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NOTE ON TRANSLATION AND TRANSLITERATION

The system of transliteration for Georgian is adopted from the Revues des Etudes Georgiennes et
Caucasiennes. The Armenian system is adopted from the Revues des Etudes Armeniennes.

Most of the translations are mine, except when standard translations exist and a philological argument is not
required.

When quoting from already existing translations, transliterations will remain according to the author’s
preferences and not changed throughout unless required for clarity’s sake.

Proper names and technical terms, that are common in both Armenian and Georgian languages, will be
transliterated according to the source language. E.g. ASot® (Geo.)/ASot (Arm.). Armenian and Georgian forms
of one and the same toponyms will be used interchangeably depending on the context and the point of view.
L.e. Both Gugark® and Gugareti will be used.

Proper names of contemporary authors are not transliterated according to the adopted system of
transliteration but rather by modern convention, e.g., Javakhishvili and not %avaxi$vili, Aleksidze and not
Aleksize. In case of extreme variance in orthography, e.g., Malxaseants/Malxaseanc‘/Malkhaseants, etc, one
system will be adopted.

In the bibliography, all languages utilizing Latin alphabet remain untranslated, whereas Armenian, Georgian,
Cyrillic, Greek and other alphabets will be provided in their original and then translated. In the footnotes, the
shorter translated titles will appear.
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INTRODUCTION

0.1. THE CHRONOTOPE OF THE SCHISM

The inhabitants of Old Thilisi keep the following curious practice: each year, in late January or early
February, they prepare salted pies and porridges and place the bowl of porridge outside on the balconies or on
the rooftops. It is not unusual of heavy and depressing winds to blow in this time of the year. This tempest is
popularly known as the wind of Supsarkis [Surb Sarkis], when Sarkis mounted on his horse will fly as a
whirlwind through the houses and check that everyone commemorates him as appropriate. The legend has it
that many centuries ago Sarkis St Sargis’s lover was kidnapped and raped after which Sargis sought for
revenge. Another tradition says that Sargis was martyred for his faith. But as it happened, the Georgians and
the Greeks did not recognize him as saint and refused to venerate him. Hence the Armenians believe that
during these days the vengeful saint will raise whirlwinds and will certainly strangle a Horom — a Greek or a
Georgian. The Georgians are particularly afraid of this Sargis. He is also considered as a saint of lovers and
of the newly wed. So they have to strictly observe the Fast of St Sargis before the Great Lent in order to
pacify him. The fast of Saint Sargis falls at the end of January or the beginning of February and the person
they dream about at one of the nights, will eventually become their spouse. But on the same days, the saint,
moved by the spirit of vengeance, rises in the form of a whirlwind and suffocates those who rejected him or
who do not believe in him. The Surb Sargis wind is especially feared among the Georgians, as the legend
relates how the wind strangled a newly-married Georgian couple when they were going from the Church to
feast. Another legend known by the Armenians relates that Saint Sargis especially targets “Romans” (that is
Chalcedonians) and Georgian travelers. According to the Armenians of Borcalo in Georgia, each year Saint
Sargis strangles a Greek or a Georgian. But the most curious fact of all is that Georgians of the southern

regions or even today in Tbilisi, venerate Saint Sargis as a legitimate saint, although he was never included in



the Orthodox canon. He is often considered to be a protector of youth and of the bride-groom who sincerely

try to pacify him by keeping the “fast of Saint Sargis” in one way or another.'

I believe that the story presented above, spread, known and told in almost entire South Caucasian region,
encapsulates in itself the spirit of the problematic to be discussed below. I believe this very peculiar legend
preserves in itself some fifteen hundred years of remembrance of unity and separation between Armenians
and Georgians, remembrance of the period of beginnings when there used to be a legendary peace and
accord, which was then followed by schism and disputes and separation between the two lands. The markers
of Orthodoxy and heterodoxy, the remembrance of the separation in the Caucasus is present in this narrative. >
Below I shall try to demonstrate how each and every element of this legend has a profound historical basis

and how was the remembrance forged and disseminated.

The story of St Sargis takes us back to the time that can be called the beginnings of the Christian
Caucasian history, to the formative centuries of Late Antiquity, where the Christian cultures and specific

theological stands of Albanians, Armenians’ and Georgians® were being formed. The sixth century was of a

! On this legend, see Melikset-Bek, Arazavor, 109-111; Lalayants, “Surb Sargis”, 350-353.
2 For the sake of convention, by Caucasus or Caucasian 1 will mean the south Caucasian kingdoms and people. The
west to east borders of the Caucasus is not difficult to define, as it encompasses the territory from the North-East of the
Black Sea to the Caspian Sea to the East. Neither does the fitting of Georgia or Albania into the sphere of the Caucasus
provide any serious problems. As for Armenia, it is true that most of the territory that was called Armenia in Late
Antiquity or medieval period was not located in the Caucasus but the generalized usage of the term Caucasus is justified
by the objectives of the dissertation as a whole: to present a contrasting picture of the formation of Georgian and
Armenian identities in Late Antiquity and Early Middle Ages.
3 Henceforward Armenia and Armenian invariably designates the Church of Pers-Armenia or Greater Armenia and
specifically the See of Dwin. A separate designation is used for all ethnic Armenians, or parallel Chalcedonian
hierarchies. For a discussion on the limits of the terms Armenia and Armenian in the frames of Church history, see
Garsoian, “Preliminary Precisions 17, 73-85.
4 Iberia and Georgia will be used to translate Georgian Kartli and Sakartvelo. E.g. Mokcevaj Kartlisaj — Conversion of
Georgia, Kartlis Cxovreba — Life of Georgia, Ayceraj Samepojsa Sakartvelojsi — Description of the Kingdom of
Georgia. Likewise Kartveli shall be translated as Georgian. This is of paramount importance as I cannot agree with the
rather new differentiation between Georgian and Kartvelian. S. Rapp claims that Kartvelian is supposed to render
Georgian Kartveli but in fact it renders not Kartveli, but Kartveluri. Rapp elaborates further on the understanding of
Georgian unity and claims that Sakartvelo, as opposed to Kartli, is a post thirteenth century concept implying a higher
unity of Georgia. For a lengthy discussion on the term Sakartvelo, see Rapp, Studies, 413-440. I believe term Kartvelian
is misleading in two ways: first of all in modern academic discourse, Kartvelian is heavily associated with a pan-
Kartvelian linguistic realm and is used to describe a certain theoretical prehistoric linguistic entity, called Kartvelian
language, as opposed to modern Kartvelian languages such a Svan, Georgian and Zan. Secondly Sakartvelo is not
always necessarily a wider term that Kartli. Both Kartlis Cxovreba and Ayceraj Samepojsa Sakartvelojsi are early
modern titles but both refer to the same entity — Georgia. Kartli and Sakartvelo are overlapping terms; they are not
narrow as opposed to broad. Sakartvelo simply literary meant “a place where Georgians live”, whereas Kartli is a
toponym. Georgia in English or in any other European language is not directly super imposable to the Georgian
2



transitional importance for the entire Christian East and especially so for the South Caucasian peoples.
Indeed, no other period in Caucasian history has received so much attention within scholarly communities as
Late Antiquity. This is understandable for throughout the entire Middle Ages down to modern times, Late
Antiquity is considered to be the formative period of the Christian Caucasian cultures. The fourth century was
marked by the adoption of Christianity; the fifth century was highlighted by the creation of literacy among
Albanians, Armenians and Georgians; the sixth century was faced with the turbulent years when doctrinal
identity of these peoples was defined and finally the seventh century, when ecclesiastical and political

separation marred the Caucasus, was marked with the collapse of a doctrinal union. Just as for the majority of

the Eastern Churches, the last two centuries were formative for the Caucasian religious identities: specific
Christological stands and theologies were proclaimed and political aspirations and theology were inextricably
interwoven. On a smaller scale, this period was defined by the establishment not only of Christological
positions for the three Caucasian Churches but also political stands arose, this being the age both of unity and
of the separation of the Churches of Albania, Armenia and Iberia. > For introduction’s sake, we can reproduce
Step‘anos Orbelean’s (13" ¢.) summary of the period which is both graphic and elegant in that it reflects
every misunderstanding and intentional or unintentional blunder that the period in question could produce.
For Step‘anos it was a time of tribulations, changes and formations:

In those days, there were numerous tumults among the Romans, Iberians and Armenians, discords,

divisions, controversies, quarrels, misunderstandings and rebellions against the divine regulations,

sometimes because of Chalcedon, sometimes because of the nine ranks of the Church, sometimes
because of the Iberian claims and their instigation of the Albanians to distance themselves from the

Sakartvelo. 1t is true that Sakartvelo is a later term, but this does not necessarily indicate a higher understanding of
Georgian unity. Henceforth I shall be using /beria when speaking specifically about east-central Georgia and Lazika,
and Egrisi or Apxazeti when speaking of western Georgia in respective periods.
5 The remembrance of ethno-religious identities resulted in a particular myth. In Soviet and post-Soviet scholarship, for
obvious political reasons, a special need arose in the Caucasian states to argue for a continuity of the existence of
statehood, or even more of nation-states in the region. One example is the upheaval of Albanian studies in modern
Azerbaijan that served the needs of arguing an uninterrupted continuity of the existence of statehood on Azerbaijani soil.
The same refers to Georgia, where Georgian scholars like to present the entire history of Georgia as an uninterrupted
continuity of the state of Georgia both in antiquity, in Late Antiquity and in the Middle Ages. The same processes
existed and still exist in Armenia — on the one hand the lacuna in our knowledge of ethno-confessional shifts at the
outset of Middle Ages, and on the other hand, an implicitly different understanding of nationhood by the medieval
authors and by modernity led to the creation of these myths. For this reason the above discussed issue of the use of
ethnic and confessional determinants was used. For a discussion on the nationalistic narratives in the Caucasus, see
Garagozov, “Narratives”, 52-98; Zekiyan, “Subcaucasian Region”, 329-361.

3



Armenians and also because of the pride of the Bishop of Mardpetakan. Because of this, numerous
councils were held and intense allusions [made] to the divine Testaments.®

Despite such a decisive role that this period played in medieval and contemporary Caucasian
consciousness, our knowledge of the doctrinal situation in the Caucasus during the sixth century has not
advanced firmly in the aftermath of the first Armeno-Georgian polemics. Developments in Iberia are unclear
due to the absence of a contemporary Georgian voice. Understandably, even less clear is the situation in
Albania.” Hence we are left to judge according to Armenian univocal testimonies. Consequently, the lacuna
in contemporary and medieval knowledge of the doctrinal relations between the Georgian and Armenian
Churches prior to the “schism” still affects the interpretation of all subsequent events. Hence, the following
dissertation is an examination of what, in terms of modern literary theory, could be called the chronotope of
the narrative of the Caucasian schism, the so-called, erlebte Zeit and belebter Raum of the narrative of unity
and separation.® And of how the phenomenon of the schism became an interpretive schema for the medieval
South Caucasian intellectuals in their evaluation of the status quo of the Armeno-Georgian relations and for

contemporary scholars in their attempts to perceive the same problematic.

Perceptions of unity and separation remained deeply-set in the consciousness of the South Caucasian
peoples. The shadow of the schism persisted in the relations between Armenians and Georgians and it
strongly determined current knowledge of Caucasian Late Antiquity. It may be a truism to say that what we
imagine to know of the religious history of Late Antique Caucasus is largely determined by what people in
the tenth to thirteenth century wished themselves to know about the past. A common assumption and
narrative framework devised in the Middle Ages, in terms of absence of specific knowledge is that, for

centuries, even for millennia, the three Caucasian cultures and then Churches developed synchronically,

S0 11, 99: Puyyg qh bkl juyud dwdwiwlh pugmu japnyniphiip b Ukswdks niquniup h Znondng, h dpug,
b h ke Zuyng' tpywrwlniphiip, pudwindnip, Yt&p, wnunilp, sthnpdntlp, tpjuhuntip wunniwswht
ophtimgl, Epphdt Juut Lwnlbnnuh dnnnynju. Gppbdt Juub pit guunig Gibnkginy, Epphdt dpwg
dbbwpwiniphit b phwynpnud b Jipuwy Unuithg. quut npny b qunbw) Unguihg h Zuyng, hyupunwbug
. Uwppybwnwlwb kyhuljnynuht b wiulnidt b yuwwnninj: Uwlju npny pugnid donny b nidbn putniphtl
wunniwswht junujupuiiug.

" Some studies on Late Antique Caucasian Albania may be found in Anassian, “Albanie”, 299-330; Bais, Albania
Caucasica, 103-145; Bunyatov, Azerbaijan; Dumezil, “Albaniens”, 125-132; Gejusev, Christianity; Mamedov, Albania
and Atropatena, 47-75; Mamedova, Caucasian Albania, 540-565; For an overview of the relevant studies, see Trever,
“Caucasian Albania”, 16-55; on the Albanian Church history, see Trever, “Albanian Church”, 65-94.

¥ Assman, Errinerung, 38-39.



constituting a kind of a single body, only to diverge in the early seventh century, when a major scandal, the
Caucasian ecclesiastical schism occurred. The often advocated modern scholarly narrative elaborates further
that the since the separation from each other’s communion, the two cultures started to diverge and moreover,
to antagonize. Since the early seventh century, the Georgians began to construct their “national” culture and
history, to forge their national remembrance, a remembrance that could be called Georgian, i.e. not Armenian
and which was supposed to become an alternative to the Armenian recherche du temps perdu.’ The “schism”
is accredited with the creation of “nationalistic” narratives vis-a-vis each other hereby the “post schism”
Georgian identity was generally perceived as “non or anti-Armenian”. Moreover, according to the same
framework, immediately after the schism, the Georgians began to nail down their “national” histories.'® The
“innovations” in Georgian church tradition are attributed to the famous Katholikos K‘yron, who was either
the protagonist or the antagonist, depending on one’s point of view, of the debates among the Caucasian
churches in the early seventh century. Acquiring a highly dogmatic role in the Armenian narrative, the schism
or separation is, on the other hand, entirely absent in the medieval Georgian literature. The separation is
neither recorded, nor remembered, nor alluded to in medieval Georgian tradition. Moreover, Katholikos
K‘yron simply vanished from the centre stage of the Georgians’ vision of their own history, not being

remembered or commemorated.'!

Almost all aspects of Christian culture in this period were studied from the viewpoint of the schism and
under the assumption that until that specific moment the Caucasian churches and cultures in general

developed contemporaneously and only after the notorious events of the early seventh century the Georgians

? For discussion on the term nation in the context of other medieval communities see Brock, “Christians™; Ktoczowski,
“Church and Nation”, 47-57; McLoughlin, “Nations and Loyalties”, 39-47; Walsh, “Two Nations”, 81-99; Abrahamian,
Identity, 137-153; for a detailed overview of the problem of Armenian identity and history of nationhood, see van Lint,
“Identity”, 251-275. R. Panossian offers his definition of nation and nationhood particularly in the Armenian realm, in
Armenians, 12-32. See, also, Ferrari’s understanding of the pre-modern Armenian nationhood as of an “Azg structured
on a communality of language, territory, religion, as well as shared memories and traditions, in the first place those of
descent from the mythical ancestor, Hayk™. Ferrari, Alla frontiera, 16. See van Lint’s comment, in “Identity”, 253-354.
10 Rapp reiterates this claim on numerous occasions. See, e.g., Rapp, Studies, 170-171.

111, Zekiyan’s closing paragraph of his article on Armeno-Georgian separation is an elegant rhetorical statement, but as
I hope the subsequent pages will demonstrate, lacking of historical support. “La tdche de mener a bien cette évolution,
avec fermeté et clairvoyance, était réservée au catholicos Kvirion. Son nom s’inscrit assurément au rang de ces
personnages exemplaires qui tiennent une place spéciale dans I’histoire de leur people, dont ils contribuent a forger
I’esprit en y empruntant un sceau distinctif et durable. La civilisation chrétienne de la Géorgie, en ce qu’elle a de plus
authentique et d’original, lui doit certainement beaucoup”. Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 174.
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broke away. Expressions such as “pre-schismal and post-schismal Georgian literature” have been coined and
comparative Armeno-Georgian studies have looked at the development of Church architecture, liturgy,
theology and literature within the general framework of “before and after the schism”.'* At the outset of the
seventh century, the rule of K‘yron of Mcxeta and Armenian Katholikos Abraham (607-15) was, and often
still is, considered to be the ultimate watershed in the formation of Christian Caucasian cultures and

identities.

Consequently the word schism became synonymous with reference to the late sixth-early seventh century
processes. The word itself is not especially problematic; it may mean any kind of separation.” But in this
case it still carries the rather dubious connotation of a hierarchical separation, of a breakaway from a
metropoly, a withdrawing of obedience by one Church from another mainly by political or hierarchical
reasons. '* For centuries the severance of the Armenians and the Georgians was considered to be the single
most important event in the history of Caucasian Late Antiquity, one that affected further cultural and
political development of the South Caucasian kingdoms of Armenia and Iberia and to a certain extent of
Albania. This was at least how most medieval Armenian intellectuals understood the schism. For them it
implied the undermining of a single hierarchy or of some pan-Caucasian Church organization which had been
sabotaged by the “disgraced” Georgian Katholikos K‘yron. This assessment of the separation as a
cataclysmal breakaway was strongly advocated by medieval Armenian historiographers, each serving his own
ideological purposes, whereas Georgians saw it merely as an Armenian apostasy from Orthodoxy. Even the
headings of the two most important medieval accounts of the separation demonstrate polarized attitudes. For

the eleventh century Georgian Katholikos Arseni of Sapara what happened was a Separation of the

12 Gee Rapp, Studies, 124; See also Babian’s outline of the Schism, in Relations, 183-251.

3 For the study of the word schism and its implications, see Greenslade, Schism, 15-37. On its national character, see
1bid, 58-74.

4 See infra, pp. 115-129; Greenslade, Schism; Lemerle, “Schisme”, 228-246.



Armenians and the Georgians'" whereas for the tenth century Armenian Bishop Uxtanés of Sebastia it was

rather a Separation of the Georgians from the Armenians.'®

In my opinion the “schism” was much less influential on the formation of “national traditions” in the
Caucasus, than say, creation of multicthnic kingdoms in the Caucasus, the Georgian adoption of
Constantinopolitan rites and the increase in the influence of Byzantium over Georgia via various Georgian
monastic centres abroad. I uphold that the schism was and still is wrongly understood and bears too heavy a
burden of liminality. Thereafter I propose to eschew the lens of the schism in our reading Late Antique and
Early Medieval religious, ideological and ethnic transformations. It is not my intention to advance a certain
kind of French Annales School method of longe durée here, although I firmly oppose a histoire
evenementielle reading of this period in Caucasian history. Not only are liminalist or eventualist readings in

principle erroneous, but they are also ideologically determined by both medieval and modern narratives.

Such is the narrative that I shall attempt to deconstruct on the following pages and indeed the medieval
and to a certain extent modern narrative of the schism, of the unity and separation in the Caucasus had a
specific chronotope. The schism acquired a specific mythical chronology and geography. For this very reason
the sixth century is probably one of the most complex periods in the Caucasian history. It is not the absence
of the sources where the complex nature of the period lies, but on the contrary the high degree of interest that

resided in this period for Armenian historiography and medieval consciousness.

0.2. CHAPTER SUMMARIES

The first chapter examines the period which is usually immediately associated with the schism — the sixth
and early seventh century. Here the main question is what do we actually know about the doctrinal and
ecclesiastic history of the sixth century Caucasus? Moreover, how knowable this situation is at all? I shall be
looking at the epistolary documents emanating immediately from the scandalous events of the early seventh

century and thereby attempting to show what these letters actually convey to us and what the nature of the

15 For the edition, see AS, 77-94, for study and commentary, see ibid., 15-76, 94-198; For the facsimile reproduction and
French translation of the text and commentary on the AS, see AS-Fr, 59-132.
16 For editions, see US I, US I, for English translation, see US-Eng.



“separation” was. I believe that our understanding of some of the liminal events of the period, such as the so-
called First Council of Dwin (506), the Second Council of Dwin (555) and finally the Caucasian schism is in
a certain way misconstrued. If we make a thorough examination we shall discover that the layers through
which we are forced to look at the “beginnings” of the Christian Caucasian cultures are multiple, thick and

abounding in misconceptions.

Apart from its theological value, the documents emanating from the so-called first Council of Dwin (506)
are important as they are first recorded instance when the Caucasian people and churches documented their
common confessional position. Moreover, this is the period from which the same churches started
remembering or recollecting their mutual past. It is my belief that the Caucasus, or as we call it now the
Christian Caucasus was a concept made and remembered when the Albanian, Armenian and Georgian sides
had to defend their positions and their views of their united or separate past. Secondly, the medieval authors
perceive this period and the entire sixth century as that of union and accord between the three Caucasian.
Even now, as a result of a strong conceptualization of the schism, the “union” is also sometimes viewed as a

valid historical concept without a clear knowledge of what this union actually meant."”

The second chapter analyzes the remembrance of the same period in medieval Armenian and Georgian
historical consciousness, how the schism was remembered in “official” and “unofficial” or popular memories
of the South Caucasian peoples and what role did this remembrance play and still plays. Also, in frames of
the chronotope of the schism, this chapter shall look at the “times of the schism” at how historical chronology
was perceived and how time was related to the event. As a case study, as substantial subchapter will be
dedicated to Movsés Katankatwac‘i’s testimony and how his view concerning the Caucasian schism
underwent a number of interpolations and amendments thus changing the very paradigm of the meaning of

the Caucasian schism.

If the third chapter deals with the chronoi part of the chronotope, the third chapter focuses on the topoi.

Hence the general question raised is: What is the geography of the discourse of the schism? Where was the

'7 See Babian’s chapter heading, in Relations where the history of Armeno-Georgian relations is divided as Unity and
Schism.
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narrative of the schism construed and where did it happen? With Arab dominance in the Caucasus and, more
importantly, with its eventual decline drastic geo-political transformations occurred in the Caucasus that
strongly shifted the cultural and political centrifuges. Between ninth and eleventh centuries every South
Caucasian political entity, whether Christian or Muslim, was involved in the struggle for power in the
Caucasus, and this was accompanied equally by ardent political rhetoric. In the late eighth century the
Georgian political locus shifted from the central Caucasus, occupying the territories of T‘ao and K‘lar3eti
where the Kingdom of the Georgians was established. Here two of the largest ethnic groups of Georgians and
Armenians held very close ties which resulted in reshaping of ethnic, religious and ethno-religious identities
on the Armeno-Georgian marchlands.'® Later, after the second half of the eleventh century, the Georgian
Bagrat‘ionis took the upper hand over the Caucasus and the Kingdom of the Georgians incorporated also the
so-called northern Armenia. This trajectory spearheaded the creation of corresponding rhetoric and the
writing and rewriting of histories. ' This was the period of intensive remembrance, evocation,
commemoration and finally forgery of the beginnings.*® Throughout the history of Armeno-Georgian
relations, the marchlands T‘ao/Tayk‘ and Gugark‘/Lower Kartli suffered a kind of a dichotomy: on the one
hand they have always been and still remain apple of discord and on the other some of the most clear
attempts of inclusion of these two peoples were carried out there. Hence the loci memoriae of the regions will

be examined.

The final chapter is a rather broad case study. The main question is, how did the contemporary

scholarship conceptualize the schism and what other aspects of the history of the South Caucasian people

8 See C. Toumanoff’s study of these marchlands in Studies, 437-499.
19 The history of Armeno-Georgian philology in the respective countries is a subject that requires a dissertation on its
own. The term, “Armeno-Georgian philology” was coined by N. Marr. See Marr, “Armeno-Georgian philology”, 15-29;
Almost all key questions and problems were tackled by scholars over the past century and a half when proper study of
the common Armenian and Georgian historical problematic was undertaken.
2 On the sixth century Christological debates P. Grey writes: “Whether or not reconstruction enabled either side to
convince the other was to a certain extent irrelevant. The reconstruction of the past was necessary for each side so that it
could assure itself that its vision of monolithic orthodoxy was not innovation, but simply the perpetuation of the
authentic tradition of the authoritative Fathers. To put it another way, to progress towards the monolithic theological
position that was emerging as Orthodoxy in the sixth century, while maintaining an ideological insistence on the
authority of the past, theologians had no choice but to reconstruct the past in some way. In that sense forgery was, very
clearly, an essential instrument of progress ... The use of forgery as a means to reconstruct the past in times which are
ideologically opposed to accepting the necessity of moving beyond ancient tradition is, of course, no novelty in human
history”. Gray, “Forgery”, 289.
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were affected by such a conceptualization. The problem of the Christianization of the region, the creation of
national literacies and the problem of the ethnic and religious identities shall be examined. All of these have
been often abused by the erroneous conceptualization of the schism. The problem of ethnic and religious
identities in the Caucasus in the early Middle Ages, formed during several centuries after the religious
separation, is one of the most blurred, ideologized, compromised and abused chapters of the region’s history.
Here too the ghost of the Caucasian schism wanders throughout the research of the Medieval Caucasus. It has
been argued, quite erroneously, that the religious separation between Armenians and Georgians resulted in an
immediate and mutual antagonism, that affected culture, politics and “national” identities. That from the
seventh century onwards both Georgians and Armenians began to rewrite their respective histories, the
former trying to eliminate the role of the latter and the latter disregarding the former. A number of medieval
literary pieces have been studied through that very prism. There is no doubt that some of this took place but

not as an immediate consequence of the schism and not as candidly as has been maintained.

On the one hand it will be argued that modern discourse on Late Antique Caucasian studies (and this
includes not only Armenian and Georgian scholarship but also non-Caucasian scholarship on the Caucasus)
was shaped and predetermined in the polemical language of medieval South Caucasus. On the other hand,
contemporary scholars tend to project their experience of modern national and nationalistic discourse on the
medieval narrative and on its interpretation. Put another way, writers often erroneously expect that the
“nationalist” feelings and the “nationalist” interpretation of one’s past were in principle, the same in the
Middle Ages. Hence, modern Caucasian studies are heirs to the medieval polemics yet divorced from
medieval aspirations. Armeno-Georgian scholarship, being strongly affected by a medieval perception of the
same events, often suffers from an ideologized misrepresentation of the consequences of ecclesiastic
separation in the Caucasus. I am convinced that today and indeed throughout the whole of the twentieth
century we are witnesses of a formation compatible to that in the Middle Ages, when ideological demands
lead to the rewriting of history. It is a fact that nationalistic rhetoric in historiography that is being created

today, but to ascribe modern nationalistic narrative to the Middle Ages is in principle wrong. It should not be
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assumed that perceptions in Late Antiquity (up to the Middle Ages) are essentially the same as those of the

Middle Ages or of Late Antiquity held by modern nationalistic narratives.

0.3. REMEMBRANCE AND FORGETTING

Latterly memory, or remembrance, is one of the most popular aspects in the philosophy of history and
phenomenology. Both the effort to recall, the anamnesis, the effortful brining to the surface of the mind of
things otherwise latent or seemingly forgotten, and mneme, “the simple evocation”, or “the persistence within
the mind of impressions formed at an earlier moment” will be of our interest.*' Indeed, the tenth to the
thirteenth centuries was a period of active recollection with attempts at creating new remembrances and in
many cases of forging memories.” It is also widely accepted that remembering is inextricably coupled with
forgetting. It follows, therefore that any attempt at recollection is the result of forgetting and in some cases of
active forgetting or of an effort to forget. Forgetting will be of special interest when turning to the Georgian
case, as the curious circumstance of almost complete neglect of one’s religious past has to be explained in
some way or another. Along the same lines I shall propose to speak of the two modes of forgetting, neither of
which is fully super-imposable on remembering but will contribute to the clarification of our subject matter:
forgetting as something inevitable as a general phenomenon, something that always runs along with
remembering, and forgetting as an intentional act.” There is, in addition, “luxury to forget”, as opposed to,
what P. Ricoeur calls, “struggling against forgetting, wrestling a few scraps of memory from the rapacity of
time, from sinking into oblivion”.** Intentional forgetting, if we may at all speak of forgetting as an action
and not only passivity, has its aspects: forgetting as an act of exclusion and forgetting as an act of inclusion.
In modern discourse these are tolerance or pardon. Medieval “tolerance” is, of course, neither understood as a

modern value, nor a sort of a “Cérdoba dream” but yet another mode of rhetoric. Through acts of

A See, e.g., Cubitt, History and Memory, 75; Ricoeur, Memory, 19.
2T will not put too much pressure on the phenomenological differentiation of the notions of remembrance and
imagination, although I am fully aware of their radically different locations in epistemology. On the opposition of
memory and imagination, see Ricoeur, Memory, 5-56; Casey, Remembering, 1-20. Similarly, differentiation between a
forgery and an act of memory is equally problematic, despite this, throughout the thesis forgery and act of remembrance
or of creation of remembrance will be taken as overlapping phenomena.
* This second type of forgetting was thoroughly studied by P. Ricoeur in a number of his works. See, for example,
Dufty, Paul Ricoeur, 46-59, 78-105.
24 Ricoeur, Memory, 30.

11



remembering we will see how religious and national identities were formed, based on a remembrance of Late

Antiquity. For as J. Droysen put it:

Die historische Forschung setzt die Reflexion voraus, dass auch der Inhalt unseres Ichs ein
vermittelter, gewordener, ein historisches Resultat ist. Die anerkannte Tatsache der Vermittlung is die
Erinnerung.”

In summarizing my understanding of Caucasian history, I could refer to P. Geary, when he spoke about a

completely different context, namely Carolingian Europe:

What is most interesting is not primarily the rate of change itself, or how such change should be
quantified or classified, but why and how generations perceived discontinuity, and how these
perceptions continued to influence the patterns of thought for a thousand years.*®

Indeed, the history of the Caucasus in Late Antiquity was perceived and acknowledged by both medieval
Armenian and Georgian authors, though in different ways, as a sum of transitional events and moments that

absorbed in itself all other developments.

25 Droysen, Historik, 325; see, also, Patzel-Mattern, Errinerung, 50.
26 Geary, Phantoms, 25.
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CHAPTER ONE: THE SCHISM

“Such is the faith that the Romans,

we the Armenians,

the Iberians and the Albanians profess”
Katholikos Babgen

“Do you remember that you came to stay
under the protection of our holy cathedral?”
Katholikos Abraham

to Katholikos K ‘yron

1.1.  STATUS QUAESTIONIS

The single event which strongly determined the medieval and modern readings of Late Antique
Caucasian history was the so-called “ecclesiastical schism” of the late sixth-early seventh century. The
process of mutual alienation or of the finalization of separation, between the Armenian and Georgian
Churches is probably the most richly documented event in Caucasian Church history, reported in numerous
letters exchanged among the participants in the controversy. All contemporary documents reflecting this
process are incorporated in, and constitute the core of the Book of Letters, a collection of the correspondence
of the Armenian ecclesiastical and lay hierarchs with neighbouring churches.”” They were re-edited later in
the tenth century by Bishop Uxtangs of Sebastia®® and on all possible occasions alluded to by the medieval

Armenian polemicists.”’

On the one hand the accumulation of polarized doctrinal and more importantly political aspirations

triggered a robust scandal, and on the other, the remembrance of this scandal affected and still affects the

2" For some studies on the textual history and transmission of the collection, see Melikset-Bek, “Liber Epistolarum”,
263-269; Schmidt, “Buch der Briefe”, 511-533, also commentary to GT* 11, 09-014. The debates between the Georgians
and the Armenians can be considered as the central part of the entire collection around which the Book of Letters as we
know it was formed. One of the later manuscripts (19" c.), kept at the National Centre of Manuscripts of Georgia
contains only the correspondence between Katholikos Abraham and Katholikos K yron.
28 On this author, see Brosset, “Oukhtanes”, 157-171; Kolanjyan, “Uxtangs”, 397-413.
29 The problem of the authenticity of these letters has not been sufficiently discussed, although warnings had already
been given by Uxtangs, the earliest known editor of the Book of Letters, to the effect that we must expect interpolations
or in some cases even total elimination of certain letters, especially those from the Georgians. According to his own
words, Uxtan&s had carefully studied various manuscripts of the Book of Letters and had tried to sort out what was
missing and what was present. See commentary to US 1II, 36-37.
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interpretation of almost all related previous and subsequent events. The dialectic of the two, of the original
sources and the constructed image of the schism, will attract our primary attention. Therefore before
embarking upon a study of the role of the Schism in the mediaeval remembrance of Late Antiquity, it will
make sense to have a look at the schism itself and the documents that, we more or less agree, reflect the
immediate processes. While remembrance is our primary subject, this most dramatic page in Caucasian
Church history was also opened by an act of remembrance or rather by that of forgetting. A major scandal
broke out between the Armenians and Georgians on the verge of the sixth and seventh centuries, when
Movses the Armenian bishop of Curt‘avi was expelled from his diocese by the Georgians. The bishop wrote
to the locum tenens of the Armenian patriarchal throne, Vrt’angs K ‘erdot (604—7):

I ask you the following, my Lord: I fully appropriated and copied the book of blessed Timothy

[Aeluros] and copied all of the letters that can be found in that holy Church and with you.*® Other

letters also reached me in fullness from various places that expose and anathematize the council of the

diphysites. But after the eradication of the definitions of that Jewish Council by the blessed emperors

Zeno and Anastasius, [ could not discover anywhere in what manner or by whom the new teaching re-

emerged and brought down so many churches. May your holiness tell and write to my humbleness
whatever he might know concerning this.*'

This inquiry by Movsgs is indeed the first instance in Armenian literature when lack of historical record
concerning the Christian doctrine is referred to as a problem. The issue centred on what had happened during
the previous one hundred years, from the time of the supposed “eradication” of the Chalcedonian error by the
blessed Emperors Zeno and Anastasius. The historical ignorance of a provincial bishop may be more or less
understandable, but the lengthy answer by Vrt’angs about this enquiry, is no less incompetent, being full of
pious legends and lacking particular knowledge of concrete developments. Vrt’an€s narrates at length about
the Emperors Justin (518-27) and Justinian (527—-65), without even mentioning the Second Council of

Constantinople or any of the accompanying events that would have fostered the Chalcedonian “regeneration”

30 For the Armenian translation of Timothy Aeluros and study, see Lebon,”Timothée Elure”, 713-720; Rucker,
“Timotheus Aelurus”, 699-722; Schmidt, “Refutatio”, 149-165.
UGT I, 140; GT* 11, 44; GT* 111, 283: &i quyu bu wnuskd qSkp. qghpu kpwikynju Shunptnuh pndubimul
unwgwy). U powpp np h unipp Eitintkgingn b wn dkq qunuut quubtbw)ut gplgh: Zwuhtt we hu b wyy poipp
pnjutnul mbnug wknug tpwikh Juppuybnwugt npp jwiunhdwbky b tqndbt qdnnny Epluphwljugi:
Puyg jtn h pug pupdniptwt vwhdwih hpfwljut dnnnynjt. pupbywown puquinpugt Epuubjnt QEuntht
b Utwuwnwuwy. ny quuh nipkp, pht npyku nupdbw) tnpnqudlnipphiitt swpdtw] Ynpswtbwg qpuqnud
Eitntkghu, &L Jud h &knu npng. npyku wbntiwgtwy k uppniphiun dkp, hpwdwbwgtgkp qpk] we dbp
untwunmphiie
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in the region. Neither is there provided an account of the Armenian reaction against Chalcedon or of any
Armenian council convened against the Chalcedonians.®” Impression that one gets when reading this
correspondence is that following the “anti-Chalcedonian” decrees of the blessed emperors, nothing happened

either in the Empire or, which is more astonishing in Armenia proper.

The above-quoted letter by Movses, one of the very first in the Book of Letters, written over one hundred
years after the first documented attestation of the doctrinal position of the Armenian Church by Katholikos
Babgén in 506, can be considered as symptomatic.” Throughout over a decade of disputation between
Georgians and Armenians (¢.595-608), reminding and forgetting became leitmotifs in the debates.
Remembering, or rather its lack, of the very beginnings of the Chalcedonian controversy, the nature of union
of the “brotherly” Churches and people during some “one hundred years” was the cornerstone of a contention
that was never to be overcome between Georgians and Armenians.** Despite numerous references to the old
days of brotherly union between the two people, there is not a single mention of any common activity or
decision, or of knowledge, of how the “Chalcedonian heresy” penetrated the region. The only point of
reference is one rather mysterious document, an “Act” of an equally mysterious council, which is cited
regularly in the debates and was allegedly composed over one hundred years before the controversy as an

affirmation of the pan-Caucasian unity in faith.

1.2.  ‘THE DAYS OF OUR BLESSED FATHERS’

Understandably, for there to have been a schism or a separation there must also have been a prior union.
But just as the concept of schism became an ideological construct, so was the same fate shared by the
concepts union, or unity or even oneness of the Armenian and Georgian Churches. The Georgian and
Armenian sources differ radically in this matter. The same applies to modern scholarship — Armenians try to

assert perpetual superiority of their Church over the Georgian and the Georgians attempt to reject completely

2 GT* 1, 141-145; GT* 11, 44-52; GT*III, 285-291. See also Garsoian, L 'Eglise, 540-544.
>3 For Babgen’s letters and the so-called First Council of Dwin, see infia pp. 33-46
** See infira pp. 33-35.
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any dependence upon the Armenian at any point in history.*® During the controversy the basic argument or
instrument employed by both sides, and especially by the Armenian, was remembrance — remembrance of the
days of “our blessed fathers” when Georgians and Armenians lived in peace with each other and professed a
single faith, remembrance of unity and of accord. But the nature of this “union” lacked precision; tokens of
this unity failed to appear for at least one century. The main framework within which the debates developed
was — “do you remember?” and “we do remember”, often by alluding to common loci memoriae, places of
both memory and of forgetting, such as the martyriom of St Susanik, who had allegedly established a
common service for both Armenians and Georgians, the Holy Cross of Mcxeta, where the Armenian pilgrims
would travel worship; and the Holy Cathedral in Dwin, where the Georgians would do the same, and so on.*
Problems arose when it turned out that both parties remembered the same thing, that is to say, that there once
was a union, but the recollection of its nature differed radically. For the Armenians it was a long history of an

anti-Chalcedonian stand while for the Georgians it was the union with the five patriarchates.

The disputes between Georgians and Armenians took on the form of accusations and responses. The
Armenian side initiated the correspondence while the Georgian side, specifically Katholikos K‘yron,
responded. The accusations that the Armenians set forward were manifold and diverse: They claimed that
K‘yron had expelled an Armenian bishop from the bilingual and multiethnic Diocese of Curt‘avi, the main
city of the long-disputed land of Gugareti/Gugark‘, and thus betrayed the centuries of union with the
Armenians; that K ‘yron had accepted a Xuzik Nestorian in his church and even installed him as bishop;*’ that
K‘yron was a latent Chalcedonian; and finally, K‘yron had betrayed his loyalty to the Persian king thus
committing a major political offence. The Armenian hierarchs were accusing K‘yron of betraying the existing
brotherhood, in the first place by expelling an ethnic Armenian bishop. But such accusation raise some
insurmountable difficulties, for example, when the opponents speak of former brotherhood, of mutual love

and respect, did they speak about a union or unity in terms of hierarchy or in terms of confessional union? If

** Babian’s book is to my mind an apt example. See Babian, Relations, 1-30.
3 GT* 1, 164, 178-179; GT* 11, 66-67, 88-90; GT* 111, 316-317, 336-337. The Cross of Mcxeta, also known as the Cross
of Nino, remained as a locus memoriae in subsequent traditions as well. For discussion, see infia, pp. 181-188.
37 This accusation is the first if we take into consideration the letter of Katholikos Movsés to K¢yron, which was
allegedly discovered by Uxtan&s in Tbilisi. Otherwise the controversy broke out with the expulsion of the Armenian
Bishop Movs@s from his diocese in Georgia.
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it were a confessional union, was it in terms of opposition to Chalcedon? These allegations of Katholikos
Movses and later Abraham triggered off an impetuous exchange of letters between the Armenian authorities
and K‘yron. The first letter of Katholikos Abraham to Katholikos K‘yron reminded him that:
Earlier our blessed patriarch Movses wrote you a blame for your communion with those, with whom it
is not permissible. You took an oath in letters and by law that you would not separate from the
communion with our land. And now most evil and gravest news has reached us. The Church of
Cturtaw was protecting the unity of faith and was hosting both of our lands and with firmness kept it
... where love, kinship and spiritual communion was performed ... From here people would travel to
the Cross of Mcxeta and from there — to the holy Cathedral. And now the Bishop of C‘urtaw is
persecuted, [they say] why are you confessing the orthodox faith?! And I also heard that you have

altered the Armenian service [pastawn hayeren], established by Saint Suianik. We considered this
greater evil than death itself.*®

This letter, similar to many others, raised a significant problem and certainly the most controversial, that
is the relations between the Armenian and Georgian Churches before the early seventh century. The
Armenian tradition, much more sensitive about the issue, and also more eager than the Georgians to keep
alive the memory of the “schism”, elaborated a number of explanations for the separation. These became
more and more widespread after the tenth century. By this time, the Armenians had to argue that not only the
Georgians left the communion with the Armenians but, moreover, they, being hierarchically subject to the
Armenian Church, rebelled against them. This argument, formed and augmented throughout the tenth to
thirteenth centuries, became the banner of the Armenian position, and especially in the northern parts of the
country.®® Such a reading of the events was seemingly supported by the correspondence itself. At one point
Katholikos Movses reminded K yron that not only the Georgians and the Armenians held the same faith, but
K‘yron himself was partly educated in Armenia and from there he was sent to occupy the throne of the

Katholikos of Iberia:

¥ GT 1, 164; GT* 11, 66-67; GT* 111, 316-317: Bwnwewqnji kpwik)h hwjpuybnt dkp Undutu qphwug wn dkq
Ubnuppmpht junuqu hwnnpylym dkp phn wjinuply phy npu skp wupn. B dkp qpnd U
wuwwngquluwinput judt tp webkw, shinpwtiw) h dhwpwbwlwt hwiwwnny hwnnpymptul wpjowphhu dtpng:
Ujdd qswpugnjut b qdwbpwugnjut Ukq thwu jubk), qh dhwinpniphtt hwiwwnn), b quuuybowjuiniphil
qtpymignilg wohiwphwgu 8nipunuiwy Ehkntghtt wiowpd dhounpymptwdp wwhtp, ntunh ukp b
hubwdniphtup dwpdbwimnpuljuip b hwnnpymphiup hnginpujwip juwnwpkht gudwihg nipwpuntpludp:
Uuwnh, h Usjuhpuyh h fvwst quyny. b wyinh h Umpp Ywpmnhlk: Ujdd q8mpuunwy ghyhulnynul
hwjwdtwy, pk pigtp ununnduib] hpodwgbu [GTC I hpuduygbb), ghuiwn mgnuthwempbwi, b
quuownututt huytpkt uppny Cnpwtjut qupquinpbuyt’ [ubd, pk h pug hnpukgkp: Ukq dwhniswth b bu
swpuignju pnikigut qopdny wyn: The former love and peace is also brought up by Marzpan Smbat in his letter to
K‘yron with a plea to live as “our fathers used to live”. See GT* I, 169; GT*II, 74; GT* 1IL, 74.
%% See infra e.g. the subchapter on Movsgs Katankatwac*i’s testimony, pp. 115-128.
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Remember that you came to stay under the protection of our Holy Cathedral and that you have served
with fidelity and spiritual service and we, having confidence in you, through love towards you, have
fulfilled your wish having installed you as the leader [arajnord] there, in your land. For even though
you were originally by race and living from that land, you separated from it long time ago and
alienated, living in the land of the Romans. *°

K‘yron does not reject this argument; on the contrary, at the outset of the correspondence he behaves
most humbly. But K‘yron never admitted to a unilateral reverence and every time he was reminded of his
position, he would raise a counter-argument. For example as soon as he was reminded that Georgians used to
worship in Dwin, he reminded Marzpan Smbat Bagratuni that he was nurtured and raised in the presence of
the Holy Cross of Mcxeta and such was the tradition.”' K¢yron repeated with a firm persistence over and over
again:

Now as what concerns that which has been written on the subject of faith, that both your fathers and
ours held the same faith from the time when Saint Gregory established the Orthodox religion, which
he had learned in Jerusalem, this indeed remains both your faith and ours without error. But if that
Movsgs understands it in a different way and you wish to trust him and introduce novelty, we shall not
listen to him for we shall not abandon what we had learned. For our churches are established in this

way, just as the Church of C‘urtaw was, is and will be. Nor have we altered the Church service in any
ko)
way.

0 GT* 11, 128; GT* 111, 225: 8hokwy', qh Yyhp, phwltgup plin, hngwhbwe uppny Ywpninhythu, b Swnuykghp
L[huldmmphuldp upuh pn h &tnt hnqlinp Zsumul]anhulhh nn pkq hutwnwguit h dkug. b dkp Junwhwgbuy
b Ytwbu pn- wn ukp pn- wpwpwp quidu pn- Unwgnpry qpkq jugniguiking wppiuphhn wyndhy, gh pruygkn
b Ehp wqqut b ptwympbwdp jupjuwphty, wyp qun nipbdt hipwgbw) b wnwpugbw) h Zendwjkgingu
Jupkgup woluwph: Uxatn@s’s claims that he had discovered in Thilisi two letters missing from the original Book of
Letters kept by Priest Kirakos and had translated them from the Georgian: the very first letter of Katholikos Movsgs to
Katholikos K ‘yron and the response by the latter. See US-Eng, 48. The alleged discovery of the missing letters in Tbilisi
in the Georgian language in the tenth century remains dubious. As we shall see, memory even of K‘yron’s personality
was very vague in medieval Georgia. Furthermore, the letters somewhat too conveniently contain some of the most
polemical passages from the whole of the Book of Letters, which are not to be found anywhere else. These letters are
indeed missing from all redactions of the Book of Letters, but the question of, whether to trust Uxtan&s or not, is to my
mind still open. The charges of forgery have been expressed also because of alleged anachronisms in the letters and due
to the fact that Uxtan&s could hardly have discovered letters in Georgian that would “undermine the Orthodoxy of the
Georgian Church”. Tarkhnishvili, Sources, 43. The editor of GT* II, Z. Aleksidze does not doubt the authenticity of the
letters and includes them as addenda to his edition of the Book of Letters. GT* 11, 123-131. Z. Aleksidze bases his
argument on a detailed and in depth study of Uxtan&s’s editorial technique and polemic aspirations and concludes that he
had no reasons to falsify these letters. See GT* II, 015-025. The 1994 edition also kept the letters. Also J.-P. Mahé does
not suspect the letters having been forged. See Mahé, Rupture, 939. For a discussion on Movses’s letters, see also
Garsoian, L Eglise, 309-310. Indeed doubts are raised but they are not enough to support the claim that the letters are
falsified. Therefore, with a reasonable degree of caution, they will be included in the present study. On the date of
Uxtangs’s travel to Georgia, see Muskhelishvili, “Uxtanés’s Visit”, 20-25.
“'GT*I, 171; GT* 11, 79, GT* 111, 327.
2 GT* 1, 171; GT* 11, 77-78; GT* 111, 326-327: b1 wjup, np Juul huwwnny qpbwy bp, pt hwpp Ukp b dkp
dhwpwt Eht jnpdthbtnk b unippt @phgnp qninnuthwn hunwwn Jupgtwg, np jJGpniuwunbdht niuw, qonj
hwunwunbwug, b whupw) dbkp b dkp hunwwn wyny b bul Ept Undubun wyn wjjuqq punnibh, qonp ny
pugniubwp Utp b nnip uuhp npdw hutwtl) b tnpwdbu wntk). dkp wynd ny htwquiunhdp. Juutqh qnp his
niuwplb ny pannidp. pwuqh dbp Eitnkghpu wjuyku hwunwnbtw) kb, tniyku b Snipnunwyy Eytntght,
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In almost every single letter exchanged between K‘yron and the Armenians, it is evident that there used
to be doctrinal accord between Armenians and Georgians such that it would never be questioned on either
side. Whenever K‘yron speaks about his doctrinal position, he never accuses the Armenians in defiance. On
the contrary, he maintains that both Georgians and Armenians had and still have the same faith, at the same
time affirming the Chalcedonian creed as the cornerstone of his faith. K yron stresses the fact that the
Georgians hold the “faith of Jerusalem”, but the difference was that for K‘yron this meant allegiance to the
five patriarchates whereas for the Armenians it meant the source of faith. For them the Patriarchate of
Jerusalem was occupied by heretics.” K*yron’s allegiance to the “Oecumenical Church” is attested in his
correspondence with Pope Gregory the Great (540-604) and the Patriarch of Jerusalem.* Only in his second
letter is his tone much one of irritation and he wonders with what authority the Armenian katholikos
presumes to have to instruct him on matters of faith. This letter is important in that it epitomises the

remembrance of unity on the Georgian side:

As for that Movses, when we decided to ordain him as Bishop of C‘urtaw, he should have said: ‘I do
not want to be consecrated by you, since you are not Orthodox’. But since he has been consecrated by
us, why must he now examine us? Have we since then changed our faith in any way? And those
bishops before him in C‘urtaw since the days of St Suganik [list of the bishops] ... some were from
among the Armenians, and some from among the Georgians, who were educated in Armenia, and they
were learned scholars and vardapets. They and our vardapets lived in peace with each other. They
learned from each other and taught each other, and we have neither diminished anything from the faith
of our forefathers nor have we added anything to it. As for those Armenian noblemen who have
entered marriage alliances with the Georgians, they used to arrive to attend the service of St Suganik
and to pray and to receive the Holy Communion in the Holy Cross of Mcxeta. In the same way, those
who would go from here there, to pray in the Holy Cathedral and in your other churches, they used to
receive Holy Communion from each other. And there was unity between Armenians and Georgians,
and the unity of this whole lot of the holy lord Gregory® was in accordance with the faith of
Jerusalem, by which the Romans are led; and there were no other words or disputes in this. What has
given rise to them now? [List of the World Patriarchs and their Sees].*

nputu kb b fuyp b juy, b wpwpnunb Enkgugt sk by thnjubuy Jupgh. This passage is corrected according to

GT* II, whilst GT* I and GT* III are truncated. For a justification of such reading, see Garsoian, L 'Eglise, 322, fn. 101.

