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The period of T oros II’s rule was a significant milestone in the history of
Cilician Armenia. He successfully reconstituted the Rubenid principality, which had
temporarily ceased to exist as a result of John II Komnenos’ campaign. Although
T‘oros himself had been taken captive and transferred to Constantinople, he
managed to return to Cilicia in the mid-1140s and gradually began reclaiming his
ancestral lands. Manuel I’s initial response to T oros’ actions was to dispatch a
Byzantine expeditionary force led by Andronikos Komnenos, tasked with
suppressing T oros’ newly established dominion (1151/2). However, the Armenian
ishkhan managed to defeat Andronikos and further expand his holdings in the
Cilician Plain. Preoccupied with other fronts, Manuel sought alternative means to
resolve the Rubenid issue, first by enlisting the help of the Sultan of Tkonion, Mas‘Gd,
and later by turning to Renaud of Chétillon, Prince of Antioch (1154-1156). Two
Turkish assaults against T oros failed to weaken him significantly, while the
intervention of the Prince of Antioch backfired on the Byzantines, as it led T"oros
and Raymond to launch a campaign against Cyprus. This event ultimately forced
Manuel to take direct action. In 1158-1159, his grand campaign resulted in the
submission, after the mediation of the King of Jerusalem, of both rulers to the
Byzantine emperor. From that point forward, T oros governed Cilicia as a client of
Byzantium. Although tensions with Constantinople persisted, sources indicate that
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T oros remained committed until his death to the idea that an alliance with the
Crusaders and maintaining good relations with Byzantium were essential for
countering the threat posed by the Zengid ruler, Nur al-Din.

For the above period, a significant proportion of our sources come from the
Het'umid era. Besides the work attributed to Sparapet Smbat, which was completed,
according to Thomson, "soon after 1272,"! there is also the work of VVahram Rabbun,
Prince Het'um's teacher, who composed it at the request of King Levon II (1270—
1289). Het‘um himself was probably the author of a brief chronicle?. It is also known
that Het 'um had close ties with the monastery of Skewra; G&org of Skewra was a
member of the inner circle of the Het 'umid court until 12903, and it is believed that
he played a direct role in the production of the Het'um’s Lectionary, whose scribe
was Step ‘anos the Priest*.

This last source has primarily attracted the interest of art historians, and
justifiably so®, as it is rightly called. "one of the most brilliant masterpieces of

1" Robert W. Thomson, “The Crusaders through Armenian Eyes”, in The Crusades from the
Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World, ed. Angeliki E. Laiou and Roy Parviz
Mottahedeh, Washington, DC, p. 80.

2 thnul' R, «Swphqr\nlmntﬁﬁ» [“The Chronicle of Het’um II’], in Vwiip dwsbubolyugpine-
[Hyniiiikp XHT-XVIIT qq. [Minor Chronicles, 13%-18" cc.], ed. V.A. Hakobyan, vol. 1,
Yerevan, 1951, Lo 65-87 [English Translation: Chronicle Attributed to King Het'um II, tr.
Robert Bedrosian, Long Branch, 2005].

3 For Georg of Skewra and his relations with the royal court, see: Vincent Mistrih, “Trois

Biographies de Georges de Skévra. Presentazion, texte et traduction”, Studia orientalia

christiana. Collectanea, 14, 1970-1971, p. 266-267. David D. Bundy, “The Anonymous Life

of Géorg Skewrac’i in Erevan 8356. A Study in Medieval Armenian Hagiography and

History”, REArm, 18, 1984, p. 494-495. Andrea Barbara Schmidt, “Kloster Skevra (12.-14.

Jahrhundert) im Schnittpunkt kirchlichen und kulturellen Wandels in Kilikien”, in Das

Lemberger Evangeliar. Eine wiederentdeckte armenische Bilderhandschrift des 12.

Jahrhunderts, ed. Giinter Prinzing and Andrea Barbara Schmidt, Wiesbaden, 1997, p. 139—

141. Artashes Matevosyan, «%lunrq Ujlnwughtt Zbpnud puquynrh «Zwyngh» fnrhiih; b

yhlwquregnn» [“Géorg of Skewra — Compiler and Hluminator of King Het'um’s

Lectionary”], Etchmiadzin, 2007, 12, pp. 62f. For Skewra as a spiritual and cultural centre,

see, for example: Sirarpie Der Nersessian, Manuscrits Arméniens illustrés des XII¢, X111 et

XIVe siecles de la bibliothéque des péres Mekhitharistes de Venise, Paris, 1936, p. 7-9. Andrea

Barbara Schmidt, “Kloster Skevra”. Irina Drampian, Lectionary of King Hetum II

(Armenian Illustrated Codex of 1286 A.D.), Yerevan, 2004, p. 90-91.

For Step‘anos and his relationship with Georg see Artashes Matevosyan, «%uinrq Ujlunwu-

ghti Zkpnuf puquunrh «dwgngh» Anrhih; b whiwquegnny, by 53-60. See also, Andrea

Barbara Schmidt, “Kloster Skevra”, p. 138-139, 141-142.

> The relevant studies on the Lectionary are numerous. For example, see: Irina Drampian,
Lectionary of King Hetum Il. Of course, the conclusions of these works are directly related to
the study of the period and aspects of the ideology of the Het 'umids, as well as the personality
of Het'um II himself. For example, see: loanna Rapti, “Featuring the King: Rituals of
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medieval Armenian book art."® Although Armenian historians have utilized the
material of this colophon in their research, the lack of a translation into a Western
language (at least to the best of my knowledge) has hindered access to it for scholars
who are not familiar with the Armenian language’.

The document’s brevity, combined with its purpose as a text intended for Prince
Het‘um, makes it an excellent case study to examine how members of the Het ‘umid
dynasty themselves perceived and interpreted history. In simple terms, it offers an
excellent opportunity to explore the “storyworld” of the royal historiography of
Cilician Armenia3, an issue which has not been sufficiently studied.

What draws attention in this very brief text is that, while describing the conflict
between Andronikos Komnenos and Toros II during the reign of Manuel
Komnenos, it clearly refers to how the Het'umids and some other noble families of
Cilicia joined the Byzantines as allies against T"oros II.

And while he remained there confidently, the duke of the Greek nation, who
had been appointed by the emperor, having gathered his army, along with the
Armenians, the Nathanielians, the lords of Askouras, and Het‘um, lord of

Coronation and Burial in the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia”, Court Ceremonies and Rituals of

Power in Byzantium and the Medieval Mediterranean. Comparative Perspectives, ed.

Alexander Beihammer, Stavroula Constantinou, and Maria Parani, Leiden, 2013, p. 291-

335. Emma Chookaszian, “Les quatre portraits de Het’um II: une nouvelle interprétation du

portrait de la famille des Het’'umides du ms. 9797, L’Arménie et les Arméniens, entre Byzance

et le Levant : Mélanges offerts a Gérard Dédéyan, ed. Isabelle Augéet al., vol. 1, Montpellier,

2023, p. 166-169.

Irina Drampian, Lectionary of King Hetum 11, p. 67.

7 For the significance of studying colophons in historical research, see, for example: Tim
Greenwood, “Armenian Sources”, Byzantines and Crusaders in Non-Greek Sources 1025-
1204, ed. Mary Whitby, Oxford, 2007, p. 235-236. Gérard Dédéyan, “Les colophons de
manuscrits arméniens comme sources pour ’histoire des Croisades”, The Crusades and Their
Sources: Essays Presented to Bernard Hamilton, ed. John France and William G. Zajac,
London, 2016, p. 89-110. For colophons in general, see, for example: Avedis K. Sanjian,
Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 1301-1480. A Source for Middle Eastern History,
Cambridge, 1969, p. 1-41. Khachik Harutyunyan, Zw_(bpbil anwqpbpﬁ Zﬁzwmwl[wpmbbb—
pp [Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts], Yerevan, 2019.

