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Cyrill TOUMANOFF

ON THE DATE OF PSEUDO-MOSES OF CHORENE

For over half a century the true date of
the composition of the great work on the Ar-
menian antiquities, which goes under the
name of Moses of Chorene’s (Movsés Xore-
nac‘i’s) History of Armenia, has taxed the in-
genuity of scholars. The author of this work
actually supplies his readers with broad hints
which make it possible to place his floruit in
the second half of the fifth century* and
which were once accepted at their face value
by traditional historiography; but this has
been found unacceptable by the overwhelming
majority of modern specialists. Accordingly,

the author, who thus appears to have been
something of a deliberate mystifier, has come
to be known as Pseudo-Moses. As to the true
date of his activity, scholarly opinions vary.

Broadly speaking there are three groups of

theories on this subject: some ascribe this
, others to the

and still others to the ninth *. These

History to the seventh century *
eighth ®,

1 ps. Moses, 3. 61, 62, g8. — Cf. M. Abelyan,
1 (Ere !
(Erevan, | propos de la note de M. Lewy sur Moise de Cho-

Istorija drevnearmjanskoj literatury,
1948), 198—199, 207.

2 E. g, A. Zaminean,
(Nakhichevan, 1914),

schmid [t 1887], Encyclopaedia Britannica,

be the author’s
Bek, “Xazary po drevnearmjanski

nik v Cest’
Leningrad, 1960), pp- 112—118
latest; cf. infra, n. 10].

[this

3 E. g., Carriére, Nouvelles sources de Moise
idem,
de Moise de Khoren: Supplé-
ment (Vienna, 1894); G. Yalat‘eanc’, Armjanskij
«rstorii Armenii”’ Moiseja Xorenskago

1903); G. Tér-Mkrtc'ean, “Xorenac woy
zamanaké oroSelu nor p'orj”, Ararat (1897) [after
Le-

de Khoren: Etudes critiques (Vienna, 1893);
Nouvelles sources

épos v
(IVLoSCOW,

the end of the seventh century]l; N. Akinean,

wond Erec’ ew Movses Korenaci (Vienna, 1930);
“Moses Chorenaci”, Real-Encycl. d. cl.

idem, s. V.

Hay grakan patmutiwn
p. 110; F. C. Conybeare, s. V.
“Moses of Chorene” (signed also by A. v. Gut-
11th
ed. (1911) [between 634 and 642: this appears to |
definitive opinion]; L. Melikset-
m isto€nikam v
svjazi s problemoj Moiseja Yorenskogo”, Issledo- | 5 : ; ;

vanija po istorii kul'tury narodov Vostoka: Sbor- SROrenatil WL tep, geltscimie o Kunde d.

Akademika I. A. Orbeli (Moscow-
author’s

divergent views, and their mutual exclusion,
were recently held up to irony by 2 Soviet
Armenian savant, who reverted to the tradi-
tional date *; and he has been seconded in this
by another authority ®. While pointing out,
quite justly, the mutually cancelling diver-
gencies of modern scholars when dealing with
the question of when Pseudo-Moses wrote,
the two Soviet Armenian authorities seem to
overlook the fact of the solid agreement of all £
of them as to when Pseudo-Moses could not 54
have been writing, that is, in the fifth cen-
tury. The best among the arguments against
| the traditional dating of Pseudo-Moses appear
ll to me to be the following. (1) In 1. 14, Pseudo-
‘1 Moses projects into a remote past the division
of western Armenia and some neighbouring
lands into First, Second, Third, and Fourth

Alt., Suppl.-bd. 6 (1935), col. 534—541 [Pseudo-
Moses is identical with [ewond, c. 800]; N. Adontz,
«gur la date de I'Histoire de 'Arménie de Moise
de Choréne: A propos de l'article de M. Hans
Lewy”, Byzantion, 11 (1936), 97—100; idem, “A

b d

réne”, Byzantion, 11, 597—599 [between the last
quarter of the eigth century and 826]; S. Jana-

Sia, “K kritike Moiseja Xorenskogo”, Masalebi W
Sak‘artvelos da Kavkasiis istoriisat‘vis, 8 (1937)

473—503 [not before the eighth century]. |
| 4 [, g, K. Mlaker, “Zur Geschichte des Ps. ' ‘
Moses Chorenatsi”, Armeniaca, 2 (1927); idem,
“Die Datierung der Geschichte des Ps. Moses

