S. PETER COWE

An Armenian Job Fragment from Sinai
and its Implications *

Since Western scholars started journeying to Mt. Sinai last century they have
found the library of St. Catherine’s monastery to be a veritable “treasury of
mysteries”, always full of new surprises, of which the most recent came to
light only a decade and a half ago®. Access to those riches was facilitated by
the Library of Congress microfilming expedition of 1950 which, in the course
of its investigations, uncovered the fragment which forms the focus of the
present study? (see plates 1 and 2). This too is an unexpected find when we
consider that the monastery possesses no Armenian collection, but merely an
18th century copy of Aristotle’s Categories with commentary?®. Moreover,
most recent reports seem to contradict initial statements about the existence
of a cache of Armenian materials among those recently discovered. Hence the
editor of this journal may be proved right in suggesting that what was so
designated is actually Georgian in nushuri script* (as opposed to asomt ‘avruli
majuscule). Presumably the library numeration it bears, ‘Ap1Op. 34 "Appeviakov
refers not to its position within a group of Armenian codices or fragments
but rather to a miscellany of the latter of which it may be the only Armenian
portion. Perhaps it became preserved in this way after serving as a flyleaf to
ensure the protection of another manuscript and was thus pared down to fit
the new dimensions.

Currently the parchment folio® measures 23 x 16cm. and contains two
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columns of writing in fourteen lines. Calculation of the textual gap between
the point where recto col. 1 breaks off (37:17b) and col. 2 begins (v.22b)
indicates a further fourteen to fifteen lines would be required. This is
corroborated for the verso where col. 1 gives out at 38:13a and col. 2 opens at
v. 18a, as well as for the lacuna between the faces, the recto ending at 38:2b
and verso commencing at v.7b. From this' we may conclude the folio
originally consisted of 28-29 lines. Its putative dimensions may have been
31 x 26cm. ¢ and would thereby have resembled the gospelbook, Matenadaran
no. 2877 (10th-11th century)’. Its original compass would have been
Job 37:12-c. 38:28.

Obviously, to determine the extent of the codex to which it once belonged
we must assign it to the appropriate type. Clark suggests it derives from a
lectionary®, but this is unlikely since the old Jerusalem rite on which the
Armenian is founded has no lection from Job 37. The first part of the divine
speech (38:2-28) was read during the paschal vigil and in its entirety along
with Job’s contrite response (38:2-40:5) in the canon for catechumens preceding
the Lenten fast®. Consequently, it probably emanated from a part-Bible'®.
Exactly what the latter’s compass might have been is hard to determine since
Job appears in several anomalous configurations!!, yet the most plausible
would be a grouping with the Solomonic corpus (Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
Cantica, Wisdom) and Sirach. From the preponderance of exemplars of this
type preserved we can deduce the popularity of the wisdom books as a text
for monastic meditation and on the curriculum of theological schools'?.

As there are no external data by which to date the piece, an approximate
estimate must be obtained from paleographic examination. Even a cursory
glance suffices to establish its relative antiquity on the basis of its rounded

6 This estimate was arrived at by doubling the length of the columns (12c¢m) and the upper
margin (3.5cm) as well as the width of the column of writing and tripling the width of the
central margin (2cm).

7 See L. Xa&'ikyan and A. Mnac'akanyan (eds.), C'uc'ak Jefagrac® Mastoc'i anvan Matenada-

rani, vol. 1, Erevan: 1965. The latter has only 23-24 lines of writing, since the scribe would

have required extra space for the Eusebian canons below.
Loc. cit. note 5.
9 A. Renoux (ed.), Le codex arménien Jérusalem 121, PO 36, fasc. 2, Turnhout:1971, pp. 235,
303. This is paralleled by the later Georgian evidence. See M. Tarchnischvili (ed.), Le grand
lectionnaire de I'église de Jérusalem, CSCO vol. 205, Louvain:1960, p. 126.
10 The introduction of the full Bible in Armenian is credited to Nersés Lambronac’i (1153-1198).
See S.P. Cowe, “A Typology of Armenian Biblical Manuscripts”, REA N.S. 18 (1984), p. 57.
11 Thus Matenadaran Ms no. 10175 (14th cent.) contains Wisdom, Job, 1-4 Kingdoms and I
Chronicles, while no. 2113 (1691 A.D.) comprises Isaiah, Job and Sirach.

12 On this hypothesis the original manuscript would have run to c. 150 folios. Another possible
type might be as second half of the Old Testament including the prophets and perhaps the
Psalter, but this is less likely because of its unwieldy size. See Cowe, “A Typology™, p. 60.

o0
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uncial script (bolorgic erkat'agir). More detailed analysis reveals certain
characteristic traits. Fortunately, the folio offers an almost complete alphabetical
range: only the § (recto, col. 1, 1. 14) is obscured. Generally, the horizontal
bars at the middle or base of letters are straight and show no signs of the later
tendency to slope downwards (e.g. p, g, 7, £ £, d, fp, ). Sometimes these
contrast notably in this respect with the Lazarean Gospels (Matenadaran,
no. 6200, A.D. 887), the oldest dated Armenian manuscript and hence often
utilized as a basis for comparison'?. See in particular p (verso, col. 2, 1. 9) 4,
7, b and the steep incline on the corresponding form in the gospelbook. Other
letters betray distinctly early features. The 4 has a scarcely recognizable
“neck” at the base and its horizontal bar lies just below the line. The
maintains a fairly large upper loop, the p has no curves on the crossbar and
the left stroke of the /4 reaches only to the upper line and not beyond, though
the lower extends below the bottom line. In other instances the folio
approximates more closely to the gospelbook e.g. w, o with a very small loop
and ;. The letter ; has developed a “beak™ at the upper extremity, but this is
not yet very pronounced. The above factors suggest it antedates the Lazarean
manuscript, while at the same time postdating certain other published frag-
ments, thus indicating an 8th century dating to be a reasonable appraisal.

In the transcription which follows the early punctuation of the manuscript
by a simple period (*) has been retained. Word separation has been introduced
and hyphens added to indicate word-break at the end of lines. Letters written
above or below the main text at that point in the line have been incorporated
as being part of normal scribal practice!#. Reconstructions, where these are
fairly assured, appear in square brackets, while (...) denotes illegible portions
of text. In the apparatus appended to each column the lemma derives from
Zohrab’s edition (Z)'%, substantive variants of the fragment are noted and
agreements cited with readings in Zohrab’s apparatus (Zap)'® as well as from
the Erznka Bible (Armenian Patriarchate of Jerusalem no. 1925, A.D. 1267)
which has consistently preserved a relatively good early text form!”.

13 The evidence is most conveniently set out in tabular form by A. G. Abrahamyan in Hayoc' gir
ew gré‘ut ‘yun, Erevan:1973. For a facsimile of the Lazarean Gospels see G. Xalat’eanc” (ed.),
Evangile traduit en langue arménienne ancienne et écrit en l'an 887 Edition phototypique du
Ms. de I'Institut Lazareff des langues orientales, Moscow:1899.

14 At other points they have been retained in situ as they probably result from lapsus calami.

15 H. Zohrapean (ed.), Astuacasuné’ matean hin ew nor ktakaranac’ Venice, S. Lazar:1805.

16 For the manuscripts at Zohrab’s disposal and his method of citation in the apparatus see
S.P. Cowe, “The Armenian Version of Daniel Diplomatic Edition and Investigation of its
Textual Affinities” (Ph.D. thesis submitted to the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1983),
pp. 400-402.

17 It was assigned to the first textual group in 1 Samuel by B. Johnson in J. Schreiner (ed.), Wort,
Lied und Gottesspruch, a Festschrift for Joseph Ziegler, “Fiinf armenische Bibelhandschriften
aus Erevan”, Wiirzburg:1972. In Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs it was allocated to the
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second sub-group of Group Alpha. See M. E. Stone, “The Armenian Version of the Testa-
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs: Selection of Manuscripts”, Sion 49 (1975), pp. 207-214. In
Deuteronomy it was classed in group al. See C.E.Cox, The Armenian Translation of
Deuteronomy, University of Pennsylvania Armenian Texts and Studies 2, Chico:1981, p. 55. In
Daniel it adduced a rather more developed text and was accordingly ascribed to the C1 group.
See Cowe, “Armenian Daniel”, pp. 25-26. However, in Ruth its text was found to be one of
the purest and was therefore once again assigned to group Al. See S.P.Cowe, “The
Armenian Version of Ruth and its Textual Affinities”, N.Fernandez Marcos (ed.), La
Septuaginta en la Investigacion Contemporanea, Madrid:1985, p. 190. In a paper entitled “Text
Forms and Stemmatics in the Armenian Tegt of Job” which was circulated at the workshop
“Priorities, Problems and Techniques of Text Editions” in Sandbjerg, Denmark, 1989,
C.E. Cox noted the suitability of the Erznka Bible to be the base text of an edition of the
Armenian version of Job.
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recto col. 1

wyls flis gop fpmﬁuybugt
fmgﬁl 2 unpu l[wpql?wl_ Efr wn
b bdwiid p ofbpoy bplppsh-
K b p pupurny b ERE jhplhfp

5, [u_[l : &Pfi Jntznpﬁm.ﬁ[uﬁ
qurgl qlis by ghp wpudp
il e pptslay )
tlepmﬁ[ufl wh * q’imlsﬁp
it P g s g~ e

10 wpup p fawcwpl © ghel gph-
f:m_ﬁ[uﬁ mﬁu{nj * m[rfuu-
bpe vl pmlgeiip s
dug * I o ?I;FJ u{wmz‘im-
Gl £m5qum£m;_ by lr A[b-

37:13 fupwn] fupwmby '8 1. 4 | jhplkug 0] bplpp pep L. 4-5 Zap “some” = G gughb] gyl 1. 6 Zap
“some” J1925 = G 15 [umtmlifi] prl‘x Zap “many"; [l Iumi.u.rpt L10J1925 = G 16 uufulny]

-uyny | [ e

recto col. 2

b by apungh > b
puwnp * b ywwnfe wilbiiw-
fpughls * b ny qmabkd quyy
np bdwhng quepnfdbul

5 fm[uu np quip 7}%&1[1 ns Lndd-
wphgfu jubp bdw * Jwul n-
pry bplpghkl b bdwbl dwp-
b * by p it i

18 Possibly the result of “dittography™ of the following cf. G &ig muideiav. See plate 1.
19 Z’s secondary reading appears an adaptation to context, being visually similar to the variant
with Greek support and semantically parallel to fupwwn and ngapidndfdfib.
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mnchp wpmfiep ko qugupk-
10 [ny] Egprcumy b fuwiopgh wo [£ m?:]
gj[m{[z] fa.. b b jmiyng:
N°t * qu np Pupnigui -
ikl gfunlnpgu dnqny-
bw qpuwhu upmf # b {wdw-

37:23 ?mwﬁﬁtf‘g] -bks 1.3 | 38:1 /uou[:lnj] fnuuufl_qfl 1. 10 Zap “‘some

G 2ploml 14

verso col. 1

ppumap b3 qlgh *
Ybgh qdn| qpuipp * yup-
duwd dhwe pnpnfuyblt due
[u[mj bl_wfrfil_ x bl}[] bdur

5 gilg Lwhghpd * L giu-
nufuncy bdw fi fumbdwpnepu
bl}ﬁ bdw vwlfuwb * f;q[swl_
%ml{wﬁu A lymr_ﬁu eee It wirm-
gh gy fuyp Eybugho b o

10 whgwhfgbu * wpy winf Nk
[y ————y
pn * P wn pl jupghgp gp-
Lnjuf: mnm:.m[lfv . mpm:_uf:-
u.r[lf.r bwnku ql{mp:} [up * Lwu-

7, tr ante brl[mmw J1925 cf.

