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Abstract

This article presents the results of a pilot survey and digitisation project
conducted under the Endangered Archives Programme (EAP1721), focusing on the
endangered Armenian epigraphic heritage of India. The material consists primarily
of funerary gravestones and commemorative stone inscriptions dating from the
seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries and preserved in churches and
cemeteries in Madras (Chennai), Kolkata (Calcutta), Mumbai, and Hyderabad. These
inscriptions represent the most durable material evidence of the historical Armenian
presence in South Asia and provide direct insight into diasporic settlement patterns,
family structures, religious life, and transregional commercial networks. The project
combined a systematic field survey with targeted pilot digitisation to assess the
scope, physical condition, and preservation risks of the corpus, and to evaluate
the feasibility of large-scale digital preservation. The survey methodology was site-
based and focused on identifying approximate quantities, typological composition,
custodial frameworks, and observable deterioration patterns. Particular attention
was paid to environmental exposure, biological growth, urban pressure, and the
effects of demographic decline on long-term custodianship. Sample digitisation was
conducted at four representative locations to assess documentation workflows and
metadata practices in accordance with Endangered Archives Programme guidelines.
The survey identified more than 1,800 Armenian funerary and commemorative
inscriptions across the four cities, of which a representative subset was digitised
during the pilot phase. Preservation conditions vary significantly, ranging from
relatively well-maintained ecclesiastical sites to severely neglected burial grounds
where inscriptions face imminent risk of irreversible loss. The findings confirm
both the material’s vulnerability and the feasibility of systematic digitisation as a
non-invasive preservation strategy. By integrating epigraphic survey methods with
structured digital documentation, the project establishes a sustainable foundation for
future research and preservation initiatives and argues that understanding Armenian
epigraphic heritage in India requires a coordinated, methodological and institutional
approach.

Keywords and phrases: Armenian epigraphy; diaspora heritage; digitisation;
of cultural heritage, preservation assessment; funerary inscriptions, interdisciplinary
methodology.
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Cwdwnnunwghp

Unyu hnnuwép ubtipfuwjwugunid § dwnwugqué wpfjuhdutiph  dpwagph
(Endangered Archives Programme, EAP1721) jpowuwlubipnid hpwluuwgyws
httmwgnunuwlwu U thnpduwwu  pywjuugdwu  6pugph  wpnyniupubipp,
nph tyuunwlu Ep lunuuunwund wwhywudws hwyjujuu Juuugud
Jhldwgpwlwu dwpwugnpjuu thwunmwgpmdu nt nuniduwuhpnipyniup:
Mtuniduwuhpynn wniep hhduwwunid  ubpwpnd B pwpwybpun
nwywuwpwpbph L hnpwwnwjunwlubph  wpdwuwgpnipyniuutin, npnup
pYwgpynud tu XVII nwphg dhusk XX nwph ufhgpp b wwhwywuynd Gu
Uwnpwuh, Ywupwh, Untdpuwh b Cujnupwpwnh huyjujuu Gytnghutpnid
nt glipbquwuwwmutipnid: Yu wpdwuwgnpnipiniuubpp Lunjuunwuh hwyujuu
hwdwjuputiph  wwwdwlwu ubpunipjuu  wnwyl] Jumu  umpwlwu
Jyuynipynitutp - Gu' wpunwgning  puwlbgdwu  aubipp,  punwubluu
Junnigwoputipnp, Ypnuwuu Yyuupp b wnbnpwwu guugtipp:

opwaghpp hwdwnpt) § pupmuwhu hwunmwhwywp ntuntduwuhpnipniup
U tyuwunwuyht hnpduwluu pyuyuugnidp’ Jhdwgpujut wniph swwgp,
$hghjuyuu yhdwyp b ywwhwywudwu phultpp quwhwwbng, husybu twl
Jwuwswyw] pYwuwgdwu  huwpwynpnipiniup unnigne - aywwnwyny:
Munmdtwuhpmpynut hpwwuwgyt) B wmwpwspwhtt dbpnnupwinipyudp’
nungpytny wpdwuwgpnipiniuutiph  dnnwynp  pwuwlp, whywpwuwluu
Juqgdp, puwdwuuuu  wwpdwuutpp b wbuwubh Juwudwsputiph
altipp: Upwuduwhwwniyy nupwnpnipniu B nupdytp opowu dhowjwyph
wqnbtgnipyniuutiphu, Jhuuwpwuwuu  puwypwjdwiup, pwnwpuwphuwlwu
dupmdubtiphu U dnnypnwqgpuluwu  thnthnfumpmuutph  hGwmbwupny
lnuwdwunipyuu pniugdwun: Pnpduwjuu pyuwjuugnidu  hpuwuwgy b
L snpu punpn) Juyptpnd” thnpdwpybne  huunwgpdut wyluwmwupwyh
hnuptipp b dbnwwyjwjubph junnggwéputipt' pun épugph nintignygutph:

Chnmwgnunipjuu  wpnniupnid - hwymuwpbipdty £ wytyh pwu 1800
hwjjuljut muyuwuwgpuuu b hnipwgpuljut wpdwuwgpnipeniy, npnug dh
dwup pywuwgyty £ wpnbu hul thnpduwuu thnynid: Muwhwywujwontpyuu
wunhdwup qquhnpbt mwnwuynd B hwdbdwnwpwp juy  yquwhywuywo
tytintigwwu  hwdwjhputiphg  dhushk  pwgwpdwuuytiu - wunbtiujwos
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gliptiguwuwwmutin, npuntin wpdwuwgpnipniuubpp Gupwu Gu wunwnuwh
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AHHOTaIIMSI

