
 

 

GREEK AND COPTIC IN THE LATE ANTIQUE 
CHRISTIAN MAGICAL TRADITION 

ÁGNES MIHÁLYKÓ 

This paper explores the formation and characteristics of the Christian 
magical tradition in late antique – early medieval Egypt based on 
observations from the texts preserved on papyrus, parchment, paper, and 
ostraca. First, this paper gives some general considerations on the nature 
of this tradition and its Christian elements. Then, it details the differences 
between the Greek and Coptic branch. These differences are considerable, 
the boarders are quite neat, and bilingualism in the texts is rare compared 
to bilingualism in the pagan magical handbooks, liturgy, or everyday life. 
The reasons for these divergences are not clear. In the final part, some 
hypotheses concerning the reasons are offered for further consideration. 

In late antique Egypt, as elsewhere in the ancient world and during the 
Middle Ages, there were certain problems—illnesses or love sickness, 
danger or concurrence—for which sets of solutions were offered in such 
practices that a modern man would term “magical”.1 These sets of 
solutions formed traditions, which varied according to time, place and 
religion, and prescribed who should invoke which supernatural beings, 

                                                           
 

 This paper has been prepared with the financial help of the research project 
OTKA NN 104456. 
1 The terms “magical” and “magic” have been a matter of discussion for the past 
century, a debate which I will not detail here. A convenient summary can be found 
in TRZIONKA (2007: 5–23). Although the word has been rejected by several 
researchers, I use the term “magical” for the texts I am dealing with and for the 
practices they represent. The borders between magical texts and other genres (such 
as medical or liturgical) are far from clear. In considering a text magical, in the 
case of the Greek text, I have utilized the identifications as "certain" or "probable" 
amulets or formularies in the list of DE BRUYN–DIJKSTRA (2011) and for the Coptic 
ones the identification as “magical” by the editors or the inclusion in the collection 
by MEYER–SMITH (1994). Papyri published in papyrological series or corpora will 
be cited according to the Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic and 
Coptic Papyri, Ostraka and Tablets as available at  
http://library.duke.edu/rubenstein/scriptorium/papyrus/texts/clist_papyri.html 
(2013. 12. 14). 
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how, and with which words. This tradition included entire texts or images, 
but, as the variety of the extant texts indicates, often only elements – 
names, formulas, instructions – were transmitted and the practitioner made 
use of them in creating his own mixture depending on the particular 
situation.2 Traces of these practices have reached us in several forms such 
as gems, defixiones and amulets on metal strips or on papyri, inscriptions, 
hints in literary texts, and more. However, texts preserved on papyri, 
parchment, paper, and ostraca are important sources to these practices, 
and they provide researchers with a considerable amount of information 
due to their large number. This study will therefore be limited to their 
analysis.3 

In late antique Egypt, three such traditions played an important role: 
Greco-Egyptian, Jewish and Christian. Of course, they cannot be distinctly 
separated. Cross-fertilization and mutual borrowing can be observed in the 
texts, sometimes to such an extent that certain texts or objects cannot be 
attributed to one of them with certainty. 

Of the three traditions mentioned above, the Christian tradition came 
last. When Egyptian society gradually became Christian in the 4–5th 
centuries AD, people demanded Christian solutions to their problems. The 
Church could not neglect these demands, and its’ believers could turn to 
specialists of other religions if they could not find the desired help in their 

                                                           
 