38:11init. pr k1. 8 | wy2® 1" om 1. 9 J1925 = G | wyqptir] why. 1.9 Zap “nonnulli” | 12 £@2{] jIL

11222

20 A typical case of secondary expansion in Z, perhaps partly influenced by the presence of wy;

(fulfilling another syntactic role later in the sentence).

21 Undoubtedly one of the most common minor variants in Armenian manuscripts.
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col. 2

jujiinefd ... wn f bhppny
o pygu * wpbw wwndbw fiad
npguh frgl * gfriy bplpp gl
yapned pnjul wguwipgh hund
5 gplis mbgp prwcwph * wnwif-
gpu gpu f vwldwhu bngw
X bk fubjwinim pghu pu-
P quyg ﬂng:}t * Phpbu gpnfighu
b plig wil Fwidwlimlu fuly
10 Slibwy pgbu * L [P wenipy
pry pugned pgt * Lpfdbuwy
Jf pwbdwpwbin dpwls * b
-
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/s
gl * lwdpwpbuy l’mg -P""l(?)

38:22 figku 1°] om 1. 12 J1925 | pgku 2°] pgt 1. 14 J1925 23 huygt] fuggt 1. 1422,

The fragment evinces a number of orthographic variants from Z, some of
which are uniquitous phenomena in manuscript copying, while other are less
common dialectal features which may provide some clue as to the provenance
of the copyist?3. Among the former are the readings wy/uwyq** and biwhoy/
bdwing?®. Less widespread are the variants {phymwl/{pymwl®®, wpniubuwl/
mpm:.ufiml{”, funplncpn/fpunnipg?® and &L‘mﬁ/&[vmflw. The form wpkw (verso,
col. 2, 1.2) appears analogous to the imperative and may represent assimila-
tion to the following wuwmdkw (cf. Z). The complex consonantal cluster has
been simplified in nclihgpp (recto, col. 1, 1.6) cf. Z ncliigfp.

As the corrections indicate, the scribe had not taken special care in his
assignment. Thus he amended the forms ggnpu (recto, col. 1, 1.9) and wjungf
(recto, col.2, 1.1) by infralinear additions and reconstituted above the line
the second part of the lexeme guwpquwphi which had been omitted through
parablepsis by homoeoarcton. Similarly he completed the conjunctive form
[uwggt (verso, col.2, 1.14) which he may at first have mistaken for the
imperative (cf. recto, col. 1, 1. 7). As he did not intervene to rectify a series of
other minuses, one cannot distinguish categorically whether these derive from
the copyist or his exemplar viz. the non-representation of /i at recto, col. 2,
1. 14, omission of the final letter of dwwp (verso, col. 1, 1. 3) and haplography in
wnwunplh (verso, col.2, 1.13) cf. Z wnwiompls. Neither can one definitely
ascribe to him the origin of the singular wdwn; (recto, col.1, 1. 11) and the
idiosyncratic reinforcement of f by its consonantal equivalent ; (verso, col. 2,
1.12). Nevertheless, bearing in mind the extent of Greek support its text

22 Variation between the present and aorist forms of the conjunctive is regular in manuscripts.
The present case is complicated further by the similarity of ; and g4 in uncial script.

23 Among the most recent systematic studies in this field was a paper at the Sandbjerg
Workshop (see note 17) by J.J.S. Weitenberg entitled “Linguistic and dialectal features of
text edition”.

24 For the variation see A. Meillet, Altarmenisches Elementarbuch, Heidelberg:1913, p. 13.

25 Ibid., p. 200.

26 Ibid., p. 194. For the view that {pywwl is a later and mainly dialectal form see H. Aatyan,
Hayeren armatakan bararan, vol. 3, Erevan:1977, p. 135.

27 See discussion in Aéaryan, armatakan bararan, vol. 1, 1971, p. 333. Here J1925 witnesses the
developed form mﬂw:.ubml{.

28 The variant derives from the second form of the root fun{. For parallel dialectal forms see
ibid., vol. 2, 1973, p. 409.

29 Here J1925 reads the composite form &fbwih.
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enjoys over against Z, our overall textcritical assessment must be that the
fragment represents a defective copy of a fundamentally sound tradition. In
company with J1925 it once again highlights the secondary character of many
of the readings in the base manuscript of Zohrab’s edition (Venice Mkhitarist
Collection no. 1508, A.D. 1319).

The folio, as one of the earliest witnesses to the Armenian text of Job, is
also important for the hexaplaric signs it has preserved. Like MS 333° of
Zeyt'unyan’s listing3! (Venice Mkhitarist Collection no. 841, 13th cent.), it
evinces a metobelus (:) after 37:12¢ (recto, col. 1, 1. 2). Judging from this, it is
very likely that an asterisk stood in the left margin of 1.1 to mark the
beginning of the passage which has since been removed to accommodate the
folio to function as a flyleaf in another manuscript. The folio supports J1925
in adducing an asterisk before v. 13 (col. 1, 1. 3) and closes the passage with a
metobelus (col. 1, 1. 6). The accuracy of both these cases is corroborated by
Greek evidence®2. Another asterisk occurs at 38:2b (recto, col.2, 1. 14) in
agreement with MS 102mg of Zeyt'unyan (Jerusalem Armenian Patriarchate
no. 297, 15th cent.). However, Ziegler notes in this instance the Syrohexapla,
the most reliable witness to Origen’s activity, reads an obelus instead?3. A
final set of asterisks and metobelus appears at v. 20b (verso, col. 2, 1l. 7-8), but
lacks any outside confirmation.

Although the folio rests at Sinai, that is no guarantee of its ultimate
provenance. St. Catherine’s is still a popular pilgrim centre and there is much
evidence both historical and epigraphic testifying to the arrival of groups
from Armenia3*. In fact Anastasius Sinaita mentions this as a regular
occurrence3s, Moreover, pilgrim dedication in the middle ages played an
important role in enriching the holdings of the Armenian patriarchal library
of Sts. James in Jerusalem. However, the normal donation would have been a
gospelbook which, depending on the donor’s financial circumstances, might
be illuminated and bound in precious metal. Also Sts. James was an Arme-

30 C.E.Cox, Hexaplaric Materials Preserved in the Armenian Version, Septuagint and Cognate
Studies 21, Atlanta:1986.

31 A. Zeyt'unyan, *“Astuaca$uné’i hayeren t'argmanut’yan jefagrakan miavorneri dasakargman
masin”, Banber Matenadarani 12 (1977), pp. 295-304.

32 J. Ziegler (ed.), Iob, Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum vol. xi,4. Gottingen:1982,
pp. 380-381.

33 Ibid., p. 383.

34 For details see S.P.Cowe, “Pilgrimage to Jerusalem by the Eastern Churches”, L. Kriss-
Rettenbeck and G. Méhler (eds.), Wallfahrt kennt keine Grenzen, Munich:1984, pp. 316-330
and especially M. E. Stone, The Armenian Inscriptions from the Sinai, Cambridge, Mass.:1982.

35 F. Nau (ed.), “Le texte grec des recits du moine Anastase sur les saints péres du Sinai”,
OrChr 2 (1902), § xxxviii, p.81: "Efog &otiv Appeviolg kabmg mavieg Emiotavrar, tob
eloépyecal ovyvic elc 10 Gylov 8pog tod Zivd. The chapter is devoted to the visit of a
company of 800 pilgrims noteworthy for the miraculous events that accompanied it.
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nian foundation from which their various shrines at the holy places could be
administered, whereas available information regarding Armenian membership
of St. Catherine’s brotherhood is very vague.

There are a number of references to isolated hermits scattered throughout
the surrounding region. A disciple Sergius is mentioned in the mid sixth
century®® and several others in the following. Vahan, a general under
Heraclius in disgrace after the battle of Yarmuk, fled for refuge there3’ and
an Abba Kosmas emerges from Anastasius’ account, living fifteen miles
distant from the main complex3#. The nearest we get to the coenobium itself is
in the person of Elissaios, a deacon at the church on the peak of Mt.
Moses3°.

Nevertheless, Sinai was in regular contact with the more northerly monasteries
of Palestine and there we have firm evidence of Armenian communities of
monks settled in the coenobium of St. Theodosius and laura of St. Sabas. A
member of the latter was, indeed, a prime informant of the saint’s biographer.
In both cases the congregations were large enough to warrant their own place
of worship in their own language*®. Both centres were international and Mar
Saba in particular became noted for its literary creativity in Greek*!,
Arabic*? and Georgian#3, the last notably in the period from the eighth to
tenth centuries. Even if Blake’s overall scenario of the decline in this activity
is no longer tenable, it is significant that several of the oldest manuscripts in
the Sinai collection derive from Mar Saba**. Indeed, we are in a position to
trace the southerly movements of some of those scribes, such as the Georgian
Ioane Zosime who, after some years’ writing in the Judaean Desert where he
produced his Palestino-Georgian calendar#s, appears in Sinai during the

36 D.J. Chitty, The Desert a City, Oxford:1966, p. 169.

37 Ibid., p. 175.

38 Nau, “Le texte grec”, § xxxi, p. 78.

39 Ibid., § xxxvii, p. 81.

40 See inter alia A.J. Festugiére, O.P. (trans), Les moines d’orient, vol. 111/1, Paris:1962, pp. 32,
43-45 for Cyril of Scythopolis’ Life of St. Sabas and vol. 111/3, 1963, p. 127 for Theodore of
Petra’s Life of St. Theodosius.

4] See E. Ehrhard, “Das griechische Kloster Mar Saba in Paldstina”, Romische Quartalschrift 7
(1893), pp. 32-79 and S. Vailhé, “‘Les écrivains de Mar-Saba”, Echos d'Orient 2 (1899), pp. 1-
11; 33-47.

42 S.H. Griffith, “Greek into Arabic: Life and Letters in the Monasteries of Palestine in the
Ninth Century; the Example of the Summa Theologiae Arabica”, Byzantion lvi (1986),
pp. 117-138 and the literature cited there.

43 G. Peradze, “An Account of the Georgian Monks and Monasteries in Palestine”, Georgica 4-5
(1937), pp. 181-246.

44 R.P.Blake, “La littérature grecque en Palestine”, Le Muséon 78 (1965), pp. 377-378.

45 G. Garitte, Le calendrier palestino-géorgien du Sinaiticus 34 (x siécle), subsidia hagiographica,
vol. 30, Brussels:1958.
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years 973-986+%. This traffic in copyists and codices might thus plausibly
account for the folio’s presence at St. Catherine’s.

The fact that the manuscript to which it belonged does not seem to have
survived there would therefore be explicable in terms of its lack of utility for
the brotherhood in the absence of a regular Armenian contingent. In the
above-mentioned Armenian manuscripts of the sapiential books Job not
infrequently occupies final position and our folio, coming as it does at the
end of the work, would be at most risk of dislocation and loss. At that point
it might have been pressed into service to prolong the life of other works held
in higher esteem, in parallel to the widespread medieval practice of architectural
re-use of masonry.