8 For a concise and accurate definition of "storyworld," see: Anna Linden Weller, “Ideological
Storyworlds in Byzantium and Armenia: Historiography and Model Selves in Narratives of
Insurrection”, Storytelling in Byzantium: Narratological Approaches to Byzantine Texts and
Images, ed. Charis Messis, Margaret E. Mullet, and Ingela Nilsson, Uppsala, 2018, p. 74-75:
“A ‘storyworld’ ... is bigger than any one narrative. It is a sort of ‘mental model’ of a universe,
containing all of the events, persons, places, and interactions that make up the narrative, plus
all of the possible events, persons, places, and interactions which might exist in a world where
the narrative-as-perceived also exists.”
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Lambron, who had also fled from the East, escaping the sword of the Ismaelites,
came and took possession of the aforementioned regions and submitted under
the sovereignty of the Emperor of the Greeks.?

The above narrative fully reflects reality, as we know that the Het'umids, "as
loyal imperial vassals, defended Byzantine Cilician territory from Rubenid
incursions."!? In the following decade, we also know that the Het ‘umids once again
clashed with T‘oros II when he temporarily turned against the Byzantines!!,
demonstrating that the interests of the Het umids were closely linked with those of
the Byzantines.

One might wonder: if the author of the colophon records what happened, what
is the issue? Initially, since the Het 'umids succeeded the Rubenids and were proud

9 Artashes Matevosyan, COlophon of 1286, in Zlu!b[lbil &lﬂuqubpﬁ 4ﬁ2wmwl[wpulilill?[1 > i
[Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 13" c.], Yerevan, 1984, p. 584: «bu thiiy Yuyr wiin
julifingu, wnlji yndiwlud wqqhl, ne ke b fuyubel jurgbwg, dopnjbw) qquiceu e, bu b
qhuyugqmiud, qQuupuiptwif, qubrud lulnunuw), e gZbpndd wke Lwdprodpé, nef b
Gnfw yurkihg p urny Pudwjbjugng funju wmbwy, EYha b juwd qyoplwbug iujowew-
gbwy, bu dnpi pln fhwqubipnpbudp jupubed 3nbwgy.

10° Ani Atamian Bournoutian, “Cilician Armenia”, in Armenian People from Ancient to Modern
Times. Vol. 1 The Dynastic Periods: From Antiquity to the Fourteenth Century, ed. Richard
G. Hovannisian, New York, 1997, p. 276. For the close connection between the interests of
the Het'umids and the Byzantine Empire during this period, see: A. A. Bozoyan, «4phljjui
Zuwjmuwwlh yqundnpmdp Thobeljrajud énp gbumpymbibeh um]uln{ﬁhpnuf» [“The
History of Cilician Armenia in the Archives of Mediterranean States™], in 4fsypilyyuwt Zusgusu-
I pr&wl.[np Ilplnl?“g/t Ehbgbyguwpwqupuwlwh shnfufwpwpbpnddiniibbpp dooumwffq [fhpnod:
funbpumg funncfud fuligppikp [ Cilician Armenia in Documents of Political and Ecclesiastical
Interrelations in the Near East, ed. by 4. A. Bozoyan, G. G. Danielyan, and M.-A.
Chevalier, Yerevan, 2023, pp. 136-137. Indicative in this context is Dadoyan’s description of
the Het‘'umids as "vassals of Byzantium and border guards over the eastern frontiers”, see Seta
B. Dadoyan, The Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World. Paradigms of Interaction Seventh
to Fourteenth Centuries. Volume 2. Armenian Realpolitik in the Islamic World and Diverging
Paradigms. Case of Cilicia: Eleventh to Fourteenth Centuries, New Brunswick, 2013, p. 157,
while Lilie describes Lampron as "the center of the Emperor’s Armenian partisans", see Ralph-
Johannes Lilie, Byzantium and the Crusader States 1096-1204, tr. J.C. Morris and Jean E.
Ridings, Oxford, 1993, p. 167. For a detailed study of the Het ‘umids, see: Gérard Dédéyan,
Les Arméniens entre Grecs, musulmans et croises : Etude sur les pouvoirs arméniens dans le
Proche-Orient méditerranéen (1068-1150), 2 vols., Lisbonne, 2003, p. 660-704.

1 EZIII,G‘LUZI[”.U[[UJZI [;nul/;g I]p[znﬂl Zlbpuﬁuﬁ ZI’ZI"FG‘UJ[LHJ [E}’leCliCGl Letter Of S. Nerses
Shnorhali], Jerusalem, 1871, p. 86. Charles A. Frazee, “The Christian Church in Cilician
Armenia: Its Relations with Rome and Constantinople to 1198”, Church History, 45.2, 1976,
p. 175. Claude Mutafian, Le Royaume Arménien de Cilicie XI15-XIV® siécle, Paris, 1993, pp.
29-30. A. A. Bozoyan, «ippjui Zwjwumwip yumdnipynidp Uhgkrirulwb éndh whone-
pintiliirh wejupyikenud» [“The History of Cilician Armenia in the Archives of Mediterranean
States™], pp. 136-138.
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of their Rubenid heritage'?, it seems strange that they would choose to highlight, in
such a short document, that their ancestors had been allies of the Byzantines against
the Rubenids!3. This appears even more unusual when we consider that the colophon
otherwise repeats the narrative of earlier Armenian sources', according to which the
Greeks were the primary enemies of the Armenians of Cilicia. For example, the
murder of Gagik by the Mandale brothers and the notion that envy was the motive
behind Byzantine attacks on Cilicia are both mentioned in the colophon. The same
text frequently diverges, as we will see, from historical reality and often omits events
that did not align with the author’s agenda.

So, the reference to the Het'umid assistance to Andronikos serves a specific
purpose. This article will attempt to examine the intended goal of this reference,
following an analysis of the crucial question of how the Het 'umids navigated the
paradox of being the successors of the Rubenids while simultaneously remaining
loyal supporters of Constantinople and acknowledging its de jure claim to the region.

As will be argued, in the storyworld of the Het 'umids, as reflected in the 1286
colophon, Cilicia had legally come under Armenian control as early as the time of
T oros II. This transfer of ownership is described as having been carried out with the
approval of both God and the Emperor of Constantinople, who was previously the
rightful ruler of the region. The final recognition of Armenian sovereignty over the
area was firmly established during the reign of Levon the Great.

12° As evidenced by the adoption of Rubenid names by the Het ‘umid dynasty, see e.g. Benjamin
Bourgeois, “La royauté : dynamiques et représentations. Royaumes de Jérusalem, Chypre et
Armeénie cilicienne. XI1°-XIV® siécle”, PhD Thesis, Montpellier, 2018, p. 440-441.

13 The collaboration of the Het'umids with the Byzantines in the context of Andronikos
Komnenos’ campaign is also confirmed by other Armenian sources. See, for example, Grigor
Erets¢, Continuation, ed. M. Melik-Adamian and N. Ter-Mik’ayelian, \Vagharshapat, 1898,
p. 401 [English Translation: Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, in Armenia and the
Crusades: Tenth to Twelfth Centuries: The Chronicle of Matthew of Edessa, tr. A. Edmound
Dostourian, Lanham, p. 261]. Smbat Sparapet, Supkqfipp [Chronicle], ed. Serobé Agalean,
Venice, 1956, pp. 170-171 [English Translation: Sparapet Smbat, Chronicle, tr. Robert
Bedrosian, Long Branch, 2005, p. 77] Vahram Rabuni, /]mwiuutnp ”]wmlfnt[(}[uil /}'anbwag
[History of the Rubenids in Verse], ed. K.V. Shahnazarean, Paris, 1859, Ly 206 [English
Translation: Vahram Raboun, Chronicle of the Armenian Kingdom in Cilicia during the Time
of the Crusades, tr. Charles F. Newmann, 1831, p. 37-38]. Lkpnud R, Swpkgpniffyncip [“The
Chronicle of Het’um II"’], p. 102.

