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1. The genesis of the Armenian nation has been examined in an earlier
Study.! Its nucleus, succeeding to the role of the Vannic nucleus of Urartu,
was the ‘proto-Armenian,’ Hayasa-Phrygian, people-state,® which at first oc-
cupied only a small section of the former Urartian, or subsequent Armenian,
territory. And it was, precisely, of the expansion of this people-state over that
territory, and of its blending with the remaining Urartians and other proto-
Caucasians that the Armenian nation was born. That expansion proceeded
from the earliest proto-Armenian settlement in the basin of the Arsanias (East-
ern Euphrates) up the Euphrates, to the valley of the upper Tigris, and espe-
cially to that of the Araxes, which is the central Armenian plain.? This expand-
ing proto-Armenian nuclens formed a separate satrapy in the Iranian empire,
while the rest of the inhabitants of the Armenian Platean, both the remaining
Urartians and other proto-Caucasians, were included in several other satrapies.*
Between Herodotus’s day and the year 401, when the Ten Thousand passed
through it, the land of the proto-Armenians had become so enlarged as to form,
in addition to the Satrapy of Armenia, also the trans-Euphratensian vice-Sa-

- trapy of West Armenia.? This division subsisted in the Hellenistic phase, as
that between Greater Armenia and Lesser Armenia.

From Xenophon we gather a few glimpses of the social order that existed
under satrapal control in cis-Caucasia: of the proto-Armenian clan-heads, ruling
fortified rural settlements (xwudpyys, dpywv Tic xdunc),® and — above
them — dymasts (fagileds), in particular of a king who was Cyrus the
Great’s ally and of his sons, Tigranes and Sabaris;” and of some proto-Caucasian
Pactdetc and doyovrec.® This was practically all that could until recently
‘be said of these four centuries prior to the rise in 190 B.C. of the Artaxiad
Monarchy of Greater Armenia: there was no historical continuity. There have,
however, been a few historians who recognized the hereditary character of the
Armenian Satrapy and its connexion with an Iranian family that favoured the
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name of Orontes.? But it was left to the late Professor Manandyan to rediscover
an entire period of Armenian history, which he showed to have been marked
by the dominance of the Orontid, or — as he preferred to call it — Eruandid,
(Eruanduni), dynasty.® This period, as will be seen from the forthcoming
remarks, was indeed the period of the Orontid Monarchy — the °‘First
Armenian Monarchy’ — which spanned what has hitherto been deemed
a lacuna separating the Urartian Monarchy and the Second Armenian Monarchy
of the Artaxiads and which guaranteed the social and historical continuity of
Armenia as it evolved from its proto-Armenian phase and passed into the
Hellenistic age.

The eponym’s praenomen Orontes is as Iranian as the dynasty itself, derived
from the Avestan aqurand Jaurpant (‘mighty,’ ‘hero’) and related to the Pehlevi
arpand; its Armenian forms being Eruand, Arawan, and, possibly, Hrant;2
and its Greek renderings being extraordinarily varied: *Apdroc, *Apdod(r)ine,
"Apodvdyg, *Apradvine, "Aprdmavog *Agrdyne, *Agvdvdng, *Efpdvrne, *Ogodv-
ne, "Opvdrdp)ne, *Opdrrag, *Opdvryct?

2. Perhaps the principal source for the Orontid house: the document that
enables us to infer its continuity, its being, that is, a dynasty, is the Nimrud-
dag monument of Antiochus I, King of Commagene, a scion of that house,
with its series of inscriptions, not all of which have come down to us, comme-
morative of his ancestors.™® On these and other inscriptions, on the numis-
matic data, and on the obiler dicia of classical authors that complement the
framework provided by Antiochus of Commagene, as well as on the commenta-
ries of the editors of the Nimrud-dag and other inscriptions: Dittenberger, Ja-
labert and Mouterde, and those of Honigmann,® the first part of the following
stemma is principally based.®®

% Cf., e.g., Lehmann-Haupt, Safrap 127; W.W,Tarn, ‘ Persia, from Xerxes to Alexander,’
CAH 6 (1953) 20; *The Heritage of Alexander,” ibid. 464; JM 10-11, ete.

0 Cf. O torgovle; Armapiri hunaren arjenogrui yunneré nor fusabanul*yamb (Erevan 1946);
Gaynil huneren arjenagrut“yuné ew Gayniil hei®anosakan tafari kayue*man famanaké {Erevan
1946) 55-69. Ci. also G. Tirac'yan, ‘Ervandunineré Hayastanun,’” ITANA 6/19568 53-71.

D justi, Namenbuch 235; Hibschmann, Grammatik 29-40; cf. Markwart, Sidarmenien
17*. Needless to say, the homonymity of the Syrian river is coincidental.

12 ps. Moses 1.22,24,31; 2.37-46; — 1.31; — 1.19.

1B Cf. D I 608 n.7; JM 27.

¥ Cited here in D edition = JM, as Inscr., followed by the number of the particular in-
scription and, In parentheses, the number of the page, as found in each edition.

15 Honigmann, ‘Kommagene,” RE Suppl. 4 978-990.

1 This stemma does not inciude the branch of Commagene, for which see Honigmann,
Kommagene.
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THE ORONTID STEMMA

ORONTES.

Imsecr. 390 (607) = 16 (33: cf. infra: Artasyras); cf. D 607 n. 6; JM 10.

|

Artasvras (ARTASURAS).

Inscr. 264 (427; cf. infra: Orontes I), 390 (607) = 16 (33: *Apracoipayr wov
*Apodydov), 391 (608) = 17 (33; cf. infra: Orontes I), 392 (609) = 3 (26-27;
ibid.); Ctesias, Pers. 14, 19; Plutarch, Arigzerzes 12; cf. D 607 n. 6; JM 27, 10;
Justi, Namenbuch 38 (No. 4); Puchstein, in RE 2/1 1308 (No. 2).

|

OrontEs L

Inscr. 264 (427-430 : *Opdrras “Apracigov), 391 (608) = 17 (33 : "Apodvény
*Aptacobpa, tov youijoarra facilicaay “Podoyodvyr tay “Aptafipéov Gv-
yatépa), 392 (609) = 3 (26-27 : idem, except “Podoyedvmy iy facidéwg
Bacirbwy peydiov *Aprabépfov tol xal *Apodxov Ovyarépa); Xenophon,
Anab. 2.4.8; 2.5.40; 3.4.13; 3.5.17; 4.3.4; Demosthenes, Oraf. 14.31; Ctesias,
Pers. 20 ("Agrdmavoc), 23, 29, 30, 31; Trogus Pomp. 10; Diodorus 15.2.1; 15.8.3;
15.9.3; 15.11.2; 15.90.3; 15.91.1; Polyaenus 7.14; Plutarch, Ariaxerxes 27.
Coins: B. V. Head, Hisloria numorum (2nd ed., Oxford 1911) 507; cf. D 428 nn.
4-5, 429 n. 8, 608 n. 7; IM 27, 10; Justi, Namenbuch 235 (No. 6); J. Miller, in
RE 18/1 1164-1166 (No. 6); also Tarn, From Xerxes fo Alexander 20-21. — Sa-
trap of Armenia (401 B. (.), led the Satraps’ Revolt against Artaxerxes II
of ¢. 366-360 B. C., received, on submission, the Satrapy of Mysia. He married
¢. 401 B. C., Rhodogune, daunghter of the Great King Artaxerxes II, and died
c. 344 B. C.

1

Orontes 11

Inscr. 393 (610) = 18 (34; cf. infra: Mithranes); cf. D 610 nn. 6-8, for his filia-
tion. — He must be the Satrap of Armenia of his name who led the Armenian
auxiliaries of Darius III in the battle of Gaugamela (1 October 331): Arrian,
Anab.3.8.5. Tt is extremely difficult to suppose that it was rather Orontes ITI (cf.
Grousset, Hisloire 79-80; H. Berve, in RE 18/1 1166 [No. 7]), because the latter
most probably died after as late as 270 /260 B.C., i.e., some sixty or seventy years
after Guagamela, and must, consequently, be presumed to have been a cente-
narian at the time of his death, which is unlikely. Orontes II, on the other
hand, could be in his middle sixties in 331. At the same time, it is equally
difficult to accept — what JM propose (11 n. 2, p. 34) as a possibility —
that Orontes II (II1 according to JM, since the father of Artasyras is counted
as the First: 10) reigned again after Mithranes down to about 316: for we
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should then have to believe him to have died aged between 84 and 140! Cf.
infra Orontes IIL
|
MitTeranES (MiTHRENES, MITHRINES).

Inscr. 393 (610) = 18 (34: faciléa ... NANFN wdv &% fluciléws *Apodvdov);
Diodorus 17. 21.7; 17.64.6; Arrian, Anab. 1.17.3; 3.16.5; Curtins 3.12.7; 5.1.44;
Dio Chrys. 73.2. The mutilated name of the above inseription, D 610 n. 6
would read, together with some others, as Opddryy or Bapddvyy; Honig-
mann, 981-982, emends it as Mifgdvyy. This JM 34 do not accept. Honig-
mann’s identification, however, accords well with the cumulative historical
evidence (§ 7.) Also Justi, Namenbuch 214 (No. 1); Grousset, Hisfoire 79; Berve,
in RE 15/2 2156. A coin has been attributed to him by O. Blau in WNZ 9 (1877)
100, but erroneously: E. Babelon, Les Rois de Syrie, d’ Arménie et de Comma-
géne (Paris 1890) cxci. — Iranian governor of Sardis, he passed to Alexander
in 344 B.C., and, in 331, was named by him to be Satrap of Armenia.

?
OrontEs T11
Diodorus 19.23.3 (c. 317 B.C.: *Opdvrov 108 cutpamelayr usy Eyovvos “Ap-
peviag), 31.19.5-6 (Baciléwg vdv *Agusviwv “Apdodrov; the difference in
the spelling of the name must be due to the author’s dependence on different
sources; cf. also Markwart, Berceau, 231; Grousset, Hisfoire, 79 n. 4); Polyae-
nus 4.8.3. — Owing doubtless to the fact that not all the stelae of the Nimrud-
dag monument with commemorative inscriptions on them have been preserved
(cf. D 592; JM 2), we have no inscription referring to Orontes III. — Cf. also
Justi, Namenbuch 235 (No. 7); Grousset, 79-80; Adontz, Hist. d’ Arm. 330; Berve,
in RE 18/1 1166 (No. 7). The last mention of him is in Diodorus 31.19, who refers
to him as a king, in connexion with the aid he lent to Ariarathes II of Cappado-
cia for defeating the Macedonian strategus Amyntas and thus regaining his
State. This, according to him, took place after the deaths of Perdiccas and
Eumenes (321 and 316 B. C.), but this is too vague to indicate any, even ap-
proximate, date. The defeat of Amyntas has been put at as low as 260 B. C.
by Bengtson, Strafegie 11 77-78; and 270/260 B. C., by J. Beloch, Griechische
Geschichie, 1111 (Strasbourg, 1904), 296; cf. Manandyan, K nnakan fes. 97-99.
?
Samus
Inser. 394 (611) = b (28; cf. infra: Arsames); cf. D 611 n. 5; JM 10-11 and n. 3:
the city of Samosata in Commagene may have been founded by this Samus,
who, then, must be anterior to ¢. 245 B. C., when Eratosthenes was writing,
in whose work that city is first mentioned. As he must have followed Orontes
I1L, he must be the King of Armenia with whom Ziaelas of Bithynia took refuge
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c. 260 B. C.: Memnon 22, Cf. Visconti, Icon. greca 322-325, Pl. xv1 3, for
his coin.
!

ARSAMES.
Inscr. 394 (611) = 5 (28: Pacidéa “Apoduny tor éx Paciléws Zduov; D
611 n. 5 proposed the reading [’Ap]lodmow, but see Hopnigmann 981-983;
‘Samus’ was the name used by the Commagenian dynasty); Polyaenus 4.17,
(*Apodfinc). Coins: Visconti, feon. greca 317-321, PL. xv1 1; Babelon, Reis de
Syrie cxciir, 211, Pl xxix 2; J. de Morgan, Manuel de numismatigue orien-
tale de Pantiguité el du moyen-dge 1 (Paris 1923-1936) 191; — (Bacitéws
"Agoduov); cf. D 612 n. 6; JM 28; Grousset, Hisfoire 80; Markwart, Siid-
armenien 50, 240-243; Justi, Namenbuch 29 (No. 10); E. Meyer, in RE Suppl.
1 141; Honigmann 980. — He must be regarded as the builder of the city of
Arsamosata in the province of Sophene and of the city of Arsameia in Com-~
magene. He offered asylum to Antiochus Hierax, one-time his brother Seleu-
cus II's viceroy of Asia Minor, who had subseguently set himself up as an in-
dependent king, c. 240-¢. 227 B. C., and ultimately lost his throne. — Both
D 611 n. 5 and JM 28, 10 consider it necessary to intercalate another Arsames
— ‘the Second’ — in the Orontid stemma between Samus and the father of
Ptolomaeus, on the ground that, while five generations separate Arsames from
Orontes I and Rhodogune, only three — sic: actually four — separate him
from Mithridates I of Commagene the husband of Antiochus VIII's daughter
Laodice and father of the builder of the Nimrud-dag fumuius. I must, however,
own that I fail to appreciate the alleged difficulty of this sitnation. In juxta-
posing the Orontid and the Seleucid stemma, the following pairs of contempo-
raries are to be noted: (a) Seleucus I (born in 352/4 B. C.) and Mithranes:
both were in the enfourage of Alexander, though the regnal dates of the one
(312-281/80) are lower than the regnal dates of the other (331-before 317);
— (b) Seleucus II (246-226) with his brother Antiochus Hierax (} 227) and
Arsames (after 260-after 228); — (c) Antiochus III (223-187) and Xerxes (af-
ter 228-¢. 212: § 3), who was of the generation of the father of Ptolomaeus
of Commagene; — (d) Selencus IV (187-175) and Ptolomaeus (c. 163). It ought
to be remarked in passing that in both stemmata exactly the same number
of generations separate (a) from (b), (b) from (c), and (c) from (d). Now, when
we come to Mithridates of Commagene and Laodice, we discover that he was
two generations back of her: he was a grandson of Ptolomaeus and she a great-
great-grand-daughter of Seleucus IV. However, because a husband is usually
older than his wife and also because belonging to parallel generations need not
indicate the same age — Arsames may well have been a younger contempo-
rary of Seleucus II, and Ptolomaeus of Seleucus IV — there is nothing extra-
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ordinary in this situation. The need of inventing another Arsames cannot,
therefore, be considered real.

For the sources for the remaining part of this stemma, except in the case
of Ptolomaeus, see the remarks that follow it.

| ? |
XERXES. ABDISSARES. DHDNTE[S IV. Mithras.
King of Armenia King last Orontid King High Priest of
c. 212 B. C. [of Armenia?] of Armenia, the Sun and
c. 200 B. C. of the Moon.
? ?
ZARIADRIS. PTOLOMAEUS.
Strategus of Sophene; grandson of Arsames and founder of the
King of Sophene 190 B. C. Dynasty of Commagene ¢. 163 B. €. —
I Inscr. 402 (618) = 46 (47); Diodorus 31.19;
‘ ef. D 612 n. 6.
MiTHRROBUZANES 1. Araetheus
King of Sophene
?
OronTES V.
last King of Sophene 95 B. C.
?

MrraroBuzZANES L.
Viceroy of Sophene 69 B. C.

The uncertainties of this stemma may be somewhat compensated for by An-
tiochus I of Commagene’s assertion of his direct descent, through Ptelomaeus,
from Orontes I1 and Rhodogune and, through them, from the earlier Orontids
and from the Achaemenids.

3. Xerxes was besieged by the Seleucid Antiochus IIT at Arsamosata, where
he had shut himself up; then offered submission and the payment of the tribute
once due from his father. Antiochus accepted this offer and even gave to Xer-
xes his sister Antiochis in marriage (c. 212 B. C.), who, however, soon had her
husband murdered: Polybius 8.25; Joh. of Ant. fr. 53. For his coins, see Visconti
Icon. greca 325-328, PL. xv12; Babelon, Rois de Syrie cxciv-cxevii, 212, Pl xxXiv
6, 7; Morgan, Manuel 192; — (facidéwe Hépfov); cf. Justi, Namenbuch 173-
174 (No. 4); Grousset, Hisfoire 80. It is difficult to escape the impression
that Xerxes was a son of Arsames, reigning as he did so soon after him and
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being in possession of the city the other had founded. His father’s tribute
that Xerxes was obliged to renew may well have been imposed on Arsames
by Selencus IT in retaliation for the support given to Antiochus Hierax. This
filiation of Xerxes, however, has not occurred to any specialists in the field,
who usually regard him as not an Orontid,”” the reason for this apparently
being that Xerxes is not mentioned among the ancestors of Antiochus of Com-
magene (infra § 5). But, as has been already noted (§ 2), not all the inscriptions
have reached us in the Nimrud-dag monument, and that monument itself has
to do only with that king’s direct ancestors, whereas Ptolomaeus, the founder
of the House of Commagene, could readily have been not a son, but let us say
a nephew, of Xerxes.

The genealogical position of Abdissares is wholly unknown. The only reason
for supposing him to have belonged to the Orontid Dynasty and been, conse-
quently, a King of Armenia, is the striking similarity of his coins to those of
Xerxes and, what is probably more significant, the identical shape of the head-
gear of the two monarchs: cf. Visconti, Icon. greca 328-332, Pl. xvi 4; Babelon
Rois de Syrie cxiv, 211-212, Pl. xxix 3-5; V. Langlois, Numismalique générale
de I’ Arménie (Paris 1859) 8-10; Head, Hist. num. 635; — (Baciléwg "Afdia-
adpov); cf. Justi, Namenbuch 1; Baumgartner, in RE 1/1 26-27. Though
Babelon suggests (cxciv, cxcv) that he may have been the father of Xerxes, it
it is more likely, in view of what has already been said about the probable
parentage of Xerxes, that he was a brother of his.

4. The last Orontid sovereign of Armenia was Orontes (IV): Strabo 11.14.15;
cf. E. Diehl, in RE 18/1 1166 (N° 9). He ("Efgdvrne) and his brother Mithras
(Mbpajrylc?), High Priest of the temple of the Sun and of the Moon at Arma-
vira, are mentioned in the Greek inscriptions discovered there in 1927, as in-
terpreted by A. 1. Boltunova and Manandyan. One inscription contains an
address of Mithras to King Orontes; another alludes to the King’s tragic death.1®

Not unnaturally, the Armenian historical tradition, which Pseudo-Moses of
Chorene preserved in his History of Armenia, confirms and amplifies these data.
There are several references. The most important, in Book 2, cap. 37-46, con-
tains the account of the reign of King Eruand — of his brother the High
Priest Ervaz (2.40, 48) — and of his struggle with, and overthrow by, King

1 Cf. D 612, n. 6: gui manifeste non eiusdem atque Arsames domus essef; JM 11 n. 4,29 (that
the headgear of Xerxes and Abdissares is different to that of the King of Commagene, as is
remarked by JM, has nothing to do with their belonging or not belonging to the Orontids of
Armenia).

18 Boltunova, ‘Gredeskie nadpisi Armavira,” ITAFAN (1942) Nos 1-2; Manandyan, Arma-
piri hunaren arjanagr.; cf. O forgople 36-37. Trever, 0€. po isl. Arm. 134-137 (insecr. 4),
142-147 (inscr.7). Trever does nol Inlly accept the interpretations of Boltunova and
Manandyan; ef. J. Mécérian S.J., in BA 2 (1935) 212/150.
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Artashés. As the former name stands for Orontes in Greek, so the latter ren-
ders here the Greek name Artaxias® which belonged, as will be seen, to the
founder of the Second Armenian Monarchy of the Artaxiads. Pseudo-Moses
displays in this connexion a more than usual chronological confusion. While,
on the one hand, dating the accession of Orontes-Eruand as of the eighth year
of the last Darius (II1),* he at the same time projects the whole story into the
Arsacid period of Armenian history by making of Orontes a successor of King
Sanatruces (c. A.D. 75-c. A.D. 110).® The first synchronism testifies to the
fact that in some of Pseudo-Moses’s sources the high antiquity of these events
was clearly implicit. On the other hand, the projection of them to so late an
epoch is due to an onomastic confusion that our historian must have fonnd
in some other sources. Orontes is confused with Arbandes, son of Abgarus
VII of Osrhoene (A.D. 110-116);®2 and Abgarus, confused with an earlier Edes-
sene ruler of the same name whom legend made to correspond with Our Lord
and become a Christian — and Pseudo-Moses gives his own version of this
legend (2.30-34) —, is made a King of Armenia before Sanatruces (2.26-34).
At the same time, Artaxias-Artashés is confused with Axedares who reigned
in Armenia ¢. A.D. 110, after Sanatruces.?® However, the story preserved by
Pseudo-Moses contains, as an integral part, a true synchronism, which remains
unimpaired by all the superimposed mistaken elaborations: it is the ascription
to Artashés of the building of the city of Artashat (2.49), which is Artaxata,
founded by the first Artaxiad.® That all this confusion is not due to Pseudo-
Moses, is patent from the existence of a similar imbroglio in the Primary Hisfo-
ry of Armenia, where mention is made of a King Artashés, son of Sanatruces,
while Eruand and his brother, also Artashés, are placed some two centuries
earlier.® This erroneons tradition found its way into Iberian historiography
as well; and Leontins of Ruisi speaks of the Armenian kings Iarvand and his
brother Artashan, as living in the first century of our era.®

The other references in Pseudo-Moses to the Orontids are merely passing:
names inserted in the theogony of the early kings with which Book 1 of his
work is concerned. Thus, Ernand is the father and predecessor of Tigranes,

9 See infra n. 27.

M 2,37 (157).

1 Ipid. For Sinatruces, see Asdonrian, Arm.ue. Rom 100-103; Debevolse, Parthia 235.

22 Manandyan, O forgovle 38-39. — Orontes, however, Is not made a son of Abgarns.

2 Agdourian, Arm.u.Rem 103; Debevoise, Parthia 217-218. See ibid. 213-269 for the in-
volvement of both Armenia and Osrhoene in the Roman-Parthian politics in the age of the
Antonines.

M Manandyan, O forgovle 48-53.

25 Prim. Hisf. Arm. 15-16.

% Leont. Mrov. 44-50.
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the ally of Cyrus the Great (1.22); Aravan and Hrant are found respectively
before and after him in the same theogony (1.31,19). The first of these referen-
ces is of considerable interest. Artaxias, who overthrew the Orontids, was,
to all appearances, a local dynast. The Greek form of his name renders, il has
already been noted, Arfadés which is the purely Armenian form of the name,
of which the Iranian form, ArifaxSafra, is usually Graecized as Artaxerxes.®?
The dynasty he founded, moreover, showed a marked preference for the name
of Tigranes, four out of the eight Artaxiad kings bearing it. This was the name,
it will be recalled, used by the proto-Armenian kings remembered by both
Xenophon and the Armenian historical tradition.®® Whether Artaxias was
descended from the proto-Armenian Tigranids, as Professor Adontz held to be
indubitable,® or not, some genealogical connexion between them, real or pre-
tented, seems definitely indicated. Now, the establishment of satrapal comn-
trol in Armenia, of which the Orontids were the beneficiaries, must have re-
duced the rights of what local dynasts there were. Thus the struggle of Arta-
xias and Orontes IV assumes the double character of a national revolt against
an Iranian dynasty combined with the dynastic hostility of the Tigranids, or
their relatives, for the satrapal Orontids. At all events, the above reference
to the succession of Tigranes after Orontes — and it is the habit of Caucasian
historiography to designate the facts of succession among remote, chiefly fo-
reign, rulers by terms expressive of genealogical relationship® -— allegorizes
this same event as the succession of the eponym of the Tigranids after the
eponym of the Orontids.

5. There are two assumptions that have always been made by historians
in connexion with this period of Armenian history, which are quite gratuitous
and incorrect, which have introduced much confusion into the little information
we possess regarding the Orontids, and which must be obviated before a clear
picture of the Orontid period can be obtained. One of these assumptions is
that the south-western Armenian province of Sophene was a distinet State,
separate from the rest of Greater Armenia, before the time of Artaxias and
Zariadris®™ (what the situation was before the Achaemenian phase, is not our

% Hobschmann, Grammalik 28-29, 505; for a different opinion, which Hibschmann does
not accept, see Justi, Namenbuech 36-37, cf. 34-36.

28 Supra at n. 7.

% Adontz, Armenija 390 n.1, ¢f. 427 n.1. He even calls the Artaxiads ‘Tigranids® 389-
380, '

#® Cf. IIT/I n. 40. The early kings rememberd in such a confused way by the Armenian
historical tradition were more remote than any foreign monarchs to the minds of those who
gave it the literary form In which it has reached us.

3 Cf., e.g., Manandyan, O lorgovle 30-40; Grousset, Hisfoire 80; Honigmann, Kommagene
980-9B81.
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concern here). Thus, Manandyan®? speaks of the Orontid masters of Greater
Armenia — and of the great trade route that passed through it connecting
Iran and the Euxine and was controlled from the Orontid cities of Armavira
and Eruandashat — as being distinct from the rulers of Sophene — a land
closely bound to the Seleucid empire both culturally and economically. Ac-
cordingly, he reckons Arsames, the builder of Arsamosata in Sophene, among
the latter and is unaware of his connexion with the former. Yet the evidence
of the Nimrud-dag monument for his belonging to the Orontid Dynasty is
incontrovertible. That one and the same ruling house should have held both
Armenia’s central plain and its Syro-Mesopotamian frontier, presents nothing
extraordinary, unless the separation of Sophene and Greater Armenia be assum-
ed a priori to have existed at that time. Actunally, Manandyan himself sug-
gested that the Orontids must have led the proto-Armenian expansion from
the valley of the Arsanias — the land of Hayasa and, inevitably, also the land
of neighbouring Sophene® — to the valley of the Araxes, where they established
their residence at Armavira.3® What ground, then, can there be for conjecturing
that they ever abandoned the southern part of the land which they had ori-
ginally controlled? In this context, the following five points ought to be con-
sidered. First, there is no indication whatsoever that Sophene was politically
distinct from Greater Armenia before Artaxias and Zariadris. Second, Strabo
(11.14.15) is emphatic in stating the contrary : xareiyov vojy *Apueviay Ilép-
cat xai Maxeddves, perd tabra oi oy Zvplav Eyovree xal iy Mudiay -
tedevtaios § Onfjofev *Ogpdyvrys dmdyovoc “Yddpvov, tdv émra ITepodvw
§vdg - el dma v “Avridyov Tl peydiov orparyydy Tod mpdc ‘Popalove
modeprjoartoc dipeély diya, *Apratiov e xal Zapiddpioc * xal fjoyor odroy,
108 Pacidéowg émrpépavros  frylévtoc & Exelvov, mpoaléusvor “Papalos
xafl adrovs évdrrovre, Pacidsic mpocayopsvfévres® Third, Orontes 111
must have controlled Sophene, else his dealings with Cappadocia would have
been difficult, if not impossible, to effect. Fourth, Polyaenus (4.17) speaks of
the boundaries of Armenia — 7od¢ uév "Agueviwy dpove — and not at all
of Sophene, when relating the flight of Antiochus Hierax to the Court of
Arsames, who was the builder of Arsamosata in Sophene. Finally, Xerxes,
who ruled at Arsamosata after Arsamies, is remembered by John of Antioch
as ‘lord of the Armenians’ (fr. 53: Sépfy v@ "Apueviov Tovgdrrey).

32 Loc. ¢il.

B Supra at n. 3.

% Garnii hunaren arjenagr, 55-59; O nek. sporn. probl. 151.

3 Strabo, indeed, could be interpreted as saying the opposite when, in 12.3.28 apropos
of Lesser Armenia, he writes that dvwdarar &' adriy xateiyov dal, xoldrep iy Zogymiy,
but it is impossible to tell whether xgfdmep refers to dvwdorar xarsiyov as modified by
del or irrespective of it; in view of the context, we may presume the latter.
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The other assumption is that whenever the title of king is applied in the
sources to an Armenian dynast of the Hellenistic phase prior to the rise of
the Artaxiad Monarchy, his attempted or achieved independence of foreign
control must necessarily be presumed. Actually, it was the policy of Alexander,
at the beginning of his career at any rate, to leave the local dynasts on their
thrones in exchange for no matter how tenuous a recognition of his suzerainty.?
And under the overlordship of the Selencid successors of Alexander there
flourished a number of vassal kings; in their empire, as a matter of fact, local
dynasts were not infrequently invested with the office of satrap.*® Accordingly,
although indeed it might on occasion imply the acquisition of political inde-
pendence, the royal dignity, when it appears in the obiler dicfa of ancient writers
or in some epigraphic and numismatic data, need indicate no more that the
acquisition or continuance of the status of a passal king. Its appearance in
the sources need not, consequently, be interpreted as solely revolt or secession.
Yet it seems to have been precisely this assumption that lay at the basis of
both the hesitation of some schelars® to admit the kingship of Orontes ITI, who
in 301 B.C became a Selencid vassal, and the refusal to reckon among the
sairapal Orontids those whom the sources entitle Kings — Xerxes, Abdissa-
res, Arsames, as in the case of Grousset, or, with Dittenberger and Honigmann,
Jalabert and Mouterde — who could not close their eyes to the evidence of
Nimrud-dag regarding Arsames — only the first two.®

6. With all this in view, the history of the Orontid Dynasty may be further
elucidated. Before this, however, a word about their °prehistory.” Strabo (11.
14.15), recording what may be safely assumed to have been the tradition of
the family, deduced it from Hydarnes, one of the Seven Persians who put an
end to the reign of Pseudo-Smerdis (Herodotus, 3.70).® The genealogy of his
family, the Hydarnids can be found in Justi’s Iranisches Namenbuch.® It re-
mains, however, to be seen how this claim can be squared with the Bactrian
origin asserted of Orontes I in the Pergamese Chronicle.®® But what is of inte-
rest in this connexion is the fact that two undoubted Hydarnids were — before
the time of Orontes I — successively Satraps of Armenia. They were Hydar-
nes (IIT) and his son Terituchmes.® The former’s daughter Stateira was mar-

% Cf. Jouguet, Impérialisme macéd. 93-94.

% Rostovtzeff, Soc.Econ.Hisl. 502; Bengtson, Sirategie Il 3-8, 55-64; Manandyan, O for-
gople 30.

38 (f. Markwart, Bereeau 231; Grousset, Hisfoire 80.

