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Chapter 2 - The Institution
In this lecture we shall be dealing in the natural course of our story mainly with the inner form of Egyptian monasticism in the first two generations, before it has any long past of its own to look back to, and before it has felt the repercussions of its own emergence as a force in history.

Of Antony’s way we spoke at the end of the last lecture. His Outer Monastery ‑ we know little of its organization, which no doubt was very simple ‑ appears as a kind of community of gatekeepers guarding the approach to the saint much as, later in the century, a community of monks kept the key to the approach to the three‑chambered cell, on the cliffs east of Asiût, where John of Lycopolis remained enclosed for forty‑eight years ‑ they would open the approach to visitors on Saturdays and Sundays.

There were other communities in Antony’s neighbourhood, like that at Arsinoe in the Faiyûm to which the longest of his seven letters is addressed
 (unlettered though he might be, he was capable of dictating letters of considerable theological and devotional interest, which at one point at least show an unexpected mark of the teaching of Origen).
 And there were the Meletian communities nearby, in the regions of Heracleopolis and Upper Cynopolis, with their ‘presidents’‑ proestwªtej ‑ and ‘stewards’ – oi¹kono¿moi
 ‑ showing a degree of communal organization which, however, must not be exaggerated. There is no justification for saying, as has been done,
 that they had already reproduced the full Pachomian system. But Cassian tells us of coenobia in his day in the Delta, claiming that their way of the common life was inherited without a break from the early days of the Church in Jerusalem, when the disciples after Pentecost ‘had all things in common’.
 And the other monasteries which appear in the Vita Prima of Pachomius itself, outside his own community,
 are sufficient to warn us that his claim to be the founder of the coenobitic life may need some qualification. Nevertheless, it remains true that in some important sense Pachomius was regarded from the beginning as a pioneer.

It is characteristic of the Pachomian system that all his monasteries would seem to have been in the cultivated land near the Nile ‑ other [p.21] monasteries we have been concerned with were on the edge of the desert if not in its heart.

Before a hundred years had passed, Palladius was giving the story of a brazen tablet delivered by the angel to Pachomius at the beginning, with the rule inscribed upon it.
 Sozomen goes further and says that the tablet was still preserved.
 But the rule which Palladius then gives seems certainly to belong to a later stage in the development of the community, and has little direct connection with the surely genuine rule (though we cannot be sure that even this represents Pachomius’ own rule unaltered) which survives in Jerome’s Latin translation of a Greek version, and in fragments of the Coptic original.
 This last bears every sign of being a gradual accretion of ad hoc rules to be fitted into a framework of daily life which is taken for granted, so that we have to infer it. That is just what we should expect from the life of the saint.

The Vita Prima gives us a fascinating picture
 of Pachomius with his first three disciples. After examination of them and their parents, he clothes them in the habit, and leads them on to the life step by step ‑ first to renounce all the world and their own and themselves, and to follow the Saviour who teaches thus: for this is the way of the Cross. He shows the way by example rather than precept, himself looking after all the cares of the ‘station’ (monh/ [moné]) ‑ preparing the table, sowing and watering the vegetables, answering the door, tending the sick ‑ wanting his disciples to be free from care: ‘Strive, brethren, to attain that whereunto ye have been called; to meditate Psalms, and the lessons from the rest of the Bible, especially the Gospel. And I myself find rest in serving God and you according to God’s commandment.’ His example wins their devotion: ‘We used to think that all the Saints were so made by God from their mother’s womb holy and unalterable, and not of their own free will, and that sinners could not live godly because that was how they were created. But now we see the goodness of God clearly in the case of this our father, that from pagan parents he is become so God‑fearing, and is clad in all the commandments of God …. Let us die and live with this man; for he guides us rightly unto God.’ Presently he does draw up for them a rule (e¹kano¿nisen au¹toiªj tu¿pon) composed from Scripture, for balance in clothing, food, and sleep.

Others joined him, including very soon (apparently about A.D. 321) the fourteen‑year‑old Theodore, from Latopolis, who was destined to be his outstanding disciple.
 Theodore was quickly followed by his mother armed with letters from bishops demanding [p.22] his return, or at least the chance of seeing him. But he persuaded Pachomius not to compel him to see her ‑ and she decided to remain in the women’s convent which had already been founded by Pachomius’ sister nearby: ‘I shall not only see him one day among the brethren, but I too shall gain my soul’.

Numbers were grown to a hundred and went on growing. Pachomius could now depute the material cares of the community to others, and the pattern of the monastery began to take shape.
 Buildings were of the simplest, in the sun‑dried brick of the Nile Valley, no doubt plastered over. Naturally they have not survived above ground sufficiently for any archaeological account to be given without excavation ‑ and the position of Tabennesis is actually unknown. There is a story in the so‑called Paralipomena (a collection of vivid stories not bent on historical exactness, made probably towards the end of the century, and appended to the more faithful Vita Prima) of how Pachomius built a beautiful oratory with brick pillars, then found it too beautiful, and made the brethren attach ropes to the pillars and pull them askew.
 This sounds like an attempt to explain the actual crookedness of a church the writer knew, due, in fact, to inadequate foundations, faulty material, or inexpert building.

The general plan of the monastery may be reminiscent of the military camps Pachomius would have known as a soldier. There was an enclosing wall (one of the marks of the coenobium),
 a gate​-house and guest‑house,
 a su¿nacij ‑ ‘assembly hall’
 ‑ for worship (not called an ‘ecclesia’ except in the Letter of Ammon
); a refectory nearby,
 with kitchen,
 bakehouse,
 etc.; a hospital;
 and a num​ber of houses (cf. the barrack‑blocks in a legionary camp) holding between twenty and forty monks each.
 The plan of a house is never clear: but it must have included a common‑room for prayer and instruction and any other communal activity of the house,
 store‑rooms,
 and (originally) separate cells for each monk.
 By Palladius’ time, with increase of numbers, there were three monks to a cell.
 And this is the arrangement found, for instance, in the ruins of St. Simeon’s Monastery at Assuan.
 But there the monks slept on beds, of plastered brick: in the Pachomian system they only reclined on chairs, of similar material.
 Each house had its own house‑master and second.
 Some houses would be devoted to particular trades or services of the monastery, others to less specialized work.
 Three houses would undertake in weekly rotation the daily routine of the monastery,
 which had as its head or father a [p.23] ‘steward’ – oi¹kono¿moj 
 ‑ with a second in support.
 Agriculture was undertaken outside the walls,
 and the dead were buried in the old rock‑cut tombs a few miles away,
 where the valley meets the mountain. Commercial and other business with the outside world would be entrusted to specially approved brethren.

At this early stage at least, when they needed a Eucharist (prosfora¯) Pachomius would call in a priest of one of the neighbouring churches, not wishing any of the brethren to seek ordination ‑ for a¹rxhì logismouª filarxi¿aj o¸ klhªroj (‘the beginning of the thought of love of command is ordination’).
 At the same time he worked eagerly, at the instigation of his diocesan, the Bishop of Tentyra, for the building of a church (here the word used is e¹kklhsi¿a) in the deserted village, for the shepherds of the neighbourhood, and would go there with the brethren on Saturdays and Sundays to act as reader until a priest was installed.

It was not long before numbers grew too large for the one monastery, and a colony was formed a few miles down the river at another deserted village, Pavau or Pvoou, still known as Faou, where remains can be seen of the great stone church built a century or more after Pachomius’ death. Two other monasteries already in existence soon asked to be taken into the community, to make a total of four monasteries within perhaps fifteen miles of each other, recognizing a single head and a single rule.
 There was also the women’s convent, with an elderly monk (we are not told he was a priest) set to watch over it and act as link with the men’s community.

This growing lay community now extended beyond the Diocese of Tentyra into that of Diospolis Parva.
 Saprion, the Bishop of Tentyra,
 viewed it with friendly anxiety. When the young Pope Athanasius came to visit the Thebaid in A.D. 330, Saprion laid the case before him, and begged him to ordain Pachomius ‘father and priest’ over all the monks in his diocese. But Pachomius got wind of the plan and hid among the brethren.

