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Early Christians experienced and described evil demons as relentlessly multiple. For example, a Coptic saying of Macarius described demons alighting on monks ‘like flies’, and in an elaborate metaphor, demons were said to be sown by the ox-fly which is the devil, infesting the ‘sheep’ of the faithful with the worms of passions and pleasures.[footnoteRef:1] These medical- veterinary analogies of infesting, demonic swarms find a modern parallel in the famous comparison made by Dawes and Baynes in 1948 between demons in Byzantine hagiography, and ‘myriad bacilli’, ‘each and all inspired by a conscious will to injure man.’[footnoteRef:2] Although singular and more strongly individuated demons can be found in stories about demonic gods like Bes who haunted pagan statues and temples, and in warnings about the demons of particular vices such as fornication and gluttony, the broader context of these texts indicates that such single demons belonged to and acted as part of a much larger collective.[footnoteRef:3] Only the devil himself, the arch-demon, was regularly accorded singular personhood and isolated agency. By contrast, a single minor demon in this world was a temporary phenomenon, rather like Damien Hirst’s single pickled lamb in its lonely vitrine, ‘away from the flock’.[footnoteRef:4]  [1:  Tim Vivian, Saint Macarius, the Spiritbearer: Coptic Texts Relating to Saint Macarius the Great (Crestwood, 2004), 58 and 114.]  [2:  Elizabeth Dawes and Norman Baynes, Three Byzantine Saints: Contemporary Biographies Translated from the Greek (Oxford, 1948), p. xii.]  [3:  On ‘demonic’ Bes, see David Frankfurter, Religion in Roman Egypt: Assimilation and Resistance (Princeton, 1998), 129-30. On demonic vices in Evagrian thought, see David Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk: Spiritual Combat in Early Christianity (Harvard, 2006) 48-77.]  [4:  Damien Hirst, ‘Away from the Flock’ (1994). (Glass, stainless steel, perspex, acrylic paint, lamb and formaldehyde solution). Tate / National Galleries of Scotland.] 

The idea that multiple beings could share a corporate life, and the use of bodily analogies and metaphors to describe such groups, had a long philosophical history. It was famously adopted by Paul in his description of the members of the church as the ‘body of Christ’.[footnoteRef:5] In late antiquity, Paul’s corporate ecclesiology received a negative inflection in Tyconius’ description of the mass of wicked humans and fallen angels as the ‘body of the devil’ (corpus diaboli), an idea which in turn influenced later writing, from Augustine’s vision of the corpus (and civitas) diaboli to commentators on Revelation like Primasius.[footnoteRef:6] However, it was not until later in the middle ages that the Roman legal idea of corporate personality, by which a group of individuals were treated as a body (corpus) or society (universitas), received extensive theological and political development.[footnoteRef:7] Early Christian writers tended to characterize collective bodies of demons in animal terms like the swarm, herd, and flock and as human groups like the mob and the legion, rather than through the bodily language of sōma and corpus. This article focusses on treatments of two particular kinds of anthropomorphizing demonic group in ascetic hagiography and exhortation: ‘the crowd’ and ‘the army’. These collective bodies were evoked in a variety of ways, from similes (demons behave like a rabble), to metaphorically inflected collective nouns (an army of demons), to narrative strategies such as descriptions of transformation (demons don disguise as troops of soldiers). I will explore how anecdotes about and descriptions of these groups disclose competing ideas of demons as on the one hand chaotic and self-interested, and on the other hand hierarchical, structured, and disciplined. I concentrate on texts produced about and for ascetics not just because they are especially rich in demonological insights, but also because they are densely intertextual, borrowing from each other and sharing broader oral and scriptural traditions in a way that produces telling repetitions and echoes across languages and traditions. My choice to focus on just two kinds of demonic collective bodies is pragmatic, narrowing down a vast quantity of patristic material to a feasible size; however, the study of other demonic bodies, especially those of animals, remains a desideratum.[footnoteRef:8]  [5:  ICor. 12:12-27; cf also Eph. 4:12. See Dale Martin, The Corinthian Body (Yale, 1995), and Michelle Lee, Paul, the Stoics and the Body of Christ (Cambridge, 2006).]  [6:  Tyconius, Book of Rules 7; Augustine, On Christian Teaching 3.37.55; id., Literal Commentary on Genesis 11.22.29, 11.24.31-25.32; Primasius, Commentary on the Apocalypse 16.13. It is not clear how big a role Augustine envisaged for demons in his corpus diaboli, as his various discussions of this group focus on the relationship between the humans that make up its body and the devil that is its head. See Johannes van Oort, Jerusalem and Babylon: A Study into Augustine’s City of God and the Sources of his Doctrine of the Two Cities, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 14 (Leiden, 1991), 254-73; and Gregory Wiebe’s article in this volume.]  [7:  See Ernst Kantorowicz, The King’s Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Theology (Princeton, 1957), 193- 272 on the corpus mysticum and Jeannine Quillet, ‘Community, Counsel and Representation’, in James Burns (ed.), The Cambridge History of Medieval Political Thought (Cambridge, 1988), 520-72.]  [8:  Travis Proctor’s article in this volume discusses the connection between animals and demons, including an illuminating discussion of how περιλιχμάομαι (‘to lick up, around’), a verb associated with the eating habits of animals from asps to cattle, is used by Athenagoras of demons licking around sacrificial altars.] 