39 Ibid.; D 612 n.6; JM 11 n. 4, 29; Honigmann, Kommagene 981.

4 Cf. Ehtécham, Iran Achém. 47 n.4, 102, 128 n.1. a4 p. 397,

2 D No. 264, 427-428: *Opdvine 82 "Apracigov 10 pévog Pdwrpioc ; cf. Honigmann,
Kommagene 981; JM 11 n. 4.

43 Berve-Schoch, in RE Suppl.4 767-768.
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ried to the Great King Artaxerxes II (404-358 B. C.), and so he must belong
fo the generation of Xerxes IT (424 B.C.) and Darius II (424-404 B.C.); and
the latter was married to Artaxerxes II's sister Amestris.® Thus they indeed
belonged to two generations antecedent to that of Orontes I who was married
to a daughter of Artaxerxes II. We may, accordingly, suppose one of three
things: (1) that Orontes I, though not — as the son of Artasyras and grandson
of another Oronies — a direct descendant of these two Hydarnid satraps, was
nevertheless their collateral, a true Hydarnid himself, although we are ignorant
of the degree of kinship that bound them together, and that he merely suec-
ceeded them in the satrapate that had become hereditary in their family;
or (2) that Orontes I's wife Rhodogune was Artaxerxes II's child by his Hydar-
nid wife Stateira (along with Darius, Ariaspes, and Artaxerxes 11I) and that,
consequently, Orontes I1 was a descendant of the Hydarnids, as of the Achae-
menids, in the female line; or else (3) that the claim to Hydarnid descent had
no basis in fact, but was due to the Orontids’ following the Hydarnids in the
same office.% -

7. The circumstances in which the Orontid Satraps of Armenia became
kings and founded the hitherto unknown First Armenian Monarchy are not
clear. As can be seen from their stemma, all the Orontids from the second to
the last Orontes were styled Kings, even those that were Achaemenid and
Alexander’s satraps or Seleucid vassals. Admitting that from the point of view
of their overlords some of the Orontid Kings of Armenia might be mere gover-
nors, what interests us here is precisely how, at the same time, they themselves
coneeived of their status. The most likely Orontid to have become the first
King of Armenia is Orontes II, the first to be entitled faotdeds in the Nim-
rud-dag inscriptions; and the most likely date for this is that of the dissolution
of the Achaemenid empire, 331 B.C. The end of that empire, sealed by the
death of Darius 111, when conjoined with Orontes II's own maternal Achaeme-
nid descent and his de faclo independence in Armenia, where the memories of
the Urartian Monarchy must not have been obliterated,® can be easily con-
ceived to have sufficiently prompied and sufficiently justified his taking the
royal title. H it be objected that the royal dignity of Orontes II, and of Mithra-
nes, is found only in one Nimrud-dag inscription (393 = 18) and may, there-

4 Justi, Namenbuch 397, 398-399. Also: 14, 311, 323, 368.

% For the possibility of the Hydarnid descent of the Orontids through women see JM
11 n.4. — The spurious claim of the Ariarathids of Cappadocia to be descended from both
one of the Seven Persians and an Achaemenid princess, Cyrus the Great's aunt Atossa (Dio-
doras, 31.19), may have been inspired by their Orontid neighbours. The Arlarathid elaim is
not plder than the second century B.C.: Niese *Arigrathes,” RE 2[1 815.

% § n. 84
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fore, be a mere projection into the past on the part of Antiochus of Commagene
of a title only subsequently acquired by the Orontids, it must be remembered
that Orontes I, for all his apparent velleities in that direction,® is not styled
King in that monument.

The advent of Alexander had in no way interfered with the Orontid position.
The conqueror’s policy towards the dynasts who had been included in the
Achaemenid empire has just been mentioned (§ 5). And so Armenia, Cappado-
cia, and some other realms remained unconquered by him and wholly auto-
nomous.”® Orontes, consequently, may have continued to reign in Armenia after
Gaugamela, exactly as, let ns say, Ariarathes I continued at that time to reign
in the northern section of Cappadocia. But, within the same year 331 — after
that victory — Alexander appointed Mithranes to be Satrap of Armenia
(see the Stemma). Those nunaware of his Orontid birth and, at the same time,
cognizant of Armenia’s independence have tended to regard this appointment
as purely nominal.®® But his origin, made probable on the basis of an interpre-
tation the Nimrud-dag evidence, changes the picture radically. It appears
most likely that Alexander sent Mithranes, who had early passed to his side,
to replace his father in Armenia, as his recompense and as a punishment for
the other’s suppert of Darius III. In this way, the loecal dynastic régime
would have been inierfered with the least. Orontes II, however, who
was in his middle or late sixties at the time, could not have long survived
those momentous events; and Mithranes, Satrap that he was from the Mace-
donian point of view, may thus have succeeded, from the Armenian point of
view, to his father’s kingship. There need, accordingly, be no hesitation to
admit that Mithranes actually ruled Armenia; and to his rule the aseription
to him of the royal title in the Nimrud-dag inscription may bear witness.

Following Alexander’s death, his Successors adopted an entirely different
attitude towards the local dynasts. In 322 B.C., Cappadocia was occupied
and Ariarathes I crucified by Perdiceas (Diodorus, 18.16); and, even a year
earlier — immediately after Alexander’s passing —, we hear of Neoptolemus
as in control of Armenia®, But Neoptolemus, involved as he was in the struggle
of the Diodochi, in which he lest his life two years later, can hardly have caused
a serious interruption, if any, in the history of Oronid rule in that country. As
a matter of fact, in the case of Armenia we observe a development that was
diametrically opposite to the aims of the new policy of the Diodochi. After

4% Tarn, Xerxzes fo Alexander 21.

8 Tarn, ‘Alexander: the Conguest of the Far East,” CAH 6 423, 432,

1% Tarn, ‘Alexander: the Conqguest of Persia,” CAH 6 383; Lehmann-Haupt, Safrap 154;
Berve, in RE 15/2 2156.

5 Plutarch, Eumenes; cl. Berve, in RE 16/2 2484 (No. 7).
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321 B.C., Armenia was wholly free of even nominal Macedonian control. This
fait accompli was tacitly admitted by the Diodochi themselves when, in the
Partition of Triparadisus that year, Armenia was not mentioned among the
satrapies that they apportioned to themselves.® For twenty years to come,
the Kingdom, for the first time after the fall of Urartu some three centuries
earlier, enjoyed the position of a wholly independent sovereign State.*

8. In 301 B.C., however, Armenia fell within the orbit of the Seleucid em-
pire.®® This signified that the Orontids reverted to the position of vassal kings
that had been theirs under Alexander.* This — tenuous — overlordship of
the Seleucids, Xerxes appears to have been the first to attempt to shake off,
when he ceased to pay the tribute imposed (so it seems) on Arsames (supra
& 3). The nature of this tribute is unknown to us. It may have been an extra-
ordinary one, imposed over and above that which was ordinarily due from
vassal to suzerain: a penalty for the aid rendered to Hierax; it may, on the
other hand, have been but the ordinary tribute of a vassal. In either case,
the refusal of Xerxes was tantamount to an assertion of independence, dnd
invited Seleucid interference.®® About 212 B.C., Xerxes was murdered, and
was followed by Orontes IV, or — if Abdissares be accepted as indeed a King
of Armenia (and this seems very likely) then — by Abdissares and Orontes.
The latter was the last — velsvraioc — King of Armenia of his house, for,
sometime later, about 200 B.C.%, he was overthrown by Artaxias. The next
we hear of is the presence of two Seleucid strategi in Greater Armenia: Arta-
xias, who held most, but not all, of the Kingdom, and Zariadris, who held
Sophene. Thus the territory of the First Armenian Monarchy was for the first
time divided.®” Since they are spoken of by Strabo (supra § 5) as strategi of

61 Arrian, Suce. Alex. 34; Diodorus 18.39; cf. Lehmann-Haupt, Safrap 154; Tarn, Herifage
of Alexander 464; Grousset, Hisloire 79.

82 1f the evidence for the kingship of Orontes IT and Mithranes be deemed insufficient, no
doubt can be entertained as regards the royal status of Orontes III.

58 Applan, Sgpr., 55; cf. Grousset, Hisfoire 80.

4 Niese, in RE 2/1 815, casts doubts on the veracity of Diodorus’s report of the aid given
by Orontes III {(Ardoates) to Ariarathes II of Cappadocia on the ground that Armenia
"war damals unter Gewalt der Makedonier’; this is to misjudge uiterly the nature of both
Alexander’s and the Seleucids’ suzeralnty.

58 If the tribute in question was ordinary, its introduction at the time of Xerxes's predeces-
sor need not imply that it was only then that Seleucid overlordship was introduced. Apart
from the witness of Appian for the year 301 as the date of its introduction (supra n. 53),
the abzence of tribute need not of itself signify political independence, sinee the subordination
of one ruler to another can be expressed in a nomber of ways, not necessarily through such
payments; but the refusal to continue to pay a tribute (whether regular or extraordinary)
must indeed signify an attempt to unde that subordination.

5 (f. Diehl, in BE 18/1 1166.

5 Strabe, 11.14.15; 11.14.5.
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Antiochus the Great, it may be assumed that it was Antiochus who conferred
that office upon them.® How this happened, remains obscure, and we can
only make guesses about it. Those who have overlooked the Armenian eviden-
ce for these events: for the revolt of Artaxias and the overthrow by him of
Orontes IV, see in the two strategi merve Selencid officials.® Yet that evidence
suggests that Artaxias was a local dynast who had overthrown Orontes IV
and, as will be seen presently (§ 9), that Zariadris was an Orontid. This must
give a slightly different and more complex character to the story. The change
from the Orontid Monarchy to the rule of two strategi was, obviously, as fa-
vourable to the interests of the Seleucid governinent as it was disastrous for
Armenia. It is legitimate, therefore, to suspect them of playing some part in the
event. From what we know of the situation in the Selencid empire at the time
it is guite evident that even so energetic a monarch as Antiochus IIT cannot
be presumed to have effected so radical a change in a vassal but antonomous
State by direct action. An internal upheaval, like the revolt of Artaxias against
Orontes IV, was clearly needed. We may still suspect that Antiochus had his
hand in it, and for the following reason. It could be supposed that Orontes at-
tempied to follow in the footsteps of Xerxes in refusing to accept Seleucid suze-
rainty and that the insurrection of Artaxias was, for all its local raison d’éfre,
instigated, or at least connived at, by Antiochus ITI. At all events, Antiochus

58 Though it appears, on the basis of all available evidence, very likely that, indirectly,
Antiochus IIT was responsible for the fall of Orontes IV, there seems to me to be little in
Strabo 11.14.15 to warrant the assumption that the latter was dearié par Antiochos I11 (JM.
11 n. 4). — For the oifice of orputyyds or military governor endowed with civil functions,
which in the third centary B.C., and especially under Antiochus III, began to replace the
rather solely clvil satrap in the Seleucid empire and particalarly in Asia Minor, see Bengton,
Sirategie; ¢f. I at nn. 93-84.

5 E. g., Grousset, Histoire 80-81, where, moreover, emphasis seems to be laid on their
‘noms iramiens’. Actually, Ariaxias was more a purely Armenian than an Iranian praenomen:
supra at n., 27. As for Zariadris, it must be borne in mind that the cultural imprint of the
Achaemenian phase on Armenian society entailed a wholesale adoption of Iranian names and
terms, so that an Irancid name can tell nothing of the provenance of its bearer. The Oron-
tids, indeed, were of Iranian origin; on the other hand two recently discovered inscriptions in
Aramaie characters (in the vicinity of lake Sevan, in 1906 and 1932) mention Ariaff(a)si/é
mlek bar £i Zarifar, which suggests that Artaxias I's father was named Zariadris: Trever,
Of, po i§l, Arm. 162-174; A. Borisov, ‘Nadpisi Artaksija (Artafesa), carja Armenii.”
VDI 1946/2; 1. D'jakonov and K. Starkova, ‘Nadpisi Artaksija (Artafiesa I), carja Armenii,”
ibid. 1956/2; A. Dupont-Sommer, ‘Deux inseriptions araméennes trouvées prés du lac
Sévan (Armeénie),” S 25 (1046-1048). Still another stele with am Aramaic inseription of
Artaxias I has been discovered there in 1957. Here, too, the King is called ‘son of Zareh’
and, moreover, applies to himsel the dynastic patronymic of Orontid (RWNDKN): Tira-
c'yan, ‘Novonajdennaja nadpis’ ArtaSesa 1 carja Armenii,” VDI 1959/1 88-20. This at-
tribution, due donbiless to the King's desire to legitimize his position, may, however, have
been warranted by a female descent from the dispossessed dynasty.
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appears to have beem quick in taking advantage of the situation that had
developed. Somehow Artaxias was unable to establish his sway over the entire
kingdom of Orontes; and it was Zariadris who held its south-western corner:
Sophene, and also the westernmost section of Armenia north of it, between
the Euphrates and the Arsanias (Strabo 11.14.5). We may further suppose
that the local population there rallied round a scion of the old dynasty. Being
more Hellenized than the rest of Greater Armenia,® and more anciently as-
sociated with the Orontids, Sophene can be expected to have been less sensitive
to the claims of a national dynasty that was then being founded by Artaxias.
At all events, Antiochus appointed both to be his governors — or, to put it
differently: accepted the accomplished fact by recognizing both as his governors
—- each in the part of Greater Armenia already under his control. The dynastic
enmity between them must have seemed a guarantee of this divide el impera
policy, and their reduction to strategi — at least from the Seleucid point of
view — must have resulted from this weakening division.® If such was the
policy of Antiochus IIL it proved in the end o have been a miscalculation.
After his defeat by the Romans at Magnesia, in 190 B.C., both Artaxias and
Zariadris rose against him, and with the aid of Rome obtained in 188 B.C. the
internationally recognized status of independent kings, one of Greater Armenia,
the other of Sophene.®® Somewhat later, ¢. 163 B.C., another scion of the Oron-
tids, Ptolomaeus, a grandson of Arsames, set himself up as king in Commagene,
that had until then been a Seleucid province, and founded the royal house to
which Antiochus 1 belonged.®

9. The Kings of Sophene, successors of Zariadris, are rather scantily known.
Their stemma was established by J. Markwart.® The Orontid origin of Zaria-
dris is inferred from the following data. (1) The last King of Sophene, a de-
scendant of Zariadris, who was dispossessed ¢. 95 B.C. by the Artaxiad King
Tigranes II the Great of Armenia, is called Artanes by Strabo (11.14.15):
700 08 Zagiddpios 6 Zognrig *Aprdyyc This name must be a contraction:

% Manandyan, O forgorle 31-32.

61 A similar pattern is observable in the partition of Armenia, A.D. 387: internal division
seized upon by imperial neighbours.

82 Of. Grousset, Hisloire B0-21.

58 Cf. Honigmann, Kemmagene 980, 983. — That Commagene, or at least a part of it, may
at one time have belonged to the Orontid Monarchy of Armenia, seems indicated by the con-
nexion of the Commagenian cities of Samosata and Arsameia with, respectively, Samus and
Arsames of Armenia: ef. JM 11 n. 3,28.

84 Erdnsahr 176 n.4. It is based on Diodoras 31.22; Polybius 31.17; Trogus Pomp. 35.11;
and Strabo 11.14.15. — For the coin falsely atiributed to Zariadris, see Hitbschmann,
Gramunatik 506; Babelon, Rois de Syrie excevil-cxeix.

8 CI. Grousset, Histoire 84-85.
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*Aproldv[7]ne,® and, thus, another form of Eruand-Orontes.s — (2)
Zariadris appears to have been a relative (a son?) of Xerxes.® The names
Zareh, Sawa$ or Sawars, Merufan, and Ardam — Armenian equivalents of
Zapiddorg, Sépfnc, Mibpafovidyns and *Apadunc® — were either favoured
in historical times by the House of Artsruni, which was, it will be seen, of Oron-
tid origin, or counted among that family’s remote ancestors.® Two of the
Artsrunid domains, moreover, bore the names of Zarehavan and Shavarshan.”
Then, the Primary History of Armenia (9) places Zereh, Shavarsh, and Ar-
mog (more correctly: Artok = Artanes)™ in the theogony of the early kings.
Finally, Psendo-Moses, on his part, makes in his version of that theogony (1.31)
Zareh a grandson of Arawan (Eruand) and the father of Armog (Artoantes-
Eruand).® Elsewhere (1.19), he mentions a Shavarsh, a descendant of Hrant
(Eruand). It is obvious of course, that, as genealogical material, the arrange-
ments of the Primary History and of Pseudo-Meses have little worth. What
is of significance in them, however, is the grouping together of the dynastic
names just examined, which makes it clear that in the historical memory of
the Armenians the family of Zariadris and the Orontids were one and the same
dynasty.

10. It may be useful to append here a chronological summary of the Orontid
rulers of Armenia between 401 and 95 B.C.

A. Satraps of Armenia
Orontes 1, ¢. 401-c. 344
Orontes II, ¢. 344-331

B. Kings of Armenia (The First Armenian Monarchy)
Orontes II, 331
Mithranes, 331-before 317
(Neoptolemus, Satrap, 323-321)

. % _Adontz, Armenija 390 n.1 {Ariaonies).

87 Adontz, loc. eit. mistakenly identified Ariaconfes with Vardan.

88 A dontz, loe. cif.
80 Fareh < *Zarerh: Hitbschmann, Grammaiik 40, 506; Justi, Namenbuch 381, 382-383, —
Sawa(r)f < Old Pers. Sydwardon (Hibschmann 61; Justi 299-300) or < Old Pers. X#fagdria
{for which see Justi 173-174) and 50 was translated in the case of the Orontid King as ‘ Xerxes”:

' Markwart, Genealogie 24-30; ErdnSahr 177 n.3; Adontz, Armenifa 390 n.l. — For the other

two names, see Hithschmann 52-53, 507; and Justi 209, 29.

™ Thomas 1.6 (79,82), 5(102); cf. Justi, Namenbuch 416 (genealogical table); Adontz, Ar-
menije 390 n.1, 413-415; Markwart, Erdnfahr 176-177.

71 Markwart, loc.eil.

"2 Adontz, loc.cit.; infra Part 11 nn. 57, 60a.

7 Though indeed Ps. Moses makes of Arawan a grandson of Tigranes the ally of Cyrus the
Great; cf. supra ai nn. 7,28.
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Orontes 111, before 317-c. 260
Samus, ¢. 260

Arsames, after 260-after 228
Xerxes, after 228-c. 212
[Abdissares]

Orontes IV, ¢. 212-¢. 200

C. Kings of Sophene

Zariadris, Strategus, ¢. 200; King, 190

Mithrobuzanes I (defended by the King of Cappado-
cia against Artaxias I of Greater Armenia: Poly-
bius 31.17; Diodorus 31.22)

Orontes V, ¢, 95: annexation of Sophene by Tigranes
IT of Greater Armenia.

11. As is clear from the combined evidence of the Armenian and of some
non-Armenian sources, the Orontids of Sophene survived the annexation of
their kingdom ¢. 95 B.C. Perhaps the most important bits of evidence — texts
that compress a variety of indications — are found in the two versions of the
Armenian historical tradition as found in the Primary History of Armenia {9)
and in Pseudo-Moses, to which references have already been made above (§ 9)
and which now follow:

Guyid unl” wnpplay  Gunlppad” fr oflepuy bplppl Sogpumm.
Uhaygy byl Shmk Qunplomutbayg  [Fagoenpph wfoplg b
Syl gllenaiihyt [l phppli. mopn aoppoad gl gl
pury Prpannpugh dwnmymFluls fo wppl b fbpey tngm
Qeephs npgl npyeng Ypoaluiiklpyy, wyp qecpanp b lnpoff
auplequdp.  moge - Ypedig.  mogor YJuepSuig.. oo Gy,
mingens  raniucay.  [J St qfwgund’ b gfugepena [in the
MSS : ﬂwq_mpmn‘"]- L ﬁmq_m!:mm Firenr ?_ﬁ!u_fwm [in the MSS:
Plepunl)y b Pfepurn St g lfuugunsay b npy fopic Loy pusssey
Furnaitog beg il g [F i feplatig fp legpdaie wpk.
dinfy. wyuflogl b Plglq wmt. dwdl qh foghgun g,
pumne b iglqy gop b dudiienlfit jujilfly aqq posppe.
peusengl weamnmemd: fngl g i 3

Then Semiramis possessed herself of the land of Armenia, and from that
time until the death of Sennacherib the Kings of Assyria kept possession
of it. Then [the Armenians] rebelled against their subjection to the Kings
of the Assyrians. And Zareh, son of [one of] the sons of Aramaniak, ruled
over them, a powerlul man and a skilled archer. Then Armog; then
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Sarhang; then Shavash; then Pfarnavaz. And he begat Bagam and
Bagarat. And Bagarat begat Biurat, and Biurat begat Aspat, and the
sons of Bagarat gathered their inheritance in the western regions: the
same were the House of Angel, for Bagarat was also called Angel and
was in those days called a god by the barbarous people.

Pseudo-Moses gives a different and ampler list of the early kings. In Book
1. 4-5, he gives the genealogy from Adam to Japheth and then to Hayk (the
eponym of the Armenians). Chapters 5, 9, 12, 14, 15, 19, and 22 deal with the
posterity of Hayk and his eldest son Ar(a)maniak or Ar(a)menak. Chapter
22 terminates with Tigranes, ally of Cyrus the Great, ‘son’ of Eruand and
grandson of Haykak II. At the end of that chapter, Psendo-Moses mentions
a version of the origin of the Hounse of Bagratuni which deduced it from Hayk,
only to reject it in favour of the Hebrew origin.® Chapter 23 contains an ac-
count of the descent of the Houses of Artsuni and of Gnuni from Sennacherib
of Assyria, and ends with the remark that the House of Angl was descended
from Pask‘am, a grandson of Haykak, who must be Haykak IT mentioned in
the preceding chapter. Chapter 31 presents a variant of the Orontid genealogy
that is found in the Primary Hisfory. Finally, in Book 2. 8 (107), he returns
to the origin of the House of Angl in the following terms:

holp quyp fpondnnwgly b papdp b feogmepetedl b o
by fanpudie b qIumSmpbmy, h quomlph Qo penlig, kb
Qeylpmlpey [Foniiky Supp wibmh hnskgluyy ap oo ey
drusluaney fuliae [Fleoitile uUb it oy leqgleresyy ol fumsple Semsirnlpuese

mmﬁn:.ﬁﬁ'ir& #nz& Emﬁ.’fﬂtjt lﬂi?,fl?l ﬂil?_lnz el &

And he® set up as governor of the west a man, ugly and tall and awkward
and flat-nosed, deep-eyed and fierce-glanced, [one] of the children of
Pask'am, grandson of Haykak, named Tork’, who because of his excesive
monstrosity was surnamed angeleay — [a man] of colossal stature and

* strength. And because of the meanness of his face, he calls his progeny
House of Angl. [Follows an account of Tork”’s mythical feats reminiscent
of those of Rustam and of Polyphemus].™

" Infra Part II.

7 This refers to the mythical ‘first Arsacid King of Armenia’ Vologases, who was supposed
to have reorganized Armenia in the second esntury B.C.; ef. I at nn. 174-176.

" Gf. Abelyan, Isf. drevnearm. lif. I 26-29; Adontz, Tarkou 185-186.
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The two versions, then, can be summed up as follows:

Prim. Hist. Arm. Ps. Moses
Hayk Hayk
I l
Aramaniak Armenak
I
}I{ 41 generations
i I
Zareh Haykak II
I l
Armog | |
| Eruand X
Sarhang l l
| Tigran | Pask‘am
Shavash | }
| Vahagn Tork*-Angeleay
P arnawaz (deified) (deified)
contemporary of | {
Nabuchodonosor (9-10) Aravan The House of Angl
I l
Bagarat-Angl Nerseh I.31
(deified) ]
| Zareh
Biurat [
| Armog
Aspat |
} Bagam
Bagarat |
P arnavazian (14) Van
4 I
The House of Angl. Vahe
died fighting Alexander
the Great

Needless to say, the historical memory of the Armenians at the time of the
committing of these two versions to writing was qguite defective. Zariadris,
for instance, and the Orontids in general are made to antedate Alexander the
Great. Telescoping is also much in evidence, especially in the Primary History,
where one generation only separates Zariadris from Armaniak-Armenak (unless,
of course, ordi ordwoc® be construed in the broad sense of ‘descendant’), whereas
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forty-two generations separate the latter from the Orontid eponym and forty-
seven from Zariadris, in the work of Pseudo-Moses. The same telescoping
is evident in the former monument’s reference to Assyrian domination. Owing
to the not infrequent confusion in Caucasian sources between ‘Assyrian’ and
“Syrian,’ the régime that is supposed to have begun under Semiramis is made
to end with the control of Armenia by the Syrian Seleucids, for it was against
them that Zariadris rebelled. What, nevertheless, is of importance here is
that both versions agree in affirming, albeit indirectly, the descent of the House
of Angl from the Orontids: either in a direct line from Zariadris, as in the Prima-
ry History, or from Pask’am, a nephew of the Orontid eponym (i zawaké Pask’-
amay, referring to Tork®, can of course mean that he was ‘of the posterity of
Paskam’), in Pseudo-Moses.

12. Now *House of Angl’ (Angel-fun) was the name of an Armenian princely
State, known as Ingilene to the Graeco-Roman world, which was situated
precisely on the territory of the former Kingdom of Sophene. That territory,
which was the south-~westernmost province of Greater Armenia and which
is referred to in the above sources as “the west’ or ‘the wesiern regions,” beca-
me, upon the annexation of Sophene by the Artaxiads, the ‘Assyrian,’ that
is, Syrian, March of the Armenian Monarchy, its bulwark against the Seleucid
empire and Osrhoene.” The chief fortress of Ingilene, and in fact of the entire
Syrian March, was called Angl — to-day a place called Egil, close to the wes-
ern Tigris (Argana-su), some 9 15 km. west of the confluence of that river
with the Dibene-su, in Turkish Armenia® — and from it the principality
derived its name. It appears to be of a very ancient foundation and to have
been known as Ingalawa already in the Iittite monuments of the fourteenth
century B.(.® It was subsequently, the site of Carcathiocerta, the capital
of the short-lived Orontid Kingdom of Sophene, and it contained the royal
tombs.® From a Syriac source of the sixth century it is evident that this
fortress-city was also known as ‘the city of King Sennacherib of Assyria’.8

" Cf. IT § 7-8.

% Markwart, Sildarmenien 50%, 17,35,102,107,243; Honigmann, Osigrenze Maps 1,IV; Cui-
net, Turquie I 428, Map at p. 406 (where, mistakenly, Egil is placed east of the Tigris and
near the Dibene-sn); USAF Chart 340 A IV.

" Manandyan, O nek.sporn. probl. 98-99, 136-137; Forrer, ‘Alzi,” RAss 1 §8. — Lap‘ane’-
yan, Xajasa 200, derives its name, which may originally have had the general meaning of
‘foriress,” from the Babyl. ekeli-z and, in turn, from the Sumer. egel or “hall.”

0 Markwart, Sidarmenien 33-38, 107-112. The tombs of the Sophenian kings were ascribed
by the Armenian historical tradition to the Arsacid sovereigns. Ci. Manandyan, O lorgonle
33-35. CE. Pliny 6.10.26; the LCL translation erroneously renders “ Carcathiocerta’ as *Khar-
put.’

81 Markwart, op.cif. 98, quoting the chromicle of Ps. Josue the Stylites.
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This, as Markwart explained, owed its origin to the fact that the rock, which
formed part of the acropolis of Angl, contained, hewn on one of its sides but
well-nigh obliterated in modern times, a relief of an Assyrian monarch accom-
panied by a cuneiform inscription. The name of Sennacherib being especially
familiar through its biblical associations, the relief, and the city that con-
taned it, were naturally enough attributed to that particmlar king.®® The
above-mentioned confusion between ‘Syrian’ and ‘Assyrian’ must, I may
add, have further contributed to that attribution, concerning as it did the chief
place of the Syrian March.

It is, consequently, significant that the Armenian princely Houses of Artsru-
ni*® and of Gnuni® claimed descent from King Sennacherib’s son Sarasar, who,
according to the Bible, had slain his father (681 B.C.) and taken refuge in Ar-
menia;® while the onomastics of the former house leave little doubt as to its
Orontid origin.% The Armenian historical tradition which asserts this descent
from Sennacherib also relates that Sarasar was established on the south-western
frontier, near the Assyrian border.®? What is meant here is, of course, the
south-western Syrian March: the Assyrian border was, surely, in the south.
Thus, the House of Sennacherib was identical with the House of Angl, both
genealogically and territorially. As will be seen presently (§ 15), the genea-

82 Markwart, op. eif. 108-112.

83 Thomas 1.1(26), 6,7(92); 3.13(313), 20(402-408); and see IX § 12.8, for this hounse. In a
recent article, ‘ Urartskoe prolsxoZdenie armjanskogo naxararskogo roda Arveruni,’ Shorn.v
cest’ Akad.1.A.Orbeli 29-38, 8. Barxudaryan considers this house to have been of Urartian
origin, in connexion with the term Argunni[ni]/Arsuniani, found in three inscriptions, one
by ISpuini and Menua, the others by Menua alone; ef. Melik"i¥vill, Urart. nadpisi 146 (No. 27)
196 (No. 97), 197 (No. 99). It appears to be a toponym-ethnicon, though Melik "ivili, 148
n. 16, doubts that this is a proper name. If indeed a toponym-ethnicon, the location of the
people-state designated by it was, according to Barzudaryan, 37, in the vicinity of the Arcruni
domains. This, if true, might indeed be taken into consideration in connexion with the ori-
gin of the Arcrunis, were not their Orontid origin patent from so many other data. It can,
nevertheless, be assumed that the nome of this family, hitherto unexplained (cf. Barxodaryan
30), may indeed have been derived from the Urartian people-state, or its territory, over
which it later came to reign. Barxudaryan (34-33) also cites the work of A. Xalatrean, at-
tempting to prove the ‘Aryan’ origin of the Averumis: — this is precisely what their Orontid
origin might be described as. In agreement with Barxudaryan (36) is also Lapanc yan.
Ci. also Biand#teanu, Beilrdge z. arm. Topongmie 1071.

% See, for this house, IT § 12.14.

85 Sarasar's accomplice in the murder and companion in the flight was his elder brother
Adramelech (in the Armenian transcription these names become Seneke/arim, Adramel,
Sanasar): 4 Kings 19.37; 2 Par.32.21;-Isai.37.38; ef., for the Assyrian background of this event
Adontz, Hisl, & Arm. 125-128.

8 Cf. supra at nn. 69-71. Markwart, Erdnfahr 176-177, and Adontz, Armenifa 390 n.1,
413-415, speak of the *Kings of Sophene’ rather than the Orontids; ef. supra at n. 31.

87 Ps. Moses 1.23. -,
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logical aspect of this synonymy springs from the territorial, and for reasons
to be then adduced. Significantly, in both the Primary History and Pseudo-
Moses’s work passages dealing with the origin of the House of Angl are juxta-
posed with references to Sennacherib of Assyria and, even, to the descent from
him of the Artsrunis and the Gnunis (supra § 11).

13. In addition to this witness, be it ever so veiled, of the Armenian historical
tradition, Classical authors also testify to the survival of the Orontids after
the end of the Kingdom of Sophene. Both Plutarch (Lucullus 25) and Appian
(Miihr. 12.84) mention among the three army chiefs of King Tigranes the
Great of Armenia one named Mithrobarzanes. The correct form of that name,
however, and one found in some MSS, is Mifpofovidine, i.e., Me(h)ruzan,
the name borne presisely by the son of Zariadris and favoured by the House
of Artsruni®* Though no longer king, Mithrobuzanes was left in control of
Sophene, no doubt as margrave of the Syrian March; and it was in this capa-
city that he met the invading Roman armies of Lucullus.®® It is from him that
Markwart and Adontz deduced the origin of the Artsunis.®

14. There remains the problem of the religious implications of what the
Armenian historical tradition has to tell about the Orontids and their Artsrunid
descendants. Besides being a geographical, and genealogical, term, ‘Angl’
was also a religions one. It was the name of the pagan Armenian deity which
corresponded to the Sumero-Akkadian solar god of the netherworld and of the
dead, Nergal.” The evidence of the Armenian historical tradition for the exist-
ence of the cult of Angl in pre-Christian Armenia is unmistakable in the texts
cited above (§ 11); and, what is more, in the Armenian biblical translations
the name of Angl is used for rendering that of Nergal.®® This Armenian cult
appears to have had ancient roots. The chief god of the Hayasa pantheon was
precisely an equivalent of Nergal; his name, of which we are not altogether
certain, is rendered ideographically as 9U-GUR in the list of the Hayasa divi-
nities, included in that part of the Annals of the Hittite King Supilluliuma

88 Markwart, Unfersuchungen zur Geschichle pvon Eran I (Gottingen 1896) 69; Erdnfahr
175-176; Manandyan, Tigran 99; cf. Adontz, Armenija 413-415 (where the correct form is
used). Justi Namenbuch 209, however, lists the above personage umnder Mifgofapldync,
while adverting to the existence of the other form. Markwart, Erdn¥ahr 176 n. 4, considers
him to have been a son of Orontes V (Artanes); Adontz, op. eil. 414, thinks he was the other’s
son or brother.

