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ABSTRACTABSTRACTABSTRACTABSTRACT    

    

Networks of the Theban Desert: social, economic, and religious Networks of the Theban Desert: social, economic, and religious Networks of the Theban Desert: social, economic, and religious Networks of the Theban Desert: social, economic, and religious interactions in Late interactions in Late interactions in Late interactions in Late 

Byzantine and Early Islamic ThebesByzantine and Early Islamic ThebesByzantine and Early Islamic ThebesByzantine and Early Islamic Thebes    

    

This thesis examines the range of interactions which bound the Egyptian town of Jeme 

(Medinet Habu), and the nearby monasteries of the Theban necropolis, to each other and to 

other, more distant communities in the seventh and eighth centuries CE. In doing so, it also 

seeks to assess the importance of this west Theban community in the exchange networks that 

covered Egypt as a whole, and the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes in particular. 

 

The communities of western Thebes, and especially the town of Jeme, are ideal for this study 

since large amounts of documentary evidence in Coptic survive from multiple sites within 

well-defined chronological limits. While Jeme is the main focus, this thesis also concentrates 

on three of the many contemporary monastic communities in the area: the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon, the monastery of Epiphanius, and the solitary monk Frange. These three 

communities are ideal since they have the largest bodies of documentary evidence attesting 

them, which makes network studies more viable, and since they are of different sizes and 

natures (monastery, laura, hermitage), making them a representative sample of the range of 

communities present on the Theban mountain. Where relevant, material from other sites, in 

particular the monastery of Apa Paul, is also taken into consideration. 

 

The relationship between Jeme and the larger monastic communities of western Thebes was 

close and interdependent, and it is argued that the presence of Jeme allowed the monasteries 

to flourish, and that their success in turn increased Jeme’s own status. These close knit 

communities then formed a regional hub which, while not a site of the same importance as the 

nome capitals, was still of significant economic and religious importance to the communities 

of the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. An understanding of the nature of the west Theban 

communities and how they fitted in to broader exchange networks not only demonstrates the 

symbiotic relationship between monastic and secular communities, but provides the 

groundwork for future sociological studies of the region, whose discussions can now be 

framed in the light of the regional importance of western Thebes. 
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IIIINTRODUCTION NTRODUCTION NTRODUCTION NTRODUCTION ––––    BBBBACKGROUND AND ACKGROUND AND ACKGROUND AND ACKGROUND AND GGGGOALSOALSOALSOALS    
 

THE CONNECTIONS OF WESTERN THEBES 

 

The secular and monastic communities1 that inhabited western Thebes in the seventh and 

eighth centuries CE are among the best-attested communities in the Coptic documentary 

record of this period. This wealth of evidence makes the region ideal for the study of a wide 

variety of subjects2. The primary goal of the present study is to assess the role that these 

communities, in particular the town of Jeme3, played in the social, economic, and religious 

life of the region. This is achieved through an examination and assessment of the links which 

bound Jeme both to the local monastic communities of the Theban mountain and to the other 

towns, villages, and cities of Egypt, in particular those of the Hermonthite and Koptite 

nomes4. An examination of the network of Jeme indicates that the town was not only closely 

tied to the local monasteries, so much so that their respective successes can be described as 

interdependent, but that Jeme played a role in the local economy that was, in other regions, 

performed by more urban centres and nome capitals. 

 

Looking at the network of Jeme in isolation, however, is only partially valuable. The nearby 

monastic communities functioned in a close partnership with Jeme and, as a result, their 

networks must also be examined as part of this study. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to 

analyse the network of every monastic community on the Theban mountain, so particular 

focus will be placed on networks which are both well-documented and representative of the 

                                                
1 Throughout this thesis, I frequently use the word ‘community’ to refer to the various conceptually distinct 
groups that I discuss. My use of this word implies no indication of the size of the group in question. As such, the 
inhabitants of Jeme are a community, as are those of the various monastic institutions on the mount of Jeme, 
including the small grouping of a solitary monk and his disciple. 
2 Indeed, the documents from Jeme and the surrounding monasteries have already influenced numerous studies. 
Among them: bibliographic and prosopographic studies of the textual evidence – Wilfong (1989) and Till (1962) 
in particular; studies on daily life and gender – Wilfong’s (2002 & 2003) publications on the role of women in 
Jeme, as well as his work on its moneylenders (1990), and on daily life particularly Schiller (1953); studies on 
monasticism – Winlock & Crum (1926), Godlewski (1986), Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010), and Heurtel (2008:A 
& 2008:B); studies on various aspects of the practice of child donations to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon – 
Schaten (1996), Papaconstantinou (2001), and Richter (2005); studies on legal texts – for which Till’s (1964) 
translation volume of Theban legal texts is still valuable, as is Till’s (1939) study of the so-called protection 
documents, and MacCoull (2009); Cromwell’s work on the scribes of Jeme (2010:B and a forthcoming 
publication); Wickham’s broad work on the early middle ages (2005); as well as many other studies on 
monasticism and other aspects of Egyptian life in the sixth to eighth centuries CE. 
3 Pronounced something like JEAH-meh. 
4 The town of Jeme is discussed more fully below. A description of all the communities to which Jeme and the 
other west Theban sites discussed here were connected is given in Appendix A. 
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variety of monastic communities that existed in this area: specifically the networks of the 

monasteries of Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul, that of the so-called monastery of 

Epiphanius, and that of the solitary monk Frange. Where relevant, evidence from other 

monastic sites will also be considered. When their networks are viewed in the light of the 

interdependence of the monasteries and Jeme, it becomes clear that these communities formed 

a west Theban hub, and that together they were able to become more important to the region 

than any of them would have been able to individually. 

 

This study is divided into four sections. In Section I, the means by which connections are 

identified, the limitations of these selection criteria, and other methodological concerns are 

laid out. The foundation for the identification of connections between the residents of Jeme 

and those of other communities is location designators: the clauses by which individuals are 

associated with particular toponyms. Given that such clauses are the basis for the data, their 

use requires detailed examination, and a considerable part of this section is devoted to 

identifying patterns in their usage. It is apparent that some of the constructions that make up 

these designators have different nuances in their meaning, and these differences are discussed 

in full. The use of location designators in witness and scribal statements can also be used to 

indicate where some of the Theban documents were written, and a study of this aspect of the 

texts yields unanticipated results. It seems, for instance, that some of the moneylenders of 

Jeme travelled to their clients, rather than their clients travelling to Jeme, as might be 

expected. 

 

Sections II and III deal with the various relationships which bound the town of Jeme to other 

communities. In the second section, the local connections of Jeme, that is those that Jeme 

maintained with the monastic communities of western Thebes, are examined in detail. The 

strength of the various connections between these groups shows them to have been 

interconnected to such an extent that their relationship is better described in terms of 

interdependence rather than simple connectivity. Such interdependence necessitates a study of 

the monastic networks (Section IV), since it suggests that Jeme was not necessarily an 

important town in isolation, but, in combination with the monasteries, was part of a west 

Theban hub which was of considerable importance to the surrounding region. 

 

While Section II deals with the local connections of the inhabitants of Jeme, Section III 

examines Jeme’s place in the wider region. Most of the town’s interactions took place within 
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the boundaries of the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes, but a few demonstrate that Jeme was 

also connected to the larger networks that covered Egypt as a whole. One of the most 

common types of interaction attesting Jeme’s regional position is moneylending; the 

moneylenders of Jeme had a thriving trade with the surrounding towns, and with farmers in 

particular. The dependence of farming communities on loans from lenders in urban centres is 

well documented in Egypt5, and the regular appearance of lenders from Jeme reinforces the 

concept that this town, while not the equivalent of a city in other respects, did indeed play the 

role of an urban hub for the surrounding villages. 

 

In Section IV, the network of Jeme is compared with the networks of four of the monastic 

communities on its mountain. Such a comparison not only supports the idea of a west Theban 

hub argued for in Section II, but also shows which communities were connected to multiple 

west Theban networks. This can be used to indicate the relative importance of the 

communities connected to the west Theban hub, on the assumption that those toponyms 

connected to multiple west Theban communities were more integrated into the network. The 

evidence presented over these sections shows Jeme and the communities of western Thebes to 

have been of considerable regional importance. Together they formed a hub that fulfilled 

some of the roles of urban centres in other areas. 

 

Before the discussion of these communities and their networks, it is necessary to provide 

some background to Egypt in the period covered by this thesis, and to the town of Jeme itself. 

Descriptions of the monastic groups discussed in this thesis are provided in Appendix A. 

 

 

EGYPT IN THE SEVENTH AND EIGHTH CENTURIES CE 

 

The earliest precisely dated Coptic text relating to the town of Jeme is a now much-cited 

ostracon of March 6016, in which a scribe records a solar eclipse and dates it by reference to a 

magistrate of that town7. Although there are some documents from Jeme thought to be of an 

the 

                                                
5 Keenan (1981). 
6 All dates in this thesis are CE unless otherwise specified. 
7 Originally published by Stern (1878), no. 1, p. 12, and more recently as SB Kopt. II 1238. For the dating see 
Allen (1947) and Wilfong (2002) 1 and notes. The date of this text has been re-confirmed and discussed fully by 
Gilmore & Ray (2006). 
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earlier date, the solar eclipse text marks a general terminus post quem for the documentation 

examined in this study8. Its terminus ante quem, on the other hand, is set by the absence of 

documents from the town datable to the ninth century9.This two-century date range (600-800) 

has been liberally applied to any undated Coptic document from Thebes and consequently 

delimits the extent of this study. While such dates are of course rough, the work of Till on 

dating many of the Jeme documents has proven this date range accurate10. Although it is not 

an entirely satisfactory designation, for the sake of convenience I refer to the period bound by 

these two points as ‘Coptic’11. 

 

During the period encompassed by the west Theban material – the seventh and eighth 

centuries – Egypt endured a number of governmental changes. Despite this, it maintained a 

surprising amount of administrative continuity. By the beginning of the seventh century, over 

600 years of Roman rule of Egypt, which had itself seen Egypt through a considerable 

number of social and political changes, was drawing to a close12. For understanding the social 

context of the Coptic documentation of western Thebes, the fourth and fifth centuries are 

particularly important because of the rapid expansion of Christianity which occurred during 

this time. By the sixth century, this Christianisation of Egypt had become “thoroughly 

universal”13, and persisted even into the first centuries of Islamic rule as the favoured religion 

of the Egyptian population. The rapid growth of the Egyptian church and of the large 

monastic establishments that followed lent these institutions considerable degrees of wealth 

and social authority14. Indeed, the integration of Church and society in seventh and eighth 

century Egypt is palpable in the documentation of the period15. 

 

While Christianity was flourishing in the sixth and seventh centuries, the Roman Empire was 

in a state of political disarray. The first half of the seventh century saw the uprising of 

Heraclius against the Emperor Phocas, and political manoeuvrings left Egypt vulnerable to 

the incursion of the Persians, who invaded and held the country for about ten years (617-

                                                
8 A late sixth century date for P.KRU 105, supposedly the foundation charter of a monastery of Phoibammon 
near Jeme (not necessarily that of Deir el-Bahri), is argued by MacCoull (2010). See the discussion of this text 
on pp. 74-79. 
9 Wilfong (1989) 94-95. 
10 Till (1962). 
11 On the problems with the use of Coptic in such a context, see Clackson (2004) 39-41. 
12 For a summary of the state of Egypt in the centuries of Roman rule see Ritner (1998). 
13 Keenan (2000) 619. See also Ritner (1998) 28-33. 
14 This is demonstrable in the Theban documentation, see particularly Section II. 
15 See, for example, Kaegi (1998) 35; Keenan (2000) 620; and Sijpesteijn (2007) 183. 
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629)16. Though the emperor Heraclius recaptured Egypt from the Persians in 629, he was not 

able to hold it for long. The Arab conquest of Egypt, under ‘Amr ibn al-‘As, occurred in 640-

642, and while a small Byzantine force managed to retake Alexandria in 644/5, they could not 

hold it17. Egypt was to remain a permanent possession of the Islamic Caliphate. 

 

Despite the significant political events of the seventh century, very little in the routine of daily 

life would have changed for most Egyptians. Agriculture was ever the pillar of the Egyptian 

economy and incoming rulers, Persian or Arab, would not want to significantly disrupt this 

source of revenue. It is doubtful that there was any substantial destruction of property or 

administrative deterioration following the Persian invasion and, likewise, the arrival of the 

Arabs probably had little impact on the population outside Alexandria and Lower Egypt18. 

Only at the highest levels of the administration and in matters concerning the treatment of 

Muslims and non-Muslims would there have been any change. The conquerors preferred, in 

the beginning, not to significantly alter the already functioning Byzantine administrative 

framework19. For the most part then, Egypt was “marked by significant day-to-day 

continuities in its administrative, economic, and social structures”20. Indeed the Arabic 

government seems, at first, to have gone out of its way to foster friendly relationships with the 

Church and the Coptic patriarchs, no doubt realising that their co-operation would facilitate a 

smoother takeover by the new rulers21. For the inhabitants of western Thebes in Upper Egypt, 

this continuity is attested by the complete lack of any reference to the change in the 

documentary evidence. In fact, in the first few decades after the Arab invasion, one could be 

forgiven for thinking that no governmental change had occurred at all22. 

 

It is not until the eighth century that the Arab presence really becomes noticeable in the 

documentary record23. By this time, the slow process of the Islamisation of the administration 

was virtually complete. The Arabic rulers had been gradually phasing out Christian duces and 

                                                
16 For a detailed summary of the political and strategic position of the Empire during the final century of Roman 
rule in Egypt see Kaegi (1998) 44-55. The exact date of the Persian invasion seems to be in some confusion. 
Ritner (1998) 33, puts it in the year 616; Kaegi (1998) 36, in 617; and Keenan (2000) 628, in 619. 
17 Kaegi (1998) 53-55; Ritner (1998) 33; Sijpesteijn (2007) 186. 
18 For the impact of the Persian invasion see Kaegi (1998) 42-43. For an excellent description of the changes and 
continuities of the first years of Arab rule, and the basis of what follows, see generally Sijpesteijn (2007). For a 
discussion on the internal politics of the Islamic rulers of Egypt during this period see Kennedy (1998). 
19 Abbot (1938) 99-101 and cf. Papaconstantinou (2010), who stresses the role of the new government rather 
than their lack of serious administrative changes. 
20 Sijpesteijn (2007) 184. 
21 Sijpesteijn (2007) 188-189. 
22 See also Wilfong (1990) 176. 
23 See, for instance, the references given in Sijpesteijn (2007) 187. 
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pagarchs and replacing them with Muslim counterparts, allowing greater control of Egypt’s 

finances24. Thus, in eighth century legal documents from western Thebes, references to 

Muslim officials, such as the emir Flavius Saal son of Abdella (P.KRU 45.3-4), begin to 

emerge. The increasing appearance of Arabic protocols on such documents likewise attests to 

this new administration. At the village level, however, officials continued to be drawn from 

the local, Christian populace25. 

 

The most noticeable disparity for the villagers of Egypt was surely financial. A religious poll 

tax applicable to all non-Muslims had been introduced soon after the Arab conquest, and this 

controversial tax likely led to the mass flight of many farmers from this new burden26. Indeed, 

a pagarch expresses this very fear when informing a village official of the new tax (CPR XXII 

1, dated 644), and an extensive list of fugitives from Aphrodito (P.Lond. IV 1460, dated 709), 

many of whom were from the Theban region, testifies that such fears were not unfounded. 

Moreover, a number of Coptic revolts in the eighth century mark the discontent of parts of the 

populace. This led to a policy of disseminating increasing numbers of Arab immigrants 

throughout the countryside and, eventually, to greater rates of conversion27. Although it is 

tempting to link these revolts to the decline of documentary evidence in western Thebes 

shortly after, it is clear that Egyptian heritage remained strong. Even after the Umayyad 

viceroy ‘Abd-AllaZh ibn ‘Abd al-Malik required Arabic to be used in all state affairs in 705, 

Coptic remained in common use for documentary texts until the mid-ninth century, and was 

still used in other contexts until the eleventh28. 

 

 

THE COPTIC TOWN OF JEME 

 

This is the cultural and political context into which the documentary material relating to Jeme 

and the surrounding region falls. The Coptic town of Jeme (ϫⲏⲙⲉ), called in Greek the 

                                                
24 Sijpesteijn (2007) 194-195. 
25 See for example lashanes of Jeme in P.KRU 7.3-4 (730-739); P.KRU 16.3-5 (735 or 750); P.KRU 69.5-6 (729 
or 744); and many others. That they were Christian is established on onomastic and contextual grounds. 
26 See Sijpesteijn (2007) 192. 
27 Sijpesteijn (2007) 195. In the eighth century, the first forced conversions began on a small scale, likely only in 
regards to officials. 
28 Richter (2009:A) 420-421. See generally pp. 417-432 for a thorough discussion of the evidence relating to the 
decline of Coptic. Although Coptic documentary material is rare after the mid-ninth century, a literary tradition 
continued up until the fourteenth. 
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Kastron Memnonion (or τά Μεµνόνεια29), was located in and around the remains of the 

mortuary temple of Ramses III, modern Medinet Habu, which stands on the edge of the 

cultivated zone of the western bank of the Nile, opposite modern Luxor and a little over 

3.5km from the river30. Jeme fell in the administrative zone, called a nome (ⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ), of 

Ermont, a city some 12.5km to the southwest. To the north lay the nome of Koptos, whose 

eponymous capital, 38km distant and on the opposite bank, was situated on an important trade 

route between the Nile Valley and the Red Sea. The 60-70km stretch of the Nile covering the 

nomes of Koptos and Ermont encompasses the majority of toponyms that occur alongside 

Jeme in the Theban documentation, however the exact location and size of many of them is 

unknown. Together, the towns and cities of this region formed various networks of which 

Jeme was a part. How important a part remains to be seen, but within its more immediate 

surroundings, Jeme was certainly integral31. 

 

Rising behind Medinet Habu is the desert escarpment, which in ancient times was the final 

resting place for many Pharaohs, their consorts, and members of their courts – an area well 

known to tourists today as the site of the Valley of the Kings and other famous landmarks 

such as Deir el-Bahri. For the local Egyptians of the seventh and eighth centuries, however, 

the tombs directly facing the Nile Valley – the tombs of the nobles – and the nearby pharaonic 

mortuary temples were the most relevant to their lives as homes to many Christian monks. 

Some, like the monk Frange of TT29, lived alone or with a disciple. Others, such as those at 

the so-called monastery of Epiphanius around TT103, gathered together in small communities 

focused around one or more senior monks. Still others lived in large monastic complexes 

possessed of considerable resources and functioning administrative hierarchies, such as the 

monasteries of Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul. The area encompassed by the dwellings of 

these monks was known to the locals as the (holy) mount of Jeme (ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ), 

a name which highlights the importance of that town within its immediate surrounds. That the 

monks and the town were largely interdependent is clear from the documentary sources. As 

Terry Wilfong put it: “the economic and social interaction between inhabitants of the 

                                                
29 The origin of the Greek name Memnonia is discussed in detail in Bataille (1952) 1-21 and Westerfeld (2010) 
103-110. Although it is clear that both Jeme and the Memnonia once referred to the whole area around Medinet 
Habu, in the majority of cases in the seventh and eighth centuries it is clear that the town itself is meant. The 
churches and monasteries of the surrounding region are more likely to be referred to as on ‘the mountain of 
Jeme’. Kastron, the Greek form of the latin castrum (‘fort’), tends top be used in Coptic texts to refer to walled 
settlements, particularly those built within the boundary walls of Pharaonic temples. 
30 It lies at 25°43'11.14"N 32°36'2.67"E. 
31 Information on the toponyms that occur in connection with Jeme and the Theban monasteries can be found in 
Appendix A. 
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monastic communities and those of the town of Jeme shows them to have been interconnected 

to such an extent as to form a general West Theban community”32. 

 

By all accounts, a large part of the town of Jeme itself was still visible to the expedition of 

Napoleon in 1800 and to the later Prussian expedition under Richard Lepsius in 184533. 

However, over the course of the following century the Coptic structures were progressively 

cleared or destroyed34. From 1859 to 1913, a series of teams from the Service de 

Conservation des Monuments de l’Égypte worked to clear the site down to the Ramessid 

remains, pursuing this goal to such an extent that even some mud-brick Ramessid structures 

were not recognised and removed35. Between these expeditions the site was abandoned to 

sebakh diggers, who further contributed to the destruction of Coptic and earlier period mud-

brick structures36. By the time the Oriental Institute took interest in the site in 1924, the 

Coptic remains had suffered considerable damage and were mainly limited to the northwest 

corner of the area inside the boundary wall. While the original goal of the Oriental Institute in 

Medinet Habu was to record the scenes and inscriptions on the temple walls, it was decided 

early on that an architectural survey of the entire site would be appropriate. Uvo Hölscher 

carried out this work in six seasons between 1927 and 1933, thankfully giving importance to 

all periods of occupation. Although Hölscher cleared most of the Coptic houses from inside 

the boundary walls in the course of his excavation, he at least did so systematically, and it is 

from his work that the vast majority of our knowledge of the settlement history of Medinet 

Habu comes. Today, remains of Coptic houses can still be seen, but only on top of the north 

and west boundary walls. 

 

The excavations carried out by Hölscher demonstrate a near continual pattern of settlement 

from the time the mortuary temple was finished in the 20th Dynasty (around 1167 BCE), to 

the apparent abandonment of the site in the ninth century of our era37. The first secular 

buildings in Medinet Habu were constructed early in its life, when it became the seat of 

administration for the Theban necropolis and likely also housed the military garrison which 

                                                
32 Wilfong (2002) 7. 
33 Hölscher (1934) 1. 
34 For the history of work on the site, and references to publications from early work see Hölscher (1934) 1-3. 
35 The clearances were carried out over three separate expeditions: 1859-1863, 1888-1899, and 1912-1913. 
36 Sebakh is the modern Egyptian term used to describe a kind of natural fertiliser which is composed of decayed 
organic material, particularly the mud brick remains of ancient structures. As such it is frequently found in the 
remains of ancient inhabitations and its value as a fertiliser and fuel source frequently leads to the destruction of 
ancient remains by farmers seeking to utilise it. 
37 For what follows see generally Hölscher (1954) 1-57. 
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supervised it. From the very earliest stages of its development, then, Medinet Habu was a 

focal point in the west Theban necropolis. These first secular buildings were destroyed along 

with parts of the boundary wall in the overthrowing of the Ramessid Dynasty around 1090 

BCE. Following this, from the 21st to the 26th Dynasties, settlement at Medinet Habu follows 

a pattern of development and destruction, mirroring the political climate of the region. In the 

25th and 26th Dynasties (760-525 BCE), Medinet Habu seems to have enjoyed a particular 

revival, with well-constructed, multi-story buildings erected in the outer temple area 

alongside signs of industry, such as a potter’s workshop38. During Persian and Ptolemaic 

control of Egypt (525-30 BCE), however, there is a lack of new buildings and a similar lack 

of objects from daily life. Combined with evidence of ancient sebakh digging inside the 

boundary walls in the strata of this period, which would only have occurred in uninhabited 

space, this led Hölscher to suggest that the site was largely abandoned at this point. Only the 

so-called Small Temple outside the eastern boundary wall shows evidence of occupation. The 

continued presence of a diminished population is also supported by continued attestations to 

the site in Ptolemaic documentary texts39. Rebuilding on a large scale began again in the 

Roman period, certainly by the end of the first century of our era: the enclosure wall was 

restored and strengthened, wells and kilns are found in number, and there is evidence of a 

bathhouse in the Small Temple outside the eastern fortified gate40. 

 

The occupation and rebuilding of Jeme during the Roman era continued seamlessly into the 

Coptic period41. By the seventh and eighth centuries the town filled the entire area inside the 

enclosure wall, including the old inner sanctuary, and spilled beyond. The picture Hölscher 

paints of Coptic Jeme is of a crowded, organic town. The street level was about 2.5 – 4m 

above the original Ramessid floor, and rose to higher levels toward the northwest corner and 

the walls42. In some places the street level could climb quite steeply – one alley rising 3m 

over its 12m length, no doubt originally by means of stairs. The houses abutted one another 

                                                
38 See Hölscher (1954) 14-16. 
39 Hölscher (1954) 34-35. For the texts see Westerfeld (2010) 98 fn. 66. Westerfeld comments here that the 
“documentary texts bear witness to ongoing settlement at Jeme in that period” and suggests that the lack of 
physical evidence indicates that the settlement was located in the area of the temple complex cleared before 
Hölscher’s excavation. There is no reason, however, to think that the settlement in the Small Temple of 
Hölscher’s argument could not be the settlement referred to in Ptolemaic texts. 
40 See Hölscher (1954) 36-44, 55. 
41 For the settlement during the Coptic period see Hölscher (1954) 45-57. 
42 See Hölscher (1954) 45. Pages 49-51 contain descriptions of houses where the entrances are described as 
ranging from +4m to over +12m. However, in light of his comments on page 45, it must be assumed that these 
numbers refer to height above sea level, and not to height above the original Ramessid ground level. Even so, 
these numbers give a distinct feel for the topography of the site. 
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and stood, in some places, at least four stories high. Even the walls, now in a state of 

disrepair, had houses built on them: a lack of openings facing the exterior of the town 

suggests that these houses doubled as a wall themselves, perhaps not as a defensive structure 

but certainly as a means to control entry. Combined with narrow streets (1.5-1.8m) and even 

narrower blind alleys (less than 1m), Hölscher’s description is quite claustrophobic. 

 

Scattered throughout the town were a number of other structures. Some, like “House” 76, 

were storerooms and workshops: places of business serving the town’s needs. Presumably 

others were town civic structures, although none remain. Most notably from the documentary 

and archaeological record, however, a number of churches stood throughout the town. The 

biggest of these, known as the Holy Church of Jeme, stood in the second courtyard of the 

temple of Ramses III, but at least three others were known to Hölscher from his work: one 

outside the eastern fortified gate; another in the temple precinct of Ay and Horemheb outside 

the north boundary wall; and a third in the remains of the Ptolemaic temple just inside the 

eastern fortified gate43. Stefan Timm, working with the documentary material, identifies 

twenty-one churches or monasteries that may have been in Jeme, although it is impossible to 

know how many of these were actually in Jeme as opposed to on the nearby escarpment or in 

other towns44. 

 

“[Jeme] must have had a large number of inhabitants, probably some tens of thousands, 

closely penned together, wretched, and dirty, as became the oppressed condition of the 

Copts”45. It is clear that Hölscher did not think highly of the living conditions of the 

inhabitants of Jeme in the Coptic period. It is equally clear, however, that in terms of number 

and economic status the population of Jeme was not so wretched as Hölscher believed. While 

no one is in a better position than Hölscher to comment on the cramped feel of the town, 

estimates of “tens of thousands” of inhabitants are surely overstated. Even Alexandre 

Badawy’s later estimate of 18860 inhabitants should be considered too large46. From 

Hölscher’s plans, the total area encompassed by the boundary wall can be calculated as 62698 

                                                
43 See Hölscher (1954) 51-57 and Wilfong (2002) 12-13. 
44 Timm (1984-2007) 1019-1023. 
45 Hölscher (1934) 1. 
46 Badawy (1978) 29. 
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square meters47, and the average house size as about 41 square meters48. Certainly not all 

buildings in Jeme would have been dwellings. In the mining town of Bir Umm Fawakhir, 

only 66 of 105 mapped buildings were houses. Transferring this ratio to Jeme would suggest 

that only 63% of the built space (about 39500 square meters) was inhabited. With an average 

house size of 41 square meters, an inhabited area of 39500 square meters suggests that 966 

inhabited houses lay within and on the boundary wall49. Multiplying this number by 4.3, the 

average size of “principal resident families” in Egypt as given by Bagnall and Frier, suggests 

that Jeme was capable of housing 4153 residents50. Certainly such a figure is rough at best, 

we cannot know if all areas of Jeme were of a similar density to the parts excavated by 

Hölscher, but such variations can be offset by the fact that these calculations have not 

included any of the occupied space that lay beyond the boundary wall. A population of around 

3000-4000, depending on whether or not the town was full to capacity, seems reasonable51. A 

population of this size, if accurate, would put Jeme on the larger end of Egyptian villages and 

make it something of a population centre for the region. Certainly it was the most populated 

town of the west Theban necropolis. 

 

The administration of the town would have been primarily a local affair, as it does not seem to 

have been the seat for any Arabic officials during the Coptic period. The most commonly 

attested official of any kind in the Jeme documents is the lashane (ⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ), who, along with 

a colleague (P.KRU 38.7-9, among others, attests to two lashanes holding office at the same 

time), seems to have acted as village head. Although not a lot is known about the exact 

functions of these men, it is likely that they represented the community in communal actions 

and fulfilled such judicial roles as arbitrating local disputes. In P.KRU 105, the priests and the 

                                                
47 Based on Hölscher (1934) plate 1. Starting at the western-most corner and moving in a clockwise direction, 
the corners are given letters A-D. Using the scale on the plan, the sides were calculated as: AB = 195m; BC = 
320m; CD = 202m; DA = 312m; diagonal AC = 370m. These figures were then used to calculate the area of 
62698m2 (using Heron’s formula to calculate the area of the two triangles so described). 
48 Using Hölscher (1934) plate 32 and the scale provided there, I calculated the area of those buildings on the 
plan that have complete boundaries. To make this easier, I assumed that the houses were regular rectangles. 
Those houses which are clearly L-shaped (such as 31, 34, and 35) were measured as two rectangles. I included 
larger buildings such as ‘house’ 70 (probably a warehouse) in my calculations to offset the possibility of larger 
houses in the parts of the town no longer surviving at the time of Hölscher’s plan. The 69 houses I measured 
were: 3, 4, 6-9, 10, 14-16, 19-21, 28-31, 34, 35, 37, 38, 41-43, 45, 46, 49, 50, 53, 54, 56-60, 62, 63, 65, 67-70, 
76-78, 80, 82, 84, 87, 91-92, 98, 101-104, 106, 110-113, 115, 117, 119, 118, and 121-124. The total area of these 
houses was 2821.813m2, which gives an average house size of 40.8958 (to four decimal places). This figure, 
rather than the rounded 41, has been used in the calculations below. 
49 The specific calculation is 39499.74 / 40.08958 = 965.8630 (to four decimal places). 
50 Bagnall & Frier (1994) 67. See generally chapter 3 for discussion on the demography of Egyptian households. 
51 This is well below the estimates of Hölscher and Badawy, but would nevertheless put Jeme at the upper end of 
village populations – Bagnall (1993) 110-111. Cf. Wilfong (2002) 13, who estimates the population as 1000-
2000, and gives the total area of Jeme, including what lay outside the boundary wall, as 110000m2. 
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lashane of Jeme assent to a charter on behalf of the entire community, suggesting that 

ecclesiastical officials were just as important as the secular in the life of the village. Beyond 

the lashane, the dioiketes, a local official probably representing the Arab administration, and 

the emir of Ermont, probably the Arab official in charge of the nome, are occasionally 

attested in the dating formula at the beginning of legal papyri (as in P.KRU 13.1-4), but have 

little visible role in the village beyond such references. Finally, a group of men existed in the 

village who were referred to as “the great men” (ⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ). These men were likely the 

village notables and had similar arbitrating functions as the lashane. In P.KRU 45, a 

settlement between two sisters regarding the division of a house, the first party narrates that 

certain great men and the builder from the kastron came to the house and divided it up 

between the two sisters, leading to the current settlement. Whether the lashanes were included 

in the group of great men is uncertain, as is their precise role. 

 

The prosopography of the town’s inhabitants and the prevalence of churches and monasteries 

in the region suggest that the population was primarily made up of Egyptian Christians52. 

Contrary to Hölscher’s opinion, the documentary evidence shows that this population was not 

“wretched” or “oppressed”. The primary occupation of the town, situated as it was on the 

edge of the cultivated zone, was certainly agriculture. This is seen clearly in loan agreements, 

where loans of money and produce are most readily repaid in agricultural produce of various 

kinds: wheat, sesame, lentils, and flax are the usual repayments in the O.Medin.HabuCopt. 

ostraca, although payments in money and clothing (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 64) also occur. 

Furthermore, the loans are usually repaid in the month Paone, during harvest time53. 

 

While there were certainly not as many occupations attested in Jeme as are listed in Sohair 

Ahmed’s exhaustive list of trades attested in Coptic texts, a preliminary search through the 

indices of Theban texts identifies thirty-five different occupations54. The best attested among 

them are camel herdsmen, craftsmen and builders, farmers, and scribes, however a diverse 

range of other professions also occur: from bakers and butchers, to honey, oil, and vegetable 

dealers, a smith, a shoemaker, and even a goldsmith. It is clear that the economy of the town 

                                                
52 See Wilfong (2002) 4, and Wilfong (1995) generally. 
53 A number of loans from Jeme are published in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 50-66. For a useful summary of the 
contents of loans from the archive of a moneylending family of Jeme, see Wilfong (1990), in particular pp. 173-
174. 
54 Ahmed (2010 & 2011) presents a list of all attested occupations in Coptic texts. The identification of 
occupations in the area surrounding Jeme is based on a presentation and handout given by T. S. Richter at the 4th 
International Summer School of Coptic Papyrology (Heidelberg, 2012). 
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was thriving, and it is unsurprising then that some residents were able to make themselves 

quite wealthy. While the relative worth of money and produce is hard to gauge, the P.KRU 

texts show a number of wealthy individuals with large amounts of property. An Aaron son of 

Senouthios, for example, is engaged in buying property in at least nine separate documents55. 

In the will of Anna, the daughter of Johannes and Taham, an entire house and its contents, 

half of another house, and a quarter of a bakery were donated to the monastery of Apa Paul on 

the mountain of Jeme (P.KRU 106). Jeme should not be discounted as a wretched backwater, 

rather, this thriving and populous town was, alongside the monasteries of the area, a hub of 

the region, its businesses providing “an important source of money and grain not only for 

their own town, but also for a large area surrounding Jeme throughout the seventh and eighth 

centuries”56. 

 

This thriving town is the source of a great number of texts documenting the social, economic, 

and religious interactions of its inhabitants, and is the setting for what follows. Over the 

following pages the degree to which these interactions governed Jeme’s place in its 

environment, both local and regional, is examined in detail, from which it will become clear 

that Jeme and the west Theban monasteries played a central role in regional religious and 

economic networks. 

 

                                                
55 P.KRU 1; 2; 4; 5; 6; 12; 13; 14; and 15. 
56 Wilfong (1990) 174. For a detailed introduction to the material remains, texts and culture of Jeme, see 
Wilfong (2002) 1-22. 
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SSSSECTION ECTION ECTION ECTION IIII    ––––    MMMMETHODS AND ETHODS AND ETHODS AND ETHODS AND LLLLOCATION OCATION OCATION OCATION DDDDESIGNATORSESIGNATORSESIGNATORSESIGNATORS    

 

IDENTIFYING TEXTS AND MAKING CONNECTIONS 

 

Limitations 

 

Any study of papyrological material, especially one constrained by the limits of a doctoral 

thesis, requires both chronological and geographical limits. This is doubly true for the 

examination of the interactions of a town, as the very nature of such interactions could easily 

change over any protracted period of time. Of course, the study of how a town’s interactions 

with its environment changed over time is also an interesting question. However, the site at 

the centre of this thesis was inhabited for millennia, and an examination of the interactions 

throughout its entire chronological history is beyond its scope. Of all the documented periods 

of Medinet Habu’s long history, the seventh and eighth centuries CE stand out for the wealth 

of documentation originating from the town of Jeme and because large amounts of 

contemporary evidence stem from the nearby monasteries in the Theban necropolis and from 

the region generally. Both these features make this period a suitable chronological bracket for 

the study of the interactions of Jeme. 

 

Two centuries is still an uncomfortably long period of time about which to make overarching 

remarks on the interactions of a site without recourse to further chronological differentiation. 

Such a timespan would encompass multiple generations and, given that the interactions 

between towns were necessarily the interactions between the individuals of those towns, a 

degree of variation from generation to generation would be expected. However, the imprecise 

nature of the dating of the Coptic documentary material from Thebes, as well as the 

representative quality of documentary texts, make such generalisation necessary in order to 

produce useable results. Although there is a great deal of documentary material from Thebes, 

very little of it is precisely dated. The work of Walter Till on the dating of the P.KRU 

material remains a valuable exception to this rule1, and while this is an important body of 

evidence for connecting the inhabitants of Jeme with other places, in particular the monastery 

of Apa Phoibammon, it nevertheless encompasses only part of the available evidence. Other 

texts may be roughly dated by the presence in them of individuals known from dated material. 
                                                
1 Till (1962). 
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However, a frustratingly large number of texts are dated with no more than the somewhat 

generic sixth to eighth or seventh to eighth centuries. 

 

Even if all Theban texts from this period were precisely dated, it is likely that a universal 

assessment of the evidence would still be the most valuable. This is because papyrological 

material is only representative of some small portion of the total number of interactions at any 

given point in time. Therefore, the more the chronological boundaries are restricted, the more 

the resulting pattern of interactions is representative of only a few specific individuals. As 

will be seen below, individuals tend toward frequent interactions with only one or two other 

communities2. In order to guard against the possibility of mistaking changes in individual 

trends over succeeding generations for wider community ones, a broader chronological focus 

is not only necessitated by the evidence, but, in fact, desirable. A study with more restricted 

chronological limits would require more evidence from contemporarily dated individuals. Of 

course ignoring the chronological aspects of the material entirely would be a gross oversight. 

The suggested dates of every text from the following sections which identifies an interaction, 

and a discussion of the significance of these dates, are given in Appendix B. While the dating 

of many of the texts is somewhat general, there is a broad trend visible in the data that is 

worth mentioning here. Texts attesting interactions in the sixth century are virtually non-

existent. Only two (P.Lond. V 1720 and P.KRU 105) can be confidently placed at the end of 

this century. Interactions from the seventh century are relatively more frequent, but there is a 

significant spike in texts mentioning interactions in the eighth century, before a total absence 

of material in the ninth, coinciding with the abandonment of the area. It will be argued that 

this spike is not a result of chance, but of the growth of the large west Theban monastic 

communities and their close connections with Jeme. 

 

Selection Criteria 

 

Among the Coptic language texts, which form the vast majority of the data, the search for 

texts through which connections might be established was initially limited to texts of a 

Theban provenance, including those found at Jeme and the Theban monasteries. The decision 

to impose this geographical limit on the data was made on the hypothesis that the texts from 

Jeme and the surrounding area would accurately represent the external interactions of the 

                                                
2 See the discussions on Frange (see below, pp. 219-226), who is the best attested individual in the Theban texts, 
and to a much lesser degree the discussion of the texts relating to Pekosh (pp. 151-153). 
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communities under consideration – if not in volume then certainly in character and 

geographical extent. Looking at the range of toponyms (by whose presence connections are 

most easily established) that occurred in these texts, it quickly became apparent that 

toponyms from the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes were by far the most common. While it 

may be that Jeme and the monasteries were only interacting with settlements in the nearby 

region, this geographical limitation could also have been an inherent bias resulting from the 

selection criteria. Another potential bias could result from a solely Theban viewpoint, namely 

that since the second party to a contract seems to have kept the documentation, documents in 

which residents of west Theban communities were the first party and those of non-west 

Theban communities the second will not appear in the data. To mitigate these biases, Coptic 

material from other, contemporary sites in Egypt was examined for references to the 

communities of western Thebes3. However, such searches did not yield results, suggesting 

that the communities of western Thebes were indeed focused primarily in the Koptite and 

Hermonthite nomes. 

 

With the selection criteria set, volumes containing Coptic texts of Theban provenance were 

first identified using the Brussels Coptic Database4. In these volumes, texts mentioning Jeme 

or the west Theban monastic communities were isolated through the use of indices and 

through individual examination. For any Greek language material, the Duke Databank of 

Documentary Papyri (DDbDP) was the primary means of identification: searches were made 

for occurrences of both µεµνωνίον and κάστρον µεµνωνίον within the relevant time period, as 

well as for texts more generally from the Theban region5.  

 

The corpus of texts relating to or mentioning west Theban communities was then refined to 

contain only those texts that attest connections between these communities and others. Using 

textual evidence, there are two main ways to identify such connections: direct statement and 

provenance. Direct statement is the safest and surest method. Any text in which an individual 

associated with a particular toponym through a location designator occurs together with 

another individual associated with a separate one establishes a potential connection between 

those two places. Potential connections were then examined on a case-by-case basis, as not all 

                                                
3 In particular P.Bala’izah, P.Mon.Apollo, P.Brux.Bawit, P.BawitClackson, P.Clackson, O.Clackson, O.Bawit, 
O.BawitIFAO, SB Kopt. I-IV, CPR II, IV, XX, XXXI, P.Lond. VI, P.HermitageCopt., and P.Ryl.Copt..  
4 http://dev.ulb.ac.be/philo/bad/copte/ – accessed 16 February 2011. 
5 www.papyri.info – accessed 23 October 2012. Morphological variations were taken into consideration. Any 
potential bias resulting from imposed geographical limits would not affect the Greek material, as the DDbDP 
searches for forms of κάστρον µεµνωνίον were not limited by provenance. 
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cases are conclusive. If, for example, someone from Ermont wrote an account of payments in 

which both a man from Jeme and a man from Koptos occurred, then Jeme and Ermont can be 

reasonably linked, as can Koptos and Ermont. Koptos and Jeme, however, cannot, as the 

individuals from Koptos and Jeme had an interaction with the person from Ermont, and not 

demonstrably with each other. 

 

This selection method favours the presence of particular types of texts. The corpus of 

documentary material which forms the dataset for this study is comprised of a number of 

different types of documents: loan contracts and documents relating to securities, donations, 

sales, purchases, accounts, settlements, and letters in which items or services are requested. 

While this represents a broad range of interactions, very few personal letters, that is letters in 

which greetings and personal news are exchanged, can be used to establish connections as 

hardly any indicate both the sender’s and recipient’s location6. Presumably, this is because in 

such documents the sender and recipient are well known to one another and the document 

itself would never have any legal application requiring the exact identification of its 

participants. While personal letters do survive amongst the Theban material, they are mostly 

between different groups of monks, or between monks and laity. Virtually no personal letters 

between secular individuals survive and certainly none which indicate explicitly that the 

sender and recipient lived in different towns. However, it is doubtful that this absence 

significantly biases the results. It is quite likely that social and business connections would 

form along the same lines. Regardless of which were established first, other types of 

interactions can develop where there is already an open channel of communication. It is 

therefore reasonable to think that the network of places with which the residents of Jeme 

interacted in economic, religious, and administrative capacities would have been substantially 

similar to their network of social interactions. 

 

Apart from by direct statement, connections can also be established through provenance. 

Essentially, it can be argued that in cases where a text found at Jeme mentions an individual 

from a toponym outside of Jeme, a connection is possible. Likewise, a connection is possible 

if the reverse is true, that is, if a text originating from a location outside of Jeme mentions 

someone from Jeme. The biggest obstacle to identifying connections in this way, however, is 

                                                
6 In fact, location designators occur surprisingly frequently in personal letters (see below, Fig. 1.5, p.34), 
however usually only one individual in the text (often someone other than the correspondents) is identified, so 
connections on the basis of personal letters are comparatively rare. 
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that the provenance of most of the Theban documentary material is not secure. In many of the 

publications used here to identify connections, the published texts were not acquired through 

controlled excavations but from antiquities traders, primarily in Luxor, at various points in the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. As such, the most common provenance of texts in 

these volumes is the general designation: ‘Theban’. Fortunately, this is not always the case. 

Some controlled excavations have resulted in publications of texts with a known provenance. 

P.Mon.Epiph. and O.Medin.HabuCopt., the texts of which were excavated at the monastery of 

Epiphanius and Jeme respectively, are early examples of this. More recently, papyri and 

ostraca excavated in the monastic dwellings of the Theban necropolis have been published in 

various articles and monographs such as O.Deir er-Roumi and O.TT29. 

 

There is also some debate surrounding whether some of the P.KRU papyri might have come 

from Jeme. This collection of legal papyri contains many texts relating to Jeme, and others 

relating to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon at Deir el-Bahri. The two sides of the debate 

propose either that all the P.KRU material was found at Deir el-Bahri and that this material, 

including the texts relating to Jeme, was stored in the monastery archives and was 

subsequently found there; or, that the texts were found in different locations, including the 

remains of Medinet Habu, and that we should consider those texts relating to Jeme alone to 

have been found there, and those texts relating to the monastery to have been found in the 

monastery7. Regardless of which side is correct, the fact remains that the exact provenance of 

the P.KRU texts is doubtful and, as such, connections based on provenance will not be made 

from the P.KRU material. 

 

Potential connections based on provenance have not been automatically assumed in this 

study. In all cases, connections have been assessed according to their context on a text-by-text 

basis and kept or discarded accordingly. Fragmentary texts which reference a toponym but 

which have no context for the reference, for example, have not been included. All problems 

aside, establishing connections through provenance has been especially useful for monastic 

establishments such as the monastery of Epiphanius. This small community seems not to have 

been given a name in the documentary evidence, so it is never possible to make a direct name-

                                                
7 Godlewski (1986) 51-59, and Cromwell (2007) have both given comprehensive summaries of the debate, both 
stating their own opinion that the documents were likely found and archived in the monastery of Apa 
Phoibammon. Cromwell (pers. com.), however, has recently revised her opinion to accord with Schiller’s (1971) 
view that P.KRU contains a mixture of texts from the monastery and Jeme. 
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to-name connection. Through provenance, however, we can link Jeme and many other 

toponyms to this monastery. 

 

Social Network Theory 

 

The connections of the residents of the west Theban communities established by these means 

depict a small part of the much larger network of interactions which tied the settlements of the 

region together. As such, Social Network Theory and Social Network Analysis, tools used in 

other sociological disciplines to study the various networks in which actors (the unit of 

measurement, usually people) participate, initially seemed to be a promising means to 

understand this data. Whereas some consider these two tools to be inseparable, I use both 

terms here to distinguish the theoretical side of studying networks – the technical terms and 

theory describing how networks form and function – from the computational side, which uses 

specially designed software to translate vast amounts of data into manageable networks upon 

which the theory can be applied. Social Network Analysis also provides a number of very 

useful tools to highlight particular attributes of the network and test its various characteristics. 

 

The great potential of such tools for studying the networks glimpsed in documentary texts 

from Egypt has already been well demonstrated by Giovanni Ruffini, who applied these tools 

to Byzantine texts from both the Apion archive and Aphrodito8. While Ruffini primarily 

focused on the networks of individuals in his monograph, he also applied Network Analysis 

to the toponyms of the Oxyrhynchite nome in order to test the density of connections between 

Apionic holdings, thereby being able to comment on the way the Apionic estate grew9. This 

followed from Ruffini’s earlier application of Network Analysis on the toponyms of the 

Oxyrhynchite nome, which focused on the interactions between the toponyms of the nome as 

a whole, and interestingly examined the role played by both the size of the settlements and 

their positions within the smaller administrative structures which divided the nome10. 

 

A different approach to the use of Social Network Theory on toponyms was taken by Katja 

Mueller, who, in a series of articles, applied a number of network concepts and analytical 
                                                
8 Ruffini (2008). Some ongoing studies are currently applying Network Analysis to other areas: Elizabeth 
O’Connell & Giovanni Ruffini are working on the prosopographical material from western Thebes (the same 
period as the present study), and Silke Vanbeselaere & Yanne Broux (Leuven) are applying Network Analysis to 
the Zenon archive. 
9 Ruffini (2008) 119-146. 
10 Ruffini (2007). 
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tools to toponyms from various districts of the Fayum11. Her goal was to roughly locate 

previously unlocated toponyms in these districts by studying their relationships to located 

Fayumic toponyms. Mueller worked on the assumption that toponyms which appeared 

together in the same text were connected, and that this social connection correlated to 

physical distance. By feeding all the pairs of connected toponyms into her analytical tools, 

she could produce network graphs in which the more closely connected toponyms were 

physically closer on the graph. This graph was then anchored to a map using the previously 

located toponyms in the study to give a rough idea of the real-world locations of the unlocated 

ones. Unfortunately, her approach, although novel, was harshly criticised by two scholars 

from the discipline of informatics, in which these computational tools are more widely used12. 

These two were not sceptical of the benefits of using such technology in papyrology, but 

rather criticise the methodology and transparency of Mueller’s results, emphasising the need 

to be careful with the data and to avoid arbitrary design choices13. 

 

The approaches of Mueller and Ruffini represent the only real attempts to apply network 

analytical tools to toponyms in Egyptian papyri14, and, of the two, Ruffini’s (2007 and 2008) 

approach seemed best suited to a study of Jeme’s position within the network of communities 

in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. Unfortunately, two aspects of the present study mean 

that the proper application of Social Network Analysis to its dataset is undesirable. The first is 

brought about by the nature of the evidence for Coptic Thebes. The texts by which 

connections between Jeme and other places are established originate almost entirely from 

Jeme itself and the nearby monasteries. Consequently they are exclusively related to the 

activities of the members of these communities. While this is fine for illuminating the 

connections of Jeme and the monasteries, the texts do not permit us to see what links existed 

between Jeme’s connections. In Social Network Theory, the study of the connections of a 

particular actor (such as Jeme) is called an ego-centric network. Such studies can be useful for 

illustrating the role of a particular actor within a network, however, the proper application of 

Network Analysis to such a network requires two stages of analysis. First, the connections of 

the ego (the actor which is the focal point of the study) to others (called alters) are established. 

Then it must be determined which of the alters identified in the first stage are connected to 

one another. Without this second stage, it is impossible to form a meaningful square matrix of 

                                                
11 Mueller (2003:A), (2003:B), and (2004). 
12 Hoffman & Kiln (2006). 
13 Hoffman & Kiln (2006) 90. 
14 See Ruffini (2008) 19-20. 
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a network: the basic form of the data used for computational analysis15. Any image of a 

network formed without the connections between alters would look like the spokes of a 

wheel, with the ego at the centre of a large number of otherwise unconnected actors. This 

would render the many analytical tools for which the computer programs are useful, such as 

identifying key clusters and the most central nodes (a node is any point in a graph or 

network), ineffective, since the ego would be the only node with more than one link, and 

would thus be disproportionately important. 

 

In the present study, this second stage is possible, but only to a limited extent, since the 

connections of the west Theban monastic communities examined here can also be identified, 

but those of the many other toponyms in the networks of Jeme and these communities cannot. 

Consequently, computational tools were only used in Section IV to visualise the west Theban 

network using the program NetDraw. Due to the limited size of the data in this study, the use 

of analytical tools such as UCINET does not produce results that differ significantly from 

what can be achieved through other means, however, the visualisation of the network through 

NetDraw does permit certain trends to be more easily identified. The method by which the 

data from this study was entered into NetDraw is discussed in Section IV (p. 231). 

 

The second aspect of this study which prevents the application of proper Network Analysis is 

a design choice, and is tied closely to the point above. Both Ruffini and Mueller make 

connections between toponyms based on their co-presence in a document (excluding 

distorting documents such as lists of towns and tax registers), and use modern registers of 

toponyms to more easily create the large datasets required. Working on co-presence alone, it 

is possible that connections between the alters of Jeme could be produced, however I do not 

believe that co-presence is sufficient to justify a connection. Ruffini himself acknowledges 

the weakness of his approach (that not every researcher will think his connections secure 

enough), but reasonably argues that the benefits from a larger dataset make this choice 

desirable16. Nevertheless, the dataset for this study is significantly smaller than his, and, as 

outlined above, I have chosen to connect two toponyms only when I can justify a connection 

                                                
15 For my understanding of Social Network Theory and the use of its analytical programs such as UCINET, I am 
particularly reliant on the introductory work of Hanneman & Riddle (2005). For the discussion on ego-centric 
networks, see Chapter 1. As this work was published by the University of California only as a web document, it 
lacks page numbers. I refer to it by the number of the chapter and the name of the subsection from which the 
information comes (for example, the information on ego-centric networks would be referenced as: Hanneman & 
Riddle (2005) 1:‘Relations’, which refers to the ‘Relations’ sub-section of chapter 1). 
16 Ruffini (2008) 21. 



 22 

based on the internal information from the document or from the provenance of the papyrus. 

Above all, I am interested in the types of interactions that existed between Jeme and other 

communities, not just the raw number of interactions. Under these criteria, connections 

between the alters of Jeme (barring the monasteries) are virtually non-existent. Thus, because 

of the nature of the documentation used in this study, and because my own design choice 

limits how many connections can be formed, the applications of network analytical tools are 

severely limited. As such, they will not be applied here beyond the visualisation tools offered 

by NetDraw. 

 

While proper Social Network Analysis may not be suited to my data and methodology, some 

of the concepts of Social Network Theory are. In particular, the characteristics which are 

shown to be typical of networks everywhere and the terminology used to describe them were 

an extremely useful lens through which to view the data from Jeme, and were influential in 

the formation of my ideas. A fuller explanation of the concepts and vocabulary of Social 

Network Theory can be found in Hanneman and Riddle or in Ruffini’s introduction, however 

some key concepts referred to in this study should be introduced here17. The first is that of 

cliques and clusters. A clique is a group of actors in a network that all have a link to every 

other actor in that group as, for example, in a family group. A cluster, on the other hand, is a 

group of actors who are connected to most of the other actors in that group. In a social 

scenario, a cluster is the group of people with whom you interact most of the time, thus, 

actors in a cluster have more and closer connections with each other than with actors outside 

the cluster18. Such clusterings are common in networks and usually indicate a group of actors 

who share access to most of the same information and resources. The evidence from western 

Thebes suggests that Jeme and the neighbouring monastic communities formed such a cluster, 

or even a clique, and it will be argued that the close connectivity between these sites led, to 

some extent, to their interdependence and success. 

 

Another important concept proposed by A-L Barabási, a physicist who has worked 

extensively on Network Theory, is that networks of all kinds, from links on the internet to 

metabolic networks, follow a scale-free topology. What this means is that the number of 

connections that the nodes in a network have do not follow a bell curve, but rather a power 

                                                
17 Hanneman & Riddle (2005); Ruffini (2008) 8-40. 
18 On cliques see Hanneman & Riddle (2005) 11:‘Introduction’ & ‘Cliques’; Ruffini (2008) 36-37. On clusters 
see Hanneman & Riddle (2005) 8:‘Clustering’; Ruffini (2008) 37-38. 
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law, in which most nodes will have only a small number of connections, but a small few will 

have significantly more19. To use an analogy from Barabási, the height of adult humans 

follows a bell curve in that most of the population falls around five or six feet, and only a 

small amount of individuals are three, four, seven or eight feet. If height followed a power 

law distribution, then most of the population would be, say, 6 feet, but it would not be unusual 

to see a few individuals a thousand feet tall; thus, “numerous tiny events coexist with a few 

very large ones”20. 

 

In a network, those nodes with many connections are called hubs21. Hubs play a very 

important part in a network because they dramatically reduce the network distance between 

any two nodes. Network distance is the number of links in the shortest path between two 

nodes, so that two nodes that are directly connected have a distance of one, whereas a friend 

of a friend has a distance of two. By reducing this distance, hubs tie together a network’s 

disparate parts and facilitate the flow of information or goods throughout it. Ruffini has 

already demonstrated the existence of such hubs in the network of Oxyrhynchite toponyms, 

where he noted that the smaller settlements were less well connected and the larger ones were 

disproportionately more important, acting as hubs to connect the rest of the network22. Of 

course, hubs can be of different sizes: nome capitals such as Oxyrhynchos would surely have 

had more connections than the large villages which make up the regional centres, however, 

their roles are still equivalent. Over the course of this thesis, it will be argued that the towns 

and villages of the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes form a similar network and, moreover, 

that western Thebes acted as a regional hub. 

 

While it may be that an approach that attempts to utilise the theoretical side of network 

studies “without employing the necessary heavy industry” of the computational programs is 

limited, as Ruffini argues23, the nature and size of my data, as well as the means by which I 

identify connections, negate the usefulness of most of such methods. In what follows, the use 

of NetDraw in Section IV is the only real network analytical tool applied. Nonetheless, it is 

certain that this study, and others of a similar nature, can benefit from the awareness of 

concepts found in Social Network Theory. As such, I will keep the theoretical concepts of 

                                                
19 Barabási (2002) 65-78. 
20 Barabási (2002) 67-68. 
21 On hubs see Barabási (2002) 55-64; Ruffini (2008) 12-13. 
22 Ruffini (2007) 973. Ruffini does not believe that the network of Oxyrhynchite toponyms follows a true power 
law distribution, but it is close. 
23 Ruffini (2008) 15-16. 
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Network Theory – such as hubs, clusters, and concepts of how networks are formed – as a 

backdrop for the rather more traditional methods of analysis which are otherwise employed 

here. 

 

THE USE OF LOCATION DESIGNATORS IN THEBAN DOCUMENTARY PAPYRI 

 

As mentioned above, the majority of the data used in this study was identified by direct 

statement connections, in which an individual with a stated location is linked to another, 

similarly located. The establishment of direct statement connections is dependent on location 

designators – the statement by which an individual is ascribed to a particular location. It is 

therefore crucial for this study that the nature of these designators and the way in which they 

are used is understood. Why they were used is also relevant. By their very nature such 

constructions are expressions of identity through which an individual can be more easily 

recognised. Further, the kinds of texts in which individuals express such identity markers 

lends its own bias to a study of interactions based on them. Although such a bias can be 

mitigated to some extent through the use of prosopographical analysis, identifying other texts 

in which located individuals have occurred, it is to a large extent unavoidable. It is more 

critical for this study to understand how location designators were used and what they meant. 

 

In order to facilitate the study of the use of location designators in the Theban region, a 

database was created of occurrences of the designators in Theban documentary texts24. These 

were drawn from the publications used to create the primary dataset of this thesis and, of all 

possible location designators, only complete instances with some surviving context were 

recorded – location designators without context do not contribute to our understanding of the 

ways in which the various forms of the designators were used. Likewise, texts from the 

examined publications not of a Theban provenance or of unknown provenance were 

discarded25. 

 

In the database, every instance of a location designator is entered separately (such that a 

single text may appear multiple times), along with the various metadata of the relevant text. In 

particular, the function of the individual carrying the designator, as well as the hand of the 

                                                
24 This database was created using FileMaker Pro 11. 
25 Due to time constraints, the database does not take into account texts published after 2012. 
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entry was recorded26. In addition, each designator was placed within a typology of the forms 

observed. The typology assigns each entry with one or more letters according to the 

construction used. The typology is as follows: 

 

AAAA All instances using ⲡⲣⲙZ-/ⲧⲣⲙZ-/ⲛⲣⲙZ- (± ⲛ) following the personal name. 

BBBB All instances using only the genitival ⲛZ- following the personal name. 

CCCC All instances using ϩⲛZ- following the personal name. 

DDDD All instances in which a personal title is joined to the personal name with a 

preposition, usually ⲛZ- but occasionally others – for example ϩⲛZ-, ⲉ- or ⲉϫⲛZ-27. 

EEEE All instances using ⲏⲡ (ⲱⲡ) + preposition (usually ⲉ-) following the personal name. 

FFFF All instances using ⲟⲩⲏϩ (ⲟⲩⲱϩ) + preposition (usually ϩⲓ- or ϩⲛZ-) following the 

personal name. 

GGGG All instances using ϩⲓ- following the personal name. 

HHHH All instances involving a clause in which ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ occurs to indicate 

circumstantial presence at a location. 

XXXX Unusual constructions, which do not roughly conform to one of the above patterns. 

UUUU All instances in which the designator used cannot be reconstructed, but were included 

because contextual information was deemed useful. 

 

These nine basic types (excluding UUUU) are in rare instances followed by an extension, which 

allows the location designator to express both an original location and current place of 

residence. Such constructions almost always employ another of the above types, mostly the 

qualitative ⲟⲩⲏϩ (FFFF), and occasionally include the adverb ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ (now) to clarify this 

relationship. In the database, these are represented with dual types: for instance A FA FA FA F28 

indicates a base ⲡⲣⲙZ- construction expanded with a clause using ⲟⲩⲏϩ. Throughout the 

following pages, such constructions will usually be referred to simply as ‘extensions’ or ‘AAAA 

extensions’, where AAAA indicates the base type carrying the extension. Individual variations 

within the extensions of each type will be dealt with in greater detail below29. 

 

                                                
26 Individuals were placed in one of eight generalised functions: first party/sender; second party/recipient; other 
party; scribe; scribe/witness; witness; dating clause; or unknown (see p. 27). 
27 Occasionally a title will occur in a designator outside the pattern: personal name + title + toponym. These 
instances are included under the type of the primary construction. 
28 A space is maintained between the letters in the database so that searches for type FFFF will also find uses of 
ⲟⲩⲏϩ in other constructions. 
29 pp. 42-56. 



 26 

In total, the database comprises 710 entries from Coptic texts of Theban provenance. Of 

these, 45 are dating clauses and scribal signatures written in Greek. The Greek designators 

show minimal variation in Theban texts – essentially using the genitive of a toponym with or 

without the preposition ἀπό following a personal name with or without a title. As such it is 

unlikely that their use indicates anything beyond simple attribution and will be considered 

separately to the Coptic designators30. This leaves 665 Coptic language location designators, 

drawn from 343 separate texts. The designators occur with toponyms of all types – cities, 

villages, monasteries, churches, and regions – in a wide range of legal, business, and personal 

documents, and with all parties in the text – from the primary parties to witnesses and scribes. 

 

In what follows, the data will be examined in order to assess what factors might influence a 

scribe’s choice in location designator construction. The results of this examination will then 

be applied to the question of where witnesses were when they signed a legal document and to 

what extent we can link the location of a witness with the location of one or both of the main 

parties. 

 

The Relationship Between Type and Function 

 

The majority of designators in the database fall into one of three types: AAAA, CCCC, and DDDD. Including 

extensions of these types, these three account for 88.27% (587/665) of all entries and are 

found in 90.09% (309/343) of all texts in the database. Of these, AAAA types are the best attested, 

accounting for 34.44% (229/665) of all entries (excluding extensions) and found in 48.69% 

(167/343) of all texts. The remaining seven other types account for only 11.73% (78/665) of 

entries and occur in 19.83% (68/343) of texts. The graph below (Fig. 1.1) shows the 

distribution of entries and texts across all types – ‘ext’ refers to the extension of a primary 

type by another clause indicating current place of residence or temporary location. It should 

be noted that the numbers indicating the amount of texts in which a particular type occurs do 

not add up to the total of 343 mentioned above. This is because many texts contain more than 

one type of designator. 

 

The comparative frequency of types AAAA, CCCC, and DDDD is immediately apparent from this graph. In 

most cases, these types occur more than 10 times as frequently as the others. However, the 

                                                
30 See Appendix C. 
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graph also shows that they have a more disparate entry to text ratio – that is, the number of 

entries for each type greatly exceeds the number of texts from which they come. This 

indicates that types AAAA, CCCC, and DDDD are more likely to occur more than once in a single text and 

more likely to occur in texts with multiple location designators. This almost certainly implies 

that such types are more common in longer legal documents where more parties, particularly 

witnesses, are liable to be identified with designators. 

 

 

Fig. 1.1. Distribution of types 

 

Fig. 1.1 shows which constructions were primarily used in designators, but the database can 

also show where in a text designators primarily occur. Each entry in the database was also 

assigned a ‘function’ (indicating the role of the individual concerned) from among the 

following categories: first party/sender; second party/recipient; other party; scribe; 

scribe/witness; witness; dating clause; and unknown. ‘First party/sender’, ‘second 

party/recipient’, ‘witness’, and ‘unknown’ are fairly straightforward; the others perhaps 

require some clarification. ‘Other party’ refers to any individual who occurs in the document, 

but not in one of the other described capacities. These individuals can be incidental or integral 

to the main purpose of the document. ‘Scribe/witness’ refers to those individuals who write 

for witnesses unable to write for themselves, or who write the assent clause for the first party, 

whereas ‘scribe’ refers to the scribe of the main body of the text. Finally, ‘dating clause’ 
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refers to individuals mentioned in eponymous dating clauses. The distribution of database 

entries among these functions is shown in Fig. 1.2. 

 

 

Fig. 1.2. Distribution of function 

 

It is clear that location designators are most common in first party, second party and witness 

statements. However, a striking feature of the data is that the large numbers of witness 

statements are spread over a comparatively small number of texts. On average, this works out 

to a ratio of 2.3:1, that is, 2.3 witnesses using a location designator for every one text in which 

a witness with a location designator occurs31. In practice, the numbers range from one witness 

in a document using a designator to seven. In comparison, ‘other party’ usages, although 

lower in number, occur in more texts, indicating that these are more widespread than is 

apparent from entry numbers alone32. 

 

These graphs show which types of designators are most commonly used and where they are 

most likely to occur. Another question to ask is whether any correlation exists between these 
                                                
31 Note that this number is not representative of the average number of witnesses in any given legal document. 
32 The use of designators for scribes and dating clauses is artificially low here as many scribes of Coptic legal 
documents, where such functions are most likely to occur, wrote both the dating clauses and their own scribal 
statement in Greek. If the Greek entries are included, there are 36 designators for scribes in 36 texts and 38 for 
dating clauses in 35 texts. However, the addition of the Greek entries does not drastically increase the numbers 
of either category. This is partially because scribal statements and dating clauses do not occur in all document 
types, and partially because the use of designators in scribal statements is not as universal as for the primary 
parties. 
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two datasets. The following graphs (Figs 1.3 & 1.4) display the distribution of the types in 

each function: in Fig. 1.3 as a raw number and in Fig. 1.4 as a percentage of the total entries 

for that function. The “unknown” functions and type U U U U constructions have been excluded 

from the graphs as they do not help to determine any link between function and type. 

 

Fig. 1.3, which presents the raw numbers of entries, reflects the characteristics of the 

distribution of type and function observed above. It also demonstrates that the distribution of 

each type across the functions is not uniform. The division of types across first, second, and 

‘other’ party functions falls into a visibly similar pattern. A A A A is obviously dominant, followed 

by a more restrained but still frequent usage of types CCCC and DDDD. The only exception to this 

pattern occurs in ‘other’ party usages, in which type CCCC, usually one of the three dominant 

types, is barely represented (8% compared to 17% for first party and 20% for second party – 

see Fig. 1.433). The other types occur to a much lesser degree and with more variation 

between these three functions. In ‘other’ party functions, for instance, type B B B B is used more 

than in other types (11% of all its entries compared to 7% for second party and 4% for first 

party), and in second party functions extension types are barely used at all. 

 

In the remaining functions – leaving aside dating clauses, in which only type DDDD occurs – the 

distribution of the types is noticeably different to the distribution across first, second, and 

‘other’ party functions. In witness statements, for instance, AAAA, CCCC, and D D D D are still the dominant 

types, but A A A A is diminished (19% of witness entries compared to 40% or more for the first, 

second, and ‘other’ parties) whereas C C C C and DDDD are better represented (31% and 44% 

respectively), with DDDD as the dominant type. There is also not quite so diverse a range of types. 

This pattern is also observable in scribe and scribe/witness functions, which likewise show a 

greater use of DDDD compared to AAAA and CCCC, and a reduced spread of types. In these cases, however, 

it is possible that the reduced diversity of type is a result of lower numbers in the data. 

 

  

                                                
33 Barring the types EextEextEextEext,    GGGG,    and    HHHH in the first party functions, percentages are rounded to the nearest whole 
number for ease of display on the graph. 
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A remarkable aspect of the data visible in both Figs 1.3 and 1.4 is the strong presence of type 

DDDD    across all functions34. Indeed, D D D D is the only type represented in all functions (if dating 

clauses are excluded, types AAAA, CCCC, and DDDD are present in all functions). Moreover, where many 

types have up to three entries in a number of functions, DDDD has more than nine in all of them. 

The reason for this is most likely related to the nature of the type itself. Type DDDD is the use of a 

personal title and toponym, for example in the pattern: “Nohe, son of Jeremias, the priest and 

hegumenos of the Holy Church of Jeme” (P.KRU 12.59-61)35. It seems that Coptic scribes, or 

in the case of some witnesses the individuals themselves, preferred to give a title to an 

individual, if one existed, as well as or instead of the place of origin or current place of 

residence. Its pervasion across all of the well attested hands suggests that this was a standard 

practice, not especially considered by individual scribes36. As such, whereas the use of the 

other types may be influenced by factors such as function or meaning, type DDDD can be 

substituted for any other type and in any context. 

 

Is there a clear link between the use of type and function that can be seen from this data? The 

above figures show that, in a general sense, there is. If we exclude dating clauses, which only 

ever use one type, the graph shows the functions divide into two similar patterns. On one side, 

first, second, and ‘other’ party functions are generally of the main types AAAA, CCCC or DDDD, with the 

greatest emphasis on AAAA. However, a variety of other types also occur in these functions. On 

the other side, scribe, scribe/witness, and witness functions clearly prefer type DDDD. 

Furthermore, these functions generally show less diversity in the types they are willing to use. 

The higher levels of DDDD among this second group are no doubt due to the strong presence of 

ecclesiastical figures, who are almost always identified by type DDDD, in witness and 

scribe/witness statements. 

 

Any connection between type and function may also be a result of the types of documents in 

which location designators most commonly occur, or the preference of particular writers. 

Consequently, these aspects of the data will also be explored. 

 

                                                
34 The fact that the dating clause designations are 100% type D is not surprising. By their very nature, any dating 
clause containing a location designator is an eponymous one. Consequently, in such clauses the designator will 
always be type D, that is title + toponym. 
35 ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲓⲉⲣⲏⲙⲓⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃ(ⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϩⲏⲅⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ. All 
translations provided in this thesis are my own unless otherwise specified. 
36 See Fig. 1.7 on p. 39 below. 
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The Use of Designator Type in Relation to Document Type 

 

Location designators occur often in documents with legal function. This is because legal 

documents are those in which the parties need to be most clearly identified and, in an 

environment where some personal names are very common, a combination of patronymics 

and toponyms is the most effective. If we can expand legal documents to include such 

documents as accounts and receipts, then a total of 573 entries from 259 texts in the database 

come from legal and business related documents – that is to say, 86.17% of entries in the 

database and 75.51% of documents. On the other hand, only 91 entries (13.68%) from 83 

texts (24.19%) could be considered ‘social’ in nature37. It is, however, incorrect to think that 

location designators do not occur in social documents at all. 

 

Broad categorical distinctions such as ‘social’, ‘legal’ or ‘business’ encompass too broad a 

range of documents to permit an easy assessment of the distribution of location designators in 

specific document types. Likewise, listing every type of document found within the database 

is undesirable as there are many types with only a handful of attestations, and such low 

numbers do not permit quantifiable analysis. The focus will instead be placed on those 

document types that have more than 50 entries associated with them: acknowledgements of 

debt (including loan agreements and so-called advance sales), donations, personal letters, 

sales, settlements, and wills. Between them they account for 70.68% of all entries and 67.06% 

of all texts in the database. The remaining texts and entries fall into document types that are 

either poorly attested or unclear38. The exact distribution of entries and texts across these six 

document types is shown in Fig. 1.5. 

 

                                                
37 A further single entry comes from a text which is too damaged to be reasonably assigned to either category. 
38 The other document types and their numbers (entries/texts) are: accounts 21/13; agreements 8/4; unknown 
contracts 6/3; work contracts 24/15; statements and declarations 31/11; division of a building 1/1; guarantees 
1/1; leases 4/2; mortgages 2/1; petitions 1/1; protection letters 12/9; receipts 14/9; documents relating to 
securities 25/13; requests for ordination 6/3; transfers of land(?) 1/1; epitaphs 2/2; graffiti 2/2; unknown legal 
documents 29/18; and miscellaneous unknown 5/5. Writing exercises were excluded since all location 
designators in exercises came from the hand of Frange and this was not considered informative of broader 
scribal trends. 
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Fig. 1.5. Main document types 

 

While it was stated above that legal and business documents outnumber their social 

counterparts in terms of location designator usage, as an individual document type personal 

letters nevertheless hold the third largest number of database entries. Furthermore, they are 

the best represented group in terms of the number of separate texts, accounting for 23.03% of 

the texts in the database – 29 more texts than the next largest group (acknowledgements of 

debt account for 14.58% of the texts). The reason for the textual dominance of personal letters 

is apparent from the entry to text ratio for the document types. Whereas the ratio for personal 

letters is close to 1:1, the ratios for the other document types range from just under 2:1 

(acknowledgements of debt) to almost 4:1 (wills). Where in other document types location 

designators can be found in all functions, personal letters are only likely to have either first 

party, second party or ‘other’ party functions. Essentially the chance that personal letters will 

have more than one location designator is significantly less. Of course this does not explain 

why personal letters should carry location designators in the first place; they are mostly used 

for the first or third parties and so cannot be that useful as a delivery mechanism39. 

 

                                                
39 Llewelyn (1994) 1-57 discusses the delivery of letters in antiquity. Private letters are dealt with on pp. 26-47. 
Although Llewelyn is dealing with Greek material from an earlier period, there is no suggestion that a location 
for the recipient that was given in the letter itself be used to direct the deliverer. Instructions, when given, were 
more usually written on the back of the document, with the address. Based on the absence of information about 
where the deliverer was to go, it is likely that letter deliverers in seventh and eighth century Thebes were given 
verbal instruction. 
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An examination of the distribution of function and type across each of these document types 

will provide further insight. It is clear from the graphs in Fig. 1.6 that the use of different 

location designators and functions is not the same across all document types. Each shows 

slightly different distributions and some aspects deserve comment. It was mentioned above 

that witness statements had the highest number of entries per text of all the functions. This 

trend is reflected in the following graphs. Donations and wills, which have the highest 

numbers of witness location designators, also have the highest entry to text ratio (see above, 

Fig. 1.5). Conversely, personal letters and acknowledgements of debt have both few or no 

witness designators and a much lower entry to text ratio. 

 

Looking at the information in this light can explain the low entry to text ratio in personal 

letters, where the distribution of designators across the functions shows strong first and 

‘other’ party usages (37% and 46% respectively). The ‘other’ party usages are dominant in 

personal letters and are the primary contributors to their strong presence in the database. They 

are used in instances in which a third party is mentioned, either in connection with the 

purpose of the letter or incidentally. This third party is often identified by place, presumably 

so that they are more easily recogniseable. The first party usages, however, are more curious. 

In personal letters it is perhaps expected that the recipient and sender are known to each other 

well enough not to need a location designator for identification. This may well be the case, as 

the majority of first party designators used in letters (56.25%) come from the writings of the 

monk Frange, who seems to have included his location as a matter of stylistic preference in 

his communications40. A large portion of the rest are from lashanes or clerical officials who 

may have had official purpose or felt the need to express their office in some way – thus 

leading to higher numbers of type DDDD in personal letters. 

  

                                                
40 For Frange’s use of location designators see below, pp. 39-42. 
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Fig. 1.6. Distribution of function and type in main document types 
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While the distribution of function across these document types matches the trends observed 

above, it is harder to assess the significance of the distribution of type. It was argued above 

that certain types were to some extent associated with certain functions. For instance, type DDDD 

was preferred in witness, scribe, scribe/witness, and dating clause attestations, but still quite 

common across the board. Type AAAA was preferred in first, second and ‘other’ party 

interactions, and CCCC showed a proportionally even spread, but with high numbers in first and 

second party, and witness attestations. Likewise, it was observed that first, second, and ‘other’ 

party functions showed a greater variety of types employed than the other functions. In 

individual document types, however, the correlations between these trends only hold in a 

general sense. For instance, those document types with greater numbers of witnesses, in 

particular donations and wills, show large numbers of type DDDD designators. Likewise, type AAAA is 

common in most types, but more so in those with a higher proportion of first and second party 

attestations. 

 

A closer examination, however, identifies a number of variations where the distributions of 

type and function in the documents do not match the theory as closely as one would like. In 

sales, for example, the percentage of type CCCC designators is relatively low, even though sales 

have a relatively large percentage of first party, second party, and witness designators, in 

which functions type CCCC was the best attested. Likewise, wills show great variation in the types 

of designators employed, yet only contain limited amounts of first, second, and ‘other’ party 

designators, which demonstrated the most variation in the graphs above (Figs 1.3 & 1.4). This 

suggests that while choice of type may be influenced by function, it is not dependent upon it. 

 

It would seem, then, that there is a connection between the use of different types of location 

designator and their context, but only in a very broad sense. Of the main types, AAAA occurs most 

often in first, second, and ‘other’ party functions, whereas D D D D is more frequent in scribe, 

scribe/witness, and witness statements, but common in all functions. Type CCCC is also common 

across all functions (except dating clauses), but slightly more so in witness statements. The 

other, less well-attested types seem to occur most often in first, second, and ‘other’ party 

usages. The choice of construction in certain document types generally follows these patterns, 

but variations suggest that any link between choice of type and function in specific document 

types is one of coincidence, due to the observed general trends outlined above. 

    



39 
 

Individual Choice in Designator Usage 

 

While scribes do not seem particularly influenced in designator choice by function or 

document type, it remains to be seen whether or not individual scribes preferred specific types 

over others for stylistic or lexical reasons. 

 

    

Fig. 1.7. Designator choice for specific scribes41 

 

Without access to images of all these documents, the hands in which location designators 

were written were identified based on the notes of the editors and contextual information from 

the document itself. While many of the individual entries remain unknown, just over 140 

hands have been identified as the writers of designators: both in the main body of the texts 

and in witness statements42. However, very few of the hands have more than a handful of 

entries associated with them, which renders identifying trends in scribal usage difficult. To 

this end, the use of designator type will be examined in the ten hands which are the best 

                                                
41 The exact data for this figure is as follows: Aristophanes son of Iohannes (AI) uses 31 designators over 19 
texts (31/19), which consist of 25 AAAA, 3 DDDD, and 3 EEEE type designators; David son of Psate (DP) (8/6) uses 7 AAAA and 1 
DDDD; David the monk (DM) (13/8) uses 4 AAAA, 4 BBBB, 1 CCCC, 3 DDDD, and 1 HHHH; Frange (F) (24/23) uses 5 AAAA, 9 AextAextAextAext, 2 BBBB, 1 DDDD, 
1 EEEE, 4 FFFF, and 2 unusual constructions (not appearing in the graph); Iohannes son of Lazaros (IL) (17/6) uses 11 
AAAA, 1 AextAextAextAext, and 5 DDDD; Mark the priest of the topos of Saint Mark (MM) (8/5) uses 3 AAAA, 1 BBBB, and 4 DDDD; Psate son of 
David (PD) (7/1) uses 1 AAAA, 5 CCCC, and 1 DDDD; Psate son of Pisrael (PP) (11/5) uses 3 AAAA, 1 AextAextAextAext, 2 BBBB, 2 CCCC, 2 DDDD, and 1 
HHHH; Shenoute son of Shmentsneu (SS) (8/3) uses 5 AAAA and 3 DDDD; and Shmentsneu son of Shenoute (SS2) (11/4) uses 
5 AAAA and 6 DDDD. 
42 It is likely that this number is overstated. Individuals with the same name and patronymic are considered to be 
the same person, however, when an individual has no patronymic, or particularly when various titles occur with 
the same name it is impossible to determine whether we are dealing with single or multiple individuals without 
studying the images of the documents. For instance, should ‘Moses the son of Shenoute, the deacon’ be 
considered the same person as ‘Moses the son of Shenoute, the archdeacon’, ‘Moses the deacon’, or ‘Moses the 
reader’? Without a study of the hand itself, all such cases are considered to be separate individuals. See Till 
(1962) 144-146 for all instances of a Moses in Theban texts. 
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represented among those using Coptic location designators. These are (from left to right in 

Fig. 1.7): Aristophanes son of Iohannes, David son of Psate, David the monk, Frange, 

Iohannes son of Lazaros, Mark the priest of the topos of Saint Mark, Psate son of David, 

Psate son of Pisrael, Shenoute son of Shmentsneu, and Shmentsneu son of Shenoute. Even 

among these, four have less than ten entries in the database each (which is less than 1.5% of 

all entries), and the best represented has only 31 entries (4.66%). 

 

Fig. 1.7 shows the distribution of type across these ten hands. All of the hands use types AAAA 

and DDDD – some exclusively or with only one other type, and others amidst greater variation. 

That scribes should show some preference for these two types is not unexpected given their 

predominance in the database, however seven of these ten scribes use only these two types or 

these and one other. This suggests that types AAAA and DDDD were the standard designators for most 

scribes. If this is the case, perhaps specific circumstances dictated a scribe’s choice to deviate 

from these constructions. Of the ten scribes above, four use only types A A A A and DDDD43, three use 

these and one other, and three use five or more different types. An examination of when 

scribes use constructions other than AAAA or DDDD may indicate whether or not these deviations 

follow a universal or even an individual system.    

 

Of those scribes who use type BBBB, David the monk, Mark the priest of the topos of Saint Mark, 

and Psate son of Pisrael all employ it to indicate either the brethren of a monastery – 

ⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏⲟⲩ ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲙⲟⲛ (SB Kopt. II 922.4-5) – or the community of a place 

– ⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱ\ⲧ/(ⲏⲥ) ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛZ ⲧⲏⲣϥZ (O.CrumVC 8.20). In one instance, David the monk also 

uses a B B B B type to indicate the location of the priest Apa Victor (a usage which resembles a D D D D 

type44), and Frange uses it twice to describe himself as being ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “of the 

mountain of Jeme” (O.TT29 36.14). 

 

Three scribes use type CCCC constructions. In five instances from the same text, Psate son of 

David uses CCCC types for witnesses – all from Ermont. It is consequently not easy to determine 

whether his usage is due to scribal preference or some other factor, for instance the influence 

of the witnesses themselves. Of the other scribes to use type CCCC, Psate son of Pisrael uses this 

construction for the same individuals in two separate documents (Elizabeth the daughter of 

                                                
43 I am including Iohannes son of Lazaros among these as his only deviation from these two main types is an 
extension of type AAAA, and thus still a primary use of ⲣⲙZ-. 
44 O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12.Vs3-4. As the title of Apa Victor occurs before his name and is not directly connected 
to the location, this designator was classified as a type BBBB rather than a DDDD. 
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Epiphanius, and her husband Abraham, both of Jeme), and David the monk uses it in the 

construction ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ – “the brethren who are in the holy topos” 

(O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12). 

    

Type    EEEE designators are used by only two scribes. Aristophanes son of Iohannes uses this type 

on three occasions: all designators for multiple individuals who collectively describe 

themselves as ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ ⲉⲛⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ – “all of us who are ascribed to the 

kastron Jeme”45. This is not the only construction Aristophanes uses for multiple individuals, 

however: on five occasions he uses the type AAAA plural ⲛⲣⲙZ-. Each instance of type EEEE, however, 

occurs for the first party of the text, whereas four out of five uses of ⲛⲣⲙZ- are for the second 

party. On such limited evidence it is difficult to say whether this is significant or not, however 

it is not impossible that Aristophanes had specific circumstances in mind when using type E E E E 

constructions46. The monk Frange uses an EEEE type construction on only one occasion – to refer 

to a sick monk for whom he is requesting some oil. 

 

The evidence from these ten scribes does not suggest a standard application of specific types, 

but rather that scribes had individual preferences in designator use. This conclusion is 

supported by two examples of location designators in different hands referring to the same 

individual, Moses son of Plouj, in the same document, P.CLT 1. The first instance of a 

location designator for Moses is given in the opening address (ll. 4-6) and is written in the 

hand of Psate son of Pisrael. It describes Moses as “the man of Pshinsion in the district of 

Koptos, but now a monk on the holy mountain of the kastron of Jeme” (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡZϣⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ 

ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕZⲃZⲧZ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓⲟⲩⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ’ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 5-

6). The second designator, written by Iohannes son of Lazaros, describes Moses as “the man 

of the village Pshinsion in the nome of the city Koptos, but now in the kastron Jeme” 

(ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓ�ⲟⲛ ⲡⲥⲩⲛZⲥⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲛZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓ�ⲥ ⲕZⲃZⲧZ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ�ϩⲙZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 109), 

referring to him as a monk only outside the designator itself. While the two designators are 

broadly similar, there are clear stylistic differences. It is probable that Moses described his 

                                                
45 P.KRU 10.4-6; P.KRU 39.1-3; P.KRU 40.1-5. 
46 Interestingly, these three texts involve one or more of the children of Germanos as the first party (in the case 
of P.KRU 40 as both parties). Two other texts involve the children of Germanos with designators. In P.KRU 21 
(in the hand of Iohannes son of Lazaros) they occur as the second party of a text in which both parties (the first 
party is an individual) carry A A A A type designators; and in P.KRU 20 (hand unknown) one of the children of 
Germanos sells part of a house to another individual (his nephew) – both use A A A A types. While neither of these 
texts have multiple individuals for the first party, it is unlikely that the children of Germanos were influencing 
Aristophanes’ choice of designator. 
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place of origin and current residential status in general terms, and that the scribes transcribed 

this according to their own stylistic preferences. 

 

Most scribes, then, seem to have had preferred types from which they deviated in specific 

circumstances: such as referring to a community or large groups of individuals. In fact, only 

Frange shows no strong signs of a systematic use of designators. Of the 24 designators he 

uses in his personal letters, 2 type AAAA, 9 AAAA extensions, 2 BBBB, 4 FFFF, and 1 XXXX are all first party 

usages describing himself. The remaining 3 AAAA, 1 DDDD, 1 EEEE, and an XXXX are all used for ‘other’ 

party functions. It seems that Frange’s choice depended on stylistic preference rather than 

contextual preference. It is likely, then, that while some scribes had specific circumstances in 

mind for various constructions, others varied without contextual reason. 

 

Lexical Variation? 

 

It was argued above that there are broad correlations between designator use, function, and 

document type, but that the designator use of individual scribes shows an individual rather 

than universal system. The question remains, however, whether or not there was an accepted 

lexical meaning for each type which all scribes were aware of. Is there a conscious decision 

on the part of the scribe to use ⲡⲣⲙZ-, ϩⲛZ, ⲏⲡ, or any of the other types that is not based on his 

own preference? The dictionary meaning and actual usage of each type is examined below, 

however the most crucial designators are those with extensions, that is, those with an 

additional phrase qualifying the meaning of certain designators. The extensions of each type 

are discussed under the heading for the base type. 

 

Type A: ⲣⲙZ-[toponym] 

 

ⲣⲙZ- is the construct form of ⲣⲱⲙⲉ (‘man’, ‘human being’) which, when used with a place 

name, denotes a man ‘of’ or ‘from’ that place47. This is by far the most common type of 

location designator in the Theban material, occurring a total of 229 times in 167 texts in the 

database and a further 19 times with extensions. ⲣⲙZ- occurs with all the definite articles: 

denoting men (ⲡⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ P.KRU 34.12), women (ⲧⲣⲙZϫⲉⲙⲉ O.Medin.HabuCopt. 73.4) and 

groups (ⲛⲣⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ P.KRU 106.11); and once with the indefinite singular 

                                                
47 Crum, Dict. 294b-296a. For ⲣⲙ- see p. 295a-295b, with place names see section c, p. 295b. Variants occur as 
ⲣⲱⲙ- S, ⲣⲟⲙ- O, and rarely ⲣⲱⲙⲉ (except with ϣⲙⲟⲩⲛ). 
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(ⲉⲩⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ O.CrumVC 53.2). While this construction is most commonly used without any 

connecting element, it infrequently occurs with genitival ⲛZ- between ⲣⲙZ- and the toponym 

(ⲡⲣⲙⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ P.Pisentius 68.5-6). 

 

Little discussion exists regarding any specific nuance of ⲣⲙZ-, however Terry Wilfong once 

remarked that its usage “denotes an inhabitant of the place, particularly a person born in the 

place”48. His position, that ⲣⲙZ- can indicate place of origin as well as current residence, is 

supported by a number of extension phrases which make this relationship explicit. The most 

common extension of type A A A A designators employs ⲟⲩⲏϩ, the qualitative of ⲟⲩⲱϩ – ‘to put, 

be’ here with the sense ‘to dwell’. Most often ⲟⲩⲏϩ occurs with a substantivised relative or a 

demonstrative pronoun plus relative, as in: ⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲩ [ⲧϣ]ⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲡⲉϣⲁⲧⲉ 

ⲧⲣⲙⲡⲉⲡⲉⲅⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲟⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲯⲟⲓ ⲧⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩϩ ϩⲛⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲉⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲉⲣⲅⲓⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲩ 

ⲁⲡ\ⲏ/ – “Staurou, the daughter of the blessed Pesate, the woman of the village of Matoi in the 

district of Psoi, this one who lives in the monastery of Apa Sergios in the kastron Ape” 

(P.KRU 81.2-4). It is occasionally also attested with a circumstantial construction, as in: 

ⲑⲉⲱ�ⲫⲓⲗⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲛⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲛⲥⲉⲩⲏⲣⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ 

ϩⲛⲧⲃⲏⲃⲉ ϩⲙⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ – “Theophilos the son of Elias, and Severos the son of Elias, men 

of the district Pouaab, but today living in Tbebe, in the district of Ermont” (P.KRU 118.3-5). 

Constructions involving ⲟⲩⲏϩ account for 17 of the 21 extensions of type AAAA designators in the 

database. Of these, 11 (64.71%) are in the hand of the monk Frange, who often describes 

himself as ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “the man of Petemout who lives on 

the mountain of Jeme” (O.TT29 39.2-4). 

 

Four other extension phrases occur in specific situations. Two of these relate to Moses, a 

monk of the monastery of Saint Paul on the mountain of Jeme. The first of these employs a 

circumstantial and a form of ⲉⲓⲣⲉ to indicate both his current profession and location: 

ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲡⲉⲓⲉⲗ(ⲁ)\ⲭ/(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ) ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣ(ⲓ)\ⲟ/(ⲥ) ⲡⲗⲟⲩZϫZ ⲧⲁⲙⲁⲁⲩϯ ⲧⲁⲥⲓⲁ 

ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡZϣⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕZⲃZⲧZ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓⲟⲩⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ 

ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Moses this most humble monk, the son of the blessed Plouj, my mother being 

Tasia, the man of Pshinsion in the district of Koptos, but now a monk on the holy mountain of 

the kastron Jeme” (P.CLT 1.4-6). The second, from later in the same document, is very 

                                                
48 Wilfong (2002) 29. A summarised version of the present discussion was presented at the 10th International 
Congress of Coptic Studies in Rome (17-22 September 2012) and is forthcoming in the proceedings of this 
congress. 
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similar but uses a circumstantial converter with a non-verbal sentence and ascribes his current 

location to “the kastron Jeme” rather than its mountain: ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓ�ⲟⲛ ⲡⲥⲩⲛZⲥⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲛZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓ�ⲥ ⲕZⲃZⲧZ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ�ϩⲙZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ – “the man of the village Pshinsion, in the 

nome of the city Koptos, but now in the kastron Jeme” (P.CLT 1.108-109) 49. 

 

At one point in another document, a certain Athanasios reports to the recipient that he “met a 

man from Jeme on the isle” – ⲁⲓ�ⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧⲁ ⲉⲩⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲓ�ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ (O.CrumVC 53.2-3)50. This is 

not a typical location designator in that it does not qualify a named individual, however in 

indicating the individual’s place of residence and current location it functions in the same 

way. Finally, the second husband of Elizabeth the daughter of Epiphanius, a woman of Jeme, 

was originally from Aswan but relocated to Jeme when he married her. This situation is 

recorded in a number of documents relating to the couple, and through his location designator 

as it appears in her will: ⲡⲁϩⲁⲓ ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲡϣⲏ�[ⲣⲉ] ⲛⲑⲉⲱⲇⲱⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲥⲟⲩⲏⲛ 

ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲓⲧ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲥⲓⲙⲉ ϩⲛϫⲏ�[ⲙⲉ] – “my husband Abraham, the son of Theodoros, the man 

of the city Aswan, since he took me to him as (a) wife in Jeme” (P.KRU 68.11-12). 

 

The use of extensions with constructions involving ⲣⲙZ- shows that in some cases it is used to 

differentiate place of origin from current place of residence. Why this distinction should be 

made, particularly if the place of residence has changed permanently, is less clear. Of the 21 

extensions of type AAAA that occur in the database, 15 (71.43%) are from monks or nuns: 

although it must be remembered that 11 of these relate to the monk Frange. Given that these 

individuals are now living in an institution away from their original home, perhaps their 

continued identification with their place of birth is connected with administrative necessity. 

More likely, such extensions are a more accurate means of identification. Monks, for instance, 

                                                
49 The designator on lines 4-6 is from the opening formula at the beginning of the document, whereas that on 
lines 108-109 is from his assent clause. The two designators are written by different scribes, as the assent clause 
was written by a different individual from the main scribe of the text. 
50 Crum translates ϩⲓⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ with “at Tmoue” rather than “on the isle”, taking it as a place name. However, he 
qualifies in note 3 of this edition that “the isle” is more likely. A similar place name occurs in O.CrumVC 48.3: 
ϯⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩ·. If one or both of these references can be understood as “the isle” it is possible that they refer to 
Pisinai, near Kos, which is elsewhere called an isle. See Appendix A, p. 274. 



45 
 

theoretically gave up their actual family for a spiritual one, and so a more detailed location 

designator was likely preferable to one involving a patronymic51. 

 

Whatever the case, that ⲣⲙZ- implies a relationship with a place beyond simple residence is 

supported by the fact that none of the 230 uses of ⲡⲣⲙZ- in the database occur directly affixed 

to a church or monastery, only cities, villages, and occasionally districts: for example 

ⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡ[ⲧ]ⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲉⲃZⲧZ – “the man of the district of Koptos” (P.Mon.Epiph. 323.1-2). Given that 

Abraham the husband of Elizabeth moved to Jeme when he married her, it seems unlikely that 

ⲣⲙZ- could represent an administrative link. One would think that, for all intents and purposes, 

Abraham was now a resident of Jeme and would have paid his taxes as a resident of that 

town52. 

 

If administrative purposes are unlikely, it remains possible that the use of both original and 

current locations either serves as a further means of identifying specific individuals, or is a 

stylistic preference of the individual themself, as is almost certainly the case with the monk 

Frange. It is impossible to say whether some of those only identified by ⲣⲙZ- originated 

elsewhere – that is, it is impossible to say whether ⲣⲙZ- was used by different scribes to 

identify either the place of birth or the current place of residence. Conversely, there are some 

cases in which only ⲣⲙZ-, indicating origin and not current residence, is used when the current 

place of residence has already been signalled. In Coptica #43, Psan son of Paham is twice 

identified as a “man of Terkot” (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ, ll. 2 & 12), and is in contact with a man of 

Jeme, thus providing a potential link between the two places. However, in the opening 

address of this text, which is damaged, Psan is “the man of Terkot, who liv[es in …] in the 

nome of Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩ�[ⲏϩ ϩⲛZ-…] ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲣZⲙⲟⲛ\ⲧ/, ll. 2-3), which 

suggests that he now resides somewhere else (perhaps in a monastery). If the beginning of 

this text had been more damaged and had not partially preserved the construction ⲉⲧⲟⲩ�[ⲏϩ 

                                                
51 While accepting that Christian monasticism called for the renunciation of biological ties, R. Krawiec (2003) 
has argued that this situation is in fact more complex. She has looked at familial discourse in Augustine, Gregory 
of Nyssa, and Shenoute, and concluded that “in many cases monasticism had a “profamilial” attitude alongside 
its standard “antifamilial tendency”” (p. 305). This goes a long way to explaining why many of those styling 
themselves as ⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ in Coptic papyri refrain from using patronymics, yet many others seem to maintain 
relationships with their biological family. 
52 Indeed either he or a man with the same name and patronymic served as a lashane of Jeme in the early eighth 
century (P.CLT 5.48-51). Tax receipts with location designators for the tax payer are infrequent, yet some few 
do use them. O.Vind.Copt. 92 is the receipt for the poll tax payment of Georgios “the man of Pshenhor” 
(ⲡⲣ[ⲙⲡϣⲛ]ϩⲱⲣ, ll. 3-4) to the lashane of the same town; Daniel son of Pachom “the man of the kastron Jeme” 
(ⲡⲣⲙⲡⲕⲁ�ⲥ�ⲧⲣ[ⲟ]ⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ, P.Bal. Appendix A, l.2) is issued a tax assessment; and a receipt is given to “the men of 
Jeme” (ⲛⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 1-2) for taxes paid in O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 82/4. It is unclear why these individuals are 
located and, as such, impossible to extrapolate anything of significance from these documents. 
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ϩⲛZ-, a link might have been made on the basis of this text when one is not entirely justified, as 

it is likely that Psan no longer lived in Terkot. This example cautions against relying on a 

location given in an assent clause when the beginning of the text is lost, however it would be 

crippling to doubt every such use of ⲣⲙZ-. 