14 As Andrews has observed, the hostility between the emigrant Armenians and the Byzantines
is the dominant theme of the second book of Matthew. See Tara L. Andrews, Matt ‘eos
Urhayec i and His Chronicle. History as Apocalypse in a Crossroads of Cultures, Leiden,
2017, p. 88.
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The Will of God

To begin with divine will, it was demonstrated in a vision T ‘oros had while he

was a captive in Constantinople:

After spending a certain time in prison, his son Toros had a dream and recounted
it to his father: "I saw in a vision that a man gave me a loaf of bread, and on it,
a fish. | took it, but | did not give you any of it." And the father, pleased,
interpreted his son’s dream, saying: "You will regain the leadership of Cilicia,
which our ancestors held with virtue and bravery, and moreover, you will
expand your dominion to the sea, which is symbolized by the fish.!?

This occurred after John II Comnenus’ campaign, when T oros, his father

Levon I, and his brother Ruben were taken as prisoners to the Byzantine capital.'®
According to the narrative, the bread and fish symbolized the vision’s meaning, and
as interpreted by Levon, it foretold the return of the young'” T oros to Cilicia, where

15

16

17

Colophon of 1286, ty 584: «3kn dwdwliwljwg ptiy (hikny h pulnh, boku krag negh Gnew
@Fnrnu b yuwndbug fue prenad, pkwkup jubinegu, gh wye ndé wuge jhu Glubwl) 0h fugh,
e amld p Jbirwy, | bu wnhp b fhiq ny o p GdwbE: B fwgrd jpiqugbug ngd qubupb
nrenpny, pk ndipu JErumpb whreby Ypihpng, qoe Gwpudpf Jbe jupwb fugnpbodp, wy &opb-
nurdwllugbu qubrnppibb fn, dhisl b ony, qor dmlji Gpwbwllwgy. See also: Vahram
Rabuni, pp. 199-200. Zkpoud R, Swpkgpndfiyndip “The Chronicle of Het’um 117, p. 101.
For John Il Komnenos’ Campaign in C|I|C|a, see Azat A. Bozoyan, f')'!nullufu;/uu'“ll lupllliulufl
puwqupwlwbncffnp L l’/ll/ll[!luil Zw!wumwil[l aF qupp 30-70-wlywh [Fif wlpwibbpfii [Th@
Eastern Policy of Byzantium and Cilician Armenia in the fourth to eighth decades of the
12" Century], Yerevan, 1988, pp. 99-123. Gérard Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grecs,
musulmans et croises, p. 588-603. Angeliki Papageorgiou, O Iwdvvye B’ Kouvnvég kar n
emoy tov (1118-1143), Athens, 2017, p. 327-336. Konstantinos Takirtakoglou, “John 1l
Komnenos® Campaign in Cilician Armenia”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 114.3, 2021, p. 1329-
1350. Maximilian C.G. Lau, Emperor John 1l Komnenos: Rebuilding New Rome 1118-1143,
Oxford, 2023, p. 198-217. Michael J. Decker, “The Wars of John II Komnenos and the
Decline of Byzantium in the East”, Victors and Vanquished in the Euro-Mediterranean:
Dealing with Victory and Defeat in the Middle Ages, ed. Johannes Pahlitzsch and J6rg Rogge,
Gaottingen, 2024, p. 164-166, 171.

Ter-Petrossian argued that T oros was around 25 years old when he returned to Cilicia. See
Levon Ter-Petrosyan, byl pplibpp ke Sugbpp: Zwmnp P Msnifs-prsgurpusg fromuslpus®s 5 k-
gmnmflynis [The Crusaders and Armenians, vol. II, Historical-Politological Study],
Yerevan, 2007, pp. 118-119. Rudt-Collenberg also estimates that T oros was between 20 and
25 years old when he took power, see W.H. Ridt-Collenberg, The Rupenides, Hethumides
and Lusignans: The Structure of the Armeno-Cilician Dynasties, Paris, 1963, p. 22. For a
comparison of the Armenian sources’ accounts of T oros’ return to Cilicia, see, for example,
Ghewond Alishan, Sissouan, ou I’Arméno-Cilicie : description géographique et historique,
avec cartes et illustrations, Venice, 1899, p. 50. Nicolas Adontz, “Notes arméno-byzantines”,
Byzantion, 101, 1935, p. 192-193. Azat A. Bozoyan, F!ﬂLquIle]_ﬁLu!ﬁ wﬂhbuwb gwrlwgull[w—
unflynciip [The Eastern Policy of Byzantium], pp. 173-182. Gérard Dédéyan, Les Arméniens
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he would not only reclaim his father’s lands but also extend his conquests to the sea.
This signified that he would conquer the Plain of Cilicia, accomplishing what his
father had not.

To remove any doubt about the divine origin of the vision, T oros’ prophetic
ability is explicitly highlighted later in the text.

For he was a pious and merciful man, profound in thought and magnanimous,
living according to both the old and new laws of God, well-versed in all
philosophical disciplines, from which every soul could attain the gift of
prophecy. He also interpreted many difficult and obscure matters.'s

Similarly, in Vahram, the conquest of Cilicia by T oros after his return is
similarly presented as fulfilling divine will.

It was disposed by God, / That coming out of prison / And finding himself lord
of the land of his ancestors, / [He will] take the government from the Greeks /
And repel their troops.!?

It is important to remember that, according to Armenian historiography, T oros
had God’s help on his side during his reign. This notion is not only emphasized in
the colophon of 12862 but is also a recurring theme in the sources. In a colophon
from 1164, which mentions the fateful battle of Harim/Artah against Nar al-Din?!,
the author explicitly notes that the Armenian ishkhan was spared, writing: “But the

entre Grecs, musulmans et croises, 618-619. Grigor Mikayelyan, U filyfrugfr Zunglymlyuts -
wmncflywls Qunndnflyndds [History of the Armenian State of Cilicia], Yerevan, 2007, p. 111-
112. For some important observations on the symbolism in these narratives, see Benjamin
Bourgeois, “La royauté : dynamiques et représentations”, p. 141.

18 Colophon of 1286, 585: «qh kr wyr pwrkyuyn b npnedwd, dkdwjunriiniey b wnwwunihu,
Jurbw) Ghl b ne wiehiud lunndng, mbnbwl) gnng b wdbbwyi pdwunwepruljwb we-
fikunpg, qnedt wdkb ingh Ywequreknpbub ndbk), ne b gpugnud gdnuurungd pwbe JkY-
{ikw». See also, e.g., Vahram Rabuni, p. 209.

19 Vahram Rabuni, p. 203: «b JUunmdny ke wiorhibwy: / e h pubnk * whnh Gy, / G
fuyrkiitmg” pl whe qubwy. / Qpppumbimppi’ 3mbwg wnbwy, / b qlinghl’ qoruph Jubbw».

20 See e.g. Colophon of 1286, p. 584: «bu Ukt Mnrnu qubw) wighnppib jlumnidny... fuyg
nrybu b gpmiplwdpl lunndng b ugbuljubmpladpds.

21 For the joint campaign of 1164, see, indicatively Nikita Elisséeff, Niir ad-Din. Un grand prince
musulman de Syrie au temps des Croisades (511-569 H./1118-1174), 3 vols., Damascus, 1967,
591-593. Marshall W. Baldwin, “The Latin States under Baldwin Il and Amalric I, 1143-
11747, A History of the Crusades, ed. Marshall W. Baldwin, vol. 1: The First Hundred Years,
Madison, 1969, p. 551. Vahan A. Ter-Ghevondian, «4phljjui Zwywunwbié n Uprhwé XII
nurh 40-70-wljwb pyulwbibepd» [“Cilician Armenia and Syria in the fifth to eighth decades
of the 12" Century”], PBH, 2, 1986, pp. 124-125.
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right hand of the protecting Father, protected the Armenian ishkhan, named
T oros”.22

Bourgeois posits it was during this period that the Rubenid dynasty was
endowed with a sacred and prophetic role.?® After Matthew of Edessa’s Time of the
Apocalypse, T'oros came to be regarded in the Het'umid Historiography as the
prophet of the salvation of the Armenian nation, a salvation that would be delivered
by Levon the Great.?*

As it stands, it seems reasonable to assume that it is no mere coincidence that
T oros received his divine vision in Constantinople. Indeed, under the pattern of
royal historiography (on which see later) the Emperor of Constantinople would cede
Cilicia to T oros.

