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An Armenıujan Job ragment from Sına1l
and ıts Implications

Since estern scholars tarted Journeyıng fo Mt Sınal ast CeNtLUurYy they ave
found the 1brary of St Catherine’s mONaSTIeETY be verıtable “treasury of
mysterles’””, always full of 11Cc  S surprIises, of 1C the MOST recent Calllec

1g only decade and half ago *. Access those riches Was facılıtate by
the Lıbrary of Congress microfilmıng expedition of 95() 1C. in the COUTSC

of ıts investigations, uncovered the fragment 1C forms the fOCus of the
present study“ (see plates and Thıs tOO 1S unexpected find when
consıder that the moOnastery DOSSCSSCS Armenıuan collection, but merely
Sth eNtUrYy CODY of Arıstotle  s Categories ıth commentary *. Moreover,
MOST recent reports SCCINMN contradıct nıtıal statements about the existence
of cache of Armenıuan materıals those recently diıscovered. Hence the
edıtor of thıs journal IMaYy be proved ng ıIn suggesting that hat Wäas

designated 1s actually Georglan in nushuri scr1pt“* (as opposed asomt avruli
mayJuscule). Presumabily the rary numeratıon ıt bears, p10uL 34 ApPUEVLAKOV
refers nNnOL {O ıts posıtion wıthın of Armenıian codiıices OT ragments
but rather LO miscellany of the latter of which ıt MaYy be the only Armenıan
portion. Perhaps ıt became preserved 1n thıs WaYy after serving A flyleaf tO
CNSUTC the protection of another manuscrı1pt and Wds thus pare: OoOWN fit
the Hc  S dımens1ions.

Currently the parchment folı0 > DE 6cm and contaıns [WO

hıs study Was completed durıng tenure of fellowshıp Dumbarton Oaks, Washıngton,
for which the wrıter CXDITCS5S5CS hıs debt of gratitude.

See inter ia J. H. Charlesworth, The New Discoveries In S Catherine s Monastery:
Preliminary Report the Manuscripts, SOR monograph ser1es 3’ 981
K.W. Clark, Checklist of Manuscripts In the Monastery of St Catherine OunNn. Sinal,
Washıiıngton, D 1952, vin, 21

Kamıl, Catalogue of all Manuscripts In the Monastery of SI Catherine OuUunNn Sinal,
Wiıesbaden, 1970,

Assfalg, ‘“Kongressberichte , OrChr 65 (1981) 220 hıs gaıns ın plausıbıilıty from the
inclusion of the Armenıan manuscrıpt 8} of the Georglan collection. Sımilarly, Latın
exemplar forms part of the Slavoniıc ser1es.
There be ın the description of the fragment in ar Checklist of
Manuscripts, where ıt 1s referred .. f99 As the continuatiıon makes clear n {[WO
ılum negatıves’), hat 1S mean 1$ the [WO s1ıdes of ONC folıo
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columns of wrıting ın fourteen lınes. Calculatıon of the textual aD between
the pomint where col breaks off 3/2170) and col begins (v 22b)
indıcates urther fourteen Hifteen lınes would be requıred. hıs 1S
corroborated for the where col g1ves Ouft al and col al

18a, ASs ell AS for the lacuna between the faces, the ending al 38:2b
and commencıing al V TOM thıs‘ we MaY conclude the O10
orıginally consısted of 28-29 lınes. Its putatıve dıiımensiıons MaYy ave een

26 cm. © and would hereby ave resembled the gospelbook, Matenadaran
AT (10th-11th century) “ Its orıgınal COMDASS WOU ave een

Job DeC 38:28
Obvıously, tOo determine the extient of the codex which it ONCC elonge

must assıgn it the approprıiate Lype ar it derıves from
lectionary®, but thıs 1S unlıkely Since the old Jerusalem rıte IC the
Armenıian 1S ounded has ection from Job The first part of the dıvıne
speech 38:2-268) Was read durıng the paschal vigıl and In ıts entirety along
ıth contrıte 2-4 In the for catechumens preceding
the Lenten fast? Consequently, ıt probably emanated from part-Bıble *.
Exactly what the atter’s COMPASS m1g ave een 1S hard determiıine SINCe
Job apPpCaI> ın everal anomalous configurations**, yel the MOST plausıble
WOU be groupıng ıth the Solomonic COTrDUS (Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
Cantıca, Wısdom) and Sırach TOmM the preponderance of exemplars of thıs
Lype preserved Can deduce the popularıty of the wısdom ([010] texi

for monastıc meditatıon and the currıculum of theologıca schools!?*.
As there ATC external data by whıich {O date the pIECE, approxımate

estimate must be obtaıned fifrom paleographiıc examınatıon. ven CUrSOILY
glance sufhices establısh ıts relatıve antıquıity the basıs of ıts rounded

hıs estimate Was arrıved by doublıng the length of the columns (12cm) and the
margın B3 cm) d ell the wıdth of the column of wrıting and trıpling the wıdth of the
central margın (2 cm)
See XaC’ıkyan and Mnac’akanyan S C’‘uc’ak Jeragrac’ Mastoc ı Matenada-
ranl, vol L, Frevan: 965 TIhe latter has only DEDE lınes of writing, SiInCe the ser1be would
ave required exira for the Eusebilan Canons ei0wWwW
LOC cıt ote

Renoux (ed : codexX armeniıen Jerusalem 1E 3 , fasc 2’ Turnhout:197/1, 23
303 hıs 15 paralleled by the later Georgıan evidence. See Tarchnischyvilı ea)) grand
lectionnaire de 'eglise de Jerusalem, SCO vol 205, Louvaın:1960, 126
TIhe introduction of the full Bıble in Armenıuan 15 credıted Nerses Lambronac’/ ı 53-1 198)
See Cowe, “A Typology of Armenıan Bıblıcal Manuscrıpts’”, RE A 18 (1984)
hus Matenadaran MsSs cen contaıns Wısdom, Job, IS Kıngdoms and
Chronicles, whıle 13 A.D.) comprises Isaıah, Job and Sırach.
On thıs hypothesıs the orıgınal manuscrıpt would ave [UN 150 fol10s Another possıble
Lype might be second half of the Old Testament includıng the prophets and perhaps the
Psalter, but thıs 15 less lıkely because of ıts unwilieldy S17e. See Cowe, A Typology  27
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uncıal scr1pt (bolorgic erkat’agir). More etiaıle' analysıs reveals certaın
characterıstic traıts. Fortunately, the Ooll0 offlers almost complete alpha  tıcal

only the (recto, col L 14) 1S obscured. Generally, the horızontal
ars al the mıddle OT ase of etters ATIC stralg and cshow S1gNS of the later
endency slope downwards (e.g F O, !E [, L) Sometimes these
Contras notably In thıs respect ıth the Lazarean Gospels (Matenadaran,

6200, 887), the oldest ate' Armenıan manuscrıpt and hence often
utilızed AS basıs for comparıson *>. See ıIn partıcular (verso, col 2 [,
] , and the inclıne the correspondıng form In the gospelbook. er
etters betray dıstinctly early features. The has scarcely recognızable
“neck” al the ase and ıts horızontal bar lıes Just eIO0OW the iıne TIhe
maıntaıns taırly arge 100D, the has CUTVCS the crossbar and
the eft stroke of the reaches only the ıne and noTt beyond, though
the lower extends eI0W the bottom lıne. In other instances the Oll0O
approximates INOTEC closely the gospelbook C wıth vVCILY SsSma lo0p
and The letter has developed ° hbeak’”’ Al the extremity, but thıs 1S
nNnOL yel VeCI y pronounced. The above factors suggest ıt antedates the Lazarean
manuscrI1pt, ıle al the Samle time postdatıng certaın other publıshed irag-
men thus indıcatıng Sth Century datıng be reasonable appraısal.

In the transcrıption 1C ollows the early punctuatıon of the manuscrıpt
Dy sımple per10 has een retaıned. Word separatıon has een iıntroduced
and hyphens fO indıcate word-brea al the end of lınes. Letters wrıtten
above eI0O0W the maın texti al that pomnt ın the lıne ave een incorporated
ASs eing part of normal crıbal practice —. Reconstructions, where these AI

faırly assured, aDPCaI ın SYUUaAIC brackets, ıle denotes ıllegıble portions
of texti In the apparatus appende each column the lemma derıves from
Zohrabi’s edıtiıon substantıve varıants of the fragment ATC noted and
agreements cıted wıth readıngs in Zohrabi’s apparatus ap d ell ASs from
the Erznka (Armenıuan Patrıarchate of Jerusalem 1925,
16 has consıstently preserved relatıvely g00d early LeXi form !’

13 The evidence 15 MOST convenıently sei Out ın abular form by Abrahamyan iın Hayoc’ gır
grC’ut yun, FErevan:1973. FOor facsımıle of the Lazarean Gospels SCC X alat’eanc (ed.)

Evangile traduit langue armenıenne Aancıenne el ecrit l’an 887 Edıtion phototypıique du
Ms de ’ Instıtut Lazareff des langues orjentales, Moscow:1899

er points they ave een retaıned In SIM they probably result from lapsus calamı.
15 Zohrapean (ed.) Astuacasunc‘ Mmalean hıin C W NOr ktakaranac‘ Venice, Lazar:1805

For the manuscrıpts Zohrabi’s dısposal and hıs method of cıtatıon iın the apparatus SCC

Cowe, Armenıan ersion of Danıel Diplomatıc Edıtion and Investigation of ıts
Textual Afninıties” (Ph.D thesis submıtted the Hebrew Universıity of Jerusalem,

400-402
1 It Was assıgned the first extual in Samuel by ohnson in Schreiner ed.). Wort,

ied und Gottesspruch, Festschrift for Joseph Zıiegler, ‘“Fünf armenische Bıbelhandschriften
Adus Erevan’’, Würzburg:1972. In Testaments of the 1 welve Patrıarchs ıt Was allocate!: the
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Armenıan

second sub-group of roup Alpha See one rmenı1an ersion of the esta-
ments of the 1T welve Patriıarchs Selection of Manuscrıipts” SI0N 49 (1975) 207 214 In
Deuteronomy 11 Was classed al See COoX, The Armenıian Translation of
Deuteronomy, Universıiıty of Pennsylvanıa rmenıan exX{is and Studies Chıco 981 In
Danıiel 1t adduced rather INOTC developed texti and Was accordıngly ascrıbed the CI
See Cowe ‘‘ Armenı1an Danıel” 25 26 OWever uth 1fs texti WAas found be ONe of
the purest and Was therefore O! assıgned Al See Cowe
rmenıan ersion of uth and 1fs Textual Afhnıties Fernandez Marcos (ed.)
Septuaginta la Investigacion Contemporanea Madrıd 985 190 In entitled “lex
Forms and Stemmatıcs the rmenıan Texwt of Job” which Was ciırculated al the workshop
*“Priorities Problems and Techniques of ext Edıtions Sandbjerg, Denmark 989

Cox note: the sultabiılıty of the Erznka Bıble the ase text of dıtıon of the
rmenıJan VersSiION of Job
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re‘ col ]

frus nn Ä,uutfu:_/l;u_q[
ilflglll Ufl£ll.l hupgbuy FEl

dl ı] E mu nlınh> b
/dE [upuunbl ı E/dE Jenthn
un G/OE anfl{ufnl.[3[):.fl
gung E qfuu m.f:l, nln Ul!ll
JIndp ug
quu.,ml./3[n.fi ın afunkdp

wWö bn ALn (1
l a /uuluu/r[ > afunk n pl-
IIL[£?IILB Illlflllflj mp£uu-
ANn.P Eu AI [T ET 7-
Ög P YEpnd ll[lllllll;flL'
Auı Äulfil}tü{nnme lı w JE

3713 [upurın } fupwunb ı *® Jkn bn ** } yeptihp FLn 4-5 Zap “Some” gurg b} gug Zap
“some ” 15 fuw wn } DT Zap “manYy.:; /muuupf uufu[ny]
M 11

col

ı] E pu lll_/l.lllgh FE

ıhun.p Ulllllll llll/billll'

u p frl T qu1u:fil;fi JA 1
IT hdwlnn qu,1nl.[ßl;u:f:
im,nu T J un ın T CmB-
wAnhghu [uE/ Y uul
[ ] Enl hgeu hdwuk lilll[1'
nfilı nlıhabu idwik [:fimu-

18 Possıbly the result of ““dıttography" of the followıng cf. ELC NALÖELAV. See plate
secondary readıng AaDPCATIS A adaptatıon context, eing visually sımılar the varıant

ıth TrTee Support and semantıcally paralle]l u prnı and "IIHFJHLIJITLEI.
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ınnıl p u,1u1[u4_a JE nuwnwnb-
L/ /} blll'lflLllluj /lllllLu[15il ınn
gilndp| 1L _Ilul;ll[l'l! :
N°F TE T [31u_anglufi!' Jıf
hEU ll['lln£nL[ll}ü dl1lll1ll'
bulL q11wfiu unı [} Zwüuw-

3723 guwubd p} - 381 [voubıng| /lllllLll/lgfl Zap “some. : {r nte lz/u‘lnunu cf.

col

Apumul.p f mf bgiu ıfn u
Eglı gönd HNWÄR.P Jnn-
dJwi Öl yapaduwyuk DWL

ffın 17walliL knfı d u

dlg Älufu}l:p8 1115u1-
ruu[unul Y lllll.lil&lll[lflL[lll
Enı Y uu1(lfu1fiu Enbu]
1[1ml,ulfiu r}anfiu JI LL

gı Vı w ElhEugbu
W} wlÜr% (?)L

pbg [unpunu ugfrfl wyh.p
P /dE plı wngabgfı
Lfljllil tumuun/1f1 IU[1UILUIF'
wlılı FEinbku glıwng FLn Zwu-

3811 inıt DI wIL  20 w{nnEu| Zap “nonnullı" E/d] d
1221

typıcal Aasec of secondary expansıon In L, perhaps partly infÄiuenced by the DTESENCC of W{
(fulfillıng another syntactic role later In the sentence).
Undoubtedly ON of the most COMMNMNOIN m1ınor varıants In Armenıuan manuscr1pts.
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col

Luljfimß bbn pn

msn hyl gfus 96
anl1uf Ln]uil guihgfı ur
g frls ınE FLn llllllil/1'
g ıu gu uwmldudlru flnglu
E/dE /llb[_llllinlll1 figbu 2UIL"
I] 4 0 mgu (dEnbuu /1mllgbu

mun w jl dulliluflu1[,u hulı
öfl[;ulL Pgbu lı fı UILI1L[Ig
P [.'I.llqflLli hgl En/dGw]
JP A& frulı
qq:ufi&u huplyunfı mbubm[
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gb Äuufpu:{n'?u:/_ Iyu  g% ph4q(?)
38272 figbu hgbu Z hal 23 wgl } hwggl 1422

The fragment evVviInces number of orthographic varlants from Z SOINC of
1IC dIC unıquıtous phenomena ın manuscrıpt OpPY1NZg, ıle other ATiIC ess
COINMNMNON dialectal features IC INa Y provıde SOIMNC clue ASs the PDTOVCNANCC
of the Copyıst*>. mong the former dIC the readıngs wyj / ugn “* and hıdwlon/
fifiwflnlz“. ess wıdespread dIC the varıants Apb>sumnulı / epdumnul; *© manul7m4/
w11uuul;:u4“, hunn&ninpn/funknenn “* and &kulı/&hud *. The form (verso,
col 2 aPpPPCaIs analogous tO the imperatıve and MaYy represent assımıla-
tiıon the followıng lllllll.l"/blll (cf. Z) The complex consonantal cluster has
een sımplıfıed in ılıınfin (recto, col 1: cf. nLfil(fir}[l,1 ;

As the corrections indıcate, the ser1ıbe had nOoT taken specıal CAFre In hıs
assıgnment. hus he amended the forms (recto, col I and llljllflg/1
(TEGLO, COl 2 by infralınear addıtions and reconstituted above the lıne
the second part of the lexeme L T 16 had een omıtted hrough
parablepsis by homoeoarcton. Sımıilarly he completed the conjunctıve form
wggg (verso, GOL. 2 14) IC he MaYy al first ave mıstaken for the
imperatıve (CL. T' col I As he dıd noTt intervene rectify ser1es of
er mi1inuses, OTIIC Cannot dıstingu1s categorıically whether these derıve from
the Copyıst OT hıs exemplar VIZ the non-representation of al reCIO, cOl. 2.