The demonic crowd
One popular way of representing demonic groups in patristic texts was as a crowd, whether as a featureless multitude or, more pejoratively, as a chaotic rabble. In both kinds of group, the personhood of individual members of the crowd was generally weakened if not altogether effaced, in part a function of the homogenizing grammatical effect of collective nouns.[footnoteRef:9] Such de-individualization also reflects ancient ideas about crowds, which were thought to encourage violent, emotional, and noisy behaviour.[footnoteRef:10] In particular, Christian preachers and teachers of the late Roman empire warned about the contagious and morally compromising effects of crowd membership.[footnoteRef:11] Augustine famously recounted how his friend Alypius had been taken to a gladiatorial show at Rome, and although he had been an unwilling spectator, initially sitting with his eyes shut, he was induced to open them by ‘a huge shout of the whole crowd’ (clamor ingens totius populi). This shouting forced open his eyes and wounded his mind, and he became drunk on the spectacle of violence before him; ‘he was no longer the person who had come in, but just one of the throng which he had joined...’ (et non erat iam ille, qui venerat, sed unus de turbam ad quam venerat...). In Augustine’s narrative, the overwhelming noise (clamor) of the crowd forced Alypius into participating in a bloodthirsty mob in which his very self was lost.[footnoteRef:12]  [9:  See Greville Corbett, Number (Cambridge, 2000) 117-19, at 118: ‘Distributives indicate that they should be individuated, considered separately, while collectives (in one use of the term) indicate that they should be considered together as a unit’ and 119: ‘the primary function of collectives is to specify the cohesion of a group, sometimes manifested in joint activity’; and Jan Rijkhoff, The Noun Phrase (Oxford, 2002), 51-6 on the ‘shape’ and ‘homogeneity’ of collective nouns. See also Christopher Beckwith, Phoronyms, Classifiers, Class Nouns, and the Pseudopartitive Construction (New York, 2007), 67-93 on ‘the group classifier’. Olga Spevak, The Noun Phrase in Classical Latin Prose (Leiden, 2014), 49-50 prefers ‘nominal quantifier’ to ‘collective noun’.]  [10:  On Roman views of crowd behaviour, see Ramsay MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order: Treason, Unrest and Alienation in the Empire (Harvard, 1966), 162-91; Garrett Fagan, The Lure of the Arena: Social Psychology and the Crowd at the Roman Games (Cambridge, 2011), 10-12 and 123-40; Daniëlle Slootjes, ‘Crowd Behavior in Late Antique Rome’, in Michelle Salzman, Marianne Sághy, and Rita Lizzi Testa (eds), Pagans and Christians in Late Antique Rome: Conflict, Competition and Coexistence in the Fourth Century (Cambridge, 2016), 178-194. ]  [11:  Augustine, Confessions 6.viii.13, ed. Lucas Verheijen after Martin Skutella (Turnhout, 1981), CCSL 27, trans. Henry Chadwick (Oxford, 1991). See Ruth Webb, Demons and Dancers: Performance in Late Antiquity (Harvard, 2008), 203-5.]  [12:  Gottfried Mader, ‘Blocked Eyes and Ears: The Eloquent Gestures at Augustine, Conf. VI.8.13’, L’antiquité classique 69 (2000), 217-220.] 

Moving to the domain of ascetic hagiography, we find developed the same topos of the violence of the crowd, but demonic rather than human. Athanasius reported in his iconic Life of Antony that the devil came ‘with a multitude of demons’ (μετὰ πλήθους δαιμόνων) when Antony was holed up in a tomb, and beat him with blows which had agonizing effects.[footnoteRef:13]  Here, πλῆθος has a neutral numerical sense of ‘a large number’ or ‘a mass’, reflected in the relatively close translation of this word as multitudo in the first, anonymous Latin version of the Life.[footnoteRef:14] However, in the lengthy direct discourse on demons attributed to Antony which is embedded in Athanasius’ Life, Antony used a more loaded term for the demonic group; he reassured his audience that ‘if they (sc. the demons) had power, they would not come in a crowd (μετ’ ὄχλου)’ as ‘it would suffice that one only should come and accomplish that which he was able and willing to do.’[footnoteRef:15] The noun ὄχλος evoked both the urban populace and soldiers, and sometimes had a pejorative edge, closer to our ‘rabble’ or ‘mob’.[footnoteRef:16] This sense is reflected in the anonymous Latin translation of the Life which renders ὄχλος as turba, a word which had a strong qualitative sense of turmoil, disorder, and commotion, and could in a transferred sense refer to the tumult of a crowd.[footnoteRef:17] Antony’s observation that individual demons, like an urban crowd, needed the sheer numerical forces of an ὄχλος to accomplish anything, reminded (and perhaps reassured) his audience that the tendency of demons to cluster together in terrifying mobs was in fact a token of their weakness.  [13:  Athanasius, Life of Antony 8.2, ed. and trans. Gerhard Bartelink, SC 400 (Paris, 1994).]  [14:  Anonymous Latin translation of Athanasius’ Life of Antony 8.2, ed. and trans. Gerhard Bartelink, Vita di Antonio (Milan, 1974). The later Latin translation of the life by Evagrius of Antioch (PG 26, 835-977) offers a looser rendition of μετὰ πλήθους δαιμόνων, as aggregatis satellitibus suis.]  [15:  Athanasius, Life of Antony 28.8. Although attributed to Antony, this speech is more likely a version or reconstruction of its contents; Athanasius explained (Life of Antony 16.1) that Antony delivered this address in Coptic, and Palladius (Lausiac History 21.15) noted that it had been translated into Greek by the monk Kronios. Debate about the sequence of composition of the various versions and translations of the text is usefully summarized by Samuel Rubenson, The Letters of Saint Antony: Monasticism and the Making of the Saint (Minneapolis, 1995), 126-31.]  [16:  On ὄχλος, see LSJ 1281; and Robert Cousland, The Crowds in the Gospel of Matthew, Supplements to Novum Testamentum 102 (Leiden, 2002), 35-51.]  [17:  Charlton Lewis and Charles Short, A Latin Dictionary (Oxford, 1907), 1916-17.] 

As we saw in Augustine’s anecdote about Alypius, one of the chief characteristics of human crowds was their noisiness, and the demonic crowd was similarly loud; indeed, since their aery bodies rendered them invisible to all but the most discerning of holy men and women, demons were most often encountered by ordinary people through their sound. When Antony was walled up in an abandoned fort, visitors were said to have heard shouting from within as if of ‘crowds’ (ὄχλοι) ‘clamouring, resounding, and sending out piteous voices (θορυβούντων, κτυπούντων, φωνὰς ἀφιέντων οἰκτρὰς), crying, “Go from what is ours. What are you doing even in the desert? You cannot bear our scheming.”’[footnoteRef:18] When they finally broke into the fort and saw nobody, Antony’s visitors realised that what they had heard was the noise of demons. Athanasius described the demons’ speech in a string of vivid verbs, and then reproduced short sentences of direct speech in which the demons asserted their ownership of the desert and boasted about their machinations in the first person plural. This unison shouting by a group, whether in praise, approval, request, blame, or lament, was a lived reality in the late antique city, where crowds regularly chanted rousing acclamations and petitions in public spaces like the hippodrome, and raised their voices together in hymns and other liturgical performances in church.[footnoteRef:19] The composition of corporate direct speeches for multiple actors was also a familiar textual strategy in antiquity, whether in the chant of a dramatic chorus or in the invention of speeches for crowds in historical narratives.[footnoteRef:20]  [18:  Athanasius, Life of Antony 13.1-2. The use of plural ὄχλοι here could be read as an example of the ‘particularizing plural’; see Alan Cameron, Circus Factions: Blues and Greens at Rome and Byzantium (Oxford, 1976), 29. The anonymous Latin translation of this text rendered ὄχλοι as multitudo turbantium; Evagrius of Antioch used vulgus, which had a similarly disdainful edge as ὄχλος, evoking the ‘common’ people.]  [19:  See Charlotte Roueché, ‘Acclamations in the Late Roman Empire: New Evidence from Aphrodisias’, JRS 74 (1984), 181-99 and Hans-Ulrich Wiemer, ‘Akklamationen im spätrömischen Reich. Zur Typologie und Funktion eines Kommunikationsrituals’, Archiv für Kulturgeschichte 86 (2004), 55-73.]  [20:  On the collective personality of the dramatic chorus, see Maarit Kaimio, The Chorus of Greek Drama Within the Light of the Person and Number Used, Commentationes humanarum litterarum 46 (Helsinki, 1970), 36-198. In late antiquity, Greek drama was primarily encountered ‘textually’ rather than in full performances; see Pat Easterling and Richard Miles, ‘Dramatic Identities: Tragedy in Late Antiquity’, in Richard Miles (ed.), Constructing Identities in Late Antiquity (London, 1999), 95-111. On the collective speech of crowds in the Gospels, see Cousland, The Crowds in the Gospel of Matthew (2002), 136-40, and for a comparison between the Greek dramatic chorus and the crowd in Matthew, see id., ‘The Choral Crowds in the Tragedy According to St Matthew’, in Jo-Ann Brant, Charles Hedrick, and Chris Shea (eds), Ancient Fiction: The Matrix of Early Christian and Jewish Narrative, Society of Biblical Literature symposium series 32 (Atlanta, 2005), 255-74. ] 