 

Problems aside, ⲣⲙZ- is used in Theban texts to indicate place of origin. In some circumstances 

this is contrasted with an individual’s current place of residence, but in many, where no 

modifying phrase is used, it likely refers to both (i.e. when origin and current place of 

residence are the same). Furthermore, ⲣⲙZ- is not used to attribute an individual to a church or 

monastery. 

 

Type B: Genitival ⲛ- 

 

The genitival particle ⲛ- (ⲙⲙⲟ⸗) can be used in a locational sense to refer to an individual 

‘from’ a place53. The affixation of a toponym directly to a personal name by means of only 

the genitival particle is used infrequently compared to types AAAA, CCCC, and DDDD, with only 31 entries 

from 29 texts in the database. Its use can be divided into three rough variations. Firstly, 19 of 

the entries are simple “NN of X” constructions, as in ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲛⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲡⲣⲱⲧⲟⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥ 

ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ – “Petros, the son of the blessed Protogenes, of Ermont” (P.KRU 93.55) or 

ⲉⲡⲉⲫⲁⲛⲓⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ – “Epiphanius of the mountain of Jeme” (P.Mon.Epiph. 108.8-

9)54. Another nine entries refer to communities, usually of monks but also of Jeme, as in 

ⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ – “the brethren of the topos of Apa Phoibammon” (SB 

Kopt. II 922.4-5) or ⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱ\ⲧ/(ⲏⲥ) ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛZ ⲧⲏⲣϥZ – “the community of the whole 

kastron” (O.CrumVC 8.20). The final three entries employ a title, similar to the construction 

of type DDDD, however the title is placed before the personal name and not between it and the 

place name, as in ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃ(ⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲁⲡⲁ ⲃⲓⲕⲧⲱⲣ ⲙZⲡⲧⲡ[ⲟⲥ] ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ – “(the) priest 

Apa Victor of the topos of Apa Phoibammon” (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12.Vs 3-4). 

 

Of the 31 entries for type BBBB, 19 give the location of the individual as a church or monastery 

(including the uses of ⲧⲟⲟⲩ ‘mountain’), which highlights an important aspect of BBBB 

                                                
53 Crum, Dict. 215a-216a. See in particular section b, p. 216a. 
54 It may be possible to add a twentieth example of this usage, increasing the total number of type B B B B designators 
to 32. In O.Vind.Copt. 31.1-2, David of Papjioor(?) (ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲙZ�ⲡ�ⲁ ⲡZϫⲓⲟⲟⲣ) writes a loan agreement to Daniel of 
Jeme. Due to the problematic reading of ⲙZ�ⲡ�ⲁ ⲡZϫⲓⲟⲟⲣ, it is not entirely clear if this is a location designator, so I 
have not included it in the count. 
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compared to AAAA and certain other types. Whereas type AAAA had, in many circumstances, the 

specific nuance of referring to place of origin, type B B B B refers more generally to the place where 

an individual resided. While this place could be a monastery, church or town, the use of 

genitival ⲛ- does not seem to imply any administrative relationship between the individual 

and the place they are associated with. 

 

Type C: ϩⲛZ-[toponym] 

    

According to Crum’s dictionary the simple preposition ϩⲛ-, when used in reference to place, 

has the sense ‘in’, ‘at’ or ‘on’55. This preposition appears commonly in designators of place, 

accounting for 123 of the database entries (18.22%) and occurring in 71 separate texts 

(20.23%). It occurs in a broad range of document types and functions – although primarily in 

first party, second party, and witness statements (the three best attested functions) – and is 

used to indicate location within towns and cities: ⲫⲓⲗⲟⲑⲉⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙZⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲓZⲱⲥⲏⲫ 

ϩⲙZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ56 – “Philotheos, the son of the blessed Joseph, in the 

kastron of Jeme in the district Ermont” (O.CrumVC 30.6-8). While C C C C types also occur with 

monasteries and churches: for instance ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲁ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲓⲥⲁⲕ ϩⲛⲑⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ – 

“Kosma, the son of the blessed Isaac, in the (church of) Saint Mary” (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 

61.4-5), they do so less frequently57. In fact, of the 123 primary instances of type CCCC, only four 

(3.25%) are used with a church or monastery58. In P.KRU 82.51, moreover, a certain Sergios 

is designated ϩⲛⲁⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲗⲁ\ⲭ/(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ) ⲛⲇⲓⲁⲕ(ⲟⲛⲟⲥ) ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ – “in Ape, the 

humble deacon of the holy Church”. This text, combined with the low numbers of attestations 

of ϩⲛZ- with a religious institution, suggest that it is preferably used to indicate affiliation with 

a town or city rather than with a church or monastery. There is nothing to suggest, though, 

that it carries a more specific nuance, as does ⲣⲙZ-. 

 

In its most basic sense, ϩⲛ- refers to the physical location of an object or person. However, 

when used with a place name in location designators, ϩⲛ- seems to refer to the individual’s 

primary place of residence: in this sense it would be better translated as ‘from’. A small 
                                                
55 Crum, Dict. 683a-685a. For uses with place see section a, p. 683a-b. 
56 ϩⲛ- is also used frequently to link a place with the district or nome in which it lay. 
57 A church of Saint Mary is known to have existed in Jeme, and it is likely that this church is meant here. Words 
for churches, usually ⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ, are commonly omitted from location designators unless they form part of the 
actual name of the church, as in ⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “the Holy Church of Jeme”. On the other hand, 
monasteries almost always occur with either ⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ “monastery” or ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ “holy place”. 
58 Besides the example given already, religious institutions occur with ϩⲛZ- in O.CrumVC 30.5-6; O.Crum 191.7-
8; and O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12.Vs.4-5. 
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number of examples will serve to illustrate this point. Firstly, in a witness statement in P.KRU 

65.86-87 a certain Samuel son of Joseph describes himself as ϩⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ – “from Jeme” – then 

adds ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ – “by chance I visited 

the holy topos of Apa Phoibammon”, where Apa Jacob, the first party, asked him to witness 

his will. This example draws a distinction between ϩⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ, Samuel’s residential location, 

and his physical location at the time of writing. Note, however, that ϩⲛ- is used for both 

statements: in the first instance as part of the location designator, and in the second in its 

dictionary meaning. 

 

That ϩⲛ- is used to indicate residential location is evident from a number of documents in 

which the primary parties use ϩⲛ- with different toponyms in their designators. For instance, 

in O.Crum 60 Severos son of Solomon, ϩⲛⲧⲟⲩⲣⲏⲥⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ – “from Tourese (in) 

the nome of Ermont” (ll. 2-3), enters into a loan agreement with Shenetom son of Teus, 

ϩⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ – “from Jeme (in) this same nome” (ll. 4-5). It is unlikely that 

both men were in separate locations when the contract involving them was drawn up. More 

probable is that both were present at its execution and that the use of ϩⲛ- refers to their 

residential locations. In P.KRU 89, a document in which a man donates a child to the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon, two witnesses are ϩⲛⲯⲁⲙⲏⲣ “from Psamer” (ll. 50, 51), and 

two are ϩⲛⲧⲁⲃⲛⲏⲥⲉ “from Tabennese” (ll. 52, 53). Although we do not know the location of 

the first party, it is improbable that the document was taken to two separate towns just to find 

witnesses. In these instances ϩⲛ- certainly refers to residential rather than physical location. 

 

Based on the evidence from Theban texts, ϩⲛ-, when used as the primary indicator of place, 

generally indicates place of residence and does not necessarily imply an administrative or 

legal connection between an individual and a place. In this sense it essentially functions as a 

synonym of the genitival ⲛ- (type BBBB). Although it is possible that ϩⲛ- does refer to physical 

location in some instances, this is either made explicit by means of an expansion (as in 

P.KRU 65.86-87) or is simply coincidental. 

 

Type D: [title] ⲛ-[toponym] 

    

Type DDDD designators employ a title and place name construction, usually connected by 

genitival ⲛ-, of the pattern: ⲁⲛⲇⲣⲉⲁⲥ ⲡⲗⲁϣ�ⲁ�ⲛⲉ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Andreas the lashane of Jeme” 

(O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 29.1-2). This construction is very common in Theban documentary texts, 
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occurring 214 times in 138 texts in the database. It occurs in a broad range of document types 

and functions, and with both religious and administrative titles. Type DDDD designators show two 

degrees of specificity. Most name the specific institution (for religious officials) or town (for 

secular officials) in which the individual holds his post, for instance ⲥⲉⲛⲟⲩ\ⲑ/(ⲓⲟⲥ) ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ 

ⲛⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲫⲓⲗⲟ\ⲑ/(ⲉⲟⲥ) ⲡⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲥ ⲛⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲯⲁⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ – 

“Shenoute, the son of the blessed Philotheos, the oikonomos of the Holy Apa Psate on the 

mountain of Jeme” (P.KRU 54.3-4), or ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲛZⲇⲁⲛⲓⲏⲗ ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Abraham, 

(the son) of Daniel, the lashane of Jeme” (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 73.24-25). In these instances 

there is no reason not to believe that the individuals held their positions at the institution or 

town mentioned. 

 

A number of instances, however, only refer to a more or less general area in which the 

individual was located, as in ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲕ(ⲟⲛⲟⲥ) ⲙ�ⲡ�ⲧⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲩⲃⲏⲧ – “Moses the deacon 

of the district of Koptos” (O.Vind.Copt. 34.10); ⲡ�ⲡ�ⲣ�ⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ� ⲛZⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ – “the priest of 

Terkot” (O.Vind.Copt. 55.4-5); or ⲕⲩⲣⲓⲁⲕ(ⲟⲥ) ⲡⲉⲡⲣ\ⲉ/(ⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϩⲉⲅⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ 

ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Kuriakos, the priest and hegumenos59 of the mountain of Jeme” 

(P.Schutzbriefe 31.1). In such cases, the title of the individual and the place are only generally 

related. Moses, for instance, was undoubtedly not a deacon over the whole district of Koptos, 

but rather a deacon of a church within the district. In these cases the joining preposition 

probably conveys the residential sense ‘from’, in much the same manner as ϩⲛZ- or ⲛ-. 

 

A number of prepositions other than ⲛ are also used to connect title and place name, however 

the sense of the construction is essentially the same. The other prepositions used are the Greek 

ⲁⲡⲟ (ἀπό) (P.KRU 84.2); and the Coptic ⲉ- (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 7.11-13; O.Crum 310.1-2; 

P.KRU 80.6-7; 88.3; 97.73-75,75-77); ⲉϫⲛ- (P.KRU 42.8; 97.77-78); ϩⲛZ- (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. 

II 10.vs3-4; O.Crum 36.4-5; 165.9-11; Ad.16.1-3; O.CrumST 62.10; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 

59.3-4; P.KRU 82.49; P.Schutzbriefe 85.1); and ϩⲓ- (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 73/1.5). 

 

Based on the examples from other types, a construction that can be applied to towns, regions 

and religious institutions is unlikely to indicate place of origin, or place of residence for 

                                                
59 The title hegumenos (from Greek ἡγούµενος, ‘leader’) was given to both priests and monks and was used to 
denote the highest ranking priest or monk in a group. In a church environment, a hegumenos is equivalent to an 
archpriest. In a monastic environment, the term refers to the superior of the monastery, and this is the most likely 
meaning of the term as it occurs in the Theban texts. For the use of this term see Wipszycka (1991:C). 
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administrative purposes. This is further suggested in O.Vind.Copt. 103.6,860 where a 

“Gergorios, priest of Saint Pesamou, man of the kastron” occurs – ⲅⲉⲣⲅⲱⲣⲓⲟⲥ 

ⲡⲣ\ⲉ/(ⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲙZⲡϩⲁⲅⲓ(ⲟⲥ) ⲡⲉⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲡⲣⲏⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛZ. That the scribe seems to be 

deliberately trying to convey a difference between where Gergorios served as a priest and 

what town he was a “man” of reinforces the meaning provided above for type AAAA 

constructions. 

 

The wide distribution of type DDDD designators across a range of document types and functions 

suggests that scribes preferred to use an individual’s title wherever possible, or, in the case of 

witness statements, that individuals preferred to use their own title. In the 96 documents from 

the database in which more than one type of designator occurs, 76 (79.17%) use type DDDD 

designators as one of the types and 61 (63.54%) use only type DDDD and one other type. This 

suggests that even if a scribe had a preference for a specific construction, type DDDD designators 

were still employed as the norm when a title was available. 

    

Type E: (ⲡ)ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉ-[toponym] 

 

A small number of designators employ ⲏⲡ, the qualitative of the verb ⲱⲡ – ‘to count’ or 

‘reckon’, in a transitive sense with the preposition ⲉ- to give the sense ‘belonging to’ or 

‘ascribed to’61. These constructions are uniformly preceded by a relative or circumstantial 

converter, for instance: ⲗⲉⲝⲁⲛⲇⲣⲓⲁ ⲧϣⲉⲛZⲓ�ⲱⲥⲏⲫ ⲧⲁⲓ� ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉϫⲏⲙⲉ – “(A)lexandria, the 

daughter of Joseph, this one who is ascribed to Jeme” (O.CrumVC 17.3-4); or ϣⲉⲛ[ⲟⲩⲧⲉ] 

ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛ[ⲛⲁ]ⲣⲓ.ⲏ. ⲛϣ[ⲏ]ⲣⲉ ⲙ[ⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ)] ⲅⲉⲣⲙⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ… etc … ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ ⲉⲛⲏⲡ 

ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏ[ⲙⲉ] ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ – “Shenoute (and) Iohannari, the sons of 

the blessed Germanos and … etc. … all of us who are ascribed to the kastron of Jeme, (in) the 

nome of the city Ermont” (P.KRU 40.1-5). Instances in which a circumstantial converter is 

used, as in the second of the two examples above, occur in three separate texts all written by 

the same scribe, Aristophanes son of Iohannes, which perhaps suggests that the use of the 

circumstantial in these constructions was not standard62. 

 

                                                
60 Line 7 is a later superlinear addition, above what is numbered as line 8. 
61 Crum, Dict. 526a-528a. For the uses with ⲉ- see p. 526a-526b. 
62 Apart from the example given above, the circumstantial converter is also used in P.KRU 10.5-6 and P.KRU 
39.2-3. In P.KRU 39 the personal names are followed by a construction involving ϩⲛ-: ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲛ ⲉⲛⲏⲡ 
ϩⲙⲡⲅ[ⲉⲛ]ⲟⲥ ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ (P.KRU 39.2-3), which gives the sense ‘in, among’ (see Crum, Dict. 527a) – 
“All we who are ascribed among the people of the kastron of Jeme”. 
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Constructions employing ⲏⲡ occur 9 times in the database, and once more with an extension, 

and although they are infrequent it is possible that they have a very specific meaning. On the 

basis of information from the Frange dossier, Liliane Aït-Kaci, Anne Boud’hors, and Chantal 

Heurtel argue that even from its basic meaning, ⲏⲡ must have administrative connotations63. 

They point out that in two texts Frange appears reluctant or unable to procure oil from Jeme, 

and seeks an intermediary to acquire some for him64. They suggest that Frange needed to do 

this because he himself was not ascribed to Jeme but to the town on which Petemout, his 

hometown, was dependent, and that these texts are perhaps an indication of “une limitation de 

la circulation des personnes liée au renforcement de la surveillance fiscal au début de VIIIe 

siècle”65. It is not clear why Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors, & Heurtel believe that Frange could not be 

ascribed to Petemout itself, nor why Frange should not be able to have fiscal dealings with 

Jeme, however these issues shall be revisited at a later point66. What they have said about the 

meaning of ⲏⲡ when used to identify location deserves closer attention. 

 

In support of their arguments, only four towns – Apé, Ermont, Jeme, and Terkot – are used 

with ⲏⲡ in Theban location designators. This suggests that ⲏⲡ cannot be applied to any 

inhabited area (a monastery for instance), but had a more restricted use. Furthermore, the two 

extensions of this type are both for monks living on the mountain of Jeme but ascribed to 

Jeme in one instance and Ermont in the other: ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ⲙⲛϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ 

ⲡⲙⲁⲓⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲏⲗ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲇⲉ 

ϩⲓⲡⲉⲥⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ – “Jacob the son of David, the monk, and Elias the pious believer, the 

son of Samuel, these who are ascribed to the kastron Jeme but living on its holy mountain” 

(P.KRU 75.131-133); and ⲁⲡⲁ ⲉⲡⲓⲫⲁⲛⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲩⲗⲁⲃⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲙZⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛZⲁⲛⲇⲣⲉⲁⲥ 

ⲡⲁⲓ� ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧZ ⲉϥⲟ ⲙZⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Apa Epiphanius the most 

pious monk, the son of Andreas, this one who is ascribed to the city Ermont, being a monk on 

the mountain of Jeme” (P.Mon.Epiph. 87.6-8)67. 

 

It is clear from the examples above that ⲏⲡ did not necessarily indicate where one lived, but 

rather where one was registered in the administrative records. In most cases this would be the 

                                                
63 Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 6. 
64 See O.TT29 9 and 86. 
65 They suggest Apé. See Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 6-8 and Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 24. 
66 See p. 122. 
67 It is interesting to note that both of these examples come from the monastery of Epiphanius on the Sheikh abd 
el-Qurna. P.KRU 75 is the will of Jacob and Elias, who owned the property and presumably led the monks there, 
and P.Mon.Epiph. 87, also a will, was found there and may be in favour of Apa Epiphanius. 
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place of origin. Unlike ⲣⲙZ-, however, ⲏⲡ seems to imply that some formal connection to that 

place still existed, even if the individual was living elsewhere. Why this distinction was 

necessary is not stated, although taxation is likely. These examples also demonstrate that 

monks living on the mountain of Jeme could be registered to locations other than Jeme itself, 

indicating that moving onto the mountain of Jeme did not require that one become ascribed to 

Jeme. This dichotomy may have been particular to monks, however, and more particularly, to 

monks who did not belong to a large, coenobitic community, since it is clear that large 

monasteries were treated as taxable units in the same way as towns or villages68. It is less 

clear how monks living in isolated cells (such as Frange) or in informal communities (such as 

those from the monastery of Epiphanius) were taxed. In all the monastic uses of ⲏⲡ from 

Thebes, none are applied to a monk from either of the large communal monasteries of 

Phoibammon or Paul. It is possible, but not certain, that monks on the mountain of Jeme who 

did not belong to such a community, and who were therefore not counted amongst its 

residents for tax purposes, were still required to pay their poll tax as “residents” of the town 

from which they originally came, whether Jeme, Ermont, or some other location. On the other 

hand, individuals in the larger monasteries, or laymen who moved to other towns from their 

original location (such as Abraham the husband of Elizabeth who moved to Jeme from 

Aswan), would probably have paid taxes as members of their new homes and would therefore 

have been “ascribed” to them. 

 

So, whereas ⲣⲙZ- likely indicates place of origin but not necessarily the place with which one 

was associated for administrative purposes, ⲏⲡ does seem to be connected with this. 

  

Type F: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛZ-[toponym] 

 

Type FFFF designators employ ⲟⲩⲏϩ and a preposition (ϩⲓ-, ϩⲛZ-, or ⲛ-) to link an individual to a 

place. Intransitively, as it is used in these constructions, it conveys the meaning ‘to be placed’, 

‘dwell’, ‘live’69. In almost every type FFFF entry, ⲟⲩⲏϩ is preceded by a relative construction, 

usually in conjunction with a demonstrative pronoun, as in ⲓ�ⲥⲁⲕ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙZⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ� 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛZⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ – “Isaac the son of Papnoute, this one who lives in the 

village of Apa Papnoute” (P.Mon.Epiph. 93.1-4). The monk Frange instead prefers a 

                                                
68 See the discussion on the taxation of the monastery of Apa Paul, pp. 205-206. 
69 Crum, Dict. 505b-508b. For its uses with the prepositions ϩⲓ- (Sahidic only), ϩⲛZ-, and ⲛ- (Sahidic only), see pp. 
507b-508a. 
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substantivised relative – ϥⲣⲁⲛⲅⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲉⲗⲁⲭ(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ) ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “the 

humblest Frange, the one who lives on the mountain of Jeme” (O.TT29 38.14-15). Type FFFF 

designators also occur twice with the relative converter alone (P.Mon.Epiph. 92.3-5 and 

O.Crum Ad.17.1-5), and once with a circumstantial converter (P.KRU 67.13-14). 

 

Type FFFF is not common, occurring only 16 times (2.41%) in 15 texts (4.37%). However, the 

use of ⲟⲩⲏϩ in location designators is not limited to these primary instances. Type FFFF 

designators, showing the same variations in construction, are also used in extensions of AAAA, DDDD, 

and EEEE type designators, increasing the use of this construction to 33 entries (4.96%) over 29 

texts (8.45%). The use of ⲟⲩⲏϩ in the extensions indicates current residential location rather 

than original location. Given that the construction of the clause containing ⲟⲩⲏϩ in the 

extensions is essentially the same as in the primary usage, it is almost certain that the meaning 

conveyed by type FFFF designators in a primary usage is also the same. That is to say, ⲟⲩⲏϩ is 

used literally to convey residence and does not have any administrative implications. 

 

Every instance of type FFFF preceded by the substantivised relative is from the hand of Frange, 

and is used to describe his own situation. Only two of Frange’s uses of ⲟⲩⲏϩ employ a 

relative which is not substantivised, and both of these follow from lacunae or damaged 

letters70. In fact, 13 of the uses of ⲟⲩⲏϩ (39.39%) are from Frange’s hand, and a further 11 

likely relate to monks or a monastic environment. This means that 72.73% of all uses of ⲟⲩⲏϩ 

come from a monastic context. Such a high percentage suggests that ⲟⲩⲏϩ was particularly 

(but not exclusively) used to indicate residence in religious communities, such as the smaller 

monasteries or hermitages, where legal residence could not be ascribed. 

 

Type G: ϩⲓ-[toponym] 

 

Constructions employing the preposition ϩⲓ- (‘on’, ‘at’, ‘in’, ‘from’, ‘out of’) as the primary 

connector of personal name and place are relatively rare in Theban documentary texts, 

occurring only 6 times in as many texts71. This construction usually occurs straight after the 

personal name, as in ⲡⲓⲥⲣⲁⲏⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲁⲩⲧ – “Pisrael, in Taut” (O.Crum 439.472). In one instance, 

                                                
70 O.Ashm.Copt. 19.2-5 and O.TT29 98.2-3. 
71 Crum, Dict. 643b-645b. For the meaning ‘from’, ‘out of’ see p. 644b. 
72 A few other instances involving ϩⲓ- likely occur in this account, however they are too damaged to be certain. 
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however, it occurs with a relative converter: ⲃⲁⲥⲓⲗⲉⲟⲥ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲡⲉⲓⲁⲉ – “Basileos, who is in the 

valley” (O.CrumVC 51.8). 

 

This second example raises an interesting question: does ϩⲓ- indicate physical location more 

than other types? ϩⲓ- occurs in a secondary role 14 times in other types of location designators 

(AAAA, DDDD, EEEE, and FFFF), and in 12 of these it occurs before ⲧⲟⲟⲩ (‘mountain’). Many of these refer 

to the location of a monastery, for instance ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲱⲥ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲙⲱⲛ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Jacob, the monk and superior of the holy 

topos (of) Apa Phoibammon on the mountain of Jeme” (P.KRU 65.81-82). In these instances 

ϩⲓ- certainly indicates the physical presence of the monastery on the mountain, however in 

other examples this meaning is less apparent. In O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 73/1, a man from Ermont 

borrows money from “Apa Shenoute, the monk on the mountain” (ⲁⲡⲁ ϣⲉⲛⲟⲩⲑⲓⲟⲥ 

ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ, l. 5). This construction, a type DDDD using ϩⲓ- with a title instead of ⲛ-, 

seems to indicate where Apa Shenoute was a monk, rather than where he was at the time the 

document was written. 

 

This is also the circumstance suggested by the primary usage of ϩⲓ- in type GGGG designators. 

That is, when Pisrael was described as ϩⲓⲧⲁⲩⲧ, or when a son of Hello is described as 

ϩⲓⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲱ(ⲛ) ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ (P.KRU 73.48), context suggests that place of residence is meant. 

While other contexts, such as the secondary use of ϩⲓ- in location designators to describe the 

location of monasteries, certainly suggest a physical location, the use of ϩⲓ- as the primary 

means to connect a personal name and place likely indicates place of residence. In this 

respect, the use of ϩⲓ- is essentially synonymous with ϩⲛZ- and ⲛ-. 

 

Type H: constructions using ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ and ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ 

    

Type HHHH designators are unusual because they specify physical location rather than place of 

residence, or place of origin. They occur only 6 times in the database and 5 of these instances 

are witness statements from the same document: the will of Apa Jacob, a superior of the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon. Of these, the first was mentioned above, but the full citation 

is: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲏⲗ ⲛⲓⲱⲥⲏⲥ ϩⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ 

ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲁ\ⲁ/ⲡⲁⲓⲱⲧsic ⲁⲡⲁ ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲁⲓⲣⲙⲁⲣⲧⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϯⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲉϥⲁⲓⲧⲏⲥⲓⲥ 

– “I Samuel (son) of Joseph from Jeme, by chance I visited the holy topos of Apa 
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Phoibammon. My father Apa Jacob asked me and I witnessed this testament according to his 

request.” (P.KRU 65.86-88).  

 

The use of ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ “by chance” is the main feature of this type, with ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ “to visit” 

being the main verb that completes the construction73. It is not the only verb used, however, 

and the positioning of ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ and the verb varies from case to case. A variant is found 

in P.KRU 65.89-90: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉⲕⲱϣ ⲛⲯⲙⲱ ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ 

ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ ϫⲉⲉⲓ�ⲛ�ⲁ�ϭⲓⲛ ⲡϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲁϥⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ 

ⲁⲓⲣⲙⲁⲣⲧⲩⲣ\ⲟ/(ⲥ) ⲉϯⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ – “I Pekosh, (son) of Psmo, the lashane, I visited the holy topos 

of Apa Phoibammon by chance so that I should visit our father Jacob, and he asked me and I 

witnessed this testament.” 

 

Despite the difference in word order between the two examples above, their application, as 

well as in the other three instances from this text, is the same – the individual happened to be 

visiting the monastery when Apa Jacob was drawing up his will and witnessed it when asked. 

This construction is not a location designator in the true sense, in that the construction cannot 

be used to identify the individual. Rather, it offers an explanation as to why these individuals 

witnessed the document. I have included it among the location designators both because it is 

unique in illuminating where witnesses to a document came from, and because it reinforces 

my assertions that the other types do not indicate physical, but residential location74. 

 

The only other Theban example of this construction published so far is for the first party of a 

child donation: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲁⲗⲱⲧⲉ ⲡϣⲛⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) \ⲡⲉϣⲁⲧⲉ/ ⲡⲣⲙϯⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ 

ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲉⲓⲭⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲅⲟ ⲣⲙⲡⲁⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉ – “I Palote, the son of the blessed Pesate, the man 

of Timamen in the district of Ermont, but today by chance … Pampane” (P.KRU 100.3-4)75. 

This construction appears to use the ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ formula to expand an AAAA type designator, 

however what happens between ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲉⲓⲭⲏ and the place name Pampane is far from clear76. 

                                                
73 These phrases derive from their Greek equivalents: κατὰ τύχην and παράγω. For their occurrences in Coptic 
texts see Förster (2002) 828-829 and 612-613 respectively. 
74 Similar phrases occurs in two sixth century Greek papyri from Syene (Aswan): P.Münch. I 13.79-80 and 
P.Münch. I 14.33-34. Both use κατὰ τύχην with forms of εὑρίσκω (‘to find’). 
75 The ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ phrase also occurs in an unpublished section of P.KRU 77 (P.Sorb.inv. 2680), currently 
being edited by Esther Garel in her doctoral thesis (Paris). A similar construction is used in a papyrus from Edfu: 
“I, Shenoute son of the blessed Valen[….]iot(?), the men of Esna, by chance he found me in Tbo and he asked 
me and I wrote for him since he doesn’t know how to write.” – ⲁⲛⲟ[ⲕ ϣⲉⲛⲟ]ⲩⲧⲉⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙZⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ 
ⲟⲩⲁⲗⲉⲛ�[….]ⲓ�ⲟ\ⲧ/ ⲛZⲣⲙZⲥⲛⲏ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ ⲁϥϩⲉ� ⲉⲣⲟ�ⲓ� [ϩⲛ ⲧ]ⲃⲟ ⲁϥⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙZⲙⲟⲓ� ⲁⲓ�ⲥϩⲁⲓ� ϩⲁⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉ ϥ�ⲛⲟⲓ� ⲁⲛ ⲛZⲥϩⲁⲓ (SB 
Kopt. I 242.76-79, 649 CE). 
76 Pampane is attested as a toponym elsewhere. See Timm (1984-2007) 1822-1824. 
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It is difficult to accept that the ⲣⲙ transcribed before Pampane is the contraction of ⲣⲱⲙⲉ 

meaning ‘man of’: the same individual being a ‘man of’ two different toponyms is completely 

unparalleled. 

 

Type X: Other Constructions 

 

The seven type XXXX entries consist of constructions which did not occur with enough frequency 

to warrant the creation of separate types. Three documents employ the construction: relative 

converter ⲉⲧ- + ϣⲟⲟⲡ (the qualitative of ϣⲱⲡⲉ) + the preposition ϩⲛZ-, which together have 

the meaning “who is in”77. This construction occurs twice with a demonstrative pronoun in 

the same text: ⲙⲁⲛⲁ[ⲥⲏ] ⲙⲡⲉϭⲱϣ ⲡⲁⲓ� ⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲡⲉⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ – “Manasseh, (son) of Pekosh, this one who is in Jeme, the district of Ermont, in the 

same nome” (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 54.3-6; see also lines 1-3); and elsewhere with a 

substantivised relative: ϥⲣⲁⲛⲅⲉ ⲡⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ – “Frange, the one who is in the 

mountain of Jeme” (O.TT29 206.1-3). Due to the use of this construction with “the mountain 

of Jeme” by Frange, it is likely that it has a residential meaning, much like ⲟⲩⲏϩ. 

 

Two other type XXXX designators use no connecting lexeme at all (P.KRU 45.14-16 and O.TT29 

75.14). One uses the absolute relative pronoun ⲡⲁ- affixed to the toponym (O.CrumVC 76.3-

4); and another reads ⲓⲥⲁⲁⲕ ⲡϣⲏⲣZ ⲙZⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲛ ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧZ – “Isaac, 

the son of Moses, pamen in the nome of the city Ermont” (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 73/1.3-4). In 

this last example the meaning of ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲛ is not clear. From context it could be a toponym, 

either with no joining lexeme or with the pronoun ⲡⲁ-, or it could be a title – “the amen of the 

nome of the city Ermont”. However, neither the purported toponym nor such a title are 

elsewhere attested. From such a small sample size, it is difficult to establish meanings for 

these examples. 

 

The Use of Location Designators in Theban Texts 

    

There is not a close relationship between a scribe’s choice of designator type and the function 

of the designator or the document type. While certain designator types are more closely 

associated with certain functions, and different document types show different distributions of 

                                                
77 For ϣⲱⲡⲉ see Crum, Dict. 577b-581a. For its use with ϩⲛ-see p. 579b. 



57 
 

both designator type and function, these correlations indicate only a general, circumstantial 

relationship between these variables. It cannot be said that scribes noticeably choose 

designator type based on function or document. 

 

Likewise, the use of designators by individual scribes does not suggest a universal system in 

applying type, but rather that each scribe followed his own preference. For some scribes this 

preference included only two or three types, whereas others employed a greater variety. A 

number of those employing greater variation in type seem to show internal patterns in their 

choice of designators, while others seem to more haphazardly choose designator type. 

 

TypeTypeTypeType    ConstructionConstructionConstructionConstruction    Suggested Meaning in Location Designator Suggested Meaning in Location Designator Suggested Meaning in Location Designator Suggested Meaning in Location Designator 
ConstructionsConstructionsConstructionsConstructions    
    

AAAA    ⲣⲙZ(ⲛ)- Place of origin OR place of residence when the two are 
the same 

BBBB    ⲛZ- Place of residence  

CCCC    ϩⲛZ- Place of residence (mainly towns or cities) 

DDDD    Title + ⲛZ- (or other 
preposition) 

Institutional affiliation OR place of residence 

EEEE    ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉ- Administrative affiliation 

FFFF    ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛZ- (or other 
preposition) 

Place of residence 

GGGG    ϩⲓ- Place of residence 

HHHH    ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ Physical location at the time of writing 

XXXX    Miscellaneous 
constructions 

Most likely place of residence 

 

Most designator types seem to be synonyms, indicating place of residence, whether that be a 

town, region, church or monastery. Only types AAAA, DDDD, and EEEE show differences in meaning. 

Type DDDD, moreover, exhibits different degrees of specificity, with the more specific designators 

indicating the church, town or monastery where the individual held their title. While this may 

also have been their place of residence, the connection is not certain. The general examples 

only indicate a rough region or town (rather than a specific church or monastery) and 

therefore more likely indicate place of residence rather than where the individual specifically 

served. A number of examples indicate that type AAAA designators can specifically indicate place 

of origin rather than place of residence – although this cannot be ascertained for all examples 
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and undoubtedly some indicate both. Similarly, type EEEE designators do not seem to indicate 

place of residence but rather where one was ascribed to: where one was located in the eyes of 

the administration. Only in the case of type HHHH, not a designator in the strictest sense, does a 

construction indicate current physical location rather than place of origin or residence. 

 

 

LOCATION DESIGNATORS IN WITNESS STATEMENTS 

 

The use of location designators in witness and scribal statements is very common, accounting 

for a quarter of all entries in the database. It is unclear, however, how useful these designators 

can be for establishing connections between places. For the purposes of examining the 

breadth of the inter-settlement interactions of the west Theban communities, it is essential to 

know if the locations of the witnesses and the contracting parties can be linked: essentially, to 

know where witnesses were when they signed a document. This question is particularly 

pertinent when looking at documents in which the contracting parties are from different 

locations, or when one or more witnesses are from a location other than that of the main 

parties. 

 

In the location designator database, there are 39 texts with located witnesses or scribes in 

which the contracting parties are from different locations, or in which the witnesses or scribes 

are from locations other than those of the primary parties (see Tables 1.1 and 1.2). These form 

the basis for the following analysis, which is separated into two parts: secular documents and 

documents in which one of the main parties is a monastery. Such a division is desirable 

because the evidence suggests that the processes by which documents were drawn up differed 

between these two categories. 

 

Secular Documents 

    

Of the 39 documents examined below, only 11 do not involve a monastic party (see Table 

1.1). These 11 texts are almost entirely connected to loan agreements in which, in most cases, 

the lender is from Jeme. Immediately noticeable from Table 1.1 is that in nine of the 11 

examples, the locations of the witnesses and scribe, when given, are the same as that of the 

first party. In O.Medin.HabuCopt. 60, for example, Michaias son of Enoch, from Terkot, 
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borrows money from Pekosh son of Manasseh from Jeme. The document is drawn up by Apa 

Dios, a priest of the church of Terkot, and witnessed by Johannes son of Pisente who, 

although not given a location designator in this text, is known to be a resident of Terkot from 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55. The consistency of this situation across nine of the 11 documents 

suggests that it was usually the case that documents were drawn up at the first party’s 

location. 

 

P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    1111stststst    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

2222ndndndnd    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Witness Witness Witness Witness 
LocationsLocationsLocationsLocations    

Scribe Scribe Scribe Scribe 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Document Document Document Document 
TypeTypeTypeType    

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
78/2 

Petemout Jeme  Petemout Release of 
Security 

O.CrumST 88 Papjioor Jeme Apa Psate Apa Psate Acknowl.78 
of Debt 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
58 

Terkot Jeme*79  Terkot Acknowl. 
of Debt 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
59 

Terkot Jeme Terkot*  Acknowl. 
of Debt 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
60 

Terkot Jeme Terkot* Terkot Acknowl. 
of Debt 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
101 

Terkot Jeme Terkot  Unknown 

O.Vind.Copt. 28 Patoubasten Jeme  Patoubasten Acknowl. 
of Debt 

P.KRU 57 Pmilis Romoou Pmilis (3)80 Pmilis Settlement 
of a Loan 

P.KRU 59 Tse Jeme Tse (2) Tse Contract 
for sowing 
a field 

P.KRU 62 Pakale Jeme  Pakale81 Acknowl. 
of Debt 

P.KRU 72 Jeme*  Jeme (3) Ermont Testament 

Table 1.1. Locations of signing parties in secular documents from Thebes 

 

                                                
78 Acknowledgement has been shortened to ‘Acknowl.’ in this and the following tables. 
79 An asterisk (*) is used to indicate individuals who are located on the basis of information from other 
documents. 
80 The number in parentheses denotes how many people from that location act as witness in the document. 
81 Crum notes that the entire document is written in the same hand. Based on this, the scribe is almost certainly 
the first party and hence from Pakale, as in lines 11-12 a certain Paulos (same name as the first party) asserts that 
he wrote the document in his own hand. 
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Only in two, O.CrumST 8882 and P.KRU 72 is there some discrepancy. The first of these, in 

which “David of Papjioor, the farmer of Pshe(?)” (ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲙZ�ⲡ�ⲁⲡZϫⲓⲟⲟⲣ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉ  �ⲛZ�ⲡ�ϣⲉ ll.1-3) 

declares that he owes Daniel, the man of Jeme, 15 dipla of wine, is witnessed and written by a 

priest and deacon of a certain topos of Apa Psate. There are two problems with calling this 

text an example of discrepancy between first party and witness/scribe locations. Firstly, the 

(Church of) Apa Psate is itself not located and may well have been found in the same village 

as David. Secondly, while Crum and Till (1964) both tentatively read Papjioor as a toponym, 

it is both damaged and otherwise unattested, and could therefore be a misreading or a 

patronymic. As a result, it is difficult to make a compelling argument on the basis of 

O.CrumST 88 alone83. 

 

The other text, P.KRU 72, is the will of Aaron son of Shenoute who, although not located in 

the surviving parts of this text, is known from elsewhere to have been from Jeme84. In this 

text all named witnesses are from the town of Jeme, but the scribe is from Ermont. Given that 

this is a will and had only one primary party, it is puzzling that a man from Ermont acted as 

scribe. There is no reason to think that the document was drawn up in Ermont, particularly as 

the primary party and all three witnesses were from Jeme. Rather, in this case, it is more 

likely that the scribe was in Jeme at the time the document was written. Ultimately, as most of 

this document is lost, no firm conclusions can be drawn from the evidence that it does 

preserve. 

 

A third text, not mentioned in Table 1.1 because it contains no located witnesses or scribe, 

may also show discrepancy and is worth mentioning here. O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55 is a loan 

agreement between a man from Terkot and Pekosh, a man of Jeme. A certain Iohannes son of 

Matthusala (ll. 10-11), whose location is not given, writes the document and there are no 

witnesses. Following the pattern established above, we would expect Iohannes to be from 

Terkot. However, a loan agreement published by Hall between two women of Jeme is also 

written by a Iohannes son of Matthusala (ll. 14-15, again without witnesses)85. If they are the 

same person, as is reasonable to assume, this second text suggests that Iohannes is in fact a 

                                                
82 Re-edited as O.Vind.Copt. 31. 
83 It is also unusual for a toponym to be placed before a title, if indeed ⲟⲩⲟⲉ should be read as such, occurring 
otherwise only in P.KRU 82.47,51. 
84 See for instance P.KRU 5.12-13 where he is called a “man of Jeme” – ϩⲁⲣⲱⲛ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ϣⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ 
ⲡⲣⲙⲡⲉⲓⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ ϫⲏⲙⲉ. 
85 Hall (1911) no. II, pp. 256-258. 
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resident of Jeme and that O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55 was therefore not written by a resident of 

Terkot (although he need not have been in Jeme when the document was written). 

 

Nevertheless, in the nine secure cases, mostly loan agreements, it is reasonable to argue that 

documents were drawn up at the first party’s location. Furthermore, the patterns of witness 

and scribal locations in these texts suggest that, in drawing up loan agreements, the lenders 

travelled to their customers rather than having their customers come to them. This 

information permits a directional description of the interactions and, in the case of Jeme, 

indicates that lenders from Jeme were travelling to other towns in the course of their business. 

    

Monastic Documents 

 

The remaining 28 texts, which all involve a monastery as one of the main parties, are often 

remarkable for the range of locations from which witnesses in a single text can come. In many 

cases, witnesses come from locations entirely different from the location of either of the main 

parties (see Table 1.2, below). In order to best understand the sometimes bewildering mix of 

toponyms that can occur in these texts, it is necessary to look at three testaments of monks: 

P.KRU 65, 67, and 75. 

 

The most important of these for understanding witness locations in monastic texts is P.KRU 

65. This testament of Apa Jacob, the superior of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, has two 

witnesses located in Jeme (Theodoros the archpriest l. 84, and Samuel son of Joseph l. 86), 

and was written by a scribe from Jeme (Theodoros l. 98). On this basis it may appear that the 

document was written in Jeme, however, a peculiar clause in a number of the witness 

statements shows that this was not the case. The full statement of Samuel son of Joseph, for 

instance, reads: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲥⲁⲙⲟⲩⲏⲗ ⲛⲓⲱⲥⲏⲥ ϩⲛϫⲉⲙⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲩⲭⲏⲛ ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲁⲡⲁⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ ⲁⲓⲣⲙⲁⲣⲧⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϯⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ 

ⲧⲉϥⲁⲓⲧⲏⲥⲓⲥ – “I Samuel (son) of Joseph from Jeme, by chance I visited the holy topos of Apa 

Phoibammon. My father Apa Jacob asked me and I witnessed this testament according to his 

request” (ll. 86-88). Besides Samuel, witness statements of this nature occur another four 

times in the document, including for one Phoibammon son of Victor (ll. 93-94), who is 

known from elsewhere to be a resident of Jeme86. 

                                                
86 O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14.Vs.1-2. 
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These statements show that although the located witnesses and scribes were all from Jeme, 

they were physically at the monastery of Apa Phoibammon when the testament was drawn up. 

They further demonstrate that documents drawn up at the monastery may well use scribes 

from other locations. While these statements are rare, they establish a precedent for visitors to 

the monastery being asked to sign documents that were drawn up there. 

  

In the remaining two testaments, unlike in P.KRU 65, witnesses came from a variety of 

locations different to that of the testator. In P.KRU 67, the will of a monk from a monastery in 

Psenantonios who seems to have written the document himself, three witnesses are from 

Pisinai and one is from Kos. Likewise, in the will of Isaac and Jacob, the monastic fathers of 

the monastery of Apa Epiphanius on the mountain of Jeme (P.KRU 75), the witnesses are 

from: another monastery on the mountain of Jeme, a monastery on the mount of Pashme, 

Jeme, and Ermont. The wide variety of witness locations in these testaments suggests that the 

witnesses were all in one location when they signed the document, as it is inconceivable that 

the document was taken to the location of each witness. Based on analogy with P.KRU 65, 

then, it is likely that these testaments were drawn up at the location of their testators and that 

the witnesses were present at the time and asked to sign. 

 

Other types of texts in this corpus also indicate that they were drawn up at a monastery. One 

is the loan agreement SB Kopt. II 922. In this text Patape son of Pous, from Patoubasten, 

borrows money from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon on behalf of his brothers. The only 

witness is a certain Elias from Jeme, and the scribe, David the monk, does not give his 

location. Crum, however, has identified this David as the secretary of Apa Victor, the superior 

of the monastery, and calls his script Hand D87. Based on this identification, it is reasonable to 

say that this document was drawn up at the monastery of Apa Phoibammon and that Elias was 

present at the monastery at the time and was asked to witness. 

 

The hand of David is also identified in seven other loan agreements and work contracts 

involving the monastery of Apa Phoibammon in which neither of the main parties carry a 

                                                
87 See O.Crum p. xv. 
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location designator and hence were not included in the dataset88. These texts further indicate 

that many contracts involving a monastery were drawn up there, and also demonstrate that the 

practice of the lender going to the borrower observed in the secular agreements is not a 

peculiarity of all loans, but is dependent on the parties involved. 

 

It is unlikely, however, that every text in which a monastery was involved was written at the 

monastery in question. One such case is P.KRU 1389. In this text, Kuriakos son of Demetrios, 

the superior of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, is selling part of a house in Jeme to a man 

from there on behalf of the monastery. Three witnesses and the scribe are known to have been 

residents of Jeme and, given that the house being sold was located there, it is possible that the 

sale necessitated Kuriakos’ presence. In many cases, documents involving the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon seem to have been written there, but the possibility must remain that in 

some circumstances documents involving the monastery were drawn up elsewhere. 

 

A group of documents from the monastery of Apa Paul on the mountain of Jeme (P.CLT 1, 2, 

and 4) suggests that the pattern visible in the documents from the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon was not an isolated occurence. In P.CLT 1, the first and second parties both 

come from the monastery, witnesses come from six different locations, and the scribe is a 

well-known scribe of Jeme. The fact the document relates to an internal matter at the 

monastery suggests that it was likely written there, and the variety of witness locations 

supports this. If the document had been written in Jeme, such variety in witness locations 

would be unusual as witnesses from Jeme would be significantly easier to come by. In fact, 

no document in which both contracting parties are known to be from Jeme (and therefore 

likely written there) is witnessed by someone from another location. The most likely scenario 

is that suggested by P.KRU 65, that the witnesses were visiting the monastery of Apa Paul 

and were asked to sign the text while there. The contracting parties in P.CLT 2 were also both 

from the monastery, however in this case all located witnesses were from Jeme. While it is 

possible that this text was written in Jeme, it concerns the same matter as P.CLT 1, and 

analogy with that text would suggest that it was written at the monastery. Finally, P.CLT 4 is 

the receipt for a millstone sold to the monastery by a man from Pshinsion. The only located 

                                                
88 These are, loans: O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12. O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14, O.Crum 158, and SB Kopt. II 913; work 
contracts: O.Crum. 220, O.Crum Ad.44, and SB Kopt. II 951. Interestingly in O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14, David 
seems to be the only monastic party involved. This may suggest that two parties unrelated to the monastery 
could have a document drawn up by a monastic scribe, although it is possible that the relationship between the 
monastery and one of the parties in this text is not recorded. 
89 This text is discussed further on pp. 84-85. 
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witness is from “the Epoike”, presumably equivalent to Greek ἐποίκιον (‘village’), although 

which village is meant is unknown. The scribe is from a church of unknown location. Again, 

as this document in no way concerns Jeme and was found in Thebes, it was probably drawn 

up at the monastery. 

 

The fact that many documents involving monasteries were written up there is particularly 

evident in donations to the monasteries – mostly of children but also of moveable or 

immovable property – which make up the majority of this corpus. The 19 donations in Table 

1.2 show varying degrees of conformity between the locations of the first party and the 

witnesses. In six of the donations, all to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, the location of 

the first party is either lost or not given. All six of these texts have witnesses from more than 

one location, and in four the location of the scribe is given. In P.KRU 89, the scribe is from 

the monastery of Apa Pisenthios, also on the mountain of Jeme, but the witnesses are from 

Psamer and Tabennese. In P.KRU 90, the scribe and eight of the witnesses are from Jeme, 

with one more being from Kalba. In P.KRU 96, two witnesses are from the village And(…90) 

and one is from Ermont, from where the scribe also comes. Finally, P.KRU 107 is written by 

a scribe from Jeme, but has five witnesses from Ermont and only one from Jeme. The fact that 

all six of these documents carry witness statements from a variety of locations suggests that 

the witnesses were in one location when they signed, even in cases where the scribe is from 

somewhere other than the monastery. The other possibility, that the document was signed in 

multiple locations, is not feasible. In light of the texts already examined, it is further likely 

that these texts were witnessed at the monastery itself. 

 

In the remaining 13 donations the location of both parties is known. Of these, six show no 

conformity between first party and witness/scribe locations, five show total conformity, and 

two show partial conformity91. The six that show no conformity – that is, in which none of the 

witnesses give a location that is the same as the first party’s – can reasonably be compared to 

the cases presented above; it is likely that these texts were drawn up at the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon and that the witnesses were visitors there and were asked to sign. 

 

                                                
90 The resolution of this abbreviation is not certain. See Appendix A, p. 249. 
91 No conformity: P.KRU 78, 79, 91, 93, 95, 100; total conformity: P.KRU 80, 86, 94, 106, 110; partial 
conformity: P.KRU 81, 82. 
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Of the five texts in which all the witnesses are from the same location as the first party, only 

two have a located scribe. In P.KRU 106, a donation by Anna of Jeme to the monastery of 

Apa Paul92, three witnesses are either stated or known to be from Jeme and the scribe is 

Shmentsneu son of Shenoute, a priest and hegumenos of the holy church of Jeme. We know 

from the narrative of the text as well as the statement of a witness, who writes “I bear witness 

according to the manner which I heard from those sitting by Anna at the time which she went 

to rest” (ll. 236-237)93, that it was almost certainly drawn up in Jeme, presumably at Anna’s 

bedside. The other donation with a located scribe is P.KRU 110, in which a man from the 

village of Pankame in the nome of Ermont donates some palm trees. His brother acts as the 

scribe and only witness. In this case it is just as possible that the document was drawn up in 

Pankame or the monastery. However, this text was written on the back of an earlier donation 

to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon (see below) and was therefore likely drawn up there. 

 

P.KRU 106, 110 and the three other documents in which all located witnesses are from the 

same location as the donor (P.KRU 80, 86, and 94) may well have been written up at the 

location of the first party. Certainly the fact that all five witnesses in P.KRU 80 can be linked 

to Ermont is suggestive of this. On the other hand, we know from P.KRU 65 that scribes and 

groups of witnesses from the same location could potentially be at the monastery when a 

document was drawn up. In these cases it is equally possible that the document was written up 

at the location of the first party, or at the monastery in question. At any rate, the likelihood 

that in some cases donation texts were drawn up at the first party’s location and then carried 

to the monastery, where we know they were kept, should not be dismissed94. 

 

The final two donations (P.KRU 81 and 82), in which witnesses come both from the first 

party’s location (or institutions therein) and other places, could also be placed into this 

uncertain situation. Based on the trends seen in the other document types above, however, it is 

more likely that these two were also drawn up at the monastery. 

 

That donation texts in particular were drawn up at the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is 

supported by the reuse of a small group of P.KRU papyri. In this corpus, three pairs of 

                                                
92 The only donation in this set in which the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is not the recipient. 
93 ϯⲟ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲣⲉ ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲓⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ϩⲁϩⲧⲛⲁⲛⲛⲁ ⲙⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲙⲧⲟⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ (P.KRU 106.236-
237). 
94 That donation texts were kept in the monastery is suggested by passages in P.KRU 89.36, 96.67, and 100.51, 
as well as the reported find spot of the P.KRU texts, for which see above (p. 18). 
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documents (98 and 110, 107 and 109, 80 and 8195) were first used to write one donation text 

to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, and then reused for another donation text to the same 

monastery. Moreover, in P.KRU 110, written on the back of an earlier donation, the scribe 

and witness (the same individual) is from the same location as the first party, indicating that 

both men travelled together to the monastery and drew the contract up while there. P.KRU 81, 

also written on the back of an earlier donation, shows some conformity, with three witnesses 

coming from a monastery in Apé and the donor from a separate monastery in Apé. These 

documents show clearly that some donation texts, even those in which all located parties 

(barring the monastery) were from the same location, were certainly drawn up at the 

monastery. 

 

On the basis of this evidence, it is reasonable to say that contracts which involve a monastic 

party were more often drawn up at the monastery in question than not. That monasteries of 

the size and fame of Apa Phoibammon could attract visitors from a variety of locations, some 

of which were far afield, is demonstrable by the variety of locations from which individuals 

came to the monastery to donate their children and property96. It is now likely that the 

witnesses to these donations were also visitors to the monastery who, in the vein of P.KRU 

65, were asked to witness while present. Other documents involving a monastic party contain 

numerous witnesses from the same location as the first party and scribe. The possibility that 

some of these were drawn up in locations other than the monastery should not be discounted. 

The evidence presented above shows general patterns, and in each instance the context of a 

document should be the final determiner in deciding where a document was drawn up and, by 

extension, what connections can be made through linking witness and primary party 

locations. 

  

                                                
95 In all cases the document written on the vertical fibres is given first. 
96 The most distant visitors to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon were from a woman from Psoi, but now living 
in Apé (P.KRU 81), and a man from a village in the vicinity of Akhmim (P.KRU 99). 
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P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    1111stststst    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

2222ndndndnd    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Witness Witness Witness Witness 
LocationsLocationsLocationsLocations    

ScribeScribeScribeScribe    
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Document Document Document Document 
TypeTypeTypeType    

P.CLT 1 Monastery 
(Mon.) of Apa 
Paul 

Mon. of Apa 
Paul 

Jeme (4a), Paue, 
Holy Kuriakos, 
Pakothis, 
Pshenheaei, 
Pshension (2) 

Jemea Release 
from 
liability 

P.CLT 2 Mon. of Apa 
Paul 

Mon. of Apa 
Paul 

Jeme (2b)  Receipt 

P.CLT 4 Pshension Mon. of Apa 
Paul 

The Epoikec (Church of) 
Ama Kosma & 
Apa 
Theodoros 

Receipt 

P.KRU 13 Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jeme Jeme (3d) Jeme Sale 

P.KRU 65 Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

 Jeme (2e) Jeme Testament 

P.KRU 67 St Kollouthos 
(Psenantonios) 

 Kos, Pisinai (3) St Kollouthos 
(Psenantonios) 

Testament 

P.KRU 75 Mon. of 
Epiphaniusf 

 Topos of Apa 
Menaf, Jeme (2), 
Topos of Apa 
Shenoute 
(Pashme), Ermont 

 Testament 

P.KRU 78 Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Tseg  Donation 

P.KRU 79 Neihbabe Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Esna, Ermont  Donation 

P.KRU 80 Ermont Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Ermont (5h)  Donation 

P.KRU 81 Mon. of Apa 
Sergios (Apé) 

Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Tbo, (Mon. of) St 
Apa Papnouthios 
(Apé) (3) 

 Donation 

P.KRU 82 Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Apé (3), Jemei (2)  Donation 

P.KRU 86 Apé Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Apé (3)  Donation 

P.KRU 88 Unknown Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Romoou, 
Timeshor 

 Donation 

P.KRU 89 Lost Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Psamer (2), 
Tabennese (2) 

Mon. of Apa 
Pisenthios 
(mount of 
Jeme) 

Donation 
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P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    1111stststst    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

2222ndndndnd    Party Party Party Party 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Witness Witness Witness Witness 
LocationsLocationsLocationsLocations    

Scribe Scribe Scribe Scribe 
LocationLocationLocationLocation    

Document Document Document Document 
TypeTypeTypeType    

P.KRU 90 Unknown Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jeme (8j), Kalba Jeme Donation 

P.KRU 91 Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Pisinai, Pakebt / 
Pisinai (2) 

 Donation 

P.KRU 93 Village Apotei 
(Hermonthite) 

Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Ermont (5)  Donation 

P.KRU 94 Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jemek  Donation 

P.KRU 95 Taut Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jeme (4l) Jemel Donation 

P.KRU 96 Unknown Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Village And(-) 
(2), Ermont 

Ermont Donation 

P.KRU 97 Unknown Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Papar, Pisinai (2)  Donation 

P.KRU 100m Timamen Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jeme  Donation 

P.KRU 106 Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Paul 

Jeme (3n) Jeme Donation 

P.KRU 107 Lost Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Ermont (5), Jeme Jeme Donation 

P.KRU 110 Village 
Pankame 
(Hermonthite) 

Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

 Village 
Pankameo 

Donation 

P.Mon.Epiph. 
84 

(Mon. or church 
of) Apa 
Iohannes in the 
Desert 

Unknown  Topos of St 
Mark 

Work 
Contract 

SB Kopt. II 
922 

Patoubasten Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammon 

Jeme Mon. of Apa 
Phoibammonp 

Acknowl. 
of Debt 

Table 1.2. Locations of signing parties in monastic documents from Thebes 

 

 

Notes to Table 1.2. 

a. While only three of the signatories to this document state that they come from Jeme, at least one 

other, Andreas son of Pher, gives his location as Jeme in other texts (P.CLT 2.4). Further, many of 

the 15 additional unlocated witnesses and writers likely come from Jeme, as they appear in other 

Theban texts as ex-lashanes, taxpayers or witnesses. In particular: Petros son of Komes (l. 114, see 

Till (1962) 171-172 – other references to Till in the notes to this table are also to his 1962 

publication); Jeremias son of Basileos (l. 115, Till p. 105); Severos son of Moses (ll. 115-115, Till 
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p. 198, probably a lashane at some point); David son of Severos (ll. 116 and 131, Till p. 74); 

Kostantinos son of Severos and his brother Iohannes, both ex-lashanes (l. 126, Till pp. 124 and 109 

respectively); Athanasios son of Papnuthios (l. 129, Till p. 65, and ex-lashane in O.CrumVC 8); 

Kuriakos son of Joseph (l. 129, Till p. 127-128); Victor son of Ezekiel (l. 130, Till p. 226); and 

Matthias son of Ezekiel (l. 130, Till p. 140). The scribe of this document, Psate son of Pisrael, is a 

very well attested scribe of Jeme (Till pp. 185-187). 

b. Theodoros the monk (l. 26) wrote for both witnesses from Jeme, circumstantially suggesting that 

the document was written at the monastery. Moreover, Dioscoros son of David (l. 29) is also a 

witness in P.CLT 1.121. 

c. A further witness, Philotheos son of Pisenthios (l. 26), is a taxpayer in a tax receipt from Jeme 

(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 268.4). 

d. Aside from the two witnesses located in Jeme, a third, Samuel son of Enoch (l. 78), is elsewhere a 

dioketes of Jeme (P.KRU 71.3-5, see also Till pp. 193-194). 

e. One of the unlocated witnesses, David son of Hello (l. 91), is not located elsewhere but there is a 

street in Jeme of this name (P. CLT 10.20). Two others, Phoibammon son of Victor (l. 93) and 

Pisrael son of Psate (l. 97), appear in other texts from Thebes (Till pp. 179 and 180 respectively). 

f. The monastery of Epiphanius is not named in this testament, but is unquestionably related to it (see 

P.Mon.Epiph. Appendix III). The topos of Apa Mena is located on the mountain of Jeme (ll. 136-

137). 

g. The witness from Tse is the only located witness in this text, however, another witness, Mena son of 

Iohannes (l. 82), is located in Ermont in P.KRU 109.2. Till is not sure if these are the same person 

(Till p. 141). 

h. Of the five witnesses to this text, three are located in Ermont. The other two, Adrane son of Markos 

(l. 57) and Mena son of Iohannes (l. 60), are located in Ermont in other texts (P.KRU 107.41 and 

P.KRU 109.2 respectively). Note that Mena son of Iohannes also witnesses P.KRU 78 (see 

previous note). 

i. No witnesses to this text are expressly located in Jeme. However, Komes son of Chael (l. 53) is a 

well attested dioiketes of Jeme (Till p. 122), and Psate son of David (l. 54) is a known scribe of 

Jeme (Till p. 185). Two others, Enoch son of Hello (l. 55) and Psmo son of Komes (l. 56), appear 

as witnesses in other Jeme texts (Till, pp. 83 and 188 respectively). A final witness, Hello son of 

Panea (l. 52), who writes his statement in Greek, may be from Romoou (ⲉⲗⲗⲱ ⲩ(ⲓ)ⲟ(ⲥ) ⲧ(ⲟ)ⲩ 

ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲩ) ⲡⲁⲛ�ⲉⲁ ⲣⲱⲙⲁⲓⲟ\ⲩ/). 

j. This text has an astounding 33 witnesses, and a further four writers (including the main scribe). Of 

the witnesses, five state that they are from Jeme, with four of these signing in the one statement (ll. 

30-32). Three unlocated witnesses, however, can also be assigned to Jeme: Papnouthios son of 

Stephanos (l. 24, Till p. 156) buys property in Jeme in P.KRU 22; Georgios son of Kosma (l. 25, 

Till p. 90) is said to be from Jeme in O.Vind.Copt. 107.8; and Severos son of Petros (l. 44, Till p. 
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198) donates his son to the monastery of Phoibammon in P.KRU 102, in which he is said to be 

from Jeme. Another possible resident of Jeme is Kosma son of Pisenthios (l. 48, Till p. 125) who is 

a priest of the church of Saint Mary, a well-known church in Jeme (although churches of this name 

were doubtless in other towns too). Ten other witnesses also appear in one or two other Theban 

texts and it is likely, but not certain, that most of the unlocated witnesses were from Jeme. 

k. Apart from the located witness, Philippos son of Praine (l. 50) is also a witness in P.KRU 90.35 and 

so may be from Jeme. More likely is Markos son of Makare (ll. 44-45) who appears in four other 

Theban texts: as a witness in P.KRU 112.11, and, curiously, in three lists of names (P.KRU 119.26, 

O.Crum 446.10, and O.CrumST 444). 

l. Three witnesses sign this document, of which two are stated as coming from Jeme. The third, 

Thomas son of Victor (l. 40), writes for other witnesses in several texts (P.CLT 6.68-70; P.KRU 

45.68; P.KRU 46.47), signs several tax receipts from Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 249; 251; and 

266), and is named in a list of the great men of Jeme (P.KRU 42.11-12, see also Till p. 221). In this 

last instance, another of the named great men is Nohe the hegumenos, who writes the assent clause 

for the first party in P.KRU 95. This Nohe, called here a priest as well, appears frequently in the 

witness statements of papyri from Jeme, among which he is known to be a priest and hegumenos of 

the Holy Church of Jeme (see P.KRU 12.59-61, and Till p. 147). Only the name Aristophanes (l. 

46) survives from the scribal statement of this text, however Crum notes that it is in the same hand 

as P.KRU 10, which was written by Aristophanes son of Iohannes, a well-known scribe of Jeme 

(see Till pp. 61-62, and the forthcoming monograph of J. Cromwell). 

m. An Abba Apater the monk (l. 76) is the main scribe of this text, further suggesting that it was likely 

written in the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. 

n. Two of the five witnesses to this text are said to be from Jeme (the writer of the assent clause, also 

the main scribe, has not been included in this number). Beside these, Samuel son of Enoch (l. 232, 

Till pp. 193-194) appears in several other Jeme papyri and is a dioiketes of Jeme in P.KRU 71.3. A 

fourth man, Phoibammon son of Georgios (l. 229, Till p. 178) also appears in other P.KRU texts, 

and is likely from Jeme. 

o. The brother of the first party is the scribe and only witness of this text. He is not located, but it is 

likely he was from the same town as his brother. 

p. The scribe is David the monk (ll. 14-15), a well-known monastic scribe from the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon (see Till pp. 75-76 and O.Crum p. xv). 
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Making Connections from Witness Locations 

 

Knowing the whereabouts of witnesses when they signed a document permits more secure 

connections to be made between their locations and the locations of one or other of the 

contracting parties. In the case of contracts between two secular parties, a link can be made 

between the locations of the first party and the witnesses or scribe. In most cases, however, 

these two locations are the same. The location of the second party is connected to the location 

of the first through the act of drawing up the document, however, in cases in which witnesses 

come from more than one location, the locations of witnesses or scribes and that of the second 

party should not be linked. By itself, the evidence from witness statements does not support a 

hypothesis of travel between witness and second party locations. 

 

In the case of documents in which one of the contracting parties is acting on behalf of a 

monastery, the situation appears to be different. In such cases, the witness and scribe locations 

can usually be linked to the location of the monastery, whether the monastic party was the 

first or second party. For example, in P.KRU 82, a donation text by a man from Jeme to the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon, witnesses are from Apé and Jeme and the scribe is 

unlocated. In this example Jeme and Apa Phoibammon can be linked (first party to 

monastery), as can Apé and Apa Phoibammon (witness to monastery). However, no 

connection should be made on the basis of this document between Apé and Jeme. Although 

witnesses from both Apé and Jeme occur alongside each other in this document (those from 

Jeme identified through prosopography), the locations of witnesses in any document should 

not be linked out of hand, as their co-presence only suggests the potential for an interaction. 

Of course, places in which new connections are able to be made are an important part of a 

network and it is certainly possible that there were links between some witnesses, however 

such links need to be consolidated by other evidence. The donations can demonstrate a 

definite link only between the monastery and the location of the witnesses. 

 

The relationships between parties in documents that are suggested here should be considered 

guidelines. Exceptions are always possible and the individual circumstances of each 

document should and will be considered before connections between places are established. 
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IDENTIFYING CONNECTIONS FROM LOCATION DESIGNATORS 

    

Identifying connections between places based on the use of location designators is a useful 

device. Each designator, either primarily or through the use of qualifying phrases, principally 

indicates the residential location of the individual in question. While some, particularly ⲏⲡ, 

may have a more nuanced application, their exact force is not yet fully understood and, as 

such, their use for illuminating the relationships between places is limited. However, without 

such identifiers the links between different locations would not be visible at all and so their 

importance to any study of inter-settlement interactions is paramount. 

 

In essence, location designators are the foundations of this study. They flag those texts which 

testify to relationships between individuals from different locations, permit us to see what 

relationships existed between the main parties and the scribe and witnesses, and can be used 

to establish the direction of traffic. However, they do not in themselves strongly illuminate 

the character of the relationship. They are only one aspect of the document, albeit a crucial 

aspect. In order to understand the nature of these inter-settlement interactions as much as 

possible, it is necessary to take all information pertaining to the texts into consideration, and 

to view this information through the lens of current Network Theory. In this way, the breadth 

and nature of the interactions between individuals from different communities can be more 

fully examined, as can the extent to which these interactions might have benefited both the 

communities in question and the region more broadly. 
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SSSSECTION ECTION ECTION ECTION IIIIIIII    ––––    MMMMONASTERIESONASTERIESONASTERIESONASTERIES,,,,    CCCCHURCHES AND HURCHES AND HURCHES AND HURCHES AND JJJJEMEEMEEMEEME::::    AAAA    WWWWEST EST EST EST TTTTHEBAN HEBAN HEBAN HEBAN 

CCCCOMMUNITYOMMUNITYOMMUNITYOMMUNITY    

 

“the many monasteries in the western Theban area had a major impact on the regional 

economy. The economic and social interaction between inhabitants of the monastic 

communities and those of the town of Jeme shows them to have been interconnected to such 

an extent as to form a general West Theban community.” – Wilfong (2002) 7 

 

The desert escarpment behind Jeme was home to a great number of monks and monastic 

establishments. H. E. Winlock’s 1912/1914 survey of the Christian remains of the area, for 

example, identified thirty-two different sites and suggested that there may have been more but 

for the removal of Coptic remains by seekers of dynastic antiquities1. Yet despite this wealth 

of Christian archaeological material, and although many toponyms are identifiable in 

documentation from the area, only five identifiable monastic dwellings on the Theban 

mountains can be securely connected with Jeme: the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, the 

monastery of Apa Paul, the so-called monastery of Epiphanius, the topos of Apa Psate, and 

the cell of the monk Frange (TT29). 

 

To be sure, this list of five seems meagre compared to the evidence of Winlock’s survey, yet 

the many monastic sites identified by Winlock need not have been contemporary with one 

another, and only those inhabited in the sixth to eighth centuries, and producing written 

communications, would be visible in the Coptic Theban documents. However, even if these 

criteria are met, the lack of a clear contemporary name for many of the smaller lauras and 

hermitages (as is the case for the monastery of Epiphanius), and the superfluity of using 

toponyms in everyday correspondence, makes it virtually impossible to identify the 

interactions between the less attested communities and Jeme2. 

 

Nevertheless, enough evidence exists from these five monasteries to create a useful and 

detailed picture of the ways in which they interacted with the town of Jeme, and to assess 

Wilfong’s claim of “a general West Theban community”. Of course, the different monastic 
                                                
1 See chapter I of Winlock & Crum (1926), and a map of the sites on plate I of that volume. 
2 It is quite possible that the future publication of material from recent excavations at monastic sites in this area 
will reveal interactions between Jeme and other sites than those under discussion here. See, for instance, reports 
on the hermitage discovered in tomb 1152 – Górecki (2004) & (2005) – ostraca from which show connections to 
the monk Frange – Antoniak (2005). 
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communities had different patterns of interaction with Jeme; it is to be expected, for example, 

that a solitary monk such as Frange could not interact with the economy of the region on the 

same scale as the monastery of Phoibammon. Moreover, the nature of the documents attesting 

to these interactions differs between the communities. The larger monasteries’ interactions are 

characterised by longer, legal documentation in which the institution itself, represented by its 

superior, is a party to the text. The interactions of the smaller communities, on the other hand, 

are typically between individuals who are not necessarily acting on behalf of their entire 

community. As such, the documents dealing with the institutions will be treated separately to 

those dealing with the smaller communities. 

 

An examination of the interactions between the residents of Jeme and both the institutions and 

the individual monks of the mountain of Jeme will demonstrate the extent to which the lives 

of the members of all these groups were interwoven. Together they formed a socially and 

economically tight cluster, even, perhaps, what is called a clique in Social Network Theory – 

a group of actors with connections to every other member of that group3. This clustering 

facilitated the easy flow of resources and information, and may have even led to the 

development of further ties since visitors to the monasteries would have had easy recourse to 

the markets of Jeme. The degree of connectivity between these communities suggests that the 

larger parties, at least, were to a large extent interdependent. 

 

 

INTERACTIONS WITH INSTITUTIONS: THE MONASTERIES OF APA PHOIBAMMON AND 

APA PAUL, AND THE TOPOS OF APA PSATE 

 

P.KRU 105: The Beginning of a Relationship 

 

Documents attesting interactions between the religious communities of the Theban necropolis 

and the people of Jeme date largely to the seventh and eighth centuries4. However one text, 

P.KRU 105, dates as far back as the late sixth century (see below) and may attest to the 

beginning of the relationship between the monastery of Apa Phoibammon and the town of 

Jeme. The two fragments of this document that survive come from the end of a legal 

                                                
3 It is likely that Jeme and all the west Theban monastic groups, including those not discussed in this thesis, did 
indeed form a clique, however the surviving evidence is not sufficient to prove this. 
4 See Appendix B for the dating of the material discussed in this thesis. 
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agreement between “the entire village, through the most pious priests and Papnoute the most 

honourable lashane” (ll. 24-25) and “the lord of all the topos of Apa Phoibammon” (ll. 3-4), 

whose name is unfortunately lost. In the surviving parts, the representatives of the village 

stress the monastic party’s rights in ownership over the topos and lay out the typical penalty 

clause against counter claims to the property, both common features in documents in which 

ownership is being transferred from one party to another5. For this reason P.KRU 105 is 

generally considered to be the deed by which the town of Jeme cedes to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon, the land on which it was built6. 

 

Unfortunately, damage to the text means that a number of key aspects contributing to its 

interpretation are not clear. For instance, the name of the town that the signatories represent is 

not actually given. Jeme is accepted as the most likely candidate (and the only candidate so 

far to be seriously considered) due to the Theban provenance of the papyrus7, and the fact that 

two of the witnesses are priests of well-known churches of Jeme: that of Apa Victor (l. 30), 

and the well-attested church of Saint Mary (l. 32)8. Regrettably, none of the signatories are 

definitely attested in other Jeme material, so identifying the location of the first party through 

prosopographical means is not possible9. 

 

Scholarly discussion of this text has primarily focused on its date and whether or not the topos 

of Apa Phoibammon mentioned in the document is that on the mountain of Jeme at Deir el-

Bahri. Crum did not suggest a date in his edition of the text (P.KRU 105), but early 

speculation by Till and Steinwenter placed it in the late seventh century10. Krause, however, 

refuted Steinwenter’s arguments for a late date and argued for the late sixth century as a more 

reasonable time for the execution of this contract11. In this he was followed by MacCoull, 

                                                
5 For the common forms of rights of ownership and penalty clauses in Theban sales texts see Boulard (1912) 50-
53 and 57-59 respectively. 
6 Krause (2010) 71-73; MacCoull (2009) 8-10; Wipszycka (2009:B) 237. MacCoull (2009) and Till (1964) 188-
190 also provide translations of the text. 
7 See the discussion on the provenance of the P.KRU material above (p. 18) and the references there. 
8 Krause (2010) 72. Wilfong (2002) 12-13 gives a list of churches located in Jeme. For a comprehensive list of 
churches mentioned in the Jeme papyri, see Timm (1984-2007) 1019-1023.  
9 A Papnoute, the same name as the lashane of this text (l. 25), is attested as a lashane in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
56.6, but the two are not necessarily the same. Cf. Wipszycka (2009:B) 237 who remarks that prosopographical 
analysis does indicate that Jeme was the kastron in question, but does not provide any evidence in support of 
this. 
10 Steinwenter (1935) 381; Till (1962) 39. In fact, Crum does speculate as to the date of this papyrus in O.Crum 
p. xvii fn. 14. Although he is often reported as giving a sixth century date here (Godlewski (1986) 63; MacCoull 
(2010) 450), he remarks only that the hand may belong to a period between the early seventh and late eighth 
centuries. The earlier date was only suggested by Crum in a letter to Steinwenter: see Krause (2010) 72. 
11 Krause (1985) 36-37. Godlewski (1986) 63-64, reiterates Krause’s position. 
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who argues that the reference to “the fine that our Christ-loving, kingly lords have 

determined” (ⲧⲕⲁⲧⲁⲇⲓⲕⲏ ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲉⲛϫⲓⲥⲁⲩⲉ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲁⲓⲡⲉⲭZⲥZ ϩⲟⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ, ll. 12-13) 

necessitates a pre-conquest date12. MacCoull further argues that since Abraham, the bishop of 

Ermont and founder of the monastery at Deir el-Bahri, is not mentioned in P.KRU 105, the 

document must have been written before 600 – the height of Abraham’s fame. On these 

premises, she looks for a period before 600 in which two Byzantine emperors were ruling and 

settles on 576-578, during the rule of Justin II and Tiberius II13. 

 

MacCoull then takes her argument beyond the dating of the text. Excavations have shown that 

there were two monasteries of Apa Phoibammon in the vicinity of Jeme and Ermont: the large 

cenobitic monastery at Deir el-Bahri, and a laura some 10km further west which predated it14. 

This earlier laura is thought to have been the residence of Abraham before he became bishop, 

after which he was asked to relocate by the patriarch Damian and subsequently chose the site 

of Deir el-Bahri15. Based on her new date for P.KRU 105 of 576-578, that Abraham was not 

ordained bishop until sometime between 590 and 600, and that he is not mentioned in this 

text, MacCoull suggests that P.KRU 105 in fact refers to the laura of Phoibammon and not 

Deir el-Bahri16. 

 

MacCoull’s arguments for a date before 600 are convincing. Certainly the reference to the 

“Christ-loving, kingly lords” indicates Christian, thus Byzantine, rulers. Although without a 

specific date on the papyrus, her dating of P.KRU 105 to the years 576-578 must remain 

speculative. With this in mind, a less specific date nearer the end of the sixth century would 

be more acceptable. On the other hand, her arguments that the document refers to the laura of 

Apa Phoibammon are less convincing. To begin with, the laura of Apa Phoibammon is 
                                                
12 Since the “Christ-loving, kingly lords” must be a reference to Byzantine emperors rather than the Arabic 
rulers. 
13 MacCoull (2010) 450-452. 
14 Krause (1981). For the excavation reports of this site, see Bachatly (1981). 
15 This theory is argued in Krause (1985), and followed by a number of scholars, including Godlewski (1986) 
62-63. Krause argues this theory on the interpretation of P.KRU 105, O.Crum Ad.59, and the testaments of two 
superiors at Deir el-Bahri: Abraham himself and Jacob. From the testaments, Krause shows that Abraham was 
both a monk and the founder of the monastery at Deir el-Bahri. O.Crum Ad.59 is an anonymous letter from Deir 
el-Bahri in which the writer tells the recipient that Apa Damianus, the patriarch, wrote to him and requested that 
he should depart from his place because of the difficulty “they” had in reaching him. Both Crum and Krause 
believe the writer to be bishop Abraham based on the formula and provenance (see fn. 1 to the translation of this 
text – O.Crum p. 18, and Krause (1985) 33). This text is then understood as referring to a request by the 
patriarch for the now bishop Abraham to move his monastery from the laura in a remote part of the desert to 
somewhere more accessible. He chose Deir el-Bahri, and the clergy and officials of Jeme recognised his right to 
the monastery in P.KRU 105. Both Krause (1985) 39 and Godlewski (1986) 62-63 also point to inscriptions in 
the laura of Phoibammon which repeatedly mention an Abraham, in one as oikonomos. 
16 MacCoull (2010) 452. 
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located at a much greater distance from Jeme; whereas Deir el-Bahri is just under 2km from 

the town, the site of the laura is more than 10km further west17. This places it roughly 

equidistant from Jeme and Ermont, in which case it is questionable whether Jeme, rather than 

Ermont, would have jurisdiction over a site so far distant. Moreover, the written evidence 

from the laura suggests that it was probably founded relatively early, in the fourth or fifth 

centuries18; a late sixth century foundation charter for it would then be somewhat puzzling. It 

is also unlikely that any town or village would lay claim to such an insignificant site so far 

into the desert. 

 

Further, while MacCoull is correct in saying that Abraham is not mentioned in the document, 

the possibility that he was involved should not be entirely excluded. Krause sees evidence for 

the bishop in P.KRU 105 in the clause requiring the leaders of the topos to provide charity for 

the poor (ⲛϥⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲉⲓ ϩⲱϥ ⲉⲡϩⲱⲱ[ⲃ] ⲛⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲉ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ, ll. 8-9), a cause which Abraham 

similarly requires his successors to pursue in his will19. Moreover, even if the 576 date for 

P.KRU 105 is correct (that is, before Abraham became bishop), he need not be excluded from 

being the recipient of this document, as MacCoull proposes. It is by no means certain that 

Abraham was already a bishop when he founded the monastery at Deir el-Bahri20. Given all 

the above arguments, the most likely scenario is that P.KRU 105 was, in fact, the 

acknowledgement of the rights to Deir el-Bahri, given by the townsfolk of Jeme to the leaders 

of the topos, thereby establishing the first interaction in what would become a close 

relationship between the two entities. 

 

P.KRU 105 not only introduces an important relationship between the monastery of 

Phoibammon and Jeme, but also establishes a particular interaction which is a recurring theme 

in texts from this monastery and others in the region – care for the poor. Besides granting the 

recipient of the contract the rights to the topos and the right to appoint successors, the 

document states that the superior and his successors are “to minister the work of the charity of 

the poor himself” (ⲛϥⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲉⲓ ϩⲱϥ ⲉⲡϩⲱⲱ[ⲃ] ⲛⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲉ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ, ll. 8-9). Krause writes of 

this relationship that while the officials in Jeme recognised Abraham’s right to found the 

                                                
17 Bachatly (1981) 4, puts it at 18km west of Luxor, approximately 13 or so kilometers west of Jeme. 
18 The early date is suggested by what physical remains were excavated, and by written texts from the site; 
namely the existence of Greek texts, Greco-Coptic vocabularies, and in particular inscriptions referring to 
refugees from the persecutions. Bachatly (1981) 2-3 argues for a foundation date in the fourth century. Krause 
(1985) 37-38 finds a fifth century foundation more likely. See also Godlewski (1986) 62. 
19 Krause (2010) 73. 
20 See Godlewski (1986) 64. 
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monastery and name his successor, this right was linked to “the obligation to provide alms for 

all passers-by in future and thus to free Jeme from this onerous obligation21.” 

 

This theme is seen frequently in other texts from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. In 

P.KRU 65, the will of Jacob, one of the succeeding superiors of the monastery, Jacob charges 

his successor with concerning himself with “the alms for the poor who will pass by” 

(ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ, l. 65). As we will see in other texts referring to the 

charity of the monastery, this phrase should not be taken literally as referring only to the poor 

who passed by, but rather the obligation to the poor is a reference, primarily, to the poor of 

Jeme itself. What exactly the alms amounted to is unclear, but a situation in which the poor 

could go to the monastery for food handouts is not far-fetched. This situation is suggested by 

P.KRU 13.36-37, in which a superior of the monastery claims to put money toward “the table 

of the poor” (ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲓⲍⲁ ⲛⲛϩ�ⲏⲕⲉ), which, although certainly rhetorical, likely refers in part 

to the nature of the charity. It is also suggested in P.KRU 65.65, in which Victor, the superior 

of the monastery, states that his successor will administer the holy topos as he has done, 

including providing “blessings (i.e. alms) for the mouths of the poor who happen by” 

(ⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ). 

 

While P.KRU 105 is unique in the corpus of interactions between Jeme and the nearby 

monasteries, the type of interaction it represents was not necessarily so. O.CrumVC 8 (dated 

between 698-72822) provides a noteworthy parallel. This text, which Crum assigns to Jeme, is 

a promise of protection issued to “the holy brethren of the monastery” (ⲛⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ 

ⲛZⲑⲉⲛ[ⲉⲉ]ⲧⲉ, ll. 3-4) by the lashanes Severus and Iohannes, and assented to by “the whole 

community of the kastron” (ⲧⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲧ(ⲏⲥ) ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛZ ⲧⲏⲣϥZ, l. 20). The issuers promise the 

brethren of the monastery that they may live in their holy place without any new imposition. 

The names of the kastron and the monastery are not given, however, given the provenance 

and that Jeme was the only kastron on the west bank, it is plausible that this document was 

                                                
21 Krause (2010) 73. 
22 The dates cited in this thesis are usually those provided by Till (1962 & 1964). For O.CrumVC 8 see Till 
(1962) 47-48. The dates of all the texts giving connections cited in this thesis are provided in Appendix B. 
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drawn up by the community of Jeme to acknowledge the rights of one of the many other 

monastic communities on its mountain23. 

 

P.KRU 105 testifies to the close relationship that existed between the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon and Jeme from the monastery’s foundation, and O.CrumVC 8 suggests that 

similar relationships may have existed between Jeme and other monasteries on its mountain. 

Moreover, that the respective communities of Jeme and Phoibammon felt it necessary to have 

P.KRU 105 drawn up shows that, nominally at least, Jeme had some claim over the Theban 

mountain, or at least over the pre-existing structures built on it24. These documents are 

tesstimony to the beginning of a close relationship between the local monasteries and Jeme 

which, as we shall see, was a critical part of the religious and economic life of the 

neighbourhood. 

 

Donations of Land and Property 

 

Owing to a strong presence in the published documents from Western Thebes and the volume 

of scholarship that has been focused on it, the monastery of Apa Phoibammon at Deir el-

Bahri is one of the most studied monasteries in the region. While this position is being 

challenged by the discoveries of large bodies of textual material in the ongoing excavations at 

other monastic sites, in particular Deir el-Bakhit, much of this material has yet to be published 

and, textually, the monastery of Phoibammon is still dominant. Unfortunately, this dominance 

can lend itself toward underestimating the importance of the other large, less well-

documented monasteries of the area. While documents from the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon form the basis for what follows, an examination of documents attesting to the 

others shows similarities which indicate that, although the scope of the documentation is not 

the same, the activities of the monasteries are similar. It is therefore reasonable to think that 

                                                
23 O.CrumVC 9 may be associated with this text. It is a protection document (ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲛⲟ[ⲩⲧⲉ], l. 2) in which 
the same lashanes as in O.CrumVC 8 write to the “brethren” (ⲥⲛⲏⲩ, l. 2) that they may come and dwell in their 
place. It is written by the same scribe as O.CrumVC 8 and on the same day. Damage to the text, and the usual 
ambiguous nature of such protection documents makes it unclear what, exactly, the function of this document 
was. 
24 Krause (2010) 72-73 believes that in fact the desert belonged to no-one and so no transfer of rights to the land 
was necessary; at best only recognition of their presence was required. Godlewski (1986) 47-49, on the other 
hand, says that P.KRU 105 proves that the site was the legal property of Jeme and further argues that a cemetery 
at Deir el-Bahri with mummies dating to the fourth and fifth centuries CE, on top of which the monastery was 
partially built, probably contained residents of Jeme or the other nearby settlements. The presence of a 
monastery at the site was then of double benefit, as it would have commemorated the graves of the ancestors of 
the people of Jeme. 
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the monasteries and topoi discussed below influenced Jeme in similar ways, if on slightly 

different scales. 

 

The textual ubiquity of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is particularly prominent in acts of 

donation. Institutions such as this one did not just own the land on which they were built; 

their economic influence spread into the fields of the area and even into the town of Jeme 

itself. One way monasteries acquired property outside their walls was through pious 

donations, in which lay-people, local or otherwise, donated children, houses, land, money, 

livestock, produce or other property to these institutions. Excluding the donation of children, 

such acts were not the sole province of the Phoibammon monastery. Similar documents 

connect the people of Jeme to the monastery of Apa Paul and the topos of Apa Psate, and 

while there were surely differences in the scale of total donations to each community, what 

those differences were cannot be deduced from the volumes of surviving documentation. An 

examination of donations of land and property to the monasteries shows that, through acts of 

donation and other economic acts, the economies of the monasteries and topoi of the Theban 

mountain became integrated to a considerable extent with that of Jeme; the benefits to both 

sides encouraged the relationships between them to bloom, and no doubt grew alongside the 

development of other relationships, both economic and socio-religious in nature. 

 

Donation texts from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon are its most common indicator of 

external interactions of any kind, with thirty-five such deeds in the P.KRU material, all dating 

to the eighth century25. In most cases, donations are made to the monasteries through the 

oikonomos, the steward in charge of the financial affairs of a monastery or church, but who 

was not necessarily the same person as the superior (ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲟⲥ) or hegumenos 

(ϩⲉⲅⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ), who was the head of an institution. In the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, 

and likely in that of Apa Paul as well, these titles are held concurrently by a single individual 

and indicate that the superior was head of both the monastery’s economic and spiritual life26. 

The donors in such texts, when occurring with location designators, come from a range of 

locations throughout the Theban region and donate a variety of property27. While only a 

handful of the property donations come from specified residents of Jeme, this number can be 

supplemented with deeds of sale and other texts which indirectly refer to such donations. 

                                                
25 Donations are grouped in P.KRU 78 to 114, i.e. thirty-seven texts, of which one is a donation to the monastery 
of Apa Paul, and another is P.KRU 105 dealt with above. The dates used here are based on Till (1962). 
26 Godlewski (1986) 79-80. 
27 For donations of children, see below pp. 89-96. 
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P.KRU 108 is an undated, damaged donation of land to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

by the entire community of Jeme. It is unusual in the corpus of texts attesting to the 

interactions of Jeme because, alongside P.KRU 105 and a small number of other texts, it 

represents a communal action by the entire town of Jeme, not just one or two villagers. A full 

translation of the surviving text is provided below. The opening address clauses as well as the 

final assent and signatures are lost, but the remaining text preserves the narrative section of 

the original donation28: 

 

“… sin, we having donated the little piece of land to the topos of the holy Apa 

Phoibammon for the sake of our needs and the need of the poor of our kastron, this 

which is called Kale of Peko29, (5) to the north of the flat(?30) of Romoou. These, then, 

are the boundaries of that land as they currently exist: to the east of it, the field of 

Sakau; to the west it goes down to King Street; to the north of it are the fields of 

Romoou; to the south (10) it goes south to the land down to King Street. These are the 

boundaries of that land according to tradition. Now we agree, we the whole community, 

the men of the kastron of Jeme, those who will subscribe and those who will subscribe 

(15) for them below, to this donation text not to transgress anything in all that is written, 

neither us, nor our children, nor those who succeed us. The one who transgresses 

anything in all that is written in this donation, in the generations coming after us, (20) 

that man will pay twelve holokottinoi. Afterwards, he will come to the dais and we will 

exact judgment on him about what he has done, and the holy Apa Phoibammon will 

exact judgment on him, and every soul who will eat (25) of the diakonia31 of the holy 

Apa Phoibammon will exact judgment on him. Moreover, we adjure every ruler and 

every authority into whose hands this document comes, either lashane or dioiketes, or 

authority into whose hands this donation (30) comes, to not transgress anything in all 

that is written in it, either in part or in whole. Afterwards, he will come to the dais and 

we will take …” 

                                                
28 Förster (2000) 112 has read traces above Crum’s first line. However, as they do not add any additional 
meaning to the text, I have not reproduced them here. 
29 Based on the places index of P.KRU, Crum believed that the ⲡⲁⲓ on line 4 referred to ⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ; hence the 
kastron was called Kale of Peko. I have followed Timm (1984-2007) 1217-1218 in identifying this as the name 
of the piece of land. This toponym also occurs in O.Crum 462, a list found at the monastery which records corn 
sent “to Kale of Peko” (ⲉⲕⲁⲗⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲟ, l. 2). Perhaps this text dates to a point after the monastery had already 
received the land. 
30 The exact meaning of ⲡⲁϫⲥ is unknown, see Crum Dict. 285b. 
31 διακονία – Crum (P.Mon.Epiph. 178 fn. 3) describes the diakonia as the body of officials in the monastery 
responsible for its provisioning, “here in their charitable capacities”. It also came to be synonymous with ‘alms’ 
and the place where food was kept in the monastery – see Wipszycka (1991:A). 



 82 

In terms of structure, the text is not unusual. It explains the reason for the donation – “for the 

sake of our needs and the need of the poor of our kastron” (ll. 2-3), sets out the boundaries of 

the donated land (ll. 4-12), contains the agreement of the community, and begins the penalty 

clause, all common features of donation texts. Its importance lies in the content: the 

community of Jeme gifting land to the monastery. That it is the entire community of Jeme 

donating the field is beyond question, the agreement clause “we agree, we the whole 

community, the men of the kastron of Jeme” (ⲧⲛϩⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲉ ⲁⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲕⲓⲛⲱⲧⲏⲥ (κοινότης) 

ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲱⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 12-13) cannot be grammatically understood in any other 

way32. What land did the community hold in common? Why was it not owned and worked by 

an individual? 

 

Although its state – fallow or cultivated – is not described, in its immediate vicinity were 

agricultural fields (ⲉⲓⲱϩⲉ, l. 933), as well as another kind of field called ϩⲟⲓ (l. 7), which could 

be agricultural or pastoral34. The land should therefore be located in the agricultural zone near 

Romoou – itself near Jeme35. This text is therefore unlike the situation in P.KRU 105 in 

which the land granted to the monastery was desert and probably, as Krause suggested, 

unclaimed36. It is difficult to say much beyond this. It is unusual to see a field held in 

common by the entire community37; if arable, the land would be subject to taxation and the 

community would then need to ensure that it was tilled in order to meet its tax liability38. It is 

possible that this land was public land, assigned to the village community, who were then 

held responsible for its taxes, by the administration. It could even be that its original owner 

                                                
32 Goodwin (1858/1859) 247 believed this to be an agreement by the entire town in his original translation. It 
may be that a communal agreement was made by a small group of individuals and not the entire town, as was the 
case in P.CLT 6 (compare Schiller’s stance in his introduction to P.CLT 6 that it was an agreement by the entire 
community with the comments of Worrell & Youtie (1932) 379, that this text was an agreement between only 17 
men). P.CLT 6, however, does not employ κοινότης (community) to refer to the group of individuals forming the 
first party, as P.KRU 108 does. Based on the examples cited in Förster (2002) 425 (which all date to the seventh 
and eighth centuries and primarily come from the Theban region, Bala’izah and Bawit), this word is usually 
applied to the entire community of a village or monastery. 
33 The examples in Crum Dict. 89b-90b show that this term usually denotes agricultural land. 
34 Crum Dict. 650a. 
35 See Appendix A, pp. 281-282. 
36 See fn. 24 of this section. 
37 I have not been able to find any other examples of this in the Theban documentation. There is evidence for 
communal property ownership in two fifth century Byzantine documents from the village of Alabastrine in the 
Antinoite nome. It is thought that this communal property ownership might be some kind of agricultural 
cooperative. See Gagos & van Minnen (1992) 188-189 and the comments of Keenan (2007) 230-231. 
38 Under Islamic rule, it was the land that was taxed, regardless of who owned it. It is likely that different rates 
applied to fields of differing agricultural output. For land taxes see generally Bell’s introduction to P.Lond. IV 
1419, and pp. 170-171 in particular. 
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died intestate or fled to evade taxes, leaving the land unworked39. In any case, the community 

of Jeme seem to have had communal ownership of this land and decided to gift it to the 

monastery. 

 

Another donation of land to the monastery of Phoibammon, from the first half of the seventh 

century, is attested in O.Crum Ad.340. Unfortunately, it is written on a badly damaged 

ostracon, so that only a few bare facts can be taken from it. Of the first party, only the 

mother’s name (Saneth, ll. 2-3) and that they were from Jeme (ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 3-4) 

survives. Then follows a description of what is being donated, namely “my share of the land 

[which came?] to me from my mother” ([ⲡ]ⲁⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲛⲧ....ⲗ ⲉϫⲱⲓ ϩⲁⲧⲁⲙⲁⲩ, ll. 4-6), and 

the purpose of the document; “I donate my share to the topos of Apa Phoibammon” 

(ⲉⲓⲧⲱⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲙ[ⲉⲣⲟⲥ] ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟ[ⲥ ⲛⲁⲡ]ⲁ ⲫ[ⲟⲓⲃ]ⲁⲙ[ⲱⲛ], ll. 8-9). The remaining 

fragments suggest that a description of the land followed and then the assent clause and 

witness statements. What survives is sufficient to show that in this document, a man from 

Jeme donates land he inherited from his mother to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. 

 

Turning to another monastery, P.KRU 106 (dated securely to 734) shows Anna daughter of 

Iohannes, a resident of Jeme, donating a significant amount of real property to the monastery 

of Apa Paul on her death bed. In lines 102-131 she describes the property she will donate: her 

house in Jeme and all its accompanying parts; a share of her mother’s house, presumably also 

in Jeme; a share in the lands (ⲛⲕⲁϩ, l. 129) she owns with Abraham son of Athanasios; and a 

quarter share of a bakery. The exact nature of the lands she owned with Abraham is not 

stated, however it is likely that they were agricultural or pastoral lands in the surrounding 

countryside. The amount of property donated by Anna far exceeds any other single donation 

to a monastery of the region and is suggestive, not only of Anna’s personal wealth, but of the 

potential wealth of this monastery. P.KRU 106 suggests that the monastery of Paul’s holdings 

and wealth could have rivalled that of the monastery of Phoibammon. 

 

How the monastery of Apa Paul utilised Anna’s expansive donation, or any other for that 

matter, is not known. It is possible that the houses and workshops might have been sold or re-

purposed, and the land worked or rented out to contribute to the upkeep of the monastery. 

                                                
39 This may be the case in P.KRU 109.5-8, in which the men of Ermont are said to have donated a field, which 
originally belonged to a man of Ermont who had died, to the holy topos of the Twelve Apostles. 
40 Godlewski (1986) 81 discusses the date of this text. The date is based on the hand, which Crum identifies as 
the same as that in O.Crum 138, possibly contemporary with Victor, superior after Abraham. 
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While the text itself indicates that the recipient may use the property as they wish in the 

general terms of the prevailing notarial formula, it also contains some more unique variations: 

“you are lord over them (the properties) in every just lordship, to keep them, to sell them and 

take their price for the expenses of the holy monastery and the charity for the poor, to donate 

them, to give them away, to exchange them, to make them workshops, to tear them down, to 

build on them, to deposit them as securities” (ll. 148-153), generally, to do whatever the new 

administrators wished41. 

 

Two phrases stand out amongst the others in this list: “to sell them and take their price for the 

expenses of the holy monastery and the charity for the poor” (ⲉⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛϫⲓ ⲧⲉⲩⲧⲓⲙⲏ 

ⲉⲡϫⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧ(ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ) ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ(sic), ll. 149-151) and “to make 

them workshops” (ⲉⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲅⲁⲥⲧ(ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ), l. 152). The former fits well with our expectations 

that the monasteries used donated land for their upkeep and for charity, as has already been 

attested. The mention of workshops, on the other hand, suggests that some of the donated 

property in the town of Jeme may have been re-purposed as workplaces for the monks, which, 

if correct, would be significant as it would imply a monastic presence within the town itself 

rather than one confined only within monastery walls42. 

