangel Raphael 
sent to the user so that he may gather in fish ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲱⲥ 
ⲉϣⲁϥⲥⲱⲟⲩ̣ϩ̣ [ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ] ⲛⲛ̅ⲉϥⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲩϣⲁⲣⲉ.

4–28. For the dialogue form see further Hay 1, 12–37 
with the notes there, and in general Nagel and Wespi 2015, 
241–7. Comparanda include P.Berl. inv. 8322 (ed. BKU I 7 
with Kropp, AKZ II, 16–18; Beltz 1983, 72–3), in which the 
first-person speaker tells of having descended to Amente  
to find the power ⲗⲟⲩⲭⲙⲉ, who is seated on a ‘throne of fire’ 
([ⲑⲣ]ⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲟϩ[ⲧ]), being offered promises of the 
performance of various difficult feats or ‘whatever you wish’ 
(ⲉⲕⲉⲧ, 6), and asking for something more specific: ⲡⲉϫⲁ 
ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲉⲧ [ c. 4 ]ⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲟ[ c. 4 ]ⲉⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ 
[ⲁⲗ]ⲗⲁ ⲉⲉⲧ ⲛ[ⲧⲉⲕϭⲟⲙ] ⲧⲏⲣⲃ (...), along with similar 
exchanges with the archangel Michael (16–20) and the 
powers ⲉⲗⲟⲩⲭ, ⲃⲉⲗⲟⲩⲭ and ⲃⲁⲣⲃⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭ (24–6). An obscure 
narrative in an invocation in O.CrumST 398 apparently 
addresses a divinity and claims in the first person to have 
‘found the one who created you’ and put further questions to 
the latter (ⲁⲓϭⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲙⲓⲁⲕ ⲁⲓⲥⲱⲕ ⲛⲟ̅ⲩϩⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲉϫⲁⲓ ⲛⲁϥ 
ϫⲉ ⲙⲁⲕⲕⲟⲓ ⲛⲧ̅ⲁ[ⲉⲓ]). In the unpublished invocation in  
P.Cair. Coptic Museum inv. 4956 (tr. ACM no. 119), fr. 2, 
1–23, the particular request is the invoked divinity’s simple 
presence. The familial relationship through which the pact 
is expressed is paralleled in the prayer of Cyprian in P.Heid. 
inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.16–20), p. 1.16–20, in which the 
saint explains his former devotion to the devil as a bond 
between father and son: ⲁⲛⲁⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲕⲉⲡⲣⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲛⲁϭ 
ⲉⲙⲙⲁⲕⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲃⲉⲣ ϣⲃⲏⲣ ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲣⲁⲕⲱⲛ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲃⲙⲟⲩϯ 
ⲉⲣⲁⲓ ϫⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲓⲙⲟⲩϯ ⲉⲣⲁⲃ ϫⲉ ⲡⲓⲱⲧ.

A prototype for both the concept and the phrasing was 
perhaps provided by the offer of Satan to Christ, e.g. Luke 
4:7 in the Sahidic version, ⲛⲧ̅ⲟⲕ ϭⲉ ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ ̅ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲁⲙⲧ̅ⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ .̅ Hagiography knows of 
the pursuit of erotic conquest via written pact with demons: 
BHG 1045 (Wortley 2010, 105 no. 54) and 1317j (Wortley 2010, 
105 no. 53).

4 ⲉⲕⲱⲙ. Apparently for ⲉⲕⲱⲡ, with assimilation of the 
labial to the nasal of the following ⲙⲙⲟⲓ, rather than 
ⲉⲕⲱ{ⲙ} by dittography (‘be a brother to me’; for the 
qualitative ⲱ for ⲟ: P.Bal. p. 82 §44).

4–5 ⲉ[ⲓ]ⲏⲧⲉ. The infinitive is a loanword from the Greek 
αἰτέω (for the spelling ⲏⲧⲉ see Förster, WB 20), used also in 
Hay 1, 22–5, and Hay 3, 15–16; for its presence in ritual 
invocations compare the request for a divine encounter in 
PGM III 695, αἰτῶν σύστασ[ιν]; and the description of the 
effect sought on the target of erotic magic in PGM XXXIΧ 
5–6, ‘that she love me and be obedient to me in whatever I 
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ask of her’ (ἵνα με φιλῇ καὶ ὃ ἐὰν αὐτὴν αἰτῶ ἐπήκοός μοι 
ᾖν).

5 ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ. For the formula of identification see 
the note on Hay 1, 9.

6 ⲉϥⲃⲓ. For -ϥⲓ, as again in ϯⲃⲓ in this line; see Hay 1, 62 
with the note.

7 ⲙⲟⲕ. For ⲙⲙⲟⲕ: cf. Hay 1, 75 with the note.
7–8 ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲙⲡⲓⲱⲧ [ c. 5 ⲙ]ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ. For ⲛⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ see Hay 1, 5 with the note. Restore 
e.g. [ⲙⲛ ⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲙ]ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ‘and the heart of the son’; the motif 
of adjuration by parts of the bodies of members of the 
Christian trinity (cf. Hay 1, 1–12 with the notes) is also found 
in P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (first text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM 
Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 54–6, ⲧⲉⲱⲣⲉⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲛⲧ̅ⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲓⲱⲧ ⲧⲓⲱⲣⲉⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ̣ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲉⲙⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲓⲱⲣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲙⲧⲉⲃⲟ 
ⲉⲙⲡⲉⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ. In the commentary Emmel 
tentatively refers ⲉⲙⲧⲉⲃⲟ to ⲙⲡ̅ϥⲱ ‘by the hair’ (of the holy 
spirit), which might also have stood in the lacuna here in a 
re-arranged order, attributed to the son. For the ‘head’ of the 
holy spirit, preferable in view of the rest of the tricolon to 
Frankfurter’s ‘authority’, cf. the epithet given to the head of 
another member of the trinity in P.Fribourg AeT inv. 2006.5 
(ed. Müller 2009, 58–65), ii 22–30, ⲭⲉⲣⲉ ⲃⲁⲟⲃⲉⲣⲱⲑⲉⲁ ⲉⲧⲉ 
ⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲡⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉ̅ⲭ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱⲃ ⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲱⲧ. In P.Ryl.
Copt. 104 §6, an invocation is directed to ⲡϫⲓⲥⲉ ⲙⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲡⲟⲛ̣ϥ ̣ 
ⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲛⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ.

8 ⲅⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ. The narrative of this (arch-)angel mirrors the 
simile of ⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ in the wish for the 
outcome in the scenario of use (14–15, 22, 26). Appeal is also 
made to the association of Gabriel with Mary in an 
invocation for his help in erotic magic, P.Heid. inv. K 684 
(ed. P.Bad. V 122.133), p. 6.21 and following, but without 
mention of Joseph; so too P.Vind. inv. K 192 (ed. Stegemann 
1934a, 12–14 no. I, with Till 1935b, 196–200 and Polotsky 
1937, 120–7), 14–15; P.Heid. inv. K 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), 5 
(with Michael). The eponymous prayer of Mary in P.Lond.
Copt. Or. 4714 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 368), pp. 5–7, also cites 
the annunciation, as does an invocation for the dispatch of 
Gabriel, P.Lond.Copt. Or 5899 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 1007). 
The ‘good news of the archangel Gabriel’ is addressed 
directly in the curse P.Bodl.Copt. MS c 4 (ed. Crum 1896), 
5–6, ⲡϣⲙ̅ⲛ̅ⲟⲩϥⲉ̣ ⲛⲅ̅ⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲡⲁⲣⲭⲉⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ. In a Greek 
amulet Christ is invoked as ‘the one who came, via Gabriel, 
into the belly of the virgin Mary’: PGM P 13 (with Mihálykó 
2015), 2–3, ὁ ἐλθὼν διὰ τοῦ Γαβριηλ ἐν τῇ γ̣αστρὶ τῆς 
Μαρία[ς] τῆς παρθένου.̣

9–10 ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲁⲛⲉⲭⲉ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲙⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲓⲛⲉ. The 
infinitives for the first two verbal forms are loanwords from 
Greek ἀνέχω and κατέχω respectively (Förster, WB 56–7, 
396–7); ⲛⲙⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲉ is for ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲉ (perhaps by 
dissimilation; for spellings with ⲙ in place of ⲛ in general: 
P.Bal. p. 117 §85). This expression of urgency is paralleled in 
P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5525 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I text C), 7–9, 
ⲡⲉⲗⲕⲁⲧⲉⲭⲓ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲡⲉⲗⲁⲙⲉⲗⲓⲁ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲁⲕⲝⲓⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲁⲕ ⲕⲓ 
ⲉϩⲗⲏⲓ; P.Berl. inv. 8503 (ed. Beltz 1984, 94–7), 51, ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ 
ⲛⲁⲧⲕⲁϯⲭⲉ ⲛⲁⲧⲁⲙⲉⲗⲓⲁⲓ; P.Heid. inv. K 684, (ed. P.Bad. V 
122.89–90), p. 5.1–2, ⲛⲁⲧⲕⲁⲧⲏⲭⲏ ⲛⲁⲧⲁⲙⲉⲗⲓ, and ibid. p. 9.7–
9 (ed. P.Bad. V 186–8), ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲛⲉⲕⲕⲁⲧⲏⲭⲓ ⲟⲩⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲁⲙⲉⲗⲓ; P.Heid. inv. K 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), 16–18, ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ 
ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉ ⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲕⲓⲙ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲙ ⲧⲁⲓ ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲁⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛ̅ ̅ 

ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲛ̅ ̅ ⲁϫⲛ ̅ ⲕⲁϯⲭⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ. For the loanword κατέχω see 
also P.Mil.Vogl.Copt. 16 (ed. Pernigotti 1979 with Pernigotti 
1993), C, II, 1–2, a claim ⲉⲓⲕⲁ[ⲧ]ⲓⲭⲉ ⲛⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲥⲏⲑ as a threat 
in erotic magic.

10–11 ⲇⲇ ⲧϣⲉⲣ̣[̣ⲉ] ⲛⲇⲇ. Probably under the influence  
of the formula ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ used above, an original 
placeholder has been expanded, redundantly, as ⲇⲇ  
itself already contains the filiation formula: see the note on 
Hay 1, 9.

11 ⲛⲧⲁϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ. The 
phrasing is paralleled in P.Heid. inv. K 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), 
14–15, ⲛⲥⲉⲓ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲛ̅ ̅ ⲛϥϫⲉⲕ ⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ; P.Berl. inv. 8325 (ed. BKU I 4; Beltz 1983, 74–5), an 
invocation over foodstuff in the hand of the user, which the 
powers invoked are to take and feed to the target, ⲛⲧⲁϫⲱⲕ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲉⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲥϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ 
ⲧⲏⲣϥ (12–14).

13 ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲟⲩⲟϣⲧ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲙⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉ⟨ⲥⲙⲉ⟩ⲣⲓⲧ. 
The phrasing is closely paralleled in an invocation to gain 
favour, P.Köln inv. 1470 (ed. Weber 1975), 7, ϩⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ 
ⲉⲟⲩⲁϣⲧ ϩⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲏ ⲉⲩⲙⲏ ⲙⲟ.

ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ. For ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ, cf. the parallel limb ϩⲛ 
ⲟⲩⲙⲉ; for the simplification of initial ⲟⲩ (as also in this same 
word in 21 below) cf. ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉ in Hay 1, 59 with the note.

14 ϩⲣⲁⲓ. Probably for ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ, as written in 19–20 below, by 
haplography with the preceding word (or simple aphaeresis, 
as probably in ϩⲣⲁⲓ in 16 below: cf. ⲣⲟⲟⲩ in Hay 1, 36); the 
following reference to an angel suggests that the motion is 
downward with respect to the target (similarly ϩⲣⲁⲓ in 16 
below; cf. Crum, CD 700b).

14–15 ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ. 
The simile, which responds neatly to the narrative example 
of Gabriel just cited, and is repeated in 22 and 26 below, is 
used also in an invocation for favour in P.Köln inv. 1470 (ed. 
Weber 1975), 11, ⲥⲉⲧⲓ ⲉⲱⲟ ⲛⲁ ⲑⲏ ⲛⲁⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ.

15–18. The poisoning of the water in this manner is 
mentioned in the apocryphal Questions of Bartholomew 4.59 
(ed. Bonwetsch 1897, 26.11–16; tr. Kaestli and Cherix 1993, 
129; for further witnesses and editions see CANT 63, Kaestli 
1988, and P.Worp 5 with the introduction of Gardner), there 
by Satan (Σατανᾶς) and his son Salpsas (Σαλψάς), and 
described by the former, ‘I took a bowl in my hand and 
scraped the sweat from my chest and armpits and washed in 
the outlets whence the four rivers flow, and Eve drank and 
contracted lust. For if she had not drunk that water, I could 
not have deceived her’ (ἔλαβον φιάλην ἐν τῇ χειρί μου καὶ 
ἔξυσα τὸν ἱδρῶτα τοῦ στήθους μου καὶ τῶν μαλλῶν μου καὶ 
ἐνιψάμην εἰς τὰς ἐξόδους τῶν ὑδάτων ὅθεν οἱ τέσσαρες 
ποταμοὶ ῥέουσιν, καὶ πιοῦσα ἡ Εὔα ἔτυχεν τῆς ἐπιθυμίας· εἰ 
μὴ γὰρ ἔπιεν τὸ ὕδωρ ἐκεῖνο, οὐκ ἂν αὐτὴν ἠδυνήθην 
ἀπατῆσαι. A Latin version (ed. Moricca 1921, 513), substitutes 
fig leaves ( folia ficus) for the φιάλη; for further apocryphal 
Coptic texts relating to Bartholomew see Westerhoff 1999; 
on the Questions of Bartholomew and the magical uses of sweat 
in Coptic texts, Van der Vliet 1991, 225–8). The poisoning 
episode is apparently mentioned also in the invocation in 
P.Heid. inv. 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131; with Van der Vliet 1995, 
405), 32–4, ⲁⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉ[ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛ]ⲛⲉⲓⲉⲣⲟ (my supplement) 
ⲁⲕⲙⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲥ ϩⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ [ϩⲓ c. 4 ] ϩⲓ ⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲓⲁ ϩⲓ ⲙⲉ ϩⲓ 
ⲟⲩⲱϣ ϩⲓ ⲗⲓⲃⲉ.
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A more general citation of the Eve episode is made in the 
invocation of Salathiel for erotic magic in P.Heid. inv. K 683 
(ed. P.Bad. V 140), 24–34 (reference from Korshi Dosoo) as 
the one who ‘went to Eve when she was in the hedged 
(garden) and deceived her mind’ (ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲃⲱⲕ ϣⲁⲉⲩϩⲁ 
ⲥⲉⲛⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡϫⲁⲗϫⲉⲗ ⲁⲃⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ ⲛⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟⲩⲥ). An interesting 
pendant to this tradition is a Greek recipe for erotic magic 
(διὰ ἀγάπην) in a 19th-century codex, which involves the 
ritual preparation and burning of fruit as an analogy for the 
emotional state to be inflicted on the female target. In 
adjuring the fruit directly, the user is to identify himself 
literally as ‘the devil who deceived Eve’ (ὁρκίζω σε, μῆλον, 
(...) ἐγὼ ὁ διάβολος ποὺ ἐπλάνησε τὴν Εὔαν, ed. 
Papathomopoulos 2006, 318–19, ff. 489v–90v of the 
manuscript).

15 ⲉⲡⲉⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ. Another transcription of the loanword 
ἐπιθυμία (ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ; cf. also the note on 18 below) is used by 
Cyprian in his eponymous prayer to describe his lust for 
Justina: P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.13), p. 1.13; for 
the affect to be inflicted on the target of the invocation in  
P.Heid. inv. 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), 6–7, by the angels Michael 
and Gabriel, ⲧⲟⲩⲙⲉϩ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ ϩⲓ 
ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲓ ⲡⲁⲑⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲓ ⲙⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ (and once again in 
this text, as cited in the preceding note); and as a euphemism 
for the genitals in erotic magic in P.Heid. inv. K 683 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 140), 31–2, ⲧⲉϥϯ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲉⲡⲉⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲧⲉⲥⲉⲡⲉⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲥⲓⲙⲉ. The loanwords ἐπιθυμία and φιάλη 
appear in conjunction in a reference to Gabriel, in the course 
of his invocation by Cyprian, as ‘filling his bowl with desire 
and lust’ (ⲉⲃⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲧⲉⲃⲫⲓⲁⲗⲗⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣ ϩⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ: P.Heid. 
inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.75–7), p. 4.9–11).

15–16. Mastema, the agent of the introduction of lust into 
the world in this version of the apocryphal narrative (see the 
previous note), figures more generally as chief among 
demons or evil angels in apocalyptic Judaism. In the 
Damascus Document it is said that ‘the angel Mastema’ 
(mlʾk hmśṭmh) is the ceaseless opponent of mankind, who 
halts his pursuit only once a person swears to return to the 
Torah of Moses (16.4–5, ed. Rabin 1954, 74–5 with Broshi 
1992, 41). His name, literally ‘the angel of hostility’, is 
apparently a personification: the Manual of Discipline (1QS) 
attributes the afflictions and suffering of humankind to the 
activities of the Angel of Darkness (mlʾk ḥwšk) and ‘the 
dominion of his hostility’ (mmšlt mśṭmtw: 3.23, ed. E. 
Qimron in Charlesworth 1994, 6–51; on this text see further 
Alexander and Vermes 1998). In Jubilees he is the leader of 
the ‘impure demons’ or ‘spirits’ descended from the 
Watchers, and is blamed for the idolatry of Ur of the 
Chaldeans, the designs of the Egyptians against Moses, and 
the impetus for the divine testing of Abraham via the 
sacrifice of Isaac (10.8, 11.5, 17.16, 19.28, 48.2–49.2). A 
Byzantine version of the Jubilees narrative substitutes ‘the 
devil’ (ὁ διάβολος: George Syncellus, p. 28.6 Mosshammer; 
cf. the preceding note). On Mastema in general see 
Stuckenbruck 2014, 96–8; on his Greek form, Michl 1962, 
221 no. 135.

In Coptic magic Mastema is mentioned in an apocryphal 
prayer of Mary, P.Lond.Copt. Or. 4714 (1) (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 
368), p. 10, 5–11, in which Mary adjures the archangel 
Michael by Christ’s appropriation of his staff: ⲙⲡ̇ⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ 

ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϥ ⲙⲡ̇ⲉϩⲣⲁⲃⲧⲟⲥ ϩⲛ̅ ̅ ⲧϭ̅ⲓϫ ⲙⲙ̇ⲁⲥⲧⲏⲙⲁ ⲁϥⲧⲁϥ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ̅ ̅ 
ⲁϥⲕⲱ ⲛϩ̇ⲏⲧⲕ ̅ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲥ̇ⲟⲉⲧ. In aggressive magic, his name 
is perhaps to be discerned in a curse formula in P.Schott-
Reinhardt 500/1 (ed. P.Bad. V 123), 54 ⲛⲉⲙⲁⲥⲧⲓⲙⲁ, which 
occurs in the company of the Hellenic gods Apollo and Zeus 
(ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲛ, ⲥⲉⲩⲥ, 52). More broadly, he continued to figure as 
an embodiment of evil, as illustrated in a medieval wall-
painting from a sacral context at Tebtunis, where ⲙⲁⲥⲧⲉⲙⲁ 
captions a human-headed serpent vanquished by St 
Sisinnius: Walters 1989, 195 (on the decorative programme 
see also Zellmann-Rohrer 2019).

16 ϭⲏⲣⲉⲥⲥⲉ. The context requires an action by which a 
substance could be transferred into a vessel (see the following 
note). The most likely solution so far found is a loanword 
from ξυρίζω ‘scrape’, probably the aorist stem (ξυρισ-), 
which is supported by the close parallel in the Questions of 
Bartholomew (see the note on 15–18 above), ‘I took a bowl (...) 
and scraped the sweat of my chest and armpits’ (ἔλαβον 
φιάλην (cf. the following n.) (...) καὶ ἔξυσα τὸν ἱδρῶτα τοῦ 
στήθους μου καὶ τῶν μαλλῶν μου). The spelling here is 
unusual and not yet precisely paralleled: a multi-stage 
process of phonetic transformation could be considered, in 
which ξ (/ks/: cf. among loanwords e.g. ⲕⲥⲉⲥⲧⲏⲥ for ⲝⲉⲥⲧⲏⲥ 
(ξέστης) in BKU III 495.22 with Förster, WB 555) was written 
first ⲕⲥ, then simplified to ⲕ (compare the phenomenon of 
redundant spellings in -κξ- and -ξσ- for -ξ- in the Greek 
documentary papyri from Egypt: Gignac 1976, 140–1), then 
developed as ϭ (/ky/: cf. P.Bal. pp. 96–7 §73); spellings 
involving interchange of a sibilant with ϭ are also attested, 
rarely with ⲥ and ϭⲥ (P.Bal. pp. 127 §104E; 148 §127C) and 
somewhat more commonly with ⲧⲍ (P.Bal. p. 148 §127A). 
The spelling with ⲉ for Greek ι is paralleled in ⲫⲉⲁⲗⲉ for 
φιάλη (see the following note), and that with ⲏ for Greek υ is 
common in loanwords (see e.g. Hay 1, 8 with the note); the 
gemination of ⲥ is trivial. Crum referred the form to another 
Greek loanword κηρύσσω, without citing parallels (cf. 
ⲛⲉϥⲕⲏⲣⲩⲥⲥⲉ in the Sahidic version of Luke 4:44; ⲕⲩⲣⲏⲥⲥⲉ 
in Apophthegmata patrum §69 (ed. Chaîne 1960, 15); Förster, 
WB 412 s.v. κήρυγμα), but it is difficult to see how even an 
infernal power could ‘proclaim’ the affect of lust (ἐπιθυμία, 
see the note on 15 above) ‘in a bowl’ (ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲫⲉⲁⲗⲉ: see the 
following note), and the spelling is not without its own 
difficulties.

ⲟⲩⲫⲉⲁⲗⲉ. This loanword, from the same Greek φιάλη 
(cf. in general Förster, WB 849) used in the apocryphal 
Questions of Bartholomew (see the note on 15–18 above), is also 
applied to the bowl that the angel Gabriel is said to fill with 
lust (as here in 15 above) in furtherance of a ritual for erotic 
magic in the Cyprian-incantation in P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 122.75–7), p. 4.9–11, ⲉⲃⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲧⲉⲃⲫⲓⲁⲗⲗⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣ 
ϩⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ. Satan is described in turn as taking the form of 
a man carrying many flasks (ληκύνθια), or a tunic with 
holes, at the mouth of each of which is a flask, with which to 
offer monks a variety of temptations, in a vision of the 
Egyptian anchorite Makarios: Apophthegmata patrum, 
alphabetic collection, s.v. Makarios, §3 (PG 65:261, 264; cf. 
Wortley 2010, 170 no. 425). More generally, compare the 
description of a ritual implement as ⲟⲩⲫⲓⲁⲗⲉ ⲛⲕ̅ⲁⲙⲉ in 
P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (first text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM 
Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 27; a direct address in O.Cair. inv. 
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49547 (ed. Girard 1927), 30–1, saluting 12 bowls of water, 
ⲭⲉⲣⲉ  ⲃ̅ ̅ ⲡϩⲁⲗⲉ̣ ̣ ⲉⲧⲙⲉϩ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ; the golden bowls in the hands 
of the 24 heavenly presbyters in P.Heid. inv. K 686 (ed. 
Kropp 1966), p. 8.125, ⲛⲉⲩⲫⲓⲁⲗⲓ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃ; and in P.Mich. inv. 
1190 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 5–13 no. 2), ii 30–2, an invocation of 
12 archangels with similar bowls in their hands, ⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲩⲙ· 
 ⲃ̅:̅ ⲙⲡⲓⲁⲗⲉ ⲙϩⲏ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲉⲩϫⲓϭ, who are then asked to fill 
the bowls with fire and cast it into the target of erotic magic 
(cf. the note on Hay 1, 22–7; Stegemann 1935b, 405–7, 
thinks of a relation to the zodiac).

ϩⲣⲁⲓ. Apparently for ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ: cf. 14 above with the note.
16–17 ϩⲛ ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲙⲡⲉϥ̣ⲧ̣ⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲣⲟ. With the Greek 

loanword ἀρχή (cf. Förster, WB 104), and ⲛⲉⲣⲟ for ⲛⲓⲉⲣⲟ (see 
Hay 1, 62 on this spelling for ⲛ(ⲉ)ⲓⲉⲣⲟ). The conception of 
the world’s four great rivers issuing forth from a single source 
in Paradise, and the specific language used here, is based on 
the account in Genesis 2:10 (ποταμὸς δὲ ἐκπορεύεται ἐξ 
Εδεμ ποτίζειν τὸν παράδεισον· ἐκεῖθεν ἀφορίζεται εἰς 
τέσσαρας ἀρχάς).

17 ⲁϥϫⲱⲕⲁⲕ. Frankfurter rendered ‘washed (?)’, from 
ϫⲱⲕⲙ, based on Crum’s ⲁϥϫⲟⲟ̣ⲕ̣ⲁ̣ⲕⲓ.̣ Van der Vliet 1995, 
405, understood ⲁϥⲧⲥⲟ- for ⲁϥϫⲟ- at the beginning and 
suggested emendation to -ⲁϣⲕⲁⲕ, with ⲟⲕ̣ⲁ̣ⲕⲓ as ‘a magical 
name for Eden’, which has yet to be paralleled. A compound 
*ϫⲱⲕ-ⲕⲁⲕ, i.e. ‘stripped completely naked’ in the water 
source, is tentatively proposed here instead: the point, which 
suits a detail in the narrative from the Questions of Bartholomew 
(see the note to 15–18 above) in which Satan washes himself 
in the waters, would be for him to pollute its contents even 
further by direct bodily contact, in addition to the transfer  
of sweat.

ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ. A Hebraism, via the Greek version υἱοὶ 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων: cf. e.g. the Sahidic version of Psalm 10(11):4.

18 ⲛⲥⲉⲙⲟϩ. As in ⲁϥⲙⲟϩ in the following line, for -ⲙⲟⲩϩ: 
cf. Hay 1, 11 with the note.

ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ. A comparable conceptual 
set, ‘all devilish thoughts’, is banned in the invocation in  
P.Mich. inv. 4932f (ed. Worrell 1935b, 184–7, with Polotsky 
1937, 130), verso 6, ⲙⲙ̣ⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ. For the 
loanword ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲓⲙⲓⲁ see the note on 15 above.

19 ⲁϥⲙⲟϩ. Surely ⲁⲥⲙⲟϩ was intended in the present 
context, in view of the consistent use of the feminine gender 
for the target in 5–15 and 21–8 (see also the note on 1–3 
above), but this portion of the formula may have been 
grafted in from an exemplar originally targeting a man  
(cf. P.Ashmolean inv. 1981.940, ed. Smither 1939).

19–20 ϯⲡⲱ[̣ϩ]ⲧ̣ ⲉϩⲣ[̣ⲁⲓ]. For the action in a ritual context 
compare Hay 1, 30, where the speaker claims to have 
performed ‘prostrations’ (ⲑⲁⲃⲁⲓⲱ )̣ along with fasting and 
offerings as part of the invocation.

20 ⲙⲟⲕ. For ⲙⲙⲟⲕ: see line 7 above with the note.
20–2. For internal reference in invocations to ritual 

materials over which the text is pronounced, and which the 
invoked powers are asked to activate by their presence, see in 
general Hay 1, 9–10. A more specific comparandum is an 
incantation over a potion, seeking torment of the female 
target, in a ritual for erotic magic in the Demotic portion of 
the London-Leiden magical papyrus, P.Mag.LL recto xv 
1–20: the first-person speaking voice self-identifies as the god 
Horus, who gives the blood of Osiris to Isis, and asks for it to 

be given in turn to the target, ‘in this cup, this bowl of wine 
today, to cause her to feel a love for him in her heart, the love 
that Isis felt for Osiris, when she was seeking after him 
everywhere, let N the daughter of N feel it, she seeking after 
N the son of N everywhere; the longing that Isis felt for 
Horus of Edfu, let N born of N feel it, she loving him, mad 
after him, inflamed by him, seeking him everywhere, there 
being a flame of fire in her heart in her moment of not seeing 
him’. In Coptic, in addition to P.Berl. inv. 8320 as cited in the 
note on ⲡⲁⲡⲉϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡ̣ⲉ in 1 above, cf. the invocation to 
gain favour, spoken over honey on an ostracon along with a 
ritual figure, in P.Köln inv. 1470 (ed. Weber 1975), 3–5, as 
cited in the note to Hay 1, 9–10.

21 ⲉⲧⲁⲁϥ. That ⲉⲕⲧⲁⲁϥ was intended seems most likely 
(cf. ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ, Hay 1, 34), given the reference to the 
presence and assistance of the invoked power in 24–6 below 
(compare also Hay 3, 8), but ⲉⲓⲧⲁⲁϥ ‘when I give it’ (the 
suggestion of Korshi Dosoo) may also be considered.

ⲉⲛ̣ⲥⲥⲱ. For ⲛⲥ̅ⲥⲱ: the expression of etymological ĕ with 
ⲉ is paralleled in ϫⲉⲙ in 1 above (see the note there).

ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ. Haplography for ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ, cf. 13 above.
22 ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ. For -ⲛⲟⲩϥ: cf. ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟϥ in Hay 1, 29 with 

the note there.
ⲱⲡⲉ. That the infinitive ϣⲱⲡⲉ was intended seems 

probable, but Crum’s reading ϣⲱ̣ⲡⲉ cannot be maintained: 
the ϣ will have dropped out more likely from a purely 
graphic error than from a phonetic development. The sense 
of the intransitive of ⲱⲡⲉ as elsewhere attested would be 
strained (Crum, CD 526a).

ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ. For the simile see the 
note on 14–15 above.

22–3 ⲉⲥⲥⲱ ⲥⲱⲧⲙ. In view of the seeming parallel in 27, 
there is a temptation to emend to ⲉⲥⲥⲱⲧⲙ, as ed.pr., but it 
should be resisted: dittography is not common in the 
manuscript, and an address to a divine power is consistent 
with the Hay assemblage as a whole, and more particularly 
with the opening of this text and the verb [ⲛ]ⲕⲛⲏⲩ in 25 
(possibly also in 23: see the following notes).

23 ϯⲧⲁⲣⲕⲱ. As in 27–8 below, for -ⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟ.
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ. As the preceding verb ⲧⲁⲣⲕⲟ is used elsewhere in 

the Hay texts only with divine addressees, here and in 27–8 
one could suspect an error for ⲙⲙⲟⲕ, by confusion with the 
intervening sequence ϯⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ in 27.

23–4 ⲛⲡⲉϩϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙ ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙⲁ 
ⲁⲛⲁⲣϣⲏⲥⲉϥ ̣ ⲉⲗⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲙⲁ̣ⲥ ⲓⲁⲑⲱⲑ. As also in 28 below 
(ⲙⲡⲉϣⲟⲙⲧ), ⲡⲉ- may represent a reduced form of the near 
demonstrative (‘these three’) as well as an anomalous 
augment of the definite article (see Hay 1, 9 with the note). 
The names as currently divided number more than three (in 
contrast to 28 below); given that ⲉⲗⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲙⲁ̣ⲥ cohere as a 
group elsewhere (see the following note), perhaps the ‘three 
names’ are confined to ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙ ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙⲁ ⲁⲛⲁⲣϣⲏⲥⲉϥ ,̣ 
while ⲉⲗⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲙⲁ̣ⲥ ⲓⲁⲑⲱⲑ is to be taken together as the 
appellation of another divinity, invoked immediately 
following as ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ ϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ. The spelling ⲡⲉϩϣⲟⲙⲧ 
(for Sahidic ⲡϣⲟⲙⲛⲧ, or rather ⲡⲉⲓ- ‘these three names’, as 
probably in 28 below) recalls the Akhmimic ⳉⲁⲙⲧ(ⲉ)  
(Crum, CD 566b), but a confusion with the ordinal prefix 
(ⲙⲉϩϣⲟⲙⲛⲧ) is also possible (the suggestion of Sebastian 
Richter).
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ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙ ⲟⲩⲥⲕⲗⲏⲙⲁ. Divinities with a comparable 
sequence of names ⲕⲗⲛ ⲙⲁⲥⲕⲗⲛⲉ ⲙⲁⲥ ⲙⲁⲥⲕⲗⲛ are 
invoked in P.Berl. inv. P 8320 (ed. BKU I 2; Beltz 1983, 71–2).

24 ⲉⲗⲉⲓⲉ ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲙⲁ̣ⲥ. For this pair see the note on ⲉⲗⲱⲉ 
ⲉⲗⲱⲙⲁⲥ in Hay 1, 102; the form ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲁⲥ is found in P.Lond.
Copt. Or. 5525 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text C), 39–40, paired 
with ⲉⲗⲱⲉⲓ.

ⲧⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ. For the loanword, and the combination of 
aromatic, burnt and other offerings with invocations, see 
Hay 1, 9–12 and 56 with the notes. The past tense of the 
preceding ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ suggests a mythical exemplum (perhaps 
an elaboration of the consumption of offerings by divine fire 
in scripture, e.g. Leviticus 9:24), and therefore stands against 
the reading of a near demonstrative ⲧⲉ(ⲓ)ⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ ‘this 
offering’.

27 ϯⲕⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲟⲥ. The language 
alludes to formal excommunication in an ecclesiastical 
context, with which the angel Gabriel is also threatened if he 
does not carry out a command to torment a female target of 
erotic magic in P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.236–9), 
p. 11.13–14, ϣⲁⲓⲥⲁϣⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲁϣⲉⲉⲧⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲁⲁⲛⲁⲑⲉⲙⲁ 
ⲉⲙⲙⲁⲕ ⲧⲁⲥⲁϣⲕ ⲧⲁⲃⲁⲃⲱⲟⲕ ⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲡⲓⲱⲧ ϯⲙⲁ ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲡⲏ.̣

ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲟⲥ. For the epithet and the writing ⲁⲕⲁⲑⲟⲥ 
for ⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ (Greek ἀγαθός) cf. P.Heid. inv. K 12 (ed. P.Bad. V 
124), 5 [ⲡⲛ]ⲟⲩ̣ⲧⲉ ⲡⲁ̣ⲕ̣ⲁ̣ⲑ̣ⲟⲥ, and in general Förster, WB 1–3.

28 ⲏⲗⲙⲁⲏⲗ ⲑⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲏⲗ. Among names of the 24 heavenly 
presbyters of the biblical Revelation (for whom see the note 
to Hay 1, 78), as listed in P.Berl. inv. 8330 (ed. BKU I 17; 
Beltz 1983, 77–8), 6, is one ⲑⲁⲙⲏⲗ. Might the ⲏⲩⲛⲏⲗ who 
precedes him in that roughly alphabetic presentation be a 
miswriting (or misreading) for an ⲏⲗⲙⲓⲏⲗ comparable to the 
present ⲏⲗⲙⲁⲏⲗ?
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Fragment of a manuscript from the top of a tall, very narrow 
sheet of sheepskin leather, giving recipes for at least two 
procedures from a formulary, both concerned with ‘favour’ 
(ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ, Greek χάρις). The first begins with a long and 
complex invocation followed by a ritual drawing, part of 
which is lost. Any accompanying instructions have also 
presumably been lost in the lacuna. The favour at issue here 
proves to be of the erotic kind, in the compulsion of a woman 
to come and submit to a male user. Drawing on the analogy 
of erotic prowess attributed to the biblical King Solomon, 
owed to his legendary ring, the invocation includes a 
dialogue recounting an interview with a demon in the 
underworld, familiar from Hay 1 and 2, and a further 
analogy with the natural behaviour of animals. The 
beginning of the second recipe is presumably lost in the 
same lacuna on the front, resuming on the back amid 
another invocation of multiple divine powers for favour of a 
more commercial kind: attracting customers to a place of 
business. Instructions for use follow, including an aromatic 
offering and the drawing of a ritual figure, which is 
appended below. Beyond the general probability that the 
assemblage to which the manuscript belongs comes from the 
Theban region, the text may mention a place name or noun 
otherwise attested only there: see the note on 47–8.

The hand is a practised Coptic majuscule with some 
cursive features, assigned to Copyist 2 (along with Hay 4–5). 
The ⲁ is formed in a rounded two-stroke form with 
distinctive re-curved serif at the top, alongside a cursive 
form in a single stroke, while ⲙ alternates between the  
three- and four-stroke varieties, and ⲩ between two- and 
one-stroke forms, the former with a distinctive rightward-
hooked foot, occasionally with the vertical shortened 
essentially to vanishing.

The text is in a single column along the horizontal axis on 
both sides, the page being turned over the long edge. A 
margin equivalent to about two lines of writing has been left 
at the top on front and back, and small, uneven margins at 
left and right. Horizontal dividing lines running the full 
width separate sections; diagonal slashes provide a sort of 

Hay 3                                225 x 120mm (h x w)       mid-8th–9th century
EA 10414a, Reg. no. 1868,1102.461                                                                                                                                Thebes?
TM 99562

closing punctuation in two places (14, 22). Superlineation is 
confined to some divine names and magical words and, 
inconsistently, to the placeholder abbreviation ⲇⲇ. Vacats 
seem to correspond to the avoidance of defects in the writing 
surface, not sense pauses. The pattern of horizontal cracks 
indicates rolling from the top along this axis.

A detached fragment now assigned to Hay 5 (see further 
the Introduction there) was regarded by the first editor as an 
unplaced fragment of this manuscript (his ‘fr. 1’), to which it 
was probably found stuck, a join falsely reinforced in later 
conservation with adhesive tape. That false bottom once 
removed, another possibility may be considered. The 
invocation of lines 13–46 on the front of Hay 4 could find a 
direct continuation at the beginning of the back of Hay 3 
(24 and following), giving the missing invocation formula 
mentioned above; a connection can also be drawn between 
the ritual figures and captions at the end of the text on the 
back of Hay 3 and those at the beginning of the back of 
Hay 4. There can be no direct join, but it is just possible that 
Hay 3 and Hay 4 are the top and bottom, respectively, of 
the same manuscript, which would have been no less than  
65cm in height, comparable in that dimension to Hay 1  
but narrower.

The dialect is again non-standard Sahidic, but distinct 
from Hay 1 and 2 in the abundance of features that 
resemble an Akhmimic-influenced Sahidic, even if direct 
influence is impossible at this date. In addition to the 
frequent writing of ⲟ for ⲟⲩ in the indefinite article and 
occasionally elsewhere (ⲉⲓⲟϣⲉ for ⲉⲓⲟⲩⲱϣ(ⲉ), 20), there is 
interchange of /a/ for /e/ (ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ, 1; ⲁⲃⲟⲗ, 3; ⲁⲩⲏⲓ, 13; ⲁⲣⲟⲓ, 
24; ⲁϩⲟⲛ, 36) and /o/ (ⲣⲁⲩⲛⲉ for ⲣⲟⲟⲩⲛⲉ, 2; ⲁⲛⲕⲁⲓⲗⲉ for 
ⲁⲛϭⲟⲉⲓⲗⲉ, 7), the suffixal form of the preposition ⲛⲏ⸗ for ⲛⲁ⸗ 
(ⲛⲏⲕ, 21; ⲛⲏⲓ, 38, and weakness of the sibilant quality of ϣ 
(ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲁϩⲧ for ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲁϣⲧ, 9; ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉ for ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ, 11). The 
infinitive ⲗⲉⲗⲉ appears elsewhere only in Bohairic (12 with 
the note).