2 The activity of one such practitioner can be seen in two curse texts: MEYER–
SMITH (1994) Nos. 100 and 101 contain the same phrases and motifs, and were 
written by the same hand, but both were adjusted to the special needs, and maybe 
means of the customers. This can also be observed in the tradition of the letter of 
Abgar, king of Edessa to Jesus, and Jesus’ reply. Even though they were believed 
to be originals, and great authority was attributed to them, it did not disturb the 
users in meddling with the texts, in adding or changing phrases, see the editorial 
notes to P.Oxy. LXV 4469. Sometimes copying can be proved (for example in 
Pap.Graec.Mag. P21 (c.300), judging by its peculiar mistakes, which can be 
explained only with copying), or compilation was employed (for example MEYER 
(1996)). However, the magical tradition lacks such texts that appear in different 
languages and different centuries unchanged, as liturgical texts do, compare for 
example QUECKE (1970: 221–22). 
3 In the framework of the present study I primarily use already edited texts, and my 
observations are based mainly on the publications, I have not had the possibility to 
see the originals. For the Greek texts, I use those to be found in the aforementioned 
list DE BRUYN–DIJKSTRA (2011). For the Coptic ones, I use the collection by 
MEYER–SMITH (1994), together with other corpora: BELTZ (1983; 1984; 1985), 
STEGEMANN (1934), KROPP (1930–1931), P.Baden V, and some other texts found 
in sporadic editions. References to the texts have been collected under 
http://www.trismegistos.org/magic 2013. 12. 14. Altogether, I use approximately 
130 Greek and 150 Coptic texts, but the actual corpus might be larger in numbers. 
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own community. As a response to these demands, the Christian magical 
tradition was soon formed. However, it was not uniform – two main 
branches can be identified, which predominantly used different languages: 
Greek and Coptic. This article investigates the formation of the Christian 
magic tradition, and explores the difference between its two main 
branches. 

When observing the formation of a magical tradition, two questions 
can be raised: where did the applied elements originated from, and how 
were they were selected.4 The Christian magical tradition obviously 
continued techniques inherited from its predecessors. From the Greco-
Egyptian practice, neutral elements were borrowed such as the list of 
different fever types in amulets5 or voces magicae. Additional references 
to pagan gods survived, either as voces magicae,6 or even as parts of 
historioliae.7 Though Greco-Egyptian elements are far more numerous in 
Coptic texts than in Greek ones, a thorough evaluation and comparison has 
not been done yet.  

Jewish elements are more difficult to identify. As the main source of 
Jewish magical tradition, the Old Testament is also a sacred book for 
Christians, and elements from this part of the Bible could either be 
independent inventions or borrowings. Only in a few cases can 
dependence be stated with certainty, for example the Jewish names of God 
(Ἰαώ, Σαβαώθ, Ἀδοναί, Ἐλοί), which are also prominent in the Greco-
Egyptian tradition, but have their origins in the Jewish tradition.8 The 
popularity of Ps 90 as an apotropaic text9 can also be tracked back to its 
Jewish use.10 “Gnosticism” is sure to have been a source of inspiration, but 

                                                           
 

4 Unfortunately, another interesting question concerning the diachronic aspects of 
the formation can hardly be answered, due in large part to the difficulties in dating 
the texts deriving from the lack of reliable Coptic paleography. However, I 
included the dates given by the editors in brackets after each text, which can offer a 
general overview. 
5 For example Pap.Graec.Mag. P5b (5th cent.), for such formulas see DE HARO 
SANCHEZ (2010). 
6 For example in Pap.Graec.Mag P2 (6th cent.), 3 (4–5th cent.), 6a (5–6th cent.), but 
they could be found even as late as in the 11th century, see P.Heid.Inv.Kopt. 407 
line 12 (inedited, http://zaw-papy.zaw.uni-heidelberg.de 2013. 12. 15). 
7 For example MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 43, 47, 48, 49. 
8 BOHAK (2008: 196–201). 
9 See discussion and attestations in KRAUS (2007). Psalms are cited according to 
the Septuagint numbering. 
10 BOHAK (2008: 309). 
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a thorough evaluation would face considerable difficulties, and will not be 
attempted here.11  

In spite of the multiple borrowings, the largest part of the Christian 
tradition was made up of elements belonging to different areas of the 
Christianity, especially as these elements could mark this tradition as 
distinct and in line with the religion of the users. These elements could 
come from the Bible, liturgy, theology, the cult of the saints or the 
apocryphal tradition. For many elements, more than one source is possible, 
most notably the attribution of Mary as Theotokos,12 which has its source 
in theology, but was known to ordinary people predominantly from 
liturgy. The role of the liturgical language in the formation of the Christian 
magical tradition cannot be underestimated, as both types of texts had the 
same goal: communication with the supernatural. Sometimes, it is even 
difficult to distinguish a magical text from a personal prayer,13 and 
liturgical texts could have had additional use as amulets.14 

Not all elements that came from these Christian sources were accepted 
as parts of the tradition. It is true that the accidental survival of papyri, and 
the fact that Greek ones are more thoroughly edited and collected, can 
affect the statements. Nevertheless, it can be observed even in the 
surviving and published material that certain elements acquired far greater 
popularity than others. For example, while among certain and probable 
Greek Biblical amulets (23 pieces with 50 verses from the Bible), thirteen 
cite the Ps 90, seven the beginning of the Gospel of John (with some of 
them citing also the other Gospels), and six the Lord’s Prayer (which is, 
however, not so much a Scriptural quotation as the most important 
Christian prayer), while other Bible verses have a maximum of two 
attestations.15 It is therefore safe to claim that Psalm 90 and the beginning 
of the Gospels, especially that of John, were parts of the Christian magical 
tradition,16 while other Biblical texts were used only occasionally, and 
never became popular. 