 

Donations of houses and property in Jeme are also visible indirectly through sale documents, 

which indicate one of the ways the monasteries and topoi utilised such donations. In P.KRU 

13 (733), Kuriakos son of Demetrios, the superior of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, 

sells a fourth part of two houses in Jeme (ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲏ, ll. 23) for one gold 

holokottinos (the standard gold coin of the period) to Aaron son of Shenoute, a resident of 

Jeme43. Although it was possible for monks to maintain ownership of their land after joining a 

monastery44, it is clear that in this case Kuriakos was acting in his role as superior, and thus 

owner of all the monastery’s property, since the property is described as that which “the sons 

of the blessed Peshate (son) of Pestinos gave to the holy Apa Phoibammon of the mountain of 

                                                
41 For the common expressions of rights of ownership when property is transferred, see Boulard (1912) 50-53. 
42 This is also the opinion of Th. Beckh – see Beckh, Eichner & Hodak (2011) 19. Beckh points to P.KRU 106, 
the archaeological presence in Jeme of incense vessels likely manufactured at the monastery of Apa Paul, and 
the presence of a ‘Cup Street’ in Jeme (‘the Cup’ seems to have been the nickname of the monastery of Apa 
Paul, see Appendix A, pp. 297-298), and on this evidence suggests that there may have been a branch of the 
monastery located in Jeme. 
43 In fact, the fourth share of these two properties was owned equally by Kuriakos son of Demetrios 
(representing the monastery) and Patermoute son of Kostantinos (P.KRU 13.22), who sells his half of the share 
to Aaron in P.KRU 12. 
44 Godlewski (1986) 82. 
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Jeme in offering for his wretched soul”45. Kuriakos further stresses that he acted on behalf of 

the monastery by claiming that he had the document drawn up “so I not be condemned at [the 

judgment-seat] of Christ, and so that the holy martyr not find fault with me for having spent, 

for good or ill, his offerings, namely indulgences for the soul”46. 

 

P.KRU 18 (early eighth century) presents a similar case. In this text Iohannes, the steward 

(ⲡⲉⲅⲉⲛⲱⲙⲟⲥ – i.e. οἰκονόµος – l. 63) of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, sells to Apa 

Victor son of Athanasios, a man of Jeme, property which Georgios son of Joanna “gave to the 

holy Apa Phoibammon for the salvation of their (sic) mother and his own47” at the price of 

four gold holokottinoi. While it is unclear where the property was located (in or around Jeme 

seems likely), the description of it given by Iohannes indicates that the bequest consisted of 

multiple estates: “I will reveal the places which he donated as a gift to the topos, namely: his 

share in the house (ⲡⲏⲓ) on the street of Panias of Phabo (then follows a description of its 

boundaries; the list resumes on line 26) … and their share in the field (ⲡϩⲁⲓ), and their share in 

the church (ⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ), and his share in the skenon (ⲡⲥⲕⲉⲛⲱⲛ48), and his share in the village 

(ⲡⲇⲓⲙⲉ)” (ll. 20-29)49. 

 

Both P.KRU 13 and 18 show superiors of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon selling property 

to residents of Jeme that was previously donated by individuals as indulgences for the souls of 

their deceased parents. Presumably the money from the sale of the property was of more use 

to the monastery at the time than the property itself. The situation in a third text relating to the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon, P.KRU 19 (747), is more confused. This text is a deed by 

which Hello son of David, a man of Jeme, gives a house he received from his late wife to his 

children. Problems arise in understanding what happened to the property before this text was 

written. Hello states that he initially sold the house to Kosma son of Joseph for five 

holokottinoi (ll. 15-19), but then goes on to say that the house went “to the Saint Phoibammon 

                                                
45 ⲛⲧⲁⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲡⲉⲓϣⲁⲧⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲥⲧⲓⲛⲉ ⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲏ\+/ 
ⲛⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ ϩⲁⲧⲉϥⲧⲁⲗⲁⲓⲡⲟⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲯⲩⲭⲏ (P.KRU 13.27-29). 
46 ϫⲉⲛⲉⲩⲕⲁⲧⲁⲕⲣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲙⲟⲓ ϩⲓ�[. . . . . . ⲡⲃⲏⲙⲁ ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲭZⲥZ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲡⲙⲁⲧⲩⲣⲟⲥsic ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ [ϭⲛ]ⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ ⲁⲣⲟⲓ ϫⲉ[ . . . ]ⲛⲁ 
ⲛⲉϥⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲁⲣⲁ ϫⲉϩⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲛⲯⲩⲭⲏ (P.KRU 13.29-32). My reading of this section is based on Till (1964) 109. 
Contra Wipszycka (2009:A) 548 who believes that Kuriakos is acting in a private capacity. 
47 ⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲁϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲉⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ϩⲁⲡⲉⲩϫⲁⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲙⲁⲩ ⲙⲛⲧⲟϥ (ll. 15-16). 
48 The meaning of the Greek word (presumably one related to σκῆνος) in this context is not clear. It may refer to 
part of a building – see Förster (2002) 737-738. MacCoull (2009) 175 translates “tent (?)” and further suggests 
“awning” in fn. 6 of this page. 
49 It seems best to understand ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲩⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡϩⲁⲓ (ll. 26-27) as a direct continuation of the list beginning 
ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲓⲛⲉ ⲡⲉϥⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲏⲓ (l. 22), with what falls between being a description of the house. However, there is 
some confusion regarding the reading of this section. Compare the translations of MacCoull (2009) 174-176 and 
Till (1964) 116-118. 
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in exchange for that which I sold to Kosma” (ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲛϣⲃⲃⲓⲱ 

ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲁⲕⲟⲥⲙⲁ, ll. 30-32)50.  

 

MacCoull proposes that there were in fact two houses: the first went to Kosma, the second to 

the monastery. These two were then swapped between Kosma and the monastery, with the 

monastery eventually giving back the house it now possessed to Hello, who in turn gave it to 

his children51. Whether or not this complex scenario accurately represents the situation, the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon is clearly involved and it is possible, as was the case in 

P.KRU 13 and 18, that property from Hello’s wife was at some point donated to the 

monastery. How exactly the property ended up back in Hello’s possession is unclear, however 

a similar situation in P.KRU 50 in which a topos sells donated property back to the donor’s 

relatives (see below), suggests one likely path. 

 

Donations of land and property are primarily attested in relation to the larger monasteries, 

such as Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul, yet the practice certainly extended to some of the 

smaller topoi and even churches. Donations of money and other items are known to have been 

made to churches within Jeme52, and a text relating to the topos of Apa Psate (most likely a 

church on the mountain of Jeme53) indicates that this practice also extended to churches – and 

conceivably small monasteries – outside the town’s boundaries. 

 

P.KRU 50 (73954) is the settlement of a dispute between Anatolios son of Samuel, and 

Tsherkah and Arsenios, the children of Georgios55. The siblings sued Anatolios regarding a 

space (ⲭⲱⲣⲏⲙⲁ, ll. 16, 40) which he redeemed from the holy topos of Apa Psate “because we 

(Anatolios) donated it to that holy topos through the blessed Epiphanius, his brother56, while 

he was yet alive”57. Tsherkah and Arsenios wanted to dissolve the “sale” (ⲡⲣⲁⲥⲓⲥ, l. 21) 

Anatolios received from the steward (ⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ, l. 22) of the topos, and the conflict 

                                                
50 Lines 28-30 are difficult to interpret. It may be that I have not properly understood the sense of this clause. 
51 MacCoull (2009) 180. 
52 See Wilfong (2002) 95-98, for evidence of women donating to churches within Jeme. 
53 See Appendix A, pp. 300-301. 
54 On the date of this text see Cromwell (2010:A) 14. 
55 These two are part of the well-documented family of Abigaia. See Wilfong (2002) 66-68. 
56 ⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ (his brother) is likely an error for ⲡⲁⲥⲟⲛ (my brother) introduced by the scribe slipping from first to 
third person. It is otherwise inexplicable, particularly given “we” donated the property, whose brother 
Epiphanius might be. 
57 ⲉⲧⲃⲉϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲛⲇⲱⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲉⲡⲓⲫⲁⲛⲉⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ 
ⲉⲧⲓ ⲉϥⲟⲛϩ (P.KRU 50.18-20). 
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escalated to the extent that it was brought before the dioiketes, who decided that Anatolios 

would maintain possession of three shares of the space, and the siblings would get one share. 

 

As is often the case in such documents, the dispute is only seen in one moment of its 

evolution, and it is consequently difficult to fully understand the situation of all parties: what 

claim did Tsherkah and Arsenios have over the property, and what was the nature of the 

ⲭⲱⲣⲏⲙⲁ under dispute? Nonetheless, it is apparent that at some point before Epiphanius 

(probably Arsenios’ brother) died, he donated property to the topos of Apa Psate. Sometime 

later, Anatolios bought the land back from the topos and the dispute ensued. Whatever the 

legal situation, P.KRU 50 attests to the patronisation of smaller institutions on the mountain 

of Jeme by residents of that town, and further to the reselling of donated property, as seen in 

P.KRU 13 and 18. 

 

These donation texts, sales and settlements show that a significant amount of real estate was 

donated to some of the communities on the mountain of Jeme in the sixth to eighth centuries. 

Donations, however, were not the only way in which these communities acquired property. 

Land, houses and other goods could also be left in testaments, or even purchased outright. 

Evidence for testaments (ⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ) made by residents of Jeme in favour of monasteries and 

topoi is limited; some documents in which a dying individual leaves property to a monastery 

are instead called donations (ⲇⲱⲣⲓⲁⲥⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ), as is the case in P.KRU 10658. 

 

O.CrumST 60 (date unknown) is one such testament (ⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ, l. 5) made by Georgios son of 

Pisrael, from the kastron of Jeme, in favour of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. Although 

little of this document survives beyond the opening lines, it is enough to understand its 

purpose. Being of a sound mind, Joseph wanted to draw up his testament and told his fathers 

(ⲛⲁⲓⲁⲧⲉ, l. 6, perhaps a reference to the elders of the monastery?) to take all that he owned. 

They were reluctant to take all his property, but nevertheless he sent “it” to the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon. “It” here is most likely a reference to land from his inheritance, as is 

suggested by the surviving parts of line 9 – “the lands which came to me from …” (ⲛⲛⲕⲁϩ 

ⲉⲧⲁϣⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲓ ϩⲁ[…)59. 

                                                
58 It is possible the donations referred to in the sale documents P.KRU 13, 18 and 19 were made in testaments, 
however the exact situation is not explicit. Without further information it is just as likely that the donations were 
made when the donor was alive. 
59 J. Cromwell (pers. comm.) suggests that ⲉⲧⲁϣⲉⲓ should perhaps be read ⲉⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ, an unusual form of the 
relative perfect ⲛZⲧⲁϥⲉⲓ. 
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Another testament is attested by P.KRU 54 (74860), a receipt issued by the topos of Apa Psate 

for money left to it in the will (ⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲉ, l. 9) of Tsuros daughter of Takoum. In this text, 

Senouthios son of Philotheos, the steward of the holy topos, writes to Komos son of 

Damianos, presumably the executor of Tsuros’ will, that he has received the tremis (a smaller 

demonination of coin than the holokottinos) which Tsuros left to the topos and has no grounds 

to sue Komos regarding it61. Texts attesting to the donation of money (posthumously or 

otherwise) to monasteries and topoi on the mountain of Jeme are less frequent than donations 

of land. However, P.KRU 54 should not be considered an unusual case. Monetary donations 

would likely have been accessible to more than one resident; P.CLT 5 may attest to another 

such donation62. 

 

Evidence for monastic purchases of land and buildings is limited. Only one text definitely 

records a monastery purchasing property in Jeme. In SB Kopt. II 945 (late eighth century) a 

man, whose name is unknown, sells one and a half courtyards of the inheritance from his 

father to Sourous, the deacon and (as we know from elsewhere) superior of the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon, for one gold holokottinos63. The village in which the courtyards lay is not 

named; the boundaries of the property include the Public Street (ⲡϩⲓⲣ ⲇⲏⲙⲱⲥⲓ(ⲟⲛ), l. 7) and 

the front door (ⲡⲣⲱ ⲛⲁⲩⲑⲉⲛⲧⲏⲥ, l. 7). Both these terms are common in many towns, 

including Jeme, but given the Theban provenance of the text it is reasonable to think that the 

property was in Jeme itself64. It is unclear what benefit the monastery would gain by owning 

these courtyards, as little is known about their use; they were open spaces, privately owned, 

and could presumably be used as work spaces, as indicated by the sale of a loom located in a 

courtyard in P.KRU 27. Whatever the case, SB Kopt. II 945 shows that the monastery 

actively purchased property as well as received it through gifts. 

 

                                                
60 On the date of this text see Cromwell (2010:A) 14. 
61 P.KRU 54 and P.KRU 50 are the only texts used in this study to establish a link between Apa Psate and Jeme. 
However, one other text might be used for such. O.CrumST 88 is a loan agreement made out to one of the 
lenders of Jeme, and written by “Iohannes, the deacon of Apa Psate” (ïⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲕ// ⲛZⲛ�ⲁⲡⲁ ⲯⲁⲧⲉ, ll. 13-
14). Though, in this text it is not clear what the exact connection between the topos and Jeme was. 
62 See p. 105. Wickham (2005) 424 suggests that Aaron son of Shenoute, a wealthy land owner of Jeme known 
from many sale documents (P.KRU 1; 2; 4-6; 12-15) also donated property to the monastery of Apa 
Phoibammon in his will. However, as Wickham points out (fn. 103), the testament (P.KRU 72) is damaged (only 
the final clause and witness statements survive) and the monastery is not actually named. 
63 For Sourous, see Till (1962) 204-205. 
64 See Timm (1984-2007) 1018-1019 for a comprehensive list of the attestations of both terms in texts from 
Jeme. 
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While many of the details in the situations portrayed by these documents remain unclear, they 

show that communities on the mountain of Jeme – certainly the monasteries of Apa 

Phoibammon and Apa Paul, and the topos of Apa Psate – owned agricultural land and houses 

in and around the village of Jeme, which they acquired through donations, testaments, or 

outright purchases. By receiving this property, these communities became an important part 

of the regional economy. To be sure, the few attestations discussed here should not be 

considered the only land such institutions owned by the eighth century. While these are the 

only texts in which a party from Jeme definitely donates property to a monastery or topos, 

they are not the only property donations. Among the P.KRU material alone, six other texts are 

donations of property to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. Land is donated in P.KRU 107, 

in which an unknown party (the papyrus is damaged) donates the field of the holy Apa Psate 

on the mountain of Pmilis, a village in the Koptite nome; and in P.KRU 109, in which a man 

from Ermont donates property he owns near Romoou, near Jeme. Palm trees, or perhaps the 

produce from palm trees, are donated in P.KRU 110 and 111, in the former by a man living 

near Ermont, and livestock and various moveable objects are donated in P.KRU 112 and 113 

respectively65. 

 

Donations of land, property and money begin to illustrate the nature of the economic 

relationship between the religious communities of the mountain of Jeme and the citizens of 

Jeme itself. Such donations, though, are not the extent of the relationship, nor even the only 

type of donations attested. 

 

Child Donations to the Monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

 

Amongst the documentary corpus relating to the monastery of Phoibammon are a number of 

donations with quite a different subject matter to those presented above: the donations of 

children. Not only are the child donations unique in character, they appear to be a practice 

unique to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon of all the monasteries on the mountain of 

Jeme66. Such donations are even more common in the monastery of Apa Phoibammon corpus 

than donations of land and other property; donations of children account for twenty-six of the 
                                                
65 We might also consider the aparché payment, paid by communities to some monasteries, as donations. See 
Wipszycka (2009:A) 556-564. Some texts suggest that the monastery of Apa Phoibammon might have received 
such payments (see pp. 560-561). 
66 Schenke (2007) argues that the fragmentary P.Vat.Copt.Doresse 7 (which she re-edits in this publication) 
could be read as a child donation to a monastery of Apa Thomas, perhaps that in Wadi Saga. The evidence is not 
conclusive however. 
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thirty-five donations of any kind to the monastery in the P.KRU material. In only six of these, 

however, were the donors certainly from Jeme. These are: 

 

P.KRU 78 (early eighth century): Iohannes son of Victor, man of the kastron Jeme (l. 75), 

donates his son to the monastery through its dikaion67 (l. 30) and through Victor, its steward 

(ⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ, l. 32). The donation is made as payment for the Saint’s part in healing a 

sickness his son contracted at age three (ll. 15-23). Unusually, the monastery does not seem to 

have physically taken charge of the boy; rather the contract states that the boy will be obliged 

to pay a holokottinos to the monastery every year for the rest of his life (ll. 23-25, 35-37). 

 

P.KRU 82 (soon after 771): Senouthios son of Basileos (possibly in conjunction with his 

wife68), of the kastron Jeme, donates his child to the monastery through its superior 

(ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲟⲥ, l. 8), Apa Sourous. The child is not donated in exchange for healing, rather the 

parents state “we promised him to God from the day we begot him” (ⲁⲛⲉⲣⲏⲧ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ 

ϫⲓⲛⲛⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲛϫⲡⲟϥ ll. 11-12) for the good of their souls (l. 14). The boy will be a servant 

in the monastery forever, “as though he is a servant purchased with money” (ϩⲱⲥ 

ϫⲉⲟⲩϭⲁⲩⲟⲛ ⲛϣⲱⲡ ϩⲁϩⲟⲙⲛⲧⲡⲉ, ll. 15-16). 

 

P.KRU 84 (c. 770): Senouthios son of NN and his wife Martha, both of the kastron Jeme, 

donate their son to the monastery through its superior (ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲟⲥ, l. 10), Apa Sourous. The 

donation was made as payment for the intervention of the Saint in healing a sickness of the 

boy (ll. 18-23). Their son will become a servant (ϩⲙϩⲁⲗ, l. 23) of the topos and the lamp in it 

forever (ll. 23-24). 

 

P.KRU 91 (781): Pisenthios son of Panias and his wife Tasia daughter of Theutote, both of 

the kastron Jeme, donate their son to the monastery through Sourous, the steward 

(ⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ, l. 20) and superior (ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲟⲥ, l. 20). Again, the donation is made in response 

to the healing of the child; the process is described over a number of lines and involved 

placing cups of water on the boy and a stay of a number of days in the monastery, during 

                                                
67 What exactly the dikaion refers to is unclear. It occurs in many documents from the sixth century onward 
relating to monasteries and, more rarely, churches and other institutions. It appears to be connected with the 
economic activity of the institution, but does not seem to be a reference to either an individual or a council, but 
rather “the right of a certain institution to possess a legal subjectivity and hence the right to all sorts of activity, 
particularly of an economic nature.” (Wipszycka (1991:B) 901). 
68 Senouthios introduces himself in the opening formula with “we” (ⲁⲛⲟⲛ, l. 2). This line is broken and it is 
possible that his wife’s name stood between his and their location, which is given on line 3. 
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which time the superior tended to him (ll. 5-22). The boy’s responsibilities are only described 

as assisting (ὑπουργέω, l. 24) and giving his labour (ϯ ⲡϥϩⲓⲥⲉ, l. 25) to the topos. 

 

P.KRU 94 (748-759): Chael son of Mena, man of the kastron Jeme, donates his son to the 

monastery through its superior (ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲟⲥ, l. 21), Kuriakos. Chael gives no reason for the 

donation beyond that the laws of the king state that he can do what he likes with what is his69. 

His son shall become a servant to the topos and serve in whatever manner commanded of 

him70. 

 

P.KRU 102 (762): Little of this document beyond the opening formulae survives. What 

remains indicates that Severos son of Petros, a man of the kastron Jeme, donates his child to 

the monastery through its archpriest and steward (ⲡⲁⲣⲭⲏⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ, ll. 

5-6), whose name is not given at this point. The reference to a great sickness (ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ 

ⲛϣⲱⲛⲉ, l. 8) indicates that the donation was made in payment for the healing of the child. 

The duties of the child as an oblate to the monastery are not mentioned. 

 

To these six donations, two others can probably be added: P.KRU 85 and 96. In P.KRU 85 

(767/768), Severos and his wife Leia (l. 13) donate their child to the monastery through three 

named stewards: Apa Kuriakos, Matthaios, and Sourous (ll. 21-22)71. The beginning of this 

text, containing the first mention of the name and location of Severos and his wife, is 

unfortunately lost, yet it is clear from the formula “we provide afterwards a subscriber...” 

(ⲉⲛⲧⲓ ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲟⲥ ⲉⲛⲟⲩϩⲩⲡⲟⲅⲣⲁⲫⲉⲩⲥ, l. 2) that only the dating clause and the name of the first 

party are lost72. The first, fragmentary line of this text preserves the words “the kastron of 

Jeme” (ⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲱⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ); in this position, immediately before the provision of a 

subscriber, this could only be the location of the first party. The donation is made, as is often 

the case, in response to a sickness which God put upon the child “on account of the 

                                                
69 Clauses along these lines (referring to the laws of God or of secular authorities) occur relatively frequently in 
donation texts (P.KRU 79.8-11; 80.8-12; 81.12-15; 87.3-5; 92.24-26; 93.6-9; 96.14-17; 100.9-13), but are 
usually combined with another reason, such as sickness, for the donation. In this way they justify the legality of 
the donation, but do not necessarily indicate its reason. 
70 ⲉϥⲟ ⲛϩⲙϩⲁⲗ ⲉⲡⲥⲉⲡⲧⲟⲥ ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲙⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲁⲕⲉⲗⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲁϥ (P.KRU 
94.25-28). 
71 The reference to more than one steward (ⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ) for the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is unusual. 
While it more usually has only one named steward, its contemporary, the monastery of Apa Paul, is known to 
have had more than one at various times (see the introduction to P.CLT 1). In this case it is possible that the 
presence of multiple superiors is related to a change in the leaders of the monastery – see the discussion of 
P.KRU 86 below, pp. 105-106. 
72 Compare, for instance, the complete example in P.KRU 81; the relevant clause begins on line 5 after the 
dating clause and the name and location of the first party. 
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deservedness of our sins” (ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲙⲡϣⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ, ll. 11-12). The parents promise him to 

the topos, that he give his labour to it forever (l. 18), if God and his martyr Apa Phoibammon 

will heal him. Further specification of the child’s service to the monastery indicates only that 

he will tend its lamp (ll. 19-20). 

 

The donor of P.KRU 96 (775) is Phoibammon son of Athanasius. While his location is not 

given, this name appears in two witness statements in documents in which the contracting 

parties are from Jeme. In P.KRU 71.66 (765) he writes a witness statement for his father, and 

in P.KRU 58.30 (765) he himself is witness73. This evidence, although circumstantial, 

suggests that Phoibammon was, in fact, a citizen of Jeme. The narrative of Phoibammon’s 

donation is quite detailed. While he initially decided to donate his child to the monastery for 

the salvation of his soul before its birth (ll. 21-22), he decided to transgress this promise when 

the child was born. The child then became sick and on consultation with his wife (l. 32) the 

couple decided to take the child to the monastery for healing. When he was healed, they 

renewed the donation through Sourous, the monastery’s steward. The boy’s role in the 

monastery is described simply as that of a servant (ϭⲁⲩⲟⲛ, ll. 59-60). 

 

Other donation texts, for example P.KRU 90, contain witnesses and scribes who were from 

Jeme. However, as was argued in Section I, the locations of witnesses in texts drawn up at a 

monastery do not bear a reliable correlation to the location of the first party. It is impossible 

to say with certainty that the primary parties of such texts were from Jeme74. 

 

A number of narrative features of these documents indicate that child donations were a 

mutually beneficial agreement between the citizens of Jeme and the monastery. Of course, it 

is legitimate to ask to what extent the testimony of these documents should be taken as truth. 

T. S. Richter has argued that the narrative of donation texts should be considered part reality 

and part fiction75. He does not mean that the authors create deliberate falsehoods, but rather 

that these “non-fictional autobiographical narratives” are entirely subjective and shaped by 

                                                
73 Phoibammon’s father is described as “blessed” (a euphemism for dead) in P.KRU 58.30, but not in P.KRU 96, 
dated some ten years later. This does not preclude these two Phoibammons from being equated, as the term 
“blessed” is not always included for deceased parents. 
74 See above, pp 61-66. The presence of witnesses from Jeme, on the other hand, indicates that those individuals 
were at the monastery when the document was drawn up, and thus connect Jeme to the monastery in a different 
way. This aspect of donation texts is discussed further on pp. 107-110. 
75 Richter (2005) 253-254. 
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expectations of the genre76. Nevertheless, he feels that it is impossible to gather reliable 

information from the plot of the narrative. While the exact conditions which led to the 

parents’ decision to donate their child may be obscured, the reasons expressed in the narrative 

of these texts should not be discounted as false. The reasons given reflect true feelings of the 

individuals involved, but this is not to say that there were not unwritten reasons as well. 

 

The donors in the eight texts above express two main benefits received through promising 

their children to the monastery: spiritual salvation and physical healing77. That the donors 

from Jeme received a perceived spiritual benefit as a result of the donation is explicitly 

expressed in P.KRU 82 and 96. In both cases, the parents of the donated child promise their 

son to the monastery from birth, reportedly for the health of their souls. This is best expressed 

in P.KRU 96.17-22: “when the compassionate God ordered that my child be born to me, I 

remembered my sins and I decided that if he lived, I would give him to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon for the salvation of my soul”78. The understanding is that by donating a child to 

the monastery, some part of the donors’ past sins was forgiven. The religious benefit that 

came to the donors in these texts should not be underestimated as one of the driving factors 

behind a number of the donations. 

 

The second stated benefit of the donors, and by far the most often cited, is the healing of the 

donated child. Of the eight documents described above, six cite the healing of the child as the 

main cause for the donation79. The narrative sections of these documents all follow the same 

basic plot. At some point in his life, the boy became sick. Fearing for his death, the parents 

(usually both parents act together in this, as seen in the documents above) make a resolution 

to take him to the monastery for healing and to donate him to it if he recovers. Nominally, the 

healing occurs by beseeching Saint Phoibammon to intercede with God on the child’s behalf. 

P.KRU 91, however, shows that the process could also involve a stay of a number of days in 

the monastery, where the child would be tended by the superior, and could include the ritual 

placement of cups of water on the boy’s body. In some cases, as in P.KRU 96, an original 

promise of donation is ‘forgotten’, whereupon the child becomes sick, leading the parents to 

renew their vow. Sofia Schaten stresses the religious motivations behind donations in these 

                                                
76 Richter (2005) 258-259. 
77 A comprehensive list of the reasons given by donors in all donation texts is given by Biedenkopf-Ziehner 
(2001) 84-87. 
78 ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉⲡⲛⲁⲏⲧ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲕⲉⲗⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲥⲉϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲓⲣⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲛⲁⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲁⲓϩⲟⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ϫⲉⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲱⲛϩ 
ϣⲁⲓⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲙⲱⲛ ϩⲁⲧⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲧⲁⲯⲩⲭⲏ (P.KRU 96.17-22). 
79 P.KRU 78.21-23; 84.18-24; 85.15-17; 91.8-15; 96.38-44; and 102.8-9. 
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cases; the non-fulfilment of the vow has led to the anger of God and the sickness of the 

child80. The act of renewing the donation vow then leads to the healing of the child by 

appeasing the anger of God, who in turn removes the sickness. 

 

While the donation texts themselves only mention healing and spiritual benefits, several 

scholars have argued that there were also unspoken benefits for the parents of donated 

children, specifically economic benefits. Anneliese Biedenkopf-Ziehner emphasised the 

heavy tax burden of Christians in Egypt under Arabic rule and argued that the donation of a 

child to the monastery represents financial relief for the parents; once the child entered the 

monastery he would be cared for, clothed and fed out of monastic funds81. Richter takes this 

argument further and suggests that the children who are donated to the monastery are those 

with unique problems: those born prematurely, those with some long-term disease such as 

epilepsy, or even children of single parents – essentially, children of parents who could not 

cope with the burdens, financial or otherwise, of raising them82. Since there is no conclusive 

evidence regarding this, such arguments must remain in the realm of speculation, yet it is 

certainly possible that some children were donated for primarily economic reasons. Perhaps 

such motivations could be attributed to Chael in P.KRU 94, who donates his son for no other 

stated reason than because he has the right to do what he likes with what is his. It would be 

unjust, though, to discount the strength of faith of the donors, and to sideline religious 

motivations in all cases in favour of economic ones. 

 

In taking oblates from Jeme and elsewhere, the monastery itself benefited from a source of 

cheap labour and income. In the texts discussed above, two forms of service are visible. For 

the most part, the responsibilities of the child are discussed in terms of servitude; P.KRU 82, 

84, 85, 91, 94, and 96 all talk about the child being a servant and giving his labour to the 

monastery forever. The specifics of such servitude are not mentioned in great detail: P.KRU 

94 talks of serving in whatever manner is commanded, and P.KRU 84 and 85 indicate that 

tending the lamp of the altar of the topos was one part of the oblates’ duties. In P.KRU 78, 

however, servitude is not mentioned. In this text, the boy will simply “contribute to it for all 

                                                
80 Schaten (1996) 135. 
81 Biedenkopf-Ziehner (2001) 129-135. Papaconstantinou (2002) 85 agrees with her viewpoint but argues that 
this is not the whole picture. See also Schaten (1996) 135. The tax burden was great enough to cause several 
periods of unrest in the eighth century, see Frantz-Murphy (1999) 244-245. 
82 Richter (2005) 259-261. 
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his life, a holokottinos every year for ever”83. It is doubtful that in this case the child would 

have even lived in the monastery. 

 

A more comprehensive image of the role of these children is gained from looking at the 

obligations specified in the other child donations (those not from residents of Jeme). Taken 

together, the donation texts present a differing range of conditions under which the child 

would serve. Some talk about servitude within the monastery and tending the lamps, as do the 

texts above, while others refer to service outside the monastery84. From this incongruity, A. 

Papaconstantinou has argued that the terms of servitude of donated individuals differed from 

case to case, and that the terms would be agreed upon by the donating party and the 

monastery at the time the donation was made85. Some would live within the monastery and 

perform menial labour, maintaining the perpetually-lit liturgical lamps of the monastery and 

generally performing whatever task was required of them. Others could live outside the 

monastery and send back the results of their labour in the form of a yearly payment, which 

would be used toward the upkeep of the monastery and the maintenance of the lamps, which 

required a steady supply of oil86. Thus, donated individuals who left the monastery, or only 

ever had part of their income donated, still continued to serve it. It is not impossible that these 

individuals could have even worked monastic lands87. In some cases, donation contracts even 

have clauses stipulating that children born of the donated individual would likewise be 

obligated to serve the monastery88. Essentially, an oblate became a slave of the monastery – in 

the words of P.KRU 82.15-16 “as though he is a servant purchased with money”89. 

 

The donation of children to the monastery by citizens of Jeme, and indeed elsewhere, 

provided economic and religious benefits to both sides of the agreement. The donors received 

spiritual recognition of their piety, the physical healing of their child, and, in some cases, the 

economic benefits associated with having one less mouth to feed. In turn, the monastery 

received a source of labour to tend monastic grounds and the liturgical lamps – an important 

                                                
83 ⲉϥⲥⲩⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲡⲉϥⲱⲛϩ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲛⲟⲩϩⲟⲗⲟⲕⲟⲧⲧⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ϣⲁⲉⲛⲉϩ (P.KRU 78.23-25). 
84 A list of all obligations specified in child donations is given by Biedenkopf-Ziehner (2001) 88-94. 
85 Papaconstantinou (2002) 92-102, especially 92 and 99. 
86 Papaconstantinou (2002) 96-98. 
87 As also suggested by Godlewski (1986) 84. 
88 See P.KRU 95.22-25. 
89 Many scholars prefer to talk in terms of servitude rather than slavery (e.g. Richter (2005) 244-245), however 
Papaconstantinou (2002) 92-93 convincingly argues that this masks their true status. It is generally agreed that 
they would not necessarily become monks or receive an education. 
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physical representation of the spiritual world90. Further, if the oblate lived outside the 

monastery, perhaps even helping to work monastic lands, the monastery received a yearly 

payment. In this way, the donated children of Jeme and elsewhere contributed to the 

maintenance and economic success of the monastery, thereby enabling it to continue to 

provide religious, social, and economic benefits to the inhabitants of the region91.    

 

The Spoils of Piety 

 

The texts discussed so far give an idea of the economic strength of some of the monasteries 

and topoi of the Theban mountain in the seventh and eighth centuries. To be sure, this picture 

does not depict the entirety of a community’s resources. Such a picture is, however, necessary 

to fully assess how they integrated into the economy of the region. In his analysis of the 

workings of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, Włodzimierz Godlewski provides a 

summary of the resources of this monastery, in so far as he could reconstruct them. He 

divided Phoibammon’s income into five categories: arable land, fields and palms; domestic 

animals; houses and other land; handiwork; and money92. While the documentation relating to 

the interactions between the monastery and individuals from Jeme does not account for all of 

these categories, other documents do. It is useful to briefly describe the extent of the 

monastery’s resources, so as to have an example of what such a community had access to, and 

to better appreciate the extent to which the economy of the monastery and that of Jeme could 

interact with one another93. 

 

Godlewski first suggests that an indication of the property of the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon might be garnered from descriptions in the testaments of its superiors94. Of 

these, only those of Bishop Abraham (P.Lond. I 77) and Apa Jacob (P.KRU 65) contain 

useable descriptions. The description in Abraham’s will is very general; it speaks of 

moveable, immovable and animate property, gold, silver, copper, books, land, and buildings. 

Given the general nature of the description, it is likely to be, in part, simple Byzantine notarial 

                                                
90 MacCoull (1979) 414 discusses the importance of maintaining the lamps. 
91 It seems that not all children involved were entirely happy with this arrangement. In P.KRU 93.15-19, 
Shenoute, a child donated from a village near Ermont, in the manner of children of all eras, defied his parents’ 
wishes and secretly fled the monastery after he recovered from the sickness for which he had been taken there. 
He managed to make his way to Babylon (Cairo), where he apparently remained for a number of years before 
being returned and donated a second time. 
92 Godlewski (1986) 81. His examination of the monastery’s resources (pp. 79-88) is the basis for what follows. 
93 For a useful discussion on how monastic economies functioned, see Wipszycka (2009:A) 545-565. 
94 Godlewski (1986) 79-81. 
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formula and not a particularly detailed depiction of the monastery’s property at the time of 

Abraham’s will95. The will of Jacob, dating to the late seventh century, is more promising. It 

describes the property of the monastery as:  

 

“everything belonging in it, either gold or silver or garments, bronze, written texts, 

books, caves, excavated spaces, towers or fortifications, within and outside the four 

boundaries of the holy topos … either camels or donkeys; sheep; goats; houses that 

were donated to the holy topos, either in the city Ermont, in the kastron or village or 

hamlet; date-palm trees; wells; fields or meadows with their yields” (ll. 54-59). 

 

The donations and other texts that were discussed above showed fields, houses, and other 

property being donated to the monastery, in locations both within and near Jeme, as well as 

further afield. These would have provided income for the monastery in the forms of both 

produce and money, as evidenced by lists associated with the monastery detailing payments 

in corn, as well as purchases in money and kind96. Already, the description of the monastery’s 

property in the testaments of Apa Jacob and Bishop Abraham show agreement with these 

documents. Further, the “caves, excavated spaces, towers or fortifications” in Jacob’s will are 

certainly the buildings and nearby cells of the monastery proper, which we know had at least 

one tower and could easily have had a wall around the property, as did the nearby monastery 

of Epiphanius97. 

 

Less is known about the livestock and whether or not the monastery used sheep and goats for 

wool and dairy products. A number of documents mention camels and the contracting of 

camel herds. In one, O.Crum 218 (before 720), Abraham son of David, a man of Jeme 

(ⲡⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 2), agrees to tend the camel of Apa Jacob, who Godlewski presumes to be the 

Apa Jacob of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon98. He will work for one year and provide all 

the necessary equipment for the camel, such as ropes, collars, and baskets. Here, then, is 

evidence that the workmen of Jeme were providing their services to the monastery at various 

                                                
95 Godlewski (1986) 80-81, nevertheless uses it as a general guideline for the monastery’s holdings in its earliest 
phases. 
96 O.Crum 460 (written in Crum’s hand D, associated with the monastery) and O.Crum 462 (provenanced to Deir 
el-Bahri) both list amounts of corn; in the case of 462, corn sent out. O.Crum Ad.30 (hand D) lists supplies 
purchased in money and kind from the topos of St John and Jacob and includes wine, clothing, sesame, corn, and 
a camel. 
97 Winlock & Crum (1926) 36, 38. The tower in the monastery of Phoibammon is visible in pre-excavation 
photos of the site: see Godlewski (1986) figures 9-13 (pp. 28-32). 
98 Godlewski (1986) 85. 
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times. It is likely that camels were being used to transport goods and water to and from the 

monastery and between the monastery and its outlying properties99. 

 

Of gold, silver, garments and books, virtually no evidence survives. It is a natural assumption 

that the monastery kept books, as we know it had a library100. Money likewise would have 

come into the monastery through donations (as seen in P.KRU 54), revenue from its 

properties, as well as through selling property or whatever items the monks produced in their 

daily labours – rope, basketry, and textiles made on looms are common in monasteries of this 

region. Of course, the gold, silver and bronze of Jacob’s will may also refer to the religious 

icons and paraphernalia of the monastery itself101. 

 

This is the extent of the monastery of Phoibammon’s economy as we can reconstruct it from 

the documentary record. It is likely that, to some extent, the economy of the monastery of Apa 

Paul mirrored that of Apa Phoibammon. While the documentation relating to it is not yet 

published to a similar degree, the donation texts relating to the monastery of Apa Paul show 

that it received similar kinds of real estate through donation102. The large size of the two 

monasteries (a large monastery cannot support its population and maintenance costs with no 

income or property) and their equal proximity to the town of Jeme also make it likely that the 

nature and extent of their resources were similar. 

 

The smaller the size of the community, however, the less the expected resources compare to 

the monasteries of Paul and Phoibammon. The topos of Apa Psate, probably a church on the 

mount of Jeme rather than a monastic community, also received donations of property and 

money from the people of Jeme, but it is difficult, from only two texts (P.KRU 50 and 54), to 

                                                
99 For a discussion of the documents attesting to the keeping of camels, see Godlewski (1986) 85-86. Alongside 
O.Crum 218, he also lists O.Crum 219-221 and O.Crum 229 as evidence for this. 
100 Many lists of book names are found in monasteries in the area, but none conclusively linked to the monastery 
of Apa Phoibammon. However there are some lists of books in the O.Crum texts, which were mostly found at 
the Deir el-Bahri excavations (specifically O.Crum 547-459). Winlock & Crum (1926) 196-208 contains a 
useful discussion of the literature available to the monks of the nearby monastery of Epiphanius. This material 
would no doubt have been equivalent, if not smaller, than what was available to the much larger and better-
funded monastery of Phoibammon. 
101 Lists of monastic property abound in the Theban documentary texts, but none that are certainly related to the 
monastery of Apa Phoibammon. Some examples are: O.Crum 192, a list of vessels and other equipment; 
O.Crum 438 and 450, accounts of moneys; O.Crum 459, a long list of books, textiles, vessels, and other items; 
and O.Crum 461, a list of ploughs. See generally O.Crum pp. 40-46 for lists and accounts of property, many of 
which likely come from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. 
102 The excavations of the monastery of Apa Paul have uncovered over 2000 ostraca, from which 250 texts have 
already been assembled through joining the fragments, with more expected. While these texts are currently being 
published in an online format, the work is not yet complete – see Beckh, Eichner & Hodak (2011) 20-21. 
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speculate on the full extent of its resources. It is likely, in the case of Apa Psate, that the 

nature of its resources was similar to what is outlined above, but on a smaller scale103. 

 

Still smaller communities, such as the so-called monastery of Epiphanius or even solitary 

monks and their disciples, are more collections of individuals than a cohesive community and 

consequently have quite different economic paradigms. These cases will be dealt with later. 

 

Mutual Benefits 

 

The benefits of a strong economy for a monastery are self-evident. Coupled with the free 

labour which the monks and, in the case of Apa Phoibammon, the child oblates provided, a 

wealth of resources permits the maintenance of both a population of dependent monks and of 

the monastic grounds themselves. For a growing monastery, as Apa Phoibammon or Apa Paul 

would have been in the early seventh century, donations such as those already seen would 

have strengthened whatever resources it owned at its foundation and permitted both physical 

expansion and the increased external recognition which comes from being a large, established 

monastic community104. 

 

The benefits for Jeme and its inhabitants in donating property are less evident. As seen in the 

child donation texts, the donors themselves frequently give reasons for their donation, and 

these are a good starting point. A common reason for donations is the spiritual benefit the 

donors received. This is seen in the frequent references to donations being made “for the 

health of my soul”105. In this way, the donations act as remissions for sin and provide a better 

chance at gaining entrance to heaven. This is expressed strongly in P.KRU 106, Anna’s 

donation of her property to the monastery of Apa Paul. Anna’s concern for her sins is the 

focus of most of the first hundred lines of the document. That this is a driving force behind 

the donation is most succinctly expressed in her expectations of the received benefit for it, 

                                                
103 Certainly churches could receive donations, and control estates of considerable size. In the testament of 
Susanne, a resident of Jeme (the document survives in duplicate as P.KRU 66 and 76), she bequeathed her fifth 
share of a church and its property, which includes arable land and storehouses (see P.KRU 66.29-30 and 76.26-
27). Cromwell (2013:B) 225-228, provides a useful discussion of these texts and of church holdings in general. 
Such documents demonstrate that churches in and around Jeme also owned arable land and other property, 
similar to monastic holdings. 
104 For a useful comparison, see the description of the economy of the monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit in 
Delattre (2007:A) 74-104. The description of this monastery’s property shows many similarities to what we 
know of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon’s resources. 
105 P.KRU 79.18,34; 80.10; 81.13,30; 82.14,19-20; 83.21-22; 89.3-4; 96.21-22; 97.21; 100.13; 106.114-115,156-
158; 110.9-10. 
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namely: “that his (the saint’s) entreaties and holy intercessions receive favour for me before 

the true judge”106. Through her donation to Paul’s topos, Anna expects that she will gain 

favour in the eyes of the saint and consequently his help in her favourable reception in 

heaven. 

 

Donations, then, are not only an economic but also a religious transaction linking the donors, 

in these cases the inhabitants of Jeme, to the monasteries through the health of their souls. But 

donations of property would have also had more immediate benefits for the economic life of 

the area. Through maintaining its property, the monastery would not only provide for its own 

needs, but also create both jobs and a surplus that could be fed back into the economy of the 

town and the surrounding area through such means as charity, loans of money, and the sale 

and purchase of goods. 

 

Charity is specified as an expected expenditure of the monasteries in a number of texts. In the 

opening lines of the surviving part of P.KRU 108, the community of Jeme specifies that land 

was donated to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon “for the sake of our needs and the need of 

the poor of our kastron” (ⲉⲧⲃ[ⲉ] ⲧⲛⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲙⲛⲧⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲛⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ[ⲟⲛ], ll. 2-3). It is 

unclear what “our needs” might refer to, although given the use of the word “sin” in the 

immediate context (ⲛⲟⲃⲉ, l. 1), spiritual needs are a real possibility. In P.KRU 13, the 

superior of the same monastery sells its share of two houses for one gold holokottinos and 

states: “I have spent it (the holokottinos) for the table of the poor and the need of the holy 

topos” (ⲁⲓⲛⲟϫⲥ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲡⲉⲓⲍⲁ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲛ[. ⲧ]ⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ, ll. 36-37). “The poor”, 

here, almost certainly refers to the poor of the region whom the monastery supported, and 

hence particularly the poor of Jeme. The same emphasis on charity is present in donations to 

the monastery of Apa Paul. In P.KRU 106, Anna states that she expects her donations to be 

used “for the benefit of the great charity which now exists for the poor who come to the holy 

monastery, and for the sake of the things which the brothers give out to the poor and the 

needy”107
. 

 

In these cases, the reference to the needs of the poor is reminiscent of the emphasis on charity 

in P.KRU 105 discussed above. In that text, Krause argued that the right to found a monastery 

                                                
106 ϫⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲛⲉϥⲥⲟⲡⲥⲡ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲉⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϫⲓ ϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉϫⲱⲓ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲙ ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲙⲉⲉ (P.KRU 106.70-
72). 
107 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧ(ⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ) ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲛⲥⲛⲏⲩ ϫⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲧϣⲁⲁⲧ (P.KRU 106.73-76). 
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and the obligation to provide for poor passers-by went hand-in-hand108. So to in the texts 

under discussion here, the community and citizens of Jeme expect that the land they are 

donating to the monastery will be used to help provide for the needs of the poor of the 

kastron, that is, it will be used for charitable means. Such charity not only bolsters ties 

between the monastery and the town, but also relieves the community of the financial burden 

of providing for the poor themselves. 

 

Some documents indicate that the maintenance and cultivation of monastic lands created jobs 

in the region. Although none specifically involve citizens of Jeme, eight texts from the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon authorise people to cultivate monastic lands109. In most of 

these texts, Victor, Bishop Abraham’s secretary, is acting on behalf of the monastery. As 

such, they should be dated to the beginning of the seventh century. Given that the monastery 

continued to increase its landholdings over the seventh and eighth centuries, it is reasonable to 

assume that it continued to authorise people to cultivate its lands on its behalf110. 

 

Similarly, those monasteries owning livestock would sometimes engage others to tend them. 

O.Crum 218, in which a man from Jeme is contracted to tend the camel of a monk possibly 

from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, has already been mentioned, but other texts attest 

similar interactions111. In O.Crum 220 (around 600), Elias son of Solomon writes to the 

brethren of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, undertaking to tend and work their camels. 

Another individual is engaged by the same monastery to work a camel in O.Crum 219 

(seventh century). In the latter case, it is specified that the monastery will receive three fifths 

of the camel’s earnings, and the worker two fifths. Such agreements likely extended to other 

livestock too. O.Crum 222 (around 600) is an undertaking by a man to tend the cattle of his 

employer. The name of the employer is lost, however the hand is one associated with the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon, which makes the monastery a possible choice112. Though 

none of the individuals contracted to tend livestock or fields are located, it would be 

surprising if Jeme, as the major population centre near the monastery, was not the main 

source of those hired. It is likely, therefore, that in owning land in western Thebes, in and 

                                                
108 Krause (2010) 73. 
109 The texts cited by Godlewski (1986) 82-83 are: O.Crum 138, 140, 185, 303, 306, 307, 482 and BKU I 48. See 
also Richter (2009:B) for a discussion of monastic land leases. 
110 Wilfong (1999) 219 is of the opinion that secular farmers did most of the work: “in general the pattern seems 
to have been for outside farmers to cultivate the monastic land”. 
111 See above, p. 97. 
112 For other possible examples of such relationships see Godlewski (1986) 85-86. 
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around the town of Jeme, the monastery further bolstered the local economy by providing 

jobs tending livestock, cultivating the fields, and possibly providing fields or other property 

for lease. 

 

Other texts which demonstrate how the monastic economy strengthened the regional, and 

specifically the Jemean, economy are scant. On a general scale, the larger monasteries would 

surely have had a surplus, beyond what was needed for the upkeep of the monks and monastic 

lands, which could be fed back into the economy of the region for the benefit of everyone, 

including the residents of Jeme. It is difficult to know how exactly such a surplus was used: 

some undoubtedly went to charity for the poor, but it is reasonable to think that further 

surplus could have been used to buy whatever supplies the monasteries did not produce, or 

sold in Jeme or at markets elsewhere. O.Crum Ad.30, which is written in Crum’s hand D (the 

hand of a known monk from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon), is an account of supplies 

bought from the topos of Saint Iohannes and Jacob. The purchases were made with money 

and kind and include wine, clothing, sesame, corn, and a camel and its feed. Other texts show 

that monks from the area, including from Apa Paul, sold their handiwork as far afield as the 

Fayum113. It is likely that monastic handiwork was also sold in Jeme. The excavations of the 

monastery of Apa Paul uncovered eleven, two-chambered incense cups, and vessels of the 

same type have also been uncovered in Jeme. It is the opinion of Th. Beckh that these cups 

were manufactured in the monastery and then sold to Jeme, thus demonstrating a direct trade 

connection between the two114. 

 

A further way in which any potential surplus could re-enter the economy is through money 

lending. Loans from monks or monastic organisations to the citizens of Jeme are not well 

attested, but the practice as a whole is documented. One possible example relating to Jeme is 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14 (dated to 645), which is written in hand D. Unfortunately, the text is 

badly damaged and difficult to interpret. In this text Phoibammon son of Victor, a man of 

Jeme, writes to Iohannes son of Patlol and Paktolis son of Posidonios. The text is heavily 

reconstructed by the editor, however among the readable sections are: “I owe…” 

(ϯⲱⲓⲭⲣⲉⲱⲥ[, l. 7); “a tremis” (ⲟⲩⲧⲣⲓⲙⲏⲥ, l. 8); and “wheat” (ⲥⲟⲩⲟ, l. 9). Alongside the 

disclaimer against suing, the document is strongly reminiscent of a loan agreement. Of 

                                                
113 In P.CLT 3 monks from the monastery of Apa Paul seek permission to travel to the Fayum to sell ropework. 
Texts from the Frange archive suggest that he earned money selling his handiwork to local residents – see the 
section on Frange and TT29 below (pp. 121-126). 
114 Beckh, Eichner & Hodak (2011) 17-19. 
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particular interest are lines 3-5 on the back of the sherd, which read: “It is as a security for 

you that I wrote before (?) the brethren of Apa Phoibammon” (ⲛZⲧⲁⲥϩⲁ ⲉⲩⲱⲣϫZ ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ 

ⲛZⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ). 

 

If, as seems likely, this document is a loan agreement, it is unclear what relationship existed 

between either of the main parties and the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. It is unlikely, 

though not impossible, that Phoibammon son of Victor was a monk of this monastery, as he is 

described as a “man of Jeme” (ⲡⲣZⲙZϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 2)115. It is possible, then, that Iohannes and 

Paktolis are residents in the monastery involved with moneylending. The use of ϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ is 

particularly puzzling. The phrase “I wrote before (ϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ) the brethren of Apa Phoibammon” is 

reminiscent of loan agreements from Jeme which are said to have been written “under” 

(ⲛZⲛⲁϩⲣⲛZ) the lashanes of Jeme (for example O.Medin.HabuCopt. 60.11). It is conceivable that 

the only relationship that existed between the contracting parties and the monastery in this 

text was that they used a monastic scribe and drew the document up at the monastery. In this 

situation, the monastery itself would not be involved with the loan. 

 

That said, loans of money by monks of the Theban mountain and elsewhere are attested, if not 

specifically with residents of Jeme116. Individual monks from the area are seen lending or 

even borrowing money in a number of texts. In O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 73/1 (seventh to eighth 

centuries), Apa Senouthios, a monk of the mountain, lends Isaac son of Moses, from 

Timamen, one gold tremis. Likewise, O.Vind.Copt. 23 (seventh to eighth centuries) attests to 

a loan of two holokottinoi to Mark the lashane by Harau the monk of Apa Iohannes, and 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 76/1 may be the relinquishment of a security (a camel in this case) to Apa 

Philotheos the monk for a loan of one and a half solidi. Going in the other direction, with a 

monk as the borrower, P.Mon.Epiph. 92 (late seventh to early eighth) shows two traders 

lending the staggering sum of seven gold solidi to Hello, a monk of the monastery of 

Epiphanius. 

                                                
115 Moses, a monk of the monastery of Apa Paul who was orginially from Pshinsion, is described as both a 
resident of the mountain of Jeme and of Jeme itself in P.CLT 1. 
116 Notably from the monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit, for which see P.Mon.Apollo 33-35 and 38-44. For a 
discussion of these loans see Delattre (2007:A) chapter 4. Markiewicz (2009) provides a useful overview of 
loans made to and from clergy and monks in the Byzantine and Islamic periods. There is some speculation that 
loans from monks and clergy would have been interest free, as Canon Law disapproves of usury, however I 
follow Markiewicz (2009) 191 in thinking that loans from monks and other clergy probably still included 
interest. It is difficult to imagine how a moneylending family in Jeme, such as that of Koloje daughter of 
Epiphanius – see Wilfong (1990) – would have thrived as they did if there was a ready supply of interest free 
credit in close proximity to Jeme. 
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In these instances, and contrary to the other interactions so far examined, the monks are 

lending and borrowing money in their capacity as individuals. This is the more common case, 

but in rare cases the institution itself lends the money117. On the mount of Jeme, this is only 

seen with the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. In O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 12 (622/637), Sourous 

of “the middle field” (ⲡϩⲟⲓ ⲙⲙⲏⲧⲉ, l. 2) writes that Apa Victor of the topos of Apa 

Phoibammon “and the brothers who are in the holy topos” (ⲙⲛZ ⲛZⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧϩⲙZ ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ, ll. 4-5) lent him a gold holokottinos and that he is prepared to sow a field for them 

in exchange. Similarly, BKU I 78 (late sixth to early seventh) is a loan in which one gold 

holokottinos was lent to Patape son of Pous, a man of Patoubasten, by the brothers of the 

topos of Apa Phoibammon118. Whether individuals from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

also loaned money, as was the case with other monks in the examples given above, is not 

evident from the sources. The documents do show, however, that monks from the mountain of 

Jeme were involved with moneylending and that this could happen on an individual or 

institutional level. 

 

Given this, O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14 could well be evidence that lending took place between 

monks of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon and the residents of Jeme. Whatever the case, 

lending involving monks did occur and such behaviour was an important part of the local 

economy, particularly for the farmers. Many loans were made for agricultural purposes; they 

permitted the borrower to fund his living and work costs during the year’s growing season, 

and would be repaid in cash or kind (or a combination of the two) after the harvest119. 

 

It is clear from the texts that the monasteries and other institutions of the Theban mountain 

interacted with Jeme in a variety of ways that were economically beneficial for both parties 

and the region as a whole. Whether it be through donations, charity, the hiring of labour, the 

buying and selling of goods, or through loans extended to the populace, it is clear that these 

communities became an integral part of the regional economy, and particularly that of Jeme. 

                                                
117 Papaconstantinou (2011) 634. 
118 O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 10 may be another example. It is a damaged text between Victor the priest and Job son of 
Petros, a man of Jeme. If Victor is to be identified as Victor the secretary and eventual successor of Bishop 
Abraham at the monastery (to which this text is provenanced) this text could be considered a possible loan 
between it and Jeme. If this were the case, however, it would be Victor who borrowed money from Job, an 
unusual situation, as we would normally expect the monastery to be the lender in such loans. While there are 
texts from Bawit in which monks are borrowers (P.Mon.Apollo 38-44), in all cases in which the lender is known 
the lender is another monk. Due to this hesitation, I have not established a connection on the basis of this text. 
119 See the comments of Bagnall (1977) 86-87, 95 on the benefits of small loans for both sides of the agreement. 
Loan agreements are discussed in greater detail in Section III (pp. 146-163). 
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From Riches to Prayers: Further Interactions 

 

The texts and interactions so far discussed have primarily been of an economic nature, 

illustrating transactions and contracts between the inhabitants of Jeme and those of the 

monastic communities. Of course, ties of social or religious natures between these groups 

would have also existed. Since there is less need for the individuals involved in such 

interactions to be identified by location designators, however, they are less visible in the 

documentary sources. Nonetheless, what survives shows that, in addition to economic 

connections, a variety of judicial, cultic, and social links existed between Jeme and the nearby 

monasteries. 

 

To begin with, there is some evidence for a judicial relationship between the communities on 

the mountain of Jeme and Jeme itself. P.CLT 5 (711/712) is the settlement of a dispute 

between the monasteries of Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul, which arose when the superior 

of Apa Phoibammon contested that a gift (probably of money) claimed by the monastery of 

Apa Paul was in fact supposed to have gone to his monastery. Although the beginning of the 

document is damaged, it seems that three lashanes and several great men of “the kastron” 

were called in to resolve the dispute between the superiors (note ll. 47-51). While Jeme is 

never mentioned by name, it is certainly the kastron mentioned in line 53: Jeme is the only 

kastron in the Theban necropolis, and the only one close enough to the monasteries for its 

lashanes (very much a local level official) to offer their judicial guidance. Further, the three 

lashanes who feature in the text, Zacharias son of Samuel, Abraham son of Theodoros, and 

Severos son of Moses, are mentioned as lashanes in other documents provenanced to the 

region120. This document indicates that the local monasteries had recourse to the judicial 

processes of the town of Jeme. 

 

Another text, P.KRU 86 (766), suggests that at one point the dioiketes of Jeme was also the 

legal representative of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. This text, the donation of a child 

by two sisters from Apé, is addressed to “the holy monastery (of) Apa Phoibammon on the 

mountain of Jeme, this which is under the subordination of the most honoured lord (and?) 

                                                
120 Zacharias son of Samuel (Till (1962) 230): O.Crum 131.7-8; Abraham and Severos (for Severos son of 
Moses see Till (1962) 198) are lashanes in O.CrumST 104.1-4. Abraham son of Theodoros (Till (1962) 51) is 
the name of a man originally from Aswan who moved to Jeme when he married a woman from there (see below, 
pp. 168-169). It is possible that the two should be equated. 
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magistrate, the lord Psmo, the dioiketes of the holy monastery and the entire kastron”121. 

Godlewski, discussing this text, notes that we do not know why Psmo should be the sole 

representative of the monastery at this time, however he suggests that it may have something 

to do with the age or health of Apa Kuriakos, the named superior of the monastery in texts 

dated before and after this one122. Moreover, in texts mentioning Apa Kuriakos dated after 

P.KRU 86, specifically P.KRU 85.21-22 and P.KRU 107.29-30, Apa Kuriakos is named as 

superior alongside two other monks, Matthaios and Sourous, who eventually succeeded him. 

This, combined with Psmo’s mysterious appearance, suggests that perhaps a decline in 

Kuriakos’ health necessitated that a magistrate of Jeme step in and act as the temporary legal 

representative of the monastery until other arrangements were made. 

 

Judicial oversight, and help in the arbitration of disputes, went in both directions. 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 29 is an eighth century ostracon reportedly found at the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon. In this text, Andreas the lashane of Jeme (ll. 1-2) and all the great men (ll. 2-3) 

write reverently to an unnamed “esteemed fatherly lordship, who is honourable in all the 

fulfilment of our souls” (ll. 5-6) and to all those with him. The nature of the message is not 

clear. The senders are amazed that the recipient heeded certain “fiendish and wicked men” 

(ϩⲁⲛϫⲁϫⲉ ⲛZⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙZⲡⲟⲣⲏⲣⲟⲥ (sic, l. πονηρός), ll. 10-11) and seek protection in “the 

good man” (ll. 14-15). The text is clearly addressed to a revered personage who, if the 

provenance can be believed, is most likely the superior of the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon. It is probable that Andreas and the great men of Jeme are seeking the 

recipient’s intercession in a matter relating to some men who are “causing trouble” (ⲛⲁⲓ 

ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲉⲩⲉ, l. 11) in the town. The text is not conclusive, yet this interpretation would fit 

within the well-attested local practice of monastic fathers being asked for aid in secular 

matters123. 

 

Finally, in some situations, the local monks also required the help of local officials in dealing 

with the regional administration. P.CLT 3 (728/729) is a letter from two officials of Jeme to 

an unnamed Arabic official referred to as “the most illustrious amir” (l. 2). They write on 

behalf of “these monks from the cup of Apa Paul on the mountain of Jeme” (ⲛⲉⲓⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ 

                                                
121 ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲓⲃⲁⲙⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲧϩⲩⲡⲟⲧⲁⲅⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲇⲟⲝⲁⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ 
ⲛⲉⲓⲱ ⲛⲁⲣ\ⲭ/ⲱ ⲡⲕⲉⲓⲣⲓⲥ ⲯⲙⲱ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲇⲓⲉⲓ�ⲕⲉⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟ\ⲛ/ ⲧⲏⲣϥ (P.KRU 86.9-
12). The dioiketes Psmo also occurs in P.KRU 84.2; 97.77; and 105.57. 
122 Godlewski (1986) 74-75. 
123 This practice is well attested in the monastery of Epiphanius material, for which see Winlock & Crum (1926) 
175-177, and the discussion below, pp. 114-116. 
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ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲩⲗⲱⲗ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 2-3), who are delivering the letter to the amir 

and who require permission to travel to the Fayum to sell some ropework. Although this text 

is interesting in showing monks from Thebes travelling as far as the Fayum to sell their wares, 

its relevance here revolves around why the monks needed to act through officials from Jeme. 

The lack of involvement of any monastic official in this request suggests that the leaders of 

the monastery did not have the same influence with the amir’s office, necessitating that the 

monks go through local, secular channels. The need for the amir’s permission likely arose 

from the distance the monks wanted to travel; shorter journeys probably required only the 

more common ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ documents, which we know monastic leaders could write 

themselves124. 

 

There were also undoubtedly religious connections between the communities of the mountain 

of Jeme and Jeme itself. In the child donation texts from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

discussed above, the most common reason given for a donation was as a repayment for the 

healing of the child by the saint. On the evidence of these texts, Arietta Papaconstantinou has 

argued that a healing cult, dedicated to Saint Phoibammon, existed at the monastery125. The 

donations show that the sick could be brought to the monastery for healing, where they would 

remain for a period of time ranging from several days (as in P.KRU 91) to as much as a 

month (P.KRU 96). Some sicknesses required the use of ritual, as seen in P.KRU 91 when 

cups of water were placed on the body of a sick child, and the water could even be sent for if 

the individual was incapable of moving (P.KRU 104). A recipe for remedies against 

sicknesses in the head has also been found in the monastery126. The presence of the healing 

cult in the monastery, to which the citizens of Jeme would have had recourse, is another tie 

between the monastery and town, further strengthening their relationship. 

 

The existence of this cult in the monastery of Apa Phoibammon raises the subject of pious 

visitors: to what extent did residents of Jeme, or anywhere else for that matter, visit this 

monastery and others in the area? This question can be answered in part by witness statements 

in the donation texts and other legal documents relating to the monasteries. It was argued 
                                                
124 My interpretation of this text follows the arguments of J. Cromwell (forthcoming), in which she argues that 
Aristophanes son of Iohannes, the scribe of this text, was affiliated with the office of the local amir, Sahl ibn 
Abd Allah. For the ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ documents see the useful summary in Delattre (2007:B) 173-174, and the 
discussion of those that relate to Jeme below (pp. 138-139 and 141-142). 
125 For what follows see Papaconstantinou (2002) 86-88. For a comprehensive catalogue of the evidence for a 
cult of the martyr Phoibammon at Deir el-Bahri see Papaconstantinou (2001) 206-210. For a general discussion 
on how such cults developed and their role in society see Papaconstantinou (2007). 
126 O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 37, probably dated to 620-640 CE. See Papaconstantinou (2002) 87. 
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above that donation texts involving the monastery of Apa Phoibammon were most likely 

written at the monastery, and that the witnesses to these documents were likewise at the 

monastery when they were drawn up127. While most of these witnesses do not give their place 

of origin, some do. From these it is clear that visitors came from towns and cities across the 

entire Theban region, including Apé, Ermont, Esna, Kos, Romoou, and, of course, Jeme128. 

 

While donations of children are unique to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, evidence for 

secular and ecclesiastic visitors to monasteries is not. A similar situation is observable in a 

few texts relating to the monastery of Apa Paul, but in none more so than P.CLT 1 (698). In 

this text, Moses son of Pluj, a man originally from Pshinsion in the Koptite nome, who moved 

to become a monk at Apa Paul during a time of plague, tells the story of his arrival with his 

son at the monastery, at which point he gave its superiors twenty holokottinoi. A portion of 

this considerable sum was used for their own needs at the monastery, but Moses intended that 

the most part go toward the monastery’s costs. In order to release the superiors of the 

monastery from any accountability for the remainder of the sum, which he requests they give 

as charity for his soul (l. 44), Moses had P.CLT 1 drawn up to waive his right to the money. 

 

P.CLT 1 contains an interesting account of one man’s decision to become a monk, but what is 

truly striking is the number of witnesses involved. Including the scribe of the document and 

the scribe of the assent clause, 26 individuals are involved with witnessing this text, 

significantly more than any other published Theban legal text. Of these, possibly as many as 

13 are from Jeme: including the main scribe, the scribe of the assent clause, two ex-lashanes, 

and three priests129. Among the others are a priest from Pakothis (ll. 132-133), a lashane of 

Paue (ll. 139-140), a lashane of Pshinsion (l. 137), another man from Pshinsion (l. 138), a 
                                                
127 See pp. 64-66. 
128 The connections of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon are discussed in further detail in Section IV, pp. 192-
203. Witnesses or those who write for them state that they come from Jeme in P.KRU 90.23,30-32; 92.60-61; 
95.41-42,44-45; 100.72; and 107.42-43. 
129 Only Iohannes son of Lazaros (ll. 111-112), Pshere and Shenoute, both priests of the Holy Church of Jeme (ll. 
113 and 125 respectively), are designated residents of Jeme in this text. However others can be attributed to 
Jeme based on other evidence. Kostantinos and Iohannes, ex-lashanes and sons of Solomon (ll. 126-127; Till 
(1962) 124 and 109 respectively), both occur in other texts provenanced to Jeme. In one, Kostantinos is a 
signatory to a community agreement in Jeme (O.CrumVC 8.19-20 – see also pp. 78-79, above). Zacharias, priest 
of the Holy Kuriakos (l. 128; Till (1962) 231), is said to be from Jeme in P.KRU 68.103. Matthaios son of 
Ezekiel (l. 130; Till (1962) 140) and Victor son of Ezekiel (l. 130; Till (1962) 220) are both taxpayers in 
documents from Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 359 and 218 respectively). Athanasios son of Papnuthios (l. 129; 
Till (1962) 65) is, like Kostantinos, also a signatory on the communal agreement O.CrumVC 8.18, where he is 
called an ex-lashane. Psate son of Pisrael (l. 141; Till (1962) 185-187) is the main scribe and is well-attested in 
Jeme documents. Finally, Till suggests that Jeremias son of Basileos (l. 115; Till (1962) 105), Petros son of 
Komes (l. 114; Till (1962) 171-172), and Severos son of Moses (ll. 115-116; Till (1962) 198), may all be from 
Jeme – the latter two were later lashanes of Jeme. 
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man from Psenheaei (l. 135), and eight other individuals who do not give a location 

designator130. It seems incredible to imagine that all these individuals were summoned to the 

monastery specifically to witness this document. Some of the individuals were probably 

brought in specially: the scribe, for instance, was presumably contracted by Moses or the 

monastery to write this document, attesting to yet another interaction between Jeme and the 

monasteries. However, for the majority of those involved, it is more likely that in this instance 

they were simply those who were present at the monastery when the document was written; it 

is unsurprising, for instance, to see a number of priests among them131. 

 

While it cannot be determined exactly why visitors were at the monasteries of Apa Paul and 

Apa Phoibammon at any given point, beyond that some would have had religious motivations 

to visit the holy place and its residents, the witness statements in this and other texts indicate 

that visitors from Jeme and other towns of the Theban region were regularly at the 

monasteries (witnesses from more than one location occur often in individual texts). These 

witness statements not only indicate traffic between Jeme and some of the monasteries of the 

Theban mountain132, but also suggest another important role that the monasteries could have 

played. With so many visitors from different towns along this hook of the Nile Valley, the 

monasteries would have been important social hubs; places which residents of Jeme could not 

                                                
130 None of these toponyms are located, although we know Pshinsion was in the Koptite nome (see Appendix A. 
pp. 277-278 & 279 for Psenheaei and Pshinsion). For Pakothis see Timm (1984-2007) 1818-1819. The unlocated 
individuals are: David son of Severos (ll. 116-117, 131); Bartholomaios son of Iohannes (l. 118); Leontios son of 
Kuriakos (l. 119); Job and Dikoros, sons of David (121); Andreas son of Pher (121-122); Apa Victor son of 
Papnuthios (ll. 122-124); Kuriakos son of Joseph (l. 129). Most of these are only attested in this text. 
131 The presence of the lashane of Pshinsion is a curious facet of this text. While there is nothing preventing the 
lashanes or ex-lashanes of towns other than Jeme from visiting the Theban monasteries, as the presence of a 
number of lashanes in this text demonstrates, it seems more than coincidence that one of those visiting at this 
time was the lashane of Moses’ home town. Although the sum of money being given to the monastery is 
considerable, this in itself would not require that the lashane of Pshinsion be brought in as a special witness, and 
it would be interesting to know whether or not his presence at the monastery of Apa Paul was related instead to 
Moses’ relocation. In the seventh and eighth centuries, flight from tax was still a real problem for the Arab 
administration, and many fugitives sought refuge in monasteries, resulting, at times, in harsh restrictions on the 
monks (see the discussion on tax evasion below, pp. 137-139, and particularly fn. 19). It is also apparent that 
monasteries were themselves taxable units; the monks in them were required to pay the poll tax as inhabitants of 
the monastery (see below, pp. 205-206). Therefore, when an individual relocated from a town to a monastery, it 
was in the interest of the town officials to ensure that the administration was aware that the relocation was 
legitimate (i.e. not tax evasion), and that the town was no longer responsible for the individual’s tax burden. 
While it is not clear how this happened, it may be the case that the presence of the lashane of Pshinsion at the 
monastery of Apa Paul at this time was not coincidence, but related to the administrative requirements of 
relocating Moses from Pshinsion to the monastery of Apa Paul. 
132 A list of located witnesses in monastic texts is given above (Table 1.2). Texts in which people from Jeme act 
as witnesses are: P.CLT 1 and 2; P.KRU 13; 65; 75; 82; 90; 94; 95; 100; 106; 107; and SB Kopt. II 922. The 
dates range from around 600 (SB Kopt. II 922) to 779 CE (P.KRU 100), but fall mostly within the eighth 
century. 
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only visit for their own reasons, but also meet others from disparate locations, make contacts, 

and receive information on current events in the region. 

 

Another reason the laity of Jeme might have visited the topoi of the Theban mountain is to 

store or retrieve private documents. The possibility that the residents of Jeme used the library 

at the monastery of Phoibammon to store legal documents is raised by the question of the 

provenance of the P.KRU material133. One argument is that these texts were all stored and 

found at Deir el-Bahri. Given that many of these texts bear no relation to this monastery, if 

this were the case then some of the people of Jeme must have been storing their private 

documents there. The possibility that monastic libraries were used to store private documents 

is also raised by two texts excavated at Deir er-Roumi, O.Deir er-Roumi 27 and 28134. Both of 

these texts are loan agreements in which individuals from Patoubasten borrow coin from 

Andreas son of Tkoukle (O.Deir er-Roumi 27.3-5) and Andreas son of Petros (O.Deir er-

Roumi 28.3-4), both of Jeme135. It is notable, among the moneylenders of Jeme, that 

individuals frequently conduct business with one specific town136. Based on this, and the 

similar nature and provenance of the texts, it is reasonable to think that both Andreases are the 

same person, whose mother was Tkoukle, whose father was Petros, and who had business 

interests in the town of Patoubasten. Even if this were not the case, neither of these 

documents have any obvious connection to the monastery at Deir er-Roumi in which they 

were found. It is possible, therefore, that they were stored there by Andreas. 

 

Visitors aside, O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 7 (600-620) is illustrative of another kind of relationship 

between the monastery of Apa Phoibammon and the town of Jeme which would only have 

existed when Bishop Abraham was the monastery’s superior. In this text, Victor son of Isaac, 

a priest of the church of Apa Michael in Jeme, writes to Abraham requesting that he be made 

a deacon. There are a number of requests to Abraham by people wishing to take up an 

ecclesiastical office, however this is the only one certainly from a resident of Jeme137. This 

                                                
133 See the comments and references in Section I above, p. 18. 
134 Now republished as SB Kopt. IV 1790 and 1791 respectively. 
135 Two other documents found at Deir er-Roumi (O.Deir er-Roumi 29 & 30, now republished as SB Kopt. IV 
1798 & 1799) are authorisations for Andreas son of Petros to sow a field. This further suggests that Andreas son 
of Petros, the man of Jeme, was either keeping documents in this topos or living there. 
136 See below, pp. 151-154. 
137 Some of the other requests to Bishop Abraham to be ordained to ecclesiastical office are O.Crum 29-37 and 
Ad.7. The extent to which people communicated with Abraham is apparent by the amount of texts related to his 
dossier, as a brief glance through O.Crum pp. 9-19 (not all relating to Bishop Abraham) will reveal. For 
ordination requests made to Bishop Abraham, see Schmelz (2002) 48-49 and 48 fns 51-53. 
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request attests to the extra communications that must have existed between the town and the 

monastery during Abraham’s time as bishop; all requests to take an ecclesiastical position in 

his episcopate would have gone through him and there were many more priests, deacons, and 

readers in Jeme than just Victor, so it is likely that interactions of this nature were more 

frequent than the surviving documentation suggests. 

 

There were certainly other relationships that are no longer visible, not only more of the types 

observed above, but relationships that left no documentary trail. Familial ties between monks 

and their family, for instance, would likely have been maintained in many instances, yet 

evidence for this is not recognisable138. Moreover, it is likely that there were many services or 

goods which the monasteries and topoi required, that needed to be purchased from the 

residents of Jeme. The frequently mentioned oil for the lamps of the altar in the child donation 

texts, for instance, would need to be constantly replenished, presumably from local sellers139. 

 

Other equipment required for the running of the monasteries, their lands and workshops was 

sourced externally. In P.CLT 4 (702), a man from Pshinsion sells his “stone door” (ⲧⲁⲡⲩⲗⲏ 

ⲛZⲱⲛⲉ, l. 7) to the monastery of Apa Paul, seemingly to be used as a millstone in making 

bread at the monastery (ll. 12-13)140. This is only one item which the monastery of Apa Paul 

required, but many other items would have been needed in an estate as large as this monastery 

or that of Apa Phoibammon. It is hard to imagine, however, that none of these items were 

sourced from people in Jeme. While we cannot see them, many other transactions 

undoubtedly occurred between these institutions and the citizens of Jeme. Overall, it is clear 

that there existed between the large monasteries of the Theban mountain and the town of 

Jeme, a complex set of interactions of many natures which would have promoted a high 

degree of interdependence between the two. 

 

  

                                                
138 For monks maintaining familial ties, see the arguments of Krawiec (2003). The monk Frange, who lived on 
the Theban mountain in the eighth century, maintained relationships with people in his home town of Petemout – 
Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 3-6. 
139 The monk Frange seeks to procure oil from sellers in Jeme on more than one occasion (O.TT29 9 and 86). 
140 It is not clear what is meant by ⲡⲩⲗⲏ ⲛZⲱⲛⲉ. In his edition, Schiller describes it as a millstone, however Till 
(1964) 28 does not translate the term and further remarks that it is not clear to him what should be understood by 
this term. 
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Monastic Institutions and Jeme 

 

Documents from the monasteries of Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul, and the topos of Apa 

Psate provide evidence for the complex economic, social, and religious ties which linked 

them with the nearby town of Jeme. Through piety and need, the residents of Jeme donated 

land, houses, wealth, and even their sons to these institutions in exchange for spiritual 

recognition and healing. For their part, the institutions used their wealth to help support the 

poor of Jeme, to buy and sell further property in and around the town itself, to hire people to 

work the lands they owned, and, presumably, to support monks and maintain monastic 

property – an act which itself would benefit the regional economy through the purchasing of 

the goods and services the monks of the monastery could not provide or carry out themselves. 

These texts demonstrate how closely the economies of the monasteries and Jeme were 

intertwined. 

 

These interactions, although most prominent in the documentary record, were only a small 

part of the total number of interactions linking the institutions of the Theban mountain to 

Jeme. Some of the other interactions were visible in the texts above: the people of Jeme’s 

access to the healing cult at Apa Phoibammon, the presence of local and non-local visitors at 

the monasteries (including the local clergy), and the recourse of these institutions to the 

secular legal system and to Jemean officials. However, still others are no longer attested in the 

surviving record but must have existed: familial ties were likely maintained in some 

circumstances and purchases of goods from people in Jeme surely occurred. The 

administrative structure surrounding the payment of taxes, which is attested at other 

monasteries and hinted at in SB III 7240, is also not evident here141. 

    

    

INTERACTIONS WITH INDIVIDUALS: FRANGE AND THE MONASTERY OF EPIPHANIUS 

  

The documents examined above show interactions between people from Jeme and institutions 

on the mountain of Jeme (the monasteries of Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul, and the topos 

of Apa Psate). That is to say, individuals from Jeme were interacting with these communities 

                                                
141 For a discussion of the interaction of the Apa Apollo monasteries at Bawit and Bala’izah with the 
administration see Sijpesteijn (2010) 112-114; with reference to the taxes paid by the monastery at Bawit see 
Delattre (2007:A) 70; Clackson (2000) 23-26. SB III 7240 is discussed on pp. 205-206, below. 
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as single entities, usually represented by their superiors. However, many of the monks who 

occupied cells in the Theban necropolis were not part of organised, hierarchical institutions of 

the nature of those discussed above. These monks existed in smaller, informal communities or 

solitary groups of one or two, perhaps sharing loose associations with other, similar groups in 

their immediate environment. In these cases, the interactions with the town of Jeme are not 

between institution and individual, but largely between individual and individual. 

Accordingly, particularly since such individuals do not have the same resources to draw upon 

as the larger monasteries, the recorded interactions are of a different nature. 

 

Archaeological and documentary evidence suggest that many small monastic communities 

and hermitages existed on the mountain of Jeme. However, only two such communities have 

the amounts of published material required to permit a thorough investigation of their 

connections with Jeme142. These are the so-called monastery of Epiphanius, and Frange, a 

solitary monk occupying a tomb not far from the monastery of Epiphanius on the Sheikh abd 

el-Qurna. While these cases are only two among many, it is reasonable to think that the 

interactions with Jeme visible in their documentation are, for the most part, representative of 

the interactions that occurred with the other similarly sized communities on the mountain. 

 

The Monastery of Epiphanius 

    

At its height in the seventh and eighth centuries, the monastery of Epiphanius existed in a 

state somewhere between a small informal community of hermits and a monastery in the vein 

of the monasteries of Apa Phoibammon or Apa Paul. On the one hand, the monks inhabiting 

this monastery clearly conceived of it as a single entity. This is evident from the wall which 

surrounded the entire complex and from the mid-seventh century testament of Jacob and Elias 

(P.KRU 75), two monks who led the topos. The testament indicates that they were the legal 

owners of the property, the boundaries of which are clearly specified, and were able to hand it 

down to another monk upon their deaths. It is likely that the two were also the spiritual 

leaders of the community at this time. On the other hand, virtually no documents relating to 

this site indicate any formal hierarchy; common terms for the superior of the monasteries of 

Phoibammon and Paul such as ⲡⲣⲟⲉⲥⲧⲱⲥ or ⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ are not evident here143. Further, 

                                                
142 This may change when the material from the topoi of St Mark (IFAO) and Cyriacus (Budapest) is published. 
143 The only document which may indicate a formal governing body of the monastery is P.Mon.Epiph. 178, a 
letter addressed to the diakonia (l. 8) of the monastery – see below, p. 216 and fn. 79. 
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there are no documents which are certainly examples of the entire community acting in 

common, as was the case with the monasteries discussed above. 

 

Of the few documents that can be considered definite connections between monks of the 

Epiphanius community and the villagers of Jeme, only one could be construed as a 

community action by the monks. P.Mon.Epiph. 543 (seventh century) concerns “the account 

of the things to be sent to Jeme” (ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲛZⲛZⲥⲕⲉ�ⲩ ⲛZϫⲟⲟⲥ�144 ⲉϫⲏ�ⲙ�ⲉ, ll. 2-4)145. The 

text has a number of issues with its interpretation – many of the items mentioned cannot be 

identified, and the end of the document is lost – yet it is clearly an extensive list of items. 

Although most of the items have not been understood, among the 14 lots of goods are two jars 

(ⲛ�ⲕⲏⲛ, ll. 4-5), four vessels (ⲕⲉⲧⲱⲛ� (perhaps from κύτος or κώθων), l. 7), three plates (ⲡⲓⲛ�ⲝⲉ 

(πίναξ), l. 10), three cups (ϫⲁ�ⲡ�, l. 11), 12 dishes of ‘something’ (ϫⲉⲥ ⲛ�., l. 12), as well as six 

measures of lupins (ⲧⲁⲣⲙ�ⲟⲥ (θέρµος), ll. 9-10) and, if Crum’s interpretation is accepted, two 

camel loads of ‘something’ (ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲙⲏⲗ, ll. 11; ⲟⲩⲕⲁⲙⲏⲗ ⲛZⲕⲟⲩ�, l. 13)146. The seemingly large 

volume of goods involved in this account is perhaps indicative of communal property. Of 

course, such an argument is highly interpretive and it may be that this account was connected 

with an independently wealthy monk. Either way, this is both evidence for the transport of 

goods between the monastery and Jeme, and evidence for the type of economic interactions 

that may have existed between individuals belonging to these two communities. 

 

The most common type of interaction between individuals of the Epiphanius community and 

Jeme is of a judicial nature. The clearest example is P.Mon.Epiph. 163 (seventh century), a 

joint request in which the community of Jeme petitions Apa Epiphanius “for the sake of the 

redemption of the souls of our brethren” (ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲥⲱⲧⲉ ⲛZⲧⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛZⲛZⲛZⲥⲛⲏⲩ, l. 5) who are 

“confined in Taut and Tabennese and those confined in this place” (ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲏⲗ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛⲛⲉ 

ϩZⲛZⲧⲁⲩⲧ’ ⲙⲛZⲧⲁⲃⲉⲛⲛⲏⲥⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲛZⲏⲗ147 ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛZⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ, l. 6). Presumably the residents of 

Jeme seek the release of their brethren. This redemption will be achieved through Apa 

                                                
144 Perhaps to be read as ⲛ + infinitive ϫⲟⲟⲩ and the pronominal object suffix ⲥ? Or ϫⲱⲥ, ‘to load, pack’. I 
follow Crum’s translation here. 
145 All texts with the P.Mon.Epiph. sigla were excavated at the monastery of Epiphanius by H. Winlock. 
146 In the second and third centuries, the Greek ὄνος (donkey) was frequently used to describe the load a donkey 
could carry (and hence a unit of measure) in transport receipts. A common load for camels in this period and 
presumably later (as only technology could drastically increase a camel’s load, and this did not change 
drastically between the Roman and Islamic periods) was about 6 artabas. See Adams (2007) pp. 78-79. The 
unidentified items are two ⲕⲛⲛⲉ (l. 5), two ⲃⲏⲃ (l. 6), three ϩⲏ�ⲙ (ll. 6-7), five ⲁⲣⲟⲩ (l. 8), a ϩⲱⲧⲇⲉ (l. 8), and 
three ⲕⲁⲗⲗⲓⲁ (l. 14). 
147 ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲏⲗ ? for ⲛⲉⲧⲏⲗ (Crum). 
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Epiphanius writing to Victor, the lashane in Taut (l. 7), and pleading their case. The request is 

addressed by “the whole community of the kastron through those who will subscribe below” 

(ⲡⲕⲟⲓⲛⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣZϥZ ⲛZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲓⲧZⲛZⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁϩⲩⲡⲟⲅⲣⲁⲫ�ⲉ ⲛZⲡⲉⲓⲧZⲛZ, l. 3), an extensive list of 12 

individuals headed by Shenoute, the lashane of Jeme (l. 13, 21-22)148. That they write their 

assent (using ϯⲥⲧⲟⲓⲭⲉⲓ, “I agree/consent”) to this document at all, a practice usually reserved 

for legal documents, is, by their own admission, an indication of the sincerity of their request 

(as stated in ll. 11-12: “in order that your fathership will not be in doubt, we subscribed to this 

request the worth of a letter” – ϫⲉⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲧZⲛZⲙZⲛZⲧZⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲙⲫⲓⲃⲁⲗⲉ ⲁⲛϩⲩⲡⲟⲅⲣⲁⲫⲉ 

ϩⲁⲡⲉⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲗⲏⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲧⲁⲝⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲗⲏⲛ). 

 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163 highlights the high regard in which monks of the fame of Apa Epiphanius 

were held by the community at large. The existence of this text and the subservient language 

in which it addresses Epiphanius shows that even the top local officials recognised his 

influence and moral authority. Further, that the lashane of Jeme thought his cause would be 

better aided through Epiphanius, rather than himself, writing to the lashane of Taut indicates 

that Epiphanius’ authority was recognised beyond the immediate vicinity of western Thebes. 

 

To be sure, not all monks reached the degree of individual fame that Epiphanius did; nor did 

heading a monastic community guarantee it (although some of the heads would have, notably 

Bishop Abraham). Yet the laity held the spiritual achievements of monks in high regard, 

giving the most famous amongst them an authority which was so respected that they could be 

asked to intercede in secular matters. This was certainly the case in P.Mon.Epiph. 163, and 

may also be the case in P.Mon.Epiph. 159 and 160. Both these texts are badly damaged and 

Crum gives no transcription or translation of them in his edition, only some brief comments. 

Fortunately, the image of P.Mon.Epiph. 160 is available on the Metropolitan Museum of 

Art’s website149. Only four lines of this text survive, and a preliminary transcription based on 

this image is: Ϯ ⲓⲥⲁⲁⲕ ⲙⲛZ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ [c.?] | ⲛ�ⲓ�ⲉⲗⲁ�ⲭ�[ⲓ]ⲥⲧ�ⲟⲥ ⲁ�ⲓ��ⲉⲧ[c.?] | ϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲛϫ�[c.?] | 

ⲛⲁⲡⲉⲩ… ϫⲉⲙⲉ .[ c.?]. “Isaac and Elias … these most humble ? … greet the lashane of 

J[eme] … headmen(?) [of] Jeme …”. Crum interprets this text as Isaac and Elias writing to 

the lashane and the headmen of Jeme, and P.Mon.Epiph. 159 as a letter in which a lashane of 

                                                
148 It is possible that this choice of phrasing is rhetorical and that, like P.CLT 106, the request represents the 
interests of a smaller group of Jeme’s citizens. 
149 Its inventory number is 14.1.120: see http://www.metmuseum.org/collections/search-the-
collections/170015962?img=0. 
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Jeme writes to a certain Ananias150. If Crum is correct, both attest contact between the lashane 

of Jeme and a monk from the monastery of Epiphanius. It is difficult to know for sure that 

these documents attest monastic aid in secular matters, however the little information we have 

suggests that they might fit within this pattern. 

 

Another text between a monk from Epiphanius and a lashane of Jeme seems to concern more 

spiritual matters. In P.Mon.Epiph. 216, Shenoute the lashane of Jeme writes to “the God-

loving father” (ⲡⲙⲁïⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛZⲉⲓⲱⲧ, ll. 18-19). Although the recipient’s name is not given, the 

presence of Shenoute the lashane in both this document and in P.Mon.Epiph. 163, in which 

Epiphanius is addressed, suggests that Epiphanius may be the recipient of this document as 

well. The exact nature of the text, as is often the case, is partially obscure. It seems that the 

recipient had entered Jeme at an earlier point and delivered a sermon on the temptations of the 

devil: “our whole village fills with perfume since you lordship spoke wholly on the 

temptation which the hater of man performed”151. Shenoute now asks his correspondent to 

permit the clergy to come and visit him (ll. 10-12), and to himself come again to visit, and 

presumably preach in, the church: “second that you oblige us your holy trouble and come in 

to the church”152. In this text, Shenoute the lashane appears to be interacting with Epiphanius 

for the benefit of the local clergy and the congregation of Jeme, but not regarding any judicial 

matter. P.Mon.Epiph. 216, therefore, is another way in which pious individual monks could 

impact the life of the people of Jeme153. 

 

Finally, P.Mon.Epiph. 169 relates to the charitable works of the monks. In this text a certain 

Jacob writes to Apa Isaac and Apa Elias, asking them to “give time to the heart of this poor 

man and write to Jeme for him, to the house of the man we spoke of yesterday” (ll. 4-8), 

hoping that their prayers will aid him. What exactly ails the subject of this letter, the man in 

Jeme, is not clear, but the references to prayers (ⲛⲉⲧZⲛZϣⲗⲏⲗ, ll. 9-10) and mercy (ⲟⲩⲛⲁ, l. 10) 

                                                
150 Unfortunately, no record of P.Mon.Epiph. 150 (MMA. 14.1.154) can be found in the Metropolitan Museum 
of Art’s online collections database (accessed 9 May 2013). 
151 ⲡZⲛZϯⲙⲉ ⲧⲏZⲣZϥZ ⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲛZⲧⲥⲓⲛⲟⲩϥⲉ ⲕⲛZⲧⲁⲧⲉⲧZⲛZⲙⲛⲧϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϣⲁϫⲉ ϩⲟⲗⲱⲥ ϩⲁⲛZⲡⲉⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲁⲡⲙⲟⲥZⲧZ ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲁϥ 
(P.Mon.Epiph. 216.5-9). 
152 ⲇⲉⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲛZⲧⲉⲧZⲛZⲭⲁⲣⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛZⲥⲕⲩⲗⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛZⲧⲉⲧZⲛZⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ (P.Mon.Epiph. 
216.13-15). There were many churches in Jeme (see above, p. 10). It is unknown which is meant here. 
153 Two other texts are possible interactions between monks and a lashane of Jeme. In P.Mon.Epiph. 223 a 
lashane asks Apa Isaac to send for him when the physician visiting him today arrives. Crum proposed that the 
lashane, not otherwise located, might be that of Jeme. In the fragmentary P.Mon.Epiph. 404, Shenoute writes to 
Apa Psan and informs him that if he makes opposition, Shenoute will fine him 300 jars. Crum thinks that the 
tone of the letter makes it likely that Shenoute is the lashane of Jeme mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 163 and 216, 
however Till (1962) 210 does not identify him as such. Unfortunately the individual is not located in either case, 
so these cannot be definite interactions with Jeme. 
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suggest that some form of help is required. It is possible that this letter is evidence of the 

charity which monks habitually provided to local residents. This was certainly the opinion of 

Crum in his analysis of the documents from the monastery excavation154. He lists this text 

alongside eight other requests from the monastery made by or on behalf of “poor men”, which 

he attributes to charitable purposes155. P.Mon.Epiph. 169 is the only one to mention Jeme 

specifically, yet it is difficult to imagine that charity on the part of the monks of Epiphanius 

towards residents of Jeme was rare and not the norm. 

 

Many other texts in the P.Mon.Epiph. corpus mention Jeme, but the contexts are usually too 

damaged to make a reasonable case for a specific interaction. At best, they suggest that many 

other interactions with Jeme may have occurred. P.Mon.Epiph. 436, for example, consists of 

two fragments of a letter of which the right hand side is missing, making interpretation 

difficult. Lines 4-6 read: “except your fatherhood think fit to […] the men of Jeme. But I beg 

[…] your charity that you will continue to […”. Similarly, P.Mon.Epiph. 134 seems to ask the 

anonymous recipient to “learn the intention of the men of Jeme” (]ⲉⲓⲙⲉ [ⲉⲡ]ⲉⲥⲕⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲛZⲛZⲣZⲙZϫ�ⲏ�ⲙⲉ, l. 4). In these cases, while people from Jeme are clearly mentioned, it is 

impossible to say in what manner they were involved with the monks of Epiphanius. 

 

The community at Epiphanius must have interacted with the people of Jeme in more ways 

than are portrayed in the texts above. To begin with, agricultural equipment including 

evidence for a threshing machine and sieving baskets for cleaning flour and meal were found 

at the monastery156. Also on the premises were two bakery ovens, several storage bins for 

grain, and eight loom-pits157. Such items assume the presence of unprocessed grain for 

threshing and cleaning, processed grains for use in cooking and baking, and textiles for use on 

the looms. In the case of weaving, it is also possible that, beyond what the monks themselves 

used, their handiwork was sold in Jeme or elsewhere to provide funding for their other needs. 

The textual evidence sheds some light on what processes were involved here. 

 

P.Mon.Epiph. 85 provides a possible explanation of the need for agricultural equipment on 

the site, which would be strange if the monastery was not producing at least some of its own 

grain. In this text, Aaron and Gideon, the sons of Paul from Pchatape in the Hermonthite 

                                                
154 Winlock & Crum (1926), 173-175. 
155 The texts are listed on p. 174 fn. 4. They are P.Mon.Epiph. 165; 166; 168; 169; 173; 185; 187; 191; and 196. 
156 Winlock & Crum (1926) 61-67. 
157 Winlock & Crum (1926) 52-53 (ovens and storage bins) and 68 (looms). 
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nome, write to Apa Petronios, a monk of the hill of Jeme who, because of the provenance of 

this text, presumably lived in the community at Epiphanius. The text is a contract (ἀσφάλεια, 

ll. 9, 11) in which the two brothers agree to sow two fields of flax for Petronios, to tend them 

and water them, for which they were paid two solidi. It is likely that the field which the 

brothers sowed belonged to Petronios. If the field belonged to the brothers, Petronios would 

effectively be buying two fields worth of their flax produce, meaning that the language 

stipulating the obligations of Aaron and Gideon in tending the field, as well as its description 

as a contract (ἀσφάλεια) rather than a sale (πρᾶσις), would be superfluous. If the field 

belonged to the community at Epiphanius, some reference to this might be expected from this 

text. Furthermore, there is no reference to any fields in the description of the property owned 

by the monastic heads in P.KRU 75. Petronios the monk, therefore, is hiring men to work 

land which he owned in his capacity as an individual, and not on behalf of the entire 

community158. 

 

In many situations, monks maintained legal ownership of the property which they brought 

with them when they entered monastic life159. If this were the case for the monks of the 

Epiphanius community, it would explain why the will of two leaders of the community 

(P.KRU 75) only recorded their ownership of the buildings of the monastery itself, while the 

archaeological and documentary remains suggest that the monks had access to fields as well. 

Whereas at the monastery of Phoibammon the institution owned the property given to it 

(although individual monks might have maintained possession of their own land), at 

Epiphanius it seems as though most of the property from which it benefited remained in the 

possession of individual monks, who likely used some or all of the income and produce from 

their land for the benefit of the small community. P.Mon.Epiph. 85 shows that some of the 

agricultural property required more manpower than the monks could provide themselves (if 

they provided any160) and it would make sense if in some cases, particularly when the land 

was nearby, this manpower came from Jeme. 

 

It is also possible that grain came to the monks in other ways. The first five lines of 

P.Mon.Epiph. 361, for instance, indicate that linen clothes were given to Tgale daughter of 

                                                
158 Contrary to this view, Wilfong (1999) 219-220 argues on the basis of this text and P.Mon.Epiph. 86 and 89 
that the monastery of Epiphanius did indeed own its own lands. 
159 The incongruity between this reality and the contrary picture in the literary texts is the subject of Goehring 
(2007), particularly pp. 396-398. See also Wipszycka (2009:A) 546. 
160 Wilfong (1999) 220 suggests that monks may have been prohibited from farming their own land because of 
“traditional religious restraints”. 
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Lebane by the monks in exchange for grain to be delivered in the harvest month. Who Tgale 

was and where she came from is not clear, however the linen she is given in exchange for the 

grain probably came from the looms of the monastery. This text is evidence that monks from 

the Epiphanius community were exchanging their handiwork with outside parties for other 

goods, and it is not beyond reason to suggest that some of these interactions involved people 

from Jeme. 

 

The flax for producing linen bandages and garments came from fields of monks like Petronios 

and through purchases from individuals outside the community. A number of texts in the 

Epiphanius corpus concern sending and requesting both flax and linen161. The language of 

many of these suggests that the requests and exchanges occurred between different monastic 

groups on the mountain of Jeme. This is certainly the case in P.Mon.Epiph. 351, in which the 

solitary monk Frange asks Enoch and Daniel, from the monastery of Epiphanius, to send him 

some linen so he can finish the bandages he has mounted on his loom. Yet the exchange with 

Tgale suggests that at least some of these transactions occurred with laity and, it can be 

inferred, with Jeme. 

 

Other ways in which the community at Epiphanius might have interacted with the people of 

Jeme are more tenuous, and are based on archaeological evidence. Winlock stated that some 

parts of the monastery, particularly the towers and canopy tomb, showed evidence of the work 

of a professional stonemason, while others showed evidence of worked wooden items162. 

Where these professional craftsmen originated – either Jeme or within the monastic 

community itself – cannot be determined. The archaeological record is silent on this matter. 

 

The observable interactions between Jeme and the monastic community at Epiphanius are 

scant in comparison to those from the larger monasteries and topoi already examined, and 

quite different in nature. The interactions of the institutions with Jeme were largely contracts 

for donations of property and children, sales, and purchases – all made by and to the 

monastery or topos in question as an institution, usually represented by its head. On the other 

hand, the observable connections between monks from the monastery of Epiphanius and the 

people of Jeme are typically between individual monks and individuals or small groups in the 

                                                
161 Flax occurs in P.Mon.Epiph. 277; 337; 353; 362; and linen in P.Mon.Epiph. 279; 289; 350; 351; 355; 357; 
359; 361; 363; 367; 372. 
162 Winlock & Crum (1926) 51, 54-57. 
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village. They are also different in nature. Villagers seek out the leaders of this monastic 

community to help resolve legal matters, help in spiritual matters, or help individuals through 

charity. Other evidence from the monastery, both archaeological and textual, suggests that 

other kinds of interactions may have occurred between the two groups, beyond what is still 

visible. The monks may well have called on the people of Jeme to provide skilled labour or 

help in farming, to sell them needed supplies such as grains and flax, and to buy the monks’ 

handiwork. Yet these interactions, however probable, remain largely in the realm of 

speculation. 