Ed.pr. Crum 1934b, 195–7 text A; tr. D. Frankfurter, ACM 
166–9 no. 79, with textual notes, 367–8.
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front (grain)

 + ⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲛ vac. ⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ ⲛⲡⲟⲣⲟ ⲥⲟⲗⲟⲙⲟ̣ⲛ̣
 ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ϩⲁⲣⲁⲩⲛⲉ ϩⲓ ⲙⲉ ⲛⲥⲓⲙⲉ ⲭⲁϩⲏ ϣ vac. ⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩϫⲓ̣
 ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϫⲟⲩ ⲁ vac. ⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓϫⲛ
 ⲡϩⲟ ⲛⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲥⲉⲇⲉ ⲁⲥⲥⲱⲃϩ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲥⲁⲡⲁⲗⲗⲉ ⲙⲁⲓ ⲙⲁⲓⲉϩ
5 ⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲓⲕⲁⲧ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲁϯ ϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲓⲁⲧⲉ ⲕⲟⲕ ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲕⲟⲕ̣
 ⲕⲟⲕ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲓ ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ
 ⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲕⲁⲓⲗⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲇⲇ ⲛ-
 ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕϯ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲉⲃⲓⲱ̅
 ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲙⲁⲛⲛⲁ ϩⲓ ⲡⲉⲥⲗⲁⲥ vac. ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲁϩⲧ ϩⲛ ⲡⲣⲏ
10 ⲛⲥⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲡⲟⲟϩ vac. ⲛⲥⲉⲓϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲥⲱⲓ ⲛⲑⲉ
 ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲗⲧⲓⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲇⲟⲥ ⲛⲥⲣ ϩⲛ
 ⲟⲩⲃⲓⲱ ⲉⲥϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ ⲉⲥⲗⲉⲗⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲙⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲥⲃⲱⲕ̣
 ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲏⲓ ⲁⲩⲏⲓ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲧⲱⲣⲉ ⲉⲥⲃⲱⲕ ϩⲁ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲃⲗⲉ ⲉⲓⲧⲓ
 ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ⲛⲁⲙⲛⲧⲓ ///
 _________________________________________
15 ⲕⲟⲕ ⲕⲱⲭⲁⲣⲱⲧⲱⲭ ⲡⲁⲣⲥⲟⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ ⲁⲓⲏ-
 ⲧⲉ ⲙⲟϥ ⲁϥϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲩⲇⲉⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲣⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ
 ⲑⲉⲩⲙⲁⲑⲁ ⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲓ ⲁⲙⲛ-
 ⲧⲉ ⲧⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲉ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛϩⲉⲛϣⲗⲓⲕ ⲛⲕⲱ-
 ϩⲧ ϥⲛⲁϯ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲁⲡⲏ ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲥⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉ-
20 ⲙⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲟϣⲉ: ⲁⲥⲱⲕ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟ̅ⲧ̅
 ⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ ϫⲉ ⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲛⲏⲕ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛ-
 ⲁ̅ⲇ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲉⲧⲓ ⲉⲧⲓ ϯⲛⲟⲩ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲏ̅ =
 _________________________________________

23a 

23

 

1 ⲧⲓⲭ̣ⲁⲣⲓⲥ Crum   ⲥⲟⲗⲟⲙ[ⲱⲛ] Crum   2 ⲉⲧ̣ϥ̣ⲓ̣ ̣ ϩⲁⲣ̣ⲁⲩⲛⲉ Crum   4 ⲙⲁⲓⲉϩ Crum   5 ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲕⲟⲕ:̣ ⲕ2 fitted in above the line : ⲧⲡⲁⲣⲕⲟ Crum    
13 ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲱⲣⲉ Crum   ⲉⲧ⟨ⲓ ⲉ⟩ⲧⲓ Crum
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(front) ‘The favour that was given to the stone of king Solomon,

  on account of the virginity and love of women, inflame (?) (them) until they take

  their maidenhood and cast it off upon the

  face of the earth sede assōbh men asapalle mai maieh

5  pe maikat until I bring shame to their parents. Kok Tparkok

  Kok, this one whose head is in the Nun, while his foot is in Amente,

  we have come to you today, we have visited you on account of NN,

  so that you may give her the food, and I may be as honey

  within her, manna on her tongue, and she may desire me like the sun

10  and love me like the moon and cling to me like

  a drop of water that clings to a vessel, and let her be like

  a honey(-bee) in her seeking, a bitch in her roaming, a cat in her going

  from house to house, like a mare in her going under (lust-)mad (horses), now,

  at once, quickly, by all the power of Amente.

15  kok kōcharōtōch parsobol anaēl. I asked

  him, he sent a demon whose name is

  Theumatha, whose head is in the Nun, while his foot is in Amente – 

  Gehenna of fire. He has taken up fiery spikes,

  he will put (them) into the head of NN until she comes to me, to

20  whatever place I wish. She has drawn (up) her garment to her neck,

  she will call to me, “Please come.” By the power of

  Adaēl, now, now, at once, quickly, quickly.’

  (Figure, signs). 
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back (flesh)

 ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲁⲓ vac. ⲗⲁϩⲧ ⲙⲙⲟ-
25 ⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲑⲉⲗⲉⲕⲟⲛ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩ-
 ϫⲅ ⲙ vac. ⲙⲱⲧⲛ ϩⲛ ⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ-
 ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲛ ⲛⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁ̅ⲙ̅
 ⲙⲛ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲏ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ
 ϩⲁⲇⲱⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲁⲇⲁⲉϩⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲩⲉⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ
30 ⲁⲣⲟⲓ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁϥ ⲛⲉⲃⲓⲱ ⲉϩⲟⲛ
 ⲉ̣ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲟⲧⲏϩⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ϫⲉ ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ
 ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲏ-
 ⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲡ
 ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϯ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲟⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲙⲛ
35 ⲟⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩ-
 ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟⲛ ⲛⲡⲉⲁⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ
 ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ vac. ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲥⲏⲩ
 ⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲡⲉ ⲛⲏⲓ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ
 _______________________________
 ⲧⲉϥϭⲓⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ⲥⲧⲟⲣⲝ ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲗ-
40 ⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲙⲟⲥⲭⲁⲧⲱⲛ ⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ
 ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲕⲟⲛ ⲙⲉⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ
 ⲉⲡⲉ vac. ⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲧⲕⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ ⲛⲃⲣⲣⲉ ϯ ⲡⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ-
 ⲑⲉⲗⲉⲕⲟⲛ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲛⲅ[]ⲉ[] ϩ̣ ⲛⲥⲛⲟϥ
 ⲛϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ⲕ̣ⲁⲁⲩ ⲉ̣ⲩ̣ϫ̣ⲱ ⲙⲉ ⲛⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ ⲉⲕⲟ ⲛ-
45 ⲓ ⲙ̣ⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲧⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏ-
 ⲕⲉ ⲛⲅϯ ⲡⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲛ̣ ⲉ̣ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲟⲩ-
 ⲁ: ⲛⲡϣⲟⲩⲙⲁⲣⲁ ⲅ̅ ⲉⲧ̣[]ⲟⲩⲁ ⲙⲟϩ
 ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲙⲉ ⲥ[ c. 3 ]ⲥϩ ⲉⲟⲩⲕ̣ⲁⲙ
 ⲥⲉⲥ ⲟ̣ⲩ̣ⲫ̣ⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲟϩ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ
50 [ c. 5 ]ⲗⲉ ⲛ̣ⲗⲉⲩⲕ̣ⲟⲛ
 __________________________________
 [ c. 5 ]ⲣ̣ⲙⲁⲛⲛ ⲫ̅ⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛⲧ ⲫ̅ⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛⲓ

      

 

24 ⲉϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲁ Crum   29 ϩⲁ ⲇⲁⲉϩⲟ: ϩ2 from corr. : ϩⲁ ⲇⲁⲉⲓⲟ Crum   30 ⲛⲉⲓⲃⲓⲱ Crum   31 [ⲉ]ⲡⲣⲟ Crum   ⲛⲟⲧⲏϩ̣ⲙⲉϥ Crum   34 ⲛⲟⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ Crum   35 
ⲙⲛⲁ- Crum   37 ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲥⲏⲩ: ⲥⲏ corr. from ⲱ? : ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲁⲥⲏ̣ⲩ Crum   43 ⲛⲅ[̣ c. 10 ] ⲛⲥⲛⲁϥ̣  ̣Crum   44 ⲛⲙⲉ̣ ⲛⲉⲕⲣ̣ⲁⲛ Crum   45 [ ]ⲃⲟⲗ Crum   
46 [ⲕⲏ c. 3 ] ⲡⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ Crum   ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲡⲣⲟ Crum   47 ⲁⲓ̣ ⲛⲡϣⲟⲩⲁⲥϩⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ Crum   ⲧⲏⲣ̣̣ⲟⲩ ⲉⲡ̣ Crum   48 ⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲙⲉ: ⲡⲉ[ ] Crum   ⲉⲟⲩ̣̣ⲛⲁ̣ⲙ 
Crum   49 ⲥⲉ̣ⲥ̣̣[]ϩ[̣] ϯⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲙ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ Crum   50 [ ]ⲓⲟ̣ⲛ Crum   51 [ ]ⲙⲁⲛⲛ Crum   ⲫⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲧ̣ ⲯⲟ̅̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ ̣ Crum
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(back) ‘[... I invoke?] you today over the vessel of 

25  sun-facing water, at the moment that I sprinkle 

  you in the dwelling-place, that you

  gather in to me all the race of Adam

  and all the children of Zoe, with them bringing me

  every gift, every honour. They should all be gathered

30  to me like a honey-bee

  to the mouth of a hive, yes, yes, for I adjure you

  by your names and your powers and your amulets

  and your places, in which you

  are, that you give me favour and

35  blessing and desire for (my) dwelling and a

  gathering-in for (my) workshop, on the present

  day and all the days of my lifetime

  that I shall have, yes, yes, quickly, quickly.’

  Its procedure – all of it – storax and calamus juice,

40  musk-scented incense, blood of a white dove,

  black (ink). Draw the figure

  at the bottom of a new vessel, put the sun-facing water 

  into it and ... dove’s blood, 

  place them in a cup with your names, you being

45  ... water at the door of the storeroom,

  and place the figure at the edge of the door-

  frame of the shoumara, three times ... fill

  for yourself (with?) genuine (olive) oil ... a black

  ... a lamp, fill for yourself ...

50  white ...

  ‘...rmann phorant phourani ...

  ( figures)
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Commentary
Front 1 ⲧⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ. Greek χάρις (cf. Förster, WB 866). Coptic 
ritual procedures dedicated to gaining or inspiring this 
quality include e.g. P.Gieben Copt. 1 (ed. Van der Vliet 
2005b; now Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum inv. 16.750) 
and P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3; cf. 
P.KölnÄgypt. I 10); see also Hay 1, 78–9. In Greek the rubric 
χαριτήσιον is applied to such recipes, e.g. PGM XXXVI 274, 
and thence taken over in Coptic (Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. 
Worrell 1935a, 17–37), p. 7.16, with the commentary in the 
edition of Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022); see in general 
Brashear 1991, 71–3; Quack 2011. Magical practice in 
modern Egypt continued to include such procedures: an 
Arabic invocation for favour before authorities, including an 
address to the sun and angels with both spoken and written 
components, is mentioned in Blackman 1927, 194.

ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ. For ⲉⲡⲱⲛⲉ: on the spelling with ⲟ and ⲏ see 
P.Bal. pp. 90 §61 and 71–2 §23 respectively; the presence of ⲁ 
for ⲉ is the first appearance of a pervasive feature of the 
phonology of this text, which recalls Akhmimic (see P.Bal. 
pp. 68–9 §21 on the preposition in particular, and further 
ⲁⲃⲟⲗ in 3 below), although the resemblance may be solely by 
coincidence at this date. Crum doubtfully referred the word 
to ⲱⲛⲉ, assuming a sense (for which see now Crum, CD 524a 
s.v. in fine) in which it appears to gloss the Greek ψωλή 
‘phallus’, but with the feminine gender (ⲧⲱⲛⲉ). With the 
better attested sense and gender, sense can still be made via 
reference to a precious stone set in Solomon’s famous ring: 
see below.

ⲛⲡⲟⲣⲟ. For ⲙⲡⲣⲣⲟ; cf. Sahidic (and Bohairic) form ⲟⲩⲣⲟ: 
Crum, CD 299a.

ⲥⲟⲗⲟⲙⲟⲛ̣.̣ The setting of a precious stone in a ring given 
to King Solomon, to control demons, is mentioned in his 
eponymous Testament: ἐδόθη μοι παρὰ κυρίου Σαβαωθ διὰ 
Μιχαηλ τοῦ ἀρχαγγέλου δακτυλίδιον ἔχον σραφῖδα γλυφῆς 
λίθου τιμίου (Test.Sol. recensions A–B, 1.6, ed. McCown 
1922, 10*; the Greek text of a silver lamella amulet from 
Egypt of the 3rd or 4th century adjures demons to depart a 
named bearer because she possesses ‘the seal of Solomon’ 
(P.Köln VIII 338.7–8, τὴν σφραγῖδα τοῦ Σολομωνος). His 
demonological prowess is also invoked in a fragmentary 
Coptic narrative motif in P.Köln in. 1850 (ed. P.Köln XV 
641), 14–16, against demonic possession, ⲡⲉϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲣⲣⲟ 
ⲥⲱⲗⲱⲙⲟⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲏⲙⲟⲛⲓ̣ⲟ̣ⲛ̣ ̣ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ̣ ̣ ⲉⲡⲁⲓ 
[ ]; see now also P.Heid. inv. K 408, ed. P.Heid.Kopt. 4.

On demonological traditions around Solomon see in 
general Duling 1985; Torijano 2002, 106–28, 192–230; 
Deines 2003; Rainbow 2007; Bohak 2008, 100–5; and for his 
ring in particular, Trnka-Amrheim 2020, 100–6. His more 
particular role in erotic conquest, as opposed to general 
mastery over demons, is less well attested in magic so far (for 
a contrasting tradition in which he himself fell victim to 
erotic magic practised by his Egyptian bride, see Ginzberg 
2003, 2:947–8), but probably has its roots in legends around 
his dealings with the Queen of Sheba (Ginzberg 2003, 
2:958–62), his association with the Song of Songs, and his 
many marriages and perhaps adultery (Ginzberg 2003, 
2:949 n. 16). There may be a more distant relation to the 
tradition reflected in the Apocalypse of Adam (NHC V.5, 78.30–
79.19) of the birth of the Illuminator (ⲫⲱⲥⲧⲏⲣ) from a virgin 

‘taken’ (ⲁϥϫⲓⲧⲥ ̅) by Solomon with the aid of ‘his army of 
demons’ (ⲧⲉϥⲥⲧⲣⲁⲧⲓⲁ ⲛⲧ̅ⲉ ⲛⲓⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ) (the suggestion of 
Sarah Iles Johnston, communicated by Korshi Dosoo). 
Novelistic elaboration of the life of Solomon as exemplum 
for magical purposes is also on record in Syriac (Zellmann-
Rohrer 2021, 111–12).

2 ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ϩⲁⲣⲁⲩⲛⲉ. The ‘ironic’ sense proposed by 
Frankfurter to account for the reading of Crum ⲉⲧ̣ϥ̣ⲓ̣ ̣ ϩⲁ 
‘suffers’ is no longer necessary; the preposition ⲉⲧⲃⲉ governs 
a noun prefixed with ϩⲁ(ⲛ) for ϩ(ⲉ)ⲛ as the indefinite article 
(cf. Bohairic ϩⲁⲛ, Crum, CD 470a, and ϩⲁⲇⲱⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ 
ϩⲁⲇⲁⲉϩⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ in 29 below).

ⲛⲥⲓⲙⲉ. For -ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ: cf. Hay 1, 92 with the note.
ⲭⲁϩⲏ. For the form compare ⲕⲱϩ and ⲕⲱϩⲧ with Kasser, 

Crum Complements 22b; Crum saw a logos or divine name, but 
an imperative suits the syntax better. For the infliction of 
burning as part of the sort of temporary curse imposed to 
influence the target of erotic magic, see e.g. P.Leid. inv. F 
1964/4.14 (ed. Green 1987 with Green 1988), recto, 13–14, ϩⲛ 
ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲛⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲙⲛⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲁϩⲥⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲗⲓⲃⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲥⲉⲓ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ 
ⲛⲇⲇ; the texts cited in the note to 11–13 below; and for Greek 
texts, Faraone 1999, 59–61; P.Oxy. LXXXII 5304 ii 8 n.

2–4 ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩϫⲓ ̣ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϫⲟⲩ ⲁⲃⲟⲗ 
ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲡϩⲟ ⲛⲡⲕⲁϩ. Virginity, here denoted with the hybrid 
ⲙⲛⲧⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲟⲥ, formed from the Greek loanword παρθένος 
‘virgin’ (cf. Förster, WB 625) and the Coptic abstract noun 
prefix ⲙⲛⲧ-, is referenced when the opposite effect is sought 
in P.Heid. inv. K 1682 (ed. P.Bad. V 137), the binding of a 
man ⲛⲛ̅ⲉϥⲉϣ ⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲡⲁⲣⲑⲉⲛⲓⲁ of a woman (34–5, and 
similarly throughout). The expression for casting on the 
ground, which also occurs in a damaged context in an 
invocation in Coptic magic, P.Heid. inv. K 14 (ed. P.Bad. V 
126), ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓϫⲙ ̅ ⲫⲁ ⲙⲡ̅ⲕⲉϩⲉ, appears to be a Hebraism, 
introduced via Greek: cf. e.g. the Greek versions of 1 Kings 
18:1, with rain sent ἐπὶ πρόσωπον τῆς γῆς; and Amos 5:8, 
with water poured ἐπὶ προσώπου τῆς γῆς.

3 ⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁϫⲟⲩ. For -ⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ, cf. the Akhmimic pre-
pronominal form ⲛⲁϫ⸗ (Crum, CD 247a); instead of a faulty 
writing for ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩ-, the conjugation is probably simply an 
instance of a common form of the conjunctive without initial 
ⲛ-: see Richter 2016.

ⲁ vac. ⲃⲟⲗ. For ⲉⲃⲟⲗ: cf. ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ in 1 above.
4–5 ⲥⲉⲇⲉ ⲁⲥⲥⲱⲃϩ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲥⲁⲡⲁⲗⲗⲉ ⲙⲁⲓ ⲙⲁⲓⲉϩ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲓⲕⲁⲧ. 

Crum, followed by Frankfurter, looked for syntactic Coptic, 
most attractively in the closing part (‘... I will not ... I will not 
sleep’, in which ‘I will not rise’ might also be read (the 
suggestion of Jacques van der Vliet) by emendation of ⲙⲁⲓⲉϩ 
ⲡⲉ to ⲙⲁⲓⲛⲉϩⲥⲉ); as the sequence is not punctuated in any 
clear way, it is regarded here as magical words, even if once 
syntactical before progressive distortion through copying. 
The verb ϣⲁⲛⲧⲁϯ following in 5 may be regarded simply as 
parallel to ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩϫⲓ in 2.

5 ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲓⲁⲧⲉ. For -ⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ, also on record in Akhmimic 
(Crum, CD 86b).

6 ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲡⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲓ ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ. With ⲡⲛⲟⲛ 
(as in 17–18 below) for ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ: cf. Hay 1, 11 with the note. 
The Nun and Amente (on the latter cf. also see Hay 1, 23) 
are concepts from the topography of traditional Egyptian 
religion: the primeval waters, later associated with the Nile 
inundation, and the western desert (cf. Hay 1, 147 and Hay 
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4, 49, for ⲡⲉ̣ⲙⲛⲧ in the etymological sense of a cardinal 
direction) as place of burial and hence a realm of the 
potentially efficacious spirits of the dead. Amente 
subsequently rendered the Judaeo-Christian concept of 
Hell: note in particular a gloss as ‘Gehenna of fire’ 
(ⲧⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲉ) in 18 below, where the demon 
Theumatha is similarly described in reference to both the 
Nun and Amente, as well as a specifically Egyptian 
hagiographical association of the west with the abode of 
demons (Apophthegmata patrum, alphabetic collection, Μωσῆς 
1, PG 65: 281; Wortley 2010, 171 no. 429). The specific, 
separate valence of the Nun (on which see in general 
Grieshammer 1981), beyond a site of supernatural character, 
is unclear: perhaps the comparably primeval abyss in 
Judaeo-Christian cosmology (Genesis 1:2), susceptible to 
interpretation as a place of eschatological punishment (e.g. 
Jonah 2:6 = Odes 6:6). It is also the residence of the devil, 
under the figure of the serpent (ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲁⲕⲱⲛ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ), in the 
prayer of Cyprian in P.Heid. inv. K 684 (as cited in the note 
to Hay 2, 4–28). There is no need to assume with Grumach 
(1970, 172–3) any connection between the abyss of the Hay 
text and traditional Egyptian conceptions of the sun’s 
passage through the underworld.

 The portrayal of demons with fantastically tall stature is 
paralleled already in Demotic (P.Mag.LL recto xx 28, ỉnk 
p‑nte ḏḏ⸗f ṯy n‑t‑p.t e‑rt.t⸗f ṯy a‑p‑nwn, in a self-identification 
of the practitioner as the divinity Sa Sime Tamaho) and 
widespread in later Coptic invocations, but consistently the 
head is set in the sky, while only the feet are relegated to the 
abyss. There may be a more distant relation to a statement 
about Osiris in the same P.Mag.LL (related to the myth of his 
dismemberment by Seth?), recto xx 2, ‘whose head is in 
This, and his feet in Thebes’ (p‑nte ḏḏ⸗f n Tny e‑rt.t⸗f n N). 
In Coptic erotic magic in particular, there is an invocation 
in the unpublished P.Mich. inv. 602 (read from a facsimile 
supplied by Roxanne Bélanger Sarrazin), 33, of ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲱⲑ 
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ ⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ̅ ϩⲛ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ; similarly P.Mich. 
inv. 597 (as cited in the note on Hay 1, 22–7 above), ⲙⲁⲣⲱⲑ 
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲛ ̇ ⲧⲡ̅ⲉ̅ ̅ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲙ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ, with further 
appellation ⲡⲓⲣ̅ⲓⲡ̅ⲉⲣ̅ ⲡⲣ̅ⲏ̅ ̅ ⲡⲁⲛ̅’̅ⲅⲅⲉⲗ̅ⲟⲥ̅ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲛ̅ 
ⲁⲧⲉⲕⲟ̅ⲩⲙⲏ̅ⲛⲏ̅ ⲧⲏ̅ⲣⲥ̅ ⲡⲉⲧⲁ̅ⲙ̅ⲁϩⲧ̅ⲉ̅ ⲉϫⲙ ⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲕⲟⲥ ϩⲙ̅ ̅ ⲡⲕ̅ⲁ̅ϩ 
ⲡⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲛⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲥⲧⲱⲧ ϩⲏⲧϥ ⲁⲃⲣⲁⲝⲁⲃⲣⲁⲝ· ⲱⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲱ̅·̅ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱ̅ⲑ̅;̅ 
and P.Mich. inv. 4932f (ed. Worrell 1935b, 184–7 with 
Polotsky 1937, 123), recto 11–13, ϯ[ⲡⲁⲣⲁ]ⲕⲁ⟨ⲗⲓ⟩ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ 
ϫⲱϥ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲉ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲙ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ. For more general-purpose 
invocations in Coptic see also P.Carlsberg 52 (ed. Lange 
1932 with Brashear 1991, 16–62), f. 1r.19–20, of the demon 
ϩⲱⲣⲁⲥⲓⲁⲥ, ⲉⲧⲉⲗⲉ ϫⲱⲃ ⲧⲏⲕ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ ⲉⲗⲉ ⲗⲉⲧϥ ⲧⲏⲕ ϩⲙ̅ ̅ ⲡⲕⲉϩⲓ; 
O.CrumST 398.3–4, ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ϩⲣⲁϥ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲡⲉ ⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲙ ̅ ⲡⲕⲁϩ 
(to be restored also in P.Köln inv. 10235 (ed. Weber 1972), 
4–5, following Van der Vliet 1998, 120); and P.Stras.Copt. 
205 frr. A + I + K + 204 fr. G verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), 24, ⲡⲁ̣ⲓ 
ⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡ̣ⲉ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲣ[ⲁⲧϥ] ϩⲙ̣ ⲡⲕⲁ̣ϩ; and further Brashear 
1991, 30–1, who cites also a hagiographic parallel.

7 ⲁⲛⲕⲁⲓⲗⲉ. For the infinitive cf. standard Sahidic  
ϭ(ⲟ)ⲉⲓⲗⲉ/ⲕⲟⲓⲗⲉ and Akhmimic ϭⲁ(ⲉ)ⲓⲗⲉ (Crum, CD 807b–
8a); taken here in Crum’s sense A, given the likely framing 
narrative of a descent to infernal realms (cf. the previous 
line) to meet this divine power, but sense B, of entrusting 
something, is also possible: both in the sense of a 

commission (the purpose set out in the following lines) and as 
an echo of language of deposition in ancient curses (e.g. SEG 
XL 919, in which the speaking voice informs the invoked 
deity, ‘I deposit with you’ (παρατίθεμαί σοι) the named 
victim).

ⲇⲇ. For the placeholder see the note on Hay 1, 9.
7–8 ⲛϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲕϯ. For the addition of initial ⲛ- to this 

verbal prefix, and the alternate use to introduce a final 
clause, see Crum, CD 573a.

8 ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ. For ⲛⲧϭⲓⲛⲟⲩⲱⲙ, or ⲛⲧⲉⲓ- with reduction 
of the demonstrative (see Hay 1, 9 note); the mention of food 
anticipates the honey and manna in the following similes 
and, especially if the demonstrative is understood (‘this 
food’), may also reference a lost, accompanying ritual 
preparation that the target of the recipe is to be caused to 
ingest, as in Hay 2 (esp. 18–22).

8–9 ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲉⲃⲓⲱ ̅ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ ⲙⲁⲛⲛⲁ ϩⲓ ⲡⲉⲥⲗⲁⲥ. The novel 
conjunction of honey and manna in this simile raises an 
association with Jewish scripture in the latter substance, if 
not with the Jewish magical tradition itself; compare a 
Byzantine amuletic prayer co-opting the biblical nexus of 
milk and honey (e.g. Exodus 3:8), in which it is asked, ‘Make 
the rulers and judges and assembly of the people honey and 
milk, that I may devour them’ (ποίησον τοὺς ἄρχοντας καὶ 
κριτὰς καὶ τὸ κοινὸν τοῦ λαοῦ μέλι καὶ γάλα, κἀγὼ δὲ 
καταφάγω αὐτούς: Vatican, BAV cod. Vat. gr. 1538, f. 201v).

9–10 ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲁϩⲧ ϩⲛ ⲡⲣⲏ ⲛⲥⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲡⲟⲟϩ. 
Comparable similes are invoked for the pursuit of favour 
(χάρις) of a more general scope in P.Gieben Copt. 1 (ed. Van 
der Vliet 2005b; now Amsterdam, Allard Pierson Museum 
inv. 16.750), 9–10, ⲉϥϫⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲛⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲇⲇ ⲧⲉⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ 
ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ⲧϩⲏⲥⲉ ⲛⲡⲟϩ ⲉⲥⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ ϩⲛ ⲡϩⲟ ⲛⲇⲇ; P.Köln inv. 1470 
(ed. Weber 1975), 10–11, ⲥⲉⲟⲩⲁϣⲧ ⲑⲏ ⲡⲣⲏ ⲥ[ⲉⲟⲩⲁϣⲧ] ⲑⲏ 
ⲡⲟⲟϩ ⲥⲉⲧⲓ ⲉⲱⲟ ⲛⲁ ⲑⲏ ⲛⲁⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ.

9 ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲁϩⲧ ϩⲛ ⲡⲣⲏ. For Sahidic ⲟⲩⲁϣⲧ, cf. the 
Akhmimic pre-pronominal ⲟⲩⲁⳉⲧ⸗ (Crum, CD 500a); this 
explanation is to be preferred in view of ⲙⲉ in the parallel 
limb (see the previous note) to the pre-pronominal ⲟⲩⲁϩ⸗ 
from ⲟⲩⲱϩ ‘put’. Although ‘put me in the sun’ could in turn 
be seen as a metaphor for favour, that the construction with 
ϩⲛ governing a noun must be synonymous with ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛ- is 
established by 13–14 below. This unusual construction may 
be due to translation, e.g. of Greek κατά, which can have a 
comparative sense (LSJ 883 s.v. B.IV.3) and which elsewhere, 
in a local sense, is rendered by ϩⲛ in Coptic (Crum, CD 
683a).

10 ⲛⲥⲉⲓϣ. For ⲛⲥⲉⲓϣⲉ, probably by simple haplography 
with the following word; cf. ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉ in the following line.

10–11 ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲗⲧⲓⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲇⲟⲥ. 
The last is a loanword from Greek κάδος (cf. Förster, WB 
357–8). The simile is used on its own in another invocation 
for favour, P.HermitageCopt. 71 iv 2–5, ⲛⲥⲉⲙⲉⲣ[ⲓⲧϥ ⲛⲑⲉ] 
ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲧⲓⲗⲉ ⲙ[̣ⲙⲟⲟⲩ] ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲡⲃⲓⲧ [ⲛ]ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲧⲟⲩⲥ; 
similarly P.Lichačov s.n. (ed. Jernstedt 1929), ⲛⲥⲉⲙⲉⲣⲓ[̣ⲧϥ 
ⲛⲑⲉ] ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲧⲓⲗⲉ ⲛ[ⲙⲟⲟⲩ] ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲡⲃⲓⲧ [ⲛ]ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲧⲟⲩⲥ, 
for which Jernstedt identifies a parallel in a literary text, of 
love ⲛⲑ̇ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧ̇ⲉ ⲡⲛ̇ⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲩ̣ⲱ̣ ⲛⲑ̇ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗϯⲗⲉ 
ⲙⲙ̇ⲟ[ⲟ]ⲩ ⲉⲥ̇ⲁϣⲉ ⲛⲥ̇ⲁ [ⲟⲩⲕⲁ]ⲇⲟⲥ ⲙ[̇ⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲙ ]̇ⲡⲕ̣ⲁⲩ̣[ⲙⲁ] 
(P.Bodl. MS Copt. g. 3, emending Von Lemm 1916, 916 no. 
CXLI); add also a simile in a prayer attributed to St 
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Athanasius in Budge 1915, 510, of God, ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲕⲁϩ 
ⲁϣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲡⲉϥϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲗϯ̅ⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ ⲛⲥ̅ⲁ 
ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲇⲟⲥ. The water-drop simile ultimately depends on 
Isaiah 40:15 (in the Greek version, ὡς σταγὼν ἀπὸ κάδου); 
for the combination with animal similes see the note on  
11–13 below.

11 ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉ. For ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ (cf. ⲛⲥⲉⲓϣ in 10 above): compare the 
Akhmimic qualitative ⲁⳉⲉ (Crum, CD 88b).

11–13. Animal similes in erotic magic are firmly rooted in 
Egyptian traditions. They are known already in hieratic 
Egyptian texts: Borghouts 1978, 1 no. 1, ‘[let her] come after 
me like a cow after grass, like a maidservant after her 
children, like a herdsman after his cattle’; for Demotic see 
P.Mag.LL. verso xii–xiii, where reference is made to the male 
and female of the cat, the wolf and the dog. Not much known 
in contemporary Greek texts, they re-emerge in Coptic: for 
the latter see in general Frankfurter 2001, 485–97. A 
comparable set of animals is combined with the drop of 
water as here (see the previous note) in P.Heid. inv. K 684 
(ed. P.Bad. V 122.112–23), p. 6.1–12, ϩⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩⲉⲡⲓⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ ⲙⲉⲛ 
ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲧⲁⲣⲧⲏⲣ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ̅ ̅ ⲡⲭ ̅ ̅ ̅ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲓⲱ ⲉⲥϩⲁ 
ⲡⲓⲱ ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲉⲥϩⲁ ⲡϫⲉⲩ ⲟⲩⲟⲩϩⲁⲁⲣⲓ ϩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩϩⲁⲣ ⲉⲥϩⲙϩ̅ⲙ ̅ 
ⲉⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲉϩⲧⲁⲁⲣⲓ ⲉⲥⲃⲏⲕⲃⲏⲕ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϭⲁⲙⲉⲩⲗⲓ ⲉⲥⲗⲓⲃⲓ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲗⲁⲃⲁⲓ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲉⲙⲥⲁϩ ⲉⲥⲓϣⲓ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲁ ⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲉⲙⲓⲁ ⲙⲉ 
ⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲛ̅ ̅ ⲡⲭ ̅ ̅ ̅ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲧⲓⲗⲓ ⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲥⲁϣⲓ ⲉⲡⲃⲓⲧ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲉⲧⲟⲩⲥ (which ed.pr. refers to κῆτος; for the correct 
interpretation see the tr. of N. Kelsey in ACM no. 72). More 
general parallels abound elsewhere, including P.CtYBR inv. 
1791 fol (second text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 351–3 
no. 3), 14–17, ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲥⲉⲣ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲛ̅ⲓⲟⲩϩⲱⲱⲣ ⲛⲕ[] (ⲕ[ⲁⲙⲉ]? 
Emmel) ⲉⲧⲗⲟⲃⲉ ⲛⲥ̅ⲁ ⲛⲉ̅ⲩϣⲏⲣ̣ⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲑ̅ⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟϥ ⲉⲥⲁϣⲉ 
ⲛ [̅ⲥⲁ ⲧⲉ]ⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲇⲇ ϣⲁⲛⲧ̅ⲉⲥⲉⲓ ϣⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ̅ ⲇ; P.Mich. inv. 
4932f (ed. Worrell 1935b, 184–7), recto 8–11, ⲛⲅⲧⲣⲉ ⲡⲁⲙⲏ ̣ 
ϣ[̣ⲱⲡⲉ] ϩⲙ̣ ⲡⲉⲥϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲧ̅ⲉ ⲡⲱⲥ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲙ ⲡⲱⲓ [ⲛⲑⲉ] ⲛⲟ̣ⲩⲥⲱⲛ 
ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩⲗⲁⲃⲟⲓ [ⲉⲧⲟⲩ]ⲱϣ ([ϯⲟⲩ]ⲱϣ ed.pr.) 
ⲉϯϫⲓ ⲛⲉⲥϣⲏⲣⲉ; P.Ashmolean inv. 1981.940 (ed. Smither 
1939), 10–14, of the male target, ⲉϥⲉϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱⲓ ϫⲓⲛⲉ ϯⲙⲉ 
ⲉϯⲙⲉ ϫⲓⲛⲉ ⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉϫⲓⲛⲉ ⲥⲱϣⲉ ⲉⲥⲱϣ̣ⲉ ⲉϫⲓⲛⲉ ⲭⲱⲣⲉ 
ⲉⲭⲱⲣⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧϥⲓ ⲉⲣⲁⲧ ⲛϥϩ̣ⲏⲡⲟⲧⲁⲥⲉ ϩⲁⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ; 
P.Schmidt 2 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text B), 35–6, ⲛⲑⲉ 
ⲛⲟⲟⲩϩⲟⲣⲉ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩϩⲟⲣ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲟⲩ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲡⲣⲥ̅. The 
sequence in P.Mich. inv. 601 (see the note on 13 below), 
places an unusual focus on birds, recalling the implication of 
avian and fowling imagery in love poetry of ancient Egypt: 
ⲉⲥⲁⲣ ⲧⲕⲓ ⲛϫⲟⲩϫⲟ ⲛⲟ̣ⲃⲏⲛⲉ ⲧⲉⲥⲡⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲃⲏⲕ ⲧϭⲓⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲁϩⲱⲙ ⲧⲕⲓ ⲛϩⲱⲗ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲃⲧ ⲉⲥⲁⲣ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϩⲱⲣⲉ ⲉⲥⲙⲟⲥⲉ 
ⲉⲩϩⲟⲗϩⲗ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲥϯ ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲥⲙⲏ ⲛⲃⲉ ⲛⲉⲥϣⲏⲣⲉ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩⲃⲓⲧⲟⲩ 
ⲉⲥϩⲣⲱⲛⲕⲟⲥ ϩⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲥⲁⲗⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲥⲁⲣ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲧⲱⲣ ⲉⲥⲗⲟⲃⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲱ ϩⲛⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉ (6–11), and ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲣ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩϩⲱⲣ 
ⲉⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲁⲡⲉⲥⲕⲗⲏⲗ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲁⲡ[ⲉ]ⲥϫⲓ (21). 
Some parallels from Mandaean magical formularies may be 
added (ed. Drower 1943, 164 nos 45–6), one copied by a priest 
in 20th-century Baghdad, for the use of women upon men, 
which may derive from a shared ancestor in traditions 
related to Gnosticism (for another Mandaean-Coptic 
relation of this kind see Zellmann-Rohrer 2019): ‘Beseech 
the angels that they go and make (love) overpowering, and 
kindle love for her, N, in the heart of him, N. By all the 
names that there are, N should follow N with burning love 
and passion, like a breeding dog after a bitch in heat, so too 

should he, N, be drawn and dragged after her, N, by the 
names of those angels of heaven and earth, by the names of 
the angels of love’; also ibid. 166 no. 24, ‘He, N, should be 
inflamed, and sent off and fly and follow her, N, with love 
that is fervent and burning, like a he-goat after she-goats, 
like a bull after a cow, like a breeding dog after a bitch in 
heat, and like a fish after a fisherman, so too should he be 
towed and pulled’ (translations of Drower, modified).

12 ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲃⲓⲱ. The noun stands for ⲟⲩⲁϥ ⲛⲉⲃⲓⲱ, cf. 31 
below; for the construction with ϩⲛ see 9–10 above with the 
notes.

ⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ. For ⲟⲩⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣⲉ, cf. ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ for ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲱϣ in 35 
below with the note.

ⲉⲥⲗⲉⲗⲉ. The verb ⲗⲉⲗⲉ is confined to Bohairic according 
to Crum, CD 141a.

ⲟⲩⲉⲙⲟⲩⲉ. For -ⲉⲙⲟⲩ; for the addition of final -ⲉ cf. 
P.Bal. p. 64 §19a.

ⲉⲥⲃⲱⲕ .̣ The legs of ⲕ are compressed, as the writer 
apparently ran out of space.

13 ⲁⲩⲏⲓ. For ⲉⲩⲏⲓ; cf. ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ in 1 above.
ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲧⲱⲣⲉ ⲉⲥⲃⲱⲕ ϩⲁ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲃⲗⲉ. For the construction  

of ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲧⲱⲣⲉ cf. ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲃⲓⲱ in 11–12 above with the note. 
The qualitative ⲟⲃⲗⲉ is a metathesis for ⲗⲟⲃⲉ, as Crum saw. 
Another version of the metaphor is applied in erotic magic in 
the unpublished formulary P.Mich. inv. 601, 10–11, read and 
slipped by Crum (CD 137a), in which the mare is said more 
actively to be driven mad by the horse: ⲉⲥⲁⲣ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲧⲱⲣⲉ 
ⲉⲥⲗⲟⲃⲉ (from a facsimile; [ⲉⲥ]ⲗ- Crum) ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲱ (for 
-ϩⲧⲟ via haplography with a following ϩⲛ). For the stallion as 
a figure of lust see also the Apophthegmata patrum (ed. Chaîne 
1960) §9, where those who neglect fasting, called ‘the monk’s 
bridle’ (ⲡⲉⲭⲁⲗⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲡ̅ⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ), are compared to it: 
ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲓ (sc. ⲧⲛⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁ) ⲥⲁⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟϥ ⲟⲩϩⲧⲟ 
ⲛⲗ̅ⲁⲃⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ; and the History of the Monks in Egypt, where 
one tempted by fornication ‘has become a senseless and 
female-mad horse’ (ἄφρων ἤδη καὶ θηλυμανὴς ἵππος 
γενόμενος, §1). A sorcerer literally turns the female target of 
erotic magic into a mare in an episode reported in both the 
Lausiac History (17.6–9; with Wortley 2010, 127 no. 187) and 
the History of the Monks in Egypt (21; with Wortley 2010, 125 no. 
171), which requires the intervention of the saintly anchorite 
Macarius.