The speech of the demonic rabble was not only described as loud, but also as qualitatively offensive, incorporating accusations and insults. In Sulpitius Severus’ Life of Martin, a text which shows knowledge of Athanasius’ Life of Antony, it is said that insults (convicia) were often overheard by which a ‘throng of demons’ (turba daemonum) ‘rebuked’ (increpabat) Martin ‘in shameless words’ (protervis vocibus).[footnoteRef:21] As already noted, turba had resonances of turmoil and commotion, and Severus used it frequently to describe large crowds of hostile humans – especially of rustic pagans.[footnoteRef:22] In this passage, it emerges that the demons’ reproaches had no effect, for knowing that they were false, Martin remained unmoved. After a general characterisation of the crowd, Severus then reported a specific example of the demons’ ‘shameless words’ overheard by one of the brothers: one daemon had accused Martin of receiving into his monastery various brothers who had sinned after baptism. Martin retorted that God showed mercy on the sinful, which the demon denied, before Martin shouted in apparent exasperation that he wished that his interlocutor would stop attacking mankind and repent of his own sin. Although Severus named Martin’s rigorist interlocutor as both daemon and diabolus in this passage, some commentators have suggested that he was in fact human.[footnoteRef:23] Whether Martin’s opponent was a man or a demon, the saint’s outburst had a limited effect on him: ‘even though he (Martin) could not exceed him in authority, he showed his emotion’ (etsi auctoritatem praestare non potuit, ostendit affectum).  [21:  Severus, Life of Martin 22, ed. and trans. Jacques Fontaine, SC 133-5 (Paris, 1967-9). On Severus’ knowledge of Athanasius’ Life, see Clare Stancliffe, Martin and His Hagiographer (Oxford, 1983), 64-5. ]  [22:  Sulpitius Severus, Life of Martin 8.1, 2, 3; 9.1; 12.1, 3; 13.1, 4, 6;  14.6; 16.6; 18.3. See Stancliffe, Martin and His Hagiographer, 237-8.]  [23:  See Jacques Fontaine, SC 135, 970-1, and Stancliffe, Martin and His Hagiographer, 239, related to her earlier interpretation, 194, that the attribution of something to the devil was ‘shorthand for a man acting under demoniacal inspiration.’] 

By contrast, we find examples in other texts of monks whose practice of the right kind of ascetic discipline had more tangible effects, conquering, quietening, and banishing noisy demonic crowds. This can be seen in one of the longer apophthegmata in the systematic collection which contains a cautionary tale about a monk who had been neglecting his practice of solitary night-time prayer.[footnoteRef:24] Passing by his cell one day, Macarius the elder saw ‘a multitude of demons’ (πλῆθος δαιμόνων) outside. ‘Some of them were transformed into women uttering obscenities; some were as young men making shameful remarks; some were dancing; others were changed into various shapes.’ In taking on the guise of a crowd of seductive women and boorish young men, this demonic group brought the sensual disorder of the polis to the desert, and disturbed a monk’s ascetic isolation; as in Severus’ story about Martin, the demons’ speech is characterized as impudent, even obscene. Macarius’ response to this sight was to say: “Indeed this brother is living in negligence (ἐν ἀμελείᾳ), and that is why the evil spirits are circling around his cell in this disorderly way (ἀτάκτως).” Macarius thus interpreted the disorder of the demons outside the cell as reflecting the spiritual disorder of the monk within. Furthermore, the adverbial alpha-privative ἀτάκτως (‘in a disorderly manner’) conveys not just the demons’ confusion, but their lack of military organisation. As we will see in the second section of this article, Evagrius presented demonic assaults as operating most effectively through an escalating sequence of phantasmagoric temptations, transformations and assaults: one demon would have a go at a monk, before handing on to another demon to escalate or vary tactics. Simultaneous attack by demons in multiple disguises was a break with this ordered turn-taking, and in this apophthegma, it flags up an early lapse in demonic strategy which perhaps anticipates or even predicts their eventual failure, for we then learn that the senior monk managed to trick his colleague into offering ever greater numbers of prayers which in turn dampened the demons’ assaults. On the elder’s repeated return visits to check up on his wayward brother, he saw the demons standing outside the cell, first ‘altogether gloomy’ (στυγνοὺς δὲ πάνυ), and later ‘gloomy and silent’ (στυγνοὺς καὶ σιωπῶντας); after remonstrating with Macarius, they eventually went away. Here, the demons’ silence betokens their defeat. [24:  Apophthegmata Patrum 18.14, ed. Jean-Claude Guy, Les apophthegmes des pères, SC 498 (Paris, 2005), 58-63; cf the version of the story in the anonymous collection, no. 66, ed. François Nau, ‘Histoires des solitaires Egyptiens’, ROC 12 (1907), 393-413.] 