 

It was suggested above that the great amount of traffic flowing from the Koptite and 

Hermonthite nomes through the larger monasteries of the mount of Jeme made them 

important social hubs. Although the monastery of Epiphanius was considerably smaller than 

those of Apa Phoibammon or Apa Paul it nevertheless seems to have had connections with a 

number of towns in these nomes. Among the many toponyms present in the Epiphanius 

corpus, several can be linked to it with a degree of certainty163. However, these documents do 

not suggest that people from these towns were visiting the monastery of Epiphanius, rather 

that monks from within its community had contact with people from these towns in a range of 

economic and social capacities. It is unlikely that the monastery of Epiphanius could be 

considered a social hub for the residents of Jeme in the same way as the larger monasteries. 

Yet its external interactions do suggest that even this community was well connected, through 

its individual members, to the larger community of the region. 

 

It is clear, however, that the monastery of Epiphanius, with its smaller pool of resources and 

different administrative organisation, functioned in a way quite different to the larger 

communities of the mountain. Its interactions were between individuals, and the most visible 

were primarily characterised by social or legal matters. While there were surely some 

similarities, these were primarily concerned with day-to-day life in a rural area and of the type 

common to all communities. If anything, the monastery of Epiphanius probably needed to 

seek more transactions of this nature because it did not have the variety and extent of 

resources that would permit the same degree of economic self-sufficiency. 

    

                                                
163 The interactions of the monastery of Epiphanius will be covered in detail in Section IV below, pp. 207-219. 
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Frange 

 

The dossier of the monk Frange, who occupied a tomb (TT29) not far from the monastery of 

Epiphanius at the beginning of the eighth century, is the most extensive corpus relating to any 

individual monk on the mountain of Jeme. Texts found in TT29 relate to Frange as well as 

earlier residents of the tomb. Fortunately, the majority of the material is written by Frange 

himself, and texts written to an unnamed occupant of the cell make up only a small 

percentage of this collection, meaning that very little of this material has questionable 

attribution164. This bounty of material relating to a single monk permits a detailed 

examination of how individual monks of the mountain interacted with Jeme in particular, and 

the wider region more generally. In turn, this sheds light on how a monastic community of the 

type of the monastery of Apa Epiphanius was built on the individual connections of its 

members. 

 

While there is some speculation that Frange lived within an informal community on the 

Sheikh abd el-Qurna165, and although he had extensive contact with the many people who 

comprised his support network, for the most part he lived the life of a solitary monk, 

infrequently leaving the cell he occupied. Frange interacted with the world around him 

through an extensive array of intermediaries who carried his requests to his secular contacts 

and returned with whatever response or item was necessary166. For example, in O.TT29 92 

two requests are made (one on each face of a single limestone flake) to two separate 

individuals to give food to the letter carrier, a certain Kuriakos, whose name appears in such 

contexts frequently, so that he may take it to Frange. 

 

Frange interacted in this way with a number of people, both local and from towns outside the 

region. Of the many toponyms which occur in this dossier, he had personal connections with 

several, particularly his hometown of Petemout (O.TT29 339)167. Yet despite his proximity to 

Jeme, very few texts link Frange to it in any way. Among the O.TT29 material, the 

connections that do appear are somewhat indirect. In O.TT29 9, Frange writes to Hello and 

                                                
164 See the discussion on the attribution of texts to Frange by Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 9. 
165 See the comments on ⲡⲉϩⲟ in Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 18. 
166 Heurtel (2008:A) provides an extremely interesting examination of the extensive range of people with whom 
Frange interacted. 
167 Among others. See Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 10; Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 3-4; and 
particularly the discussion in Section IV (pp. 219-226) for a fuller list of Frange’s connections with communities 
other than Jeme. 
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Petros to request that if a man from Jeme comes to them, they ask him whether there is an oil 

seller in Jeme “that I send (to him) and buy a little” (ⲛZⲧⲁϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲁϣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ�, ll. 11-12). 

Provided that Hello and Petros did indeed find a man from Jeme to ask, and that there were 

oil sellers in Jeme, it is reasonable to say that Frange was purchasing goods from there. 

However, this document only shows his intent to buy oil from Jeme and not the actual 

transaction. In another text relating to sourcing oil from Jeme (O.TT29 86), Frange sends 

some hair to “my father Isaac and his children” (ll. 12-14) and asks them to send it to Jeme in 

order to exchange it for a little oil, which he needs (ll. 7-9). This texts proves the presence of 

oil sellers in Jeme, making it more likely that after writing O.TT29 9, Frange was in contact 

with Jeme. In this text, though, while Frange is seeking a source for his oil in Jeme, he is not 

directly in contact with the seller, but acts through one of his (presumably monastic168) 

colleagues. 

 

This indirectness of Frange’s requests for goods from Jeme led the editors of these texts to 

speculate that Frange’s reluctance to interact directly with its residents might be due to his 

origins. That is to say, because Frange was originally from Petemout he would be 

administratively ascribed to (as in ϥⲣⲁⲛⲅⲉ ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉ-N, for which construction see pp. 50-52) a 

town other than Jeme (they suggest Apé), and that this would consequently prevent him from 

undertaking certain interactions with its residents169. If this were the case, however, it is odd 

that in O.TT29 9 Frange seeks to contact an oil seller in Jeme. It is clear, in this case, that 

although Frange asked Hello and Petros to find out whether there was an oil seller in Jeme, 

Frange himself intends to send in and buy some from him. Further, if such sanctions indeed 

existed, then they do not appear to have hindered other people from Apé, Petemout or 

communities further afield from interacting with the people of Jeme170. It is difficult to 

believe that Frange would somehow have been prevented from doing business in Jeme 

because of his origins. Rather, it is possible that, as he was not from western Thebes and 

perhaps fairly new to the region when these texts were written, he required the use of a 

mediator who was more familiar with the Jemean sellers. 

 

                                                
168 Based on the addressees being “my father Isaac and his children”, which bring to mind a monastic elder and 
those that live with him. 
169 The suggestions that Frange may have been ascribed to Apé are discussed by Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 10 
& 226 fn. 7; and the argument that this limited his interactions with Jeme is fleshed out more fully in Aït-Kaci, 
Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 6. 
170 The extent of the interactions of other towns with Jeme will be dealt with in the following section. 
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Beyond economic transactions, some texts suggest that Frange maintained other relationships 

with the citizens of Jeme. O.TT29 158 and 159 are two, seemingly related texts addressed to 

one Pahatre which primarily concern a failure on the part of Pahatre, and perhaps one 

Phoibammon, to deliver a blanket171. In 159, Frange, perhaps in an attempt to shame Pahatre 

into acting as Frange wishes, says: “You know yourself, Pahatre, that this shameless one 

(Phoibammon, see l. 4) became disturbed with his wife because of you. I have done 

everything and I have brought you to peace”172. The text suggests that, besides being in 

contact with Pahatre regarding the matter of Phoibammon and the blanket, Frange had also 

helped mediate a dispute between Pahatre and Phoibammon which arose because of Pahatre’s 

actions with Phoibammon’s wife. Yet nowhere in either of these documents is there a clear 

indication where these men lived. 

 

The fragmentary end of O.TT29 158 provides a possible answer: “[I swear] to you by the 

schema which binds me that if you [ … ] and that the peace of Jeme and [ …”173. Given what 

we know of the dispute between Pahatre and Phoibammon from 159, and given the general 

tone of admonishment which is prevalent throughout both letters, it is reasonable to interpret 

this reference to the peace of Jeme as a reference to Frange’s involvement in Pahatre and 

Phoibammon’s dispute, and hence a reference to where they lived. Jeme is also a likely 

candidate given that it was the largest secular town near Frange. These arguments are 

speculative at best, yet the possibility remains that Frange’s involvement with the town of 

Jeme, as was the case with Epiphanius, extended to social and legal input174. 

 

While other texts from the O.TT29 corpus mention Jeme, most are too damaged for the 

relationship with Frange to be understood (e.g. O.TT29 169; 301; 327; 505; 579; 592; 301). 

Others mention the town of Jeme only indirectly – as with O.TT29 167.14 in which Frange 

talks about lentils which did not come from “the field of Jeme”. Yet a few other texts amongst 

                                                
171 That both are addressed to Pahatre is suggested by the combination of second person pronouns and this name 
in both texts: see O.TT29 158.9 (“Pahatre, if you know that…” – ⲡⲁϩⲁⲧⲣⲏ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲕ�ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉ�[…) and 159.7 
(“You know yourself, Pahatre – ⲕⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲱⲕ ⲡⲁϩⲁⲧⲣⲏ). 
172 ⲕⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϩⲱⲕ ⲡⲁϩⲁⲧⲣⲏ ϫⲉ ⲁⲡⲓⲁⲧϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲧⲱϩ ⲙⲛZⲧⲉϥⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ· ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲧⲕZ ⲁⲣZⲧⲏⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲣⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛZ ⲛZⲉⲓⲣⲏⲛⲏ 
(O.TT29 159.7-10). 
173 [ϯⲱⲣⲕ ⲛ]ⲁⲕ ⲙZⲡⲉⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲏⲣ ⲙⲙⲟ ϫⲉ ⲉⲕ[ ... ]ⲱ�ⲕ ⲛZⲧⲉϯⲣⲏⲛⲏ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲙⲛZⲡ[... (O.TT29 158.16-18) 
174 Frange’s aid and council is sought a number of times, however these acts cannot be definitely associated with 
Jeme. Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 18 list O.TT29 161, 320, 321, 343, and O.Crum 394 as examples of this 
behaviour. It is unlikely, however, that Frange’s local fame ever rivalled that of Epiphanius, who was not only 
approached by the local officials (which is not, as far as we know, the case with Frange), but had pilgrims come 
and leave inscriptions on the walls of his cell after his death. It is more likely that Frange had sway over a small 
group of individuals in Jeme who were well known to him. 
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this material may link Frange to Jeme through prosopographical means. In O.TT29 320, a 

certain Tsia writes to Frange requesting his help in fighting a charge of theft brought against 

her by Mesiane, the wife of David. While this Tsia could be Tsie, the “sister” of Frange from 

Petemout who frequently writes to him175, the tone of this letter is very reverent, which differs 

from her usual communications. The editors therefore suggest that a Tsia known from a few 

texts as a keeper of deposited securities might be a good candidate here, given the subject 

matter176. The texts relating to Tsia the security keeper are provenanced to Jeme, and in one 

(SB Kopt. III 1306) Tsia seems to be connected with the activities of Katharon, who has been 

identified as the grandmother of the well-known Jemean moneylender, Koloje177. Frange, 

however, seems to have been a contemporary of Koloje and her son Pekosh, in which case the 

Tsia of O.TT29 320 would now be quite old178. 

 

The names Koloje and Pekosh occur in two other texts from Frange’s cell. Koloje’s name 

occurs as the sender of a letter, O.TT29 370, which is badly broken – so much so that only the 

first three lines survive, and even these are incomplete. O.TT29 194, on the other hand, is a 

complete letter in which Frange asks Pekosh to give “this stone” (i.e. an ostracon) to Ammone 

the blacksmith. Both letters are unfortunately short and lack the context necessary to identify 

these individuals with Koloje the moneylender of Jeme or her son Pekosh, as neither name is 

unique in Theban prosopography179. 

 

There is strong evidence elsewhere, however, that Frange was in contact with Koloje and her 

family. In O.Medin.HabuCopt. 139, a limestone ostracon excavated in Jeme, Frange writes to 

his “brother” Apa Theodoros and also greets “my pious sister Koloje, and Pekosh, and my 

little brother Moses” (ⲧⲁⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲙZⲙⲁïⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲕⲱⲗⲱϫⲉ ⲙⲛZⲡⲉϭⲱϣ ⲙⲛZⲡⲁⲥⲟⲛ ϣⲏⲙ ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ, 

ll. 10-13). The purpose of this letter seems to have been to send greetings, well-wishes for 

Moses, who is sick, and to thank Theodoros for a letter he sent Frange. Although the names of 

Koloje and Pekosh are not unique, their presence in a text found in Jeme, and more 

particularly their presence in the same text, make it virtually certain that these two are the 

                                                
175 For Tsie see Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 10-11, and the discussion below, pp. 219-222. 
176 Specifically SB Kopt. III 1306 and O.Crum 472. 
177 For which see Bacot (1999). Bacot does not, though, focus specifically on the activities of Tsia. 
178 Tsia would be a contemporary of Pekosh’s great-grandmother. See Wilfong (1990) 173 for a family tree of 
Koloje’s family. 
179 Although Koloje is not particularly common – see Till (1962) 126, who identifies only three Kolojes 
(considering the daughter of Hello and the daughter of Phello to be the same person). Till (1962) 163-164 
indicates that Pekosh occurs more frequently, with perhaps as many as ten individuals identified. 
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Jemean moneylenders; the names do not otherwise occur together outside this family180. 

While it is not certain that these two are the same Koloje and Pekosh who are in contact with 

Frange in O.TT29 194 and 370, such an interpretation is highly plausible. 

 

Frange writes to Theodoros in two other texts from Jeme, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 138 and 140. 

Both of these texts are damaged, yet enough remains to ascertain that Frange wrote to 

Theodoros and that in both cases he asked Theodoros to send a third man, Pher, to him for 

unspecified reasons. Only one other text from amongst the Jeme ostraca mentions Frange. In 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 137, a certain Teras writes to Apa Frange requesting that he pray for 

him. The provenance of these texts suggests that Theodoros and Teras were, like Koloje and 

Pekosh, residents of Jeme. This collection of ostraca from the Jeme excavations suggest that 

Frange maintained a personal relationship with some of its inhabitants and knew others well 

enough to send greetings.  

 

In isolation, the texts described above are not certain indications of Frange’s interactions with 

Jeme. They are mainly based on provenance, prosopography, and indirect references. Yet 

taken together, they present a strong case for Frange’s interactions with Jeme which cannot be 

dismissed as coincidence alone. Given that Frange was in contact with Jeme, it is curious that 

his texts do not mention the town more frequently. It is possible that, living so close to Jeme 

and never really partaking in legal proceedings (which would produce texts more likely to 

locate the parties involved) with its inhabitants, he simply did not need to add a location 

designator to the names of the people he contacted there. Many of Frange’s letters are 

requests for food, or items for his work at the loom and on copying and binding books181. 

While some of these were certainly requests to fellow monks (P.Mon.Epiph. 351) or to his 

contacts in Petemout, most are made to and through unlocated individuals. Frange certainly 

looked to Jeme for some goods, for example the oil he desired in O.TT29 9 and 86, and given 

this it is difficult to imagine that none of the many unlocated requests were to residents of 

Jeme, not only the largest population centre in the region, but only a short walk from his 

cell182. 

 

                                                
180 Wilfong (1990) 175-176. 
181 See Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 19-21 for a description of Frange’s work and the items he sent and received. 
182 Following the modern paved road running in front of the hills (not necessarily the most direct route) the 
walking distance is just under 1.8 kilometers, which takes about 20 minutes to walk at a comfortable speed (5 
km/h). 
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The Frange dossier allows an unparalleled opportunity to assess the networks which an 

individual living on the mountain of Jeme maintained. Frange maintained close connections 

with certain people from his home in Petemout, but also had connections with many monks 

from the mountain, individuals further afield and local residents. Among these were a group 

of men who carried letters and goods to and from Frange’s correspondents and permitted him 

to stay active in the community while remaining isolated in his cell. To what degree Frange 

had already established relationships (particularly those with the monastic community) before 

leaving Petemout and coming across the river to live near Jeme is unknown. Regardless of 

this, the examination of this network permits us to see some of the ways in which individual 

monks interacted with the world. Frange can then be used as an example of how the networks 

of small communities, like that of the monastery of Epiphanius, were built up out of the 

maintained connections of their individual members. 

 

 

A REGIONAL COMMUNITY: LOCALISED INTERDEPENDENCE 

 

The documents examined above describe a closely connected local community consisting of 

the inhabitants of Jeme and those of the monasteries and other ascetic communities on its 

mountain. The rough area in which these interactions took place is illustrated in Fig. 2.1, in 

which the proximity of these sites is readily apparent. Although not all are visible, social, 

religious, legal, and economic interactions bound these separate communities to one another, 

but especially to Jeme, the largest secular population centre in the neighbourhood. 

 

Even from the foundation of the monastic communities, ties existed between them and Jeme. 

P.KRU 105 shows that when the monastery of Apa Phoibammon was founded, the priests and 

local officials in Jeme recognised the right of its founder, Abraham, to the land on which the 

monastery was built, his right to appoint successors, and stipulated that Abraham and his 

successors were to provide charity for the local poor. The theme of monasteries providing 

charity for the poor is common in later documents attributed to this and other monasteries, 

and shows that this was a major part of their role in the local area. Even though similar 

foundation documents do not survive for the other communities examined here, it is probable 

that they did exist at some point. 

 



 

 

Naturally, the monastic communities provided religious benefits to the people of Jeme. 

Monks of particular renown, such as Epiphanius and no

influence within the local secular community. 

asked on at least one occasion to allow the local clergy to visit him and to himself come into 

the town to give a sermon. It is probable that this kind of request was not limited to 

Epiphanius alone in the long history of Theban asceticism. The influe

Jeme could also extend into the legal world, and it is apparent that monks such as Epiphanius 

could be asked to mediate local disputes or even to intervene in matters beyond the immediate 

neighbourhood. Even monks of less renown, such

between those townsfolk known to 

limited to a small group of local residents. In turn, the headmen of Jeme could be called upon 

by the monastic superiors to med

step in as the legal representative of a monastery in unusual circumstances.

 

The larger monastic communities, particularly that of Apa Phoibammon, had cults of saints 

associated with them, wh

Phoibammon was associated with healing, and the child donations show that a number of 

                                               
183 Image © Google Earth ver. 7.1.2.2041. 
(Imagery date: 21 March 2013) –
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Jeme could also extend into the legal world, and it is apparent that monks such as Epiphanius 

could be asked to mediate local disputes or even to intervene in matters beyond the immediate 
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children were brought to the monastery for healing and then later donated to it as recompense 

for the Saint’s benevolence. Donations to the monasteries from the residents of Jeme and 

from individuals beyond the immediate area were not limited to children. Donations of land, 

money, livestock, and other property were also made to the monasteries and topoi of the 

mountain, making the larger monasteries some of the largest land-holders in the area and 

economic powerhouses in their own right. 

 

The maintenance of all this property was of benefit to the local residents, who could be 

contracted (and paid) to cultivate monastic lands or tend livestock. Moreover the produce of 

the monks was then sold locally and further afield. The documents from the monastery of 

Epiphanius and from the cell of the monk Frange show that individual monks were interacting 

with the locals to buy necessities and to sell their own handiwork, which frequently took the 

form of woven goods such as linen bandages and clothing, as well as ropework of various 

types. Further, a number of documents attest to houses in Jeme donated to the monastery 

being resold to local residents, and a small few attest to monasteries making purchases of 

property. All these activities not only closely linked the monasteries with Jeme, but also kept 

resources circulating and further brought in resources from outside the area, which was no 

doubt of great benefit to the local economy. 

 

It was noted above that the visible interactions between the large monasteries and Jeme were 

of a different character to those of the smaller monastery of Epiphanius and to those of the 

solitary monk Frange. The larger monasteries and topoi received large donations of property 

and made transactions as an institution, usually through the agency of the superior, and the 

documentation relating to them tends to be of a more economic nature. The interactions 

between the small communities and Jeme, on the other hand, were comprised of the 

interactions of individuals within the community and tended to be socio-religious interactions 

with the local residents and officials, and economic transactions of a much smaller scale. 

While this may, in part, represent legitimate differences in the nature of the different 

communities and how they interacted with Jeme, it is possible that some of the differences are 

amplified by the way the source material has come down to us; through a combination of 

excavation and purchases on the antiquities market. It is likely, for instance, that individuals 

of the larger communities also interacted with Jeme on their own merit, however evidence for 

this has either not survived or is obscured by a lack of personal information in the surviving 

documentation. 
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This section was prefaced with Wilfong’s comment that the interactions between the 

inhabitants of the monastic communities and the residents of Jeme “shows them to have been 

interconnected to such an extent as to form a general West Theban community”184. The 

documents examined above show him to be entirely justified in this remark. If anything, 

Wilfong does not fully highlight the diverse range of interactions upon which this 

interconnectedness is based. The documentary evidence shows that the monastic communities 

and that of Jeme formed a closely integrated cluster whose social, religious, legal, and 

particularly economic ties effectively made them one mutually interdependent unit; it is no 

coincidence that the documentary and archaeological evidence for the town of Jeme stops at 

the same time as that for the Theban monasteries. 

 

It has been amply demonstrated above that each of the monastic communities had a 

connection to Jeme, but what connections did they have to each other? Given the proximity of 

these communities it is probable that all of them had at least some contact with members of 

the others, but, perhaps due to a lack of location designators in the many letters which seem to 

be between monastic parties, surprisingly few connections are visible between those under 

discussion here. 

 

A connection between the monasteries of Phoibammon and Paul is attested in P.CLT 5, the 

settlement of a dispute between them. Less confrontational ties are not yet in evidence. In 

fact, the monastery of Paul is only visibly connected to the monastery of Phoibammon, 

thanks, no doubt, to the scarcity of published material relating to it. The monastery of 

Phoibammon is not specifically mentioned as a correspondent in communications from the 

monastery of Epiphanius, but a number of letters are to or from Bishop Abraham, the first 

                                                
184 Wilfong (2002) 7. It is possible to suggest that other towns, particularly Apé, which is also connected to 
Frange and the communities of Phoibammon, Epiphanius, and Jeme should form part of this cluster, however the 
geographical proximity of the communities of western Thebes, I think, lends them a cohesion to which Apé and 
other towns were not party. The other towns with which Jeme and the west Theban monastic communities are 
connected to are examined in Section IV. 
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superior of the monastery, indicating that connections did exist between them185. Links 

between these two communities might also be suspected from their particular proximity: they 

were only a little over 400m apart and in direct line of sight186. The monk Frange wrote to 

members of the monastery of Epiphanius on a number of occasions, including P.Mon.Epiph. 

247, in which he writes to Apa Isaac and Apa Elias, complaining that, although he has come 

north to them many times, they have not opened their door to him or spoken to him as a 

brother187. There is also some evidence that links Frange to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon. One ostracon provenanced to this monastery (O.Crum 396) is a letter from 

Frange (written ⲫⲣⲁⲛⲅⲁⲥ, l. 14) to a certain Apa Petros, enquiring after his health and also 

greeting several others by name as well as “all the brethren” (ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ, vo. l. 9). The 

name Apa Petros occurs a number of times in Frange’s correspondence, with whom it seems 

Frange was affiliated in his youth188. The problem with identifying this Petros with that in 

O.Crum 396, is that Frange also addresses an Apa Petros in a letter found at the monastery of 

Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 119)189. As Frange is frequently seen in contact with the 

monastery of Epiphanius, the Apa Petros who appears in his correspondence could either be a 

monk of that community, the man addressed in O.Crum 396, who is associated with the 

monastery of Phoibammon, or the O.TT29 references could refer to two different individuals 

                                                
185 The damaged P.Mon.Epiph. 483 may mention the monastery, but if so, it is only called “the Saint 
Phoibammon” (ⲡϩⲁ[ⲅ]ⲓ�ⲟⲥ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙ[ⲙⲱ]ⲛ�, l. 6). However Crum (fn. 1) notes that the monastery is called this in 
other texts (e.g. P.KRU 75.17, the will of two leaders of the Epiphanius community). Similarly, in P.Mon.Epiph. 
330 a certain Mark writes to Apa Pisente requesting that some herbs be sent to him for brethren of “the 
monastery of Abraham” (ⲑⲉⲛⲉⲉⲧⲉ ⲛZⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ, ll. 9-10), which Crum (fn. 2) thinks is likely a reference to the 
monastery of Phoibammon. In P.Mon.Epiph. 154 Bishop Abraham writes to a priest, Shenetom. In 
P.Mon.Epiph. 268, Victor writes to an Apa Abraham, possibly the Bishop (Crum, fn. 1). P.Mon.Epiph. 399 is a 
letter to Ezekiel from Abraham, who is not called a bishop. However Crum (fn. 2) thinks this is in the same hand 
as O.Crum Ad.8, which is from Bishop Abraham. A priest named Apa Victor (Apa Victor the priest was the 
superior of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon after Abraham) is also mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 257, which 
refers to his will (perhaps P.KRU 65), and in P.Mon.Epiph. 532, an account which lists, among other things, 
payments made to and by Apa Victor the priest in exchange for bandages, grave clothes and food. 
186 Indeed the path to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is used to describe one of the boundaries of the land 
owned by the monastery of Epiphanius in P.KRU 75.17. Winlock & Crum (1926) 128-129 suggest that the 
monks of the Epiphanius community may have journeyed to a neighbouring monastery, like that of 
Phoibammon, for the divine service on Sundays. 
187 Other letters from Frange found at the monastery are P.Mon.Epiph. 119; 376; and 412. Frange further writes 
to Apa Isaac and Apa Elias in O.TT29 10; 11; and 12; and requests prayers from them in a letter addressed to 
another individual in O.TT29 6. 
188 In O.TT29 1, Kalapesios writes to “my beloved son Petros and the little Frange” (ⲡⲁ[ⲙⲉ]ⲣⲓⲧ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ 
ⲙ�ⲛ�ⲡⲁⲕⲟⲩⲓ� ⲉⲧⲉ ϥⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉ, ll. 2-4). Frange also writes letters to an Apa Petros, or “my father Petros” (O.TT29 4; 5; 
and 8). 
189 Crum provides no transcription of this text. The limestone is part of the Cairo collection. 
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entirely190. Either way, O.Crum 396 alone suggests a connection between Frange and the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon191. 

 

On this evidence, links can be established between the monastery of Phoibammon and the 

communities of Paul and Epiphanius, as well as the monk Frange. Links are also attested 

between the monastery of Epiphanius and Frange, but not between the monastery of Paul and 

either the monastery of Epiphanius or Frange. The topos of Apa Psate is not linked to any of 

the other communities. Of course, these links are based on visible connections, and it is likely 

that there were many connections between these communities which are not apparent in the 

available evidence. Moreover, the identification of these links is based on provenance and the 

presence of well-known individuals associated with a particular community. A more thorough 

prosopograhical study, also taking into account identified hands associated with particular 

communities, may reveal more connections than are apparent here192. 

 

Ultimately, whether or not these communities were connected to all their neighbours or just a 

few of them, they were demonstrably closely connected. This leaves open the possibility that 

the connections of one could be easily accessed by the others, a possibility which will be 

more fully discussed in Section IV. Of course, we should not view this local community as 

isolated. It has already been noted that each of the monastic communities described above had 

connections with places beyond western Thebes as well as with Jeme and, as is described in 

the next section, the residents of Jeme were themselves strongly integrated within the 

economy of the wider region. 

                                                
190 I have followed, here, the discussion of Apa Petros in Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 11-12. They are undecided 
on the issue. 
191 An Apa Petros was twice the superior of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. The second one was superior in 
the 730s and died around 747/748 – Godlewski (1986) 73-74. 
192 E. Garel recently touched on this, with reference to connections between monastic communities on the 
mountain of Jeme not discussed in this thesis (such as the topos of Saint Mark on Gournet Mourrai and the 
community at TT 1152), in her paper ‘The Ostraca of Victor the Priest found in the Hermitage TT 1152’, 
presented at the 27th International Congress of Papyrology in Warsaw (29 July 2013 – 3 August 2013). 
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The previous section demonstrated the close degree of connectivity between Jeme and the 

monastic communities on its eponymous mountain. In the language of social network theory, 

these communities formed, if not a clique, then certainly a cohesive cluster. Cliques and 

clusters, however, are networks in microcosm and are integrated into larger networks on the 

strength of the connections of individual nodes to other cliques and clusters. By examining 

the documentation relating to Jeme, it is possible to demonstrate how the residents of Jeme 

connected it, and thus the west Theban cluster, with the wider network of the region and, 

ultimately, of Egypt itself. 

 

In comparison with the evidence connecting Jeme to the monastery of Phoibammon or the 

monastery of Epiphanius, the evidence which connects Jeme to any community beyond 

western Thebes is sparse. Whereas evidence for interactions between the monastic 

communities and Jeme survives from both sides of the connection, that is from Jeme and from 

the monasteries, for the connections to towns and other communities discussed in this section 

we can only rely on evidence from Jeme. This has a number of significant implications. Most 

importantly, to what extent does it produce a biased impression of Jeme’s importance? Since 

we only have the interactions between Jeme and these other settlements, and not those 

between these settlements and others, we may have an overly Jeme-centric view of this 

network. Another problem is that the most well-attested toponyms might only have four or 

five attestations, and it is consequently difficult to know how strong the links between the 

inhabitants of Jeme and these other communities were1. 

 

The limited number of attestations for each toponym also makes it difficult to establish what 

percentage of Jeme’s inhabitants were associated with the links to particular toponyms, and, 

consequently, how important that toponym was to Jeme’s network. The various individuals 

who make up the connections of this network would likely interact with only a small number 

of the total number of toponyms in it. To give one example, Pekosh son of Mannaseh, a 

moneylender from Jeme, is responsible for four loan agreements with people from Terkot, 

                                                
1 To some extent, the more strongly connected towns can be identified by analysing which toponyms appear 
connected, not only with Jeme, but also with one or more of the monastic communities of western Thebes. This 
will be examined in greater detail in Section IV. 
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making it one of the better attested sites in Jeme’s network. However, is Terkot’s apparent 

importance entirely an accident of survival? Pekosh’s contracts were excavated from their 

(probably) original context as part of a dossier of moneylending contracts belonging to other 

members of his family. Terkot’s importance may consequently be a result of the fact that 

Pekosh recorded his connections at all, and that they happened to survive. In this instance, 

Terkot is connected to Jeme by two other texts, so it is possible that there was, in fact, a 

strong connection between Jeme and Terkot2. Nevertheless, this example shows how easily 

the evidence could be distorted. 

 

Ultimately, the limitations of papyrological evidence must be acknowledged, but they should 

not be considered insurmountable. Even if the view depicted below is Jeme-centric, there can 

be no doubt that the interactions presented here represent real interactions. Therefore, through 

detailed examination it is possible to demonstrate that Jeme did indeed have an influential 

role, particularly in the economy of the region. It is possible to state with confidence, despite 

the bias, that Jeme was an important and well connected town within the network 

encompassing the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. 

 

 

TAXES, PROTECTION LETTERS AND INTERACTIONS WITH THE ARAB 

ADMINISTRATION 

 

The timeframe of the Coptic documentation relating to Thebes has been established as 

roughly 600-800 CE3. During the earlier part of this period, specifically the first half of the 

seventh century, the rulers of Egypt changed a number of times: from Byzantine to Persian, 

back to Byzantine, and finally to Arab. Despite this political turmoil, or perhaps because of it, 

none of the documentation datable to this period, mainly related to the activities of Abraham 

the Bishop of Ermont (c. 600-620) and his contemporaries, gives any evidence of the 

relationship that existed between the people of Jeme and the central administration of the 

Byzantine or Persian rulers. It is not until Egypt was under Arabic rule that evidence for 

interactions between the inhabitants of Jeme and the administration becomes visible, and even 

                                                
2 While Terkot may well have been an important connection of Jeme, it does not seem to have been particularly 
important to western Thebes, as it is not connected to any of the monastic communities examined in Section IV. 
See Table 4.1, p. 229. 
3 See pp. 3-4 and the discussion on the dating of these texts in Appendix B. 
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this evidence is sparse compared to that from other regions4. What follows is a discussion of 

the direct and indirect evidence for Jeme’s interactions with the Arab administration. 

 

The payment of taxes are our clearest indicator of the presence of a central administration. 

However, the way taxes were apportioned meant there was little interaction between 

individuals and the state. Instead, taxes were apportioned by and paid to local officials5. Until 

the final quarter of the eighth century, tax liability was communal rather than individual; 

communities created and maintained registers of the taxpayers, particularly including the 

amount and type of land owned by them, at a local level. These registers were regularly sent 

to the state treasury in Fustat, where they were used to set the tax quota for each pagarchy6. 

The Arab governor then wrote to the pagarchs, stating the amount required by each pagarchy 

and enclosing separate orders of payment for the towns and monasteries within them. It was 

the responsibility of the local magistrates and the heads of the monastic communities to 

divide the lump sum into tax categories (the most common being the poll tax – ἀνδρισµός / 

διάγραφον, and the land tax – δηµοσία γῆς), to further apportion it to individuals and 

households based on their individual ability to pay, and finally to collect the taxes and pay 

them to the state7. 

 

In Jeme, the payment of taxes is well attested in the numerous tax receipts from the area. The 

tax receipts are short and simple affairs: they state the amount paid, the tax payer, and the tax 

being paid (poll tax, land tax, expenses tax, etc.). The local official who received the payment, 

frequently the headman (ⲁⲡⲏ or στρατηγός), then signs, as does the scribe who wrote the 

receipt8. Such texts demonstrate the involvement of the local officials in tax collection, but 

rarely indicate an interaction between individuals from Jeme and the central administration, as 

the villagers’ taxes were paid to the local officials responsible for collecting it. One that does 

                                                
4 Such as Aphrodito. For a brief summary of the Byzantine administration and tax system in Egypt see Abbot 
(1938) 70-77. See also pp. 3-6, above, and the references there. 
5 Frantz-Murphy (1999) 244. 
6 Bell (1910) xxvi-xxvii. 
7 See in particular the discussions in Bell (1910) xxv-xxviii; Abbot (1938) 94-96; Husselman (1951) 336-337; 
Frantz-Murphy (1999) 242-244; and Wickham (2005) 139-140. While the monastic communities at Bala’izah 
and Bawit were assessed as taxable entities separate from the nearby towns, and while the larger monasteries of 
Apa Phoibammon and Apa Paul near Jeme were likely assessed in the same manner (cf. the discussion of SB III 
7240 below, pp. 205-206), it is less clear how the taxes of the smaller lauras and solitary monks on the mountain 
of Jeme were assessed or collected. 
8 Many complete examples of such receipts have been published. Some of those excavated in Jeme itself are 
published as O.Medin.HabuCopt. 218-400. Some scribes, particularly Psate son of Pisrael (Till (1962) 185-187), 
and Aristophanes son of Iohannes (Till (1962) 61-62), wrote many more tax receipts than any other scribe. It 
may be that some scribes were more closely associated with the town’s administrative functioning, particularly 
in regards to taxation, than others. It may also be a case of chance survival. 
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is P.Bal. 130 Appendix A (724), a tax assessment written in the hand of the well-known 

scribe from Jeme, Aristophanes son of Iohannes. This assessment, issued in the name of Sahl 

ibn ‘Abd Allah and addressed to Daniel son of Pachom of Jeme9, sets out the amounts of the 

poll tax (διάγραφον, l. 4) and expenses tax (δαπάνη, l. 4) payable by Daniel for the years 105 

and 106 AH (l. 3, i.e. about 723-724 CE)10. The pagarch Sahl ibn ‘Abd Allah was probably 

not directly involved with this assessment as it is unlikely that he had a list of the individual 

taxpayers for every community under his jurisdiction and, as already mentioned, tax 

assessments were still communally assessed at this time. It is more likely, given that the 

document was written by Aristophanes son of Iohannes, who lived in Jeme, that this 

assessment was made by the headmen of the town but issued in the pagarch’s name. This is 

supported by the statement that Daniel shall receive a receipt (ἀπόδειξις, l. 6) as a security 

that “you will not pay anything beyond your order of payment, according to the authority of 

the administration of your village11” , which seems to imply that the village officials were in 

charge of tax collection and orders of payment. While the pagarch may not have been 

personally involved with the tax assessment of individuals at this point, the fact that the order 

of payment was issued in his name would surely not have been lost on the villagers. As far as 

they were concerned, their taxes went to a higher level of the administration than their village 

heads12. 

 

Another text which attests to taxation in Jeme, and specifically to how taxpayers coped with 

special tax demands, is P.CLT 6 (724). This text is an agreement between its seventeen 

signatories, all residents of Jeme, to collectively bear special taxes and duties, particularly 

conscription, levied by the state: “we are going to become and be in common with one 

another in all matters received in the compulsory public service of the public tax register”13. 

Public service could entail providing physical labour for public and military works, and this 

agreement seems particularly concerned with protecting the signatories from forced naval 

duty in the “cursus” (κοῦρσον, ll. 11, 27): a regular naval expedition undertaken by the Arab 

                                                
9 ⲥⲁⲁⲗ ⲩⲓ\ⲟ/ ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉϥⲥϩⲁⲓ ⲛⲇⲁⲛⲓⲏⲗ ⲡϣⲛⲡⲁϩⲱⲙ ⲡⲣⲙⲡⲕⲁ�ⲥ�ⲧⲣ[ⲟ]ⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ (P.Bal. 130 Appendix A, ll.1-2). 
10 It may be that Aristophanes was instrumental in the interactions between the office of the amir Sahl ibn ‘Abd 
Allah and Jeme, particularly in regards to taxation, as is strongly argued by Cromwell (forthcoming). 
11 ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲧⲓⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲡⲁⲣⲁ ⲧⲉⲕⲡⲓⲧⲧⲁⲕ(ⲓⲟⲛ) ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲛZⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕ(ⲏⲥⲓⲥ) ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲕⲧⲓⲙⲉ (P.Bal. 130 Appendix A, ll. 6-7). 
12 For other examples of tax demands issued to individuals in the name of a pagarch, see Cromwell (2013:A). 
Here she re-edits and discusses three demands from the late seventh century archive of Flavius Atias, which 
were issued to individuals from Hermopolis (P.Vindob.K. 4905; 4931; and 1341 = CPR IV 3, 4, and 6). 
13 ⲧⲁⲣⲛZϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲛⲟ ⲛZⲕⲟⲓⲛⲱⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲙZⲛZⲛⲉⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ ϩⲛZϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉϥϫⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲁⲅⲅZⲁZⲣZⲓZⲁZ ⲙZⲡⲇⲏⲙⲟⲥⲓⲟⲥ ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ (P.CLT 
6.25-26). Translation: MacCoull (2009) 93-96. See Bell (1910) xxvi for a description of the types of one-off 
taxes that could be levied. 
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government for which special taxes were levied and sailors conscripted from towns all over 

Egypt14. That this was their primary concern is reinforced by the statement that they will not 

allow one to bear more than any other, “either by being conscripted as a sailor or by any other 

thing” (ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲁϣⲱⲡⲥ ⲛZⲛⲉⲉϥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲁϭⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ, l. 30). Like the other tax-related documents 

from Jeme, P.CLT 6 does not attest to a direct interaction between the Arab administration 

and the people of Jeme. It does, however, demonstrate one of the ways in which the local 

populace responded to the demands of their Arab masters, and that the people of Jeme could 

be (and no doubt were) conscripted into naval service. 

 

The system of communal tax assessment used in the first centuries of Arabic rule was less 

than ideal for the central administration as the dependence on local registers made “communal 

tax evasion” a real possibility15. Toward the end of the eighth century, and under a new 

Caliphate (the Abbasids took over in 750), the Arab government was taking steps to centralise 

its control of tax assessment. By 776-778, agricultural contracts, which included tax-liability, 

were issued by the administration to individual landholders, and, by 779, the administration 

kept its own registers. This shows a shift in tax liability away from the community and toward 

the individual16. The changing situation was not well received by the Egyptian farmers. 

Revolts in Upper Egypt against tax officials, which had already taken place before these 

measures were established, occurred in 784-786 (against the doubling of the tax rate) and 

again in 794 (against the shortening of the assessor’s rod)17. The discontent continued with a 

number of large, Egypt-wide revolts over the first twenty years of the ninth century. Chris 

Wickham describes the years 812-832 as a period “of nearly continuous war”, which was only 

quelled by the intervention of the Caliph, who led the imperial army to restore order18. For 

this later period, however, there is no documentary or archaeological evidence for Jeme. 

 

                                                
14 The cursus was a regularly undertaken naval expedition by the Caliphate against Byzantium. Each province of 
Egypt furnished and supplied its own fleet through means of taxes and the sailors were raised through 
conscription (although they received wages and an allowance of food). See the discussion in Bell (1910) xxxiii-
xxxv. For the role of Christians in such naval expeditions see Trombley (2001) 150-152, and generally Trombley 
(2004). Although there are no surviving documents from Jeme attesting the requisition of sailors, P.Lond. IV 
1494 (709 CE) is one example of the magistrates of a village near Aphrodito guaranteeing the supply of three 
men from that village to serve as sailors for the cursus. MacCoull (1997) provides further commentary on this 
text. 
15 Frantz-Murphy (1999) 244. 
16 Frantz-Murphy (1999) 245-247. 
17 For revolts against taxes see Frantz-Murphy (1999) 245-250; and Wickham (2005) 140-141. 
18 Wickham (2005) 141. 
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While the tax burden on the local populace could lead to revolts, it is particularly expressed in 

Byzantine and Arabic times by the problem of tax fugitives. For some Egyptians, farmers in 

particular, the burden of meeting the various tax demands of the administration was too 

onerous. The solution for these individuals was to abandon their lands and villages and flee to 

another location, thereby avoiding having to pay taxes19. This was a huge concern for the 

Arab government; if farmers were not working their land, that land ceased to become 

productive and its tax revenue was lost. Accordingly, great effort was put into finding these 

fugitives and returning them to their lands or, if that were no longer possible, to find them 

new lands to work20. 

 

The problem of fugitives was pervasive in Egypt, and a number of documents indicate that it 

affected the Theban area as a whole, as well as Jeme specifically. One such text is P.Lond. IV 

1460 (c. 709). The surviving fragments of this Greek papyrus contain lists of personal names 

followed by ἀπό (‘from’) and a toponym referring to the place from which they originated. 

The names are further divided into groups arranged under the names of χωρία (‘towns’) of 

Aphrodito. Although no heading indicating the purpose of this text survives, the editor 

believed it to be “a list of fugitives from other pagarchies now in the various χωρία of 

Aphrodito”21. This extensive account consists of 198 surviving lines, most of which contain 

the name of a fugitive. A few of these originate from the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes22, 

but two individuals on the list come from Jeme – here called by its Greek name, the kastron 

Memnonion. Line 131 records a Papnute son of Markos from this kastron (Παπ�ν�υτε 

Μάρκος23 ἀπὸ Κάστρου Μενωνίο\υ/), and line 138 records another individual, whose name is 

lost, from the same place ([ -ca.?- ] ἀπ[ὸ] Κ�άστρ[ου] Μεµενωνίο\υ/). If the editor’s 

                                                
19 For Frantz-Murphy (1999) 241-242, the prevalence of this problem in the first centuries of Arabic rule was 
due to an abundance of land and a shortage of labour to work it, resulting in heavier burdens on farmers. Many 
individuals chose to flee to monasteries, resulting, in the first quarter of the eighth century, in government 
imposed limits on the number of monks who could join a monastery, and severe methods for identifying and 
punishing fugitives who were not monks. Monks were first forced to wear iron bracelets identifying them, 
without which they could have a hand or foot cut off or their eyes taken out, and later were branded with a hot 
iron, again facing harsh punishment if found without a brand. Such harsh measures were likely abolished after 
742 – see Abbot (1938) 98; and particularly Rāġib (1997) 143-144. The accounts of the punishments of monks 
are primarily based on the History of the Patriarchs – Evetts (1910) 68. 
20 See the discussion in Abbot (1938) 68-69 and 97-99 for the measures for getting fugitives back and for the 
punishments some of them faced. 
21 Bell (1910) 401. 
22 Apart from the references to Jeme, line 24 refers to a man from Pashme in the Koptite nome (ἀ�π�[ὸ] Π�αχµε 
Κοπτ�ώ, for which see Appendix A, pp. 268-269); and line 9 records a Senouthios son of Georgios from the 
Three Kastra (ἀπὸ γ Κάσ�τρων), a place known to be in the Hermonthite nome from elsewhere, and which Crum 
believes to be a reference to Luxor (whose name is derived from the Arabic meaning “two forts”, namely the 
temples of Karnak and Luxor) – Winlock & Crum (1926) 106 fn. 13. 
23 Papnute son of Markos is not attested in the Jeme documents. 
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interpretation of P.Lond. IV 1460 is correct, it not only shows that people from Jeme were 

fleeing as far as Aphrodito (about 260km following the present course of the Nile), but also 

that the Arab administration was aware of the fugitives’ origins and current locations. 

 

As was discussed above, taxes were assessed at a communal level in the first centuries of 

Arabic rule, and were levied on land regardless of who worked it. Consequently, fugitives 

were not only a problem for the central administration, but for the local community, who 

might then have had to bear an extra tax burden. As such, the local magistrates also made 

efforts, in the form of the so-called ‘protection documents’, to bring tax fugitives home24. The 

central feature of these documents is their self-description as ⲡⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ “the promise 

by God”. They are, in essence, an oath before God on the part of the issuer that the recipient 

can be assured of whatever promise is laid out within them25. While protection documents 

were issued for a range of reasons, of particular interest are those that the magistrates of a 

town issued in an attempt to return fugitives by assuring them that they may return home and 

be free from persecution or oppression26. A number of these are issued by the magistrates of 

Jeme. For example, in SB Kopt. II 91727 (seventh to eighth centuries), Merkurios and 

Theodoros, the lashanes of Jeme, give a promise to Thomas that he may return home without 

being prosecuted about his tax (?) payment (καταβολή, l. 7)28. Not all such texts were as 

condition free as this one: in P.Schutzbriefe 28 (728/9 or 743/4), Georgios and Aaron, 

magistrates of Jeme, promise Psate son of Elias, a designated man of Jeme, that he may come 

home without prosecution on the condition he pays a half tremis29. 

 

                                                
24 For a recent discussion of the scholarship surrounding these documents see Delattre (2007:B). See also H. 
Liebesny’s discussion in Till (1939) 127-140. 
25 On the meaning of ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ, literally the ‘word of God’, see Till (1939) 74-75. Delattre (2007:B) 
173-174 categorises four basic types of these documents, each with a different function. 
26 Till (1939) 74-75. 
27 Also published as O.Vind.Copt. 57 and P.Schutzbriefe 24. 
28 Literally any money payment, Till translates it as “Steuerrate” in P.Schutzbriefe 24. 
29 Other protection letters from Jeme are P.Schutzbriefe 5; 6; 10; 22; 23; 27; 43; and 44. Among these, 
P.Schutzbriefe 27 is particularly interesting as it relates to an individual from Jeme, Jeremias son of Basileos, 
who is named as a taxpayer in several tax receipts (O.Vind.Copt. 90; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 231; and an 
unpublished receipt in the British Museum O.BM EA 31805, which is being prepared for publication by J. 
Cromwell). P.Schutzbriefe 27 states that Jeremias and his son may return home without fear of prosecution on 
the condition that he pay a half holokottinos, and is dated to the sixth of Phaophi of the tenth indiction year.  Of 
the tax receipts, only O.Vind.Copt. 90 is dated close to this text (the other two are dated in later indication 
years), and it records a half holokottinos paid for the taxes of the tenth indiction year. Unfortunately, the date this 
text was written is problematic. Till has transcribed the date as the 20th of Pachons of the tenth indiction year, but 
signalled that the numeral 10 (ⲓ) is uncertain. If his reading is correct, this was dated before the Schutzbriefe text, 
in which case it is odd that he received the protection document for taxes which he paid. However, the 20th of 
Pachons is very early in the year (it is the first month, see Gonis (2004) 157) to be paying taxes for that year, so 
it is possible that the text was in fact written in the eleventh indiction for the taxes of the tenth. 
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The most interesting of these texts for studying the interactions of the people of Jeme with 

outside towns is P.Schutzbriefe 85 (undated). In this text, Zacharias from Pshinsion writes to 

Elias, the ara of Jeme with the following request: 

 

“Seek Dionysios the deacon and give the promise to him in the name of the Father 

and the Son and the Holy Spirit, that he come north to his house, that nothing bad 

shall befall him, except his tax30.” 
 

ϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛZⲥⲁ ⲇⲓⲱⲛⲏⲥⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲅϯ ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲛZⲡⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲛZ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲛZ 

ⲡⲉⲡⲛZⲁZ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛϥZⲉⲓ ⲉⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲏï ϫⲉ ⲛⲉⲗⲁⲩⲉ ⲛⲡⲉⲧϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲧⲁϩⲟϥ ⲉⲙⲏⲧⲧZ 

ⲉⲡⲉϥⲇⲓⲙⲟⲥⲓⲱⲛ (ll. 2-4) 

 

Apparently, Dionysios had fled from Pshinsion to Jeme, causing Zacharias to write to one of 

Jeme’s magistrates requesting that he find Dionysios and pass on the promise that he may 

return to Pshinsion without fear of punishment, so long as he pays his tax. Interestingly, 

Zacharias then adds that “if the matter is impossible for me” (ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲡϩⲱⲃ ⲣZ ⲁϫⲟⲙ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ, l. 4), 

he will establish (καθίστηµι, l. 4) him, i.e. Dionysios, in some other place (ll. 4-5). 

Presumably, Zacharias means that if he is unable to re-establish him on his original land, he 

will find other land for him to work31. P.Schutzbriefe 85 not only demonstrates the efforts of 

local magistrates in dealing with tax fugitives, but shows that the magistrates of different 

towns, in this case Pshinsion and Jeme, worked together to return fugitives to their lands. 

 

Efforts to limit flight went beyond simple reactionary measures. From 714/715, the Arab 

administration introduced a passport system that required travellers to carry documents 

indicating that they had official approval to travel. This meant that residents of towns such as 

Jeme wishing to travel beyond their immediate environment needed to interact with Arab 

officials in order to acquire the necessary documentation32. According to the History of the 

Patriarchs these safe-conduct documents (called σιγίλλιον in Greek) were difficult to secure, 

costing five dinars to replace, and travellers were required to carry them at all times lest they 

                                                
30 δηµόσιον l. 4, for which see Bell (1910) xxv. 
31 See Till’s translation and commentary to P.Schutzbriefe 85. 
32 Rāġib (1997) 145-146, argues that these documents are more rightly called safe-conducts as they only permit 
travel to a specific place for a specified time. A separate document permitted travel over borders. I follow him in 
this description. 
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be found on a road or at a port without one33. If a traveller was found without one he could 

suffer fines, confiscation of goods, imprisonment, and even physical punishment. Through 

this system of documents and checkpoints, the administration regulated travel to a large 

extent and had a system in place to distinguish fugitives from those travelling for legitimate 

reasons34. 

 

No examples of safe-conducts issued to residents of Jeme survive, however an example of the 

request for one by three monks from the monastery of Apa Paul does (P.CLT 3)35. In this text, 

Chael and Iohannes, “men of your subservient kastron Jeme” (ⲛZⲣⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲇⲟⲩⲗⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ 

ϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 1), write to an amir on behalf of the monks from the monastery of Apa Paul who 

wish to travel to the Fayum to sell their ropework, which they are unable to do “without the 

permit from your lordship” (ⲭⲱⲣⲓⲥ ⲡⲥⲓⲅⲉⲗⲗⲓⲛ ⲛZⲧⲉⲧZⲛZⲙZⲛZⲧϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ, ll. 5-6). Iohannes and Chael 

further state that the permit should be for a period of three months (l. 7) and assure the amir 

that the monks have paid their taxes for the twelfth indiction (l. 10). The Coptic request is 

followed by a short Greek description of what was requested, along with the names and brief 

physical descriptions of the three monks (ll. 11-14). The physical description of the bearers, 

the length of time the document was valid, and the location they were travelling to would then 

be included in the safe-conduct document itself, as examples from other areas show36. 

 

Aside from illustrating a relationship between Jeme and the monastery of Apa Paul, this 

document demonstrates the mechanism by which traders, or anyone else from Jeme, would be 

able to travel throughout the country: by requesting a safe-conduct document from the Arab 

officials. While it is clear from this text and the Arabic exemplars that the safe-conduct 

system was in place by the eighth century, it is not clear over what distances it was enforced, 

nor whether the claims of its cost and the resulting effects on the movement of the populace 

are accurate. Based on the testimony of the History of the Patriarchs, Abbott states that the 

documents cost five dinars37. However, as Trombley points out, this text says only that the 

                                                
33 History of the Patriarchs in Evetts (1910) 69-70. This work has traditionally been attributed to Severus, the 
bishop of Ashmunein, however most scholars consider him to be a later redactor, and that the work was 
complied by several authors over an extended period of time – see Den Heijer (1991). 
34 On the safe-conduct system, see Abbot (1938) 99; Morimoto (1981) 124-126; Rāġib (1997) 144-146; 
Trombley (2004) 204-206; Wickham (2005) 142-143; as well as History of the Patriarchs, (Evetts (1910) 69-70). 
35 This text has been discussed above (pp. 106-107) in relation to what it says about the relationship between 
Jeme and the nearby monasteries. 
36 P.Cair.Arab. III 174 and 175. 175 is discussed in Trombley (2004) 206. Rāġib (1997) 147-149 describes the 
common features of safe-conducts. He also publishes eight examples (pp. 148-162). 
37 Abbot (1938) 99. 
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safe-conducts cost money to replace and “fails to indicate whether the initial award of a 

passport required a fee”38. Given that neither the Arabic exemplars nor any of the many 

documents from Jeme attesting to the travel of its residents to other nomes mention this fee, it 

seems unlikely that an initial fee was charged. Such a charge would seriously hamper low-

level trade, such as the monks from Apa Paul travelling to the Fayum to sell ropework, and 

would surely have damaged Egypt’s economy. Many of the interactions detailed in the current 

section would seem economically unsound if the presence of this fee were a reality. It is more 

likely that this (high) fee only applied when people were found with damaged or lost 

documentation, but that the initial award of a safe-conduct required only the local-level costs 

of having the request drawn up. It seems that the primary concern with the passes in the 

History of the Patriarchs was the time they took to be issued; it reports fruits wasting on the 

vine because their owners had to wait two months to receive the travel documentation39. 

 

The distance one needed to travel before requiring a safe-conduct document is unclear. It 

seems likely that localised travel, perhaps within the nome, would not require one. It is clear 

from the dossier of the monk Frange that there was frequent travel across the Nile in Thebes, 

and if all such movements required a safe-conduct document issued by a state official it 

would have been an administrative nightmare, not only in terms of issuing the documents, but 

also in policing their use. The History of the Patriarchs reports that people embarking or 

disembarking on boats without a pass would be seized, indicating that ports were checkpoints 

for travel documents. The History of the Patriarchs also recounts the story of a woman whose 

son was carrying their travel documentation when he was eaten by a crocodile. She returned 

to Alexandria to explain the situation, but was fined ten dinars because she entered the city 

without a pass. This suggests that the gates of cities were also checkpoints for travel 

documents40. Furthermore, an Arabic safe-conduct, P.Cair.Arab. III 175 (731), gives 

permission for a man to travel from Upper Ashmunein to Lower Ashmunein for two months, 

which seems to indicate that even travel within a nome required travel documentation – 

although this nome was divided into two administrative sections41. However, the degree to 

which this was universally applied is questionable, as no such documents exist for Jeme 
                                                
38 Trombley (2004) 205 fn. 29. Morimoto (1981) 125 simply states that a new document could only be acquired 
by payment of a fee. The relevant section of the History of the Patriarchs (in Evetts (1910) 69-70), indeed refers 
only to a fee in the case of a lost or damaged document. 
39 History of the Patriarchs in Evetts (1910) 69. 
40 History of the Patriarchs in Evetts (1910) 69-70. Whether or not the gates of towns such as Jeme were checked 
is unknown. It seems unlikely, however, since providing officials for every village in Egypt of a similar size to 
or larger than Jeme would be untenable. 
41 On the division of the Hermopolite nome into two sections (skele), see Sijpesteijn (2013) 72 and fn. 170. 
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despite the apparent frequency of travel in the area. In order to ease the burden on the 

administration, it seems more likely that localised travel, perhaps within the confines of a 

nome, would not require such a document unless the traveller was to pass through a known 

checkpoint. If this were the case, however, anyone stopped randomly by officials while 

travelling within their nome would then have no way of easily verifying their residency, so 

some form of documentation may indeed have been required. Alain Delattre has suggested 

that protection documents in which the issuer says he will not proceed against the recipient, 

and which do not include the statement that the recipient can return to their home, may be 

travel passes similar to the Arab safe-conducts42. If this is the case, it is unlikely that they 

would permit travel to distant nomes. In the eighth century, the Arab government was trying 

to centralise the administration of Egypt and control flight; allowing locals to issue travel 

documentation would seem counterintuitive to this policy43. Yet, if Delattre is correct and 

these are safe-conduct documents, or at least function as such, perhaps they permitted 

movement on a local scale, within the nome in which they were issued. 

 

At any rate, the safe-conduct system necessitated that anyone wishing to travel interact with 

state officials. One document excavated at Jeme, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 (seventh to eighth 

centuries), may attest to such an interaction between a trader from Jeme and those officials 

who manned checkpoints along the Nile. In this document, Pisente son of Sia, a sailor from 

the Koptite nome, agrees to take Enoch son of Pleien, a man from Jeme, to Antinoe along 

with his equipment (ⲥⲕⲏⲩⲉ, l. 5). Pisente’s statement: “I run the risk on account of the 

stolarches of Kos and Koptos” (ϯⲕⲓⲛⲇⲩⲛⲉⲩⲉ ϩⲁⲡⲥⲧⲟⲩⲗⲁⲣⲭⲏⲥ ⲛⲕⲱⲥ ⲙⲛZ ⲕⲃⲧ, ll. 6-7), is of 

particular note. What kind of official the stolarches were in this context is not entirely clear, 

however their presence at the two major trading ports of the Koptite nome, as well as their 

association with this text, together suggest that they were lower officials in charge of river 

traffic or river trade44. Pisente’s statement may refer to tariffs or some other fee that might be 

demanded, rather than to a document check45. However, it is possible that it was to exactly 

this kind of official that Enoch, as a traveller from Jeme to Antinoe, and presumably Pisente 

as well, would need to present their safe-conduct documentation. Whatever the case, 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 and P.CLT 3 show that individuals from Jeme and its environs were 

                                                
42 Delattre (2007:B) 174. If this is the case, it is unclear if such documents were a state-approved means of travel 
or a local exploitation of the more easily acquired protection documents. 
43 See p. 136. 
44 See the editors’ comments in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 fn. 2; and Till (1955) 151-152. Koptos and Kos were 
two ends of desert roads connecting the Nile Valley to the Red Sea. See Appendix A, pp. 260-261 and 261-262. 
45 Cf. Till (1955) 151 and Till’s (1964) 209-210 translation. 
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travelling long distances upriver, and that this travel would have necessarily involved contact 

with the government officials responsible for issuing travel documentation and regulating 

trade and the movement of the populace. 

 

For the most part, documents that illustrate a relationship between the residents of Jeme and 

the Arab administration concern taxes and the restrictions placed on movement due to the 

problem of tax evasion. However one text, P.KRU 1046 (722), attests another way in which 

Jeme’s inhabitants interacted with Arabic officials. In this text the children of Psate sell to the 

children of Germanos their half share in a plot of land in Jeme, land which had a complex 

history. The children of Psate had originally sold the whole plot to Germanos himself for 

seven and one-third holokottinoi (ll. 12-15). Then, after some time, they travelled north to 

Antinoe to petition the duke about reclaiming the land, and he ordered that they pay 

Germanos the seven and one-third holokottinoi to reclaim it (ll. 17-19). After returning to 

Jeme, they took Germanos before the local magistrates, who found that half the land now 

belonged to a certain Pisenthios son of Paulos, to whom Germanos seems to have sold the 

entire plot, and who himself then sold half of it to the children of Germanos (ll. 19-25). 

Accordingly, the children of Psate had to pay half the total sum to both parties to reclaim their 

land. They paid Pisenthios three holokottinoi and two tremisses for his half share, but were 

unable to raise the funds to purchase the other half and so they decided to sell their recently 

purchased share to the children of Germanos (who now own the whole plot) for the same 

price (ll. 23-27)47. 

 

The papyrus does not mention what situation led to this outcome, although it is likely that 

some legal dispute arose between the children of Psate and Germanos on which grounds they 

thought to reclaim the property. What is significant for understanding the relationship 

between the administration and Jeme is the following section: 

 

“we went to Antinoe and approached our lord the most glorious duke about all that 

land, and he ordered, our lord the duke, that we pay these 7 1/3 nomisma to 

Germanos, your48 blessed father, and we reclaim our land. After coming south we 

brought to court your blessed father Germanos and after undertaking sufficient 

                                                
46 Republished as SB Kopt. II 946. 
47 See Stern (1884) 152-153 for the original publication and commentary. For a more recent commentary see 
Cromwell (2013:B) 214, who also discusses the holdings of Germanos’ family more broadly. 
48 The text says “our” but this is clearly an error. 
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processes with your father about all that land, the authority of the kastron found that 

half of that land belonged to Pisenthios the son of Paulos” 
 

ⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲁⲛⲧⲓⲛⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲡⲣⲟⲥ�ⲉ�ⲗ�ⲑ�ⲉ� ⲛ�ⲡⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ [ⲡⲉⲩ]ⲕⲗⲉⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲇⲟⲩⲝ ϩⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ 

ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲁϥⲕⲉⲗⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲡ[ⲉⲛ]ϫⲟⲉⲓ[ⲥ ⲡⲇⲟⲩ]ⲝ ⲧⲁⲣⲛⲧⲓ ⲡⲉⲓⲛⲟ ⲍⲅÁ ⲛⲅⲉⲣⲙⲁⲛⲟⲥ 

ⲡⲉⲛⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧ ⲡⲉⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲁ ⲧⲣⲉⲛⲉⲓ ⲉⲣⲏⲥ ⲛⲧⲛⲉⲛⲁⲅⲉ 

ⲛⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛ]ⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲅⲉⲣⲙⲁⲛⲟⲥ · ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲁⲡⲣⲱϣⲉ ⲛⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲉⲁⲛⲉⲁⲁⲩ 

ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ϩⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲁⲧⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲡⲁⲡⲉⲥⲩⲛⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲟⲏⲙⲓⲥⲩⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥⲡⲉ49 ⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ (ll. 17-22.) 

 

The residents of Jeme clearly had recourse to officials as high up as the duke, who was an 

Arab official at this time, if they wanted to escalate a legal complaint50. To what extent the 

duke’s decision was binding as far as the local magistrates were concerned is less clear. Upon 

returning to Jeme, the children of Psate still took Germanos before a court consisting of the 

local authorities. However, whether or not the authorities of Jeme were simply required to 

formalise the command of the duke while taking into account current ownership, and what led 

the children of Psate to go beyond the local level of administration in the first place, is not 

clear. Whatever the case, P.KRU 10 demonstrates that high-level Arab officials were not 

entirely removed from the local populace and that petitioning them was a legitimate avenue in 

some legal scenarios. 

 

Compared to the many documents attesting the interactions of the inhabitants of Jeme, 

relatively few attest those carried out with the central administration, and all of these date to 

the Islamic period51. While most of the documents described above only indirectly 

demonstrate the ways in which the Arab administration impacted the lives of the inhabitants 

of Jeme, they nevertheless represent real ties between them. The interactions seen in these 

documents can be roughly divided into three areas: taxation, travel, and judicial oversight. 

                                                
49 Read τὸ ἥµισυς µέρος – “the half share”. The Greek article τό must have become part of a fixed expression as 
the Coptic definite article has also been used. 
50 The duke was already an Arab official by the end of the seventh century. For the role of the duke see Bell 
(1924) 269-271; or the discussion of Flavius Atius in Sijpesteijn & Worp (1983) 189-197. On the role of Arab 
officials in central Egypt during this period, see the unpublished doctoral thesis: M. Legendre, ‘La Moyenne-
Egypte du VIIe au IXe siècle. Apport de l’archéologie et de la papyrologie à l’étude d’une société en transition’ 
(Leiden and Université Paris-Sorbonne, Paris IV). 
51 Nevertheless, it is doubtful that there would have been any great difference in the functioning of the 
administration between the late sixth and late eighth centuries, as the new Arab rulers seem to have relied on the 
Byzantine structures to a large extent. Mukhtār (1973) and Sijpesteijn (2007) provide good overviews of the 
changes and similarities of the administration during the Byzantine and early Islamic periods. For the social life 
of the Christian communities, such as Jeme, under Arab rule, see Wilfong (1998). 
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P.KRU 10 is the only document from Jeme that attests to located Arabic officials, such as the 

duke, exercising influence over local legal proceedings in Jeme, and to the townspeople being 

able to bring their legal concerns before such distant officials52. However, this practice fits 

well within the judicial tradition of Egypt and should not be considered exceptional, even if it 

did not occur with great regularity among the townsfolk of Jeme. On the other hand, while tax 

receipts are commonplace in the Jeme documentation, few demonstrate any relationship with 

officials of a higher level than the town heads. Based on the documentation of the same 

period from other nomes, however, we have a good idea of how the taxation system worked. 

Before the end of the eighth century, the town heads were likely the only ones to receive 

correspondence from higher, Arabic officials such as the pagarch. Nevertheless, P.Bal. 130 

Appendix A demonstrates that the individual tax demands sent out by the town officials were 

issued in the pagarch’s name; for the people of Jeme the presence of the central 

administration was very real. By the end of the eighth century, the Arab government was 

moving to centralise the assessment of taxes, relying less on local registers. During this time, 

it is possible that the people of Jeme received individualised tax demands from higher-level 

administrative officials, however none survive and the documentary and archaeological 

evidence suggest that Jeme was no longer inhabited in the ninth century. Curiously, no 

evidence survives of an administrative relationship between Jeme and Ermont, the nome 

capital, although it is not clear how much significance should be attached to this statement53. 

 

Perhaps the most significant aspect of the relationship between the residents of Jeme and the 

administration for the study of the townspeople’s interactions with other communities is the 

restrictions placed on travel to control the flight of individuals from their tax obligations. 

P.Schutzbriefe 85 shows that efforts to bring such fugitives back resulted in communication 

between the headmen of Jeme and those of other towns, however, in order to prevent flight 

the Arab government required that anyone wishing to travel beyond their registered nome 

                                                
52 Other west Theban texts do attest to Arabic officials involved with the judiciary processes of Jeme, but these 
officials are not located. P.KRU 25, for instance, is the settlement from Jeme of a dispute over a house in which 
one party sued the other “before our most glorious lord, Hamer, the representative of our lord, the most 
renowned amir” (ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲛⲡⲉⲛⲇⲟⲝⲟⲧ(ⲁⲧⲟⲥ) ⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲁⲙⲉⲣ ⲡⲣⲟⲥⲱⲡⲟ�ⲛ� ⲙⲡⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲉⲩⲕⲗⲉ(ⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ) 
ⲛⲁⲙⲓⲣⲁ, ll. 15-16). The involvement of the amir in property disputes from Jeme is also seen in P.KRU 8.3-5; 
P.KRU 42.8-10; and P.KRU 52.5-7. In P.KRU 13.60, the fine for transgressing the contents of a document is to 
be paid to the hand of the amir. In none of these cases can we be sure what position the amir actually held, as the 
term seems to be used as a catchall for any Arabic official. 
53 A damaged letter, likely from the Theban region (O.Crum Ad.58), refers to a coin which a town official 
rejected because “they have struck a new die in Ermont” (ⲟⲩⲧⲱⲃⲉ ⲛ�ⲃⲣⲣⲉⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲃ�ⲉϥ ϩⲛⲣⲙⲁⲛⲧ, ll. 7-8). 
Crum (n. 3) is sceptical that Ermont would have been striking coins, and thinks that the reference is instead to 
the standard weight. As the provenance of this text is unknown, no connection can be made on the basis of it. 
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carry the appropriate documentation, probably issued by the office of the pagarch, at all times. 

This would not only entail a request to the relevant office, as seen in P.CLT 3, but also 

interaction with the officials responsible for checking these documents (perhaps the 

stolarches) at various stages on the journey. It may have been the case that travel within one’s 

nome also required travel passes, however such documents were likely issued by town heads 

and would probably not have required any real degree of interaction with government 

officials or those of other towns. As will be demonstrated below, the people of Jeme carried 

out a range of interactions with people from the neighbouring Koptite nome and beyond. In 

each of these cases, one of the parties involved (frequently those from Jeme) would have 

needed to obtain travel documentation to conduct their business. The extent of these 

interactions indicates that the requirement to carry a safe-conduct pass was not inhibitive to 

any great degree on the movement of the populace or trade goods between nomes, as the 

History of the Patriarchs suggests54. 

 

Although the documents attesting Jeme’s interactions with the Arab administration are not 

frequent, this relationship was a fundamental one. This was not only because taxation was 

such an important part of life for the inhabitants of Egypt, but because the requirement for 

travel documentation, for the most part invisible in the Jeme texts, indicates the conditions 

under which such interactions took place. 

    

    

MONEYLENDERS AND PAWNBROKERS 

    

Of all the documents attesting interactions between the residents of Jeme and those of towns 

beyond the west Theban area, approximately half are loan agreements or documents related to 

moneylending. These 30 documents depict the transactions between 21 named lenders from 

Jeme and individuals in a variety of towns in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes55. This 

group fits into a larger corpus of documents relating to moneylending in Jeme that has already 

received some attention, particularly in relation to the participation of women56. The small 

                                                
54 History of the Patriarchs in Evetts (1910) 69. 
55 Assuming the Andreases of O.Deir er-Roumi 27 & 28 are the same individual, and not including 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 131, in which the name of the lender is lost. The 30 documents are listed below in fn. 62. 
56 See Wilfong (1990) and Wilfong (2002) chapter 5. More recently, Papaconstantinou (2011) created an initial 
prosopography of moneylenders in early Islamic Egypt and South Palestine. A list of 63 moneylenders from the 
Theban area can be found on pages 640-646. 
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group of documents under discussion here, however, focuses on moneylending between the 

lenders of Jeme and residents of other towns. These texts exhibit a number of features which 

speak both of the role of Jeme within the economy of the wider region, and of its own wealth. 

Moreover, these documents indicate the existence of actively maintained social links between 

groups, through which lending to individuals from disparate localities was enabled. 

 

Two types of documents evidence loan agreements: the loan-contract itself, and documents in 

which a security on a loan is returned to, or relinquished by, the borrower. Of the 30 texts 

under examination here, only eight are related to securities and these rarely provide any 

information about the loan itself: the borrower simply writes to the sender to state either that 

they no longer have any claim to the security deposited with the lender, or that they received 

their security back and cannot sue the lender regarding it. Loan agreements, which form the 

majority of the texts under discussion and are the principal contract in which the terms of the 

loan are laid out, naturally have more detail about what is owed by the borrower. A typical 

example of a loan agreement is O.Medin.HabuCopt. 60: 

 

I, Michaias the son of Enoch who is ascribed to Terkot in the nome of Ermont, write 

to Pekosh the son of Manasseh in Jeme, a kastron of Ermont. By the will of God I 

owe you a gold holokottinos, complete on your scales, and I am ready to give this to 

you in Paone of the sixth (year) with its interest, which is an artaba of sesame, 

without any dispute. I, Michaias the son of Enoch, assent to this document and 

everything written in it. I, Apa Dios the son of Paulos, the humblest priest of the 

church of Terkot, he asked me and I wrote this document. I wrote for him, since he 

does not know how (to write), on the twentieth of Mechir, under Dios the lashane of 

Jeme, and I witness. I, Iohannes (son) of Pisente, witness. I, Patape the son of Plein, 

witness. 

 

Compared to the child donation contracts from the monastery of Phoibammon, these loans are 

relatively short. They contain minimal detail and are usually written on ostraca and witnessed 

by only one or two witnesses. The document is written with the borrower as first party, who 

sets out how much he owes the lender (usually using the Greek verb χρεωστῶ, in this case one 

gold holokottinos) and the interest to be paid on it (here one artaba of sesame). The repayment 

of interest on the loan in produce is not unusual. This, and the fact that repayment was 
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regularly in the month of Paone, at the end of the harvest57, both suggest that farmers were the 

primary borrowers in most loan agreements58. 

 

Geographical Distribution and Direction of Movement 

    

Fig. 3.1 displays all the towns connected to Jeme through loan agreements and the locations 

of these towns, as far as they are known. Those toponyms placed in the Nile Valley with a 

corresponding marker point have a specific location; except where the toponym is followed 

by (?), as in the case of Terkot, in which case the location is speculative. Toponyms which are 

associated with a particular nome in the documentary texts, but whose exact location is 

unknown, are listed under the nome labels59. Those followed by (?), such as Papar and Kalba, 

are not associated with these nomes in the documentation, but are so by modern scholars. The 

toponyms under the heading ‘Unlocated’ are not associated with any particular nome. The 

numbers next to some of the toponyms indicate the number of attested loans, when greater 

than one, between Jeme and that place60. 

 

It can be clearly seen that the majority of the loans between Jeme and other places took place 

within the Hermonthite nome (20-2161), whereas only a few connect Jeme to toponyms within 

the Koptite nome (5-6)62. The villages involved extend from approximately 20km downriver 

from Jeme (Terkot) to 27km upriver (Tse), forming a rough 27km radius around Jeme for 

                                                
57 Nineteen of the documents under examination contain a surviving repayment date. Of these, only O.Deir er-
Roumi 27, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 65, and O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62 are to be repaid in a time other than the harvest 
(which covers mid-February to the end of May); the first two specify Thoth, the last “the sowing” (ϩⲙⲡϫⲱ, l. 6), 
which occurs between October and mid-February, in which range Thoth does not fall. 
58 See the comments of Bagnall (1977) 86-87. Bagnall uses documents from the fourth century, but argues that 
there was little change in these patterns throughout the centuries (p. 85). 
59 The thick line across the map under Tse roughly represents where the nome boundary must have been, as 
based on the known locations of Tse (Koptite nome) and Timamen (Hermonthite nome; not shown here, see 
Appendix A, pp. 290-291). The further boundaries of the Koptite and Hermonthite nomes are beyond the borders 
of this map, although the northern boundary of the Koptite nome would not have been much further north. See 
Fig. 3.2. 
60 Unless otherwise specified, the conventions listed here will be followed for all following maps of this nature. 
61 21 if Kalba is indeed a Hermonthite village, 20 if this is not the case. 
62 The texts associated with each toponym are as follows: Apé (O.Mich.Copt. 13); Kalba (SB Kopt. II 908); Ne 
(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 131); Pajment (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62); Pakale (P.KRU 62); Papar (O.CrumST 429); 
Pashme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 64); Patoubasten (O.Deir er-Roumi 27; 28; O.Vind.Copt. 28); Petemout 
(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70; 72; P.Lond. V 1720; O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/2); Pisinai (SB Kopt. III 1382); Pmilis 
(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 74); Psamer (Coptica #44); Psenantonios (O.Crum Ad.17); Psenheaei 
(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 96); Tche (O.Crum Ad.16); Terkot (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55; 58; 59; 60; O.Brit.Mus.Copt. 
I 76/4); Thone (O.CrumST 424; O.CrumVC 25); Tmoh Pajeme (P.KRU 63v); Tourese (O.Crum 160); Tse 
(P.KRU 59). 
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nevertheless used lenders from Jeme. We must therefore assume that for some borrowers it 

was more advantageous to use the lenders in Jeme rather than those in the nearer towns and 

cities. What this advantage was is not clear. It is unlikely that the lenders of Jeme provided 

better interest rates, as the rates in loans from this period seem fairly uniform66. A more likely 

reason, as is suggested by the evidence of Pekosh’s interactions with individuals in Terkot 

(see below pp. 151-153), is that these loans were enabled through already established 

connections, social or otherwise, between the lenders and either the borrowers themselves or 

their acquaintances. 

 

From a documentary viewpoint, the direction of these loans is toward Jeme. That is, the 

borrowers address the documents to the lenders in Jeme, where they were also kept. The net 

balance of the resources moved in these loans was also toward Jeme; the lenders sent money 

out, and this was eventually returned to Jeme along with interest (usually produce). Because 

of this, it is also assumed that the movement of people was likewise toward Jeme. That is, the 

borrowers came to the lenders67. However, the locations of the scribes and witnesses in these 

documents indicate that, in fact, the reverse is true. It was shown in Section I that in virtually 

all secular documents in which the scribes and witnesses are located (primarily loan 

agreements), the locations of these individuals match that of the first party68. It is therefore 

likely that these loan agreements, all with lenders from Jeme and borrowers from elsewhere, 

were drawn up outside of Jeme at the borrower’s location69. Given the unlikelihood that the 

loan contract was drawn up without the lender’s input, it follows that some, if not all, of the 

lenders of Jeme were travelling to their clients’ locations to conduct business. This was no 

doubt preferable to the borrowers, who would presumably not wish to spend too much time 

                                                
66 See below, p. 155. 
67 Wilfong (2002) 128 remarks that it is significant that borrowers from distant locations turned to Jeme for 
money considering the effort it would require to travel there. Keenan (1981) 479 refers to villagers travelling to 
cities for brief sojourns in order to secure a loan, then returning, cash in hand. 
68 pp. 58-61. This can also be seen on a smaller scale with the documents of Pekosh listed below in Table 3.1. 
69 A contrary example might be seen in an eighth century loan agreement recently published as Coptica #43. 
This text, in which Psan from Terkot (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ, ll. 2, 12) borrows money from NN son of Zacharias “from 
Jeme” (ϩⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 4), was written by “Athanasios the scribe of Jeme” (ⲁⲑⲁⲛⲁⲥⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁ(ⲧⲉⲩⲥ) ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 
14 – the same Athanasios also appears in P.Mon.Epiph. 163.15,18), i.e. the scribe’s location matches that of the 
lender. However, Psan’s full designator is lost, the surviving part reads “the man of Trekot who lives [in …] in 
the nome of Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩ[ⲏϩ ϩⲛZ- …] ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲣZⲙⲟⲛ\ⲧ/, ll. 2-3). As was described in 
Section I (p. 43), this construction is regularly used to indicate someone who now lives somewhere other than 
their place of origin, and usually in a monastic community. It is therefore likely that Psan was not in Terkot at 
the time this agreement was made, but rather living somewhere else, perhaps even on the mountain of Jeme, 
which would explain the presence of Athanasios. The obscurity of Psan’s current location excludes the use of 
this text to indicate another connection between Jeme and Terkot. 
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away from their businesses, whereas a professional lender such as Pekosh or Koloje would 

have the time and inclination to travel for business70. 

 

That it was the lenders who travelled from Jeme implies that the lenders bore the cost of 

travel, indicating that this cost was lower than the return on the loan. It was suggested above 

that acquiring a pass to travel to other nomes was free of an administrative fee. Therefore, as 

most places with which the lenders of Jeme were in contact are not more than a day’s travel 

away, the travel costs were likely affordable71. There were, however, other costs associated 

with lending. It was noted above that in most of the loans under examination here, the interest 

was paid in produce. This would need to have been transported back to Jeme or to whatever 

markets the lender wished to sell it. O.Crum 160 (date unknown) provides some indication of 

who would bear the cost of this transport. In this text, Severos son of Solomon from Tourese, 

writes to Shenetom son of Teus from Jeme, from whom he has borrowed a gold tremis. 

Severos states that he will repay the loan in wine in the coming harvest and further adds: “you 

will bring your pots for them (the wine), and I will pay the cost of carriage to send them to 

your house” (ⲛⲅⲉⲛⲛⲉⲕϣⲁϣⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁϯⲧⲟⲩϩⲩⲙⲉ� ⲛⲧⲁⲗⲁ�ⲟ�ⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲏⲓ, ll. 9-10). The 

situation here is as follows: after the harvest Shenetom or his agent must take pots to the 

estate of Severos to collect the wine, for which Severos will pay the transport cost, likely the 

hiring of a team of donkeys, to send it back to Jeme72. Whether or not it is Shenetom who 

bears the cost of transporting the pots to Severos’ estate in the first place is not explicit. This 

is the only example amongst the Jeme loan agreements which mentions who bore the cost of 

transport, so it is unknown whether this was the normal arrangement. 

 

Most of the lenders of Jeme who interacted with people from other towns in these documents 

are attested in such a role only once73. However one lender, Pekosh son of Manasseh and 

Koloje, lent money to people outside of Jeme on at least five occasions. Of the five 

                                                
70 It may also have been the case that the lenders were instrumental in selecting what was put up as a security 
against the loan. That is, by being at the borrower’s location they could assess the risk and the likelihood of 
repayment by seeing the borrower’s property. 
71 The acquisition of a safe-conduct document would only be necessary for those loans dated after 714/715, 
when this system was introduced. There would still have been other costs associated with travel, however. 
Notably the hiring of pack animals, if necessary, and the purchasing of provisions. 
72 On the use of donkeys for land transport in Egypt see Adams (2007) 56-58. See also p. 85 for the expenses 
involved with keeping them. 
73 However some, such as Koloje daughter of Hello, are lenders in other agreements in which the borrower is 
either from Jeme or unlocated. For a complete list of the documents relating to Koloje and her family see 
Wilfong (1990) 179. Wilfong (2002) 120-124 discusses the specific documents which relate to Koloje’s 
moneylending activities. 
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individuals he lent to, moreover, four were residents of Terkot74. These documents suggest a 

potential mechanism by which the inhabitants of other towns might have contacted lenders 

from Jeme, and therefore require particular consideration. Some of the individuals from 

Terkot mentioned in these documents as borrowers or witnesses also appear in other loans by 

Pekosh to residents of Terkot. The individuals involved in each of the four documents are set 

out in Table 3.175. 

 

P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    BorrowerBorrowerBorrowerBorrower WitnessesWitnessesWitnessesWitnesses ScribeScribeScribeScribe 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
55 

Iohannes son of 
Pisente (Terkot) 

None Iohannes son of 
Matthusala 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
58 

Michaias son of 
Enoch (Terkot) 

None Moses, deacon of the 
Church of Terkot 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
59 

Andreas son of 
Matthaias (Terkot) 

Iohannes son of 
Pisente 

Moses the lector 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
60 

Michaias son of 
Enoch (Terkot) 

Iohannes son of 
Pisente & Patape son 
of Plein 

Apa Dios son of 
Paulos, priest of the 
Church of Terkot 

Table 3.1. Individuals involved in the loans of Pekosh son of Manasseh and Koloje 

 

A number of aspects of this table are worth consideration: 

• Iohannes son of Pisente is the borrower in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55 and also acts as a 

witness in both O.Medin.HabuCopt. 59 and 60. 

• Michaias son of Enoch is the borrower in both O.Medin.HabuCopt. 58 and 60. 

• The scribes of O.Medin.HabuCopt. 58, 59, and 60 are all church officials, two of 

which are associated with the Church of Terkot. The other, Moses the lector, may also 

be associated with this church and may even be equated with Moses the deacon, 

although Moses is too common a name to make this certain. 

 

As three out of the four scribes were church officials, the loan agreements were possibly 

drawn up at the church in Terkot, and it may be that the witnesses were present in the church 

when this occurred. Beyond this, the fact that Pekosh lends twice to Michaias son of Enoch 

suggests that a relationship between them (business or otherwise) was maintained beyond the 

                                                
74 The fifth, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70, was a woman from Petemout. 
75 Establishing a relative date for these four texts is impossible, as none are dated by indiction years. Based on 
Pekosh’s mother’s association with the monk Frange, who is thought to have been active in the early eighth 
century (Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 10), these documents should be roughly dated to the first half of the same 
century. 
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end of the first loan. The presence of Iohannes son of Pisente in three of the loans as a 

borrower and witness, including one of the loans to Michaias, suggests that Iohannes was 

either socially close to the people Pekosh was lending to, or frequented the place in which 

these documents were drawn up. 

 

Pekosh and his family, all professional moneylenders, lent on securities and did not 

necessarily need to ensure repayment through other means, such as only lending along social 

ties in order to increase the likelihood of repayment76. That said, market transactions, such as 

loans, tend to flow along already established lines of communication77. It is plausible, 

therefore, that Pekosh maintained ties to a group of mutually known individuals from Terkot, 

and that he lent to a number of the individuals within this group based on the strength of his 

ties to them. Whether or not Pekosh initially lent to just one of these individuals, say Iohannes 

or Michaias, and through their recommendations increased his client base in the town of 

Terkot is not evident in the texts but is certainly a possibility. A more interesting question 

would be how this link was established in the first place, but this is impossible to answer on 

the strength of the current evidence. It is worth noting, however, that no one else in Pekosh’s 

family (including his mother and son) lent to people from Terkot78. While it is unlikely, in 

this case, that Pekosh’s connections were passed through the family, both Pekosh and his 

mother lent to women from Petemout, so the possibility that that some connections were 

passed down through the family still remains79. 

 

Only two other lenders from Jeme have more than one document associated with them in this 

dataset. One, Daniel son of Pachom, lends half a holokottinos to individuals from Pakale 

(P.KRU 62), and Tmoh Pajeme (P.KRU 63v). The other is problematic. O.Deir er-Roumi 27 

and 28, both excavated from the monastic site at Deir er-Roumi, are two loan agreements in 

which the lender is from Jeme and the borrower is an individual from the town of 

Patoubasten, in the nome of Ermont: in 27 the lender is Andreas son of Tkoukle (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ 

ⲛⲧⲕⲟⲩⲕⲗⲉ, ll. 4-5), and in 28 the lender is Andreas son of Petros (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ, l. 4)80. 

Given that both loan agreements were found at the same site, and that the lender in both is 

Andreas, it is likely that these two men are the same individual, that is, Andreas the son of 

                                                
76 See the discussion on securities below pp. 159-161. 
77 Gibbs (2012) 46-49. 
78 One other lender from Jeme, Sabinos, lends to someone from Terkot (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 76/4), but none of 
the individuals mentioned in this text bear any relation to those from Pekosh’s loans. 
79 O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70 (Pekosh) and 72 (Koloje). 
80 O.Deir er-Roumi 27 & 28 have been re-edited as SB Kopt. IV 1790 & 1791 respectively. 
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Tkoukle and Petros81. If this is the case, this is another instance in which a lender from Jeme 

loans to more than one individual from a particular town. Unfortunately the witness 

statements in O.Deir er-Roumi 27 are lost, so it is impossible to establish whether any 

connection existed between Andreas’ contacts in Patoubasten. 

 

One final aspect of the geographical spread of these loans is worthy of note, if only for its 

curious aspect. Four of the documents forming this dataset relate to loans to individuals from 

Petemout. All four of these documents are from different lenders and different time periods, 

yet all relate to securities left by women of this town. In P.Lond. V 1720 (549), Nonna 

daughter of Tsabinos from the kastron Kerameos82 sells a gold earring to Maria daughter of 

Paulos (from Jeme), which she had left with Maria as a security, for the difference between 

the debt and the earring’s worth83. In O.Medin.HabuCopt. 72 (seventh to eighth centuries), 

Mariham daughter of Pebo (from Petemout) relinquishes her claim to a chain she left with 

Koloje daughter of Hello as a security for a debt of two holokottinoi. Another woman from 

this town, Pia daughter of Pelatos, has her securities returned to her by Koloje’s son, Pekosh, 

in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70 (eighth century). Finally, Ankerontse renounces her claim to a 

silver bracelet she left as a security against a loan with Netom in O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/2 

(seventh to eighth centuries). The frequent presence of women from Petemout in the 

documentation from western Thebes (particularly in the documentation of Frange) has been 

noted by others, and has led to the suggestion that there may have been a female ascetic 

community based there84. Whether or not this is true cannot be determined on the available 

evidence, however the pattern visible in these documents does suggest that there was a 

community of women at Petemout who were particularly engaged with the inhabitants of 

Jeme and western Thebes; a monastic community would fit this profile. 

                                                
81 An individual giving a patronymic in one text and a matronymic in another is not unusual. In 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55.4-5, Pekosh is called “the son of Manasseh” (ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙZⲙⲁⲛⲁⲥⲏ), whereas in 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 58.4-5, Pekosh is “the son of Koloje” (ⲡϣⲏZⲛⲛⲕⲟⲩⲗⲱϫⲉ). Note also that an Andreas from 
Jeme also occurs as a lender in Coptica #44, where he is the son of Ph… (ⲫⲁ�[…, l. 3), and in 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62 (patronymic not given). In the first instance the interest rate charged (1½ artabas of 
wheat per holokottinos) is the same as that in O. Deir er-Roumi 27. However, interest rates are likely to be fairly 
standardised and without a patronymic it is impossible to know if either of these should be equated with Andreas 
son of Tkoukle and Petros. Curiously, O.Deir er-Roumi 31 (SB Kopt. IV 1792) is another loan agreement from 
Deir er-Roumi in which the lender is an Andreas, this time the son of Pso (ll. 3-4). Neither his location nor that 
of the borrower is given. 
82 This is the name given to Petemout in Greek documents. See Appendix A, p. 258. 
83 On the back of this Greek text is the Coptic O.CrumST 439, which may relate to securities held at Petemout – 
see MacCoull (1993). 
84 Heurtel (2008:B) 100-102; Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 19. Wilfong (2002) 133 notes this pattern and 
suggests that it may be because of particular associations of the moneylenders, however the diversity in date and 
the individuals involved in each case lend themselves more toward the arguments of Boud’hors and Heurtel. 
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Loan Mechanics: Interest and Securities 

 

It is demonstrable that the lenders of Jeme were actively involved in loans with individuals 

from communities beyond their immediate neighbourhood. An examination of the conditions 

of the loans provides an idea of the resources that were circulating in the region and permits 

an assessment of the role that the lenders played in this economy. Half of the twenty-two loan 

agreements that connect Jeme with other towns specify the amount of interest to be paid on 

the loan. The details of these eleven loans are laid out in Table 3.2. In most cases, the loans 

were repaid in a combination of cash and kind. Usually the amount borrowed was repaid in 

coin and the interest was repaid in kind, however O.CrumVC 25 shows that the reverse could 

also occur. Three individuals repaid both the amount borrowed and the interest in produce. In 

these cases, it is likely that the loan was still in coin. The language in these texts states only 

what is owed (using a variant of ⲉⲓⲭⲣⲓⲱⲥⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ “I owe you”, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55.5-6), 

and texts such as O.Crum 160, in which a man borrows a gold tremis and will repay entirely 

in wine, clearly indicate that this scenario is possible. Coin is also much easier to transport to 

the borrower’s location and would not require additional transport costs. The amounts of coin 

are measured in either the holokottinos, the standard gold coin of the period, or the tremis, 

which was worth one third of the holokottinos85. 

 

It is difficult to know exactly how much profit the lenders of Jeme were making on these 

loans, as the price of a particular produce at any given time is difficult to calculate. It is 

thought, however, that the interest rate was in the vicinity of 16⅔%86. However, not all loans 

mention interest and some specify that the loan does not carry it. Three documents among the 

present corpus specifically state that the amount to be repaid is without interest. The clearest 

of these is O.Crum Ad.17, in which two sons of Plou from Psenantonios write to Andreas of 

Jeme that they owe him (ⲧⲛZⲭⲣⲉⲱⲥⲧⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ, l. 7) two gold tremisses and two diplai of wine 

(one tremis and one dipla each). They will repay the coin in the current year “without interest” 

                                                
85 Wilfong (2002) xxvi. The terms solidus and nomisma are synonymous with holokottinos. As a point of 
comparison, an entire house in Jeme could be bought for around four (P.KRU 15.46-48) to six (P.KRU 14.47-
48) holokottinoi, although houses are more usually sold in shares. 
86 Wilfong (1990) 174; Papaconstantinou (2011) 633. This rate can be seen in O.CrumVC 25. There Mariham is 
paying 1 holokottinos in produce and a half tremis in interest. Given that a tremis is worth 1/3 of a holokottinos, 
the interest is worth 1/6 (or 16⅔%) of the loan. Looking at fourth century documents, Bagnall (1977) 91 claims 
that by repaying in kind the borrowers could end up paying as much as 50% in interest. Although he also argues 
that there was little change outside this period (p. 85), extending his remark to include four centuries outside the 
period he discusses is perhaps taking liberties with his argument. Such rates are notably higher than the 
maximum rate of 12% on loans in kind established by Justinian in the sixth century; see Gofas (2002) 1097. 
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(ⲁⲧⲙⲏⲥⲉ, l. 14), and the wine in the following year87. In O.CrumST 429, Moses son of 

Stephanos, from Papar, writes to Jacob son of Petros, from Jeme, that he owes him 

(ϯⲭⲣⲉⲱⲥⲧⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ, l. 14) a gold tremis, to be paid in the coming harvest. Moses then writes “if 

the appointed time passes by, I will pay interest to you on it” (ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲙⲓⲁ ⲟⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ 

ⲉⲓⲛⲁϯ ⲙⲏⲥⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲁⲣⲟϥ, ll. 6-7). Finally, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 131 is a damaged document 

from a deacon of Ne, of which the content is mostly lost. Nevertheless, the phrases 

“concerning a ho of wheat” (ϩⲁ ⲛZⲟⲩϩⲟ ⲛZⲥⲟⲩⲟ, l. 4) and particularly “without interest in 

Paone” (ⲁⲧϣⲱⲙ ϣⲁⲡⲁⲱ[ⲛⲉ], l. 5) indicate that this document is a loan agreement. 

 
P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    Lender (from Lender (from Lender (from Lender (from 

Jeme)Jeme)Jeme)Jeme)    
Location of Location of Location of Location of 
BorrowerBorrowerBorrowerBorrower    

Amount owedAmount owedAmount owedAmount owed88    InterestInterestInterestInterest    

Coptica #44 Andreas son of 
NN 

Psamer 1 gold hol. 1½ artabas of 
wheat 

O. Deir er-Roumi 28 Andreas son of 
Petros 

Patoubasten ½ hol. 8 artabas of 
[ ? ] 

O. Deir er-Roumi 27 Andreas son of 
Tkoukle 

Patoubasten 3 gold hol. 1½ artabas of 
wheat per hol. 

O.CrumVC 25 Mariham 
daughter of 
Basileos 

Thone ½ hol. worth of 
wheat & ½ hol. 
worth of orax 

½ tremis 

O.CrumST 424 Paham son of 
Sebetos 

Thone ½ gold tremis 6 maje of wheat 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
58 

Pekosh son of 
Koloje 

Terkot 1 gold tremis 1 mosne of 
sesame 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
55 

Pekosh son of 
Manasseh 

Terkot 1 artaba of wheat 1 ment of wheat 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
59 

Pekosh son of 
Manasseh 

Terkot 2 gold tremisses 8 maje of lentils 
per tremis 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
60 

Pekosh son of 
Manasseh 

Terkot 1 gold hol.  1 artaba of 
sesame 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
64 

Pisrael Pashme 8½ artabas of 
seed-grain wheat 

2 maje of wheat 
per artaba 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
76/4 

Sabinos Terkot 3½ artabas of 
lentils 

1 ment of 
lentils per 
artaba 

Table 3.2. List of loans with interest amounts specified89 

 

                                                
87 O.Crum Ad.17 has recently been re-edited as Coptica #41. Where applicable I have taken the corrections into 
account. 
88 This amount excludes interest. Note that holokottinos is abbreviated as ‘hol.’ in this table. 
89 Arranged alphabetically by lender. 
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While it may be that some loans were legitimately without interest, as is perhaps the case in 

O.CrumST 429 where interest is only to be paid if the loan is repaid late, it is arguable that 

many documents said to be ‘without interest’ already include the interest in the amount owed. 

In this case, ‘without interest’ simply means that no additional interest will be paid on the 

amount stated90. Thus, in a loan without interest such as O.Crum Ad.17, it may be that the 

debtors were loaned a tremis each, which they were to repay with interest of one dipla of wine 

per tremis91. This scenario would fit well with the pattern of repaying the amount borrowed in 

coin and the interest in kind visible in Table 3.2.  

 

In a further seven loan agreements between the lenders of Jeme and borrowers from 

elsewhere, interest is not mentioned at all. While some of these use the formula “I owe you”, 

which suggests that they were conceived as loans, others do not. It is therefore questionable 

whether or not some of these documents should be considered loans at all. The clauses 

detailing what will be repaid in these documents are laid out in Table 3.3. 

 

The wording of some of these, such as P.KRU 62, in which the borrower says he will account 

for the money, is ambiguous, yet it is no stretch of the imagination to think that accounting for 

the amount borrowed might include paying interest. More difficult to interpret are the cases in 

which the borrower says he will sow a field (P.KRU 59 and O.Vind.Copt. 28) or give produce 

for the money after the harvest (O.Crum 160 and SB Kopt. III 1382). Such documents could 

be interpreted as either contracts to sow a field or sales of produce in advance of their 

production92. Against this possibility in fourth century loans, Roger Bagnall has argued that 

the similarity in the language between these documents and loan agreements suggests that they 

too are loans. The lack of any mention of interest does not indicate that there was no interest, 

rather that the interest was already included in the amount to be repaid93. Although Bagnall is 

arguing on the basis of earlier evidence, the Coptic loans from Jeme show a similar pattern. 