Paucity of writing material at Sinai also explains the large number of
palimpsests: materials in languages no longer comprehended provided an
ideal opportunity. Hence, it is not inconceivable that other parts of the
manuscript in question suffered the fate of one now in the possession of the
University of Graz*’7. This tenth century Georgian Psalter is composed of
portions of at least eight manuscripts, the underscript of one of these being
the Gospel of John in Armenian, paleographically dated to the eighth-ninth
century. A Sinai provenance would not be inappropriate for a few palimpsests
in German libraries. The monastery at Beuron owns eleven folios from an
Armenian manuscript of the Pauline Epistles paleographically dated to the
seventh-eighth centuries with a tenth century Arabic upper text containing a
homily attributed to St. Chrysostom*®. Even more convincing is the case of
two fragments in the Adam, Goslar collection where the Armenian text of
Chrysostom’s Psalter commentary dated c. 700 underlies an early Syriac
Melkite parakletike in estrangelo*®. A systematic study of the many other
palimpsests still in situ at St. Catherine’s might reveal further instances®°. A
similar likelihood of Sinaitic or at least Palestinian origin applies to a
palimpsest in the Mingana Collection of Birmingham. The upper script is an
early kufic hand dated c. 850 under which is discerned a portion of the
Armenian version of Hebrews not incompatible with a pre-ninth century
datings?,

46 Id., “Une édition commentée du calendrier palestino-géorgien de Jean Zosime”, BK 30-31
(1958), pp. 18-20.

47 See A. Sanije, “Kart‘uli helnacerebi Grac'$i”, Tp'ilisis universitetis moambe 9 (1929), pp. 310-
353;

48 J. Assfalg and J. Molitor (eds.), Armenische Handschriften (Verzeichnis der orientalischen
Handschriften in Deutschland ), Wiesbaden:1962, pp. 114-116.

49 Ibid., pp. xii, 117-120.

50 Clark, Checklist of Manuscripts, p. viii.

51 The folio in question is Mingana Chr. Arab. Add. 124: see A. Mingana, Catalogue of the
Mingana Collection of Manuscripts, vol. 111, Cambridge:1939, p. 20, no. 166. In the introduc-
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Not only did the Library of Congress project uncover the Armenian
parchment leaf, but led to the edition and publication of compositions
translated from Armenian, on the basis of witnesses from Sinai. These texts
may have reached the monastery by the means outlined above. Significantly,
they are all Chalcedonian in tenor and virulently opposed to the ‘national’
Armenian church. Because of the relative paucity of information concerning the
ideals and aspirations of the minority Armenian movement which engendered
them, these documents are of particular value. With the demise of a social
group committed to their preservation, the originals have largely disappeared*?,
however a Greek rendition of six items is extant in miscellany MS 1699 (14th
cent.). Of these one of the most influential, though at first sight perhaps
rather unexpected, is the Vision of St. Sahak excerpted from Lazar P'arpec’i’s
history (I, 16-17)53. In it the hierarch, last primate of the Gregorid house of
Armenia, relates a strange spectacle he witnessed in his youth at the church in
VatarSapat and the interpretation of its symbolism vouchsafed him by an
angel. The essence of the latter is that though many of his successors will be
unworthy, the primacy will ultimately revert to a scion of his family who will
restore its values. At the same time, the monarchy would return to the
Arsacid dynasty which had been overthrown in 428.

The Greek text seems to have been known to Constantine Porphyrogenitus
who applied the final ‘prophecy’ to his grandfather, Basil I, claiming Arsacid
ancestry’*. However, reapplications of the ecclesiastical predictions are far
more common. The continuator of Tovma Arcruni records its adaptation to
the consecration of Dawit’ I as catholicos of Alt'amar in the 14th cent. >,
while T°ovma Mecop‘ec’i refers it even more triumphantly to the accession of
Kirakos Virapec'i in 1441, which re-established the line of the catholicate at

tion it is specifically stated that several of the items came from Sinai and Palestine. For the
text of the underscript see S. Brock, “An Early Armenian Palimpsest Fragment of Hebrews”,
REA N.S.2 (1965), pp. 129-134. A Sinai or Palestinian provenance is also likely for two
further Armenian fragments: see R. P. Blake, ““Catalogue of the Georgian Manuscripts in the
Cambridge University Library”, Harvard Theological Review xxv (1932), pp. 207, 224. The
folios in question were acquired with a number of Georgian fragments from Tischendorf in
1876.

52 Similarly, although Gregory Pacurian arranged for the typicon of the monastery he founded
at Backovo to be available in Greek, Georgian and Armenian, presumably with the decline of
the Armenian Chalcedonian community there, their version of the rule also disappeared. That
Gregory himself, though an adherent of the orthodoxy of the Empire, was ethnically
Armenian is highly likely from the fact that he appended his signature to the work in
Armenian characters. See L. Petit, Typicon de Grégoire Pacourianos pour le monastére de
Petritzos, Visantiiskij Vremennik, xi (1904), suppl. 1.

53 G. Garitte, “La vision de S. Sahak en grec”, Le muséon 71 (1958), pp. 255-278.

54 Ibid., p. 256, note 10.

55 N. Akinian, “K'nnutiwn teslean S. Sahakay”, Handés Amsareay 50 (1936), col. 477.
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Ejmiacin3®. 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 also?7.
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 Igalt'oeli (11th-12th cents.)°.
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@db 611 kuBiCeoBar péddovot Tiveg dpyiepeic £ni ol Bpdvou tob Gyiov Tpnyopiov,
oitiveg ob katd v npoctally Tdv dyiov arootéhev ovdé katd tov kavova Tiig dyiag
cuvodov TV Gyimv Tin notépov Tdv &v Nikaig yeipotovodvial glg v odpdviov Siako-

viav, dAdla petd v d6Eav 1ol kOopov Exteivoviar petd dvaideiag, oitivég elot pridpyv-
pot pairov 1 @rroBeor»°P.

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
Nersés (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'ilisis 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 Vac¢'esdze ‘Dogmatikonsi’ 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 5. Sahakay. Matenagrakan-patmakan k'nnut‘iwn, Vienna, Mkhitarist
Press:1948. On the basis of the author’s notes Fr. P. Tér-Poghossian pursued the line of
argument in a series of articles under the general heading “‘Matenagrakan hetazotut'iwnner
Lazar Prarpec’i”, in Handées Amséreay 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).
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identified with those intervening between Nersés and his son Sahak. They are
discredited in the sources not only for their un-Gregorid lineage, but more
importantly, because their consecration was arranged locally and not at the
hands of the bishop of Caesarea. The upshot of this, according to P‘awstos, is
that they lost the right to ordain suffragan bishops for their jurisdiction 3,

In its present form, it is arguable that St. Sahak’s vision adumbrates the
ecclesiastical oversight of Surmak, Brk'iSo and Samuél, all of whom were
appointees of the Persian King, the last two being Syrian, as indicated by
their names%*. Hence, being consecrated in Armenia without reference to
Caesarea, they would have transgressed the fourth canon of Nicaea whereby:
10 8¢ kUpog TV yopévav [rpooiikev] didochal kab’ékdoty énapyiav 1@
untponoAitn ®5. According to Lazar, the Syrian prelates also infringed the
third canon by indecorously consorting with women in their households°.
Consequently, though not lineally descended from Sahak, the accession of his
pupil, the martyr Yovsép® could certainly be acclaimed as a reaffirmation of
his principles and programme for church government. Meanwhile, the investi-
ture of Vahan Mamikonean as marzpan in 485 might serve as a realization of
the prophecy concerning the restoration of the Arsacids, since he was related
to the dynasty through his mother, Sahak’s daughter. In this way the vision,
coming as it does towards the end Lazar’s first book, highlights some of the
most important themes of the two subsequent parts®”.

63 Ibid., 5, xxix (pp. 219-211) and the commentary ad loc.

64 In contrast, Tér-Poghossian (Handés Amsareay 87 (1973), coll. 15-22) represents Akinian as
denying the historicity of this episode, claiming that Sahak had not been ousted in 428, but
had fulfilled his normal duties until his death some ten years later. He supports the view by
argumentum ex silentio, namely that Koriwn, writing in the 440’s makes no mention of any
such disruption. However, apart from the usual panegyrical tone the hagiographer maintains,
it is generally accepted that he presents the official view of events current in the circle of
disciples of Sahak and Mastoc” which would necessitate glossing over a number of delicate
issues. Similarly, the doctrinal correspondence from Proclus and Acacius of Melitene cannot
provide conclusive proof of Sahak’s official status at the time, since the letters themselves (as
opposed to the titles which must derive from the compiler of the collection) give no indication
of rank (see Girk™ T'it'oc’, Tiflis, Rotineanc 4 and Saracg:1901, pp. 1-8, 14-15). Nor can the
unanimity of the nobles with Sahak’s ecclesiastical ordinances in the introduction to the
canons of the Council of Sahapivan (c. 444) be taken as a guage of contemporary opinion
since this also derives from a later period. In fact Akinian is inclined to date the prologue to
the eighth century (Handés Amsareay 50 (1936), col. 471).

65 C.H. Hefele (ed. and trans.), Histoire des conciles, Paris, Letouzey et Ané, vol. 1: 1907, p. 539.
As one might expect, the Armenian form of this regulation has been adapted to later usage,
viz. tluf:umluir I qeim[v(fl ?L/uwln!rfli' wlndmf: f wuf, m‘ju[Tfl'pil [[mﬁﬂ:dt#ﬂﬂ!)f:. See V. Hakobyan,
Kanonagirk" hayoc', Erevan:1964, p. 119.

66 G. Ter-Mkrté'ean and S. Malxasean (eds.), £azaray P'arpec'woy Patmut‘iwn Hayoc',
Tiflis: 1904, p. 26.

67 At the same time, it must be admitted that the vision’s texture is rather complex and had
clearly undergone certain changes in formulation before the earliest complete manuscript of
the history, which is dated 1672. That this is true of other parts of the work has been
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The vision was known to the compiler of a list of Armenian catholicoi
from St. Gregory to Sahak IIT Joraporec'i (678-c. 705) the Greek translation
of which is also found in Sinai MS 1699°%. Indeed, whereas many of the
incumbents are summarily dealt with simply by name, origin and length of
tenure, the description of Sahak I's primacy and its aftermath forms the
work’s first climax. The author underlines the transformation in orientation
from Caesarea to Iran and subsequent necessity of ratifying candidates for
consecration with the $ah. For him the move constituted a serious breach
with the traditions of St. Gregory and the other early Armenian Fathers
which, instead of being healed, had been permitted to deteriorate further.