                                                           
 

11 The analysis of KROPP (1930–1931: Vol. III: 19–39) clearly needs revision. 
12 In P.Köln VIII 340 (6–7th cent.), Pap.Graec.Mag. P6d (6th cent.), P12 (7th cent.), 
P15b (5–6th cent.), P18 (5–6th cent.), P23 (7th cent.), P.Bon. I 9 (4–5th cent.). 
13 Compare DE BRUYN–DIJKSTRA (2011: 151–163). 
14 For example WESSELY (19852: 435, litany to the Blood of Christ, 5th cent.), 
P.Ryl. III 465 (anaphora, prayer for the departed, 6th cent.), P.Ryl. III 371 
(baptismal formula, 5th cent.). 
15 Compare DE BRUYN–DIJKSTRA (2011: 184–215). 
16 These also have parallels from other magical traditions. The Ps 90 was very 
popular in Eastern Christianity as well (KRAUS (2007: 509)), while the Gospel of 
John had a prominent role in Western Christian magical tradition (BOZOKY (2003: 
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The formation of the tradition involved a further process of 
experimenting and selection. Reasons for this selection are not always 
clear for the modern observer, and it is especially hard to explain the 
exclusion of elements that could have made sense. For example, the Greek 
acclamation kyrie eleison, one of the favourites in the Coptic liturgy,17 
figures in only one text,18 while Mt 4:23–24, which summarizes Jesus’ 
healing activity in a comfortable way, is attested only twice.19 Elements of 
the texts were selected according to the tradition, and only partially to the 
personal invention of the practitioners or the needs of the client. 

This selection, however, had different patterns in the Greek and Coptic 
texts. In fact, texts written in these two languages are divergent to such an 
extent that identifying a Greek and Coptic branch of the Christian magical 
tradition in Egypt can be justified.  

These divergences can be summarized in six main points: 
1. The Greek and Coptic texts agree that one should turn to the Father or to 
Jesus out of necessity, but the forms of invocation were different, even if 
common ones can be found as well, such as  for Jesus.20 In other cases, 
other patterns emerge. Coptic texts preferred calling God by his Jewish 
names (Ἰαώ, Σαβαώθ, Ἀδοναί, Ἐλοί).21 Moreover, Coptic texts knew 
many secret names for the Father and the Son, and they listed details of 
God’s court or of His deeds22 that neither the Bible nor the extant 
apocryphal literature recognizes. Most of these details are unique in the 
texts, with only a few gaining popularity, such as Orpha, the name of 
God’s body, or Orphamiel, his finger.23 Greek texts usually do not contain 
such details or secret names; they are satisfied with God’s liturgical or 
biblical invocations. 

                                                                                                                         
 