                                                
90 This is the view of Pestman (1971), who compared Greek and Demotic loan agreements primarily from the 
Ptolemaic period. He notes that Demotic loans frequently indicate only what is owed, not the principal loan (pp. 
7-8) and that Demotists translate a demotic phrase ‘including interest’ which is thought to be the equivalent of 
the Greek ἄτοκος, ‘without interest’ (p. 15). Pestman concludes that while some loans may legitimately have 
been interest free, or have had the interest paid through favours, the majority which are said to be ἄτοκος have 
the interest included in the amount stated as owed (pp. 26-27). He was followed in this view by Bagnall (1977) 
95, who worked mainly with Greek texts from the Roman period and added that this practice was likely a 
mechanism to avoid stating the interest rate charged, and by Markiewicz (2009) 188. 
91 Indeed the editors of the re-edition of this text (Coptica #41) translate ⲁⲧⲙⲏⲥⲉ (“without interest”, l. 14) with 
“inklusive Zinsen”. 
92 See the comments of Boak and Youtie in the introduction to P.Cair.Isid. 90. 
93 Bagnall (1977) 86 and 92-94. 



 158 

The characteristic “I owe you” formula seen in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62 and SB Kopt. III 1382, 

for instance, is also used in ten of the eleven documents mentioning interest listed above94. 

The “you gave me” formula (sometimes “I asked and you gave”) seen in the five other 

documents in Table 3.3 is less common in loan agreements that mention interest, but does still 

occur, for instance in O.Deir er-Roumi 27.7. Moreover, this formula does not occur in sowing 

contracts such as O.CrumST 38 or those from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon95. If these 

documents were sales in advance, we might also expect the Greek designation πρᾶσις (‘sale’), 

common in Coptic deeds of sale, to be used96. It is therefore likely that these documents are 

loan agreements and that the interest to be paid is included in the amount owed97. 

 
P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    Lender / Lender / Lender / Lender / 

Location of Location of Location of Location of 
BorrowerBorrowerBorrowerBorrower    

Payment CPayment CPayment CPayment Clauselauselauselause    

O.Crum 160 Shenetom son of 
Teus 
/ 
Tourese 

“I asked you and you … and gave a gold tremis to me in 
my need. Now I am ready to repay you five baskets of wine 
in the coming harvest” 
ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲁⲕⲣϩⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ98 ⲁⲕϫⲓⲟⲩⲧⲉⲣⲙⲏⲥⲓⲟⲛ 
ⲛⲛⲟⲟⲩⲃ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ϯⲟ ⲛϩⲩⲧⲉ�ⲙⲟⲥ 
ⲛⲧⲁⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲧⲛⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲛⲟϥ� ⲛⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲙⲡϫⲱⲗ ⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ 
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ, ll. 5-9 
 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
62 

Andreas 
/ 
Pajment 

“I owe you two koeis of wine, and I will give them to you 
in the sowing, one in lentils and one in wheat” 
ϯⲭⲣⲏⲱⲥⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲥⲛⲁⲩ ⲛZⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛZⲏⲣⲡ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲕ 
ϩⲙⲡϫⲱ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛZⲁⲣϣⲓⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲛZⲥⲟⲩⲟ, ll. 4-7 
 

O.Vind.Copt. 2899 Patermouthios 
son of NN 
/ 
Patoubasten 

“you came before me and you gave half a gold holokottinos 
to me in my need [for my] tax. Now, by the will of God, I 
am ready to sow a rerme of land for you on its account” 
ⲁⲕⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ϩⲁ� ⲧ�[ⲁϩⲏ ⲁⲕϯ]ⲟⲩⲡⲉϣⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲗⲟⲕⲟⲧ/ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃ ⲛⲁⲓ 
ⲉⲧⲁⲭⲣⲓⲁ . [ . . ⲡⲁ]ⲧⲏⲙⲟⲥⲓⲟⲛ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ϩⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲱϣⲉ 
ⲛⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϯⲟ ⲛ[ϩⲉⲧⲉ]ⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁϫⲟ ⲟⲩⲣⲉⲣⲙⲏ ⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲛⲁⲕ 
ϩⲁⲣⲟⲥ, ll. 4-7 
 

 

                                                
94 Coptica #44.6; O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 76/4.4; O.CrumST 424.6-7; O.CrumVC 25.7; O.Deir er-Roumi 28.6-7; 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55.5-6; 58.6; 59.4; 60.4; and 64.4. 
95 See above, p. 101, and the references there. 
96 See the attestations in Förster (2002) 669-670. 
97 Bagnall (1977) 94 believes that the avoidance of mentioning the amount of interest charged on a loan stems 
from the fact that the rate was illegal. 
98 In the edition of this text, Crum (note 3) remarks: “Obscure if correct. ? Cf. ahe ‘to need’.” 
99 Originally published as O.CrumST 41. 
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P.KRU 59 Phane son of 
Petros 
/ 
Tse 
 
 

“I asked you and you gave a holokottinos and a half to me 
in my need, that I sow a stohe and a half of flax for you for 
it, in my field” 
ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕ[ⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙ]ⲙⲟⲕ ⲁⲕϯ ⲟⲩϩⲟⲗⲟⲕ/ ⲟⲩϭⲁⲥ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁⲭⲣⲉⲓⲁ 
ⲉⲧⲣⲁϫⲟ ⲟⲩⲥⲧⲓⲱϩ ⲟⲩϭⲁⲥ ⲙ�ⲙⲁϩⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲁⲣⲟϥ ϩⲛⲡⲁϩⲟⲓ, ll. 
3-4 
 

P.KRU 62 Daniel son of 
Pachom 
/ 
Pakale 

“you gave half a gold holokottinos to me in my need, now, 
by the will of God I will account for it to you in Paone” 
ⲁⲕⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲡⲉϣⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲗⲟⲕⲟⲧⲥⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃ ⲛⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲁ�ⲭ�ⲣ�ⲓ�[ⲁ 
ⲧ]ⲉⲛ�ⲟ�ⲩ� ϩⲙⲡⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲁ[ⲡ]ⲟⲩⲗⲟⲅⲓⲥⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ 
ⲛⲉⲕ ϣⲁⲡⲁⲱⲛⲉ, ll. 5-8 
 

P.KRU 63v Daniel son of 
Pachom 
/ 
Tmoh Pajeme 

“I asked you and you gave half a holokottinos to me for 
dates. I am ready to give it to you in accordance with what 
is coming out100” 
ⲁⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁ[ⲗⲉ] ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲁⲕⲧⲓ ⲟⲩⲡⲏϣⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲗⲟⲕ[ ] ⲛⲏⲓ 
ⲁϫⲛⲃⲛⲛⲉ ϯⲱ ϩⲏⲧⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲓⲥ ⲛⲏⲕ ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲃ[ⲟⲗ], ll. 
5-9 
 

SB Kopt. III 1382 NN 
/ 
Pisinai 

“I owe you a gold dove and I will give them (sic) to you in 
wine in the harvest without any dispute, and further, I will 
give four garments to you, so that I will not neglect you in 
anything, and further I will give three and a half jise of land 
to you every year” 
ⲧⲉ�[ⲭⲣⲉⲱⲥⲧ]ⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲟⲩϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲃ ⲛⲧⲁⲧ�[ⲁⲁ]ⲩ ⲛⲁⲕ 
ⲛⲏⲣⲡ ϩⲛ ⲡϫⲱⲱ�ⲗⲉ ⲛⲁⲧⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲙⲫⲓⲃⲟⲗⲓⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲟⲛⲥ�ⲉⲛⲧⲏⲛ101 ⲟⲩⲛ ϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲁⲧⲁⲁⲩ [ⲛⲁ]ⲕ� ϫⲉ 
ⲛⲉⲓⲕⲁⲧⲁⲫⲣⲟⲛⲉ ⲙZⲙⲟⲕ ϩⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛ[ϩ]ⲟ�ⲃ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲛ 
ⲛⲧⲁϯϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ ⲟⲩϭZⲥZ ⲛϫⲏⲥⲉ ⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲕ�ⲁ�ⲧ�ⲁ� ⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ, ll. 4-
10 

Table 3.3. Payment clauses in loans not mentioning interest 

 

The use of established social connections to facilitate an agreement between lenders and 

borrowers, particularly those from other locations, was discussed above in the case of Pekosh 

son of Manasseh. There it was argued that Pekosh utilised one of his borrowers’ network of 

contacts to gain further clients in the village of Terkot. Beyond this, it has been suggested by 

others that social contacts were important in order to gain a measure of security on the loan; 

social knowledge of the borrower was necessary to assess risk and to have some measure of 

assurance that a loan would be repaid102. However, the evidence from the Jeme loan 

                                                
100 Presumably a reference to the success of the date harvest – cf. the translation of Till (1964) 142. 
101 Read σινδόνιον: ‘a garment; anything made of linen’: Förster (2002) 729. 
102 Bang (2006) 58; Lerouxel (2008) 175; and Papaconstantinou (2011) 632-633. 
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agreements shows that this was not necessarily the case. In the first place, the lenders could 

assess their borrowers’ abilities to pay by going to them to have the initial contract drawn up. 

Second, the recording of the loan is itself a form of security; drawing the agreement up with 

penalty clauses and witnesses was only worthwhile if there was recourse to a judicial process 

in the eventuality of a dispute103. Finally, a number of documents show that at least some of 

the lenders of Jeme lent on physical securities and were therefore more akin to pawnbrokers. 

 

P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    LenderLenderLenderLender    Location of Location of Location of Location of 
BorrowerBorrowerBorrowerBorrower    

Security Security Security Security 
DepositedDepositedDepositedDeposited    

Amount BAmount BAmount BAmount Borrowedorrowedorrowedorrowed    

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
78/2 

Netom Petemout 
(woman) 

Silver bracelet  

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
70 

Pekosh son of 
Koloje & 
Manasseh 

Petemout 
(woman) 

22 miscellaneous 
and 15 bronze 
items 

 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
72 

Koloje daughter 
of Hello 

Petemout 
(woman) 

Chain 2 holokottinoi 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
74 

Zacharias son of 
NN 

Pmilis (woman) Unknown items 5 tremisses 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
96 

Manasseh son of 
Pekosh 

Pesenheaei Gold necklace  

O.Mich.Copt. 13 Germanos Apé Vessel  

P.Lond. V 1720 Maria daughter of 
Paulos 

Petemout104 
(woman) 

Greek style gold 
earring 

 

SB Kopt. II 908 Benjamin Kalba Iron hammer  

Table 3.4. Securities left on loans 

 

Eight documents from Jeme mention securities deposited against loans by residents of other 

villages (Table 3.4). In all cases except O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70, in which the security is 

returned, the securities are relinquished by their owners, who are unable to meet their debt. 

The items deposited against the loans range from metal tools to vessels, and gold and silver 

jewellery, and, as seen in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70, multiple items might be left against a single 

loan. The amount borrowed and the worth of the security are rarely mentioned, however it is 

reasonable to assume that the security was worth at least as much as, if not more than, the 

loan. This was certainly the case in P.Lond. V 1720, in which the borrower sells to the lender a 

pair of gold earrings left as a “security for a certain debt” (ὑποθηκην ὑπὲρ φανερ[ο(ῦ) χ]ρέους, 

                                                
103 Temin (2001) 174. 
104 Called the kastron Kerameos in this Greek document. 
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ll. 10-11) for their full price of eight gold nomisma. Harold Bell assumed that the earrings 

were sold for the difference between the worth of the debt and the earrings, however it is 

unclear whether this rather large amount was inclusive of the original debt or not105. While it 

might be tempting, based on the evidence of this text, to think that securities were left only on 

loans of large sums, the two security documents in this group that indicate the worth of the 

loan show this not to be the case. In both O.Medin.HabuCopt. 72 and 74, the amounts 

borrowed against securities fall within the range visible in the loans above. 

 

It is difficult to say whether securities were also deposited in the loan agreements discussed 

above (which do not mention them). None of the borrowers who redeem or relinquish their 

securities are attested in any other document from Thebes, so this question cannot be 

answered through prosopographical means. A curious feature of the security texts mentioned 

here is the prevalence of women in them. It has already been mentioned that many of the 

recipients of the loans were likely farmers, however, it is relatively unlikely that these women 

were. Nothing is known about the occupations of the men who borrow on securities (there is 

no mention of the harvest or repayment in produce to suggest they were farmers), however the 

aforementioned prevalence of women in these texts might suggest that the use of securities 

was particularly common when the borrower was not a farmer, and would therefore not have 

had a regularly timed income the lender could depend upon. While it cannot be said with any 

degree of confidence that all loans from Jeme were made on securities, it is likely that some 

were. In Table 3.4, three of the lenders who loan on securities are: Koloje daughter of Hello, 

her son Pekosh, and his own son Manasseh. That three generations of this family lend on 

securities strongly suggests that this was standard practice in their family and, further, that 

some of the other loan agreements issued by them may also have been made on the back of 

securities. These documents do not suggest that all of the lenders of Jeme acted as 

pawnbrokers, however, lending on securities would have been an effective way of minimising 

risk on loans to individuals who did not have a dependable income or who lived in the other 

villages of the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes and with whom the lenders may not 

necessarily have had regular communication. 

 

  

                                                
105 Compare the comments of Bell in the introduction to P.Lond. V 1720 and those of Porten et al. (2011) 459, 
who express this doubt. 
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The Importance of the Moneylenders of Jeme 

 

The loans discussed above were for a range of amounts, from a half tremis to a gold dove106, 

but were usually between one and two gold holokottinoi. As was mentioned, the fact that the 

loans were almost universally repaid in produce at the harvest time suggests that the majority 

of borrowers were farmers107. The reasons for which borrowers needed a loan are rarely 

expressed, however farmers relied on loans in order to both finance the year’s crops and meet 

their tax quotas108. This latter purpose is perhaps expressed in O.Vind.Copt. 28, in which 

Isaac of Patoubasten borrows half a holokottinos “in my need [for my] tax” (ⲉⲧⲁⲭⲣⲓⲁ . [ . . 

ⲡⲁ]ⲧⲏⲙⲟⲥⲓⲟⲛ, ll. 5-6). The former purpose may also be mentioned in P.KRU 63v, in which 

Iohannes of Tmoh Pajeme writes that Daniel son of Pachom gave “half a holokottinos to me 

for dates” (ⲁⲕⲧⲓ ⲟⲩⲡⲏϣⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲗⲟⲕ[ ] ⲛⲏⲓ ⲁϫⲛⲃⲛⲛⲉ109, ll. 6-7). However, the use of the 

preposition ⲉϫⲛ- in this context has the ambiguous meaning ‘for the purpose of’, and may 

mean either that Iohannes was to use the money to fund his date crop, or that Daniel was 

making the loan in return for dates110. 

 

Whether the loans were to pay taxes or fund crops, loans played a critical role in the 

agricultural economy, and hence the economy more generally, of the Koptite and Hermonthite 

nomes111. The benefit ran both ways. For the borrower there was relatively easy access to 

cash (indeed the lender seems to have travelled to the borrower in many instances), and for 

the lender there was the security of the crop or of the pledged items, and payment in a 

combination of both cash and produce, which was a non-depreciating commodity with a 

constant market112. A tally of the coin and produce in the surviving loans would show a 

considerable amount of resources flowing both in and out of Jeme. Moreover, such loans 

would have been sought on a yearly basis and occurred with enough frequency to support at 

least three generations of one moneylending family (the family of Koloje) as well as many 

other lenders from the town. The broad geographical distribution of borrowers that went to 

                                                
106 O.CrumST 424 and SB Kopt. III 1382 respectively. Although the exact value of a gold dove (ⲟⲩϭⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ 
ⲛⲟⲩⲃ) is still unknown, it was clearly worth more than a holokottinos. O.Deir er-Roumi 27, a loan of three 
holokottinoi, would be the most loaned otherwise. On the value of the gold dove, see Grossman & Cromwell 
(2010) 158, and fn. 35. 
107 See above, pp. 147-148. 
108 Bagnall (1977) 86-87; Wilfong (2002) 134; Papaconstantinou (2011) 632. 
109 Read ⲉϫⲛⲃⲛⲛⲉ. 
110 Crum, Dict. 757a-b lists this text under the examples of ⲉϫⲛ- meaning ‘for, on account of’ (b). He translates 
its use in this text as “in return for…”. 
111 Bagnall (1977) 95-96; Papaconstantinou (2011) 632. 
112 Bagnall (1977) 95. 
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Jeme for loans, despite some being close to nome capitals or other large population centres, 

demonstrates Jeme’s importnace in the regional economy and further suggests that Jeme had a 

greater supply of coin than many of the villages with which it was in contact. 

 

It must be remembered, however, that the centrality of Jeme in the documentation may be a 

result of the provenance of these texts. That is, since virtually all the documentation was 

found in western Thebes, and given that the lenders, rather than the borrowers, appear to have 

kept the loan contracts, it is perhaps unsurprising that all the lenders in these documents come 

from Jeme. It is, however, unlikely that Jeme’s position in the economy of the region is 

greatly exaggerated by this facet of the evidence. James Keenan has noted that in Byzantine 

loan agreements the pattern is almost always such that the borrower is from a village and the 

lender from a polis, which he sees as an indicator of village to polis dependency113. If this 

pattern is applicable to seventh and eighth century western Thebes, which Keenan thinks it 

should be114, then Jeme is fulfilling the role of a city for the villages in the networks of its 

lenders. 

 

Even if Jeme’s role is partially magnified by the provenance of the texts, its moneylenders 

were nevertheless an integral part of the way the regional economy worked. Jeme was not a 

polis in any sense of the word, but the loan agreements show that it was more urban than a 

simple farming village. Cities are important because they are hubs in the socio-economic 

networks that link communities together; they have resources which the smaller communities 

in the networks find valuable (be it money, access to officials or whatever characteristic is 

desirable). Jeme was not a city, but the variety of places it is connected to by loan agreements 

suggest that it was a hub, and thus important to the communities in its network. 

 

 

LETTERS AND CONTRACTS: OTHER EVIDENCE FOR JEME’S INTERACTIONS 

 

The rest of the evidence attesting to the interaction of Jeme’s residents with those of other 

towns does not fall easily into well-defined thematic categories, but consists of a range of 

letters, accounts, and legal documents of varying nature and in differing degrees of 

preservation. Consequently, when the documents indicate that a resident of Jeme was in 

                                                
113 Keenan (1981) 482. 
114 Keenan (1981) 485 argues that this pattern is not geographically or temporally bound. 
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contact with someone from another town, or had actually visited it, the purpose of the 

interaction might be completely unknown, well understood or somewhere in between. 

Nevertheless, all texts demonstrate that some kind of interaction occurred and can therefore 

contribute to an understanding of Jeme’s position within the network of interactions which 

covered Egypt and facilitated its social and economic cohesion. 

 

An ideal beginning for the following discussion is to revisit O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82, the 

contract in which Pisente son of Sia “the sailor, the man of Elemou in the nome of Koptos” 

(ⲡⲛⲏϥ ⲡⲣⲙⲉⲗⲉⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲃⲧ, l. 2) agrees to take Enoch son of Pleyen, a man of Jeme 

(ⲡⲣⲙϫⲉⲙⲁ, l. 3) aboard his ship and transport him and his “equipment” (σκευή, l. 5) to 

Antinoe. This text was discussed above in relation to the use of safe-conduct passes for 

travelling abroad115. It is worthy of further examination because of what it also says of the 

costs of river travel and of the many interactions in which someone travelling away from 

home would partake. In return for the transport of him and his goods to Antinoe, Enoch was 

to pay Pisente 18 gold carats (ll. 11-12, equivalent to three quarters of a holokottinos116) – a 

considerable sum, but perhaps not so for a journey of over 400km in one direction and taking 

several days117. In addition to this, Pisente states that he will carry the risk of the stolarches of 

Kos and Koptos (perhaps a reference to a tariff on river travel, as discussed above), and “from 

the outset, everything (i.e. cost) which occurs will be paid jointly, and every passenger who 

boards us, (their fee will be paid) half to me and half to you” (ϫⲓⲛⲛⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲱⲃ ⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ 

ⲉⲛⲁⲙⲟϩϥ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲓⲛⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲟⲩⲏⲧ118 ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲧⲁⲗⲟ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲧⲡⲏϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ� ⲧⲡⲏϣⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ, ll. 7-10). 

From this it seems likely that Enoch chartered Pisente’s boat, rather than simply booking 

passage on a boat already travelling downriver. This scenario would explain why Enoch was 

liable for half the boat’s running costs and also entitled to half the profits which were made 

from taking on extra passengers, a deal surely not offered to every passenger who boarded, 

but rather to someone who was a financial partner in the journey. 

 

Combined with what is known about travel procedures in early Islamic Egypt, 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 provides a unique glimpse into the variety of people with whom 

                                                
115 See above p. 142. 
116 The denominations were as follows: 1 holokottinos = 3 tremisses = 24 carats – Wilfong (2002) xxvi. Hence 
18 carats = ¾ of a holokottinos. 
117 As a point of comparison, a common yearly poll tax payment was 1 holokottinos. The length of the journey is 
based on the distance from Luxor to Antinoe along the Nile’s current path, as measured using Google Earth. 
118 This is the reading of P. E. Kahle, for which see Till (1955) 151. The principal edition of Stefanski and 
Lichtheim has ϩⲱⲫⲧ (l. 9). This amounts to approximately 22km per carat. 
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Enoch would have come into contact on his way from Jeme to Antinoe. If this text was 

written after 714/715119, when safe-conduct documents were introduced, Enoch would have 

had to apply to the pagarch’s office his travel documentation before beginning his journey, 

which would state his intended destination and the duration of his trip. At the same time, he 

had to find a boat to take him downriver and decide the terms of his passage. It is likely that 

Enoch would not have had to go to Elemou to do this, as many boats and their captains would 

surely pass through the ports of Apé (Luxor) and Ne (Karnak)120. Once underway, Enoch 

would then have had contact with the officials who monitored river traffic (perhaps the 

stolarches) in Kos and Koptos, and perhaps also with those of the other major ports between 

Koptos and Antinoe121. It is also clear that Pisente and Enoch expected to take on passengers 

for all or part of the journey as they had decided to split the profits from the fares. The degree 

of contact Enoch may have had with any of these passengers, or with others in the ports the 

boat put in to, is completely unknown and would depend on Enoch’s own motives. That said, 

such stops may have been an opportunity for a travelling trader (if Enoch was one) to develop 

contacts or even make opportunistic sales. At the end of the journey, Enoch must have 

interacted with people in Antinoe in order to carry out whatever business he had there. 

Whether or not Pisente was also to carry Enoch on the return journey is not stated. Assuming 

that Enoch was to return to Jeme, he would necessarily have returned through several ports 

between Antinoe and Thebes, either with Pisente or having arranged a new carrier.  

 

This text demonstrates the range of interactions that lie behind the basic indications in other 

texts that someone had moved from point A to point B. To be sure, not every traveller from 

Jeme attested in the following documents would have used river transport, and indeed very 

few travelled quite as far as Enoch (notably the children of Psate, who also travelled to 

Antinoe to petition the duke, as seen in P.KRU 10122). Nonetheless, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 is 

a useful lens through which the other documents can be viewed. It demonstrates the many 

interactions necessary for any long distance travel which are otherwise invisible in the 

documentation discussed below: in arranging transport, acquiring travel permissions, dealing 

with officials, and even in making stops along the way. Of course, longer distance travel 

                                                
119 The date of this text is no more specific than the seventh to eighth centuried. 
120 Pisente would still have had to travel, directly or indirectly, from Elemou to whichever port serviced the 
traders of Jeme. 
121 The History of the Patriarchs (Evetts (1910) 69) reports that people embarking or disembarking on boats 
without a pass would be seized, which suggests that the ports were checkpoints for travel documents. Gates of 
major cities were probably also checkpoints, see above p. 141. 
122 See above pp. 143-145. 
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would require more interactions and the majority of the connections between Jeme and other 

communities were with towns within one or two day’s travel123. While these short-range 

communications may not have necessitated interactions with officials or with other villages 

lying on the route to the final destination, some certainly required the use of pack animals, or 

a ferry to cross the Nile124. These unseen connections should be remembered in the 

examination of other documents. 

 

To and from Jeme: Direct Evidence for Population Movement  

 

Any document in which an individual from Jeme is in contact with someone from another 

community is evidence for population movement, even if not on the part of either of the main 

parties (someone else may have delivered the document after all). However, a small number 

of documents attest to people living in Jeme who originated from elsewhere, and to 

individuals from Jeme who were currently in other towns in the region. In such instances, it is 

observable, rather than assumed – as is the case with the contracts and accounts to be 

examined later – that a movement has taken place between Jeme and another location. 

 

The evidence for residents of Jeme who originally came from other towns is limited to two 

individuals: a man originally from Ermont, and Abraham son of Theodoros, a man originally 

from Aswan (called Souan in Coptic and Syene in Greek). Such individuals are only 

identifiable through their use of location designators, by which these two men continued to 

identify themselves as being from another place even though they lived in Jeme. In the case of 

the man from Ermont, very little can be said of him. He is attested as a witness in P.KRU 75, 

the mid-seventh century testament of the monks Jacob and Elias, the owners of the monastery 

of Epiphanius. His name is unfortunately lost, however, we do know that he was “a man of 

Ermont, who now lives in Jeme” (ⲡⲣⲙⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϯⲛⲟⲩ ϩⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 150). Based on 

this statement, it seems quite unequivocal that this individual had originally lived in Ermont 

and had, at some point, relocated to Jeme. 

 

                                                
123 The vast majority of located towns with which people from Jeme interacted were between Koptos and 
Ermont. The former is just over 40km from Luxor following the river, and the latter about 13km. 
124 A ferry is referred to in O.TT29 202, in which Frange asks a certain Isaac to take some young people to the 
ferry of Timamen. 
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Unfortunately, a statement from Moses, a monk of the monastery of Apa Paul, in a different 

document complicates the issue. In P.CLT 1 (discussed above125), Moses gives his name and 

location in the opening address of the document and again in his assent clause. In the first 

instance, he describes himself as “the man of Pshinsion in the district of Koptos, but now a 

monk on the holy mountain of the kastron Jeme” (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡZϣⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕZⲃZⲧZ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ 

ⲉⲓⲟⲩⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 5-6). In the assent clause, on 

the other hand, he describes himself as “the man of the chorion Pshinsion in the nome of the 

city Koptos, but now in the kastron Jeme” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓ�ⲟⲛ ⲡⲥⲩⲛZⲥⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲛZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓ�ⲥ ⲕZⲃZⲧZ 

ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ�ϩⲙZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 109). From the information in P.CLT 1, it is 

demonstrable that Moses was a monk in the monastery of Apa Paul and, given this was a 

coenobitic monastery, it is also likely that he lived in it. It is therefore puzzling that the 

second statement does not say that Moses was on the mountain of Jeme, as does the first, but 

that he was “in the kastron Jeme”. It is now questionable whether or not the man from Ermont 

in P.KRU 75 actually lived in Jeme or on its mountain. 

 

Analysis of the language can help resolve this uncertainty. In P.KRU 75, the man from 

Ermont claims to “live” (ⲟⲩⲏϩ) in Jeme, whereas Moses is said simply to be “in” (ϩⲛZ) that 

town. Whereas ⲟⲩⲏϩ has the definite sense of residing in a place, the understanding of ϩⲛZ is 

more contextual. It was argued earlier that while ϩⲛZ used in apposition with a personal name 

and toponym has the sense “from”, indicating place of residence, it is also present in 

constructions in which it indicates physical location126. It may be that the use of ϩⲛZ in P.CLT 

1.109 has this function, which would mean that the document was written in Jeme. However, 

this does not fit the above argument that P.CLT 1 was drawn up at the monastery of Apa 

Paul127. It would also be odd that the scribe has chosen to contrast where Moses was at the 

time of writing with where he was originally from (but no longer lived) in a construction 

closely parallel to that used in the opening address, which itself indicates past and current 

residence. The question of scribal choice is not insignificant, as the designators were written 

by different scribes: the first by Psate son of Pisrael, the scribe of the document itself, and the 

second by Iohannes son of Lazaros, who only writes the assent clause. The fact that two 

different scribes identify Moses in two different ways in the same document suggests that the 

scribes were influencing how the location designator was written. It may even be that 

                                                
125 pp. 41-42 and 108-109. 
126 Specifically Type HHHH constructions, see pp. 54-56. 
127 p. 63. 
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Iohannes identified the mountain of Jeme as under Jeme’s influence and therefore part of 

Jeme itself. Of course such an interpretation is entirely speculative, and ultimately it remains 

unclear why exactly Moses is described in this way. Nevertheless, the use of ⲟⲩⲏϩ in P.KRU 

75 is crucial and most probably indicates that the man of Ermont was now a resident of Jeme 

itself and not one of its monasteries. 

 

Fortunately, the status of Abraham son of Theodoros is not in question. In the two documents 

in which he is given a location designator, Abraham is described as “the man of the city 

Aswan” (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲥⲟⲩⲁⲛ, P.KRU 38.14; ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲓⲗⲥ ⲥⲟⲩⲏⲛ, P.KRU 68.12). In P.KRU 

38, a settlement of legal proceedings in which his stepson, Georgios, disputed the settlement 

of his mother’s (Elizabeth, Abraham’s wife) testament, no more is said of his place of 

residence. However, in P.KRU 68 (723) more of his story is given. This document is the 

testament of Elizabeth (therefore predating P.KRU 38) in which Abraham is the primary 

benefactor and is described by Elizabeth as “my husband Abraham, the son of Theodoros, the 

man of the city Aswan who took me to him as (a) wife in Jeme”128. The narrative of the 

testament further indicates that Abraham relocated to Jeme. At one point, Elizabeth writes 

that Abraham “went south to Aswan, your city” (ⲁⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲣⲏⲥ ⲉⲓⲥⲟⲩⲁⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲡⲟⲓⲗⲓⲥ, ll. 27-28), 

where he sold a house which he received from his parents and brought the proceeds of the 

sale, as well as all the moveable property, back to Elizabeth (ll. 27-30)129. He later gave a 

portion of this sum to his father for his offering (προσφορά, ll. 33-34), which may have 

necessitated another return to Aswan. 

 

Apart from the connections with Aswan, two other locations can be connected with Jeme on 

the evidence of P.KRU 68. The first is the town of Ne, likely situated just across the river 

from Jeme in the temple complex at Karnak. After Abraham went to Aswan to sell the 

property he inherited from his parents, he brought some of the moveables back with him to 

Jeme (ll. 29-30). He then sold a portion of these to “Iohannes son of Pkalearios from Ne” 

(ⲓⲱⲁ(ⲛⲛⲏⲥ) ⲙⲡⲕⲁⲗⲉⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲛⲏ, l. 31) for five tremisses. The second is Klusma, the Coptic 

                                                
128 ⲡⲁϩⲁⲓ ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲡϣⲏ�[ⲣⲉ] ⲛⲑⲉⲱⲇⲱⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲓⲗⲓⲥ ⲥⲟⲩⲏⲛ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲓⲧ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲥⲓⲙⲉ ϩⲛϫⲏ�[ⲙⲉ] (ll. 11-12). 
129 The “house” (ⲏⲓ, l. 28) was sold for 57 gold holokottinoi, a staggering sum far in excess of anything in Jeme. 
It is possible that “house” in this instance should be understood as “estate”, otherwise the value of real estate in 
Aswan was considerably more than that in Jeme. An entire house in Jeme could be bought for around four 
(P.KRU 15.46-48) to six (P.KRU 14.47-48) holokottinoi. Although, these houses could be on the low end of the 
market; P.KRU 25 refers to the purchase of a house, a courtyard, and a workshop for 12 holokottinoi, with half 
the house and half the courtyard later being repurchased for six holokottinoi and two and a half tremisses. At any 
rate, none of these transactions come close to the price of Abraham’s property in Aswan. 
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name for modern Suez, far from Jeme on the northern tip of the Gulf of Suez130. When 

describing how she used the money from the sale of Abraham’s parents’ property, Elizabeth 

states that she paid the taxes of Georgios, her son from her first marriage, and “hired a smith 

on his behalf at Klusma” (ⲁⲓⲑⲛⲱ ⲟⲩⲃⲏⲥⲛⲏⲧ ϩⲁⲣⲁϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲗⲟⲩⲥⲙⲉ, ll. 40-41). What exactly is 

meant by this statement is unclear, however Wilfong believes that Elizabeth may have tried to 

get Georgios an apprenticeship there “in an ultimately unsuccessful attempt to establish him 

in a profession”131. Whether or not this was indeed the case, this reference still indicates a 

connection of some kind between these disparate toponyms132. Interestingly, P.KRU 68 

demonstrates not only that Abraham had relocated from Aswan to Jeme when he married 

Elizabeth, but that he still had interests and family in Aswan and travelled there on at least 

one occasion. It also demonstrates that Jeme not only had access to the towns across the Nile 

(which is hardly surprising), but with towns at the other end of the country. 

 

Abraham son of Theodoros and the man from P.KRU 75 demonstrate that some individuals in 

Jeme had relocated from other towns. Such movers may have provided residents of Jeme 

access to social networks which encompassed a broader geographical region, thereby 

increasing the likelihood of interactions between Jeme and their hometown. It is also possible 

that residents of Jeme moved to other towns. Evidence for this is difficult to find since the 

documents from Thebes (which form the basis of this study) primarily concern Jeme and the 

monasteries, and consequently people who had left Jeme would no longer appear in them. 

That said, some late-sixth century Greek documents found in Aswan may attest such a move. 

P.Lond. V 1719-1720 are two, seemingly related documents dating to the end of the sixth 

century which may form part of the archive of a moneylender originally from Jeme. P.Lond. 

V 1720 (discussed above133) is the sale of some earrings which had been left as a security on a 

loan made between a woman of Petemout (the borrower) and a woman of Jeme (the lender). 

Based on the Coptic loan agreements, it is expected that the lender would keep the document, 

so the fact that this document ended up in Aswan is already suggestive of movement. P.Lond. 

V 1719 (dated to 556, seven years after 1720) is a loan agreement between two men “from the 

same kastron” (ἀ�[π]ὸ� τοῦ αὐτο(ῦ) Κάστρο(υ), l. 4), on the one hand, and a man described as 

                                                
130 See Appendix A, pp. 258-259. 
131 Wilfong (2002) 59. 
132 It may not have been as difficult as it seems for someone from Jeme to get to Klusma. Koptos, a short 
distance downriver from Jeme, was the site of a major trade route across the Eastern Desert to the Red Sea (see 
Appendix A, pp. 260-261) from where it would have been a relatively simple matter to arrange transport on a 
ship heading to Klusma, itself an important port. 
133 pp. 160-161. 
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“of Aswan, from the [kastron Memnon]ion, in the Hermonthite nome” (Ζ�υηνιτης ἀπὸ 

[κάστρου(?) Μεµνον]ίων το(ῦ) Ἑρµωνθ[ίτ]ο(ῦ) νοµοῦ, ll. 5-6) on the other. Which kastron 

the borrowers were from is not clear since the text is damaged, although the editor thinks 

Jeme a likely candidate134. It is assumed, then, that the location designator of the lender 

indicates that he was living in Aswan but was originally from Jeme135. Based on the evidence 

of these two documents, and despite the fact that the lender was a woman in one and a man in 

the other, it is thought that they represent the documents of a lender (or lending family) who 

had come from Thebes to reside in Aswan, where they were found136. 

 

While evidence for residents of Jeme relocating to other towns is scarce, some texts refer to 

residents of Jeme in other locations. Two have already been noted: P.KRU 10 records that the 

children of Psate were in Antinoe to petition the duke; and P.Mon.Epiph. 163 attests to 

residents of Jeme imprisoned in Tabennese and Taut, about whom the community of Jeme 

write to the monk Epiphanius, seeking his help in releasing them137. From these two texts we 

know that people from Jeme were, at times, in Antinoe, Taut, and Tabennese. To this list can 

be added one more text, O.CrumVC 53. In this letter, a certain Athanasius writes to Apa 

Mark, the priest, about an unspecified matter which was known to both of them. Of particular 

interest, however, is the statement by Athanasius that “I met a man of Jeme on the isle and I 

sent him to you, (saying) ‘seek Kurille, and bring him concerning the answer’”138. ‘The isle’ 

(ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ, l. 2) could also be translated as a toponym, Tmoue, however Crum prefers the 

former interpretation139. Where Athanasius lived is not known, yet it seems plausible that he 

met the man of Jeme on the isle and, wanting to send the letter to Apa Mark (who must have 

lived near Jeme, as the document was found in western Thebes), asked the man to deliver it. 

 

The question is, then, where is this isle? The only toponym in the Theban corpus associated 

with an isle is Pisinai, which is in one document called “the isle of Pisinai in the nome of 

Kos” (ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ ⲙZⲡⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁ ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲱⲥ, O.CrumVC 29.2-3). Against this identification is 

the fact that Athanasius asks Apa Mark to meet him “either today or tomorrow” (ⲕⲁⲛ ⲡⲟⲟⲩ 

                                                
134 See the comments of Kenyon in the introduction of the edition of P.Lond. V 1719. 
135 Porten et al. (2011) 464 fn. 7. A third document, P.Lond. V 1721, does not contain any personal names or 
toponyms, but is thought to relate to the other two because of their general similarity; see Porten et al. (2011) 
466 fn. 1. 
136 MacCoull (1993) 230. 
137 See pp. 114-115 (P.Mon.Epiph. 163) and pp. 143-145 (P.KRU 10). 
138 ⲁïⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧⲁ ⲉⲩⲣⲙϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲓ�ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ ⲁïϫⲟⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲕⲩⲣⲓⲗⲗⲉ� ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛZⲧϥZ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲧⲁⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ 
(O.CrumVC 53.2-3). 
139 O.CrumVC 53, fn. 3: “Recurs in no. 48. If hi- is right, ‘the isle’ is more likely than a place name.” 
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ⲕⲁⲛ ⲣⲁⲥⲧⲉ, l. 8), and Pisinai, near Kos, is too far away for the letter to have reached Mark 

and for Mark to then get there in a single day. It could be argued that Athanasius may have 

been away from his usual place of residence when he met the man of Jeme, and thus Mark 

may not have had to travel far at all, but it is equally possible that ‘the isle’ refers to an, as yet, 

unrecognised location closer to Jeme. Either way, this document is significant because it both 

attests to a man of Jeme who was away from home, and, at the same time, demonstrates how 

letters could be circulated. It seems likely, since he is referred to impersonally, that the man of 

Jeme was not known to Athanasius before their meeting. Nevertheless, having met him, 

Athanasius was able to get him to take a letter to Mark on his return to Thebes. 

 

The documents above are those which specifically indicate that a resident of Jeme had 

temporarily or permanently moved to or from another place. These documents show that 

population movement in and out of Jeme definitely occurred, and it is through such 

movements that Jeme would be able to maintain ties to other communities, thereby keeping 

itself integrated with the entire region. Other documents indirectly indicate that such 

movements took place, as was argued above regarding the loan agreements, but it is often 

difficult to establish this with certainty. These other documents are more frequent and directly 

indicate a connection but only implicitly indicate movement. 

 

Letters, Legal Documents, and Accounts 

    

The documents that directly indicated population movement did so in passing; the fact that 

someone had gone to or from Jeme was almost incidental to the main purpose of the text. In 

the following legal documents and letters, on the other hand, it is almost always the case that 

the document was addressed to a resident of Jeme by a resident of another town. This 

situation is quite similar to that observed in loan agreements and, as with those documents, it 

is likely that the recipients of these texts (rather than the senders) are almost always from 

Jeme simply because that is where the documents were found. Nonetheless, these documents 

can still be used to illustrate the kinds of interactions taking place between Jeme and other 

towns, and to provide a minimum benchmark for the level of such external interactions. 

 

Aside from those addressed to monks, only three letters (i.e. documents without legal force) 

connect Jeme with places outside western Thebes. The first of these, P.Schutzbriefe 85, is a 

request from Zacharias of Pshinsion to Elias, the ara of Jeme, that the latter find Dionysios the 
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deacon and give him a protection letter. This text has been discussed above and it is sufficient 

simply to restate that this text demonstrates a degree of communication between officials of 

different towns, or at least between Jeme and Pshinsion if this text is considered unusual140. 

The second letter, SB Kopt. III 1332, is a less secure connection since neither of the 

correspondents are identified by place; the link is instead established through a combination 

of provenance and narrative content. This damaged papyrus (the end is lost) was originally in 

the private collection of A. H. Sayce, and is identified by Crum as originating from Medinet 

Habu141. Addressed to “my holy father Kalakos” (ⲡⲁⲓ�ⲱⲧ ⲕⲁⲗⲁⲕⲱⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ, ll. 4-5), 

presumably a monk or clergy member, by Pisente son of Jbiou, this letter concerns the trouble 

in which Pisente and his family find themselves. While Pisente is not given a location 

designator, his location may be identifiable by his statement to Kalakos at the beginning of 

the narrative section of the letter: “I went from you and you said to me, ‘Remain in Pmilis 

until the … of Thoth.’ Now look, I received your instruction and I remained”142. In remaining, 

however, Pisente nonetheless found himself in trouble. He was unable to find bread for his 

children (l. 9), nor work for himself, and so writes: “I wanted to take the little ones and my 

wife and go north [to?] Egypt”143. The text breaks off soon after. 

 

The content of the letter suggests that Pisente was, at some point at least, a resident of Pmilis 

in the Koptite nome, and its provenance suggests that Kalakos, perhaps a priest or monk, was 

a resident of Jeme or its mountain. Moreover, Pisente’s account suggests that he had visited 

Kalakos at some point in the past, at which point he received the advice to remain in Pmilis. 

Whether or not Pisente was still in Pmilis at the time this letter was written is unclear, as is its 

exact purpose, although it is likely that Pisente was either requesting advice or updating 

Kalakos on the matter discussed at their last meeting. While it would be interesting to 

speculate why and under what circumstances the relationship between Pisente and Kalakos 

developed (for instance, was Pisente originally a resident of Jeme?), such speculation is 

ultimately fruitless. It is, however, reasonable to use this text as evidence of a link between 

Jeme and Pmilis, based on both the existence of the correspondence itself and in that Pisente 

very likely visited Kalakos in Jeme while a resident of Pmilis. 

 

                                                
140 See p. 139 for a fuller discussion. 
141 O.Crum 385, now in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford: Copt.inscr. 98. 
142 ⲁⲓ�ⲃⲱⲕ ϩⲓ�ⲧⲟⲟ[ⲧⲕ] ⲁⲕϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲓ� ϫⲉ ϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲙZⲡⲙⲓ�ⲗⲓ�ⲥ ϣⲁⲡ. ⲛZⲑZⲁZⲩZⲧZ ⲛZⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲉⲓ�ⲥ ϩⲏⲧⲉ ⲁⲓ�ϫⲓ� ⲧⲉⲕⲥⲃⲱ 
ⲁⲓϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ (SB Kopt. III 1332.5-8). 
143 ⲁⲓ�ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲓ� ⲛÍϣⲏⲙ ⲙZⲛZⲧⲁⲥϩⲓ�ⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲏ�[ⲧ ...] ⲕⲏⲙⲉ (SB Kopt. III 1332.10-12). 
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Finally, in SB Kopt. II 907, Patermouthios son of Jeremias “from the estate of Timamen in 

the nome of the city Ermont” (ϩⲙ ⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲱⲛ ⲛⲧⲓⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗ(ⲓ)\ⲥ/ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛ\ⲧ/, l. 3) 

writes to Jacob son of Petros “from the kastron of Jeme” (ϩⲙ ⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣZ(ⲟⲛ) ⲛZϫⲉⲙⲉ, ll. 4-5). 

Little of the text survives beyond the greeting, however the correspondence was to discuss the 

matter of a tremis which Georgios, a priest of Saint Pesamou and man of the kastron, was 

involved with in some way and which had not yet been received by Patermouthios, the sender 

(ll. 5-9). As in many documentary texts, the exact nature of the matter discussed is obscure. 

However, it is clear that a relationship existed between Patermouthios in Timamen and Jacob 

in Jeme and, given that their relationship involved money, it is possible that the matter 

discussed had to do with previous business dealings. 

 

Among the legal documents linking residents of Jeme with those of other towns are two 

sowing contracts, O.CrumVC 30 and O.CrumST 38, perhaps of somewhat different natures. 

O.CrumVC 30 is the least complete of the two, which may obscure its true character. In this 

text, Claudius son of Peshou “from the monastery of Apa Pahom in the district of Koptos” 

(ϩⲛZZⲑⲉⲛⲏⲧⲉ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲱⲙⲱ\ⲧ/ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲃⲧ, ll. 5-6) writes to Philotheos son of Joseph 

“from the kastron Jeme” (ϩⲙZⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 7-8). Philotheos had given Claudius the 

price of a stiohe and a half of land so that Claudius could sow and water it for him144. Crum, 

thinking that one of the Pachomian monasteries must be meant, remarks that “the monastery 

at Pboou (Fâu) was in the nome of Diospolis; that at Tabennêse must therefore be 

intended”145. However, the Pachomian Tabennese itself is unlikely to have been in the Koptite 

nome, so an entirely different monastery must be meant here146. The text is badly damaged 

after line 12 and lost after line 15, so it is difficult to establish the exact relationship between 

the two men, in particular with regards to the ownership of the field. Two possibilities exist: 

Philotheos owns the field (which is perhaps in the Koptite nome near the monastery) and is 

contracting Claudius to work it for him; or Claudius owns the field and Philotheos is paying 

him to grow a particular crop on his behalf. Both scenarios have interesting implications. If 

the first is the case, this text attests to a man of Jeme owning land in the Koptite nome, as it is 

unlikely that a monk from this disparate location would be hired to work land near Jeme, 

where there were already plenty of monks available to work land. If the second scenario is the 

case, then Philotheos must have had some knowledge of the monastery of Pahom by which he 

                                                
144 The crop to be sown is named but not understood: ⲛZⲕⲗⲁ ⲛZⲃⲟⲗ. See Crum’s note to this line in this edition. 
145 O.CrumVC 30 fn. 1. Note that this is not the same Tabennese mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 163.6, which Crum 
thinks was a toponym in the Hermonthite nome (see Appendix A, pp. 283-285). 
146 It seems to have been in the Tentyrite nome – Goehring (1999:A) 107. See also Appendix A, p. 297. 
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was able to arrange this contract147. Either way, O.CrumVC 30 demonstrates an agricultural 

relationship between Jeme and this monastery in the Koptite nome. 

 

The situation in O.CrumST 38 is much clearer. In this text, two men “from the Church of 

Jeme” (ϩⲛZⲧⲉⲕⲕⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲛZϫⲏ�ⲙ�ⲉ�, ll. 2-3) authorise (ἐπιτρέπω, l. 4) Georgios son of Onophrios to 

sow their share of a field. All the expenses, including the seed to be sown (Georgios seems 

free to choose which kind148), the camel fare, and the wages, will be paid in common. 

Likewise, the profits will be shared equally between the two parties (ll. 6-9). The equal 

sharing of the expenses and profits associated with the cultivation of this land suggests that 

the document is, in fact, a land lease of the so-called epitropê (based on the use of ἐπιτρέπω) 

variety149. O.CrumST 38 does not, by itself, link Jeme to any other location as neither 

Georgios nor the leased field are located in this text. For this we need O.Vind.Copt. 42 

(originally published as O.CrumST 37), another land lease of the epitropê variety (see ll. 4-5, 

15), addressed to the same Georgios son of Onophrios, and written on the same day as 

O.CrumST 38 (the 29th of Phaophi in the 15th indiction: O.Vind.Copt. 42.16; O.CrumST 

38.10). In this text, Georgios is authorised by Eustathios the deacon to sow two shares of 

fields “which belong to the Holy Philotheos” (ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁⲛϩⲏⲅⲉⲓ150 ⲉⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲫⲓⲗⲟ\ⲑ/(ⲉⲟⲥ), ll. 7-

8). Again, it seems that the cost of providing the domestic animals, workmen, seed, and 

transport will be shared equally, as will the profits151. Moreover, Georgios is described in this 

text as “the man of the neighbourhood of the city Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗ(ⲓⲥ) ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧZ, l. 

4), which presumably means either that he lived on the outskirts of the city or in a small 

village or hamlet nearby. The evidence of O.Vind.Copt. 42 and O.CrumST 38, in both of 

which Georgios leases land from a church, permits a connection to be made between Jeme 

and Ermont. Moreover, given that the two texts were written on the same day and depending 

on where they were written, it may be that the deacon in O.Vind.Copt. 42 was also from 

Jeme, which could explain the text’s Theban provenance despite Georgios being from 

Ermont. 

 

                                                
147 If Claudius did own the land, then perhaps this document should be considered a loan agreement in which the 
loan was repaid through the sowing of a field (see above, pp. 157-158). If this were the case, however, we would 
expect vocabulary characteristic of these texts, which is not present. 
148 See l. 7 and Till’s (1964) 218 translation. 
149 Richter (2009:B) 206 fn. 11 lists this document as a lease of this kind. 
150 Read ἀνήκω. 
151 The text literally states: “you (will) sow the fields, half with your domestic animals, and your workmen, and 
your seed” (ⲛⲅZϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲛZⲉⲓⲱϩⲉ ⲛZⲡⲁϣⲉ ⲙⲛZ ⲛⲉⲕⲧⲃZⲛⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲙⲛZ ⲛⲉⲕⲉⲣⲅⲁⲧⲏⲥ ⲙⲛZ ⲛⲉⲕⲉⲃⲣⲓ ⲥⲱϣⲉ, O.Vind.Copt. 
42.9-11). 
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Three other legal documents link Jeme to other towns. The first, P.KRU 3 (728) is quite 

problematic. This text is the sale  of two courtyards for three and one third gold holokottinoi 

by Daniel son of Saul, Koloje daughter of Paham, and Tachael daughter of Martha to “the 

most admirable Solomon son of Moses (from) Tse, south of this same village” 

(ⲡⲑⲁⲩⲙⲁⲥⲓⲱⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲥⲱⲗⲱⲙⲱⲛ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� ⲡⲣⲏⲥ� ⲙ�ⲡⲓϯⲙⲉ 

ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ, ll. 7-9). Although the sellers are not located in this document (their identification in 

the opening formula is lost), Koloje daughter of Paham in particular is known to have been a 

resident of Jeme and it is therefore likely that all three were152. It is also likely that the two 

courtyards, which are not next to each other but one of which borders property already owned 

by Solomon son of Moses (l. 34), were also located in Jeme153. At first glance, this text seems 

to link Jeme to Tse, a located toponym in the Koptite nome just east of Kos, and specifically 

to Solomon, who already owned land in Jeme154. However, the problem with this 

identification of Tse is that P.KRU 3 describes it as “south of this same village”. Assuming 

that “this same village” is a reference to Jeme, where we know at least one of the sellers lived, 

it is odd that Tse should be described as “south”, given that Timm’s identification of this 

toponym, and the evidence of other texts, places Tse to the north, in the Koptite nome155. A 

number of ways to interpret this text are available: first, the unnamed village referred to in 

P.KRU 3 is not Jeme but a village north of Tse in the Koptite nome; second, that there was 

more than one village called Tse – one in the Koptite nome and one in the Hermonthite nome; 

and third, that the reading ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� ⲡⲣⲏⲥ� is incorrect and that another word (perhaps a title) stood 

here. Given the close association of Solomon with Jeme and that his daughters describe 

themselves as originating from Jeme (ⲛⲣⲙⲛⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ, P.KRU 2.6) only six years after 

P.KRU 3, it seems likely that Solomon himself was also from Jeme. In this case, the letters 

ⲧⲥⲏⲓ�ⲡⲣⲏⲥ� need to be interpreted in another way, although how is not apparent156. While 

P.KRU 3 may demonstrate an individual from another town buying property in Jeme, this link 

is highly problematic, and therefore no connection has been based on it. 

 

The connection attested in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 101 is more secure. This text is a damaged 

document in which Iohannes and Philotheos, the sons of Theodosios and men of Terkot 

                                                
152 Wilfong (2002) 116-133. 
153 MacCoull (2009) 135. The scribe was Moses the deacon, son of Shenoute the archpriest, of the kastron Jeme, 
which suggests that the document was drawn up in Jeme. This may in turn indicate that the property was there. 
The same piece of land is sold by the daughters of Solomon in P.KRU 2. 
154 MacCoull (2009) 135 fn. 28. 
155 See Appendix A, pp. 293-295. 
156 The reading of these lines is discussed more fully in Appendix A, pp. 294-295. 
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(ⲣⲙZⲛⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ, l. 3), enter into an agreement of some kind with NN son of Paulos “from the 

kastron Jeme” (ϩⲙⲡⲕ[ⲁⲥⲧⲣ]ⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 5-6). The nature of the contract is lost in the 

lacunae (a field might be involved: ϩⲓⲡⲁϩⲟⲓ, l. 7), however the text is certainly a contract, as 

witness statements survive on the verso, in particular that of Pisenthios son of Mena “from 

Terkot” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ, verso l. 3). The occurrence of Terkot, a Hermonthite toponym which 

occurs frequently as the location of borrowers in loan agreements with moneylenders from 

Jeme, might suggest that this text is also a loan agreement. However, none of the names 

associated with the Terkot loan agreements nor any vocabulary typical of loan agreements 

survive in this text, so it is impossible to be sure. At best, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 101 reinforces 

the idea that the people of Jeme had a number of connections within the town of Terkot. 

 

Finally, Jeme may be connected to Koptos (called Justinianopolis in Greek) in P.CLT 5 

(711/712). Among the witnesses to this settlement of a monastic dispute by the secular 

officials of Jeme is Jacob son of Isaac, “the trader of Justinianopolis of the lower country”157. 

Although this text concerns the monasteries of Phoibammon and Paul, it was most likely 

drawn up in Jeme: the main scribe, Psate son of Pisrael, is well known amongst the 

documents from Jeme, and several of the other witnesses appear in other legal texts relating to 

this town158. Moreover, given that the officials of Jeme were arbitrating a dispute between the 

two monasteries it would make sense that the document was drawn up on the neutral ground 

of the town. The main problem with this link lies in the identification of Justinianopolis with 

Koptos. While this was certainly the Greek name for Koptos, Crum is puzzled by its 

description as “of the lower country”, which he takes to mean of Lower Egypt, when Koptos 

was in Upper Egypt. He notes that there may have been another Justinianopolis near 

Alexandria159. However, Schiller’s index to the P.CLT material indicates that he understood 

this word as the Greek κατά which, with a following accusative, has the directional sense 

‘down’160. It is possible, though not entirely satisfactory, that Jacob was trying to indicate that 

Justinianopolis was downriver from Jeme. However, understanding Justinianopolis as Koptos, 

a major trade centre in this period and with demonstrable connections to western Thebes, is 

preferable to attempting to link Jeme with a town in the Nile delta. A link with Koptos, 

although speculative, has accordingly been based on this text. 

                                                
157 ιἀκὼβ υἱὸς ἰσὰκ πραγµατευτὴς ἀπὸ τῆς ἰουστινιάνης πόλεως τῆς κάτο χώρας (P.CLT 5.159). On the use of 
pragmateutes to mean trader in Coptic texts see Förster (2002) 667. P.CLT 5 has already been discussed above, 
see p. 105. 
158 See Schiller’s notes to his translation of the witness statements in the P.CLT 5 edition. 
159 Crum (1932) 196. 
160 Liddell, Scott & Jones (1996) 882b-884a. 
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Unlike the documents above, accounts do not have a located sender and recipient by which 

inter-settlement interactions can be easily identified. They are essentially private use 

documents used for recording such things as income, expenses, and debts owed. Due to the 

private nature of accounts, which lends itself to a minimalist level of detail provided, and the 

fragmentary nature of documentary texts in general, it is rare to be able to associate an 

account with a particular individual or purpose. Based on provenance, however, three 

accounts from Jeme may attest to interactions with other towns, although with varying 

degrees of security. 

 

The most secure of these is O.CrumST 437, which is described in its edition as being from 

Medinet Habu. This ostracon preserves two accounts in the same hand, one on each side of 

the sherd. The text on the convex side (Crum’s recto) is simply called “the account of the 

things” (ⲧⲅⲱⲥⲓⲥ161 ⲛZⲛⲉⲥⲕⲏⲩⲉ, l. 1), and is a list of animals and produce sold to various 

individuals who, in a number of instances, are identified by location rather than name. The 

account keeper sold three animals: an ox (or cow, ⲧⲉϩⲉ, l. 2) to “the man of Kos” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲕⲱⲥ, l. 

2) for three holokottinoi less a tremis; an old ox (or cow, ⲧⲉϩⲉ ϩⲗZⲗⲟⲩ, l. 4) to “the man of the 

mountain of Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲣZⲙⲟⲛⲧ, l. 4) for five tremisses; and a cow (? ⲧⲃⲟⲉⲓⲧ, l. 

9162) to “the man of Pshatbampe” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲙⲡⲉ, l. 9) for two tremisses. Besides selling 

these animals, he also received a holokottinos from “the man of Pisinai” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲓⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ�, ll. 5-6) 

for clover (ⲁⲧⲧⲣⲓⲙ, l. 6163), a tremis from Ptal for clover (ll. 6-7), a holokottinos from Taurine 

for the weaving of flax (ⲧⲥⲱϩⲉ ⲙⲁϩⲉ, l. 8), and one and a half tremisses “for the flax which I 

sowed for Shenoute” (ϩⲁⲡⲙⲁϩⲉ ⲛZⲧⲁⲓ�ϫⲟϥ ⲛⲁϣⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ, ll. 10-11). The concave side contains 

a shorter account, seemingly of expenses for things such as workers (ϫⲁïⲃⲉⲕⲉ, ll. 14, 16), 

orax (ⲟⲣⲓⲝ, l. 15 – a type of grain), and iron (ⲃⲁⲛⲓⲡⲉ, l. 17). 

 

The keeper of this account was probably a farmer, profiting from both agriculture and animal 

husbandry, and, if the provenance attributed by Crum is accurate, this individual likely lived 

in or near Jeme. In this case, O.CrumST 437 provides evidence that the farmers of Jeme sold 

their produce on the regional market. Interestingly, this account records goods sold both north 

and south of Jeme: Kos and Pisinai were in the Koptite nome, whereas the mountain of 

                                                
161 Read γνῶσις. 
162 In the commentary for this line, Crum suggests that ⲃⲟⲉⲓⲧ stands for the Greek βοῦς – ‘ox, bull/cow, cattle’. 
If the identification is correct, the use of both ⲃⲟⲉⲓⲧ and ⲉϩⲉ could differentiate different types of cattle. As the 
feminine definite article is used for all three instances, the animals sold were likely also female. 
163 For ⲉⲧⲣⲓⲙ, a Sahidic variant of ⲧⲣⲓⲙ, ‘clover’. See Crum, Dict. 430b. 
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Ermont refers to the desert escarpment behind Ermont in which there were a number of 

monastic dwellings. Pshatbampe is unlocated, yet Timm suggests that it may be located in the 

Hermonthite nome based on its appearance beside other towns from that nome in 

P.Mon.Epiph. 519164. 

 

A second account found in Jeme, O.Medin.HabuCopt. 26, was uncovered in the cellar of 

house 34, the house of Koloje the moneylender, during the excavations by the University of 

Chicago165. This extremely short text contains four names, one of which has the sum of one 

nomisma beside it: 

 

Papnoute of Toresh ⳁ ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛZⲧⲱⲣϣZ 

Kanih of Pashme, 1 no(misma) ⲕⲁⲛⲓϩ ⲛZⲡⲁϣⲙⲉ ⲛⲟ ⲁ 

Tekoshe, the woman of Ermont \ⲧⲉ/ϭⲱϣⲉ ⲧⲣZⲙⲣZⲙⲟⲛⲧ 

Paulos deposited it(?) ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲱϩⲥ 

 

The archaeological context of this text suggests that it is part of the archive of Koloje’s family 

and consequently, though its exact purpose is not stated, it is likely that it relates to their 

moneylending activities. Either way, it can be said with a reasonable degree of certainty that 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 26 attests interactions between Jeme and the places from which the 

named individuals came. However, distinguishing patronyms from toponyms in this text is 

not easy. Certainly Ermont is beyond doubt, but the constructions used to connect Pashme 

and Toresh to Kanih and Papnoute respectively could be used to indicate either location or 

parentage. Of the two, Pashme is the most likely to be a toponym as it is elsewhere described 

as being in the Koptite nome166. On the other hand, there is no definite evidence that Toresh is 

a toponym and the word is rare in Theban texts167. Nonetheless, this account certainly links 

Jeme to Ermont in the south, and probably to Pashme in the north as well. 

 

In O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/1, also found at Jeme, it is similarly difficult to distinguish personal 

and place names. This text seems to be an account of people who received various sums of 

                                                
164 See Appendix A, p. 278. 
165 Wilfong (1990) 173. 
166 See Appendix A, pp. 268-269. Although Hasitzka (2007) 73 lists Pashme as a personal name, its use in 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 64 indicates that this is not always the case. 
167 Hasitzka (2007) 103 records three instances of this ‘name’, and Timm (1984-2007) does not record it as a 
toponym at all. For this reason I have not considered Toresh a toponym. 
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money on loan from one Tsaerbenis Erieu168. The three surviving names are: Jeremias of Taut 

(ⲓⲉⲣⲏⲙⲓⲁⲥ ⲛZⲧⲁⲟⲩⲧ, l. 2); Moui of Pakate (ⲙⲟⲩⲓ� ⲛZⲡⲁⲕⲁⲧⲉ, l. 6); and Paam Selchou (ⲡⲁⲁⲙ 

ⲥⲉⲗⲭⲟⲩ, l. 10). Again, the confusion stems from the use of genitival ⲛZ- to link the names or, 

in the case of Paam, no joining lexeme whatsoever. Moreover, the second name of each pair 

is uncommon, making it difficult to ascertain whether the name is a toponym or patronymic 

on the basis of other texts169. Only Taut is elsewhere attested as a toponym, but the lack of 

distinction between toponym and personal name in this text makes the issue confused170. 

Following Till, I understand Taut as a toponym and the others as personal names171. 

Considering the provenance of this account, a link between Jeme and Taut based on it is 

possible, but not certain. 

 

Finally, two other documents are worthy of comment. The first is P.KRU 108, the text 

discussed earlier in which the community of Jeme donate land to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon172. The land donated by the community of Jeme was located south of “the fields 

of Romoou” (ⲛⲉⲓⲱϩⲉ ⲣⲱⲙⲟⲟⲩ, l. 9), an unlocated toponym thought to be near Jeme173. This 

text indicates that the people of Jeme owned land near Romoou and could potentially be used 

to link Jeme to Romoou as well as to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. The second text is 

the highly fragmentary O.TT29 579, an obscure document which preserves the sentence: “ten 

boats came to Jeme from Petemout” (ⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲛZϩⲁⲗⲙⲉϩⲉ ⲁⲩⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲙZⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ, ll. 6-8). 

Unless the context shows this to be misleading, it seems legitimate to think that the ten boats 

are the subject of the verb. Such a scenario is puzzling, though, since neither Petemout nor 

Jeme were on the Nile. Either way, this text indicates that something or someone came to 

Jeme from Petemout and thus establishes another link between these two towns. 

 
Geographical Distribution of Interactions 

 

The letters, legal documents, and accounts described above, from those which indicate 

relocated residents to those which exhibit simple connections, demonstrate the range, and to 
                                                
168 See the arguments of Wilfong (2003) 215. 
169 Hasitzka (2007) cites examples for the names ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲧ, ⲡⲁⲕⲁⲧⲉ, and ⲥⲉⲗⲭⲟⲩ on pages 98, 68, and 90 
respectively. 
170 For Taut, see Appendix A, p. 285. 
171 Till (1964) 83. 
172 pp. 81-83. 
173 P.KRU 109 is another donation in which a representative of the Holy Topos of the Twelve Apostles in 
Ermont gives a field south of Romoou, which had been donated to the topos by the men of Ermont, to the 
monastery of Apa Phoibammon. Depending on where Romoou was located, it may be that the land was also near 
to Jeme. 
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some extent the nature, of the interactions Jeme’s residents had with other towns throughout 

the region. The places with which Jeme was connected in these texts are depicted in Fig. 3.2. 

It should be noted that this map is set out in the same format as Fig. 3.1, however depicting a 

larger area of the Nile. As such, extra nome boundaries have been added based on the stated 

nomes of located toponyms, or, when located toponyms are not associated with a nome in the 

Theban papyri, with their associated nomes as given by Trismegistos174. 

 

The distribution of connections visible in this figure is similar to that observed for the loan 

agreements above, with some distant outliers which were not present in the loans distribution, 

and a better representation of Koptite toponyms. While many of these texts no longer indicate 

the nature of the connection they attest, enough is known to conclude that this network was 

made up of a combination of personal, business, and incidental connections (for instance 

those made on Enoch son of Pleyen’s journey to Antinoe), as well as connections made 

through population movement. The real value of these texts, however, is that they help 

illustrate the size (in terms of number of toponyms) and geographical distribution of Jeme’s 

network of regional contacts. 

    

                                                
174 Accessed 9 September 2013. The border between the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes must have lain 
somewhere between Tse, which is stated as being in the Koptite nome, and Timamen, which was in the 
Hermonthite nome. Moving north, the border of the Koptite and Tentyrite nomes would have been between 
modern Qena (ancient Kune), which lay in the Tentyrite nome, and Koptos. This is a fairly large area, I have 
placed it so as the borders of the Koptite nome are roughly equidistant from Koptos itself. The border between 
the Diospolite and Tentyrite nomes is also quite rough. It must have lain east of the Pachomian monastery at 
Pbow (modern Faw Qibli: 26° 6'38.49"N 32°24'13.23"E), which was in the Diospolite nome, and Tentyra itself, 
which is not far from where the Koptite-Tentyrite border has been placed. On this map, the Tentyrite-Diospolite 
border is placed a small distance to the east of Faw Qibli. Moving south, the southern border of the Hermonthite 
nome must have been north of Shebbon (modern Asfun), which was in the Latopolite nome, but south of 
Tabennese (if its identification is correct) which was in the Hermonthite nome. At the very least the border 
would have been south of Gebelein, which was only a short distance north (about 10km, near modern Al 
Gharirah) from the proposed location of Tabennese. The locations of all these places, barring Faw Qibli and 
Gebelein, are discussed in Appendix A. Finally, it is worth noting that the nome data as given on Trismegistos is 
largely based on Ptolemaic texts; that is texts from several hundred years before the period covered by this study. 
While it is possible that some boundaries had changed, it is likely that they were roughly similar to what is 
depicted here. 



 

 

 
JEME OUTSIDE WESTERN 

 

The texts examined above demonstrate that Jeme was a part of a number of networks focused 

primarily in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes, with a small number of more distant ties to 

important hubs in other networks further up and down the Nile. In the firs

necessarily participated in the larger administrative network of the Arabic state. The exact 

mechanics of these interactions are not always entirely clear in the Jeme documentation, but 

what does exist demonstrates Jeme’s participation in the

                                               
175 Image © Google Earth ver. 7.1.2.2041. 
alt. 138.37km. (Imagery date: 10 April 2013) 
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The connections of Jeme (excluding loan agreements)175 

The texts examined above demonstrate that Jeme was a part of a number of networks focused 

primarily in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes, with a small number of more distant ties to 

important hubs in other networks further up and down the Nile. In the first place, Jeme 

necessarily participated in the larger administrative network of the Arabic state. The exact 

mechanics of these interactions are not always entirely clear in the Jeme documentation, but 
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matter is the evidence for tax-fugitives from Jeme as far away as Aphrodito, as well as the use 

of safe-conduct and protection documents, which required their bearers to have some 

interaction with the local or regional administration. The citizens of Jeme also had access to 

the rulings of high-ranking officials located as far away as Antinoe, as P.KRU 10 

demonstrates. The safe-conduct texts, however, are a particularly important issue since any 

travel undertaken by the residents of Jeme theoretically needed approval by the regional 

administration. The practical application of this system is difficult to see; the documents 

discussed above show that the inhabitants of Jeme interacted with a great many communities 

in their area, but it is unclear to what extent travel documents were required or used in this 

localised movement. At the very least it is likely that all travel outside one’s own nome 

required a passport, in which case approximately 33% of the documented interactions would 

have required someone to secure travel documentation from the administration, resulting in 

further interactions which are now invisible176. 

 

The largest portion of the documented interactions of Jeme (not including those within 

western Thebes), some 48%, come from loan agreements177. The loans, in all of which the 

lender is a resident of Jeme, are made to people from communities in both the Hermonthite 

and Koptite nomes, some of which are much closer to major hubs such as Koptos, Kos or 

Ermont than they are to Jeme. While the importance of Jemean lenders might be enhanced by 

the provenance of the evidence, it cannot be entirely false. Unless Jeme was a significant 

player in the loan economy of these regions, why would people from settlements near to 

major hubs, where there were surely also moneylenders, make contracts with lenders from 

Jeme? The reason the lenders of Jeme had this position must surely be tied to the wealth of 

the town and its significant position in the networks which tied the various settlements 

together. However, it may also be tied to the fact that lenders from Jeme seem to have 

actively travelled to the outlying villages in order to generate business. If lenders in the other 

regional hubs did not do this (we cannot be sure, as evidence from these does not survive), 

then such behaviour would be a significant advantage. The primary borrowers in these 

contracts were farmers, who needed the money to pay taxes or fund the year’s crop. Since 
                                                
176 See above, pp. 141-142, where it was suggested that a safe-conduct would be required for travel to a 
neighbouring nome. For the number of interactions that the inhabitants of Jeme had with places outside the 
Hermonthite nome, see Table 3.5 below. The calculation includes those attestations from the Koptite and Long 
Distance columns, but excludes two connections to Aswan (P.Lond. V 1719 & 1720) and one to Aphrodito 
(P.Lond. IV 1460), which are dated before the introduction of the safe-conduct system (c. 715). The amended 
count is 21/63 = 33.33%. 
177 30 out of the 63 interactions listed in Table 3.5 come from loan contracts or documents related to securities 
on a loan (= 47.61%). These 30 are listed in fn. 62 of the current section. See also Fig. 3.1. 
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such activity requires the near constant presence of the farmer, having lenders travel to the 

farming settlements would have been beneficial for the farmer. Even if this was not the reason 

for the position of Jeme’s lenders, their importance to the agricultural economy of the region 

must be well noted. It is the lenders, more than anything, who mark Jeme as an important hub. 

 

The interactions between Jeme and settlements outside western Thebes, not related to lending, 

constitute just over 52% of the documented connections178. Among these links are: evidence 

of population movement, whether it be individuals relocating to or from Jeme or just residents 

of Jeme said to be elsewhere; letters between inhabitants of Jeme and those of other places; 

and accounts, particularly O.CrumST 437, which records animals and produce sold to 

residents of other towns by a merchant of Jeme, as well as the sums spent on hiring workers 

and buying supplies. Among these documents are also a number of legal agreements. While 

the exact nature of some is obscure, a few reinforce the idea presented by the loan agreements 

that Jeme’s economy was strongly connected to the regional economy. In O.CrumVC 30, a 

man of Jeme authorises a monk from the Koptite nome to sow land for him, and O.CrumST 

38 and O.Vind.Copt. 42 are two documents in which churches in Jeme lease fields to the 

same man from Ermont, with costs and profits being split evenly between each party. 

 

Such interactions indicate how Jeme interacted with the settlements around it, but what can 

we say about the network itself? Table 3.5 (below, see also the corresponding Fig. 3.3) lists 

all the places with which Jeme is connected in the documents examined in this section by 

their location (Hermonthite nome, Koptite nome, outside these two nomes, and toponyms of 

unknown location) and by the number of texts that connect them to Jeme. The total number of 

interactions for each column is given in the final row. From the data in the table, it is 

immediately apparent that Hermonthite toponyms are better represented amongst Jeme’s 

interactions, accounting for 55.56% of the total connections, whereas 25.40% are interactions 

with toponyms in the Koptite nome, 12.70% are with toponyms much further afield, and 

6.35% are with unknown toponyms179.  

 

  

                                                
178 33 out of the 63 interactions in Table 3.5 (i.e. 52.38%). 
179 All percentages have been rounded to two decimal places. 
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Hermonthite Hermonthite Hermonthite Hermonthite 
InteractionsInteractionsInteractionsInteractions    

####    Koptite Koptite Koptite Koptite 
InteractionsInteractionsInteractionsInteractions    

####    Long Distance Long Distance Long Distance Long Distance 
InteractionsInteractionsInteractionsInteractions    

####    Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 
InteractionsInteractionsInteractionsInteractions    

####    

Terkot  6 Koptos 2 Aswan 4180 Psenheaei 1 

Petemout 5181 Kos 2 Antinoe 2 Pajment 1 

Ermont 
- Mount of 
Ermont  

4 
1 

Pashme 2 Aphrodito 1 Tche 1 

Patoubasten 3 Pisinai 2 Klusma 1 The isle 
(Tmoue) 

1 

Ne 2 Pmilis 2     

Taut 2182 Elemou 1     

Thone 2 Pshinsion 1     

Apé 1 Papar183 1     

Kalba184 1 Psenantonios 1     

Pakale 1 Monastery of 
Apa Pahom 

1     

Psamer 1 Tse 1185     

Pshatbampe186 1       

Romoou 1       

Tabennese 1       

Timamen 1       

Tmoh Pajeme  1             

Tourese    1                         

TOTALTOTALTOTALTOTAL    35353535    TOTALTOTALTOTALTOTAL    11116666    TOTALTOTALTOTALTOTAL    8888    TOTALTOTALTOTALTOTAL    4444    

Table 3.5. The interactions of Jeme arranged by location and number of interactions  

 

Table 3.5 also indicates which toponyms had more connections with Jeme. While a number 

have only one connection, others have quite a few, with Terkot, Petemout, and Ermont 

(including its mountain) comprising the three best attested sites. Curiously, while Ermont (the 

nome capital) is well attested, other population centres such as Koptos and Kos are not, even 

though the residents of Jeme had ties with the Koptite nome. Similarly, while Petemout (lying 

not far from Jeme on the east bank) is well attested, the closer towns of Apé and Ne 

(occupying the temples of Luxor and Karnak respectively) are not. Why this should be the 

                                                
180 Two (P.Lond. V 1719-1720) are uncertain. 
181 One (O.TT29 579) is uncertain. 
182 One (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/1) is uncertain. 
183 Uncertainly ascribed to the Koptite nome; see Appendix A, pp. 267-268. 
184 Uncertainly ascribed to the Hermonthite nome; see Appendix A, p. 257-258. 
185 P.KRU 3 may also link Jeme to Tse, but this text is highly problematic. See above, p. 175. 
186 Uncertainly ascribed to the Hermonthite nome; see Appendix A, p. 278. 



 

case is not readily apparent, although in the case of Apé, at least, its frequent presence in 

connection with the Theban monastic communities indic

    

 

While it might be tempting to conclude that those toponyms which appear more often were 

better connected with Jeme, such conclusions can be misleading. The temptation to link the 

number of attestations with the strength of the connection is partially based on the hope that 

the number of attestations which survive in the documentary material roughly represent

ratio of interactions that actually took place. However, dossiers ass

individuals should also be considered. For example, four of the six interactions with Terkot 
                                               
187 See Section IV (particularly p. 235) for the 
188 Image © Google Earth ver. 7.1.2.2041. 
alt. 138.37km. (Imagery date: 10 April 2013) 
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were made by the same individual from Jeme, Pekosh son of Manasseh. Likewise, two of the 

interactions with Ermont were made with the same individual (Georgios son of Onophrios) 

and on the same day. Further, two of the connections with Aswan rely on two references to 

one man who moved to Jeme from Aswan (Abraham son of Theodoros; although he did 

return there on at least one occasion). The other two connections with Aswan are based on 

two loan agreements seemingly held by a lender from Jeme which were found near Aswan, 

the assumption being that the lender and his family moved there from Jeme with his records. 

 

This is not to say that the numbers are meaningless: the strong connections with these places 

by specific individuals could certainly have evolved along existing links. Abraham son of 

Theodoros, who moved to Jeme from Aswan, for instance, must have had some kind of 

regular contact with that town before the documents attesting him in order to meet his now 

wife, who lived there, or at least have had a good reason to move to Jeme if he did so before 

marrying her. Moreover, the interactions with Petemout involve different people, although 

most are loan agreements with women, suggesting that Jeme had a particular relationship with 

that community189. Overall, what is possible to say about Jeme’s network is that it was 

primarily centred in the Hermonthite nome, with a number of strong connections to 

settlements within this nome, including the capital. Yet its interactions were not restricted to 

this region and its network also encompassed a number of communities in the southern half of 

the Koptite nome. While many of the toponyms mentioned here are not precisely located, the 

majority of those that are lie between Terkot (about 20km upriver by boat) and Koptos (about 

37km downriver), so within an approximate 40km radius of Jeme. This indicates that physical 

proximity played an important role in which settlements Jeme chose to connect with, or which 

chose to connect with Jeme. 

 

Aside from this relatively close cluster of links in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes, Jeme 

had a small number of connections to hubs further afield, namely Antinoe, Aphrodito, Aswan 

and Klusma. The strength of these connections varied, depending on the place, since Klusma 

and Aphrodito are only attested once each: the former in connection with hiring a smith, and 

the latter in connection with tax fugitives. The connections with Aswan and Antinoe may 

have been stronger. Antinoe was the destination of a merchant from Jeme in 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82, and a group of people seeking legal help in P.KRU 10. Neither of 

                                                
189 See also the discussion of the monk Frange’s connections to this town in Section IV, pp. 219-222. 



187 
 

these actions are particularly unusual and it is likely that these do not represent the only 

instances in which such events occurred. Aswan is primarily connected with Jeme on the 

basis of Abraham, who moved to Jeme from there. As was mentioned above, Abraham must 

have had good reason to give up his home and move to Jeme, and so it is possible that he had 

business interests there, which might indicate regular travel between Aswan and Jeme. The 

distant connections in Jeme’s network are particularly important. In a network, it is not the 

most frequent interactions of an actor that are most important, as the people the actor is in 

regular contact with are likely to be similar to him in their access to resources and 

information. Rather, it is the distant connection which “brings news from the outside world” 

and which “serves as a crucial bridge” between one part of the network and others190. In this 

respect, the distant connections of the town were not only important for Jeme, in that they 

connected it to the other networks of Egypt, but also for the smaller and less well-connected 

settlements with which Jeme was linked. Through their connection to Jeme and other hubs, 

these small communities had access to resources and information coming from elsewhere in 

Egypt. 

 

In some respects, the pattern of Jeme’s interactions compares well with the findings of 

Ruffini’s 2007 study of Oxyrhynchite toponyms. Ruffini was looking at the connections that 

existed between toponyms within a nome, and he paid attention to internal administrative 

divisions. Here, he noted that in nine out of the ten Oxyrhynchite pagi (the smallest division), 

more ties were attested within the pagus, with only about 20% between settlements of a 

different pagus. Ruffini noted a similar situation when looking at toparchies. However, he 

also noted that the connections between administrative divisions did not show any preference 

for those bordering one another. He concludes that while administrative structures do 

correspond to settlement connectivity, they do not inhibit connectivity to distant sites to any 

serious degree191. The preference for interactions within one’s administrative division 

observed by Ruffini finds parallel here, with Hermonthite interactions being more than double 

the number of interactions with any other nome (smaller divisions within the nome are not 

recorded in Theban texts of this period). This observation even excludes the interactions 

between Jeme and the nearby monastic communities, which would greatly increase the 

number of internal interactions. 

 

                                                
190 Ruffini (2008) 10-11. 
191 Ruffini (2007) 971. 
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Nevertheless, about 38% of interactions still take place with toponyms outside the 

Hermonthite nome, which shows that the administrative barriers for travelling between 

nomes, such as the need to acquire travel documentation, were not insurmountable, and did 

not severely discourage connectivity to distant sites192. Ruffini’s observations that smaller 

settlements are less likely to have ties to similarly sized settlements than to larger ones, and 

that the larger settlements then act as hubs connecting the smaller ones with each other and 

with the rest of the network are similarly fitting193. While this study cannot demonstrate the 

degree of connectivity of the smaller settlements, nor even accurately identify what the 

smaller settlements are, the observations presented in this section make it likely that Jeme 

acted as a hub in a very similar manner, connecting the smaller towns of the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes with other towns in those nomes, thereby providing access to large population 

centres in more distant nomes. 

 

This section began with a discussion of the potential biases involved in working with this 

dataset. While this discussion may have seemed somewhat pessimistic, it is unlikely that the 

depiction of Jeme presented in this section, as of a town with close and varied connections to 

many of the communities near to it and a small number of connections with toponyms much 

further afield, is too far from reality. While Jeme may seem more central in this 

documentation, that does not mean that the lenders of Jeme were any less important to the 

farmers of the region, nor that the connections that Jeme had with distant population hubs 

were less real and consequently less important for Jeme and its own connections. The 

documents discussed here provide a minimum figure for the number and range of interactions 

taking place between Jeme and other places. The degree of connectivity between Jeme and 

any other community at any point in the seventh and eighth centuries was no doubt much 

higher. 

 

It was argued in the previous section that Jeme and the monastic communities on the nearby 

desert escarpment formed a cohesive and interdependent structure. It is therefore legitimate to 

ask to what extent the connections of these establishments influenced the connections of Jeme 

and vice versa, and to what extent the success of one impacted on the success of the other. 

The following section will focus on the connections of these monastic communities, in order 

                                                
192 Not including those toponyms which are entirely unlocated, there are 24 interactions with non Hermonthite 
toponyms, i.e. 38.10%. 
193 Ruffini (2007) 973. 
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to address this question, and in order to better assess Jeme’s place within the regional 

network.    
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The monastic communities on the Theban mountain, particularly the large monasteries of 

Saints Phoibammon and Paul, were an important part of the west Theban community. The 

close economic and social relationships between the people of Jeme and these communities 

placed each of them in a position to significantly influence the others. Together they formed 

what was in essence a single west Theban hub, a broad community with a great number of 

connections to the smaller towns of the region. The connections that Jeme maintained beyond 

western Thebes were examined in the last section. However, given the closeness of the west 

Theban communities, it is important both to ask to what extent the network of Jeme was 

similar to the networks of the neighbouring monastic settlements, and to form an idea of the 

size of the network of this west Theban hub. By comparing the networks of the Theban 

monastic groups with that of Jeme, it will be possible to gain some idea of what towns Jeme 

may have had access to beyond the attested connections already examined. The towns shown 

connected with Jeme in the previous section were, for the most part, attested only once or 

twice, and it is therefore difficult to know which were the most important in Jeme’s network. 

However, those towns which maintained connections with Jeme and with one or more of the 

Theban monastic groups may well have been better connected to Jeme, or more important in 

Jeme’s network, than we would originally have cause to suspect. 

 

The goal of the present section is to establish the networks of the monastic communities 

introduced in Section II and to compare these networks with that of Jeme. The networks 

examined are those of the monasteries of Phoibammon and Paul, the monastery of 

Epiphanius, and the monk Frange, that is, those communities with the largest bodies of textual 

evidence from which interactions can be drawn. The topos of Apa Psate will not be 

considered here as there is little evidence for the interactions of this site with toponyms other 

than Jeme. The inclusion of the monastery of Apa Paul and the solitary monk Frange in this 

discussion warrant some justification as the size of their textual corpora differs significantly 

from those of the other communities discussed. While the texts relating to the monastery of 

Apa Paul are few in number, they are some of the longest and most informative legal texts 

amongst the Theban material, containing numerous witness statements and toponyms. Given 

that the archaeological evidence suggests that the monastery of Apa Paul was a monastery of 

similar size and importance to that of Apa Phoibammon, its omission from this discussion 
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would be a significant oversight. The texts relating to the monk Frange, by comparison, are 

much more numerous. While this could bias any statistical results, the conclusions drawn 

below focus on which toponyms appear in which networks rather than the number of 

connections between them for this very reason. The value of including the connections of 

Frange to illustrate the potential influence of the numerous solitary monks of western Thebes, 

and to demonstrate the full scope of interactions of a single individual, far outweighs the 

problems raised by differences in data size. There were many more monastic communities on 

the Theban mountain than those discussed below, and it is certain that all of them were part of 

the Theban hub and interacted with each other in various ways. Those discussed below are 

those with enough evidence to make them valuable in elucidating the size and nature of the 

west Theban monastic networks. 

 

As the principal focus of this thesis is Jeme, the interactions of the monastic sites will not be 

studied as closely as those of the village itself. Rather, the goal is to provide only a 

representative view of the networks that will encompass the variety of toponyms attested in 

the documentary evidence. To this extent, only connections to definite toponyms will be 

considered below. Cases in which an otherwise unattested name is linked to an individual 

through the use of the attributive ⲛ- alone, for example “Enoch of Lapouje” (ⲉⲛⲱⲭ 

ⲛZⲗⲁⲡⲟⲩϫⲉ, O.TT29 114.11-12), which could be either a patronymic or toponym, will not be 

included. While some of these instances may in fact be toponyms, the uncertainty which 

surrounds them would not permit a great deal of confidence in a network in which they were 

included, nor add any value to a comparison of this network with that of Jeme. Similarly, 

since the goal of this section is to identify links between these communities and others outside 

western Thebes, visible links to monasteries, churches, and other topoi which are located on 

the Theban mountain, or are not located at all, will not be included. While this may detract 

from the impression that many of these religious communities had connections with one 

another, omitting dubious topoi improves the reliability of the networks, which will be, at the 

very least, an accurate (if minimal) depiction of the non-west Theban interactions of these 

communities. 
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THE MONASTERY OF APA PHOIBAMMON 

 

The network of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is an important point of comparison for 

the network of Jeme since, in terms of number of links, the two are virtually equal. This is a 

result of both the regional fame of the monastery, which is well attested by the range of 

locations from which parents came to have their children healed by the Saint, and its 

extensive economic interests, which were largely the result of donations of property and 

money. Beyond these factors, the monastery was also the episcopal seat for the Hermonthite 

diocese under Bishop Abraham in the early seventh century. All these factors made this 

monastery a well-known focal point of the region and a hub of similar status to Jeme, if for 

different reasons. 

 

The following connections are based on texts which were found at the monastery, written in 

hands associated with the monastery, or related to the monastery based on their content. The 

identification of these texts is primarily based on Godlewski’s list of such documents, but also 

utilises texts from material published after his study, particularly O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II and 

O.Ashm.Copt.1. 

 

Donations to the Monastery 

 

The many pious donations to the monastery of Phoibammon are one of the most valuable 

sources of information for the connections of the monastery since they not only indicate a 

link, but show that various individuals from beyond western Thebes, both donors and 

witnesses, were physically present in the region when the document was drawn up. As such, 

donations are a good indication of how widespread the fame of the monastery was, since 

children were brought there on the strength of the healing powers of the saint and land or 

other property was given in the hope of spiritual salvation. Donations also indicate where 

some of the people who were circulating through western Thebes, those attested in the witness 

statements, had travelled from. 

 

                                                
1 The list can be found in Godlewski (1986) 153-163. Where necessary, I have taken into account the corrections 
made in more recent publications of those texts in Godlewski’s list, as well as the corrections to 
O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II and O.Ashm.Copt. published in Delattre (2002). 
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There are ten donations in which the donor is said to be from outside western Thebes, of 

which five contain toponyms also seen in connection with Jeme. In both P.KRU 80 and 

P.KRU 109, the first a donation of a child and the second of land, the donors are from Ermont 

(ϩⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗ(ⲓⲥ) ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧⲉⲓ, P.KRU 80.2; ϩⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, P.KRU 109.2). A further two child 

donations are made by women from Apé, one of whom lived in a monastery there2 

(ϩⲛⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲉⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲉⲣⲅⲓⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ(ⲟⲛ) ⲁⲡⲏ, P.KRU 81.4; ϩⲛⲁⲡⲏ, P.KRU 86.3), 

and finally, in P.KRU 95, a child is donated by a woman of Taut (ϩⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩⲧ, l. 35). A further 

child donation, P.KRU 87, may be from a man of Romoou3. Although the beginning of this 

donation is lost, the assent clause (ll. 47-48) shows it to be from Georgios son of Marinnos, 

whose place of residence is not given. However, in the narrative of the text Georgios remarks 

that if the donated boy is brought out of the topos, the men of Romoou will be his lord, since 

“I collected him from that village to make him my son” 4. Thus, whether or not Georgios was 

himself from Romoou, he seems to have adopted a boy from that town and donated him to the 

monastery. A connection between Romoou and the monastery is warranted on the basis of 

this text. 

 

The donors of the remaining five texts come from places which do not otherwise occur in 

connection with either Jeme or any of the monastic communities examined below. Four of 

these are child donations, whose donors are: a woman of Neihbabe in the district of Primide 

(ⲧⲣⲙⲛⲉⲓ�ϩⲃⲁⲃⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲡⲣⲓⲙⲓⲇⲉ, P.KRU 79.1-2: neither of which are precisely located); a 

man of the estate of Apotei in the nome of Ermont (ⲡⲣⲙⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡ�ⲟ�ⲧⲉⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ 

ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, P.KRU 93.1-2); a priest from Dekadritou, a village in the vicinity of Shmin 

(Akhmim) (ⲡⲣⲙⲇⲉⲕⲁⲇⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲧⲕⲁϩ ϣⲙⲓⲛ, P.KRU 99.4); and a man of Timamen who now 

lives in Pampane, probably in the Tentyrite nome (ⲡⲣⲙϯⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ ... ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲉⲓⲭⲏ ⲇⲉ 

ⲁⲅⲟ ⲣⲙⲡⲁⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉ, P.KRU 100.3-4). The final text, P.KRU 110, is a donation of palm trees to 

the monastery by a man from the Hermonthite village of Pankame (ϩⲙⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲁⲛⲕⲁⲙⲏ 

ⲙ[ⲡⲛ]ⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 2-3). The ten donors of these texts are primarily from 

towns and villages within the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes, suggesting that this was the 

area in which the monastery of Phoibammon was most influential. However, at least one of 
                                                
2 This woman is described as “the woman of the village of Matoi in the district of Psoi, who lives in the 
monastery of Apa Sergios in the Kastron Apé” (ⲧⲣⲙⲡⲉⲡⲉⲅⲉ (l. ⲧⲣⲙⲡⲉⲡⲟⲓⲕⲓⲟⲛ) ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲟⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲯⲟⲓ ⲧⲁⲓ 
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲉⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲉⲣⲅⲓⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ(ⲟ)ⲛ ⲁⲡⲏ, P.KRU 81.3-4), indicating that she had moved to 
the region of Thebes from somewhere near Psoi, a considerable distance away. 
3 As the location of this man is uncertain, P.KRU 87 is not considered to be one of the ten donations with donors 
from outside western Thebes. 
4 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲉⲛⲧϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉϥⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ϩⲁⲡⲥⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲣⲙⲣⲟⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲣⲡϥϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲟⲟⲩⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲓⲕⲟⲗϥ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲁⲁϥ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ (P.KRU 87.27-31). 
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the donations was from as far as Akhmim, which indicates that the monastery had some 

renown outside this region. 

 

Many more witnesses and scribes occur in the donations than do donors, accordingly, a great 

many more toponyms occur in relation to witness and scribal statements. It has already been 

established that donations to the monastery were written there in many cases. Therefore, it is 

likely that many, if not all, of the 45 located witnesses and scribes not from Jeme who appear 

in donation texts were actually at the monastery when they witnessed or signed the 

documents5. These 45 witnesses came from 15 different toponyms, of which ten are also 

connected with Jeme (66.67%). The discussion below is organised by toponym rather than 

text, such that those texts with witnesses from several locations are mentioned multiple times. 

A list of the locations of parties in documents related to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, 

including those discussed here, is given in Section I (Table 1.2, pp. 67-68). Interestingly, 

while 67% of the toponyms are also connections of Jeme, about 84% of the located witnesses 

came from these ten toponyms6. 

 

The best represented of the connections shared with Jeme is Ermont, from where 16 witnesses 

came. Curiously, the witnesses of Ermont tend to appear in groups: three in P.KRU 80 (ll. 55, 

57, and 59); five in P.KRU 93 (ll. 52, 54, 55, 56, and 57); and a further five in P.KRU 107 (ll. 

35, 37, 39, 40 and 41). The remaining three individuals from Ermont are spread over two 

texts: a witness in P.KRU 79 (ll. 72-73), and a witness and scribe in P.KRU 96 (ll. 97 and 

997). Of all these texts, however, only in P.KRU 80 is the donor also from Ermont8. While it 

is certainly possible that the large groups of witness came from Ermont together, they need 

not have been associated with the donor – that is, they may have been there for purposes 

                                                
5 In a small number of cases (P.KRU 80, 86, and 96) it is possible that the donations were written and witnessed 
at the location of the donor and brought to the monastery later. These cases are flagged in the footnotes below, 
but, given that it is impossible to be certain one way or the other, I have taken them to be written at the 
monastery, following the general pattern established in Section I (see the discussion on pp. 61-66). 
6 38/45 = 84.44%. 
7 The numbering of Crum’s lines is unclear here. He seems to have assigned a blank space as line 98. 
8 The location of the donors of P.KRU 96 and 107 is not known. The donors from P.KRU 79 and 93 are from 
other towns in the Hermonthite nome. 
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unrelated to the donation9. Witnesses from Apé also appear in groups. In P.KRU 82, a child 

donation by a man of Jeme, two priests (ll. 47, 49) and a deacon (l. 51) from Apé act as 

witnesses. In P.KRU 86, a child donation by a woman of Apé, three men from there sign in 

one statement (ll. 60-61) and were, therefore, probably known to one another. In P.KRU 86, 

the donor and the only located witnesses were all from Apé, so it is possible that the witnesses 

came to the monastery with the mother donating her child. This might also be the case in 

P.KRU 81, in which a woman from a monastery in Apé donates her child, while three men 

from another monastery on the mountain of Apé act as witnesses (ll. 59-61)10. According to 

the Pachomian rules, monks had to be accompanied by a brother of “proven faith and 

discipline” when travelling, so it is quite possible that these three were both monks and the 

chaperones of the woman11. Undoubtedly, however, the clergy and monks who witness 

together in both P.KRU 81 and 82 may well have wanted to visit the martyrion of Saint 

Phoibammon for religious reasons as well. 

 

Besides Apé and Ermont, witnesses came from eight other locations linked to Jeme, but these 

toponyms do not occur as frequently. The next best represented is Pisinai, from where two 

witnesses came in P.KRU 91 (ll. 35, 38), and two more in P.KRU 97 (ll. 93, 94-95). Two 

witnesses also came from Romoou (P.KRU 82.57 and P.KRU 88.20) and Psamer (P.KRU 

89.50-51), and one each from Tse (P.KRU 78.83), Tabennese (P.KRU 89.53), Papar (P.KRU 

97.91-92), and Kalba (P.KRU 90.47 – this man was a priest). Finally, Iohannes son of Hello 

“from Timamen” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ?, l. 52) acts as a witness in P.KRU 89, although this 

                                                
9 Of course, it is possible that in some cases the donations were not written up at the monastery, but at the 
location of the donor. This is most likely to be the case in those documents in which all located parties (barring 
the monastery itself) are from the same location. However, of the cases involving Ermont, only P.KRU 80 has no 
located witnesses from other locations. In fact, the two unlocated witnesses to this document are associated with 
Ermont in other texts: Adrane son of Markos (l. 58) is said to be from Ermont in P.KRU 107.41, and Mena son 
of Iohannes (l. 60) in P.KRU 109.2, in which he donates land to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. P.KRU 96, 
in which the scribe and one witness are from Ermont (but two other witnesses are from the village And(…)), 
may have also been written in Ermont, but this is less likely. If it can be established that one or more of these 
texts were written in Ermont, their witnesses should not be considered connections of the monastery of Apa 
Phoibammon. 
10 Given that the donor and the witnesses in P.KRU 86 are all from Apé, it is possible that this text was written in 
Apé, and consequently that its witnesses are not connected with the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. The donor 
and the majority of the witnesses in P.KRU 81 are also from Apé or monasteries nearby (only a priest from Tbo 
who writes the assent clause in P.KRU 81.57 is from elsewhere), however this text was written on the back of an 
unrelated child donation to the monastery (where the document was kept) and so was almost certainly drawn up 
there. 
11 See precepts 54 and 56 in The Rules of Saint Pachomius (Veilleux (1981)). 
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identification is problematic12. In none of these cases is the witness from the same location as 

the donor, again indicating that these individuals were at the monastery for reasons separate to 

the donation. 

