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Introduction

v ISSUE Volume 1.1 (June 2024)

The Matenadaran, Mesrop Mashtots Research Institute of Ancient Manuscripts in
Yerevan, Armenia, is the world’s most significant repository and centre for the
study of medieval Armenian manuscripts. It possesses a collection of around 22,800
manuscripts, amulet scrolls, and manuscript fragments, most of which are in Arme-
nian and around 4,000 in foreign languages: Greek, Latin, Syriac, Arabic, Persian,
Ottoman Turkish, Georgian, Karshuni, Coptic, Hebrew, Old Slavonic, Ethiopic, and
others.

Together with a multitude of original literary and historiographical sources (in-
cluding those from the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia, 1198-1375), which are of fore-
most importance for the social, political, and cultural history not only of Armenia, but
also of the whole Middle Eastern and Caucasian region and beyond, the manuscript
collection of the Matenadaran contains a wealth of translated literature. For instance,
from the time of the invention of the Armenian alphabet in the early s century
CE on, the Armenians translated numerous works from Greek into Armenian. These
translations include important compositions by authors such as Philo of Alexandria,
Irenaeus of Lyons, and Eusebius of Caesarea, the original texts of which are lost
today. At the same time, a large number of early Armenian translations exist that do
have surviving Greek originals. In many cases, the translations are older than the first
extant Greek witnesses and thus can help to reconstruct correct readings of the Greek
texts.

For that reason, there is a close relationship between Armenian Studies and the
study of Classical Greek, Early Christian, and Byzantine texts. The Matenadaran has
always cooperated and fostered connections with hundreds of scholars and students
worldwide. Such fruitful collaboration exists not only with many individual scholars
from a great range of academic institutions, but also with significant learned societies
such as the AIEA (Association internationale des études arméniennes) and the SAS
(Society for Armenian Studies, USA).

Furthermore, it is worth noting that there are few international journals spe-
cialised in medieval and early modern Armenian Studies. Among them we must
mention the Revue des études arméniennes and Le Muséon; the latter often contains
Armenological material, though it is a journal of Oriental Studies in general. To
these two periodicals, the Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies should be added
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(but only occasionally does it publish papers on the medieval period), as well as the
Armeniaca. International Journal of Armenian Studies, founded recently by our Italian
colleagues.

Until now, our Institute of Ancient manuscripts has had one single academic
periodical, the Banber Matenadarani (Bulletin of the Matenadaran, first published in
1941), which is mostly in Modern Armenian and thus only accessible to scholars
knowing that language.

In light of all the above considerations, it is high time that the Matenadaran
launched its own international journal in major Western languages, providing a new,
widely accessible venue for research and publication to local and foreign scholars
engaged or interested in Armenian Studies and related fields. The members of our
editorial board come from various research institutions and universities throughout
the world, and we are delighted to announce that MEMAS is collaborating with
Brepols Publishers (Turnhout, Belgium).

The periodical will publish one volume consisting of two issues annually. Each
paper is double-blind peer-reviewed by two experts. The articles, in English, French,
German, and Italian, are submitted and peer-reviewed through the website of the
journal: https://journalmatenadaran.com/index.php/jmat. Our preferred fields of
research are source study, philology, history, theology, codicology, archaeology, and
art history from the sth to the 18th centuries. We hope the new periodical of the
Matenadaran will be welcomed by our colleagues worldwide, and they will be willing
to offer us the results of their studies for publication in MEMAS.

Aram Topchyan
Editor-in-Chief


https://journalmatenadaran.com/index.php/jmat
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JOST GIPPERT

Recovering Hidden Texts: Palimpsests of the
Matenadaran and their Disclosure®

v ABSTRACT On the basis of four sample cases, the present
article illustrates the prospects of the application of multispectral
imaging to the study of palimpsests that are preserved in the
Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran)
in Yerevan. Taking into account the different physical structures of
the samples, which comprise an isolated fragment (no. 647), two
flyleaves (of manuscripts M2154 and M3938), and a fully
palimpsested codex (manuscript M2130), it outlines the variety of
Old Armenian materials in erkat “agir script that were palimpsested,
ranging from a colophon (M3938) via the History of Armenia by
Movsés Khorenats ‘i (M2154) and the Commentary on the Psalms by
Theodoretus of Cyrrhus (Fragment no. 647) up to the treatise
Against Heresies by Irenaeus of Lyon (M2130), and the insight into
the history of the texts and the Armenian language that can be
gained from these materials.

v KEYWORDS Palimpsest, Movsés Khorenats i, Theodoretus of
Cyrrhus, Irenaeus of Lyon, colophon, erkat “agir, M2154, M3938,
M2130, Fragment no. 647.
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JOST GIPPERT
1. Introduction

In the early centuries of Armenian literacy, manuscripts were usually written on
parchment, a material that was extremely well suited for being inscribed with ink but,
at the same time, quite expensive, given that it was produced from the skin of animals
(sheep, goats, calves). This is the reason why parchment codices were often not
simply discarded when their contents were deemed obsolete but prepared for re-use,
by rubbing, scratching or washing off the texts they contained and overwriting them
with other, more up-to-date texts; a procedure that was widespread across all early
Christian cultures and is usually denoted by the Greek term “palimpsest” (lit. “rubbed
off again”). In this way, many extremely important texts of the first millennium of our
era have been preserved even though they were no longer meant to be read in later
times. However, depending on the efficacy of the “rubbing off”, special means are
usually needed to recover them.

During the last 2§ years, sophisticated imaging methods have been developed that
have proven to facilitate the study of palimpsests enormously, namely, multispectral
and transmissive light imaging. These techniques have for the first time been success-
fully applied to two Armenian palimpsests of St. Catherine’s monastery on Mt. Sinai,
which had been detected in the erased layer of a bipartite Georgian codex of about
the 10™-11" centuries among the so-called “New Finds” of 1975 (now catalogued
as Sin. georg. NF 13 and 55); the same codex also contains the only manuscript
remains in the Caucasian Albanian language in palimpsested form. The Albanian and
the Armenian undertexts of this codex were the object of an international cooperation
of scholars running from 1999 to 2008," which resulted in a three-volume edition
published in 2008-2010 (Gippert, Schulze, Aleksidze, and Mahé 2008; Gippert
2010). Enhanced photographic methods, especially the application of transmissive
light imaging,® have since become available via the “Sinai Palimpsests Project™ and
yielded promising new insights, thus suggesting to extend the research on Armenian
palimpsests beyond Mt. Sinai. In the following pages, I intend to illustrate the first
results of investigations into the palimpsests of the Matenadaran, which have become
possible by a generous grant of the Volkswagen Foundation,* and which are at present

1 The projects “Caucasian Languages and Cultures: Electronic Documentation” (ARMAZI), 1999-2002, and
“Palimpsest Manuscripts of Caucasian Provenance”, 2003-2008, both kindly funded by the Volkswagen
Foundation; my thanks are due to Zaza Aleksidze and Jean-Pierre Mahé, who instigated the projects, and
Wolfgang Schulze and Manana Tandashvili who participated in the decipherment. Unfortunately, both Zaza
Aleksidze and Wolfgang Schulze have passed away meanwhile.

2 Cf. Gippert 2022 for a short description of the technique.

3 Cf http://sinaipalimpsests.org.

4 In 2017, a multispectral imaging system (“Megavision”) was installed in the Matenadaran within the project
“Palimpsest Manuscripts of the Matenadaran”, with kind support by Ken Boydston, Ivan Shevchuk, and
Damianos Kasotakis. The processing software systems used are ENVI 5.5 by L3Harris Geospatial (cf. https://
www.]3harrisgeospatial.com/Software-Technology/ENVI) and HOKU 1.1 developed by Keith Knox (cf. http://
www.cis.rit.edu/~ktkpci/Hoku.html).


http://sinaipalimpsests.org
https://www.l3harrisgeospatial.com/Software-Technology/ENVI
https://www.l3harrisgeospatial.com/Software-Technology/ENVI
http://www.cis.rit.edu/~ktkpci/Hoku.html
http://www.cis.rit.edu/~ktkpci/Hoku.html
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carried out in cooperation of the Centre for the Study of Manuscript Cultures,
Hamburg, with the Matenadaran.®

2. Materials and Methods

According to Arshak Banouchyan (2002, 91), the Matenadaran holds about 1,000
manuscripts plus approximately 4,500 fragments that are palimpsests, while less
“optimistic” estimates speak of 5o palimpsest codices with a total of 1,500 folios. A
systematic assessment that has been undertaken since 2017 has revealed that there
are indeed two different types of palimpsests that have to be envisaged here. In some
cases, all or most of the body of a given codex turns out to be palimpsested, with
either both the upper and the lower layer being Armenian or with other languages
being involved. In other cases, it is only one or a few folios of a given codex that
are palimpsested; usually these are folios that were added secondarily in binding,
serving as front or back flyleaves. In the latter case, there is no systematic difference
as to other parchment folios that were used in binding later codices, except for their
having been erased and overwritten, e.g., with owner’s notes. Both types of flyleaves
are usually much older than the codices they were bound with and require special
attention.

Since 2017, a total of 2064 palimpsest pages of the Matenadaran have been
captured with multispectral and transmissive light imaging and processed for being
deciphered.’ 1988 of these pages are part of the body of larger parchment codices
(M196: 3 pages; Mo63: 318; M1585: 63; M2130: 273; M3822: 40; Ms5568: 238;
M6018: 546; M6141: 110; M6424: 48; M7079: 60; M8193: 166; M8352: 122;
Mi0680: 1); the remaining 76 belong to flyleaves or other types of fragments. In
most cases, both the erased layer and the overtext are in Armenian; however, there
are also undertexts in Georgian (in M6141, M6705 and the flyleaves of M10o71 as
well as Fragment VP-037 with a Georgian overtext) and in Latin (in M3822). Table I
illustrates the present state of the work.”

Involved have been, apart from the present author, Hasmik Sargsyan and Emilio Bonfiglio as members of the

ERC-funded project “The Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories (DeLiCaTe)” in the Hamburg

Centre, and Gurgen Gasparyan, Ara Gasparyan, Davit Ghazaryan, Hasmik Iritsyan, Albert Mkhitaryan, and

Gevorg Ter-Vardanean in the Matenadaran. The project members deeply regret Gevorg Ter-Vardanean’s untimely

decease in March 2023.

6 From 2017 to 2022, Siranush Bardughimeosyan, Mariam Mats‘oyan, and Anna Khach‘atryan were involved in the
work.

7 Abbreviations: ¢ = captured, i = identified, t = transcribed; A = asomtavruli, B = bolorgir, E = erkat‘agir, N =

nuskhuri, S = slanted, U = Uncial.

wn
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Table I. Palimpsests of the Matenadaran processed by 12 February, 2024

SHELFNR.  FOLIOS CAPTURED CONTENTS LANGUAGE  SCRIPT STATE
(UNDERWRITING)
Mi96 60c, 60d, 65a OT (Prov. 2.4-18) Arm. E i
Mgy70 Aa-Db NT (Act. 25.9-13) Arm. E i
M487 Aa-Bb unident. Arm. ES c
Moé63 1a-159b + Aa NT (Mk., Lk.) Arm. E (1)
Mio71 Aa, Ab OT (Ex. 5.21-6.13 Georg. A t
and Joel 2.21-27)
Mi306 Aa-Db Lectionary Arm. ES t
(21 meheki)
Miss2 Aa-Bb NT (Lk. 21.16)? Arm. E (i)
Mis8s 12a—21b, 23a—40b, John Chrysostom, Arm. ES (1)
43a—45b, s8b Commentaries?
M2130 20a-39b, 54a—94b, John Chrysostom, Arm. ES (i)
108a—118b, 130a— Commentaries;
158b, 168a—169b, Irenaeus, Adv.
200a-211b, 218a— haereses and
224b, 240a-241b, Epideixis; other
266a—267b, 279ab, homiletic works
311a-315b, 351a—
353b, 396a-397b
M21s4 Ba-Gb Movsés Khorenats‘i, Arm. ES t
History
M2166 Aa, Ab NT (Mt. 10.26-40) Arm. ES t
M3822 145ab, 155ab, 158ab, Pontificale Lat. U i
161ab, 163ab, 168ab,
170ab, 173ab, 175ab,
175ab, 182ab, 185ab,
192ab, 195ab, 197ab,
203a-204b, 206ab,
212ab, 218ab
M38350 Ga, Gb NT (Acts 15.40) Arm. E i
M3938 Aa-Bb Colophon Arm. E t
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SHELFNR.  FOLIOS CAPTURED CONTENTS LANGUAGE  SCRIPT STATE
(UNDERWRITING)
My435 Ba-Gb Lectionary (Gen. 1.5~  Arm. E t
6and Ps. 117.26)
M4945 Aa-Bb Lectionary (Mt. s.19-  Arm. E (i)
20andIs. 7.10-11)
Ms167 Aa-Bb unident. Arm. E c
M;s568 1a-119b Pauline Epistles Arm. E (1)
Mé60o18 1a-273b + Aa-Bb Lectionary Arm. E (i)
Mé6141 8oa-106b, 112a-117a,  Hymnography Georg. N c
120a-141b
Mé6424 1a—24b + Aab OT (Is. 45) Arm. E c
Mé6531 Aa-Gb unident. Arm. E c
Mé705 Aa-Bb unident. Georg. N c
M7o79 30a-59b unident. Arm. E c
M8193 1a-5b, 7ab, 9a—18b, Lectionary (OT,NT) Arm. E (1)
20a-58b, 62a—65b,
68a—92b, 107a-115b
M383s52 1a-61b Gospels Arm. E (i)
Mioé680o ~7ob NT (Mt. 28.13-20, Arm. E i
Mk. 1.1-2)
Mi1310 sa NT (Jo. 1.12) Arm. B i
Fragm. 35 1b NT (Jo. 7.44-52) Arm. E i
Fragm. 461 2a,2b NT (Lk. 4.8-11) Arm. E i
Fragm. 647 13, 1b Theodoretus of Arm. E t
Cyrrhus, Commentary
on Ps. 44
Fragm. 1a,1b unident. Arm. ES c
VP-o11
Fragm. 13, 1b, 23, 2b OT (Ps. 43.6-44.10) Georg. A i

VP-037
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Fig. 1 Fig. 2

Of the listed items, one is exceptional as it is no palimpsest. This is fol. sa of M11310,
a nicely illuminated page containing the beginning of the Gospel of John (see Fig. 1).
What seems to be written underneath in bolorgir characters is not a palimpsested text
but simply the continuation of the Gospel (up to John 1.12), shimmering through
from the backside of the folio; this can easily be seen when the image is mirrored with
the contrast enhanced as shown in Fig. 2.

3. First Results

To illustrate the prospects of the application of multispectral imaging to palimpsests,
I shall briefly introduce four of the other items listed in Table I, namely, Fragment no.
647, the flyleaves of M2154 and M3938, and some parts of M2130.

3.1. Fragment no. 647 consists of a single sheet that was obviously used as a
double flyleaf after having been cut out of a larger folio with text in two columns;
its overtext is a late note in cursive bolorgir script. The visible undertext (see Fig. 3

8 For a preliminary analysis of the flyleaves of M1306 containing materials from a lectionary (chashots‘) for the 21
meheki with the legend of St. Eghishé, cf. Gippert 2022.
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showing the “recto” in a pseudo-colour image)’ consists of 13 lines with an average
of 22 letters per line per column. The “verso” (see Fig. 4, with a greyscale image)'°
yields a similar picture but with much lower readability of the erased text, especially
in the first lines of the left column. It is a typical characteristic of palimpsests that
on one of the two sides of the parchment, usually the hair side, the palimpsested
text is much harder to reveal than on the other side. In the given case, this effect
might even have been inforced by the use of the folio as a flyleaf which may have
been glued to a cover. Thanks to the good preservation of the “recto”, the lower
text of Fragment no. 647 has nevertheless been identified with certainty, namely,
as pertaining to the Commentary on the Psalms by Theodoretus of Cyrrhus,'' more
exactly, the commentary on Psalm 44.'> The text of the “recto” could be established
in its entirety, including the assumption that c. 19 lines must have been cut off at the
top of the original folio, which must have comprised a total of c. 32 lines per column;
the upper lines of the left column of the “verso”, of which only a few characters have
remained, could only be reconstructed.'® Table II shows the text of the Fragment as
it has been read by now;'* the assignment of the present “recto” and “verso” matches
the original distribution. The text of the palimpsest agrees to a large extent with the
one edited by Ilia Abuladze in 1944; among the divergences, we may note, e.g., the
word order change in the first visible line where pig mapep (“with the feet”) follows
[4npuws] wnibi (“[they] tread upon”), contrasting with piig mnprp hnfpuuth wnik in the
edition (Abuladze 1944, 168, 1.20)."> A remarkably “late” orthographic feature is the
spelling 4w instead of juy in line 7 (= 26) of the left column of the verso,'® possibly
induced by the following b (with » added above the line).

9 The red-cyan pseudo-colour image was produced with the HOKU software by the comparison of an ultraviolet
image (365 nm) with an image in the red range (630 nm).

10 The greyscale image was produced with the ENVI software by the comparison of an ultraviolet image (365 nm)
with an image in the orange range (560 nm) and further processing.

11 Theodoretus was determined as the author of the Commentary by Bernard Outtier (1977, 170-171).

12 A first edition of the Armenian text of the Commentary was provided, in parallel with the 10™-century Georgian
translation by a certain Dachi as contained in the so-called “Shatberdi Collection” (ms. S-1141 of the Korneli
Kekelidze National Centre of Manuscripts, Thbilisi), by Ilia Abuladze in his book on the mutual literary relations
between Georgians and Armenians in the o'h—10% centuries (Abuladze 1944, 148—175; cf. his introduction ib.,
0182-0193). He did not reveal which Armenian manuscript(s) his edition was based on; however, Outtier 1977,
172 suggests that it was ms. M1204 of the Matenadaran, where the Commentary is contained on fols. 16a—soa.

In Abuladze’s edition, the passage on Ps. 44 of our palimpsest corresponds to pp. 168—171. Other editions of the
Georgian text are found in Gigineishvili / Giunashvili 1979, 364—424, with the passage on Ps. 44 on pp. 389-390,
and Jugheli 2008, 449—488. The Greek text of Theodoretus’ Commentary (CPG 6202), which is remarkably
distinct from the Armenian, will be found in PG 80, 857-1997; the passage on Ps. 44 preserved in the palimpsest
corresponds to PG 80, 1188A-1189C.

13 My sincere thanks are due to Bernard Outtier who is at present preparing a critical edition of Theodoretus of
Cyrrhus’ Commentary and kindly placed the given passage at my disposal.

14 In this and the following transcripts, square brackets [ ] denote badly readable characters, curly brackets {},
unreadable but supposed characters, and angle brackets <>, reconstructed characters in gaps and lacunae.

15 The plural form wn Uk fits better into the given context than the singular wn ik,
16 Bernard Outtier (e-mail of 25 April 2023 ) kindly informs me that the same spelling occurs also in M1204 at the
given position.
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Table Il: Fragment no. 647

{urenr.cu}[v]8

LINE CoLUMN A COLUMN B
recto
1=20 [UN-LEL CLY] NPPER - PULOP S-U9-6- su[v] purawreos[srv - pl{vvol[r
3uLry]
b=21 u[1] S FL NPTRL UB £ GFURCELRD GFGNFGUL - UPAHO-PED G PU.2NH.-
3=22 3urrusSnss 36U U]GU CUSL BPUCY- [rr]<b> [PujGrus 1LeT LS L
unuplr]one-
4=23 N3 GFUCUCBUL GNPN-IPNFLY {R-6ULL} PO-O-F GFSULYE  GFNNNG-L-
=24 GFLNCPNYNHIFEDL UG LUS[ L] YER.U- {veovu} ynasrnre 2eaupu LS L
6=25 ‘LAUUS - GF UGS UPULS LASY - {ne-}[FL] UB - NPMEBU G- LUE GUUSE * N1
7=26 NrNEU GFUUUS UG LUS-PCU 06 {rur L [6r] rbumus S-UCUH: * GFPUMLD
8=27 UPCGLMNS - UPCGLP YNQL - OUk- {LreU}[ LU LAR SUSEL LU G S ULYGU-
=28 USFb NPHRL UB - PULOP UBUMEY {86L PRL}GFOGNFGUL * PULOE 8NFSULE
10=29 UUrG-UrGUSUE G GUUSE G [ LU ] {ourelsir[v] 9nrarL U3 - Lyna (6]
11=30 U39%-Fb GLGFUPCELPNSL - 3LLANE- {rsul[y] ne QU LMENFL LLUNULS L PN-
12=31 -GUL B6L260 * GF P MUCUCSNHD.- [pNEGILL P NPLULGEAHRPELU PN~
13=32 GU'L - QUSU YUSE 36y LS PGSU- [ARGUL] - UBU G'L YEWL GF PRSP
UULPNURY :
<PUCLRUNM-QUBL >
IVerso
1=20 {uuBE GF P ULEULBLLUL G N - ULU'L OF LUK GryG[8UL bE]
h=21 N8k PJUS b2 P LUL B UK UMY LESUL UG LUS b UO9-f U-
3=22 UPY " UBLTLACYP Y NGEHNSL G- urreyueL
4=23 40,3k 3rU} [ GENeN ]{EU 9-0FQ O16- [Us-Qunre pa (L1 PE2 P youre -]
5=24 ONrU Pt Y N9-H36 G b ]{nryus [uu]ssinre.ce[vL] 46103 [pa]s
CLYULG-
6=25 ur} [6]{rn.ussu}[L3us ] {urun-v [ilee]sue [nr]aa6u 6H] pus-urnrGU -
nyL,Y-}-
7=26 [trv-yuskare-elue]{uensvpun} [Oo]urr[ar]e.rFL [6FQ Jum[unuor]-
8=27 {o}[uwrsv {usvL 9+ NrenHR.FFLY -} [Lor-r]FL G [Q]unke [cva- e[ .27 -]
9=28 Ura-9-0r2 01600k ke [ 1L | {nFrbbus} [uvus] or [oc L ]e[vr] ouer[mu]e[5]-
10=29 LU OUPELUSL O ee [su]{eour) LnH.PFL - 6 [0y Juyunuy]nr[e.]-
11=30 [na-ruv] oNPYUS - [FLPL NF]{ b r[Fb} - yu[rR.6]us - Gk [G1N3s wr]-
ovu}
12=31 GFOrFL2 yuurk 4 unuew] {urr-voe}l  ws L aearL [U3] - sRas[a]s[8ry Or]-
13=32 QUGS UNUFGLNHA-PED [UPUrY-] [re] uurruMGLNH-PEL 3USHUC{y }
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3.2. Much harder to determine was the undertext of two flyleaves of ms. M2154, a
15"-century miscellany on paper (Grand Catalogue 2012, 231). Its parchment folios
P and @ are a typical palimpsest, with fragments of a chashots” written in bold bolorgir
letters over a barely readable undertext in slightly slanted erkat’agir majuscules, both
arranged in two columns. The overtext clearly reveals that the two folios constitute a
bifolio, with pages Gw = 5 + Pp = 4 representing the recto and Gp = 6 + Pwi = 3 the
verso; the chashots’ layer consists of a sequence of lections for Maundy Thursday that
match the Jerusalem rite.'” The undertext, which was overwritten horizontally and
thus covered to a large extent by the upper layer, has only been determinable for the
recto (see Fig. 5 for fols. Q4w = 5 and Pp = 4); it contains a passage from book III,
chapter 33 of Movsés Khorenats‘i’s History, which is about the Council of Con-
stantinople (381) and the so Fathers attending it.'® The content of the two columns
of fols. Qw = 5 + Pp = 4, each comprising 27 lines with an average of 14 letters, is
displayed in Table III as far as it has been retrievable;'? it exhibits a few noteworthy
differences as to the published text of the History, e.g. in omitting k. ng bpljpupughip
between lines 18 and 19 of the first column (probably by haplography as the text con-
tinues with b ng l[eruu'-npb[[l), or in reading Swunwinbgwe instead of wnnighbguwe in line
13. The most remarkable difference appears at the end of the passage where the
palimpsest inserts untppp be plunpbuw between yunct (sic, for ghunct) and Swpp.

In contrast to this, the verso is desolate. Only a few words can be made out on
fols. @p = 6 and Pw = 3, namely, yucppibngy (or -ngh), be fbp, and be pupng(p?) in
lines 20-22 of the right column of fol. Pw; in other cases, only parts of words are
discernible as in lines 1 and 3 of the left column of fol. Qp where we read -ubgfi
and -mfFps. As we cannot determine with certainty whether this was a recto or a
verso in the original codex, these words could belong to both the preceding and the
subsequent text in the History; however, neither chapter 32 nor chapter 34 contains
any one of them. If we further consider that the text of the present recto (fol. Bp = 4)
ends exactly with the last words of chapter 33, we may hypothesise that what we read
about the Council in the palimpsest is just the given chapter from Movsés’ History,
used as an excerpt in a different environment; as a matter of fact, the chapter is placed
in the History rather independently between the legends concerning king Arshak II,
his bishop Khad, and the Persian king Shapur II, so that it could be used in full for
other purposes.”’ If we further consider that individual chapters of Movsés’ History
have meanwhile been detected in the Greek-Armenian palimpsest Suppl.grec 1226 of

Sections XXXVIII, 119-120 and XXXIX, 121-122 in the edition by Renoux (1971, 266/128), comprising Is.
61.6, Acts 1.15-26,1 Cor. 11.23-32, and Mt. 26.20-21 with Ps. §4.22 and 22.5 in between.

The passage covers p. 297, .10~298, 1.3 in the critical edition by Abeghean and Harutyunyan (Movsés
Khorenatsi 1913).

The lines in the fold between $w and Rp are partially covered by a strip of cloth and can only be guessed at; the
same is true for parts of the right column of which a strip comprising c. three characters per line was cut off.

A shorter account of the Council is found in the Book of Letters (Book of Letters 1994, 349-350) in the context

of the correspondence between the Armenian Catholicos Abraham and the Georgian Catholicos Kyrion (within
the latter’s reply to the third letter); the section in question is missing in the second redaction of the Letter as
published in the older edition (Book of Letters 1901, 185; cf. Aleksidze 1968, 104-105 and 162—164).
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Table Ill: M2154, fols. G + Rp

LINE CoLuMN A CoLumnN B
< ... OGLGLPU>-
Q- 1 LEULL: UL HUCD- ENFR-FFDL U bR ]<LUR>-
2 N38 OUG'LU3L ne-sk[dn]a[nu<sur>
3 yu[ruunkrreu neg 3u- UNECR SUCLD P R-<UG->-
4 LUG-U NFLALPUCNE- uHNCEL R [e]rE U] <b>-
5 R-GULL UrSUULY U U- 2+rOUL Ne [y <>
6 LGUIEEFL P PGSUA, [k YNUP U L[ B]<NE>-
7 L0V GFOUPBES b [M]NLPU - [FUUUI<UNU>
3 LGCUEU Us-GuL[Un-] PyY-n[Ure]s - L<eps>-
o PHC P RPFOU LN [PIUCPAU P YNU[P]<Ub>-
10 MUYEr PGSUF [ U] ar[u] LAFNNLU[F] <&P>-
11 [N PFLGFULLTD - vne[Enuru][c]<p>-
12 [FUFNPOFRBUL R- )N - [vrv]arer-vs[1]<ronu>
13 UL [YUususcsur [F U] Lornpe - yr<Hr>-
14 yures'u [nr sunu]a-[u] (o] k [6]0k [- 9-rr]<9-n>-
15 {ureursserv} [vu]- [rr]n[v] <k vLPRFUPUS >
Ppi6  {ysrnuLrnUrYUS}- G[1t]<a-rau rysULCOE>
17 {vn3nr}[R-6ULSL:] a-[rra-n]e[PNU 9-CP]<9-NeP>-
18 or [n]2sTr knuen]uu- [nur]bULIR[UL]<20F>
19 LEC O[YNG-FL UNECR [Uv]parnp[nur] <ryn>-
20 GFN2 HUN-UHNCGIF ‘v[en]ulnr, GRu]3<16>-
21 LY [YUM GFCLAY] [mr]uy[n]nug, wr<eb>-
22 Nea-[FN3 U39, UK [a-v]urusy [yurr]<kre>
23 Jur 3(UB £ LK R6- 3UNKL [-unkeep] <ck>
24 LELB[FULSL]s[uyUL ] cuv[o]rs[uyuelp <neps>
I <6>[F&JUN-U3 GFNUG- LONUGULL G <GP b>
26 {w}urvlsus [:] 6Iuo- ovru[ys]+[nu]v [6]<rou>-
7 +nrru ru2] [ 6N veou[s]vyna-[s]<wrursv >

the National Library of France, Paris, where they form part of a lectionary,”! we may
assume a similar use for the present excerpt.

3.3. A totally different content has been revealed on the two parchment flyleaves
of ms. M3938, a 14™-century paper codex containing the Armenian version of works
by Thomas Aquinas (Catalogue 1965, 1114). Both the front and the back flyleaf are

21 Cf. Gippert forthcoming for the Paris palimpsest.
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Fig. 7

covered by prayers written in a bold cursive bolorgir script; on only one side of each
(fols. Wwi = 1 and Pp = 4), an erased underwriting in small upright erkat’agir letters
can be made out, written in one column in at least 14 lines with an average of 19
characters (see Fig. 6 and 7). The equal disposition of the lines suggests that both
pages derive from the same original. Due to the bad preservation of the flyleaves, the
undertext cannot be established in toto; however, the visible elements are sufficient to
identify it as part of a colophon of a Gospel codex that was written by a scribe named
Grigor in Karin (Theodosioupolis) in the year 681 of the Armenian era (~ 1232
CE). The text as established so far is illustrated in Table IV; it is likely that fol. Pp
represents the continuation of fol. lw and proceeds up to the end of the colophon.

Table IV: M3938, fols. Qw and Rp

ILINE For. Qu For. Pp

1 {usr}{uryru] GFH0HNL BPES {uniee]{ 8 el rv2]orr [0.]{
2 {6r}y[vrs urlpusneuuL Gr [Bunu]{r} yuu[s]L2vves ylul{v
3 {z s} a[u]eswrous ek £

4 {n}[r] uraur G reuruse uea-rr $u[n-Jus vowey youreru [:]

5 {Ervriuyue surrkp (Gl ac GFCLY PPN3 L 200 [Ge]r[ 6]

6 {r}[cL] 26n0Ue PP NU_ 9-CH9-N [musd-Jouse:

7 {rr} werumues o puvepr b o.[orruyus]ns:n]ofu:]
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LINE For. Qu For. Pp
3 {a-}ror -k peaepru e.srnu[n]{r} {1114 9.} ri]8UF PBSrU{yU}
9 {m}[n]aru-cuoryourvsur: ve- {#iwwer S50 0 Y ae e eu[8] {6
10 {en3 3}[urore.]{cuvU 3rou} {vau}[260°] 0260 Ur{rii
[ruyu
11 {rvrn3} - GF-UrGLSULLLU PGS
12 {en}[ruv] ¢ rL2] 3urr[slevUyUs
13 {ooae i} [ue]nrerro

tiinkt eur]
urs:

14 {u
15 { IRERERER

Several of the formulae contained in the text are met with in other colophons of the
same century.”” This is true, e.g., of gniny dinpyg, bpluhy wppwmfPht, dbnuwdp fufnd,
dbqugupen gpghy pig Sndwibwe, quid godnbiulwy, $wib) gwing, and wiqugbd” gdbg, as
well as for the reference to the manuscript itself as wbupwlu (Colophons 1984, 99, 218,
145, 179, 16, 134, 65, 483, etc.). wwpdwinug ywencpl Rppumnup is an allusion to St. Paul’s
Epistle to the Philippians (2.16), where we read qpwit [biuwg niiby gwidpin’ b wwpdwiu
pisd gweniph Rppunnup, Probably, the scribe of the colophon is the same as the Grigor
who had written another Gospel codex (ms. 129 of the Mekhitarist Convent, Venice)
in Theodosioupolis two years earlier (12#° = 679, ~ 1230 CE); the colophon of this
manuscript is much longer but preserved in toto (Colophons 1984, 163-164, no. 120a;
Sargisean 1914, 571-574), and it gives a clear indication of its place of origin, with the
formula “Under the Protection of the [Church of the] Holy Resurrection” (pin
Snifwisbwe Uppny Bwpnibwiu, Colophons 1984, 164, L.4; Sargisean 1914, 572, 1.32). In
the palimpsest, the corresponding line is barely readable, possibly because it was writ-
ten in red ink, but it seems to have contained the same wording.

3.4. In contrast to the preceding three examples, M2130, a parchment codex of
1447 CE containing preachings by Gregory of Tatev, is likely to be a palimpsest
throughout. Of the 273 pages that have been captured and processed (see Table I),
the undertexts of 37 have been identified so far. Two of them (fols. 28 and 21)
contain a passage from John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew,
more exactly, the 77 homily concerning the 24™ chapter of the Gospel; the two
folios represent a bifolio in the present codex but derive from a single folio of the
original manuscript. On the original folio, the text was arranged in two columns, with
an average of 24 strongly slanted erkatagir characters; an uncertain amount of lines
must have been cut off at the top and/or the bottom in preparing it for being re-used,
with only 20 lines per column remaining. The lower text is quite well restorable on
one side of the bifolio (fols. 28v and 21r); it matches by and large with the passage

22 Of course, at least some of them are found in colophons of other centuries as well.
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concerning Mt. 24.42—44 as published in the edition of 1826 but in contrast to the
latter, which is an abridged version,™ it is much more verbose, thus agreeing better
with the Greek text.** Considering the paleographic features, it is likely that some
more parts of the same original manuscript will be detected among the palimpsested
folios of M2130, especially within the same quire.*®

A larger bulk of folios of M2130 has turned out to contain in its underwriting
parts of the Armenian version of works by Irenaeus of Lyon. In contrast to John
Chrysostom’s Commentary, the palimpsest was in this case produced by turning the
underlying folios by 90° or 270°, with one folio of the original yielding a bifolio of the
present codex; the overtext was then applied across the lines of the undertext. The
original folios must have comprised two columns with 36 lines each; in the re-use,
about one half of one of the columns was cut off (see Fig. 8 showing the bifolio
consisting of fols. 148v+153r). The undertext, written in a bold slanted erkat’agir
with an average of 24 characters per line per column, can nevertheless be restored
with great confidence, given that wherever it is readable, it agrees quite well with
that of the published text version as contained in ms. M3710 of the Matenadaran,
which comprises books IV and V of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses and the same author’s
“Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching”?® In the palimpsest, we have found
passages from exactly these three texts;*’ the following parts have been identified so
far:*® Adversus Haereses, book IV, ch. XXVI.2 [15.2] (fol. 132r, probably continuing
on fol. 143v); ch. XLIL4-5 [27.2-3] (fols. 141v+134r); ch. LX.2 [37.4-5] (fol. 353v,
with uncertain partner folio); ch. LXL.2-LXIL2 [34.3-6] (fol. 85rv, with uncertain
partner); ch. LXVIIL4 [42.4] - book V, ch. L3 [1.3] (fols. 71rv and 78rv, both
with uncertain partner); ch. V.2-VL1 [5.3-6.1] (fol. 79rv, with uncertain partner);
ch. VIL1-VIIL2 [7.2-8.1] (fol. 84rv, with uncertain partner); ch. VIIL.2-IX.1 [8.1-
9.2] (fols. 146v+15sr and 146r+155v); ch. XIV.2—4 [14.2—4] (fols. 150v+151r);
ch. XXV.4 [25.5] (fols. 152v+149r); ch. XXVL1 [26.1] (fol. 8orv, with uncertain

23 In the edition, the chapter bears the title b puwUbpnpng gnppnpr. 8wnby (Yovhan Oskeberan 1826, 73);
cf. Thomson 1975, 464, according to whom the “Armenian version represented by the published text is a very free
rendering”. The extracts from the Commentary in the Seal of Faith do not comprise the passage in question (Seal
of Faith 1914, 319-323).

24 The corresponding passage is found in PG §8, 704-705.

25 A thorough investigation into the palimpsested witnesses of John Chrysostom’s works in Armenian is at present
being undertaken by Emilio Bonfiglio within the DeLiCaTe project (cf. note 5 above).

26 For a short description of the manuscript, see Catalogue 1965, 1068—1069; cf. the editions by Ter-Mékeérttschian
and Ter-Minassiantz (Irenius 1908 and Irenaeus 1910) and the French translation in Irénée 1933-1936. Cf. also
S.Irenaeus 1919 and Irénée de Lyon 1965 and 1969. A new edition of Adversus Haereses, Book V has recently
been prepared by Gabriel Képéklian (2020-2021); my sincere thanks are due to the author for sharing his thesis
and discussing the palimpsest issues with me.

27 Unless parts of chapters I-11I of Adversus Haereses will be detected later on in the palimpsest (as suggested
by the fragments from these books published in Renoux 1978, 30-73), this might be taken to indicate that
the Armenian version was restricted to chapters IV-V (plus the Demonstratio) right from the beginning; cf.
Képéklian 2020-2021, 32 as to this question.

28 References to chapters and paragraphs are given in accordance with the editions by Ter-Mékérttschian and
Ter-Minassiantz (Irendus 1908 and Irenaeus 1910), which also agree with the edition of the Latin text by Harvey
(Irenaeus 1857); references to chapter numbers of the editions by Rousseau et al. (Irénée de Lyon 1965 an 1969)
are added in brackets.

25
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partner); ch. XXX.1-2 [30.1-3] (fols. 148v+153r); ch. XXXV.1-2 [35.1-2] (fol. 86r,
with uncertain partner); ch. XXXV.4 Demonstratio, ch. 41 (fols. 154v+147r); ch. 51
(fols. 140r+135v); ch. 58 (fols. 133v+142r). As the list shows, the distribution of the
passages across M2130 is anything but straightforward; this is a typical effect of the re-
use of folios in palimpsests. To illustrate what has been achieved, the text of Adversus
Haereses, ch. XXX.1-2 as established for the bifolio consisting of fol. 148v+153r is dis-
played in Table V; note that the two lines between the two folios (lines 22 and 23) are
reconstructed in toto as they are hidden in the fold.

Table V: M2130, fols. 148v+153r

ILINE CoLUMN A CoLUMN B
148v
1 <G-PLSGLGFUSLPUL> {LU} AFUGLAU,  “bACE 30CUE -ULNSC'L |k LOT-GUS
G
i <YGUSE FFHCUR> FUPGULE UL PG u[3UMEU LUGLA]U F LU LAHRSNLP
3 <8PFL UN-PLUU>[ L] PRC[GE] OF 6 QUL OULUY-NHI-GU'L GLPFUCUES TLNCY
Gk
4 <YUUGLAB bNC>U GFPURPELAS 0N P 2US DL [DFIUUFNHLGUL ULe ] 207U
3 <MUYGLGFOFN>IGULULUA[HULE]  LCL (2PN bLACY TUrSGUS] R
UG LUS L
6 <Ura-mues o> [U]eduo GCPYPC - G [GYGUSE G- YGCPSE |
ou[svar] OGrYyPr G-
7 <UPUCL G261 G>FNHUNESTLE[ 1 oler[nrerk] b vare opluae]pc Gr
GF] oe
3 <k 3SWUCRLe>[b] GeRULGLL[b6L]  buyr[u]eb F [ GRURU] L
[us]unery
o <ULAHILE L R->PFOF BF [UNKS n2yuw[urlouLL[ror] {ourwe s usv
wur) r}
10 <qurerscv up[ulseryurasuLpye  {3us}PCLNHAFFLUCTL L]
usLAURY
11 <PUrGUSEL £>[1]38 a-FSUSGUL, {n}[ep] umrsin[sc]v {tvur}[a
yu[u] %N |ug-
12 <PULSUNLY OF> -CLNSCL OGYNE {n3v srYUULSULLENB} [ b GE
vbusuUL |
13 <8GULMA-PHCL US> [U]FLL L E OUBS [a-&] y[uL v vuLsu]vour [GLr]
yur vur[eu]
14 <rke UUEUNE>[b] {6FuuE.UNFL} [elenro.sun[cv] {shul[s]uevuen
suuvefs}
15 <GF UGS YULU>BUL G UMUUGL yuu[a-]en(s8]nr[8u] vl 6]
{vurr+} yewusueu[r]
16 <unu2rv k> [ejunkuu geaurne a[re]uveLnrovupcluls o
*pnur
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153r

{vev}

ILINE CoOLUMN A CoLUMN B
17 <OAHR.GULL L A>U-P LU GFUML LN nr von[reoy re]{earo}[r] cuonH v
ay
18 <8U PGRGBGUL> [G]F PPPGBGULGH nr[u]up [yu]ero {a-cou]{v]rLnep
yur [nF]'brL
19 <sGssuL LN [U]36LGFYUUSUSGL,  [03unu2uuus]sulLe. | rHe[ U G
n]2[ruv2)
20 <OPHGULS PP>U G- U3GSNFSLLLL vn[re]{o yus} [6+] rvUs LN3L
F+CLYPRC
21 <OPHEULS OP>{GRULNHI.PFDL } {purvllor] {66 reonre}plsb nrg
[cv] acou
22 <NP QY LF GYGUS {SE PRI LNMHIGE]  {TLFL ULAFLLLCL NP AFLID
ON-PHCL}
23 <L BULYLLS>{UHEL P-UPLUL) {onr npruasuoEcu yrrse
09-68GUL}
24 <GF3IFLEL uur>[GluLer [nr9-u3]cb [CL] P68k GOF N2
quynrsLUL [ue{vu}
25 <vurvesnru>[8le [eue]{uynru}[ru]varerusco ne
osun-u{.2}u[uuss] nr[vr]{v}
26 <ULUCL NFLGI>NULLAF[b] {o}[n-rro]uu[nrrvu o]us{unery]
‘b[erau] wus{vp}
27 <rarLeyLye>L P 3une.2e[vess] [ous]{cuusau}{vv]v [un-r3]
{Uscveyrr}
28 <LN3 R-0FN3C>[b] GFOUL [rsEburws {2} nra}{ca}
asweu[ers] [v]ur[c]{rnr.6}
29 <G-PSGLENLO>HUFSCD (UG ] [rv]eo [srerve.uu vl un[Fuea-
{rusns} nr]ulr]
30 <ou3v srunup>oul] vult] {orc}[vrersuLe-rHcb us[2.n2r |
{s8nrgur} {2}
31 <uueustu k>[u]eaarerr{v {8}el{a}[u]{9-v usun}[rry wE]p
G} [u]{ravuLp}
32 <YUUPUSNH> [P ]FL 83U L[ dur] [suverusr]owp {orvu G usrvnu}
{suv}
33 <yurs-uyr-vn>[slurusrusye{use  wulnr]v[cl{r} [nFuro]us[s
vu} ylue[rren]{u]}
34 <uyNHeeL> PUY [36]{rcur} rus uu[e.v]{nroverus}[sr]{scve.}[r-
N2 uUr] Gk
35 <UL 93U LYUS> CSUMHEDL[CL ] {yuer put[ 2 u]{ra-uvr £ yUFEPL}
{vrou}
36 <bUYE OF 9->[UL]'b U39 (6 00U {103 ULU'L OF GFULL.2ML R-U-UFN}

[ror]
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As stated above, there are not many differences from the published text of M3710. As
a lexical divergence, we may note the use of qupf instead of wn<:f in col. a,1.36 and col.
b, 1.9; minor deviations are the placement of £ after bt wiyunwig in col. b, 1.13 or the
choice of nghus instead of mere ng in col. b, L19. In L.14 of col. a, about half of the line
was obviously erased before the palimpsesting procedure, within the quotation of the
number “666” (q4by Swppep dwfFuns be fby) alluding to St. John’s Revelation (13.8);
possibly the scribe thus corrected a dittography if he had written b Jwf@uncy a second
time instead of continuing with b 4bg.