63)). In Coptic texts only Ps 90 and the beginnings of the four Gospels figure, the 
Lord’s Prayer is dropped. 
17 41 times in every hour of the divine office: see BURMESTER (1967: 99–106). 
18 Suppl. Mag. II 61 (6th cent.), but the usual form is not even here. 
19 Pap.Graec.Mag. P4 (6th cent.), BKT 6.7.1 (6–7th cent.). 
20 With eight Coptic (MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 61 (6–7th cent.), 64, 89 (c. 7th 
cent.), 91, BELTZ (1976) No. 2, STEGEMANN (1934) No. xl (11th cent.?), MEYER 
(1996, 11th cent.), P.Baden V. 132 (10–11th cent.?)), and eight Greek 
(Pap.Graec.Mag. P3 (4–5th cent.), P5a (4th cent.), P11, P15b (5–6th cent.), Suppl. 
Mag. I 22 (4–5th cent.), 27 (5th cent.), MEYER–SMITH (1994) No. 9 (6–7th cent.), 
P.Oxy. LXV 4496 (5th cent.)) attestations. 
21 There are 8 attestations from Greek texts compared to the 28 from Coptic ones. 
22 The most detailed descriptions are in MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 62 (10th 
cent.?), 71, 135 (late 10th cent.), and MEYER (1996: sections 14–15, 11th cent.). 
23 Both can be found in MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 62 (10th cent.), 71, 132 (7th 
cent.), MEYER (1996, 11th cent.), only Orphamiel in MEYER–SMITH (1994) No. 114.  
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2. The divergence is clearer in the case of the other invoked supernatural 
beings. While Greek texts give preference to the saints, Coptic texts call 
upon figures from the Old Testament, apocalyptic beings, and angels. A 
particular group can be identified among them, which can be described as 
“numbers and potencies”,24 for example the three young men in the fiery 
furnace (Dan. 3:3), the four beings besides the throne of God (Ap. 4:4), the 
seven archangels, the twenty-four elders (Ap. 4:4),25 and the forty martyrs 
of Sebaste.26 They are often enumerated with their names. Some had fixed 
numbers and names, particularly those of the Bible, such as the three 
young men.27 In other cases, especially if the names stemmed from an 
apocryphal tradition, these lists could vary to a great extent, even within a 
single text.28 Sometimes even the number attached to the potency is not 
fixed. In these texts, seven archangels are usually mentioned, but can 
appear as three, four, eight, nine, or even as many as 21.29 Greek texts, on 
the other hand, are influenced by the cult of saints, while some texts even 
express an intimate relationship with them. Ioannina, who suffered from 
fever, called upon her hometown’s patron saints30; the writer of another 
amulet named himself as the servant of the saints Cosmas and Damian, 

                                                           
 

24 Many of these figures, together with the numbers attached to them, are also part 
of the final blessing of the Coptic divine liturgy (BURMESTER (1967: 322)). 
25 They had two sets of names, one beginning with the letters of the Greek alphabet 
(see discussion and parallels in ŁAJTAR (2006)), the other usually begins with Beth 
Betha, and is discussed in KROPP (1930–31, Vol. III: 131–132). They were labeled 
as particularly powerful by MEYER–SMITH (1994): Nos. 69. and 127. 
26 See list of attestations in GALLAZZI (1988). 
27 The three young men of Babylon had, for example, besides their three 
Babylonian and Hebrew names from Dan. 3, also a set of fixed magical names. 
They figure in 14 texts: MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 51 (11th cent.), 53 (10th cent.), 
63 (8–9th cent.), 64, 91, MEYER (1996: section 18, 11th cent.), STEGEMANN (1934) 
Nos. xv (10–11th cent.), xxiv (only the Hebrew names, 9–10th cent.), xviii (10–11th 
cent.), P.HermitageCopt 65, TILL (1942: 101), KROPP (1930–31, Vol. II, No. xvi), 
an unedited amulet from the Papyrussammlung Erzherzog Rainer of Vienna 
(P.Rainer Inv. K 5859, 11th cent.), another unedited piece from Heidelberg 
(P.Heid.Inv.Kopt. 407, 11th cent.). They are also prominent figures of the liturgy, 
and had a wide-spread and popular cult in Egypt (PAPACONSTANTINOU (2001: 198–
200)). 
28 Such is the case with the archangels in MEYER (1996) lines 7, 1–2 and 10, 24–25. 
29 KROPP (1930–31, Vol. III: 72). The archangels are also present in six Greek texts 
(besides 23 Coptic ones): Pap.Graec.Mag. P5b (5th cent.), P15a (6th cent.), P15b 
(5–6th cent.), P21 (3–4th cent.), Suppl. Mag. I 29 (5–6th cent.), 32 (5–6th cent.), but 
only three of them invoke them by their names. 
30 Pap.Graec.Mag. P5b, compare PAPACONSTANTINOU (2001: 108–109; 115; 188; 
204). 
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and asked for medical advice.31 But individual saints did not enter the 
tradition, everyone recurred to local saints. None of them turn up more 
than twice, except for the Virgin Mary. She is the only saint who is 
common in the texts of both languages, but even she has a substantially 
different role. While in the Greek texts she is invoked for intercession or 
help,32 in the Coptic branch the ritualist identifies himself with her,33 puts 
her in historiolae34 and knows her secret names.35 
3. The Coptic texts generally use more apocryphal elements and recognize 
more secret names than their Greek counterparts, which usually adhere to 
the Bible and liturgy. Moreover, it is also remarkable that the Coptic texts 
often refer to names and facts not known from any other texts, while the 
Greek texts limit themselves to the Bible and a few known apocryphal 
traditions, such as the Testamentum Solomonis,36 or the aforementioned 
correspondence of Abgar, king of Edessa, with Jesus. However, it must be 
noted that the approach of the Coptic Church and the late antique churches 
in general was different than today; the boundaries between canonical and 
apocryphal ideas were still in shift. For example, Pope Gelasius deemed 
invalid the correspondence between Abgar and Jesus in 494, but this act 
does not seem to have deterred beliefs in its effectiveness.37 
4. The use of the Scripture differs considerably in both languages. 
Compared to the 91 Greek amulets, only 15 Coptic and one bilingual piece 
survived. These almost exclusively contain the most beloved apotropaic 
texts: Ps 9038 and the first verses of the Gospels.39 Our Father, on the other 