The Will of the Emperor

In both the colophon and Vahram’s narrative, the account of Manuel’s
campaign against Cilician Armenia in 1158 is riddled with chronological

22 Artashes Matevosyan, ZLHJ[?F[FZI &bnuu}pbpﬁ 4‘[12wmwl[w,1wili1b[1 G-dF - [Colophons Of
Armenian Manuscritps, 5"-12" cc.], Yerevan, 1988, p. 189: «Puyg wgpli Zunr wuhwwbiw-
jui wwhtwg qhzluwbplh fujjuljut qfForne winb». See also Gérard Dédéyan, “Les
colophons de manuscrits”, p. 102. The theme of divine assistance to the Rubenid ruler is a
recurring motif in many sources; see, for example, Grigor Erets‘, Continuation, p. 400
[Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 261], where it is noted that the Armenians of Cilicia
gathered around T oros after his return to Cilicia “through God’s foresight.”

23 Benjamin Bourgeois, “La royauté : dynamiques et représentations”, p. 141, 607-608.

24 Benjamin Bourgeois, “La royauté : dynamiques et représentations”, p. 604-610. Regarding
the development of the eschatological tradition in Armenian sources, see Sergio La Porta,
“Conflicted Coexistence: Christian-Muslim Interaction and Its Representation in Medieval
Armenia”, Contextualizing the Muslim Other in Medieval Christian Discourse, Jerold C.
Frakes, New York, 2011, p. 112: “during the latter half of the twelfth century, the focus of the
eschatological perspective shifts from the punishing destruction of the Seljuk invasions...to
hope in assistance from the West and, ultimately, to hope in the resurrection of the Armenian
monarchy in Cilicia”. For the eschatological portrayal of Levon in Armenian sources, see, e.g.,
Sergio La Porta, “King Lewon I: The Last Roman Emperor”, La Méditerranée des Arméniens:
XI1e-XVe siecle, ed. Claude Mutafian, Paris, 2014, p. 85-100. Sergio La Porta, “Vardan
Aygekc’i’s Counsel and the Medieval Armenian Apocalyptic”, The Armenian Apocalyptic
Tradition: A Comparative Perspective, ed. Kevork B. Bardakjian and Sergio La Porta,
Leiden, 2014, p. 504-537. Zaroui Pogossian, “The Last Emperor or the Last Armenian King?
Some Considerations on Armenian Apocalyptic Literature from the Cilician Period”, The
Armenian Apocalyptic Tradition: A Comparative Perspective, ed. Kevork B. Bardakjian and
Sergio La Porta, Leiden, 2014, 457-503. For Levon’s own desire to be presented as the
spiritual leader of the Armenians, see David Linus Neagu, “‘King of All the Armenians’:
Lewon I and the Armenian Church”, Revue des études sud-est européennes, 58. 1-4, 2020, p.
39-49.
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inaccuracies, which will not be examined here. It suffices to mention an indicative
example: in the colophon, Manuel’s campaign against Cilicia precedes his
incitement of the Turkish Sultan (here identified as Kilij Arslan?) against T oros?.
However, we know that the Turkish campaigns must be chronologically placed
between Andronikos’ defeat at Mopsuestia and Manuel’s own campaign in Cilicia®’.
The narrative contains several significant omissions and factual distortions. For
instance, it entirely omits T oros’ attack on Byzantine Cyprus in collaboration with
the Prince of Antioch, an event that played a crucial role in prompting Manuel’s
subsequent campaign?®. Instead, the cause of the campaign is attributed solely to the
Byzantine emperor’s envy.?

In the colophon, as in Vahram’s Chronicle, an unidentified battle between
T oros and the Byzantine forces is described, occurring near Bardzrberd.

25 The same in Vahram, see Vahram Rabuni, p. 207 [Vahram Raboun, Chronicle, p. 38].
Scholars, based on Gregory the Priest’s testimony and the chronological period during which
Manuel’s rapprochement with the Turks occurred, suggest that the Sultan in this case was likely
Masud, the father of Kilij Arslan see e.g. Nikita Elisséeff, Niir ad-Din, p. 536-537. Levon
Ter-Petrosyan, buwywlfipibpp ke Gugbpp: Zumnp P [The Crusaders and Armenians, vol. I1],
p. 123. Marie-Anna Chevalier, Les ordres religieux-militaires en Arménie cilicienne :
Templiers, hospitaliers, teutoniques & Arméniens a [’époque des croisades, Paris, 2009, p. 93.

26 Colophon of 1286, pp. 584-585.

27 See e.g. A. A. Bozoyan, F!nLllluill}[lulJ[ll wpllliuluil ewqwgw[[wflnl/;!nlilﬂ [The Eastern Pollcy
of Byzantium], pp. 132-133, 202-203. Georgios Charizanis, “H moAitiky tov avtokpdtopo
Mavounk A" Kopvnvov (1143-80) kot tov dwddywv tov évavit e Mikpdg Appeviag”,
Byzantiaka, 25, 2005-2006, 157. Isabelle Augé, Byzantins, Arméniens & Francs au temps de
la Croisade. Politique religieuse et reconquéte en Orient sous la dynastie des Comnénes :
1081-1185, Paris, 2007, 278. Levon Ter-Petrosyan, Illulzull[ﬁpilbpﬂ | 4’Llljl?[1[1: Zl.umnp r [The
Crusaders and Armenians, vol. 1], p. 123.

28 For the attack by Reynald and T oros on Cyprus, see e.g. Adam M. Aaron, “The Sons of
Melisende: Baldwin I11, Amalric, and Kingship in the Kingdom of Jerusalem, 1143-1174 CE”,
PhD Thesis, Knoxville, 2024, p. 122. For a detailed analysis of the matter, see Gérard
Dédéyan, Les Arméniens en Chypre (577-1211). De Justin 1l & Hugues ler de Lusignan,
Nicosia, 2018, p. 143-149.

29 Colophon of 1286, p. 585: «bt Jkrumpb nikwy qhiwdput purnipbwb b fugnpbwb JEdh
@Fnrnup uyuri bddwiingy, ny jurkgbw) mwil) Guewbane. 1tis worth noting that envy
also appears as the motivation for Andronikos’ actions against T ‘oros in Gregory the Priest,
see Grigor Erets‘, Continuation, p. 400 [Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 260]. In
contrast, in Vahram’s account, envy is not mentioned as the motivation for Manuel’s hostility,
but instead the mistreatment of the Greeks by T oros and his usurpation of the Cilician region,
see Vahram Rabuni, pp. 203-204 [Vahram Raboun, Chronicle, p. 35-36]. The conquest of
Cilicia by T oros, along with the desire to punish Renaud for the Cyprus raid, are noted by
William of Tyre as reasons for Manuel’s 1158 campaign, see William of Tyre, A History of
Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, tr. Emily Atwater Babcock and August Charles Krey, vol. 2,
New York, 1943, p. 275-276.
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And he besieged him in the fortress called Bardzrberd. Then, the brave T oros
attacked the assembly of the Greeks, killed many, and took numerous Sebastoi
as captives to the fortress. He sold them for gold to Emperor Manuel and
distributed the treasure among the infantry of his army.3¢

The account mentions that T oros captured Byzantine officers (referred to as
Sevastoi) and sent them to Manuel. This suggests that the victory was probably over
a small Byzantine detachment rather than the main imperial army. Alishan argues
that this incident likely occurred during the conflicts that followed Step‘anos’
assassination, as Bardzrberd was not under T oros II’s control during Manuel’s
campaign.’!