13–14 ⲉⲓⲧⲓ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ. The first and last elements in  
this tricolon of urgency derive from Greek ἤδη and ταχύ 
respectively; the middle is Coptic, substituting perhaps for 
Greek ἄρτι: cf. the sequence ἤδη ἤδη, ταχὺ ταχύ, ἄρτι ἄρτι in 
Suppl.Mag. I 49 back 82–3 and I 50 back 70; and [ἄ]ρτι ἄρτι, 
ταχὺ ταχύ, perhaps preceded in a lacuna by [ἤδη ἤδη], in 
P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5543.10. For the formula in general, and 
the mixture of Greek and Coptic, see Hay 1, 10 with the 
note; cf. also 22 below.

14 ⲧϭⲟⲙ. Crum read ⲧϭⲟⲙ ,̅ but the mark is better taken 
as a flourish of the tail of ϭ (cf. recto 21 below).

ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲓ. A variant spelling of the ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ in 6 above: on the 
place see the note there; for the form, cf. the Bohairic and 
Fayumic ⲁⲙⲉⲛϯ (Crum, CD 8b), but spellings with final -ⲓ 
for -ⲉ in general are also attested in Akhmimic: P.Bal. p. 71 
§23a.

15 ⲕⲟⲕ. Possibly deformed from ⲕⲟⲭ as rubric 
introducing magical names, cf. e.g. P.Köln inv. 20826 (ed. 
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P.Köln XV 640), front, 5; P.Macq. I 1, p. 3.10 (with further 
references in the commentary, p. 86).

ⲡⲁⲣⲥⲟⲃⲟⲗ. The name bears a passing resemblance to the 
Beelzeboul (alias Beelzebub) known as ruler (ἄρχων) of 
demons in Christian traditions (Matthew 12:24; Mark 3:22).

ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ. For this angel see the note on Hay 5, 29.
15–16 ⲁⲓⲏⲧⲉ. For ⲁⲓⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ, from Greek αἰτέω, for which see 

Hay 2, 4–5 with the note.
16 ⲙⲟϥ. For ⲙⲙⲟϥ; cf. ⲙⲟⲥ in Hay 1, 16.
ⲛⲟⲩⲇⲉⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ. For -ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲟⲛⲓⲟⲛ; on the loanword see 

Hay 1, 72 with the note.
17–18 ⲉⲣⲉ ϫⲱϥ ϩⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲣⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ϩⲓ ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲧⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲛⲉ 

ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲉ. With ⲡⲛⲟⲛ for ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲛ as in 6 above. For the Nun 
and Amente, and their role in delimiting the demon’s 
enormous size, see the note on 5–6 above. The glossing of 
the ancient name Amente, already adapted within the 
Egyptian Christian tradition for the site of infernal 
punishment, via the Judaeo-Christian ‘Gehenna of fire’ is 
noteworthy; the latter phrasing surely derives from Greek, 
probably in turn rendering Hebrew or Aramaic, as e.g. εἰς 
τὴν γέενναν τοῦ πυρός in Matthew 5:22 and the Apocalypse of 
Esdras (ed. Tischendorff 1866, 25).

18 ⲛϩⲉⲛϣⲗⲓⲕ. This aspect of the torment is unusual, but a 
Greek recipe for erotic magic in PGM XXXVI, with clear 
signs of Egyptian tradition such as invocations of Isis and 
Osiris, suggests an older tradition: these gods, along with 
other divinities, are asked to prepare the female target a 
bedding of thorns, and for her head, spikes (151–2,  
ὑποστρώσατε αὐτῇ σιττύβας ἀκανθίνας, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν 
κοτράφων σκόλοπας). The fiery spike in particular is 
carried by an infernal power (ⲡⲧⲁⲣⲧⲁⲣⲟⲩⲭⲟⲥ ⲛⲁ̅ⲙⲛⲧ̅ⲉ) as 
an instrument of torment at the moment of death in a vision 
of a monk in the Coptic Apophthegmata patrum §212, where it is 
specified as having three prongs (ⲟⲩϣⲗⲓϭ ⲛⲕ̅ⲱϩⲧ ̅ ⲛϣ̅ⲟⲙⲛⲧ̅ 
ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲣ, ed. Chaîne 1960, 61; reference from Korshi Dosoo).

20 ⲉⲓⲟϣⲉ. For ⲉⲓⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ; cf. ⲡⲛⲟⲛ above with the note.
ⲁⲥⲱⲕ ⲛⲧⲉⲥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲧ̅ .̅ Crum corrected the verbal 

form to ⲉⲥⲁⲥⲱⲕ to match (ⲉ)ⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ in the following line, 
but the past-future pairing (understand ⲁⲥⲥⲱⲕ by 
haplography) already parallels the preceding description of 
the demon (ⲁϥϫⲓ, ϥⲛⲁϯ). For the lifting-up of clothes 
(understand ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩⲧ) compare the motif of the so-called 
‘Isis with raised garment’ (anasyrmēnē: Frankfurter 1998, 104 
n. 27) and the account in Herodotus of the women festival-
celebrants in Egypt who stand and raise their garments as 
they sail past riverside spectators (ἀνασύρονται 
ἀνιστάμεναι, 2.60.2).

21 ⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ. For ⲉⲥⲁ- (Sahidic ⲉⲥⲉ-); cf. P.Bal. p. 154 
§129.1.

ⲛⲏⲕ. For ⲛⲁⲕ; cf. Crum, CD 216a.
22 ⲉⲧⲓ ⲉⲧⲓ. For ⲏⲇⲏ ⲏⲇⲏ (Greek ἤδη), separated by ϯⲛⲟⲩ 

from the further loanwords ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ (ταχύ): see 13–14 
above with the note.

23, 23a Figure with text. An anthropomorphic, angelic 
figure flanked by two minor divinities with animal heads: 
for this disposition see e.g. P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 
122), ed. p. 314. The body of the main figure is inscribed with 
ritual signs (charakteres), found also in the angelic figures in  
P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122), ed. p. 314, and P.Köln 
inv. 1471 (ed. P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3 with Taf. IV; cf. 

P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), and furnished with schematic 
representation of wings, paralleled in P.Köln inv. 1471 (ed. 
P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3 with Taf. IV; cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 
as are the wreath (for the importance of myrtle wreaths in 
particular in Mandaean rituals see Buckley 1985) and staff in 
the hands; cf. also Hay 5, 49 with the note. The 
composition, which may be continued in Hay 4, 1 (see the 
note there), is framed by further ritual signs in the form of 
letters (a repeated ⲛ with ringed termini, 23a; for signs of this 
type see Hay 1, 57–8 and Hay 4, 5–8 with the notes), two 
sequences of seven at top and right, and one of four at left, 
while a single letter-sign (ⲙ) issues from the mouth of the 
main figure. Grumach had identified the flanking figures as 
donkey-headed, demonic animals in the tradition of the 
Egyptian Seth (1970, 172–3). For Dosoo (2018, 33–4), the 
theriomorphs may instead figure the male and female 
parties in the erotic context to which the preceding 
invocation belongs, and the central orant figure, the user or 
the invoked demon, with a similar group possibly to be 
identified in Hay 1, 105–8 (for the pose see the note there). 

The motivation of the choice of the letters ⲙ and ⲛ, or the 
ⲫ on the body of the main figure, is uncertain. For the first 
two one might think of the Coptic preposition ⲙⲛ ‘with’ to 
express the desired relation between user and target; for the 
ⲫ, perhaps Greek  φιλέω ‘love’, or less likely the names in 
ⲫ- that come in a later section (51 below), but a name of the 
demon itself could be sought rather in the cruciform sign 
within a circle in the upper part of the chest, which might 
allude to ⲑⲉⲩⲙⲁⲑⲁ (17). A comparably ⲛ-shaped sign, 
somewhat more ornamented at the termini, is prescribed 
without obvious phonetic referent for a more benevolent 
purpose, the cure of colic by inscription on a ring, in 
Alexander of Tralles, Therapeutica 8.2, ed. Puschmann 1879, 
2:377; cf. Heim 1893, 480 no. 57.

Back 24. The text on the back cannot be read with 
continuous sense directly following the front: the invocation 
in the service of erotic magic begun in 1 has reached its 
expected conclusion in 22, followed by ritual drawings 
probably accompanying its delivery, whereas the invocation 
on the back, accompanied by its own set of ritual 
instructions (39–50) and captioned drawings (51–2), has a 
related goal of attraction and favour but for a different 
purpose, custom for a workshop (see the note on 26–7 below). 
The probably missing verbs of invocation could be supplied 
by regarding this line as a continuation of Hay 4, 13–46, 
which breaks off after ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ and has the same 
aim, but as there can be no direct join, this interpretation 
remains only a possibility. See further the Introduction.

ⲧⲉⲕⲁⲓ vac. ⲗⲁϩⲧ. For -ϭⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ, cf. the Sahidic variant 
ⲕⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ (Crum, CD 813b), reflected in 42 below; spellings 
with ⲁⲓ for ⲁ are rare: P.Bal. p. 61 §12. Instead of an 
anomalous insertion of ⲉ after the article, the form may also 
represent ⲧⲉⲓ- by reduction of the demonstrative (‘this’): see 
Hay 1, 9 with the note (cf. also ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁ- in the following line).

24–5 ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲑⲉⲗⲉⲕⲟⲛ. The adjective is best referred 
to Greek *ἀνθηλικός, cf. ἀνθηλιακός and ἀνθήλιος, as 
proposed by Drescher 1950–57, 59–61, of water ‘(drawn from 
a source) in the east, facing the sun’, comparing some 
prescriptions in Byzantine ritual recipes for water drawn 
‘from an east(-facing) spring (Delatte 1927, 40 and 45, ἀπὸ 
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βρύσιν ἀνατολικήν) and ‘at a spring running opposite the 
sun’ (Delatte 1927, 430, εἰς βρύσιν τρέχουσαν ἄντικρυς τοῦ 
Ἡλίου); add now P.Heid. inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 
17.10, ⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲑⲉⲗⲓⲕⲟⲛ. In P.Macq. I 1, p. 13.26–7, ⲙⲟⲟⲩ̣ 
ⲛⲁⲛⲑⲏⲗⲓⲟⲛ is rendered ‘flower water (?)’ by the editors (i.e. a 
derivative of ἄνθος ‘flower’) but is better explained by Greek 
ἀνθήλιος. In the present text Frankfurter rendered ‘[s]pell-
free’ or ‘flower water?’ following K. Preisendanz ap. ed.pr. in 
the first case (ἄθελκτον) and apparently thinking of a 
derivative of ἄνθος in the latter. The enigmatic ⲙⲟⲟⲩ 
ⲛⲁⲙⲫⲟⲧⲕⲟ̣ⲛ in P.Stras.Copt. 205 fr. A + 204 fr. G recto (ed. 
Hevesi 2018), 7, may be related: is the point there perhaps 
that the water should never have been exposed to the light, 
and astrological influences, of the sun (Greek *ἀφωτικός, cf. 
ἀφώτιστος)? For such strictures in Byzantine magical texts 
see e.g. Zellmann-Rohrer 2018, 127 §35.

25–6 ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϫⲅ. The form seems best taken as a 
variant spelling for ⲉϯⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϫⲕ, by assimilation of final -ⲕ 
to the following ⲙ (cf. P.Bal. pp. 95–6 §71), which would 
correspond to a ritual scattering of an activated liquid by the 
practitioner; Crum’s version ‘ye shall besprinkle yourselves’ 
(similarly Frankfurter) implies ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϫⲕ, which 
could perhaps be explained by a skip of the eye in copying, 
but the reflexive is out of place.

26–7. General parallels for the motif of gathering are 
Hay 4, 13–46 (for a possible relation to the present text, see 
the note on 24 above), and P.Moen III (ed. Satzinger and 
Sijpesteijn 1988), hair side, 1–10, ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ 
ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲡⲁⲛⲧⲟⲕⲣⲁⲧⲟⲣ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ ⲉⲕⲉⲧⲛⲛⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲡⲉⲕⲁⲣⲭⲏⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲛϥⲥⲱⲟⲩⲁϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲓⲧⲙⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲁⲣⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ̅,̅ and 60–75, 
ⲥⲱⲟⲩⲁϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲧⲓⲙⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲕⲟⲩ 
ϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲣⲙⲉⲟ ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ϩⲓ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲥⲟⲟⲩϩⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉ̅ ̅ 
ⲉⲡⲁⲣⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ̅ ̅ ⲧⲁⲭⲩ ⲧⲁⲭⲩ; see further P.Heid. inv. 
K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 17.18–29, especially 18–19, 
ϯⲛⲟⲩⲥⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲉⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲕ ⲉⲥⲁⲑⲏ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ̅ ,̅ and 22–9, 
ⲃⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲉⲛⲅⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲁⲓϯ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲃ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲁⲧ 
ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲱⲛ ⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ ̅ ̅ ⲩⲥ̅ ̅ ̅ ̅ ⲙⲉ ⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ 
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲛⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍⲱⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲡϫⲡⲟ ⲧⲏⲣⲃ 
ⲛⲓⲥⲙⲁⲏⲗ ⲣⲉ ⲛⲉϭⲓϫ ⲙⲉϩ ⲛⲁⲕⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲩϯ 
ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉϭⲓϫ ̅ ̅ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲁ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ; and a pendant to a request 
for assistance in catching fish, perhaps looking ahead to its 
sale, in the invocation in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6795 (ed. Kropp, 
AKZ I, text F), 24–6, ⲛϥⲧⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲙⲡⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲛϣ̅ⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍ̅ⲱⲏ.

27 ⲉϩⲟⲛ. For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ, as also in 30 below; cf. ⲡⲛⲟⲛ in 6 
above with the note.

27–8 ⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ̅ ̅ ⲙⲛ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲏ. 
The first term is a loanword from Greek γένος (cf. Förster, 
WB 147–8); the name of the wife of the protoplast Adam is 
taken from a Greek etymological calque on Eve along the 
lines expressed in Genesis 3:20, Ζώη (cf. the common noun 
ζωή ‘life’ and the Hebrew root ḤYH ‘live’; so too e.g. 
Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.16.13). This idiom in the sense ‘all 
mankind’ is not paralleled in Greek, but it is common in 
Jewish magical texts especially those concerned with 
winning favour, expressing as here its extent before all of 
humanity: see Schiffman and Swartz 1992, 68. For the full 
expression in requests for ‘gathering’ see Hay 4, 32–4 and 
the parallels in the previous note. Some more general 

comparanda for this grouping of all humanity are P.Köln 
inv. 1470 (ed. Weber 1975), 6–7, ⲡⲕⲏⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ 
ⲛⲉϣⲉ[ⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ] ⲛⲥⲱⲏ; and P.Schott-Reinhardt 500/1 (ed. 
P.Bad. V 123), 73–4, ⲡⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ 
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍⲱⲏ. Favour and success with this scope are sought 
in P.Palau Rib. inv. 137 (ed. Quecke 1969), 3–4, [ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ] 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡ̅ⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲉⲃ [ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ] ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲏ ,̅ 
and probably in a fragmentary context in P.Stras.Copt. K 
204 fr. A + 205 fr. D recto (ed. Hevesi 2018), 2, ⲡⲉ̣ⲙⲧⲟ ⲃ[ⲟ]ⲗ 
ⲙ[ⲡ]ⲕⲉ̣ⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛⲛ̣ϣ̣ⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉ ̣ [ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛ]ⲥⲱⲏ; and 
with the addition of the offspring of Ishmael, that is, the 
Muslim Arab arrivals to Egypt (see further Chapter 7), in 
P.Vind. inv. K 5024 (ed. Till 1942, 104–6), A, 3–6, ⲙⲡⲉ̣ⲙ̣ⲧⲱ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ̣ ̣ ⲛϣ̣ⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍ̣ⲱⲏ ⲙⲛ 
ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ̣ ̣ ⲧⲏⲣ̣ϥ ̣ ⲛⲓⲥⲙⲁⲏⲗ. By contrast, the target of the 
invocation in P.Heid. inv. K 681 (ed. P.Bad. V 139), 39–41, is 
to be cursed ⲙⲡⲁⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ 
ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲏ ⲛⲉⲕⲟⲩⲓ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲛⲟϭ. See also P.Macq. 
inv. 588 (ed. Dosoo 2018), 11, and the commentary there.

29 ϩⲁⲇⲱⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲁⲇⲁⲉϩⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ. The preposition ϩⲁ 
would not suit the sense with ⲉⲓⲛⲉ, where it would be 
expected to govern the recipients of the gifts, not the objects 
themselves (Crum, CD 79a); the indefinite article with ⲛⲓⲙ  
is unexpected, but the form at least can be paralleled by 
ϩⲁⲣⲁⲩⲛⲉ in 2 above (see the note there). The first noun is a 
loanword from Greek δῶρον, cf. ⲧⲱⲣⲱⲛ in the invocation in 
P.Heid. inv. K 684 (ed. P.Bad. V 122.222), p. 10.21 (reference 
from Korshi Dosoo; see in general Förster, WB 216–17); 
ⲇⲁⲉϩⲟ is for ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟ, with anomalous aspiration and a rare 
interchange of ⲇ for ⲧ outside of Greek words (cf. ⲉⲕⲇⲁϥ in 
Hay 1, 86 with the note).

30 ⲁⲣⲟⲓ. For ⲉⲣⲟⲓ: cf. ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ in 1 above with the note.
ⲉϩⲟⲛ. As in 46 below, for ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ: cf. 27 above.
31 ⲛⲟⲧⲏϩⲙⲉϥ. For ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲓϩ-.
32–3 ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. For ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲫⲩ- (the Greek 

φυλακτήριον): cf. Hay 1, 8 with the note.
33 ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲡ. For -ϣⲟⲟⲡ: cf. ⲡⲟϩ in Hay 1, 11 with the 

note.
34 ⲛⲟⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ. For ⲛⲟⲩ-; on the loanword χάρις see the note 

on 1 above
35 ⲟⲥⲙⲟⲩ. For ⲟⲩ-.
ⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ. For ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲱϣ, via simplification of the doubled 

ⲟⲩ, cf. Hay 2, 13 with the note and ⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲣ in 12 above.
36 ⲁϩⲟⲛ. For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ; cf. ⲁⲡⲟⲛⲏ in 1 above with the note.
ⲛⲡⲉⲁⲁⲗⲕⲁⲥⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ. For ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲅⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ (or ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲉⲣ- ‘this 

workshop’ with reduction of the demonstrative: cf. Hay 1, 9 
and 14 with the notes), from Greek ἐργαστήριον; see Hay 1, 
87 with the note.

37 ⲡⲁⲥⲏⲩ. The last two letters are the result of a 
correction, after the copyist probably began ⲡⲁⲥⲱ-, an 
attested variant: Crum, CD 367b.

38 ⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲡⲉ. For -ϣⲱⲡⲉ, perhaps by conflation with 
the qualitative ϣⲟⲟⲡ.

ⲛⲏⲓ. For ⲛⲁⲓ; cf. ⲛⲏⲕ above.
ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ ⲧⲁⲭⲏ. For the expression of urgency see 

13–14 above and Hay 1, 10 with the notes.
39–52. Instructions for a ritual to accompany the 

previous invocation (from at least 24–38), including ritual 
drawings with captions. See in general Hay 1, 10–11 with 
the notes.
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39 ⲧⲉϥϭⲓⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ. The two would naturally be 
construed together, but the specification of a ‘full’ (as 
opposed to partial?) offering-procedure lacks an obvious 
point. Compare Hay 1, 10–11, where a comparably generic 
‘every thing’ holds an independent place in a list of 
ingredients (ⲧⲉϥϭⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲙⲉⲗⲁⲛⲟⲥ (...) ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲥⲧⲉⲣⲝ) and 
may mean ‘ingredient such-and-such’ (see the note there).

ⲥⲧⲟⲣⲝ. For ⲥⲧⲟⲣⲁⲝ, from Greek στόραξ (cf. ⲥⲧⲉⲣⲝ in Hay 
1, 11 with the note).

39–40 ⲛⲁⲡⲟⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲱⲛ. Apparently for ⲙⲛ 
ⲟⲡⲟⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲟⲛ, the latter from Greek *ὀποκάλαμον via 
*ὀποκάλαμος, as ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕⲁⲗⲁⲙⲱⲛ in Hay 1, 11 (see the  
note there).

40 ⲙⲟⲥⲭⲁⲧⲱⲛ. For the sense see Hay 1, 57; ed.pr. 
wrongly assumed a type of wine (‘muscat’).

40–1 ⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲕⲟⲛ. The same ingredient, 
described via the Greek adjective λευκός (cf. Förster, WB 
470; Hay 4, 90–1), is prescribed in an offering 
accompanying an invocation to gain a good singing voice  
in P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (first text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM 
Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 1–5.

41–2 ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲧⲕⲁⲗⲁϩⲧ ⲛⲃⲣⲣⲉ. 
Comparable instructions are applied for erotic magic in 
P.Heid. inv. K 518 (ed. P.Bad. V 131), 19, ⲅⲣ  ⲛⲉ̣ⲍ̣ⲱⲇ ⲉⲃ̅ ̅ 
ⲉⲥⲕⲱⲧⲉⲗ ⲉⲥⲟⲩⲁⲛ ⲉⲛⲁⲗ; P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol (first text; ed. 
S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 13–19, ⲉⲕⲥⲁⲓ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲓ 
ⲉⲛϫⲉⲛ [ⲧ]ⲃⲁⲥⲓⲥ ⲉⲙⲡⲁ̣ⲁ̣ⲡⲟⲧ ⲛⲁⲧ̣ⲧⲱⲉϣⲉⲙ ⲁϣⲧⲟϥ 
ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲙⲟⲧⲉ; for a finished product, see the bowl fragment 
O.LACMA inv. MA 80.202.214 (ed. Dieleman 2006). The 
form in 41 (cf. the following note) may stand for ⲡⲉⲍⲱ- if 
Greek ζ is counted as a double consonant, but in comparison 
to ⲡⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ in 46 below, a reduced form of the 
demonstrative ⲡⲉⲓ- might be preferred (‘this figure’), 
referring to the drawing that begins at the foot of the 
fragment.

41, 46 ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ. For ⲍⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ, from Greek ζῴδιον; for 
parallels see the previous note and Hay 1, 7–9.

44 ⲙⲉ. For ⲙⲛ: cf. ⲙ⟨ⲛ⟩ in Hay 1, 6, and for the realisation 
of etymological ĕ as ⲉ, P.Bal. pp. 52–4 §1A.

45–6 ⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏⲕⲉ. For ⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏⲕⲏ, from Greek ἀποθήκη; cf. 
P.KRU p. 400, Index II s.v.; Vycichl, DE 14b; Förster, WB 79.

46 ⲉϩⲟⲛ.̣ For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ: cf. 30 above.
46–7 ⲛⲡⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲡϣⲟⲩⲙⲁⲣⲁ. The second term is 

recorded several times in documentary texts from the 
Theban region, including variant spellings ϣⲱⲙⲁⲣⲁ and 
ϣⲟⲩⲙⲁⲣⲉ (Crum, CD 567a), in contexts that suggest a 
landmark of some kind (e.g. P.KRU 8.7–8): a proper name (in 
which case the first word might have been a variant of 
ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ (‘mountain’ or more specifically ‘monastery’: 
Cadell and Rémondon 1967), but the lack of parallels does 
not favour this solution), or more likely, if ⲡⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁ stands for 
standard Sahidic ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲩⲁ (the suggestion of Jacques van der 
Vliet; cf. Hay 4, 76–7), a type of building or part thereof: the 
foundations of one are mentioned in P.KRU 7.25. In the 
context of ⲁⲡⲟⲑⲏⲕⲉ in 45–6, compare perhaps Demotic 
šym, šym(ꜣ.t), šmy(.t) of various kinds of storage facilities 
(CDD š 19–23).

ⲙⲟϩ. As in 49 below, for ⲙⲟⲩϩ; cf. Hay 1, 11 with the 
note.

49 ⲟⲩ̣ⲫ̣ⲁ̣ⲛⲟⲥ. A reading -ϯⲁⲛⲟⲥ as Crum printed would 
be palaeographically possible but gives no sense. For ⲫⲁⲛⲟⲥ, 
from Greek φανός ‘torch’, or in view of its being filled (with 
oil?), ‘lamp’, cf. P.Apoll. 95 fr. A 4, in which one is inventoried 
in a 7th-century context; similarly in an inventory of a 
monastery, P.Prag. II 178 i 12.

50 [ c. 5 ]. The text was obscured for Crum by a modern 
adhesive label. In context a specification of another type of 
oil (ⲛⲉϩ) might be expected.

51 [ c. 5 ]ⲣⲙ̣ⲁⲛⲛ ⲫⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲧ ⲫⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ. These names are 
apparently to serve as captions for the figures whose heads 
survive below before the break, to be inscribed in turn on a 
ceramic vessel as described above (41–2). In Hay 1, 1, there is 
an invocation of a comparable group ⲁⲙⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ ̅ ⲫⲟⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲧ̅ 
ⲫⲟⲩ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ as three ‘guardians’: see the note there; the first 
member cannot be reconciled with the traces here, for which 
consider [ⲫⲟ(ⲩ)]ⲣ̣ⲙⲁⲛⲛ for alliteration. As two further 
groups of three guardians in that text recur in the 
assemblage of ritual figures and captions at the beginning of 
the text on the back of Hay 4, it is possible that they belong 
to the same sequence, and Hay 3 and 4 to the same 
manuscript: see further the Introduction.
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Hay 4                                c.350 x 84mm (h x w)                 8th–9th century
EA 10122, Reg. no. 1868,1102.458+459                                                                                                                             Thebes?
TM 99566 
 

A fragmentary formulary, giving the bottom of a tall, very 
narrow manuscript, with remains of no fewer than two 
recipes. Most of the front is taken up by a longer invocation 
for a commercial purpose, the ‘gathering-in’ of customers to 
a shop via angelic powers, which is preceded by some brief 
instructions and fragmentary ritual drawings and signs, 
probably belonging at least in part to the same procedure. 
This invocation breaks off abruptly in mid-phrase, despite a 
generous bottom margin; it could find a direct continuation 
in the first line on the back of Hay 3 (24 and following: see 
also the Introduction there). It is just possible that Hay 3  
and 4 form the top and bottom of the same manuscript, 
respectively, without a direct join. The fragmentary 
beginning of Hay 4 would then belong to the complex of 
ritual drawings at the end of the front of Hay 3, and there 
could also be a relation between the fragmentary 
assemblages of figures and captions on the backs of both 
Hay 3 and 4 (see the notes on Hay 3, 51 and Hay 4, 47–51), 
which would make up the end of this same ‘gathering-in’ 
procedure. The rest of the back of Hay 4 is devoted to a 
recipe, including a design for an inscription with a figural 
drawing and signs, whose rubric mentions a woman and 
blood: the aim is unclear, but possibilities include both 
aggressive and healing ritual.

The leather, probably from a sheep, bears imperfections 
from the animal’s lifetime. The skin was cut in line with the 
backbone, with the top of the manuscript closest to the head. 
The sheet is low quality, from the axillary region and right 
back leg of the animal, and with its right edge untrimmed. 
These features together with residual hair suggest that the 
piece was an offcut. Dark staining and breaks along the 
horizontal indicate rolling along this axis.

The hand is a competent Coptic majuscule with some 
cursive features, assigned to Copyist 2 (as Hay 3 and 5). For 

its general character see the Introduction to Hay 3.  
There are horizontal dividing lines between sections, and 
superlineation of some divine names and magical words. 
Vacats seem to be the copyist’s avoidance of defects in  
the substrate. There is no other punctuation, and no 
abbreviations but for ⲫⲭ (18: see below).

The text is in a single column along the horizontal axis on 
both sides of the sheet, flipped over the long edge, as in Hay 
3, of which this fragment may provide the bottom. The 
designations ‘front’ and ‘back’ have been inverted with 
respect to previous publications to match this copyist’s 
preference for beginning with the grain side of the leather 
sheet. The column extends nearly to the edge on both sides, 
except near the bottom of the front, where a hole and some 
roughness in the leather have been avoided, which is 
probably also the reason for the bottom margin of roughly 
the equivalent of five lines. The format is also close to Hay 5 
(see further the Introduction there), and the hand is the 
same, as is the motif of captioned figural drawings associated 
with the cardinal directions, but a mismatch between flesh 
and grain sides for these two sequences (47–51 with Hay 5, 
11) excludes an identification as two fragments of the same 
manuscript.

The dialect is again non-standard Sahidic, and phonetic 
characteristics closely comparable to those of Hay 3 
continue. The form ⲁϩⲟ(ⲩ)ⲛ as there is frequent (11, 14, 30, 
31, 39) but not consistent (cf. ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ, 22). At 18, a form of the 
Bohairic abbreviation ⲫϯ for ⲫⲛⲟⲩϯ (ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ) is probably 
to be recognised in ⲫⲭ, and the spelling ⲓⲥϫⲛ- for ϫⲛ- in 42 
also resembles Bohairic (see further the commentary).

Ed.pr. Crum 1934b, 197–9 text B; tr. D. Frankfurter, ACM 
171–4 no. 81, with textual note, 368 (excerpts also in 
Frankfurter 2018, 204–5).



142 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice

Hay 4

 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice Catalogue |  

0 10cm 0 10cm



Catalogue | 143 

Hay 4

 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice Catalogue |  

0 10cm 0 10cm



144 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice

Hay 4

 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice Catalogue |  

0 10cm 0 10cm



Catalogue | 145 

Hay 4

 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice Catalogue |  

0 10cm 0 10cm



146 | The Hay Archive of Coptic Spells on Leather: A Multi-disciplinary Approach to the Materiality of Magical Practice

front (grain)
     
 
 

 ______________________
 ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲍⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲥⲉⲇⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲓⲍⲁⲕ ⲁⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ
 ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ϣⲱⲗⲁⲗ
5 

 ⲥ̣ϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲓ̣ ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ
10 ⲛⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲛⲕⲁⲙⲟⲗ ⲛⲁⲗⲉⲩ ⲟ̣ⲩ̣-
 ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟⲛ ⲛϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ⲕⲁ ⲛⲟⲩ- 
 ⲙⲁϩⲟⲩⲏⲗ 
 
   ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟ[ⲛ]

 _________________________
 ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉ-
15 ⲗⲟⲥ vac. ⲉⲡⲁⲥⲡⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ
 ϯⲛⲁ vac. ϫⲱ ⲛⲧⲁϯ ⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁϩⲙⲛ-
 ⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ
 ⲫⲭ ⲡⲡⲁⲛⲧⲟⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ ⲡⲇⲏ-
 ⲙⲓⲟⲣⲕⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ
20 ϩⲱⲣⲙⲟⲥⲓⲏⲗ ⲡⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲓ
 ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲍⲁⲗ vac. ⲡⲓⲝ ⲛⲧⲟⲧϥ
 ⲉϥⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
 ⲉⲡⲁⲥⲡⲁⲥ vac. ⲙⲟⲥ vac. ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲡⲉ-
 ⲭⲉⲣⲱⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ
25 ⲁⲛⲁⲃⲟ vac. ⲏⲗ ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ
 ϯⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏ vac. ⲥⲓⲁ ⲡ̣ⲁ̣ⲕ̣ⲱ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲏⲗ ⲉ̅ⲣ̅ⲉ̅-
 ⲕⲓⲏⲗ ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ
 ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲣⲙⲓⲥⲏⲗ
 ⲡⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲉ vac. ⲣⲉ vac. ⲡ̣[ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ]

9 ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ Crum   10 [ⲡ-] edd.   11 ⲕⲁⲕⲟϥ̣ ̣ Crum   18 ⲫϯ Crum   22 ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ: ⲅ1 corr. from ⲗ   26 ⲡⲁ̣ⲕ̣ⲱ̣ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ: ⲁ1 corr. from ⲏ? (or vice 
versa?) : ⲡⲁ̣ⲕ̣ⲱ̣ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ ̅ ⲗⲉ̅ⲣ̅ⲉ̅-̅ Crum   29 ⲛ[̣ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ] Crum
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  (front) ...

  (signs)

  ‘Ananias, Azarias, Mizaēl,

  Sedrak, Mizak, Adenakō,

  Lal, Moulal, Shōlal.’

5  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs)

  Write the amulets

10  in the blood of white camels; a

  gathering-in of doves; place in a

  nest. (signs)

  (signs). The gathering-in.  

  ‘The gathering-in of the angels

15  for the greeting of the father – 

  I shall speak and honour and hymn

  the holy one, the holy one, 

  God the almighty, the creator, 

  the invisible,

20  Hōrmosiēl the angel, this one 

  with the trumpet in his hand,

  gathering in the angels

  for the greeting of the father and

  all the council of the father,

25  Anaboēl, the steward of the father,

  this congregation, Pakōthaēl, Erekiēl.

  I beg, I entreat

  you today, Hōrmisēl

  the angel, in whose hand is the gathering-
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30 ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲧⲟⲧϥ ϫⲉ[ⲕⲁⲥ ⲉⲕⲉ-]
 ϯ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟ[ⲩⲛ ⲙ-]
 ⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ [ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛ-]
 ⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙ⟨ⲛ⟩ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ [ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ]

 ⲛⲍⲱⲏ ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲛⲟ̣[ϭ]

35 ⲛⲣⲁⲛ ⲛⲁⲱⲣⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲧϩⲁ
 ϩⲟⲟⲧⲉ ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲱ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅
 ⲉ̅ⲙ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲑ̅ⲓ̅ⲙ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅
 ⲡⲁⲧⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲱⲟⲩ-
 ϩ ⲁϩⲟⲛ ⲛⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ 
40 ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲛ-
 ϩⲏⲧϥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ
 ⲙⲛ ⲓ̅ⲥ̅ϫ̅ⲛ̅ ⲙⲙⲁ ⲛ-
 ϣⲁ ⲛⲡⲣⲏ ϣⲁ ⲛⲉϥ-
 ⲙⲁ ⲛϩⲱⲧⲡ vac. ϯ-
45 ⲥⲟ vac. ⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁ-
 vac. ⲕⲁⲗⲉ. vac.

 
back (flesh)

      
     ⲡϩⲏⲧ
 
  

     
 ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅    ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅        ⲃ̅ⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅
     ⲡ̣ⲉⲙⲛⲧ
  

50 ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ⲕ̅ⲁ̣̅ⲣ̣̅ⲛ̣̅ⲁ̣̅ⲃ̣̅ⲟ̅ ⲕ̣̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̣̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅
     ⲡⲣⲏⲥ 

34 ⲛⲛ[̣ⲛⲟϭ] Crum   45 ⲥⲱⲡ̣ⲥⲉⲡ Crum   48 ⲃⲏⲑⲉⲓⲁⲗ ̣ Crum   49 ⲡⲉ̣ⲙⲛⲧ: ⲛⲧ fitted in above line : om. Crum   50 ⲕ[ ] Crum
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30  in, that you 

  give a gathering-in

  today, with all the race of

  Adam and all the children

  of Zoe, by the power of the great

35  names, invisible, fearsome:

  Ariēl, Ōriēl,

  Emiēl, Thimiaēl, Thanaēl,

  Patriēl, the ones who gather

  in all the universe

40  and all those that

  are in it,

  and from the places of

  the rising of the sun to its

  places of rest. I

45  beg, I 

  entreat ...’

(back)

[ Names ]

( figures) The north

Bēth Bētha Bēthaei

( figures) The west

(50)  Abiout Karnabo Karnaba

( figures) The south
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(left col.)

 ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲥⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ
 ⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ
55 ⲧⲁⲥ̣ⲏⲗ
     ⲏⲗ
 ⲙⲓⲑⲏ̣ⲗ̣
 ⲥⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ
 ⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ
60 ⲥⲣⲁⲫⲟⲏⲗ
 ⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ
 ϩⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ
 ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ
     ⲏⲗ
65 ⲙⲁⲓⲏⲗ
 ___________________________________________________________

 ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲁⲩⲑ̣-
 ⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲛⲁⲙ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲧ ⲛ̣ⲕⲁϣ̣
 ϣⲧⲉⲡⲉⲓ̣ ⲡⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ
 [ c. 5 ]ⲧ̣ⲉⲥⲓⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲕⲓⲗⲙⲓ̅
80 [ c. 5 ]ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲱⲛ ⲧⲓⲥ ⲉⲩ
 [ c. 5 ]ⲕ̣ⲱⲥ ⲟⲩϩⲥ ϩⲓⲣⲙ ⲡⲣⲟ ⲛ
 [ c. 5 ]

  

 

  
 
 ⲡⲛⲟⲃ ⲛⲧⲓⲥⲓⲙⲉ  
85  

  

         
   ϩⲣⲏ-
  
 ⲣⲉ ⲛϣⲟⲛⲧⲓ ⲁⲥⲡⲁ-
 ⲣⲧⲟⲛ ⲭⲁⲣⲃⲁⲛⲏ
90 ⲛⲉⲣⲉ ⲕⲟⲩ ⲕⲟϣ ⲛⲗⲉⲩ-
 ⲕⲟⲛ ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲛⲟⲙ-
 ⲣⲁ ⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲩⲛⲏϩ ⲛ-
 ϫⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ⲟ·ⲛⲁϩ[]

 ⲙⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲉ[ c. 2 ϩⲓ]
95 ⲧⲛⲣⲓ̣ ⲛ[ c. 5 ]

 ⲛⲏⲛϣ̣[ c. 5 ]

 (centre col.)

 

  

 

 

(right col.)

 

  

 ⲟⲩⲧⲣⲓⲏⲗ
 ⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲏⲗ
70 ⲟⲩⲣⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲉⲓⲁⲏⲗ
 ⲁⲏⲗ
   ⲏⲗ
75    ⲗ

55 ⲧⲁⲏⲗ Crum   56 ⲡ̣ Crum   65 ⲙⲁⲓ̣ⲏ̣ⲗ Crum   69 ⲟⲩⲥⲓ̣ⲏ̣ⲗ Crum   70 ⲟⲩ̣̣ⲣⲁⲏⲗ Crum   76 ⲟⲩⲥⲓ̣ⲙⲉ̣  ̣Crum   76–7 ⲁⲩ̣ⲟⲩ Crum    
77–8 ⲛⲕ̣ⲗ̣ⲱ̣[]ϣⲧ̣ⲉⲡⲉⲓ  ̣Crum   78 ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲟⲩ Crum   79 [ ]ⲉⲥ̣ⲓⲙⲉ Crum   ⲡⲕⲓⲗⲙⲓ̣̣  ̅Crum   82 om. Crum   89 ⲭⲁⲣⲃⲁⲛⲏ  ̣Crum   90 ⲕⲟϣ  ̣ 
Crum   93 ⲛⲁϩ[̣] Crum   94–5 [ ]ⲧⲛⲣⲓ̣[ ] Crum   96 ⲣ̣ⲏⲛ̣[ ] Crum



Catalogue | 151 

(left col.)

  Hraphaēl

  Sragouēl

  Ragouēl

55  Tasēl

  Ēl

  Mithēl

  Souriēl

  Agouēl

60  Sraphoēl

  Ragouēl

  Hragouēl

  Michaēl

  Ēl

65  Maiēl

  A woman – blood: write on the 

  right side of a door-frame after bending a reed (?)

  ...

  ... the woman, and the vessel

80  ... figure, place it in a

  ... set it at the door of 

  ... 

  ( figure)

  ‘The sin of this woman’ (signs)

85  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs). Flower 

  of acacia, bitumen,

  all-heal – 

90  another one had ‘white costus’ – ,

  brazier of ...,

  add it to some dyeing (?) oil

  in a ...,

  let the ... at

95  the ...

  ...

(centre col.)

(signs, figures)

(right col.)