* Uxtangs offers an explanation of this paradox. See US II, 132; See also Abraham’s objection to that argument, GT* I,

82-88.

# K ‘yron apparently wrote a letter to the Patriarch of Jerusalem, which he quoted in his final letter to Abraham.

* Translating the word vicak is problematic here as it has various meanings, from a rather general /ot to a specific

diocese. An interpretation is dependent on a scholar’s taste. Garsoian translates it as jurisdiction in L’Eglise, 563;

Muradyan prefers diocese in “Caucasian World”, 17. I think /ot is contextually a more accurate translation.

* GT* 1, 178-179; GT* 11, 88-90; GT* III, 336-337: b1 quyn Unuku, Uhly Snipniuiwy bughulnuynu judkgup

wnll], pdw wupw tp wuby, ph tu b &kug swiphuhd, qh skp] nupyqubhwiwwn: Uhty jujtdwd wiphubkgut h

Utg, wpy qh” wwpunh Ukq phukp. Up'pk jhn wyp hbs thnubgup ghutwwnu: Bi jupwe pwi qru

Ewhuynwnunip np h Snipnnun (kwy b, b uppnyyt Snpwbjwik b wyup...wy] byhuljnwnunip h huyng b
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Indeed, how was it possible for all Iberia suddenly and at a single strike, to become Chalcedonian and
that this should happen in one or two years? Based on testimonies that we possess, it would have been
effortless to present Caucasian ecclesiastical history as a development opposed to the Chalcedonian
definitions and as a sudden change of allegiances by the Georgian Church. If we trust Movsgs, it appears on
the one hand that the severance of the Georgians was a sudden and unexpected event, that they were
“Orthodox” when Movses was elevated to the rank of a bishop, but shortly thereafter they deviated from the

true path. On the other hand, however, they were always suspected of heterodoxy.

A substantial number of later sources that will be discussed in the following chapter interpret the
separation of the Armenians and the Georgians in a hierarchical way. N. Garsoian has already convincingly
pointed out the anachronistic nature of the Armenian claim of the existence of nine degrees in the Armenian
Church of the early seventh century. Garsoian concludes on the issue of the hierarchy, saying:

Mais cette hiérarchie livresque avec ses précisions probablement fictives — malgré la grande popularité
dont elle devait jouir par la suite dans les sources arméniennes qui s’appuient invariablement sur elle a
une époque ou elle servira a soutenir les revendications de L’Eglise arménienne en Transcaucasie —
n’a rien a voir avec la situation de la fin du VI® ou méme du début de VII® siécle a laquelle elle a été
transportée. La Lettre de Sotomon de Makenoc* datant du VIII® siécle ne pouvait évidemment pas étre

connue en Persarménie a I’époque d’Abraham Ier, au siécle précédent ni, a fortiori, auparavant. Pas un
L . o . . . 47
des documents de la période qui nous intéresse ici ne la cite et aucun écho ne s’y retrouve.

The Armenians saw the reasons behind K*yron’s “apostasy” to be his mere vanity — to be hierarchically
higher than the Church of Albania.*® This implies, therefore, that the See of Mcxeta was hierarchically
inferior to the Armenians. But the correspondence between Georgians and Armenians does not testify a
hierarchical inferiority of the Church of Iberia to the Armenian Church. The only possible instance could be

the letter of Katholikos Movsgs to K yron, cited earlier, which reminded him of being “installed” in Mcxeta

ndwlp h ypug Eht h hwju nubw)p, ghintup bt Jupnuuybnp: Lnpw b dkp upnuybunp pun dhdbwbu
huununniptwdp Yhght. h dhdbwbg ntuwbtht b qupdbwiu ntuniguukht, b dkp pwt qutp hwpwigh ny
pontwy hig E U ns jukjbw) h hwiwwnng: 6L wquun dwpnhlt, np h Zung h Yhpu pbwdniphit wpupbwg B,
h uppn) Tnpwuluy wwonwiuh quyhl, b h umipp vwsu Usluhpuyh wnuipl) b wiphttwg hwnnppkht:
Unjuiytiu b np wuwnh wygp quyht b unipp Ywpninhlt b juyp Bytnkghuny wnuipk). wijuhnd h dhdbwig
wiphtwg hwnnppthte: G dhwpwiniphit kp dpwg b Zwyng pun Jhdbwbe, b wdktwgu huly Jhdwyhu uppng
wnbwnlt Aphgoph Jhwpwinipht kp pug huwwnno Gpowuwnkdh, npny  Znondp Juiphte . b wy) hy puip b
Juwtup skht mpnip knbwy h ikppu, hul widd o unh gk See also, Babian, Relations, 360-362.
4 Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 288.
** See infira, chapter 2.
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by Movses himself. That the ordination does not constitute an argument for a hierarchical subordination has
already been exhaustively argued by I. Javakhishvili,* Z. Aleksidze®® and N. Garsoian, who provided
additional historical explanations for K‘yron’s possible ordination by Movsés.”' Moreover, there are no
contemporary indications of common practice for Armenian katholikoi to consecrate katholikoi of Iberia. N.
Akinean has also argued that the consecration of K‘yron by Movsgs cannot have the value of a proof that
such was the custom.” The reverent attitude of K‘yron towards Movsés and Abraham, as revealed in the
letters, is even less of a proof.” In fact, a close look at the correspondence shows that at no point does
K‘yron accept his lower rank, neither does the Armenian side try to take the upper hand.”* If K*yron had
indeed been hierarchically inferior, why would the Armenian Katholikos not simply depose him? The
Armenian Katholikos could not even officially summon K‘yron to Dwin for explanations, but instead
proposed a neutral place for the meeting

a place in your borders or in our borders where we can meet each other after the holy Easter; and if

some heterodoxy is discovered, let it be publicly exposed!™

But K‘yron boldly refused any meeting. Furthermore Vrt’an€s K erdot, the locum tenens of the Armenian

katholikos, suggested to travel to Iberia in order to negotiate with K‘yron in person, because K‘yron would

. - . : = 57
never consider Vrt’angs as equal to him. Moreover, so far as we know, K ‘yron never replied to Vrt’angs.”” On

9 Javakhishvili, History 1, 313-329.
0 GT* 11, 047-066.
> Garsoian prefers to call the process “desolidaration” of the Caucasian Churches, which, to my mind is a better word
than schism. Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 289.
> Although without sufficient proof, Akinean argues that after the death of Georgian Katholikos Gabriel, because
Antioch was occupied by the Persians, the Georgians were forced to ask either the Armenians or the Albanians for
Patriarchal consecration. Consequently, they addressed Armenians “according to the old custom”, for such was the
tradition in the fourth century. Akinean, Kiwrion, 128.
>3 Garsoian, L Eglise, 319: “Le fait de la consécration de Kiwrion par Movsgs II n’indique nullement par lui-méme la
dépendance du catholicos de Mcxet‘ay envers celui de I’ Armenie et il faut probablement se garder d’exagérer la portée
des expressions déférentes de la Reponse de Kiwrion a son “pére spiritual” Movses II qui peuvent n’étre que les
formules d’usage exigées par la politesse de 1’époque”.
> Based on the same testimonies M. Krikorian accepts the thesis that the Armenian katholikos enjoyed no hierarchical
superiority over the neighbouring Churches, but instead had a notable precedence in traditional authority and priority in
honour. Although this might in principle have been the case in certain periods of history, from the documents that we
possess this theory is not deducible. Besides “priority in honour” in this context is a rather loose expression. See
Krikorian, “Autonomy”, 125-127.
> GT* 1, 177; GT* 11, 87-88; GT* 111, 335: nnkniny h pn uwhdwiih, Yud h dkp, np jhwn uppny Quinhtt quhdbwiu
wnbkuwbidp U kpk wn udw hiy phipnipht gquuuth, pon qh wotwphwt juughdwh:
¢ On Vrt‘angs, see Akinean, “Vrt‘anes”, 8-11, 37-46.
T GT* 1, 138-139; GT* II, 40-43; GT* 111, 280-282.
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the basis, therefore, of the aforementioned evidence, there are no reasons to affirm any hierarchical

dependence of the Georgian Church on the Armenian.

It is apparent that Movsgs, the first source and perhaps even the provoker of the controversy, did not
know anything about the medieval explanations of the schism or about the personal apostasy of K‘yron. Nor
is there any evidence that this scandal, if such there was, was a painful episode in Georgia and that K‘yron’s
actions had met any opposition from either the Church or lay officials, as it happened in neighbouring
Albania.”® Quite the contrary; from the entire correspondence there surfaces the impression that this was a
coherent action on the part of the Georgian side, including the Georgian katholikos, all of the clergy and the
lay authorities. It was indeed a political move. It is for this reason that Bishop Movsés wrote an encyclical
letter to the Armenian speaking population of the region of Curt‘avi but not to the entire diocese, which
included the Georgians. At some point the Armenian pro-Sasanian general Smbat for the same reason was

involved in the controversy.”

The hierarchical superiority of the Armenian prelate does not surface even in the much earlier documents
— the letters of Katholikos Babgen to Orthodox Persians (506/9). The listing of the Georgians and Albanians
together with the Romans suggests a united attitude and policy towards the problem in question, namely, the
Antiochene diphysitism. Neither the Albanian nor the Georgian Church is referred to in these letters as lower
in rank than the Armenian katholikos; they seem to be completely equal in rank. All three churches wrote
their own letters to the Persians but in accord. Even a century later, when Katholikos Abraham refers to the
council of Babgeén and speaks about attendance at the council by the Georgian katholikos, he mentions him
with his full title, listing all the dioceses under his jurisdiction.*” Sadly, between the productions of these two
sources no Armenian or Georgian source speaks about mutual relations. The Council of Dwin (555) and the
documents emanating from it are completely silent about the Georgians. There is no direct evidence that

Georgians were in one way or another affected by the decisions of that council. Nothing is known that would

8 See infra, pp. 27-33.
%9 Qee the correspondence with Smbat: GT* 1, 168-171; GT* 11, 72-9; GT* 111, 322-327. Smbat is much more explicit in
demonstrating the political underpinning of the issue and states clearly that he is commissioned by the Persian King to
settle these kinds of ecclesiastical disputes.
60 GT* 1, 178-179; GT* 11, 88-90; GT* 111, 336-337. See supra, p. 19.
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suggest Georgian reaction against the council, and in general, the religious situation in Georgia in the second

half of the sixth century.®'

1.3. THE ‘NATIONAL’ PROBLEM

Beginning from the fifth century and the reign of Vaxt‘ang Gorgasali, the See of Mcxeta was
apparently trying to centralise its power and elevate its own prestige. The Conversion of Georgia does
certainly reflect the process of the elevation of the See of Mcxeta in the fifth to seventh centuries.”” The
correspondence between the Armenian and Georgian hierarchs is also sufficiently precise in describing the
“national” character of the separation, rather than internal ecclesiastical. Unlike later historiographers, who
would like to blame the instigation of the controversy on K‘yron or his internal and external allies, the
immediate Armenian participants in the controversy did not view the “separation” of the Georgians as the
whim of one ambitious person, but as the defiance of Georgians as a whole. The beginning of the troubles
was declared by Movsgs in his very first letter to Vrt’anés K erdot:

After so many years [of service in C‘urtaw] only now I realized that the Georgians had leaves merely

dyed in green with barren twigs, just as that barren fig, where the Lord found no fruit except for

leaves. In a similar fashion, they tried to present their service in its fullness to popular eyes. But when

we were notified of the exaltation of the Jewish definitions of the Council of Chalcedon and

blasphemy against the Son of God, then even the green leaves were not left on them. I raised my voice

and became an enemy of the so-called Katholikos and of all the princes of that land and finally I was

persecuted, perhaps because of my sins. In these days, when this land of the Armenians is deprived of

a leader, I deemed it worthy to come and inform your holiness of the perdition of that land and of my
misfortunes.®

"' A document that could raise questions concerning the Armeno-Georgian dogmatic accord is a florilegium of anti-
Julianist texts and the anathemas against the ordination of the Julianists. According to one of the letters which is dated to
the second half of the sixth century a Severan monk declares anathemas from the monastery of Tana (At‘eni) in central
Iberia against the Julianites in Armenia. Such a possibility is rather difficult to imagine in case of a doctrinal unity and
accord between Armenians and Iberians. See Draguet, “Antijulianiste 3”, 59-89.
62 B. Martin-Hisard is certainly right to note that the Conversion of Georgia might have been “un des premiers efforts
des pasteurs de Mcxeta de garder la mémoire des origines de leur Eglise, de rédiger ou de faire rédiger une sorte
d’Histoire Ecclésiastique ou de Liber Pontificalis, surtout lorsque, devenue métropole, Mcxeta dut imposer sa primauté
a une série d’évéchés qui ne lui déviant rient”. Martin-Hisard, “Sainte Nino”, 70 ; on the subject, see also, Shurgaia,
“Mcxeta”, 69-99.
% GT 1, 110; GT* 11, 2; GT* III, 244-245: pwligh wjuswh whghing dwdwiwlug wwyw bu hwuh h Jkpwy. pk
npyku 9hpp qubwswgln nbkphtt Yhwyt niukhli. nunu wnwig wyunn) niubny jhupbwiu, pun wiphtwlh
uwnuppwihg pqtuint’ ppnid ny Eghnn wuniy Skpt, wyp wmkph dhuyt. pun npnd b wijunphy h hwéngu
dwppljul, quubktugi yguownwitt (b b juunwpbw) Jupstgniguibtht gnigwub: Pull jnpdwd swubwp
quswpuiut hptwlwb vwhdwih dngnynjt Lwnyknnih, b ghwjhnymphiiu  np j0pyhtt Uunmsng. tw b ny
nbplit juwbws gnyp h Gnuw, Juub npny qpubt b Jbp wobw] potudh knkwp jupninhynu whnwib, b
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On all possible occasions bishop Movs€s makes a clear distinction between them — the Georgians and us
— the Armenians. This distinction is not made solely on confessional grounds. In Curt‘avi he was bishop of
both ethnic Armenians and ethnic Georgians but the very fact that the See of Curt‘avi was alternatively
occupied by both Armenians and Georgians meant that it was a place of compromise, both a symbol and a
practical site of close Armeno-Georgian cultural relations. The cult of St. Su$anik, which originated in
Curt‘avi, also underlined and symbolized the close ties between the two people.®* By virtue of the fact that a
venue was needed where Georgians and Armenians would gather together, indicates that the two Churches
were separate with their own traditions. Occasions such as intermarriage were held where cultural ties were
the closest between Armenians and Georgians.”® The subsequent expulsion of Movsgs from his diocese was
regarded by the Armenian side as an offence against the Armenian positions in the region both
ecclesiastically and politically. Evidently the See of Curt‘avi in Iberia was a stronghold of the Armenian
position in Georgia, which sabotaged Georgian state policy that K‘yron was going to initiate. Thus, in the

narrative of the schism, Curt‘avi and the region of Gugark® in general indeed became a virtual chronotope.

The ethnic character of the controversy is also evident from other sources. The testimony of the Narratio
de Rebus Armeniae, a seventh century Chalcedonian account of the Late Antique Caucasian Church history,
may well reflect the forgotten origin of tensions. According to the Narratio, after the unification of the
Church of Persarmenia, many Armenian bishops obeyed Katholikos Abraham’s call to convene in Dwin and
anathematize Chalcedon, but some did not, mostly those “who are in lands called in Armenian language

Tasir, Jorapor and Kartman, also some from Arcax”. % These lands, except of Arcax, constituted parts of

wukliuygt holowbugh U wouwphht: U qujdwt hwjwskguy. b pkytn Juub pd dbqugh. b dwdniu
junwelnpymipkul qpitw) E wowphu Zuyng, hwply hwdwpbguy quy swinigul) uppnipbwin dkpnid
qynpniun wohuwphpt, b ghtd mwpwwwiu.

4 See JC-MartS, 051-052; Janashia, “Lazar Ptarpeli”, 174; Berdzenishvili, “Bolnisi”, 25-27; Bir6, “Shushanik”, 121-
132; Rapp, Imagining History, 748; Muradyan, Susanik, 108-123; Peeters, Saint Susanik, 5-48, 245-307.

85 Compare with K‘yron’s letter, where he describes the role of the Eparchy of Curt‘avi and lists the ethnic Georgians
and Armenian bishops. GT*, 178-179; GT* 11, 88-89; GT* I1I, 336-337.

66 Narr-Fr, 435; Narr, 38: wovor obtor of Aeyouevor xata Ty 1@y Agueviwy diadextov Tacip, Tlopamoo xal Kagtudy, ai et
x@oat, xal Tives amo Tig Aptlay.
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Gugark‘, an Armeno-Georgian marchland, the centre of which was Curt‘avi.®” Although the Narratio does
not elaborate on the reasons why precisely these regions rebelled, we might expect that this source is the
reflection of the tensions in Curt‘avi. Gugareti/Gugark®, the often disputed borderland between Georgia and
Armenia, was bilingual and bicultural. Apparently the earliest tensions between the two churches developed

around the person of Bishop Movsés and his expulsion from the Diocese of Curt‘avi.

Another issue, that takes the controversy well beyond the mere theological and ecclesiastical controversy,
was the language or more precisely the liturgical language. As a national marker, the language of Church
services was of a central importance for the disputers and in fact, apparently, the problem of language was
one of the arch-reasons of the controversy: On all possible occasions the Armenians would protest that
K‘yron had expelled an Armenian bishop and changed the language of the service, which was “worse than
death”. Katholikos Abraham further claimed that the Armenian liturgy, which was established by Saint
Susanik, had been changed: yet another offence against Orthodoxy. The expression “Armenian service” poses
a problem. Does Armenian (hayeren) simply mean the Armenian language, or does it refer to an Armenian
type of liturgy? And if the latter, does this mean that the liturgy differed? Sometimes it seems that the
problem was linguistic and sometimes liturgical. This dichotomy is also found in K‘yron’s response.
Together with his emphasizing of the Armenian and Georgian teachings usumn, K yron’s response suggests
the existence of a difference between the two Church traditions that created a kind of a mismatch between the
two. If usumn means teaching, this would mean that K‘yron was trying to impose the Georgian tradition over
and against the Armenian.”® But considering the entire context, I believe that, initially, the disputers were
referring to the language of the service. It was the supposed “Georgianization” of a legitimately bilingual land
that was perceived as a threat by the Armenians. Only later on did Uxtanés and others, such as the famous

9

representative of the Haxpat-Sanahin school, Anania Sanahinec‘i,® interpret it as a type of liturgical

celebration. The “establishment” of this service was traditionally attributed to St Suganik, the great Armeno-

67 On the historical geography of Gogarene, see Allen, “March-Lands”, 150-156. For a more detailed discussion on the
role of this region in the history of the Armeno-Georgian relations and on the “march-lands of memory”, see infra, pp.
155-167
% The interpretation of usumn in this context remains questionable. The traditional and most appropriate translation is
doctrine as the Nor Bargirk ‘ suggests (NBHL 11, 555). For a short discussion, see Garsoian, L Eglise, 548, fn. 113, 114.
% On Anania’s life and works, see Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 100-110.
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Iberian saint.” Later historians, for whom the cultural, linguistic and even political borders between Armenia
and Georgia were already more or less clearly demarcated, began to confuse the meaning of the “Armenian
service” and interpreted the linguistic change in a theological way. For example, Anania Sanahinec‘i claimed
that K‘yron “changed the shape of the rule against us by receiving alien image and form”.”' Uxtangs, in his

edition, regularly renders huyjtipkt (Armenian) with hwjpkuh (paternal, ancestral) apparently to stress the

defiance of the Georgians to the tradition.”” The expulsion of the Armenian bishop, his replacement by a
Georgian, and the introduction of the Georgian language in a traditionally bilingual territory, raised the
suspicions of the Armenians. To this K yron responded that the new bishop was well versed in both Georgian
and Armenian, as it should be. He persistently emphasized that the Georgian language enjoyed no less

legitimacy in Curt‘avi than Armenian.”

Concerning that which was written about the Church of C‘urtaw, that it had been established for the
spiritual communion and bodily love between our two lands and that the Bishop of C‘urtaw is now
persecuted for his Orthodoxy and also that the Armenian service is altered. We have not altered the
service. He who has become the bishop [instead of Movsés] knows both the Georgian teaching
[usumn] as well as the Armenian, and the service is conducted in both of these letters [pastawnn]. As
for the persecution of the Bishop of C‘urtaw, his own deeds narrate whether he was expelled for his
honest faith or for some other reasons ... I have not persecuted him, but there was something I had
heard about his impious deeds, so I wanted to admonish him and teach him as it befits a pupil. But he
did not obey my call and abandoned the church and left furtively at night.”

«

70Garsofan slightly alters the traditional translation of the following phrase ... quupwuwibtt huytptu uppn)
Cnupwjui qllulquuunphullh‘ lutd pk h pug thnjubgkp” — I heard that you have changed the Armenian service
established by St. Susanik” with “Armenian service established for St. Susanik”. Garsoian, L 'Eglise, 548, fn. 114. GT* 1,
164; GT* 11, 66-67; GT* 111, 316-317. For the quote, see supra, p. 21. I do not see the need for such a correction because
the problem was indeed linguistic. Tradition had it that performing the service in Armenian rather than in Georgian was
prescribed by St SuSanik. Armenians refer to the service established by SuSanik on several other occasions: GT* I, 194-
195; GT* II, 120-121; GT* 11, 362-364. Arseni Sapareli also speaks of the bishopric established by Susanik. See AS, 81;
AS-Fr, 107.
71 AnSan, 113: Gr pugpkd dbp thnpowplbuwg qal Yupght, jbnu puggbd qupdmgbw; qudkiugh qiipyu b
onnupwdl qgkghwy:
2 See Aleksidze’s comment in GT* 11, 152, n. 2.
7 GT*1, 170; GT* 11, 78; GT* II, 326.
™ GT* 1, 166-167; GT* 11, 70-71; GT* III, 320: G np qphwy kp, pk quub hnginp hwynpynipbwi b dwpdiawinp
uhpn Ejtntkght Snipnnuiwy hwuwnwwntw kp p ke tpnig wpluwphwgu, b uydd Snipinwiwg tyhunynui
Juul mpquthwenipbwt hwjwstuy b, b quuonutl huytpkt b pwg thnjubwg L dbp quupnuiut sk
thnjubwy: Puyg qh np kyhulnuynub byl Ypugh niuntdt ghnk b hwy njgku, b Epnipnudp nupnipbwdpp
wuwownwtil Juwnwph: Uj quut Snipnnuiwy tyhuljnynuhtt hwjwsdw, gopdp hip swiuniguku Epl Juub
ninhn hwiwwnny quugbwy k pk quutt wyp hphp: ... Bu quu ny hwjwstkgh, wy tp huy, np juligh Juut tnpw
jEwnht gnpéng, b Ynskh wn hu b judkh jppwn ), b nrunigwth] npyku wwpn kEp wowbpunp. hul bw jhd
Uns sELb, wyy qEYtnkght kpnn b h ghokph qunun guwg:
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K*yron was not alone in his policy, nor did he face any opposition in Georgia, at least we are not aware of
any internal struggle. Moreover both clergy and laity seem to be in accord with K‘yron, a fact that is
continually stressed by the Armenians. There was no trace of schism inside the Iberian Church as occurred
some years earlier in Albania.” Nor can we say, solely according to the surviving correspondence, that
K*‘yron either initiated, or provoked such a scandal. “Suddenly” all Georgian noblemen speak in one accord
and no attempt from the Armenian side to find sympathizers among the Georgians was successful. Vrt’angs
noted this in a rather enigmatic report of the position of the Georgian nobility:

They [the Georgian princes] say, we have this [our faith] and the other [your] faith as well; we

commune in Faith both here and there. If Movsés wishes, let him come and be obedient to our
katholikos, for this is agreeable to us, and let him occupy his place.”®

Hence there are no signs of a cataclysmic change in early seventh century Iberia, neither in the
correspondence nor in Georgian chronicles. No source refers to an “internal upheaval” in Iberia or to a
drastic, painful switch. Such a cataclysmic evaluation of early seventh century events was the prerogative of
the centuries to come and to a certain extent of modern scholarship, when the concept of a “Caucasian

schism” surfaced.

7 Without the benefit of evidence Babian suggests that “Kiwrion found the country in some kind of internal upheaval ...
which could have been, on the one hand, a political struggle between the Iranophile and Romanophile princes, and on
the other, a religious dispute between the Chalcedonian and the anti-Chalcedonian factions within the Georgian
Church”. Babian, Relations, 176. No such struggle is in any way documented in the sixth or seventh century Iberia.
Further the scholar equally without support claims that “It has already been underlined that Kiwrion came to the throne
as an exponent of the anti-Chalcedonian cause. This itself proves that at the close of the sixth century the traditionally
anti-Chalcedonian and “anti-unionist” church fraction in Georgia had still enough supporters among the nobility to
impose its will in the election of a new catholicos. Yet it is very probable that when Kiwrion arrived in Georgia he
discovered that his position was hardly tenable. For he soon became painfully aware that the Georgian Church itself was
divided between the Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian factions. It is my opinion that long before his accession under
the Grecophile Guaram (Gorgenes), more precisely in the last decade of the sixth century, sufficient ground had already
been prepared in Byzantine Georgia for union with the Imperial Church; it is also possible that actual communion may
already have been established in several dioceses”. Babian, Relations, 181-182. None of this is historically transparent,
especially the last claim. Compare this view with the labelling of the period by S. Rapp as “exhilarating times”. See
infra, p. 182.
O GT* I, 141; GT* 11, 45; GT* 11, 285: Uukl, Utp b quju muhup hwiwn b quyn, wiphliug wuwn hwnnpnhup b
wynp. Unjuhup ek Judp tu thkugk upninhynuh htwquin 1hgh, qh Utq wju hwéng, b ghip wknh Yuygh:
Uxtan@s points out that the letters of the Georgians had not been included in the actual correspondance for polemical
reasons, because they were “impious”. US II, 28.
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1.3.1. THE ALBANIAN QUESTION

For the sake of contrast let us see how the situation had been developing in neighbouring Albania.”” The
situation in sixth century Albania, as the lamentably scarce sources present it, is even more contradictory. ’® If
there were no signs of some internal ecclesiastical tension in Iberia, the same was not true for Albania. This
was also reflected in later sources, when both Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian sides tried to interpret the
events, and also the documents at their disposition, in their own ways. Movsés Katankatwac‘i, the most
ardent defender of the perpetual anti-Chalcedonian Orthodoxy of Albania, asserted that the Albanian
Katholikos Abas (c.552-96)" was a fervent guardian of the non-Chalcedonian faith:

Kinds of this malady have entered our land of Albania. So Lord Abas, the Katholikos of Albania,
together with his bishops having held a great inquiry, chased away the teachers of this sect
[Chalcedonians] from this land of Albania: Thomas the hypocrite and Elias the psalmist and Bnton and

Ibas and their other companions similar to them. And he exiled them to distant lands. At this time, the
Church community was at peace with God’s almighty grace.*

It is difficult to imagine a testimony that contradicts Kalankatwac‘i as diametrically as the following
paragraph from the Chalcedonian Narratio de Rebus Armeniae:
[Armenians] wrote the following letter to Abas the Katholikos of the land of Albania: Come and join

us in faith in confessing one Nature of Christ God and in adducing the ‘“Who were crucified for us’ to
the Trishagion hymn. But he did not obey.®'

77 The documents elaborating on the doctrinal situation and hesitations in Caucasian Albania and in the neighbouring
region of Siwnik* are equally preserved in the Book of Letters. These are “The Letter of Yovhannés, Katholikos of the
Armenians to the Bishops and Lords of Siwnik*”, “Letter Composed by Yovhannes, Katholikos of the Armenians to the
Bishops of Atuank”, GT I, 76-84; GT* III, 204-214; French translation: Garsoian, L’Eglise, 479-490; “Letter of
Patriarch John of Jerusalem to Abas, Katholikos of the Albanians”. For the Armenian text, see EpistJohan, 214-215,
252-256. For the Latin translation, see Vardanean, “Johannes”, 64-79; For the French translation, see Garsoian, L ’Eglise,
490-501. This letter not included in the Book of Letters as it defends the Chalcedonian position. The letter and the
problems emerging from it are studied below. For a partial English translation, see also Frivold, Incarnation, 66-120.
’® There is a strong deficiency in Albanian scholarship and many of the studies are not of a particularly high quality. For
some important studies of Late Antique Albanian Church history see Bais, Albania,103-169; Geyushev, Christianity in
Albania, 37-48, 74-81; Hewsen, “Ethno-History”, 27-40; Hitchins, “Caucasian Albanians”, 235-245.
" This date is very tentative and is taken from AS-Fr, 105.
%MK 1, 142-143; MK I, 126: Bhwu npnitwpnju wpdwwnu wju juppiwphu Unnuwbhg: B injh dudwiwlu
wntwnt Upwuwy Unniwithg Jupnnhynuh jnjq puunipbwt wnbbing hipndp byhulnynuop, np Jtpugn;uy
Ywt h qph, tnpop hwuntpd hwjwstwg h wnwik Unniwihg quhnéd Juppuybnu wnubnnj wjunphly'
qfndwut Yndwinp b qthuwununi Gnhw b qRunnt b qgbpuu b quyjul plig tnuw, qulwinnu unghtt wpwp
wnwpwptwl] h hbpwinp Juypu. 6t wjunt Enb jpwnunniphit nijunp Bibnkging p dudwbwlhtt juyudhy
nrlnpdmphuu[p wnhwnb ullﬂﬂluﬂlulﬂ'l

Narr Fr, 435; Narr, 38: E7@a¢av Toivuy sma‘ro)\fm/ meog Tov Amag Tov xaSoAiroy A)\Bamg xa)gag mepténovoay oUtws. EASE

wed’ /r}//,wv 51/09&1; 1§ moTel v &) Aéyery wiay ovay Xopiotol Tov Ocob, xal eis Tov Totgayioy Guvoy 1o O Stavgodeis moooTideis.
0 0% ov guynaSédeto.
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Arseni Sapareli also likes to present Abas as K‘yron’s sympathiser and champion of Chalcedonian
Orthodoxy in the region, although he admits that the Albanians were finally coerced to succumb.®
Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian voices, or rather pro-Byzantine and pro-Armenian voices were both
audible from the same milieu, reflecting the uncertainties and tumults of Late Antique Albania. Such
mutually exclusive documents are The Letter of John the Patriarch of Jerusalem (575-94) to Abas the
Katholikos of the Albanians,” a letter of Katholikos Yovhannés Gabelean to the Albanians written around the
same time™ and finally a letter written over a decade later — the Answer of the Armenians to the Letter of the
Albanians, sometimes attributed to Vrt’anés K‘erdot but probably belonging to Katholikos Abraham.* The

three letters present a noteworthy picture of a historical development.

The letter of the Patriarch of Jerusalem is addressed to Abas. It is an admonition and a eulogy to the
Katholikos for staying true to Orthodoxy and for not yielding to the demands of the Armenians and to the
decisions of the “Armenian council”.*® Further, near the end of the letter, the Patriarch reproached Abas for
tolerating heresy among laymen and for ordaining heretics. The image conveyed is that Abas does not enjoy
the support of the majority of those under his jurisdiction in his actions. But, surprisingly enough, as there
was no mention of this kind of activity by the Council of Dwin in the documents stemming directly from it,
John’s letter is addressed precisely against a “council that was united in Armenia against the Holy Church.”
Almost universally the “Armenian council” that John mentions is considered to be the Council of Dwin
convened by Ners€s and NerSapuh of Taron (555). This letter also fits surprisingly well into the general
image of the events as told by most of the posterior sources, especially Chalcedonian — that the Albanians,

under the leadership of Abas, left the union with the Armenians after the Council of Dwin. As in the

82 AS, 81; AS-Fr, 105-106. For the quotation, see infra, p. 128.
83 EpistJohan, 252-256. For a Latin translation, see Vardanean, “Brief”, 64-77.
¥ GT* 1, 81-84; GT* 111, 210-214; Also quoted by MK-Eng, 122-126 and partially quoted in KH, 136-139.
8 GT* 1, 196-211; GT* 111, 365-396. Katankatwac‘i partially quotes this letter, MK-Eng, 276-279. For discussion on the
textual difficulties and of attribution of this letter, see Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 501, fn. 46.
% EpistJohan, 254: Pul] qumpp b qunhbqhpulwui dnnniu Lunnnuh, gnp uqnidkghtt Zwjpy, npp Unpnpgui h
&tnu Upglionjh wunpny b bjhtt wpuwpny unipp b Jupninhyk Eytntgin)'. The Holy and Ecumenical council of
Chalcedon was anathematized by those Armenians who were distressed by the Syrian AbdiSo and left the holy and
Ecumenical Church.”. EpistJohan, 252: npmid U niunjg qutq Juut pupbukp judwg Gpuinmipbwut Lnwd, tpk
Ruy pupinp Swtwwywph hwiwnny b gnpény pupwtwu. qnp dbp nibwy’ jnjd nipwpu kqup: Through him [the
monk Thomas] we were informed of the favourable disposition of your beatitude and that you walk on the right path in
faith and in writings. And having heard this, we rejoiced greatly.
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Narratio, it presents AbdiSo as the initiator of the council and of the entire apostasy of the Armenians. The
letter also accords with the testimonies that claim that Albania and Iberia did not accept the decrees of the
council and separated from the Armenians.® The letter matches perfectly, and I would think rather
suspiciously, with the general image drawn by the ideologized Middle Ages. **

When Bishop NerSapuh notified Katholikos Nersés of Astarak and other bishops and azats, they

decided to hold a great council in the city of Dwin on the twentieth year of the same Katholikos

Nersgs, the thirteenth year of Emperor Justinian and twenty-fourth year of Xosrow, King of Persians,

in the year when Yizidbozid was martyred and at the beginning of the Armenian era. They
anathematized the holy Council of Chalcedon following Abdigo’s letter.*

If John’s letter suggested that the Albanians, or at least those following the katholikos, did not yield to the
Armenians, the letter of the Armenian Katholikos Yovhannés has been considered as a counter argument.
Moreover the tone of the correspondence between Armenians and Albanians and Siwnians reveals a radically
different attitude from the Georgian situation. By the second half of the sixth century the Church of Albania
was already succumbing to the overwhelming influence of the Armenian Church, hence the patronizing tone
of the Armenian Katholikos Yovhanngs which was even emphasised at an official level in the address. Abas

the Katholikos of the Albanians is “honoured” with the mere title of Bishop of Partaw: *°

to our beloved, excellent, true and pious brothers and sharers of the throne [at ‘orakc ‘ac ‘], to Abas the
Bishop of Partaw [followed by the list of the Albanian bishops].”*

Such a manipulation with hierarchical terms will become common in the Armeno-Georgian discourse

too, but only much later. Also the expression “sharer of the throne” is a direct indication of hierarchical

7.Cf. AS, 81; AS-Fr, 105. For discussion, see infra, p. 128.

% Although at this stage I do not possess sufficient proofs, I would nevertheless approach the matter of the letter’s
authenticity with a certain amount of doubt. Some of the inconsistencies have already been noted by N. Garsoian in
’Eglise, 260-261. However Garsoian’s main argument for doubting the letter’s authenticity does not convince me:
“Exagérant le caractére officiel de la correspondance pré-conciliaire entre AbdiSoy at Ners€s II, il 1’attribue a tort au
deuxi¢me concile de Duin, dont le Pacte ne contient manifestement aucune condamnation de Chalcédoine”. Discarding
the letter simply because it does not match with the known documents that originated from the Council of Dwin is
unjustifiable first of all because it has yet to be proven that the Council of Dwin, discussed above, including the Pact of
Union and other related documents, and the “Armenian Council” referred to in these letters are one and the same event.
¥ Cf. Narr-Fr, 429-438; Narr, 35-36: ‘A énei épvipioe Neogame 6 ém’wromg Negaéon 10 nadodind 1@ ovri amo Actagal nal
aroig ¢ smwwrmtg nal ‘rozg ACaTolg, a)g/a(w 7&1/&(79(11 ,u,sfm)mv ovvedoy év morer TiBly 16 smotrra) &TEI ToU aUTou xa&o)\mou
Negoéon nal @ 17 érer TovoTivoy ;{aza‘agog xal @ 10’ Erel Xoa'gooy ToU H&gm)y Baaz)mwg xal TG ViavT® @ e;/,agrug'ﬂa'ev
Eotimooti nal év doxi To0 doiduel T@v Agueviwy, 6te xal Ty ayiay oivedoy Ty év Xalumdovi aV&S&,u,aﬂmw WS VETTOIBYTY
xata Tov Aoyov Antiicw.

%0 The Patriarch of Jerusalem, John, also addressed Abas as bishop, but this is normal, as for the western Patriarchates
the notion of katholikos was alien.

LGT I, 81; GT* 111, 210: Lunwg b Luwpunhg wunnwswuhpug, Uhpkih ppupg b wpnpwlgug dkpng,
Upwunt NMwpuiw) by huljnunuh.
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subordination and used exclusively to refer to one’s own bishops. The address “to our brothers and colleagues
in episcopacy” instead of “your colleagues in episcopacy” also indicates that Yovhann&s claimed his rights
over the Albanian bishopric. This indicates the Armenian attitude, whether of the actual author or of the
letter’s copyists. The salutation of the Armenian katholikos was friendly and void of any hostility, which
makes N. Garsoian believe that there was no apparent discord between the Armenians and Albanians by that
time.”” But this rather amicable tone cannot be a sufficient argument demonstrating that the state of affairs
was stable and that there was no controversy between the Albanian and Armenian hierarchs. The same polite
tone, which was a matter of courtesy, recurs in the opening of almost every letter exchanged between
Georgians and Armenians two or three decades later, when relations between the two could scarcely be called
amicable. An important aspect that the letter of Yovhanngs reveals is the lack of uniformity in the ecclesiastic
or doctrinal situation in Albania:

Grave news reached us that ‘ravaging wolves in sheep’s clothing” who had come to your parts from

the community of infamous Peter, who by name is called the lover of the poor but who in his actions is

the hater of Christ and the rejecter of the Holy Trinity. Without any obstacle they sow the evil leaven

of cursed Nestorius and the Council of Chalcedon in innocent souls. By deflecting them from the

orthodox faith they lead them to eternal perdition. Heaving heard this, incurable pain was inflicted

upon my body and soul, so I hastened to be clement and to write to you.”

That Yovhannes did not accuse Abas in person of heresy does not constitute an argument proving that he
was not suspected of any. Later, both Katholikos Movsés and Katholikos Abraham would “admonish”
K‘yron to be aware of heretics, although they knew very well that K yron himself was the instigator of the
“heresy” in Iberia. Even less conciliatory was another letter by Katholikos Abraham to the Albanians, where
the separatism of the addressees is made evident:

To you lord Mxit‘ar Bishop of Amaras and Simon of Mec Kotmank* and to other bishops who share
your opinions and to the community of your holy Church, to the nobles and to others who are in

accord with you among the laymen ...We heard from the naxarar of Siwnik* called Gregory what you
told us in writing: about your situation and desires and that those who were not opposing have [now]

%2 Garsoian, L Eglise, 291-292.
2 GT* 1, 81; GT* 111, 211: Lwlgh khwu wn dkq (nip ndunul hwdpwing, bpt ki ndwip quyp juthsnwlynnp
qqtuwnnt nsjpwpug, npp Ejht juppuwph dkp h Jubwg wndn) MEwnpnup, np wiintwdp Unpunwuknp Ynsh, b
gqnpény Lphunnnuwnbug b nipugnn qunipp Gppopnpmiphitt. qswip npndt wthskinyt Lkuwnnph b qdnnnynj
Lunjignuh whwpghjwpwup ukpdwkt jpnghu wudknug, phiptny qunuw niynuihwe hwiwwnny. dwnil) h
juthnbktwljut Ynpniunt, qnpdk jubind wnhwuwpwl nqiny b dwpdung Enkt wipdoytith guip, Juutnpn
wuktuyt hwpuinpnipbwdp thnipugup Jupklhg (hut) b qptp dkg...
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probably created an opposition. He also said that one of your servitors has averted from the true path
... we were equally informed by him of the novel controversies.”

The letter appears to be an answer to the letter of the Albanians and it can be said with a considerable
degree of certainty that, as an addressee, it excludes the Katholikos of Albania. The letter makes it clear that
the situation in Albania was not uniform, as it was in Iberia, where the Armenians faced co-ordinated
opposition from the whole land and Armenians had been imposing on the Albanians. As for Albania,
different parties and fractions can be noticed in the letters, describing the complicated process of both
Armenian and Chalcedonian sides trying to gain the upper hand in the internal affairs of the land and thus
provoking schisms in the Albanian Church. The Chalcedonian patriarch had similar pretensions to Abas:

But we also heard that some under your jurisdiction had accepted these words, vain, deceptive and
erring and that your holiness has not spoken out against them.’’

It has been observed that Armeno-Iberian and Armeno-Albanian relations were not super-imposable,
whereas later historiography attempted to project them on each other. We can see that matters of hierarchy
were not an issue in the Armeno-Iberian context while the Armenian pretensions are already visible in the
Armeno-Albanian correspondence. It will be useful to keep this in mind in order to see how these

.. . . .96
uncertainties were used in medieval and modern scholarship.

The events described above marked the beginning of the end of Albania as a nation. Everything seemed
to be aligning against Albania and the geo-political location was all but deplorable. The Arabs were taking
over, Byzantium was too far to support Albania and Iberia was still too weak. There was no charismatic
leader such as K‘yron who would be unyielding to anything apart from the country’s interests. Furthermore,
there was no unity and accord among either lay or ecclesiastical authorities of the land. Soon the Albanians

were to disappear both as a state and as a culture and remain a tiny Caucasian ethnic enclave.

% GT* 1, 196-197; GT* 111, 365-366: Stp Uuhpwp Udwpuuny buyhulnynu, b Uhunt Ubks Ynnuwig, b pk wy
Ewhuynwnuntip tlhtt hwdwpnhwyp, b ntjun uppny Eitnkgin), b wquun dwupghl jud wy) h donndppbwi
dhwpwbwlp ... Lutiqh qpny h dkuy wuwndtkgkp Ukq, qdtp qnpuytu wuwonmpht b qudu. @ wthwuljunuly
wpplitp qqnpstw) hwwnwlnmphit qnp puuup h twpwpwupk dhny Uhtiin) @phgnp winit: Lwbiqh b
quppwikltu dkpny wuwg. h Ykp muqing hpwdwnh ... Btykwn b qnipu h tdw qubtuquitkw) nknkjugup.
% EpistJohan, 252-256: Puyg |nmwp, pt nuwip jholuwtniphity muddt pujwjwi quyiwhuh uinnh b
unbndwljut putiu hhwpknipbut.
% For discussion see infr-a, pp. 115-129.
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1.4. ‘THE BOOK OF UNION’

The early seventh-century disputers regularly alluded to a certain “book of union” composed by
Katholikos Babgén and his Georgian colleague Gabriel, one hundred years earlier than the rule of K yron,
where the fathers of both Churches confessed the same faith. In his first letter to K‘yron, Abraham wrote:

During the reign of the King of Kings Kawad (488-96, 498—531), there was an enquiry between our
land and the land of the Romans, who accepted the Council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo.
teachers and princes of our and your lands separated from their communion, which is kept with unity
and in written among us until our days. Now it is inappropriate for your holiness to introduce

alienation between these two countries and deprive of love, bodily friendship and spiritual
communion, so that no one goes to pray at that Holy Cross and from there to the holy Cathedral.”’

Furthermore in the second letter of Abraham to K yron is written:
This aberration also penetrated our land, as we wrote earlier, in the days of Babgeén the Katholikos of
Armenia and Gabriel the Katholikos of Iberia. ® And the bishops and princes unanimously

anathematized and expelled far from their community those who exalted this council [of Chalcedon]
and the Jewish Tome [of Leo]; and this is still preserved among us in writing.”’

The document in question takes us back to the beginning of the sixth century, to the so-called first
Council of Dwin and the aforementioned letters of Babgén. On the one hand it specifies its date of writing but
on the other hand, as we shall see, it contradicts both the survived letters of Babgen as well as the historical
state of affairs of that period. It claims that a separation, namely of Albanians, Armenians and Iberians from
the “Roman Church” had already taken place, whereas the letters of Babgén affirm the contrary, namely that

a union was established among all these churches during the reign of Emperor Anastasius (491-518).

7 GT* 1, 164; GT* 11, 67; GT* 1II, 316-317: Qh phkykn U judu Yunwwnwy wppughg wppwih bl fuplighp
pulmptwt dkp wppuwphhu b Znondng, npp qdnnnyu Runitnnuh pujuwui, b quunidwpt Lhntp, dkp @ dkp
wopwphhu quppuuybtwnp b hojpwip htipwgu h hwnnpymptut ingw, b Thwpwiuniptwdp b gpny wwhp h
dhoh dbpnid Uhgh guydd: Ujdd ny £ yqupn uppnipbwy dipnid wnwpmiphtt h Uk wplwuk) Eplnigniig
wopuwuphwgu, b hinwgniguil) qukp b quiwdniphit qupdbwimpuljui b ghwunnpyniphtt hnghnpuwl,
qh dh np Ehkugk wnuipl] wuwnh h unipp vwsy. b wynh h unipp Qupninhyt: This document was previously
mentioned with almost exact wording by Katholikos Movsgs in his letter to K yron, which Abraham quotes and which
Uxtan@s added to his edition: GT* II, 126; GT* III, 225. Later Abraham once again quotes himself in his second letter to
K*yron.
o lzor discussion on this person, see infra, pp. 101-103.
% GT* I, 177; GT* 11, 86-87; GT* III, 334: Bt Unnpmiphiiu wyu, npyku jupwewgnyi gpkigup U h Ubkp
wopuwuphu wn Pupghiut Zuyjng Ywpninhnuwt b we Fwpphbht ypug Ywpninhlnuht, b dhwpuwiimpbwudp
twhlnynuwg b wquu npkpn;, ugqnybtghtt b pwg htpwgut h dhwpwiniptul dkdwpuiqugh qdngndu b
quunidwp hptwljui b wydd gpny ywwhh wn dkg:
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Vrt‘anés K erdot also refers to this united pan-Caucasian “canon” in his letter to the Armenian population of

Curtavi:

Because some unpleasant news has reached us that the heresy of Nestorius and of the Council of
Chalcedon, which had been eradicated as something not to be remembered through a terrible anathema
pronounced by common canon of the bishops and princes of the Armenians, Georgians and Albanians,
now thzllgoso-called katholikos, together with his bishops and princes, is accepting and professing that
heresy.

The third letter of Abraham to K‘yron sheds more light onto the character and history of this statement of

unity. It even provides a list of the Georgian participants at the Council.