About A.D. 337, Pachomius moved his headquarters to Faou, which quickly became very much the largest single monastery in the community. Theodore, now aged thirty, was appointed head of Tabennesis,
 and was soon acting as Second to Pachomius in his care for all the monasteries.
 In a short time the community was spreading much farther afield, to Tase in the neighbourhood of Panopolis (Akhmim), some sixty miles down the Nile.
 About A.D. 340 a coadjutor bishop of that city, ‘Arius by name but orthodox [p.24] in faith’, appointed to ease a situation grown difficult owing to the senility of the diocesan,
 called in the Tabennesiotes to help him, and another monastery was founded near the city, in face of con​siderable active opposition,
 and of criticism from the philosophers of the place, who seem to have thought Pachomius was bringing coals to Newcastle ‑ ‘olives to Panopolis’, as they put it.

A landowner of Djodj in the Diospolis region, Petronius, came into the community about now with all his family property, to form another monastery, Teveu.
 But he himself was quickly transferred to yet another foundation near Panopolis, Tismenae, to take general supervision of the three monasteries in that distant area
 ‑ a position which seemed to designate him, newcomer though he was, as Pachomius’ intended successor, which in fact he became.
 The monks of the first generation, in jealousy of the newcomer, turned to Theodore: but Pachomius heard of this, and deposed his beloved disciple from all authority.

Pachomius also founded a women’s convent across the Nile from Tismenae.

Finally, a monastery of Pikhnoum was founded near Latopolis, forty miles upstream from Faou ‑ again apparently in the face of opposition,
 which may be linked with the arraigning of Pachomius before a synod of bishops at that city, in the autumn of A.D. 345, to answer charges concerning his powers of clairvoyancy (the dioratic gift). Two of the bishops there assembled (probably those of Thebes and of Latopolis itself) had been members of the Tabennesiote community before they became bishops.

A few months later, on 9th May, A.D. 346, Pachomius died of the plague which was then decimating his community.
 Petronius succeeded him, but the same plague was already upon him, and he died in July, to be succeeded by Horsiesius,
 another newcomer to the community, who had been head of Chenoboscia.

The whole community is called in the Vita Prima koino¿bion (in the singular)
 or koinwni¿a.
 This use of the term koino¿bion (coenobium) died out very early: the Coptic Lives always replace it with koinwni¿a; in Jerome’s introduction to the Rule, and in his translations of the Letter of Theodore and the Book of Horsiesius
 and even once in the Paralipomena,
 koino¿bia is used in the plural of a number of monasteries. But it seems to be found in Cassian’s account,
 where it makes credible his numbers for the Tabennesiotes ‑ more than five thousand brethren under one abbot. Palladius gives the total numbers of the community as seven thousand in his own day,
 and [p.25] three thousand already under Pachomius
 (his use of the term ‘archimandrite’ for Pachomius seems, by the way, to be an anachronism in Egypt
). The numbers at Faou are given by Palladius as about thirteen hundred in his time.
 Ammon found about six hun​dred assembled when he arrived there in A.D. 352.
 The other monasteries numbered not more than two or three hundred each.
 Pachomius, as ‘head’ or ‘father’ of the whole community, seems to have set himself clear of the more material administration. In the monastery where he was resident, he took his place as a simple member of one of the houses, under the direction of a housemaster.
 The practical administration would be in the care of the heads (stewards) of the different monasteries under the direction of the Great Steward at Faou, where the whole community met together twice in the year, for the Paschal solemnities, and for the general audit in August, when new heads and seconds would be appointed. 
 As the community grew, it acquired two boats,
 one of which was concerned with the sale of the monastery produce, and was in the charge of two brethren. It made a yearly journey, apparently in the autumn, to Alexandria.
 Later, each monastery would build its own boat.

Within each monastery, three weekly instructions (kathxh¿seij) would be given by the stewards ‑ one on Saturdays and two on Sundays ‑ and two, on Wednesdays and Fridays, by the house​masters.
 At the end of the century, according to Palladius, the daily meal began at midday, but there were later sittings for the more ascetic.
 It is not clear, at first sight, from the rule or the early Greek sources that this was the practice in the first generation. But closer study of the evidence suggests this rather than a single meal for the whole community following the prayers which took place at the ninth hour
 ‑ the normal time elsewhere in monastic Egypt. Any who wished might after prayers return to his cell and feed on bread and water.
 An instruction would follow the meal on the appointed days.
 But it rather seems that Pachomius him​self, and Horsiesius and Theodore after him, as they would be moving about frequently from monastery to monastery, were in the habit of giving instructions on most days at this time. Some​times it would be in the open air. Ammon gives a vivid account of such an instruction on the day when he was received as a lad of seventeen at Faou in A.D. 352 ‑ Theodore sitting under a palm‑tree with the six hundred brethren gathered round him, and giving before them all a different word of Scripture to be applied to each [p.26] monk who asked him.
 The Vita Prima, the Coptic Lives, and the Paralipomena provide a number of specimens of these catecheses,
 apparently from a collection now lost:
 one against Idolatry is tacked on to the end of the Paralipomena in the Florentine MS.:
 and one other survives almost whole in Coptic.
 Those of Pacho​mius, especially, are marked by their intensely scriptural character; for instance, that in the Vita Prima, cc. 56‑7, simply gives a series of scriptural quotations as heads of meditation on the central dogmas of the Faith. At the end, the leader would rise up to pray with the brethren that they might ever remember the Word of God unto salvation, and each would return to his own house in silence, meditating what he had heard, and getting it by heart.
 In each house, a ‘synaxis’ of six prayers would then take place, modelled on that which had already been held in the general assembly,
 and probably followed on Wednesdays and Fridays by the housemaster’s instruction. There seems now to have been a time for conversation, strictly confined to the subject of the instruction received, before retirement to sleep.
 Some time after midnight, the signal would be given (Jerome speaks of the ‘tuba’ and the Greek version of the sa¯lpigc; we should have expected just the wooden gong usual in early monasteries)
 for the nightly Synaxis which would last until near dawn.

The rule, as we have said, is no clear and ordered code laid down once and for all. Three separate small collections follow the main body of ‘Precepts’, which itself also, though more ordered than it appears at first reading, still gives the impression of a gradual growth. It is, as we would gather from the Life, a minimum of discipline, partly laid down for the convenience of loyal disciples, partly extorted from Pachomius for the curbing of the unruly.

It is the mitigations which reveal best the saint’s humanity: ‘When the signal sounds for the Synaxis by day, he who comes late for one prayer shall be admonished in the order of rebuke as above, and stand in the place of eating. But by night, he who comes after three prayers shall be admonished in the same order’
 (Cas​sian, Inst. III. 7, shows knowledge either of this rule or of some parallels elsewhere). Some kind of sweetmeats are distributed from time to time among the brethren after the meal.
 And when friends or relations bring presents to a brother, although everything must go through the right channels, the brother is not entirely refused a special share in them ‑ he cannot, of course, have them all [p.27] to himself.
 Pachomius had clearly never forgotten that quality of Christian mercy which had first drawn him to the Faith.

We must note the insistence in the rule that all who enter the community must learn to read if they cannot do so already, and must learn considerable portions of Holy Scripture by heart.
 The language, in this region of Upper Egypt four hundred miles or so from the great cosmopolitan centre of Alexandria, is naturally Coptic. The Coptic alphabet provided the saint with some kind of code, the secret of which he shared with a few of his early disciples.
 Some letters of his, full of this code interspersed with scriptural quotations, survive in Jerome’s translation.
 We can make little of them: but one has the impression that understanding of them depended as much on a common mind in the understanding of Scripture as on having the clue to an alphabetical code. These Pachomian writings, with Antony’s Letters, mark the beginnings of Coptic monastic literature: none of them are extant complete in the original.

The community soon attracted others from farther afield, and there was a house of Greek‑speaking brethren at Faou, under another Theodore from Alexandria, some thirteen years before Pachomius’ death. Its first inmates included two Romans and an Armenian, as well as four Alexandrians.
 Their successors in this house were probably responsible for the Vita Prima of Pachomius and Theodore (in a single work), which, while using Coptic material no longer extant, was itself composed in Greek.