It is equally plausible, however, that this incident was fabricated solely to
conceal T oros’ flight from the imperial army.?? In the same work, and evidently
aiming to downplay the extent of the Rubenid defeat, Levon is portrayed as having
been taken prisoner by the emperor only as part of a ruse, even though we know that
T oros’ father, having been left without any possessions, had attempted to gain John
II’s pardon?®. This hypothesis is further supported by the narrative’s portrayal of the

30" Colophon of 1286, Ly 585: «bu wupwrbw) qhw h pbwli Furdepbey §ngbghwg: Swrdwljuwg
wuuw fugh Fornu p Jbrwy dognnyl 3mbwg, qpugnuiu buyub, b gon] ubtwunhuwu
qbirh wwrkwy b pbEwlb, Julunbwug phy nuluyb juyubed bddwbnggh, b qqubadb pug-
Jubwg purny fbnualjug querend.

31 Ghewond Alishan, Léon le magnifique, premier roi de Sissouan ou de I’Arméno -Cilicie,
Venice, 1888, 50. According to Armenian sources, Vasil was one of the Armenian ishkhan
who fought alongside Andronikos Komnenos against T ‘oros, see e.g. Smbat Sparapet,
Supkgfipp [Chronicle], p. 171 [Sparapet Smbat, Chronicle, p. 77]. For the murder of
Step ‘anos by the Byzantines, see indicatively Kirakos Gandzakets‘i, Duwunifneflynit 2uyng
[History of Armenia), ed. K. A. Melik‘-Ohanjanyan, Yerevan, 1961, p. 110 [English
Translation: Kirakos Ganjakes‘i, History of the Armenians, tr. Robert Bedrosian, New
York, 1986, p. 100]. For the symbolic aspects of the Armenian narratives concerning
Step‘anos’ execution, see Benjamin Bourgeois, « La royauté: dynamiques et
représentations », 608. Regarding the doux allegedly responsible for organizing Step ‘anos’
murder, Andronikos Komnenos Euphorbenos, see, e.g., Konstantinos Varzos, H
yevealoyio twv Kouvnvav, vol. 1, Thessaloniki, 1984, p. 335-336.

32 Grigor Erets‘, Continuation, p. 417 [Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 272]. John
Kinnamos, Epitome Rerum Ab Joanne et Alexio Comnenis Gestarum, ed. A. Meineke (Corpus
Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae 13), Bonn, 1836, p. 180, 186 [English Translation: John
Kinnamos, Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, tr. Charles M. Brand, New York, 1976, p.
138, 142]. William of Tyre, A History of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, p. 276. For the tactic
of the Armenians to retreat to their mountain fortresses when facing superior forces, see for
example Mariya Romanova, “La défense de I’Etat arménien de Cilicie (1073-1375)”, PhD
Thesis, Montpellier, 2014, p. 126.

33 Gérard Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grecs, musulmans et croises, 606.



212 Konstantinos Takirtakoglou

final compromise between the emperor and T oros II as a direct result of T oros’
supposed victory on the battlefield and the impression it made on Manuel.

Astonished by his bravery and generosity, he adopted him as his own son and
granted Cilicia to T oros by written decree and a golden bull, along with many
other treasures. Then, he himself departed for Constantinople.?*

In this way, not only is the mediation of the King of Jerusalem concealed? but
also the vassalage of the Rubenid lord, which we know resulted from the meeting
between the Armenian ishkhan and the emperor (1159), is transformed into a
recognition of his independence and the Byzantine granting of all of Cilicia. It is
precisely here that we encounter the fundamental aspect of the second mode of
legitimizing the authority of the Rubenids, and by extension the Het‘umids, in
Cilicia. Since Manuel granted Cilicia upon T oros with a gold bullet, Cilicia is now
under the control of T oros, with the approval of the emperor.

As Azat Bozoyan has noted, this narrative in reality implies T oros’ integration
into the Byzantine administrative system?3¢. In short, T oros became the governor of

34 Colophon of 1286, Ly 585: «Lbny nrny fugnipdd b wunwnwdnnppdbl quedugbwg §ngbag
qlw hue ynepbgengphidd, B bn QUp hjw dinbwgeny Enuljh §nynyg @oenuh bewgp qubau
pugnulu, b hifh ghwg h Ynunwlnhlinuguypu». Similarly, in Vahram of Edessa, T oros’
victory at Bardzrberd and the magnanimity he showed towards the Byzantine prisoners were
the reasons that led Manuel to decide to engage in talks with the Rubenid prince, see Vahram
Rabuni, Ly 204-205 [Vahram Raboun, Chronicle, p. 36].

35 For the mediation of King Baldwin, see e.g. Martin Marko Vudeti¢, Zusammenkiinfte
byzantinischer Kaiser mit fremden Herrschern (395-1204): Vorbereitung, Gestaltung,
Funktionen, vol. 1, Minster, 2021, p. 219. The Armenian sources not only confirm the
mediation of the King of Jerusalem but also testify that T oros had hoped for this from the very
beginning, see Grigor Erets¢, Continuation, ty 417 (Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p.
272). According to John Kinnamos, T oros had unsuccessfully attempted to contact the
emperor before Baldwin’s mediation, see John Kinnamos, Epitome Rerum, p. 181. For the
role of the religious-military orders in this mediation, see Marie-Anna Chevalier, Les ordres
religieux-militaires en Arménie cilicienne, p. 98-100. The meeting between the two occurred
in the spring of 1159, see e.g. Friedrich Hild and Hansgerd Hellenkemper, Kilikien und
Isaurien, vol. 1 (Tabula Imperii Byzantini 5), Wien, 1990, 72.

36 Azat A. Bozoyan, «Upjhypwyp pyniqubpuljul junujwrepyitep & fophljub hplawbne-
pyouip XII qurh 40 —70-wljwb pulubitehi» [“The Byzantine Rulers of Cilicia and the
Rubenid Princedom in the fifth to eighth decades of the 12" Century”], PBH, 3, 1984, pp. 80—
81, 85. This view is also supported by other historians, see e.g. Natasha Hodgson, “Conflict
and Cohabitation: Marriage and Diplomacy between Latins and Cilician Armenians, ¢.1097-
12537, The Crusades and the Near East, ed. Conor Kostick, London, 2011, p. 92. Ter-
Petrosyan accepts Bozoyan’s position, although he considers it more accurate to see T oros as
the governor of only the mountainous part of Cilicia, rather than the entire region, see Levon
Ter-Petrosyan, buywlpiphbpp ke Gugkpp: 2unnnp £ [The Crusaders and Armenians, vol. I1],



The Legitimation of Armenian Rule in Cilicia in Het ‘umid... 213

the Byzantine province of Cilicia, or at least its mountainous part. This is further
supported by the absence of a Byzantine Duke of Cilicia between 1159 and 1162.%
Bozoyan’s thesis is strengthened by evidence that T oros had received the title of
sebastos.*® According to Gregory the Priest’s account, T ‘oros aimed to be recognized
as a vassal of the emperor even before his victory over Andronikos Komnenos.

37

38

39

The Armenians, in turn, because of their affection for and fear of the Greek
emperor, did not dare battle against him, but rather ceaselessly pleaded with
him to be allowed to maintain their allegiance to him [and to empire]...Now
Toros beseeched him with many entreaties, saying: “I am a vassal of the
emperor and of you....”

pp- 126-127. This view has also been proposed by other researchers, see e.g. Ralph-Johannes
Lilie, Byzantium and the Crusader States 1096-1204, p. 179. On the other hand, Stepanenko
argues against Bozoyan’s position, pointing out that T oros, as a vassal of the emperor, could
not have been integrated into the imperial administrative system. He believes that T oros’
relationship with the empire should be studied within the context of relations between the
empire and client neighbouring states, “whose rulers recognize the suzerainty of the basileus,”
see Valerij Stepanenko, “Topoc II Pybenna u BH3aHTHICKAsT aAMUHUACTPAIHS PAaBHUHHON
Kunukuu (1158-1160)" [“Toros II Rubenid and the Byzantine Administration of the Cilicia
Plain (1158-1160)], Vizantijskij vremennik, 56, 1995, p. 132.