 

The other witnesses came, for the most part, from places which are unlocated and not linked 

with Jeme, but likely within the nomes of Koptos or Ermont: two men came from Pakebt 

(P.KRU 91.36-37), two from the village And(...) (P.KRU 96.94,96), and one from Timeshor 

(P.KRU 88.20). In addition to these regional locations, two witnesses came from further 

afield. In P.KRU 79 a man from Esna (ⲡⲣⲙⲥⲛⲏ, l. 71) witnesses a donation by a woman of 

Neihbabe, and in P.KRU 81 a priest from the city Tbo, modern Edfu (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲧⲃⲱ, l. 57), 

writes the assent clause for the donor, the woman from the monastery in Apé, and witnesses. 

In all cases, as above, the locations of the witnesses are different from that of the donor. 

 

The donations to the monastery of Phoibammon represent the extent of the monastery’s fame 

and show, through the witness statements, a portion of the traffic which must have passed 

through western Thebes. Moreover, the frequency with which two or more people from the 

same town witness the same document suggests that it was not unusual for people to travel in 

small groups. Whether or not the primary purpose of these witnesses in western Thebes was 

to visit the monastery – as may have been the case for the ecclesiastic and monastic witnesses 

– or whether these witnesses had come to Jeme for business, or were even just passing 

through the area and decided to visit the famous monastery, cannot be determined. It is, 

however, possible to be more certain about the extent to which these individuals were from 

places also connected with Jeme. Of the 55 donors and witnesses from locations other than 

Jeme who were involved in these donations, 43 were from places also associated with Jeme 

(78.18%), which suggests that the networks of these two communities were quite similar. 

 

  

                                                
12 The P.KRU edition of this text reads ϩⲛⲧⲉⲙⲉⲙⲏⲥⲉ “from Tememese”, but was later corrected to Temamen 
(i.e. Timamen) – see Winlock & Crum (1926) 121, fn.3 and the entry ‘Timamen’ in Appendix A, pp. 290-291. 
The Coptic of this revision was not provided by Crum. Based on the presence of a witness from Tabennese in the 
following line, and the pattern observed here of witnesses from the same location appearing in groups, I had 
originally thought that Tememese might be an alternate or misspelling of Tabennese. Unfortunately, I have not 
been able to view an image of this text (the manuscript is divided between London and Cairo, the fragment in 
question being in Cairo) and so have followed the correction accepted by Crum. 
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Other Connections 

 

The remaining documents that show a connection with the monastery are, for the most part, 

much shorter than the donation texts examined above and none contain witnesses; they are 

primarily accounts, letters, and, less commonly, legal agreements. Rather than demonstrating 

the fame of the monastery, they better indicate the geographical spread of its economic and 

religious interests. As with the donations, the range of toponyms found in these documents 

includes those also connected with Jeme and those which are not. Most are attested only once 

or twice. 

 

Among the toponyms with which Jeme is also connected is one that is not within the 

Hermonthite or Koptite nomes: Antinoe. Antinoe is attested in O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39, an 

account of expenses found at the monastery, the first three lines of which read “I paid a tremis 

for the papyrus book from Antinoe” (ⲁⲓϯ ⲟⲩⲧⲏⲣⲙⲓⲥⲓⲟⲛ ϩⲁⲭⲁⲣⲧⲏⲥ ⲛZϫZⲱⲙⲉ ⲛ�ⲁ�ⲛ�ⲧⲓⲛⲟⲟⲩ, Vs. 

ll. 1-3)13. Even if this papyrus book was not bought in Antinoe by a representative of the 

monastery, the fact that it is identified as such is significant14. Another expense recorded in 

this text is for clothes “from Taut” (ϩⲛZⲧⲁⲩⲧ, Rs. l. 2), a toponym also linked to Jeme. A 

certain Pisrael from Taut occurs in a separate account from the monastery, this one damaged 

and obscure (ⲡⲓⲥⲣⲁⲏⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲁⲩⲧ, O.Crum 439.4), alongside a man from Patoubasten 

(ϩⲓⲡⲁⲧ�ⲟ�ⲩⲃⲓ�[ⲥⲧⲉⲛ], O.Crum 439.1). What this account recorded is not clear, however it is 

reasonable to think that those who appear in it had some connection to the monastery in which 

it was found. 

 

Patoubasten is linked to the monastery in three other texts. The clearest of these is SB Kopt. II 

92215, in which a “man of Patoubasten” ([ⲡ]ⲣⲙⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧⲛ, l. 2), on behalf of his brothers, 

draws up a loan agreement with “my brothers of the topos of Apa Phoibammon” (ⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏⲟⲩ 

ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ, ll. 4-5) for the sum of one holokottinos. This text was written in 

the hand of David, a well-known monk and secretary of the monastery of Phoibammon (ll. 

14-16), and witnessed by a man of Jeme (l. 20), suggesting that the brother from Patoubasten 

was at the monastery of Phoibammon when the document was written. Less clear is 
                                                
13 ϩⲁⲭⲁⲣⲧⲏⲥ ⲛZϫZⲱⲙⲉ could equally refer to a papyrus roll or codex. For the use of ϫⲱⲙⲉ see Crum, Dict. 770b-
771b. 
14 Hasitzka (2007) 12 records two instances of ⲁⲛⲧⲓⲛⲟⲟⲩ as a personal name (SB Kopt. I 36.151 and BKU I 
1.A). I am inclined to think that this instance is not a personal name since the only other name used in this text is 
a toponym (Taut, Rs. l. 2) and is used in the same context (the provenance of an item) as ⲁⲛⲧⲓⲛⲟⲟⲩ. 
15 Previously published as BKU I 78 and P.Pisentius 64. 
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O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 22, a short letter from the monastery in which the recipient is told to go 

north and “perform the feast for Patoubasten” (ⲛZⲅZⲣϣⲁ ⲉⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧZⲛZ, ll. 2-3) with Abraham 

the deacon. How this text relates to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is not clear, although 

it is possible that either a resident of the monastery was the recipient ordered to go to 

Patoubasten, or that Bishop Abraham was the author, since Patoubasten was in his diocese. 

The final reference to this village comes from O.Crum 301, an obscure agreement which was 

written by a priest “of Apa Petros in Patoubasten” (ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃ(ⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ 

ϩⲛⲡⲁⲧⲁⲩⲃⲁⲥ(ⲧⲉⲛ), ll. 12-13). While the exact nature of this document is unclear, that a priest 

from Patoubasten wrote it either indicates that the document came to the monastery from 

Patoubasten or that the priest did. 

 

The village of Romoou is also well attested in documents relating to the monastery and, 

interestingly, the following four attestations of it are connected with agriculture. In P.KRU 

109, a man from Ermont donates a field to the monastery “which is to the south of Romoou” 

(ⲉⲧⲙⲡⲣⲏⲥ ⲛⲣⲓⲙⲟⲟⲩ, l. 6), indicating that at some point the monastery had agricultural 

interests near this town. This is reminiscent of P.KRU 108 (see above, pp. 81-83), in which 

the community of Jeme donates land to the monastery that was on the southern borders of the 

fields of Romoou16. The monastery’s agricultural interests in and near Romoou are also 

supported by O.Crum 138 and SB Kopt. II 95117, two sowing contracts with the monastery. In 

the first, Victor, the superior of the monastery, authorises two men to “sow the field of 

Romoou” (ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕϫⲱ ⲛⲉⲓⲱϩⲣⲟⲩⲙⲁⲩ, O.Crum. 138.6), with the profits to be split evenly 

between the men and the monastery. In the second, a man of Romoou (ⲡⲣⲙⲣⲁⲙⲁⲟⲩ, SB Kopt. 

II 951.2-3) has entered into an agreement with Jacob son of Daniel “the monk” (ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ, 

ll. 4-5) to sow a field, and now states he is ready to do the work. This text was written in the 

hand of the monk David (ll. 25-27), indicating that the land was almost certainly the property 

of the monastery. Taken together, these four texts show that the monastery of Phoibammon 

had agricultural interests in the village of Romoou, and, on occasion, hired farmers from 

there. 

 

Ermont and Apé, both strongly represented in the donation texts related to the monastery, are 

not well attested in these documents, and the connection to both is quite weak. Apé occurs in 

                                                
16 The land donated by the community of Jeme in P.KRU 108 is called “Kale of Peko” (ⲕⲁⲗⲏ ⲛⲡⲉⲕⲱ, l.4). A 
Kale of Peko is also the recipient of grain sent by the monastery of Apa Phoibammon in O.Crum 462. It is quite 
possible that the two should be equated. 
17 Originally published as BKU I 48 and P.Pisentius 67. 
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O.Crum 491, a copy on an ostracon of an epitaph for a man from “the holy topos of Apa 

Stephanos of the city Apé” (ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲧⲉⲫⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲁⲡⲉ, ll. 3-5). 

Why this text was in the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is not clear, and a connection 

between the two sites has not been based on it18. Ermont, on the other hand, is mentioned in a 

letter, likely to the bishop, from some men who claim that Eustathius from the mountain of 

Ermont (ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲱⲛⲧ, O.Crum 209.6-7) had an official imprison them without cause. 

The end of this letter is missing, but depending on where the men were imprisoned and 

whether or not they expected the recipient to have influence over Eustathius (if the recipient 

was Abraham for instance), a connection with Ermont may be possible. 

 

The final four toponyms that occur in these documents and are also connected with Jeme are: 

Tabennese, Koptos, Tche, and Kos. Tabennese is weakly linked to the monastery. It occurs in 

O.Crum 359, a damaged letter in a hand associated with the monastery (Crum’s hand A19), of 

which the entire surviving fragment reads “here are Ananias and Paulos, about the … of 

Tabennese” (ⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁ ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲙⲁ ⲛⲡϩⲏⲥ�… ⲛⲧⲁⲃⲉⲛⲛⲏⲥⲉ , ll. 1-3). While a 

connection is possible, its nature is not clear. Koptos occurs in a similarly damaged document 

which appears to be from a group of people from the district of Koptos ([... ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟ]ϣ ⲛZⲕZⲃZⲧZ, 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 11.1-220) and is addressed to the brothers of the topos of Apa 

Phoibammon (ⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲙZⲡⲧ[ⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ] ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ, ll. 4-5). The exact nature of the 

document is unclear, although it may be a loan agreement. In O.Crum 31 (also in hand A), 

Abraham the “reader of the church of Tche” (ⲛⲁⲛⲁⲅ(ⲛⲱⲥⲧⲏⲥ) ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕ(ⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ) ⲛⲑⲉ, ll.1-2) 

applies to Bishop Abraham to be ordained deacon of the church of Tche (ⲧⲉⲕⲕ(ⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲛⲧϩⲉ, l. 

9)21. Finally, Kos occurs alongside two toponyms not connected with Jeme, Kune and Shneset 

(both in the Tentyra bend, not far downriver from Koptos), in an account recording items, 

perhaps related to charity (O.Crum 476). Wine, salt, and a maaje of food were sent to Kune 

(...ⲏ]ⲣⲡ ϩⲛⲕⲩⲛⲏ [...]ϩⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲕⲩⲛⲏ [...]ⲙⲁϫⲉ ϩⲁⲕⲟⲩϫ ϩⲛⲕⲩⲛⲏ, ll. 1-3), while a maaje of an 

                                                
18 Apé is also attested in O.Crum 305.2 (ϩⲛⲁⲡⲉ), an ostracon from the monastery. However this document is 
damaged and the context of this reference is lost. 
19 Crum describes a number of more or less distinct hands in the O.Crum ostraca on pp. xiii-xvi of this volume. 
Hand A is one associated with Bishop Abraham, the founder of the monastery, although Crum thinks that it is 
unlikely to be an autograph, and rather suggests that it might be the hand of the priest Victor, Abraham’s disciple 
and eventual successor as superior of the monastery. 
20 If the restoration of ⲧⲟϣ ‘district’ is correct, this need not refer to a particular toponym in the district of 
Koptos. In P.Mon.Epiph. 323.1-2, a man is described as “the man of the district of Koptos” (ⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡ[ⲧ]ⲟϣ 
ⲛZⲕⲉⲃZⲧZ); and in O.Vind.Copt. 34, a “Moses the deacon of the district of Koptos” occurs (ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲕ/ 
ⲙ�ⲡ�ⲧⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲩⲃⲏⲧ, l. 10). 
21 Although this toponym is spelled The, rather than Tche, Crum (n.1 to the edition of O.Crum 31) remarks that 
they are likely the same, and I follow his conclusion here. 



 200 

unspecified foodstuff was sent “for charity” to Kos and Shneset (…]ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ϩⲓⲕⲱⲥ 

[...]ⲟⲩⲙⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ϣⲛⲉⲥⲏⲧ, ll. 5-6). 

 

Besides Kune and Shneset, a further six toponyms are linked to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon that are not connected with Jeme, although some are connected with other west 

Theban monasteries22. The best attested of these is Piohe, which is linked twice to the 

monastery of Phoibammon. The village Piohe is attested in O.Crum 36, in which three men 

“of the village Piohe” (ⲛⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲙⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ, l. 2) write to a bishop (presumably Abraham) 

requesting that he ordain a fourth man a priest of the church in their village. In addition, the 

mountain of Piohe is mentioned in a damaged letter to a superior (again likely Abraham23) 

informing him of an attack on the inheritance of a man “of the mountain of Piohe” (ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ : 

ⲙⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ, O.Crum 184.5). The village of Pankalela is also attested twice in texts related to the 

monastery, but in one of these (O.Crum 127, Vo. ll. 1,8) the context is lost and it is not 

reasonable to make a connection on the basis of this text. A secure link to Pankalela is found 

in O.Crum 333, a payment order in a hand associated with the monastery which simply reads: 

“Give (at?) Pankalela 2 tremisses and another again to that place” (ⲙⲁ ⲡⲁⲛⲕⲁⲗⲏⲗⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲩ 

ⲛⲧⲏⲣⲙⲏⲍⲉⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕⲟⲩⲁⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ, ll. 1-3). The purpose of the payment is unclear, 

however the text indicates that the monastery had economic connections with Pankalela. 

 

The toponyms Esna, Pajment, Tbebe, and the mountain of Tsenti are attested once each in 

connection with the monastery. Esna occurs in O.Crum 126, a letter to or from a bishop 

(likely Abraham) requesting that the recipient write a letter to “the deacon of Esna” 

(ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲟⲥ : ⲛⲥⲛⲉ, ll. 7-8)24. Pajment is attested in O.Crum 303, an agreement by two men 

addressed to the priest Victor (a later superior of the monastery) about their contract to work 

the field of Pajment (ⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ ⲙⲡⲁϫⲙⲛⲧ, l. 3). In P.KRU 118, the beginning of a legal 

document of uncertain nature, the dikaion25 of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon (ll. 8-10) is 

addressed by men who say they are “today living in Tbebe in the district of Ermont” (ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ 

ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛⲧⲃⲏⲃⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, 4-5). Finally, in O.Crum 248, an unknown 

                                                
22 A further three toponyms(?) might also be added here, although they lack the contextual evidence that would 
certainly link them to the monastery: Tpout (O.Crum 354.11-12); Tamouhite (O.Crum 194.3); and Tbele 
(O.Crum 179.3). 
23 Timm (1984-2007) 1941, following the dissertation of M. Krause. 
24 Crum’s translation and notes for this text (ed. pinc.) indicate that he thought the letter was from a bishop, 
however the term (]ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲥⲕ[, vo. l. 1) is in a damaged part of the text following the beginning of the address 
(ⲧⲁⲁⲥ, r. l. 11), and could reasonably be attributed to either the sender or the recipient depending on the extent of 
what is missing. 
25 On the dikaion see above, p. 90 (Section II) fn. 67. 
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individual writes to the priest Victor to inform him that he wants to sell the Psalter that he left 

with Victor to Petronios, a priest from the mountain of Tsenti (ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲱⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲥⲉⲛⲧⲉⲓ, 

ll. 4-5), and asks Victor to give it to the letter carrier, who is there on behalf of Petronios. 

 

As with the donation texts addressed to the monastery, this mix of accounts and letters shows 

that the monastery was connected with a number of places, both those which were also 

connected with Jeme, and those which (as far as we know) were not. 

 

The Network of Phoibammon 

 

The preceding discussion can be divided into three broad categories: connections through 

donors; connections through witness statements; and connections through letters and 

accounts. It was further suggested that the first of these might best indicate the fame of the 

monastery, the second the geographical spread of the people who passed through western 

Thebes, and the third the extent of the business and religious connections of the monastery. If 

this is a reasonable division, it is worth examining what degree of overlap existed between 

places in each category, and to what extent the places in each category were also connected 

with Jeme. 

 

Of the seven attested donor locations and the 15 attested witness locations, only two 

toponyms are common to both: Ermont and Apé, both of which are also linked to Jeme26. In 

some of the donation texts, witnesses and donors from the same location occur together and in 

these cases, as was discussed above, it is possible that the witnesses were there with the donor 

and not on separate business (they may also have had additional reasons to travel with the 

donor). However, not all the witnesses from Apé or Ermont occur in donations by people 

from the same place, so some of the traffic between these sites must have been unrelated to 

donations. In comparison with the other documents, five of the toponyms from the witness 

statements also occur in the letters and accounts associated with the monastery (in which 18 

toponyms occur). These are: Apé and Ermont again, Esna, Romoou, and Tabennese, of which 

only Esna is not also linked to Jeme. 

 

                                                
26 Romoou may also be added to this list if Georgios son of Marinnos, the donor of P.KRU 87, is considered to 
have originated from there. The matter is not clear, however. 
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Fig. 4.1.

 

In total, 33 toponyms can be linked to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon and, of these, 16 

are also connected with Jeme28. Looking at the 15 toponyms in witness statements alone, five 

are also attested in other monastic texts (either as donors or in the letters and accounts), and 

nine are also connections of Jeme29. While it is impossible to be certain, t

that some of the visitors passing through the monastery were there on business (those 

toponyms also attested in the accounts and letters), while others were in the area for business 

with Jeme, and consequently that the connections of Jeme enhanced the network

                                                
27 Image © Google Earth ver. 7.1.2.2041. Western Thebes
138.37km. (Imagery date: 10 April 2013) – viewed 21 July 2013.
that described above, p. 148 and p. 180 fn. 174
28 For a complete comparison of the non-west Theban toponyms 
discussed in this section, see Table 4.1 below (pp. 229
29 Apé, Ermont, Kalba, Papar, Pisinai, Psamer, Romoou, Tabennese, and Tse.
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monastery of Phoibammon. Ultimately, however, none of the individual witnesses to the 

donation texts are elsewhere attested in connection with Jeme, and so it cannot be known, on 

the basis of this comparison alone, which community was more influential on the other. 

 

While the question of which community was the most influential cannot be answered on the 

basis of this documentation, Fig. 4.1 shows that the network of the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon was equal in size and scope to that of Jeme: 33 toponyms are connected with the 

monastery and 36 are connected with Jeme (16 are common to both), with the vast majority of 

toponyms in both networks being located in the Hermonthite or Koptite nomes30. Moreover, 

the fact that witnesses from Jeme are attested in the donation texts alongside witnesses from 

other locations suggests that people from Jeme were at the monastery at the same time as 

people from other towns. It is certainly possible that new connections could be formed in such 

circumstances. At any rate, it is clear that individuals from throughout the region could easily 

access both sites and that, together, these two communities were something of a regional 

centre. 

 

 
THE MONASTERY OF APA PAUL 

 

In comparison with the monastery of Phoibammon, the monastery of Paul is significantly less 

well-represented in the corpus of published texts from western Thebes. Fewer connections can 

therefore be made, and, in fact, the connections discussed here come entirely from only four 

documents: P.CLT 1, 3, 4, and SB III 7240. While the inclusion of monastic networks in this 

section was based to a large degree on the abundance of material relating to the community, a 

criterion which the monastery of Apa Paul does not yet meet31, it is worth including because it 

was a monastery of similar size and structure to that of Phoibammon, and was consequently in 

a similar position to influence the network and the success of Jeme. Further, SB III 7240 

provides information on the taxation of monasteries under the Arab administration, which is 

not represented in the evidence for the other institutions in the region. 

 

                                                
30 Compare to Fig. 3.3, p. 185. The 36 toponyms connected to Jeme count Ermont and its mountain  as one. 
31 The excavations of the monastery have uncovered more than 2000 ostraca fragments, from which at least 250 
texts have already been pieced together. Publication of this material is ongoing, but a variety of textual genres 
(accounts, letters, lists, legal documents) have been identified. Unfortunately for the purposes of making 
connections, remarkably few toponyms have so far been found in the texts – see Beckh, Eichner & Hodak (2011) 
20-21. 
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P.CLT 1, 3, and 4 are legal texts that directly link the monastery of Apa Paul to other 

communities. The first of these, P.CLT 1, contains the most connections. In this text, Moses 

the son of Plouj, from the Koptite town of Pshinsion (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡϣⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕZⲃZⲧZ, l. 5), 

signs over to the monastery of Apa Paul the money he brought with him when he and his son 

left Pshinsion to become monks there. Aside from witnesses from Jeme, there are also 

witnesses to this text (including two lashanes) from Pakothis (ϩⲙZⲧⲉⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲁ ⲙZⲡⲁⲕⲱⲑⲉⲟⲥ, l. 

133), Psenheaei (ϩⲙZⲡϣⲛZϩⲓⲁⲓ, l. 135), Pshinsion (ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲛZⲡϣⲛⲥⲱⲛ, l. 137; ϩⲛⲯⲥⲟⲛ, l. 

138), and Paue (ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲡⲁⲩⲏ, l. 139). P.CLT 1 primarily establishes a connection between 

the monastery and Pshinsion, the original home of the (now) monk Moses. Additionally, the 

witness statements further connect the monastery to individuals from Jeme, Pshinsion, 

Pakothis, Psenheaei, and Paue, who were at the monastery when the document was drawn 

up32. 

 

By contrast, P.CLT 3 connects the monastery with only the Fayum. In this text, which has 

already been mentioned in previous sections, two men from Jeme write to a local amir on 

behalf of three monks from “the cup of Apa Paul on the mountain of Jeme” (ⲡⲕⲟⲩⲗⲱⲗ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ 

ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 3). They request that the monks be given passes to travel “to the 

district of the Fayum” (ⲉⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲟⲟⲙ, l. 4) for three months in order to sell ropework. 

This is one of the farthest connections attested for any west Theban site, and an unusually 

long way to go to sell rope. Unless the market for ropework was particularly good in the 

Fayum, which seems unlikely given the easy availability of the materials, it may be that the 

monks also intended to visit other monastic sites in that area33. 

 

Finally, P.CLT. 4 is a receipt given to the monastery by a certain Merkurios “from Pshinsion” 

(ϩZⲙZⲡϣⲛZⲥⲓⲱⲛ, l. 2) for payment for a millstone which he sold to them34. Merkurios states that 

he set up the stone in the monastery (ⲛZⲧⲁⲧⲁϩⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ ⲛZⲛⲁⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ, l. 7), which 

indicates that he must have travelled there to transport, sell, and install the stone. He also 

states that he brought in another person, Isaac, to assess the stone’s worth, on whose 

recommendation the monastery paid two tremisses of gold (ll. 7-10). Whether or not Isaac 
                                                
32 P.CLT 2 relates to the same Moses and his son, however the two were now established in the area and no new 
connections based on this text are warranted. 
33 Rope was chiefly made from a mixture of ḥalfa grass and date-palm fibres, both of which are readily abundant 
throughout Egypt, and which were both found in the excavations of the monastery of Epiphanius – see Winlock 
& Crum (1926) 72. 
34 Merkurios sells what is called in the text ⲡⲩⲗⲏ ⲛZⲱⲛⲉ (l. 7), literally a “stone door”. However, Schiller is 
probably correct in translating this as “millstone” given that lines 12-13 indicate that it was set up in the 
workshop (ἐγαστήριον, l. 12) of the monastery for “the bread of the brethren” (ⲛZⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲛZⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ, ll. 12-13). 
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also came from Pshinsion is not stated, yet this text demonstrates at least one more connection 

between Pshinsion and the monastery of Paul. 

 

The Monastery of Paul and the Arab Administration: SB III 7240 

 

SB III 7240 does not link the monastery to a specific toponym, rather it deals with a tax 

demand from the Arab administration. Monasteries paid land taxes on the fields they owned 

and, eventually, monks also paid the poll tax35. Indeed, large monasteries were considered as 

taxable subdivisions on the same level as towns, meaning (for the seventh and eighth 

centuries at least) that tax assessments made by the central administration would be sent to the 

monasteries, who, in turn, would be responsible for allocating and collecting the taxes from 

its dependents36. Considering the central role taxes played in the life of all Egyptians, it is 

surprising that virtually no evidence relating to them has yet been published for any of the 

Theban monasteries, with most of the evidence for monasteries paying tax coming from 

Bawit37. 

 

In fact, the evidence for interaction between the Theban monasteries and the Arab 

administration is restricted to one document, SB III 724038. In this Greek text, dating to 69739, 

the well-known pagarch and likely duke of the Thebaid, Flavius Atias40, writes “to the 

inhabitants of Kaukoi in the mountain of Memnonia (i.e. Jeme)” (τοῖς κατοικοῦσι Καύκοις εἰς 

τὸ ὄρος Μεµνονίων, l. 9) that he will let them remain in their residence without molestation 

                                                
35 The poll tax on monks was not introduced until the end of the seventh century. See the discussions in Dennet 
(1950) 75, 94; Rāġib (1997) 143. For some of the ways in which monks managed this tax payment, see Clackson 
(2000) 23-26. 
36 That monasteries were separate subdivisions is seen in the Aphrodito tax registers: Bell (1924) 272. For a 
discussion on how taxes were assessed generally, see Frantz-Murphy (1999) 242-244. 
37 Particularly from the monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit, for which see Delattre (2007:A) 70 and Clackson 
(2000) 23-26. 
38 First edited by Bell (1924) 266-275. 
39 The dating of this text is the subject of some discussion. Based on the indiction year it can either be dated to 
17 October 697 or 712. In his original publication of this text, Bell (1924) 272-273 preferred 712, despite the fact 
that Atias’ dates fit better with 697, because of a reference to the poll tax on the monks, which The History of the 
Patriarchs states was not introduced before 705. However, Dennet (1950) 74-75 argues that this claim is 
incorrect and that the poll tax was probably introduced on monks just before the insurrection of monks occurring 
in 693/4 (Abbot (1938) 98 states that the tax on monks was introduced under the governor Abd al-Aziz ibn 
Marwan between 685-705, during the caliphate of Abd al-Malik). Dennet therefore preferred the 697 date. 
Evidence regarding Flavius Atias that became available after Bell’s publication also supports a 697 date, for 
which see Gascou & Worp (1982) 85-86; Sijpesteijn & Worp (1983) 194-196; and, more recently, Cromwell 
(2013:A) 283-284, who notes that recent evidence could support a later date (712), although she prefers the 
earlier dating in lack of further evidence. 
40 For information about the archive of Flavius Atias see Sijpesteijn & Worp (1983) 189-197. Its dating has been 
recently discussed by Cromwell (2013:A) 283-284, who also notes that Flavius Atias was likely already duke 
when SB III 7240 was written. 
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on the condition that they live peacefully and continue to pay their poll tax, which they had 

defaulted on “during a period of insurrection” (ἐν καιρῷ τῆς ἀνταρσίας, ll. 13, 20). That 

‘Kaukoi’ in this text refers to a monastery on the mountain of Jeme is evidenced by the 

reference to “the other monasteries” (τὰ λοιπὰ µοναστήρια, l. 12). In a note to Bell, Crum 

suggested that this was a reference to the monastery of Apa Paul, which is elsewhere called 

“the cup of the mountain of Jeme” (ⲡⲕⲟⲗⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ, P.KRU 1106.18-19), as 

καῦκος is a well-attested Byzantine term for ‘cup’41. This suggestion is further supported by 

the fact that the same Greek term is used in descriptions of monks from the monastery of Apa 

Paul in P.CLT 3.12-14, and that SB III 7240 was acquired with a number of Coptic papyri, 

including the P.CLT material, relating to the same monastery42. 

 

SB III 7240 is testimony to the fact that the Arab administration monitored the tax payments 

of the Theban monasteries and was in direct contact with them when necessary. It also 

suggests a period of insurrection that is otherwise unattested. The Arabic sources say that the 

first Coptic revolt in upper Egypt took place in 739, which is too late to be the one referred to 

in this papyrus43. It is possible that this was not a major conflict, but a small scale resistance 

against paying the poll tax by monks of the Theban monasteries. We know, for instance, that 

when the poll tax was first applied to monks, they refused to pay it and that it had to be 

reintroduced at a later point44. It is then a question of whether or not this ‘insurrection’ 

impacted on the residents of Jeme in any way. Unfortunately the sources are silent on this 

point, yet it is hard to imagine that tax evasion on the very doorstep of Jeme would not have 

brought the town to the attention of the administration. 

 

The Network of the Monastery of Apa Paul 

 

Of the toponyms attested with the monastery of Paul, Pshinsion and Psenheaei also have links 

with Jeme, whereas Pakothis, Paue and the Fayum do not. Only Pshinsion and the Fayum, 

however, have a known location (general in the case of the former, specific in the latter). As 

such, a map displaying the connections of this monastery (present for all other sites discussed 

                                                
41 Bell (1924) 266-267. See also the description of this monastery in Appendix A, pp. 297-298. 
42 Bell (1924) 266; see also Cromwell (2007) 60 for the 1924 acquisitions of Mr Lythgoe. 
43 Wickham (2005) 140. Both Wickham (2005) and Bell (1924) 271 note an earlier revolt in 726, however this 
was among the inhabitants of the delta. In any case, SB III 7240 cannot be dated after 712 (Cromwell (2013:A) 
283-284), so this cannot be a reference to any later insurrection. 
44 Dennet (1950) 94. Dennet also refers to an insurrection of monks occurring in 693/4 (p. 75), which could be 
related to this text. 
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in Section IV) has been omitted. In regard to the eight connections of this monastery attested 

in the documents discussed here, it should be noted that four are with Pshinsion, whereas each 

of the other four toponyms has only one. Whether or not Pshinsion had an especial connection 

to the monastery is not clear, and it is probably a stretch to try to argue this on the basis of so 

few published documents. What these texts, and in particular P.CLT 1, do suggest is that, like 

the monastery of Phoibammon, the monastery of Paul was known in the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes; well enough to attract a convert from Pshinsion in the Koptite nome, and to 

have individuals from there and other places present when a document required witnesses. 

Given that three other witnesses of P.CLT 1 were from Jeme (ll. 112, 113, 125), it is possible 

that the monastery of Paul was also a place where contacts between the inhabitants of Jeme 

and those of other communities in the region could be made. 

 

 

THE MONASTERY OF EPIPHANIUS 

 

As discussed in Section II, the monastery of Epiphanius was of a different nature to the larger 

monasteries of Phoibammon and Paul. This was a small community of monks based around a 

number of elders. There is very little indication of a formal administrative structure of the 

kind seen in the larger monasteries45. As such, the visible connections of the monastery of 

Epiphanius are also of a different nature. Whereas many of the interactions between the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon and Jeme were directed to the monastery itself (through its 

superior), the connections between the monastery of Epiphanius and Jeme involve individual 

members of that community. When looking at the interactions between the monks of 

Epiphanius and communities outside western Thebes, this pattern is no different. A large 

number of connections with such communities are attested in the documentation relating to 

and excavated from this monastery, and these are examined in the following discussion46. 

 

                                                
45 The only indication that an administrative structure might have existed inside the monastery of Epiphanius 
comes from a reference to its diakonia in P.Mon.Epiph. 178, for which see below, p. 216 and especially fn. 79. 
46 The connections between the monastery and Jeme, the best represented town in these documents, have already 
been laid out in Section II. Beyond this, there are also potential connections to other communities on the 
mountain of Jeme, such as to the monastery of Cyriacus (P.Mon.Epiph. 281 and 457), the topos of Saint Mark 
(P.Mon.Epiph. 84), and to the monk Frange (who writes a number of letters to the monks of Epiphanius: 
P.Mon.Epiph. 119, 247, 351, 376, and 412). As stated in the beginning of Section IV, such connections will not 
be examined here, as the focus is on those outside this area. 
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Identifying the connections of the monastery of Epiphanius is not an easy matter. In the first 

place, this community seems not to have had a commonly-used toponym by which it was 

referred. Moreover, the state of preservation of many of the documents means that in several 

cases the recipient, whom we might expect to be a monk of this community, is unknown. 

Damaged texts also mean that when a toponym is present the context is sometimes too 

obscure to make a connection. The following connections are based primarily on the material 

excavated at the monastery by the Winlock expedition, and presented in the P.Mon.Epiph. 

volume. In this way, the provenance of the texts helps to form many of the connections47. 

Very few of the individuals mentioned as recipients of the following texts are ever identified 

as monks; only those who appear regularly can we be truly certain of. However, unless there 

is a reasonable cause to doubt that the recipient in question was a monk or other resident of 

the monastery of Epiphanius, they are assumed to be. Be that as it may, not all connections 

are secure and those which are less so are flagged as such below. 

 

Connections Shared with Jeme 

 

More than half the toponyms linked to the monastery of Epiphanius are also linked to Jeme, 

and these toponyms make up most of the visible interactions, many being attested multiple 

times. Of these, Ermont is the best attested with four secure connections and four which are 

more tentative. Most of these eight connections are letters. In P.Mon.Epiph. 176, a man in 

prison writes to Papnoute complaining about a series of problems including that he has no 

family in Ermont to answer for him (ll. 1-3), that he is ill-treated, and that Papnoute has 

neglected him. He then requests that food be sent to him in prison. The fact that the prisoner 

complains of a lack of family in Ermont suggests that this is where he was imprisoned, and 

from where he wrote the letter to Papnoute (in the monastery of Epiphanius) requesting aid. 

Another letter, P.Mon.Epiph. 254, is addressed to Pisenthios the bishop of Koptos, who 

resided at the monastery of Epiphanius for a time48. The sender requests that Pisenthios send 

to Ermont (l. 3) for a lawyer, in order to resolve a matter concerning a commemorative offer. 

The bishop Pisenthios is also involved in P.Mon.Epiph. 172, in which a certain Lucas writes 

to Apa Psan the anchorite, asking him to ask Bishop Pisenthios to write to Apa Elias, “and to 

write to Ermont, to the men of Ermont” (ⲛZⲅϥⲥϩⲁ�ⲓ� ⲉϩⲣⲁ ⲉⲣⲙ�ⲟ�ⲛ�ⲧ ⲛZⲛZⲣZⲙZⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 15-17) 

                                                
47 Note that some of the material published in P.Mon.Epiph. is provenanced to another nearby monastery, which 
is called the monastery of Kyriakos by Winlock and Crum. Such texts are clearly identified in the publication 
and have been excluded from consideration in the following discussion. 
48 Winlock & Crum (1926) 223-231. 
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about a matter which is lost in the lacuna. This connection is not entirely secure, since it is 

unclear whether Lucas wants Pisenthios to write to both Elias and Ermont, in which case there 

is a direct connection, or if he wants Pisenthios to ask Elias to write to Ermont, in which case 

the connection is between Elias’ location and Ermont49. However, the former scenario seems 

the most likely. A more secure connection is found in P.Mon.Epiph. 310, in which a man 

writes to a superior he refers to as “my father” (ⲡⲁⲉⲓⲱⲧ, l. 10) that some corn was brought to 

Ermont and is being sold there (ll. 3-4). He asks that a man be sent out to settle the matter. 

 

Two less secure connections are found in the letters P.Mon.Epiph. 438 and 272. The former is 

unaddressed and informs the recipient that the sender succeeded in making Pisente of Ermont 

agree to something which is not explicit and further refers to sent and requested items, 

including goat hair, a sack, and some rope. As it is unclear what relationship existed between 

the recipient, presumably at the monastery, and Pisente in Ermont, this is only a potential 

connection. Similarly, P.Mon.Epiph. 272 is a badly damaged letter to Apa Joseph the priest, 

from Hello of Penhotp (l. 17). In this letter, Ermont (l. 7) and the man of Ermont (l. 12) are 

mentioned, but the context is not clear. This text is also the only one to show a connection to 

Penhotp, which is not attested in connection with Jeme50. Beyond these letters, one other text 

is proof of the movement of people from Ermont to the monastery. In a Greek graffito on the 

walls of the monastery, Phoibammon, a reader of a church in Ermont, requests prayers from 

passing visitors (P.Mon.Epiph. 678). Graffiti left by visitors are a common feature of many 

Theban monasteries and cells, and are found in all the tombs associated with the monastery of 

Epiphanius51. 

 

A final potential connection to Ermont is attested in P.Mon.Epiph. 87, the testament of 

Kalashire the monk. Only the opening address of this text survives, however it is directed to 

Apa Epiphanius the monk, “who is ascribed to the city of Ermont, being a monk on the 

mountain of Jeme, the same mountain on which I live”52. It is likely that this Epiphanius was 

                                                
49 The third person, masculine, singular conjunctive ⲛZϥⲥϩⲁⲓ is used in both instances (ll. 13 and 15). 
50 P.Mon.Epiph. 269, however, mentions it in a context that suggests a monastery or church may have existed 
there (“… the holy [monastery?] of Penhotep” …ⲗ[ⲙ]ⲁ ⲛZϫⲟ[ⲟⲩ ... ⲉⲧⲟⲩ]ⲁⲁⲃ ⲡZⲛZϩⲱⲧZⲡZ ll. 3-4). This text is too 
damaged to be used for even a possible connection. An Apa Joseph, who lives on the mountain of Jeme and who 
is both a priest and anchorite, is mentioned as the spiritual father of Kalashire the monk in P.Mon.Epiph. 87, for 
which see the following paragraph. 
51 The graffiti from the monastery of Epiphanius are mostly published as P.Mon.Epiph. 635-702. This graffito 
was found in the original monastery, i.e. the structures surrounding TT103, considered the first tomb associated 
with this community and the tomb in which the famous Epiphanius resided. 
52 ⲡⲁ ⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛZⲧZ ⲉϥⲟ ⲙZⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲱ ⲉϯⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ (P.Mon.Epiph. 
87.8-9). 
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a monk at the monastery of Epiphanius, and was perhaps even the famous Epiphanius 

himself. Regardless, this text shows a monk who moved to this monastery from Ermont. This 

text may also connect the monastery to the community at Pashme, although this connection is 

not certain. Kalashire rather confusingly describes himself as “the priest of Saint Apa 

Georgios, the son of Apa Dios, the man of the estate of Pashme in the nome of Koptos, the 

monk, the son also according to God, of the most pious, blessed priest Apa Joseph the 

anchorite, who lives on the mountain of Jeme”53. This list of names, titles and locations 

suggests that Kalashire first resided in Pashme with Apa Dios (his real or spiritual father), and 

later moved to the mountain of Jeme to become a monk under Apa Joseph54. Whether or not 

Kalashire lived at the monastery of Epiphanius is not clear; his statement that he lived on the 

same mountain as Epiphanius (ll. 8-9) is not indicative that he lived in the monastery of 

Epiphanius specifically, since all the monastic communities of the Theban necropolis were on 

the mountain of Jeme. Joseph is certainly a common enough name in these texts, and occurs a 

number of times with the titular ‘Apa’55. If Kalashire was a monk at the monastery of 

Epiphanius, then a connection to Pashme may also be established. 

 

Other texts may also link the monastery to Pashme. P.Mon.Epiph. 270v is a statement by 

which Shenetom the fisherman of Pashme (l. 15) divorces one wife and takes another. How 

this text came to be in the monastery of Epiphanius is unclear, but the fact that it did suggests 

some movement between these two places56. More securely, in P.KRU 75, Isaac the monk 

and priest of “the holy topos of Apa Shenoute of the mountain of Pashme” (ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ϣⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲁⲭⲙⲉ, ll. 146-147) writes a witness statement on the 

testament of two owners of the monastery of Apa Epiphanius, Jacob and Elias. To do this he 

must have travelled to the monastery, where the document was probably written. 

 

The capital of the neighbouring nome, Koptos, is well represented in the Epiphanius texts, 

unlike in the Jeme network. This connection is clearest in P.Mon.Epiph. 323 and 660(b). The 

first is a short letter in which the sender introduces Zacharias “the man of the district of 

                                                
53 ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲅⲉⲱⲣⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲇⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲣZⲙZⲧⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲙZⲡⲁϣⲙⲉ ϩⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲃⲧZ 
ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭⲟⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙZⲡϩⲟⲥⲓⲱⲧⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲙⲁⲕⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲙZⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲱⲥⲏⲫ 
ⲡⲁⲛⲁⲭⲱⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲡⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲓⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ (P.Mon.Epiph. 87.1-4). 
54 Either that or Apa Dios was the disciple of Apa Joseph the anchorite. In which case Kalashire could be the 
disciple of Apa Dios, presumably now on the mountain of Jeme himself. 
55 See the index to P.Mon.Epiph., p. 351. 
56 This text was written on the back of an earlier, torn letter (P.Mon.Epiph. 270r) discussing the actions of a man 
and a woman, the latter of whom had gone to Jeme, and which also mentions a monastery. While the reused 
papyrus was found in the monastery, the original provenance and exact purpose of this first text remains unclear. 
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Koptos” (ⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡ[ⲧ]ⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲉZⲃZⲧZ, ll. 1-2), presumably the carrier of the letter, and asks that he be 

given a measure of orax (probably a type of grain). The second is a graffito requesting prayers 

left by Matthew “the man of Koptos” (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲕⲟⲃZⲧZ). Additionally, the remains of a letter 

addressed to the Bishop Pisenthios, and which is addressed “from [… of K]optos” (ϩⲓⲧⲛ� [ ... 

ⲕ�]ϥZⲧZ, P.Mon.Epiph. 152, verso l. 257), suggests a possible connection. A final, indirect 

connection is presented in P.Mon.Epiph. 327. In this text, a certain Elisaios writes to an 

unnamed person (but also greets Apa Markos and Psan, thus suggesting the recipient was a 

monk) about a solidus worth of sesame that was entrusted to him by the recipient. Elisaios has 

heard that the price of sesame in Koptos is high and requests that the recipient lets him know 

quickly if he wants the sesame sold there, before the price drops. While the recipient of this 

text does not have a direct connection to Koptos, his sesame may well end up there, so an 

indirect connection is warranted. 

 

A community well-connected with both the monastery and Jeme is that of Tabennese. While 

it bears the same name as the location of one of the original Pachomian monasteries (located 

to the north of the Koptite nome), it is unlikely to be the same site as it is frequently 

associated with toponyms south of Ermont58. Two of these attestations come from letters. The 

first, P.Mon.Epiph. 138, is only a fragment, but mentions a certain Mark, the man of 

Tabennese (ⲙⲁⲣⲕⲟⲥ ⲡⲣZⲙZⲧⲁⲃⲛⲏⲥⲉ, l. 259) who seems to have done something requiring 

investigation. It is not stated whether a member of the Epiphanius community was requested 

to investigate the matter, and so this connection is not secure. The second letter is 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163, a request by Shenoute the lashane of Jeme for Epiphanius to write to the 

lashane of Taut about prisoners held there and in Tabennese. This text has already been 

discussed in the sections dealing with Jeme’s connections with Epiphanius and with other 

towns, and will not be examined in any further detail here60. Taut is not otherwise mentioned 

in connection with the monastery of Epiphanius. 

 

The two other texts mentioning Tabennese are P.Mon.Epiph. 519 and P.Mon.Epiph. 526, both 

of which also mention the toponyms Thone and Timamen. P.Mon.Epiph. 519 is a damaged 

account of expenses containing names, sums of money, and items, including camels, corn, 

                                                
57 Crum does not provide a transcription of this text. The transcription provided here is my own, based on the 
image available on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s collections database (MMA 12.180.326). 
58 See the description of this toponym in Appendix A, pp. 283-285. 
59 Crum does not provide a transcription. My reading of this line is based on the image available on the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art’s collections database (MMA 14.1.519). 
60 See pp. 114-115 and 170. 
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and lentils. Among the expenses listed are: a solidus paid to a “man of Tabennese” 

([ⲣ]ⲙZⲧⲁⲃⲉⲛⲏⲥⲉ, l. 4); a solidus paid to “Iohannes the man of Thone” (ⲟⲩϩⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲣⲙZⲑⲱⲛⲉ, l. 

6); and something, perhaps grain, for “Azarias the man of Timamen” (ⲁⲍⲁⲣⲓⲁⲥ ⲣⲙⲧⲉⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ, 

l. 14). Two other toponyms also occur in this account: line 12 refers to a “Theodoros the man 

of Pho” (ⲑⲉⲟⲇⲟⲱⲣⲟⲥ ⲣZⲙZⲡϩZⲟZ), a toponym not attested with Jeme, and line 9 to “Ananias of 

Pshatbante” (ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲛⲧⲉ), which is. Crum was hesitant concerning this last 

toponym since, although it bears close similarity to Pshatbampe, which is connected to Jeme 

in O.CrumST 437, it is not preceded by ⲣⲙZ- as are the others in this text. The similarities, 

however, make it possible that this is the toponym Pshatbampe. As mentioned above, the 

three toponyms Tabennese, Timamen and Thone, also occur together in P.Mon.Epiph. 526, 

probably a damaged account since it contains a number of names, the last followed by a sum 

of money (ⲟⲩϩⲟⲗ[,verso l. 5). Unfortunately, Crum does not provide a transcription of this 

text, but the toponyms Timamen and Thone can be read on the catalogue image (ⲛⲧⲉⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ, 

recto l. 3; ⲛZⲑⲱⲛⲉ, recto l. 4)61. The attestation of Tabennese is not as clear, although it 

presumably lies at the end of line 4 on the verso. That both these texts contain the same three 

toponyms is curious, but it is difficult to say anything more definitive about this fact. It is 

possible that the two texts related to the affairs of the same monk. 

 

Many other toponyms, besides those already mentioned, are shared connections between the 

monastery of Epiphanius and Jeme, however these occur less frequently. The towns of Apé 

and Ne, located across the Nile from Jeme, also occur in the Epiphanius material. Ne is the 

least securely connected of these, with only two indirect connections. In P.Mon.Epiph. 200, a 

man writes to Apa Epiphanius expressing concern about men who have come into the district, 

and the danger they will be in should they seize Ne (ll. 4-7). This text does not demonstrate a 

real connection, as we do not know where the writer was, but it at least shows an awareness of 

current events at the town. P.Mon.Epiph. 369, on the other hand, is a letter from one Sabinos 

to “Paham the man of Ne” (ⲡⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲡⲣZⲙZⲛZⲛ�[ⲏ], l. 462), asking that he send cloth. As this letter 

was addressed to a man of Ne, its presence at the monastery of Epiphanius is puzzling. It may 

be that Sabinos was a monk there and never sent the letter, or that Paham sent the letter back 

with the cloth. Although some connection seems to have existed, this is not a secure link. 

 

                                                
61 The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s collections database (MMA 12.180.123). 
62 Crum does not provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections online database (MMA 14.1.175). 
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A possible connection between Apé and the monastery occurs in P.Mon.Epiph. 460recto, a 

letter in which the sender (unnamed) writes that he received the recipient’s (also unnamed) 

letter and is carrying out his requests. The sender further mentions that he sent a letter to the 

vicarious at Apé, asking for the wagon to be sent (ll. 8-9). This is not a secure connection as it 

depends upon the understanding that the wagon was being sent from Apé to the monastery, 

which is by no means sure. Apé also occurs in P.Mon.Epiph. 522, a damaged account 

containing names and sums of money, among which is a “man of Apé” (ⲡⲣⲙⲛ�ⲁⲡⲏ, l. 2). Also 

occurring in this text are a man from Kalba (ϩⲓⲕⲁⲗⲃⲁ, l. 4), and a certain Apa Iohannes “of 

Pshoueb” (ⲙZⲡϣⲏⲃ, l. 1), the latter of which is not attested in connection with Jeme. Kalba is 

also attested in P.Mon.Epiph. 302, but this link is not secure. In this damaged letter, an 

Andreas writes to his “brother” (verso l. 163) through Shenetom, “the man of Kalba” 

(ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲕⲁⲗⲃⲁ, recto l. 2) about a matter involving the delivery of grain. Apas Isaac and Elias, 

a well-attested pair from the monastery64, are also involved, making it certain that a resident 

of this monastery was the recipient. However, as the exact nature of the involvement of 

Shenetom of Kalba is unclear, the nature of this link is also unclear. 

 

Three more toponyms, all also attested with Jeme, occur twice each in connection with the 

monastery: Patoubasten, Pisinai, and Romoou. Patoubasten is mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 147 

and 500. The first of these is a letter from a certain Presbuteros (seemingly a name, not the 

title, as there is no lacuna in which another name might have stood) regarding prayers for a 

sick camel. He asks that a reply be sent to Patoubasten (ll. 21-22). The second, less-secure 

reference is a damaged account in which Patoubasten is mentioned in an unknown context 

(ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩ[ⲃⲁⲥⲧⲛ], l. 9)65. Pisinai is linked with the monastery in P.Mon.Epiph. 544 and 668. 

P.Mon.Epiph. 544 is a record of some transactions, one of which mentions that a certain 

Moses came with “a man of Pisinai” (ⲟⲩⲣⲙⲡⲉϣⲉⲛⲁⲓ, l. 16) to take some unknown item. 

P.Mon.Epiph. 668, on the other hand, is a graffito requesting prayers for Papnoute the deacon 

and “[man of] Pisinai” ([ⲡⲣⲙ]ⲡⲉϣⲓⲛⲁⲉⲓ66). Finally, Romoou is attested in P.Mon.Epiph. 95 

and 293, however both are less than secure references. In the former, a certain Paul writes to 

Iohannes son of Pebo “of Romoou” (ⲛZⲣⲙZⲙⲁ�ⲟⲩ, l. 3) regarding pledges that were left with 

him. The latter is a letter from a woman who was related to “Ananias of Romoou” (ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ 

                                                
63 Crum does not provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections database (MMA. 12.180.328). 
64 See Crum’s note 4 to the edition of this text. 
65 Crum does not provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections database (MMA. 12.180.127). 
66 On the variation in spelling of this toponym see Appendix A, p. 274. 
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ⲛZⲣⲱⲙⲁ, l. 167) and who makes a request and refers to the payment of some money. In neither 

case is it clear exactly how the document relates to the monastery of Epiphanius. 

P.Mon.Epiph. 293 may have been addressed to a monk there and, assuming the writer was 

also from Romoou, a link could therefore be made, but this is hypothetical. P.Mon.Epiph. 95, 

on the other hand, was addressed to a man of Romoou so its presence at the monastery is 

puzzling (as with P.Mon.Epiph. 369, discussed above). That said, a Iohannes son of Pebo is a 

witness in P.Mon.Epiph. 163.16-17, a letter from the community of Jeme to Epiphanius, so 

Iohannes may have either been a resident of the monastery or lived nearby. 

 

Only two other toponyms connected to both Jeme and the monastery of Epiphanius require 

discussion, and both are attested only once. The town of Papar, possibly located in the Koptite 

nome, is mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 533, an account of payments made in money and grain. 

Here, a tremis which was received in payment for a garment was then paid to a craftsman of 

Papar (ll. 4-768). Finally, Apa Severos, a man from the distant town of Antinoe (ⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲉⲩⲏⲣⲟⲥ 

ⲡⲣⲙZⲁⲛⲧ[ⲉⲓ]ⲛⲟ�ⲁⲩ, P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a)69) left a graffito requesting prayers to record his visit 

to the monastery.  

 

Connections Not Shared with Jeme 

 

While the connections that the monastery of Epiphanius shared with Jeme are almost all 

attested at least twice, its connections not shared with Jeme are all, except one, attested only 

once. Some of these singular attestations have already been mentioned: Pho and Penhotp, for 

instance, occurred in texts that also contained shared connections (P.Mon.Epiph. 519 and 272 

respectively). Another is Pshoueb (P.Mon.Epiph. 522), and this town is the only unshared 

connection to be attested twice. Pshoueb also occurs in P.Mon.Epiph. 296, in which an 

unnamed individual writes to Apa Isaac, asking him to write to Apa Iohannes of Pshoueb (l. 

9, quite possibly the same Apa Iohannes mentioned in P.Mon.Epiph. 522), that he may in turn 

write to Koptos (l. 11) to find a baker skilled in making bread and butter who can be sent to 

make bread for the original sender. It is clear that the sender of this text expects a connection 

                                                
67 I follow Crum’s assumption that Roma is a variant of Romoou (see note 2 to the edition). Crum does not 
provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s collections database 
(MMA. 12.180.219). 
68 The nature of the craftsman was not clear to Crum (see note 4 of his edition) and I am unable to offer any 
further understanding. 
69 Crum, note 7 in his edition of this text, is unsure of his translation of this toponym. 
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to already exist between Isaac and Iohannes, that is, between the monastery and Pshoueb, 

through which his request will have a greater chance of success70. 

 

Like many of the links established in the texts above, most of the unshared connections are 

attested in letters. P.Mon.Epiph. 129, for instance, is the fragmentary remains of two letters, 

written one on either side of the papyrus. The first of these is a request for prayers and a 

discussion of certain obscure matters sent by an Abraham to his “fatherhood”71. The second is 

the reply to Abraham, in the opening address of which, Abraham is called “the lashane of 

Pshenhor” ([ⲡ]ⲗ�ⲁ�ϣ(ⲁⲛⲉ) ⲙZⲡϣⲛZϩⲱⲣ, verso l. 1). Assuming that the recipient of the first text 

was the sender of the second, and also a resident of the monastery of Epiphanius, a connection 

between these two places can readily be established. Similarly, a connection with Shebbon is 

attested in P.Mon.Epiph. 304, a letter in which Joseph sends an unnamed recipient four sacks 

of grain, and further asks the recipient to tell “Iohannes the man of Shebbon” (ⲓ�ⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ 

ⲡⲣZⲙZⲥϩⲉⲃⲃⲱ�[ⲛ], l. 16) to meet him. More confusingly, P.Mon.Epiph. 62772 is a fragment of a 

Greek letter from Georgios “from the village Pinai” (ἀπὸ κώ[µ]ης Πιναϊ, l. 3) to a magistrate 

of the same village (l. 6). Why and how this text, whose sender and recipient were both from 

Pinai, ended up at the monastery of Epiphanius is not clear73.  

 

Unshared connections occur less frequently in legal documents and accounts. P.Mon.Epiph. 

520 is an obscure document that seems to be an account for money, either paid or owed. One 

entry reads: “of(?) the mountain of Tnouhe, two tremisses” (ⲛZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲛⲟⲩϩⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲩ 

ⲧZⲣZⲉⲙⲏⲥⲉ, l. 3), suggesting that a resident of the monastery had economic dealings with this 

location, likely also a monastic community74. Likewise, a link to the town of Tentyra is found 

in P.Mon.Epiph. 500, a damaged account already mentioned as referencing the toponym 

                                                
70 In addition to these links to Pshoueb, the fragmentary P.Mon.Epiph. 132 refers, in the words of Crum’s 
edition, “to dogmatical views as to the relations of the persons of the Trinity, maintained by certain brethren of 
the Mount of Pshoueb”. No connection is made on the basis of this text. 
71 Crum, who does not provide a transcription of this text, is presumably reading this from the presence of ⲙⲛZⲧ[ 
at the beginning of line 2 of the recto (the image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections database: MMA 12.180.313). In this position, close to the opening formula of the letter, ⲙⲛZⲧ[ⲉⲓⲱⲧ] 
is a likely reading. 
72 Recently republished as SB Kopt. IV 7480. 
73 A final, damaged letter from the monastery (P.Mon.Epiph. 156) mentions a fight and the men of a toponym 
that Crum hesitantly suggested was Pankalela (see note 1 of his edition), however the text is not clear at this 
point, and Crum’s transcription reads ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲣ� . . . ⲟ�ⲟ�ⲕ�ⲗⲉⲉⲗⲉ (ll. 1-2). The fragmentary nature of this text, and its 
dubious reading prevent its inclusion as a possible connection. Pankalela may also occur in P.Mon.Epiph. 144.9-
10 – [ⲡⲁⲛ]ⲕⲁⲗⲏⲗⲁ. 
74 As Crum suggested on the basis of the use of ⲧⲟⲟⲩ ‘mountain’, P.Mon.Epiph. 520, fn. 5. 
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Patoubasten, but which also appears to mention going to Tentyra ([ⲃ]ⲱⲕ ⲁⲛⲓⲧⲛⲧⲱⲣⲉ�, l. 675). 

The fragmentary and obscure nature of this text means that the relationship between this 

reference and Epiphanius is not clear. P.Mon.Epiph. 93, on the other hand, is an 

acknowledgement of debt between Isaac son of Papnoute “who lives in the village of Apa 

Papnoute” (ⲡⲁⲓ� ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛZⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲩⲧⲉ, ll. 2-4), and Moses son of Seth (the 

lender), for an unknown sum of money to be repaid in the harvest. It is probable that Moses 

was a member of the Epiphanius community, thus this text should be considered a likely 

connection76. A similar relationship, connecting Epiphanius to Pchatape, is expressed in 

P.Mon.Epiph. 85. Here, Aaron and Gideon, the sons of Paul “from Pchatape in the nome of 

Ermont” (ⲙZⲡⲭⲁⲧⲁⲡⲏ ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, l. 2), acknowledge that Apa Petronios “the monk 

of the mountain of Jeme” (ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲟⲭ(ⲟⲥ) ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, ll. 3-4) has given them two 

holokottinoi, in return for which they will sow two fields of flax for him77. These latter two 

documents are important not only for illustrating the connections of the monks of Epiphanius, 

but because they demonstrate that the monks, like certain lenders of Jeme, lent money to 

people from other towns in the region. 

 

Finally, two texts may show long distance connections that this monastery does not share with 

Jeme. In P.Mon.Epiph. 473, a fragmentary letter of unclear purpose, “Kuriak[os the man of] 

Koeis” (ⲕⲩⲣⲓⲁⲕ[ⲟⲥZ ⲡⲣZⲙZ]ⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ, A. verso ll. 2-3) writes to Apa Epiphanius the anchorite. 

Unless this man was a jar dealer78, then this letter came from distant Kynopolis in Middle 

Egypt. P.Mon.Epiph. 178, on the other hand, is a letter from the monk Pshere (l. 4) to the 

diakonia (l. 8, presumably of the monastery of Epiphanius79), requesting charity. The first 

three lines of this text were perhaps erased, but seem to read “… because I do not leave Psoi” 

(ϫⲉⲙⲁⲓ�ⲉ�ⲓ� ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩZⲙZⲯⲁⲓ�, ll. 2-3). The relationship of these lines to the main body of the letter is 

                                                
75 Crum does not provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections database (MMA. 12.180.127). 
76 This is, however, by no means certain. O.Deir er-Roumi 27 and 28 (discussed above, p. 110), for instance, 
seem to be two loan agreements kept at a monastery but which in fact belonged to a resident of nearby Jeme. A 
Moses son of Seth son of Apa Papnoute the martyr writes a graffito in the monastery (P.Mon.Epiph. 698). R. 
Dekker (forthcoming), associates Moses son of Seth with Moses the copyist of Cell A (one of the outlying cells 
within the monastery’s boundary walls), and she accordingly dates this text between 607 and 612. 
77 A monk is also the scribe of this text (ll. 14-16). 
78 Crum (note 4 to his edition of this text) notes that ⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ, ‘wine jar’, would require [ⲡⲕⲱⲧ ⲛⲕⲁⲧ] to precede it 
in the lacuna, for which there is no space. [ⲡⲥⲁⲡ]ⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ, ‘jar dealer’ is possible, but not found elsewhere. 
79 Interestingly, this is the only reference in the monastery of Epiphanius material which suggests that it might 
have had any kind of official administrative structure. If the sender of this letter did indeed come from 
Psoi/Ptolemais, it may be that he was unaware of the exact administrative structure of the monastery, and 
attempted to be as formal as possible. The diakonia of the monastery of Apa Phoibammon is mentioned in the 
donation P.KRU 108, and is the body of the monastery responsible for its provisioning (see fn. 31 in Section II). 
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not clear, however they may indicate that the monk Pshere resided in Ptolemais Hermeiou, 

called Psoi in Coptic, the city with which Crum equates this toponym80. 

 

The Network of the Monastery of Epiphanius 

 

In terms of size and distribution, the network of the monastery of Epiphanius (see Fig. 4.2) is 

surprisingly similar to that of the much larger community of Jeme. There are 27 toponyms 

connected with this monastery versus 36 with Jeme, and 15 of these are common to both 

networks. Moreover, the majority of links are distributed throughout the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes, with only a few being to more distant sites, as with Jeme’s network. However, 

the character of the interactions that make up the network of the monastery of Epiphanius (at 

least those links with communities outside western Thebes) is more varied. Whereas Jeme’s 

network was characterised by legal agreements, particularly loans but also sales and 

agricultural contracts, the network of Epiphanius is primarily attested in a wide variety of 

letters: from those requesting charity, to those sending information about the movement or 

sale of goods, to one concerned with prayers for a sick camel. Of course, letters provide 

evidence for part of the Jeme network too (although less so requests for charity and prayers, 

etc.), just as loan agreements are found in the monastery, but on a much smaller scale. 

 

The similarity of the two networks suggests that the two communities had access to the same 

exchange network, however the difference in the way connections are attested suggests that 

they maintained these connections in different ways. This difference is likely a result of the 

different nature of the two communities. Whereas Jeme was a thriving town whose secular 

inhabitants were able to travel as freely as their pockets allowed, the monks of the monastery 

of Epiphanius were, by custom, more sedentary. As such, any business the monks needed to 

conduct would require the monk to send letters to their recipients through intermediaries, 

rather than going to the location of their business themselves, as the lenders of Jeme did81. 

Ultimately, the interactions of the monks, and those of the inhabitants of Jeme, shared many 

similarities, however the means by which these interactions took place varied. 

 

                                                
80 See Crum’s note 6 to his edition of this text. 
81 Those who borrowed money from the monks of the Epiphanius community likely came to the monastery for 
the loan, as seems to have been the case with the monastery of Apa Phoibammon (see above, pp. 62-63). 
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existed between western Thebes and those towns for which there is no evidence of a 

connection with Jeme. 

 

 

FRANGE (TT29) 

 

Compared to the monasteries described above, the extent to which Frange and his network 

may have been able to influence that of Jeme is quite minimal. Nonetheless, Frange’s network 

is worthy of consideration here since there are more texts relating to him than to any other 

monk of the mountain of Jeme. The texts relating to the other sites, particularly the monastery 

of Epiphanius and Jeme itself, present us with small samples of the interactions that specific 

individuals maintained during their lifetime, but cannot indicate the extent to which 

interactions were maintained beyond the text in which they are attested. The texts relating to 

Frange, by comparison, provide the opportunity to view the network of an individual in 

greater detail. To be sure, Frange’s pattern of interactions may not be typical of the residents 

of Jeme or even other monks on the mountain of Jeme, but lacking evidence to the contrary, it 

is a good place to start84. 

 

Frange and Petemout 

 

The Frange dossier shows a great deal of movement to and from Frange’s cell, but only a 

small portion of this movement has a known point of origin or destination85. Of these, the 

town of Petemout, already known from the Jeme connections, is by far the best represented. 

The strong connections between Frange and Petemout had already been discussed extensively 

by Chantal Heurtel before the publication of the TT29 material86. The present discussion is 

based on both this study and the subsequently published texts, and, while it is not yet possible 

to significantly advance Heurtel’s discussion, it is a necessary inclusion for the purposes of 

comparison to the Jeme network. 

                                                
84 For a much more comprehensive look at the entirety of Frange’s interactions, not just those which were with 
people in distant toponyms, see the valuable description in Heurtel (2008:A). In the discussion below, I exclude 
toponyms which occur in texts identified as exercises, as these do not certainly represent a connection. 
85 Some texts which speak of or request an individual to come to Frange’s cell, or which speak of Frange himself 
visiting another, but which do not contain associated toponyms are: O.TT29 61; 88; 120; 127; 134; 146; 150; 
153; 331. Beyond this, every one of Frange’s hundreds of surviving letters naturally represents movement 
through their delivery. 
86 Heurtel (2008:B). 
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Frange’s close association with Petemout stems primarily from the fact that he lived there 

before becoming a monk. In fact, despite his new location on the mountain of Jeme, he 

frequently identifies himself as “Frange the man of Petemout, who lives on the mountain of 

Jeme” (ϥⲣⲁⲛⲅⲉ ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ, O.TT29 39.3-4), which 

demonstrates that he still identified closely with his first home87. Such references, however, 

should not be considered individual connections in their own right, rather, they all refer to the 

same link: Frange originated from Petemout and later lived in his cell on the mountain of 

Jeme. While these references to Petemout represent only one link, many more indicate that 

Frange was in regular contact with people from that village. 

 

The best evidence for this is in the correspondence between Frange and Tsie, a woman from 

Petemout88. Many letters survive from Tsie to Frange and, while many are fragmentary and 

identified only on palaeographic grounds, several are complete enough to illustrate the 

character of their relationship. Nearly all request prayers89, but many also note the sending of 

food (bread, wheat, cheese, fish) and linen to Frange90. Others request that Frange visit91, and 

still others discuss matters such as the difficulty in sending items92 or Frange’s health93. 

Besides her own letters, Tsie also writes to Frange for other members of the community, 

specifically Taham, Tareke, and David and Tanaste, who all request prayers94. Nor is the 

surviving correspondence in entirely one direction. Frange writes to Tsie in a number of texts, 

sending greetings95, requesting certain supplies (usually food and linen for bandages)96, 

sending items such as money and bandages97, or even reprimanding her for not accompanying 

a messenger to a boat98. Among these texts, Frange also corresponds with others in Petemout, 

specifically Saneth99, and David and Tanaste100. The frequent presence of various women in 

                                                
87 Frange calls himself a man of Petemout in the letters: O.Ashm.Copt. 19.3-5; O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 62/1.obv.1-3; 
O.CrumST 267.14-15; O.TT29 39.2-4; 47.2-4; 59.2-3; 98.2-3; 120.3-5; 142.2-3; 145.1-2; 201.1-3; and SB Kopt. 
III 1346.2-3; and in the exercises O.TT29 371; 306; and 399. 
88 While Tsie is not often located, in O.TT29 339, Frange writes to Tsie and Saneth, and finishes this letter with: 
“I greet you and the land of Petemout” (ϯϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲣⲟ ⲙⲛZⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲙZⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ, ll. 10-13). For Tsie, see Heurtel 
(2008:B) 91-100. 
89 Some only do this: O.TT29 247; 249. 
90 O.TT29 248; 250; 257; 262; 263; 267; 270. 
91 O.TT29 252; 256; 260; 271. 
92 O.TT29 258; 259. 
93 O.TT29 254. 
94 O.TT29 265 (Taham); 266 (Tareke); 267 (David and Tanaste). David and Tanaste also write to Frange in 
O.TT29 340; and 341. 
95 O.TT29 323. 
96 O.TT29 324-327; 330. 
97 O.TT29 328; 332; 333. 
98 O.TT29 331. 
99 O.TT29 328; 338; 339. 
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these letters led Heurtel to conclude that there was a community of women (perhaps 

monastic) at Petemout, with Tsie at their head. The frequency of female borrowers from this 

town in loan agreements with Jeme may well confirm this101. The body of correspondence 

relating to Tsie is published as O.TT29 247-345 (‘Correspondance de Frangé et Tsié’), and 

only six of these texts (O.TT29 264, 319-322, and 343) are not certainly sent to or by people 

from Petemout. These documents show that at least six links (the number of named 

correspondents) existed between Frange and the inhabitants of Petemout, but these six 

provide a staggering 92 separate instances of correspondence between them. 

 

Outside this group, other texts attest further connections between Frange and Petemout. In 

O.TT29 114, Frange writes to an Apa Ananias about a matter which they must discuss 

“today” (ll. 6-8), and further asks that Ananias send Enoch to him so that Frange might give 

him items for him to “carry them to Petemout” (ⲛϥZϥⲓⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ, ll. 13-14). In another 

letter (O.TT29 160), Frange reprimands Azarias for not coming (or coming late) to meet him. 

In this reprimand, Frange writes that if the fear of God was with Pahatre when he saw Frange 

angry, then he would have come to Petemout and told Azarias to find Frange quickly, since 

Azarias was late for their meeting (ll. 7-15). This suggests that Azarias was in Petemout, and 

Frange sent Pahatre to him there. Frange is similarly upset in two letters to Mahenknout 

(O.TT29 176 and 177). In the first of these (176), it is revealed that Mahenknout had visited 

Frange and, on Frange’s guarantee, had received some tools from “the great men” on loan102. 

Mahenknout then appears to have travelled to Petemout (ⲁⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ, ll. 11-12) 

without returning them, and Frange kindly asks that he does so. By the time the second letter 

was written (O.TT29 177), Mahenknout had still not returned the items and Frange’s 

language is more accusatory, complaining that he has taken tools from the brothers and “gone 

to Petemout” (ⲁⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ, ll. 8-9). In these texts, it is likely that Frange is writing to 

Mahenknout at Petemout to get the tools returned. A priest of the church of Petemout, Moses, 

is mentioned in a letter from Frange to three ‘brothers’ (O.TT29 208.11-12). The exact nature 

of the matter is not clear, but Frange suggests that the recipients might send Isaac the priest to 

                                                                                                                                                   
100 O.TT29 342; 344; 345. In O.TT29 342, Frange even complains that the pair have not written to him recently. 
101 Heurtel (2008:B) 100-102. For the women of Petemout in loan agreements see above, p. 154. 
102 Although “the great men” (ⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲛZⲣⲱⲙⲉ, O.TT29 176.4-5) frequently refers to the secular leaders of a town 
in the Theban texts, this reference is likely to elders of the monastic community on Sheikh abd el-Gurnah. This is 
suggested by O.TT29 177, in which Frange states that Mahenknout received the tools from “the brothers” 
(ⲛ�ⲥ�ⲛ�ⲏⲩ, l. 8), almost certainly a reference to monks. The great men from whom Mahenknout received the tools 
in O.TT29 176 must therefore have also been monks. The term is also used for monks in monastic funerary and 
commemorative inscriptions (for instance in SB Kopt. I 416, 792, and 793), but such references are usually to 
the long-dead founders of the communities. 
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Moses (presumably in Petemout) with some items. Finally, Petemout is also mentioned 

briefly in both O.TT29 178, a fragmentary letter in Frange’s hand in which the recipient is 

asked to “go to Petemout and return to me quickly” (ⲉⲕⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ ⲉ�ⲕ�ⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ� [….]ⲟⲡ 

ⲧⲁⲭⲩ, ll. 4-5), and O.TT29 201, in which the recipient is asked to show the letter carrier to the 

house of a man of Petemout (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ, ll. 9-10)103. 

 

Combined with the correspondence related to Tsie, there are at least 13 links between Frange 

and Petemout, including Frange’s initial movement. However these links are attested through 

100 separate interactions, all of which required somebody to travel between Frange’s cell and 

Petemout. This astounding number of documents demonstrates the high degree to which 

Frange maintained connections with Petemout throughout his time as a monk in western 

Thebes, and, importantly, suggests that the journey from western Thebes across the Nile to 

Petemout was undertaken with relative frequency and ease. 

 

Beyond Petemout 

 

Compared with Petemout, Frange’s links to other toponyms are relatively minor. The best 

represented of these are the mountain of Tsenti, which is not a shared connection of Jeme, and 

the town Apé, which is. In a number of texts, Frange seems to be in contact with a group of 

monks living on the mountain of Tsenti under the leadership of Apa Paul, whom Frange may 

have been associated with before he came to the mountain of Jeme104. Paul is associated with 

Tsenti in O.TT29 15, in which Frange reports that he “went to the mountain of Tsenti” (ⲁⲓ�ⲃⲱⲕ 

ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲥⲉⲛϯ, ll. 6-7) to meet with Sabinos, called the son of “my father Paul” (l. 9), who 

wanted to be consoled about Paul’s death (ll. 11-15). This Apa Paul was still alive in O.TT29 

17, in which Frange greets him, Apa Sabinos and “Apa Paham of Pisinai” (ⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲁⲙ 

ⲙZⲡⲉϣⲉⲛⲁⲓ�, l. 7105). Apa Paul is likely also addressed in O.TT29 85, in which Frange requests 

that Paul take the bandages Frange sent and exchange them for some oil. Finally, Frange 

                                                
103 Petemout is also mentioned in an unsure context in two fragmentary texts attributed to Frange: O.TT29 118.9 
and 577.1. Besides these, O.TT29 167, 169, and 170 are a group of letters in Frange’s hand addressed to an 
anonymous woman and concerning a dispute between them. Phrases such as “you know I live on the mountain 
of Jeme because of your son” (ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲓ�ⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲉϣⲏⲣⲉ, O.TT29 170.5-7), and the fact 
that these letters are to women led the editors to suggest that the recipient of these texts was a woman of 
Petemout (O.TT29 p. 142). As these texts do not provide secure connections, I have not included them in the 
total count. 
104 Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 11. 
105 Pisinai cannot be linked to Frange, as Paham seems to have been a resident of the mountain of Tsenti, along 
with Paul and Sabinos. The link is then from Pisinia to Tsenti and from Tsenti to Frange, but not from Pisinai to 
Frange. 
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sends a short letter requesting prayers to “the holy fathers of the mountain of Tsenti” (ⲛⲉⲓ�ⲟⲧⲉ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙZⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲥⲉⲛⲧⲓ, ll. 3-4) in O.TT29 19. 

 

Apé is referred to in three texts, of which two, O.TT29 63 and 164, concern the transport of 

wheat. O.TT29 63 is a letter to a certain David, who is asked to collect some wheat from 

Phoibammon and take three artabas to Apé (ⲛⲅZⲛZⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲁⲡⲉ, ll. 15-16), to a great man who will 

in turn bring them to Frange (ll. 17-19). In O.TT29 164, Frange reprimands Peloustre for not 

having brought him some wheat. He then asks Peloustre to “bring it to Apé” (ⲛⲅZⲛⲧϥZ ⲉⲁⲡⲉ, ll. 

14-15) and leave it at the house of Kahkihet. What happens next is obscured by damage to the 

text, but it seems likely that it was to be brought to Frange from there (“… come to me…”, 

…ⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ�…, l. 18). In the final text mentioning Apé (O.TT29 204), Frange asks Abraham to 

speak with Pson “the man of Apé” (ⲡⲣZⲙZⲛZⲁⲡⲉ, ll. 9-10), and to take a belt from him and bring 

it to Frange. While it is not certain that this Pson was actually in Apé when the text was 

written, it is a possibility, and a connection on the basis of this text is reasonable. 

 

Besides Apé, three other toponyms linked to Frange are also shared connections with Jeme: 

Timamen, Koptos, and Terkot. Unfortunately, none of these are secure. Timamen is 

mentioned in O.TT29 202, in which Frange asks Isaac to send Papnoute to take some young 

people “to the ferry of Timamen, since they do not know the way to go to P[shenh]or” 

(ⲉⲡϫⲓⲉⲓ�ⲟⲣ ⲛ�Zⲧⲁⲙⲁⲙⲉⲛ ⲙZⲙⲟ[ⲛ ⲥⲉ]ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲙZⲡⲙⲁⲉⲓⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲛZⲥ�ⲉⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲡ.[..].ⲱⲣ, ll. 9-13). 

Whether or not it is legitimate to link Frange to Timamen on the basis of this reference is less 

certain. Likewise with the reference to Pshenhor (not linked to Jeme), if the reading of this 

toponym is correct. A reference to Koptos is found in a fragment of a letter (O.TT29 635), 

which contains the phrase “in to Koptos” (ⲉ�ϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛZⲕⲏⲃⲧ�, l. 5), but without context. Finally, 

Terkot is attested in a letter (O.TT29 641) in which the sender mentions a book he sent the 

recipient, which was for the church of Terkot (ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲕ(ⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ) ⲛZⲧⲣⲕⲱⲧ, ll.11-14). This text, 

however, is of uncertain date and attribution, and may not be related to Frange at all106. 

 

Beyond these references, Frange is also connected with Pkee and Psho, neither of which are 

attested with other west Theban toponyms. Frange asks David to buy some hair from “the 

man of Pkee” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲙZⲡ�ⲕⲉⲉⲉ, l. 4) in O.TT29 60, and in O.TT29 264, the anonymous 

sender (perhaps Tsie based on the hand) hopes to visit Frange the following day or, if they do 

                                                
106 See the editors’ comments, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 342, and the introduction to O.TT29 641. 
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not make it, asks Frange to “come to Psho” (ⲛⲅⲉⲓ ⲉⲡ�ϣⲱ, ll. 7-8). Alexandria and Jerusalem 

are also mentioned in the Frange dossier, but the nature of these connections is not clear. In 

O.TT29 21, Frange writes to Apa David, saying “pray, because … to Alexandria” (ϣⲗⲏⲗ 

ⲙZⲙⲟⲛ [ ].ⲓ� ⲉⲣⲁⲕⲟⲧⲉ, ll. 5-6), after which the text breaks off. What this referred to is 

unfortunately lost. O.TT29 20 is in a hand similar to that of Frange and tells the recipient, 

who had asked the sender to inform him if he was going to Jerusalem (ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ, l. 10), 

that the great men had advised him not to go this year (ll. 11-14). In O.TT29 51, on the other 

hand, Frange writes to David to bring him an item that “I brought from Jerusalem” (ⲛZⲧⲁⲓ�ⲛZⲧϥZ 

ⲛZⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ, ll. 6-7), suggesting that Frange had previously travelled there. In this case, 

while a link to Alexandria remains speculative, a connection to Jerusalem seems reasonable. It 

is quite surprising to think that Frange may have travelled to distant Jerusalem, perhaps on 

pilgrimage, but no alternate way of interpreting this text suggests itself. 

 

The Network of Frange 

 

The network of the monk Frange (displayed in Fig. 4.3) is of a significantly different 

character to the other networks so far examined. Whereas the evidence for the other 

communities results in networks which contain small numbers of connections to many 

toponyms, the material relating to Frange presents a picture of the network of an individual in 

which only a few toponyms are represented, but in which one has considerably more 

connections than the others. Based on the evidence of the O.TT29 material, Frange can be 

reasonably linked with (other than Jeme) Petemout, Tsenti, Apé, Pkee, Psho, and Jerusalem. 

The contexts of the attestations of Koptos, Timamen, Terkot, and Pshenhor, although all 

attested in connection with other Theban sites, are too insecure to confidently establish a link. 

 



 

 

To what extent Frange’s network

individuals of the area is more difficult to answer. 

different to the situation of many inhabitants of Jeme for two reasons: he was a monk, and he 

was originally from somewhere else. Frange was originally from Petemout and 

maintained strong ties with that place.

movements, which results in a large number of written communications which would have 

been carried between him and his contacts there. Those residents of Jeme who had not moved 

there from elsewhere are unlikely to have such vested interest in one particular town, and so 

their patterns of interactions might instead appear as only a few connections to one

                                               
107 Image © Google Earth ver. 7.1.2.2041. 
alt. 138.37km. (Imagery date: 10 April 2013) 
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towns, and would lack such a strong connection to one community as Frange had with 

Petemout. On the other hand, residents of Jeme who had moved there from elsewhere, such as 

Abraham the husband of Elizabeth, would have had the freedom of movement, so long as 

their finances permitted it, to visit their contacts and would not have generated the same 

amount of documentation. Indeed, if not for the testament of Elizabeth (P.KRU 68), we would 

not know that Abraham returned to Aswan in person on at least one occasion. Other monks of 

the mountain of Jeme who originated from places other than Jeme may well have had similar 

networks to Frange, depending on how much they desired to keep in contact with their place 

of origin108. 

 

In some respects, Frange’s network would have been similar to that of most individuals as 

seen through documentary sources. Based on the evidence of people for whom more 

documentation exists, such as Pekosh, it seems likely that some of the residents of Jeme had 

connections to one or a small number of other towns, which would appear in the documentary 

record in small numbers. A similar number of links as those connecting Frange to Petemout 

is, however, probably more unusual. From a geographic perspective, the spread of Frange’s 

network can be considered as representative of individuals in western Thebes. A common 

feature of all the networks of this study is that most of the interactions occur within a 20-

40km radius of Jeme, with a few more distant links. This is the geographical character of 

Jeme’s network, and of Frange’s. It stands to reason, then, that the majority of individuals of 

Jeme and its mountain would have primarily interacted with toponyms in the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes, with occasional links to toponyms further afield when, for instance, 

individuals visit another monastery, sell goods in a distant market, or petition an official. 

Therefore, while Frange’s network is typical of the network of any individual in terms of the 

number of toponyms involved and their geographic distribution, the networks of different 

individuals would vary in the specific toponyms they had links to, the strength of those links, 

and in the nature of the interactions taking place. 

 

 

  

                                                
108 Moses, the monk of the monastery of Apa Paul, moved there from Pshinsion following a plague (P.CLT 1.17-
18). However, we have no comparable dossier for him that would indicate whether he maintained contact with 
anybody from his hometown, or, indeed, what became of his friends and family there following the plague. 



227 
 

A WEST THEBAN HUB 

 

Throughout this section, the networks of the best attested west Theban monastic communities 

were compared individually with that of Jeme. The networks of the monasteries of Epiphanius 

and Phoibammon showed particular similarity to that of the town: in the number of attested 

links, in their geographical extent, and in the specific toponyms that appear in the networks. 

The nature of the connections which characterise each of these locations are, however, quite 

different. Whereas the interactions of the monastery of Epiphanius are primarily attested 

though letters and accounts, most of the interactions of the monastery of Phoibammon are 

seen through legal texts. This is in agreement with the observed character of the 

documentation relating to each community discussed in Section II. The network of the 

monastery of Apa Paul was smaller (due to the size of its published corpus), containing only 

five connections of which two are shared with Jeme, and the network of the monk Frange, 

being that of an individual, has only six definite connections of which two are also connected 

with Jeme. In total, 24 of the 36 non-west Theban toponyms in Jeme’s network are also 

connected to one or more of the nearby monastic communities. This demonstrates that the 

networks of the various west Theban communities shared a high degree of similarity, as might 

be expected from their geographical proximity, and that the connections of one community 

could become those of another. It now remains to examine the similarities across all the 

networks and, in doing so, to see which toponyms are most central to the network of western 

Thebes. 

 

The number of interactions for each community discussed here, including Jeme, are laid out 

in Table 4.1. In this table, the number of interactions attested between each community is not 

the same as the number of texts mentioning that interaction109. For example, if five witnesses 

from one donation came from Ermont, this would count as five interactions, even though they 

are all attested in the same text, as five different individuals travelled to the monastery of 

Phoibammon from Ermont. Those toponyms which occur in connection with three or more of 

the west Theban sites are marked with *. The total attested interactions for each site are given 

at the end of the table. It can be seen that the numbers for Jeme, and the monasteries of 

Phoibammon and Epiphanius are similar; the higher number of connections for the monastery 

of Phoibammon is due to the regular occurrence of multiple located witnesses in individual 

                                                
109 The individual texts from which the interactions are identified are listed in Appendix A, under the 
‘Connections’ sub-heading of the toponym in question. 
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texts. The similarity between the numbers, despite the significant difference in the sizes of 

these communities, can be attributed to the number of texts surviving for each. It is to be 

expected, for instance, that the total number of external interactions made by the entire 

population of Jeme would be significantly higher than the equivalent for the handful of 

individuals which made up the Epiphanius community. 

 

This is particularly clear when looking at the network of the monk Frange, which has the 

highest number of interactions, as a result of his extensive correspondence with Petemout, but 

a relatively small number of attested toponyms. The fact that a single individual, whose 

dossier covers a single generation, has more attested interactions than any of four entire 

communities, whose documentation covers the better part of two centuries, is a stark reminder 

of the paucity of the visible connections to these communities which survive in the 

documentary record. Of course the number of interactions between Frange and Petemout may 

be unusual, however Jeme’s total of 63 interactions with non-west Theban communities, 

spread over two centuries and a few thousand inhabitants, is a very poor result in comparison. 

The real amount of external connections for the total population must have been considerably 

higher. What is significant, however, is that despite the many hundreds of texts relating to the 

interactions of Frange – a dossier comparable in quantity to those of the communities of Jeme, 

Epiphanius, and Phoibammon – Frange still only has six secure toponyms in his network. 

Therefore, while an increase in the amount of published material relating to a site would 

increase the total number of attested interactions, it is unlikely that it would drastically 

increase the total number of attested toponyms. The networks for Jeme and the monasteries of 

Phoibammon and Epiphanius are therefore likely to be a good representation of the total 

number of towns with which they interacted. Only in the case of the monastery of Paul would 

a great difference be expected, due to the number of texts yet to be published. 
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    JemeJemeJemeJeme    The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Phoibammonof Phoibammonof Phoibammonof Phoibammon    

The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Paulof Paulof Paulof Paul    

The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Epiphaniusof Epiphaniusof Epiphaniusof Epiphanius    

The mThe mThe mThe monk onk onk onk 
FrangeFrangeFrangeFrange    

And(…)  2    

Antinoe* 2 1  1  

Apé (+ mount)* 1 11  2 3 

Aphrodito 1     

Apotei  1    

Aswan 4     

Dekadritou  1    

Elemou 1     

Ermont (+ mount)* 5 19  8  

Esna  2    

Fayum   1   

Jerusalem     1 

Kalba* 1 1  2  

Klusma 1     

Koeis    1  

Koptos* 2 1  4  

Kos 2 1    

Kune  1    

Ne 2   1  

Neihbabe  1    

Mon. of Apa Pahom 1     

Pajment 1 1    

Pakale 1     

Pakebt  2    

Pakothis   1   

Pampane  1    

Pankalela  1    

Pankame  1    

Papar* 1 1  1  

Vil. of Apa Papnoute    1  

Pashme 2   3  

Patoubasten* 3 4  2  

Paue   1   

Pchatape    1  

Penhotp    1  

Petemout 5    100 

Pho    1  
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    JemeJemeJemeJeme    The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Phoibammonof Phoibammonof Phoibammonof Phoibammon    

The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Paulof Paulof Paulof Paul    

The mThe mThe mThe monastery onastery onastery onastery 
of Epiphaniusof Epiphaniusof Epiphaniusof Epiphanius    

The mThe mThe mThe monk onk onk onk 
FrangeFrangeFrangeFrange    

Pinai    1  

Piohe (+ mount)  2    

Pisinai* 2 4  2  

Pkee     1 

Pmilis 2     

Psamer 1 2    

Psenantonios 1     

Psenheaei 1  1   

Pshatbampe 1   1  

Pshenhor    1  

Pshinsion 1  4   

Psho     1 

Pshoueb    2  

Psoi    1  

Romoou* 1 7  2  

Shebbon    1  

Shneset  1    

Tabennese* 1 2  4  

Taut* 2 3  1  

Tbebe  1    

Tbo  1    

Tche 1 1    

Tentyra    1  

Terkot 6     

Thone 2   2  

Timamen* 1 1  2  

Timeshor  1    

Tmoh Pajeme 1     

Tmoue 1     

Mount of Tnouhe    1  

Tourese 1     

Tse 1 1    

Mount of Tsenti  1   4 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    66663333    81818181    8888    55551111    110110110110    

Table 4.1. Tabulation of the connections of Jeme and the west Theban monastic communities 
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With a table of the size of Table 4.1, it is difficult to see exactly how these five networks 

relate to each other. However, of all of the datasets in this study, this is the most suited to use 

with the various computational programs associated with Social Network Analysis. In order 

to portray this data in a more accessible manner, I have turned to one of the visualisation tools 

of this discipline, NetDraw, which represents data from a square matrix as a web of nodes and 

links, as seen, for example, in Fig. 4.4 below110. NetDraw can display the network in a variety 

of manners; for Figs 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 (below), those nodes which share the same connections 

are grouped together towards the centre of the graph, while those which are connected with 

only one other node are pushed to the outside. NetDraw also allows the addition of attribute 

data, by which it is possible to specify certain characteristics of the nodes, which can then be 

represented by different shapes. In the figures below, the nodes have been given one of four 

nome attributes: Hermonthite (blue circles); Koptite (yellow squares); toponyms from outside 

the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes (green triangles); and unlocated toponyms (pink 

diamonds)111. This permits a greater amount of detail in the graph than is available in Table 

4.1112. The four west Theban monastic groups discussed in this section, as well as Jeme, have 

also been coloured red for ease of identification. 

 

Fig. 4.4 depicts the ego network of Jeme, that is, all the toponyms to which Jeme is directly 

linked and the connections known to have existed between them. Jeme is linked to every other 

toponym in this network, however the central places given to the text-rich monasteries of 

Epiphanius and Phoibammon, which both share a number of Jeme’s links, are readily 

apparent. The least well-connected sites, those linked only to Jeme, are displayed on the 

outside of the graph, at the top. Moving in toward the central triangle formed by Jeme, 

Epiphanius and Phoibammon, those toponyms connected with two of the five main nodes are 

easily identifiable between the two nodes to which they are connected. Ne, Thone, Pashme 

and Pshatbampe are connections of both Epiphanius and Jeme, whereas Petemout is a 

connection of both Frange and Jeme, Psenheaei and Pshinsion are connections of Paul and 

Jeme and so on. In the centre of the graph are those toponyms connected to three other 

                                                
110 The data in Table 4.1 can easily be turned into a square matrix by creating a spreadsheet in the networking 
software UCINET with all the toponyms in the network (including Jeme and the monasteries) listed at the head 
of a row and corresponding column. Across each row, a one or a zero is placed in each column depending on 
whether or not a connection exists between the two toponyms intersecting in that cell, creating a symmetrical 
table of ones and zeros. 
111 Those toponyms tentatively attributed to a particular nome are considered a part of it in this data. 
112 The relative number of connections between each toponym is not represented in the figures below. Although 
it is possible to represent this aspect of the data by entering values other than one in the square matrix, I did not 
consider this to be a necessary aspect of this visualisation. 
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toponyms (in all cases the three are Jeme, Epiphanius, and Phoibammon), and Apé, which is 

the only toponym connected to four. It is apparent from this graph that many of Jeme’s 

connections are shared with other west Theban communities. In fact, of the 40 nodes other 

than Jeme in Fig. 4.4 (including the monasteries), 28 of them (including the monasteries) are 

shared with another west Theban community (70%). This is compelling evidence for the 

strong relationship between the networks of Jeme and the neighbouring monasteries. 

 

 

Fig. 4.4. The network of Jeme 

 

The central cluster of toponyms is particularly worthy of attention, as these are the toponyms 

that are connected with the most west Theban communities. It is likely that these towns and 

villages were some of those that most frequently interacted with the area and, consequently, 

some of the most important, not only to Jeme’s network, but to western Thebes as a whole. It 

is worth noting that among this central cluster, Tabennese, Taut, and Timamen have the 

weakest presence. In the case of Tabennese and Taut, their presence here is the result of a 

single text, P.Mon.Epiph. 163, which links both Jeme and the monastery of Epiphanius to 
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Taut and Tabennese. As this text provides Jeme’s only link to Tabennese and Epiphanius’ 

only link to Taut (see Table 4.1), its removal would place both toponyms outside this central 

cluster. Timamen’s presence in this cluster is also weak since its one connection to the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon is based on a re-reading of a text113. If this reading were 

inaccurate, Timamen too would appear outside this cluster. Leaving these three toponyms 

aside, we are left with a core cluster of closely connected toponyms comprising Antinoe, Apé, 

Ermont, Kalba, Koptos, Papar, Patoubasten, Pisinai, and Romoou. Comparing this list with 

Table 4.1, it is noticeable that these toponyms are also, for the most part, those with the 

highest number of attestations across all five sites combined, supporting the conclusion that 

these sites were an important part of the west Theban network. 

 

A number of other features about this group of toponyms should be noted. Firstly, and 

perhaps unsurprisingly, the majority of these toponyms come from the nome of Ermont (Apé, 

Ermont, Kalba, Patoubasten, Romoou), with most of the rest from the Koptite nome (Koptos, 

Papar, Pisinai), and just one from further afield (Antinoe). This confirms the proposal that 

Jeme’s presence was strongest in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. The presence in this 

group of three nome capitals (Ermont, Koptos, and Antinoe), the latter two of which were also 

important trade centres114, further indicates that Jeme was well connected not only with the 

local nome capitals, but also with other important centres of Egypt. It is perhaps unsurprising 

that the only toponym not from the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes in this cluster was itself a 

much bigger hub than Jeme. Antinoe is not frequently connected to any of the west Theban 

centres, however it is linked to Jeme and Phoibammon in a trade context 

(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 83 & O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39 respectively), once as the destination for a 

group from Jeme who went to petition the duke (P.KRU 10), and once in a graffito from the 

monastery of Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a)). It should be noted that two of these 

connections (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39 and P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a)) are far from solid and the 

removal of these two texts from consideration would leave Antinoe only connected with Jeme 

and thus well outside the inner cluster. However, the evidence from O.Medin.HabuCopt. 83 

and P.KRU 10 suggests that Antinoe was an important contact of western Thebes, even if 

                                                
113 P.KRU 89.52 reads Tememese, which was re-read as Timamen: see the discussion in Appendix A, pp. 290-
291. Note that a man from Timamen who moved to Pampane donates a child to the monastery of Apa 
Phoibammon (P.KRU 100.3-4), but this text counts as a link between Phoibammon and Pampane, not 
Phoibammon and Timamen. 
114 See the descriptions of Koptos and Antinoe in Appendix A, pp. 260-261 and 249-250 respectively. 
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contact with it was infrequent, and on this basis its inclusion in the inner grouping is 

warranted. 

 

Koptos is mentioned sporadically, but is important for similar reasons. Travel downriver from 

Jeme required interaction with an official in charge of river traffic there (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 

83), and a reference to the high price of sesame in the market at Koptos (P.Mon.Epiph. 327) 

suggests that it was a key potential market for produce from western Thebes, a suggestion 

which may be supported by the presence of a trader from Koptos in Jeme (P.CLT 5.159). A 

similar letter from the monastery of Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 310) refers to grain being sold 

in Ermont, suggesting that it was another potential market for farmers around Jeme, however 

most of the interactions with Ermont come from witnesses statements and letters, generally 

indicating regular (but unspecified) movement between the two areas. Curiously, connections 

between Ermont and the inhabitants of Jeme are virtually non-existent, but connections 

between Ermont and the monasteries of Epiphanius and Phoibammon are more frequent. This 

may suggest that the monastic communities on the mountain of Jeme were more important to 

Ermont than Jeme itself. 

 

The reasons why the other toponyms were closely connected to Jeme and western Thebes are 

less apparent, but their appearance in a range of situations, including accounts, letters, and 

witness statements, suggests that their interactions with western Thebes were not one-

dimensional. For example, a number of loan agreements and accounts connect Patoubasten 

with western Thebes, suggesting strong economic connections, but other letters, such as one 

requesting prayers for a sick camel (P.Mon.Epiph. 147), indicate that there were also socio-

religious connections with the monastic communities there115. All three of the communities of 

Kalba, Papar, and Pisinai are connected to the monastery of Phoibammon in witness 

statements; with the monastery of Epiphanius in accounts or letters; and with Jeme in loan 

agreements116. This primarily suggests economic connections between western Thebes and 

                                                
115 Borrowers from Patoubasten occur in O.Deir er-Roumi 27 & 28; O.Vind.Copt. 28; and SB Kopt. II 922 (in 
which the lender is the monastery of Phoibammon). Patoubasten also occurs in the accounts O.Crum 439 and 
P.Mon.Epiph. 500. Aside from the letter about the camel, O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 22 requests the recipient to travel 
to Patoubasten to perform the feast. 
116 The witnesses appear in P.KRU 90 (Kalba); 91 (Pisinai); and 97 (Papar, and Pisinai). Money is paid to a 
craftsman of Papar in the account P.Mon.Epiph. 533, and to a man of Kalba in an unknown context in 
P.Mon.Epiph. 522. Pisinai is connected to this monastery through a graffito (P.Mon.Epiph. 668) and a letter 
which indicates a man of Pisinai came to the monastery (P.Mon.Epiph. 544). Lenders from Jeme draw up 
contracts with people from these towns in SB Kopt. II 908 (Kalba), O.CrumST 429 (Papar), and SB Kopt. III 
1382 (Pisinai). Pisinai is further mentioned in an account from Jeme (O.CrumST 437) as the location of a man to 
whom clover is sold. 
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these sites, but the witness statements suggest that there was also religious interest in the area. 

The frequent appearance of Romoou in an agricultural context suggests that it may have been 

the location of farmland not far from Jeme, and in which residents of Jeme and the monastery 

of Apa Phoibammon were invested117. 