B craTbe mpencTaB/ieHbl pe3ybTaTbl MNWIOTHOIO HCCIIENOBATEIbCKOIO U
OIBITHOTO MpOEKTa MO0 OoUU(POBKe, pealln30BaHHOIO B paMKax [IporpaMmbl Mo
COXPAHEHHUIO HaXOoJsIMXcs nof yrpo3oit apxusoB (Endangered Archives Programme,
EAP1721), HampaBlieHHOro Ha AOKYMEHTHPOBaHHE apMsSHCKOrO 3MUrpapuyeckoro
Hacrnegust Maauu. MccrenyeMblil MaTepyarl BK/IIOYaeT ITIaBHbIM 06pa3oM HaArpoGHbIe
U MeMOpHa/lbHble KaMeHHble Haamnucu, parupyemble XVII — Havanom XX Beka u
COXpaHUBLINECS Ha TEPPUTOPUN apMSHCKUX LiepKBel U Kilagouuy Manpaca (Yennan),
KanbkyTTbl, Mym6au u Xarpapabaga. 9TH HagIMCH MPeCcTaB/IsaioT co60i Hauboree
YCTOMYMBbIE MaTepHa/IbHble CBUAETEIbCTBA HCTOPUUYECKOro PUCYTCTBUS apPMSIHCKUX
061myH B HOKHOM A3UM U OTpPaXKalT 0COGEHHOCTH paccesieHns, CEMeHHON CTPYKTYpHlI,
PEIIMTMO3HON KU3HU U TPAHCPETMOHA/IbHBIX TOPIOBBIX CBA3€d Ouacnopbl. lIpoekt
coyeTal CUCTeMaTUYecKoe IojieBoe 00CiieloBaHUe C LieJIeHallpaB/IeHHON MUIOTHOMN
oM POBKO C LieIbI0 OLIEHKU 00'béMa, (PU3UYECKOro COCTOSTHUS U PUCKOB COXPaHHOCTH
anurpagruyeckoro Kopryca, a Takxe ornpejereHuss oCyllleCTBUMOCTH MacIITabHOMN
uudpoBoi QuUKcauUd. MeTomolorusi HCCIefoBaHUsl HOCW/Ia TeppUTOpPHaIbHO-
O00'beKTHBbIM XapakTep M Obllla OpPUEHTHPOBAHAa Ha BbISB/IEHHE [PUMEPHOrO
KOJIMYECTBA IIaMATHUKOB, HMX THUIIOJIOTUYECKOIO COCTaBa, YCJIIOBUMHM XpaHEHUS U
HabmogaeMbIx opM paspylieHus. Ocob6oe BHHUMaHME YAEIsyIoChb BO3[IEeHCTBUIO
MPUPOAHBIX (PaKTOPOB, OUOIIOrMYECKON Jerpafjalivi, rpafoCTPOUTEIbHOMY [1aB/IEHUIO
Y 0C/1ab/IeHUI0 CUCTEMbI OIleKH BCIIeCTBUe JeMorpapuueckux nu3aMeHeHUH. [TnnoTHas
o poBKa Oblla NMPOBEIeHa Ha YeTbIPEX pernpe3eHTATUBHbIX IUIOMIAIKaX C Leblo
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anpo6auuy paboyux MpOLEeCCOB AOKYMEHTHUPOBAHUS U CTPYKTYPbl MeTaJaHHbIX
B COOTBETCTBUM C TpeOOBaHUSMHU IporpaMMbl. B xope o6ciemnoBaHusi 6ObUlo
BbIsIBIIeHO Gortee 1 800 apMsHCKUX HaArpoOHBIX U MeMOpHalIbHbIX HaJIHUCeH, 4acTb
KOTOpbIX Oblla OLIM(ppOBaHa B paMKaX MWJIOTHOro sTara. COCTOsSIHMEe COXPaHHOCTH
MaMSITHUKOB CYILIECTBEHHO BapbUPYeT, OT OTHOCUTETbHO 6J1aronojTyyHbIX LIEpPKOBHBIX
KOMITUIEKCOB [10 3a6polleHHbIX KIafbuill, IAe HaAlMCH HaXOAATCS IOf Yrpo3oi
HeoOpaTuUMoON yTpathbl. [lolyyeHHble pe3ynbTaTbl MOATBEPXKIAIT KaK YsS3BUMOCTb
[NAHHOIO Hac/lefus, TaK M IPaKTHYECKYI0 OCYIIEeCTBUMOCTb CHCTEeMaTH4YeCKOHN
oLiMPPOBKU KaK HEMHBA3UBHOI'O METO/la €ro CoOXpaHeHUsl. B ctaTbe 060CHOBbIBaeTCS
HE0O6XOAUMOCTb PAaCCMOTPEHMs apMSIHCKOro snurpacuyeckoro Hacneauss MHaum Kak
B3aUMOCBSI3aHHOT'O KOMITIEKCa, TpebyIoIiero KOOpAMHUPOBAHHBIX METOJ0IIOTHYECKUX
Y MHCTUTYLMOHA/IbHBIX YCHITHH.

KmroueBble cioBa v ¢ppasbl: apMsiHCKasl sanurpaduka; Hacjeaue qUacropbl;
olMpoBKa KY/IbTYPHOI'O Hacjlegusl; OLleHKa COXpaHEHMs! KYJIbTYPHOIO Hacle[us;
norpe6aibHble HaAIHUCH; MeXANCLUIUITMHApHasi METOLO0/IOTHSl.

Introduction

Armenian epigraphic inscriptions preserved in India constitute one of the most
durable material records of Armenian diasporic life in South Asia. Carved primarily on
funerary gravestones and commemorative plaques, and dating from the seventeenth
to the early twentieth centuries, these inscriptions document names, kinship ties,
clerical roles, places of origin, and memorial practices linked to transregional mobility
and commercial networks [4, 6, 12, 17, 18, 20]. Unlike manuscripts and archival
papers that may be displaced, re-catalogued, or consolidated, inscriptions are fixed
in situ and remain dependent on their local environments and custodial regimes.
This material stability is therefore inseparable from a distinctive vulnerability: surface
erosion, biological growth, humidity and rainfall, urban pressure, and weakened
custodianship following demographic contraction contribute to the progressive loss
of legibility and, in some cases, to the irreversible disappearance of the inscriptional
record.