Morgenlandes, 42 (1935), 267—286 [second half of
the ninth century]; J. Markwart, “Die Genea-
logie der Bagratiden und das Zeitalter des Mar
\ Abas und Ps. Moses Xorenac'i”, Caucasica, 6 i\
(1930) [second half of the ninth centuryl; H. Ma-
nandyan, Xorenacw afelcvaci lucumé (Erevan
1 (1‘934 [second half of the ninth century]; H. Lewy:
\ The date and Purpose of Moses of Chorene’s |
History”, Byzantion, 11, 87—96; idem, « Additional
Note on the Date of Moses of Chorene’”, Byzan~ |
tion, 11, 593—596 [between 876 and 885].
' 5 §. Malxasyanc', Xorenacu afelcvact Surie
(Erevan, 1940). l
6 Abelyan, Istorija, p. 198-—-209.
i'
\
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Armenia, which division was instituted by the
Emperor Justinian I in 536 7. — (2) In 3. 18, he
speaks of the Iranians’ penetrating as far as
Bithynia in the course of a war on the Em-
pire. This occured, for the first time in history,
in the war of 604—629 % — (3) In 3.46, allu-
sion is made to the institution, following the

death of Arsaces III (c. 390), of the office of
presiding prince (afajnordér naxararacm),
along with that of comes Armeniae (koméss
iSxans) in the provinces fallen under Im-
perial control. This can only be a reminiscence
of the situation which resulted from Heraclius
I's victory over Iran in 629. — (4) In 2.65, he
refers to the Khazars (as at the time of the
mythical King Valarsaces), which n° Arme-
nian source does prior to the Geography ©f
Ananias of Siracene, of the end of the seventh

century, once ascribed to the same Pseudo-
Moses ®. At the beginning of that century,
Khazars by

Sebéos does not mention the

name '°, — (5) He makes use, in 2.62, of “Vas-
purakan”, to designate the territory east of
lake Van; this territory, however came to be

tion of AT

parti
early seventh

his term &S a

so designated only after the
menia in 591 1, Sebéos, in the

an “elevated” equivalent of “Iranian”, and
thus, also to designate the territory in que-’
stion, which in 591 remained in the Iranian
sphere % It is only in the Narratio de rebus
Armeniae, compiled c. 700 and reaching us in
a Greek rendering, that Vaspurakan first
appears as Pseudo-Moses uses it*. — (6) He
uses the term “Sisakan” to designate the pro-
vince of Siunia (Siwnik’), in 1.12. Now this
term makes its earliest appearance in the
Syriac chronicle of Zacharias Rhetor (554) *%;
but the earliest Armenian use of it is found
in the Geography of Ananias of Siracene.
What is important, however, is that in this
source Sisakan is not yet treated as synony-
mous with Sjunia, but as the name of a can-
ton in the neighbouring province of Arc‘ax.
It is only n the tenth-century History of the
Katholikos John VI that this term has the
game sense as in Pseudo-Moses ‘. — (7) For
him, his dislike of the Mamikonids is a corol-
lary of his devotion to the Bagratids. This can
only have been an outcome of the dynastic
policies of the two houses as they were shaped
after the mid-eighth century **. — (8) The
¢ Pseudo-Moses is, as has been noted,
production — one is tempted
f emulating the Antiquities of

work O
an antiquarian’s

century, does not yet know !

toponym, but uses vaspurakan adjectivally & |

to suspect him 0
Josephus on whic
attention is focusse

h he often draws — and his
d on the creative minority

_—
7 Adontz, Armenija v ©POTY "msmm:;
(St. Petersburg, 1908), p. 203 Conybeare Mos |
of Chorene, col. 898, n. L
8 Con i ij
ybeare, loc. cit. stori)d

e. 8y Abelyan’ 5

of Great Armenia, especially of the Arsacid
nd post-ArsaCid phase, — its class of dyna-
stic princes- His treatment of the Armenian
princely nobility, however, is strikingly ana-