                                                           
 

31 P.Amst. I 22 (6–7th cent.). 
32 See discussion of her role in the Greek branch in DE BRUYN (2012). 
33 As in the tradition of the Oratio Mariae ad Bartos, a powerful prayer attributed 
to Mary, when she freed the Apostle Mathias from prison in an apocryphal 
narrative, used in several different redactions, described in MEYER (1996) and 
MEYER (2002). 
34 In the only Christian historiola of love charms of late antique – early medieval 
Egypt, which employed the Annunciation in this role, as in MEYER–SMITH (1994) 
Nos. 73 (11th cent.), 78 (6–7th cent.?) and STEGEMANN (1934) No. i (7–8th cent.). 
35 In MEYER–SMITH (1994) No. 45 (10th cent.). 
36 Pap.Graec.Mag. 10 (6th cent.) and Suppl. Mag. I 24 (5th cent.), for the Testament 
see JOHNSTON (2002). 
37 SULLIVAN–WILFONG (2005: 108). 
38 MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 62. (10th cent.?), 134 (together with the beginnings 
of the four Gospel), DELATTRE (2006, 6–8th cent.), QUECKE (1979), STEGEMANN 
(1938: 84, 8th cent.). 
39 CRUM (1922) No. 4 (7th cent.), BROWNE (1979) No. 12 (7–8th cent.), 
P.MoscowCopt 36 (7–8th cent.), MEYER–SMITH (1994) Nos. 62 (10th cent.), 134, 
P.Ryl.Copt. 104. 
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hand, is missing from the Coptic tradition. However, here it has to be 
noted that Coptic texts tend to be published less often and have not been 
collected into a list of certain, possible and probable amulets like Greek 
texts. It is possible that this affirmation can be questioned by a more 
thorough collection of sources. 
5. A very particular difference can be noted in the use of the biblical-
liturgical formula “servant” or “handmaid of God”, almost exclusively in 
the Greek texts.40 It is strange, since the Coptic Church also uses this 
formula in her liturgy.41 
6. Finally, it is worth highlighting that Coptic texts show a far greater 
variety of genres than their Greek counterparts. In the Greek texts there are 
only apotropaic and healing charms and a few prayers for justice. In 
Coptic however, curses, erotic charms, demonic invocations or charms for 
a good singing voice were also available. 

These differences clearly show that two distinct branches of Christian 
magical tradition were present in the late antique Egypt. The differences 
are far more numerous than the similarities. Besides the aforementioned 
names for the Father and the Son (common to both branches), or the 
natural application of Amen, only the relative popularity of the story of the 
healing of Peter’s mother-in-law with fever amulets42—as opposed to 
other healing stories and occasional citations from liturgy43—can be 
mentioned. The branches also clearly represent a linguistic dichotomy. 
Only a few texts in one language (especially Coptic texts) show 
characteristics of the other branch. Even less, only six are bilingual,44 
which is remarkable if we take into consideration the bilingual texts of the 

                                                           
 