14, OmM1Sss1ıon of the final letter of l;lllL[l (verso, col 1, and haplography In
LUIILULIII/IYI (verso, COl Z 1: 13) cf. umuuou1/:fl. Neıther Can ONMNC definıtely
ascrıbe hım the or1gın of the sıngular uufu1n_, (recto, col I 11) and the
idıosyncratic reinforcement of by ıts consonantal equıvalent (verso, col Z

12) Nevertheless, bearıng In mınd the extent of Tee upport ıts tex{i

Varıation between the present and aoOrIst forms of the conjunctiıve 15 regular In manuscrı1pts.
Ihe present ‚AS5C 1$ complıcated urther by the sımılarıty ij and in uncıal scr1pt.

23 Among the MOST recent systematıc studıies In thıs Held Was the Sandbjerg
Workshop (see ote 17) by W: Weıtenberg entıitled “ Linguıistic and dıalectal features of
texti edıtiıon .
FOor the varıatıon SCC Meıllet, Altarmenisches Elementarbuch, Heıdelberg:1913,

Z Ibid., 200
26 Ibid., 194 For the 1eW that Apr>um ulg 15 later and maınly dıalectal form SCC ACaryan,

Hayeren armatakan bararan, vol 3, Erevan:1977, 135
D See discussıon In ACaryan, armatakan bararan, vol 17 LYA 3373 Here 9725 wıtnesses the

developed form lll["llLllbllll[ *
28 The varıant derıves from the second form of the rOOT un& For paralle]l dıalectal forms SCC

iDId., vol 29 1973, 409
Here 925 reads the composıte form Ahbwi.
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en]Oys VT agaılnst Z OUT overall texteritical a4SSESSMENT MUust be that the
ragmen represents defective CODYV of fundamentally sound tradıtion. In
COMPANY ıth 9725 ıt ONCEC agaın hıghlıghts the secondary character of INManYy
of the readıngs ın the ase manuscrıpt of Zohrabi’s edıtiıon (Venice Mkhıitarıst
Collection 1508,

The olı0, 4S ON of the earlıest wıtnesses tOo the Armenıan texti of Job, 1S
also important for the hexaplarıc S1Z2NS ıt has preserved. Like 33 30 of
Zeyt unyan’s lısting ** (Venice Mkhıiıtarıst Collection 341, 3th cen ıt
eVvinces metobelus after (recto, col 1, Judging from thıs, ıt 1S
VeETY lıkely that asterısk stood 1n the eft margın of K mark the
beginnıng of the PDassagc 1C has SInCe een removed LO ccommodate the
Oll0O function d fyleaf In another manuscrI1pt. The Oll0
In adducıng asterıisk before 13 (col 1, and closes the Passagc ıth
metobelus (col 1, 1.6) The of both these 1S corroborated by
Tee evidence*?*. Another asterısk OCCUTIS al 38-:72h (FEGLO: cOL. Z 14) ın
agreement ıth MS mg of Zeyt unyan (Jerusalem Armenıian Patrıarchate

29 5Sth cenNt.): However, Ziegler NOoTtfes ın thıs instance the Syrohexapla,
the MOST rehable wıtness tOo Orıgen’s actıvıty, reads obelus instead ®5.
inal sei of asterisks and metobelus AaDPCAaISs al 20b (verso, col 2 I1 7_8)’ but
aCcC anı y outsıde confirmatıon.
oug the Oll10 al Sınal, that 1S guarantee of ıts ultımate

DTOVCNANCEO. St Catherine’s 1s ST1 popular pılgrım cCenire and there 1s much
evidence both historıical and epıgraphic testifyıng the arrıval of SIOUDS
irom Armenı1ia ** In fact Anastasıus Sınaılta mentions thıs A egular
OCcurrence ©> Moreover, pılgrım dedicatıon ın the mıddle dYCS played
Important role In enrichiıng the oldıngs of the Armenıuan patrıarchal 1brary
of Sts James In Jerusalem. However, the normal donatıon WOU ave een
gospelbook 1C. depending the donor’s financıal CıIrcumstances, m1g
be iıllumınated and OUuUn 1n PreC10OuUs metal Iso Sts James Was Arme-

COX, Hexaplaric Materials Preserved In the Armenıian Version, Septuagınt and Cognate
Studıes 2 9 Atlanta 986

Zeyt unyan, ‘“ AstuacaSunC ! hayeren t argmanut yan jeragrakan mıJavorner1ı dasakargman
masın , Banber Matenadaranıi (1977) 295-304
J. Zıiegler (ed.), Iob, Septuagınta eIus Testamentum TaeCum vol X1, 4 Goöttingen:1982,

380-381
33 Ibid., 383

For detaıls SCC Cowe, ““Pılgrımage Jerusalem by the Eastern Churches’’, KrIiss-
Rettenbeck and Möoöhler Wallfahrt kennt keine GJrenzen, Munich:1984, 316-330
and especılally one, The Ärmenıian Inscriptions from the Sinal, Cambrıdge, Mass.: 982

35 Nau (ed.) °*TLe BICC des recıts du molNe Anastase SUT les saınts peres du Sınal ,
OrChr (1902) O XXXVIll, p. 81 "E00cC BOTLV A pyuevi0o1c KaOOC NAVTEC ENLIOTAVTAL, TOUVL
eEiloEpysOOaı SDYVOC E1iC TO YLOV ÖpOC TOV >1ıva The chapter 15 devoted the visıt of
COMPDAaNY of pılgrıms noteworthy for the miraculous events that accompanıed it
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1an foundatıon irom 1C theır Varıous shrınes Gf the holy places COUuU be
admınıstered, whereas avaılable informatıon regardıng Armenıan membershıiıp
of St Catherine’s brotherhood 1S VEIY

ere dIC number of references solate! hermıiıts scattered throughout
the surroundıng reg10n. 1scıple Serg1us 1S mentioned ıIn the mıd S1X
century ® and everal others in the followıing. ahan, general under
Heraclıus ın disgrace after the battle of Yarmuk, fled for refuge there*” and

bba Kosmas CIMNCT SCS firom Anastasıus’ aCCOun(T, lıvıng fifteen mıles
dıistant irom the maın COMPIEX S: The nearest gel the coenobium ıtself 15
in the PDCISONMN of Elıssa10s, deacon al the church the peak of Mt
Moses$**

Nevertheless, Sinal Wäas In egular Contact ıth the INOTITC northerly monasterIles
of Palestine and there ave ırm evıidence of Armenıjuan communıtıes of
monks ettled in the coenobium of St Theodosıius and laura of St as
member of the latter Was, indeed, prıime informant of the salınt’s bıographer.
In both the congregatıons WeTC arge enough warrant theır OW place
of worshıp 1ın theıir OW anguage“*°, Both centres WeTC internatıonal and Mar
Saba in partıcular became noted for 1ts lıterary creatıivıty In Greek“*“!,
Arabıc“ and Georglan*>, the ast notably In the per10d from the eıghth
tenth centurIies. ven f Blake’s overall Sscenarıo0 of the decline in thıs actıvıty
1S longer enable, ıt 1s sıgnıfıcant that everal of the oldest manuscrıpts ın
the Sina1l collection derıve from Mar Sabat+4+ Indeed, ATC in posıtıon

the southerly MOovements of SOTNC of those scr1ıbes, such the Georglan
loane Z osime who, after SOMEC years’ wrıting In the udaean Desert where he
produce h1ıs Palestino-Georgian calendar“*>, aDpPCAaIs ın Sınal durıng the

5 Chıtty, The Desert City, Oxford:1966, 169
Ibid., 175
Nau, V SreC , XXX1.
Ibid., XXXVil,

4() See inter ia Festugıiere, (trans), Les MmoO1lINneSs d’orient, vol Parıs: 1962, 32
43-45 for Cyrıl of Scythopolıs’ Lıfe of St as and vol 1963, 120 for Theodore of
Petra ıfe of St TITheodosıius
See Ehrhard, ”°1Jas griechische Kloster Mar Saba iın Palästına , Römische OQuartalschrift
(1893) 37-79 and Vaılhe, “* Les eCT1valns de Mar-Saba , Echos d’Orient (1899) fa

3347
47 Grifith, *Greek ınto Arabıc Lıfe and Letters In the Monasterıies of Palestine In the

Nınth Century; the Example of the Summa Theologıae Arabıca , Byzantıon vı (1986)
117-138 and the lıterature cıted ere

43 Peradze, ‘An Account of the Georglan on and Monasterıes In Palestine”, Georgica 4-5
(1937) 181-246

Blake, ö ] lıtterature STECQUC Palestine’”’, Le Museon 78 (1965) 3T
45 Garıtte, Le calendrier palestino-georgien du SINALLICUS (x siecle), subsıdıa hagıographica,

vol 30, Brussels: 95%
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973-98 hıs trafhic ın Copyısts and codices m1g thus plausıbly
aCCount for the folı0 al St Catherine’s.

TIhe fact hat the manuscrıpt LO 1C ıt elonge 0€Ss nOLT SCCIN ave
Ssurvıived there WOU therefore be explicable In terms of ıts ack of utılıty for
the brotherhood ın the absence of regular Armenıian contingent. In the
above-mentioned Armenıuan manuscrıpts of the sapıential [070] Job not
infrequently OCccuples inal posıtion and OUT olı0, comıng A ıt O€es al the
end of the work, WOU be 8 mMOst riısk of dıslocatıon and 10Ss. At that po1ın
ıt m1g ave een pressed into Servıice LO prolong the ıfe of other works held
In hıgher esteem, In paralle the wıdespread medieval practice of archıtectural
IC-US! of INASONTY.

Paucıty of wrıting materı1al al Sina1l also explaıns the arge number of
palımpsests: materıals In languages longer comprehended provıde
ea opportunıty. Hence, ıt 1s not inconce1lvable that other of the
manuscrıpt ın question uflered the fate of OIMNC 1O In the pOssessioN of the
Universıity of Graz*’. hı1s tenth CENTLUTY Georglan Psalter 1S composed of
portions of al least e1g manuscrı1pts, the underscrıpt of ONMNC of these eing
the Gospel of John ın Armenınan, paleographically ate {O the eiıghth-nınth
Century Sinal PTOVCNANCEC WOU a(011 be inapproprıiate for few palımpsests
In German lıbrarıes. The monastery al Beuron WI1S eleven folı0s from
Armenıian manuscrıpt of the Paulıne pıstles paleographıically ate LO the
seventh-eıighth centurıies ıth tenth CeENLUTrY Arabıc texti contamıng
homily attrıbuted LO St Chrysostom“*®. ven INOTC CONVvVinCIN£ 15 the CAdSC of
[WO ragments ıIn the dam, (joslar collection where the Armenıuan texti of
Chrysostom’s Psalter ComMmen(tary ate 700 underlıes early Syriac
Melhlkite parakletike In estrangelo*?. systematıc study of the INanYy other
palımpsests STl IN SIEU al St Catherıine’s m1g revea|] urther instances>°°
sımılar lıkelihood of Siınaıitıc OT al least Palestinijan or1g1n applıes
palımpsest in the Mıngana Collection of Bırmiıngham. The scr1pt 1S
early kufic hand ate 8& 5() under 16 1S diıscerned portion of the
Armenılan version of Hebrews nol Incompatıble wıth pre-nınth CeNLUrYy
datıng

46 I °Une edition commentee du calendriıer palestino-georgien de Jean Zosime”, 30)-31
(1958) 8-20

A'7 See Sanije, ““K art’ulı helnacerebı Grac’Sı’”, T’p ’ilisis unıversıtetis Dambe (1929) 310-
353

48R Assfalg and Molıtor Armenische Handschriften Verzeichntis der orientalischen
Handschriften In Deutschland), Wiesbaden:1962, 1451
Ibid., XM /- 120
Clark, Checklist of Manuscripts, 111
The folıo In question 1S Mıngana Chr. rab Add 124 CC Mıngana, Catalogue of the
Mingana Collection of Manuscripts, vol IM Cambridge: 1939, 20, 166 In the introduc-
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Not only dıd the Lıbrary of Congress projJect UNCOVET the Armenıuan
parchment leaf, but led the edıtıon and publıcatıon of cComposıtions
translated from Armenınan, the basıs of wıtnesses from S1inal. ese XIS

IMaYy ave eached the monastery by the Outllıne: above. Sıgnificantly,
they dIC all Chalcedonıan ıIn en and virulently opposed the °natıonal’
Armenıian church Because of the relatıve paucıty of informatıon concerning the
iıdeals and aspıratıons of the miınorIıty Armenı1an 1C engendered
them, these documents AIC of partıcular value. Wıth the demıiıse of socılal
STOUD commıtted theır preservatıon, the orıgınals ave argely dısappeared °*,
however TeE rendıtion of S1X ıtems 1S extant In miıscellany MS 699
cent.). Of these ONC of the most influential, though al first S12 perhaps
rather unexpected, 1S the Vısıon of St excerpted from Y azar P’arpec ı
hıstory 6-17)>> In it the hıerarch, ast primate of the regor1ı house of
Armenına, relates strange spectacle he wıtnessed In hıs you al the church In
VatlarSapat and the interpretation of ıts symbolısm vouchsafed hım by
ange The CSSCNCEC of the latter 1S that though Man Yy of HIS SUCCESSOTS 11] be
unworthy, the primacy ıll ultımately revert SCION of hıs famıly who ll
restore its values. At the Sd1I1le time, the monarchy WOU reiurn the
Arsacıd dynasty which had een overthrown In 428

The Tee texti LO ave een known Constantıne Porphyrogenıitus
who applıed the final prophecy tO hıs grandfather, ası L, claımıng Arsacıd
ancestry >*+. However, reapplicatiıons of the ecclesi1astıcal predıictions dIC far
MOTE COMMON The continuator of T1’ovma Arcrunı records ıts adaptatıon
the cConsecratıon of Dawıt 4S catholıcos öf amar ın the 4th eent.??,
1ıle 1’ovma Mecop’ec 1 refers it SVCN INOTC trıumphantly the aCCession of
Kırakos Virapec’'1 In 1441, 1 re-establishe the ıne of the catholıcate al

tıon it 15 specıfically stated that several of the ıtems ‚ AMle Irom Sina]l and Palestine. For the
text of the underscrıpt SCC Brock, “An arly rmenıan Palımpsest Fragment of Hebrews’',
RE A (1965) 129-134 Sinal Palestinjaan PDTOVCNANCEC 15 Iso lıkely for [WO
urther rmenıan ragments: CC ake, ‘““Catalogue of the Georgıian ManuscrIipts In the
Cambrıdge Universıity Lıbrary  5  , Harvard Theological Review XXV (1932), 207, D TIhe
fohos In question WCIC acquıred ıth number of Georglan fragments irom Tischendorf in
876
Sımılarly, although Gregory Pacurıan arranged for the typıcon of the mONnasterYy he ounded
al Backovo be avaılable In TeeE. Georgjan and Armenınan, presumabily ıth the decline of
the rmenıan Chalcedonıan communıty there, elIr version of the rule Iso dısappeared. hat
Gregory hımself, though adherent of the orthodoxy of the Empıre, Wds ethnıcally
rmenı1an 15 hıghly lıkely from the fact that he appended h1s sıgnature the work in
rImenıJan characters. See etit, I ypicon de Gregoire Pacour1anos DOUT le monastere de
Petritzos, Visantiüskij Vremennik, X1 1904 suppl.

