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Embodying the Virgin:
The Physical Materialization of the Cult of Mary in Late Antique Egypt (Fifth-Ninth
Centuries CE)

Sabrina Higgins

Abstract

This is a study of the physical manifestation of ttult of the Virgin Mary in Late Antique
Egypt, that is, of the point at which Marian verigna, which scholars generally agree coalesced
in the fifth century, spilled over into the phydicgphere. Three diverging source materials
(papyri/inscriptions, archaeology and iconograpasg explored in order to answer the central
guestion, which asks: to what extent does the eceléor the physical materialization of the cult
of Mary reflect its geographical and chronologiddfusion in Late Antique Egypt?

Each of the sources materials are collected aatyzed in an independent chapter. The
study begins with the papyrological/epigraphicaidence, as it represents the largest body of
materials and offers the most substantial datalildeace. Although the papyri and inscriptions
are not themselves tangible manifestations of thteof Mary, they nevertheless mention at least
23 churches or monasteries that were dedicateertoltn Chapter 2, the extant archaeological
evidence supplements the data collected in theaéxbaterials by providing an analysis of the
layout and iconographical programmes of the fewrches of Mary that are actually preserved.
Chapter 3 collects 43 wall paintings that depictryvland analyzes their varying iconographic
patterns and immediate spatial contexts. The iddali source materials are then brought
together for a broader geographical and chronoébgitvestigation, which demonstrates that
despite the assumed presence of a cult of Manheyfitth century, this was only the starting
point for the consolidation and diffusion of herdtcuvhich reached its peak in the sixth and,
especially, the seventh century.

This study is the first synthesis of the physmatput of the cult of Mary in Late Antique
Egypt and thus advances our knowledge of her iategr into the society of Christian Egypt on
both the chronological and topographical axes. uhsit is also of importance to studies of her

cult elsewhere in the Late Antique world, whererses may not be as plentiful and varied.



Preface

This study centers on the physical materializatbthe cult of the Virgin Mary in Egypt — that
is, the point at which Marian veneration spills oirgo the physical sphere. The inspiration for
this dissertation stems from a graduate semindrltteok with Theodore de Bruyn in the first
semester of my doctoral programme. The subject yfinal paper centered on a study of the
archaeological evidence for early churches dedicetéVary, although throughout the course of
this research | noted that there was a lacuna enstiholarship, especially with regards to a
comprehensive synthesis of the extant materialiltelating to the cult of Mary. It was after
this discovery that | was encouraged to pursuettiie for my doctoral thesis.

As a result, | initiated a project that would lgrithe major source materials together into
a single study, which could then analyze the difiasf the physical cult of Mary across both
the geographical and chronological axes. Such asuguled me to a study of three vastly
different subjects — that is, papyrology/epigrapaschaeology, and art history — which would
become intimately familiar to me over the coursetled next five years. During this time, |
benefitted from the opportunity to study Coptictwihy thesis-supervisor Jitse Dijkstra, which
greatly broadened the amount of papyrological/epigical materials that | could include in this
study.

Throughout the course of my doctorate | was affwr@ded the occasion to participate as
a supervisor on various archaeological projectsstmotably the excavation of the Late Antique
church at Golemo Gradiste, in the Former Yugoslapulic of Macedonia in the summer of
2011 and 2012. This project, led by Carolyn Snivaiyhe University of Gettysburg, not only
allowed me to familiarize myself with the excavatiof an ecclesiastical site, but it also gave me
the occasion to publish a relief stela from theagations. During this time | profited immensely
from her knowledge of Late Antique Christianity ahdthank her for our many fruitful
discussions at the edge of our trenches and bable alig house over a glass of rakia.

The completion of this study would not have beassgble without the generous
scholarship | received from the committee of theséeand Annemarie Jacobi Scholarship and
Kommission fur Alte Geschichte und Epigraphik desui3chen Arché&ologischen Instituts,
which allowed me to live and conduct research innMln from January to March 2013. |

benefitted immensely from my two months in resigeatthe Kommission, during which time |



had unparalleled access to papyrological and gpiiral resources that were otherwise
unavailable to me. | especially thank Christof Sehand Rudolf Haensch for their kindness and
scholarly expertise. | extend my gratitude alsohi® graduate and post-graduate students at the
Kommision for the kindness that they showed me uporval and the many engaging
conversations we had during my stay.

After my time in Munich, | was invited by Jitsejkstra to participate on his new graffiti
project in the Khnum temple on the island of Eleghee in March of 2013. As my dissertation
focuses entirely on Egypt, this was not an oppatyuhat | could pass up. | arranged to spend
the first two weeks in Cairo visiting the museunmsl &ites related to my dissertation. | was
graciously hosted by Cornelius von Pilgrim at theisS Institute of Architectural and
Archaeological Research on Ancient Egypt, who gemsy provided me with access to their
incredible library. These two weeks were followgdaresearch trip to Aswan, where | was able
to study two of the sites that feature prominentlyny study (the church in the Isis temple, and
the churches of Philae). | would like to thank Vgaiig Muller, Assistant Director of the Swiss
Institute of Architectural and Archaeological Resba on Ancient Egypt and Holger
Kockelmann of Tubingen University for kindly showirme around their current projects in
Aswan and Philae respectively, as well as a Unityeos Ottawa for the Research Travel Grant
that funded this trip.

Throughout this process | encountered many indalslwho guided my research, offered
helpful advice or read parts of this dissertat@hwhom | am indebted to for the realization of
this thesis. Firstly, to my colleagues in the Dépa@nt of Classics and Religious Studies, | thank
you for fostering an incredible environment in whim complete this degree. A special thank
you is offered to Pierluigi Piovanelli, Geoffrey &atrex and Richard Burgess for offering your
scholarly expertise and kind words of encouragemmitonia Holden and Heather Loube, who
were a constant source of support and enthusiasmghout this whole process and Heather
Barkman for being a continuous source of motivatama wonderful friend. Secondly, 1 am
grateful to the many scholars who offered commentparts of this thesis that were presented at
various conferences in Ottawa, Toronto (twice), Mbonand Syracuse. | benefitted greatly from
our fruitful discussions. Thirdly, | give thanks tbe numerous scholars who responded to
requests for permission to use their illustraticensd/or plans, and the kind words of

encouragement that often followed, especially P&syssmann, Edda Bresciani, Marguerite



Rassart-Debergh, Mieczystaw Rodziewicz, and Donui@ig§énazeth. A special thanks is owed
to Karel Innemée of Leiden University for providinge with high resolution images from his
conservation project at Deir el-Surian. For thestpful discussions of various elements in this
dissertation, | am indebted to Jacques van dernt,\Ji&n Bremmer and Gertrud van Loon. A
thank you is also owed to the University of Ottawdyo offered me a generous Admission
Scholarship, as well as the Ontario Ministry of I€gés and Universities for the Ontario
Graduate Scholarship, which provided significanaficial aid from 2012-2014.

A special thank you is reserved for my supervishtse Dijkstra, for his constant
guidance, encouragement and patience. | am grafefulthe countless opportunities you
provided me during my degree towards both my acadand professional development. | thank
you for instilling in me a love of Egypt and for kiag sure that | got to experience it firsthand,
but most importantly, for being an example to whican aspire. It has been a pleasure working
alongside you these last five years and | look &rdiso many more years of collaboration.

| am grateful for the incredible support and emagement that | received from my
partner Graham throughout this process. | am sokfohto have someone who inspires and
motivates me every day. An immeasurable debt dftgde is finally owed to my parents Linda
and Wayne, and my brother Michael, without whomoulWd never be where | am today. The
love and support that you have shown me cannoubénfo words. You have always been my

biggest champions, and | am forever grateful farryeelp during every step of this journey.

Ottawa, December 10, 2014
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General Introduction
Setting the Scene: The Debate on the Origins oftheof Mary

[...] popular devotion does not lend itself to altjee analysis, especially after a lapse of
fifteen centuries. There are, however, certainitdagnanifestations that are susceptible
to study: the construction of Marian churches, pinesence or absence of relics and
renowned icons, the institution of feasts and pssimms, the composition of sermons and

hymns, the incidence of reported miracles.

This all-encompassing definition by C. Mango pr@adan essential point of reference against
which we can evaluate the notion of ‘cult’ andafsplication to the developing veneration of the
Virgin Mary in early Christianity. Here, he reflacbn the dichotomy of early fifth-century
Constantinople; a city that was embroiled in theotbgical controversies about the Theotokos,
but lacked a church specifically dedicated in hendur. Thus, his focus on the ‘tangible
manifestations’ of her cult marked a turning poimtMarian scholarship, providing a clear
standard for indicating the existence of a fullgdtioning cult of Mary? There remains a certain
ambiguity in this definition, however, which hasvidied scholarship, namely the volume of
evidence required in order to ascertain the extgteri a well-established Marian cult. As such,
this characterization of ‘cult’ has sparked onetled most important debates in the field of
Marian studies, one which questions whether weatkmowledge the existence of a cult of the
Virgin Mary before the Council of Ephesus in 431.€E

The debate has led to two diverging approachekdaastudy of the development of the
cult of Mary. The first approach is largely cent@dMango’s definition of ‘cult’ and argues that
there is little proof that anything like a fullyfimed cult existed prior to 431. One of the main

proponents of this position is A. Cameron, who agythat the fifth century represents the

! €. Mango, ‘Constantinople as Theotokos’, in M. ki (ed.),Mother of God: Representations of the Virgin in
Byzantine Ar{Milan, 2000) 17-25 at 17.

2 For the initial debate concerning the establishroéa cult of Mary see e.g. G. Giamberardihgulto Mariano in
egitta, 3 vols (Jerusalem, 1975), esp. vol. 1, which sledth all of the evidence for the manifestationtiod cult
from the first to sixth centuries in Egypt; K.G. ldm, Theodosian Empresseéd/omen and Imperial Dominion in
Late Antiquity (Berkeley, 1982) 130-74; V. Limberi®ivine Heiress: The Virgin Mary and the Creation of
Christian ConstantinopléLondon and New York, 1994).

% All dates in this dissertation are CE, unless otige indicated.
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formative period in the growth of the cult of Mamyhich continues to develop well into the
eighth century. While she recognizes that the ingpdbr the cult begins to appear in the late
fourth century, which arises out of the debate eomag Mary’s virginity, Christology and the
self-definition of the Church after the Council Micaea in 325, she measures its manifestation
against other cults of the same period which areerolearly and conventionally visible, such as
the cult of St Thecla in Asia MindrB.V. Pentcheva, on the other hand, analyzes theriah
from a top-down perspective, arguing that impes@dnsorship of the cult of the Virgin is not
apparent until the fifth century, especially inatgn to the construction of churches and the
establishment of Marian festivalsAlthough both scholars acknowledge some substantifor
Marian devotion (that is, deep respect or reverehe®re 431, they are skeptical as to whether
we can assert that a full-blown cult of Mary aclyakisted before this date.

The second approach is marked especially by th& wfo$. Shoemaker, who has argued
on several occasions that both individual and ctite veneration of Mary occurred prior to the
Council of Ephesu$.He posits that Marian veneration was not a by-pcoaf the Nestorian
controversy and the ensuing Council of Ephesusydtter that the acknowledged existence of
such a ‘cult’ formed the crux of these debategshis way, Shoemaker takes up the arguments of
K. Holum, who states that Nestorius was scandaliagdthe near deification of Mary in
Constantinople, and that, therefore, her veneratioust have pre-dated the Nestorian
controversy. Thus, Shoemaker contextualizes his arguments withé theological debates
coming out of the fourth-century Church Fathersowvatcording to him, bear witness to an
increasing cultic devotion to the Virgin Mary, wialso highlighting the broader aspects of her

nascent ‘cult’.

* A. Cameron, ‘The Cult of the Virgin in Late Antifz Religious Development and Myth-Making’, in R.N
Swanson (ed.)The Church and MarySuffolk, 2004) 1-21. See also her earlier studi€se Theotokos in Sixth-
Century Constantinople: A City Finds its SymbalThS (1978) 79-108, and ‘The Early Cult of the Virginf
Vassilaki,Mother of God 3-15, in which she advocates a later date fore#tablishment of a fully-formed Marian
cult.

®B.V. Pentchevacons and Power: The Mother of God in Byzantiuniversity Park, PA, 2006) 11-6.

® S. Shoemaker, ‘Marian Liturgies and Devotion irrl§aChristianity’, in S.J. Boss (ed.Mary: The Complete
Resource(London, 2007) 130-45, ‘Epiphanius of Salamis, Kadlyridians, and the Early Dormition Narratives:
The Cult of the Virgin in the Fourth CenturyfECS16 (2008) 371-401, and ‘The Cult of the Virgintire Fourth
Century: A Fresh Look at Some Old and New SourdasG. Maunder (ed.)The Origins of the Cult of the Virgin
Mary (London and New York, 2008) 71-87. Cf. e.g. R.Mic®, ‘Marian Piety and the Nestorian Controversy’,
Swanson,Church 31-8, who argues that the conception of Mary asoiokos was not a major issue in the
Nestorian controversy.

" Shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 71, referring to Holuritheodosian Empresse$54. This theme is taken up by Limberis,
Divine Heiress who highlights the role of the Theodosian empmsssspecially Pulcheria, in fostering the cult of
Mary, and her role in the Nestorian controversy.



The polarization of the aforementioned approacisesnitigated by the work of J.
McGuckin, whose nuanced study of the early culMafry attempts to reconcile both opposing
camps. First of all, he uses the pre-fourth centewiydence to illustrate the presence of a
‘community of interest’, which originates in Maryiaclusion, however minor, in the Gospel
traditions. He suggests that the development ofcdud’, moreover, was not linear, but instead
largely depended upon the dynamics of ‘preservadioth extension’ of the available evidence
from which we can distinguish a ‘cult’. Such maaéris found abundantly in the texts, but
considerably less so in the material evidence. s guestions whether a paucity of ‘cult’ is
reliably discerned from a paucity of physical evide, and asserts that our present hermeneutical
tension stems from external notions of how Maryctioned within the wider contexts of
Christian communities. In taking such a positionc@dickin places himself outside of the
polarizing debate, in which scholars see the asigihthe cult of Mary either before or after 431.
At the same time, he admits that by the fifth centthere is no question that the cult had
achieved its developed forh.

The common thread throughout this debate is thbl@noatic notion of ‘cult’. As is the
case with terms such as ‘religion’ and ‘magdi¢sult’ is an etic concept, with which we impose
modern, external notions of the term on early Qiais rituals and practices, whereas the
distinction between what is and what is not a 'ouftuld not have been perceived so clearly in
Antiquity. It seems appropriate, then, to adoptidewdefinition of cult, such as the one given by
J.B. Rives, who equates it more generally with \Wirs‘specifically the various practices and
rituals employed in worshig® Such a definiton avoids Mango’s strictly outlined
characterization of cult, and recognizes our canscichoice to use the word broadly as an
umbrella term for various aspects of worship. lis tmanner, the present study follows in the
footsteps of McGuckin and contends that the ideacolt’ is a loose concept and that the
appearance of a fully-fledged Marian cult cannotdmiiced to a precise date. Although many of

the aspects we commonly associate with ‘cult’ aneainly present in the fifth century, such as

8 J. McGuckin, ‘The Early Cult of Mary and Inter-Rgbus Contexts in the Fifth Century Church’, in ialer,
Origins, 1-22.

° H.S. VersnelCoping with the Gods: Wayward Readings in Greekoldwy (Leiden, 2011) 551, remarks about
these terms: ‘In scholarly discourse we have nerothoice than using etic terminology, which of iseuwe must
define before launching it'. The same idea can fiygied to the term ‘cult’. The author would like tbank J.N.
Bremmer for his helpful discussion on this matter.

103.B. RivesReligion in the Roman Empi(&alden, MA, 2007) 23.
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churches, liturgy and intercessory prayers, we caerclude that there was a ‘community of
interest’ in the preceding century.

With these considerations in mind, let us now trdmedevelopment of the cult of Mary
from its earliest forms, leading up to its eventphysical materialization. While this overview
must necessarily remain concise, it neverthelesaodstrates the complexity and relative
slowness with which the cult developed, especiallgomparison with the linear developments
of other Christian cults (such as that of Thecland that its protracted development is
intrinsically linked to the Christological debates the late fourth and early fifth centuri¥s.
Before this time, Mary only appears sporadicallyearly Christian discourse and its ensuing
liturgy.

As is well-known, Mary first appears in the can@higospels, although few details of her
life can be discerned from them. In fact, she fiomg principally as a character within the larger
biblical narrative. Modern scholarship has appreacthis subject from both a theological and a
historical perspectiv& The 1980s and 1990s also saw a rise in feministgretations of the
gospels, in which Mary was presented as an exemplarse existence in the narratives, even if
shaped by patriarchal concerns, does not whollypss the feminin€ Recent studies,
however, refute the notion that Marian devotionsexiwithin the gospel traditions, and argue
that specific women in the New Testament merelyction as literary devices (role models,
idealized figures), designed to serve the patririciierests of the narrativé.

The paucity of information about Mary in the caiwah gospels has made a historical
reconstruction of her life difficult. As a resuétncient writers and modern historians alike have

turned to non-canonical writings (apocrypha) td fil the perceived gaps in the biblical

1 cameron, ‘Cult’, 5-6 and 21. See, generally, Bakis, The Cult of St. ThecléOxford, 2001), for a collection of
the materials associated with the cult of Theclaictv strikingly contrasts with the available eviderfor the early
cult of Mary.

12.0n the theological study of this material, seeegally, the treatment of J. McHugfthe Mother of Jesus in
the New Testamer{tondon, 1975); and R.E. Brown et al. (edglary in the New Testament: A Collaborative
Assessment by Protestant and Roman Catholic Sah{dlaw York and Mahwah, 1978), who look for a pre-@as
history of distinct themes that are also applieM#ry (i.e. female virginity). See also, M.A. Ge®yllivan,Women

in the New Testameif€Collegeville, MN, 2001) 19-35. For a historicarppective on Mary’s role in the Gospels,
see e.g. M. ClaytoriThe Apocryphal Gospels of Mary in Anglo-Saxon EmgléCambridge, 1998); C. Maunder,
‘Mary in the New Testament and the Apocrypha’, wsB,Mary, 11-46.

13 E.g. M. Daly,Beyond God théather (Boston, 198%: E. Schiissler Fiorenzén Memory of Her: A Feminist
Theological Reconstruction of Christian Origifiéew York, 1994).

14 C. Maunder, ‘Origins of the Cult of Mary in the W& estament’, in Maunde©rigins, 23-39 at 24-5.
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narratives to discern her possible role within ¢lagly Christian Churcft A substantial portion

of our knowledge of Mary’s life stems from the apghal Protoevangelium of Jamewhich
has provided the basis for much of her later doetand particular aspects of her iconography.
The Protoevangeliumhas been dated to the second century, at thet,laed incorporates
elements from the infancy stories of Jesus in theonical gospels, which in turn draw on
narratives from the Old Testament and earlier textd oral tradition$® It has also been
suggested that the narrative altered and/or addedmation to texts concerning the life of Mary
that were circulating at the same tifdén this sense, thRrotoevangeliunserves as an intertext,
which absorbs and transforms pre-existing textsteaditions, in order to create a retelling of the
narrative, which shifts the focus to the religidits of Mary.

By the fourth century, there is a developed literaadition for Mary, and it is at this
time that we encounter the oldest extant liturgicaterial associated with her cult. The first
evidence which is often cited is an intercessomnyer to the Virgin that is preserved on a small,
fragmentary papyrus from Egypt.lt has been considered as a prototype of shle tuum
praesidium(the oldest extant hymn to the Theotokos), andta dbas early as the third century
has been proposéfiTwo more recent studies by H. Forster, howevere lpovided convincing
evidence for a date after the sixth century, basethe use of brown ink, which is uncommon

before the sixth century, and paleographical pelsflt Later commentators on this prayer have

15 See, generally, ClaytoApocryphal Gospejs).K. Elliott, ‘Mary in the Apocryphal New Testamtg in Maunder,
Origins, 57-70; E. Norelli,Marie des apocryphes. Enquéte sur la mére de J@ans le christianisme antique
(Geneva, 2009).

6 E. Cothenet, ‘Le Protévangile de Jacques: origijemre et signification d’'un premier midrash cteétisur la
nativitt de Marie’, inANRW 11.25.6 (1988) 4252-69; W.S. Vorster, ‘The Protoayelium of James and
Intertextuality’, in T. Baarda et al. (ed9)ext and Testimony: Essays on New Testament anchyjgbal Literature
in Honour of A.F.J. Klijn(Kampen, 1988) 262-75; Maunder, ‘Mary in the Neasfament’, 39-40; Elliott, ‘Mary’,
59-60; L.C. VuongGender and Purity in the Protevangelium of Jaifigghingen, 2013).

17 J.K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament: A Collection of Appical Christian Literature in an English
Translation(Oxford, 1993) 46-50.

18 See, generally, H.R. SmidProtoevangelium Jacobi: A Commentafssen, 1965), who compiles a list of
references to possible sources for BmtoevangeliumVorster, ‘Protoevangelium’, 268-75. Cf. R. Hockhe
Infancy Gospel of JesifSanta Rosa, CA, 1995), who sees the text as@meéam to Mary.

¥p Ryl 470.

2 E. Lobel inP.Ryl Ill 470 intro, dates the papyrus to the fourth ¢@ntury, G. Giamberardini, ‘1Sub tuum
praesidiuni e il titolo “Theotokos” nella tradizione egiziahdarianum31 (1969) 324-62 at 348-62, to the third
century, and O. StegmiillerStb tuum praesidiunBemerkungen zur altesten UberlieferurgkTh 74 (1952) 76-
82 at 78 and 82, to the fourth to sixth centuries.

2L H. Forster, ‘Zur altesten Uberlieferung der maisahen Antiphon Sub tuum praesidiuifh Biblos 44 (1995)
183-92, dates the payrus to the sixth or sevenitucg but in ‘Die alteste marianische Antiphon Ehldatierung?
Uberlegungen zum “&ltesten Beleg” d&sb tuum praesidiumJournal of Coptic Studies (2005) 99-109, suggests
an even later date between the seventh and nintarges. For an overview of the scholarship on gapyrus, see
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overlooked the studies conducted by Forster, agdesi that the palaeography of the document
indicates a date closer to 450.Even if the date of this particular prayer ietatve know that
prayers addressed to the Virgin Mary were certativigulating as early as the second half of the
fourth century. In fact, Gregory of Nazianzus po®s one of the earliest witnesses to such a
prayer in hisOration 24, which has been dated to 379The attestation of this prayer in
Constantinople in the late fourth century suggésas similar prayers were probably circulating
widely at this time**

The last quarter of the fourth century marks tingt instance in which the developing
liturgy is discussed in relation to a group of wduals actively venerating the Virgin. The
earliest such attestation is recorded in EpiphaofuSalamis’Panarion(59), which was written
c. 374-377 and describes the heresies of the CHuréh. particular, he discusses the
Kollyridians, a group that observed regular liteaji celebrations of Mary. The existence of a
historical group called ‘Kollyridians’ has been tested, but an argument has been made to
associate them with a similar group mentioned fauath-century Greek apocryphal text called
the Six Bookg® The group habitually venerated Mary and employgdls similar to the ones
attributed to the Kollyridians by Epiphanit/sSimilar practices are recorded in therusalem
Armenian Lectionarywhich is dated ta@. 417-439 and outlines the annual liturgical fesgvof
Jerusalem. This lectionary refers to a feast of‘themory of Mary’ which took place at the

church of thekathismaof the Theotokos, midway between the Holy City &sdhlehem, on 15

T.S. de Bruyn and J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘Greek Amuletsl &ormularies from Egypt Containing Christian Eégns: A
Checklist of Papyri, Parchments, Ostraka, and TsbBASP48 (2011) 163-216 at 212-3 (no. 176); and T.S. de
Bruyn, ‘Greek Amulets from Egypt Invoking Mary aggEessions of “Lived Religion”JCSCS3-4 (2012) 55-69 at
56.

22 E g. Shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 72-3.

% 0n the date see e.g. J. Mossey (e@rggoire de Nazianze: Discours 24-PBaris, 1981) 27-8; M. VinsorSt
Gregory of Nazianzus’ ‘Select Orations’: Text iramslation(Washington, 2003) 142-56.

2 .M. PeltomaaThe Image of the Virgin Mary in the Akathistos Hytheiden, 2001) 36-9, 62-77; Shoemaker,
‘Cult’, 73-4.

%K. Holl and J. DummetEpiphanius(Berlin, 1985); F. Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salanfiiden,
1993).

% shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 76-83, questions the actuastexice of such a group, but believes that Epiplsamas writing

in response to real religious phenomena of the fabeth century. Cf. Cameron, ‘Cult’, 6-7, who aeguthat
Epiphanius is the only early heresiologist to mamtihe Kollyridians, and later references to thisug all derive
from him. Thus, we must question the validity dtblaim.

" The rituals of both groups are similar, except thase described in tH&ix Booksapocryphon make no mention
of women as priests, which is one of the centralblams that Epiphanius addresses in his discussiaie
Kollyridians.



August?® Many of these festivals have been linked to theniion narratives, the earliest
surviving of which, the Ethiopitiber Requieiis dated as early as the fourth century. Current
scholarship finds a correlation between the inenggimiterest in her Dormition/Assumption with
the institution of festivals and the building of N&n churche$’

These disparate elements of Marian veneration donaehead in the early fifth century
during the Theotokos/Christotokos debate betweetl QfyAlexandria and Nestorius, and many
scholars have marked this debate as the impetudhdowider dissemination of the cult of the
Virgin across the MediterranedhThis debate denoted the first attempt to systexaidi stress
the interdependence of Christ and Mary in theolagtiscourse, through the definition of the
true nature of Christ The Christology that emerged from the self-defimitof the Church at
Ephesus ultimately led to the formulation of a ctmpntary Marian narrative, which was
entirely dependent on her acclamation as Theot¢k®sd-Bearer’)®** Several scholars have
proposed that Pulcheria played a role in the prgatidn of the term ‘Theotokos’, highlighting
her contribution to the eventual demise of Neswand the extent to which she was able to
influence the Council at EphestisRecent scholarship, however, has concentrateth@mork
of the contemporary Church historian Socrates (389 and demonstrates that the conflict

between Nestorius and Pulcheria more likely arom® this challenge to Pulcheria’s prestige and

2 For the text, see A. Renoulxe Codex Arménien Jérusalem 1(TLrnhout, 1971). For a discussion of the date,
see e.g. Shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 74-6.

29'5.C. Mimouni,Dormition et Assomption de Marie: histoires deglttimns anciennegParis, 1995) 33-6; Clayton,
Apocryphal GospeJ24-6; S. Shoemaker, ‘The (Re?)Discovery of théhisana Church and the Cult of the Virgin
in Late Antique PalestineMaria: A Journal of Marian Studie® (2001) 21-72 at 51-65, addhcient Traditions of
the Virgin Mary’s Dormition and Assumptig®xford, 2002) 78-80.

30 3. McGuckin,St. Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological Contensy, Its History, Theology, and Textsiden,
1994); N. Constas, ‘Weaving the Body of God: Preahd Constantinople, the Theotokos, and the Loonthef
Flesh’,JECS3 (1995) 169-94, anBroclus of Constantinople and the Cult of the \irgi Late Antiquity: Homilies
1-5(Leiden, 2003); R.M. Price, ‘Theéheotokosnd the Council of Ephesus’, in Maund@rigins, 89-103.

31 See, generally, R.A. NorriZhe Christological Controvers§Philadelphia, 1980); S. Wessel ‘Nestorius, Mamg a
Controversy in Cyril of Alexandria’s Homily IVIXe Maria deipara in NestoriupCPG 5248)’, AHC 31 (1999) 1-
49; J. McGuckin,St Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological Contragg: Its History, Theology and Texts
(Crestwood, NY, 2004); S. Wess€lyril of Alexandria and the Nestorian Controverdyie Making of a Saint and
of a Heretic(Oxford, 2004); N. Russell, ‘Cyril of Alexandriain A. Casiday (ed.)The Orthodox Christian World
(London, 2012) 218-25.

%2 A, Atanassova, ‘Did Cyril of Alexandria Invent Malogy?’, in MaunderQrigins, 105-25.

3 These studies draw especially on tegter of CosmagPO 13 (1919) 275-86 at 279) probably written aftefl 45
in which Pulcheria is refused entry into the saactuand asks ‘Why? Have | not given birth to Gdd’,which
Nestorius answers: ‘You? You have given birth ttaBB, and she is driven from the sanctuary (hol@fsholies,
reserved for the priests and emperor). On therlattd its date, seO 13 (1919) 273-4. For a discussion of the
implication of this text in the dispute betweendhdria and Nestorius, see Holuieodosian Empressesd7-74;
and Limberis,Divine Heiress 53-61, who use this passage to suggest that &dclikened herself to the Virgin
Mary, derived her earthly authority from her, ahdsg, served as her representative on earth.
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power, and that the Theotokos debate should beisdbe context of a power struggle between
the sees of Constantinople and Alexandfia.

In addition to the textual evidence, the complext the origins of the cult of Mary is
further illustrated through a discussion of thdyearaterial evidence. The surviving evidence for
any physical manifestations before the fifth ceptare sparse, and Mary’s initial presence is
largely (though not exclusively) limited to represions in funerary contexts, such as the
catacomb paintings of Rome and Alexandria. Thesmnes draw exclusively on the New
Testament (for example, the Adoration of the Magd aVedding at Cana), and Mary only
appears in paintings that reflect the biblical aave, so we must question the extent to which
these early representations are, in fact, indieat¥ a Marian ‘cult®® The construction of
Marian churches represents a more tangible maatfest of her cult, but only two such
structures are attested archaeologically in th&t fialf of the fifth century. The first is the
aforementioned church of theathismaof the Theotokos between Jerusalem and Bethlehem,
which is generally dated to 420-480yhile the second is the church of Santa Maria Ntziggn
Rome, which is more precisely dated to the reigRape Sixtus Ill (432-440Y.

34 p. Périchon and P. Marav&lpcrate, Histoire ecclesiastique: livre VII, textetraduction(Paris, 2007) 107-27.
For a discussion of Pulcheria’s presumed assoniatith the Virgin, see, generally, K. Cooper, ‘Erepses and
TheotokosGender and Patronage in the Christological Ceetxy’, in SwansonChurch 39-51; L. James, ‘The
Empress and the Virgin in Early Byzantium: Pietytlority, and Devotion’, in M. Vassilaki (edmages of the
Mother of God: Perceptions of the Theotokos in Btiman (Aldershot, 2005) 145-52 at 145-7, who argue that
emphasis should be laid on Pulcheria’s claim tohiee'bride of Christ’, which would have served away to align
herself with Christ, rather than Mary, since thgpenor was seen as Christ’s regent on earth. Imthisner, she tied
her imperial authority to her husband, ‘Christ’. &yifting the focus, we see that Mary likely hatldito do with the
conflict between Pulcheria and Nestorius.

35 C. Wescher, ‘Notice sur une catacombe chrétienAkeandrie (Egypte)’Bullettino di Archeologia Cristian®
(1865) 57-64 at 57-9 records perhaps the earliesivk representation of Mary, which stems from adticentury
depiction of the Wedding at Cana in the catacomb&armuz (Alexandria). For a more detailed refeeerio
scholarship of this painting see n. 495. A comptiseussion of Marian art in Egypt is found in CteaxB of this
study. See also, G. Parlby, ‘The Origins of Markam in the Catacombs and the Problems of Identifics, in
Maunder,Origins, 41-56, who discusses the female figures in th&ccanbs of Rome that are wrongly identified as
Mary, and argues that tlarliest indisputable representations of Mary odewgcenes of the Adoration of the Magi
in fourth-century catacomb paintings and sarcopheligfs. See Chapter 3 on ti@alaktotrophousaor a more
detailed discussion of the misattribution of selémale figures in the catacombs as Mary. For oéxamples of
Marian depictions prior to the fifth century, seeB&ckwith,Early Christian and Byzantine AfNew York, 1979)
68-70 (late fourth- to sixth-century representaiof Mary on wooden lintels from the church of abillaga, Old
Cairo).

% There are, in fact, archaeological remains of tharches at the proposed site of Kahismachurch, both of
which date to the fifth century, and are referre@s the ‘Old’ and ‘New’ church of tHethismabased on a passage
from the sixth-centuryitae of Theodosius the Coenobite, in which the saistigerior sends him to live at the old
kathismaand monastery, thus implying that there was a *rie@thismaat that time. See, Shoemaker, ‘Rediscovery’,
21-72,Ancient Traditions82-96, and ‘Cult’, 74-5.

37 See, generally, S. Spain, ‘The Promised Blessiing: Iconography of the Mosaics of Santa Maria Margjj
ABuUll 61 (1979) 518-40 at 518; C. PietrangBinta Maria Maggiore a Rom@&ome, 1988); E. Rubery, ‘Pope John
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This brief survey of the materials demonstrates ttinere are significantly fewer physical
manifestations of Marian veneration in comparisonher textual presence before the fifth
century. There may well have been such materiadeswie before this time, but the limited
evidence, based on the available materials, sugtest the theological developments shaped the
physical materialization, which only really begam lift off in the fifth century. We cannot
exclude, however, the possibility of earlier masiétions, given the bias of the archaeological
materials®

In our discussion of the evidence for the develgpreneration of Mary, we have seen
the complexity of speaking in terms of her fullyrfeed ‘cult’, and the different perspectives
with which we can approach this question. The preséudy acknowledges the difficulty in
applying the modern notion of ‘cult’ to early Chia rituals and practices, especially in regards
to the Virgin Mary, as there is no linear developim@® her ‘cult’. Instead, we should speak of
‘communities of interest’ in the fourth centurygtpresence of which is felt in the disparate set
of ideas, prayers and devotional practices whigiter having been systematized in the debate
between Cyril and Nestorius — only obtained a sefsmity after 431. Thus, the manifestation
of a physical cult of Mary is intrinsically tied tthe theological developments of the fifth
century, as the former appears congruently withldakter. Since a wealth of studies have been
conducted on the theological and liturgical develepts of the cult of Mary, we shall focus here
strictly on the physical materializations — thattie tangible evidence — of her cult beginning in
the fifth century, the time at which these physicaterializations begin to play a role in our

sources.

Filling the Gap: The Physical Materialization ofetlCult of Mary in Late Antique Egypt

Before we examine the physical remains for the otilMary in Egypt, we must first briefly
contextualize the state of such evidence acroswither milieu of the Mediterranean in the fifth
century. In doing so, we can compare the volummalterial evidence available for her cult in
the larger Christian centers (specifically, Romen§tantinople and Jerusalem) with the manner

and extent to which these materials have beenextudi Egypt. Typically, previous studies that

VIlI's Devotion to Mary: Papal Images of Mary froret Fifth to the Early Eighth Century’, in Maundé@rigins,
155-99 at 155-67.

3 See Chapter 2 for a discussion of the inherersielsin the archaeological evidence from Egypt,thadlifficulty
of connecting archaeological remains to the cuMafy.
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have focused on Marian themes are concerned wahlittrary (theological) sources, while
large-scale investigations of Mary's physical cale found across wider studies of early
Christian art and architectut.

In the instances in which the physical materialsisdied more in depth, they are
generally concerned with specific Marian artistiernes or churches and monasteries that are
dedicated to her. We also encounter discrepan@aselen types of source materials that are
studied and the extent to which they are publisfedy one major Christian center to the next.
In Rome, for example, numerous studies have beeedaut on the earliest churches dedicated
to Mary in the city’® as well as her general representation in Chrigttafesiastical art after the
Council of Ephesu$: In Constantinople, on the other hand, considerabdearch has been
carried out on the artistic representations of Macyoss a variety of media, and represents one
the best studied groups of Marian materfal§he remains of early Constantinopolitan churches
dedicated to the Virgin have also received conaidlerattention, although they are usually dated

to a later time and are considerably more modest their Roman counterpaftsFinally, the

% See e.g. the general treatments of Marian arsadie Mediterranean by K. Belaviadonnas from Medieval to
Modern(NewYork, 2001), and M.R. Katz and R.A. Orsi (ed3ivine Mirrors: The Virgin Mary in the Visual Arts
(Oxford, 2001).

0 0On the archaeological evidence of Marian churckes, e.g. P. Romanelli and P.J. Nordha@anta Maria
Antiqua (Rome, 1964); Pietrangefanta Maria MaggiorgJ. Osborne, J.R. Branch and G. Morganti (eS8apta
Maria Antiqua al Foro Romano cento anni dofiRome, 2004).

“1 For Marian art in Rome, see C. Cecchdllimosaici della Basilica di S Maria Maggior€orino, 1956); C.
Bertelli, La Madonna di Sta Maria in Trastevere: storia —iographia — stile — di un dipinto Romano dell’'otbav
secolo (Rome, 1961); P.J. Nordhagen, ‘The Earliest Deamatin Sta Maria Antiqua and Their Datécta
Institutum Romana Norvegidke (1962) 53-72; Spain, ‘Promised Blessing’, 518-R0bery, ‘Pope John VII', 155-
92.

“2 See the studies by VassilaMpther of God andimages of the Motheas well as, Pentchevigons and Power
which collect many of the Marian materials from G@mtinople, and most recently the edited volumelLby
Brubaker and M. Cunningham (ed3fe Cult of the Mother of God in Byzantium: Textsl &mages(Farnham,
2011), in which several articles examine aspectdafian art in Byzantium. Cf. L. Brubaker and M. @ingham,
‘Byzantine Veneration of the Theotokos: Icons, Bgliand Eighth-Century Homilies’, in H. Amirav aBdter Haar
Romeny (eds)i-rom Rome to Constantinople, Studies in Honounadrih Cameron(Leuven, 2007) 235-50 at 235-
6, who note that the focus of previous studies aryMargely centered on her cult in Western Eurarel that
scholars have only recently shifted their focuByzantium. They add, however, that an ‘analysithefveneration
of the Theotokos in the eastern orthodox Christiadition remains sketchy, especially for the peri@tween the
end of the sixth century and the ninth’.

“3 On the two oldest known churches of Mary in Contteople, the church of the Blachernae (befard75) and
the church of the Chalkoprateia (after474),see W. Kleiss ‘Neue Befunde zur Chalkopratenkirichistanbul’, in
Akten des VII. Internationalen Kongresses fur dlicise Arch&ologie(Berlin, 1965) 587-94; W. Lackner, ‘Ein
byzantinisches MarienmirakelByzantinal3 (1985) 833-60 at 850; C. Mango, ‘The Originstié Blachernae
Shrine at Constantinople’, in N. Cambi and E. Mgds),Acta Xlll Congressus Internationalis Archaeologiae
Christianae 3 vols (Rome and Split, 1998) 2.61-76, and ‘Canghople’, 19-22; A. Tantsis, ‘The So-Called
“Athonite” Type of Church and Two Shrines of theebliokos in ConstantinopleZograf34 (2010) 3-11 at 7-9; D.
Krausmuller, ‘Making the Most of Mary: The Cult tdfe Virgin in the Chalkoprateia from Late Antiquity the
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evidence for the physical materialization of theyault of Mary in Jerusalem largely centers on
the aforementioned church of tkathisma** and there is a scarcity of wall paintings in Peares
as a whole at this time, which is reflected in gmeall amount of literature on the subjétt.
Instead, discussions of her appearance in the Edrigtian art of Palestine appear piecemeal in
wider studies of Christian art across the Meditezen?®

Whereas the physical manifestation of the early eliMary is amply studied in the
larger Christian centres, especially Rome and Gaoisiople, the material evidence from Egypt
has not yet received the same kind of attentiospitke the richness of its sources. Instead, we
find several highly specialized studies of speafpects of the material evidence, none of which
have yet been brought together in a comprehensiny.sThe focus of these studies has thus far
mostly centered on two aspects of the physical maditeation of the cult of Mary. Firstly, there
are studies of specific churches and monasteridsated to the Virgin, such as is the case with
the church built in the Isis temple at Aswan, whitgs been ascribed to M&#%The other focal
point of modern scholarship has been on isolatedaviaconographic themes, most notably, the
assumed relationship between Isis and Mary, edpetiaegards to similarities between images
of Isislactansand thegalaktotrophous&®

A brief introduction to the current scholarshipramstrates that there is a lacuna in the
study of the physical materialization of the cultlee Virgin Mary in Egypt, one which provides
an exhaustive analysis of these outward manifesisitiThus, the present study aims to fill this

Tenth Century’, in Brubaker and Cunningha®ult, 219-46. Cf. Shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 72, who advocdtesan earlier
construction date, at the time of Pulcheria, fathltbe Blachernae and Chalkoprateia churches.

4 Shoemaker, ‘(Re?) Discovery’, 21-72, aAdcient Traditions 82-96; R. Avner, ‘The Rediscovery of the
Kathisma Church and Its Influence on Octagonal @dugs’, in G.C. Bottini, L.D. Segni and D. Chrupadkds),
One Land — Many Cultures: Archaeological StudiesHionor of Stanislao LoffredéJerusalem, 2003) 173-88;
Shoemaker, ‘Cult’, 74-5; and R. Avner, ‘The Initidlradition of the Theotokos at the Kathisma: Eatlie
Celebrations and the Calendar’, in Brubaker andn@giham,Cult, 9-29.

%> E.S. Bolman, ‘Depicting the Kingdom of Heaven:miaigs and Monastic Practice in Early Byzantine igyin
R.S. Bagnall (ed.)Egypt in the Byzantine World, 300-700ambridge, 2007) 408-33 at 409. Note especiadly h
discussion of the scarcity of paintings in monastlis in the Holy Land in comparison with Egyptla¢ same time,
where these materials form the bulk of our eviddncé&gyptian wall paintings.

% See e.g. B. Kiihnel, ‘The Holy Land as a FactoChmistian Art’, in O. Limor and G.G. Stroumsa (eds)
Christians and Christianity in the Holy Land, fraime Origins to the Latin Kingdom{3urnhout, 2006) 463-504 at
479-82.

" J.H.F. Dijkstra and G.J.M. van Loon, ‘A Church Deded to Mary in the Temple of Isis at Aswan2CA 7
(2010) 1-16, reiterated in ‘The Christian Wall Raigs in the Temple of Isis at Aswan Revisited’GnGabra and
H.N. Takla (eds)Christianity and Monasticism in Aswan and NufiZairo, 2013) 137-56.

“8 See especially V. Tran Tam Tinlsjs lactans. Corpus des monuments gréco-romaitsiscillaitantHarpocrate
(Leiden, 1973), and L. Langendsis Lactans — Maria Lactans. Untersuchungen zuptischen Ikonographie
(Altenberge, 1996). For a comprehensive examinatiothe scholarship concerning this debate, seg€h® —
Galaktotrophousain the present study.
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void in the scholarship by bringing all of the nmréks together in a single study, through which
we can trace the physical presence of a cult ofyhMarboth a chronological and regional axis.
The diffusion of these materials is then weighedig} the theological aspects of her cult, by
studying the facets of Marian theology that areregged in these physical materializations, such
as her titulature and iconographic themes. In gbhihg the importance of the material
evidence, the present study thus asks: to whatnextees the evidence for the physical
materialization of the cult of Mary reflect its ggaphical and chronological diffusion in Late
Antique Egypt?

As we shall see, this study contributes to thetaxg research on the development of the
early cult of Mary by presenting detailed infornaaiticoncerning the diffusion of her cult
throughout Egypt from the fifth century onwardsdming so, we demonstrate the importance of
tracing her cult across thengue duréeas the material evidence for the cult arguabdgihed its
developed form at a later time than its correspagdheological components, which scholars
generally agree coalesced in the fifth century. sThihis study addresses from an entirely
Egyptian perspective the point at which Marian vatien spilled over into the physical sphere.
Moreover, a detailed examination of the materiatience demonstrates that the features of her
‘cult’ continued to develop well beyond the fiftrerttury, especially with regards to Marian
iconography. Thus, we argue that despite the assyresence of a cult of Mary by the fifth

century, the wider process of its diffusion andsmitdation was only just beginning.

Setting the Boundaries: The Scope and LimitatidnieeSources

The material remains associated with the cult ef Mirgin Mary are vast, and an exhaustive
study of every single expression through diffenergdia is beyond the scope of this study. As
such, we deliberately exclude the smaller subsétEgyptian materials, including book
illuminations, colophons, stelae and the small, aithough these materials deserve to be studied
£

in their own right:” The present analysis thereby opts for a more lddtatudy of the larger

9 Book illuminations: e.g. J. Leroy,es manuscrits coptes et coptes-arabes illusiiRésis, 1974) M 612 (PI. 31,
dated to 892/893) and M 574 (PI. 34, dated to 888)/8Colophons: e.g. A. Van LantschoBgcueil des colophons
des manuscrits chrétiens d’Egy@eols (Leuven, 1929) 1.35-7, no. 19, which mergiartopos of the Holy Virgin
(year 892-3)Stelae: e.g. G. Nachtergael, ‘Dédicace d’'un monurada Vierge Marie’ REACS8 (2006) 11-4, repr.
in REAC13 (2013) 59-62, a relief stela with a centralgiirflanked by two angels that dates to the sigtleighth
centuries. See also P. Grossmann, T. Derda andnlder Vliet, ‘Monuments of Christian Sinnuris (layn,
Egypt)’, ECA 8 (2011) 29-48 at 35-43 (PIs 2 and 3), who complagerelief to a similar stela (central Mary with

12



groups of material remains, rather than the prodoaif a catalogue enumerating every instance
of Mary’s materialization in the physical evidendhus, this study limits itself to the three
major groups of evidence: papyri/inscriptions memig churches and monasteries,
archaeological evidence of churches and monastaneswall paintings.

The papyrological and epigraphical sources formfthmdation of the present study as
they represent the largest body of materials andige the most substantial datable evidence for
the cult of Mary in Egypt. Although these sources Bot, in themselves, physical manifestations
of the cult of Mary, they nevertheless frequendéfer to churches and monasteries dedicated to
the Virgin that no longer survive in the archaeatagrecord. Moreover, these sources provide a
convenient starting point for an examination of #nehaeological materials, as they establish a
detailed picture of the chronological and geogreghdistribution of the cult. The study then
shifts to an analysis of the wall paintings, whiaghlights the distribution and use of specific
Marian themes throughout both secular and religiobudings. Thus, each of these sources
forms the basis of an independent chapter (Chajt&s which interrogates the evidence of
Marian veneration against the available materiathat data set. All of the aforementioned
sources are then brought together in the GenenmatlGsion for an analysis of the implications of
the patterns in the data for our knowledge of thieaf Mary in Egypt.

The nature of the diverging materials employethia study necessitates that each source
requires a different methodology, which is systecadly described at the beginning of every
chapter. The study, however, is governed by sewemarching parameters, which situate this
research in both space and time. Firstly, the natemains analyzed in this study are limited to
Upper and Lower Egypt, and deliberately excludésraterial from the Sinai. While there is
evidence for Marian veneration in this area, theeni@ culture finds closer resonance with
Constantinople (and Palestine) than with the résEgypt>® We also note that most of the

Child, flanked by angels) from Sinnuris, which eteld to the sixth to eighth centuries. Small &t€3. Coquin, J.
Leroy and P. van Moorsel, ‘La croix, dite de Thémdau musée de Berlin-EsBJFAO 89 (1989) 73-80 (PIs 8 and
9), a sixth- or seventh-century silver votive cragth a depiction of Mary in a medallion.

Y K. Weitzmann,The Monastery of Saint Catherine at Mount Sinaie Ttons, Volume I: From the Sixth to the
Tenth Century(Princeton, 1976) 18-21 (no. B.3); C. Barber, IgdRepresentations of the Mother of God’, in
Vassilaki, Mother of Gog 253-75 at 262-3 (PI. 1). See also Brubaker andnbgham, ‘Byzantine Veneration’,
248-50, who discuss this icon in the context of &ime art.
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material comes from Upper Egypt, which is generabcounted for by a poorer state of
preservation in the Nile Delfa.

Secondly, the study is temporally limited to tiféhfto ninth centuries. In this sense, we
analyze the materials across thegue duréeof Late Antique Egypt, and look beyond the Arab
conquest of 641/642, the terminal point usually liadp for this period? The physical
materialization of the cult of Mary extends beyotg Arab conquest, thus it is logical to
continue our study beyond this date, which is atsline with recent developments in the field,
especially amongst papyrologisfs.The specific chronological parameters (fifth tonthi
centuries), however, are necessitated by two @iffiefactors. The point of departure in the fifth
century marks the time at which the physical matation of the cult of Mary appears in a
variety of media across a wider geographical cdrifeXhe ninth century, on the other hand,
denotes the chronological limit of the analysismarily on account of the textual material. At
this point in time, Greek and Coptic are largelamdioned in favour of Arabic as the principal
scribal language of Egypt, thus exhausting thelabig papyrological and epigraphical sources
that mention the existence of Marian churches aodasteries® The relative scarcity of the
archaeological evidence and our notable dependemdbe textual materials for references to
ecclesiastical buildings dedicated to Mary greattyts any discussion of the material evidence
beyond the ninth century. Thus, in keeping with dmeonological limitations of the textual

materials, the same parameters are given to theriaatvidence.

*L R.S. BagnallEgypt in Late AntiquityPrinceton, 1993) 6-7, 15-6, ailS Bagnall and D.W. Rathbone (eds),
Egypt: From Alexander to the Early Christiafisos Angeles, 2004) 78-9.

2 The periodisation of Late Antique Egypt is usuaffiven as 284-641/642, that is, from the beginnaig
Diocletian’s reign until the Arab conquest, althbugeveral variations to this periodisation havenbagopted by
different scholars: e.g. A.K. Bowmakgypt after the Pharaohs 332 BC-AD 642: From Alaanto the Arab
Conquest(Berkeley, 1999, offers a date of 312 as the beginning of Latgicsity, and BagnallEgypt in Late
Antiquity, ix, takes the period to end in the middle of fifta century, and suggests that the term Byzansnmore
appropriate for the subsequent period in Egyptrédeisits this term in his ‘Introduction’, in BagihaEgypt in the
Byzantine World1-17 at 5.

%3 For recent examples of papyrological studies ¢maphasize continuity in both language and admatisin after
641/642, see P.M. Sijpesteijn, ‘The Arab Conqué&Egypt and the Beginning of Muslim Rule’, in Badin&gypt

in the Byzantine Wor|d37-59; T.S. Richter, ‘Greek, Coptic and the “gaage of the Hijra”: The Rise and Decline
of the Coptic Language in Late Antique and Medidegypt’, in H. Cotton et al. (edslsrom Hellenism to Islam:
Cultural and Linguistic Change in the Roman NeasH&ambridge 2009) 401-46; A. Papaconstantinou, ‘&Vh
Remains behind”: Hellenism and Romanitas in ClaistEgypt after the Arab Conquest’, in Cotton et Rfom
Hellenism to Islam447-66. Thus, the present study leaves the textm Antiquity deliberately ambiguous.

** The physical materialization of her cult does ampear with any frequency before the fifth ceninrgypt, with
the exception of the wall painting from the catabsmt Karmuz (see n. 35 above).

> A. Papaconstantinou, “They Shall Speak the Ardliioguage and Take Pride in it”: ReconsideringFhage of
Coptic after the Arab Conquesiuséon120 (2007) 273-99 at 273.
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Plan of the Dissertation

The nature of the sources dictates the overalttire of the study, both in terms of the general
order of the chapters and the way in which eaclhvididal chapter is organized. The study is
divided into three chapters, all of which informdé&r complement one another. As we have
seen, the materials are ordered to present thedamdataset first, which also dictates the
chronological parameters of this study.

Chapter 1 collects and analyzes the Greek andic€Cpapyri and inscriptions that refer
either directly or indirectly to a Marian church mionastery, and represents the largest body of
evidence for the physical materialization of thé& &dary. Although these sources themselves —
as said before — are not physical manifestationseofcult, they nevertheless supplement the
limited evidence for churches and monasteries Weatcan securely attribute to Mary in the
archaeological record. As such, the papyri/insiois provide a fuller picture of the spatial and
chronological distribution of her cult in the fiftb ninth centuries — aspects that are emphasized
in the presentation of the source material. ThesbalsChapter 1 is a catalogue (Appendix 1),
which groups all of the attestations for a paracuwhurch or monastery into a single entry. The
entries as a whole are ordered topographicallytlintor south), and each individual entry is
subsequently arranged chronologically. The orgaiozaof the catalogue thus lends itself to the
structure of the in-text discussion, whereby althed papyrological/ epigraphical attestations for
the buildings are ordered first by location andsaguently analyzed in chronological order.