  (signs)

  Outriēl

  Ouriēēl

70  Ouraēl

  Michaēl

  Eiaēl

  Aēl

  Ēl

75  L
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Commentary
Front 1 figure. The shape suggests a highly stylised boat, 
surmounted by a six-pointed star with ringed termini: for the 
star cf. Hay 1, 57–8 with the note, and for the composition as 
a whole, the amulet P.Vind. inv. K 8301 (ed. Stegemann 
1934a, 26, 67–70 no. XLIV with Till 1935b, 235), via the 
good digital facsimile made available by the online 
catalogue of the Vienna Papyrussammlung, where a similar 
upward-facing arc seems to be carrying a humanoid albeit 
armless figure; just possibly an even more stylised version 
can be discerned in the figure in Hay 5, 11. The boat would 
have obvious appeal in a traditional Egyptian context, with 
its reminiscence of the solar bark as symbol of divine power 
underpinning the cosmic order (for references to this vessel 
in Greek ritual texts see e.g. Suppl.Mag. II 76 ii 9 (GEMF 4.36) 
with the commentary); Gnostic traditions, reflected in turn 
in a place for divine ships in Mandaean cosmology, 
represented in amuletic texts (e.g. Drower 1934, 181–2 with 
figs 4 and 13; cf. Buckley 2002, 35), may also play a role. If 
Hay 3 and 4 were part of the same manuscript, the boat 
design would form the bottom of the composition begun in 
Hay 3, 24.

2–46. At least from 13 on, there is a procedure to attract 
custom to a place of business (see the notes there), and some 
short instructions in 10–12 probably relate to the same goal. 
The connection of the names and signs in 2–9 to that 
procedure is obscure, but no internal grounds require their 
assignment to a separate recipe, and they are clearly marked off 
from the fragmentary figure in 1 by a horizontal dividing line.

2–4 ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲍⲁⲏⲗ ⲥⲉⲇⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲓⲍⲁⲕ ⲁⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ 
ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ϣⲱⲗⲁⲗ. The nine names are the three 
Hebrew, Babylonian and secret names, respectively, of the 
three companions of the prophet Daniel (for their veneration 
in Byzantine Egypt see Gascou 1984, 333–7). Similar 
sequences of the triple names appear in various apotropaic 
contexts but are especially associated with fever, appropriate 
to the salvation of their bearers from the fiery furnace; a 
wall-painting from medieval Nubia adds yet a fourth series 
of names: see CIEN 2018 no. 66. For general discussion see 
Van der Vliet 1991, 236–9, who compares among other 
parallels the Testament of Solomon, where a fever-demon 
suggests the names Βουλταλα Θαλλαλ Μελχαλ to cure fever 
(Test.Sol. 7.6); for accompanying iconography in particular, 
Dosoo 2021b, 126–30. Attestations in Coptic ritual texts 
include a large number of amulets: P.Heid. K 564a (ed. 
Quecke 1963, 255–65 no. 2), 1–3, ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ [ⲁⲍ]ⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲥⲉⲇⲣ̣ⲁⲕ ⲉⲙⲓⲥⲁⲕ ⲁⲃ̣ⲇⲉⲛⲁⲅⲱ ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲗ ⲉⲙⲉⲗ̣ⲁⲗ ⲃⲁⲕ̣ⲉ̣ ̣ (read 
from the photograph); P.Stras. inv. Kopt. 201 and 202 (ed. 
Burns 2014), 1–2, ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ ⲥⲉⲇⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲉⲓⲥⲁⲕ 
ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲁⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲁⲑⲁⲕⲟⲑⲁ; P.Stras. inv. 
Gr. 499 (ed. Richter 2014a), 4–11, ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲥⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲁⲕ ⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕ ⲗⲁⲗⲓⲏⲗ ⲙⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ 
ⲑⲁⲑⲓⲏⲗ; P.Vind. inv. K 7089 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 17, 31–2 
no. XV with Till 1935b, 207), 4–7, ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲏⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲥⲉⲧⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲕ ⲟⲙⲱⲉⲱⲗ ⲁϥⲇⲏⲛⲁⲕⲱ (ⲁⲯⲏⲙⲁⲕⲱ ed.pr.) 
ⲑⲱⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲱⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲱⲉⲁⲗ; P.Vind. inv. K 8637 (ed. Stegemann 
1934a, 21, 50–2 no. XXVII with Till 1935b, 211 and Bélanger 
Sarrazin 2017b), 2–4, ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲏⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲟⲩⲕⲁⲗ ⲥⲁⲧⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲏⲥⲥⲁⲕ 
ⲁⲃⲧⲏⲛⲁⲕⲟ ⲁⲛⲛⲏⲁⲥ ⲁⲥⲥⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲏⲥⲏⲗ; for assistance and 
childbirth and general protection, P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5525 

(ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text C), 80–5, ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲗⲙⲉⲗⲁⲗ ⲕⲱⲕⲁⲗⲑⲁⲁⲗ 
ⲙⲁⲁⲗⲃⲟⲩⲕ ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲥⲉⲧⲣⲁ ⲁⲥⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲕ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ; in P.Berl. inv. 11347 (ed. Beltz 1985, 32–5), recto 
42–3, the supreme deity is invoked to send ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲥ ⲁⲥⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ 
ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ ⲥⲉⲧⲣⲟⲕ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲕ ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲟ ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ as 
ⲡⲉⲕⲅ ̅ ⲛⲁⲗⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ for a blessing of medicinal oil. Due to 
the association with the fiery furnace, as mentioned, the 
sequence is especially popular in fever amulets: see e.g. 
P.Heid.Kopt. 5, ϩⲁ[̣ⲛ]ⲁⲛ̣ⲓⲁⲥ ⲁⲥⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ ⲍⲓⲧⲣⲁⲕ ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲕ 
ⲁⲃⲧⲛⲛⲁⲕⲱ ⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲟⲗⲁⲗ; P.Oxy. inv. 39 5B.125/A 
(ed. Alcock 1982), 44–9, ⲗⲁⲗ̅̅ ⲙⲟⲩⲗ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅ ϣⲁⲩⲗⲁ̅ⲗ̅̅ ⲧⲱⲕ ⲙⲁ ⲧⲱⲕ 
ⲍⲉⲧⲣⲁⲕ ̅ ⲙⲉⲍⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ⲁϥⲧⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ̅ ⲁⲛⲁⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲁⲥ ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ ⲙⲁⲍⲁⲛ̅ϩ̅ⲕⲉ 
ⲧⲁⲛⲓⲏ̅ⲗ̅; P.Vind. inv. K 4437 (ed. Till 1942), 2–5, [ⲁⲥ]ⲁⲣ̣ⲓ̣ⲁⲥ 
ⲙⲓⲥⲁⲏⲗ ⲥⲉⲇⲣⲁⲕ [ⲙⲓⲥ]ⲁⲕ ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲛⲁⲕⲱ [ⲑⲉ]ⲛⲗⲁⲗ ⲙⲉⲛⲗⲁⲗ 
ⲃⲉⲛⲗⲁⲗ; and some permutation is probably to be read in the 
fever amulet P.HermitageCopt. 65.3–4. A formula for an 
adjuration to heal fever applies the same motif: P.Heid. inv. 
K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), f. 9v.9–11, ⲁⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲁⲍ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲥ̅ ̅ ⲙⲓ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅̅ 
ⲥⲉ̅ⲧ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ ⲙⲓ̅ⲥ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ ̅ ⲁⲃ̅ⲧ̅ⲉ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲕ̅ⲱ̅  ̅ⲗⲁ̅ⲗ̅̅ ⲃⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲗ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅̅ ⲙⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲗ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅.̅ The 
sequence ⲙⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲃⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ ⲑⲟⲩⲗⲁⲗ appears also in its own 
right in e.g. P.Berl. inv. 8096 (ed. Beltz 1984, 88).

5–8. The signs include many that seem to be based on 
Coptic letters, ornamented with ringed termini: see Hay 1, 
57–8 with the note. A few portions may suggest underlying 
sense: 5 ⲡⲛ⟨ⲟⲩⲧ⟩ⲉ ⟨ⲥ⟩ⲁⲃ⟨ⲁ⟩ⲱⲑ; 6 ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ; 7 ⲉϥⲉⲱϣ; 8 ⲙⲇ̅ⲇ̅.

9 ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. From Greek φυλακτήριον: cf. Hay 1, 
7–9 with the note.

10 ⲛⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛⲛⲕⲁⲙⲟⲗ ⲛⲁⲗⲉⲩ. Camel’s blood (ⲛⲛⲕⲁⲙⲟⲗ for 
-ϭⲁⲙⲟⲩⲗ) is prescribed also in P.Mag.LL. recto xxv 29, but 
as part of a lethal poison, to be mixed with wine and the 
blood of a dead man; camel’s urine appears among the 
ingredients of a medicinal preparation for an eye disorder in 
P.Louvre AF 12530 (ed. Richter 2014b), verso 62–3.

10–12. The loss of the beginning of the preceding recipe 
leaves it unclear whether these highly compressed directions 
belong with the following invocation beginning in 14, to 
which 13 would provide a sub-rubric, or to a section that 
ended before the latter. Frankfurter took the invocation as 
serving to attract customers to a place of business, but the 
intervening reference to doves would be left unexplained, 
and following an attractive suggestion of Korshi Dosoo, the 
doves may belong to the rubric itself, the procedure aiming 
rather at the success of a dovecote. Ritual protection for the 
latter is probably to be identified in the formulary P.Macq. I 1 
p. 15.8–13 (if the rubric ⲟⲩⲙⲁ ⲕⲁ ϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉϥϭⲱⲣϭ ̅ is 
again to be understood in a literal sense, by the suggestion of 
Korshi Dosoo), and surely in later Christian Arabic texts 
from Egypt, e.g. Henein and Bianquis 1975, 62 (and for a 
sense of the aggressive ritual methods believed to menace 
dovecotes, ibid. vii–xi).

11 ⲁϩⲟⲛ. As in 13 and 39 below, for ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ; cf. ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ in 14 
below, and Hay 3, 36 with the note.

11–12 ⲕⲁ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲁϩⲟⲩⲏⲗ. Understand ⲕⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩ-; the 
forms of the noun, which can also mean more specifically 
‘dovecote’ (cf. the note on 10–12 above), so far attested are 
ⲙⲁϩⲟⲩⲁⲗ (var. ⲙⲉⲡ-, -ⲉⲗ and -ⲃⲁⲗ) and ⲙⲉϩⲟⲩⲏⲗ (Crum, 
CD 208a with add. p. xix; Westendorf 1965–77, 110).

13–46. An invocation to draw in customers to a workshop: 
see Hay 3, 24–38, with the notes on 24 and 26–7, which 
possibly continues the present text; at the very least a rubric 
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is provided by 13, and the divine names, signs and short 
instructions beginning in 2 above may also belong to the 
same procedure. Frankfurter 2018, 204–5 remarks on the 
application of the liturgy to the promotion of commerce, but 
the application may be rather to animal husbandry (see the 
previous notes).

13 ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲟⲩϩ. As in the following line, for ⲡⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ: cf. 10–
11 above.

14–15 ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲟⲩϩ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲡⲁⲥⲡⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲓⲱⲧ. 
With ⲡⲥⲟⲩⲟⲩϩ for ⲡⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ (see the previous note) and 
ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ for ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ (as in 30 (and probably 31) below: cf. 11 
above with the note). The invocation for favour in 
P.HermitageCopt. 71 iii 11–12 makes similar reference to a 
heavenly voice that summons divinities ⲉⲡⲁⲥⲡⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ 
ⲉⲡⲓⲱ̣[̣ⲧ].

16–17 ϩⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲉ. For ϩⲩⲙⲛⲉⲩⲉ, from ὑμνέω probably via 
a by-form ὑμνεύω (the infinitive ϩⲩⲙⲛⲉⲩⲉ is found in the 
martyrdom of Chamoul (as cited in the note on Hay 1, 87), 
cod. p. 98; it is perhaps reflected in Greek in the infinitive 
ὑμνεῦσαι used by Dioscorus of Aphrodito: fr. 12b (ed. 
Heitsch 1963), 19 (see now P.Aphrod.Lit. 4.37, and the index 
there (p. 715) for two further, restored instances of this 
infinitive); for the cognate noun ὕμνος in Coptic cf. Förster, 
WB 833). For first-person statements of hymning see among 
Greek ritual texts the invocation and promise to Mentor-
Phoibos, PGM II 135–6 (see now GEMF 30), ὑμνήσω 
Μέντορι Φοίβῳ, and the Christian prayer in the amulet 
PGM P 5c.2, with a citation of the promise to ‘hymn you in 
the midst of the congregation’ (ἐν μέσῳ ἐκκλησίας ὑμνήσω 
σε) from Psalm 21(22):23; see also the following note.

17 ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ. Probably intended as the 
notional, albeit unmarked object of the three preceding 
verbs, but direct speech (i.e., the words themselves that will 
be spoken and hymned) is also conceivable. The phrase is 
contiguous with the first two elements of the trishagion 
(‘thrice-holy’) acclamation, drawn from Isaiah 6:3 (and 
Revelation 4:8) and adapted for both liturgical and magical 
texts (cf. Hay 1, 103; and e.g., with the maintenance of the 
Greek version, the Coptic invocation in P.Heid. inv. K 685 
(ed. Meyer 1996), p. 15.9–10). This biblical intertext, in 
conjunction with the Greek loanword for hymning (see the 
previous note), suggests the possibility that a Greek liturgical 
sequence, modelled on biblical hymns, such as ἐρῶ (or 
ἄσομαι) καὶ δοξάσω (or αἰνέσω) καὶ ὑμνήσω stood behind 
this tricolon (cf. in general Psalm 70:8 and Isaiah 25:1 in the 
Greek version).

18 ⲫⲭ. Crum read ⲫϯ, but the second letter is skewed to 
the right such that it resembles rather ⲭ; the intention was 
probably nevertheless to abbreviate ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ, as found in 
Bohairic ⲫϯ for ⲫⲛⲟⲩϯ (P.Bal. pp. 229, 248–9), and also in 
Fayumic and Kasser’s système orthographique G 
(‘bachmouric’: Kasser 1981, 102).

18–19 ⲡⲇⲏⲙⲓⲟⲣⲕⲟⲥ. For ⲡⲇⲏⲙⲓⲟⲩⲣⲅⲟⲥ, from Greek 
δημιουργός, as found among the formulae of Coptic 
epitaphs (Förster, WB 170); cf. also the invocation of the 
Christian deity as ‘God the almighty, the holy, the true, 
compassionate one and creator’, in a request for guidance on 
a journey amounting to a Christian oracle question (PGM P 
1.1–3, ὁ θεὸς ὁ παντοκράτωρ, ὁ ἅγιος, ὁ ἀληθινός, 
φιλάνθρωπος καὶ δημιουργός).

20 ϩⲱⲣⲙⲟⲥⲓⲏⲗ. The angel, who recurs under the name 
ϩⲱⲣⲙⲓⲥⲏⲗ in 28 below, may be related to the Gnostic 
luminary Harmozel (see recently Burns 2018, 141–6; cf. 
Michl 1962, 214 no. 97 s.v. Harmuser; and on the Aions, Hay 
2, 3 with the note). His command of universal attention, in 
relation also to music-making, is cited in O.Cair. inv. 49547 
(ed. Girard 1927), 23–8, ⲭⲉⲣⲁ ϩⲱⲣⲙⲟⲥⲏⲗ· ⲡⲉⲧⲥⲁⲗⲉ ⲡϩⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲧⲁⲥⲙⲁ ⲙⲡⲱⲧ: ⲉⲩⲱϩⲉⲙ ⲥⲱⲃ ⲧϭⲓ ⲛⲏⲧϫⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲗⲉ: 
ⲙⲉ ⲛⲉⲧϩϫ ⲛⲉⲡⲏⲣⲕⲟⲥ: ⲛϣⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲉⲣⲱ ϭⲓ ⲡⲗ̣ⲉ ̣ ⲛⲉⲧⲡϩⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲡⲙⲉⲧⲥⲛⲱⲩⲥ ⲕⲱⲥⲙⲱⲥ ⲡⲉⲩⲛⲟⲃ ⲛⲥⲉⲩⲱϩⲉⲙ ⲥⲱⲃ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲕⲟⲥ 
ϩⲁⲕⲱⲥ· ⲥ ⲡⲉⲣ ϩⲁⲕⲱⲥ: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ; and 
similarly in a more general sense in P.CtYBR inv. 1791 fol 
(first text; ed. S. Emmel, ACM Appendix 346–51 no. 2), 44–5, 
ⲭⲉⲣⲉ ϩⲱⲣⲙⲟⲥⲉⲏⲗ ⲡⲛⲟϭ ⲉⲛⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ ⲉϥⲥⲱⲩϩⲉ ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛ 
ⲛⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲛⲁⲡⲉⲩ ⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲥⲉⲙⲏ ⲥⲩⲏⲧⲟⲩⲛ 
ⲙⲉⲛⲥⲱϥ.

21 ⲧⲍⲁⲗⲡⲓⲝ. A trumpet-playing angel is similarly invoked 
to gather in customers (ⲉⲕ̣ⲉⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲅⲥ̣ⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ [ ]) 
for a workshop (ⲁⲗⲅⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ) in P.Stras.Copt. 204 frr. C + J 
+ M verso (ed. Hevesi 2018), especially 3–5; the trumpet  
itself is hailed in the invocation in P.HermitageCopt. 71 i 7. 
Elsewhere the summoning role is allocated to the angelic 
Dauithe in particular, with a golden ‘trumpet of the father’ 
that gathers in all on earth: P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5987 (ed. 
P.Lond.Copt. I 1008; Kropp, AKZ I, text D), 77–80, ⲇⲁⲩⲑⲉ 
ⲛⲧ̅ⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲁ̅ⲣⲭⲏ ⲧⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲕⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲧ̅ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲝ ⲛⲛ̅ⲟⲩϥ 
ⲛⲡ̅ⲓⲱⲧ ϣⲁⲕⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲥⲱ{ⲥⲱ}ⲟⲩⲁϩ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛϭ̅ⲓ 
ⲛⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛ̅ ̅ ⲡⲥⲱⲱⲛⲧ ⲧⲏⲣϥ̅ ̅ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ 
ⲁⲣⲭⲏⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ; similarly P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6794 (ed. Kropp, 
AKZ I, text E), 7–10, ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉϣⲕⲗⲕⲗ ⲛⲛ̅ⲟⲩϥ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉϥϭⲓϫ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲕⲑⲁⲣⲁ ⲙⲡ̅ⲛⲁ̅ ϩⲛ ̅ ⲧⲉϥϭϫ ⲛϭ̅ⲁⲛⲁϩ ⲉϥⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ 
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲁ̅ⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲁⲥⲡⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲓⲱⲧ; P.Macq. I 
1, p. 4.18–19, ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲡⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲓⲍⲁⲗⲡⲓⲝ ⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧⲕ̅ ̅ 
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲥⲱⲟⲩⲉϩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ. For general relations 
between Dauithe, musicianship and Gnostic mythologies 
about King David, see Kropp, AKZ III, 33–9, and the 
Coptic version of the apocryphal vision of Bartholomew, ed. 
Westerhoff 1999, 136.10.

22 ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ. For ⲛⲛ-, probably by simple haplography: 
cf. 14–15 above.

24 ⲭⲉⲣⲱⲥⲓⲁ. For ⲅⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ, from Greek γερουσία. The 
term is so far unparalleled in an angelological context but 
applied to human councils in the Greek versions of Hebrew 
scripture, e.g. Deuteronomy 27:1, ἡ γερουσία Ισραηλ.

25 ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲣⲟⲥ. For ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲣⲟⲡⲟⲥ, from Greek ἐπίτροπος (cf. 
Förster, WB 290). For angels as stewards see Origen, Contra 
Celsum 8.36 (οἱ ἀληθῶς σατράπαι καὶ ὕπαρχοι καὶ στρατηγοὶ 
καὶ ἐπίτροποι τοῦ θεοῦ ἄγγελοι); the supreme deity is 
described as a cosmic steward in Philo, Quod deus sit 
immutabilis 30 (ἐπίτροπος τῶν ἐν οὐρανῷ τε καὶ κόσμῳ). The 
same Greek loanword denotes a title in the mortal realm in 
the Coptic documentary text CPR IV 28.24.

26 ϯⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ. The natural referent would be some 
subgroup of angels, perhaps the following two names as 
these have no other epithet, but it is conceivable that an 
original sequence such as ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲧⲣⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲓⲱⲧ 
‘the steward of the congregation of the father’, qualifying the 
preceding Anaboēl, has been distorted. An angelic church, 
probably also as here in a mystical sense, is referenced in the 
invocation in O.Cair. inv. 49547 (ed. Girard 1927), 19–20, 
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ⲕϩⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ̅ⲓ̅ⲇ̅ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲓⲱⲧ ⲡⲉⲕⲭⲥ̅ ̅ ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲥⲁⲗⲉ ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲏⲥⲁ 
ⲛⲉⲥⲣⲡⲙⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲧⲡⲉ; and P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5987 (ed. P.Lond.
Copt. I 1008; Kropp, AKZ I, text D), 75–6, ⲉⲕϯ ϩⲛ̅ ̅ ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲧ 
ⲛⲛ̅ⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲧ̅ⲕ̅ⲕ̅ⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲛⲛ̅ⲉϣⲏⲣⲡ ⲉⲙⲓⲥⲉ, similarly also P.Heid. 
inv. K 685 (ed. Meyer 1996), p. 14.9–10 (cf. the note on Hay 
1, 1–12 above), which as Meyer suggested may be derived 
from Hebrews 12:23. For Michael more generally as angel of 
the church (ἐκκλησία) see Kropp, AKZ III, 78–9 §138.

27 ϯⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ. For the pair of verbs see Hay 1, 
6–7 with the note.

28 ϩⲱⲣⲙⲓⲥⲏⲗ. See the note on ϩⲱⲣⲙⲟⲥⲓⲏⲗ in 20 above.
30 ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ. For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ (as restored also in the following 

line): see 11 and 14 above with the notes.
32–4. For the expression see Hay 3, 26–8 with the notes.
34 ⲛⲛⲟ[̣ϭ]. For ⲛⲛⲛⲟϭ.
35 ⲁⲱⲣⲁⲧⲟⲥ. For ⲁⲟⲣⲁⲧⲟⲥ, from Greek ἀόρατος, a 

version of the ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ in 19 above; for the loanword cf. 
Hay 1, 43 with the note, and for the epithet applied to 
divinities in Greek invocations, e.g. PGM VII 961–2, δεῦρό 
μοι, ὁ ἐν τῷ στερεῷ πνεύματι, ἀόρατος, παντοκράτωρ, 
κτίστης τῶν θεῶν.

35–6 ⲉⲧϩⲁ ϩⲟⲟⲧⲉ. In Coptic the phrase would usually 
mean ‘fearful’ (Crum, CD 721a), which is inappropriate in 
this context: perhaps the root cause is an imprecise 
equivalence of the Greek φοβερός, which has a duality of 
senses, active (causing fear) and passive (experiencing it).

36 ⲁⲣ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅.̅ For the angel see Michl 1962, 204 no. 21.
39 ⲁϩⲟⲛ. For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ: see 11 above with the note.
42 ⲙⲛ ⲓⲥ̅ϫ̅ⲛ̅ .̅ The copyist seems to have added 

superlineation as if understanding the nomen sacrum ⲓⲥ̅  ̅
(perhaps extended to the following word by conflation with 
ϫ(ⲟⲉⲓ)ⲥ or even Χ(ριστό)ν at a hypothetical earlier stage of 
transmission); for ⲓⲥϫⲛ- in place of ϫⲛ- cf. Bohairic ⲓⲥϫⲉⲛ 
(Crum, CD 772b: reference from Korshi Dosoo).

Back 47–51. Missing at the top, along with the captions 
for the three figures assigned here to the north (ⲡϩⲏⲧ), are 
three entire figures, their captions and a label for ‘the east’, 
to judge from the similar arrangement in Hay 5, with ⲡⲉⲉⲃⲧ 
in 11. As there, the groupings of captioned divine figures 
probably belong to an amulet (ⲡⲣ ⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ, Hay 5, 1). 
As both of the groups ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅  ̅and ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ 
ⲕⲁ̅ ̣ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ ̣ⲁ̅ ̣ⲃ̅ ̣ⲟ̅ ̅ ⲕ ̣ⲁ̅ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅̅ represented in the present composition 
also appear in Hay 1, 2 and 4 respectively (see further 
below), and the group [ c. 5 ]ⲣⲙ̣ⲁⲛⲛ ⲫⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲧ ⲫⲟ̅ⲣ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ in Hay 
3, 51 also finds a close parallel there (see the note), that 
portion of Hay 3 might in fact be the beginning of the 
present sequence, apparently for the cardinal direction east, 
if Hay 3 and 4 were associated as top and bottom of the 
same manuscript (see further the respective Introductions).

The cardinal directions appear in the order east, north, 
south, west in a prayer for angelic ‘cleansing’ in the so-called 
Rossi Gnostic Treatise (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text R), pp. 10.22–
11.4, ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲓⲉⲃⲧ ⲛⲥ̅ⲉⲛⲧ̅ⲃⲁ ⲙⲙⲁϩⲉ ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲓ[ⲍⲉ 
ⲛⲁⲓ] ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲙϩ[ⲓ]ⲧ ⲛⲥ̅ⲉⲛⲧ̅ⲃⲁ [ⲙⲙⲁϩⲉ] ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲣ[ⲏ]ⲥ ̣ 
ⲛ [̅ⲥⲉⲛⲧ]ⲃⲁ ⲙⲁϩⲉ ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲙ[ⲛ]ⲧ ⲛⲥ̅ⲉⲛⲧ̅ⲃⲁ ⲙⲙⲁϩⲉ; 
cf. also the order east, west, north, sea (ⲡⲓⲉⲓⲃⲧ̣ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲙⲛⲧ 
ⲡⲉⲙϩⲓⲧ ⲙⲛ ⲑⲁⲗⲁⲥⲥⲁ), the last two being originally 
synonymous in Egyptian spatial conceptions, in P.Vind. inv. 
K 8304 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 28–9, 82–4 no. LII, with Till 
1935b, 219–20), 4–5. East, west, north and south are hailed in 

their own right in that order in the invocation reconstructed 
in P.HermitageCopt. 71 i 9–11, [ⲭ]ⲉⲣ[̣ⲉ] ⲡⲓⲏⲃⲧ ⲭⲉ[ⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲙⲉⲛⲧ] 
ⲭⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲙⲓⲧ [ⲭⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲣⲏⲥ].

48 ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲉ̅ⲓ̅ .̅ A nearly identical group ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅̅ 
ⲃⲏ̅ⲑ̅ⲁ̅ⲓ̣ ̣ are invoked as ‘guardians’ in Hay 1, 2 above: see the 
note there.

50 ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ ⲕⲁ̅ ̣ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ ̣ⲁ̅ ̣ⲃ̅ ̣ⲟ̅ ̅ ⲕ ̣ⲁ̅ⲣ̣̅ ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲁ̅.̅ A similar group of 
ⲁⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲟ̅ⲧ̅ ̅ ⲕⲁⲣ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ⲃ̅ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ are invoked as ‘guardians’ in 
Hay 1, 4 above.

52–73. A list of divine names, each ending (or consisting 
entirely) in -ⲏⲗ, which would suggest angels. Their number 
(22) is nearly that of the 24 presbyters (see the note on Hay 1, 
78).

54 ⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ. Repeated below at 61; for the angel see 
Michl 1962, 227–8 no. 177.

58 ⲥⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ. For the angel see Michl 1962, 235–6 no. 231.
60 ⲥⲣⲁⲫⲟⲏⲗ. The name is perhaps related to that of the 

angel Seraphiel (šrpyʾl), for whom see Michl 1962, 234 no. 
216.

66–7 signs, figures. The first line could be resolved as the 
letters ⲃⲏⲗ (compare Hay 1, 57–8 with the note), perhaps as a 
caption giving the name (Bēl) of one of the figures beneath it 
(compare 47–51 above). The rest of the composition is clearly 
to be divided into two registers, the second of which is a 
schematic, humanoid figure with feet, eyes, and exaggerated 
brows but lacking arms; the first could be seen to share a 
roughly triangular body and round head but distinguishes 
itself by unusual diagonal and horizontal (striated) 
protrusions from the ‘head’ – which, if indeed a head, would 
feature only one, central eye – , four pairs of protrusions from 
the centre with ringed termini and what resembles the ringed 
version of ⲉ turned on its side in place of feet.

72–5. These sequential items could be read as a 
progressive diminution of the name ⲉⲓⲁⲏⲗ, especially as ⲉⲓ 
represents a single /i/ sound: for such figures, originally 
symbolic deletions of the names of diseases or harmful 
demons to be banned, but later applied more broadly to 
powerful names and words, see Faraone 2012; P.Oxy. 
LXXXVI 5545.18–24 and 5548.6–11 with the notes.

76 ⲟⲩⲥⲓ̣ⲙⲉ̣ ̣ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ. With ⲥⲓⲙⲉ (as also in 79 and 84 
below: cf. Hay 1, 92 with the note) for ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ. Crum 
tentatively identified ‘a charm for a woman with disordered 
menstruation’; uterine bleeding in women is also among the 
applications of the prayer of Seth, son of Adam, when recited 
over vinegar or oil to be used as an ointment, in P.Mich. inv. 
593 (ed. Worrell 1930, 248), ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲟϥ 
ϩⲁⲣⲟⲥ. Aggressive magic might also be considered, 
especially since the final instruction is to place the inscribed 
object at a door (but cf. the following note); see also the note 
on 84 below. If erotic magic, the blood would belong to the 
following direction to write (cf. Hay 1, 61 with the note): 
such a direction is phrased more clearly in 9–10 below. 
Another possibility, kindly communicated by Korshi Dosoo, 
who is preparing a relevant study based on re-interpretation 
of P.Berl. inv. 8315 (ed. BKU I 11; Beltz 1984, 93–4), P.Mich. 
inv. 1190 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 5–13 no. 2), recto 1–34, and 
O.CrumST 399, is a curse specifically directed at causing 
menstrual bleeding.

76–7 ⲁⲩⲑⲟ̣ⲩ ⲛⲟⲛⲁⲙ. For Sahidic ⲉ(ⲟ)ⲩⲧⲟⲩⲁ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ; 
for the spelling of the first word with ⲑ- see Crum, CD 443b, 
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and cf. Hay 3, 46–7; a door is also mentioned below in 81. 
Writing in blood on the ⲧⲟⲩⲁ as an apotropaic device (cf. 
the previous note) would be paralleled by the description of 
the marking of doorways with the blood of the paschal lamb 
in the Coptic version of the homily of Cyril of Jerusalem on 
the cross cited in the lemma of Crum (ibid.; the version 
published by Budge 1915, 199 lacks ⲧⲟⲩⲁ). The door, 
however, which recurs in 81 below, may as often (e.g. Hay 1, 
76–7) be that of the target of aggressive magic.

77 ⲛⲥⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲧ ⲛⲕ̣ⲁϣ.̣ The bending of the reed might have 
been intended as an analogy for the aim of the ritual (on 
which see the note on 76 above); a corruption of an original 
sense such as ‘behind the turning(-post of the door) with a 
reed’ is also conceivable: on the role of hinges see recently 
the commentary to P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5546 (to the parallels 
for the role of the ἑρμής (ἑρμίς) discussed there, add P.Cair. 
inv. 42573 (ed. Chassinat 1955), f. 1r.21–3 (§6), in which a 
ritual liquid mixture is applied ⲉⲡϩⲉⲣⲙⲏⲥ in order to stop a 
water-wheel from giving water, that is, presumably, turning 
properly). For the reed see Hay 1, 86 with the note.

78 ϣⲧⲉⲡⲉⲓ ̣ ⲡⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ. Very doubtfully, ⲕⲱ̣ϣ̣ⲧ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ ̣ 
ⲡⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩ might be read, ‘kosht, that is, the waterless kind’, of a 
dry variety of the ingredient ko(u)sht (‘costus’): cf. Hay 1, 60.

79 ⲡⲕⲓⲗⲙⲓ .̅ Probably ⲕⲓⲗⲙⲓ, a type of jar, see Crum, CD 
811a s.v. ϭ(ⲉ)ⲗⲙⲁⲓ. The alternative ⲕⲗⲙⲉ ‘pad’ (of fibre or 
fabric) might suit an offering-assemblage in general or a 
medical context as a suppository, but the feminine gender 
would be expected (cf. Hay 1, 35, ⲧⲉⲕⲉⲗⲙⲉ; Crum, CD 
105a).

80 ]ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲱⲛ. Probably either ⲡⲥ̣ⲱⲇⲓⲱⲛ or  
[ⲟ]ⲩⲥ̣ⲱⲇⲓⲱⲛ; the noun is for ⲍⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ, from Greek ζῴδιον: 
see Hay 1, 7–9 and 41 with the notes. The figure at 83 below 
would be meant.

80–1 ⲧⲓⲥ ⲉⲩ[ ]. Perhaps ⲉⲩ[ⲛⲏϩ], cf. ⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲩⲛⲏϩ in 46 
below, or some other noun qualified by [ⲛ]ⲕⲱ̣ⲥ ‘of a corpse’ 
(suggestion of Korshi Dosoo: cf. the note on Hay 1, 97); ⲧⲓⲥ 
is for standard Sahidic ⲧⲁ(ⲁ)ⲥ.

81 ⲟⲩϩⲥ. For ⲟⲩⲁϩⲥ; cf. Akhmimic ⲟⲩϩⲁⲥ (Crum, CD 
505b).

81–2. Perhaps ⲛ[ⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲥ]ⲏⲓ̣.̣
83 Figure. A humanoid head on a rectangular trunk 

without recognisable arms; the two horizontal and two 
diagonal appendages at the bottom are difficult to interpret 
as human feet in this rendering, and those at left bear 
circular termini that suggest rather magical charakteres (cf. 
those that follow in 84–7; see in general Hay 1, 57–8 with the 
note). As the body is also adorned with ritual text (the vowel 
ⲁ, repeated seven times in each of three columns), it is more 
likely a representation of a divine power that is to assist with 
the procedure – cf. especially Hay 5, 49, with similar 
adornment with the vowel ⲱ – than one of the patient.

84 ⲡⲛⲟⲃ ⲛⲧⲓⲥⲓⲙⲉ. The translation assumes that this 
phrase stands for standard Sahidic ⲡⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲛⲧ(ⲉ)ⲓⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ, 
which requires the minimum of normalisation: on the 
spelling without final ⲉ, see P.Bal. pp. 66–7 §20d; for ⲥⲓⲙⲉ cf. 
76 and 79 above. If the context is erotic magic (see the note 
on 76 above), there are some parallels in the Byzantine 
tradition where the desired result is denoted as ‘sin’: e.g. 
Delatte 1927, 84.22–3, of the mind and heart of the female 
target being set aflame ‘in longing for me and in the sweet 

sin of my body’ (εἰς τὸν πόθον μου καὶ ’ς τὴν γλυκεῖάν μου 
ἁμαρτίαν τοῦ κορμίου μου). If medical, the point might be 
that the bleeding disorder is the result of sin, to be expiated 
by the present procedure, but the direct labelling of the 
apparently female figure in 83 above with this phrase would 
seem counterproductive. One might also be tempted to 
regard ⲡⲛⲟⲃ as a variant spelling of ⲡ(ⲉ)ⲥⲛⲟϥ ‘the blood’ (the 
suggestion of Korshi Dosoo), such that the offending blood, 
once labelled, may be symbolically controlled; if yet again 
the goal is a curse, the label would clearly express what is to 
be inflicted on the target.

84–7 signs. The composition again features a mixture of 
letter-like signs and more abstract shapes (see in general 
Hay 1, 57–8 with the note); among the former ⲓ (84), ⲭ ⲓ ⲍ ⲍ ⲍ 
(85), reversed ⲍ (86) and ⲍ ⲡ ⲏ (87) can be made out, and 
among the latter a concentration of rectangles enclosing 
three or four horizontal lines each (85, 86) is noteworthy: do 
these perhaps figure schematic, textual amulets or other 
inscribed finished products of ritual?

88 ⲛϣⲟⲛⲧⲓ. For -ϣⲟⲛⲧⲉ; cf. the Bohairic ϣⲟⲛϯ (Crum, 
CD 573a), and for spellings with final -ⲓ for -ⲉ more generally 
cf. ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲓ in Hay 3, 14 with the note.

88–9 ⲁⲥⲡⲁⲣⲧⲟⲛ. For ⲁⲥⲫⲁⲗⲧⲟⲛ, from Greek ἄσφαλτον 
(cf. Förster, WB 121).

89 ⲭⲁⲣⲃⲁⲛⲏ. For ⲭⲁⲗⲃⲁⲛⲏ, from Greek χαλβάνη: cf. 
Förster, WB 863; Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a,  
17–37), p. 11.10, with the commentary in the edition of 
Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022.

90–1 ⲛⲉⲣⲉ ⲕⲟⲩ ⲕⲟϣ ⲛⲗⲉⲩⲕⲟⲛ. With ⲕⲟⲩ for ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ or 
ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲉⲓ (cf. Crum, CD 91a); ⲗⲉⲩⲕⲟⲛ is a loanword from the 
Greek λευκός (cf. Hay 3, 40–1), whose form, if drawn from a 
Greek version, suggests that the enigmatic ⲕⲟ(ⲩ)ϣ (see Hay 
1, 60 with the note) may render a Greek plant name with the 
neuter gender (or masculine, if an accusative form was taken 
over directly: cf. e.g. Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 
17–37; Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022), p. 12.5–6, ⲗⲓⲃⲁⲛⲟⲥ 
ⲛⲝ̅ⲉⲛⲓⲕⲟⲛ). The interpretation of Crum requires a qualifier 
ⲛⲉⲣⲉⲕⲟⲩ for the preceding ⲭⲁⲣⲃⲁⲛⲏ which is unparalleled 
both in its presence and in its form; it is not likely related to 
Greek ἐρείκη, which was not exploited for any resin that 
could be associated with χαλβάνη, and which should have 
been taken over in its nominative form or perhaps in a 
genitive in -ⲏⲥ.

The notation of a variant reading suggests collation 
between multiple versions of the same recipe at some point 
in the copying process. For such collation in magical texts of 
the Graeco-Roman period see Dieleman 2005, 36–9 and 72, 
Love 2016, 191, and Dieleman 2019, 305; the medical author 
Alexander of Tralles, active in the 6th century, follows a 
similar method in researching ‘natural remedies’ (φυσικά) 
for epilepsy: Therapeutica 1.15 (ed. Puschmann 1879, 1:559), 
with the notation ‘from another exemplar’ (ἐξ ἄλλου 
ἀντιγράφου).

91 ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲛⲟⲙⲣⲁ. The specification of the censer or 
brazier is obscure: cf. perhaps ⲁⲙⲣⲉ ‘baker’ (Crum, CD 8b), 
but in that connection a proper oven would be expected; 
ⲛⲟⲙ(ⲉ) ‘of clay’ would make good sense (see below) but leave 
ⲣⲁ unexplained. Just possibly the following ⲧⲏⲥ is to be 
joined with it as ⲛⲟⲙⲣⲁⲧⲏⲥ (a relation to Greek ὄμβρος ‘rain’ 
is conceivable though improbable), but the former gives good 
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sense as a verbal form (see 80–1 above). In view of 
specifications of similar apparatus as ‘bronze’ in aromatic 
offerings in P.Stras.Copt. K 204 (ed. Hevesi 2018), frr. C + J 
recto, 2 (ϣⲟ[ⲩ]ⲣⲏ ⲛⲟⲙϩⲁⲧ), P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6795 (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text F), 55 (ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲛⲁⲙϩⲧ), and Hay 1, 37 
(ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲛϩⲟⲙⲧ), an emendation to ⲟⲙ⟨ϩ⟩ⲁ⟨ⲧ⟩ might be 
considered here. A ceramic basin from the Coptic phase of 
occupation at Medinet Habu in the Theban region was 
possibly used as a censer (Hölscher 1954, 78 no. Zʹ1 with fig. 
105: this reference is owed to Thomas Beckh), from which a 
Coptic inscription mentioning ‘my father Athanasios’ 
(ⲡⲁⲉⲱⲧ ⲁⲑⲁⲛ[ⲁⲥⲓⲟⲥ]?) can be read, perhaps suggesting 
production in a local monastic context; more conclusively a 

fragment of a bowl from Deir el-Bakhit can be identified as a 
censer by an inscription, ‘Holy censer filled with incense’ 
(ϣⲟⲩⲣⲏ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁ[ⲃ] ⲉⲧⲙⲉϩ ⲛϣⲟⲩⲛⲏ), probably produced at 
the monastery on this site (Beckh 2016, 740–1).