Certain aspects of this early Antonian and Pachomian literature may be noted in passing. In both, there is great stress on dia¯krisij - discrimination.
 The spiritual life is directed towards the ‘acquiring of Holy Spirit’.
 In the Letters of Antony, this is the attainment of the Spirit of Adoption,
 and the becoming ‘friends and brothers’ of Jesus - John xv. 15 is quoted three times with the addition of ‘brothers’.
 In the Greek Pachomian sources, the personality of the Holy Spirit is less clear.
 Here, too, as in the Vita Antonii but not in Antony’s Letters, nor in the Coptic Catecheses of Pachomius and his successors,
 the name of Jesus is never found apart from the title of Christ. But we note how it is said of Pachomius that ‘more than the everlasting torments he feared to be estranged from the humility and sweetness of the Son of God, Our Lord Jesus Christ’.

Common to all this literature is a sobriety which speaks of an early time when a paganism steeped in false miracle was very much of a present reality. The Life of Pachomius echoes that of Antony in [p.28] its disallowance of any genuine demonic foreknowledge.
 And it describes, I think, only three physical miracles ‑ simple works of healing‑wrought by the saint.
 Pachomius’ teaching here is worth quoting: ‘After the manifest healings of the body, there are also spiritual healings. For if a man intellectually blind, in that he does not see the light of God because of idolatry, afterwards is guided by faith in the Lord and gains his sight, in coming to know the only true God, is not this a great healing and salvation? … One of the brethren asked me, “Tell us one of the visions you see”. And I said to him, “A sinner like me does not ask God that he may see visions: for that is against His will, and is error … Hear all the same about a great vision. If you see a man pure and humble, it is a great vision. For what is greater than such a vision, to see the Invisible God in a visible man, His temple?” ‘

In September, A.D. 346, Zacchaeus and Theodore were taking the Tabennesiote boat down to Alexandria. Hearing that Antony was in his Outer Mountain, they moored and went up to receive his blessing. We are given his conversation with Zacchaeus when he learnt from their tears that Pachomius was dead: ‘Do not weep. All you are become as Abba Pachomius. I tell you, it was a great ministry he undertook in the assemblage of so many brethren, and he goes the way of the Apostles.’ Zacchaeus protests: ‘You rather, father, are the light of all this world’. But Antony answers: ‘I persuade you otherwise, Zacchaeus. At the beginning, when I became a monk, there was no coenobium to nourish other souls, but each of the early monks after the Persecution used to practise his asceticism alone. And afterwards your father made this good thing from the Lord. Another before him, called Aotas, wanted to obtain this ministry: and since he did not put all his heart to the endeavour, he did not achieve it. But of your father I have often heard how well he was conducting himself according to the Scrip​tures. Yes and indeed I have often wanted to see him in the body: but I suppose I was not worthy. Still, in the Kingdom of Heaven we see each other and all the holy Fathers ‑ but rather, our Master and God, Jesus Christ.’

It would not have been so surprising if Antony had visited him, for he showed remarkable freedom both in correspondence and in movement. It is said that in A.D. 335 he wrote to Constantine pleading for Athanasius on his first exile, and received a reply from the emperor that he could not overlook the decision of the Council of Tyre.
 Certainly when Athanasius was returned from that [p.29] exile, Antony came down to Alexandria, apparently for three days in July, A.D. 338, to demonstrate his support. Rumour may very well have represented him as falling on the Meletian or Arian side.
 He visited Didymus the Blind,
 and it is natural to suppose that this was also the occasion of his visit to Amoun of Nitria.

We have suggested that the date of Amoun’s withdrawal to Nitria may have been about A.D. 330, and was certainly not much later. The dates, so far as we know them, of his earliest companions and disciples there, fit in with this. Pambo was born about A.D. 304,
 Benjamin about A.D. 311.
 Macarius the Alexandrian ‑ or ‘the City man’ ‑ to be carefully distinguished from the Egyptian who founded Scetis ‑ was baptized at the age of forty about A.D. 333.
 Nathanael had built his cell when anchorites were still few, and in Palladius’ days towards the end of the century it was empty, abandoned because it was too near civilization. About A.D. 338, Nathanael moved to a cell still nearer the village: but after three or four months there, he realized that this was a temptation of the devil, and returned to his first cell, not to leave it until his death thirty‑seven years later.

By A.D. 338, numbers had increased sufficiently for Amoun to be concerned to know what to do with those who wanted more complete solitude. Antony proposed that after the customary ninth‑hour meal they should go out into the desert. They walked until sunset, when Antony said, ‘Let us make a prayer and plant a cross here, that those who want to build may build here, so that those also who come from yonder to visit these, may taste their little snack at the ninth hour, and so come; and that those who go from here may do the same, and remain undistracted in their visits to each other’. The distance, we are told, was about twelve miles ‑ not a bad walk for an old man of eighty‑seven, between three o’clock in the afternoon and sunset.

Clearly this is the record of the founding of the second Nitrian settlement of the Cells ‑ a settlement, as it became, of some six hundred anchorites, their cells so scattered as to be out of earshot of each other; dependent on Nitria for bread, but with their own priest and church.
 Cassian gives the distance from Nitria as only five miles,
 Sozomen as seven,
 Rufinus as ten,
 and the twelve of the Apophthegmata may well be an exaggeration. But as the Cells were scattered over a wide area, some of them as much as three miles from the church ‑ and Nitria also must have been a fairly [p.30] widespread settlement ‑ the apparent discrepancy need not worry us greatly.

The exact topography of the monastic Mountain of Nitria awaits elucidation. A river, or water‑channel, seems to have separated it from the village, which was near enough for it to be quite usual, in early times at least, for an anchorite to have a diakonhth¿j ‑ ‘agent’ - among the villagers ‑ a man of the world who would look after the monk’s material interests, seeing that he did not lack for necessary supplies.
 The picture in the Historia Monachorum of a hollow on the way, with water that had receded, and crocodiles asleep on its banks, seems consistent with this land of natron lakes.
 There is a channel linking the Nile with Lake Mariut, which passes some four miles south of the present village of Barnugi, and there may have been another nearer the village in the fourth century.

In this region, the ‘mountain’ does not rise to more than four metres above sea‑level ‑ with a ‘tell’ rising some three metres higher. Twelve miles south of the village, just beyond the Nubariya Canal, the desert rises to eleven or even fifteen metres. Here the 1:100,000 map shows, spread over something like a six‑mile stretch from east to west, a series of Qusûr ‑ or ‘castles’ ‑ Qasr el Waheidi, Qusûr el Rubaiyat, etc. I have no indication beyond what the map tells us as to what these are. But the word Qasr is often used of the kind of stone building that we may expect the cells to have been: and I strongly suspect that a visit would prove them to be the anchorites’ Cells, twelve miles from Nitria and scattered out of earshot of each other, of which we have spoken. For here the truer desert has begun.

(A rapid inspection of the region by M. Antoine Guillaumont in March, 1964, discovered strong positive evidence in support of this conjecture, which it is hoped to confirm by excavation. See A. Guillaumont, Le site des ‘Cellia’, in Revue Archéologique, 1964, tom. II (July‑September), pp. 43‑50.)

In Nitria, the ascetics might live alone, or in pairs, or in larger numbers. Our first and only detailed accounts are from half a cen​tury later, in Palladius and the Historia Monachorum:
 but what they tell us probably holds good in general outline for the time when numbers were still comparatively small. Rufinus in his Ecclesiastical History
 speaks of the numbers about A.D. 373 as three thousand or more. Palladius speaks of five thousand when he was there twenty years later. These are said in the Historia Monachorum to have occu​pied some fifty ‘stations’ (monai¿) of all sizes, so that if some of these [p.31] had only two or three monks, others must have held several hundred. And, in fact, we read in Palladius’ Dialogue on the Life of St. John Chrysostom of one such with 210 monks, and another with 150.
 There was no question of being out of earshot of each other. If you stood at the centre about the ninth hour, you would hear psalmody from every station until you thought you were up in Paradise. Here at the centre was the one ‘ecclesia’ ‑ the word seems to denote, as in Syria, the whole group of church‑community buildings, not simply the place of worship (which in Athanasius at least is called the mpiax6v ‑ whence our word ‘church’). The whole body of monks, it seems, would assemble there on Saturdays and Sundays for common worship and a common meal. Three palm‑trees stood in the compound, with whips hanging from them for punishment of monks, of robbers, and of other transgressors respectively. There were seven bakeries, to provide bread for the needs of all in Nitria and in the Cells. There was a guest‑house, where visitors could stay free and at their ease for a week: after that they would be set to work in the garden, the bakeries, or the kitchen ‑ or, if literate, on books, when they would be left in solitude until noon. Visitors would stay at the guest‑house sometimes for two or three years without taking the habit. Doctors and pastry‑cooks were to be found in the Mountain of Nitria, and wine was in use and on sale ‑ a thing unthinkable with the Tabennesiotes.
 Apart from the normal monastic rope‑making, the staple industry was linen ‑ another reminder that we are nearer the rich fields of the Delta: for we cannot imagine flax being carried thence to be worked in the Wadi​-el‑Natrun. It is an industry found also, as one might expect, in the Tabennesiote Community: Ammon tells of a house of twenty‑two linen‑weavers at Faou.