Garıtte, .9 VISION de STEC..; Museon (1958) ON
Ibid., 256, otfe

55 Akınıan, “K ' nnutiwn eslean Sahakay’”’, Handes Amsoreay (1936) col AL
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Ejmiacın>°. In the centuries immediately precedıng ıt had een ocated In
Cilıcıan Armenına and ıts eNVIrONS, much LO the frustration Ö eastern eler1es,
WaT Y of ıts latınophıile tendencıes there Despıite SUDTEME authorıty NO eing
vested ın the East, catholicos ıth much INOTC restricted Jurisdıction
continued to resiıde In the old Cilıcıan capıtal of SIs

It 15 clear the VIS1ION perIorme CVCNMN INOTE intensely iıdeological function
for Chalcedonıans, cırculating 191011 only ın TeC but In Georgian also> /
Moreover, the PDCISONA of St Was cultivated ıt DaVC rse {O [WO later
Tee invectives >®, of 1c the second Wds also translated nto Georglan
and incorporated into the Dogmatikon of Arsen Igalt’oelı (11th-12th cents.)>?.
ToOom XITaAC lıke the following ONe Cal easıly how Armenıuan halcedonıjans
m1g ave sed the texi theır OW: advantage to impugn the valıdıty of
ordınatıon In the °natıonal’ church and the moral integrity of theır prelates:

«YV@OOı ÖTL KaOECEoOOaı WEAAOVDOL ÜPYXLEPELCG Enl TOVL O0POVOL TOUL Ü yLOV I’9nyOopLOL,
OLTLVEG OD ATa INV KPOOTAELV TOMOV Ü YLOV AÄNOGTOAÄMV 0DÖ. ATa TOV KAVOVOa TNC ÜyYLIAC
GSULVOÖOV TV Ü YIOV LU NATEPOV TOV SV Nırka1a YELDOTOVOUVTAL ELC INV OUPAVLOV ÖLAKO-
VIOV, AAA WETO INV ÖOEQV TOUL KOOWOU $KTELVOVTAL WETOA ÜVALÖELAG, OLTLVEC 1io1 MLAÄCPYU-
DOL WOAAAOV PLAOOEOL» ©O

In hıs elalıle: but unfortunately incomplete study of the V1IS1ION and ıts
relatıon Lazar’s first book (druag) ®‘ Akınıan dIgUCS plausıbly hat the
former’s substratum exN1DIts pronounced aflınıties ıth the predıictions of the
chorepiscopus Danıel and the Vvisiıon f the future primate us1ı NCIude: In
the ePIC hıstories of P‘awstos®?*. The angel’s generalızıng interpretation
us1 has een understood refer the per10d of fhce of HIS grandson
Nerses (c 353-373), the maın ero of P’awstos’ aCCount Thıs LOO Wäas be
followed Dy ser1es of undeserving candıdates who dIC presumably be

Ibid., col 478
Melık set ‘ -Bek, *K art' versia Sahak Part’elıs cınascar-metqvelobiısa , I’pD ilisis (niversi-

eftLs Moambe (1922-1923), 223-260
FOor the first SCC ‘*Sanctı Patrıs NostrIı IsaacıAn Armenian Job Fragment from Sinai and its Implications  135  Ejmiacin>°®. In the centuries immediately preceding it had been located in  Cilician Armenia and its environs, much to the frustration of eastern clerics,  wary of its latinophile tendencies there. Despite supreme authority now being  vested in the East, a catholicos with a much more restricted jurisdiction  continued to reside in the old Cilician capital of Sis.  It is clear the vision performed an even more intensely ideological function  for Chalcedonians, circulating not only in Greek, but in Georgian also57,  Moreover, the persona of St. Sahak was so cultivated it gave rise to two later  Greek invectives>®, of which the second was also translated into Georgian  and incorporated into the Dogmatikon of Arsen Iqalt‘oeli (11th-12th cents.)5°.  From extracts like the following one can easily see how Armenian Chalcedonians  might have used the text to their own advantage to impugn the validity of  ordination in the ‘national’ church and the moral integrity of their prelates:  «yv@0ı Örı KaOElsoOaı HEAAOLOL TLIVEG ÄpyLEPELIG ENi TOD OpOvov tOD Aäyiov T’pnNyopiov,  OftıvEG 0Ö KATtA TV TPOOTAELV TÄV ÜyiOV AÄNOGTÖAOMV 0USE KATA TOV KAVÖVA TYG ÜyiAG  OLVÖSOL TÖV ÜyimV TIN TATEPOV TÖV &v Nıkaiq XELPOTOVOÖVTAL EIG TV OUPAVLOV SLAKO-  Viav, ÖM UETÜ TV SOEAV TOD KÖCHOV EKTELVOVTAL HETÄ ÄVALÖELAG, OLTLVEG EICL LÄCPYU-  pot WÄlloV N OLAOOEOL» SO  In his detailed, but unfortunately incomplete study of the vision and its  relation to Lazar’s first book (druag)°! Akinian argues plausibly that the  former’s substratum exhibits pronounced affinities with the predictions of the  chorepiscopus Daniel and the vision of the future primate Yusik included in  the epic histories of P“awstos®?. The angel’s generalizing interpretation to  Yusik has been understood to refer to the period of office of his grandson  Nerses (c. 353-373), the main hero of P‘awstos’ account. This too was to be  followed by a series of undeserving candidates who are presumably to be  56  Ibid., col. 478.  57  L. Melik‘set‘-Bek, ‘“K“art‘uli versia Sahak Part‘elis cinascar-metqvelobisa””, Tp“isis Universi-  tetis Moambe (1922-1923), pp. 223-260.  58  For the first see “Sancti Patris Nostri Isaaci ... Oratio invectiva adversus Armenios”, PG 132,  coll. 1155-1218 and the second ‘“Sancti Isaaci Oratio Invectiva adversus male sentientes ac  haereticos Armenios’””, ibid., coll. 1217-1238.  59  For a critical edition of the text see Z. Alek‘sidze, ‘“Arsen VaCesdze ‘Dogmatikons$i’ Sesuli  antimonop‘izituri traktati da misi gamojahili somhur mcerlobaSi”, Mravaltavi 1 (1971),  pp-. 146-157.  60  Garitte, ‘“Vision de S. Sahak”, p. 273.  61  N. Akinian, Tesil s. Sahakay. Matenagrakan-patmakan k’'nnut‘iwn, Vienna, Mkhitarist:  Press:1948. On the basis of the author’s notes Fr. P. Te&r-Poghossian pursued the line of  argument in a series of articles under the general heading ‘“Matenagrakan hetazötut‘iwnner  Lazar P‘arpec‘i””, in Handes Amsöreay 86 (1972), coll. 257-272, 385-414; 87 (1973), coll. 1-22,  129-154, 257-286.  62  See N.G. Garsoian (trans.), The Epic Histories attributed to P‘awstos Buzand, Cambridge,  Mass.:1989. Yusik‘s vision is found in 3,v (pp. 70-72) and Daniel’s prediction in 3,xiv (pp. 88-  90).Oratıo invectıva adversus rmen10s’”, 32
coll and the second ““Sanctı Isaacı Oratıo Invectiva adversus male sentientes
haereticos Armen10s’”, ibid., collS

59 FOor crıitical edıtiıon of the texi SCC Alek’sıdze, ‘“ Arsen VaC’esdze 'Dogmatıkonsı" sesulı
antımonop 1zıturı raktatı da mı1s] gamoJahılı somhur mcerlobası", Mrayaltavı | (1971)

146-157
Garıtte, “Vısıon de ahak’”’, 273

61 Akınıan, Tesil Sahakay. Matenagrakan-patmakan k'nnut iwn, Vıenna, Mkhıtarıist:
Press: 1948 On the basıs of the author’s notfes Fr er-Poghossıan pursued the lıne of
argumen In serl1es of artıcles under the general headıng Matenagrakan hetazotut 1ıwnner
Tazar P arpec 1 in Handes Amsoreay 86 (1972) coll 257-272, 385-414; 7 (1973) coll 1-22,
129-154, 257-286
See CGjarsolan (trans.), The EpIC Histories attributed "AwWstos Buzand, ambrıdge,
ass Yusık‘s VISION 1S found ın 3, V (pp 70-72) and Danıel’s predıiction In 3.x1iv (pp. RR
90)
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iıdentified ıth those intervenıng between Nerses and hıs SOI They AT

discredıited In the OUTICCS not Only for theır un-Gregorid lıneage, but INOTC

importantly, because theır consecratıon Was arranged ocally and nNnOoTt al the
an of the bıshop of (Caesarea. The upshot of thıs. accordıng LO P’awstos, 1$
that they ost the ng ordaın sufilragan bıshops for theır Jurisdiction °>.

In ıts present iOrm, ıt 1S arguable that St Sahak’s Vision adumbrates the
ecclesiastıical oversight of Surmak, Brk“iso and Samuel, all of whom WeTITC

appoımntees of the Persian Kıng, the ast [WO eing Syrıan, a4as indıcated by
theır names®©*+. Hence; eing consecrated In Armenı1a wıthout reference LO
Caesarea, they WOU ave transgressed the fourth of Nıcaea whereby
TO dE KÜpOC TOV YLVOUEVOV IMPOONKEV] 1006 YAaL KAO ’ EKAOTNV ETAPYLIOAV T
UNTPOTOALTT ©>. According Lazar, the Syrıan prelates also inirınged the
1T Dy indecorously consorting ıth ın theır households®®
Consequently, though not lıneally descended froma the aCCEesSsSION of hıs
PUup1l, the martyr Yovsep could certainly be acclaımed 4S reafirmatıon of
hıs princıples and TOSTAMME for church government. Meanwhıle., the invest1-
ture of an Mamıkonean AS MAFZDUN in 485 m1g d realızatıon of
the prophecy concerning the restoration of the Arsacıds, SINCe he Was elated

the dynasty hrough hıs mother, Sahak’s aughter. In thıs WaY the VIS1ION,
comıng d it o€es towards the end } azar’s rst book, hıghlıghts SOIINC of the
MOST ıimportant themes of the [WO subsequent parts®”.

63 Ibid., 9, KK (pp and the commentary ad loc
In contrasi, Ter-Poghossıan (Handes Amsoreay (1973) coll 15-22 represents Akınıan AS

denyıng the hıstoricıty of thıs epısode, claımıng that had a(011 been ousted In 428, but
had ulfilled hıs normal duties untıl hıs es SOIINC ten ater He the 1eW by
argumenTum silentio, namely that Korıwn, writing in the 440’s makes mentıon of al y
such disruption. However, {rom the usual panegyrıcal tone the hagıographer maıntaıns,
ıt 15 generally accepted that he presents the ofhicıal 1eW of events Current In the cırcle of
dıscıples of and asStoc which would necessıtate glossıng VECI number of delıcate
1SSuUeSs. Sımıilarly, the doctrinal correspondence from Proclus and CAaCIUS of Melıtene cannot

provıde conclusıve proof of Sahak’s ofhıcıal STatus the tiıme, SINCEe the etters themselves (as
opposed the tıtles which MUuUSst derıve iIrom the compıler of the collectiıon g1ve indıcatıon
of rank (see irk P  OC“ Tıflıs, Rötineanc and Sarace:1901, 1-8, 14-15 Nor Can the
unanımıty of the nobles ıth Sahak’s ecclesiastıcal ordınances ın the introduction the
CaNnNOMNls of the Councıl of Sahapivan (c 444) be en of contemporary opınıon
S1INCe thıs Iso derıves from ater per10d. In fact Akınıan 1$ inclıned date the prologue
the eighth Century (Handes Amsoreay (1936) col 471)

65 Hefele (ed and trans.), Hıstoivure des conciles, Parıs, etouzey l ne, vol 1907, 539
As ONEC m1g eXpectl, the rmenı1an form of thıs regulatıon has een adapted atery
VIZ qll[ll]ul/1Lil gnnl ayfuwunnfü m[1dlufl UT, w1u[li:efl huwfdnnhlnuhl. See Hakobyan,
Kanonagirk ' hayoc , Erevan:1964,

66 Ter-Mkrtc ean and Malxasean £azaray P’arpec woy Patmut iwn Hayoc ,
Tıiflıs: 1904,
At the SdmIllc tiıme, ıt must be admıtted that the VISION S ex{iure 15 rather complex and had
clearly undergone certaın changes in formulatıon before the earlhest complete manuscrIıpt of
the history, whıch 15 dated 672 hat thıs 1$ Irue of er of the work has een.
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The ViIs1ıOon Was known the compiler of 1st of Armenıian catholıco1
from St Gregory tOo 111 Joraporec’'1 8-C /705) the ree translatıon
of 16 1S alsoO Oun in Sınal 1699 ©® Indeed, whereas Man Yy of the
incumbents AdIC summarıly ea ıth sımply Dy NAINC, orıgın and length of
tenure, the description of 1’s PIIMAaCY and ıts alterma forms the
work’s Hirst clımazx. TIhe author underlınes the transformatıon iın Oorlıentatıon
from (aesarea Iran and subsequent necessity of ratıfyıng candıdates for
consecration ıth the sah For hım the INOVC constituted erl10us breach
ıth the tradıtions of St Gregory and the other early Armenıuan Fathers
1C instead of eing healed, had een permitte LO deteri0rate urther