In contrast to these single cases, the most remarkable feature of the palimpsested
text is of a more regular nature: in a very peculiar way, the scribe applies the letter
[ not only in word-initial position or within first or last syllables of words that are
divided at line breaks, which would be a usual procedure, but everywhere where a
shewa vowel is likely to have been pronounced. This is true, first of all, of the many
cases where an article is suffixed to a given word as in winewigpu (col. b, 1.25), Ffupu
(Col. b, 1.19), windipn (Col. b, 1.2,9), Jbghgpt (Col. b, 1.34) or Swpguwpbn [Fhwipi (Col. b,
l.14), probably also in qupi col. b, 1.24); this is a very constant trait in the passages
from Irenaeus that have been identified so far, and it even includes cases of the article
attached to a word form in -p such as ywiwwunpps (book IV, ch. XLILs: fol. 134rb,
1.20), gnpapps (book V, ch. VIII: fol. 146vb, .2), or $ngppi (Demonstratio, ch. 41:
fol. 154va, 1.2). Beyond that, the scribe inserts [ regularly where it is etymologically
expected as a result of the “syncope” of former i or u; in our passage, this is visible in
guunwipy and gunwipy (col. b, 11.18 and 21, vs. bgfun etc.), puptnpp (col. b, 1.20), fupinpbgh
(col. b, 1.24),” and even gfupigupbuy (col. b, 1.30, vs. fuinfp), and also, with an article
suffixed, in gppngpt (col. a, L. 12, vs. gfp) and &pfwppunnc@bwipi (col. b, 1. 28-29, vs.
dofwpfun). Remarkable examples from the other passages are dwpplws (Demonstratio,
ch. 41: fol. 154va, L.14, vs. fwpnply) or upppny and uppprc@bws (ib., 1l 20 and 33, vs.
unpp). To what extent this feature is systematic and what it reveals with regard to the
stratification of Old Armenian requires a more thorough investigation, all the more
since it may be crucial for the question when and by whom Irenaeus’ works were
translated into Armenian (Képéklian 2020-2021, 31-32).

4. Conclusions

Even though systematic research into the palimpsested heritage of Old Armenian
has only just begun, the examples treated in the present article clearly suggest that
it will yield many more intriguing finds, with texts of different genres showing up in
hitherto unknown shapes and thus opening new insights into the history of Armenian
literacy. With the further development of imaging and processing technologies, even
endeavours that may seem hopeless at first sight may turn out successful. As an

29 Note that the published text has a different subjunctive form here (fulippbugfr).
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example, we may take the case of M1585 of which 32 folios have been imaged so far.
On only one of them (fol. 35r), two consecutive lines of undertext could be made
out, reading [w]wn [ ]npby and [$u]wpbug[nc]p . g, respectively. Assuming that each
represents only a part of the given lines, this fragment could be restored to <b. bk
qfwpid pis wunnwn. wu> | [ ]wn [fou]npby <quilbi i Siwpe> |[$y]wpbug[acp . q<p w
bplfunp...>, a passage that is found in John Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Epistle
to the Philippians (Yovhan Oskeberan 1826, 404, 1.14), which at least gives us a hint
as to where to seek for the contents of the other palimpsested folios. However, the
most striking question that remains with all these endeavours is the dating of the
erased undertexts. Usually, they do not comprise colophons that would tell about
their provenance, cases like that of M3938 (which represents just the remnants
of a colophon) remaining exceptional, and a paleographical dating on the basis of
character shapes alone cannot be reliable as there are not many dated manuscripts in
erkat’agir that could be used for comparison. In order to determine the actual age of a
palimpsested parchment manuscript (or even individual folios), it would be necessary
to apply a scientific analysis as it is provided by the so-called radiocarbon (or '*C)
dating method. It would mean a decisive step forward if this method could be applied
to the palimpsests we are dealing with in the Matenadaran.
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one passage quotes Isa 6:3b as the praise pronounced by the
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1. Introduction

The passage which we will discuss here occurs in an unpublished Armenian para-
biblical work that has been dubbed Questionnaire, which is preserved in the Mash-
tots Matenadaran, manuscript M682, fol. 7r (1679 CE). Its full title is: <wpgnidt
Jupfwnown phwnptuy b hwiwpbwy h gpng [Short Questionnaire, Selected and Assem-
bled from Books]. This work, which I am currently preparing for full publication,
deals with events and traditions that took place from the Fall of the Angels before the
Creation down to Moses and the Exodus. The first part of the manuscript presents,
among other matters, details of the hierarchical ranks of the angels, enumerating and
naming nine descending classes of angels. These details are embedded in lists of
celestial beings that commence from the Thrones, the angels closest to God, down to
the lowest class that interfaces with the human world that are called simply Angels.
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Questionnaire associates a biblical verse with each class. That verse constitutes the
particular praise of God that the specific class offered. The list of nine angelic classes
ultimately follows the listing of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, familiar from his
work Celestial Hierarchy.! This passage has been published previously, based on an-
other copy, a Miscellany, M286 (16T century), fol. 312r (Stone 2016, 77-81).> Here
we publish the passage from M682 (described in Mayr ts‘uts‘ak 2007, 309-316).> The
passage transmits the verse in Isa 6:3, the praise of God pronounced by the Seraphs
before the divine throne. That verse had a rich and varied development in Judaism
and in Christian traditions from earliest days. We will present some aspects of its
usage in the Armenian and other Christian traditions and in earlier Jewish sources.

2. The Formula “Thrice Holy” in Different Traditions

In Part 1 of Questionnaire, in section 1.3 we read:
1.3. Gpypnpn' Utipnypkp. e wubib. unipp unipp unipp Stp qopniptiwbg:

“The second (i.e., class of angels), Seraphs*, and they say, ‘Holy, Holy, Holy is
the Lord of Hosts’ ”.

The doxology® cited is a quotation of Isa 6:3b, shortened by the scribe to fit into
one line, according to his practice in this manuscript. However, in M268 the verse of
praise pronounced by the Seraphs is given in full as:

Unipp, unipp, unipp Skp qopniptiwbg. (h &b tpihtp G Gpyhp thwunop pn:

“Holy, Holy, Holy is® the Lord of Hosts, the heaven and the earth are full of
»7

your Glory”.

Many sources describe the angelic, heavenly praise as being the angels’ singing of
that particular verse. After all, the prophet Isaiah says that the Seraphic choirs sang
these words to one another in the Divine Court (Isa 6:3), so what better information
could be adduced as to the content of angelic praise than Isaiah’s prophetic citation
of it? The threefold repetition of the word “holy” (&y105) gained this verse the name

1 Asisnoted in Stone 2016, 77. The list included in Grigor Tat'ewats‘i 1993, 144, might have been intermediary
between the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and our text.

2 The passage being discussed occurs on page 78 of that volume.

3 Questionnaire is listed on pp. 309-310. Another copy of the list, but in ascending order, is found in M537 of the
year 1673, fols. 231r-232r. Neither text has been published in full.

4 On the Seraphs see: Wegner 2006. They are mentioned in the Bible only in Isa 6:2, 6. See also Hartenstein 2007
for the religio-historical background of Cherubs and Seraphs.

5 Gruenwald 2014, 78—79 perceptively remarks concerning re-applications of this verse, that “the biblical opening
phrases are, as it were, the doxological constant, while the main body of the doxology is more or less in the form
of a free variation on the biblical Vorlage”. The accuracy of this statement will become evident in the course of the
present article.

6 Or: “are you”. In fact this clause is a predicative without any explicit verb.

7 This variation on Isa 6 is not biblical and it might have lain behind the form in M682 as well.
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Trishagion or “Thrice Holy”.® Whence Isaiah took the concept and the specific text of
this praise is unknown, but the idea of prayer to and praise of God by the heavenly
beings is older than Isaiah, though the exact words of such praise are not explicitly
detailed anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible. Praise as the ceaseless activity of the
angels is well known in Armenian texts (Stone 2016, 97, 104).

Examples of praise by the created beings are, of course, already to be found in the
Hebrew Bible in texts like Ps 89 (88):6-8 and Ps 29 (28):1-2 and in other similar
instances.

The three-fold glorification as a celestial song of praise was taken up and
re-formulated in Rev 4:8 and there it became: dytog dylog dytog kdprog 6 Bedg 6
TAVTOKPATWP, 6 AV kal O v kai 0 épxduevog — “Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord God
Almighty,” who was and is and is to come!” The Armenian text of the same verse
of Revelation reads: Unipp Unipp Unipp, Unipp Unipp Unipp, Unipp Unipp Unipp, Stp
Uunniwd Wdkbwlwy, np Lo b Wy, b np qun’g tu - “Holy Holy Holy, Holy Holy
Holy, Holy Holy Holy Lord God Almighty, who is and are and who is coming”."°
Thus, the text in Zohrabean’s Bible (1805) has the “thrice holy” praise thrice, reading
unipp (“holy”) nine times in all. The other known, ancient, Armenian translation
of Revelation, edited by Frédérik® Murad, reads: unipp, unipp, unipp Stp Wumniwd
Udkiiwluy, np o e B, e quyng B “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord God Almighty, who is
and is and is coming”. Here unipp occurs three times, as in the Greek text.

The striking, nine-fold repetition of unipp (“holy”) in the Zohrabean Bible where
Murad’s text has it three times, as does the Greek of Revelation, is probably to
be explained as three times Thrice-holy, making nine in all. The number nine of
the angelic classes, descending from Thrones to angels, is already found in the Celes-
tial Hierarchy 200C-261D (Luibheid and Rorem 1987). There, Pseudo-Dionysius
expounds the nine classes, their names and character, and their descending order.
A modern Armenian translation of Pseudo-Dionysius was published a decade ago
(Ghazaryan 2013), and there is an edition of the old texts with an English translation
(Thomson 1987).

oo

The name Trishagion is derived from Greek tpig (“threefold”) and dytog (“holy”). However, the title Trishagion
usually designates a specific hymn in the Orthodox Synaxis. To avoid confusion, therefore, I refer to the
proclamation as it is in Isa 6:3 by the name “Thrice-Holy”. It was early taken into Christian liturgical use and
adapted and embellished. A rich study of an instance of this Christian re-use may be found in Martinez 1999,
120. Moreover, Beck 2011 deals with the “Trishagion Hymn” as it developed in the usage of the Greek Orthodox
Church. See further Golitzin 2001, 136. On the Trishagion, its versions, their diverse interpretations and
liturgical usages (Trinitarian and Christological), and about the polemics over them in ecclesiastical traditions,
see also Janeras 1967; Klum-Bohmer 1979, 60-69; Brock 1985; Plank 1992. This verse of Isaiah also constitutes
the angelic praise according to §2 of the Armenian text called History of the Discourse (Stone 2016, 104).

9 In the Greek Bible, the Hebrew divine epithet s¢ba'ot “of hosts” is often translated as 1@v Suvépewv (“of the
powers, armies”) or navrokpdtwp (“ruler of all, Almighty”). This is, in turn, translated Wikifiuljuy (“Almighty”)
in Armenian. In the instance in Isa 6:3, however, Greek has, not unusually, a third rendering, the transliteration
oapaw6, while in Rev 4:8 we find 6 Tavtokpdtwp. Probably, the Greek text of Isa 6:3 that stood before Revelation
contained a varjant reading.

10 The relevant verse is to be found on p. 828. The second LTi, which is found in Murad’s text where Zohrabean reads

tiu (“you are”) may be taken as “He who is”, that is L with the substantivizing article. Note the shift from 2"

person to 3™ person.
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The view that the number nine had special numerological significance and
was, indeed, a “perfect number”, was widespread in late antiquity and the Middle
Ages."! Luibheid and Rorem state, concerning Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, that
“Dionysius illustrated in his own way the Platonic and Neoplatonic pattern of the
three classes, three functions, and three levels. In his eyes, indeed, all reality is hierar-
chic and triadic. ... Thus, the angelic universe includes three triads, each subdivided
into three orders...” (Luibheid and Rorem 1987, 5). Annemarie Schimmel remarks
that “this [the idea about 9] is found in mediaeval Christian exegesis, ...The nine
orders of angels found in such exegesis (and in Dante) are interpreted as reflections of
the perfect 3, which can be completed by the all-embracing divine Unity to form the
perfect 10” (Schimmel 1993, 164)."?

Ten was also regarded as a significant number, and the notion of ten as a
completion of a list of nine is doubtless behind some mediaeval Armenian texts
that count humans as a tenth class, complementing the usual nine angelic classes
with a final category of humans. This idea is to be seen in the writings of Ignatius
vardapet (12" century) who speaks of nine ranks of angels and one of humans
(Stone 2013, 94). In the 13™ century, Vardan Arewelts‘i says, qh pnitigun dwpnt jhab
nuuu hptymwlugh wmuubtpnpny — “For humans are reckoned a tenth class [added]
to the nine classes of angels” (manuscript M1267, fol. sr) and Mkhit‘ar Ayrivanetsi
(14™ century) speaks of ten classes of angels (Stone 2013, 137, 160).3

The “Thrice Holy” proclamation occurs in Rev 4:8, in a passage features of which
are adapted from Ezekiel 1. In the said passage, the four Living Creatures that sing the
“Thrice-Holy” as praise in heaven are drawn from Ezek 1:5-21, 24, and they play the
role of the Seraphs of Isa 6."* According to 1 Enoch 39:12, “those who sleep not” (that
is, the Watchers, a very elevated angelic class) praise God saying: “Holy, holy, holy is
the Lord of Spirits, he fills the earth with spirits”. Johann Maier argued that the use of
the “Thrice-Holy” formula in this very early Enoch writing outside the Bible, but its
rareness in the Dead Sea Scrolls from Qumran, reflects a change in which an originally
arcane tradition came into broader use after 70 CE (Maier 1990, 543-586).' In the

11 This was partly because the sum of the digits of the multiples of nine always add up to nine.

12 Giving some Homeric examples, Schimmel notes that the ancient view, current in the Graeco-Roman world, was
that of the “near-perfection of the 9”. Note, for example, Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1.986a and compare also the nine
Muses, daughters of Zeus and Mnemosyne in Hesiod’s Theogony, s2—62. For a somewhat later view, see “On the
Ennead” in Waterfield 1988, 105—107. There is an interesting discussion of the numbers nine and ten in Arak‘el
Siwnets‘i, Adamgirk® 1.10.12-20: see Stone 2007, 141-142. That is a later source, Arak'el Siwnetsi having written
his epic on Adam and Eve in 1401-1403. Such symbolism in medieval Armenian writers is discussed in Thomson
1976.

13 In another, much earlier, tradition, ten classes of angels are recorded (2 Enoch 29:2), but no connection with nine
is evident.

14 These Living Creatures produced sound, see Ezek 1:2, 24, 10:5. There are a number of similar adaptations of
the “Thrice-Holy” in the early Christian centuries, of which the Sanctus prayer is one. Martinez 1999, 8 fn. 20
discusses the praise of the angelic ranks. On the praises in Revelation chapters 45, see Frey 2018, 103-127, and
particularly 124-126. Lucetta Mowry has suggested a Jewish liturgical background combined with eastern court
practice that served to provide the context for Rev 4-5 (see Mowry 1952, 75-84).

15 Maier’s article is further discussed by Warren 1994. The main point of Warren’s article is to identify an embedded
use of the Thrice Holy formula in the scroll 4QSam®2:1-11, that had first been discerned in the Septuagint in
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form with “heaven and earth”, the same verse is the praise of the Seraphs and Cherubs
that surround God’s throne according to 2 Enoch 21:1.'6 The invocation “Holy, holy,
holy”, is also to be found in Para. Ier. 9:3 (Stone 2021, 20, 32, 47).

Analogously, the Hebrew tradition integrated the seraphic praise of Isa 6:3 into
the heavenly liturgy, itself paralleled in human prayer. This process resembled mutatis
mutandis the development in early Christian texts that ultimately led to the Thrice
Holy being the typical praise of the class of Seraphs in the list in Questionnaire. Its
interest for the present investigation lies in this similarity which we shall trace briefly.

In Hebrew, the “Thrice-Holy” is called the Qedusa “holiness” and it occurs regu-
larly in the Jewish daily liturgy. At its heart stands the Seraphs’ praise in Isa 6:3
together with text based upon Ezek 3:12, which latter verse reports the song of the
Cherubs before God: “Blessed be the glory of God from his place”. The Qedusa
was established in the Jewish fixed liturgy from early times, and it came to highlight
the complementarity of the human recital of these two verses with angelic prayer
(Heinemann 1977, 24, 36; Gruenwald 2014, 208-09).'7 So, in the usual Ashkenazi
rite, the Qedusa opens with the invocation, “Let us extoll you and sanctify you,
according to the counsel of discourse of the holy Seraphs, who sanctify your name in
holiness, as was written by your prophets, ‘and they called to one another and said,
“Holy, holy, holy ...” ” (Martinez 1999, 6)."® The earthly worship here deliberately
both resembles and evokes the angelic.

1 Clement 34, dating from the early 2™ century CE, refers to the angelic praise
and quotes the Isaianic verse, with substitution of “creation” for “earth”.!” The
Apotelesmata of Apollonius of Tyana, which is another recension of the Horarium
found in the Testament of Adam,*® mentions the “Trishagion of the angels”, that is the
“Thrice-Holy” which it says that the angels sang in the second hour of the day (Stone
1982, 72).2' The details of the angelic “Thrice-Holy” prayer are given in Hebrew
Enoch (also known as Hekalot Rabbati).*

The “Thrice Holy” occurs in the list similar to the present one, which Grigor
Tat‘ewats‘i (1346-1409/10) included in the Book of Questions referred to briefly in

Thackeray 1914. Warren argues on p. 284 that Maier’s dating of the introduction of the Thrice-Holy formula into
general usage was too late and it happened rather earlier than 70 CE.

16 This is the form of the text translated by Andersen 1983, 134.

17 Gruenwald deals with the connection of the liturgical Qedusa (Thrice-Holy) and the early, first-millennium
Jewish mystical Hekalot hymns. See further the description of the heavenly Qedusa on his p. 293.

18 The Qedusa is referred to in t Berakot 1:11. Scholem 1954 remarks that the angelic hymns in the Merkabah
mystical text Hekalot Rabbati all end in the Isaianic “Thrice Holy”. These hymns are claimed to be the oldest
part of the Hekalot literature and can be dated at the earliest to the early Byzantine period. On p. 68, Scholem
discusses the mystical effect of the repeated Thrice Holy from the point of view of ecstatic religious experience.

19 And not “heaven and earth’, as is discussed in the next paragraph. Martinez 1999, 8 refers to the praise of the
angelic ranks.

20 This work is probably of the fourth century CE. On it, see Robinson 1982 and Robinson 1989.

21 The Christian text conventionally called “Pseudo-Epiphanius” has also been read as reflecting a heavenly liturgy.
It is discussed in Dorfmann-Lazarev 2020.

22 Odeberg 1928 lists several instances such as on pp. 56 (“time ... for the saying of the “Thrice-Holy’ ”), 71, and
116 (“those who utter ‘Holy’ and those who utter ‘Blessed’ ”). Other cases are listed in his index, sv. 017p. See
also Charlesworth 1983, 1.291-292 and 305.

39
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footnote 1. That list says: “The seventh [class], of the Cherubs: and they say, ‘Holy,
Holy, Holy is the Lord of Hosts,” just as Isaiah heard” (Grigor Tat'ewatsi 1993,
144).2 The Cherubs are the seventh of the nine angelic classes ascending from the
lowest, above them are Seraphs and Thrones, which are the closest to the Divinity.
Grigor Tat‘ewats‘1’s list of the angelic ranks in his Book of Questions is very like those
being published here, but is in ascending order from Angels (lowest) to Thrones
(highest). The difference of order may be that of the point of view of the author. The
ascending order is that in which the classes are revealed to a seer ascending to the
heavens; the descending order, that which the angels encounter as they descend to
carry divine messages down to earth or to intervene among humans. Both directions
are explicit in Gen 29:12, in the vision of Jacob’s ladder, where the angels’ “ascending”
precedes their “descending”.

In documents both earlier and later than Questionnaire, seven steps of ascent of
souls to the heavens are described.** This idea is connected with the notion that the
earth is surrounded by seven spheres counting from the moon up, and in each of
which there is a luminary,® that is the moon, the sun, or one of the five planets.
Beyond the seventh sphere is that of the fixed stars.

3. Conclusions

In most Armenian texts dealing with angelic praise and deriving from Isa 6:3,2 the
laudation reads as follows: “Holy, Holy, Holy is the Lord of Hosts. The heavens
and earth are full of your glory”.?” This variant form of the “Thrice-Holy”, with
addition of the words “and earth”, is also found in the Sanctus Prayer in the Liturgy
of the Armenian Apostolic Church (Nersoyan 1984, 66-67). It is also attributed to
angelic choirs in 2 Enoch [J] 21:2.2% It may be assumed plausibly that this form of

23 One would expect “Seraphs” since in Isaiah 6 the Seraphs are explicitly said to be those who sing this particular
laudation.

24 See on the seven steps of the ascent of the righteous souls and the seven steps of the descent of the wicked in 4
Ezra 7:80-98 and the discussion in Stone 1990, 243. Compare also Questions of Ezra A 19—21 and Questions of St.
Gregory recension 1. In the latter work, there is a partial list of seven steps in §§24-29 and another complete one
in §§42—48 (see Stone 1995; Stone 2018; Stone 1982, and Stone 2022).

25 Lewy 1956, 412420 discusses the idea of the ascent and descent of the soul through the seven heavenly spheres.
The number seven of the spheres is constituted of six for the planets, sun and moon, and one for the fixed stars.
On the development of this cosmology, see Bietenhard 1951, index s.v. Himmel, and Edward 2000, 100-108.

26 An early Armenian reference to angelic praise of God is in Agathangelos §272, and see Thomson 2001, 79.
Agathangelos says that the angels were created with the purpose of offering unceasing praise to the Creator, as
noted above.

27 See M268, fol. 3121, published in Stone 2016, 78—-80, and M266, fols. 9ov—91r, published in the same work on pp.
81-82. A quite different composition, also preserved in M682, mentions the “Thrice-Holy” as sung by the highest
class of angels, but does not quote the second half of the verse: Stone 2016, 102-04. The formula is also found in
this form in the Greek Trishagion text published by Martinez 1999, 7.

28 Although 2 Enoch is accepted as a Jewish work, it would be difficult to infer from this fact that the particular
form of the “Thrice-Holy” found in the surviving Slavonic text of the book is, therefore, Jewish. The addition
to a biblical quotation of two words from a formula found in the liturgy is quite possible in the course of two
translation procedures, from Semitic into Greek or from Greek into Slavonic, or in the course of copying in
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the “Thrice-Holy” also occurred in the Vorlage of M682 here, and it was apocopated,
though of course, the fragment of the formula preserved does not permit a decisive
conclusion.

The investigation of the use of Isa 6:3 in M682, a late manuscript, leads us to
perceive very early uses and understandings of the verse Isa 6:3. Thence, it leads us
into a complex intersection of ideas about cosmology, the celestial liturgy, angelology,
numerology, and human liturgy. It is a nice example of the mobility, reinterpretation
and re-utilization of biblical expressions, and their many-faceted diversity of meanings
and applications.
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existing manuscripts. A recent edition of a series of philosophical definitions is the
witness of its lost or still unknown Greek original.

2. The Structure of a Collection of Philosophical Definitions in
Armenian

A collection of various philosophical texts compiled by a certain Gregory of Jerusalem
is preserved in several Armenian manuscripts (the earliest being M3082, copied in
1267)." Some are excerpts with different content from philosophical works, while the
main body of the collection consists of a series of philosophical definitions arranged
by topic: «Uwhiwilp thhihunthuwywluip»> (“Philosophical Definitions”, 159 entries,
see Gregory of Jerusalem 2019, 221-238%), «Pupnjuljubh jinwbwlh wwhdwi> (“Eth-
ical Definitions”, 47 entries, see 239-243), «Uwhiwip hiwumwuhpulwip Shewlp>
(“Intermediary Philosophical Definitions”, 46 entries, see 244-247), «Pwbwlwbh
Uwupl uwhdwiu> (“Rational Definitions”, s8 entries, see 248-253), «Uwuniip
twpdtng» (“Parts of the Body”, 22 entries, see 254-255), «8wnuqu wiyng>» (“Con-
cerning Plants”, 13 entries, see 256), and «Uhtuwginy» (“From Gregory of Nyssa”,
9 entries, see 257).> These texts comprise a series of short definitions of logical,
epistemological, and natural-scientific terms. Some are ascribed to Plato, Aristotle,
and the Stoics, often giving various explanations for the same terms. The names of
some other philosophers are also mentioned: “Heraclitus” (in the form <tpwljhwtu),
but this name is found already in Aristotle’s definition that has been cited (232),
Theophrastus in the form @tnthpuwmtu (240), and Empedocles (256).

The majority of these definitions (335 of 365) were borrowed and arranged in
alphabetic order in another text bearing the title: «Uwhiwi hiwuwmwuhpwlwb hpp
hwpgiunip> (“Philosophical Definitions as Questions”), although it is not written in
the form of questions and answers. It omits the names of Plato, Aristotle, and the
Stoics to whom some definitions are ascribed (published in Gregory of Jerusalem
2019, 258-289*). This text also contains 84 definitions absent from the collection of
Gregory of Jerusalem.

1 The other manuscripts that contain the whole collection and have been used in this edition are: M464 (1731~
1734), 189r-2151, M2269 (18 century), 10r-28r, M8132 (18" century); the following contain only parts of
it: M1980 (1391), 245r-2651, Pavia, Bibliotheca Universitaria, ms. Aldini 178 (12 and 14" centuries, hereafter
Aldini 178), 114v-116v, M8132 (14" century), 177v—182r, M8444 (17" century), 344r-347v, M2041 (before
1676), 344r-3471, M2771 (1701), 498r-5031, M1980 (1381), 269r-286T.

2 Hereafter, only the page numbers of Gregory of Jerusalem 2019 will be indicated.

3 Published in Gregory of Jerusalem 2019. The collection also comprises some minor passages not translated from
Greek; these are excerpts from philosophical texts existing in Armenian, partly from David the Invincible’s
Definitions of Philosophy (the other sources are yet unidentified): “Three definitions of God’, “Concise
questions”, “Nature is...” (207-220). From those anonymous texts, only «Uwhudwiip thhihunthuywljubp>
(“Philosophical Definitions”) was published before our edition, with a parallel Russian translation (Arevshatyan
1960). A fragmentary version of the same text was published in Muradyan 2014, 745-747 on the basis of a single
manuscript, Aldini 178, which contains about the half of the text.

4 First published in Muradyan 2014, 763-782.
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3. The Source of the Armenian Philosophical Definitions

It is impossible to point to a specific Greek source of this Armenian compendium,
but parallels for many of those definitions (175 in number) exist in the works of
Plato and Aristotle, as well as in other philosophical and lexicographical writings
by Antisthenes, Theophrastus, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Aristotle’s anonymous com-
mentator, Themistius, John Philoponus, the Neoplatonists Ammonius Saccas, Por-
phyry, Iamblichus, Simplicius, Olympiodorus, Priscian of Lydia, and the grammarian
Dositheus. There are also passages found in works by the Stoic Chrysippus, Plutarch,
Philo of Alexandria, the geometer Heron, Andronicus of Rhodes, Galen, Pseudo-
Galen, Nemesius of Emesa, and Homer’s commentator Eustathius, as well as in the
Stromata by Clemens of Alexandria, the rhetorical progymnasmata by Hermogenes
and Apthonius, in Psedo-Zonaras’ Lexicon, and the Souda Lexicon. Ten definitions
have parallels in chapter 33 of the Doctrina patrum de incarnatione verbi (Doctrina
patrum 1907, 249-266), and ten more passages are translations of chapter titles
from Marcus Asceticus’ (5™ century) On Melchizedek, which are cited in Photius’
Bibliotheca.

Searching for the mentioned parallels was quite a difficult task. It was necessary to
guess the Greek equivalents of the Armenian words and try to find respective passages
by using the TLG database. In the end, the originals of 124 Armenian definitions still
remain unidentified.

Most of the parallel Greek definitions (more or less verbatim), 43 in number, are
found in the Dialectica and other works by John of Damascus,® and 25 other, in the
Definitions (‘Opot) ascribed to Plato (Plato 1900).

4. The Definitions Attributed to Plato

The Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy, written in late antiquity, lists
‘Opor among “spurious” (vé60ot) works, attributing it to Speusippus (Westerink 1962,
26.4), Plato’s nephew and successor as Scholarch of the Academy. ‘Opor is a dic-
tionary of 185 philosophical terms, probably written in his Academy shortly after
his death. Only the terms defined in its first half are arranged according to three
branches of philosophy: natural philosophy, ethics, epistemology and philosophy
of language, and it is possible to single out various groups by topic. Definitions
1—20 mostly deal with natural philosophical terms (“eternal”, “god”, “generation”,
“the sun”, “time”, etc.). Entries 21-107 are related to ethics (e.g. “virtue”, “justice”,
“temperance”, etc.), politics (e.g. “king”, “government”, “law”, “tyrant”), logic (e.g.

“sentence”, “definition”, “proof”), linguistic topics (e.g. “sound”, “noun”, “syllable”),
and gnoseology (e.g. “knowledge”). The second part (entries starting with 108)

In a number of manuscripts (at least five: M8132, M8444, Aldini 178,898, V1598), the main section of the
collection, the “Philosophical Definitions’, immediately follows John of Damascus’ Dialectics translated from
Greek by Bagarat Mamikonean.
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contain topics without any order; some terms already commented on in the first part
are here explained once more (Hutchinson 1997, 1677-1678).

A similar repertoire of topics is reflected in the title of the Armenian “Philosophi-
cal Definitions”, the longest section in the collection of Gregory of Jerusalem and
its de facto core. This title, in a sense, can be regarded as a prologue to the whole
collection: «Uwhiwbp thhjhunthuyuubp” vwhiwbiu nhtny pdwunmwuhpuubh pubh,
wyuhlplh® phwfubh pwbh, pupnuuith b qudtbuwyd gnpd mpuiwpwbwfubh, L qbhiph
Eowlh nibwlinptudp hwmnbtuw b gbhw b phwubwg, pupnuyubuwg, putuyubug
uwhdwbhg, pupinp Ghpwugpt] twh gputwubt vwhdwbu. L whw h vwhdwbt ujuwbth
>» — “Philosophical definitions, setting the definitions of philosophical® reasoning,
that is, physics, ethics and all matters of logic, and dividing the material according
to threefold practice, and filling it with physical, ethical and logical definitions. It
is good to sketch’ first the logical definitions. And now one should start with the
[definition of the] definition™ (221). The array of topics in the Armenian collection
too resembles that of the Pseudo-Platonic Definitions.

5. Parallel Passages: “Platonic” Definitions — Armenian Definitions

Below, the Armenian definitions are cited in parallel with the corresponding Defini-
tions ascribed to Plato.” Texts differ in the extent to which they resemble the original
Greek. There are two explanations for the differences between the texts: either the
Greek recension which the Armenian translator used itself differed from the urtext,
the Pseudo-Platonic Definitions, or they are a result of scribal error/revision.

1 “Philosophical Definitions” [1'°]: «Uwhiw@ t punm Myuwnbdh’ pwb h utink b
h wwpptipniptib»'!' (221) - “A definition, according to Plato, is something

®hhunthuywlwi (“philosophical”) is an old loan-word from Greek, while its synonym, hiwuwmwuhpulju,
is a literal rendering of the same Greek word, used in earlier translations.

The word tifipuigntiy is a calque of dmoypd¢w, used in the Armenian translations of the Hellenizing School (late
st_early 8 centuries), see David the Invincible 2014, 509, 517, 532.

This title could be translated back into Greek: *Opot prdocogucoi, Spovg Tibépevol phoco@ikod Aéyov, ot
puotkod Adyov, j0kod kal Ty mparypa StalekTikod, kal BNV TpLoot] Efet TéuvOVTEG Kol TANPODVTEG PUAK@Y, AOKEY,
Aoy1K@V 8pwv, KaA@g dToYpdPery Tp@TOV Todg Aoyikodg 8povs. kai 81 4g’ dpov dpktéov.

The English translation of the Pseudo-Platonic definitions is cited from Hutchinson 1997.

This and the following are the numbers of entries within specific groups in Gregory of Jerusalem 2019.

There is a continuation: «. . . L jud mwpplipniptwbg dkjinnujub tniptwig putihg hpug: bul) pun
Uphunnwkjh' pub np ghlskpb gnp juynbtng, ghs gninytt ghliskh hwiwuwp upnnniptiudp: bul] pun
Otbintth' pwb pun Yepnidniptiwb Juunwpnnhb junwy phiptiugs - “or of differences, words explaining
the essences of things. And according to Aristotle, something said that designates ‘what was that’; with the
meaning of ‘what was’ equal to ‘what is’ And according to Zeno, ‘something that one utters when analysing’”.

Cf. 6propds éot Aéyog 6 10 Tt v efvar onpaivwy (Arist. Top. 154a.31-32) — “Definition is a sentence designating
‘what was that’”; el yap 0 fjv 10 “¢ot1” onpaivey, £in &v 6 A6yog 6 10 Ti fjy onpaivwy 6 avtog @ “Adyog 6 10 Ti ot
onpaivwy” (Antisthenes Fr. 46.4) — “For if ‘was’ designates ‘is, the phrase ‘what was that’ would be the same as
‘the phrase designating what is that’”. Cf. also ‘Opog ¢ ¢atw, tg pnow Avtinatpog &v 1@ mpwte Iept Spwv, Adyog
Kkat’ avdlvow dnapTildviwg ékpepopevog (Diog. Laert. Vit. 7.1.60.7-8) — “A definition is, as Antipater says in the
first book of On Definition, a sentence which, when analysing, one utters in its exact meaning”.
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said, [comprised] of genus and difference”. Cf. ‘Opog Adyos ¢k Swagopag xai
Yévoug ovykeipevog (Plato 1900, 414d.10) — “Definition: something said, com-
prised of genus and differentia” (Hutchinson 1997, 1683'%). The terms utin and
wwppbipniphil, used in the earlier translations of the Hellenizing school, are
equivalents of yévog and Siagopd.

2 “Philosophical Definitions” [33]: «bplup ki qquyniphih numnnujwh plttug >
(225) — “Vision is a sense—perception discerning visible things”. Cf. "Oyig &g
Saxpirikd) cwpdtwy (411¢.9) — “Vision: the state of being able to discern bodies”
(1678).

3 “Philosophical Definitions” [43]: «38hynudti b thpyniphil qquyniptiwbg Yuud
hdwgniwdny, npuku Mquunnt»"'? (226) — “Memory is preservation of sense—per-
ceptions or knowledge, as Plato [says]”. Cf. MvAun §140ea1g Yoxfis puhaktiki) T
&v adtfj vmapxodong dAnbeiaig (414a.8—9) — “Memory: disposition of the soul
which guards over truth which resides in it” (1682); cf. also pvAun yap 2ot ...
owtnpia aioboews te kai vorjoewg (Joann. Damasc. Exp. 34.4) — “Memory is
preservation of sense—perceptions and knowledge”.

4 “Philosophical Definitions” [115]: «Uwbgtlwluwb £, np judtibuyh dwdwbwlh k
L junwewgnyl tp b wydd ny wuyuluih> (234) — “Eternal is that which exists at
all times and was in the past and in the present is not destroyed” = AiSiov 10
Katd wévra xpovov kal Tpdtepov 3v kai vov pr é@Oappévov (411a.1-2) — “Eternal:
existent at all times, including past and present, without being destroyed” (1678).

s “Philosophical Definitions” [116]: «UWuwmniwd Yhbnwbh widwh, hiphwpwr wn
h tipthwoniphil, tniphid dubstbuinp b pupiny pniphud yumtwn> (2.34) -
“God: immortal living-being, self-sufficient for glory; eternal being and the cause
of the nature of goodness”. Cf. @¢d¢ {pov aBavatov, adtapkeg mpdg edSatpoviay-
ovaia 4idiog, Tiig Téyabod edoews aitia (411a.3-4) — “God: immortal living-being,
self-sufficient for happiness; eternal being; the cause of the nature of goodness”
(1678). The word hiiplwpu is a calque of atrapkes, which occurs already in the
Armenian version of Philo (Philo 1892, §30; Philo 1962, §30). For ed8aipovia, the
Armenian has the neologism ttipthwnniphl, which is rather a calque of év80§étng
(“glory, gloriousness”).

6 “Philosophical Definitions” [117]. «Lhitjmphil hwunqugnidh  Eniptwbg,
thnthnfunidl wie Eniphid’ puyiting tnuiwlugus (234) - “Becoming: movement
to being, change into being by passing through modifications”. Cf. I'éveotig xivyog
el ovotav- petdAnyig ovotag- mopevotg eig 1o elvat (411a.5-6) — “Becoming: change
into being; coming to participate in being; passing into existence” (1678).

12 Hereafter, only the page numbers of Hutchinson 1997 will be indicated.

13 There is a continuation: «bulj unnhtiwbgh’ fununnywl |hot pununpniphil wwwnniny wbgting: bul
puw Uphunnubh’ nibwyniphil ghinphg, npujtu wuwnltinh> - “And according to the Stoics, confession of
the gaining of former glory. And according to Aristotle, having mental impression, as of an image”. Cf. i p¢v odv
0L pvipn Kol TO pynpovedew, slpyray, 6Tt PavTdopatog, ws ikévog ob pavtacpa, £ig (Arist. Mem. 451a.14-16)
“What memory and remembering is? It has been said that it is the state of impression taken as an image of what
the impression is about”.
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6. “Philosophical Definitions” [118]. «Pwhun k ptipnidh jubtiplingptl, wuntwn
thwnwinp hph» (234) — “Luck is a passage from the unclear, cause of a glorious
event”. Cf. Toxn popa ¢£ a8Hhov eig ddnAov, kai ] ¢k Tod avtopdTov aitia Sapoviag
npéfews (411b.11-12) - “Luck: a passage from the unclear to the unclear, spon-
taneous cause of a supernatural event” (1678). The word ptpnidt is a literal
translation of popd.

“Philosophical Definitions” [121]: «Qhip b phniphd phupnpulud dwpdang>
(234) — “Vision is the ability of discerning bodies“. Cf. "Ovig i Swaxprrikn
owpdtwyv (411c.9) — “Vision: the state of being able to discern bodies” (1678).
This definition has a parallel in entry 33 (no. 2 above). Instead of “vision”, the
Armenian reads “face” (nktup), since &1 has both meanings. In entry 33, the
translator used another word meaning face: tiptiup.

“Philosophical Definitions” [122]: «Mintin £ h gipdnipkit fuonigbwy>» (234) —
“Marrow is hardened by heat”. Cf. Oototv pveldg dmd Oeppod nayeis (411c.10)
— “Bone: marrow hardened by heat” (1979). In the Armenian definition, the
headword corresponding to ‘Octotv (“bone”) is missing. It is likely that this word
was originally translated before being later omitted, since the text entitled “Philo-
sophical Definitions as Questions” (in which the same definitions are arranged
in alphabetical order) contains the following definition: Nulp k£ wuwn6wn ninnny —
“Bone is the cause of marrow” (254, 1.8).

“Philosophical Definitions” [123]: «Swpp t, np dnnnit b pwlmk qupunhpubi>
(234) - “Element is that which composes and resolves complex things” =
Stouyeiov 10 ovvéyov kai Stdvov t& ovvBeta (411c.11) — “Element: that which
complex things are composed of and resolved into” (1679).'* The word yupunhpu
is a calque of oVvBeta; it is absent from the NBHL, but the related ;wpunptd and
wpumpniphih are attested in earlier translations.

“Philosophical Definitions” [124]: «Unwphtimphid b hwunwwmwnpniphtd ud
Ythwgny@ phniehcl dwhwgnih Yinuingptwd pun hiphwh gnytgh: [125] Pupp £
pun npnid puiph Yngh, hwnnpyniphil ophliug wpnupuly»> (234) — “Virtue is the
disposition or the highest nature of a mortal living being, which is in itself praise-
worthy. A habit is according to which it is said to be good, the just observance
of the laws”. Cf. Apetd) 8140e01g 1} Pedtiomn: €&ig Ovntod {Pov kad’ avthy érawverr)-
16 xad’ Ay 1o Exov dyabov Aéyetar kowwvia vopwy Sikaia (411d.1-3) — “Virtue:
the best disposition; the state of a mortal creature which is in itself praiseworthy;
the state on account of which its possessor is said to be good; the just observance
of the laws” (1679). Entry 125 should be the continuation of 124, and the word
pupp shouldn’t begin a new entry but rather offer another gloss of the term
wnwphtiniphib (“virtue”). In the “Philosophical Definitions as Questions” too they
form separate entries and are placed apart, according to alphabetical order (258,
where U 12 = 124; 264, R 9 = 125).

“Philosophical Definitions” [129]: «Wpnwpniphi’ hwdwhinhn phih whahb Wwihd L
pupbtungniphil wbtdht dwuwbg win hptwpu L ghpkpop, pbniphih b puwunnuijud,

14 The preceding literal translation of the Armenian version is closer to the Greek original.
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np puwn swithny jodwpuljub b plitiug tdw wppupuui> (235) - “Justice is the
unanimity of the soul with itself, and the good discipline of the parts of the soul
with respect to each other and concerning each other; a nature that distributes by
choice what according to measure appears to it just”. Cf. Aiatoovvr dpévora Tig
Voxiis Tpdg adthy, kal edtakio T@V THG YuXiic uep®@V PG EAANAG Te Kal Tept ENANAA-
g€1g SravepnTikd) Tod kat’ dfiav éxdoty- g kab Ay 6 Exwv TPoAIPETIKOG E0TLV TOV
pavopévwy adtd Sikaiwv (411d.8—e.3) — “Justice: the unanimity of the soul with
itself, and the good discipline of the parts of the soul with respect to each other
and concerning each other; the state that distributes to each person according to
what is deserved; the state on account of which its possessor chooses what appears
to him just” (1679). <wiwfunhniphib is a calque of dpévola, and puptijwpgniphLl
of ebraia.!®

12 “Philosophical Definitions” [130]: «<wdtumnphit!® t tnwuwmniphit whaht, np
h iw punm phniptwbd hth gwbiniphid, pwewyupiwpniphth b puptjupgniphil
wn pun phniptwd gubyniphiiu b htpwmniphiby, dwbwygniphid £ wn wbaht wn
hohuty W...» (235) — “Temperance is moderation'” of the soul concerning the
desires that naturally occur in it; harmony and good discipline in respect of natural
desires and pleasures; concord in the soul in respect of ruling and ... ”.'® Cf.
Sw@poavvy HETPLOTHG TG YVXTS Tiepl TG £V adTi] Katd VoY Yryvouévag émbupiag
te kal Sovég, edappootia kal evtakia Yvxfg mpdg Tag katd @dowv HSoviag kai
Momag, coppwvia Yoxis mpds T0 dpxew kai dpyeodat (411e.3-6) — “Self-control:
moderation of the soul concerning the desires and pleasures that normally occur
in it; harmony and good discipline in the soul in respect of normal pleasures
and pains; concord of the soul in respect of ruling and being ruled” (1679).
Lupuywpiwpniphib is a calque of ebappooria.

13 “Philosophical Definitions” [131]: «Upmpht t pimphl wbahd wbwpd
Jnyhint, pweniphid wumbpuqidwub, wmtntiniphid, np pun yuwnmtipuqih hpug,
dniduyniphit £ wbtaht win h juwhwinp b juyunnid junhwubnptth, puswpipuju
jniuniphil wn dwhniwdp» (235) — “Courage is a nature of the soul unmoved by
fear; military confidence, knowledge of the facts of warfare; self-restraint in the
soul from fearful and unrelenting thoughts; a joyful expectation in the face of
death”. Cf. Av8peia &g Yvxijg dxivyrog vmd @oPov- Bdpoog molepkdv- émathpn
TOV Katd TONepoV TpaypdTwy- £ykpdtela Yoxiic mpdg T poPepd kal Setvd- TOApa
dnnpetikn ppovijoews- evBapoia émi Bavatov npoodokiaq... (412a.3-7) — “Courage:
the state of the soul which is unmoved by fear; military confidence; knowledge
of the facts of warfare; self-restraint of the soul about what is fearful and terrible;
boldness in obedience to wisdom; being intrepid in the face of death...” (1679).

15 See lists of similar calques in Muradyan 2012, 28-42, 54-61.

16 The more common equivalent of cw@pootvn, attested in numerous old translated and original texts, is
nnowfunhnihili. It corresponds to the structure of the Greek word: nng- = ow- (cf. 0wlw), funh- = ppo— (cf.
@povéw), —niphLll = —obdvy.

17 More literally, tniwuwnniphil means “humiliation”.

18 This definition is defective .
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14 “Philosophical Definitions” [133]: «bplhin b wltuyniphit swph» (236) — “Fear
is the expectation of something bad”. Cf. ®6Bog #kmingig Yvxiis ém kaxod
npoodokiq (415e.5) — “Fear: consternation of the soul in expectation of something
bad” (1685).