That basic premise informs another, more familiar composition contained
in the same Sinai manuscript, the Diégesis, better known as the Narratio de
rebus Armeniae%®. Approximately contemporary with the preceding list and
reviewing a similar historical span, this Greek abridgement of a longer
Armenian original’® sets out to chart how the ‘national’ church fell into
schism and upheld this position despite repeated Byzantine attempts at
reconciliation. Armenian participation at the Council of Nicaea in the person
of Aristakées, son of St. Gregory, is the first historical datum to be noted,

decisively demonstrated by the publication of uncial fragments by P. Muradyan and K. Yuz-
baSyan in “Lazar P'arpec’u norahayt patatiké”, Banber Matenadarani 11 (1973), pp. 7-32.
Nevertheless, Akinian’s attempt to distinguish three redactors involved in the process, the last
of whom flourished in the eighth century, is insufficiently substantiated. Obviously, the Greek
version, which seems to have been produced by Armenian Chalcedonians, is destined to play a
valuable role in the textual criticism of the passage. For example, Akinian regards the
reference to the trisagion “h glnipp Uuwnewdb bpgbpt” (Patmut'iwn hayoc’, p. 30) as the
interpolation of the second redactor whom he would place in the sixth or seventh century. He
justifies this by positing the Armenian adopted it from the Syrians with Peter the Fuller’s
addition of 481 and that the practice is first documented in the Syrians’ letter to Catholicos
Nersés II in the mid sixth century (Girk" T oc’, p. 53). On the one hand, Cyril of Scythopolis
mentions that when the Armenian community at Mar Saba first took possession of the ‘God-
built’ curch in 501 they sang the hymn in its original form and only at some later point
appended the disputed addition (Les moines d'orient, vol. 111/2, p. 44). Consequently, it
cannot be precluded that, had he so wished, Lazar himself (writing c. 500) could easily have
inserted the item. More importantly, though, the phrase is absent from the Greek text as well
as from the manuscripts of two Armenian editions of the vision, suggesting that it is the
product of medieval copyists rather than an early redactor (see Garitte, “La vision de
S. Sahak”, p. 266).

68 For a description of the manuscript see B.N. Benesevi¢ (ed.), Opisanie greceskix rukopisei
monastyrja svjatoi Ekateriny na Sina’, tome 3, part 1, Petrograd:1917, pp. 160-161. For an
edition of the work see G. Garitte, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae, CSCO subsidia 4,
Louvain: 1952, pp. 402-405. 1t is followed on p. 405 by list of Armenian “kings”.

69 Garitte gives the variants of the Sinai codex in “Un nouveau manuscrit de la ‘Narratio de
rebus Armeniae’ Le Sin. Gr. 1699, Le Muséon 71 (1958), pp. 243-251.

70 The second and third parts of the Narratio have in turn been further excerpted in a Georgian
compilation (see note 160). In contrast, the history of the separation of the Armenian from
the Georgian Church by Arsen Sap‘areli generally offers a fuller witness to their common
Armenian source that does the Narratio.
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symbolizing the country’s full integration into the faith and order of the
Catholic Church. While this had taken place &ni to0 Ogopilectdtov kal
ayiov Kevotavtivov’?, its undoing was caused 11 npootatel tdv [epodv
Baciiémg?, from which something of the author’s political sympathies may
be gleaned. The occasion for the transition is once again attributed to the
deposition of St. Sahak and his replacement by Surmak who, in accepting this
licence, typifies the presumption displayed by Persarmenian hierarchs there-
after (udAota &v tolg émiokonolg thg adtol yopag)’3.

For the compiler of the list of catholicoi, the second climax is provided by
compounding schism with heresy in the condemnation of Chalcedonian
Christology as Nestorian at the second Council of Duin in 555. In keeping
with this, the Cyrilline doctrine of one nature after the union is re-affirmed
and liturgically articulated by official adoption of Peter the Fuller’s addition
to the trisagion. Measures are taken to propagate the creed by the consecra-
tion of three monophysite bishops to serve in Mesopotamia. These meagre
details are filled out by the Narratio which envisages the whole process as
deriving from the initiative of certain Syrian Julianists who pleaded their case
with the Armenians by appealing to the writings of Timothy Aelurus and
Philoxenus of Mabbug. Subsequently, letters were sent to church leaders in
the province of Siwnik® and neighbouring lands of Albania and Georgia to
gain support for the new promulgations. However, the overtures were rejected as
unwarranted innovations of the apostolic faith74.

The clear implication is that before the above-mentioned council, the
Caucasian nations, if not actively pro-Chalcedonian, were certainly not
opposed. The assumption is stated explicitly in the list of catholicoi: mept v
nioTiv kal TV ovvodov v &v XaAkndovi... oddepiav dueioriav slyov
gwg 11 cuvodov Tifiv’s. It appears that the view is in part determined by
the writers’ ecclesiology which did not allow for the possibility of error. Later
developments have also been anticipated in order to depict the Armenians as
totally isolated doctrinally. Significantly, after the council, the Armenian
prelates begin to be described as heretics. In fact, Petros bishop of Siwnik®
had been a signatory to its statement of concord’®. However, at about
that time Vahan, prince of the region, came to an agreement with the
$ah Khusrau I Anusirvan that his domain should no longer be considered
administratively part of Armenia, but should be subsumed under the province of

71 Garitte, Narratio, § 1, p. 26.

72 Ibid., § 32, p. 30.

73 Ibid., § 33, p. 30.

74 Ibid., § 60-88, pp. 34-38.

75 Ibid., List of Catholicoi § 36, p. 404.
76 Girk' Tt'oc’, p. 73.
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Atrpatakan’’. The ensuing ecclesiastical corollary involved Petros’ transfering
obedience to the catholicos of Albania, a status his successors maintained until
the time of the Armenian catholicos Abraham (c.607-610)78. One of those
bishops named Vrt“anés is chided for being in communion with Nestorians
and Chalcedonians in a letter from catholicos Yovhannes Gabelean (c. 557-
574). The latter reminds him of the conciliar decisions and bids him put all
such ‘heretics’ under ban and thus perpetuate the faith of St. Gregory
unadulterated 7°.

The situation in Albania is similar. Catholicos Abas (552-596) was likewise
recipient of an urgent missive from his Armenian counterpart outlining the
dangerous spread of the same foul doctrines within his jurisdiction and
requesting him to send some of his bishops for proper instruction against
these perversions®®. The result, Movsés Dasxuranc’i informs us®', was positive,
leading to the expulsion of some of the ‘false’ teachers, including a certain
T°ovmas. He emerges soon afterwards in Jerusalem at the Monastery of Pand
(which Anastas vardapet cites as an Albanian possession®?) and approaches
Patriarch John IV (574-594) to remonstrate with his master from a Chalcedo-
nian perspective. We are fortunate in that this valuable document survives®?,
and judging from Albania’s disaffection until into the next century we may
deduce it was not without effect.

The Narratio’s particularly forceful (and rhetorically appropriate) Georgian
response to Armenian overtures also presents a falsely monolithic semblance
in a period of major political and ecclesiastical upheavals. Political vicissitudes
continually led to violent shifts in ecclesiastical affiliation. First the Georgians
rendered assistance to Vardan Mamikonean III in his revolt against Iran in
572. But in defeat their kingdom fell into abeyance and they were subject to a
Persian marzpan. In the next decade they joined Maurice’s alliance and

77 G.V. Abgaryan (ed.), Patmutiwn Sebéosi, Erevan:1979, §viii, pp. 67-68 and note 135,
pp. 232-233. During the Armenian revolt against the Persians in 572 Prilipos, prince of Siwnik"
fought on the Persian side. The province reverted to its previous status after the fall of the
Sasanian dynasty. Already at the first conclave of bishops called by Smbat, marzpan of
Hrcania c. 607 we find K'ristap®or, bishop of Siwnik® in attendance (Girk" T'#t'oc’, p. 146).

78 Part of the reunion settlement included extending the bounds of the diocese of Siwnik™ and
elevating its status to metropolitan see.

79 Girk" Tt'oc", pp. 78-80.

80 Ibid., pp. 81-84.

81 C.J.F.Dowsett (trans.), The History of the Caucasian Albanians by Movses Dasxuranc'i,
London:1961, 2, viii, p. 75. .

82 A.K.Sanjian, “Anastas Vardapet’s list of Armenian Monasteries in Seventh-Century Jerusalem:
A Critical Examination”, Le Muséon 82 (1969), p. 269.

83 K. Tér-Mtrté'ean (ed.), “Erusalemi Yovhannés episkoposi t'ult’eré ai Abas Atuanic” kat ulikos”,
Ararat (1896), pp. 252-256. For a latin translation see A. Vardanian, “Des Johannes von
Jerusalem Brief an den albanischen Katholikos Abas”, OrChr N.S. 11 (1912), pp. 64-77.
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sought him to grant them an indigenous monarch. However, by the end of
the century, King Stephen I had once more acknowledged Iranian suzerainty.
Pilgrimage to the hermitage of St. Symeon Stylites the Younger (c. 518-592)
at the Mons Admirabilis probably offered stimulus to the propagation of
Chalcedonian doctrine 84. So also, it has been argued, did the activities of the
venerable ‘thirteen holy fathers’ of whom at least one, St. Abibos is portrayed
in an early life as being in correspondence with the stylite®3. Ultimately, of
course, it would encompass the severance of communion between the Arme-
nian and Georgian churches at a later Council of Duin in 608/9.

What is much more striking, though, is the resounding silence in which the
first Council of Duin is shrowded for apologetic purposes. Although the
Narratio singles out Anastasius for criticism of his anti-dyophysite policies, it
nevers mentions Zeno’s henotikon nor the support it received in the East. For
the council convened in 506 under the presidency of Catholicos Babgeén
assembled Georgian and Albanian leaders to an unprecedented show of unity
against the Persian Nestorians. After a full exposition of the creed to
monophysite sympathizers in Iran, Babgén proclaims dramatically: «guwju
LurLwmn znnnﬁp N u’l;,p ZwJu_) L 'lI'P-P L U.llan&J_J nLﬂﬁﬁg))Bﬁ. This he enlarges
upon in a second epistle to the effect that the struggle against the dual
sonship he imputes to Nestorius has been exacerbated by the re-invigoration
this received at Chalcedon?®”.

Equating the Nestorian understanding of Christ’s human nature with
Arius’ Christology, he therefore appeals to Nicaea as an authority for the
irreproachability of the Armenian position. Hence, alongside figures of ecume-
nical signiﬁcance he cites ((egﬂmtl £m”i JL‘F un[mmwlﬁu' qu:#ﬂ mpr;wpm.pl?wff
”{’F"jf’ Qpﬁqnpﬁ, IA '}_’21"_["5 lnl.&wL u[[[ul[ufl L u[wmﬁwnu wumm_mbmjﬁﬁ u[lpnjfl I
(wzmm_[c?fiwﬁ'»as.

84 For his impact on Georgia see W.Z.Djobadze, Materials for the Study of Georgian
Monasteries in the Western Environs of Antioch on the Orontes (CSCO372, subsidia 48)
Louvain:1976, pp. 64-66.

85 For a recent re-investigation of the traditions see B. Martin-Hisard, “Les “treize saints péres’.
Formation et évolution d’une tradition hagiographique géorgienne (vi-xiie siécles)”, Revue des
études géorgiennes et caucasiennes (1985), pp. 141-168 and 2 (1986), pp. 75-111 where see
pp. 76-80 for the translation of a seventh century life of St. Abibos. The more detailed analysis
of the evolution of the texts, promised for vol. 3 of the journal, has not yet appeared.

86 Girk™ T't'oc’, p. 45.

87 Ibid., p. 48. In a letter of ¢. 604 to his Georgian counterpart, the Armenian catholicos Movsés
reminds him of the conciliar unity which existed between the two countries and the ground on
which it rested:  dwiwbwly Ywiwww) wppuwihy wppupp fulighp bgh Pl [dbwl {wiwnng. b
2nnndp gpunlbgnbfi phlujwi qglwowns, b dbp wyfuwplo b dbp {pudwpbghb b {bnwgob. b ghn
b gpny fuy b wuwlp pr e &bp tl]rm‘ewﬂmﬁfuir Lwwmny . See Uxtanés episkopos, Patmut ‘iwn
Hayoc', Valariapat, S. Kat'ohiké Press:1871, 2,ii, p. 10. This is re-iterated in Vrt'anés K'er-
dol’s encyclical letter (Girk" T'7t'oc’, p. 130).