Both Antony and Pachomius avoided ordination. Nitria had its clergy from very early times. Pambo, though one story at least represents him as illiterate,
 was probably a priest before A.D. 340.
 Certainly about A.D. 356 a letter of Theodore the Tabennesiote is addressed ‘To the beloved brethren the priests and deacons and monks in the Mountain of Nitria’:
 and the Letter of Ammon, in which this is preserved, names four priests ‑ Pambo and Pior, Heraclides (who seems to preside) and Hagius.
 Already, then, we have a full complement of clergy headed by a college of priests. In Palladius’ time, these last numbered eight, who formed a deliberative council, though celebration of the Liturgy, instruction, and administration of justice were entrusted to the senior priest alone.
[p.31]
The Mountain of Nitria was always in close contact with its diocesan bishop at Damanhur (Hermopolis Parva), about ten miles away. Dracontius, who became bishop probably in A.D. 353‑4, had himself been abbot of a monastery, though we know not where: and his immediate successors, Isidore
 and Dioscorus,
 had both been prominent monks in Nitria. Raised against his will to the episcopate, Dracontius started by returning to his monastery and refusing to function (it rather seems that his monks had extracted from him beforehand a promise that he would do this). We possess Athanasius’ letter of sharp though friendly remonstrance,
 pressing upon him his duty to the Church, and naming no less than seven other bishops who had been monks ‑ among them the great Sarapion of Thmuis, who had been a disciple of Antony, and was certainly bishop by A.D. 339; and probably one of the two Tabennesiote bishops who had been at the Synod of Latopolis in A.D. 345.
 Athanasius’ letter seems to have been effective: for Dracontius was certainly functioning when he was arrested and sent into exile in A.D. 356.

There was early a tendency for monks, after a period of training in coenobitic ways in Nitria, to pass on to the anchoretic life in the Cells. This is in marked contrast with the ideal of Pachomius, or of Basil, for whom the coenobium is a lifelong vocation. It is a prepara​tion for what we shall find in Palestine in the next century. Its mind is seen in the story of a conversation between Amoun and Antony, which is to be taken probably as a contrast of ideals rather than a historical episode. ‘I have more toils than you,’ says Amoun, ‘and why has your name been magnified among men above mine? Antony answers, ‘Because I love God more than you do’.

The Cells also had their church and their priest, who was probably a member of the Nitrian chapter. But we do not know how early this goes back. When the Letter of Ammon speaks of an ‘Isidore, priest of the anchorites in the mountain of Nitria’ some time before A.D. 370, it seems probable that a priest of the Cells is meant.
 But the first of whom we definitely know as occupying that position is Macarius the Alexandrian.

Macarius, who died in A.D. 393, was then aged about a hundred.
 He was a survival from the first adventurous generation, whose experience was to set more sober lines for their successors. In the world, in Alexandria, he had been a confectioner.
 His conversion at the age of forty
 seems to have been of a kind that made him [p.33] eager to outstrip all others in asceticism. Hearing that the Tabennesiotes ate no cooked food in Lent, he went without cooked food for seven years.
 Desiring to overcome sleep, he kept himself awake for twenty days, then knew he must yield to nature’s demands.
 Convicting himself of vengefulness in killing a mosquito that had bitten him, he stayed naked for six months by the Marsh of Scetis, ‘where the mosquitoes pierce through the hides of wild boars’, and came back to his cell so swollen and disfigured that he could only be recognized by his voice.
 Wanting, again, to prove that he was not outdone by the Tabennesiotes, he went up there disguised as an ordinary workman, and begged to be received as a monk. Having overcome Pachomius’ hesitation on account of his age, he so surpassed them all in his ‘fleshless’ life that they all threat​ened to leave if Pachomius did not turn him out. Pachomius then realized that it was Macarius, and thanked him for having taught his disciples a lesson.
 The story has its difficulties as history. But it is one of a number which show Pachomius not having an easy time with his disciples.
 As Pachomius died in A.D. 346, it implies that Macarius’ reputation spread very quickly after his conversion. But it also suggests that these stories belong to the earlier years of his ascetic career, and had no doubt grown by the time they reached Palladius. By that time, also, the monks had learned their lesson, and abnormal asceticism was generally discouraged.

Like others in the first generation, he was by no means confined to one place. He had four cells, one in Nitria, one at the Cells, one in Scetis, and one ‘to the south‑west’ ‑ whatever that may mean.
 Mention of Scetis brings us once more to the other great Macarius, the Egyptian, who had led the way into that uncompromising utter desert about A.D. 330. Others soon began to follow him there. But for ten years at least they were without a priest. It was forty miles across the desert to Nitria ‑ not like the well‑trodden twenty miles to Terenuthis, but a path that you had to know as a natron‑smuggler might know it, or run the risk of being lost in the sands. But forty miles across the desert the ‘Boy‑Old‑Man’ (paidarioge¿rwn), as he was called,
 would go to Abba Pambo’s Mass.
 The story that he told on one such occasion illustrates both the ‘wanderlust’ that he shared with his Alexandrian namesake, and the belief that the monastic life dated back long before his generation. Seized with a desire to go and see what lay in the desert, he fought it for five years, then went ‑ and found an oasis with a lake and an island in it, and two naked old men, an Egyptian and a Libyan, who had been [p.34] there forty years, having come from a coenobium in Egypt. They told him, ‘Except a man renounce all the things of the world, he cannot be a monk’. When Macarius said he was weak, and could not do as they, they told him, ‘Even if you cannot do as we do, sit in your cell and weep for your sins’. ‘And so’, he said, ‘I told you that I have not yet become a monk: but I have seen monks. Forgive me, my brethren.’

Macarius may have felt the old men’s advice pointed. For staying in his cell does not seem to have come easy to him. The stories show him constantly moving about. Yet he moves with the free​dom of a king in his own domain, as a kind of embodied spirit of this desert. Once, when numbers were already growing in Scetis, he went to visit St. Antony ‑ right over, it seems, to his Interior Mountain.
 He told him that they had no Oblation in their place. Perhaps this means that he was becoming anxious about the needs of other monks less capable of these long desert journeys - the account of Chaeremon in his cave twelve miles from the Marsh and the water supply and forty miles from the church (surely that of Nitria) seems to go back to this time.
 All who went to Scetis were bent on loneliness, but forty miles might be rather too much! Certainly Macarius was in the end ordained priest ‑ perhaps in A.D. 340, when at the age of forty he attained the grace of healings and predictions.

Life in Scetis would be made more practicable by the visits of the wardens and collectors of natron, who would come with their camels from Terenuthis, and act as middlemen for the anchorites’ produce of rope and baskets. But the monks would also go up at harvest‑time and hire themselves out to work in the fields
 (as Scetis was below sea‑level, the Apophthegmata are quite correct in speaking regularly of ‘going up’ from thence to Egypt). They might also from time to time take their wares up to market in the Delta.
 There is a strange story of Macarius on one such occasion lodging in the deserted pagan temple at Terenuthis, and using a mummy for his pillow. The demons tried to play pranks on him, calling out, ‘So‑and‑so’ (a girl’s name), ‘come to the bath with us’​ and then an answer from the pillow, ‘I can’t, I’ve got a stranger on top of me’. The old man, unperturbed, began to beat the mummy, saying, ‘Get up, go off into the darkness if you can’. The demons fled away ashamed, crying out, ‘Thou hast conquered us’.