The Endangered Archives Program pilot project EAP1721 was designed to
address this vulnerability through an integrated workflow combining field survey
and targeted digitisation at Armenian heritage sites in Madras (Chennai), Kolkata
(Calcutta), Mumbai, and Hyderabad. The project’s immediate aim was not to produce
a complete national inventory, but to establish an evidence-based overview of
the corpus—its approximate extent, typological composition, custodial contexts,
and observable patterns of deterioration—while testing whether consistent
documentation and metadata practices could be applied across sites characterised by
markedly different preservation conditions. This article argues that the digitisation
of endangered epigraphic heritage requires an explicitly interdisciplinary
methodology as an operational necessity shaped by the nature of the objects and the
constraints of fieldwork. Epigraphic expertise is required to identify script types,
editorial phenomena (ligatures, abbreviations, damaged characters), and calendrical
conventions (including Armenian Era dating and local month names), while historical
and diaspora-focused perspectives provide the interpretive framework for relating
inscriptions across cities as components of a distributed corpus rather than isolated
local survivals. Material observation is equally essential: choices about prioritisation,
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photography angles, and descriptive recording must respond to stone type,
carving technique, surface condition, and risks posed by the micro-environment
(shade, overgrowth, moisture accumulation, proximity to pollution sources). These
interpretive and material decisions directly shape the structure and long-term
usability of the resulting digital archive.

Within the EAP1721 pilot, documentation was conducted non-invasively and
in cooperation with custodial authorities, with digitisation limited to items that
could be photographed safely and ethically. The survey identified more than 1,800
Armenian funerary and commemorative inscriptions across the four cities, while
pilot digitisation produced a representative subset used to validate workflows
and metadata fields under diverse conditions—from comparatively maintained
ecclesiastical complexes to severely neglected burial grounds where stones are
fractured, overgrown, or partially buried.

By presenting the survey logic, the digitisation workflow, and the metadata
decisions adopted in this pilot phase, this study contributes a transferable
methodological model for documenting endangered diasporic epigraphy at scale.
The core claim is practical: systematic digitisation is feasible even under uneven
custodianship and advanced deterioration, provided that epigraphic interpretation,
material assessment, and structured digital description are treated as interdependent
components of a single documentation process.

Theoretical and Methodological Foundations

Armenian epigraphic inscriptions preserved in India constitute one of the
most durable material records of Armenian diasporic life in South Asia [2, 3, 7,
6, 12, 14]. Carved primarily on funerary gravestones and commemorative plaques
from the seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries, these inscriptions document
names, kinship, clerical roles, places of origin, and memorial practices associated with
transregional mobility and commercial networks. Unlike manuscripts and archival
documents, which may be displaced, reorganised, or consolidated, inscriptions
remain fixed in situ and depend on local environments and custodial regimes. This
material stability is therefore inseparable from a distinctive vulnerability: surface
erosion, biological growth, humidity and rainfall, urban pressure, and weakened
custodianship following demographic contraction contribute to a progressive loss of
legibility and, in some cases, to the irreversible disappearance of the inscriptional
record.

The Endangered Archives Programme pilot project EAP1721 was designed to
address this vulnerability through an integrated workflow combining field survey
and targeted digitisation at Armenian heritage sites in Madras (Chennai), Kolkata
(Calcutta), Mumbai, and Hyderabad. The project’s immediate aim was not to produce
a complete national inventory, but to establish an evidence-based overview of the
corpus — its approximate extent, typological composition, custodial contexts, and
observable deterioration patterns — while testing whether consistent documentation
and metadata practices could be applied across sites characterised by markedly
different preservation conditions.