And now if you have not strayed from the faith of the fathers, as you wrote to us many times, you too,
come and condemn the cursed council of Chalcedon and the filthy Tome of Leo, just as your
forerunner blessed Gabriel the Katholikos of Georgia [did] together with our blessed fathers and with
his sharers of the throne [the list of the Georgian bishops]. These blessed bishops, who were from your
land, gathered in the times of Babgeén the Katholikos of the Armenians together with the Albanians
and Siwnians at the council, where they unanimously cursed the Council of Chalcedon and the filthy
Tome of Leo. For the letter of oath, which was written in Armenian, was lost during the unrest, but
was then translated in the town of Edessa from Greek, for they also had it from us. But they could not
translate it faithfully and truly as appropriate. For if there were the well-known names of your bishops
and Episcopal Sees, there were others [names] extremely obscure and deformed. But if you wish to
find out the names of the bishops, according to the Sees and other names of the bishops, as they are
written, you can find out the real names of the episcopates because that was the way we found it
ourselves, moreover that you can find the letter of oath also in your language.'"*

K*‘yron also acknowledged the existence if not of such a document, at least of an established unity:
That you have written about the times of Kawad King of Kings, we know it, for it was indeed so, as

we have heard numerous times. Whatever you have written about the unity, oath and faith of our
fathers and yours, we keep the same unchanged. Concerning what you have written on the unity of

" GT 1, 130; GT* 11, 32; GT* 111, 270: Gwult gh khwu jnip swjunpdbph, bpt ghtpdniwst LVkunnph b qdnnninj
Lunnnyuph qnp Zuyng b dpwug b Unnuwihg dhwpwt juint tyhulnynuwg b holuwbug unuluih
ugnypip wighownwlnmptwdp tp h pug pupdbw), wpy Jupninhinuy wintwbw) buyhlinwuwlguipy,
hwunkpd hpluwup pugniubniphit b Ubdwpwin wnbbt hbpdniwsnyy:
"' GT 1, 182-183; GT* 11, 96-98 ; GT* III, 342-343: Upy bpk stp thnjubwy h hwybpkith huwwnng, npuku pugnid
wiqud gplghp wn dkqg, B tiqnjbw’ b i quithstwy dnnnyt Lunngnih b quhys nnidwpt Linth, npytu
twpitht pn kpwlbht Qupphlp wpninhlnut dpwg ugqnbwg phn Gpwbbih hwput dbp hwbnkpd
wpnnuljguip hipnip, npng wbmwbpt kb wyunphl ... Upy wju Epwtbh Eyhulnwnuniipu, np jupjawnphk
dbpdk tht, b puy Unnuwtihip b pun Uhtthip b Zwju ghybgut juinipu Pupghtiug Zuyng Jupninhlnuh, jugt
dnnniyh jnpnid wuhdwiit h inguil dhwpwtmptwdp dnnndu Luntnnh b wnidwpt Luntth: G gh guyjdw
twdwl np hwybpkt gpn bp, juyunwdpmpbwb Ynptwr, b pupguuikgur wiju j0iphwy punuph h hnond
qpnj. pwuigh b tnpw niikht b dkug. bt unyq b unipp, npuyku wpdwt kp, sfupughtt pupgdwiky, qh Eu np
pwo juyntih b kbyhuljnynuwgy b tyhuljnynuwpwigh winittwp, b tu np uph h Swéniy b wjjwdlip: Fuyg
pt Julhp wintwipp kyhunynuwgh b juenpuip nknkwugh b wjjwdl winwdpp kyhulnynuwgn npuyku
gpbwy kb, Jupkp quuinyg wintwtu bwhunwynuwpuwgh qguuutl). b quyngu bu, pwugh b dkp qutpu, wn
nuwpuqnt dwppugup gunuil], b twtuiwy pk quuydwi twdwlt hulj gqunuthgkp qpny dkpny:

34



your lands, which is still preserved in our days, we are committed to the same unity and we shall not
- 102
change it.

The document and the council alluded to by the participants were long held as unknown in scholarship,
until the two letters written by Katholikos Babgen in 506 and 509 were published. As a result, either of these
letters was regularly considered as to be that mentioned by the two katholikoi. As for the council referred to,
this was considered to be the so-called first council of Dwin in 506.'” But as demonstrated below, neither of
the two letters by Babgén matches the description of the disputers. Nor were the two letters dedicated to the
“Iinquiry [of faith] between our land and the land of the Romans.” Furthermore, not only do the two letters of
Babgen not reject the union with the Imperial Church, but on contrary, they affirm dogmatic unity with the
Romans. Finally, the letters of Babgén are in fact not a “unanimous condemnation of the Council of
Chalcedon.”'* Indeed in failing to provide any list of either Georgian or Armenian bishops, the letters of

Babgen could not even reflect the proceedings of a council.

1.5. THE COUNCIL OF BABGEN

The so-called first Council of Dwin, whence the document supposedly emanated, was the first event that
was remembered as having treated the doctrinal issues of the whole South Caucasus. The correspondences
that detail this supposed council are the First Letter of the Armenians to the Orthodox in Persia and the
Second Letter of the Armenians to the Orthodox in Persia, both of which are preserved in the Book of

Letters.'”

These texts were, in fact, brought to the attention of the scholarly community only a century ago,
together with the publication of the Book of Letters in Tbilisi and it was due to these letters that the Council

of Babgén acquired such a decisive role in Late Antique Armenian Church history. It was therefore felt

192 GT 11, 130; US 11, 12: ki np qUuuwinwy wppwjhg wppuygh dudwbwlh thp gqpbwy, ghntdp’ gh wjtyku kgl
npyku pugqnmd wbqud jubwy Gdp, b np Juub hwpgt dbp b dkp dhwpwiniptwt b nitjunh b
hwunwnniptw huwwnny thp qpliwy, dkp wpwpd niuthdp qunju: G np Juut dkp b dkp woluwphwg thp
gphw] b wuwghw] junququ dhwpwbmpbw qop b dbpnd dwdwbwlhu b ubp b nju mbhdp
dhwpwuniphtt b ny thnjuhdp:
103 On the debates concerning the dating of the councils, see Garsoian, L Eglise, 135-241. Before the discovery and
publication of the letters of Babgén, the accepted date for the Council by scholars was 491: Camé&ean, History, 223-225;
Tournebize, Histoire de I’Armenie, 90; Ter-Mikelian, Armenische Kirche, 54; Ter-Mkrtéean, Die Paulikianer, 54.
%1t is conceivable that the document held by the Armenians was a somewhat altered version of the letter of Babgen,
similar to that preserved in the Seal of Faith. But again, even this document affirms the union in faith between the
Caucasian churches and the Byzantine church. See KH, 134.
195 For the two letters of the Armenians, see GT¢ I, 41-52; GT¢ III, 147-156, 157-162. French translation: Garsoian,
L ’Eglise, 438-450; A partial English translation: Babian, Relations, 89-99; Frivold, Incarnation. 79-87.
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necessary to make sound connections between the first Council of Dwin, the letters of Babgén and the “Book
of union”. As a result, nowadays most scholars consider the so-called council of 506 to be of crucial

importance to the history of the Armenian Church and of Caucasian churches in general.'”

Most scholars of the previous century considered that the council of Babgén, supposedly convened in the
city of Dwin in 506, was an opportunity for the Armenian Church — and according to some other scholars, for
all Caucasian churches — to condemn the definitions of the Council of Chalcedon and formulate their position
vis-a-vis the Chalcedonians. The introduction of the letters of Babgén to scholarly discourse strengthened this
unsubstantiated theory behind the council of Babgén and presumably supported other medieval testimonies.
Thus speculations surrounding this council multiplied. The Council of Dwin has also at times been
considered as the first united Caucasian church council that maintained dogmatic unity over the region for yet
another century.'”’ It is also often connected to the political events of the period and to the struggle of the
Persian and Roman empires over the region. '™ Another, more recent theory is that the council of Babgén was
convened to accept the Henotikon of Zeno by the Caucasian Churches.'” According to Cowe,''* Garsoian
and Zekiyan,''' whose views I partly endorse, the Council targeted Persian Nestorians and was still far from
formulating anti-Chalcedonian Christology.''> As N. Garsoian has convincingly demonstrated, to speak of
Armenian anti-Chalcedonism at any time during the sixth century is an anachronism.'” The fact is that the
Council of Babgen was a point of departure whenever discussion or debate might arise among the Caucasian
churches. The way in which it was remembered is another issue, but what concerns us now is that the council

was remembered as the beginning.

1 For a number of the main studies of the Council of Dwin, see: Aleksidze, “Materials”, 145-160; “Religious
Situation”, 103-110; Babian, Relations, 75-103; Janashia, Feudal Revolution, 357; Javakhishvili, History 1, 313;
Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 135-241; Sarkissian, Council, 196-214; Ter-Minaseants, Armenische Kirche, van Esbroeck,
“Impact”, 301-319; Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 162.
107 Ter Mkrté‘ean, Die Paulikianer, 55-56; Inglissian, “Chalkedon”, 364; Sarkissian, Council, 206; Javakhishvili,
History 1, 313; also see Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 137; Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 158-160; Aleksidze, “Materials” 160.
198§ Janashia, for example, suggests that the council was called under the instructions of the Persians with the intention
to accept anti-Chalcedonian Christology, that is to say, a pro-Persian political side: Aleksidze, ‘“Materials”, 160;
Janashia, Feudal Revolution, 357.
109 Aleksidze, “Materials,” 146-160; Nersoyian, “Christological Position”, 130; Ter-Minasseants, “Babgén”, 31-44.
110 Cowe, “Philoxenus”, 115-117.
"1 Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 158-160.
"2 On the presence of the “Nestorians” in Armenia of the fifth century, see Garsoian, “Dyophysites”, 73-85.
3 An entire chapter is dedicated to this issue in Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 135-241.
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Medieval Armenian authors were especially keen on presenting the Council of Babgeén as an opportunity

to formulate Armenian Orthodoxy. '™

Although the contradictions and uncertainties of the sources are
blatantly evident, it is obvious that most of them agree upon the anti-Chalcedonian motivation of the council
of Babggn. Other sources claim that representatives from all three Caucasian Churches were present at the
Council. These two features were remembered and became leitmotifs in the anti-Georgian position
formulated by the Armenian Church. Moreover, it was also through the prism of these sources that, following
their publication, the two letters of the Armenians were analyzed. For the medieval authors, the emperors
Zeno and Anastasius were strict anti-Chalcedonians with whom the Armenians were in agreement.'" This
direct correlation of the later sources with the letters of Babgeén, as with the enigmatic “Book of Union” and
consequently with the council of Dwin of 506 led, as I understand it, to the subsequent erroneous
interpretation both of the letters and of the later explanations by historiographers. Indeed, I fail to see any
tangible grounds for supposing that the letters of the Armenians to the Persians are at all related to the council
of Babgen, whether actual or a phenomenon perceived by the middle ages, or that these later sources actually
refer to this particular council. Furthermore, I think that gathering in Dwin, as referred to in the first letter of
the Armenians, was not a united Caucasian synod, although most probably there was one earlier.''® Finally as
N. Garsoian has convincingly argued, at the time of the writing of these letters the Armenian Church had not

yet formulated its anti-Chalcedonian teaching.''” On this final point I shall elaborate the least, as it has been

sufficiently argued by most distinguished scholars.

Virtually no-one has doubted that the letters of Babgén, together with other Armenian sources, speak

about the 506 council of Dwin. I would prefer to argue that textual evidence in the Letters of the Armenians

% On this position, see Tournebize, “Armenie”, col. 303; Inglisian, Chalkedon, 361-417; Sarkissian, Council, 186-213;
Babian, Relations, 75-103; Only M. Ormanian takes a more neutral stand by viewing the anti-Chalcedonianism of the
letters of Babgén only along the lines of the official policy of the Empire. Ormanian, Church, 24-28; H. Chakmakjian
affirms the Council as having been convened to condemn the Chalcedonian definitions. Chakmakjian, Christology, 16-
17; Archbishop M. Krikorian considers that the Acts of the Council of Chalcedon reached Armenia by the beginning of
the sixth century at which time the Armenians were introduced to Chalcedonian theology. The Council of Chalcedon
itself was condemned only at the Second Council of Dwin in 555. Krikorian, Armenische Kirche, 73-74.
"5 The controversial evaluation of Anastasius’s religious policy was inherited by contemporary scholarship. For some
discussion, see Charanis, Church and State, 10-51, 66-77,
116 Garsoian, “VatarSapat”, 497-506.
"7 This stand is, more or less, already widely accepted in the international scholarly community. On the same argument
see Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 165-168.
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makes no suggestion that either the first or the second letter directly reflect the council’s activity. That the
letter could be the product of the council is not at all evident. First of all, in the first letter Babgén makes it
clear that the council, or whatever was the nature of the assembly, had already begun when the Persians
arrived whose purpose was to receive a letter of confirmation of faith. A council is mentioned only once at
the very beginning of the letter:

In the eighteenth year of the reign of Kawad the King of Kings, when we were assembled in the region

of Ayrarat, in the town of Dwin, which is the capital of this land of Armenia, I, Babgén, head of the

bishops of Armenia, together with all the bishops, monks and naxarars, some people came to us and
told us that they were from your parts.''*

Therefore, the arrival of the Persian delegates could not have been the rationale behind the gathering of
bishops in Dwin.'"” As for the second letter, while it does reiterate the contents of the first letter and refers to
it, it fails to mention any previously held Church council or in any way reiterate the decrees of that Council.
Arguably, one would have expected some kind of reference to such an important council called to deliberate
on such liminal decisions. There are even fewer grounds for calling this first letter a Synodal Act as it is
sometimes described, stressing, accordingly, the differences between the first and the second letters. These
differences include the first being an official decree of the council whereas the second, was written two or
three years later, and did not have direct connection with the council.'” Garsoian suggests further that the
second letter is neither an official document, nor does it represent the official decisions of a council but is
mere a dogmatic letter."*' T do not see that there are any impelling reasons for classifying the first letter of the
Armenians as a Synodal act, and this because of the content of the letter itself. At no point does Babgén make
reference to the decisions or about the nature of the council. The list of the bishops does not even identify the

participants at the council. The letter does not say that the bishops and isxans, mentioned in the opening of

18 GT* 1, 42; GT* 111, 149: dwut gh mplhunwuibpnpy wdh Ywiwwnwy wepwyhg wppuyh, dhtsgbn tu Fupgkh
Zuyng by huljpnynuuwybn, wdkbugb Byhuynynuwip b Jubwwbwip b twpwpwpuip dnnndbuwg bwp
JUjpuwpuin quiwn, jpunuil Zujuwunui woiwphhu b ntht punup, Ejtw; hwuhtt we dkq wpp ndwip,
npp wuwght ghupkwu 1huk) h Ynndwtgny jungut:
% As noted by Z. Aleksidze, the council of Dwin could not have been convened by order of the Persians as S. Janashia
argues, because the Persian delegates arrived to Dwin when the Council was already in progress. See Aleksidze,
“Materials”, 150-60. N. Garsoian also notes that the council could not have been initiated by the Persian delegates:
Garsoian, L Eglise, 156-168.
2% Sarkissian, Council, 197-202
12! Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 150; Sarkissian, Council, 205.
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the letter, were participants at a synod, but represent those in whose name Babgen is authorized to write as
Katholikos.'” This was a standard way of addressing another Church, namely, appealing to one’s own
synthronoi.'” The delegates from Persia inquired about a confession of the faith of the Armenians and also
requested a written statement from the Armenian Church regarding the Nestorians. Thus the letters of Babgén
represent a position that the Armenian Church already held, a doctrinal status quo of the Church; they not
necessarily identify decisions of a council. The letter says:
And they were standing in front of everyone’s jury, holding your letter in their hands, in which they
confessed the true faith, to which they had applied with much effort in order to find the true and
orthodox beliefs about the Holy Trinity. Because of their braveness, they [the Persian delegates]
received the king’s edict from Kawad, the King of Kings, by which he gave them the power to be
fortified in faith according to the canons and the knowledge of the lands of the Romans, Armenian,

Iberians and Albanians, so that the definitions of the faithful in Christ are not destroyed by vain words
and superfluous concepts.'**

122 One passage from the first letter of the Armenians in GT* I, 47; GT* III, 155-56 requires special attention, because it
is important for understanding the letter’s general scope: (@L uyn wynubtu b Lubd hwnwqu wyn hpug b h
unidwutnwth hipdntwsp ki, b juyjud hwiwwnny, hud hwiwnny twdwl whwnh, b hwiwwnny twdwl hwunwn
b £odwiphwn bt quupwpd wpwpkp: G bu Pupqt Zuyng Yupninhinu b wdkbw)t byhulnynuntup, b dwpy
Uwdhynubwt: b wynip dhwbqud hpfuwbp, b twpupwpupp twp, gplgup hwytpta b wupulpky, b jupkgup
dbpny dwwnwibwi. Garsoian translates the passage in the following way: “Voici [comment] il en est. J’entends a
propos de ces choses qu’il y a des dissidences au Xuzastan et il me faut une lettre dogmatique sur cette foi, composez-
moi donc une lettre dogmatique solide, véridique et immuable. Et moi, Babgén, catholicos des Arméniens, et tous les
évéques, et Vard Mamikonean, ainsi que les princes et nayarars d’ailleurs qui étions [réunis] ensemble, nous avons écrit
[une lettre] en arménien et en persan et nous I’avons scellée de nos anneaux”. Garsoian, L Eglise, 446. In her translation,
Garsoian interprets the Armenian text in such a way that the passage seems to refer to those who were assembled in
Dwin and the letter is written in the name of those present at the council. As such, the impression made is that the letter
is a counciliar act. Such interpretation is problematic because the Armenian text does not imply this. In fact the last
sentence, where Garsoian mentions a meeting or a council, is not in the Armenian text at all. Even if the text is deemed
incomplete there is no proof that Zoloveal, or a synonym, had been used. The Armenian text can also be translated in the
following way: “And Vard Mamikonean and the isxans and naxarars, wherever we might be, we wrote in Armenian and
in Persian and we sealed with our seals.” (ew aylur miangam, ew isxank’, ew naxarark’ eak’, grec‘ak’). If we read the
text this way, the implication of the letter changes: It is not necessarily a decision of those who gathered at the council,
but rather an agreed statement of all isxans and bishops and naxarars. Babgén as the Katholikos of all Armenians, is
writing in the name of all Armenians. Following Sarkissian’s same argument, Garsoian notes here that the formula
“signed and sealed” indicates at a very formal act. This kind of expression is only in the Pact of Union of 555 and in the
statement of the Faith of 608 which anathematize the Council of Chalcedon. Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 446; Babian, Relations,
98; Sarkissian, Armenian Church, 205. This is quite true and the letter is indeed official but the fact that the letter was
sealed does not necessarily mean that it is the act of the council; it might equally well have meant that the letter is an
official confession of faith of one Church sent to another.
123 Cf. the correspondence of the Armenians with the Iberians in the Book of Letters. GT¢ I, 81-189; GT¢ III, 224-356.
124 GT°1, 42-43; GT* III, 149-150: b1 Jughkw| junkuh juinhiwb wdkikgnmb, niutht ghp h dknu’ npng
lununndutht b Jipwy ninhn hwiwwnn. pby puqomd wojpwnniptwdp quudhtiu wplhtwy], we b gt
qfouwphnn b quupputhwr hwiww uppny Gppoppniplwii: G quut tnpht hwdwpdwlniphit wnbuyg
pugquinpulju hpnjupunwly, qUuiunwy wppwjhg wppuyh, npoid webwy hpuwbniphils gh pun judwg b
huinpn) uwnnigniptwb pphunnubmpbwl, hwiwwn jutdhtiu hwunwwnbugh punn Juinuh qhumpbwt
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Babgeén’s response, therefore, is not a Synodal Act but a Confessio Fidei of the Armenian Church. The
letter closes in this way: “We have written and sealed this inquiry of the true faith ...We have written this in
Armenian and Persian and sealed with our seals” and “they [the messengers] will bring this dogmatic letter
together with them to their land.”'*® Further the first letter of Babggn states:

As your messengers, the brothers Samuel the monk and Priest Simeon and their other companions,
told us, Babg the Katholikos of Asorastan and the others, who are Nestorian bishops, say this. They

say that God has two sons — one God-Logos equal to the Father, who descended from heavens and the
other — Jesus, a mortal man like us, who was born from Mary.126

This is the sole reference to the Persian Katholikos Babai (497—503)'* and it is clearly stated that the
Armenians heard of him and his activities from the Persian delegates.'” In the first letter, Babai is not
explicitly anathematized, whilst in the second he already is. This fact provides a further argument in favour of
the view that the council of Dwin, which according to the letter was in progress, was not the place where the
definitions of the Armenian faith were promulgated. If the council was convened to condemn the
“Nestorians”, how is it possible that they heard about the main “Nestorian” only in the middle of the council,
when the Persians arrived? Knowledge of the councils and other activities of the Nestorians is drawn from the
letter of the Persians and a considerable part of the letter of the Armenians quotes from this letter. The second
letter although declaring the anathemas, does not suggest that these anathemas were declared at the council:

We anathematize Nestorios, Arios, Theodoros, Diodoros, Theodoritos, Eutychios, Paul of Samosata,
Ibas, Akakios, Barcume, Bab&, who are in the land of the Persians, their canons and their faith.'?

woluwphhti Znondng, [GT 11, U Zwyng] b dpug b Upgmubhg, b vh Juypuuyup puihp b wibnpy
hdwugniwsnyp jupudwntugh b vwhdwt we h Lphunnu hwwnwgh|ng:
' GT* 1, 47; GT* 111, 156: ... 61 quyu hulighp &Uuwphn hwiwnng gpegup b Yupkgup...qpigup hwykpti b
wuwpulbpk, b Yupkgwp dbtpnd dwwnwbbwe..l quu hwiwwnny twdwl ply pipiwiun wehtt jupuwph
hiptwig:
120 GT* 1, 45; GT* III, 154: Puyg npujtu wuwghtt wn dkq wnwpkwpt wn h dky knpupp Uwdnily Juiulu,
Guwint tpkg, b wy) Unghti pulbpp, tpt Pwpk Uunpbunwi Jupninhnu b wy np kuhulnynup bl
tkunnphwinup quu juwtuhb. bpymu Npphu wukb (buy Gunnisng. quht Uunmwst Pubb hutwuwp
Zunp’ np kol jhplyithg. b wyjt 8humu dwpy dwhlijwbwugm wdwh dbp, np stut h Twphwdwy.
'27 On the Persian councils in the late fifth century, see Macomber, “Seleukia-Ctesiphon”, 142-152.
1 GT*1, 41-43; GT* 111, 147-149.
' GT* 1, 50; GT* 1II, 160: &1 igntdp qUkunnphnu, & qUphnu, q@tnynpnu, qYunynpnu, q@tngnphinny,
qGinhpnu, qMwinnu Uwdniunwgh, qbpw, qUYul, qPupdnidl, qPupk, npp h Mwpuhg wopuwphh qungnit
qyuunt b ghuiwwn:
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As such, it is highly likely that the letters of Babgén have nothing to say about the activities of a Church
council. Were we to approach the letters of Babgeén and the later sources in this way, that is to say separately
and without correlating them to the “council of Dwin”, we would be able to resolve some of the
inconsistencies that have troubled modern scholars, such as for example the participation of the Georgians

and Albanians at the council.

The other problem that the letters of Babgén present is how widely they were disseminated and how well
were they known and quoted in the Armenian tradition. Consequently, what can we say about the authenticity
of these letters and how can we be certain that dogmatic letters of such importance would have survived
untouched? As suggested by Adontz and Akinean, they might have been strongly interpolated.'*® That
Babgen’s letters have been subject to considerable revision is evident from the version of these letters attested
in the Seal of Faith attributed to Katholikos Komitas. A chapter is entitled First Letter of Blessed Babgén
Written to the Persian Orthodox, Together with his Sharers of the Throne. The claim that the document is a
reproduction of Babgeén’s letter is misleading. Rather it is a fusion of Babggn’s two letters:

Such is the faith that the Romans, we the Armenians and the Iberians and the Albanians have. And we
shun and curse Chalcedon. For we well know the lies of Chalcedon, of Nestorius and of all in league
with them, who hypocritically follow the errors of the pagans and the Jews (for we know that they also

confess the same paganism and Judaism) in order to bring into error the souls of the innocent by
detracting the blind from the true path."'

1.6. A ‘PAN-CAUCASIAN’ COUNCIL?

A number of later source claims that Georgians and Albanians participated at a Church council convened

by Katholikos Babgeén. The most important evidence is the early seventh-century Armeno-Georgian

1 Garsoian, L Eglise, 164. Z. Aleksidze also argues that the second letter has at least been interpolated being different
from the first in style, language, the way proper names are written and so on. As such he also questions the authenticity
of the letter. Note the varied orthography of the names of the “heresiarchs”: Smawon/Simon, Pawlos/Pawle,
Nestorios/Nestor, Teodoritos/Teodorit, Haba/Iba and so on. These indicate at least to the fact that the two letters had
separate textual traditions. Aleksidze, “Materials”, 150.
PUKH, 134: Quju hwnwn Znentp b Zwyp b hpp b Unniwbp nitthl, b thwpashdp nipugbwy h Lunykgnit: Sh
Lunitnnuth vnniphiit qUkunnph qungnilg tdwibwgl, qnp ghnbdp YEndwinpniptwdp thwpunigbwp h
htpwinuniptult U h hpfwwh dnpnpoiptuk. qh b qunjt fununnyuwhtt hkpwinuniphiul, Thwiqudw)u b
hptniphitth wuwwptk] h dnnpniphtt quhnu widtnug, np E wmghwnwg, Yphytgniguting h dwbtwwywphtk
qynypl. It is also quoted by Garsoian, L’Eglise, fn. 141, 337. Note that the title of the letter in the Seal of Faith, itself an
encapsulation of it, fails to mention a council and, moreover, does not consider the letter as a counciliar act. See KH,
131.
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correspondence and a number of other medieval sources. The letters of Babgén claim nothing of this kind.
The letters merely say:

And because you [the Persians] wished to be instructed by us on these matters, we declare to you that

neither the Romans, nor the Armenians, nor the Iberians, nor the Albanians, have received these

blasphemies [Nestorianism] and we do not accept them and we do not communicate with them and we
do not believe in them, but on the contrary, we anathematize those who say that and who teach it.'*?

The second letter of Babgeén also mentions Albanians and Iberians on several occasions. According to
Babgen,
This is our faith which we profess, just as we have written to you before in accord with the Iberians
and the Albanians, in the writing of each land.'*
This sentence is highlighted by L. Zekiyan and Z. Aleksidze as an argument that both the Georgians and
the Albanians who participated at the council of Dwin composed a similar letter as Babgen’s, but in their own

. 134
respective languages.

It is further suggested that this Georgian version of the letter might be the one to
which Abraham had alluded.”’ This may seem logical, but to my mind Babgén refers to three different
letters, each written in accord one with the other. Nevertheless this does not necessarily mean that the letters
were composed at a single council. The Persian delegates may also have inquired about the faith of the
Albanian and Iberian Churches from whom they may have received other letters confirming the faith. We can
never know for certain whether Babgeén actually refers to the first letter preserved in the Book of Letters or to
some other document. The “Book of Union”, alluded to by the early seventh-century polemicists, was
composed in Armenian, then translated into Greek, and was apparently also preserved in Georgian. Garsoian

argues that this cannot be either the first or the second letter of the Armenians, because it does not contain a

list of the Georgian participants at the council."*® It is in fact difficult to know what Abraham is referring to. It

P2 GT* 1, 46; GT* 111, 155: B qh udkguyp h Uthe Juul inpht hpug niuwik). swiniguibkup Ukq pt Znnndp
b dtq Zuyp, b Thpp, b Unniwtp, ghwihnniphiiiu quyu ns pujuup, b ny pungniihdp, b ny hwnnpyhdp, b ny
huwtwwnudp, wyp b ugnytdp np wjuykub wukt b ntunigukc
P GT 1, 51; GT* 111, 161: Ujumhl Juphdp hunwwnnyp qnp b gphigup hul dkq jupwewqniy, dpug b
Unniwithg Yhwpwtn ptwdp hipupwiship wppawphh gpnd:
134 Aleksidze, “Materials”, 160; Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 165.
135 Aleksidze, “Materials”, 160.
13 Garsoian, L Eglise, 569, fn. 207. Garsoian argues that it might be Babgén’s second letter, but states that it can not be
the first, which she calls a “counciliar act”.
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might be the Georgian version of the letter, simply because he quotes Babgen’s letter and confuses it with

some other document that also lists the Georgian participants.

The presence of Georgians in a united Caucasian church synod is also confirmed in a letter of Simeon
Beth-Arsam (early sixth century).®” The letter does not reveal the council to which Simeon refers. Hence,
according to most of the testimonies, Georgians and Albanians both participated in the council, but none of

the sources identifies this council with that of Dwin.

Having invented various canons for their novel doctrine at these synods, they separated from the true
faith of the Holy Fathers, from the faith which they received from the Apostles, preached in Nicaea by
one hundred and eighteen bishops, gathered together with Constantine the orthodox Emperor of the
Romans with whom the one hundred and fifty most pious and most holy bishops agreed, who gathered
in Constantinople, together with Emperor Theodosios the Great and two hundred and three bishops in
the city of Ephesus under Emperor Theodosios the Younger with whom the 435 bishops of great
Alexandria, Antioch of Syria, Cappadocia and Galatia agreed, together with Emperor Zeno through
the edict called Henotikon, or the Union. Later, who confirmed, were forty bishops of the Persian
jurisdiction under Maruta who was sent by Caesar [Theodosios] Emperor of the Romans "*® to the
King of Kings Yazdigird I in the eleventh year of his reign and finally was soon followed and ratified
by thirty-three bishops of Gurzan [Iberia] together with their kings and princes, also thirty-two bishops
of Greater Armenia of Persia together with their marzpans and other Orthodox bishops and also
Christian kings from Constantine till Anastasius the Joyous."*’

Indeed the last two decades of the fifth century were of transformational importance for the Church of

Persia. '** Simeon’s letter speaks about the united Georgian and Armenian Council in the context of the rising

141

Nestorianism in Persia on the one hand and in the context of the Henotikon. ™ The testimony by Pseudo-

P71t is widely accepted that Simeon was one of the delegates in Dwin (506). I have not studied the prosopography of the
matter, so will not discuss the issue of Simeon’s identification here. For the edition and the Latin translation of the letter,
see Assemani, 346-361; for the French translation see Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 450-456.
'3 In her translation Garsoian states “Arcadius” which is not correct; it was Theodosios I who allegedly sent Maruta.
% The Letter of Simeon of Beth-Arsam on Barsawma the Bishop of Nisibis and on the Heresy of the Nestorians
Assemani, 354-56; See also Hainthaler, “Disputator”, 262-278; "Simeon”, 189-204. Simeon’s information is in some
degree anachronistic, bringing the story of Maruta after the adoption of the Henotikon, but still it is noteworthy that
according to him, the Georgians and the Albanians acknowledged the Henotikon soon after its issue. Thus, even so
ardent an anti-Chalcedonian as Simeon did not speak of the condemnation of Chalcedon because the appropriation of the
Henotikon was for him sufficient confirmation of Orthodoxy.
10 Barsawma the Metropolitan of Nisibis (457-95) and the patriarchs Akak (485-96) and Babai (497-502) were the
restorers of Nestorianism in Persia. Barsawma initiated a council that convened in Xuzastan in the city of Beth Lapat in
484, where Theodore of Mopsuestia was canonized. Another council was held in August 485 by Barsawma and Akak
which confirmed the decisions of the council of Beth Lapat and, finally, another council was convened by Katholikos
Babai in Seleukia-Ktesiphon in 497: Braun, “Barsauma”, 83-101; Brock, “Christology”, 159-179; Bruns, "Barsauma”, 1-
42; Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 184-198; Macomber, “Seleucia-Ctesiphon”, 143-154. Gero, Barsauma.
141 Although Garsoian lists the letter of Simeon as a document concerned with the first council of Dwin, it is less
probable that it actually has anything to do with this council, owing to the same reasons outlined eatlier.
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Yovhannés Mamikonean although indeed very obscure, offers a good perspective to the later perception by
the Armenians of their historical attitude towards Chalcedonian Diphysitism:
He [bishop Kiwret] went with the Katholikos of the Armenians Vardan to the council in Rome, at

which all of Armenia, Georgia and Greece along with Emperor Zeno professed faith in Christ in His
one nature.'**

These sources needed to be readjusted by later Armenians by retaining two of its main aspects: the
condemnation of Chalcedon and repeated statements about the unity of the Caucasian Churches. Both of
these aspects in the letters would be endlessly recapitulated by later authors for polemical purposes. As for

the authenticity of these letters, all that can be said for the present is that no one knows.

It is indeed striking that none of the medieval sources suggests that the Council of Babgeén took place in

Dwin. Drasxanakertc’i affirms that it was convened in Nor-K’atak’, that is Vatarsapat:

During the God-pleasing work of the king of the Romans, the patriarch of the Armenians, Babgen,
convened a council of bishops of the Armenians, Georgians and Albanians in Nor-K’atak’ [i.e.
VatarSapat], in the holy cathedral which condemned the Council of Chalcedon. And they stood firm on
the same foundation of Saint Gregory. Thus, in the lands of the Greeks, Armenians, Georgians and
Albanians a single faith and a common service were established ... and the Council of Chalcedon was
expurgated. '+’

1,"** neither do Movsés Katankatwac’i nor Pseudo-Yovhannés

Gagik does not specify the location at al
Mamikonean.'* Moreover, according to Katankatwac’i, the council took place 180 years after the conversion

of Armenia. Movsés Katankatwac’i envisages the Council of Babgén as an opportunity for the formal

142 YM-Avd, 105; Garsoian, L ’Eglise,l65.
' YD-Eng, 91; YD, 62: bulj wyuw qjuh h udht jujud dudwiwlh pupbywonnmpbwt wohiwphhy Znpndng
UbkS huypuwbint Zuyng Pupgk wntk dnnny kwhuljnynuwg Zuyng, 9pug b Unniwithg h unp punuph h
unipp Jupninhykh h dwypt Einkghwg Zuyng, npp tdwbwytu ... juninkghtt qdnnnyu Lunytnnuh ... h adht
hhdwt uppnjt ¥phgnph hwunwwnbu) fuyht: Gt wjuytu jujud dwdwwlh vh hwiwn pupbywonniptut
wphwuwpwl hwunwwnbwy (hikp jupuwphhtt Znnndng, Zwyng, 9pug b Unmwihg hutwuwp wikikgniig
... h pug puytigtbw) qdnnnyu Lwunptnnuh:
144 GT* 1, 300; GT* 111, 548: Zuyp b 9hpp b Unniwtp vhwduwyh pnunnuinipbwdp, h dudwiwlu Fupqkl
Zuyng Yupninhynuh, dnnnytwy b unipp jupmnhlyth Zwjng, ptg npu Qwpphky 9pug jupninhynu b ptgnkd
dnnnynjt Yhwpunph Enht pugghdwfu. dhsh q@hiphnt Ypwug upninhlnu: The Armenians, Georgians and the
Albanians with unanimous confession gathered during the rule of Babgeén in the Holy Cathedral of the Armenians.
Gabriel the Katholikos of the Georgians was also present and they made a common statement against the Council [of
Chalcedon] until Kiwrion the Katholikos of the Georgians.
145 YM-Eng, 105.

44



condemnation of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo albeit with apparent exaggerations and anachronisms, and
with an erroneous but traditional claim that Emperor Zeno (425-91) has ever anathematized Chalcedon:
One hundred and eighty years after the conversion of Armenia, in the days of Babgeén katholikos of
Armenia, a council was convened concerning the world-destroying Council of Chalcedon. Greece,
[all] Ttaly, Armenia, Albania and Iberia unanimously cursed the infamous Council of Chalcedon and
the Tome of Leo at the command of the pious kings Zeno and Anastasius. Eighty-seven years later, in

the days of Abraham, katholikos of Armenia, the Georgians separated from the Armenians through the
accursed Kiwrion, and Greece and Italy with them. '*

None of the two generally accepted dates of the conversion of Armenia (301, and more recently 311/4) is
early sixth century but rather the end of the previous.'*’ Information provided by Yovhanngs Awjnec‘i (d.
728) is perhaps the most curious. On the one hand, his statement accords with the letters of Babgén; also the
date of the council (the eighteenth year of the reign of Kawad) corresponds to the date given in the letter. On
the other hand, however, Awjnec‘i claims that the council was convened in VatarSapat, in spite of the fact
that Babgen’s letter itself is clear about the venue of the assembly and if Awjnec‘i has seen these letters he
must have known where the venue was:

The fifth council was called by Babgén in Katakudast’ in the eighteenth year of Kawad’s reign, on the
occasion of the evil teachings of Akak and Barcouma, who were trained in the filthy heresy, cursed
disease of Nestorius and tried to ruin the Orthodox faith in the East ... because of which Babgén wrote
a letter and clearely defined how their word deceive you. For we, the Armenians, Greeks, Georgians

and Albanians are strengthened by a single confession of the faith, which we inherited from the holy
fathers of the three councils. '**

Evidently Awjnec‘i possessed the letters of Babgeén and from their content he came to the conclusion that

the council was called in reaction against the growing Nestorianism near the Armenian borders. Why, then,

' MK 1, 306; MK II 269-270; MK-D, 173: Rwnwulkpnpn tppnpy kp pniwlwiht Znpndng, jnpdwd
|ntuwinplwg Zuyp h hwiwny, b Unniwihg (nruwmprpbutt UZ wd jupwg: 8t &2 wdh (i huiwwnwny
Zuyng junuqu whkqpulnpswl dnqnynjt Lwnynuh knb hwigtu dngnidng h dwdwbwlu Pupghingg
Zuyng Juwpnnhinuh: 8njup b wdbkbuyt Puiwjhw, Zuwyp b Unpnuwbp b 9hpp dhwpwibw) bqndkght
quputhwn dnqni Lunltgnih U quniwpt Lhnth hpwdwbue puphyuon puquinpugh Znpndng'
Qkunth b Uhwunwuwy.

147 This has also been noticed by N. Garsoian in “VatarSapat”, 497-5006.
8 GT¢ I, 220-221; GT* 111, 474: For the German translation, see van Esbroeck, “Johannes von Odzun”, 41-42:

Zhugkpnpy dnnny wpwp Pupgti b Lunqupniquownh, h j0F kpnpn wih puquinpmphlwit Ywiwnwg
wppuyh, junugu swp htpdniwdnt Ujwluwy b Pwpunidugh, npp wlind wpwinultt Jqupdbw] wihstuyg
whunhtt Ukuwnnph, swbwjhtt ohenigwiil] qninquthwne hwiwwnu Ynndwig wplbjhg, ... dwub npny ghp
wpupbwy Skp Pwpqtl, vwhdwb juwbing, pt h't qunpbw) pwpbugbt gakq putip nngw, pwigh dkp Zup b
znonudp, 9hpp b Unniwibp Uh jununnjuiniptwdp blp hwunwnbw) £odwuphn hwiwnny h jue wgp, qop
unwtinkghtt Ukq unipp Zwippl jiphu dnnndut:
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does he not simply declare that the council took place in Dwin, as the letter indicates just before the date and
claim that it happened in K‘atak‘udast, which is identified with Valarsapat?'* Perhaps Awjnec‘i possessed
yet another document which marked the council’s venue; if so, perhaps this is the same document which
Abraham quotes in his letter to K‘yron? Furthermore according to Awjnec‘i’s perception of doctrinal
developments in Armenia, the condemnation of Chalcedon and separation from the Byzantine Church would
happen at the next stage that is the Council of Dwin (555).”" In face of this, modern scholarship almost

unanimously connects these sources with the Council of Dwin, mentioned in the first letter of the Armenians.

1.7. REMEMBERING THE HENOTIKON

Notwithstanding Babgén’s mentioning of the Council of Chalcedon in his second letter, there is no
expression of an explicit condemnation of the Council. It is definitely criticized but not anathematized. Hence
the phrases in the second letter: “And the tumults of the Holy Church at the Council of Chalcedon still is not
pacified” and “we flee from and deny the lies of Nestorius and of others like him [whose teaching was]

»151 are not declarations that anathematize of the Council itself. Were it condemned

confirmed at Chalcedon
officially and condemned at the council of Dwin, this ought to have been mentioned in the first letter, which
is much more official in its composition. Assuming the second letter had not been tempered with in those
parts, where Chalcedon is mentioned explicitly (not an assumption widely held), this still does not have the
authority it as official decree from the Council. The traditional objects of condemnation, most importantly the
Tome of Leo or Flabian of Constantinople, ** are not mentioned at all, nor are the traditional pejorative
epithets used for Chalcedon. Contrary to this is the letter of Katholikos Abraham to K‘yron which affirms
that the Tome was also condemned by Babgén, as shown above.'” In fact several later authors such as

Awjnec‘i, do not attribute the condemnation of Chalcedon to the council of Babgén and consider the Synod

as an action against the Persian Nestorians. Step‘anos Orbelean concurs.

149 See HTB 5, 292, Lwnupniyuown.
10 Ibid.
PUGT 1, 48-49; GT* 111, 158: B ny nunupkwg Uhish gujuwip dudwbwlh, wikynstw] unipp kyknkgh, h
dnnnynjt Luntnnyuh quipugtw: Ujhqpt weuking h Lhkuwnnpk swphdwg junphtguink ... Go hwjushup
nipughwy q h Lunnnuh unmphtt Lkunnph.
152 For the Armenian attitude towards the Tome, see Cowe, “Tome”, 1-20. See also Hainthaler, “Simeon”, 190-191.
3 GT 1, 182-183; GT* 11, 342-343.
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The next council of the Armenian and Syrian orthodox was convened by Babgeén the Armenian
Katholikos with whom was the blessed Muse, the metropolitan of Siwnik® in Nor-K‘atak‘ because of
the evil leaven of the Nestorians who are from among the XuZiks and because of the Church
regulations, where Muse Metropolitan of the Siwnians was also present. '>*

In both of his letters Babgegn lists those who were traditionally anathematized by the Armenian Church:
these are Nestorius, Arius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodoret of Kyrrhus, Eutyches,
Paul of Samosata, Ibas, Akak, Barsawma and Babg, but there is no mention of Pope Leo or of his Tome. The
key to this blatant contradiction must be the Henotikon of Zeno, because both the first and the second letter
were composed more or less in harmony with the Henotikon; they do not surpass it in evaluating
Chalcedon.'” Of singular interest is that the Henotikon eschews reference to Chalcedon and avoids initiating
a debate over the person of Christ. As such, the appropriation of Cyril’s theology in the Twelve Anathemata

and the adherence to Zeno’s Henotikon constitute no evidence for traditional anti-Chalcedonianism.'*®

The importance of the Henotikon for the Caucasian Churches is yet to be studied fully but at this stage
several significant parallels can be drawn between the letters of the Armenians and the Henotikon."’ For
example, the first letter of the Armenians and the Henotikon see first two Ecumenical councils as their

primary authorities.

The Henotikon First Letter of the Armenians
Being assured that the origin and constitution, the The same faith was affirmed by the three hundred and
mighty and invincible defence of our sovereignty eighteen blessed Fathers of the Council of Nicaea,
is the only right and true faith, which, through themselves being filled with the divine grace. To the same
divine inspiration, the three hundred holy fathers rule of faith adhered the hundred and fifty orthodox
assembled at Nicaea set forth, and the hundred bishops who were assembled at Constantinople for the
and fifty holy fathers, who in like manner met at same issue and whom we join and anathematize the foes of

SO 11, 453-454: R, Ywpdkwy dnnny h Lnp qumph‘ Zuyng b Uunping npnuthunwg Juub swp wnuunngu
‘Lhunnpuljubwgh np h unidhlju, b Juub jupgqug thtnkginy Pupgqbiuht jupnnhynuht Zuyng. pun npnud Ep
Epwik htt Unpl’ Uknpnyohn Uhtubwg:
155 On the Henotikon and its reception in the East, see Grillmeier, Jesus 2/1, 279-359.
156 Besides, there are important differentiations made in the early church between the condemnation of a Council, or of a
person, or the writings of a person. This was made quite explicit at the Fifth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople,
where Theodore of Mopsuestia was condemned in person together with his writings, while only certain writings by
Theodoretos were condemned and only one letter of Ibas. On the Three Chapter Controversy, see Grillmeier, Jesus,
431-502.
"7 The similarities have also been noted by N. Garsoian. See Garsoian, L Eglise, 153-157. Zekiyan also argues that the
first letter of Babgen does not surpass the Henotikon remaining within its frames. Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 163.
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Constantinople, confirmed.'*® the true faith and the perfect, God-given canon.'”’

Both the Henotikon and the second letter of the Armenians condemn Eutyches together with the

Nestorian heresiarchs.

The Henotikon: Second Letter of the Armenians:

And these things we write not as setting forth a new We shun the lyings of Nestorius in Chalcedon and others
form of faith, but for your assurance: and everyone who similar to him ...We curse Nestorius, Arius, Theodore,
has held or holds any other opinion, either at the present or Diodore, Theodoret, Eutychius, Paul of Samosata, Ibas,
another time, whether at Chalcedon or in any synod Akakius, Barsouma, Babé who is in the land of the
whatever, we anathematize; and specially the before- Persians..."!
mentioned Nestorius and Eutyches, and those who
maintain their doctrines.'®

Despite these notable parallels, they nonetheless do not support the view that the letters of Babgeén reflect

162

the activities of a Council that gathered for the adoption of the Henotikon.®" The first letter of Babgén lists

the Henotikon together with other dogmatic texts and councils which together form the core of Armenian

dogma, without appealing to the Henotikon as to a novel document.'®’

But to call upon the authority of the
Henotikon was a commonplace in Armenian Church writing and Zeno has for the Armenians always

remained a most revered Emperor. Despite the diverse views on the date of its adoption in the Armenian

158 Evagr, 155: Apyny xai oloraoy dvauly e xal Sthov drataudynrov Tic fuetéoas eidorec Bacideing Ty wovyy oSy xai

aApSiay mioTy, qvtiva da Tis Selas émportioews éEédevto wev of év Nixaig ouvadpoicdévres Toiaxoior déxa oxtw ayiol
natépes, EBeBaiwaay O¢ xal of &y KwvotavTivoumolel exatov mevTamnovta ouoiws ayiol TaTépes ouveASoVTES.
Y GT* 1, 46; GT* 111, 155: B qunji hwuinwinkghtt wunniwdwiht stinphuiph 1ghwy kpwikih hwppl 360
Ewhuynwnuniipt dnpnybtwy h Uhlbwy: Uhwpwibghtt twdhtt jubnthu b & b O twhjunwnuniuph
niqnquthwnp Juwul tnphtt ubugpny b Ynunwinhwiniyguwyhu npng  dbp  dhwpwtbw)  bgnybdp
qhwjunwynpnpu wyb £LoUwphwin hwiwwnny b junwpbw] wunniwswounph Juunih:
"OBvagr, 155: Tabra 02 yeyodeauey ob xawilovres mioty, 6AN udc mhngogogoires. Tavra 3% tov Eregdy T1 woovioavra 4
woovolvta, 4 viv 4 nwmete, v év Kalymdovt 4 oig 0 mote ouvidw, avadeuatilopey, éaioétws 0 Tovs cipyuévous Neatopioy xal
Elrugéa xai Tols Ta alT@y @oovolvTas.
N GT 1, 175; GT* 111, 160: Bt thwushup nipugkw) q'h Lunyknniht uinniphttt Lkunnph b wjing idwihg ...
kL ugqnybtdp qUbuwnnphnu, U qUphnu, q@btnnpnpnu, qtunnpnpnu, q@tnngnphwunu, qGunppnu, qMuinnu
Uwudniuwngh, gbpw, qUYuly, gPwupsdnidt, qFupk, npp h Mwpuhg wphuwphp...
12 Garsoian also notes that it is rather improbable that the council was called for the adoption of the Henotikon mainly
because it is not mentioned in the first letter, although the second letter does mention it as a primary authority. Garsoian,
L Eglise, 167
163 Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 161.
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tradition, the Henotikon still remains important for understanding not only the letters of the Armenians, but

also the later evaluation of these letters and of the Council of Dwin.

I would suggest that it is the Henotikon that explains the letters of Abraham and K‘yron, where both say
that in the time of Babgén, Georgian and Armenian churches condemned Chalcedon yet K yron does not
reject that the Armenians have the same faith. Acceptance or rejection of the Henotikon could have been

understood by Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians in their own ways.'®

The Armenian side evidently
interpreted the Henotikon in a miaphysite way (we do not know the officially decreed position of the
Georgian and Albanian churches) but this did not result in a condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon or a
schism with the Church of Constantinople. The logic of K‘yron’s action is otherwise incomprehensible and it
indeed was such for the Armenians. By that time the Armenians had already overtly condemned Chalcedon
and were fervent anti-Chalcedonians. There was no communion between the Church of Armenia and the
Greek Churches. This is very strictly stated in almost every letter of the Armenians to the Georgians. The
case of K‘yron is quite the opposite. While correspondence between Georgians and the Armenians was
continuing, K‘yron became outraged at one of the letters of the Armenians and refused to write an answer.
Instead, he said, he would send a letter to the Patriarch of Jerusalem whose answer he would forward to the
Armenians.'® This shows that the patriarch of Jerusalem, who by that time was probably Isaac (601-9), was
a prime authority for K‘yron and therefore in communion with him. Moreover, even before the scandal with
the Armenians, K yron was actively corresponding with the Western Church, particularly with Pope Gregory
the Great (540-604) and the Patriarch of Jerusalem. The two exchanged letters on ecclesiastical matters and
K‘yron apparently obeyed the Pope’s instructions.'® In his letter, Pope Gregory I answers K ‘yron’s letter on
how to deal with the Nestorians who repent, and how to receive them in communion — whether it is enough

for them to accept the creed of Chalcedon or whether they should be re-baptized, also how in general to deal

with the growing number of Nestorians in Iberia. Gregory’s answer was that if Nestorians repent, accept the

' In fact, similar documents were issued by Emperor Heraclius and Patriarch Kyros of Alexandria during the

Monoenergist and Monothelete controversies, each aimed at reconciling the opposing parties, but as with the Henotikon,
both were interpreted by rivalling parties in their own ways, thereby provoking further controversies.
165 GT* I, 130-131; GT*, 101-102; GT* 111, 246.
166 Migne, PL77. col. 1204-1208; also Tamarati, Catholicism, 575-577.
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Ecumenical Councils, and anathematize Nestorius, K‘yron should receive them in communion and return to
them all of the privileges and ranks that they had had. And finally, in his last letters, K‘yron made clear his
doctrinal affiliation and listed all four Councils which he accepted, providing a short historical account for
each. He also admitted that he did not compose them himself, but copied from the acts of the councils; thus
they possessed these acts before as well. These facts indicate that K‘yron was in communion with the

Chalcedonian Churches, something that could not have occured as abruptly as the Armenians maintained.