15 “Philosophical Definitions” [136]: «Udwuphuiwéniphtl £ wwwnbwn pupny nskh>
(236) — “Pretentiousness is the cause of non-existing good”. Cf. Alalovsia &g
npoomomTiky dyabod f dyabdv T@v wi) dmapxéviwy (416a.10-11) — “Pretentious-
ness: the state which makes those who lack good or goods pretend to have it or
them” (1685).

16 “Philosophical ~ Definitions” [143]: «Upnupniphtt £ mbwyniphih
hwuwpuyniptiwd pwphing (236) - “Justice is the state of distributing what is
equal”. Cf. Awatoodwn ... &g Siavepntiki) Tod kat” atiav éxdotw (411d.8— e.2) -
“Justice: ... the state that distributes to each person according to what is deserved”
(1679). Nitlniphil is a calque of €.

17 “Ethical Definitions” [18]: «0pwtu Mnquwnd' wprupniphth © hbphuwpup
tipgnpdniphLl whdht dwuwbg> (241) — “According to Plato, justice is the activity
of the parts of the soul by themselves”. Cf. Aikatoodwn ... evtagia T@v Tig Yoxis
uep@v Tpdg AN Te Kai mept dMANAa (411d.8) — “Justice: ... the good discipline
of the parts of the soul with respect to each other and concerning each other...”
(1679).

18 “Ethical Definitions” [19]: «...qnnowunhnphii: [20] Quytwlgniphih k hyhuwbh
np pin, ppfuwbnipludp &6 pun Anunnth (241) - “Self-control is the concord of
the ruler and those being ruled, according to Plato”. Cf. Zwgpoctvy ... cvppwvia
VYuxiis mpdg T dpxewy kai dpxeodar (411e.9) — “Self-control: ... concord of the
soul in respect of ruling and being ruled” (1679). As a result of scribal error, the
headword nngwunhniphit (“temperance/self-control”) has become the last word
of the previous entry. Quylwlgniphil is a calque of cvppwvia.

19 “Ethical Definitions” [45]: «Pwptwuowniphid b wpnupniphtd wn Qunniwd
uppniptiwh (243) - “Piety is justice concerning the holiness of God”. Cf. Evo¢feia
Sikatoovvn mept Oeods... (412e.14) — “Piety: justice concerning the gods...”
(1680). Puptiqupwniphih is a calque of eboépela.

20 “Intermediary  Philosophical ~Definitions” [23]: <«Runupwjwimphb E
Uwlugniphtl punuph wiquh> (245) — “Political skill is the knowledge of what
is useful to the city”. Cf. ITohtikf) émothun KaA@V Kai CUPPEPOVTWV: EMOTAWN
nomnTikd) Sikatoodvng &v wéket (413b.11) — “Political skill: the knowledge of what is
admirable and useful; the knowledge of how to produce justice in a city” (1681).
Uwlwgniphil is a calque of émothun.

In the following cases, the differences between the Armenian and Pseudo-Platonic
definitions are more considerable.

21 “Philosophical Definitions” [5]: «...Pwl jwnweptpwlué b hnundt h
dnwdniplwbg phn puyhg b winiwbg, npytu Mnunng'® - “Uttered word is an
emission of thought with verbs and nouns, as Plato [says]” (221-222). Cf.
Qwvi pedpa Sia otdpatog and Stavoiag (414d.1) — “Voiced sound: an emission
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of thought through the mouth” (1683). See also Néyog ... 6 pév év 1f] Stavoia
. 0 3¢ év T} mpoopd Kkal xprioel pedpa and Stavoiag EKTEUTOUEVOV UETH PWVTIG
(Pseudo-Zonaras, lambda 1315.7-11) — “Speech ... one [kind] is in the mind ... the
other uttered and applied is an emission of the mind released with voice”.
“Philosophical Definitions” [29]: «Qquyniphil £ pun Mnuwndh whin widht h
atin@ twpitng®’, np h ated qquyuuihd Yhpp?' Gud hwuwpuwlug whwn hnginy W
dwpuiling»** (225) — “Perception according to Plato is experience of the soul
through the body, a feeling through the sense organ, or a common experience of
the soul and body”. Cf. aioBnoig Yoxfls opd, vod kivnoig Yyxiic® S cwparog,
elodyyelois eig dpag avbpdnwy, &’ fig yiyverat Yvyis dAoyog ShvapLs yvwplotik)
1 owparog (414¢.5-7) — “Perception: fluctuation of the soul; movement of mind
via the body; an announcement for the benefit of human beings; from which arises
a non-rational ability in the soul to recognize things through the body” (1683).
“Philosophical Definitions” [42]: «Uwlugnphl b ninhn pniigndd Gty
wWuwwmbwnuirp h funphnippu jud pun ugpimyubiug b wnweling yuwmébwnhg, jud
pwn hwunwnnt @ jubdht withnfuwlwpd h pwdt...» (226) - “Knowledge is correct
conception linked by causes to the mind, or an expression of original and first
causes, or a firm expression which cannot be dislodged** by reasoning...”. Cf.
Emotipn oméjig Yuxijs apetdntwtog dmd Aoyov... (414b.10) — “Knowledge:
conception of the soul which cannot be dislodged by reasoning” (1683 ).
“Philosophical Definitions” [50]: «<unun £ yupdhp nidqiulh> (227) - “Faith is
a firm conception.” Cf. ITiotig 0méANY1g 6pO TOD obTwg Exety Wg adT® QaiveTat:
BePardtng #Bovs (413c.4-5) — “Faith: the conception that things are as they
appear to one; firmness of character” (1681).
“Philosophical Definitions” [51]: «Wuwugnyg E pununhniptiwb pwb gnignnuijwb,
Junwgling b theting b 6pwipnnhg dnnnytiwy, ud pwl, jnpng h atint ingniig dwbwipp
gnigwlitqny» (227) — “Proof is a deliberative, demonstrative argument drawn
from the initial, intermediate and true [facts], or an argument that demonstrates
something known through them”. Cf. Am68eifig A6yos cvlloyioTikdg &Andis,
Aoyog EppavioTikdg St mpoyryvwokopévwy (414e.2-3) — “Proof: true argument

19 There is a continuation: «<hul] punn Uphunnwbh' duyl bpubwlub pun gniqunpniptiub jud dwuwbg

hiy Bpullul wpmnpnytiwy>» - “And according to Aristotle, a sound that has meaning by convention,
or has meaning in some of its separate parts”. Cf."Ovopa pév 00v 0Tt wvi) onpavTiks Katd cuvOxKkny . . .
fig undev pépog 2ot onpavTikdy kexwptopévoy (Arist. Int. 16a.19-21) — “A noun is a sound that has meaning

by convention . . . of which no part has meaning separately”; Adyog 8¢ é0tt pwvi) onpavrik, fig TOV pep@v Tt
onpavTcdv &0t kexwplopévoy (Arist. Int. 16b.26) - “A sentence is a sound that has meaning, of which some parts

have meaning separately”.

20 Cf. AloBnoi éott mdBog Yvxfis Sia owparog (Pseudo-Galen Def. med. 19.378.12) — “Perception is experience of

the soul through the body.”

21 Cf. 1] aioBnog, 10 8¢ ndbog v 1@ aioOntnpiw (Priscianus Metaphrasis in Theophrastum 3.22—23) — “Perception —

experience in the organ of perception’”.

22 There is a continuation: «bul] punn WUphumnwnbjh® mbuwy ghnpdwd, hul unmnhjwbgh' qquyuuith
tipline> — “And according to Aristotle, a kind of impression, and according to the Stoics, image of the sensible”.

23 Hutchinson omits yvxfg.
24 Ulthnfuwljund may be a calque of apetdntwrog, but also of duetdneiotos, (“not subject to persuasion,
unchangeable”). Cf. Ty émothpny dpicato dnéAnyw dpetdneiotov (Arist. Top. 146b.2).
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reasoning to a conclusion; argument that declares something through what is pre-
viously known” (1683). The word pumpunhniphi@ in David Invincible’s Definitions
of Philosophy (chapter 19) corresponds to cvpfovAevtikds in its Greek original
(David the Invincible 1904, 72.21), which designates the deliberative branch of
rhetoric.

Parallels with authentic Platonic works can also be pointed to.

26 “Philosophical Definitions” [99]: «Swpuuuwiwliud b pul  huiwbn plwb
wpupswgnnd, hunwmwgnigubiuiy, junuqu hpuiwbg b wbhhpuinpbwb, hwinbpa
pwihr b hdnnmipbudp thnipwiwlh, npytu Mquuntd, jud wbpwb Ypeniphid,
punupulubh dwwhf nipniwfuh wunltp (232) - “Rhetoric is a persuasive speech,
producer of belief in regard to right and wrong, along with reasoning and diligent
learning, as Plato [said], or unreasonable exercise, an unreal image of a branch
of politics”. Cf. {TIQA.} AN\ ti oot Sokel 1] pnropik) elvay;... {ZQ.} Epmnepiav
#ywyt Twva (Plato, Gorgias 462c.1-3) — “Polus: what do you consider rhetoric to
be? Socrates: I think it is a sort of experience”; H prropikr| dpa, wg £oikev, metbodg
Muovpyds éotv moTevTikilg GAN' od Sidaokalikiig mept TO Sikatdv Te kai ddikov
(454a.1) — “Rhetoric, as it seems, is a producer of persuasion for belief, not for
instruction in the matter of right and wrong”; éotwv yap 1) pyropikr| katd TOV EpdV
Aéyov moAttikfig popiov eidwhov (463d.1) — “Rhetoric, by my account, is an image
of a branch of politics”.

27 “Intermediate Philosophical Definitions” [9]: «Uwh & jnidnid b npnynid hnginy
h dwpdting> (244) — “Death is release and separation of the soul from the body”.
Cf. Ovdkodv 10016 Ye Bdvatog dvopdletal, Aotg Kai xwpLopds Yuxiis dmd ohpaTos;
(Plato, Phaedo 67d.4) — “Well, then, is this what is called death: release and
separation of the soul from the body?”

28 “Philosophical Definitions as Questions” [< 5]: «<nw t 2ngh h epny U h juunn
qnyugbiu. opny’ whwrupuiwubwgny b winny' pubdpuduubugnyi> (274) - “Smell
is vapour formed from water and air, thinner than water and thicker than air”. Cf.
elotv e dopai oopmacat kamvog 1 OpiyAn ... 60ev AentdTepar pév B8atog, maydTepat
8¢ dopal odpmacal yeyévaow aépog (Plato Tim. 66e.2—5) — “All smells are smoke
or mist ... hence, thinner than water, but all smells are thicker than air”.

It is worth mentioning that the Platonic citations in the Armenian collection of
Gregory of Jerusalem have nothing to do with the old Armenian version of Plato’s
dialogues extant in a single manuscript (V1123, probably 17 century), discovered
in 1835 and published in Venice (Plato 1877; Plato 1890). The only citation in
Gregory’s collection is from Timaeus, the last parallel cited above. It differs from the
old translation of the Timaeus, which reads: Wikluyd hnunp' dnihu W Jwd dpphy ...
Wunniuwn wboupwgnyip th pwb gonip, b pubdpugnt wdtituyh hnnp Gt h thwuht pub
qon (Plato 1877, 141) — “All smells are smoke or mist ... hence, thinner than water,
but all smells are thicker than air”.

The date of the Armenian version of the Platonic dialogues is much debated. It
either belongs to the activity of the Hellenizing School (late 58" centuries) or to
the hand of Grigor Magistros (950-1058), as he himself claims (Calzolari 2014, 350
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351). In a recent article, Irene Tinti demonstrates that from those dialogues, only the
Timaeus is cited in Armenian texts, the earliest instance being in the 12" century by
Nersés Lambronats‘i (Tinti 2023, 221-222). Some later authors cited a small passage
from it: qnph’ h uwyhwwlh W h utweh - “grey [originates] from white and black” (Plato
1877, 143; Tinti 2023, 225-228). However, I have recently found out that the earliest
commentator on the Grammar by Dionysius Thrax, David®, also cited this line:
pum wowlh' dSuynhgt® h uyhnwykh & h uliyb gn - “according to a proverb, from the
extremities, from white and black, grey [originates]” (Jahukyan 1956, 249%°). This
spoor of the Timaeus in David’s commentary could possibly help resolve the problem
of the dating of the Armenian Platonic dialogues.

6. Conclusions

It is quite probable that the Armenian collection of various philosophical texts,
compiled at least before 1267 (the date of the earliest manuscript, M3082) by a
certain Gregory of Jerusalem, is a witness to a lost Greek collection of philosophical
definitions. While the majority of the parallel Greek definitions are found in the works
by John of Damascus, quite a significant number of them, as we have seen, originate
from the Definitions attributed to Plato. Some read as direct translations of the respec-
tive Greek passages. In most cases, the Armenian definitions partially correspond to
their Greek parallels, while in five instances they diverge quite substantially from the
original. The non-extant Greek collection of philosophical definitions had contained
25 entries going back to the Definitions ascribed to Plato. Several intermediary stages
between them can be surmised.

A brief quotation from Plato’s old Armenian version of Timaeus in the earliest
commentary on the Dionysian Grammar by the aforementioned David (probably 6™
or 7' century) could perhaps prove that the translation of Plato’s dialogues antedates
it.
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Manuscripts in Yerevan: M9650, which contains a series of oracles' (hereafter M,
see Outtier 1993, 181-184). Having worked over years on the Graz palimpsest (Graz,
University Library, ms. 2058/2, hereafter G, see Renhart 2015 and 2022) with similar
oracles, I am now considering M for comparison. So far, these two manuscripts are
the only ones known worldwide to contain oracles along with the Gospel of John
in Armenian. Whereas the Graz palimpsest oracles were published some years ago
(Renhart 2015, 115-143), those from M remain unpublished. The present article
offers a first reading of those curious oracle sayings and gives some preliminary
observations by comparing the two series of Armenian oracles with each other. In
some instances we will have a look at a similar Syriac version of oracles taken from a
very early manuscript kept in the British Library (London, BL, Add. 17,119, dated 6™
to 7' centuries, hereafter S (see Childers 2020, 97-154).

2. The Manuscript

M is described in the short catalogue (Catalogue 1970, 968) as “Gospel of John”,
dating from the 11 century. The cataloguers added that it also contains oracles
(pwhinwgnipwy). The writing material is parchment, the dimensions of the book are
19 x 13,7 cm. Lacking its initial part, the manuscript is acephalous: fol. 1r starts with
Jn 7,52, and the book lacks its end. The biblical text breaks off on fol. 6ov in the midst
of the verse Jn, 19,17 (hence, two and a half chapters are actually missing). The quire
structure appears to be disturbed.” There is one folio missing between fol. 3v (Jn 8,28,
oracle no. 116) and fol. 4r (Jn 8,41b, oracle no. 120). Much more text is lacking after
fol. 22v (Jn 10,224, oracle no. 157) and fol. 23r (Jn 12,18b, oracle no. 176). Hence we
have the remnants of a book in front of us — we will see that it was never completed
as a tool for divinatory practices.

Which category can we assign to the book that is biblical on the one hand and
oracular on the other? Clearly, M does not show any traces that would indicate a
liturgical use. A close view on the main text, though incomplete, reveals that we are
confronted with an unabridged biblical text, which is enriched in margine by oracles
and corresponding numbers. Jeff W. Childers coined the genre as “Divining Gospel

book”.3

3. The Text Components

As in the Graz palimpsest, the text of M is made of three components:

[

The subject of our article is referred to in literature as “oracles” or “sortes”. We have used these terms
synonymously, preferring them to “predictions” or “divinations”, which rather describe the process of fortune
telling.

2 A closer codicological investigation to uncover the book’s original quire structure is needed.

3 See his programmatic book title and discussion in Childers 2020, §1f.
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(a) The text body being the Gospel of John, (b) the section numbers, and in
association with them (c), the oracle sayings. These elements are stereotypic, appear-
ing throughout except on those pages towards the end of the book, which are not
completed. There is sufficient evidence to conclude that the oracles were added to the
text columns after the copying of the biblical text: nearing the end of the book, we see
section numbers in the margins but no oracles added (fol. 46r, no. 226; fol. sor, no.
237; and fol. 50v, no. 238). Some of the oracles seem to have been added by a second
hand or at another time, later than the first hand or at least using a quill different
from that of the main text. On the last ten folios, we find neither section numbers nor
oracles.

The page layout is of some interest, since so far we do not have knowledge of a
similar arrangement elsewhere. The Gospel text is written in one column - a neat
slanted erkat‘agir on 15 lines per page.* At the beginning of every textual unit we
find a current number in margine, of course, these too in majuscule and having the
sign patiw above and below them (Gippert 2023, 117). The oracles corresponding to
the numbers are given two places, immediately next to the numbers within a kind
of ornate cartouche and/or at the bottom of the page sometimes framed by rows of
dots. Thus, the oracles are not embedded in the current of the Gospel text as in S.°
Furthermore, the design differs from that in G, which has no marginal texts or signs
whatsoever. The copyist applied the time-honoured erkat‘agir (uncial/majuscule) for
the Gospel text and the upcoming bolorgir (minuscule) mixed with erkat’agir for the
oracles.

4. The Use of the Book

One of the key terms to understand the purpose of the book is pupqiwiniphih
(“translation”, but here it rather means “interpretation”). The term appears not in
M but in G and repeatedly in S together with the oracles. There is no unanimity of
how to understand this term (Childers 2020, 155-175). Anyhow, what we can state is
that “the Divining Gospel required someone not only to work its mechanism but also
to interpret its results, doing so with the concrete questions of a living soul in view”
(Childers 2020, 175).

We conceive the Divining Gospel Book M as an interactive tool bringing together
the client having a specific query or matter in mind and the diviner who is able to give
spiritual guide and answer by using the book with its biblical passages and the oracles.
Unfortunately, we do not know the method (e.g. using a wheel with numbers, dices
or anything else) by which an appropriate number was selected to apply the oracle in
order to give an answer or advice.

4 The prick marks are clearly visible.
5 For an overview of the layout-schemata see Childers 2020, 60-69.
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Fig. 1: M, fol. 19r: Jn 10,37-38, sections 8O [150] and 8OU [151] with the corresponding oracles in the margins
and at the bottom of the page. Credit: Department of Digitisation, Matenadaran, Yerevan
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5. Edition of the Oracles in M

Our edition gives all necessary data that are to be found in M, which would allow a
further study of the quite vast® corpus of oracles in connection with the Gospel of
John, namely, the Armenian text with an English translation, the section or oracle
numbers, and the biblical sections to which the oracles refer to. References are added
where the wording of the Syriac witness is close to that of our Armenian oracles.

5.1. A Note on the Translation

The style of our oracles may be considered lapidary. They are very short, some
of them comprising only two or three words (in G we meet a few oracles with
even one single word). The oracles are of utmost vagueness. Having this quality,
they are applicable to many different situations and questions. Their shortness, their
lack of context, and their imperative character make it difficult to translate these
horoscope-like texts.

Some interpreters tried to find allusions in the biblical texts to which those oracles
are attached (see Childers 2020, 177-2027). Alas, this works only in a few cases, and
the allusions do not appear to be always clear and convincing. Additionally, we are
facing the methodologic questions that (a) one and the same text is tied to different
biblical quotes, (b) the wording of the oracle sometimes changes in the manuscripts,
though referring to the same passage of John, and (c) the volume of the biblical
context is not in all cases the same due to the differences between the pericopes.

We are inclined to understand pupgqiwiniphil not in the sense of: the oracle
interprets the biblical text, but rather in the sense of: the oracle helps interpreting
the client’s query, and the biblical reference is the authorisation for the whole process.
However, we cannot exclude that some oracles are attached to a certain verse of John
because it contains an alluding catch-word or idea. In any case, our translation should
not be affected by this.

5.2. Punctuation and Grammatical Tense

We have already noted that it is quite difficult to translate such oracles, since we are
missing the context and there is no specificity in wording. Besides that, the oracles
were obviously not written by a very literate person. Some notes might explain how
we have proceeded with punctuation and grammatical tense.

6 Cf. the numbers of oracles: 279 extant (originally 318) Armenian in G; 316 Latin in Paris, Bibliothéque nationale
de France, lat. 11553; originally 308 Syriac in S; 102 readable Armenian in M.

7 Ch. 7: “Oracles of Biblical Interpretation: Examining the Relationship between Divination, John’s Gospel, and
the User”.
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We can observe the following forms of punctuation in M:

- no sign at all after the text (e.g. fol. 5v, 8v, 151, 191, 451...),

—a dot supra lineam (mijaket) (e.g. fol. 2v, 31, 3v, 71, 7v, 16v...),

— a double dot (verjaket) followed by a horizontal line (e.g. fol. 51, 6v, 9r, 36v...),
which can be understood as part of the decoration as well.

There is much inconsistency in the use of punctuation at the end of the short phrases.
Since in many cases it is not clear whether the signs belong to the decoration or not,
we have not rendered them in the Armenian text. Also, we have not identified any
instance for the use of an accent (shesht) or any other sign to indicate exclamation or
the like.

As for the grammatical tense, most of the sortes in M have a verb (except fol. sv,
no. 124, fol. 6r, no. 125, and fol. 173, no. 146). Several of these clauses are imperative.
Others are phrased in the present tense, though all these answers seem to point
at anything with importance in future. Since divination means giving an answer or
advice for the time ahead, we have thought it reasonable to render most of those
oracles in the future tense.®

Table I: The Oracles’

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
1r Uh unim Jluytip Do not bear false witness (cf. &0 108 7,52
Childers 2020, 1241°)!
ir Lwph hiwnwnniphil There will be good repose. G803 109 8,12
thtih
1v Lhtth pkiq puph It will be good for you (cf. &4 110 8,13-14
Childers 2020, 124!1).
1v Onp Juithu wnbty th Do not do what you want to do! adu 111 8,15-18
wnlbitip
ar Whhbwp (hbby dp Do not make efforts, [since] it is SR 112 8,19
wphuwnhp impossible!
2V Ny £ dwdwbuy It is not the time to undertake 8da 113 8,20
alinfupltiny that. (cf. Childers 2020, 125'2).

8 In the corpus of sortes translated from Syriac into English, Childers also renders them frequently in the future
tense.
9 The author is very grateful to Gohar Muradyan and Aram Topchyan for discussing the English version of the
oracles with him.
10 “Do not give false testimony” (ad Jn 7,72, no. 117).
11 “This matter will turn out well” (ad Jn 8,12, no. 118). The Armenian can also be translated: “Something good will
happen to you”.
12 “Itis not time to begin.” (ad Jn 8,20, no. 122). The Armenian can also be translated: “It is not time to undertake
anything”.
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13 “This thing will not be found.” (ad Jn 8,21, no. 123).
14 “Forgo this matter and begin another.” (ad Jn 8,22—24, no. 124).

15 “Do not do this matter” (ad Jn 8, 43-44b, no. 133).

16 “This matter will turn out and it has been spoken.” (ad Jn 8,56—58, no. 138).
17 “Your matter will be saved from danger”” (ad Jn 8,59, no. 139).
18 “The hidden matter will be revealed” (ad Jn 9,4-7, no. 141).

19 “You will receive favor.” (ad Jn 9,8—9b, no. 142).

20 “This matter that is sought will be found.” (ad Jn 9,9c~124, no. 143).
21 There is a confusion in the numbering of the oracles: no. 131 figures two times, no. 133 is omitted.

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
2v Qaunuitih qnp Guishu What you want, will be found (cf.  5d 114 8,21
Childers 2020, 125'3).
3r (dnn quyn L juyp Leave that and undertake adb 115 8,22—24
atinfwpyt something else (cf. Childers
2020, 125*)!
3V Uagnulihy nLihu qgnyp You'll be neglected, be careful. 8d2 116 8,25—
qug 28a
41 Note: Text unreadable 8h 120 8,41b—
42
41 Uh wnlitip ghpun quyn Don't do these things (cf. &hUu 121 8,43—44
Childers 2020, 127"5)!
4v Uwuphuwptiwy i (hith Repent and what you want will She 122 8,45—47
qnp Junthu happen!
ST Uh judwnhp h uhpnyy Do not remain obstinate in your 6ha 123 8,48-50
love!
5V ®unp b ulinniphih Glory and joy. &b 124 8,51-53
6r Puph i fuwnunniphih Goodness and peace. Ghb 125 8,54-55
6v bpp tntb b puutigub Things have happened and been 5h9 126 8,56—57
spoken (cf. Childers 2020,
127%9),
6v Wwnhu h Ypuugn You will be saved from sorrows &8hE 127 8,58-59
(cf. Childers 2020, 127'7).
7r Owdltwy gnpd juywnihi Clandestine work(s) will be Shr 128 9,1-§
revealed (cf. Childers 2020,
12818),
7v Puwpny wurnwhhu wyp You, man, will encounter good &h(3 129 9,6—7
nnt (cf. Childers 2020, 128%)!
8r Note: Text unreadable 5L 130 9,8-10
8r 9np fulinptiu guwibitu You will find what you look for SLU 1312 9,11-12
(cf. Childers 2020, 128%).
8v Upwy qnp Yunthun Do what you want! aLUu 131 9,13—15§
[=132]
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22 “Do not be faithless.” (ad Jn 9,12c-16, no. 144).

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
or <Lwiunw pupny Believe, you will meet something ~ 8LR132[=  9,16-17
hwbinhwhu good! 133]
9V Uh jhthp wihwunun Don’t be inconstant (cf. Childers &L 134 9,18-22
2020, 128%2)!
10v b pug nn th Leave hold of, do not oppose! 5L6 135 9,23-29
hwijunwlhp
11v Sodwphwm wyu (hith This will become true. GL2 136 9,30-33
121 Bwyinbh uyu |hbh This will become evident. 8LE 137 9,34-35
12V 3np nyli jniuwil |hihh What they don’t hope will GLC 138 9,36—38
happen.
12v Unuiptwy b jhbh Pray and it will be! GL[ 139 9,39—41
13r bpp qubh Follow! &hu 140 10,1-5
141 Qqniynipludp hith It will be with wariness. Shul 141 10,6-10
14V Uh wiphwiwphbip Do not neglect what is coming! GIuR 142 10,11—
ghwlintipdtwqu 14
151 Pnnp whdwndp dbpdtighp ~ Wholeheartedly reject those 5huQ 143 10,15—
Jhpwgn things (cf. Childers 2020, 130%)! 16
15V Wahbwpht ns |hth wyn That will not be impossible (cf. 8hu 144 10,17—
Childers 2020, 130). 21
16v N1hd Jug jupbty (sic) Be careful when doing those Shub 145 10,22—
qhpun things! 25
171 Wipwljub A firm communion. thu 146 10,26—
hwnnpnniphih 30
17v Lwluwnwlniphh Opposition will be resolved. Shuk 147 10,31
InLdwbih
18r Muundbiwyn ptiq What is told to you is certain. Ghul 148 10,32~
hwumwwnni b 33
18v Uy thotht hppn, pn The things you awaited will Shufd 149 10,34~
happen. 36
19r AQunwtwbnphl k It is deceit, crush it! 380 150 10,37—
Unputigtiu 38
19r Sdwphwn hwubug £ dund The true hour has come. aou 151 10,39—
42
19V 8np jnruw hith What you hope will happen. SOR 152 11,1-2
20r <wiunnuy b hth Believe and it will happen. 804 153 11,3—7
20V Uh dtipdhp jhpugn Don’t deny these matters! 509 154 11,8-10

23 “With all your soul approach the matter that (comes) from all your heart, and do not doubt it.” (ad Jn 10,17-18b,

no. 155).
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24 “You will not get glory; it turns.” (ad Jn 12,24-26, no. 192).
25 “Do the matter quickly so that you will not lose it.” (ad Jn 12,31-34, no. 194).
26 “Do not tell this (matter) to anyone.” (ad Jn 13,4—7, no. 202).

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
21r Bwlhwlbun ik You will rejoice at the 806 155 11,11—
huinugbu unexpectedness. 15
221 Uh wiynju jhiihp jhpwugn Do not be hopeless in these 8092 156 11,16—
matters. 19
22V 8nju puph b Jwh phq Good hope and gain for you GOFE 157 11,20—
Jw[unnidn]) from God! 22a
231 Uko thwnp quil ptiq Great glory comes to you. &<k 177 12,20—
25a
241 2n1 wnhniu thunu UES You will gain great glory (cf. a<r 178 12,25b—
Childers 2020, 135%*). 26
24V Note: No text, only number 8L03- 179 12,27—
29
251 Juytid 26nph uyn np I attest this grace which is given 89 180 12,30—
wnitiuy E pliq to you by God. 34
Ju[unnidn])
261 Upwy ghpun Do those things (cf. Childers 59U 181 12,35—
2020, 136%°)! 37
26V Bwdltwy hpp juynbh Clandestine things will be GQR 182 12,38—
manifest. 40
271 Uwpnuhwényniphib k This thing is flattery. 6949183 12,41—
hnppn 45
27V Uyphu h p2tunitiug You will be saved from enemies. 5929184 12,46—
47
28r Lh@ih gnp Judhu What you want will happen. 896 185 12,48—
50
28v b puiph hby atinbwpytu You are undertaking something 599 186 13,1-4
for good.
291 3uy| funphnipn thnjuhu You are switching to another GAL 187 13,5—7
plan/idea.
29V Uh wubp quyn nidbip Do not tell this to anyone (cf. 590 188 13,8-11
Childers 2020, 137%9).
3or Wowyauy hpp (hoh Something unforeseen will 5 189 13,12—
happen. 15
31r Uh pbnnibihp qnp hi Do not accept what they tell you. &9, 190 13,16—
wukl ptiq 19
31V Uh nudtip wubiu quum Do not say this word to anybody. ~ &1.U 191 13,20—
puiin 21
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27 “Before you begin, prepare.” (ad Jn 13,2627, no. 209).

28 “From scarcity, glory.” (ad Jn 13,2829, no. 210).

29 “A gift will come, and joy.” (ad Jn 13,38-14,1, no. 214).
30 “Correct your matter and it will turn out” (ad Jn 14,5-7, no. 216).
31 “Good news and profit come from a foreign country.” (ad Jn 14,21, no. 221).

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
31V Note: Text unreadable 512192 13,22—
24
32r UhliquinpEhpwg jugh  He is fraudulent, stand apart 814 193 13,25—
dwik from him. 29
32V Munnpuuntiwyg phq Prepare yourself before 519194 13,30
Junwy pwilt undertaking something (cf.
ainupljubtiyh Childers 2020, 138%).
33r b Gtiniptibkny From this trouble you will gain 8156 195 13,31—
hubipniptiwd hwuwbtu joy (cf. Childers 2020, 138%%). 32
33r hppwn hwiljunwlniphii This matter is contradictory. 6192 196 13,33—
niLbh 36r
33V Mwpwn Ik phiq pupbljud You need to be a friend. 81k 197 13,36v—
[htity 37
341 Uh wputhp Juwub hpugn Do not grieve because of these &1L 198 13,38—
matters. 14,4
34V fuliquy nLhu You will have joy (cf. Childers 5903 199 14,5-8
2020, 139%).
351 Nunnt ghpun Amend the matter (cf. Childers U 200 14,9—
2020, 140%°)! 12a
35V Puwph (htih ptq jhpugn Something good for you will Ul 201 14,12b-
emerge from this matter. 14
36r Uh wihwiwbhp wy Do not disagree but believe! UR 202 14,15—
hwirwnwy 17
36V Qbin sk dudwty The time has not yet come. UQ 203 14,18—
19
36V 9np hby fuligpbiu oty You'll find what you are looking U204 14,20—
for. 22
371 (¢nn quyn hpun b juy) Abandon that and undertake UL 205 14,23—
atintuaplk something else! 26
37v lwnun wpuwy ghpup - Do those things calmly. U9 206 14,27—
28
38r Ln[1p] puph quy Good news is coming (cf. UL 207 14,29—
Childers 2020, 140%!). Note: 15,2
Partly unreadable
38v Upwy qnp Juthun Do what you want! UL 208 15,3-5
39r Puph Gl hppy Matters stand well. U209 15,6-8
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32 “What you seek will happen for you” (ad Jn 15,1315, no. 229).

33 “From a foreign country comes a good matter.” (ad Jn 16,2b-6, no. 235).
34 “.. This matter will be revealed.” (ad Jn 16,23b-25a, no. 242).

35 “Speak a true word.” (ad Jn 16,26-28, no. 244).
36 “There is division/doubt in the matter” (ad Jn 16,29-30, no. 245).

Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
39V Punh £ funphnipnn wpwy  This idea is good, do it! Ud 210 15,9-12
40r (3t hwrunwu If you believe, you will revive. Udu 211 15,13—
Jhimwbwbwu 15
40V 9np hubinpbiu guuibitiu You will find what you look for UdRr 212 15,16
(cf. Childers 2020, 141%2).
41r <mudumtiuy jhpky Abstain from it! Uda 213 15,17—
19
41r Tunphnipy dkdwwtu hth  Itis a great idea/advice. Ud 214 15,20—
21
41v Zwiunuh Eh puil The words are credible. Udb 215 15,22
421 9hpun ubinpbiuy Search for that thing! Note: [Ud2] 216 15,23—
Number unreadable 25
42r b Gtimniptikny From this trouble you will have UJE 217 15,26
fulinniphit thth ptiq joy.
42v Bwrnwpniphbl pwph From a foreign land comes good ~ UdJL 218 16,1-5a
qnnyg quy news (cf. Childers 2020, 14233).
431 Uplhl whqud thnpatugh  This shall be tried again. Ud3 219 16,5b-8
uyu
43V Puwlp winwp hwuwdhh Alien words reach you. Ubh 220 16,9-16
wn pliq
44V Gnhgu thnpatighu You should try three times. UhU 221 16,17—
18
44V b wmpuiniphib (sic) ptiq You will have joy from sorrow. UhR 222 16,19—
hatinniphl 20
451 bppn ptiq nnibuy GG b These things are given toyouand ~ UhQ-223 16,21
ny wynid not to anyone else.
45V 9np hulinptiu 1hth What you look for will happen. Uh9: 224 16,22—
23a
45V Wdkbitigni & juywnbh |htth It will be manifest for everybody =~ UbG 225 16,23b-
(cf. Childers 2020, 143%*). 24
461 Note: No text, only number UhQ 226 16,25
461 Sydwphin G wuwgtugy What you said is true (cf. UbE 227 16,26—
Childers 2020, 143%). 28
46V Pwdhbp (htih There will be a share (cf. Childers ~ Ubp 228 16,29—
2020, 144%). 32
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Forio ORACLE TRANSLATION / NOTE SECTION Jonn
NUMBER NUMBER
471 Pwph lunphpnuiyhg You have a good advisor, do it! Uh(a 229 16,33
nLihu wpuy
47V Npnud gwilijuu (hith What you desire will happen (cf. UL 230 17,1-2
Childers 2020, 144%7).
47v Guh ukd quy pliq Great gain comes to you (cf. ULU 231 17,3-6
Childers 2020, 144%).
481 Qnpon wlunnidn]y thah This affair will be accomplished ULR 232 17,7-8
with the help of God (cf.
Childers 2020, 145%°).
48v <wununbwy qptiq ny Make yourself sure, it will not ULG 233 17,9—
1htih happen (cf. Childers 2020, 11a
145%)!
491 <whntpd thwnwip |hoh It will happen with glory. ULA 234 17,11b-
13
49V U1 hpp thih Something else will happen ULL 235 17,14~
(cf. Childers 2020, 145*). 15
49V @unp pwpapwugny quy Greatest glory will come to you ULQ 236 17,16—
pliq (cf. Childers 2020, 146*?). 19
sor Note: No text, only number ULE 237 17,20—
22
sov Note: No text, only number ULL 238 17,23
Index of Words
wlliljury 149
wnupehd 139
witbuygh 22§

wipwlwub 146
wyn 121, 144, 188,191
uy| 115, 187,202, 205, 223, 235

wju 136,137,219

wyp 129

wbhwybluy 189
wbhwybyuyniphibh 155

37 “What you desire will be yours” (ad Jn 17,1-2, no. 248).

38 “Great profit will come to you.” (ad Jn 17,3, no. 249).

39 “This will come from God” (ad Jn 17,47, no. 250).

40 “Itis sure and it will not be settled.” (ad Jn 17,8—10a, no. 251).

41 “Another matter will turn out that is better than it” (ad Jn 17,13-15, no. 254).
42 “Exalted glory that will come.” (ad Jn 17,15-21a2, no. 255).
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wbhqui 219

wbhgnubdbd 116
wihwunwnm 134
wbhhwiwbpd 202

wtthbp 112

wbhbwphb 144

whah 143

wiynju 156

wphuwwnhd 112
wyuuwpbd 122

wwphd 127, 184

wn 220

wnbbd 111 (bis), 121,131,181, 206,208,210, 229
wnbnid 178

wubd 188, 190, 191, 227
wuwmniwd 157, 180, 232
wphwdwphtd 142

wiLnwp 220

wimwpniphili 218

pwdhiti 228

pwib 191,215,220
puptyud 197

pwph 109, 110, 125, 129, 132, 186, 201, 207, 209, 210,218,229
pwnan 236

pwg 135,193

pnpnp 143

quu 177, 207,218,236
qnpd 128,232

quubhtd 114, 131,204,212
nuiiwtwbniphih 150

ntin 203

nnL 129, 148, 149, 157, 177, 178, 180, 190, 194, 197, 201, 217, 220, 222, 223, 231, 236
Enubhd 126

tl 113, 148,150,193, 197,203,209,210,215,227
tippwd 140

tphgu 221

qqny jud 116

qqniyniphibl 141

qyth 140

qnnyg 218

pnnibpd 190

pPti211

e2tundh 184

Pnnnid 115, 135, 205
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owoltid 128, 182

dud 151

dudwbiwy 113, 203

hty 186, 190, 204

hp 121, 126, 143, 145, 149, 154, 156, 181, 182, 183, 189, 196, 198, 200, 201, 20§, 206,
209,213,216, 223,235

lhthd 109, 110, 112, 122, 134, 136, 137, 138, 139, 141, 144, 149, 152, 153, 156, 185,
189, 197,201,214, 217, 224, 225,228,230, 232, 233, 234, 235
[nLowbhd 147

InLp 207

huwnwin 206

hwnunniphih 109, 125
hwnnpnniphih 146

huiutid 126

utipud 155, 199

hntnniphih 124, 195, 217, 222
hubtnptd 131, 204, 212,216, 224
hunphnipny 187, 210, 214
lunphpuiyhg 229

Yuui 145, 193,231

Juihd 111,114, 122,131, 185,208
Jhnubwbwy 211

Unputid 150

Ynphhti 219

hwjunwlniphil 147, 196
hwljunwpd 135

hwintpa 234

hwimbtpatwp 142

hwinhypd 132

hwuwbbd 151, 195, 220
huumwnbd 233

hwunmwunnih 148

hwiwmwh 215

huiwwnwd 132, 153,202,211
hpwdwnpbd 213

atintwpytd 113, 115, 186, 194, 205
todwphwn 136, 151, 227
dwpnuwhwénniphih 183

utio 177, 178, 231

dtodwytu 214

utpdtd 143, 154
dh108,111,112,121, 123,134,135, 142,154,156, 188,190,191, 198, 202
Juiwntid 123

Juymbhd 128, 137, 182, 225§
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Junwy pwill 194

Junbbd 144

jyju 187

Jnruwd 138, 152
utinniphih 195, 217
tkhiquinp 193

dwtb 193

2wh 157,231

2tnph 180

ny 113, 138, 144, 223, 233
npi11i,114,122,131,132,138,152, 180,185, 190,204, 208,212,224
nintd 200

nibihd 116, 196, 199, 229
niphd 145

np 188, 191

wuwwmwhpd 129

yuwnibd 148
wwwmpwuwnbd 194
wwpum 197

utp 123

unin 108

Juub 198

yhown 127

Jyuytid 108, 180

wwd 180,223

wunpunihd 198
wpudniphih 222
guilud 230

thwnp 124, 177, 178, 234, 236
thnfupd 187

thnpatid 219, 221

6. Preliminary Observations

6.1. Comparison of M and G

M offers a phalanx of 102 oracles that can be compared with those of G. Thus,
it contributes considerably to the corpus of such odd sayings. We must be aware
that there might be some three to four centuries of difference between our two text
witnesses, the only ones so far known within the Armenian tradition tied to the text of

John.
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Methodologically, we cannot give a comprehensive comparison here. What we
present is rather a paradigmatic probe. A broad and in-depth study® of the material is
reserved for the book-length edition of G, which is not expected to come forth before
three or four years. Our presentation picks out (a) three single oracles followed by
(b) a package group of eight consecutive oracles (sigla: Jn = Gospel of John; no. =
section/oracle number).

a Oraclesno. 108,156, and 157

Table Il

Jn7,52 M, fol. 1r no. Uh uniwn Yyuybip
108

Jn7,52 G, fol. 127v no. Uh unin Jiuyhgtu**
123

Jni11,16-19 M, fol. 22r no. Uh wiynju jhithp jhpwugn
156

Jni1,16-19 G, fol. 242v no. Uh wiynyu thithp jhpwugn
177

Jn11,20-22a M, fol. 22v no. 3nju puph L ywh phiq
157 Juumniwdn)

Jni1,20-22 G, fol. 242r no. Buwph jnju
178

No. 108, the very first oracle in M, is connected with Jn 7,52. This is just the
same connection as we find in G, and even the wording of the saying is close to
identical (except for the verb, which has an imperative form in the Yerevan text and a
subjunctive form in the Graz text). What is obviously different is the section or oracle
number. With regard to the initial saying we should state that the number of oracles
differ in the two manuscripts, the Graz manuscript offering significantly more oracles
than the Yerevan manuscript: up to]n 7,52 the score is 123 vs 108.

No. 156 of M is congruent with the parallel of G in wording and with regard to the
biblical passage to which it is attached.

The immediately ensuing no. 157, however, shows a twofold variation: the oracle
in M appears to be considerably extended, and the volume of the biblical text to which
itis tied differs slightly from that of G.

43 This study will also consider the Syriac and other traditions for comparison in a systematic way.
44 Quasi identical with Jn 7,52, no. 117 in § (Childers 2020, 124: “Do not give false testimony.”).



Thus, comparing our witnesses, we encounter identity and divergence in immedi-

ate context.
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b Oraclesno. 177 to 185

Table Il

Jni12,20-25a M, fol. 23r no. Ukd thwnp quil ptiq
177

Jn12,20-23 G, fol. 1711 no. Utidwwbu thunp quib ptiq
200

Jn12,25b-26 M, fol. 24r no. Qn1 wnliniu thuwnu dkd
178

Jn 12,24-26 G, fol. 204v no. An1 wnbniu quhwnun
201

Jn12,27-29 M, fol. 24v no. -
179

Jn12,27-30 G, fol. 204r no. Utd thump (htthl
202

Jn12,30-34 M, fol. 251 no. Jjuytid 2tinph uyn np wincbwyg £
180 pliq juuwmniony

Joh 12,31-34 G, fol. 257v no. Utid thump (htht
203

Jn12,35-37 M, fol. 26r no. Upwy ghpun
181

Jn12,35-36a G, fol. 257r no. Jununuyh wpw ghpuny
204

Jn 12,38-40 M, fol. 26v no. Gwdljtug hpp
182

Jn 12,36b-38 G, fol. 168v no. Gwdltiwy hpp juynbhb
205

Jn 12,39—40 G, fol. 168r no. ®pyniphh puph

206

75
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Jni12,41-45 M, fol. 27r no. Uwpnwhwényniphih k jhppn
183

Jn12,41-43 G, fol. 221v no. Uwpnwhwényniphib k jhpun
207

Jn 12,46—47 M, fol. 27v no. Uupht h pohunitiug
184

Jn 12,4447 G, fol. 221r no. Wuwpht hppn
208

Jn 12,48-50 M, fol. 28r no. Lhtth gnp Juihu
185

Jn 12,48-50 G, fol. 256v no. Lh@h& hppn pn
209

This sequence of oracles provides the following insight:

— Whereas the extent of biblical text is identical in both text witnesses (Jn 12,20
to 12,50), the number of oracles attributed is different. Even if we concede that
the copyist has not recorded the oracle text for Jn 12,27-29 erroneously (only the
number “179” is given), there remains the fact that what we find in G no. 206, is
totally absent from M. Jn 12,38—40 has two oracles in G and just one in M. This
example indicates why the numbers of oracles deviate from each other, the Graz
manuscript being more richly endowed with oracles.