That basıc premıiıse informs another, INOTC famılıar composıtıon contaıned
In the Same Sınal manuscrI1pt, the Diegesis, better known 4S the Narratıo de
rebus Armeniae°?°. Approximately CONtemMpOTrarYy wıth the preceding lıst and
review1ing sımılar hıstorıical SPan, thıs e abrıdgement of longer
Armenıuan orıginal ”© Seis Out tOo chart how the °natıonal’ church fell nto
schısm and upheld thıs posıtion despıte repeate Byzantıne a  p al
reconcıllation. Armenıuan partıcıpatıon al the Councıl of Nıcaea ın the DCISON
of Arfıstakes, SO  — of St Gregory, 15 the rst hıstorıical datum be noted,

decısıvely demonstrated by the publicatıon of uncılal fragments by Muradyan and VALZ=
baSsyan in ATr P’arpec’'u norahayt patarıke , Banber Matenadaranıi | 1 (19/3); Ta
Nevertheless, Akınılan s attempt dıstınguısh ree redactors involved In the PITOCCSS, the ast
of whom Aourıished ıIn the eighth CenturYy, 15 insufhicıently substantıate Obvıously, the Greek
version, whıich ave een produced Dy rmenıJan Chalcedon1ıuans, 1$ estiine‘ play
valuable role ıIn the extual er1ıticısm of the passSagc. FOT example, Akınıan regards the
reference the trisagıon .. agUnenp Uumnıwöh Englhu (Patmut iwn hayoc , 30) the
interpolatıon of the second redactor whom he would place In the S1xth eventh CeNTLUTY. He
Justifles thıs by posıtıng the rmenı1an adopted ıt from the Syrlans ıth eier the Fuller’s
addıtion of 48 1 and that the practice 15 first documented In the Syrians’ letter Catholıicos
Nerses 11 In the mıd sixth century (Girk T OC 53) On the ONe hand, YI1. of Scythopolıis
mentıons that when the Armenıjuan communıty Mar Saba Mirst took pOossessionN of the "G0d-
built’ curch In 5()1 they Sang the hymn ın ıts orıgınal form and only SOIIC later pomint
appended the disputed addıtion (Les MOINES d’orient, vol p. 44 Consequently, ıt
Cannot be precluded that, had he wished, 1azar hımself (wrıtıng 500) could easıly have
inserted the ıtem. More ımportantly, though, the phrase 1S absent from the Greek texi ell
dSs Irom the manuscr1pts of tWO Armenıuan edıtıions of the VIS1ION, suggesting that ıt 15 the
product of medieval Copyısts rather than early redactor (SsEe Garıtte, La VIS1ION de

ahak’’, 266)
68 For description of the manuscrıpt SCC Bene$SevıC (ed.), Opisante greceskix rukopisei

monastyrJa SyJatol Ekateriny Sina , tOMe 39 part L: Petrograd:1917, 160-161 FOor
edıtion of the work SCC arıtle, A Narratıo de rebus Armenılae, SCO subsıdıa 4,
Louvaın:1952, 402-405 It 15 followed 405 by 1ıst of rmenı1an 'kıngs".
Garıtte g1ves the varıants of the Sınal codex ın Un NOUVCAU manuscrıt de la ‘Narratıo de
rebus rmen1ı1ae’ Le Sın Gr 699°, Le Museon (1958) 22432251
The second and thırd of the Narratıo ave iın turn een urther excerpted ın Georgıan
compıilatıon (see ote 160) In contrasti, the hıstory of the separatıon of the rmenı1an from
the Georglian Church by Arsen Sap’arelı generally offers fuller wıtness theır COMMMON

rmenı1an SOUICC that o€es the Narratıo.
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symbolızıng the country’s full integration nto the al and order of the
atNolıc Church 1ıle thıs had taken place EL TOVD OEOQMLAEOGTATOU KaLl
Ü yYLOV K@votavtıvou /}, ıts undoming Was caused In NPOGCTAGEL TOWV 118000 V
BacıAEmG }, from whiıich somethıng of the author’s polıtıcal sympathıes INAY
be gleaned TIThe OCCasıon for the transıtion 1S 1T1ICC agalın attrıbuted the
deposıtıon of St and hıs replacement by urma who, In accepting thıs
lıcence, typıfies the presumption dısplayed Dy Persarmenıan hiıerarchs there-
er WAALOTO EV TOLC ENLOKOTNOLG TNC QUTOD OpPAC

FoOor the compiler of the 1st of catholıco1, the second clımax 1S provıde Dy
compoundıng schısm ıth heresy In the condemnatıon of Chalcedonınn
Christology A4Ss Nestorıian al the second Councıl of Duin in 555 In keeping
ıth thıs, the Cyrıllıne doectrine of ONMNC nature after the un1ıon 1S e-afirmed
and lıturgically artıculated by ofhıcıal adoption of Peter the Fuller’s 1Ui0N

the frLSag10N. Measures dIC taken {O propagate the creed by the a_

t10n of three monophysıte bıshops tO in Mesopotamıa. ese MCALTC
detaıls dIC Out Dy the Narratio 1C envısages the ole DTOCCSS 4S

deriving from the inıtlatıve of certaiın Syrıan Julianısts who pleaded theır Case

ıth the Armenılans by appealıng tO the wrıtings of Tımothy Aelurus and
Phıloxenus of Mabbusg. Subsequently, etters WeIC sent LO church eaders In
the provınce of Sıwnık and neighbouring an of Albanıa and Georgla
gaın support for the 116  S promulgatıons. However, the Overftiures WeIiIC rejected A

unwarranted innovatıons of the apostoliıc faıth /*
The clear implıcatıon 1S that before the above-mentioned councıl, the

Caucasıan natıons, if nOoL actıvely pro-Chalcedonıuan, WEIC certaminly nOoTt

opposed The assumption 1S stated explıcıtiy In the 1ist of catholıco1: NEPL INV
MNLOTLV KaLl INV GUVOOÖOOV INV SV XaAKndOVL QUÖEULOAV AUOLBOALOV ELXOV
EOC TNG GULVOÖOUL Tıßıv’> It aPPCAaI's that the VIEW 1S In part determıned by
the wrıters’ ecclesiology 16 dıd nOoTL OW for the possıbılıty of Later
developments ave also een antıcıpated In order depıct the Armenıuans ASs

otally solated doctrinally. Sıgnificantly, after the councıl, the Armenıuan
prelates egıin LO be described A4s heretics. in Tact. Petros bıshop of Sıwnık
had een sıgnatory ıts statement of concord ’°©. However, al about
that time ahan, prince of the reg10n, Camne agreement ıth the
Sah usrau Anusırvan that HIS domaın cshould longer be consıdered
admınıstratıvely part of Armenına, but should subsumed under the provınce of

Garıtte, Narratıo, L:
Ibid., 32

73 Ibid., 33
Ibid., 60-88, 34-38
Ibid., 1st of Catholıico1 3 $ 404
irk 14106 ; 73
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trpatakan ’”. The ensumng ecclesiastıical corollary involved Petros’ transferıng
obedience O the catholıcos of Albanıa, STtatus h1s maıntaıned untıl
the time of the Armenıjan catholıcos Abraham (c. 607-610) ® One of those
bıshops named Vrt’anes 1s chıded for eing ın communıon ıth Nestorlans
and Chalcedonıians ın letter from catholıcos Yovhannes aDeiean (c 357
5/4) The latter remıinds hım of the concılıar dec1s1ons and bıds hım put all
such ‘heretics’ under ban and thus perpetuate the al of St Gregory
unadulterated7

The sıtuatiıon iın Albanıa 1S simılar. Catholıcos bas 2-59 WAas 1ıkewı1ise
recıpıent of urgent missıve from hıs Armenıuan Counterpart outlınıng the
dangerous spread of the Samle foul doectrines wıthın hıs Jurisdıction and
requesting hım send SOINC of hıs bıshops for PTODCI instruction agaıinst
ese perversions®°, The result, Movses Dasxuranc ı ıinforms us.”. Was posıtıve,
eadıng the expulsıon of SOMMEC of the false teachers, includıng certaın
1’ovmas. He CMECT SCS SOON afterwards ın Jerusalem al the Monastery of Pand
(whıch Anastas vardapet cCıtes A4s anıan possession ®*) and approaches
Patrıarch John 74-5 remonstrate ıth h1is master from alcedo-
1an perspective. We ATC fortunate in that thıs valuable document survıves ©>,
and Judgiıng from anıas disaffection untıl into the exi entury INa Y
deduce ıt Was nOoTt wıthout eflect

The Narratio’s partıcularly OrCcCeIu. (and rhetorically approprıiate Georglan
to Armenıian Overtiures also presents falsely monolıthıc semblance

ın per10 of ma)Jor polıtical and ecclesiastical upheavals. Polıtical vicıssıtudes
continually led violent shıfts In ecclesiastical aflılıatiıon. Fırst the Georglans
rendered assıstance LO Vardan Mamıkonean 111 In hI1s revolt agaınst Iran In
572 But ın defeat theır kingdom fell into abeyance and they WeTIC ubject
Persjan MAFZDAaN. In the exti decade they Joıned Maurice’s allıance and

G. V. Abgaryan (ed:); 'atmut iwn Sebeosi, Erevan:197/9, S viil, pp. 6/-68 and note 1353.:
DADETAR Durıng the rmenıan revolt agaınst the Persjans in 872 P‘ılıpos, prince of Sıwnık"

fought the Persian s1ıde. The proviınce reverted ifs DreVvIOUS STatius er the fall of the
Sasanıan dynasty Already the first conclave of bıshops called by mDatl, MATZDAN of
Tcanıa 607 find K rıstap Or, bıshop of Sıwnık" In attendance (Girk' T’1t  OC“ 146)
Part of the reunıon settilement included extendıng the bounds of the diocese of Sıwnık" and
elevatıng ıts status metropolıtan SCC

ırk TL.0C), 78-80
Ibid., 81-84

x ] (1 Dowsett (trans.), The History of the (’Aaucasıan Albanıans DV Movses Dasxuranc 1,
London:1961, Z VIll, T&

Sanyıan, ‘ Anastas ardapet’'s 1ıst of Armenian Monasterıes ın Seventh-Century erusalem
T1L1cCa Examıiınatıon”, Museon (1969), 269

83 Ter-Mitrtc’ ean  e ed.), ‘“ Erusatemu Yovhannes episkoposı tult’'ere ar bas Ahkuanıc kat uhıkos”,
Ararat (1896) 252-256 FOor atın translatıon SCC Vardanıan, °“ Des Johannes VONN

Jerusalem Brief den albanıschen Katholıkos bas’”, OrChr 1 1 (1912) 64-77
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sought hım them indıgenous monarch. However, by the en of
the CENTUTY, Kıng Stephen had yalele LINOTEC acknowledged ranıan suzeraınty.
Pılgrimage tO the hermitage of St Symeon tylıtes the Y ounger (cC 518-592)
al the Mons Admiurabiılıs probably offered stimulus the propagatıon of
Chalcedonıian doctrine®*+. SO also, 1t has een argued, dıd the actıvıtles of the
venerable ‘thırteen holy athers of whom al least ONC, St Abıbos 1S portrayed
in early ıfe d eing ıIn correspondence ıth the stylıte®>. Ultimately, of
COUTISC, ıt WOU NCOMPDASS the SCVCETANCC of communıon between the Arme-
1an and Georglan churches al later Councıl of Duin In

What 15 much LNOTEC strıkıng, though, 1S the resoundıng sılence ın 1C the
first Counsıl of Duiin 15 SNANrOWdCE: for apologetic PUurpOSCS. oug the
Narratıo sıngles Out Anastasıus for eritic1ısm of hIs antı-dyophysıte polıcıes, ıt
NEeVeEeTIS mentions Zeno’s henotikon 1900)8 the Support 1t rece1ved in the East For
the councıl convened ıIn 506 under the presidency of Catholicos Babgen
assembled Georglan and anıan eaders unprecedented cSshow of unıty
agaınst the Persian Nestori1ans. er full exposıtion of the creed LO
monophysıte sympathızers ın Iran, Babgen proclaıms dramatıcally « llij
uuun Znnnd ‚p J/E_p ZwJ.p Y fın.p U_llanfl£ nü/:ä„p»“. Thıs he enlarges
uDON In second epistle the effect hat the struggle agaınst the dual
sonshıp he imputes tO Nestorıius has een exacerbated by the re-ınvigoratiıon
thıs rece1ved al Chalcedon

quatıng the Nestorıjan understandıng of Christ’s human nature ıth
Arıus’ Chrıistology, he therefore appeals Nıcaea 4S authorıty for the
Irreproachabiılıty of the Armenıuan posıtıon. Hence, alongsıde Ngures ofe..

nıcal sıgnıfıcance he cCıtes <(2£[1U1!1 Su pf bn U‚n[luunu[{['u‚ qwuul‚f1 lll[llllu[ll1Lßl;lllfi
LI[1FI1_IB Q phannh, nZwing /;r1[:w1_ ulllllll5llll’lll wuumw:buq[ifi ufnnyu
Äu:zmm./3[;:ufl

FOor hıs impact Georgla SCC W. Z. Djobadze, Materials for the Study of Georgian
Monasteries In the Western Environs of Antioch the Orontes subsıdıa 48)
Louvaın: 1976, 64-66

85 FOor recen re-ınvestigation of the tradıtıons Nv Martın-Hısard, ‘L es ‘treıze saınts peres’.
Formatıon ei evolution une tradıtion hagıographique georgıenne (v1-X11€ S1ECIES) ; Revue des
etudes georgiennes CAuUuCAaASIiENNES (1985) 141-168 and (1986) S where SCC

76-80 for the translatıon of seventh Century ıfe of St Abıbos The LL1OIC detaıled analysıs
of the evolutıon of the SX1S, promised for vol of the Journal, has not yel appeared.
irk T’It  OC. 45
Ibid., 4% In letter of 604 hıs Georgıan counterpart, the Armenıuan catholıcos Movses
remınds hım of the concılıar unıty 1C exısted between the [WO countrıes and the ground
whıch ıt rested O‘uufu:fnu[,u '—1Lumeu.:J wn pu ffg wn pu ff nn En _ef/fnnßl;u:f: Äwuulnng.
Znnmip g pun Ernl il q&wWLWIL. bıg U ul[1[u &bn Cnpwwnbg fl Älzruugmf:. nbn

annd lyw ] w JEn &kn lq"llFlll NL /lLII £un.ulum_,. NSee Uxtanes ep1skopos, 'atmut iwn
Hayoc/, VatarSapat, Kat ohke Press:187/1, 2,11, hıs 1S re-ıterated In rt anes K’er-
doF’'s encyclıcal letter (Girk’ T4 06 130)
Ibid., 5 1:
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Maıintainıng continulty ıth Nıcaea (nuanced accordıng the pomınt of
view) Was thus fOo become fundamental of bot  n sıdes ın the inner-
Armenıuan doectrinal debate of the sixth and seventh centuries. In hıs CaSC, ıt
would aAaDPCAaI there Was sudden polıcy reversal In the Caucasus paralle
Justin’s ccommodatıon of the DODC Contendıing princıpally agaınst Nesto-
ran proselytizatıon from the South-East, the re-evaluatıon of Chalcedon
there 1s lıkely ave een slow, PTOCCSS. So ell nformed
Man Y other facets of the eccles1astıcal hıstory of the time., the Narratıo 1$
Judıcı1ously mute thıs 1SsSue.

Fınally, however, under Maurıice, number of bıshops changed allegıance
and the Armenıuan Chalcedonıian church Cal into eing Havıng al
Khusrau 11 Parvez In Overcomıng the re Bahram Chobın, the Emperor
gaıned MOST of Armenıa in reiurn d far d the outskırts of Duin®>*. Though
9(011 A zealous proponent of Chalcedonianısm d hıs COusın Domuiutijan who
made ıt polıcy eject monophysıtes from theır churches and monasterıes,
he called CONvocatıon of Armenıuan bıshops al Constantınople. However,
hıs Was boycotted by the Persarmenı1an bıshops under Catholıcos Movses.
Instead, aTie nformed from letter of Yovhannes Mayragomec’1?® that
they summoned rıval gathering al 16 hey rejecte: all rel1g10us CONtACI
wıth the Byzantınes. Consequently, when the Byzantıne Armenıian bıshops
returned from the capıtal, havıng partaken of cCcCOommunı0oNn wıth the Emperor,
they WEIC diısowned Dy theır co-relıgi0n1sts.

thıs Juncture the Armenıian Chalcedonıujans took the intiatıve of establıshing
theır OW primate. At urther councıl held al Theodosıiopolıs under the
aegı1s of the ocal bıshop eodore?* they consecrated the stylıte * Yovhannes
Bagaranc ı AaSs antı-catholicos, wh ook resıdence provocatıvely al Awan
ın the proximıty of Duin. Catholıicos Movses’ iınevıtable Was 11O111-

recognıtion of the clergy Yovhannes ordaıned. Thus, ASs the Narratıo succıinctly
observes, TOAANV dE EVOGTAGLV EiYXOV... WET QAANAOV .. 4  E0WC TNCG TEAEUTNC
MavpıKL0V KAlLOAPOG?S, Already ıIn hıs letter Bıshop Vrtanes of Sıwnık
Catholicos Yovhannes abeiean had referred Nestorlians 4S antı-Christs9
In thıs per10d of INOTEC fMagrant antagonısm apocalyptıc language becomes
increasıngly COININON AS, for example, ın another Persarmenıuan epıstologra-

FOor Map of the precIise lınes of dıvıisıon between the [WO spheres of ınÄuence SCS Goubert
SE.. Byzance l’Islam, vol k Parıs: 1951, end insert.
See Dowsett, History of the Caucasıian Albanians, 11,46 BEK

arıtte, ‘*“Saınt Theodore, eveque de Karın-Theodosiopolıs (vıe sıecle)  27 Armen1aca,
Venice, Lazar:1969, s hıs 1$ patently the fıgure whom the Georglian EXCeTDpL of the
Narratio adduces the actual antı-catholıcos.