The “anti-Chalcedonian” character of the Council of Babgén has been unfailingly rejected by
contemporary scholars such that no further elaboration is necessary. Indeed to speak of a formulated anti-
Chalcedonianism in the reign of Anastasius, when the Council of Babgén was convened and to date this to
the early sixth century is an anachronism. Even if the letters of Babgén were authentic, and this can be
doubted, there is no explicit or unambiguous condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon. Where mention of
Chalcedon is made, these are not statements of condemnation or anathematization. Nevertheless, K.
Sarkissian argues that the aim of the council was to ensure the stand of the Caucasian Churches vi-a-vis the
Nestorian movements in Persia. It also aimed at anathematizing Chalcedon, as made clear in the second letter
of the Armenians to the Persians.'”’ The Council of Chalcedon is mentioned twice in the second letter:
“[Their lies] were strengthened at the Council of Chalcedon, taking as a starting point the evil thoughts of
Nestorius”. G. Babian reiterates Sarkissian’s theory that the council condemned Chalcedon and sets forward
several conclusions from his study of Babgen’s letters: 1. A strong emphasis on the sufficiency of the Council
of Nicaea, which had a supreme authority for all Monophysites. 2. Acceptance of first three Ecumenical
councils. 3. An unyielding opposition to Antiochean and Nestorian theologians. 4. Appropriation of Cyril’s
theology, as presented in the Twelve Anathemata, accompanied by an adherence to Zeno’s Henotikon. 5. An

explicit rejection of the Council of Chalcedon.'®®

The conclusions drawn by Sarkissian and Babian are not altogether cconvincing. The sufficiency of the

Council of Nicaea is not explicitly a characteristic for established anti-Chalcedonian theology. Moreover, the

167 Sarkissian, Council, 186-213.
168 Babian, Relations, 98.
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letter does not actually say that the Nicene Council was sufficient; it only refers regularly to the Nicene creed,
which is common for both Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians. For the same reasons, the three remaining

arguments equally fail to support the theory that the letters of Babgeén are anti-Chalcedonian.

As Garsoian has demonstrated, the letters of Babgeén are a reaction to the Nestorian regroupings near the
Armenian border. Without naming Chalcedon (due to the henotikonean restriction), this attitude is
nevertheless felt in Babgeén’s second letter and is also stated definitively some forty-five years later in the
letter of Katholikos Nersgs to the Syrians. This, too, does not expose the official position of the Georgian and
Albanian Churches. Scholars generally agree that the second letter must have been written two or three years

after both the council and the first letter.'®’

In around 510, Emperor Anastasius was all but forced by Severus
of Antioch to issue a Typos that would prescribe an anti-Chalcedonian interpretation of the Henotikon.'™ This
edict almost coincides chronologically with the writing of the second letter. N. Garsoian must be close to the
truth by saying that the council was called as a reaction to the Nestorian movements in the Church of

Persia;'"! but this is still a hypothesis, for evidence is lacking from the letters, although they require further

study.

The exact nature of Chalcedonian diphysitism in and of itself was no real concern, it was diphysitism
itself really that mattered. If, throughout the sixth century, the Nestorian threat from XuZzastan needed to be
quelled, from the end of the sixth and beginning of the seventh century it was the Chalcedonian menace from
neighbouring Iberia and Constantinople proper. The later authors already tend to combine their adherence to
the Henotikon, their confession of one nature of Christ after union, the condemnation of Chalcedon and the
condemnation of Nestorians, into one fixed statement of faith. All these were considered as a single event and

as equivalent, hence the constant mixing in these sources.'”” The memory of Zeno was so holy for the

1% Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 167; Aleksidze, “Materials”, 160.
170 On the relations between Anastasius and Severus, see Horn, Asceticism, 110
I Garso’ian,L’Eglise, 194.
172 Alluding to one and the same authority and simultaneously interpreting authority in two contradictory ways was a
common trait of doctrinal polemics. Throughout the sixth century, the Chalcedonian controversy for the anti-
Chalcedonians was defined by the early Cyril who needed to stress the “One” formula in order to abate Nestorius. On
the other hand, for the Chalcedonians it was the later Cyril who was an authority, when, after union with the
Antiocheans in 433, he spoke of “two natures”. On this subject see Gray, “Forgery”, 287.
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Armenians, just as for other non-Chalcedonians, that they generously attributed to him a strict anti-
Chalcedonianism. When the Armenians realized that they had no tools for proper anti-Chalcedonian

propaganda, this was too late and K‘yron used the confusion forcefully.

The only council at the times of King Kawad (48896, 498-531) and of Katholikos Babgén was the still
hypothetical 491 Council in ValarSapat, which most probably adopted the Henotikon and confirmed the
unification of the three Caucasian people with the Romans.'” This council might have also issued a
document of unity that is now lost. The decisions of the council, if it was called to adopt the Henotikon,
would certainly have been in the terms of the Henotikon. It was usual for such a document to be interpreted
by both Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians in their own ways. Just as the memory of Emperors Zeno and
Anastasius is a curious instance of how both sides considered these two emperors to be blessed defenders of
Orthodoxy, the Henotikon was also remembered and interpreted in two radically opposite ways. Therefore,
for Abraham, Movses, Vrt’angs and all Armenians, this was a confirmation of faith against the Council of
Chalcedon while for K‘yron and his companions the Henotikon did not prescribe rejecting this council at all,
and to my mind, justly so. By the beginning of the seventh century, union with the Romans was intentionally
forgotten for very soon after its pronouncement, Emperors Justin and then Justinian “deviated” from the

union and revoked the Henotikon.

The first letter of the Armenians to the Persians was created in the terms of the Henotikon and only later
was it interpreted by the Armenians (and not by the Georgians) in an uncompromising anti-Chalcedonian
fashion. What K‘yron alludes to, therefore, when he asserts the former unity of the Georgian and Armenian
churches, is most likely unity in accepting the Henotikon, projected in a “diphysite”, or more precisely, pro-
Chalcedonian, interpretation. The Henotikon does not condemn Chalcedon, but only those statements of
Chalcedon which would contradict the Henotikon itself. The original characteristic of the Henotikon was such
that both Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians could have subscribed to it and this is exactly what happened
in the early seventh century Caucasus. Hence, historically speaking, it is not appropriate to consider the

Henotikon as a “Monophysite” document since it was rejected and accepted by both Chalcedonians and anti-

173 For a brief study of the problem, see Garsoian, “VatarSapat”, 496-506; Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 160-166,
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Chalcedonians. Even in Constantinople attitudes towards the Henotikon were not uniform.'” Henotikon of
Zeno was at the height of its influence at that time and in his letters Babgén did exactly what the Henotikon
prescribed — he did not mention Chalcedon (except in relation to the Nestorianism), neither accepting, nor
condemning it. This obviously does not mean that Armenians formally accepted Chalcedon, only that there
was no practical reason for condemning Chalcedon. This double interpretation and so to say an “implied”
non-Chalcedonianism of the Armenian Church became a problem during the debates with the Georgians,
therefore, when Katholikos Movses died and Abraham was elected, the very first decree he issued at the same
council of Dwin that elected him was that all prelates had to formally and explicitly anathematise Chalcedon

and the Tome before being integrated or re-integrated into the Armenian Church.'”

1.8.  THE ‘SECOND COUNCIL OF DWIN’

The silence of the sources remains undisturbed until the second focal event in the religious history of the
Caucasus occurred, an event considerably better described in contemporary and later sources than any other
in the whole of the sixth century — the Council of Dwin convened by Katholikos Nersés 1l Bagrewand (548—
57) in 554/5."7° As we shall see in the next chapter, despite the existence of several documents emanating
from the council itself, and of numerous later narratives describing this council, its nature and aims are still

heavily contested. The gap between the letters of Babgén and these documents is almost fifty years, with an

174 patriarch Makedonios II (496-511), for example, did subscribe to the Henotikon but he never rejected Chalcedonian

diphystisim. So did his precursor Patriarch Euthymios (489-96), who also accepted Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo.
Emperor Anastasius (491-518) was a fervent adherent to the Henotikon of Zeno and tried to suppress any mention of
Chalcedon, although formally he never condemned it either. See Draguet, Julien, 3. On the reception of the Henotikon in
various traditions, see Menze, Justinian, 15-16.
175 See GT* I, 151-152; GT* II, 59-61; GT* III, 298-299. For a discussion see Garsoian, I’Eglise, 362-363. In Garsoian’s
view this was the first official and sealed condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon. The testimony by the Narratio
although antedating the event must also be a reflection of this edict. On the Council, see also, Ananean, “Dwin”, 111-
121.
176 The council convened by Nersgs is known by scholars as the Second Council of Dwin. Because I do not believe that
there was a proper council convened in Dwin in 506, I shall refer to it as 555 Council of Dwin. The Pact of Union by
Nersgs is not unanimously considered in modern scholarship to be the only surviving document from the Council of
Dwin. There is a subchapter in the Kanonagirk Hayoc ‘ entitled Canons of Katholikos Nersés and of Nersapuh Bishop of
the Mamikoneans, which would suggest that the council adopted a range of canons. This vieww is accepted by
Mardirossian, Le livre, 623-627. Although Mardirossian does not doubt that the canons are authentic and were indeed
promulgated by Nersés and NerSapuh no such canons are known in any Armenian source before the composition of
Kanonagirk Hayoc ‘. Neither is any mentioned in the documents from the Council of Dwin of 608. It is unlikely that the
canons that were supposed to make an everlasting impact on the Armenian Church were lost for over a century, were
unknown to the Church, and later were retrieved by Yovhann@s Mayragomec‘i, as A. Mardirossian argues. Moreover, it
would be strongly misleading to accept the titles and subtitles of Kanonagirk® at face value, as there are canons
attributed to Sahak Part‘ew himself, and these are acknowledged as a forgery.
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almost undisturbed silence in between. The abundance of sources touching upon the council of Dwin is both
an opportunity and in some sense a hindrance for a proper understanding of all the complexities of the
development of the Armenian doctrinal position, as most of the sources anachronistically try to attribute to
the council decisions that it could not yet possibly have taken. The renewal of doctrinal alertness in Armenia
was once again connected to external influence and to the threats beyond its borders, this time emanating
from Syria. Several documents are incorporated into the Book of Letters, the absolute majority of which are
official or less official correspondences, which reflect the ecclesiastical and dogmatic situation in Armenia in

the middle of the sixth century.'”’

The problem, is once again, just as in case of Babgén’s council, raised by the high degree of
incompatibility between the sources immediately contemporary to the council and the testimonies of later
writers. The general spirit of the medieval historians is that the council of Dwin represented the liminal point
in the development of the Armenian Church, when it anathematized the Council of Chalcedon and rejected
communion with the Church of Constantinople. Both the Chalcedonian (Narratio de Rebus Armeniae, On the
Severance of the Georgians and Armenians by Arseni Sapareli) and anti-Chalcedonian sources agree with
each other in their liminalist reading of the Council, although in many cases they are mutually dependent and
far from being unanimous. Another major event that is often associated with the Council of Dwin is the
separation of the Georgians and Albanians from communion with Armenians, thus antedating the schism
among the Caucasian Churches by almost a half a century. But this would happen only later, as in the
seventh-century polemic, the 555 Council of Dwin is entirely absent. Indeed there is not even the slightest

mention of the Council of Dwin in the correspondence between the Armenians and the Georgians or in other

177 Most of these letters are included in the Book of Letters: “The letter of the Orthodox Syrians to the Armenians”, “The
response to the letter of the Syrians by Nersés, Katholikos of the Armenians and MerSapuh Bishop of the
Mamikoneans”, “by Abdiso to Ners€s the katholikos of the Armenians: a letter of salutation”, “by AbdiSo the Bishop of
the Syrians orthodox to Lord Nersés Katholikos of the Armenians and to his Colleagues on the Subject of the
Anathematization of the Nestorians”, “By the same AbdiSo on the anathematization of the Nestorians and of all
heretics”, “By the same AbdiSo on the anathematization of all heretics who oppose the orthodox”. Two letters, both
composed by Katholikos Nerses, elaborate upon the immediate cause and consequence of the council of Dwin: “The
letter of blame of Lord Nersés, Katholikos of the Armenians to the bishops”, “The Pact of Union, written by Nersgs,
katholikos of the Armenians and by MerSapuh Bishop of the Mamikoneans, and by Peter, Bishop of Siwnik‘”. This
letter is followed by a text titled: On the separation of the Nestorians from the Holy Church, which, as N. Garsoian
showed it, is clearly a later interpolation. The remaining documents represent events in the aftermath of the Council of
Dwin and the general dogmatic situation in the Caucasian region. GT* I, 52-75; GT* III, 172-203; French translation:
Garsoian, L Eglise, 457-479.
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epistolography related to the controversy and the whole of the previous century is retained as a glaring gap as
if nothing happened then. Instead, the polemicists persistently allude to some ancient era during the reign of
King Kawad of Persia, when both Georgians and Armenians anathematized the Council of Chalcedon and the
Tome of Leo. As for the following period, the entire sixth century, as we saw, the Armenians complained that
there were insufficient documents from that period to support the Armenian case in defending an anti-

Chalcedonian position against the Georgians.'”®

The documents that emanate from the 555 Council are usually divided into two groups: the first reflects

events immediately before the Dwin council and also the crisis that triggered the need for a synod. This
correspondence probably dates to the 550s, that is to say, to the pontificate of Nersés Bagrewand, and reflects
the doctrinal and ecclesiastical hesitations of the period of the council of Dwin.'” The letters are
correspondences between Syrian monks and the Armenian Katholikos, although the Armenian voice is
restricted to only one letter, that by Katholikos Ners€s II. Therefore, the paucity of the Armenian witness
leads us to the danger of confusing Syrian theological experience with Armenian. On the Armenian side
nothing else than the letter of Ners€s can be referred to for study of the Armenian Church position in the mid
sixth century. Three major issues emerge from the letters that stem from the Council: the Nestorian question,
the validity of the Council of Chalcedon and the Julianite-Severan controversy. The correspondence began
with a request from the Syrians to ordain AbdiSo, leader of the Monastery of Sareba, as bishop. For this the
Syrians needed to be assured that they were of the same faith as the Armenians.'® The initial inquiry from the
Syrian side was the request for a letter that stated Armenian beliefs. Having opened it with a traditional
formula of salutation, then a complaint ensued about their being surrounded by heretics. Finally, a statement
of the creed followed, and this was no less than a classical anti-Chalcedonian confessio fidei. The Letter of

the Syrians openly condemned both the Council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo."'

' GT* 1, 140; GT 11, 44; GT* 111, 284.
"7 N. Garsoian dates them all to 552—4.
'%0 Alhough other sources claim that this has already been a practice even earlier and Armenian katholikos Kristap‘or
(539-45) had consecrated several Syrian bishops. See Hainthaler, “Simeon”, 191, fn. 16.
181 GT* I, 53; GT* 111, 173-174.
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Despite the clear anti-Chalcedonian spirit of the letter, the immediate concern of the Syrians at this point
was not Chalcedonianism but the Severan wing of the anti-Chalcedonian Church, which by that time had
developed into a cause celebre in hierarchical matters. Emphasis was laid on the aphthartodocetist formula of
the incorruptibility of Christ’s flesh whereas Chalcedonian theology was seemingly put aside. Because of this
letter the Armenians were introduced to, and had to react to, two Christological positions, anti-
Chalcedonianism and Julianism, at one grasp. Initially the Armenians handled the problem with a large
degree of inconclusiveness. Only one letter stated the Armenian position composed in the correspondence
with the Syrians — the answer by Nersés to the Syrians. Despite the dogmatic and official character of
Nersgs’s treatment of dogmatic matters it is a mechanic repetition of the statements by the Syrians. It does not
testify to clear insight in the problem. No specific miaphysite teaching exists in this confession of faith,
except the Who were crucified for us (xac ‘ec ‘ar) interpolation in the Thrice Holy Hymn. Otherwise it repeats
the statements of the Syrians word for word and without elaborating a miaphysite Christology. It has been
also suggested that Ners€s did not have enough time to study the question so as to give a competent
answer.'®* The doctrine of the Incarnation is presented in very basic terms thus that without contextualizing it,
which renders it almost impossible to identify a concrete system behind the statements:

We confess and believe in His complete Incarnation, that He was nurtured and nourished, we believe
in His sufferings on the Cross, and in His death, in His buried and in His resurrection on the third day,
as He wanted so according to His Divinity, in His ascension in Glory in Heaven in the same body, in
Him seated on the right of His Father, in His [second] coming in the same flesh to judge the living and
the dead and in his eternal reign. And with the same faith and same hope, we adore and glorify the
Divinity in the Incarnation and Incarnation in Divinity and we confess His Crucifixion by the
Trishagion. And we constantly anathematize the renegades: Nestorius, the evil inventor of the heresy,
and those similar to him, Theodore and Eutyches and Areios, and all their writings of corruption,183
and Apollinarios and the Tome of Leo, Paul of Samosata, and Mani, and Markion, and Bargsauma, and
Severos, and Ibas, and Akakios and their filthy councils and their erring canons, and Theodoret [of
Kyrrhos], and the unholy Council of Chalcedon and the outraging canons promulgated by them, which

we must not remember, those who the Council of the holy 318 in Nicaea and the 150 in
Constantinople, and the 200 in Ephesos have anathematized. '**

'82 Garsoian, L Eglise, 214, fn. 232.

183 Curiously Ners@s misplaced the expression “writings of corruption”, which traditionally refers to Severus, apparently
thinking that the writings are corrupting or erring and not that the writings were about corruption as it was actually the
case. This also testifies to the lack of knowledge of the subject matter.

' a) GT* 1, 56-57; GT* III, 177-178: Junuinnywihup b hunwwnwdp hujuwytu quupnutug junwpbjowku
wuktwjuht, qquptwpngsd (hukb, quuwth(, qupswpwiu h yhpuy jpush, quuhi, qpunnidt qiplpuipbuy
jupniphtut’ npytu judkgut wunniuswpap, tnght dwpding thwupwtp hwdpupdnud, quunbh pln wedk
Zup. junuqu wlktuyt inhkqhpug. qquniunt tnghtt dwpdiung b thwnwip, punk) qikuguihu b quntwju
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On the one hand, we possess the acts of the council, directly expounding about the aims and decisions of
the council. These acts do not utter a single word about the Chalcedonian problem but tackle only concrete
issues. On the other hand, we have the almost unanimous testimony of the posterior sources and also of
certain contemporary ones (The letter of Patriarch John to Abas) that at around the same time an Armenian
council anathematized the Council of Chalcedon."® N. Garsoian’s solution to the problem is that these
posterior testimonies are exaggerations and oversimplifications, and that the council of Dwin was nothing

more than a reaction to the Nestorian threat from Xuzastan.'®®

Two documents, both written by Katholikos Ners€s, reflect directly the reasons and the results of the
Council of Dwin: the Letter of Blame and the Pact of Union. But neither of the two surviving documents
offers a single word either about Chalcedon or about the Tome. This is understandable in the case of the
Letter of Blame because it was aimed at calling the council and explains the reasons why the council was to
be convened. It was not meant to be a statement of faith. The Katholikos reproached the bishops for not
appearing at the council on time and, as a result, demanded that they strictly observe punctuality. According
to the letter, the reason for the gathering was:

To anathematize the XuzZik Nestorians, who came and established themselves in our land under the
pretext of commerce and who are subduing our souls with their evil, filthy and execrable artifices, who
even brought a leader and a false bishop of their infamous faith, in order to put an obstacle into our

bright, orthodox and solid faith. Unanimously, together with the tanuters and noblemen of our
country, we have already addressed you on these matters with a written order to ask you urgently to

juthnbtwbwlwt pwquinpoiptudp, U tnghtt huwmwwnng b jnuund  Gpipywgbdp U hwpuwnpbup
qUuunniusnmiphiul hwuntpd dwpdtwinpniplwdpl, b quupdtuwinpniphiub hwuntpa
Uunniwdswunm plwdpt. b Ephgu uppuuwugmpbwdp quwshit ununnyubhdp: G tqndtdp b dkp hwbwwwg
qnipugnnuit. b qUEkunpnhnu qupuguuint htwpwinpniptwb hbpdnwénnyniptwi, b qudwbu unphb, b
q@tnnynpnu, b qengnpnu, b qGunhphnu. b qUphnu, b quuttugt ghpu wywwiniptwi, b qUynnhtwnphu,
b qunidwp Luntiht, qMwinnu Uudniuungh, b qUwih, b qUupyhndi, b qFupsnidw, b qUukphnu, b bpn
[sic.], b qUyuy. b quhnd dnnndu tingw b quuiwini juint ingw, b q@tnynphunnu b qubwipkt dnnnd
Lumtinnih, U polwdwluin b quighokjh ppiwnwntw) Juinbub h ingult qgnpu iqnybwg b dnnny uppngi
8dC . hgli h Lhljhw. b & b O .hgt h Ynunwunphuntyuihu b U-ngh jGthkunu:
b.) The Monophysite formula of the Trishagion is not repeated here as it is in the Letter of the Syrians but rather
periphrases it.
%5 EpistJohan, 252-256.
'% Garsoian, L Eglise, 214-220.
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gather in Dwin in this holy Church and to hold here a council agreeable to God and to find a means to
suppress the calamity so intolerable and of constant lamentations to our souls.'®’

Once again the archenemies of the Armenians, the Nestorians from XuZzastan, were seen as a menace that
required counter-action from the Armenian side. The Pact of Union is in full accord with the Letter of Blame.
It states the conclusions of the council and also sets out prescriptions on how to act towards the Nestorians —
listing all stern consequences that one could bring upon oneself by communing with them:

Because the danger of a spiritual accident, which is a permanent malady, had reached us, we gathered
at a united council in order to lift from our souls and our minds the lamentable seeds of this evil, and
by [mutual] advising to escape the alien sins, in which there has never been a hope. And because this
still took place, we, all Armenians, were forced to establish this general pact of union, on the twenty-
fourth year of [the reign] of Xosrow, the King of Kings, on holy Palm Sunday [March 21, 555],
because of the evil heresy of the XuZik Nestorians, that was anathematized through the Holy Spirit by

the 318 bishops gathered in Nicaea, 150 in Constantinople and 200 in Ephesos. They expelled far
accursed Nestor.'*®

The so called Pact of Union is a very precise document that targets a very practical issue: to warn the
country of possible Nestorian intrusion from Xuzastan, who “bring together with them their vardapets, the
guides of their perdition, trying to introduce their corruption into our true and real faith.” Therefore they
“unanimously composed this written agreement and confirmation, with everybody’s support.” The Pact does
not declare any anathemas towards anyone or any council, although we do know the list of anathematized

189

persons and ideas, by the Armenian Church.™ The problem that emerges, as in case of the first letter of

7GT* 1, 70; GT* 11, 196-197: Twub withdtw] unmdjug tkunnpuluiug np Eytw) phwlkgui juspiwphhu
dbpnid wuwmdwnwr qudwnwowhnipbwl, b wydd swpwhtwp wndwihg withdwpkp wpnitbunht hipbwig
gnghu Ukp wqnkghl, dhtsh hipbwbg yndniptwt hwiwnn wpwetnpny sty huljnunu wskwy, b Ukq nruwinp
b nupquthur hwunwnnitth hawwnnju jungpugujt jugniguuly], junwewgn)t Juut unphtt hpwg, dbp b
wppowphhu dbpn) mwbninbwpp, b wquup dhwpwiniptwdp b dknt qpny hpwdwt wpupup Juubt dkp,
thmpwwbtu h Inithl h umpp Ehtnkghu dnnndbiny. b wuwn vhwpwbniptwdp pun hwénhgh Uuwnnidn) wnuibky
hunphnipg. b htwp (htl] puntw] quyuu huh wthtiwpht wnkng, b ghwbwwwqnpn hEdniphi hnqing dkpng:
" GT* 1, 72; GT* III, 199: dwuli qh thwu Ukq Juwbq hnginp nhyniwsh, np kil hwiwywgnpnbwi
hhtwugnipht. Bywp h junphnipy vhwpwbwlui, qh pupdgnip ghwnwswght htidniphtt guinju wjunphy
hnqing dkpng b quhn& h junphpnng thwhast) b Uknug winwpnnbwg, npnud 1huk) Gppkp skp wuuniph:
BL quut qh bnl, wyunphy hwpykgup wnul) qthwpwiiniphiiiu quju hwdwshwphwlju, kp wdbkuwgt Zuyp,
h puwit b snpnpr wdh nupnynt wppwjhg wippwyjh, b unipp h pwowubikpnppui, h Yhripwlkh hinngndkuh,
Juul swp wnuinhtt unidjug thunnpuljwiiug, qnpu tgntwg unipp Znghtt h dkintt uppng mipnuthwun
Ewhuynynuwug 8dLC. hgu dnnnybking h Lhjhwy: b &O. hgi h Ynunwiunhwiniyuinhu: b U. ngu 8kthkunuy,
npng with$tw) qUEunnp juntghtt h pug pultghti: Note that Ners@s attributes to all three councils the condemnation
of “Nestorianism” thereby revealing the attitude of the Armenians towards Nestorianism as to an arch-heresy.

'8 Another document has survived in a 14™ century collection that claims to have been created at the Council of Dwin

but as N. Garsoian has already sufficiently proven this is a clear forgery and neither the form nor the content suggests
authenticity. See Garsoian, L’ Eglise, 141-145, 481-483; Col-Ananean, 112-113; Narr- Fr, 431-432.
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Babgen, is to determine to what extent can this document be called a Counciliar Act? By going back to the
first letter of Babgén and comparing it with the Pact of Union of Ners€s, a number of differences can be
identified. First of all, and most importantly, the letter of Babgén was a statement of faith and therefore
treated all aspects of the dogmatic position of the Armenian Church. Contrary to this, the Pact of Union was a
document targeting a concrete case. It was also an encyclical letter, having been sent to the entire community
of the Armenian Church but not to another Church as were the letters of Babgén. Therefore it does not
recapitulate all aspects of the faith of the Church but gave concrete instructions for a specific case. The same
could be said about the decisions of the so-called Third Council of Dwin of 607. The Act of the council states
univocally:

Because the heretics have already been rejected and expelled a long time ago by the powerful

anathemas of the Holy Fathers and Orthodox teachers [the list of the anathematized people and

doctrines including the Council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo], and because many people of our

country now are in communion with those who confess and accept the council of Chalcedon and the

Tome of Leo, some voluntarily because of the vain love of glory and flattery and some forced by them

against their own will and some because of their ignorance or incompetence. Because of this we, these

bishops, have gathered in this cathedral church of Dwin [the list of the participants] in order to

establish canonical limits for those who come for confession [and] repent because of the evil and sins

that they have committed, voluntarily or involuntarily, in order to know how to attain salvation for
their own selves from the Lord."”

In its nature the act of 608 is closer to the decisions of 555, because, presumably for the first time the
Armenians encountered a Chalcedonian influx from neighbouring Iberia, which in turn was backed by the
Roman Empire. The necessity of tackling Nestorianism and Chalcedonianism separately was finally realized
by the Armenian Church and therefore brought it closer to the finalization of its stand contra haereticos. The
Act has a logical sequence: The enumeration of those anathematized by the Armenian Church (including
Chalcedon); the declaration of the immediate reason for gathering; instructions on how to act if a heretic

repents and instructions on how to deal with those who do not accept the conditions listed before. As such I

0 GT* 1, 146-147; GT* I, 53-54, GT* III, 292-293: dwuli qh jupwowgnji unipp Zwpgh U nipnuthwn
Jupnpuuybnugh dkpdbwy tp U h pug pilkghwy unuluyh tqnipp quikbugh hbpdmwsnnu..bi wydd
puqnudp pun jununnuinnu b pun pugnibwinu donnynjun Lunlinnuh b uintdwphtt Lhnth hwnnpplgut
juphuwphku dbpdk. ndwip Judwinpnipbwdp junuqu vtnnp thwpwuhpnipbwt b wywonipbwb, b YLup
wliwdwy pruwnpuunbw)p h tnguk. b wyp wr wghuniptwt b jud wbdbnthwu (huln;. Juut npn
dnnnytgup tuyhuljnynupu wyu h dwjpupunup titntkghu oty ... hwunwnt] vwhdwbu jutnbwuwiu
Jjunuqu wjtyhubwgl, npp qu h jununnjuinipht qpewbwiny quwu b qutnu qnp gnpstghtt judwr b
wljudwy, gh ghnuughkt yuwnpuwunmptudp gt whdwig thpyniphrt b Skwntt:
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do not think that we should necessarily expect to find all the decisions made by the Council in this single
document (the Pact of Union of Nerses), because the possibility of the existence of another council, or of
another session of the same council cannot be excluded. As we shall see below, all of these possibilities still

stand.”"

A striking fact that remains, namely, that this council, whatever its nature, was not mentioned at all in the
correspondence between Armenians and Georgians. Moreover, this correspondence cannot be seen as simply
providing an argumentum ex silentio, for if there were such a grandiose council, and if it had actually
established ecclesiastical canons, and if the Iberian Church were by that time somehow dependent upon the
Armenian Church, this ought to have been mentioned in one or another way as an argument supporting the
Armenian case. Instead, both sides refer to that rather mysterious “Book of Union” yet with no immediate
historical or canonical arguments being set forward. Neither are the activities of the Council of Dwin as a
specifically anti-Chalcedonian event mentioned in the correspondence between Georgians and Armenians.
Unlike the mysterious united council to which they constantly allude, the Council of Dwin did not by that
time carry the role of such transitional importance. Such importance it would acquire only much later when
some fifty years of Caucasian Church history would be fused into one single event and the Council of Dwin
would remain as the emblem of Armenian Orthodoxy and of the schism in the Caucasus. But by the end of
the sixth century this was not yet the case since the “national” image of unity and separation in the Caucasus

had not yet been forged.

1911t has occasionally been suggested in scholarly literature that the 555 Council of Dwin was in some way related to the
Fifth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople. Nersoyan, Studies, 130. One could easily have drawn the inference that the
Council of Dwin was a reaction to the neo-Chalcedonian Council of Constantinople and a confirmation that the
condemnation of the “Nestorian heresiarchs”, or their writing, would not be a trap good enough for the Armenians. But,
unfortunately, we do not possess any contemporary or even later source that would support this argument. Moreover,
knowledge of contemporary developments in Constantinople seems to be rather obscure in the Armenian tradition as
Movses’s third letter to Vrt’an@s made clear. Nersoian goes even further in his judgment: “After considering the position
taken by the Council of Justinian in 553, in which a supposed reconciliation of Cyril and Chalcedon was affected
through the labours of the Emperor and the ‘first scholastic theologian’ Leontius of Byzantium, [the Council of Dwin]
affirmed its anti-Chalcedonian attitude and broke off relations with the Diophysite sees. This council of 554 considered
the decision of Justinian’s Council nothing but a sugar-coating on the old bitter pill.” Apart from its over-simplistic
approach towards both the Council of Dwin and of Constantinople, Nersoyan conjures a completely new story, not
attested in any source whatsoever.
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But to what degree do we need to take Church councils as liminal stages in the development of doctrine?
That is to say, should we be searching for a council in the South Caucasus that had convened and accepted
the Henotikon of Zeno? We suspect the existence of a council of VatarSapat (c.490), but the decisions it took
are unknown. The same is pertinent for the council of Dwin of 555: should we look for an explicit
condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon, one stated in the Act of the council, in order to infer the anti-
Chalcedonian position of the Church? Unlike Garsoian and Garitte, I would not place so heavy a burden on
the two councils held in Armenia between 490 and 555. I suppose that an explicit condemnation of a person
or a teaching by a council was not of an outmost necessity if there was no direct “threat” from their side. The
Council of Dwin of 555 was convened for a specific aim and targeted the Nestorians. It was called to abate
the intrusion from Xuzastan therefore an Act of such a council cannot and in fact did not render a formulated
attitude against Chalcedon. Nor do I think that the fact that Chalcedon was not condemned in written form by
the council means that it was not actually rejected by the Church. When the Chalcedonian threat was felt
from Iberia in the north, then a strategy of action by the Armenian Church had to be developed and the anti-
diphysite discourse had to be reformulated into an explicitly anti-Chalcedonian one. In short, this type of
council aims at developing a concrete stand and strategy of action by a Church with regard to a concrete
menace. Therefore, in the quest for a doctrinal affiliation of the Armenian Church, methodologically stressing
the importance of synodal acts can be, and in this concrete case, is misleading. Having all these arguments in
mind I argue that we can still think that there had been another united Caucasian council before 506, maybe
in VatarSapat, which adopted the Henotikon of Zeno and also condemned the Nestorian heresiarchs —
Diodorus of Tarsus, Ibas and Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Nestorians in Persia as well. The reason for
calling this council could have been either the adoption of the Henotikon or the reaction to Persian
Nestorianism, or both. I consider the first theory more plausible, because of the frequent appeal to the unity of
the faith with the Greeks. Later on this council was confused with the council of Dwin, mainly due to the
letters of Babgén which must have misled the historiographers. As for the council of Dwin, it was a local

Armenian council which did not aim at dogmatic decision, at least not any known to us.
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The entire status of the question of whether or not the Armenians condemned Chalcedon in the beginning
of the sixth century is misleading. The Armenians, as the letters of Babgeén indicate, were in communion with
the Imperial Church and this would certainly have been the case at least until the death of Anastasius (518)."
Armenians, Georgians and Albanians were together in agreement with the Henotikon and its current
interpretation. At the time when the interpretation of the Henotikon began to differ drastically and ultimately
by the early seventh century, it remained an authority for both opposing parties. We can suppose that
Armenians leaned even more towards the rejection of Chalcedon after the death of emperor Anastasius and
the pro-Chalcedonian policy of Justin, a process which eventually culminated at the council of Dwin of
554/555, although it is still debatable whether this council actually anathematized Chalcedon. '** This indeed
sounds logical, but we posses virtually no source, contemporary or posterior, that defines the position of the
Armenians vis-a-vis the policy of Justin or even early Justinian. This, to my mind, is the reason that, on the
one hand, K‘yron could insist that Georgians had not betrayed their unity with the Armenians and, on the
other, that he could present Chalcedon along with other Oecumenical councils as the core of his faith.
Evidently this was not something novel and it was not K‘yron in particular who initiated such an
interpretation of the union. In one of the letters Vrt’anés K’erdot wonders:

I understood the reason for not having received the answer. As for what was actually there from

certain noblemen was akin to ravings of those fallen in some sickness, who [do not know] what they

are speaking about. They say: ‘We have this faith as well as that. We follow both these canons and

also your canons’.'”*

From the Armenian doctrinal point of view such a statement from the Iberian nobility did indeed sound
absurd, but the only way to explain this puzzling passage would be to consider a twofold, Chalcedonian and
anti-Chalcedonian, interpretation of the Henotikon of Zeno. Therefore, what the Georgians were in fact
saying was that they kept the union established or reaffirmed at a certain point together with the Armenians

and Romans and there had been no further development thereafter. This silence throughout the sixth century

192 For the ecclesiastical policy of Anastasius, see Charanis, Church and State, 10-51, 66-81; Haarer, Anastasius I, 115-
184.
193 Garsoian, “Precisions 11, 105.
Y4 GT* 1, 141; GT* 11, 45; GT* III, 285: Owbtw; U quuungwnull pyeni wuwwnwuliwih swnbkng, b qnp
wpupbwib hulj £ we hu wqun wpubg ndwig wyiygtu £ npp h hhowigmpbwb hiy poy puppug wihbwg
[GT* I omm: ny ghnkl] qhtyyku pwiuhtt: Uubkl, dbp b quyu nithdp hunwwn b quyn, wnphtiwg wuwn
hunnprpup b wygp.
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became a real problem during subsequent debates, especially when the need arose among the Armenians to
evoke new memories in order to fill out the lacunae in the received tradition of the continuity of Orthodoxy

on the Armenian land."”

1.9. THE INTOLERABLE XUZIKS

Considering the Armenian experience with the Nestorians, it is understandable that the central accusation
was the alleged ordination of someone whom the Armenian sources call a “Xuzik Nestorian” by K*yron. It is
an accusation that will be repeated over and over again by all Armenians involved in the controversy,
although its source is certainly Movses. Following the report of Bishop Movsgs, Katholikos Movsés Il was
the first to accuse K‘yron of consecrating a Nestorian Xuzik. He had “heard this from trustworthy sources
that a Nestorian Xuzik came to [K‘yron] and received Episcopal ordination.”"*® K‘yron did not deny that the
Nestorian in question had indeed been accepted in the Georgian Church but of course K‘yron would have
never confirmed that he had received a Nestorian without his or their conversion to Orthodoxy, which is
probably the truth. In response to Katholikos Movsgs, he stressed two points, first he underlined that these
decisions should be made within the Church, not dictated from outside, and secondly, that this was a
canonical decision. In another letter, this time addressed to Katholikos Abraham, K ‘yron was more explicit:

As for what you have written that before our blessed patriarch Movsés accused me of being in
communion with those with whom it was not righteous, if you refer to Xuziks, then we deliberated
with our people, with my synthronoi bishops and princes as our law orders us, not to expel but to
receive those who convert from their evil ways and heresy, so we indeed received them. But when we
were informed that their confession had been a lie and [that they] turned back to the swamp of their

evildoing, we rejected, anathematized and expelled them from the Oecumenical Church and from
among us, the Christians. Nobody will dare to greet them.'”’

195 See infira, chapter 3 on “march-lands of memory”.
YO GT 11, 124; GT* 111, 123-124. US 11, 8-12.
YT GT* 1, 166; GT* I, 69-70; GT* 11I, 319: B np qpbwy bp pk junwewignyt kputikih huypuybnt dkp Ungutu
gptwg wnp dkq dbnuppmiphtt junuqu hwnnppbing dkp pun wjunuhl pun npu stp unpky, Ephk Juub
unidjug wukp, dkp juyudwd pun wojuwphh junphtng hwintpd tyhunynuwipu wpnpuljgnypu hunyp
U qutunp woliwphhu, b npytu wiptip hpudwjbl ny b pug phlkinig, wy pugnmiub] npp nupbw h
swupnipkuk hty U Jud h htpdniwbdng juuywouwpniphil, wyt hpwip pugniubniphtt wpwpwp: Uy jnpdwud
ghtmugup, pk tnpw qununnqutniphiit vinniptwdp wpuphtt b winpku jhipbwg h whndt swpniptwt
nupdbw] Ynpdwikgui, tqnykgup qunuw, U h pug Ynpswikgup h Yupmnhyt kytnkgng, b h Ukig
pphuwninuithg: Ujdd tingw nnonjut np shofuk nnwy:
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This repeated reference to the Nestorian could be associated with the Armenians’ “confusion” of the
Nestorians and Chalcedonians. This theory is also supported by Uxtan€s’s testimony, which even locates the
provenance of this “Nestorian”. I think this is an important point because the ordination of the Nestorian by
K‘yron and the subsequent allegations of Chalcedonianism are not as interconnected as accepted by the
medieval historians or by Uxtan€s himself. Uxtangs is eager to create probably an artificial logical sequence
from the close ties of K‘yron with a Nestorian to the former’s Chalcedonian apostasy:

Upon his arrival in his jurisdiction, in the called Mcxeta, K‘yron called upon the bishops, the
aristocrats [isxans] and the princes [naxarars] to a meeting and through them he confirmed his
authority to be exercised over the entire country. And when he saw that everything was going well as
he wished, he conceived and executed the perfidious plan to ordain as bishop a certain Nestorian Xuzik
whose name was Kis, meaning harshness, as he really was a harsh man, who conducted himself
harshly toward the patrimony of the Lord and roused up dryly the wrath of the Lord. This man had
come to K‘yron from the province of Koloneia, a Greek territory, where he dwelled in village named
Zutarim, near Nikopolis, where both of them lived near the bank of the River Gayl, as mentioned
above. I believe that not only were they from the same district and village, but they were also

adherents to the same heresy, being disciples of evil teachings preached by evil doctors. K yron
ordained him as overseer of foreigners [otaratesuc ], which meant a heretic bishop.'”®

Yet there is no need to make such connections and accept the two as resultative. The correspondence
between Armenians and Georgians lasted for over ten years, and not everything was happening at once. The
resultative character of these facts and an attempt to squeeze all developments of two centuries into a single
event were strongly advocated by medieval polemicists. The letters of Katholikos Movsés were dispatched
prior to Bishop Movsgs’s expulsion and the letters of the latter do not seem to be connected with the
Nestorian’s ordination. The main reason was K‘yron’s unilateral action, by which K‘yron stressed that
whether or not he accepts someone in communion is his and his church’s business and the Armenians are not

: : 199
authorized to interfere.

198 US-Ar, 42; US 11, 22: bulj jnpdwd thwu Yhipnt b yh&wly hipny holuwiniplwit b b punqupt hipbwbg np
Unsh Ugpuhpwy, dnnnyk wn hupt qtwhulynwynunibutt hwinkpd juiwip wohiuphhtt b qhojuwtiu b
quuiwpupu, b tntwdk tnpup hwigkpd wphwuwpwl quuktugt wohiwpht plig hipnd hojpwinipbudp:
bulj wyw jnpdwd nbuwbkp quibuyl juenntw) pun Judwg hipng, wyunthbnb junphnipy tkugniptwt h
Uhn wpljbwy Akpbunpt yhulnynu dh unidhl thunnpuljwi. npnud wim Yhu Ynship, np E pounmphb:
Luiigh b kp hul jupuw, b jpunnipbwdp Jupbgur b mbwntwlnndt Ynu, b b gudwpniphtt guudwdp
puplugnyg qStp: Uw kijkw) we tw juppiwphtl Znnndng h quuunkh YUnnnuhwy ptwlnipbudp h qhinet
np Ynsh Q@muunnwphduy, dkpd h ‘Lhinunjhu: G B kpynptwi jkqp Quy) gbnng, npuytu twhwuwgtwg Enb. np
Jupstd ny dhuy quuwnwlhg dhdbwig (kw] jud ghnulhg, wjl wnuinuihgp b ntuntdtwlhgp swp
niudwig h swp Juppuybnwg. b dkntunpk qiw winwpunbunts wuhiph wnubnuinp byhulnunu:
199GT 1, 166; GT* I, 130; GT* 111, 319
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A problem that Uxtan€s offers, is the term Otaratesuc‘ “overseer of foreigners” is a problematic term.
Nor Bargirk* defines it as Alienarum rerum inspector.””® The meaning of the word is dubious and derives
from 1 Peter 4:14, where it simply stands for a meddler. Allotrioepiskopos is a very rare word in Greek
corpus and is attested only sporadically. Even in those cases the meaning the word conveys is not the same as
in Uxtangs. It might be the case that Uxtan€s refers to a practice common in early Christianity where a
separate bishop was installed for newly converted individual ethnic groups.

The confusion between Nestorianism and Chalcedonianism is apparent in the personality of this Xuzik
as presented by Uxtanes. He was from Koloneia, where K‘yron himself was educated, and was close to being
K‘yron’s childhood friend. But why would a person from eastern Anatolia, from the Roman provinces, be
called a Xuzik, a person from Xuzastan?*"' Is it likely that Uxtan&s and contemporary sources are referring to
different cases? It is quite possible that K“yron might have also summoned one of his Chalcedonian friends

from Byzantium and entrusted to him a diocese close to his own Eparchy.*”

Even though, from the Armenian
perspective, Nestorians and Chalcedonians were implicitly the same, this was certainly not so for the
Iberians; Nestorians and Chalcedonians were not just two different diphysite groups as Garsoian sometimes

puts it.*”

The difference between the Chalcedonians and the Nestorians was determined by a need for

separate approaches towards the two. Even so, Armenians do not treat the two questions separately but are

convinced that the “evil leaven” of Nestorius led to the appropriation of Chalcedon and to the impious Tome

by the Georgians. Vrt’an&s K ‘erdot wrote the following to the Armenian bishop Peter who served in Iberia:
As before our blessed patriarch Movsés wrote to your land, to stay away from the lies of the Xuzik

non-bishop, even more must we escape the obscenity of the impious Council of Chalcedon, for it is
equivalent to Jewishness. Some grave news reached us: that that Council was being glorified in your

2 NBHL 2, 1050.
291N, Garsoian does not see a problem here but accepts the possibility of the existence of Nestorians in those regions.
See Garsoian L ’Eglise, 329. Garsoian concludes by saying that “Le “nestorianisme” venu de Perse, qui avait tant
inquiété L’Eglise arménienne était encore une présence réele, et non un souvenir anachronique, en Transcaucasie. Il n’y
a donc pas de raison de faire un fantome du Xuzik de nos sources. Méme Uxtan&s ne nie pas son existence et donne des
détails précis sur sa rencontre avec Kiwrion dans une région vraisemblable de I’Empire byzantine. Les écrivans
ecclésiastique de Persarménie au VIle siécle n’avaient pas encore oublié le danger passé et ils en reconnaissaient les
manifestations tout comme leur collégue ibere, qui le distingue et le condamne également, tout en refusant le moindre
compromise sur la question chalcédonienne.” Garsoian, L Eglise, 331.
202 Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 33]1.
2% Ibid, 329.
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country, because of which one bishop of your land fled when he heard of this bitter and incurable
disease of that Council **

The presence of a Nestorian community in Georgia can be considered as a more or less established fact,
unanimously attested by the Armenian side, which claimed that not only the Xuziks lived in Georgia, but
moreover, they lived close to the capital of Tbilisi as a separate community. But what did ordaining a
Nestorian Xuzik mean? That K‘yron ordained a bishop for the Nestorian community? That he ordained a
Nestorian bishop over the Orthodox diocese? Or that he accepted the Nestorian and ordained him as an
Orthodox bishop as he claimed to have done? Katholikos Movse€s stated in his letter that he heard that

“certain Nestorian Xuzik came to [K‘yron]” and from him received Episcopal ordination.””” This is further

supported by Pope Gregory’s letter to K yron, or rather by his answer to K‘yron’s enquiry, which might also
be understood as a solution to the problem of why the Armenians protested so vehemently against K yron’s
act.” In his letter, Pope Gregory I replied to K‘yron’s enquiry on how to deal with the Nestorians who
repent, and how to receive them in communion; whether it was enough for them to accept the creed of
Chalcedon or whether they should be re-baptized; finally how to deal generally with the growing number of
Nestorians in Iberia. Gregory’s answer was that were the Nestorians to repent, accept the Oecumenical

Councils, and anathematize Nestorius, they should be received in communion with all the privileges and

2% GT* 1, 136; GT 11, 38-39 ; GT* 111, 278: Sh npwtu junwewqnyh kpwikih hwypuwbnt dkp Undutu gpbug
jwohuwiphn hinwtw) h vnidhy skyhulnynutt pwptnmipbuig. wpwibjugnyt bu Wwpnhdp hwpstky [GT* 1
omm. thwusk)] jubunpkl dnnnyn) RPunytnnyuh hwhnnipbwigu. gh hwiwuwnp hpkmpbwb . qnp hwdpue
swjunpdtih wydd thwu dkq jubiy. pkjwonwphpn dbpnud Ukswpubiu dwnnigubibh dnnnynju wyunphly. quub
npn) byhulnynu Jph [GT* I omm. Jh] wojuwphhy thwpunwlwui qhwugbw) b, qquot b qubpdolkh
Jhpwnuniphii donnynjt wjunphl Swwskny:
% GT* 1, 124; GT* 10, 222; US II, 9: Ujp uh Junidhy ubunnpulwib ks wn pkg, b h pku wnbuy
Atntiwnpniphiu. Babian apparently implies that he was ordained as the overseer of the Nestorian community. “The
Catholicos of the Georgian Church had not only entered into communion with the Nestorians, but had also consecrated a
bishop named Kis for them”. Babian, Relations, 177. This is a misinterpretation of Movses’s letter, where nothing of this
sort, namely of K ‘yron establishing a bishop for a Nestorian community, is to be found.
29 The creation of the compendium Dogmatikon, which includes several anti-Nestorian treatises, could have suggested
that Nestorianism was an issue in Georgia, but the character of the compendium indicates that it was created for
educational purposes and not for immediate cases. I would think that a group Nestorians, maybe even from Xuzastan
could have indeed migrated to Georgia at some point, but we cannot know whether they stayed there as a separate non-
Chalcedonian community. For the study of the Dogmatikon and the anti-Nestorian works, see Chantladze, Anti-
Nestorian treatises; Outtier, “Dogmatikon”, 217-226.
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ranks they possessed. The letter makes evident that K‘yron was concerned with the technical side of

accepting converted heretics, and in this case Nestorians into communion with the Church.?”’