Chapter 2 presents the archaeological evidencehofches and monasteries that are
ascribed to the Virgin Mary. As there is a pauafyphysical remains that can be attributed to
her, this chapter supplements and provides tangkdenples of the evidence derived from the
papyrological/epigraphical analysis in Chapter de&fically, the archaeological remains of four
buildings are discussed, each analyzed as a distse study. Particular attention is paid to the
means by which each building has been (or shouldhaee been) attributed to Mary, through a
collection of all the available evidence, includimgscriptions, iconographic evidence, and
medieval traveller's accounts. There is only orstance of overlap with Chapter 1, whereby an
inscription refers to a church that is preservedhea archaeological record. Otherwise, the
buildings discussed in the chapter represent negitiads to the corpus of known Marian
churches and monasteries in Egypt. A study of thesklings also offers a glimpse into the

variety of different forms that a Marian buildingud take and the vastly different decorative
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schemes found within them. There are distinct Atioins, however, to the analysis of the
archaeological materials, as each structure haiffexemt state of preservation, and has been
studied with varying degrees of publication.

Chapter 3 collects and examines every publishetipaaiting in which the Virgin Mary
is depicted. There has been a focus in scholashithe examination of individual aspects of
Marian iconography (such as Ascension and Annuieciascenes), especially the artistic
similarities between Isis and Mary. This chaptenvaver, brings these disparate studies together
and enumerates and exhaustively analyzes the tfpesenes in which Mary appears. Each
discussion of the themes is then contextualizetiimithe broader diachronic and geographic
discussions, while also including an analysis dirthmore immediate contexts — that is, the
placement of each image within a particular buddamd/or space — and her positions within the
larger iconographic programme. As such, this stidgrrogates the spatial design of each
structure, and the importance or meaning that wvel@ from the placement of individual
images. The thematic analyses are accompanied dBc@nd catalogue (Appendix 2), which
enumerates and provides a brief description dhallpaintings discussed in the text.

The General Conclusion integrates the collectedenah evidence for the physical
materialization of the cult of Mary for discussimn a wider plane. This allows for a
contextualization of the geographical and tempdiatribution of her cult throughout Egypt,
while it also addresses the wider implications rteiweaving the papyrological/epigraphical,
archaeological and pictorial evidence, and whathsacstudy can tell us about the physical

materialization of the cult of Mary in Egypt.
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Chapter 1:

References to Churches and Monasteries of the VingiMary in Inscriptions and Papyri

Introduction

Papyrological and epigraphical texts representatantial portion of the evidence for the cult of
the Virgin Mary in Egypt® Although they do not constitute genuine physiehains of her
cult, these sources are still important for thefierences to churches and monasteries of Mary
contained within the texts. Moreover, since theeabundant references to buildings relating to
the cult of Mary in the documentary papyri and m#ons from the fifth to ninth centuries, they
allow us to situate Marian churches and monastenm#sin a particular region and across a
specific period of time. Furthermore, they are m8ak for laying the groundwork for an
examination of the archaeological and art histbee#gdence from this same period (discussed in
Chapters 2 and 3). It is with these materials,etoee, that we begin our analysis of the cult of
the Virgin Mary in Egypt.

The first study to systematically collect referes¢o Marian churches in the papyri is an
article published in 1940 by L. Antonini, in whidhe enumerates all the churches in Egypt
known to her from the Greek papyfi.In her study, Antonini mentions eleven churches
dedicated to the Virgin, which bear the namgsa Mapia andfeotdkos. For sixty years, this
list mostly remained intact, until A. Papaconstanti re-evaluated the references to churches of
Mary in the context of her larger study of the aflEgyptian saints, on the basis of papyri and
inscriptions>® Since she regarded Mary as a special case compétfedther Egyptian saints,

* In this chapter, the term ‘documentary sourcesamsumbrella term for papyri and inscriptions i®ided, as
recent scholarship has questioned whether insgniptcan in fact be considered documents. See JderaNliet,
“What Is Man?”: The Nubian Tradition of Coptic Ferary Inscriptions’, in A. Lajtar and J. van deiiétl(eds),
Nubian Voices: Studies in Nubian Cult#&arsaw, 2011) 171-224 at 171-2, where he dissuseimportance of
treating funerary inscriptions as distinct from downtary papyri.

" See L. Antonini, ‘Le chiese cristiane nell’Egitttal IV al I1X secolo secondo i documenti dei pamgjreci’,
Aegyptus20 (1940) 129-208 summarized at 139, no. 31, whkeelists the known Marian churches, each of which
is later discussed under the heading of the cityillmge from where they came.

%8 A. Papaconstantinou, ‘Les sanctuaires de la Vidages I'Egypte Byzantine et Omeyyad&JP 30 (2000) 81-94,
especially p. 82 (n. 4), which indicates that ictfanly seven Marian churches can be distinguidiead Antonini’s
list, as the two churches in Alexandria are onlyntimmed in literary works, the two churches fromhipdite
actually refer to one church, and a final papyrith wn unknown provenance does not refer to a thafter all.
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such as Victor and Menas, she decided to publishihéings on Mary in a separate article,
which appeared in 2000, whereas her larger studlyeotult of the saints appeared in 2691.

Building on the attestations collected by Antorand expanding the scope of the study to
include not only papyri but also inscriptions aneg€k as well as Coptic texts, Papaconstantinou
arrives at a new list, in which she identifiesesidt 21 and at most 26 buildings dedicated to the
cult of Mary, and provides a list of attestations éach of these structur®sThese buildings are
presented in the form of a catalogue that enunerateof the attestations, which have been
ordered and analyzed with respect to the locatowhich they appear, beginning with Arsinoe
in the north and concluding with Philae in the soffor a map of Egypt, see Fig. b)After the
presentation of her list of Marian churches, Papatantinou concludes with some remarks on
the data that she has collected.

Papaconstantinou begins the analytic section ofah@le by pointing out the types of
buildings in which we find a Marian presence in thecriptions and papyri. She notes that only
six towns or locations have produced documents rigfar to an actual building dedicated to
Mary.?? The term éxkAnoia appears most frequently in the papyri and insomst that
Papaconstantinou enumerates, occurring in five ragpanstances, three times in association
with the title 6eotékos and twice withayia Mapia. One monastery at Aphrodite is denoted in
the papyrological record by the te#pos.®® In general, Papaconstantinou notes that the manner
in which the locality or structures dedicated torivlare named does not differ significantly from

those of other saints. The majority of the documembwever, do not refer to an actual church of

9 A. Papaconstantinolie culte des saints en Egypte des Byzantins auasalites. L'apport des inscriptions et des
papyrus grecs et coptéRaris, 2001).

° Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 81-2, notestttere are five additional churches that are asdighe termbis
and represent possible additions to the 21 defailflarian churches and monasteries. These refeyaiceome
from locations with existing Marian churches, bué aistinguished by different epithets (i.e. ‘hdary’ and
‘Theotokos"), for which it is often difficult to deonstrate whether they are referring to the sanidibg.

®1 The spelling of the ancient and modern place namésis study correspond to the one giverdirBaines and J.
Malek, Cultural Atlas of Ancient EgygOxford, 2008).

%2 |n Papaconstantinou’s inventory, direct refererioasuildings (churches or monasteries) dedicatedary in the
papyri and inscriptions are attested at Arsinodjragite (three occasions), Hermonthites and PiGme. inscription
from Philae mentions the termorioc and several papyri from Hermopolis @rtripiov. For a discussion of the use
of the termsrémos andeukTriplov, see PapaconstantindCullte des saint272-3.

% The termdpos can be translated as ‘monastery’ or ‘desert/‘mainit In this case, thépos is referring to a
monastery. For a discussion of this term see Hellahd R. Rémondon, ‘Sens et emploistdedpos dans les
documents papyrologique REG80 (1967) 343-9 at 344.
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the holy Mary, but rather to a priest or other parsvho is mentioned in association with the
church or monastery, in which their associatiorhwitViarian building is impliet

The strength of Papaconstantinou’s article, moredies in her discussion of Marian
titulature, whereby she investigates the usagéettiree titles attributed to Margyia ‘holy’,
Beotdkos ‘God-bearer’ andmapbévos ‘Virgin’, and demonstrates that they were usedhwit
specific frequency, at varying times and in différeegions. The termtyia Mapia occurs most
frequently and appears earliest in the papyroldgical epigraphical record (fifth century),
whereafsotdkos andmapbévos are used sparingly to name churches and monastdridary
and appear relatively late in the texts (sixth asedventh centuries respectively).
Papaconstantinou specifically highlights the regtyavith which the epithetsotdkos is used
in literary works, and regards its apparent paucityhe naming of churches and monasteries as a
reflection of Mary’s status as a common saint. TiRapaconstantinou concludes that Mary was
treated like any other saint, though she was suneyof the most popular among th&m.

Since Papaconstantinou’s article, several new papygl inscriptions have been published
that supplement and update her list. Moreoverpmescases Papaconstantinou has omitted texts
that were already published prior to her studyhas included texts that can be interpreted
differently. For these reasons, a new cataloguebbas compiled, which offers a complete and
up-to-date list of all papyri and inscriptions thatake reference to Marian churches or
monasteries (Appendix 1). The updated checklistesens the basis for the current analysis,
which reviews the observations that were made Ipa&anstantinou and re-analyzes the data.

Methodology

Before we analyze the patterns in our new catalogués first necessary to discuss the
methodology employed in creating the list. Since ttatalogue provides an update of
Papaconstantinou’s inventory, we have maintainedrégional organization, which begins in
Lower Egypt and concludes in Upper Egypt, and o aliseful for an overview of the

chronological developments of Egypt at large. Iditn to enumerating all of the known

% papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 9mong these people, the following functions are nffiuvotépios,
apxiSidkovos, oikovduos, mpeoPuTtepos and Sidkovos. Other references mention more abstract figuras dne
associated to a church of Mary, sucldagAos or &vbpcatrot.

% For a table of the direct references to Mariaddings, see Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 91.

% papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 92-4.
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churches and monasteries of Mary, Papaconstangntphasizes the development of Marian
epithets over time, whereby she discusses thedin¢tamn of the titulature into the vocabulary of

Marian buildings, and the subsequent frequency wikiich it appears. This study thus also

upholds a focus on these epithets, and weighs Bag@mntinou’s observations against the new
evidence.

The division of the epithets used in Papaconstants study is also maintained here, in
which the presence of two different epithets inrmle location, for instancé&yia Mapia and
BeoTdkos, are treated as attestations of potentially seépaarian buildings. In the cases where
a separate building is clearly attested in the, textappears from the use of a different toponym
or type of building, a separate number is assigondtiat establishment, but in cases where the
two buildings are indistinguishable apart from trepithets, the same number is assigned, but its
problematic status is indicated by the use of #rent'bis’. For example, in Arsinoe there are
several references to a church of hetdkos, which is then assigned the number 1. There is
one papyrus, however, that refers to a churchxpia Mapia, and there is no discernible
evidence to decide whether this papyrus indeed r@os to the church of th&otdkos, or
whether it indicates another structure. Hence péigyrus is given the numbetto signal that
there is a discrepancy in the evidence and thatnag or may not have an attestation of an
additional Marian church in this particular locatio

An initial search was conducted to locate all be tpapyri and inscriptions that
Papaconstantinou examined in her article, wherbbyfitst edition of each text was consulted
along with eventual later additions, correctionsreteditions. After this initial collection of
material, a systematic search was undertaken oDtilee Databank of Documentary Papyri
(DDBDP) using the Papyrological Navigator as wsltlae Packard Humanities Institute’s (PHI)
database of searchable Greek inscriptions, teexetrany additional texts that were not included
in her catalogué’ A variety of search terms were employed to ensae the variations in the
spelling of particular Marian titles were accounfed Specifically, searches were conducted of

the termsMapia-, BeoTok-, BeloTok-, Becodok-, Beudok, TTapbev-, andaeirapbev-. This search

" The Papyrological Navigator is available at httpaw.papyri.info. The PHI inscriptions databaseaisilable at
http://epigraphy.packhum.org/inscriptions/.
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yielded an additional 32 papyri, ostraka and iggm@ns to supplement the original inventory
collected by PapaconstantinGu.

Of these additional texts, seven were publisheel #apaconstantinou’s article appeared
in 2000°%° and 25 were published prior to this date, but wereincluded in her original ligf.
Each of these 32 papyri was carefully examinedei@mhine if a distinct manifestation of the
cult of Mary could be inferred from the documeritthle papyrus did in fact refer to a Marian
establishment, the first edition and any furtherdsts of the papyrus were collected to verify
each attestation and study its contéxEinally, a search of th8erichtigungsliste(BL) was
conducted to check if any new or supplementaryrmédion had been added to the individual
papyri, which was missed in the previous stagessTafter a thorough search of all the sources,
the number of papyri and inscriptions that refea fdarian church or monastery now totals 99.

Following the queries of the databases, all of tpyri collected from both
Papaconstantinou’s study and our current projeaewe-analyzed and ordered into a new
catalogue (Appendix 1). In some cases, this wagthntinor corrections to Papaconstantinou’s
original catalogué? and in others, the attestations were updated exinterpreted with the new
information. Besides the number, location, epitlatd attestation, the current analysis also
provides the immediate context of the name and/pithet, the number assigned by
Papaconstantinou (for comparison), the date anthtigpiage (Greek or Coptic). Accordingly, in
Appendix 1 an overview can be gained of the devak of the churches and monasteries of
Mary across both its regional and temporal dimersid his catalogue thus maintains the format

% with regard to these 32 additional texts, 30 werend using the Navigator search, while two texitygecently
came to light: Nachtergael, ‘Dédicacé),(which re-interprets a stela as a dedicationoofies monument to Mary,
and the Greek papyrus edited by T.M. Hickey and Balg, ‘The Dossier of Flavia AnastasiBASP48 (2011)
99-112 at 103-6 (no. 2)8%%). Note that the bold numbers in parentheses reprékeninternal reference to the
Marian churches discussed in this study, elgréfers to the church of the Theotokos in Arsindéen a series of
papyri and/or inscriptions refer to the same buaiglithe bolded number is placed at the end oféhes

% SBXXVI 16623.1-2 (); P.Oxy LXXI 4833.3-4 @); Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier’, 103-6 (no. 2), link&8, v 1
(3%); P.Oxy LXVII 4620.27-8 @); BGU XIX 2815.8 (7); P.Paramonel8.16 {); CPRXXII 59.3 (15).

0 Nachtergael, ‘Dédicacel); CPRX 1.1, 3.1, 4.1, 15.11; SBXX 14686.5 (); P.Lond IV 1420.iii 31, 35 {4);
P.Lond IV 1474 @4); P.Cair.Masp.ll 67141.v P 12 (15); P.Lond IV 1413.iv \? 106, vii \* 219, x V¥ 327, xiii 434,
xv 547, xix 653 {5); P.Lond 1V 1414.xi \* 275 (L5); SBI 5177 =P.Lond IV 1431.ii \V 36 (15); P.Lond IV 1432.iv
v° 120 @5); P.Lond IV 1434.v 58, v ¥ 76, vii 137, viii 191, ¥ 195, ix 211, ix 220, ¥222, x V¥ 295 @5); P.Lond
IV 1436.ii 25, v 80, vi ¥ 104, ix 137 {5); P.Lond IV 1442 A7, 20, B30, C34, 40, G73, 7I); P.Lond IV 1445.2,
4, 11 (5); CPRIII 88 = P.Lond IV 1451.viii+ix 78 (15); P.Lond IV 1453.ii 10 @5); P.Lond IV 1491 A (15);
P.Ross.GeorglV 19.6 (15); P.Ross.GeorglV 20.7, vV 6 (15); SB1 5650.1, 9 {5); SBI 5652.1, 9 15); P.KRU
94.62-3 (8).

™ A search of Trismegistos (TM) (available at wwigrnmnegistos.org) was conducted to identify if angrufres had
been made to thed. princ

"2 E.g.SPPXX 213 has been corrected3®PX 213 (1).
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presented in Papaconstantinou’s article, so abaw ¢he new texts to be studied directly against
her original list. On the other hand, the organaraif the material in this manner permits a
comprehensive and more extensive examination ottiftewithin a particular region, through
which we can determine the number of churchesbated to a particular village, town or city,
the volume of papyri coming from the region as vealthe longevity of the cult within each of
the locations.

Following this regional catalogue, the chapter nsoveyond the collection of papyri and
inscriptions to an examination of the chronologigadplications of the evidence. While
Papaconstantinou provides an analysis of the dprredat and use of particular Marian epithets
over time, this chapter not only builds on her gthg re-visiting her conclusions with the added
32 papyri, but also takes the chronological disicusBirther. It aims to trace the trajectory of the
cult of Mary from the fifth to the ninth centuriesyhile also highlighting the volume of
papyrological and inscriptional evidence for ch@shand monasteries in each period. The
textual output is presented both in an in-text wkston as well as in graph-form, which clearly
enumerates the output of texts in each centurgeireral cases, however, there are papyri that
have not been definitively dated to one partic@@ntury or another, but rather list a range of
dates to which the papyrus might belong. In thestances, the papyri are discussed only in the
regional analysis of the material, where the datdbe material are subsidiary to the content and
location of each papyrus. Here the date rangesated in-text for the purpose of having a
nuanced understanding of the material, which higité the volume of papyri from Egypt in the
fifth to ninth centuries. In the chronological ayg$, moreover, these texts are omitted from the
investigation of the emergence of Marian churches rmonasteries over time, since only papyri

or inscriptions with definitive dates are employedhe discussion and subsequent gr&ph.
Regional Analysis of the Distribution of Marian Cblnes and Monasteries
The presentation of the evidence for Marian chuschrd monasteries in Egypt through a

regional framework allows for the interpretationtb& material on a micro-level. The ability to

spatially trace the development of the cult in gipalar location (village, city or nome) not only

3 In all cases where the research indicates theilplitysof a variation in the date, a footnote wille provided
which enumerates the date provided in the firsti@di the research that calls for an alternate,daenell as the
author’s rationale for adopting one date over tieio
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provides the groundwork for establishing the reand influence of Marian veneration across
several regions, but also sets the foundation flarger examination of the spread of her cult
along the chronological axis. As in the catalogihe, sources are discussed within a regional
framework going from north to south, and follow thembers as they appear in the catalogue
(Appendix 1).

1. Arsinoe, church of the Theotokos

There are 22 papyri that refer directly or indinecto a church of the Theotokos
(exxkAnoia/témos Tiis Beotdkou) in or around Arsinoe, but only two of these doembis were
actually found in Arsinoe itself. The remaindernst&rom the Arsinoite nhome, but given the
similarity of their epithets and that there is nayo distinguish them from the one at Arsinoe,
they are grouped here together. This does not é&ctbhe possibility, however, that one or
several of these papyri could refer to a separaaeavl church within the Arsinoite nome (for
example at Ptolemais Hormos), but that the evidesmic@resent is insufficient to make a
distinction from the church attested in Arsinf8eAs such, they are discussed under the same
heading.

Of the two papyri from Arsinoe, the first attestati stems from a seventh-century,
bilingual document written in Coptic, but with tisgnatures in Greek. In this case, Peter, the
‘deacon andollectariusin the quarter of the holy Theotoko8idkovos kai koAAekTdplos &Td
Aavpas Tiis &ylas BeoTdkou), witnesses the signing of a tax recéiplhe second document
also refers to aavpa Tijs BeoTdkov, in a tax receipt of the seventh or eighth centfiry

The remaining twenty papyri are from the Arsingiteme. The first document is assigned
to sometime between the fourth and seventh cestuaied records the existence of a church of
the holy TheotokogxkkAnoia Tris ayias 6ecoddkou) as part of a list of institutions in a fiscal

document.” The second document contains a referencetapasof the holy Theotokostgos

" See, e.g. Nachtergael, ‘Dédicace’. The papyrus faasd in Ptolemais Hormos, but the editors nott the
location of church cannot be definitively placeckither Ptolemais Hormos or Arsinoe.

> CPRII 158 = CPR IV 192.8. For an overview of the papyri referrig the quarter (of the church) of the
Theotokos, see C. Wesseljie Stadt Arsinoé (Krokodilopolis) in griechischeit (Milan, 1975) 27, 29, 49. For
the termA\avpa in the sense of a ‘quarter’, see K.A. Worp, ‘To@oarters in Greek, Roman, Byzantine, and Early
Arab Egypt’, in P. Sijpesteijn and L. Sundelin (gd2apyrology and the History of Early Islamic Egypeiden,
2004) 227-49 at 228-9, with references.

®*BGU I 676 =SPPVIII 738.2.

"SB15129.2. Rea@eotdrou.
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Tis ayias BsoTdkov) in a rental receipt, and is assigned a date rafighe fourth to eighth
centuries’® A third reference stems from a relief stela frdm sixth or seventh century, which
records that some work was undertaken by Elia®itkenomosof the Theotokosm{povoia Tris
Seom(oivns) MUY BeoTdkou EyéveTo ToUTo TO Epyov émvoia SovAou k(ai) oikov(éuou)
avrtiis).”® Among the more precisely dated documents, howewerseven texts that date to the
beginning of the seventh century, which belonghe dossier of Stephan¥sStephanos is
described as the servant of the TheotoRasiXos Tris 6soTdkov) in these papyri, which often
chronicle his distribution of funds to various pETs®*

In the middle of the seventh century, the churcmentioned in a rental receipt, which
refers to a commodity that ‘Theodoros provided ahdlf of the dwelling of the Holy
Theotokos’ frap(éo)x(e) OecoTopou (Umép) évoik(iov) Tii(s) ayilas) eE!OTéK(OU)).BZ Another
document from the same period provides a direetreeice to a church of the Theotokos. In this
instance, an individual files a petition againsttgr, the ‘treasurer of the holy church of Our
Lady the Theotokos and eternal Virgin Mary{oilkovduov Tfis &ylas ékkAnoias Tris
[Sec]roivns MUV Tiis BeoTékou kal asirapbévou Mapicxg).83 The reference to the church of
Mary in this case is quite formulaic and signifitgrmore developed in terms of the titulature
applied to Mary, which occurs rarely in the papgnid inscriptions. We see the same formula
reoccur in another seventh-century papyrus, whigdntrons Apa Serenos, a ‘priest and
archimandrite of Our Lady the Theotokos and eterMabin Mary' (mpeoPButépou kai
apxinavTpidpou Tis deotoivns Nucv Tis BeoTdko(v) kai deirapbévou Mapias) in a receipt

for payment of taxes on propeft.

"®SPPVIII 782 = BGU 11 680.2, 5-6.

¥ Nachtergael, ‘Dédicace’. This stela was first ediby G. Giamberardini, ‘La preghiera nella chiespta’, Studia
Orientalia Christiana8 (1963) 3-77 at 66-7 (no. 15; PIl. 8). For theedéion of this papyrus, see Nachtergael,
‘Dédicace’, 11-4, who convincingly demonstrates #ipgyov should be interpreted as a work or initiative datid
to Mary by theoikov(éuou) avtiis, the oikonomosof Mary.

8SPPVIII 1134 =CPRX 15.1;CPRX 3.1, 4.1, 1.1CPRVI 11 =SPPIIl 484 = CPRX 7.1;CPRX 8.1; SPPVIII
1137 =CPRX 9.1. For the correction of the date@PR X 1 from 608 to 609, see P.J. Sijpesteijn, ‘Thenslstery
of Abbas Andreas’ZPE 70 (1987) 54-6 at 54 (n. 4).

8 There is an eighth texCPR X 5.4) that might refer to a church of the Virditary in the dossier of Stephanos,
but too little of the context has been preserveth¢tude this attestation with any certainty. S8R X 5.4, which
reads:mapdoxou aBB& loadak ple] Tapop(el) eis uetagop(av) Udat(os) ifs ] [... ] [. ] &yi(ou) M p(); Cf. BL IX,

p. 71, which resolve8yi(ou) M p() to &yi(as) Map(ias). See also J. Keenan, reviewCPR X in BASP24 (1987)
93-5 at 94, who thinks that this is a likely redmn, but adds that it is difficult to be certain.

82SBXXVI 16623.1-2. Readziotok(ov) asbeotok(ov) and@ewotopou asOeodcopovu.

8 SB| 5278 =SPP XX 243.14-6. Papaconstantinou dates this papysuthé eighth century, although the first
edition dates it to either 633 or 648.

8 p.Prag |1 65.2-3.
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There are several papyri from Arsinoe that havenbdated generally to the seventh
century. The first of these are three references ltoly Theotokosdyia 6sotdkos) in a list of
taxes® Four papyri from this period refer to a quartettod TheotokosNavpa Tfjs BeoTdkou),
whereby the church is used as a point of referémeveral tax receipt§.Finally, there are
three documents from the seventh or eighth certhalyymention the church. The first of these
refers to the rent collected on property owned hy ¢hurch of the Theotokogto pépous
gvolikiou Tijs ayias 6&0Tél<0u),87 and the second is a fiscal document that refees ¢burch of
the Theotokos ¢kkAnoia s eEOTéKOU).ss The third of these churches mentions the south
church of the Theotokos§ros tkkAnoia Tiis Beotdkou).2 This particular papyrus records a
number of different names and probably served gexard of individuals and/or organizations
that paid their taxes and were given a receips. iiteresting to note that the church is described
as the ‘south church’ of the Theotokos, which setar®iggest that it is a building distinct from
the other church of the Theotokos. There is noughanformation about this church, however,
to separate this papyrus from the previously dised<hurch of the Theotokos at Arsinoe.

1P Arsinoites, holy Mary

A second possible church in Arsinoe is discerned iseventh-century papyrus, in which a
receipt is delivered by John ‘worker in tow of thaly Mary’ (ctimm(oupyos) ayias Mapias).”
This papyrus is of unknown provenance, but as Ragsantinou suggests, it may refer to

Arsinoe®!

2. Herakleopolis, Theotokos
The church of the Theotokos at Herakleopolis istmeerd in two papyri. The first papyrus dates
to c. 657 and refers to a building which was leasedhm quarter of Our Lady the Theotokos

8 SB15127.20, 22, 28. A seventh-century date is afered by Worp, ‘Town Quarters’, 239, who demoatis
through the collection of toponyms that it datesusely to the Byzantine/Arabic period and probatblyre narrowly
to the seventh century.

8 SPPIII 685.2-3, VIII 738.2, VIII 712 = XX 175.2VI1l 744.3.

8 SPPIIl 266.1-2, 6-7.

% SPPX 216.2-3.

89 SBXX 14686.5.

P Lond Il 450.1-2.

%1 SeeP.Lond Il, p. 334, in which it is suggested tlatir(oupyos) likely refers to the name of a street. The same
name appears in a papyrus from the Arsinoite ndmég¢nd Il 387.20), and suggests tiat.ond 1l 450 may also
refer to Arsinoites.
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Mary Basileios’ &v A[a]Upa Tiis Seomrotvns \ucdv Tiis Beotékou Mapias Tiis BaciAeiou).” The
second papyrus, dating to the sixth century, relthat Kosmas, the deacon of the Theotokos

(Bi&kovos Tiis BecoTcokou), withesses the signing of a contratt.

2" Herakleopolis, holy Mary

A church of the holy Mary at Herakleopolis is mened in a fifth-century papyrus, which
appears to list several individuals and their psi@ns. A man by the name of Kallinikos is
referred to as the ‘wood cutter of holy Maryuhpkémos Tis &ytas Mapias).®
Papaconstantinou notes that while the papyrus,hwvies found in the Faiyum, is attributed to
Herakleopolis based on its palaeography, it coldd potentially come from Arsinoe and refer
to 1°. However, based on the discrepancies in the pem@mnof the church as well as between
the two datesB XXIV 16208 is dated to the fifth anB.Lond Il 450 [1”] to the seventh
century), it is more likely that we are dealingdernth two distinct buildings.

3. Oxyrhynchus, church of the holy Mary
There are four documents that refer to a churcthefholy Mary at Oxyrhynchus; one of these
explicitly mentions the existence of a ‘holy churcalled the holy Mary' in 5161 ayia
ekkAnoia kaAoupévn) Tijs &yias Mapias), % while another refers to a receipt for a rope dt co
provided by the monks for ‘the machine of the gardethe holy Mary’ §is triv unx(avnv) toU
knmiou Tijs ayi(as) Mapias), and dates to 558. A third document refers to four stational
liturgies celebrated in 535-536 ‘at the holy Malfyis tnv ayiav Mapiav); three of these
festivals celebrate the Nativityfvva Tot Xpiotot) and one the Dormitioniiépa avrou).®’
The final papyrus is a sixth-century account whpetains to the delivery of bricks to the holy
Mary ([eis] xpeiav Tfi(s) éyi(as) Mapias).”

There are two additional papyri that may referths church. The first is an explicit

mention of a late sixth- or early seventh-centuryrch at Oxyrhynchus entitled the holy church

925B| 5295 =SBVI 9462.3-4.

B SPPIIl 54.2.

% SBXXIV 16208.4.

% P.Oxy LXXI| 4833.3-4.

%P.Oxy | 147.1. Fokfjtos ‘garden’ see Preisigk&VBs.v. (p. 793).

% P.Oxy XI 1357.30-32, 45, on which see A. PapaconstantifLa liturgie stationale & Oxyrhynchos dans la
premiére moitié du%siécle. Réédition et commentaire BOxyXI 1357’, REByz54 (1996) 135-59.

% P.Oxy XVIII 2197.11.
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of Ama Mary &yia ékkAnota Tjs &ua Mapias).?® In this case, an individual was arrested at a
place opposite the holy church &fia Mapia.’® The second text is an ostrakon that dates to the
fifth or sixth century and mentions Menas, the adstrator of the blessed MaryMqvas
mp(ovonToU) Tiis pakapias MO(piorg).101 In the first editionmp is takenas an abbreviation for
mp(eocPBuTtépou), but a recent study corrects the resolutiong@vonTtou). It seems more likely,
however, that the ostrakon should refer to a priastthere is no parallel in the papyrological
evidence for an ‘administrator of Mardf? Thus, there is sufficient evidence to warrant the
inclusion of both of these texts into the body itdérhture associated with the church of holy
Mary at Oxyrhynchus, sincé&ua Mapia is used interchangeably withyia Mapia, as at
Aphrodite (14), anduakapia Mapia is used, in this case, in reference to the titla priest of

Mary 1%

3 Oxyrhynchus, Theotokos Mary
A recent issue 0BASPhas added a new papyrus referring to a churcharfyh Oxyrhynchus.
This papyrus, which dates to 587-588, twice messtiBhib the treasurer of the Theotokos Mary

(oikovduos Beuddkos Mapia), once within the body of the text and a secomton theversoof

% 'p Wash.Univl 6.5. For&ua see FérstelWBs.v. (p. 39).

1% The term ‘holy Mary’ appears in two forms in thee@k papyrigua Mapia andéyia Mapia, both of which are
attested in the documentary evidence collected éyaBonstantinou. Thus, these terms shouldvibered as
interchangeable in the Greek references to Marg.&gipears, however, only &3a Mapia in the Coptic documents.
For the use of both terms in reference to Mariaaraes, see Antonini, ‘Chiese cristiane’, 131-2 §h. For a
comparable discussion on the application of spetifies, see T. Derda and E. Wipszycka, ‘L’'empleis titres
Abba, Apa et Papas dans I'Egypte byzantiddP 24 (1994) 23-56.

1015B| 1977.1-2. FompovonTrs ‘administrator’, see ForstewBs.v. (p. 683); and Preisighka/Bs.v. (p. 379).

1928 p. Grenfell and A.S. Hunt, ‘Excavations at Oxyrbhus (1896-1907)’, repr. in A.K. Bowman et ald{g
Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Textsondon, 2007) 345-68 at 366-7. Corrections to ahiginal are added in the
reprint, in this case at n. 2. Note thatArOxy LXXI, p. 140 (n. 3-4) it is suggested that thistrakon no longer
contains a reference to a Marian church, but theection in Bowman et al.Oxyrhynchus still suggests an
association with a church of Mary. Moreover therablationtp(scPuTtépos) is attested elsewhere, see FOrstéR
s.v. (p. 666), and G. Schmekirchliche Amtstrageim spatantiken Agypten naatenAussagerder griechischen
undkoptischen Papynind Ostraka(Leipzig, 2002) 165-7.

193 The editors oP.Oxy LXVII 4617 suggest that this papyrus may refeatohurch of holy Mary in Oxyrhynchus
at line 15, as the papyrus readg ayias M[ ]. Although a reading dMapia is possible in this case, since there
are churches attested to the holy Mary in Oxyrhyscéind the only known female saint at Oxyrhynclkiddpia,
there is not enough clear evidence to support initleé¢ attribution. PapaconstantinoQulte des sainisl41, notes
the existence of a cult of Maria and Sophia at Hgrolis, but there are no other extant attestatmmnsults or
churches dedicated to female saints that bearirteldtterM. Given the fragmentary nature of the papyrussit i
mentioned here but not included in the appenditigfsted Marian churches.
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the papyrus as the endors$® The document comes from the dossier of Flavia fasis a
landowner from Oxyrhynchus, who is attested ingix¢h century. The papyrus appears to be a
receipt, perhaps referring to a charitable donagxehanged between Phib and Flavia Anastasia.
The editors of this papyrus comment that the uséhef phrase®eif oikovépos Beuddkou
Mapias trv uneTépa could either refer to Anastasia or her land andcate the existence of an
additional Marian church located in one of Anastasisettlements within the Oxyrhynchite
nome, or it could be an error for the genitive @r Lady’, with8eomoivns in the lacuna (read:

Tiis fueTép(as) [Seomoivng]). %

4. Oxyrhynchus, monastery of Ama Mary

A relatively recently published (2001) Greek papyftagment from the late fifth or first half of
the sixth century provides us with our first andyomdication that a monastery of Ama Mary
existed in Oxyrhynchus. The papyrus yields a lispa@yments in grain that were either due or
made for the ninth indiction, and specifically erarates that these payments were made ‘to the

monastery of Ama Mary’e(s 6 povaoTripiov &ua Mapias).!%®

5. Akoris, holy Mary

A single document records the existence of a Marfamrch in Akoris. The papyrus, which dates
to the seventh century, mentioasia Mapia in a receipt for thirtydipla of some kind of
commodity’®” The papyrus is problematic, however, as it costaimany abbreviations and
several key words are missing from the text, whigbuld allow for a more precise
interpretation. For example, the document readdp Mapia pu( ) S(imA&) A dop(&)d(os)
Seu[Té-], and the resolution af( ) is unclear. The editors of the papyrus renthasgt there is no
evidence for a monastery of holy Mary in the Herwilip nome, nor would we expect the Greek
to readayia Mapia u(ovaoTtriptov) since there are no parallels for this abbrewatnd the

word povaoTtriptov would be expected before the epithet, which wobkehttake the genitive

194 Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier’, 103-6 (no. 2), lines& and ¥ 1. For alternate spellings of names beginning with
Beo- see F.T. Gignadd Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byza Periods 2 vols (Milan, 1976)
1.301.

195 gee discussion at Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier’, (H04.7-8).

1%p Oxy LXVII 4620.27-8.

197p_ van Minnen and K.A. Worp, ‘A New Edition of @sita from Akoris’, Tyche5 (1998) 95-9 at 98 (no. 5).
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form Tjs &ytas Mapias.’®® Although problems arise with the interpretatiorttis document, a
reading ofayia Mapia as a church, in this case, is most likely sineeritajority of the other

names in the list of this papyrus refer to churches

6. Antinoopolis, holy Mary

A church of ayia Mapia is mentioned indirectly in a document relating &xation at
Antinoopolis, in which ‘men of the holy Mary&g8pcwmor &yias Mapias) are named” This
papyrus, which has been dated to 715-716, provlesingle attestation of a Marian church in
Antinoopolis.

7. Hermopolis, shrine of the holy Mary

Hermopolis and the Hermopolite nome have yieldegisé/arian churches, which is the highest
concentration of churches dedicated to Mary inrglsi region. A shrine of the holy Mary

(evkTnpiov Ths &yias Mapias) is noted in severapapyrit® and first appears in a book of

accounts dating to the beginning of the sixth asntim which four resumptions of payments are
made ‘to the holy Mary’ s v &yiav Mapiav).'** The church disappears from the
papyrological record of Hermopolis until the begmmn of the seventh century, when it

resurfaces as a taxpayer in a fiscal codex. Atttime, however, the building is referred to as a
‘small shrine’ (ukpdv evkthpiov).**? A second document from the beginning of the sdvent

century also refers to the church of the holy Miary{Hermopolis as a shrinetktnpiov).’*? In

198 The editors suggest that ) may be an abbreviation for a product that e packed in B(A&) or thatu( )
and 3( ) may be an abbreviation fai(o)3(ious), although they see this as an unlikely optionitas usually
abbreviated ago®. The interpretation of thig( ) proves to be troublesome, and a clear delimeadf its function
requires further examination by a papyrologist.

199p cair.Masp 11l 67359.vi 3.

10 For the termeuxtnpiov, seeE. Wipszycka,Etudes sur le christianisme dans 'Egypte de I'quiié tardive
(Rome, 1996) 157-75 at 159 and 16&aBoAikr et les autres épithétes qualifiant le néupAnoia: contribution a
I'étude de I'ordre hiérarchique des églises dakgypte byzantine’, 1994 Here she describesktnpia as cult
places that function primarily to celebrate thesfeaf a particular saint.

1 p Bad IV 95.166, 169, 171, 180. For a discussion of ldwtion of this church in Hermopolis see M. Drew-
Bear,Le nome Hermopolite: toponymes et sitdan Arbor, 1979) 165, who suggests that the tgpmnfound in
this papyrus are not explicit enough to distinguigiether this papyrus refers to the known Mariaorch in
Hermopolis or another Marian church entirely.

H2p sSorb 11 69, 45 (fr. 23.C3), 53 (fr. 27.C18), 65 (f3.2A12), 81 (fr. 41.C6 and 7), and 91 (fr. 46.CRHeTsame
document also yields two indirect references toaidh churchP.Sorb 1l 69, 57 (fr. 29.F8) and 106 (fr. 53.B22)
(Bi&x Tiis &yias Mapias). For the dating of this papyrus to 618/619 or/638 seeP.Sorb Il, p. xii. Cf. L.S.B.
MacCoull, ‘Korr. Tyche’, Tychel6 (2001) 279-83 at 279 (no. 373), who datesphjsyrus to 618/619.

3BGU XIX 2815.8.
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this case, the papyrus is a contract involvingltase of some land, of which the ‘shrine of the
holy Mary’ (euktnpiov Tijs &yias Mapias) has joint ownership.

Another seventh-century account book on papyrdglyi dealing with local taxation,
mentions the church in relation to its deac@mx (tiis ayias Mapias dix Xpiotodopou
Siakévou). A final reference to this church comes from a cacttrdating to 620, which is
partially lost but alludes to oxen and irrigatiorachines that were possibly lent to the ‘holy
church called ‘of the holy Mary'dyia tkkAnoia kahoupévn Ts &ytas Mapias).!* In this last
example, it is important to note that we have thst feference to this building as a church rather
than anesuktnpiov. Despite the distinct use of the tetrkAnoia, it is likely that this papyrus
refers to the same building, given the abundardenge for a structure dedicatedipia Mapia
at Hermopolis in the sixth and seventh centutté fact, the other seventh-century reference to
a Marian church at Hermopolis occurs in the samseaficodex but is distinguished from the
present church by a toponyrhdj, and further references to churches of Mary imnktgoolis do
not appear in the papyrological evidence untilrtimth century.

8. Hermopolis, Virgin of the Tiberium

A list of churches in Hermopolis from the ninth tey has yielded five distinct Marian
churches, although little is known of these buiigifbesides their attestation in this list. Thet firs
of these churches is entitlawiapeenoc etsepl.t'” The ‘Virgin of the Tiberium’ likely refers to a
place name or perhaps a former temple dedicatégetamperial cult, in which the church was

situated'®

114 p Lond.Copt| 1077.1. The church is only briefly mentionedtfire description of this papyrus, but the relevant
text is given inP.Sorb Il, p. 73.

115 p paramonel8.16. The first edition of this text dates th@yras to 620. For an alternative dating of 641, ee
Gonis, ‘P.Paramone 18: Emperors, Conquerors anda&ZPE 173 (2010) 133-5 at 134-5.

1% The use of the two different terms could imply fresence of a second potential church in sevesitucy
Hermopolis, since there is a distinction made i plapyri between the two types of buildings. Itriere likely,
however, that theixtnpiov and thedyia ékkAnoia kadoupévn Tis &yias Mapias refer to the same building since
the latter is only mentioned once among severaktdtions of a Marian shrine in the corpus of sthserntury
papyri from Hermopolis. Additionally, the terroAoupévn (‘so-called’) could refer back to the&xtnpiov, by
indicating that the building is often referred ®a‘church’, although it perhaps should be notatiarized as such.
At present, however, there is not enough infornmattdomake a distinction for two separate churches.

17p Lond.Coptl 1100.23.

18| do not know of any other attestation of a ‘Tiber’ at Hermopolis.
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9. Hermopolis, Virgin at the Praetorium
The second building attested in the ninth-centistydf churches in Hermopolis is the church of

the Virgin ‘at the Praetoriumtigpeenoc enenpetmp).?

10. Hermopolite nome, holy Mary ‘of th®posof Victor'*%°

The church ‘of the holy Mary of th®posof Victor' (tfis &yias Mapias témou Biktopos) is
mentioned as a contributor in the same seventhipefiscal codex as th&xtnpiov Tijs ayias
Mapias.*?! The presence of another church of Mary in the sfiscal codex, distinguished in
this case by the toponyBiktopos, suggests that this church was not the primaryeceof
Marian veneration in Hermopolis, but that the shrof the holy Mary guktnpiov Tijs ayias
Mapias) held that honout?” Furthermore, this is the only instance from Egypere a toponym

is added to the title ‘holy Mary’, whereby two centporary churches with the same epithet are

distinguished from one another in a particular nome

11.Hermopolite nome, Virgin ‘of Kako’
The third church attested in the ninth-century tsdcussed above is the Virgin ‘of Kako’

123

(TnIAPEENOC €TKAKO0).” " ‘Kako’ presumably refers here to the location ihieth the church was

situated.

12. Hermopolite nome, Virgin ‘of Plak’
The fourth church attested in the ninth-century issthat of the Virgin ‘of Plak’ {riapeenoc

emak).*?* The term ‘Plak’ probably refers again to a toponyithin the Hermopolite nome.

H9p | ond.Copt! 1100.26.

120 The first edition of the papyrus states that teation of this church is unknown. It is mentioried fiscal codex
from Hermopolis, but a toponym ‘of VictorB(ktopos) is yet unaccounted for in Hermopolis. There ®@onym
by the same name which is mentioned in Drew-Bdame 82, but it refers to a monastery in the Antingitane.
Ip_ Sorb 11 69, 13.7.

122 The inclusion of both churches in the same fiscaiument and the distinction madePt@orb 1 69, 13.7 as the
church of holy Mary ‘of theoposof Victor’ (8(1&) Tijs ayi(as) Mapias Tém(ov) Bik[Topos), further reinforces the
identification of P.Paramonel8.16 with the shrine of the holy Marwg-rnplov Tiis &yias Mapias) in 7. For the
term topos see E. Bernard, Témos dans les inscriptions grecques d’EgyptZRPE 98 (1993) 103-10, and
Papaconstantino@ulte des saint{269-70.

123p | ond.Coptl 1100.5.

124p | ond.Copt! 1100.16.
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13.Hermopolite nome, Virgin ‘of the Persea’

The church of the Virgin ‘of the Perseat@apeeNoc enewoye) is the fifth and final Marian
church mentioned in the ninth-century document frétermopolist?®> Papaconstantinou
associates this church with a tradition reportedbbth Sozomen and Theodore Lector, which
refers to a Persea tree at the gates of the cideahopolis under which the Holy Family rested
during their flight into Egypt, bowing down in wdnig of the child:*® The account of Theodore
contends that the tree remained in this positictil the time of the writing of hi€pitome'?’

The pre-existing accounts of the Persea tree dsawdhe appearance of a church by the same
name at Hermopolis in the ninth century, suggdstspossibility of an adaptation of an ancient

tradition by a much later church, whose exact iocais unknown-?®

14. Aphrodite?® church of the holy Mary

The church ofxyia Mapia in Aphrodite first appears in the papyrologicatael in 525, when a
fiscal document mentions the church of the holy Avtaria gxkAnoia 1 ayia &ua Mapia) and

its priest, Paul®® This papyrus demonstrates that the teryda and &ua appear to be
interchangeable for Mary with regards to how anviiadial chooses to refer to this church, as
they are commonly used both together and indepélyd&h A second papyrus mentioning the
church appears in the mid sixth century, and ref@i@ notary of holy Maryvot&piov 1j mpods
T ueydAnv &ua Mapiav).’* This account belongs to the Dioscorus archive @sebéua
Mapia as a stand-alone qualifier for the chutthAnotheraccount from the Dioscorus archive

refers to a priest of Ama MariargeoPuTepos &ua Map[ias]).”** A third document from the

125p | ond.Copt! 1100.11.

12650z.h.e.5.21.8 GCS50, p. 213).

127 Theodore LectorEpitome(GCSNeue Folge3, pp. 60-1).

128 The church could have stood near the gates ofitlagje as the tradition suggests, but it couldalsfer to a
place whose toponynilgposcov) is known from the Greek papyri in the sixth ceptand neighbours the village of
Teptepoakry. See Drew-BeaNome 203.

129 The sixth-century papyri refer to this village Aghrodite, but it appears as Aphrodito in the pagram the
eighth century. See J.-L. Fournet, ‘Appendice surdm d"Agpoditns kcoun’, REG105 (1992) 235-6.

3P Flor. 111 297.92, 242.

131 The use ofryia and &ua together in this papyrus reinforces the idea thatdhurch of Ama Maria and holy
Mary at Oxyrhynchus are one and the same. Seesdiscuats.

132p Cair.Masp | 67061.3.

133 For an overview of the scholarship on the Diossairchive, see J.H.F. Dijkstrahilae and the End of Ancient
Egyptian Religion: A Regional Study of Religiousan&formation (298-642 CEjLeuven, 2008) 2-11, with
references. See also generally, J.-L. Fournet,(&89 archives de Dioscore d'Aphrodité cent ans apetss
découvertgParis, 2008).

134p_ Cair.Masp 11 67138, 1 ¥ 8.
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archive, addressed to the Empress Theodora, teféfallinikos, ‘the humble priest of the holy
church of Ama Maria of the village of AphroditetdeoPuUtepos éAeevos Tijs ayias ékkAnoias
&ua Mapias kpns Agpoditns).* In this document the inhabitants of Aphrodite Jiming the
priest from the church of the holy Mary, have isbue complaint against the actions of the
pagarch of Antaeopolis. During the sixth centurg, also find the first reference to the church as
simply ayia Mapia in a letter from the Dioscorus archive, which g an act ontimisthosis
(a lease written by the lesstf)in which the ‘clergy of the holy Mary'xfnpikds Tiis &yias
Mapias) come to an agreement with a certain P3bs.

There are no surviving records for this churclthie seventh century, as for Aphrodite as
a whole, and the church reappears again in theheggntury. There is a document dating to the
beginning of the eighth century (706) that refersitoposof holy Mary (rémos ayias Mapias)
in an account of taxes, which includes land tayesl-taxes andembola™®® Another eighth-
century document that deals with the land taxeB;tawes andembolaincludes a reference to
&yla Mapia, which is mentioned as aémos in this list'*® A third papyrus dates to the
beginning of the eighth century (716-717) and rdsathe existence of a ‘church of the holy
Mary of the village’ ékkAnoia ayias Mapias Tfjs kcouns) in a fiscal documenit® There is a

parallel here with the inclusions of the texthuns with the reference to thieyia ékkAnoia dua

135p Cair.Masp Il 67283.ii 6.

136 For a discussion antimisthosis see F. Lemaire Antimisthosisin the Dioscorus Archive’, in T. Gagos (ed.),
Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth International Caoegg of PapyrologgyAnn Arbor, 2010) 397-408 at 400-1.

137 p_Cair.Masp | 67066.2. This is the first reference to a hinifddedicated tdryia Mapia as opposed téua
Mapia in the Dioscorus archive. It is likely that thesetdifferent titles actually refer to the same Hinb, as we
see them used togetherRrFlor. Il 297.92, 242. Furthermore, the use of the téma Mapia in the sixth century
demonstrates that there is a precedent for itsukingise in the village prior to its exclusive ugsethe eighth
century. Papaconstantinou associatescigpikds tijs ayias Mapias with the church of the holy Mary, whereas
Timm, Christlich-koptische Agypteri448, attributes this papyrus to the monastery.

138 p Lond IV 1420.31, 35. The termomdés does not indicate whether we are dealing here avithonastery or a
church. For a discussion of the use of the teidmos and its interchangeability with the tertiktnpiov see
Papaconstantinou,ulte des saints272-3. A similar issue arises ihLond IV 1419.66 in which the papyrus refers
to atomos of Ama Maria and a church of holy Mary respectivétgrembola see C. Foss, ‘Egypt under Mwiya
Part II: Middle Egypt, Fuat and Alexandria’Bulletin of the of School of Orient and African @as 72 (2009),
259-78 at 259, who defines the term as the shipofegtain to Constantinople as a form of taxation.

139p Lond IV 1474. This reference is only mentioned insi 6f names andémor from Aphrodite; it is uncertain
whether it, likeP.Lond IV 1420, should be attributed to either a chuscla monastery of the holy Mary. It is listed
here along withP.Lond IV 1420 for consistency.

140 p Lond IV 1419.532. This particular papyrus, which mens a ‘church of the holy Mary’, has yielded
references to two additional places of Marian vatien. The first refers to a church of the Theo®kaxkAnoia
Beoddkov) (line 530) and the second to a monastery of thlg Mary (uovaoTnpiov [0Or &pos] ayias Mapias)
(lines 435, 1268, 1379). This suggests that we haye two churches and one monastery dedicated ty Ma
eighth-century Aphrodite; both of which are disaebelow afl4” and15.
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Mapias kcouns Appoditns in the Dioscorus archive, which would suggest thatare dealing

with the same building.

14 Aphrodite, church of the Theotokos

A single papyrus attests to a second possible bhatAphrodite. It states that the treasurers
made a payment ‘on behalf of the church of the Ties’ Gix tkkAnoias Beoddkou).**! The
reference to this church is made in the same eigitiury document as the reference to the
¢kkAnota ayias Mapias Tis kcouns discussed abové? These two references are only separated
by two lines in the papyrus, and it seems unlikélgt the individual would use two different
titles for Mary if he were indeed intending to nefe the same church. In this case, the use of a

different epithet for Mary likely indicates the stence of a second church at Aphrodite.

15. Aphrodite, monastery of the holy Mary

Aside from the church of the holy MarygAncia), the papyri also record the existence of a
monastery of the holy Maryuévaoctnpiov or épos) in Aphrodite, both of which are first
recorded in the sixth century. The sixth-centutgstation for this monastery stems from a single
papyrus that refers to ab{pos] &ua Mapias, in which theépos is mentioned in a document
from the Dioscorus archive that deals with wool aiep shearinf® There is no further
mention of this building until the eighth centuryh@n the monastery appears in a number of
papyri. Notably, arbpos is mentioned in an eighth-century fiscal docum&hich also records
the two other churcheskkAnoia &yias Mapias andékkAnoia Beotdkou) in Aphrodite’** Two
additional early eighth-century papyri refer to @aats of the payments of tiolrysika demosia
tax by thedpos ayias Mapias.*> Another papyrus from the beginning of the eighémtary
records payments made by the ‘men of the holy Margl monasteries’&pBpcotor ayiags

Mapias (kai) pov(aotrpia)) in a fiscal document®

141p Lond IV 1419.530. Reafleotékou for Beoddkou.

142p | ond IV 1419.532.

143p Cair.Masp Il 67141.v P 12.

144p Lond IV 1419.1269. See the references to the two atherches irP.Lond IV 1419.530 and 532.

145p Ross.GeorgV 19.6, 20.7, ¥6.

18 CPRXXII 59.3. There is an exact parallel for the ugehe term&vBpcotor &yias Mapias in the eighth century
from Antinoe (see), although in the latter case the ‘men of the Hdbry’ appear to be associated with a church,
whereas in the former case they are associatedawrthnastery.
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The termsbpos anduovaoTtnpiov are interchangeable in the papyri, and thereareral
additional instances in which both terms are usegfer to the same monastery at Aphrodite. In
709-710, a fiscal document records taxes paid byitvactnpiov &ytas Mapias.**’ Between
714-716, thebpos &yias Mapias appears several times in a list of requisitiomsnfrArsinoe*®
and both terms appear together in 716-717 wherxjie Mapias dpos and theuovaotnpiov
ayias Mapias are both mentioned in the same tax regijs“l%m 723, however, we return to the
term povaoTnpiov (&md povaoTnpiou ayias Mapias) when it appears several times in an
account of taxes to be paid to the state and @thencies>® Another eighth-century document
refers to the quota of taxes to be paid to theestat which payments are made ‘from the
monastery of holy Mary’'gmo povalotnpiou] ayiag Map(ag).l51

There are three final documents from the eighthturgnthat refer to arpos ayias
Mapias. In the first document, thépos is mentioned in a roll that lists several diffearancounts
in which the monastery of the holy Mary and theoaiged &vBpcomor ayias Mapias are
involved in several transactions, including rediosis for naval purposes, calculation of taxes
and the poll-taxe$? A second papyrus again refers to #heos and thedvBpwmor dyias
Mapias in a register of miscellaneous expenSésThe final document is a bilingual (Greek-
Coptic) tax register mentioning thgos of the holy Mary, which is represented by its grie
Phoibammor>* The ‘men of the holy Mary’ §v8pwol &yias Mapias) have a considerable

presence in the papyrological evidence as theyaappdifteen distinct eighth-century papyrr

147SB| 5650.1, 9. The first edition gives a date of 7E@r a date of 709-10, see K.A. Worp, ‘Hegira ‘ear
Greek, Greek-Coptic and Greek-Arabic Papykegyptus5 (1985) 107-15 at 111.