 

Finally, Apé deserves further comment as the only toponym linked to four of the west Theban 

toponyms examined here. Although it lay just over the river from Jeme, in modern Luxor, 

Apé is poorly attested in connection with Jeme. In fact, looking at Jeme’s network alone, it 

would be easy to dismiss Apé as unimportant. Its frequent appearance in witness statements 

from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, however, shows that there was regular traffic across 

the river118. Moreover, in two letters from the Frange dossier (O.TT29 63 & 164), Apé is 

mentioned as a location via which wheat making its way to Frange should be sent. In 

combination with Apé’s commanding position on the river, it is quite likely Apé was the main 

quay used to cross the river in Thebes, and was likely also a place where the residents of Jeme 

could gain access to river traffic and trade. If this is the case, its important place in the 

networks of western Thebes is hardly surprising. 

 

The ego network of Jeme demonstrates three tiers of toponyms based on their importance. In 

the centre are those toponyms which have the most contact with western Thebes, with 

connections to three or more of its communities. Many of these (except Antinoe, Koptos, and 

Patoubasten), are also the locations of witnesses in donation texts to the monastery of 

Phoibammon, further indicating the frequent circulation of individuals from these places 

throughout the area. Further out are places connected to Jeme and only one other community. 

This group of toponyms is no doubt still fairly well connected with Jeme, but less so with its 

monastic communities. However, it is possible that some of these would move to the inner 

circle following further publication of documents from the area. Finally, on the outside are 

those toponyms only connected with Jeme, some of which likely represent only sporadic 

interaction. 

                                                
117 Land near Romoou is donated by the community of Jeme to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon in P.KRU 
108; and by another man in P.KRU 109. In O.Crum 138, the monastery of Phoibammon authorises a man to sow 
a field in Romoou, and authorises a man of Romoou to sow a field in SB Kopt. II 951. Romoou is also the 
location of witnesses (P.KRU 82 & 88) and likely also of people who write to the monastery of Epiphanius 
(P.Mon.Epiph. 95 & 293 – these are less secure than the other connections). 
118 P.KRU 81, 82, & 86. 
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Fig. 4.5. The networks of Jeme, Phoibammon, and Epiphanius 

 

Where Fig. 4.4 shows only the ego network of Jeme, Fig. 4.5 adds the ego networks of the 

monasteries of Epiphanius and Phoibammon. As many of the connections of these 

communities were also connections of Jeme, this figure adds those toponyms connected with 

only one of these monastic communities, and the mount of Tsenti, a shared connection of 

Phoibammon and Frange. It is apparent that the addition of these two networks does not 

drastically change the shape of the graph, primarily adding a number of toponyms on the 

outer edge of the network, which are only connected to one other community. However, as 

the networks of Jeme and the monastic communities of Epiphanius and Phoibammon were 

closely related, this graph best indicates the extended network of Jeme, that is, the number of 

toponyms that Jeme had access to through its connections with Epiphanius and Phoibammon. 

Independently, Jeme had access to 40 toponyms, but through its connections with the 



237 
 

monasteries of Phoibammon and Epiphanius this number drastically increases such that Jeme 

had access to 68 toponyms at a distance of two or less, an increase of nearly 75%119. 

 

Noticeably, the number of toponyms not from the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes 

(represented by triangles) also increases significantly with the addition of these networks. 

While some of these are in nomes bordering those of Ermont and Koptos, others are from 

much further afield. Either way, these connections are important because, whereas 

communities in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes likely had access to the same basic 

resources and information as did Jeme and the monasteries themselves, the long distance 

contacts link western Thebes to networks with access to other ideas (new information about 

political or religious movements, or even information about the pricing of goods) and 

resources (in particular access to different trade networks). In this way, the presence of the 

monasteries of Phoibammon and Epiphanius contribute vitally to Jeme’s own network. 

 

Despite the fact that evidence has been taken from documents found at the monasteries, many 

of which do not concern Jeme, and whereas there are many toponyms which are connected 

with Jeme and only one other west Theban community, there is only one toponym in the 

entire network that is connected to two or more west Theban communities but not to Jeme: 

the monastic community on the mountain of Tsenti, which is linked to Frange and the 

monastery of Phoibammon. Of course, each of the west Theban communities has connections 

which are linked to it alone, but 96% (24/25) of the shared connections in the Theban network 

(those connected to more than one other toponym) are connected to Jeme, a fact not readily 

apparent from Table 4.1. It is difficult to know how much importance to accord this, given 

that this network likely represents only a fraction of the total connections that existed in the 

given timeframe. It does, however, suggest that Jeme held a very central place in the west 

Theban network. Whether this means that many of the individuals coming to Jeme also took 

the opportunity to visit the monasteries, or vice versa is not immediately clear. Two points are 

worth consideration in this respect. Firstly, the town of Jeme had existed in the area for many 

centuries before the existence of the monasteries, so it is likely that it already had a place in 

the regional network when the monasteries were built. On the other hand, the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon was founded and run by a bishop of Ermont, whose presence undoubtedly 

fostered the quick expansion of the monastery’s network. Moreover, the period covered by the 

                                                
119 Distance here refers to network distance, for which see p. 23. 
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Coptic documentation neatly coincides with the height of west Theban monasticism. This 

suggests that the presence of an established town near the west Theban necropolis made it an 

attractive place for monasticism to develop, as it would have had easy access to supplies. On 

the other hand, while Jeme did not owe its existence to the monasteries, the presence of a 

number of important monastic communities in the area, once established, increased its 

regional profile beyond what it would have otherwise been capable of achieving. 

 

 

Fig. 4.6. The west Theban network: Jeme, Phoibammon, Epiphanius, Paul, and Frange 

 

A comparison of the networks of the best-attested west Theban sites shows that they were as 

closely interconnected as the analysis of the documentation in Section II suggested. Through 

such a comparison, moreover, it is possible to identify those toponyms which were most 

important in the network of Jeme and western Thebes as a whole. The network depicted in 

Fig. 4.6 visually presents what I refer to as the west Theban hub. While Jeme itself has many 
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connections to communities both in its environment and further afield, the monasteries of 

Epiphanius and Phoibammon (and perhaps the monastery of Paul) had networks of a similar 

size, which, taken together, nearly doubles the number of connections available to any one of 

the communities individually. This depiction, moreover, is only a partial one. The monasteries 

of Epiphanius, Phoibammon, and Paul were only some of the many monastic communities on 

the Theban mountain, just as Frange was only one of many solitary monks. These other 

groups are also to be considered part of the west Theban hub and contributors to its network, 

however they currently lack the levels of documentation required to make them a useful 

addition to the picture of this network. Although it is ultimately difficult to conclude whether 

or not one of these communities contributed more to the success of the others, their combined 

presence was an important feature in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. The west Theban 

area was one in which members of many communities throughout these nomes and elsewhere 

circulated and was, in this way, a hub that connected the smaller communities in its network 

with other hubs and other networks throughout this region and Egypt as a whole. 
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CCCCONCLUSION ONCLUSION ONCLUSION ONCLUSION ––––    JJJJEME AND THE EME AND THE EME AND THE EME AND THE NNNNETWORKS OF ETWORKS OF ETWORKS OF ETWORKS OF WWWWESTERN ESTERN ESTERN ESTERN TTTTHEBESHEBESHEBESHEBES    

 

The primary goal of this thesis was to examine how the town of Jeme participated in the 

various networks existing between the communities of Egypt in the seventh and eighth 

centuries and, in doing so, to assess its importance within them. The connections its 

inhabitants had with residents of numerous secular and monastic communities were primarily 

identified through the use of location designators, by which individuals indicate their place of 

origin or current residence. Only in exceptional circumstances was a location designator used 

to indicate current physical location. Location designators can therefore not only help in 

identifying the links which existed between communities, but they can indicate where some 

documents were written, and thus the direction of movement between groups. 

 

By comparing the locations of the main parties to an agreement (when different), with the 

locations of witnesses and scribes (if given), two primary patterns of movement can be 

observed in the documentation from Thebes. In documents in which a monastery, such as that 

of Apa Phoibammon, was one of the contracting parties, witness and scribal locations often 

differed from those of either of the main parties and even other witnesses. This, combined 

with contextual evidence such as the reuse of some of the donation texts kept in the 

monastery to write others, indicates that such documents were drawn up at the monastery. In 

most cases, therefore, the other party travelled to the monasteries to have the document drawn 

up1. The witnesses to these documents, moreover, seem to have been at the monasteries on 

their own business when asked to sign. As such, their statements are an indicator of the 

presence of individuals from outside the area in western Thebes. 

 

In contrast, the loan agreements of the lenders and pawnbrokers of Jeme, which are the 

documents not related to a monastery that most often contain located witnesses, seem to have 

been written at the borrower’s location. With few exceptions, located witnesses and scribes in 

loan agreements were from the same place as the borrower2. Given the unlikelihood that the 

borrowers would have taken witnesses and scribes with them to Jeme when such would be 

readily available in that town, it seems more likely that it was the lenders who travelled to the 

borrowers. By travelling to the borrower, a professional moneylender would not only be able 

                                                
1 See above, pp. 64-66. It remains possible that in some cases, documents were drawn up at the location of the 
donor and then taken to the monastery for signatures and other additions. 
2 See Table 1.1 and the discussion there (pp. 58-61). 
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to assess the borrower’s ability to repay, but would undoubtedly have been able to make new 

connections along which new business could flow. It is clear, then, that the residents of Jeme 

were active participants and travellers in the economic networks of the region. 

 

Using such indicators to examine the network of Jeme, it becomes apparent that the west 

Theban monastic communities played a particularly important part in Jeme’s development. 

While they were ostensibly founded under the auspices of Jeme, the larger monasteries 

quickly developed into important communities in their own right. This was no doubt partially 

due to the presence of several famous bishops in the early seventh century, such as Abraham 

of Ermont and Pisenthios of Koptos, who would have immediately increased the importance 

of western Thebes in the religious network of the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. Links to 

this region that were developed in the lifetimes of these bishops would then have been 

maintained and expanded through new developments, such as the renowned healing cult of 

Saint Phoibammon indicated by the child donations of the eighth century. Economic links to 

the monasteries soon developed along those ties established for religious reasons. These came 

particularly in the form of pious donations of land and other property, and, as they benefited 

from their economic and religious successes, so too did Jeme. It is demonstrable that the 

monasteries had a mandate to support the poor of Jeme, but beyond this the monasteries 

needed supplies (such as oil) they could not produce themselves, their lands required farmers, 

their animals required husbandmen, and such were readily available in Jeme. Contracts 

through which the monasteries hired others to work their lands or tend their animals do exist 

and, though only a few name Jeme as the place from which such workers came, the 

inhabitants of that town are a logical choice. It would be surprising if many more connections 

of this type than are visible had not existed. Moreover, secular visitors to the monasteries may 

well have visited or stayed in Jeme, and travellers to Jeme may have wanted to visit the 

monasteries, enabling the connections of one community to become those of another. Thus, 

the monastic communities of the mount of Jeme and the town itself developed a kind of 

symbiosis, through which both achieved greater prominence in the wider region. 

 

The Theban documentary sources support the relationship between towns and monasteries 

that James Goehring has proposed on the basis of literary sources. Based on the evidence for 

the rise of the Pachomian koinonia, Goehring argues that its communities, at least in the cases 

of Tabennese and Pbow, were not isolated desert monasteries, but an integrated part of village 

life. This position gave them ready access to necessities and was the prime reason for their 
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rapid growth3. Moreover, he proposes that the village of Tabennese was not fully deserted (as 

the literary tradition suggests) when Pachomius first arrived, but probably depleted through 

economic misfortune or disease. The village did not stay deserted for long; it apparently grew 

so rapidly that the monks had to build a church in the village before building one in their own 

monastery4. For Goehring, the significance and success of monasticism “lay not only in its 

religious import to the surrounding communities, but also in its social and economic 

interdependence with them. It enlivened dying villages, increased agricultural production and 

trade, and produced various necessities, e.g., baskets and ropes, for the peasants5.” Although 

the monasteries of western Thebes were in a different position to the scenario Goehring 

describes, in that they were on the edges of the desert and not within the limits of the village 

itself, the similarity of the relationship between monastery and village seen in Goehring’s 

study and in this one is striking. 

 

While Jeme does not seem to have been abandoned before the establishment of the large 

monastic communities on the mount of Jeme, it is noticeable that comparatively little 

documentary evidence survives for the town before the end of the sixth century. In fact, 

P.KRU 105, the apparent title deed which established the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, 

may be the earliest Coptic document from this period6. As monasticism gained a stronger 

foothold in the Theban necropolis, however, the documentary evidence for Jeme increases. 

While there are plenty of documents relating to Jeme and the monasteries which are dated to 

the seventh century, relatively few of these attest interactions between Jeme and other 

communities (except those on its mount). Yet in the first half of the eighth century there is a 

significant spike in such interaction, both in the network of Jeme and in the network of the 

monastery of Apa Phoibammon7. Although this eighth century spike could be the result of a 

number of factors, including the survival of evidence, it seems unwise to put it down to 

chance alone, particularly in light of Goehring’s arguments. Rather, this spike is better 

accounted for by the interdependency of Jeme and the monastic communities, which allowed 

each to contribute to the success of the other. It is likely that the presence of the village, which 

provided easy access to necessary resources, facilitated the growth of monasticism nearby, 

                                                
3 See particularly Goehring (1999:A) 94-96. 
4 Goehring (1999:A) 97-100. 
5 Goehring (1999:B) 51-52. 
6 This text is suspected to date to the final decades of the sixth century (see above pp. 75-76). The earliest 
securely dated text, however, is SB Kopt. II 1238 (March 601), an ostracon which records a solar eclipse. 
7 This dates of the Theban material cited in this study, as well as the problems they pose, are discussed more 
fully in Appendix B. 
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and, in turn, the presence of the monastic communities quickly boosted the area’s – and thus 

Jeme’s – regional importance. 

 

Under the influence of the large monasteries of the Theban necropolis, Jeme expanded into a 

more important locality than it had been for some centuries (as far as can be gathered from the 

surviving evidence). Although the extent to which Jeme was important in the networks of the 

Hermonthite and Koptite nomes before the establishment of these monasteries is difficult to 

establish, the comparative lack of evidence from the sixth century compared to the seventh 

and eighth suggests that it was relatively inconsequential8. Its subsequent growth into a hub 

for these regional networks, however, is easy to explain. Networks are not static entities: links 

are created and lost all the time, and when a node, or in this case an individual, looks to make 

a new connection, it is not done at random. Rather, connections are made for specific 

purposes. This is called preferential selection and it means that new links will be made with 

those nodes that are richer in whatever quality is desirable in the network, be it religious 

authority, economic strength, access to trade routes, or something else entirely9. One way this 

could have happened in western Thebes is as follows: when important figures such as the 

Bishops Abraham and Pisenthios took up residence in the Theban monastic communities, 

individuals from other communities had cause to make connections with western Thebes 

where they had none previously. Along these new links, economic and social ties could be 

formed with the monasteries and with Jeme itself. As these links developed, the region 

became wealthier, which in turn made western Thebes a desirable connection for other 

reasons as well. With many new links forming, Jeme and the monasteries became a regional 

hub, with many more connections than the surrounding villages. 

 

This scenario, although it may represent what did take place, cannot be conclusively proven. 

Setting aside the timing of Jeme’s rise, what can be said with certainty is that Jeme and some 

of the monasteries did have links to a large number of toponyms in the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes and further afield. Through these, they held an important place in the region in 

the seventh and eighth centuries. The regional importance of monasteries such as that of Apa 

Phoibammon was primarily religious in nature. In the time of Bishop Abraham (early seventh 

century), all clergy wishing to be ordained required his approval, making the monastery of 

                                                
8 The fact that the rise of documentation in Jeme seems to correspond to the rise of the large monasteries of the 
Theban necropolis, is a subject that warrants further examination but is not the focus of this thesis. 
9 On this concept see Barabási (2002) 84-86, and more generally pp. 79-93. 
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Apa Phoibammon, as his residence, an important centre. After Abraham’s death, the donation 

texts, and particularly the child donations, show that the monastery remained a renowned 

religious centre and the location of a healing cult. Of course, the larger monasteries had 

economic importance as well; they owned property and arable land in and around Jeme and 

elsewhere, the working of which would have directly and indirectly benefited the inhabitants 

of Jeme through the creation of jobs and surplus goods for the regional market. 

 

The regional importance of Jeme, however, was economically based. Although there are 

accounts and other documents which demonstrate that people from Jeme circulated and had 

economic dealings throughout the neighbouring nomes and beyond, Jeme’s true importance is 

best attested through documents relating to loans and securities. The inhabitants of Egypt 

required money for any number of reasons, but the most frequent borrowers were usually 

farmers, who needed the cash to fund their crops and meet tax demands and who would then 

repay the loans in the harvest period, as indeed is the case with the loan agreements from 

Jeme. In this way, moneylenders were a necessary part of the agricultural economy of 

Egypt10. What is remarkable about the loan agreements from Jeme is that all the lenders came 

from the village itself. While this may be a result of the provenance of the documentation, as 

it seems the lender kept the agreement, it also indicates Jeme’s importance. In 1981, James 

Keenan examined the dependency of villages on poleis in Byzantine Egypt11. This 

dependency was already demonstrable in the Oxyrhynchite nome from the receipts for 

agricultural machinery, however, Keenan wished to examine whether or not this pattern was 

regionally specific or widespread. The evidence for it elsewhere, he argued, was to be found 

in loan agreements (particularly those of the ‘sale on delivery type’12) and agricultural 

leases13. Keenan noted that in virtually all loan agreements, the lender was from a polis and 

the borrower from a village, which demonstrates the economic dependency of the villagers on 

the residents of the cities, for whom coin was in more ready supply14. He further argued that 

this pattern of village to city dependency was widespread, rather than local, and not restricted 

to a specific point in time15. This concept of village-city dependency was echoed by Bagnall 

over a decade later: “above all the village was not a closed community. Metropolitans owned 

                                                
10 Bagnall (1977) 87, 95-96; Keenan (1981) 484-485. 
11 Keenan (1981). Keenan (2007) 227 reinforces this idea. 
12 See the discussion on these kinds of loans above, pp. 157-159. 
13 Keenan (1981) 481-485. 
14 Keenan (1981) 482. 
15 Keenan (1981) 485. 
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land and were both lessors and lessees to villagers. The villages were inextricably tied to the 

metropolitan economy and population”16.  

 

Poleis (or cities), in Keenan’s study, refers to nome capitals and other large centres17, and it is 

apparent that Jeme was not a community of this size or importance. However, the strong 

presence of moneylenders from Jeme, who were lending to farmers and inhabitants of other 

villages, suggests that, in some ways, Jeme filled a role which was elsewhere filled by cities. 

This supports the concept that Jeme was both larger and more urban (it could support 

individuals whose primary business was to loan money) than many of the villages in its 

network, and that it acted as a regional hub. Moreover, Jeme itself lacks any indication of its 

own dependency on the nearby nome capitals of Ermont and Koptos, which would be 

expected if it were a farming village of the type of those in Keenan’s study. Consequently, 

both Wilfong and Wickham characterise Jeme as isolated and inward-looking; participating in 

the “complex network of fiscal movement of goods that characterised the whole Nile Valley”, 

but not involved in any patronage network18. Wickham’s work examines the big picture of the 

Mediterranean in the early middle ages, so from such a perspective Jeme was indeed 

insignificant and insular. Even from an Egypt-wide perspective, Wilfong is not wrong in 

thinking that Jeme was not a significant community. But such statements belie the 

significance that Jeme held within its own region, and this is how Jeme’s role should be 

characterised. Jeme was neither a small village nor a large city, but, with the larger 

monasteries on its mountain, a regional hub which supported the small villages of its region 

and connected them with other hubs in a similar way to the hubs of the Oxyrhynchite nome 

described by Ruffini19. 

 

The position of Jeme and the west Theban monasteries as a hub for the Hermonthite and 

Koptite nomes was ultimately short lived. The latest dated document from this study is 

P.KRU 91 (781), a child donation by a couple from Jeme, with witnesses from Pisinai and 

                                                
16 Bagnall (1993) 121. 
17 Keenan (1981) 479-480. 
18 Wickham (2005) 421-426. Wickham argues that it was the political structure of Jeme, which he describes as 
dominated by medium-sized landowners, that blocked the local small holders from communicating with outside 
patrons. Wickham (p. 426) notes, however, that the local monasteries actively filled the role. See also Wilfong 
(2002) 148-149, who cites the lack of any reference to Jeme in documents from outside western Thebes and the 
fact that Jeme was not the end of any major trade routes as evidence for its inward-focused nature. 
19 Ruffini (2007) found that the Oxyrhynchite nome contained a number of hubs with numerous connections to 
the smaller villages of the nome, which had only a small number of connections each. Disparate villages are then 
connected to each other and to larger centres, particularly Oxyrhynchos, through such hubs. 
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Pakebt. No document from Thebes has been dated to the ninth century. What happened to 

these communities is not known. The excavators of Medinet Habu noted no remains pointing 

to a date more recent than the ninth century, nor any evidence of destruction; the site was 

abandoned and its inhabitants took with them whatever they thought would be useful 

(including shutters, doors, and support beams)20. The monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

likewise seems to have been abandoned in the ninth century, however, Christian graffiti left 

by bishops of Ermont, as well as inhabitants of Kos and Koptos in the tenth and eleventh 

centuries indicate that the site was still prominent in local memory21. Whatever the reason for 

this abandonment – whether disease or, as seems more likely, the increasing pressures of 

taxes which, combined with the ‘Abbasid overthrow of the Umayyads, led to frequent and 

ever-larger tax revolts in the second half of the eighth and early ninth centuries – the fact that 

all the west Theban communities seem to have been abandoned together is a further indication 

of their interdependency22. 

 

The Coptic texts from western Thebes document how the interdependent relationship between 

the town of Jeme and the nearby monastic communities led to the area becoming a regional 

hub of economic and religious importance to many villages in the Hermonthite and Koptite 

nomes. While the monasteries flourished, so too did Jeme, the connections from one 

contributing to the connections of others in this cluster. While Jeme should not be considered 

a hugely important town in a larger perspective, both it and the monastic communities of the 

Theban necropolis were very important regionally for a period of about two centuries. 

Moreover, these communities are historically important since they enable us to briefly see 

how monastic and village communities interacted with one another, and how such clusters 

could become important regional centres in the ever-present exchange network which 

blanketed all parts of Egypt. 

                                                
20 Hölscher (1934) 1. 
21 Godlewski (1986) 77-78. The last datable graffito was written in 1222/3. 
22 On the tax revolts at the end of the eighth century, see Wickham (2005) 140-141. 
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AAAAPPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX A:A:A:A:    TTTTOPONYMS OPONYMS OPONYMS OPONYMS CCCCONNECTED WITH ONNECTED WITH ONNECTED WITH ONNECTED WITH WWWWESTERN ESTERN ESTERN ESTERN TTTTHEBESHEBESHEBESHEBES    

 

Toponyms occur frequently and in great variety throughout the Theban documentary material 

and some knowledge of the sites and their locations is essential to any study of interaction 

patterns in this area. While some can be identified with Pharaonic, Ptolemaic, Roman or even 

modern sites, a great many cannot. Such unidentifiable places were, for the most part, 

undoubtedly small villages or farming communities such as the many still spread throughout 

the region. However some seem to have been larger sites whose exact spatial relationship to 

each other and the surrounding countryside can only be approximately established. 

 

The problem with locating many toponyms is twofold. In the first instance, it was simply 

unnecessary for correspondents to describe in any detail where the town or city mentioned 

was located. At best, a toponym will be given in conjunction with the nome or region in 

which it lay. For example, a town might be described as “in the nome of Ermont” (O.CrumST 

424.4-5 ϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲛⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ), and a monastery more specifically as “Saint Apa 

Phoibammon on the mountain of Jeme, in the nome of the city Ermont” (P.KRU 13.8-9 

ⲫⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲏ ⲛⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲣⲙⲱⲛⲧ). As a result of this, a 

given toponym often needs to be identified through a combination of archaeological context, 

attestation in Coptic and Arabic literary sources, and etymological identification with modern 

villages. The latter two methods are by far the most commonly employed. Scholars such as 

Crum and Timm have used such means to identify or suggest the locations of many toponyms 

in the Theban region1. The second problem is that when literary sources and etymology are 

unable to provide an answer, we must rely on archaeology. However, the excavation of many 

sites is often impossible due to the continuous inhabitation of villages. Fortunately, the 

problems of identification are somewhat lessened by the aforementioned practice of giving 

the nome or region of a toponym. This at least permits a location relative to Jeme, which can 

still be useful for assessing the spatial distribution of Jeme’s interactions. 

 

Below is a brief description of all toponyms found in connection with Jeme and the monastic 

communities of Apa Phoibammon, Apa Paul, Epiphanius and the monk Frange. It is worth 

noting here that of the 70 non-west Theban toponyms listed below, 31 are definitely from the 

                                                
1 Timm (1984-2007) and Winlock & Crum (1926). I am heavily indebted to Timm and Crum in particular for 
suggesting modern equivalents of many of the toponyms in my dataset. 
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nomes of Ermont (19 or 20) or Koptos (11 or 122), with a further 11 likely from one of these 

two nomes (Hermonthite: 6; Koptite: 5). Of the remainder, 12 (17.14%) are entirely unlocated 

(although it is likely that many of these are likewise from the Hermonthite and Koptite 

nomes), and 16 (22.86%) are from other nomes: some bordering the Hermonthite and Koptite 

nomes and others from much further afield. That is to say, at least 60% (42/70) of all 

toponyms connected to a west Theban toponym fall within a 40km radius of Jeme, but a 

surprising 23% are from further afield. 

 

For the toponyms below, those that are located are given their geographical co-ordinates3. If 

the location is speculative, a question mark – (?) – follows the co-ordinates of the suggested 

town. If the location is unknown, it is described as such. Similarly, the nome in which the 

toponym lay, if known, is provided – again a question mark indicates a speculative 

identification4. The connections of each toponym, as based on the information presented in 

this study, are also provided (in most cases the connection will be with Jeme or one of the 

Theban monasteries), along with the texts from which the connection was made, or at least 

hypothesised. Following this, the Coptic name of the toponym is given in the variants that 

appear in the texts from the present dataset. In many cases, orthographic variation is much 

greater than what is given. A fuller list of variants can be found under the appropriate entry in 

Timm’s catalogue, the reference for which is given under ‘Timm’. A short description of each 

toponym then follows, in which I have endeavoured to provide: its location relative to Jeme; 

its modern equivalent or, if that is not known, a summary of the evidence relating to its 

location; and a brief description of the site’s relevance to western Thebes. 

 

The following toponyms are arranged alphabetically according to their English transcription 

(in most cases following the Coptic spelling), and have been divided into two sections: 

‘Towns and Cities’ and ‘Monasteries and Hermitages’. The monasteries are arranged 

                                                
2 The number of toponyms attributed to Ermont and Koptos is variable because of Pshinsion, which certainly lay 
in one of these nomes, but we are not sure which. 
3 Where co-ordinates are provided, they can be entered directly into the Google Earth search field. Replacing the 
degrees sign (°) with a space will also bring up the correct location. 
4 Note that those toponyms identified as in the Hermonthite or Koptite nomes are named as such in the Theban 
documentary material, or at least suspected to be within these regions. For toponyms outside these areas, I have 
followed the attribution of Trismegistos. Note, however, that the Trismegistos data is based on Ptolemaic 
evidence, which is, by the early Islamic period, about a millennium out of date. That said, the nome capitals of 
the Ptolemaic period remained important centres in the Roman and Arabic periods (many even remain important 
today), and the administrative divisions in the Islamic period were likely not drastically different. 
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alphabetically according to the name of their eponymous saint, so the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon comes after the monastery of Epiphanius5. 

    

    

TOWNS AND CITIES 

 

And(…)And(…)And(…)And(…)    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite(?) 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 96) 

Coptic: ⲁⲛ\ⲇ/ 

Timm: And(…), 108-109 

 

The village And(…) (ϩⲛⲉⲡⲟⲓⲕ(ⲓⲟⲛ) ⲁⲛ\ⲇ/, P.KRU 96.94,96) is the location of two witnesses 

to a child donation to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon dated to 775. This village is 

otherwise unattested in the Coptic material from western Thebes, and its full name is not 

known. Timm speculates that it may be related to the Greek toponym Ἀνδρονίκου, which 

occasionally occurs in Egyptian documents, or to a toponym of this name which occurs in 

fourth century documents and was located in the nome of Ermont6. Given the abundance of 

toponyms attested in only one or two texts, however, an identification cannot be certain and 

leaving the abbreviation unresolved seems preferable. 

 

AntinoeAntinoeAntinoeAntinoe    

    

Location: 27°48'45.00"N 30°53'03.00"E 

Nome: Hermopolite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82; P.KRU 10); Phoibammon (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 

39); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a)) 

Coptic: ⲁⲛⲧⲓⲛⲟⲟⲩ; ⲁⲛⲧ[ⲉⲓ]ⲛ�ⲟⲁⲩ 

Timm: AnṣinaZ, 111-128 
                                                
5 While the monastic communities on the mounts of Tsenti and Tnouhe are connected with west Theban 
toponyms, the equivalent secular villages (if such existed) are not. As such, they are listed under ‘Monasteries 
and Hermitages’, where otherwise the mounts of Apé and Ermont are mentioned under the entry for these towns. 
6 Timm (1984-2007) 108-109. 
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Antinoe (Greek Ἀντινόου Πόλις) is located near modern El-Sheikh Ibada, almost 290km 

northeast of Jeme (straight line, about 418km by river). The city was founded in 130 by the 

Emperor Hadrian and subsequently retained a strong Hellenistic heritage, being one of the 

four original so-called Greek cities of Egypt7. From its foundation Antinoe was also important 

as the start of the Via Hadriana, a trade road constructed by Hadrian that ran across the 

eastern desert to the Red Sea, then followed the coast down to Berenike8. Trade, no doubt, 

was one reason why it appears in the west Theban network: a man from Jeme wished to get 

his goods there in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82, and it was the point of origin of some papyrus 

purchased by the monastery of Apa Phoibammon (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39). In the Byzantine 

period it became administratively important, first as the capital of the Antinoite nome and 

later as the seat of the dux of the Thebaid, being the capital of that province from the sixth 

century onwards9. It must have retained some administrative importance in the eighth century, 

under Arabic rule, as P.KRU 10.17-18 shows that it was still the seat of a dux at this time. 

  

The remains of the city were at one point quite extensive and have been known since the 

abandonment of the site sometime before the twelfth century. Today the ruins are much 

degraded due to the use of building material from the site in the construction of a sugar 

refinery at the turn of the twentieth century. Excavations have been ongoing in Antinoe since 

the early twentieth century, in particular by Italian teams from the Istituto Papirologico “G. 

Vitelli” of Florence, currently under R. Pintaudi10. 

 

ApéApéApéApé    

 

Location: 25°41'59.53"N 32°38'24.32"E (?) 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Mich.Copt. 13); Phoibammon (P.KRU 81; 82; 86); Epiphanius 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 460r; 522); Frange (O.TT29 63; 164; 204) 

Coptic: ⲁⲡⲉ; ⲁⲡⲏ 

Timm: Ape, 133-136 

 

                                                
7 After 200/201 all nome capitals were accorded these privileges by the Emperor Septimius Severus. See Bagnall 
& Rathbone (2004) 17. 
8 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 280-281. See also Ritner (1998) 15-16. 
9 For a history of the site see Bell (1940). He discusses the administrative position of the city on pp. 144-145. 
10 For the most recent state of excavations see Pintaudi (2008). 
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The exact location of Apé is the subject of much discussion. It is described in the Theban 

texts as both a kastron (P.KRU 81.4 refers to “the monastery of Apa Sergios in the Kastron 

Apé” – ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲉⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ⲥⲉⲣⲅⲓⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲡⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ(ⲟ)ⲛ ⲁⲡⲏ) and a polis (O.Crum 491.5 refers 

to a topos of Apa Stephanos “of the polis Apé” – ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲁⲡⲉ). We know it stood in the 

nome of Ermont (P.KRU 86.3-4 “in Apé, the nome of the city Hermonthis” – ϩⲛⲁⲡⲏ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲱⲛ\ⲑ/) and had a ‘mount’ associated with it (P.KRU 81.60-61 refers to “the 

Saint Apa Papnouthios of the mount of Apé” – ⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲡⲏ). 

Further, we know that Apé was, at one point at least, the seat of a bishop (P.Pisentius 11.15-

16 refers to an “Apa Antonios the bishop of Apé” – ⲁⲡⲁ ⲁⲛⲧⲱⲛⲛⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲥⲕ(ⲟⲡⲟⲥ) ⲛZⲁⲡⲉ). 

These details suggest that Apé was quite a significant settlement and have contributed to 

much of the discussion surrounding its location. 

 

The general opinion of modern scholarship is that Apé should be equated with Thebes/Luxor. 

Timm and Crum both argue that Apé specifically refers to a part of Thebes lying on the west 

bank – at least partially because the use of ⲧⲟⲟⲩ, ‘mountain’ (as in P.KRU 81.61) suggests 

the kind of geological feature not present on the eastern bank. Crum further argues that where 

ⲁⲡⲉ refers to the settlement on the west bank of the Nile, the toponym ⲡⲁⲡⲉ, which 

sometimes occurs in Theban texts, represents the Luxor temple complex and the part of the 

city lying on the east bank11. More recently, Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors and Heurtel have argued 

that the name Apé was applied to parts of Thebes on both sides of the river: Karnak and 

Luxor on the east bank, and the mount of Apé on the west. In their argument, ⲡⲁⲡⲉ and ⲁⲡⲉ 

are synonymous – the difference resulting from confusion with the masculine noun ‘head’, 

which led to the addition of the definite article12. While the equation of ⲁⲡⲉ / ⲡⲁⲡⲉ is 

reasonable, these treatments lack a discussion of Ne, a toponym also associated with the 

temples of Thebes13.  

 

All the above discussions agree that the toponym ‘the Three Kastra’ (Greek τρία κάστρα – 

P.Ness. III 36.18; P.KRU 27.3 – and Coptic ⲡϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ14) also refers to Thebes, a 

name partially surviving in the modern Arabic El-Ouḳṣour – meaning ‘the two forts’. Which 

                                                
11 Winlock & Crum (1926) 105-106; Timm (1984-2007) 133-136. 
12 Aït-Kaci, Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 6-8. See here also for a summation of the key points of the discussion 
to date. 
13 How the toponym Ne, which is often described as part of Thebes, relates to Apé if the latter describes the 
entirety is not clear. See Ne below. 
14 Crum mentions this Coptic variant in Winlock & Crum (1926) 106 fn. 13. As yet I have not been able to 
identify the unpublished text he cites (P.Michigan, 1924). 
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three forts are encompassed by this term is not clear, however, it is likely that Apé and Ne are 

two of them. Crum speculates that Petemout might be the third15. On the basis of this 

evidence it is probable that Apé refers to the settlement around the Luxor temple (perhaps 

including the part on the west bank), and that Ne refers to that around Karnak. 

 

AphroditoAphroditoAphroditoAphrodito    

    

Location: 26°50'37.44"N 31°25'17.89"E 

Nome: Antaiopolite 

Connections: Jeme (P.Lond. IV 1460) 

Coptic: (not named in this text, connection based on provenance) 

Timm: Kōm Išqāw, 1438-1461 

 

The well-known Upper Egyptian town of Aphrodito (modern Kom Ishqaw) lay in the middle 

of the cultivated zone on the west bank, some 171km north-east from Jeme (straight line, 

about 260km following the present course of the Nile). The town is significant as the find-

spot of many hundred papyri (Trismegistos lists 130016), particularly from the late Byzantine 

and early Arabic periods, and of the well discussed Dioskoros archive17. Its relationship with 

western Thebes, however, is limited to a sole list of fugitives (P.Lond. IV 1460) from 709, in 

which two individuals from Jeme are recorded (ll. 131-138). 

    

ApoteiApoteiApoteiApotei    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 93)  

Coptic: ⲁⲡⲟⲧⲉⲓ 

Timm: - 

 
                                                
15 Winlock & Crum (1926) 106-107. See also the discussion of Vandorpe (1995) 218-221, who outlines the 
possible candidates for the three forts on pp. 219-220. The suggestion that Medinet Habu could be one of the 
forts is unlikely. Note for instance P.KRU 27.3-4 and P.KRU 70.3-4, in which the Three Kastra is mentioned 
alongside the Kastron Memnonion as a separate locality. Interestingly, Wilkinson (1843) 133 remarks that 
Petemout is known by some as “the eastern Karnak” – a surprising comment given that Karnak is also on the 
east bank. Perhaps this supports the position that it was one of the Three Kastra? See also Ne below. 
16 As of 3 September 2013. 
17 For a useful treatment of Aphrodito, see Wickham (2005) 411-419. 
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In P.KRU 93 (dated around 770), Iohannes son of Zacharias, “the man of the estate of Apotei 

in the district of Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲡ�ⲟ�ⲧⲉⲓ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 1-2) donates his 

child to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. This toponym is otherwise unattested, so its 

exact location within the nome of Ermont is unknown. It is worth noting, however, that the 

man who wrote Iohannes’ assent clause was from Ermont (ll. 52-53), as were all four 

witnesses (ll. 54-57). That all the witnesses to a child donation were located, and all to the 

same place, is quite unusual. It may be that Apotei was very close to this city. 

    

AswanAswanAswanAswan    

    

Location: 24°04'58.57"N 32°54'15.33"E 

Nome: Elephantine 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 38, 68; P.Lond. V 1719(?); 1720(?)) 

Coptic: ⲥⲟⲩⲁⲛ 

Timm: AswaZn, 222-235 

 

The city of Aswan (P.KRU 38.14 ⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲥⲟⲩⲁⲛ – “the polis Aswan”; Greek Συήνη – 

“Syene”) lies about 180km south of Jeme (about 215km by river) on the east bank of the Nile, 

just north of the First Cataract. It was already an important city in Pharaonic times as it sat on 

the conceptual and, sometimes, political southern-most border of Egypt. This position 

allowed it to control traffic north and south, and hence it was an important city for trade and 

frequently the site of a garrison18. By the middle of the fourth century, it was already the seat 

of a bishop19. 

 

Lying a few days travel upriver from Jeme, it is unsurprising that this toponym does not 

feature often in the Theban documentation – most of the references to it being in connection 

with the same man, who moved from there to Jeme. Due to the dense nature of settlement at 

the site, archaeological excavations continue to focus on temples and other areas no longer 

inhabited, although some work in the settled areas was carried out in the nineteenth century20. 

    

        

                                                
18 Dijkstra (2005) 9. 
19 Timm (1984-2007) 222. 
20 Timm (1984-2007) 229. See also Wallis Budge (1886-1887). 
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DekadritouDekadritouDekadritouDekadritou    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Panopolite 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 99) 

Coptic: ⲇⲉⲕⲁⲇⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ, ⲇⲓⲕⲧⲁⲧⲣⲓⲡⲟⲩ 

Timm: Diktatripou, 864-865 

 

Dekadritou is attested solely in P.KRU 99, a child donation to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon. The donor is Thomas son of Basileos, a priest and “man of Dekadritou in the 

district of Akhmim” (ⲡⲣⲙⲇⲉⲕⲁⲇⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲧⲕⲁϩ ϣⲙⲓⲛ, l. 4). In the assent clause of this same 

text, the toponym is spelled Diktatripou (ⲇⲓⲕⲧⲁⲧⲣⲓⲡⲟⲩ, l. 48), which Timm thinks may be a 

more accurate spelling of this name21. Its exact location, beyond being in the vicinity of 

Akhmim (26°33'39.50"N 31°44'41.21"E), is unknown. 

    

ElemouElemouElemouElemou    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82) 

Coptic: ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲟⲩ 

Timm: Elemou, 907 

 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 contains the only reference to Elemou. There is no doubt that the 

name is a toponym, as it occurs in the construction ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲧⲉ ⲡϣⲛⲥⲓⲁ ⲡⲛⲏϥ ⲡⲣⲙⲉⲗⲉⲙⲟⲩ 

ϩⲙⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲃⲧ (“Pisente the son of Sia, the sailor, the man of Elemou in the nome of 

Koptos” ll. 1-2). Its use with ⲡⲣⲙ- and its further location within a nome leave its status 

beyond doubt. Timm has reasonably suggested that it may be located on the bank of the Nile, 

as Pisente is a sailor. Apart from being in the Koptite nome, however, its exact location is 

unknown. 

 

        

                                                
21 Timm (1984-2007) 864-865. 
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Ermont (Hermonthis)Ermont (Hermonthis)Ermont (Hermonthis)Ermont (Hermonthis)    

 

Location: 25°37'20.76"N 32°32'39.08"E 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 38; 437; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 26; O.Vind.Copt. 42; P.KRU 

75); Phoibammon (O.Crum 209; P.KRU 79; 80; 93; 96; 107; 109); Epiphanius 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 87; 172; 176; 254; 272; 310; 438; 678) 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Coptic: ⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ⲣZⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛZⲧ, ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧZ, ⲉⲣZⲙⲟⲛZⲧZ, ⲉⲣⲙⲁⲛⲧZ; ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧⲉⲓ; ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛ\ⲑ/ 

Timm: Armant, 152-181 

 

Ermont (modern Armant; Greek Ἑρµῶνθις) is an ubiquitous toponym in the Theban papyri 

and regularly occurs alongside Jeme as the capital of the nome in which Jeme lay (Jeme is 

regularly described, as in P.KRU 10.6, as the “kastron of Jeme, (in) the nome of the city 

Ermont” – ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ). Despite this, and although Ermont 

has strong ties to the nearby monasteries of Phoibammon and Epiphanius, very few explicit 

connections with Jeme are visible in the texts. The connections with the monastic 

communities, however, suggest that there was regular movement between western Thebes and 

Ermont. 

 

Continuously occupied from the predynastic era, Ermont lies some 12.5km southwest of Jeme 

and, besides being the nome capital, was also the seat of both the regional governor and a 

bishop in the late Roman and early Islamic period22. The bishops of Ermont had a particularly 

close association with the monasteries around Jeme: in particular Bishop Abraham, who 

founded the monastery of Apa Phoibammon at Deir el-Bahri in the early seventh century23. 

Excavation of Ermont has been restricted due to continuous habitation; focus has been on 

what remains of the temples outside the boundaries of the modern town24. 

 

A “mount of Ermont” is attested in an account from Jeme (ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲣZⲙⲟⲛⲧ, O.CrumST 

437.4). The mount of Ermont is that part of the desert escarpment which lies north of Ermont 

and west of the mount of Jeme. Like its more famous neighbour, the mount of Ermont was 

home to a number of monastic settlements and hermitages. The location of many of them is 

                                                
22 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 207. 
23 For the various bishops of Ermont see Timm (1984-2007) 159-165. 
24 For which see Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 207-208. 
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now lost, but it is likely that any individual described as being of this mount was living in a 

monastic environment. 

 

EsnaEsnaEsnaEsna    

    

Location: 25°17'22.97"N 32°33'7.27"E 

Nome: Latopolite 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 126; P.KRU 79) 

Coptic: ⲥⲛⲉ, ⲥⲛⲏ 

Timm: Isnā, 1181-1193 

 

Esna was, and still is, a port city, located on the west bank of the Nile about 48km south of 

Jeme (straight line, about 55km by river). Called Latopolis in Greek (Λάτων Πόλις), it was a 

nome capital in the Greco-Roman period, and the seat of a bishop25. That Esna had ties to 

western Thebes is best indicated by the presence of a man from Esna (ⲡⲣⲙⲥⲛⲏ, P.KRU 79.71) 

in a witness statement from a donation text to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. 

    

FayumFayumFayumFayum    

    

Location: 29°18'30.58"N 30°50'33.98"E 

Nome: Arsinoite 

Connections: Paul (P.CLT 3) 

Coptic: ⲡⲉⲓⲟⲟⲙ 

Timm: Madīnat al-Fayyūm, 1506-1525 

 

Madīnat al-Fayyūm refers to the capital of the Fayum district, Arsinoe (for which see Timm’s 

entry), which lies approximately 433km northwest of Jeme (straight line, closer to 600km 

following the river). However, the connection between western Thebes and the Fayum is not 

with Arsinoe itself, but with “the district of the Fayum” (ⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲟⲟⲙ, P.CLT 4.4), which 

is to say the Fayum as a whole. The Fayum needs no particular introduction here; it is a 

cultivated area west of the Nile in Lower Egypt, fed by the Bahr Yusuf and supported by the 

Lake of Moiris (Birket Qarun), which has had a long history of cultivation and settlement26. 

                                                
25 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 219; Timm (1984-2007) 1181. 
26 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 127-131. 
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Its connection with the monastery of Apa Paul comes in the form of an application that three 

monks from this monastery be allowed to travel there to sell ropework. Which settlement was 

their ultimate destination is not known, but the area contained numerous churches and 

monasteries and the monks’ ultimate goal may have been near to one of these27. 

    

JerusalemJerusalemJerusalemJerusalem    

 

Location: 31°46'06.09"N 35°12'49.22"E 

Nome: – (not in Egypt) 

Connections: Frange (O.TT29 20; 51) 

Coptic: ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ 

Timm: - 

 

Jerusalem, a holy site to many religions and of particular interest to the Christian monks of 

Egypt as the site of much of the life and execution of Christ, needs no particular discussion 

here. It occurs in the Theban texts related to the monk Frange, who seems to have travelled 

there on at least one occasion (O.TT29 51). Given the site’s significance to Christians, that a 

monk might wish to travel there is not too surprising. 

 

KalbaKalbaKalbaKalba    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite(?) 

Connections: Jeme (SB Kopt. II 908); Phoibammon (P.KRU 90); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 

302; 522) 

Coptic: ⲕⲁⲗⲃⲁ 

Timm: Kalba, 1216 

 

Kalba is not well attested in the corpus of documentary texts. Timm remarks that it 

undoubtedly stood in the environs of Jeme and was therefore in the nome of Ermont28. A 

(church of?) “the archangel Michael of Kalba” is attested (P.KRU 90.47 ⲡⲁⲣⲭⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ 

ⲙⲓⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲛⲕⲁⲗⲃⲁ), but little else is known. Timm identifies attestations of Kalba in P.KRU 90; 

                                                
27 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 128. 
28 Timm (1984-2007) 1216. 
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SB Kopt. II 908; O.CrumVC 121; and O.Cair.Monuments 8051. To this list can be added 

P.Mon.Epiph. 302 and 522. Its exact location remains unknown. 

 

KerameiaKerameiaKerameiaKerameia    

    

Location: 25°44'03.44"N 32°42'35.74"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (P.Lond. V 1720); see also Petemout 

Greek: τὰ κεραµεῖα 

Timm: - 

 

In the sixth century document P.Lond.V 1720.5-6, the “kastron Kerameia of the Theban 

nome” (Κάστρο(υ) Κεραµέως το(ῦ) Θηβαίο(υ) νοµο(ῦ)) is attested. While this kastron is not 

attested elsewhere, I follow Bataille and Timm in identifying it with τὰ κεραµεῖα, the Greek 

equivalent of the Coptic toponym Petemout29. This identification is strengthened by the fact 

that a Coptic account of things left in deposit at Petemout (O.CrumST 439) is written on the 

reverse of this papyrus30. 

 

For Petemout, see below. 

 

KlusmaKlusmaKlusmaKlusma    

    

Location: 29°58'08.62"N 32°31'48.84"E 

Nome: None. In the Eastern Desert 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 68) 

Coptic: ⲕⲗⲟⲩⲥⲙⲉ 

Timm: al-Qulzum, 2164-2171 

 

Klusma (modern Suez) was a port situated at the head of the Gulf of Suez and is one of the 

most remote toponyms in the Jeme material with demonstrable connections to that town 

(some 470km due north). Whether or not it was the site of an earlier fort, Klusma does not 

                                                
29 Bataille (1946) in particular p. 242; Timm (1984-2007) 1505, fn. 1. 
30 A discussion of the relationship of these two documents, and a newer reading of the Coptic text can be found 
in MacCoull (1993). 
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appear to have been significant until the Emperor Trajan rebuilt it, likely to foster trade to Red 

Sea ports and India31. Although in a good position for trade – traders could rest here before 

attempting any desert crossings and it had access to trade coming through from the Red Sea – 

it was quite barren and did not have a readily accessible water supply: making it no 

competition for larger Red Sea ports like Myos Hormos or Berenike. 

 

It was not until the sixth century that Klusma seems to have had any economic boom. Under 

Arabic rule, this boom seems to have increased as Klusma became an important port for 

shipping Egyptian grain to Mecca and Medina32. References to Klusma from the 

administrative records of the pagarchy of Aphrodito in P.Lond. IV are frequent and show a 

bustling economy with a number of specialised craftsmen33. Klusma was also a site of 

religious importance, as it was considered the point where Moses parted the Red Sea to allow 

the passage of the Israelites34. 

 

It is unlikely that the connection between Jeme and Klusma was very strong. It only occurs in 

the testament of Elizabeth, a resident of Jeme, who either tried to apprentice her son to a 

smith from there, or hired the smith for another, unknown purpose. 

 

KoeisKoeisKoeisKoeis    

    

Location: Near modern al-Qeis (28°28'42.16"N 30°47'7.90"E) 

Nome: Kynopolite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 473) 

Coptic: ⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ 

Timm: al-Qēs, 2132-2140 

 

Koeis, called Kynopolis in Greek (Κυνῶν Πόλις), was a town in Middle Egypt probably 

located near modern al-Qeis in the cultivated zone on the west bank of the Nile, about 354km 

northwest of Jeme (straight line, some 500km by river)35. In the Roman period it was a nome 

                                                
31 Mayerson (1996) 120-121. 
32 Mayerson (1996) 124-126. 
33 Klusma occurs in the following texts from P.Lond. IV: 1336, 1346, 1386, 1388, 1397, 1414, 1416, 1433, 
1434, 1435, 1436, 1438 + 1484, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1449, 1465, and 1515. 
34 Mayerson (1996) 121-122, 124. Timm (1984-2007) 2164 claims that it was already the seat of a bishop by the 
middle of the fourth century. 
35 For the likely location of Koeis see Timm (1984-2007) 2135-2136; Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 158. 
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capital and, later, the seat of a bishop36. Its connection to western Thebes comes through a 

fragmentary letter to the anchorite Apa Epiphanius from Kuriakos, the man of Koeis 

(ⲕⲩⲣⲓⲁⲕ[ⲟⲥZ ⲡⲣZⲙZ]ⲕⲟⲉⲓⲥ, P.Mon.Epiph. 473.A. verso ll. 2-3). 

    

KoptosKoptosKoptosKoptos    

    

Location: 25°59'46.24"N 32°48'58.82"E 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82; P.CLT 5); Phoibammon (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 

11); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 152; 323; 327; 660 (b)) 

Coptic: ⲕⲃⲧ; ⲕⲃZⲧZ; ⲕⲉⲃZⲧZ; ⲕⲟⲃZⲧZ. Greek: ἰουστινιάνης πόλεως 

Timm: Qifṭ, 2140-2154 

 

Koptos (modern Qift, Greek Justinianopolis) lies on the east bank of the Nile, some 38km 

northeast of Jeme and just under 3km inland from the river. Due to its important position as 

one of the closest towns in the Nile Valley to the Red Sea, Koptos was inhabited from the 

early, or even pre-dynastic period37. In the Hellenistic and Roman periods it became a major 

transhipment point for trade between the two38. In the late Roman and early Arabic periods, 

the city (P.CLT 4.2 ⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲕⲃⲧZ) is particularly conspicuous in Theban documentary texts as 

the capital of the nome in which several other towns lay39. It also seems to have hosted a 

stolarches, an official of unknown function who was likely in charge of river traffic 

(O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82.7 refers to “the stolarches of Kos and Koptos” – ⲡⲥⲧⲟⲗⲁⲣⲭⲏⲥ ⲛⲕⲱⲥ 

ⲙⲛZⲕⲃⲧ). Koptos was also the seat of several important bishops – notably Bishop Pisentius, 

who spent some time at the monastery of Epiphanius near Jeme40. The city itself has only a 

small number of connections with Jeme and the nearby monastic communities, mostly of an 

economic nature. 

 

                                                
36 Timm (1984-2007) 2133-2134; Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 158. 
37 Petrie (1896) 3 reports finding flint instruments there similar to third and fourth Dynasty flints found 
elsewhere. See also Herbert & Berlin (2003) 9. 
38 For the trade routes leading from Koptos see Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 280-282. 
39 For example O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82.2 ⲉⲗⲉⲙⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲃⲧ – ‘Elemou in the nome of Koptos’; and 
P.CLT 1.5 ⲡZϣⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕZⲃZⲧZ – ‘Pshinsion in the nome of Koptos’. Other toponyms from this nome 
connected to western Thebes are Pashme, Pmilis, Psenantonios, and Tse. Also likely to be located in this nome 
are Kos, Pakebt, Papar, and Pisinai. 
40 See Winlock & Crum (1926) 223-228. 
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Archaeological work at the site has occurred sporadically since initial work by Maspero in 

1882. Major excavations were carried out by Petrie and Quibell in 1893-1894, and by 

Reinach and Weill in 1910 and 191141. The most recent excavations were carried out by a 

joint team from the University of Michigan and the University of Assiut between 1987 and 

199242. 

 

KosKosKosKos    

 

Location: 25°54'42.94"N 32°45'47.75"E 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 437; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82); Phoibammon (O.Crum 476) 

Coptic: ⲕⲱⲥ 

Timm: QuZṣ, 2173-2180 

 

Kos (modern Qus, Greek Ἀπόλλωνος Πόλις Μικρά and later ∆ιοκλητιανούπολις) lies directly 

on the east bank of the Nile, about 10km south of Koptos and 25km northeast of Jeme. It 

occurs regularly in the Jeme material, where it is called a city (P.KRU 67.130 ⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲕⲱⲥ), 

was the seat of a bishop (P.Pisentius 11.16 ⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲓⲥⲣⲁⲏⲗ ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲥⲕ(ⲟⲡⲟⲥ) ⲛZϭZⲟⲥ), and, alongside 

Koptos, was under the jurisdiction of a stolarches (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82.7 ⲡⲥⲧⲟⲗⲁⲣⲭⲏⲥ 

ⲛⲕⲱⲥ ⲙⲛZⲕⲃⲧ)43. If we are to believe the information in O.CrumVC 29.3, Kos was also a 

nome capital (ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲱⲥ). However, given no nome of Kos has been demonstrated for 

this period, and given its proximity to Koptos, which was itself a nome capital, it is 

questionable whether ⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ in this context refers to an administrative district, or is simply 

used synonymously with ⲧⲟϣ (district) to indicate an area without implying an administrative 

connotation44. 

 

Kos was inhabited since early dynastic times, when it was known as Gesa. In that period it 

was surely more important than Koptos for connecting the Nile Valley with the Red Sea and 

                                                
41 A summary of all work on the site before 1987 can be found in Traunecker (1992) 21-30. 
42 Herbert & Berlin (2003). 
43 According to Timm (1984-2007) 2173, Kos was surely a bishopric by the mid-sixth century. Following 
Stefanski and Lichtheim (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 82 fn. 2), the stolarches is probably an official in charge of river 
traffic. This fits the context of the text – a contract to ship a man and his goods from Jeme to Antinoe – in which 
the boat owner assures the recipient that he will be answerable to the stolarches of Kos and Koptos. 
44 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121. 
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the quarry Wadi Hammamat45. In the early Arabic period, however, Koptos was more 

dominant. Excavation at the site of the town is limited, with work mainly focused on its 

cemetery across the river46. 

 

KuneKuneKuneKune    

    

Location: 26°9'18.42"N 32°42'57.82"E 

Nome: Tentyrite 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 476) 

Coptic: ⲕⲩⲛⲏ 

Timm: Qinā, 2157-2159 

 

Kune (modern Qena) was a city in the nome of Tentyra, on the east bank of the Nile about 

50km north of Jeme (straight line, about 63km by river). Little is known of its history, 

however Timm reports that there were at least two monasteries there in the Arabic period47. 

The connection between this town and the monastery of Apa Phoibammon comes from 

O.Crum 476, a damaged account in which it is mentioned alongside Kos and Shneset, both 

relatively close by. Although Crum expresses some doubt about his identification of this 

toponym, its occurrence alongside these other toponyms makes it likely48. 

    

NeNeNeNe    

    

Location: 25°43'03.91"N 32°39'27.50"E (?) 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 131; P.KRU 68); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 369) 

Coptic: ⲛⲏ 

Timm: NeZ, 1762-1763 

 

The location of Ne, much like Apé, is not certainly known; it appears sporadically in 

connection with west Theban communities. In regard to its location, Timm says only that it 

                                                
45 Fischer (1984) 71-72. It became so again after the thirteenth century for the same reasons, when it was 
regarded as second only to Cairo in importance and size (ibid. 72). 
46 Fischer (1984) 72. 
47 Timm (1984-2007) 2158. 
48 See O.Crum 476 fn. 1. Timm (1984-2007) 2158 also finds this association likely. 
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occurs among the Coptic toponyms from the environs of Jeme49. Other scholars, however, 

have associated it with Thebes. Crum, calling it a kastron, locates Ne generally in the ruins of 

ancient Thebes, on the basis that Coptic ⲛⲏ is a preservation of an older Egyptian name for 

Thebes: N(i)w.t ‘the city’50. Vandorpe takes this idea further, identifying Ne with the 

settlement in the Karnak temple complex specifically51. 

 

This identification cannot fit with the position of some scholars that Apé encompasses all 

habitation around Karnak and Luxor (as discussed above52) unless it is considered that ⲁⲡⲏ 

and ⲛⲏ are interchangeable names, both indicating Thebes. This possibility is not yet 

supported by the evidence. Following Vandorpe, I have equated Ne with Karnak and Apé 

with Luxor53. If this position is accepted, both would then fall under the designation ‘the 

Three Kastra’, which seems to be an encompassing term for the part of Thebes lying on the 

east bank – probably encompassing Apé, Ne, and perhaps Petemout54. 

    

NeihbabeNeihbabeNeihbabeNeihbabe    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 79) 

Coptic: ⲛⲉⲓϩⲃⲁⲃⲉ 

Timm: - 

 

In P.KRU 79, Kalisthene “the woman of Neihbabe in the district of Primide” (ⲧⲣⲙⲛⲉⲓ�ϩⲃⲁⲃⲉ 

ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲡⲣⲓⲙⲓⲇⲉ, ll. 1-2) donates her child to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. 

Unfortunately, neither Neihbabe nor Primide are otherwise attested, and Timm does not 

include entries for either. Crum remarks that Primide recalls other toponyms, but does not 

suggest that this reference should be equated to any of these55. Primide need not refer to 

somewhere outside the Hermonthite or Koptite nomes. Just as the district around Kos itself in 

the Koptite nome, is once referred to as “the nome of Kos” (ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲱⲥ, O.CrumVC 

                                                
49 Timm (1984-2007) 1762. 
50 Winlock & Crum (1926) 106. 
51 Vandorpe (1995) 211. 
52 See under Apé, pp. 249-252. 
53 Vandorpe (1995) 211, 218. 
54 Winlock & Crum (1926) 106-107. 
55 Winlock & Crum (1926) 105. 
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29.3), so too could “the district of Primide” (ⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲡⲣⲓⲙⲓⲇⲉ) refer to the immediate surrounds 

of a toponym in another nome. 

    

PajmentPajmentPajmentPajment    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62); Phoibammon (O.Crum 303) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁϫⲙⲉⲛⲧ; ⲡⲁϫⲙⲛⲧ 

Timm: Padjment, 1808 

 

Besides O.Crum 303 and O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62, the toponym Pajment only occurs in one 

other text (BKU I 42.1). Although the name could be read as a toponym or patronymic in both 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 62 and BKU I 42, in O.Crum 303 “the field of Pajment” is referred to 

(ⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ ⲙⲡⲁϫⲙⲛⲧ), making it more likely that it is a toponym, which it is taken to be in this 

study. Its location is unknown, although it likely lay in the Hermonthite or Koptite nomes. 

    

PakalePakalePakalePakale    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 62) 

Coptic ⲡⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ 

Timm: Pakale, 1812-1813 

 

P.KRU 62.3 is the only attestation to this toponym known so far. In the text, a Paulos son of 

Johannes, “from Pakale, the nome of city of Ermont” (ϩⲙⲡⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲟⲥ(sic) 

ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ) borrows money from a man of Jeme. Given that Pakale lies in the nome of 

Ermont, and that someone from there is borrowing money from Jeme, it is possible that 

Pakale was in the vicinity of Jeme. Its exact location is unknown. 
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PakebtPakebtPakebtPakebt    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite(?) 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 91) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲕⲉⲃⲧ 

Timm: Pakebt, 1815-1816 

 

Apart from P.KRU 91.36,37, Pakebt is otherwise unattested. In this text – a child donation by 

a couple from Jeme to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon – two witnesses give Pakebt as 

their location. Despite its similarity with ⲕⲃⲧ (Koptos), Timm argues that the two should not 

be equated56. However, Timm does not mention that whereas the first witness writes “from 

Pakebt, I bear witness”, the second reference reads in full: “I Chael, the son of Iohannes, from 

Pakebt of Pisinai, I bear witness” (P.KRU 90.37-38 + ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛ[ⲓⲱ]ⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ 

ϩⲛⲡⲁⲕⲉⲃⲧ +(sic) ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ ϯⲱ ⲙⲁ[ⲣ]ⲧⲩⲣⲟⲥ)57. These two lines are confusing, as line 38 

begins with the sign (+), which usually precedes a new witness. However line 37 does not 

finish with the usual “I bear witness”, which occurs at the end of line 38. It is likely that the 

two toponyms, Pakebt and Pisinai, are part of the same expression here. Whether we should 

then locate Pakebt in or near Pisinai, itself near Kos, is not clear. The exact location of Pakebt 

remains unknown58. 

 

PakothisPakothisPakothisPakothis 

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Paul (P.CLT 1) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲕⲱⲑⲉⲟⲥ 

Timm: Pakōthis, 1818-1819 

 

P.CLT 1 contains the only known reference to Pakothis. In this text, Eiot, a priest from a 

church located there (ϩⲙZⲧⲉⲛϩⲟⲩⲣⲓⲁ ⲙZⲡⲁⲕⲱⲑⲉⲟⲥ, 133), acts as a witness. The toponyms 

                                                
56 Timm (1984-2007) 1815. 
57 Or “in the akebt of Pisinai” – although ⲁⲕⲉⲃⲧ resembles no known Coptic word. 
58 See Pisinai below. Note also P.KRU 97.93, where a witness is ϩⲙⲡⲁⲕⲏⲕ ⲡⲓⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ. 
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Pshinsion, Psenheaei, and Paue are also attested in this text. All of these, however, are 

unlocated, with only Pshinsion located in a nome (Koptite). Pakothis likely lay in either the 

Koptite or Hermonthite nomes. 

 

PampanePampanePampanePampane    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Tentyrite(?) 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 100) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉ 

Timm: Pampane, 1822-1824 

 

A place called Pampanis in Greek (Παµπανίς) is attested as being in the vicinity of Tentyra59. 

The occurrences of Pampane in documentation from western Thebes do not indicate the nome 

in which it lay, so it is reasonable to think that the Coptic Pampane is the same place as the 

Greek Pampanis. In P.KRU 100, a certain Palote donates a child to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon and refers to himself as “the man of Timamen in the district of Ermont, but 

now, by chance, a man of Pampane” (ⲡⲣⲙϯⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧⲉⲓⲭⲏ 

ⲇⲉ ⲁⲅⲟ ⲣⲙⲡⲁⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉ, ll. 3-4). The toponym may also occur in a document from the monastery 

of Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 269.21), however the context of this reference is lost. The exact 

location of Pampane remains unknown. 

    

PankalelaPankalelaPankalelaPankalela    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 333) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲛⲕⲁⲗⲏⲗⲉ 

Timm: Pankalēle, 1831-1832 

 

A toponym of this name occurs a handful of times in Theban documentary texts, however it is 

not located in any. Crum (O.Crum 127 fn. 1) compares the name to that of El-Kaleila, an 

                                                
59 Timm (1984-2007) 1822-1823. 
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Egyptian village near Danfiq (south of Kos: 25°51'56.25"N 32°43'29.00"E), but thinks this 

name has an Arabic etymology rather than an Egyptian one. Timm thinks it likely that 

Pankalela was located near Jeme60. 

    

PankamePankamePankamePankame    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 110) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲛⲕⲁⲙⲏ 

Timm: Pa n-Kamē 

 

In P.KRU 110 (dated c. 770), Philotheos son of Psmo “from the village of Pankame in the 

nome of the city Ermont” (ϩⲙⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲁⲛⲕⲁⲙⲏ ⲙ[ⲡⲛ]ⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 2-3) 

donates some palm trees to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon. This is, so far, the only 

known reference to this place and its exact location within the nome of Ermont is unknown. 

    

PaparPaparPaparPapar    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite(?) 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 429); Phoibammon (P.KRU 97); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 

533) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲡⲁⲣ 

Timm: Papar, 1838-1839 

 

Papar is poorly attested in the Theban documentary material. Besides the reference in 

O.CrumST 429, a witness from Papar occurs in P.KRU 97.90-91 alongside two other 

witnesses from Pisinai, and a man from Papar occurs in an account from the monastery of 

Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 533.7). Crum speculates that it may be in the neighbourhood of 

Koptos or Kos, due to its presence beside Pisinai in P.KRU 9761. Crum also suggests it as a 

potential reading of O.CrumST 51.9-13, where it occurs in the statement of a scribe: “I wrote 

                                                
60 Timm (1984-2007) 1831-1832. 
61 P.Mon.Epiph. 533 fn. 5. 
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this sherd in Papar(?), under …” (ⲁⲓ�ⲥϩⲁⲓ� ϯⲃⲗϫⲉ ϩⲙZⲡⲁⲡⲱ� ⲛⲁϩⲣⲙZ ⲁ�ⲉ�ⲡ�[…). However, based on 

similar statements on Coptic ostraca, for example O.Medin.HabuCopt. 75.9-11, we would 

expect a date here rather than a toponym, and the name of an official, usually the lashane, to 

follow ⲛⲁϩⲣⲙZ62. As such, this reading is unlikely. Perhaps the Coptic month Phophi (Coptic 

ⲡⲁⲟⲡⲉ or ⲡⲁⲁⲡⲉ) would be better understood here. The location of Papar remains unknown. 

 

Village of Apa PapnouteVillage of Apa PapnouteVillage of Apa PapnouteVillage of Apa Papnoute    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite(?) 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 93) 

Coptic: ⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲟⲩⲧⲉ 

Timm: Topos des Apa Papnouthios, 2760-2761 

 

In P.Mon.Epiph. 93, a man who lives in the village of Apa Papnoute (ⲡⲁ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛZⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ 

ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ, ll. 3-4) enters into a loan agreement with a certain Moses (the lender). 

While this village does not occur elsewhere, three men “from the (topos) of the Saint Apa 

Papnoute on the mountain of Apé” (ϩⲛⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲛⲟⲩⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲡⲏ, P.KRU 

81.60-61) are witnesses to a child donation. It is unclear whether or not any relation existed 

between the two, however Timm argues that near the place where the topos was, a village 

later developed which was also called after Apa Papnoute63. It cannot be said with certainty 

that this was the case, but it is interesting to note that the use of the construction ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ 

ϩⲛZ- is used most frequently in reference to people living in monastic communities64. Where 

exactly in the vicinity of Apé the topos, and perhaps the village, lay is not known. 

 

PashmePashmePashmePashme    

    

Location: 25°50'54.29"N 32°42'12.83"E (?) 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 26; 64); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 87) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁϣⲙⲉ 

                                                
62 O.Medin.HabuCopt. 75.9-11 reads “this (sherd) which I wrote on the fifth day of Thout, under Mena the 
lashane” – ⲧⲁⲓ� ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓ�ⲥϩⲁⲓ�ⲧⲥ ϩⲛⲭⲟⲩⲧⲓⲟⲩ ⲛⲑⲱⲑ ⲛⲁϩⲣⲙ ⲙⲏⲛⲁ ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ. 
63 Timm (1984-2007) 2760. 
64 See above pp. 52-53. 
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Timm: Pašme, 1849-1852 

 

The village of Pashme has not been securely located, but a few texts provide an approximate 

location. A seventh century testament describes the village as an estate in the nome of Koptos 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 87.2 ⲧⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲙZⲡⲁϣⲙⲉ ϩⲙZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲃⲧZ)65. In another seventh century will – 

that of Jacob and Elias, successors to the monastery of Epiphanius – a monk from the holy 

topos of Apa Shenoute on the mount of Pashme acts as scribe (P.KRU 75.146-147 ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ 

ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲁⲡⲁ ϣⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲁⲭⲙⲉ). This reference has led Crum to suggest that 

the topos should be placed on the west bank, next to the monastery of the Cross (Deir as-

Salib), about 9km southwest of Kos (17km northeast of Jeme), on the edge of the desert66. 

Timm, on the other hand, suggests that the presence of a fisherman from Pashme in a divorce 

statement (P.Mon.Epiph. 270.12-15) should place it on the edge of the Nile67. 

 

Of course, it need not be supposed that the mount of Pashme, and thus the topos of Apa 

Shenoute, was immediately next to the town: one could lie in the desert and the other on the 

river. The lack of any related Arabic names in the area renders an exact location impossible. 

    

PatoubastenPatoubastenPatoubastenPatoubasten    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Vind.Copt. 28; O.Deir er-Roumi 27; 28); Phoibammon 

(O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 22; O.Crum 301; 439; SB Kopt. II 922); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 

147; 500) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧⲛ; ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧⲛZ; ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧZⲛZ; ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧⲉ; ⲡⲁⲧⲁⲩⲃⲁⲥ/ 

Timm: Patoubastn, 1856-1858 

 

Timm remarks that the village Patoubasten (O.Vind.Copt. 28.1-2 [ⲭⲱ]ⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲁⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁⲥⲧⲛ) is 

very well attested in the documents from Jeme but, despite this, its exact location remains 

unknown68. In both O.Deir er-Roumi 27 and 28, however, a man from Patoubasten writes to a 

                                                
65 A position which is perhaps supported by an eighth century Greek document from Aphrodito, in which a party 
is ἀ�π�[ὸ] Π�αχµε Κοπτ�ώ (P.Lond. IV 1460.24). 
66 Winlock & Crum (1926) 112 fn. 12. 
67 Timm (1984-2007) 1851. 
68 Timm (1984-2007) 1856-1857. 
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man of Jeme, “in the same nome, Ermont” – giving us at least a general idea as to its 

location69. From this information, Timm believes it to be in the environs of Jeme, on the west 

bank, toward the north of the nome of Ermont70.    

    

PauePauePauePaue    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Paul (P.CLT 1) 

Coptic: ⲡⲁⲩⲏ 

Timm: Pauē, 1861 

 

The only sure attestation of this town comes from the witness statement of Shenetom, the 

lashane of Paue (ⲡⲗⲁϣⲁⲛⲉ ⲡⲁⲩⲏ, P.CLT 1.139). Its location is not known; Timm suggests 

that somewhere near Jeme might be a possibility71. The toponyms Pshinsion, Psenheaei, and 

Pakothis are also attested in this text, however, of these, only Pshinsion is located within a 

nome (Koptite). 

 

PchatapePchatapePchatapePchatape    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 85) 

Coptic: ⲡⲭⲁⲧⲁⲡⲏ 

Timm: Pchatapē, 1864 

 

In a contract found at the monastery of Epiphanius, two men who are “from Pchatape in the 

nome of Ermont” (ⲙZⲡⲭⲁⲧⲁⲡⲏ ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, P.Mon.Epiph. 85.2) agree to sow two 

fields for a monk of the mountain of Jeme. This toponym is not reliably attested elsewhere: 

ⲡⲭⲁ[ occurs in BKU 33; and a Greek mummy label (T.Mom.Louvre 1006) dated to the third 

to fourth centuries and of unknown provenance records the name “Hatres Nikaphoros Besios, 

                                                
69 O.Deir er-Roumi 27.5-6 ϩⲛⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ; O.Deir er-Roumi 28.5 ϩⲙⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛ[ⲟⲩ]ⲱⲧ ⲣZⲙⲟⲛⲧZ. 
70 Timm (1984-2007) 1857. 
71 Timm (1984-2007) 1861. 
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(son) of Pachomios (of?) Pchatape” (Ἁτρῆς Νικαφόρος Βήσιος τοῦ Παχούµιος Πχάταπε, ll. 1-

2). Crum believed that it was probably modern Al-Khataba, near Luxor72. Timm finds this 

equation to be highly questionable, as there is no evidence that Al-Khataba existed in the 

seventh and eighth centuries73. As such, the exact location of Pchatape remains unknown. 

 

PenhotpPenhotpPenhotpPenhotp    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite(?) 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 272) 

Coptic: ⲡⲛϩⲱⲧⲡ 

Timm: Gabal Banhadab, 975-978 

 

Timm’s entry ‘Gabal Banhadab’ refers to a monastic settlement in the Koptite nome. He 

remarks that the name Penhotp, which occurs in the Theban documentation, is most likely not 

a reference to this monastery, but to a village which lay nearby74. At any rate, the exact 

location of the monastery or the nearby village is not known. 

 

PetemoutPetemoutPetemoutPetemout    

 

Location: 25°44'03.44"N 32°42'35.74"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/2; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 70; 72; O.TT29 579(?); 

P.Lond. V 1720); Frange (O.TT2975 114; 160; 176; 177; 178; 201; 208; 339) 

Coptic: ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲧ 

Timm: al-MadaZmuZd, 1503-1505 

 

Petemout (modern Al Madamum) was a small village on the east bank of the Nile, about 6km 

northeast from the temple complex at Luxor, and 11km from Jeme. Petemout has a 

particularly strong presence in the Theban documentation in the late Byzantine and early 

                                                
72 P.Mon.Epiph. 85, fn. 2. I am unsure which modern village Crum is referring to. 
73 Timm (1984-2007) 1864. 
74 Timm (1984-2007) 976-977. 
75 The texts from O.TT29 listed here are those which specifically mention Petemout. Many more texts link the 
monk Frange to this town, for which see above, pp. 219-222. 



 272 

Islamic periods – although it is not mentioned in the literary material of this period. The 

presence of a number of clergy in this documentation suggests that there was a strong 

Christian presence there from at least the sixth century. In the early eighth century, Petemout 

is conspicuous as the place of origin of the monk Frange, whose abundant correspondence 

with a number of women from that location perhaps indicates the presence of a convent 

there76. 

 

In the Middle Kingdom, Petemout was the site of a temple of Montu, which underwent 

restorations and extensions in the Ptolemaic period (323 BCE – 30 BCE)77. We do not know 

exactly when the site became a secular inhabitation. The only excavation at Petemout was 

carried out on the temple by Bisson de la Roque in the 1920s78. Following Bataille’s article, 

Petemout has been equated to the Greek τὰ κεραµεῖα79. In P.Lond. V 1720, this Greek locality 

is also called a kastron. This designation is most probably due to the presence of the temple of 

Montu. 

 

PhoPhoPhoPho    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite(?) 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 519)  

Coptic: ⲡϩZⲟZ 

Timm: - 

 

The only reference to Pho comes in an account of expenses from the monastery of 

Epiphanius, in which occurs “Theodoros the man of Pho” (ⲑⲉⲟⲇⲟⲱⲣⲟⲥ ⲣZⲙZⲡϩZⲟZ, 

P.Mon.Epiph. 519.12). The use of ⲣⲙZ- certainly indicates that Pho should be read as a 

toponym, however Crum is hesitant of his reading and suggests that ⲧⲥϩⲟ might be read 

instead80. The location of Pho is unknown, however the toponyms Tabennese, Thone, 

Timamen, and Pshatbampe also occur in this text, of which Thone and Timamen were 

                                                
76 Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 19. 
77 Vandorpe (1995) 221-222. 
78 For the excavation reports see Bisson de la Roque (1926-1933). 
79 Bataille (1946). 
80 P.Mon.Epiph. 519, fn. 12. 
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certainly in the Hermonthite nome, and Tabennese likely so. On the strength of this evidence 

it is possible that Pho was also located in the Hermonthite nome. 

 

PinaiPinaiPinaiPinai    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Epiphanius (SB IV 748081) 

Greek: Πιναϊ 

Timm: - 

 

Pinai occurs in connection with the monastery of Epiphanius in P.Mon.Epiph. 627. This 

Greek document is a fragment of a letter from Georgios “from the village Pinai” (ἀπὸ 

κώ[µ]ης Πιναϊ, l. 3) to a magistrate of the same village (l. 6). It is unclear how this letter, and 

hence Pinai, related to the residents of the monastery. Pinai is not otherwise attested in Coptic 

or Greek documentation, so its exact location is unknown. It was probably located in the 

nomes of Ermont or Koptos. 

    

PiohePiohePiohePiohe    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 36; 184) 

Coptic: ⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ 

Timm: Piōhe, 1941-1942 

 

The toponym Piohe (literally, ‘the field’) is attested twice in connection with the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon. In O.Crum 36, three men “from the village of Piohe” (ⲛⲧⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲙⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ, l. 

2) ask the bishop (Abraham) to ordain another a priest of the church of this town. O.Crum 

184, on the other hand, is a damaged letter referring to a man “of the mountain of Piohe” 

(ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ : ⲙⲡⲓⲱϩⲉ, l. 5), which suggests that the village had an associated monastic 

community. In addition to these references, Timm also cites O.Crum 470 (ⲡ�ⲓ�ⲱ�ⲉ ⲃⲣⲣⲉ�..., l. 3), 

                                                
81 Republished from P.Mon.Epiph. 627. 
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which is by no means a certain reference to a town, and O.CrumST 44, in which “the man of 

Pioe” (ⲡⲣⲙZⲡⲓⲱⲉ, l. 3) occurs without a secure context. Given that Abraham, the Bishop of 

Ermont, is requested to ordain a priest of the village, Piohe must have been located in his 

diocese, that is, in the nome of Ermont82. 

    

PisinaiPisinaiPisinaiPisinai    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: District of Kos – Koptite nome 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 437; SB Kopt. III 1382); Phoibammon (P.KRU 91; 97); 

Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 544; 668) 

Coptic: ⲡⲓⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ; ⲡⲉϣⲉⲛⲁⲓ; ⲡⲉϣⲓⲛⲁ; ⲡⲉϣⲓⲛⲁⲉⲓ; ⲡⲉⲓⲥⲉⲛⲁⲓ 

Timm: BišinaZy (II), 410-413 

 

Pisinai appears often in the Theban documentary record, however its orthography is quite 

varied. Besides the variants given above, Timm also gives ⲡⲉⲓϣⲉⲛⲁⲓ, ⲡⲉϣⲓⲛⲁⲉ, ⲡⲓϣⲏⲛⲁⲓ, and 

ⲡⲉⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ83. Although its exact location remains unknown, two texts in particular are suggestive 

of its location. Firstly, a witness in P.KRU 97.94-95 signs as “the man of the Isle of Pisinai” 

(ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲙⲩⲉⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲥⲉⲛⲁⲓ). Then, in O.CrumVC 29.2-3, two men are said to live “on the Isle of 

Pisinai, in the nome of Kos” (ϩⲓⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ ⲙZⲡⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁ ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲕⲱⲥ). Based on this, Pisinai 

was likely situated on one of the islands of the Nile around Kos. Timm suggests somewhere 

between Kos and modern Qena (north of Koptos)84. Crum, more specifically, thinks that due 

to the presence of Pisinai in the dossier of Pisenthius the Bishop of Koptos, it should be 

located near to that city85. Another suggestion, offered by Boud’hors and Heurtel, is that 

Pisinai lay in the area of the mountain of Tsenti and Timamen, both south of Kos86. However, 

no modern Arabic equivalent appears in any of these areas and hence its location remains 

unknown. 

 

See also Tmoue, Psenheaei and Pakebt. 

 

                                                
82 Timm (1984-2007) 1941. 
83 Timm (1984-2007) 410. See also Psenheaei below. 
84 Timm (1984-2007) 412. 
85 P.Mon.Epiph. 433 fn. 12. 
86 Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 24. 
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PkeePkeePkeePkee    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Frange (O.TT29 60) 

Coptic: ⲡⲕⲉⲉⲉ 

Timm: - 

 

Pkee occurs in only one ostraca. In it the monk Frange asks another to buy some hair from 

“the man of Pkee” (ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲙZⲡ�ⲕⲉⲉⲉ, l. 4). The use of the construction ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛZ- makes it 

certain that Pkee is a toponym, however, its location cannot be guessed on such meagre 

evidence. 

 

PmilisPmilisPmilisPmilis    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (SB Kopt. III 133287; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 74) 

Coptic: ⲡⲙⲓⲗⲓⲥ 

Timm: PmileZs, 1984-1985. 

 

P.KRU 57, a contract between individuals from Pmilis and Romoou, clearly places this 

village in the district of Koptos (P.KRU 57.3-4 ⲡⲙⲓⲗⲏⲥ [ϩⲙⲡ]ⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲕⲃⲧ). However, only a 

handful of other attestations to it survive88. One, P.KRU 107.14-15, refers to a field of the 

holy Apa Hatre of the mount of Pmilis (ⲡⲉⲓⲱϩⲉ ⲙⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ϩⲁⲧⲣⲏ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲙⲓⲗⲉ), 

which may suggest that a monastery existed there89. From this we can only speculate that it 

was north of Jeme, perhaps at the edge of the cultivated land from whence it might give its 

name to a mount. 

    

        

                                                
87 Republished from O.Crum 385. 
88 Timm (1984-2007) 1985 cites O.CrumST 157; O.CrumVC 43; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 186; P.KRU 107; and 
P.Mon.Epiph. 161. However, Pmilis is not attested in O.CrumVC 43, only the topos of Ape Hatre, which was 
located there. 
89 A Bishop Johannes visits this topos in O.CrumVC 43, although Pmilis is not named. Timm (1984-2007) 1985 
hazards that the Bishop Johannes may have been from Koptos. 
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PsamerPsamerPsamerPsamer    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (Coptic #44); Phoibammon (P.KRU 89) 

Coptic: ⲯⲁⲙⲏⲣ 

Timm: Pšamēr, 2021-2022 

 

Psamer appears in a number of Coptic texts from western Thebes (see Timm’s entry), but 

only in two is it securely connected with one of the west Theban communities. In P.KRU 89, 

a child donation, two witnesses describe themselves as “from Psamer” (ϩⲉⲛⲡⲯⲁⲙⲏⲣ, l. 50; 

ϩⲛⲯⲁⲙⲏⲣ, l. 51). Other witnesses from this text are from Tememese (l. 52) and Tabennese (l. 

53), the former of which Crum later noted was reread as Temamen: i.e. Timamen in the north 

of the nome of Ermont90. On this evidence, both Timm and Crum suggest that Psamer, as it 

occurs in the same text, should also be located in the north of the Hermonthite nome, although 

the exact location is unknown91. 

 

Their suggestion has been confirmed in the recently published Coptic #44. A loan agreement 

between Andreas son of Aisaou, “the man of Psamer” (ⲡⲣⲙⲯⲁⲙⲏⲣ, l. 2), and Andreas son of 

NN, “the man of Jeme in this same nome of Ermont” (ⲡⲣⲙϫⲉⲙⲁ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲟⲩⲱⲧ 

ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 4-5.). Although Psamer itself is not specified as being in Ermont, that Jeme is 

described as being in the same nome indicates that this was the case. 

    

PsenantoniosPsenantoniosPsenantoniosPsenantonios    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Crum Ad.17) 

Coptic: ⲯⲩⲛⲁⲛⲧⲱⲛⲉ 

Timm: PsenantoZnios, 2027-2028 

 

                                                
90 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121, fn. 3. 
91 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121; Timm (1984-2007) 2021. Crum also thinks that Psamer was the birth place of 
Pisenthios, the Bishop of Koptos, but Timm remains skeptical. 
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In O.Crum Ad.17, a husbandman from Psenantonios in the nome of Koptos (O.Crum Ad.17.5 

ⲯⲩⲛⲁⲛⲧⲱⲛⲉ ⲛⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲃⲧ) draws up a loan agreement with a man from Jeme. This is one 

of only three attestations of this locality. Another is the will of the monk Paham, son of 

Epiphanius “the priest of Saint Kollouthos of Psenantonios” (P.KRU 67.137-138 

ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃ(ⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲙⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲕⲟⲗⲗⲟⲩⲑⲟⲥ ⲛⲯⲉⲛⲁⲛⲧⲱⲛⲓⲟⲥ92) – presumably a church or 

monastery in the town. In a final fragment (O.CrumST 157.2) it occurs above the toponym 

Pmilis, also of the nome of Koptos. 

 

Timm remarks that in the medieval period a monastery of Kollouthos was restored in the area 

of Qena, north of Koptos, but we cannot say if this monastery was related to Psenantonios93. 

Lacking an Arabic equivalent, its exact location cannot be placed. 

    

PsenheaeiPsenheaeiPsenheaeiPsenheaei    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Jeme (O.Medin.HabuCopt. 96); Paul (P.CLT 1) 

Coptic: ⲡⲥⲉⲛϩⲉⲁⲉⲓ 

Timm: - 

    

A toponym ⲡⲥⲉⲛϩⲉⲁⲉⲓ occurs only in O.Medin.HabuCopt. 96.3, and possibly P.CLT 1.135 

(ⲡϣⲛZϩⲓⲁⲓ). Crum argues that the similarity of the latter to ⲡⲓⲥⲓⲛⲁⲓ / ⲡⲉϣⲓⲛⲁⲓ and its variants 

indicates that they should be equated94. In contrast, Timm has said that the current evidence 

does not permit any such identification95. 

 

The content of the documents tells us little. O.Medin.HabuCopt. 96 is the renunciation of a 

security by a man from Psenheaei to a man from Jeme, and in P.CLT 1 the toponym occurs in 

a witness statement for a legal document from the monastery of Saint Paul, alongside two 

others from Pshinsion (P.CLT 1.37 ⲡϣⲛⲥⲱⲛ; 38 ⲯ�ⲥⲟⲛ), itself in the nome of Koptos. It is 

worth noting that the first party of this document was also from Pshinsion, and that a priest 

                                                
92 This toponym also occurs in a fragmentary state on line 4 of this text. A number of witnesses are from Pisinai, 
in the nome of Koptos. 
93 Timm (1984-2007) 2027-2028. 
94 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121. 
95 Timm (1984-2007) 412. Timm’s comments on this toponym can be found under BišinaZy (II), 410-413. 
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wrote this attestation on behalf of the witness96. Whether or not the toponym in P.CLT 1 

should be equated with Psenheaei, or perhaps with Pshinsion, remains debatable. As such, we 

can say nothing of its location. 

 

PshatbampePshatbampePshatbampePshatbampe 

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite(?)  

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 437); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 519) 

Coptic: ⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲙⲡⲉ; ⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲛⲧⲉ 

Timm: Pšatb�ampe, 2025-2026 

 

Pshatbampe occurs in only two documents from the Theban region, however it is 

unquestionably a place name as it is used to designate the place of origin of a man 

(O.CrumST 437.9 ⲡⲣⲙZⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲙⲡⲉ – “the man of Pshatbampe”). The two texts in which it 

occurs, O.CrumST 437.9 and P.Mon.Epiph. 519.9 (ⲡϣⲁⲧⲃⲁⲛⲧⲉ), are both accounts. Other 

toponyms occurring in these texts are: in the former, Kos, the mount of Ermont, and Pisinai; 

and in the latter, Tabennese, Thone, and Temamen (all likely in the nome of Ermont)97. The 

prevalence of toponyms from the Hermonthite nome in these texts led Timm to suggest that 

Pshatbampe was also in this nome98. 

 

PshenhorPshenhorPshenhorPshenhor    

 

Location: 25°51'37.64"N 32°46'40.13"E 

Nome: Unknown (Koptite or Hermonthite) 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 129)  

Coptic: ⲡϣⲛZϩⲱⲣ 

Timm: Šanhūr, 2292-2294 

 

The town of Pshenhor is to be identified with modern Shanhur, a town on the east bank of the 

Nile, about 23km northeast of Jeme and 5km south of Kos. It was inhabited from at least the 

                                                
96 Given that witnesses from the same locality often occur together, it is not impossible that ⲡϣⲛZϩⲓⲁⲓ is a scribal 
variation of Pshinsion. See also Pshinsion, below. 
97 Tabennese is not to be identified here with the Pachomian monastery. See Tabennese, below. 
98 Timm (1984-2007) 2025-2026. 
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Roman period, and appears in a number of Coptic texts relating to Bishop Pisenthios of 

Koptos99. One of its connections with the west Theban communities is attested in 

P.Mon.Epiph. 129, which preserves correspondence between Abraham “the lashane of 

Pshenhor” ([ⲡ]ⲗ�ⲁ�ϣ(ⲁⲛⲉ) ⲙZⲡϣⲛZϩⲱⲣ, verso l. 1) and an ecclesiastic superior, who may have 

been the Bishop Pisenthios100. This toponym may also occur in the dossier of the monk 

Frange, when he asks another man to show some young people the way to get there (O.TT29 

202.9-13). 

 

It is not clear which nome Pshenhor lay in. The connection of Pshenhor with Bishop 

Pisenthios suggests that it may have been within his diocese, and so within the nome of 

Koptos, however Trismegistos lists Shanhur as being in the Upper Egyptian nome 4b, namely 

the nome of Ermont101. The presence of a tax receipt made by a lashane of Pshenhor to a 

resident of the same town (O.CrumST 68) in the documentation from Thebes may also 

suggest that it lay in the Hermonthite nome. In any case, it must have been close to the border 

of the two nomes, since it is only 4km southwest from Tse (in the Koptite nome) and about 

3km north of Timamen (in the Hermonthite nome). 

 

PshinsionPshinsionPshinsionPshinsion    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite  

Connections: Jeme (P.Schutzbriefe 85); Paul (P.CLT 1; 4) 

Coptic: ⲡϣⲓⲛⲥⲓⲱⲛ; ⲡϣⲛⲥⲱⲛ; ⲡϣⲛZⲥⲓⲱⲛ; ⲡⲥⲩⲛZⲥⲓⲟⲛ; ⲯⲥⲟⲛ 

Timm: PšinsioZn, 2044-2045 

 

The village Pshinsion stood in the nome of Koptos (P.CLT 1.109 ⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓ�ⲱⲛ ⲡⲥⲩⲛZⲥⲓⲟⲛ 

ϩⲛZⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓ�ⲥ ⲕZⲃZⲧZ), but is not well attested in the Theban documentary record. Besides 

P.Schutzbriefe 85, it occurs in P.CLT 1.5-6,137,139 – in which a man of Pshinsion now lives 

as a monk at the monastery of Saint Paul, and P.CLT 4.2 – in which a man of Pshinsion sells 

a millstone to the same monastery. In P.CLT 1.137, a lashane of this village occurs. Its exact 

location remains unknown. 

                                                
99 Timm (1984-2007) 2293. On the Roman period temple located here see Bagnall & Rathbone (2004). 
100 Timm (1984-2007) 2293. 
101 Accessed 5 September 2013. 
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PshoPshoPshoPsho 

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Frange (O.TT29 264) 

Coptic: ⲡϣⲱ 

Timm: Pšō, 2047 

 

The toponym Psho is rarely attested, and in Theban documentary texts occurs only in O.TT29 

264, in which the monk Frange is asked to go there to meet someone. Beyond this, Timm 

records that a man from Psho (ⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡϣⲱ) is attested in a graffito from an anchoritic 

community near modern Esna (a town in the Hermonthite nome). Whether or not these two 

references refer to the same town, and where Psho might be located is not clear, although 

somewhere in the Hermonthite nome would be a safe bet. 

    

PshouebPshouebPshouebPshoueb    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 296; 522) 

Coptic: ⲡϣⲏⲃ, ⲡϣⲟⲩⲏZⲃZ 

Timm: Gabal Bišwāw, 986-990 

 

The mountain of Pshoueb was the location of a monastery dedicated to Apa Elias, a saint who 

spent time as a monk near Jeme, and the toponyms Pshoueb and the mountain of Pshoueb 

occur a number of times in connection with the monastery of Epiphanius. In P.Mon.Epiph. 

522, a damaged account, an Apa Iohannes of Pshoueb (ⲁⲡⲁ ⲉⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲙZⲡϣⲏⲃ, l. 1) is the 

recipient or payer of some money. This same man might occur in P.Mon.Epiph. 296, in which 

Apa Isaac is asked to write to Apa Iohannes “of Pshoueb” (ⲙZⲡϣⲟⲩⲏZⲃZ, l. 9), that he (Apa 

Iohannes) find a skilled baker in Koptos. P.Mon.Epiph. 132, moreover, refers to the dogmatic 

views held by monks of the mountain of Pshoueb, and a fragment of the Life of Apa Elias, the 

Saint of the monastery of Pshoueb, was found in the monastery of Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 

78). The monastic character of these attestations makes it highly likely that Pshoueb here does 

not refer to a town, if such existed, but to the monastic community on its mountain. The exact 
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location of this community is not known, however Timm argues that the mountain of Pshoueb 

was part of, or near, Gabal as-Asās (the mountain of Tsenti), which is in the Koptite nome, on 

the west bank, not far from Kos. 

    

PsoiPsoiPsoiPsoi    

    

Location: 26°28'27.11"N 31°48'5.10"E 

Nome: Thinite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 178)  

Coptic: ⲯⲁⲓ� 

Timm: Ibṣāy, 1140-1147 

 

Psoi is the Coptic name for Ptolemais Hermiou, the city founded by Ptolemy I in Upper 

Egypt, and identified as modern al Minshah through literary references and archaeological 

finds102. Psoi is a port city, located on the west bank of the Nile about 115km northwest of 

Jeme in a straight line, or about 195km following the river from Luxor. Psoi occurs twice in 

the Theban texts, appearing in connection with the monastery of Epiphanius in P.Mon.Epiph. 

178, a letter from a monk probably located there. It also appears in P.KRU 81, a child 

donation to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon by a woman from a monastery in Apé, who 

had moved there from a village “in the district of Psoi” (ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲙⲯⲟⲓ, l. 3). 

    

RomoouRomoouRomoouRomoou    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite nome 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 108); Phoibammon (O.Crum 138; P.KRU 82; 87; 88; 108; 109; 

SB Kopt. II 951); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 95; 293). 

Coptic: ⲣⲟⲙⲟⲟⲩ; ⲣⲱⲙⲟⲟⲩ; ⲣⲓⲙⲟⲟⲩ; ⲣⲁⲙⲁⲟⲩ; ⲣⲟⲩⲙⲁⲩ; ⲣⲙZⲙⲁⲟⲩ; ⲣⲱⲙⲁ 

Timm: Ramau, 2195-2196 

 

Romoou occurs frequently in documents from western Thebes, and particularly in connection 

with agriculture. In both P.KRU 108 and 109, fields near Romoou are donated to the 

                                                
102 On the identity of Psoi see Timm (1984-2007) 1142-1143. On its founding by Ptolemy I see Bagnall & 
Rathbone (2004) 14. 
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monastery of Apa Phoibammon: by men from Jeme in the first instance, and a man from 

Ermont, in the second. Moreover, the land donated in P.KRU 108 is called “Kale of Peko” 

(ⲕⲁⲗⲏ ⲛⲡⲉⲕⲱ, l. 4), which is also mentioned as the recipient of corn sent by the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon in the account O.Crum 462. Besides these texts, O.Crum 138 and SB Kopt. 

II 951 both relate to agricultural contracts: the first for sowing a field in Romoou, and the 

second a contract to sow a field between a man of Romoou and a monk. In other texts 

Romoou occurs as the location of witnesses (P.KRU 82.57; 88.20; O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 

76/1.18), in letters found at the monastery of Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 95.3 and 293.1), and 

in other miscellaneous circumstances (P.KRU 57.3; 87.30)103. The frequent appearance of 

Romoou in documents from Thebes, and in particular the agricultural connections, has led 

Crum to think that Romoou was located near to Jeme, in the Hermonthite nome104. Its exact 

location is unknown, however Crum’s assumption seems likely. 

 

ShebbonShebbonShebbonShebbon    

    

Location: 25°23'29.45"N 32°32'23.33"E 

Nome: Latopolite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 304) 

Coptic: ⲥϩⲉⲃⲃⲱⲛ 

Timm: Dēr al-Fāhūrī, 703-708 

 

Shebbon is the Coptic name for the town called Asfun in Greek (Ἀσφῦνις, modern Asfun). It 

is located in the cultivated zone of the west bank, about 36km south of Jeme (40km upriver), 

in the nome of Latopolis (Esna), and contains archaeological material from the Ptolemaic and 

Roman periods105. The name appears only rarely in documentary evidence, and is mainly 

known from its ‘mount’, which was the home of the sainted monk Matthew the Little106. Its 

connection to the monastery of Apa Epiphanius comes from P.Mon.Epiph. 304, a letter in 

which the recipient is asked to tell “Iohannes the man of Shebbon” (ⲓ�ⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ 

ⲡⲣZⲙZⲥϩⲉⲃⲃⲱ�[ⲛ], l. 16) to meet the sender. 