So far, we have encountered two rather different ways of presenting the shouts of the demonic crowd. On the one hand, these could be presented as brief portions of unified and comprehensible direct speech, as in the demons’ questions and laments in the Life of Antony. On the other hand, demonic speech was not always reported directly; it could also be described in general qualitative terms as a din of insults and rebukes, as in the apophthegma and the Life of Martin. Sometimes a single demonic representative stepped forward to voice direct speech on behalf of the group, as in the Life of Martin, a little like the chorus leader in a dramatic performance. A further type of collective demonic speech can be found in two hagiographic stories by Jerome and Gregory the Great which emphasized the chaotic plurality of indwelling spirits through the confused and altogether incomprehensible babble of voices that emerged, paradoxically, from a single demoniac. These stories played on the Gospel pericope (Mark 5:1-13; Luke 8:26-33) of the Gadarene demoniac(s) whose indwelling demon declares itself to be ‘legion’, a noun which could be taken in a strict military sense to refer to the largest unit in the Roman army, somewhere between four and six thousand men, or in a more figurative sense to signify a very large group.[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  Karel van der Toom, Bob Becking, Pieter Willem van der Horst (eds), Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible, 2nd ed. (Leiden, 1999), 507-8.] 

In both Mark and Luke, the narrative oscillates between singular and plural agents in describing and reporting the speech of the possessing demon(s). In Mark, Jesus addresses the demon in the singular as the ‘unclean spirit’, and the demon-cum-demoniac initially replies as a grammatically singular speaker, before shifting into the plural: ‘My name is Legion, for we are many’ (Λεγιὼν ὄνομά μοι, ὅτι πολλοί ἐσμεν), as does the follow-up request: ‘he begged (παρεκάλει) him not to send them (αὐτὰ) out’ (Mark 5:8-10). Next, though, the demonic grammatical subject has become definitively plural: ‘They begged him (παρεκάλεσαν), saying (παρεκάλεσαν) ... “Send us (ἡμᾶς) to the swine, let us enter (εἰσέλθωμεν) them.”’ (Mark 5:12) And when the demons exit, they exit as plural ‘unclean spirits’ (τὰ πνεύματα ἀκάθαρτα, Mark  5:13). A similar shift can be seen in the narrative in Luke, although it occurs more quickly: the demon or demoniac identifies itself as ‘Legion’, ‘for many demons had entered him’ (Luke 8:30); immediately, these plural demons take over grammatical subjectivity: ‘they begged him not to command them to depart...’ (Luke 8:31); ‘demons then came out of the man’ (Luke 8:33). Patristic exegetes like Tertullian, Ephrem, and Ambrose were unconcerned about these apparent shifts in grammatical number, concentrating instead on explaining how a single human being could play host to such a large number of possessing spirits; they stressed the subtlety of the demons’ individual bodies which could thus be crammed with ease into a single human host.[footnoteRef:26] As we will see, Jerome and Gregory the Great similarly stressed the multiplicity of demons possessing a single demoniac, but, unlike the direct, articulate speech of the demonic ‘legion’ represented in the Gospels, they described the demons’ multiple voices as mixing in a single, indistinct noise.  [26:  Tertullian, Against Marcion 4.20 and On the Soul 25.8; Ephrem, Hymns On Paradise 5.7-8; Ambrose, Commentary on Luke 6.46. On the pneumatic nature of demons’ bodies, see Gregory Smith, ‘How thin is a demon?’, JECS 16 (2008), 479-512.] 

In his novelistic Life of Hilarion, Jerome riffed on earlier Lives, including that of Antony.[footnoteRef:27] The devil was particularly provoked by Hilarion’s holiness - as he had been by Antony - and he generated a number of sound-effects to terrify the saint, including crying babies and lamenting women, lowing oxen and bleating flocks, and the noise of an army, all of which Hilarion understood to be the ‘sport of demons’ (daemonum ludibria).[footnoteRef:28] Among the host of Hilarion’s subsequent miraculous healings and exorcisms, Jerome recounted a striking story about a rich and powerful man called Orion who was ‘possessed by a legion of demons’ (a legione possessus daemonum). Orion’s resemblance to the Gadarene demoniac(s) of the Gospels was further highlighted by the observation that his ‘hands, neck, sides and feet were laden with iron’ (manus, cervix, latera, pedes ferro onerati erant), a loose parallel with or expansion of the Gospel story.[footnoteRef:29] Hilarion wrestled with this demoniac and cried out repeatedly: ‘Be tormented, throng of demons (daemonum turba), be tormented!’ Hilarion is also described calling on Jesus to release the demoniac with the telling acclamation ‘“Yours it is to conquer many, no less than one”’. By drawing attention to the astonishing plurality of possessing spirits in Orion, and lining up the contemporary predicament with the past achievement of Jesus’ exorcism of the Gadarene demoniac, Hilarion was drawing on the well-established exorcistic technique of using a scriptural historiola for exorcistic purposes.[footnoteRef:30] There was then heard from Orion’s mouth ‘different voices and as it were the confused shouting of a populace’ (diuersae uoces et quasi confusus populi clamor), drawing attention not just to the remarkable number of spirits possessing Orion, each with its own voice, but also to their quality: the clamor is confusus (mingled and hence confused).[footnoteRef:31]  [27:  Jerome, Life of Hilarion ed. and trans. Pierre Leclerc, Edgardo Morales, and Adalbert de Vogüé, Trois Vies de Moines, SC 508 (Paris, 2007). Jerome mentions Antony at 4 and 14.]  [28:  Jerome, Life of Hilarion 6.]  [29:  Jerome, Life of Hilarion 18. In the Vulgate text of the Gospels (which Jerome had completed by the time he wrote the Life of Hilarion), the Gadarene demoniac is described as saepe conpedibus et catenis vinctus (Mark 5:4) and vinciebatur catenis et conpedibus custoditus (Luke 8:29).]  [30:  On historiolae, see David Frankfurter, ‘Narrating Power: The Theory and Practice of the Magical historiola in Ritual Spells’, in Marvin Meyer and Paul Mirecki (eds), Ancient Magic and Ritual Power, Religions in the Graeco-Roman World 129 (Leiden, 1995), 457-76. On historiolae in exorcistic formulae, see Pieter Willem van der Horst, ‘“The God who Drowned the King of Egypt”: A Short Note on an Exorcistic Formula’, in Antony Hilhorst and George van Kooten (eds), The Wisdom of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnostic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuzen, Arbeiten zur Geschichte des antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums 59 (Leiden, 2005), 135-40. ]  [31:  Marie Liguori Ewald, Early Christian Biographies, FC 15 (New York, 1952), 257 n. 46 suggests an intertext with Sallust, Jugurtha 60.2. This is but one of many possible allusions to classical texts in Jerome’s Life of Hilarion; see Susan Weingarten, The Saint’s Saints: Hagiography and Geography in Jerome (Leiden, 2005), 81-163 and Timothy Barnes, Early Christian Hagiography and Roman History (Tübingen, 2010), 185-7. ] 