88 Ibid., p. S1.
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Maintaining continuity with Nicaea (nuanced according to the point of
view) was thus to become a fundamental tenet of both sides in the inner-
Armenian doctrinal debate of the sixth and seventh centuries. In this case, it
would appear there was no sudden policy reversal in the Caucasus to parallel
Justin’s accommodation of the pope. Contending principally against Nesto-
rian proselytization from the South-East, the re-evaluation of Chalcedon
there is likely to have been a slow, fitful process. So well informed on so
many other facets of the ecclesiastical history of the time, the Narratio is
judiciously mute on this issue.

Finally, however, under Maurice, a number of bishops changed allegiance
and the Armenian Chalcedonian church came into being. Having aided
Khusrau II Parvéz in overcoming the rebel Bahram Chobin, the Emperor
gained most of Armenia in return as far as the outskirts of Duin®°. Though
not as zealous a proponent of Chalcedonianism as his cousin Domitian who
made it a policy to eject monophysites from their churches and monasteries,
he called a convocation of Armenian bishops at Constantinople. However,
this was boycotted by the Persarmenian bishops under Catholicos Movsés.
Instead, we are informed from a letter of Yovhannés Mayragomec'i®® that
they summoned a rival gathering at which they rejected all religious contact
with the Byzantines. Consequently, when the Byzantine Armenian bishops
returned from the capital, having partaken of communion with the Emperor,
they were disowned by their co-religionists.

At this juncture the Armenian Chalcedonians took the intiative of establishing
their own primate. At a further council held at Theodosiopolis under the
aegis of the local bishop Theodore®!, they consecrated the stylite®? Yovhannés
Bagaranc'i as anti-catholicos, who took up residence provocatively at Awan
in the proximity of Duin. Catholicos Movsés’ inevitable response was non-
recognition of the clergy Yovhannes ordained. Thus, as the Narratio succinctly
observes, ToAAfiv 88 Evotactv elyov... peT’@AAAA@V ... Eog THS TEAELTHC
Mavpikiov kaicopog®?. Already in his letter to Bishop Vrt'anés of Siwnik”
Catholicos Yovhannés Gabelean had referred to Nestorians as anti-Christs °*.
In this period of more flagrant antagonism apocalyptic language becomes
increasingly common as, for example, in another Persarmenian epistologra-

89 For a map of the precise lines of division between the two spheres of influence see P. Goubert,
S.J., Byzance avant I'Islam, vol. |, Paris:1951, end insert.

90 See Dowsett, History of the Caucasian Albanians, 11,46, pp. 171-173.

91 G. Garitte, “Saint Théodore, évéque de Karin-Théodosiopolis (vie siécle)”, Armeniaca,
Venice, S. Lazar:1969, 1-8. This is patently the figure whom the Georgian excerpt of the
Narratio adduces as the actual anti-catholicos.

92 The term siwnakan can also bear the more general designation of hermit.

93 Garitte, Narratio, § 108, p. 41.

94 Girk” T't'oc", p. 80.
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pher’s comment that wars and rumours of wars have constantly beset Rome
since the promulgation of Leo’s Tome®®.

Such an atmosphere might be thought apposite for nurturing speculations
like those of St. Sahak’s vision where the contrast between the two classes of
his successors is most strikingly set out. Indeed, comparing the Greek and
Armenian texts, at one point it is tempting to postulate the Chalcedonian
transmission has inserted its own riposte to Catholicos Movses’ rejection of
their orders. While the latter describes Armenia’s true temporal and spiritual
throne as that gnp mpqmph Puwbl Yumniwd Lwumwml®, the former reads more
piquantly fijv éAnbdg 6 Oeog Adyog yvwpicer kai otepedoer®’ (emphasis
added). Granted the use of this passage to celebrate the 15th century
disjunction of the hierarchical line of Ejmiacin from that of Sis which we
noted earlier, it would not be implausible to suggest that in Byzantine
Armenian circles Yovhannés was envisaged as the embodiment of St. Sahak’s
prophecy. As we shall soon see, in other tendentious redactions of the period,
a Gregorid prototype is patently remodelled in his likeness.

As a corollary of this line of reasoning, the legitimacy of the Persarmenian
catholicate was an obvious source of contention between the two ecclesiastical
polities. It has been proposed that the origin of the title catholicos in Armenia
is to be associated with Nersés II and the second Council of Duin?®8.
Moreover, this position might seem to be supported by the usage of both the
Narratio and the Girk" T9t'oc’. However, it is surely significant that the first
occurrence of the term in the letter collection is found in a letter by the Syrian
AbdiSo to Nersés some time prior to the council. The ordering of the
following letters also suggests that the Syrian’s episcopal consecration preceded
the main assembly: Ananean has postulated it took place in 551°°. In view of
this, it is more likely AbdiSo is simply observing the accepted nomenclature in
styling Nerses [Impm.rllr[[nu ZMJng Jbamg L00,

Similarly, one must approach the Narratio’s data with some reserve since,
although Nerses 11 is first to be designated catholicos, there is a hiatus in the
source of approximately a century from the tenure of Yovsép® where the
compiler deals exclusively with theological developments external to Armenia.
That Yovsép“’s office is referred to merely as émiokonn may be explained by

95 Ibid., p. 105.

96 Lazar, Parmut'iwn hayoc', 1, 17, p. 33.

97 Garitte, “Vision de S. Sahak™, p. 272. Even if one were to argue the longer text did not
originate with the Armenian Chalcedonians, it is nevertheless understandable why they
would have preserved this variant.

98 M. van Esbroeck, “Un nouveau témoin du livre d’Agathange”, RE4A N.S. 8 (1971), p. 143.

99 P. Ananean, “Patmakan yifatakaran mé Duini II Zotovk'i masin”, Bazmavép (1958), p. 66.

100 Girk® Tit'oc’, p. 52.



An Armenian Job Fragment from Sinai and its Implications 143

the fact that he is closely affiliated to Sahak and his policies and hence the
old order of things as well as by Lazar’s comment on his status: «/@tulbm L
q&ﬁnﬂm!}{rm[a’uﬁ Ep[ignLﬁbwﬂ mﬂfp' uml{wﬁl Jm[f?rm l{mpmlfvl[num[abwfrﬂ fp 1”15:;11[!;:11;_
wpdwbwinpuybu» 102, 1f, as seems probable, we are to link the catholicate
with Armenia’s autocephaly, then, for the compiler, this takes its origin from
Surmak. It is surely noteworthy that though he does not explicitly use the
term in that context, it may well be implicit; for his designation of bishops
with the right to consecrate others as oi mpdtol abt®dv'??® bears a remarkable
affinity to the gloss on catholicos in the Syriac abridgement of the life of
St. Gregory (aaamiare v.1)'%4. Finally, we have to take into account the
familiarity with the term on the part of P‘awstos and Lazar, which implies it
must have been current in the later fifth century!©s.

Although at that stage the institution may have been accepted de facto,
there are clear indications that in the second half of the following century
moves were afoot to improve its de iure claim. As in the West, apostolicity
became a secondary criterion for autocephaly. Its effect is visible on Yovhanneés
Gabetean’s account of the foundations of Armenian church order, one of the
pillars of which was wnpphi Gppgapfnu uppnjh Pugbnuf JuPnpyh*°¢. This
seems to represent a union of the northern ‘“Hellenic” tradition of the
Gregorids with the south-western “Syrian” background of much of P*awstos’
source material’®?. This is set forth more circumstantially in the above-
mentioned Syriac life of Gregory in which the saint’s conception is located at
Thaddeus’ grave at Artaz.

Meanwhile, the Chalcedonian supporters of Yovhannés Bagaranc’i would
have claimed descent from the mission of St. Bartholemew !°8. Despite the
subtle understatement in the Narratio’s passing reference to the apostle and
the church he founded in what became Theodosiopolis, it clearly has propa-
ganda value and must have played a vital role in justifying Byzantine
Armenia’s schismatic stance over against Duin. The verisimilitude of the
altercation is enhanced by a parallel attempt at disengagement orchestrated
by the Albanian clergy.

101 Garitte, Narratio, § 29, p. 30.

102 Lazar, Patmutiwn hayoc’, 2, 38, p. T1.

103 Garitte, Narratio, § 31, p. 30.

104 M. van Esbroeck, “Le résumé syriaque de '’Agathange”, AnBoll 95 (1977), § 237, p. 344.

105 See esp. Garsoian, The Epic Histories, pp. 323, 537.

106 Girk® T't'oc", p. 78 and p. 189 for Catholicos Abraham’s employment of the formula. See
further Uxtangs, Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc', 2, 63, 65, pp. 119, 121.

107 See Garsoian, The Epic Histories, pp.411-412 where the commentator argues against
interpreting the references to Thaddeus as later interpolations.

108 M. van Esbroeck, “La naissance du culte de Saint Barthélémy en Arménie”, RE4 N.S. 17
(1983), pp. 171-185.
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The latter had been regarded as dependent on Armenia because according
to tradition, their king Utnayr had sought St. Gregory to appoint a member
of his family as their spiritual head!®?. At this juncture, however, they
advanced the view that they had been evangelized before the Armenians by a
certain Etise/Elisa, “one of the disciples of the Lord” who anticipated the
Armenians also in founding a church?!?. Relations remained severed into the
first decade of the seventh century, so that their catholicate was not represented
at the consecration of Catholicos Abraham c. 610. Later in his tenure (or
under his successor Komitas as Arsen records) a reconciliation was effected
through which the Albanian jurisdiction was augmented by seven bishoprics.
At this point the foundation legends coalesced in such a fashion as to
reconstitute Armenian pre-eminence. In this variant, Et$€ appears as Thaddeus’
disciple who, upon his master’s martyrdom at Artaz, returns to be ordained.
Thereafter, he makes his way to Albania where he preaches in various regions
until he meets his end at the hands of idolaters!!!.

Another facet of the same issue of Persarmenian autocephaly debated at
this period !1? reflects the impact of Ps. Dionysian thought on canon law. In
his Ecclesiastical Hierarchy'!?® he distinguishes only two triads in the church
viz. that of the teaching church (bishop, presbyter, deacon) and that of the
church under instruction (monk, laity, catechumen-energumen-penitent).
However, nine orders of clergy were subsequently enumerated as earthly
antitypes of the angelic choirs of his Celestial Hierarchy !'*. On either side of
the former teaching triad were set the hierarchical (patriarch, archbishop,
metropolitan) and unordained clerical orders (sub-deacon, clerk, reader). It
was then queried whether the Armenian church satisfied these criteria. In the
response which followed, the Albanian catholicos was assigned the degree of
archbishop and the Georgian counterpart that of metropolitan. However, in
consequence of the breakdown in relations between Abraham and Kiwrion,
the latter’s position devolved upon the bishop of Siwnik".

109 Dowsett, The History of the Caucasian Albanians, p. 8.

110 7bid., p. 177. See also the reply of Catholicos Abraham castigating the Albanian bishop
Mxit"ar of Amaras for various aberrant opinions. In addition to holding inappropriate views
which might imply he was Chalcedonian, he is alleged to have stated that the Albanians are
the equal of the Armenians because both were enlightened by apostles (2, 49, pp. 178-181).
Moreover, Abraham explicitly mentions both Georgia and Albania were infected by
Chalcedonianism in his encyclical (Girk" Tt oc’, p. 193).