From the perspective of the participants in the schism, the Nestorians constituted a major difficulty.
Indeed, the Nestorian question was a leading factor in the formation of the Armenian doctrinal and political
position. It was the threat from Xuzastan that led to the writing of the dogmatic letters by Babgén and also to
the series of events in the middle of the sixth century, such as the convocation of the 555 Council of Dwin.
As in the case of Babgén, the formulation of a position was forced by the influx of Nestorianism and by the
teaching of Barsauma that had infiltrated to the Armenian borders. Starting with the period of Babgen,
including both the 555 Council of Dwin and now the scandal with the Georgians, these enigmatic XuZiks
were seen as the main culprits. It was the result of confusion, both accidental and intentional, that resulted
later in the debates with the Georgians wherein the Armenian position was rather weak. During the first
encounters with the Nestorians, the Armenians, as did all anti-Chalcedonians, held them to be the same as
Chalcedonians. But unlike others, the Armenians were not exposed to any specifically Chalcedonian “threat”
until the polemical encounter with the Georgians. Thus, when on the one hand K‘yron proved himself to be
an anti-Nestorian, although on the other adhered to Chalcedon, this became a problem. The situation was not
that at the philosophical and Christological levels the Armenians were unaware that Chalcedon and
Nestorians professed the same position, it was simply not the immediate concern of the Armenian Church and
of its councils until the beginning of the seventh century, when according to the Armenians, Nestorianism,
now camouflaged in Chalcedonian teaching, tried to infiltrate Armenia from the west and from the north, in
other words, from Iberia. The identification of the Nestorians and Chalcedonians was so strongly embedded
among the Armenians that at least by the sixth century there was no need to combat the Chalcedonian
theology separately as it was already considered as overcome with the repulsion of Persian Nestorians.””® The
historical unawareness of the Chalcedonian threat from the west and north resulted in the fact that throughout

the whole century a proper anti-Chalcedonian argument had not yet been formulated in the Armenian

207 Migne, PL 077, col. 1204-1208; The document was for the first time studied in Tamarati, Catholicism, 575-577.
2% Knowledge about the person of Nestorius was almost nonexistant in the sixth-century Armenia. Cf. with Katholikos
Ners&s’s narrative on Nestorius’s alleged journey to Nisibis and his confusion with Barsauma. GT* I, 72-73; GT* 111,
199-200.
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Church.*® Tt was exactly this weak anti-Chalcedonism that legitimized the claims of the Georgian Katholikos

K‘yron at the end of the sixth century.

1.10. THE GEORGIAN CHURCH BEFORE THE SEPARATION

The reason behind such claims also resides in the obscurity of the situation in sixth century Iberia where
doctrinal matters and the ecclesiastical situation can be restored only hypothetically. There are no
contemporary sources that provide details of the ecclesiastical history at that time. As for the later medieval
sources, they are mere evocations of reminiscences rather than “real” knowledge. It is not an exaggeration to
say that the confessional stand of the Georgian Church in that ultimate century of Late Antiquity is probably
one of the most obscure pages in Caucasian Church history. The only facts available emanate from the
Chronicle section of the Conversion of Georgia; it provides but a rather dry list of the katholikoi and rulers of
the period.”'” Hypotheses concerning Iberia range from affirming its perpetual Chalcedonian Orthodoxy and
opposing Armenian non-Chalcedonism to the hierarchical subordination of the Georgian Church to the

211

Church of Armenia.” L. Zekiyan expresses an interesting view in considering that the Council of Babgén

209 As simplistic as it might sound, the future of the Armenian theological experience depended upon who would be the
first to reach Armenia and how the creed of the opposing parties would be presented. The letters of AbdiSo written to
Katholikos Nerses II are full of allusions to the Severans and to their “writings of corruption.” Ners€s’s reply is a mere
repetition of Abdi$o’s statement without any original treatment of the subject or even reformulation of the statements. In
his reply on Ners@s’s letter AbdiSo reiterates his position, thanking Nersés for “piercing the heretics with his
anathemas.” This was noticed by P. Cowe, who, to my mind, justly says that claiming a firm commitment of the
Armenians to the Julianite position “is as premature as the attempt to locate the final Armenian condemnation of
Chalcedon at the Synod of Dwin of 505/6.” As I fully share P. Cowe’s evaluation of the appropriation of
aphthartodocetism in sixth century Armenia, I shall fully quote the corresponding passage from the article: “The
verbatim reproduction of their creed by Catholicos Ners&s II becomes all the more suspicious in light of his remark that
he had heard of their orthodoxy for a long time and only now had an opportunity to examine it. As the group derived
from the region of Sasun, we should probably accept the account of the Chalcedonian Narratio de Rebus Armenaie that
their reception was facilitated rather by the personal intervention of MerSapuh, influential incumbent of the neighbouring
see of Taron. To the Armenians, preoccupied with Nestorian propaganda emanating from Nisibis, the most persuasive
aspect of their creed would have been its anti-diophysite language. What the hierarch made of the confession that “no
corruption was found in Him (God the Word incarnate); for the flesh which he assumed from us was incorruption and
glorious from its union with Him” is a moot point. ‘Abdi$o’s solicitude that the Armenian hierarchy preserve their flock
from heresy emerges in no less than four doctrinal epistles over the next few years, warning also of the threat of a
Severan delegation equally desirous of Armenian patronage, a mission that he would hardly have bothered to undertake
had the latter’s firm Julianist position been widely recognized.” Cowe, “Philoxenus”, 115-116.

219 Conlber, 93-97.

2! M. Tamarati for example never doubted that the Georgian Church was Chalcedonian from the beginning. It separated
from communion with the Armenian Church once the Georgians realizied its anti-Chalcedonian stand. See Tamarati,
Catholicism, 242; R. Janin, on the contrary, expressed the following view: “Les Georgiens, sans doute dans le but
louable de protester qu’ils ne sont jamais tombes dans les erreurs monophysites, ont ni¢ systématiquement toute
dépendance de leur Eglise vis-a-vis de celle d’Arménie. La vérité se trouve peut-étre entre des deux affirmations
extrémes. La conclusion qui semble s’imposer c’est que la Géorgie orientale a trés probablement dépend pendant un
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was not a condemnation of the Chalcedonian definitions by Caucasian Churches, but on the contrary, was an
indication of the Georgian Church’s switch from anti-Chalcedonian practices to the Constantinopolitan by
accepting the Henotikon.”"* As it often happens Zekiyan also considers the role of Peter the Iberian and the
Georgian anti-Chalcedonian diaspora in the Holy Land, which had presumably affected mainland Georgia.*"
The problem here is that there is virtually no evidence that Peter the Iberian had exercised any important
influence on his homeland. Only a late Georgian hagiography deals with Peter and presents him as an ardent
Chalcedonian.”"* Furthermore I find it rather anachronistic to speak of anti-Chalcedonian (or explicitly even

Chalcedonian) practice of the Georgian Church during the second half of the fifth century.

During the reign of Anastasius, as noted in the letter of the Armenians, Iberia, together with the
Albanians and the Romans, held the “same faith”. Later on, after the victory of Chalcedonian (or neo-
Chalcedonian) Orthodoxy at the imperial court and during the reign of Justinian, Iberians are still considered
to be the “most orthodox people” of the region.”'> Procopius, who knew the situation in the east quite well,
had no reasons to suspect Iberia of heterodoxy between the years 523 and 550. The sources are almost
unanimous in speaking about the close ties between Iberia and Constantinople during the reign of Justinian.
Certainly this source can be interpreted in multiple ways, but both Georgian and Byzantine historical
accounts indicate that there was a certain alliance between the Georgians and Constantinople. According to
Theophanes the Confessor, the Iberian king Zamanarzos was received by Justinian with honours and the

former pledged allegiance to the Emperor.”'® The Life of Sio Mghvimeli*" tells an analogous story but in

certain temps du catholicos arménien et qu’elle laissa alors entrainer dans le monophysisme”. Janin, col, 1251. (Missing
in the biblio) The author never explains specifically the sources that reject the former dependence of the Georgian
Church on the Armenian, which is understandable as there is no medieval Georgian source that elaborates on the issue of
Late Antique Armenian and Georgian Church relations. Futhermore, the author does not explain what “dependancy”
denotes in this context.

*12 Zekiyan, “Rupture”, 169.

> Ibid.

*1% See VitaPet-Geo, 213-266. The relations of the Georgians in the Holy Land and in mainland Georgia still have to be
studied as no tangible connections have yet been revealed. On the subject see for example, Peradze, Georgian Monks
and Monasteries.

215 Cf. with Prokoplos S testlmony Procoplus 97: Iﬁwsg, ol év ‘r'n Adcig oixolot rrgog alTaic mov Tais Kaovnazg ﬁgwml
m/)\alg, am&g alTols &igt ﬂgog Bogeay AVEUOY. xal alT@yv &y GpioTeod ,u,ez/ sﬁgmszm ﬂgog Tag 'n)uoz/ dvouas Aaliy é ETTIY, gy 3&§1a
0¢ mpos avioyovTta ')7)\101/ Ta H&gm}u 531/07 oUTog 0 Aewg Xotoriavol Té elot xal Ta vouua Tfryg %foyg oulagoovat TalTys TavTWY
waiora avpwmwy v queis m/,sz/, }{(ZT’W{OOI wévtor én madaiot Tov Ilego@y B(wz)xswg TUYYAVOUTIY GYTES.

216 Theoph, 216: Tovtw 1@ Zret 6 Ty TBrewy Pacilevs Zauavaelos avilSev év Kwvotavrivovmoder moos Tov eloeBéortaToy
BaaiAéa Tovotviavoy ueta Ths yuvantos xal Ty quyxAnTin@y alTol, magaraly altoy Tol elvar alroy aluuayoy Pwuaiwy xal
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greater details.”'® Thereafter, as a result of this cooperation, Iberian statehood was restored under the rule of

. . 21
the Erismtavaris.*"®

Indeed, the most dangerous accusation actually set forth by the Armenians against the Georgians was
political — treason by the Georgians against the King of Kings.*** This accusation reminded K*yron of his and
his country’s servitude to the Persian king. But now

There is something else that seems unbelievable to us: For a servant of the King of Kings to establish
union with an alien king and to separate from the kin by nature, is truly very grave.”

It was to fortify precisely this argument that Marzpan Smbat stepped into the controversy. K‘yron
apparently realized this threat and dedicated most words to this case, while avoiding the matters of doctrine.
In almost every case it seemed at some point that he will tackle the doctrinal matters, but suddenly and quite
unexpectedly, every time he diverges towards political issues. His second letter, which is a reply to Smbat’s
letter, equally avoids the matter when appearing to begin a discussion on doctrinal matters, even mentioning
the Tome but then suddenly straying into technical, political and diplomatic matters:

Now as what was written concerning the faith, the council [of Chalcedon] and the Tome, it was written
that it is unimaginable to you that servants of the King of Kings have common faith with the servants
of an alien king and reject his kinsmen. Our and your fathers were the servants of the King of Kings
but meanwhile had the faith of Jerusalem. Also we and you, while servants of the King [of Persia], yet

held the Faith of Jerusalem. Also we and you, although we are servants of the King of Kings, we have
the Faith of Jerusalem and we shall always have it. For if until now the lords [Teark ] were satisfied

wihov yiaiov. o 0¢ Bagidevs Ty ToiaUTyy meoaipeaty amodelauevos moAAa alToy épidoTiunoaTo xal Tovs alTol guyxAqTiXoUs:
ouoiws xal 9 alyolota T§ altol yuvail xoouia TavToia Jid LagYaITOY éyagiTaTo. xal ATEAVTEY aUTolS &y elpyy el TRV idiay
Bacileiny. Goiladze, “Autocephaly”, 406-416.
*!" The earliest surviving redaction of the Vita is dated to the tenth century.
28 VitaSE, 108-109: gs3Ls 35l megls 03md3gemdgmn amligobosbmls dgegg d9@dgbmse 30@dmes 3g@dmms mzlgmolsms Lsbmge@bs
33530315 bsoglsgoms Bebznbos, Gsdgey 9Jdbs dso gsbeamdogngds, 33806 dmrgdergbs bogo oo omlBobosbml gs@lidsbl Jetmggmms
3953915 @3 93906, Bms FggFomls 3590Mmdsls Jolls gmgmnms dsgmoms mzloms s d6demgs ggmb Bslizabms,
2B Vitav, 217-218. For the political developments in the late sixth century Iberia, see also, Goubert, “Evolution”, 113-
127; Toumanoff, Studies, 382-416.
220 The Armenian Church was traditionally loyal to the servitude of its eastern patrons. Thus Sahak the Great and his
sixth and seventh century successors all went to plead the Armenian cause at the court of the King of Kings and
acknowledged the secular jurisdiction of the Persian rulers. Even during Muslim rule the Armenian katholikoi Sahak III
(677-703) and Yovhann@s Awjnec‘i (718-29) appealed to the caliph. Equally favoured were the much later Armenian
ecclesiastical rulers of Armenia at the Safavid court. On the relations of the Armenian Church with the the Persian king,
see Garsoian, “Secular Jurisdiction”, 239-241; also Papazyan, Persian Documents, 147.
21 GT 11, 68: ...qh k hits, np sunwnwjh hul pnikgu Ukq. qh pig winwp puquinpniphtl wppwghg wppuwh
Swnwyhg uppn) thwpwinipht wntl] b qpuwjut hwnnppulhgu npnoty, juph huly ndniwpht b
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[xonsund],”** how much more blessed are we now, to have been deemed worthy of serving the King of
Kings, because for as long as the sky and the earth exists there has been no ruler who would have
given [the right] to each people to stay with their own laws as this King, and especially to us — the
faith of the Christians. And to our free country he entrusted more than to any other country and
especially to me more than to any of my colleagues.””® The King of Kings is the lord of the Romans
just as of the Arians [fireac ] and it is not like as you wrote that they are separate kingdoms.***

Is it possible to find a very rational explanation to K‘yron’s words? The political and ecclesiastical
situation in the Caucasus was truly turbulent. And neither of the claims can be fully justified, that Armenians
and the Georgians had always been on the same side of the barricade, or that they had always been separate.
For example, after the rule of Ners€s, Katholikos Yovhanngs Gabelean, for political reasons, had to flee to
Constantinople and enter into communion with the Chalcedonians.”® Katholikos Movsés, being summoned
to Constantinople, refused to participate by his celebrated proclamation,”® although over twenty Armenian
bishops took part in the Council in Constantinople and agreed to the union. As a result of this union an anti-
27 14

Katholikos, Yovhanngs Bagaranec‘i was established in Awan, in Armenia Minor, very close to Dwin.

was important for K yron to assert two points: having the faith of the Romans did not imply treason against

222 Here I am following the interpretation of the word xonsund given by N. Garsoian, that is, that the word derives from

Parthian hunsand and modern Persian xursand, meaning “happy, content”. See Garsoian, L Eglise, 551, fn. 128. In
general this passage just as most of K‘yron’s letters are highly confusing.

22 1t is curious that Uxtan&s omits this sentence, although it could have been a good argument for K‘yron’s ungirdled
boldness.

24 GT* 1, 167; GT* 11, 71; GT* I, 320-321: bulj wyli np Jwul hwiwwnng b dnnnynjt b nnidwipht gpbwy tp, b
quyu gpbtiw kp, pk wppuyhg wppuwh Swnwjhg ply wwnwp puquinpug Swnwju hwiwwnh b qniqug niik b
qplwlul hunnpyuljhgu nipwbuy jnyd whtwpht poch: Ukp b dkp hwpph wppwjh Swouygp thi, b ghwiwn
qGpniuwnbuh nikhl, b Ukp b nnip injuiyk: @kykn b Swnwjhp wppuyhg tup, ghunwn qGpniuwntuh
niihup b Jugnip. &h pk gujdd juntuniuin thn Skwpp, wydd npyuth bu wnuk) kputkh Gdp, npp juppwjhg
wppuyh Swnuyniphwt hwubw) tdp: Qh dhts Gplhup b Eplhp (Ewy kb, stp tnbwg b ny dh nnkp, np wdbbwgh
wqgh qhip wipkiu h yEpwy pnnbwy bp, npyku wyu wikp poar, b dwbuiwin qutp pphunnubhg hwiwwnu. huy
wquunh wohiwphh dbkpny wikjh put quubktwgt wppnwphwg, b puph wbdhiu huny juiwgny pul qudkiugh
puytpwg hung. br wppwjhg wppuy unjiyku nkp £ Znondng, npyku b wnhpbwg wojuwphh. b sk wyuytu.
npuku nnip gplgtpu, pl npho nphy puquinpniphiip Eu: The awkward syntactic construction of the sentence was
apparently noticed by Uxtanés or by the edition he possessed, which formulates the same passage in the following way:

bull wj, np Juubt hwiwwnng b donnynjt b wnidwpht gpiwy Ep, b gupdbwg phk wppwjhg wppuyh, thus
making it stylisticly more plausible. Cf. with US II, 126. The only instance where K yron elaborates a proper argument
and is not extremely laconic is when the issue becomes political. Yet again these passages raise suspicion and I am well
aware, just as Uxtangs, that the answer by K ‘yron might have deliberately been abridged by the editors. For example, in
the beginning of the passage, where K yron lists the arguments, the abrupt leap from the first two arguments to the third
is striking. It seems, in terms of context, that K yron plans on discussing the first two issues but he does not actually do
so. The question as to whether this was the way he wrote it or the letter was subject to interpolation, will probably
remain open.
*%3 Narr, 190-253.
226 Narr, 163-164; Narr-Fr, 435.
227 See Garsoian, [ ’Eglise, 268-272; Mahé, “I’Identité”, 61-62; Garitte’s commentary in Narr, 175-254.
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the Persians, as the Roman Empire was also a legal domain of the King of Kings and besides the King of

Kings had given each Christian nation freedom of choice.

A political explanation for K‘yron’s activities is plausible. In the course of the sixth century Armenian
and Georgian aspirations began to vary both politically and religiously. Iberia and Armenia fought side by
side in the revolt against Iran in 571, but this unity belongs solely to the political side of the question. The
attitude of the Roman Empire towards Iberia was much more liberal than it was towards Armenia, because in
historical terms it saw Iberia as a natural base for dominance over Armenia. Probably, and for the same
reason, Rome allowed the restoration of centralized power in Iberia. As a result of the 571 uprising, the

country was once again brought under single rule with an Erismtavari in charge.”” On the contrary, the

Armenian Church was establishing tighter ties with Iran as a result of which the Armenian Church soon
became the main base of Iranian dominance in the Caucasus. In 614 this policy of the Persians became
official; all Iranian subjects were asked to accept the “Armenian faith”. The Georgians apparently refused.
K‘yron’s almost unlimited ecclesiastical and political power in Iberia was manifest in the correspondence.
The political motivation of K‘yron’s activity was also noted by Uxtangs, such that

upon his arrival in his jurisdiction, in the city called Mcxeta, K‘yron gathered the bishops, together

with the lords [isxans] and the princes [naxarars] and through them he confirmed his authority to be
exercised over the entire country.”?’

With all these facts in mind, we encounter a complication, namely that K‘yron had apparently been
ordained by the Armenian Katholikos, a circumstance which appears to be in direct contradiction with the
aforementioned sources. The Georgian tradition, supported by several Byzantine sources claimed an
Antiochene origin for the Georgian Church, and held that it had been subjugated to Antioch before it received

full autonomy.”” One such work is the ever debated Life of Vaxt‘ang by %uanser, which testified that the

** Note that the Georgian tradition remembered the Erismtavaris as kings of Georgia, thus 3uanier calls the first
Erismtavari of Iberia Guaram “thirty ninth king of Kartli”. VitaVax, 218. On the instititution of the office of Erismtavari
and accompanying political events, see Bird, “Bahram Cabin”, 177-185; Toumanof, Studies, 386-390.

29US 10, 22:  bulj jnpdwd khwu Yhipnt h Jh&wly hipny hofuwbinipbwil b h punqupt hipkwbg np Ynsh
Ugphpuy, donnyk wn hupt qgiyhuynynuntiut huighpd juiwip wohiwphhit b ghpjuwtiut b quupptwpupu, b
untw&k unpwip hwbigbpd wphwuwpuly quudtwyt wofuwphtt pug hipny hppwim ptwdp:

2% a)) After speaking about how the Bulgarian Church and Church of Cyprus acquired their autocephaly, Theodore
Balsamon says: Aéyetar yag 671 émi TGy quee@y ToU ayiwTaTou maTpiagyov Scovmodews usyaAns Avriogeias, xvpoi ITétgou

72



Georgian Church was granted autonomy by Antioch during Vaxt‘ang’s reign, probably c.485.%' The
Antiochene background of the Georgian Church was also known to some Armenian sources that were
probably indebted to the Georgian narratives.”>> Furthermore, according to the Conversion of Georgia and to

the Life of Vaxt ‘ang, the Georgians were allowed to install native Georgians as katholikoi:

The Georgians requested from Justinian that he may allow Georgians by ethnicity to be consecrated as
katholikoi, for the katholikoi were sent from Greece. So Justinian wrote and sealed with his seal the
letter that from then on the Georgians would occupy the throne of the Katholikos and preside over the
entire Church and bishops. **

A treatise by a twelfth century Georgian scholar Ephrem Mcire in a way overcomes this contradiction. **
In this treatise on the apology for Georgian autocephaly, Ephrem also provided the explanation as to why the

tradition of the Georgian katholikoi being ordained by the Antiochene patriarch had been halted:

In the days of Constantine, the dung-named [Kopronymos] (741-75), during the reign of Patriarch
Theophylaktos in Antioch (744-51), two monks arrived as delegates from Iberia and narrated to
blessed Theophylaktos that the Christians are deeply in trouble in the Georgian villages, for since the
days of blessed Anastasius the Martyr (561-71, 593-9) no Katholikos-Archbishop had been
consecrated by the Patriarch of Antioch because of the difficulty of the road. Fearing the Hagarites,
nobody would dare to travel. After holding a council with his archbishops, metropolitans and bishops
handed a protreptikon to the Georgians, which is a release that allows them to consecrate the bishops
by their own selves.””

Véyovey olxovouia ouvoduen) élevdépay elvar xal ailTorépalov TNy Sudmooiav Tis IBneing, Umoxeuévyy Tote TR maTtolaexy
Avmiogeiag. PG, 137-138; It is not clear to which Peter Balsamon is actually referring to. S. Kaukhchishvili thinks that
this is Peter III (1053-7). Georgica 8, 18. E. Honigmann is more inclined to think that Peter the Fuller is actually meant
here. Honigmann, Ostgrenze, 211. Fourteenth century Matthew Blastaris apparently uses the same source as Balsamon.
See Georgica 8, 119-120. The problem of the date when the Georgian Church acquired autonomy or autocephaly is a
complicated and a separate subject, which will not be treated in the present thesis, except for these instances where
autocephaly and autonomy are interwined with the issues of medieval remembrance and rhetoric.

b.) See Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme”, 554-556.

! VitaV, 197; On the subject see also, Aleksidze, “Autocephaly”, 307-323; Tarchnishvili, “Autokephalie”, 107-126
Nasrallah, “Nicon” 150-161.

2 See MA, 49: Uwipwy tunh Jupnnhlnu h 9hpu wpwhg wunphwpghtt Ginhnpnt. “Saba became Katholikos
in Iberia without [the consent] of the Patriarch of Antioch.”

233 VitaV, 207: bogom 0obeogzgl oqlgobosbglgsb Jetmggmms, Gems @slibrgdmegb gsmsmogmbse bsmglsgbo Jsemggmmsbo. Gudgms
90930000036 3030 gelbo 13396d690m00, bexme oliBoboshy wsfa®s Foabo s @sdgdwos mzloms dgdooms glege, Bums Eskbrgdmebgb
330050 3l Bamglsgbo Jormggmmasbo, @ sdabrgls gem@gliceds gmzgmms gaemqlosms ©s duwgmm-dmsgstms bges. The Conversion
of Georgia attributes same activity to king Parsman who reigned in the first half of the sixth century.

23 For studies on Ephrem and his treatise, see Aleksidze, “Autocephaly”, 307-323;

235 EM, 9-10, omgos 3olgsboby Lgeeol dmbsbymolbsms, sbomdosl 3sg@osdmdsls bygstols mgmeamsddglbls, dmgoegl Jstmmon
doz0d e dmbsbebbo mEbo s dergmbegl byBedls mgmezmsgdal, gomsedge woels Jo@bs Babs 606 JGolBgsbgbo 38330060
Jsemzggemms lemgemndolsbo, Gsdgo emomgsh byBecnls Bslgslo demwgm dmffsdobs bBomdge 3sBEnsdols o 3aEmbynm @b dsows
39000 3mbo  3ms3s6930L3m3mbo  Lodbgmolsmzls gbols, Gsdgory sgs@nsbmsgsh 396306 0350093l bemgsm, bexme 336 dgedoms
36900Lsams dmsgza@gdalizm3mbos, do@em3mmoBims s g3olzm3mbns mglos msbs dalzs Jstmggmms 3GmBAg3Bogmbo, Gedgm oMb
396516000, Bems mgm dsmals sBrg@ols g3ol3m3mlosgsh 39embo sglbdmeob §sdsw-gsdsels gsommmogmbls Jsdmeaol[s]bs.
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In this treatise among the many interesting details pertaining to the question of the apostolicity of the
Georgian Church and its autonomy, the issue of the relations of the Georgian Church with the See of Antioch
is of a particular interest. The details even shed more light on what actually happened at the beginning of the
seventh century and how the events were remembered in the eleventh century. Ephrem bases himself on
Theodoret’s account and gives further details from other sources which he does not specify.”*® He explains
further that the representative from Constantinople was the future patriarch of Antioch, Eustathios.”’

The name of the delegate was also discovered, for it was the Antiochene Patriarch Eustathios (324-30)
himself, who consecrated the Church built by Mirian in Mcxeta and he ordained the Katholikos-

Archbishop for them. From that point the conversion is counted, for they were subject to the See of
Antioch and the katholikoi of Iberia were ordained by the same.***

Although this remains a field of speculation, the reason that Georgians could not approach the Patriarch
of Antioch this time can be historically justified. Certainly in the late sixth century the Arabs could not have
been a threat for travel to Antioch. The reason might have been internal unrest in Antioch itself.*” This
turmoil in the Church of Antioch could have well affected the Georgians and hindered their travel to Antioch,
for which reason they might well have addressed the neighbouring Armenian Church. Whatever the exact
reasons were, the break of the tradition of consecration in Antioch as presented by Ephrem coincided
perfectly with the rule of Kyron, although neither K‘yron nor the relations with the Armenian Church are

mentioned in Ephrem’s narrative.

236 Theodoret, 76 enel%y ¢ 272)\50'977 70 omo%/m/m xal o ogoqoog émetedn nai wovwy édsito TV 1agewv, elpe nal ToUTOU OOV 1)
Saup,ama yuw). Emeioe yap Tov Tob Edvous fnﬂ/omsyw ﬂgog ToY Pa)/x,azaw noeoBeloarda ﬁam)\aa xal almaaa&az 778,(1,@9')71/0,1
a'qolm Mdaonaloy eloefeias. o //,a/ oby %Eaueuog T elonymoty Tols meeoBevaouvous efen&;/,z//ev 0 02 /3’@0'1)\51/;, THs aiTHoews THY
aitiay ua&wv ( wamuﬂvog 0¢ v o T ew&ﬁs/ag f}sg//,omrog sgaa‘mg) (p/)\o@goawr}g Wey ﬂa,u,ﬂo)\)w;g Tovs mpéaPeis nliwarey,
(waga 0¢ mioTer nal ovvéicel xal Biw xoouoluevoy xai Tis degeowavvns nEiwuévoy xfouna o Ever Tis Scopwoins éémeuye
weTa dwgwy ott waliota mheirTwy. See also, Georgica 1, 213.
27 Eustathios was Bishop of Beroea and became patriarch of Antioch shortly before the Council Nicaea.
238 EM, 8, ga®g03g bsbgemass dogmnbgdamols dobs g3alzm3mbolbse glgégo 3mzbom o6, goms@dge mgo g3ldemg agm sbomdogmo
3opyM006da,  Gedgmdsh  asdgeds  g3mlose  ogo  dotnsbol dogd  Ibgmsl  s@Bgbgdumo s MPembs  dso  gsmexnmogmbo
dmns356330l3m3mbo ... 33096 03603980k gsdo derd3g30bse s FomsMdge BBomJools Legwmnls dmdwgemd 0yzbyls s doge gqmislbdmem
03693m@qls Jsrmemals gsmsmmogmtbo.
% Patriarch Anastasius (561-71, 593-9) was deposed, exiled and then restored again after the death of Justinian. His
successor Anastasius II (599-609) was murdered presumably by a Jewish mob and was canonized as a saint. On
Patriarch Anastasius, see Devreesse, Patriarcat, 77-99; Weiss, Studia Anastasiana, 1-48.

74



1.11. CONCLUSIONS

The late sixth-century correspondence between the prelates of the Caucasian Churches constitutes the
first quest for remembrance in the Caucasian traditions. For the first time forgetting and remembering became
an ideological weapon. The protagonists of these polemics, however, probably knew even less than we do
about the events throughout the whole of the previous century. The Fifth Oecumenical Council took place
only two years before the mysterious Synod of Dwin of 554/555, where, apparently, the breach between
Armenian and Georgian aspirations grew deeper, culminating finally in a mutual separation at the beginning
of the seventh century. In spite of this, neither the Three Chapter controversy nor the Fifth Oecumenical
Council was in any way recorded in the Armenian tradition, nor was there any parallel drawn between

Justinian’s Council of Constantinople and Nersés’s Council of Dwin.**

The remembrance of the Henotikon, Nestorian relations and the associated events resulted in serious
blunders by the early seventh century. The absence of specific Christological experience resulted in the fact
that the Armenians were easily abated by the Chalcedonian Georgians. Only then did the Armenians begin
devising polemical tools against the Chalcedonians by actively translating and compiling dogmatic works.
Despite the abundance of sources, it is still difficult to determine the origin and the actual nature of the
schism between the Georgian and Armenian churches. It was apparently a finalization of years of divergence
of the political, cultural and confessional aspirations of the two peoples — not a sudden event or a single
moment in history. The views on the schism were radically different from the Georgian and Armenian
perspectives — both sides claiming their perpetual orthodoxy and both accusing the other side of defiance.
Once again, as in earlier situations the Armenian voice was much stronger than the Georgian. There is almost
no contemporary Georgian record of these events, although, as shown above, we know that such documents
existed. As for the later sources, the Armenians were once again much more concerned with the period

around the “schism” than the Georgians.

240 For discussion on this detail, see Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 197.
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In the final centuries of Late Antiquity, when political and confessional divergences in the Caucasus were
running to their inexorable culminations, memory was the principal tool of argument between the opposing
sides. Both Armenian and Georgian sides evoked remembrance of times past, when unity and peace had
flourished between the two nations and which used remembrance and forgetting as the chief mechanism of
debates. Despite this frequent allusion to diverse reminiscences, neither side could clearly formulate what the
essence of this union was. It was necessary to argue the “perpetual orthodoxy”, but as soon as the essence of
the “Orthodox union” was touched, both sides would stumble. The fatal paradox remained that both parties
remembered the “union” in diametrically opposite and mutually exclusive ways. For the Armenians the
“union” meant unity against the Chalcedonian definitions and the Byzantine Church, whereas for the
Georgians the same concept was an argument for an uninterrupted (Chalcedonian) Orthodoxy and allegiance
to the “five patriarchates”.**' The reason for such an ambiguity must reside in the Henotikonean tradition,
prescription and interpretation of doctrinal developments. The surviving sources that claim contemporaneity
are just as equivocal as the later testimonies. The reason for such a mismatch was the absence of an
uninterrupted continuity of memory. The memory of common religious experience did not persist in the
traditions of these Churches; they needed to be evoked on the basis of the dubious and possibly heavily
interpolated sources they possessed. As A. Cameron puts it, it was “the imaginative reinvention of the past in
the absence of real historical knowledge** In short, we do not possess for the moment any valid means of
knowing actual historical developments without risking of falling into the trap of medieval smoke and

MmIirrors.

“Schism” in the Caucasian Churches was yet another stage in the regrouping of ethnic and confessional
identities in the region. Throughout the sixth century we see that the Bishop of Tayk’ did no longer appear in
the list of Armenian eparchies. Furthermore, the Narratio de Rebus Armeniae explicitly mentions that Tayk’
became a place of exile for those who would not accept the prescriptions of 555.** The antagonism went far

beyond clerical circles; it became a national phenomenon between two ethnic and confessional groups in the

241 See infra, K‘yron’s final letter.
242 Cameron, “Past,” 209.
243 Narr, 42; Narr-Fr, 436.
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region. The souvenir of the last stages of the severance between Georgians and Armenians would be
reactivated in three centuries time following the events described above. New ethnic and religious realia that
were only to be shaped by the end of Late Antiquity emerged with all dramatism from the tenth century
onwards and affected the formation of ideology as we still know it. The following chapter will be devoted to
the question of the role played by remembrance of the events described in the first two chapters in the
formation of nationhood of two peoples and of the perceptions of each other as ethnic and religious entities.
This will lead us to the next and final chapter where the projection of these memories on modern scholarship

will be studied and where uses and abuses of memory will be evaluated.
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CHAPTER TWO: CONSTRUCTING THE SCHISM

2.1.  Two TYPES OF REMEMBRANCE

The second question we need to ask ourselves is, how was the schism remembered by the medieval
authors and, how did they want us to remember the elusive period of doctrinal transformations in the
Caucasus in general? Remembrance of the period of separation prevailed as all but sacred in the Armenian
tradition. Almost no author, whatever his intention or subject, would avoid mentioning the Georgian apostasy
and follow this with one or two furious words towards Katholikos K‘yron. While this is true for the Armenian
tradition, in the Georgian narratives all that remains is a total and undisturbed silence. Neither the separation
nor Katholikos K yron is in any way commemorated in medieval Georgian literature.*** Moreover, in no way
are the doctrinal tumults of Late Antiquity reflected in the medieval Georgian tradition and, if they are, it is in
a very peculiar way. While Armenians were keen to record, assert and disseminate the remembrance of what
they perceived as a cataclysmal period of the sixth and seventh centuries, Georgians were more preoccupied

with describing the placid and serene lives of holy ascetics, martyrs and monastics of the same period.”*

To the non-specialist it is often difficult to tell where Georgia ends, where Armenia begins and what
differences define these two medieval cultures. This rather schematic and superficial view is not even alien to
the scholarship. As a result a “liminalist” reading of the medieval Caucasian cultures in frames of the
traditional narrative of unity and separation became convenient. But for a student of Caucasian studies,
equally well informed about the Georgian and the Armenian heritage, the deep differences are striking. These
two south Caucasian cultures of Georgia and Armenia, although having co-existed and co-developed in
various forms for several millennia, in many ways differ in their essence. And these differences did not

emerge as a result of the seventh century ecclesiastical separation as is frequently heard.

** Apart from Arseni Sapareli’s narrative where K ‘yron is mentioned only three times and even there known mainly
from Armenian sources. See infra Arseni’s testimony, pp. 91-101.
** For study of the Late Antique Georgian hagiography, see Martin-Hisard, “Hagiography”, 285-299; For an overview
of Late Antique Georgian polemic, see Aleksidze, “Polemical Literture”; Martin-Hisard, “Controverses”, 171-190.
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The modes of remembrance were expressed by these two peoples in radically different ways — and this is
not the sole difference that a comparative study reveals of these neighbouring cultures. As J-P Mahé very
aptly puts it:

Les deux royaumes sud-caucasiens d’Arménie et de Géorgie, apparus ’'un et l’autre a 1’age
hellénistique, aux marges de ’empire séleucide, ont connu des évolutions paralléles jusqu’a 1’arrivée
des Seldjoukides dans la seconde moitié du Xle siécle. Satellisés par Rome aprés les campagnes de
Pompée, ils sont devenus chrétiens au [Ve siécle et ont traduit la Bible au début du siécle suivant. Ils
ont affronté les Perses sassanides et ont été soumis au califat vers le milieu du Vlle siécle; ils s’en sont
délivrés deux cents ans plus tard, sous la conduite de la dynastie bagratide, dont les représentants ont
régné en Arménie jusqu’au milieu du Xle siécle, et en Géorgie, jusqu’au XIXe siecle. Il est vrai qu’en
610, une rupture religieuse se produit, opposant les Géorgiens, partisans du concile de Chalcédoine,
aux Arméniens, qui le rejettent. On pourrait croire néanmoins que 1’enracinement caucasien des deux

états, tout comme leur communauté de destin, ont favorisé une grande proximité culturelle. Il n’en est
. 246
rien.

In line with Mahé’s argumentation, reference will be made not so much to the material or literary culture
but to the way historical memory was enacted by the two peoples, and how the conception of the national and

religious destinies of medieval Armenians and Georgians differed from each other.**’

The memory of the
religious past, or more precisely, of “conversion history”, or of the history as the religious destiny of the
nation, differed essentially among the Armenians and the Georgians. What we know, therefore, of Late
Antique Caucasian history is partially the result of this general conception of the destiny of a nation and, on

the other hand, the result of an ideological framework gradually constructed in the Middle Ages. This latter

theme will be discussed in the following chapter. For now the first characteristic will hold our attention.

A feature that is common to both medieval cultures is a chronophagous perception of history. The term
“chronophagous discourse” was coined in order to describe the medieval Islamic approach to salvation
history writing. *** But as I find the terms chronophagous and chronophagy very useful in this discussion, I
shall adopt them in this study and adapt it to describe the modes of Armenian and Georgian history writing
when dealing with “conversion history”. By chronophagy 1 mean the condensation of chronology for event’s

sake, when chronology becomes secondary vis-a-vis a major event which is perceived as cataclysmal or

246 Mahé, “Chronique et icone”, 210-211.

7 Ibid., 210-224.

2% The term is borrowed from Al-Azmeh, Times, 67-100. See also Al-Azmeh, “Coherence”, 62-63, especially chapter
entitled “Chronophagous Discourse”. Al-Azmeh stresses the importance of chronophagy especially in the awa’il (first
occurrences of history). My usage of the expression is slightly different from that by Al-Azmeh.
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liminal by the historical narrative, when an event or series of events overtake the dating function and dismiss
or ignore date or chronology. This feature is certainly not unique to medieval Georgia and Armenia but
understanding this character of medieval Caucasian historiography is crucial in order to overcome some of
the difficulties posed in the previous chapter, namely the anachronisms connected with the 555 Council of
Dwin and the difficulties of its interpretation, the rather schematic understanding of its own history by early
medieval Georgian historiography and the controversy surrounding the “Caucasus schism”.**’ Although at
risk of being accused of using sweeping generalizations, I believe we can still speak of three main aspects of

the Armenian and Georgian modes of historical remembrance.

2.1.1. HISTORIOGRAPHY VS. HAGIOGRAPHY

This first aspect is probably most commonly pointed out in comparative Armenian and Georgian

: 250
studies.

It is true that neither Georgians nor Armenians perceived their own conversion as a single act in
history. Conversion did not begin or end with a king or even with the entire nation being converted, it was
always a continuity. But this continuity is expressed in different ways in the surviving Georgian and
Armenian writings.”' For the Armenians, who developed historical writing from the very first years of their
literacy, historiography was the predominant genre. Revealing chronology and asserting continuity was the
ultimate purpose of history-writing and the task of every consecutive historian was keep up his predecessor’s
work. Meanwhile, as for the Georgians, for whom hagiography was of prevalent interest for the first five
centuries and probably during the entire medieval period, history was indeed conceived as an icon. Rarely did
historical writing serve to establish transparent chronology, but rather it aimed at contrasting everything to
sharpen the image of a holy person or an event. Later (11"-14™ cc), when Georgians were actively engaged
in history writing, history still continued to serve hagiography. Thus the earliest narrative of this kind, the

Conversion of Georgia, is not strictly speaking a historical chronicle but rather a historical canvas that

concentrates on the actual act of conversion. It is striking that although the Conversion, apart from including

249 . . . . . . e
R. Brague discusses this very general trait of human consciousness and of the national narrative, and criticises the

classification of epochs and their further conceptualization without “considering the “ternary schema” of the national
narrative: a hollow between two summits”. Brague, Legend, 27-28.
2% For example, see Thomson, “Writing of History”, 493-521.
! For a “phenomenology” of conversion in the Caucasus, see Calzolari, “Apochryphe”, 9-18; Mahé, “Bekehrung”, 107-
125; Zekiyan, “Christianisierung”, 189-199.
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the Life of Nino, is a chronicle of kings and katholikoi, there is no spirit of resultativeness but the whole

canvas is created to highlight the conversion and the results of St Nino’s deeds.”

The same refers to the Life
of Vaxt‘ang, later histories and different Lives of the great kings, where historical narrative revolves around
the holy image of a king rather than there being a vision of the destiny of the nation.”’ Unlike the Armenians,

for whom historical writing was a kind of a mnemonic exercise, an act of remembrance, the Georgians did

not develop such an acute historiographical sense of being in a direct continuity with their past.

2.1.2.  ‘OECUMENICAL’ VS. ‘NATIONAL’

The second principal difference is the role of the state and the perception of statehood in the respective
memories: for Georgians, each cultural achievement or innovation, and more than others Christianisation,
was inextricably tied with the history of statehood. In case of medieval Armenia historical thinking, the
Church and its leaders were the bearers of nationhood,”* whereas such an attitude never transpires in the
medieval Georgian literature. According to the Georgian conversion narrative, the process of Christianization
began much earlier and is connected to the formation of the first Georgian kingdom of Iberia. Although not
explicitly, but rather implicitly, in both the narratives of the Conversion and the Lives of the Kings, the
process of Christianization was started by King Parnavaz, who established the first “national” cult, created
“national” literacy, promulgated ‘“national” language and set clear limits to what Georgian statehood
meant.”” Slightly before that, Alexander the Great imposed monotheism in Iberia which was seen by authors
of the Conversion as a preparation for the acceptance of the Gospel by the Georgians.”® The role of an

oecumenical King would persist as all-important in the Georgian conversion narrative. Unlike the Armenian

2 See Mahé, “Chronique et icone”, 210-211, 218.
* The same holds true to almost all other medieval Georgian Histories: They all revolve around the holy images of a
king (Vaxt‘ang, Davit IV, Tamar, etc.) while everything else, time, fate, destiny or Divine Grace are rather peripheral
concepts, unlike Armenian historiography. Even in the later historiographies, according to Mahé, “a tout moment I’icone
tend a éclipser la narrativité”. Mahé, “Chronique et icone”, 218; See, also, Martin-Hisard, “Vaxt‘ang”, 205-242;
Tvaradze, “Lobpreisungen”, 183-213.
% a.) This is, in fact, understandable as probably for the whole of Late Antique and Medieval Armenian history, the
Armenian Katholikos was the strongest political figure, and especially so during the Arab dominance, as Mah¢é puts it,
“the sole privileged interlocutor of the Caliphate”. Mahé, “L’église”, 458. On the policy of Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i
and his influence, see ibid, 497-505. See, also, Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 20; especially, Jinbashian, Church-
state, 93-124, 163-188. Especially, Mahé, “I’Identité”, “Fonction du Catholicos”, 79-102.
23 Conlber, 82; VitaReg, 8-10.
% The sojourn of Alexander in Iberia is claimed only by the Conversion and the Life of the Kings and is unknown by
any other parallel sources. Conlber, 79-80; VitaRegn, 17-20. On the subject matter, see Rapp, Studies, 10-11, 118-120,
249-251.

81



counterpart, where a national “validation” was required for each “oecumenical” achievement, the Georgians
saw the process as a mirroring of “oecumenical” developments. Hence the next and central stage in this
history of conversion after the invasion of Alexander, according to all medieval texts dealing with the issue,
is the evangelisation of the Georgian royal family and the establishment of strong ties of King Mirian with
Emperor Constantine. Even here the subsequent conversion of mountainous Georgian people is an assertion
of the political boundaries. The third stage can be considered the reign of King Vaxt‘ang Gorgasali and the
introduction of the office of katholikos.”’ Once again the story of statehood is overlapping with the history of
conversion. This part in the Conversion of Georgia is especially noteworthy, as it deals specifically with our
period of interest and the chronophagy of the Georgian historiography is revealed in its fullness. Only three
sentences are dedicated to these very crucial times reflecting the way medieval Georgian tradition

remembered its religious past:

And after [Vaxt‘ang] reigned Parsman and katholikos was Saba, native of Mcxeta. Since then two

others that were native of Mcxeta occupied the patriarchal throne. Then Ioane Zedazadeneli®>® came

from Mesopotamia together with his twelve disciples on the two hundredth year from the conversion
of Georgia. And then Bak‘ur reigned and katholikos was Mak*‘ari and during his reign Susanik® was
martyred in Curt‘avi and the kingship came to an end in Kartli.>

This passage from the Conversion covers a period of roughly forty years but in a highly condensed way.
The chronology of the events is heavily confused and each sentence presents its own anachronisms,”® but
what matters for this study is the same chronophagous approach towards the conversion history — all major
events that were remembered as of a crucial importance for the religious and national identity of the
Georgians are presented as a single event: the patriarchal see was occupied by a local person, that is to say by

a Georgian; the Syrian fathers came to (re-)enlighten Georgia;*®' St Susanik was martyred and finally

257 Conlber, 93. On Vaxt‘ang’s reign, see Martin-Hisard, “Vaxt‘ang”, 207-227; Kekelidze, “Vaxt‘ang”, 187-201.
¥ Zedazadeneli is a derivative from Zeda Zadeni, meaning Upper Zadeni. Zadeni was the name of one of the main
pagan deities in Mcxeta. Conlber, 82. The toponym Zedazadeni refers to the site where the idol was erected.

259 Conlber, 94. ©s 39500mb3g8g Lbgse ge@ldsh s gsmsmngmbo ogm bsds, 333060 33bgmals, sfsmash edms Bbmsms ©sn3gemgl
39030 gebmdse d330Ams d3bgmoloms, 35806 dmzgaws amzsby bygms-bawgbgmo gs d0bsM0m, 0go ©s MmEdgdbo dmfjsggbo dolbo,
Jsoemols derd(39300396 Igetasligls Fambs, s s30T Fgdmamdae 3953mdms 38396 ©s Jomsmngmbo ogm ds3s@0, ©s 830l By 3dsbogo offsds

9%]6@\)31&_ 330l 339601 by sglermems dgamdse Jotmemalse,
% For example Susanik was martyred some ninety years before kingship was abolished in Iberia.

*%! For a more detailed overview, see infia, pp. 87-91.
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kingship was abolished in Iberia, thus closing a chapter of Georgian history. All these events and most of all

the arrival of loane Zedazneli are dated from the “actual conversion” of Georgia.**

The fourth focal point in the history of the “conversion” of Georgia is the invasion of Emperor
Heraclius.”® Not only the whole story of the siege of Tbilisi by Heraclius, but the whole of the sixth-early
seventh century is encapsulated in one single phrase:

And the Emperor cleansed the Christian faith and left and Erismtavari was St‘epanoz and katholikos
was Bartholomew the second (for the second time?).%**

Heraclius cleansed the faith but it is not said from whom or from what, for it was irrelevant, just as a
century before the “cleansing” of the faith by loane Zedazneli and two centuries earlier by St Nino. Of course
this perception has to be read in line with the general apocalyptic vision of Heraclius’s campaigns, but it is
still noteworthy that this Emperor fits extremely well into the Georgian memory of their conversion. What
was initiated by Alexander was finalized by Heraclius, and that is the perpetual “conversion” of the
Georgians.”® Everything worth mentioning in between was recapitulations of conversions. The first decade
of the seventh century, preceding the Herakleian campaign, is entirely ignored as having no transitional
importance. A huge chunk of Georgian history is omitted, the period which must have had a tremendous

impact on Georgian consciousness; instead the invasion of Heraclius is highlighted. So, could we suggest that

262 On Toane Zedazneli, see Martin-Hisard, “Péres”, 141-146, 154-158;

29 On the role of Emperor Heraclius in medieval Georgian historiography, see Aleksidze, “Heraclius”, 46-62; Bir6,
“Caucasian Campaign”, 121-132; Lomouri, “Heraclius”, 111-122; On Heraclius’s Georgian and Caucasian campaign in
general, see Chichurov, “Caucasian Campaign”, 261-266; Kaegi, Heraclius, 122-156.