92–3 ⲉⲩⲛⲏϩ ⲛϫⲁⲕ. The qualifier of the oil remains 
unexplained (cf. Westendorf 1965–77, 416); it recurs in a list 
of ingredients for an offering to accompany an invocation at 
the full moon in P.Köln inv. 1471 (P.KölnLüddeckens Copt. 3; 
cf. P.KölnÄgypt. I 10), 34–5, further qualified as ‘uncooked’ 
(ⲛⲁⲧⲗⲱϩⲉⲙ), perhaps in the sense ‘unrefined’. The 
tentatively proposed relation to dyeing is by comparison to 
Sahidic ϫⲱ(ⲱ)ϭⲉ and its derived noun ϫⲏϭⲉ, with variants 
including ϫⲉⲕⲉ (Crum, CD 801a).
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Hay 5                                 c.151 x 65mm (h x w) (top fragment)           8th–9th century?
EA 10434b, Reg. no. 1868,1102.463                      c.59 x 53mm (h x w) (bottom fragment)             Thebes?
TM 99565

Fragments of a tall, very narrow manuscript on a sheet of 
sheepskin leather, which make up the top and bottom 
without a direct join, giving the remains of three recipes 
from a formulary. The first provides instructions for making 
an amulet via a ritual design of drawings and names ordered 
by the cardinal directions, a motif found also in Hay 4. The 
text breaks off here after only the first of the directions, and 
when it resumes on the bottom fragment and overleaf, it 
seems to be in the middle of an invocation for favour, 
particularly for a man in the eyes of a woman, which reaches 
its conclusion on the back of the top fragment. There follows 
an amuletic, pseudonymous prayer attributed to the prophet 
Elijah, treated by the copyist essentially as a string of 
magical words, but with signs of direct transliteration from a 
Greek text concerned specifically with restraining speech.

The hand is assigned to Copyist 2 (as Hay 3–4), whose 
character is described in the Introduction to Hay 3. The 
text is in a single column on front and back along the 
horizontal axis, the page being turned over the long edge. 
Margins are essentially neglected, except for a small top and 
right margin on the back. Abbreviations are confined to the 
placeholder ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ (also ⲇ̅ⲇ̅, ⲇⲇ). There are horizontal dividing 

lines between sections, and a simple cross at the beginning of 
the first line of the front. Superlineation is used above some 
divine names and magical words.

The bottom fragment was once kept with Hay 3 (see also 
the Introduction there), and the first editor accordingly 
published it as ‘fr. 1’ of that text. It can now be recognised as 
the significantly tapered foot of a tall, narrow manuscript, 
excluded on textual grounds from placement with Hay 3, 
and requiring only an apparent dittography overleaf, which 
could however be an intentional, emphatic repetition (see 
the note on 21–2), for an identification as the bottom of the 
same manuscript to which the original Hay 5 gives the top. 
The content and format are in general close to Hay 4 (see 
also the Introduction there), and the hand is the same, but a 
mismatch between flesh and grain sides excludes an 
identification as two fragments of the same manuscript.

The dialect is non-standard Sahidic. The phonetic 
features characteristic of Hay 3–4 are less in evidence (note 
ⲡⲁⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ for ⲡⲉⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ, 2), but the amount of syntactic 
Coptic is also relatively small.

Ed.pr. Crum 1934b, 199 text C; tr. D. Frankfurter, ACM 
169–70 no. 80, with textual notes, 368.
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front (grain)

 + ⲡⲣ ⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ
 ⲡⲁⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉ
 ⲙⲉⲣ ⲡⲙⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲟⲃⲟⲕϥ
 ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲡϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲡⲉ
5 
 
 
 
 

 10 
   

 

     ⲡⲉⲉⲃⲧ
     (within left figure) ⲓⲁⲱ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ
 

      
 
[ unknown number of  lines ]

 ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣
 ________[___]

15  
 

 ⲙⲁⲣⲑⲁⲑⲗⲉⲑ̣ⲁ̣ⲑ̣
 ⲁ̣ⲑⲱⲑⲑⲱ̣ⲙ̣ⲓ̣ vac.? 
 ⲧⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲛⲇⲇ ⲉϩⲟ-
 ⲛ ⲉⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲇⲇ
20    ⲥⲱⲛϩ ⲛⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅
 ⲛⲧⲱⲧϥ ⲇ̅ⲇ̅

1 ⲡⲓⲫ̣ⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ Crum   4 ⲡⲉ: ⲡ corr. from ⲉ   11 ⲡⲉⲉⲃⲧ: ⲧ fitted in above line   12 ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱ Crum   15–17 om. Crum   18–19 ⲧⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲛⲧ̣ⲛⲉ 
ⲛⲓⲙ Crum   21 ⲛⲧⲱⲟⲧϥ ⲇⲇ̅̅ Crum
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(front) The making of the amulet:

  ‘He is our guardian:

  bind the thought, that I may ...

  with them.’ The beginning is:

5  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs)

  (signs)

10  (signs)

( figures) The east

(within figure) Iaō Sabaōth

  chz

  ō 

  [ unknown number of lines ]

15  (signs)

  ‘marthathlethat

  athōththōmi.

  Give favour to NN towards 

  so-and-so daughter of NN

20  (signs). Bind NN

  to NN,
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back (flesh)

 ⲛⲧⲱⲧϥ ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅

    
   ⲙⲓⲭ-
 ⲁⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲅⲁⲃ-
25 ⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲙⲁ ⲧⲁⲛϩⲱ
 ⲥⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ ϯ ⲧⲁⲏⲓⲱ
 ⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ ⲧⲁⲛϩⲱ
 ⲥⲉⲃⲑⲱⲣ ⲧⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ
 ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ ϯ ⲧⲁⲓⲱ ⲃⲁⲑⲟ-
30 ⲩⲏⲗ ϯ ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ ⲛⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅
 ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲇⲇ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ
 ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲉϥⲱⲛϩ
 ____________________
 ⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ 
 ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲗⲓⲁ̅ⲥ̅
 
 
35   
 ___________________

 ⲫⲗⲉⲙⲛⲉⲕⲟⲕ ⲁⲫⲏⲛⲧⲟⲣ
 κ̅ⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ⲙ̅ⲟ̅ⲥ ⲛ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅ⲓ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ⲥ
 ⲥⲧ̅ⲟ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲩ ⲥⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲕ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲧ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅
 ⲛ̅ⲥ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲉ̅ⲥ̣̅ⲧ̣̅ⲱ̣̅ⲥ̣̅ⲉ̣ ⲡⲕⲁⲕⲁ
40 ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲟⲕ̣ⲟⲥ· ⲗⲁ̅ⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲟ̅ⲛ̅
 ⲕⲁ ⲭⲁⲗⲉ̣ⲛ̣ⲓⲥⲟⲛ ⲇⲇ
 ⲙⲛ ⲇⲇ· ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕ̣ ⲇ̣ⲇ̣
 ⲡ̣ⲗ̣ⲉ[        c. 10        ]
 ⲛⲕ[         c. 10         ]
 ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣
 [ unknown number of  lines ]
 ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣
45 [     c. 5     ]ⲟⲛ
 [     c. 5     ]ⲏⲉϫⲁⲕ
 []ⲁ ⲡⲉⲧⲱⲙⲥ ϩⲡⲣ-
 ⲁⲛ ⲣⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ ⲁⲓⲟ
  

37 ⲃⲁ̣ⲭⲁⲙⲟⲥ Crum   39 ⲛⲥⲟⲩⲉⲥⲧ̣ⲱ̣̣ⲉ ̣ Crum   40 ⲗⲁⲛⲓⲥⲛ̣ Crum   41 ⲕⲁⲭⲁⲙⲏ̣ⲓⲥⲟⲛ Crum   42 ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕⲗⲉ̣ ⲥ Crum   43 om. Crum   45 [ ]ⲟⲛ Crum   
46 [ ]ⲗϣⲁⲕ Crum   47 [ ]ⲡⲟⲧ̣ϩⲡⲣ Crum   48 om. Crum
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(back) to NN!

  (signs) Michaēl, 

  give favour! 

25  Gabriēl, give salvation!

  Souriēl, give honour!

  Raphaēl, (give) salvation!

  Sebthōr, give favour!

  Anaēl, give honour! Bathouēl,

30  put a desire for NN

  into NN, for all the days

  of his life.

  This is the amulet

  of the prayer of Elijah:

35  (signs) 

  ‘phlemnekok aphēntor

  kachamos nnichalinos

  stomau snikartian

  nsouestōse pkaka

40  mestokos lanion

  ka chalenison nn

  with NN ... NN 

  ... 

  ...

  [ unknown number of lines ]

45  ...

  ...

  ... which is submerged, in the 

  name (?) ..., yes, yes.’

  ( figures)
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Commentary
Front 1 ⲡⲣ ⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ. A rubric for the design of an amulet 
(for the loanword from Greek φυλακτήριον, cf. Hay 1, 7–9 
with the note), without further instructions; it apparently 
involves the inscription of a short text (2–4) followed by a 
longer composition of ritual signs and figures (5–14), part of 
which is lost, with a sub-rubric (4). When the text resumes after 
the break in 15, the concern is more specifically with the 
attainment of favour, and hence that portion probably belongs 
under a new rubric that would have stood in the lacuna.

2–4. The amulet introduced by the rubric in 1 begins 
directly with a short text that, despite its difficulties, is 
probably syntactic Coptic rather than magical words; there 
are no discernible divine names. The reference to a 
guardian (ⲡⲁⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ for ⲡⲉⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲧ, 2) suits the context 
well; there is much discussion in Christian literature on the 
restraint of bad or oppressive thoughts (λογισμοί), which 
may correspond to the ‘binding’ (ⲙⲉⲣ) requested here, as is 
certainly sought in some late Greek ritual recipes (Zellmann-
Rohrer 2018, 130 with n. 36), but the rest, including the 
reference to doing something to ‘it’ (the thought?) ‘with 
them’ or ‘to the mothers’ (ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ) is obscure.

3 ⲛⲧⲁⲟⲃⲟⲕϥ. Following the imperative ⲙⲉⲣ, a conjunctive 
in ⲛⲧⲁ- would give good sense, but the infinitive (or pre-
pronominal form with ⸗ϥ) has so far resisted identification.

4 ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲁⲩ. For ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ: cf. P.Bal. p. 61 §11 (citing inter alia 
ⲛⲙⲁⲁⲩ); compare the spellings in ⲟⲟ for ⲟ, probably the 
result of hypercorrection, in Hay 1 (see the note in 
ⲉⲧⲣⲟⲟⲉⲓⲥ in 2).

5–10 signs. The majority resemble Coptic letters with the 
addition of ringed termini, as also in 23 and 35 below (cf. also 
15 and 20), for which in general see Hay 1, 57–8 with the 
note. No connected sense can be recovered here, but ⲱⲣ at 
the beginning of 6 (cf. ϩⲱⲗ for ϩⲱⲣ in Hay 1, with the note 
on 12–37) and ⲗⲏⲓⲁⲥ in 8, as an anagram of the name of  
the prophet Elijah (see 34 below with the note), might be 
divided out.

11 ⲡⲉⲉⲃⲧ. Presumably the first in a sequence of figures for 
each of the four cardinal directions: see Hay 4, 47–51.

12 ⲓⲁⲱ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ. For the divine name inscribed on the 
body or garment of this figure see the note on Hay 1, 45; for 
the inscribed garment see also 49 below and Hay 2, 23 with 
the note. There may be some relation to the adjuration of 
divine powers by their garments in Hay 1, 51 (ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲃⲥⲱ).

15 signs. Obscure at the end but beginning with letter-like 
forms with ringed termini (see Hay 1, 57–8 with the note): ⲭ 
ⲍ ⲱ (the same sequence found in 13–14 above) ⲁ, then 
perhaps ⲅ or ϛ.

18–19 ⲉϩⲟⲛ. For ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ; cf. Hay 3, 27, 30.
19 ⲛⲓⲙ ⲧϣⲉⲣⲉ ⲇⲇ. For the placeholder formula see Hay 

1, 9 and 64 with the notes.
20 signs. These resemble ⲉ with ringed termini (see Hay 

1, 57–8 with the note) mirrored across a central ⲓ of the same 
type.

20–1 ⲛⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅ (...) ⲇ̅ⲇ̅. For ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅ (...) ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅, cf. 22 below.
21–2. The near repetition of ⲛⲧⲱⲧϥ (ⲛ)ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ could be a 

dittography occasioned by the pause when the copyist 
turned the sheet over, but the variation in the second 
instance (ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅) suggests instead an emphatic doubling, cf. 
also Hay 2, 11, ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲥ. The spelling ⲛⲧⲱⲧϥ in 

place of ⲛⲧⲟ(ⲟ)ⲧϥ may be a remnant of an Old Coptic 
vocalisation in the Theban area: P.Bal. p. 84 §49.

23 signs. The first four elements resemble Coptic letters 
with ringed termini (see 5–10 above with the note), from 
which it might be possible to discern the sequence ⲉⲉⲗⲓ with 
the second ⲉ in mirrored writing, which suggests in turn the 
divine names ⲏⲗⲓ and ⲉⲗⲱ(ⲉ)ⲓ (see Hay 1, 102 with the note). 
Of the fifth element, a three-barred cross with the same 
ringed termini (seen also in 5 above), there is a four-barred 
version in the bilingual Greek-Coptic fever amulet P.Köln X 
425.4; among amuletic gems cf. also Bonner 1950, 300 no. 
279 with pl. XIII.

23–32. The motif of the angelic roster, in which each in a 
list of angels or comparable powers is asked to confer a 
specific benefit, is found a few times in Coptic invocations; 
the inclusion of a divine power with a traditional Egyptian 
epithet here (ⲥⲉⲃⲑⲱⲣ, 28 with the note) is noteworthy. 
Compare P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5525 (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text C), 
116–19, ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲉⲣⲏⲛⲓ ⲅⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲧϭⲁⲙ 
ⲥⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲟⲩⲱϣ ϩⲣⲁⲅⲟⲩⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲙⲏⲓ ⲁⲛⲁⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ⲉⲁⲟⲩ 
ⲥⲁⲣⲁⲫⲟⲩⲏⲗ ⲧⲓ ϩⲏⲥⲉ ϩ ⲙⲉⲧⲥ̣ⲁⲓⲛ ϩⲓ ⲧⲟⲗϭⲁ; P.Lond.Copt. Or. 
6796 (2–3) recto (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text G), 89–100, [ⲙⲁⲣⲉ 
ⲙⲓ]ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲥ̅ⲁ ⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ̣̣ [ⲅⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲛⲥ̅ⲁ ϩⲃ]ⲟⲩⲣ 
ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ : ⲥⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥ[̣ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ ϩⲁⲑⲏ] ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ : ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲙ[ⲁⲣⲉϥϭⲱ ϩⲓϫⲛ ̅ ⲡ]ⲁϩⲏⲧ : ϩⲣⲁⲅ̅ⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥ̣[̣ⲧⲓ ⲕⲗⲟⲙ] ⲉ[̣ϫⲛ ̅] 
ⲧⲁ̣ⲁⲡⲉ : ⲁⲥⲟ̅ⲩ̅ⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲉϥⲧⲓ [ϭⲟ]ⲙ ϩⲓ ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲛⲁ : ⲥⲁⲣⲁⲫⲟⲩⲏⲗ 
ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϯ [ⲧⲁⲟ ⲙⲛ ̅] ⲟⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ 
ⲥⲉⲩⲏⲣⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲉ ⲛⲓⲱⲁ̣ⲛ̣ⲛⲁ ⲥⲩ̣ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲅⲏⲥ [ⲃⲁⲣ]ⲫ[̣ⲁⲣⲁ]ⲛⲅ̣[ⲏⲥ 
ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲙⲙⲟ ⲉ]ⲩⲙ̣ⲓϣⲉ [ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉϫ]ⲱ  ⲁ̅ⲱ̅ ̅ ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱⲑ ⲉϫⲛ ̅ 
ⲧⲁⲁⲡⲉ [ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲁⲉⲓ] ⲉⲗ̣ⲟ̣ⲉ̣̣ ⲉϫⲛ ̅ ⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ ⲉϥⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ̣ ̣ [ϩⲁⲑⲏ 
ⲙⲙⲟ], and verso (ed. Kropp, AKZ I, text H), 43–56, ⲙⲁⲣⲉ 
ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ ⲥⲁ [ⲟ]ⲩⲛ̣ⲁⲙ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ : ⲙⲁⲣⲉ ⲅⲁⲃⲣⲏⲗ ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧϥ 
ⲥⲁ̣ ϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ : ⲟⲩⲣⲏⲗ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲥⲁⲗⲡⲍⲉ [ϩⲁ]ⲑⲏ̣ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟ : 
ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲏⲗ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϯⲕⲗⲟⲙ [ⲉ]ϫⲛ̣ ⲧⲁⲁⲡⲉ : ⲟⲩⲣⲓⲏⲗ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϯ 
ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲉⲡⲁ̣ϩ̣ⲟ̣ : ⲁⲛⲁⲏ̅ⲗ̅ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϭⲱ ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ : [ⲥⲁⲣⲁ]ⲫⲁ̣ⲏⲗ 
ⲙⲁⲣ̣ⲉ̣ϥϫⲓϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉϫⲱ : [ c. 10 ]ⲃⲱ̣ⲕ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲡ̅ⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟ̣ⲗ̣ ̣ 
ⲙⲡ̅ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲡⲅⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲧ[̣ⲏⲣ]ϥ ⲛⲁ̅ⲇⲁ̣ⲙ̣ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲛϣ̅ⲏⲣⲉ 
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍⲱ[ⲏ ⲓⲁ̅̅]ⲱ̣ ̅ ⲥⲁⲃⲁ̅ⲱ̅ⲑ̅ ̅ ⲉϫⲛ ̅ ⲧⲁⲁⲡⲉ : ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲁⲉ 
[ⲉⲗⲱⲉ] ⲉϫⲛ ̅ ⲡⲁϩⲏ̣ⲧ̣̣ ⲉⲩ̣ϯ̣ ⲛⲁ ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲟⲟⲩ̣ [ⲙⲛ c. 5 ] ⲙⲛ ̅ 
ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲣⲥ ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩⲉⲩⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁ ̣ [ⲙⲛ ̅ ⲟⲩ]ⲉⲝ̣ⲟ̣ⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲥⲧⲁⲓⲏⲩ ⲙⲛ ̅ 
ⲟⲩϭⲛⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧⲁ ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ. 

The history of this motif is more complex than the label 
‘Schutzengelgebet’ sometimes applied to it in the modern 
literature (Van der Vliet 2019a, 343) implies: the last two 
comparanda from P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2–3) suggest a 
relation to a much older and more widespread motif of 
claiming or requesting to be surrounded by divinities. 
Ancient Mesopotamian parallels can be found in e.g. the 
text ed. Geller 2007, tablet 3, 108–10: the exorcist claims to 
enter the house of the client with a retinue of Mesopotamian 
gods, ‘with Shamash in front of me and Sin behind me, with 
Nergal on my right, and with Ninurta on my left’. For a 
discussion of amuletic applications of this formula, which 
was later adapted for the Jewish liturgy in the so-called 
‘Bedtime Shema’ with a claim to be surrounded by angels on 
all sides, see Levene, Marx and Bharyo 2014; for medieval 
Hebrew, Bohak 2014, 217 (cod. p. 176.14–16). The motif is 
found in Egypt by the Graeco-Roman period, in the 
Demotic P.Mag.LL. recto ix 19, ‘Horus is before me, Isis 
behind me, Nephthys as my diadem’, and in the Jewish 
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Aramaic portion of a bilingual Aramaic-Greek amuletic 
text on a metal tablet, likely from Tell-Amarnah,  
T.Ashmolean acc. 1921.1121 (ed. Kotansky, Naveh and 
Shaked 1992), 24–5, ‘On my right hand is Harbiel, on my left 
hand ʿAzriel, above me is (the presence) of El, in front of me is 
Mahanayim, as it is said, “And when Jacob saw them he 
said, ‘This is the camp [maḥaneh] of God’”’ (cf. Genesis 
32:3). For Greek, see recently the fragmentary version in 
P.Kramer 2.3–5, a 3rd-century amulet for victory (νίκη) and 
favour (χάρις), including the specifications right, left and 
over the head ([ἐκ] δεξιῶν μου, [ἐξ ἀρι]στ̣ερῶν μου, and [ἐ]
πὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς [μου]); and for a Christian application, the 
amulet PGM P 21.25–35 with the commentary of Hopfner 
1935, 362–4: ‘I have before me Jesus Christ, traveling and 
journeying with me, behind me Ido Sabaod (sic) Adonai, on 
my right and left the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, at 
my face and heart Gabriel, Michael, Raphael, Sarouel, 
Ragouel, Nouriel, Anael’ (ἔχω ἔμπροσθέν μου Ἰη(σο)ῦ 
Χρη(στὸ)ς συνοδηγοῦντά μου καὶ συνοδυπορροῦντάν μοι, 
ὀπίσω μου Ιδω Σαβαωδ Αδω[ναι,] ἐκ τεξιῶν κ(αὶ) 
[ἀριστερῶν] μου τὸν θ(εὸ)ν Ἀβ[ραὰμ Ἰσαὰκ Ἰακώβ,] ἐπὶ τοῦ 
προσώπο[υ μου κ(αὶ) τῆς] καρδίας μου Γα[βριηλ, Μιχαηλ,] 
Ραφαηλ, Σαρουηλ, [Ραγουηλ,] Νουριηλ, Αναηλ). A long 
exorcistic prayer in a Byzantine manuscript contains the 
claim to have ‘the sun on my right, the moon on my left, the 
stars over my head and the surpassingly holy mother of God 
before me and all around me the holy angels Michael, 
Gabriel, Ourouel and Raphael’ (Milan, BA cod. A 56, ff. 
210v–211r, ed. P.Bad. V p. 238 (here normalised), ὁ ἥλιος ἐκ 
δεξιῶν μου, ἡ σελήνη ἐξ ἀριστερῶν μου, τὰ ἄστρα ἐπὶ 
κορυφῆς μου καὶ ἡ ὑπεραγία θεοτόκος ἔμπροσθέν μου καὶ 
κύκλωθέν μου οἱ ἅγιοι ἄγγελοι Μιχαηλ, Γαβριηλ, Ουρουηλ 
καὶ Ραφαηλ).

24 ⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ. For the loanword see Hay 3, 1.
25 ⲧⲁⲛϩⲱ. As in 27 below, for ⲧⲁⲛϩⲟ, cf. P.Bal. p. 82 §44.
26 ⲧⲁⲏⲓⲱ. For ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲟ; the spelling with ⲏⲓ for (ⲉ)ⲓ (the latter 

preferred in the form of the same word in 29 below) is 
unusual, cf. P.Bal. pp. 70–1 §22, and for the final vowel, 
ⲧⲁⲛϩⲱ in the previous line with the note.

28 ⲥⲉⲃⲑⲱⲣ. R. Ritner ap. Frankfurter identifies an 
otherwise unattested divine epithet from an older phase of 
the language, ‘[the] one who equips Horus (Sbte-Hor)’, 
referring to the traditional Egyptian deity, on whom see 
Hay 1, 12–37 with the notes. One might speculate on other, 
related theophorics such as ‘Wall of Horus’ (ⲥⲟⲃⲧ-ϩⲱⲣ) or 
‘Horus-is-prepared’ (ⲥⲉⲃⲧ(ⲱⲧ)-ϩⲱⲣ).

30 ⲛⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ. For ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ-; cf. Hay 2, 13 with the note.
ⲛⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅. For ⲛⲇ̅ⲇ̅; cf. 20 above.
33 ⲡⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ. From Greek φυλακτήριον; cf. 1 

above with the note.
34 ⲧⲉⲩⲭⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲗⲓⲁⲥ̅ .̅ A pseudonymous prayer attributed to 

the biblical prophet Elijah, on whom see Hay 1, 61–3 with 
the note. In the present case the drought, elsewhere 
conceived as a ‘binding’ of the heavens, associated with 
Elijah is probably referenced (1 Kings 17–18). This event is 
also invoked in the Byzantine tradition as an exemplum for 
the binding of enemies, which seems the most likely 
application here in light of the content of 36–44 (see below), 
as e.g. in a manuscript of the late 16th or early 17th century, 
Athens, EBE cod. 1265, f. 45r, for the binding of guns in 

particular, ‘As the prophet Elijah bound the sun in the sky 
and the clouds, so too do I bind the vision and the armament 
of so-and-so...’ (ὡς ἔδησεν ὁ προφήτης Ἠλίας τὸν Ἥλιον εἰς 
τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὰ νέφη, ἔτζι δήνω καὶ ἐγὼ τὸ φῶς του [καὶ] 
τὸ ἄρματον τοῦ δεῖνος; an incomplete excerpt is given in 
Delatte 1927, 89). In Coptic this binding is appealed to more 
generally in an invocation to preserve the virginity of a 
woman in P.Heid. inv. K. 1682 (ed. P.Bad. V 1682), 29–32, 
ⲡⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲧⲁ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ ϫⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓϫⲉⲛ ⲧⲁⲟⲩ 
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲧ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲩⲣⲁⲛ ⲭⲁⲕⲟⲩⲣⲓ ⲭⲁⲃⲛⲉⲓ ⲭⲁⲃⲛⲁ ϣⲱⲣⲁⲛⲓ 
ϣⲟⲩⲓⲱⲛⲁ (it is not necessary to suppose a lacuna after 
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ with ed.pr). Another pseudonymous attribution of 
a prayer (ϣⲏⲗⲏⲗ) to Elijah ‘the Tishbite, the chariot of 
Christ’, is a Coptic invocation for healing and protection in 
P.Vind. inv. K 8302 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 26–7, 70–6 no. 
XLV, with Polotsky 1935, 89–90, Till 1935b, 215–18), 25–45, 
beginning ⲡⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲛϩⲓⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲓⲑⲓⲧⲉϥⲃⲓⲧⲉⲥ ⲡⲉϩⲁⲣⲙⲁ 
ⲡⲉⲕⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲟⲩⲥ.

35 signs. The signs resemble Coptic letters with ringed 
termini (for the type see 23 above with the note), which could 
suggest an otherwise unattested angel-name ⲉⲓⲏⲛⲁⲥⲏⲗ, 
ⲉⲣⲏⲛⲁⲥⲏⲗ or ⲉⲃⲏⲛⲁⲥⲏⲗ with the ⲉ and ⲥ in mirrored 
writing. The final character, however, may be instead an 
abraded ⲭ.

36–44. Following the signs in 35, the body of the amuletic 
prayer introduced in 34 arrives. In 37–41, there is perhaps 
underlying Greek, suggesting transcription of a prayer 
concerned with the binding of enemies (see the note on 34 
above), in at least ⲛⲛ̅ⲓ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ⲗ̅ⲓ̅ⲛ̅ⲟ̅ⲥ̅ (χάλινος ‘bit’, ‘bridle’), 
ⲥⲧⲟ̅ⲙ̅ⲁ̅ⲩ̅ ⲥⲛⲓ̅ⲕ̅ⲁ̅ⲣ̅ⲧ̅ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ ̅ (στόμα ‘mouth’, οὖς ‘ear’, καρδία 
‘heart’); syntactic Coptic resumes with the placeholders ⲇⲇ 
ⲙⲛ ⲇⲇ, before further possible Greek in ⲁⲡⲟⲩⲕ̣ ⲇⲇ̣ ,̣ some 
abbreviation of the imperative ἀπόκλεισον ‘lock up’ 
governing the placeholder ⲇⲇ. Compare in general the 
invocation in P.Heid. inv. K 683 (ed. P.Bad. V 140), 11, to 
place ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲗⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲧⲁⲙⲉ on the mouth (ⲉⲧⲧⲁⲡⲣⲟ) of 
the target. Van der Vliet 1991, 222 proposes to divide out 
ⲭⲁⲙⲟⲥ ‘muzzle’ from κⲁ̅ⲭ̅ⲁ̅ⲙ̅ⲟ̅ⲥ̅, as part of an invocation to 
place a ⲭⲁⲙⲟⲥ and a ⲭⲁⲗⲓⲛⲟⲥ on the mouth and heart of a 
detractor or rival in a love affair, pointing to a collocation of 
ⲭⲁⲙⲛⲟⲥ and ⲭⲁⲗⲓⲛⲟⲥ in an invocation against a female 
target in P.Würzburg inv. 42 (ed. Brunsch 1978), B, ii, 7 
ⲟⲩϣⲧⲱⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲣⲱϥ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲙⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲭⲁⲗⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ 
ⲟⲩϩⲩⲡⲟⲧⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲉⲙⲡⲟ.

For the vestiges of Greek more generally compare the 
amuletic prayer referring to the four animals and 24 
presbyters of Revelation (see Hay 1, 78 with the 
commentary), in P.Vind. inv. K 7090 (ed. Stegemann 1934a, 
17, 31–4 no. XVI with Till 1935b, 207–8), 19–30, ‘Protect, 
bless, have mercy on, guard, help in your power your servant 
Tat, first-born of Petros, by the prayers and intercessions of 
the holy four animals, the angels and the 24 presbyters with 
24 crowns’, φίλαξον, εὐλό⟨γη⟩σον, οἰκτείρισον, φρούρησον, 
ἐν δυνάμει σου ̣ βοήθη τὸ̣ν̣ δο̣ῦ̣λό σου ⲧⲁⲧ ϣⲟⲣⲉⲡ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟ 
εὐχαῖς κα⟨ὶ⟩ πρεσβίαις τῶν ἁκίον τεσσάρων ζῴων̣ ἀγγέλον 
κ(αὶ) τῶν κ δ̅ ̅ πρ(εσβυτέρων) ἔχ̣ ω̣ν̣τες ̣ κδ στ̣ε̣⟨̣φάνους⟩ (my 
readings from a digital facsimile). On a smaller scale in the 
fever amulet P.Mil.Vogl.Copt. 22 (ed. Hasitzka and 
Satzinger 2004, 48–9 no. 17, with Van der Vliet 2005a), 11, 
ⲡⲁⲩⲥⲟⲛ is probably the transcription of the Greek 
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imperative παῦσον ‘relieve’, which as Van der Vliet remarks 
is apt for a healing amulet, but it is overlined along with a 
series of magical words.

46 ]ⲏⲉϫⲁⲕ. Crum read the fourth letter with certainty 
as ⲗ, but a ⲧ in a similar ligature with the following ⲉ, or 
even ⲣ written slightly too close to the latter, cannot be 
excluded in the absence of connected sense.

47–8 ϩⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲣⲟ. If the first group stands for ϩⲙ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ (or 
ϩⲛ ⲡⲣⲁⲛ in the spelling most often found in the Hay texts; for 
the loss of final -ⲛ cf. ⲙ⟨ⲛ⟩ ⲡⲙⲟⲉⲓ in Hay 1, 6 with the note), 
a divine name might be looked for in the following, just 
possibly ⲡⲣ̣ⲟ ⲭⲥ̣  ̣or ⲡⲣ̣ⲟ ⲓⲥ̣ ̣ (for ⲡⲣⲣⲟ); for the divine kingship 
cf. P.Lond.Copt. Or. 5987 (ed. P.Lond.Copt. I 1008; Kropp, 
AKZ I, text D), 61, and P.Lond.Copt. Or. 6796 (2, 3) recto (ed. 
Kropp, AKZ I, text G), 54.

49 figures. Each of the two roughly humanoid figures is 

dressed in a boxy garment inscribed in turn with a six-
squared grid, each square filled with the letter ⲱ. A similar 
disposition with a single omega on the chest of a humanoid 
figure is also attested outside of Egypt, in the formulary 
fragment P.Murabba’ât 157 (the context of use is damaged 
beyond reconstruction). Beyond the general quality of 
enhancing divine power by the wearing of holy names (see 
also 12 above with the note), there may be a more specific 
relation to Christ’s self-identification as the alpha and omega 
(Revelation 1:8). The orant pose of the figures (see Hay 1, 
105–8 with the note) may relate to the function of the 
amuletic prayer itself (see the note on 36–44 above), in which 
the appendages to their arms, perhaps representations of 
magical charakteres rather than hands, would further figure 
the nexus of ritual utterance and inscribed signs (see also 
Hay 3, 23, 23a with the note).
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Hay 6                                    c.132 x 84mm (h x w)                            8th–9th century?
EA 10434a, Reg. no. 1868,1102.460                                                                                                                            Thebes?
TM addendum

Small, complete sheet of leather, probably sheepskin. In the 
absence of rubrics and instructions, the text, which contains 
little syntactic Coptic alongside ritual signs, is probably a 
finished product, an amulet possibly concerned with 
repelling the evil eye, or an archival copy thereof. The short 
and broad format, which differs from the tall and narrow 
layout of the rest of the formularies, may also point in this 
direction. If the context in an archive with the rest of Hay 
1–5 is accepted, the possibility of an archival copy will be 
somewhat likelier. The circulation of such copies is attested 
in late ancient Egypt: a private letter in Greek from the 3rd 
century requests one of a healing amulet (P.Oxy. XLII 3068 
= Suppl.Mag. I 5), and a 4th-century Coptic document from a 
Manichaean context amounts to a cover letter for another, of 
a bilingual Greek-Coptic invocation for aggressive magic, 
the separation of two people (P.Kellis.Copt. (P.Kellis V) 35 
with Mirecki, Gardner and Alcock 1997; on both texts see 
Love 2016, 273–7). Further afield, the practising physicians 
Marcellus Empiricus and Alexander of Tralles, active in the 
5th and 6th centuries respectively, who both included 
incantations and textual amulets among their collections of 
medical advice, acknowledged actively soliciting such 

material from non-traditional sources in the realm of folk 
medicine (Marcellus, De medicamentis pref. §2; Alexander of 
Tralles, Therapeutica 1.15, ed. Puschmann 1879, 1:557–75; see 
also the note to Hay 4, 90–1). 

The hand is a reasonably practised Coptic majuscule 
with cursive features (Copyist 3). The number of available 
letterforms is too small for a secure assignment to the copyist 
of any of the other manuscripts: there are affinities with 
Copyist 2 (especially ⲩ in two strokes with a rightward hook 
at the foot) but also eccentricities such as a left-leaning ϩ with 
closed bow at the top.

The text is disposed in two lines on the grain side of the 
leather. Horizontal dividing lines separate magical words 
and signs into registers; there is no other punctuation. 
Margins are left on all sides. The back is blank. Creases in 
the surface are consistent with folding on both horizontal 
and vertical axes into a small rectangular packet.

The short sequence of syntactic Coptic presents no 
variations from Sahidic.

Ed.pr. Crum 1934b, 200 text D; tr. D. Frankfurter, ACM 
170 no. 80 ‘additional piece’.
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front (grain)

 ⲁⲑⲁ ⲁⲑⲁ ⲁⲑⲁ ⲣⲓⲙ ⲡⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲁⲧⲁⲩⲟⲡ
 ⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ            ⲑⲙⲁ  
 __  __  _ _ __________________
 ⲓⲑ ⲡϣⲟⲣⲥⲑⲓ
   

 __________________________

5  
 __________________________

1 ⲡⲃⲁⲗ: ⲃ corr. from ⲗ   2 ⲑⲙⲓ̣ Crum
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  atha atha atha weep, impure eye,

  loveless (?) heart. (signs) thma (signs)

  ith pshorsthi 

  (signs)

5  (signs)
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Commentary
1 ⲁⲑⲁ ⲁⲑⲁ ⲁⲑⲁ ⲣⲓⲙ. For the beginning of the sequence 
compare P.Berl. inv. 15975 (ed. Beltz 1984, 101–2, with Van 
der Vliet 1991, 234–6), 1, ⲁⲑⲁ ⲁⲑⲁⲣⲁ ϩⲣⲱ̣, preceding an 
invocation of angels. The division of the final ⲣⲓⲙ out as 
syntactic Coptic (for ⲣⲓⲙⲉ) is owed to Gesa Schenke; 
previously it had been considered part of the magical words. 
If this division is accepted, the imperative sets off a 
command to the ‘impure eye’ (ⲛ-ⲁⲧ-ⲟⲩⲟⲡ; ‘will tell’, Crum 
and Frankfurter, i.e. ⲧⲁⲩⲟ{ⲡ}) that suggests an aim of 
protection from the evil eye more particularly (see the 
following note).

ⲡⲃⲁⲗ. The address to the eye is unparalleled elsewhere. 
For reference to eyes compare the ‘seizing’ of the eyes 
proclaimed in two amulets, perhaps as here related to 
defence against the evil eye: P.Berl. inv. 8331 (ed. BKU I 16; 
Beltz 1983, 78), ⲡϭⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲃⲉⲗ, followed by a line of letter-

like signs and ⲡϭⲱⲡⲉ [ⲙⲡ]ⲃⲉⲗ ϩⲃⲟⲣ; and P.Berl. inv. 8329 
(ed. BKU I 15; Beltz 1984, 94), ⲡϭⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲡⲃⲉⲗ alone with some 
magical words and divine names.

ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ. As a privative ⲛ-ⲁ(ⲧ)-ⲟⲩⲱϣ (for the rare 
omission of ⲧ in the privative see P.Bal. p. 130 §110d) the form 
responds to the preceding ⲛⲁⲧⲟⲩⲟⲡ and hence describes a 
concomitant of the evil eye, the hostile (because jealous) 
heart; previous translators had taken the form as written as a 
finite verb (‘will desire’), which remains possible, but the 
relation to the newly identified aim of protection from the 
evil eye is less clear.

4–5 signs. A mix of letter-like signs with the addition of 
ringed termini, with more abstract shapes: see in general 
Hay 1, 57–8, also for the multi-pointed star. The letters ⲕ, ⲗ 
and ⲫ can be recognised here, as well as ⲕ ⲑ ⲏ in a plainer 
style but still distinct from the lettering of the syntactic 
Coptic portion above.
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Hay 7                                c.155 × 104mm (h x w)                            8th–9th century?
EA 10414b                                                                                                                                  Thebes?
TM addendum

Small fragment of sheep or goat skin, possibly of a 
formulary, which cannot be placed with any of the other 
manuscripts as currently constituted. It was once stored with 
a fragment of the top right corner of Hay 2, to which it was 
falsely joined with modern adhesive tape. The preserved 
remains, which are published here for the first time, give 

only ritual drawings. The irregular shape of the fragment 
and its uneven edges, which nevertheless give ample margins 
around the drawings, might also suggest a single scrap of 
leather used for an archival copy of such designs, as 
proposed for Hay 6. Staining shows that it was rolled in a 
cone-shape before being flattened.
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Commentary
Drawings. From bottom to top, the first group may be 
analysed into a border of elongated lines with circular 
termini, framing a grid filled with letter-like signs. Among 
the latter ⲁ, ⲫ and ⲱ might be discerned: compare Hay 5, 
49, with the note there, and further Hay 1, 57–8 with the 
note. Appendages to the left and bottom suit more the style 
of the second group. The latter resembles the oblique, 
intersecting lines of the ritual ‘seals’ exemplified by the 
Pergamon magical assemblage (Wünsch 1905, Taf. 3, figs 
14–15) and found also in a fragmentary, 4th-century Greek 
formulary from Kellis (P.Kellis I 85).
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Chapter 5 has presented new editions and translations of 
commentaries on the Hay texts, informed by the results of 
new imaging and materials analysis elsewhere in this 
volume. This contextualising chapter considers the Hay 
manuscripts as a synchronic assemblage and the 
implications for the interests, aims and identity of a group or 
family of ritual specialists who accumulated them in late 
ancient or early medieval Egypt. Some preliminary 
considerations on the graphic characteristics of the Coptic 
texts and accompanying drawings are also developed for a 
better understanding of the formation of the Hay 
assemblage. 