“8p Lond IV 1434.137, 195, 220, 295.

19p Lond IV 1419.435, 1268, 1379. Papaconstantinou, ‘Smieis’, 87, states that ‘il est difficile de savsi le
povaoTnpiov ayias Mapias qui apparait dans ce méme document (I. 435) fitedce a la méme institution’; but
the termsiovacTnpiov andépos here likely refer to the same building, since thene contemporary references that
mention the building by both terms. Still, thismtiéication cannot be proven beyond doubt.

9P Lond IV 1413.106, 219, 327, 434, 547, 653.

®1p Lond IV 1414.275.

%2p Lond IV 1442.A7, 20, B30, C34, 40, G73, 77.

13p Lond IV 1445.2, 4, 11.

*4p Lond IV 1552.28.

135 CPRXXII 59.3; P.Lond IV 1412.37, 149, 231, 308, 398, 484681 5178; 1416.A6, D38, F72; 1431.3658|
5177;1432.120; 1433.241 SBI1 5179; 1434.58, 76, 137, 191, 211, 222; 143635104, 137; 1442.A7, C34, G73;
1445.4, 11CPRIII 88 = P.Lond IV 1451.78;P.Lond IV 1453.10; 1491.AP.Ross.GeorglV 20.V 6; SBI 5652.1,

9. It is impossible to know to which structure, ttleurch or the monastery at Aphrodite, #hépcomol ayias
Mapias belonged, although there are several instancdbdnpapyrological record where these individuaks ar
mentioned alongside the monastery of the holy Mtrig. for this reason that the references todb@pcotor ayias
Mapias have been grouped under one heading. SeePelgnd 1V 1433.241, 557, 561 SBI 5179; 1434.58, 76,
137,191, 195, 211, 220, 222, 295; 1442.A7, 20,83, 40, G73, 77; 1445.2, 4, LRoss.GeorgV 20.7, V' 6.
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Finally, there is a single papyrus fran709 that refers to fugitives from Aphrodite that
fled to other pagarchies. This document mentiongpgnty of the holy Mary in therayapxia
“YynAfs, but it does not specify whether this propertyobgk to a church or a monastét§.

16. Antaeopolis, holy Mary

The evidence for a church at Antaeopolis stems fitine@e letters, the first of which dates to the
sixth century and was written by the clergy thé holy Mary of Antaeopolis (arla Mapla
NTKMOY) to Dioscorus®’ Two additional letters from the clergy of the hdWary (rearia
Map12) were found in the archives of the Egyptian Musenrtairo that mention théemosion

and also appear to address Dioscdrls.

17.Taniathis, holy Mary
A fifth-century papyrus records a contribution maae the oikos Tfis ayias Mapias to the
cathedral churcf?® The location of this church is established by tieading ‘village of

Taniathis’ kcouns Tav[1dbe]ws) under which a list of contributions is provided.

18.Jeme or environs, holy Mal}

A church of holy Mary &ria Mapi) is known in the papyrological texts of Jeme, tilven built

in the former mortuary temple of Ramesses Il addMet Habu, on the west bank at Thebes,
from the beginning of the seventh century untilntid-eighth century®® At the beginning of the
seventh century, we find an ostrakon from a supéoi@ priest asking him to perform a service
at the church of the holy Margdaria vapia).’®? In a second seventh-century ostrakon, Elias, a

deacon of holy Mary X1aKONOC Nearia Mapla) is mentioned as a scribe on receipt

1% p Lond IV 1461.23.At present, there is no way of knowing to whichtitusion this property belonged, and it
has therefore been placed at the end of the ewmiégphrodite {4-5).

1371 s.B. MacCoull, ‘The Coptic Archive of Dioscoro$ Aphrodito’, CAE 56 (1981) 185-93 at 190.

138 S.B. MacCoull, ‘Missing Pieces from the Dioscedrchive’, CdE 65 (1990) 107-10 at 110. Fdemosionsee
T. Miller, ‘The Basilika and theDemosia The Financial Offices of the Late Byzantine ErahiREBYz36 (1978)
171-91 at 171, in which the term is defined as'plic treasury’.

159p Bad IV 94.9. On the termikos, see DijkstraPhilae and the End312, where it is described in relation to an
inscription from the church of St Stephen at Philae

1801t cannot be established whether the referencesdburch of the holy Mary in these texts actuailyicate a
church within the town of Jeme or its immediate iems. See T.G. WilfongWWwomen of Jeme: Lives in a Coptic
Town in Late Antique Egyg&nn Arbor, 2002) 32.

161 5ee, generally, WilfongMomen

1%20.Crum511.2-3.
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acknowledging a debt of solidus®®®

A third seventh-century ostrakon has preservedxa t
written by the brothers of the holy MarjeCNHY Noar1a Mapla) to the clergy of the episcopal
church® A fourth ostrakon records that an oath was swarthe holy Mary §2oyn Nearia
Mapl) after the clergy had relieved the congregatfSrA fifth document, this time a papyrus
from the seventh century, records that Daniel,phest of the holy Maryr(peCBYTEPOC NoaT1a
Map), drafted a document that granted land to the stema of Phoibammotf® A further
papyrus from this period notes that Pher and JQSggEtBYTEPOC Noarla Mapla, gave their
signatures as witnesses to a warranty d&ed final document from the seventh or eighth
century contains a list of churches on an ostrdkam Jeme. Among the churches is a reference
to earla M[ 1, which the editors likely restore @aria mapia].

The eighth century has also yielded a significanbunt of evidence for this church. In
733 (or 748) a papyrus records that Elie, a lecothe holy Mary QaNarn®T(HC) [read
NaNATNMCTHC] NOaTla Mapl), signed a will for a man named PAt A second eighth-century
papyrus (735/750) also records individuals assediatith the church of the holy Mary in Jeme
acting as witnesses in legal contracts. In thigc&enouthios, the ‘most humble priest of the
holy Mary and Mouses its deaconeéAaXecTOC TMPECBYTEPOC NOATrIx MaPla MNMOYCHC
MAIAKONOC) witness the signing of a contract that detaitsshle of a housg’ A third example
of a clergyman acting as a witness to a contraotesofrom a mid-eighth centurg. (756)
papyrus, in which Kosma, the priest of the holy Waigns a hypothetical deed for the sale of a
house'™ The same Kosma is found witnessing another mititeigentury document, whereby

he oversees a donation to the monastery of PhoilsarhfhA final, undated ostrakon, records

30.Crum175.5.

184 0.Crum 292.3-4. This church is likely from Jeme, althoutiere is no provenance provided @Crum
Papaconstantinou accepts that this church relatdsg town, while Wilfong adds a question markte papyrus.
See WilfongWomen32 (n. 22).

*0.Crum481.8.

186 p KRU 105.32. For the monastery of Phoibammon, see WiléBski,Le monastére de St Phoibam@iarsaw,
1986).

157 P _MoscowCopt44.14-8.

188 0.Crum470.1. The vast evidence for a church of the Wary at Jeme (or its environs) in the seventh and
eighth centuries makes this restitution highly atole.

189p KRU74.111. See ForstaBs.v. (p. 47-8), for this spelling aNaTNWDCTHC.

19p KRU16.71-2.

"' p KRU58.31-2.

172p KRU90.48. The Kosma in these two documef&KRU 58 andP.KRU 90) has to be the same individual, as
he is referred to on both occasionskagMa MMHPE NITECENOIOC TEEAAXXICTOC NITPEBETEPOC NOATIA MAPIA.
For the spelling of the name (Kosmas in Greek aadnia in Coptic), see J.H.F. Dijkst@yene |: The Figural and
Textual Graffiti from the Temple of Isis at Asw@armstadt/Mainz, 2012) 157-8.
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the acknowledgement of a debt by Kosma, made énhibly Mary’ @nearia Mapia), for three
solidi to be paid to Peter, son of Ananta.

There is a final papyrus that seems to refer hie fpriest of the holy Mary Trygata of
Jeme’ (IPECBYTEPOC NOaTlx MaPla NTPYTa[Ta NJXHME), if that is indeed the correct readiHd.
Like the majority of the other papyri from Jemdsthapyrus was deposited at the monastery of
Phoibammort/ but the use of the toponym ‘Trygata’, is uniquetle textual record from
Jeme'’®Given that the reading of this papyrus is uncertgia question of whether it refers to a

separate church remains open.

18" Jeme or environgheotokos Mary

There are two documents that refer to a churchheiolokos Mary gemA0KOC MaP1a) at Jeme.

In the first papyrus, Mouses, ‘the most humble giri@ndoikonomosof the Theotokos holy
Virgin Mary’ (TIEIEAAX(ICTOC) MITPECB(YTEPOC) YD MOIKONOMOC NTEOEWAOKOC ETOYAAB MAPIA
TTIAPOENOC) iS a witness to the signing of a will’ This document dates to the mid-seventh
century. Thus, it is unlikely that the Mouses irstbontext refers to the Mouses that appears in
the eighth-century reference to a churchub Mapia in Jeme 18).2”® The second papyrus holds
the signature of Anastasios, ‘the most humble deafothe Theotokos Mary TiEIENaXICTOC
NAIAKONOC NOEMAOKOC Mapla), on an act of partition dating to 738. The use of the two
different titles for the cult of Mary at Jemer(x Mapia [18] andeemAokoc Mapia [18°]) does
not necessarily indicate the existence of two d#ffé churches. This is further complicated by
the complex vocabulargemMAOKOC €TOYaaB Mapla THapeeNoc applied to the mid-seventh

century reference iRP.KRU 75. There does not appear to be any conformityh¢omanner in

173 0.Medin.Habu61.4-5. The first edition does not provide a datethis ostrakon, but Papaconstantinou assigns it
to the broad period of the seventh to eighth centwhich given the dates for which we have evideimceMarian
veneration at Jeme seems likely.

7P KRU94.62-3.

15 Wilfong, Women 20.

176 It is clear that this papyrus refers to a churcleme (fiXHM€). The word ‘Trygata’, however, is largely
reconstructed and thus the papyrus is grouped Wwighethe other papyri from Jeme which mention archuof
arla MaPpla since it shares a common epithet for Mary, althoiigh not excluded that this church may, in fact,
represent a distinct building. See H.E. Winlock adE. Crum,The Monastery of Epiphanius: Par{New York,
1926) 116; W.E. Crum and H.G. Evelyn Whithe Monastery of Epiphanius at Thebes, PafiNéw York, 1973)
274, and WilfongWomen32 (n. 22).

7P KRU75.143-4.

178 Cf. P.KRU 16.71-2 (8). Mouses is a highly common name and there isaeancy of approximately 50 years
between these two individuals.

1¥p.KRU38.71-2.
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which a possible second church was named, andniotabe ascertained with confidence,
therefore, whether these two references indicateettistence of a second church at Jeme, or

whether they pertain to the known churchoi Mapia in the town™®°

19. Hermonthis, the holy church of the Theotokds

There is a single direct reference to a church entdnthis in an undated graffito from the
monastery of Epiphanius on the west bank at Thetm<ar from Jemé®? This graffito asks the
Lord to pray for Phoibamon, the unworthy readertled ‘holy church of the Theotokos of

Hermonthis’ &yia ékkAnoia Beotdkns T[ns?] () pucovd[ecos]). 2

20.Piohe, church of the holy Mary

A church of the holy Mary is mentioned in an unda@optic ostrakon. In the text, three men
(John, David and Simeon) request the Bishop of ldethis to ordain Isaac as a priest in the
‘church of the holy Mary of Piohe’e€fk\HCIa Nearta Mapla Mmmee).'** Even though the
location of the village of Piohe is unknown, theguest to the Bishop of Hermonthis indicates
that it was at least situated in the Hermonthitmeo

21.Syene, holy Mary

There are three references to a church of the Maly in Syene, all from the archive of Flavius
Patermouthis, a boatman and soldier from Syenedatet to the sixth centuf§ In the first
papyrus, from 585, Isakos son of Taeion, the ‘ageledn of the holy Mary'&px18idkovos Tris
ayias Mapias) witnesses the receipt of foswlidi from a certain Tapia to her daughter Tstfie.

In 586, Isakos reappears with the same title agdsshis name as a witness to the sale of a

180 \ilfong, Women 32, regards holy Mary and Theotokos as referebekmging to the same church.

181 See Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 89 (n. 84)a liscussion of the issues regarding the claatin of this
church in both Timm and Antonini.

182 For the Epiphanius monastery, see Winlock and CMiomastery of Epiphanius

183 p Mon.Epiph 678.2-3 =SB IV 7490. Cf. Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 8985), who reads the graffito as
&yla ¢ékkAnoia BeoTdkns T(oU) P(g)pucovb(itov), arguing that it is better to reconstruct the codise noun for the
nome designation, on account of the mascuiiria front of the aspiratio (for ®). This resolution makes less
sense, however, as we would expect to see theatitgr than the nome indicated in the papyrus.

¥ 0.Crum36.8-9.

'8 On the Patermouthis archive, see in the latesarice, J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘New Light on the PaternfusitArchive
from Excavations at Aswan. When Archaeology andyRdapgy Meet’,BASP44 (2007) 179-210 anBhilae and
the End 65-70.

%8P Lond V 1731.45.
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house™®’ The third attestation, on a fragmentary papyrusdi#o the sixth century, includes the

signature of a priest of the holy Manydeoputepos Tiis &yias Mapias).%®

22. Syene Region, Virgin

A Marian church is also mentioned on a tombstoamfthe monastery of St Simeon, which was
originally called the monastery of Apa Hatre, oa thest bank at Syer& Here we come across
the first funerary stela to indicate the existen€@ Marian church. Dated to 716, an unknown
individual is named as a monk and treasurer of \firgin ([TTJMONOXOC aYM TMEIKONOMOC
nTapeenoc). ' The reference to a monk of the Virgin and the tiocaof this tombstone at the
monastery of Apa Hatre suggests that there wasrastery of Mary in the vicinity, but no such

monastery has otherwise been atteted.

23.Philae, Theotokos Mary

The church in Philae is known from an inscriptiatidg to 7522 The inscription refers to an
individual named Joseph, who donated a workshdfphentoposof the lady of us all, the holy
Theotokos Mary, on Philaeftfornoc NTENX0€IC THPN TEOEOTWKOC ETOYAAB MAPIA MITIAAK).

187 p.Muinch | 11.77-8. The first edition hakaxos TTagiovos, but this should be corrected Taxeiovos, since
P.Minch | 11 andP.Lond V 1731 refer to the same individual. S8el, p. 310; with DijkstraPhilae and the End
75 (n. 58).

88p Lond V 1850.

189 For the monastery of Apa Hatre, see U. Monneréfitard, || monastero di S. Simeone presso Aswélilan,
1927); P. GrossmaniMittelalterliche Langhauskuppelkirchen und verwandiypen in OberagyptefGlickstadt,
1982) 7-13; TimmChristlich-koptische Agyptetl, 664-7; G. Gabra, ‘Hatre (Hidra), Heiliger uRischof von
Aswan im 4. JahrhundertMDAIK 44 (1988) 91-4 at 91-2, andoptic Monasteries. Egypt's Monastic Art and
Architecture (Cairo, 2002) 108-14; Grossmanhristliche Architektur in Agypter(Leiden, 2002) 562-5;
PapaconstantinoGulte des saints224; Dijkstra,Philae and the End61-2; R. Dekker, ‘The Development of the
Church at Dayr Anba Hadra: A Study of the Plasteknand Dated Inscriptions’, in Gabra and Tal@dyistianity
in Aswan and Nubijal05-15.

190°H. Munier, ‘Les stéles coptes du monastére det&iinéon & AssouanAegyptusll (1930-1931) 287-330 at
287-8 (no. 53) SB Kopt 1 551.2-4.

1 A new church number2Q) has been assigned to this church because théiolocs not in Syene, as
Papaconstantino&anctuaires90, implies.

192'SB Kopt | 302.7-8, which should now be replaced by theedition of S.G. Richter,Studien zur
Christianisierung NubiengWiesbaden, 2002) 128-35, with corrections to &t translation by DijkstréPhilae
and the End320. For general bibliography of the work undieetaon this inscription, see S. Schaten, ‘Griedigsc
und koptische Bauinschriften’, in S. Emmel et atlg),Agypten und Nubien in spatantiker und christlicEeit, 2
vols (Wiesbaden, 1999) 2.305-14 at 312-3. Papaantisbu, ‘Sanctuaires’, 90, erroneously dates¢xetb 753. In
addition to this inscription, there are also twalated inscriptions from Philae that invoke Mdr2hilae Il 220.5-6
and 221.4-5, on which see DijkstRhilae and the End321.
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Analysis of the Chronological Development of Mar@@murches and Monasteries

An analysis of the regional dissemination of Marcmurches and monasteries demonstrates the
spatial distribution of these buildings across Egypis investigation, however, does not address
the implications of the papyrological and epigraphevidence for the chronological diffusion of
these Marian churches and monasteries on a breadk, in which their appearance and spread
is tracked on the temporal plane. The significasfceuch a study is evident in the graph below,
which demonstrates the volume of papyri that reétera Marian building per century. As
remarked in the methodology section at the begmgminthis chapter, only those with secure
dates (that is, dates with a range of only a feary®r a particular century) are included in the
discussion to follow and are indicated in the graffiose papyri that span two or more centuries
are purposefully excluded from the overall chrogatal analysis of the material, so as to avoid

skewing the overall resuftt

35
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Graph Displaying the Chronological DistributionRédipyri and Inscriptions per Century

The papyrological and epigraphical evidence forrches and monasteries of Mary in
Egypt begins in the fifth century, which correspsmneell with the physical emergence of Marian
churches in the other areas of the Roman Empipe¢tsly Rome and Jerusalem), as discussed
in the General Introduction. The sudden appearahtigeese buildings in the fifth century was no
doubt spurred by the theological developments cegeon the person of Mary, ultimately

culminating in her declaration as ‘Theotokos’ infl43hese early churches, however, are few in

19 1n some instances, important papyri with datesnsjjay more than one century (such as the ostrakom f
Oxyrhynchus B]) may be included in the discussion, but only asahle examples.
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number, and a widespread materialization of sutltiires in the papyrological corpus does not
appear until the sixth century and beyond.

There are only two papyrological references of Biaichurches that are securely dated to
the fifth century, one from the Herakleopolite noraed the other from Taniathis in the
Hermonthite nomé®* Two further buildings, a church and a monasteoynftOxyrhynchus date
to either the fifth or sixth century® These four texts are all written in Greek. Whil®tpapyri
include direct references to a place of worshipnidthis pikos Tfs ayias Mapias) and
Oxyrhynchus |fovaotrpiov dua Mapias), the other two are indirect, as the papyrus from
Herakleopolis refers to a ‘wood-cutter of the hMgry’ (UAokdtos Tijs ayias Mapias), and the
ostrakon from Oxyrhynchus to an administrator (oest) of the blessed Mary (depending on the
resolution ofrrp( ) to mp(ovonTtol) or p(ecPuTépou) T[iils nakapias Mapias). Compared with
Papaconstantinou’s inventory, only this late fiftr early sixth-century monastery at
Oxyrhynchus was added to the attestations fronpéhi®d, and upholds her conclusion that only
the titleayia (or pakapia) was in use for Mary at this time.

There is a notable increase in the number of Matfanrches in the sixth century, as the
number of papyrological references swells from twwonineteen, of which four papyri were
added to Papaconstantinou’s fi$t.These nineteen attestations reflect a generatl tierthe
papyri that highlights the final integration of tiwurch into Late Antique Egyptian society.
Marian churches are attested in four additionahtions: Hermopolis, Aphrodite, Antaeopolis,
and Syené?® Moreover, there is evidence for the possibility @fsecond church in both
Herakleopolis and Oxyrhynchd® The distribution of these churches from Oxyrhyrehu the
First Cataract region demonstrates the wide presehMarian churches in Egypt already in the

sixth century. In the matter of a century, ninesgbly eleven, Marian churches are attested in

1% Herakleopolite NnomeSBXXIV 16208.4 @°%); TaniathisP.Bad IV 94.9 (17).

195581 1977.1-2 8); P.Oxy LXVII 4620.27-8 @). _

19 p Oxy LXXI 4833.3-4 B); Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier’, 103-8%); P.Oxy LXVII 4620.27-8 @); P.Cair.Masp.
1 67141.v P 12 (15).

197 See De Bruyn and Dijkstra, ‘Amulets’, 174 (n. 50).

19 Hermopolis:P.Bad IV 95.166, 169, 171, 180, see al$aSorb Il 69, p. 73 (no. 5)7); Aphrodite, Church:
P.Cair.Masp | 67061.3;P.Cair.Masp | 67066.2;P.Cair.Masp |l 67138.i V¥ 8; P.Cair.Masp Il 67283.ii 6;P.Flor.
Il 297.92, 242 14), and the monastenP.Cair.Masp Il 67141.v f 12 (15); Antaeopolis: MacCoull, ‘Coptic
Archive’, 185-93 16); two papyri are mentioned in MacCoull, ‘Missingg&es’, 107-10; Syend.Lond V 1850;
P.Lond V 1731.45P.Minch | 11.77-8 21).

199 HerakleopolisSPPIII 54.2 (2); Oxyrhynchus, holy MarySPPIII 281 = P.Oxy | 147.2;P.Oxy X1.1357.30-2,
45; P.C%xy XVIIl 2197.11;P.Oxy LXXI 4833.3-4 @); Theotokos: Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier’, 99-112.(8, 17-8;
v° 1) (3™).
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seven distinct locations. The increase in the nurabattestations in the sixth-century papyri, on
the one hand, reflects the relatively low numbeextant papyri from the fifth century, but also

the general integration of Christianity into sogiat the sixth century. On the other hand, it also
seems to be an indication of the rising interesheadoption of Mary as an object of veneration.

Despite this rise in the construction of Marian rnes across the province, the
Egyptians largely retain their preference for ad@ptiyia Mapia as the designated title for
individual churches. We begin to see, however, tieat epithets are slowly starting to make
headway into the Marian titulature over the cowfsthe sixth century, as we find two references
to a church of the Theotokos, one mentioning ‘tlikonomosof the Theotokos Mary’
(oikovduos Beuddkou Mapias) in a papyrus referring to a potential second Elarchurch in
Oxyrhynchus’®™ and a second from Herakleopolis which mentionsni¥ass ‘the deacon of the
Theotokos’ Biax(ovos) Tiis Becotdékou).?’ A third reference appears in a sixth or seventh-
century inscription from Arsinoites and mentionsrkvander taken by Elias, amkonomosof
Our Lady, Theotokosdfom(oiva) fuddv Beotdkos).?? The use of this term is not seen with any
regularity, however, until the seventh century. Addally, all of the papyri are written in
Greek, with the exception of three referenceste. Mapla in the Coptic papyri from the
Dioscorus archivé®® This reflects the general absence of Coptic faudrents until the end of
the sixth century, of which these papyri from thed2orus archive are among the fi&tAside
from these references which have been securelyl datthe sixth century, there are two further
papyri that date to the sixth or seventh centtity.

Only in the seventh century do we see a significduiit in the manifestation of Marian
churches and monasteries and in the use of vaepitisets that are applied to these structures.
Firstly, we see a further increase in the numbepayyri that refer to a Marian church, from
nineteen to 28° Furthermore, the documentary evidence revealstigacult is attested in ten

different locations, compared with seven in thdtsixentury, with the appearance of centers of

20 Hickey and Haug, ‘Dossier1,03-6 @°5).

215pp||| 54 (2).

292 Nachtergael, ‘Dédicacgl).

23 gee discussion 4b.

2 gee e.g. A. Boud'hors, ‘Du copte dans les archikapollés’, in FournetArchives de Dioscore d’Aphrodité7-
76.

295 Herakleopolite nomeSPPIII 54.2 (2); OxyrhynchusP.Wash.Univl 6.5 @).

2% There are 29 papyri that mention Marian centersvorfship, although it should be noted tf#Sorb Il 69
contains eight references to churches, which teféwo (possibly three) different buildings dededto Mary.
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Marian veneration in Arsinoe, Akoris and JeffieThe seventh-century evidence also highlights
the continued existence of the Marian church thas wonstructed in Hermopolis in the sixth
century, as it reappears several times in a fisodex’*® A second Marian church also appears
in Hermopolis during this period in the same fiscatlex, which is distinguished by the use of
the toponym ‘of theéoposof Victor’ (témou Biktopos).?*®

In the seventh century there is a marked increagbe number of Coptic papyri in the
papyrological record, which reflects the growinge usf Coptic in documents after the sixth
century, although the majority of the papyri arél stritten in Greek’*® Additionally, in
comparison with the sixth century when the terrariky found twice, the titl®sotékos becomes
more common for churches in the documentary sowt#se seventh century. There are a total
of sixteen papyri that employ this term, which &wether distributed between three different
locations. The majority of these documents comefArsinoe, where we find fourteen distinct
references to a church of theotékos, seven of which come from the dossier of StephaHos
The other two references are found in papyri froenakleopolis and Jenfé?

The seventh century also produces the first instdioc the appellation of Mary as
mapBévos, which alongside the use of the tefmotdkos, represents a notably late application of
the theological vocabulary associated with the otilMary. There are three papyri that record
the usage of this title in the seventh century, Goptic fragment from Jeme which refers to ‘the
priest and oikonomos of the holy Theotokos Mary, the Virgin’M{IPECB(YTEPOC) aYW

213

TIOIKONOMOC NTEOEMAOKOC ETOY22B MAPIA TIAPOENOC),” * and two Greek papyri from Arsinoe

which describe her as ‘Our Lady, the Theotokos etednal Virgin Mary’ Beomoiva nudov 1

27 Arsinoe:CPRX 1.1, 3.1, 4.1CPRVI 11 =SPPIIl 484 =CPRX 7.1;CPRX 8.1; SPPVIII 1137 =CPRX 9.1;
SPPVIII 1134 = CPRX 15.1;SBXXVI 16623.1-2;CPRII 158 =CPRIV 192.8; SPPIIl 266.2, 7;SPPIII 685.2-3;
BGUII 676 =SPPVIII 738.2; SPPVIII 744.3; SPPVIIl 712 = SPPXX 175.2;SPPXX 243.14-6 =SB| 5278;SBI
5127.20, 22, 28SBXX 14686.5;P.Prag.| 65.2-3 (); P.Lond.ll 450.1-2 (). Akoris: Tyche5 (1998) 98 (no. 5)
(5); Jeme:O0.Crum 175.5;0.Crum 292.3-4,470.1, 481.8, 511.2-F.KRU 105.32;P.MoscowCopt44.14-8 18);
P.KRU75.143-4 18"9).

28 The church is first mentioned M Bad IV 95.166, 169, 171, 187), and its continued presence in Hermopolis is
attested in the seventh-century BySorb Il 69. 45.C3, 53.C18, 57.F8, 65.A12, 81.C6-7,CBl.and 106.B22;
P.Paramonel8.16;BGU XIX 2815.8;P.Lond.Coptl 1077.1 7).

29p Sorh 11 69.13.7 (0).

#0 There are seven Coptic papyri from the seventhuegnall of which come from Jeme (or its envirar®)Crum
511.2-3;0.Crum 175.5;0.Crum 292.3-4;0.Crum 481.8; P.KRU 105.32;P.MoscowCopt44. 14-8 18); P.KRU
75.143-4 18%). There is a papyrus referring to the church efTheotokos is Arsinoe that is also written in Gopt
but its signature, which mentions the church offtheotokos, is written in GreelcPRII 158 =CPRIV 192.8 ().

21 3ee the discussion Aabove.

212 HerakleopolisSBI 5295 =SBVI 9462.3-4 R). JemeP.KRU75.143-4 {8°), written in Coptic.

23p KRU75.143-4 (8).
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BeoTdkos Kal &eiapbévos Mapia).?** The title apbévos thus only appears in combination
with other Marian epithets in the seventh centiirig only in the eighth century that the word is
found as an independent title for a Marian cultding.?*

The seventh century, then, marks a high poinhéenrtumber of attestations to the Virgin
Mary. There is a notable increase in the outputetdérences to Marian churches and all three
Marian titles &yia Mapia, Beotdkos and mapbévos) have come into use. In our catalogue,
several attestations are added to Papaconstarginexisting inventory, but her general
observations still stand. On the other hand, tbkigion of the new papyri has raised the number
of Marian churches with an epithet of Theotokos Ktary from six to sevef*® While the
seventh century presents a greater diversity iusigeof epithets in Marian church dedications, it
should be noted that the vast majority of churcokdMary continue to bear the titléyia
Mapia.

The high volume of papyrological and epigraphieaidence for churches of Mary
extends well into the eighth century, as there ZBeattestations to Marian churches and
monasteries in the papyri from this perfd@This number slightly exceeds the output of papyri
from the seventh century and demonstrates theragadirelevance of the cult of Mary in Egypt.
We must take into consideration, however, thatritagority of the eighth-century papyri come
from Aphrodite, which has yielded 24 of these a#tésns, but also record the existence of two
(perhaps three) different establishments in the?titThese references include: three attestations
to a church of the holy Mars?® one reference to a potential church of the Themfékand 27

24P Prag.| 65.2-3 () andSPPXX 243.14-6 =SBI 5278. R.S. Bagnall and K.A. WorflChronological Notes on
Byzantine Documents, IBASP15 (1978) 233-46 at 245-6, provide convincing engeto date this papyrus to the
seventh century. Cf. Papaconstantinou, ‘SanctuaB8swho dates it to the eighth century.

25 The title also appears in combination with otheridn epithets in the undated building inscriptifnosn Philae,
I.Philae Il 220.5-6 and 221.4-5.

1% papaconstantinotSanctuaires’, 93, notes that ‘Theotokos’ is emplbys an exclusive epithet in only five cases
out of 26 potential churches, although her inventorfact only shows four cases of its exclusive.udowever, she
lists six cases in which the term is applied, fexclusively as Theotokos and two in combinatiorhvitaria.

27p Lond IV 1412.37, 149, 231, 308, 398, 484681 5178 (L5) has been included under this century, as it dates
699-705.

%8 The church and monastery at Aphrodite are knowmfthe sixth century onwards, but a third possitiarch
appears for the first time in the eighth centuhg (¢hurch of the Theotoko$4™)).

29p Lond IV 1419.532, 1420.31, 35 and 1474l

220p Lond IV 1419.530 {4°9).
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references to a monastery of M&fy.The remaining papyri come from Antinoopolis, Jeme,
Syene, and Philg&?

Despite the developments of the previous centwvids regards to Marian titulature, the
title ayia Mapia remains the most common term attributed to chiwdieVary in this period.

In fact, the titleBeotdkos begins to fall out of use in the eighth centuryjtaanly appears four
times in the documentary sources of this periodwibstanding the significant reduction in the
volume of usage for this term, it is still employedthe north as well as south, and in Greek as
well as Coptid?® While there is evidence for a pre-existing chuotlihe 96wA0KOC €TOY2XB
MaPpla TTIAPOENOC in Jeme in the seventh century, the churches efTtheotokos in Aphrodite
and Philae appear for the first time in the eigtehtury®?* Thus, while we see a reduction in the
use of the epithet Theotokos for Marian churchesd rmonasteries, there are still examples of
new buildings appearing with this titulature in #ighth century?

The title mapBévos, on the other hand, remains rarely attested indviaitulature, as it
only appears on one early eighth-century funenasgription from the monastery of Apa Hatre
on the west bank of SyeA®. The inscription, which readBTMONOX0OC aY® MEIKONOMOC
NTTIAPO(ENOC), iS notable, however, as it represents the ontyiwence of the termapbévos as
an individual qualifier for Mary. Furthermore, tleeis a marked regional difference in the use of
this term. By the eighth centuryapbévos is applied to two distinct churches in Upper Egypt
where the epithet appears only in Coptic. In ongtaimce it is used in combination with
6EMAOKOC and Mapla, and in another instance it appears on its own. lidd Egypt,

221 CPR XXIl 59.3 (15); P.Ross.GeorglV 19.6 and 20.7,%6; CPR Il 88 = P.Lond IV 1451.78;P.Lond IV
1412.37, 149, 231, 308, 398, 484681 5178;P.Lond IV 1431.36 =SB| 5177;P.Lond IV 1433.241, 557, 561 =
SB15179;P.Lond IV 1461.23;SB1 5650.1, 9 and 5652.1, ®.Lond IV 1434. 58, 76, 137, 191, 195, 211, 220,
222,295pP.Lond IV 1419.435, 1268, 137%®.Lond 1V 1436.25, 80, 104, 13P.Lond IV 1413.106, 219, 327, 434,
547, 653;P.Lond IV 1416.A6, D38, 72P.Lond IV 1414.275;P.Lond IV 1432.120;P.Lond IV 1442. A7, 20,
B30, C34, C40, G73, G7P.Lond IV 1445.2, 4, 11P.Lond IV 1453.10;P.Lond IV 1491.A;P.Lond IV 1552.28.
222 Antinoopolis: P.Cair.Masp 11l 67359.vi.3 6); JemeBM 415 =P.KRU 16.71-2 (8); BM 428 =P.KRU58.31-2;
P.KRU 74.111, 90.48, 94.62-3, 38.71-28("); Syene (West Bank)SB Kopt.| 551.2-4 @2); Philae: Richter,
Studien 128-35 (lines 6-8)43).

223 Arsinoe (Greek)SPPVIII 782 = BGU 11 680.2, 5-6 1). Aphrodito (Greek)P.Lond IV 1419.530 {5). Jeme
(Coptic): P.KRU 38.71-2 (8%), in combination witteewAokoc Mapia. Philae (Coptic)SB Kopt | 302.7-8 23) in
combination withpeoTOKOC MapIa.

224 The eighth-century church in Jeme is referred s@eaaokoc Mapia. They are likely referring to the same
building, although there is not enough evidencmédke this association with absolute confidence.

225 The church of the Theotokos Mary at Philae onlyegps in an inscription from the eighth centurthaligh this
church may have existed as early as the seconahidié fifth century, see Dijkstr&hilae and the End320-2, and
the discussion of the church below, in Chapter 2.

2265B Koptl 551.2-4 @2).
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conversely, it is only used in Arsinoe as part i highly developed nomenclatestmroiva
HUEY Ths BeoTdkou kai dermapbévou Mapias and appears in the fordeimapbévos.??’ The
favouring of the epithet ‘*holy Mary’ above all otsein the eighth century is reflected in the
sixteen papyri that this study has added to Pagsa&otinou’s inventory, all of which employ the
title ayia Mapia.

In the ninth century there is a drastic decréasbe documentary evidence for churches
and monasteries of Mary, as Greek ceases to beamiedly, and Coptic declines in favour of
Arabic as the administrative language of E¢yptThere are only five attestations of Marian
churches in this period, all of which come from gzne Coptic document from Hermopdfis.
These five churches, moreover, all employ the ditue napeenoc for Mary, but are
differentiated by the use of toponyms or traditiassociated with the Virgiff°

The present study concludes in the ninth centwsythare is a lack of papyrological and
epigraphical evidence for Marian churches and ntenas in Greek and Coptic beyond this
period. This does not indicate, however, that Makianeration ends in this century, nor that the
epithetsayia Mapia andfsotdkos completely fall from use, as there is definitivedence for
the continued presence of Marian churches and nennes beyond the ninth century (see, for
example, the discussion of the church of the ThHexstcat Deir el-Surian in the following
chapter). It simply demonstrates that there is it & the language of papyrological and
inscriptional expression from Greek and Coptic tal#c, which marks the end of one period of
Marian veneration and the beginning of another, deskrves to be studied in its own rigt.

227p Prag.| 65.2-3 (1) andSPPXX 243.14-6 =SBI 5278 ().

228 Richter, ‘Greek’, 420-1.

229p | ond.Copt1100.23 ), 26 @), 5 (11), 16 (12), and 11 {3).

#0E g.P.Lond.Copt 1100.5 {1) employs a toponymr{iapeenoc €Tkako), while P.Lond.Copt 1100.11 {3) may
refer to the tradition of the Holy Family duringethstay in Egypt{riapeenoc enewoye).

%1 For Marian veneration after the ninth century, sge Dijkstra,Philae and the End229 in which he discusses
the colophon of ms. British Library Or. 7029, fébb that mentions the intercession of Mary in @&MNibod in 992,
and Leroy,Manuscrits coptesPIs 36 and 104 where Mary is referred to in amyeanth-century manuscript as
&yla Mapia, and in a thirteenth-century Coptic manuscriptHasria Mapla TIAPOENOC €TOYa2B. See also,
LantschootRecueil in which there are several colophons that poss-thee ninth century. See especially, pp. 1.78-9
(no. 50, year 913-4), 1.103-6 (no. 62, year 10Q5t6)14-5 (no. 69¢. eleventh century), 1.127-31 (no. 77, year
1091), 1.155-6 (no. 92, tenth or eleventh century).
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Conclusion

Despite the fact that 32 new texts have been attdBdpaconstantinou’s inventory of papyri and
ostraka, her conclusions on this material are gdiyezonfirmed by the present study. There is a
clear and decisive preference for the applicatibrthe term ayia Mapia to churches and
monasteries throughout the period under study, eMEbtékos and mapbévos are applied
sparingly and only occur latefsotdkos from the sixth century antlap6évos from the seventh
century. Her observation on the limited use of #pithetf6eotokos in the sixth century is
strengthened by the addition of only a second papjom this period (that is, the potential
church of the Theotokos at Oxyrhynchﬂ%gisl) carrying this title. This epithet does not appea
with any frequency, however, until the seventh egnt

The organization and interpretation of the documgnévidence through both a regional
and a chronological framework allows us, on theepthand, to add several interesting
observations to the existing body of knowledge.sthir the addition of 32 new papyri,
inscriptions and ostraka and the re-interpretatdnthe previously published corpus have
increased the number of definitive Marian churcfiem 21 to 23. The first of these structures
stems from a papyrus published in 2001, which sefier a monastery ofua Mapia in
Oxyrhynchus 4). The second comes from the re-interpretation ofombstone from the
monastery of Apa Hatre on the west bank of SyemgciwPapaconstantinou associates with the
church of the holy Mary in Syen@X). The reference to a ‘monk awmtkonomosof the Virgin’
([MONOXO0C aY TIEIKONOMOC NTTIaPO(ENOC), and the provenance of the stela from the west
bank of the Nile, however, is a strong indicator aofseparate Marian monasterg2)>*?
Conversely, the number of potential Marian churcftieat is, churches with varying titulatures
in the same location) remains at ff’&.Thus, the number now stands at 23 definitive aid 2
potential Marian churches or monasteries.

With regards to the establishment of an actual bemof Marian churches and
monasteries that can be discerned from the pamyoalband epigraphical record in Egypt,
Papaconstantinou favours the lower number (in Bse @1). She states that the three epithets

could be used interchangeably by whoever compoaell @ocument, and in the cases where she

2%2 OxyrhynchusP.Oxy LXVII 4620.27-8 @); Syene, west ban8B Koptl 551.2-4 @2).
233 This study removed the monastery from the wesk lmdrSyene (now22) from this list, and added the potential
church offeuSékos Mapia at Oxyrhynchus3™).
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applies a ‘bis’, the document likely refers to rtamerical counterpart. In certain cases, the
present study agrees with Papaconstantinou, asusores evidence was not found to distinguish
these churches from those with diverging epithktsother instances, however, such as the
church of the Theotokos in Aphrodité4f™) and possibly the church of Theotokos Mary in
Oxyrhynchus 3”9, there is some evidence to argue for two diffetenldings. These churches
maintain their ‘bis’ designation, however, untilfidéive proof can be ascertained for their
separation.

Although some slight nuances are made to Papawumsiu's conclusions on the
development of Marian titulature in the papyrol@jicorpus, the current investigation aims to
provide an analysis of all the known papyri andalst in an effort to see the development of the
cult on both the regional and chronological axesbBnging the papyrological and epigraphical
evidence into a single investigation we can sedéindistrends emerging with regard to the
establishment of Marian churches and monasteriesreTare few churches that appear in the
texts of the fifth century, and it is unclear whatihese buildings were constructed prior to, or as
a result of, the Council of Ephesus in 431. Thera notable increase in Marian churches in the
sixth century, but the number of churches of Maspears to reach a highpoint in the seventh
and the eighth century, although these numberske®ed by high volume of papyri coming
from Arsinoites and Aphrodito. Still, the sheer wmle of papyri and ostraka illustrate the
prominence of the Virgin Mary in the seventh andhén centuries. There is also a tangible
continuation into the ninth century, where five athes dedicated to Mary are named at
Hermopolis.

Finally, a study that looks at both the regional ahronological developments of the cult
of Mary is useful in distinguishing the extent thiah, and at what point, the veneration of Mary
is manifested in the papyrological and epigraphesadience. It is only through an interlacing of
these two approaches that we gain a clear unddimstpof the trajectory of the cult of Mary in
Egypt. Furthermore, it is apparent from the aburdasf churches that are entitlégtia Mapia
and the infrequency and relative lateness with Wwisbe is referred to aBeotékos and
mapBévos that Mary was largely venerated, as Papaconstantiightly observed, as a saint
among saints, and that the theological developmsmiunding Ephesus seemed to have no
immediate effect on the naming of Marian buildin@ the other hand, the sheer volume of

instances in which a Marian building is mentioned the papyrological and epigraphical
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attestations surpasses all those of the otherssaimd highlights her elevated standing among

them.
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Chapter 2:

The Archaeological Evidence for Churches and Monasties of the Virgin Mary

Introduction

In the first chapter, at least twenty-three différehurches and monasteries dedicated to the
Virgin Mary were identified among the papyri andaniptions. The archaeological evidence
presents an entirely different outlook on the plkewee of Marian churches in Egypt. The
physical remains of these buildings are scarceamtyl three churches have been attributed to
Mary with any degree of certainty: the church & Theotokos at Deir el-Surian, the monastery
and church of the Virgin at Deir el-Ganadla and West Church at Philae; of these, only the
West Church Z3) is attested in an inscription and described & ¢htalogue of churches and
monasteries in the previous chapter. The archamalogemains of a fourth potential Marian
church are also investigated here, that of theathur the Isis temple at Aswan, which has long
been assumed by scholars to be the church of Mantiomed in the Patermouthis archizd)(

but a recent study has shown that this identifocatian no longer be substantiated.

The paucity of Marian churches and monasterieshan archaeological record is a
reflection of the problem of attributing the phyaicemains of particular buildings to specific
saints. This stems from a lack of textual evidermgch as dedicatory inscriptions, which
explicitly mentions the patron saint of an indivadichurch?®** The opportunities to overtly link
both the textual and archaeological materials are, and thus we are left with an immeasurable
number of extant churches and monasteries whoseatieths are unknown. At the same time,
the association of less direct textual witnessaesh sas papyri that mention a church of Mary
without giving the exact location, with archaeotmji remains needs to be undertaken with
caution, as it can lead to the misidentificationpafticular sites (as we will see happened at
Syenef* Thus, the archaeological evidence in this studyeseprimarily to supplement the

papyrological and epigraphical references to Makaitdings collected in the first chapter. As

234 gee, e.g. the dedicatory inscriptions of the dhincthe Isis temple at Philae to St StepHeRhilae Il 200-4,
with Dijkstra, Philae and the End306-15.

235 On the importance of the archaeological contextpapyri, see H. Cuvigny, ‘The Finds of Papyri: The
Archaeology of Papyri’, in R.S. Bagnall (edThe Oxford Handbook of Papyrolog@xford, 2009) 30-58 at 41-4.
On the relationship between papyri and materiduce) see T. Gagos, J. Gates, and A. Wilburn, ‘Mat€ulture
and Texts of Graeco-Roman Egypt: Creating Confeehating Meaning’BASP42 (2005) 171-88.
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such, it produces two churches that can be addddatocatalogue, those at Deir el-Surian and

Deir el-Ganadla.

Methodology

The archaeological analysis of these four churchpsesented here as a series of case studies, in
which particular attention is paid to the attriloatiof the building to Mary. The format of each
case study, however, varies according to the typoeaanount of information that is available. In
two instances, there is a plethora of materialtirejato the particular site, and its investigation
considers the relationship of the archaeologiatiuial, and iconographic materials (Deir el-
Surian and Philae), whereas in the remaining caseare largely limited to an iconographic
analysis (Deir el-Ganadla). Despite the small sengite and the available information, the
analysis of the archaeological remains allows doe insights into the structure and iconography
of known Marian churches and the degree of vanatiat is exhibited within these buildings
from the fifth to the ninth centuries.

In keeping with the topographical presentatioMafian churches and monasteries in the
first chapter, the archaeological evidence is addrere in the same fashion, beginning with the
church of the Theotokos at Deir el-Surian in Lokenypt, followed by the church of the Virgin
at Deir el-Ganadla and concluding with the WestiChuat Philae in Upper Egypt. The church at
Syene, while geographically north of Philae, iscdssed at the end of the chapter since its
attribution to Mary is not substantiated by anytw@x or archaeological evidence. The
attributions of the other churches to Mary, howewe well-grounded in a variety of textual
sources, including inscriptions and medieval Aralierature. In one case (that is, Deir el-
Ganadla), the association of the church with Mavgtymates the ninth century, although every

effort is exhausted to determine if the dedicagatends back to the period of time under study.

The Church of the Theotokos at Deir el-Surian

The remains of four monasteries (Deir Anba Bisliaejr el-Macarius, Deir el-Baramus, and
Deir el-Surian) lie dispersed throughout the WdeWatrun in the Western Delta. Of these, the

latter houses a large church of the Theotokos. BleSurian (or the monastery of the Syrians)
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was originally constructed as an extension of Xa&pa of Deir Anba Bishoi, although an
enclosure wall was later erected to delineate i a®parate monastery. The church of the
Theotokos is unique in that it is the sole exangbla continuously occupied Marian church from
Late Antiquity to the present, a fact which hastdbnted to its incredible preservation. The
modern occupation of the site, on the other hara$ impeded a complete and thorough
archaeological investigation of the church andertgirons. This limits our ability to study any
structures that may pre-date the present churchydimg a sixth-century church that is likely
buried underneath the current structure. It hagelver, allowed for an in-depth analysis of the
architectural and iconographical developments airgle church, whose basic structure has
stood since the mid-seventh centéit.

The unbroken occupation of the monastery caughattention of many early travellers,
who sought to document Deir el-Surian as earlyha@sseventeenth century. In 1657, M. de
Thévenot described the monastery as the best pegsef the remaining four monasteries in the
Wadi el-Natrun, and noted that it had two churclee® Syrian Orthodox and one Coptit A
third church at the site is recorded by C. Sicafdle), who mentions the churches of the Virgin,
St Antony and St Victor within the monastéry.One of the most well-known travellers to the
monastery was R. Curzon, who caused a renewee@sbtarthe site after his discovery of several
ancient Coptic and Syriac manuscriptsThese were found in two separate rooms incésr

(or keep), which led later scholars to identifyl@ast the first floor of this structure as the

23 H.G. Evelyn White,The Monasteries of the Wadi 'n Natti® vols (New York, 1926-1933) 3.169. The
monastery of the Syrians was not one of the origimar monasteries in the Wadi el-Natrun. It was @f four
secondary monasteries constructed after the Gaididtesy of 509, and is the only one of these skogn
monasteries that has survived. The fourth originahastic settlement was the monastery of Johnitte,lwhich is
currently being excavated by a team from Yale Ursifg. On these excavations see, D. Brooks Hedse&bal.,
‘New Archaeology at Ancient Scetis: Surveys andidhExcavations at the Monastery of St. John thtelin Wadt
al-Natrin (Yale Monastic Archaeology ProjectPpOP 64 (2011) 217-27; S.J. Davis et al., ‘Life and theia Lower
and Upper Egypt: A Brief Survey of Recent Monagtichaeology at Yale'JCSCS3-4 (2012) 9-26 at 10-3.

7 Although the history of the church extends to fesent day, this study focuses on the developmietie
church until the ninth century, although some asialgf the post-ninth century material is givercases where it is
deemed relevant to the architectural history ondgwaphy of the church.

238 M. de Thévenotyoyages de M. de Thévenot, tant en Europe qu’enei®n Afrique5 vols (Paris, 1689) 2, ch.
71. He was also the first individual to connecteeton the grounds of the church with the legenthefwalking
stick of St Ephraem. Legend states that St Ephraénhis walking stick at the monastery, which toaot and
grew into a tree. It should be noted, however, Tatvenot did not visit the monastery himself, dounted the
story as told to him by another traveller.

239 C. Sicard,Lettre du Pére Sicard, missionnaires en Egypteora Altesse Mgr. le Compte de Toulo(Bearis,
1780) 23.

20R . Curzonyisits to Monasteries in the Levaiiondon, 1868 96-100.
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monastic library. The texts were divided by langeiatpe Coptic manuscripts were kept in wall
niches of one room, while the Syriac manuscriptevi®used in anothét*

The accounts of European travellers largely yiéldaly cursory descriptions of the
architecture and history of the monastery. Thisaieed the case until a more comprehensive
description of Deir el-Surian appeared in a stugtyAbJ. Butler, in which we find the first
detailed plan of the monastery, and a short, blitusteful description of the architecture and
some of the paintingd? The first comprehensive publication of the monastid not appear,
however, until the second quarter of the twentesthtury when H.G. Evelyn White produced his
extensive three volume study of the monasterieshén Wadi el-Natrun, part of which are
dedicated to Deir el-Surigfi® This was followed by a detailed investigation lné thurch by U.
Monneret de Villard** Most recently, there has been a concerted efforstady the wall
paintings and inscriptions at Deir el-Surian, eggBcin light of the deterioration of several
layers of the wall plaster. This ongoing projectder the auspices of the University of Leiden
and the direction of K.C. Innemée, employs sevemiservators who are working towards
uncovering and conserving approximately 1,400 yemnsh of wall painting$*°

The original church of the Theotokos in the WdeNatrun dates back ta 535, when a
group of monasteries was founded after the Gaidmtesy. This heresy, subscribing to the
Christological stance of Julian of Halicarnassusnield the doctrine of the Incarnation and
resulted in the expulsion of the orthodox (or Thessdn) monks from Deir Anba Bishoi. This
expulsion led the orthodox community to erect alidape monastery, which they dedicated to
the Theotokos, onlg. 500 meters west of its sister monastéfyunfortunately, nothing remains

of the original monastery as it was entirely degbby raiding tribes, likely sometime during

241 Evelyn White MonasteriedIl, 176-7.

2423ee A.J. ButlerThe Ancient Coptic Churches of Egypixford, 1884), esp. 317-26.

243 Evelyn White Monasteries

244, Monneret de Villardles églises du monastére des Syriens au Wadi efirNMilan, 1928).

23 Eor recent work on the wall paintings at Deir eki&n, see J. Leroy,es peintures des couvents du Ouadi Natrun
(Cairo, 1982) 53-74; P. van Moorsel, ‘La grandearuiation de Deir al-SurianBIFAQO 95 (1995) 517-37; K.C.
Innemée and L. van Rompay, ‘La présence des Sydans le Wadi al-Natrun (EgyptePOr 23 (1998) 167-202;
K.C. Innemée, ‘Deir al Surian (Egypt): New Discaesrof January 2000Hugoye3 (2000) 253-79, and ‘Deir al-
Surian (Egypt): Conservation Work of Autumn 20084ygoye4 (2001) 259-68; K.C. Innemée and L. van Rompay,
‘Deir al-Surian (Egypt): New Discoveries of 2001620, Hugoye 5 (2002) 245-63; K.C. Innemée, ‘A Newly
Discovered Mural Painting in Deir al-SuriarECA 1 (2004) 61-6, and ‘A Newly Discovered Painting tbg
Epiphany at Deir al-SuriantHugoye14 (2011) 215-36. The recent publications of theiiptions include L. van
Rompay, ‘Syriac Inscriptions in Deir al-Surian: SeiReflections on Their Writers and Readelrkigoye2 (1999)
189-202, and L. van Rompay and A.B. Schmidt, ‘A N8wriac Inscription in Deir al-Surian (EgyptfHugoye4
(2001) 109-14.