264 Conlber, 96: 356§30bos géwzemy 39539356 X gemo JGolBglo oo Fsmzows. g@olmsmdms liggnbmb ws gsmmemogmbo ogm dstmenndy).
The “cleansing of faith” has been interpreted by some scholars as an action against the Armenian anti-Chalcedonians
who lived in Georgia. Maisuradze, Studies, 75. This might be possible considering the general trend of the Georgian
historiography of indirectly presenting polemical aspirations, although the text itself clearly says that Heraclius targeted
the magi and fire-worshippers.
29 The Alexander-Heraclius typology is a common topos in the Byzantine tradition. The Alexander tradition was
actively addressed by the Byzantine propaganda beginning from Heraclius’s Persian campaigns. The Georgian
perception of the role of Georgia in the “oecumenical salvation history” is a reflection of similar motifs widespread in
Late Antique Caucasus. Equally, Alexander’s hanging of the great gates in the Caucasus is the metaphor for the
conception and of the establishment of the northern limits of the Christian and later Byzantine oecumene which was
reflected in the Georgian legend of Alexander’s sojourn in Iberia. See Reinink, “Alexanderlegende”, 270-275. From the
same motifs stems the frequent Georgian self designation — “this northern land”, which, as a matter of fact, is also an
Armenian slefdesignation. But in Georgian ¢rdilo stands for both north and shaded part. For studies, see Gleixner,
Alexanderbild; Reinink, “New Alexander”, van Bekkum, “Messianic Expectations,” 95-112; Frend, Monophysite
Movement, 343. For a study of the Georgian tradition, see Aleksidze, “Heraclius”, 46-62; Rapp, Studies, 118-127, 148-
149.
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the Herakleian campaign in Iberia (620s) was yet another chronophagous moment and the sentence, “the
Emperor cleansed the Christian faith and left”, became so cataclysmal that it left no space for other major
tangential events in the period? Did the figure of Katholikos K‘yron fade vis-a-vis Heraclius’s tremendous
apocalyptic image? This might well be the case. Considering the Georgian conception of history, where
national history is a mirror of “oecumenical” history, where no religious development could take place
without imperial interference and sanction, this hypothesis seems plausible. Mxit‘ar Ayrevanec‘i’s chronicle,
which is influenced by the Georgian narratives, is also a noteworthy testimony that Heraclius’s campaign
contaminated the adjacent events in the Georgian and partially Armenian memory, for being influenced by
the Georgian historiography, Mxit‘ar locates the separation of the Armenians and Georgians immediately
after Heraclius’s invasion, apparently making a cause-effect inference between the two events:

The Caesar Heraclius decided to fight Muhammed. A man came to him and brought him books of

Hemindros and jemindros [sic.], where it was written that 240 years were allocated for their rule.

[Heraclius] took Arces from the Taciks. And Georgians separated from the union with the
Armenians.*%®

Where is the Caucasian schism in the Georgian narrative? One possible way of explaining its absence
could be the fact that it does not fit into the narrative.”*” There is almost not a single record in Georgian
historiography where Church history would be a separate event or narrative. There was no turn in history, in
its historiographical consciousness, without it being initiated and carried out by a “lay” sovereign. Therefore,
the period of Georgian history where a patriarch would be a political leader and hero was unimaginable and
nonexistent. K‘yron’s actions were not a state-initiated activity and, in so far as the medieval Georgians were
concerned, they did not affect the political course of the future kingdom. Perhaps it may sound rather lyrical,
but “Heraclius cleansed the faith” might be the only trace that reminds us of religious upheaval of the early
seventh century Caucasus. The oecumenical concerns and messianic expectation of the age of Heraclius left a
deeper imprint in medieval Georgian historical memory than the local developments. The turbulent years of

religious controversies and political struggle are otherwise not reflected in any way in the placid and

6 MA, 49-50: Yulkgwt Yuyupt Zkpwl Yomb pty Uwhdbnh: Bha wijp h we tw b bpkp tdw ghpu
zhdhunpnuh b QEUhunpnuh, npu Juyp gpbwy, ek 240 wd nnibw) | ingw poluwbniphii: Updky wnw h
Swdlwg: Thpp h pug Jught b dhwpwinmpkuk Zung:
*%7 For the political explanation, see infi-a, the subchapter on inclusivism, p. 146.
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undisturbed lives of martyrs and holy ascetics who dominated the whole of sixth century Georgia. In a very
symptomatic paragraph the whole period between Vaxt‘ang and Heraclius, that is to say the whole of the
sixth century, is described thus:

[After Vaxt‘ang’s reign] numerous calamities were inflicted upon the Georgians by the Persians.

Many souls perished and many lands were captured by the Persians and many were martyred in

Christ’s name. Some are described, but much is left without description. Yet all are described in the
books of the living and rejoice into the presence of God.***

The period roughly coinciding with K‘yron’s rule is described in several historical narratives, but Church
politics is entirely neglected and the entire period is very scarcely presented. Just as the Conversion, Sumbat*
Davitisze has almost nothing to say about that period, that is to say, before the invasion of Heraclius, on
which he elaborates in detail. Here he merely speaks about the provenance of the Bagrat‘ionis, which indeed
was of his primary concern.”® The same pattern is seen in all other Georgian Histories or other quasi-
historical narratives. Therefore medieval Georgian historical remembrance of Late Antiquity and the first
centuries of Christianity presents each major event as a reiteration of the conversion, each event including the
deeds of Alexander the Great, Kings Parnavaz, Mirian, Vaxt‘ang Gorgasali, the Syrian fathers, Emperor
Heraclius are reminiscences or flash-forwards of the conversion and reaffirmation of the conversion. This is
why after two hundred, and even three hundred years after the arrival of St Nino, the Syrian fathers and
Emperor Heraclius are again credited for converting Georgia or for cleansing the faith.”” The first three or
four centuries of Christianity are presented not as a process that would lead to a certain culmination, but

rather as a series of circular events, where each cycle reaffirms the previous one.

298 AS-VitaNino, 48: s30lbs 39dmamdse 3ensebo Foébo dmnfobgl L3sGlmsgsh Jstmggmms Bos @ geoscbo bgmbo dmlifyzcbyls @

09986360 s03g@bgls s gensbo 0ffsdbgl Lsbgemolsmzl Jenlgglobs, Gemdgmmsa-dg soffg®oe Ol Bygb Feenls ©s Gemdgmmse-dg

o;gg%’gﬁ)gq»ogg ©53ms, beam geggembo seffg@ogn st0s6 Fogbls 3k (3bmggemmsls s ffobsdg mdtmals obstindgb.

23D, 374-380.

210 A5 the two Sinaitic redactions of the Conversion of Georgia have revealed, a single treatise entitled Conversion of

Georgia was a rather late creation which had united in itself different “books of the conversion of Georgia” that included

work by Gregory the Deacon, the Chronicle of the Conversion of Iberia, The Book of Nino and the Lives of the Syrian

Fathers. For a study of the Sinaitic redactions and the initial composition of the Conversion of Georgia, see Aleksidze,

“Nino”, 132-137. For other studies of the oldest structure of the Conversion, see Parulava, “Initial Redaction”, 352-378.
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Finally, I believe we can securely claim that the Armenian historical experience perceived religious
developments as a history of a “nationalisation” of Christianity.””' In the case of Georgia, conversion history
did not lead anywhere, whether to nationalisation or to formation of a certain Georgian “selfhood”. In this
way Georgian historical memory differs from the Armenian understanding of its religious experience and in
some sense we can claim that the hallmark of medieval Georgian historiography is absence of remembrance
rather than its presence. Hence we would not expect K yron to play a decisive role in such a narrative. There
was no turn, no novelty that needed to be recorded and no breakthrough in the history of the Georgian
statehood that would be inextricably tied to a religious “reform”. And, in general, reform as such was a

completely unacceptable phenomenon for the medieval mind.

As said, Armenians did not see such a direct correlation between statehood and religion. Religion,
national faith and national Church were substitutes to elusive statehood.”’”” In Armenian historical narrative
the process of “conversion” led, so to say, from general to specific and the destinies of nation and of faith
were strongly interwoven. Armenian historical memory preserved the history of conversion and history of
Doctrine as a chronological sequence, as a process of the nationalization of the Armenian Church, a path
from oecumenical to national, whereas the Georgian tradition does not and could not have claimed the same
and “nationalisation” as such was unknown in the Georgian narratives until the beginning of the second
millennium. For the same reason the events of the early seventh century were not reflected in historiography
as it was not considered to be a decisive moment in history. Unlike Armenian historiography, on the contrary,
was strongly sensitive towards the issue, because what allegedly happened due to K‘yron’s activities was

perceived as a fatal deterioration of a certain “order”.

In the case of Armenia, just as historiography served the needs of preserving the memory of continuity,
so religious history was viewed as a series of Church councils, where national Church tradition was

reaffirmed over and over again. For example, the History of the Councils by Katholikos Yovhannés Awjnec‘i

"' The formation of the Armenian national Church and identity has been studied multiple times in modern scholarship.
Of the numerous studies, see, for example, Garsoian, L ’Eglise, 355-399; also Mahé, Confession religieuse, 60-78;
“Identité”, “Fonction du Catholicos”; van Lint, “Identity”, 272-276.
*"2 For the ideological rhetoric in the medieval Caucasus, see infra, chapter 3.
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highlights the Armenian councils by placing them on the same level as oecumenical ones and sometimes
even higher.””” Awjnec‘i, who discusses the first six councils in a rather schematic way, does so in a fashion
that presents a clear chronological development of Armenian Church tradition:*’* According to the traditional
narrative and Awjnec‘i, the first Armenian council was called by St Gregory when the Nicene canons were
adopted, and more importantly, adapted by St Sahak. Adaptation rather than adoption of canons was the key
role of an Armenian council.””” The second council was called by Nersés I the Great as a reaction to the
Second Council of Constantinople. The third Armenian Council was of high importance as it was an
Armenian response to the anti-Nestorian policy of the Council of Ephesus, the last ecumenical council
recognized by the Armenian Church.””® The fourth council was dedicated to the adoption of the Armenian

Church canons at Sahapivan.””’

The fifth council was convened by Babgen, in K ‘atak‘udast, to target Persian
Nestorians. It was dedicated to strengthening the Armenian limits of Orthodoxy and keeping the Nestorians at
bay.””® The sixth council was convened by Katholikos Nersés to combat the Chalcedonian definitions, “where
the unity of Baptism and Nativity was established, one nature of Christ confessed and the Xac‘ec‘ar
introduced”. And finally Yovhannés himself convened the seventh council, which reaffirmed the definitions
of Dwin of 555 and sealed the national Church.” In this sequence the central role is occupied by the council

that has preoccupied us the most and through which knowledge of the common history of the Caucasus was

refracted — the semi-legendary Council of Dwin of 555.

2.2. THE ‘MARKERS’ OF THE AGE: THE SYRIAN FATHERS

After having discussed a rather broad nature of chronophagy, it remains to ask ourselves, what were
those makers of the age, the chronophagous phenomena that distort a proper view of the historical period?
After all, how was the sixth century important for the medieval Georgian narrative, if it was at all? The

Georgian sixth century was marked by a significant event that became embedded in the Georgian memory as

273 GT¢ 1, 220-234; van Esbroeck, “Konziliengeschichte”, 31-60.
*™ On similar subject, see the History of the Councils by Vardapet Abraham.
25 For discussion on the apropriation of the Nicene canons by the Armenian Church, see Thomson, “Armenian
Adaptation”, 453-457; For the texts of the Canons, see Mercier, “Canons”, 187-262.
276 See Aleksidze, “Heraclius”.
277 See Akinean, “Sahapivan”, 79-170; ArevSatyan, “Canons”, 334-348; Mardirossian, Livre, 533-562.
278 Knowledge of Yovhann&s concerning this council is dependent on the letters of Babgén.
27 See Mardirossian, Livre, 268-281.
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yet another turning point in the long conversion history of the nation. According to a very persistent Georgian
tradition, a group of Syrian monks arrived in eastern Georgia and established a number of monastic
communities all over the land. The arrival of the “Syrian” Fathers in Georgia is described with all possible
detail both in historiographic and, most importantly, in the hagiographic literature where they are presented as
missionaries who were to enlighten “this northern land of ours”. Some of them even became bishops as well
as martyrs. The Syrian Fathers were canonized by the Georgian Church and remain highly popular saints to

this day.**

Not only has the authenticity of these narratives ever been doubted, but even the confessional affiliation
of the Syrian monks has never been questioned in the medieval tradition. Not even does a part of modern
scholarship doubt the trustworthiness of the Vitae, and as a result, the role of the Fathers is evaluated in all
possible ways. Most curious is the fact that the remembrance of the role of the Syrian Fathers in Georgia has
remained vital in the consciousness as establishers of the first monastic communities and, more widely, of the
introducers of organized monasticism.”®' This vision is also guided by a need to mark the “beginnings”, in
this case, the beginnings of Georgian monasticism. Despite this popular belief, the Vitae themselves do not
necessarily present the Fathers as monastic authorities or founders and, unlike the Life of Saint Grigol
Xansteli (951), where the spread and flourishing of monasticism in late eight—early ninth century Georgia is
the key leit motif, here the fathers are missionaries, martyrs or ascetics.”®* Unlike Grigol (759-861) and his
companions, the Syrian fathers are not considered in the medieval tradition as establishers of coenobial
monasticism or even less as teachers of a specific theological position. But they are taken as “illuminators” of
Georgia; loane Zedazneli arrived in Georgia exclusively to illuminate “this northern land of ours”. The Vita
of loane Zedazneli presents numerous curious instances that are beyond the scope of the present study. For
example, it emphasizes several times that the basic role of loane was missionary, and he even stated that the
Georgians were newly converted [axalnerg]. The very first spot that loane reaches upon his arrival in Mcxeta

was the same where

280 0Op Syrian fathers, see Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme”, 567-570; “Péres”, (1) 141-168, (2) 76-111.
281 See, for example, Peradze, Die Anfange, where the author engages with the study of Georgian monasticism with the
arrival of the Syrian fathers.
282 Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme”, 570-572.
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one night the reason for all our goodness, our radiant mother, St Nino, stood in prayers, imploring our
mighty Lord Christ [to erect the Living Pillar] and straight away the captive one captivated all powers

of the king and his workers and by prayer she received the Living Pillar and hung it in the void of the
. 283
air.

Thus Ioane’s task to re-enlighten Georgia was validated. He was supposed both to re-enlighten and to
remind. The case of the Syrian Fathers is yet another example of a chronophagous perception of Late
Antique Georgian religious history through the spectrum of medieval historiography. Medieval memory kept
alive the sixth century as a turning point, which indeed it was, but exactly how it was a turning point is not
remembered. Hence the Syrian Fathers received the burden of being the re-enlighteners of Georgia, in spite of
the fact that Iberia had already been Christian for over two centuries. Historically speaking this claim makes
no sense but the sixth century was and is the age of the Syrian fathers in Georgian historiography. As a
consequence, some of the most prominent spiritual authorities of the fifth, sixth and possibly even of the
seventh centuries, bore a generalized name of “Syrian Fathers”. In fact, the actual number of the Syrian
Fathers, according to the different redactions, exceeds thirteen, which is surely a sacral number. Examination
of a map of Iberia from that period reveals that the foundation of almost all major eparchies and monastic

centres were attributed to these “thirteen” Syrian Fathers.”

Unlike most scholars who have dedicated numerous publications to the problem of identifying the Syrian
Fathers, I do not believe that there is any secure means of taking the information about the Fathers provided
in the Vitae at face value. Neither the chronology nor the names or events described in the Vitae give us

sufficient grounds to believe that what we are dealing with, are fully trustworthy historical narratives.”*

283 VitalZ, 22-24: 3sl3g 0335bs gerggenms dsom Jstroemols ggmogms dobybo ogo Fdowse ©s smy3ze39d9mo @ymse Bygbo babm osspas
@0333Le (Hgdrzom @ gogrroms 3grmdoo 0mbmges drmogtolegb Jholbal, mdmals Bggbols, [8Faghels] s dWlMsge dga-Jdbocs
979 030 goggebs dsk dagmls Igag0lsbs s Loggmmgbgls bydmmsls, mmi3z0ms dooom bagdo ogo (3bmggmo ©s ©sdgos byes sgms
s 3mendaemse bsobbolsgsb §Fytms gém, dstmem by owgs.
28 For sixth century Georgian eparchies and monastic centres, see, HAG, 15.
% In spite of this, one reads some astonishing conclusions of modern scholars who, more or less have looked into the
question. Babian, for example, has established “unequivocally” that: “Firstly, close examination of these biographies
shows quite clearly that these monks must have arrived in Georgia ‘at various times between the end of the 5™ and the
mid 6™ centuries’. Secondly, one of the main reasons for their arrival in Georgia was that, in belonging to the
‘Monophysite’ Syrian Church, they had escaped from the persecutions by the Chalcedonian Emperors. Thirdly, and
finally, in the words of Prof. Lang, these ‘Syrian Fathers were indeed Monophysite refugees anxious to continue their
religious work in the more tolerant and congenial atmosphere of Georgia’. In the light of this evidence, it is only
reasonable to assume that, at least throughout the first half of the sixth century, the Georgian Church had remained
faithful to the anti-Chalcedonian pronouncements of the Council of Dwin”. Babian, Relations, 163. (Quoted from Lang,
Georgian Saints, 82). Leaving aside the lamentable fact that Lang would appear to be Babian’s almost sole authority in
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Nevertheless, some serious discussions have arisen in Georgian scholarship concerning even the ethnic origin
of the Syrian Fathers and various arguments have been advanced which question whether or not they were
actually Syrians or Georgians or of some other ethnicity. But the answer is simple: according to the authors of
the Vitae, the monks were by origin Syrian and that is all we can know.**® Thus, at this stage it is wiser to
avoid pursuing a positivistic study of the question and more rewarding to treat the Vifae as a “phenomenon”

of medieval Georgian remembrance.

This leads one to another question that has tormented Georgian scholarship even more than the question
of chronology, namely, the confessional affiliation of the Syrian Fathers.®” This question is certainly not
trivial, as the Vitae ought to have disclosed, or at least hinted at the religious situation in Georgia at that
period. Moreover, one would have expected at least some basic information, but there is in fact none, and the
texts are totally silent on this matter. This epoch coincides exactly with the legendary “one hundred years” so
often alluded to in the Armenian tradition. The theories range from considering the Syrian Fathers to be
“monophysite” missionaries or refugees who had escaped the imperial persecutions of the fifth and sixth
centuries, ™ to taking them as the enforcers of Chalcedonian Christology over and against Armenian

influence that eventually led to the schism. But neither of these theories is deducible from the Vitae

Georgian history, we can only wonder which the sources for all of these generalized conclusions were. Are these the
Vitae edited in the ninth century the earliest and not giving any hints whatsoever at confessional background of the
Fathers?
*% The chronology of the Syrian Fathers is equally unclear. The Conversion dates their arrival to the two hundredth year
after the conversion of Georgia. According to the Conversion, Nino died in 338, in the thirty-fifth year after her coming
to Iberia, that is to say she arrived in Iberia in 302, hid in a bush for three years, and in the fourth year she started
preaching. In the sixth year she converted Queen Nana and in the seventh year King Mirian. In other words, Georgia
was converted in 309-310. Therefore the Syrian Fathers should have arrived around 506-510. For chronology, see,
Aleksidze, “Ethnic Provenance”, 212-215.
27 For discussion, see Aleksidze, “Ethnic Provenance”, 212-215.
8 Lang, Georgian Saints, 82.
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themselves.”® As for the confessional affiliation of the Fathers, their only concern, according to the Vitae,

. . . . .. 2
was with various pagan practices and “barbarians”, rather than other Christians.*”

2.3.  THE MYSTERIOUS ‘ARMENIAN COUNCIL’

According to almost all medieval Armenian narratives, the event that marked the sixth century, the
ultimate transitional point in Armenia’s “salvation history” was the “Armenian Council”. What we have
come to call the Second Council of Dwin is in fact one of the most elusive events in both medieval and
modern Armenian historiography. In seeking to discover what is actually known about this “Armenian
Council” as a phenomenon perceived by the medieval intellectuals, and not just simply another council, there
is very little to depend upon. What we possess are several letters discussed above with a very low Armenian
voice and that is all. The rest of the sources are strongly confusing. Falling prey to the general trend of
medieval memory — the quest for liminality — this council became yet another chronophagous phenomenon in
medieval Armenian identity formation and remembrance. It has shaped our total understanding of the Late
Antique Caucasian history too. Armenian historiography sought an absolute point of transition in this council,
a terminus post quem when the “national” Church emerged, hence the generalizing name, the “Armenian
Council”, for the Council of Dwin. Ultimately this council became axis of the sixth and partly seventh-
century religious history that affected an extensive range of events. The varied and contradictory
understanding of the role and function of the Council of Dwin can be explained by the need to attribute to it a
number of crucial achievements within Armenian Church tradition. Another trait that the generalized
designation “Armenian Council” underlines is the fact that it was not easily located in time. It was the
phenomenon of the Council of Dwin that was first remembered and only later was it allocated a time slot. It
was one of the “beginnings”, hence the chronophagy. The Armenians took it as a watershed between national

orthodoxy and Roman (and Georgian) heterodoxy. Just as, according to the Georgian narratives, the arrival of

289 Even if we were to reject each and every bit of historical information in the Vitae, we would still have to explain,
why Syrian? Are we to assume that this reflects certain very ancient ties with the Syriac speaking world? Can the
foundation of Georgian monasticism be connected to Late Antique Syria? Even if hypothetically so, we do not possess
either literary, or more importantly, linguistic data that would reflect close ties between Georgia and the Syriac speaking
communities.
*% In one single instance there is a slightly polemical or ironic attitude that lurks through the Life of Davit Gareseli,
when the “barbarian” conversed in Armenian with David. See VitaDG, 234-35.
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the Syrian Fathers reaffirmed Orthodoxy, so did the “Armenian Council” re-establish Armenian Orthodoxy.
Such was the council also in the Georgian and Chalcedonian traditions, where it remained the symbol and the
beginning of the Armenian apostasy. For this very reason the Council of Dwin became a strongly
controversial event both in medieval historiography and in modern scholarship. With a date not precisely
known, uncertainty as to whether there were one or two councils, with ignorance of its decisions and even of

its convenors, there is no agreement.””’

A fourteenth century colophon in MS Venice N. 239 makes reference to the Council of Dwin, attributing
to it every possible achievement of the Armenian Church. The narrative starts with typical references to
Emperor Marcian and the Council of Chalcedon. This is followed by equally conventional chronological

lacuna. Suddenly the “news” of “Nestorianism” of Chalcedon reaches Armenia in the following way:

Then news of the Council of Chalcedon reached Armenia and the definition of their faith was read,
which was brought by Peter of Antioch (471-88), by Abdiso and by other Orthodox who did not
accept the innovations of Chalcedon. Thus, in the days of Nersés the Katholikos of the Armenians and
Peter the Teacher [k ‘ert ‘of], the bishop of the Siwnians®** and other Armenian bishops, it was ordained
that a great council be convened in Dwin. It was the fourth year of the katholikosate of Ners€s and
fourth year of the reign of Xosrow (531-79), in the fourteenth year of the reign of Justinian and from
the death for Christ of St Yizbuit [sic.]. And they repudiated the Council of Chalcedon with severe
anathemas. The same year they translated into Armenian the Commentary on the Second Epistle by
Timothy [Aeluros] and the [writings] of Philoxenos [of Mabbug] and they composed different books
against C?Lglcedon. And they introduced the Who were crucified against their separation of one nature
of Christ.

Therefore, according to both Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian sources, the following innovations are
attributed to the Council: formal condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon, establishment of the national

calendar, introduction of the fast of Arajawork*, addition of Who were crucified for us in the Trishagion,

2! See the passage from Step‘anos Orbelean, quoted in the introduction of the present thesis.
292 On Peter, see Akinean, “Petros”, 245-252

*» Col-Ananean, 112-113: B dwd wnbw] hwdpwt dnynynji Lunnnuh h Zwyu, b phpbkpgbug
quuhdwiwnpnipht pnunnjuitmptw tngw, qnp qilnyg MEnpnu Uanhnpugh b Upnhong b wyp pugqnidp
unuthwowgl, np ny hwiwikgut tinpwdwjiinipbwt Lunybngnuh: Pull h dwdwibwlu Lkpuhuh Zwyng
Juwpnnhynuh b Mhwnpnuh Uhtibwg pippanh b tyhulnynunh, b wying tyhuljnynuwg Zwng' hpudwytght
dnnny uUts (huk) h Intuht: Uju b snp(p)npy wdh Ukpuhuh Jupninhynunipbwt tnlb [h puwi] b snpp
Iunupnynt wppuyh, b h nwul b snpp 8ntunmphwnup Yuyubp, b junwpdwit h £phunnu unipp 8hqpnthw:
BL h pwg ubpdhght qdnpndu Lwnltnnuh ugnyhip swth. jppmud wdh b qghpult hul] pwupquukght
qShunptnuh tpypnpy Enpht UEjuniphtt b huwjjuubt pwun, b Phjwjunth. b hwjwowl Lwnlytngnuh
dnnnynjt Lwpu ny uwfuiu Yupghgh: Gpkghtt U quppuuwugniphiiiut quwskgupn Ygnipnu punnhdwlu
tinguw pupdwtidwigh qphuinnuh Uhwinpbwy piniphite See, also, Garsoian, L Eglise, 141-144, 481-483; Narr-
Mahé, 431-432.
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translation of some of the major anti-Chalcedonian authors and finally separation from the communion with
the Albanian and the Georgian Churches. Medieval polemic would thereafter refer to the Council of Dwin as
the point of divergence from the Armenians. To a certain degree the same holds true for the Council of

Babgen, though much more to that convened by Nersés II.

Some scholars argue that there existed two councils in Dwin, both between 553 and 555. J.-P. Mahé
bases his judgment on the information by Arseni Sapareli, who seemingly talks of the existence of two
councils in a row under Nerses 1I:

Il y eut deux synodes, ou deux sessions d’un méme synode, sous Nersés II en 552/553 et en 555. La
premicre fois, on consacra a 1’épiscopat le Syrien AbdiSoy aprés avoir condamné le chalcedonisme; la
seconde, on prit des mesures de répression contre les Nestoriens du Khujastan (Susiane), qui s’étaient

établis en Arménie comme simples commergants dans les années 480, puis avaient, a la génération
. , Lo . . . , . 294
suivante, fond¢ leur propre Eglise et pratiquaient un certain prosélytisme.

It should be noted that the statement that Chalcedon was condemned before AbdiSo’s consecration is the
author’s deduction rather than a fact. A. Mardirossian develops the theory even further and attributes the
formulation of the Canons of Nerses and Nersapuh to the first council of 552/553. Mardirossian argues
further that the council of 553 was later on confused with the council of 555 and thus both the synod and its
acts were lost and forgotten, until revitalized by Yovhannés Mayragomeci.”” Thus, according to this
position, not had only the Armenian Church formulated an anti-Chalcedonian position at the Council of Dwin
sometime in the first years of the sixth decade, but it also created a set of canons that would enforce this
position as law. The idea that there were actually two consecutive councils had already been set forward by E.
Ter-Mkrtc¢‘ean even before the introduction of the work of Arseni into the scholarship. He argues that there
was indeed a council convened in 552/3 where the national calendar was adopted. This was probably the first
session of the council, and since there was insufficient number of bishops at this session, they called another
one in 554/5 in order to condemn the Nestorians. The same position was taken by I. Javakhishvili, who

considered the existence of diverging sources on the council inexplicable otherwise. According to him, at the

%% Mahé, Gregoire, 23, fn. 79; For the original idea expressed by the editor of Arseni Sapareli, see AS, 50.
5 Mardirossian, Canons, 624. Mardirossian admits that the so-called Canons of Sahak Partew is a forgery by
Mairagomec‘i while he is much less critical about the Canons of Nersés and Nersapuh.
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first council in 552/3 when the Pact of Union was adopted, the Nestorians were condemned, whereas the

council of 554/5 aimed exclusively at condemning the council of Chalcedon.”*

The cause of misconceptions over the Council of Dwin and the reason for taking it as a “beginning” was
the Armenian national calendar, which began in the year 551. Because it was quite close in time to the actual
council of Nersés, psychologically it was easy to assume that this very council introduced the calendar.”’ But
this was not enough for the establishment of absolute chronology. This spirit of the “beginning” attracted
certain other innovations, some of which might well have taken place, while some must be considered later
attributions. Just as the journeys of Thaddeus and Bartholomew and later St. Gregory’s illumination are the
beginnings of Christianity in Armenia, so was the beginning of the Armenian calendar heavily associated
with the “national” Christianity, with the official rejection of the Council of Chalcedon.*”® I would suggest
that as a result of these misunderstandings a hypothesis was formed in scholarship that there were two

councils of Dwin or rather two sessions of the same council.

2.3.1. AFTER ALL, HOW MANY COUNCILS?

The theory of the existence of two councils or of two sessions of the same council of Nersés II was
seemingly supported by Arseni Sapareli who, at first sight, does indeed speak of two councils of Dwin. In

fact, Arseni mentions the council three times and all three instances are almost completely independent.

The King [of Persia] obeyed [the Armenians] and brought nine evil Jacobites,”” sly as foxes, as said

by the Divine wisdom through Solomon. And they corrupted the land of Armenia, cultivated by St
Gregory, watered by his numerous tears and work. Their names are: Abdi$o, Peter the Fuller, Simeon
the Evil and Jacob. They also had books of Philoxenos and of Julian of Halikarnassos, of Timotheos
the Cat and of Severos of Nashik [sic.]. And they called a council in Dwin and added xac ‘ecar, that is
to say they inserted ‘crucified’ into the Trishagion, and ascribed passion to the impassable divinity and
death to immortal and separated from the truth and from the true faith and were alienated by separating
from the holy and great apostolic Church, which is the source of all faith from the Word of
God...Truly were they alienated by their sins from the Mother of God and established arajor
[arajawork*] there in Dwin, for they said: ‘This is the first day of our faith,” and added evil to evil and

296 Javakhishvili, Armenian Literature, 62.

27 See ST-Ger, 58-59; Samuel Anec‘i and Mxit‘ar Gos associate the calendar with Katholikos Movsés with varied dates.
See SA, 74-75. For a brief discussion by R. Thomson, see VA-Eng, 172, fn. 12.

" As A. Schmidt demonstrates it, later in the thirteenth century the Noah legend was also added to the national motifs.
Schimdt, “Petrus der Iberer”, 266-267.

2 For commentary, see AS II, 67-72.
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cursed themselves by anathemas, by not communicating with the Council of Chalcedon and by

diverging.**

After several paragraphs, the council is mentioned again. Oddly enough here it is stressed that this was

the first council in Dwin:

King Xuasro pledged many privileges to Katholikos Ners€s, who was called sua [middle] that is in
Armenian mijin, by which he shattered his heart, he called the first council in Dwin and separated from
the faith of the Greeks and Jerusalem. But all Kartli and Armenia four [meotxedi somxitisay] separated
from the communion with the Armenians. The Hers [i.e. Albanians] and the Sivnians separated for a
while but then again entered into communion with them.>'

This rather small paragraph is chronologically misplaced. It follows the narrative about Katholikos

Abraham being followed by Komitas (615-28), Yovhannés Mayragomec‘i and K ‘ristap‘or, then an interlude
follows, which mentions the vision of St Gregory and Sahak Part‘ew, followed directly by the above quoted
passage. After this passage the story continues with the council of Manazkert by Yovhannés Awjnec‘i. After

a couple of paragraphs, the Council of Dwin is mentioned again in a paragraph copied word by word from the

Narratio:

Narratio de Rebus Armeniae

When Bishop Ner$apuh notified Katholikos Nerses of
Astarak and other bishops and azats, they decided to
hold a great council in the city of Dwin on the
twentieth year of the same Katholikos Nersés, the
thirteenth year of Emperor Justinian and twenty-fourth
year of Xosrow, King of Persians, in the year when
Yizidbozid was martyred and at the beginning of the
Armenian era. They anathematized the holy Council of
Chalcedon following AbdiSo’s letter. The same year
they translated the already mentioned writings brought
by AbdiSo, of Timothy and Philoxenos the Syrian
against the Council of Chalcedon and the confessors of
two natures in Christ or God. Convinced by these
writings, during the synod which took place in the city
of Dwin, they decided to profess one nature of God
Logos and of the flesh and that Christ was crucified and

Arseni

When the ordination was taken away from the house of St
Gregory, bishop NerSapo informed Katholikos Nersés who
was asxarakeli’® (he was an evil heretic) and to someone
called Peter kerdol and other bishops and other noblemen
[aznauri] and ordered to call another great council in the same
city of] Dwin [munve dvins] in the second year of the same
Nersés and on the fourteenth year of emperor Justinian [sic.]
and in the second year of Xuasro king of the Persians, in the
year when Izidbuzit was martyred and again [kualad] they
condemned the council of Chalcedon and called it Nestorian
according to the words of ungodly AbdiSo and in the same
year they brought [ganacxades?] books translated from
Timothy and Philoxenos the heretics, who were Syrians,
which they composed against the Council of Chalcedon and
two natures of Christ God, and became obedient to the
writings of the cat [kuerna] and professed one nature of God’s

39 AS, 80; AS-Fr, 103-104: begom 39939 K907 0J36s s dern3zenbbs dmderye@bo asgeRbo dexrBbo (36660, gomstzs dgebo
93809600, gomser3s odgs Lodedbgdsh 30Tt Leaamdmbols doge. ©s dsor 3sbery bl Jrggsbse Lmdbomalse, Berdomo Fdowols
3G0ammabo, 3Gsgmomns @gefimons ©s (39dmoms doloos dmdfgnmo. Gmdgmms bymgdo glg s@b: sdeodma, 9B emb 33sfHzgm0,
b33eB 3B, 0538, @3 Mmbs 3Jmbgls Foabbo gamslmlsalobo, 03mnsbylbo sm gsebgmalbo, Bodmmy 3ng6bo s lgg®ml 6330 3gema.
301 AS, 84: AS-Fr, 103: bexmem 5603306900 smogndse go bslitim 3903936 696y 3omamogmbols demdstron, Gedgmbs gfmms | 3
(9bg 6L Tmdbgés ,,d0%06“), Gmdmons Fgsdyos Magmolsdme gumo dolo, Jabs 3Ogose 3063gmo ©306L ©s 3sbgdm@byl by gmoms
3969605 3 0genbaegdls, bexme Jotmmo gmggmo s dgmmbyoo bmdbomals 3sb99gbbgl 59emm-slibdsbs dmmgmrmdalsls lemdgbmsgsb,
s 3gbo s Logbogembo 58 e 33679l @ g Fxgmabbyl byt 308y, Brmdgemo §ggdms mftm-3bydar Symges. o5



had died in one immortal nature. This is why they Word and flesh and professed Christ as dead and resurrected

adduced ‘Who were crucified’ to ‘Holy God’ following in immortal nature. That is to say they added “who were

Peter Fuller, who had the illness of Sabellius.** crucified” to “Holy God” — the so called xacecar, according
to the words of Peter of Antioch who had the disease of
Sabellios.**

This section from the Narratio is presented by Arseni as if there had been a second council during the
“same Nersgs” in the “same city of Dwin.” But I cannot take Arseni’s testimony as proof of the existence of
either two councils or two sessions of the Council of Dwin. He also does not mention the “beginning of the
Armenian era,” but transposes this information to the alleged first council, as shown above. Arseni slavishly
copies the Narratio and having already discussed the council of Dwin several paragraphs earlier, the author

99 ¢

himself got confused and added words like “again”, “same” and so on in order to give a coherent image to the
events.’” The section in Arseni’s treatise dealing with the council of Dwin, besides being misplaced, also
lacks contextualization. The aims of these “two” councils and the decisions they made are almost identical:

1™ Council: Adoption of the xac ec ‘ar, separation from the Oecumenical Church, anathematization of the

Council of Chalcedon, establishment of the Armenian calendar, separation of the Albanians and Georgians

3% The text by Arseni says asxarakeli instead of ast‘arakeli. Armenian astarakal stands for the “ruler of the land”
although his epithet was never used for Ners€s. The reason for the mistake is the common confusion of the Georgian
capitals T and X. In fact Ners€s was from the village of Astarak (Arm: astarakac ‘i, Geo:ast ‘arak ‘eli ).

392 Narr, 35-36: ‘A inel épvdoioe Neogand 6 imisxomog Negoéoy 16 xaSohin® 16 syt dmo Aoragd xal dhhoig e’mtr;{o'mng xal
Toic Alatois, doioay 751/&'(790,1 //,e*/é)vm/ aovodoy év moder TiBly 1 einoot®d étel ToU aitol xadoAixot Nepoéon nai & 1y’ éte
Tovativoy nanmgog xal Tw PO 5751 Xoopoov ToU H&go‘wu ﬁam}\ewg xal TG Viavtd @ ay,agwg'no'ev EO'THTOG'T/ xal &y aoyj TOU
aglf}p,ou @Y Agp,swwv, ote nal 7471/ ayiay auvodoy T év Xa)\myﬁow auef}e//,a,ﬂtmu ws Vem'og/amv HATO TOV )\o'ym/ Antiigw. omi
avtd O %goz/w Tas 7ga<pag 'r}g///nysway Tas évexSeiTas amo ToU AmTiow Tas //,V&/wyau&szaag TAS VoA QEITAS rraga Tiwodéov xai
(Dz)u;{og Tob w@ou Tas XaTa ‘r’r}g dy Xa)\my%w ouvedou xal TGV o,uo)xowuwwy dlo uoeis émi Xglm'ou Ocol 'n,u,wv éncigdeaay O¢
Eneivois Tois yoduuadt xal v T avtf ouvedw T yevowévy év T moder TiBlv oyuaticay wiay elaw Aéyvery Tot Aol Aoyol xai
THs Tapnos xal adavaTw QUoEl auToy éoTave@odal xal Tedvaval.
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6alBmm0sbo  LoByzlegder sd0dm gedctmmals, ©s dslgg Fogml asbsboegl Gogbo o0go, 0msadbormo Bodmmgl ©s gomsdleb
3G 30mg3gmmnsbo  (Gmdgmbo 0g3bgl sbg®), Gmdgmbo 3odggmgy seffg@bgl Fobs-smbsmamdgmse Jemyggombols ©s mms dbgdsms
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305 This is not the only instance where Arseni verbatim copies the information from the Narratio. He does the same
when speaking of fugitive bishops: first he claims that this happened under Abraham and then under Movsgs, although
the sequence of the katholikoi is confused. See AS-Fr, 118.
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from the communion with the Armenians. The council was initiated by Abdigo. 2™ Council: The council of
Chalcedon was condemned again (!), the translations of Philoxenos and Timotheos were brought again (!), it

adopted the xac ‘ecar.

The separation of the Georgian and Albanian Churches from communion with the Armenians is also
dated to the council of Dwin by most Chalcedonian sources. In order to fit a narrative into this general
perception, Arseni Sapareli antedates the rule of Katholikos K yron by half a century. The antedating of the
separation from the early seventh to the mid sixth century was a reflection of the confusions surrounding the
Council of Dwin and the theoretical anti-Georgian councils. As with most of the Armenian sources, Arseni
takes the second Council of Dwin as a point of departure and constructs the myth of an abrupt rejection by
the Georgian and Albanian Churches of the anti-Chalcedonian policy of the council. The chronological
lacuna into which Arseni falls is typical — the entire second half of the sixth century and beginning of the

seventh was shrunk into one date, namely, the council of Dwin.

It is worthy of note that Arseni is not the only author who, when speaking of two councils held in Dwin,
separated the decisions of these two councils. Very rarely do medieval authors speak of two councils — one
convened by Ners€s and the other by Movses or Abraham, usually they mention either one, or the other. A
rare exception is Step‘anos Orbelean, who actually speaks about three consecutive councils: the Council of
Nerses, which had been convened in Dwin against the Chalcedonians and Nestorians, where Peter the
Metropolitan of Siwnik® was present; a council convened by Movsgs in the same Dwin, once again against
Chalcedon where Petros was present and where the Armenian era was established and the xac ‘ec ‘ar added;
and finally, the Council of Abraham, which was convened against K‘yron and his comrades.’*® Note below
the similarity of wording by Step‘anos and Arseni and of the usage of “again:

Then a council was held in the times of Katholikos Ners&s, concerning the definitions of the Council
of Chalcedon and the heresy of the Nestorians, which [was] in the filthy monastery of Syrian Grigor
Manazihr. [The Council] was attended by the blessed Metropolitan of Siwnik® Petros, disciple of

Movsg@s £k ‘ert‘ofahor. Then a council was held in the same city (!) of Dwin, held by Katholikos
Movses concerning the same (!) heresy of the Chalcedonians. It was also attended by our [Bishop]

3% On Peter bishop of Swinik‘, see Akinean, “Petros”, 245-252; See also Garitte’s commentary in Narr, 141.
97



Petros; There the Armenian era was fixed and the “Holy God, who were crucified for us” was
established and during this council Yizdbozid was martyred.*"’

Is Step‘anos speaking about and confusing the councils of 555 and of 6077 This is not the first reference
to this council by Step‘anos. Earlier he spoke of the same great council convened by Movs€s, where the
Armenian calendar was established and the xac ‘ec ‘ar adduced.’®™ The problem is that medieval Armenian
historical memory did not retain both the councils and then the decisions taken, but quite on the contrary,
they remembered that certain actions were made towards orthodoxy and nationalization of the Church. Their
distribution in time and among the various councils was quite conventional. Yovhannés Awjnec‘i is one of
the rare authors who directly attributes the Council to Nersés and is consistent in his chronology. He
explicitly says that Ners€s’s council was the first council against the Chalcedonians, and that it took place at
the beginning of the Armenian era, when the unity of Baptism and Nativity was established and xac‘ec ‘ar
added to the Thrice Holy Hymn.>” However, Awjnec‘i knows nothing about the 607 Council of Dwin and
makes no mention of any council when he turns to Movs€s and then to Abraham. It appears that modern
scholarly misunderstanding about the two councils, or two sessions during Ners€s’s katholikosate, is also a
result of these confusions. The medieval liminalist remembrance could not tolerate the existence of two
councils, one under Nersés and the other under Abraham, in that both were so decisive. For the same reason
modern scholarship was also tempted to seek another council somewhere near the same time. Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc‘i for example does not even mention the Council of Dwin (555) and from the Council of

Babgén he skips directly to the 607 Council of Dwin, which according to him, anathematized K‘yron.*"

780 11, 454: Q. Ywpdbwy dnqm] h Mht juimpu Ukpuhuh Jupennhynuh, np Juub punykpniului
uwhdwih, b Lkunnph wnwunnji np b wndwihg Juupt Aphqnph Uwbwdhhp Cowdyh. puyg npnud kp
kpubith Ukinpnyojhint Uptikwg Mknpnu’ wpwlkpun Unduhup phppaquhopt: . qupdbw) dnqny h tnj
Mhtt Unduhupt Jupnnhlnuht quut inbt wywbnn Lunipniwljwiwg. pug npnud tp b Jkpt Mhwnpnu.
npnid poiwlwi Zwjng kywe b unipp Uunmws pwskgupt uwhdwibgur. b 8hqnpniqhy JYuwjtwg:
308 SO 1II, 96. On this passage, see also Garsoian, L’Eglise, 297- 298. For studies on the calendar, see Badalyan,
Armenian Calendar, 135-136; Dulaurier, Chronologie Armenienne, 51-55, 101-108, 173-178.
399 GT¢, 221; van Esbroeck, “Konziliengeschichte”, 42.
31 The anathematization of Kyron is often ascribed to the 607 Council of Dwin which is wrong. 607 Council elected
Katholikos Abraham end set down explicitly anti-Chalcedonian definitions but the correspondence with Kyron
continued for three or four years. Contemporary scholarship also often errenously takes 607 Council as a date of the
separation of Georgians and Armenians. See S. Rapp’s conception of Dwin III, in Rapp, Studies, 169-171, 245-299. For
discussion, see infra, p. 182.
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Concerning Katholikos Nersés, he merely says that he transferred the relics of Saint Yizidbozid to Dwin.*"!
According to him, it was not Nersés but Movsés who created the calendar.’'> Asotik, for example, is quite
precise in his chronology. He dates the Council to 553 by the martyrdom of St Yizidbozid, and attributes it to
Nerses. He also claims that it established the Armenian calendar and separated from communion with the
Greeks.’" The existence of two chronologically consecutive acts by Nersgs is indirectly confirmed by Vardan
Arewelc‘i:

In Basil’s time was Photius, who wrote the letter, also said that there was no opposition [between

Constantinople and Armenia] down to the last Ners€s, in whose time was fixed the Armenian era, 104

years [after Chalcedon]. It was he who then convened a council in Dwin through Bardiso [sic.], the

Syrian who had come from Sasun. And they translated the writings of Philoxenus, bishop of the city of
Mabbug, and those of Timothy the Cat.”"*

Despite his indication of two consecutive actions taken by Ners€s, Vardan fails to speak of two councils.
Hence it cannot be used as proof of the existence of another session or council. As with other historians,
Vardan confuses the beginning of the Armenian era with its actual introduction supposing that in 553 Nerses
called a council and established the beginning of the Armenian era. Kirakos Ganjakec‘i has nothing better to
say about Ners&s II other than he was in office for nine years.’"> Samuel Anec‘i also mentions Nerses II with
only a single word.*'® In agreement with Orbelean, the convocation of the Council of Dwin, as the entire issue
with the Georgians, is attributed to Movseés, whom Kirakos located in the mid sixth century. Kirakos also
contaminates the events of almost one century and squeezes everything into the council when the Armenian
era was established. The lacunae in the knowledge are filled up with pious legends about various fires,

miracles and divine signs:

311 On St Yizidbozid, see Peeters, “Izbozeta”, 191-216; See also Garsoian, I’Eglise, 228-231.
312yD, 61-65. Mxit‘ar Ayrevanec‘i also ascribes the introduction of the Armenian calendar to Katholikos Movsgs, see
MA, 48: Uppnji Unytuh Jupnnhynuh hpwdwiwit' Swpntiughtt Upwbwu h Gpuljw) Jubug wpup quuindwup
Zwyng:
°1% ST, 82-83; ST-Ger, 58-59.
14 VA, 84: Jwup wp npnd @ np qeninph gphwg, b wuwg pt sjuyp hwlwrwlniphit dhisk h Jkpeoht
‘Ukpuku, wn npny bput pniwljuih Zuyng, qudu hwphip b snpu. np bw wyw wpwp dnnny hp Incht h dbnb
Pwunpnhun) Uunping, np Gjkw) Ep h Uwubing: B q@hjwpuhnuh tyhuljnynuh Lwupntl] punuph b gShunpth
Yqnib gplwb pupquutighti: There is no such sentence in Photios’s letter. See, also, AS, 51.
YKG, 40.
219 SA, 73.
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After Nerses, lord Yovhanngs received the katholikosate for fifteen years ... After Yovhannes, lord
Movses received the katholikosate. In his first year, the blessed Manacir, who was named Grigor, a
Syrian (raZik), underwent martyrdom. And in his third year, the 553 anniversary of the Birth of
Christ occurred, and the two hundred canons (which the learned Andreas, brother of Bishop Mangnos
arranged at the order of Emperor Constantine) were compiled, to complete the Feast of Easter and
other feasts ... Patriarch Movses convened the wise men of that period (among them At‘anas from the
monastery of Saint Karapet, and they established the Armenian era, by which they corrected the date
of Easter of our Lord, as well as other feasts ... After Mezez, Persian marzpans ruled Armenia for
thirty-six years.317

An eleventh century Georgian text, the Debate with Sostene and Ekvtime that allegedly took place at the
Council of Artanu3i, also alludes to that “evil” council convened by Ners€s by probably the most blatant

confusion ever made concerning the question, introducing the arch-nemesis Sargis into the narrative:

When you betrayed your king and separated from the Greeks and joined the Persians, in the days of
Xuasro and his son Sabur, and made a council in Dvin and scribbled apostatized faith through the
plotting of Abdiba [AbdiSo] who was a vezir of the King of Persia and of the heresy of Jacob Brt‘aneli
[sic.]. For so he said to the Persian King, that if the king abandons fire worship, the Armenians will
abandon the faith of the Greeks. Such was the will and intention of your Katholikos Nersés, who
would dye his beard in gold®'® and also through the will of his ikonomos Sargis, who was possessed by
the same heresy. And so you followed the devil’s will and to bribe common people you allowed them
Saturday3a9nd Sundays of the Lent to eat dairy and meat on cheese fare, so you united with the
Persians.”’