Walter E. Crum was the first to propose that the 
manuscripts were all the work of a single hand, a claim that 
has been generally accepted. Reconsideration of letterforms 
suggests further refinement, introduced here in 6.1. This 
assessment is perhaps supported by the radiocarbon analysis 
(presented in detail in Chapter 3.5) of a subset of the 
manuscripts, as two of the sheets for which results were 
obtained could have been prepared for writing up to two 
centuries apart (see Table 3.3). The rest of Chapter 6 
considers the complexities of a multi-stage but still coherent 
assemblage, and its implications for the history of the 
manuscripts.

6.1 Texts and copyists
Throughout, there is more similarity than difference in the 
handwriting of the manuscripts, but a pattern of 
characteristic letterforms points to the work of multiple 
hands. Each can be characterised as a book- or imitation-
book-script, unimodular in the typology of Orsini.1 At least 
three, possibly four, different copyists seem to have been 
active, to whom the manuscripts can be assigned as follows:

• Copyist 1a: Hay 1
• Copyist 1b: Hay 2
• Copyist 2: Hay 3–5
• Copyist 3: Hay 6
The hands of Copyist 1a and b, practised Coptic 

majuscules, are close but not close enough for Crum’s 
identification to be maintained with confidence. 
Divergences in letterforms without obvious motivation – ⲙ is 
consistently in three strokes, ⲩ in two in 1b, but three- and 
four-stroke ⲙ and one- and two-stroke ⲩ are found in 1a – 
and punctuation, extensive in 1a but all but absent from 1b, 
would require at the very least a long interval in the career of 
a single copyist between the two productions.2 The 
distinction between Copyist 1 and 2 is clearer. Unique to 
Copyist 2 is the rounded form of ⲁ in two strokes with a 
distinctive re-curved serif at the top; and to Copyist 1, 
inorganic cursive ligatures, especially of ⲉ with a preceding 
letter, possibly due to the copying of a cursive exemplar by a 
copyist unfamiliar with formal cursive. Copyist 3 shares 
features with Copyist 2, in particular the two-stroke form of 
ⲩ, but the sample is too small for a confident identification, 
and the left-leaning form of ϩ with closed loop at top used by 
Copyist 3 diverges from the rest of the manuscripts (Fig. 
6.1).

For the single hand that he identified, Crum proposed a 
date in the 6th or 7th century.3 Radiocarbon dating points 
somewhat later, as early as the 7th or 8th century for the 

Chapter 6
The Hay Manuscripts as 
an Ancient Archive
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monastery, of the Coptic letter of Theodore of Pbau on a 
long parchment strip in which the irregular edges follow the 
contours of the particular hide from which it was prepared.6 

That a fragment of Hay 5 was apparently found stuck to 
Hay 3, to which the first editor assumed it to belong, further 
suggests that the manuscripts were stored together in 
antiquity. The circumstances of accession to the British 
Museum offer additional support. Despite the disparate EA 
numbers in the inventory system under which the 
manuscripts are now kept, adjacent Museum registration 
numbers (see in more detail Chapter 2.3.2 and Table 2.1), 
which were assigned before the texts could have been read 
and grouped thematically by modern intervention, establish 
at least that they were together in Robert Hay’s collection at 
the time of their accession in 1868. 

6.2 Drawings
Besides the Coptic texts, which have received the most 
sustained attention in modern studies so far, the Hay 
manuscripts offer a rich complement of non-textual 
signifiers – perhaps their most striking feature to both 
ancient and modern eyes – towards ritual aims. These non-
phonetic signs and figural and abstract drawings will be 
inventoried here with a focus on distinguishing 
compositional strands within the assemblage. Their 
historical context, which is the proper topic of Chapter 7, 
will also be kept in view.

The drawings may be roughly divided according to 
composition and complexity into charakteres and figures, 
which the texts term zodia. That both could form part of a 
package of occult knowledge within the magical tradition is 
shown by invocations, a version of which appears in Hay 1, 
6–10, in which deities are presented with the speaker’s claim 
to know their names, powers, ‘amulets’ (there 
ⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ), and ‘figures’ (there ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲟⲛ), which can be 
supplemented with ‘charakteres’ in other witnesses (see the 
commentary on Hay 1, 7–9), and to have offered an 
appropriate burnt offering (ⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁ).7 

The term for the first category (the Greek χαρακτήρ) was 
applied within the tradition already in Late Antiquity, 
including in invocations of the signs themselves. Their most 
common and recognisable forms are as Greek letters with 
the addition of ringed termini, sometimes also rotated from 
their original orientation, and more abstract but still 
compact geometric figures based on intersections of lines, 
with similar ringed termini. An origin in Hermetism or 
other philosophising discourse centred on the Greek 
language (source of the letter-like signs) is possible, perhaps 
inspired by Egyptian hieroglyphs (their symbolic reading in 
Late Antiquity is exemplified by the treatise attributed to 

activity of Copyist 1 and the 8th or 9th for that of Copyist 2 
(see further Chapter 3.5), which can also be broadly 
supported by a securely dated parallel: the Theban 
document P.Lond.Copt. I 398 (P.KRU 70; SB I 5591), a will 
internally dated on the Era of Diocletian to ad 750.4 As 
developed further below, there is no need to assign all seven 
Hay manuscripts to the career of a single copyist in order to 
speak of a meaningfully cohesive assemblage: the collection 
may have been built up over time, perhaps within a family.

Orthography also supports a multipartite composition of 
the assemblage. Linguistic features are discussed in more 
detail in the introduction to each manuscript in Chapter 5. 
In summary, a non-standard Sahidic, consistent with 
documentary texts from the Theban area, can be identified 
in Hay 1 and Hay 2, and a set of orthographic features 
recalling Akhmimic, already sporadic in Hay 2, and hence 
setting it apart from Hay 1, abounds in Hay 3–5.

Compositional preferences with respect to paratextual 
features further complicate the history of the manuscripts. 
Complex drawings, including figural elements, discussed 
further below, are central to Hay 3–5 (and Hay 7, whose 
lack of plain syntactic Coptic prevents its assignment to any 
copyist), but absent from Hay 2. The arrangement of divine 
names and figural drawings by cardinal directions is shared 
by Hay 4 and 5, and is essentially unique to them in the 
entire tradition of Coptic magical texts. Hay 1 includes 
three humanoid figures (105–8), alongside the letter-like 
signs (charakteres) that are shared with Hay 3–5, but in 
contrast to the latter, its figures are smaller and less detailed.

A general coherence, despite the probably distinct 
conditions of individual production, is suggested by other 
features. First is the use of leather as substrate, uncommon 
for Coptic magical texts and perhaps a characteristic of 
southern Egyptian or Nubian manuscript culture, borrowed 
from documentary texts. There is an earlier Blemmyan 
documentary archive of Greek and Coptic texts from 
Pathyris of the late 6th century, and Nubian use of leather 
alongside paper for documentary texts continued long into 
the medieval period.5 The format of these leather sheets also 
concurs across the assemblage, though the specific 
dimensions are closer for the subgroup Hay 3–5. The 
orientation is generally tall and narrow – comparable to the 
transversa charta disposition of Byzantine papyrus documents 
and to liturgical rotuli – and with a single column of writing, 
usually opisthographic. The use of offcuts (see further 
Chapters 3 and 8), or at least leather prepared to a lower 
standard than might be expected for the professional book-
trade, is another commonality, rare in turn among other 
Coptic magical manuscripts. A general comparandum is the 
copy, probably for internal reference, in this case in a 

 
 ⲁ ⲙ ⲩ ϩ 
Copyist 1a                         

Copyist 1b       
                  

Copyist 2                       

Copyist 3         

 

Figure 6.1 Script table. Examples of the hands of 
copyists 1a, 1b, 2 and 3 in the Hay manuscripts 
(facsimile drawings)
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Hay 4, which along with Hay 5 has the highest density 
of drawings, may in fact continue the two designs in Hay 3, 
if Hay 3 and Hay 4 belong to the same original manuscript 
(see the introduction to Hay 4 in the catalogue). There is a 
crescent, hatched shape beneath an asteriform, ringed 
figure, which might suggest a boat carrying celestial bodies, 
shared between Egyptian and Gnostic cosmology as 
reflected in later Mandaean imagery (albeit much later, and 
far from Egypt), and also in Manichaeanism11 (see the 
commentary to Hay 4, 1; on Gnosticism, see 7.4 below). It 
could have concluded the first figural tableau of Hay 3. 
Then come some letter-like and geometric charakteres, which 
seem to belong to what are internally designated as ‘amulets’ 
(as in Hay 1, here ⲥϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲓ̣ ̣ ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ, 9), some of which 
(5–8) seem to have arisen from the transformation of 
syntactic Coptic into ring-letters. Most of the back of this 
manuscript is devoted to a figural assemblage, unique to this 
manuscript and Hay 5, in which groups of three divine 
figures, their apparel in turn adorned with charakteres, are 
labelled with their names and one of the cardinal directions. 
The fragmentary figure at the end of Hay 3 might belong to 
the first of these groups, which also seem to share their bird-
like heads. Another procedure of unclear purpose, whose 
heading mentions ‘a woman’ and ‘blood’ (76–96), gives some 
letter-like and geometric charakteres and a figure with a 
recognisably human head, which is probably to be identified 
with what the damaged instructions prescribe as a ‘figure’ 
(ⲥⲱⲇⲓⲱⲛ, 81). The latter includes Coptic letters inscribed on 
the human body, which could represent either the 
analogically appropriate attire of an invoked deity, as in the 
cardinal-direction groups, or the effect of the ritual on a 
human target. Hay 5, in addition to a more fragmentary 
version of the cardinal-directions motif, gives a similarly 
dense block of charakteres as part of an amulet (ⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲓⲣⲓⲟⲛ, 
1–10), some shorter sequences of charakteres and a pair of small 
orant figures with apparel inscribed with Coptic letters (49).

Hay 6, which resembles a ritual finished product more 
than a formulary, gives some letter-like and geometric 
charakteres alongside Coptic text. The fragmentary Hay 7 is 
difficult to contextualise in what must have been a larger 
programme, including letters perhaps inscribed within a 
figure, but there are some distinctive, abstract compositions 
of more complexity than the geometric charakteres, which 
may belong to a tradition of seal-like designs (see the 
commentary there).

This overview makes clear some general commonalities 
– all but one of the manuscripts (Hay 2) apply drawings in 
some form, often in closer connection with textual elements, 
and there is a broad similarity in draughtsmanship – and 
confirms the impression from the palaeographic analysis of 
considerable particularities, and the more specific division 
among copyists. That is, apart from close similarities between 
Hay 3 and 4, which may be part of the same original 
manuscript, and a more general resemblance of charakteres 
across the manuscripts (which are, however, shared in turn 
with a common late ancient stock), design features of the 
remaining, figural components differ considerably. As 
already suggested by orthographic features, both the copyists 
of the Hay manuscripts and the exemplars from which they 
copied the drawings were probably multiple.

Horapollon).8 This graphic technique surely circulated 
outside of Egypt too, where it is reflected in amulets, curse 
tablets and even monumental inscriptions and was also 
taken up in the medieval period in Christian, Jewish and 
Islamic traditions; a multiplicity of meanings and allusions 
to deities and astrological doctrines seems to have 
pertained.9 

In contrast to the quasi-alphabetic transferability of the 
charakteres, the significance of the figures is more contextually 
dependent. It is, therefore, approached here through a case-
by-case analysis for designs of both types. 

Hay 1 deploys drawings to a limited extent, mostly of the 
charakteres type. These signs first appear at the end of an 
invocation, following the prescription of a burnt offering 
(57–8), probably to be identified as what the instructions call 
‘amulets’ (ⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲫⲏⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ‘write the amulets’, 56).10 
The sequence ⲩⲙⲉⲗⲁ ⲭⲱⲣⲁⲥ ⲭⲉⲙⲉⲣⲁ preceding them is 
probably an alphabetic complement to the contents. Similar, 
short sequences of charakteres are applied more directly as the 
central mechanism of two of the healing recipes, in 
conjunction with short alphabetic sequences of magical 
words or syntactic Coptic (66, 72–3). Figural drawings 
appear only once, towards the end of the collection. A rubric 
‘for women’ (105) is enclosed within a frame along with 
geometric charakteres, then flanked by further geometrical 
charakteres at left and three standing anthropoid figures at 
right. The larger holds its arms outstretched; the two 
smaller, whose enlarged ears suggest a composite, animal 
aspect, strike an orant pose. They are probably labelled by 
the names in three lines to their left (ⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲓⲥ, ⲁⲇⲓⲛⲓ, 
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲙⲁⲏⲗ). Divine names and magical words follow below 
in parallel columns, one of which is footed by further 
geometric charakteres. When syntactic Coptic resumes (145), it 
is to put a curse on the sexual potency of a man, such that the 
entire complex could have been applied ‘for’ a particular 
woman from the perspective of a man acting against a rival 
lover. The three figures might then represent the human or 
supernatural actors in that scenario; another such tableau 
may occur in Hay 3. A division into two, however, a healing 
recipe on behalf of a woman followed by the aggressive 
procedure, remains possible.

Hay 3 associates a single, large and complex but probably 
fragmentary figural assemblage (23) with a preceding 
invocation for erotic magic. Here charakteres are also directly 
incorporated on the bodies and surrounding the hands and 
mouths of the figures represented, which may in turn figure 
ritual speech and amuletic devices. The interpretation of this 
assemblage is discussed in more detail in the commentary. A 
tempting proposal would make the central, anthropomorphic 
figure either the ritualist or the demon invoked in the 
preceding, and the two animal-headed figures flanking it the 
two human parties concerned in the procedure. Absent of any 
internal exegesis, however, the question cannot be answered 
decisively, and other representations are possible, such as the 
ritualist assisted by two theriomorphic demons. Just before 
the text breaks off on the back, another composition seems to 
be introduced, with a single line of three names (51) 
apparently labelling three figures, of which only the heads 
survive (52). The beak-like protrusion on the one at left 
suggests a divine power of avian aspect.
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a ritual ink-preparation for such drawings, even if it is no 
longer distinct in the present state of the compilation. That 
the claim includes also ‘your powers’ is probably a concrete 
reference, for the three groups are each called ‘strong in 
their power’ in specific relation to a guardianship, as 
‘watching over’ the ‘body and blood’ of each of the three 
persons of the Christian trinity, the (father) ‘almighty’, the 
son, and the holy spirit. The invocation, then, adapts 
terminology from the Christian liturgy of the eucharist, as 
do the internal references to a ‘remnant that lies on the holy 
table’ – probably some of the offering-bread that was not 
selected for the eucharist itself – and to the ‘sign of the lamb’, 
referencing the blessing of the select eucharist loaf itself. The 
eventual offering, however, in no way resembles the 
traditional eucharist – making clear the dynamics of 
adaptation rather than mere borrowing – just as the 
eucharistic terminology itself, as in the ‘body and blood of 
the holy spirit’, sets the text apart from the traditional 
liturgy.

The second invocation (12–37) addresses another entity 
‘strong in his power’, giving a point of contact with the nine 
guardians in the first, but this ‘great one’ proves to be drawn 
from a different traditional background, as he is named as 
none other than the Egyptian god Horus. The purpose, as 
signalled in the closing lines (34–6), is for this power to be 
present and activate some radish-oil, and other ritual 
substances, so that they will assist the user in a general way, 
for ‘the things that I will undertake’. The Horus motif, 
however, originally served another purpose, consonant in 
turn with its origins in Egyptian myth: the god has fallen in 
love with a scorpion-like woman and enlists supernatural aid 
in pursuing her. This narrative adapts the motif of the 
descent to the underworld and interaction with the powers 
there (katabasis), which in the Graeco-Roman tradition 
included dialogue, in particular the recitation of tokens of 
initiation when challenged by guardians.12 A dialogue with a 
demon met there – a motif found also in Hay 3 and 
probably alluded to also in Hay 2 – inscribes the request of 
the invocation itself in a mythical space. It cannot have been 
scruples over erotic aims that occasioned this modification; 
the shorter procedures collected on the back of Hay 1, not to 
mention Hay 2 in its entirety, set that beyond doubt. Rather, 
Horus may have been assimilated to the nine guardians of 
the previous invocation. More active intervention has been 
carried out beyond mere grafting, as the speaking part from 
24 to the end, in which ‘Horus’ is made to express to the 
infernal power what he would like done, names not the 
erotic subjugation that might be expected from the 
preceding lines, but attention to the present offering. Horus 
is also the one to introduce the technique of adjuration as 
opposed to invocation (19), which carries over into the 
section requesting presence at and activation of the offering. 
That he does so in the name of three decans further 
implicates this section in a complex traditional background. 
The Egyptian decans as celestial deities would have been 
current with the traditional cult of Horus, but their citation 
here in connection to infernal powers, and in furtherance of 
the technique of ritual adjuration as continuation of the 
Judaeo-Christian exorcism, is consistent with their 
transformation into demons in Christian Egypt. The 

6.3 Interests and aims of the copyists
If the identification of a gradually produced but eventually 
synchronic assemblage is accepted, what can be said of the 
group or family of ritual specialists who accumulated it? An 
analysis of the contents is the first step in answering this 
question. The assemblage consists of five more or less 
complete formularies (and one small fragment), and one 
finished product or archival copy thereof. A sign of active 
collection is the very presence of Hay 6 in the assemblage 
(see below), and one of the instructions of Hay 4, referring to 
a variant reading found in another manuscript, suggests 
active collation (see the commentary on 90–1) – indications 
of interest in collection, rather than passive preservation. A 
review of the contents of the constituent manuscripts will 
add further detail, with the opportunity also to synthesise 
explanations of content dispersed throughout the 
commentary in Chapter 5. (References cited there are not 
repeated.)

6.3.1 Hay 1
This formulary, the most extensive of the Hay texts, is 
written on both sides of a leather sheet and offers 26 recipes 
for invocations of angelic powers, short recipes at the 
interstices between magic and medicine (‘iatromagical’) 
combining pharmacology with inscription of ritual signs, 
and a multi-purpose prayer with a diverse list of 
applications. 

The first three invocations lack rubrics to specify the 
intended use, which is probably a general appeal for the 
attention of supernatural beings, for assistance broadly 
conceived. In each case the invocation is followed by a recipe 
for aromatic offerings, referenced also in the invocations, 
whose savour, especially when burnt, would have wafted to 
the skies, and which can thus be seen as a paired approach to 
attract these same divine powers. In one case a stricture is 
added that the procedure must be performed in a state of 
fasting for three days (11), setting the proceedings apart from 
the quotidian, raising the degree of difficulty of practice and 
hence suggesting a correspondingly more pressing 
motivation. That the same procedure should be performed 
at the full moon is a reminiscence of more extensive 
astrological orientations in Graeco-Roman magical texts. 
The last of the offering-recipes adds a recommendation for 
amulets (56–7), including both text and signs (see the 
previous section), to be bound to the user’s thumb, and 
whose presence indicates a level of apprehension about 
unintended consequences of the summoning of the powers 
just prescribed.

The first of the three invocation-procedures (1–12) calls on 
three groups of three ‘guardians’ to leave some apparently 
elevated and probably heavenly place where they reside and 
simply come to the place where the user, and the enticing 
offering, are placed. A claim is made to know not only the 
names of these powers, which are duly listed and prove to 
overlap in part with groups known both within the Hay 
assemblage and in other Coptic magical texts, but also ‘your 
images and your amulets’, which are not represented here 
but may allude to the programmes of drawings of captioned 
figures in Hay 3–5. The prescription of black ink among the 
offering-substances may once have been intended as part of 
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a multi-purpose invocation that can be applied for a range of 
purposes. The short prayer calls on a single divinity (74–6), 
one Marmarioth who takes the form of fire and possesses a 
superintendence over ‘all the powers’ that can be expected to 
have tempted users in search of supernatural assistance. 
Through a set of 14 directions that follow, this invocation 
(internally, ‘the prayer’) is prescribed for primarily 
aggressive aims – appropriate for the fiery and imperious 
nature of Marmarioth – some of which add, or substitute, a 
further list of holy names. These names belong to the more 
beneficent 24 presbyters of Revelation, whom a post-biblical 
tradition had named alphabetically, covering each letter of 
the Greek alphabet, which it seems assumed that the user 
would know or be able to consult, as well as the ‘powers’ of 
each presbyter (see the commentary on 78) and one 
independent addition of magical words (97). The aims 
include erotic magic and the detriment and dispossession of 
personal enemies and rivals.

Following this multi-purpose complex is a sequence of six 
lines primarily of magical words with an admixture of 
divine names and brief syntactic Coptic, culminating in a 
command to ‘release’ (104) that could suggest a return to 
healing. A rubric ‘for women’ (lit. ‘on account of the woman’, 
105) at the centre of a tableau of further magical words and 
drawings might mark this and the following, four-columned 
continuation of magical words as one and the same, or some 
related procedure for healing specifically female medical 
ailments. A final section, however, returning to fully 
syntactic Coptic, implicates women as objects of contention 
between male rivals: this aggressive procedure, possibly to 
be considered together with the preceding rubric ‘for 
women’, is an invocation to bind the sexual potency of a man 
with a woman. An anonymous deity is invoked as the one 
who has disrupted the cosmic order by stopping the celestial 
bodies in their paths – a motif with parallels in Egyptian 
mythology, as too the wish that the head and feet of the 
target should be made to change places – before the text 
descends from the macro- to the microcosm with a novel 
simile of the desired inefficacy of the male rival under the 
figure of a sluggish ant and a frozen spring of water in 
winter.

Hay 1, the most extensive and complete witness to the 
interests of the ancient users of the assemblage and the ritual 
means deployed to achieve them, shows these aims to have 
consisted in three groups. Represented are communion with 
divine powers, revelation and divinatory consultation, not 
otherwise attested in the assemblage; healing from a range 
of bodily and spiritual afflictions, including demonic 
possession; and aggressive acts for personal benefit. As for 
means, invocation and prayer with a grounding in a 
Christian belief-system, augmented with a wider range of 
divine powers (traditional Egyptian, apocryphal angelic and 
demonic entities), are at the centre, but the technique of 
amuletic deployment of writing, specifically the writing of 
magical words and drawings, reflects older magical 
practices.

6.3.2 Hay 2
This formulary narrows its focus to a single recipe, an 
invocation for erotic magic to be used by a man upon a 

position of Horus himself is ambiguous: in a speech 
beginning at 14, he eventually makes a further adjuration by 
the Satanic Zadanael (32), and he himself is perhaps linked 
to ‘iron bars’ (13), even as a guardian of the iron-bound, 
infernal prisons evoked further on (22–3).

The final invocation (38–58) names a plurality of divine 
powers, without further epithets, and calls them to leave the 
apparently celestial places in which they are and descend 
upon a cup of water. So far there is a broad similarity to the 
first invocation, but a more specific purpose is conveyed in 
the following, that is, not mere attendance, but mystical 
revelation and more pragmatic divination. The cup is to be 
filled with ‘light’, and by extension the perception of the user 
with ‘divinity’ and ‘light’ of a presumably metaphysical kind, 
as the request culminates in a revelation ‘of every mystery 
about which I shall inquire of you’. The mode of invocation 
broadens, too, to include the adjuration from the previous 
section, both by the name of a supreme father (45) and by 
tokens of the deities themselves (50–1); the latter are further 
personified, imagined to be seated on a throne during the 
divinatory consultation (52–3). In addition to the usual 
offering, a prescription for amulets was probably intended to 
shield the user from any harmful side effects of this divine 
presence.

After a probable end-title (58) for the preceding collection 
of three invocations and their instructions, the compilation 
shifts from a spiritual to a medical focus. The front of the 
sheet gives three short medical recipes, one prescribing 
magical signs to cure headache, the other two 
pharmacological approaches to disorders of the legs and 
eyes. This medical section continues on the back, opening 
with four longer recipes for healing and protection, 
prescribing ritual invocations or inscriptions generally 
drawn from the realm of Judaeo-Christian scripture and its 
elaboration. The first of these invokes a familiar and popular 
biblical model, the drying up of the Jordan for Elijah, as 
analogy for the resolution of discharge of fluid or blood – but 
in conjunction with the agency of a less familiar power, one 
who holds in his hand the keys of the heavens, associated in 
turn with the sequence of magical words lagar gargar 
aromarkar. The second recommends both magical signs 
– as applied previously against headache – and magical 
words to be written on an olive leaf to bring sleep; one of the 
latter, soloel (67), recalls the name of the angel Ioel who was 
placed in charge of sleep (and invoked in cases of insomnia) 
in the angelological tradition reflected in Byzantine texts. A 
Christian saint, George, is invoked for general protection, in 
a narrative motif borrowed from his hagiography: just as 
George called for divine help via a Psalm during the trials of 
his martyrdom, so too should he help the user – a request 
strengthened by recitation of magical words. Finally, a still 
enigmatic narrative motif alludes to healings performed by 
Jesus Christ, probably addressing a demon or demonised 
illness with the claim to have received the knowledge of the 
procedure that brought relief in biblical times. To judge 
from the reference to ‘writing with his finger’ and the 
accompanying magical signs, the motif served to assimilate 
the latter to the practice of the most potent of Christian 
providers of healing.

A section-divider signals the transition to something new: 
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been filled with the same diabolic lust. In further temporal 
telescoping, the text also anticipates the effects when the 
target drinks the wine. In that altered state, she is 
encouraged to obey by a double approach: adjuration via 
magical ‘names’, which bracket the user’s arrogation of the 
ecclesiastical prerogative of excommunication (27) in the 
case of disobedience. To the impression of reworking and 
recombination of earlier material is added the discord 
between the generally feminine gender in reference to 
placeholders for the target, and one in the masculine gender 
(18–19), which may be a remnant from an earlier version in 
which same-sex desire was in play, as attested too in the 
magical papyri of the Graeco-Roman period.

Hay 2 thus represents a more specific preoccupation – 
the satisfaction of erotic desire – but a no less complex 
compositional process and traditional background. Up to 
three distinct motifs in pursuit of this aim have been 
combined: the invocation of Eizax Marax; the katabasis-like 
encounter of the Aeon-like power in dialogue with a first-
person speaker; and the engagement of the same speaker 
with the narrative precedent of Mastema. There are signs of 
adaptation of intended use for at least part of the text, from 
the compulsion of a male target to that of a female. So too 
are multiple traditional frames of reference implicated, from 
the easily recognisably Christian gospel narrative of Joseph, 
Mary and Gabriel and the threat of excommunication, 
through the apocryphal Mastema episode, to magical words 
and divine powers, like Eizax Marax, whose origin seems to 
belong to a more diverse cultic landscape of the Graeco-
Roman period.

6.3.3 Hay 3
This fragmentary formulary (possibly to be considered part 
of the same original as Hay 4) maintains the focus on 
personal advancement, now broadened in two recipes 
concerned with gaining ‘favour’, which is expressed via the 
Greek loanword χάρις. That is, others are to be induced to 
favour the user via ritual means: the specifics of the kind of 
mental state, and the means to attain it, are developed 
separately in the two procedures.

The first begins with a lengthy, complex invocation; 
accompanying instructions may have been lost in a lacuna. 
The ‘favour’ at issue here proves to be of the erotic kind, in 
particular the compulsion of a woman to come and submit 
to a male user, to which Hay 2 was wholly devoted. A 
reference to bringing ‘shame to their parents’ hints that the 
aim is not purely lust but access to marriageable young 
women still under close family supervision, as can also be 
suggested for one of the aggressive procedures in Hay 1, 96–
8. The first movement draws on the analogy of ‘favour’ with 
which the legendary ring of the biblical King Solomon was 
endowed, giving him in turn sexual prowess: legends about 
the ring, reflected in the Testament of Solomon, and more 
broadly about the sexual exploits, belong to later elaboration 
of the Jewish scriptures. 

This scriptural nexus continues into the next movement, 
in a sensory simile for the desired effect, in which the user 
wishes to be received by the target like manna. This heaven-
sent substance, which sustained the Israelites in the desert – 
the eventual complaints about its invariability (Numbers 

woman. The text opens with a reference to an otherwise 
unknown demonic power, ‘Eizax Marax, the one of the iron 
staff’, who rules ‘from the salt water to the cataract’, that is, 
probably the Nile in the fullness of its course through Egypt. 
More relevant to the present purpose, he also commands the 
obedience of ‘all female creatures’, whose nature may thus 
have been felt to be in particular sympathy with the river, an 
obedience expected to result in the satisfaction of the user, 
who now speaks in the first person. A continuation in the 
form of an invocation of Eizax Marax might have been 
anticipated, but instead the text shifts to the narrative mode, 
and it is recounted how, in a mythical past time as model for 
the present case of use, this power rose up out of the sea – 
terminal point of his Nilotic realm as defined at the outset – 
and entered into dialogue with the first-person speaking 
voice. The dialogue recalls especially that between Horus 
and an infernal power in Hay 1, a form that will recur also 
in Hay 3. The motif of the katabasis reflected in both of those 
texts may underlie the presentation here, but inverted such 
that the infernal power is summoned to the upper world by 
the force of the ritual authority of the practitioner, or his 
exemplar in the narrative.

The dialogue – perhaps shorn of an earlier movement in 
which the speaker conjured up his interlocutor – comes 
quickly to the point. This divinity, who upon his rising from 
the sea is compared in his power probably to a deity from the 
Gnostic cosmology, an Aion (3), offers the speaker a bargain, 
broadly recalling that struck by the magician Cyprian with 
Satan, that is, to ‘do it for you’ if the speaker ‘count[s] me as a 
brother’. The speaker apparently accepts, proceeding 
directly to the request that supplies the missing referent for 
‘it’ – another sign of truncation of a longer narrative motif 
– that the female target be given to him so that ‘I may fulfil 
my desire with her’. Like Horus in Hay 1, this voice makes a 
sort of meta-invocation, or rather adjuration, which now also 
grounds itself more recognisably in a Christian background: 
the adjuration references the trinity, as well as the angel 
Gabriel, an exemplar in his intervention in the opening 
narrative acts of the Christian gospels, in which he went to 
Joseph and ‘caused him to take Mary as his wife’. The latter 
is a unique application of this familiar episode in Coptic 
magic, where the focus is usually on the interaction of 
Gabriel with Mary. The angel serves more generally as 
analogue for the positive impression that the user seeks to 
make in the sight of the target.

A final movement ties adjuration and mythical narrative 
to ritual action in the present time, even if no instructions for 
the latter have survived. The ‘lust’ (here via a loanword from 
Greek ἐπιθυμία) to be inflicted on the target is furnished 
with an aetiology, anchored in an elaborated Christian 
scripture. It is equated with the lust with which the arch-
demon Mastema poisoned humankind, in particular by 
contaminating the source of the four rivers in Paradise with 
the noxious emanations of his own body, an adaptation of a 
narrative in the apocryphal Questions of Bartholomew. That 
poisoned water is equated in turn with a cup of wine that the 
user is to say is held in his right hand, for the preparation of 
which a fuller version of this recipe might once have 
contained instructions. But the target has already drunk the 
poisoned water – so it is performatively claimed – and hence 
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similar tokens of secret knowledge as found in Hay 1, related 
to passwords required for celestial ascent of the initiated, 
speaks also to a vestige of Gnostic traditions.13 A final simile 
comparing the gathering to that of bees to a hive may 
continue the traditional Egyptian application of animal 
behaviour as analogy seen in the erotic magic in the first 
recipe. Following the invocation are some instructions for 
use, including an aromatic offering of the sort familiar from 
Hay 1, the preparation of the water over which the 
preceding invocation is to be spoken and the drawing of a 
ritual figure, which is appended below the text. Possibly 
continued in Hay 4, the drawing may represent the powers 
addressed in the invocation itself, captioned with their 
names above their heads.

Personal advancement is thus pursued along two distinct 
paths in Hay 3: sexual gratification, but perhaps in 
connection also with the economic importance of an 
advantageous marriage, and the attraction of blessings to a 
household and place of business in the form of beneficent 
visitors and customers. The methods centre on complex, 
multi-part invocations with equally manifold levels of 
traditional background: Judaeo-Christian scripture and 
apocryphal elaboration, Gnosticism and traditional 
Egyptian motifs.

6.3.4 Hay 4
This fragmentary formulary (possibly to be considered part 
of the same original as Hay 3) gives the remains of at least 
four recipes. Beginning on the grain side, the bottom part of 
a ritual drawing probably figuring a boat is preserved, 
separated by a horizontal divider from three lines of names, 
which prove to be the Hebrew and Babylonian names of the 
three companions of the biblical Daniel, each of whom is 
given one further, occult name. The purpose is not specified 
and cannot easily be inferred: these companions were 
especially popular in amuletic approaches to fever, as models 
for overcoming pernicious heat, but not limited to them. It is 
also unclear whether these names should be divided from 
the following four lines of letter-like magical signs, which 
include a form of the formulaic placeholder ⲇ̅ⲇ̅ ‘NN’, which 
could suggest at least an original intention as an amulet for a 
single, named bearer. The writing of ‘the’, or ‘these amulets’ 
in camel blood is then prescribed, either the preceding lines, 
or more likely others to follow (12–13), possibly for the 
protecting or blessing of a dovecote via ‘gathering in’ of 
domesticated doves or pigeons. Here the formulary pivots to 
a different kind of gathering, familiar from Hay 3 (perhaps 
even continued there), of customers to a place of business, 
raising the possibility that the preceding dovecote procedure 
was, at least in this compilation, intended rather as a ritual 
prelude, an analogue in the service of this commerce-
promotion. The invocation sets up a further analogy on the 
celestial plane, with the same angels responsible for 
gathering in their fellows to greet the supreme father. 
Among them Hormosiel (here also Hormisel), with his 
summoning trumpet, may be derived from the Gnostic 
luminary Harmozel, especially as a similar trumpet-playing 
role is also assigned in Coptic magic to the Gnostic Dauithe. 
At least two other angels were more current in contemporary 
religious experience, as Thanael (37) also seems to have been 

11:4–6) are elided – is joined with the figure of a drop of 
water clinging to a vessel, drawn from the Greek version of 
Isaiah (40:15). This simile is paired with another based on 
the natural behaviour of female animals under the effects of 
desire for males, known from traditional Egyptian erotic 
magic. It sits within what was probably once a separate 
invocation-motif, recounting an encounter with a demon of 
the underworld, familiar from Hay 1 and probably adapted 
also in Hay 2. Here a first-person speaking voice, now in the 
plural, addresses the demon Kok Tparkok Kok, whom, it is 
claimed, ‘we have visited’ on account of the female target. 
To her the demon should give ‘the food’, setting off the 
manna-simile and perhaps corresponding to a ritual 
preparation, as also the wine in Hay 2, which is not 
specified in the current version. As a coda, an exhortation to 
swift action – a stock phrase – is reinforced ‘by all the power 
of Amente’, a reference to the traditional Egyptian 
topography of the afterlife, transformed in Christian Egypt 
into an infernal realm. Here the equation between 
traditional Egyptian Amente and the Judaeo-Christian Hell 
is made more explicit by the situation of the feet of a 
prodigiously large demon, Theumatha, ‘in Amente – 
Gehenna of fire’, that is, the traditional term updated with a 
Judaeo-Christian gloss. The katabasis motif is further 
complicated by a double movement, such that the first-
person speaker presents his request (now speaking in the 
singular as ‘I’) as having been fulfilled in the form of the 
dispatch of this Theumatha, now more explicitly marked as 
a ‘demon’, by the preceding Kok Tparkok Kok. This 
Theumatha comes bearing fiery spikes with which to 
torment the female target, a violent turn of the anodyne 
‘favour’ with which the procedure began. The text closes 
with a vivid insertion of imagined speech of the female 
target – a rarity in such compositions – who is pictured as 
having pulled up her clothes in a gesture of invitation, 
begging the user to come to her. An accompanying 
programme of figural drawings and magical signs may 
represent the workings of these infernal powers, in general 
or on user and target in particular, through ritual speech. 
The missing foot of the sheet may have given instructions for 
use, as in the second procedure.

The beginning of this second recipe is presumably lost in 
the same lacuna on the front, and resumes on the back in the 
midst of another invocation of multiple divine powers for 
favour of a more commercial kind: drawing customers into a 
place of business. These powers, whose names do not survive 
but who are probably angelic rather than demonic (compare 
the similar procedure in Hay 4, 14–16, to which it may in 
fact belong), are asked to empower by their presence a vessel 
of water. As set out in the invocation, the user will sprinkle 
the water in a ‘dwelling-place’, for which a combined 
residence and commercial space was probably meant, 
reflected also in a ‘workshop’ in a recapitulation further on, 
in order to bring general blessing and more specifically an 
abundance of eager visitors, or customers. That these visitors 
are expressed as ‘all the race of Adam and all the children of 
Zoe’, that is, the biblical Adam and Eve, suggests the 
adaptation of an angelological procedure originally drawn 
from the Jewish magical tradition and transmitted through 
Greek, as also in Hay 4. The adjuration of these powers by 
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names resemble those in the cardinal directions motif in 
Hay 4, suggesting participation in a shared tradition. The 
text on the back resumes in the midst of an invocation for 
favour, particularly for a man in the eyes of a woman, in 
which magical words and signs are applied and the help of 
angels is sought. Thus, the angelological tradition continues 
to be represented from Hay 4: the form here is a sort of 
angelic roster, in which each member is tasked with 
conferring a benefit on the beneficiary. Here, to apportion 
‘favour’ (twice) as well as ‘salvation’ (twice), ‘honour’ (twice) 
and ‘desire’ (that is, desirability of the user with respect to 
the target), a total of seven are met, the familiar (arch-)
angelic Michael, Gabriel, Suriel (cf. Uriel), and Raphael, as 
well as Anael and Bathouel with recognisably angelic -el 
names. A surprise is Sebthor, whose name probably derives 
from a compound containing that of the Egyptian Horus 
(see 28 with the commentary).

A prayer attributed to the biblical prophet Elijah, whose 
miraculous crossing of the Jordan was also adduced as 
narrative analogue in Hay 1, serves as a general-purpose 
amulet. In addition to the oral quality expected from 
‘prayer’ (here via a loanword from Greek εὐχή), the 
beginning of this amulet is in fact a line of letter-like magical 
signs. The text that does arrive appears to be a distortion, 
over the course of copying, of a transliteration as opposed to 
translation from Greek. Some formulaic placeholders, and 
terminology of communicative and intellectual faculties, 
curbs and restraints, suggest the protection of a named 
bearer from hostile speech by likewise named personal 
enemies. The formulary closes with two figural drawings, 
likely of divine powers, and scant remains of what was 
probably an invocation preceding them, ending in a 
formulaic expression of urgent affirmation, ‘yes, yes’.