82 The reason for his coming to meet the Romans, as given by Plutarch, Lacullus 25, is
obviously frivolous and a part of the Roman anti-Armenian propaganda of the time: cf. Ma-
nandvan, Tigran 99-101. Cf. Adontz, Armenija 413-414,

% Supra n. 86.

®1 For the connexion between the theophany of the sun and the cult of the dead, see, e.g.,
Eliagde, Paillerns 135-138, 141-149, 180.

2 4 Kings 17.30; of. infra II § 5.
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which contains what may have been a treaty of the latter’s father King Tutha-
liya III (c. 1400 B.C.) with Karannis, King of Hayasa.®® It is not perhaps too
fanciful to suppose that the cult of Angl was not only a parallel, but actually
also a survival, a continuation, of the more ancient Hayasa cult. The con-
necting link between these two cults can be sought in the proto-Armenian
people-state. Since the Hayasa element played a leading role in that ethno-
cultural formation,® the cult of the chief Hayasa deity can be expected to
have survived and flourished in it. And between the culture of the proto-Ar-
menians and that of the Armenians, the passage is unnoticeable.

How the name of the proto-Armenian and Armenian god was related to the
city of Angl has not been explained. There are, however, sufficient data to
enable us — at least tentatively — to establish the connexion between the
two names. Sinece it seems certain that the toponym is of great antiquity and
is, moreover, etymologically explicable,® it must follow that the name of the
god was derived from the name of the city, and not pice versa, as is the case
with the analogous connexion of god and holy city — K art‘los and K art’li,
Armaz and Armazi — in Iberia.®® To be sure, we have Psendo-Moses's ex-
planation of the god’s name (2.8); but this is but another example of his facile
and often — as here — erroneous etymologizing: angel being the Armenian
word for ‘ugly’.®

As the proto-Armenians expanded, under the leadership of their Hydarnid
and Orontid satraps, they must early on have absorbed their immediate
neighbour to the south, the region of Sophene with its fortress-city of Ingala-
wa-Angl? When the Orontids had lost the larger part of Greater Armenia
and retained only the now separate land of Sophene, their capital, which at
the same time was their necropolis, was the city of Angl, named now Carcathio-
certa. The fact that it was their capital and their necropolis must have made
it a holy city as well.%® Whether the Satraps leading, from these regions, the
proto-Armenian expansion were or were not in some special way associated

% Lap“anc'yan, Xajasa 88-90; for the Hittite document in guestion, see Forrer, ‘Hayasa-
Azzi,” Ca 9 (1931).

M I n. 49.

% Supra n. 79.

% I nn. 120-121, 168.

% J.apanc'yan, Bogi Armjan 273. For attempts at other explanations of Angl, see Karst,
Mpythologie, 64-69.

% Supra at n.34. Manandyan seems to regard as certain that the Hydarnids and the Oron-
tids were one family, which, of course, is very likely: cf. supra § 6. — Sophene occupied the
territories of the earlier Supani and I¥uwa; and Hayasa and Ifuwa divinities appear to have

. been largely the same already in Hittite times: Lap‘anc®yan, Xajasa 76.

¥ See I n. 168.
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with the presumably surviving cult of AU-GUR, is impossible to determine,
But, on the other hand, a connexion of the Orontid Kings of Greater Armenia
with the cult of Angl can be inferred from the Armenian historical tradition.
Pseudo-Moses preserved a detail more revealing than he knew when he made
mention (2.37) of an ancient tale regarding the last Orontid of Greater Armenia
(Ernand). It is that, guite like the Minotaur, he was borne, by his Pasiphae-
like mother, of a bull. Now the theophany of the sun in its Plutonian aspect
tended to be connected with a cult of the bull, especially in the pre-Indo-Eu-
ropean ethnic and cultural stratum of the Mediterranean world. What is more,
the birth of this king suggests a special association, exactly like the one that
obtained in the Minoan kingdom of Crete, between that cult and the monarchy.
Indeed, the Kingdom of Aea (later Colchis), founded by a people related to
the Hayasa, was marked by the same association and, moreover, appears to
have stood in a special connexion with Crete. King Aeetes was a son of the
sun god, and his sister — precisely Pasiphae — was the wife of Minos, who,
in tarn, appears to have been related to the Hurrian equivalent of Nergal.®

This association of the Orontids with the Plutonian Angl appears thus to
have existed before the formation of the Kingdom of Sophene; and the city
of Angl may, consequently, have been their necropolis before it became also
their capital Carcathiocerta. The mnecropolis, capital, and possibly holy city
of a dynasty that stood in a special relation to the god of the dead may be
expected to have been one of his cult centres. That all this involves too many
suppositions and may, thus, appear unworthy of consideration, is readily gran-
ted; yet this alone seems to harmonize the scattered data of the historical
tradition with the explanation of how -— by becoming a territorial epithet
— the name of the place became one of the names of that deity.

That deity had another name: Tork®. This becomes clear in juxtaposing
the texts of the Primary History and Pseudo-Moses already cited (§ 11). Now,
Tork® was the pagan Armenian equivalent of the Asianic Tarku or Tarhu, a
god of vegetation and fertility.'™ How this syncretism of Angl-Nergal and

¥ For the association of the pre-Indo-Euvopean stratum of the Mediterranean world with
the sun-theophany in its Plutonian aspeet, see Eliade, Patfferns 143. For that stratum itself:
I §5; the Hurrians and the Hayasa belonged to that stratum. For the connexion between
Aea and Crete, see ibid. at nn. 56-57; Roux, Argonoufes, esp. 281-283. and thal between
Minos and Nergal: Ungnad, Subarfn 66-68; USakov, Xelf.probl. 92 and n.4: — the Huorrian
deity Saman-minnhi (= Minos) is always named in the texts next to another — Naparwi;
and, in turn, Naparwi forms a pair with Partahi. This pair appears identical with another —
Parsi and Nagarsi, which are identified in ancient cuneiform texts with Nergal. For appa-
rent indications of the prevalence of the cult of the bull in western Armenia (Turuberan),
see Lapanc'yan, Xajasa 40,70,222 n. 1 (= 223). For representations of the Minotaur and
of bulls on Colchian coins, see Lang, Studies 6,8,9; Roux 392.

0 Lap anc®yan, Bogi Armjan 273-276; Xajasa 97; and, for the connexion of the cult of
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Tork® was effected, can be seen in the synthesis, achieved in the Asianic-Aegean
world of the second millennium B.C., of the cults of the dead with the vegetation
and fertility cults. Perhaps it was already at that time and on the Hayasa
soil that this syncretism of the local equivalent of Nergal and the Asianic
Tarku /Tarhu was achieved. ‘Tork™’ may, accordingly, have been the original
name of the tutelary deity of the Orontids, and ‘Angl’ the territorial epithet
subsequently acquired by him.

15. The House of Angl can in the genealogical aspect of the term designate
the Orontid Dynasty in general, and not only its surviving branches, since
it was under the Orontids, while still Kings of Greater Armenia and then of
Sophene, that the cult of Angl-Tork® flourished and since already then — as
it would be natural to assume in the light of what we now know of the theo-
phany of kingship in the religious climate of the time? — the Orontids as a
dynasty claimed descent from that deity. To be sure, the Armenian historical
tradition, as has been seen, presents the matter quite otherwise, by making
Angl a descendant of those- whom we know as the Orontids and one deified
in his day by the pagan Armenians. But it is obvious that the pagan claims
of the ancient kings to a divine descent were, quite naturally, repulsive to the
Christian historians who first recorded the historical tradition, and were, in
consequence, obviated by them. In this way, for instance, Hayk, once the
divine astral eponym of the Armenians and the direct ancestor of all the royal
and princely dynasties of the land, was represented by these writers as merely
a hero, though indeed a giant.™ As for the cult of Angl-Tork®, it must have
been even more distasteful to the historians — with all its associations with
the netherworld and fertility riter — than that of Hayk-Orion, whose position
as ancestor was admitted. Nevertheless, the religion of Angl-Tork® must some-

Ang] with that of Tork": Bogi Armjanr 201-202; cf. Karst, Mythologie 64-69; Adontz, Tarkou,
Adontz draws aitention to the fact that the three names, Angl, Tork", and Pask"am (§ 11),
appear to be related to the names of a bird or birds of the eagle or valture type, and he con-
nects this with the statement of Ps. Moses (2.8) to the effect that Angl-Tork®, a descendant
of Pask’aim, left on rocks figures of eagles. He thns conjectures that the enlt of Tarka and
that of his near-equivalent, Te3ub {both, by the way, were assoclated with the cult of _
bulls: supra at n. 99; I n. 151), became fused with a local — proto-Cancasian — totemistic
cult of the voliore. Adontz wonld slso counect the geographical names Thogorma and
Tuspa with those of Tarku and TeZub.

101 gliade, Paflerns 352-353.

102 See I § 3.

08 Prim. Hist. Arm, 2-10; Ps. Moses 1.5-31. The repugnance of Christian Armenian writers
to the pagan past is especially pronounced in Ps. Moses: Carriére, Huil sanefuaires 18 n. 1, ef.
26-27. For this reason, no doubt, the Prim. His{.Arm. mentions, whereas Ps. Moses omits,
the divine character of Ang]-Tork". — Christian historlography reduces Hayk’'s theophany
and makes him a som of Thogarma of Genesis: ¢f. T n. 168.
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how have been better remembered than that of Hayk, else it is difficult to
conceive why his divine status should have been alluded to at all. Yet because
he was so offensive, he could not be allowed among the heroic ancestors of the
kings and princes. 3o, instead of being treated as an ancestor, Angl-Tork® was
made to pass for a descendant of the Orontids. The confusion of these early
genealogies has already been noted (§ 9, 11).

As for the surviving Orontid branches of the Christian phase, he appears to
have been simply repudiated by them as a forefather. The Houses of Artsruni
and of Gnuni, on becoming Christian, must have soon become acquainted with
the biblical tradition connecting the Assyrian King Sennacherib with Armenia.
This tradition could become known to them before the invention of the Ar-
menian alphabet, on the threshold of the fifth century and the comsequent
beginning of national Armenian literature, in either its Syriac or its Greek
version. Since Syrian religious influence was very great in Armenia, especially
before that event and especially in that part of the country which passed
under Iranian control in 387 — and that was precisely the part where the
Artsruni and Gnuni princedoms were situated — it was evidently the Syriac,
rather than the Greek, version of the Bible that was first known to them.'™
They also must have become cognizant of the fact, already alluded to (§ 12),
that — owing to some archaeological remains and under the impact of the
biblical tradition — the city of Angl had come, precisely among the Syrians,
to be called also City of Sennacherib. Moreover, by a sirange coincidence, the
biblical text (4 Kings 17) in which Angl stands for Nergal makes reference
to a King of Assyria. Finally, as has already been noted, Sophene, the last
kingdom of the Orontids, became the ‘Assyrian’ March of the Armenian Mo-
narchy. Accordingly, in the synonymy: ‘City of Angl’ = *City of Sennacherib’
another synonymy was implicit, namely, "House of Angl’ = “House of Sen-
nacherib, ' and so an obvious opportunity was seized upon of exchanging indeed
a splendid, but no longer tenable, genealogical tradition — a chimére, Saint-
Simon would have called it — of the pagan days for another that was no less
splendid, really, and yet suitable for Christian princes. However, memories of
the old tradition lingered on; and this accounts for the juxtaposition in the
texts of the name of King Sennacherib and of the descent from him of these
houses with the allusions to Angl and Tork® (supra § 11). Hence also, no
doubt, Pseudo-Moses’s repetitive insistance on his false etymology of ‘Angl.’

16. Other princely houses of Armenia, besides those of Artsruni and of
Gnuni, can be traced back to the Orontids; they now follow. (1) The Princes
of Ingilene and Anzitene (Anjif) constituted, of course, the House of Angl
par excellence and must have been the chief among the Orontid descendants,

¥ rf Abelvan, Isi.dreonearm.lit. [ 76-77, 82-88; Grousset, Hisfoire 125-127, 172, 174-176.
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exactly as they were the chief dynasty of the Syrian March.% — (2) The Prin-
ces of Greater Sophene (mee Cop’k”) or Sophanene, sill another State of that
march, appear also to have been of Orontid origin.®® One of them bore the
significant name of Zareh;'¥ another, that of Gaddana.® The latter name,
besides being related to that of the Armenian princess Ghadana, who was
the queen of Pharasmanes IT of Iberia (c. A.D. 120), and that of their son,
King Adam or Ghadam,"* was obviously connected with the name of the chief
Artsrunid eastle of Hadamakert in Greater Albak.11*— (3) The Princes of Sha-
hian Sophene (Cop“k" $ahéi/$ahunfw]oc”), the fourth State of the Syrian March,
may or may not have been Orontid. If the name of the principality be shown
to signify ‘Royal Sophene,’ as suggested, e.g., by Markwart,'? their Orontid
origin must be regarded as highly plausible; this, however, is not certain.1®®
We do not hear of any of the princes of the Syrian March as repudiating their
Orontid forefathers because of the pagan religious associations involved. But,
then, we know next to nothing about them and nothing at all about what they
claimed by way of genealogical tradition. This is due to the fact that they left
the orbit of Armenia prior to the formation of Christian Armenian literatore, 14
(4) The Vitaxae of Arzanene, margraves of the Arabian frontier,'® were
also ascribed by the Christian Armenian historical tradition a descent from
one Sharashan, a descendant of Samasar, who, according to Pseudo-Moses
(2.8), was created Margrave of the Assyrian March and who also held Ardzn,
i.e., the nucleal land of Arzanene.® Once again, a telling confusion: both
‘Sanasar’ and the °‘Sharashan’ of Pseudo-Moses represent Sarasar, som of

w5 11 § 7-8.

- M8 Markwart, Erdnahr 178; I § 7-8.
© 7 Faustus 3.12.

W8 Cod, Theodos. 12.13.6: Gaddanae safrapae Sophanenae.

100 I eont. Mrov. 53, 54.

0 rbid.; Roy. List I 50 = Marr and Britre, Langue 571 (Marr, 623, considers the name to
have been ‘ Dami’ and ga- an enclitic particle).

il For the Arcruni domains, see IT § 12.8.

B2 Eranfahr 177, 178.

3 Adomtz, Armenija 38, and Garitte, Documents 234, consider the adjective in guestion
as derived from a nomen genfilicinmm: *Sahuni.’ This name some would trace back to the
patronymie Sap-upi, borne by a Hittite prince (or perhaps dymasty) ruling over preeisely
western Sophene (Supa) and Melitene in the eighth century B.C.: W. Belck Beifrdge zur alten
Geographie und Gesehichte Vorderasiens 1 (Leipzig 1901) 50-52; Lap‘anc’yan, Xgjasa 150 n.
1; Manandyan, O nek. spor. probl. 132; I § 7 at n. 65.

14 1n 288 the Princes of Ingilene-Anzitene, Greater Sophene, and Lesser Sophene passed
under the aegis of the Roman Empire; after 377, two mor & princely States from across the
Avsanias shared their fate: IX § V.

15 rpid. § 9.

08 rhid. n. 130.
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Sennacherib; whereas Arzanene was, as has just been noted, the Arabian and
not the ‘Assyrian’ March, the reference to Assyria being, obviously, due to
the family’s connexion with the Orontid Kingdom of Sophene, which indeed
had become the °Assyrian’ March. — (5) The Vitaxae of Adiabene, rulers of
the Median March, were believed by Markwart to have been Orontid, and
more particularly Artsrunid, and to have been transplanted by Tigranes the
Great from Sophene, which was always ready to rise in revolt, to the Median
frontier of his realm.”? — (6) The Princes Vahevuni or Vah(n)uni were the
descendants of the divine Vahagn, the Armenian Heracles, according to Pseu-
do-Moses (1.31), and also his hereditary high priests.”® As Vahagn was a grand-
son of Ernand, father Aravan, and ancestor of Zereh and Armog (supra § 11),
the Orontid origin of this dynasty seems obviously indicated. — (7) The little-
known dynasties of Aravenian and Zarehavan or Zarehavanian were descen-
ded, according to Pseudo-Moses (1.31; cf. 2.8), from Aravan and from Zareh
respectively (supra § 11), and are, therefore, to be regarded as Orontids; the
latter house may have been a branch of the Artsrunis.® — (8) The equally
little known Eruanduni dynasty (literally: Orontids), mentioned by Lazarus
(chap. 70) must likewise be of Orontid origin.’* — (9) Last, but not least, there
is the question of the Orontid origin of the princely house of the Bagratids, 2
which will be considered in Part II.

17 Ibid. § 6.

18 Fpid, § 12.27.

13 Ibid. § 12.7; § 13.23. Only one Arawenean is mentioned in the historical part of Ps.
Moses's work: Erstom (3.43), and none of the other house, which is mentioned only in the
genealogies of the early dynasts, at its beginning as a separate branch. The mediaeval Ar-
menian geographers distinguish between the land of Zarehawan and that of Zarewand/Zara-
wand, north of it and always coupled with that of Her: Hilbschmann, Orfsnamen 338. Both
names are derived from Zareh: Markwart, Erdnfahr 177; Siidarmenien 555-556. All the
three lands lay in the immediate vicinity of the chief Arcrunid domain of Greater Albak. Im
view of etymological identity and geographical adjacency, the distinetion between Zarehs-
wan and Zarewand appears somewhat artificial. The former was an Arcrunid land: Erdnfahr,
loc.cit. And in the lists of the Armenian Princes found in the documents of the Gregorian
Cycle(IX §5) the Prince of Zarewand and of Her is next to him of the Arcranids, with but one
other iniercalated between them. The Prince of Zarewand and of Her may, thus, have been
the head of an Arcrunid branch. This would explain the absence from the sourees of the
mention of any members of this family: if it was not a separate family, its members were in-
deed all Arcrunis. Ps. Moses, accordingly, preserved two separate versions regarding its origin:
one for the Arcrunis, the other for the branch to which he applied the patronymic — rather
than any territorial epithet — of Zarehnawan/Zerehawanean; both, of course, pointing to
the Orontid origin. He was wholly unconscious of this plurality and introdoced (1.8) still
another one by etymologizing the toponym Zarewand: cf. Markwart, Sidarmenien 2056 n. 1
(205-207), 555-556.

20 IT § 12.72.

21 fhid, § 12.9.
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1. Regarding the Orontid origin of the Bagratid Dynasty, the Armenian
historical tradition is quite emphatic. The Primary History of Armenia® iden-
tifies the Orontid tutelary deity Angl(-Tork") with the eponym of the Bagra-
tids.? That the Bagarat-Angl of that monument is indeed that eponym, is
evident from his being made the father and grandfather, respectively, of two
other Bagratid eponyms, Biurat and Aspat.® A little farther in the same work
(14), mention is made of the “great fendatory’ Bagarat Par[nav]azian, a
descendant of Aramaniak. It has already been seen (I § 11) that the Orontids,
as indeed a great number of Armenian dynasts, were deduced by the Armenian
historical tradition from Aramaniak, son of the divine primogenitor of the
Armenians, Hayk. The praenomen of that particular descendant of Aramaniak
can leave no doubt as to his belonging to ‘the sons of Bagarat’ (ibid.). On
his part, Pseudo-Moses (1.22) also refers to the tradition of the Bagratid descent
from Hayk; but he does this reluctantly and merely in order to reject it, with
some vehemence, for the Hebrew origin that he propounds. What may appear
to constitute an inner contradiction in this otherwise consistent tradition is
that the Primary Hisfory represents Bagarat-Angl as a son of P arnavaz, who
is none other than the eponym of the Iberian royal house of the Pharnabazids
(P arnavaziani),® and that he applies, consequently, the Iberian royal surname,
in its Armenian form of P arnavazian, to Bagarat-Angl’s descendant or kins-
man just mentioned. This apparent contradiction is, however, patient of an
explanation. But before this is attempted, Markwart’s thesis about the Pri-
mary History and also Pseudo-Moses, and about the tradition they embody,
must be examined.

1 Supra Part I § 11.

2 Ibhid. § 14, for the Orontid connexion with Angl.

3 This is overlooked by Abelyan, Ist. drevnearm. lif. I 26, who fails to note the relation of
Bagarat to the Bagratids. CI. also infra at n. 67. Aspat = Aspet, for which see infra § 14.

4 That this P arnawaz was indeed the eponym of the Iberian Pharnabazids is clear from
the reference (9-10) to his submission to Nabuchodonosor. The story of the Babylonian
king’s connexion with the Iberians (of both Georgia and Spain) goes back to Megasthenes
(Seleucus I's ambassador to India) and has been preserved by Abydenns (in turn, preserved
in Eusebius, Chron. I. 10 and Praepar. epang. 9.41); by Josephus (in Con. Apion. 1); and by
Strabo (15.1.6, where, however, Sesostris is mentioned in this context instead of Nabuchodo-
nosor). For this matter, see Markwart Genealogie 71; Karst Corpus juris If2/1 420-431.
— For the Georgian surname of the Iberian dynasty, see I at n. 101; its Armenian form,
apart from the Prim. His{. Arm., is also found in Faustus 5.15.
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2. In one of his last works: on the genealogy of the Bagratids and the ep-
och of Mar Abas and Pseundo-Moses,® the great Armenologist expounded a
thesis which, if true, would greatly impair the worth of the historical tradition
on which the present Study is largely based. Attention has not been drawn
to ii sooner because it concerns in particular the Bagratids, and here, in the
Second Part, is, therefore, the place where it can best be discussed.® The heart
of the thesis is that both the Primary Hislory and the work of Pseundo-Moses
are ninth-century productions.” There are four parts to Markwart’s basie ar-
gument as it regards the first~-named monument; and they will now be taken
in the order which they follow in his study.

3. The Primary Hisfory, as we now have it, forms the opening part of the
History of Heraclius, written in the seventh century by Sebeos, Bishop of
the Bagratids.® It purports to be the (originally) Greek work — arjanagir =
“inscription,” *register,” or ‘monument’ is the word used® — by Agathangelus,
secretary of the first Christian King of Armenia — and for this reason it has
also been called ‘Pseudo-Agathangelus’ — and to have been found in the
book of one Marab the Philosopher of Mtsurn or Mtsurk® (Meurnac’i).’* Pseu-
do-Moses, on his part, claims that the text of his History, 1.9-32 and 2.1-9, cor-
responds to an exiract made by one Marabas Katina from a Greek translation,
made by order of Alexander the Great, of a Chaldaean book®, The two texts
are thus associated, in this rather fanciful way, with one and the same name:
of a Syrian, obviously, named Mar°Abbas. Apart, however, from the commu-
nity of subject matter — the theogonic lore and early historical memory of
Armenia — and from the fantastic attribution of the two texts to the same
transmitter, there is nothing to indicate any interdependence, let alone identity,
between them'®, They represent two parallel versions of one historical tradition;
though the longer version found in Pseudo-Moses must, to some extent, have
been expanded and even recast®,

As to what historical personage, if any, the attributions are made, is not
altogether clear. Markwart identified him with Jacob or James, i.e., “Abbas
Mir Ya“qgob, the learned Monophysite Bishop of Edessa (1 708), who, ac-

§ Genealogie; this thesis was already briefly propounded by Markwart in Uniersuchungen
I (Leipzig 1905) 235.

8 For Markwart’s opinions on the Vitaxae, as found in Genealogie, see II nn. 42,43.

? Genealogie 14, 56, 67.

8 See Introd. at n. 10.

® ¢f. the Georgian term jegl.

¥ Prim. Hist. Arm. 1; ef. Abelyan, Isf. drepnearm. lit. 1 217, 3217.

L Ps. Moses 1.8-9; 2.9, ete.; cf. Abelyan, Isf. drepnearm. lif. I 216-219.

1 Jbid. 328; of. supra Part 1 § 11; see, however, infra n. 18.

13 Abelyan, Isf. dreonearm. lit. 1 216-219.



308 THE ORONTIDS OF ARMENIA

cording to Markwart, was further confused, in the Primary History, with his
earlier namesake, the Bishop of Nisibis (1 338), and thus the toponym Mcurn
or Meurk® must be an error for Mecbhin, i.e., Nisibis. The implied upshot
of this is that neither the Primary History nor Pseudo-Moses can at all events
be anterior to the end of the seventh century.

A clear distinction ought, however, to be drawn between the epoch of the
personage to whom a given historical work may be ascribed, the time of its
actual composition, and the antiquity of the information it contains. For
Pseudo-Moses, Markwart’s identification of Marabas is of little importance,
since the compilation of his work must, for several reasons, be dated as after
the ferminus a quo implied in this identification.’® Admitting the correctness
of the identification, it must still be repeated that what is attributed to Mara-
bas, or James of Edessa, cannot in reality have come from his pen. It is now
generally recognized that the part of Pseudo-Moses’s History so ascribed con-
tains, possibly in an embellished form, a great bulk of the ancient mythological
and historical tradition of the Armenians.®® It would be difficult to presume a
Syrian writer, whether James of Edessa or another, to have set himself to the
task of recording that tradition. But it is also known that Psendo-Moses
harboured, alongside a historian’s interest, a certain aversion to the pagan past
of his people;” and he, accordingly, may well have attempted to calm his
scruples in this regard by attributing the information he had himself carefully
gathered to a foreign ecclesiastic who was remembered for his translation and
continuation of the Chronicle of Eusebius.

The case of the Primary History is different. Whereas in Pseudo-Moses
references to Marabas are frequent and interwoven with the text, that to Marab
the Philosopher occurs only once: in the preamble to the work; and if Sebéos,
whose History contains the Primary Hisfory, is anterior to the above lerminus
a quo, so also and a fortiori must be the latter work, which has all the indica-
tions of being a shorter and more ancient version of the same historical tradition
as is preserved in Pseudo-Moses, and one devoid of his literary embellishments.*®
It conld be supposed that the name of Marab the Philosopher, and even that
of Agathangelus, as well as the entire preamble o the Primary History that
introduces them, were later additions to that ancient text, made, quite possibly,
under the influence of Pseudo-Moses.

M Genealogie 18. — The name Katina is the Syr. gafind, i. e., 'little,” “minor’: ef. Justi
Namenbuch xvil.

15 Infra § 16-17. 18 I at n. 160.

17 Supra Part 1 § 156 at u. 103; Abelyan, Isl. drevnearm. lit. T 218-223. Hence his tendency
to enmhemerize the myths.

B According to Marr, O pervon. Isiorii Anonima 294, and Adontz, Person. Isf. Arm. 104,
Ps. Moses’s longer version depends on the briefer version of the Prim. Hisf. Arm.
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4. From the question of authorship, Markwart then passed to that of con-
tents. He refused to admit the possibility that memories of Sophenian — that
is, Orontid — times lingered on ‘in so spiter Zeit," meaning the mid-ninth
century.”® He proceeded, accordingly, to interpret some of the names, found
in what has here been construed as the end of the Orontid and the beginning
of the Bagratid stemma (I § 11), not as names of persons, but as symbols —
‘eponyms’ he would call them, although in actual fact they must be the exact
opposite — of geographical units. He thus saw in Zareh not a memory of
Zariadris, but precisely such a symbol, or personification, of Zarehavan, a town
in the canton of Tsalkotn.? Likewise, Bagam was said to symbolize, or personify,
Bagauna or Bagavan in Bagravandene;® Shavash, Shavarshan in Artaz;® Nerseh
— found in Pseudo-Moses and not in the Primary History — the town of
Nersehapat, also in Artaz;* and Biurat, the Bagratid Stammburg of Bayberd,
in Syspiritis.® The reason for inserting some of these territorial symbols in
the genealogy was, according to Markwart, a purely political one. Entrenched
in Kogovit, the Bagratids of the mid-ninth century must have sought to enhan-
ce their position by laying claims — in this cryptic way — to the neighbouring
provinces of Artaz, Tsalkotn, and Bagravandene. The absence of any personifi-
cations of Kogovit, or its chief fortress of Dariunk®, was, he claimed, an
additional proof of this theory.®

Ingenious though it be, this theory will not stand a critical examination.
In the first place, though it is true that, sometime in the years 855-862, the
Bagratids indeed wrested from the Mamikonids the princedom of Bagravan-
dene,® there is no evidence for attributing to them any designs on either
Tsalkotn or Artaz, though such designs in themselves are quite plausible.
Secondly, the argument about Kogovit and Dariunk® is little more than an
argument from silence. Thirdly, and this is more important, Markwart, as
will be seen presently (§ 5), held that the Primary Hisfory had been composed
at the Court of Bagarat Bagratuni of Taraun, and for the furtherence of his
political interests. Now Bagarat represented the western branch of the dynasty
that was distinct from and inimical to the eastern branch, represented by his
brother Smbat VIII, which alone could be interested in Bagravandene and the
neighbouring regions. This proposed motivation of the entire work cancels

¥ Genealogie 18.

20 Ibid. 18-23; ef. infra n. 65.

A Genealogie 23; of. infra n. 63.

2 Genealogie 24-30.

= Ibid. 30.

# Ibid. 70. This is not very convincing.

2 Ibid. 31.

% Grousset, Histoire 273-274; of. 1L § 12.9, 14.
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the motivation that was supposed to explain the territorial personifications in
the genealogy.

Finally, an examination of the evidence of the two versions of the ancient
historical tradition of Armenia demonstrates that memories of the Orontid
and even earlier periods were contained, albeit confusedly, in that evidence
and thus did still linger on at the time when the Primary Hislory was set to
writing and at the time when Pseundo-Moses compiled his work. In Part I
(§ 11, 4, 9) of this Study, this evidence was examined in connexion with Oron-
tid history, and indeed Orontid genealogy, and its relevance to both was
established. Thus, of the names considered by Markwart as territorial sym-
bols, two are those of actual Orontid rulers: Xerxes and Zariadris.* But the
memory of the Orontids was also preserved in another way — precisely through
their imprint on Armenian toponymy. Accordingly, the city of Bagaran in
Ayrarat was built by the last Orontes®® and that of Ernandashat, in the same
province, was the last Orontid capital in Armenia.?® It was doubtless also owing
to the Orontids that there was a castle of Angl in Tsalkotn.*® Markwart him-
self has once been led to infer from the evidence of the toponyms that some
of the last Orontids — or the House of Sophene, as he thought of them —
were transferred by the Artaxiads to the south-eastern frontier of Armenia.®
It is this migration that must account for the existence in those regions of the
dynasties of Artsruni, Eruanduni, and Zarehavanian, which have all the ear-
marks of being Orontids. And it.is to these Orontid branches that the topo-
nyms of those regions, derived from Orontid praeneming — Eruandunik®, Sha-
varshan, Zarehavan (canton), and Zarevand — must owe their existence.’®

¥ It is to be stressed again that the genealogical tradition in question is significant only as
an embodiment of historical memorles regarding personages and dynasties of the remote past
{and dynasties, indeed, represented by eponyms), but that no indieation of the exaet kinship
binding these persons can be expected from it: ef. supra Part I, end of § 9.