One document that to my mind might with a degree of possibility argue for the existence of some other

council near the same time is the letter by Katholikos Yovhannés Gabelean to the Bishops of Siwnik*:

Being incapable of tolerating blasphemies as execrable and bitter, we were forced to face it, so we and
other bishops of this land of Armenia, among who was also your Bishop Peter, and the priests and the
community of the holy Church and the heads of the monasteries, noblemen and all Orthodox people,
we gathered in this Church and unanimously expelled with anathemas the filthy Nestorians and
Chalcedonians and other heretics from our Holy Church and in front of the holy and glorified altar, the

1T KG, 41-44. bul] jbwnn ‘Ukpuhuh wnbint qupnnhnumphibt nkp 8nghwittu wdu highnwuwb: ... G jhn
8nyhwtthuh wpunt qupnnhinumphiit wnkp Undubu: 8wnwehtt wdh unpw unipptt Uwtw&hhp, np
winiwtiigut @phgnp, wqquit nwdhl, fwpnhpnuniplwdp juunwptgut: G jkppopng wdh tnpw (glw) (huh h
Suinkutt phunnuh wdp TOS, b pnduwinuljigur Yuunup Epltphiptlhht, qnp jupgbiwg hdwuwnwutp
Uunpkwu, knpuyp Uwbqunup yhulnynuh, hpudwbwt Ynunwinuh juyubp quub jpduigh quinjug b wy
wolthg ... Uyu huypuytwn Unjutu dnnnjtwg qhdwuwnniiut, np Eht h dwdwbwyhi, jppu tp b Upwbtwu b
Jubwg unipp Ywpuwybwuh, b jupgkght, poniwljut hwjng, npny nipptiugkt qquunhl wbwnt wynypu
hwunkpd: ... bulj jEn Ukdhduy dwpquuih wwupuhlp whpbt Zwng wdu tpkuntt b Jkg:
*!¥ Usually this was said of Yovhannés Awjnec‘i who would sprinkle gold dust in his beard, not Nersés.
319 2) See Zhordania, Chronicles 1, 125-128. DispES, 617: boxom ésgsdls 0go 38693000 39539 00nG60 @ JnGgsbse L3sblos @
abbgg0m d9®dgbms s Fggmgboo 13s6lms, Emgms basltmbos ©s dols dobolbs Ledg@obs ©s F93@30850 3A9ds ©36L s slBbsdym
39669 30em0 Lse(fdnbeagds gsbbEsbzoms sdadskoms, Gmdgmo ogm 3900 B3s@lo dga30ls §uemndolegsh 0s3md 3Ebgmols, Gusdgory
9o sBewbs 13s6bms 399, Gsms @sgBaml 393kl FLeby@gds ©s Lmdgbms Esgdgmb 3bxmmo d9&dgbos, Gsdgoy gl 0Jdbsss
29653008 s Mbs g&m 6935 J3boms Jsmsgngmbobs 0J7Bbols ba@lgloms, Gmdgmo §3960ms 0@gds MIAmms s 03embmdmbols dolols
Lg@gobolboms, Gmdgemn domgg Fgeemgdoo Bg3yemdar agem, ©s glitigo smslitrmmago 690s 93dsg0bs s dmdsmndolemgl g@nls gsbnblbomn
3367805 Bdso 33053960 §nBemoms s gnBmogmls bedso s gltgm gém 0Jdbgboo 13selos msbs,
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life giving Gospel and the holy salvific Cross, we took an oath to wholly distance ourselves from their
communion and not to listen to their deadly words.**

Yovhannes speaks of himself as a convener when he refers to the gathering of the council. He does not
say that it took place in the days of his precursor Nerses as was the usual formula. Could this be a hint that
there was another council that addressed the issues listed by the Katholikos and which took place one or two
decades after the Council of 555? Unlike N. Garsoian, I would not exclude the possibility of another council
that took place around the same time. It may very well be that there was another gathering in the middle of
the second half of the sixth century that took the groundbreaking decisions for the formation of the Armenian
national church. Otherwise one has to prove that the letter of Katholikos Yovhanngs is corrupted or
completely forged. If one argues in favour of such a council, nothing has been preserved from it: already at

the beginning of the seventh century no documents survived that could stem from such a council.

2.4.  ‘ONE HUNDRED YEARS OF UNITY: THE LOCI MEMORIAE OF THE SCHISM

Traditionally, Armenian memory counted one hundred years of union between Georgians and
Armenians. Armenian sources have highlighted only two Georgian katholikoi from the sixth century; they
were ignorant of any others. These were Gabriel, who stayed as a symbol of unity of the two Churches and
the pifc K‘yron, the betrayer of this unity. Depending on the author’s predilections these katholikoi were

sometimes called archbishops, sometimes metropolitans and sometimes mere bishops.’* As for the Georgian

20 GT* 1, 79; GT* 1II, 206-209: Gt ns Jupwughw] dkp nwib] wjuyhuh swpwswp b qunb hwjhnniphw,
thmpugup Ukp b wy wpwphhu Zwjng kyhulnwynunitp, pln npu kp b kpubitght Menpnu byhulnynut
&kp, b pwhwbwyp b nijunn uppny thknkging, b Jubwg tphgnitup, wquunp b hwdunpk donnyppuljuip
ninnuthwep dnnnytw)p h unipp khtnkghu. b dhwpwtniptwdp qutind Lhkunnnphwinu. b qRwnytgnuhwuny, b
quy] hbkpdniwdnnu h Ubp unipp Ehbnkgingu, tqndhip hwjwswljut wpwpwp, b umpp b hwnwinppuljuyg
ubnuini b JEbwwnnip unipp wibnwpwihu b thplpuluwb unpp jpwshu wnwoh  wuydwb wpwpup
wuktlhup hipwbw) h hwynpymptuk ingw, b sjul] pwithg ingu dwhwpbpug:

?1'a)) See, for example, Kirakos Ganjakec‘i who calls Kyron, bishop of Iberia: During those years, the bishop of the
Georgians died; coming to lord Movsgs, they asked him to give them a bishop. So he ordained a certain warden of his
church named Kiwrion and gave him to them, trusting him to keep love and unity with the throne of Saint Gregory—for
to that time, the Georgians received ordination from the Armenians ... From that time forth [after Kyron’s apostasy],

Georgian ordination, which had been received from the Armenians, ended, since they started to follow the Greeks: Clur
dudwbwlu pun wjt Juwpudwth Lbwhulnpynut 9pwgu. b Ejkw] wn nktp Undubu, qh wwghk tungu
Eyhulnynu: Br tw Adbkntwnppbwy qndt thwwluwy pipny Bibnkgint Yhipnt winib, wnwy tngw!'
huiwwnwgtw) h tw, Epk wwhbugk qukp b qUhwpwiniphi we wpne uppnjt ¥phqnph, gh vhish gayuduyp h
huyng wntinthtt Jhpp qdbntunpniphint ... G juyud htnk pupdwt dkntwnpmiphtut ypug' np h huwyng, qh
uljuwl tinpw gniop plwlnfupy: KG, 44-46.
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tradition, it knows no Katholikos Gabriel.””* The best and most characteristic example of medieval Armenian
remembrance of unity and schism between Georgians and Armenians is provided by Anania Sanahinec‘i of

the thirteenth century:

What shall we say of the severance of the Georgians from our faith that had not yet reached us? For
one hundred years they were cursing the council of Chalcedon with us until the Armenians gathered in
Dwin and Manazkert and threw away the council of Chalcedon and established the same faith that
they received from St Gregory and three holy Councils. Gabriel Hatatac i, the Archbishop of Mcxeta,
was together with us and thus united with us. They separated from us when Gabriel died and a certain
Kiwrion was established in his place, who latently had the poison of Chalcedon and being ill of the
longing for supremacy and enraged because of the establishment of the Albanian and Siwnian in front
of him, that was decided among us in the times of Katholikos Abraham and he was summoned once
and twice and he did not obey. Then the bishop of the Katholikos Peter was sent to him and was
ordered to depose him if he would resist. But he [Peter]| could not convince him and decided to depose
him. And he [Kiwrion] being stripped of the grace by his own will gave him the patriarchal clothing.
And he changed the rule of the service against us and dressed in a different way. Peter returned to
Patriarch Abraham, but Kiwrion sent bandits after him to kill him and when they reached Kanguark*
[sic.] they stoned Peter. And thus Kiwrion became blood guilty turning back to the Chalcedonian faith,
which they were cursing together with us for one hundred years. And they returned to what they had
changed. Such was the reason of separation of the Georgians from us.*>

b.) Pawtos Taronec‘i’s testimony in Against Theopistis, where Katholikos Gabriel is called “Georgian metropolitan”.
For the quote, see Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 161.
322 According to the chronicle of the Conversion it was during the reign of Vaxt‘ang Gorgasali that the archbishops of
Mcxeta received the title of katholikos, and the first being Peter (The quoted text is from the Sinaitic manuscript N/Sin
50 of the yet unpublished redaction of the Conversion of Georgia): And this happened one hundred and seventy years
after the conversion of Kartli. Ten kings had died since and thirteen archbishops. And hereafter the katholokoi became
the mamamtvaris (patriarchs) and herded the flock. The first katholikos was Peter during the reign of Vaxt‘ang
Gorgasali. And the eleventh [king] was Da¢i U3armeli and the katholikos was Samoel and during [his rule] people were
appointed in Tbilisi and built the Church of Holy Mary. And the third katholikos was Peter. Twelfth was Bak’ur son of
Daci and the fourth katholikos was Samoel. ©s gly oge Jsdmmols 3mjigzomash 3gsl Ledgmzesdgsmgls Fambs, 3953960
29033350981 09369l smbo s Jnsgzetgdalizm3mlibo so33gEbo. ©s sdsemgsb 0fggl 3emsmngmbos dsdsdmsg@mdse ©s 3Fgls g@ols,
3otggmn gsmmmogmbo ogm 3gdey g3obdeby dgzzols by, ©s 39s0GmdgB 3 Iggemdms ©sho 773890 ©s gsmmEngmbo agm Lsdmgem, s
dolbs By Joemsgbs Fagoemoll 39360 @slbrgl ©s dsc0s9-Fdowsa gamalose s@sdBhyl, s gsmmmogmbo ogm 398y d9LsdG,
39000398 G 3ggemds ds3796, 9B @sholo @ gsmemogmbo ogm [Ledmgen] 3gmobG, Tt is evident that the list is greatly distorted.
The two other redactions of the Conversion of Iberia give other data, but according to recent research, the Sinaitic
redaction must be the most reliable. The Conversion states that the katholikoi were: Peter, Samoel, Peter II and Samoel
II. Although not improbable, such a coincidence is still suspicious. Probably Gabriel’s name was lost during numerous
re-writings and he may have been katholikos by the end of the fifth century — that is to say, during the reign of Vaxt‘ang
Gorgasali (446-5027?) or Daci (502—147). The reign of Vaxt‘ang was long enough for two katholikoi to be on the throne
consecutively. The historiographer could have assigned one katholikos to each king, therefore missing the one who may
have held the position during the reign of Vaxt‘ang, but after the death of Katholikos Samoel. That is to say, a katholikos
may be missing between Peter and Samoel. This feature of omitting a name is not exceptional, because the name of
K‘yron himself is also missing or strongly misplaced in the Chronicle of the Conversion.
33 AnSan, 112: buly hahz wuwghg Juutt 9pwg npnokinjt h Ukpn) hwiwwnngu, b h dkue ny piljujbuy & wd ply
utq uqnytghtt qdnnnqu Lwunltgnuh. b Jhugh dnpnigutt Zuyp b Fnitht b b Uwbwqlybkpn b npnokght
ghutwnt Luntiymuh b hwunwnkghtt qunjit hwiwn, qop pujuwywb b uppnjut phgnphnuk b jEiphg unipp
dnnnynji. pun dkq Ep b tyhuynynuwwybni Uguhpuyh Qwupphl] Mwnunugh: 6 wyjuswth pug dkq
Uhwpwibw) htwnny npnobgub b dtbg, Uhby Juudwikgun Gwpphly ununught: Gt jugnightt h wknh
unpw qUhiphnt nut, np niukp qubipd punigntwlut htpdniwsnjt h qununith. b Juut quhbiphgnmiptwt
whnwugbug b qgyupbw] Juut yEhwgnyt nubkin) pw qunuuwyt qUnniwithgu b qUhtibwgh wpnnuljuniphtl,
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Each segment of this narrative presents a noteworthy image of how medieval Armenian and also
Georgian remembrance worked and how the Armenian narrative perceived Caucasian unity and separation.
Historical knowledge of the events has been distilled into several cornerstones of memory. The legendary
“one hundred years” of unity, the immediate reasons of separation, the legend of Peter and Mt Kangar, were
widely spread in both traditions at various levels. As noted in the first chapter, remembrance of the sixth
century, of the period immediately preceding the separation, was a blank spot for the participants in the
controversy. Later historians were equally unaware of actual events and the causes that led to the separation.
Despite this, the “separation of the Georgians from the Armenians” became a sound historical concept in the
Armenian tradition. Accordingly, the two Georgian katholikoi became symbols of this unity and divergence.
This happened to such an extent that sometimes Gabriel and K‘yron were also confused as were entire
narratives of unity and separation and entire one hundred years were equally shrunk into one single event. For
example Mxit‘ar Go$ narrates:

The Georgians were cursing the council of Chalcedon together with us during one hundred years, until
the Council of the Armenians in Dwin and in Manazkert, where they separated from the faith of
Chalcedon and established the [faith] of three Holy Councils and Gabriel Xaxewac‘i [Xaxuli?] the

Bishop of Mcxeta and then they separated from us. Gabriel died and K yron, who secretly had the
heresy of Chalcedon, occupied his throne.***

A sixteenth century anonymous historian claims that the Georgians separated from the Armenians by the

hand of “K‘yron and Gabriel — the Georgian leaders”.’*® Much earlier Pseudo-Yovhann&s Mamikonean, for

npnoigut h dtuy juinipu Uppwhwunt Zwyng Ywpninhlnuh. b Ynskghw) dhwbqud b kphyhgu ns
htwquuntgut: 6L wyw wpwptwg qpput yhulnynut Mbwnpnu, gh pk ny  hwiwibugh htwquunbuwy,
1ntdgh h Jupgkl: B inpw tykwy ns jupughw) hunwbbgmguil], judkgut niswib) b jupgt: bul] tw
hipny Judwt dkpyugtw) h ounphwgl, nwuyp ghw qghiun hwjpuybnmptu: G puggbd dkp thhnfjuwplug
qdl Jupght, jknu pugmbd qupdnigbw) quubiwt qipyu b onnwpwdl qqlghw: i Mhwpnuh wnbuyg
nwikp we hwjpuybnt Uppuhwd: bul] Whiphnt wiwqulju wpwpbwy quh tnpu’ vyywihl g b hwubwg
h Ywignuwpu, pupyns wpupht qMbnpnu: B wjuybe wphtbwywpn bgbw)] qupdun b hwcunb
Luntingnuh. qnpu & wd puy dbq hndbw) tqntght. b pupdtwg h tnyb hhnfjuws JEpunpt nupdwi: Uju B
wwwdwnp dpwug npnobkinyu h Uthy:
** MG-DeGeo, 351-352: b1 dpug wqqli ply Ukq tqnykght qdnnynyt punnnuh qudu hwphip, dhist h
dnnnyult Zuyng h Iniht bt b Uwtwqytpn, nip npnptightt qinkw) hwwwnt b Lunlinnuh b hwunwntght
qtphg unipp dnnnyngl, b Supphly Usluhpwh) byhuljnynut puy dkq, np Ep vwjuiwgh, b jEnn pudwikgu
h dkug: Uknwt Qupphky, b Ljug h wmbnht Yhiphnt, np nibukp h dwénil] qunutyg Lunytnnuh.
> Anonym XVI, 147: h pug Jughti dpwughpt h vhwpwimpkit Zwyng h dknt Whipnth b Qupphbh dpwug
wnweunpnh.
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whom K‘yron is a mere bishop of the Armenian katholikos, also confuses affirmation of unity with its
rejection, so closely were the two tied in the general perception of the age:
He [Bishop Kiwret] went with the Katholikos of the Armenians, Vardan, to the council in Rome, at

which all of Armenia, Georgia and Greece, along with Emperor Zeno, professed faith in Christ in His
2326
one nature.

Nothing before or in between is mentioned and the rather legendary one hundred years became a symbol
of unity of the two Churches. Yovhanngs Sarkavag (12" ¢.) renders the events in similar fashion:
In the 73" year after lord Abraham and in the 43" year after lord Yovhannes, Georgians fully

separated from the union with the Armenians and confessed Chalcedon, receiving the bile, which they
had been cursing for 114 years together with us.**’

This attitude was so persistent in Armenian memory that, down to our days, contemporary scholarship
affirmed that the “schism” between the Georgian and Armenian Churches allegedly resulted in attempts on
the Georgian side to reject everything that reminded them of this unity. Nothing can be further from the truth.
Not only was it not in the interest of the Georgians to forget the union but quite on the contrary, the entire
Georgian polemic, was based on accusing the Armenians of betraying and forgetting, while the Armenian

side accused the Georgians of the same.

2.4.1. EVIL K‘YRON, STONED PETER, VENGEFUL SARGIS AND A DOG: ‘POPULAR MEMORIES’

The remembrance or rather the forgetting of the schism and the entire narrative of unity and
separation was embodied in several quasi-historical figures in Late Antiquity. The series of blunders was
indeed spectacular. Central stage in the whole issue was held by the legendary Iberian Katholikos K‘yron.
This persona became the ultimate scapegoat in traditional Armenian narratives and, as already pointed out,
the entire story of the Armeno-Georgian union and schism was shrunk into the famous alleged affirmation of
unity by Katholikos Gabriel and rejection of union by K‘yron. The figure of K‘yron was so mythologized,

and to some extent still is, in the Armenian tradition that no medieval author avoided mentioning him as the

326 YM-Avd, 105; Garsoian, L ’Eglise,l65.
*?7 See Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 151-152: 61129 pniwjuithtt qyih nkp Uppwhwdnt h & wlhi inkp 8njwithup
puwiht b pwg Ywghtt dhpp h Zuyng dhwpwiniptiul b huwbbw] Lunltngnuh' qnpodt pujutuwg h
Y[hliphnuk, qnp &% wd puy Ukq iqndkghtt qgRwuntnnh donndu:
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cause of all trouble and calamities that subsequently befell the two people. For example, Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc‘i complained:
Thereupon, at the order of the valiant Smbat and the other naxarars, the great Patriarch Abraham held
a council of many bishops in the city of Dwin. Applying their minds to the Divine Scriptures through
flawless [divine] visitation that leads one to God and comprehending with a thorough understanding
the true profession of faith of the holy fathers, they anathematized Kiwrion who had disunited the
Church of Christ and all of the followers and adherents of his wicked heresy. They also threatened our
Orthodox believers [living] in that province with painful curses so that they would not congregate,
communicate, have business negotiations and establish marital ties with those who had gone astray by
following Kiwrion, the heterodox, lest through such relationships they might meet each other and

consequently the flawless and Orthodox profession of our doctrine might be contaminated and the
apostolic bastion be torn down.***

For the greater part of our knowledge about K‘yron we are indebted to Uxtangs of Sebastia.’*’ Generally
speaking, Uxtan&s can be considered as the beginner of the commemoration of the schism, or better to say of
the traditional narrative of the schism and of the role of K‘yron in that narrative.”*’ It was after Uxtanés when
Katholikos K‘yron became a locus memoriae in the Armenian tradition and the symbol of Georgian apostasy.
According to Uxtangs, K yron was Georgian by ethnicity, from the region of 4avaxeti and a village called
Skutri.*' He was educated both in Georgian and Armenian scholarship and at a young age moved to
Koloneia, a Roman province, in a town called Nikopolis, and lived there for fifteen years.”*> Uxtangs suspects

that it was exactly in Nikopolis where K‘yron was introduced to the “evil scholarship” by means of which he

% YD-Eng, 96; YD, 72: b1 wjinthbnl pugmu bwyhulnynuwg dnnny wpwpbw] dksh hujpuybnhi
Uppwhwint h M|pt punuph hpwdwbwe puohtt Udpwnwy b wjing bu twhiwpwpugh' wunniuswdbpd b
wuphs wyghjmptwdp nip bEpbw] Uunniwdwghtt @png, b unniqugbnn hdwgniwsht Swinighw] qninhy
nuiwimiphtt unipp Zulpg'u‘ ugnytkghtt qUhippntt quunpwlunhst thtnkgin; £phuwnnuh, b quubkbwgh
htwquuntwu b ghwdwpnphu swp hbEpkuhnipbwb. b wiukdu guiwghtt ninputhwe npuiwinnug Utpng
twhwghu h ykpwy knht' ny pliwtht hul piyg tnuw dhwpwihy, npp qiuh Yhiphnth swputhwnh sknbgub, b
ny hwnnpnulhg hngul 1hut], b ny h wniplwnhl Jwdwnu puy wnuw phppp, b ns Iuhuu[mphun[p hihp
wqqulghy. gh Uh' h Aot wjuuhubwg hbs dkpdwinpmphwbg piy dhdbwiu hwpbwp b Juub wmnphl
Yppnytiwy othnptugh wdphs U ninhy huwwwn jununniwbnipbwbt dbpn quiwimpbwb b ppudwnbugh
guil] wnwpkjuui:
32 On Katholikos K‘yron, see GT* II, 167-273; for my own evaluation, see Aleksidze, Identifying Kyros of Alexandria,
MA thesis, 2009. http://www.etd.ceu.hu/2009/aleksidze nikoloz.pdf (28.11.2012); N. Akinean dedicated an entire book
to Kyron. See Akinean, Kiwrion.
% Below we shall see how the Uxtangsian interpretation affected the reading and rewriting of other authors like Movsgs
Katankatwac‘i, who is Uxtanés’s source.
31 A southern region of Georgia bordering with Armenia and historically having a considerable population of and
contested by Armenians. Of interest is the fact that certain scholars suggested that Sku#ri might be a phonetic alternative
to “Iscariot”. This would stress K‘yron’s betrayal. Melikset-Bek, Georgian Sources, 17. See also commentary to GT* II,
209. But now the village is geographically identified and the need for such a theory has been dismissed.
21t has been proposed that K‘yron was probably taken as a hostage at a young age, during the 570-8 wars. See
Akinean, Kiwrion, 167. This further suggests that K ‘yron must have been of noble descent: GT* I, 209-210.
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separated from the Armenians.”” Uxtan@s certainly means Chalcedonian theology, which must have been a
mainstream doctrine in that region. What remains enigmatic and difficult to explain was K‘yron’s transfer
from Nikopolis to Dwin and his being so easily trusted by the Armenians.* The story is dramatized to the
limit when Uxtan€s claims that straight from the hub of Chalcedonianism K‘yron was established by the
Armenian Katholikos Movs€s as the superior of the Community of the Holy Cathedral [vanac erec’
katutikein] and chorepiskopos of the region of Ayrarat. He spent five years in this position, until the
katholikos of the Georgians died, when the noblemen and bishops of Iberia requested a leader from the
Armenian katholikos. After this, Uxtangs presents the situation in such a way that Movses sent his beloved
and most trusted K yron to Iberia, who, having reached the capital city of Mcxeta, gathered the rulers and the
bishops and brought them under his obedience. Once he realized his full power, he decided to bring into

action the evil plan that he had cherished for a long time to betray the Armenians.**®

Considering the important historical role Katholikos K‘yron bore one would have expected him to be the
major protagonist of the Georgian narratives. He was, after all, recognized as a person responsible for
enforcing the “national” policy of Iberia and who could have justly been considered as the first ecclesiastical
and political leader who fought for ways of unifying the land. Instead, his figure was surrounded by total and
unanimous silence. I imagine that I shall not be accused of arguing from silence, if I were to say that K yron
was truly forgotten. There are only three instances when he is mentioned in medieval Georgian narratives.
The first is a mere list of the katholikoi in the Chronicle of the Conversion of Georgia, where K‘yron is
named among the eight married katholikoi, and after all, is chronologically strongly misplaced.”*® The second
instance is the much discussed treatise by Arseni Sapareli, the Severance of the Armenians and the
Georgians. Throughout the entire treatise, which is dedicated to the problem of the separation of these two

people, K‘yron is mentioned in one single context. Even then Arseni’s knowledge about his distant

*3 Interestingly Step‘anos Orbelean provides the additional information that K‘yron served as a deacon with a certain
“diphysite priest”, although it is improbable that Step‘anos was informed to such detail about K yron’s background. SO
11, 104.

% This was also pointed out by N. Akinean in, Kiwrion, 170. This also contradicts Katholikos Movsés’s address to
K*‘yron, asking him “not to forget the education of his youth”

US I, 20-22.

¢ Conlber, 97: e gomamogitbo, Grdgembo ogmbomgsh ogahab: mogehy, s, omgges, Wimge g, 30rtgo 39, 3560k 3.
0b0dmre 3B, o 4G, 398 ™y 0. The colophon says further: ...gLgbo (3emelisbbo 0g3bgl. “These were married”.
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predecessor is derived from Armenian sources; it is not the result of an unabridged Georgian tradition. The
third mention of K‘yron is much later and belongs to Vaxust‘i Bagrat‘ioni (1697-1757) who possessed no
source to apply to other than Arseni and based himself on his own research and not on a national tradition.
The reasons for this can be numerous, but to my mind the reason is that the “schism” did not occupy any
tangible place in medieval Georgian consciousness. Whatever was the nature of the events of the early

seventh century, the medieval Georgian tradition did not perceive it to be of sublime importance.”’

In a situation of absence of clear knowledge about events during the schism, both sides needed to attach
the causes of the schism to specific persons. The official records are ignorant of anything concerning the
separation but popular memory preserved some very obscure reflections about the dramatic events. The
Georgian and the Chalcedonian Armenian tradition have transmitted a story that reflects a very blurred
remembrance of the dramatic events of the final years of the sixth century that involved Katholikos K ‘yron,
although in a very peculiar way. This legend had apparently been quite widespread in the Caucasus and has
been popular among Georgians. It penetrated Armenia as well and took a very interesting turn that marked
the general tendency of the tenth to thirteenth-century Armenian ideology. In his own words, Uxtangs
recorded a curious sample of popular memory in Georgia, a tradition which was apparently very strongly
persistent even down to the eighteenth century, as Vaxust‘i also knew about it. The legend had it that the
Georgians led by Katholikos of Georgia stoned to death a certain Peter, who, according to the Georgian

tradition, was the famous Antiochean Patriarch Peter Fuller himself.***

According to the Armenian version, it
was Bishop Peter, the envoy of Katholikos Movses to K yron, who is also known from the Book of Letters

and whose letters have also survived.””” In Uxtangs’s view, this Bishop Peter is a symbol of mediation

between the Georgians and Armenians and a kind of a martyr who died for the cause. Uxtangés noted the

77, Aleksidze suggested that the reason might have been the hypothetical future career of K*yron, who supposedly
became Bishop of Phasis and later Patriarch of Alexandria. For discussion, see GT* II, 167-252. It is worth noting that as
a result of the publication and study of the Armeno-Georgian correspondence of the Book of Letters, Katholikos K yron
re-emerged in twentieth century Georgia as a national hero. Such a study was carried out by I. Javakhishvili and later by
Z. Aleksidze. Nowadays a national narrative has been formed and promulgated by the Georgian Orthodox Church,
namely that K yron was the champion of Georgian Orthodoxy, an “uncompromising opponent of Monophysitism”, the
“fighter for Georgianness”, and so on. http://qim.ge/kirion%20I.html (30.01.2013)
33 On Peter and his innovation, see Grillmeier, Hainthaler, Jesus 2/3, 295-303.
3 GT* 11, 38-40.
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discrepancy between the Armenian and Georgian traditions, saying that we, the Armenians, know nothing
about the killing of Peter by the Georgians and that the Georgians are confusing Peter Fuller with Bishop
Peter.>*” But it is of interest that other Armenian authors were eager to repeat this story as a truth, apparently
having heard it in Georgian milieus. To stress how criminal K‘yron and his rule and how perverse the
Georgians were, this legend found sound resonance in the medieval Armenian tradition. For example Mxit‘ar

Gos lamented:

He was envious of the priority of the thrones of Siwnians and Albanians over his throne and he
separated from us during Abraham the Katholikos of the Armenians. He was summoned over and over
again but he would not obey. Then [Abraham] sent his bishop Peter to depose Kiwron if he would still
refuse to conform. Kiwron stripped his own garments willingly and handed them over [to Peter]. But
then he secretly sent [assassins] after him for he craved to stone him to death. After this he went to
confess the heresy of the Council of Chalcedon. The evil mind mingled with an evil will and Peter was
stoned together with two other believers at Mt. Kanguar® [Kangar]. 4

In the Georgian version, aside of Bishop Peter being presented as the Antiochene Patriarch Peter Fuller,
the Georgian patriarch is not K‘yron but Katholikos Michael of the late fifth century. The narrative as

presented by the History of Sumbul Son of Sargis is extremely curious:

Then the bold one [Peter Fuller] arrived in K‘angar and summoned blessed Michael the Katholikos of
Kartli, to either join him in faith or, if he resists, to leave his throne ... Michael left Mcxeta together
with his bishops and priests and common believers and reached the land of K‘angar. There the angel
appeared [to Michael] and ordered him and his companions to gather sharp stones from the nearby
valley and to hide them in their hats ... So Michael reached Peter and honoured the throne of Peter
Fuller. The latter stretched his sleeve for [Michael] to embrace it, as it was the rule. But through
Lord’s order Michael dragged his sleeve and threw him on the ground and tossed the stones at him that
he had hid in the hat. So the ungodly bold one died and left his deadly illness behind. Then other
bishops and companions also stoned him and so they killed the wolf.**?

HOUS T 22, 147.

! MG-DeGeo, 351-352: It impuwbidbwy plin wwwnning wpnnnjit Uhtikwg b Unniwihg pult ghipt' npnokgu h
dtug junipu Uppwhwdnt Zuyng Jupnnhynuh b wyp Ynskgut, b ny htwquinbkguir: Uwyw Uppwhwd
Jupnyhynuh wowpk qyput MbEwnpnu tyhuynwnu hip, gh ph np htwquuntugh' |ndgk quw: huly tw Judwip
qqgqtiunntt Ukpjugbw] nuy ghw b wyw h qunyunh quh wowpbw) qh dwpuuyp vyuwtwil] quw pupudpp, b
hupt tppuy h hunnpymphtt we wnuunh Lwunltingnuh' swp dnnwg hwnnpgtwy h judu swpht: G pupynsh
Ntwnpnu h (kunt Ywigniwup hwinkpd tpynt jpurbwinpuip:

According to the anonymous Armenian Geography, the land of Kangar was one of the provinces of Iberia, one of the
nine regions of the Bdeasxy of Gugark®.

342 NarrPA, 94-96: 35306 dmgows Bgsgo 0go 3obgedls s dergfmes 36 6g@e@ls dodgeml gemamogmBls Jotmeolsls Gsems by
bxgeobs 3obls gbostmls b oy @b 93bgl, Lsgomalsgsh gsbogzsbols ... @ Fodgows 33bgmom 3ol JnG3gms gdalizm3mbos s
dIrgegmms mzlos s geols dn@fdnbobs ©s dmofozbgl JnGysbsls 38bgs@nlbsbs. gnfys AnB6gdam sbagmmbols doge, Gsems 3sb
05350356 ©5 30Lmsbsms gsdmo@Bocmb J3gdo dsbzmo debermmdmols 3930Lsgb ©s dagebrib Gse, dengseb Juegdo s Jmswgsh dsb Fobs
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Again, K‘yron is simply dismissed even from popular tradition. It might, of course, be the case that this
legend had in reality nothing to do with K yron, but it is still noteworthy that even here the Armenian and
Georgian memories diverge. For the Georgians the legend of Peter Fuller’s death was a further argument for
the perpetual Orthodoxy of this land and of the everlasting opposition to Armenian heterodoxy; hence the
events were projected back onto the fifth century.** This version of the legend even reached down to the

eighteenth century and was reproduced almost verbatim in Vaxust‘i Bagrat‘ioni’s history.”**

Of interest is the fact that this is not the first instance that a katholikos Michael is noticed of aggressive
behaviour. Archbishop Michael is famous for attacking King Vaxt‘ang himself by kicking the king in the

345

face, as a result of which Vaxt‘ang expelled him and asked for a katholikos from Constantinople.”” Thus yet

31 think the confusion of names and the

another Peter appears who was sent as katholikos to Iberia.
formation of this legend descends even deeper and is in fact some kind of a reflection on the doctrinal
controversies and scandals of the region. It is noteworthy that remembering the fierce character of Michael,
popular memory by yet another chronophagy attributed to him another similar act of “justified” homicidal
violence. Violence from the Georgian side is also recorded by the Narratio. When the Armenian delegates
went to the Albanians, the latter simply refused to participate, whereas the Georgians very aggressively
chased them away. Interestingly all sides speak of a certain aggressive behaviour of the Georgians. Uxtangs
paints K‘yron as a ruthless character, which is typical to a polemical rendering, but the Chalcedonian and

Georgian sources also indirectly confirm this and it might well have been the case that K‘yron was not,

strictly speaking, a nice person.

Bsbsdelgmoalis dols, Gsams gdmgzml ogois hrGmmgdolsgd® dobols, bognm @m3m03396356mdoemdsh dodgen 13gcs Loggels dolls @
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See van Esbroeck, “Sahak”, 351-352.
344 See VB-Descr, 101, fn. 1: Vaxusti also adds the story of Xacecar to the narrative.
* VitaVaxt, 196-197.
346 See van Esbroeck, “Vakhtang”, 9-23.
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2.4.2. THE FAST OF ARAJAWORK

But there is another version to the story, recorded by an earlier Georgian treatise, or at least a text
preserved in Georgian. The story was contaminated even further and was merged with the general narrative
of the orthodoxies in the region. The entire legend of Peter, of Katholikos Michael and St Sargis is told as

follows:

There was a very pious and holy patriarch called Peter who was seated in Constantinople and both the
Emperor and Empress served him during the liturgy. One day, as usual, the Empress was present at the
service when she had menses. And, miraculously, Peter’s bowl was filled with blood. When the Patriarch saw
this, he was shocked and he cursed the queen and all women. The Empress objected that Holy Mother of God
was also a woman and everything natural to women was natural to her too. On which Peter replied: And
Mary too! The Empress was outraged and she ordered to take the Patriarch out of the Cathedral and to cast
him away. From that day on, Peter sought for vengeance against the entire Christian religion and all of the
Churches. So he went to the land of the Armenians and preached against the Roman faith and they all
believed him and proclaimed him as a saint. So Peter was performing all kind of magic and ordered the
Armenians to fast for five days during Great Lent, while on Saturday and Sunday to eat eggs and dairy
products. As for the bishops and monks, they could eat meat even on the other five days, for, according to the
apostles, meat is herb. So Peter misled the naive Armenians. Then Peter met a dog and trained him in a
magical way and called him Alaj. Once, Alaj was sent to Kurmux, [in Georgia] to a priest’s house. The dog
was killed at the priest’s order and thrown into a ravine. Peter went after Alaj but could not find him and

therefore instituted a lent to commemorate the dog, from Monday to Friday.*"’

One of the main elements is the fast of Arajawork:.**® The fast was also known in other traditions as the

349

Fast of Heraclius or Fast of Nineveh, and was kept for five days before Great Lent.”™ The nature, origin and

%7 Curiously the apocryphal narrative in its “misogynic” tendencies reveals close affinities with the anti-Chalcedonian
propaganda Story of Nestorius the Wicked. See Goeller, “Nestorius”, 276-287; Witakowski, “Propaganda”, 59.

** Several anti-Armenian pamphlets Orations against the Armenians, erroneously attributed to a Chalcedonian
Katholikos Sahak, who later allegedly became bishop of Nicaea, have survived against the Arajawork and were also
popular in Georgia. According to pseudo-Isaac, the Armenians did not remember exactly the origins of the fast and had
various explanations for it: Some said that it was introduced in the memory of “their teacher” Sargis, others identify it
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explanation of this fast were forgotten in the Armenian tradition proper from early on. The Chalcedonian
polemicists also did not know exactly what it was and created their own “pious” version of the fast.

Following the Byzantines, the Georgians also engaged in a number of attacks against the practice. Arajawork’
is mentioned in the treatise On the Heresy of the Armenians, where it is said that the “Armenians added
Arajawork* to other fasts at the heretical Councils of Manazkert, Tarsun and Dwin”.”*’ The narrative on the
legendary origins of the fast of Arajawork’ ends by saying that “such was the law of Peter [the Fuller], cursed
by the Apostles and condemned by the councils and may all fasters for [the dog] Ala% and for Surpsarkis
[sic.] be cursed”.”®' The Georgian version of the acts of the Sixth Ecumenical Council also mentions the

Arajawork’ as an unacceptable practice common among the Armenians.>

Although the fast itself, in different forms, is a canonical practice in various churches, the Armenian

tradition held it as its own “national” observation, meanwhile the opponents took is as one of the symbols of
the Armenian “heresy”. The fact that the Armenians themselves felt insecure in explaining the origins of the
fast, gave impetus to fierce attacks on its practice. The remembrance of the fast of Arajawork’ was not
uniform in the Armenian tradition. The fast coincided with the feast of Saint Sargis in the Armenian Church,

which is the Saturday of the same week.*>

For this reason the fast was often called the fast of Saint Sargis.
On the one hand the Armenian tradition needed to argue that the fast of Arajawork’ is a national Armenian
phenomenon, as it could not be explained by any canonical means, but on the other hand it tried to argue that

the fast was an oecumenical practice. So, for example, Mxit‘ar Go§ provides three different explanations for

the emergence of this fast. First he says that the fast was instituted by Gregory the Illuminator to

with the Fast of Nineveh, others connect it to the expulsion of Adam from Eden, while some others — to the conversion
of the Armenians by Gregory the Illuminator and some even to the baptism of Constantine the Great by Pope Sylvester.
On this treatise, see Grumel, “Invectives”, 174-194; Melikset-Bek, “Pseudo-Isaac”, 208-22; Thomson, “Defence of
Orthodoxy”, 337-340; van Esbroeck, “Sahak”, 323-454; see also PG, CXXXII, col. 1197-1204, 1233, 1234.
3% For discussion on the Arajawork’, see Renoux, “Samuél Kamjajorec‘i”, 379-382; Le lectionnaire, 433-434; Scharf,
“Preliminary Fast”, 649-672; Thomson, “Constantine and Trdat”, 283; van Esbroeck, “Sahak II1”, 351-352.
330 Sabinin, Samotxe, 634.
331 NarrPetrAlaj, 90: gy o6 bx gm0 deigodamos doge FghnG6gdamols 3g@@mbolo ©s 3@ndsms dog® 3sbgegdnmals, ©s 8gd;3e-
G693 5@l gerzgmo 33sbggmo semsxol-ozl oo lrneglsdgolol-mgl.
332 See infia, pp.13-115.
> On the Armenian passion of St Sargis, see Peeters, “Serge”, 25-36; Ch. Renoux further argues that the cult of St
Sargis became known in Armenia after Nersés’s Snorhali’s redaction of the Saint’s Passion and that it was only since
the thirteenth century that the week of arajawor was called “the week of Sargis”. Renoux, Samuél Kamjajorec i, 381, fn.
21.
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commemorate the healing of King Trdat, then he claims that it was once again introduced by Gregory but
when he was leaving for Rome and finally he justifies the fast by referring to Syrians, who also practice it.*>*
Earlier than Mxit‘ar, pseudo-Yovhann€s Mamikonean gave an even more global explanation of the
emergence of the fast, claiming that it used to be practiced even in Constantinople:

This was the first fast which was established in the Holy Grigor’s days, which pope Setbestros in

Rome accepted, and which he himself and the Emperor Konstandianos and all the cities in Egypt

observed and which we call Arajawork ‘. And when the days of their fast were fulfilled, Trdat’s skin of
wild boar was cast off and their possessed bodies were cured.*>®

Another person who periodically turns up in the narratives of the Caucasian schism is a certain Sargis.’
He was subject of the most eager condemnation from the Georgian side, although Georgians had no
knowledge at all who this Sargis was.”’ In addition the Georgian tradition also retrojected St Sargis, a
nemesis for the Caucasian Chalcedonians, on the council of Dwin and “appointed” him as Nerses’s
oikonomos.”®® Another polemical tradition, also known to the Slavonic tradition and to Mxit‘ar Go§ claims
that the dog Alaj belonged to St Sargis.”’ Mxit‘ar comments on this and explains why the lent of Arajawork’
was also called after Saint Sargis:*®
And those who are lovers of evil deem it true that someone called Sargis, a sorcerer according to his
heresy and Armenian by race, had a dog that would lead him everywhere he would go. This is for
them the fast of Arajawork ‘ that some of the story tellers refer do dogs and wolves. And Sargis was a
general in Constantine’s days and he was terribly martyred together with his son Martyros on 31
January ... The fast is of Arajawork while the feast is of general Sargis, that is why they think the fast

is of Sargis ... Because of the coincidence that after the five day fast comes [the commemoration] of
Sargis it was considered as fast of Sargis. Earlier than that, on the same week, the [feasts] of king

% Ners@s Snorhali, in his brilliant apology for the Armenian faith, also explained the provenance of this preliminary
fast, stressing that the fast of Arajawork’ and the feast of Saint Sargis were mere coincidences, hence their
contamination. Keshishean, Saint Nerses, 132-134.
355 YM-Eng 73. For a discussion, see Melikset-Bek, Arajawor, 74.
3% Saint Sargis was persecuted by Julian the Apostate and went first to the Persian Shah Sapuh and then to the Armenian
King Tiran. Eventually he was killed by Sapuh. For the cult of Sargis or rather of several Sargises, see Fowden,
Barbarian Plain, 101-130.
7 See Melikset-Bek, Arajawor, 109-111; Lalayanc®, “Surb Sargis”, 350-353.
% DispEkvSos, 617.
3% According to this version, someone called Sergius, the teacher of the Armenian heresy had a dog who was called
Ardzivur. Sergius used the dog as a messenger to his students and the plotters of his evil heresy. When they would see
the dog, they would all come out and meet the teacher. But once, when Sergius was on his usual mission, the dog was
killed by wolves. The next day, Sergius went where the dog was sent. When he found out what had happened to the dog,
and when he realized from the bones that he was torn by wolves, Sergius gave an order that all Armenians fast during a
certain period of the year to commemorate the dog’s death and called this fast Agr{nBolois. See, e.g., NS, 235.
%% This legend was well known in Byzantium and other Chalcedonian traditions. Nersés Snorhali was particularly
outraged by this legend as shown in his letters. Keshishian, Nersés, 105-106, 141-143. See also Augé, “Rapports”, 337-
353; Grumel, “Invectives”, 174-194.
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Constantine and Trdat was observed, because of their five-day fast, later it was called St Sargis’s fast
because of this coincidence. *'

It is obvious that neither the Armenians nor the Georgians had real knowledge of the origins and meaning
of this fast although for both it became one of the cornerstones of orthodoxy and heterodoxy. This fast is
often taken as another symbol of the divergence of the Armenians and the Georgians. Some scholars have
claimed that Arajawork’ was canonical practice in the Georgian Church, too. It is assumed that Arajawork’
was a common practice in the Georgian Church before the separation and was only after this that the
Georgians either tried to suppress the memory of such practice or forget it altogether. On this point L.
Melikset-Bek appealed to linguistic argument. One of the articles of the Georgian translation of the
Nomokanon of Patriarch John the Faster (582-95) stated: “Similarly, Ara3vor [sic.] is lentals are free for the
monks and dairy and meat for the laymen”.’” The rendering of the Greek equivalent by Arajawor, and
moreover the absence of polemicity in this rendering, suggests, according to Melikset-Bek, that the practice
once existed in the Georgian tradition, which meant that Georgians had not yet fully effaced common features
with the Armenian Church.*® I disagree with this inference, and this for four reasons: First, the presence or
absence of such a fast was not a direct indicator of a specific tradition, nor would it necessarily differentiate
Chalcedonian from non-Chalcedonian traditions. It would have been highly improbable for the Georgians to
abandon this practice as heretical immediately after the schism. Secondly, as for the linguistic argument, the
Georgian tradition uses the Armenian word to describe not the fast itself, but the week before Great Lent.

Alajori simply stood for a specific time, not a practice. Only a few paragraphs earlier the same Nomocanon

prescribes:

' MG-DeGeo, 373: B1 tnpw, qh uhpnnp swph ki, odwphin Jupski (hik], pk Uwpghu ndt wpnikunhe
hwjwé, wnuunht Yuhawpn, wqquie Zuy, onit nitukp b mp Gpput judkp' onttt jupwetp: B wyu L ungw
wnwewinpug wuwhpl. qop pun onittu b puy quju Enpgh pwdhtt wunnugt: Uj Uwpghu quipujupl
juinipu Ynunwughunuh kp ... B inpw swnbw] juwbdt JYuytwg nppndt, np wintwbwy Ynghip Uwpnppnu,
judubwit jnitunph np wip LU tp: ... Mwhpl wpwewinpug kb mwitt Uwpquh quipuduph b quub wy
wwhp Uwpghu Yupsku .. Swoweowqgnyii jujt swpwpl puquinpugh nwitktht' Ynunwinhwinuh b
Sppunwyy Juutt G-wiipbuy inguw wwhngl, b jtwnn) Uupghu' Juut win wuwwnwhbnt winiwibgun:
362 NomCan, 110: ga69m39 3baggzlo 0go 63X 302 8 3@93sms 5Lb0embo 361086 dmbsbrbmsmzls Frgmuse ©s 9@lgbmsmzls - seé(z0.
363 Melikset-Bek, Arajawor, 75.
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In the week of cheese-fare, although it is not allowed to take meat, for it is a preparation for the
entrance into Lent, it is not appropriate to consider it as a preliminary [cinamsrboli] fast, nor is the fast
of Arazor [sic.] allowed. 364

The fact that the author differentiates between a preliminary fast and the fast of Arajawor, which in
principle are the same, indicates that it targets both the actual practice and also the loosely remembered
tradition. The only mention of the so-called fast of Nineveh as an actual practice is the Georgian liturgical

calendar. On 28 February it says:

On the week when meat is allowed, the Friday of the conversion and penitence of the Ninevites is a
fast.’®

But a tenth-century ladgari (Sin. 1), while also mentioning the feast of the Ninevites, does not speak of a
fast but only of the commemoration:
On the meat-free Friday and cheese-fare Saturday, the hymns of the Ninevites... For God, through his
love towards mankind, gave as a reason to repent.**®
Therefore the source cited by Melikset-Bek cannot be a guarantee that the same practice existed in the
Georgian Church.* Thirdly, when Arseni Sapareli elaborated on the decisions of the Council of Dwin, he
confused the beginning of the Armenian era with the fast of Arajawork’. Knowing Armenian, he tried to

provide his own interpretation of the word:

Truly they became alien by their sins from the Mother of God and established Alasor [sic.] for they
said: This is the first day of our faith.>*®

Apparently Arseni knew this word but not its exact meaning. Therefore he understood Arajawor to mean
beginning and not preliminary. He did not even know that Arajawork’ referred to a fast and not to a calendar.

It is possible that Arseni had no source that could explain the fast of Arajawork‘, and he simply improvised

364 NomCan, 32: bogme dzgmembs sk gggmog@olsls, osmsisoryg 50630L gedsa s36dq0l, Gudgms asbdbsegdse @b ds@bgsms

Fglemgolse s g3e F06335Edmmo Beamem dodbgzems msbs g3z 561 Xg@-s@, s63s WX MAMS dstbzsa Fal-sab,

39 Calend-Geo, 52: soooms smgdols 3stslizgghs, dmdgggse © Lobsbamo Babggmmse, dsébgse. For Garitte’s comment, see
ibid, 167.

3% DescrManu 1, 19: 5096309e0Ls 356wB393Ls 6+ g39m0g@0ls Fsdsmbs Esliegdambo 6obgggmmsbo ... dmgmsbogs mdg@mdsh Rmgbdsh
go(jmamtj'aot‘)abohomgh 30%bg%0 Lobsbnmolse,

7K. Kekelidze, for example, also without any solid evidence, claims that the Georgians condemned this practice in the
eight or ninth century. Kekelidze, “Calendar”, 248-249; “Eortological Year” 126-127; Geschichte, 383-384;

368 AS, 80: AS-Fr, 104: g933st0g0 9360 0436691 (309003008 dsmoms @gealsgsh mddmals s gsbsfglgl stsxmcn 39639 ©306L,
sdgorg mdqgb: 9lyg @b ey 306390 Leddnbmgdols Brgbolsm,
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with the root araj-. Finally, the attack on the fast of Arajawork’ was not necessarily an implicit Georgian
anti-Armenian phenomenon that arose following the schism, but was the result of Byzantine influence, whom

the Georgians eagerly joined in classifying the Arajawork’ as a heretical practice.