Hay 5 attests in roughly equal parts to concern with 
amuletic protection and personal advancement with respect 
to third parties, here specifically an erotic relation, but 
without the violent compulsion detailed especially in Hay 3. 
Angelology and the elaboration of biblical traditions are the 
central element of traditional background, to which magical 
signs and figures also contribute, and at least one 
reminiscence of an Egyptian deity surfaces in the 
assimilation of Sebthor to a cast of angels. 

6.3.6 Hay 6
In the absence of rubrics and instructions, the text of this 
small, complete sheet of leather, which contains only a short 
sequence of syntactic Coptic alongside ritual signs, 
resembles a finished product. As it was probably included 
within an assemblage of formularies, it might have 
functioned as an archival copy of such a finished product, 
especially as it cannot be recognised as the product of any of 
the surviving formularies. This text differs in form from the 
rest: complete but relatively small in size, it is also oriented 
horizontally rather than vertically. The single imperative 
addressed to an ‘eye’ and ‘heart’, surrounded by magical 
words, is difficult to assign conclusively to a purpose, but the 
‘eye’, especially as qualified as ‘impure’ and apparently 
treated as hostile in the command for it to ‘weep’, suggests 
that protection from the evil eye may have been sought in a 
textual amulet. As the personal names often spelled out in 

commemorated in personal names (e.g. O.Frangé 70), as too 
perhaps Bathouel from Hay 5, 29 (e.g. O.Frangé 163; if not 
from Bethuel, father of Rebecca). Those to be gathered in 
the mortal realm are designated as offspring of Adam and 
Zoe, as in Hay 3, suggesting a background in the same 
Jewish angelological tradition transmitted through Greek as 
there, if not the same invocation. The invocation, which 
ends abruptly in mid-phrase, despite a generous bottom 
margin, could find a direct continuation at the top of the 
surviving back of Hay 3.

On the flesh side the text is again incomplete at the 
beginning, but a peculiar arrangement of divine names by 
cardinal directions can be recognised, probably as captions 
giving the names of figures in ritual drawings beneath them, 
which appears also in Hay 5. Here north, west and south 
survive, with three figures for each, though the names of 
those for north are lost. The surviving names recall those of 
the guardians invoked in the first invocation of Hay 1, 
grounding these two parts of the assemblage in a shared 
stock of spirit-lore, applied for different purposes. The 
missing top register that can be presumed to have stood for 
east might be identified in the fragmentary end of Hay 3, 
which supplies three names above three heads, although no 
cardinal direction has survived. If that identification were 
accepted, these figures would probably belong to the same 
customer-gathering procedure, as also the following multi-
column presentation in Hay 4 of angel-names (nearly 
equalling the number of the 24 presbyters referenced in turn 
in Hay 1) and further figural drawings and magical signs.

A final procedure is concerned with bleeding (76–96). 
The rubric is uninformative beyond that the bleeding is 
particular to women: presumably it is uterine, but whether 
normal menstruation is to be restored in healing or 
deranged as a form of curse remains unclear. The 
mechanism centres on the deposition of ritual drawings, one 
of which seems to figure the patient or her affliction itself, 
and an aromatic offering or fumigation.

Hay 4, whether it ultimately formed a part of Hay 3 or 
just a part of the same assemblage, is comparable in the 
centrality of the pursuit of commercial success through the 
application of angelology. The generally familiar, but 
augmented Judaeo-Christian traditional frame persists, 
with a hint of a Gnostic background in the role of Harmosiel. 
In its more extensive remains, Hay 4 also shows a somewhat 
broader scope, concerned with amuletic protection, possibly 
with animal husbandry and apparently with female 
reproductive health, whether to benefic or malefic ends.

6.3.5 Hay 5
This fragmentary formulary preserves the remains of three 
recipes. The first gives instructions for making an amulet, 
whose composition applies a motif found in Hay 4 (and 
perhaps also Hay 3). Here, however, only two figures rather 
than three seem to be entered under a cardinal direction, 
and they lack the name-captions above their heads. The text 
breaks off after only the first of the directions, which 
impedes a more detailed comparison. The term ‘guardian’ 
appears in an acclamation at the head of the textual amulet, 
which coincides with the epithets of the nine powers 
addressed in the first invocation of Hay 1, some of whose 
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people. One hesitates, however, to dismiss the ‘you’ of the 
rubrics – not ‘a client who wishes to make a man leave’ but 
‘whom you wish to leave’ – as purely generic.15

The ancestors of the Hay texts in the world of the magical 
formularies of Late Antiquity are taken up in detail in 
Chapter 7. A brief perspective is given here on the aims of 
the former in comparison with some of the major contextual 
groups that can be drawn among the latter. In a study of five 
possible archives among the Graeco-Egyptian papyri, Jacco 
Dieleman has identified divination and alchemy as 
prominent in the Theban Magical Library,16 which are 
absent from the Hay texts with a possible exception in Hay 
1. Better represented, in common with the earlier papyri, are 
Dieleman’s categories of ‘control’ and ‘protection’; Jacques 
van der Vliet takes ‘health’ and ‘success in sex and business’ 
as the dominant concerns for the ‘Christian spells’ as he 
analyses them,17 which the Hay manuscripts could then be 
seen to typify.

One respect in which the procedures and their aims seem 
to demand contextualisation in a community – and a secular 
rather than monastic one – beyond eccentric curiosity has 
already been raised in the discussion of Hay 1 above. The 
sustained concern elsewhere in the assemblage with two 
types of procedures bears out this point. First there is the 
pursuit of ‘favour’, whose consistent expression with the 
Greek loanword χάρις suggests an origin in a genre 
represented among the Greek magical papyri, the charitesion, 
also listed among the ‘magic arts’ (τεχναὶ μαγικαί) by 
Irenaeus (Adversus haereses 1.20.2), writing in the 2nd century, 
in connection with what he deemed a heretical cult of angels, 
who are indeed invoked directly in the Hay texts (Hay 4).

In some cases (the first recipe of Hay 3, Hay 5) there is a 
specific orientation towards winning favour for a man in the 
eyes of a woman, which could pass for a gentler form of the 
erotic magic deployed elsewhere in the assemblage (Hay 2). 
In others, however, it is of a specifically commercial kind, 
with potential customers (the second recipe of Hay 3), or of a 
more general kind (Hay 1), which invites speculation on 
other use and goals: public life, career advancement, 
petitions or more sustained engagement with courts and 
halls of power, business ventures. In another branch of the 
Christian magical tradition, reflected in early modern 
Syriac amulets and formularies, favour is sought specifically 
before authorities, and an opposition between the users, 
members of a minority Christian culture, and the target-
officials as members of a majority Muslim culture is 
explicitly drawn.18 Something similar in the Hay 
manuscripts, though never made explicit, could lie behind 
the focus on favour: besides a universal human desire for 
assistance in social situations bearing on livelihood, the 
appeal is sharpened by the extra difficulty that a Christian 
might have felt in securing the favour of a Muslim, especially 
one in a position of power, in Islamic Egypt.

6.4 Identity of copyists and collectors
Who were the people behind the Hay manuscripts? To begin 
to answer this question, beyond the penumbra of their 
reconstructed interests, a possible distinction must be raised 
between their owners – who counted among the relatively 
few contemporaries literate in Coptic – and others who may 

genuine amulets provided to clients are missing, there is a 
further possibility that this sheet was a mock-up or 
prototype, or a sort of field copy of a personalised amulet in 
which the personalisation has been suppressed.

6.3.7 Hay 7
This small fragment probably belonged to a formulary, but it 
cannot be placed with any of the other surviving 
manuscripts. The preserved remains give only ritual 
drawings.

6.3.8 Synthesis
Throughout the Hay assemblage, a preference for practical 
and relatively simple procedures can be remarked, which 
contrasts with the more complex procedures of the major 
manuscript collections in book-rolls and codices of the 
magical papyri from Roman Egypt, which will be 
introduced in Chapter 7. Correspondingly, the goals are in 
most cases more immediate and tangible than the hymns 
and procedures to summon divine attendants in those earlier 
collections, or the initiation rituals that the latter share to 
some extent with the Gnostic Nag Hammadi codices. 
Although it has been argued that some of the more 
outlandish preparations, promised results, mystification, 
encoding devices and pseudepigraphic attributions 
characteristic of the best known of the magical papyri, the 
so-called Theban Magical Library, and related texts may 
serve an authoritative authorial self-presentation on the part 
of Egyptian priests,14 that is, prestige rather than practical 
use, it would be difficult to explain the more ad hoc 
production of the Hay manuscripts – evidenced, for 
example, in the substandard leather substrates – as a purely 
bookish phenomenon. An exception to the overall 
impression of immediacy is Hay 1, with two invocations in 
the block of text at its beginning that seem to serve a desire 
for a more general attendance by supernatural powers (the 
first invocation) and for mystical revelation (the third 
invocation), but even the latter could have been applied for 
the more concrete aim of divination via apparitions in a 
vessel – that is, a form of lecanomancy.

Hay 1, the most extensive of these manuscripts, can serve 
as a leading example of the potential and limitations of a 
content-based analysis for conclusions about aims and 
identity. The identity question will be taken up more fully 
further on. Here it can simply be acknowledged that direct 
indications of the identity of the collectors, or potential users 
(as opposed to that of the clients) are limited, other than the 
requirements of literacy and access to the aromatic 
substances and other ritual offering-materials prescribed in 
the formulary. There is nevertheless an unmistakable 
impression of orientation of use, or client-consultation, 
towards a secular rather than monastic community, relevant 
to issues of social context explored in more detail in Chapter 
7. One of the 14 applications of the Marmarioth-prayer, in 
the case of ‘a man whom you wish to leave his house’ (76–7), 
is especially revealing. A secular person could have hired a 
monk to deploy such a procedure against an enemy 
described in these terms, and the documentary record of late 
ancient and later Egypt shows that monasteries in general 
were far from closed to economic dealings with secular 
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the ritual practices exemplified by the Hay texts, since there 
is no mention of them in his voluminous oeuvre.

Although the monastic scriptorium and the initiative of 
clergy are appealing contexts for the production of magical 
texts in general terms, there are no positive indications that 
the copyists and owners of the Hay manuscripts were priests 
or monks. The appearance of the term shoumara in Hay 3, 
46–7, whose precise meaning remains unknown, is not an 
exception, even in the rather unlikely case that this word did 
refer to the site of a monastery (see further the commentary). 
Only a familiarity on the part of the compiler and user with 
the local monastic topography would have to be assumed, 
not the active participation of the monks themselves. In Hay 
1, 82, reference is made to ‘the altar of a topos’ 
(ⲡⲉⲑⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ) as the site of ritual deposition, 
but here the sense of internality to a monastic or clerical 
community is still weaker. Even if this topos (literally, ‘place’) 
did mean more specifically a monastery rather than a 
private chapel, the user would seem to be envisioned as 
external to a context in which such an altar is a permanent 
fixture, having to search out ‘a’ topos as opposed to ‘your’ or 
‘the’ centrally located one in ‘your’ monastery or church.

The interests represented in the texts themselves also 
point towards a strongly secular milieu. Success in business, 
specifically in attracting customers to a shop, is pursued, as 
is the appropriation of another person’s shop or house, 
neither of which, in contrast to the blessing of monastic 
holdings of livestock sought by Frange, is particularly 
suggestive of a monastic or priestly context. Monks and 
priests had economic agency, but so active, secularly 
immersed – and likely, to their eyes, sordid – a role as 
shopkeeper is improbable. At best, such a position could 
have suited a deacon. Even if the intervention was on behalf 
of a client, the prevalence of business concerns in the 
assemblage, and the more aggressive varieties of its 

have come into contact with their contents indirectly. That 
is, paying clients and less formal acquaintances may have 
benefitted from the application of the procedures by the 
owners of the manuscripts.

The work of David Frankfurter, seminal for the study of 
Coptic magic in recent years, stresses the role of monks and 
priests as prime agents in the production and practice of 
ritual texts.19 Priests are known to have worked as estate 
managers in Byzantine Egypt,20 a particularly relevant 
comparandum for putting literacy to work as a profitable 
sideline. For amulets in monastic contexts, the testimony of 
the famous abbot Shenoute has often been applied in 
modern discussions – and is duly considered in Chapter 7.8 
– but it concerns only animal products used as talismans, not 
textual amulets, let alone ritual formularies. More relevant is 
the dossier of the monk Frange, active in the Theban region 
a century or two before the Hay texts: one of his letters 
(O.Frangé 191) accompanies an amuletic ‘cord’ (ⲕⲁⲡ) that he 
sends to be attached to a mare, and ‘blessings’ (ⲛⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩ) to 
be attached more specifically to its neck, for it to receive 
divine protection. In that context, Frange’s response 
(O.Frangé 190) to a request for writing on ‘a large tablet’ 
(ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲡ̅ⲗⲁⲝ) to be placed ‘in front of the livestock’ (ϩⲁⲑⲏ 
ⲛⲛ̅ⲧ̅ⲃⲛ̅ⲟⲟⲩⲉ) may also have to do with amulets, as may the 
monk’s copy of a prayer for the blessing of a monastery’s 
‘men and livestock’ (ⲉⲕⲉϩⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲧ̅ⲉϩⲩⲛⲉⲧⲉ 
ⲙⲛⲛ̅ⲧ̅ⲃⲛⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲛⲅ̅ⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ: O.CrumST 18.4–7 with 
O.Frangé p. 158). Blessings, however, are far from erotic 
magic, or a procedure to drive a man out of his house, to cite 
just two examples of the more aggressive rituals in the 
arsenal of the Hay collection. If Shenoute took such 
umbrage at the essentially private devotion of the residents 
of Pneuit near Panopolis, who will be met in Chapter 7.8, 
one can only imagine how much more loudly he would have 
fulminated against monks who participated in the fullness of 

Figure 6.2a–b a) (above) Staatliche Museen zu Berlin – Ägyptisches 
Museum und Papyrussammlung, Scan: Berliner Papyrusdaten-
bank, P 2576 (BGU I 315). Settlement between Aurelios Apa Ioulios 
and Aurelios Ioseph, Arsinoe, AD 627, detail showing notarial  
subscription of the notary Georgios; b) (right) Facsimile drawing  
(detail) of the portion of the subscription with designs resembling 
magical charakteres elsewhere associated with the Sun and 
Jupiter
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town of Kellis (P.Kellis.Copt. (P.Kellis V) 35), discussed in more 
detail in Chapter 7.5). It supplies a copy of a bilingual 
Coptic-Greek ritual text for an aggressive aim from private 
life, to separate a man and a woman, that is difficult to 
reconcile with the expectations of spiritual probity for 
churchmen. Nothing about the contents of the letter or its 
findspot, in the ruins of a private house, mark either party as 
anything other than a  private person.

In light of these expanded contextual possibilities, 
another magical tradition in Egypt may be put forward as a 
model for the copying and collection of the Hay 
manuscripts. This is the Jewish magic represented by the 
Cairo Genizah,24 which will also figure in the discussion in 
Chapter 7. Characterised by short gatherings of notes, in 
codex form or on single sheets of paper, magical texts in the 
Genizah match the Coptic texts in their diversity of aims 
and methods, and in their permeability to external ritual 
traditions. The sheer quantity of material and its multiplicity 
seem to demand a wider spread of individual literacy, 
interest and initiative, beyond the bounds of institutional 
centres, the equivalent of monastic libraries. Rates of literacy 
in the Jewish communities represented by the Genizah 
significantly surpassed those of contemporary Christian 
communities, but in a more general way the artisanal 
workshops of late ancient Christian Egypt can be compared, 
in that they produced artefacts imbued with religious 
significance but were not necessarily dependent on religious 
institutions.25 

A more specific comparison can be drawn with the 
situation of magic in rural communities in modern Egypt as 
observed by Winifred Susan Blackman, whose evidence will 
also be applied in Chapter 7.7. For these specialists, Muslim 
and Christian, at least one of whom was generally to be 
found in each village, practice indeed depended on written 
formularies (‘books’), which they usually wrote themselves as 
a more durable record of material passed down orally in 
families, from father to son. One practitioner from among 
the ‘Copts’ showed a more enterprising spirit, having 
collected ‘with great labour’ procedures to serve his 
speciality of remedies for spirit-possession, and had entered 
the profession not through a family tradition but via ‘long 
apprenticeship’ to a colleague.26

In all three cases – the Hay manuscripts, the Cairo 
Genizah and 20th-century Egyptian villages – a comparison 
with earlier ritual practice also helps to reconstruct a more 
diverse background of practitioners and their identities. 
Chapter 7 will take up those earlier practices from a different 
perspective, more broadly contextual than identity-focused 
– such a question would require a monograph in itself. Here 
one last model may be briefly introduced in the category of 
‘freelance religious experts’, as recently defined by Heidi 
Wendt for the Roman period. If the question of the 
comparative mobility of personnel involved must be set aside 
in the absence of relevant indications in the Hay assemblage, 
there remains a useful parallel in the client-facing 
professionalisation of cultic practice and the freedom to 
draw on a plurality of traditions. For members of Wendt’s 
category, which in turn shaped the practice of early 
Christian charismatic figures such as Paul, there was 
something ‘extraordinary’ on offer in their services, but they 

expression – making a person ‘flee’ from his house, for 
example, in Hay 1, 76–8 – make it difficult to identify as the 
work of a monk or cleric, even of the lower ranks, who took 
his orders to heart. This scruple could also have been 
expected to apply to erotic magic, another prominent 
concern of the assemblage, in such presumably 
reprehensible manoeuvres as dispatching a demon to drive 
fiery spikes into a woman’s head until she submits – or 
rather, exposes herself to the user (or client) and seeks sex 
from him (Hay 3). The rubrics and internal references speak 
not of gaining conquest for others, but rather for the user 
himself (always him), which in their consistency in this 
respect are not so easy to dismiss as an illusion of phrasing.

The rest of this chapter will be devoted to considering 
some other possible identities, besides churchmen. The first 
criterion, of literacy, will have been a stringent one, but 
although restricted in contemporary Egypt, it was not 
confined to priests and monks. Members of what might be 
called a notarial class were literate for professional purposes, 
functioning as secretaries, drawing up official documents, 
keeping accounts and exchanging letters.21 To such a 
notarial context belongs at least one text from the so-called 
Greek magical papyri (PGM P 13a). This formula for a 
prayer, requesting that a supreme, Christian divinity ‘make 
subject’ (ὑπόταξον) all demons to the user, was copied on the 
back of a document in the archive of Dioscorus of 
Aphrodito, leading citizen of that village in the 6th century. 
His role included drafting petitions and legal documents in 
Greek and Coptic on behalf of other members of his 
community. More careful analysis of the scribal features of 
the Coptic magical papyri holds the potential to reveal a 
wider role for such notarial actors in their tradition.22 At least 
one professional notary used designs resembling magical 
charakteres in subscriptions to notarised documents: an 
asteriform sign with ringed termini and a diagonal criss-
cross pattern, associated in other contexts with the Sun and 
Jupiter respectively, applied by Georgios at Arsinoe in ad 
627 (BGU  I 315; Fig. 6.2).23

The fullest evidence for this alternative, literate but non-
ecclesiastical context comes earlier in late ancient Egypt. 
Much will have changed in Egypt between this 4th-century 
witness and the Hay manuscripts – intervening centuries of 
majority-Christian culture, then the advent of Islamic rule 
– but the perspective on the full range of those who could 
take an interest in magical texts, and manifest that interest 
in the form of collecting and copying them, is no less 
valuable. The document (P.Philammon; cf. PGM XXIIa) is a 
Greek notebook in the form of a papyrus codex, whose 
owner, Aurelius Philammon, a municipal official of 
Hermopolis in the mid-4th century, probably acquired it 
blank – entirely or at least in large part – and filled it out 
with a miscellany of texts of professional and personal 
interest: copies of court transcripts, receipts and accounts 
related to his duties in collecting taxes, magical texts with a 
focus on the application of verses from Homer for personal 
benefit and an invocation of the Sun to grant favour. The 
role of Coptic in such a personal, secular circulation is 
indicated in turn by a bilingual Coptic-Greek letter sent 
between two men who provide no indications of any 
religious office or monastic affiliation, found at the oasis 
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derived legitimacy in the first instance not from institutional 
frameworks or confession, but ‘demonstrations of skill and 
learning’.27 Such a basis would also have been available in 
the Hay manuscripts for their owners, even if whatever 
‘demonstrations’ they may have based on them lie beyond 
recovery.

15  For the generic second person singular in Coptic see recently 
Brakke 2020, 60–1; it is also found in magical and medical 
prescriptions: e.g. Michigan Ms. 136 (ed. Worrell 1935a, 17–37; see 
now Zellmann-Rohrer and Love 2022), p. 2.1–8 (also p. 5.6 in 
Greek).

16  Dieleman 2019, 296–7.
17  Dieleman 2019, 300–4; Van der Vliet 2019a, 332.
18  E.g. an unpublished recipe in an 18th-century codex now in 

Birmingham, University Library, Mingana MS 316 ff. 69a–70a, for 
a prayer to be inscribed as an amulet to gain ‘sweetness’ (ḤLYWTʾ) 
before all mankind, in which the invocation runs in part, ‘raise up 
the fire of affection (RḤMTʾ) for the bearer of these writings (...) in 
the heart of all sons of Hagar (...) and in the heart of all emirs (...) 
and governors and viziers, good and evil, amen.’ For this 
manuscript and the tradition to which it belongs, see Zellmann-
Rohrer 2021, esp. 82.

19  Frankfurter 2001, 499–500; Frankfurter 2018, 184–211 (but 
allowing in passing ‘the scribal services of figures not affiliated with 
a Christian institution’, 185); Van der Vliet 2019a, 348, speaks of a 
‘growing consensus that so-called Coptic magic was practiced by 
members of the lower clergy, monks and deacons’.

20  Schmelz 2002, 241–5.
21  The large, bilingual Greek-Coptic archive of the notary 

Senouthios (of which the largest published portion is in CPR 
XXX), of the early Islamic period, is exemplary for the activities of 
such professionals. The education of a notarios, the future St 
Symphronios, is reflected in the martyrdom of Panine and Panew, 
ed. Till 1935a, 55–62 (reference from Sophie Kovarik), including 
‘cursive’ and ‘majuscule’ scripts, which took place in a dedicated 
school-hall (ⲉⲑⲣⲓⲟⲛ) at Antinoopolis under the ‘teacher of the 
nomikoi of the city’ (ⲡⲥⲁϩ ⲛⲛ̅ⲟⲙⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲛⲧ̅ⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ, pp. 56–7 Till); the 
historical setting is probably to be referred to the 4th century, but 
the composition was later, not before the 7th. 

22  Sebastian Richter has kindly shared the information that Krisztina 
Hevesi is at work on a study of assemblages of Coptic magical texts 
now in Berlin and Strasbourg that show such features.

23  Sophie Kovarik is thanked for this reference; for the planetary 
associations, see Mastrocinque 2012. 

24  For the texts: Schäfer and Shaked 1994– ; for an accessible 
presentation in synthesis with other sources on ancient and 
medieval Jewish magic see recently Harari 2017, 207–93.

25  Frankfurter 2018, 28–9, 151–81.
26  Blackman 1927, 230–1.
27  Wendt 2016, 10. For the practitioners of Coptic magic as actors in a 

competitive ‘market’ see recently Dosoo 2021a.

Notes
1  Orsini 2008.
2  For such gerontological aspects of palaeography see Cromwell 

2017, 45–6; for deliberate variation in script by a scribe of Coptic 
alchemical texts to signal textual divisions, Richter 2018.

3  Crum 1934a, 51.
4  For a sample see pl. 3 of P.Lond.Copt. I; for the date, BL V, 97.
5  For the Pathyris archive, see F. Mitthof in SPP III2 pp. xxv–xxx 

and Dijkstra 2014, 328–9; for use of leather for Nubian-language 
texts: Ruffini 2014, nos 63–71.

6  Dublin, Chester Beatty Library Cpt 2013 (Ac. 1846), ed. Quecke 
1975.

7  For the nexus of invocation, ritual drawings and offerings see 
recently Gardner and Johnston 2019, 38–47; for a thorough 
consideration of the figures, Dosoo 2021b.

8  On the Horapollonian text see Sbordone 1940; Masson and 
Fournet 1992; Thissen 2001; Fournet 2021a; on Chaeremon, a 
poorly known predecessor of the 1st century ad, see van der Horst 
1984.

9  For overviews see Mastrocinque 2012 and Gordon 2014; 
monumental inscription: on the retaining walls of the theatre of 
Miletus (CIG 2895; I.Chr. Asie Mineure 221; I.Milet II 943a).

10  See already Dosoo 2021b, 108–10.
11  For other probable reflections of a shared tradition between late 

ancient Egypt and the Mandaeans of southern Iraq see Zellmann-
Rohrer 2019. Ships bearing holy figures as well as celestial bodies 
feature also in Manichaean cosmology (see e.g. the introduction of 
Böhlig and Wisse (1975, 47) to the edition of the Gospel of the 
Egyptians, NHC III, 2 and IV, 2), which could also factor in their 
appearance in Egypt (the suggestion of Jacques van der Vliet). 

12  On reflections of this motif in the magical papyri see recently 
Faraone 2019; it was also at the centre of the so-called Orphic 
lamellae that promised guidance to the abode of the blessed in the 
afterlife (Graf and Johnston 2007).

13  See e.g. the Apocalypse of Paul, NHC V,2 p. 23 (further parallels in 
the introduction to the edition of Murdock and MacRae, in Parrott 
(ed.) 1979, 49).

14  Dieleman 2005, esp. 239–84.
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Chapter 7
From Ancient to 
Medieval Magical 
Practice: The Historical 
Position of the Hay Texts

Michael Zellmann-Rohrer

This chapter gives historical context for the Hay assemblage 
through a diachronic survey of magical texts in the Coptic 
language, from precursors in the pre-Old Coptic (or Graeco-
Egyptian) material of the Roman period, through the height 
of ritual text production in Coptic in Late Antiquity (4th 
through 7th centuries ad),1 to the long afterlife of such texts 
in Islamic Egypt. Inextricably bound with these 
developments is a story of two transformations, without 
which the Hay manuscripts cannot be understood. First, 
how the Egyptian language and script developed as a 
medium for the transmission of magical texts, from the 
native writing systems into the hybrid Coptic script via 
Greek. Second, how the ritual landscape in which that 
magic itself was rooted, informed first by traditional 
Egyptian religion, slowly took up elements of Hellenic cult 
over the Graeco-Roman period, then was more 
dramatically reshaped by the advent of Christianity, firmly 
in place and even dominant in Egypt – in a distinctively 
Egyptian form – by the end of the 4th century. A perspective 
is also offered on the Islamic context to which the copying of 
the Hay manuscripts probably belongs, after their revised 
dating – but which, in contrast to other witnesses, had yet to 
exert a perceptible influence on their form and content.

The focus here will be on ancient texts as primary sources 
– in keeping with the central position of manuscripts in this 
volume – and, in terms now in favour in the study of ancient 
magic, ‘insider’ as opposed to ‘outsider’ sources.2 As 
contemporary ‘outsider’ accounts, more discursive but 
usually derogatory, such as found in hagiography and 
homiletics, can nevertheless add detail and useful sidelights, 
they will be considered in section 7.8. Gleanings from 
another kind of ‘outsider’ perspective conclude section 7.7: 
observations by modern Westerners on ritual practices in a 
comparable, though inevitably much differing, milieu of 
Christians and Muslims in Egypt of the 19th and 20th 
centuries.

7.1 Ptolemaic Egypt
Egyptians had had contact with foreign writing systems, 
most extensively cuneiform, since the pharaonic period. 
Greek itself was a late and limited addition for the latter, in 
the colony at Naukratis and more occasionally by travellers 
further south, such as the visitors’ graffiti in the temple of 
Achoris at Karnak on Thebes’ east bank and on the colossi 
of Ramses II at Abu Simbel. The first recorded experiments 
with representing the Egyptian language in the Greek 
alphabet began not long after its introduction as language of 
governance in Egypt in the Ptolemaic period. There was a 
practical need to transliterate personal names and toponyms 
into Greek, but evidence of more discursive engagement 
comes among the graffiti from the Memnonion of Abydos, 
in which syntactic Egyptian is found in Greek script without 
the additional letters of fully formed Coptic (‘pre-Old 
Coptic’ or ‘Graeco-Egyptian’), in one case precisely dated by 
regnal year (of the rebel Hyrgonaphor who proclaimed 
himself king over Upper Egypt) to 202/1 bc.3 Magical texts 
figure prominently in the surviving evidence for this 
practice: the convenience of Greek vowel-letters may 
reasonably be assumed as a motivation, with the appeal of 
accurate representation of the pronunciation of archaic 
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That the later Roman flourishing of the genre is not a 
sudden development is suggested by the already well-
developed synthesis of Hellenic, Egyptian and 
Mesopotamian magical traditions in a collection of 
incantations in Greek from the late 1st century bc or 1st 
century ad – which owes its survival purely to the chance of 
being reused for the cartonnage of a human mummy in the 
necropolis of Herakleopolis, alongside an archive of an 
official, Athenodorus, from that city.10 Whether it is 
connected to Athenodorus himself or not, the mixture of 
erotic magic and a headache cure suits a sympotic context – 
and its morning-after effects – in an urban setting, and 
nothing about the findspot can connect it to a priestly milieu. 
The internal title of the collection speaks of a translation 
made into Greek from a sacred book in an Egyptian temple, 
a process that need not be accepted literally, but the 
underlying sense of traditional Egyptian ritual now 
circulating (alongside distinct motifs from other traditions) 
in a foreign language within Egypt is inescapable. The 
continuation of this circulation into Christian and Islamic 
Egypt is responsible for bringing the traditional Egyptian 
motif of Horus into the Hay texts, but adapted and reframed 
by processes whose dynamics will be considered in 7.4 and 
7.6 below.

7.2 Roman Egypt
The social parameters of the later flowering of magical 
formularies in Roman Egypt, among the so-called Graeco-
Egyptian magical papyri, will be examined below (7.6). Now 
it is time to turn to the situation of the Egyptian language in 
particular – Coptic, the medium of the Hay manuscripts, 
and its predecessors – in the environment of Hellenistic and 
Roman Egypt that also provided the background to the 
complex mixture of cultic traditions in the Hay manuscripts.

An early example is a fragment of a book-roll with a 
Greek magical formulary of the late 1st century ad (P.Oxy. 
LXV 4468; GEMF 6). It shows clear signs of Hellenic 
influence: an invocation in pursuit of ‘favour’ (χάρις) refers 
to the gods Pluto, Zeus, Hermes ‘son of Maia’, Hera and 
Aphrodite ‘bestower of favour’, and to their dwelling on 
Mount Olympos, in conjunction with some magical words 
that may hail from the Near East (verso i 1–17). In an 
invocation in another section aimed at bringing sleep, there 
is also a metrical closing tag of great antiquity in Greece, 
asking the goddess Persephone to ‘perfect a perfect 
incantation’ (Φερσεφόνη τέλεσον τ[ελέαν ἐπαοιδήν], verso i 
26). The Egyptian language, still current in both spoken and 
ritual use in the local context of this formulary, the city of 
Oxyrhynchos, makes itself felt in an utterance prescribed as 
part of an amulet (φυλακτήριον: verso ii 20–5). Internally 
identified as a ‘speech in Egyptian’ (λό[γος Αἰγ]υπτιστί), it 
does indeed, though fragmentary, preserve some syntactic 
elements in the Egyptian language: the self-identifications ‘I 
am’ ανακ αγκ [ ], similarly ανκ followed by divine names 
αμα ραλλ[ ], and νταφ μν μν ‘he, so-and-so’.11

In the same city of Oxyrhynchos, in the slightly later 
Roman period, Old Coptic makes its entrance. That is, 
certain Egyptian words are written in Greek letters, with the 
addition of new ones borrowed from alphabetic Demotic to 
represent more accurately phonemes not found in Greek. 

texts, facilitated by interlinear glossing.4 There was also an 
opportunity to reach a broader public than the increasingly 
restricted circles literate in the native Egyptian writing 
systems, a force that also drove the more systematic 
translation of Egyptian ritual texts into Greek. In a 
development comparable to one in private letter-writing in 
the Roman period, Egyptians themselves embraced Greek 
and Old Coptic for practical reasons in the obsolescence of 
Demotic writing for a distinct but contiguous ritual genre, 
letters addressed to deities.5

This transitional time also shaped key elements in the 
transmission and use of ritual texts in Egypt: temples and 
their priestly personnel. Both were traditionally closed and 
hereditary groups, but they were assiduously cultivated by 
the Hellenic, or more specifically Macedonian, ruling class 
throughout the Ptolemaic period, as the temples enjoyed 
royal benefactions and their priests royal favour. To the 
beginning of this time of foreign rule belongs the famous 
‘Peukestas papyrus’ (SB XIV 11942), probably issued by one 
of Alexander’s generals to prevent the violation of priestly 
quarters at Memphis or Saqqara. A witness on the ground to 
the royal privileges accorded to – and eagerly accepted by 
– the temples is a letter from the Zenon archive of the mid-
3rd century bc in which a body of priests of ‘Aphrodite’ 
reminds a high financial official, the dioiketes, of the urgency 
of providing the expensive embalming-materials required 
for the burial of a sacred animal, which had been promised 
(PSI IV 328; P.Zen.Pestman 50). 

Temples maintained the right to hold land, the revenues 
from which, in addition to royal subsidies, supported the 
priests themselves as they engaged in the copying of ritual 
texts, among other pursuits. The portion of such texts that 
verged on the magical could already begin to serve a 
broader public if the priests took to providing private clients 
with personalised services, such as amulets and oracular 
consultations.6 Hybrid institutional structures could also 
give more direct routes for non-priestly participation, such as 
the position of the katochoi in the Serapeum of Memphis, 
some of whom identified as ethnically ‘Greek’ or 
Macedonian, but among whom Egyptian language-learning 
seems to have progressed, such that they could conceivably 
have consulted priestly books.7 The priesthood itself also 
expanded and diversified: priests began to bear Greek 
names8 – not in itself a sign of change in ethnicity, but 
difficult to explain under an assumption of a hermetically 
sealed social set. 

The absence of Ptolemaic magical papyri in Greek is at 
first striking. The exceptions are liminal cases, and finished 
products of, rather than instructions for, the underlying 
practices. The so-called ‘Curse of Artemisia’ (PGM XL), 
whose Ionic dialect suggests it belongs to a pre-Ptolemaic 
settlement from Asia Minor at Memphis, is in form indebted 
to traditional Egyptian letters to the gods appealing for 
justice against human malefactors. Some written 
submissions of questions (‘tickets’) from the consultation of a 
temple oracle by private individuals at Tebtunis in the 3rd 
century bc are then the sole properly Ptolemaic witness.9

Egyptian-language magical texts, however, also continue 
to be attested, and total survivals of Greek papyri from the 
Ptolemaic period are small in comparison to the Roman. 
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had Greek for that purpose, showed an interest rather in a 
religious aspect. Royal patronage supported the translation 
of Jewish scripture that resulted in the Septuagint, to judge 
from credibly historical elements in the otherwise fictional 
Letter of Aristeas. That the influence of Judaism on magical 
texts in Egypt was reflected not only in the Greek language, 
even if relying on it for diffusion, but also in Egyptian-
language texts shows that these developments were not 
limited to Alexandria. The engagement also involved 
dynamic mythmaking, as emerges, for example, from the 
references in the Demotic portions of the bilingual Demotic-
Greek formulary P.Mag.LL to a divine revelation ‘in the 
fashion of your revelation to Moses (written with a divine 
determinative) that you enacted upon the mountain, before 
whom you created the darkness (and) the light’, alongside 
references to cult at Abydos that identify the invoked god 
clearly as Osiris, and in a recipe for erotic magic to ‘the 
longing that God, the son of Sirius (?), felt for Moses while he 
was going to the hill of Ninaretos to offer water to [h]is god, 
his lord, his Iao Sabao(th)’.13 A more precise borrowing from 
Jewish scripture appears in a Greek formulary of the 4th 
century, PGM XXXVI, which cites as a narrative analogy 
the destruction of the biblical Pentapolis and the 
transformation of Lot’s wife into a pillar of salt. The text 
echoes biblical language, citing the five cities by name, and 
contextually links this episode to the ritual use of sulphur, 
but makes some additions: that all five, not only four, of the 
cities were destroyed, and that Lot’s wife was lithified simply 
by ‘hearing the sound’ (ἀκούσασα τῆς φωνῆς) of the 
destruction,14 which may reflect a dynamic engagement with 
scripture beyond a passive reception through distorting 
media. The interface between Greek and Coptic language 
and script also intersects with the translation of Jewish 
scripture, as the Old Testament book of Proverbs was 
rendered in Egyptian in the 3rd or early 4th century, in a 
script better described as Old Coptic than Coptic, with a 
high concentration of unusual and archaic letters going back 
to Demotic.15 Already in the 3rd century a Greek version of 
Isaiah was being annotated in Coptic (P.Beatty VI (cod. V) + 
PSI XII 1273).16

The interaction with Judaism also ran in both directions, 
in a manner that illustrates the complexities of the magical 
practice of Late Antiquity. Non-Jewish (Hellenic, Egyptian) 
elements appear in magical texts otherwise securely 
attributed to Jewish practitioners in Late Antiquity.17 Such 
transfers continued into later times, as suggested by probable 
uptake from Coptic, possibly through an Arabic medium, 
into the Jewish magic of the Cairo Genizah, where there 
may even have been an attempt to copy Demotic signs.18 

Because of the dominant place of Christianity in the 
tradition of the Coptic texts, to which the Hay manuscripts 
belong – as also the belief-system guiding and permeating 
the worldview and daily life of their practitioners – there was 
less scope for any direct influence from Judaism, opposition 
to which was central to Christian self-definition. Still, the 
Hay manuscripts engage with lore about the magical 
prowess of Solomon (Hay 2), which owes a debt, even if 
unacknowledged by contemporaries, to Jewish traditions, as 
does the development of the angelology reflected most 
extensively in Hay 4 and 5, integrated in turn with 

This witness is an otherwise entirely Egyptian ritual 
formulary, P.Brit.Mus. EA 10808 (GEMF 14), dated to the 
later 2nd century ad, a fragment of a book-roll with a 
complex mixture of Demotic, Greek and Old Coptic scripts 
(see Fig. 1.8). The convenience of recording precisely the 
vowels of divine names, whose correct pronunciation would 
have been considered crucial to the efficacy of the ritual, 
again probably underlies this choice: an entire column (ii) of 
the text is devoted to a transcription into Old Coptic of a 
Middle Egyptian text, an invocation concerned with 
winning favour and love for its beneficiary.