— The wording of the oracle texts oscillates from identical (nos. 183 and 207) to
slightly modified (nos. 177 and 200, or nos. 178 and 201) and to completely different
(nos. 180 and 203).

— Altogether, it is clear that the two manuscripts have a common stratum, despite
greater or lesser differences in wording, between the pericopes (the extents of
the biblical texts to which the oracles are attached), and between the oracle
numbers. Obviously, during the transmission of the corpus of oracles there was
some freedom in adding, repeating, or omitting some sayings. And we take it for
granted that textual modifications and adaptations had to be carried out according
to the requirements of divination in connection with an authoritative, sc. biblical,
text.

6.2. A Note on the Relationship between the Armenian and the Syriac Oracles

We added the text of the Syriac oracles to the footnotes when (a) their wording
and (b) the biblical reference appeared to be close or comparable. It becomes
immediately evident that there is some kind of closeness between the Syriac and the
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Armenian witnesses. Again we find identity, close similarity (e.g. no. 108) as well as
divergence (e.g. nos. 114 and 144, with contradictory expressions). Though there are
deviations in the structure, i.e. in the sequence of numbering, we can still perceive a
common stratum behind our corpuses of oracles. This will be the object of further
studies.

7. Conclusion and Perspectives

It seems that the book in the given form never came into use. We may derive this
conclusion from a number of observations:

« The book as such is a torso. To make it work in praxi it would be vital for divining
to operate the book with the complete Gospel text and a full series of numbered
oracles. Otherwise, choosing the number would already be a game of chance,
which would not guarantee results (= answers).

« Apart from the book’s fragmentary nature, we can state that it was never com-
pleted: oracles are missing on the last ten pages from Jn 17,16-19 onwards.

« The erroneous numbering (numbers are used twice, others are omitted) has not
been corrected.

« The book does not show traces of frequent use or textual amendments.

Most probably, the oracles emerged from pre-Christian practices and became encul-
turated into the new religion by a link to a biblical text. But it was the Christian
tradition that through ecclesiastical pressure suppressed and marginalized the prac-
tices connected with the use of books considered to be superstitious. M is the
comparatively late witness to a book genre which was in vogue in antiquity. There are
vestiges of divinatory biblical texts extant in the Mediterranean world in Greek, Latin,
Coptic, Syriac etc. Albeit lacunary, M offers a second substantial corpus of oracles in
Armenian, which is most valuable for further scholarly attention.

Future study will deepen the observations made here by a comprehensive compar-
ative analysis of G, M, and S. This will include a closer linguistic analysis as well.

Another target could be the oracles in M4066 (circa 1283) and ms. Jerusalem,
Sts. James Monastery no. 2371 (17 century). The oracles featuring there are tied to
sections of the Book of Psalms.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the Gospel text of John in M bears traces of
antiquity and might be of importance: the adultera-pericope (Jn 7,53-8,11, see fol.
1r) is not yet inserted into the text corpus.*

45 For the Armenian tradition of this pericope, see Herklotz 1927.
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MEDIEVAL AND EARLY MODERN ARMENIAN STUDIES

GABRIEL KEPEKLIAN

Irénée de Lyon, lecteur des Présocratiques ?

v RESUME Loriginal grec de I'Adversus haereses d'lrénée de Lyon
est perdu depuis trés longtemps. Seules subsistent les traductions
latine, compléte en cinq livres, et arménienne avec les seuls deux
derniers. Dans ['unique manuscrit arménien, nous lisons au chapitre
20.1 du livre V le mot tuplnunbtwb (« qui a sept branches »)
auquel correspondent dans les manuscrits latins les mots
eptamyxos, eptomyxos ou eptonixos. Ces adjectifs qualifient
respectivement wpuwbwl et lucerna, mots qui signifient candélabre
ou lampe. Nous ne savons pas quel était exactement le mot grec
que le traducteur arménien a traduit et que le traducteur latin n'a
fait que transcrire, et que certains copistes ont altérés. Cette
différence de traitement nous interroge. Si le terme grec signifiait
« qui a sept branches », la traduction en latin n'était pas une
difficulté. Et si, a raison, le traducteur latin n'a pas traduit,
pourquoi I'arménien ['a-t-il fait ? Les compréhensions divergentes
du terme grec sont le point de départ de la présente étude.

Nous disposons de deux indices pour tenter d’apporter une
réponse. D'une part, il existe une seconde occurrence du mot
tisplnunbtwi dans I'ceuvre d'Irénée. Elle est située dans I'Epideixis,
au chapitre 9, ou l'auteur christianise la description de la
cosmologie paienne en sept cieux concentriques, comme autant
de grottes imbriquées. D'autre part, le mot translittéré eptamyxos lu
dans les manuscrits de la tradition latine, parfois aussi
orthographié eptomyxos ou eptonixos, transcrit possiblement
émtapuxog (« qui a sept cavités »), un mot que la Suda associe a
I'ceuvre cosmologique du mythographe présocratique Phérécyde
de Syros (depekidng). Ces deux faits ont un point commun : la
cosmologie. Mais si le latin translittére émtapugog (« qui a sept
méches »), cela nous oriente vers les lampes a huile de 'antiquité
dont on faisait briler les méches. Bien que cette lecture soit
compatible avec tiplnuntiul wywmwbwy, le chandelier a sept
branches, c'est-a-dire la menorah, elle n'explique pas pourquoi le
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traducteur latin n'a pas traduit précisément ce mot grec et
pourquoi Erasme, dans son editio princeps de la version latine a
préféré émtauuxog.

Donc si le paralléle cosmologique n'est pas une simple
coincidence, est-il possible qu’lrénée ait connu l'ceuvre de
Phérécyde ? nous ne pouvons le corroborer et la question
demeure, spéculative et ouverte.

v ABSTRACT The Greek original of Irenaeus of Lyon's Adversus
haereses was lost very long time ago. Only a Latin translation,
complete in five books, and an Armenian translation, with only the
last two books, have survived. In chapter 20.1 of Book V of the
unique Armenian manuscript, we read the word tiplnunbtwb
(“with seven branches”) to which in the Latin manuscripts
correspond the words eptamyxos, eptomyxos or eptonixos. These
adjectives describe wywmwbwl and lucerna respectively, words
meaning candelabra and lamp. We don't know exactly which Greek
word the Armenian translator translated, the Latin translator
merely transcribed, and some copyists altered. This difference in
treatment raises questions. If the Greek word meant “with seven
branches”, the Latin translation was not to be a problem. And if,
for a good reason, the Latin translator did not translate, why did
the Armenian? The divergent understandings of the Greek term are
the starting point for the present study.

We have two clues to try to provide an answer. On the one hand,
there is a second occurrence of the word tiplnuntwi in Irenaeus's
work. It is in the Epideixis, in chapter 9, where the author
Christianizes the description of pagan cosmology in seven
concentric heavens like as many interconnected caves. On the
other hand, the transliterated word eptamyxos read in manuscripts
of the Latin tradition, sometimes also spelled eptomyxos or
eptonixos, possibly transcribes értapuxog (“with seven cavities”), a
word that the Suda associates with the cosmological work of the
pre-Socratic mythographer Pherecydes (®epekdng) of Syros.
These two facts have one thing in common: the cosmology. But if
the Latin transliterates émtauv&og (“with seven wicks"), this directs
us towards the oil lamps of antiquity, the wicks of which were
burned. Though this reading is compatible with tiplnuntiwui
wowmwbwl, the seven-branched candlestick, i.e. the menorah, it
does not explain why the Latin translator did not translate the
Greek word precisely, and why did Erasmus in his editio princeps of
the Latin version prefer émtépuyog.

So if the cosmological parallel is not a mere coincidence, is it
possible that Irenaeus knew Pherecydes’ work? We cannot
corroborate that, and the question remains speculative and open.
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v MOTS CLEFS Irénée de Lyon, Phérécyde de Syros, Adversus
haereses, cosmologie, candélabre, menorah, Présocratique,
tuplnuntimb, émtauvyog.

v KEYWORDS lIrenaeus of Lyons, Pherecydes of Syros, Adversus
haereses, cosmology, candelabra, menorah, pre-Socratic,
tuplnunbiub, £mtdpuyog.

v ISSUE Volume 1.1 (June 2024)

1. Introduction

C’est ala fin du II° siecle qu’Irénée écrit en grec les cinq livres de son ceuvre "Eheyyog
Kal dvatpom) Tig Yevdwvdpov yvdoews plus connue sous son nom latin Adversus hae-
reses. L’ original grec est perdu bien avant la fin de premier millénaire. Une traduction
latine complete date probablement de la fin du IV® siécle. Les deux derniers livres
existent dans une traduction arménienne du VI® ou VII® siécle, leur unique témoin
est conservé au Matenadaran sous la cote M3710. Un tel triangle linguistique (grec,
latin, arménien) est une conﬁguration stimulante qui, par ses choix, variations ou
différences, cache parfois une énigme que le lecteur attentif peut chercher a résoudre.
En préparant 1’édition critique de la version arménienne du cinquiéme livre (Kepek-
lian 2021; Irenaeus 1910), 'expression tiplnuntd wywwiwy / candélabre a sept
branches a attiré mon attention du fait de la rareté de 'adjectif tiplinunbtwb / d sept
branches dans les textes en arménien classique, qu’ils s’agissent d’ceuvres originales ou
de traductions.

2. Le candélabre a sept branches

L’histoire du candélabre a sept branches, que le Talmud interdit de représenter
(Goodenough 1953, 111, 71), est quasiment légendaire depuis Moise, qui le fit réaliser
selon la description qu’il recut de Dieu (Ex 25 ; 37), la prise de Jérusalem par le
roi babylonien Nabuchodonosor (II R 24, 10) en 587, sa réapparition & Rome pour
le triomphe de Titus en 70, jusqu’a son vol par les Vandales de Genseric lors du
sac de Rome en 455. Qu'il fat volé par Nebuzaradan (II R 25, 15), le capitaine des
gardes de Nabuchodonosor, ou caché par Dieu avec d’autres objets sacrés jusqu’a la
restauration eschatologique du Temple (Ginzberg 1998, vol. 3, 159-161), sa significa-
tion dans le judaisme ancien insiste sur la lumiére qu’il répand, comme sur sa figure
messianique et cosmologique (Dulaey 1983, 6-8).

Les chrétiens ont conservé ce symbole. Méme s’il est absent du Nouveau Testa-
ment, ' Apocalypse y fait quelques références plus ou moins directes (notamment Ap
1,4,12-13; 3,1; 4, 5 ; 5, 6). La symbolique judaique du candélabre « devait étre
évidente aux yeux des premiers lecteurs de Jean » (Dulaey 1983, 9) parmi lesquels
Irénée qui avait requ I'enseignement de Jean de la bouche méme de Polycarpe,
institué premier évéque de Smyrne par le méme Jean.
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Ala fin du chapitre 20.1 du livre V de la version arménienne de I’ Adversus haereses,
nous lisons (Kepeklian 2021, 236) :

Upn tytinkgint pupngniphit 6pdwphn tr wnwbg tndwibkn G hwunmwmnih L,
wn npnid th G Gnyd thpyniptwbd Gwbwwwph b pnnp wphuwphpu gnigwtth, pubgh
udw hwrwwmwgur nyjult Qunniwodny: 61 quub wyunphy. bdwuwnniphiit Yunniwdny,
h atnt npny wyptgnigubtt qdwpnhy, jhu Gwbwuyguphwg gndh Ge hpuyupuue
hudwpdwniphih phpt. h Yipuwy dwyphg yupuwyuwgh pupngh tie h gpniiu punuipwg
qruwpwtinniphih wuk: Lubiqh wdtbuyl niptp Ghtntigh pupngbny qéydwpuniphibb.
b uw £ tiplnumbul wymwbtwy np gphunnuht pupéatuyg Ypk quoyube:

J’en propose la traduction suivante :

La prédication de I'Eglise est donc véritable et incorrompue et ferme, en laquelle
un unique et méme chemin de salut est révélé dans le monde entier, car la lumiére
de Dieu lui est confiée. Et c’est pour cela que « la Sagesse » de Dieu, grice a
laquelle il sauve les hommes, « est louée sur les chemins, porte I’audace sur les
places publiques, est proclamée au sommet des remparts et parle avec courage aux
portes des villes » (Pr 1, 20-21). Car 'Eglise préche partout la vérité, elle est le
candélabre a sept branches qui porte la lumiére du Christ.

L’adjectif tiphnuntiwb est composé de tupl / sept, de num / branche et de twb /
un suffixe d’adjectif. Il signifie donc « qui a sept branches ». Quant au substantif
wpunwbwy, d’un emploi fréquent, il se traduit par flambeau. La traduction est alors
claire, il s’agit du candélabre a sept branches, la menorah juive décrite avec précision
dans I’Exode au chapitre 2 :

Tu feras un candélabre d’or pur ; le candélabre, sa base et son fut seront
repoussés ; ses calices, boutons et fleurs feront corps avec lui. Six branches s’en
détacheront sur les cotés : trois branches du candélabre d’un c6té, trois branches
du candélabre de I'autre coté. La premiére branche portera trois calices en forme
de fleur d’amandier, avec bouton et fleur ; la deuxiéme branche portera aussi trois
calices en forme de fleur d’amandier, avec bouton et fleur ; il en sera ainsi pour
les six branches partant du candélabre. Le candélabre lui-méme portera quatre
calices en forme de fleur d’amandier, avec bouton et fleur : un bouton sous les
deux premiéres branches partant du candélabre, un bouton sous les deux branches
suivantes et un bouton sous les deux derniéres branches — donc aux six branches
se détachant du candélabre. Les boutons et les branches feront corps avec le
candélabre et le tout sera fait d’un bloc d’or pur repoussé. Puis tu feras ses sept
lampes (Bible de Jérusalem 1998, Ex 25, 31-37a).

Cette description est reprise au chapitre 37 et légérement augmentée avec le détail
suivant :

avec leurs mouchettes et leurs cendriers d’or pur (Bible de Jérusalem 1998, Ex 37,
23).

La Bible évoque le candélabre dans plusieurs autres passages, mais avec moins de
détails. L’un d’eux insiste sur 'importance du nombre sept.
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Et il me dit : Que vois-tu ? Je répondis : Je regarde, et voici : il y a un lampadaire
tout en or, avec un réservoir a son sommet ; sept lampes sont sur le lampadaire
ainsi que sept becs pour les lampes qui sont dessus (Bible de Jérusalem 1998,
Za. 4,2).

Il ressort ainsi que lexpression tiplnunbtwd wymwbwl « candélabre a sept
branches » est une traduction qui ne s’accorde pas complétement aux textes vété-
rotestamentaires. Ceux-ci associent le nombre sept a la lumiére : « sept lampes »
ou « sept becs pour ces lampes » tandis que lorsque les branches sont dénombrées
explicitement, elles sont six. En 'absence d’une citation grecque du passage de
I’ Adversus haereses, je me suis demandé s’il serait tout de méme possible de savoir ce
qu’Irénée avait écrit 2 L’étude des traditions indirectes qui suit tente de s’approcher
spéculativement de la pensée de I'auteur pour répondre a cette question.

3. L’apport de I'Ecole hellénophile

La version arménienne de 1’Adversus haereses d’Irénée de Lyon appartient a I'Ecole
hellénophile (Mercier 1978, 59-75). Les emprunts directs et les créations de sens
nouveaux pour des termes existants y sont rares. En revanche, des procédés d’in-
vention y favorisent un enrichissement lexicographique spécialisé alors qu’il peut
aussi exister des termes adéquats propres a la langue arménienne. Gohar Muradyan
distingue trois procédés : les calques, les semi-calques et les composés qui tous
produisent des néologismes reflétant des structures différentes des mots grecs sous-
jacents (Muradyan 2012, 42). Les calques ont un préfixe grec traduit par un préfixe
arménien, les semi-calques traduisent le préfixe par d’autres moyens, quant aux com-
posés, ils n’ont pas de préfixe. Par exemple, Gtingnpdniphil (énergie) est un calque
de évépyera, avagépw (apporter) a pour semi-calque h Ytpuy pliptd et whunpkiniphi
(économie) est un composé qui traduit fidélement oixovopia.

Nous avons vu plus haut que tiplnumtwb est un composé que le traducteur a
certainement forgé. S’il I’a fait pour traduire un mot grec, ce dernier doit évidemment
signifier « qui a sept branches » et dériver d’'un mot comme xAd8og, kKAfjpa ou encore
fAaoctég qui signifie « branche », et des témoins devraient pouvoir se lire dans la
LXX, le Nouveau Testament ou des écrits théologiques. Or un tel dénominatif grec
n’existe pas, du moins dans I’état de nos connaissances. De plus, nous allons voir qu’il
n’est pas question de branches mais de lampes ou de lumiéres. Le mot tiplnunbtwb
est donc un composé purement arménien.

4. La tradition latine
Ce qui surprend de prime abord dans les témoins de la tradition latine de 1’ceuvre

d’Irénée, c’est la présence d’'un mot grec, simplement transcrit, la ou le traducteur
arménien traduit et écrit tuphnuntuub.
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Il subsiste aujourd’hui neuf manuscrits de la version latine (C = Claromontanus
= Berolinensis lat. 43 — IX® siécle ; A = Arundelianus 87 — 1166 ; O = Ottobonianus
lat. 752 — 1417 ; Q = Vaticanus lat. 187 — ca 1429 ; R = Vat 188 — 1447-1455; S =
Salmanticencis lat. 202 — avant 1457 ; V. = Vossianus lat. F 33 — 1494 ; H = Holmiensis
A 140 = Petavianus 132 — ca 1510 ; P = Ottobonianus lat. 1154 — ca 1530) auxquels il
faut ajouter I'édition princeps latine d’Erasme (& = Princeps — 1526).

Sans les avoir tous consultés, ce que j’observe est déja trés significatif. Le mot grec
est transcrit, mais pas de fagon uniforme : dans C, nous lisons eptamyxos lucerna' ;
dans P, eptomyxos lucerna® ; dans O, eptonixos lucerna.> Avec I’avénement de 'impri-
merie, la tradition latine prend un nouveau tournant. Dans Ueditio princeps qu’Erasme
prépare a partir de trois manuscrits latins, nous lisons éntdpvyog lucerna (Irenaeus
1528, 319) et dans une note marginale, id est septe(m) caliculos habe(n)s, c’est-a-dire
avec sept petites coupes, il s’agit probablement des coupelles dans lesquelles était
versée I'huile. Le savant de Rotterdam part de la transcription latine pour proposer
une graphie grecque. A sa suite, les grandes éditions savantes feront de méme,
toutefois avec des orthographes variées : éntédpvkog lucerna pour Feuardent (Irenaeus
1639, 466) et Harvey (Irenaeus 1857, vol. 2, 379); éntapviog lucerna pour Massuet
(Irenaeus 1710, 317). Dans I'édition critique de la tradition latine (Irénée 1969), le P.
Adelin Rousseau opte pour éntdpvéos lucerna.

Le traducteur latin n’a pas traduit le mot dont les différentes transcriptions attes-
tées dans les manuscrits montrent que les scribes peinaient probablement & trouver
une juste restitution. Mais la note marginale d’Erasme nous apprend que les érudits
savaient en donner une interprétation, et I’humaniste hollandais nous oriente vers
une autre traduction, éloignée des sept branches.

Apreés le cardinal éntd / sept, nous avons trois possibilités selon les éditeurs :
éntapvyos (Editio princeps) de poxds / cavité ; éntapvkog (Feuardent, Harvey) de
uvkég / sale (i.e. muqueux) ; éntapviog (Massuet, Rousseau) de poéa / mucosité
ou méche d’une lampe, ou, si poéa = poktp / bec. Les deux derniéres possibilités
sont a rapprocher, la mucosité pouvant étre la méche qui coule du nez. Nous avons
donc le choix entre sept pv§dg / becs ou méches de lampe, et sept poyog / cavités.
Plusieurs sources permettent d’enrichir les dossiers latin et grec. Les unes sont lexi-
cographiques : le Thesaurus Linguae Latinae’, la derniére édition du dictionnaire de
Pierre Chantraine (Chantraine 1983, 726) ; les autres scientifiques parmi lesquelles
I’étude d’Ysabel de Andia sur la menorah (de Andia 2021, 175-176) est particuliére-
ment utile. Il ressort que d’autres auteurs latins ont utilisé I’adjectif grec sans le
traduire, a I'instar du traducteur d’Irénée. Par exemple chez Ambroise de Milan, nous

1 Ms. Phill. 1669, Corbie - IX® siécle — Berlin - folio 230v.

2 Ottobonianus lat. 1154 — ca 1530 — Vatican — folio 22.1r.

3 Ottobonianus lat. 752 — 1417 — Vatican — folio 184v.

4 Ces trois manuscrits sont aujourd’hui perdus. Deux provenaient de bibliothéques de monastére, I'un d’eux de
Hirschau, et le troisiéme lui fut envoyé de Rome par I'imprimeur-libraire Johannes Fabri.

s https://tll.degruyter.com/article/6_3_14_heptamyxos_v2007. (page consultée le 9 septembre 2023).
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lisons in eptamyxo spiritu / dans I’Esprit Saint a sept méches®. Enfin, le mot éntaptgoug
apparait dans une inscription grecque de 1'époque romaine décrivant les chandeliers
a sept branches, en tant que mobilier des synagogues (Van Buren 1908, 195-197).
Le P. Adelin Rousseau ne donne pas la raison du choix értdpvog, mais en traduisant
en frangais par « candélabre a sept lampes » (Irénée 1969, 257) il est clair qu'il
s’appuie sur la signification de pv§a, comme Massuet avant lui. Alors que le éntapvog
candélabre regoit beaucoup de suffrage, je préfére pour ma part suivre Erasme :
éntdpvyog n’est-il pas la lectio difficilior ?

5. La tradition arménienne

L’adjectif tiplnuntwb n’est pas un hapax dans les traductions arméniennes des
ceuvres d’Irénée. Il est employé une seconde fois au chapitre 9 de la Démonstration
de la prédication apostolique, un ouvrage dont on n’a longtemps connu (Eusébe de
Césarée 2003, 304) que le titre grec 'EniSeifig 100 dmootodikod knpdypatog’ avant la
découverte en 1904 du M3710 ou il figure a la suite de I'Adversus haereses avec le
titre 8nygp Unwpljuub pupnqmpbwib. La transcription qui suit a été faite & partir
du manuscrit car l'editio princeps contient quelques erreurs® (Irenaeus 1907, 8). La
ponctuation est celle du manuscrit.

bull wphiwphu biph wwpnibwlh Gplybhip jnpu unLan[ah(Lﬁ)p wbphip b
hptipnmwlp G hptynwuybtnp ptwytb. vyuu gupumudwd nubbng witbwught
tir wikibiignibih hwumsh ul(utnnLuan)] ny hppnt Jupuiwmh wy gh G Gnpw vh hghb
whgnpdp [226v] b wiywhp b wwhqupp: GL quub wyunphly hnghl ul(ummulbn)]
ttipgnny wwn t tr jhiipd wuw)umwdwbdg dtiu hwynitiuwy hoh jGuwbu dwpquptk
hwignighting jnpnht ul(uanLuOn)J. wyuhlph  pwdl jpun dwpnb tnpu qujunbiwbh:
ki puligh hwbghgt, wut, h Ytpuw Gnpu hngh w(unniwdn)y hngh hdwunmpbwh b
hlilugmlah( um), hngh hunphpnny b quipnmiptwb tio puuphululzmm[ah( wlt ), lgniugk qliw
hngh tipyhinh ul(uulnuubn)]: Upn wnwehtit h Yytpniunm tpyht, np Gbpyupnibuyka
quju hdwumniphirab: 6L tpipnpy h odwdk hdwugniptwbb. hul tppnpnbt pnphpnng:
6L ynppnpn@ h Yipniunm h hwphc® wiytng b quuipniptiwb: 61 hhiigipnpnb ghwniptwb.
b yhgtpnpnb pupbyuywniptwub: G hipbtpnpnu wyu pun dtqu hwunwnmniphibu h
tpyhinh wyup hnginju pruwinpshu qipyhtiy, gh qunuthwpt twe Undubu wyumwbwy
tiphnumtiwt hwbwwuwqt huytnyg h u(m)ppu[l: Lwbgh qunuthwnp btplhhg twn
quupuuirhbt: Cum npmd Pwbbh fw wul wpuugbu pun wdtbu@ qunuithwiph npng
wbkutph h Ephob:®

6 Ambroise 1866. De Apologia David, CSEL 32:2 Ambrose, Opera, Vienne. 9, 49 (CSEL 32, 2, p. 393, lignes 6-7).
https://archive.org/details/corpusscriptoru1 3wiengoog/page/393/mode/2up (page consultée le g septembre
2023).

7 Ce texte aussi appelé plus briévement I'Epideixis a été rédigé a la fin du II° siécle.

8 Par exemple, wiliphlp, le huitiéme mot du chapitre 9, est manquant.

9 M3710, folio 2261, ligne 19  folio 226v, ligne 20.

85


https://archive.org/details/corpusscriptoru13wiengoog/page/393/mode/2up

86

10

GABRIEL KEPEKLIAN

* h hupht n’est pas compréhensible. I1 semble que ce soit une mauvaise lecture
d’une abréviation du mot ange au génitif : hptpwwyh.

Voici une traduction au plus pres du texte :

Mais ce monde-ci est entouré de sept cieux dans lesquels d’innombrables
puissances, des anges et des archanges séjournent en offrant un culte au Dieu
tout-puissant et créateur de toutes choses, non pas qu’il en ait besoin mais afin
qu’eux aussi ne soient pas désceuvrés, inutiles et rejetés. C’est pourquoi I’Esprit
de Dieu se trouve multiple et est dénombré par le prophéte Isaie en sept formes
de culte qui reposent sur le Fils de Dieu, c’est-a-dire le Verbe dans sa venue en
tant quhomme. Car il dit : « L’Esprit de Dieu reposera sur lui, 'Esprit de sagesse
et d’intelligence, 'Esprit de conseil, de puissance et de piété, I'Esprit de crainte
en Dieu le remplira » (Is 11, 2). Or, le premier ciel & partir du haut, celui qui
englobe les autres, <est> la sagesse, et le deuxiéme <a partir> de lui <est le ciel>
de l'intelligence, et le troisiéme du conseil, et le quatriéme, & partir du haut, de
la puissance de 'ange qui fut déchu, le cinquiéme de la connaissance, le sixiéme
de la piété. Et ce septiéme, notre firmament, est plein de la crainte de I’Esprit qui
illumine les cieux. Car Moise a pris le modele du candélabre a sept branches qui
brille continuellement sur les saints parce que la forme des cieux a regu le culte,
comme le lui dit le Verbe : « Tu le feras d’apreés tout le modéle de ce que tu as vu
sur la montagne » (Ex 25, 40 et Hé 8, 5).

L’intérét du chapitre 9 réside dans la lecture chrétienne qu’Irénée fait d’une cosmolo-
gie en sept cieux concentriques qui n’est pas sans rappeler la description qu’il donne
des sept cieux des Gnostiques dans le premier livre de 1’Adversus haereses'®. Avec
sept cieux, Irénée s’écarte de la cosmologie juive qui n’en compte que trois : le ciel
atmosphérique, le ciel céleste et le ciel divin. Le troisiéme ciel, considéré comme le
lieu de la présence de Dieu et le domicile des anges, est celui auquel fait référence
I'apdtre Paul dans sa seconde lettre aux Corinthiens (Bible de Jérusalem 1998, 11
Co 12, 2) : « Je connais un homme dans le Christ (...) cet homme-la fut ravi
jusqu’au troisiéme ciel. ». Et les anges déchus sont emprisonnés dans le deuxiéme
ciel (Ginzberg 1998, vol. 1, 59). Dans la cosmologie dépeinte par 1’évéque de Lyon,
I'ange qui était au quatriéme ciel fut déchu. La différence est fondamentale comme
I'enseignait Jésus a ses apotres, ce que I'évangile de Luc rapporte ainsi : « Il leur dit :
je voyais Satan tomber du ciel comme un éclair » (Bible de Jérusalem 1998, Lc 10,
18). Une parole qui fait écho a cette autre dans I’évangile de Jean « C'est maintenant
le jugement de ce monde ; maintenant le Prince de ce monde va étre jeté dehors »
(Bible de Jérusalem 1998, Jn 12, 31).

Environ un demi-siécle aprés la rédaction de I’Epideixis, Origéne, dans son ceuvre
Contre Celse, défendait qu’en aucun endroit des Ecritures, il n’est dit qu'il y ait sept

« Ces sept cieux sont, selon eux, de nature intelligente : ce sont des anges, enseignent-ils. Le Démiurge lui aussi
est un ange, mais semblable 4 un Dieu. De méme le Paradis, situé au-dessus du troisiéme ciel, est, disent-ils,

le quatriéme archange par sa puissance, et Adam regut quelque chose de lui, lorsqu’il y séjourna ». Traduction
d’Adelin Rousseau de la fin du chapitre s.2.
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cieux (Origéne 1964, VLXXIII). Le chapitre 9 de I’Epideixis est donc particuliérement
singulier. Nous pouvons encore remarquer que les cieux y sont comptés dans un sens
inverse de leur ordre dans les cosmologies égyptienne ou grecque. Irénée donne le
premier rang a leur septiéme et dernier ciel, généralement considéré comme le plus
haut.

Il semble que les sources de la tradition arménienne contenant ['adjectif
tiplnuntiub se limitent presque exclusivement aux écrits de I’évéque de Lyon. Cela
peut se vérifier par la consultation des deux grands dictionnaires d’arménien classique
connus pour donner de nombreuses citations d’ceuvres patristiques.

Au début du XVIII® siécle, I'évéque polonais Stefan Stefanowicz Roszka (1670-
1739) est auteur d’un certain nombre d’ceuvres originales ou de traductions restées
inédites A 1’exception de sa Chronique (Roszka 1964). Son opus magnum est un
imposant dictionnaire bilingue'’. La partie arménien-latin de ce Thesaurus linguae
Armeniorum (Quuiid huyng plgnip lund pusmuput) est riche de citations. Le lemme
Goplnumtiw@'?, traduit en latin par septem ramorum, y est assorti de la citation
suivante : Goplnunbtwb wynmwiwyh uw L np qLphumny, attribué explicitement a Irénée
de Lyon. Ce que confirme la lecture du texte original dans le livre V de I’Adversus
haereses : uw E tphnunbiu wymubwl np gLphunnupi’s,

Le dictionnaire de Venise posséde un lemme trés proche : Goplnumbuy. Sa
définition renvoie au commentaire d’Ephrem sur I'Exode relatif a la description de
la menorah (NBHL 1836-1837, vol. 1, 708b) : Goplnumbtuyh (fui tophnunbwb)
wynwbwl. Mais elle ne cite pas Irénée. L’évéque de Lyon était inconnu a ces auteurs,
comme la lecture des notices introductives du dictionnaire nous ’apprend. Nous
lisons ainsi bpki: Op tpbih |hity bphiiknu ndb Junntughp, qnp ‘h YQuyne h Ynskguap
‘h thnfu wintiwy ‘h hunnniwdng pupwpubh untthwiinuh khuginy (NBHL 1836-1837,
vol. 1, 13a). Ce que je traduis : « Iren. qui semble étre Irenéos, un écrivain, que
nous avons appelé [ainsi] dans les citations empruntées aux articles du dictionnaire
de Step ‘annos le Polonais ». Les Mékhitaristes de Saint Lazare de Venise possédaient
un exemplaire du Thesaurus linguae Armeniorum et I'utilisaient comme source pour
leurs travaux lexicographiques ; mais leur bibliothéque ne contenait aucun manuscrit
des écrits de I’évéque de Lyon. Aujourd’hui, I’exemplaire du Thesaurus se trouve a
Vienne, catalogué V 6. Il est particuliérement précieux car il s’agit de I'original de la
main de Roszka. Ce dernier pouvait avoir lu Irénée dans I'un ou l’autre des manuscrits
latins conservés au Vatican lorsqu’il y faisait ses études. Mais il est plus probable
qu’il ait eu accés a un exemplaire de la version arménienne, car les citations qu’il
donne dans son dictionnaire sont bien trop proches du texte du M3710 pour étre
une rétroversion du latin vers I’arménien classique. Je présenterai cela dans un futur
article.

11 Roszka, Step‘annos, ca 1700-ca 1730. Quufid <uyng jlignipl hud Pumwipuli Unlafuubilnud (Trésor de la
langue arménienne ou dictionnaire de Step‘annos). Ce dictionnaire n’a jamais été publié.

12 BzAn 424A, folio 167v, col a.

13 M3710, folio 186r, lignes 22 4 23.
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6. Le triangle

Le triangle linguistique (grec, latin, arménien) formé par les différentes traditions de
I'ceuvre d’Irénée de Lyon révéle donc un désaccord sur la transcription d’un mot
grec que les scribes latins ont copié de fagons variées et sa traduction arménienne au
moyen d’un composé. Faut-il en conclure que le traducteur latin n’a pas su traduire,
alors que son homologue arménien y est parvenu ? Ou bien faut-il considérer que le
latin a fait le choix de ne pas traduire, parce que le mot ne devait pas étre traduit ? Ces
questions nombreuses sont-elles toutes purement spéculatives ?

Je penche pour 'hypothése suivante : le traducteur latin, & une époque ou la
langue grecque est encore parlée en Occident, posséde une bonne culture grecque
du fait méme de sa profession. S’il ne traduit pas, c’est parce qu’il juge que ses
futurs lecteurs comprendront le mot grec. Il ne pouvait en effet pas imaginer le recul
considérable de la pratique et de I'enseignement de la langue grecque en Occident
deux siécles plus tard (Lemerle 1971, 9-10). Les circonstances pour lesquelles on
s’abstient de traduire peuvent apporter une réponse satisfaisante a notre énigme.
Le mot n’était pas intraduisible, comme le montre le traducteur arménien qui a su
rendre ce terme spécialisé. Il ne s’agissait pas non plus d’un jeu de mots, rebelle a la
traduction. En revanche, il pouvait s’agir de propos rapportés comme au chapitre 15
du premier livre de I’Adversus haereses,"* ou d’un nom propre pour lequel, méme s’il
était possible de le traduire, le traducteur n’en aurait rien fait, et ce peut encore étre
le cas du titre d’une ceuvre fameuse. La transcription est alors fort possiblement le fait
du traducteur lui-méme, et non celui d’un copiste.

Phérécyde de Syros (Pepexddng) est un mythographe présocratique grec du VI®
avant J.C. connu pour une ceuvre cosmogonique perdue : ‘Entdpvyog. Les fragments
restants (Suidae Lexicon 1928-1938, Phi 214, s.v. ®epexiddng, vol. IV, 713 ) permettent
de comprendre que le titre évoque sept cavités, grottes ou profondeurs qui se rap-
portent a un discours cosmogonique. La figure des sept cavités fait penser aux sept
cieux profonds et hémisphériques.

Ce qui est a rapprocher de 'occurrence du mot tuplnuntiwb dans I"Epideixis et la
description des sept cieux de la cosmologie christianisée d’Irénée. Si nous revenons
alors au §20.1 du livre V de I’ Adversus haereses, la derniére phrase :

Lwbigh wditiiwyh niptip ttintigh pupngtiny qéydwpunniphiib. e uw £ tiyphnuntwb
wymwbwy np gphumnuh pupatiug Ypk quyub:

pourrait ne plus se traduire : « Car I'Eglise préche partout la vérité : et elle est le
candélabre a sept branches qui porte la lumiére du Christ », mais « Car I'Eglise
préche partout la vérité, elle est I"Entapvyog qui porte la lumiére du Christ ». Le
terme ‘Entapvyog, choisi a dessein par Irénée de Lyon, serait alors une antonomase
prenant la signification cosmologique du systéme armillaire des sept cieux, comme
autant de cavités imbriquées, au-dessus desquels rayonne la lumiére du Christ.

14 Dans les propos de Marc le Magicien rapportés par Irénée, nous trouvons plusieurs mots grecs translittérés pour

le lecteur latin.
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Les lecteurs d’Irénée savent I’étendue de sa culture (Bastit 2021). Pour rédiger
la partie hérésiologique de I’Adversus haereses, il a mené une enquéte minutieuse et
utilisé le vocabulaire propre des gnostiques. Toute son ceuvre est a I'aune de ces
connaissances acquises par un travail approfondi. N’a-t-il pas fait ses études a Smyrne,
une cité fondée par les Grecs ou I’enseignement des sciences était trés réputé ? Il est
ainsi probable qu’Irénée ait connu I"Entdpvyog, I’ceuvre alors fameuse de Phérécyde
de Syros. Clément d’Alexandrie, Pére de I'Eglise de culture grecque contemporain
de I’évéque de Lyon, cite explicitement deux fois le présocratique dans le sixiéme
Stromate (Clément d’Alexandrie 1999, 169-171).

Encore un argument. Si le traducteur arménien avait connu de I’ceuvre cosmo-
logique présocratique ne serait-ce que le titre, peut-étre aurait-il inséré une petite
note a destination de ses lecteurs qui ne pouvaient certainement pas la connaitre.
Cette hypothése peut étre avancée, car c’est ce que nous observons au chapitre
13 de I'Adversus haereses. Pour expliquer que le nom (Edipe évoque sa difformité
(OiSimovg / pieds enflés), le traducteur a ajouté au nom Ginhynnuy / Edipe le
qualificatif Jhpwwnwhbb / au pied de dragon. Le traducteur latin avait ici seulement
nommé le héros grec.

7. Conclusion

Au terme de cette enquéte spéculative, nous ne saurions trancher de fagon certaine ;
mais il est trés probable qu’Irénée ait connu Phérécyde de Syros et sa cosmologie. Je
pense que si le traducteur latin n’a pas traduit ‘Extdpvyos, éntdpvéog ou émrdpvyog,
c’est a dessein. Le traducteur arménien aura, quant a lui, fait son métier de traducteur
et forgé I’adjectif tuphnunbtwi, un composé qui ne calque pas exactement le mot grec
que la tradition latine a conservé.

Ainsi le lecteur arménien comprend qu’il s’agit du candélabre & sept branches
alors que le terme grec n’évoque pas la moindre branche. Quant au lecteur latin, s’il
connait 'ceuvre de Phérécyde de Syros, il pourra penser qu’il y a 1a une allusion a la
cosmologie.
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v RESUME Le chapitre 21 des Prolégomenes a la philosophie de
David contient une discussion originale sur les modes de division.
Une telle discussion ne se trouve ni dans les Prolégoménes
d’Ammonius ni dans ceux d’Elias, mais elle est présente dans le
commentaire d’Elias sur I'lsagoge de Porphyre et dans les
Prolégomeénes du Pseudo-Elias. Une analyse comparative de ces
textes montre que David n'a probablement pas écrit ses
Prolégoménes et son commentaire sur I'lsagoge a la méme époque.
L'analyse révele également que David a utilisé au moins deux
sources différentes pour ces textes. Méme si David se distingue
d’Elias dans ses Prolégoménes, il a été profondément influencé par
lui (ou par ses sources) lors de la rédaction de son commentaire
sur I'lsagoge. Qui plus est, méme s'il partage de nombreuses
ressemblances avec le Pseudo-Elias dans ses Prolégomenes, David
appartient clairement a une lignée exégétique différente de la
sienne.

v ABSTRACT David's chapter 21 of the Prolegomena to Philosophy
contains an original discussion on the modes of division. Such a
discussion is not found in either Ammonius’ or Elias’s Prolegomena,
but is present in Elias’'s commentary on Porphyry’s [sagoge and in
Pseudo-Elias's Prolegomena. A comparative analysis of these texts
shows that David probably did not write his Prolegomena and his
commentary on the Isagoge during the same period of time. It also
reveals that he used at least two different sources for these texts.
Even though David distinguishes himself from Elias in his
Prolegomena, he was deeply influenced by him (or his sources)
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when writing his commentary on the Isagoge. However, even
though he shares many resemblances with Pseudo-Elias in his
Prolegomena, he clearly belongs to a different exegetical lignée than
him.
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1. Introduction

A compter du chapitre 18 des Prolégoménes a la philosophie (chapitre 15 de la version
arménienne), David délaisse le théme de la définition de la philosophie pour passer
a celui de la division. La définition et la division de la philosophie représentent
les deux thémes majeurs des Prolégoménes — comme en fait d’ailleurs foi le titre
remanié de la version arménienne’ — et donneront naissance 2 la structure bipartite
si caractéristique de I’ceuvre. Cette structure bipartite, ainsi que de nombreux autres
éléments tant philosophiques que formels, est également apparente chez Ammonius
et chez Elias. En effet, David partage de nombreux points communs avec Ammonius,
percu par certains comme l'instigateur du genre des prolégomenes a la philosophie
(Roueché 1990, 114-116), et surtout avec Elias, avec lequel il est constamment
confondu dans la tradition manuscrite (Westerink 1961, 130-131).

Il est pourtant un aspect sur lequel David se distingue d’Ammonius et d’Elias. En
effet, avec le Pseudo-Elias, un commentateur néo-platonicien sur lequel nous savons
trés peu de choses et dont le terminus ante quem a été établi aux alentours de 640
(Mueller-Jourdan 2020, 131-132),> David est I'un des rares auteurs a avoir inclus
dans ses Prolégoménes un chapitre méthodologique sur les différents modes de division
(Sratpetixol Tpémot [pudwiniwd jinubwlp] ). Ammonius et Elias proposent bel et bien
une telle division de la philosophie, mais ne discutent jamais de la méthode selon
laquelle celle-ci est réalisée. Toujours avec le Ps.-Elias, David est également I'un des
premiers commentateurs a avoir présenté une liste de huit modes de division. Il se
distingue en cela des philosophes qui 'ont précédé ou qui lui sont contemporains,
entre autres Sextus Empiricus, Alcinous, Serge de Reshaina, Ammonius, Philopon,
Stéphane, Proclus, Boeéce, ’Anonyme de bar Shakko et Elias, qui ont tous discuté

Le titre est passé de Prolégomenes a la philosophie (& mpoleydpeva tij pidocopiag) en grec & Définitions et divisions
de la philosophie (Uwhiwibip fn wnpunlunnnyopubip hlwnnnwuppnyahuh) en arménien. Cf. Calzolari 2009, 39.
Wolska-Conus 1989, 6982 a assimilé la figure du Ps.-Elias a celle de Stéphane d’Alexandrie, entre autres sur

la base d’un fragment contenu dans les Dialogues de Sévére bar Shakko (ci-aprés nommé « I’Anonyme de bar
Shakko » [cf. Baumstark 1900, 192-197]). Or, I'auteur du fragment contenu dans I'ceuvre de bar Shakko ne peut
étre identique au Ps.-Elias, car il présente une liste de modes de division différente de ce dernier. Sur la question,
voir : Roueché 2012. Cela ne veut pas pour autant dire que le Ps.-Elias ne puisse étre assimilé a Stéphane : il ne
peut simplement pas I'étre a partir du fragment de bar Shakko, comme I'a fait Wolska-Conus.
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des modes de division dans différentes parties de leur ceuvre, mais en ont proposé
un nombre inférieur. L’apport de David a la réflexion sur les modes de division est
important et aura une influence sur de nombreux auteurs postérieurs : a partir de lui,
une liste de huit modes de division sera communément acceptée par des auteurs tels
que Jean Damascene ou Nicéphore Blemmydeés.

Comme le théme des modes de division permet a la fois de relier David a la
tradition philosophique qui 'a précédé et de le distinguer de cette derniére, une
analyse comparative du chapitre dit méthodologique — chapitre 21 des Prolégoménes d
la philosophie (chapitre 18 de la version arménienne) — gagne a étre menée. En effet,
une telle étude, effectuée tant d’un point de vue linguistique que philosophique, sera
a méme de préciser le contexte exégétique dans lequel David a évolué et de nous
aider a évaluer sa singularité. Quels liens David entretenait-il avec ses prédécesseurs ?
En particulier, quels sont ses rapports avec Ammonius, Elias et le Ps.-Elias, trois
auteurs qui nous ont laissé des Prolégoménes et des commentaires sur 'Isagoge de
Porphyre (Ammon. in Isag. 1891, 1~16; Eliae in Isag. 1900, 1-34; Dav. Prol. 1904, 1-
79) 3 L’analyse du chapitre 21 des Prolégoménes de David nous permettra d’éclairer
ces points restés encore nébuleux et de révéler certains aspects étonnants du travail de
ce philosophe que I’on qualifiait d"Invincible.