9 For this work, see, o, S€e
E‘K 232. For Manandyan’s di\-fet‘ge.nt }‘;:; . ’Geo- chronistic: It is marked by an obvious archaeo-
og.da i kem byla sostavlena '{;rrnjans ot Jogism as well as by an étatiste misapprehen-
gr:afua' pripisyvaemaja Moiseju X0r€ 143
Vizantijskij Vremennik, 1/26 (1947), 127— .The e
10 Melikset-Bek, Xazary (SUPT% i 2\.,re‘ Ps 13 gist. Herdel, 3 (®. 40); in € (pp. 76, 71),
;;:hof’s intention seems to be 1655 tf;ltfl’;‘; a9dn paspurakan is an unmls;ak.able synonym of “Ira-
A seis belonging to the seventl C:ce o un- | nion” Cf. Ad;’l“tz’ o4 3;‘1? Gariite, S i grs
show that no Armenian S?U Gasithe ratio de rebus Tmemae.. ition critiqgue et com-
Iﬂél;lestioned dating prior to Ananlals ;enthe pos- mentaire (Cola‘;zus SS};:r‘zc;;.t Om;n GhimisHanpr
u | i ; i
sibi?izte;rs(;fHe dc-)ef nOtIaltﬁogEtgzrt i?;f; presence of Ofl:ri?lmtmm’ RO g
an interpolation; ihilit P- 2 ;
. ossibility ; :
Zl:i other anachronisms rI_lBkeS thl;o:s not usé ¥ IYa1TIﬂt:0,I 10:? '(_e‘f]' (:;amtte [sunyd unagl;
remely unlikely. — Seb€0S: who  to the | P 40): i ATTOVORKCE ydeas. For the date of this
the term “Khazar”, nevermelessH}'e:e:y of [He= | \EOHEES: see Garl’:e, La Narratio, pp. 382—400.
‘great Xak' h: Histo 14 Adontz, Armenija, p. 421, n. 3.
b ak'an of tI‘_le Nort 106), 19 b G s ; b
clius, 18 (ed. Tiflis, 1913, PP pgaryan Adgarhacioye’ Movsesi Xorenacwoy (ed.

(Pp. 108, 109). The recent theory G that the
(in Banber Matendarani, 4 [1958], g1 }?051'0‘
author of this History is not SeP%0® 3

vik, likewise of the seventh aReTea i

Venice, 1881), p. 33.

16 History Of Armenia (ed. Tiflis, 1919)

p. 135, 230, 245, 303, 307.

17 Adontz, Sur la date, p. 99; Akinsan, Moses

beﬂ[‘ing on the problem at hand. -
11 Adontz, Armenija, PP: Ap0ATASEe

Chorena¢i, col, 536.
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sion of the dynasticist nature of that social
group *®. This suggests that the Armenian
Antiquities of Pseudo-Moses could hardly
have been written before that group began
losing its vigour and, what is more, its
actuality, and so could attract antiquarian
interest: before, that is, the ushering in, in
the mid-eighth century, of the Abbasid-Bag-
ratid phase *°. ;

The cumulative effect of the above argu-
ments points to the mid-eighth century as the
terminus a quo of Pseudo-Moses. In accepting
it we must part company with those who
would assign him to the seventh century; what
follows now will contradict the advocates of
the ninth century as well 20, It is well known
that he wrote with a view to extolling one
particular princely dynasty, among all the
others, of Armenia: that of the Bagratids; and
in so doing he devised for his patrons 2 new
version of their origin, their Hebrew descent.
And it is in connexion with this genealogical
theory that the terminus ad quem of Pseudo-
Moses can 1 think, be determined.

It has been shown that the Bagratids, an
Orontid branch, along with some other Oron-

18 For this class, see, €. & Toumanoff, “In-
troduction to Christian Caucasian History: The
Formative Centuries (IVth——VIIIth)”, Traditio, 15
(1959); «Introduction, etc., 1I: States and Dy-
nasties of the Formative Period”, Traditio, 17

(1961). :
19 Adontz, Armenija, PD- 237238, 489; Tou-
manoff, Introduction, PP- 56—58. — 1If Mark-

wart’s identification (in Genealogie [supra, D. 4])
of one of Ps. Moses’s alleged sources, Marabas
Katina, with | Abbs Mar Ya‘qob, Bishop of Edessa
(+ 708) be accepted — and there seems to be no
reason for not accepting it — then this prelate’s
death-date must also be regarded’ as anterior to
the floruit of Ps. Moses. In establishing the ter-
minus @ quo in question, all reference to Ps. Mo-
ses’s connexion with the Ecclesiastical History of
Socrates, the Life of St. Sylvester, and the chron-
icle of Malalas has been deliberately avoided.
This connexion has been used by both the old
antagonists and the modern proponents of the
fifth century: ef. Abelyan, Istorija, p. 203—209.
As can be seen, it is not essential to our problem.
Nor is it proposed to enter here into the problem
of the identity of Ps. Moses with Zewond, posed
by Fr. Akinean (supra, n. 3).