This study, through the Indian case, demonstrates that the digitisation of endangered
epigraphic heritage benefits from an explicitly interdisciplinary methodology shaped
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by the nature of the objects and the constraints of fieldwork. Epigraphic expertise
is required to identify script forms, editorial phenomena (ligatures, abbreviations,
damaged characters), and calendrical conventions (including Armenian Era dating
and local month systems). Historical and diaspora-oriented perspectives provide the
interpretive framework necessary to relate inscriptions across cities as components
of a distributed corpus rather than as isolated local survivals [10, 11, 15, 16].

Material observation is equally essential: decisions regarding prioritisation,
photographic strategy, and descriptive recording must respond to stone type,
carving technique, surface condition, and environmental risk factors such as shade,
overgrowth, moisture accumulation, and pollution exposure. These interpretive and
material considerations directly influence the structure and long-term usability of
the resulting digital archive.

Within the EAP1721 pilot, documentation was conducted non-invasively and
in cooperation with custodial authorities. Digitisation was limited to monuments
that could be photographed safely and ethically. The survey identified more than
1,800 Armenian funerary and commemorative inscriptions across the four cities,
while pilot digitisation produced a representative subset used to validate workflows
and metadata fields under diverse conditions, from comparatively maintained
ecclesiastical complexes to severely neglected burial grounds where stones are
fractured, overgrown, or partially buried.

By presenting the survey logic, digitisation workflow, and metadata decisions
adopted during this pilot phase, this study contributes a methodological model
applicable to comparable contexts of endangered diasporic epigraphy. Its central
claim is practical rather than theoretical: systematic digitisation is feasible even
under uneven custodianship and advanced deterioration, provided that epigraphic
interpretation, material assessment, and structured digital description are treated as
interdependent components of a single documentation process.

Research Methods

The practical implementation of the proposed methodological framework was
grounded in the principle that each inscription should be documented as a structured
historical unit rather than as an isolated text. The objective was to create records
that preserve not only the wording of the inscription but also its material, spatial,
and contextual characteristics in a consistent and reproducible format.

Each documented monument was treated as an individual item and assigned a
discrete record. The record incorporated the following interconnected components:

Textual Documentation: The inscription was transcribed in accordance with
established Armenian editorial conventions, particularly those systematised in the
Divan Hay Vimagrutyan (Opptih 1965). Editorial signs indicating lacunae, restored
letters, ligatures, abbreviations, and erased characters were preserved in accordance
with Armenian scholarly [19]. No speculative reconstruction was introduced beyond
what could be justified by visible epigraphic evidence. In cases of severe damage,
illegibility was recorded explicitly rather than silently normalised.

Material and Physical Description: Each inscription was described as a material
object. Information concerning stone type, dimensions, layout, carving technique
(relief or incised), and decorative elements was systematically recorded. Particular
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attention was given to the relationship between the inscriptional field and monument
form, as these features often carry chronological and cultural significance.

Dating and Calendrical Recording: Dates were recorded exactly as
inscribed, including the use of Armenian Era dating, alphabetic numerals, and local
calendrical systems [1]. Where possible, Gregorian equivalents were calculated
and documented separately, without replacing the original formulation. This dual
recording preserves historical authenticity while ensuring chronological clarity for
contemporary analysis.

Geographical and Contextual Referencing: The precise location of each
monument was documented, including its position within a churchyard, cemetery,
or architectural complex. Toponyms appearing in the inscription were recorded
in their historical context to avoid anachronistic reinterpretation. This approach
enables comparative regional analysis while respecting the historical integrity of
inscriptional references.

Preservation Condition: The condition of each monument was described using
consistent criteria, including surface erosion, biological growth, structural damage,
and degree of legibility. Recording preservation state as part of the inscriptional
data acknowledges that material condition is historically relevant and may directly
affect interpretation.