%8 Ps. Moses 2.40. Cf. § 11.

M Ps. Moses 2.39; cf. Manandyan, O forgovle 38-40.

%0 Lazarus 31 (127); Elisens 3 (74); Seb&os 22 (102); Procopins Bell. pers. 2.25.5-15 ("Ayps-
Acdv). For Calkoin, see infra at n. 65.

81 Supra Part I § 16, at n. 117.

2 Supra Part I § 16. — As has been seen ibid. n. 118, ‘ Zarehawanean’ seems to have been
Ps. Moses’s appellation for the Orontid Princes of Her and Zarewand or Zarehawan. Over-
looking the evidence for their existence, Markwart considers the above dynastic name a fig-
ment of Ps. Moses’s imagination and a symbol for the clty Zerechawan: Genealogie 20. It
must be remarked, however, that in the Armenian princely nomenelature territorial names
were derived from cantons that constituted princedoms and not from towmns. The comula-
tive evidence on the subject leaves litile doubt as to the Orontid origin of the princedom in
guestion. As for the origin of the name of the city of Zarehawsan in Calkein, it 1s trne that
Zariadris of Sophene could not have been its founder: Genealogie 20. It is equally true, that
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In other words, it is by Orontid memories that both the toponyms and the
genealogical tradition are explicable; it is, surely, hardly satisfactory to attempt
to explain the genealogical tradition by the toponyms and leave the toponyms
themselves unexplained.

B. Next, Markwart attempted to establish the exact epoch and circumstances
of the compilation of the Primary Hisfory. His thesis, as has been mentioned,
is that it was produced at the Court and for the political ends of Bagarat,
Prince of Taraun and Presiding Prince (‘Prince of Princes’) of Armenia for
the Caliph, in the years 830-851.%2 This he set out to prove in a very complex
argument. The eponym of the Bagratid house'in the Primary History, Bagarat,
is, as has been seen, identified with the god Angl (I § 11). It has also been seen
that Angl was the pagan Armenian equivalent of Nergal and that one of the
manifestations of this equivalence consists in the fact that in the Armenian
Bible, in 4 Kings 17.30 — in the phrase ‘and the Cuthites made Nergel’ —
the name of the Cuthite divinity is rendered by angel. This Markwart would
regard as fortuitous, the Armenian word in question being, according to his
intimation, an approximation to the Septuagint rendering of ‘Nergel’ as
iy <N>epyéd® No doubt, had we but this biblical text for the existence
of that equivalence, Markwart's snggestion might appear convincing. How-
ever, the cumulaive evidence cited in Part I § 14-15 tends to show, on the
contrary, that, so far from creating, this text merely reflects the identity of
Angl and Nergal. Precisely the same is the case of Hayk whose name was

an Orontid Prinee of the Zarehawanid dynasty would have had nothing to de in Calketn.
And yet that eity, and another one named Zari3dt, appear to have been siinated not {farfrom
Eruandagat which was indeed fonnded by an Orontid: cf. Manandyan, O forgovle 119, 120.
Are we to suppose that the name Zareh appeared in the Orontid family before their loss
of Armenia? What complicates the situation is that the Artaxiads, too, appear to have used
it. The father of Artaxias I was named Zareh (Part I n. 59), and a son of Tigranes the Great
appears to have been called Sarlaster (= Zariadris?): Valerius Maximns, 9.11 ext, 3 (ci.
Appian, Mithr. 104); cf. Genealogie 21.

38 For this personage, see Grousset, Histoire 349-351, 353-354, 358-359, 368-369; Laurent,
Arménie 105-106, 117-118, 122-123, 126-127; of. Markwart, Sidormenien 296-208, 495. —
Following the death in 826 of ASot IV, Prince of the Bagratids and Presiding Prince of Arme-
nia for the Caliph, the Bagratid dominions were divided chiefly between his sons Bagarat
and Smbat, the former becoming Prince of Tarawn, Xoyt®, and Sasun, and the latter, Prince
of Siracene and Arfarunik®. The Caliphate, pursning the poliey of divide el impera recognized
Smbat as High Constable of Armenia and Bagarat as Presiding Prince of Armenia with the
title of Prince of Princes, in 830. The Caliphate was eminently successful in its policy, and
the relations between the two brothers amd the branches they headed were mot cordial.
In 851, Bagarat fell from favour and was deported to Simarra, which he was not destined
to leave.

% Genealogie 51-52; cf. supra Part I § 14 at n. 92.
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made to correspond to that of Orion.® Moreover, the phonetic proximity of
ergel and angel would hardly have been patent enough to suggest the use of
the one for the other, unless the essential affinity between the two religious
ideas represented by these terms had already been familiar to the translator.?®

6. Markwart’s argument continues as follows: the biblical name Cuthites,
K°ut® in Armenian, must have become confused with Xuf*: that of the inha-
bitants of Khoyt®, a canton of the province of Turuberan.® Thomas Artsruni,
writing in the tenth century refers to the latter as ‘maranders’ (meknakazenk n
Xut‘ay) and testifies to their loyalty to their prince, who happened to be
Bagarat of Taraun.® Accordingly, while admitting that he was not certain
as to whether the pagan cult of Tork® (whose identity with Angl [I § 14] he re-
cognized) had persisted from pre-Christian days among the people of Khoyt",
Markwart nevertheless felt certain that when the author of the Primary His-
fory wrote that ‘Bagarat was also called Angel and was in those days called
a god by the barbarous people’ the reference was not to the legendary eponym
of the Bagratid dynasty, but to Bagarat of Taraun, deified by his subjects of
Khoyt® and, in the manner of the pagans of Lystra thinking St Paul and St
Barnabas to be Mercury and Jupiter (Acts 14.10-12), identified by them with
their old pagan deity.®® There is, unfortunately, no evidence that the reference
to a “barbarous people’ is anything other than the typical way in which many
recently-Christian chroniclers were wont to refer to their recently-pagan an-
cestors® — and this may be an additional indication of the antiquity of the
Primary Hisfory; or, finally, that any inhabitants, no matter how marauding
of a land that had been Christian for some six centuries could possibly have
manifested a completely polytheistic psychology that would have been per-
fectly natural to pagans who had never known Christianity.

35 I n. 168

38 The history of the Armenian biblical translations is not very elear, but the first trans-
lation of the Bible appears to have been made from the Syriac rather than from the Greek:
Abelyan Isi. drevnearm. lif. I 84-85; Lyonnet, Origines.

% For this canton, see Hitbschmann, Orisnamen 325.

%8 Thomas 2.7 (201) describes the mountaineers of Xoyt® in connexion with their revolt
against the Caliph's forces after the deportation of Bagarat of Tarawn (cf. supra n. 33); ef.
Grousset, Hisfoire 358-359.

% Genealogie 52-54.

¥ Cf., e.g., among the Georglans, Leont. Mrov. 17; or the Russ. Prim. Chron. 14-15; or in-
deed Ps. Moses (sapra at n. 17). The latter’s attitude, since he wrote at a greater distance
from the pagan days (cf. infra § 17), is more detached and more academic: he euhemerizes
and attributes unpleasant traits to some gods that had been reduced to heroes, and he as-
cribes the raising of the idol of Vahagn to the Iberians (1.31), while admitting that he was
an Armenian divinity, but he does not tax his ancestors with being barbarians.
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7. Next, Markwart shifted somewhat his ground. Having just attempted
to prove that Bagarat the Eponym had been modelled on Bagarat of Taraun,
he went on the demonstrate that the latter had served as a model for the
Eponym’s descendant, Bagarat P arnavazian. Before examining this point,
the text of the Primary Hislory (14) dealing with the latter personage must be
quoted:
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There came to meet him* with an army Bagarat P'arnavazian, of the
sons of Aramaniak, a great feudatory. He brought to him offerings of
gold and silver and vested him with the robe and the ephod;* he crowned
him with the ancestral crown and seated him upon the throne of gold
and precious stones; and he gave him his daughter in marriage. Him
Arsaces the King made Aspet of the land of Armenia, that is, a prince
and commander of the whole kingdom — the summit of authority, and
[also] the King's father and brother. And to him he gave the princedom
of the realm. He crushed the giants who had raised levies against him in
Mesopotamia of the Syrians.

The name of Bagarat, the epoch that appears to be that of the early Arta-
xiads,®® and the reference to Syria can leave but little doubt that the passage
in question contains a memory of Bagadates, Tigranes the Great’s viceroy of

41 The legendary first Arsacid King of Armenia, who was according to the Prim. Hist. Arm.
13, Arsaces, son of Arsaces the Great of Parthia (e. 250-248 B.G.), or, according to Ps. Moses
2.3, Vologases, brother of the same; cf. supra Part I at n. 7b. — For the projection by the
Armenian historical tradition of Arsacid rule to the third century B.C., see I at nn. 174-176.

42 ‘Robe’ is a tentative rendering of the word sndr otherwise unknown: cf. Markwart,
Genealogie 16 n.l. For the royal, no less than priesily, significance of the ephod (pakas) in the
ancient East Mediterranean world, see H. Thiersch, Ependgfon und Ephod, Goilesbild und
Priesterkleid im Alfen Vorderasien (Stuttgart 1936); Fraine, Hopaulé israél. 204-205.

9 Cf. supra n. 41.
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Syria, with whom we shall deal presently (§ 12). This Markwart recognized,
but, refusing to admit — wrongly, as we have seen — that memories so ancient
could have lingered on, thought that this bit of information must have reached
the compiler of the Primary Hisfory through some Greek or Syriac source.™
The reference to the crowning of the King by Bagarat and the marriage to him
of the latter’s danghter, Markwart, in the same vein, would attribute to the
influence of the text of Faustus, 5.44, telling how the Mamikonid Manuel, the
all-powerful Regent of Armenia, set up ¢. 378 the young Arsaces III as King
of Armenia, gave him his danghter in marriage, and married the King’s brother
Vologases to the daughter the Bagratid prince, hereditary Coronant of the
Arsacid kings.*® Once again, we see the tendency to make of textual influence
a substitute for actual history. The compiler of the Primary History, who,
for all the ancient traditions his work may contain, could not have set it to
writing prior to the invention of the Armenian alphabet on the threshold of
the fifth century, was undoubtedly no less aware of the royal alliance and
the hereditary office (for which, see § 15) of the Bagratids than was Faustus,
and so could project, independently of the latter, both the office — which
was natural, since so many Bagratids had by then already held it — and the
alliance to the epoch of their illustrious early ancestor.

8. But Markwart’s argument centred on something else. He would see, to
repeat, in the figure of Bagarat P arnavazian, for all the admitted echoes of
Bagadates, a projection into the past of the figure of Bagarat of Taraun. There
are several points to this argument. First, it takes up the above text’s state-
ment that King Arsaces created Bagarat ‘the King’s father and brother.’
Accordingly, this is interpreted as inspired by another text of Faustus, in
Book 4.14, where the historian alludes to some domains in Taraun that belonged
— in the fourth century — to the Grand Chamberlain of Armenia. The chief
appanage of that dignitary, however, was the Principality of Mardpetakan,
in Vaspurakan, whence came his title of mardpel.®® His other title was indeed
“the King’s father’ (hayr {"agawori), so that he was usually referred to as hagr-
mardpel. So, Bagarat P arnavazian — we are told — was called ‘the King’s
father’ because he was modelled on Bagarat of Taraun, and Taraun it was
where — five centuries earlier — the Grand Chamberlain had held some vil-
lages.%” This is hardly serious. There is, moreover, a difference between "the
King’s father’ and “the King’s father and brother’: the latier was not the title

4 Genealogie 56.

4 Jhid. 48.

4% 1T § 7-8.

¥ Genealogie 48. In this connexion Markwart rather burns the man of straw in declaring
absurd the idea that the Bagratids ever held the olfice of Grand Chamberlain.
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borne by the Grand Chamberlains. More than that, the former title was not
seldom used in the ancient East Mediterranean world to designate the chief
ministers of kings: suffice it to recall here Aman in Esther 13.6; 16.11.

The argument continues with the suggestion that the words of our text:
‘prince and commander of the whole kingdom’ (i$zan ew hramanatar amenayn
t*agaworui®eann) resemble those with which the tenth-century historian John
the Katholikos describes Bagarat of Taraun: ‘commander and Prinece of Prin-
ces of Armenia’ (hramanatar ew ixan iSfzanac” Hagoc®).®® Human speech being
limited, it is not altogether unexpected that similar realities — being a com-
mander, for instance — should be expressed by the same words. Here, more-
over, the argument could be reversed, and John the Katholikos suspected of
patterning his deseription of Bagarat of Taraun on that of the latter’s cele-
brated ancestor. Markwart, finally, suggested, in a very imvolved manner
which we need not trouble with, that Bagarat of Taraun’s little-known brother
Isaac, too, might have contributed somewhat to the creation of the figure of
Bagarat P arnavazian, and that the latter’s expedition in Syria might have
been a hint at some campaign or other that Isaac appears to have led on behalf
of the Caliph.® Seldom has a scholarly elaboration stood in greater need of
Ockham’s razor.

Finally, although Markwart asserted elsewhere® that the Angl as a geo-
graphical term mentioned in connexion with Bagarat the Eponym could not
have been other than the castle in Tsalkotn,® he nevertheless suggested the
possibility — quite correctly, to my mind — thai the ‘western regions’ of
the text of the Primary History (I § 11) might indeed have had the Angl in
Ingilene in view; his reason for this being, however, that Bagarat of Taraun
was known to have pushed his control in the direction of Arsamosata.®® As
has already been seen and will be seen again, the Bagratid connexion with
both Angl-castles is explicable by their Orontid origin.

9. The last part of Markwart’s thesis concerns the Iberian, more particularly
Pharnabazid, connexion of the Bagratids as is implied in the Primary Hisiory.
It is explained in the following way. (I) By the fact that the Bagratid Siamm-
sifz was in Syspiritis, in the valley of the Acampsis, on the Iberian frontier.
(IT) By the conjecture that a branch of the Iberian royal house might, some-
time in the second century, have controlled that valley; and the Bagratids ap-
pear to have been a local dynasty. (III) By another conjecture that the Phar-

48 John Kath. 115.

90 Genealogie 48-49.

B0 Ihid. 47.

51 Supra at n. 30; infra at n. 65.
82 Cenealogie 55, cf. 56.
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nabazid link was introduced in Bagratid genealogy by that branch of the family
which at the end of the eighth century settled in Iberia, founding the line
of the Georgian Bagratids.® The two conjectures have little to support them,
either in the Armenian or, what is more significant, the Iberian historiography;
but the first observation is very plausible indeed.

10. The Bagratids were in fact princes of Syspiritis on the Armeno-Georgian
frontier. The Greek Life of St Gregory (§ 98) entitles the Bagratid prince
- contemporaneous with the Conversion of Armenia Guardian of the Caucasian
and Tzannic mountains.® More than this, the early Bagratids appear to have
taken an active interest in the affairs of the neighbouring East Georgian king-
dom of Iberia. The Iberian historical tradition recorded by Leontius of Ruisi
knows of Sumbat Bivritiani commanding the Armenian military operations
in Iberia under the Armenian kings Iarvand and Artashan.® This is a parallel
of the story found in Pseudo-Moses (2.37-53) of Smbat, son of Biurat, the
Bagratid, who flourished under Kings Eruand and Artashés. As has been
seen earlier (I § 4), these ancient royal names are projected by the Armenian
historical tradition to the beginning of the se¢ond century of our era, which
is precisely the epoch of their mention in the Iberian historical tradition.
This projection, the latter tradition borrowed from the former, while on other
points, except for the parallelism due to the community of subject matter,
the two narratives, Iberian and Armenian, about Smbat the Bagratid show
no traces of dependence on each other. One has the impression that the Iberian
tradition had its own memories of Smbat’s intrusion in Iberian affairs and that
those who set it to writing merely consulted the Armenian tradition for the pur-
poses of identification. At all evenfs, this Sumbat is said {o have penetrated
as far north as the Duchy of Odzrkhe and to have built there the foriress of
Samts’khe. And then, Juansher mentions in the reign of King Vakhtang I
(c. 446-522) the sep‘ecul Bivritiani and — no doubt the same person — the
Bivritiani Duke of Odzrkhe.® This suggests that a Bagratid branch was for
a time established in Iberia between the second and the fifth century. The
fact of the Bagratids’ being sovereigns of a territory on the Iberian frontier
and, furthermore, of their participation in the life of Iberia itsell may well
have sufficed for the Armenian historical tradition to regard them as definitely

52 For this line, see my Bagr. of Iber. 1; XTI § 12.9; infra IIT; IV § 34-35.

5 1Y § 12.9; infra § 13.

% Leont. Mrov. 47-49. It will be remembered that the south-western projection of Iberia,
known as Upper Iberia, protruded towards the Black Sea and was situated, accordingly, due
south of West Georgia or Egrisi (Colehis) and dae north of north-western Armenia; and so of
Syspiritis; cf. V.

58 J.eon. Mrov. 47; Juanfer 156, 185, 189, 300. — For sep‘ecul: infra at nn. 144-145.
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connected with Iberia, that is, with the Iberian royal house, and to allegorize
this link by introducing P arnavaz into the stemma of the Primary History.5
There is, however, another possible — and more plausible, though not exclusive
of it — explanation, which, like the other, must nevertheless remain in the
realm of conjecture. According to the Iberian historieal tradition, the original
divine line of the Pharnabazids was followed on the Iberian throne, already
in the third century B.C., by another which has been called the Nemrodid
(i.e., ‘Iranian’) or Second Pharnabazid Dynasty. The first king of the new
house was Mirvan I, related to the earlier kings in the female line."® His prae-
nomen, a cognate of the Iranian Mihrdn, may suggest his belonging to the
Iranian family of Mihrin,5 which, at a later date, indeed gave a royal dynasty
to Iberia, that of the Chosroids.® The Orontids, however, also used this prae-
nomen, as in the case of Mithranes (= Mihran), son of Orontes I1, and of Mithras
(Mithranes ?), brother of Orontes IV (I § 2). Moreover, the early Orontids could
well have been described as Iranians. Finally, whereas we may merely infer
the existence of the Mihranids at that early epoch, that of the Orontids is an
historical fact; and the moment of Mirvan I's accession falls in the period of
the Orontid Monarchy in neighbouring Armenia (I § 10). 'We have, in addition,
the pattern of the Armenian royal cadets on the Iberian throne; thus, the rule
of the Second Pharnabazid Dynasty was momentarily interrupted by that of
a branch of the Artaxiads, then, at a somewhat later date, the Armenian Arsa-
cids ruled in Iberia, and, finally, the Bagratids.® In fact the struggle of the
Second Pharnabazid Dynasty and the Artaxiads in Iberia seems to have the
character of a repercussion of the Orontid-Artaxiad struggle in Armenia. Ac-
cordingly, if the Second Pharnabazid Dynasty was indeed an Orontid branch,

5" Markwart, Genealogie 74, would interpret the name Armog, which designates, in the
genealogy of the Prim. Hisf. Arm. and of Ps. Moses, the Orontid Artanes-Artoantes (supra
Part I at n. 72 and § 11}, as representing, instead, the King of Iberia, Artoces-Artag (in the
first century B.C.). This change from ‘t’ te ‘m’ in the Prim. Hist. (and, following it, in Ps.
Moses) is the same as in ‘Bagaram’ and ‘Biwram' for Bagarat and ‘Biwrat.” Cf. infra
n. 60a. — The ose of the patronymic derived from BEiwrat by Asolik and Samnel of Ani in
application to Smbat VI {1 726/7) and Afot II (1 690) Bagratuni is an obvious archaeologisin
evoked by the memory of the above-mentioned second-century Smbat; in the same wvein,
Vardan (76-77) compares to the same Smbat ASot IV Bagratuni.

% T at n. 101 and n. 103.

5% The immemorial antiquity of the Vaspuhrdn houses (Ehtécham, Iran Achém. 21 n. 4)
may justify this suggestion. On the other hand, at this early epoch, we know of no historieal-
1y aseertainable Milkranids.

% I n. 105; XX § 25.1.

% For the Artaxiads of Iberia, see I n. 103; for the Arsacids: ibid. n. 105; and for the Ba-
gratids: supra n. 53.
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the inclusion of its eponym and its surname in the material containing memo-
ries of the Orontids as quite explicable. %

11. At all events, the cumulative evidence at our disposal quite forcefully
indicates the Orontid origin of the Bagratids. We may now sum up this evi-
dence. (I) Both the Primary History and Pseudo-Moses indicate this origin
(this has already been noted in § 1); the latter indeed covertly, as a descent
from the national and once-divine primogenitor Hayk, from whom Bagarat-
Angl, the founder of the Bagratids according to the Primary History was him-
self descended, and he mentions it only in order to refute it.

(IT) However, the vehemence of Pseudo-Moses’s refutation is in itself an
additional proof. It has been seen (I § 15) that the Christian scruples of the
Orontid Houses of Arzanene, Artsruni and Gmuni forced them to exchange the
traditional version of their descent from the Orontid tutelary deity Angl-Tork®
for a new one deducing them from King Sennacherib of Assyria. It was un-
doubtedly the same sentiments that must have made the Bagratids abandon,
in their turn, the Orontid claim and adopt instead a more general one that
traced them to Hayk. The latter, it will be recalled (c¢f. 1 § 15), when reduced
from his original position of part an astral deity and part a divinized primo-
genitor to that of a mere hero, proved far less objectionable to the early Chris-
tian writers than was the god of the netherworld and fertility, Angl-Tork".
Nevertheless, the earlier, pagan, claim must still have remained patent —
the descent from Hayk including that from Bagarat-Angl — in the new one;
hence Psendo-Moses, who calmly recorded the Haykid origin — when it implied
no connexion with Angl — of other princely houses,® rejected it in the case of
the Bagratids; and he proceeded to formulate an entirely different version that
could match the new version of the Houses of Arzanene, Artsuni, and Gnuni.
To this we shall return shortly (§ 16).

(ITTI) A number of geographical and toponymical data point in the same
direction. A link seems to be indicated by these data to have existed between
the. Orontid Dynasty and the name Bagarat and in particular one of its com-
ponents, the Iranian root bage, indicative of divinity. The name itself, of
course, is an Armenian rendering of the Iranian *bagaddia (‘god-given’).5?

&l Yn reference to n.57 supra, it is to be noted that Artoces of Theria was an Artaxiad, whose
branch sncceeded, and was followed by, what appears to be the Iberian branch of the Oron-
tids. It would have been perfectly natural, however, for the later Armenian tradition to
have remembered him among the latter. This might explain how — under the influence of
that memory — “Artoantes” could have been corrupted as "ArmogfArtog.”

1 Cf. I at nn. 168-170 and n. 173.

92 Adontz, Armenija 412; Markwart, Erdnfahr 174; Hitbschmann, Grammatik 31. Hibsch-
mann gives amother possible Iramian etymology: *hagardla (‘god’s gift’). The Iranold
character of the name of the Bagratid eponym and of the Bagratid gentilitial title (§ 14)
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Now the Orontid kings of Armenia controlled, as is known (I § 5), the central
Armenian plain — the valley of the Araxes. There, on that river, stood the
last capital of the Orontids in Armenia, Ernandashat (= *Orontasata); close
by, the last Orontes (IV) raised the cities of Bagaran (‘the god’s place’) and
of Eruandakert (= #Orontocerta), as reported by Psendo-Moses (2.39, 40, 42);
there was in that vicinity also a place called Ernandavan (ibid. 2.46: “Oron-
tes’s site”); while south of them lay the canton of Bagravandene or Bagrevand
(‘Bagarat’s region’),% with its chief place of Bagauna or Bagavan (*the god’s
site”);™ and it was adjoined in the south-east by the canton of Tsalkotn, once
a part of it, which contained the castle of Angl, so named — it is difficult to
doubt it — after the tutelary deity of the Orontids.®® It has been suggested
that “Bagarat’® was the Iranoid name for the proto-Caucasian Angl-Tork®.%
That the Iranian dynasty of an Armenia that, though then entering its Hel-
lenistic phase, had been deeply impressed by the °Iranianism’ of the Achae-
menian phase should have employed Iranian or Iramoid religious terms, is
hardly unexpected. It seems, however, more likely that the Orontid deity
was referred to simply by the term baga: “the god’, for *Bagarat’ or ‘Bagadates’
must obviously have been the praenomen of one of the devotees of that deity,
a name that an Orontid might be expected to bear; the relation between the
two terms being the same as, say, between ‘Mithras’ ‘Mithridates’.® In this

led Adontz to suppose (307-308, 400-402, 412-413) that the Bagratids were of Iranian (Median)
origin; in this he was followed by K. Aslan, Efudes historiques sur le peuple arménien (Paris
1928) 154, and Laurent, Armdnie 85. It may be asked whether the memory of Bagdaiti,
Drynast of Uldis, on the Armeno-Median frontier, in the eighth century B.C. (ef. IT n. 223)
may not have influenced these scholars. The name itself, in its varions forms, was frequent
in the world of ®Iranianism’: el. infra n. 71.

% For the etymology of ‘Bagrewand,’ see Adontz, Armenifa 307; Markwart, Siidarmenien
11* ("die Landschaft des reichen Spenders [Mithra]’ ef. infra n. 67); for the canton itself,
Hiibschmann, Orfsnemen 363; Banmgariner, ‘Bagrandanene,” RE 2/2 2774,

8 See Hibschumann, Orisnamen 380, for the significance of the suffixes -aran and -awan.
Ps. Moses, 2.46, offers a wholly famnciful etymology of *Eruandawan.’

85 Hihschmann, Orisnamen 363; Adontz, Armenija 307: in Faustus, Calkotn is still a part
of Bagravandene; Tarkon 192; ef. also supra n. 30.

% Abelyan, Isf. drevnearm. lit. 1 26.

% And it was, as a matter of fact, to Mithras par exeellence that the term baga was applied
in Arsacid Iran, so that the name Bagadates as used in Iran (in whatever loeal form) was an
equivalent of Mithridates or Mithradates: Herzfeld, Paikuli 153, In Orontid Armenia, the Mi-
thraist connotation of baga need not have predominated. Yet in the syncretist climate of the
times the fusion of solar Ang] and solar Mithras (for this aspect of the Iranian deity, cf. Eliade,
Patferns 150) was probably inevitable. The Commagenian Orontids invoked Mithras precisely
in his aspect of the solar psychopomp: JM 15-16; Christensen, fran Sass. 157. For the zur-
vanist-mazdaist aspect of the Nimrud-dag inscriptions, see ibid. 149-1569. The assoclation
of both divinities with bulls must likewise have conduced to their syncretization. Cf. supra
Part 1 §14 and n. 98 and, for the cult of Mithras in Armenia, Trever, OF. po isi. Arm. 77-95.
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light, the toponyms Bagaran and Bagavan appear as semantic equivalents of
Angl and of Angel-tun, all of them designating places sacred to ‘the god’ of
the Orontid Dynasty. At the same time, a land situated close to the centre of
Orontid power must have been called ‘Bagarat’s region” only because it was
the appanage of an Orontid prince named Bagadates or Bagarat. At a later
epoch, after the disappearance of Armenian paganism, when the ancient theogo-
nies were euhemerized and so introduced in Christian literature, the distinction
between the divinity and its devotee — between bage and bagadiafa —must have
become obliterated, and in the Primary History Bagarat is presented as a scion
of the royal race whom the pre-Christian barbarians, i.e., pagans, divinized as
Angl.

12. It is, of course, impossible to trace in an unbroken line the Bagratids, or
for that matter any other Orontid branch, like the Artsrunis or the Gnunis,
back to the Orontid kings. The social history of Armenia between the collapse
of the Urartian Monarchy and the conversion to Christianity is known to us
very tenuously. It is only after the latter event that national historical litera-
ture, risen shortly thereafter, begins to supply the historian with generous de-
tails of a social nature. For the earlier periods, we have to rely on foreign
sources that concern themselves exclusively with political history.®. How-
ever, in the earliest monuments of the Christian period, the Gregorian Cycle
and Faustus, the Bagratid princes are shown among the highest of the realm.®
The earliest mention of the nomen gentilicium Bagratuni is found in Faustus,
where it is applied to a Bagarat;*® which means that he was not the eponym
and that the latter’s flornif must be projected further back into the past. It
is perhaps significant that one of the few glimpses that can be caught of the
social structure of Armenia prior to the Conversion: Appian’s few words about
Tigranes the Great’s realm, reveals the existence at that time, and among the
highest personages, of another Bagarat or Bayaddrng, Tigranes’s viceroy of
Syria in the years 83-69 B.C."™ That he belonged to the family that was,
probably only later, designated as Bagratid, has now been generally accepted
by specialists.?? This appears all the more certain in context with the names

8 Cf. I at n. 69 and § 12.

8 11§ 21.

™ Faustus 3.7 (28).

7L Appian, Syr. 8.48, 49; ef. Grousset, Histoire 00. The correct form Bayadding is found
in some codd., whereas others give the corrupt form Mayaddrye (Markwart, Erdndahr 174),
which, regrettably, has been given preference by all the editors of the text of Appian.

"% Markwart, Eranfahr 174-175; Adontz, Armenija 411-415; Manandyan, Tigran 51, 56;
0 torgovle 68, 71; Probl. ob. sfrofa 24, — It is to be borne in mind, however, that in the world
of ‘Iranianism,” this name could be met oniside the Bagratid family: cf. Justi, Namenbuech
57 (where the etymology given supra at n. 62 is not found).
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given by Appian (and Plutarch) to two other high dignitaries of Armenia:
Mayxaiog, who defended Tigranocerta against the Romans,® and Mifgo-
Bovlarng, who was in command of an army that was defeated by Lucullus
(I §13). The first of these two names — possibly Mauxaios or Malualyxafog
in the original text — reveals ‘Mamik’ or ‘Mamkon’ the eponymous designa-
tion of the Mamikonid Dynasty; the other is a name favoured by the Artsrunid
branch of the Orontids (I, § 13)." That three chief personages of the Armenia
of the Artaxiad period should have borne names peculiar to what the national
literary monuments of the Arsacid and subsequent periods reveal as three of
the greatest Armenian princely houses — the Bagratids, the Mamikonids, and
the Artsrunids — can only with considerable difficulty be deemed a coincidence.
And indeed, as has already been noted, the Primary Hisfory remembers Baga-
dates as Bagarat Parnavazian of the family of the Bagratid eponym, Baga-
rat-Angl.

13. Bagadates was, thus, a contemporary of Tigranes the Great and he
appears to have been, unlike Mithrobuzanes, unconnected with the House of
Sophene. He must, then, be presumed to have belonged to an Orontid branch
that had become separated from the royal trunk before the dynasty lost Arme-
nia (I §4); and in Armenia his house must consequently have remained. This
consideration, as well as the above toponymical indications, show — to my
mind conclusively — that Adontz was right when he considered Bagravandene
to have been the original allod of the Bagratids.” However, in historically
ascertainable times, the Bagratids held it no longer: it belonged to the patriar-
chal Gregorids and passed from them to the Mamikonids, from whom (as has
been seen supra § 4) the Bagratids wrested it in the ninth century.

The Bagratid princedoms, before the setting up of Islamic overlorship, were:
the canton of Syspiritis or Sper, with its chief fortress of Smbatavan or Bay-
berd (now Bayburt), in Upper Armenia;™ the canton of Kogovit, with its chief

" Appian, Mithr. 12.84, 86.

" Adontz, Armenifa 411-415; Manandyan, Prob. ob. stroja 24; IT § 12.18.