20 This has already been touched upon in
passing in the present writer’s “A Note on the
Orontids” 1I, Le Muséon, 73 (1960), 101—102.

tids, abandoned, following the conversion of
Armenia to Christianity, the ancient Orontid
claim to a divine origin, retaining the vaguer
and milder claim, evolved from it but less
objectionable in a Christian society, of a
descent from the mythic primogenitor of the
Armenians, Hayk. Hayk, though originally,
too, a divine hero of Armenian paganism, had
meantime been transformed into a legendary
giant-hero whose filiation was attached to the
biblical genealogies **. But with Pseudo-Moses

an entirely new version of the Bagratid ori-
gin makes its appearance: the version of their
Hebrew descent. Markwart has shown, to my
mind convincingly, how, in correlating a name
found in Josephus with the historical memory
of the Armenians about Bagadates, Tigranes
the Great’s general and viceroy in Syria,
Pseudo-Moses evolved this new theory =
Even if Markwart’s explanation be deemed
unconvincing, the fact must nevertheless be
recognized that no earlier Armenian source
knows anything about the Hebrew claims of
the Bagratids. So, if not by Pseudo-Moses,
this theory must have developed at the time
of Pseudo-Moses and he at least must have
put it in its earliest known literary form.
Early on, this theory underwent an impor-
tant modification. It was transformed into a
tradition of such magnificence as outshone
the genealogical chiméres of other houses, —
the pretension of the Mamikonids to the
imperial Chinese, or of the Arcrunis to the
royal Assyrian, descent. This latest Bagratid
claim was one to be descended from King
David the Prophet of Israel, the ancestor of
Our Lord and of Our Lady, the descendant
in an unbroken line from Adam, and the
archetype of kings. This implied that the
Bagratids were not only the most ancient
?nd, as it were, the most authentic dynasty
in the world, but, moreover, kinsmen of Our
Lord and His Mother. This new version aros¢
and developed, however, not among the Ar-
menian Bagratids, but among their Iberian
cusins. The Iberian (East Georgian) line of

21 Toumanoff, “A Note on the Orontids” I
Le Muséon T2 (1959), 1—36; — II, 13—106; ident:
Introduction, pp. 55—56.

22 Osteuropiiische und ostastatische Streif-
ziige (Leipzig, 1903), pp. 428—430; Toumanoff:
Orontids II, p. 99.

i
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allusion to the donor’s descent from Our
Lord's ancestor and to the latter’s intercession
is unmistakable. The Life of St. Gregory of
Kanijt‘a, written in 950/951 by George Mer-
Sule 2, is next to refer, in Chapter 11, to the
tradition of the Davidic origin as extant at
the time of the Curopalate ASot the Great.
Finally, the Chronicle of Iberia, compiled in
the eleventh century, mentions this tradition
as existing at fhe time of ASot’s father Adar-
29 From the latter source and from
JuanSer, it appears that the claim was not,
in the days of Adarnase, as yet widely
Known 30. this would suggest that it had just
then come into being. Among the Armenian
writers, the Davidic theory is first found in
the History of the Katholikos John .(T 931) *;
soon thereafter, it was referred to 1r‘1 the De
admim‘st'mndo imperio of Constantine ok

+ 959) *2. The latter's reference
33

gl: dynasty stemmed from Atrnerseh, or in
sor?rglanvAdarnase, son of Vasak and grand-
PrinOf ASot III the Blind (f 761) Presiding
the ie of Armenia. Following the defeat t?f
rmenian insurrection against the Cali-
?:1? ¥ -in 772 Adarnase removed to Iberia thus
i nding this line **. The Georgian SOurces., a}t
dE:crate’ are the first to mention the Davidic
I'Encen-t .Of vthe Fagratids. The earliest refe-
N e is ln';JganSer’s History of King Va:r:ta'::?
WhegaS(.ll’ written between c. 790 and.c. 800,
abmfe is related the arrival in Iberia of the
e Adarnase, “who was of the House of
efz:id t.he Prophet” *°. Next comes the stone
CUrgy in low relief of Adarnase’s f(.)n' the
opalate Aot I the Great (f 830)™% o
Sethhu.rch of Opiza, in SavSet, which repre;
thats him in an act of offering @ model ©
church to Our Lord, seated upon 2
.rone, blessing ASot, and acc ompanied by the
Drl.: g-Prophet, represented in an attit};de. of
Tha'yer and identifiable by the eccleSI?.stlca
T"i‘I]‘:h1 i_c EI,IeS CDVT* (Cinascarir:etq;e:.te 4
\\ﬁ___t_}f Prophet David”) ™" e