Thematic and Associative Data: In accordance with Endangered Archives
Programme (EAP) cataloguing requirements, thematic descriptors were assigned to
each inscription. Because the corpus consisted predominantly of funerary monuments,
descriptors such as “burial” and “diaspora-related” were recorded. The smaller subset
of commemorative plaques was described as “memorial,” “commemorative,” or
“donation-related.” As these categories were not predefined in the EAP authority lists,
they were consistently entered in the descriptive metadata to support subsequent
comparative analysis. Associated places, institutions, and communities mentioned
in the inscriptions were likewise recorded in structured form.

3.1 Metadata Architecture and Epigraphic Structuring

Cataloguing followed the metadata framework provided by the Endangered
Archives Programme (EAP). Within this template, the principal epigraphic information
was entered in the Description field, which functioned as a composite epigraphic
record. Rather than dispersing information across numerous minimal fields, the
project adopted a standardised internal sequence within this field to ensure clarity,
consistency, and future reusability.

The Description field was structured in a fixed order: (1) physical and
morphological description (object type, material, decoration, and carving technique)
(2) layout characteristics (including number of lines and inscription language) (3)
diplomatic transcription following Armenian editorial conventions (DHV), with explicit
marking of ligatures, abbreviations, lacunae, erasures, and damaged characters (4)
interpretative summary (5) bibliographic references and (6) geographical coordinates.
While language and script were also recorded in separate EAP fields, this internally
structured description served as the primary integrated epigraphic record.

Although this approach does not constitute full TEI/EpiDoc encoding, the
deliberate segmentation of descriptive, textual, and interpretative components
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facilitates future transformation into more granular schemas, including TEI XML
(EpiDoc) [8, 9], by enabling the mapping of each segment to discrete markup
structures without fundamental restructuring of the dataset.

By integrating these elements into a unified record, the documentation
process transformed individual inscriptions into structured datasets that support
both traditional historical analysis and long-term digital preservation. The emphasis
was not on technological complexity, but on methodological consistency, clarity, and
reproducibility. This structured model ensures that inscriptions from different cities
and preservation contexts can be documented within a shared logical framework,
allowing the corpus to function as a coherent whole rather than a series of isolated
local observations.

The Digitised Pilot Collection

The pilot digitisation phase produced 128 fully documented inscriptional
records, each supported by 389 archival-quality TIFF image files. The material was
digitised across four locations: the Armenian cemeteries and church complexes
of Madras (Chennai), Kolkata (Calcutta), Mumbai, and Hyderabad. Specifically,
documentation was conducted at St. Mary’s Armenian Church (Madras), the Armenian
Church of the Holy Nazareth and its adjacent cemetery (Kolkata), the Armenian
cemetery at Antop Hill (Mumbai), and the Armenian cemetery in Hyderabad.

Each inscription was treated as a discrete digital object linked to a structured
metadata entry.

The digitised subset reflects chronological, typological, and preservation
diversity within the larger surveyed corpus. It consists predominantly of funerary
gravestones, alongside a smaller group of commemorative and dedicatory plaques.
Armenian constitutes the principal inscriptional language, with later monuments
incorporating English. For each monument, multiple images were produced,
typically comprising: (1) an overall view of the object, (2) a focused image of the
inscriptional field, and (3) contextual views showing placement within the cemetery
or architectural environment.

The pilot subset was intentionally selective rather than exhaustive. Its purpose
was methodological: to validate consistency in transcription practices, descriptive
recording, preservation assessment, and internal metadata structuring across
heterogeneous material and environmental conditions.

The resulting collection functions as a controlled test corpus demonstrating
that structured epigraphic documentation can be applied systematically across
geographically dispersed ecclesiastical and funerary sites while maintaining fidelity
to both material and textual detail.