9 The term siwnakan Call Iso bear the I11OIC genera|l desıgnatıon of hermıiıt
93 Garıtte, Narratıo, 108,

ırk I'’1t  0CC
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pher COMMEeNnT that Wals and UMOUTS of Wals ave constantly beset Rome
SINCe the promulgatıon of eb Tome?>.

Such atmosphere m1g be hought apposıte for nurturıng speculatıons
ıke those of St Sahak’s VISION where the between the [WO classes of
hıs SUCCESSOTS 1S most strikıngly sei ouft Indeed, comparıng the Tee and
Armenıuan X  $ al ONMNC poıint it 1S empting tO postulate the Chalcedonıian
transmıiıssıon has inserted ıts OW rıposte Catholıcos Movses’ rejection of
theır orders. ıle the latter descer1ıbes Armenina’s Irue empora and spırıtual
throne d that ann Paurlale UYumnıwö Luumwunk? , the former reads INOTE

pıquantiy .  NV ÜANOOC C @©E0Cc OYOC VVOpIOEI KAal OTEPEMOEL?” (emphasıs
added). Giranted the USC of thıs DaAasSsSarc celebrate the 5th CeNLUrYy
dısjunction of the hıerarchıcal ıne of Ejmıacın from that of SIS 1Cc
noted earlıer, 1t WOU nOoLt be implausıble suggest that In Byzantıne
Armenıuan cırcles Yovhannes Was enviısaged 4s the embodiment of Sahak’s
prophecy. As SOOMN SCC, ın other tendentious redactions of the per10d,

Gregorıid pPrototLype 1S patently remodelled In hıs 1ıkeness.
As corollary of thıs iıne of reason1ng, the legıtimacy of the Persarmenıan

catholıcate Was obvıous SOUTCC of contention between the [WO eccles1iastıical]
polıtıes. has een propose that the orıgın of the tiıtle catholıcos ıIn Armenıua
1S be assoclated ıth Nerses 11 and the second Councıl of Duln?®.
Moreover, thıs posıtıon m1g SCCIH be supported by the of both the
Narratıio and the irk T’It  OC However, it 1S surely sıgnıfiıcant that the rst
OCCUITENCE of the term In the letter collection 1S OUuUn In letter Dy the Syrıan
Abdıso {O Nerses SOINC time prı10r tO the councıl. The orderiıng of the
following etters also that the Syrian’s ep1scopa. consecratıion preceded
the maın assembly: Ananean has postulated ıt o0k place In 551 9 In VICEW of
thıs, it 1S INOTEC lıkely Abdıso 1S sımply observing the accepte nomenclature In
stylıng Nerses w[3nuu‘ll,nu Zuwjng L/l;ölüg 100

Sımıiularly, ONMNC mMust approac the Narratio’s data ıth SOMNC TeSCETVC SINCE,
a  oug Nerses I1 1S first be desıgnated catholıcos, there 1S hıatus In the
SOUICEC of approxımately CeENLUTY from the tenure of Y ovsep where the
compıiler eals exclusıvely ıth theologica developments external Armenıina.
hat Yovsep ’s {fhce 1S referred merely ASs ETLOKOTN INa Y be explaıned Dy

05 Ibid., 105
96 Lazar, Patmut iwn hayoc’, I: 1: 33
9’7 Garıtte, “ Vısıon de Sahak’”, DA Even ıf ONe WCIC the longer ({eX1 dıd a(01!

orıginate ıth the rmenıJan halcedon1ıans, it 1S nevertheless understandable why they
would ave preserved thıs varıant.

0® Vall Esbroeck, Un LLOUVCAU temoın du lıvre d’Agathange’’, RFA (1971) 143
99 Ananean, ‘“Patmakan yıSatakaran me Duimn 11{ zoltovk ‘1 masın , Bazmavep (1958) 66

irk 1 H0O0C,
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the fact that he 15 closely 1ate! and hıs polıcıes and hence the
old order of thıngs d ell A Dy 1azar’s COMMEenNnT h1s STAaTlls < [E bn
ll&bl'l[lllll”ll1L[;/flil bp/rgnL/3[;u:fi nLD[‘11 } l.lllll{l.lljil _Illlßnrl w/3n I{HLII1L[JIIUID E w[
ul[1(fu:flun.n[nuu[l‘u WE If, d probable, AIC ınk the catholıicate
ıth Armenuna’s autocephaly, then. fOor the compıler, hıs takes ıts orıgın from
Surmak It 1s surely noteworthy that though he O0€es nOL explicıtly USC the
term in that CONTEXT, ıt INa Y ell be implıcıt; for h1ıs desıgnatıon of bıshops
ıth the ng CONsecrate others AS O1 NPOTOL QUTOV 195 bears d remarkable
affınıty the gloss catholıcos in the yrıac abrıdgement of the ıfe of
St Gregory (r aanamiard na Fınally, ave LO take into aCCoOount the
famılıarıty ıth the term the part of P’awstos and Lazar, IC mplıes ıt
mMust ave een Current In the later Aifth CeEHtUr V + 9.
oug al that the instıtution INa Yy ave een accepted de facto,

there AT clear indıications that In the second half of the followıng CeNTLUrYy
WEIC afoot tO Improve ıts de ure claım. As iın the West, apostolıicıty

became secondary erıterion fOor autocephaly. Its effect 1S visıble Yovhannes
(jabetean’s aCCOunt of the foundatıons of Armenıuan church order, ONC of the
pıllars of whiıch Was UI1LI1F[I Qpfanpfinu U[1Ffl!ß ß‘llll].l'nll[7 jyuInpg *99 hıs

represent unıon of the northern °‘Hellenic’” tradıtıon of the
Gregorids ıth the south-western +Syr1an background of much of P‘awstos’
SOUTCEC materj1al!9/. Thıs 1S sei or INOTC cırcumstantıally in the above-
mentioned Syriac ıfe of Gregory ın 1C the saılnt’s conception 15 ocated al
eus al Tiaz

Meanwhıle, the Chalcedonıian supporters of Yovhannes Bagaranc ı WOU
ave laımed descent from the m1ıssıon of Bartholemew 198 Despıite the
subtle understatement In the Narratio’s passıng reference the apostle and
the church he ounded In hat became Theodosiopolıs, ıt clearly has Da-
ganda value and must ave played vıtal role ın Justifyıng Byzantıne
Armenila’s schıismatıc stance OVeI agaınst Duin. TIhe verisımılıtude of the
altercatıon 1s enhanced by paralle]l attempt al dısengagement orchestrated
by the anıan clergy

101 Garıtte, Narratıo, 29,
102 Lazar, atmut iwn hayoc’, 2 38, F
103 Garıtte, Narratıo, 31,
104 Van Esbroeck, e resume syrlaque de ’Agathange”, AnBoll 05 (1977) 280e
105 See CS Garsolan, The EpDIC Hiıstorıies, 323; 537
106 iırk TÜ OC} 78 and 189 for Catholıcos Abraham’s employment of the ormula. See

urther Uxtanes, 'atmut ıwn Hayoc , 2’ 63, 65:; 119, 121
107 See Garsolan, The EpIcC Historıies, pp. 411-412 where the COommMmentaftor Argucs agaınst

interpreting the references eus ater interpolatıons.
108 Vall Esbroeck, Yn nalssance du culte de Saılnt Barthelemy Armenıie’’, RFA

(1983) 1712185
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TIhe latter had een regarde: AS dependent Armenıua because accordıng
tradıtion. theır kıng Urnayr had sought St Gregory {O appoınt member

of h1s famıly as theır spırıtual head 19© At thıs Juncture, however, they
advanced the VIEW hat they had een evangelızed before the Armenilans by
certaın EhSe/EhsSa, ..  one of the dıscıples of the Lord” wh antıcıpate the
Armenıuans also ın oundıng hurch! 1 Relatıons remaıned evered into the
first decade of the seventh9 that theır catholıicate Was nOoTLt represented
al the consecratiıon of Catholicos Abraham 610 Later in h1ıs tenure (or
under h1s SUCCESSOT omıtas d Arsen records) reconcılıatıon Was HNected
hrough 1C the anıan Jurisdıction Was augmented Dy bıshoprics.
At thıs pomint the foundatıon egends coalesced In such ashıon A

reconstitute Armenıuan pre-eminence. In thıs varıant, Ehse AaDDCAI'Ss AaSs addeus
iscıple who, uDON hıs master’s martyrdom al Artaz, eiurns LO be ordaıned.
JThereafter: he makes hIs WaY Albanıa where he preaches ın Varlıous reg10ns
untıl he hıs end al the an of idolaters 111

Another facet of the Samne 1Ssue OT: Persarmenı1an autocephaly debated al
thıs per10d * ** eflects the impact of Ps Dıonysıan hought 1aw In
hıs Ecclesiastıical Hıerarchy ** he dıstinguıishes only [WO trı1ads In the church
VIZ that of the eachıng church bıshop, presbyter, deacon) and that of the
church under instruction mon alty, catechumen-energumen-penıitent).
However, ine Oorders of clergy WEeEeTC subsequently enumerated d earthly
antıtypes of the angelıc choırs of hıis Celestijal Hierarchy *- On eiıther sıde of
the former eachıng trıad WEIC sei the hiıerarchical (patrıarch, archbıshop,
metropolıtan) and unordaıned clerical orders (sub-deacon, Gler eader)
Was then querıed whether the Armenıuan church satıshe these crıter1a. In the

whiıich followed, the anıan catholıcos Was assıgned the degree of
archbıshop and the Georglan C  u  rm hat of metropolıtan. However, 1ın
CO  CC of the reakdown ın relatıons between Abraham and Kıwrıon,
the atter’s posıtion evolve uDON the bıshop of Sıwnık

109 Dowsett, The History of the (’aucasian Albanians,
110 Ibid., 7T See Iso the repIYy of Catholıicos Abraham castıgatıng the Albanıan bıshop

Mxıt ar of Amaras for Varıous aberrant Op1INn10NsS. In addıtion holdıng Iinapproprıiate VIeEWS
whıich m1g ImMpILYy he Was Chalcedonıian, he 15 alleged ave stated hat the Albanıans AdIc
the equal of the Armenıuans because both WCIC enlıghtened by apostles (2 178-181).
Moreover, Abraham explicıtly mentıons both Georgla and Albanıa WCIC ınfected Dy
Chalcedonianısm ın hıs encyclıcal (Girk T1t'06.,  Saı 193)

Al Uxtanes, Patmut iwn ayoc , Z 65, 123 In sımılar WdY, the south-western Syrıan
tradıtıon of Armenıua 15 subsumed the northern al P’awstos I1L, where the chorepi1scopus
Danıel 1S presented pup1 of St regoOTY, (Jarso1an (The EpIC Histories, 36/) belıeves
thıs MaYy be later gloss

L1 Ibid., Z 63, 119
113 Dıionysıius Areopagıta, De eccles1astıca hıerarchia, 3, coll 369-584
114 Hendrix ed.) Pseudo-Dionysii Areopagitae De Caelesti Hierarchia, Leıden, rıll
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Linked ıth the 1Ssue of lıturgical orders 18 that of eucharıstic practice,
16 urther dıvided the [tWO Armenıuan communiıties. In thıs regard the oft-
quoted quıp of Catholicos Movses (0Ö Un DAYO MOVLPVLTAPLOV, 0DO  OUV UN
NCN OEPUOV) In rejecting Maurice’s offer attend councıl iın Constantınople
1S probably LINOTC profound than 1s usually imagıned. Doubtless, he had In
mınd the example of hıs predecessor, Yovhannes abetean compromıiısed
confession. Hence, presumably, he already perce1ved the dıvergent Byzantıne

of employıng leavened Tea and addıng the eucharıstıic CUD ASs

of LNOTIC er10us doectrinal dısparıty. The m1xıing of waler and
wıne symbolızed (OMNE evel the ogma of [WO natures after the unıon.
Addıtionally, for Armenıu1an Julianısts the actıon conveyed the corruptibilıty
of Christ’s Aesh und the resurrection; for later controversıialısts WEIC

> the product of iın wıne 1S vinegar, Just 4S eavened ea g1vES
rNse MOU Hence, the eıghth of the Counscıl of Duin presiıde (OQV6I

Dy Catholıcos Yovhannes Öjnec‘i In 720 explicıtly requıres “ll£lllgil luill'ufinp
na lı Qwuby fı ubnull (emphasıs added) 115

Sıgniıficantly, another of the ree wrıtings (translated from Armenıuan
orıgınal) find place ın Sınal 699 1S short cCatena enütie IIpoc
TOUC KATNYOPOUVTAG TO ÜyYLOV TNG WLDOTAYOYLAG NMOTNPLOV KLOVOUEVOV
DOaAtTL11O. As ONC m1g eXpect, the maJorıty of the five cıtations derıves
ırectly from lıturgical 00 1S interesting that the anaphorae of St James
and ası ASs utilızed Dy the Persarmen1ılan church lacked an Yy mention of
mixıng the chalıce, whereas the forms cıted ere AIC complete. Clearly, ın
entering into communıon al Constantınople, the Byzantıne Armenıan bıshops
also accommodated theır rıte tO the practice there and reformed theır
accordıngly At the Same tiıme., though sma the forulegium 1S indıcatıve of
the theologıca inıtlatıve of the Armenıuan compıuler ıIn selecting cıtations such
A the ONC from Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses Z and hat of Athanasıus’
commentary Ps 74:9 IC do not gure iın ree works of sımılar
nature

S akobyan, Kanonagirk' Hayoc , vol L 519 The ratıonale for takıng thıs posıtıon 1S
developed In whiıich 1S sometıimes attrıbuted the SadIlle catholıcos See iırk T At 0CC  la

235 hat VvVen in the mıddle d CS ere could be ambiguılty A the order of magnıtude of
the 1SSUEe, whether purely OTNIC of Armenılan eccles1i1astıical tradıtıon ONC dogmatıcally
bindıng q ]] Christian churches 15 ell brought Out by the experiıence of Mxıt ar Sasnec ı
(C 1260-1337). In HIS youth he had favoured the former attıtude uniı constraıned Dy VISION

adop the rgorıist stance (Armenıuan Patrıarchate of Jerusalem 414 (A.D
1 13v-1231). An edıtıon of Mxıt ar’'s dıscourses 1$ currently under preparatıon. For recent

discussıon of Byzantıne practice, for whiıch Catholıcos Movses’ remark 1S the oldest atteste':
wıtness, SCC Taft, SIr ‘“Water into Wıne. TIhe Twice-Mıxed Chalıce in the Byzantıne
Eucharıst”, Le Museon 100 (1987) 373-3472