2. Modes de division : liens entre David et Elias

Le chapitre 21 (= Dav. Prol. Arm. 18) des Prolégoménes a la philosophie s’ouvre par un
résumé des chapitres précédents : la philosophie est divisée en une partie théorétique
(elle-méme divisée en sciences naturelles, mathématiques et théologie) et en une par-
tie pratique. Contrairement 8 Ammonius et 4 Elias, David ressent aussit6t le besoin
d’examiner selon quel mode précis une telle division a été réalisée. Dés les premiéres
lignes du chapitre, donc, David propose une liste de huit modes selon lesquels tout objet
est divisé, qu’il attribue en passant & « certains » (tveg). Une telle attribution peut
laisser présumer que David n’est pas a I'origine de la liste qu’il présente. Or, avant
David et le Ps.-Elias, nous ne retrouvons aucune autre liste comprenant huit modes
de division. Seule la liste proposée par Elias dans son commentaire sur I'Isagoge s’en
rapproche, mais elle ne comporte que sept éléments.

Chaque tropos, ou mode de division, est présenté a tour de role et accompagné de
multiples exemples (Prol, 65.16-66.23 — Dav. Prol. Arm., 136.9-29). Les huit tropoi
décrits par David sont les suivants :

1 Division du genre vers les espéces (p. ex., division de « animal » en « rationnel »
et « irrationnel » ) ;

Olympiodore, maitre présumé d’Elias et de David, aurait également écrit un commentaire sur I'Isagoge de
Porphyre. Dans son commentaire, David cite trois fois le nom d’Olympiodore (16.3, 31.34 et 64.32) ; Elias
et Pseudo-Elias n’en parlent pas. Il est également possible que Stéphane ait écrit un commentaire a I'Isagoge.
Cf. Stéph. in De Int., 4.11-36.
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> Division de I'espéce vers les individus (p. ex., division de « étre humain » en
« Socrate », « Alcibiade » ou « Platon ») ;

3 Division du tout vers les parties (parties semblables : division d’une veine en plus
petites veines ; parties dissemblables : division de la téte en oreilles, nez et yeux) ;

4 Division d’un terme homonyme vers ses différentes significations (division du
terme « chien » en « chien terrestre » [canin], « chien aquatique » [loutre ou
poisson] et « chien céleste » [constellation]) ;

s Division de la substance en accidents (p. ex. division de « étre humain » en
« noir » et « blanc >>) ;

6 Division de I'accident en substances (p. ex., division des « choses blanches » en
« neige », « cygne », etc.) ;

7 Division de 'accident en accidents (p. ex., division des « choses blanches » en
« chaudes » et « froides » ) ;

8 Division de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte (p. ex., division de
« médecine » en « livre médical », « emplatre médical », etc.).*

Le traducteur arménien apporte plusieurs modifications au passage 65.16-66.23 qui,
a I'exception d’une seule,® n’ont aucune répercussion importante sur le sens. Par
exemple, le texte grec présente quelquefois le premier élément de chaque tropos au
pluriel, alors que I’arménien les présente toujours au singulier.® Au contraire, le texte
grec présente toujours le second élément au pluriel, alors que I'arménien le présente
quelquefois au singulier.” De telles différences sont difficiles & expliquer — une division
doit normalement se faire de 'unité vers la multiplicité — et ne correspondent a au-
cune variante grecque notée dans ’apparat critique de I’édition de Busse (Dav. Prol.
1904, 65). De plus, comme cela a été observé plus d’une fois par les traducteurs des

Nous reprenons ici la traduction de I'expression a¢’ £évog mpog év proposée par P. Mueller-Jourdan 2007, 78.
Cette différence concerne le mode de division « du tout vers ses parties ». Le texte grec dit : « ... parce que

les parties qui portent le méme nom que les autres parties et le tout sont appelées parties similaires. .. parce que
les parties qui n'ont pas le méme nom que les autres parties et le tout sont appelés dissemblables. .. » (xai yép
opotopepi] Aéyetar a aMAA0IG Kal T)) SAw OpwVOHWS Aeyopeva. .. kai yap dvopotopep] Aéyetan Ta pfite a0t
piTe 16 8Aw Opwvbpws Aeydpeva [65.27-66.03]). L'arménien dit plutdt : « qui [les parties] sont semblables au
tout... parce qu'elles ont la méme nature que le [tout]... qui [les parties] sont différentes parce qu’elles ne sont
pas semblables au tout ni les unes aux autres. .. » (npp Gtwhwdwubwpwpp G ponphé. Juub gh qiingl
pliniphit pnpnpht nLbiha ... npp G whidwbp, Juubh gh ny pnnpht e ny Jhitiwbg iwbp gnb (Dav.
Prol. Arm., 136.14-17). Le critére confirmant la similarité des parties entre elles et des parties avec le tout est
différent : en grec, les parties doivent avoir le méme nom que les autres parties et le tout, tandis qu’en arménien,
elles doivent avoir la méme nature (i.e. la méme définition). La traduction arménienne est également moins
précise en ce qui concerne le critére de dissemblance. Il est 4 noter toutefois que dans son commentaire sur
I'Isagoge, David varie quant au critére de similarité : en 155.5-13, il fait allusion 4 deux critéres, c’est-a-dire « le
méme nom » et « laméme chose ».

Par exemple, (2) émd eid@v eig dropa (h mbiuwyk jwbhwunu) ; (3) dnd 8wy eig pépn (h pnnpk h dwunibu) ;
(6) amd ovpPenrdtwy &ic ovoiag (h wwmwhdwak jJtniphil).

Par exemple, (6) and ovppepnrotwv eig ovoiag (h wwnwhdwdlk jtniphil). En arménien, le deuxiéme
élément des tropoi (5) amd ovolag £ig cvuBeBnrdra (tnrphblt h wwwnwhniih) et (7) dnd cvppePnxoéros...

eig ovpPefnrota (h wwmwhdwdl h wjuwnwhnidh) est bien au singulier, mais il se rapporte & un nom d’action,
donc la marque du pluriel n’est pas nécessaire. Je remercie Agnés Ouzounian pour cette remarque.
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Définitions et divisions de la philosophie,® le traducteur arménien modifie fréquemment
les explications et exemples présentés par I'auteur du texte grec. Ainsi, le traducteur
arménien ignore certains exemples (66.11 ; 66.15) ou en modifie I'ordre de présen-
tation (66.1 ; 66.7), il altére certaines parenthéses explicatives (65.26-30 ; 66.2—5)
ou les ignore totalement (65.22—23 ; 66.9—10 ; 66.11-13 ; 66.15—17 ; 66.19—20).
Encore une fois, ces différences n’ont aucun équivalent dans I’édition de Busse et sont
probablement I'ceuvre du traducteur (Dav. Prol. 1904, 65-66).° Enfin, il est a noter
que le traducteur arménien ne ressent pas le besoin d’adapter le texte qu’il a sous les
yeux en modifiant les prénoms grecs (Socrate, Platon, Alcibiade) par des prénoms
arméniens (65.24-25). Il se distingue ainsi de certains auteurs chrétiens comme Jean
Damascene ou Nicéphore Blemnydeés, qui préférent quant a eux utiliser les prénoms
« Pierre » (ITétpog) ou « Paul » (ITadog), plus usuels a leur époque.'® Le traducteur
arménien n’hésite toutefois pas a adapter le texte grec au contexte arménien dans
plusieurs autres passages du texte de David."!

En présentant une liste de huit modes de division, David se distingue de tous les
commentateurs quil’ont précédé ou qui lui sont contemporains, a I’exclusion bien stir
du Ps.-Elias. Il s’inscrit toutefois dans une tradition bien établie. Déja au deuxiéme
siecle de notre ére, Alcinous distinguait cinq modes de division (genre en espéces,
tout en parties, terme en ses différentes significations, accident en sujets et sujet en
accidents) et Sextus Empiricus, trois (genre en espéces, tout en parties, terme en
ses différentes significations).'* L’origine des modes de division demeure inconnue,
mais il n’est pas impossible qu’elle soit trés ancienne et qu’elle remonte aux Stoiciens
(Chase 2003, 142)."* Chose certaine : ils sont utilisés par les philosophes de tout
acabit, qu’ils soient sceptiques (Sextus Empiricus), médio-platoniciens (Alcinous),
aristotéliciens (Alexandre d’Aphrodise) ou néo-platoniciens.

Chez ces derniers, 'usage des modes de division est sans conteste populaire et
généralisé. Par exemple, dans leur commentaire sur 'Isagoge de Porphyre, tant Elias
(67.22ff), David (154.22ff) que le Ps.-Elias (91.20ff) discutent du mode de division
de I’étant (10 3v) et optent pour la méme solution : I’étant est divisé comme « ce qui
provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte ». Toutefois, il semble que les différents
philosophes néo-platoniciens n’étaient pas toujours en accord les uns avec les autres
sur la question des modes de division. Ainsi, dans son commentaire au De Interpreta-
tione d’Aristote, Ammonius divise le discours apophantique en « affirmation » et
« négation » tout en soulignant qu’une telle division se fait « du genre vers les

el

C’est-a-dire les traducteurs de la version arménienne des Prolégoménes a la philosophie, dont le titre est :
Définitions et divisions de la philosophie. A ce jour, il existe une traduction anglaise (Kendall and Thomson 1983) et
italienne (Contin 2014). Une traduction frangaise sera bientot proposée par V. Calzolari (Brill).

9 La version arménienne « se situe plus nettement du coté de la famille représentée par V [i.e. Vaticanus gr. 1470],
sans pour autant coincider d’une fagon absolue avec I'état du texte témoigné par V lui-méme » (Calzolari 2009,
59).

10 Al-Farabi utilise les prénoms « Zaid » et « Umar ». Cf. Dunlop 1951.

11 Cf. Calzolari 2009, 48.

12 Sextus Empiricus : Esquisses pyrrhoniennes 2.214fF; Alcinous : Didaskalia, V. Cf. Aydin 2016, 212.

13 Dans son commentaire au Timée de Platon, Proclus souligne I'origine stoicienne du mode de division « d’un
terme homonyme vers ses différentes significations » (in Tim. I, 224.17ff).
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espéces » (66.17ff). Ammonius adopte ici la méme position que celle de Porphyre
(d’apres le témoignage de Boéce [17.26ff]). Quelques décennies plus tard, Stéphane
réévaluera 'exégése d’Ammonius et proposera un autre mode de division pour le
discours apophantique, soit la division « de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y
rapporte » (4.11ff et 17.16ff). Ammonius et Stéphane s’opposent ici I'un a I'autre,
mais également a Alexandre d’Aphrodise, qui avait quant a lui divisé le discours apo-
phantique selon un mode différent, soit « d’un terme homonyme vers ses différentes
significations » (Ammon. in De Int., 15.16-30).

Comme David a proposé un nombre plus élevé de modes de division qu’Elias, qui
plus est que son commentaire est deux fois plus long que ce dernier, il est permis de
penser que David a vécu a une époque postérieure a celle d’Elias ou qu’il était un
contemporain tardif de ce dernier (Wildberg 1990, 37). De plus, comme Elias n’a pas
inclus de chapitre méthodologique dans les Prolégoménes qui lui sont attribués,'* il est
également permis de penser qu’il n’a pas eu d’influence sur David ou, dit autrement,
que David n’a pas utilisé les Prolégoménes d’Elias comme source a son propre texte.
Dans la rédaction du chapitre 21 des Prolégoménes, donc, David ne dépend pas
d’Elias : soit il dépend d’une source secondaire (qui ne peut étre Ammonius ni Elias),
soit il fait preuve d’originalité. David peut-il avoir été le premier a proposer une liste
de huit modes de division de la philosophie ?

Le chapitre 19 du commentaire de David sur I'Isagoge de Porphyre nous fournit un
élément de réponse. En effet, dans ce dernier chapitre, David s’attaque a la question
de la division de I’étant (10 3v). Contre toute attente, il affirme que 1’étant peut étre
divisé selon six (£ [tig]) modes de division : (1) du genre vers les espéces, (2) de
I’espéce vers les individus, (3) du tout vers les parties, (4) d’un terme homonyme vers
ses différentes significations, (5) de la substance vers les accidents et (6) de I’accident
vers la substance. Il termine son analyse en présentant un septiéme mode de division,
soit la « division de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte », et opte pour
ce dernier tropos pour diviser I'étant (154.13-159.23). Bref, David oublie la liste de
huit modes de division qu’il avait présentée plus tot dans les Prolégoménes et opte
maintenant pour une liste de sept tropoi, laquelle excliit pour une raison inconnue le
mode de division de 'accident vers les accidents. Une telle différence est étonnante,
d’autant plus que les Prolégoménes se veulent une introduction au commentaire sur
I'Isagoge et ce dernier, la continuation des Prolégoménes.

Que s’est-il donc passé entre les Prolégoménes et le commentaire sur 1'Isagoge de
Porphyre pour que David change subitement d’idée et passe d’'un nombre de modes
de division a un autre ? Un élément de réponse peut étre trouvé dans le commentaire
d’Elias au méme texte : en 67.2-71.23, entourant la question de la division de
I’étant, Elias propose exactement six (£§ay@g/éxtov) modes de division, en ajoute
un septiéme (£BSopog), puis divise 1'étant selon la « division de ce qui provient
d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte ». Quoique I'ordre de présentation des modes
de division soit différent, David et Elias suivent un chemin similaire : ils présentent

14 Le commentaire d’Elias sur I'Isagoge a été transmis de maniére anonyme. Lattribution 4 Elias des Prolégomeénes et

du commentaire sur |'Isagoge repose uniquement sur deux scolies (Wildberg 1990, 143).
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tous les deux six modes de division, en rajoutent un septiéme, puis divisent I’étant
selon ce dernier. Une telle similarité laisse présumer que David et Elias suivent une
source similaire ou que I'un a été influencé par I'autre. Comme Ammonius présente
une liste de trois tropoi en lien avec la division de I’étant dans son commentaire sur
I'Isagoge (81.7ff), et que le Ps.-Elias continue & utiliser une liste de huit tropoi dans son
commentaire & la méme ceuvre (chapitre 35, 91.29-93.13), David ne peut dépendre
d’Ammonius ni du Ps.-Elias dans le chapitre 19 de son commentaire sur I'Isagoge. 1l
est donc probable que David ait suivi Elias (ou sa source) dans ce passage précis. Si
David a bel et bien écrit les Prolégoménes avant le commentaire sur I'Isagoge — comme
nous avons toutes les raisons de le penser puisque le cours d’introduction précédait
le cours portant sur I'Isagoge de Porphyre — il appert que la liste du commentaire sur
I'Isagoge revét un caractére plus définitif que celle des Prolégomenes.

La présentation de deux listes différentes nous informe sur le modus operandi
de David. Tout d’abord, David fait preuve d’un certain laisser-aller ou manque de
précision dans ses Prolégoménes et son commentaire sur I'Isagoge. Sur le theme des
modes de division, il propose une liste différente et ne semble pas se souvenir dans
le commentaire sur I'Isagoge de ce qu’il a dit préalablement dans les Prolégoménes. 11
est & noter ici que la traduction arménienne du commentaire sur I'Isagoge de David
est plus précise : le traducteur a percu la différence entre les deux passages et a ajouté
le mode de division manquant, soit « de 'accident vers les accidents ». Toutefois,
le traducteur arménien n’a pas modifié le texte portant sur le nombre de modes de
division présentés, qui est resté a six. Nous pouvons donc étre stirs que le mode de
division de "accident vers les accidents a été rajouté ici par le traducteur arménien et
qu’il ne s’agit pas d’une corruption dans le texte grec (Muradyan 2014, 173-175)."°
Deuxiémement, le laisser-aller de David peut n’étre qu’apparent et s’expliquer par
des facteurs d’ordre chronologique. Ainsi, un laps de temps important peut s’étre
écoulé entre la rédaction des Prolégoménes et du commentaire sur I'Isagoge. Comme
ces deux textes nous ont été transmis 4nd @wvijg et qu’ils résultent vraisemblablement
de notes de cours prises par des étudiants, il est possible qu’ils reflétent deux étapes
différentes dans la pensée et I'enseignement de David. Bref, David peut avoir changé
d’avis entre le moment ot il donna son cours d’introduction et celui ol il commenta
I'Isagoge."® Enfin, il est également possible que David ait suivi deux sources distinctes
dans la rédaction des Prolégoménes et de son commentaire sur I’Isagoge. La premiére
source ne serait ni Ammonius ni Elias : David l'aurait incluse dans ses Prolégoménes
pour combler les lacunes observées dans les Prolégoménes d’Ammonius et d’Elias,
mais ne 'aurait pas retenue par la suite dans son commentaire sur 1'Isagoge. La
seconde source ne serait ni Ammonius ni le Ps.-Elias, mais pourrait étre Elias ou
Olympiodore (considéré comme le professeur d’Elias et de David). Cette source a

Nous retrouvons un autre exemple d'un tel ajout dans les Prolégoménes (68.6) : David oublie de classer le mode
de division « du genre vers les espéces » parmi « ce qui est divisé comme une chose », mais le traducteur
arménien le rajoute : nputu h utink h wmbuwlu (136.36).

Lhypotheése selon laquelle David aurait écrit le commentaire sur I'Isagoge avant les Prolégoménes est également
possible et mériterait une étude distincte.
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une autorité suffisante pour que David oublie la premiére liste de tropoi présentée
dans ses Prolégomeénes.

Du fait qu’il varie dans sa réponse d’un texte a I'autre, il semble moins vraisem-
blable que David ait été le premier a proposer une liste de huit modes de division
et qu’il ait ainsi fait preuve d’originalité. Il serait en effet plus probable qu’il ait
suivi une source anonyme dans ses Prolégoménes et Elias (ou sa source) dans son
commentaire sur I’Isagoge. L’inverse — c’est-a-dire qu’Elias ait suivi David — semble
également moins probable. Si tel est le cas, il appert que David accorde une plus
grande autorité a l'interprétation d’Elias (ou de sa source) et qu’il ne répugne pas a
la restituer fidélement. Bien qu’il semble indépendant d’Elias (ou de sa source) dans
le chapitre 21 des Prolégoménes, sa dépendance a ce dernier est confirmée dans le cha-
pitre 19 du commentaire sur I'Isagoge. David et Elias proviennent vraisemblablement
d’une méme lignée interprétative.

3. Modes de division : liens entre David et le Ps.-Elias

Lorsqu’il étudia pour la premiére fois le commentaire anonyme sur I'Isagoge de Por-
phyre, L. G. Westerink fut tellement frappé par sa ressemblance avec le commentaire
de David qu’il émit ’hypothese suivante : le commentaire anonyme a été rédigé par
David et représente une version antérieure du commentaire sur 'Isagoge qui a été
préservé sous son nom (Westerink 1961, 130). Westerink remarqua également les
liens importants qui unissaient ce commentaire anonyme a celui d’Elias. Ce n’est
qu’une fois qu’il édita le commentaire anonyme que Westerink révisa son jugement
et attribua ce dernier a un auteur différent. Cet auteur fut nommé « Pseudo-Elias
(Pseudo-David) » (couramment désigné par 'appellation abrégée « Ps.-Elias »). A
I'heure actuelle, 'ensemble des chercheurs s’accorde pour distinguer le Ps.-Elias de
David et d’Elias : bien qu’il partage de nombreux points communs avec ces derniers,
le Ps.-Elias est un commentateur différent, qui vécut probablement au sixiéme ou
septiéme siécle & Alexandrie, Constantinople ou Thessalonique. Les rapports entre
David et le Ps.-Elias demeurent toutefois mystérieux. En effet, les travaux actuels
n’ont pas encore permis de déterminer si David avait été influencé par I'exégése du
Ps.-Elias (ou l'inverse) ou s’il lui était antérieur ou postérieur. Au départ, I’opinion
générale tendait a placer le Ps.-Elias aprés David, mais plusieurs chercheurs ont
depuis remis en question une telle hypothése."”

L’analyse comparative des Prolégoménes de David, d’Elias et du Ps.-Elias confirme
'identité distincte de chaque auteur. Dans le cas qui nous occupe, c’est-a-dire la ques-
tion des modes de division, la différence entre les trois auteurs est méme évidente.
Tout d’abord, le Ps.-Elias se distingue d’Elias (et d’Ammonius) en ce qu’il inclut
dans son cours introductif un chapitre sur les modes de division (chapitre 20). Il se
rapproche toutefois de David, qui est le seul autre auteur néoplatonicien a incorporer

17 Cf. Westerink 1967, XVI; Marcovich 1975, 31-34; Blumenthal 1981, 188-192; Mueller-Jourdan 2007, XVI-
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une telle discussion dans ses Prolégoménes. Deuxiémement, le Ps.-Elias se distingue
également d’Elias dans son commentaire sur I'Isagoge : au chapitre 35, lorsqu’il
est question de la division de I'étant, le Ps.-Elias donne une liste de huit tropoi,
Elias de six ou sept. Ce dernier fait donne a penser que le Ps-Elias ne dépend pas
d’Elias dans son commentaire sur 1'Isagoge. Enfin, le Ps.-Elias se distingue de David
en ce qu’il ne change pas d’avis sur la question des modes de division : dans son
commentaire sur 'Isagoge, le Ps.-Elias demeure fidéle a I'interprétation qu’il a donnée
dans ses Prolégoménes et continue a parler d’une liste de huit modes de division. Bref,
contrairement a David, il ne semble pas suivre deux sources différentes dans I'un et
I'autre texte.

Le Ps.-Elias présente donc a la fois des similarités et des différences avec David.
Qui plus est, certaines ressemblances entre le Ps.-Elias et David ne se trouvent
que chez ces deux auteurs a I'exclusion de tout autre. Qu’en est-t-il ? David et le
Ps.-Elias ont-ils été influencés I'un par 'autre ? Ont-ils utilisé une source similaire ?
Dans l'affirmative, comment expliquer leurs différences ? L’analyse comparative du
chapitre 21 des Prolégoménes de David et du chapitre 20 des Prolégoménes du Ps.-Elias
nous permet de répondre a ces questions en jetant un éclairage nouveau sur ces
deux philosophes. En effet, quoiqu’ils soient les seuls commentateurs néoplatoniciens
a présenter une liste de huit modes de division dans leur chapitre méthodologique
respectif, David et le Ps.-Elias présentent plusieurs différences de nature théorique ou
philosophique. Ces différences relatives a la question des modes de division, qui n’ont
pas encore été mises en lumiére dans le cadre d’une analyse comparative, permettent
pourtant de bien distinguer David du Ps.-Elias et de déterminer leurs rapports respec-
tifs.'"® Ces différences théoriques touchent un mode de division précis : la division
« de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » (4’ £vdg mpdg év)."? Elles
sont au nombre de trois.

Tout d’abord, David est d’avis que parmi la liste des huit modes de division, seule-
ment trois sont de nature « authentique » ou « véritable » (Kvpiwg [ulnmqulultu]) :
la division « d’un genre vers les espéces », la division « du tout vers les parties » et
la division « d’un terme homonyme vers ses différentes significations » (66.24-68.2).
David se rapproche ici d’Ammonius (in De Int., 15.16) et de Stéphane (in De Int.,
4.11), qui maintiennent également que seuls trois modes de division sont « véri-
tables » (x0ptlog ou kvpiwg). Ces trois modes de division composent une liste cano-
nique : ils font partie de la liste de chaque auteur de I’Antiquité tardive qui a discuté
des modes de division — Sextus Empiricus, Alcinous, Serge de Reshaina, Proclus,
Ammonius, Philopon, Boéce, I’Anonyme de bar Shakko, Stéphane, David, Elias,
Ps-Elias, Al-Farabi.** Quant au Ps.-Elias, il parle également du fait que certains modes
de division sont illégitimes (véBot). Bien qu’il ne les énumeére jamais explicitement,

18 Pour une analyse comparative de certains passages d’Ammonius, d’Elias, de David et du Ps.-Elias portant sur des
notions ou concepts autres que les modes de division, voir Contin 2017, §7-67 et 101-254.

19 L'arménien traduit cette expression problématique par h thngk tir win th / h Shngkh tir wn thi (8.9, 136.8,
138.21-23, 140.1, 142.26, 146.28, 148.6, 152.31).

20 Sur l'utilisation des modes de division par les commentateurs et philosophes anciens, voir : Magee 1998, XLIV-
XLVIIL
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le Ps.-Elias semble pourtant distinguer quatre modes « véritables » : ainsi, aux trois
présentés par David, il ajoute la division « de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et
s’y rapporte » (40.12-21).*! Or, pour David, ce tropos n’est pas réellement un mode
de division, mais plutdt un type d’énumération (&mapi®unoig).”* David et le Ps.-Elias
difféerent donc d’opinion quant & la nature du mode de division « de ce qui provient
d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » : pour le premier, elle est un tropos inauthentique,
pour le second, authentique.

Deuxiémement, David et le Ps-Elias congoivent la division « de ce qui provient
d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » différemment. En effet, pour David, ce qui est
divisé 4@’ &vdg mpog &v est congu en soi (kab’ £avtd [pun hiptwh]) - arménien
rajoute ici « selon la substance » (pun tmptwh [xat’ ovoiav])? et « comme une
chose » (w¢ mpaypa [nputu hp]) (68.3-19); pour le Ps.-Elias, il est également congu
en soi (T kaf’ avtd), mais comme un vocable (&g @wvi}) et non comme une chose
(39.34—40.10). David congoit donc la division « de ce qui provient d’un terme
unique et s’y rapporte » sur un autre plan que le Ps-Elias : selon lui, cette derniére
se rapporte a des objets du monde réel et non au langage. Ces objets sont multiples
et, en cela, ressemblent aux individus. En fait, David semble rapprocher la division
« de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » de la division « d’une
espéce vers les individus » : toutes deux sont inauthentiques, car elles se rapportent
a des objets innombrables (&neipoi [wipuup]) et indéfinis (dnepnnror [winphop])
qui ne peuvent étre soumis a la division. Le Ps.-Elias semble quant a lui rapprocher
la division « de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » de la division
« d’un terme homonyme vers ses différentes significations », seul autre mode de
division classé sous la rubrique « comme un vocable » (&g pwvr}) et qui est considéré
comme authentique.

Enfin, le Ps-Elias choisit le mode de division « de ce qui provient d’un terme
unique et s’y rapporte » comme tropos de prédilection pour diviser la philosophie
en partie pratique et théorétique. Le Ps.-Elias choisit ce mode de division spécifique
sur la base d’un argument linguistique : tant la philosophie pratique que la philoso-
phie théorétique tirent leur nom de la philosophie (40.31-42.7). Quant a David,
il rejette cette derniere division et, sur la base d’un argument d’autorité, soutient
que la philosophie est divisée comme un tout en ses parties, plus précisément en
ses parties semblables (68.21-71.20). David et le Ps-Elias répondent donc d’une
maniére tout a fait différente a 'une des questions principales des Prolégoménes :
comment la philosophie est-elle divisée ? Cette différence, qui est capitale, confirme

« Pourtant, si on se donne pour tache de parler avec précision, tous ne sont pas vrais. (...) Le mode qui divise

a la fagon d'une espéce divisée en individus n’est pas vrai. (...) Mais le mode qui divise la substance en accidents n’est
pas vrai (...). A nouveau, le contraire n’est pas vrai non plus, a savoir le mode qui divise les accidents en substance.
(...) A'son tour, le mode qui divise comme un accident en accidents n’est pas vrai. (...) Ces modes-ci sont
illégitimes. Ceux qui restent (oi Mowroi) en revanche sont de nature exacte. » (40.12—30 [trad. Mueller-Jourdan])
L'arménien ne traduit pas ce terme grec. Il dit plutot : « Mais, ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte
n'est pas dit un mode de division... » (W] i ny h dhnokh tir wn dh wuh jnubwy pudwiniwb [138.21]).
Cette formulation est a rapprocher de celle de Jean Damascéne : « en soi, c’est-a-dire selon la substance » (ka6
adT6 ... fiyovy ou kat’ odaiav) (Dialectica, 6, 45-46).
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une fois de plus que David et le Ps-Elias ne peuvent étre la méme personne. Elle
démontre également qu’ils suivent une ligne exégétique distincte. En ce qui concerne
la question des modes de division, David n’a pas été influencé par le Ps.-Elias ni par
les sources suivies par ce dernier.

Les rapports entre David et le Ps.-Elias sont toutefois encore plus complexes. Le
chapitre 22 des Prolégoménes de David (chapitre 19 de la version arménienne) nous
présente un bon exemple de cette complexité. Suivant le chapitre méthodologique,
le chapitre 22 contient la réponse de David a la question : « Selon quel mode la
philosophie est-elle divisée en partie pratique et théorétique? ». Comme nous I'avons
mentionné plus tot, David présente une réponse différente par rapport a celle du
Ps.-Elias : la philosophie est divisée « comme un tout en ses parties (semblables) ».
Or, avant de donner cette réponse définitive, David suit un chemin argumentatif pour
le moins labyrinthique : il analyse tous les modes de division selon lesquels la philo-
sophie peut étre divisée, présente des arguments montrant que le mode de division
« d’un tout vers ses parties » ne peut étre choisi (70.12-30) et, comme le Ps-Elias,
choisit le mode de division « de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte »
(70.30-33). Plus précisément, dans la premiére partie de son argumentation, David
choisit le méme mode de division que le Ps.-Elias et rejette le mode de division
« d’un tout vers ses parties ». Il fait ensuite volte-face, rejette le mode de division
choisi par le Ps-Elias et opte pour le mode de division « d’un tout vers ses parties »
(70.33-71.17). David suit donc la méme interprétation que celle du Ps.-Elias dans la
premiére partie de son argumentation pour ensuite la rejeter dans la seconde partie.
Un tel fait donne & penser que David connaissait I'interprétation du Ps.-Elias ou de
sa source, mais qu’il s’y opposait. I 'aurait reproduite dans ses Prolégoménes pour
pouvoir ensuite mieux la critiquer. Si I'interprétation fautive reproduite par David
est bien celle du Ps.-Elias, alors le Ps.-Elias est antérieur 3 David. Si cette méme
interprétation provient de la source utilisée par le Ps.-Elias, alors David s’oppose
directement a une interprétation connue et acceptée dans les cercles néoplatoniciens.
D’une maniére ou d’une autre, David appartient & un courant exégétique spécifique
quil’oppose au Ps.-Elias et I’en distingue nettement.

4. Conclusion

Nous savions déja que David et Elias entretenaient des liens multiples. En ce qui
concerne les modes de division, I’analyse comparative a montré qu’ils adoptent une
interprétation similaire dans leur commentaire sur I’Isagoge et suivent une méme ligne
interprétative. Or, dans ses Prolégoménes, David se distingue non seulement d’Elias
(qui demeure silencieux sur la question des modes de division), mais également de
lui-méme (David adopte une position différente dans chacun des deux textes). Une
telle variation peut étre expliquée de plusieurs maniéres — 'interprétation la plus pro-
bable étant celle selon laquelle David a suivi Elias (ou sa source) dans le commentaire
sur I'Isagoge, et une source différente dans ses Prolégoménes — mais elle laisse surtout
apparaitre une discontinuité entre deux textes qui composent normalement une unité.
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Ces deux textes ne semblent pas avoir été écrits I'un a la suite de I'autre ou étre issus
d’une méme période d’enseignement. Une étude comparant de maniére exhaustive
les Prolégoménes et le commentaire sur I'Isagoge de David gagnerait ainsi a étre menée
afin de préciser les causes potentielles de cette variation — qu’avait remarquée le
traducteur arménien — et de déterminer la présence de toute autre différence.

Les liens entre David et le Ps.-Elias demeuraient quant a eux plus nébuleux. L’ana-
lyse comparative, qui s’est concentrée sur la question des modes de division, a permis
de montrer qu’en dépit de leurs nombreuses ressemblances, David et le Ps.-Elias
suivent une ligne exégétique différente : ils partagent une conception dissemblable
du mode de division « de ce qui provient d’un terme unique et s’y rapporte » et
répondent d’une maniére distincte a la question « Selon quel mode la philosophie
est-elle divisée en partie pratique et théorétique ? ». David semble également étre
au fait de I'interprétation du Ps.-Elias (ou de sa source), car il la reproduit dans le
chapitre 22 de ses Prolégoménes pour ensuite la rejeter. Il est donc possible que le
Ps.-Elias ait vécu a une période antérieure a celle de David ou qu’il utilise une source
plus ancienne (que David utilise également, mais avec laquelle il n’est pas toujours
en accord). Dans les études a venir sur les Prolégoménes de David, il importera
dorénavant de toujours garder a I'ceil I’exégése du Ps.-Elias, car celle-ci différe non
seulement de celle d’Elias, mais semble également précéder celle de David.
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1. Introduction

The old Armenian translations of the works of the Jewish writer Philo of Alexandria
(c. 20 BCE - c. 50 CE), who wrote in Greek and explained the Pentateuch in the
terms of Greek thought, date from the early period of Armenian writing, the begin-
ning of the so-called “Hellenising School” of translation, which sought to translate
Greek texts as literally as possible, even preserving many grammatical features.! Some
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not question this dating, which means that the Armenian translations of Philo can be much earlier. Additionally,
some neologisms from Philo’s translations are found in the History of Lazar P‘arpec’i, who lived at the turn of the
6™ century. Accordingly, these translations have been dated to the second half of the 5™ century (see Muradyan
1990 and 2012, 2-3,n.9).

Boris Nikolsky () 0000-0002-0760-8639 « Ecole Normale Supérieure de Lyon (ENS), Lyon, France
(borisnikolsky@gmail.com)

Cite this article: Boris Nikolsky, The Armenian Text of Philo's De Abrahamo 1-16', Mate-
nadaran: Medieval and Early Modern Armenian Studies (MEMAS), 1.1 (June 2024), 107-119
<https://dx.doi.org/10.1484/). MEMAS.5.142265>

DOI: 10.1484/).MEMAS.5.142265

This is an open access article made available under a cC BY-NC 4.0 International License.

© 2024, Brepols Publishers n.v. Published by Brepols Publishers. % BREPOLS


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0760-8639
https://dx.doi.org/10.1484/J.MEMAS.5.142265
https://www.brepols.net

108

BORIS NIKOLSKY

of the translated works have survived only in the Armenian versions,” which arouses
more interest towards them. They have been published several times, although no
critical editions exist to this day. The first edition of Philo’s works extant only in
Armenian was undertaken by John Baptist Aucher (= Awgerean) in the 19" century
(Aucher 1822 and 1826), from a manuscript kept in the Mekhitarist library of the
Monastery of St. Lazarus in Venice (V1040); Aucher also occasionally consulted an-
other Venetian manuscript (V1334), as well as one from the library of the Armenian
Patriarchate in Jerusalem (J333). Abraham Terian reproduced the text of Philo’s
De Animalibus from this edition, supplementing it with a preface, translation, and
commentary (Terian 1981). He is now preparing a critical edition of De Providentia.
Furthermore, some manuscripts disregarded by Aucher were used in the works of
Charles Mercier (Mercier 1979: French translation of the Armenian Questions and
Answers on Genesis) and Joseph Paramelle (Paramelle 1984).3

The only edition of the Armenian text of the other group of works — those that
have survived not only in Armenian translation but also in the Greek original - is
the Venetian edition of 1892 (Philo 1892). It was based on V1040, and readings of
another Venetian manuscript, V1334, were occasionally given in the footnotes. No
editor’s name is mentioned in this book, which includes the Armenian texts of De Vita
Contemplativa, De Abrahamo, Legum Allegoria 1—2, De Decalogo, and the fragments
from De Specialibus Legibus. From the afterword we may infer that it was sponsored
by F. C. Conybeare. The publication of a text from one manuscript would hardly
be sufficient in itself, but even this work is error-ridden and done inattentively, as
Paola Pontani has pointed out in her dissertation (Pontani 1998, passim). One of
these works, De Vita Contemplativa, was republished a few years later by Frederick
Conybeare (Conybeare 1895). Although Conybeare used two additional manuscripts
now in the Matenadaran collection, M21oo and M2o57, he left the text of the
Venetian edition almost unchanged, limiting himself to adding a critical apparatus
(see Sirinian 2011, 21, n. 55). Moreover, in the 130 years since this edition, much
progress has been made in the study of Philo’s Greek text, so that Conybeare’s work is
largely out of date (Terian 2019b, 1-12).

The Armenian translations of Philo need careful study and above all, new editions.
The examination of translation technique, the grammatical scrutiny of the transla-
tions in comparison with the Greek original, the analysis of the lexicon employed in
the translations, and the compilation of dictionaries — these important tasks can only
be accomplished when we have critical texts.

Often the readings of the Armenian translation prove to be important for the
establishment of the Greek text. This was already pointed out by Leopold Cohn
(Cohn and Wendland 1902, XXI). He was informed about the Armenian text by
Conybeare, who was using the Venetian edition. However, without authentic and

2 De providentia, De animalibus, De deo, Quaestiones in Genesin, and Quaestiones in Exodum. For a complete list, see
Vardazaryan 2006, 30; Terian 20193, 317.

3 See also English translations of Philo and Ps.-Philo: Marcus 1953; Muradyan and Topchyan 2013, 750-803,
807-881.
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reliable information about the Armenian text, it is impossible to take it seriously into
account when publishing the Greek original.

Together with Gohar Muradyan, I have started preparing a critical edition of
De Abrahamo. The work is still in its initial stage, but we can already draw several
conclusions that are important for the accurate reconstruction of the original Arme-
nian text. Scholars have different opinions about the quality of Vio4o that served
as the basis of the Venetian edition. Mercier doubted its merits and insisted on the
necessity of re-editing the texts of the Venetian edition (Mercier 1969, 9-15). On
the other hand, Folker Siegert (Siegert 1989, 355-356) and Abraham Terian believe
that manuscript V1o4o is a reliable witness. Terian calls this manuscript codex optimus
and is convinced that it is superior to all other Armenian manuscripts of Philo. He
believes that the proposed emendations have for the most part only complicated the
passages that appeared to be corrupt (Terian 2015, 145-146). In this paper, I shall
endeavour to show by examples from the first chapters of De Abrahamo that there are
plenty of examples of correct readings preserved not in V1040, but in one of the other
manuscripts. Also, there are many examples of erroneous readings in all the extant
manuscripts together. In these cases, conjectures are necessary, and they are often
quite obvious.

2. The Manuscripts

The Armenian text of De Abrahamo has come down to us in 9 of the 28 Armenian
manuscripts containing Philo’s works listed by Terian in the preface to his edition of
De animalibus (Terian 1981, 14-21). Here they are in chronological order:

Yerevan, Matenadaran 1500, 1282 (M1500)

Venice, Mekhitarist Library 1040, 1296 (V1040), which served as the basis of the
1892 Venetian edition.

Jerusalem, Armenian Patriarchate 333, 1298 (J333)

Bzommar, Armenian Monastery 121, 1 3M_14" centuries (BZ121)

Yerevan, Matenadaran 2100, 1325 (M2100)

Yerevan, Matenadaran 2057, 1328 (M2057)

Yerevan, Matenadaran 4275, 14th century (M4275)

Venice, Mekhitarist Library 1334, 14th century (V1334); readings of this
manuscript are sometimes given in the notes of the 1892 edition.

Jerusalem, Armenian Patriarchate 1331, 14th century (J1331)

We have in our possession photographs of eight manuscripts, all but J1331. We have
collated them and prepared a preliminary version of the critical text of the first 16
paragraphs of Philo’s work, and our text differs in many respects from that of the 1892
Venetian edition. In some cases, we have corrected the editor’s misreading of V1o4o,
sometimes we have adopted readings from other manuscripts disregarded by him,
and finally, in some instances we have considered the readings of all the manuscripts
to be erroneous and offered a conjecture.
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3. Corrupt Passages in V1040 and the Venetian Edition

I will not discuss all the differences between our text and the 1892 edition (hereafter
Ven.). Some of them are not so important; they relate to phonetic or graphical
variants, or to the use of articles. I will focus on the most significant issues concerning
grammar, phrase structure, word usage, and syntax.

§2.
Ven. p. 33, 12-13:

Uj1 yuub gh ungw G hty np wphuwphhu G Ywunibp, W GG hby np tpyhop —
Gr. AN éme1dr) TovTwy T PéV £0TL TOD KOopOV pép), T 8¢ Tadfpuata.

One of the most obscure passages in the Armenian translation. In the first and
second paragraphs, Philo explains why the Book of Genesis is entitled T'¢veotg (lit.
“emergence, appearance, birth”), although only the beginning of the book is devoted
to the emergence of the world (which is how Philo interprets the meaning of the title
of this book). Philo’s reply is that all the rest of what is spoken about in this book are
the parts of the world (pépn) and the processes that take place in it (nabfjpata), and
these subjects are secondary to the world as a whole, so the book was named after
its most important part. In all manuscripts of the Armenian translation, we find the
unexpected word tplhtip — “heaven” instead of mabfjpara. The Venetian editor left
tpyhbp in the text but wrote in a note that ma@fpata was usually translated as Ghpp,
Yuphp etc. However, he did not notice that the solution is in the margin of the same
manuscript Vio4o. Either as a variant reading or correction, the word Yhpp that the
editor wanted to see is written here. It could be the scribe’s own conjecture or the
reading of a manuscript with which the scribe of Vio40 checked his text. Thus, we
can easily restore the correct reading: tpyhtip appeared as a result of an erroneous
transposition of consonants of tl Yhpp. The phrase originally was: ungw bl hiy np
wphuwphhu Gl Jwuniip, U kb hiy np && Yhpp. Before the error occurred, the verb Lt was
repeated in both dependent clauses.

Ven. p. 33, 14-15:
tdw gpninp ghpub Ypuwgnbtuy tnthptiwg —
Gr. avt@ v SAnv BifAov avédnkev.

By this phrase Philo explains that when giving his book the title “Genesis”, Moses
devoted it to the world as a whole, the origin of which he describes at the beginning,
and not to its individual parts and processes that are further discussed in it. The
verb avéOnkev is rendered here by two Armenian verbs; such rendering by doublets
is one of the characteristic features of the Armenian translations of Philo, and of the
translations of the Hellenising School in general (see Terian 1981, 10; Muradyan
2012, 201-215; Olivieri 2000, 235-247, and Kélligan 2014, 117-130). The second
verb, tinthptiwg, conveys the sense “brought as a gift, dedicated” of avéOnxkev. The first
verb, in a participle form dependent on the second verb, contains the prefix Jtpuw-,
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usually rendering the Greek ava-. We would expect to see here a literal rendering
of avatiOnut and be faced with a common type of doublet, in which one member
“is a more formal rendering, while the other reflects the sense” (Muradyan 2012,
207-208). Instead, all manuscripts contain the word tpwugptwy — a translation of
the Greek avaypdpw (in §1 Jtipwqnptigting rendered the Greek avaypagéviwv — of
“written down” divine laws). Here {tpwgptuy is not appropriate. This error is easily
corrected by replacing just one letter: the expected literal translation of avéOnkev
would be ytipunptwy (cf. NBHL s.v. ytipunptad).* The error could be caused by the
similar forms of the letters q and 1.

Another error in the same phrase, qhput, which should correspond to the Greek
v BifAov, has been pointed out by the Venetian editor: qhpul, the accusative plural
of hp(p), makes sense in this context (qhpuli Jipwgptiwy — “having written down
these things”), and that was perhaps the reason of its persistence in the manuscript
tradition. The correct version, however, is found in one of the manuscripts, M427s,
which gives the form qghput.

04.
Ven. p. 34, 3—4:

Junuqu wytinghy npp yuwmwhbh jnpynpl W p idwbwbwhuba woby —

Gr. Omép tod TOdg évrvyxdvovrag mpotpéyacbar kai éml Tov Spotov {Hlov
dyoyey.

Philo discusses the purpose of the accounts of the patriarchs’ virtuous life in Genesis.
In his opinion, Moses endeavoured not only to glorify the patriarchs themselves but
also to instruct the readers by their virtues. This aim is expressed in Greek by the
preposition vmép with infinitive clauses.

The text in Vio4o and all the other manuscripts as well as in Ven. is unclear.
First, the syntax is questionable. In the Greek original, the preposition vmép governs
the substantival infinitives Tod wpotpéyacOar and dyayeiv, while Todg évrvyydvovrag
depends on these infinitives: “for the sake of directing the readers and leading them
to such zeal”. However, in the Armenian text, the preposition junuqu — “for the sake
of” is not associated with the infinitives, but with the closest expression wyiinghyj npp
wwwnwhbi, rendering the Greek todg évrvyydvovrag, and the meaning is changed: “for
the sake of those who happen to instruct and lead them to such zeal”.