4% Evelyn White Monasteriedll, 170; A. Cody, ‘Dayr al-Suryan: History’, iBopt.Enc.lll (1991) 876-9 at 876.
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the beginning of the seventh century, and a lackngf archaeological remains suggests that the
second church was built directly on top of the ioiady structure. Thus, the current work at the
monastery of Deir el-Surian is focused entirelytb@ second church erected at the site, which
dates to 645 and is attributed to the Patriarctjdein | (622-661Y*

The basic plan of the seventh-century church iis \gsible throughout the present
structure, despite undergoing significant modifima$ over time to suit the changing needs of
the monastic population (Fig. 2). The church meau24.3 x 10.3 m, and Evelyn White
describes it as a ‘long’ or festal type. It corsist a nhave, two side aisles, a western reture,aisl
a khurus(or choir) with a central dome and a north andls®emi-dome, and a central, square
haikal (sanctuary), flanked by a smaller, rectangbkikal on either side, each of which holds an
altar. The entire structure was originally covebgda wooden roof. The layout of the building is
influenced by the nearby church at Deir Anba Bishdiich is based on the Coptic cruciform
arrangement, although the square-enug#alsin the church of the Theotokos bear similarities
to the other churches in the Wadi el-NatffhBy the end of the ninth century, the church was
enclosed within a quadrilateral monastic complersMf the buildings, including the secondary
churches and monk’s cells, are built against thidasure wall, with the exception of the south
wall of the church of the Theotokos (and possibly south wall of its refectory) and the north
wall of the gasr. These two walls are incorporated into the encksuall, thus predating its
constructiorf:*®

While the basic layout of the mid seventh-centthiyrch was generally maintained over
time, the original iconographic programme was pesgively obscured by several phases of
decorative overhauls. At present, the majorityhedf thurch decoration dates to the eighteenth
century, although the gradual deterioration of ¢hgmintings has revealed four earlier
iconographical phases, including some of the oalgiseventh-century paintings. The
deterioration of the plaster also revealed sevpaalods of structural renewal, which only

became visible once the overlying layer of plastess removed. Thus, the exposure of the

247 Evelyn White,Monasteriedl, 269 (n. 9), and, 170; P. Grossmann, ‘Neue Beobachtungen zur edAdrche
von Dair as-Suryantubian Lettersl9 (1993) 1-8 at 5; Van Moorsel, ‘Grande annomigt 518.

248 Evelyn White,MonasterieslIl, 180-1 (PI. 53); P. Grossmann, ‘Dayr al-Suryadmchitecture’, inCopt.Enc.llI
(1991) 879-80; C.C. Walterdflonastic Archaeology in EgypiWarminster, 1974) 26-7, 42-3 and 46-53. For a
description of some of the architectural featureseilation to other Late Antique churches in Upgewypt, see
generally P. Grossmanhilittelalterliche Langhauskuppelkirchewith a plan at 113 (Fig. 47).

49 Evelyn White,Monasterieslll, 174, states that the deliberate inclusiorttef south wall of the church into the
enclosure wall of the monastery suggests hasteaaridconomizing effort’ on the part of the monks g the wall
likely post-dates the sacking of the monasterylivi By Arab tribes. See also Cody, ‘History’, 876.

55



different decorative phases of the church helpedstablish a relative chronology for its
architectural development from the seventh certithe present day. By these means we know
that the church was initially entirely constructefdstone, with the exception of a timber roof.
Additionally, the proximity of the first wall paiimgs to the initial stone structure suggests that
the interior of the church was decorated from théset. Thus, these paintings are hereafter
discussed as the decorations of Layer 1 and regrédseoriginal iconographic programme of the
church. These paintings are marked by their redasivnplicity and consist largely of crosses,
floral motifs, peacocks, and geometric pattemfis.

From the end of the seventh until the end of thghtbi century, the church of the
Theotokos gradually received a second layer of walhting®®* This layer corresponds to a
monumental decorative upgrade to the church, whmbears to have taken several years and
several different hands to complete. Some Layemihtipgs, however, were left intact and
integrated into the new decorative scheme. The fitase of this decorative renewal was
probably limited to the decoration of the dado (leer part of the wall), up to a height of
approximately two meters. The decoration of theodexuudes a notable stylistic coherence, as it
largely imitates columns and marble inlay. Follogvithe completion of the dado in Layer 2,
figural decoration was added directly above ithe khurusand on the engaged columns. The
nature of the figural iconography in Layer 2 isiey Egyptian and bares no indication that the
Syrians had yet arrived at the monastery. Thisengd contrasts with the once commonly
accepted notion that the Syrians purchased the stemysrom Egyptian monks in 7287

20 |nnemée, ‘Work of Autumn 2000, 263, and ‘Newlysbovered Painting’, 215.

#1K.C. Innemée, ‘Mural Painting in Egypt: ProblenfsDmting and Conservation’, in P. Sellew (ed.jving for
Eternity: The White Monastery and Its Neighborh@gihneapolis, 2003) 1-24 at 4, who notes that thtnd of the
Layer 2 paintings is informed partly by their icgnaphy, style and the encaustic technique uselein treation,
but also indirectly by a Syriac inscription writtemertop of the Layer 2 paintings on the north yatich states
that ‘a certain Mattay and Yacqub have built andstaucted this monastery in the year 818/19'. Inéestates that
the inscription does not refer to the founding ledé tmonastery, but to its restoration and re-océopadfter the
Berber sack of a few years prior. This particulascription likely refers, at least in part, to teeection of the
perimeter wall, which blocked the ground floor wings of the southern wall of the church, subseqyeethdering
them useless. The Layer 2 paintings on this wallihaorporated these windows into the iconographégramme,
thus suggesting that they predate the construaifothe perimeter wall. For the dating of this inption, see
Innemée and Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syriens!, 179

%2 Evelyn White,Monasteriesll, 314 cites three manuscripts that refer to thke ®f the monastery to Takritan
monks for 12,000 dinars: ms. Paris, Bibliothequetidtale, Syr. 27 = H. Zotenberdgylanuscrits orientaux:
Catalogues des manuscrits syriaques et sabéengl@iian) de la Bibliotheque nationglearis, 1874) 10-2 (dates
to the seventh century, but the mention of the lpase of the monastery is added in a note that daieh later than
the manuscript itself); ms. Paris, Bibliotheéque ibladle, Arabe 297, fol. 180 = W.M. SlaneCatalogues des
manuscripts arabeg¢Paris, 1883-1895) 82 (dates to 1562); and Unityetsbrary, Add, 3280, fol. 176a = W.
Wright, A Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts Preservedha Library of the University of Cambridg®
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These paintings, which portray both individual kbl figures and scenes, are the first
figural decorations to appear in the church. Tigaire of the Virgingalaktrophousafrom the
south wall of thekhurusappears to be one of the first paintings in thiget, and dates to the
second half of the seventh or beginning of the thigtentury?>® There are three murals on the
second tier of the north wall in théurusthat flank two windows, which depict saints Pisest
and Apakir (left), Damianus (centre) and Luke ararBbas (right). The paintings in the dado
and the second tier probably date to the first bfthe eighth century, and predate the images in
the dome of the&khurus which were added sometime after the paintingevibeghem were
finished. The dating of these dome paintings idlyigontentious, however, as dates ranging
from the eighth to the twelfth centuries have beéfered for their completiof* The north
dome of thekhurusbears an Epiphany scene, in which an enthronegin/hiolds aclipeus of
Christ Emmanuel (Christ depicted as a miniatureltgdtlanked by two archangels, three
shepherds on her right and three magi on hef¥ef the dome of the western return aisle there

is another monumental painting dating to the secpiase, which depicts an Annunciation

vols (Cambridge, 1901) 2.851-2 (dates to 1607)s Hngument is taken up by O.F.A. MeinardQhristian Egypt:
Ancient and Moderr(Cairo, 1977) 218-9, Cody, ‘History’, 876, and @abCoptic Monasteries48. Cf. Leroy,
Peintures des couvents4 (n. 3), who questions the validity of Evelyrhifé’s assertion. In addition, Innemée and
Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syriens’, 191-3, J. dajeil ‘Relations between Copts and Syrians inlilght of
Recent Discoveries at Dayr as-Samy in M. Immerzeel and J. van der Vliet (ed8pptic Studies on the Threshold
of a New Millennium, Proceedings of the Seventtrivational Congress of Coptic Studigeiden, 2000) 923-38 at
934-8, and L. van Rompay and A.B. Schmidt, ‘Takw#tan the Egyptian Desert: The Monastery of thegB in
the Ninth Century’ Journal of the Canadian Society for Syriac Studig001) 41-60, have convincingly argued
that there is no evidence for the arrival of thei@ymonks in 710, nor that the monks ever purahdéise monastery
from the Coptic community at Deir el-Surian. Rathtee Syrians only arrived in the first half of thath century
and appear to have lived side-by-side with theiydfign counterparts. This is demonstrated by theticoed
reference to the Egyptian patriarch in Syriac cbtoys, the procuring of manuscripts for the mongstéth an
‘indigenous Egyptian origin’ and Coptic historicgcuments that do not distinguish Syrian Christiasia distinct
group. The first evidence for Syrians at the maargstonly appears in 818/819, when a fifteen-linai&y
inscription was placed on the north wall, for whisbe Innemée and Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syii&as

%3 Innemée and Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syriens!,\Idn Rompay, ‘Syriac Inscriptions’, 194, noteattthe
inscription associated with this image of the Mirgg in Greek, and suggests that Coptic and Greeétibned side
by side in the monastery. In fact, the earliestifid) paintings at the monastery (Layer 2) have gmyded Greek
inscriptions, whereas Coptic inscriptions do nopegr until Layer 3 (199). Cf. Bolman, ‘Enigmatic [ic
Galaktotrophousa’, 13 (n. 3), who opts for a widenge of dating and suggests a date somewhere dretihe
seventh and tenth centuries.

%4 Innemée, ‘Discoveries of January 2000’, 253; Inéerand Van RompajDiscoveries of 2001-2002’, 246. Paint
drops from the dome murals were discovered onalerltwo wall paintings below, which suggest tleg dome
must have been painted later. At what point theyeveeeated is a matter of debate, and at this timeannot be
more specific than that the first half of the efghentury serves asterminus post querior the dome paintings and
the thirteenth-century paintings that overlay thsarve as éerminus ante quem

2% Innemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 218-23. @rily this painting was thought to depict the Nii, but
when the entire image was revealed, it became theait was in fact an Epiphany scene.
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scene®®® These two dome paintings were probably part afrger Christological cycle, spread
across the four semi-domes of the churéh.

The second phase also saw a distinct architeatbealge, which may indicate the earliest
Syrian presence in the churcfi.At some point in the eighth century, the door iegdnto the
northern sanctuary from thuruswas enlarged and centered, and its low, rectantotal was
altered to receive an arch. This remodelling of doer cut into the original masonry of the
church and some of its original geometric paintimdpich was then re-plastered and given a
second layer of paint around the new door. The fiwadions to this room also extend to the
interior of the chamber, which received a secoyedr®f decoration, including e@ux gemmata
encircled in several different colours and maddok like a sun, flanked by tworantes
(individuals with outstretched hands). One of thiggeres is identified by a Coptic inscription as
St James, who is considered to be the author dByhiac liturgy?>® The alterations to this side
chamber suggest a change in function, possibly fagpastoforion(side room) into a proper
sanctuary, as well as the arrival of a new groupnofiks, perhaps of Syrian origin, who may

have lived among the Coptic congregation at tiheti

%% The dates for this painting are based entirelysiyfistic grounds, which are notably difficult tat for this
period, thus a date between the eighth and twettitury is considered. A panel discussion was heltie Ecole
Pratique des Hautes Etudes in Paris solely to sésthe date of this painting, the papers of whiehewpublished in
CArch 43 (1995) 117-52. See also L.-A. Hunt, ‘The Fimeelnse of Virginity: A Late Twelfth Century Wall
Painting of the Annunciation at the Monastery @& 8yrians, EgyptBMGS19 (1995) 182-232 at 183, who dates
the Annunciation painting to the end of the twelfdntury, specifically to the 1170s-1180s, basethenstyle and
symbolic imagery in the painting, particularly theesence of incense in the composition. Cf. Innertidaral
Painting’, 4, who challenges the use of a singlissic element to date this painting, and rathated it prior to
818/819, based on the Syriac inscription on theéhnaall. In contrast, A. Semoglou, ‘L’Annonciatiate Deir es-
Souriani en Egypte’CArch48 (2000) 35-43 at 40, attributes this paintinghi® tenth century and the patronage of
Moses of Nisibis. These widely varying dates iltat# the issue of establishing a definitive datetlfiics painting,
which will be discussed in further detail in thérdhchapter.

%7 This assumes that there are Christological scenté® eastern and southern semi-domes, and InnéNeely
Discovered Painting’, 226, suggests that these dvaldpict the Ascension and Pentecost. The same df/pe
sequence is found at Deir el-Baramus.

28 The earliest written attestation of Syrians atni@nastery appears in the first quarter of thehnaentury with
the inscription by Mattay and Yacqub on the northllwdating to 818/19. See discussion at n. 25Xe8ond
attestation of Syrian presence stems from a Synaouscript, which recounts the donation of ten rearipts by
the monks, Isaac, Daniel and Shalmun to the ‘Mamggif the Mother of God of the Syrians, whichrighe desert
of Egypt... They entered this monastery in the ddythe holy blessed Patriarch Mar Cosmas of Alexan(851-
859) and Mar John of Antioch (846-873)...". See W.iyNit, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts in the British
Museum Acquired since the Year 1838&ols (London, 1871) 2.766 (no. 781).

%9 Innemée, Newly Discovered Mural’, 61-6. If the aastruction of the door and the painting of St Jarde
coincide with the arrival of the Syrian monks, tassumes their presence in the second half ofitfitheor early
ninth century at Deir el-Surian. Furthermore, thi€ne does not appear to be connected to anydbibdit, but
rather with a story from thApocryphon of Jame# which James and Peter have an ecstatic vidi@hrist (who
Innemée believes is represented here by the cross).
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The Layer 3 paintings date to 900, although they do not appear to cover thereenti
surface of the church. This layer was intendedugngent the existing iconographic programme
of the eighth century, and thus appears to bedunio the square zone under the dome of the
khurus where a more monumental iconographic programmeecneated® The paintings in this
phase also correspond to a period before the wiadowhekhuruswere blocked and plastered
over, and thus also probably pre-date the rebyldihthehaikal. The figural paintings in this
area are badly preserved, but there are sever@cSgscriptions, which aid in the identification
of some of the individuals. The figures all appeaibe part of an iconographical programme
depicting the conversion of foreign peoples, ingigda representation of Constantine and the
Syrian king, Abgaf®* These paintings also seem to be contemporary aviffoptic inscription
that runs around the dome, which indicates thatptiatings were commissioned by a certain
Moses, who was anegoumenoandoikonomosof the monastery, and is provisionally dated to
the tenth century based on its palaeography angdtential association of this individual with
Moses of Nisibig®?

Directly below the level of the painting of Congiae and Abgar are a series of paintings
with Coptic inscriptions, all of which pertain tbe Assumption of the Virgin Mary, including
the Dormition (left), the Virgin and Christ enthemxh side-by-side (centre) and the Assumption
itself (right). There is a slight overlap of thgsa&intings with those of Constantine and Abgar,
suggesting that they were completed slightly |8t&There is also some fragmentary evidence
for a Layer 3 painting in the dome of thkurus which may depict the three men in the fiery

furnace; specifically, it preserves part of a withgedividual who holds a staff pointing in the

20 |nnemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 215-6.

%1 3ee Innemée and Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syréi®s3 and ‘New Discoveries of 2000-2001’, 250-1.

%2 |nnemée, ‘Conservation Work Autumn 2000’, 265. Bu¢hors do not discount that this inscription dondeed
refer to Moses of Nisibis, a well-known monk wheelil at Deir el-Surian in the tenth century. Funthere, the
presence of a Coptic inscription dated to the teethtury suggests that the community may stilldirdrave been
Egyptian, or that the Syrians at the monasteryn@kgied or identified themselves with the Egypt@nristians with
whom they shared the church. Moses of Nisibis ecBgally mentioned, however, in two Syriac ingtidns that
appear on the linteland jams of two tenth-century wooden doors, onavtith closes thdnaikal and the other
closes off th&khurus Here we see the definitive presence of Mosesisibld at the monastery in the tenth century.
Thus, the inscription around the dome attests ¢outke of both Coptic and Syriac as functional laiggs in the
monastery at this time. The relationship betweenSirian and the Egyptian Christians is further diestrated by
the depiction of both patriarchs St Mark the Evdisgand St Ignatius on two panels in the first rofathe khurus
door. See Evelyn Whitdylonasteriedll, 197-200, 207 (Pl. 64); O.F.A. Meinardudpnks and Monasteries of the
Egyptian Desert¢Cairo, 1989) 124; Van Rompay, ‘Syriac Inscrip8§ri89-202.

%3 Innemée and Van Rompay, ‘New Discoveries of 200012, 252-3. The authors note that there were sréak
the plaster even before the paintings had beenegppére, which suggests that the image was apfdi¢ide same
coat of plaster that was laid down for the paintiigconstantine and Abgar, but that a few decadssex before
the second group was completed.
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direction of flames. The evidence for this assommtis based solely on these two badly
preserved elements of the scene, and it seemsalrthaii an Old Testament scene would occur
in the eastern part of tHdhurusdome at this time. Only the discovery of furtheagiments of
this painting can provide us with a definitive itioation of this fragmentary imag&?

The fourth and final layer of the ancient paintirgges to the thirteenth century, when
the interior of the church was entirely over-plasteand repaintetf® Unfortunately, little of this
iconographic programme remains, as the church agalerwent a complete decorative overhaul
in the eighteenth century, which only left the pimigs in the three half-domes untouch&d.
These half-domes bear a Marian cycle similar td tiacovered in the Layer 2 paintings,
although the arrangement reveals distinct variatitimee Dormition (north), a double composition
of the Annunciation and Nativity (south) and thecAssion (westj®’ The content of the Layer 4
painting in the eastern apse is unknown, sincead plastered over during the eighteenth century
renovations. It may have continued the Marian cycésent on the other three domes, or it may
have displayed an entirely different scene. Thera@so a notable change in the language of the
church at this time, as we see a shift away fromptiCdo the predominant use of Greek and
Syriac?®®

%4 1nnemée and Van Rompay, ‘New Discoveries of 200012, 253. This is the only Layer 3 painting to appin
any of the domes.

2% eroy, Peintures des couventsl4-7, dates the paintings to the late twelftleanly thirteenth century. Cf. L.-A.
Hunt, ‘Christian-Muslim Relations in Painting in g of the Twelfth to mid-Thirteenth Centuries: $oes of Wall
Painting at Deir es-Suriani and the lllustrationtbé New Testament Ms. Paris, Copte-Arabel/Caita. Bi4’,
CArch33 (1985) 111-55 at 117-25, who dates the paintingee specifically ta. 1225 based on their stylistic and
iconographic similarities to other Coptic paintingsd illuminated manuscripts of this date. Cf. imée, ‘Mural
Painting in Egypt’, 6, who acknowledges the difftguof dating these paintings without any epigraahievidence,
but argues that Leroy’s date has yet to be convgigicontradicted.

%% |nnemée and Van Rompay, ‘New Discoveries of 200012 253-4. Much of the loose plaster from the
thirteenth century was removed before the churchplastered over in the eighteenth century, anctbee there is
little evidence for the decorative programme o$ thinase, aside from the three half domes. Thisrdtee overhaul
coincided with the re-consecration of the churchhi81 and there are no graffiti that are earliantthis date on the
most recent layer of plaster. See, Innemée, ‘MReahting in Egypt’, 6.

%7\an Rompay, ‘Syriac Inscriptions’, 192-3.

%8 \/an Rompay, ‘Syriac Inscriptions’, 199-200, notkat the presence of Greek inscriptions for thetifieation
of figures in wall paintings is not uncommon in tidrteenth century, even though it had ceasediiation as the
administrative language of Egypt. In fact, there aotable parallels with the monastery of St MaseSyria, which
used Greek inscriptions until the second half efefeventh century. See P. dall’'Oglio, ‘Storia Bleinastero di San
Mose’ I'Abissino e descrizione degli affreschi delbua Chiesa’, in P. dall'Oglio et al. (edH)restauro del
Monastero di San Mose’ I'Abissino, Nebek, Sifizamascus, 1998) 11-22 at 14-6. Van Rompay (pf-130also
demonstrates that Coptic does not entirely disapipem the monastery in the thirteenth century, prmbably still
represents the language of the local congregatistrhighlights that Syriac became the predominamgliage of the
monastic population.
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From the above survey we can see that the pregervait paintings from four distinct
ancient phases provides an opportunity to thorgughélyze the particular decorative scheme of
this Marian church against the other churches dsed below, whose iconographic programmes
were lost over time. Here, there is a deliberatengtt to underline the importance of the Virgin
by depicting scenes from her life in two separatdical compositions (Layers 2 and 4). She is
also intermittently depicted in several other wadlintings throughout both thiehurus and
haikal. The iconographic presence of Mary, however,mstéd to these few prominent images,
and the remaining decorative scheme is represeatatithe diverse Coptic and Syrian character
of the church. Furthermore, it is the only Marianuich whose preservation allows for a
complete study of its occupation, complex reuse sindtigraphical assessment of changing

monastic iconographical habits spanning over aemlium.

The Monastery of the Virgin at Deir el-Ganadla

The monastery of Deir el-Ganadla, also known asrtbeastery of the Virgin (Deir el-Adra), is
locatedc. two kilometers west of the village of el-Ganadleda&. 60 km north-west of Atripe
(Shenoute Monastery). It is often mistaken, howefa@rthe nearby monastery of St Macrobius
(Deir Abu Magrufa¥®® The entire monastic complex is constructed atfdoe of, and partially
within, the remains of a pharaonic quarry, whicls\@aapted to suit the functional needs of the
monastic community. These converted caves not lbolsed the monks at Deir el-Ganadla, but
were also modified to contain the earliest churtliha site. The core layout of the original
complex remained relatively unaltered until the astery was abandoned in the medieval

period. The site saw a brief period of reinvigaratin the nineteenth century, when the quarry

29 R.-G. Coquin, ‘Dayr Abu Magrufah and Dayr al-Jaahd History’, inCopt.Enc.lll (1991) 704-5, who indicates
that the modern village of Deir el-Ganadla is, aatf an agglomeration of two villages: Deir el-Gdlaaand Deir
Abu Makrufah, the latter being the older of the twidne confusion lies in the use of the name ofviiage Deir
Abu Makrufah by Arab writers to describe the quarhyrch. They also note the existence of a skwalpa of Dayr
Magqrufiyus about an hour’'s walk from Deir el-Adi@ee also G. Gabra and G.J.M. van Lobhe Churches of
Egypt: From the Journey of the Holy Family to the$ent Day(Cairo, 2007) 266, who note that the monastery of
St Macrobius is actually ‘a nearBypa dedicated to the sixth-century hermit St Macrobi&sirthermore, none of
the stelae published from the excavations of thebtat the monastery of the Virgin by Petrie in2@@entions the
name Macrobius. See W.M.F. Peti@&izeh and RifelfLondon, 1907) Pls 39-40, aniemphis I(London 1909) PI.
54, no. 13.
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church was patrtially reconstructed wghpoliaand a second church was constructed at the site,
which is entirely independent from the ca?és.

The monastic complex is enclosed by walls on thehn east and south sides, but by
limestone cliffs and the quarry caves on the wéke enclosure walls are constructed with a
square masonry that is supported by buttressestetvals. A doorway in the northern wall
provides entry to this monastic complex, after whimne immediately sees the nineteenth-
century church of the Apostles on the right, in tieth-west quadrant of the complex. This
church was constructed in 1865 and stands sligialith of the northern enclosure wall. The
position of this church left a small passage whidw provides access to an ancient tomb
immediately to its west. The church of the Apositeslf is entered from a door in the north-
west, through which the central nave is accessed the west’* The new church is constructed
in the style of a three-aisled basilica, in whidcle aisle is adorned with three domes and
terminated by daikal dedicated to a particular saint: St Macrobius tfnjoSts Peter and Paul
(centre) and St George (soutf.

Immediately to the west of this church is the La&tetique quarry church, which is
structurally independent from its nineteenth-centwounterpart except for the small
aforementioned passage, which now leads to a caatery entrance in the southern wall of the
Late Antique churcR” Unlike the church of the Apostles, however, thisirch is not a free-
standing construction, as it is built almost etyingithin the mouth of the pharaonic quarry. In
fact, the cavernous church is delineated on théhnsouth and west by the walls of the cave, and
only an eastern wall was constructed in order teater the formal structure of a church.
Unfortunately, however, Deir el-Ganadla has noenezd the same kind of extensive study by
scholars as the other sites with which this chagiéals, and excavations have focused solely on
the tombs in the vicinity of the monastery; thusr &nowledge of this site is limited to basic

descriptions and a singular intensive study ofwa# paintings®’*

270 Timm, Christlich-koptische Agyptelh, 634; Gabra and Van LooGhurches of Egyp266.

21 4, von Buschhausen and F.M. Khorshid, ‘Die MalemeiDeir al-Genadla’, in M. Krause and S. Schatsis),
OEMEAIA: Spatantike und koptologische Studien Peter Grassnzum 65. GeburtstaiViesbaden1998) 55-66
at 55.

22E Somers ClarkeShristian Antiquities in the Nile Vallegxford, 1912) 171-2.

23 Gabra and Van LooiGhurches of Egyp266.

"4 The early twentieth-century travellers to the sitdy gave cursory descriptions of the monasteeg, s.g. M.
Julien, ‘Quelques anciens couvents de I'EgypMissions catholiques85 (1903) 237-40, and Somers Clark,
Christian Antiquities 171-2. See also the cursory description by MeinsrChristian Egypt 287-8. The most
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The current state of the Late Antique church at BeGanadla is a reflection of several
modifications that were made to the quarry caves avperiod of many centuries. The original
church was constructed within a single cave that aréented northeast by southwest and had a
slightly trapezoidal ground plan (Fig. 3). The eastopening of the cave was given an apse and
was closed by a stone walP In Late Antiquity, the cave was modified to inckud strip-like
extension in the north, the roof of which is abooe meter lower than the rest of the church.
There was also an expansion in the southern patieothurch, which saw the addition of an
elevated podium and stairs in the south-west comddrough the height of the ceiling in this
extension is also approximately one meter lowen tt@ height of the nave in the church. The
varying levels of the ceiling may be a reflectidrilte spatial distinction of the areas, the lower
areas serving as the side aisles, and the area thhedelevated ceiling as the nave. It appears as
though the north and south extensions are conteanpaince they carry a cohesive decorative
programme that seems to belong to the initial dtémt of the church’®

The construction of the church within the cave hbowed for its excellent preservation,
with the exception of the original east wall. Thiall was partially closed at the corners by the
hewn out cave, while the remainder was finished witstone walljconostasis and recessed
apse. The entire eastern wall, including the apses, destroyed sometime during the period of
abandonment and reoccupation of the monasterytl@@xact location of these architectural
elements has yet to be uncovered. This is largelga@ount of the modern reconstruction of the
east wall, which was presumably built on the linfetlme former wall and its apse. The
reconstructed east wall is built almost entirely alubrick, with the exception of theonostasis
which is largely composed of damaged stgpelig including stelae, fragments of decorative

friezes and sculpture, and capped by modern bridk?/é The provenance of thespolia is

extensive study of the church at Deir el-Ganadla wadertaken by Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Maleb&r66,
on which what follows is mostly based.

27> Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 55 descrhe quarry church as a converted Pharaonic tomough
there is no conclusive evidence that it ever seaseduch. The general consensus is that the cluasltonstructed
within a quarry cave. See e.g. Somers Clafitajstian Antiquities 172-3, and Gabra and Van Lodhurches of
Egypt 266.

278 Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Die Malerei’, 55-6. Ef.Grossmann, ‘Dayr abu Magrufah and Dayr al-Jahad
Architecture’, inCopt.Enc 11l (1991) 705-6, who argues that the centratisacfunctioned as the nave, but that the
nave was defined by the hallowing out of the cgilinot by the expansion of the cave to the northsauth.

2" For an example of thespolia see G. Duthuitl.a sculpture copte. Statues bas-reliefs-masqResis, 1931) PI.
60b.
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unknown, but they may have belonged to the origiteaioration of the Late Antique church.
Additionally, the east wall now also includes a §manpainted room immediately north of the
apse, which may have served as a storage arsauriknown whether this type of room was also
present in the Late Antique churh.

The original entrance to the church is locateth eastern half of the north wall, and is
accessed via a small, cavernous corridor that dgtenmediately to its north. There is a second
entrance in the south wall that is visibly lates,itais partially constructed of brick; this magéri
is typical of the nineteenth-century restorationsthe church. The later modifications to the
church also include an exedra-shaped expansiomeimarth-west corner of the cave, which is
significantly lower than the already low-lying emeons of the north and south side aisles that
were added in Late Antiquity. The date of the navestern addition is unknown but it cuts
through the first layer of painted decoration athdis, must post-date the original decoration of
the churct®® Additionally, the space gives no indication of iittended function, although it
may have served to satisfy the needs of a largegregation or functioned agginaikion®®*

The exedra-shaped expansion also cuts througtinéed niche along the northern wall.
Similar, contemporary niches are found elsewhereutjhout the church, distributed at fairly
regular intervals along the north, south and weatsywwhich indicate that they must also pre-
date the north-west expansion and probably coiniille the original conversion of the cave
into a church. It stands to reason that severakrmbthese niches were lost along the north and
west walls on account of this extension. The remgimiches are coherent in their design and
decoration; all are. 30 cm deep and carved with an elongated body,echpfith a distinctive
conch and gable in the upper zone and a considéeorative scheme throughout the lower zone.

The lower zone of every niche is painted with dedént gemstone-lined cross, each of which

2’8 Grossmann, ‘Architecture’, 705; Buschhausen andrgthid, ‘Malerei’, 58-9; Gabra and Van LodBhurches of
Egypt 266. One of thespolia is a funerary stela, which partially preserves tiagne of the deceased under a
decorative field containing asnkhcross ¢rux ansata between heavy foliage, although the name caneohade
out. It is unknown from where this funerary steldgimated, although it is probable that it onceostdn the
monastery’s necropolis that was excavated by P&riehecrux ansatasee DijkstraSyene |81, with references.
219 Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 56; Gabra dad Loon,Churches of Egyp266.

280 Byschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 56, date thigension to the post-medieval period, althougty tanly
refer to the extension cutting through the firskt{scentury) layer of paint. The second layer cdlwpaintings
(eleventh/twelfth century) is largely missing irettower decorative zones of the church, so it idear whether this
addition was made during that time of renewal farwas an addition by the nineteenth-century nwakthe site.
The surviving wall painting in the exedra, howevsrdistinct from the eleventh/twelfth-century demiive scheme
in that the wall appears to be painted in a siegleur without any iconographic or figural elements

21 Eor the interpretation of this area agymaikion seeSomers ClarkeChristian Antiquities 173.
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bears an epithet or invocation to Christ as Sawonning through it. This type of decoration is
reminiscent of other Middle Egyptian monastic dative programmes, especially those of the
White and Red Monasteries at Atripe (modern Sof¥g).

The establishment of a chronology for the churéhthe Virgin relies heavily on an
analysis of its decorative programme. It is cléat there are two distinct phases of decoration in
the church. The first corresponds to the origiraistruction of the church within the cave and
probably dates to the sixth centdfy,while the second phase dates to the medieval gyerio
sometime in the eleventh/twelfth centurf&During the initial decoration of the church, all o
the architectural features appear to have beertggaimcluding the niches, walls and ceiling.
These paintings are of a much higher quality thasirtlater counterparts, as they are applied
both thinly and translucently, and with a greatevel of technical skill. For the most part,
however, the paintings are faded and beyond retiognihaving been covered under a thick
layer of soot from centuries of exposure.

The exposed sixth-century wall paintings are lgrgentained to the walls of the lower
side aisles. In fact, the paintings on these wallisost exclusively belong to the sixth century,
with only two notable exceptions. These walls aredpminantly decorated with small-scale
vegetal scenes, ornamental elements and variousseso This is best exemplified by the

surviving decoration above the niches on the nsidk aisle. Just below the level of the ceiling

22 Grossmann, ‘Architecture’, 705, notes the simiijadf these niches to the composition of those fthenWhite
Monastery. See also Buschhausen and Khorshid, #igl&7, and Gabra and Van LooBhurches of Eqypl66.
For detailed studies on the decoration of the rictehe White Monastery, see, GalZaptic Monasteries103; S.
Hodak, ‘Snapshots on the Sculptural Heritage oMkete Monastery at Sohag: The Wall Niches’, inGabra and
H.N. Takla (eds)Christianity and Monasticism in Upper EgyiptAkhmim and SohafCairo, 2008) 225-38 at 230-
2.

283 Both Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 56; &abra and Van LoorGhurches of Egyp266, date the first
layer of paintings (and thus the construction @& thurch) to the sixth century, based on the siityl®f these
paintings to those of the White Monastery. A seliemtr eighth-century date for these paintings wagirally
hypothesized in J. Georljeueste Streifziige durch die Kirchen und Klosteméens(Leipzig and Berlin, 1931) 8-
10 (Figs 10-5), while Grossmann, ‘Architecture’,670ates the church to the seventh century, baseitso
architectural features. A strictly architecturad@ssment is difficult in this particular situati@s, a cave church does
not necessarily include the same elements thaestnding church would.

24 Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 56, date sarhehe paintings to the twelfth century, based an
comparison to a similar scene in the Gospel BookfDamietta (1179-1180; now in Paris), but mentist the
entire programme was painted over again in theethith century, although they do not discuss thigisteenth-
century restorations in their article. A twelfthatery date was reinforced by G.J.M. van Loon, “TWeeting of
Abraham and Melchizedek’, in Immerzeel and van\dat, Coptic Studies1373-92 at 1380 where she refers to the
painting of the ‘Communion of the Apostles’ at DeirGanadla as an example from the twelfth centuryile
adding that some poorly executed restorations ald place. She also cites communication with Busasén (n.
29), who now proposes an earlier date for thistpajn Cf. Gabra and Van Loo&hurches of EgypP66, who now
date the paintings to the eleventh/twelfth centlitye dating of this painting, however, is beyond #igope of the
present thesis.

65



is a series of faded crosses, only the survivinggienes of which indicate their original shape,
and each bears an abbreviated inscription runirmugh the cross. Below this level are two
continuous rows of leaves, running the entire lergtthe wall, under which there is a further
ornamental panel with a modified meander patteracds of this decoration can be seen on the
remaining part of the west wall, and we can asstmagethe series would have continued onto the
south, and perhaps also sections of the east Wwabsworth mentioning, however, that there are
no paintings on the south wall, potentially indiagtthat this area was extended again at a later
time ?®° These particular decorative elements, moreowved, ffiarallels in the wall paintings from
Bawit,*®® but more importantly from thepoliain the east wall of the church at Deir el-Ganadla.
Thus, the similarity between the decorative patterrihe walls and thgpoliain theiconostasis
suggests a sixth-century date for #pwolia and further strengthens the suggestion that ¥ ma
have originated from the church of the Theotokogsoenvirons

Remnants of the sixth-century decorative prograrameealso found on the high walls of
the nave, and consist of a series of alternatirfpes and inscriptions. This programme is
comparable to the alternating series of nichesandmental patterns on the lower walls. Only
minor sections of these paintings are visible, hageas most of the original decoration is
concealed beneath the well-preserved second icapbigr programme of the church. The best
example of such a composition can be seen in thth dwalf of the upper west wall, where a
significant part of an arch and an area below m&l@ature has survived. Like the niches,
moreover, the upper and lower zones of the arches two different decorative schemes. In this
case, the upper zone of the arch holds an unigasigf object, perhaps a shell against a red
background. The lower zone, on the other handgfmed by two stocky Corinthian capitals,
which support an entablature that is adorned wahging curtains, all of which frame the
uppermost portion of &antharosin the center of the composition. A small plargnss from

each end of the entablature and a third is visphkinging from the base of the southern column.

285 Byschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 57-8 (Fig. Bhe lack of paintings on the south wall couldidade that
this area was extended at a later time, as thergisible chisel marks in the stone. At what pdim$ modification
was undertaken is still unclear. The complete latlpainting on the south wall suggests that it wasdified
sometime after the twelfth century, since this sedayer would surely have been applied to all fealis.

28 For the wall paintings from the chapels at the Wkiary of Apa Apollo at Bawit, see generally, Jédzit,Le
monastére et la nécropole de Bag(@airo, 1999).
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To the right of the northern column is a faded iidon readingiC, the nomen sacrunfor
‘Jesus’, followed by a cross and then the leftgrghenomen sacrurfor ‘Christ’.?’

A second arch is visible just north of this inption on the west wall, while fragments of
three other arches are found on the upper eastavalla final fragment is discernible amongst a
second layer painting on the upper north wall. While general composition of the arches is
relatively consistent (arch with Corinthian columtise presence of plants sprouting from the
entablature and bases), the interior fields ofatoles seem to vary, much like the decoration of
the niches. For example, the northernmost arclhempper west wall depicts a decorative circle
(perhaps a flower or plant) and two semi-circldsp avith some kind of floral design in the
upper zone. The lower zone contains traces ofge laross. To the right of the northern column,
we can again see the fadaeoimen sacrurit, which suggests that although the alternatingesch
differ in content, all of the inscriptions in betareare probably identical. The size and placement
of these arches, moreover, suggests that bothattile and south walls could have supported six
such painting$®®

Our discussion of the sixth-century paintings d¢odes with a few remarks on the
decoration of the ceiling. Originally, the entireilong was painted, much of which is still visible
particularly on the ceiling in the nave. The conipos consists of a network of square fields, all
arranged around a central rectangular field thatains a cross inside a medallion with foliage
running laterally to it. The surrounding squarddseare decorated with a variety of alternating
designs, consisting of rosettes that are enveldyeeither wreaths or heart-shaped leaves, and
various types of foliages are used to fill in tlestrof the compositioff® The decoration of the
ceiling also extends to the low-hanging ceilingstlo¢ side aisles, although most of these
paintings have disappeared; the sole exceptionci®ss surrounded by nine small ornamental
circles.

As we have seen, the church entered a phasemadgcaphical renewal in the eleventh or
twelfth century. At this time, the church of ther§ln was re-plastered and painted with an
entirely different iconographic programme, whiclaationed the ornamental decoration of the

sixth century and largely adopted a programmeairéil representations. The majority of these

%87 Byschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 59 (Fig. XB¥bra and Van LooiGhurches of Egyp266.

288 Byschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 59-60 (Fig. 6

29 Byschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 58 (Fig.@jbra and Van LoorGhurches of Egyp266 and the picture
on p. 269.
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paintings are preserved on the upper north, eastvast walls of the nave, with the exception of
the two symbols of the apocalyptic creatures (wihigen and ox), which are found on the lower
south and north walls respectivéf). The paintings on the upper walls, moreover, arefuated
with large sections of broken plaster, revealinmmemf the sixth-century paintings underneath.
Thus, only a fraction of the original second phas&ographic programme is visible at present.
In some places, the walls contain clearly iderttiabiblical scenes, while in others we find only
fragments of figures, whose relationship to onetlaois unknown. The identification of the
remaining paintings is further hindered by latestoeation attempts, perhaps in the thirteenth
century, which proved more detrimental than bemdfias they smudged the edges of some of
figures and inscriptions*

The eleventh/twelfth-century wall paintings arestoexemplified, however, by the well-
articulated scene of the communion of the apositethe north wall. Christ stands at the center
behind an altar, looking to his proper right, exlieg a chalice to his apostles, six of which stand
on either side of him. The six apostles in thearashalf of this composition are well-preserved,
two of whom are identified as John and Jacob bgripsons. In the western half, however, only
fragments of two apostles have survived. The remgiwalls of the upper nave have not fared
as well in the preservation of their second-phaa@atimgs, as only fragments of individual
figures are still visible. Specifically, there aly three surviving figures on the upper east wall
two almost identicabrantesand a third barely visible figure, which were sghrduring the
nineteenth-century reconstruction of the east Wdik west wall, on the other hand, displays a
clear, albeit damaged, depiction of an angel, perhhe archangel Michael, given that he

appears to have a sword over his shoulder andoe ghohis left hand. The contours of two other

2% Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 57-8. Theharg refer to these images as the evangelical sgnifo
Mark (winged lion) and Luke (winged ox), and ndtattthe evangelical symbols for Matthew and Jolena@st, but
may have originally been situated on the east agst walls, both of which were heavily disturbed/andestroyed

by the later renovations. These symbols, howeveraatually representations of the four apocalyptéatures and
their association with the Evangelists comes froesW#rn Christendom and only influenced Egyptianistian art
from the seventeenth century onwards. See, gepehdllKupelian, ‘On the Four Apocalyptic CreatutiasCoptic
Art’, in Y.N. Youssef and S. Moawad (ed$jrom Old Cairo to the New World: Coptic Studies $meted to
Gawdat Gabra on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifthtiglay (Leuven, 2013) 97-110, and Gabra and Van Loon,
Churches of Egypt32. Aside from these two apocalyptic creaturkes,dther second-phase paintings on the lower
walls are completely lost, although the shift fratacorative elements to figural paintings on the enpwalls
suggests that this shift may have also extendedetdower walls. The lack of evidence for thesenpags (aside
from the two creatures), however, makes a recoctiru of the second-phase paintings of the lowetlswa
impossible.

291 Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 56, suggkat the restoration work may have been conductethéy
same workshop that undertook restorations to tHepamtings at Mangabat, Bawit and Antinoopolis.
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individuals can be seen on the west wall, one ofciwhmay possibly represent John the
Baptist>*? Unfortunately, nothing remains of the paintingstbe upper southern wall, although
we can hypothesize that this wall would have algoicted a series of saints.

The church at Deir el-Ganadla presents an irtiageexample of a monastery that
appears to have consistently served the needsGifrigtian community over the course of at
least six centuries (sixth to twelfth centuries)d @wes its preservation to its unique location and
its re-occupation by monks in the nineteenth cgntéis at Deir el-Surian, the varying phases of
wall paintings can be used not only to date thedahubut also to study the changing decorative
programme of a particular church over time. In #ieth century, we find a penchant for
ornamental decorations, including architecturalmalets, foliage and geometric patterns,
whereas the eleventh/twelfth-century inhabitamt®@aed a figurative programme, dominated by
biblical scenes and major saints. This is remimsoé the iconographic developments at Deir el-
Surian, although in this case there are no surgivepresentations of Mary in the figurative
phase, despite the dedication of the church anththreastery to her.

It is unlikely that a figural representation of Maexisted amongst the sixth-century
decorative programme, given its proclivity to orreartal designs, but we would expect to see her
integrated into the iconographic programme of aveshth/twelfth-century Coptic church. While
the absence of such a painting in this period tmlsle, we must take into account the nearly
entire absence of figural paintings on the lowellsv@nd the significant disturbance to the upper
walls, on which there may have once existed a Mar@nposition similar to the Christological
scene on the north upper wall. On the other hdredptesence of Marian imagery is not requisite
for the existence of a Marian church; hence, iho$ inconceivable that Mary may have been
wholly absent from the figural decorations in tla¢et phase of the church and monastery to

which she lent her name.

The West Church at Philae

The West Church once stood amidst a thriving vdlad mudbrick houses on the island of

Philae, but now finds itself submerged in the Nifeer the construction of the Aswan High Dam.

292 Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 58 (Fig.I6should be noted that the authors describe thiglband the
potential figure of John the Baptist as being $édaon the east wall, although they are actualtatied on the west
wall.
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In 1895, the Egyptian Antiquities Service enlisi&tish army captain H.S. Lyons and German
Egyptologist L. Borchardt to conduct a survey of thland and assess the effect that the first
dam would have on the temples of Philae, and thansidy which these structures could be
saved for posterity. Throughout antiquity, the tiali availability of space on the island resulted
in the gradual spread of Late Antique and Arab mmig#thouses to the former precincts of these
temples, and the later buildings were regardechampediment to the architectural study of the
temples’® Thus in 1895 and 1896, the temples were cleareallobubsidiary structures,
resulting in the utter demolition of the later mudk buildings. The priority given to the
preservation of the temples also resulted in a twat disregard for the village that had spread
out across the island. This was especially trugfemorthern part of the island and its churches.
Thus, the resulting studies by Lyons and Borch&adijely neglected a substantial period of
occupation in the island’s histofy/

While the study of the temples has left us witlledailed examination of the major
monuments and a plan of the island that remairsoatdtive, any attempt to document the Late
Antique settlement was limited to its two freestagdchurches, known as the East and West
Churches (nos Q and P on Fig. 4). Both were brigdlgcribed in Lyon’s study and indicated in
the map of the island, while several photographsigifificant finds were included® The rest of
the village remains unpublished, appearing onlyragioally in the excavation report, often in
relation to the temples on which they were builteTground plans of the mudbrick houses are
also indicated on the map of the island, whichhs bnly record conserving the original
placement of these buildings, along with severatpigraphs of relevant finds that were again
taken without any indication of their context. Irder to create the plans of the island, however,
most, if not all, of the mudbrick structures weleaced from the temples as ‘rubbage’ and
dumped into the Nilé

293 H.G. Lyons,A Report on the Island and Temples of Ph{laendon, 1896) 9; G. Haeny, ‘A Short Architectural
History of Philae’ BIFAO 85 (1985) 197-233 at 218.

294 1. Monneret de VillardLa Nubia medioevalet vols (Cairo, 1935) 2.8-10, criticizes Lyons fos treatment of
the mudbrick houses, especially his lack of esséblg contexts for the later buildings and no megtful attempt to
determine a date for these structures.

2% |yons, Report on the Island and Templ@2-3 (West Church: Pl. 47; East Church: PI. 4anRL0). Like the
other photographs of finds from the island, theamat from the churches is photographed in largaigs, with no
indication of their provenance or context, see lsy®eport on the Islands and TemplB$s 58-61 and 66-7. Cf. the
treatment of the material in Monneret de Villanijbia medioevald, Pls 2-5.

2% The final report on the excavations of 1895 an#l6l® given in LyonsReport on the Island and Templ&ee
also H.G. LyonsA Report on the Temples of Phil@eairo, 1908), which provides an update on theditmm of the
temples over a decade later. A series of additiani&tles discusses various aspects of the exomstincluding
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The fate of any mudbrick building that remained tbe island was sealed upon the
completion of the first Aswan Dam in 1902, as neall were destroyed upon their extended
submersion. Such was the outcome for the two fedgtg churches of Philae, which lost their
mudbrick walls to the rising waters, though largedtaining their stone foundations, which were
still visible in the 1960s during low tide. The gwal of these foundations provided a unique
opportunity to re-examine the monuments of Chmistilae in the 1970s, before the temples
were transferred to the nearby island of Agilkia &ime foundations of the churches were lost to
posterity beneath the waters of the Nile. The ersigha these later studies, however, was placed
on the East Church, which is the larger of the strmuctures and most likely the episcopal
church®®’ The West Church, on the other hand, only recettedory discussions in the ensuing
scholarship, and its treatment always appears latioe to the other churches of Philae,
especially the East Church but also the churchtdt8phen in th@ronaosof the Isis temple
(M).zgs

In fact, the modest church in the Isis temple heenbat the center of attention in studies
of Christian Philae, as the closure of the Isis giemwhich ProcopiusRers 1.19.27-37)
attributes to Justinian (535-537), and the consttnf the church within its walls, was seen to
mark the ‘triumph’ of Christianity over ‘paganisroh the island®® The church was created by

the insertion of a small niche in the eastern wdlithe pronaos and the three aisles were

H.G. Lyons and L. Borchardt, ‘Eine trilingue Insithvon Philae’, SPAW1896, no. 20, 469-82; L. Borchardt,
‘Bericht Uber den baulichen Zustand der Tempelbaatdé Philae’ SPAW1896, no. 45, 1199-215, ‘Bericht tber die
Corrosion des Sandsteinmaterials der TempelbauténPhilae’, SPAW 1898, no. 23, 291-303, and ‘Der
Augustustempel auf PhilaeJDAI 18 (1903) 73-90; O. Rubensohn and L. Borchardtie€hische Bauinschriften
ptoleméaischer Zeit auf PhilagAfP 3 (1906) 356-66.

7 A[E.P. Weigall, A Report on the Antiquities of Lower Nuki@xford, 1907) 54; Somers Clark€Ehristian
Antiquities 89-90; Monneret de VillardJubia medioevalé, 7; P. Grossmann, ‘Uberlegungen zum Grundriss de
Ostkirche von Philae’JbAC 13 (1970) 29-41, an€hristliche Architektur 461-4 (Fig. 78); J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘Late
Antique Inscriptions from the First Cataract Aresddvered and RediscoveredJP 33 (2003) 55-66 at 56-9, and
Philae and the End318-9; P. Grossmann, ‘Neue Uberlegungen zum Gissidder Ostkirche von Philae’,
Mitteilungen zur christlichen Archaologls (Vienna, 2010) 53-8.

298 G.J. Chester, ‘The Early Christian Church at Rhjlihe Academy. A Weekly Review of Literature, Scjemzk
Art 21 (1882) 107-8; Borchardt, ‘Bericht Uiber den hdn Zustand’, 1204-5; Lyon&eport on the Island and
Temples32; Weigall,Report 54; Somers Clarkehristian Antiquities 89; Monneret de VillardNubia medioevale

I, 7-8; W.Y. Adams, ‘Architectural Evolution of thidubian Church, 500-1400 A.D.JARCE4 (1965) 87-139 at
105-6; GrossmannMittelalterliche Langhauskuppelkircherl05, andChristliche Architektur 464-5; Dijkstra,
Philae and the End320-2.

29 p_ Nautin, ‘La conversion du temple de Philae glisé chrétienne’CArch 17 (1967) 1-43|.Philae I, pp. 253-

4; P. Grossmann, ‘Die Kirche des Bischofs Theodorodsistempel von Philae. Versuch einer Rekonstruktio
RSO58 (1984) 107-17, and ‘Tempel als Ort des Kondlikt christlicher Zeit’, in P. Borgeaud et al. (gds temple,
lieu de conflit(Leuven, 1994) 181-201 at 194; J. Hahn, ‘Die Aststg der Kulte von Philae. Geschichte und
Legende am ersten Nilkatarakt’, in J. Hahn, S. Ehanel U. Gotter (eds);rom Temple to Church: Destruction
and Renewal of Local Cultic Topography in Late Quitly (Leiden, 2008) 203-42 at 211-5.
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delineated by the existing pillars within the rodis.identification as the church of St Stephen is
indicated by several inscriptions in both the emteaand on the northern wall of theonaos
which refer to the structure as thémos of St Stephen and commemorate its dedication by
Bishop Theodore, whose episcopate of Philae spaifeegears:. 525 - after 577°° The use of
the termtémos rather thartkkAnoia denotes the status of this church as a shrimaastyrium
rather than a regular church, which indicates thatas not the principle church of Phil%e.
This identification lends credence to the probapibf the East Church being the cathedral
church, especially since it is larger than tideros of St Stephen.

The name ‘Theodore’ is found on a block from theesn of thepresbyteriunin the East
Church, and P. Nautin has connected this ‘Theodoiti the bishop named in the mentioned
inscriptions. He suggests that Bishop Theodore d@mtstructed the East Church before the
conversion of the Isis temple, probably around %8@ that this event is commemorated in one
of the inscriptions from thedmos of St Stephen, which states ‘Also this good worls wlane
under our most holy father, Bishop Apa Theodd?®’P. Grossmann, on the other hand,
guestions the assumption that the inscription & lths temple refers to the East Church and
whether the screen block that mentions TheodotdeanEast Church is contemporaneous with
the construction of the church, as it could havenbadded at a later date. Nevertheless, he
attributes the construction of the East Church #%-537, that is, sometime between the
beginning of the episcopate of Theodore and thsucéo of the Isis temple as described by
Procopius® This dating is problematic, however, as it usesc®pius’ date for the closure of
the Isis temple in 535-537 asterminus post querfor the reuse of building material from the
other temples on the island (and dsraninus ante quefior the lack thereof in the East Church).

In a later work, Grossmann has re-evaluated il dating of the church, which he
now attributes on the basis of the stonework tottine of the sixth and seventh centurigswe
cannot exclude, however, that the East Church wasvated or re-built at this time, whether
under Bishop Theodore or slightly later, and thet turrent building may have supplanted an
earlier church in this location. In fact, J.H.FjK3tra has suggested that the East Church may

309| Philaell 200-4. See DijkstraPhilae and the End312.

301 Antonini, ‘Chiese cristiane’, 129-33; E. Bernand@émos dans les inscriptions grecques d’Egyp#PE 98
(1993) 103-10 at 105; Papaconstantir@ulte des saint267-78; DijkstraPhilae and the End312.

92| Philae Il 202, on which see Nautin, ‘Conversion’, 42.