116 arıtte,; Un opuscule DTICEC traduıt de l’armenıen SUT l’addıtion eau VIN eucharıstique”,
Museon 73 (1960) 297-310
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Naturally, d the Narratio informs usS, moOost of the contention between the
[WO sıdes In the Armenıian dıspute Was ırectly ocused «TMNEPL TOV EV AÄPLOTO
VDO DUGEOV146  Cowe  Naturally, as the Narratio informs us, most of the contention between the  two sides in the Armenian dispute was directly focused «mepi t@v &v Xpict®  S0O MÜGEOV ... KAl ÖLA TV EV XahKndovı obvodov»!17, Even after Catholicos  Movses’ death in 604 when, under imperial orders, Sormen, the commander of  Byzantine Armenia intensified contacts with Vardapet, $alasar of Persarmenia  on effecting a union, their correspondence is redolent with recrimination and  inuendo. In response to a proposal for a delegation to observe how the faith  of the Fathers is preserved intact in the Persian sphere of influence, Sormen  retorts sharply «EßE g nulnpnufi wubp, qShönfdEnuht qgl.qb puwbgpugen) nn  Efil}l}ffi F:u{ll;u{u:zmm[3bu:fi £m}l;l/[1,1 Äulpgfl Jnuflr}qfi/;g:ufi Luul;£‚ I1LUU1/1 L l/l;pdl;glufl [1  uppny Elbabgeng, ı wbdpb9 YpSwlkgub yhzumulh uqnffhg quıg k dbp pu  gfunkdp» *S, Moreover, as defections occur from Chalcedonian adherents,  influenced by Khusrau’s major offensive against the Emperor Phocas, Sor-  men complains that they are obliged perforce to anathematize the council!!9.  At the same time, he outlines the Fathers he regards as orthodox, among  whom pride of place is given to Athanasius, followed by Basil, the four  Gregories!?° and John Chrysostom!?!. It is therefore unlikely to be incidental  that the final tract in the collection from Sinai MS no. 1699, a dyophysite  florilegium !??, is almost entirely culled from these authors. Out of thirteen  citations nine derive from Athanasius!??, two from Gregory the Illuminator  and one from Gregory of Nazianzus!?*, As one might expect, the passages  from St. Gregory the Illuminator are of particular interest. The first, which  speaks of Christ’s uniting Godhead and manhood, is an almost literal  rendering of one of the sections of the ““teaching” of St. Gregory, as  represented by Agathangelos!?*, The second, in contrast, varies in important  respects from the received Armenian text e.g. gdbp Cngbytb phncffihu qukqu I  [uumflliu:_q ]u1fl[uumfl muanwönL/3/uf: /IL[1 L Jlllilulu[luliul[lflLp/?ü}il ‘L'f]V f]p8tép(lV  QUOLV TV XOLKTV EVEÖLTATO KAl EiLEE T OEeoTNTL AUTOÜ IN ÄMUPTO IVa HLV  ö0oN IV AUTOÜ A0avaciavV KAl EDEPOGÖVNV Kal AÄndOELAV aUTOÖ: TO SE  OOaptOv Huiv (leg. HUÖV) Euı&Eev Iva Ü0aävatoVv TOoLNON.  117  Garitte, Narratio, $ 108, p. 41.  118  Girk“ TWHOC;pAO:  119  In his reply, Vardapet denies the charge, p. 94.  120  Sc. Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory the Illuminator and Gregory  Thaumaturgus.  121  Girk Tiltoe:; p M  122  G. Garitte, ‘Un petit florilege diophysite grec traduit de l’armenien”, Studia Biblica et  Orientalia 111 (1959), pp. 102-112.  123  Such is the ascription, but three of the citations come from a spurious work and four others  have not yet been identified. For the tendentious transmission of Athanasian texts in  Armenian see R. W. Thomson, “The Transformation of Athanasius in Armenian Theology”,  Le Museon 78 (1965), pp. 47-69.  124  See Garitte, ‘Un petit florilege””, p. 109.KaLl ö10 INV SV XaAKNOOVL GUVOOOV LAr ven after Catholıcos
Movses’ ea ın 604 when, under mperı1al orders, Sormen, the cCcommander of
Byzantıne Armenı1a intensiıhned CIS wıth ardapet, Satasar of Persarmenia

effecting un1on, theır correspondence 1S redolen ıth recrımınatıon and
inuendo. In {O proposa for delegatıon {O observe how the faıth
of the Fathers 1S preserved intact In the Persian sphere of influence, Sormen
retorts sharply q'}£nul,n,1nu/rf: wuß.p, llS dn/dEnu gUnE puwlrpugen) N
nnn prl;u,u:zmm[3b:ufi Angklfn Äulpgfi lul.llib I1Ll.lll1/l l/l:p0‘l;glufi

Ehbnbgung, wb YY ıul bg url 2U.lllllll banı fg JL IF b p pu
qfnn[;äp»l 18. Moreover, defections from Chalcedonıian adherents,
influenced by Khusrau’s maJor offlensive agaınst the Emperor Phocas, SOT-
men complaıns that they ATIC oblıged perforce tOo anathematıze the councıl L

At the Sd1L11Cc time: he outlınes the Fathers he regards AaSs orthodox,
whom prıde of place 1S g1ven {O Athanasıus, OllOowWwe: by asıl, the four
Gregories !*° and John Chrysostom ***, 15 therefore unlıkely be incıdental
that the final In the collection from Sınal MS 1699, dyophysıte
Norılegium **2, 1S almost entirely culled from these authors. Out of thırteen
cıtations ıne derıve from Athanasıus !*}, [WO from Gregory the Ilumınator
and ONe from Gregory of Nazıanzus 124 As ONC m1g CXDECL, the
from St Gregory the Ilumınator dIC of partıcular interest. The first, 1C
speaks of Christ’s unıtıng Godhead and manhood, 1S almost ıteral
renderıng of ONC of the secti1ons of the teachıng” of St Gregory, d

represented Dy Agathangelos***, The second, In9 varıes In important
r  p  S from the rece1ved Armenıuan texi C qdbn Annbnlu FIIIIL/3/|LLU llll_ligulL
ll.llllllilbulg julilll.llllllil muanmöflL[c)/ll.fl ALn JUIÜUIIIIUII{IUÜHLP/IL&Ü INV EPOV
MÜOLV INV YOLKY V EVEÖLOGATO KaLl EWLEE Un OEeOTNTL QUTOD T ÜMLPTO Sa  1V NULV
ÖO TINV QUTOD AOavacıav KaLl EDUOPOCLVNV Kal anadsıav QUTOD : TO dE
OOQPTOV NHULV (leg NUOV EWLEEV n  1Va AOavatOov KmOLNON.

7 Garıtte, Narratio, 108, 41
118 irk‘ TT  OC’,
119 In nN1ISs repIYy, ardapet denıes the charge,
120 SC Gregory of Nazlanzus, Gregory of yssa, Gregory the Ilumıinator and Gregory

Thaumaturgus.
1241 irk IM O0C)
122 Garıtte, Un petit forılege diophysıte BICC raduıt de l’armenien”, Studia Bibhlica el

Orientalia 111 (1959) 102-:112
123 Such 15 the ascr1ıption, but ree of the cıtatıons OIMNC irom SpUur10us work and fOour others

ave NOT yel een iıdentiNed. For the tendenti0us transmıssıon of Athanasıan in
rmenı1an N TIhomson, °“°The Iransformatıon of Athanasıus In Armenıuan eology”',
Le Museon 78 (1965) 47-69

1 24 See Garıtte, N pet1 florılege””, 109
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ere 1S, of COUTSC, nothıng intrinsıcally Chalcedonıian about the PASsSagc
confute the opposıtıon, but they WOU surely ave OoOun the final portion
disconcerting. Granted the Persarmenı1an posıtion clearly enuncı1ated Dy
catholıcos Nerses I1 f Ahbdıso (Luu,ull/lüflm/3[1:.fi [1[IIUL La qII1UIL dr  9 unl
[ll1[1 bgl IT1l wln u ulgn d ficb t )125 the suggestion Dy the TaC that the
Word assumed OUT corruption WOU surely ave een greeted Aas Severan
blasphemy. The contradıction between the eX neatly illustrates the configu-
ratıon of Contemporary ecclesi1astıcal polıtıcs. Both communıiıties laımed
continulty ıth St Gregory and STITOVEe to Justify theır standpoımnt Dy 1Neren
SO of argument. As Sormen wriıtes, <<Lu[[fi nılb ur ‚P n8Lq nn uAn Armenian Job Fragment from Sinai and its Implications  147  There is, of course, nothing intrinsically Chalcedonian about the passage to  confute the opposition, but they would surely have found the final portion  disconcerting. Granted the Persarmenian position clearly enunciated by  catholicos Nerses II to AbdiSo (Luu[ull[tüflnL[3[ufi ['.'[IIUL m$ uur [7 hdw, zu‘r Lizup:f/rfl  im[1 l1 L/lillt wnwL u1flum,u:[,u1me[3fufl t11)125, the suggestion by the tract that the  Word assumed our corruption would surely have been greeted as Severan  blasphemy. The contradiction between the texts neatly illustrates the configu-  ration of contemporary ecclesiastical politics. Both communities claimed  continuity with St. Gregory and strove to justify their standpoint by different  sorts of argument. As Sormen writes, «wlhb nıbkup quwak) qabg npyku ...  n,1r;[:u Äumu:,uul,u:g Äuu.u:um_/ l/li[1 Ä:u:.pfl uppnfi: 9—p[1qnp/:, L qnLp un /1flz  WLn WW l[m/1[;gu:_,„p wn l/lill»126.  That the era under discussion might have been the matrix for the tracts just  mentioned and the gestation period for Armenian Chalcedonian thought as a  whole may partly be inferred from the activities of monophysite apologists  which are far more amply documented. To reinforce his condemnation of  Chalcedon and Severus, Abdi&o introduced to Armenia Timothy Aelurus’  refutation 127 and unspecified writings of Philoxenus of Mabbug, as has been  seen. Although we hear little of the latter, the former was obviously in brisk  circulation by the end of the sixth century. A cleric named Petros, writing to a  fellow churchman, remarks the addressee also possesses a copy of the  refutation, the utility of which in debate he esteems above the other authori-  ties for the range of topics broached and the comprehensivity of patristic  opinion represented. He therefore urges his colleague to apply himself to it to  direct the simple-minded from being led astray. Later, when Movses, bishop  of C‘urt‘aw is forced to abandon his see, the /ocum tenens at Duin, Vrt‘anes  K‘erdot sends him various documents to assist him compile a dossier of anti-  dyophisite thought. This he then distills into a pastoral letter to his flock.  Subsequently, perhaps partly on the basis of their reaction, he pursues his  inquiry on how Chalcedon has fared in the Empire during the last century  after its negative assessment under Zeno and Anastasius‘?®. In this connec-  tion it is also worth mentioning his superior’s abstract of the circumstances  and decisions of that council!??. Soon afterwards a riposte was forthcoming  125 Girk‘ T#Ht’oc‘, p. 56. The confession parallels verbatim that of Abdi&o in the previous letter.  126 Jbid., p. 90.  127 The Armenian translation of the work is extant in a single codex of the 10th century  (Erevan, Matenadaran Ms. no. 1958). See K. Ter-Mekerttschian and E. Ter-Minassiantz  (eds.), Timotheus Älurus’ des Patriarchen von Alexandrien Widerlegung der auf der Synode zu  Chalcedon festgesetzten Lehre, Leipzig:1908.  128 Girk‘ T'Ht’oc‘, p. 140.  129 N. Akinian, “Vrt‘an&s vardapet K‘erdot ew iwr erkasirut‘iwnner&, Handes Amsöreay 24  (1910), pp. 39-45.nnn Ä:uuu:{mll(u:g Äun.mumj bn ÄmLpfl u,1Fn]il Qnnn IEHITE.D 2Ullll frl
UILUHU[1UIFUI[1 uwnpbgwy.p 1ll;q»”°

That the CTa under discussıon m1g have een the matrıx for the tracts Just
mentioned and the gestation per10d for Armenıuan Chalcedonıian hought ASs

ole mMaYy partly be inferred from the actıvıtles of monophysıte apologıists
16 AIC far INOTEC ampIlYy documented. Io reinforce hıs condemnatıon of
Chalcedon and Severus, Abdıso introduced Armenıla Tımothy Aelurus’
refutatiıon 1* 7 and unspecıfied wrıtings of Phıloxenus of Mabbug, ASs has een
SCCI1 oug ear lıttle of the latter, the former Was obvıously In T1S
cırculatiıon Dy the end of the sixth CenturYy. cler1ıc named Petros, wrıting
fellow churchman, remarks the addressee also DOSSCSSCS CODY of the
refutatıon, the utılıty of 1C In debate he esteems above the other author1-
t1es for the of tODICS TOaAChHe and the comprehensivıty of patrıstic
opınıon represented. He therefore hıs colleague appIy hımself tO ıt
direct the siımple-minded from eing led astray. Later. when Movses, bıshop
of (“urt aw 1S forced abandon hıs SCC, the locum fenens al Duıin, Vrtanes
K’erdot sends hım Varlous documents assıst hım compıile dossier of antı-
dyophiısıte thought Thıs he then 1STUUS into pastora letter tO hıs flock
Subsequently, perhaps partly the basıs of theır reaction, he PUTSUCS hıs
NquIry how Chalcedon has are ın the Empıre durıng the ast CeNLUrYy
after ıts negatıve assessment under Zeno and Anastasıus 128 In thıs COMNNCC-

t1on ıt 1S also WOT mentionıing hıs superlor’s abstract of the CIrcumstances
and dec1ıs1ıons of that councıl!*?*. Soon afterwards 1poste WAas forthcoming

125 irk T’1It'oc, TIhe con{fession parallels verbatım that of Abdıso in the DrevI1OUS letter.
126 Ibid.,
127 TIhe Armenıuan translatıon of the work 1S extant ın sıngle codex of the Oth CentLury

(Erevan, Matenadaran Ms See Ter-Mekerttschıan and Ter-Minassıantz
Timotheus Älurus’ des Patriarchen Von Alexandrien Widerlegung der auf der Synode

Chalcedon festgesetzten Lehre, Leipzig:1908.
128 irk LA  OC , 140
129 Akınıan, ““Vrt’anes vardapet K ‘erdol 1WT erkasiırut 1wnnere, Handes Amsoreay

(1910) 390-45
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from the Georgjan Catholicos Kıwrıon sei ın the Context of the rst three
ecumenıcal councıls 1C. ATeC told, represented the SYNOPSIS of theır
acta}>s©° Thıs ole phase of aSSıduous extual investigation and compıilation
then culmınates In rich aphthartodocetic LOMEe, known A the °Seal of
Faıth’”, siımılar ıIn ar  nt and magnıtude Timothy’s work. Its Nirst
edıtıon 1S usually ascrıbed tO the catholıcate of Abraham’s SUCCESSOT Komitas
(c 610-628)!91.