Once he was going up from Scetis to Nitria. His disciple, going ahead, met a pagan priest and cried out, ‘Ai ai, demon, where are [p.35] you running?’ The pagan turned and beat him with a club, and left him half dead, then went on with the club, and met Macarius, who just said, ‘Save you, save you, you weary man’. The pagan in amazement asked, ‘What good did you see in me, that you talked to me like that?’ ‘I saw you toiling’, says the old man, ‘and don’t you know that you are toiling in vain?’ Says the priest, ‘And I was pricked to the heart at your greeting, and knew that you are on God’s side. But another bad monk met me and insulted me, and I beat him to death.’ Taking Macarius by the feet, he said, ‘I will not let you go unless you make me a monk’.

While on the subject of relations with pagans, we may record the story told by Abba Olympius of the pagan priest who came down to Scetis and lodged in his cell. Seeing the monks’ way of life, he asked his host, ‘With this way of life, have you no visions with your God?’ ‘No’, said the monk; and the priest replied, ‘Now when we perform rites to our god, he hides nothing from us, but reveals to us his mysteries. And you with all these toils and vigils and silences and asceticisms, do you say that you have no visions? Certainly if that is so, you have evil thoughts in your hearts which separate you from your God, and that is why He does not reveal to you His mysteries.’ When Olympius reported this to the old men, they wondered and said, ‘Yes, that is it. For unclean thoughts separate God from a man.’
 The story is significant in a number of ways ‑ the pagan desire for visions, with which the Christian is not really concerned; and at the same time the humility of the monk, ready to learn his lesson from the pagan without any counter​-criticism, however valid.

Macarius’ original settlement is thought to have been somewhere in the region of the surviving monastery of Deir el Baramûs (‘the monastery of the Roman brethren’) towards the western end of the valley.
 As numbers increased, he seems to have moved to slightly higher ground beyond a low ridge at the eastern end, near to the monastery that now bears his name.
 By Cassian’s time there were four congregations, or ‘Ecclesiae’,
 in Scetis, of which the third is now represented by the twin monasteries of Abba Bshoi and of the Syrians, while the fourth, that of St. John the Short, has been deserted for a number of centuries: its site is known.

Sailing down the Nile after their visit to Antony, Zacchaeus and Theodore reached Alexandria in time for Athanasius’ great home​coming after his second exile, when the authorities and the people [p.35] are said to have come out a hundred miles to meet him, on 1st October, A.D. 346.
 His return was the signal for a great surge of religious enthusiasm, and a spurt in the outflow to the deserts.
 Nitria and Scetis, being nearest to Alexandria, no doubt took the greater number. But up and down the Nile Valley the increase was marked (we may note that the great recluse, John of Lycopolis, seems to have taken to his cave‑cell about this year).
 Athanasius’ preaching continued to encourage it. Some time in A.D. 352 he was heard by the newly‑baptized, seventeen‑year‑old Ammon.
 Diverted from a Theban monk suspected of heresy, whom he had first met and thought of following, Ammon was sent to Faou on the Tabennesiote boat, which had just arrived under its new crew, Theophilus and Copres, with letters for Athanasius from Theodore.

For the increase in numbers of the community, and its economic growth and prosperity (what a contrast to the deserted villages of thirty years earlier!), had proved too much for the meek Horsiesius, who before five years were out had been faced with a definite revolt from the community on the part of one monastery, and had called in Theodore to take over the reins of government ‑ though Theo​dore persistently refused to regard himself as other than Horsiesius’ deputy. Order was soon restored under his vigorous and sympa​thetic leadership. The revolted monastery was brought back.
 The community was extended in his time to two monasteries by Hermopolis Magna (Ashmunein), a further hundred miles down the Nile. Another monastery was added at Hermonthis above Thebes, and a women’s convent, Vichne, a mile from Faou.
 The Letter of Ammon gives a vivid first‑hand picture of the life of the com​munity during his three years with it ‑ though we must remember that these are the memoirs of an impressionable lad written down some forty years later. Theodore recognized in Ammon one made for an ecclesiastical career; and while intent on his education in the monastic life
 (Ammon learned Sahidic at Faou),
 he raised no objection when after three years the lad was discovered by a family friend, and urged to go and see his sorrowing mother ‑ who had meanwhile become a Christian. But he told him, after seeing his parents, to go to the Mountain of Nitria.

Five months after Ammon’s arrival there, Antony died in his Interior Mountain, on 17th January, A.D. 356,
 bequeathing his two goat‑skin mantles, one to Athanasius, and one to Sarapion of Thmuis.
 A month after his death, Athanasius was a fugitive.
 [p.37] Dracontius of Damanhur was relegated to the fort of Thabubastum, north of the Bitter Lakes (where he was visited by Hilarion),
 and a number of other monks and bishops were driven out. A hue and cry was raised for Athanasius, but he was never caught. Part of the time he was hidden by a beautiful virgin in Alexandria itself: she suffered grievously when her house was searched, but the bird had flown.
 In A.D. 360 he was believed to be in the Thebaid, and the Duke Artemius came with a military force to invest and search Faou.
 The monks answered with dignity, and the Duke with restraint. When the search had proved fruitless, the Duke called the monks to come and make prayer for him. But they, seeing an Arian bishop in his company, excused themselves, and left him alone at prayer in the Synaxis. Falling asleep in the heat of the day, he woke up in a fright with his nose bleeding, and came out speaking of a vision from which he had barely by God’s mercy escaped with his life. Two years later, Artemius was put to death at Antioch by Julian. In spite of his Arian associations, he is still commemorated as a saint and martyr by the Orthodox Church.

Theodore had been absent at the Hermopolis monasteries when Artemius came to Faou.
 It was to Hermopolis again that he went in the spring of A.D. 363, to welcome Athanasius, who had re​appeared in Alexandria on Julian’s accession, only to be banished once more from the city to the Thebaid.
 The pageantry and enthusiasm of this reception in the spring is described so vividly in the Vita Prima of Pachomius as to suggest that the writer was an eye‑witness. Theodore had to return to Faou for Easter, but left the Tabennesiote boat for Athanasius’ use.
 In strong contrast with this is the great Pope’s own account, recorded by Ammon, of his hiding in the same Tabennesiote boat in June at Antinoe (opposite Hermopolis) in fear for his life, when Theodore, again present, and Abba Pammon of Antinoe, smiled at each other, and explained to the perplexed Athanasius that Julian was dead.

Theodore watched with sorrow the growing wealth of the com​munity in lands and boats.
 He began to coax Horsiesius back into active leadership.
 He himself would go out by night to the tombs in the mountains three miles away. Someone, perhaps the writer of the Vita Prima, followed him unobserved, and overheard his prayer at the tomb of his beloved master.
 It was an answer to this prayer when God took him, shortly after Easter, on 27th April, A.D. 368.
 Horsiesius returned to the helm, ‘governing the [p.38] brethren according to his ability: for he was a very good man, and loving to save the souls of the brethren. For God strengthened him, opening out to him the meanings of the Scriptures. And he governed the brethren long time in peace.’
 The Vita Prima closes with Athanasius’ letter of comfort to Horsiesius.

Ammonas, Antony’s disciple and successor at his Outer Mountain of Pispir, may have come thither after fourteen years in Scetis
 - ​but the name, in its varying forms, is too common for any certainty. He later became a bishop,
 and was succeeded at Pispir, according to the Historia Monachorum, by Pityrion.
 But Rufinus, who visited Pispir about A.D. 373, mentions no one there except Poemen and Joseph.
 Bishop Ammonas appears as an attractive figure in the Apophthegmata. He has left us a number of letters, surviving in Syriac
 and less completely in Greek,
 but apparently not in Coptic. They are distinguished from the Letters of St. Antony, with which they were early apt to be bound up, by a considerable use of apocalyptic Apocrypha of which there is no trace in Antony, and by a development of the teaching about acquiring of the Holy Spirit which may have its analogies with Messalian teaching.