    

                                                
103 Timm provides a full list of the occurrences and possible occurrences of Romoou. Note, however, that he 
does not include P.KRU 82 or P.Mon.Epiph. 293. 
104 O.Crum 138, fn. 3. Wilfong (2002) 9, fn. 33 thinks that there was a quarter in Jeme known as Roma (possibly 
Romoou). If this is true, it must be a different place to Romoou, as the latter seems to be a town in its own right. 
105 Timm (1984-2007) 703. 
106 P.Mon.Epiph. 304, fn. 5. 
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ShnesetShnesetShnesetShneset    

 

Location: 26° 3'24.25"N 32°18'20.72"E 

Nome: Diospolite 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 476) 

Coptic: ϣⲛⲉⲥⲏⲧ 

Timm: al-Qaṣr wa-aṣ-Sayyad�, 2113-2118 

 

Shneset is the Coptic name for the Greek Chenoboskion (Χηνοβόσκιον), a town in the 

Diospolite nome well known from classic literature as the place in which Pachomius started 

his monastic journey under the ascetic Palamon, and later as the site of one of the Pachomian 

monasteries107. It is known today as al Qasr wa as Sayyad, is located on the east bank some 

47km northeast from Jeme (straight line, about 110km following the Nile), and is close to the 

find-spot of the Nag Hammadi codices108. Its appearance in Theban documentary texts is 

limited to O.Crum 476, an account from the monastery of Apa Phoibammon which appears to 

record where charity has been sent. Line 6 reads “a maaje (of food?) for charity (in) Shneset” 

([...]ⲟⲩⲙⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ϣⲛⲉⲥⲏⲧ). 

    

TabenneseTabenneseTabenneseTabennese    

    

Location: 25°25'47.69"N 32°31'33.48"E (?) 

Nome: Hermonthite(?) 

Connections: Jeme (P.Mon.Epiph. 163); Phoibammon (P.KRU 89; O.Crum 359); Epiphanius 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 138; 163; 519; 526) 

Coptic: ⲧⲁⲃⲉⲛⲛⲏⲥⲏ; ⲧⲁⲃⲉⲛⲏⲥⲉ 

Timm: ṬabaZnasiZn, 2443-2444 

 

Although Timm deals with both under the same entry, he states that this toponym should not 

be considered the same as the Tabennese that was the site of one of Pachomius’ monasteries. 

In P.Mon.Epiph. 163.6, Tabennese appears alongside the toponym Taut (modern Tud, south 

of Ermont) as a place in which men from Jeme are imprisoned. Given that in this text the 

lashane of Taut seems to have influence over the fate of the men imprisoned in both locations, 

                                                
107 Timm (1984-2007) 2113. 
108 Timm (1984-2007) 2115. Goehring (1999:A) 93-94, 101. 
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it is likely that they should be located near to each other. Similarly, in each of two accounts 

from the monastery of Epiphanius, P.Mon.Epiph. 519.4 and P.Mon.Epiph. 526.vo.4, a man of 

Tabennese appears. In both accounts, moreover, men from both Thone and Timamen, two 

Hermonthite toponyms, also occur109. While appearance in the same text is not a secure basis 

on which to locate a toponym, the appearance of these three toponyms in two texts suggest 

that the nome of Ermont is a reasonable guess for the location of Tabennese. Tabennese also 

occurs in a witness statement in a child donation to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon 

(P.KRU 89.53), and in a letter likewise from this monastery (O.Crum 359.3), but neither 

example gives any clue as to its location. 

 

On these attestations and etymological grounds, both Crum and Timm have suggested that 

Tabennese should be equated with modern Tafnis al-Matanah, some 33km southeast of Jeme 

on the west bank and about 17km further south than Taut110. Given the distance of Tafnis 

from Taut, however, it seems unlikely that one lashane would have authority over both, 

although we do not, of course, know the exact circumstances which produced the document in 

question. Against this identification, it is worth noting that Tafnis is at the opposite end of the 

Hermonthite nome to Timamen (they are about 50km apart), with which Tabennese is also 

associated, and that Tafnis is so far south as almost to be in the Latopolite nome111. In 

addition to this, Crum, talking about the Pachomian Tabennese, suggests that it might have 

been located, on etymological grounds, at the modern village of Tiweirât (26°6'32.74"N 

32°44'6.71"E), just south of Qena, on the west bank (45km from Jeme and likely in the 

Tentyrite nome)112. This town is certainly closer to Timamen (but not Taut) than Tafnis is. 

Others, however, have argued that the Pachomian Tabennese has been lost to the river and 

was in fact located southwest of Pbow (26°6'38.18"N 32°24'14.91"E)113. 

 

The co-ordinates provided at the beginning of this entry are for Tafnis. However, while Tafnis 

is a possibility, the evidence is by no means conclusive and it should not be considered a 

certain equivalent of Tabennese. Shared attestation in a text is by no means a certain indicator 

of place, and it may be that the attestations of Tabennese occurring in the Theban papyri refer 
                                                
109 The toponym also occurs in P.KRU 89.52.53. 
110 P.Mon.Epiph. 163 fn. 8; Timm (1984-2007) 2443-2444. 
111 According to the data on Trismegistos (as of 5 September 2013), the closest located towns to Tafnis are 
Gebelein, which was in the Hermonthite nome (about 7km north from Tafnis), and Asfun in the Latopolite 
(about 4km south). 
112 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121. 
113 Coquin (1991) provides a brief summary of attempts to locate the Pachomian Tabennese. Note, however, that 
he does not mention Crum’s association of it with Tiweirât. 
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to two different places, one the Pachomian monastery and one a village in the Hermonthite 

nome, or to just one of these. There is no suggestion (use of Apa or terms such as 

“fatherhood”) in the Theban papyri that Tabennese might have been a monastic community, 

and on the basis of the evidence I lean towards these references being to a Hermonthite 

toponym. Ultimately, Tabennese should be regarded as an unlocated toponym. 

    

TautTautTautTaut    

    

Location: 25°34'58.76"N 32°32'00.71"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/1; P.Mon.Epiph. 163); Phoibammon 

(O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39; O.Crum 439; P.KRU 95); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 163) 

Coptic: ⲧⲁⲩⲧ; ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲧ; ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲧ 

Timm: ṬuZd, 2862-2865 

 

The settlement of Taut, called a kastron in O.CrumVC 33.3 (ⲡⲉⲓⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲛZⲟⲩⲱⲧ), appears in 

a number of documentary and literary sources114. A monastery in that area is known from the 

literary sources, and Timm remarks that it is not certain how many of the Coptic references to 

Taut actually refer to this monastery115. Certainly not all can, as P.Mon.Epiph. 163.7 refers to 

“the lashane Victor in Taut” (ⲡⲗⲁϣ(ⲁⲛⲉ) ⲃⲓⲕⲧⲱⲣ ϩZⲛZⲧⲁⲩⲧ), and this is a secular official. 

 

Both Crum and Timm equate Taut to modern Tud, about 17km southeast of Jeme on the east 

bank and 4km south of Ermont, in whose nome it surely lay116. This settlement was the site of 

a temple dedicated to the Theban god Montu dating back to the fifth Dynasty, and 

archaeological work there has revealed a small number of churches, with one mud-brick 

basilica dating to the eighth century117. It was presumably the remains of the temple of Montu 

that permitted this village to be called a kastron. 

    

        

                                                
114 See Timm (1984-2007) 2862. 
115 Timm (1984-2007) 2862-2863. 
116 Timm (1984-2007) 2862-2863; P.Mon.Epiph. 163 fn. 7. 
117 Grossmann (1991). See here also for information on excavation reports. 
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TbebeTbebeTbebeTbebe    

    

Location: 25°29'38.37"N 32°30'50.15"E (?) 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 118) 

Coptic: ⲧⲃⲏⲃⲉ 

Timm: Tbēbe, 2554-2555 

    

P.KRU 118, the beginning of a legal document addressed to the dikaion of the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon by men who say they are “today living in Tbebe in the district of Ermont” 

(ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲛⲧⲃⲏⲃⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 4-5), is the only Coptic reference to this 

town. Based on etymological grounds, Crum has placed it at the site of modern Dababiyah, a 

village on the east bank of the Nile opposite Gebelein (Pathyris), some 26km south of 

Jeme118. Timm questions this identification on the basis that he was unsure if the nome of 

Ermont would stretch this far south, however the data recorded in Trismegistos indicates that 

Gebelein was part of this nome, and therefore it is unlikely that a site opposite it would not 

be119. 

    

TboTboTboTbo    

    

Location: 24°58'41.23"N 32°52'21.01"E 

Nome: Apollonopolite 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 81) 

Coptic: ⲧⲃⲱ 

Timm: Idfū’, 1148-1157 

 

The city of Tbo, Greek Apollonopolis Magna (Ἀπόλλωνος Πόλις Μεγάλη) and modern Edfu, 

is a port city on the east bank of the Nile, about 86km south of Jeme in a straight line, or 

107km following the river. Private tombs and a pyramid dating to the Old Kingdom 

demonstrate that the site has been inhabited continuously since at least then120. Tbo often 

played an important administrative and economic role in its neighbourhood as it was a nome 

                                                
118 Winlock & Crum (1926) 122. Here (fn. 2) Crum also notes that a Greek equivalent may occur in a papyrus 
from the Michigan collection. 
119 Timm (1984-2007) 2554. Trismegistos accessed on 5 September 2013. 
120 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 228. 
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capital, because it sits in a wide area of cultivation, and because it was one end of a trade 

route built by Ptolemy II linking it to the Red Sea port of Berenike121. Links between Tbo and 

western Thebes are limited to P.KRU 81, a donation of a child to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon, in which a priest and “man of the city Tbo” (ⲡⲣⲙⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲧⲃⲱ, l. 57) writes the 

assent clause for the donor and witnesses, indicating that this man was at the monastery of 

Phoibammon when the text was drawn up. Timm notes the presence of a number of churches 

and monasteries in the area of Tbo during the late-Byzantine and early-Islamic periods, 

however which this priest came from is not clear122. 

    

TcheTcheTcheTche    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Jeme (O.Crum Ad.16); Phoibammon (O.Crum 31) 

Coptic: ⲧⲭⲉ; ⲑⲉ 

Timm: Tche, 2560-2561 

 

Tche is not a commonly occurring toponym in the Theban documentation. As such, we know 

little about it. A husbandman from there (ⲡⲣⲙⲟⲩⲁⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲭⲉ) is in debt to a man of Jeme in 

O.Crum Ad.16.2-3, and the headmen and great men of Tche ask help from a lord 

Phoibammon in passing judgment on a man in O.Crum Ad.25. Most of the discussion 

concerning Tche comes from a reference to the ⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲉⲥⲩⲛⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲭⲉ in 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 66/2.6-8. Crum has suggested that Tche might be equated with the 

toponym Patche (ⲡⲁⲧⲭⲏⲉ), itself in the vicinity of Kos, however Timm is hesitant about this 

identification123. The reference to the topos of Apa Pisenthios is not helpful, as there seem to 

have been a number of topoi called by this name, including: the one in Tche, one near Kos, 

and one on the mountain of Jeme124. 

 

Locating a town based on such scant evidence is essentially futile. If we can equate the 

spelling ⲑⲉ to ⲧⲭⲉ, as Crum believes, O.Crum 31.2 shows that Tche had at least one church 

                                                
121 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 227-230 provide a good overview of the history of the site up until Byzantine 
times. 
122 Timm (1984-2007) 1151-1153. 
123 Timm (1984-2007) 2560-2561. See also Winlock & Crum (1926) 231 and fn. 8. 
124 Timm (1984-2007) 2561. 
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(ⲧⲉⲕⲕ(ⲗⲏⲥⲓⲁ) ⲛⲑⲉ), for which Bishop Abraham was asked to ordain a priest125. A toponym 

with this spelling also occurs in the fragmentary O.CrumST 426.1 – ⲡⲣⲙZⲑⲏ. 

    

Tememese Tememese Tememese Tememese (see Timamen) 

    

TentyraTentyraTentyraTentyra    

    

Location: 26°10'5.05"N 32°39'25.84"E 

Nome: Tentyrite 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 500) 

Coptic: ⲛⲓⲧⲛⲧⲱⲣⲉ 

Timm: Dandarā, 543-548 

 

Tentyra (modern Dandarah) is a port town to be found on the west bank of the Nile some 

50km from Jeme (just under 70km downriver). It has been occupied for some time; the 

necropolis there dates back to the early dynastic period and a temple has stood there since the 

Old Kingdom126. It was the capital of the Tentyrite nome and benefited from trade coming 

through the eastern desert, although it was not as important in this respect as Koptos. Tentyra 

also has a strong Christian tradition and is mentioned frequently in Coptic and Arabic martyr 

literature as the site of the martyrdom of 400 Christians127. In the west Theban texts, it is 

found in P.Mon.Epiph. 500, a damaged account from the monastery of Epiphanius which 

mentions going to Tentyra ([ⲃ]ⲱⲕ ⲁⲛⲓⲧⲛⲧⲱⲣⲉ�, l. 6128). 

    

TerkotTerkotTerkotTerkot    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 76/4; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 55; 58; 59; 60; 101) 

Coptic: ⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ; ⲧⲣϭⲱⲧ 

Timm: TerkoZt, 2590-2591 

                                                
125 O.Crum 31, fn. 1. Timm has ‘The’ under a different entry (‘The’, Timm (1984-2007) 2623-2624) and thus 
presumably thinks they were different places. 
126 Bagnall & Rathbone (2004) 209. 
127 Timm (1984-2007) 543. 
128 Crum does not provide a transcription. The image can be accessed on the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s 
collections database (MMA. 12.180.127). 
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Terkot is well attested in the documentary material from the environs of Jeme, from which we 

know that it lay in the nome of Ermont (e.g. O.Medin.HabuCopt. 59.2-3 ⲧⲉⲣⲕⲱⲧ ϩⲛⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

ⲛⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ). On the basis of such evidence it had strong ties with Jeme, as well as a flourishing 

clergy129. Its exact location, however, is not known. 

 

Crum and Timm both attest to Greek and Demotic equivalents (Ταρκουθις / Τερκυθε and 

T’rgt respectively), suggesting at least a few centuries of habitation by the eighth century130. 

On orthographic grounds, Crum has proposed that Terkot should be placed at the site of 

modern ar-Rizayqat, about 8km west of Ermont on the same bank (25°35'41.03"N 

32°27'51.82"E). Timm, however, has dismissed this town as being of much later origin131. As 

such, even an approximate location for Terkot remains unattainable. 

    

ThoneThoneThoneThone    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 424; O.CrumVC 25); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 519; 526) 

Coptic: ⲑⲱⲛⲉ 

Timm: ThoZne (II), 2645-2646 

 

The Theban toponym Thone occurs in only a handful of documents. In P.Mon.Epiph. 519 and 

526, both accounts, men from Thone occur alongside men from other toponyms from the 

nome of Ermont. That Thone should also be located in that nome is evident from O.CrumVC 

25.1-6, in which a man from Thone (ϩⲛⲑⲱⲛⲉ, l. 3) writes to a woman of Jeme, “from this 

same nome of Ermont” (ϩⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ϩⲛⲡⲉⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲛⲉⲣⲙⲟⲩⲧ(sic), ll. 5-6). 

 

A Greek toponym, Θῦνις, from the Theban area occurs in a number of texts and mummy 

labels from the second to the fourth centuries, and both Crum and Timm think that this 

locality should be equated with the Coptic Thone132. Unfortunately, no Arabic equivalent of 

                                                
129 O.Vind.Copt. 55.4-5; O.Crum 206.7; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 58.17-19; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 60.8-9 all mention 
clergy of various types. The last three of these also mention a (holy) church of Terkot. 
130 Winlock & Crum (1926) 122; Timm (1984-2007) 2590. 
131 Winlock & Crum (1926) 122; Timm (1984-2007) 2591. 
132 See for example P.Lips. I 92.1 and 97.XV.5; P.Lond. I 125.42; and T.Mom.Louvre 202-204. See also 
P.Mon.Epiph. 519 fn. 7 and Timm (1984-2007) 2645. 
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this name has yet been identified in the Theban area, so the exact location of Thone remains 

unknown. 

    

TimaTimaTimaTimamenmenmenmen    

 

Location: 25°49'49.79"N 32°46'27.53"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (SB Kopt. II 907); Phoibammon (P.KRU 89); Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 

519; 526) 

Coptic: ⲧⲓⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ; ⲧⲉⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ; ⲧⲁⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ 

Timm: TamaZmiZn, 2478-2479 

 

The village of Timamen lay in the nome of Ermont (SB Kopt. II 907.3 ⲡⲭⲱⲣⲓⲱⲛ ⲛZⲧⲓⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ 

ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛZⲧⲡⲟⲗ\ⲥ/ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛ\ⲧ/), and has been identified by both Crum and Timm as modern 

al-Mufarrajiyyah133. It lies on the west bank of the Nile, some 21km northeast of Jeme and 

about 9km south of Kos. 

 

Timamen seems to have been notable in the seventh and eighth centuries as the site of a ferry. 

In O.TT29 202.6-13, a letter from the monk Frange to Isaac, Frange writes “be so good as to 

send my brother Papnoute to bring the little children to the ferry of Timamen (ⲡϫⲓⲉⲓ�ⲟⲣ 

ⲛZ�ⲧⲁⲙⲁⲙⲉⲛ, ll. 9-10), as they do not know the way and they are traveling to P[shenh]or”134. A 

ferry of Timamen is also mentioned in the life of Pisentius, Bishop of Koptos. A sinner comes 

to the bishop at Tsenti on a boat that is afterwards referred to as being in “the place of the 

ferry of Timamen” (ⲡⲙⲁ ⲙZϫⲓⲟⲟⲣ ⲛZϯⲙⲁⲙⲉⲛ)135. 

 

In P.KRU 89.53, a certain Iohannes son of Hello “from Tememese” (ϩⲛⲧⲉⲙⲉⲙⲏⲥⲉ) witnesses 

a child donation. This toponym is not otherwise attested, however Crum later noted that M. 

Munier had corrected the reading to Temamên (presumably ⲧⲉⲙⲁⲙⲏⲛ, Crum does not give 

the Coptic)136. This reading is followed by both Timm and Till137. It is worth noting, however, 

                                                
133 P.Mon.Epiph. 519 fn. 13; Timm (1984-2007) 2479. 
134 Pshenhor is modern Shanhur, about 3km north of Timamen (25°51'37.67"N 32°46'40.97"E). One would 
assume that the children in question would be boarding the ferry closer to Jeme, and that its final destination was 
Timamen. 
135 Wallis Budge (1913) 121. 
136 Winlock & Crum (1926) 121, fn. 3. 
137 Timm (1984-2007) 2479, fn. 2; Till (1964) 168. 
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that Timm follows Till’s translation, and Till does not provide any note that his translation 

‘Temamên’ differs from the Coptic in the P.KRU 89 edition. It is therefore likely that Till’s 

translation is based on Crum’s note in the Monastery of Epiphanius volume, and that 

Munier’s correction has not been checked. It is also worth noting here that this line and the 

following are written in the same hand, and that the witness of the following line is from 

Tabennese (ϩⲛⲧⲁⲃⲛⲏⲥⲉ, l. 53). The similarity between Tabennese and Tememese is notable 

and, given that witnesses from the same location often appear together (as in P.KRU 80.55-

59; 81.60-61; 82.47-51; 86.50; 89.50-51; 91.35-38; 93.54-57; 96.94-96; 97.93-95; 107.35-41), 

it seems possible that Tememese was an alternate or misspelling of Tabennese138. 

Unfortunately, this part of the papyrus is in the Cairo Museum (# 8733) and has not been 

sighted by me, and so I follow the reading of Munier that has been accepted by Crum, Till, 

and Timm. 

    

TimeshorTimeshorTimeshorTimeshor    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Phoibammon (P.KRU 88) 

Coptic: ϯⲙⲉϣⲟⲣ 

Timm: Timešor, 2681 

 

In P.KRU 88, Souai son of Georgios “the man of Timeshor” (ⲡⲣⲙϯⲙⲉϣⲟⲣ, l. 20) witnesses a 

child donation. This toponym is not otherwise attested in Coptic documentary texts, although 

its presence in the Theban material suggests that it might have been in the Hermonthite or 

Koptite nomes. A witness from Romoou occurs in the same line and in the same hand, 

however this is no guarantee that the two were located near one another. 

    

        

                                                
138 Writing ⲙ for ⲃ in Sahidic Coptic is not common, Kahle (1954) 93 cites only one example: ⲫⲟⲓⲙⲁⲙⲱⲛ for 
ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ. ⲙ for ⲛ is attested more frequently (p. 117). 
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Tmoh PajemeTmoh PajemeTmoh PajemeTmoh Pajeme    

 

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 63v) 

Coptic: ⲧⲙⲟϩ ⲡⲁϫⲉⲙⲉ 

Timm: Tmoh pa-Djēme, 2708 

 

Tmoh Pajeme occurs only once in documentary texts, in a loan agreement as the location of 

the borrower: Iohannes s. Patermouthios “from Tmoh Pajeme (in) the nome of Ermont” 

(ϩⲛ�ⲧⲟⲙϩ ⲡⲁϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲟⲧ�, ll. 2-3). The lender in this text is Daniel son of Pachom, 

from Jeme, who elsewhere lends to a man from Pakale (P.KRU 62). It is not clear where this 

toponym should be located, nor what its relation to Jeme was. The fact that it is said to be in 

the nome of Ermont, and not in Jeme, suggests that it was not an internal part of that town. It 

may have been a satellite town or entirely unrelated, deriving its name from similar roots. 

Note that a Theodotos “the teacher of Tmnc Pajeme” (ⲑⲉⲟⲇⲟⲧⲟⲥ ⲡⲥⲁⲭⲟ ⲛⲧⲙⲛϭ ⲡⲁϫⲏⲙⲉ, 

O.CrumST 273.2-3) addresses a letter from Thebes. Whether or not the two toponyms are the 

same (as seems plausible) is not known. This text does not give any clue as to the toponym’s 

location. 

 

TmoueTmoueTmoueTmoue    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Unknown 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumVC 53) 

Coptic: ⲧⲙⲟⲩⲉ 

Timm: Tmoue, 2709-2710 

 

The feminine noun ⲙⲟⲩⲉ in Coptic refers to an island, usually in the Nile139. Beyond 

O.CrumVC 53, this toponym also occurs in O.Crum 116 and the unpublished Berlin Papyrus, 

Nr. 4967. Although the authors of these texts clearly mean a specific island, it is impossible to 

                                                
139 Crum, Dict. 160b. 
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know whether they all refer to the same place, for example the isle of Pisinai (for which see 

above), or merely one of the many that scatter the Nile140. 

    

ToureseToureseToureseTourese    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Crum 160) 

Coptic: ⲧⲟⲩⲣⲏⲥ 

Timm: ToureZs, 2837 

 

O.Crum 160 is the only attestation of this toponym so far known. Even so, that it is a toponym 

and not a personal name is clear from its location in the nome of Ermont (ϩⲛⲧⲟⲩⲣⲏⲥⲉ 

ⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, ll. 2-3)141. While Tourese may bear some etymological relationship with 

ⲣⲏⲥ (south), it is unlikely here to mean “the south of the nome of Ermont”, as such a reading 

would suppose the scribe mistakenly used both the indefinite and definite articles on the same 

word. Its exact location remains unknown. 

 

TseTseTseTse    

    

Location: 25°53'30.31"N 32°48'09.68"E 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 3(?); 59); Phoibammon (P.KRU 78) 

Coptic: ⲧⲥⲏ; ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� 

Timm: IṭsaZ, 1205-1206 

 

Tse occurs in only a handful of documentary texts, notably in P.KRU 59, a loan confirmation 

in which the first party, scribe, and a number of witnesses are from that place. One of these 

witnesses, an Aristophanes son of Papnoute, gives his place of origin as “Tse in the nome of 

                                                
140 See also Winlock & Crum (1926) 122. 
141 In fact, Crum’s transcription reads ϩⲛⲧⲟⲩⲣⲏⲥ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧ, however in fn. 1 of this text he remarks 
that it could be read as ⲧⲟⲩⲣⲏⲥⲉ. This latter reading is more likely for two reasons. Firstly, the other location 
designator in this document reads ϩⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲓⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ (4-5) – that is without the joining preposition ⲉ-. 
Secondly, in location designators from the Theban region, the use of ⲉ- to join a toponym with the name of its 
nome is almost entirely unheard of. The only other example being O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 74/1.4 (ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 
ⲛZⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲧZ) – however the context of this usage is not secure. 
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the city Koptos” (ⲡⲣⲏⲧ�ⲥ�ⲏⲟ\ⲩ/(sic) ϩⲁⲡⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲕⲉⲃⲧ, ll. 15-16). Of the other 

attestations, the only one that gives us any information about this place is O.Crum 492.2, an 

epitaph for Chairemon “the monk of Tse” (ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲥⲏ). 

 

Regarding its location, Timm has argued that its Arabic equivalent should be IṭsaZ – a name 

not found among modern toponyms in the area. However, he then points to Arabic sources 

which give this name to the modern al-Masid142. Following Timm, then, Tse was located in 

the middle of the cultivated zone on the east bank of the Nile, some 28km northeast of Jeme 

and about 4km southwest of Kos. 

 

A curious contrast to this identification occurs in P.KRU 3.8-9. In this text, Crum hesitantly 

identifies ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� as a toponym. It occurs following the name of the recipient – ⲥⲱⲗⲱⲙⲱⲛ 

ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� ⲡⲣⲏⲥ� ⲙ�ⲡⲓϯⲙⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ – which may be translated 

“Solomon the son of Moses (from) Tse, south of this same village (Jeme)”. Any Tse found 

south of Jeme, however, could not be that of the Koptite nome. Further, the attribution of 

place without any connecting lexeme is exceedingly rare in Theban documentation143. Given 

that Solomon and his family are closely associated with Jeme – in P.KRU 2.28-29, Solomon 

son of Moses owns a house in Jeme, and in P.KRU 2.4-6, Solomon’s daughters describe 

themselves as originating from Jeme (ⲛⲣⲙⲛⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ϫⲏⲙⲉ, l. 6) – it is very likely that 

Solomon himself was a resident of Jeme. Therefore, both ⲧⲥⲏⲓ and ⲡⲣⲏⲥ should remain 

speculative readings, and it is likely that these letters should be interpreted in another way. 

Unfortunately, consultation of an image of this papyrus (Fig. A.1) shows that these words 

(ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� on the end of line 8 and ⲡⲣⲏⲥ� at the beginning of line 9) are very damaged, and no 

alternate reading suggests itself. 

 

                                                
142 Rimm (1984-2007) 1206. 
143 Of the 710 entries in my location designators database (for which see above, pp. 24-26), only 4 (0.56%) 
possibly use no joining lexeme: P.Mich.Copt. 20.v1 – ⲃⲓⲕⲧⲱⲣ ⲙⲁⲑⲓⲁⲥ ⲕ�ⲱ�ⲙ�ⲓⲥⲟⲩ (perhaps to be understood as 
ⲕⲱⲙⲏ ⲓⲥⲥⲟⲩ, “the village Isou”); P.Mich.Copt. 19.1-2 – ⲇⲁⲙⲓⲁⲛⲉ ⲡϣⲙ ⲛⲕⲟⲥⲙⲁ ⲡⲁⲡⲁϭⲓ  ⲛⲡⲓⲁⲙ (perhaps to be 
read as ⲡⲉⲡⲟⲓⲕⲓⲟⲛ ⲡⲉⲓⲟⲟⲙ, i.e. “the village of the Fayum”); O.CrumVC 111.4 – ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲧⲃⲁⲕ (Crum thinks 
ⲧⲃⲁⲕⲉ was intended, so “Abraham (of) Tbake”); and O.TT29 75.14 – ⲁⲛⲇⲣⲉⲁⲥ ⲃⲁϩⲗⲏⲗⲉ (“Andreas (of) 
Bahlele”). In no instance, however, is the identification of the toponym secure. 
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Fig. A.1. P.KRU 3 lines 8-9144  

 

While there may have been two toponyms called Tse, one in the Hermonthite nome south of 

Jeme, and the other in the Koptite nome, such a hypothesis should not be based on P.KRU 3 

alone. On the basis of the current evidence, it is likely that ⲧⲥⲏⲓ� in P.KRU 3.8 is not a 

toponym. 

 

 

MONASTERIES AND HERMITAGES 

 

The ‘monastery’ of EpiphaniusThe ‘monastery’ of EpiphaniusThe ‘monastery’ of EpiphaniusThe ‘monastery’ of Epiphanius    

    

Location: 25°44'03.02"N 32°36'29.55"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (P.KRU 75; P.Mon.Epiph. 159; 160; 163; 169; 216; 543); Antinoe 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a)); Apé (P.Mon.Epiph. 460r; 522) Ermont (P.Mon.Epiph. 87; 172; 

176; 254; 272; 310; 438; 678); Kalba (P.Mon.Epiph. 302; 522); Koeis (P.Mon.Epiph. 

473); Koptos (P.Mon.Epiph. 152; 323; 327; 660(b)); Ne (P.Mon.Epiph. 369); Papar 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 533); village of Apa Papnoute (P.Mon.Epiph. 93); Pchatape 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 85); Pashme (P.Mon.Epiph. 87); Patoubasten (P.Mon.Epiph. 147; 500) 

Penhotp (P.Mon.Epiph. 272); Pho (P.Mon.Epiph. 519); Pinai (P.Mon.Epiph. 627); Pisinai 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 544; 668); Pshatbampe (P.Mon.Epiph. 519); Pshenhor (P.Mon.Epiph. 

129); Pshoueb (P.Mon.Epiph. 296; 522); Psoi (P.Mon.Epiph. 178); Romoou 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 95; 293); Shebbon (P.Mon.Epiph. 304); Tabennese (P.Mon.Epiph. 138; 

163; 519; 526); Taut (P.Mon.Epiph. 163); Tentyra (P.Mon.Epiph. 500); Thone 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 519; 526); Timamen (P.Mon.Epiph. 519; 526); mount of Tnouhe 

(P.Mon.Epiph. 520) 

                                                
144 BL Or. 4875 © The British Library Board. My thanks to Jennifer Cromwell for allowing me to view her copy 
of this image. Emphasis added. 
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Coptic: Unknown 

Timm: Kloster des Apa Epiphanius, 1336-1338 

 

The so-called monastery of Epiphanius was initially built in the tomb of the eleventh Dynasty 

vizier Daga (TT103) on the Sheikh abd el-Qurna toward the end of the sixth century, and 

soon spread to encompass a number of smaller tombs in the vicinity. This site was not strictly 

speaking a monastery in the traditional sense of the word. It was rather a loose 

conglomeration of hermits, which gradually increased in number over the course of the 

occupation of the site. It does not appear to have had any official administrative structure. At 

its height the monastery encompassed at least six tombs and incorporated a number of 

buildings, including two towers and a boundary wall145. Based on the physical remains, the 

monastery may have housed 10 to 15 monks – assuming a hermit and his disciple for each 

tomb, as well as a few more living in the buildings surrounding the main tomb (TT103). The 

site was excavated by Herbert Winlock in 1912 and 1914. The excavation report by Winlock 

and Crum, in which the many ostraca and papyri found there (c. 700) are also published, is 

still the most relevant publication146.  

 

It is worth noting that the site was never called ‘the monastery of Epiphanius’ by its 

contemporaries. This is a name given to it today due to the importance of the famous monk 

Epiphanius in the documentary material. In the texts from the site it is referred to only as a 

topos (P.Mon.Epiph. 142.8 and P.KRU 75.27), and in one text a certain Hello calls it a 

‘dwelling place’ (ⲡⲙⲁ ⲛZϣⲱⲡⲉ ...ⲛ�ⲁⲡⲁ ⲉⲡⲉⲫⲁⲛⲓⲟⲥ P.Mon.Epiph. 92.4-5). The lack of a 

clearly identifiable name presents something of a problem for this study, as its connections 

cannot be established through the concurrent occurrence of two toponyms in a single text. It 

has therefore been the practice to make connections through those texts that both mention 

another toponym and were either found in the TT103 complex, or include known parties from 

that site. 

    

        

                                                
145 The exact boundaries of the monastery as they stood in the eighth century are laid out in P.KRU 75 – the 
testament of the monks Jacob and Elias, who were joint heads of the Epiphanius community. 
146 Winlock & Crum (1926). 
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The monastery of The monastery of The monastery of The monastery of Apa Apa Apa Apa PaPaPaPahomhomhomhom    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumVC 30) 

Coptic: ⲑⲉⲛⲏⲧⲉ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲱⲙⲱ\ⲧ/ 

Timm: - 

 

O.CrumVC 30.5-6, a contract for sowing land, contains the only reference to this monastery 

in the Theban material. From the information given, we know only that it lay in the district of 

Koptos (ⲑⲉⲛⲏⲧⲉ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁϩⲱⲙⲱ\ⲧ/ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲟϣ ⲛZⲕⲃⲧ). Based on its appropriation of the name 

of that famous monk, Crum believes that this monastery must be one of Pachomius’ 

monasteries – either that at Pbow or Tabennese. Of the two, he thinks Tabennese must be 

meant as Pbow was in the nome of Diospolis147. Elsewhere, he refers to other monasteries of 

Pachomius northwest of Esna and outside Luxor, but these are in the wrong nome to be 

candidates for that mentioned in O.CrumVC 30148. That said, it is fairly unlikely that the 

Pachomian monastery at Tabennese was in the Koptite nome; Crum’s own guess places it just 

south of Qena (see under Tabennese), thus likely in the Tentyrite nome, and other scholars 

prefer to locate it even further downriver149. Given the popularity of Pachomius, particularly 

in the Theban region, the possibility that this monastery was another related (or not) to the 

Pachomian koinonia remains likely150. 

 

The monastery of Apa Paul (on the cup of the mount of Jeme)The monastery of Apa Paul (on the cup of the mount of Jeme)The monastery of Apa Paul (on the cup of the mount of Jeme)The monastery of Apa Paul (on the cup of the mount of Jeme)    

    

Location: 25°44'16.68"N 32°37'19.74"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (P.CLT 1; 2; 3; 5; P.KRU 106); Fayum (P.CLT 3); Pshinsion (P.CLT 1; 

4); Pakothis, Paue, Psenheaei (P.CLT 1) 

Coptic: ϩⲉⲛⲉⲉⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲫⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ; ⲡⲕⲟⲩⲗⲱⲗ ⲛZⲁⲡⲁ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ 

Timm: Kloster des Apa Paulus (II), 1373-1378 

                                                
147 O.CrumVC 30 fn. 1. Pbow was located at modern Faw Qibli (26°06'36.78"N 32°24'11.78"E), and Tabennese 
is thought to have been a short distance east from there. 
148 Winlock & Crum (1926) 114. 
149 For a summary of the attempts to locate Tabennese see Coquin (1991). Coquin does not mention Crum’s 
guess, which can be found in Winlock & Crum (1926) 121. 
150 Timm’s (1984-2007) entries for Pbow and Tabennese are: FaZw 947-957 and ṬaZbanasiZn 2438-2451. 
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The “holy, holy monastery of Saint Paul of the Cup, on the mount of Jeme” (P.KRU 106.17-

19 ⲧϩⲁⲅⲓⲁ ϩⲉⲛⲉⲉⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲫⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲩⲗⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲗⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ) had, until 

recently, not been located. However, recent archaeological work by the Deutsches 

Archäologisches Institut – Cairo has uncovered a series of ostraca which identify it as the 

monastic remains at Deir el-Bakhit (K93.11 and K93.12) atop Dra’ Abu el-Naga, about 3km 

northeast of Jeme151. The common reference to “the cup” in relation to this monastery was 

originally thought to be a reference to the slight depression in which the monastery sits, 

however, based on the excavation of numerous inscribed, two-chambered incense cups at the 

monastery, Beckh believes that this nickname is instead a reference to a type of vessel 

commonly produced there152. 

 

Despite being for a long time mostly unknown in published texts, the monastery of Apa Paul 

was clearly a large and important monastery of the coenobitic type – the still clearly visible 

remains show an extensive walled compound with several buildings and outlying 

structures153. Archaeological work has shown that the monastery survived at least until the 

eighth century and that at its height, in the sixth and seventh centuries, it had the capacity to 

house 66-72 monks154. 

 

Its importance is also demonstrated in those papyri that name it. Not only was it large enough 

to warrant more than one superior (P.CLT 1.13-14 and P.KRU 106.14-17 for instance each 

name three), it was also well known enough to draw monks from afar (for instance the village 

Pshinsion in the Koptite nome P.CLT 1.5), and important enough to draw considerable 

donations from pious laity (in P.KRU 106, for instance a woman, Anna, donates her house, 

half of another, a quarter of a bakery, and their contents)155. Its monks are seen travelling as 

far as the Fayum to sell goods156. 

 

        

                                                
151 The identification of the monastery at Deir el-Bakhit is the particular focus of Beckh, Eichner & Hodak 
(2011). 
152 Beckh, Eichner & Hodak (2011) 17-19. 
153 The monastery received more attention with the publication of P.CLT in 1932. The remains are clearly visible 
on Google Earth. For a general overview of the excavation findings see Burkard & Eichner (2007). 
154 For the period of peak inhabitation see Polz & Eichner (2006) 303. For estimates on the capacity of the 
monastery see Burkard & Eichner (2007) 271. 
155 Indeed P.CLT 5 seems to record the results of a legal dispute between the monasteries of Saint Paul and Apa 
Phoibammon regarding a sum of money donated to the monastery of Saint Paul, which the superior of the 
monastery of Apa Phoibammon contested was theirs. 
156 P.CLT 3. 
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The monastery of Apa PhoibammonThe monastery of Apa PhoibammonThe monastery of Apa PhoibammonThe monastery of Apa Phoibammon    

    

Location: 25°44'17.82"N 32°36'23.42"E 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 7; 14; 29; O.Crum 218; Ad.3; O.CrumST 60; P.CLT 

5; P.KRU 13; 18; 19; 65; 78; 82; 84; 85; 86; 90; 91; 92; 94; 95; 96; 100; 102; 105; 107; 

108; SB Kopt. II 922; 945); And(…) (P.KRU 96); Antinoe (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39); Apé 

(P.KRU 81; 82; 86); mount of Apé (P.KRU 81); Apotei (P.KRU 93); Dekadritou (P.KRU 

99); Ermont (O.Crum 209; P.KRU 79; 80; 93; 96; 107; 109); Esna (O.Crum 126; P.KRU 

79); Kalba (P.KRU 90); Koptos (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 11); Kos (O.Crum 476); Kune 

(O.Crum 476); Neihbabe (P.KRU 79); Pajment (O.Crum 303); Pakebt (P.KRU 91); 

Pampane (P.KRU 100); Pankalela (O.Crum 333); Pankame (P.KRU 110); Papar (P.KRU 

97); Patoubasten (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 22; O.Crum 301; 439; SB Kopt. II 922); Piohe 

(O.Crum 36); mount of Piohe (O.Crum 184); Pisinai (P.KRU 91; 97); Psamer (P.KRU 

89); Romoou (O.Crum 138; P.KRU 82; 87; 88; 108; 109; SB Kopt. II 951); Shneset 

(O.Crum 476); Tabennese (O.Crum 359; P.KRU 89); Taut (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39; 

O.Crum 439; P.KRU 95); Tbebe (P.KRU 118); Tbo (P.KRU 81); Tche (O.Crum 31); 

Timamen (P.KRU 89); Timeshor (P.KRU 88); Tse (P.KRU 78); mount of Tsenti 

(O.Crum 248) 

Coptic: ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ / ⲡⲙⲟⲛⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲙⲟⲛ 

Timm: Kloster des Apa Phoibammon (III), 1379-1392 

 

The monastery of Apa Phoibammon on the mount of Jeme (ⲡⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲡⲁ 

ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲙⲱⲛ ϩⲛⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ P.KRU 65.81-82) was situated at Deir el-Bahri atop the 

remains of the mortuary temple of Hatshepsut, only some 2km north of Jeme. Generally held 

to have been founded by Bishop Abraham of Ermont towards the end of the sixth century, the 

monastery is by far the most conspicuous monastic settlement in the Theban documentary 

evidence157. This is largely due to the discovery there of large amounts of ostraca and papyri 

relating to its economy, administration, and Bishop Abraham himself, many of which show a 

strong relationship with Jeme158. 

 

                                                
157 Godlewski (1986) 60. 
158 See for example: O.Crum, O.CrumST, and O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I and II. See also P.KRU, although just how 
many of the P.KRU texts should be attributed to the archives of the monastery remains open to discussion. See 
the discussion and references above, p. 18. 
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The exact size and structure of the monastery is hard to describe. Following a sporadic but 

continuous history of exploration throughout the nineteenth century, the Christian remains 

were destroyed before the turn of the twentieth. No extensive publication of the site was ever 

made, and we are left with only descriptions, a few basic plans by Robert Hay, and a number 

of photographs159. From the surviving documentation, however, it is clear that the monastery 

was of the coenobitic type, with an organised hierarchy for which we can trace the lineage of 

superiors over a number of generations. It is also apparent that the monastery was quite 

prestigious. The donation of children and property to it by the people of Jeme and other towns 

in the Theban region and beyond is well attested by the accompanying deeds160. From such 

documentation, Godlewski has described the main monastery resources as fivefold: arable 

land, meadows and palm trees; domestic animals; houses and other land; handiwork; and 

money161. In seventh and eighth-century Thebes, the monastery of Apa Phoibammon was 

likely rivaled in wealth and influence only by that of Saint Paul on nearby Deir el-Bakhit. 

 

It is thought that the monastery declined at the beginning of the ninth century, presumably 

around the same time as the town of Jeme, but that it lived on in local memory is evident from 

the tenth and eleventh century graffiti of Christian pilgrims – among them bishops of Ermont 

and inhabitants of Koptos and Kos162. 

 

The (The (The (The (topostopostopostopos    of the)of the)of the)of the)    Holy Apa PsateHoly Apa PsateHoly Apa PsateHoly Apa Psate    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Hermonthite 

Connections: Jeme (O.CrumST 88; P.KRU 50; 54) 

Coptic: ⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲯⲁⲧⲉ 

Timm: Topos des Apa Psate, 2770-2771 

 

The topos of the Holy Apa Psate occurs in only three documents from the Theban region – 

those named above. Two of these (P.KRU 50.16-20 and P.KRU 54), refer to donations to the 

                                                
159 For a history of work on the site see Godlewski (1986) 13-20. 
160 See generally P.KRU 78-114, the majority of which are eighth century donations to the monastery of Apa 
Phoibammon. 
161 Godlewski (1986) 81. 
162 Godlewski (1986) 77-78. The last datable graffito is from 1222-1223. Godlewski states that the graffiti could 
not have been inscribed before the abandonment of the site as they were inscribed directly onto the bricks and 
stones of the wall after the plaster covering had come away (78). 
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topos by people from Jeme – in the first instance of land, and in the second of money. From 

these we know that it lay on “the mount of Jeme” (P.KRU 54.4 ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏⲙⲉ163), and that 

it had at least a basic administrative structure: P.KRU 54.3-4 refers to “the steward of the 

Holy Apa Psate” (ⲡⲟⲓⲕⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲯⲁⲧⲉ). In O.CrumST 88.9-10, a priest of the 

Holy Apa Psate acts as the scribe of a loan agreement. 

 

Although located outside the walls of Jeme, it is quite possible that the topos of Apa Psate 

was a church rather than a monastery. The only clues to its nature are references to an 

oikonomos (steward) and a priest. While the title oikonomos is used in both ecclesiastic and 

monastic hierarchy164, a priest requires the presence of a church. While the larger monastic 

communities could have churches, and consequently priests, within their walls, there are no 

unidentified monasteries of that scale left on the Theban mountain. A church outside the 

boundaries of Jeme could easily have found patrons among the nearby monks who did not 

have access to one of the churches in the larger monasteries and did not want to travel into the 

town of Jeme for the Eucharist or the services of a priest. 

    

The mount of TnouheThe mount of TnouheThe mount of TnouheThe mount of Tnouhe    

    

Location: Unknown 

Nome: Koptite(?) 

Connections: Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 520) 

Coptic: ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZⲧⲛⲟⲩϩⲉ 

Timm: Dēr Nūhī, 772-773 or Tnouhe 

 

The mount of Tnouhe literally means “the mount of the Sycamore”, and there seem to have 

been a number of communities in Egypt named after the sycamore165. The one connected with 

western Thebes appears in a damaged account of money paid/owed from the monastery of 

Epiphanius (P.Mon.Epiph. 520.3) next to the sum of two tremisses. In his comments on this 

text, Crum believes that the mountain of Tnouhe refers to a monastic settlement, perhaps the 

                                                
163 See also P.KRU 50.18 – ⲙⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ. 
164 Wipszycka (2009:A) discusses the title on pp. 331-335; see particularly p. 332. Further, in P.KRU 75.142-
143, a certain Moses son of Matthaios witnesses, who is “the priest and oikonomos of the christ-bearing, holy 
Mary the Virgin”, a known church in Jeme. 
165 In addition to the reference to Timm provided above, see also ‘Tnouhe’ – Timm (1984-2007) 2721-2722 and 
Winlock & Crum (1926) 122. 
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“Dêr Nûhy” which may have been in the vicinity of Kos166. Timm, providing other 

attestations, has some doubts as to whether all the occurrences refer to the same toponym, but 

overall agrees that this monastery was likely near Kos. 

 

The mThe mThe mThe mount of Tsentiount of Tsentiount of Tsentiount of Tsenti    

 

Location: Near Danfiq (25°52'00.48"N 32°43'29.87"E)? 

Nome: Koptite(?) 

Connections: Phoibammon (O.Crum 248); Frange (O.TT29 15; 17; 19) 

Coptic: ⲧⲥⲉⲛϯ, ⲧⲥⲉⲛⲧⲓ 

Timm: Gabal al-Asās, 970-974 

 

The mount of Tsenti, attested in texts relating to both the monastery of Phoibammon and the 

monk Frange, was the location of a thriving monastic community which fell under the diocese 

of Koptos, and hence presumably in that nome as well (its nome is not given in documentary 

texts)167. The mount of Tsenti is particularly well known through the Life of Pisenthios, a 

bishop of Koptos in the late sixth and early seventh centuries, since he spent some time there 

in his youth and may have later had his episcopal seat there168. On prosopographical grounds, 

Timm locates Tsenti in the vicinity of modern Danfiq, some 20km northeast of Jeme on the 

west bank of the Nile, however he also notes that the late Byzantine village has never been 

found169. At any rate, the mountain of Tsenti was presumably further west than Danfiq, which 

is on the Nile and not near the desert escarpment, and was certainly the location of one or 

more monastic communities, which explains its connection with the monk Frange and the 

monastery of Phoibammon. 

    

        

                                                
166 P.Mon.Epiph. 520, fn. 5. 
167 Timm (1984-2007) 971. 
168 Timm (1984-2007) 970-971; Winlock & Crum (1926) 225-228; Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 24. 
169 Timm (1984-2007) 971-972. 
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TT29 (the cell of the monk Frange)TT29 (the cell of the monk Frange)TT29 (the cell of the monk Frange)TT29 (the cell of the monk Frange)    

    

Location: 25°43'52.23"N 32°36'26.94"E 

Connections: Jeme (O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 62/2; O.Medin.HabuCopt. 137; 138; 139; 140; 

O.TT29 9; 158 & 159; 194; 320; 370); Apé (O.TT29 63; 164; 204); Jerusalem (O.TT29 

51); Petemout170 (O.TT29 114; 160; 176; 177; 178; 201; 208; 339); Pkee (O.TT29 60); 

Psho (O.TT29 264); mount of Tsenti (O.TT29 15; 17; 19; 85) 

Coptic: - 

Timm: - 

 

In the seventh and eighth centuries, the tomb of Amenemipet Pairy, an eighteenth Dynasty 

vizier of Thebes, was occupied by a succession of monks, the most prominent of whom was 

known as Frange. Located on the south side of Sheikh abd el-Qurna, just over 1km 

northwards from Jeme, the tomb was excavated from 1999-2004 by a team from the Mission 

Archéologique dans la Nécropole Thébaine171. More than 800 ostraca were found in situ 

relating to the inhabitants of that tomb, and most of them relate to Frange. His correspondence 

demonstrates an impressive support network extending over a large part of the surrounding 

area, including with Jeme172. 

 

Frange’s cell is not usually accorded a specific name in the texts. A few texts indicate that he 

may have referred to his home as Tehrebe173, however when Frange requests the presence of 

someone at his cell, he usually requests either that they come to him (O.TT29 138.9-10 ⲛⲅZⲉⲓ 

ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲁⲓ� – “come to me”), or that they “come to the mount of Jeme” (O.TT29 150.6 ⲛⲅZⲉⲓ 

ⲉⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛZϫⲏⲙⲉ). A small number of texts, however, appear to reference a kind of mixed 

ascetic community, of which Frange was a part174. This would presumably include single cells 

and small monastic communities from a part, or all, of Sheikh abd el-Qurna. Frange’s 

connections with other groups mostly revolve around sending and receiving goods, prayers, 

and greetings, although he may have also occasionally mediated disputes that occurred within 

his circle of contacts. 

                                                
170 The texts from O.TT29 listed here are those which specifically mention Petemout. Many more texts link the 
monk Frange to this town, for which see above, pp. 219-222. 
171 Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 7-8. 
172 This material has been published and discussed extensively in Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010). 
173 See particularly O.TT29 5 and 123, and Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 23-24. 
174 See the use of ⲉϩⲟ in O.TT29 80, 120, 183, and maybe 607. See generally Boud’hors & Heurtel (2010) 18. 
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AAAAPPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX B:B:B:B:    CCCCATALOGUE OFATALOGUE OFATALOGUE OFATALOGUE OF    CCCCONNECTIONSONNECTIONSONNECTIONSONNECTIONS    EEEESTABLISHED IN STABLISHED IN STABLISHED IN STABLISHED IN 

SSSSECTIONS ECTIONS ECTIONS ECTIONS II,II,II,II,    IIIIIIIIIIII    AND AND AND AND IV,IV,IV,IV,    AND A AND A AND A AND A DDDDISCUSSION OF THEIR ISCUSSION OF THEIR ISCUSSION OF THEIR ISCUSSION OF THEIR DDDDATESATESATESATES    

 

Throughout this thesis there has been minimal reference to the dates of the various papyri 

through which connections have been established. This is due to the difficulty of dating the 

majority of Theban documentary texts. The resulting ambiguity does not lend itself toward 

meaningful commentary on the date range of various interactions. Despite this, it is essential 

to include some discussion on the chronology of the material. This appendix aims to establish 

the chronological context of the connections established in Sections II, III and IV, and briefly 

examine them in this light. 

 

 

THE DATING OF THE MONASTERY OF EPIPHANIUS 

 

Before examining the chronology of the established connections, it is necessary to briefly 

discuss the dating of texts originating from the monastery of Epiphanius. Following Crum, the 

documents from the monastery of Epiphanius have, for a long time, been entirely relegated to 

the seventh century as a result of: the presence in them of a number of historical figures from 

this period; apparent references to the Persian invasion which took place in 619; and a notable 

absence of early eighth century hands1. However, in light of the recent bounty of texts relating 

to the monk Frange, who was active in the early eighth century and who was also in contact 

with monks from the monastery of Epiphanius, it is evident that the monastery remained in 

use at least until the first half of the eighth century. 

 

The chronology of the monastery of Epiphanius has been the particular focus of Renate 

Dekker, who combined old and new evidence to establish a relative chronology for the leaders 

of the Epiphanius community2. Dekker observed that there are two primary datable periods 

relating to this material: the first relates to the monk Epiphanius and his immediate successors 

and predecessors, and is datable to the first half of the seventh century; the second relates 

                                                
1 Winlock & Crum (1926) 98-103. 
2 Dekker (forthcoming). 
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particularly to the pair Isaac and Elias, who are frequently addressed by Frange, and who are 

therefore to be dated to the early eighth century3. 

 

Following the evidence presented by Dekker, many of the texts relating to the connections of 

the monastery of Epiphanius can be confidently dated to either the first half of the seventh 

century, or the early eighth century, depending on which individuals are mentioned. 

Moreover, two of the texts cited below have been attributed a more exact date range: 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163 to the year 620; and P.Mon.Epiph. 93 to 607-612. Unfortunately, however, 

those texts that do not mention known and relatively datable members of the community, as is 

particularly the case with accounts, must now be dated not just to the seventh century, but to 

the seventh and eighth centuries. 

 

    

CATALOGUE OF ESTABLISHED CONNECTIONS 

    

The following tables present, in chronological order, the texts from which connections were 

based in Sections II, III and IV. Each table lists the P.Sigla (a following question mark 

indicates a speculative link), the toponyms which the text links, the proposed date of the text, 

and an indication of the nature of the text. In many cases, the recorded dates are those 

established by Till (1962 and 1964), or, for more recently published material, the dates 

proposed in the primary editions. In a few cases, texts have been redated based on new 

evidence: particularly the texts relating to the monastery of Epiphanius and P.KRU 105 (for 

the dating of which see above, pp. 75-76)4. A discussion of the date range of each section 

follows the tables. 

    

  

                                                
3 A brief overview of this process, along with a table indicating the relative order of the leaders of the 
community has been published in Dekker (2013). 
4 The dates of P.KRU 50 and 54 are those argued by Cromwell (2010:A) 14. 
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Section II 

    

P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    ConnectsConnectsConnectsConnects    ToToToTo    DateDateDateDate    Document typeDocument typeDocument typeDocument type    

P.KRU 105 Jeme Phoibammon Late 6th Title deed 

SB Kopt. II 922 Jeme Phoibammon c. 600 Loan agreement 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 7 Jeme Phoibammon 600-620 Ordination request 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163 Jeme Epiphanius 620 Letter 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 14 
(?) 

Jeme Phoibammon 645 Loan agreement 

O.Crum Ad.3 Jeme Phoibammon 1st half 7th Donation (land) 

P.Mon.Epiph. 216 Jeme Epiphanius 1st half 7th Letter 

P.KRU 75 Jeme Epiphanius Mid 7th Testament 

P.KRU 65 Jeme Phoibammon 2nd half 7th Testament 

P.CLT 1 Jeme Paul 698 Release 

P.Mon.Epiph. 159 Jeme Epiphanius Early 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 160 Jeme Epiphanius Early 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 169 Jeme Epiphanius Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 9 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 86 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 158 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 159 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 194 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.TT29 370 Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
137 

Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
138 

Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
139 

Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
140 

Jeme Frange Early 8th Letter 

P.KRU 18 Jeme Phoibammon Early 8th Sale (land, property) 

P.CLT 2 Jeme Paul 703 Release 

P.CLT 5 Jeme Phoibammon, 
Paul 

711/712 Settlement 

O.Crum 218 Jeme Phoibammon Before 720 Work contract 

P.CLT 3 Jeme Paul 728/729 Safe-conduct request 

P.KRU 13 Jeme Phoibammon 733 Sale (property) 
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P.KRU 106 Jeme Paul 734 Donation (land, 
property) 

P.KRU 50 Jeme Apa Psate 739 Settlement 

P.KRU 19 Jeme Phoibammon 747 Bequest 

P.KRU 95 Jeme Phoibammon 747/748 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 54 Jeme Apa Psate 748 Receipt 

P.KRU 94 Jeme Phoibammon c. 748-759 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 78 Jeme Phoibammon Mid 8th Donation (child) 

P.KRU 90 Jeme Phoibammon Mid 8th Donation (child) 

P.KRU 102 Jeme Phoibammon 762 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 86 Jeme Phoibammon 766 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 85 Jeme Phoibammon 767/768 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 107 Jeme Phoibammon 767/768 Donation (land) 

P.KRU 84 Jeme Phoibammon c. 770 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 82 Jeme Phoibammon c. 771 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 92 Jeme Phoibammon c. 770-780 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 96 Jeme Phoibammon 775 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 100 Jeme Phoibammon 779 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 91 Jeme Phoibammon 781 Donation (child) 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 29 Jeme Phoibammon 8th Letter 

SB Kopt. II 945 Jeme Phoibammon Late 8th Sale (property) 

P.Mon.Epiph. 543 Jeme Epiphanius 7th – 8th Account 

O.CrumST 60 Jeme Phoibammon Unknown Testament 

P.KRU 108 Jeme Phoibammon Unknown Donation (land) 

Table B.1. Texts establishing connections as cited in Section II 

 

The majority of precisely dated Coptic material from Thebes relates to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon. As such, Jeme’s connections with the monasteries of western Thebes have 

more specific date ranges than its connections with non-west Theban communities. Fig. B.1, 

which depicts the chronological data from Table B.1, shows a clear spike in texts datable to 

the eighth century. In fact, of the 52 texts attesting connections between these monastic 

communities and Jeme, 75% are dated to the eighth century, and over half of these precisely. 

In comparison, only 1.9% date to the sixth century, and 17.3% to the seventh. The dearth of 

material from the sixth century is not surprising since the monastery of Apa Phoibammon was 

not founded until its final years; indeed its foundation charter is the only document dated to 

this century. The particular dominance of the eighth century in this data is to a large extent 

due to the number of donation texts from this period relating to the monastery of Apa 
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Phoibammon, and to the dating to the early part of this century of the dossier of the monk 

Frange. 

 

 

Fig. B.1. Dating of texts linking Jeme to west Theban monastic communities5 

 

Initially, it appears that the links between the residents of Jeme and the nearby monastic 

communities flourished in the eighth century. The dossier of Frange does skew the results, 

since his presence in the data is not balanced by material from any other solitary monk in the 

area. Yet, identifying the eighth century as a high point does seem to be valid, since sales and 

purchases of land in or near Jeme by the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, as well as donations 

of children and property to it, are almost entirely restricted to this century. However, links to 

the monastery of Epiphanius and the monastery of Phoibammon span both the seventh and 

eighth centuries, and the seventh should not be dismissed too easily. Of particular import 

among the interactions of the seventh century are those with Abraham, Bishop of Ermont, and 

those with the monk Epiphanius. Moreover, many other documents from the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon date to the seventh century, in particular sowing contracts and contracts to 

tend camels, but these do not mention Jeme or anyone associated with it6. It is clear that the 

monastery of Phoibammon, at least, was already well established and interacting with the 

local economy early in the seventh century. 

                                                
5 Based on the information in Table B.1. 
6 For instance the sowing contracts cited by Godlewski (1986) 82-83: O.Crum 138, 140, 185, 303, 306, 307, 482 
and BKU I 48; or the contracts to tend livestock: O.Crum 220 and 222 (see also Godlewski (1986) 85-86). 
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While it cannot be denied that interactions between the monastic communities of western 

Thebes and the inhabitants of Jeme were particularly strong in the eighth century, it is likely 

that the interactions of the seventh century are underrepresented in the dataset. This is 

primarily due to a lack of location designators in material from this century, but may also be 

attributable to accident of survival and to what has so far been published. It should not be 

thought that the presence of so revered personages as Abraham and Epiphanius (not to 

mention Pisenthios, the Bishop of Koptos, who resided in the monastery of Epiphanius during 

this period) did not result in any significant interactions between these groups. 

 

Section III 

    

P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    ConnectsConnectsConnectsConnects    ToToToTo    DateDateDateDate    Document typeDocument typeDocument typeDocument type    

P.Lond. V 1720 Jeme Petemout 549 or 564 Relinquishment of 
security 

P.Lond. V 1719 Jeme Petemout 556 Loan agreement 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
78/1 (?) 

Jeme Taut 6th? Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163 Jeme Taut, Tabennese 620 Letter 

P.KRU 75 Jeme Ermont Mid 7th Testament 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
26 

Jeme Pashme, Ermont Early 8th Account 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
55 

Jeme Terkot Early 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
58 

Jeme Terkot Early 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
59 

Jeme Terkot Early 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
60 

Jeme Terkot Early 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
70 

Jeme Petemout Early 8th Return of security    

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
72 

Jeme Petemout Early 8th Relinquishment of 
security 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
96 

Jeme Psenheaei Early 8th Relinquishment of 
security    

O.TT29 579 (?) Jeme Petemout Early 8th Letter 

SB Kopt. III 1382 Jeme Pisinai Early 8th Loan agreement 

P.Lond. IV 1460 Jeme Aphrodito 709 List of fugitives 

O.CrumST 429 Jeme Papar After 710 Loan agreement 
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P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    ConnectsConnectsConnectsConnects    ToToToTo    DateDateDateDate    Document typeDocument typeDocument typeDocument type    

P.CLT 5 Jeme Koptos 711/712 Settlement 

P.KRU 10 Jeme Antinoe 722 Settlement 

P.KRU 68 Jeme Aswan, Ne, 
Klusma 

723 Testament 

P.KRU 3 Jeme Tse 728/729 or 
743/744 

Sale (property) 

P.KRU 38 Jeme Aswan 1st half 8th  Settlement 

P.KRU 59 Jeme Tse Mid 8th  Loan agreement 

P.KRU 62 Jeme Pakale Mid 8th Loan agreement 

P.KRU 63v Jeme Tmoh Pajeme Mid 8th Loan agreement 

SB Kopt. II 908 Jeme Kalba 8th? Relinquishment of 
security 

O.Mich.Copt. 13 Jeme Apé 6th – 7th Relinquishment of 
security 

O.Deir er-Roumi 27 Jeme Patoubasten 6th – 8th  Loan agreement 

O.Deir er-Roumi 28 Jeme Patoubasten 6th – 8th  Loan agreement 

Coptica #44 Jeme Psamer 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
76/4 

Jeme Terkot 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
78/2 

Jeme Petemout 7th – 8th Relinquishment of 
security 

O.Crum Ad.17 Jeme Psenantonios 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
62 

Jeme Pajment 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
64 

Jeme Pashme 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
74 

Jeme Pmilis 7th – 8th Relinquishment of 
security 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
82 

Jeme Elemou, Koptos, 
Kos, Antinoe 

7th – 8th Contract 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
101 

Jeme Terkot 7th – 8th  Document 

O.Medin.HabuCopt. 
131 

Jeme Ne 7th – 8th  Loan agreement 

O.Vind.Copt. 28 Jeme Patoubasten 7th – 8th Loan agreement 

O.Vind.Copt. 42 Jeme Ermont 7th – 8th  Sowing contract 

SB Kopt. II 907 Jeme Timamen 7th – 8th  Letter 

O.Crum 160 Jeme Tourese Unknown Loan agreement 

O.Crum Ad.16 Jeme Tche Unknown Loan agreement 

O.CrumVC 25 Jeme Thone Unknown Loan agreement 
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O.CrumVC 30 Jeme Monastery of Apa 
Pahom 

Unknown Sowing contract 

O.CrumVC 53 Jeme Tmoue Unknown Letter 

O.CrumST 38 Jeme Ermont Unknown Sowing contract 

O.CrumST 424 Jeme Thone Unknown Loan agreement 

O.CrumST 437 Jeme Kos, mount of 
Ermont, 
Pshatbampe, 
Pisinai 

Unknown Account 

P.KRU 108 Jeme Romoou Unknown Donation (land) 

P.Schutzbriefe 85 Jeme Pshinsion Unknown Protection letter 

SB Kopt. III 1332 Jeme Pmilis Unknown Letter 

Table B.2. Texts establishing connections as cited in Section III 

 

The majority of the texts from Section III, which indicate the non-west Theban connections of 

Jeme, were written on ostraca. Since such texts, if dated at all, are usually only dated by the 

month, the indication year, and the lashane of Jeme, it is often difficult to tie them to a 

particular date range, let alone a specific date. Where such texts lack individuals datable on 

the basis of prosopographic evidence, editors have tended to date them to either the sixth to 

eighth or seventh to eighth centuries, or to provide no date at all. Many of the texts that 

identify Jeme’s connections therefore lack a reliable date, without which it is not possible to 

ascertain if and how Jeme’s links changed over time. Despite this, a few texts have been 

assigned a more precise date in the table above. Elizabeth Stefanski and Miriam Lichtheim, 

the editors of O.Medin.HabuCopt., which comprises ostraca excavated from Jeme, dated most 

of the texts to the seventh to eighth centuries. Among these are the various loan agreements 

relating to the money lending activities of Koloje and her son Pekosh. Since these two were 

likely contemporaries of the monk Frange, these texts can now be attributed with some 

confidence to the early eighth century, and have been in Table B.27. 

 

                                                
7 For the association of Frange with Koloje and Pekosh, see pp. 124-125. Eight texts associated with this family 
have been dated to the early eighth century on this evidence. They are: O.Medin.HabuCopt. 26, 55, 58, 59, 60, 
70, 72, and 96. 
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Fig. B.2. Dating of texts linking Jeme to non-west Theban communities8 

 

Even with these emendations, Fig. B.2 shows that just over half of the texts (50.94%) are 

either undated or dated generally within a two to three century range. However, based on the 

fact that the majority of exactly or roughly dated texts attesting the connections of Jeme or the 

west Theban monastic communities are dated to the seventh or eighth centuries (see Figs B.1, 

B.2, and B.3), those texts without a date, or even those dated to a range which includes the 

sixth century, could be reasonably situated within the range of the seventh to eighth centuries 

only. The earliest absolutely dated Coptic ostraca from Thebes (SB Kopt. II 1238) is dated to 

March 6019. Few other documents discussed in this thesis may predate this. They are: P.KRU 

105, which probably dates to the end of the sixth century10; P.Lond. V 1719 (dated 556); and 

P.Lond. V 1720 (dated either 549 or 56411) – both Greek documents found in Elephantine 

rather than Thebes. O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/1 was hesitantly assigned to the sixth century by 

Hall in the principal edition on the basis of the very Egyptian (i.e. un-Christian) names 

appearing in the text, which Hall wrote “give this document a rather archaic appearance”12. 

This date should not be considered certain. Given that only three texts can be assigned to the 

sixth century with any degree of certainty (and two were not found in Thebes), it is more 

                                                
8 Based on the data in Table B.2. 
9 On the dating of the 601 ostracon see Gilmore & Ray (2006). 
10 The date of P.KRU 105 is discussed above, pp. 75-76. 
11 For the date of P.Lond. V 1720, which is dated by the consulate of Flavius Basilius, see Reiter (2003) 238. 
12 See Hall’s comments about this text in the O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 78/1 edition. 
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reasonable to assign Theban texts without a datable context to the seventh to eighth centuries, 

rather than to the sixth to eighth centuries as is the case with O.Deir er-Roumi 27 and 28. It is 

likewise reasonable to place the 11 undated texts within this range. 

 

The inexactitude of the dates for the texts discussed in Section III does not permit confidence 

in any attempt to describe the interactions of Jeme in timeframes smaller than a century. 

However, Fig. B.2 does show a similar pattern to the chronology of the interactions of Jeme 

with the west Theban monastic communities (Fig. B.1). Both attest the following pattern of 

interactions: Jeme was active in the regional community from the seventh century; there is a 

significant spike in attestations during the first half of the eighth century; then texts – and thus 

any interactions – vanish entirely before the ninth. No text attesting the non-west Theban 

interactions of Jeme can be dated after 750. This is in contrast to the interactions between 

Jeme and the monastic communities (Table B.1), which show that the village was still 

interacting with the monastery of Phoibammon until at least the 780s. 

 

 
Section IV 

 

Note that the texts in Table B.3 are arranged first by the west Theban community they relate 

to and then by date, such that all the texts which establish connections to the monastery of 

Apa Phoibammon, for example, are grouped together. The communities are listed in the order 

in which they are discussed in Section IV: the monastery of Apa Phoibammon, then the 

monastery of Apa Paul, the monastery of Epiphanius, and finally the monk Frange. 
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P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    ConnectsConnectsConnectsConnects    ToToToTo    DateDateDateDate    Document typeDocument typeDocument typeDocument type    

SB Kopt. II 951 Phoibammon Romoou 6th – 7th  Agricultural contract 

O.Crum 31 Phoibammon Tche c. 600 Ordination request 

O.Crum 36 Phoibammon Piohe c. 600 Ordination request 

O.Crum 303 Phoibammon Pajment c. 600 Agreement 

O.Crum 333 Phoibammon Pankalela c. 600 Payment order 

O.Crum 359 Phoibammon Tabennese c. 600 Letter 

SB Kopt. II 922 Phoibammon Patoubasten c. 600 Loan agreement 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 22 Phoibammon Patoubasten Early 7th Letter 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 39 Phoibammon Antinoe, Taut Early 7th? Account 

O.Brit.Mus.Copt. II 11 Phoibammon Koptos 7th  Letter 

P.KRU 78 Phoibammon Tse Early 8th Donation (child) 

P.KRU 87 Phoibammon Romoou 730-739 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 88 Phoibammon Romoou, 
Timeshor 

734 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 95 Phoibammon Taut 747/748 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 90 Phoibammon Kalba Mid 8th Donation (child) 

P.KRU 86 Phoibammon Apé 766 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 107 Phoibammon Ermont 767/768 Donation (land) 

P.KRU 118 Phoibammon Tbebe 767 or 782 Legal document 

P.KRU 79 Phoibammon Neihbabe, 
Ermont, Esna 

c. 767-785 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 97 Phoibammon Pisinai, Papar c. 770 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 110 Phoibammon Pankame c. 770 Donation (palm trees) 

P.KRU 89 Phoibammon Tabennese, 
Timamen, 
Psamer 

c. 770-780 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 93 Phoibammon Apotei, Ermont c. 770-780 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 109 Phoibammon Ermont, 
Romoou 

771 Donation (land) 

P.KRU 81 Phoibammon Apé, mount of 
Apé, Tbo 

771 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 82 Phoibammon Apé, Romoou c. 771 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 96 Phoibammon Ermont, 
And(…) 

775 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 80 Phoibammon Ermont 776 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 100 Phoibammon Pampane 779 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 99 Phoibammon Dekadritou 780 Donation (child) 

P.KRU 91 Phoibammon Pisinai, Pakebt 781 Donation (child) 

O.Crum 126 Phoibammon Esna Unknown Letter 
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O.Crum 138 Phoibammon Romoou Unknown Agricultural contract 

O.Crum 184 Phoibammon Mount of Piohe Unknown Letter 

O.Crum 209 Phoibammon Ermont Unknown Letter 

O.Crum 248 Phoibammon Mount of Tsenti Unknown Letter 

O.Crum 301 Phoibammon Patoubasten Unknown Agreement 

O.Crum 439 Phoibammon Taut, 
Patoubasten 

Unknown Account 

O.Crum 476 Phoibammon Kos, Kune, 
Shneset 

Unknown Account 

P.KRU 108 Phoibammon Romoou Unknown Donation (land) 

P.CLT 1 Paul Pshinsion, 
Pakothis, 
Psenheaei, Paue 

698 Release 

P.CLT 4 Paul Pshinsion 702 Receipt 

P.CLT 3 Paul Fayum 728/729 or 
743/744 

Safe-conduct request 

P.Mon.Epiph. 93 Epiphanius Apa Papnoute 607-612 Loan agreement 

P.Mon.Epiph. 163 Epiphanius Tabennese, Taut 620 Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 87 Epiphanius Ermont, Pashme 1st half 7th Testament 

P.Mon.Epiph. 95 Epiphanius Romoou 1st half 7th? Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 152 Epiphanius Koptos 1st half 7th  Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 172 Epiphanius Ermont 1st half 7th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 254 Epiphanius Ermont 1st half 7th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 272 Epiphanius Ermont, 
Penhotp 

1st half 7th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 473 Epiphanius Koeis 1st half 7th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 85 Epiphanius Pchatape Early 8th? Loan agreement (?) 

P.Mon.Epiph. 296 Epiphanius Pshoueb Early 8th? Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 302 Epiphanius Kalba Early 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 129 Epiphanius Pshenhor 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 138 Epiphanius Tabennese 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 147 Epiphanius Patoubasten 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 176 Epiphanius Ermont 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 178 Epiphanius Psoi 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 293 Epiphanius Romoou 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 304 Epiphanius Shebbon 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 310 Epiphanius Ermont 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 323 Epiphanius Koptos 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 327 Epiphanius Koptos 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 369 Epiphanius Ne 7th – 8th Letter 
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P.SiglaP.SiglaP.SiglaP.Sigla    ConnectsConnectsConnectsConnects    ToToToTo    DateDateDateDate    Document typeDocument typeDocument typeDocument type    

P.Mon.Epiph. 438 Epiphanius Ermont 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 460r Epiphanius Apé 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 500 Epiphanius Patoubasten, 
Tentyra 

7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 519 Epiphanius Tabennese, 
Thone, 
Timamen, Pho, 
Pshatbampe 

7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 520 Epiphanius Mount of 
Tnouhe 

7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 522 Epiphanius Apé, Kalba, 
Pshoueb 

7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 526 Epiphanius Tabennese, 
Thone, 
Timamen 

7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 533 Epiphanius Papar 7th – 8th Account 

P.Mon.Epiph. 544 Epiphanius Pisinai 7th – 8th Record 

P.Mon.Epiph. 627 Epiphanius Pinai 7th – 8th Letter 

P.Mon.Epiph. 652(a) Epiphanius Antinoe Unknown Graffito 

P.Mon.Epiph. 660(b) Epiphanius Koptos Unknown Graffito 

P.Mon.Epiph. 668 Epiphanius Pisinai Unknown Graffito 

P.Mon.Epiph. 678 Epiphanius Ermont Unknown Graffito 

O.TT29 15 Frange Mount of Tsenti Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 17 Frange Mount of Tsenti Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 19 Frange Mount of Tsenti Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 51 Frange Jerusalem Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 60 Frange Pkee Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 85 Frange Mount of Tsenti Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 63 Frange Apé Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 164 Frange Apé Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 204 Frange Apé Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 264 Frange Psho Early 8th  Letter 

O.TT29 247-345 et 
al.13 

Frange Petemout Early 8th  Letter 

Table B.3. Texts establishing connections as cited in Section IV 

 

                                                
13 It is unnecessary to list these texts here. See Section IV, pp. 219-222, for a complete discussion of the 
connections with Petemout. 
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As a result of the abundance of dateable material relating to the monastery of Apa 

Phoibammon, and because the dossier of the monk Frange can be assigned to the early part of 

the eighth century, the number of texts from Section IV which can be assigned to a specific 

century is relatively high (61.1% – see Fig. B.3). Nonetheless, large numbers of texts still 

remain undated beyond a two century range, particularly those relating to the monastery of 

Epiphanius. Accordingly, the texts relating to the monastery of Apa Phoibammon represent 

the best opportunity to examine whether or not there is any change in the toponyms occurring 

in its network between the seventh and eighth centuries. In the seventh century, the monastery 

is connected to Patoubasten, Piohe, Romoou, and Taut (in the Hermonthite nome); Koptos (in 

the Koptite nome); Pajment, Pankalela, Tabennese, and Tche (of unknown location); and 

Antinoe. In the eighth century, interactions with Koptos, Pajment, Pankalela, Tche, and 

Antinoe are not represented, but its overall number of connections expands to include 23 other 

toponyms, of which seven are in the Hermonthite nome (including Ermont), three are in the 

Koptite nome, eight are unlocated, and five are from more distant nomes. 

 

 

Fig. B.3. Dating of texts linking west Theban monastic communities to non-west Theban 

communities14 

 

                                                
14 Based on the data in Table B.3. All the texts linking Frange to Petemout have been counted together as one 
text. Including all of them would otherwise increase the number of texts generally dated to the eighth century to 
115. 
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While the number of toponyms with which Phoibammon is connected expands in the eighth 

century, the ratio of toponyms from Hermonthite, Koptite, and other nomes remains relatively 

stable. This suggests that the monastery’s attentions were not focused in one particular area in 

the seventh century and another in the eighth, but spread out in a consistent manner. 

Moreover, it is unwise to place too much importance on the toponyms that appear in each 

century, since it is likely that many are missing from the seventh. Ermont, for instance, is not 

connected to the monastery of Phoibammon in the seventh century, despite the fact that a 

bishop of Ermont, Abraham, founded the monastery and resided there. Thus, while the 

specific toponyms that appear in each century should not be regarded as significant, the 

number of toponyms should. 

 

The most significant feature of Fig. B.3 is that, like Figs B.1 and B.2, it shows a spike in 

interactions in the eighth century. However, unlike the other datasets, the seventh century is 

also well represented. This indicates that some of the monastic communities of western 

Thebes were already well established in the seventh century and interacting with communities 

in the Hermonthite and Koptite nomes. This undoubtedly contributed to the success of Jeme 

during this period. 

 

 

CHRONOLOGY AND THE NETWORKS OF WESTERN THEBES 

 

The chronology of the texts that attest the networks of western Thebes shows a relatively tight 

timeframe (two centuries), but the lack of large numbers of exactly datable material prevents a 

discussion on the changes that these networks may have undergone during this period. At 

best, we can note the trend across all the networks for the numbers of interactions to spike in 

the eighth century. How much significance should be attached to this fact is difficult to 

determine. On one hand, the texts dated to the seventh century show similar kinds of 

interactions to what is seen in the eighth, and interactions that must have taken place are not 

attested. While the monasteries were relatively new foundations at this time, the town of Jeme 

had existed as an inhabited space for over a thousand years and must have had an established 

place in the various networks of the area by the time the Coptic documentation appears. 

Further, the presence of the monk Frange, as the only solitary monk taken into consideration, 

artificially boosts the amount of eighth century material. On the other hand, the removal of the 
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Frange material does not significantly alter the pattern, and the strong presence of eighth 

century material should not be attributed to chance survival alone. 

 

That the increase in the number of texts documenting the town corresponds to the 

establishment of large monastic communities nearby is, I think, no coincidence, nor is the 

eighth century spike. As is discussed in the Conclusion, the presence of a large monastic 

community near to a town, such as the Pachomian monastery at Tabennese, could 

significantly increase a dwindling town’s size and economic position. While the existence of 

Jeme may have made the Theban necropolis an attractive area for monasticism, it is likely that 

the strength of such monasticism by the seventh century boosted the town’s prominence in the 

region. This lead to the development of western Thebes as a hub in the seventh and eighth 

centuries, before the abandonment of the site at the end of the eighth. While the dates of the 

texts which establish the networks of these communities are not useful for identifying small 

scale change, they do support the conclusion that the relationship between Jeme and the 

monastic communities was the driving force behind the success of western Thebes in the 

seventh and eighth centuries. 
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AAAAPPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX PPENDIX C:C:C:C:    GGGGREEK REEK REEK REEK LLLLOCATION OCATION OCATION OCATION DDDDESIGNATORS IN ESIGNATORS IN ESIGNATORS IN ESIGNATORS IN CCCCOPTIC OPTIC OPTIC OPTIC 

DDDDOCUMENTARY OCUMENTARY OCUMENTARY OCUMENTARY TTTTEXTS FROM EXTS FROM EXTS FROM EXTS FROM TTTTHEBESHEBESHEBESHEBES    

 

Although the discussion of location designators in Section I focused only on Coptic 

constructions, 45 of the location designators in the Coptic documentary material from Thebes 

were written in Greek. These instances are listed here (Table C.1). Some of these 

constructions are written in a Coptic font rather than a Greek one. This is not a comment on 

the scribal practices involved in these texts, rather I have simply followed the principal 

editors’ use of font. SB editions are cited in instances in which the Greek sections of text 

(including the designator) have been republished there. 

 

Greek location designators in Coptic documentary texts are found almost entirely in scribal 

statements and dating clauses, and fall into two broad types. In Type 1 (1.1-1.21), a personal 

name (sometimes accompanied by a title, cf. 1.12-1.21) is attached to the genitive of a 

toponym by use of the preposition ἀπό. In Type 2 (2.1-2.24), the genitive of the toponym is 

affixed directly to the personal name without a preposition. In both types, the ability of the 

scribe to correctly use Greek case endings varies considerably. The degree of skill ranges 

from 1.18, in which the Greek preposition ἀπὸ is used in a construction otherwise lacking 

distinctive Greek (or Coptic) features, to numerous examples which consistently employ 

correct case endings (e.g. 1.1 or 1.15). 

 

The limited amount of data here does not permit a thorough examination of the use of Greek 

designators in Coptic texts. While some Greek constructions, such as the dating clause and the 

scribal notation, are formulaic components and preserve Greek syntax1, why some witnesses 

or other signing parties chose to sign in Greek and not Coptic is not apparent. It is also 

unclear whether there were particular lexical meanings attached to these constructions (as was 

the case with ⲏⲡ and ⲣⲙZ- in the Coptic designators, for example). I am inclined to think, 

however, that their use leans toward general attribution rather than a specific idiom (such as 

where the individual was legally registered or where he originated from). This is suggested by 

the fact that some of the Type 1 clauses (e.g. 1.14) use ἀπὸ to indicate that the official was 

responsible for more than one town, and such a usage cannot then indicate residence or origin. 

Similarly, some of the Type 2 clauses attach individuals to religious institutions rather than 

                                                
1 See Cromwell (2010:B) 221-222. 
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towns (as in 2.14 and 2.19), so at best this construction could indicate residence rather than 

origin. 

 

 ReferenceReferenceReferenceReference    TextTextTextText    FunctionFunctionFunctionFunction    

Type 1: Type 1: Type 1: Type 1: ἀἀἀἀππππὸὸὸὸ    + genitive of toponym+ genitive of toponym+ genitive of toponym+ genitive of toponym    

1.1 P.KRU 24.153-154 
(SB I 5567) 

δαυεὶδ υἱ\οῦ/ τ\οῦ/ µακ(αρίου) ψάτη ἀπὸ κάστρο\υ/ 
µεµνονίων\ο/(υ) 

Scribe 

1.2 P.KRU 27.68 
(SB I 5570) 

ἀριστοφάνου υἱ\ο/(ῦ) ἰωάννου ἀπὸ κάστρ(ου) 
µεµνωνίου 

Scribe 

1.3 P.KRU 28.57 
(SB I 5571) 

κυριακ(οῦ) πέτρ\ου/ ἀπὸ κάστρου µεµνονίο\υ/ 
 

Scribe 

1.4 P.KRU 46.52 
(SB I 5579) 

ἰωάννα� [υἰ]ο\ῦ/ ἰωάννο\υ/ ἀπὸ κάστρο\υ/ 
µεµν\ω/(νίου) 

Scribe 

1.5 P.KRU 50.79 
(SB I 5582) 

κυριακ(οῦ) πέτρ\ου/ ἀπὸ κάστρο\υ/ µεµνονίου Scribe 

1.6 P.KRU 50.81 
(SB I 5582) 

π� . . τ�ερκα (καὶ) ἀρσένιος ὁµω�( ) ἀδελφ\ὸ�ς�/ ἀπὸ 
κ(άσ)\τ/(ρου) µεµν\ο/(νίου) 

Second party2 

1.7 P.KRU 59.18 
(SB I 5587) 

κόµες υ(ἰ)\ο/(ῦ) τ\οῦ/ µακ(αρίου) ἀβραὰµ ἀπὸ τσή 
 

Scribe 

1.8 P.KRU 83.25 ⲯⲙⲱ\ⲧ/ ⲩⲓⲟ ⲧⲟ\ⲩ/ ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲩ) ⲕⲱⲙⲉⲧⲟⲥ� ⲁⲡⲟ 
ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲱⲛ ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲱ(ⲛⲓⲟ)\ⲩ/ 

Witness 

1.9 P.KRU 90.51 
(SB I 5601) 

δαυεὶδ υἱὸς τοῦ µακ(αρίου) ψάτη ἀπὸ κάστρο\υ/ 
µεµνονίωνος 

Scribe 

1.10 P.KRU 107.44 
(SB I 5610) 

ψάτη υἱ\ο/(ῦ) το\ῦ/ µακ(αρίου) δαυὶδ ἀπὸ κάστρ\ου/ 
µεµν\ω/(νίου) 

Scribe 

1.11 P.CLT 9.37 θεοδώρ(ο)\υ/ υἱ(ο)\ῦ/ ? ἀ�π�ὸ� κάστρ(ο)\υ/ µεµνον(ί)\ω/ Scribe 

1.12 P.KRU 2.60-61 
(SB I 5556) 

ⲥⲉⲛⲟⲩ\ⲑ/(ⲏⲥ) ⲧⲟⲩ ⲩⲓ\ⲟ/(ⲩ) ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲩ) ⲭⲙⲛⲧⲥⲛⲏⲩ 
ⲉⲗⲁⲭ(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲩ) ⲡⲣ\ⲉ/(ⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩ) ⲁⲡⲟ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟ\ⲩ/ 
ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲟⲛⲓⲟⲩ 

Scribe 

1.13 P.KRU 4.94-95 
(SB I 5557) 

ⲥⲉⲛⲟⲩ\ⲑ/(ⲏⲥ) ⲧⲟⲩ ⲩⲓ\ⲟ/(ⲩ) ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲩ) ⲭⲙⲧⲥⲛⲏⲩ 
ⲉⲗⲁ\ⲭ/(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲩ) ⲡⲣ\ⲉ/(ⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩ) ⲁⲡⲟ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲩ 
ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲟⲛⲓⲟⲩ 

Scribe 

1.14 P.KRU 27.3-4 
(SB I 5570) 

φλ(αυίου) κύρ\ου/ κολλούθ(ου) αρ\σ/ ἀπὸ τρειῶν 
κ[άσ]τρ[ων] καὶ µεµνονίου 

Dating clause 

1.15 P.KRU 45.3-4 
(SB I 5578) 

φλ(αυίῳ) σαὰλ υἱῷ ἀβδέλλα τῷ ἐν\δ/(οξωτάτῳ) 
ἀµίρᾳ  ἀπὸ παγαρ\χ/(ῶν) διοσπ(ό)\λ/(εως) ἕως 
λάτω(ν πόλεως) 

Dating clause 

1.16 P.KRU 83.35 ⲡⲉ�ⲧⲣ(ⲟⲥ) ⲩ(ⲓ)\ⲟ/(ⲩ) ⲁⲛⲧⲱⲛⲓ\ⲟⲩ/ ⲩⲡⲟⲇⲉⲕ\ⲇ/(ⲏⲥ) 
ⲁⲡⲟ ⲙⲉⲙⲛ\ⲟ/(ⲛⲓⲟⲩ) 

Witness 

1.17 P.KRU 96.99 
(SB I 5605) 

ἠλισαίος ἐλαχ(ίστου) πρ\ε/(σβυτέρου) ἀπὸ 
ἑρµώνθ(εως) 

Scribe 

                                                
2 Part of a Greek address on the verso. 
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 ReferenceReferenceReferenceReference TextTextTextText FunctionFunctionFunctionFunction 

1.18 P.KRU 100.72 ⲁⲡⲗⲱ ⲉⲗ(ⲁ)\ⲭ/(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ) ⲡⲣ(ⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ) ⲁⲡⲟⲩ 
ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ(ⲟⲛ) ϫⲏⲙⲉ 

Witness 

1.19 P.KRU 106.6-7 
(SB I 5609) 

ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲩⲓⲟⲥ ⲯⲙⲟ ⲗⲁⲙⲡⲣⲟⲧⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲇⲓⲟⲕ(ⲏ)\ⲧ/(ⲟⲩ) 
ⲁⲡⲟ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲱⲛⲓⲱ(ⲛ) 

Dating clause 

1.20 P.KRU 112.18 
(SB I 5611) 

πέτρ\ου/ υ(ἱ)\ο/(ῦ) ἀντωνί\ου/ λωγογράφο\ν/ ἀπὸ 
µεµνωνίω\ν/ 

Scribe 

1.21 P.CLT 5.159 ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲩⲓⲟⲥ ⲓⲥⲁⲕ ⲡⲣⲁⲅⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲧⲏⲥ ⲁⲡⲟ ⲧⲏⲥ 
ⲓⲟⲩⲥⲧⲓⲛⲓⲁⲛⲏⲥ ⲡⲟⲗⲉⲱⲥ ⲧⲏⲥ ⲕⲁⲧⲟ ⲭⲱⲣⲁⲥ 

Witness 

Type 2: Genitive of toponymType 2: Genitive of toponymType 2: Genitive of toponymType 2: Genitive of toponym    

2.1 P.KRU 6.3-4 
(SB I 5559) 

ⲫⲗⲁⲩ�ⲓⲟ\ⲩ/ ⲕⲱⲙⲉⲥ ⲩⲓ\ⲟ/(ⲩ) ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲩ) ⲭⲁⲏⲗ 
ⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕ(ⲏⲧⲟⲩ) ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ\ⲟ/(ⲩ) ⲙⲉⲙⲛ\ⲱ/(ⲛⲓⲟⲩ) 

Dating clause 

2.2 P.KRU 10.3 
(SB I 5123) 

ἀθανασίου δαυεὶδ (καὶ) µηνᾶ υἱοῦ τ(ο)\ῦ/ 
µακαριω\τ/(άτου) παὰµ µειζ\ω/(τέροις) κάστρ\ου/ 
µεµνωνίου 

Dating clause 

2.3 P.KRU 11.3 
(SB I 5560) 

φλ(αυίου) κοµέτου υἱοῦ χαὴλ διοικ(ητοῦ) κάστρου 
µεµνω(νίου) 

Dating clause 

2.4 P.KRU 12.3 ⲁⲣⲅⲁⲙⲁ ⲩⲓⲓⲟⲩ ⲉⲣ(ⲟ)ⲇ ⲉⲩⲕⲗⲏ(ⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲱ) ⲁⲙⲓⲣⲁ ⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ 
ⲣⲙⲱ[ⲛⲧ] 

Dating clause 

2.5 P.KRU 12.4 ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲇⲓⲏⲕⲁⲓⲧ(ⲏⲥ) ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲓⲙⲛⲟⲛⲓⲟⲓⲛ Dating clause 

2.6 P.KRU 13.3-4 ⲁⲣⲅⲁⲙⲁ ⲩⲓⲟⲩ ⲏⲣⲏⲇ ⲉⲩⲕⲗ(ⲉⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲟⲩ) ⲁⲙⲉ�ⲓⲣⲁ 
ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛ\ⲑ/(ⲉⲱⲥ) ⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲟⲙⲓⲟⲛsic 
ϫⲏⲙⲏ 

Dating clause 

2.7 P.KRU 14.4-5 
(SB I 5563) 

φλ(αυίου) κωµέτου υἱοῦ χαὴλ διοικητοῦ κάστρου 
µεµνωνί\ου/ 

Dating clause 

2.8 P.KRU 15.4 
(SB I 5564) 

φλ(αυίου) κοµέτου υἱοῦ χαὴλ διοι\κ/(ητοῦ) 
κάστρ\ου/ µεµν\ω/(νίου) 

Dating clause 

2.9 P.KRU 41.4-5 ⲫⲗ(ⲁⲩⲓⲟⲩ) ⲕⲟⲙⲉⲧⲟⲩ ⲩⲓⲟⲩ ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕ(ⲏⲧⲟⲩ) 
ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲉⲙⲛ(ⲱⲛⲓⲟⲩ) 

Dating clause 

2.10 P.KRU 50.3 
(SB 1 5582) 

φλαυίῳ σαὰλ τῷ εὐκλ\ε/(εστάτῳ) ἀµίρ\ᾳ/ ἀπὸ 
δι�ο�σ�π�ό�\λ�/(εως) ἕ�ω�(ς) λάτ\ω/(ν πόλεως) παγά�ρχῃ 

Dating clause 

2.11 P.KRU 65.98 
(SB I 5276A) 

ⲑⲉⲟⲇⲱⲣⲟⲥ ⲥⲩⲛ ⲑⲉⲱ ⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙ(ⲁ)\ⲧ/(ⲉⲩⲥ) ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲩ 
ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲟⲛⲓⲱⲛ 

Scribe 

2.12 P.KRU 70.3-4 ⲫⲗⲁⲩ(ⲓⲟⲩ) ⲓⲱⲥⲏⲫ ⲩ(ⲓ)\ⲟ/ⲩ ⲁⲃ�ⲓ�ⲉ�ⲓ�ⲇ ⲉⲩⲕ(ⲗⲉⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲟⲩ) 
ⲁⲙⲓⲣⲁ ⲡⲁⲅⲁⲣⲭⲓⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲑⲉⲱⲥ ⲕⲁⲓ ⲧⲣⲓⲱⲛ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟ\ⲩ/ 
ⲕⲁⲓ ⲕⲟⲛⲇⲣⲟⲗⲁⲧⲱⲛ ⲕⲁⲓ ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟ\ⲩ/ ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲓⲱⲛ 

Dating clause 

2.13 P.KRU 70.4-5 ⲕⲟⲙⲉⲥ ⲭⲁⲏⲗ ⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕ(ⲏ)ⲧ(ⲟⲩ) ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟ\ⲩ/ 
ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲱⲛⲓⲱⲛ 

Dating clause 

2.14 P.KRU 89.58 
(SB I 5600) 

ζαχαρίο\υ/ ἐλαχ(ίστου) µονόζον(ος) το\ῦ/ ἁγίο\υ/ 
µοναστηρί(ου) ἄββα πεσν\θ/(ίου) ὁρµ�(ωµέ)ν(ου) 
κάστρ\ω/(ν) µεµνονί\ω/(ν) 

Scribe 

2.15 P.KRU 94.0 
(SB I 5604) 

[κώµετος] υ[ἱο]ῦ χαὴλ διοικ(ητοῦ) κάστρου 
µεµνώνου(sic) 

Dating clause 
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2.16 P.KRU 106.5-6  
(SB I 5609) 

ⲙⲁⲙⲉⲧ ⲁⲙⲓⲣⲁ ⲉⲩⲕⲗ(ⲉⲉⲥⲧⲁⲧⲱ) ⲁⲙⲓⲣⲁ ⲧⲏⲥ 
ⲡⲁⲅⲁⲣⲭⲓⲁⲥ ⲉⲣⲙⲟⲛⲑⲉⲟⲥ 

Dating clause 

2.17 P.Schutzbriefe 28.1 ⲅ�ⲉ�ⲱⲣⲅⲓⲱ (ⲕⲁⲓ) ⲁⲁⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲉⲓⲍ(ⲱⲧⲉⲣⲟⲓ) ⲕ(ⲁⲥⲧⲣⲟⲩ) 
ⲙ[ⲉⲙⲛⲱⲛⲓⲟⲩ??] 

First party 

2.18 P.Schutzbriefe 43.1 ⲥⲟⲩⲁⲓ (ⲕⲁⲓ) ⲍⲉⲃⲉⲇⲁⲓ\ⲩ/ ⲇⲓⲟⲓⲕ(ⲏⲧⲁⲓ) ⲕⲁⲥⲧⲣ\ⲩ/ 
ⲙⲉⲙⲛⲟⲛ 

First party 

2.19 O.Brit.Mus.Copt. I 
Add. 26.3-5 
(SB I 3972) 

ἄπα zηκιηλίῳ πρεσβ(υτέρῳ) (καὶ) προεστῶτ(ι) τοῦ 
ἱερ(οῦ) τόπου ἄπα ἡλία 

Other 

2.20 P.Mon.Epiph. 
678.1-3 

ⲫⲟⲓⲃⲁⲙⲱⲛ [ⲉⲗ]ⲁⲭ(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲛ) ⲁⲛⲁⲅⲛⲱⲥⲧ(ⲏⲛ) ⲁⲅⲓⲁⲥ 
ⲉⲕⲕⲗ(ⲏⲥⲓⲁⲥ) ⲑⲉⲟⲧⲟⲕⲏⲥ ⲧ(ⲏⲥ?) ⲫ〈ⲉ〉ⲣⲙⲱⲛⲑ(ⲉⲱⲥ) 

First party 

2.21 P.CLT 3.12 ἰωσὴφ πατζουνου... (καὶ) καυκοῦ3 Other 

2.22 P.CLT 3.13 θεοδώρ(ο)\υ/ ἀθαν(ασίου) ογ καυκοῦ Other 

2.23 P.CLT 3.14 µάρκου ταυρίν(ο)\υ/ ογ καυκοῦ Other 

2.24 P.CLT 4.28-29 ⲕⲁⲗⲁⲡⲏⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲩⲓⲟⲥ ⲥⲓⲛⲟⲩ\ⲑ/(ⲓⲟⲥ) ⲉⲗ(ⲁ)\ⲭ/(ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲩ) 
ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃ(ⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩ) ⲁⲙⲙⲁ ⲕⲟⲥⲙⲁ (ⲕⲁⲓ) ⲁⲃⲃⲁ 
ⲑⲉⲟⲇⲱⲣⲟⲩ 

Scribe 

Table C.1. List of Greek location designators in Theban documentary texts 

 

                                                
3 καυκοῦ = ‘of the cup’, i.e. of the monastery of Apa Paul on the mountain of Jeme. Between this and the name 
is a short personal description. The same construction is used twice more on lines 13 and 14, but in these 
instances it differs, because the toponym comes before the description. 
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