A more recognisably and substantially bilingual 
manuscript, reflecting the rise of Greek as a language of 
scientific and technical literature even in milieux 
traditionally dominated by Egyptian, comes in the 3rd 
century. Old Coptic as exemplified by this manuscript shows 
a still fluid set of additional letters, before their 
systematisation in a ‘standard’ Coptic. PGM III is a 
composite of fragments of two original manuscripts, one 
solely in Greek (III.1), the other bilingual, in Greek and Old 
Coptic, including its special letters (III.2).12 The Old Coptic 
portion is fragmentary and textually corrupt, but remains 
that are extensive enough for analysis survive in two places. 
A short invocation (λόγος: 396–407) consists chiefly of divine 
epithets as part of a long procedure for divine assistance in 
divination. A longer one (633–89), untitled, apparently 
served a ritual for a divinity to make the user’s ‘shadow’ 
(σκιά) serve him, and is periodically interrupted by Greek 
placeholders inviting the insertion of particulars ‘as you 
wish’ (ὡς ἂν θέλεις). That Old Coptic portions, so far as 
preserved, are confined to invocations suggests that this 
writing system offered a middle ground between the original 
intention of pre-Old Coptic glosses to preserve 
pronunciation of archaic language – the longer of the two 
invocations here lays claim several times to knowledge of a 
‘true name’ (ⲣⲁⲛ (ⲉ)ⲛⲙⲏⲧ) – and the popularising effect of 
Greek script (and language) as more easily and widely 
written and read. PGM III, however, is no fossilised relic of 
ancient Egypt: the Old Coptic shows already an engagement 
with contemporary cultic currents. In the shorter invocation 
(396–407), the names of the angels Michael and Gabriel 
appear, and a continuation (418–20) refers to the 
eschatological toponym Gehenna (ⲅⲉⲓⲛⲛⲁ: see Hay 3, 17–18 
with the note) and may include a self-identification as ‘Jesus, 
the great god’ (ⲁⲛⲅ? in place of ⲁⲛⲓ· in PGM, followed by 
ⲓⲏⲥⲟⲩⲥ ⲡⲛⲉⲧⲟ). The longer invocation (633–89) includes 
among self-identifications and divine epithets sequences of 
the seven Greek vowels and the Judaeo-Christian or Gnostic 
ⲥⲁⲃⲁⲱ[ⲑ] ⲁⲇⲱⲛⲁⲓ ⲁⲇⲱⲛ ⲃⲁⲣⲃⲁⲣⲓⲟⲧ.

7.3 Jews in Egypt, Jewish elements in magical texts
Contact between Jews, or Judaeans, and Egyptians had a 
long history. Beyond whatever historical reality may be 
reflected by the biblical narratives of Israelite presence in 
Egypt, Egyptian foreign conquest brought contact with the 
relevant part of the Near East, and, closer to the time of the 
Hay manuscripts, Jewish communities were settled in Egypt 
under the Persians and the Ptolemies. From Judaea the 
Persians adopted the Aramaic script and language as an 
administrative technology, and the Ptolemies, who already 
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recent history of the Hay assemblage could be characterised 
as properly Gnostic. Absent are characteristic features 
generally attributed to Gnosticism: the salvific role of 
received knowledge (gnosis) itself, a dualistic cosmology, 
polemic against Judaism and Christianity. There are only 
fragments of Gnosticism’s distinctive cast of mythological 
figures: probably one of the cosmic Luminaries, Harmozel 
(Hay 4, 20 with further discussion and references in the 
commentary) and possibly an Aion, but, if correctly read in 
Hay 2, 3, the latter is only mentioned as a general 
comparandum for a more specific, demonic power. More 
decisive signs in turn are found elsewhere in the Coptic 
tradition, as the Barbelo-Mother in the handbook P.Macq. I 
1, or the mythology expressed there of Dauithe as 
simultaneously ‘mother of all origins’ and father of angels 
and archangels, presiding over a tree on the banks of the 
Euphrates, and over a chimeric eagle-bear creature that 
intercedes for human souls, whose ‘true name’ is given as 
Kabaon.24

Manichaeanism was the other contender with 
Christianity for late ancient primacy, but it has left fewer, if 
any, direct reflections in the Hay manuscripts. Manichaean 
missionary activity, and faith-communities, did exist in 
Egypt, and a magical stratum probably accompanied one of 
them in the Dakhla Oasis settlement of Kellis. There is the 
bilingual, Greek-Coptic text P.Kellis.Copt. (P.Kellis V) 35, 
which will be introduced in section 7.5, and a Greek 
handbook and matching finished product (P.Kellis I 85 and 
87), which were found in the same room as the bilingual text 
and some other material of comparable genres: 
hemerologies, a horoscope and one further amulet and 
formulary.25 Some of the distinctive charakteres of one of the 
Kellis formularies (P.Kellis I 85), not closely matched among 
the Graeco-Egyptian magical papyri, are broadly paralleled 
in one of the Hay texts, suggesting some diffusion in the 
intervening centuries: see Hay 7 with the commentary 
there. The presence of celestial boats among the figural 
drawings in the Hay manuscripts (see 6.2 above) could also 
owe something to a Manichaean alongside an Egyptian 
traditional background.

7.5 The rise of Coptic
The related question of the development of specifically 
Coptic language and script, at the centre of the development 
of Christianity and contemporary ritual texts in Egypt, and 
hence crucial for an understanding of the Hay manuscripts, 
may now be taken up. As has been recently recognised, a 
cohesive system existed for recording the Egyptian language 
via Greek letters, with some additional ones derived from 
Demotic, already by the end of the 1st century ad, although 
competition with other systems took several more centuries 
to be resolved in favour of a ‘standard’ Coptic.26 Magical 
texts in particular continue to reveal complexities in the 
development of these systems. The chief implication for the 
Hay manuscripts is the non-linearity of the progression from 
the turn of the 2nd century (and the so-called Old Coptic 
Horoscope that exemplifies that emergent, coherent 
system27) to their period. The Egyptian language, and the 
pre-Coptic Egyptian scripts, persisted well into the Roman 
period, such that they could presumably have served as 

Egyptian traditions (as shown by the Egyptian name of one 
of the angels in Hay 5, Sebthor: see 28 with the commentary 
and section 6.3 above). From elsewhere among the Christian 
magical texts there is the apparent translation of a 
pseudonymous prayer of the Jewish patriarch Jacob from 
Greek into Coptic, citing an apocryphal tradition of an 
alternative ending to the biblical episode of the binding of 
Isaac.19

7.4 Christianity and Christian magic
The flowering of Christianity in Egypt, in a distinctively 
Egyptian form,20 is undoubtedly the most significant 
development for the constitution of the texts of the Hay 
manuscripts. Christian features are so pervasive in them – 
crosses, invocation of divine powers, claims to act ‘in the 
name of’ the latter, co-options of the cult of saints, scripture, 
liturgy – that they hardly need elaboration here. It is, 
nevertheless, striking how much more elaborately other 
branches of the Coptic magical tradition develop a 
Christian mythology: the cosmologies, visions of heavenly 
churches and detailed celestial topography and reference to 
ritual practices of angels, on display in the lengthy 
‘Glorification-text’ (Endoxon) of the archangel Michael, to 
which, and to the applications of which, an entire 10th-
century codex is devoted.21 To understand the background of 
the Hay manuscripts, it should also be recalled that 
Christianity was not alone among new religious traditions 
introduced to Egypt in the Roman period, and its eventual 
dominance over rivals in what should be seen as stiff 
competition was far from guaranteed. Direct lines between 
ancient Egyptian traditions and a later ‘Christianisation’ of 
them are, therefore, problematic. Besides Gnosticism and 
Manichaeanism, which will be discussed below, there was 
also the more specifically Egyptian Hermetism and the 
Hellenic Neoplatonism,22 among the inheritance from which 
may be the distinctive charakteres discussed in Chapter 6. 

Before that, some no less distinctive and significant 
developments took root in Alexandria, where non-Jewish 
interest in Jewish scripture had been active already for 
centuries: the intersection of Jewish, Christian, Hellenic and 
Egyptian cultic and mythical elements in what is 
conventionally termed ‘Gnosticism’. Even if there is no 
consensus on the precise scope of that term, or substantial 
evidence for it as a self-identification among adherents, 
Christian authors of the 2nd through 4th centuries did speak 
of contemporary, heretical groups as ‘gnostics’.23 Original 
texts, most spectacularly those copied in the 13 codices of the 
4th or 5th century secreted together at Nag Hammadi (near 
ancient Diospolis Parva), are generally accepted as products 
of this same 2nd- to 4th-century period. 

In the Hay texts Angelicus M. Kropp, writing before the 
Nag Hammadi find, pointed to Gnostic influence on the 
opening, ‘syncretistic’ prayer of Hay 1 (AKZ III, 226–7; see 
also the commentary on 1–12), with its unusual descriptions 
of the Christian eucharist and persons of the trinity as 
having distinct divine, or angelic, guardians. The passwords 
in several of the invocations in the Hay texts, and 
accompanying aromatic offerings, may also reflect elements 
of such a synthesis with apocalyptic teachings that find their 
closest analogues in Gnosticism, even if no practice in the 
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Egyptian myth is more ambitious both in form, wrought 
with the poetic features of parallelism and interlocking 
doublets and triplets, and in content, narrating a dialogue 
between the gods Isis and Thoth, in which Isis complains of 
the adultery of Osiris with Senephthys, and Thoth offers a 
ritual cure, apparently analogous to what is (or was once) 
sought via the ritual in the framing procedure. Nevertheless, 
in a codex of 35 folia and 3,274 lines (to count from the 
edition of Preisendanz in PGM ) these Old Coptic sections, 
five in total and none longer than 20 lines, are much in the 
minority, and confined to spoken invocations. Greek was 
apparently felt more practical for instructions and rubrics.

The quick pace of development of the Coptic script, and 
of the underlying language in the ritual sphere such that it 
could compete and even supplant Greek on the practical side 
too, can be seen in another product of the 4th century. 
Another bilingual Greek-Coptic ritual formulary, now in a 
smaller, parchment codex and with a scope restricted to 
healing (Michigan Ms. 136),30 shows some archaic features in 
the language of its lengthier Coptic incantations but an 
entirely regularised Coptic script. The content of this 
miniature codex, probably copied in Arsinoe/
Krokodilopolis, is in fact primarily in Coptic, with only a 
few portions purely in Greek, perhaps in turn kept on the 
familiar grounds of fidelity: an application of the verses of 
Homer and an invocation of angels, for example, both of 
which may have been considered difficult to render into 
Coptic. Here, where the scope is medical, there was no 
preference for Greek against Coptic even for the practical 
elements, the rubrics and instructions that would have 
allowed the procedures to be applied.

This intersection of bilingualism and ritual texts, now 
once again making use of the more standardised Coptic 
script, and like the Michigan parchment codex showing a 
firm shift of the balance between the two languages in 
favour of Coptic, can also be traced through occasional 
witnesses from outside the narrow scope of the copying of 
formularies. The 7th-century dossier of the monk Frange 
has already been discussed in Chapter 6.4. Earlier in Late 
Antiquity, a letter on papyrus from a Manichaean context in 
the Dakhla Oasis town of Kellis in the 4th century (P.Kellis.
Copt. (P.Kellis V) 35) proves to be a cover-letter for a bilingual 
Greek-Coptic invocation (the first few lines of which are in 
Greek, the rest, and the majority, in Coptic) for aggressive 
magic, the separation of a man and woman.31 According to 
the accompanying correspondence, also in Coptic, the 
sender of the letter had been asked to search out a particular 
ritual text, but after failing to find it, has offered the one 
copied as a substitute. There is little detail on the 
correspondents beyond their names, the Egyptian Psai and 
the Roman Ouales (Valens), their functional bilingualism,32 
and their curiosity about ritual texts, which seems, as also in 
the Hay manuscripts, to have been pursued outside of the 
structures of temple or church, despite obvious traditional 
Egyptian and Judaeo-Christian features of this particular 
text.

7.6 Regional and traditional context
Just as Coptic magical formularies such as the Hay texts 
cannot be fully understood, despite the – appealingly, for 

sources alongside Greek for the compilation of at least some 
of the earliest (Old) Coptic. This survival is attested by the 
well-known Demotic magical papyrus of London and 
Leiden (P.Mag.LL). There the situation of languages and 
scripts seen so far is inverted: an Egyptian-language frame 
with occasional use of the Greek alphabet to render precisely 
magical words that are probably in turn neither Egyptian 
nor Greek in origin, or to take over in full syntactic Greek 
invocations felt to be untranslatable.28 An especially complex 
example involves Demotic ritual instructions furnished in 
part with Greek glosses, and an entirely Greek invocation 
(P.Mag.LL recto iv 1–22, with PGM XIVa 1–11).29

Into the 4th century, syntactic pre-Coptic, or Graeco-
Egyptian, portions in Greek formularies continue to be 
found. In PGM I, five columns disposed on a short book-roll, 
a self-contained Egyptian opening in Greek letters 
introduces a longer Greek ritual speech in pursuit of 
invisibility, which can be rendered in Coptic characters as 
follows: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲁⲛⲟⲩⲡ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲣⲫⲣⲏ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ 
ⲱⲥⲱⲧⲥⲱⲣⲱⲛⲟⲩⲓⲉⲣ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲓⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁ ⲥⲏⲧ ⲧⲁⲕⲟ ‘I 
am Anubis, I am Osiris-Re, I am Osotsoronouier, I am 
Osiris, the one whom Seth destroyed’ (251–2). Self-
identifications with an(o)k ‘I (am)’ are not uncommon even 
among what would otherwise be considered magical logoi in 
Greek, but the connected syntax of the last sequence, using 
the copula ⲡⲉ ‘am’ and the relative clause ‘the one whom 
Seth destroyed’, shows a more sustained engagement with 
the Egyptian language. Such engagement is borne out by an 
example in which the Egyptian language is not just 
transliterated faithfully, such that sense can still be made of 
it, but also supplied with a Greek version, confirming that 
making sense of it did indeed interest ancient readers and 
copyists. An incantation to open a lock (PGM XXXVI 315–
16) addresses the lock first in Coptic, ⲁⲩⲱⲛ ⲛⲏⲓ ⲁⲩⲱⲛ ⲛⲏⲓ 
ⲧⲕⲉⲗⲗⲓ, then in Greek, ἀνοίγηθι ἀνοίγηθι κλεῖστρον, the 
latter reflecting a more idiomatic than literal translation; 
that is, the imperative has been changed to the passive voice 
– impossible in Coptic – and the direct rendering of an 
equivalent of ⲛⲏⲓ ‘for me’ thus dispensed with.

In this same century comes a momentous expansion, in 
which Coptic begins to approach Greek on a more equal 
footing. Extensive portions of Old Coptic turn up in a 
bilingual, Greek-Coptic ritual formulary in a papyrus codex 
(PGM IV with Love 2016). Alongside the usual 
transliterations of Egyptian divine names directly into 
Greek, there are even more substantial Old Coptic portions 
than in PGM III, and in a better state of preservation that 
can sustain more detailed philological analysis. The codex, 
as far as preserved, opens with Old Coptic, which lacks a 
clear indication of purpose, but the substantial invocation 
(11–25) unmistakably hails the Egyptian deities Osiris, 
Anubis and Thoth with traditional epithets (e.g., Osiris as 
‘Pharaoh of the underworld, lord of mummification’, Anubis 
as ‘He who is upon his mountain’, Thoth as ‘Twice great’) 
and makes clear a general goal of divine assistance in an 
inquiry, which may be a form of divination. Among them 
stand too Hebraic or Hebraising divine names suggesting 
contact with external traditions, above all Sabaoth and 
Michael ‘the great one of angels who is with God’. A 
rendering in Old Coptic script (94–113) of traditional 
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Christian church in Egypt39 left deep roots, and it continued 
in liturgical use;40 though increasingly limited, and more 
specific to ritual codices, it continued to feature in bilingual 
formularies. P.Carlsberg 52 (inv. 31+35) is a fragmentary 
bilingual parchment codex of the 7th century, whose first 
three pages give an invocation of a demon for assistance in 
Fayumic Coptic and the fourth a Greek invocation with a 
first-person narrative of a descent to the underworld 
(compare 6.3.1 above), with a request to dispatch yet another 
demonic power.41 The name of the demon invoked in the 
Coptic portion, ⲡⲉⲧⲃⲏ ‘the avenger’, suggests the survival or 
maintenance of a traditional Egyptian avenging deity 
reconceptualised as a netherworld power,42 but integrated 
into a divine landscape both Judaeo-Christian – including 
the cherubim and angels and an omnipotent father – and 
post-Hellenic, threatening the demon with recourse to 
‘Artemis, the mother of all the gods’ in case of disobedience.

The fragments of untranslated Greek, on their way to 
becoming simply magical words, which are found in the Hay 
manuscripts and other formularies of their time (see the 
commentary on Hay 5, 36–44), are another vestige of this 
transition from Greek to Coptic in large part via translation. 
This Greek, then, will have been left behind in the 
production of those versions. This situation is a mirror 
image, for Greek, of its role as target language for earlier 
translations of ritual texts from Egyptian. 

Roots in culturally Hellenic ritual elements, distinct from 
mere use of Greek language in ritual texts, complicate these 
relations and suggest a motivation for use – and preservation 
– of Greek beyond convenience, even if these elements fail to 
outlast Late Antiquity. Among the earliest attestations of 
Greek Magical Papyri, at the turn of the common era, the 
so-called ‘Philinna papyrus’ collects healing incantations in 
a Greek literary metre, the dactylic hexameter, and applies 
an ancient apotropaic motif ordering afflictions to flee (PGM 
XX; GEMF 3). The erotic magic of the formulary Suppl.Mag. 
II 72 (GEMF 4), recovered from the necropolis of 
Herakleopolis, introduced already, alludes in further 
hexameters to the pelting of a beloved with fruit, drawn 
from Hellenic rituals of courtship. Already in the latter 
manuscript, these elements are thoroughly integrated with 
Egyptian (and also Near Eastern and Mesopotamian) ones: 
the formulary itself is billed as a translation from Egyptian. 
This nexus continues in later texts: a pair of similes for the 
desired effect sought on the female target of a ‘genital-
locking’ procedure (φυσικλείδιον) in the formulary PGM 
XXXVI calls for her to ‘love me (...) as Isis loved Osiris and 
remain chastely devoted (ἁγνή) to me as Penelope to 
Odysseus’ (288–9). Indirect evidence of translation from 
Greek into Demotic can be found in the magical handbook 
P.Mag.LL, in rubrics, instructions (some with Greek 
loanwords), and some invocations, with other invocations 
simply left in Greek, but the consultation of older Egyptian 
sources can also be established. As Dieleman concludes, the 
priests involved in this composition ‘succeeded in bending 
the Hellenised Egyptian magic to their will’.43 The Hay texts 
are thick with Greek loanwords and scribal features, such as 
technical abbreviations,44 but these features are common 
throughout Coptic, and specific Hellenic ritual elements that 
could stand out against the hybridity of Late Antiquity are 

modern scholars – large numbers in which they have 
survived, without a background pieced together from more 
disparate sources, so too do the magical texts of Egypt in 
general need some words of contextualisation. In an 
overview of Graeco-Egyptian magic and its characteristic 
features, reflected particularly in the papyrus formularies 
(some 100 items) and an even larger corpus of inscribed 
amuletic gems (over 5,000), Gideon Bohak (2016) has called 
attention to the centrality of writing (the ‘scribal’ character 
of the corpus), the prominence of non-Greek magical words 
(‘words of power’), drawings and signs in the mechanisms of 
the ritual33 and the mixture of Greek and Egyptian elements 
in the linguistic, cultic and mythical background. Such 
magical papyri are found continuously – though not 
uniformly – in Egypt from the Ptolemaic period on, their 
survivals peaking in the 3rd and 4th centuries ad, and, as 
has already been glimpsed, make use of Greek and various 
phases and scripts of the Egyptian language. No fewer than 
350 formularies and their associated finished products can 
be recognised, most often pursuing healing, but with a 
diverse complement of aggressive, divinatory and other aims 
including alchemy.34 

The identification of shared motifs in gems, metal 
amulets, curse tablets and medical compendia of authors 
such as Alexander of Tralles,35 active outside Egypt, shows 
that the restriction of such written formularies to Egypt is at 
least in part an accident of the archaeological record. 
Broader cultural currents were at work, and Bohak (2016) 
persuasively suggests a sequence in which a ‘bicultural 
encounter’ in Ptolemaic Egypt led to a hybrid magic that 
was then diffused widely under Rome, after Egypt became a 
Roman province. Correspondingly, magical texts copied 
and used in Egypt were open to external influences too: the 
4th-century Michigan Ms. 136 has recently been shown to 
have a shared background with the medical author 
Marcellus Empiricus, active at Constantinople and in 
western Europe, writing in Latin but recording some 
magical material in Greek, such as the amuletic application 
of Homeric verses,36 which is probably indebted to an 
otherwise vanished circulation of such texts. Further 
investigation of medieval Christian manuscript culture, in 
the fullness of its linguistic diversity – setting Syriac 
Aramaic, for example, alongside medieval Latin and 
Byzantine Greek – continues to reveal further fragments of a 
shared magical inheritance of Late Antiquity, 37 which 
illustrate this otherwise obscured circulation shared 
between Egypt and the rest of the Near East and wider 
Mediterranean area. These connections, however, need not 
detract from the extent to which the transmitted elements 
were extensively reconceptualised to fit contemporary 
contexts, as for the users of the Hay manuscripts confronting 
the Horus myth (Hay 1).

The nascent dominance of Coptic – both language and 
script – in the transmission of ritual texts in Egypt will be the 
key to understanding the next phase in the historical 
background to the Hay texts. Greek, however, even after it 
ceded some of its official functions, such as to Coptic as 
language of legal documents beginning in the 6th century 
and conclusively after the Islamic conquest,38 did not 
disappear entirely. Its position as the official language of the 
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survivals of later manuscripts. It is on the cusp of these two, 
‘middle’ and ‘late’, that the Hay manuscripts can be seen to 
stand, the implications of which will now be traced.

Characteristic of the ‘middle’ and especially the ‘late’ 
periods are long, complex prayers or invocations and rituals 
with ambitious spiritual goals. Accompanied by aromatic 
offerings, they stake and strengthen claims on what Richard 
Gordon has called ‘spirit-attention’,46 in a cultic imaginary 
rich with supernatural powers. Some pseudonymous prayers 
(as of Mary and Michael) take up an entire manuscript, and 
extensive lists of their recommended ritual applications may 
also be given. There are occasional vestiges of traditional 
Egyptian religion, such as the Horus motif in Hay 1, but 
more pronounced in this Christian period is the distinctively 
Egyptian Christianity47 – among the Hay texts, for example 
the co-option of Psalms and hagiography in Hay 1 – 
perhaps with traces of Gnosticism, as suggested in 6.3 above, 
however far removed that system would have been from the 
lived experience of its contemporary users. The witness of 
the formulary P.Macq. I in this respect has already been 
discussed. More extensive traces come in the so-called ‘Rossi 
Gnostic Treatise’, a formulary in the form of a papyrus 
codex with instructions for a long invocation for general 
protection and more specific bodily and spiritual ‘cleansing’ 
(ⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲓⲍⲉ) accompanied by a burnt offering, ritual attire, 
and ritual drawings. The codex was the work of a Christian 
copyist, but it references entities with a more diverse 
background, such as ‘the mind (ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲥ) that is hidden in the 
father’ and ‘the great, honoured virgin, inside whom the 
father was hidden before he created anything’, and a finely 
drawn hierarchy of angels,48 with elaborate descriptions 
throughout of various occult aspects of this celestial ‘father’.

In what institutional framework would these ‘middle’ and 
‘late’ Coptic magical texts have been copied? Precise 

essentially absent. In the world of their users, the end of a 
distinct Hellenic culture in Egypt has been reached and 
passed.

7.7 Coptic magic: peak and descent
The height of Coptic-language magical texts might be 
expected to come after the eclipse of Greek. A statistical 
analysis is hindered by the absence of a published corpus of 
Coptic magical texts: a recent effort to redress this, the 
Kyprianos project, estimates a total of over 500 manuscripts in 
various states of publication, dating between the 3rd and 
12th centuries.45 The most detailed account for Coptic so far 
available, the checklist published by Roxanne Bélanger 
Sarrazin (2017a) based on 242 certain and 60 possible cases, 
yields 35 Coptic formularies that can be assigned to the 6th 
through 8th centuries (and four more assigned to the 5th or 
6th), along with at least 18 finished products (amulets and 
similar) presumably produced from such formularies. (The 
data are presented in Fig. 7.1: only manuscripts listed in this 
checklist as certainly magical, and assigned a date, are 
represented.) This ‘middle’ period corresponds with the lack 
of any monolingual Greek formularies from Egypt securely 
dated after the 6th century, following an ‘early’ transitional 
period of bilingual formularies and translation from Greek 
into Coptic and preceding a ‘late’ period in Islamic Egypt. 
The statistical peak, however, a total of 42 formularies (and 
31 finished products) and some of the most extensive of the 
surviving documents, comes in the ‘late’ period. By then 
Arabic had already established itself as the new language of 
governance in Egypt, but Coptic continued in use within 
Christian communities before the rise of Christian Arabic. 
To judge from published survivals, the ground prepared by 
the ‘early’ and ‘middle’ periods was exploited most fully in 
the ‘late’ one, though an evidentiary bias will have favoured 
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period and Late Antiquity. It may even have been a 
hypothetical ‘offspring of Israel’ (ⲓⲥⲣⲁⲏⲗ, differing only in 
one letter from ⲓⲥⲙⲁⲏⲗ) originally within a Jewish version of 
this procedure that inspired this addition. Coptic would, in 
the course of the Middle Ages, be replaced for magical 
purposes by Christian Arabic, whose medieval Egyptian 
tradition remains to be studied. It is possible, nevertheless, to 
look ahead to some modern examples, such as two 
handbooks for the application of the Psalms for amuletic 
purposes from 20th-century Egypt.53 

The statistical peak of surviving evidence for text 
production associated with Coptic magic, as analysed here, 
lies in the Islamic period, and the spread of Arabic does not 
immediately equate to the loss of written Coptic for ritual 
purposes. The presence of finished products in Coptic 
mentioning people with Arabic names is a further caution in 
this regard. One 11th-century fever amulet on paper from 
Behnasa, the medieval settlement on the site of the ancient 
city of Oxyrhynchos, in fact mirrors the situation of a 5th-
century amulet from the same place, with personal names 
providing the only direct signs of the probable Arabic and 
Coptic spoken languages of their respective beneficiaries.54 
The bilingual Heidelberg formulary introduced above also 
points to a similar hybridity of modern convenience and 
preservation of older traditions. That influence ran from 
Islamic culture and religion in the other direction, finally, is 
shown by a sheet of paper from the otherwise generally 
Jewish textual assemblage of the Cairo Genizah but with 
recognisably Christian features, copied in the 9th–11th 
centuries ad.55 The text is entirely in Coptic script, but the 
first lines give a transliteration of the Islamic bismillah 
(ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲉⲗⲗⲉ ⲉⲗⲣⲁϩⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲗⲣⲁϩⲓⲙ) and an Arabic formulation 
of the particulars of the curse, that the tongue of a named 
man be bound before a named woman. This section is 
followed by magical charakteres, then a Coptic invocation of a 
Christian deity with reference to the ‘voice uttered at the top 
of the wood(en cross)’.

The association of Copts as a religious community with 
magic continued long into modern Egypt. Muslim 
communities had magic of their own, and practitioners to 
match,56 to whom Christians indeed sometimes turned 
already in the medieval period,57 but Christian neighbours 
were specially sought out by Muslims for related purposes, 
whether because of magical efficacy attributed to alterity, or 
a reputation for inheritance of ancient traditions. During her 
time in residence with Egyptian peasants in the early 20th 
century, Winifred Susan Blackman observed that Muslim 
women would seek barakah (‘blessing’, a substance with 
talismanic or amuletic efficacy) from Christian women, 
usually in the form of pieces of their clothing, to protect 
children, and she herself was asked to spit in the mouths of 
infants for the same purpose.58 Blackman also encountered a 
‘written charm’ provided to a Muslim woman for the 
protection of her unborn child, ‘obviously Coptic’ in its 
invocation of the trinitarian deity; the co-existence of one 
Muslim and one Copt magician in the same village; and a 
Coptic priest with a book containing ‘the proper 
incantations’ to accompany a ritual to find buried treasure.59 
The circulation of books – that is, formularies – alongside 
the translation of magical texts may explain in part how 

internal indications are rare, and such as can be found are of 
a much later date.49 Some considerations specific to the Hay 
manuscripts, on what can nevertheless be hypothesised, 
have already been given in Chapter 6.4. More generally, the 
traditional Egyptian temples, whose operations 
accommodated, if not encouraged, the copying of magical 
texts for wider circulation, must be removed from the 
equation in most cases after the 4th century, and certainly 
after the 5th. The integration of magical texts within 
Christian institutions, church and monastic, was 
ideologically more problematic but probably still important: 
both internal evidence, such as intertexts with Christian 
scripture, and external indications, such as the ire of 
Shenoute against churchmen implicated in magic (below, 
7.8) point in this direction. A third way had opened up 
already in the earlier Graeco-Roman period: literate people 
with access to formularies but no apparent connection to 
structures of religious institutions, exemplified by the 
bilingual correspondence from Kellis, discussed above (7.5).

The Hay manuscripts show no signs of the Islamic 
context in which, according to the dating proposed in this 
volume, they should now be placed. This conclusion extends 
to physical disposition – the eventually more economical 
paper is not yet in use, to say nothing of wood-block printing 
for finished products50 – as well as content. Developments in 
the rest of the Islamic period may be briefly summarised, as 
a sort of mirror image of earlier shifts, in which Coptic 
gradually fades in favour of Arabic. Coptic, by then the chief 
language of Egyptian Christianity, will first share space with 
Arabic in bilingual formularies. In P.Heid. (Schott-
Reinhardt) A / K 500/1 (P.Bad. V 123), assigned to the 7th or 
8th century ad by its editors, scribal practices of Late 
Antiquity continue in the use of a papyrus roll, rotated to 
receive a single, tall column (transversa charta), and the Coptic 
ritual texts are copied in a still relatively fluid, documentary-
style hand, but each is introduced by instructions in the 
Arabic language and script. Such a disposition would 
already begin to allow cross-cultural applications, that is, 
beyond the needs of a Christian community in which Arabic 
eventually became the spoken language, the use of originally 
Christian ritual material on behalf of, or even by, Muslims. 

Further evidence for this adaptation will be encountered 
in section 7.8 on external sources for later magical practices. 
One internal witness can be mentioned here: an invocation 
in a Vienna papyrus of the 9th or 10th century seeking 
favour ‘before the race of Adam and all the children of Zoe’, 
so far broadly similar to what is found also in the Hay 
manuscripts (Hay 3, 27–8; Hay 4, 32–4), but adding 
another clause, ‘and all the offspring of Ismael’ (ⲙⲡⲉ̣ⲙ̣ⲧⲱ 
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲁⲇⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ̣ ̣ ⲛϣ̣ⲏⲣⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲍ̣ⲱⲏ ⲙⲛ 
ⲡⲉϫⲡⲟ̣ ̣ ⲧⲏⲣ̣ϥ ̣ ⲛⲓⲥⲙⲁⲏⲗ).51 The presence of ⲓⲥⲙⲁⲏⲗ, 
apparently the biblical Is(h)mael, puzzled the first editor, but 
it can now also be recognised in an invocation for a 
comparable purpose (attracting customers to a shop) in a 
10th-century magical handbook.52 In both cases the phrase 
can be explained as an addition to gain relevance, for 
Christians on their way to becoming a minority culture 
among the ‘offspring of Ishmael’, that is, the Arab rulers of 
Egypt and its growing Muslim population more generally, 
an analogous situation to that of Jews in the Graeco-Roman 
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references may evoke at first survival or resurgence of 
traditional pre-Christian cult – and Shenoute might not 
have found this contrary to his purpose – but, as in the Hay 
texts, a Christianity may be conceived as incorporating such 
diverse elements as to make it unrecognisable to an ascetic.

Not yet directly relevant to the Hay texts, but indicative 
of variety in popular ritual practice, is an accusation of 
amulet-making from natural objects. In this case the body 
parts of animals are at issue, and the makers are monks, who 
act on behalf of secular people. Specifically, monks are 
condemned who produce amulets made of animal parts 
(snake head, crocodile tooth, fox claws) to be worn on the 
body, and monks and presbyters who provide holy water and 
blessed oil for healing.64 Nowhere are written formularies 
mentioned that might inform these productions, but there is 
a broad conceptual parallel in the Cyranides, an 
encyclopaedia on the occult properties of animal, plant and 
stone products that included recommendations for amulets. 
Reflections of the textual tradition of the Cyranides can also 
be recognised in Coptic.65

A particularly rich description of what Shenoute 
condemns as pagan magic comes in his recounting of a raid 
on private houses at Pneuit, near his monastic centre. These 
activities could pass for the sort of private ritual practice to 
which the Hay manuscripts belonged, and may not even 
have been seen by their practitioners as anything but 
Christian. Carried off and destroyed were ‘idols’ (ⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ), 
offerings of first-fruits and lamps (ⲁⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏ, ⲗⲩⲭⲛⲓⲁ), and 
‘books full of abomination’ (ⲛϫⲱⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲉϩ ⲛⲃⲟⲧⲉ) or ‘full 
of every magic’ (ⲡϫⲱⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲉϩ ⲙⲙⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ), owned by 
‘performers of magic (hik), of remedies, of horoscope-casting, 
of calculation of the stars in the sky, of the worship of idols’ 
(ⲛⲓⲣⲉϥⲣϩⲓⲕ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲕⲁⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲱⲡ ⲉⲛⲛⲥⲓⲟⲩ 
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲛⲣⲉϥϣⲙϣⲉⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ).66 Nothing suggests that these 
people, whose multifarious activities are catalogued, are 
monks or churchmen, whom Shenoute might have labelled 
as such, nor is it clear that there is a temple – condemned 
pointedly elsewhere in Coptic hagiography67 – rather than 
private devotion. Further, indirect support for this secular 
magic is the list of professions that the Coptic version of the 
Traditio apostolica presents as problematic for catechumens: 
beyond the general ‘magician’ (ⲙⲁⲅⲟⲥ), also the more 
specific ‘performer of incantations’ (ⲣⲉϥⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ), ‘astrologer’ 
(ⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ), ‘diviner’ (ⲣⲉϥϣⲓⲛⲉ), ‘dream-interpreter’ 
(ⲡⲉⲧⲃⲱⲗ ⲛϩ̅ⲉⲛⲣⲁⲥⲟⲩ), and ‘maker of amulets’ (ⲡⲉⲧⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ 
ⲛϩ̅ⲉⲛⲫⲩⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ).68

Shenoute’s Life, not from his pen but reflecting the outlook 
of the monastic community that he established, offers one 
more piece of evidence for the spread of magical practices. 
The latter, in this vignette, appear dependent in turn on 
written formularies, and outside the framework of religious 
institutions. Some ‘pagans’ (ϩⲉⲗⲏⲛⲟⲥ) attempted to prevent 
Shenoute’s visit to their village by burying ritual objects 
created according to ‘their books’ (ⲁⲩⲑⲱⲙⲥ ⲛϩⲁⲛⲫⲁⲣⲙⲁⲅⲓⲁ 
ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲛⲟⲩϫⲱⲙ) in his path.69 The episode is influenced by 
literary commonplaces,70 but the reference to ‘books’ may 
still be credited as an authentic contemporary detail. 
Support comes from references within the Coptic magical 
papyri themselves, showing anxiety about harm from 
aggressive ritual deployed via writing – for example the 

distinctive features of Late Antiquity, reflected also in the 
Hay manuscripts, could still be found in Blackman’s time: a 
written ‘charm’ for erotic magic buried at the threshold of a 
male target, to make him unable to eat or sleep, and the 
requirement of the mother’s name (metronym) rather than 
the patronym to identify the target.60 Nor were the ritual 
healing practices dependent upon priestly or monastic 
actors: a report from the decade after the residence of 
Blackman has an apparently professional healer, for whom 
no ecclesiastical affiliation is mentioned, attend to a 
scorpion-sting via amulet and oral incantation.61

7.8 ‘Outsider’ sources
With the exception of the ethnography of modern Egypt just 
introduced, the preceding account has preferred the 
testimony of ‘insider’ sources, which have the advantage of a 
precise and unbiased account of the workings, and some 
sense, however incomplete, of the extent of the underlying 
practices. These sources leave obvious gaps: the 
circumstances of production and use (if the formularies were 
indeed used) above all, as the copyists of the formularies in 
question as a rule remain anonymous. Bilingual formularies 
and finished products at least provide indirect indications 
and onomastic data, which can, for example, illustrate the 
implication of Coptic-language ritual formularies in the 
production of amulets for Muslims, or at least Christians 
with Arabic names – a testament to their continued 
relevance in Islamic Egypt. This final section turns to the 
contribution of other sources on Coptic magic, with 
particular attention to its social position.

The nexus of Egyptian language and ritual professionals 
can be illustrated with an anecdote of Anastasios of Sinai, 
probably set shortly before the Arab conquest of Egypt. 
Some ‘magicians’ (φάρμακοι) have been confined in prison, 
itself an interesting testament to official attitudes to their 
practices, which receive no further specification.62 As 
reported by a prison-keeper, sent to get written statements 
from the accused for their trials, one of them speaks to him 
‘in the Egyptian language’ (Αἰγυπτιακῇ γλώττῃ), warning 
him to make sure that he has taken communion and is 
wearing a cross before questioning his colleagues, to prevent 
them from harming him.

The most extensive witness is the work of the abbot 
Shenoute (c.347–465), best known of Coptic authors,63 and 
leader of monastic communities near the village of Atripe in 
Upper Egypt across the Nile from Panopolis. Shenoute 
wrote at an important transitional period in Late Antiquity 
some centuries before the Hay manuscripts. The rapid 
Christianisation of Egypt in the 4th century was, in 
retrospect, a fait accompli, but, to judge from the words of 
Shenoute, the outcome could not yet be taken for granted. 
His invective against contemporary superstitions and 
accusations of ‘paganism’ (various expressions including via 
the loanword Ἕλλην) must be taken with much caution: 
there is a pervasive rhetorical agenda, driven by 
contemporary rivalries, and indulgence in biblical and 
hagiographic tropes. Some suggestive details, however, 
should not be ignored. The venom reserved by a monk for 
practices claimed in modern scholarship to be performed by 
monks also complicates the latter claim. Some of the 
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prayer attributed to Mary in P.Lond.Copt. Or. 4714(1) 
(P.Lond.Copt. I 368), ‘if something has been done against him, 
may it return upon the head of him who wrote it’ (ⲉϣ̇ⲱⲡⲉ 
ⲁⲩⲣ ̅ ϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲣ̇ⲟϥ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲕⲧ̇ⲟϥ ⲉϫ̇ⲛⲧ̅ⲁⲡⲏ ⲙⲡ̇ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲥϩⲁⲥⲟⲩ) 
– and from outside, as in a prayer seeking the divine release 
of a woman’s womb in case she has been cursed with 
infertility, including by ‘binding’ (ⲙⲟⲩⲣ) of her womb with 
an ‘amulet’ (ⲫⲩⲗⲁⲕⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ).71

A perspective on the more positive use of ritual words, 
deployed in oral rather than written form, is preserved in a 
homily attributed to Athanasius. Here is some rare evidence 
for ‘outsider’ sources quoting ritual speech, beyond 
condemning its mere existence. The author complains of 
contemporary amuletic practices including the use of 
‘enchanted water’ (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ) over which the users had 
made what can be read as a short incantation in the form of 
a performative utterance, ‘It is this evil that we cast out!’ 
(ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙ̅ⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲛⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϯ̅ⲣⲃ̅ⲟⲟⲛⲉ).72

7.9 Conclusion
Together, Chapters 6 and 7 have considered first the 
particularities of the Hay manuscripts, then their context in 
the ritual of the late ancient Mediterranean world, the 
background of this ritual landscape in earlier Egypt and its 
later career in Islamic Egypt. The texts remain substantially 
unique testimony to the collecting and, probably, practice of 
a group of ritual specialists, but they cannot be fully 
understood without a perspective on the linguistic and cultic 
currents that informed their times. Through 
contextualisation, they begin to emerge as witnesses to the 
afterlife of the vibrant, multiply determined cultic situation 
of Late Antiquity, the diverse cultural background – 
traditional Egyptian, Hellenic, Jewish, Gnostic – that 
informed the Christianity of the still anonymous people 
behind them.
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