111 Uxtanés, Patmut‘iwn Hayoc', 2, 65, p. 123. In a similar way, the south-western Syrian
tradition of Armenia is subsumed to the northern at P-awstos III, 14 where the chorepiscopus
Daniel is presented as a pupil of St. Gregory, Garsoian (The Epic Histories, p. 367) believes
this may be a later gloss.

112 Ibid., 2, 63, p. 119.

113 S. Dionysius Areopagita, De ecclesiastica hierarchia, PG 3, coll. 369-584.

114 P. Hendrix (ed.), Pseudo-Dionysii Areopagitae De Caelesti Hierarchia, Leiden, Brill:1959.
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Linked with the issue of liturgical orders is that of eucharistic practice,
which further divided the two Armenian communities. In this regard the oft-
quoted quip of Catholicos Movsés (o0 pn @ay® govpvitapiov, o0d’od umn
niw Beppov) in rejecting Maurice’s offer to attend a council in Constantinople
is probably more profound than is usually imagined. Doubtless, he had in
mind the example of his predecessor, Yovhannés Gabelean’s compromised
confession. Hence, presumably, he already perceived the divergent Byzantine
usage of employing leavened bread and adding water to the eucharistic cup as
symptoms of a more serious doctrinal disparity. The mixing of water and
wine symbolized on one level the dogma of two natures after the union.
Additionally, for Armenian Julianists the action conveyed the corruptibility
of Christ’s flesh until the resurrection; for later controversialists were to
argue, the product of water in wine is vinegar, just as leavened bread gives
rise to mould. Hence, the eighth canon of the Council of Duin presided over
by Catholicos Yovhannés Ojnec’i in 720 explicitly requires “glwgh whjuinp L
qoplipi whwywl Lubtky fr unepp ubiquibi” (emphasis added)!!5.

Significantly, another of the Greek writings (translated from an Armenian
original) to find a place in Sinai MS no. 1699 is a short catena entitled I1pog
TOvg Katnyopodviag tO Gylov Tiig puoTaymylag mOTHPLOV KIPVOUEVOV
#8at1115. As one might expect, the majority of the five citations derives
directly from liturgical books. It is interesting that the anaphorae of St. James
and St. Basil as utilized by the Persarmenian church lacked any mention of
mixing the chalice, whereas the forms cited here are complete. Clearly, in
entering into communion at Constantinople, the Byzantine Armenian bishops
also accommodated their rite to the practice there and reformed their texts
accordingly. At the same time, though small, the florilegium is indicative of
the theological initiative of the Armenian compiler in selecting citations such
as the one from Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses (V,2,2) and that of Athanasius’
commentary on Ps.74:9 which do not figure in Greek works of similar
nature.

115 Hakobyan, Kanonagirk® Hayoc', vol. 1, p.519. The rationale for taking this position is
developed in a tract which is sometimes attributed to the same catholicos. See Girk™ Tt'oc’,
p. 235. That even in the middle ages there could be ambiguity as to the order of magnitude of
the issue, whether purely one of Armenian ecclesiastical tradition or one dogmatically
binding on all Christian churches is well brought out by the experience of Mxit'ar Sasnec’i
(c. 1260-1337). In his youth he had favoured the former attitude until constrained by a vision
to adopt the rigorist stance (Armenian Patriarchate of Jerusalem MS no. 414 (A.D. 1334),
ff. 113v-1231). An edition of Mxit‘ar’s discourses is currently under preparation. For a recent
discussion of Byzantine practice, for which Catholicos Movsgs’ remark is the oldest attested
witness, see R. Taft, S.J., “Water into Wine. The Twice-Mixed Chalice in the Byzantine
Eucharist”, Le Muséon 100 (1987), pp. 323-342.

116 G. Garitte, “Un opuscule grec traduit de 'arménien sur I'addition d'eau au vin eucharistique”,
Le Muséon 73 (1960), pp. 297-310.
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Naturally, as the Narratio informs us, most of the contention between the
two sides in the Armenian dispute was directly focused «nepi tdv év Xpiotd
dvo puoewy ... kol dud v &v Xaikndovi civodov» 117, Even after Catholicos
Movses’ death in 604 when, under imperial orders, Sormén, the commander of
Byzantine Armenia intensified contacts with Vardapet, Safasar 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, Sormén
retorts sharply «b&f2t gMnulpnpnupli wutp, q8finfdtnufi gUnkb puwhgpugeny np
gk d pupbywymndbwh {nghlpp lwpgh jwhpgbbquwh weby, nwnf b dbpdbgui [
uppny klkqkgeny, b wbpbY fbulhbgul jhowmwhf bqndpy quig b dip pud
gpmkip»'18. Moreover, as defections occur from Chalcedonian adherents,
influenced by Khusrau’s major offensive against the Emperor Phocas, Sor-
mén complains that they are obliged perforce to anathematize the council !¢,

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!2? and John Chrysostom!2!. It is therefore unlikely to be incidental
that the final tract in the collection from Sinai MS no. 1699, a dyophysite
florilegium 22, is almost entirely culled from these authors. Out of thirteen
citations nine derive from Athanasius'2?3, two from Gregory the Illuminator
and one from Gregory of Nazianzus!2*. 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'?4. The second, in contrast, varies in important
respects from the received Armenian text e.g. gidbp {nngknth phncfdpuin gpbguwe b
/uwn&&mg Jﬂl&lﬂﬂlﬂﬂ wumm.wbm.le;luﬁ' [up I jmﬁmu{ml[mﬁm.lc}[uﬂ& rf]v ﬁps*cépav
ebowv TV xoiknv évedvoouto kal Euée 1) OeoTnTL adtod i Geopte Tva Hpiv
ddomn v adtod dBavaciav kai ed@poovvVNV kal Grndbeiav adtod: 1O 88
eBaptov Nuiv (leg. Mudv) EmEev iva adavartov Totnon.

117 Garitte, Narratio, § 108, p. 41.

118 Girk" T 'oc’, p. 91.

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* Tit'oc’, p. 91.

122 G. Garitte, “Un petit florilége diophysite grec traduit de 'arménien”, 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 Muséon 78 (1965), pp. 47-69.

124 See Garitte, “Un petit florilége”, p. 109.
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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 Nerseés II to AbdiSo (wwywlwbncfdful phuwe ns gnwe fi bdw, gh dwpipl
finp fr dbgql wnwe whwywlwing@pui fp)'25, 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 Sormén writes, «whii mblwp gmwik; gdby npylu ...
n[n}[nu (mumpw[lmg l,'wr.wmnj Lﬂ;p [uupﬁ up[zn]ﬂ q-p[rqnp[:, N qaLp  pun f:f;e
wmwpupup Jupbguyp wn lig» 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, AbdiSo introduced to Armenia Timothy Aelurus’
refutation'2” 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 Cturt'aw is forced to abandon his see, the locum tenens at Duin, Vrt'anés
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 council12°. Soon afterwards a riposte was forthcoming

125 Girk® Tit'oc’, p. 56. The confession parallels verbatim that of AbdiSo in the previous letter.

126 Ibid., 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. Tér-Mekerttschian and E. Ter-Minassiantz
(eds.), Timotheus Alurus’ des Patriarchen von Alexandrien Widerlegung der auf der Synode zu
Chalcedon festgesetzten Lehre, Leipzig:1908.

128 Girk" Tt’oc’, p. 140.

129 N. Akinian, “Vrt'anés vardapet K'erdot ew iwr erkasirutiwnneré, Handés Amsoreay 24
(1910), pp. 39-45.
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from the Georgian Catholicos Kiwrion set in the context of the first three
ecumenical councils which, we are told, represented the synopsis of their
acta'>°. This whole phase of assiduous textual investigation and compilation
then culminates in a rich aphthartodocetic tome, known as the ‘“Seal of
Faith”, similar in arrangement and magnitude to Timothy’s work. Its first
edition is usually ascribed to the catholicate of Abraham’s successor Komitas
(c. 610-628)131,

In light of St. Gregory’s significance, like that of Nicaea, as a legitimizing
symbol, it is hardly surprising that among the citations attributed to him in
the Seal of Faith is a longer extract incorporating exactly the same passage as
the first quotation of the dyophysite florilegium. Needless to say, whereas
there it served to confirm the doctrine of a duality of natures, here it
witnesses to Christ’s single nature, to which both human and divine activities
are to be predicated'32. As the communities’ image of the saint developed,
the sacred tradition which mediated his life and teaching to the faithful
underwent an ongoing process of transformation. Hence, with the geographical,
political and religious divisions of the late sixth century cleaving the Armenian
people in two, it is logical to expect the saint’s hagiographic transmission to
have been subject to a similar bifurcation, conditioned to a certain degree by
ideological considerations. At the same time, Byzantine attempts to negociate
a settlement to heal the schism might plausibly have resulted in compromise
collages synthesizing material from both previous constructs.

The recovery of the Syriac abridgement of St. Gregory’s life (Vs)!33 has
greatly advanced the study of this highly complex, but fascinating problem.
Although some of its data may be early, certain features are best accounted
for by positing the situation of catholicos Yovhannés having been driven
back by Khusrau IT to an enclave round Theodosiopolis, during the years
607-610. Moreover, the memorial of the saint’s burial at Thordan gains

130 Girk™ Tt'oc’, p. 188. For the view that Kiwrion deliberately modified certain details (such as
substituting “out of two natures” for the Chalcedonian formula) in order to render his
confession more palatable to Catholicos Abraham and thereby minimize the extent of
Armenian repercussions see G. Kojababian, “The Relations between the Armenian and
Georgian Churches according to the Armenian Sources, 300-610", (D.Phil. thesis submitted
to the University of Oxford, 1977), pp. 204-217. As the author concedes, if this were his line
of reasoning, he badly miscalculated. Moreover, despite the absence of that formula,
Kiwrion reiterates at different points his conviction concerning the existence of two natures
after the union, highlighting it further by condemning those who do not so affirm. As this
can hardly be a lapse, it is hard to reconcile with Kiwrion’s supposed intentions.

131 K. Tér-Mkrt¢ean (ed.), Knik" hawatoy, Ejmiacin:1914; anastatic reimpression, Louvain:1974.
A second, enlarged edition is attributed to the translator Step‘anos Siwnec'i (c. 680-c. 735).

132 With this we may compare the parallel phraseology Komitas employs in his credal statement at
the Persian court: ns wnuly dupnnili wubd qaupsupui, qfuwsii b gdwli, b ng glywbugnpdndfdpiul
t.famjfm[ﬁ Rubifils Ywnnedng, wyy Jfrw:.n!rm.p&mafp ml}wL[leLpEmﬁfJ (Girk* THt'oc’, p. 213).

133 See note 104,
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special impact from the later reference to Heraclius’ erecting a church on the
site c. 623134, Hence, it seems likely that the main redaction took place in the
early seventh century and this has left its imprint on the selection of materials
for inclusion (or omission) and their function within the composition (which
need not have been the same as the one they fulfilled in earlier crystalizations
of the legend). Its limited circulation, in contrast to the many renditions,
abbreviations and reeditions enjoyed by Agathangelos’ text (Aa)!3%, is probably
to be accounted for by its compromisory character. Of significance in the
attempt to unite the two Armenian communities on the basis of one of the
most powerful symbols they shared, it would have been discarded when talks
broke down and each side reverted to its own ‘‘authoritative” version of
events. This bold initiative may have peaked c. 610/611 with the removal
from the scene of the leaders of both factions. In that year Yovhannés’
deportation by the Iranian forces to Ahmatan along with the inhabitants of
Theodosiopolis, coincided with Catholicos Abraham’s death. Thus before
Komitas’ election and ratification there would have been an opportunity to
pursue negociation.