303 Grossmann, ‘Uberlegungen zum Grundriss’, 40-leaégd by RichteiStudien 127.

394 GrossmannChristliche Architektur464.
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well date back to a fourth-century predecessoringathat this building stands as the largest
church on Philae and probably served as the em$adpurch of the bishopric, which was
createct. 3303%

The presence of the East and West Churches indfteern part of the island and the
prominence of the temples in its southern halfleddJ. Wilcken to suggest that the island was
religiously divided between ‘pagans’ and Christid}isA more practical explanation, however,
is that the availability of space, on a small islatready filled with temples, was the determining
factor. The creation of a bishopric, as said preshlynaround 330, necessitated the construction
of an episcopal church, and the northern half ef igland yielded ample space for such an
endeavour?’ The unique, quadrilateral shape of the East Ch(ffa 5) suggests that it was
constructed within the precincts of the existingeLantique settlement, although the lack of
archaeological evidence limits the extent to whighcan assert this claiffi®

The West Church, like its freestanding counterparthe northeast, also follows the
irregular lines of the Late Antique settlement haot the Isis temple, although its ground plan is
smaller and more regular in comparison (Fig. 6 Bhilding is laid out as an elongated, three-
aisled church, with a tripartite sanctuary. The rchuwas largely constructed of mudbrick,
although reused stones from the temple of Haresd@e. O, Fig. 4) provided a strong
foundation and made up the lower courses of thésw@kther architectural elements from the
temple are punctuated throughout the design othhech, including a rectangular niche in the
apse. The west wall of the building bears a brgati shallow niche opposite the apse, and the
building is accessed through two doors at the wested of each side aisi&

There are several instances, however, where thguiarities of the settlement layout

have contributed to the overall asymmetry of thesW@hurch. Firstly, the north wall s 1 m

30> See DijkstraPhilae and the Ends5-6, on the creation of the episcopal €800, and p. 317 (n. 50), where he
notes that the sixth-century Coptide of Aaronrecords a conversation of Macedonius, the firshdy of Philae,
with some Christian inhabitants who inform him tlpatests had to come from Syene to administer comimmu
This implies that some kind of gathering place &xidor the Christians of Philae prior@o330. Dijkstra, however,
suggests caution in entrusting a hagiographicalkwanich was written several centuries after thengévat is
describing. A critical edition of this manuscript Dijkstra and J. van der Vliet is currently undagwfor which see
J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘Monasticism on the Southern EdggmptFrontier in Late Antiquity: Towards a New Cec#l Edition
of the CopticLife of Aaron, JCSCS (2013) 31-47. See also DijkstRhilae and the End317-9, who is the first to
argue for the association of the East Church wighdathedral church.

396y, Wilcken, ‘Heidnisches und Christliches aus Agyp, AfP 1 (1901) 396-436 at 403.

397 Dijkstra, Philae and the End317. See RichteStudien 128, who also suggests that there may be a presec
to the present church.

308 Grossmann, ‘Uberlegungen’, 36-40, adristliche Architektur464-5.

309 For a discussion of the previous scholarship @ndhurch and its architectural components, s&99 .above.
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longer than its corresponding south wall, whichtum has drawn the apse slightly off-centre,
favouring the north of the church. This has rendét® adjoining sanctuaries notably different in
shape and size. The right alcove is large and sgaad bears evidence of a staircase, while the
left alcove is smaller and rectangular in shapes Thurch is divided into three nearly equal
aisles by two rows of four columns, although théoopnades are also slightly off-centre, as the
nave takes its axis from the apex of the apse.gdmeral shift of the internal features to the
north of the church is counterbalanced by the mrsibf the elevated platform that precedes the
apse. This platform extends disproportionally fartko the south than it does to the north and
highlights the asymmetry of the entire ground pfn.

The archaeological investigation of the West Chuacll its immediate environs has
provided a single clue for the association of Hugding with the church of the Theotokos Mary
of Philae £23). A Coptic inscription on the back of a reusedcklavith a solar disk was found in
the street that runs along the west side of thecth'he inscription, which dates to 752, records
that Joseph donated a workshop to thgosof the lady of us all, the holy Theotokos Mary, on
Philae’ (ITOMOC NTENXO0EIC THPN TEOEOTMKOC ETOYAAB Mapia MIAaK).>** The proximity of
this inscription to the church makes the corretatod the West Church with ‘thtoposof the
lady of us all, the holy Theotokos Mary' highly peble on several grounds. Firstly, the
inscription excludes a reference to an episcopatath which rules out the possibility of its
association with the East Church (if it is indebd tathedral church). Secondly, the church in
the Isis temple is identified by an inscription the church of St Stephen. This leaves the
possibility of its identification with the churchat was built in front of the temple of Augustus
(L) or the temple of Arensnuphis (B), but both kreated at a significant distance from the place
where the inscription was found. Therefore, unldss inscription refers to a church that is
otherwise unknown to us, it is reasonable to asghatethe church of the Theotokos Mary refers
to the West Churchi?

In contemporary scholarship, this inscription ha&erb used as an example of a ‘cult
adoption’ at Philae, whereby the cult of Mary detiditely supplanted the cult of Isis. In his re-

edition of the inscription, S.G. Richter suggesiat tthis ‘cult adoption’ is evident in the use of

310 5ee Grossmanghristliche Architektur464, and his reconstruction of the colonnadd&idn79.

311 Richter,Studien 128-35 (=SB Kopt | 302), with the revised translation by DijkstRhilae and the End320. For
further references to previous editions of thiciipgion see23.

312 Dijkstra, Philae and the End322-3.
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the title ‘Our Lady’ renxoegic) for Mary, which corresponds to the Graelpia for Isis. He also
finds parallels in the term Theotokae@Twkoc) and the hieroglyphs for ‘mother of goathtw-
ntr). Richter extends the association of the two wofmether by noting the inclusion ‘of Philae’
(MmAaK) to the epithet for Mary, which also appears asramon addition to epithets of Isis on
the island @iAév). The similarities between the epithets for Marythis inscription and the
commonly used titles for Isis on Philae in the @m&oman period, leads him to believe that
there was competition between the two cults ondlaed. In a similar argument which is used to
date the East Church, he dates the West Church %3537 as it contains reused blocks.
However, a predecessor of the church of Mary masepredated the closure of the Isis temple
in 535-537, otherwise the temple would have beemetliinto a church of Mary?

The evidence for a ‘cult adoption’ between Isis Maty on Philae has been re-evaluated
in recent scholarship, and little evidence was tbtmsubstantiate this claim, especially in light
of a more nuanced understanding of the dating efdfurches on Philae. Firstly, an eighth-
century inscription and its epithets for Mary canbe retroactively associated with much earlier
epithets for Isis, especially given that the titl€@ur Lady’ and ‘Theotokos’ have different
connotations in Christian contexts. A similar fotengan also be seen on two undated Greek
building inscriptions from Philae, which read ‘thely Virgin Theotokos Mary’ ¢yia map6évos
BeoTdkos Mapia).>* In these instances, Mary’s importance is entidgpendent upon her role
as the mother of God, whereas$w-nt is used to indicate that Isis, who is a goddedgemown
right, begot a son, the god Horiis.

The inscription on the reused block is dated to, Tb2s providing derminus ante quem
for the construction of the church of the holy Ttukos Mary. We can also establistbeaminus
post quenof 431 based on the use of the epithet ‘Theotgkwkich only came into common
usage for Mary after the Council of Ephesus. If preceed with the assumption that the West
Church and the church of the holy Theotokos Magy ar fact, the same building, a date in the

33 Richter, Studien 133-5, following Baumeister, ‘Stephanuspatrozimiu 187-8; GrossmannChristliche
Architektur, 464; Hahn, ‘Zerstérung der Kulte’, 231. Cf. R.dén, Die Mutter mit dem Kinde in AgyptéRhD diss.
Leipzig, 1957) 116-7, who sees the use of thesdasimpithets as a part of the appropriation cddsattributes by
the cult of Mary.

14| Philae Il 220.5-6, 221.4-5.

315 J.H.F. Dijkstra and J.J. Van Ginkel, review of iR&r, Studien zur Christianisierung Nubieria Muséon117
(2004) 233-7 at 236; J. van der Vliet, review oflRer, Studien in VChr 59 (2005) 219-23 at 220; DijkstrBhilae
and the End321; J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘The Fate of the Templed ate Antique Egypt’, in L. Lavan and M. Mulryan
(eds), The Archaeology of Late Antique ‘Paganigiiréiden, 2011) 389-436 at 425-6. Cf. F.R. Trombldg|lenic
Religion and Christianization c. 370-528 vols (Leiden, 1993-1994) 1.158.
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second half of the fifth century or later seemsbpiie for its construction, as it was built with
reused blocks from the temple of Harenddté&The exact date of the closure of this temple is
unknown, although three inscriptions from the ba€tkhe East Colonnade (between the two
pylons) indicate that the falcon cult continued e worshipped until at least 434. It is
unlikely, however, that the temple of Harendotes wwssmantled before the closure of the Isis
temple, and probably did not remain in use longrag66/457, which is the date of Philae’s final
inscription testifying to the ancient Egyptian sift’

There is no further evidence for cultic activity dme island after 456/457 until the
account of Procopius, who indicates that the templere ‘destroyed’ by the Roman general
Narses on the orders of Justinian in 537-83Procopius’ report is problematic, however, since
the temple of Isis was not in fact ‘destroyed’. Nadwes Procopius mention the Christian
population on the island, even though we know thay formed a major community thefe.
Since it is unlikely that nearly a century wouldvbgassed between the last cultic inscription
and the ‘destruction’ of the temples by Justiniangan be assumed that Justinian’s temple
closure was only a symbolic one, as the templekaiy had largely ceased to function already
in the second half of the fifth centu?s.

Any attempt to establish a more precise date feitest Church is hindered by the fact
that the remains have only been cursorily studed (are now lost beneath the waters of the
Nile), and the relatively late date of the insdopt It can be safely said, however, that the West
Church, in its present form, was constructed instheond half of the fifth century or later, when
the temples of Harendotes and Isis fell into disaisé the former could be dismantled and its

blocks reused in the West Church. This does nonietite the possibility, however, that a

318 Dijkstra, Philae and the End322. Cf. W.Y. Adams, ‘Architectural Evolution’05-6, who uses the West Church
as an example of his Type 1b Nubian Churches, whékates generally to 550-750, and Grossm@hnistliche
Architektur, 465, who dates the West Church to the secondhéie sixth century on typological grounds.

37| Philae Il 190-2. For a detailed treatment of the lifespérthe falcon cult at Philae, see DijkstRhilae and the
End 209-13.

38| Philae Il 199. This inscription was found on the exterdthe eashaoswall of the Isis temple.

319 procop.Pers. 1.19.34-5. In this account, Procopius states thatlBtian had permitted the Noubades and
Blemmyes to access the sanctuaries on Philae,tetdhese cults continued to function until his oivne when
Justinian closed them. Cf. Prisc. F 27 Blockleyr(#N 11l 318), who writes shortly after the events &2453 that
he is describing. For a discussion of both soumes DijkstraPhilae and the Endl38-46.

320 \ilcken, ‘Heidnisches', 396-407; DijkstrRhilae and the EndL3.

%21 For a nuanced discussion of the account by Prasomi the event of 535-7 in connection with the ehthe
cults at Philae, see DijkstrBhilae and the Endesp. 216-8 and 306-15, and ‘Fate of the Temp#x1-6, who also
argues to disassociate the temple closure of 586r7 the construction of the church of St Stepheithe temple
under Bishop Theodore.
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predecessor to the West Church existed sometintkeitfirst half of the fifth century, as the
Appion petition refers to ‘churches’ on the islaasi early as 425-4587 or even the fourth (as
suggested for the East Church), since we know ahlbishopric was established around 330.
Although the extant evidence to associate the Wduirch with the church of the holy
Theotokos Mary only exists in the form of an eighéntury inscription Z3), the archaeological
evidence suggests that a Marian church may have pessent on the island well before this

date.
Church in the Isis Temple at Syene

A study of the church in the temple of Isis at Syes included here as it warrants a re-
investigation of its presumed association with ‘thairch of the holy Mary’ mentioned in three
papyrological attestations in the Patermouthisiaecf2l). The temple of Isis was discovered in
1871 and remained largely unnoticed until E. Brasicconducted the first systematic study of
the temple in the early 1978 The project also uncovered a badly preserved paifiting of
Mary on a pillar, which Bresciani dated to the Bixentury on stylistic grounds, and led her to
believe that this temple was converted to a chwthMary, based on notions of ‘cultic

continuity’3** This hypothesis has been taken over in subseqadaiarship, and inspired G.

322 p Leid Z 5-7 =FHN Il 314, for which, see DijkstraPhilae and the End156-7, with further literature. The
Appion petition implies the existence of at leasb thurches. Given that the date of the petiti®b(450) partially
overlaps with a time in which some of the templesenstill in use, we can deduce that the referékely refers to
the two freestanding churches (the predecessditsedtast and West Churches). The three additidnaiches on
Philae were constructed within pre-existing ‘cultowildings and are unlikely referred to in the ipeh. These
include the church of St Stephen, which was boithepronaosof the Isis temple, the church in front of the pden
of Augustus and the church constructed on the fatimals of the temple of Arensnuphis once it hadsedao
function. See RichtefStudien 125, and DijkstraPhilae and the End322 (with references).

32 The temple of Isis was exposed during the constmiof the railroad from Aswan to Shellal in 183Ad is first
mentioned by A. Mariettdfinéraires de la Haute-Egypt@lexandria, 1872) 249, arldonuments divers recueillis
en Egypte et en NubigParis, 1889). Afterwards, the reliefs on the @avere published by J. ddorgan,
Catalogues des monuments et inscriptions de I'Eggptiquesl (Vienna, 1894) 47-57. The first ‘excavations’ of
the temple were undertaken by the Services degyéitds, which cleared the temple of debris and ttoced a
mudbrick retaining wall, see H. Carter, ‘ReportWiork Done in Upper Egypt (1903-1904XSAE6 (1905) 112-29
at 129; N. Reeves and J. Taylbigward Carter before Tutankhamyhondon, 1992) 57. Finally, from 1961-1963,
excavations were carried out around the temple b4. MI-Hetta, Director of Museums in Upper Egyptowsed
the temple to store stonework from his own excaveti See J. Leclant, ‘Fouilles et travaux en Eggptau Soudan,
1962-1963",0r 33 (1964) 337-404 at 349-50. For the study ofl#ie temple, see E. Bresciani, and S. Pernigotti,
Assuan. Il tempio tolemaico di Isi. | blocchi dezibe iscritti (Pisa, 1978). For a detailed history of the extiana

at Aswan in general, see C. von Pilgrim et al. €Trown of Syene: Preliminary Report on the 1st2mdi Season in
Aswan’, MDAIK 60 (2004) 119-48 at 122-4.

324 Bresciani and Pernigotthssuan41.
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Husson to assert that the church in the Isis temvple in fact the Marian church attested in the
Patermouthis archiv&> Our study of the eighth-century Coptic inscriptitlom the West
Church at Philae, however, has demonstrated tkeatdkion of ‘cultic continuity’ is problematic
and subject to a more nuanced interpretation oett@ence. Therefore, we must re-examine the
previously accepted interpretation that this tenwses converted to a Marian church based on a
single painting and an assumed ‘cultic continuigtween Isis and Mary.

Although the focus of Bresciani’s study is on theroglyphic reliefs, she nevertheless
provides a short description of the adaptationthéotemple for Christian reuse, in which she
observes that the Christian graffiti and wall paigé are limited to the pillared hall. Moreover,
she offers a still authoritative ground plan of temple3?® Bresciani’s work was supplemented
by the later survey campaigns of H. Jaritz from 749896, which examined the urban
environment in the vicinity of the temp1&’ These surveys were followed by the first largdesca
excavations at Aswan by the joint Swiss-Egyptiassion, under the direction of C. von Pilgrim,
from 2000 onwards. The first four seasons of timgaing excavation project largely focused on
the houses encroaching upon the Isis temple, athdolea renewed interest in the use of this
temple throughout antiquit{?®

This renewed interest in the temple resulted enditeation of a separate project in 2001,
the Isis Temple Graffiti Project, which was direttey Dijkstra. It built upon the earlier study of
the graffiti by Bresciani, which only recorded aahportion of these materials, and ultimately
resulted in the collection, drawing and descriptdi352 extant graffiti andipinti (painted texts
and figuresf®® At the same time, the graffiti were systematicatydied together with the

architectural elements of the Isis temple, allowidigkstra to delineate several stages of Late

325 G. Husson, ‘Houses in Syene in the Patermouthihife’, BASP27 (1990) 123-37 at 132, who states that [t]he
church of the holy Mary must be the Ptolemaic templ Isis: this temple, excavated by E. Bresciamd &.
Pernigotti, was converted into a Christian chunati eemains of paintings on a pilaster show a Madasa central
figure’.

326 Bresciani and Pernigotthssuan13-41.

3271, Jaritz and M. Rodziewicz, ‘Syene — Review af thrban Remains and its PotteyIDAIK 50 (1994) 115-41
and ‘Syene — Investigation of the Urban RemainthénVicinity of the Temple of Isis (I)MDAIK 52 (1996) 233-
49.

328 The preliminary reports of these excavations wablished in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene.t/2ad
Season’, 119-48; C. von Pilgrim et al., ‘The TowirSyene. Report on the 3rd and 4th Season in ASWADAIK

62 (2006) 215-77. The results from subsequent ssaspAswan, when the focus shifted to rescue ediavs
throughout the city, can be found in C. von Pilgetral., ‘The Town of Syene. Report on the 5th @tidSeason in
Aswan’, MDAIK 64 (2008) 305-55, ‘The Town of Syene — Reporttenth Season in AswarVJDAIK 66 (2010)
179-224, and ‘The Town of Syene — Report on theSgtason in AswanMDAIK 67 (2011) 131-66.

329 For the graffiti published by the Italian teame d8resciani and Pernigotthssuan esp. 34-9, and 121-52. See
also Dijkstra,Syene,|13.
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Antique and medieval reuse of the building. He wias able to attribute these phases of reuse to
specific alterations to the temple, and in this ywams able to reconstruct the layout of the
church in the Isis temple and indicate it withireBeiani’s ground plan (Fig. 7°

These revised plans illustrate the ease with whitdmple could be re-appropriated as a
Christian church. The original building measured 1915 x 7 m and remained largely
undecorated®* The temple had a forecourt (no. A, Fig. 7), whighs originally surrounded by
large mudbrick walls on foundations that were 1.5thitk at the bas&? The surviving
pavement in both the forecourt and the temple estidal and indicates that both surfaces are
contemporary. The temple proper is accessed bydwaos in the facade, one central doorway
(B) and a secondary entrance just to its south Eagh door is framed with well-preserved
hieroglyphic reliefs on both their exterior andenor surfaces, although some of the figures
around the main entrance have been partially haaked**® The doorways lead into a pillared
hall (D), which occupies nearly half of the intdrisairface area of the temple. The room is
dominated by two square pillars (Pl and PIl) ansl twaeo windows, one in the north and the other
in the south wall. There are almost no decoratfoms the Ptolemaic period in the pillared hall,
with the exception of a wall painting between thentcal and southern entrances and
hieroglyphic decoration around the central doahenaos(E).3**

There are three doors (E, G, and |) that lead fthenpillared hall into three different
sanctuaries. These include a centrabs (F) and two side chambers (H and J). Tia®sis
accessible from the south side chamber (J) thraugmall doorway (K), but the north side
chamber is only accessed from the pillared hall @)ly thenaos contains reliefs from the
Ptolemaic period, which are limited to the aforetimred hieroglyphic decorations around its
main entrance (E) and the east wall of the sangtifaThe lack of decoration throughout the

temple (with the exception of the doorways B, C &dnd the east wall of theao9 suggests

330 For the preliminary results from the Isis TemplafBti Project, see Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of/&ne. 3rd/4th
Season’, 228-38, J.H.F. Dijkstra, ‘Structuring GitafThe Case of the Temple of Isis at Aswan’,RnPreys (ed.),
Agyptologische Tempeltagung: Structuring Religidfiesbaden, 2009) 77-93, and ‘The Reuse of thepleof Isis
at Aswan as a Church in Late AntiquitydCSCS1 (2010) 33-46. All these studies culminated in fheal
publication of the graffiti project in Dijkstr&gyene .|

31 Bresciani and Pernigotssuan17.

332 Djjkstra, Syene 113.

333 Bresciani and Pernigot\ssuan17-8 (Pls 7 and 15-20); Dijkstrayene |15-6.

334 Bresciani and Pernigotthssuan18 (Pls 21-3 and 26); Dijkstr8yene | 14-5.

33> Bresciani and Pernigotssuan 18 (Pls 24-5); DijkstraSyene | 14-5.
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that the temple remained unfinished, although & wiause for several centurig§.An altar was
also foundn situtowards the rear of the sanctuary, bearing thegehe of Ptolemy X (107-88
BCE), although it had been knocked over sometirter #ie temple fell into disuse’

The Christian reuse of the temple is marked byeis\distinct architectural changes to
the original layout. Most notably, there are twakostands bearing the cartouche of Ptolemy X
that were placed in line with the northern pillRf)( These stands bear a striking resemblance to
the fallen altar in themaosand likely originally stood in the side chapels &4d J), but were
moved to their current location during the foundatof the churci>® This created an abridged
version of the former pillared hall, in which therthern portion of the room was visibly divided
from the rest. It is unclear, however, if this hertn area was closed to the public or served an
entirely different function. Nevertheless, the efferoduced an asymmetrical ground plan that
placed the emphasis on the southern portion opittezed hall**°

A fourth altar was found against the southern wélthe pillared hall, although it was
notably notin situ, and bore little resemblance to the bark stanois fthe Ptolemaic perio®
This altar is made of red Aswan granite and stam@sheight of only 0.86 m, while the others all
measure 1.10-1.20 m in height and bear the careatRtolemy X. Furthermore, the top of the
altar bears distinct markings, the function of vhis unknown, but perhaps they held up some
kind of construction, while the moulding suggestattit was originally constructed during the
Roman period® It is likely, however, that this fourth altar wesused and served as the main
altar of the church, given the deliberate avoidawicthe bark stand in theaosand the reuse of

the other two in the delineation of spa¢eThe altar probably stood in front of the apse,clhi

33 The north and east exterior walls were not smabtiw@vn like the finished south and west exteriolisyavhich
further indicates that this temple remained unfiats See DijkstreSyene ,114.

%37 There is no evidence to suggest that this altarremsed in the Christian period.

338 Dijkstra, Syene || 15. There are incised crosses on the ground slabs dsvike rear of the side chapels, likely
indicating the original placement of the bark st&add perhaps functioning as part of the ritualfigation of the
temple.

339 Dijkstra, Syene | 15-6.

340 Dijkstra in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene.d#th Season’, 235, arfBlyene | 16-7. There was a piece of
plastic under the altar, indicating that it wasirtonally moved in modern times, perhaps during ohthe earlier
excavation campaigns

%1 Dijkstra in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene.d#4th Season’, 236, aryene | 16-7, where he argues that a
statue base is unlikely, and that the type of eansbn that it held must remain inconclusive. Bfesciani and
Pernigotti, Assuan 34, who suggested that it was used for libations.

342 See Dijkstra in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syer8rd/4th Season’, 235-6, ayene | 16-7, for a comparable
example from the church of St Stephen in the ksisple at Philae. Three red Aswan granite altarevi@und in
that temple. One was found lying on the groimgitu in thenaosof the temple, as it served as the bark stand for
the goddess, and was thus avoided in the Christiase of the building, as at Aswan. A second btkdsdates to
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was constructed across the main entrance ohé#us (E)3** The apse was identified by two
postholes in a horizontal line behind the entrancienaos and a third between these, slightly
recessed into the sanctuary. Additional constraatiarks were found higher up on the doorway,
in line with the two horizontal postholes, whichggests that there was some kind of built apse
that blocked the former sanctuary from view. Thsetrihution of the post holes suggests a
rounded apse, although a rectangular apse canmb$tminted**

The clergy probably accessed this apse throyglesbyteriumbut nothing remains of its
original construction, except for a large, rectdagyposthole between the two pillars and a
heavily worn ground slab on the same axis to itshpavhich may have supported some kind of
construction. The lack of smaditipitesin the pavement to hold themancelli (screen panels),
suggests that theresbyteriumwas perhaps constructed of mudbrick, since treeepaucity of
evidence in the pavement for a permanent consonitti Just as th@resbyteriumwas strictly
limited to the clergy, the formeraosand side chapels also appear to have been cléis&dm
the public. There is little evidence for Christiactivity in these chambers, which suggests that
they were probably used as storage facilities anging rooms for the clergy. The only
adaptations to these rooms were several nicheshvdome in two forms: rectangular ones and
those bordered by cuttings for wooden frames. Tdarenér type may belong to the original
architecture of the temple, while the latter aréinikely associated with the Christian reuse,

probably to store items belonging to the chu¥éh.

the 25th dynasty and stands in the inner court éetwthe First and Second Pylons. Both of thesesa#tee
comparable in size to the three altars in the ternplsis at Syene (1.10-1.20 m). The third altdPlsilae is smaller
(0.90 m), has an incised cross and one of its gldes not contain a cornice. This altar servedasriain altar for
the church of St Stephen and bears the closesnbdsece to the altar from Aswan, although it doeshave the
circular groove or rectangular holes on its tope§é altars were first published by F.L. Griffitfour Granite
Stands at PhilaeBIFAO 30 (1930) 127-30.

343 Dijkstra, Syene || 18. The construction of a church within the teeaptoper is exceptional, since churches in
most converted temples were constructed irptio@aos e.g. in the temple of Mandulis at Kalabsha aredtémple
of Isis at Philae. Cf. P. Grossmann, ‘Tempel’, 1840 incorrectly situates the church in ‘das Allgitigste des
Tempels'.

344 For the discussion of a rounded apse versus muiEmapse, see Dijkstr&yene | 17, who argues for the
probability of a rounded apse (although he doessrolude a rectangular apse) based on the simitargtructed
churches with small apses from Abu Mina, on whiele rossmanrChristliche Architektur 334, and Biga, on
which see P. Grossmann, ‘Uberlegungen zur Gestaltkirche im Tempel von ®a’, in T.A. Ba'cz (ed.),
Festschrift E. Gaal, U. Luft, L. TérdBudapest, 2002) 279-87.

345 For a more detailed examination of the pavement tae possibility of goresbyteriumsee Dijkstra in Von
Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene. 3rd/4th Season’328 andSyene,|17.

34t is unusual that a temple would have niches,tbete is one in the side chapel (J) that may lmecaporary
with the Ptolemaic temple. There is a niche with thuttings for a wooden frame in the sanctuary {#ich
strengthens the argument that this area would bhaee used by clergymen for practical purposes.tHjgstra in
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These architectural modifications, marking thefecmment of the church to the pillared
hall, also agree with the spatial distribution loé Christian graffiti. Although Bresciani was the
first to identify the church in the pillared halh dhe basis of the graffiti, Dijkstra’s exhaustive
study of the material combined with an architedtwmaalysis of the building, resulted in a
thorough re-analysis of its Christian reuse. Higlgsis of all 352 graffiti also aided in the
establishment of a relative chronology for the renperiod of occupation, including different
phases of Late Antique and later reuse. Moreoher gtaffiti project and rescue excavations of
the nearby houses were undertaken simultaneouslyha the study benefitted from direct
access to stratigraphical data coming from its iniate vicinity>*’ In the end, three distinct
phases of graffiti were distinguished: Graeco-Ron@mristian and modern, with the placement
of the graffiti on the walls telling us generallpaut the phase of occupatitfi.The Graeco-
Roman graffiti are typically located on the thinddafourth courses of blocks (standing height)
on both the interior and exterior of the buildifigne interior walls contain largely textual graffiti
or dipinti, while the exterior walls and roof predominantgab figural graffiti.

The placement of the Christian graffiti reflecte thanging floor levels in and around the
temple in Late Antiquity. In some cases, they anentl amongst the Graeco-Roman graffiti on
the lower courses of both the exterior and interiemple walls, confirming the initial
maintenance of the floor level. The spatial disttibn of these graffiti also suggests a shift away
from the use of the central entrance (B), towah#s dmaller south-west door (C), which was
marked by crosses that were not found around tha dworway**® There are also numerous
graffiti spread throughout the pillared hall (Dhciuding inscriptions and depictions of boats,
crosses andrantes although there is a near complete absence ofitgfadm inside thenaos
(F) and the two side chapels (H and J). The exaeptare a few Christian graffiti that were
found on the upper courses of th@oswalls (F), which bear no apparent connection ts¢hin

Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene. 3rd/4th SeasdB7, andSyene | 17-8. Cf. Bresciani and Pernigottissuan
18, who argue that every wall niche dates to thes@an period.

%7 Dijkstra in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene.d4th Season’, 230-2, ariyene || 18. See the latter study
generally for the edition of all 352 graffiti frothe temple of Isis.

348 Dijkstra in Von Pilgrimet al, ‘Town of Syene. 3rd/4th Season’, 230. When digiishing graffiti as ‘Christian’,
Dijkstra notes that this period is not limited tate Antiquity, but extends well into the Arab pekio

%49 Dijkstra, Syene | 26. The crosses around the south-west doorwayestighat it functioned as the main doorway
for visitors in Late Antiquity. There are only eigBoptic graffiti in the central doorway that cae Hated to the
same period, which suggests that it was eitheedas reserved for special occasions.
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the pillared hall (D} This confirms that these rooms were not accessibthe general public
while the building functioned as a churEhWe also encounter Christian graffiti high up oa th
exterior walls, especially in the upper west comiethe southern wall (M). The concentration of
graffiti in this area probably corresponds to tlevated ground level of a ninth/tenth century
house that encroached upon tieenenos(sacred boundary) of the temple, thus dating these
graffiti to the ninth/tenth century or lat&¥

In addition to the Christian graffiti, there weseo wall paintings belonging to the Late
Antique church within the pillared hall. They wendtially recorded by Bresciani’'s team,
although they were already fading in the 1970s, &adle since completely disappeared.
Originally, the paintings were located on the ndRR and south (PII) pillars, measuring 0.95 m
in height and placed 1 m above the pavement. The painting on the rplir (PI) depicted an
enthroned Mary with child, flanked by three saiotseither side. The image on the south pillar
(PIl) portrayed four bearded saints and what appeabe an angéf® As we have seen, the
identification of Mary in the first painting led Bsciani to conclude that the church in the Isis
temple was dedicated to the Virgin and that a ‘adoption’ must have occurred in Syéne.
Most notably, this postulation led Husson to assecthis church with three attestations to the
‘church of the holy Mary in the Patermouthis asrahi21), a claim that was generally

accepted™®

%0 The placement of these graffiti corresponds taterltime, when debris had accumulated and thelihgikceased
to function as a church, and probably date to afteminth/tenth century based on their similatitythe graffiti on
the upper courses of the exterior southern temgk. Wwor a full discussion, see Dijkstra in Vond?im et al.,
‘Town of Syene. 3rd/4th Season’, 231Philae and the Endl02, andSyene | 26. The modern graffiti are located
on the upper courses of the interior of the bugddamd correspond to two provisional entrances e made in
the facade at a later date, when the church haxitilefly ceased to function and the building wasd for domestic
purposes.

*1 Dijkstra, Syene 1 16-7.

%2 Dijkstra in Von Pilgrim et al., ‘Town of Syene.d#4th Season’, 230-1, ar8)ene | 24-6. For a discussion of the
ninth/tenth-century house and its relation to tbetlsern wall of the temple of Isis, especially witgard to the
dating of the temple, see also Dijkstra in Von fifget al., ‘Town of Syene. 3rd/4th Season’, 222-8.

33 Bresciani and Pernigotyssuan 39-41; Dijkstra and Van Loon, ‘Church’, 6-10. Fodetailed discussion of this
painting, see also the discussion in Chapter 3hfilaned Virgin and Child in Single Compositions, .F24) and the
catalogue at no. 20.

%4 Bresciani and Pernigotssuan41.

55 Husson, ‘Houses’, 132. See also, L.S.B. MacCdQHistianity at Syene/ Elephantine/ PhilaBASP27 (1990)
151-62 at 154; B. Porteffhe Elephantine Papyri in English. Three Millenmifi Cross-Cultural Continuity and
Change(Leiden, 1996) 525 (n. 16); Richt&tudien 138. Cf. Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 90, indcates the
tenuous identification of this church with the otturof the holy Mary based on a single wall paintibgt still
adheres to this identification.
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More recently, however, it has been questionedthenehe dedication of the church in
the Isis temple to Mary can be deduced from a simgdll painting and monolithic notions of
‘cultic continuity’.>*® These concerns were addressed in a recent studyijkstra and Van
Loon, which usexomparandafrom the iconographic programmes of contemporagypian
churches to argue that the presence of a Mariamipgidoes not indicate the presence of a
Marian churci?>’ Specifically, they note that paintings of Mary epp prominently in churches
which are both dedicated to her (for example, BeBurian) or to another saint (for instance, the
Church of Anba Bishay at the Red Monastery, nedra§p but that Mary may also be wholly
absent from the iconographic programme of churchbsrein she is the patron saint (for
example, Deir el-Ganadld}® In fact, only a small number of paintings depigtiMary have
survived in Egypt for the time period in questidiftlf-ninth centuries), and most of these come
from monastic contexts or churches which are nofact, dedicated to Mary? Dijkstra and
Van Loon also challenge Bresciani’s dating of taenpng (sixth century), and argue for a wider
date (sixth to ninth centuries) based on the fraderg nature of the image and the noted
difficulty of dating stylistic elements for Late Aigue Egyptian painting®°

This study also necessitates that we abstain &ssociating the church in the Isis temple
with the ‘church of the holy Mary’ attested in tRatermouthis archive(). Although we know
that this church once existed in ancient Syenegttseno evidence with which we can associate
this attestation to any particular archaeologiehains. Thus, this case study stands as an
example that we cannot rely on a single wall pagmand static notions of ‘cultic continuity’ to
determine the attribution of a particular churafstéad, such instances demand that we leave
these identifications open until there is suffitiemidence to warrant their definitive association

with one saint or another.

0 Dijkstra, ‘New Light’, 195-6, andPhilae and the End75 and 99.

%7 Dijkstra and Van Loon, ‘Church’, and again in ‘@ian Wall Paintings’.

%8 For the church of Anba Bishay, see E.S. BolmamtéLAntique Aesthetics, Chromophobia, and the Red
Monastery, Sohag, EgyptECA 3 (2006) 1-24 (PIs 1 and 5), and ‘The Red MongsBanservation Project, 2006
and 2007 Campaigns. Contributing to the Corpusaté lAntique Art’, in Gabra and Takl@hristianity in Akhmim
and Sohag305-17; P.-H. Laferriérd,a bible murale dans les sanctuaires cofteairo, 2008) 26-8 (PI. 4); Dijkstra
and Van Loon, ‘Church’, 8 and 12.

39 For a list of all paintings of Mary that surviveom this period, see Appendix 2 in the presentstudth
discussions of the paintings in Chapter 3.

30 pjjkstra and Van Loon, ‘Church’, 12.
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Conclusion

The present examination of the archaeological nesnaf Marian churches and monasteries
serves to supplement the existing catalogue oflimgé collected in the first chapter, while also
revisiting several of the papyri that were attrdmitto physical remains of churches. The
archaeological evidence has given life to the dmwt the holy Theotokos Mary on Philae,
which can be associated with the West Church. Eurtbre, two churches have been added to
the growing number of definitive fifth- to ninth4aeiry Marian buildings throughout Egypt, both
of which occur in monastic settings (Deir as-Sumawl Deir el-Ganadla). The addition of these
two churches thus raises the total number of clasgremd monasteries dedicated to the Virgin to
25. While we did examine a fourth church in thisgter, that of the church in the Isis temple at
Syene, the evidence is not sufficient to ascrili® ¢hurch to Mary, nor to associate it with any
particular papyrological reference from Syene. €fae, it is included here only as an example
of the problems involved in identifying materiahrains with a specific church of Mary.

The addition of thes two Marian monasteries to puesent list demonstrates the
importance of interweaving both the papyrologigaijeaphical and the archaeological evidence.
In doing so, we have shown a greater diversity afrih buildings, including a freestanding
monastic church at Deir el-Surian and a monaste ahurch at Deir el-Ganadla. Moreover,
both of these structures are dated to the sixttucgrthus raising the number of locations with a
Marian church in this century from seven to nirteésImore difficult, however, to evaluate the
impact these two churches had on the developmeManian titulature, as neither produced a
sixth-century reference in which the building iendified by a particular title. The church of the
Theotokos at Deir as-Surian is first attested @& s a mid-ninth century Syriac manuscrt,
and the monastery and church of the Virgin at @¢iGanadla is first recorded by the later
Arabic sources Abu Salih and al-MaqriZf. While these references are indicators that the
respective churches were attributed to Mary, ther laistorical references to them make it

impossible to determine which sixth-century Mari#nlature was applied to these buildings,

31 Cody, ‘History’, 876.

32 0On the disputed authorship of these sources, s@&amektti, ‘Ab( |I-Makarim et Ab( SalihBSAC34 (1995) 85-
138, esp. 131-3, who attributes both works to ativia in the late twelfth or early thirteenth centuwhich were
preserved by copyists in the fourteenth century.
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and thus have no bearing on the overall trendearetmergence of particular titles, as discussed
in the previous chapter.

Thus, it is only through the convergence of theypalogical, epigraphical and
archaeological sources that we may begin to distenmanner in which Marian veneration
became physically visible in Egyptian society. Ra@nd inscriptions reveal patterns in the
emergence, distribution and prominence of the aflt Mary across Egypt, while the
archaeological record supplies us with actual exsdefor the various types of architectural
features and iconographic elements that might oatihin a given Marian church or monastery.
The Marian churches described in this chapter sayificantly in their locations and layouts, as
one is a freestanding monastic church (Deir eléyrianother partially constructed in a cave
(Deir el-Ganadla), while a third is a freestandotwrch built with reused blocks of a temple
(West Church). We also saw a disparity amongst tthecorative programmes, whereby Mary
could be featured prominently (Deir el-Surian),nat at all (Deir el-Ganadla). The variations
among these buildings demonstrate the impossibiity establishing criteria that would
distinguish a particular church as being dedicételary. Instead, we see that the construction
of a church is entirely dependent upon the needseo€ommunity and the resources available to
them, and that the iconographic programmes are raoreflection of the tastes of the local
community than a proscribed notion of how a Magharch should be decorated.

As a result, any attribution of archaeological remeaas a Marian church or monastery
must be weighed against the historical, documerdadyepigraphical sources that are available
to us. This is especially apparent from our re gisalof the evidence at Aswan, whereby the
attempts of previous scholars to bring togethepatiste papyrological, art historical and
archaeological materials, based on an outdatedmofi‘cultic continuity’, ultimately proved to
be inconclusive. Therefore, without written recortdss impossible to establish a connection
between the archaeological remains of a church amastery and the saint to whom it was
originally dedicated. This, thus, leaves the remaof many potential Marian churches
unidentifiable at the present time and highlights importance of an interdisciplinary approach
to the study of the physical materialization of Marveneration.
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Chapter 3:
The Iconographical Evidence for the Virgin Mary in Egyptian Wall Paintings

Introduction

In the preceding chapters, we have focused on theepce and dissemination of Marian
churches and monasteries throughout Egypt thrdugleallection of papyrological, epigraphical
and archaeological materials. While this pursui$ lpaoduced a total of 25, potentially 30,
religious buildings dedicated to the Virgin and daersirated her importance in Late Antique
Egypt, it has not yet been addressed how she wesiped and understood among its
population. For this, we must rely especially oa ttevelopment of a visual culture associated
with the Virgin, one which is manifested in the aien of a distinct Marian iconograpfi}?
Previous studies of Marian imagery have largely$ee on specific iconographic types, such as
the Ascension ogalaktotrophousabut a comprehensive thematic analysis of all walhtings

of the Virgin has never been undertaken in a sisgley. By conducting such a study, we are
able to trace the development of distinct Mariaambs that were propagated in the Christian
communities of Egypt. Thus, the present chaptess ad additional facet to the study of the
physical materialization of the Virgin Mary, oneatlcollects and analyzes every known Marian
wall painting from the fifth to the ninth centurjeshile also tracing the themes back to their
earliest occurrence§?

A thorough study of these images is impeded, hewely the widespread lack of
preservation of Late Antique structures, includiogurches, domestic buildings, funerary
chapels, and to a lesser extent, monastic compléxe=n in cases where the structures are
standing to a significant height, their exposureghe elements over the centuries has caused
large-scale degradation to the paintings and fetiveeitonographic programmes have survived
in the archaeological record. A similar situatiomezges in newly excavated sites, where
typically only select paintings are chosen for @wation or removal to a museum. Thus, the
analysis of the majority of the paintings collectedhe present study by necessity relies heavily

33 This study is limited to wall paintings, althoulytarian iconography appears across a variety of sl book
illuminations, stelae, small arts), for which soex@amples are listed at n. 49.

%4 As indicated in n. 54, the third-century repreaéiah of the Wedding at Cana in the Karmuz catacomib
Alexandria is excluded from the catalogue, as isdoot fall within the established time frame oiftbtudy,
although it is discussed briefly at p. 127.
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on descriptions and photographs in excavation tsponly in a limited number of cases have
paintings in churches and monasteries undergongsecaation efforts. As a result, this chapter
presents what is undoubtedly only a minute selectibthe Marian images that would have
adorned both religious and secular buildings otlLantique Egypt.

Methodology

The iconographical analysis of Marian wall paining presented here as a series of thematic
studies, which collect all the images of a spediffe and examine them under a single heading.
The themes are divided into established Marian agoaphic types, and are analyzed in the
following order: double compositions, single-tiereikhroned Mary and Child, enthroned Mary
without Child, galaktotrophousa Annunciation, Marian cycles and miscellaneousssewith
Mary. In some cases, there are several variatiatisnnan iconographic type and the group is
further divided into manageable sub-categories (fstance, in the case of the double
compositions) or there may be overlap and an inmagg belong to more than one category. In
the latter case, these instances are noted iratekbnly one description is provided. Moreover,
all of the thematic discussions adhere to the daywmut, beginning with an introduction to the
specific theme, which highlights the charactersstitat designate an image as a patrticular type.
This is followed by a chronological enumeration alif the wall paintings that fall into that
category, and a discussion of the differing icomapgic elements found in each particular image.
The analysis concludes with a summary of the imagea group, with a specific focus on the
prevalence of the type and any changes to its g@apby across space and time.

As was noted, the search for representations ef\igin Mary in Egyptian wall
paintings is hindered by the lack of a comprehenstudy on the material thus far. Therefore,
the material collected in this study was acquite@ugh an extensive search of every known
excavation report of monasteries, churches and gaergructures in Egypt that has yielded wall
paintings, as well as every major work on Christ@hin Egypt. As a result, this study only
contains images of the Virgin that are publishdthoaigh every attempt was made to include
Marian wall paintings that are only photographediescribed, even if they are no longer extant.
Once all the images were identified, they were oizgd into a catalogue by thematic groups,

which are all subsequently arranged chronologicgdiypendix 2). Each painting is assigned a
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unique catalogue number, and its entry enumerhtesype, location, date, and description. In a
few cases, the dates of the paintings are dis@nddnay actually date beyond the ninth century.
In these instances, every effort has been exhatstddtermine the correct date, and they are
included here with their suggested date rangesdo affer the most comprehensive analysis of
the surviving Marian wall painting§>

Whenever one of these paintings is discussed tniteg also accompanied by an internal
reference to Appendix 2, so as to immediately lin& image to its catalogue entry. Since a
system using bold numbering was adapted for inteafarences to the attestations of churches
and monasteries in the papyrological and epigraphecord in Appendix 1, a different method
of enumeration is employed here. Therefore, argxihreference to Appendix 2 appears as: no.
1, no. 2, and so on. In the cases where the ditestaf a painting in the literature are
supplemented by a picture or drawing, the figureber is added after the internal reference to
Appendix 2 (for example, no. 1, Fig. 8).

Mary in Double Compositions

In our corpus of paintings from Egypt, Mary appearsst frequently as part of a double
composition, in which an enthroned Christ imandorlaappears in the upper zone, with Mary
and the apostles and/or saints in the lower zohereTis a marked disparity, however, among
scholars as to the meaning of these compositiomsséme, most notably E.T. Dewald, these
scenes are representations of the Ascension, waftdct the narratives in the canonical books
of Mark (16:19), Luke (24:50-1) and Actd:9-12), as well as the apocryph@ospel of
Nicodemugq14). He argues that the iconography of the Asoansvolved from these texts into
two completely different types: the Hellenistic a@gtiental type. The Hellenistic type was
confined to the Western Empire and reflects a s#alirendering of the scer® while the
Oriental type has its origins in the Christian Eastl presents a more abstract and mystical

treatment of the Ascension narrative, drawing @apocalyptic narratives of Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1

35 See e.g. the case at Syene, discussed in thepseshapter.

36 E.T. Dewald, ‘The Iconography of the AscensioRlJA 19 (1915) 277-319 at 278-82. The Hellenistic form is
characterized by a beardless Christ stepping frieennmhountain into heaven, assisted by the hand af. Gbe
apostles are depicted below, often prostrate ddamgoupwards in amazement. The first known exanoplinis type

is an ivory diptych in Munich, which likely dates the end of the fourth century. For the diptyate &. Stuhlfauth,
Die altchristliche ElfenbeinplastiKFreiburg and Leipzig, 1896) 58, esp. n. 5 witlierences; O.M. Dalton,
Byzantine Art and Archaeolog®xford, 1911) 191.
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and Revelation %" The Egyptian double compositions, however, do awtform to a single
iconographic type, but rather reflect a combinatminthe Syro-Palestinian forms, with a
typically Egyptian rendering of frontal, emotiorgefsggures and a greater emphasis placed on the
Virgin.3%®

Although Dewald offers some astute observationshenbasic patterns of the Egyptian
double compositions, his conclusions are basedhtnaosmall sample of paintings, skewing his
perspective of this typ&: His interpretation was questioned by A. Grabarpwicognized a
connection with the Ascension scene but prefercedegard these double compositions as
theophanic visions, in which Christ is depictedMajesty at his Second Coming, announced at
the moment of the Ascension. He thus saw the pecesa&fi Mary in the lower zone as
complementary to the theophany, whereby she asstimesole of Theotokos, reminding the
viewer of the mystery of the Incarnation and thenipresence of God among manki{8.A
more comprehensive study of the material by C. Has also argued against a straightforward
understanding of these scenes as Ascensions. dnsiea opts for a hypothesis which posits the
Ascension as the source of the double compositlmtsalso leaves room for both historical and
symbolic ideas, which she believes spread to Efggpt Palestiné’*

%7 Dewald, ‘lconography’, 282-4. The Oriental typesisb-divided into the Syrian and Palestinian typesthe
Syrian type, a bearded Christ stands mandorlagiving the sign of benediction with his right haadd holding a
scroll in his left. Themandorlais supported by two angels, with an additionaledrmm either side offering a crown
to Christ, below which are the four creatures ef séipocalypse. In a lower zone, Mary stands iroth@sposition,
flanked on either side by an angel holding a waath of which addresses a group of six apostlespei and
gaze upwards in amazement. The sun and moon aaaltygncluded in the lower zone as well. The Rtlgan
type is similar in many ways, although there afeva notable differences: Christ is nimbed, gengrh#arded and
enthroned within anandorla which is supported by either two or four angels.gives the sign of benediction with
his right hand and holds a book in his left. In kxer zone, Mary is himbed and stands in @ah@nsposition and
flanked by six disciples on both sides who geséituland stare up towards Christ. There are alsariaty of
symbols that frequently appear above Mary’s heagl fend, dove, star).

3%8 Dewald, ‘Iconography’, 289-90. The Egyptian doubtempositions are typically Syrian in the arrangetnef
their upper zones with the exception that Chrigtnthroned and the angels no longer supportrtaedorla The
lower zone is typically Palestinian, as it renddiery and the apostles without the presence of @harid Michael.
Notably, however, the Egyptian versions also iraégya number of local saints.

39 Walters,Monastic Archaeologyl25-6, who notes that Dewald only refers to onawo frescoes from Bawit and
briefly to a painting from Deir el-Surian in hissdussion of the Egyptian double compositions. Tiewity of his
treatment thus causes Dewald to make several udéaligeneralizations, including the suggestions @fatst is
always bearded and that the two zones are alwggsaed by a band in these particular compositions.

370 A, Grabar,Martyrium: recherches sur le culte des reliquedat chrétien antique2 vols (Paris, 1946) 2.207-
13.

371 C. Ihm, Die Programme der christlichen Apsismalerei vomrtei® Jahrhundert bis zur Mitte des achten
Jahrhunderts(Wiesbaden, 1960) 95-108. In particular, Ihm seegelationship between these images and the
festivals of the Ascension and Pentecost, whictevetsely linked in Jerusalem. Thus, she beliehasthedouble
compositions reflect both the ascent and descefhoist, which is manifested as Christ in Majestythe upper
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A second stream of scholarship, exemplified bywioek of C. Osieczkowska, disregards
the interpretation of the double composition a\aoension scene, but rather suggests that they
represent the Deisis (Mary and John intercedingreef5od), where the interceding Christ
appears adaiestas Dominin the upper registéf? Osieczkowska tries to demonstrate a link
between the paintings and the liturgy, especidily titany of the saints, arguing that the
individuals in the paintings are invoked in instiops on the walls. Her arguments, however, are
unconvincing, as most inscriptions are badly dardagel, in many cases, individuals mentioned
in inscriptions are not rendered in the paintifidsThus, more recent scholarship has avoided
these all-encompassing terms, arguing that therétls evidence to assume that either the
liturgy or the feast of the Ascension had significhearings on the iconography of these double
compositions. Instead, scholars recognize the pcesef several complex representations of
different gospel and apocryphal narratives, whialbedy distinctly local (that is, Egyptian)
beliefs, practices and traditions, in particulae tecognition of the paradox of Christ, who both
takes of his mother’s breast and reigns over heandreartt’*

In the following discussion of Mary in double consgimns, the scenes are divided into
four separate, but admittedly arbitrary categoriglich serve only to highlight the different
ways in which Mary is depicted. This is done to destrate the iconographic developments

within each type, while also illustrating the prirace or paucity with which each of these types

zone and the incarnation and founding of the Chyorh'local’ Church) in the lower zone. See also lgfs,
Monastic Archaeologyl27-8.

372 C. Osieczkowska, ‘La mosaique de la porte rogel&ainte Sophie et la litanie de tous les saiBgantion9
(1934) 41-83 at 53-7.

373 Walters Monastic Archaeologyl26-7, notes, e.g. that Room 6 at Bawit has seimscriptions invoking Apollo,
Anoup and Phib, but none of these saints are dapintthat room.

374 Walters,Monastic Archaeology128-9, who is the first to argue for a limitetutgical function of the double
compositions, suggesting that the type may indacive from a passage in the anaphora of St Mark/Qy which
Mary, the saints and apostles are called to sesvatarcessors for the faithful. He does not sugties this is the
only function of these paintings, but merely pragmét as an Egyptian nuance to the existing meaafnthe
painting. This notion is taken up by P. van Mogr&hurch Art’, in Copt.Enc.ll (1991) 555-7, who argues that the
double compositions may ‘have been created as acmars depiction of the orthodox doctrine of thespe of
Christ’. See also K.C. Innemée, ‘The Word and thesl, in Gabra and Takl& hristianity in Aswan and Nuhia
187-99 at 189-93, who recognizes that this comjwsitould represent either the dual nature of Choisthe
complimentary themes of the theophany and the ivatEim. He sees the placement of these image®inpbkes of
the church as both ritually and symbolically cortedowith the liturgy, especially in terms of Chigstanifestation
as the Word and the Flesh. Cf. M. Kupelian, ‘Thedwsion Scene in the Apse of the Church at Dayrb@ual-
Hawa: A Comparative Study’, in Gabra and Taklaristianity: Aswan and Nubj&02-12, who alleges that we can
differentiate between Ascension scenes and Chridflajesty scenes. She contends that Ascension scener
include the four apocalyptic creatures, the Virgirmlways represented as @rans and they are always located in
the western part of the church. The available pajstto support this theory, however, are few imbar and all of
them date beyond the established time frame ofthidy.
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appear in the archaeological record. The themegliaeissed under the following headings:
Mary in a medallion, enthroned Mary and Child, Margnsand Mary in an indeterminate pose.
These categorizations are not meant to providenafreenework through which these paintings
should be studied, but merely to organize the scenie manageable categories. In doing so, this
study, by extension, demonstrates the difficultyasgigning a definitive meaning to these double
compositions, and opts for a more ritual or symbohderstanding of the theme, which ties back

to the dichotomy of Christ’s heavenly rule and Mangle in the Incarnation.

a) Mary in a Medallion

This category is represented by a single exammm fChapel B at the Monastery of Apa
Jeremiah in Saqqgara, which dates to the sixth/skvesntury. The well-preserved lower tier
depicts the bust of Mary encased within a medalfran 1, Fig. 8). She is flanked on either side
by a medallion with the bust of an archangel. Aliee figures are depicted frontally, although
Mary is the only individual who is afforded mimbus The upper tier, on the other hand,
preserves only the bottom segment of the compasitrowhich the lower part of Christ’s legs
are visible and He appears to be encasednaradorla On either side, we find wings with eyes,
which are typical of the vision of Ezeki&P The significant loss of the upper tier makes & ful
discussion of this image difficult, although we shlibnote that it is unclear whether Christ is
standing or enthroned in this painting. There odion of some painted element in the lower
right hand side of thenandorlg which may be the leg of a throne, but its coyrgdron the left

is missing. There is also a poorly preserved bdisaro individual just to the right of the
mandorlg which seems to represent the sun or the moomestigg that its counterpart would

have once mirrored it on the left.

b) Enthroned Mary and Child
The oldest surviving Egyptian representation of esamthroned Mary and Child in a double
composition does not find its origins in monastiglivpainting, but rather on a fifth-century door
from Sitt Barbara in Old Cairo. Here, a panel rtbartop of the door depicts angels holding up a

375 J.E. Quibell Excavations at Saqqara 1906(Zairo, 1908) 65 (PI. 46). Cf. Waltemglonastic Archaeologyl22,
who explicitly states that two of the four creaturaf the apocalypse are present. Although the urestof the
apocalypse commonly appear on the wings of the phara there is no evidence for their presence i@ th
photographic record, nor are they mentioned by €lLib
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bust of Christ within alipeus while on a lower panel an enthroned Mary and cCaik flanked
by a group of apostle€€® While these panels bear the basic elements afdhble composition
with an enthroned Virgin and Child, they represieat one of the several ways in which this
scene can be depicted. In fact, the paintings is1dategory, although grouped together, show
remarkable differences in both their compositiond details. Primarily, we see variations in
Christ’s position, the presence or absence of de ¢reatures of the apocalypse and angels in
the upper zone, and the arrangement of the Vingch@hild and their accompanying figures in
the lower zone. This is especially notable giveat tihese nine paintings stem from only two
different monasteries (Saqgara and Bawit), anda#lllsomewhere within the date range of the
sixth to eighth centuries.