% Adontz, op. cif. 307-308.

% Adontz, Armenija 52-53, 122, 124, 394, 308; Hisf. &’ Arm. 281 n.1; Markwart, Genealogia
11; Sireifziige 452; Hitbschmann, Orisnamen 257, 287, 467; Garitie, Documenis 228, 234; Ho-
nigmann, Osigrenze 53, Map IT; Gugnshvili, Dipision 65; I at n. 240. This was the land of
the remnants of the Hurrian Saspeires (Sapeires, Sabiri, Esperitae). In Erdnfahr 159, Mark-
wart refused to identify with Sper the Syspiritis of Cyrsilus of Pharsalus and Medius of La-
risa (gpud Sirabo 11.14.12) and so interpreted the text, where it is found and which is given
below, as to identify it rather with Supria, in Assyria (cf. I n. 44). As a result, Adontz, in
Armenija 398, postulated the existence of two toponyms Syspiritis, and, then, in Hisi, & Arm.
332, following Markwart more fully, restricted that toponym to Supria alone, while reserving
for Sper the term “¥omepitiz found in the codd. of Strabo 11.14.9: ibid. 281 n.1, 322 n.2; of.
also Weissbach, Zvomipivec RE 4 A2 1831-1832. All this seems to be due to a misonder-
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fortress of Dariunk® (now Dogubayazit), in Ayrarat;” the canton of Tamoritis

standing of Strabo. In two passages, 11.4.8 and 11.14.12 (citing here as his authority the
work of Cyrsilus and Medius), Strabo speaks of the settlement of the proto-Armenians,
or, as he calls them, followers of the mythical eponym Armenus, in the Armenian Plateau.
In nearly identical terms, he says that the newcomers settled in the lands of Acilisene and
Syspiritis [and] as far as Calachene and Adiabene[both in the south]: Aéysrat... Tods oy adze
[*Appévre] e olxigar Tijy ve "Axilionwily xal Tiy Zvenitw fwg Kalayarfc xal "Adafy-
viic... [and] ... T@r 82 pevd Tob "Appudvov Todg uéy Ty Asctlionriy olxfioac Ty 970 Tolg
Zognrols mpdtspor odoay, Tode 82 &y tjj Zvomepitids & ew; tijc KEalaynvic xal tijs "Adwafin-
wijg Efm oy "Appeviaxdy pwvy.

The two texis onght to be read together, complementing each other, and then the impres-
sion that Syspiritis must be in the neighbourhood of Calachene and Adiabene will vanish.
It is obvious that Sper is meant here, and what is true here of Syspiritis mmst be equally
true of Acilisene, and Adontz himself recognizes, as he must (Hisl. &"Arm. 332), that the
latter lay in Upper Armenia — i.e., precisely, in the vicinity of Sper. In the Gk Life of St
Gregory 172, Sper is called Zovorndpreg. Originally within the Armenian realm, it became in
the mediseval period a part of Georgia. It isthe Ispir of to-day. Since in the above passages
and in 11.14.9, Strabo places Syspiritis in Armenia, whereas the nationalism of some Soviet-
Georgian scholars would claim Sper as a perennially Georgian land, the equivalence Syspiritis
= Sper was flatly denied recently by Ingoroqgva, Giorgi Meré ule 506-511. He has suggested
therefore, that ’dxidionrd is an error for "Axionwj. The latter form indeed oceurs in
Strabo, 11.14.5, where Zariadris is said to have been King of Sophene, Acisene, Odomantis

. But this form must obviously be regarded as corrupt, becanse elsewhere Strabo couples
Sophene with, precisely, Acilisene: 11.4.8; 11.12.3; 11.14.2; 11.14.12. In the last-named pas-
sage, Strabo, as has been seen, states that Acilisene was once held by the Sophenians. And,
in any case, where and what was Acisene? Then, the Georgilan sonrces tend to show that
Sper — Speri — was not a Georglan land in early times: Juanfer 170 says that Vaxtang
Gorgosal moved ‘to the region of Armenia and stopped in the regilon of Speri’ (> zeogb
bagmobs @mobs bigemo bamdbgmom zpGHdm, ® @iogah b3ghom 39@dam). (In Q
the somzxe!“if° of A is replaced by the samzril® [*(region) of the south’] of the later M. P. 203:
the Emperor came to Speri in order to enter Iberia (godcgoms bagGom, gsdmbmmgym
JoGmeb). P. 226: the Byzantines seized Iberia’s borders: Speri and the end of Cholarzene
(FoBomgb 8gBdgbms babmgsto JsGmgobs: bagho @y damn jm¥Gxgmbs). The
first and the last passages are admittedly ambignous, but the second one is anequivocal.
In this light, the border in question seems to have passed, precisely, befween Sper and the
‘end of Cholarzene’. The references to Speri (238) and to the ‘Speri river’ (= Acampsis) and
the “sea of Speri’ (= the Euxine) found elsewhere in JuanSer and in Leontius of Ruisi prove
nothing one way or the other. The next reference, just as equivocal, is in the"twelfth-centary
Hist. Dapid III. Finally, the decislve fact is that, whatever the presumed ethnic connexion
between the Saspeires and the proto-Georgians, the Bagratid princes of Sper were within
the Armenian political and caltural sphere.

7 Adontz, Armenija 306-307; Hibschmann, Orisnamen 364-365, cf. 441; Markwart, Gene-
alogie 11-12; Streifziige 262; Honigmann, Osigrenze 147 (Koxofiit of the Byzantines). In
Faustus, 3.7; 4.40; 5.1, Darlwnk® (also: Darawnk®, Darewnk®, Daroynk®, Darunk®) appears
as a royal fortress housing Arsacid treasures. This made Adontz think that the canton itself had
been a royal domain: Armenifa 307. The implication of this was that the Bagratids conld
have acquired it only after the end of the Arsacid Monarchy. But occupying fortresses on
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or Tmorik®, in Gordyene;™ and possibly the canton of Colthene or Golt'n, in
Siunia.” The havoe wrought by the struggle accompanying the establishment
of the suzerainty of the Caliphate over Armenia (A.D. 653 /4) led to a considera-
ble change in the politico-dynastic configuration of the realm. Numerous
dynasties came to extinction or grew weak to the profit of others; numerous
allods changed hands.®® As a result, the Bagratids lost practically all of their
original princedoms and acquired new ones; but the period of caliphal control
is somewhat beyond the scope of this Study.®

princely territory was one of the royal prerogatives: I at n. 195; cf. the case of Ingilene: IX
at nn. 66-70. This, therefore, need not be regarded as equivalent to the royal possession of
the territory itself. It is mot known when Kogovit became a Bagratid princedom; possibly
it had always been that, as a remnant of the Orontid appanage of ‘Bagrat’s region’ (ef. § 11
[11I]); but it was in the seventh century that Dariwnk® became the chief residence (osfan)
and sepulchre of the dynasty. There is hardly any need to suggest with Adontz, 307, that,
because a fifth-century Bagratid prince, Tiroe® I, took part in the affairs of the Great King's
portion of Armenia (whereas Syspiritis lay in the Emperor’s section), he must have belonged
to a line different to that which held Syspiritis: a *Persarmenian’ line which, as Adontz con-
cedes, may already then have held Kogovit. The simple fact seems to be rather that the
Bagratids as a house held simultaneously domains in different parts of Armenia; “cette divi-
sion de leurs domaines était ... une canse de faiblesse; elle leur donnait par contre une grande
sécurité contre les tentatives des maitres étrangers de P Arménie., Quand ils étafent d’accord
avec Byzance, ou quand ils redoutaient leur voisin oriental, ils séjournaient dans la prinei-
pauté de Sper. Mais ils avaient 4 Dariounk et dans son territoire, une forteresse ¢t une prinei-
pauté, qui devenaient leur centre d’action quand ils fuyaient les Grecs, ou quand ils étaient
particuliérement en faveur auprés des maitres de I'Arménie Orientale’; Laurent, Arménie 86.

% Tumurra of the Assyrians, Tauwgitig of the Greeks (which some editors of Strabo, 11.14
3, have attempied to ‘emend’ as Tapwritic was also known as Kordrik®, but its chief
fortress was always Tmorik™: Adonte, Armenifa 305; Hisl. d" Arme. 210; Hibschumann, Oris-
namen 336-337; Markwart, Siidarmenien 350, 352-354, 383-386; cf. Garitte, Documents 219-
220. Acecording to Ps. Moses, 2.53, the Bagratids were established in this princedom already
in the second century, in the person of Smbat, son of Biwrat (for whom, see supra § 10).
By the beginning of the eighth century, the Bagratids appear entitled ‘Prince of the region
of Vaspurakan’ (Smbal ifrann kelmann Vaspurakani): Leontius 8 (27). Since practically
the whole of Vaspurakan was held by varions other dynasties (ef. Adontz, Armenija 315-521),
this title must have been based on the Bagralid sovereignty over its two limitrophe regions,
Kogovit and Tamoritis: cf. Laprent, Arménie 86.

7 Pps. Moses 2.53 also mentions the setting up of a Bagratid foothold in Colthene. If Ba-
gratld indeed, the Princes of Colthene formed a separate branch, which Ps. Moses elsewhere
{2.8) describes — owing, obviously, to the geographical position of Colthene — as a branch
of the House of Siunia: cf. IX § 12.10.

80 Cf. Grousset, Histoire 296-340; Laurent, Arménie 83-128.

81 After 760, when the Umayyads, whom they supported, were overthrown by the Abba-
sids (Grousset, Hisleire 317-321), and especially after 772, when the Armenian revolt against
the Caliphate, in which they took part, met with a crushing defeat (ibid. 323-334), the Bagra-
tids suffered a temporary reversal of their fortunes and lost some of their possessions. Vas-
purakan passed to the House of Arcruni. That Syspiritis was lost likewize, has been too
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Now, if indeed the Bagratids originally held Bagravandene, it is not difficult
to see why they came to lose it. The Artaxiads are known to have transferred
some Orontid branches from their original allods in Sophene to the Median
border.®® A fortiori then, they must have found the existence of an Orontid
allod in the centre of Armenia itself quite intolerable. They may, we presume,
have induced the Bagratids to exchange that allod for a more remote one,
such as Syspiritis on the Iberian border. If Bagadates was the one who accepted
this transaction, the application to him in the Primary Hislory of the surname
of Pharnabazid, indicative as it is of an Iberian connexion, becomes explicable.

14. Besides the surname of Bagratuni, i.e., Bagratid, the dynasty had anoth-
er, short-lived, one of Aspetuni, which appears to have been the earlier of the two
and was derived from the gentilitial title of aspei® This title was derived by

readily believed by Laurent, Arménie 109. The installation there by the Emperor of a Ba-
gratid prince in 837 need not be taken as signifying the refarn of Syspiritis to the dynasty.
Actually, after 772, Aot IV took refuge in the Bagratid lands on the Imperial frontier, where
he had silver mines. This could only be Syspiritis. Already Strabo, 11.14.9, mentioned the
gold mines of Syspiritis; and in the Otitoman kaza of Ispir, which represented a part at least
of the old principality, there were gold mines, which were abandoned in the sixteenth cen-
tury, and silver mines, still used at the end of the nineteenth: Cuinet, Turguie I 1560; cf.
Laarent 41. This source of wealth enabled Afiot to buy from the Kamsarakans the prince-
doms of Arfarunik® and of Siracene. He then acquired also A¥oc” and a part of Tayk®. He
came, finally, we do not known how (Laurent 104 states that he wrested it from the Arabs),
in possession of Mamikonid Tarawn. His grandson, Aot the Great seized Mamikonid Bagra-
vandene. The Mamikonid princedom of Bznunik® (with Xlat®) seems to have also been
acquired by the Bagralids already by 750, thongh it was soon to become an Arab emirate.
See, for all this, IT § 12.9; Markwart, Strelfefige 452; Genealogie 31; Laurent 93-98, 217 ;
Grousset, 341, 373-374; V at n. 63. Laurent 93 states that the Bagratids acquired from the
Mamikonids, ¢. 750, Mu# and Bale# as well as Tarawn; but they appear in Bagratid hands only
in the ninth eentury; and there is nothing in Leontius, 28, 33, 34, guoted by Laurent, 93 n. 7,
99, 94 and 110 n. 9, to support the assertion that Isaac Bagratuni was Prince of Tarawn, that
Vasak Bagratuni was one also, and, a forfiori, that Vasak expelled the line of Isaac from
Tarawn (for these princes, see infre TII § 3). The most that the text of Leontius 34 warrants
one to suppose is that Vasak held lands in the neighbourhood of Aréés and of Vaspurakan and
80, according to Markwart, Streifsige 414-415, ‘likely in Tarawn.” Some authors have attri-
buted to the Bagratids the possession of Ingilene, which is a natural enough confusion arising
from their Orontid origin: cf. Grousset 292; Laurent 35 (where the Bagratids are, wrongly,
given the title of mardpei, for which, see II § 7-8). Cf. infra III at nn. 26-28.

8 Supre at nn. 31-32.

8 The Gk Life of St Gregory 98: vdvy *Ocmeriavidy éndoyng; Procopins Bell, pers. 2.3.12-
18: v@v ‘doneriaviv... pévog — a phrase misinterpreted as ‘the iribe called the Aspetiani”
in the LCL ed., I [1914], 273; yet a little below (280/281), the same werd pévrog is correctly
rendered as ‘family’ [of the Arsacids]. See Markwart, Sireifzilge 437; Adontz, Armenija 402,
417. The form *Aspeluni or, possibly, *Aspelean is not found in any Armenian sources,
though it must have existed.
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Adontz from the Old Pers. pviflapaiti’® and, more convincingly, by Markwart
and Hiibschmann from the Old Pers. *aspapailif or Master of the Horse.®
That this term designated an Armenian office, i.e., that of commander of
the cavalry, as has been assumed by some® I am now prepared to doubt.
Adontz has made it quite clear” that there was no room in the Kingdom of
Armenia for such an office, next to that of High Constable, because the Ar-
menian army, which to all intents and purposes was exclusively cavalry, was
under the authority of the latter; this, to my mind, is decisive. It must be
assumed, therefore, that, whatever the etymological significance of the term,
it must have been merely a family title of the Bagratids, and not an office.®
There are indeed hardly any references in the works of the Arsacid historians
to Bagratids in command of the king’s forces.®®

What makes the whole question somewhat involved is the fact that one of
the Seven Great Houses of the Iranian empire was surnamed Aspahbadh.™
And this nomen genfilicium appears to have been derived not from any term
signifying Master of the Horse, but, parallelly with the Iranian term for High
Constable, or spdhbad, from the Old Persian spddapaitis.® May it not be sup-
posed, then, that in a similar way the Armenian gentilitial title aspef was derived,
along with the name of the office of High Constable: sparapel or asparapet,

8 Adontz op. cif. 401-402.

88 Markwart, Genealogie 68; Hiibschmann, Grammatik 109.

26 CI. Grousset, Hisfoire 201.

8 Armenija 447.

88 For Armenian gentilitial titles, see Adontz 400: aspef of the Bagratids, mamak of the
Mamikonids, majraz of the Xorxorunis. The Prim. His!. Arm. 14, indeed appears to imply
that the King of Armenia created Bagarat P arnawazean an aspef (§ 7), but this must be
due to the frequent fusion of this tiltle with the office of Coronant in the Bagratid nomen-
clature; cf. supra n. G8.

8 In Sassanian Iran, on the other hand, the office of Commander-in-Chief or High Con-
stable = Erdn-spdhbad (Christensen, Iran Sass. 130-132; Ehtécham, Iran Achém. 63-64:
from the Old Pers. spddapaifif; also Hitbschmann, Grammatik 240) seems to have co-existed
with that of Master of the Horse = aspabad (Christensen 107-108, and n. 1; G. Huart and L.
Delaporte, L’Iran antigue [Paris 1952] 365) or *aspedrbadjaspdrbad (Christensen 108 n. 1:
this form “serait plus vraisemblable’; it is derived from the Old Pers. *agpapaiiif or *asabdra-
pailii: Ehtécham 65); cf. Adontz, Armenija 447; Huart 365; Christensen 107-108. The
chief source for the existence of the sfmnd office is Theophylactus 3.8; though Christensen,
130-132, omits all mention of it when treating of the organization of the Iranian army.

% Christensen, fran Sass. 103-105; Ehtécham, Iran Achém. 21 n. 4; Justi, Namenbuch
306, 429,

9 Christensen, op. ¢if. 104 n.1. Ps. Moses, 2.68, derives the name of the Iranian family
(Aspahapeli Pahlow) from their position as ecommanders of the armed forces. What is especi-
ally interesting, Theophanes, Chron. 352, refers to the Aspahbad of the end of the fifth cen-
tury as dondrioc.
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from the same Old Persian spddapaifi3 7* There remains, however, the some-
what baffling existence not only of parallel offices, in Armenia and in Iran,
which was to be expected in the circumstances, but also of the parallelism
between two great houses, one Iranian and the other Armenian, bearing etymo-
logically equivalent names of Aspahbad and of Aspef. To be sure, there were
other such parallelisins between the two societies. The Armenian Kamsarakans
and Gregorids claimed to be branches of the Iranian houses of Karin and Si-
ren.® After the Hellenistic phase of Armenian history, stretching from the
Orontids to the advent of the Arsacids in the first century, a new phase of “Ira-
nianism’ was entered by Armenian society: the impact of the Parthian empire
of the Arsacid Dynasty of which the Armenian royal house was a branch. In
this new phase, the Armenian aristocracy must have begun to pattern itself
on the Iranian, exactly as the Arsacid Monarchy of Armenia tended to become
institutionally a mirror of the Parthian empire. Thus it is entirely possible
that, either through sheer imitation or for reason of a marital alliance, the
Bagratids assumed in,its Armenian form the appellation of the Iranian Aspah-
badhs.

15. The great hereditary office of the Bagratids was that of Coronant or
t*agadir of Armenia. The passage of the Primary Hisfory cited above (§ 7),
which refers to the placing of the crown, along with the conferment of other
regalia, by Bagarat P arnavazian, and the documents of the Gregorian Cycle®
are the earliest references to this Bagratid office-fief. A similar office existed
in Iran, where it was vested in the House of 5iirén,* and may have served as a
model for the Armenian office, though Adontz supposes something like the
same office to have already existed in Urartu.?® The Bagratids appear to have
held another office-fief, mentioned only in the Greek Life of St Gregory, of
Guardian of the Caucasian and Tzannic mountains.*” It implied the eontrol
of the Pontic Alps (Mt Paryadres), the north-western boundary of Syspiritis,
and the position of a sort of assistant-vitaxa of the North.** The reference to
Mt Caucasus, however, must be regarded as purely rhetorical.

16. With the Christian phase of Armenian history, succeeding the second
‘Iranianism’ of the Parthian phase, new fashions in genealogy were ushered
into the princely society of Armenia. It has been noted (§ 11 [II]; T § 15)
that, in the new phase, some Orontid branches abandoned their pagan tradi-

92 For sparapet, see Hilbschmann, Grammatik 240? Adontz, Armenija 445; ef. II § 12.185.
% Cf. Ps. Moses 2.27, 28, 72, 73, 74, 82, 00, 91; II § 12.76; § 13.11.

™ 11 § 5 Lists A and B.

% Christensen, Iran Sass. 18; Ehtécham, Iran Achém. 21 n.d (= 23).

%% Adontz, Hist. &' Arm. 215,

B 11 § 5 List A.

9 11 12.9.
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tion of the descent from the god Angl-Tork®. And while the Bagratids at first
retained the vaguer, and less objectionable, claim to a Haykid descent, the
Houses of Arzanene, Artsruni, and Gnuni devised a wholly new one, to the
Assyrian royal ancestry. The vogue of exotic origins among the Armenian
Princes® enhanced the basic, religious, motivation of the change. It was in
these circumstances that the Bagratids in their turn evolved an entirely new
genealogical tradition, of Hebrew origin. Pseudo-Moses appears to have been
the formulator of this new theory. Now the new Arzanene-Artsruni-Gnuni
claim was prompted by the conjunction of a geographical synonymy (°City
of Angl’ = *City of Sennacherib”) with a biblical tradition (the flight of the
sons of Sennacherib to Armenia). In a somewhat similar way, it was the con-
junction of several near-homophonies and of two historical traditions, Jewish
and Armenian, that seems to have given birth to the Hebrew claim of the
Bagratids. Markwart has suggested that Pseudo-Moses must have been struck
by a series of near-homophones in Josephus. There is a mention of Ananus,
son of Bamadus (Bell. jud. 5.13.1) and of his companion (and one referred to
together with him) Archelaus, son of Magadates (ibid. 6.4.2) — contemporaries
of Titus — as well as the story of the High Priest Ananelus, Herod the Great’s
creature (Anf. 15.2.7). These names, Pseudo-Moses must have eorrelated with
the memories of Bagadates, Viceroy of Syria (§ 12); and thus evolved (2.24) a
composite and imaginary personage, the Bagratid ‘Enanos the Aspet,” whom
he made journey to Palestine, at the time of Herod the Great, and take part
in Jewish affairs, of which he was cognizant through, precisely, the works of
Josephus. These seem to have been the steps that led to the idea of the Jewish
origin of the Bagratids. When once formulated, this origin was emphatically
asserted throughout the History of Pseddo-Moses (1.22; 2.3, 8,9, 33,63). Imn
connexion with this, Pseudo-Moses was able to indulge his love for etymolo-
gizing, when he proceeded (2.63; 1.22) to derive the typically Iranoid Bagratid
praenomina of Bagarat, Smbat, Ashot, Varaz, from the Hebrew names Baga-
dia (Bagath), Shambat or Shamhay, Asud, Azaria or Vazaria, and, by impli-
cation, the title of Aspet from the name Sap“atiay (Saphatias).® At any rate,
even if Markwart’s explanation be deemed unconvinecing, the fact must never-
theless be recognized that no other Armenian source prior to the tenth-century
John the Katholikos knows anything about the Hebrew claim of the Bagratids.
So, if not by Psendo-Moses, this theory must have been developed at the fime
of Pseudo-Moses, and he at least must be credited with putting it in its earliest-
known literary form. DLater, this theory underwent an important change,
It was transformed into a tradition of such magnificence as outshone the genea-

% Cf. T at n. 245.
108 Markwart, Erdndahr 174 n. 6 (= 175); Sireifztige 428-430.
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logical chimeéres of other dynasties: the imperial Chinese tradition of the Mami-
konids and the royal Assyrian tradition of the Artsrunis. The latest Bagratid
claim was one of their descent from King and Prophet David of Israel, the an-
cestor of Our Lord, the descendant in an unbroken line from Adam, and the
archetype of kings. This implied that the Bagratids were not only the most
ancient and, as it were, the most authentic dynasty in the world, but, moreover,
kinsmen of Our Lord and of His Mother. This version arose and developed,
however, not among the Armenian Bagratids, but among their Iberian cousins.
The Iberian (East Georgian) line of the dynasty stemmed from Atroerseh, or
in Georgian: Adarnase, son of Vasak and grandson of Ashot III the Blind
(+ 761), Presiding Prince of Armenia. Following the defeat of the Armenian
insurrection against the Caliphate in 772, Adarnase removed to Iberia thus
founding this line2® The Georgian sources, at all events, are the first to men-
tion the Davidic origin of the Bagratids. The earliest source is Juansher’s
History of King Vakhiang Gorgasal, written between ¢. 790 and c. 800, where
is related the arrival in Iberia, sometime after 772, of the above Adarnase,
‘who was of the House of David the Prophet.™ The next source is the stone
effigy in low relief of Adarnase’s son, the Curopalate Ashot I the Great of Iberia
(+ 8300% from the church of Opiza, in Shavshet®i, which represents him in an
act of offering a model of that church to Our Lord, seated upon a throne, blessing
Ashot, and accompanied by the King-Prophet, represented in an attitude of
supplication and identifiable by the ecclesiastical majuscules CDVT® (Cinas-
carmelgueli DaViT® = ‘the Prophet David’).2® Here the allusion to the don-
or’s descent from Our Lord’s ancestor and the latter’s intercession is unmis-
takable. The Life of St Gregory of Khandzt'a, written in 950/951 by George
Merch®ule,’ is next to refer, in Chapter 11, to the tradition of the Davidic
origin as extant at the time of the Curopalate Ashot the Great. Finally, the
Chronicle of Iberia, compiled in the eleventh century, mentions this tradition
as existing at the time of Ashot’s father Adarnase.’® From the latter source

. Fnfra III; IV § 34-35; Bagr. of Iber. 1.

102 Joanfer 243; cf. IV § 34, and n. 26.

12 The date of his death is discussed in my Chronelogy 83-85.

W4 Amiranaivili, Isf. gruz. {sk. 1 212-213 and Table 111. A3ot is identifiable by an inserip-
tion. In another inscription from the same church, he is called the *second builder’ of it:
Marr, Dnevnik pojezdki v Savdefifu i Klardzetiju (St Petersburg 1911) 163. He must have been
so called becanse, according to Juanfer 178 the original builder of the monastery of Opiza
was Artavaz, Duke of Cholairzene, femp. Vaxtang I (late fifth century). In the Chron. Iber,
260, however, it is ASot’s youngest son Guaram who is qualified as the second builder of
Opiza: no doubt as the second, after his father, among the Bagratids.

06 ¢f, Introd. at nn. 54-55.

W6 Chron. Iber. 251; of. IV § 34, and n. 27.
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and from Juansher, it appears that the claim was not, in the days of Adarnase,
as yet widely known®” This would suggest that it had just then come into
being.

The first Armenian author to refer to this new theory — rather in passing
— was John Katholikos (1 931), as he was the first after Pseudo-Moses to
mention the Hebrew theory.® Constantine Porphyrogenitus (1 959) was the
first to do so among the Byzantines. The latter’s account betrays a definite
Iberian inflnence and manifests an attempt at representing this theory in the
form of a genealogy.’® This genealogical formulation reached its complete and
elaborate shape in the Georgian work of Sumbat, the Hisfory of the Bagraiids,
written about the year 1030.1°

17 Thys, the Chosroid princess of Iberia, whese son married Adarnase’s daughter, is showm
by the Chron. Iber., 251, to have been ignorant of the Davidic origin of the Bagratids; and
JuanZer, 243, while saying, on the one hand, that Adarnase was of the House of David, on
the other hand deseribes Adarnase's father as ‘related’ (actually ‘related by marriage’ =
meaxebul [sic]) to the Bagratids; cf. infra I1I at n. 21; IV § 34.

18 John Kath. 26: qReqmpwm ... qupdt Sodfpmckh pfky jwgql enef@f (*Bagarat...
who is renowned for being of the House of David’). The Bagarat in question is the same
as the one referred to in the Prim, His{. Arm. as ‘Bagarat P arnawazean’ (§7). In general,
the Armenian Bagratids displayed litile interest in the Hebrew theory and its Davidic de-
velopment, as compared with their Iberian cousins with whom this legend became the
basis of a dynastic-political myth. One may say that Ps. Moses launched this idea for the
uge of his Armenian patrons, but that it was their Iberlan kinsmen who made use of it.
The connexion of this idea with the Armenian Bagratids exisis laygely only in modern
historiography, moulded as it has been by Ps. Moses: it is enough to remember the casual
reference of John Kath. to realize this; ef. infre n. 110,

08 De adm. imp. 45; cf. IV § 34 n. 35. The Iberian inspiration is evident in Constantine's
avoidance of all mention of the Armenian past of the Iberian Bagratids; this tendency reached
its fullest expression in the History of Sumbat.

10 IV Excursns A. — It is incredible that an attempt should have been made to-day to
rehabilitate the theory of the Hebrew and Davidic origin of the Bagratids. In Jenkins, ed.,
Consl. Porphgr. De Adm. Imp. 11, Runciman suggests {172) that *we need not doubi their
[the Bagratids’] Jewish origin: large numbers of Jews from the Assyrian captivity ... settled
in Armenia, where, as in Babylonia, there were hereditary chiefs who claimed descent from
David known as the “Princes of the Diaspora,” till the high Middle Ages.” The reference
given is to M. Brann and D. Chwolson, ‘Evrei,” ES 11 (1893) 440-441, where, as 8 matier of
fact, there is not one reference to Armenia, this entire section dealing with the Jews, and
thelr Exilarchs (re§ galatfa), in Babylonia. Referring to the same work, H. Rosenthal, ‘Ar-
menia,” JE 2 (1902) 117, introduces the words ‘adjoining Armenia,” when speaking of the
descendants of the Jewish captives of Nabuchodonosor “in the Parthian and Persian coun-
tries.” The presence of Jewish settlers in Armenia is, of course, generally known; and it is
just as well known that the Exilarchs did not reside there. At all events, the entire attempt
loses significance when it is recalled that the Davidic claim originated not in Armenia, but
in Iberia, and that even the Armenian theory of the Hebrew origin is a late one: it cannot be
found in any source prior to the eighth-century work of Ps. Moses. The latter’s ascription of
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17. The correlation of the versions, Armenian and Iberian, of the third,
Jewish, genealogical theory of the Bagratids bears upon the problem of the
date of Pseudo-Moses. For over half a century the problem of the true date of
the composition of his great work on the Armenian Antiquities has taxed the
ingenuity of scholars. Psendo-Moses himself supplies his readers with broad
hints which make it possible to place his floruil in the second half of the fifth
century! and which were once accepted, as now they are not, at their face value
by the overwhelming majority of specialists. Being, thus, something of a de-
liberate mystifier, this author has deserved his appellation of Pseudo-Moses.
As to the true date, scholarly opinions vary. Broadly speaking, there are three
groups of theories on this subject: some ascribe this History to the seventh
century,”? others to the eighth,"'® and still others to the ninth." These di-
vergent views, and their mutunal exclusion, were recently held up to irony by

a Hebrew (not Davidic) origin to the House of Amatuni, which Runciman assumes to be a cor-
roborating evidence, s made rather hesitantly, along with another and totally different claim,
which is probably the earlier one. For the possible origin of this claim in Ps. Moses, see I
§ 12.5. Somewhat more plausible, though as incapable of proof, Is the suggestion of Maecler
that the Hebrew theory may have been due to the conversion to Judaism of some pre-Christian
Bagratids (as in the case of the Hounse of Adiabene): Hisioire Universelle par Elienne Asolik
de Terdn (Paris 1917) 7 n. 9 (= 8). In either case, the history of the claim is the best ar-
gument against its validity.

M ps, Moses 3.61, 62, 68; cf. Abelyan, Isf. dreonearm. [if. T 198-199, 207.

02 gee, e.g., A. von Gutschmid, ‘Uber die Glaubwirdigkeit der armenischen Geschichte
des Moses von Khoren,” BVSGW 27 (1876); and his article on ‘ Moses of Chorene,” completed
by F.C. Conybeare, EB 11th ed. (1911) [between A.D. 634 and 643: this must be regarded
as the definitive opinion of the last-named scholar]; A. Zaminean, Hay grakan patmut®iwn
(Nakhichevan 1914) 110; L. Melikset-Bek, * Xazary po drevnearmjanskim istoénikam v svjazi
s problemoj Moiseja Xorenskogo,” Shornik v dest’ Akad. 1.A. Obeli 112-118 [ef. infra n. 120].