Azat A. Bozoyan, FJnqufM}/ouﬁ Lupllbuluil _pwrlw‘[gw[[wilnlﬂ'!nlilﬂ [The Eastern Pollcy Of
Byzantium), pp. 203, 214. In contrast, see: Valerij Stepanenko, “Topoc II PyGenun u
BU3aHTHUICKas agMUHUCTpanus paHuHHOW Kmnukuu (1158-1160)” [“Toros II Rubenid and
the Byzantine Administration of the Cilicia Plain (1158-1160)"], p. 127-133.

See Smbat Sparapet, Swpkgfipp [Chronicle], pp. 179, 186 [Sparapet Smbat, Chronicle, p.
81, 85]. In general, scholars associate the title received by T oros with the recognition of
Byzantine suzerainty, see e.g. Sirarpie Der Nersessian, “The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia”,
A History of the Crusades. Il. The Later Crusades 1189-1311, ed. R.L. Wolff and H.W.
Hazard, Madison, p. 640. Gregory the Priest mentions T ‘oros II once with the title pansebastos
and twice with the title sebastos, see Grigor Erets¢, Continuation, Ly 409, 423, 428 [Gregory
the Priest, “Continuation”, pp. 267, 276, 280]. For the title sebastos during the reign of Manuel
I Komnenos, see Stavros G. Georgiou, «Ot tyuntikoi tithot eni Koywvnvadv (1081-1185)»,
PhD Thesis, Thessaloniki, 2005, 315-401.

Grigor Erets®, Continuation, p. 400 [Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 260-261]: «k
Gnfw wn ubr v whh JEdh pugqunrpl 3mbwg ny fudwrdwlbhi wwy piy idw Yuobragd,
w)| fubwyuq uprny wquque wqupthl fdwy dw p fbuqubgnppd. .. Puly #orne pugnud
wnunubof wnuykr qlw, pk «fnrn bl puquunrhi b oy, Jurewicz argues that Andronikos
rejected T oros’ peace proposals because he was dissatisfied with the terms offered by the
Armenian ishkhan, see Oktawiusz Jurewicz, Andronik I. Komnenos, Warszawa, 1962, 53. On
the other hand, Bartikyan, in the context of his argument for the assumption of a royal title by
Levon I, contends that here T oros II was signaling to the Byzantines that he would not repeat
his father’s actions, see Hrach M. Bartikyan, «Uhfwly Pmwhlnu bkepngyuiip b fwuyng
wnwyghii puquynrh fulighrp» [“The Panegyric of Michael Italicus and the Issue of the First
Armenian King”], PBH, 4, 1984, p. 220. Other scholars, more appropriately in my view,
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This seems to have been exactly achieved after the meeting between Manuel
and T oros: the recognition by Constantinople of the Rubenid as a client of the
empire®’, The description by Kinnamos of the outcome of the meeting, though
concise, is indicative: “Welcoming him, the emperor enrolled him among the
Romans’ subjects and so terminated the war.”*! In the same vein, Gregory the Priest
presents T oros after 1164 as governing Cilicia “by the authority and the friendship
of the emperor” (hpudwbun ti uhpny puquinph)*, while William of Tyre refers
to an “oath of fealty to the emperor.”? There are other indications that confirm the
view that in this meeting T oros recognized Manuel’s suzerainty: the provision of
supplies for the Byzantine army by T oros*, and the granting of a “fortress which
the emperor demanded” to Manuel, according to William of Tyre, or "Anazarbus,"
according to the Armenian sources*, form a picture that consistently appears in the
recognition of Byzantine suzerainty by Armenian leaders. As correctly noted, the

suggest that Gregory’s account indicates T oros wanted to be recognized as a vassal of the
emperor, see F. Chalandon, Les Comnéne : études sur I'Empire byzantin au XI° et au XII°
siécles. 11, Jean 11 Comnéne (1118-1143) et Manuel I Comnéne (1143-1180), New York, 1912,
p. 427. Azat A. Bozoyan, «Upjhlpwh pmquibinpuljué junwjurhyibep», p. 79, idem, Ajm:-
ql.ufu}fu.u'!ﬁ ulpllliuulil ‘gwqw_pw[[wflnlﬁ'!ndl[l [The Eastern POllC_)/ ofozantlum], p. 201.

40 See e.g. Georgios Chatzelis, “Byzantine Strategy (AD 630-1204)”, The Cambridge History of
Strategy, ed. Isabelle Duyvesteyn and Beatrice Heuser, vol. 1. From Antiquity to the American
War of Independence, Cambridge, 2025, p. 246. As Magdalino notes, the evidence leads to the
conclusion that from the outset of his 1158 campaign, Manuel aimed at “imperial restoration
based on recognition, rather than abolition, of the status quo,” see Paul Magdalino, The
Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge, 1993, p. 69.

41 John Kinnamos, Epitome Rerum, p. 186 (John Kinnamos, Deeds of John and Manuel
Comnenus, p. 142): «Baociieng 6& avtov TpoonKAaneEVos S0VA0IS T TdV Popaiov Evéypaye Kal
TOV TOAELOV AOITOV EAVGEVY.

42 Grigor Erets‘, Continuation, p. 423 [Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 276]. For why
the “Greek suzerainty proved beneficent for the Armenians, particularly for the Rubenids”, see
Claude Mutafian, “The Brilliant Diplomacy of Cilician Armenia”, Armenian Cilicia, ed.
Richard G. Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian, Costa Mesa, 2008, p. 96.

43 William of Tyre, A History of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, p. 278.

44 Grigor Erets¢, Continuation, pp. 418-419 [Gregory the Priest, “Continuation”, p. 273].

45 William of Tyre, A History of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, p. 278. Barber correctly views the
granting of this fortress "as a symbol of submission”, see Malcolm Barber, The Crusader
States, New Haven, 2012, p. 213. Vahram Rabuni, ty 205 [Vahram Raboun, Chronicle, p.
37]. Zbpnudf R, Swpbigpnfiyniiip [“The Chronicle of Het’um II””], p. 102. As Bozoyan clarifies,
the fact that T oros is reported to have captured Anazarbus after the assassination of Step ‘anos
leads us to conclude that he indeed granted some territory in 1158, see Azat A. Bozoyan, «uh-
lbllllul'!]'l pJnlqwﬁr}ml]ulﬁ llulmulluwhzﬁhr-n», p. 81, idem, F!ﬂquHiH}/ﬂ.ﬂ!ﬁ LuplLbuluZl purrjuipu-
huitincffynctip [The Eastern Policy of Byzantium], p. 205.
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fact that T oros returned to his lands only after obtaining permission from Manuel
reveals the asymmetry of power between the two men?,

That some kind of agreement was reached between Manuel I and T oros is also
demonstrated by Choniates, who contrasts Manuel’s policy with that of his father:
“He did not emulate his own father in contesting for control of all of Armenia, nor
did he attack those fortresses which he had subdued.”*” The historian continues,
Manuel was “tricked by the duplicity of Thoros’s words and taken in by wheedling
treaties.™®

In contrast to the narrative of T oros’ subjugation, the author of the colophon
describes Cilicia as fully ceded to T oros with the granting of a golden bull. Some
point rightly that T oros’ obligation to provide certain territories to the Byzantine
emperor could not be reconciled with the cession of the entire Cilicia to T oros*.