This diversity is nowhere more evident than in tleeible compositions from Saqqgara,
where all five paintings show a variety of subjemtsl arrangements. Firstly, the badly damaged

upper zone of Cell F preserves an enthroned Chrigtmandorlg®’’

as well as one of the four
apocalyptic creatures (o0x) and two bust®@nsfigures in medallions, which represent the sun
and moon (no. 2, Fig. §J° In the lower zone, an enthroned Mary holds heiddhi her left lap,
flanked by the archangels Gabriel and Michael axdbsal saints, one of which is a woman and
two of whom are identified as Apa Peter and Apa dai&’ In contrast, Cell 1723 has
significantly fewer elements in its tiers, as thgper portion depicts a largely effaced enthroned
Christ, surrounded by the sun, moon and stars.ewhé lower zone only portrays an enthroned
Mary holding a beardless Christ inchpeus and flanked solely by the two archangels (no. 3,

Fig. 10)3°

376 3. Beckwith,Coptic Sculpture, 300-130Q.ondon, 1963) Figs 97-8; D. Shepherd Payer, ‘€tam Subjects in
Coptic Art: Virgin Enthroned’, irCopt.Enc.Il (1991) 542-3. Another early representation afcuble composition
from Egypt is found in the sixth-century Clevelafdpestry. See, generally, D.G. Shepherd, ‘An Icbrihe
Virgin’, Bulletin of the Cleveland Museum of Af (1969) 90-120.

377 Note that this study adheres to the terms assigmetese buildings by their excavators: ‘cellsuiell) at
Saqgara and ‘chapels’ (Clédat) or ‘rooms’ (Maspatd}awit, although many of them likely had the saomction.
378 Quibell, Saqgara 1906-7PI. 55. Quibell only includes a partially visibpghotograph of this painting in his
excavation report, without a discussion of the deuwwmmposition. Its chance publication owes topitsximity to
the painting of the Hebrews in the fiery furnacéjch stands directly to its left. Brief descript®are also given in
Walters, Monastic Archaeology 123, and M. Rassart-Debergh, ‘Quelques remarde@sographiques sur la
peinture chrétienne a Saqqara’, in G. Bretschndgtk),Miscellanea CopticdRome, 1981) 207-20 at 210.

379 See Rassart-Debergh, ‘Quelques remarques’, 2E6g8 Z), who suggests that this unnamed femaleowitla
nimbusis Ama Sibylla, who is often mentioned in the sangeriptions as Enoch and Jeremiah, and is depimte
several occasions in the decorations at Bawit.

380 J.E. Quibell,Excavations at Saqgara, 1908-9, 1909{Ixiro, 1912) 23 (Pl. 25), who argues that Mary is
holding aclipeusof a beardless saint rather than Jesus. Thislilseliy as it is inconsistent with the iconograpdfy
the double compositions. Cf. Waltekpnastic Archaeologyl23; Shepherd Payer, ‘Virgin Enthroned’, 543.
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The third painting from Saqqgara is found in CelR17but the poor preservation of the
upper tier prevents a proper analysis of this sactlt is only possible to note the apparent
absence of a throne amdandorlg as Christ seemingly appears to be depicted it laagth’
(no. 4, Fig. 11). In addition, there are two largedallions containing the bust of an angel on
either side of the central Chri$t In the lower zone, we encounter an enthroned Meitly
Christ on her left lap, flanked by Gabriel and d&es on her proper right and Michael and
Enoch on her proper left? The fourth painting from Saqgara was originallyrid in Cell 1733,
although it was never photographed by J. Clédatisanib longer extant (no. 5). Clédat did
publish a description of this image, in which heagked that it was reminiscent of Cell 1727 in
its composition. He describes an enthroned Virgid €hild, flanked by Jeremias and Michael
on their proper right and Enoch and Gabriel onrtheiper left hand sid&> In the upper zone,
however, he recounts the presence of Christ flatkethe four apocalyptic creatures, which he
discerns from the visible head of an ox, and tvgures (perhaps angels), whose presence is
extrapolated from visible hands that are holdingksoon either side of the central Chrft.

The double compositions from Bawit, on the othendiashow a greater degree of
uniformity amongst its three surviving images (C#lap, Room 6 and Chapel 42), all of which
are dated generally to the sixth or seventh cenftirfhe many parallels are especially evident
in the upper tiers, which each bear a clearly @efiChrist enthroned in mandorlathat is
surrounded by the four creatures of the apocalyps€hapel 42, the upper portion of Christ has
completely disappeared, but Chapel 3 and Roomaglgldepict Christ holding an open book in
his left hand, and offering the sign of benedictwith his right. The major differences in these

upper tiers lie in the ancillary decorations, whidry from one composition to the other. In

31 The painting is severely damaged, making an asgsgsof his position difficult. The interpretatiaf the ‘half
length’ figure is taken from Walterbonastic Archaeologyl23. Note, however, that he sees four medallitis
angels, although only two appear in the photographs

32 Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-1@!I. 24. Cf. G.B. Ladnetmages and Ideas in the Middle Ag&ome, 1983)
129, who notes that Jeremias curiously wears baitjuare and circularimbus which is also present on an image
of the same saint in Cell D at Saqqara. This eléroéleremias’ iconography, however, is not evidienthe
photograph of the painting.

33 Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-1@2. There is no positional discussion of JesusMamy’s lap in Quibell,
although Shepherd Payer, ‘Virgin Enthroned’, 54&niions that Jesus sits on Mary’s left lap. Thiprisblematic,
however, as she cites Quibell as her source ofrirdtion. The consistency with which Christ gengralbpears in
Mary’s left lap (although not always, see ChapelB&wit), makes Shepherd Payer’s assumption prebabl

384 \Walters,Monastic Archaeologyl23.

35 Clédat,Monastére(1999), 45, see also pp. 362-3 where he discussesifficulty of dating paintings which
belong to the period of the sixth to eighth cemtsiriCf. A. Effenbergetkoptische KunstAgypten in spatantiker,
byzantinischer und frihislamischer Zditeipzig, 1975) 213, who dates the composition iooR 6 to the
seventh/eighth century.
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Chapel 3, for example, there are no additional régif® while in Room 6 there are
personifications of the sun and moon andrtrendorlais carried by four wheels, below which
there are a pair of flames. In addition, Christlasked by two standing angels who bow their
heads in supplicatioft’ In Chapel 42, on the other hand, tmandorlais flanked by two
medallions, which contain the busts of the sunmodn®®

Any significant degree of variation in these paigt, however, stems from the lower
zones, especially in regards to the arrangemetiiteofigures. In Chapel 3, for example, Mary is
enthroned with Jesus on her left lap, flanked lgyatchangel Michael and seven local saints on
her proper left and Gabriel and another seven lsaaits (including one Apa Apollo) on her
proper right (no. 6, Fig. 12). In Room 6, Jesus ait the left lap of an enthroned Mary, although
in this case twelve bearded apostles and two kxiats flank them (no. 7, Fig. 1%} Finally, in
Chapel 42 we see an arrangement that is uniqudl tof dhe double compositions, as we
encounter our first representation of Marygedaktotrophousaor Mary breastfeeding§® In
this scene, Jesus sits on Mary’s right lap ando$tees her right breast with her left hand. They
are flanked by at least thirteen individuals, set@mheir proper right and at least six to their
proper left, which consist of a mix of apostles @aihts, almost all of which are identified by

inscriptions (no. 8, Fig. 14¥*

c) Mary Orans
The third group of double compositions are difféi@ed from the aforementioned examples by
the presence of Mary in tlegans(praying) gesture and the absence of the infauslélhere are
only two surviving images of this type, both of wihicome from niches in the eastern walls of
the ‘chapels’ from the monastery of Apa Apollo a&vt. The first of these appears in Chapel
17, which is dated to the seventh or eighth centlfryn the upper tier we encounter an

386 3. Clédatl.e monastére et la nécropole de BapRivols (Cairo, 1904-1916) 1.13-29, esp. 23-4 Z®).

387 Walters, Monastic Archaeology122; G. Gabra and M. Eaton-Kraudge lllustrated Guide to the Coptic
Museum and Churches of Old Ca{i©airo, 2007) 96 (PI. 51).

388 Clédat,Monastérg(1999), 45-7 (Pls 46-51).

39 The |ocal saints are identified as Apa Paul ofilRsis and Apa Naberho.

390 For a detailed description of this type, see keartatic entry on thgalaktotrophousat pp. 110-5.

391 Clédat, Monasteére(1999), Pls 46, 48-50. The figures read from leftright include: an unnamed saint,
BAPOOAEMEQC, <l)1>\lnn0C, [NIJKDAE[MOC], ID[RANN]HC, ANAPEAC, TIETPOC, MAPIA, TIAYAOC, MABEOC, 12KKOBOC,

CIMON, 620.A€0C, andMa012C.
392 Clédat,Monastérd, 73-85; Cf. E.S. Bolman, ‘Joining the CommunifySaints: Monastic Paintings and Ascetic
Practice in Early Christian Egypt’, in S. McNalhed.),Shaping Community: The Art and Archaeology of
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enthroned Christ in enandorlg holding an open book in his left hand, and offgrihe sign of
benediction with his right (no. 9, Fig. 15). Onheit side of thenandorlaare the two archangels
holding crowns, the four apocalyptic creatures, andts of the sun and the moSh.n the
lower tier, Maryoransis flanked by the twelve apostles, each of whoid$ia book across his
chest with his right hand, and one anonymous figure

The second depiction of Mapyansstems from Chapel 20 at Bawit, and also likelyedat
to the seventh or eighth century (no. 10, Fig.*¥6plthough there is not a strict line dividing
the upper and lower zones, as we see elsewheregattbe double compositions, there are still
two distinct tiers in this painting. In the uppealfh Christ appears enthroned innandorla
surrounded by the four creatures of the apocalgpseflanked by representations of the sun and
moon. In the lower portion, a central Maoyans is flanked by eleven apostles, as well as
Gabriel, Michael, Apa Patermoute, Apa Macarius apa Kollouthios. This painting bears a
strong similarity to the aforementioned image ina@él 17, as both include representations of
the four creatures of the apocalypse and bustseo$iin and moon. In the lower levels, there is a
clear preference for including a large number dbsstdiary figures, both of which include
representations of the apostles and at least tvee extra-gospel figuré>

d) Mary in an Indeterminate Pose
The final double composition is addressed as aragpantry, as its extensive damage limits any
formal categorization of the image. This paintimdnich dates to the sixth or seventh century,
was located in a niche in the eastern wall of Oedit Bawit. The upper tier of this composition
is almost entirely lost, with the exception of tbever part of anandorlg which contains only a
small portion of either Christ's leg or the baseaofhrone (no. 11, Fig. 17). Tmeandorlais
flanked on either side by two medallions, which teim the busts of the sun and mddhThe

Monasticism(Oxford, 2001) 41-56 at 44, who attributes thenpag to the seventh century based on a graffigd th
overlies it, which dates to 753.

393 Walters,Monastic Archaeologyl21.

394 J. MasperofFouilles executées a Baouf. Drioton (ed.) (Cairo, 1931) 31-2 (Pls 31-4)aN®rs, Monastic
Archaeology 122.

3% There is a third double composition with Mamansin Chapel 46 at Bawit, but scholars generally agheat it
dates to the tenth century, and is thus not includehe present discussion. For a discussionisfgainting, see J.
Clédat, ‘Nouvelles recherches a Baouit (Haute-EglygEampagnes 1903-190£RAI 48 (1904) 517-26 at 524
(Fig. 3); Dewald, ‘Iconography’, 288; Waltefdpnastic Archaeologyl22.

3% The presence of these busts is omitted from Qlstmgscription of the painting, although they atearly visible
in the photograph. See QuibeBaqqara 1906-767 (Pl. 59). They are mentioned, however, in Rdad3ebergh,
‘Quelques remarques’, 210.
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lower tier, on the other hand, is better preserirethe sense that the outline (and some detail) of
five figures are preserved. In the center we entmyumhat appears to be an enthroned Mary, as
there are two large, curved lines above her headhwduggest the presence of a throne, and she
is flanked by the archangels and Apa Jeremias) (fd Enoch (right). The difficulty in
interpreting this painting, however, lies in thelifeg of the lower register and the inability to
discern whether or not the Child is included irstbdmpositior??’ Moreover, all of the figures,
including Mary, seem to be portrayed in bust fowhjch then renders the presence of the throne
unusual.

In summary, the double compositions representlahgest and most varied group of
images amongst the Marian iconographic types, apyem eleven instances, even though their
presence is limited to monastic conteXfsFurthermore, they only exist on either the eastern
walls or prayer niches of the monastic cells andlkaihapels at Bawit and Saqqgara between the
sixth and eighth centurié€’ In fact, the surviving evidence reveals a markeskace of double
compositions outside of these locations until atbtire tenth and eleventh centuries, when they
resurface in the apses and semi-domes of largeclds (monastic and otherwise), in places
such as the sanctuary of Benjamin at Deir Abu Magathe Wadi el-Natrun and the North
Church at Deir el-Shohada in Esna and the churdDuitbet el-Haw& That is not to say,
however, that this image disappears completely fittve iconographic repertoire of wall

paintings for several centuries before its retunerely that there is presently a gap in our

397 Quibell, Saqgara 1906-767 makes no reference to a child in his desoripdf the image, but Waltedslonastic

Archaeology 123 sees Jesus appearing within a medallion. péisting is no longer extant, and therefore it is
difficult to judge the accuracy of either scholairigerpretation of the scene. Walter's suggestib@hrist within a
medallion is plausible, as we find it elsewher&adjqara (no. 1, Fig. 9), but more importantly hie badly damaged
lower, central portion of this scene there doeseappo be what one could interpret as the fainlireubf a head.
The damage here is too extensive, however, toitlfirattest to Christ's presence. Moreover, | veblike to add a
further interpretation of this painting, that ieetpossibility of Mary appearing as arans A closer look at Mary
shows that her proper right arm may be extendedargsvand outside of the limit of the ‘throne’ oetfeature
encircling her. Her left arm, on the other handtois damaged and offers nothing in the way of eweefor this
posture. For the time being, this painting starddaraindeterminate representation of Mary in a toabmposition.

39 Maspero Fouilles, 19 (PI. 13a and b), discusses another potential depicf Mary in a double composition at
Bawit, but even he is uncertain of the attributeondl nothing remains other than the lower portioa oéntral figure
flanked by six saints. There is no way of tellifighis is Mary, but it is included here so as toypde an exhaustive
list of potential Marian depictions.

39 See Innemée, ‘Word and Flesh’, 190.

0 For a discussion of these later double compositisee G.J.M. van Loon, ‘The Esna Monasteries: Rayr
Shuhada and Dayr al-Fakhuri’, in G. Gabra and H.&kla, Christianity and Monasticism in Upper Egypt II: §la
Hammadi and EsnéCairo, 2010) 225-44 at 226; R. Dekker, ‘An UpdaBan of the Church at Dayr Qubbat al-
Hawa’, in Gabra and Takl& hristianity in Aswan and Nubjal17-35 at 128; and M. Kupelian, ‘The Ascension
Scene in the Apse of the Church at Dayr Qubbataali A Comparative Study’, in Gabra and Takyistianity

in Aswan and Nubja201-12 at 203-6.

97



knowledge of these paintings between the eighthtanth centuries. On the other hand, the
sheer number of such images coming out of theseastioncells and chapels suggests that the
painted double compositions may have originate@,hieom which the type spread outward to

the larger ecclesiastical structures.

In addition, we can see the variety with whichstheouble compositions are depicted, as
each of the eleven paintings renders the scenesiiglaly different manner. Even amongst the
arbitrary categories we assigned to the variougptsat Mary assumes, there are few instances
where identical elements occur. Thus, by analyzivey corpus of double compositions in its
entirety, we recognize the variety of ways in whitiey are manifested, and the resulting
difficulty in assigning a particular theme (vizetlhscension, Christ in Majesty, Theophany, and
SO on) to these paintings. Perhaps, as P. van Moloas suggested, we must discard our strict
iconographic categories and opt for a ‘pluri-dimenal interpretation’ of these compositions,
one which does not separate Christ’'s Ascension fa@rcontinuing action, which defies both
space and tim&* Thus, we need to abandon our unilateral classifica and notions of
iconographic unity and embrace the uniqueness efEtyptian double compositions, each of
which draws on different elements from the Old &elv Testaments, apocrypha (such as the
Gospel of Nicodemsliturgy, hymns and patristic writings to createvholly distinct rendering

of the scene.

Enthroned Virgin and Child in Single Compositions

Depictions of the enthroned Virgin and Child sirgladedly outnumber all other representations
of Mary in the surviving corpus of Christian art ligypt. These images, however, are divided
between the aforementioned enthroned Virgin anddGhidouble compositions and those that
appear strictly within a single tier. Whereas th@nfer suggests a ‘pluri-dimensional’
interpretation that encompasses both Christ's Asioen and Second-Coming, the latter
specifically highlights Mary’s role as Theotokos, @efined by the Council of EphestiéHere,
Mary assumes a Christological function, whereby strwes to highlight Christ’s divinity. The

“91p_van MoorselCalled to Egypt: Collected Studies on Painting inri€tian Egypt(Leiden, 2000) 107-14 at 111-
2 (‘The Vision of Philotheus [On Apse Decorationg]987).

02| Kalavrezou, ‘Images of the Mother: When thegjtir Mary Became “Meter Theou”DOP 44 (1990) 165-72 at
167-8.
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oldest surviving painting of such a compositiomhie sixth-century ‘lcon of the Virgin’ from the
Monastery of St Catherine in the Sinai. This icbaywever, is not representative of the other
sixth-century wall paintings from Egypt, in thas itomposition and execution bear distinct
influences from Byzantium that are not seen elsesvireEgypt at this timé&>®

The first representative example of this type comat from a monastic context, but from
the courtyard of House D at Kom el-Dikka and isodigtl as the only surviving depiction of
Mary in an Egyptian domestic context (no. 12, Big). The early sixth-century date attributed to
this painting marks the earliest appearance ofith@ge amongst the surviving compositions. As
such, we could entertain the possibility of tremddomestic art bearing influence over monastic
artistic choices, but it seems more plausible tthigtpainting drew on existing iconographies that
appeared in contemporary Christian churches, eslhegiven the placement of the painting in
the courtyard and the presence of two iron braci@til lamps. The arrangement of these
elements suggests that the painting was probalhyrissioned for private worship, perhaps as
part of a household orato?$* The notion of a private commission is furthered dynique
element in the painting. We find here the only espntation of a miniature individual in a
composition depicting an enthroned Virgin and Chilthe painting is badly damaged, so any
identification of this person is speculative, bue tlife-sized angel to its proper right and
enthroned Virgin and Child to its left suggestsimgividual of lesser importance, perhaps the
benefactor of the oratory (or a saiff).

Following the first appearance of this iconogiaptype in a domestic setting, it is
preserved thereafter almost exclusively in monastintexts. We encounter two such wall
paintings at the Monastery of Apa Jeremiah in Sex@ells 1719 and 1943), both of which are
located in the eastern niches of the rooms and dated to the sixth/seventh century.
Unfortunately, neither image was afforded much iteta the excavations reports. The

%3 Thus we exclude this icon from our discussion dridn wall paintings in Egypt. Moreover, the Sifialis
outside of the geographical boundaries of thisystad set out in the General Introduction (esp50).

404 C. HaasAlexandria in Late Antique Egypt: Topography andiSbConflict (Baltimore, 1997) 200-3. In n. 45,
Haas discusses the possibility of private oratorieserved for ascetics wishing to remain in Alexéandnd
mentions the Chalcedonian Bishop John the Almsdi&&0-9), who established private oratories for ksom the
seventh century, suggesting that this may haveasorred in the sixth century. This is quite spative, however,
and there is nothing in the archaeological recorsuggest that it functioned as such.

%5 M. Rodziewicz,Alexandrie Ill: Les habitations romaines tardivesd\léxandrie (Warsaw, 1984) 199-204 (Fig.
236); T.F. Mathews and N. Muller, ‘Isis and Marytire Early Icons’, in Vassilakimages of the MotheB-11 at 4;
McKenzie, Architecture 238 (Fig. 406). The complete loss of the paintimghe proper left of the Virgin hinders
any further attempts to reconstruct it.
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composition in Cell 1719 is not discussed at alqaybell, although it was auspiciously included
in the plates as a watercolour and the originahtpaj is conserved in the Coptic Muse(ith.
The scene is comprised of an enthroned Virgin,yaagrthe Child on her left lap, while resting
her right hand on his knee (no. 13, Fig. 19). Tae i3 flanked by the archangels and two local
saints, likely Jeremiah and Enoch, who figure prantly elsewhere in the wall paintings of the
monastery’’ In Cell 1943, on the other hand, Quibell only fiyienentions the existence of ‘a
picture of the Virgin and Child’, without the inslion of a photograph or drawing (no. #%In
this case, we can hypothesize that he is refetongn enthroned Virgin and Child, as there is
only one surviving instance from Egypt during thimeframe, in which the Virgin and Child
appear together without the throffe.

At approximately the same time (sixth/seventh wsi this type has also materialized at
the Monastery of Apa Apollo in Bawit. It is notapleowever, that the six surviving paintings
from this site are markedly different from one drest and three of them appear outside of the
eastern wall niches (North Sanctuary and Chapatsd732). The first of these was painted on the
northeast column of the North Sanctuary and depidieavily faded enthroned Virgin with the
Child on her left lap, lacking any visible subsigidigures (no. 15, Fig. 2d)° A second was
located on the east wall of Chapel 7 and depicisrdrally enthroned Virgin and Child, flanked
on their proper right bgsabriel, the deacon Stephen and Apa Kiriakos, wGgerge the porter
(?), Michael, and an anonymous figure stand ta thveiper left (no. 17§ The last is found in a
niche in the west wall of Chapel 32, where a cdlgtenthroned Mary and Child are flanked by
two angels (no. 19). In this instance, however, Wkfers the sign of benediction with her right
hand, and inclines her head towards the Child, webeholds on her left Idp® This painting

marks the only occasion where the Virgin appeatbina western niche in a monastic chapl,

4% Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-1BI. 23.

407 \Walters,Monastic Archaeologyl25.

%8 Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-108.

%9 This occurs in a depiction of the Flight into Eggb Deir Abu Hinnis, which is discussed furthetdve (no. 34,
Fig. 35).

10 Unfortunately, there is no discussion of this fiam in Clédat's excavation reports, and its suambiin the
academic record is owed to a photograph of the énapich happens to document the beginning of xicawations
at the North Sanctuary. See Cléddanastérg(1999), Fig. 184. The painting is also briefly miened in McKenzie,
Architecture 304.

11 Clédat,Monastérd, 33-48, esp. 38-9; Walterslonastic Archaeologyl24.

*12\Walters Monastic Archaeologyl24.

413 Clédat,Monastérdl, 13; Walters Monastic Archaeologyl24. Note that no photograph or drawing of thiage
was ever published.
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and these three images, along with the paintingp fikmm-el-Dikka, represent the first instances
in this discussion where a depiction of Mary ocautside of an eastern apse or niche.

The remaining three paintings of this type from Batowever, are typically located in
the eastern wall niche. The first painting stenosnfrRoom 1 and represents the first instance in
which Mary is not depicted centrally in an eastesll niche (no. 16, Fig. 21). Here, the original
central figure (perhaps Christ) is completely nmigsiand a large hole stands in its place. All that
remains is a large vase or chalice filled with $maatular objects, which is flanked on either
side by a local unnamed saint and an angel, whalstaurther back in the composition. Mary is
found on the far left of the composition, where shie enthroned. The upper portion of her body
is missing, but there are two feet visible on tedt lap, indicating that she carries the Child in
this painting**

The second image stems from Chapel 28 and depeoesteally enthroned Virgin holding
a clipeusof the Child, who gives the sign of benediction.(@8, Fig. 22). On either side of the
Virgin, we encounter, for the first time, represgidns of the Angel of God and the Angel of the
Lord, both of whom carry a casket and a censeramaddentified by inscriptions> A similar
arrangement occurs in Chapel 55, asattitaroned Mary carries the Child in the centereflap
(no. 20, Fig. 23). He holds open a book in fronthohself, as Mary’s left hand rests on his
nimbus and her right on his right leg. The figures demked by the archangels on either side,
both of whom carry a green disc in one hand anatarbin the othef'® While some of the
arrangements of the single-tiered compositions logstinct similarities, there are, thus, still
notable variations within the iconography at Bawitis diversity demonstrates the fluidity with
which this scene is depicted and interpreted byividdals living within the monastic
community.

The final painting in this category was origindibcated on the north pillar of the church
in the Isis temple at Syene, although it is no &nextant (no. 21, Fig. 24}’ When Bresciani
first published this image, only Mary’s head (nsadirniblenimbug and lower half, including a
jewelled throne, were visible, as well as the lopertions of six standing individuals, probably
saints and perhaps the archangels (though themoaresible wings). She dated this painting to

14 MasperoFouilles 15-6 (PI. 8b). Cf. Walterd/lonastic Archaeologyl24, who does not mention the presence of
the Child in the composition.

#15 Clédat,Monastérd, 153-64, esp. 154-5 (Pls 96-8); Waltedvinastic Archaeologyl24 and 143.

1% Clédat,Monasterg1999), 149-50 (Pls 131-4).

17 See discussion of the church in the Isis temp®&yane in Chapter 2.
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the sixth century, based on the treatment of Magyss and mouth, and hypothesized the
presence of the Christ Child in this compositiosdzhon the position of the left knee and the
placement of Mary’s hand (indiscernibfé§.A more recent study by Dijkstra and Van Loon has
demonstrated, however, that the date range sheutghéned up to the sixth to ninth centufiés.
Their detailed discussion of the image notes tlséold absence of Christ’s feet in Mary’s lap,
but also suggests that He was perhaps placed higher arms (as in the Cleveland Tapestry) or
in a clipeus (as in Chapel 28 at Bawit}’ Given the relatively few occurrences in which we
encounter an enthroned Mary without Child, and plecement of the left knee, it is highly
probable that the Child was indeed originally degsidn the painting**

Whereas the surviving double compositions ardglignore numerous, the single-tiered
paintings demonstrate a greater fluidity in thempositions and a wider geographical reach.
Moreover, they are not limited to monastic conteatsin the previous cases (monastic churches,
cells and chapels), but emerge from domestic, mimnasd ecclesiastical environments, ranging
as far north as Alexandria and as far south as Aswaere is also a shift away from a
containment of these images to apses and nichdsa amovement towards incorporating Mary
into a more generalized iconographic programmes Thespecially evident in the placement of
this image on the columns of larger churches (magh column at Bawit and north pillar in
Syene) and in a western niche in Chapel 32 at BaMiiile most of these paintings are securely
dated to the sixth or seventh century, with theeption of the painting from Aswan, each adopts
a unique approach to their composition. The Virgim Child are depicted both autonomously
and with subsidiary figures, while Christ is deptttboth within and without alipeus
Furthermore, Mary appears for the first time asubsgliary figure in an eastern wall niche,
relinquishing the central position in which sheyigically found. Thus, the flexibility displayed
in each portrayal denotes a sense of individuadityongst those who commissioned such

paintings, and the ability to shape one’s persontibns of the Theotokos.

“18 Bresciani and Pernigotthssuan41 (Pl. 27).

19 Dijkstra and Van Loon, ‘Church’, 12, and ‘Christi&Vall Paintings’, 150-1.

*2% Dijkstra and Van Loon, ‘Church’, 6-10

421 See thecomparandain the present catalogue for the placement ofktiee and foot in scenes where Mary is
enthroned with Child.
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Enthroned Virgin without Child

Only rarely do we encounter a depiction of an esiked Mary without Child?? At present, there
two potential instances of such paintings, botiwlich come from the Monastery of Apa Apollo
in Bawit. The infrequency with which this image apps, however, has hindered any art
historical analysis of this type. It is also diffltto assess its roots, since we have yet todimg
precursor in Christian art. It is probable nonetks] that while this image adapts aspects of a
pre-existing iconography (that is, enthroned Virdilanking archangels, and optionally, local
Egyptian saints), it shifts the focus from her Gtwiogical functions as Theotokos to her role as
an intercessor for the Christian community. Thesabs of Christ permits the viewer to interact
directly with Mary, allowing for an increasingly g®@nal relationship with her. It is unsurprising
that we find this type of painting in Egypt, wheviarian veneration surpasses that of all other
saints.

The images from Bawit are found in the easternl wighes and dates to the sixth or
seventh century. This first painting stems from @Ha8 and was found in a poor state of
preservation, as Clédat could only discern tradesroenthroned Virgin and two flanking
archangels (no. 23%3 The second image is recorded in Quibell’s excawatiotes of Cell 1724
at Saqqara, where he mentions a poorly preseniatingain a niche in the east wall (no. 22). He
describes the painting as a Virgin flanked by thiats Enoch and Jeremiah, both of whom hold
long crosses over their shoulder, with the archisn@Gabriel and Michael visible on the outer
ends of this grouf?* There is no photograph of this painting, so we @aly speculate that Mary
is enthroned without Child in this composition, hilere are several indications that this
assumption is correct.

Firstly, Quibell always indicates when the Childpegesent in the compositions, even
when offering the briefest of treatments (for exémjn the case of no. 145> Secondly, he
never describes Mary as enthroned; in fact, hestékegranted that this is her natural position in

the paintings and remarks only on her posture whearies from the norm. Moreover, there is a

22 This category excludes scenes of the Annunciatitwih are their own distinct iconographic type.

4233 Clédat, Monastére |, 49-52, mentions that this image could also gwgsidepict an enthroned Christ.
Unfortunately, this painting was never photograplaed thus we cannot analyze it further. See alsdieféa
Monastic Archaeologyl 24, who refers to this figure as the Virgin.

424 Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-1@3; WaltersMonastic Archaeologyl24.

2> See QuibellSaggara 1908-9, 1909-108. The painting is described only as ‘a picifréhe Virgin and Child'.
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complete absence in the surviving paintings fromgg@ea of instances where Mary appears as
orans which is the only other occasion where she appélanked by some variation of the
aforementioned subsidiary figures. Therefore, gi@enbell’s description of the arrangement of
the scene, we can infer that Mary is likely entemvithout Jesus here. Thus, we possibly have
here two enthroned Virgins without Child, both datio the sixth or seventh century and located

in the eastern niches of private monastic cells.

Galaktotrophousa

The galaktotrophousaalso known as th&actans means ‘she who nourishes with milk’ and
depicts an enthroned Mary who offers her breastht Christ child seated in her I&.
Typically, Jesus is placed on Mary’s right knee letghe offers her right breast with her left
hand, and both are given haldésFurthermore, Mary is generally portrayed as hierafith
little-to-no visual interaction with her child. Thérgin and Child are occasionally independent
figures in the wall painting, or they are depicthtrally amongst varying saints, apostles or
archangels. The paintings are not consistent sirggard. However, in every case the physical
act of nursing is downplayed as much as possiblaryMs always fully clothed with the
exception of a single breast, which is highly gtgti and often barely visible; Mary’s virginity
and modesty are highlighted even in this aspebeofconography.

The iconography of Mary agalaktotrophousabears a striking resemblance to that of
other nursing mothers throughout the Mediterranean|t represents one manner in which
feminine divinity could be expressed. Thelaktotrophousamagery arrives relatively late in
Christian Egypt, yet calls to mind the image o§ lactans which became an established means
of depicting the goddess around 700 BEH.ike the galaktotrophousalsis is typically seated
on a throne without a backrest or a very low omdding her right breast with her left hand while
her right hand supports the head of her son Hdmngstegs hang to the left of her lap and they
avoid each other's gaze. The interpretation oféhesges as Isis, however, is predicated on the

4% p_van Moorsel, ‘Galaktotrophousa’, @opt.Enc Il (1991) 531-2 at 531, and E.S. Bolman, ‘The dgematic
Coptic Galaktotrophousa and the Cult of the Vingiary in Egypt’, in Vassilakiimages13-22.

2" There is one instance from this period (churctAuiba Bishay at the Red Monastery in Sohag, noF&§,29),
where we find the reverse: Mary offers her leftdstewith her right hand, while Jesus sits in onléftknee.

% Tran Tam TinhJsis lactans 8-9. A lactansstatuette dating to. 1,900 BCE is often ascribed to Isis, but it lacks
any definitive attributes that would securely idgnher as such. Thus we can only ascertain thivarof this
particular branch Isiac iconography in Egypt aroid60 BCE.
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presence of a throne or a horned sun-disk on had,hand often both of her breasts are
exposed?®

For many decades, the obvious similarities of thegeparticular iconographies inspired
two major streams of scholarship regarding thetmeadevelopment and cultural importance of
Mary as galaktotrophousa which we shall classify here as the Egyptologiatsd the
Mariologists. The first group, the Egyptologistsgwe for a direct relationship between the
iconographies of Isis and Mary, suggesting thatcbaography of the latter was borrowed from
the former**® This branch of scholarship is characterized byaseertion that these images mark
a cultic continuity between the cult of Isis and thult of Mary, and is reminiscent of the notion
of ‘cult adoption’ that was prevalent in our dissiams of Philae and Syefi&.The Mariologists
on the other hand, deny any deliberate cult adopltip highlighting that the images of the
galaktotrophousaregardless of their similarity to the I$astans were understood by Christians
through their own cultural and religious framewd#.This branch of scholarship also
incorporates a theological component to the physicaof breastfeeding, as Mary’s virginity

rendered her unable to produce milk, thus arguimagf the galaktotrophousafunctions to

29 Tran Tam TinhJsis Lactans31-4.

430 We begin our discussion with Unger, ‘Mutter mit&inde’, 116-7, who uses the epithets of Theotokws
Mary andmwt ntr (‘divine mother’) for Isis to suggest that therasna transfer of attributes from Isis to Mary, and
the appropriation of Isiac iconography was a naturagression from their shared titulature. K. Wasls'art copte
(Brussels, 1964) 35-6, nuances this argument liypgtithat while their adherents would have underdtihe images
differently, the nursing mother was used becausgai familiar, and helped Mary usurp Isis’ placepiopular
devotion. Unger’s hypothesis is picked up againyédner, by R.E. Witt|sis in the Ancient Worl@Baltimore, 1997)
278, who sees Isiac devotion ingrained in Marisgotbgy and imagery. Finally, F. Dunardis: Mére des dieux
(Paris, 2000) 161-5, looks at the wider imagesus§img mothers throughout the Mediterranean, blliasgjues that
the prevalence of Isis in the psyche of Late Argiffigyptians would have allowed Christians to adoypt reuse her
iconography, suggesting a cultic continuity betwkste and Mary.

31 For a discussion of cult adoption at Philae, seediscussion at p. 80 of this study. For Syene fise discussion
at pp. 89-90 in the present study.

432 See Langenetsis Lactans133-5, 145-6, who believes that the portraya\lafy as a nursing mother represents
devotion to her by highlighting her role in Chrssihcarnation. C.M. Maza, ‘Los antecedentes isiat@sculto a
Maria’, Aegyptus80 (2000) 195-214 at 213, nuances this argumentisnyssing the gradual amplification of Mary
from a relatively obscure figure to a divine presgnwhile Isis’ divinity was ever-present. Thuse drgues it is
inappropriate to suggest religious continuity freimilarities in their iconographic representatioGameron, ‘Cult’,
13, on the other hand, addresses the notion a€ @antinuity directly by stating that religion aaot be explained in
mono-causal terms and that competition may be & reffective model for studying the iconographic ifanities.
This notion is taken up by McGuckin, ‘Early Culi]l, who contends that the image of the nursing Meag
understood by Christians within their own cultusgihtax. He positions himself against the notiosyfcretism and
argues that this image may have been chosen witpuintention of ‘cult adoption’, but he also athrmihat the
iconography may have been selected because itatesbwith followers of Isis.

105



highlight Jesus’ divinity by his suckling of thevdie logos which was provided by God,
through the vessel that is his motA&r.

The studies of thgalaktotrophousanust move beyond these diverging approaches and
focus rather on emphasizing their iconographic dermity. This calls for a more nuanced view
of the development and proliferation of this par@é image, which acknowledges both the use
of a pre-existing iconographic type (tlaetang and the distinct cultural framework in which the
galaktotrophousawas understoot®* It is best, then, to adopt a middle-of-the-roagrapch,
which recognizes the undeniable influence of thes Isctans iconography on Mary
galaktotrophousa while at the same time dispelling any notionscaftic continuity**®> The
longstanding tradition of nursing mother imagery,particular through the goddesses Isis and
Sekhmet in Egypt, provided a reference through kwhibe Christological notions of
breastfeeding, developed by Clement of Alexandrid$0-215) and Cyril of Alexandria (378-
444), could be expressed within an existing icoapgical framework. On the other hand, there
is no direct chronological link between the twodgpf representations, as nearly two centuries
pass between the last known depiction of lsistans and the first appearance of Mary
galaktotrophousan Egypt**°

Thelactansiconography is not limited, however, to the divmethers, as it is also found
in two funerary stelae dating to the Roman penalich suggests that the image was used more
broadly. The first, which is currently in Warsawatés to the second century and bears an
inscription that identifies the nursing mother anobild as Sarapous and HiersX. Her
completely exposed breast is reminiscent of conteary Isiac imagery, and there is no reason

to assume that this woman is a Christian. The sktamerary stela, this one in Berlin, marks the

433 G.P. Corrington, ‘The Milk of Salvation: Redemptiby the Mother in Late Antiquity and Early Christity’,
HThR 82 (1989) 393-420 at 412-3; Bolman, ‘Enigmatic GopBalaktotrophousa’, 17-9; S.J. Davi€pptic
Christology in Practice: Incarnation and Divine Renipation in Late Antique and Medieval Egy@xford, 2008)
191-4.

34 This type of approach is also briefly touched upgiwWaltersMonastic Archaeologyl38-9.

43> See S. Higgins, ‘Divine Mothers: The Influencelsis on the Virgin Mary in Egyptiahactansiconography’,
JCSCS3-4 (2012) 71-88, on which this section is basetitarwhich the reader is referred for further detai

“3 The fourth century marks the last appearanceisfdstansin Egypt, when only three such representation hav
been recorded: a limestone statue from Antinoe,al painting from Karanis and a limestone statuditen
Ahkmin. See Tran Tam Tinlsis lactans 54-5, 60-1, 72 (Figs 17, 30 and 48); HigginsiDé Mothers’, 73-4. Cf.
M. von Falck,Agypten, Schiatze aus dem Wiistensand: Kunst unar idelt Christen am Ni{Wiesbaden, 1996) 76
(cat. no. 7), who argues that the limestone stitura Antinoe is a partial falsification and may éab the third
century.

7K. Parlasca, ‘Pseudokoptische Grabreliefs aus #gypCdE 82 (2007) 323-9 at 324, with references.
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first surviving instance of a Christian nursing et and child in Egypt® This fourth-century
stela comes from Medinet el-Fayum and depicts énenateated on a low-backed stool, holding
a reclined child high above her lap in her left awhile she offers him her breast with her right
hand. There is a cross etched in on either sideephead, below which are traces of two Greek
inscriptions. These attest to the figure as a Zir g&d female, whose name is unfortunately no
longer preservetf® Both of these images are contemporary to the moed, albeit waning, use
of the Isislactans and were influenced by contemporary Isiac icoapgy, which apparently
‘spilled over' into individual funerary aft’ Unfortunately, they offer little assistance indaing
the chronological gap with the latgalaktotrophousaepresentations, although the stela from
Medinet el-Faiyum does mark the first Christian rappiation of this imagery. Thus, we can
trace back the iconographic tradition of the nugsmother not only to traditional religious
imagery (that is, the figure of Isigctang, but also to both ‘pagan’ and Christian funeraity

There are two sixth- or seventh-century wall pagg from the monastery of Apa
Jeremiah at Saqqgara that mark the first appeam@niary asgalaktotrophousan Egypt. Both
of these paintings are located in monk’s cells aredfairly similar in composition. The first is
located in Cell A and depicts an enthroned Virgiferong Jesus her right breast with her left
hand, while Jesus sits on her right knee, graspardeft arm with both hands (no. 24, Fig. 25).
In this composition, both mother and child appeeardiic as they gaze forward and they are
flanked by the archangels Michael and GabifielThe second image, from Cell 1725, is notably
more maternal, as the enthroned Mary tilts her headrds the child seated on her right leg (no.
25, Fig. 26). She offers him her right breast wi#r left hand, while Jesus grasps her arm with

both hands and gazes upwards towards his mothiercdmposition also includes the archangels

38 Until recently, scholarship has suggested that itwages in the catacombs of Priscilla at Rome nthtke
earliest appearance of tgalaktotrophousabut there is no evidence that these painting®eitepresent Mary or a
nursing mother. On these paintings, see A. Grdlmpremier art chrétierfParis, 1966) 116 (Fig. 115); Tran Tam
Tinh, Isis lactans46; Parlby, ‘Origins’, 48; Higgins, ‘Divine Mothers/3.

439 WesselL'art copte 17 (Fig. 5); Tran Tam TinHsis lactans 29-30, and 45 (Fig. 202), who dates this image to
the fifth or sixth century. For the fourth-centudgting of the stela, see A. Effenberger, ‘Die Gtralasaus Medinet
el-Fajum. Zum Bild der stillenden Gottesmutter &r #optischen KunstfoB 18 (1977) 158-68 at 163-7, who was
also the first to identify the inscription and peothat the woman in the image was not Mary, buigaedsed mother.
#40 Corrington, ‘Milk of Salvation’, 403-4; Von Falclgypten 114-5 (cat. no. 61); Langenésis Lactans152-64;
T.K. ThomaslLate Antique Funerary Sculpture: Images for thisrM/and the NexPrinceton, 2000) 71; L. TOrok,
Transfigurations of Hellenism: Aspects of Late guné Art in Egypt AD 250-70(Leiden, 2005) 271-2; Parlasca,
‘Pseudokoptische Grabreliefs’, 323-4.

41 Quibell, Saggara 1906-19071-2 (Pls 40-3); Tran Tam Tinlsis lactans 44 (Fig. 203); Higgins, ‘Divine
Mothers’, 75 (Fig. 9).
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as well as the saints Jeremiah and Enoch who fidrk central figured* A third
galaktotrophousacene at Saggara in Cell 1807 is described iexbavation reports of Quibell,
although the painting is no longer extant (no. 28re Quibell mentions an enthroned Mary
nursing Jesus, who is flanked to her proper righai archangel carrying a cross, above whom
is a saint holding a bodk?

The monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit has yielded tadditional sixth- or seventh-
century wall paintings of thgalaktotrophousawhich also come from monastic cells. These
paintings were recorded during both J. Maspero@egdat’s excavations, but are unfortunately
no longer extant. The first of these stems from rRA® and portrays an enthroned Mary
offering her right breast with her left hand, whilesus sits on her right knee, grasping her left
arm with both hands (no. 27, Fig. Z#§.The second image was found in the eastern watllenic
of Cell 42 and was part of a double composition. @ioFig. 14)**° The upper zone, which is
discussed in the first section, depicts Christ mmtéd in anandorlg while in the lower zone, an
enthroned Mary offers her right breast with het kefnd to the infant Jesus. He sits on her right
knee and grasps her left arm with both hands. Hneylanked by the twelve apostles, many of
whom are identified by inscriptior{§®

There are two more paintings of thalaktotrophousan Egypt, both of which also come
from monastic contexts. In these cases, howevey, #ne not found in monastic cells, but in
monastic churches. The first comes from Deir elie8uin the Wadi Natrun and dates to the
second half of the seventh or the beginning of teiglentury**’ This image was found on a half
column on the eastern wall of tkburusduring the removal of the crumbling eighteenthtaen

wall plaster (no. 28, Fig. 28). It depicts an eatted Mary offering Jesus her right breast with

#42 Quibell, Sagqqgara 19089, 1909-123 (Pls 20-2); Tran Tam Tinksis lactans 44 (Fig. 204); Higgins, ‘Divine
Mothers’, 75 (Fig. 10).

43 See the excavation reports of Quib8iggara 1908-9, 1909-109. To my knowledge, no photograph of this
painting was ever taken. The lack of a photograpth @utright temporal discussion of this painting Quibell
makes assigning a date to this painting difficQitibell does mention that ‘the picture is singuyldite that of a cell
published in a former report [Cell A], but rudewthich is generally dated to the sixth or seventhtws. See
Bolman, ‘Enigmatic Coptic Galaktotrophousa’, 13 Zin.

44 \Walters Monastic Archaeologyl24; MasperoFouilles 37-8 (Pls 42-4).

*45 For a discussion of the prevalence of double caitipas in the niches of monastic cells at Saq@ac Bawit,
see Gabra and Van LooBhurches of EgypB2.

446 Clédat, ‘Nouvelles recherches’, 522 (Fig. 1), Atohastére(1999), 45 (Pls 46, and 48-50). See also Tran Tam
Tinh, Isis lactans 44.

*47 This painting is probably one of the first decimas of the Layer 2 paintings at Deir el-Suriane Snemée and
Van Rompay, ‘Présence des Syriens’, 179; Van Romf®yiac Inscriptions’, 194; Innemée, ‘Mural Pant’, 4.
For a full discussion of the dating of this laysge p. 64 (n. 253) of this study.
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her left hand, while He sits on her right kneechéag for her left arm with both han8®.The
final image stems from the church of Anba Bishayth&t Red Monastery in Soh&l. This
painting dates to the seventh or eighth centuryadipies the most prominent place of all the
aforementioned images, appearing in the north riaboof the monastic church (no. 29, Fig.
29)*° We also note that arrangement of the composiaversed: an enthroned Mary offers
Jesus her left breast with her right hand, whilesit® on her left knee, his hands outstretched
towards her right arm.

A study of these seven known paintings of gladgaktotrophousalemonstrates that each
is contained to a monastic context. They seemrsb dippear in monastic cells at Saggara and
Bawit in the sixth and seventh centuries, espaciallthe eastern wall niches, which served to
direct the focus of one’s prayers. By the eighthtgry, however, the iconography spread to the
decoration of the monastic churches at Deir eléBuand Sohag and was removed from a purely
individual sphere of devotion and became a symhat tvas understood by the collective
community of monks. Although at present our sampfewall paintings depicting the
galaktotrophousas limited to these few monastic contexts, we mhestwary of assuming its
outright exclusion from ecclesiastical churchesd account for the limited preservation,
pillaging and destruction of many Late Antique siteinally, while the eighth century marks the
last surviving wall painting within our given timeame, the ninth century actually marks a
turning point in the promulgation of tlyalaktotrophousawhen the theme appears frequently in

illuminated manuscript&!
Annunciation
The iconography of the Annunciation representspiic®rial interpretation of Luke 1:26-38, in

which the archangel Gabriel announces the mirasulmctth of Jesus to the Virgin Mary. In

doing so, it creates a visual framework through clvhthe believer can conceptualize the

“*® Innemée, ‘Mural Painting’, 3 (Fig. 9).

49| aferriére,Bible murale 26-8 (PI. 4).

50 E.S. Bolman, ‘The Red Monastery Conservation Rtpg006 and 2007 Campaigns. Contributing to thepG®

of Late Antique Art’, in Gabra and Takl&hristianity in Akhmim and Sohag05-17 at 311-3; Dijkstra and Van
Loon, ‘Church’, 8 and 12.

51 There are several of these images in Lektgnuscrits coptesesp. Pls 31 (M 612, dated to 892/893), 34 (M 574,
dated to 897/898) and 36 (M 600, dated to 905/90Bre is a second manuscript frontispiece depmjctive
galaktotrophousahat dates to the tenth century, mBsitish Library Or. 6782, fol. 16. On these manipis, see
also, Papaconstantinou, ‘Sanctuaires’, 93, and BojitEnigmatic Coptic Galaktotrophousa’, 13.
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Incarnation and the Immaculate ConcepflinThis image occurs four times in the extant
Egyptian Christian iconography and there are twitedint ways in which it is expressed. The
first, and most common, of these images typicalpicdts a standing Gabriel who gestures
towards an enthroned Mary on his proper right. Adidm the presence of Mary and Gabriel,
there are no consistently recurring subsidiary eleis1 In some cases, the two individuals appear
alone in the composition, while in other cases thieyflanked by several prophets. In the second
type, Gabriel is omitted from the scene and repldnea dove, which approaches Mary standing
in prayer with the message of Jesus’ impendindpbirt

The fifth century marks the first-known represéiot@ of an Annunciation scene in
Egypt, which is depicted on a fragment of a woodgief that is now in the Louvre. In this
relief, the entire figure of the Virgin is presetveShe sits on a high stool, spinning wool, with a
look of wonder upon her face as Gabriel announkesbtrth of her son. Gabriel, however, is
almost entirely absent from this composition, wifie exception of his leg and fo6 Although
nearly half of the compaosition is missing, the scénds resonance in two similar compositions.
The first is a painted textile from Akhmin (fifthx¢sh century), currently in the Victoria and
Albert Museum in London, which depicts the Virgeased on a chair and spinning wool, while
Gabriel stands to her proper 1&. The second is found on a gold medallion curreirtlyhe
Staatliche Museen at Berlf>

The earliest wall painting of the Annunciation epgs at approximately the same time as
the iconography in the aforementioned media. Infifil@sixth century, the image is present on
the dome of a tomb, known as the ‘Chapel of Peanehe Khargah Oasis, the southernmost
oasis of Egypt's Western Desé&tf.This Annunciation scene is only one of severalgesathat

encircle the dome of the tomb, all of which degittegorical or biblical subjects from the Old

52 M.-H. Rutschowscaya, ‘Annunciation’, Popt.Enc Il (1999) 528-9 at 528.

53 Wooden panel: Paris, Musée du Louvre, inv. no.7E18, on which see E.S. Bolman, ‘Veiling Sanctity i
Christian Egypt: Visual and Spatial Solutions’, nE.J. Gerstel (ed.)hresholds of the Sacred: Art Historical,
Liturgical, and Theological Perspectives on Religicscreens, East and W@atashington, 2006) 73-104 at 87.

54 A.F. Kendrick,Catalogue of Textiles from Burying-Grounds in Egydtols (London, 1922) 3.64 (PI. 19); S.J.
Davis, ‘Fashioning a Divine Body: Coptic Christojognd Ritualized DressHThR98 (2005) 335-62 at 339.

45°H, Maguire, ‘Byzantine Domestic Art as Evidencetlee Early Cult of the Virgin’, in Vassilakimages 183-93.
458 A Fakhry,The Necropolis of el-Bagawat in Kharga Oa@airo, 1951) 77-8 (Fig. 70, Pl. 24).
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and New Testamenfs’ This particular image belongs to the less prontinérthe two types of
Annunciation iconography. Here, Mary stands frdgtalith her hands open on her breast to
signify prayer (no. 30, Fig. 30). She has a paldity large halo extending down to her torso and
wears a short, wide purple tunic with two broadegrastripes extending downwards from the
shoulders. The archangel Gabriel is replaced bgva,dapproaching Mary from her proper left,
to deliver the announcement of Christ's bitth.Just above her head we find a cross and an
inscription bearing her name.