It is hardly possible that the translator himself could have allowed this inconsis-
tency. The Armenian text can easily be corrected by replacing just one letter and
changing the erroneous genitive uyinghly to the correct accusative wylinuhy. The
scribe’s error is primarily due to the fact that he did not understand the complex
syntax of this sentence and assigned the pronoun uy to the nearest word — a common
scribal mistake. The phonetic proximity of the sibilants u and g could be an additional
reason for this error.

4 'This emendation has been proposed by Gohar Muradyan.
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The second error concerns the word recorded in Viogo as mtwhwhwhmuba,
which should have rendered the Greek phrase tov Spoov (fjlov. The adjective
fwhwbwhiwba cannot be the correct equivalent of this expression; it corresponds
to (and serves as) the usual translation of the Greek 6pé{ndov. Obviously, we must
restore the variant tuwd Gwhiwba. The error can be corrected with the help of
manuscripts M2057, M1soo, and M4275, which contain a reading with the article &
(tfwhwhiwhiwbah) that corresponds more accurately to the Greek tov potov {ijlov.
Thus, the correct reading is fwl Gwhwbat.

§e6.
Ven. p. 34,29-31:

wn wdpnneniphil pnnpuly yhwlniptiwb Ygnpyniphia Yahwg puptug —
Gr. Tpog 6AoKApOL peTovoiav {wijs.

Philo continues speaking of the virtuous life of the patriarchs: they committed no
sins of their own free will, and if they happened to make any mistake, they addressed
their prayers to God. So they attained to the full perfection of their life (mpdg
SMoKkMpov petovotav {wijg — “for partaking of the perfect life”). The syntax of the
Armenian translation of this expression, as recorded in V1040 and published in Ven.,
is obscure and obviously broken. The preposition wn (= Greek npdg) governs the
word wipnneniphil, but for this reason Ygnpnniphit is left out of the construction.
This inconsistency can easily be corrected if we assume that in the archetype of all
manuscripts known to us there was a typical error: the scribe could not cope with
complex syntactic constructions and preferred to coordinate the neighbouring words
(cf. the first of the two errors noted in §4). Instead of wnipnnemphii we should
read the genitive form wdpnnymptwb, dependent on Ygnpyniphil, which should be
governed by the preposition wn: wn uwnipnngniplwb Ygnpnmphih — “for partaking of
the perfection”.

So this error already was in the archetype of all extant manuscripts. However,
there are also other errors in this phrase, which can be corrected by other manuscripts
unknown to the Venetian editor.

First, it is worth paying attention to the inexact correspondence of unipnnoni phiwb
ponpuy JhGwyniphwd Yhtg to the Greek original. Before us is one of the many
cases of doublet translation: unfpnngniptiwt and pninpwy Yh6wlniphiwb stand together
and are not connected by a conjunction, as it often happens. Such a paired transla-
tion should not in itself raise questions. However, we see that the Greek adjective
oMokAnpov, dependent on {wig, is translated here by a noun pair governing Ytfuug.
This cannot be a scribe’s error: apparently, the translator misunderstood the form
oMokAHpov as the substantival adjective 0 6AékANpov governing {wijg: “perfection of
life” (perhaps because of the difference between its ending and that of {wfs).

If we now turn to the paired translation of 6AdxAnpov, we see that of its two parts,
one conveys the meaning and the other serves as an exact formal rendering of the
word, such as the translation of avéBnkev as Ytpunptiuy Gnthptiwg in §2 discussed
above. Nevertheless, in place of the expected word-formation calque 6A6xAnpov, we
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find an expression with the adjective pnnpul Jhwynptwi, which would correspond
to the Greek Aov kAfpov. On the other hand, manuscript M4275 shows us another
reading that is probably correct: it is the hapax pnnpunhfwlniptwi, an abstract
noun formed from the adjective pnnpuyh6wy and an exact calque of the adjective
OAOKAN pOG.

Comparison with other manuscripts draws our attention to another error in
Vio40 and Ven. The word Ytbwg is followed by puwptwg, which has no correspon-
dence in the Greek original: while the Greek text speaks of a “perfect life”, the
Armenian translation for some reason adds “good”. In other manuscripts, we see
that puptiwg is written in different places. M20s7 offers the same reading Yhfiwug
puptiug as Viogo, in M427s, these two words are in the opposite order (puiptiug
Jtlug), and finally, in M1 500 puptiwg is inserted above the line, between pnjnpwlj and
Yhwyniptwb. This strange treatment of puptiwg by the scribes is explained very sim-
ply. In the next sentence, at the beginning of §7, we find the expression Ygnpyniphwb
puptiwg rendering the Greek petovoiag dyabwv — “partaking of the good”, where
pwptiwg is used substantively and depends on the same noun Ygnpnniphil - “involve-
ment, participation” in something (as wipnneniptwl pnnpuidhwynpwh Yhhwg in
our case). It would be natural to assume that one of the scribes correlated these two
neighbouring passages and added pwptiug here as a variant or parallel, and then it got
into the main text of the later manuscripts, appearing in various places.

Thus, the correct reading should be: wn wdpnnonipbwd pnnpuihGulniptiub

Ygnpnniphia Yhbwg.

§7.
Ven.p. 35, 2-3:

Jugu hpple h Ynie Gwbwyuph wnwphttwubpt hwuw bt hngh -
Gr. Tadtny ola Aewpdpov 630V ) PrAdpeTog dvatépvet kal avoiyet Yoyn.

The reference here is to hope, which serves as the first step towards the possession of
the true good, that is, virtue. In the Greek text we see a comparison of hope with the
road leading to virtue: the soul striving for virtue builds hope as if it were a road to
it. The Armenian text in V1040 and Ven. does not correspond to the Greek original.
The prepositional construction with h (Guyu ppple h Ynin Gubuuguiph) presupposes
that the road itself is the goal: “the soul comes to it as to a well-trodden path”. The
reading of the Armenian text has been further distorted by Conybeare, informing
Cohn that of the two verbs dvatépver and dvoiyet only the second one has remained
here (“avatépver kai om. Arm”, writes Cohn in his critical apparatus).

In the other manuscripts (in all but Viogo and M2057), the direct object
quyu, corresponding to the Greek tavtny, is written instead of juyu. Furthermore,
manuscripts M210o, M4275, and Mi1soo do not have the preposition h before
ynin Gwiwuph. Their reading quyu hppl Ynin Gubwwyuph accurately renders the
Gr. tavtyv ola Aew@dpov 666v. However, the phrase quyu hpplt Ynin Gwbhwwwph
wnwphiwutpl hwuwdt hngh is impossible, both because of its meaning (the soul
does not “reach hope like a road”, since both hope and the road are means to a
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different end) and syntax (hwuwk requires the dative or prepositional objects, not
the accusative). These problems are easily solved by correcting hwuw@k to hwwnwdt,
a verb that usually renders the Greek tépverv and therefore corresponds here to the
Greek avatépver.®

The correct phrase should be: quju hpple Ynie Gwbwwwph wowphbwubph hwnwbk
hngh. The erroneous reading hwuwit instead of hwwnwit had appeared already in the
archetype of all manuscripts known to us. The scribes then decided to correct the
syntactic inconsistency and changed quyu and Ynmin Gwbwwwph to juyu and h Yoo
Gwbwwunh.

§11
Ven. p. 35,31-36, 2:

gy W jhpwwmwlh wpdwbh £ pweuynpub, ny wyp np h pwpwbuu h ghgn
wwuwubtkgbmy, wyp wybp np juitiwhnid phmpbwbt -

<

Gr. ypagiis kal pvung dfog 6 ebedmg, od TAg v yaptidiog dnd onTdy
drapBapnoopévorg, dAN g év aBavdty Tfj pvoEL

Ven. repeats the meaningless h glign) wuwlwitigtiny (“by the moth that is destroyed”)
of V1o40; we find the same in J333 and M2os7. This participle form was reported
to Cohn by Conybeare, who understood it as a genitive singular, and Cohn added
this Armenian reading to his critical apparatus. In his view, the Armenian form
wywlwbtiglyny may correspond to StapBapnoopévng found in two Greek manuscripts
(C and K, where it is written above the line as a variant), an error resulting from
assimilation of the case of the participle to that of ypagfig and pvfjung rather than
of xaptiSiots. Another manuscript, M210o, however, helps us restore the correct
reading by suggesting hgk gnjg wwwlwitiglyng. Behind this seemingly absurd variant
(hgt is a subjunctive of the verb “to be”, gnjg means “show, sign”) lies h gtgng
wwywlwitgting (h gt was interpreted by the copyist as hgt, and then he corrected
the incomprehensible combination of letters gng to the word gnjg®). The participle
wwwlubtghing should not be understood as the genitive-dative-ablative of the aorist
participle wwwlwbtgtw), but as the invariant form of the future participle with
which the translator tried to convey diag@aproopévorg and which should refer to the
locative pwptu. In the archetype of the other manuscripts, the final g in both words
was mistakenly turned into j because of the similarity of the majuscules the mss.
were written in: 8 and 8. Thus, the correct reading should be: h pwpmtuu h ghgng
wwwlwubtghing - “in the books that will be destroyed by moths”.

5 This emendation has been proposed by Gohar Muradyan.
6 This explanation of the error has been suggested to me by Petr Kocharov.
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p- 36,29-33:

bulj np wpwig Jjuhpwpniptiwd upunnniniptiud L wnwbg hpudwd wnlyny tintuyg
E pwouwynyu, tw t gqpny, puyg nupdtwy hopiniunidt wiphtwip wpwphbiniphudpu
wyunphly fupwwntiug £ qnp plinyphib g —

6 & dvev mapavéoewg Sixa Tod keAevabijvat yevopevog ebeAmig dypapyw pév vouw
3t dAy avtopadel v dpetv TavTyy Temaidevtay, 8v 1| pvois E0nke.

The first, minor error in Vio4o and Ven., the superfluous L connecting wnwig
Whhpwpniptiwd jipunnniniptiwd and wnwig hpudwh webyny, should be corrected
according to M210o and J333, where it is missing. But the Armenian text also poses
two major problems to us.

First, the phrase tu & qpny| (“he is in writing”), which we find in V1040 and J333,
cannot be correct; the same is written in M2100, but with the transposition L
qnny. In manuscript M20s7, an attempt is made to give the phrase some meaning:
its scribe changed tw L gpny to tw t gnytyh — “he is laudable”. But here we need a
very different word: wigpny, mentioned in a note by the Venetian editor as the usual
translation of &ypagog. Obviously, we must assume that in the exemplar of the entire
group, M2100, M2057, V1040, and J333, whqnpny was erroneously changed to tw L
qnny. The error was due to the obscurity and complexity of the syntax, which literally
reproduced the Greek original. The Armenian np renders here the Greek article
introducing a long clause (6 § &vev napavéoews Sixa Tod keAevodijvar yevopevog
edelmig). The scribe treated np as a relative pronoun introducing a dependent clause
and tried to create the main clause by adding the verb “to be” (t): wigpny in a
sentence with complex conjunctions, referring to wuphiurp (meaning “by unwritten
laws”) and separated from it by several words, was unclear to him, and he took the
initial wl as a corruption of tiw, a deictic pronoun in the main clause, correlated with
np in the dependent clause. Thus, the correct variant would be waqpny, puyg nupabtuy
htptniunidt wiphowp.

The second problem seems not to be completely solvable: wnwphiniptunipu
(in the instrumental case) wyunphy (in the genitive case) should correspond to the
Greek v apetiv tavv. Either the instrumental (wpwphtiniptunipu wyunthl) or
the genitive (wnwphniptiwbu wjunphy) case should be restored for both words.
Perhaps the second option is more likely: it is easier to explain the transformation
of wnwphiniptwiu wjunphl into wnwphimptunipu wjunphl under the influence of
the neighbouring wuphtuup, after which wnwphtimptiwdpu could be understood as an
apposition to it.

Nevertheless, neither wnwphinietunipu wyunihl] nor wnwphbnietwiu wyunphly cor-
respond to the Greek accusative v apeti|v tavtyv — “retained” accusative of the
internal object of memaiSevtar — “brought up in that virtue”. The instrumental case
must be understood in the same way as wiphiuup: “brought up by the law, by that
virtue”, and the genitive must depend on wuphtuup: “brought up by the law of that
virtue”.
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We can only speculate about the reasons for this error. Maybe the genitive was
already in the Greek manuscript, or the translator did not understand the meaning of
the accusative and therefore changed it to genitive. However, given the translator’s
desire to translate the Greek syntax as accurately as possible and, on the contrary,
the tendency of scribes to correct the syntax whenever it was unclear to them, we
can rather assume that he had used the nominative-accusative form, and without
the Greek text it was completely incomprehensible to Armenian readers. Therefore,
the scribe resorted to the most obvious correction, making it dependent on the
neighbouring word.

4. Conclusions

Thus, V1040 has many errors. Some of them can be corrected with the help of other
manuscripts. It is hardly right to say that Vio4o is comparable in quality only to
manuscripts copied from the same exemplar, and that even these are surpassed by the
care and accuracy of the Venetian text.

In order to compare Vio4o with other manuscripts, we should get some idea of
the manuscript tradition of the Armenian De Abrahamo as a whole. It is interesting
to compare the first 16 paragraphs with the conclusions of Hans Lewy, who prepared
an edition of De Jona, a work attributed to Philo, extant only in Armenian, and
included it in his collection (Lewy 1936). Working on a text surviving in both Greek
and Armenian allows us to draw more reliable conclusions, since with the help of
the Greek original we can more accurately distinguish between correct and incorrect
readings, which makes it easier to analyse the recension and to group the manuscripts.

Lewy compared six manuscripts, five of which match ours (De Jona is found in
Mi1500, M2057, V1040, J333, and M2102, which is a continuation of our M2100).
He divided the manuscripts into two groups: two recensions going back to two
exemplars. To the first recension (a), Lewy assigned M1500 and M2057 (as well as
M2 104, which does not include De Abrahamo). In the second group (B), he included
V1040, J333, and M2100/2102. According to Terian, this second group shows almost
no traces of later revision of the text, and it is even doubtful whether this group can
be called recension in the full sense, since, as he believes, it may reflect a very ancient
state of the text (Terian 1981, 24).

The study of the first 16 paragraphs of De Abrahamo has led me to a conclusion
that partly differs from that of Lewy. The manuscripts of this work can indeed be
divided into two groups. The most obvious proof of the discrepancy between the
two recensions is the absence of a large part, §§9—27, from several manuscripts,
namely M1soo, M4275, and V1334, while it is present in M2057, V1040, J333, and
Ma210o. The difference between the two groups can be seen in many other cases
as well, and both recensions may offer erroneous readings. For example, in §1 v
npooprowy is rendered correctly as qunwuniphiiin with the article in M210o, M2057,
J333, and Vio40, and erroneously, without the article, in M1soo and M4275 (in
M4275, someone has then inserted the article, having checked this passage against a
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manuscript of the other group). A few lines below, in the same first paragraph, the
Greek kat’ eipfivnv | woéepov is translated as pun fuwnunnipbwb jud wwwnbpugdh,
but in M2100, M2057, J333, and V1040, a second pun (fud pun wwwntipuqih) is
erroneously added. In §2, again we find a common error in M2100, M2057, J333, and
Vio40: v Bifrov is rendered qhputi. Only M4275 has the correct reading (qghput);
Mais00 also contains an error, but it is different from that in the above-mentioned
four manuscripts (hpub).

We can thus distinguish two recensions: a (M1500, M4275, and V1334) and f
(M2057, V1040, J333, and M2100). This division generally corresponds to that of
Lewy, but I have assigned M2os7 to the P group rather than a. Neither of these
recensions has a testable advantage over the other: both go back to exemplars that
contained errors, and the readings of both can equally be correct or incorrect.

As we see, the group to which Vio40 belongs is in no way superior to group a.
Moreover, even within group B, the readings of Vio4o0 are often inferior to those
of other manuscripts. In many cases, only M2100 has retained the correct reading.
As examples of significant errors shared by all other manuscripts in this group, we
can cite quiwpihwluwb gnjugniphiiub b quidwpdhbu in Viogo, J333, and M20s7
instead of the correct quintupiiwlwh gnyugniphiiub b ghtwbwihub (= Tég dowpdrovg
oboiag kal vonrag) in M210o (§13), and further (§17), thnjutiug in Vio4o0, J333, and
M2057 instead of thnfuwnptiwg in M210o (=petébnkev). Thus, in group B we can
distinguish two subgroups: p' - M2100 and p* - V1040, ]333, and M2057.

There is no sufficient material to determine the exact relationship between Vio4o,
J333, and M2057, but we can already conclude that Vio40 cannot be considered the
codex optimus.

Working with the Armenian manuscripts of De Jona, Lewy suggested that
their common archetype contained already a sufficient number of errors: “All the
manuscripts are proved by their common omissions and mistakes to be derived from
a single archetype which had already suffered considerable textual corruption” (Lewy
1936, 7). Terian, extremely trustful of the text of the extant manuscripts, strongly
disagreed with Lewy, assuming that this negative assessment of the archetype results
from Lewy’s (incorrect) reconstructions of the Greek text of De Jona (Terian 1981,
22-23). For a true test of the supposed quality of the archetype, a detailed study
of the manuscript tradition of the texts surviving in both Greek and Armenian is
necessary. Only in this way we can distinguish reliably enough a correct reading
from an erroneous one and judge the reliability of a hypothetical archetype reading.
However, the first 16 paragraphs of De Abrahamo suggest that Lewy was apparently
right: the text of the archetype contained many errors that need to be corrected.
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1. Introduction

The History of Agathangelos,' also known as The Book of St. Gregory, is a canonical
work in the genre of classical Armenian historical writing. It narrates the life and

1 This book was once thought to have been written by a person named Agathangelos, but now some scholars
believe that the word “Agathangelos” in the title symbolizes St. Gregory the Illuminator. The name is derived

Fr. Movses (Davit) Sahakyan (75 0009-0003-0282-5719 * Gevorgian Theological Seminary, Mother

See of Holy Etchmiadzin, Armenia (Email: fr.movses@gmail.com)

Cite this article: Fr. Movses (Davit) Sahakyan, 'Uncovering Theological Inconsistencies in the
History of Agathangelos', Matenadaran: Medieval and Early Modern Armenian Studies (MEMAS),

1.1 (2204), 121-136
<https://dx.doi.org/10.1484/). MEMAS.5.142266>

DOI: 10.1484/).MEMAS.5.142266

This is an open access article made available under a cC BY-NC 4.0 International License.
© 2024, Brepols Publishers n.v. Published by Brepols Publishers.

&2 BREPOLS


https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0282-5719
https://dx.doi.org/10.1484/J.MEMAS.5.142266
https://www.brepols.net

122

FR. MOVSES (DAVIT) SAHAKYAN

deeds of St. Gregory the Illuminator, the man credited with converting the Armenian
people to Christianity and establishing it as the state religion. The History combines
diverse thematic elements such as accounts of historical events, the royal lineage,
internal affairs, and relations with neighbouring countries, as well as insights into
social-political structures. It also has a wealth of information about ancient Armenian
culture, pagan religion, folk beliefs, geography, and the economy. The work includes
Christian liturgical and theological content as well, an aspect that remains underval-
ued despite its depth. Notably, the following episodes are of significant theological
import:

St. Gregory’s response to Trdat’s demands to worship Anahit (ch.V, §§52-67)
St. Gregory’s response after the first torture (ch. VI, §§71-73)

St. Gregory’s prayer during the second torture (ch. VII, §§75-98)

The nuns’ prayer before fleeing Rome (ch. XIII, §§144-148)

St. Hrip‘simé’s prayer at the sight of evil men (ch. XV, §§169-172)

The nuns’ pleas and the divine answer (ch. XV, §§174-175)

St. Hrip‘simé’s prayer when forcibly taken to the palace (ch. XVI, §§178-179)
St. Gayiané’s exhortation to St. Hrip‘simé (ch. XVII, §§185-188)

St. Hrip‘simé’s last prayer before martyrdom (ch. XVIL, §§193-196)

10 St. Gregory’s first exhortation after rescue from the pit (ch. XXI, §§226-242)
11 St. Gregory’s second exhortation (ch. XXII, §§247-258)

12 St. Gregory’s final exhortation (ch. XCIX, §§716-721)

13 St. Gregory’s vision and its interpretation (ch. CII, §§731-755)

14 Bishop Leontius’ letter to Trdat (ch. CXVI, §§820-826)

15 Baptism of the royal family (ch. CXVIII, §§832-834)

16 Brief creed at the end of the History (§§1-20).

O N O R W R R

Upon closer examination of these episodes, it becomes apparent that two of the
prayers, namely those of St. Gregory during the second torture and St. Hrip‘simé at
the sight of evil men contain theological inconsistencies. Below, I'll try to determine
whether they were originally present in Agat‘angeghay Patmut iwn or arose later as a
result of scribal error or revision.

from the Greek words ayaf6¢ (“good”) and dyyehog (“angel” or “messenger”) and should be translated as
“messenger of good news” or “evangelist” (i.e., the Illuminator). Thus, Agat‘angeghay patmut ‘iwn might be
understood as The Story of the Evangelist. As for the identity of the author (or perhaps editor), it is supposed

that he was an Armenian clergyman who lived in the second half of the 5™ century. For more information, see
Sargisean 1890, 1-9, 232264, 313—323; Tashean 1891, 80—-81; Malkhasyants‘ 1944, 11-13; Agathangelos 1976,
xvi, xxiv—xxvi; Agat‘angeghos 1977, 8—14; Agatangelos 2004, 13-14; Thomson 2010, 103-108, and Musheghyan
2012,200-201.
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2. Inconsistencies in St. Gregory’s Prayer during the Second
Torture

In 1909, a critical edition entitled Agat‘angeghay Patmut‘iwn Hayots" was published
in Tiflis. It was prepared by Galust Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Step‘anos Kanayeants® on
the basis of 55 manuscripts.” Shortly after its publication, the work — unparalleled
in both its scope and thoroughness — was widely acknowledged by scholars. As the
only critical edition of Agathangelos’ History, it has been heavily relied upon for
subsequent studies and translations (see Agathangelos 1976; Agat‘angeghos 1977,
and Agatangelos 2004). In 2003, it was reprinted in the multiple-volume series
Medieval Armenian Authors (Uwunkluughpp <uyng). Despite having been published
over a century ago, the critical edition has garnered praise from modern scholars.?
Yet, neither Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Kanayeants®, nor the translators or researchers who
worked with the text noticed theological inconsistencies in it.

In both the critical edition and subsequent translations, the extensive prayer
attributed to St. Gregory at the time of the second torture (ch. VII, §§75-98) exhibits
trinitarian inconsistencies in three passages, where it depicts God the Father as
being crucified,* sometimes even referring to both the Father and the Son as having

The critical edition of Agathangelos” History was based on a variety of manuscripts, some of which were available
to the editors, while others were known to them indirectly. The latter (10 manuscripts) were cited in previous
editions of the work. Also, Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Kanayeants‘ queried the Fathers of the Mekhitarist Congregation
of Venice about manuscripts and studied their publications, as in the case of the significant Vienna palimpsest
no. 56. After collecting the information, they identified three groups of manuscripts. The first group comprises 20
manuscripts from the 16" to 18™ centuries, all of which differ from each other but share a common non-extant
exemplar. The second group consists of 10 manuscripts from the 9™ and 12™ to 19" centuries. The lost exemplar
of the first group should also be included in this group. The main difference between these two groups is the
preface. In the first group it is shorter than in the second. Probably, some folios of the exemplar were lost at

some point, which caused the formation of the first group from the second. The third group consists of six
manuscripts from the 13% to 17 centuries, including M1912, M1479, and M1859, which form the basis of

the current analysis. This is a branch of the second group, but unlike the first group, its formation was not
accidental. Rather, it was a result of intentional editing, primarily of the style. The changes are most noticeable

in the last section of the work, which describes the conversion of the Armenians to Christianity. In addition

to these manuscripts, Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Kanayeants* also studied manuscripts of homiliaries (Swnplunhp)
containing Agathangelos’ History, as well as eight other manuscripts from the 15™ to 18" centuries. However,
their knowledge of these eight manuscripts was incomplete, and it was impossible to assign them to one of the
three aforementioned groups. For a detailed description of the manuscripts, see Agat‘angeghos 1909, v-liv.

For instance, Gabriele Winkler writes: “The most important publication is, of course, the critical edition by two
learned scholars from Armenia, Tér-Mkrt¢ ‘ean and Kanayeanc', which appeared in Tiflis in 1909. This editorial
masterpiece with its abundant variant readings and notes, also lends itself to the study of the development of the
Armenian language in the mediaeval period. However very little use has been made of it so far” (Winkler 1980,
128).

This ideology shares similarities with the heretical doctrine of patripassianism, which emerged as a theological
deviation from the Universal Church in the 3™ century. During this period, proponents of patripassianism
rejected the concept of the Holy Trinity, specifically denying any personal distinction between the Father and the
Son. They perceived two Persons, the Father and the Son, as one. This led to the notion that the Son is the Father
and that the Father was incarnate and died on the cross (Tér-Minaseants‘ 2013, 223-225, 227-229). In contrast,
according to the doctrine of the Universal Church, the Father and the Son, while remaining one God, possess
distinct personal properties. The Father is the Father, and the Son is the Son. Therefore, it was the Son who was
crucified, not the Father. The Armenian Church had no affiliation with patripassianism, therefore, the presence of
such ideas, particularly when juxtaposed to other prayers within the work, suggests an issue with the text itself.
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been crucified simultaneously. Such an understanding of the crucifixion is not only
considered spurious by the Armenian Church, which has no historical association
with this idea, but also deviates from theological concepts presented elsewhere in the
work.

In chapter VII of the critical edition, we find an account of St. Gregory’s second
torture. During this torture, a punishment for his refusal to worship idols, he is hung
upside-down by a single foot and forced to inhale the fumes of burning dung for seven
days. Despite enduring unbearable pain, he continues to pray. The three problematic
passages are within this lengthy prayer, which covers various theological topics. The
first passage reads:

“85. ... But we must honor them as is commanded by you, yet not exchange you
for fear of mortal men. For they are only able to torture the body, whereas your
only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ,® can cast everyone into eternal torments,
with soul and body into the inextinguishable fire and the undying worm.

86. But, Lord, give me power to endure the affliction and pain of my torment, and
have mercy on me as on the thief who shared with you the sufferings of your cross...

87. Give me, Lord, grace to endure these bitter torments... May those who hoped
in you not be ashamed, those who once boasted in your only-begotten Son, our
Lord Jesus Christ, who was sent by you; whom you sent to death for our sins ...”
(Agathangelos 1976, 96-99).

§85 and §87 indicate that St. Gregory is directing his prayer to God the Father, as he
mentions in both paragraphs that the addressee of his prayer has a Son, who is Jesus
Christ: “... your only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ” (§85) / “... boasted in
your only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, who was sent by you; whom you sent
to death for our sins” (§87).

Yet, in §86 it is said: “But, Lord, ... have mercy on me as on the thief who shared
with you the sufferings of your cross”. Who is this “Lord” that suffered on the cross?

Throughout the pericope (§§85-87), St. Gregory consistently addresses God the
Father in the second person and refers to the Son in the third person. Nowhere in
this entire episode does the author change the addressee of his prayer, which indicates
that the addressee of the whole passage, who is referred to as “Lord” at the beginning
of §86 and §87, is the same person - the Father of the only-begotten Son.

Also, in §86 it is said of this “suffering Lord”: “You make your sun rise over the evil
and the good, and you bring rain on the just and on sinners”. This quote comes from
the Gospel of Matthew where Christ speaks of the “Heavenly Father” and not of the
“Incarnate God” (cf. Matthew 5:43-48).

Moreover, a careful analysis of §§85-87 reveals that the author not only claims
that the Father of the only-begotten Son (God the Father) suffered on the cross, as
seen in §86, but also that God the Father has sent his Son to be crucified, as stated

5 The italics are mine.



THEOLOGICAL INCONSISTENCIES IN THE HISTORY OF AGATHANGELOS

in §87. This contradiction not only challenges the theological coherence of the entire
prayer attributed to St. Gregory, but also of this specific episode.

Upon further examination, the general composition of Agat‘angeghay Patmut‘iwn
shows that the original text was compiled by a knowledgeable theologian who would
likely not have formulated orthodox ideas only to contradict them later with heretical
ones. To see the orthodoxy of the entire work and the level of the compiler’s
theological knowledge, one only needs to read the entire prayer (ch. VIL, §§75-98),
where it is clearly noted that, while being the same God, the Crucified One and His
Father are distinct persons. One such passage is:

“80. You sent your only-begotten Son into the world, light from light, life from life,
who came to put on the likeness of our flesh from the virgin, in order by his own
likeness to raise us to the divinity, who became like us. He was born from the virgin
in the flesh and became man and was incorporate like us, yet he is and remains in
the glory of his divinity. He is the same, who was and is and remains forever with
the Father and with the Holy Spirit. But because he loved mankind, therefore he
became like us, that he might bring us to abundance by the grace of his divinity,
which is the will of his begetter. And he fulfilled his will. He glorified the saints by his
own endurance...” (Agathangelos 1976, 88-91).

In this fragment from the same prayer, the orthodoxy of the utterance is clear and
unquestionable. Therefore, a question arises: how could successive passages of the
same prayer-text be theologically so contradictory?

Comparison of the readings preferred in the critical edition with those in three
other manuscripts, namely M1912, M1479, and M1859, is key to answering this
question.

As stated above, the problematic passage (§§85-87) depicts God the Father as
both the Crucified One and the one who sends God the Son to crucifixion. This
inconsistency arises in §86, when St. Gregory says: “But, Lord, ... have mercy on me
as on the thief who shared with you the sufferings of your cross”. M1912, M1479, and
M1859 have a different reading:

CRITICAL TEXT Mi1912,M1479,M1859
... on the thief who ... wwquihh@, np ... wwquihh@, np ... on the thief who
shared with you the plin ptq kp Ygnpn pin Shwdthn pn tp was with your only-
sufferings of your cross  swipswipwiiitug hiwugh tuw Ygnpn tp begotten [Son] and
pnj swpswpwibitug hiwght —— shared the sufferings
of the cross
(Agathangelos 1976, (Agat‘angeghos (Agat‘angeghos (The translation of
97) 2003, 1347) 2003, 1347, this and other
n.39-40) passages of M1912,
Mi479,and M1859
is mine)

The critical text states that the thief was a partaker in the sufferings of the Father, thus
suggesting that He suffered on the cross. In contradiction to this, M1912, M1479,
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and M1859 suggest that though the prayer is addressed to the Father, the one who
suffered was the Son, which is the orthodox stance consistent with the theological
bent of the rest of the composition.

It must be emphasized that these three manuscripts are not only among the oldest
of the 55 studied by Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Kanayeants’, but also considered to be
among the most important ones (see Agat‘angeghos 1909, xli and xliv—xlv). In all
three problematic passages of St. Gregory’s prayer, they present divergent readings.

The second passage containing trinitarian inconsistencies is found in §§93-94 of
the critical edition:

“93. ...Grant me, Lord, to receive the crown with those ... whose deaths are
glorious before you, that I too may become worthy to be raised to the presence of
your beloved Son when he will carry off those who long for him to the rays of his
light...

94. But now, Lord, strengthen your servants for your name’s sake... You who laid
down your life for your sheep, do not abandon your flock but lead them to the true
path”. (Agathangelos 1976, 105-107).

This second part of the prayer, too, is addressed to God the Father, because in
§93 the prayer emphasizes the existence of his Son, saying “your beloved Son”. The
problem is that, according to §94, the addressee of the prayer (the Father) has
sacrificed himself for his subjects: “You who laid down your life for your sheep”. Such
a doctrinal position contradicts both the rest of the prayer and the doctrines of the
Armenian Church presented in Agathangelos’ History. In the above-mentioned three
manuscripts, however, the subject of the passage is not the Father, but the Son.

CRITICAL TEXT Mi1912,M1479,M1859

'You who laid down ... np tptip quiiah pn ... h &tnb uhptiny ... through your

your life for your sheep  h ytipwy huwpwig png (uhptith) npnny pn, np -~ beloved Son, who
tin qubah hip h laid down his life
Ytpwy fuwpwibg for his sheep
hipng

(Agathangelos 1976, (Agat‘angeghos (Agat‘angeghos

107) 2003, 1352) 2003, 1352, 0. 33,
36)

Once again, we observe that the variant reading aligns with the general theology of
the prayer.
The third problematic passage of St. Gregory’s prayer is found in §§96-97:

“96. You who are bountiful to all, grant us to become martyrs for your divinity...
For you came and died on behalf of your creatures and joined our mortal nature to
your immortality. Therefore, let us be martyrs unto death for your life, that we may
be joined to the number of your martyrs. For what other return indeed can we
make for the blessings (that come) from you, unless we give up our lives for your
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commandments to the good-will of your desire ... that we may lose our lives and
again find them on the day of resurrection, when we sit on your right hand clothed
in innocence among the lambs of the group on the right-hand side, your servants,
in the joy of your saints, who have loved your divinity and your only-begotten Son,
our Lord Jesus Christ? He was the true lamb and offered himself to you as a sacrifice
for the sins of the whole world, that he might be a reconciler and intercessor
between you the creator and the creatures. ..

97. So, benevolent Lord, who came and was humbled and took the form of mankind
and gave yourself to every endurance ... sweeten the heart of all men for your

service” (Agathangelos 1976, 108-113).

In §96 the Lord sacrifices himself for his subjects and unites human mortality with
his divine immortality. However, as the passage progresses, it becomes apparent that
this sacrificial Lord is actually God the Father, who has a Son: “your only-begotten
Son, our Lord Jesus Christ”. Additionally, this passage refers to the Lord’s Son, the
true lamb, being sacrificed as well, which, once again, results in a contradiction and
disrupts the theological coherence of the whole prayer.
The three manuscripts differ from the critical text in more ways than one. The
beginning of §96 focuses specifically on the Son, rather than the ambiguous Lord.
Furthermore, the most problematic phrase “your only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus
Christ” is absent entirely®, and the pericope reads in a completely different way:

CRITICAL TEXT

Mi1912,M1479,M1859

You who are
bountiful to all, grant
us to become martyrs
for your divinity ... in
the joy of your saints,
who have loved your
divinity and your
only-begotten Son,
our Lord Jesus
Christ? He was the
true lamb and offered
himself to you as a
sacrifice

(Agathangelos 1976,
109,111

)1 np wnwwnwitiun
wikibtigni ' mn'ip dkq,
qh thgnip Yyuyp
Wumniwodnyptiwbn pny
... Jnipuiunihil
uppng png, np uhpbight
qUuwnniwdniphil pn
ti qihwoht Npnpn,
qStp dtip Shuniu
Lnphuwmnu. np bintic
qunl 62dwphn b
dwwnnyg qubah hip piq
ujunwpug

(Agat‘angeghos 2003,
1354-1355)

Nnp wpunwibwun
witiitignih (wn
widbbibutiwb)’ winip
utiq, St'p, Uhwohb
Npnh'n Qunniony,
2unphu h <nqinyy (h
<nqinyt) Uppny ...
Jnipwuniphil uppng
png, np uhptighlt
qUuunniwdniphil
pn, gh tntp quni
odwphwn b
dwunigbip qubah
wuwmwpwg huip

(Agat‘angeghos
2003, 1354,

You who are
bountiful to all,
Lord, only-begotten
Son of God, grant
us the graces of
(your) Holy Spirit
... in the joy of your
saints, who have
loved your divinity,
since you became
the true lamb and
offered yourself as a
sacrifice to the
Father

In the very important Vienna palimpsest no. 56, the problematic line is missing as well (see Galémkearean
1911, 105-107). Tér-Mkrtch’ean and Kanayeants* speak of their indirect familiarity with this witness (see

Agat‘angeghos 1909, xii, xxxv). While they have certainly used the palimpsest in some other passages, it has
clearly been disregarded in this section. The line is also absent from M1481 (= ‘b’), on the importance of which
see Agat‘angeghos 1909, xxix.

127



128

FR. MOVSES (DAVIT) SAHAKYAN

CRITICAL TEXT Mi1912,M1479,M1859

n.17-19; 1355, 0. 8,
10-15)

Additionally, in these three manuscripts all of the verbs of this section referring to the
Son are in the second person, directly addressing him, which aligns more consistently
with §97. Conversely, in §96 of the critical text, the verbs are in the third person,
and it remains puzzling why St. Gregory addresses the Father in §96, while from §97
to the end of the entire prayer, the addressee is clearly the Crucified One (i.e., the
Son). The version found in the three manuscripts not only makes more sense but also
follows a more coherent linguistic pattern by explicitly signaling the shift in addressee
during the prayer.

3. Inconsistencies in St. Hrip‘simé’s Prayer before the Evil Men

Another instance of trinitarian inconsistency arises in the first paragraph of St.
Hrip‘'simé’s prayer uttered before “many evil men” (ch. XV, §§169-172). When
encountering the men who are going to take her by force to the palace, St. Hrip‘simé
cries out in a loud voice, assumes the form of a cross by stretching out her arms and
prays as follows:

“169. Lord God almighty, who fashioned your creatures through your only-begotten
and beloved Son, and formed the order of the visible and invisible creatures
through your holy Spirit ... You who then worked salvation through the symbol of
the cross, now work (the same) through the true cross, on which you hung and shed
your blood for the healing of our woes” (Agathangelos 1976, 174-177).

The initial lines of the excerpt make it clear that the prayer is addressed to God the
Father (“through your only-begotten and beloved Son”), who then is described in
the final sentence as being crucified: “through the true cross, on which you hung and
shed your blood”. However, in M1479 and M1859 the final sentence differs from the
critical text. These manuscripts identify the Son as the crucified one.

CRITICAL TEXT Mi1479,M1859
... through the true ... Goiwpunni pliunip ... Giwpunniptiunip ... through the
cross, on which you huwghn pny, jnp tjtip G unipp puwsht, jnp by true holy cross, on
hung and shed your htintip quphit pn thwdhiin pn i tihtin which your only-
blood quphtl hip begotten Son hung

and shed his blood
(Agathangelos 1976,  (Agat‘angeghos 2003, (Agat‘angeghos
177) 1387) 2003, 1387, 1. 27—

28)
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4. The Problematic Passages in other Versions of Agathangelos

The issue of theological inconsistency discussed above extends beyond the Armenian
manuscripts that were studied and included in the critical edition. The contradictions,
heretofore unnoticed by scholars, are also evident in the old translations of the
Armenian Agathangelos.

In particular, the four problematic passages of St. Gregory’s prayer display identi-
cal inconsistencies in the critical edition of the Greek translation,” as well as in the
Arabic translation.® The same is also true for the prayer attributed to St. Hrip‘simé in
the critical edition of the Georgian translation of the Martyrology of Hrip'simé and her
Companions® (see Lafontaine 1973, 204-205, 208-209, 210-211, 237-238; Ter-
Ghevondyan 1968, YY¥-Y¢, Y1, YV-YA, ¢+ —c ), and Muradyan 1982, 46-49).

At the same time, in the critical apparatus of the Greek translation, certain
manuscripts offer consistent readings for the second problematic passage (§§ 93-94)
of St. Gregory’s prayer, which clearly suggest that it was the Son, not the Father, who
was crucified.'

Additionally, the two prayer-texts in question can also be found in manuscripts
of another Greek recension of Agathangelos’ History, known as the Vita Gregorii''.
Unlike most manuscripts of the Armenian original, the prayers in the Vita recension
exhibit orthodox theology and do not contain any controversy (Garitte 1946, 25-26,
38-39; Ter-Ghevondyan 1973, 225-226, 235; Marr 1906, 78).

Furthermore, the Syriac version and its Karshani translation, which are based on
both the Vita and the Armenian text, feature the prayer attributed to St. Hrip‘simé
without any trinitarian inconsistency (van Esbroeck 1977, 312-313 and 1971, 43—
44).

There is evidence that the four controversial passages may not have been original
despite their longstanding presence in the Armenian History. First, there are no
trinitarian inconsistencies in several Armenian manuscripts. Second, we have Greek
manuscripts in which the inconsistencies occur in only three out of the four excerpts.
Finally, these same prayers do not exhibit inconsistencies in other recensions of
Agathangelos’ History.

7 The Greek version was translated from Armenian between the 6™ and 7™ centuries. It is preserved in twelve
manuscripts dating from the ' to 13" centuries, which were used in the critical edition prepared by Lafontaine
(1973).

8 The Arabic version is believed to have been translated from Greek in the 9"~ 10™ centuries. It is preserved
in a manuscript known as ms. Sinai ar. 395 (dated to 1328/1329). Further information can be found in
Ter-Ghevondyan 1968.

9 The Martyrology of Hrip'simé and her Companions was translated from Armenian into Georgian before the
8% century. The critical edition of the Georgian text is based on eight manuscripts dating from the 17% to 19®
centuries (see Muradyan 1982).

10 In the readings of 6 Beig tiv Yux1|v cov dnEp TOV 0@V TPoPdTwy, We see & dmooteidag TOV vidY cov Betvan (QZ)
instead of 6 B¢lg (CLOVa); Yvxiv (QW) instead of yuxiv cov (CLOVa), and 1@v npofatwy (QZ) instead of tdv
o@v mpoPétwy (CLOVa) (Lafontaine 1973, 208, § 41, n. 18).

11 For a comparison of the two recensions, see Thomson 2010, 8-24.
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Clearly, if any of the manuscripts not containing the contradictions (i.e., M1912,
M1i479, or M1859) had served as the basis for the critical edition, the inconsisten-
cies in the four excerpts could have been entirely avoided. Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and
Kanayeants® themselves state that those three manuscripts are considered to be
among the best. Yet, their text was primarily based on the fifth of the extant editions'?
simply because it was accessible to them and widely used (see Agat‘angeghos 1909, x,
xi, xliii). They certainly knew that their work, despite its importance, was incomplete.
There remained a great trove of manuscripts that Tér-Mkrtch‘ean and Kanayeants®
did not have the opportunity to examine. Thus, for them this edition aimed not to
be the culmination of restoring the original text of Agathangelos’ History, but the
inaugural attempt (Agat‘angeghos 1909, liv). Therefore, it is imperative to compile a
new critical edition of Agathangelos’ History with a broader manuscript base."

4. Similar Inconsistencies in the Epic Histories

Another classical work from the same period (5™ century), the Buzandaran pat-
mut‘iwnk’ (The Epic Histories) attributed to P‘awstos Buzand/Biwzand (Faustus
Buzand or Faustus of Byzantium), also contains two passages with trinitarian incon-
sistencies. The first can be found in the prayer uttered by the priest Zvit* before
his martyrdom (Book IV, ch. LVII), and the second is in the prayer of the hermit
Mambré during the Eucharist (Book V, ch. XXVIII).

According to the narrative, when during the reign of Shapur the Persians devas-
tated the Armenian realm, queen P‘arandzem and many others were taken captive.
Among them was the presbyter of the city of Artashat, Zvit. After the queen’s cruel
death, the priest was offered conversion to Zoroastrianism to save his life, but he
opted instead for martyrdom. Just before his death, the priest begins to pray to God
the Creator. In his prayer, he states that the Creator became human, appeared on
earth, and walked among people, which implies that the Creator became incarnate:

“Our Creator who didst create the heavens and earth and sea out of nothing, and
didst create us from dust ... Then Thou didst come down Thyself, become man,
manifest Thyself on earth, and walk among men. And Thou didst bestow upon Thy
creatures Thy perfect wisdom... To Thee be glory and power and dominion, and
to Thy Only-begotten beloved Son Jesus Christ, and to Thy vivifying Holy Spirit,
before all eternity, and now, and ever and unto eternity of eternities, Amen”
(P‘awstos Buzand 1989, 177).

12 Itis important to note that this fifth edition (Tiflis, 1882) is merely a reprint of the fourth (Venice, 1862), which

in turn is a reprint of the third edition (Venice, 1835), cf. Agat‘angeghos 1909, xi.

13 Antoine Meillet, Grigoris Galémk‘earean, Norayr Biwzandatsi, and more recently, Aram Topchyan have all

criticized this edition of Agat‘angeghay patmut ‘iwn Hayots'. They have suggested that it should be revised, or a
new critical edition should be prepared (see Meillet 1910, 457-481; Galémkearean 1911, 68; Biwzandats‘i 1911,
161, and Topchyan 2005, 144-153).
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The person of the Holy Trinity who became incarnate is God the Son. Therefore, it
can be said that God the Creator became man or was crucified if the Son is regarded
as both God and Creator. This seems to be the case, for instance, in chapter V of
Book IV, where the author describes the Son of God as “the Begotten and the form
[Ytipwuwpuwip] of the invisible God, the Only-begotten of the Father, the Creator of
all creatures [Whwodhh dtniln <wip, wpwphs wikbuyh wpupudng]” (P‘awstos Buzand
1989, 119). Similarly, in chapter XIII of Book IV, the author describes the Son as one,
“who created all things out of nothing, who is the father of orphans and the arbiter of
widows, who came down for our sake into poverty, who does not abandon the poor
but feeds them through his compassion” (P‘awstos Buzand 1989, 137).