Some two hundred years later, in his Dialogues, Gregory the Great reported a series of miracles performed by the recent bishop of Todi, Fortunatus. These tales had apparently been reported to him by an anonymous eyewitness, but one in particular seems to owe some important literary debts to Jerome’s story about Hilarion.[footnoteRef:32] Fortunatus was said to have had a singular talent for exorcism, such that he sometimes cast out ‘whole legions of demons’ (legiones daemonum). A young woman who had sinned and consequently been possessed was abandoned by her family to sorcerers, who managed by their enchantments to cast out the demon within her; however, when one demon was expelled, immediately a legion (legio) of them entered into her, evoking one of Jesus’ sayings which contains a cautionary tale of a person exorcised of one spirit which returns with seven other more wicked spirits who take over the same victim.[footnoteRef:33] The symptoms of this unfortunate girl’s possession were dramatic: ‘she began to be tossed with so many varieties of motions, and to make a great noise in as many shouting voices as there were spirits by which she was possessed (tot uocibus clamoribus que perstrepere, quot spiritibus tenebatur).’ As in Jerome’s story about Orion, the multiple possessing spirits are cast as ‘legion’, evoking the demon possessing the Gadarene demoniac(s). As in Jerome, they shout simultaneously and thus chaotically through their unfortunate human host. However, in the dénouement of the story, Gregory exploited the military resonances of ‘legion’ in a way that neither the Gospel narratives nor Jerome had done, explaining that Fortunatus prayed more earnestly than ever because ‘he found the battle-line of a legion standing against him in one body (in uno corpore contra se adsistere legionis aciem inuenit).’ Although the demons thus made a more disciplined formation, an acies legionis, they were nonetheless no match for Fortunatus; we learn that he healed the girl as if the devil had never had any power over her.  [32:  Gregory the Great, Dialogues 1.10, ed. Adalbert de Vogüé, SC 251, 260, 265 (Paris, 1978-80), and trans. Odo Zimmerman, FC 39 (Washington, 1959). On Gregory the Great’s debts to earlier Latin and Greek hagiographies and ascetic literature, see Joan Petersen, The Dialogues of Gregory the Great in their Late Antique Cultural Background (Toronto, 1984). On Geregory’s use of eyewitness information, see William McCready, Signs of Sanctity: Miracles in the Thought of Gregory the Great (Toronto, 1989), 113-17, 193-5. ]  [33:  On Gregory’s use of the Gadarene swine here and elsewhere, see Joan Petersen, The Dialogues of Gregory the Great in their Late Antique Cultural Background (Toronto, 1984), 51-2. For Jesus’ saying about one spirit being replaced by seven more wicked spirits, see Matt. 12.43-5 and Luke 11.24-8.] 


The demonic army
The ascription of an explicitly military character to the demonic ‘legion’ banished by Fortunatus was fairly typical of ascetic texts, and indeed, more broadly, of patristic literature. Demons regularly appeared in military form, whether as an entire army, a formation such as legion or battle-line, or a group of soldiers. For example, in Athanasius’ Life, the host of disguises assumed by demons included ‘a multitude of soldiers’ (πλῆθος στρατιωτῶν). Later in the same text, they appeared more specifically ‘as soldiers in full armour’ (ὡς στρατιῶται μετὰ πανοπλίας).[footnoteRef:34] The idea of a group of demons demons acting as a military force was itself underpinned by a broader concept of contest between the forces of evil and the forces of God found in the Gospels, Paul, and Revelation; this owed much, in turn, to an older tradition of apocalyptic developed in second-temple Judaism, reflected in Enochic literature, and nurtured by communities such as that at Qumran, which envisaged an eschatological battle between armies of light and darkness.[footnoteRef:35]  [34:  Athanasius, Life of Antony 23.3 (translated by the anonymous as turbam militum and by Evagrius as militum catervas) and 39.3 (translated by both the anonymous and Evagrius as milites armati).]  [35:  Aleksander Michalak, Angels as Warriors in Late Second Temple Jewish Literature, Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 330; Annette Yoshiko Reed, Fallen Angels and the History of Judaism and Christianity: The Reception of Enochic Literature (New York, 2005); Neil Forsyth, The Old Enemy: Satan and the Combat Myth (Princeton, 1987), 169-72, 192-3, 204-6.] 

Some patristic uses of the image of angelic and demonic armies can be related to quite specific literary traditions. In the anonymous early-fifth-century Greek text of the History of the Monks of Egypt, Or related how demons appeared to a monk in an illusion and showed him angelic hosts (ἀγγελικὰς στρατιὰς), a chariot of fire (ἅρμα πυρὸς) and a great bodyguard (δορυφορίαν πολλήν), as if an emperor was making a visit; in Rufinus’ Latin translation of this passage, it is even clearer that the demons themselves came in the guise of a celestial army, dressed up as angels and driving fiery chariots (venerunt ... daemones in specie caelestis militiae et habitu angelorum, currus igneos agentes).[footnoteRef:36] In a similar story in Palladius’ Lausiac History, a demon came by night to the vain monk Valens in a vision of a thousand angels (ἐν φαντασίᾳ ἀγγέλων χιλίων) bearing lamps and a fiery wheel; one Syriac version of this story (R1) which dates from at least as early as the sixth century, clarifies that these angels were in fact ‘demons in the form of angels’.[footnoteRef:37] All these tales revolve around phantasmagoric inversions of the holy ‘chariot’ visions of rabbinic merkabah mysticism.[footnoteRef:38] They may also reflect the coalescence among Christian exegetes of the third and fourth centuries of a notion that demons were fallen angels who had followed the devil in his primal rebellion against God, based in particular on creative readings of Isaiah 14:12-15 and Ezekiel 28; as such, demons carried with them the memory of angelic discipline in the hosts of heaven, but applied it to a new loyalty to their diabolical leader.[footnoteRef:39] [36:  History of the Monks of Egypt 2.9, ed. and trans. André-Jean Festugière, Historia Monachorum in Aegypto (Brussels, 1971). For Rufinus’ Latin translation of this text, see Eva Schulz-Flügel, Tyrannius Rufinus Historia Monachorum sive De vitis sanctorum patrum, Patristische Texte und Studien 34 (Berlin, 1990).]  [37:  Palladius, Lausiac History 25.4 ed. Cuthbert Butler (Cambridge, 1898-1904), trans. Robert Meyer (Westminster, 1965), ACW 34. The Latin translation of the text sticks closely to the Greek: the daemon comes to Valens cum choro quodam mille ... angelorum: see Adelheid Wellhausen, Die lateinische Übersetzung der Historia Lausiaca des Palladius (Berlin, 2003). For the Syriac versions of this text, see René Draguet, ‘Les formes syriaques de la matière de l'Histoire Lausiaque’, CSCO 389-90 Scriptores Syri 169-70 and CSCO 398-9 and Scriptores Syri 173-4. On the sixth-century manuscript of R1, see ibid. CSCO 390 Scriptores Syri 170, 19-20.]  [38:  Alexander Golitzin, ‘The Demons Suggest an Illusion of God’s Glory in a Form: Controversy over the Divine Body and Vision of Glory in Some Late Fourth, Early Fifth Century Monastic Literature’, Studia Monastica 44 (2002), 13-43; id., ‘A Monastic Setting for the Syriac Apocalypse of Daniel’, in Robin Darling Young (ed.), To Train his Soul in Books: Syriac Asceticism in Early Christianity (Washington, 2011), 66-98.]  [39:  Hector Patmore, Adam, Satan, and the King of Tyre: The Interpretation of Ezekiel 28:11-19 in Late Antiquity (Leiden, 2012); N. Forsyth, The Old Enemy (1987), 358-83.] 