nase

phyrogenitus ( y
definitely petrays its Iberian provenance

The complete and most elaborate shape was
this theory by the Georgian histo-

_ | given t© e
o filan gumbat (¢ 1030) in his History of the

Bagratids 2
The twO lines of the Baglfatid dynasty’
Armenian and Iberian, Were, as is v.vell known,

united by close ties of dynastic and poli-
longl co-operation: Christian Caucasia thus

" o
s 3 Cf. Toumanoff, “The Early Bagratids: 1;;_
Qatiks in Connexion with Some Recentl P'ljiem
“r :I?S", Le Muséon; 62 (1949), 21"'54}; 1uir3;
1 %Tia on the Eve of Bagratid Rule: An End

ia ica
eto the Political History of Easter’ Giorg;e Lf
Y W'een the VIth and the IXth Century , n- est son Guaram who is called “the
) Uséon, 65 (1952), 17—49, 199—258; idem, Orohe Afot’s yog;xdge o o btless as the second
igshr, IT; idem, “The Bagratids of Iperi frz:; 2 second ?;; e o o aier his father
( th to the Eleventh Centuly T L FOE Geschichte der kirch-

28 M. Tarchniﬁvili, : :
ischen Literatu? (Studi e Testi, 185,

1961), 5, 10,
; T
lichem geo'g 1955), P- 105; P. Ingoroqva, Giorgi

bl s :
This work is often ascribed t

Ca -
nor;;ug; for the date here adopted, see T 5 vatigra r;e k‘:n't‘veli meerali meat‘e saukunisa
, Bagratids of Iberia, 11, 0. 113: el Meroti 7—10
25 y A4y i sart lis S e1i 1954), PD- i
: Ju g4svili, Tiflis, gigvili, Kartl
gmovfebaar;ge;ﬂ@d'lg; Qa;;;. cf. T uman"ﬁ’ : 29 Chron- 10€T: 4éed- an';:)cur;:rllg%f KIT)?T:.;S
. i ! ; > . " a CIL. ] y
arly Bagvinids I;S » an)d ?be?iﬂi p. 224 noff C{Iavfebﬂ». ), P 2
s> P 3 a i
«.. % For the date of his death, s€€ 924—2 _997—228; Early Bagratids, p. 44,

hI‘Q ja @
nology of the Kings of Abasgi? 37 (erroneOUSU

0
b‘lfrmsn’ Le Muséon, 69 (1956).'. 5 zinskod a1 Hist. AT 8 (p. 25).
L)y, §. Amiranasvili, Istori? 13 @ s2 Cap. 4%
ab) :tva, I (Moscow, .1950).’. o an in- 33 In its avoidance o.f all mention -of tpe Ar-
Script 111. ASot is here 1dent1flab game an past of the Iberian Bagratids; this ten-
io : sk ro % meni ! ; 2 3
ichul‘ch n}.lelnins anoil'nfgrdmscf:ﬁzzzcon der of gency reach6d341)t5 complete expression in Sum
t; 4 qualine as & §6tiju A _‘f'?'a- n. L
. Marr, Dnevnik pojezdki g bt ¢ “Medieval Georgian Histo-
! pojez jano 34 Toumanof ;
a o -- 2
\irdetiju (Teksty i RazUSKnl po Oont) | i witerature” Traditio, 1 (1943), 154—156;
2inskoj filologii, 7, St PetersP™ - sing 10 xica oxcursus B, esp. 244—252. (The line

[beria,

'31.1383' Hagrist b o calles pecause 4 mona- idef':t’e t the bottom of P. 951 is found in the

sterr;éer: b, 178, the original BUIlASE 2 bgrzen e pvamn TS B pElie o RLENMUSCOmRED
. ; 0 J

te?’np of Opiza was Artavaz, " seft(;'l centurl ) ’[31953], 104)