Whether or no Ammonas came from Scetis to Pispir, the Apophthegmata tell us how after the death of Antony Sisoes, finding Scetis becoming too thickly populated, went off and found quiet in Antony’s Interior Mountain.
 We may take it that this was after the Saracen inroad there recorded by Jerome for the year A.D. 357, when Antony’s disciple Sarmatas is said to have been killed.
 Before that, if Jerome is to be believed, Hilarion had visited the Interior Mountain, and had been shown round by two other disciples of Antony, one of whom had been his interpreter.
 Certainly when Sisoes came the Interior Mountain seems to have been deserted. Like Antony, he sometimes came thence to Pispir, the region of which is shown by another anecdote to have been still infested with Meletians.
 In the Interior Mountain, Sisoes would receive supplies from time to time by means of a diakonhth¿j ‑ ​‘agent’ ‑ from Pispir. But there would sometimes be delays, and once he went for ten months without seeing a man. He was begin​ning to pride himself on this, when he met a hunter from Paran (in the Sinai Peninsula) who had seen no man for eleven months.
 Long afterwards, asked how he could have left Scetis, where he had been with Abba Or (Or is known to us as a Nitriote, so Scetis may be [p.39] here used in its wider sense), Sisoes explained that he had found Scetis becoming too crowded, and heard Antony was dead, ‘and I came and found things quiet here, and settled here a little time’. When asked how long, he answered, ‘Seventy‑two years’.
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� In the Lausiac History the term ‘Archimandrite’ is used of Pachomius, and only once (p. 63. 21) of anyone else. But it does not occur in G1 or the other early Greek Pachomian sources; nor in the Coptic Pachomian documents, other than the Lives, except in late title-�heads (see Lefort, Oeuvres de S. Pachôme et de ses Disciples, C.S.C.O., scr. Copt., tom. 23 and 24). It seems to be an introduction from Syria, where the monastic enclosure was frequently called ma¿ndra � a ‘fold’. It occurs already in the superscription of the letter to Epiphanius, in A.D. 375, from Acacius and Paul, presbute¿rwn a¹rximandritwªn, toute¿sti pate¿rwn monasthri¿wn, of the region of Chalcis and Berrhoea (Acacius was, of course, later Bishop of Berrhoea), inviting him to write his Panarion. But the word seemed still to need an explanation.


� H.L. c. 32 (94. 1) � Palladius does not name Faou, but its identity is clear.


� Ep. Am. c. 2 (98. 4).


� H.L. loc. cit. (94. 5�6): Palladius gives an interesting account of the monastery he visited near Panopolis � apparently Tismenae � and the women’s convent on the opposite bank of the Nile (cf. V.P. G1 c. 134, p. 84. 27�8).


� V.P. G1 c. 110.


� Ibid. cc. 78 (52. 26�53. 1), 83, 122, 148 (93. 24�5): Praef. ad Reg. cc. 7�8 (Jerome’s figure of 50,000 should, of course, be divided by ten): Ep. Pach. V and VII: Ep. Theod.


� V.P. G1 c. 113 (du¿o deì hãsan mo¿na oÄlou touª koinobi¿ou). V.C. S5 cc. 53 and 54 relates how these two boats were given � by a notable of Kous (Apollonopolis) and by Bishop Arius of Panopolis. But the community must have had at least one small boat very early � cf. V.P. G1 cc. 60�1, 71.


� V.P. G1 cc. 109, 113, 120: Ep. Am. cc. 2 and 29.


� V.P. G1 c. 146 (92. 13�14). Cf Praec. 118�19.


� V.P. G1 cc. 28 (19. 3�5), 77 (52. 2), 110 (72. 1), 131 (82. 35�6), 145 (92. 2): Praec. 20�2, 138: Praec. et Inst. 15: Pr. et L. 12.


� H.L. c. 32 (88. 10�89. 6 and 95. 6�12).


� Jerome, Praef. ad Reg. c. 5 (7. 5�13), states ‘Aliis diebus comedunt qui volunt post meri�diem … Omnes pariter comedunt’. This noon meal is made certain by Praec. 103, of which the Coptic survives: ‘Ad meridiem, quando fratres convocantur ad cibum’. The gong at noon called the brethren directly to the refectory, not to an office in the Synaxis first. So in Praec. 91, 100 and 102, it is assumed that the brethren may be going direct from their work or study, sometimes to the Synaxis, sometimes to the refectory: and Praec. 36 speaks of ’qui percutit et ad vescendum congregat fratres’. In G1 c. 52 we find Pachomius recovering from illness, and krou¿santoj touª oi¹kono¿mou fageiªn girding himself and going to the tra¿peza of the brethren in good health, and eating. In c. 69 (46. 8�11) we have still more clearly te¿wj oÄte krou¹ousin h¸me¿raj ei¹j toì fageiªn touìj a¹delfouìj, mhì mei¿nvj eÄwj o¹ye¿, a¹llaì a¹pelqwÜn fa¯ge w¨j pe¿nte kla¯smata, kaiì toì dido¿menon au¹toiªj e¸yhtoìn geuªsai. The meal, then, might be h¸me¿raj or o¹ye¿. Jerome’s ‘Onmes pariter comedunt’, if it means the whole community ate together, is not true. h¸me¿raj no doubt means at noon, as in Praec. 103. But what of o¹ye? We have it again in c. 55, when Pachomius comes to Mouchonsis and o¹yeì tvª wÑr# touª geuìsasqai h¸toi¿masan; and in c. 84 (57. 10) of Tithoes mhì a¹pelqwÜn o¹yeì ei¹j thìn tra¿pezan fageiªn. This second sitting surely followed an office in the Synaxis, after which (Praec. 28) the brethren might be going either to their cells or to the refectory � ‘Dimissa collecta singuli egredientes usque ad cellulas suas vel usque ad vescendi locum’. So in G1 c. 40 guests are t$ª meìn wÑr# thªj suna¯cewj sune¿rxesqai meq' h¸mwªn, metaÜ deì thìn eu¹xhìn ei¹j pre¿ponta kaiì hÄouxon to¿pon oÄntej e¹sqi¿ein kaiì a¹napau¿esqai. This would be the time of day when (cc. 96�7) Pachomius, visiting Tabennesi, discoursed to the brethren, then, in haste to get back to Faou, a¹nastaÜj metaÜ twªn a¹delfwªn huÄcato, kaiì a¹phªlqen mhì geusa¯menoj. In Paralipomena IV, c. 7, the Origenist monks, having stayed with Pachomius until the ninth hour, refuse the offer of a meal, eu¹ca¯menoi deì kaiì ountaca¯menoi a¹phªlqon: in IX, c. 17, Pachomius is described as entering with the brethren for the prayers, then, when they are completed, and e¹celqo¿ntwn au¹twªn e¹piì toì geu¿sasqai, remaining himself in the Synaxis and extending his prayers a¹poì wÑraj deka¯thj eÄwj ouã krou¿swain toiªj a¹delfoiªj thìn nukterinhìn leitourgi¿an � i.e. until the small hours.


It seems, then, that the Rule and the early Greek sources do confirm at least two sittings for meals, one at noon, one after an office in the Synaxis at or about the ninth hour.


� V.P. G1 c. 28 (18. 8�9): Praef. ad Reg. c. 5 (7. 11�3).


� That the evening instruction was after the meal seems proved by V.P. G1 c. 77 = V.C. B0 c. 69 (Theodore to give the instruction in the customary place oÄte e¹ce¿rxontai thªj trape¿zhj o¹yeì oi¸ a¹delfoi¿ - thªj trape¿zhj, missing in the Florentine MS., is confirmed by the Ambrosian and Athenian, the Vita Tertia, and the Coptic). So also V.C. B0 c. 29, and V.P. G1 c. 71 (48. 23�5). But in V.P. G1 c. 97 (65. 19) we find Pachomius, after a discourse and its concluding prayer, going off without partaking.


� Ep. Am. cc. 2�7. That the Synaxis was not the normal place of the discourse is borne out by the language used elsewhere, e.g. V.P. G1 c. 77 (52. 2): oÄpou sunago¿meqa ei¹j kath¿xhoin kataì th¿n kuriakh¿n; Paral. I, c. 1 (122. 12): ei¹j w¨risme¿non to¿pon thªj monhªj.