Where these false merkabah visions presented the demonic army as undifferentiated hosts of thousands, another tradition distinguished between its various ranks. As David Brakke has shown, Origen (at least in Rufinus’ translation) explained in his Homilies on Joshua how the multiplicity of evil spirits were organised in at least three ranks. In descending order, there was the devil, the sole leader (dux) of all the chiefs and the master of the army (magister militiae); the chief spirits (principes) of the vices such as fornication or wrath; and innumerable minor spirits that submitted to those chiefs as agents.[footnoteRef:40] This account is embedded in a complex allegorical exegesis of the military enemies of Israel, but the notion of a stratified army of demons coheres with Origen’s broader cosmology: in his On First Principles, he explained that the diversity of kinds of demons was not inherent to their created nature, but was rather linked to the differences in degree of their first faults.[footnoteRef:41] This notion of the differentiation of demons into ranks according to their fall was adopted and promoted by important practitioners and promoters of monasticism, in both military and non-military terms. In a letter to the monks at Arsinoë, Antony explained in general terms that ‘through (demons’) flight from God great diversity has arisen between them, since their deeds are varying’.[footnoteRef:42] In a lurid story about a possessed man whose indwelling demon made him belch up his food and dissolve it into vapour, Palladius noted that the demon in this case belonged to a fiery ‘order’ or ‘rank’ (τάγμα) of demons, explaining that ‘there are differences among demons, as also among men, not of nature but of judgment.’[footnoteRef:43] Palladius’ use of τάγμα evoked something ordered or arranged, including human military formations, angelic orders, and demonic ranks.[footnoteRef:44] [40:  Origen, Homily 15 on Joshua, ed. Annie Jabuert (Paris, 1960), SC 71, and trans. Barbara Bruce (Washington, 2002), FC 105. See D. Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk (2006), 56-7.]  [41:  Origen, On First Principles 1.8.2, ed. and trans. Henri Crouzel and Manlio Simonetti (Paris, 1978-84), SC 252-3, 268-9, 312. See Ruth Tuschling, Angels and Orthodoxy: A Study in their Development in Syria and Palestine, Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum 40 (Tübingen, 2007), 138-9. See also Katie Hager Conroy on the movement of rational beings away from God, in her essay in this volume. ]  [42:  Antony, Letter Six, trans. S. Rubenson, Letters of St Antony, 216-224. On Antony’s use of Origen, see ibid., 64-8. On Antony’s idea that the multiplicity and diversity of demons was emblematic of their fall from unity and uniformity, see D. Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk (2006), 16-22.]  [43:  Palladius, Lausiac History 17.11.]  [44:  Geoffrey Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961), 1370-1. Theodoret, Commentary on Ezekiel 34:28 (PG 81, 1165), refers to τάγματα δαιμόνων.] 

When Evagrius used military terminology to describe the operation of demons, he was likely drawing on Origen.[footnoteRef:45] He explained in On Thoughts that ‘those organised first for battle’ (πρῶτοι κατὰ τὸν πόλεμον συνίστανται) stirred up the appetites of gluttony, avarice, and ambition, and that all the other demons marched along behind them and took up with the people they had wounded.[footnoteRef:46] This exemplifies the demonic tactic of escalation which Evagrius outlined later in the same treatise: demons do not tempt us all at the same time, but operate in ‘successive attacks’ or ‘military reliefs’ (διαδοχαὶ).[footnoteRef:47] When one demon has grown weak in combat, he gives way to another, normally more formidable demon, who wages more violent war against us than is customary.[footnoteRef:48] In his Praktikos, Evagrius advised his readers ‘to observe which of the demons do this or that particular thing, what sort of demon follows upon another and which does not follow another’; the idea was that, armed with such predictive knowledge of the escalating order in which demons attacked, a monk could better resist them.[footnoteRef:49] Earlier in the same treatise, he stated that demons bring other, more wicked demons to their aid, for ‘opposed to one another in their dispositions (καὶ κατὰ τὰς διαθέσεις ἀλλήλοις ἐναντιούμενοι), they agree on one thing alone, the destruction of the (sc. human) soul.’[footnoteRef:50] This underlined the fact that in their fallen state, demons were only united by the target of their hatred. [45:  D. Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk, 52-70.]  [46:  Evagrius, On Thoughts, 1.1, ed. and trans. Paul Géhin, Claire Guillaumont and Antoine Guillaumont (Paris, 1998), SC 438; see also Robert Sinkewicz, Evagrius of Pontus: the Greek Ascetic Corpus (Oxford, 2003), 136-82.]  [47:  Evagrius, On Thoughts 1.24.]  [48:  Evagrius, On Thoughts 1.34.]  [49:  Evagrius, Praktikos 50, ed. and trans. André and Claire Guillaumont (Paris, 1971), SC 170-1; see also Sinkewicz, Evagrius of Pontus, 91-114.]  [50:  Evagrius, Praktikos 45.] 