The Annunciation in the Chapel of Peace mark®tile preserved wall painting in Egypt
that substitutes the dove for Gabriel, and its Wagattestation in the archaeological record is
followed by a slight chronological break in the ggace of the theme in general. Hereafter, the
iconography is limited to its most popular formatlof a seated Virgin and a figural depiction of
the archangel Gabriel. The Annunciation next ocaus sixth- or seventh-century wall painting
from a crypt in the monastery of Abu Jirjah, whisHocated approximately 35 km south-west of

Alexandria*®

The fragmentary image is found on the north wélthe subterranean church,
although it only partially preserves the left sioieMary’s face and the high-backed chair on
which she is enthroned (no. 31, Fig. 3)The archangel Gabriel, however, is almost entirely
preserved and is shown frontally, and his moverntemards the Virgin is marked by the raising
of his hands and the positioning of his feet in Heection. In between the two figures is an

inscription that recounts the announcement madeet&/irgin

457 Fakhry, Necropolis of el-Bagawat70; M. Zibawi, Images de I'Egypte chrétienne: Iconologie cofitilan,
2003) 31-8. The content of the dome paintings nsimescent of the early Christian catacombs and ahpaintings.
Cf. e.g. the early Christian catacombs in AlexaadM.S. Venit, ‘The Painted Tomb from Wardian ame t
Decoration of Alexandrian TombsJARCE25 (1988) 71-91 at 83-5, as well as the early dewind Christian
paintings from Dura Europos, J. Gutmann, ‘The DHuopos Synagogue Paintings and Their Influencéaiar
Christian and Jewish ArtArtibus et Historiaed (1988) 25-9.

“58 Fakhry,Necropolis of el-Bagawa?7; Rutschowscaya, ‘Annunciation’, 528.

59 M. Rassart-Debergh, ‘Peinture copte de la régiemédtique: Abou Girgeh et Alam ShaltowklPhO 26 (1982)
91-107 at 105-6, dates this painting to the sam®geas those at Saqgara and Bawit (sixth/seveertitucy). Cf.
Rutschowscaya, ‘Annunciation’, 528, who dates thage to the eighth century.

%0 E. Breccia,Rapport sur la marche du Service du Musée en 18déxandria, 1912) 3-14, andllexandrea ad
Aegyptum: Guide de la ville ancienne et modernduieMusée Gréco-RomaifBergamo, 1914) 285-6; Rassart-
Debergh, ‘Peinture copte Maréotique’, 98-9.

1 Only a portion of the inscription remains (to thight of the Virgin), and Rassart-Debergh, ‘Peigtwopte
Maréotique’, 99, interprets it as a fragment frooké, although it requires further study. The instion reads:
XEPE KEXA

PITO MENH
OKOZ=K META
>0Y
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The third Annunciation scene appears on the negtl of Cell 51 at the monastery of
Apa Apollo at Bawit (no. 32, Fig. 32). This partiauimage is part of a larger Marian cycle than
runs along the entirety of the northern wall, belthe level of thetympanum(semi-circular
section above the main portion of the wAlThis painting was originally dated to the eighth o
ninth century, although a date as early as thenbéwj of the seventh century is not exclud®d.
The painting depicts an enthroned Mary, with hghtrihand on her left breast, while her left
hand makes the sign of benediction. The archangdlri@él is winged and stands on Mary’s
proper left side, making a gesture towards her Wwighright hand. In his left hand, he holds a
cross that is mounted on a long staff. Both figurage haloes and are identified by inscriptions
placed to the proper left side of their heads.

The fourth and final Annunciation scene is foundhe semi-dome of the western return
aisle in the Church of the Theotokos at Deir eli@utno. 33, Fig. 33})®* This painting is part of
the second decorative phase and belongs to a Mayee that seems to run across the four
semi-domes of the church. Only one additional pagnfrom this cycle, however, has been
uncovered, an Epiphany scene from the north semiedof thekhurus The entire cycle is
especially difficult to date, as the archaeologiagabnographical and epigraphical evidence
cannot narrow its chronological limits any furttiean the eighth to twelfth centuries. The dating
of the Annunciation is particularly contentiousdats unusual iconography has recently sparked
a considerable debate in scholarsfiiThe painting consists of a central group comprisiean
enthroned Mary and a standing Gabriel to her prégferHe gestures towards the Virgin with

his right hand and holds a cross atop a long stéff his left. They are flanked by the four

52 Only the Annunciation will be addressed here hasMarian cycle is studied below in its entirety.

463 Clédat,Monastére(1999), 110-4, esp. n. 63, where the editors ofl&lé notes date the paintings in Cell 51 to
the eighth or ninth century, but do not excludedaté& earlier hypothesis that these paintings cdal@ as early as
the sixth or beginning of the seventh century.

%4 This painting was briefly mentioned in the diséoef Deir el-Surian in Chapter 2 of this studylas discussed
here in greater detail.

%> From an archaeological perspective, the paintiags no more precisely dated than the eighth tofttwel
centuries. See Innemée, ‘Discoveries of Januar@2@83, and Innemée and Van Rompay ‘Discoverie20df1-
2002, 246, who notes the presence of drops oficapaint on the layer two paintings beneathdbme. This
suggests that the dome was painted after the §mlhaps mid-eighth century) and the cycle was-pagmnted in
the thirteenth century, providingtarminus ante quenThe epigraphical evidence points to a much eadlie for
the appearance of the paintings. See Innemée, IMRamting in Egypt’, 4, who uses the inscriptioatidg to
818/819 on the north wall astarminus ante querfor the paintings in phase two. The iconograph&atience is
probably the most problematic, as it is notablyficlift to date Late Antique Egyptian wall paintingstirely on
stylistic grounds. A. Semoglou, ‘Annonciation’, ifributes this painting to the tenth century #relpatronage of
Moses of Nisibis. Cf. Hunt, ‘Fine Incense’, 183, avdates the Annunciation painting to the end of tilielfth
century, specifically to the 1170s-1180s, basedhenstyle and symbolic imagery in the painting,tipatarly the
presence of incense in the composition.
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prophets, Moses, Isaiah, Ezekiel and Daniel (tweeach side and named in Greek), who hold
proclamation scrolls written in Bohairic Coptic.

This collection of Annunciation images highlightse variety of ways in which the
iconography is manifested. We see the early andddrsubstitution of the dove for Gabriel in
the Chapel of Peace (fifth/sixth century), and ltiter and restricted use of figural depictions of
Gabriel after the sixth century. These later imagesvever, are by no means congruent, as each
bears minor stylistic differences in their ovex@impositions, with the exception of the presence
of an enthroned Virgin and Gabriel, who makes seargation of gestures in her direction. At
Bawit and Deir el-Surian, Gabriel stands frontadiyd gestures towards Mary with his right
hand, while holding a cross on a long staff in lleifs. Additionally, both of these paintings
belong to Marian cycles, although the former appear a strip along a singular wall, whereas
the latter is more monumental, in that the scenespread out across the four semi-domes of the
church. The monumentality of the scene at Deirwle® is emphasized by the presence of
subsidiary figures (the prophets), whereas the Aonmtion at Bawit only contains Mary and
Gabriel. The painting from the crypt at Abu Jirjai the other hand, portrays Gabriel as walking
towards the Virgin, and gesturing towards her vitith hands. Inscriptions detailing the events
of the Annunciation appear only at Deir el-Suriand dhe crypt of Abu Jirjah, while only the
names of the figures are given at Bawit.

In addition to the chronological implications big iconographical type, we note that the
initial manifestation of the Annunciation in Egyggpears in a funerary context in the far reaches
of the Western Desert in the fifth/sixth centurgdas next found in the sixth/seventh century in
Upper Egypt and the western branches of the NildtaDd.ike the iconography of the
galaktotrophousapaintings of the Annunciation have yet to surfateghe heavily populated
regions along the Nile in Upper Egypt, but stikté is a greater variety of settings in which this
iconography was used. The Annunciation is foundankis cell (Bawit), a monastic church
(Deir el-Surian), the crypt of a church (Abu Jijjand a funerary chapel (Khargah Oasis). Thus
these four surviving paintings provide a represergaample of both the types of Annunciations
that could appear and the variety of locations mcW they could be placed. Furthermore, this
kind of representation was used for varying purpasit can occur both independently and as

part of a larger Marian cycle.
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Narrative Cycles with Mary

The narrative cycles usually emerge slightly laaemongst the iconographic programmes of
Egyptian churches and monasteries, the first simyiseries appearing in the seventh centtfty.
Several of the themes within these cycles, howeteh) as the Annunciation, certainly appear in
earlier contexts. The first narrative cycles in giggre entirely Christological in nature. In these
examples, Mary’s role is secondary and her inclugmothem relates only to her acknowledged
presence in particular events in the life of Chfiste cycles, moreover, not only draw on biblical
events, but also take inspiration from the apocayph fact, it is this early use of the apocrypha
that inspires the later creation of entirely Mavgital narrative cycles, which subsequently draw
heavily on these extra-biblical episodes of hee.lifhe first complete Marian cycle, however,
does not appear until the thirteenth century ar BeBurian. Within our particular timeframe,
there are only three surviving cycles that includpresentations of Mary, those at Deir Abu
Hinnis, Bawit and Deir el-Surian.

The oldest surviving narrative cycle in Egyptoesifid in the subterranean church of Deir
Abu Hinnis?®’ This particular cycle, which probably dates ndieathan the sixth centuff® is

unique in its choice of themes and layout, as ispsead across at least two walls of the

%8 The fifth/sixth-century decoration from the ChapéPeace in the Khargah Oasis is excluded frontétegory
of narrative cycles, as the images do not convegndinuous cyclical narrative, even though theyaranged in a
circular pattern. The individual scenes, moreoappear to represent piecemeal images from bot®lth@nd New
Testament with no consideration of a specific chfogical or thematic arrangement.

57 Early travellers to the subterranean church ofmected it with the Empress Helena, thus atirifit to the
fourth century. See, J. Murra,Handbookfor Travellers in Lower and UppédEgypt(London, 1888) 414; Butler,
Ancient Coptic Churche864; K. BaedekeEgypt, Handbook for Travelled.ondon, 1898 191; G. Bénéditd,’
Egypte(Paris, 1900) 406. Cf. J. Clédat, ‘Notes archéigiogs et philologiquesBIFAO 2 (1902) 41-70 at 45-6, and
H. Leclercq, ‘Antinoé’, inDACL | (1924) 2326-59 at 2344-45, who reject the notibiklelena’s involvement based
on a lack of evidence.

%8 Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, 47 and 51-2, assig twofold dating scheme to the wall paintings of
subterranean church. Firstly, he asserts thatealgdbre the sixth century is impossible, as tiesn inscription by
a certain Alexander that underlies the paintingsnati 1. He proposes, then, that there was a pesiben the
church was in use and the walls were bare. Secohdlgttributes the paintings more precisely tdfitls¢ half of the
seventh century, based on the survival of severdiglly preserved saints’ names in the paintingsvall 2. These
names include Cosmas and Damian (third centuryjniben (either the Bishop of Ancyra appointed bgtihian in
537 [Clédat says 507] or the Bishop of Mytilene,ondied in 602), and Macarius the Great (fourth ggn)t He
rules out the possibility of Domitian referring tioe bishop of Mytilene, but bases his seventh-cgniate on the
argument that Macarius the Great lived in the sis#imtury, although he lived in the fourth centuBee A.
Guillaumont, ‘Macarius the Egyptian, Saint’, i@opt.Enc V (1991) 1491-2 at 1491. Thus, given that the
inscriptions do not delineate the date further,muest revert to Clédat’s initial notion, which abuies the paintings
to no earlier than the sixth century.
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church?®® Moreover, the cycle combines themes from bothRfwoevangelium of Jamd&2-

23) and the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. The naeatycle begins on the left side of wall 1
with a depiction of the Massacre of the Innoceintsyhich a nimbed Herod is shown sitting on a
throne, while children are murdered in front of hioy two different hoplites. A third soldier
approaches Elizabeth and the infant John (both ddmaeanscriptions), ready to seize the child
(no. 34, Fig. 34). The scene continues partiallyvati 1 with an unnamed man extending his left
hand towards a man on his knees (on wall 2), whzeays in front of a house or sanctuary
inscribed with the name Zacharias. Clédat has pntéed this scene as a continuation of the
Massacre of the Innocents, in which a Roman appesm@ supplicated Zacharias, who has
hidden Elizabeth and the child inside of their hdfl& second interpretation of this scene may
be extrapolated from Luke 11:51, in which Zachaismsnurdered between the altar and the
sanctuary.’*

Immediately following this continuation of the Ma&re of the Innocents on wall 2 we
encounter the apparition of Gabriel to Joseph. H&seeph, who is hamed by an inscription, is
depicted in a reclining position with a vase (ortevgug) within reach of his left hand (no. 34,
Fig. 35)*"% Gabriel stands directly behind Joseph, slightllifred towards him with his right
hand extended, giving the sign of benediction. ®usne is interpreted as Gabriel instructing

Joseph to flee into Egypt (Matthew 2:13). The fligh the Holy Family is picked up in the

%9 The Christological cycle appears in Room 1 (walland 2) of the subterranean church, although diye
scenes are also present on the walls of the otieans. The damage to these paintings, however, isnaiey
definitive interpretation of their scenes. At pmatsét appears as though some of the figurativetpajs from Room
2 are also taken from the gospel narratives (eajgavalls 8 and 9), whereas the paintings from Rd® derive
from the apocrypha. While there is a clear develepinof a Christological narrative on walls 1 andt2s unclear
where and when this narrative is picked up agaianather room, if at all. For this discussion séé&d@t, ‘Notes
archéologiques’, 48. Cf. W. de BocKatériaux pour servir a l'archéologique de I'Egypthrétienne (St.
Petersburg, 1901) 84 (PI. 33), who gives a repriglu®f parts of walls 1 and 2, but does not thgtdy discuss
these paintings.

470 Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, 50, provides adgdéscussion of this painting. He mentions the edéht
possible interpretations of this scene, including identification of the supplicant, the standinglen(neither of
which bears a halo) and the nameapac (for zaxapac) on the lintel of the house. He deduces that Zaahas
likely the supplicant, pleading with a Roman maie tiis son’s life. Clédat notes, however, thatehisrno biblical
precedent for this image, and that it is unusualZacharias to appear without a halo in this scem&ge he is
traditionally depicted with one. Cf. Leclercq, ‘Ambé’, 2348, who, suggests that the supplicant beag female.
“"1 The author would like to thank P. Piovanelli foetsuggestion that the building in the background stylized
version of the facade of the Holy of Holies withparokhet(or ‘veil’) visible.

472 Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, 50, makes an éstimg archaeological and ethnographical point,heoéing
that Joseph is depicted in Oriental costume antttieavase or ‘gargoulette’ (water jug), also beamsOriental
influence, as it is a typical way in which an indwal might refresh himself during the night. Thisuld then imply
that Joseph is sleeping on some sort of bed/cauttis scene. Clédat does not make this connediigtingescribes
the feature enclosing Joseph here as a ‘thick fog'.
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following scene, where we encounter Mary and tHaninJesus, with Joseph behind them,
fleeing Bethlehem on the back of a donkREyOnly Joseph is identified by an inscription, and
much of the painting on the right hand side haslkestroyed. This particular scene has only
one comparable representation in the entire cogplsite Antique art: an ivory plague from a
pulpit in Ravenna . 546-556), which bears an image of Joseph walkatangside and
supporting Mary, who rides a donkey led by the angfel Gabrief’

The second narrative cycle in which Mary appearf®und entirely on the north wall of
Chapel 51 at the monastery of Apa Apollo at BaWitWhile the cycle at Deir Abu Hinnis
focuses on a particular narrative from Christ’dyekiie, the cycle at Bawit deals largely with the
pre-partum narrative, that is, the series of evégdsging up to Christ’s birth. Here, there is a
greater emphasis on the role of the Virgin, for ahhthe artist took inspiration from the
apocryphal narratives, especially thHerotevangelium of Jamé&& This composition is
particularly difficult to date, as there is littie the way of inscriptions or stylistic featuresth
could date this painting more securely than to soneebetween the end of the sixth to ninth
centuries.’”’

The cycle begins with the Annunciation, in whichb@al announces to an enthroned
Mary the miraculous birth of a son to be named Jdso. 32, Fig. 32§’® The Annunciation
scene is followed by a rendition of Mary’s visitatito Elizabeth. Here, the women stand before
a large building, holding each other in a tight eace (no. 35, Fig. 36). Both figures have haloes
and are identified by inscriptions above their le&daria Mapia and exicaBeT). The cycle
continues to the right of the aforementioned bagdwith an illustration of the voyage to
Bethlehem (no. 36, Fig. 37). In this scene, Galfoialrioc raspini) leads a white horse with his

right hand, while holding a long cross in his |éftary sits atop the horse holding the reigns in

43 For a discussion on the Flight into Egypt, sed8jsGregorios, ‘Flight into Egypt’ i€opt.Enc.IV (1991) 1117-
8.

4" H. Leclercq, ‘Ane: L’ane de la fuite en Egyptei,DACL | (1924) 2059-61.

47> Clédat,Monastérg1999), 110-4.

7% Note that the first three scenes (Annunciatiorsitdtion and Voyage to Bethlehem) could be eithepired by
the Gospel of Luke 1:26-56 or tReotevangelium of Jamewhile the fourth (the so-called ‘Nativity’) is apryphal
and appears most prominently in tAeotevangelium of Jame3he author would like to thank Piovanelli for his
helpful discussion on the apocryphal elementsisrbrrative cycle.

477 Clédat,Monastére(1999) 110-1, who initially dated the paintingstbe eighth or ninth century, but a revised
dating to the beginning of the seventh centuryiggested by Bénazeth and Rutschowscaya in an 'sdiimte at n.
63. Stylistically, however, the painting could falhywhere within these time periods and an exteruted is
maintained here.

"8 This image is discussed in detail under the thefrtee ‘Annunciation’ and is therefore only brieffyentioned
here. See discussion at p. 118 above.
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her right hand and what appears to be a batoreiwttier. Josephajcud) walks behind her in a
short yellow tunic with a red sash that hangs dwsreft shoulder and ties at the wéiStThe
cycle concludes with a depiction of the so-calleatiNty (Protoevangelium of Jamd®-20), in
which Mary, found reclining on a bed, is accompdnlgy Salome the midwifeci\ome
TMecio)*® to her proper left with her hands outstretchedatms the Virgin (no. 37, Fig. 385
Curiously, Salome is given a rectangutk@mbusin this scene, whereas every other figure wears
the typical circulanimbus*®?

The third and final narrative cycle that bears aéston is found in the Church of the
Virgin at Deir el-Surian. At present, only two sesnfrom this cycle are visible: the Epiphany
(no. 38, Fig. 39) in the northern semi-dome ofkharusand the Annunciation (no. 33, Fig. 33)
in the western return aisle of the nd¥&The identification of these separate paintinga agcle,
moreover, assumes the presence of two additionabhtnee scenes in both the eastern and
southern semi-domes of thké@urus which Innemée believes would have once repredethie
Ascension (east) and Pentecost (sotfthfhe surviving and hypothesized scenes from these
semi-domes are notably different from those thathaee encountered thus far, both in their

composition and thematic choice. Whereas the cyfetes Deir Abu Hinnis and Bawit largely

¥ The journey to Bethlehem is rarely depicted ineLAntique art. There are fesomparandafor this image, with
the notable exception of a sixth-century ivory gdrem the throne of Maximian at Ravenna. Cf. Lectg ‘Ane’,
2060 (Fig. 600), who compares this ivory panelh® painting of the Flight into Egypt at Deir Aburtis. In fact,
this ivory has a stronger relationship to the démicof the Voyage to Bethlehem at Bawit, and sHawdther be
used as a comparandum for this particular image.

80 EorMecio ‘midwife’, see CrumpPict. s.v. (p. 186b).

8L G.A. Wellen, Theotokos: eine ikonographische Abhandlung iiber @aiesmutterbild in frithchristlicher Zeit
(Utrecht, 1960) 54, is hesitant to call this scen&ativity’ since the typical figures from the Nwty (Christ,
Joseph, angels, animals, etc.) are missing. Rathexees the image of Salome and Mary as an exatapobf a
scene from the birth narratives of Christ, whichntd appear in art before the sixth century. Headhe parallel of
this image with a relief from the Cathedral ChuirtiRavenna and a fresco from Santa Maria Antigudame. This
idea is shared by P. Testini, ‘Alle origini deltinografia di Guiseppe di Nazareth’, RAC 48 (1972) 271-347 at
314 (n. 99). See also L. del Francia, ‘Le theméadéativité dans les tissus coptes, a propos dwemgplaire inédit’,

in W.F. Reineke (ed.)Acts of the First International Congress of Egyptpl (Berlin, 1979) 221-4 at 223, who sees
the image as the culmination of a pre-partum Macaie, which highlights the theme of her virginiti/hile this
interpretation seems probable, G.J.M. van Loonge‘Virgin Mary and the Midwife Salome: The So-Callgdtivity
Scene in Chapel LI in the Monastery of Apa ApolioBawit’, ECA3 (2006) 81-104 at 100-1, does not exclude the
possibility that the painting in its eroded forrmutth have shown the child in the now absent spatke@roper left
of Salome.

“82 For a discussion of Salome in Christian art, sae Moon, ‘Virgin Mary’, 89-100.

83 A similar cycle was found at Deir el-Baramus ire tWadi el-Natrun. See G.J.M. van Loon, M. Immerzeel
‘Inventory of Coptic Wall-PaintingsEssays on Christian Art and Culture in the MiddksEL (1998) 10-3.

84 Innemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 226. Thegesfion that these four semi-domes were appropiriatea
narrative cycle is given further support by thesgrece of an overlying Mariological cycle, which ddbe same
semi-domes for a different narrative in the thinthecentury re-painting of the church.
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depict scenes from the pre-partum narratives ofsGHbeir el-Surian probably once contained a
complete Christological cycle from conception teuection.

The Annunciation scene in the west, which depictseathroned Mary and a standing
Gabriel in the central position, flanked by the gvets Moses, Isaiah, Ezekiel and Daniel, was
examined in the earlier discussion of Annunciasocenes and was dated to sometime between
the eighth and twelfth centurié€. Alternatively, the Epiphany was painted by twofeliént
hands and may offer aid in determining the datehef entire cycle. Here, the Virgin Mary
occupies the central position, where she is seatedn ornately decorated throfi&.She is
dressed in a green/greyaphorion(mantle) and a grey tunic, and holds a dark loligeus in
which Christ Emmanuel is depict&d.Although much of the figure is lost, Innemée agtheat
Christ, who is wearing a tunic ampallium, holds a book in his left hand and makes the gestu
of benediction with his right. Christ faces thet la@fhd looks toward the archangel Michael, while
Gabriel stands to the right of the Virgin. Both a&entified by inscriptions and wear grey tunics
and purplepallia, and carry a long staff with a cross atop it iaitheft hand. Next to Michael
stand the three magi, each of whom wear a Phrygiaand carries an ornate b8% Two of the
magi are further identified by inscriptions as BGikia (A1kacT1a) and Melchior(Mexxiwp). Next
to Gabriel, we find the three shepherds (also iledtby inscriptions) in short tunics with rams
lying at their feef®

The stratigraphic position of the Epiphany and Amgiation within the series of
paintings in the semi-domes suggests that theyngeio the Layer 2 paintings at Deir el-Surian,
which are so far dated to the eighth century. Meeeothey were found underneath the
thirteenth-century narrative cycle (Layer 3), whitlus serves as thterminus ante querfor

their construction. The Christological cycle wad among the initial paintings in Layer 2, as

8> See discussion at pp. 115-6.

“8 For a detailed description of the Epiphany sceae,Innemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 218-9.

“87 On themaphorion see N. Morfin-Gourdier, ‘Costumes of the Religigun Copt.Enc Il (1991) 650-5 at 652; R.
Fredrickson, ‘Madonna and Hodigitridfpurnal of Religion and Health3 (2004) 151-63 at 153-4.

%8 Innemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 222, nothattthe presence of the archangels flanking Margois

typical for scenes of the Epiphany. It seems to tiiat this composition is modeled rather on Byzanimperial

iconography, whereby the archangels serve as titeqtors of the throne.

89 The inscription is found at the far right of thengposition and possibly readmenec, which Innemée, ‘Newly
Discovered Painting’, 219, suggests should probbblyeconstructed asuenec (readnomentc) ‘shepherd’. At pp.

224-5, he also compares the composition of thistjpaj to several sixth- or seventh-century miniativionza-

ampullae(miniature oil flasks) from Israel, for which tlsmilarities are so strong (especiadlynpullano. 1) that

Innemée suggests that the compositions must harelimsed on the same prototype. He also make<iéxyglie of

the use of rams instead of sheep, the shape tfitbee and the second shepherd pointing at theoBethlehem.

See A. GrabaAmpoules de Terre SainfRaris, 1958) 16 and 18 (PlIs 1, 2 and 4).
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there were drops of encaustic paint that fell frdme Epiphany onto the painting bel6W%.
Additionally, there is nothing to suggest that Ephany and the Annunciation were created by
the same hand, as the figures are done in two @&eipldifferent styles. This is especially
evident in the treatment of Mary’s face in bothnpiaigs, in which her features are softer and
more realistic in the Annunciation scene, but she hnear features and appears stark and
motionless in the Epiphany scene. The contrasaintipng style is also not strictly limited to the
two paintings, as there are distinct stylistic @&mchnical differences within the Epiphany itself.
This is most notable in the treatment of the haat the use of highlighting in the depictions of
the figures flanking Mary. It is unclear, howevarich hand actually painted the Virgin, as
Mary’s rigid frontality starkly contrasts with thgesticulations of the other individuéfs.

The differences in style and technique offer litildp in the way of ascertaining a date
for this painting. Although the two images were @beted by different hands, they likely date to
approximately the same period, as they were clgaiy of a singular narrative cycle. This does
not discount the possibility, however, that theséntings were completed over a period of
several years (or decades), which might accounttHeir stylistic differences. Although we
cannot definitively narrow down the dates of thenposition further than the eighth to the
twelfth centuries, the use of encaustic paint satggthat they are likely closer to the eighth than
the twelfth century. The use of this encaustic p@irdate these images, on the other hand, is still
contentious as until recently, technical evaluatiohpaintings were not always conducté&d.

While the three surviving narrative cycles vary siderably in content and style, there
are still many parallels that we can draw from ¢éhesages. Firstly, the cycles, thus far, only
stem from monastic settings, initially appearingtba walls of monastic chapels and churches
(Deir Abu Hinnis and Bawit), but eventually spreaglito the semi-domes of monastic churches
(Deir el-Surian). Secondly, there is a distinctcti@nic progression in the iconographic content

of the paintings, beginning with the limited indlus of Mary in the oldest surviving

49 For a discussion of the use of encaustic pairfEggpt during the eighth century, see generally Krbemée,

‘Encaustic Painting in Egypt’, in B. Mathieu, D. Bk, M. Wissa (eds),’apport de 'Egypte a l'histoire des
techniquegCairo, 2006) 133-42, in which he demonstratesufe of encaustic paint at Deir el-Surian in thénig
century, but notes that there is no continuousitteadof encaustic mural painting between the fouahd eighth

centuries. He attributes this to the poor presemaif wall paintings from this time, but also t@aneral disinterest
among modern scholars to the study of paintingrtiegles, suggesting that many encaustic paintingshage gone
unnoticed. Cf. Weitzmanryionastery 8, who suggests that encaustic painting wentobdtishion between the
seventh and eighth centuries.

“9! Innemée, ‘Newly Discovered Painting’, 219-20.

92 Innemée, ‘Encaustic Painting’, 133-42 at 139.
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aforementioned cycle, which is followed by an irgi@gly notable propensity to highlight Mary
within the Christological narrative. In these lapaintings (Bawit, Deir el-Surian), the Virgin
assumes a central role and appears in nearly esegge. Finally, Mary’s Christological
importance in these scenes is limited entirelyhi® ¢vent leading up to and immediately after

Jesus’ birth, thereby tying her presence in thesmes strictly to her role as the Theotokos.

Miscellaneous Marian Themes

There are a few surviving wall paintings in Egypatt do not fall into any of the categories
discussed above, either because the iconograplinyigsie in the present corpus of paintings or
because the preservation is too poor to allow falefnitive interpretation of the scene. The
variety between these remaining images is remagkabtd highlights the wealth of ways in
which Mary was depicted in Christian art across gin fact, the extent of their diversity is
marked by a complete lack of comparable iconogaplements between any of the paintings,
both in style and overall composition. Moreovers tariety extends to the numerous contexts in
which the images appear, including monastic cellatories and a church. Thus, each of these
miscellaneous wall paintings is discussed indiviguand relevantomparanddor the image is
provided when such material exists.

The first of these miscellaneous images is a ggoméserved painting from the eastern
wall niche of Cell 1740 at Saqqara, which likelytedato the sixth or seventh century (no. 39).
Here Quibell could only discern what he describgdlze figure of Our Lord and the head of the
Virgin'. This account provides little informatiomdhe composition of the scene, although based
on Quibell’'s remarks we can assume that we areirdealith an adult Christ, probably
positioned next to his moth&f The exact composition of this painting, howevemains a
mystery as it was never photographed or discussédrther excavation reports from Saqqgara.
There is a precedent, however, for the depictioaro&dult Christ and Mary together in a single
composition, notably a painting from the easterdl wbChapel 59 at Bawit. Here, a centrally
enthroned Christ (left), who holds a book in hip laith his left hand and gives the sign of
benediction with his right, sits next to Mary (rtyhand they are flanked by ten individuals (no.

93 Quibell, Saqgara 1908-9, 1909-1@1, who always refers to Jesus as the ‘Childidses where he is depicted as

an infant. His description of Jesus as the ‘figfr©ur Lord’ suggests that he appears here in dolrt.
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40, Fig. 40). The pair is enthroned on an elevatkdform, along with two seated figures
immediately to Christ’'s proper left. The other dighdividuals, however, assume the typical
standing positiof?* This unique composition is attributed stylistigatb the eighth or ninth
centuries, based on the delicate treatment of ieds (especially the faces and drapery),
although it also retains the typical frontal andtaint pose that is common in the sixth and
seventh centuries.

The third and fourth uncategorized Marian wallnpiaigs are unusual as they are located
immediately next to each other on a wall in thetsuhnean church at Deir Abu Hinnis, but
there is no apparent narrative connection betwieem t(nos 41 and 42, Fig. 41). This contrasts
with the distinct Marian cycle that appears on vZalalthough stylistically, all of these images
seem to have been created at the same time (neretdn the sixth century). In fact, the
paintings on wall 9 appear to represent two comeplatifferent themes. On the far left, we find
a partially preserved representation of the Viarrying aclipeuswith the Child, both of whom
are nimbed (no. 41). The figures are encased ire@altion, but Mary is only depicted in bust
form and there is no indication that she is seateda throne. Although the faces of both
individuals are lost, Mary is identified by her kavhich is identical to the one she wears in the
following scene.

In this second image, we shift away from viewingriylas the Theotokos, seeing her
instead at the Wedding at Cana as a witness tamih&cles of Christ (no. 42). An earlier
representation of this scene is found in the Kareatacombs in Alexandria, which dates to the
third century and is therefore excluded from thialcgue that is the basis for this chapter. This
painting shows Mary seated alongside a group dératidividuals around a standing Chfi&t.
The composition of the one at Deir Abu Hinnis, hoer is very different in that she stands at
the outer left edge of the composition, as Chtisthier proper left) changes water into wine.
There are three additional figures in the sceneluding a woman on the far right, who

participate in the eveft®

494 Clédat,Monastérg(1999), 175-6 (Pls 154-5 and 158).

9% See Wescher, ‘Notice’, 57-9; Leclercq, ‘Alexandffrchéologie)’, inDACL | (1924) 1098-1182 at 1127-37;
Beckwith,Early Christian 70; Zibawi,Images 17-8; L.A. Hunt, ‘Eastern Christian lconographited Architectural
Traditions: Oriental Orthodox’, in K. Parry (edTjhe Blackwell Companion to Eastern Christiar(ialden, MA,
2007) 388-419 at 403; G.J.M. van Loon, ‘Christiar: Agypt’, in M. Gagarin (ed.)The Oxford Encyclopedia of
Ancient Greece and Ropvols (Oxford, 2010) 1.101-3 at 102.

98 Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, 52-3 (PI. 3).
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The final uncategorized painting was found on #ast wall of the south oratory in
hermitage number four in Esna, and is dated tcsdo®nd half of the sixth or first half of the
seventh century (no. 43, Fig. 42J.While this painting displays several elements ttatd have
warranted its inclusion in some of the aforemerdtoategories of Marian iconographies, there
is one unusual feature, which is also found at Béin Hinnis, namely a bust of Mary holding
the infant Christ. Mary is identified by an insdign (&yia Maplia]), and is depicted holding
the Child on her left lap, while gesturing towatdm with her right hand. It remains unclear,
however, whether Jesus is depicted iclipeus or merely sports a halo, since most of his
likeness is missing®® The uniqueness of this painting, however, liethm absence of a throne
and the inclusion of two flanking archangels, whamappear as busts. Thus far, every depiction
of the Virgin or the archangels as such has beatagwed within a medallion (that is, at Chapel
B at Saggara [no. 1] and Deir Abu Hinnis [no. 4b)t this is not the case in Esna. The painter
simply drew from a variety of different elementsci@ate a scene that is entirely unique to the

Marian corpus.

Conclusion

The surviving 43 representations of Mary assembiethis chapter mark only a fraction of the
number of paintings that would have adorned thdswedlIstructures across Egypt throughout the
fifth to ninth centuries. Although the majority tifese paintings stem from the well-documented
monasteries of Saqgara and Bawit, where their walndwes much to a long period of
occupation, extending well beyond the Arab congquestalso find representations of the Virgin,
albeit fewer in number, in other places as farmag Alexandria, and as far south as Aswan.
Moreover, these Marian wall paintings are not leditto monastic contexts, as they are
encountered in a variety of locations, includindpam churches, funerary monuments and a

domestic structure. This proclivity to representrivlacross a vast geographical area and in a

4973, Sauneron and J. Jacquetsermitages chrétiens du desert d’Esravols (Cairo, 1972) 1.80-1 (PI. 30c); R.
Boutros, ‘The Hermitages in the Desert of EsnaGabra and TaklaChristianity in Nag Hammadi and Esna31-
99 at 197-8, who also provides a general analyfisibeohermitages at Esna (pp. 185-8). This painingot dated
stylistically, but rather by the inscriptions iretbhurch, the pottery and the lack of Arabic gtiaffi

9% M. Krause, ‘Die Bedeutung alter Dokumentationendie koptische Kunst', in S. Giversen, M. Krausel &.
Nagel (eds),Coptology: Past Present and Futufgéeuven, 1994) 17-33 at 26-7, identifies this figuas a
galaktotrophousabased on the conserved painting that now appéatse anonastery, in which Mary appears to
offer her breast. In a photograph from the origieatavation report, however, no such breast idhgsiand it
appears as though the breast was added duringsteation of the painting.
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variety of different settings suggests not only widespread adoption of Mary as an important
figure in Christology, but also clearly as an inmpaot figure in personal devotion, taking on the
role of intercessor, through whom one could actesslivine.

This intercessory function is nowhere more evidimatn in the eastern niches of the
monastic cells and small chapels, which servedfasa point of the monk’s personal devotion.
When Mary is depicted in these niches, she appedysin a limited number of forms, typically
enthroned with her Child (both in single and doutmd@ed compositions), but also ascaansor
enthroned without the Child. In almost every ins@nshe appears in the center of the
composition, flanked by at least two individualb,od whom the viewer may have perceived as
bearing access to the divine. These figures inclhdearchangels, the Angel of the Lord and the
Angel of God, the apostles, as well as local sdffitShere are, however, two notable exceptions
to this observation. The first is found in RoomtlBawit (no. 16), where Mary appears as a
subsidiary figure in the composition, as she istpm®ed in the far left corner of the composition.
The second stems from Room 30 at the same monagtery27), where an enthroned
galaktotrophousappears alone in the eastern niche.

Although these niche paintings draw on Mary's imaoce in Christ's Ascension and
Incarnation and her role as Theotokos, her inclusiothese scenes bears more of a symbolic
than a narrative function. In fact, there are nstances of a purely narrative scene contained
within a niche, which is logical given the limitedailability of space. Instead they are limited to
churches, oratories and funerary chapels. In tlager settings, the focus shifts to the creation
of an iconographic programme where the viewer oaraged to engage with the biblical and
apocryphal narratives, many of which include refess to the Virgin® Not only are these
narrative scenes found in several different kinfdstiuctures, their placement within them is not
limited to one particular area, and are found imds, semi-domes and various walls in churches
and oratories. The decoration of these buildingsydver, is by no means limited to narrative
scenes, as we also encounter the typical repreéserstaf the enthroned Mary, both with and
without Child, although there are no surviving dieubompositions outside of the eastern niches
in monastic cells and chapels from this time period

9 1n Cells 1740 and 1943 at Saqqara there may haea bubsidiary figures, but the paintings wereeeitradly
damaged or poorly recorded.
%% Note that Chapel 51 at Bawit is considered anooyanot a monastic cell, based on its size andwgion. Cf.
Clédat, Monastérg(1999), 110.
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The single-tiered compositions of an enthroned Miage largely restricted to the columns or
pillars of churches (Deir el-Surian, Bawit and Sgkror on the walls of monastic chapels and
oratories (Chapel 7 and 59 at Bawit, Esna), althangone instance she is depicted on the wall
of a domestic courtyard (Kom el-Dikka). There idyoone representation of a single-tiered
composition with Mary in the semi-dome of a churtiigt is, the north triconch at Deir Anba
Bishay (no. 27), which appears slightly later (¢igbentury). Apparently, more flexibility exists
in the larger independent and monastic churche¥/damratories) as well as funerary chapels,
where Mary is depicted in a variety of scenes, Whiaw from both the symbolic and narrative
elements of her existing iconography. In the maoaslls, on the other hand, we are limited to
largely symbolic representations of Mary, which exelusively found on the eastern wall, the
direction of the viewer’s prayers.

Having looked at the spatial distribution of thenpiags, we now move to a diachronic
analysis of Marian art in Egypt beginning in thihficentury. Depictions of Mary in Christian
art, especially in Egypt, do not just materialifieiathe Council of Ephesus. There is evidence to
suggest that depictions of the Virgin existed adyess the third century in funerary art. While
the evidence for this claim is limited to a singhérd-century painting of Mary in the Karmuz
catacombs at Alexandria, which draws on a scema fte New Testament (Wedding at Cana),
it nevertheless leave open the possibility for pthech early depictions that are no longer
extant’®* The oldest surviving painting of Mary discussedthis study unsurprisingly finds
resonance with this earlier example, in which di¢ab scene is incorporated in the decorative
programme of a fifth- or sixth-century funerary pbhin the Kharga Oasis. Here, Mary is
depicted at the Annunciation and surrounded by Hitonde of disparate Old Testament scenes.
Another of the earlier paintings stems from a hats€om el-Dikka in Alexandria, in which we
encounter the first representation of an enthrokealy and Child. These early images are
followed by an upsurge of Marian wall paintingstiee sixth and seventh centuries, the majority
of which stem from the monastic cells and chapelSaggara and Bawit. From the seventh
century onwards, Marian imagery is securely foumthath monastic and ecclesiastical settings,
although her inclusion in the semi-domes of chuscisenot definitively seen until the eighth

century.

01 M. Rassart-Debergh, ‘Painting, Coptic Mural’ Gopt.Enc VI (1991) 1872-6 at 1873.
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In sum, a chronological and regional study of Marienages reveals that although wall
painting depicting the Virgin existed, at leastydily in funerary contexts, before the Council
of Ephesus, the impetus for illustrating her likemavas spurred by her declaration as Theotokos
in 431. Immediately following this event, thereasclear artistic development which is at first
contained to New Testament narratives, but grageiplores the different facets of Mary’s
developing theology. This is best exemplified bg tmplementation of iconographies such as
the double compositions, Annunciation agalaktotrophousathat were beginning to appear
both in Egypt and across the Mediterranean, espeamthe minor arts. The development of
distinct Marian iconographic themes in Egyptian lvinting reaches its pinnacle in the sixth
and seventh centuries, when the intense devotitmet¥irgin in monastic communities creates a
surge in its production, the majority of which fees on her intercessory function. As her
importance grows in the developing Christologydses the production of her iconography and
the variety of ways in which Mariological themes axpressed. Artists begin to draw on
associated biblical and apocryphal narratives toeggte an ever-expanding artistic database,
which then shifts away from its origins in funeranyd private monastic context, to include both
domestic and ecclesiastic contexts across Egypis,Tthe monastic community had a strong
influence on the creation, propagation and mosomantly, the survival of Marian art in Egypt,

which is evident in its overwhelming contributiamdur present database.
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General Conclusion

At the beginning of this study, we noted that thisra lacuna in the study of the cult of Mary in
Egypt, one which analyzes the physical materidbradf her cult across tHengue duréen an
Egyptian context. The General Introduction familiad the reader with this issue by briefly
outlining the state of contemporary Marian schdlgrswhich we argue is largely focused on
establishing a date for the origins of her cula(tis, whether it started before or after the Cdunc
of Ephesus). Instead of immersing ourselves in tlebate, the present study attempts to
transcend it, since it mostly hinges on one’s dedfin of ‘cult’. In doing so, we are able to
recognize that the fifth-century marks a significapoint in its development, while
acknowledging that a ‘community of interest’ exétaeviously. Still, the theological debates of
the early fifth century are intrinsically linked the development of a physical cult of the Virgin
Mary, in that it only really lifts off from this the onwards. From this perspective, it is rather a
formative period, which deserves to be studiedisnoivn right. Thus, we return to our initial
guestion: to what extent does the evidence fompthesical materialization of the cult of Mary
reflect its geographical and chronological diffusia Late Antique Egypt?

In Chapter 1, we address this question from thspeetive of the papyrological and
epigraphical evidence, which on the basis of alegte (Appendix 1), enumerates all
attestations of Marian churches and monasteri¢sdse texts from the fifth to ninth centuries.
The study of these materials, which builds on Papstantinou’s previous study, adds an
additional 32 papyri and inscriptions, and raidestotal of definitive Marian churches from 21
to 23, and the potential number of total churclres1f26 to 28. Our analysis reveals that the
dedication of churches and monasteries to MarygypEwas relatively slow at the outset, as
only two structures are definitively dated to tlifghfcentury. The sixth century sees a notable
increase in the number of churches and monasterissventeen, while the seventh and eighth
centuries actually mark the highpoint in the extemiirce material, with 29 papyri attributed to
the former and 33 to the latter. There are alsgibda continuities into the ninth century, when
five churches are recorded in a single papyrus fkbenmopolis. The relative slowness with
which Marian buildings appear to have been consttu Egypt also finds resonance with the

notably late and limited use of the titlés>tékos and rapbévos for Mary, suggesting that the
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theological implications of the Council of Ephedask some time to gain traction in the name
giving of churches and monasteries in Egypt.

In Chapter 2, we analyze the actual archaeolbgmdence of the four extant churches
and/or monasteries from Egypt that have been atathto the Virgin Mary. While there is no
guestion that those of Deir el-Surian, Deir el-GHaaand Philae were dedicated to Mary, it is
doubtful that we can attribute the church in this lemple at Aswan to Mary based on the
presence of a single wall painting and subsequeddtify it with the church of the Virgin
mentioned in the Patermouthis archive. This res@rm is confirmed in Chapter 3 of the present
study, which demonstrates that we cannot equatéaMavall paintings with the existence of a
Marian church. Of the remaining three churchesy dhke one at Philae is attested in the
papyrological/epigraphical corpus collected in Gbapl @3), and thus this study adds the
monasteries at Deir el-Surian and Deir el-Ganaallné total number of buildings dedicated to
the Virgin before the ninth century, raising théatato at least 25. Both of these structures,
moreover, are assigned archaeologically to theh sbentury, increasing the total number of
churches in Egypt at this time from seven to nBye.combining this evidence with that of the
papyri and inscriptions, it seems that the physmaterialization of the cult of Mary may have
experienced a slightly greater expansion duringstkin century than the aforementioned source
material suggested. The addition of these two nterias, moreover, raises the total number of
sixth-century monastic sites to four, nearly hdlthe buildings dedicated to Mary that appear in
the known source materials from this century.

Chapter 3 looks at the iconographic evidence Herghysical materialization of the cult
of Mary. A total of 43 surviving representationsrfothe basis of this thematic study (Appendix
2), which traces the different image types acragh ime and space. Despite an early outlying
image from the catacombs at Karmuz in Alexandr&ting to the third century, images of the
Virgin Mary do not survive in wall paintings untihe fifth/sixth century, at which time she is
found in a single New Testament scene from a fugiecantext. In the sixth and seventh
centuries, however, there is a marked increaseanavl paintings, most of which stem from the
monastic cells and churches at Bawit and Saqqihaugh there is also a sixth-century image in
a domestic context at Kom el-Dikka and potentiallpainting from the urban church at Syene,
which has a wider date range of the sixth to noghtury. There are only a limited number of

paintings from the eighth and ninth centuries; thésiod marks the first instance that Mary
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appears in the semi-dome of a monastic church, lyamé¢he church of Anba Bishay at Sohag.
The diminished number of extant images from therlgeriods, however, may have more to do
with the noted difficulty of dating Christian watlaintings in Egypt than a decline in actual
depictions of Mary.

Let us now look at the wider implications of thessults for the gradual expansion of the
cult of Mary across Egypt on both the spatial aethgoral axes. By interweaving these
diverging sources, we can compare any emergingigran one group against patterns that are
apparent in the others, thus nuancing the resulteach assemblage. To start with the
chronological development, we find that there amy @ limited number of extant remains that
can be attributed to the fifth century across hiké source materials (that is, two churches
mentioned in the papyri, and one fifth/sixth-cegtwall painting). This trend may reflect a bias
in the surviving evidence, especially the papyfeve the overall numbers are generally lower
for the fifth century, and the attestations coneedb the Church are relatively higher for the
sixth century, reflecting Christianity’s final irgeation into Egyptian society. However, it is
probably also indicative of the relative slownesthwhich the cult of Mary took root in Egypt.
Thus, the theological developments of the fifthtaendid not appear to have an immediate or
significant impact on the dedication of churched aronasteries to Mary or her inclusion in the
iconographic repertoire of Christian Egypt.

We must note, however, that there is a near w@btgkence of material evidence from
Alexandria, which would have been one of the mainters for the expansion of her cult. That is
not to say that Alexandria was devoid of Marianrches or veneration, but rather that the
physical evidence for these structures has notvadayIn this way, it may be helpful to briefly
turn to the literary record. Firstly, thnnalesof Eutychius of Alexandria (876-940) record that
the patriarch Theophilus (385-412) dedicated aathtw Mary in theenvironsof Alexandria’?
The existence of such an early Marian church istasdy plausible, especially given
Alexandria’s role in the Christological controvesiof the fourth and fifth centuries, although
we must be wary of trusting a source 400 years vechdrom the event. A second church
dedicated to the Virgin in Alexandria, however,rézorded in theSpiritual Meadowof John
Moschus €. 550-619), who notes that his contemporary, pati&ulogius (581-608 CE), built

92 Eutychius of AlexandriaAnnales528, PG I, col. 1026A. See also J. McKendibe Architecture of Alexandria
and Egypt c. 300 BC to AD 7@New Haven, 2007) 247.
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[or rebuilt] the Church of ‘holy Theotokos’ alsolleal Dorothea®® Despite the addition of the
literary sources from Alexandria, the evidencel difongly suggests that the fifth century
marked a formative period in the physical matezation of the cult of Mary, and that it only
became widespread over the course of the followirmycenturies.

The cult of Mary experienced a significant growitlioughout the sixth century. The
papyrological and archaeological evidence demaestreghat there were nine churches
definitively dedicated to her, a marked increasanfrthe just two churches of the previous
century. This period also represents the firstainsgé in which the titl®sotdkos is used in the
naming of Marian churches/monasteries, althougdlods not appear with any frequency until the
seventh century. The increase in Marian buildingsl @n awareness of her theological
importance, moreover, is reflected in an increasthé output of wall paintings in which she is
depicted. Although only one image can be securatgdito the sixth century, there are several
that are attributed to the sixth/seventh centund we find a broader spectrum of scenes in
which she appears. At this point, her iconogragghya longer strictly limited to New Testament
scenes; rather there is an almost exclusive dffodepict her alongside her son, drawing on her
role as Theotokos.

The seventh century represents the pinnacle opllysical materialization of the cult of
Mary. This period marks a significant increase Ine toutput of papyrological/epigraphical
attestations of Marian churches and monasteriegjuging a total of 29 texts, and yields the
largest number of Marian paintings (25 of the 4&imags are attributed to the sixth/seventh
century, and four are dated to the seventh/eigltitucy). We also encounter the greatest
diversity in her imagery, whereby all of the iconaghic types discussed in this study are finally
present in Egypt, and representations of Mary itlsmaaintings begin to appear with some
frequency outside of monastic cells and chapels. SBventh century also sees an increase in the
use of the terntesotdékos and the introduction of the termap6évos into the titles of Marian
buildings, although the latter title appears ordyaa individual title for Mary in limited instances
from the eighth century onwards. As a result, weenlbat the physical materialization of the cult
of Mary reached its peak in the seventh centurleast in the time period in question, one which

is not matched in the output of materials in tH®f@ing two centuries.

%93 John MoschusSpiritual Meadow77; PG 87.3, col. 2929D and 2930D. See also ditmusn McKenzie The
Architecture of Alexandria and Egy[@53-4.
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There are still tangible manifestations of the ofilMary in the eighth and ninth century,
although the quantity of evidence varies acrosdifierent source materials. The volume of the
eighth-century papyrological/epigraphical attestati even slightly surpasses that of the seventh
century, as there are a total of 33 texts. The ntgjof these materials come from a single city
(that is, Aphrodito), but three new churches ailé atested at this time. The ninth century, on
the other hand, records five new churches, alllitivstem from the same Coptic papyrus from
Hermopolis. The relatively few sources in the nioéimtury may be explained by the cessation of
Greek as a major scribal language in the eighttucgnand the exclusion of Arabic texts from
this study.

The continuities of the physical cult that we seethe papyri and inscriptions are
contrasted with the limited number of Marian paigs in our catalogue that we can date to this
period. There are no paintings that are definiyiagtributed to either century, and the majority
of images cannot be more precisely dated thandhensh/eighth or eighth to twelfth centuries.
It is difficult to say, however, whether this retioa in the number of paintings is a result of our
insufficient dating methods and preservation cirstances or whether there was a general
decrease in the output of wall paintings in thisque We should also keep in mind that the same
iconographic programmes could be kept for sevemaitwies, and that those buildings
constructed in the sixth/seventh century may neehaquired re-painting at this time.

While the chronological study of the source materdemonstrates the rate with which
the cult of Mary was disseminated throughout Egwa,must now continue with an analysis of
its geographical distribution. We might expectée & linear spread of the cult of Mary outwards
from Alexandria, but this in fact appears not tothe case. The earliest physical evidence is
spread across vast geographical expanses, andateekertually no discernible trends that we
can extrapolate from its diffusion. In terms of g@nstruction of churches and monasteries, the
cult of Mary first appears in the Herakleopolitenmas well as Taniathis, both in Upper Egypt.
By the end of the sixth century, however, theyaitested both archaeologically and textually as
far north as the Delta (Wadi el-Natrun) and assfarth as the First Cataract region (Aswan and
Philae). A more focused geographical study thakdospecifically at the location of Marian
churches versus the location of Marian monastedatss) finds no discernible trends. Marian
monasteries can exist both in cities with existitgrian churches (Oxyrhynchus and Aphrodite)

or as independent monastic sites (Deir el-SuriahCzir el-Ganadla).
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Similar observations can be made about the icopbiraevidence. Here, the earliest
extant evidence of Marian wall paintings also cesskrge geographical regions, ranging from
Alexandria (the third-century in the Karmuz catatsnand the sixth-century in House D at Kom
el-Dikka) to the Kharga Oasis (fifth/sixth centur@ithough there are no discernible patterns in
the general spatial distribution of Marian wall qténgs, there are noted trends in the use of
specific Marian iconographic themes. For examphe, ¢astern wall niches of the monastic
chapels of Bawit and Saggara form an independeitt imnwhich only a limited number of
themes occur, specifically Mary enthroned eithethwar without Child (in both single and
double-zoned compositions), or as@ansin a double composition, and she is always flanked
by at least two individuals. The double composgiamoreover, appear exclusively in the eastern
wall niches of monasteries at this time. More galhgrthere are several themes that are limited
to monasteries, although not necessarily to monastils or chapels, which include the
galaktotrophousand Marian cycles, although this could be a réfyecof the limited number of
extant paintings outside of monastic contexts. I8uigred compositions of Mary enthroned, on
the other hand, appear in a greater variety omgstiand show a wider geographical reach, as
this iconography is found both in Alexandria (KolDakka) and Syene (church in Isis temple).