In the prayer of Zvit’, the addressee is described as God the Creator who was
incarnate, but then, in the concluding doxology it appears that the Creator is not
the Son but the Father of the “Only-begotten beloved Son Jesus Christ”. This results
in the same theological inconsistency found in Agathangelos and contradicts the
theology of the Buzandaran patmut‘iwnk” writ large, where the Father and the Son,
being One God and One Creator, are presented as distinct persons, and the Incarnate
One is the Son, not the Father. For instance, in chapter XIV of Book III, it is explicitly
stated that the Son is the Creator, distinct from his Father:

“You have forsaken God your benefactor who created you out of nothing and
strengthened you, and have not acknowledged Him in your folly. He came to seek
you when you were betaking yourselves beyond recall to perdition. For, although
He was the Only Begotten Son of God, He came down to make His Father known
to His creatures. And so, although they did not listen to Him and tortured Him to
death, He endured, even though He hid His might from no one so that He might
be the cause of life for all. (P‘awstos Buzand 1989, 88).

The second inconsistency is in the prayer uttered by Mambré during the Eucharist
(Book V, ch. XXVIII). In this chapter, the author speaks about a sodality in a
hermitage. One of the brothers refuses the holy communion because he does not
believe it to be the blood of Jesus Christ, but merely wine. However, one day during
the liturgy, a miracle occurs: the doubtful brother sees Christ standing on the altar
with blood spurting forth from His stigmata into the communion cup. Immediately
prior to this vision, the priest performing the liturgy raises his hands above the altar
and begins to pray as follows:

“Lord God of Hosts, who hast created all out of nothing and created man
living and incorruptible from the dust of the ground. And they transgressed Thy
Commandments and fell into death because of their transgression ... but through
the providence and grace of Thy Only-begotten Son, Thou didst renew Thy creatures
by a second birth... Thou didst speak to us through Thy Only-begotten Son through
whom Thou didst create this world. He who is the image of Thy glory and the
form of Thy essence, who bears all things through the word of His power... O
valiant shepherd, who hast gone forth to seek the lost sheep and gavest Thy life for Thy
sheep...” (P‘awstos Buzand 1989, 208-209).
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Once again, an orison is addressed to God the Father, who has an “Only-begotten
Son”. Clearly, the author speaks of the Father in the second person (as the ad-
dressee), and of the Son in the third. The inconsistency arises in the last line, which
reads: “O valiant Shepherd, who has gone out to search for the lost sheep and gave
Thy life for Thy sheep”. This refers to the Gospel of John, where Jesus proclaims
himself to be “the good shepherd who lays down his life for the sheep” (John 10:11),
but in the context of the whole prayer, God the Father becomes the one who laid
down his life as Shepherd.

Nina Garsoflan writes on this prayer:

“It was noted by Fr. Gat'r¢hean that the text underlying much of this prayer was
drawn from the Armenian version of the Liturgy of St. Basil... Only phrases from
the underlying text are cited at the beginning of the prayer, but they are followed
by two more extensive quotations separated by an interpolation not found in
the liturgical text. These references to the liturgy end with the second quotation,
which is followed in turn by a series of Scriptural citations... More recently, Fr.
Renoux has gone still further to show that the underlying text corresponds to an
early version of the Basilian Anaphora, known as the Anaphora of St. Gregory the
Illuminator, preserved in a few Armenian manuscripts, and of which this passage of
BP is an important early attestation — all the more so, in that the scene described
at the point at which it is cited in BP is precisely the one at which the recitation
of the Anaphora would occur in the canon of the Mass... None of the translations
of BP has noted the origin of this prayer, although Malxasyanc® observed that it
contained “some” Scriptural passages” (P‘awstos Buzand 1989, 321)."

Upon comparing the Armenian Liturgy of St. Basil and the Anaphora attributed to
St. Gregory the Illuminator with the prayer of Mambré, it becomes apparent that
these liturgical sources do not contain the trinitarian inconsistency, as they lack
the concluding doxology: “O valiant Shepherd...” (Gat‘rchean 1897, 132-134 and
Renoux 1970, 92—-100), which means that this must have been added to the prayer
later due to careless editing. The same can be said about the prayer of Zvit’, the
content of which, because of its concluding line ( “To Thee be glory and power...”),
does not align with the theology of the rest of the prayer. Thus, it can be concluded

14 The prayers of Zvit and Mambré are identical in all editions of the Buzandaran patmut ‘iwnk’, including the

original edition of 1730 (Buzandaran patmut ‘iwn 1730, 265-267, 330-331) and subsequent Venetian editions
(P‘awstos Buzandats‘i 1832, 175, 223—224; P‘awstos Buzandats‘i 1933, 181-182, 227-228), as well as K'erovbe
Patkanyan’s edition with the Eastern Armenian translation by Step‘anos Malkhasyants* (P‘avstos Buzand 1987,
270-272, 340-342), and the most recent Armenian edition in the Medieval Armenian Authors (P‘awstos
Buzand 2003, 373, 397). The content of the prayers is also the same in the translations of the work: the
English translation by Nina Garsoian (P‘awstos Buzand 198, cited in this paper), the Russian translation by
M. Gevorgian (Favstos Buzand 1953, 135-136, 171—1 72), the German translation by Max Lauer (Faustus

von Byzanz 1879, 140, 178-179), and the Italian translation by Marco Bais and Loris D. Nocetti (P‘awstos
Buzand 1997, 149-150, 179-180). All of these versions contain the same trinitarian inconsistencies. Though
Malkhasyants‘ and Garsoian have discussed the prayer-texts from a philological point of view, they have not
addressed the problem. In the French translation by Jean-Baptiste Emin, the prayer of Mambré is even omitted
due to its “lack of historical significance”, while the first prayer has the same content (Faustus de Byzance 1869,
293).
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that the inconsistencies present in these prayer-texts are likely due to later editing or
scribal error.

5. Conclusion

The Agat’angeghay Patmut iwn is a significant work that offers valuable historical in-
formation on the 3™ and 4™-century Armenia. As such, it offers a unique opportunity
to deepen our understanding of the Christian culture and theology of the Armenian
Church during this period. However, despite containing profound doctrinal insights,
the History of Agathangelos, just as another important literary source of the 5™ cen-
tury, the Buzandaran patmut‘iwnk’, exhibits trinitarian inconsistencies. The presence
of such contradictions within a work containing deep orthodox theological insights
is not only surprising but also calls for investigation into whether these problematic
passages were originally part of the text or are interpolations from a later period.

An examination of the manuscripts of Agathangelos’ History suggests that the
aforementioned inconsistencies were likely a result of scribal error or later revision.
This raises further questions as to why later scribes and academics have not noticed
and adequately addressed them.

As already stated above, there is a need for a new critical edition that will consider
the logical continuity of the text, particularly from the theological perspective. This
is crucial to restore the coherence of this important literary source, ensure a more
accurate representation of the theological knowledge contained in it, and contribute
to a better understanding of the context in which it was produced.
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the Zak‘areans, Zak‘arids, or Mkhargrdzeli in different historiographical traditions.'
Broadly speaking, the term Zak‘arean/Zak‘arid is more associated with Armenian
historiography and Mkhargrdzeli with Georgian, though this distinction is by no
means always simple (Pogossian 2019, 248-253). For most of the 12" century and
into the early 13", the Bagratid court in Thbilisi was the centre of political life across
the Caucasus, including for these families. This paper discusses the Caucasus in its
broadest sense, including the South Caucasus or Transcaucasus between the upper
and lower Caucasus range, parts of the North Caucasus that today sit within the
Russian Federation, and the “Subcaucasus” region, a term proposed by B. L. Zekiyan,
mostly denoting the Armenian highlands (Zekiyan 2008). All of these areas were tied
closely in the high medieval period to the political fate of the South Caucasus, with a
broad Georgian-led hegemony over the Caucasus regions between at least the 1120s
and 1220s. It was in this environment that the Zak‘arid dynasty came to particular
prominence.

In general, the historical study of this period especially among Georgian scholars
has tended to lean towards emphasising the role of class and material distinction,
and downplaying the role of ethnicity, in the relationship between the 12"-century
monarchs and Armeno-Georgian nobles. Mariam Lordkipanidze for example tends to
portray Mkhargrdzeli actions as synonymous with those of a presumptively unified
state, regarding victories attributed to them in chronicle material as simply those of
“Georgian troops” (Lordkipanidze 1987, 151). Where Georgian-Armenian families
gained power, in this reading, it was by pursuing integration and efficacy within a
centralised Bagratid monarchy: the Armenian part of their identity is not treated as
relevant. A zero-sum struggle for power at the expense of the monarchy is meanwhile
often an assumed goal of the whole noble class in Georgian historical research
(Lordkipanidze 1987, 127-133). In this understanding of the period, when elites
challenged royal rule, it was in the role of an overmighty subject or separatist lord
working on lines more determined by class than historical or ethnic identity.

Some scholars, notably in recent years the Armenologist Sergio La Porta, have
given a considerably more fluid picture of the potential political outcomes. La Porta
has very importantly and clearly brought into focus the question of the claims made
by Armeno-Georgian princes and the context of Armenian societal fluidity in the
12" century. In this approach, he has argued that the political possibility of a fully
separate and self-consciously Armenian kingdom was very real even in the later
12" century. Framing especially the Orbelean rebellion of the 1170s as an attempt
at this goal (La Porta 2008-2009), he suggests that claims of Bagratuni ancestry and
royal titulature made by the Orbelean (Orbeli) and Mkhargrdzeli clans effectively
prepared the ground for the potential construction of an independent Armenian
polity outside the Bagratid hegemony.

Much of the following argument relies upon sections of the Kartlis Tskhovreba, which are dual referenced. KT
has been used to abbreviate the English edition, Kartlis Tskhovreba 2013, and g3, for the two-volume Georgian
edition, Kartlis Tskhovreba 1955 and s9. For this paper as a whole, I wish to acknowledge the assistance of Dr.
John Latham-Sprinkle and Dr. Samuel Cook in helping with proof-reading and suggestions.
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Both of these readings, whilst differing sharply in their interpretations of the
actions of the Zak‘arids, share certain assumptions. In particular, they both take as
axiomatic the assumption that the Bagratids would have aimed to reduce and erode
any alternative claims to royal power. Conversely, both readings tend to assume a de
facto state where autonomous “independence” would have been a desirable goal for
elite actors compared to their positions within a Georgian-led political world.

In this paper, I wish to set out an alternative, third proposition, based in particular
on comparison between the Armeno-Georgian nobility and Georgia’s interactions
with its other neighbours in Shirvan and the North Caucasus. The case I wish to
make is that the Armenian cultural traits of the Orbeleans and Zak‘arids, and probably
also their ancestral and royal claims, were a necessary and useful feature not just for
them but also for the Georgian monarchs they served. In this reading, we should
not see cultural homogenisation as innately desirable for Georgian monarchs or their
subjects, and nor should we necessarily equate the public presentation of rulership on
the part of the Bagratids’ immediate vassals as in some way subverting or weakening
the efficacy of a senior monarch’s rule: indeed these were very probably positives for
both parties.

Few of the key terms in this discussion are without contest. Ethnic identity in
ancient and medieval Caucasian contexts has often been derived backwards from
modern nation-states, in an attempt to fit medieval peoples neatly into modern boxes
and decide which state’s history should own particular concepts or figures (Zekiyan
2008, 329; Rapp 2017, 16). This paradigm, in turn, has led to a counter-view that
insists upon the essential fluidity of ethnic identity and emphasises how certain
families were able to change their presentation in different circles over the decades,
as Antony Eastmond argues for the Armeno-Georgian families (Eastmond 2017,
22-23). Alison Vacca, discussing the early medieval Caucasus, similarly emphasises
fluidity along with the importance of local concerns and the lack of overarching
identity categories forming a unified base for political mobilisation (Vacca 2017, 72).
This malleability, however, was not unbounded, nor were cases of change as simple
as moving between identity groups wholesale. Pogossian, in discussing Eastmond’s
work, suggests that there is a certain modernity in the use of “fluidity” as a concept
framework for discussing identity in the medieval Caucasus (Pogossian 2019, 247).
Though the modernity of the term does not necessarily negate its utility, and we
should not be too quick to assume that limited evidence and a less modern technolog-
ical landscape inherently mean a less fluid social world, Pogossian’s caution towards
an unbounded notion of fluidity is very valuable. In particular, in using ideas of
fluidity we need to account not only for the potential in shifting between identity
groups and presentations, but also the barriers and costs to doing so, and the ways
in which identities could be leveraged in interactions with power structures and elite
networks. As we shall see, claiming certain identities was a matter upon which serious
social and political efforts were expended, and therefore it was perhaps comparatively
difficult outside elite circles.

Here I aim to discuss ethnicity with a recognition that the concept itself is some-
what fluid but at the same time integral to understanding the premodern Caucasus.

141



142

JAMES BAILLIE

Rather than the way medieval peoples in the Caucasus approached these identities
being truly malleable, it perhaps makes more sense to think of identity as layered,
with certain layers becoming more or less prominent and certain traits contributing
to them more or less critically depending on the observer and circumstance. Pro-
ducing or changing those various traits — claimed ancestry, language, faith, home
locations, cultural practices, political allegiances — that contributed to observations
of ethnicity could however require social, political, and financial investment. Less
common mixtures of these traits did not necessarily lead to a truly fluid or unclear
sense of ethnic identity, but could sometimes be a desideratum or lead, not to an
overall fluidity, but to sharper specific situational variation in how certain layers were
emphasised. The aim of chroniclers in deploying such terms was nonetheless often
not a matter of precise description, especially in describing groups: for example,
when Kirakos Gandzaketsi says that “all the Georgian troops” along with Ivané and
Giorgi Lasha mourned Zak‘aré, he can only plausibly mean all the troops in the army,
including Armenians, Ossetians, and other ethnic groups: a term can be a shorthand
for a political structure or ethnic identity alike (Kirakos Gandzakets’i 1986, 149). In
general, I therefore aim to take a broad view of the appropriateness of certain terms:
when considering a given ethnonym or identity, I take an inclusive view of who it
could have meant and consider potential presentations and interactions with power
structures, rather than trying to produce more restrictive sets of criteria.

Such a viewpoint is especially important to understanding power relations. When
evaluating the power structures and social claims around medieval elites, a purely
genealogical approach or the presentation of a noble house or individual’s initial back-
ground can only be part of the picture. Changes in presentation and cultural traits
over time were not merely facades laid over an unchangeable “real” core identity,
and even some clearly outlandish ideas in medieval texts should, as we will see, be
taken seriously as socio-political claims (even if they should not be taken literally
as genealogical statements). Our understanding of identity for these purposes is,
therefore, intended to be an investigation into the ways particular elites would have
culturally appeared to their contemporaries, rather than an attempt to ascertain their
families’ ultimate genealogical origins. In any case, such origins can rarely be put
together with any sort of completeness especially because of the poor records of
women in these families. This should be taken into account with regard to terms like
“Armeno-Georgian” that here indicate a mix of relevant social, political, and cultural
traits for the families broadly conceived, rather than being a purely genealogical
statement.

The intersection of ethnicity and power lies at the core of this paper’s consider-
ations, and we should recognise that these two complex concepts modified one
another. Power — in the sense of historical actors’ capacity to influence the world
around them - was shaped by, and shaped in turn, how elite ethnicities and claims
interacted with the networks of other power brokers and actors that formed their
political worlds. Some thoughts on how a more complex subdivision of power might
influence our framing of this period are offered towards the end of this paper.
Perhaps the most important initial observation to make is that the mechanisms of
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power in this period were more centred on persons and connections, and less on
formal rule, law, and political infrastructure, than we as modern observers are used
to imagining. This tends to lead to a focus on “states” over other elite actors (cf.
Latham-Sprinkle 2022, 50). It is partly to avoid imported assumptions that I refer to
the Bagratid-centric systems of power in the 12"-century Caucasus as a hegemony
and a polity, rather than as a country, state, kingdom, or nation: these terms provide,
in my view, a reasonable sense of overarching political structure whilst carrying fewer
assumptions likely to be imported from the common usage of terms like “state”
elsewhere.

This paper seeks to comment on and reframe more recent historical research,
and to bring in comparisons from Georgian and international English scholarship.
The discussion will thus use certain exemplifying authors, rather than provide the
full sweep of 20™-century historical study. If this leaves certain lacunae, especially
in consideration of the Armenian and Russian language scholarship or if there are
pertinent epigraphic or colophon materials regrettably absent, then hopefully the
following discussion will nonetheless provide a framework for other scholars to bring
those materials into the study of the Zak‘arid period.

2. The Armeno-Georgian Families

We must start not with the Zak‘arids, but with their predecessors, the Orbelean fam-
ily: these two families dominated Georgian-Armenian relations between the 1120s
and 1220s, and had a number of shared characteristics. First among these are the fam-
ilies” identities, which have a number of further impacts on their position among the
elites of the Caucasus. Both show a mixture of Georgian and Armenian cultural traits,
and should be classified accordingly. There has been a tradition in Georgian and
Armenian scholarship classifying these families as Georgian or Armenian respectively,
but attempts to place them into a single, precise ethno-national category have been
largely unconvincing unless one sees their identity solely as a matter of longue durée
genealogical background. Even then an attempt based on pure genealogy often relies
upon the lack of recorded relationships via the women of the region’s elite families,
who may have crossed between cultural contexts more often for marriage as notably
happened in the case of Ivané’s daughter T‘amt‘a (Kirakos Gandzakets'i 1986, 128).
We see some elite families having feet in multiple worlds from the 13™-century evi-
dence of Step‘annos Orbelean’s History, which explicitly notes that through marriage
ties the Orbelean family took names from both Georgian and Armenian traditions,
though he ultimately regards their origins as Chinese (Step‘annos Orbelean 2015,
197). )

Here we should give a brief aside on the “Chinese” origin tale of the Orbeleans.
This story is essentially a copy of the similar and better known tale about the
Mamikoneans, and may be an attempt to imply a shared lineage (La Porta 2012, 90—
91). In Step‘annos’ conception, the term “Chenk” did undoubtedly mean China: he
gives a very clear description of where he believes the country to be, east of Khazaria,
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and as Bedrosian has noted, this is in line with other Armenian descriptions and
terminology that explicitly reference China (Bedrosian 1981). An alternative theory
that this was a garbling of a toponym for a region near Lazica has been raised (see, for
example, Pagava 2020, 48). This cannot be entirely dismissed as a distant origin for
the Mamikoneans’ tale, but it is clear that by the time of Step‘annos the tale referred
to China itself.

Fabulous ancestry was a tool for the Mkhargrdzelis as well: they are given Kurdish
(possibly meaning Median), Achaemenid, and Arsacid origins by different chroniclers
(La Porta 2012, 78-80; KT, 275; Jg 11, 110). Some scholars have taken the claim of
Kurdish ancestry as literal: in the middle of the last century, the Georgian scholar
Shota Meskhia presented the Mkhargrdzeli as a family of Georgianised Kurds (Shah-
nazaryan 2001). Much like the Mamikonean story, we can never entirely disprove
or discount the possibility that there is a grain of truth beneath these statements
(Eastmond 2017, 22). However, we lack records of the family far back enough to
substantiate such a claim, and as discussed below there are a variety of reasons why
such an identity may have been adopted for political reasons. Therefore, we should
primarily regard both these ancestries as intentional, politically useful constructions
(Pogossian 2019, 247-248; Margaryan 1997, 40). Later, the Zak‘arids adopted pro-
gressively more Bagratuni titulature until eventually claiming ancestry from that
family in their inscriptions (La Porta 2012, 90-91).

The exoticised ancestries of these families likely had significant political motiva-
tions, drawing parallels with other regional elites. The Georgian Bagratids, too, had
their own ancestry tale, claiming to hail from the line of David (KT, 257, 249; 43 11,
69, 50). Their heroic ancestry, however, was biblical and therefore provided a clear
aura of religious legitimacy: there is no similar line to be drawn from the Kurdish
Mkhargrdzeli or Chinese Orbelean backgrounds. Rather, these backgrounds tapped
into literary and cultural tropes regarding ancient or distant peoples as sources of
authority, and prowess-driven ideas around familial legacies of conquest and adven-
ture. Another purpose, which these ancestries would also have served, may have been
to elide questions of origin that would pigeon-hole them as “purely” Armenian or
Georgian, improving their ability to operate and use legitimating rhetoric across both
cultural contexts by placing themselves outside of either.

Coming back to consider the question of their ethnicities more widely, then, we
see both families utilising heroic origin stories whilst functioning across primarily
Kartvelian and Armenian cultural and linguistic contexts. As we shall see later, this
may in fact have been a significant source of power for both families. It is also
important to recognise that their identities may have been subject to both chronology
and circumstances, especially when we consider the Zak‘arids’ identities. Hayrapet
Margaryan has argued that the Zak‘arids were initially Armenian minor nobility, and
La Porta’s suggestion that they were of azat origin and rose through military service
seems very likely (Margaryan 1997, 40; La Porta 2012, 81-82). It is worth noting,
however, that by the end of the century the family had been integrated into the
upper tiers of Georgian noble society for quite some time, which must have included
linguistic and cultural integration with the Georgian nobility and, by the end of
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Tamar’s reign, religious conversions. That their ancestors might have been treated
as solely Armenian rather than Georgian need not lead us to suggest that in the late
12" century. Zakaria or Ivané Mkhargrdzeli were seen in precisely the same light as
their grandparents or great-grandparents or that they had the same level of reliance
upon other actors for their positions.

The theory that they were in a category of “military” families who the Bagratids
sought to promote as opposed to “older noble” ones who they sought to rein in feels
somewhat difficult to fully substantiate (La Porta 2012, 81-86). Whilst it is true that
we most often see the Mkhargrdzelis in command roles, the fundamentally military
nature of the Georgian nobility reflected in the chronicle records means this is just
as true for members of families with long-standing positions in the upper aristocracy.
The “History and Eulogy of Monarchs” in Kartlis Tskhovreba makes it clear that the
noble eristavis, who usually held their offices in a semi-hereditary way, were key to
the raising of troops (KT, 249; 43 11, 50). Nor can we argue backwards and suggest
that the Mkhargrdzeli allegiance to the Bagratids was based on their lack of a strong
noble claim to fall back upon: whilst some members of older elite families clearly
were in tension with the Bagratids in this period, in cases when allegiances became
visible during rebellions, it is equally true that many eristavial families did support
their monarchs. La Porta rightly and importantly comments on the erosion of naxarar
systems in Armenia leading to new possibilities for families of the lower noble rank
such as the Zak‘arids, and we do see a significant social fluidity in Georgia too (La
Porta 2012, 77). However, the effect of this on noble-royal relationships was complex,
with trade-offs whereby traditional Georgian nobles probably gained both stability for
their lands and potential sources of loot from Georgian interventionism, even if this
meant a greater diversity of potential holders of certain elite offices. The Georgian
material provides few clear indications of the sort of general incursions on noble
rights that might indicate a broader opposed policy or struggle between statist/royal
and oligarchic/noble factions.

In line with the introductory discussion above with regard to identity being
situational, we can see that different aspects of the identities of these families could
be emphasised or not in different circumstances. For example, the Armenian religious
identity of the Mkhargrdzelis is most clearly forefronted in the Georgian chronicles
in Ivané Mkhargrdzeli’s conversion narrative. Conversely, it is rarely mentioned in
passages related to their military victories (KT, 264-265; g 1, 85-89). Upon the
death of Zak‘aria, his wealth, bravery, holdings, and the status of his mourners are all
foregrounded, with a side-mention of his faith coming rather later (KT, 275; g 11,
110).

This leads us back to the more general question of how the Zak‘arids operated
with regard to their power: as Armenian scholars have concluded, they operated
with significant autonomy in certain respects such as military actions, but without
being treated as fundamentally sovereign (Shahnazaryan 2022). As we shall see later,
the concept of essential sovereignty and total autonomy of action as an expectation
for the power aims of such elite families may translate poorly to the 12™-century
context. Zak‘arid activities during the 12™ and early 13™ centuries covered a wide
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range of governance functions in Georgia itself, but militarily their own conquests
tended to focus on regions that were largely Armenian by both language and faith.
A list of their conquests in the Georgian material includes Dvin, Amberd, Bargushat,
Bjinisi, and Gelakun, whereas Vardan Arewelts‘i lists Shirak, Anberd, Ani, Bjni, Dvin,
Kars, Getabakk', and Ch‘arek’ in that order (KT, 203; Jg I, 368; Vardan Arewelts’i
2007, 82). These conquests formed most of the basis of some sort of political entity
that answered directly to the Zak‘arids. There was at least one exception: Kars was
surrendered directly to Tamar, but perhaps the fact that this had to be explicitly
negotiated suggests that in general the Zak‘arids had been capable of taking and
holding other areas much more in their own right (KT, 301; dg 1L, 143—-144.).

Indeed in Zak‘arid governance we see a reflection of some features of royal rule,
such as the appointment of ministerial-style positions and hearing petitions at court
(Step‘annos Orbelean 2015, 185). We cannot say whether this was a common feature
of many nobles’ courts in this period, but it certainly indicates that the Zak‘arids’
power was in certain spheres held locally rather than being integrated into a system
running through the Bagratids themselves. Appointments to offices in the Zakarid
domains, meanwhile, quite probably did still include some degree of nominal over-
sight from the senior monarch: both Giorgi Lasha and Ivané Mkhargrdzeli are jointly
mentioned by Step‘annos Orbelean as appointing Liparit Orbelean in Siwnik‘ and
Vasak Xach‘enets‘i in Vayots‘ dzor (Step‘annos Orbelean 2015, 205). We should not
take this as necessarily meaning that the Georgian monarch had a significant role in
choosing candidates for such a role, but it could simply mean that endorsement from
the senior ruler was still a nominally important legitimising feature.

We can also note that these Armeno-Georgian rulers were certainly not treated
simply as Georgian eristavis, the regional “dukes”. This system of governance was
not expanded or regularised outside Kartvelian-speaking regions, and if anything,
our sources hint at a tendency to retain local elite structures within the Bagratid
hegemony. For example, when Tamar appointed Ivané of Akhaltsikhe as ruler of
Kars, he was given the title of emir which probably continued existing local titulature,
as opposed to being made an eristavi (KT, 267; Jg 1, 92). These differences were
probably not just in name only: given the varied cultural positions and resources of
different political units, and that the capacity for central oversight was limited anyway,
it may have made strategic sense to vary the terms under which land could be held.

This retention of local structures probably created significant opportunity for
a family like the Zakarids, as it relied upon effective communication between the
Georgian Bagratid centre and the other regions within the hegemony of the Georgian
monarchs. Where there was a cultural and linguistic divide between the Georgian
monarchs and their nominal subjects, this meant that effective and reliable brokers
of power and information were vital. Having subordinate rulers who were in a better
position to negotiate with, and perhaps be accepted by, local lords across parts of
the Caucasus and Subcaucasus was probably a far more efficient way of projecting
authority than any attempt to produce a more integrated system of governance.
Medieval polities lacked systems of mass education, rapid communication, or indeed
fully centralised monopolies of force. It was therefore important to work with existing
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understandings of culture and legitimacy, rather than to impose particular norms
consistently across a political sphere. Given the linguistic, religious, and cultural
diversity of regions within the Bagratids’ hegemony, being able to reach across those
boundaries was of paramount importance. Thus, families who could place themselves
as brokers between the court and localities were able to turn their brokerage into an
effective source of power.

This situation of brokerage as power, however, does not prima facie explain why
both the Orbeleans and Zak‘arids were so keen to claim royal titulature and ances-
tries, especially of the royal Armenian dynasty of the Bagratuni. The answer is impor-
tant for understanding whether those families were keen to obtain independence
from Georgian rule. The Orbelean inscriptions from the period do prominently use
the title of spasalar, indicating that whilst their claims of Bagratuni ancestry mattered
for their legitimacy, perhaps so did their claims to high status within the Georgian
Bagratid system. Determining what wider political programme this indicates, how-
ever, requires examination of the political situations these families found themselves
in the late 12™ and early 13" centuries.

The Orbeleans” use of Armenian royal attributes is tied by La Porta to their
rebellion of the 1170s (La Porta 2008-2009). It probably happened in 1177, and
this date appears consistently in our sources, although there are some difficulties
with how 1177 corresponds to the deaths or ages of majority of certain important
figures, leaving an outside alternative of 1174 (Baillie 2022). La Porta suggests that
the rebellion was largely driven by the Orbeleans’ aim of independence, and that
Giorgi III's behaviour was probably a crucial trigger point (in the first half of the
1170s, he had frustrated their ambitions of rulership in the city of Ani and sided
with an alternative faction around the city’s bishop Barsegh) (La Porta 20082009,
138-139). The Orbelean faction eventually took up arms, nominally in favour of
Demna, Giorgi’s nephew and son of his elder brother David V. In Georgian studies,
it is also suggested that the Orbeleans were essentially seeking independence (e.g.,
Lordkipanidze 1987, 131).

This reading poses two questions: first, why Demna was necessary at all, and
second, why the source material lacks clear indications that the Orbeleans were
seeking to achieve independence. Demna was still a young man at this point, in
his early twenties: whilst neither the Georgian material nor Step‘annos Orbelean’s
pro-Orbeli account has much incentive to talk much about any of his virtues, we
certainly know that he had a very good claim to be king and one arguably better than
Giorgi I11, his uncle. If the Orbeleans wanted full independence, it might have been an
odd move to attempt to enthrone someone whose rule would be at least as legitimate
as Giorgi’s and who as a young man might have been in a very good position to
solidify his reign without the Orbeleans’ help. It is true that the Georgian court
chronicles and Step‘annos’ much later account might have an incentive to downplay
the idea of a Bagratuni-realm separatism, but a motive to downplay separatism does
not necessarily prove that such separatism existed. La Porta’s suggestion that the
“half the kingdom” demanded according to a contemporary Armenian colophon
must refer to the Bagratuni regions is plausible, but is also speculative (La Porta
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2008-2009, 150). Given that Demna’s rebellion clearly had notable support in the
eastern regions of Georgia, Ivané could equally have been negotiating for that eastern
part of the Georgian realms rather than for the Bagratuni regions. This would be a
much more conventionally understood halving of the Bagratid kingdom at this point,
as references to the “Imiers and Amiers” either side of the Likhi ridge were a phrasing
used several times in the Georgian material covering this period. Whilst the thesis that
the Orbeleans wished to be kings of a separate polity cannot be ruled out on the basis
of the sources, it is nevertheless far from the only available reading.

The Orbeleans’ defeat, besides condemning the family to a crushing fall from
power, led to significant changes in the upper echelons of the court. The Georgian
monarchs had a strong tendency throughout this period to give senior court roles
to the Orbeleans and Zak‘arids (perhaps most especially the senior military post of
amirspasalar), but two figures without Zak‘arid or Orbelean lineages held the role in
the years after 1177: the Kipchak general Q'ubasar who was appointed during the
1177 rebellion, and Gamrek'eli, appointed early in Tamar’s reign. However, by the
end of the 1180s the Zak‘arid family held the amirspasalar role again and would do so
along with several other key offices throughout the rest of Tamar’s reign and beyond.
This may well indicate that ensuring the loyalty and cohesion of the combined
Bagratid forces was assisted by having leaders who could communicate effectively
and be seen as legitimate by both the Armenian and Georgian military contingents.
This may also be in recognition of the Zakarids’ relative seniority within the overall
Bagratid hegemony: as the primary brokers in the Armenian highland regions, they
may have been given a visible seniority over for example the regional eristavis.

From the 1170s, the mantle of Georgia’s primary broker in the Armenian high-
lands (as well as of other core political offices) thus moved to the Zakarids. The most
notable members of the family in this period were Sargis and then his sons Zak‘aria
and Ivang, though other branches of the family also attained a degree of prominence.
The Zak‘arids undoubtedly put considerable effort into establishing their legitimacy
and visibility across much of the Armenian highlands. This may have been developed
with greater claims over time: late in Giorgi III's reign, the name of Sargis appears
alongside the king’s as a sponsor of the monastic church at Haghartsin, suggesting
that already at this point some concerted work to establish the family’s presence was
ongoing (Chitishvili 2018). A generation later, by 1215, his son Ivané was able to
present himself as heir to the royal Bagratuni line in his own right (La Porta 2008-
2009, 159).

The story of the Zak‘arids’ rise is often portrayed as one of the promotion of
loyalists, with an abstract conception of loyalty appealed to as a mechanism for
explaining their consistently strong alignment with Giorgi III and his successors after
abandoning the Orbelean cause. Lordkipanidze for example explicitly mentions mem-
bers of the family as being “loyal” or “faithful” on multiple occasions (Lordkipanidze
1987, 143, 163). This, however, jars somewhat with any suggestion that the Zak‘arids’
progressively more expansive claims to be the heirs of Armenian kings might have
pointed to independence. Certainly, we see no indication of separatist murmurings
or mistrust of the Zak‘arids in the Georgian chronicles, despite their having both
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greater material assets than their Orbelean predecessors and a monarch whose mili-
tary presence was heavily limited by her gender. This, too, points to the need for
a reconsideration of how the use of titulature interacted with the wider political
structures of the Caucasus.

To return to our initial premise, then, we have a picture where the Zakarids
succeeded and extended the position of the Orbeleans as key court officials to the
Bagratids and key brokers between their court and the nobility of the Armenian
highlands. There was one rebellion where power was directly and militarily contested,
but whether it represents an attempt at “separatism” in the sense of creating a polity
that did not nominally answer to the Bagratids court is very far from clear. Much of
the question, as a result, depends on whether we see the power claims of the Zak‘arids
and Orbeleans as inherently pointing towards the groundwork for an independent
state. To this end, it is instructive to consider not just the Bagratid-Zak‘arid dynamics,
but also the Bagratid political world more widely and how the Georgians in this
period seem to have interacted with other neighbours, subordinates, and satellites.

3. A Wider Picture: Other Bagratid Satellites

The Armenian highland was not the only area under a broad Georgian hegemony
h century. At various times rulers in the eastward river plains of Arran
and Shirvan, Muslim beyliks to the south most notably in Erzurum, and North
Caucasus leaders were all tied into a social-political hegemony centred on Georgia.
Georgian military adventuring stretched even further, with armies reaching well into
northern Iran on some eastwards expeditions and as far as the western Pontus when
intervening in the Byzantine civil wars after 1204. This wider network of regional ties
would have been very familiar to the Armeno-Georgian families who are the focus of
the present paper, and can provide some useful additional context on how the social-
political systems of the time could form particular arrangements and understandings
of sovereignty and rulership.

Shirvan, the predominantly Muslim polity in the lowlands north of the Kura
and Araxes, is perhaps the most sizeable parallel available. Whilst there is far less
extant material on the relationship between Shirvan and Georgia than on Georgian-
Armenian relations, the broad picture is that a Georgian-Shirvan alliance was formed
maritally early in the 12™ century, and that after a brief Georgian occupation of
Shirvan in the mid-1120s, the subsequent rulers of both polities tended to maintain a
state of alliance. The Georgians intervened militarily on behalf or at the behest of the
shahs on certain occasions, most notably during Giorgi III’s reign when the Georgians
campaigned in the Derbent region and then during Tamar’s reign when the shah
brokered an alliance between Tamar and the Eldiguzid Amir Miran, attempting to set
him up as ruler of Ganja in Arran, between the Kura and the Araxes (KT, 255; Jg 11,
63). It is likely that Shirvani soldiers also fought in Georgian armies, though this is
recorded only in occasional very general statements (KT, 202; J3 1, 367).

in the 12
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The Shirvani-Georgian relationship differed in a number of clear ways from that
with the Zak‘arids. The rulers of Shirvan never integrated as heavily into the Bagratid
court — none of them ever took up a formal post as one of the ukhutsesis, the Georgian
vizier-level titles (whereas the Orbeleans and Zak‘arids practically dominated the list
of these positions). Their intermarriage with the Bagratids early in the century might
have been repeated given Shah Aghsartan’s apparent status as a marriage candidate
for Tamar early in her reign, although this was dismissed both on grounds of religion
and consanguinity — nonetheless the seriousness with which the suit is taken in the
Georgian material may indicate a relatively strong sense of potentially equal royal
status, which we do not see clear examples of for the Zak‘arids (KT, 247; Jg 11, 45).
These differences have led some scholars to represent Shirvan as an allied polity
and the Zak‘arid domains as being “within” medieval Georgia, although in reality we
should probably think of this more as a matter of degree in the relationships than
essential difference in kind.

Despite these differences, there are some extremely interesting points of compari-
son when we consider the question of territories and claims. In particular, the issue
of titulature arises. The Georgian chronicles are very clear that the shahs of Shirvan
were known and understood as such, indeed tending to use Shirvanshah or similar
terms instead of the personal names of the shahs in many cases (KT, 254; g 11,
61-62). However, the charters of Georgian monarchs also use the term Shirvanshah
as a standard part of their titulature (Georgian Historical Documents 1984, 77). This
appears to present an immediate problem: if the Georgian monarch was claiming to
be the shah of Shirvan, then this would represent a direct challenge to the actual
Shirvanshah’s authority and control over that title, leading to direct tensions or even
contests over who could hold the role. This problem, however, may be more apparent
than actual: we see no indications in major late 12 or 13" century sources that
anyone at the time actually considered it an issue. The Georgian-Shirvani alliance
remained reasonably secure throughout the 12™ century, and we see a claim that
Giorgi III considered the Shirvanshah Aghsartan as being equivalent to one of his
didebulis, a general category term for the most senior of the upper nobility (KT, 235;
Je 1L, 17).

We should not view the overlap of titulature as a problem, and we might instead
see it in a few different ways. First, nominal hierarchy resolves the issue in part, with
the Georgian monarch being in a sense the shah of the shah of Shirvan. This ties
with the Georgian rulers’ title of mepe mepisa, which is to say “ruler of rulers” — mepe
being an ungendered term for a regnant monarch. Second, kingship itself need not
necessarily be cleanly understood as confined to a single individual: if kingship is a
state of being more than a legal entity, a status of a person as much as an office that
they hold, then this produces more possibilities for such actions to be shared in cer-
tain respects. Third, rather than as staking out certain defined territories or legalistic
statements of fact, we might see titulature as producing a claimed scope within which
actions could take place. A Georgian claim to the title of Shirvanshah might not be
realistic for direct rulership of Shirvan, but it certainly provided theoretical cover for
any intervention in that region that a Georgian ruler might want to effect at any point.
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We also see a wider tendency to attribute royal status to Georgian satellite rulers.
Even during the expedition to the North Caucasus that the Georgian chronicles
place late in Mepe Tamar’s reign, where the peoples involved probably covered less
territory than an average Georgian eristaviate, the Durdzuks are said to have not only
one but multiple kings, whilst still being clearly shown as subordinate (KT, 276; g 11,
111).

In addition to these specific cases, we have some general statements in the
Georgian chronicles suggesting that the power of vassals was largely talked up as
something positive, rather than a threat to stability. We have for example a statement
that, in Tamar’s reign, “landowners ... became aznauris, aznauris became didebulis,
and didebulis became rulers” (KT, 242; Jg II, 34). This again suggests that the
Bagratids did not have a strong position against the claims of higher titulature by
subordinates. Rather, it might have been beneficial for them to present themselves
as having the nominal allegiance of as many surrounding rulers as possible. It also
suggests the active promotion of subordinates to higher rank rather than presenting
them in the most subordinate position. A related sentiment was more specifically
applied to rulers as well in another pertinent quote, when the Georgian chronicles
list a number of subordinate polities that were “granted independence” by Tamar and
whose “kings reduced to poverty she helped to acquire wealth” (KT, 303-304. Jg 11,
147). Whilst Armenia is not specified in the list, which perhaps indicates its greater
integration into the polity, the general promotion of neighbouring rulers’ co-option
into the Bagratid system does further suggest a system in which active promotion of
subordinates and their claims was seen as a positive-sum interaction for both parties.

This politics of recognition may have had multiple benefits to the Bagratids. In
a world where being able to broker relationships with localities was important when
drawing resources from those places, elevating the status of the brokers both painted
the Bagratids in a stronger light as their sovereigns and secured those brokers’ status
in the areas where the Bagratids needed them to act on their behalf. The prominent
presence of a wide variety of ethnic and cultural groups owing them allegiance may
also have been a stabilising factor, which ensured that all major ethnic groups had
routes to broker communication with the court and that the monarchs had diverse
potential sources of military manpower outside an over-reliance on any single ethnic
group. This may well have been crucial during the 1170s rebellion, when Giorgi III
appointed the Kipchak general Qubasar as his senior military commander, probably
to ensure the loyalty of the Kipchak troops that he needed for securing his reign.
Considerations of this kind were also important to make rebellions less likely as a
whole.

What we can suggest, considering the Georgian material and relations with other
political units within the Bagratid hegemony, therefore, is that there was a tendency
to accept and indeed promote royal claims by subordinate rulers. This makes more
problematic the issues around whether the Orbelean claims in the 1170s were a
separatist political programme, and how we should see the Zakarid equivalent claims
in the following decades. Political programmes these undoubtedly were, but we may
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need to reconsider the role they played given what this wider picture suggests about
the goals of different political actors.

4. A Re-Assessment

Having considered the other neighbours of Georgia in this period, we can return to
our core question and rethink a little the relationship between the Bagratid court and
its most prominent brokers in the Armenian world.

The concepts of statehood, polity formation, and independence, in this period,
are somewhat complex. We should not necessarily assume a legalistic framework that
precluded overlapping claims or prevented those claims from being acknowledged.
The Georgian rulers’ claimed status as kings of kings should perhaps be taken not just
as an aggrandising term, but also as a statement about how they expected their rule to
function and to be seen. This was a model of overlordship different from Byzantine
imperial models, and one much more suited to the diverse ethno-political landscape
that the Bagratids sought to rule.

From the perspective of their subordinates, we should also not assume that
“independence” in the sense of not acknowledging any higher ruler or interacting with
their court and social-political structures was necessarily desirable even if kingship per
se was a desideratum. There were multiple facets to holding power in these societies:
the level of autonomy of action, which we can here define as the ability to act without
reference to other political actors, was only one of them. Autonomy of action should
also be considered alongside the extent of impact of action, which is to say the scale
upon which actions could be taken, and alongside security of action, the extent to
which actions could be taken without endangering the recognition and resources
that an actor needed to wield power. Indeed, it might be reasonably argued that in
the 12™ century prioritising security of action was the first and foremost concern
of both rulers and their subordinates, followed by the extent of impact of action,
with total autonomy of action being a more abstract and less direct concern. We
see very few steps taken by Bagratid rulers or their subordinates that were clearly
designed to maximise their autonomy of action. For rulers, this could have meant
a more integrated approach to governance, in which powers or succession were
more centrally controlled. As mentioned earlier, however, the Georgian system of
eristaviates was not expanded into primarily Armenian speaking or primarily Muslim
regions.

For the Bagratids” subordinates, we see almost no attempts to establish autonomy
of action by actually breaking out of the Bagratid system as opposed to trying to
change who was in charge of that system. The rebellions or plots of the Orbeleans,
of Turi Bogolyubsky’s supporters in the 1180s, or of Ivané Abuletisdze in the 1130s,
all focused first and foremost on who would rule the system, not on trying to break
it. Claimants who were the focal points of rebellion generally had strong familial
claims to rule and most of them might plausibly have been seen as at least as
potentially strong as those they were replacing. The prize of ruling any imagined
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tiny independent polity was unlikely to be worth the cost of losing access to the
Bagratid court and assurances of military support, beside the huge personal risks of
rebellion. The closest example we see is Guzan T‘aoskareli’s attempt to pull parts of
southwestern Georgia into the orbit of the Sokmenids of Khlat (KT, 251; Jg II, 55—
56). The necessity of the Sokmenid element in the plans suggests the importance of
having an alternative power structure to move towards, rather than simply becoming
independent in itself, and this would not have been a possibility for elites whose
bases of power were not close enough to another potential ruler. His failure illustrates
the stark risks as well: the fact that he was only blinded rather than executed was
presented in chronicle materials as a merciful outcome (KT, 262; g 1L, 81).