An anecdote in the Apophthegmata Patrum similarly suggests some weakness within the demonic army. A monk at Thebes related an episode from his childhood in which he sneaked into the pagan temple where his father served as a priest, and saw Satan sitting ‘with all his army standing by him’ (πᾶσαν τὴν στρατιὰν αὐτοῦ παρεστῶσαν αὐτῷ).[footnoteRef:51] The presentation of the devil inside a pagan temple was a vivid realisation of the accusation that pagan statues and temples were not empty, but actually brimming with demonic activity. In what follows, a series of demons, beginning with ‘a commander’ (ἄρχων), came to report on their temptations of and attacks on humans; the devil flogged the first three demons for failing to achieve much in the way of violence and disorder in stretches respectively of thirty, twenty, and ten days, but the fourth one was embraced and crowned for assaulting a monk for forty years, culminating in his fall into fornication (πορνεία).[footnoteRef:52] This episode thus instructively ennumerated the range of tactics – from open warfare to more insidious suggestion – used by demons against humans, disclosed Satan’s displeasure with the activities of some of his demonic minions, and suggested that Satan exercised tight discipline over his forces through physical punishment.[footnoteRef:53] [51:  Apophthegmata Patrum 5.44, ed. and trans. Jean-Claude Guy, Les apophthegmes des pères, SC 387 (1993), 288-91; cf the version of the story in the anonymous collection, no. 191, ed. and trans. François Nau, ‘Histoires des solitaires Egyptiens’, ROC 13 (1908), 266-97.]  [52:  David Brakke, ‘From Temple to Cell, from Gods to Demons; Pagan Temples in the Monastic Topography of Fourth-Century Egypt’, in Johannes Hahn, Stephen Emmel and Ulrich Gotter, (eds), From Temple to Church: Destruction and Renewal of Local Cultic Topography in Late Antiquity, Religions in the Graeco-Roman world 163 (Leiden, 2008), 91-112, at 95-6.]  [53:  For further discussion of this anecdote, and of its development in Cassian’s eighth Conference, see Katie Hager Conroy’s article in this volume.] 

Cassian’s seventh Conference	 contains a more precise account of the temporary, even precarious nature of the compact which binds the demonic army, in a discussion between Serenus and Germanus about the operation of demons which owes much to Origen and Evagrius.[footnoteRef:54] Serenus developed a military analogy to characterize the internal conflict experienced by Christians against vices. He cast vices as ‘fearful troops of the opposing powers’ (dirissimas adversariarum potestatum turmas), using a term, turma, which could refer specifically to a squadron of cavalry or in a transferred sense to a crowd or throng; this then opened into discussion of the operation of wicked spirits in possessing humans and suggesting wicked thoughts.[footnoteRef:55] He explained how individual demons took turns (vicissim) in instigating their particular vice into a human heart; they did not all equally (or, implicitly, at the same time) inflict their wickedness. Germanus then asked Serenus, in a tone of surprise, whether “among them (sc. demons) wickedness is ordered and – as I would say – disciplined (ordinatam et disciplinatam nequitiam), so that a certain order of alternation (quidam uicissitudinis ordo) is observed by them and a rational scheme of attack (rationabilis inpugnationis incursio) is carried out, when it is well known that neither measure nor reason exists except among the good and the upright?” He followed with proof texts from Proverbs and Deuteronomy for the lack of wisdom and sense among the wicked. Here we see expressed clearly the question of how the inherently disordered wicked demons could organise themselves to mount the kind of campaign against humans which Serenus had described. [54:  Cassian, Conferences, ed. and trans. Eugène Pichery, SC 42 (Paris, 1955), and trans. Boniface Ramsey, ACW 57 (New York, 1997). On Cassian’s demonology and its sources, see D. Brakke, Demons and the Making of the Monk, 242-6, and Katie Hager Conroy in this volume.]  [55:  Cassian, Conferences 5.2-16.] 

Serenus responded by explaining the precarious quality of the demons’ pact: “Among the wicked it is certain that there is no enduring agreement (perpetuam consensionem) in all of them, nor can perfect harmony (perfectam concordiam) exist even with respect to the very vices in which they take common delight (conmuniter oblectantur). For, as you said, discipline and measure can never be observed in undisciplined things (numquam poterit in rebus indisciplinatis disciplina modusque servari).” Serenus thus endorsed Germanus’ thesis, that the multitude of demons fundamentally lacked order or discipline, and stressed that any consensus and harmony between them was only temporary, and indeed imperfect. Serenus continued by explaining how this consensus operated: “Yet, in some instances, when a joint endeavour or necessity (operationis communio vel necessitas) demands it, or partnership in some gain (lucri consortium) encourages it, they have to come together in a temporary accord (temporalem consensum). We see very clearly that in the army of spiritual wickedness (militia nequitiae spiritalis) they not only maintain times (tempora) and alternations (uicissitudines) among themselves, but are even known to haunt particular spots and to occupy them constantly.” The demons’ temporary consensus about how to arrange their attacks, taking turns, is achieved only by short-term consideations, not specified beyond ‘joint endeavour’, ‘necessity’ or ‘partnership in some gain’; this last notion in particular suggests that the demons were actually operating as a perverse, lawless version of the army: the robber-band, motivated entirely by temporary goals of gain, rather than by the military bonds of service and patriotism.[footnoteRef:56] Later in his Conferences, Cassian associated the army and robbers in his report of the words of Abba Joseph on human friendship. John, apparently expanding on Cicero, explained that friendship was forged variously through “a contract or agreement about something given and received” and “similarity and sharing whether in business or the army (negotiationis seu militiae ... similitudo atque communio)”, and claimed that such friendship could even be forged among those who “live in forests and on mountains and who take pleasure in brigandage (latrocinium).”[footnoteRef:57]  [56:  Virginia Burrus, The Sex Lives of Saints: An Erotics of Ancient Hagiography (Pennsylvania, 2004), 188-9, fn. 20. ]  [57:  Cassian, Conferences 2.1. The discussion of amicitia in this conference makes use of Cicero, Laelius. See Carolinne White, Christian Friendship in the Fourth Century (Cambridge, 1992), 174-84. Cassian’s account of latrocinium chimes with Augustine’s famous formulation of regna as magna latrocinia at City of God 4.4; this latter highlighted the unifying effects of the ‘pact of the conferacy’ (pactus societatis) and the division of booty. On Cassian’s variously hostile and sympathetic readings of various works of Augustine, see
Boniface Ramsey, ‘John Cassian: Student of Augustine’, Cistercian Studies Quarterly 28 (1993), 5-15, 199-200. ] 