Results

The application of structured digital documentation to the Armenian epigraphic
corpus preserved in India yielded results at two interconnected levels: the assessment
of preservation conditions and the analytical potential of systematically organised
inscriptional data.

Scale and Preservation Patterns: The survey identified a substantial corpus of
Armenian funerary and commemorative inscriptions distributed across multiple urban
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centres. The material varies significantly in typology, chronological range, execution,
and state of preservation. On certain sites, inscriptions remain relatively stable and
legible, particularly where ecclesiastical use continues, and basic maintenance is
provided. In other locations, especially where Armenian custodianship has declined,
monuments exhibit advanced surface erosion, biological growth, structural cracking,
and partial burial.

A key methodological outcome was recognizing that deterioration is not
uniform but patterned. Horizontal gravestones and low-relief carvings show
accelerated loss of inscriptional detail compared with vertically mounted plaques
or raised slabs. By systematically recording preservation conditions rather than
impressionistically, it became possible to identify categories of vulnerability and to
prioritize documentation accordingly. In this respect, digital structuring does not
merely record loss; it reveals patterns of risk that may inform future preservation
strategies.

Recovery and Clarification of Corpus Extent: Structured documentation
also led to revisions of previously accepted quantitative data. In at least one site,
earlier references significantly underestimated the number of surviving monuments.
Through systematic item-level recording, the corpus was more accurately defined. In
the Armenian cemetery in Hyderabad, 64 gravestones were identified, compared with
the 20 mentioned in Armenian and Indian sources. Although a substantial proportion
of these monuments has deteriorated to the point of illegibility, documenting their
number remains historically significant for reconstructing the scale of the Armenian
community that once flourished in Hyderabad.

Preservation of Editorial Phenomena: One of the most significant digital
gains concerns the preservation of editorial detail. Armenian inscriptions frequently
employ ligatures, abbreviated forms, erased letters, and alphabetic numerals. By
systematically recording these phenomena in each entry, the documentation retains
palaeographic detail as structured data rather than incidental commentary. This
approach enables recurring epigraphic practices—such as formulaic expressions,
abbreviation patterns, or calendrical notation- to be identified across geographically
dispersed sites. The corpus thus becomes analytically interconnected rather than
locally fragmented.

Integration of Text, Material, and Space: Another significant outcome is
the integration of textual and spatial information. By recording the precise location
of the monument and the places mentioned in the inscription, it becomes possible
to examine relationships among burial placement, ecclesiastical hierarchy, family
networks, and diaspora origins. Such connections are difficult to reconstruct from
text-only publications. The structured format also preserves material characteristics—
stone type, carving technique, and monument form, as well as textual content. This
integrated recording enables the study of stylistic and material variation alongside
linguistic and historical analysis.

Temporal Documentation of Condition: The creation of time-stamped digital
records introduces an archival dimension absent from traditional printed corpora.
The condition of each monument at the moment of documentation becomes
part of the historical record. In contexts of ongoing deterioration, this function is
essential rather than supplementary. Digital records preserve information that may
eventually become unreadable on the stone surface and provide a baseline for future
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comparative condition assessments.

Taken together, these outcomes demonstrate that structured digital
documentation enhances not only preservation but also the analytical coherence of
dispersed epigraphic corpora.

Conclusion

The preservation of Armenian epigraphic heritage has historically depended
on the sustained efforts of scholars who documented inscriptions through printed
corpora and descriptive publications. This tradition remains foundational and
indispensable. Yet the contemporary condition of many monuments—particularly
in diaspora contexts—demonstrates that traditional publication alone is no longer
sufficient to safeguard inscriptional knowledge amid ongoing material vulnerability.

The Armenian epigraphic corpus preserved in India illustrates both the scale
of this vulnerability and the methodological possibilities available today. Progressive
deterioration, uneven custodianship, and environmental exposure threaten the
legibility of numerous monuments. At the same time, the structured documentation
undertaken in this pilot project demonstrates that textual, material, spatial, and
editorial information can be preserved in a systematic, reproducible digital format.