th. P- Vaxtang I Gorgasal (1ate ﬁzg) p. 260, i

e
Chronicle of Iberia (infra ™



4G- SUIrh 1961

becoming largely a sort of pan-Bagratid em-
pire *°. In view of these ties between them, it
would have been hardly possible for the new
genealogical theory of the Iberian Bagratids
to remain unknown to their Armenian cou-
sins, or to the latter’s historiographer; and
Markwart is undoubtedly right in observing
that, had Pseudo-Moses been aware of the
Iberian transformation of the Hebrew ver-
sion, he would not have missed the oppor-
tunity of further glorifying his patrons by
ascribing to them the Davidie ancestry *6,
Markwart has been able to square this ob-
servation with his belief that Pseudo-Moses
wrote in the latter part of the ninth century,
only because of his confidence that the Ibe-
rian Davidic version was formulated, under
the influence of Pseudo-Moses, in the ninth-
tenth century **. But as we now know, the be-
ginnings of the Iberian version, of hecessity
a derivative of the Hebrew theory set forth
Pseudo-Moses,
eighth century.

The arguments used by Markwart to de-
monstrate Pseudo-Moses's belonging to the
ninth century need not detain ysg long. They
combine conclusions drawn from certai
nymical data with a
sions in Pseudo

by
can be traced back to the

n topo-
search for hidden ally-
-Moses’s historica] account to
be revealed in the historical context of ninth-
century Armenia; and they purport to leave
no doubt that our author was writing on be-

The genealogical aspect of this dynastic
collaboration is treated in Toumanoff, Bagratids
of Iberia, I; the historical aspect in M. Brosset
Histoire des Bagratides géorgiens, d’aprés les,
auteurs arméniens et grecs, jusqu’au commence-
ment du Xle sigcle, in the 9th of the Additions et
éclaircissements d UHistoire de Iq Géorgie (St. Pe-
tersburg, 1851), and, with some errors, in Sir S,

45

half of ASot V Bagratuni ( 890), Prince of
Princes (from c. 862) and later, in 885, King
(ASot I) of Armenia *. With the toponymical
argument, I have had occasion to deal else-
where, and I trust to have shown that it is
quite inconclusive, not to say groundless *"- It
would take us too far afield to go into this
matter here. But, so far as chronology is con-
cerned, even if one were to persist in the 0ld
view which placed JuanSer in the elevent'h
century and to reject, accordingly, his testi-
mony, as well as that of the Chronicle of
Iberia and of George Mer&‘ule, as not being
contemporary accounts of n:.-ighth—centufy
events, there would nevertheless still remai?
the fact of the Opiza relief made under tt'le
Curopalate ASot I of Iberia (813—830), 1
other words, a witness of the beginning of the
ninth century. It is interesting to note, 00
that ASot of Iberia died more than thirty
years before the accession of ASot of Arme”
nia. There can, however, be no valid reaso?
for discounting the above several mutually
corroborating data of the Georgian source®
With this, the rise of the Davidic theory —
and this is the terminus ad quem of Pseud?”
Moses — appears to date from the end of the
eighth century, or, at the very latest, the P&
ginning of the ninth. The latter part of th¢
eighth century must, accordingly, be regal”

ded as the epoch of the mysterious author ©
the Armenian Antiquities.

—_—

: 5
Runciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecape™’
and His Reign (Cambridge, 1929), cap. 8.
* Genealogie, p. 67.
e
T Streifziige, Pp. 402—403 (not before th
end of the ninth century), 428—430.

38 Genealogie, pp, 47—59.
3 Orontids 11.

|
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} M. A. v, 4. OUDENRIJN O. P. CHTE DER VEREHRUN
|
GESCH RS
T E XT E Z (L.J; (R) R D E S E R LE U C H T E Lei den latinisierten Kilikiern und
HL. GR E anischen Unitoren,
) ) i den ostarm
und der hl. Hrip'simeank’ bei it den bereits damals at;fi
in Saditalien chom | Offlzlllmss T]lehﬂungen aus dem Aga A
’ . . . . HwndSCh”f | uteten BEn us lhyuep 2740
Verzeichnis der wichtigsten jae shuch, dent Hymn\
A— mén 105. U]li" g[elljl_“ uSW.
A. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Ms Armen: gkt
tor;flibrevier des 14. Jh'Add 16, 408"
8- London, Brit. Museum »20C fol. 5214 1) SPHEAPD(2)
- exiier d 14./19. cant. A, hng‘ml)
Unitorenbrevier des Cod. Oriel o GrUUbL UhNP 2R
C: Venedig, Bibl. Marciand 0" o oier | U 4u,8n8(3) LARUBEEES
3 Dominl ,
50. Armenisches il " prh]lnﬂlﬁ(ﬂ
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