Brigands (latrones and λῃσταί) were a dangerous reality on the highways and byways of the empire, including in the ascetic desert, and also a favourite aggressor in the Greco-Roman novel, so it is perhaps unsurprising that they crop up in hagiographies so frequently.[footnoteRef:58] Bandits tried (and failed) to rob the young Hilarion in Jerome’s Life, but were thwarted, shamed and converted by his lack of possessions.[footnoteRef:59] Similarly, Martin was abducted by robbers, but managed to convert them by his saintly example.[footnoteRef:60] As ‘real’ robbers in early Christian literature resembled demons in their blend of sneakiness and violence, so demons themselves were regularly presented as brigands and robbers. Gerhard Bartelink traced this trope in a variety of early Christian texts, focussing on exegetical treatments of the good Samaritan and the parable of the strong man’s house (Mark 3:27 and Luke 11.21), but we could add further instances of the comparison or identification.[footnoteRef:61] For example, Origen described the negligent and slothful mind as ‘making room through insufficient caution’ for evil spirits which ‘lie in wait secretly like robbers’, and Evagrius used the metaphor of the Christian as a traveller or homeowner who needed to exercise supreme vigilance against hostile incursions from demonic robbers.[footnoteRef:62] As well as indicating demonic opportunism in figurative terms, demons were sometimes said to take on the illusory disguise of robbers. Twice in Athanasius’ Life, Antony compared the behaviour of demons with thieves. In the first instance, the ‘inroad and the display of the evil spirits is fraught with confusion (τεταραγμένη), with din, with sounds and cryings such as the disturbance of boorish youths or robbers would occasion.’[footnoteRef:63] These comparisons with loutish youths and robbers emphasise the noise and confusion of the demons. In the second instance, evoking the strong man parable again, Antony explained that demons adapted their form to the state of their victim: ‘If, therefore, they find us timid and confused, they forthwith beset the place, like robbers, having found it unguarded.’[footnoteRef:64] A further example of the association between demons and robbers can be found in Theodoret’s History of the Monks of Syria, which related how James of Cyrrhestica heard what he thought was the noise of a nearby raid by Isaurian bandits, which turned out to be a diabolical illusion.[footnoteRef:65]  [58:  On brigands and bandits, see MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order, 255-68; Brent Shaw, ‘Bandits in the Roman Empire’, Past and Present 105 (1984), 3-52; Keith Hopwood, ‘“All that May BEcome a Man”: The Bandit in the Ancient Novel’, in Lin Foxhall and John Salmon (eds), When Men Were Men: Masculinity, Power and Identity in Classical Antiquity (London, 1998), 195-204; Thomas Grünewald, trans. John Drinkwater, Bandits in the Roman Empire: Myth and Reality (London, 2004).]  [59:  Jerome, Life of Hilarion 12.]  [60:  Sulpicius Severus, Life of Martin 5.]  [61:  Gerhard Bartelink, ‘Les démons comme les brigands’, Vigiliae Christianae 21.1 (1967), 12-24. See Ishay Rosen-Zvi, Demonic Desires:‘Yetzer Hara’ and the Problem of Evil in Late Antiquity (Pennsylvania, 2011), 65-71 on a comparison of the rabbinic image of the yetzer ra as robber with the Christian ascetic image of demon as bandit.]  [62:  Origen, On First Principles 3.3 and Evagrius, On the Eight Thoughts, 7.13, 14.]  [63:  Athanasius, Life of Antony 36.]  [64:  Ibid. 42.]  [65:  Theodoret, History of the Monks of Syria 21 (Life of James of Cyrrhestica), 27, ed. and trans. Pierre Canivet and Alice Leroy-Molinghen, SC 234, 257 (Paris, 1977-9).] 


Conclusion
We have seen that descriptions of collective bodies of demons in individual ascetic texts and anecdotes reflect and sometimes integrate rather different models of demonic group behaviour. The demonic army was sometimes presented as a formidably well-organised enemy bound by a common will to corrupt, divert, and destroy humans. On the other hand, demons were also represented as a chaotic, disorganised group only loosely bonded together by a common hatred of humanity and the self-interested desire for vengeance and gain. The first idea took seriously the dangers of demonic assault and the possibility of human failure; the second gave hope to aspiring Christians and ascetics that the odds were not hopelessly stacked against them, and importantly protected an anti-dualist worldview in which the forces of evil could and would eventually be conquered. Furthermore, although different kinds of demonic group emerge from ascetic literature as similarly noisy and violent, their habits of speech were textually represented in distinctive ways, ranging from embedded portions of coherent, unified direct speech to generalizing descriptions of indistinct, multi-vocal babble. The former emphasized the unity and corporate identity of multiple demons, while the second underscored their disunity and incoherence. 
Some descriptions evoked huge numbers (thousands or legions) of featureless demons, whereas others differentiated between demonic ranks and even highlighted the activity or speech of individual demons. However, the choice to emphasise demonic unity or multiplicity was not merely a literary device of variation or focus. It may also reflect the range of social contexts in which, and spiritual enterprises for which, ascetic literary texts were produced. In particular, the very process of describing demonic activity could serve to promote the writer’s authority as a spiritual (and possibly ritual) expert, as well as to warn, fortify and prepare the reader or listener against demonic attacks. David Frankfurter, building on Jonathan Z. Smith’s cross-cultural analysis of demonology, explains that ‘in local landscapes where people really tangle with demons ... there is actually little to no organisation or system to these beliefs’, whereas demonology, defined as ‘the collection, classification and integration of demons out of their immediate social contexts’ by ritual experts, arises as a function of religious centralization.[footnoteRef:66] That is, the activities of listing and enumerating demons were not merely descriptive, but functional; by classifying demons, experts were also able to exercise control over them. Paradoxically, then, the presentation of groups of demons as hierarchically structured, tightly disciplined, and even individuated, may not have been the most menacing of all, for an enemy whose organisation is known and whose tactics can be predicted, can be defeated. From the works of writers like Evagrius, we learn that the demons exercised similar care in observing human behaviour, tailoring their assaults to their opponents’ weaknesses: ‘When the demons appear powerless in their struggle against the monks, then they withdraw a little and observe which of the virtues has been neglected in the mean time, and through that means they gain sudden entrance and rend asunder the miserable soul.’[footnoteRef:67]  [66:  David Frankfurter, Evil Incarnate: Rumors of Demonic Conspiracy and Satanic Abuse in History (Princeton, 2006),13-30, and Jonathan Z. Smith, ‘Towards Interpreting Demonic Powers in Hellenistic and Roman Antiquity’, in Hildegard Temporini and Wolfgang Haase (eds), Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt 2.16.1 (Berlin and New York, 1978), 425-39.]  [67:  Evagrius, Praktikos 44.] 
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