By integrating established Armenian editorial conventions with standardised
metadata, geographic referencing, and preservation assessment, inscriptions may be
documented as coherent and interconnected datasets. Such structuring enhances
comparative analysis across regions, preserves palaeographic detail with greater
consistency, and creates durable archival records of monuments that may not
physically survive in the long term.

The methodological model presented here should therefore be understood as a
framework applicable to comparable contexts of endangered Armenian epigraphy. It
does not replace traditional scholarship but extends its capacity under contemporary
preservation conditions.

The documentation approach developed in this study has been conceived
within the broader framework of the ArmEpiC (Armenian Epigraphic Corpus)
initiative, which seeks to establish structured digital standards for Armenian
inscriptions across regions. The Indian corpus thus represents one segment of
a wider effort toward methodological coherence and long-term sustainability in
Armenian epigraphic research.

The integration of digital methods into Armenian epigraphy is not a rupture
with scholarly tradition, but a continuation of it under new historical circumstances.
The task ahead is to ensure that such methods are applied consistently, responsibly,
and in accordance with established academic standards.
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Figure 2: Reverend Sahak Aivazyan (Mumbai)

Figure 1: Tsatur, son of Meliknazar
(Hyderabad).

Table 1.
Tsatur, son of Meliknazar (Hyderabad)

Bilingual title

Utihptuwquph nprh Swnniph nuwwwpupp
Gravestone of Tsatur, son of Meliknazar (Hyderabad)

Object type

Gravestone

Location Armenian Cemetery of Hyderabad (in situ)
Material Vertically oriented rectangular stone slab
Dimensions 143.25 x 54.86 cm
Number of lines | Six lines of Armenian text
Execution Engraved (incised)
o Plain stone surface without sculptural ornamentation; inscription occupies
Description

the upper portion.
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I ipti N
([“‘:ﬁfélr’"::; Wu  wwwwi Uk hpuwquph npnh owwnniph, pyhu &bEL, quidwp b:
Notes Ligatures observed in UL hpuwquwph, npnh, pyht, nudwp.
Published Kortoshyan, R. (2024). Epigraphic Inscriptions of the Armenian
reference Settlements in India. Yerevan: RAA, p. 292.
.. Surface weathering consistent with long-term outdoor exposure;
Condition : o . .
inscription remains legible.
Dating 7 Ghamar 1679 = 7 August 1679 (Gregorian). Armenian Era [+&DLC (1128).

Table 2.
Reverend Sahak Aivazyan (Mumbai, Antop Hill)
o1 . Skp Uwhwy Wwquuh nmuyuwuwpwnpn
Bilingual title Gravestone of Reverend Sahak Aivazyan

Object type Gravestone: horizontal slab with head-cross

Location Armenian Cemetery at Antop Hill, Mumbai (in situ)

Material Marble slab; grey stone cross on stepped base
Dimensions 189 x 65 cm

Layout Bilingual commemorative text arranged in centred horizontal lines
Execution Incised carving on marble; maker’s signature in small Latin letters at

lower right.

Horizontal rectangular marble slab set into a darker stone platform,
surmounted by a freestanding stepped Armenian cross. Armenian
text (10 lines) and English text (4 lines) arranged in centred
horizontal lines.

Full description

Chphd / wupwuhp hngtiynpuwt / wnkp Uwhwly pwhwtwy
Inscription WJwgbwuh / sutiwy 1894 / Jujudwiu 1961: / Lwughp h
(Armenian) fuwnunniptiwt / &Y hwwnniugl ptq Skp / quuuyju hnfuwuwy /
Jwuwnwljwug png

“Reverend Sahak Aivazyan / 1894-1961.”

English inscription Maker’s signature: “Edward Jones.”

Moderate to poor: biological staining, discoloration, surface erosion;

Condition diagonal structural crack across slab.
Dating 1894-1961
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