In 1g of Gregory’s sıgnıficance, ıke that of Nıcaea, d legıtimızıng
symbol, it 1S hardly surprising hat the cıtations attrıbuted hım In
the Seal ofal 1S longer exiract incorporatıing exactly the SdI1e Passage as
the first quotatıion of the dyophysıte Norllegium. eedless tO SdVY, whereas
there ıt served confirm the doctrine of dualıty of natures, ere it
wıtnesses LO Christ’s sıngle nature, IC both human and dıvine actıvıties
AaTIC LO be predicated? . As the communiıtıes’ image of the salnt developed,
the sacred tradıtion 16 medıiate hıis ıfe and eachıng the faıthful
underwent ongomng DITOCCSS of transfiormatıion. Hence, ıth the geographical,
polıtical and rel1210us dıvisıons of the ate sıxth UrYy cleavıng the Armenıian
people INn LWO, ıt 1S logıcal CXPDECTI the saınt’s hagıographic transmıssıon LO
ave SEn subject siımılar bıfurcation, condıtioned LO certaın degree Dy
ıdeological consıderations. At the SdaIne tiıme, Byzantıne mpts negocılate

settlement heal the schısm m1g plausıbly ave resulte: In Compromıse
collages synthesızıng materı1a] from both DPrevIOUS CONSTIructs

The of the Syriac abrıdgement of St regory’s ıfe VS) 133 has
greatiy advanced the study of thıs hıghly complex, but fascınatıng problem
oug SOTINC of 1ts data INa Yy be early, certaın features ATeC best accounted
for by posıting the sıtuation of catholıcos Yovhannes havıng een drıven
back Dy Khusrau I1 {Oo enclave round Theodosıiopolıis, duriıng the
607/7-610 Moreover. the memorI1al of the saınt’'s burıal al Thordan galns
130 irk K 4t:0C:; 188 For the 1eW that 1wrıon delıberately modıhed certaın detaıls (such

substituting ..  out of [WO natures” for the Chalcedonıjnn formula) In order render hıs
con{fession INOTEC palatable Catholicos Abraham and thereby mıinımıze the extent of
rmenı1an repercuss10ns SCC KoJababıan, Relatıons between the rTrmenıJan and
Georglan Churches accordıng the TMenıJan Sources, 300-610°””, (D.Phıl. thesıs submıiıtted

the Universıity of Ox{ford, 204247 As the author concedes, ıf thıs WCIC hıs lıne
of reason1ıng, he badly miscalculated Moreover, despıte the absence of that formula,
1Wr10n reıterates dıflerent pomnts hIs Convıction concerning the existence of {WO natures
after the un10n, hıghlighting it urther Dy condemnıng those who do noTt Ihrm As thıs
Can hardly be apse, ıt 1 hard reconcıle ıth Kıwrıon’s supposed intentions.

131 JTer-Mkrrti  C ean  e (ed.), nIık hawatoy, Ejmıiacın:1914; anastatıc reimpress1i0n, Louvaın
second, enlarged dıtıon 15 attrıbuted the translator tep anos Sıwnec"1 (c 680 -cC 735)

1372 Wıth thıs INa Yy COIMMPDATC the parallel phraseology omıtas employs In hIs credal statement al
the Persian ‚Ourt L/a unul| unl wubd g 5Wn SWn g fn 5lr gdwÖL, 3 qfizu:flu:qnpöm/ß[uf:ufl
Au ylnıd Furlafila U_umm.änJ‚ W Lq"lllfl["lL/abllllip mf1un.pfl)m[t)lim[rß (Girk F it.08 213)

133 See ote 104
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specıal impact from the later reference Heraclıus’ erecting church the
sıte 623 134 Hence, it lıkely that the maın redaction took place In the
early seventh CeENLUrYy and thıs has eft ıts imprint the selection of materı1als
fOor ınclusıon (or OM1SS10N) and theır function wıthın the composıtion (whıch
eed nOoLt ave een the Same A4AS the ONMNC they In earlher crystalızatıons
of the legend) Its 1imıted cırculatıiıon, In CO the INanYy rendıtions,
abbreviations and reedıtions enjoyed Dy Agathangelos’ texi Aa)135’ 15 probably

be accounted for Dy its COmMpromI1sory character. Of sıgnıfıcance 1ın the
iLLempt LO unıte the [WO Armenıuan communities the basıs of ONC of the
MmMOSLT powerfu symbols they shared, ıt WOU ave een discarded when
TO OoOWNn and each sıde reverted ıts OW “authoritative” version of
events Thıs bold inıtlatıve MaYy ave peaked 610/611 wıth the removal
from the of the eaders of both factıons. In that YCal Yovhannes’
deportatiıon Dy the ranıan forces Ahmatan along ıth the inhabıtants of
Theodosiopolıs, coincıded ıth Catholıicos Taham s e Thus before
Komıiıtas’ electiıon and ratılcatıon there would ave ech opportunıity
DUTISUC negoclatıon.

As compromıse document, ONEC of VSsS charaecterıstics 1S inclusıvıty,
harmonızıng the confrontatıonal configurations of the L[WO sıdes. For example,
the redactor dıvıdes the VIrgıns accompanyıng St Hrıpsıme, assıgnıng Oorty
Duin and another thırty-seven Awan (as ell d noting hat GregorYy
latterly became cell-mate of ONC of them. named Manı, 1in the wesiern regı1on
of Daranalı) In thıs WdY the sanctıty of both SCCS 1S assured, ASs Aa had
earlıer establıshed the primacy of ValarSapat. Sımilarly, there ALG three
aptısms: the princıpal even 1s staged al Arcn ın the AICd of Theodosıiopolıs,
but the rıte 1S then repeated al VatarSapat and Artasat. oug VSsS aC
N VISION ıt borrows from that epısode the descent of 1g ıIn
language remıinıscent of the Tee varıant tradıtıon Vg) It mMust be supposed
that the L[LWO capıtals AIC chosen for inclusıon because they dIC the 1OCcus for
the VISION iın Aa and Vg respectively. The number of those aptıse: ın VeS

parallels that of Aa’ rather than Vg's hıgher gure, because the
latter also comprised delegatıons from other Caucasıan peoples Sınce the
reunılicatıon Was primarıly concerned wıth the [WO Armenıuan polıtıes, those
WOU ave distorted the fOCus. Even-handed treatment 1S also meted Out

the [WO Journeys Gregory undertakes, the ONC Rome argely ounded
Vg, the other O Constantınople followıng Aa Rome’s supplantıng (aesarea

as the sıte of the saınt’s consecratiıon Jearly coheres wıth VS’'s incorporatıon of
the eus legend have Iready discussed, safeguard the autocephaly
134 Va  — Esbroeck, LO resume Syrl1aque , 300, 357/
135 MCa dıtıon Ter-MkrtcGC’ ean and St Kanayeanc Agat ’ angetay Patmut iwn

Hayoc , Tıflıs 909
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of the Armenıian church from Byzantıne dependence. The visıt LO Constantinople
then balances thıs by fostering co-operatıon between the co-relıg10us States

Naturally, achıeving credal conformıity WOU ave een delıcate matter.,
and presenting ıt pose partıcular dıfficulty, A SOIMINC of the epısodes ıIn the lıfe
had een conscı10usly developed as partısan theological sStatements ese ATr
therefore mostly handled wıth dıscrete sılence. Thus the narratıve of
regory’s martyrdom 1s plaın, unencumbered ıth diviısıve Chrıstological
baggage, ASs 15 the eachıng. Moreover, granted the tensions generated by
Chalcedon and the veneratıon both communıiıitıes accorded Nıcaea (though
form 1Neren perspectives), ıt 1s perfectly comprehensıiıble why the latter 1$
offered AS the arbıter of communıon !$° For sımılar CasOonNns the VISION woul
also ave een omıtted tOo preclude the inevıtable dıssent VGT interpreting the
famous Passapc of the ONe herd öf Oals which utates into wolves and
lambs 157 The redactor, SUCCESSOT of Sormen In negoclations, WOU
therefore ave approve of hıs evangelıcal watchword « z4: Zwum ıf
mf f

The inescapable conclusıon from the datıng of VsS Armenıan Vorlage 1S
that the L[WO primary tradıtions 18 ıt relıes (Aa and Vg) WeEeTC also
avaılable ın Armenıian by the end of the sixth Centiury at the latest. 15
generally agreed that the GOTE of the former, attrıbuted {O Agathangelos,
Camne into existence In the second half of the fifth CeHTUNy >> and Was ulilıze
by 1azar al the turn of the sixth 140 Koriwn canonızed the m1ss1ıONary 7ea]
and educational accomplıshments of and Mastoc‘ al the request of
theır protege, Catholıicos Yovsep’, after the Syro-Persian interlude in the
second quarter of the nfth CeNTLUTrY. SO Agathangelos proJects thıs sıtuation back
into the DreVvIOUS u  9 depicting the SUPTEMACY of the elilen1ıc orlentatiıon
represented Dy the northern Gregorid tradıtion throughout the COUNIIY +&
Hence, EVCNn al thıs the saınt’s iıdeological s1gnıficance IS paramount.
Thereafter, partıcularly in the AdIiIcCca of the teaching, iıne of development IMaYy
be traced, C enhances the work’s monophysiıte colourıng!+2, Also, Dy
alterıng the dates of regory’s confinement In the pıt, the redactor advanced

| 36 Va  - Esbroeck, "*Un NOUVCAaAU temoln”. 286,
137 Agat’angetay Patmut iwn ayoc , 753-754, 300)-391
138 irk‘ 1 dt.0C.
139 TIThomson trans.), Agathangelos History of the Armenians, Albany:1976, XC1
1 4() Va  — sbroeck, ** Le resume syrıaque de | Agathange l portee DOUT I’histoire du

141
developpement de la legende’’, andes Amsöreay (1976) col 509
Paradoxically the baptısmal rite by which Gregory ıllumınated the Armenılans 1S apparently
Syrıan In form See Wınkler, ‘“Qur Present Knowledge Hiıstory of Agat’angetos and
ıts Orijental Versions’”, REA (1980), 136-137

147 Van Esbroeck, E E resume syrliaque de ’Agathange’”’, ols 507-508
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the claım that Armenıa precede the Roman Empire iın embracıng T1SL1a-
nity””, yel another ground for autocephaly.

By PTOCCSS of elımınatıon, must consıder the proposa that Vg, whatever
1ts ultımate orıgins!4++4, Was adopted by Armenıan Chalcedonıians a4as vehicle
from theır perception of the saınt. ere 1S, In fact, much mentıon of
Byzantıne terriıtory 1n thıs recension and the Journeys tO (Caesarea and Rome
ATC descer1ibed ıth lıvely, cırcumstantıal elaboratıon. As has already een
observed, the baptısm 9 others, focuses the unıty in al
enjoyed by the Caucasıan peoples Adherence the atnNolıc Chüurch, AS

opposed LO break-awa sect, FECUTS In the argumentatıon of Kıwrıon and
others, ıle antı-monophysıte solıdarıty 15 allmar. of the sixth century ın
the Narratıo 145

Moreover, when viewed wıthın thıs con({text, the substıitution of Artasat for
Valarsapat 4S the locus of regory’s VIS1ION, far from eing ridiıculous
blunder *“° 1S profoun denıal of the atter’s prestige foremost shrıine of

143 Ibid., col 501
As rather than etymology determınes semantıcs, ıt 1S quıte possıble that early
elements of the tradıtion AT gıven NC  S sıigniıficance when Juxtaposed later data As OoNec
of the three strands of transmıssıon has preserved ıts pristine form intact, it 15
attempt stratıfy the materı1a]l LrYy reconstıitute the DITOCCSS by which ıt developed. Sınce
redaction usually entaıls not only accretion but eXCIS1ON, it 15 important noOot lose sıght of
the intentions of later tradents ın selecting these specıfic data perpetuate.
Van Esbroeck would CONNeCT the rmenlan Vorlage of Vg and Aa ıth the Counscıls of uın
ın 506 and 555 respectively. In support of the former iıdentificatıon he adduces the inclusıon
of the other Caucasıan natıons ıIn the baptısmal aCCOUNT, paralle]l theır polıtıcal
operatıon that per10d and hiıerarchical representatıon the councıl ıtself. He Iso posıts
the institution of the feast of Sotakat‘ iın celebration of St Gregory’s VISION around thıs
time, arguıng that ıt Wäas st1l] unknown the hıstori1an T azar. Yet ıt 15 generally held the
latter Was wrıting precisely thıs Juncture and, ıf the first book 15 authentic, Wäas Iso
famılıar ıth Agathangelos iın SOTNC form Moreover, the reference Nerses Kamsarakan’s
PTaycr Gregory (*“Temoijgnages lıtteraires SUT les sepultures de saınt Gregoire I' ıllumına-
teur”',  97 AnBaoll (1971) 413) indıcatıon of the saınt’s martyrdom alone 1S surely
inconclusıve. Hıs aCTi of dıspellıng the mıiıst of Armenıuans’ sinful impilety (quunun bg
wdpwn>SunL(d url ng llbl"l9 endEu) could ell construed d allusıon the
purıficatıon of SIn through baptısm and the natıon’s transformatıon from idolatry
Christianıty. Sımilarly, Caucasıan solıdarıty Was already eme of Orıwn'’'s in the 440s in
describing astoc’’s M1SS1ONATY Journeys Georgla and Albanıa In 10N, the aSSOCI1A-
tıon f the ({WO contrastıng tradıtions ıth Ose councıls creates urther problems of
interpretation. Oug| Duiin 8l argely reinforced the decisions of the earlier councıl in
anathematıisıng Nestorjanısm, the hypothesıs would ave {O explaın ma)Jor changes in Key
elements of the ıfe For example, why would the sıte of the VISION relocated from Artasat

Vatarsapat in the mıd sıxth century when the latter W: of secondary importance, in
Contras its pre-eminence in the preceding century”?

145 Garıtte, Narratıo, 85-89,
146 Garıtte, Documents l’etude du livre d’Agathange (Studı e estiI! 127) Vatıcan

City:1946, “ll faut qu«c le redacteur responsable de bevue aıt ete OUu tres distraıt
tres ignorant de la VIE relıgıeuse de ’ Armenie .
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the and Agathangelos envısages the future internecıne struggle iın terms
remıiniıscent of the Vardananc‘ WarTr In IC section of the populatıon
collaborated ıth the ranıan attempt reimpose Zoroastrıianısm, despıte
protest by the Armenıuan Church WT, Consequently, apar from the metapho-
rical violence inherent In the image of olf and lamb, the dıstinct Impression
1S given that the [WO STOUDS dIC inexorabily opposed and that the physıca
Ssurvıval of the communıty of al 1S In Jeopardy In the correspondıng portion
of Vg the relatıon between image and interpretation 1S ess Convincıing. The
wolves become CVCN INOTEC of cıpher for the human body they representT,; for
the nafture of the confrontatıion 1s spiırıtual and it 1S the integrity of theır
antagonısts’ princıples 1C 1S al stake Furthermore, the of the
verb KOLVOVELV ıIn the inal LOO pominted be colncıdence: ELC
AUKOUC WETABAAAOUEVOL NPRTACOV ODK npOßaTta TNCG OLKELAC QÜTNC
XPOCC Kal YVOUNC KOLVOVELV NAPAOKELACOVTEG ! 48 Hence belıeve Marr’s
intuıtion that the Arabıc translatıon of thıs PDasSsagc referred tO the antı-
Chalcedonıian schısm 15 well-founded 1+4>

One of the MOST noticeable dısjunctions between Aa and Vg the
order of the episodes eadıng the end of the ıfe The formerr
rather chlastıc progression whereby Artıstakes’ SUCCeEeSSION tO the prımacy
precedes regory's visıt Constantıne. ext ollows Artıstakes’ attendance
al the Councıl ÖT Nıcaea and then regory’s final In Vg NOTL only 1S the

reversed, it 15 much shorter‘: the work closes ıth Artıstakes’
SUuCCessioON after hıs father returns from Rome. ere 15 thus treatment of
Nıcaea >

Earlıer, consıdered the plausıble C  EeC of Sahak’s VISION the
Armenıan Chalcedonıian understandıng of events the catholıcate of
Yovhannes Bagarancı. Now ave SCCI1 how regory’s Vis1on (ın Vg's
versi1on) m1g be applıed the Sd1I11C per10d. It 1S also interesting {O remark
hat another Chalcedonıian writer, Arsen, catholıcos of Iberıa, refers both
VISIONS the heyday of the arch-Julianıst, Yovhannes Mayragomec’'1, later ın
the seventh CENTUT Y 2 In VIEW of the above and the regorı legıtimacy
EeSTOWE: Catholicos Yovhannes’ foundatıons DYy Vs, it 1S hıghly tempting

suggest that the CONtemMmporary communıty perce1ved regorYy's final ACT of
investing hIis physıca SOM Arıstakes wıth the trappıngs of ofhce A4ASs symbolıc of
the spiırıtual continulty theır leader possessed ıth the saınt’s ar and order.