Byzantine historical narratives and other Armenian sources do not mention a
chrysobull granted to T‘oros by Manuel. This absence strongly implies that the
chrysobull might be a literary invention by the author of the colophon. Given that
Byzantine chrysobulls significantly influenced diplomatic practices in Cilician
Armenia®, it is plausible that the Het umid historiography found it natural to assert
that an imperial chrysobull had sealed the agreement. However, a reference in the
work of Manganeios Prodromos clarifies that such a chrysobull existed: “He [i.e.,
T oros] is reinstated as a shepherd, not an owner, and receives the grazing rights of
his tenure more securely than before, authorized by you [i.e., Manuel 1] in red
syllables.”! This reference, however, also compels us to reject the notion that the

46 Martin Marko Vudeti¢, Zusammenkiinfte byzantinischer Kaiser mit fremden Herrschern
(395-1204), p. 278.

47 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, ed. J. L. van Dieten (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 11),
Berlin, 1975, p. 102-103 [English Translation: Nicetas Choniates, O City of Byzantium:
Annals of Niketas Choniates, tr. Harry J. Magoulias, Detroit, 1984, p. 59: «o0d¢ mepi tiig 6Ang
Appeviag dtayoviletor Tov oikelov matépa ENAK®GS, 1 YoV, 660 £kelvog DIINYAYETO QPOVPLOL
TOAEUDVY.

48 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 103 (Nicetas Choniates, O City of Byzantium, p. 59): «dAA&
M) SumAdn TV Adywv Tod Topovon pevakicbeig kal T aipvlig TV cuvONKdV araivvOeic».

49 Levon Ter-Petrosyan, buwyuwlpipibpp ke Gugbpp: Zunnnp R [The Crusaders and Armenians,
vol. IT], p. 126.

50 See e.g. Jean Richard, “La diplomatique royale dans les royaumes d’Arménie et de
Chypre (XII®-X Ve sitcles)”, Bibliotheque de I’école des chartes, 144, 1986, p. 76. Marco
Bais, “Documents de la chancellerie du royaume d’Arménie en Cilicie : traductions et
traducteurs”, La Méditerranée des Arméniens: XII¢-XV¢ siecle, ed. Claude Mutafian,
Paris, 2014, p. 246.

51 Manganeios Prodromos, no. 8, 711-25, cited in Paul Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel |
Komnenos, 1143-1180, p. 70. For the identification of the “red syllables” with a chrysobull “by
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chrysobull transferred ownership of Cilicia to T oros. Instead, it affirmed the terms
of the Armenian ishkhan’s vassalage to the emperor. The document explicitly
emphasized that T ‘oros was made shepherd of the region, not its owner.

Regardless of the historical reality, for the author of the colophon, after 1158,
Cilicia was Armenian—»by the will of both God and the Byzantine emperor, who had
been its former legal owner.

Final Act

This transfer of ownership of Cilicia to the Armenians was definitively sealed
by the Byzantine Emperor, sending a crown to the first king of Armenian Cilicia,
Levon I.

Hearing of his benevolence, the kings of the world urged him to take the crown
and among them the overlord of the Franks and the Emperor of the Greeks sent
him a crown and many treasures.?

The events surrounding the sending of the crowns to the Armenian king have
been examined by scholars®?; however, what is most significant for our study is that
after this mention, the colophon no longer refers to the Byzantines. This omission
must undoubtedly be attributed to the rarity of Byzantine-Armenian relations after
1204 (though not entirely severed®*). Just as with Byzantium, where after the reign

which Manuel reinstated T oros in this territory, and conferred (or reconferred) on him the
imperial dignity of sebastos,” see ibidem, p. 70, note 159.

52 Colophon of 1286, Ly 586: «9nr pwrbgnrdmphtl Gnrw nikw] puquunrf kelrp’ unhwybh
qlw puq wnlinyg, jnrng ke nudprowed bnwbqug, fujurl 3nbwug, wnwfght ddw pug &
quiid pugnuby.

53 See, e.9., Azat A. Bozoyan, «Uppypugh Zwpjulub Meonpymip. Pluwbuybnngpndpg
Fuquynempymi» [“The Armenian State of Cilicia. From Princedom to Kingdom™],
Etchmiadzin, 62.12, 2006, Ly 95-96. Christodoulos G. Ntavonis, “Further Thoughts on the
Byzantine Crown of Lewon I the Magnificent,” Byzantiaka, 37, 2022, p. 149-161.

54 For Armenian-Byzantine relations in the 13th century, see, e.g., Alexis G. C. Savvides, «To
pecoyelokd kpatog g Kihikiokng 1 Mwkpng Appeviag (Appevokilikiog) kotd tov 06TEPO
Mecaidva peta&h Bulovtiov, otavpopdpov kot Iohaws, O Yorepos Meoarwvikios Koouog
(110g-160¢ auwveg). Bulavtio, ueoarwviky Avon, Avaro ko lokdu, XAdfor, by Alexis G. C.
Savvides and Nikolaos G. Nikoloudis, Athens, 2007, p. 180, 182. Azat Bozoyan, “Les
relations arméno-byzantines au XII1° siécle : nouvelles perspectives”, L église arménienne
entre Grecs et Latins fin XI®-milieu XV¢ siecle, ed. Isabelle Augé and Gérard Dédéyan, Paris,
2009, p. 39-47. On the significant position of Chalcedonian Orthodox Christians (both Greek
and Armenian) in the Kingdom of Cilicia in the 13th century, see Sergei P. Brun,
“Chalcedonian Orthodoxy in the Kingdom of Armenia. The Church Hierarchy, Aristocracy
and Communities of the Byzantines and the Chalcedonian Armenians in the 12th-14th Century
Cilicia”, Puliphp 2uwgmgfunndffyui, 3, 2018, p. 5-31. In a relatively recent study, Grigoryan has
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of Manuel Komnenos, “the official Byzantine historiography seems to gradually
forget about Cilicia’s existence,” so too in the colophon, the Byzantines fade into
the background, having fulfilled their role in transferring Cilicia’s rights to the
Rubenids. As with Matthew of Edessa, the Byzantines are disregarded once they
“have served their prophetic purpose.”®

Conclusions: On the Side of Legitimacy

As we have seen, according to the 1286 colophon, the Het 'umids were loyal to
the Emperor, fighting the Rubenids, the usurpers who attempted to seize control of
the province by force. Nerses Lambronats ‘i in his collection of documents Munun
figpny dpwpwinffbwh. [Fuguinphh Ynnndng U'wimufl/r L wppng Guwffngplnuwy
Auyng ?/bpu/m/r In ‘}'Fﬁqnpﬁuﬁ [rugpl, qnp qphghl wn dfdEwi (Explanation of
the Discussion of the Union. the Letters of the King of the Romeans Manuel
and the Holy Armenian Catholicoi Nerses and Grigoris, which they Wrote to Each
Other) clearly demonstrates that the Het ‘umids who were T oros II’s contemporaries
regarded his actions as a “riot” (funnyniphib)?”. T oros was viewed as a scoundrel
“revolting against the Roman King for various reasons, forgetting what he swore in
their treaty and his vassalage.”®® Contemporary scholars have already indicated that
in the conflicts between the two dynasties, the Rubenids were always the
aggressors®. Therefore, the Het ‘umids had no reason to conceal the fact that, unlike

convincingly argued that one branch of the Het 'umid family, that of Halkam, uncle of King
Levon |, adhered to the Chalcedonian doctrine, see Samvel Grigoryan, “The lineage of Adam
(Siratan), regent for Zapél, Queen of Armenia”, Elites chrétiennes et formes du pouvoir en
Méditerranée centrale et orientale. (XI11°-XV® siécle), ed. Marie-Anna Chevalier and Isabelle
Ortega, Paris, 2017), p. 231, 238, 240.

5 Azat Bozoyan, “Cilician Armenia as Perceived by the Byzantine Empire (Komnenoi Period)”,
Cilician Armenia in the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities (Historical-Philological
Essays), ed. Azat Bozoyan, tr. A. Martirossyan, Yerevan, 2019, p. 42.

56 Tara L. Andrews, Matt ‘@os Urhayec i and His Chronicle, Leiden, 2017, p. 75-76. Eadem,
“Matthew of Edessa (Matt‘@s Utrhayec‘i)”’, Franks and Crusades in Medieval Eastern
Christian Historiography, ed. Alex Mallett, Turnhout, 2020, p. 171.