N3 B.g., Carriére, Nouvelles sources de Moise de Khoren: Eiudes critiques (Vienna 1893);
Nouwelles sources de Moise de Khoren: Supplément (Vienna 1884); . Xalateanc®, Armjanskif
épos v * Islorii Armenii® Moiseja Xorenskage (Moscow 1808); Armfanskie Arfakidy v * Istorii
Armenii® Moisefa Xorenskage (Moscow 1903); G. Tér-Mkrifean, ‘Xorenac'woy Zamanaké
orofeln nor p‘orj,” At 1897 [after the end of the seventh century]; N. Akinean, ‘Moses
Chorenaci,” " RE Suppl. 6 534-541 [Ps. Moses is identical with Leontius the Priest, ¢. 800];
Adontz, ‘Sur la date de I'Histoire de I'Arménie de Moise de Choréne: 4 propos de 1'article
de M. Hans Lewy,” B 11 (1836) 97-100; “A propos de la note de M. Lewy sur Moise de
Choréne,” ibid. 597-599 [between the last quarter of the eighth century and 826]; Jana3ia,
K Ekritike 473-503 [not before the eighth century].

14 g g., Mlaker, ‘Zur Geschichte des Ps. Moses Chorenatsi,” Ar 2 (1927); ‘Die Datierung
der Geschichte des Ps. Moses Xorenacl,” WZKM 42 (1935) 267-286; Markwart, Genealogie
[mid-ninth century]; Manandyan, Xorenac®u arelevaci lucumé (Erevan 1934) [second half
of the ninth century]; H. Lewy, ‘The Date and Purpose of Moses of Chorene's History,"
E 11 87-96; ‘Additional Note on the Iate of Moses of Chorene,’ ibid. 593-596 [beiween
876 and 385].
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a Soviet-Armenian savant, who reverted to the traditional date;"® and he has
been seconded in this by another authority.® While pointing out, quite justly
the mutually cancelling divergencies of modern scholars when dealing with the
question of when Psendo-Moses did write, these two Soviet-Armenian authori-
ties seem to overlook the fact of the solid agreement of all of them as to when
Pseudo-Moses could nof have been writing, i.e., in the fifth century. The best
among the arguments against the traditional dating of Psendo-Moses appear
to me to be the following. (1) In 1.14, Psendo-Moses projects into a remote
past the division of western Armenia and some neighbouring lands inte First,
Second, Third, and Fourth Armenia, which division was instituted by the
Emperor Justinian in 536.27 — (2) In 3.18, he speaks of the Iranians’ pene-
trating as far as Bithynia in the course of a war on the Empire. This oceurred,
for the first time in history, in the war of 604-629.2% — (3) In 3.46, allusion is
made to the institution, following the death of Arsaces ITI (¢. 390), of the office
of Presiding Prince (arajnord ér naxararac'n), along with that of comes Armeniae
(koméss isxans) in the provinces fallen under Imperial control. This can only
be a reminiscence of the situation which resulied from Heraclins I's victory
over Iran in 629. — (4) In 2,65, he refers to the Khazars (as at the time of the
mythical First Arsacid King Vologases), which no Armenian source does prior
to the Geography of Ananias of Siracene, of the end of the seventh century,
once erroneously ascribed fo the same Pseudo-Moses.'*® At the beginning of
that century, Sebos does not mention the Khazars by namel®® — (5) He
makes use, in 2.62, of ‘Vaspurakan’ to designate the territory east of lake
Van; this territory, however, came to be so designated only after the partition
of Armenia in 591.1* Sebeos, in the early seventh century, does not yet know
this term as a toponym, but uses pvaspurakan adjectivally as an ‘elevated’
equivalent of ‘Iranian’ and thus indeed {o designate the territory in question,
which in 591 remained in the Iranian sphere.X?® It is only in the Narrafio

6 5, Malxasyanc®, Xorenac'u apefevaci furje (Erevan 1940).

18 Abelyan, {sf. drepnearm. Iff. 1 198-209.

U7 Adontz, Armenija 203; Guischmid-Conybeare, Moses of Chorene 898 n.l.

N3 Ihid.

0% ntrod. at n. 11.

120 Meliksel-Bek, Xazary. The author's intention seems to be less to prove Ps. Moses’s be-
longing to the seventh century than to demonstrate that no Armenian source of unquestion-
able dating prior to Ananias knows the Khazars. He does not aliogether exciude the possi-
bility of an interpolation; but the presence of other anachronisms makes this possibility
extremely unlikely. — Seb&os, who does not ase the term ‘Khazar,” nevertheless refers o
the Khazar king as *great Xak’an of the North’: 18 (104, 106), 19 (108, 109).

Bl Adontz, Armenifa 230-234.

122 Sebgos 3 (40); in 6 (76, 77), vaspurakan is an unmistakable synonym of *Iranian.’ Cf.
Adontz, Armenija 232; Garitte, La Narratio 244.
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de rebus Armenioe, compiled c. 700 and reaching us in a Greek rendering,
that Vaspurakan first appears as Psendo-Moses uses it.»® — (6) He uses the
term ‘Sisakan’ to designate the provinee of Siunia, in 1.12. Now this term ma-
kes its earliest appearance in the Syriae chronicle of Zacharias Rhetor (554);1%
- but the earliest Armenian use of it is found in the Geography of Ananias of
Siracene. What is important, however, is that in this source Sisakan is not
yet treated as synonymous with Siunia, but as the name of a canton in the
neighbouring province of Arts"akh.® It is only in the tenth century that
John the Katholikos uses this term in the same sense as Pseudo-Moses; he is,
by the way, the first Armenian writer to mention Pseudo-Moses.’® — (7) For
Pseudo-Moses, his dislike of the Mamikonids is a corrolary of his devotion to
the Bagratids. This can only have been the outcome of the dynastic policies
of the two houses as they were shaped after the mid-eighth century.®*” — (8)
The work of Pseudo-Moses is an antiguarian’s production — one is tempied
to suspect him of emulating the Anfiquifies of Josephus on whom he often
draws — and his attention is focussed on the creative minority of Armenia,
its class of dynastic princes. His treatment of the Armenian princely nobility,
however, is strikingly anachronistic. It is marked by an obvious archaeologism
as well as by an éfafiste misapprehension of the dynasticist nature of that social
group. This suggests that the Armenian Antiquities of Pseundo-Moses could
hardly have been written before that group began losing its vigour and, what
is more, its actuality, and so could attract antiquarian interest: before, that is,
the ushering in, in the mid-eighth century, of the Abbasid-Bagratid phase12®
— (9) Finally, the work of the ‘Armenian Herodotus® belongs o the type
of ‘Universal Histories,” which flourished in the Armenian literature in the
tenth-thirteenth centuries and was unknown to the early historians.!?8 The

132 Narrafio 103 (40: ‘Aomovpasxdy).

124 Adontz, Armenijo 421 n. 3.

185 Ananlas 33.

126 John Kath. 135, 230, 245, 303, 307 (for Sisakan); 53 (for Moses).

127 Adontz, Sur la dafe 99; Akinean, Moses Chorenagi 536.

128 Adontz, Armenija 237-238, 489; I at nn. 171-172.

128 Muyldermans, Hisforiographie 110-111. Since, as we shall see, Ps. Moses is anterior
to the ninth century, this type of historical writing must be said to have been first resorted
to by him.-— In establishing this lerminus a que all reference of Ps. Moses’s connexion with the
Eeel. Hislory ol Socrates, the Life of St Sylvester, and the chronicle of Malalas has been
deliberately avoided. This connexion has been used by both the old antagonists and the
modern proponents of the fifth century as the floruif of Ps. Moses; cf. Abelyan, Isf. dreo-
nearm. lif. I 203-209. It is not, as can be seen, essential to our problem. Nor do I propose
to enter here into the problem of the identity of Ps. Moses with Leontlus, as posed by Fr
Akinean (supra n. 113). An anonymous chronicle, brought down to A.D. 685, and ascribed
in the MS5 to Ps. Moses, has been found to be based on his work: Abelyan 318. It has also
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cumulative effect of the above arguments points to the mid-eighth century as
the lerminus a quo of Pseudo-Moses. In accepting it we must part company
with those who would assign him to the seventh century; what follows now
will contradict the advocates of the ninth century as well, and in the first place
Markwart (§ 2).

As is well known, the two lines of the Bagratid Dynasty, Armenian and Ibe-
rian, were long united by the close ties of dynastic and political co-operation:
Christian Caucasia becoming thus, in the ninth-eleventh centuries, largely a
sort of pan-Bagratid condominium.*®® In view of these ties between them, it
would have been hardly possible for the new genealogical theory of the Iberian
Bagratids to remain unknown to their Armenian cousins, or to the latter’s
historiographer; and Markwart is very right in observing that, had Pseudo-
Moses been aware of the Iberian transformation of the Hebrew version, he
would not have missed the opportunity of further glorifying his patrons by
ascribing to them the Davidic ancestry.2® Markwart was able to square this
observation with his belief that Pseudo-Moses wrote in the latter part of the
ninth century, only because of his confidence that the Iberian Davidic version
had been formulated, under the influence of Pseudo-Moses, in the ninth-tenth
century.’® But, as we know, the beginnings of the Iberian version — of neces-
sity a derivative of the Hebrew theory set forth by Pseudo-Moses — can be
traced back to the eighth century. And so Markwart’s argument in favour of
Pseudo-Moses’s belonging to the ninth century must be abandoned. Markwart
conjectured that that writer — quite the opposite of the compiler of the
Primary History (§ 5-8) — was an exponent of the ideology of the eastern
branch of the Armenian Bagratids (§ 4), who cryptically glorified Smbat VIII
for his resistance and branded as a renegate Bagarat of Taraun for his tempo-
rizing, when faced with the Muslimizing pressure of the Caliphate®, and who
wrote at the Court of Smbat VIII’s son Ashot V, Prince of Princes (¢. 862-885)
and then King of Armenia (885-890).2% Markwart’s attempt to discover hidden

been ascribed to Ananias of Siracene. It can hardly be used for the dating of either, For the
problem of Ps. Moses, cf. also A.0. Sarkissian, *On the Authenticity of Moses of Khoren's
Historg,* JAOS 60/1.

129 The genealogical aspect of this dynastic condominium is treated in my Bagr. of Iber. I;
the historical aspect, in M. Brosset, ‘Histoire des Bagratides géorglens, d’aprés les auteurs
arméniens et grecs, jusqu'au commmencement dn xi®sitéele,” In Addifions IX; and, with errors,
by Runciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign (Cambridge 1929) cap. 8.

130 Genealogie 76.

181 Sirelfziige 402-403 (not before the end of the ninth century), 428-430.

182 Gencalogie 56-68; ef. Unifersuchungen II 235. For the historical situation referred to,
see Grousset, Hisioire 368-369; Lauwrent, 4drménfe 125-127.

132 Par this personage: Grousset, op. ¢if. 372-397; Laurent, op. cif. 128, 284 and passim.
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allusions to that effect in the Hisfory of Armenia, whatever its apparent per-
suasiveness, must fall to the ground before hard chronological facts. Because,
even were one to persist in the old view which placed Juansher in the eleventh
century and to reject, accordingly, his testimony, as well as that of the
Chronicle of Iberia and of the Life of St Gregory of Khandzt'a, as not being
contemporary accounts of eighth-century events, there would still remain the
fact of the Opiza relief made under the Curopalate Ashot the Great of Iberia
(813-830), in other words, a witness of the beginning of the ninth century.
It is interesting, too, that Ashot of Iberia died in the year of Bagarat of
Taraun’s accession to the principate of Armenia, twenty-five years before the
latter’s feigned apostasy,’® and more than thirty years before the accession
to the Armenian Principate of Ashot V. There can, moreover, be no valid
reason for discounting the above several mutually corroborating data of the
Georgian sources. Whith this, the rise of the Davidic theory — and this is
the ferminus ad quem of Pseudo-Moses -— appears to date from the end of the
eighth century, or, at the very latest, the beginning of the ninth. Since the
mid-eighth century has been established as the ferminus a quo of his activity,
the latter part of the eighth century must be regarded as the epoch of the
mysterious author of the Armenian Antiquities.

18. There remains, finally, still another learned construction which I find
it my unpleasant duty to refute. Quite recently an atiempt was made by the
Soviet-Georgian scholar, P. Ingoroqva, to argue the purely Georgian origin
of the Bagratids,”®® At the basis of this argument lies the hint of the Primary
Hisfory of Armenia at the Iberian connexion of the Bagratids (§ 1, 9-10); but
what is overlooked is that monument’s massive evidence for their Orontid
origin, as well as — it has been seen (§ 10) — the fact that, if there be indeed
any truth in that hint, it must signify the Armenian, i.e., Orontid provenance
of the Second Pharnabazid Dynasty of Iberia, rather than the Iberian pro-
venance of the Armenian princely house in question. The rest of the ar-
gument is developed along the following lines: (1) the Bagratids were a branch
of the Vitaxae (i.e., of Gogarene, or, as Ingoroqva puts it, of Armazi),’®? and
the Vitaxae were a branch of the Iberian royal house (it is not specified which);
(2) the Bagratids held Cholarzene and Javakheti, and so had the Vitaxae;
(3) the Bagratids are cailed Vitaxae in the History of Juansher; (4) Sumbat
Bivritiani (§ 9) is called sep’ecul in the same source, and this must mean a
descendant of the royal house of Iberia; (5) the Bagratids were — at the same

18 For the dating of Juander, see Introd. at n. 52.

185 A D, 855: Grousset, Hisfoire 368-369; Laurent, Arménie 125-127.
196 Giorgi Meréule 76-80, 442-443, 445-447.

187 For the Vitaxae of Gogarene, see IXI § 10-11; cf. infra n. 142.



THE ORONTIDS OF ARMENIA 335

time — (Chosroid) Guaramids. Coming from one who is a great authority
in the domain of history of literature, this opinion cannot be passed over in
silence; neither can it be accepted. The plain fact is that the Bagratid descent
from the Vitaxae of Gogarene is wholly imaginary. Cholarzene and, as it
seems only eastern, Javakhet'i (not the whole of it) were indeed once included
in the Vitaxate, but they were detached from it A.D. 363 /387; at the begin-
ning of the sixth century, Cholarzene and the whole of Javakhet'i became the
appanage of the Guaramids — the younger line of the Chosroid Dynasty of
Iberia; and at the end of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth century,
they, together with other Guaramid lands, were inherited by the Bagratids.1®
Thus, so far as these lands are concerned, there is no direct contact, even terri-
torially, between the Bagratids and the Vitaxae. Genealogically, the Iberian
Bagratids form one family with the Armenian; their Orontid origin has already
been discussed; and their kinship to the Chosroid, i.e., Mihranid Guaramids
can only have been in the female line.™ The Second Dymnasty of Gogarene
(from the fourth century on) indeed belonged to the same Iranian house of
Mihrén, of which the Chosroids and the Guaramids were another branch.14
But this is not the same as being descended from a royal house of Iberia.
As for the previous Vitaxae (of the First Dynasty), there is no indication at
all of any kinship with any of the Iberian royal houses.X™ The nearest approach
to a relation is the theory of the Diarchy of Iberia, which would see in these
earlier Vitaxae a line of co-kings parallel to the Kings of Iberia; this theory, I
have not been able to accept.'*® Indeed, some Armenian, nef Iberian Bagratids,
are once referred to as ‘Vitaxae' by Juansher, but this is due to their coming
in control of a part of Cholarzene that had once been in the Vitaxate.® Finally

138y § 11-12, 15. 182 IV § 34-35.

48 IT § 11, Appendix A I1, § 25.7,2.

M1 3y Appendix A I

12 Jbid. Appendix B, for a discussion of Ingoroqva’s views on the Vitaxate of Gogarene
and the Diarchy of Iberia.

12 Juanfer 244; cf. V n. 64; II Appendix A II (12). Mr Ingorogva mighi have referred
to another passage in JuanZer, 161, where the punctuation adopted by its modern edition,
3 would seem {o support his claim. Im this passage, Vaxtang I of Iberia, addressing the
people of Armenia, says: 569 o9gb, dz33EBms dsgsm bLadbomobsms 3BBszm-
bosbms, dstyoslilos],] dogBotiosbmd = ‘and you, denizens of Armenia — Arsacids,
Vitaxae, Bagratids ...” The phrase, however, is purely rhetorical — the figment, like the
rest of the speech, of Juanfer’s Thucydidean imagination. The King is made to mention
the most illustrions names that first sprang to the mind of an eighth-century or early ninth-
century, Georglan author: the old royal house, the Vitaxae of Gogarene, and the Bagratids.
Another great house originating from the Armeno-Georgian frontier, the Mamilkonids,
had by the time of Juanfer apparently severed their ties with their place of origin, Tayk®-
Tao. The omission of a coma, in the printed text belween ‘Vitaxae® and ‘Bagratids’ is
thus wholly unwarranted.
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the term sep®ecul, which some scholars have indeed atempted to interpret as
denoting members of the Iberian royal houses, was in reality applicable to all
the members of the princely class of Iberia.® And with the feeling of unity
that in those days prevailed among the aristocracies of the three Caucasian
kingdoms — Armenia, Iberia, Albania — an Armenian Bagratid prince was
in Iberian eyes, and especially when on the Iberian soil, in very deed a
sep“ecul 145

The wventure just examined appears to have been motivated by the
same nationalist emotion as had prompted, already in the eleventh century,
the historian Sumbat to omit in his Hisfory of the Bagrafids all mention of the
Armenian past of the royal house that had but recently unified Georgia and
to trace it, through the local dynasty, the Guaramids, back to King and Pro-
phet David of Israel.*® This nationalist emotion, when it affects historiography,
tends to afflict it with parochialism, to divide it into water-tight compartments.
In this way, the history of one of the Caucasian nations, for instance, begins
to be treated without regard to the closely, in fact inextricably, related pan-
Caucasian, one may even say, East Mediterranean, context. It is this spirit
that must also have moved Ingorogva — very much in the style of Pseundo-
Moses, though indeed for different motives — to endeavour to provide the
unquestionably Iranoid praenomina Ashot, Bagrat (the Georgian form of the
Armenian Bagarat), and Sumbat (the Georgian form of the Armenian Smbat)
with a purely Georgian etymology.”** For scholarship, the wages of parochialism
iz death

144 T at n. 132.

M5 Thid. at n. 261.

M6 TV Execursus A.

YT Giorgi Meré ule 94-99. One instance must suffice: Bagraf is made a variant of Bakar/
Bakar, without a thought abouni the purely Iranian origin of both these different names,
which the Greeks iranscribed as Bayaddrye and [fdxopog [Baxodprog.

18 For a faithiul continuation of the Ingorogva tradition, see Salia, ‘La Tao-Klardjetie
et ses monastéres,” BK 36-37 (1061), 41-42 (1062).
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1. If the history of the Bagratid Dynasty, the most celebrated of the Oron-
tid lines, can be traced back to the period of the pax achaemenia, its genealo-
gical history goes back only to the Conversion of Armenia (314), and is made
possible by the subsequent rise of national Armenian literature. In this con-
nexion, the discovery of the Greek Life of St Gregory and the rehabilitation
of the Gregorian Cyele is of importance for the beginnings of Bagratid genea-
logy. On the other hand, the discovery of the oldest-known MS of the Geor-
.gian Royal Annals, the Queen Anne Codex, is of moment for the period of the
division of the dynasty into the Armenian and the Georgian line, with which
this Study is concluded. The Queen Anne Codex (A), copied in 1479-1495,
discovered in 1913, and first published in 1942, shows some divergences from
the more recent codices of the Annals, which are important for the historian.l
The A version of Juansher’s History of King Vakhiang Gorgasal gives the
filiation of Adarnase, the founder of the Georgian line, quite differently to the
other versions, and in a way which is fully supported by the Armenian historian
Vardan. This enhances the historical worth of this version and encourages one
to give credence to another passage in that History, where is found the only
indication of the degree of kinship that existed between the branch of the
Armenian Bagratids to which Adarnase belonged and another branch — a
kinship that has hitherto remained unknown. On the basis of this text,
however, and also of a highly plausible conjecture, the filiation of the Bagra-
tids can be traced uninterruptedly back to the sixth century.

2. It may be useful to recall here — the question has been taken up in some
detail elsewhere? — what appears to have been the fundamental principles
of Armenian, and Caucasian, succession at the period studied here. The sys-
tem of succession was strictly agnatic, and only in default of heirs male could
it pass through women. For the rest, the pattern of succession was a mixed
one: there was the basic norm and a by-norm. The norm was one of patrilineal
seniority, that is, to give this system its modern appellation, primogeniture.
Normally, thus, the succession passed from father to eldest son. However,
in cases of the latter’s minority, incapacity, or death in the lifetime of his
father, it might pass, not to his son, but to his next brother, or to his father’s
next brother. Upon the latter’s death and upon the majority of the original

1 For these sources, see Introd.
2 I at nn. 206-200.

i
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heir or of his son, the succession would, though not always, revert to the elder
line. An Armenian prince’s position as the head of his house can be deter-
mined in several ways: (1) by a specific statement of the sources; (2) by the use
in them of a specific title indicative of this position; (3) by the use of the gen-
tilitial title of the family, like the Aspet of the Bagratids; (4) by the occupation
of the hereditary office of the house — Coronant of Armenia, in the case of
the Bagratids.® It may, also, be gratuitous to overlook altogether the genea-
logical principle in the Roman and Arab appointments to the Principate of
Armenia, so long as they were confined to a single family. Whenever genea-
logical relationship of various members of a dynasty who followed one another
in the Principate can be ascertained, they tend to be coincident with the ge-
nealogical sueccession to the family headship. Often enough, to be sure, poli-
tical circumstances brought about an infraction, on the part of the imperial
overlords, of the genealogical principle. But, then, this departure can almost
invariably be explained by the known historical facts. It would, consequently,
be unwarranted to disregard genealogical facts in cases when the degree of
kinship between wvarious Presiding Princes of Armenia of the same house
is not sufficiently known to us. Rather the succession in office is to be taken
into consideration when attempting to determine a family’s genealogical suc-
cession,

3. Below are the list and, whenever possible, the filiation of the Bagratids
from the time of the Conversion to the moment of the separation of the lines
of Armenia and Iberia, in the eighth century. Heads of the house are preceded
by roman numerals and their names are written in small capitals; they are
numbered as from the year of the Conversion (314).%

THE BAGRATID STEMMA

I. SusaT I.

Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, Coronant of Armenia, 314. — Docs. of the
Gregorian Cycle (II § 5, Lists A and B). His praenomen: Ps. Moses 2.83.
Markwart, Genealogie 11; Streifziige 436, tends to split the Bagratid prince of
the story of the Conversion into two persons, one for each list.

II. Bacanat I
Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, 330/353. — Faustus 3.7; 4.4. Ps. Moses 2.83

{he was the son of Smbat). Markwart, Genealogie 11; Streifzitge 437, splits
Bagarat, also, into two persons: one mentioned under Chosroes I1I of Armenia

# For the nomenclature of the Armenian princes, see ibid. at nn. 228-229,
4 Sigla: a. = anie; e. = circa; p. = posf; d. = daughter; * = born; X = married; { = died.
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(330-339), the other at the consecration of the Kathelikos Nerses I in 353.
There seems to be no warrant for doing this to Bagarat I any more than to
Smbat I. The dates are according to Ananian, Dala e circostanze, e.g., 360.
This is the first mention of the name of Bagratuni. .

ITI. Sumar IL
Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, Coronant, 367/374. — Ps. Moses 3.37: under
King Pap (367-374); ci. Ananian 360.

IV. Isasc L.

Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, Coronant, 379/387. — Faustus 5.44. His prae-
nomen: Ps. Moses 3.41,43 (Sahak). His daughter married Vologases co-King of
Arsaces III (379-387); ci. Ananian 360.

|

Princess
¥ 379 Vologases, co-King of Armenia.

V. Smear IILI. Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet. — Ps. Moses 3.58: ambassader,
jointly with Vardan I Mamikonian, to the Great King Vahram V, in 421; cf.
Grousset, Histoire 182-183.

VI. Tirors® L. Prince of the Bagratids, 450-451. — Lazarus 36; Elisens 4
(119): an adherent of Visak of Siunia in 450-451.

VIL Isaac II. Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, ¥ 482. — Lazarus 68, 74:
proclaimed marzpdn, i.e., viceroy, by the Armenian insurgents, fell in battle;
cf. Grousset, Hisloire 217-222,

VIII. Spanpiat. Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, 505/6. — Among the four-
teen princes present at the Gouneil of Dvin of 505/6: Bk Leii. 42. He seems to
have been the early Bagratid remembered in the schematic genealogy given
by Const. Prophyr., De adm. imp. 45 (Zmavdudryg).

Mannel
I
? |
Varaz-Tirols® Isaac.
Among the princes at the
Council of Dvin of 556: Bk
Lett, 74 (Sahak i Manuelean).
Manuel IX. Asmgor L

Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet. — Among the princes at the
Council of Dvin of 555: Bk Let. 74 (Ardot { Varaztiroc®ean).
He must be identical with the Aspet Ashot, whose son was
Pap (q. v. infra). He thus must have become head of the
house after 555, when he is mentiomed still without the
gentilitial title. Since Smbat IV (g. #.), and not Pap, was
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the next head of the house, Ashot appears to have succeeded
in Smbat’s minority; hence he may have been the younger,
and surviving, brother of Smbat’s father Manuel.

X. Sumar IV THE MuLTI-VICTORIOUS.

+ 616/7. Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet. Iranian
Viceroy of Hyrcania, 505-602; adopied son of the
Emperor Maurice; highest feudatory and third prince
of the Sassanid empire; entitled *Joy of Chosroes’ by
the Great King Chosroes II, 607. — Sebgos 10,14-19, 33;
Theophylactus 3.8.6 (Zvufarwog); Bk Letf. 168-173; cf.
John Kath. 59-73; Asolik 2.2 (who makes him Viceroy
of Armenia). See also Grousset, Hisloire 259-265;
Markwart, Sireifziige 438-439; M. Artamonov, Isforija
Xazar (Leningrad 1962) 143 note.

Pap.
Son of the Aspet Ash-
ot, going, with other
prinees, to the Court
of Ctesiphon e¢. 596:
Sebeos 11 (90); i
Grousset, Hisfoire 260.

XL Varaz-Tirors® II. Prince =17 = Varaz-Isaac.
1643. Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet. Brought Sebgos Cf. Markwart,
np and made a Cupbearer by the Great King 28 (157), Streifziige
Chosroes II, given the title of ‘Eternal Chos- (the As- 439-440
roes,” 607. Viceroy of Armenia for the Great pet and
King, 628-p. 631; passes to the Empire; con- his broth-
spires against Heraclius, banished to Afriea; er). Smbat.
escapes from Constantinople to Armenia; Sehéos 32

Prince and Curopalate of Armenia, 643. —
Sebeos 17, 18, 28, 29, 32; Bagaran inscr. of
631 (“in the viceroyalty of Varaz-Tirots", Aspet
of Armenia’): 1. Orbeli, in XV 2/1 (1913) 126;
cf. John Kath. 75, 80, 85; Vardan 68. See
also Grousset, Hisloire 282-286, 298-29% ; Lan-
rent, Arménie 333 ; Markwart, Sireifzilge 438-
440; Muyldermans, Domination arabe 86 n. 1.

{Smbat, son of
Varaz-Sahak);
Leontius 4 (14) ?

XIi. Suear V.
Prince of the Bagratids, Aspet, also Spath-

Prince.
Sebéos 32 (187)

arocandidatus and Drungary in the Imperial (Varaz-Tirots® II escaped
service. X 643 a princess of the Arsacid together with his sons).

Dynasty, d. of the Magister Manuel. — Se-
béos 29, 32, 34 (where, 221, he Is erroneously
called ‘son,’ instead of ‘grandson,” of Smbat
IV: ef. Markwart, Streifziige 440); cf. Leontius
6 (19) and John Kath. 85 (mistaking Sebéos’s
indication as to his succeeding to his father’s
dynastic position, make him succeed Varaz-
Tirots“as Prince and Curopalate of Armenia,
— an error that has since been repeated in
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historiography: Manandyan, infra); Vardan
68. See also Grousset, Hisloire 299; Laurent,
Arménie 333-334; Markwart, Streifziige 438,
442; Manandean (Manandyan), ‘Les invasions
arabes en Arménie (note chronologique),” B
18 (1948) 193-195; IV/II n. 21.
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Varaz-Tirols' (I11) XIII. Asmor IL Vasak Bagarat
1690. Prince of the Bagratids, Prince of
- Armenia for the Caliph, 686-690. — Leon-
tins 5; Gk List 405; cl. Asolik 2.2; Vardan
70. See also Grousset, Histoire 307-308;
Laurent, Arménie 203-204,334; Garitte, La
Narratio 439-440; Markwart, Sfireifziige
439, 442-443.
Ashot. Smbat. XV. Asuor III THE Isaac (ITI).
700. — 1 705. Prince BrinD, +772. High Const-
Sebéos 8 of Vaspura- 1 761. Prince of the able and Prince of
(23): c¢f. kan. — Leon- Bagratids, Prince of Armenia, for the Ca-
Asolik tius 8,31; el. Armenia for the Ca- liph, ¢. 755 - ¢. 761.
2. 4. Asolik 2.4, liph, 732-748; depos- — Leontius 28, 33,
ed and blinded by 34. See Markwart,
XIV. Smear VL the Mamikonids, Sireifziige 439, 450-

t+ 726. Prince of the Bagratids,
Prince of Armenia for the Em-
peror, and Patrician, 691/2-696/7;
— for the Caliph, 696/7-700;
for the Emperor, and Curopalate,
700-711 ; — for the Caliph, 711.
— Leontius, 6, 8 10; Theophanes
744 (Xafifariog); Gk List 4055
ef. John Kath. 93-94 (calls him
‘son of Smbat”); Moses Kal. 3.16,
17: Asolik 2.4; Vardan 71-72. See
Markwart, Streifziige 438, 443-
450; Grousset, Hisfoire 308-315;
Laurent, Arménie 204-207, 334-
335; Garitte, La Narratio 440;
Dowsett, Hist. Cauec. Alb. 209 n. 6.

748. — Leontius 21,
22, 25, 26; of. Aso-
lik 2.2, 4; Vardan 74-
75. See Markwart,
Streifziige 439, 450;

3 Princes.

gia, 748.

, XVL Smear VIL

Remove to Geor- + 772. Prince of the
Bagratids, High Con-
stable of Armenia, for

Grousset, Hisloire,
316-319; Laurent
Arménie 335.
Vasak.
771/772

¥ a princess of the
Guaramid Dynastly,

451; Grousset, His-
toire 321, 324; Lau-
rent, Arménie 335.

Ashof,
171772,
— Leontius

34.

the Caliph, 761-772. x d. of Guaram III of
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a princess of the Mami- Iberia. — Leontius
konid Dynasty, d. of. 34. See IV/IV § 34;
Samuel. — Leontins Markwart, Sireifzii-
34; Asolik 2.2. See ge 439, 414.
Markwart, Sireifziige
438, 451; Grousset,
Hisloire 324-329; Lau-
rent, Arménie 335.
! A irnerseh

| or Adarnase.

Removes to Georgia e. 772;

1 Prince of Erushet’i-Artani;
l coheir of the Guaramid State.
}
The Armenian The Iberian
Bagratids Bagratids

4. In his well-nigh exhaustive genealogy of the early Bagratids, Markwart
did not take the trouble to specify which members of the house were its heads;
he merely indicated what other dignities they might hold.® It has been noted
that the holding of a gentilitial title, like Aspet, and of an hereditary office,
like that of Coronant, is a certain indication of family headship. However, the
office fell into abeyance with the end of the Arsacid Monarchy of Armenia in
the fifth century; and the title seems to have met with the same fate with the
passing of Armenia from Sassanid to Saracen overlordship. After these two
events, the Bagratids are no longer mentioned in possession of these two respec-
tive dignities.®* Accordingly, after Smbat V, the headship of the Bagratid
Dynasty is to be determined, when direct testimony is lacking, on the basis
of territorial data. The fact of holding the Principality of Kogovit-Dariunk®
(that of Syspiritis tends to disappear from the sources: it seems to have become
snbsidiary to the other), of having ome's princely Court and capital (osfan)
in the fortress of Dariunk®, of being buried in the princely necropolis there,
— these are the indications which one must now seek.