In summary, this study has demonstrated the irapoet of analyzing the physical
materialization of the cult of Mary through thedrdection of the papyrological/epigraphical,
archaeological and iconographic evidence acrostotitgie duréeln doing so, we have shown
that the fifth century marked a formative periodhe manifestation of her cult, when churches,
monasteries and artistic representations are biegro emerge across a broad spectrum of
locations throughout Egypt. The physical cult of rifalid not coalesce until the sixth and,
especially, the seventh century, at which time N&aoult is on a par with, if not surpassing,
those of other notable Egyptian saints. At thisetilmhe has a developed iconography and
titulature, her cult reaches from the Delta to First Cataract and there are numerous churches
and monasteries dedicated in her honour. Althohgghpteriod is followed by a possible decrease
in the source material, there are still new chusclied paintings appearing at this time, across a
number of different locations. In fact, the resareanf her cult with Egypt’s population led Mary
to become the most widely venerated saint in Egypt.

While this study looks at the three major sourcaemas associated with the cult of

Mary, an analysis of all the material evidenceuding icons, stele, the small arts, and so on,
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could further supplement our knowledge of the ptglsimaterialization of her cult in Late
Antique Egypt. Such a study would contribute to pinesent study in two ways. Firstly, it would
nuance our understanding of the chronological swhphical integration of her cult into the
wider milieu of Christian Egypt. Secondly, a studlyat includes a wider analysis of
representations of Mary in different media wouldate an even larger data set, against which we
can analyze our current interpretations of the agpaphic development of her cult. As a result,
the present study serves as a basis for futurangse which there is an opportunity to build on
an existing database of materials for the studyhefphysical materialization of the cult of Mary
in Egypt.

This study also establishes a framework for simiésearch that could be conducted in
other geographical regions, especially Rome, Catistzple and Palestine, in which a
comprehensive analysis of the physical remainsibaget been undertaken on the chronological
and geographical axes. In doing so, we could disedrether the patterns of diffusion from
Egypt are consistent with those of the other m@joristian centers, or whether the cult of Mary
materialized at different times across differentalmons. Studies that also include the
iconographic evidence from each of the areas woaldribute to the compilation of a corpus of
Marian iconography, and contribute to tracing tietribution of Marian imagery and the use of
particular themes across the wider Mediterraneanh & study would provide insight into how
different groups used images of Mary within patacisettings (that is, churches, monastic cells,
domestic architecture) and whether this refledtfeinces in Marian veneration across different
geographical regions. Thus, further comprehendivdies of other areas could supplement and
nuance the conclusions drawn from the Late Antigggptian materials and contribute to a more
nuanced understanding of the distribution and diffn of the physical materialization of the cult
of Mary in the Late Antique world.
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Appendix 1

Catalogue of Attestations of Churches and Monastegs of Mary in Papyri and Inscriptions

Church/ Pa
monastery Location Title/ Epithet Reference Attestation #p. Date Language
Number
Bilingual:
. ayia CPRII 158 =CPR Indirect; &md Aavpas Tijs aylas Coptic with a
1 Arsinoe BeoTdKOS IV 192.8 BeoTdKOU 1 Vil Greek
signature
. , BGUII 676 =SPP  Indirect; &amd iay[p(agiis)] Aavp(as) i
Arsinoe BeoTdKOS VIl 738.2 T7i(s) BeoTérOU 1 VII-VIII Greek
Arsinoites aya SBI15129.2 Direct; [éx]xAnoi() Tii(s) érylos 1 V-V Greek
BeoTdkOg Becodbkou
- aylia SPPVIII 782 = Direct; U(mrep) voik(iou) Tém(0)u T1i(s) 2
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS BGUII 680.2, 5-6 ayi(as) BeoTdko(v) 1 IV-vill Greek
Seom(otva), !nd}l’egt;ﬂp'OVOl(;X T’ﬁg 8501‘r(~owng?
Arsinoites UGy REACS (2006) 11-4 'MWV DEOTOKOU EYEVETO TOUTO TO VI-VII Greek
e ’ EpYOV E'ITlVOlq BOUAOU Kal OIKOVOUOVv
EOTOKOS I
auThs
- , SPPVIII 1134 = Indirect; Ztépavos SouA(os) Tiis Beginning
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS CPRX 15.1 BeoTdr(oU) of VII Greek
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS CPRX 3.1 Indirect; ZTEQG‘,’OS BoUA(os) Tiis 608 Greek
BeoTdk(0U)
Arsinoites  BeoTdxos CPRX 4.1 Indirect; Ztépavos BoUA(os) iis 608 Greek
BeoTtdk(ov)
SeoTroiva . < - -
Arsinoites UGV, CPRX 1.1 5 Ind'rfiCt’fT,w? E’ C])S 8~°‘gfos s 609 Greek
BeoToKOS eomo(ivns) Nuad[v] Tis 6[eoTdkou
- , CPRVI 11 =SPP Indirect; Ztépavos SouA(os) Tris
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS I 484 = CPRX 7.1 BeoTdr(0U) 1 609 Greek
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS CPRX 8.1 Indirect ZTEq)aV,OS BlouA(os) Tiis 1 609 Greek
BeoTdk(ou)
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I , SPPVIII 1137 = Indirect; Ztép[a]v[o]s S[oT]A(os) Tiis
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS CPRX 9.1 BeoT k(o) 1 609 Greek
SeoTmoiva Direct: B [of] , f e
Arsinoites NHAV, SPPXX 243.14-6 = A s vhe [80l ?OV?“OV oy e 1 648 Greek
BeoToKOS Katl SBI 5278 ERKANOLAS TS [DEOTITO NS TLoY TS
: f BeoTdkov kai dermrapbBévou Mapiag
asimapbévos
Arsinoites 652’(;‘:OS SBXXVI16623.1-2  Indirect; ii(s) &yi(as) eoték(ov) Mid VI Greek
. Indirect; ayi(ov) BeoTtcokou (20);
Arsinoites aya SBI5127.20,22,28  &yi(ou) Beotdkou (22); &yiou) 1 IV-VII Greek
BeoTdKOS .
Beotdkou (28)
deomoiva Indirect; BecooeBeotdTou
Arsinoites NUGv, P.Prag.l 65.2-3 TpeofuTépou Kot ApXIAVTRIBPOU THS 1 Vil Greek
BeoTdKoS Kal ) ' ’ SeoTmroivns NudV Tijs BeoTdko(u) kai
asirapBévos asmrapbévou Mapias
Arsinoites BeoTdKos SPPIIl685.2-3  ndirect(umép) Biavou(fis) Aavplas) g Vi Greek
Thi(s) 6[eoT]bk(0V)
Arsinoites  BeoTéxos SPPVIIl 7443 Indirectamd dyplagrs) Aatplas) 4 vl Greek
Th(s) Oeotdk(ov)
. , SPPVIII 712 =SPP  Indirect; amdé Siaypag(iis) Aavp(as)
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS XX 175.2 7i(c) BeoToKo(U) 1 VII Greek
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS SBXX 14686.5 Direct; véou éhnoio) Ti(s) VII-VIII Greek
BeoTdKOU
L, Indirect; &md pép(ous) gvloi]kiou Tri(s)
Arsinoites e SPPIII266.2, 7  &yias Beot[dkou] (2); &md pép(ous) 1 VIV Greek
BeoTdKOS , ; N ,
gvoikiou Ti(s) aylias BeoTdkou] (7)
Arsinoites BeoTdKOS SPPX 216.2-3 Direct; ék(k)A(nota) T(fjs) beotdko(V) 1 VII-VIII Greek
15 Unknown ayla P.lond.ll450.1.2  'ndirectlwdvuns orirm(oupyos) s VI Greek
(Arsinoe ?) ayias Mapiag
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Indirect;Koou(as) didk(ovos) Tiis

2 Herakleopolis BeoTdKOS SPPIII 54.2 , 2 Vi Greek
BecoTdKOU
SeoTroiva Indirect;év Ala]Upa Tfis Seomroivns
Herakleopolis UGV, SBVI 9462.3-4 MUV Tijs BeoTodkou Mapias Tris 2 c. 657 Greek
BeoTdKOS BaoiAeiou
2bis Herakleopolites  &ylia SBXXIV 16208.4 Indirect; m(apa) KaAAwik(ou) bis Vv Greek
UAokdrou Tiis ayias Mlalplias
3 Oxyrhynchus  axapi SBI 1977.1-2 Indirect;Mnvas mp(ovontol) Tfiils - 5 .y Greek
uakap(ias) Mapi(as)
. P.Oxy LXXI D~il’e‘C'[;,Tf] éxyic‘x' éKK}\I]Oiq ch’}\ouué\nt]
Oxyrhynchus ayia Tijs ayias Mapias i) Siakiuévn katd 516 Greek
4833.3-5 . o .
Tavtnv v Ofupuy xiTéd TOA[1v
Indirect; 3 services akyi(av) Mapiav
o P.Oxy XI 1357.30- Yévva Tou XpioTot (30-2) and a )
Oxyrhynchus oaa 2,45 second service @fyi(av) Ma[piav 3 535-536 Greek
nuépa avtis (45)
Oxyrhynchus ayia P.Oxy 1147.1 Direct; eis v “,T'X(avnv) ,TOG Koy 3 556 Greek
Tfis &yi(as) Mapias
" P.Oxy XVIII Indirect; [eis] xpeiav Tii(s) ayi(as)
Oxyrhynchus ayia 2197 11 Mapias 3 Vi Greek
” . Direct; avtikp[v T]fjs ayi[as] late VI-
Oxyrhynchus ua P.Wash.Univl 6.5 chn o] fors s &ua Mapias 3 early Vi Greek
_ BASP48 (2011) Indirect; AUprjAios Pei oikovduos
30 Oxyrhynchus BeoTdKOS 103-6 (no. 2.17-8, 6euddékos Mapia v UneTép(a) (17-8); 587/8 Greek
19) ®iP oikovduou Beuddkos Mapia (19)
At e o . ,, Late V-
4 Oxyrhynchus & P.Oxy LXVII Direct; eis T uow,:(m'np(lov) &ua first half Greek
4620.27-8 Mapias of VI
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Tyche5 (1998) 98

5 Akoris ayia (no. 5.2) Indirect; ayia Mapia 4 Vi Greek
. Indirect; &vB(pcoton) alyials)]
6 Antinoopolis ayia P.Cair.Masp lll Mapia(s); &Td dvB(pcotreov) &ylas 5 715716 Greek
67359.vi. f 3 .
Mapia(s)
Indirect;eis tnv ayiav Map(iav) (166);
. L P.Bad IV 95.166, gls v ayiav Mapiav (169);eis v Beginning
! Hermopolis ayla 169,171,180  &yiaw Mapiav (171):els v &ylalv of VI Greek
Ma]pia(v) (181)
1 . \ ~ I3 ’ ’ 618'619
Hermopolis ayia P.Sorb 11 69, 45.c3  DIrect 8 iis ayi(as) Mapi(as) 6  or633- Greek
uikp(od) eukT(npiov) 634
; DR , 618-619
Hermopolis aylo P.Sorb Il 69, Direct; 5(1&x) ;I'T]S’C(Yl(dg) Mapias 6 or 633- Greek
53.C18 pikp(oU) eukT(npiov) 634
618-619
Hermopolis aylia P.Sorb 11 69, 57.F8 Indirect; 5(1&) Tiis ayi(as) Mapi[as 6 or 633- Greek
634
; DR , 618-619
Hermopolis aylia P.Sorb 1 69, Direct; 8(&) e ?yl(ag? Morp(ias) 6 or 633- Greek
65.A12 uik(pot) eukT(npiov) 634
Direct; 5(1&x) Tijs ayi(as) Mapi(as) 618-619
Hermopolis ayia P.Sorb 1199, 81.C6- Likp(ot) elxt(npiou) (6); 6  or633- Greek
83(1&x) A5 avTis (7) 634
; CR(N e T , 618-619
Hermopolis ayia P.Sorb I1 69, 91.C3 Direct; 5(&) ms c-f[yl(ag,)] Mapi(as) 6 or 633- Greek
uikp(ot) evkT(npiou) 634
618-619
Hermopolis aylia P.Sorb 1 69, Indirect; 3(1&) s ayi(as) Mapias 6 or 633- Greek
106.B22 634
Hermopolis aylia P.Paramonel8.16 Direct; AYIQ ExX Anoia K,a)\ouue‘m s 620 or Greek
ayias Mapias 641
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Direct; ToU ebayoUs e[U]kTnpiou Tris

first half

Greek

Hermopolis ayia BGU XIX 2815.8 &ylas Mapias of VII
Hermopolis ayla P'L‘igg'?c‘l’p“ Indirect; 5(&) Tfis &yi(as) Maplas 6 Vil Greek
8 Hermopolis TIAPOENOC P'Lffgbcz(;ptj Indirect; TIIAPOENOC €1BEPL 7 IX Coptic
9 Hermopolis  TIAPOENOC P'Lffgbcz%p“ Indirect; TIIAPOENOC EMEMPETMP 8 IX Coptic
; CR(AN e , 618-619
10 Hermopolites ayia P.Sorb 1l 69,137  'ndirect;d(w) s ayilas) Mapias 9  or633- Greek
T61(0V) Bik[TOpOs 634
11 Hermopolites  TaPeENOC  P.Lond.Copt1100.5 Indirect; TIIAPOENOC ETKAKO 10 IX Coptic
12 Hermopolites ~ TIAPOENOC P'Ll‘ig%(lzgpt Indirect; TIAPOENOC EMNAK 11 IX Coptic
13 Hermopolites  TIaPOENOC P'Eig%'(igpt Indirect; TIIAPOENOC EMEWOYE 12 IX Coptic
Direct; ékkA(noia) 1) &yia &ua Mapia
14 Aphrodite ayladua  LOr 29792, g0y cekioic) 1 ayio dua Maplas 13 525 Greek
242
(242)
. . P.Cair.Masp Il Indirect t[&] pe(oPuTtéped) &ua )
Aphrodite &ua 67138.i ¥ 8 Map(ias) 13 545-546 Greek
. Direct; KaAAiviko[s] mpeo[B(UTepos)]
Aphrodite &ua P.Calr.Ma_sp i eAeewds Ths aylas ékkAnoias &ua 13 547 Greek
67283.ii 6 , , ; ,
Mapias keouns Appoditns
, L P.Cair.Masp | Indirect; pds Thv ueydAnv &ua .
Aphrodite HeYdAN dua 670613 Mapiav 13 Mid VI Greek
) L, P.Cair.Masp | Indirect; Tols kAnpikoTs Tijs ayias
Aphrodite ayia 67066.2 Mapi[as 13 A Greek
Direct; pé(pous) tém(ov) ayi(as)
Aphrodite aylo P.Lond IV 1420.31, i oias) (31); uéplous) Tém(ou) 706 Greek

35

ayi(as) Mapia(s) (35)
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Direct; u[ép(ous) Tém(0oU) Guja
P.Lond IV 1419.66, Mapias (66); [5(&) ékkA(noias)

Aphrodite dua, ayia 532 &ryi] (as) Moxpi[as] T[7l(s) keouln](s) 13 716-717 Greek
(532)
Aphrodite ayia P.Lond IV 1474 Indirect; ayi(as) Mapia(s) VI Greek
1408 Aphrodite BeoToKos P.Lond IV Direct; (&) éxkA(noias) Beotokoy 135 716-717 Greek
1419.530
: ; P.Cair.Masp Il , .y N , 547-548
15 Aphrodite &ua 67141\ ¢ ZIF_)Z Direct; eis 10 &[pos] &ua Mapias @) Greek
Aphrodite ayla CPRXXII59.3  Mdirect&vilpeomoy) ayilas) Mapi(as) Beginning ek
(kal) pov(aotrpia) VI
Aphrodite ayla P'Rosifgor‘gv Direct: 8pou &yi(as) Mapi(as) Early VIl Greek
Direct; 8p'ou(s)” ayi(as) M[a]pi(as)
Aphrodite ayia P.Ross.GeorgV (7); Indirect;avb(pcomeov) ayi(as) Early VIII Greek
20.7,V6 , o
Mapi(as) (V- 6)
. 701-702
. L, CPR 11l 88 = Indirect; avB(pcomeov) &yi(as) i
Aphrodite ayla P.Lond IV 1451.78 Mapia(s) °r771$6 Greek
Indirect; amd t(Gv) avb(pcdmeov)
ayia(s) Mapias (37); amo t(éov)
avb(pcomeov) Ayi(as) Mapias (149); Bilingual:
P.Lond IV 1412.37, [&md T(GV) &vb(pcdmeov) Ayials) Greek and
Aphrodite ayla 149, 231, 308, 398, Mapias] (231);&To T(&v) 14 699-705 Arabic
484 =SB1 5178 avb(pcomeov) Ayi(as) Mapials) (308); (Reference in
amo T(Gv) avb(pcdmeov) Ayials) Greek)
Mapias (398);&mod t(cdv)
avB(pcdeov) Ayia(s) Mapials) (484)
. ., P.Lond IV 1431.36 Indirect; &[v6(pcoeov) ayi(as) )
Aphrodite ayia — SBI5177 Mapi(as)] 706-707 Greek
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Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

Aphrodite

ayia

ayia

aylia

ayia

ayia

ayia

ayia

ayia

ayia

Direct; povaotn(piov) ayia(s)

P.Lond IV [Mapi]a(s) (557); Indirect;&vb(pcotron)
1433.241, 557, 561 &yia(s) Mapials) (241);8(&) TTétp'ou” 14
=SBI5179 povélo(vtos) amd t(fis) ayilas)
Mapi(as) (561)

Indirect; évt(5s) ktriu(aTos) ayi(as) 14

P.Lond IV 1461.23 Mapi(as)

Direct; [uov]actn(piov) Tii(s) ayials)
Mapias (1); Uuiv toi(s) &mod

SBI15650.1, 9 p ., ,
povaoTn(piov) ayials) Maplias
ked]u[ns Aglp[od]i[Ted (9).
Indirect;[ Juv66( ) Tis ayi(as)
SBI5652.1, 9 Mapi(as) (1); Uuiv Toi(s) amo avvh()

Ths &yials) Map[i(as) kcoulns)
AppodiTed

Direct; épous ayia(s) Map(ias) (195);
Spous ayi(as) Map(ias) (220); dpous
ayi(as) [Mapi](as) (295); Indirect;
Example avb(pcameov) ayi(as)

P.Lond IV 1434.
58, 76, 137, 191,
195, 211, 220, 222,

295 Mapia(s) (191)]
P Lond IV Dlregt; (Umep) .LI(OV’(CXCTT]plO\{) cxzfl(cxg)
Mapias (435); &yi(as) Mapias &pous
1419.435, 1268, R . L 14
1379 (1268);[&] 1o pov[(aotnpiou)] ayilas)
Mapi[as (1379)
P.Lond IV 1436.25, Indirect; e.g4avB(pcomeov) ayilas)
80, 104, 137 Mapi(as) (25)
P.Lond IV Direct: & ( o) &vi
1413.106, 219, 327, ’““,f’,‘“o‘,’a °;l]g‘°” xS
434, 547, 653 apias (219)
P.Lond IV 1416.A6, Indirect; Exampleavb(pcmeov) 14
D38, F72 ayi(as) Map(ias) (F72)
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706-707

c. 709

709-710

709-710

714-716

716-717

718-719

716-721

732-733

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek

Greek




P.Lond IV

Direct; amd pova(otnpiov) ayia(s)

Aphrodite ayia 1414275 Maplas VIl Greek
. ., P.Lond IV Indirect; &vB[(pcomeov) ayi(as)
Aphrodite ayla 1432120 Mapi(as) VIl Greek
Direct; épou(s) ayi(as) Mapi(as)
P.Lond IV 1442 A7, (B30); 8pou(s) ayi(as) Mapials)
Aphrodite aylia 20, B30, C34, 40, (C40); 8pou(s) ayilas) M(apias) Vil Greek
G73,77 (G77). Indirect; Example

avb(pomeov) ayi(as) Mapials) (C34)

Direct; épou(s) ayi(as) Mapi(as) (2);

. . P.Lond IV 1445.2,  &avb(pwomev) ayi(as) Mapi(as) (11);
Aphrodite ayla 4,11 Indirect; &vB(pcmeov) &yi(as) vill Greek

Mapi(as) (4)
o ) Y £
Aphrodite ayia P.Lond IV 1453.10  'ndirectavd(pcomeov(?)) ayials) Vil Greek
M]apia(s)
Aphrodite ayia P.Lond IV 1491.A Indirect; a]vb(pcomeov) ayi(as) VIl Greek
Mapiag
Bilingual:
Greek and
Aphrodite ayia P.Lond IV 1552.28 Direct; épou(s) ayi(as) Mapi(as) 14 VIl Coptic
(Reference in
Greek)
16 Antaeopolis alrta CE56 %381) 185- Indirect; aT1a MapPIa NTKDOY 15 \ Coptic
Antaeopolis aria CE65 %890) 107- Indirect; TRaT1a MaPpla 15 VI Coptic
Antaeopolis ara CE65 (1'890) 107- Indirect; Tearia Mapla 15 VI Coptic
17 Taniathis ayia P.Bad IV 94.9 Direct; m{apa) T(00) ofk(ou) This 16 ¢V Greek
ayi(as) Mapiag

18 Jeme aria 0.Crum511.2-3 Indirect; €0arta Mapla 17 B%ﬁé'\r}’l‘l'”g Coptic
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Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

Jeme

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

alla

O.Cruml175.5

0.Crum292.3-4

0.Crum481.8

P.KRU105.32

P.MoscowCopt44.
14-8

0.Crum470.1

P.KRU74.111

P.KRU16. 71-2

P.KRU58.31-2

P.KRU90.48

0O.Medin.Habuwbs1.4-
5

P.KRU94.62-3

Indirect; HAIA[C] A1&K(ONOC) NOATIA
MaPpla

Indirect; NECNHY NOaTlla MaPpla
Indirect; NOAT1x MaPla

Indirect; AANIHN NANAPEAC
TIPECB(YTEPOC) NOATIA MaPIA

Indirect; NPEP TIPECBY TEPOC NOATIA
MaPIa (14-5); itOCHO TPECBY TEPOC
Noarla Mapia (16-8)

Indirect; 0aria M[2P1a

Indirect; PHAIAC TIYHPE MMDYCHC
TIP(ECBYTEPOC) TIEIEAAX(ECTOC)
NANATNMT(HC) NOATI[A MAPIA]

Indirect; CENOYO10C MEEAAXECTOC
TIPECBY(TEPOC) NOATIA MaPIa

Indirect; KOCMa MHPE NITMATAPIOC
TIECENO(10C) TIEEAAXXICTOC
NITP(E)C(BYTEPOC) NOATIA MAPIA

Indirect; KOCMa TIQYHPE NITIECENOIOC
TIEENAXXICTOC NIPEBETEPOC NOATIA
MAPIA

Indirect; KOCMa MHPE MITMAKAPIOC
1ICaK 2NOaT1a MapPla

Indirect; TPEBETEPOC NOATIA MAPIA
NTPYTA[Ta NJXHME

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

Vi

Vi

Vil

Vi

Vil

VIl or
VIII

733 or
748

735 or
750

c. 756

mid VI

unknown

C. 748-
759

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic

Coptic
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Indirect; MIDYCHC MA)HPE MMAOAI0C

0€0TOKOC
is TIEIEAAX(ICTOC) MITPECB(YTEPOC) AYM is , ,
18 Jeme gl‘gggggé P.KRU75.143-4 HOIKONOMOG NTEOEDAOKOC 17" Mid VI Coptic
ETOYaaB MaPla TTIAPOENOC
Indirect; ANACTACIOC TIEIENAXICTOC is .
Jeme ©60TOKOC P.KRU38.71-2 NAIAK(ONOC) NOGMDAOK(OC) MAPIA 17 738 Coptic
Direct; Tov] 8oTA<é>v cou QoiPducwv
Hermonthite , P.Mon.Epiph678.2-  [¢A]dx(ioTov) dvayvaoTt(nv) aylas
19 Nome Beotoros 3= sBIv 7490 kA (noiass) Beokns T(iis?) 18 Unknown — Greek
O<e>pufcovi]
Piohe, Direct; ETEKKAHCIA NOaT1a MaPpla
20 Hermonthite alla 0.Crum36.8-9 ' MIT P 19  Unknown Coptic
€
Nome
Indirect; "loakos Tacgiovos
21 Syene aylia P.Lond V 1731.45 apxdiaxo(vos) tijs ayias Mapias 20 585 Greek
2unjvng
Indirect; "loaxkos Tacgiovos
Syene ayia P.Minch 1 11.77-8 apxdiax(ovos) Tijs ayias Mapias 20 586 Greek
2unng
Syene ayia P.Lond V 1850 '”d'reCt;"pE,fj‘B”T,Epos s aytas 20 Vi Greek
apials
Syene, West Indirect; [TTIMONOXO0C YD is .
22 Bank MapoENOC — SB Koptl 551.2-4 MEIKONOMOC NTTIAPO(ENOC) 20 716 Coptic
T?‘_é(glelc Richter,Studien Indirect; TTOMOC NTENX0EIC THPN
23 Philae ocoTokoc ~ 128-35 (lines 6-8) (= TEBEOTWKOC ETOY2AB MaPIa 21 752 Coptic
AaK
ETOYAMB SB Kopt | 302) M
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Appendix 2

Catalogue of Wall Paintings of Mary from Egypt

D

ty

D

ﬁgt' Ilillg. Original Location Publication Composition Date Brief Description
MARY IN DOUBLE COMPOSITIONS
a) Mary in a Medallion
Apse in East wall Upper - Christ with two of the four creatures of the
P . Double apocalypse. Largely destroyddiwer - The bust of
of Chapel B, Quibell,Saqqgara o : ) . :
Composition: Mary Mary is depicted in a medallion and she looks fedva
1 8 Monastery of | 1906-7 65 (Pls 46, . dali 6/7th c. She i ied and h halo. She is flanked b
Apa Jeremiah at 47 and 49). in a Medallion e is veiled and has a halo. She is flanked by twq
Sagaara flanked by Saints medallions that contain the busts of the archangels
a9 Gabriel and Michael.
b) Enthroned Mary and Child
Upper: The lower half of an enthroned Christ in Majes
with the symbol of the ox in the lower right handesof
Niche in East Picture without Double the composition. Christ is flanked by medallionghed
wall of Cell F, description Composition: sun and moorl.ower: Mary is enthroned with the Chilg
2 9 Monastery of ; ption. b ) 6/7th c. | sitting in her left lap. Both of them have haloes #ary
' Quibell, Saqgara | Enthroned Mary and o I, . L
Apa Jeremiah at 1906-7 PL. 55 Child is identified by an inscription above her head. Bhe
Saggara T flanked by the archangels Gabriel and Michael dsage
Apa Peter, Enoch and three other individuals, dne ¢
which may be a woman.
Niche in East . Double Upper: Enthroned Christ surrounded by the sun, mo
wall of Cell Quibell, Saggara Composition: and starsLower: Mary is holding a medallion that beal
3 10 | 1723, Monastery| 1908-9, 1909-10 ' 6/7th c. X

of Apa Jeremiah
at Saqqgara

PI. 25.

Enthroned Mary
with clipeusof Child

the face of a beardless Christ, and flanked by the
archangels Gabriel and Michael.

DN
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Niche in East

Double Compositionpper: A figure of Christ is

wall of Cell Quibell, Saqqara Double flanked by two medallions, each with the bust of an
11 | 1727, Monastery| 1908-9, 1909-10 Composition: 6/7th c. angel.Lower: An enthroned Virgin hol_ds the Ch|ld in

: Enthroned Mary and her left lap. They are flanked by Gabriel and Jéssm

of Apa Jeremiah Pl. 24. . . .

at Saqgara Child who cuno_usly has bqth a round and a squamebus(her

proper right) and Michael and Enoch (her propdj.lef

Upper: Christ (not mentioned if enthroned) is flanked

Niche in East Never two figures, the only remnants of which are two lamm

Double hands on either side of him, each of which holdsak.
wall of Cell photographed. Composition: On the right, there is the ox symbol, which assuthes
N/A | 1733, Monastery| Quibell, Saqqara ) 6/7th c. ' '

of Apa Jeremiah

1908-9, 1909-10

Enthroned Mary and

presence the four apocalyptic creatutesver: A central

D

at Saqgara 22 Child Virgin and Child are flanked by Jeremias and Mid¢ha
' (her proper right) and Enoch and Gabriel (her prope
left).
Upper: Christ is enthroned withinmandorla holding a
Niche in East Double book. Themandorlais surrounded by the four

wall of Chapel 3,| Clédat,Monastére Composition: apocalyptic creaturetower: Enthroned Virgin and
12 Monastery of [, 13-29, esp. 23-4 Enthroned Mary- and 6/7th c. Child are flanked by the archangel Michael and seve

Apa Apollo at (PL. 21). Child local saints on her proper left and Gabriel andtzaro

Bawit

group of seven local saints (including one Apa Agjol
on her proper right.
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Niche in East

Upper: Enthroned Christ in mandorlg which is carried
on wheels, just above a pair of flames. Christ field
open book in his left hand, while his right offéne sign

[

wall of Room 6, MasperoFouilles Coa%lézliion' of benediction. He is surrounded by the four apgatad
7 13 Monastery of 20-3 (Pls 21-4) Enthroned Mary and 6-8th c. creatures and flanked by two angélswer: Enthroned
Apa Apollo at ’ Child Mary with the Child sitting in her left lap. Botlabe
Bawit haloes and Jesus holds up his right hand. They ar
flanked on both sides by six bearded apostles dnckh
saint.
Upper: Enthroned Christ in Majesty with two of the four
Niche in East Double preserved apocalyptic creatures, as well as béiste o
wall of Chapel | Clédat, ‘Nouvelles Composition: sun and moori.ower: An enthroned Mary offers her
8 14 | 42, Monastery of| recherches', 517-26 : 6/7th c. | right breast with her left hand, while the Chiltssin her
Enthroned Mary as . . .
Apa Apollo at (Pl 1). Galaktotrophousa right knee, grasping her left arm with both har@s.
Bawit either side of them are the twelve apostles (with
inscriptions).
d) Mary Orans
Upper: Christ in Majesty inside of mandorlg holding
Niche in East an open book in his left hand, while his right off¢éhe
wall of Chapel | Clédat, Monastére sign of benediction. On either side of thandorlaare
9 15 | 17, Monastery of| [, 73-85, esp. 75-7 Mary Orans 7th/8th c. | the two archangels holding crowns, the four apqatady

Apa Apollo at
Bawit

(Pls 40-4).

creatures, and busts of the sun and mbower: Mary
stands in the orant position, flanked by the twelve
apostles and one anonymous figure.
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Niche in East
Wall of Room

MasperoFouilles

Upper: Christ, the four apocalyptic creatures and the

and moonLower: Virgin orans with eleven apostles,
10 16 | 20, Monastery of 31-2 (PIs 31-4). Mary Orans 7/8th c. Gabriel, Michael, Apa Patermoute, Apa Macarius ar
Apa Apollo at ) L .
Bawit Apa Kolluthius (Does not officially have two regiss).
e) Mary in an Indeterminate Pose
Upper: The upper tier is poorly preserved. We only see
the lower portion of anandorlg in which there is either a
Niche in East Double fragment of Christ's leg or his throne. There dse the
Wall of Cell D, Quibell, Saggara Composition: bottom portions of two medallions that flank thetel
11 17 Monastery of . ) 6/7th c. Christ and each contain a bust of an unknown figure
) 1906-7 PI. 59. Enthroned Mary and .
Apa Jeremiah at Child (?) Lower: Mary appears centrally (perhaps enthroned gnd
Saggara | with Child), flanked by the archangels and Apa deas
(left) and Enoch (right), all of which are only deted
from the waist up.
ENTHRONED VIRGIN AND CHILD IN SINGLE COMPOSTIONS
Only small fragments of this painting are presenastl
the image of the Virgin is largely discerned frorfait
Wall in Rodziewicz outline of a face and eye, a few fragments of dnge
12 18 Courtyard of Alexandrie 11| 1’99_ Enthroned Virgin | Early 6th | foot and the placement of the child Christ in there.
House D, Kom and Child C. The enthroned Virgin and Child are flanked (attidas

el-Dikka

204 (Fig. 236).

their proper right) by two figures, a small indiual
(perhaps the donour) and an angel. Jesus sitsrdefhe
knee.
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Niche in East
Wall of Cell

Quibell, Saggara

Enthroned Virgin

Mary is enthroned with Jesus sitting in her left.|IBoth
of them have haloes and Mary's right hand restesns'

13 19 | 1719, Monastery| 1908-9, 1909-10 and Child 6/7th c. knee. They are flanked on either side by the agian
of Apa Jeremiah Pl. 23. Gabriel and Michael and two saints (maybe Jereanas
at Saqgara Enoch).
Niche in East Never
Wall of Cell photographed. o\ Vieq . . - o
14 | N/A| 1943, Monastery| Quibell, Saqgara Enthr::s%g.“) dV|rg|n 6/7th c. Quibell only dess/ri|rp(ier? g:\ed rgl]rl}gng as "a picturehe
of Apa Jeremiah| 1908-9, 1909-10 9 '
at Saqqgara 28.
NE column of
North Church, . N . Painting is very faded. Appears to be an enthrafiegin
15| 20 Monastery of Clédat,Monastére | Enthroned y|rg|n 6/7th c. and Child. Jesus sits in Mary's left lap and batheh
(1999), PI. 184. and Child
Apa Apollo at haloes.
Bawit
Large hole cut through the central portion of tiehe,
thus any attempt at the reconstruction of thisiseds
. . impossible. A large vase or chalice filled with dima
Niche in east wal reular obi o f dinth f1h
of Room 1 _ o circular objects is featured in the centre of the
16 | 21 Monaster é)f MasperoFouilles Enthroned Virgin 6/7th c composition. To its right are an angel and an umkno
Apa A 0"2)/ at 15-6 (PI. 8b). with Child " | saint. To its left are another angel and saintyelsas the
P BaF\)Nit enthroned Virgin, who is depicted on the far |dftte

composition. The upper portion of her body is nmgsi
but two small feet are seen near her left kneacéatitg
that she carries the Child on her left lap.
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East wall of Never An enthroned Virgin and Child are flanked by Gabrie
Chapel 7, . - .
photographed. Enthroned Virgin the deacon Stephen, Apa Kiriakos on her propet &gt
17 | N/A Monastery of . N . 6/7th c. ; .
Clédat,Monastere and Child George the porter (?), Michael, and an anonymausdi
Apa Apollo at
. I, 133-48. on her proper left.
Bawit
Niche in East oo . . . .
wall of Chapel | Clédat,Monastére o The Virgin holds a medallion _be_armg_the _mfa_mt ishr
Enthroned Virgin who makes the sign of benediction with his rightdha
18 | 22 | 28, Monastery of |, 153-64, esp. 154 . 6/7th c.
and Child They are flanked by the angel of God and the aoiggtle
Apa Apollo at 7 (Pls 96b and 98) . = : L
. Lord, who are identified by inscriptions.
Bawit
Niche in West Never An enthroned Mary inclines her head toward the @;hi
wall of Chapel hotoaraphed Enthroned Virain who sits on her left knee, and offers the sign of
19 | N/A| 32, Monastery of P graphed. Virg 6/7th c. benediction with her right hand. She is flankedvgy
Clédat,Monastére and Child . o . .
Apa Apollo at |13 angels who slightly incline their bodies and gamgards
Bawit T the Virgin.
. . An enthroned Mary carries the Child in the cenfanar
Niche in East lap, as he holds open the book of the evangelitdsy's
wall of Chapel | Clédat,Monastére _ P, P S ; gENKIE
Enthroned Virgin left hand rests on Christsmbus while her right is
20 | 23 | 55, Monastery of| (1999), 149-50 (PIg . 6/7th c. L
and Child placed on Christ's right leg. They are flankedhmy t
Apa Apollo at 131-4). h I her side. both of wh
Bawit archangels on either side, both of whom carry aryre
disc in one hand and a baton in the other.
Poorly preserved painting of an enthroned Mary
Southern _face of Bresciani and _ (probably with Child), flanked by three standing
North Pillar, o Enthroned Virgin oo : ) e
21 | 24 L Pernigotti,Assuan . 6-9th c. individuals on either side. The composition is leyedi
Church in Isis and Child ;
39-41 (PI. 27). along the bottom by a red frame, which presumably
Temple, Syene o
encased the entire image.
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ENTHRONED VIRGIN WITHOUT CHILD

Niche in East Never
wall of Cell Photographed. Mary is flanked by Enoch and Apa Jeremias, each
22 | N/A| 1724, Monastery| Quibell,Saggara | Virgin without Child 6/7th c. which holds a long cross over their shoulder. Tiaeee
of Apa Jeremiah| 1908-9, 1909-10 two archangels on the outer sides of this compositi
at Saqqgara 23.
Niche in East Never
Wall of Chapel 8, . Poorly preserved. Traces of Enthroned Virgin (ahpps
23 | N/A Monastery of CIRZotographeg. Enthrohned V'r:.%n ) 6/7th c. Christ), flanked by archangels and Fathers of thptiC
Apa Apollo at édat,Monastere without Chi Church.
. [, 49-52.
Bawit
GALAKTOTROPHOUSA
Niche in East An enthroned Mary offers Jesus her right breagt hétr
wall of Cell A, Quibell, Saggara left hand, while Jesus sits on her right knee,grasher
24 | 25 Monastery of 1906-190781-2 Galaktotrophousa | 6/7th c. left arm with both hands. Both have haloes and ar¢
Apa Jeremiah at (Pls 40-3). looking frontally. The archangels Michael and Gabri
Saggara appear on either side of this composition.
An enthroned Mary offers her right breast with leér
Niche in East hand, while Jesus sits on her right knee, graspéndeft
wall of Cell Quibell, Saqgara arm with both hands. Both have haloes. Mary isilogk
25 | 26 | 1725, Monastery| 1908-9, 1909-10 | Galaktotrophousa | 6/7th c. upwards and to the right, while Jesus turns higl hea
of Apa Jeremiah 23 (Pl. 22). towards Mary. The figures are flanked by the argleés
at Saqqara Michael and Gabriel as well as two saints in the
background (Jeremias and Enoch).

Df
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(2]

Niche in East Never : " |
An enthroned Mary nurses Jesus (there is no digguss
wall of Cell Photographed. 6/7th c of their positioning). To her proper right thereis
26 | N/A| 1807, Monastery| Quibell, Saqqgara Galaktotrophousa ?) ' archanael (F:)arr in agc.ross Ach))vephim [gs a saifdiho a
of Apa Jeremiah| 1908-9, 1909-10 ' 9 ying i 9
book.
at Saqqgara 19.
Niche in East
wall of Room 30, MasperoFouille An enthroned Mary offers her right breast with leér
27 | 27 Monastery of b 3 Galaktotrophousa | 6/7th c. | hand, while Jesus sits on her right knee, graspémdeft
37-8 (Pls 42-5). .
Apa Apollo at arm with both hands.
Bawit
Niche in East Double Composition: Christ in Majesty in the uppene
wall of Cell 42, | Clédat, ‘Nouvelles| Double Composition above an enthroned Mary, who offers her right irea
8 14 Monastery of | recherches’, 517-26 6/7th c. with her left hand, while Jesus sits on her rigied,
Apa Apollo at (Pl 1). Galaktotrophousa grasping her left arm with both hands. On eithée sif
Bawit them are the twelve apostles (with inscriptions).
Half column in Second . .
khurus Deir el- Innemée, ‘Mural half of the | An enthroned Mary offers Jesus her right breadt hér
28 | 28 S L Painting’, 1-24 Galaktotrophousa | 7th c. or | left hand, while He sits on her right knee, reagHur her
Surian, in the . L .
. (Fig. 9). beginning left arm with both hands.
Wadi el-Natrun
of 8th c.
An enthroned Mary offers her left breast with hight
hand, while Jesus sits on her left knee. Jesusretatises
his hands towards her right arm. Both have halbkesy
North Triconch Laferriere Bible are flanked to their proper right by Isaiah and iBband
29 | 29 of the Church of mural 26’-8 Pl Galaktotronhousa | 7/8th ¢ to their proper left by Ezekiel and Jeremiah. Altlee
Anba Bishay, e4) ' P ' prophets hold scrolls recounting their propheciehe
Sohag ' Virgin birth. There are also four saints depicted o
columns, two on either side of the Virgin. In tlae f
corners above the main scene are the busts ofatahn
Salome.
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ANNUNCIATION

30

30

Dome of the
Chapel of Peace
Khargah Oasis

Fakhry,Necropolis

77-8 (Fig. 70).

Annunciation

5/6th c.

Virgin Mary stands frontally, her hands open on he
breast to signify prayer. Instead of the archa@griel,
a dove delivers the announcement to the Virgin. I&tse

an oddly shaped halo that stretches down her back.

31

31

Crypt at Kom
Abu Jirjah, West
of Alexandria

Rassart-Debergh,
‘Peinture copte’,
91-107 (Fig. 2.4).

Annunciation

6/7th c.

Very little remains of this painting, but we cankaaut
a throne and the left side of the Virgin's facebfsd
appears on her proper left, gesturing towards litbr lvis
hands. He faces forward but his feet are direcieatds
her, assuming a walking position. An inscriptiorihathe

Annunciation appears between the two figures.

32

32

North wall of
Chapel 51,
Monastery of
Apa Apollo at
Bawit

Clédat,Monastere
(1999), 110-4 (Pls
109-13).

Annunciation (a);
Visitation (b);
Voyage to
Bethlehem (c);
Nativity (d)

end of 6-
9th c.

This Annunciation is part of a Marian cycle thatsu
along the north wall of the Chapel. Mary is entladn
with a halo and rests her right hand on her leftbt,
while her left hand gives the sign of benedictidhe
archangel Gabriel stands on her proper left antuges
towards her with his right hand. Both are identifiey an
inscription.

33

33

Semi-dome of
Western apse,
Deir el- Surian,
Wadi el-Natrun

Innemée, ‘Mural
Painting’, Fig. 1

Annunciation

Date
disputed,
between
8th - 12th
c.

An enthroned Mary sits in the central positionjlesh
Gabriel stands to her proper left. He raises lgistinand
towards Mary. They are flanked by the four prophet
Moses, Isaiah, Ezekiel and Daniel (two on each aiuk
named in Greek), who hold proclamation scrolls tent
in Bohairic Coptic.

2}
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CYCLES WITH MARY

Wall 1: Herod sits on a throne overseeing the Massa

of the Innocents, which is carried out by two setdi(a).

Room |, Walls 1 Massacre of the A third man stands in front of a house, where akng

34 and 2, Clédat, 'Notes Innocents (a); Unknown.| Zacharias pleads for his child's life (partially wall 2).

34 | and Subterranean | archéologiques', Pl| Visitation to Joseph| No earlier| Wall 2, we next find Gabriel appearing to Josepho v

35 Church at Deir 2. (b); and Flight into | than 6th c.| lying on a bedlf). This is followed by the Flight into
Abu Hinnis Egypt (c) Egypt ), whereby Mary and Child are depicted ridind a
donkey, as Joseph walks behind them. Joseph ischemme

an inscription.

From left, @ Annunciation: an enthroned Mary with a
halo. Her right hand rests on her left breast, avhér left
hand gives the sign of benediction. The archangdiri@l

stands on her proper left. Both are identified by a
inscription; ) Visitation: Mary and Elizabeth are shown
32, | 32, North wall of Annunciation (a); standing in an embrace in front of a building. Bath
35, | 36, Chapel 51, Clédat, Monastere Visitation (b); end of 6- identified by inscriptions and have haloas;{oyage to
36, | 37, Monastery of (1999), 110-4 (PIs Voyage to oth ¢ Bethlehem: Joseph walks behind a white horse, which
and | and | Apa Apollo at 109-13). Bethlehem (c); ' Mary sits atop. She holds a baton (or stick) inlatr
37 | 38 Bawit Nativity (d) hand. The horse is led by Gabriel. Most of the
inscriptions have been erased, but they were pipladib

named. All have haloesY Nativity: Mary is lying on a

bed, accompanied by a standing female, with a squar
halo, to her proper left, arms extended towarddvihey.

An inscription identifies her as Salome.
Epiphany: An enthroned Virgin holds elipeusof Christ
Epiphany: Emmanuel, flanked by the archangel Gabriel and the
PP ‘y. three shepherds to her right, and the archangdiaéic
North and Innemée, ‘Newly Date ; S
. . . and the three magi to her leftnnunciation: An
38 | 39 Western semi- Discovered . disputed, oo o .
; e ; Epiphany (North), enthroned Mary sits in the central position, wiGlabriel
and | and | domes, Deir el- Painting, Fig. 1. 2 between X o
. . Do Annunciation (West) stands to her proper left. He raises his right hamdrds
33 | 33 | Surian, Wadi el- Annunciation: 8th - 12th
o Mary. They are flanked by the four prophets Moses,
Natrun Innemée, ‘Mural C. . d - .
Painting’. Fig. 1 Isaiah, Ezekiel and Daniel (two on each side amdath
g.mg. L. in Greek), who hold proclamation scrolls written in
Bohairic Coptic.
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MISCELLANEOUS SCENES WITH MARY

Niche in East Never
wall of Cell photographed. Unknown tvoe of The painting is largely damaged. Quibell could only
39 | N/A| 1740, Monastery| Quibell, Saqqara Christ and >\I/F|)r in 6/7th c. detect the figure of Christ (described as ‘Our Lpashd
of Apa Jeremiah| 1908-9, 1909-10 9 the head of Mary.
at Saqqgara 21.
An adult Christ (left) and Mary (right) are enthezhon
an elevated platform and flanked by ten individu@ilso
East wall of of the saints to the proper right of Christ ar@asated
Chapel 59, Clédat,Monastere Marv and Adult on this platform, while the remaining stand. Orfig t
40 | 40 Monastery of (1999), 175-6 (PIs Chris%/t Enthroned 8/9th c. names of Peter and Daniel have survived. All have
Apa Apollo at 154-5 and 158). haloes. Christ holds a book against his lap wighldifit
Bawit hand and his right makes the Greek sign of beriedict
This is the first instance of the Greek sign ofdsiotion
in Egypt before the 10th c.
Room II. Wall 9 Partially preserved representation of the Virgimgag a
Subter’ranean’ Clédat, 'Notes Unknown.| clipeuswith the Child. Only Mary'siimbusis visible.
41 | 41 .| archéologiques', Pl}  Virgin and Child No earlier| The figures are encased in a medallion, but Maonig
Church at Deir . . : L
S 3. than 6th c.| depicted in bust form and there is no indicaticat ghe
Abu Hinnis
was enthroned.
There are five figures in the scene. Mary and Jstuxl
at the far left (both have haloes). Jesus exteisdsdht
Room I, Wall 9, . . hand, which holds a stick, towards an amphora ity ca
Clédat, 'Notes Unknown. . . :
Subterranean . . . . : out the miracle. In the centre there is a malerégu
42 | 41 .| archéologiques', Pl Wedding at Cana | No earlier ; o : )
Church at Deir 3 than 6th ¢ holding up his right hand, which may be holding som
Abu Hinnis ' | kind of vase. To his left is another male figureon
pouring wine from an amphora and at the far righd i
woman who appears to be holding a vase on herdioul
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43

42

East wall of the
South Church,
Hermitage No. 4,
Esna

Sauneron and
JacquetErmitages
chrétiens 1.80-1
(PI. 30c).

Virgin and Child

Second
half of the
6th - first
half of 7th

C.

Mary holds the Child on her left side, while heghti
hand gestures towards the Child. They are flanketthé
archangels Michael and Gabriel. This image is uauasi
it depicts Mary and the archangels in bust fornthwio

evidence of a throne for Mary. A partial inscriptio
identifies her. It is unclear whether Jesus is imealallion

or has a poorly formed halo, since only his head ig
displayed.
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(Buschhausen and Khorshid, ‘Malerei’, 62 (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 5. Plan of the East Church at Philae
(Grossmann, ‘Neue Uberlegungen’, 54 (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 8. Double Composition: Mary in a Medallion
Chapel B, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqqara
(Quibell, Saggara 1906-7PI. 46).
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Fig. 9. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary and €hil
Cell F, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqgara
(Quibell, Saggara 1906-,PI. 55).
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Fig. 10. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary andI€hi

Cell 1723, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqgara

, 1909-181. 25).
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(Quibell, Saggara 1908
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Fig. 11. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary andI€hi
Cell 1727, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqgara
(Quibell, Saggara 1908-9, 1909-1BI. 24).
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Fig. 12. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary andI€hi
Chapel 3, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterd, PI. 21).
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Fig. 13. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary andI€hi
Room 6, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(MasperoFouilles PIl. 21a).
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Fig. 14. Double Composition: Enthroned Mary andl€hi
Chapel 42, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(Clédat, ‘Nouvelles recherches’, PI. 1).
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Fig. 15. Double Composition: Ma®rans
Chapel 17, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterd, PI. 40).
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Fig. 16. Double Composition: Marans
Chapel 20, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(MasperoFouilles, PI. 32).
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Fig. 17. Double Composition: Mary in an IndeterménRose
Cell D, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqqara
(Quibell, Saggara 1906-,PI. 59).
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Kom é&bkka, Alexandri

Fig. 18 Enthroned Virgin and ChilcCourtyard of House D

236).

(Rodziewicz Alexandrie 1} Fig
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Fig. 19. Enthroned Virgin and Child: Cell 1719, Mwtery of Apa Jeremiah, Saggara
(Quibell, Saggara 1908-9, 1909-1BI. 23).

Fig. 20. Enthroned Virgin and Child
North-East Column of North Church, Monastery of Ayaollo, Bawit
(Clédat,Monastérg1999), Fig. 184).
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Fig. 21. Enthroned Virgin and Child: Room 1, Mormagtof Apa Apollo, Bawit
(MasperoFouilles, PI. 8b).
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Fig. 22. Enthroned Virgin and Child: Chapel 28, Metery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(Clédat,Monesteérel, PI. 96b).
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Fig. 23. Chapel 55: Monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawi
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), PIl. 133).
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Fig. 24. Enthroned Virgin and Child: North Pill&hurch in the Temple of Isis, Syene
(Bresciani and PernigotiyssuanPl. 27).
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Fig. 25.GalaktotrophousaCell A, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah at Saggara
(Quibell, Saggara 1906—-190QP1I. 41).
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Fig. 26.GalaktotrophousaCell 1725, Monastery of Apa Jeremiah at Saqqara
(Quibell, Saggara 1908-9, 1909-1BI. 22).
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Fig. 27.GalaktotrophousaRoom 30, Monastery of Apa Apollo, Bawit
(MasperoFouilles, PI. 43).
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Fig. 28.GalaktotrophousaHalf-column in Entrance tblaikal, Deir el-Surian, Wadi Natrun
(Deir al-Surian Conservation Project, Leiden Unsisn).
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Fig. 29.GalaktotrophousaNorth triconch, Church of Anba Bishay, Sohag
(Laferriére,Bible murale PI. 4).

189



Fig. 30. Annunciation: Chapel of Peace, Kharga ©asi
(Fakhry,Necropolis Fig. 70).
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Fig. 31. Annunciation: Crypt, Kom Abu Jirjah, WestAlexandria
(Rassart-Debergh, ‘Peinture copte Maréotique’, Eig).

Fig. 32. Annunciation: Chapel 51, Monastery of Agzollo at Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), PI. 109).
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Fig. 33. Annunciation: Western Semi-Dome, Deir ati&, Wadi el-Natrun
(Deir al-Surian Conservation Project, Leiden Unsitsn)
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Fig. 34.Cycle with Mary: Room I, Wall 1, Massacre of thedtentsSubteranean Church
Deir Abu Hinnis
(Clédat, ‘Notes archdogiques’, PI. 1).

Fig. 35.Cycle with Mary: Room |, Wall 2, Massacre of thedeents (left), Gabriel’s warning
Joseph (center), Flight into Egypt (rigrSubteranean Church at Deir Abu Hin
(Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, PI. 2).

193



Fig. 36. Cycle with Mary: Chapel 51, The VisitatiohMary to Elizabeth, Monastery of Apa
Apollo at Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), PI. 110).
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Fig. 37. Cycle with Mary: Chapel 51, The Flighttbé Holy Family into Egypt, Monastery of
Apa Apollo at Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), PI. 112).
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Fig. 38. Cycle with Mary: Chapel 51, Monastery gfa®Apollo at Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), Fig. 113).
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Fig. 39. Cycle with Mary: Epiphany, North Semi-DowieKhurus Deir el-Surian, Wadi el-
Natrun
(Deir al-Surian Conservation Project, Leiden Unsitsn)
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Fig. 40. Miscellaneous: Enthroned Adult Mary andi€th
Cell 59, Monastery of Apa Apollo at Bawit
(Clédat,Monasterg1999), PI. 155).
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Fig. 41. Miscellaneous: Mary and Child (left) anetlding at Cana (right)
Room I, Wall 9, Subterranean Church at Deir Abuarkis
(Clédat, ‘Notes archéologiques’, PI. 3).
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Fig. 42. Miscellaneous: Mary with Child
East Wall of South Church, Hermitage no. 4, Esna
(Sauneron and JacqueErmitages chrétiend-ig. 30c).
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