The extent of impact of action was also a factor in favour of avoiding system
disintegration. “Independence” would mean sacrificing the potential for advancement
within the Georgian system, and therefore the ability to draw upon resources and
support from within that system. The Zak‘arids held Georgia’s most senior military
posts for most of the final decade and a half of the 12 century and the first decades
of the 13", giving them access to significant additional military manpower. It is
likely that the Zak‘arids drew upon formal Georgian military resources significantly
for the conquests of their own domains in the Armenian highlands, and even were
this not the case, having a large secure border to the north had obvious strategic
advantages. For major campaigns such as the one into northern Iran late in Tamar’s
reign, leadership of Georgian forces enabled the Zakarids to project power in ways
that would have been closed to them as independent rulers (KT, 274; Jg I, 107).
This leadership within the Georgian hegemony, therefore, gave them the ability to
access loot and wider regional prestige that would in fact have been less accessible
outside the Bagratid system. This is likewise true for their Orbelean predecessors —
hence the importance of Demna, whether or not one regards him as a puppet, for
he was the key to retaining access to the wider elites and resources of the Caucasus
while still removing his uncle from power. Being a poorer and more isolated ruler with
nominally complete autonomy might very well have been a step down, not up, from
being a ruler who could exchange allegiance to the mepe mepisa for a very significant
increase in land, expansion prospects, social prestige, and overall security.

Conversely, as we have seen, not being “independent” in the sense of not acknowl-
edging any higher sovereigns did not necessarily mean sacrificing the ability to hold
royal styles and titulature. It did not even necessarily require varying those things
heavily according to context: the examples of royal titulature we have covered are
largely taken from the Georgian material.

This, then, brings us back to the thesis advanced in the introduction. Rather than
thinking of independence in the form of maximised autonomy being an assumed
necessary or even likely goal of political leaders in this period, we should focus first
on their maintenance and scale of power. These were goals which tended to run
counter to maximising their autonomy of action, both for Bagratid monarchs, whose
power ran through networks of regional power-brokers, and for their subordinates,
for whom that brokerage provided access to resources and prestige available within
the Bagratid political world.
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5. Conclusions

This paper has briefly suggested some thought tools and frameworks that might
better explain the Zak‘arids’ position within the hegemony of 12™-century Georgian
rule. Rather than seeing them as either entirely joined to Bagratid power, or seeking
an imagined autonomy as an assumed goal, we should instead focus on their actions
in securing and extending, more than deepening, their ability to project power in the
region.

The use of royal status by the Zak‘arids was not necessarily a threat to the royal
status of others, and did not necessarily preclude subordination within a hierarchy of
rule. Indeed, it may have been beneficial for the Bagratids to be able to strengthen
their own claims to the role of mepe mepisa by having the Shirvan shahs, Zak‘arids,
and other regional rulers recognise their position at the head of a social hierarchy
whilst also acting as brokers and guarantors of Bagratid rule. This allowed both the
Bagratids and their subordinates to maximise the extent of impact of their power and
to best ensure its stability. These were likely more important goals than the abstract
notions of total hegemony or autonomy.

The concept of brokerage as a core part of the political structures of the medieval
Caucasus is one that has considerable further potential beyond the specific areas
covered in this paper, especially in its application to eristaviates and further neigh-
bouring polities. Also, approaching epigraphic evidence from this point of view may
provide some interest in explaining the selection of titulature used therein, and when
applied to literary materials may help explain how the idealised relationships that they
represent fit into the context of their composition. The relevance of brokerage may
extend, too, beyond the period covered by this paper: the fracturing of the Bagratid
system after the Mongol conquests of the 13 century may have been influenced by
the Mongols’ interactions with these existing networks.

As a final note, this paper suggests the importance of treating elite families in
the context of the wider Bagratid political world, one where in many cases they had
significant influence over matters of policy and central roles in the socio-political
structures. The less nakharar-centred systems of the Armenian highlands in the
12 century meant that, in the absence of traditional political structures, potential
regional rulers may have found a mixture of foreign and local sources of legitimacy
more valuable than was the case previously. Looking at how social networks could
provide power and agency in a fluid system helps us to move beyond the heavy con-
cept frameworks of state and formal power that have been the focus of 20" century
historical research, and provide a stronger and more diverse picture of contemporary
political agency in the 12" and 13" centuries.
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1. Introduction

This paper will examine several fragments attached to mss. Mso27, Mg310, M49,
and M2818. These guard-leaves are compared with similar examples on which we
have more detailed information. Though the small number of the surviving early
manuscripts does not allow a comprehensive study, it is possible to conjecture, on
the basis of better known examples, when and where these fragments were written
and illustrated. The task to identify the scribes and painters of the fragments is more
difficult.

The study was aided by the Codex Etchmiadzin (M2374, dated 989), a
manuscript which bears remarkable resemblance to the fragments we examine, as
well as several early manuscripts that resemble the aforementioned codex in style.
They will henceforth be referred to as the “Etchmiadzin Gospel group”.

It is impossible to make any judgement on the earliest stage of Armenian minia-
ture art, for no manuscripts created in the first centuries after the invention of the
Armenian alphabet in the early 400s have survived. The first examples are from either
the late 6™ or early th century (Der-Nersessian 1973b, 527). These are fragments
attached to the Codex Etchmiadzin, whereas the first illuminated manuscript whose
exact year of creation is known is the Lazaryan Gospel (M6200, dated 887).

2. Early Armenian llluminated Manuscripts (9th-12th Centuries)

Having looked through the manuscript catalogues of the Matenadaran, the Mekhi-
tarist congregations of Venice and Vienna, Sts. James Cathedral in Jerusalem, as well
as those of Bzommar, Antelias, and New Julfa, which possess smaller collections,
we can say that the number of Armenian manuscripts from the g'-12
surpasses 200, 5o of which, however, are not illuminated. Bearing in mind that this
is not an accurate picture, we may note that the majority of these manuscripts are
from the 12" century. Merely 4 of them (of which only 2 have miniatures) date from
the o™ century. There are 10 illuminated manuscripts from the 10 century and a
comparatively large number, 18, from the 11" century. As to the size of the codices,
the largest ones are those from the 1 1® century, with an average of 39x30 cm, while

centuries

the manuscripts from the 10" century are on average 32x24 cm. In later centuries, the
codices diminish in size.!

The era of Arab rule (8%-9™ centuries) had a negative impact on Armenian
manuscript art, and the number of manuscripts from this epoch is rather small. In
all likelihood, most fragments that are attached to later codices and do not have an
exact date belong to this period. An excellent example is the Gospel of Queen Mlk'é
(Venice, ms. 1144/86, see Sargisean 1914, 374-392), possibly dated to 862, which
seems to be a product of the royal school of manuscript copying and was created

Arpine Simonyan, a researcher at the Matenadaran, has measured the size of the early manuscripts and
catalogued the results.
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according to the tastes of the kings and nobles of the time (Der-Nersessian 1947,
269). After Gagik I Artsruni had become king of the Armenian region of Vaspurakan
in 908, he or his wife Mlk‘é gave this Gospel as a gift to the Holy Cross monastery of
Varag. As long as it was kept there (until the beginning of the 13" century), it may
have served as an exemplar for various other Gospel illuminations.

We can supplement the scant information regarding the early stage of Armenian
miniature art with the help of the fragments that were reused as guard-leaves.> Among
those depicting the Life of Christ, there are instances of miniatures being cut out from
earlier manuscripts and attached to the covers of later ones. There is also one such
manuscript where the Crucifixion is painted directly onto the cover.

Long ago, Alexander Svirin noted that most of the fragments used as guard-leaves
belong to older manuscripts — not only Armenian, but also Greek, Latin, Hebrew,
Arabic, and Slavonic ones (Svirin 1939, 14).> According to Astghik Gevorgyan (1998,
65-70), only a few of those fragments kept in the Matenadaran are illuminated*
(barely over 10, all of which are pieces of 10™ or 11" century manuscripts attached
to later ones from the 13%-17" centuries). In her book dedicated to Armenian
miniature art of the 11" century, Tatiana Izmaylova mentions three manuscripts from
the Matenadaran that contain older fragments as guard-leaves, M10147, M963, and
M4435 (Izmaylova 1979, 208—214).

Thus, the known specimens of the 9"-10" centuries are supplemented with
guard-leaves that shed light on Armenian miniature art of that time (as well as of later
centuries, which is another matter). The picture will be more complete if we add the
more than 2,000 separate fragments to the guard-leaves. It is natural to suppose that
the school of miniature painting, which created the Codex Etchmiadzin, must have
produced other similar examples. Undoubtedly, already in the 9®"~10™ centuries, a
cultural tradition had been established in Armenia, on the basis of which the Codex
Etchmiadzin and other related manuscripts were created.

th

3. The “Etchmiadzin Gospel Group”

Two specimens display the most similarity to the Codex Etchmiadzin: Mg430, two
folios registered as a separate manuscript, and the guard-leaves of Mso27 (Fig. 1a—
d*), which bear a striking resemblance not only to the Codex Etchmiadzin but also
to the Gospel of Queen MIk'é. Other examples that have features in common with
the former are some newly discovered fragments attached to mss. M49 (Fig. 3a-b),

I am grateful to the late Dr. Géorg Tér-Vardanean, at whose suggestion I started this study of the illuminated
fragments of the Matenadaran.

See also Chétanian 2008, 69—187, Kisileva 1980, 3, 44—109, Vardazaryan 2012, 141-143, and Poghosyan 2015,
211-217.

For a study on specific illuminated fragments, namely those attached to M8287, see Izmaylova and Gevorgyan
1973,256—262.

All the fragments, except those attached to M5027, are paginated separately from the manuscripts themselves and
numbered U, B, @ etc. In our numbering, U=1, R=2, Q=3 and so on.
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M2818 (Fig. 4a-d), and Mo3z 10 (Fig. 2a—c) as guard-leaves. The last of them also
shows interesting parallels with ms. J2555, which has acquired the name “Second
Codex Etchmiadzin” (Narkiss 1980, 30-32).

For a comparative study, I have chosen these recently uncovered fragments and
the known early manuscripts, taking into consideration their textual, stylistic, and
iconographic aspects. For example, the Canon Table on one of the fragments at-
tached to Ms027 has been compared to the Canon Tables of the Codex Etchmiadzin
and Mo43o0.

There are other 10™-century manuscripts that have similarities with the Codex
Etchmiadzin in style and iconography, providing one a sense of the style of lesser-
known scriptoria. A perfect example is the T‘argmanch‘ats’ (Translators’) Gospel
kept in Baltimore (ms. Walters 537, dated 966, see Der-Nersessian 19732, 1-5) and
W697 kept in Vienna (probably 10" century). However, the Canon Tables in the last
two manuscripts have lost certain architectural features and become more decorative.

As for J2555, though it has similarities with the Codex Etchmiadzin, there are
also striking differences between the two manuscripts. J2562 (Four Gospels, 10 or
11" century) too should be classified as related to this group. It contains four Canon
Tables, a tempietto, and portraits of the Evangelists.

Considering the great distances between scriptoria, it is an impossible task to
restore the complete picture of Armenian miniature art in the 10"-11" centuries (Iz-
maylova 1979, 18). However, a detailed comparative study of the available examples
and fragments will allow us to form a better idea of this early period of manuscript
illumination.

The fragments that have come down to us stand witness to the wanton destruction
of Armenian cultural heritage by various invaders. For example, Step‘annos Orbelean
(1250-1303) writes that in 1170, during the capture of Baghaberd by the Seljuks,
many items of church property from the Tat‘ev and other monasteries, gold and
silver objects, crosses etc. together with 10,000 manuscripts were “taken captive and
dispersed over the earth” (Step‘annos Orbelean 1910, 335-336). We can assume that
much of the loot was destroyed, and perhaps some of the fragments in question had
been part of those manuscripts.

4. Description and Comparative Analysis of the Manuscript
Fragments

4.1. The Guard-Leaves of M5027

Mso027 was probably copied in Vaspurakan in 1590 by the scribes Ohanés Sretsi,
Yovhanneés, and Mkhit‘ar (?). The recipient is Yakob Kronawor. Two fragments of
one folio with illustrations on both sides are sewn to this codex as guard-leaves, one to
the front and one to the back (Fig. 1a-d). Two Canon Tables are depicted on them,
cut off at the bottom, with the remainder (the lower part of the pillars with the bases)
sewn to the back of the codex. Both Canon Tables are two-arched, each consisting
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of three five-row semi-arches. The arches are painted with narrow red and yellow
stripes, with a wider green space between them on 1v adorned with yellow geometric
and vegetal patterns.

Two-arched Canon Tables are common in early manuscripts — such an image can
be seen not only in the Codex Etchmiadzin but also in the Lazaryan Gospel. In the
fragment of M5027, there is a bird on top of each arch. The upper edge of the folio
together with a part of the birds’ necks (and heads in the case of 1r) is cut off, and
there are vegetal motifs between the birds and on their sides. On 1v, a bird can also
be seen sitting on a stylised branch to the left of the two arches (the right side of
the arches together with the branch and the bird is cut off). Each pair of lunettes of
the Canon Tables is of the same reddish purple hue. The capitals, with volutes and
abaci, are also identical to each other. The pillars of the Canon Tables seem to be of
marble, and they stand on three-stepped bases (Fig. 1b and d). The arches of the first
Canon Table (1r) are very similar in decoration to those of Canon X in the Codex
Etchmiadzin (see Table I). The arches of the second one (1v) have similarities with
the tempietto of the same codex in the floral pattern and the headpiece. According
to Astghik Gevorgyan (who refers to the opinion of Artashes Matevosyan), both the
penmanship and the ink colour of the Eusebian Canons on these fragments suggest
the hand of Yovhannés, the scribe of the Codex Etchmiadzin (Gevorgyan 1998,
67). However, a comparative analysis, particularly an in depth comparison of the
letter shapes, which I conducted in collaboration with the late Géorg Tér-Vardanean,
showed that the scribes are different. The study on the paints I intend to carry out
next will provide a more comprehensive answer to this question.

The fragments in question also have obvious similarities to M9430, which actually
consists of two folios (with three Canon Tables and a tempietto on them) but is
registered as a separate manuscript (see Table I). However, the fragments of Mso027
and Mg430 cannot belong to one manuscript, for they contain the same Eusebian
Canons. The tempietto of Mg430 resembles that of the Codex Etchmiadzin in both
decoration and style. On its arch, a bluish floral motif can be seen. It also appears, in
dark green, on the arches of the verso. The birds, too, are coloured dark green on both
pages. Similar birds can be seen on the fragments attached to Mso27. The fragments
of M9430 and Mso027 have almost identical bird illustrations and vegetal designs. The
outlines of the capitals on the fragments of Mg430 are thicker, and the hand of the
painter more confident. It is difficult to determine whether they are a product of the
same school or painted by the same person, but one thing is clear: both belong to the
so-called “Etchmiadzin Gospel group”.

The marble pillars on the guard-leaf of Mso27, together with their capitals and
bases, are identical to those of the Codex Etchmiadzin and Mg430. The two-arched
form of the Canon Tables is the same too, though here one pair is coloured red and
the other purple, which reminds us of the lunettes of the Canon Tables in the Queen
MlIk‘é Gospel (see Table I).

The bird illustrations also share a few similarities in style. Here, too, the arches
are decorated with vegetal and geometric patterns, although they do not repeat the
decoration of the arches in Mg430 and the Codex Etchmiadzin. The decoration of the
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first Canon Table of M5o027 is identical to that of the Codex Etchmiadzin, but here
the painter’s hand feels less confident.

These fragments share similarities not only with the Codex Etchmiadzin but
also with the Gospel of Queen MIk'é — especially one element in the arches of the
fragment of Mso27, the colourful lunettes, one filled with red and the other, most
likely, purple, though we cannot say exactly, since the colours are extremely faded
and, at spots, wiped off. The similar lunettes in the Gospel of Queen Mlk'é are
coloured orange.

When comparing these images, one cannot overlook the inscription on the colour-
ful arches. It is obvious that in the Gospel of Queen MIk¢, these letters (the canon
number etc.) were added after the colouring of the lunette, while on our fragment, as
it seems, they were written before that, because the background of the letters is not
coloured. There are also similarities in the floral patterns of the same Canon.

There is a piece of information that may help us identify the place where this
fragment was created. According to Levon Chookaszian, the commissioners of the
Queen MIk‘é Gospel were the Bagratunis, since Gagik I Artsruni was married to
the daughter of Smbat Bagratuni’s brother Shapuh. It means that the codex, a
product of the Ani school, could have been taken to Vaspurakan from Bagratuni
lands (Chookaszian 1994-1995, 310-313). Thus, there is a possibility (unsupported
by sufficient evidence) that the complete manuscript of the fragment we examine
was created in Ani, and the lunettes were painted according to the example of the
Queen MIk‘é Gospel or the tradition of that region. We can further suppose that
the manuscript of our fragment was created before the Codex Etchmiadzin, in the
o century, on the basis of an earlier manuscript, which could have served as an
archetype for the Codex Etchmiadzin as well.

4.2. The Guard-Leaves of M9310

Two illuminated folios (plus two folios of text) are attached to M93 10 as guard-leaves
(Fig. 2a-d); the lower right corners of the illuminated folios are torn. The codex was
created in 1579 in the village Yghuérts of the historical Siwnik region. It was copied
and illuminated by the priest Israyél and his student Isayi Trapizonts‘i for the monk
Yovhannés.

The guard-leaves are attached to the front of the manuscript. The arch of the
first Canon Table (1r) consists of six wide and narrow stripes in red, yellow, blue,
and green. There is an equal-armed cross (heavily damaged) on the lunette with
a two-layered circle around it. Below the circle, on both sides, there are two small
arches with an equal-armed cross in each, outlined in black and filled in with red. Each
of the small arches is formed of three stripes, red, yellow, and black. The black ones
consist of small triangles. There is a light ochre waving line on the dark green wide
semi-circle of the arch. This line against the green background has assumed a more
complicated design on the lunette, to the left and right of the central cross. The same
waving pattern can also be seen on the pillars. Their dark blue-green hue is faded but
on the first two pillars light ochre and red waving lines are clearly seen. The pillars,
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which are neither too long nor too narrow, rest on stepped bases. The bottom steps
are cut off. The capitals of the columns, with volutes and abaci, are drawn with red
lines and contain dotted patterns. The yellow of their interiors is faded in parts.

Above the arch of the first Canon Table (Canons I and II), there are two roosters
and a stylised vegetal motif in their midst, all badly damaged. The roosters are blue
and green, with partially red necks. Green is the dominant colour of this Canon Table.

Altogether the Canon Tables are four in number (1ir, 1v, 2r, 2v: Canons I-I,
I1I-1V, V, VI-VII), followed by the first page of the Gospel of John, with a headpiece
on it (3r). On the verso of the page, a medium-sized red circle is painted, with the
letter £ (2) in it. The Canon Tables are followed by the Gospel of John, which means
that the fragments were sewn together randomly, and preference was given to the
ones which were better preserved. The next folio also contains a part of the Gospel of
John (Dr-v). All the edges of both illuminated folios and the lower margin of folios
3—4 (together with a part of the text) are cut off.

The Canon Tables on 1v and 2r are similar to each other in decoration. Their
pillars, coloured dark blue and with zigzagging yellow lines on them, are narrower
than those of 1r. What catches the eye most on these Canon Tables is the repeating
butterfly-shaped turquoise vegetal pattern along the arch. In the centre of the lunettes
of the Canon Tables, there is a cross in yellow, with its bottom arm longer than the
others. Below the cross, on the left and right, there are two small arches with gratings
inside each. On 1v, two roosters are sitting on the arch, and on Br, two peacocks. The
design of the Canon Table on 2v, with two peacocks sitting atop arches ornamented
with waving and zigzagging lines, is quite similar to the previous ones. One distinction
is the dominant light green coloration of the arch, lunette, and pillars.

On the left side of the upper margin of the opening page of the Gospel of John,
there is a letter inside a brown circle, smaller than the one on the verso of the page.

th_yqth century manuscripts. One’s attention is

Such circles appear frequently in 10
drawn to the decoration of the headpiece on the upper right side of the page: a
rectangle in a blue frame and colored green. Inside it, there are two horseshoe-shaped
small arches framed in red and colored yellow. This is one of the oldest examples of
title pages known to us. The title is written in the left arch: “UFGSw(sic!) UL LUS
8NJLULULNF" [Gospel according to John], and the right one contains a red cross.
The symbol of the Evangelist is missing.

An example of a decorated headpiece, in the shape of a longish rectangle, can be
seen in the Vehap‘at Gospel (MS M10780, probably, 10"-11" centuries). It has floral
patterns on both sides, against a simple blue background. Interestingly, decorated
headpieces mainly appear starting from the second half of the 11" century. These are
longish rectangles, with floral or animal motifs, a cross on the top, and the symbol of
the Evangelist as the initial letter.

An interesting form of cross appears inside the arches of two fragments attached
to Mg31o0. The bottom arm is longer than the others, and there are triangular
protrusions on the edges of the arms. Other examples that have a similar design are
the equal-armed crosses on the small arches of the first Canon Table and the cross

on the headpiece of the Gospel of John. It is worth noting that the crosses of this
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manuscript differ from those of the Codex Etchmiadzin and J2555, but there is an
interesting similarity between the pillar designs of M9310 and J2555 (as well as of
W697; see Table I).

The crosses on the fragments of Mg3 10 recall similar ones in Coptic manuscripts.
This shape can also be seen in manuscripts No 586 and 516 of the Morgan Library,
New York, but with more stylised cross-arms (Leroy 1974, 2-3).

The waving line on the arch of the first Canon Table also appears, for instance, in
the Greek manuscript no. 847 kept in the Nationalbibliothek of Vienna, dated to the
6 century and attached to a contemporary Latin manuscript (see Table I). The same
line can also be seen on the pillars of this manuscript. Besides that, there are zigzag
patterns on different parts of the pillars (Nordenfalk 1938, 57, Taf. 40-46), which
occur in our first Canon Table as well. This design also appears on the pillars of the
fifth Canon Table of the Rabbula Gospels (Nordenfalk 1938, 139).

Another feature that stands out in our fragments is the stylised butterfly-shaped
vegetal pattern on the arches of two Canon Tables (1v and 2r). It can be found both
in Armenian and Latin manuscripts. The motifs on the arch of the tempietto of W697
(Buschhausen 1981, Fol. 6r) bear some resemblance to our pattern (see Table I). It
also appears in the Canon Tables of W697, along with a zigzag motif in several spots.
This design can also be seen on the arch of the Latin manuscript no. 256 (8 century)
kept in the Bibliothéque nationale de France (Zimmermann 1916, Pl. 11-12, see
TableI).

On the basis of these observations, we can suppose that the “mother” manuscript
of the fragments attached to Mg310 was copied in the o™ century. Its painter was
familiar with either Greek examples or Armenian manuscripts reflecting the Greek
tradition.

Also, as pointed out above, there are some similarities between our fragments and
the “Second Codex Etchmiadzin” kept in Jerusalem (J2555), the Canon Tables and
some illustrations of which, according to Mesrop Tér-Movsisean, follow the Greek
tradition — this is attested to both by the style of the pillars of the Canon Tables and
by the Greek inscription on one of the miniatures (Tér-Movsisean 1908, 105).

As to the provenance of our fragments, let us turn now to the codex to which
the fragments are attached. It has been mentioned above that Mg310 was copied in
Yghuerts. Step‘annos Orbelean writes: “Being aware of the vanity of this transitory
life, he set up a memorial to himself ... and gifted two villages to [the church of] Saint
Grigor, which the great P‘ilippé had built in the district of Haband, namely, Aghuerts
and Yubakankhor. He himself wrote an ineradicable and immortal memorial in the
year 392 of the Armenian Era [A.D. 943]...” (Step‘annos Orbelean 2015, 141).

Thus, we learn that Prince P‘ilippé, son of Vasak, gifted those two villages to Saint
Grigor, the main church of the Monastery of Tat‘ev. Taking into consideration the
stylistic similarities between the fragments of M9310 and the Codex Etchmiadzin, we
should not exclude the possibility that the former were copied and illuminated in one
of the scriptoria of Siwnik’, and the latter was an archetype for the copyist/painter.
Later on, the fragments were sewn to a manuscript created in the same area. This
conjecture is further supported by the fact that the district of Bgheno, where the
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Codex Etchmiadzin was copied, is believed to have been situated on the right bank
of the river Vorotan where the Monastery of Tatev is (which later sources, too,
mention either in the district of Haband or Tsghuk). Another piece of evidence is that
Step‘anos Orbelean refers to a Bgheno fortress and a Bghean village in the district
of Tsghuk, as well as a village called Boghyan in the Haband district (Barkhudaryan

1958, 46).
4.3. The Guard-Leaves of M49

There are two more manuscripts that contain older fragments belonging to the “Etch-
miadzin Gospel group”. One of them is M49 (works by Dionysius the Areopagite). It
is copied in Gladzor (?) and dated 1282 (Fig. 3a-b).

One of the two fragments of the same folio is attached to the front, and the other,
to the back of this codex, with a Canon Table on each side. The upper halves of
the arches and pillars are on the first fragment, and the lower halves, on the second
(1r-2v, 1v—2r). Both Canon Tables are two-arched and consist of 6-7 rows. The
colours of the first one are badly faded. There is a floral motif between the arches, and
the pillars stand on three-layered bases, two of the layers being red, and the middle
one uncoloured. The pillars, decorated with red and green waving patterns, are of
medium width and have Corinthian-like capitals with quasi-Ionic volutes and abaci
on the top. It is evident that the other Canon Table, though poorly preserved, does
not differ much from the first one. Overall, the illustrations are not sufficiently clear.
The colours, amongst which red is the most frequently used, are unmixed. There are
red wave-like patterns along the arches. The impressive size of the fragments suggests
that they were cut out from a large manuscript.

The codex to which the fragments are attached was proofread by Esayi Nch'etsi,
the head of the University of Gladzor, and we cannot rule out that it might have been
copied in Gladzor. Furthermore, the similarities of the guard-leaves with the Codex
Etchmiadzin might indicate that the fragments, too, were created in a scriptorium in
Siwnik’, according to established traditions.

4.4. The Guard-Leaves of M2818

In this group, there is a manuscript of special interest, M2818, which contains remark-
able fragments (3r-4v) attached to it as guard-leaves (Fig. 4a-d). It is difficult to
find out when and where these fragments were copied and illustrated, for there is no
other example of this kind known to us. M2818 is a Gospel from the 16™ century.
The fragments attached to it represent four beautifully drawn Canon Tables that are
outstanding for the intricacy of their vegetal and, particularly, geometric motifs and
patterns. Unfortunately, the bottoms of the Canon Tables are cut off, and the lower
parts of the pillars together with the bases are missing.

A splendid Canon Table is painted on the recto of the first old guard-leaf (3r,
Canons VII-VIII). The Canon Table has two arches, each consisting of three semi-
circular layers which stand out for their fascinating geometric decoration. The upper
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one is formed of colourful triangular patterns against a dark blue background, the
second one, of a sequence of light brown triangles, and the third one, of five green and
brown small semi-circles with a pair of two smaller arches inside them. Between the
small arches there is a repeating red three-leafed motif, perhaps a lily flower.

The triangle patterns which frequently occur in the Christian tradition have taken
interesting forms in Armenian manuscripts. For comparison with this Canon Table,
we can take the Annunciation in M4818, where the Holy Virgin sits on a stepped
throne, the several rows of which are filled with triangles. The frame surrounding this
scene is also filled with triangular motifs.

On the arches of our Canon Table, two roosters sit in the middle, opposite each
other, and a crane (?) stands on each projecting end of the red decorated architrave
on the top of the pillars (the right end together with body of the bird is cut off).
The capitals have a rectangular shape, and the pillars consist of two-coloured (brown
and green, green and red, dark and light brown, brown and green, brown and red)
triangles. The architrave ends, as it seems, with a snake’s head. A similar image can
also be seen in M3784. It is worth noting that Asatur Mnats‘akanyan links such
images of snake-heads to totemic ideas, regarding the snake as a guardian animal
(Mnats‘akanyan 1955, 390).

The second Canon Table on the verso of the folio (3v) is interesting for its
specific design, the symbolism of which will be discussed below. The upper part of the
fragment represents seven big round red frames filled with lighter red (the first one
on the left is almost wholly cut off together with the margin). A two-sided motif, with
three red petals on both sides (one on the top, within a yellow arch, and the other
under the red frame), is drawn across the upper part of the red frame. The big arches
of the Canon Tables consist of two wide layers, brown and ochre. The capitals are
adorned on both sides with acanthus-like leaves, and there are interweaving lines of
different colours on the pillars.

According to Asatur Mnats‘akanyan, the yellow architrave stretched across the
arches generally signifies soil. As for the red round figures above the arches, he rightly
considers these to be pomegranates that are in the process of sprouting. This whole
scene, in his view, symbolizes spring (Mnats‘akanyan 1955, 119).

The symbolism of the pomegranate can also be seen in Armenian commentaries
on Canon Tables, where, however, the main symbol is the pomegranate tree instead
of the fruit. The trees are depicted with three branches sprouted in one bundle: the
Old Testament and the Ark of Moses pointing to the New Testament and enclosing
the sweetness of the fruit inside the bitter peel (see Ghazaryan 2004, 260). Perhaps
the pomegranate replaced the Tree of Life. After entering the Christian tradition from
folkloric beliefs, it was depicted mainly in Canon Tables.

On the third fragment (4r), we see six birds above the Canon Table, and beneath
them, a row of pomegranates (altogether 14). Between each pair, there is a small
cross within an arched frame, resembling a khach‘k‘ar (cross-stone). The left and
right pillars of the Canon Table are decorated with dark brown lily-like figures (the
decoration of the central pillar is faded and unclear). In the centre of the arches, we
see the blue “mother” lily, turned upside down and with a triangular shape. This,
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to my ken, is a unique image. The symbolism of the lily also appears in Armenian
commentaries on Canon Tables.

For instance, Step‘annos Siwnets‘i (8" century) speaks of a blooming lily in
the fifth Canon Table — an opening bud surrounded by flowering branches (see
Ghazaryan 2004, 39). According to the commentaries on Canon Tables, the lily
symbolizes the ancestors of Christ, but in the Christian tradition, it is also a symbol of
the innocence and purity of the Virgin Mary.

The verso of the second fragment is no less special than the recto. On the top of
the Canon Table, we see a row of semi-circular or crescent-like red figures, with small
blue spheres inside red-yellow circles in the middle and on the edges of them. It is
interesting that a smaller and differently coloured version of this pattern appears on
the tempietto of the Codex Etchmiadzin, as well as on the arch of Canon I of W697
and on the west wall of the Cathedral of Talin (the patterns of the last two are more
like acanthus leaves). Another parallel can be found on folio 10r of ms. LOBs111
(7™ century), kept in the British Museum (see Nordenfalk 1938, Taf. 1).

One layer of the arches is decorated with original dark and light blue rectangular
patterns. The capitals, too, are rectangular and stepped, and the pillars are decorated
with two interweaving thick lines (green and black), resembling vine stems.

Though the margins and, as noted above, the lower parts of these folios are cut
off, yet the large arches and pillars make us assume that they belonged to a big
manuscript (perhaps from the 10 century). It has already been mentioned that these
fragments stand out for the unusual decoration of Canon Tables. After penetrating
Christian culture from ancient times, the imagery of those fragments found its place
in the illumination of the Gospels and took on a new symbolism. However, there is
no definitive explanation for those symbols. Over the centuries, they have taken on
multifarious meanings, so it is difficult to draw clear conclusions.

As Asatur Mnats‘akanyan notes (Mnats‘akanyan 1955, 119), the commissioner of
the “mother” manuscript of our fragments possibly tried to express the idea of growth
and permanence of his family through the imagery of those Canon Tables.

Sth

5. Conclusions

This paper is an attempt at a comparative analysis of miniatures, in particular, Canon
Tables preserved in recently discovered fragments and surviving early manuscripts
that were copied and illuminated in different scriptoria. I have also tried, when
possible, to conjecture as to the place and time of the creation of those illuminated
fragments. On the basis of stylistic and iconographic similarities between the newly
found fragments and some of the oldest extant manuscripts, I have proposed a con-
ventional family of manuscripts called the “Etchmiadzin Gospel group”. Nevertheless,
due to a lack of evidence, it has been impossible to identify the painters or scribes of
these fragments.

Interestingly, some experts in Canon Tables have not discussed their symbol-
ism, believing that the only purpose of illumination was aesthetic. However, the
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decoration of Canon Tables doubtlessly includes symbols that were used for commu-
nicating certain ideas. This is corroborated by Armenian commentaries on the Canon
Tables that have come down to us. At the same time, the illuminated fragments
in question suggest that there is no self-evident interpretation of miniatures, and
it always depends on the personal approach of the painter and commissioner of a
given manuscript. Accordingly, we could say that in the Armenian tradition certain
means to interpret the symbols were developed. Some scholars (Buschhausen 1976,
17-19; Wessel 1978, 928-963 ) have touched upon this subject but quite superficially.
Carl Nordenfalk thought that the purpose of decorated Canon Tables was to endow
manuscripts with beauty and solemnity (Nordenfalk 1938, 125). On the contrary,
Thomas Mathews and Avedis Sanjian stress the importance of interpreting the sym-
bolism of Canon Tables (Mathews and Sanjian, 166-176).

It has been concluded that the structure and imagery of the Canon Tables in the
miniature art of different nations followed a standard pattern that is best preserved
in the Codex Etchmiadzin (see Ghazaryan 2004, 34). Armenian scribes and painters
were probably familiar with contemporary Syriac, Coptic, Ethiopian (especially the
Abba Garima Gospels), and Byzantine examples. Yet they developed a unique Arme-
nian tradition, which is remarkably represented in the Canon Tables discussed in
the present paper. The supposed influence on the Armenian miniatures has been
exaggerated, but this issue needs further study.

Although it is not known when and where these fragments were illuminated,
there is some basis that can help us discern, roughly, the region and time period in
which they were created. It is possible that the Canon Tables were painted in Siwnik’
or Ani, the centre of the Bagratuni Kingdom. There are no surviving illuminated
manuscripts from the early period of Ani, but we can find interesting details in the
Canon Tables of the Gospel of Haghpat (M6288, dated 1211), particularly on folios
12v, 131, and 14v. Some specific details of the imagery, such as the pomegranates on
the headpieces, the motifs surrounding them, the triangular and acanthus patterns
on the architrave, the stepped pillar bases of one of the Canon Tables, suggest that
the painter Margaré could have been familiar with the Codex Etchmiadzin or another
manuscript belonging to that family.

Table I: A Comparison of Miniature Fragments

M2374, Etchmiadzin Gospel,

Mso27, Gospel, fr. 1r fr. sr Mg430, Gospel, fr. 2r
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Fig. 1a-b: M5027, fr. v and 268r
Thanks to Hrayr Hawk Khacherian for the photos.
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Fig. 1c-d: M5o027, fr. 1r and 268v
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Fig. 2a

Fig. 2b
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Fig. 2¢

Fig. 2d
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Fig. 2e
Fig. 2a-e: M9310, fr. 1r-3v
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Fig. 3a-b: M49, fr. wv-2r
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Fig. 4a

Fig. 4b
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Fig. 4c

Fig. 4d

Fig. 4a-d: M 2818, fr. 3r—4v
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In this pioneering book, Michael Stone, a world-renowned Armenologist and expert
in Second Temple literature, and Aram Topchyan, an authority on Armenian histo-
riography, undertake the first comprehensive exploration of the history of Jews in
Armenia spanning from Antiquity to the Middle Ages. Through skillful integration
of an extensive array of diverse sources — including historical records, inscriptions,
colophons, biblical commentaries, and more — authored in multiple languages such as
Armenian, Arabic, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, their collaborative effort delivers a rich
and detailed study, which not only illuminates the presence of Jews in Armenia but
also elucidates the intricate interactions between Jews and Armenians more generally.

The book is comprised of four chapters: 1. “Ararat” and Armenia in the Bible and
Associated Traditions; 2. Jews in Armenia in the Ancient Period (First Century BCE
to Fifth Century CE); 3. The Middle Ages; 4. Other Armenian-Jewish Connections.

As the authors note, Stone is responsible for chapter 1; chapter 2, sections 2.1
and 2.14-15 (linguistic issues); chapter 3, sections 3.4-5 (The cemetery in Elegis)
and chapter 4, while Topchyan wrote most of chapter 2 (sections 2.2-2.13 and 2.16);
chapter 3, sections 3.1-3 (Jews in Dvin and Kapan), and 3.6 (The Inscription of the
Church Spitakawor Astuatsatsin).

In the following, I will only have the opportunity to highlight a selection of the
intriguing discussions presented within this book.

In the first chapter, Stone traces the different references to Armenia in the early
Jewish traditions, focusing mainly on the various translations and interpretations of
the “Mountains of Ararat” in Genesis 8:4, many of which expose some knowledge of
Armenia. In Jewish Hellenistic sources, the Mountains of Ararat were identified with
Armenia. However, in most of the Aramaic translations as well as in rabbinic literature
the mountains of Ararat were identified with the mountains of Qardo, i.e., Gordyene,
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modern Kurdistan. Interestingly, the Palestinian Targum combines both traditions
and identifies one of the mountains of Ararat as Qardo and the other as Armenia.

Stone also offers an ingenious solution to a crux in 4 Ezra: the enigmatic toponym
“Arzareth” designating a land in northern Mesopotamia. He suggests that this to-
ponym goes back to a transliteration of the Hebrew 039X X “the land of Ararat”.
Stone corroborates this syncopated orthography by referring to a 13" century He-
brew inscription found in the Jewish cemetery of Elegis (discussed in chapter 3),
which contains the words N ¥X3, and which has been interpreted by David Amit as
an orthographic variant of 9[7]7X X2 (“in the Land of Ararat”).

The second and most extensive chapter deals with the presence of Jews in Ar-
menia spanning from the 1% century BCE to the s™ century CE. Central to this
exploration is the account found in the History of Armenia (4.55) attributed to
P‘awstos Buzand (5™ century). This narrative recounts the invasion led by Shapur I
into Armenia in 368/9, during which seven Armenian cities — Artashat, Valarshapat,
Eruandashat, Zarehawan, Zarishat, Van, and Naxchawan, inhabited exclusively by
Armenians and Jews — were conquered and sacked. P‘awstos claims that 95,000
Jewish families, along with tens of thousands of Armenian families, were captured
and deported to the Sasanian Empire. Topchyan, through a meticulous examination
of the historical context, contends that while the numbers are undoubtedly inflated,
the report remains historically credible. Furthermore, potential corroboration may
be found in Ammianus Marcellinus’ account of the invasion and sack of Artashat,
despite his omission of any mention of Jews. Topchyan adds that “if there were not
considerable numbers of Jews in Armenia at the time of the Persian expedition of
368/9, P‘awstos would not have mentioned them at all” (p. 26). He also suggests that
the term “Jew”, used by P‘awstos, should be understood to refer both to Jews and
Judaizers.

One could also add further evidence for the reliability of P‘awstos’ account.
According to him, the destination of the deportees was Asoristan and Khuzestan,
where they were to be settled. This accords with what we know of the regions to
which Shapur II deported captives from various conquered lands, as documented
in Syriac and Arabic sources. The credibility of P‘awstos’ narrative holds significant
implications for scholars studying Sasanian Jews, necessitating an examination of the
potential repercussions of the substantial influx of Jews into the Sasanian Empire on
local Jewish communities and their traditions.

Topchyan proceeds to scrutinize P‘awstos’ assertion regarding the arrival of Jews
in Armenia through deportations orchestrated by Tigran II during his conquest of
Palestine. Discrepancies between P‘awstos’ narrative and Josephus’ account have led
scholars to question its reliability. However, Topchyan compellingly demonstrates,
by juxtaposing it with Movses Khorenats‘i’s depiction of the deportations in his
History of Armenia (5™ century), that P‘awstos had amalgamated two distinct events
— the deportation of 70 BCE and a subsequent deportation in 40 BCE during
the Parthian-Armenian invasion of Syria and Palestine. Despite these discrepancies,
Topchyan argues for the underlying credibility of P‘awstos’ account. He convincingly
concludes that “during his military campaigns Tigran II took substantial numbers of
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Jews captive and brought them to Armenia. The settlement of Armenian cities by
way of synoikismos, that is, the practice of shifting multitudes of peoples from the
conquered countries, was typical of Tigran II’s policy. Information about this practice
is also contained in Greco-Roman sources” (p. 36). Topchyan also posits that a
portion of the Jewish population reached Armenia as a result of the deportations by
Tigran II from places with sizable Jewish communities, including Adiabene, Mygdo-
nia, Gordyene, Osroene, Iberia, and Syria.

Chapter 3 discusses the presence of Jews in Armenia during the Middle Ages.
Unfortunately, once again only scant evidence has come down to us, such as an
undated Armenian colophon which states that “in the city of Dvin from that earth-
quake 62,000 people died among the Armenians, among the Jews, and among the
Persians” (p. 74). This note, referring to the earthquake of 893, informs us en passant
about the existence of a Jewish community in Dvin, one of the capitals of medieval
Armenia. Another curious nugget of information is found in a note by the anonymous
 centuries), where we are told
that after the assassination of Prince Grigor Derenik Artsruni in 887, his wife Sophie
“prescribed rites of mourning and arranged in groups Jewish singers, and had them
chant the laments of the kings of Israel” (p. 77).

The most significant and unexpected evidence concerning Jews in Armenia
emerges from a Jewish cemetery discovered in the village of Eghegis, situated in
the Vayots® Dzor district of the Siwnik" region. Investigated in 2000-2001 under
the leadership of Michael Stone and David Amit, this cemetery yielded sixty-four
tombstones, twenty of which bear inscriptions in Hebrew and Aramaic dating from
1266 to 1346 CE - a period marked by prosperity in the region under the rule of
the Orbeleans. These inscriptions include biblical citations in Hebrew, along with
standard Jewish funerary formulas, showcasing a remarkable familiarity with rabbinic
sources that attests to a high level of Jewish education. Given the presence of Persian
names and titles among certain Jews, such as “Mar Khawaja Sharaf al-Din son of the
elder, Khawaja Zaki”, it appears that a portion of the Jewish population may have
been Persian, possibly of high rank.

In the fourth and concluding chapter, Stone explores additional instances of
Armenian-Jewish interactions. First, Armenian pilgrimage to the Holy Land is dis-
cussed. Of special importance is the fact that the earliest evidence of Armenian script
is found in a s'™-century graffito in Nazareth written by two Armenian pilgrims — Bab-
gen and Anania. Interestingly, these same two individuals also inscribed their names
on rocks close to the site of Mount Sinai. Next, references to Armenia in ancient
Jewish literature are presented. Noteworthy is the mention of R. Jacob Armeniya in
the Palestinian Talmud, as well as a R. Armeniya mentioned both in the Palestinian
and Babylonian Talmuds. This would likely indicate that they came from Armenia.
Finally, in a 10™-century Judeo-Arabic document from the Cairo Geniza (possibly a
copy of a 9™ century composition), published by David Sklare, there is a list of places
which the author argues could be designated as being Armeniya. The knowledge
of specific toponyms suggests the author’s familiarity with Armenia and its urban
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centers, indicating a probable origin in Northern Mesopotamia for both the author
and the document’s readership.

In sum, this comprehensive study, meticulously researched, expertly analyzed, and
presented with remarkable clarity and lucidity stands to greatly enrich experts in both
the fields of Armenian studies and Jewish history, and a broader audience alike.

In their introduction the authors soberly state (p. xiii):

It is, indeed, impossible at present to write a continuous history of Jewish presence
in Armenia, since there is no evidence of sustained Jewish settlement in the Land
of Ararat. Nonetheless, there are episodic sources existing in Armenian, Arabic,
Hebrew, and other languages that attest the presence of Jews there. If we think
of the history of Jews in Armenia as a dark tunnel, then the extant sources cast
light upon patches of the tunnel, without illuminating it to all its length. It is to the
elucidation of these patches of illumination that the present book is dedicated.

Yet this book does much more than just shed light on certain patches of the tunnel.
Rather, it reveals the tunnel’s contours with remarkable clarity, enabling us to gauge
its length and complexity. The vivid illumination of these patches reveals, thanks to
the diligent efforts of the authors, that the history of the Jews in Armenia was far
richer than previously believed. Hopefully, future discoveries will allow us to cast new
light on other patches of this fascinating history.
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