As a compromise document, one of Vs’ characteristics is inclusivity,
harmonizing the confrontational configurations of the two sides. For example,
the redactor divides the virgins accompanying St. Hiipsimé, assigning forty to
Duin and another thirty-seven to Awan (as well as noting that St. Gregory
latterly became cell-mate of one of them, named Mani, in the western region
of Daranati). In this way the sanctity of both sees is assured, as Aa had
earlier established the primacy of ValarSapat. Similarly, there are three
baptisms: the principal event is staged at Arcn in the area of Theodosiopolis,
but the rite is then repeated at Valar3apat and Artasat. Although Vs lacks a
separate vision scene, it borrows from that episode the descent of light in
language reminiscent of the Greek variant tradition (Vg). It must be supposed
that the two capitals are chosen for inclusion because they are the locus for
the vision in Aa and Vg respectively. The number of those baptised in Vs
parallels that of Aa (190,000) rather than Vg’s higher figure, because the
latter also comprised delegations from other Caucasian peoples. Since the
reunification was primarily concerned with the two Armenian polities, those
would have distorted the focus. Even-handed treatment is also meted out to
the two journeys St. Gregory undertakes, the one to Rome largely founded
on Vg, the other to Constantinople following Aa. Rome’s supplanting Caesarea
as the site of the saint’s consecration clearly coheres with Vs’s incorporation of
the Thaddeus legend we have already discussed, to safeguard the autocephaly

134 van Esbroeck, “Le résumé syriaque”, § 300, p. 357.
135 Critical edition G. Tér-Mkrt&'ean and St. Kanayeanc® (eds.), Agat'angelay Patmut’iwn
Hayoc', Tiflis: 1909.
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of the Armenian church from Byzantine dependence. The visit to Constantinople
then balances this by fostering co-operation between the co-religious states.

Naturally, achieving credal conformity would have been a delicate matter,
and presenting it posed particular difficulty, as some of the episodes in the life
had been consciously developed as partisan theological statements. These are
therefore mostly handled with discrete silence. Thus the narrative of St.
Gregory’s martyrdom is plain, unencumbered with divisive Christological
baggage, as is the teaching. Moreover, granted the tensions generated by
Chalcedon and the veneration both communities accorded Nicaea (though
form different perspectives), it is perfectly comprehensible why the latter is
offered as the arbiter of communion!3¢. For similar reasons the vision would
also have been omitted to preclude the inevitable dissent over interpreting the
famous passage of the one herd of goats which mutates into wolves and
lambs!37. The redactor, as a successor of Sormén in negociations, would
therefore have approved of his evangelical watchword «dfp Suem A dff
Ly 138,

The inescapable conclusion from the dating of Vs’ Armenian Vorlage is
that the two primary traditions on which it relies (Aa and Vg) were also
available in Armenian by the end of the sixth century at the latest. It is
generally agreed that the core of the former, attributed to Agathangelos,
came into existence in the second half of the fifth century!3® and was utilized
by Lazar at the turn of the sixth!4°. Koriwn canonized the missionary zeal
and educational accomplishments of Sahak and Mastoc" at the request of
their protégé, Catholicos Yovsép®, after the Syro-Persian interlude in the
second quarter of the fifth century. So Agathangelos projects this situation back
into the previous century, depicting the supremacy of the Hellenic orientation
represented by the northern Gregorid tradition throughout the country!4!,
Hence, even at this stage, the saint’s ideological significance is paramount.
Thereafter, particularly in the area of the teaching, a line of development may
be traced, which enhances the work’s monophysite colouring!#2. Also, by
altering the dates of Gregory’s confinement in the pit, the redactor advanced

136 van Esbroeck, “Un nouveau témoin”, § 286, p. 91.

137 Agat'angelay Patmut'iwn Hayoc', § 753-754, pp. 390-391.

138 Girk" T#t'oc’, p. 92.

139 R.W. Thomson (trans.), Agathangelos History of the Armenians, Albany:1976, p. xci.

140 M. van Esbroeck, “Le résumé syriaque de I’Agathange et sa portée pour Ihistoire du
developpement de la légende”, Handés Amsdreay 90 (1976), col. 509.

141 Paradoxically the baptismal rite by which Gregory illuminated the Armenians is apparently
Syrian in form. See G. Winkler, “Our Present Knowledge of the History of Agat‘angetos and
its Oriental Versions”, REA N.S. 14 (1980), pp. 136-137.

142 van Esbroeck, “Le résumé syriaque de I'’Agathange”, cols. 507-508.
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the claim that Armenia preceded the Roman Empire in embracing Christia-
nity 143, yet another ground for autocephaly.

By process of elimination, we must consider the proposal that Vg, whatever
its ultimate origins'#4, was adopted by Armenian Chalcedonians as a vehicle
from their perception of the saint. There is, in fact, much mention of
Byzantine territory in this recension and the journeys to Caesarea and Rome
are described with lively, circumstantial elaboration. As has already been
observed, the baptism scene, among others, focuses on the unity in faith
enjoyed by the Caucasian peoples. Adherence to the Catholic Church, as
opposed to a break-away sect, recurs in the argumentation of Kiwrion and
others, while anti-monophysite solidarity is a hallmark of the sixth century in
the Narratio'*3.

Moreover, when viewed within this context, the substitution of Artasat for
Vatarsapat as the locus of Gregory’s vision, far from being a ridiculous
blunder!#¢, is a profound denial of the latter’s prestige as foremost shrine of

143 1Ibid., col. 501.

144 As usage rather than etymology determines semantics, so it is quite possible that early

elements of the tradition are given a new significance when juxtaposed to later data. As none
of the three strands of transmission has preserved its pristine form intact, it is necessary to
attempt to stratify the material to try to reconstitute the process by which it developed. Since
redaction usually entails not only accretion but excision, it is important not to lose sight of
the intentions of later tradents in selecting these specific data to perpetuate.
Van Esbroeck would connect the Armenian Vorlage of Vg and Aa with the Councils of Duin
in 506 and 555 respectively. In support of the former identification he adduces the inclusion
of the other Caucasian nations in the baptismal account, as a parallel to their political co-
operation at that period and hierarchical representation at the council itself. He also posits
the institution of the feast of Solakat” in celebration of St. Gregory’s vision at around this
time, arguing that it was still unknown to the historian Lazar. Yet it is generally held the
latter was writing precisely at this juncture and, if the first book is authentic, was also
familiar with Agathangelos in some form. Moreover, the reference to Nersés Kamsarakan’s
prayer to Gregory (“Témoignages littéraires sur les sépultures de saint Grégoire I'illumina-
teur”, AnBoll 89 (1971), p.413) as an indication of the saint’s martyrdom alone is surely
inconclusive. His act of dispelling the mist of Armenians’ sinful impiety (quwumpl ilg
wlpwpsmniPbwhi bquy dkpng dkpdbwy) could well be construed as an allusion to the
purification of sin through baptism and the nation’s transformation from idolatry to
Christianity. Similarly, Caucasian solidarity was already a theme of Koriwn’s in the 440s in
describing Mastoc"'s missionary journeys to Georgia and Albania. In addition, the associa-
tion of the two contrasting traditions with those councils creates further problems of
interpretation. Although Duin II largely reinforced the decisions of the earlier council in
anathematising Nestorianism, the hypothesis would have to explain major changes in key
elements of the life. For example, why would the site of the vision be relocated from Artasat
to ValarSapat in the mid sixth century when the latter was of secondary importance, in
contrast to its pre-eminence in the preceding century?

145 G. Garitte, Narratio, § 85-89, p. 38.

146 G. Garitte, Documents pour ['étude du livre d'Agathange (Studi e Testi 127) Vatican
City:1946, p. 300: “il faut que le rédacteur responsable de cette bévue ait été ou trés distrait
ou trés ignorant de la vie religieuse de I'Arménie”.
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the land. Agathangelos envisages the future internecine struggle in terms
reminiscent of the Vardananc® war in which a section of the population
collaborated with the Iranian attempt to reimpose Zoroastrianism, despite
protest by the Armenian Church!47. Consequently, apart from the metapho-
rical violence inherent in the image of wolf and lamb, the distinct impression
is given that the two groups are inexorably opposed and that the physical
survival of the community of faith is in jeopardy. In the corresponding portion
of Vg the relation between image and interpretation is less convincing. The
wolves become even more of a cipher for the human body they represent; for
the nature of the confrontation is spiritual and it is the integrity of their
antagonists’ principles which is at stake. Furthermore, the presence of the
verb kowvovelv in the final sentence seems too pointed to be coincidence: i
Abkovg petaPairopevor fipralov odk OAiya mpoPata tiic oikeiag avtig
xpO0g Kal yvoung kowvovelv topackevalovteg!+®. Hence I believe Marr’s
intuition that the Arabic translation of this passage referred to the anti-
Chalcedonian schism is well-founded 14°.

One of the most noticeable disjunctions between Aa and Vg concerns the
order of the episodes leading up to the end of the life. The former presents a
rather chiastic progression whereby Aristakeés’ succession to the primacy
precedes Gregory’s visit to Constantine. Next follows Aristakés’ attendance
at the Council of Nicaea and then Gregory’s final years. In Vg not only is the
sequence reversed, it 1s much shorter: the work closes with Aristakés’
succession after his father returns from Rome. There is thus no treatment of
Nicaea !9,

Earlier, we considered the plausible effect of St. Sahak’s vision on the
Armenian Chalcedonian understanding of events up to the catholicate of
Yovhannés Bagaranc'i. Now we have seen how St. Gregory’s vision (in Vg’s
version) might be applied to the same period. It is also interesting to remark
that another Chalcedonian writer, Arsen, catholicos of Iberia, refers both
visions to the heyday of the arch-Julianist, Yovhannes Mayragomec'i, later in
the seventh century!3!. In view of the above and the Gregorid legitimacy
bestowed on Catholicos Yovhannés’ foundations by Vs, it is highly tempting
to suggest that the contemporary community perceived Gregory’s final act of
investing his physical son Aristakés with the trappings of office as symbolic of
the spiritual continuity their leader possessed with the saint’s faith and order.

147 Agat'angelay Patmut'iwn Hayoc', § 754, p. 391.

148 Garitte, Documents, Vg § 81, p. 60.

149 Cf. Garitte, ibid., p. 343.

150 See ibid., p. 332 for a schema of events and Garitte’s conclusion.

151 Zaza Alek’sidze (ed.), Gangop'isat'ws K'art'velt'a da Somext‘a: Arseni Sap areli, Thbilisi:1980.
For a modern Armenian translation see L. Melik'set™-Bek (trans.), Vrac™ albyurneré Hayastani
yev hayeri masin, vol. 1, Erevan:1934, pp. 38-39.
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Compelled by circumstances to realign their approach, they forged the
compromise document Vs. When that too proved ineffectual, they reverted to
the earlier tradition, awaiting a more complete realization of the prophecy.