147 Agat angetay Patmut ıwn Hayoc/, 754, 391
14% Garıtte, Documents, Vg ö1,
149 Garıtte, ID1Id., 343
| 5() See IDid., 33° for schema of events and arıtte's conclusıon.
151 Zaza Alek‘sıdze ed) Gangop isat ws K 'art velt’a da Somext a: Arsenı Sap areli, Tbilıisı: 1980.

FOr modern rmenıJan translatıon Melık set‘-Bek trans.), Vrac atbyurnere Hayastanı
VEeEV hayeri MASIN, vol F Erevan:1934, 3830
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Compelled by CiIrcumstances to realıgn theır approach, they forged the
cCompromıse document Vs When that IO0 proved ineffectual, they reverted
the earlıer tradıtion, awaıltıng INOTC complete realızatıon of the prophecy

It 15 strıkıng hat though Gregory aAaDPDCAaTIs boldly In the openıng clause
of the Narratio’s 1  e and 15 urther specıfie A4s the ONMNC wh steered
Armenı1a to orthodoxy, attempt 1s made {O ne what 1S by that
term OT fo explaın how the saınt attaıned it One Can only A4aSSUMe the author
felt hIis readers WeTC sullicıently CONversant ıth those atters that he COU
Dass VCI them LO CO the maJor part of hıs task, that of
documenting how far hıs SUCCESSOTS remaıned faıthful hıs 1g
anomalously, ONC m1g> a  oug the Councıl of Nıcaea 15 cıted In the
superscr1iıption 4S SOUTCEC of orthodoxy paralle Gregory, it 1S nOoTt

subject to the Sd1I11C SUMMAATY treatmentTt in the body of the texi On the
9 CaIre 15 taken inform us of ıts ate and PUuTrpOSC, d ell 4S the
Armenians’ role ın the proceedings. Hence, ONe m1g conclude that the
compıiler of the Narratio ntended hıs work a4as continuatıiıon and supplement
of pre-existing ıfe of Gregory If that 1S S then there 1S certaın
probabiılıty that the form of ıfe utilızed Ore typologıca afflınıty the
Armenıuan Vorlage of Vg, SINCE the latter provıdes the smoothest transıtıon
between the LWO composıtions. In surveyıng the per10d spannıng the produc-
t10n of theır Armenıuan orıginals (end 6th-end /7th cents.) and encompassıng
the other wrıtings directed agalnst the °natıonal'’ church OUuUn al Sınal,
enCounter OVCI CeENLUTY of faırly intense lıterary propaganda.

}It Was propose: earlıer that Armenıan (Chalcedonıan monks al Mar Saba
WEIC instrumental In preserving cCoples of hıs dossıer. SO far there 1S
indıcatıon of the CIrcumstances of theır rendering nto ree Perhaps the
Samne communıty Was also responsıble for that1!>> St Catherine’s also
DOSSCSSCS the Arabıc version of the ıfe of St Gregory lready Iluded C
much of 1C derıves from Vg Ltype of Tee text1>4 IC MaY have had

simılar Orlg1in. In addıtıon, the moOonastery contaıns reviated redactiıon
of Ag In manuscrıpt (10th-1 I1th CENTS.); the proftotLype of 1C MaY lıkely
ave haıled from Mar Saba, the [WO other l1ves ıt wıtnesses eing that of

152 Vız ÄTNO TOV NLUEPOV TOV Ü yLOU _ OnNyOoPLOU WEXPL TOV VDV arıtte, Narratıo, 26)
153 C4 Van SDroeC ”“a nalssance du Cu de saınt Barthelemy’””, 1 /4 ere the author

the Greek translatıon of the Narratıo Wdas executed ın Cyprus Translıterations of
rmenı1an erms indıcate the translator haıled from the estern Armenıuan provınces where
sound chıft Occurred al SOTINC per10d Dr10T7 the eleventh CeENLUTY (Garıtte, Narratıo, 399-
400)

| 54 Ihe texi 1S contaıned in Sınal Arabıc MS 460 (9th cent.) FOT detaıls of ıts Vorlage SG

G. Garnıtte, S vIe SICCYQUC inedıte de saınt Gregoire d’Armenıie (MS D’Ochrıda)”,
AnBoll 8& 3 (1965), 233-290 1Iwo urther Arabıc manuscr1pts adduce Versions of the Greek
translatıon of Agathangelos (M5S 395; Oth-10th cents.) and of Vo (MS 455 -
3th cents.).
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as hımself and St John of Damascus, wh pen MOSsT of hıs ıfe there1>>
MaYy be objecte: that thıs recension represents the monophysıte viewpoilnt

and 1S therefore less plausıbly tO be assocl1ated ıth Chalcedonıian brother-
ho0d, and yel OTMC must recall the uUusec made ın the dyophysıte Norlegium of
cıtations emanatıng from the eachıng In Aa

Armenilan translatıon In the eNVITONS of Jerusalem egan early wıth the
rendering of the lectionary and ncluded works of Cyril’s SUCCESSOT Patrıarch
John!>® and the eXegele Hesychıius *>”. More important for OUT 1S
the reference ıIn colophon the translatıon of Ps Dıionysius’ autobiography
al Jerusalem ıIn 88 by physıcıan Yovhannes. Moreover, it Was translated
Irom Georglan !>8. Lıterary CONLACTS between the [WO peoples In the GVGESG
dırection Can also be assoclated ıth the Holy City The aCCOunt of
theologıca debate before Bagrat ın 046 between the Armenıian Sost’enes
Marmasenc“1 and Ep tıme Gunjelı provıdes valuaDle data the Subject > *.
Announcing that he has COMEC from Jerusalem, the latter proceeds assaıl
Varlıous Armenıuan ogmas and uUSagcSs the basıs of theır OW wrıtings.
Inter alia he betrays knowledge of the Narratio and the VISIONS of Gregory
and St thıs m1g then ımply that Georglan renderings of the antı-
°‘Armenınan’ dossıer of Sınal WG cırculatıng al Jerusalem and Mar Saba and
InNaYy poss1ıbly ave een produce there ater Coples of such collections dIC

extiant ın Tbiılısı 10
Whether OT not Mar Saba 1S the PTOVCNANCEC of partıcularly the Tree

versions of those works, ıt 1S understandable why they WOU be valuaDble {O
the Armenıan colony there, both provıde ıdeological ammunıtion for theır
co-relıgion1sts (e.g the above debate) ell AS Droo of theır OW ortho-
dOXY, growıing necessity ın the Patrıarchate of Jerusalem. TIhat the latter
Was under scrutiny 1S evıdent already from the Liıfe of St as Havıng
permitted the Armenıuan reihnren LO PTaV the fhce separately ın theıir OW

language, the saınt insısted they revert tO singıng the frISaZ10N In 1066
presumably that it WOU be manıfest LO all they had obeyed hıs inJunction

155 See Lafontaıne, ““Une VvIe BIECQUC abregee de Gregoire l’ıllumıinateur (Cod SIın
Gr 376) ; Museon 86 (1973), 123145

156 RenouX, “Une homelıe SUT Luc 221 attrıbuee Jean de Jerusalem’”, Museon 101
(1988) 77293 and the lıterature cıted there

xW I  $ Hesychius Jerusalem. Homelies SUur Job, 42, fasc. K Turnhout, Brepols:1  3
158 Peeters, 1°a version iıbero-armenienne de l’autobiographie de enys l’areopagıte ,

AnBaoll (1921) DA NN
159 Melık"set -Bek, rac atbyurnere, 105-110

735 of the former collection of the Ecclesjnstical Museum cent.) contaıns inter
lia hıstory of early Armenıa, St Sahak’s VISION and eodore Abu Qurrah’s refutatıon
also connected ıth Jerusalem). MSS 312 cent.) and 248 cen of the former
dociety for the Propagatıon of ıteracy O: the Georglans adduce compıilatıon derıved
from the Narratıo and 1ıst of catholıcol1.
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refraın from the patrıpassıonısm of Peter the Fuller’s insertion 1°1. er
Justinian, accordıng ater SOUTCC, the patrıarchate took agaınst
Armenıan monasterIıies iın ıts Jurisdıction that theır princes WeEeIC constraıned

approach the monarch directly for redress162 few ater, simılar
petition Was addressed Dy Armenıuan monastıcs Catholicos Yovhannes
abeiean tO the effect that they WeTITC eing aCce‘ ıth the ultımatum eiıther
conform fOo the faıth of the Emperor OT relinquısh eIr the
patriarchate  163. In hıs missıve Catholicos bas Patrıarch John-
also remarks that Since hıs assumptıion Of. ofhice 0Ca factıon had sei ONC of
the Armenıian monasterıies fire However, when the matter Was brought
before the Emperor, the rulıng Was that the monastery be entrusted
orthodox communıty. In thıs Casc, the monks entered into communıon wıth
the patrıarch and retaıned theır 16

ese events aIc the clear result of Jerusalem’s consıstent championıng of
the dyophysıite posıtıon and the close surveıllance of theologıca trends In the
monasterıes dependent ıt 1C prevented the factıional 16

plagued Alexandrıa and Antıoch Moreover, ASs probe INOTEC deeply,
observe the close network of Caucasıan t1es that WeTITC forged ıth the

patrıarchate promote the Chalcedonıan ın the reg10n. TOom
Patriarch John’s letter learn that the monk 1 ’ ovmas (whose expulsıon
from Albanıa ave already noted) . has een regular go-between for
SOINC time. He had carrıed doctrinal correspondence from John’s predecessors
Eustochius and Macarıus and Was NO engaged translatıng nto Armenıuan

serl1es of materı1als INe confute the posıtions adopted al the second
Councıl of Duıin, detaıls of whiıch had also een communicated hım Dy
1’ovmas.

That Georgla enjoyed equally Wa relationshıp ıth Jerusalem al thıs
per10d 1s evident from Kıwrıon’s repeated exchanges Armenıuan dignitarıes.
When presented ıth the letter of Vrt’anes K/erdol, he 1S supposed
ave replied: <<111u1u nın jb[mLuunl[fi un Äm_„uuu,l;m punw pfrl llllllli ınwub,

161 See Festugiere, Les MmoOmINnNeES d’orient, vol
162 Sanyıan, ‘‘ Anastas Vardapet’'s ıst of rmenıan Monasterıes’’, 265-292 In connection

ıth the ragment under rTeVIEW ıt 15 interesting ote the wriıter Durports ave visıted
the sıtes he records ın and around the Holy City and speaks hyperbolıically of the rmenı1an
Bıbles he 5 W ere Uuınnıwöudnıus p qmulfll[:fl u y lyurlgurde Egnı

163
Ilbilulullllllilll b,rnl„uulr[b”1 I1LI1 C fb ıJulınpuy.p Zuyng (p 2733
Sınce the catholıicos urged them leave rather than capıtulate doctrinally, the incıdent mMust

ave predated h1s residence al Constantınople ın B 25 Perhaps the renewed patrıarchal
actıvıty 15 be assoclated ıth the aCCesSsSION of Macarıus 11{ 564-574).
See ote R3

165 See note
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lllllllllllll.l/l.ll.l.lil/1 bı wnuk>» 10° Moreover, dıstinctive features of the Jerusalem
creed ave een etectie ın hıs confessional Statements*7) suggesting he tOO
had een the beneficiary of the patrıarchate’s ‘trouble-shooting’

Extrapolatıng from the above, ONC Can probably conclude Armenıian
Chalcedonıjans played sımılar intermediary role between Palestine and the
Caucasus. Later evidence reflect the perception that the Armenıian
communıty iın Jerusalem Was of hat complexıon. In for the YCal 709
Samuel Anec’‘1 records the pılgrımage of the celebrated mathematıcıan Ananıa
Sirakac‘i tO the Holy Land, where he diısowned five of hIs erstwhıle students
for abandonıng theır ancestral a TIhe followıng Centiury ONMNCEC LNOTEC

finds the patrıarchate actıvely seekıng infÄuence Armenıuan polıcy Theo-
ore Abuü Qurrah (c O-c monk al Mar Saba who later became
bıshop of Harran, had Aauthore:‘ In Arabıc defending the dyophysıte.,
dyothelıte posıtiıon and refuting hat of Julıanısm 169 Subsequently, Patrıarch
Ihomas (c. 807-821) had the work translated nto Greek 170 and then arranged
for it be sent Armenina. Followiıng thıs, eodore undertook Aa visıt there
hımself 815 CNLALC ın debate wıth the Syrıan Nana ONnus at the

of Asot msaker (806-826)* '*.
Accordingly, clearer image CINCTYCS of the factors affording the MOST

plausıble explanatıon of how early Armenıuan Oll0 of Job en ın
Sinal. An analysıs of the remaıns of Armenıuan Chalcedonıian lıterature
also preserved there WOUuU SE Ner CoOontext for the fragment and help
ne the communıty wıthın c it functioned. Thıs ın turn urther
1g the of the Chrıistologıical C  Y ın the Caucasus. ıle
underscoring the partıcular importance of ZSTOUDS centred al Jerusalem in

166 Uxtanes, Patmut iwn Hayoc’/, 2,24, TIhe patrıarch in question would ave een Isaakıos
-l

16 / KoJjababıan, “Ihe Relatıons between the Armenıuan and Georgıian Churches’’,  37
168 See Maıus and Zohrabus Samuelis Praesbyteri ANnıensıis T emporum US3YUE ad SUUMN

Aetatem atlo, Mediolanı:1818, TIhe authenticıty of the confrontatıiıon IS debatable
In general thıs writer 1S OMNNC of the hirst record ser1es of apocryphal tradıtiıons whiıich had
accrued around famous figures of the Armenıuan lıterary past Owever., precıisely because of
thıs, ıts symbolıc sıgnıfıcance 1S reinforced d5, for example, that of Irebiızond later
per10d cf. Movses Erznkac ı's l'llll IU pfnnn bbg Snnndugbu fı 8pmu[/n]nfl.

169 For the unsuccessful attempt ın Harran Un10N between the Syrıan Juhanısts and Severan
Jacobites in 797/ 798 SCC Hage, Die syrisch-jakobitische Kirche INn frühislamischer Zeiılt,
Wıesbaden:1966, It MaYy be hat hıs effort stimulated the followıng Chalcedonıan
attempt re-unNn10N.

170 vol 97, coll
K For urther detaıls of the ensuıng debate ere ıth the monophysıte apologıst Nonnus SCC

Vall Roey ed.) Nonnus de Nisihbe fraıte apologique, Bıblıotheque du M useon Z
Louvaın:1948, 124 grateful Prof. Grifhth for supplyıng ıth hıs
reference and dıscussıon of the incıdent.
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furthering the Chalcedonıian The extient {O 1C hıs reflects d polıcy
objective of the patrıarchate 15 worthy of urther investigatiıon. TIhe data
presently avaılable aDPCAaTr {O warrant INOTC etaıle' attention the Armenıuan
contrıbution ıfe and etters of the Holy Land than ıt has hıtherto een
ACCOrded