57 ﬂfu;ﬁ'wb[uul{wil [rcgfip UFF"JL bbpuﬁuﬁ abnpqwanJ [Encyclical Letter Of S. Nerseés
Shnorhali], p. 86. This collection is discussed in A.A. Bozoyan, «upjpljui Zwjwuwmwéh
yuwdnipymlip Uhgbrlrulwé énph yhonpymiiberh wepapyenud» [“The History of Cilician
Armenia in the Archives of Mediterranean Statats™], Ly 126ff.

B8 Lugfwipulwh Frogflp Uppngh Ukpupufi Ghapbwpeny [Encyclical Letter of S. Nerses
Shnorhali], p. 86: «ptlfi mékr pinnkf pmqunrhi Znnning wyhuybu yuwbwnw, dnnwgbug
qirppiiwlynin quighiul’ ne h dhgh, b qhwquibingmphid Gnewy.

59 See e.g. Sirarpie Der Nersessian, “The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia”, p. 634-635.
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the Rubenids, they were faithful vassals of Byzantium, thus showing that the
Het 'umids were always on the side of legitimacy®.

In the selective memory of the Het ‘umids, however, T ‘oros Il had been the man
to whom the Emperor ultimately transferred the ownership of Cilicia, legitimizing
their own authority. It may not be a coincidence that it was during the time of T oros
Il that the slow and difficult but steady normalization of relations between the
Rubenids and Het 'umids began®. What is certain is that since the region passed to
T oros II by the will of both God and the Emperor, and thus Cilicia rightfully
belonged to the Rubenids, the Het 'umids, as the successors of the Rubenids, had
inherited the right to rule the region.

4NLUSULShLNU SUUPSUU0LNR

YhILbh4hl KU3N038 hGIURLNAFI3WL OLPLEUELESAFUL
<GENFU3ULLE D LUrN22UNHEL MUESNFUP UBL. <GENFU
£-b aUGNSPh <hGUESULUL UL OLPLUGL (1286 (3-.)

Fl.uilull[l Fl.ulll?[l\ FJ"LLILMIIII.LLI[[MIL hugupndfdynds, Gug-pynequliqulwl Swpwphpne-
nililibp, 2EfFncd P-f Bwongp, Showmwlywpuiiibp, Papng P, 2k-
J r 2190 2 r r g
[Prudyuiiibp, /]‘nl[:’ﬁil!luililbﬂ, llnlﬁlliilfll?[r, llﬁlfll[[‘uu:

Zmp[w&nuf (rowwpwibidnd b owgl fulighpp, 76 ﬁ"ilz LbbEpwy E bbplhuwgugnod
4'wJ-FJnquLl;wl[wil 6‘lu[1ulFl?[1ﬂL/JJﬂLilill?[1/1 wilg!wl[t Zl?/&'nuf ﬂ-ﬁ D’wzngﬁ 4fow-

60 Tt is worth noting Evans’ position that this “long loyalty” of the Het'umid dynasty likely
underpinned the choice of the Cilician royal court in the 13th century to express its royal power
through Byzantine symbols of power, despite the fact that, during this period when Byzantium
was weakened, one would have expected “the Cilicians to choose Latin models for their
portraits,” see Helen Carney Evans, “Imperial Aspirations: Armenian Cilicia and Byzantium
in the Thirteenth Century”, Eastern Approaches to Byzantium, ed. Antony Eastmond,
Aldershot, 2001, p. 248. The Cilician coins of the period also reflect “Armenia’s continuing
connection with Byzantine artistic tradition,” see e.g. Eurydice Georganteli, “Transposed
Images: Currencies and Legitimacy in the Late Medieval Eastern Mediterranean”, Byzantines,
Latins, and Turks in the Eastern Mediterranean World after 1150, ed. Jonathan Harris,
Catherine Holmes, and Eugenia Russell, Oxford, 2012, p. 159-160.

61 With the marriage of Oshin’s son, Het ‘um, to a daughter of T oros, see e.g. Smbat Sparapet,
Swpkgppp [Chronicle], p. 171 [Sparapet Smbat, Chronicle, p. 77]. Mutafian characteri-
stically describes this marriage as "une premiére tentative d’alliance des deux grandes familles
rivales," see Claude Mutafian, Le Royaume Arménien de Cilicie, 28.
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KOHCTAHTHUHOC TAKUPTAKOI'JTY

JETUTUMALIMS APMSIHCKOM BJIACTH B KHWJIIMKUU B
MHNPOIMATAHAUCTCKOM HAPPATUBE XETYMHNU/J10B HA TIPUMEPE
KOJIO®OHA JIEKIIUOHAPUSA XETYMA 11 (1286 I'.)

KiroueBsble cjioBa:  BuzaHTuiickas umnepus, apMsHO-BU3aHTUIICKUE CBsI3H, JIekiu-
onapuii Xeryma II, xonmogonsl, Topoc II, Xerymunsi, Pybe-
auasl, Komannel, Knmmkus.

Cratbs NOCBsIIIIEHA NMPEACTABICHUIO MPOIUIOTO apMsIHO-BU3aHTUICKUX OTHO-
meHui B TekcTe Komodona Jleknmonapus Xeryma I, B KoTopoM 04EeBHIHO ITpoTIa-
TaHJIMCTCKOE WCIIOJIb30BaHuE UcToprorpaduu auHactueit Xerymumos. [louemy B
ATOT MPOMATraHAUCTCKUN HCTOpUOrpadruecKuii HappaTHB OBLIO BKITFOYEHO CBHUJIC-
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TEIBCTBO O TOM, YTO XETYMUBI CPAKAINCh HA CTOPOHE BU3AHTUIIEB TPOTUB KHA3S
Topoca Il u3 munactuu PyOGenumoB? DTO NEHCTBUTEIBHO CTPAHHBIA XOJ, €CIH
y4ecTb, YTO UMEHHO XETyMHJBI CTANU NMpeeMHUKamMu PyOennnos. B crathe moka-
3aHO, YTO JaHHBIM INAcCakeM XeTyMHIbl CTPEMHIINCH NPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATD, YTO
OHM BCETJ[a HAXOUIUCh HA CTOPOHE 3aKOHHOCTH. J[0 Tex nop, noka Buzanrtus ocra-
BAJIACh 3aKOHHBIM BJIAJIEJIBLIEM PETUOHA, XETYMUIbI BHICTYIIAIN HA €€ CTOPOHE IPO-
THUB MEHee 3aKoHOonocHymHbIx PyOennnoB. Ho kak Takoe mpeacTaBieHHE COOTHO-
cutcs ¢ TeM (pakToM, 4TO caMH XEeTyMH[bl BIOCJIEACTBUH CTAM NMPEEMHHUKAMHU
Py6enunos B Kunnkun? He moapeiBaeT jiu 3T0 TIETHTUMHOCTH X COOCTBEHHOM BIIa-
CTU B peruoHe? BcecTopoHee nucciaenoBaHue JaeT Ha 3TOT BaXKHBII BOIIPOC OTPHULIA-
TeNbHBIA OTBET. Benp B mcTopuorpaduyeckoil mapamurme, paspabOTaHHON MpH
JIBOpe XeTyMUJ0B, NOUEPKUBAIOCh, uTO Topoc Il BnociencTBuu cTain 3aKOHHBIM
MIPaBUTENIEM PErvoHa. DTa BOJIIOLMS MPOU30ILIA HE TOJIBKO MO Boje bora, HO U
caMoro uMreparopa, Kotopsiid nepenan Topocy Il Kunukuro Bo Bragenue. Takum
o0pa3zom, XeTyMUbl CTall MTpeeMHUKaMHi PyOeHHIOB mocjie TOro, Kak UX BIIACTb
ObuIa ISTHTUMUPOBaHa Kak borom, Tak v OBIBILIMM 3aKOHHBIM BJIaJeNIbLIEM PErHOHA
— BacCHJIEBCOM, YTO M OBIJI0O OKOHYATEILHO YTBEP)KJIEHO OTIPAaBKOW BH3aHTHICKON
KOPOHBI IIEPBOMY LIapio U3 pona PyOeHumos.