It is striking that though St. Gregory appears boldly in the opening clause
of the Narratio’s title'5? and is further specified as the one who steered
Armenia to orthodoxy, no attempt is made to define what is meant by that
term or to explain how the saint attained it. One can only assume the author
felt his readers were sufficiently conversant with those matters that he could
pass over them to concentrate on the major part of his task, that of
documenting how far his successors remained faithful to his precepts. Slightly
anomalously, one might argue, although the Council of Nicaea is cited in the
superscription as a source of orthodoxy parallel to St. Gregory, it is not
subject to the same summary treatment in the body of the text. On the
contrary, care is taken to inform us of its date and purpose, as well as the
Armenians’ role in the proceedings. Hence, one might conclude that the
compiler of the Narratio intended his work as a continuation and supplement
of a pre-existing life of Gregory. If that is so, then there is a certain
probability that the form of life utilized bore typological affinity to the
Armenian Vorlage of Vg, since the latter provides the smoothest transition
between the two compositions. In surveying the period spanning the produc-
tion of their Armenian originals (end 6th-end 7th cents.) and encompassing
the other writings directed against the ‘national’ church found at Sinai, we
encounter over a century of fairly intense literary propaganda.

It was proposed earlier that Armenian Chalcedonian monks at Mar Saba
were instrumental in preserving copies of this dossier. So far there is no
indication of the circumstances of their rendering into Greek. Perhaps the
same community was also responsible for that!s3. St. Catherine’s also
possesses the Arabic version of the life of St. Gregory already alluded to,
much of which derives from a Vg type of Greek text!s* which may have had
a similar origin. In addition, the monastery contains an abbreviated redaction
of Ag in a manuscript (10th-11th cents.), the prototype of which may likely
have hailed from Mar Saba, the two other lives it witnesses being that of St.

152 Viz. and 1@v fipepdv 1o dyiov Ipnyopiov péypr tob viv (Garitte, Narratio, p. 26).

153 Cf. van Esbroeck, “La naissance du culte de saint Barthélémy”, p. 174. There the author
proposes the Greek translation of the Narratio was executed in Cyprus. Transliterations of
Armenian terms indicate the translator hailed from the western Armenian provinces where a
sound shift occurred at some period prior to the eleventh century (Garitte, Narratio, pp. 399-
400). j ;

154 The text is contained in Sinai Arabic MS no. 460 (9th cent.). For details of its Vorlage see
G. Garitte, “La vie grecque inédite de saint Grégoire d’Arménie (MS 5 D’Ochrida)”,
AnBoll 83 (1965), pp. 233-290. Two further Arabic manuscripts adduce versions of the Greek
translation of Agathangelos (MS no. 395; c. 9th-10th cents.) and of Vo (MS no. 455; 12th-
13th cents.).
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Sabas himself and St. John of Damascus, who spent most of his life there!55.
It may be objected that this recension represents the monophysite viewpoint
and is therefore less plausibly to be associated with a Chalcedonian brother-
hood, and yet one must recall the use made in the dyophysite florilegium of
citations emanating from the teaching in Aa.

Armenian translation in the environs of Jerusalem began early with the
rendering of the lectionary and included works of Cyril’s successor Patriarch
John!3¢ and the exegete Hesychius!*7. More important for our purposes is
the reference in a colophon to the translation of Ps. Dionysius’ autobiography
at Jerusalem in 880 by a physician Yovhannes. Moreover, it was translated
from Georgian'3®. Literary contacts between the two peoples in the reverse
direction can also be associated with the Holy City. The account of a
theological debate before Bagrat IV in 1046 between the Armenian Sost’enés
Marmasénci and Ep‘time Grjeli provides valuable data on the subject!s°.
Announcing that he has come from Jerusalem, the latter proceeds to assail
various Armenian dogmas and usages on the basis of their own writings.
Inter alia he betrays knowledge of the Narratio and the visions of St. Gregory
and St. Sahak. this might then imply that Georgian renderings of the anti-
‘Armenian’ dossier of Sinai were circulating at Jerusalem and Mar Saba and
may possibly have been produced there. Later copies of such collections are
extant in Thilisi®®°,

Whether or not Mar Saba is the provenance of particularly the Greek
versions of those works, it is understandable why they would be valuable to
the Armenian colony there, both to provide ideological ammunition for their
co-religionists (e.g. the above debate) as well as proof of their own ortho-
doxy, a growing necessity in the Patriarchate of Jerusalem. That the latter
was under scrutiny is evident already from the Life of St. Sabas. Having
permitted the Armenian brethren to pray the office separately in their own
language, the saint insisted they revert to singing the trisagion in Greek,
presumably so that it would be manifest to all they had obeyed his injunction

155 See G. Lafontaine, “Une vie grecque abrégée de S. Grégoire Iilluminateur (Cod. Sin.
Gr. 376)”, Le Muséon 86 (1973), pp. 125-145.

156 Ch. Renoux, “Une homélie sur Luc. 2,21 attribuée a Jean de Jérusalem™, Le Muséon 101
(1988), pp. 77-95 and the literature cited there.

157 1d., Hesychius de Jérusalem. Homélies sur Job, PO 42, fasc. 1, Turnhout, Brepols:1983.

158 P. Peeters, “La version ibéro-arménienne de I'autobiographie de Denys I'aréopagite”,
AnBoll 39 (1921), pp. 277-313.

159 L. Melik'set™-Bek, Vrac® albyurneré, pp. 105-110.

160 MS no. 735 of the former collection of the Ecclesiastical Museum (17th cent.) contains inter
alia an history of early Armenia, St. Sahak’s vision and Theodore Abili Qurrah’s refutation
(also connected with Jerusalem). MSS no. 312 (16th cent.) and 248 (18th cent.) of the former
Society for the Propagation of Literacy among the Georgians adduce a compilation derived
from the Narratio and list of catholicoi.
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to refrain from the patripassionism of Peter the Fuller’s insertion’¢'. Under
Justinian, according to a later source, the patriarchate took measures against
Armenian monasteries in its jurisdiction so that their princes were constrained
to approach the monarch directly for redress'®?. A few years later, a similar
petition was addressed by Armenian monastics to Catholicos Yovhannés
Gabelean to the effect that they were being faced with the ultimatum either to
conform to the faith of the Emperor or relinquish their property to the
patriarchate¢3, In his missive to Catholicos Abas Patriarch John (574-594)
also remarks that since his assumption of office a local faction had set one of
the Armenian monasteries on fire. However, when the matter was brought
before the Emperor, the ruling was that the monastery be entrusted to an
‘orthodox’ community. In this case, the monks entered into communion with
the patriarch and retained their property'®*.

These events are the clear result of Jerusalem’s consistent championing of
the dyophysite position and the close surveillance of theological trends in the
monasteries dependent on it which prevented the factional excesses which
plagued Alexandria and Antioch. Moreover, as we probe more deeply, we
observe the close network of Caucasian ties that were forged with the
patriarchate to promote the Chalcedonian cause in the region. From
Patriarch John’s letter we learn that the monk T'ovmas (whose expulsion
from Albania we have already noted)!®* has been a regular go-between for
some time. He had carried doctrinal correspondence from John’s predecessors
Eustochius and Macarius and was now engaged on translating into Armenian
a series of materials meant to confute the positions adopted at the second
Council of Duin, details of which had also been communicated to him by
T*ovmas.

That Georgia enjoyed an equally warm relationship with Jerusalem at this
period is evident from Kiwrion’s repeated exchanges to Armenian dignitaries.
When presented with the letter of Vrt'angs K'erdol, he is supposed to
have replied: «quju [Fnigfd (bprwwgbd wn lugpugbn punqu phl nwd muwhbky,

161 See Festugiére, Les moines d'orient, vol. 111/2, p. 44.

162 Sanjian, “Anastas Vardapet’s List of Armenian Monasteries”, pp. 265-292. In connection
with the fragment under review it is interesting to note the writer purports to have visited
the sites he records in and around the Holy City and speaks hyperbolically of the Armenian
Bibles he saw there: [umniwdupynihisp whfdp guwblfri fr Lwplwlyuwl jhgne qwidlbwgh
b urbin b[mwunlhlfr v mp bpl fusbinpuy p 2wyng (p. 273

163 Since the catholicos urged them to leave rather than capitulate doctrinally, the incident must
have predated his residence at Constantinople in 572-574. Perhaps the renewed patriarchal
activity is to be associated with the accession of Macarius IT (564-574).

164 See note 83.

165 See note 81.
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wwmwufuwhp bw wabf»'°%. Moreover, distinctive features of the Jerusalem
creed have been detected in his confessional statements!®”, suggesting he too
had been the beneficiary of the patriarchate’s ‘trouble-shooting’ measures.

Extrapolating from the above, one can probably conclude Armenian
Chalcedonians played a similar intermediary role between Palestine and the
Caucasus. Later evidence seems to reflect the perception that the Armenian
community in Jerusalem was of that complexion. In an entry for the year 709
Samuél Anec’i records the pilgrimage of the celebrated mathematician Anania
Sirakac'i to the Holy Land, where he disowned five of his erstwhile students
for abandoning their ancestral faith'®®, The following century once more
finds the patriarchate actively seeking to influence Armenian policy. Theo-
dore Ablu Qurrah (c. 740-c.820), a monk at Mar Saba who later became
bishop of Harran, had authored a tract in Arabic defending the dyophysite,
dyothelite position and refuting that of Julianism1%°. Subsequently, Patriarch
Thomas (c.807-821) had the work translated into Greek!?® and then arranged
for it to be sent to Armenia. Following this, Theodore undertook a visit there
himself ¢. 815 to engage in a debate with the Syrian Nana (Nonnus) at the
court of ASot msaker (806-826)171.

Accordingly, a clearer image emerges of the factors affording the most
plausible explanation of how an early Armenian folio of Job ended up in
Sinai. An analysis of the remains of an Armenian Chalcedonian literature
also preserved there would seem to offer a context for the fragment and help
define the community within which it functioned. This in turn sheds further
light on the tenor of the Christological controversy in the Caucasus, while
underscoring the particular importance of groups centred at Jerusalem in

166 Uxtanés, Patmut‘iwn Hayoc', 2,24, p. 47. The patriarch in question would have been Isaakios
(601-609).

167 Kojababian, “The Relations between the Armenian and Georgian Churches”, p. 86.

168 See A. Maius and 1. Zohrabus (eds.), Samuelis Praeshyteri Aniensis Temporum usque ad suam
Aetatem Ratio, Mediolani: 1818, p. 58. The authenticity of the confrontation is debatable as
in general this writer is one of the first to record a series of apocryphal traditions which had
accrued around famous figures of the Armenian literary past. However, precisely because of
this, its symbolic significance is reinforced as, for example, that of Trebizond at a later
period cf. Movsés Erznkac'i’s @muqfd wn Qppgnp bply Cnnndwgbuy i Spuyfyni.

169 For the unsuccessful attempt in Harran at union between the Syrian Julianists and Severan
Jacobites in 797/798 see W. Hage, Die syrisch-jakobitische Kirche in frithislamischer Zeit,
Wiesbaden:1966, p. 80. It may be that this effort stimulated the following Chalcedonian
attempt at re-union.

170 PG vol. 97, coll. 1504-1522.

171 For further details of the ensuing debate there with the monophysite apologist Nonnus see
A. van Roey (ed.), Nonnus de Nisibe iraité apologique, Bibliothéque du Muséon 21,
Louvain:1948, pp. 17-21. I am grateful to Prof. S.H. Griffith for supplying me with this
reference and discussion of the incident.
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furthering the Chalcedonian cause. The extent to which this reflects a policy
objective of the patriarchate is worthy of further investigation. The data
presently available appear to warrant more detailed attention to the Armenian
contribution to life and letters of the Holy Land than it has hitherto been
accorded.