40 In nine Greek texts: Pap.Graec.Mag. P5a (4th cent.), P5b (5th cent.), P5c (5th 
cent.), P6b (4–5th cent.), P6d (6th cent.), P9 (6th cent.), Suppl. Mag. I 24 (5th cent.), 
31 (5–6th cent.) and BKT 6.7.1 (6–7th cent.) against three Coptic ones: MEYER–
SMITH (1994) No. 134, P.MoscowCopt. 36 (8–9th cent.), P.Baden V 132 (10–11th 
cent.?). 
41 See in BURMESTER (1967: passim). 
42 In five texts, three Greek: Pap.Graec.Mag. P18 (5–6th cent.), Suppl. Mag. I 31 
(5–6th cent.) and maybe P.Mon.Epiph. 591 (6–7th cent.), and two Coptic: 
P.MoscowCopt 36 (7–8th cent.) and KROPP (1930–31, Vol. II, No. xv). 
43 As of course Amen, or, to a lesser extent the Εἵς Πατήρ acclamation, the 
Sanctus, the Doxology, the “forever and ever, world without end” ending and the 
Trisagion. However, none of them (except for Amen) entered clearly the tradition; 
they are rather occasional liturgical interferences, with up to six attestations. 
44 Pap.Graec.Mag. P21 (ca. 300), MPER N.S. XVIII 196 (4th cent.), P. Oxy. LXV 
4469. (5th cent.), MEYER–SMITH (1994) No. 118 (7th cent.?), STEGEMANN (1934) 
Nos. xxiv (9–10th cent.), xvi (10–11th cent.). 
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Theban magical library,45 the bilingualism of everyday society,46 and the 
fact that Egyptian liturgy was bilingual from the beginning47 (or at least 
from an early period), and so it remains up to now.48 

What is the reason for this dichotomy?49 The question cannot be 
answered with certainty. Since Coptic texts lack precise dating, a 
hypothesis that they represent a later stage of the same tradition cannot be 
excluded.50 Some other hypotheses can be formed, as well. In some cases, 
the idea that texts lose their powers through translation51 resulted in 
retaining certain texts in their original language. Such is the case of the 
amulets containing Biblical verses, or of P. Oxy. LXV 4469 (5th cent.), 
where in the Greek text of Abgar’s letter, the client’s name and personal 
request for healing was inserted in Coptic. This idea, and the continuing 
liturgical use, can also account for Greek texts from as late as the 11th 
century.52 On the other hand, the social context of the texts must also have 
had its effect on them. The practitioners’ role could have been particularly 
important, as it can be supposed from the fact that in the two languages 
different genres of texts were written. On the other hand, (Greek) language 
capacities of the scribes were not decisive, and many texts have poor 
orthography with clear Copticisms. Another suggestion might be that 

                                                           
 

45 On bilingualism in the Theban magical library, see the excellent analysis of 
DIELEMAN (2005). 
46 Bilingualism in Egypt has been the topic of many studies recently, see, for 
example CLACKSON (2010). 
47 QUECKE (1970: 131). 
48 Compare BURMESTER (1967: passim). 
49 This has already been asked by DE BRUYN (2012: 61): “If one accepts that 
practices are shaped and informed by the social and cultural milieux in which they 
are enacted, one must ask how the milieux of the Greek we have been considering 
related to the milieux of these Coptic spells that identify with Mary in the first 
person. We are confronting “lived religion” filtered through different but related 
textual and linguistic traditions. What can we infer from these texts about the 
social and cultural situations of the people who prepared or enacted them, and how 
can we account for the variations at a given time or over a period of time?” 
50 It is partly also true, as we have a large number of Coptic texts up to the 11th 
century, while Greek ones end in the 7–8th cent. However, if we accept that 
practices form traditions, at least traces of the later developments would be 
expected in the earlier, in this case the Greek texts, but that does not seem to be the 
case. 
51 See DIELEMANN (2005: 1–5) for a discussion of views on translating powerful 
texts in Late Antique Egypt. 
52 PINTAUDI (2001). 
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Coptic texts continue mainly Egyptian practices,53 and thus also their 
primary language, while other texts closer to liturgy, which was 
predominantly, though not exclusively, Greek in this period,54 might 
employ Greek under its influence. The question as to why the two 
branches are different remains open, and to prove or falsify these 
hypotheses would require much work on continuity and change and the 
social context of Christian magic. This research however, could tell us a 
lot about people’s beliefs and how they “lived religion” in late antique 
Egypt. 
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