� For Pachomius � to quote the Greek sources only � we have V.P. Gl cc. 47�9, 56�7, 63, 75, 96�7, 102; Paral. IX, cc. 19�20, XVII. cc. 37�41. For Theodore, V.P. Gl cc. 131, 135, 140�2; Ep. Am. cc. 23, 28. For Orsiesius, V.P. G1 cc. 118, 126.


� See V.P. G1 c. 99 (66. 3�7).


� Paral. XVII. It is to be noted that the Greek of this homily is closer to that of the Vita Prima than to that of the rest of the Paralipomena.


� Lefort, Oeuvres de S. Pachôme et de ses Disciples (C.S.C.O. 159�60, scr. Copt., 23-4), pp 1�24: also several other fragments of Pachomius, pp. 24�30; of Theodore, pp. 37�62; and of Orsiesius, pp. 66�82.


� V.P. G1 c. 58 (40. 10�14): Praec. 28.


� V.P. G1 loc.cit. (40. 14) : Pr. et. Inst. 14: Pr. et L. 10.


� V.P. G1 loc.cit. (40. 15�18): Praec. 122.


� V.P. G1 c. 61 (41. 35) : Paral. IX, c. 17 (140. 17) : Praec. 3, 5, 9: Pr. et L. 2.


� V.P. G1 cc. 60�61 (41. 15�16, 35�6), 88 (59. 21), 101 (67. 22): Paral. IX, c. 17 (140. 17), c. 19 (143. 13�14), XII, c. 29 (156. 28), XVI, c. 35 (160. 13�14): Praec. 24. � Paral. IX, c. 19 (143. 14), X., c. 26 (154. 8), and perhaps IV., c. 7 (130. 19) show us instances of morning discourses following the nocturnal office. Cf. Praec. 19.


� Praec. 9�10.


� Praec. 37�9: V.P. G1 c. 111.


� Praec. 53.


� Praec. 49, 139.


� V.P. G1 c. 99 (66. 33�6): Praef. ad Reg. c. 9 (8. 19�9. 5). Palladius (H.L. c. 32, 90. 4�91. 6) seems to have misinterpreted what he had heard of this.


� Pach. Lat., pp. 77�101.


� V.P. G1 cc. 94�5 and 147 (93. 13): also Ep. Am. c. 7 where the number in the house is put at about twenty.


� V.P. G1 c. 99: V.C. B0 c. 196 (p. 216. 16�26); S3b, p. 341. 8�16; S21 p. 389. 27�8. See Ladeuze, C.P., pp. 32 ff., Lefort, V.C.S.P. XI�XII, Halkin, S.P.V.G., p. 90.


� Xa¿risma diakri¿sewj pneuma¯twn, V.A. 876b, 900a, 965b: doqeiªsan xa¯rin ei¹j thìn dia¯krisin twªn pneuma¯twn, V.A. 908a: ‘cor scientiae et spiritum discretionis’, Ep. Ant. IV. 29 (cf. I. 66). dia¯krisij pneu¿matoj, V.P. G1 34. 5, 51. 17, 22, 58. 24, 64. 30, 73. 22 (d.pneu¿matoj a¨gi¿ou): diakri¿nw 6. 18, 8. 6, 35. 16, 58. 24, 64. 2, 73. 18: e¹aÜn mhì aÜkro¿tatoj diakritikoìj eu¸reqvª 85. 19.


� Ti¿ pleiªon touª eÄxein pneuªma aÄgion; V.P. Gl 85. 2.


� Ep. Ant. II. 7, 27, 29: VI. 31.


� Ibid. II. 27, VI. 30, VII. 9.


� Apart from a quotation of the baptismal formula (1. 13), the Vita Prima has only three (31. 17, 50. 14, 88. 10) unambiguous references to God the Holy Spirit � though the adjective is not expressed. On other occasions, where the adjective is expressed, the article is commonly absent (33. 7, 73. 22, 85. 2), and we should translate ‘holy spirit’, or ‘a holy spirit’; or, if it is present, it may still mean the particular holy spirit dwelling in a man, rather than God the Holy Spirit (42. 3, 69. 6, 76. 32). In 58. 24�5 we have ‘the discernment of the spirit, to distin�guish the wicked spirits from the holy’: and as an example of this, we have in 48. 7�9 the case of two monks requited, one with the spirit of obedience and power, the other with the spirit of unbelief.


Paralipomena has apart from the baptismal formula (155. 17), only two references to the Holy Spirit � but both of them explicit and unambiguous (123. 23, 147. 9): it has also a reference to ‘spirit�bearing men’ (153. 19).


The Letter of Ammon exhibits a more developed pneumatology, in which the personality of the Holy Spirit is clearly marked (101. 30, 103. 34, 104. 1, 110. 34, 111. 28).


The Coptic Catechesis of Pachomius published by Lefort in C.S.C.O., Vols. 159�60 has four explicit references to the ‘Spirit of God’ (10. 27, 10. 31, 23. 25, 24. 5), one to the ‘Spirit of Jesus’ (23. 17). A reference (6. 31) to the ‘language of the Spirit’ reminds us of the ‘secret language of the Spirit’ of V.P. G1 c. 99 (66. 35): and ‘lest the Spirit of God withdraw from thee’ (10. 31) lessens the ambiguity of V.P. G1 76. 32, oÄson oÄson toì aÄgion pneuªma ap' au¹thªj (thªj yuxhªj) a¹naxwreiª. Another excerpt attributed to Pachomius (26. 24) speaks of the devil retiring when he sees that the Holy Spirit is in a man. The Catecheses attributed to Theodore and Horsiesius, published in the same volumes, indicate in regard to the Holy Spirit a number of themes which become typical of the Coptic Lives. These last belong to a later stage in pneumatology.


� Ep. Ant. II. 27, III. 35, IV. 16, 108, V. 34, 39, 45, VI. 16, 26, 29, 30, 37, 43, VII. 9. The name of Jesus alone similarly occurs six times in the Coptic Catechesis of Pachomius, once in those of Theodore, and twice in those of Horsiesius.


� V.P. G1 c. 110 (72. 4�7).


� V.A. cc. 31�5 (889�93): V.P. G1 c. 3 (3. 3�11).


� V.P. G1 cc. 41, 43, 44.


� Ibid. cc. 47�8.


� Ibid. c. 120. The Coptic account of this voyage and visit (V.C. S5 cc. 119�23) differs considerably from the Greek. But in spite of some interesting details, it bears clear evidence of its secondary character, and historical unreliability where it conflicts with the Greek.


� Soz. H.E. II. 31.


� V.A. cc. 69�71.


� Ruf. H.E. XI. 7; Socr. H.E. IV. 25; Soz. H.E. III. 15; H.L. c. 4 (20. 6�12).


� G Ant. 34. Amoun also visited Antony, apparently several times � G Am. Nitr. 1; V.A. c. 60 (where the distance from Nitria to St. Antony’s Mountain � apparently the Interior Mountain � is given as thirteen days’ journey).


� H.L. c. 10, and Butler’s Note 18. If he died while Melania was in Nitria, A.D. 374, at the age of seventy, he would have been born in A.D. 304.


� H.L. c. 12. Benjamin was eighty when he died, which was after Palladius’ arrival at the Cells, and before Dioscorus’ consecration as Bishop of Damanhur � therefore about A.D. 391; which places his birth about A.D. 311. An Apophthegm (G Benj. 2) calls him Priest of the Cells.


� H.L. c. 18: H.M. (Gr.) c. 23, (Lat.) c. 29. He died, nearly a hundred years old, A.D. 393, having been baptized sixty years before (H.L. 58. 3�4).


� H.L. c. 46. He died fifteen years before Palladius’ arrival, therefore about A.D. 375. Thirty�seven years before that takes us back to A.D. 338.


� G Ant. 34.


� H.M. (Lat.) c. 22: H.L. cc. 7 (25. 8�9), 18 (47. 22�4), 38 (120. 7�8).


� Cass. Coll. VI. 1.


� Soz. H.E. VI. 31.


� H.M. (Lat.) c. 22.


� Verba Seniorum, P.J. XIV. 16 (= Nau 293).


� H.M. (Gr.) c. 26. 11�13.