Accordingly, the headship of Nos I-IX, except V1, is patent from their offices
and gentilitial titles, as well as from direct indications; that of No. V1 is directly
specified, though neither the office nor the gentilitial title is mentioned. That
Nos X-XII were heads of the dynasty, is clear from Sebéos: they held ihe
gentilitial title and succeeded one another in the Principality of Kogovit-Da-

& Streifruge 438-439 and nn.; the Arm. angmented transl. by M. Hapozean (Vienna 1913),
has not been available to me.

& It is true that Smbat VI is called Aspet by one historian, but that historian is the tenih-
century Moses Kal. (3.17).
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riunk®, and the first two were buried at Dariunk".? No. XIII held Dariunk®
as his osfan and was buried in it.® The reference, in a later source, to No. XIV
as Aspet is, obviously, an anachronistic way of saying that he, too, was the
head of the house.? No. XV held Dariunk® as his Court and capital.’®

5. In the above genealogical table, the link between Smbat V and Varaz-
Tirots® (III) is nowhere specified in the available sources. Markwart admits
it as probable that they were father and son.* This seems to be borne out
by the consistency of the naming pattern: — (Manuel —) Varaz-Tirots" — Ma-
nuel — Smbat(IV) — Varaz-Tirots" (1I) — Smbat (V) — Varaz-Tirots" (I1II) —
Smbat (VI). The facts of succession, likewise, tend to justify one in regarding
this link as highly plausible.

6. Another uncertainty of Bagratid genealogy has been the kinship of Ashot
IT and Smbat VI. The one was succeeded by the other in two capacities, both
as Prince of the Bagratids and as Prince of Armenia. ¥For want of any genealo-
gical data one might be led to suppose Smbat VI to have been a son of Ashot II.
This, however, was not the case: Smbat was a son of Varaz-Tirots", while Ash-
ot was a son of Smbat and, moreover, the father of another Smbat, who is,
in the text of Leontius, distinct from Smbat VL.»® The filiation of Ashot is
known only from Vardan, but there seems to be no reason whatever to doubt
in this connexion his usual veracity. Nor could the two Princes be brothers,
for Smbat had a brother named Ashot, whom Leontius shows to be distinct
from Ashot I1.2* 'We may, therefore, suppose, in view of the fact of the double
succession, that Ashot I was an uncle of Smbat VI. He must, inoreover, have
been a younger brother of Smbat’s father. This can be inferred from the
above-mentioned naming pattern, according to which ‘Varaz-Tirots"’ would
have been the name given to Smbat V’s eldest son, as well as from the fact
that Ashot II was succeeded (in 691) not by his own son Smbat (} 705), but
by Smbat VI: in other words, that his own succession was contingent on the
minority of his elder brother’s son. Now the father of Smbat VI, Varaz-Tirots®
is known only from a passing remark of Leontius to the effect that the Emperor
Tiberius 11T (698-705) sent an army against Smbat, son of Varaz-Tirots®, who,
in order to avenge the death of his father killed by the Byzantines, had mutilated

7 Sebgos 19 (109), 28 (156), 32 (188).

8 Leontins 5 (10,18).

® Supra n. 6.

1 Leontius 25 (119), 26 (124).

1 Streifzilge 438.

12 The one is calied ‘ Smbat, son of Varaz-Tiroc®’; 6 (19); the other, ‘Smbat, son the Prince
(§xani) Adot’: 8 (23).

1 AXot, brother of Smbat VI is mentioned after the death of Aot II: 8 (23).
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some of their soldiers.* Markwart conjectured that the murder of Varaz-
Tirots® took place in reprisal for Smbat’s first defection to the Arabs in 696 [7.15
But Leontius does not say this. From his text it is clear, rather, that Smbat’s
action was a part of his defection, as due to his desire to avenge his father’s
death. It is unknown when Varaz-Tirots" was put to death by the Byzantines.
It is highly probable that, tempted like his father and grandfather to take
part in Palace conspiracies at Constantinople, he was less fortunate than they
in saving his head. At all events, Varaz-Tirots’ may well have been killed
while Smbat his son was still a minor, and this may have paved the way for
the accession of his younger brother Ashot II. Here, again, the naming pat-
tern shows a remarkable consistency which tends to strengthen this conjecture,
It would have been natural for Smbat V to name his eldest son after his father;
for Varaz-Tirots® (III), son of Smbat V and brother of Ashot IL, to have named
his sons Smbat and Ashot; and for Ashot II to name his son, after his father,
Smbat. Markwart’s suggestion that Ashot II may have been a son of Varaz-
Isaac’s son Smbat has nothing to argue in its favour.’®

Vasak and Bagarat were brothers;¥? their parentage, however, has not been
determined. Markwart conjectured that they might have been sons of Smbat
of Vaspurakan, son of Ashot I1.»¥ This would make Ashot III the son of Vasak
one generation younger than the sons of Smbat VI, whereas, as will be seen,

¥ §.eontins 6 (19).

5 Streifzilge 444 and n. a.

¥ Ibid. 439; of. Muyldermans, Domination arabe Tabl. 1 A and 93 n. 4, ¢f. 96 n. 2. Mark-
wart must have been induoeced into this error by his belief that Afot II succeeded in the
lordship of Dariwnk®, not Smbat IV, Varaz-Tiroc® II, and Smbat V, as was the case (supra
at n. 7), but Smbat, son of Varaz-Isaac. The latter is indeed mentioned by Sebos 32(18%9)
as being in Dariwnk® at a given moment, which can hardly be construed as his being the
lord of that fortress. And so Markwart called this Smbat Herr von Darfunk®: 439, 440-441;
el. Muyldermans loe. ¢if. — Asolik, 2.2, calls Smbat VI Biwratean, while the twelfth-century
Samnuel of Ani applies the same patronymic to Afot I1: 409, ‘Biwrat’ is of course, one of the
eponyms of the early Bagratids: supra I1 § 24, In the second century, a Bagratid, Smbat son
of Biwrat (ordi Biwratay) became the hero of an epic: Ps. Moses 2.37-53; Vardan 76-77. He is
also remembered, as Sumbai Bivriliani by the Iberian historical tradition: Leont. Mrov. 47-
49; cf. IT § 10. Evidently, ‘Biwratean,’ like “Aspetuni,” was a synonym of ‘Bagratuni’:
cf. IT § 14. Since the memory of the heroic Smbat son of Biwrat lingered on (Vardan, loc.
git., singles him out as an ancestor [narogn] of Afot I, King of Armenia), Asolik and Samu el
of Ani are, obviously, indulging in archaism when referring to different Bagratids as ‘Biw-
ratids.” This is a flourish, and it cannot be taken as a basis for constructing Bagratid filia-
tions, as is done by Jusli, Nemenbuch 417.

17 Leontins 28 (128): ... qhowbml spgfp Poqupmosyg f Gafl aebE floobhih Qoo
wngy, mp bp mpgfr hopkgpep Bmpwm (... Isaac, son of Bagarat, of the same house as. the
Prince Afiot [IIT], who was his uncle’s son). '

18 Streifsiige 439.



THE ORONTIDS OF ARMENIA 345
the reverse is true. Thus Markwart’s conjecture must be abandoned. And it
is here that the Georgian historian Juansher may shed new light on this problem.
As is known, after Smbat VI, the Caliph appointed to the Principate of Arme-
nia, Ashot, son of Vasak Bagratuni.,®®* His exact kinship with Smbat VI has to
this day remained unknown. It was from Ashot, however, that the subsequent
Bagratids were descended: while his elder son Smbat VII continued the Ar-
menian line of the dynasty, his younger son Vasak was the father of the founder
of the Iberian Bagratids, surviving to this day.

The period of the reversal in Bagratid fortunes, following the overthrow of
their protectors the Umayyads and then the failure of the insurrection of 771-
772, saw members of this honse seek refuge in the Georgian lands. The Armeno~
Georgian marchlands often offered shelter to Bagratids in times of need: Smbat
VI had found safety in Pontic Georgia at the beginning of the century. So
now the Georgian historical sources signalize two arrivals of émigré Bagratids
at the time when St Arch®il (+ 786) was still the head of the ex-royal house
of the Chosroids.?® One of the arrivals was Atrnerseh or, in Georigan, Adar-
nase, the founder of the Iberian line of the Bagratids; the identity of the other
three princes, arriving together, remains vet to be determined. Here are the
two passages relative to these arrivals.

A.

Then a certain prince came to him [= Arch'il] who was of the Hous®
of David the Prophet, Adarnase by name, a grandson of Adarnase th®
Blind; his father was related to the Bagratids and had been set up aS
duke in the regions of Armenia by the Byzantines. And during the op-
pression of (Qru, he had come to the children of the Curopalate Guaram
in Cholarzene and remained there. He petitioned Archtil, saying: ‘If
thou willest, make me as thy vassal: give me land.” And he gave him
Shulaveri and Artani.®

¥ feontins 21 (112).

20 See IV/IV § 34.

21 Juanfer 243: Js0ob6 8mgoms dmigd®o gHomo [fobilgl dobltl *, Gadgmo oym
Bomgbagobsgsb wigom FobsbfaGaghymgmobs, babgmom >msEHbaby, dobfneo®
spaBboby 3GIobs, Gabdmobys 858> dobo bobgdger oym dygBIAMbIobMI@a] °,
ws 3ghdgbma dog® mowaobgimer ogm gHobodgym GHgms bemdbomobsms, ms
Bysgmiobs Jab yEomobobs Jodbdom ogm oo Ugogmmd mobs gmdGid ZmEHads-
mifjobms oG amb, s Inb msBHhndom oya. ombagd Ehomobgsb > G :
‘mzgmg obgia @ 8ym 83 gomsBgs d3swo O36o, Amlpg Joaysbs.’ ms dobgs
gmogg®o s HGS60. — Q (a) has: Jmgomd Jobs Imigsfo yBomo. — (b) has:
ddobfimemo (‘brother’s son’) (this ‘emendation,” so completely at variance with the
historical comtext, is most unforiunate). — (c) rightly replaces the A 3d3Git)ombms
(a decldely less ancient lorm of the surname}% Adarnase’s father is sald to be ‘related by
marriage’ (sic) to the Bagratids; ef. supra II n. 107. The Byzantine cunnexiona:lur Vasalk
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B.

And the nephews of Adarnase the Blind, who had burnt out the eyes of
their paternal uncle — three brothers — came from Taraun to Shakikh
and settled there with the permission of Arch®il.®2

Markwart has pointed out that “Adarnase the Blind’ can be none other than
Ashot ITII the Blind.*® Upon him, the preenomen of his grandson, the first of
the Iberian Bagratids, was projected by the Georgian historian. The relation
of Adarnase to Ashot is given incorrectly in the hitherto available, more recent,
codices of the Georgian Royal Annals as ‘nephew’ (disculi, lit. “sister’s child ).
But the most ancient recension, the Queen Anne Codex, only recently dis-
covered and published, describes him, in the above passage, as ‘grandson’
(jisculi, 1it. *son’s child’). This is confirmed by the Armenian historian Vardan,
who shows exactly how Adarnase was Ashot IIl's grandson.®

If the degree of kinship shown in Text A is correct, what about the one found
in Text B? Who are the ‘nephews’ (jmisculni, lit. ‘brother’s children’) of
Ashot III, — the Bagratids who took part in the blinding of their paternal
uncle (mamis jmisa [gen.], lit. ‘father’s brother’)? Markwart though they
were Mamikonids,® relatives of Prince Gregory who blinded Ashot III; and
the mention of Taraun, once a Mamikonid princedom, might be interpreted
as supporting this view. Yet the text is clear in its — reiterated — insistence
on the agnatic character of their kinship with Ashot; and unless it is accepted
in its entirety, it might as well be rejected altogether: there is no possibility
of construing it otherwise. Laurent inclines to consider them to be the descen-

Bagratuni, the father of Adarnase, are not clear. This may be a reminiscence of the By-
zantine appointment as Prince of Armenia of Vasak's firsi cousin once removed, Smbat VI

22 Juanfer 244: bawmn dobfaebo swoGbsby dGIobsbo, Gmigmms wabfghgb
dedob ddsbs mgembo, Fo@impomgb (eBHabom Gszobsm, by3bo dBsbo, wogdzs-
Bbgh dnb, dGAsbgdoms Ghomobomy. — As in the preceding text, the A dnisHbgby
has been emended by Q.

28 Streifzuge 414.

% Vardan 77: b wayp fpfembl hedugbif Jpmwf apgony WaphbpubSfe npogong T o
H.tﬂ.l'i'u:y, apigimy [Lynermg zuyrrg ﬁaﬁrmﬁﬁ" qiip#frptr I.I_J?mg {‘The Prince of the Ismaelites
gave the land of Iberia to Afot [the Great of Iberia, ¥ 830], son of Atrnerseh, son of Vasak,
son of Aot [the Blind] the Prince of Armenia’); 81-82; odw fifitr Gphn. npghp, dpan’
bwfabfy Foquenpugh fegng, b | geml vihgpl Fogmispmgh V)| pwg. spey opgfil
Nwphbpoks wapm® [pom... (‘he [scil. ASot III] has two sons, Smbat, the author of the
Kings of Armenia, and Vasak the founder of the Kings of Iberia, whose son [is] Atrner-
geh; his, Afot..."). — It is to be greatly regretied that, in editing the collated text of the
Georgian Annals, {) should have preferred the historically inadmissible reading of less
ancient codices. Even in his earlier editlon of Queen Anne’s text alone (315), he offered
flm]isculi as a “corrected’ reading of the word in guestion; el. also Q I 243 notes.

25 Streifziige 416.
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dants of Isaac III, Ashot III's nephew. He assumes that Isaac was Prince
of Taraun, that Ashot’s son Vasak was subsequently also installed in that
principality, and that, consequently, the line of Ashot must have driven that
of Isaac from Taraun. Accordingly, thinks Laurent, some members of the lat-
ter line may have passed from Taraun to Georgia.? All this is based on nothing.
There is nothing in Leontins, adduced by Laurent, that would justify the as-
sumption that either Isaac or Vasak was Prince of Taraun. Markwart, it is
true, thought, on the basis of some vague geographical indications in Leontius
that Vasak might perhaps have been a lord in Taraun,* yet he concluded that
the first ascertained Bagratid lord of that old Mamikonid princedom was Ash-
ot IV and that he did not know how it had passed into Bagratid hands.®®

7. Who, then, were these three brothers? For that, we must return to Leon-
tius. The Armenian historian narrates that, upon Ashot III's elevation to the
Principate in 732, the ‘sons of Smbat" declared against him. Almost imme-
diately thereafter, he speaks of Gregory and David, princes of the Mamikonid
Dynasty, who were banished by the Saracens to Yemen because of Ashot’s
complaints about their intrigues against him.?® Ashot was a loyal vassal of
the Caliphate and, in 7367, took part in the campaign against the Khazars of
Marwén ibn Muhammad (later Caliph Marwian I1).3® Meantime internal strug-
gles shook the Umayyad empire® — the civil war of 744 — and Leontius
again mentions the sons of Smbat: they had come back, or escaped, from
Syria. They had been banished there, it would seem, when the Mamikonids
had been sent to Yemen; now, finding, doubtless, the Bagratid princely State
under Ashot III closed to them, they settled in Vaspurakan, where their
cruelties made them universally disliked; then they rose in an open revolt
against Ashot.* Coming to Syria in person, Ashot complained to the Caliph
— now Marwan Il — about this matter. In his absence, however, the Prin-
cipate was seized by Gregory Mamikonian: the Mamikonids, too, thus appear
to have meantime returned to Armenia from their exile. The Caliph, taking
into consideration Ashot’s complaint about the sons of Smbat, and, informed
about all that David, Gregory Mamikonian’s brother, had done — he, thus,
seems to have been the more serious culprit of the two — sent orders to the
Viceroy of Caucasia to have him brought to justice. David was put to death
and Ashot restored in power, while Gregory was obliged to become reconciled

% Laurent, Arménie 110-114, of. 94.
87 See supra II n. 81.

28 Ibid.

® Leontius 21 (112, 112-113).

20 Ibid. 22.

A Ibid. 24.

82 Jbid. 25 (118-119).
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with him. Ashot had once again proved loyal to the Caliph, fighting on his
side in Syria and Iraq with his 15,000 horse.® The Umayyad Dynasty, never-
theless, was tottering, and as its control over Armenia relaxed, the princes
began preparing a revolt, which Ashot III was constrained to join,

It was then, in 748, that Gregory Mamikonian wreaked vengeance on him:
seizing him, he had him blinded by the retainers of David. He then passed to
the Empire (in the region of Theodosiopolis) at the head of the insurgents.
After his death, his brother Mushel headed the insurrection which apparently
proved abortive.®® Meantime the Umayyads were crushed by the Abbasids
(750). The new régime spelled a far greater, especially fiscal, oppression for
Caucasia and disgrace for the Bagratids, who had been loyal to the old caliphal
dynasty. It was during this eclipse of the Bagratids that the Principality of
Kogovit-Dariunk® seems to have passed to the House of Artsruni. Abbasid
oppression finally provoked a really serious revolt of the Armenian Princes
in 771, in which the Bagratids, forgetting the recent events, joined the Mami-
konids. It was possibly in preparation for this political reconciliation that
Ashot IIT's son Smbat VII, now ruling High Constable of Armenia for the
Caliph, had married a Mamikonid princess: he is mentioned as a son-in-law
of Samuel, Prince of the Mamikonids. Among the leaders of the insurrection
was Mushel Mamikonian, called now son of Hrahat. The story of the revolt
of 771-772 is too well known to be told here. It ended in the terrible defeat
of Bagravandene, on 25 April 772, in which Smbat VII and the two Mami-
konids, Samuel and Mushel, lost their lives.® Following this catastrophe, the
Mamikonids saw the loss of most of their princedoms and so also the Bagra-
tids, who, however, soon acquired others®

The activities directed against Ashot III by the sons of Smbat and by the
Mamikonids, Gregory and David, appear to have been coordinated. This may
be the reason why Leontins telescopes so much in dealing with them. He
refers to the banishment of the Mamikonids to Yemen, but omits what seems
to have been a similar banshment of the sons of Smbat, to Syria; while, on the
other hand, he mentions the return from Syria of the sons of Smbat, he fails
to mention the return from Yemen of the Mamikonids: they are simply back
on the stage without any explanation. Ashot III, at the beginning of his Prin-
cipate, complains about the Mamikonids, though it seems likely that he must
have complained about the sons of Smbat as well. At all events, later on, he

58 Ibid. 25 (119-121).

33 7hid. 26 (121-124).

25 Toid, 27-34.

3 See, e.g., Grousset, Hisfoire 315-334, for the period covered by Leontins’s narrative and
for the aftermath of the insurrection of 771-772; <f. supra II n. 81 for the territorial changes.
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complains of both. Finally, David was put to death for what must have
been a serious political crime: was he not a chief participant, or even the in-
stigator, of the revolt of the sons of Smbat? As will be seen, both parties
may have been responsible for the blinding of Ashot. This close collaboration
of the sons of Smbat and the two Mamikonids, and doubtless also the telescoping
of Leontius, has led to a strange confusion. Already Vardan spoke of the op-
position to Ashot, at the beginning, on the part of “Smbat [sic, instead of ‘the
sons of Smbat’] and David and Gregory the Mamikonids.”™ The text is vague,
so that, even though the presence of the conjunction between the first two
names shows that, while the last two persons were Mamikonids, the first was
not, it could also be interpreted as implying, in a phrase marked by polysynde-
ton, that all the three of them were of that house. This is how it has been often
understood in modern historiography.® Accordingly, there has been a tenden-
¢y to fuse the sons of Smbat with Gregory and David, into Gregory and David
Mamikonian, sons of Smbat. And this, in spite of the fact that whenever they
are spoken of together by Leontius they are carefully differentiated;®® that,
for instance, while the sons of Smbat are relegated to Syria, the Mamikonids
are banished to Yemen; that Mushel, son of Hrahat, cannot reasonably be
considered as distinct from Mushel the brother of Gregory and David; that,
finally, Smbat is a most un-Mamikonid and a most Bagratid name.%

This name is, indeed, a clue. And so Markwart, taking it, interpreted the
narrative of Leontius in a different way. To him, there was no doubt that the
sons of Smbat must have been Bagratids, and, more than that, sons, precisely,
of the Smbat who had been last, and most prominently, mentioned in Leon-

% Vardan 74.

38 See the following note.

29 The two parties are mentioned in proximity to each other only twice, and both times
carefully distingnished. In 21 (112-113) Leontius introduces first the sons of Smbat; then,
in the following sentence, he introduees Gregory and David, adding, by way of explanation,
app Lk i woSdt Wadhlohbab (‘“who were of the Mamikonid race’). The second men-
tion is in 25 (120) and has the following text: holf Wpore®h wbgbhmglbog qudpuomado,
Bt qopgengl Udpuoany b gop flis mpup pig dow Qe[ Eppeyp Gphoepfie..
(“So Marwin [I1] was informed of the accusation against the sons of Smbat and of what thing
David, brother of Gregory, had done against him [seil, Afot III] ..."). For the rest, the sons of
Smbat and the Mamikonids are mentioned separately: 25 (118-119), and 25 (120, 120-121), 26.
— The fusing of the two parties into one is probably due to the translator of Leontius into
French, Chahnazarian, in Histoire par... Ghévond. Thus, where the original refers to the
sons of Smbat the tramslator added Grégoire el David ... (de Mamion): 110 (= 21 [112-113]),
115-116 (= 25 [118-119]). In his Hayoc® anjnonunneri beyaran II (Erevan 1944) 29 (No. 30),
H. Adaryan makes David Mamikonean a son of Smbat; ef. Gronsset, Hisfoire 318,

4 It Is true that the historical remance of Ps. John Mamikonean — the History of Tarawn
— mentions, in chaps. 3 and 4, a Smbat Mamikonean, son of the hero, Vahan the Wolf; but
the historieal worth of this work is minimal: Introd. at n. 15.
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tius’s History, namely, the Curopalate Smbat VI.2 Indeed, any sons of Smbat
VI would have been outraged by the elevation of Ashot III to the position
of their father; nor can there be any doubt that the Caliphate would have been
anxious to transfer the succession to the Principate to another, rather than
let it remain in the line of that troublesome man who had several times proved
traitor to both Caliph and Emperor. The question here, however, is not only
of the transfer of the appointment to the Principate, which lay, theoretically,
entirely within the Caliph’s, or the Emperor’s pleasure; there is also the problem
of Ashot III's succession to the headship of the Bagratid Dynasty over the
heads of Smbat VI’s sons. This, too, could depend on the Caliph. It was one
of the rights of the lords paramount of the Armenian Princes, whether the
Kings of Armenia or their successors in that position, to inflict upon a felonious
vassal the pain of forfeiture.®? Usually, the suecession would revert to the
rightful genealogical heirs; yet, occasionally, it might not. This was evidently
such a case, and this can explain the tension that existed between the dispos-
sessed sons of Smbat and Ashot III. This must have thrown them into the
arms of the Mamikonids, who by the mid-eighth century were beginning to
develop into the Bagratids’ hereditary enemies.

On one point, Laurent was quite correct: his interpreting the word ‘nephew’
of the Georgian source in a broad sense. The sons of Smbat VI could not be
the nephews — in the narrow sense — of Ashot III, because Smbat, son of
Varaz-Tirots", and Ashot, son of Vasak, were not brothers. Georgian, however
uses the term ‘nephew’ not only in its narrow and exact sense, but also in the
broader sense of ‘cousin once removed,’ exactly as it uses the word °cousin-
german’ (mamis-jrmiscul, lit., *father’s brother’s child’) to denote more distant
cousinships. As an instance, Ashot I (V), King of Armenia, is referred to in
the Chronicle of Iberia as mamis-jmiscul of his third cousin (and brother-in-
law) Guaram of Javakhet®i, son of Ashot the Great of Iberia.®® Likewise, a
distant cousin of Vakhtang 1 is called, in the first part of Juansher’s work, his
mamis-jmiscul.® With this in view, the genealogical connexion between Ashot
III and Smbat VI can be pushed one generation back, and it can be assumed
that the jmisculni of Ashot, who participated in his blinding, were not his
nephews, but his cousins once removed and that, consequently, Smbat VI
and Ashot III were cousins-german, and Vasak and Bagarat were, fogether
with Ashot II and Varaz-Tirots®, sons of Smbat V.

8 Sireifzige 438, 449,

12 See, for this, I at nn. 199, 204-205,

48 Chron. Iber. 257; cf. Bagr. of Iber. I No. 7.
¥ Juaner 151, cf. 159.
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Leontius, when he comes to the final stage of the tragedy, the blinding of Ash-
ot, no longer mentions the sons of Smbat. On the other hand, Juansher ascribes
to them the part in the crime which Leontius attributes wholly to Gregory
Mamikonian. However, the participation of the Bagratids in the affair can
by no means be excluded by the decorous silence of the historian who wrote
at the express command of a Bagratid prince.®s To this decorous restraint may
also be due the earlier ambiguities and telescoping of Leontius, It has just been
seen that it is impossible to say when exactly Taraun was wrested from the
Mamikonids. It may well have still remained in their hands in the mid-eighth
century. In this case, the reference to Taraun in Juansher may be taken as
an echo of the joint Mamikonid-Bagratid action against Ashot III.

8. The two arrivals, mentioned by Juansher, are given as though occurring
at approximately the same time.*® The two passages are preceded by the
statement that ‘twelve years had elapsed’ after the event previously described.
That event was Archil’s accession to the headship of the dispossesed Chosroid
Dynasty of Iberia, which took place in 736.47 Now, twelve years after that
was the year 748 — precisely the date of the blinding of Ashot IIL. This
chronological detail rather confirms the veracity of the text regarding the
existence of the ‘nephews’ of the victim. The text on the arrival of Adarnase
contains, moreover, a synchronism. He came to Cholarzene ‘during the oppres-
sion of Qru.” Now Qru (‘the Deaf") or Murvan-Qru is the name given in Ar-
meno-Georgian historiography to a composite figure: a combination of Muham-
mad ibn Marwin, the Umayyad, and of his son Marwin ibn Muhammad,
subsequently Caliph Marwén II (744-749). The former was remembered for
his atrocious execution of some Armenian princes at Nakhchavan in 705; the
latter for having waged war in Caucasia in 7367, while Hisham (724-743) was
Caliph.® The mention of Qru in this case is an obvious error: both dates, 705
and 736, are too high for Adarnase, whose grandfather Ashot IIT was deposed,
at the height of his political career in 748. What the Georgian historian must
really have meant, and confused with the ‘oppression of Qru’ (which is men-
tioned in his narrative immediately before the accession of Arch'il), was the
defeat of the Armenian Princes in Bagravandene in 772, in which Adarnase’s
uncle Smbat VII was killed and his father Vasak was last heard of. It was
then that the Bagratids met with difficulties in Armenia and then that Adar-

4 Abelyan, Isi. drepnearm. lif. 1 363-364.

46 A few lines separate the two passages and there is no indication that any time had elap-
sed between them.

17 See IV/IIL § 26 ete.

48 Markwart, Sireifzilge 384 and n. 4, 397 n. 1 {402) 415-416; V. Minorsky, ‘Tiflis,” EI 4
{19324) 752-753.
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nase must have removed to Iberia. Accordingly, the date 748 — twelve years
after the invasion of Qru and the accession of Archil — must apply to the
second passage of Juansher; whereas the date of the event recorded in the first
passage must be 772 or later. Through some error of redaction — and the closing
section of Juansher displays many such errors®—the position of the two passa-
ges became reversed in the text,

9 Of the three sons of Smbat VI nothing more is known.*® On the other hand,
the posterity of Adarnase has survived, be it repeated, to this day. As has been
seen, Adarnase acquired from Archil (1 786) — between 772 and 786 — the lands
of Shulaveri, that is, Ernshetl and Artani, in the upper basin of the Cyrus.®

49 ¥ n. 64; Juander, 244, appears to be referring a litile later in the text once again to the
‘nephews of Adarmase the Blind," this time, however, as a branch of the Vitaxae. Since
another branch of the Vitaxae, which he mentions in the same fext, refers in reality to the
posterity of Afot I11 the Blind (i.e., * Adarnase the Blind"), this second mention may be taken
ag an indirect confirmation of what has been established about the identity of the ‘nephews’
with the sons of Smbat VI. CGiI. II Appendix A II (12).

5 The Sakix of Juanfer, 244, where the sons of Smbat VI (‘nephews of Adarnase the
Blind*) established themselves (supra at n. 22), is identical with the Arm. Sak's, the Arab. Sak-
ki: Minorsky, Crmeasiea IV 506, 508; *Sheklki,’ EI(1926) 346-348; Hitbschmann, Orfsnamen 211
n.5. In view of this, Sahl, son (= descendant ?) of Smbat and lord of Sak‘é, who makes his histo-
rical appesrance in the first half of the ninth century, must be related to the sons of Smbat VI.
On the other hand, he is called Eranfahik and Zarmirhakan by Moses Kal., 3.19, 20, which ini-
plies his descent from the first royal honse of Albania (II § 27.7). Thus, the evidence ai our
disposal would seem to indieate both a Bagratid and an AranSahik origin for 3ahl, only one of
which, naturally, could be agnatic. Now it is far easier to suppose a preenomen and a lord-
ship, than a nomen genlilicium, to have passed through a woman to another family. Quite
erroneously Laurent ascribed to Vasak of Siunia, the presumable father of another Sahl or
Isase, who was the father of Atrnerseh of Xafén (IX n. 250), the descent from {one of) the
brothers settled in Sakix and, consequently, a Bagratid origin to the Princes of Slunia after
Vasak: Arménie 110; in this Grousset followed him: Hisfoire 347.

51 The Chron. arm., in rendering the passage on Adarnase’s arrival (101), speaks of his re-
celving Rida, Sluer, and Atdné. Artani-Atdng is present day Ardahan, for which see V at
n. 9. Sulaveri-3luer is actually not a territory, but a river: a small western tributary of the
Cyrus: Vaxuit, Geogr. Descr. 92 and Map I. As Brosset has suggested, Hisf. de la Gé. 11
249 n.5, the chronicler must have had in mind the reglon between that river and Artan
which corresponds to the land of Ernget’i, or western Javaxet®i: Javaxifvili, K art’. er. ist,
IT 321-323; Vaxuit 96, 102 (for him Erufet‘i is a separate province from Javaxet‘i). And
indeed the mention of Rifa in the Chron. arm., which is an obvious corruption of ‘ Ernfeti,”
bears out this supposition. Some modern writers, unacquainted with Georgian, render
Sulaveri as “‘K(h)olaver’, though a confusion, presumably, with the land of Kola. — Mark-
wart doubted that Aré‘il, the dispossessed Chosroid could have had anything to de with
Adarnase’s aequiring fiefs: Sireifziige 4156. But Arcil was the head of a former royal house
at a time when the institution of the Iberian Principate was momentarily in abeyance:
IV/IV § 33. So his sanction may conceivably have been songht even if these lands were, as
Mazkwart suggests, possibly have been obtained from the Empire. Actmally, this was hardly
go; cf. the following note.
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This was, most likely, a matter of inheritance.’® Later on, in the lifetime of
Juansher, Archil’s son and last Chosroid, that is, between 786 and 8067,
Adarnase acquired more territories, thus laying the foundation to the ‘Here-
ditary Lands’ of the Iberian Bagratids; this is discussed elsewhere.® Then,
in 813, Adarnase’s son Ashot the Great had the Principate of Iberia revived
for him by the Caliph and received the title of Curopalate from the Emperor;
both of these dignities became thereafter quasi-hereditary in his posterity.™

B2 T¥;IV § 34.