� H.L. c. 7: H.M. (Gr.) c. 20, (Lat.) c. 21.


� Ruf. H.E. II. 3.


� Pall. D.V.C. c. 17 (106. 25, 27).


� V.P. G1 cc. 6 (4. 29), 79 (53. 18): Praec. 45, 54. But even here, wine appears to be allowed for the sick (Pr. 45), even if not always accepted (V.P. G1 53. 18). Apart from the Coenobium, complete abstention from wine seems to be an individual ascetic practice, even in Scetis. In V.A. c. 7 (853a) total abstention appears to be taken for granted. But Poemen’s o¸ oiãnoj oãlwj ou¹k eãsti twªn monaxwªn (G Poem. 19) is in answer to praise of a certain monk for not drinking wine. The Xois who says (G Xois 1) that wine is alien to monks who live according to God, says it in answer to a question whether a third cup is too much, and is probably to be identified with the Sisoes who is twice (G Sisoes 2 and 8) recorded as facing the same problem and giving the same answer � that a third cup would not be much if there were no Satan. In Sisoes 8 the occasion is given as a prosfora¯ at the Mountain of St. Antony, with a ‘cnidion’ of wine there. Other stories show wine at feasts in Scetis (P.J. IV. 53 = Nau 144) and the Cells (N60: P.J. IV. 54 = N 148). Macarius the Egyptian (G Mac. Aeg. 10) would take wine when it was offered him, but for each cup he would go a day without water. Paphnutius (G Paph. 2) did not readily take wine, but his acceptance of a cup at the sword’s point was the means of the conversion of a brigand chief. Xanthias (G Xan. 2), coming up from Scetis to Terenuthis, and offered a cup of wine, was taunted as a winebibber by a demon, but defiantly drained the cup, and cast out the demon in doing so. The injunction to young monks not to drink wine (MS. Berlin Phill. 1724, 216b = N (Guy) 592�45, the last anecdote in Evergetinos III. 42) leads on to the statement that the devil often leads old monks to offer them wine. Joseph of Panephysis would give his visitors wine, but he and his disciples secretly drank only a mixture of sea�water and fresh (G Eulogius).


� Ep. Am. c. 19 (108. 1). See also V.P. G1 c. 134 (84. 30) � the women’s convents employed w©mo¿lina nh¿qein ei¹j touìj lebi¿twnaj.


� Socr. H.E. IV. 23.


� G Mac. Aeg. 2.


� Ep. Am. c. 32 (118. 14�16).


� Ibid. cc. 31 and 32.


� H.L. c. 7 (26. 9�12).


� H.L. c. 46 (134. 13�14): Ep. Am. c. 32 (118. 37�119. 4).


� H.L. cc. 10, 12, 46: Ep. Am. loc. cit.


� P.G. XXV, 523�34. The date of this letter (A.D. 353�4) is given by the reference (532a) to the absence abroad of Sarapion and Ammonius (cf. Soz. H.E. IV. 9; Festal Index, P.G. XXVI. 135b; and Hist. Aceph. 3, P.G. XXVI. 1443 bc).


� Ibid. 532a. But Athanasius, speaking of Mouis in the Upper Thebaid, Paul in Latopolis, may have confused the sees. The Festal Letters make Mouis bishop in Latopolis, Philo in Thebes. See above, note 57.


� Ath. Apol. de Fuga 7, Hist. Ar. 72: Ep. Am. c. 32: Jerome V. Hil. c. 30.


� G Am. Nitr. 1. Cf. the question to which St. John Climacus will not divulge the answer, why there were not so many luminaries among the holy Tabennesiotes as among the Scetiotes � P.G. 88, 1105c.


� Ep. Am. c. 35 (120. 26).


� H.L. c. 18 (47. 23).


� Ibid. (47. 24, 56. 15). See also c. 20 (63. 13), where Macarius tells Paul of Pherme that for sixty years he has made a regular hundred prayers a day.


� Ibid. c. 17 (43. 11).


� He was baptized sixty years before his death � H.L. c. 18 (58. 3�4). Sozomen, H.E. III. 14. 3 says he was ordained priest later than his Egyptian namesake, therefore after A.D. 340.


� H. L. c. 18 (48. 2�6).


� Ibid. (48. 17�24).


� Ibid. (48. 25-49. 8).


� Ibid. (52. 1�53. 13). In Syria early in the next century, St. Symeon the Stylite as a young monk provoked a similar rebellion by his extreme practices.


� Cf. the story edited by Draguet (Le Muséon 70, pp. 267�306) from MS. Vat. 2091, ff. 9r�10r, where it is inserted in H.L. c. 7, appearing, pace Draguet, to be neither more nor less genuine than the rest of the B recension of the Lausiac History. See also the story in V.C. Sl pp. 3�5 (and S3 pp. 66�9).


� H .L. c. 18 (51. 10�16).


� Ibid. c. 17 (43. 16).


� G Mac. Aeg. 2.


� G Mac. Aeg. 4 and 20.


� G Chaeremon.


� H.L. c. 17 (44. 1�3).


� G Mac. Aeg. 7: Joh. Col. 6, 35: Esaias 5: Isaac Cell. 4, 7: Pior 1: P.J. XIV. 14.


� G Mac. Aeg. 14.


� G Mac. Aeg. 13.


� G Mac. Aeg. 39.


� G Olympius 1.


� G Mac. Aeg. 33. See Evelyn White, History of the Monasteries of Nitria and of Scetis, c. VII.


� G Mac. Aeg. 3.


� Cass. Coll. X. 2.


� Evelyn White, History, c. VII.


� V.P. G1 c. 120: Greg. Naz. Or. XXI, cc. 27�9: Festal Index A.D. 346.


� Ath. Hist. Ar. c. 25.


� Forty�eight years before Palladius’ visit to him, which was probably in A.D. 394 - H.L. c. 35 (105. 16).


� Ep. Am. c. 2.


� V.P. G1 cc. 127�31.


� V.P. G1 c. 134.


� Ep. Am. c. 7 (100. 25�30).


� Ibid. c. 17 (106. 5).


� Ibid. c. 30.


� Jerome, Chronicle (ed. Helm), p. 240 (A.D. 356) � P.L. 27, 687. The date is confirmed by a letter of Sarapion of Thmuis to Antony’s disciples on his death, written in A.D. 356, and surviving in Syriac and Armenian, published by Draguet in Le Muséon 64 (1951), pp. 1�25.


� V.A. cc. 91�2 (972b�973a).


� On 7th Feb., A.D. 356: Ath. Ap. de F. 24; Ap. ad Const. 25; Hist. Ar. 48, 81: Ep. Am. c. 31: Hist. Aceph. 5: Festal Index (A.D. 356).


� Ath. Ap. de F. 7; Hist. Ar. 72: Jer. V. Hil. 30: Ep. Am. c. 32.


� H.L. c. 63: Festal Index for A.D. 360.


� V.P. G1 cc. 137�8: V.C. B0 c. 185, S5 c. 165.


� Amm. Marc. XXII 11; A. S. Boll. Oct. VIII, pp. 856�88; G.C.S. 21 (Philostorgius), pp. 151�75; Theod. H.E. III. 18.


� V.P. G1 c. 137: V.C. B0 c. 185.


� Festal Index for A.D. 363. The edict for his exile had reached him on 24th Oct., A.D. 362, and he wrote his Festal Letter from Memphis.


� V.P. G1 cc. 143�4: cf. V.C. B0 cc. 200�4.


� Ep. Am. c. 34.


� V.P. G1 c. 146 (92. 12�22).


� Ibid. c. 145.


� Ibid. c. 146 (92. 22�93. 12).


� Ibid. c. 148.


� Ibid. c. 149 (95. 7�11).


� Ibid. c. 150.


� G Ammonas 3.


� Ibid. 8 and 10.


� H.M. c. 15.


� Ruf. H.E. II. 8.


� P.O. X. 6.


� P.O. XI. 4.


� G Sisoes 28.


� Jerome, Chronicle (ed. Helm.), p. 240 (A.D. 357): P.L. 27. 689.


� Jer. V. Hil. cc. 30�1.


� G Sisoes 48.


� Ibid. 7.


� Ibid. 28.
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