5 fbid.; V § 21-26.

™ Vardan 77 (supra n. 24); thereafter, Vardan tells the story of the murder of Leo V
which bronght Michael I1 to the throne, so that it is clear that it was Leo (813-820) who con-
ferred the dignity of Guropalate on ASot. Immediately before AZot’s elevation to the prin-
cipate, Vardan mentions internal dissensions among the Saracens, which, as Markwart
has shown, were the elvil war between al-Amin and al-Ma ‘miin, in the years of H. 195-198 =
A.D. 810/11-813/14. The date 813 is thus established: Sireifzuge 405, cf. 421. — The Chron.
Iber. 252 confoses Leo V with Leo III and speaks, conseguently, of the bestowal of the curo-
palatate as taking place after the expedition of Maslamah against Constantinople In the reign
of an earlier Leo ! Cf. Markwart 406. The traditional historiography of Georgia, the Vaxunit-
Brosset fradifion as it may be ealled, put the accession of Aot at 786[7: cf. Brosset, Hisi.
de ln G£. If1 260; Gugushvill, Chron.-Geneal, Table 116. This was, obviously, due to the
desire to make of ASot an immediate saceessor of Aréil who was martyred in 786. Recently, _
Prof. T'agaiivili (Taqgaishvili) propounded a new theory. Im ‘Georgian Chronology and
the Beginnings of Bagratid Rule in Georgia,” G 1/1 (1935) 9-27, he put the accession of Aot
at 780, this date being, according to him, the nnexplained beginning of the national Georglan
era. Actually, however, the reason for the date 780 is perfectly well known. V. Grumel, in
La Ghrenclogie (Paris 1958), has shown conciusively that the Georgian Era, like the Arme-
nian Era, was an adaptation of the short-lived Roman Era, which was elaborated in 363/364,
but the beginning of which was projected, proleptically, to A.D. 248/249 (the beginmning of
the second millenary after the foundation of the City): Grumel 146-151, 151-153. This dis-
poses of T aqaifvili’s argument against this origin (already suggested by Brosset), to the
effect that in 248 the Georgians were not yet Christians: T"agaidvili 13. The Roman Era,
together with the lunar e¢ycle of Gonstantinople, on which it was based, became outmoded,
within two decades of its invention, through the adoption by the Court of Constantinople of
the Alexandrian Cycle; but it passed to Christian Gaucasia: Gramel 151. The year 780 is
thus nothing other than the end of the Paschal Cycle of 532 years (19 lunar years multiplied
by 28 solar years), the generally adopted basis of the perpetual calendar (Grumel 52-53),
adapted to the Roman Era (248/9 4 532). The end of that cycle provided the Georgians
with the opportunity of having their own national era, in imitation of their southern neigh-
bours: Grumel 152, So the year 781 was the first year of the first cycle (k*oronikon = ypove-
sev) of 532 years of this newly-born Georgian Era; the second cycle began in 1313, On
this basis, the Georgians soon arrived at their own Annus Mundi; they dated the Crea-
tion 5,604 B.(C.: exactly 12 cyeles before A.D. 780 (532 x 12 = 6,384; 6,384 - 780 = 5,604).
A still more fantastic result of treating things national microcosmically: as uiterly indepen-
dent of the outside is found in Ingoroqva, Jvel-k"arl.” matiane. He proposes to consider
the national Georgian Era as coeval with national history; and counting two Paschal Cycles
back of A.D. 780 he arrives, proleptically, at 284 B.C., which date he postulates to be that
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Later still, in 888, his descendant Adarnase IV restored the dormant Iberian
Monarchy. Thus the foundations were laid for the powerful mediaeval King-
dom of United Georgia, the vestiges of which survived well into the last cen-
tury.5® '

The posterity of Smbat VII continued the Armenian line which, manoeuvring
adroitly between the weakening Abbasids and the predatory Basilids, also
succeeded in converting the Principate of Armenia into an hereditary kingship,
founding the Fourth Armenian — or the Second Orontid —Monarchy. Despite
its initial success and its cultural achievement, however, the story of this
Monarchy soon became one of political disintegration in a welter of warring
States, sub-kingdoms, and anti-kings, until the Byzantines by ruse and the
Seljugs by force put an end to its nearly bicentennial existence. The branches
of the Armenian line disappear thereafter from history.%

of the half-legendary ‘first King’ Pharnabazus. — In support of his theory, T agaivili
adduced a brief chronicle he discovered in an eighteenth-century collection of MSS, in which
it is stated that the kingship of the Bagratids began in the thirteenth k oronikon: *Saistorio
masaleni’ 2 (Mekle ¢'nobebi Sak arl"velos istoriidan) AG 2 (1911-1913) 56-50, esp. 60;
Chronology 25-26. This little chronicle, however, is a late and rather defective compilation.
Its reference to the arrival of Adammase to Iberia, which precedes the statement that Bagra-
tid rule began in 781, is a re-wording of the text of Juanfer (supra at n. 21). And, as in later
codd. of the Annals, Adarnase is called disculi brinisa = ‘sister’s son of [Adarnase, seil. Aot]
the Blind.” The abbreviation sign mistakenly placed over brmise induced T aqaifvili to hold,
forgetting the text of Juanfer, that this word was — instead of the genitive of brma =
*blind" — the genitive of the name Ba(h)ram: Saisf. mas, 60; Chronology 25 (*'son of the
gister of Baram’!). And the statement that Adarnase *‘took counsel with the children of
Vaxtang Gorgasal’ (Gndgmo ghGabs Ggomemms [sic] gabfeby saBgabagmobimy) —
and obvious adaptation of Juander's words about his staying with the ‘children’ of the
Curopalate Guaram (who was of the ‘children’ of Vaxtang), T agaifivili chose to interpret
as meaning that he ‘became related by muarriage {0’ them: ibid.

5 Cf. IT § 12.9.

B8 Cf. ibid.; Grousset, Hisloire 341-636; Laurent, Arménie, passim.
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London Orlental Series (London).

Queen Mary Codex of the Georglan Annals [Intred. 21].
Mélanges asiastignes (St Petersburg).

Materialy po orzeologii -Kavkoza (Moscow).

J. D. Mansl, Sacrorum conciliorum nova el amplissima collectio.
Le monde byzaniin (L’évelution de Phumenilé) (Paris).
Monumenia biblica et ecclesiaslica (Fome).

Morgenland. Darstellung ans Geschiehle wnd Kuliur des Oslens
{Berlin).

Mitteilungen der deuischen Orient-Gesellschaft (Berlin).
Magyar-Grdg Tenulmdnyok (Budapest).

Memnon. Zeilschrift fiir Kunsl- und Kaltur-Geschichfe des alien
Orienis (BerlinfStuttgari/Leipzig).

Moambe (Tiflis).

Masalebi Sak’art'velos da Kavkasiis istoriidan (Tiflis).
Numismafic Nolezs and Monographs (New York).

Norsk Tidsskrift for Sprogvidenskap (Oslo).

Orientalia Christioana (Rome).

Oriens christionus (Lﬁlpﬁig}

Florj (Tiflis).

J. B. Migne, Patrologiae eursus complefns, Serles gracco-lating.
FPairologia orienialis: '

Pubblicavioni dello Sindinm biblieum Franciscanum (Jerusalem).
Qauxé’idvili ed. of the Georglan Annals [Introd. 23].

S. Qubaneifivili, Joeli Karf ull liferaturis Krestomaf'ia 1 (Tiflis 1946).
Rivista araldice (Fome).

Reallexikon der Assgriologie {Baﬂhtll'I.eipzig}

Pauly, Wissowa, Kroll, Realencyelopddie der classisehen Aliertums-
iissenschaft, '

Repue des éludes arméniennes (Paris).

Revue des études anciennes (Bordeaux).

Repne hillite el asignigue (Paris).

Recuell des hisforiens des Croisades: Documenis arméniens.

Revue de Uhisloire des religions (Paris).

Recueil de la Sociélé Jean Bodin (Paris).

Syria (Paris).

Studien zur armenischen Geschichte (Vienna),

Studia bibliea el ecclesiastica (Oxford)-

Sop‘erk’ Hagkakank” (Veniee).

Stadia institoll Anihrepos (Vienna).

Sbarnik malerialop d!fa opisanifa mfesfnostej '{ plemen Kaovkaza

(Tiflis).

Sﬂk’ﬁrfﬂe!os Muzeumis moambe (Tiflis).

Stﬂtuﬁ: Mesropean mafenadaran (Tiflls).

Sbornik ‘svjedenij o kavkazskiz goreaxr (Tiflis).

Studi e festi (Vaticam City).

The Hussian Empire, The College of Heralds of the Governing
Senate, Spiski titnlovannygm rodam i licam Rossijskoj imperii (St

'Petersburg 1892)
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SZAG = Sludien zur armenischen Geschichle (Vienna).
T = Traditio {New York).
TEB = Trailé d'études byzaniines (Bibliolhégque byzaniine) (Paris).
TRAGF = Teksiy i razyskanija po armjano-gruzinskej filologii (St Petersburg).
TUAL wm= Texle und Unlersuchungen der allarmenischen Lileralur (Vienma).
TUM = Tp'ilisis Universilaliz moambe (Tiflis).
- TUS = Travaur de I Université Staline (Tiflis).
TUMS(h) = Universily of Michigan Siudies, Humanistic Series (New York).
W = King Vaxtang VI Redaction of the Georgian Annals [Introd. 21-22].
Vo = Voslan. Cahiers d'histolre el de efpilisation arméniennes (Paris).
VDI = Vestnik drevnej istorii (Moscow).
Vo = Vosiok (Leningrad).
TV = Vizenlijskij vremennik | Bvlaytird Xpovexd (St Petersburg, later
Moscow/Leningrad).
WHNEZ = Wiener numismatisches Zeilschrift (Vienna).
WIZIEM = Wiener Zeilschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes (Vienna).
VA = T°., Zordania, K'ronikebi da szpa masala Sak'arCvelos isloriisa
(Tiflis).
Z1V w Zapiski I[nslitula voslokovedenifa Akademii Noauk SSSR (Moscow/
Leningrad).
LMNP = Zurnal Ministersiva narodnage prosvjeifenije (St Petersburg).
ZVO = Zapiski vosioénage cidjelenija Imperaforskage Russkago Arzeolo-
giceskage Obdfesiva (St Petersburg).
II. LITERARY SOURCES AND ABBREVIATIONS
A. Cavucasian Sounces
a. Armenian
Ananiss = Ananias of Siracene (Anania Sirakac’i), Geography, ed.-A¥rar-
' hac'oge” Movsesi Xorenac'woy, Venice 1881. -— The brief

version: ed. J. Saint-Martin, Mémoires hisforigues el géographi-
gues sur ['Arménie II, Paris 1819 318-377. '
Arab Life of St Gregory, see The Gregorian Cycle.

Aristaces = Aristaces of Lastivert (Aristakés Lastivertc'i), Hislory of
Armenia, ed. Patmufiwn Aristakeay vardapeti Lastiveric’woy
(LM 6 1912). '

Arm, Agath., gee The Gregorian Cyele.

Artawazd, .A.hbut of Eraixavork®, Marlyrdom of Sainl Vahan of . E‘uﬂhme, ‘ed. DI&R pasn
Foreac’n afvarhis Hagoe' ew vkegabanul'iwn srboyn Vahanay
Gojf'nac'woy (SH 13 1854).

Asalilk = Stephen Asolik of Tarawn (Step annas[Asuﬂkfﬁsn]mk] Tardnec'1).
Universal Hislory, ed. S. Malxaseanc', Step'annosi Tardnec'-
woy Asolken polmui’imn lezarakan (HT 20 1885).

Bk. Lefl, = The ‘Book of Letters, ed. Girk" o, Malenagrul imn
nazneae” (SMMn 5 1901) '
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Cyriacns _ = QCyriacus of Ganja (Kirakos Ganjakec'i), Hisfory of Armenia,
ed. Patmul'iwn Hagoe arareal Kirakesi vardapeli Ganjakee'-
wog (LM 3 1909). '

. Eliseus == Eliseus (Eli$&), History of the Vardanians, ed. Elisi paltmul'-
: iwn Vardanane® (LM 11 1913).
Faustus = Faustus of Buzanda (P awstos Buzandaci), Hislory of Armenia,
ed, Prawslosi Biwzandocwey patmul®iwn Hagee', Venice 1933.
Gk Agath., see The Gregorian Cycle.
Gk Lisl = Greek List of the Katholikoi and Rulers of Armenia, apud Nar-
ratio.

The Gregorian Cycle — I Recension: The Agathangelus. A. Arm. Agath. = The Armenian
Agathangelus, ed. Agafangelay patmut'iwn Hagoe' (LM 15
1914). -—B. Gk Agath. = The Greek Agathangelus, ed. V.
Langlois, in CEHHAMA 1 (1867) 109-193. — II Recension: The
Life of Saint Gregory. A. Gk Life of St Gregory = The Greek
Life of Saint Gregory, ed. G. Garitte, ITpdfaic nal paprigwoy
tod dylov xal &ddfov legopdpTvooc Towyoplov Tic Meyding
*Apueviag, in Documents pour Uélude du livre d’Agathange
(ST 127 1946). — B. Arab. Life of Saint Gregory = The
Arabic Life of Saint Gregory, ed. N. Marr, Ereddenie Armjan
Gruzin, Abzazov i Alanov sojalym Grigoriem (ZVO 16 1905)
63-211.
Gregory of Akner = Gregory of Akner (Grigor Aknerc’i), History of the Nation of the
Archers, ed. R. P. Blake and R. N. Frye, History of the Nation
. of the Archers (the Mongols), Cambridge [Massachusetts] 1954.
John Kath. = John VI of Drasxanakert ( Yovhannds Drasxanakertec’i),
Katholikos of Armenia, Hislory of Armenia, ed. Yovhannu
kat®olikosi Drosranakeriec’iwoy patmui iwn Hagoed (LM 5 1912).
Ps. John Mamikonean = Pseudo-John Mamikonean, Hisfory of Tarown, ed. Yophannu
Mamikoneni episkoposi poimuiiwn Tardnoy, Venice 1889.

Koriwn = Koriwn, Life of Sainl Maftec", ed. N. Akinean, Koriwn, Vark'
5. Makloe'i (TUAL 1/1 1952).

Lazarus = Lazarus of P'arpi (Lazar P'arpec’i), Hisfory of Armenia, ed.

" Lazaray Plarpec’woy patmui’iwn Hagoe® (LM 2 1807).

Leontius = Lkonting (Lewond) the Priest, Hislory of Armenia, ed. I
Ezeanc”, Patmut'iwn Lewondeay mneci vardapeti Hagoee™, 5t
Petersburg 1887.

Matt. Edess. = Matthew of Edessa (Matt'éos Ughayec’), Chronicle (Zamana-
kegrul'iwn), ed. Patmui’imn Malt®eosi Uyphapec'woy, Jerusa-
lem 1869.

Moses HKal. = Moses of Kalankaytuk® or of Dasxurén (Movs8s Kalankatuac'i

or Dasxuranci), Hislory of Albania, ed. M. Emin, Moosési
Ealankaluac woy patmuliwn Ajuanie’ ofearhi (LM 8 1912).
Ps. Moses = Pseudo-Moses of Chorene (Movsés Xorenaci), Hislory of
: Armenia, ed. Srboy hdrn meroy MovsEsi Xorenoc woy pra!muf'-
iwn Hagoe' (LM 10 1913) .
Mzxit'ar Gos, Code {Daslanagirk’ Hagod mecac’), ed. V. Bastameanc®, ValarSapat
1380.
Narratio = Narratio de rebus Armeniae (Auvjynoic), ed. G. Garitte, La
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Narratio de rebus Armeniae. FEdition critigue el commentaire
{(GSGO 132, Subgidia 4 1952).

Primary Hislory of Armenia, apud Sebos.

Sebéos, Hislory of Heraclius, ed. Palmul’iion SebZosi episkoposi

i Herakin (LM 7 1913).

Smbat of Babaron, High Constable of Armenia, Code, ed. J. Karst, Sempadscher

Stephen Orbelian

Thomas

Thomas Contin.,
Ps. Uxtan@s

Vardan

Ps. Vardan, Georyg.

Ps. Zenobius

Sammel of Ani
Zacharias the
Deacon, Carl.

Zacharias the
Deacon, Sofis

Basll of Zarma,
Chron. Iber.
Conw. Iber.

Divan

H

Il

Kodex... oder mittelarmenisches Rechisbuch, Strasbourg 1905-
1906,

Stephen Orbelian (Step’annos Orb&lean), Hisfory of Siunia, .
ed. K. Sahnazavean, Patmul iwn nahangin Sisakan arareal
Slep"annosi Orblean arkepiskoposi Siwneac’, Paris 1859,
Thomas (T'ovma) Arcruni, History of the House of Arcruni,.
ed. To'vmay vardapeti Arerunioy patmuofiwn lann Arcruneay,
Tiflis 1917. — Iis latter part is Thomas Contin. = Thomas
Continuatus.

gee Thomas.

Pseudo-Uxtanés, Hislory of the Ibero-Armenian Schism (Pal-
muiiwn bafanman Vrae® ew Hagoce'), Valariapat 1871.
Vardan, Universal History, ed. Hawak'umn pafmuafean Varda-
nay pardapeti lusaboaneal, Venice 1862, _

Geography attributes to Vardan, ed. J. Saint-Martin, Mémoires
historiques et glographiques sur ' Arménie 11, Paris 1819, 406-453.
Pseudo-Zenobios (Zenob) of Glak, History of Tarawn, ed.
Patmui'iwn Tardnoy zor torgmaneay Zenob Asori, Venice 1889,

[Available to the Author in Translation]

Sammuel of Ani, or The Priest (Anec’i or Eréc’; end of the twelith
century), Chronigue, trangl, M. F. Brossei, CHA II (1376) 340-
483.

Zacharias the Deacon (Zak'aria Sarkavag; 1626-1689), Carifu-
laire de Ivannou-Vank, transl. M. F. Brosset, CHA II (1876)
155-189.

Zachariaz the Deacon, Mémoires hisforiques sur les Sofis,
transl. M. F. Brosset, CHA II (1876) 1-151. )

b. Georgian

Basil, Master of the Court (Basili, Ezos-Mojguari), History
of Queen Thamar (G zovreba mep'ef’ mep'el’a T amarisi), ed.
Q II 115-150. '
Life of Saint Serapion of Zarzma, ed. Qub 86-98.

Chronicle of Iberia (Maliane K art'lisa), ed. Q 1 249-317.
Gregory the Deacon (Grigol Diakoni), The Conversion of Iberia
(Mok'c'eva K'art'lisa), ed. E. T aqaii¥vili, in SM 41 (1910)
50-59 = ed. N. Marr and M. Briére, La langue plorgienne,
Paris 1931, 511-514.

Bagrat III, King of Georgia, Divan of the Kings (Divani
mep'ela), ed. E. T aqaikvili, in AG 2/3 (1911-1918) 28-54
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George the Haglorite (Giorgl Mt"acmindeli), Life of Sainis
John and Eulhgmius, ed. 1. Javaxidvili and A. Sanije, Tiflis
1946.

Arsenius the Monk, Hisfory of King David IIT (II) (C zovreba
mepel” mepisa Davifisl), ed. § 1 318-364.

First Historian of Thamar, Histories and Eunlogies of the Son-
ereigns (Istoriani da azmani Saravandedf'ant), ed. Q II 1-114,
Historian of George IV, Hisfory of the Fire Reigns, ed. 9 1
365-369.

see JuanZer.

Juanfer Juanderiani, Hisfory of King Vaxlang Gorgasal
{C'xovreba Vazxtany Gorgaslisa), ed. Q I 138-244, — Iis first
part = HVG.

Leontius Bishop of Ruisi (Leonti Mroveli), Hislory of fhe Kings
of Iberia (C°zovreba K arfuelf'a mep'ef'a), ed. Q 1 3-138.
John, son of Saban (Ioane Sabanisje), Mariyrdom of Saini
Abo (Marlwlobay Haboysi), ed. Qub 54-71.

Marigrdeom of Saint Arfil (Cameba emidisa da didebulisa mo-
camisa Arcilisi), ed. Q I 245-248.

Marlyrdom of Sainl Eustace of Mc zetf'a (Martwlobay Evstali
me'zel’elizay), ed. Qub 44-54,

Marigrdom of the Nine Infanis of Kola, ed. M. Marr, Muofenifesivo olrokov Kolajeer

Mart. Sosan

Meré ule

Mesch. Chron.

Prim. Hisl. Iber.

- Roy. List
Sumbat

Vit. Nin.

Acts

(TRAGF 5 1903).

James the Priest of C'urtavi (Iakob Clurtaveli), Marigrdem
of Saini Sosan {Martwlobay Sufanikisi), ed. Qub 34-44,
George (Giorgi) Mer&'ule, Life of Sainl Gregory of Xanji'a
(Sromay da moguacebay. . . Grigolisi ark’ imandrilisay Xanfi®-
isa...), ed. N. Marr, Georgij Meréul : Zitie sv. Grigorija Xand-
etijskage (TRAGF 7 1911).

Meschian Chronographer (Zamtaagmcereli). Hisfory of the
Mongol Invasions, ed. @ I1 151-325.

Primary History of Iberia, ed. E. T agaifvili, in SM 41 (1910)
4849 = ed. M. Marr and M. Britre, La langue géorgienne,
Paris 1831 568-570.

Royal List I, 11, 111, ed. E. T agaifvili, in SM 41 (1910) 49-50,
b9-66, 66-67.

Sumbat, son of David (Davit'isje), Hislory of the PBagratids
(C'xovreba do uwegeba Bagratoniont'a), ed. M 336-361.

Life of Saint Nino, ed. E. T aqaiivili, in SM 41 (1910) 67-96;
— 42 (1912) 1-H7.

B. Non-CATCASIAN SO0URCES

= The Acis of the Apostles,

Aeling Spartianus, Vifa Hedrieni (Scriptores hisforioe auguslae), ed. LOL.

Aeneas Sylvius, Ep.

Aeschylus, Prom. vinel.

= Aeneas Sylvius (Pius II, Pope), Episiolarum liber T,
Basel 1571.
== Aeschylus, Promethens vinetus, ed. LCL.
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Aeschylus, Sept. con Theb.

Agathias

Amm. Mareell.
Anastasius Apoct.
Anmnastasius t];e Librarvian
Apnongm. Peripl. [Lond.]
Apoiledorus, Bibl.

. Apollodorus, Perieg.

Apolloning Rhod., Aryg.

Appian, Mithr.
Applan, Syr.

Arrian, Peripl.

Arrian, Suce. Alex.
Gassius Dio
GCedrenus

Chron. pasch.
Cicero, Ep. ad fam.
Cod. Jusl,

Cod. Theod.

Const. Porphyr., De adm. imp.

Const. Porphyr., De ecerim.

I Cor.
Ctesias, Pers.
Curtius

Demosthenes, Oral.
Dio Chrys.

Diedorus

Ephorus

Esther.

Eusebins, Prasp. epang.
Eusebius, Chron.
Ezech. '

Gal.

o
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Aeschiylus, Seplem conira Thebas, ed LCL.
Agathias, Hislorige, ed. PG B8.

Ammianns Mareellinus, Res gesiae, ed. LCL.
Anagtasivs the Priest and Apocrisiarius of Roms,
Epistola ad Theedosium presbyterum Gangrensem,
ed. PG 90 171-194.

Anastasins Bibliothecarius, Historia ecclesiaslica ... ex
Theophane eoniracta, ed. PG 108 1205-1423.
Psendo-Arrian, Periplus Ponli FEuxini (Godex Lon-
diniensis), ed. A. Baschmakoff [Synthése], EESE 2
128-141.

Apollodorus, Bibliotheea, ed. FHG I 104-1789.
Apollodorus, Perlegesis, ed. FHG I 449-453.
Apolloping of Rhodes, Argonauifica, ed. R. Merkel,
CPEG 4 (1852).

Applan, Remanae historiae; Mithridatica, ed. LCL.
Appian, Romanae hisforige: Syriaca, ed. LCL.
Arrian, [Anabasis] De expedilione Alexandri, ed. LCL.
Arrian, Periplus Ponli Euaxini, ed. A. Baschmakoff
[Synthése], EESE 3 80-107.

Arrian, De rebus successortm Alerandri, ed. LCL.
Cassius Do Coccelanus, Hisloriae romanae, ed. V. P,
Boissevain, Berlin 1955.

George Cedrenus, Hisloriarum compendium, ed. GSHB
(1838).

Chroniconn paschale, ed. PG 92,

M. Tulling Cicero, Episfolae ad familiares, ed. LGL.
Corpus juris eivilis; Codex Justinianus, ed. P. Krueger,
II, 9th ed., Berlin 1915.

Codex Theodosianus, ed. T. Mommsen and P. Meyer,
Theodosiani Iibri X VI, Berlin 1905.

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Eastern Emperor,
De administrande imperio, ed. Gy. Moravesik, MGT
29 (1949).

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, Eastern Emperor,
De cerimonils aulae byzaniinee, ed. PG 112,

I Corinthians.

Clesias, De rebus persicis, ed. G, Miller, Pariz 1887.
Quintus Curtivs Rufus, De rebus gestis Alerxandri
Magni, ed. LCL.

Demosthenes, Orafiones, ed. LCL.

Dio Coceelanus Chrysestomus, Ornaeliones, -ed. LCL.
Diodorus Siculus, FBibliotheca hAisloriea, ed. LGL.
Ephorus, Fragmenia, ed. FHG 1 234-277.

Eusebius Pamphili, Praeparalie evangelica, ed. PG 21.
Eusebius Pamphili, Chronicorum libri doo, ed. PG 18,
Ezechiel.
Galatlans.
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Genesls.

ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 1904.

Hecataeus, Frogmenta, ed. FHG I 1-31.
Hellanieus, Fragmenla, ed. FHG I 45-69.
Herodotus, Hisforiae, ed. C. Miller, Paris 1887.

Hippolytus of Rome, Chroniea, ed. A. Baper and R. Helm, GCGS 36 (1929).

Isai.

John of Ant.

John ol Ephesus, Eeel. Hisi.
John of Ephesus, Saints
John Lyduns

Jusephus, Ani.

Josephus, Bell. fud.

Jozsephus, Con. Apion.

Ps. Josue the Stylites

I

Izaias.

Johannes Antiochenns, Fragmenia, ed. FHG IV 535-622,
John of Ephesuns, Eeelesiastieal History, ed. CSCO
{Seriptores syri). :
John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Sainis, ed.
PO 17-19.

Johannes Lydus, De magistratibus populi remani, ed.
R. Winsch, Leipzig 1903.

Flavius Josephus, Anfiguilales fudaicae, ed. B. Niese,
Berlin 1855,

Flavins Josephus, Bellam judaieum, ed. B. Niese,
Berlin 1855.

Flavius Josephus, Confra Apionem, ed. B. Niese,
Berlin 1855.

Ps. Josue the Stylites, Chroniele, ed. 'W. Wright, Cam-
bridge 1833,

Juling Capitolinas, Vila Pii (Seriptores historiae augustae), ed. LCL.
Justinian I, Emperor, Corpus juris civilis: Novellae, ed. H. Schill and G. Kroll, III, 4th

4 Kings.

Luke.

2 Mae.

Malalas

Mark.

Matt,

Memnon
Menandex

Odyys.

1 Par.

2 Par.

Peter the Patrician
Philothens, Clef.

Plato, Resp.
Pliny
Plutarch, Anfonius, ed. LCL.

Plutarch, Arforerzes, ed. LCL.

Plutarch, Crassus, ed. LCL.
Plutarch, Eumenes, ed. LGL.
Flutarch, Lieullus, ed. LCL.
FPlutarch, Pompeius, ed.LCL.
Polyaenus

I

ed. Berlin 1912,

2 Machabees.

Johannes Malalas, Chronographie, ed. GSHBE (1831)
Matihew.

Memnon, Fragmenie, ed. FHG III 525-558.
Menander Protector, Fragmenia, ed. FHG IV 200-268.
Odyssee, ed. LGL.

1 Paralipomenon.

2 Paralipomenon.

Petrus Patricins, Fragmenia, ed. FHG IV 181-191.
Philothens, Cleforologion {(apud QConst. Porphyr. De
cerim. ).

Plato, Respublica, ed. LCL.

C. Plinius Secunduos, Nafuralis hisforie, ed. LGL.

Polyaenus, Strategemala, ed. E. Woellllin and J. Mel-
ber, Leipzig 1887.
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Polybins

Priscus

Procopins, De aed.
Procopius, Bell. golh.
Procopius, Bell. pers.
Procopius, Bell. vand.
Ptolemy

Russ. Prim. Chron.

Sallust, Hisf. fragm.

Seylax, Peripl.

C. Jul. Solinus

Steph. Byz.

Strabo

Taeitus, Ann.

Theodoging and Theodore
of Gangra, Hypomnesi.

Theophanes, Chron.

Theoph. Byz.

Theophylactna

Theopompus

Trogus Pomp.

Valering Maximus

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Polybius, Hislorize, ed. LCL.

Priscus Panita, Fragmenta, ed. FHG IV 69-110.
Procopina of Caesarea, De gedifieiis, ed. LCL.
Procopius of Caesarea, Bellum golhicum, ed. LCL.
FProcopius of Caesarea, BDellum persieum, jed. LCL.
Proecopius of Caesarea, Bellum pandalienm, ed. LCL.
Clandius Ptolemaeus, Geographia, ed. G. Miller, Paris
1905.

(Russian Primary Chroniele) Poojest’ Vremennyz
Ljet, ed. D. Lixadev, Moscow/Leningrad 1850.

C. Crispus Sallustus, Hisloriarum fragmenia (Opera
quae exiant omnia), ed. I. Burnond, Turin 1327.

Scylax of Coryanda, Periplus, ed. A. Baschmakoff
[Synihése], EESE 3 62-79.

C. Julivg Sollnus, Collectanea rerum memorabilinm,
ed. L Burnouf, Turin 1827.

Stephanus Byzantinus, REihnica, ed. W. Dindorf,
Leipzig 1825.

Strabo, Geographia, ed. LCL.

C. Cornelius Tacitus, Arnnales, ed. LCL.

Theodosing and Theodore, Friests of Gangra, Scho-
lium, sive Hypomnesticum, ed. PG 90 194-202,
Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. PG 108.
Theophanes Byzantinus, Fragments, ed. FHG IV
270-271.

Theophylactus Simm:.ﬂ.tta.' Hislorice, ed. G. de Boor,
Leipzig 1887.

Theopompus, Fragmenta, ed. FHG I 278-338.

Cn. Pompeins Trogus, Hislorae Philippicae, apud
[Protogi] M. Junlanus Justinus, ed. O. Seel, Leipzig
1935. '

Valerins Maximmus, Faela ef diela memorabilia, ed. C.
Kempf, Leipzig 1885.

Vila S. Danielis Stylitis, ed. H. Delehaye, AB 32 (1913). .
= Lucas Waddingus, Annales Minorunm XIII, Rome
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