Peter Fuller, Katholikos Michael, King Vaxt‘ang, Katholikos K‘yron, Bishop Peter, Katholikos Peter,
Patriarch Peter, several St Sargises are all intermingled in the narratives of the unity and separation. Is this a
reflection of an action that survived as a shock in popular memories, or does it reflect the entire aggressive
longe durée of alienation and mutual antagonism that existed in Late Antique Caucasus? In consideration of
the above, one could have suggested that the Armenian tradition tried to commemorate this event
immediately after the schism occurred. One would have expected an outburst of polemical literature from
both the Armenian and Georgian sides, but in fact there is nothing, at all until the tenth century and when a
completely new era began in the Armeno-Georgian relations. This was the era of a past re-enacted, a period
of intensive polemic and mutual antagonism. Such antagonism did not burst directly after the schism; it took
centuries of co-existence of two ethnically and religiously heterogeneous groups. The schism as we know it

was a construct of precisely those transformative centuries.

2.5.  ONE THOUSAND YEARS OF REWRITING: THE CASE OF MOVSES
KALANAKATWAC I

We have seen extraordinary variance in the remembrance and transmission of the nature of the Caucasian
separation. Chronology, date, oponents, reasons, geography and results: everything was confused and
ideologically determined. Both Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians vigorously defended their own
positions. The former almost fully neglecting existence of a schism and the latter nailing down the memory of
the events connected with K yron and Abraham. On a general level this is perfectly understandable: for the
Georgians there was no such diversion, no change, whereas for the Armenians it remained a major
catastrophe that undermined the authority of the local Church. Therefore, the Armenian side, which had
documented the separation process, was especially keen to present the entire story as a whim of defiant
Georgian and Albanian prelates, as the undermining of hierarchical order by a rebellious Georgian katholikos.

Moreover, very often, as we shall see below, they try to construct a coherent narrative involving Armenians,
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Albanians and Georgians, as if the reason behind the schism was a hierarchical quarrel between the latter two.
Meanwhile the Georgian and other Chalcedonian sources prefer to view the estrangement as an apostasy of
the Armenians from Chalcedonian Orthodoxy, as a result of which the Georgians refused communion with

the Armenians.

As discussed in Chapter 1, one group of sources, and indeed part of modern scholarship, interpreted the
schism in a hierarchical way. That is to say the reason behind the separation was not theological but merely
hierarchical. To put it another way, K‘yron’s hairesis was the result of his schisma and not the other way
around. Despite this, the testimonies of the immediate participants of the separation pointed at the opposite
and hierarchical relations were not referred to at all. Uxtan€s also notes that the Book of Letters does not
elaborate on practical reasons behind the schism and discusses K‘yron’s heretical, not necessarily schismatic,
inclinations and his alleged communion with the Nestorians. There existed several ways of presenting the
story as a controversy over the offices. One such way was to reject the very fact of the existence of the office
of katholikos in Iberia before the schism. Very often the Georgian katholikos was “honoured” simply as an
archbishop or in some cases even as a metropolitan of the Armenian Church in Georgia.’® In medieval
period, a certain legend persisted, especially in the form provided by Uxtangs who addressed oral tradition
extensively, although he never declared the tradition to be a priori authentic.””® Uxtangs named two possible
reasons for the separation of the Georgians, both of them way connected to the issue of the nine rank

ecclesiastical system.””!

According to popular tradition, as Uxtangs puts it, when the katholikoi of the Albanians and the
Georgians came to congratulate Katholikos Abraham, for then they were still archbishops of the throne of St
Gregory, Abraham received them with great honour and sat them on the thrones as was the rule. During the
feast, Abraham blessed and gave the first bowl to the Albanian katholikos and only after him to the
katholikos of the Georgians. Outraged by being served second after the Albanian katholikos, K‘yron rejected

the offering, for it was his throne that accepted Christianity before the Albanians. Abraham tried to avoid a

369 Cf. with other claims contemporary to Uxtangs, e.g. YD, 65-66. Also, KG, 41. For the full quote, see supra, p. 100.
7% See US 11, 180-182; US-Arz, 118-125.
"' On the nine rank hierarchy in the Caucasian context, see supra Garsoian’s quote.
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conflict and agreed, saying that by such gesture he simply honoured the elderly age of the Albanian
katholikos. But K‘yron remained completely immoveable, searching for a reason to quarrel, so he stood up
and left “selling for a bowl his priority”. This, according to Armenian oral tradition and also Uxtangs, was the
reason for the schism.’’> There transpires an important nuance in the story: K‘yron accepts Abraham’s
superiority but he cannot tolerate being lower in rank than the Albanian. This, in fact was the subtle message,
that the Georgian prelate accepted Armenian superiority but rejected the Albanian. In my view, this storyline
has an interesting history and can be traced back to Movsés Katankatwac‘i, the Albanian historian to whom

Uxtang@s often refers to in this part of his narrative.

The author of the History of Albania had a very specific agenda: on the one hand he needed to argue for
the oldest age of the Albanian Church and on the other, to demonstrate the low rank of the Georgian
katholikos. This estimation became a source of blunder after blunder both in medieval polemics as well as in
twentieth century scholarship. Here is an instance of how history had been rewritten over and over again and
sources had been misunderstood or deliberately forged by writers who recorded one of the most sensitive
issues in Caucasian Church history — the “national” beginnings. It is essential to keep in mind that Movsgs
was a pro-Albanian writer. His agenda was emphatically super-patriotic; apart from many other details he
aimed to prove the perpetual Orthodoxy and the antiquity of the Albanian Church.’”® Regrettably, this could
not be tolerated by Armenian editors of his History, either medieval or modern. As a result Movses’s text

became the target of mutilation and fierce interpolations.

One sentence from the History of Albania which dealt with the conversion of Albanians and Armenians

stands as follows:

It was the forty-third year of the Roman era that Armenia was converted to the faith, and Albania’s
conversion had occurred two hundred and seventy years previously.”™*

32 US T, 179-185.
373 See Yuzbachian, Bewusstseinsbildung 7, 181-187.
374 MK 1, 306.
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This is how it stands in the 1913 edition of Katankatwac‘i, and such reading was accepted with
understandable eagerness by Azerbaijani scholars, but, correspondingly was be tolerated by the Armenian

editors and translators. As a result, in the 1983 critical edition one reads:

It was the forty-third year of the Roman era that Armenia was converted to the faith and two hundred
and seventy years before the conversion of the Albanians.

Note the changes in the text:

1913 edition: 1983 edition:

Lwnwubkpnpy kppopn wd Ep poowjwiht Zoendng,  Lwnwubkpnpy Eppopn wd Ep pnowwitht Zonndng,
jnpdud jnruwitnplgutt Zuyp b hwrwnu. b Unniwthg  jnpdwd jnruunplguts Zuygp b hwwwnu. b Unniwiihg
miuuinpniphiit Eplnt hwppip b bopwiwuntt wd  muunpmpbwit UZ wd junwg 376

wnuwy tp37

The difference is in just in the case of one word: lusavorut ‘iwn. Both cases are attested in the textual
tradition, but in choosing lusavorut ‘ean instead of lusavorut ‘iwn, the 1983 editors changed the entire sense of
the sentence. The Russian translation that appeared soon after the critical edition, accepted the revised
reading:

BT copok TpeTHii Toll TPeYeCcKOro JIETOCUUCICHHUS, KOTrqa MPOCBETUIINCH apMsiHe (TIPHHSB

XPHCTHAHCKYIO) BEPY, HA JIBECTH CEMbJICCAT JIET PaHbIIIE POCBEIICHNS ATyaHKa.” |

The translator has provided a footnote to justify his choice, arguing that the oldest manuscript (1289) has
|ntuunnpnipbwb. Reference to the oldest manuscript is most reasonable, but the translator continues to
argue further about the historical validity of the source, saying that Albanians were “obviously” not converted
before the Armenians, therefore the correct reading should be according to the new critical edition. In
addition, the translator is convinced that (niuwinpniphil is a result of a copyist’s error.”” Yet both the
editor and the translator have apparently forgotten who the author of the text was. Movs€s Katankatwac‘i’s

main agenda was to argue the supremacy of the Albanian Church over the Armenian, and his work, at least

35 MK 1, 306.
376 MK 11, 269-270.
37 MK-Rus, 136.
378 MK-Rus, 215, fn. 174.
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the part that can safely be attributed to him, is a patriotic treatise.”” Let us leave the question open of whether
we are dealing with a scribal error or with an intentional interpolation. Although, it is nonsensical to suppose
that Armenian copyists would intentionally change the text so that it would stem that Albanians had been
converted before Armenians. Surely, the other way around is a more plausible hypothesis. But there is no
need to hypothesize as Katankatwa‘ci’s text itself provides a clue as to which reading is correct. The
alteration provided by the 1983 editor and 1984 translator is untenable, due to Movs@s’s relative chronology,
where the author is quite explicit. If the 1983 reading were true, according to Movsés’s chronology,

overlooked by the editors, the conversion of the Albanians must be dated to 560/561, which is absurd.*®

Twentieth century editors were not the first to edit Movses’s text according to their taste. To justify their
reading, the editors addressed Uxtangs, another interpreter of Movsés’s text. The passage where Uxtanés

quoted Movsgs is identical to the latter: Rwnwulikpnpn kppnpn wd bp pojuihhl 2nendng npdwd

nruunplguit Zuygp b hwiwwnu. b Unpniwihg nruuinpmipbwbt Gpibphip bipubwuntt wd

]umulg.3 8! Earlier than that, the medieval copyists also changed this passage but failed to notice Uxtangs’s

chapter heading: As to when the Albanians believed prior to the Armenians according to their own history.”

Beyond doubt, this is a paradox and whether or not the chapter heading is a later addition, the fact remains
that when the headings were adduced the text had lusavorut ‘iwn. Uxtangs refers to what the Albanians, i.e.
Movses Katankatwac‘i, had to say about themselves; he does not claim that it is his own position nor that this
information is historically accurate. But the medieval copyists, like the 1983 editors, were apparently

unhappy with this passage and changed it, though left the title as it was.

This example leads us to another, more complex case. The following passage demonstrates another
curious textual amendment, this time made by the author of the History of Albania. Dowsett’s translation is as

follows:

37 For a detailed discussion on the issue, see Aleksidze, “Criticism”, 66-91.

% This was pointed out in Aleksidze, “Criticism”, 66-91. On the problem of Movses’s chronology, see also Hewsen,
Clauson, “Chronology” 151-156.

*USTL, 202.

%2 Ibid.
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Abraham, in an encyclical concerning Kiwrion’s disobedience, denounced him to all peoples and cut
him off with the sword of the spirit. He first informed Albania and wrote a letter to the following
effect: ‘The see of Albania was established before that of Armenia and agrees with us. We, with their
support, have cursed and rejected Kiwrion in accordance with the command which the fathers gave to

Rome and which shall be valid forever’ 3%

This passage is taken from the encyclical letter by Abraham included in the Book of Letters, where the
katholikos said:
I deemed it to be my duty to write, just as those who were before me on the throne of the Katholikos

wrote to the Albanians and we wrote to Iberia to K‘yron who is called katholikos and to his
synthronoi.***

Here apparently Abraham meant the letter of Katholikos Yovhanngs Gabetean to the Albanians.”® N.
Akinean noticed that Katankatwac‘i intentionally changed this passage to suit his own needs.* The Book of
Letters positively states that the order not to commune and to avoid Georgians at all cost concerned the
Albanians too, so that they might be ashamed and turn back from the false path.”® Movsés apparently was
not happy with this detail so he twisted the story in such way that the Armenians and the Albanians both
cursed the Georgians, meanwhile presenting the Albanians as older Christians than Armenians. The curious
fact is that the 1983 editor and 1984 translator once again decided to “correct” the text by changing a
“patriotic” Albanian author’s claims with the claims of an Armenian patriot. The 1983 editors were not
pleased with Movsg&s’s interpretation because it would again denote that Movses claimed superiority over the
Armenian Church and this would contradict the very general claim that Movses was essentially an Armenian

author and not Albanian. The following alterations are noteworthy:

GT/US MK I MK IT

Because of this, they deemed it necessary to He first informed Albanians and He first informed Albanians
write Those who held the katholikosate wrote the following letter that and wrote the following letter:
before me [wrote] to the Albanians, while before the Armenians, those who were on the throne of

we [wrote] to the so-called Katholikos katholikosate was established

3 MK-D, 174; For the corresponding passage from the critical edition, see MK II, 270. For the quote, see infra fn. 391.

3 GT 1, 193-194; GT* 11, 120; GT* III, 362-363. For the Armenian text, see infra, fn. 388.
% See supra, p. 29.
386 Akniean, “Movses”, 162-163.
337 GTe 11, 120.
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Kiwrion and to his sharers of the throne.388

among the Albanians and were in
accord with us. In agreement with
them we and the Albanians cursed
and cast away Kiwrion according
to the command of the Fathers.*®

the Albanian katholikos and his
sharers of the throne and were in
agreement with us and in
agreement with them we cursed
and expelled Kiwron according to

the canonical ordinances of the
Fathers for the Romans and is still
preserved unblemished.*”°

Instead of mechanically correcting the author, it would have been better to think how and why these

changes appeared in the text. It is true that the passage is nonsensical in itself, but Movses had strong reasons

to change it according to his taste.*”'

The examples provided above are illustrations to similar and more serious amendments done to Movses

relating to our specific issue. Once more the text of the 1983 edition was interpreted according to the editor’s

patriotic aspirations, not Movses’s:

MK II

Gr uwwlu hull nwuwlupgnipbwt  qluunpp
Einkguui  whdtwhwd QJudop pun uwyblpun
pupnig  Zwjuunwibuygh  Jupgkt  qUppuwhwd
wuwwuphwpp b qU.rlnul'u]lg'u‘ wpptyhuljnynu,
q4pugh dbkwnpnwynihun: vbnkgutr dpwugt, npowd
Uhipnt Ynskhl, b qhwuuwpulnmptwt piptp y&hn:

MK-D

As what concerns the nine ranks, the heads of the Church,
according to their own will and ... established in Armenia
— Abraham with the rank of patriarch, in Albania — an
archbishop and in Iberia — a metropolitan. The head of the
Georgian Church, Kiwron by name, rebelled and declared
his opposition, but the patriarch Abraham stated that the
Albanians had preceded the Georgians in the faith and that

bull bhwjpuwybwnt  Uppwhwd  wukp  (hul) the rank of archbishop fell to them. As a result of this
jupwowhwiwwn pwt qdhpu, qUoniwbu, b ingu dispute the Georgians turned from the orthodox faith and
wil E g hulnuynuwy ki phb: Swhuu became Chalcedonians. The Greek generals at first

¥ 2) GT* 1, 193-194; GT* I, 120; GT* 111, 362-363: Jwul wjup hupluinp hwiwpkguy qpk): Swnwewgnj pult
qukq Qugbwptt juwunhfwih Jwpninhynumpbwt’ jUnmwbu, hul Ubp h <dhpu we Yhpn]i' np
Jupninhynul wintwth, b inphtt wennwlhgu: Dowsett provides an erroneus interpretation of this passage: Before
us [they were] established in the rank of katholikos in Albania. See, also, Dowsett’s comment in MK-D, 174, fn. 2.

b.) Uxtangs’s text is essentially the same as GT* except of minor differenes in punctuation and grammar. US II, 210:

Juult  wjup  hwpluinp  hwdwplgwt  qpl]  jwpwowgmt  pwb  qulq  Yughwpti  jwunhfut
Jupninhynumpbwb jUnmuwbu, hul dkp b 9hpu we Ypipnb, np upninhlnu winiwbh, b b ophb
wpnnwlhgul:
MK 1, 307: wqnt twju jUnniwb, g ghnniphi b gpt wyjuwytu h pypht, bpt junwewgnyi pul qZwng
wpppuluwniphtt jugbw] wpnpwuniptwtt Unpniwihg, pug  dbkq  hwdwdwyit  qnnyg, ungu
Juiwlgnpludp iqntgup b pagup q@hiphnt pun hpudwih hwpgh' dkp b Unnuwbp’:
MK I, 270: wqqk twp jUnniwbu, nwy ghnumphit b gpt wyjuybtu b pypht. ‘Swpwuewgnii put qukq
Jugtw)pt juunphdwith Jupnnhlnuniptut Unniwithg b unphtt wpnnwljhgu pun dkq hwdwdwj gning b
ungu Juuwlgniptudp tqnytgup b wpnwpu puljigup qUhipnt pun juinbwlwb hpwdwih hwpgh qnp
hwwht h yipuwy Znondhi b juggk dhtist gpnit dtp b Unniwp™
391 See discussion on this passage in MK-Rus, 216, n. 179.
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dwpwnudwtlk b h punhp mppuwthwur hwiwnn
nupdwt $hpp b Enku punltnnuhl: bPull imbwlwt
qnpujupuigh qngnbuy qw’ lutinply
gquhbphgnipmtt b dpuwy Unmuwthg3*? npmd ns
quy ot Lplkgmght,
Jwijuu wowpbwy Eikwy juoliuphtt Unmuwbhg
Enhowuy winil’ Juowlkpiwgh
Atntwinpbw) h uppnmiit Swilnpuy’ GLnpop wbwinl,
puipngbiw] witin b Ehknkghu ghtibwy twjiljht pwt h
Zuu: Upwohtt duyp Lhkinkighwgt wiplibjbuyg Shung
Ehtinkght tnpht hhdtwnpbw) b gqhtpbwbu Wwlw
wiwblnbw). nupdwt h Zung wn hupbwbtu' sjhuby
pun nudbp holuwtimphwdp: 33 Uyw Zwjp Juul

hunwtbuy U.I]LnLuﬂ.lllCl‘

wnbwnpb,

encouraged them to seek precedence over the Albanians,
but the latter would not yield and pointed to a certain
apostle who came in ancient times to Albania, EtiSa by
name, one of the disciples of the Lord who was
consecrated by James, brother of the Lord, and who
preached there and built there a church before there was
one in Armenia, namely, the church of Gis‘, the first
metropolis of the east. So [the Albanians] turned from the
Armenians in order not to be under anyone’s authority.
Then the Armenians, on account of the arrogance of the
Greeks who would belittle the resting-place of the apostle
Thaddeus for having no archbishop or metropolitan,
decided to make the Bishop of Mardpet a metropolitan, but
gave him only cross and the title with no power to
consecrate bishops. *%°

Ukbwpwlnipbwbt 8nitwg, np thnpp Jugnigutly
owbiwyhtt quju hwhquntwt Funtnuh wnwphny
sntip  Ewhulnywnuuwybn b Jkwnpnyojhw'
hunphbkgui wntk] dknpnyoihin qUupnpybknwulwubt
twhunynu' nw) wWw uws b wuwnhe dhug bony
wnll) dkntwnpniphtt by huynynuh:3*

Two passages are of key importance here: Pul] jmitwjutt qnpujwupug gpgntwy quw' futinply
qquhbtphgniphit h yipuy Unniwuthg: “The Greek generals then encouraged him to seek precedence

over the Albanians”.** One of the variant readings has Hayk ‘(Armenians) instead of zna: bulj ‘h nitwljwb

qnpuyupugl gpgetw) Zugp junnpk) qquhbiphgniphiu h Jtpuy Unniwthg,?’ (The Armenians were
incited by the Greek generals to seek precedence over the Albanians). But the editor, contrary to the previous
edition that reads zHayk ‘,chose zna, claiming that it refers to K ‘yron, not Armenians. The justification for this
choice is provided in the Russian translation, where the translator affirms that Haik‘ is “an apparent copying
mistake” and there should be zna.**® Leaving aside the theoretical possibility of such a mistake, even if there

was zna, “him”, it would rather refer to Abraham, not to K yron or to the Georgians since Abraham was the

2 MK-Rus, 138: “I'peueckue N0IKOBOIIbI NOACTPEKANH e20 [Kiopuona] noTpeGoBaTh BepXOBEHCTBA Hajl AITyaHKOM, C
YyeM aJlyaHLbl He COTJIaCHIIUCh .
39 MK-Rus, 138: “Onu [HBepitsl] OTOMIHCH OT APMEHHH, YTOGbI HE MOIYHHSTHCS HUUbCH BIacTH .
¥ MK 11, 274-275.
3 MK-D, 176-177.
MK 11, 274
¥TMK 1, 311. In any case both texts are grammatically problematic as there does not seem to be a predicate. At least
huinnt] must be in an active form, for the sentence to make sense. MK II version is equally flawed, because in this case
“Greek generals” must stand in nominative and qpqnbtwy in an active form, in order to translate: “The Greek generals
encouraged...”
% MK-Rus, 222-223, n. 193.
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last person to be mentioned before that sentence. Dowsett’s translation is misleading in that rendering zna as
them leaves the impression that it actually refers to people, in this case to the Georgians when in fact it refers

to a person.”” The Greeks incited Abraham, not K‘yron, as the paragraph before substantiates.*”

Unfortunately the English translation offers further ambiguities by translating isk as ‘at first’, instead of
‘but’, ‘now’, ‘then’, or as any other conjunction. This is misleading because it stems that this sentence begins
a new idea, whereas in fact it continues the previous. This passage with the Greeks instigating Abraham was
also “misunderstood” by Uxtangs, who elaborated on the word “to instigate™:

As a result of this quarrel and in search of the Orthodox faith, the Georgians went astray and became
chalcedonians upon the instigation of the Satan and Kiwron, as well as following the will of Emperor

Maurice and the Greek generals whom the infamous Kiwron instigated, seeking their support for his
supremacy over the Albanians.*"'

Once again we meet the word to instigate in Step‘anos Orbelean’s narrative and again the subjects and

objects of instigation are confused and the reasons that triggered the schism are proven to be unclear:

[Numerous tumults arose], sometimes because of the nine ranks of the Church, sometimes because of
the Iberian claims and their instigation of the Albanians to distance themselves from the Armenians
and also because of the pride of the Bishop of Mardpetakan.***

The second sentence in question is the following: nupdwb h Zwng wnp huptwbu' sjhuly plyg nudbp
holnwtmptwdp. In the 1984 Russian translation this passage is rendered thus: “They [the Iberians] broke off
from the Armenians in order not to be under anybody’s supremacy”.*” This translation, or rather the
implication in brackets, is simply wrong, because in fact the sentence refers to the Albanians, not to the
Georgians. Again the translator corrupts the text to suit his needs. If reference was being made to the

Georgians, then the whole sense of the passage would be lost, because what Movsés wanted to convey was

* MK-D, 177.

* Garsoian’s rendering is equally misinterpreted. See Garsoian, L’Eglise, 287: “Les généraux grecs |’excitaient
[Kiwrion] afin qu’il réclamat la préséance de son siége sur [celui] des Atuank‘.” See also ibid fn. 15, where Garsoian
justifies the 1983 choice by the context, although I think that it is quite the other way around, the context does not allow
us to justify such a rendering. Although in fn. 16 Garsoian acknowledges that the final sentence refers to the Albanians
and not to the Iberians, as Smbatyan likes to see it.

“1 US-Eng, 123; USTI, 186-188: ... juyjud dvwpwndwl b h juighp ninquthwne huiwnng, nupdwt <hpp b bkl
punytynt h uwnplin vwwnwbwgh b Yhipntp, dhwiquduy b b judwg juyubptt Unpluy, b Snttwljub
quipujwpugh gpgnbiwy (hukp (hppb wyb Yhipnt bngpl) qquihbpigniphit hup hgbpuy Unnuabhg:

2 For the full quote, see supra, pp. 29-30.

9 MK-Rus, 139: Ouu [uBepiipr] 0TOMIHCH OT APMEHHH, YTOOBI He TOYHHATHCS HHUbEH BIACTH.

123



the following: Greeks were accusing the Armenians of not having a nine-grade system, so the Armenians
“out of pride” decided to compensate this lacuna and install Abraham as patriarch, the Albanian prelate as
archbishop and the Georgian as metropolitan. The Georgians were unhappy with this decision; they also
inquired after the faith and became Chalcedonians. Now the Armenians wanted to subjugate the Albanians to
which the latter reacted vehemently and demonstrated that the Albanian Church was in fact older than the
Armenian. As a result, the latter broke off relations with the Armenians in order not to be under anyone’s
jurisdiction. When this happened, the Armenians decided to install as metropolitan the Bishop of
Mardpetakan (instead of the Albanian). Thereafter the Albanian Church continued to exist independently and
as an equal to the Armenian counterpart. In fact, the Georgians are mentioned only once because the essential
issue was the Armeno-Albanian controversy and not Armeno-Georgian. So the main subject of this quite a
coherent narrative is Albania, not Georgia but the 1983 editors and, as we shall see, not only them, twisted
the story in favour of the Georgian apostasy. The editors decided to “correct” Movs€s’s text according to
Uxtangs, the earliest manuscript of which is from the eighteenth century, in order to render the story of the
controversy between Georgian and Albanian prelates. However, the very title of this chapter in the History of
Albania says clearly what the content is:
On the controversy [of the Armenians] with the Greeks on the subject of the nine-grade system: The

Armenian attempt to subjugate the Albanians to their archbishop, to which the Albanians did not obey.
Siwnians switching sides and receiving ordination from the Albanians.***

But the Russian translator rejected and dismissed the chapter heading as a later addition and suggested
that instead of Armenians there must be Georgians.*” “Misunderstanding” Movsgs’s text is not new.
Surviving editions of other authors who are fully indebted to Movses accept the same information. For
example, Uxtanés’s rendering of the same events is highly curious and noteworthy. He divided the reasons

406
1.

for the apostasy of the Georgians into two — the legendary and the historical.”™ But even Uxtangs apparently

Y9 MK 11, 272: S8wnuqu 8nbwg wp Zwju Juul ny nitkny ghtit quuu Eyknkguljwi jupquinpmpbwl, b

Zuyng gwlip Upmwbhg (huby plr Unpop wppbwhulnuynu, npmd nsy hwwibw) Unnuwihg. b qrunbwg

Uhtubwg h Zwyng jUnniwuiu b wntntjt gdbntwunpniphi b qdkpe:

** MK-Rus, 220, fn. 180.

Y6 US 11, 186-188: Ly juyunt dwdwiwlu Uhty pudwlbw] mutht Mwpuhp b 8njup h Uheh hipkwig

quopuwphu Zuyng, Enb putniphiu h dkp Zuyng b 8nithiwg Juub nuuwljupgmiptwit Ejknkginy bdwb hut

nuunigh kptng. qh yhd&khtt 8nmjup b dkdwpwlkphtt h Jbkpwy Zwyng, bpk' qh dbkp wukhtt hub
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noticed certain discrepancy in the tradition, because he further divides the historical explanation of the schism
in two. In the first version the Georgians are present, whereas in the second only Armenians and Albanians
transpire. Uxtangs tries to justify this by claiming that the second story continues the first one although the

heading claims that it is essentially the same story.*"’

The “historical” interpretation, seemingly based on Movses, was rendered in such a way that the original
Graeco-Armenian, and then Armeno-Albanian issue was transformed into the Armeno-Georgian or rather
Albano-Georgian affair, just like the modern editors did. Thus, according to this interpretation, when
Armenia was divided into two, between Greeks and Persians, Greeks reprimanded the Armenians for not
having the nine grade system. The Armenians replied that they did have such a system. At that time (591—
618) the Armenian katholikosate was divided into Chalcedonian, with an anti-Katholikos installed by the
Greeks, and non-Chalcedonian parts, presided by Katholikos Abraham. The Siwnians, under Bishop Peter’s
leadership, refusing to be subject to a divided throne, were receiving ordination from the Albanians before the
Armenian see was restored. It was for this reason that the Albanian bishop was not present at the council

where Abraham was elected and when the Patriarchal throne was once again united. At this council they

nuuwlupgniphiip Eybntgin)' b dkp ny ... G juyudwd qZuyp, Mwpuhlp b 8njup niukht' npyku puqnid
wiqud wuwgbwy Enl' pwdwttwy h dhoh hipkiwg, b mkp Unduku jupnn uppnjt phgnph tunkp b Fnthi:
Gt h Ynnut 8nitwg hwlwpwlwpnn bdw tunnightt ¢g8nhwh ndt Ukpd wn bw: bul] qipynibut wpnn
hwjpuybnnipbut juninbkghtt ntkwpplt Uhtibwg b ny hunwtkgu pun hwjurwlnipbwt htwquink) nudkp
hpwdwtwt Eyhuljnynuhtt wpwphtnyt MEwpnuh. np huluhullh Juudwl  wuwnnikp bn Jh&uljht hipng
wnlny] dkntwnpmipbwb jUnniwihg U qubenut wiphtmpbwt dhigh vhwuhg wpne hujpuybnnipbut
uppnjt @phgnph: B juyidhbnk b we juywy wetnthtt dkntwugpniphth b dkentt Upttp h jUnnuwbihg dhish
pupdun hwjupwlniphth wuk yundwghpl: Swub wjinphly ny Gy jupnighlnui Unniwutihg p dnnnyu
dtntunpmiptw Uppwhwdm dhish dhuybinbug Uppwhwd qUpnn hwjpuybnmplwb hupng: e uwlju
htt npuuwlupgmptwit EjEnkguwb jupqug qiuwminpkghtt b jupgightt qUppwhwd wwwnphwpg, b
qUnmubhg wppbyhulnynu, b qdpugh’ dbnpnuuyhwn. npnd ny hunwtbw] dpugh Yhipnt juy h
Jupght juyudhl jopmd jugmghb, jukpugun U ghwlwpwlympbwi phpkp J&hn: Pul  hwjpugbni
Uppwhwt (hik] wukp jupwewhuwiwn put qdhpu [Unnuwibu], b tngw wig b wppbyhulnynuniphib.
jajud. Jwpwndwt b hb juughp mupputhwe huwwwnn), qupdwt 9hpp b Enkt punlbygnt b uvwgpbng
uwwnwwgh b Yhipnth, vhwiquduwgt b b judwg Jujubpt Unipuy, b 8nttwljut quuipujupugu gpgnbug
1hutp (hppl wyl Yhipnt' jutgpk) qquihbpkgniphiit hip h yhpwy Unnuwihg: Opnid ny hunwbwy Unniwlihg,
quy] ndt bplikgmgubibh Ywbjuwr bykw) wowpbw) jupjiwphht Unmuwihg Bphowy winih. qnpng
npyhuniphrit wubk] judkh quowupeht: Uw hwy jupwlkpunnug @nplshi, dkntwunptwg h Swlnpuy jinpunpki
Stwnt U huwnwbbw] wyid, knnp quppbyhulnynuniphtat wwit Unnwihg hpwimbu hwdwpkng, b
quEnpuybnniphiit mwbt Uhttbwg: Pull] Yhipnt h pug quugbu) b wyt whqud, b dksh hujpuybnhb
Uppwhwint vhwybnbwy puyg jhupbwdp qUnnuutu b qUhtihy, b juyuhbunk Enkt dh hwon b dh hoghe, b
httwquin unipp Epjuuypuljh wpneny uppnjt Sphgnph:
YT US-Ar, 122124,
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established nine ranks and ordained the Albanian [katholikos] as archbishop and the Georgian as
metropolitan. The Georgian katholikos rebelled against such a decision and turned towards the Chalcedonian
faith. This was happening by the instigations of the Romans and Emperor Maurice.*” Both Uxtangs and 1983
editors and translators present the state of affairs as if K yron aspired for the title of archbishop and this was
the reason for his rebellion, from this claim it would stem that the Georgian katholikos was always lower in
rank and the apple of discord was only how lower.*” As shown above, the narrative attributed to
Katankatwac*i tells a different story. But even this interpretation is not supported by the immediate sources,

which show that there was an even larger chronological gap between all these events squeezed into one.

Later authors, such as Drasxanakertc‘i, an even more ardent opponent of the Georgian cause, extensively

used Movsés:

In accordance with former practice, this Movsg€s ordained Kiwrion, the elder of the rectory of the Holy
Cathedral [of Dwin], as archbishop over the province of Iberia, Gugark® and Egrisi. But shortly before
Movses’s death Kiwrion repudiated the right path of true order and religion that [the people of] those
regions had learned from our orthodox fathers and, allured by his presumptuous ambition, he adhered
to the impious Council of Chalcedon, betraying the forefathers of the land. Immediately thereafter,
however, the treachery that he had devised came to naught. Movsés greatly disputed and admonished
him with graceful words of advice familiar to God so that he would abandon the heterodox Hebraic
aberration and turn to the true knowledge in accordance with the doctrine of the Holy Fathers. But he
did not wish to receive [medication] from the wise physician.*"’

Here Drasxanakertc‘i goes even further and claims Armenian superiority over all Georgia. Looking back
from the tenth century, when the Georgian church was already united (both east and west), he argued for the
dependence of the entire Georgian Church (Iberia and Egrisi) on the Armenian patriarch: it is now possible to

see how the legend evolved and soon encompassed all of the South Caucasus. Anania Sanahinec‘i is directly

Y USII, 187-189.
“ MK-Rus, 220, fin. 180.
Y9 YD-Eng, 93; YD, 65-66: Uju Unijutu qUuphnt uppn; Ywpmnhlth Jubmg btpkg, aknbwnpk
juppbwyhulnynumphtt dpug twhwight b Sniqupug b Gghpuging pun ophtiwh jupqugh wnweting:
Pulj wyu Ukpd 'h Juudwbt Undubuh’ Yhiphnt q€odwphin jupgug b qipotihg ninnniphiib 'h pug uqbuy,
qnp 'h Zwpgh Ukpng mpnqutwpwg wpwlkpunbwg tht Ynnuwipt wyinphy dhnkp ghtwnl...Jdnnnynj
Luntinnuh, quh hwowidn] wdpuphurwndnptwit hipny dghw) puiwgdwiw) quupwhwpu wppuowphht:
Uyw Jununuih hul h pkplb Bubkp junjugbw) tnpuytt nuwdwtmphiut: bull Unjubu puqnid
Uwpwnnidl pigykd tnpu bpbw) wunnuuswdbpd upunn puithg pupbqnbug quu Yonwdpkp nunbwg b
swnwthwp  hptwlut  dnpnpmipbul hwhnnipbwtg h ddwphn  qghuumphitt punn Zwpgu  uppng
nuiwimpbwb: Uy qiw ny winpdbwy wnting qubn b gbquunniak hdwunbng
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indebted to Uxtangs who, on his part, altered Movsgs, thus the Albanian controversy raised by Movsgs spread

into Armenian circles as a Georgian issue:

[Kiwrion] latently had the seed of the heresy of Chalcedon and being ill of the longing for supremacy
and furious because of the establishment of the Albanian and Siwnian prelates in front of him, he
separated from us in the days of Katholikos Abraham. He was summoned once and twice but he did
not obey.*"!

Furthermore, Step‘anos Orbelean also contorted the story and presented the initial Armeno-Albanian

controversy as Ibero-Albanian:

Now it came about that when the Iberians asked Movses, kat ‘ofikos of the Armenians, for a leader, he
ordained that precursor of the antichrist, Kiwrion, and gave him to them. As soon as the Albanians
heard about such an elevation of the Georgians, they too represented that a certain disciple named
Etiseé who had come to Albania even earlier than to Armenia, that he had built a church and ordained a
bishop. For a while, [the Albanians] also turned from the Armenians. The Georgian [K‘yron], too, split
away and ..., because [K‘yron’s] request for the [title] of archbishop had been refused by Abraham.
Despite the fact that through the agency of Bishop Petros many times had [Kiwrion] requested and
even been promised this, [Abraham] did not consent. At last Abraham excommunicated him. *'2

Further,
Because of the nine ranks there was an enquiry in Armenia. Kiwrion, because of his pride, separated

from the Armenians and became Chalcedonian. After this the Albanian [katholikos] also separated
having concocted a reason.*"

Reflection on the hierarchical tensions as the reason behind the schism is also visible in the Chalcedonian

Sources:

And when the Katholikos of the Georgians Kyrion of Mcxeta and the Katholikos of the Hers
[Albanians] saw that by the hand of AbdiSo the Syrian the Armenians called a council in Dwin and by
anathematization separated from the four patriarchates and changed the oath of the Church of Cesaria,
which was established by Saint Gregory, never to separate from the consecration of Caesaria. And as

‘I AnSan, 113: ... mutp qubplt pupigniwlwb hkpdniwsnjn h qununth. b Juub quhbphgmpbwi
whinnugtw b qsupbw) Juub ythwgnj nuting put qunuuyt qUnniwmtihg b qUhtbbwugh wpnpwunipht,
npnokgut h Utbe juimipu Uppwhwint Zwyng Yuwpnnhynuh. b Ynskgbw) dhwbqud b tphhgu ny
htwquuntgur:
Y1280 11, 104: Uww h puunpl; dpug hipkwbg wowelnpy h Unjuhut jupnnhlnut Zujng, dkntwnpbug
qupuuybtwn Lknhttt qUhiphnt b kwn tngu: bPpplt (nuut Unuip qdpug dbkbwpwiumphiutt' Epltgnightt b
unpw qunuwpbuy ndt Ejbkwy jwijpwgniun pwt h Zwju jUnduiu Bnhot wbnit, b ohtbkw) khtnkgh U
dntwunpbw) by hulnynuw: Ywpdwb b tnpw wp dudwbwl vh b Zwyng. Lenpligut b dpugh punpunting
qUnutu gh h bigpbh qupplyhulynynuniphil jUppuhwdt’ vwunbug il
380 11, 279: Jwull hth nuunigh h 8nitwg jubinhp (hukp we Zugu. b Yhiphnt' 9pug jupnnhynu, Juub
thwnwun] whnh h pug Ejug h Zwng b punitngnuhl tnke: Ujinthbnt pudwibwg b pug Bjug Unguihgh
wuwwmdwnkiny b tw ywuwndwnu hiy.
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Armenia received an order from the Persian King to consecrate the bishops by themselves, as
Katholikos K‘yron and Abas the Katholikos of the Hers [Albanians] and Grigol the Bishop of
Siwnians heard this, a serious argument arose between Armenia and Iberia. The Georgians said that:
“Saint Gregory gave us faith from Greece, which you abandoned and obeyed AbdiSo the Syrian and
other evil heretics.”*"*

It is evident that this testimony is a reflection of the same story. The immediate documents have nothing
to do with such interpretations which apparently are deliberations in popular tradition that evolved both in
Armenia and Georgia. It appears that internal tensions in the Armenian Church, during the controversies
between the katholikos and the anti-katholikos and the accompanying hierarchical discords, were later

projected onto Albania, and even later, in specific historical circumstances, on Iberia.*'

Medieval authors, who possessed the Book of Letters, in particular Uxtangs, apparently saw the strong
political undercurrent of the controversy, especially when Smbat stepped in threatening with political
consequences.’'® Having this in mind, the aforementioned interpretation of Katankatwac‘i was more than
convenient. Besides, frequent reference to the Greeks could make a good argument that the Georgians were
instigated by them. It is curious that in similar cases one would normally expect an actual hierarchical and
political issue to be remembered as a theological problem. But in this case opposite is true. The Armeno-
Albanian agenda turned into an Armeno-Georgian agenda. Indeed, Uxtangs was not so greatly concerned
with the Albanians and in some instances he even omitted them, whereas in the original the Albanians are

mentioned. In the tenth century Albania was no longer an issue, but was more or less under Armenian

414 AS, 81-82; As-Fr, 105-106: 5 goms@y3s 0boggl 30memngeldsh Jedmggmms 336106 3369001536 8 gomemogeBdsh 3g@ms sds,
39007 59008 380 dm sligGobsams 3@gds g39b Lemdbgoms Joemsgbs 3065 s Bghmgbgdom gsbrggl selsdgdalvgsh fdowals gsmmmagy
93egbools @3 a9bgggbgl mmbos Le3sBnsdmmsgsb ws ge@wessgogl somdndse 0go, Gmdgmo smEgs §dowsdsh g@mogme 3glsens
93gboobs, 037601y s 336dmmgdse gdaligm3mlgdols bmdbomolse @s Gsdgmy bemdbomdsh 3¢dsbgdse doomm B3s@bms dgealsgsh
39m0-@sbbdse g30l303mbgdals msgom ogloo, gy Gsa (369l F9Bds0Bse 3360b 3003m0 ebAsh, sdsb 3gFms omsmngembdsh ws
ac0gemo bogbgmms g30li3m3mb3sb, s 0dbs (3ommdse oo BmMol Lmdbomols s Jstmmalbs, Jsmggmbo g@ymegls goms@dge:
#{0006000356  gé0gemo bedg@dbgmom  degie Bgb Lo@dgbegdse, Gmdgmo mdngb esgdgzge  solbsdgdse dolo (dopse @
©393m@Bogmgbom 330dml sbg@ls s Lbgems dmdmBse 3Fgsmgdgmms, ws lg@sdobms 0go 1sdFoss@lemdon worgdob-dgdyngmgdse
39088mmgm s 930030b, 333ermJdgenls Fowsls Lsdgdsls Bmmol 3smsago X et ©s 3690 3omsd(3s Ledgmnsbembos, s 0Jdbgboo
3073039 derrBios dmderetios @s o Esgdm@Bogmgbon Le@dnbemgdsls Fdowols g@ogmmalibs, wssBgdgm 3698se 7136909mbs Lsdgdsls,
Q?Sm.)ﬁ)@) 939 396(3e3987emBsb 338 36Bsb 39t SbBomJ9emdsb.

Garsoian must be close to the truth when she refers to two testimonies, one by Sebeos and the other by
Katankatwac‘i. See Garsoian, L’Eglise, 302-303: Seb-Eng, 6: “At that time, before this event, a certain prince Vahan,
prince of the land of Siwnik*, had rebelled and seceded from the Armenians. He requested Khosrov, King of Persia, that
they might move the divan of the land of Siwnik® from Dwin to the city of P‘aytakaran, and that he might set that city in
the census of Atrpatakan, so that the name ‘Armenians’ would no longer be applied to them”.

1% See supra, pp. 18-22.
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ecclesiastical domination. There was no need to argue for Armenian supremacy over Albania as all was
“crystal clear”. On the other hand, there was a strong need to argue in favour of cultural superiority over the
Georgians, first of all due to the political dominance of Georgia and also due to strong Georgian
Chalcedonian influence. For this reason an explanatory legend had to be developed both on the “intellectual”

and popular levels.*"’

The intentions of the editors of Kalankatwac‘i become apparent through their conception of the
ecclesiastical state of affairs in the late Antique Caucasus — a conception for which they changed the texts and
provided misinterpretations:

The Armenian katholikoi have always been superior and not having a formal patriarchal title, they
were in charge of the Armenian Monophysite Church, ruling peacefully over smaller and greater

eparchies of the Armenian Church, including the eparchy of Siwnik‘, Iberia and Albania. They
ordained the prelates of Siwnik* and other eparchies, [and] the katholikoi of Iberia and Albania.*'®

Unfortunately, this is an axiom for the scholar and any interpretation depends upon whether or not it fits
this axiom. But such an interpretive schema is not novel and this conceptualization is in many ways the same

as the medieval Armenian understanding of the state of affairs in Late Antiquity.

2.6. CONCLUSIONS

The schism itself has not been the sole target of medieval and contemporary scholarship. Remembering,
forgetting, interpreting and abusing the events that later bore the name of the ‘schism’ happened and still
continues. The schism became a lens through which the Middle and Modern Ages viewed Late Antiquity.
The Middle Ages sought the reasons behind everything in the schism, as do some modern scholars. Those
very Middle Ages, and the narrative that was formed in them, constitutes the lens through which we are
forced to gaze. We can only wonder how many similar faux pas have occurred and how deformed are the
already tendentious stories that have reached us. In addition, we shall see in the following chapters that the
expansion of memory did not extend only onto the schism but included numerous aspects of common,

Armenian and Georgian, history.

“I” See supra on Sargis and Peter.
! MK-Rus, 223, fn. 193.
129



CHAPTER THREE: THE MARCH-LANDS OF MEMORY

There was no family left where

one member would not be Armenian and another Georgian,
and the children were divided accordingly.

Anania Mokk‘ec‘i

Lieux de memoire exist

because there are no longer

any milieux de memoire,

settings in which memory is

a real part of everyday experience.
P. Nora*"

3.1.  STATUS QUAESTIONIS

The third question, which results from the second, is in what circumstances were the remembrances of
the celebrated events of the sixth and early seventh centuries forged and disseminated? Through whose
spectacles are we too forced to read the final centuries of the Caucasian Late Antiquity? If we claim, that the

schism, as we perceive it, was a construct, who constructed it, when, where and why?

Recollection of the schism was one of the major ideological concepts formed during the Armeno-
Georgian relations in the Middle Ages. There existed certain dialectic of union and separation in the medieval
Armeno-Georgian discourse. The Armenians were especially concerned to preserve, forge and disseminate
the memory of this unity and divergence, as a result of which the Schism became a certain interpretive
schema for the entire Armeno-Georgian relations. While Georgians, quite on contrary, did not retain any
documented memory of the exact process of separation: nowhere and at no Church council, neither in any
historical record, liturgical text, nor polemical treatise was the memory of K‘yron’s rule evoked, nor were
accompanying events and results of the separation attested or even less, celebrated. According to the
medieval Georgian narrative, there was no radical change, nor were there any protagonists of these struggles.
Quite simply the Armenians apostatized from the true faith while the Georgians stood firm on Orthodoxy. If

K‘yron remained as a notorious villain in the Armenian tradition, he was no hero in the Georgian narratives

9 Ricoeur, Memory, 404.
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either — he was simply absent only to appear as a hero in the twentieth century Georgian historical narrative.
The gradual or abrupt removal of a saint or other important figure from commemorative practices for
reconciliation’s sake is not an alien phenomenon either to the medieval or to the modern “oecumenical”
aspirations. Therefore, one could also suppose that the silence concerning K‘yron in the Georgian tradition
and commemoration is an attempt of, what Fr Maksoudian calls, “reconciliation of memories”.* Georgians
might have very well known the hateful remembrance of K yron among the Armenians and might well have

421

abstained from commemorating him, which eventually led to his fall into oblivion.” But this remains a field

of speculation.

The following question transpires once again: was the separation between Armenians and Georgians
ultimately a mere religious phenomenon or was it nurtured by national sentiments and resulted in a national
antagonism on all levels, whether ecclesiastical, ethnic, political or intellectual? It is a commonplace in
modern scholarship to refuse to speak about medieval or Late Antique national loyalties. Some historians
recommend avoiding the terms nation and national altogether in the medieval context.*”* The same, needless
to say, refers to identities or national identities, concepts that are considered as too modern in French
scholarship and anachronistic for medieval studies. Nora even claimed that

il y avait autrefois une histoire nationale et des mémoires particuliéres; Il y a aujourd’hui une mémoire

nationale, mais dont 1’unité est faite d’une revendication patrimoniale divisée, en permanente
démultiplication et recherche de cohésion.*”

This view found a sound resonance in modern Georgian liberal academic and intellectual circles and

became somewhat akin to what I claim medieval Georgian “forgetting” was like. According to this

29 Compare, for example, with the gradual removal of Patriarch Dioskorus from the Armenian liturgical books. See
Maksoudian, “Dioscorus”, 37-44.

! For an alternative explanation of K ‘yron’s absence from the Georgian narratives and liturgical commemorations, see
the study of Kyron’s life in the addendum to GT* II. 167-273, where for the first time the hypothesis of possible
identification of K‘yron of Mcxeta with Kyros of Phasis was set forward and ultimately with patriarch Kyros of
Alexandria (631-41). His subsequent condemnation could be a plausible explanation for K‘yron’s absence from the
Georgian commemorative practices and history. For the theological argument, see Aleksidze, “Crypto-Nestorianism”,
349-364.

422 See Reynolds, Kingdoms, 255. See also Zekiyan’s remarks in the Caucasian context, in “Subcaucasian Region”, 333-
334, especially fn. 5. For parallel material concerning medieval Europe and “nationalisms” in frontier regions, see
Abulafia, “Nation”, 39-47; Galbraith, “Nationality and Language”, 113-128; Hoffmann, “Outsiders”, 1-34. Just as in
case of the Armeno-Georgian marchalnds, the case of self-dentity and political loyalties were extremely complex in the
European frontier regions where the awareness of nation was strongly present.

23 Nora, “Commemoration”, 1010.
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contemporary discourse, the separation between Armenians and Georgians and the subsequent anti-Georgian
and anti-Armenian feelings were not so much ethnic or national phenomena, but rather religious. If we speak
of any remnants of anti-Armenian feelings in Georgia, it is all due to “superfluous” religious reasons and not
ethnic. For the same reason, one often reads that the late sixth century Caucasian scandal was not so much a
discord between Georgians and Armenians, but merely between Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians. The
same discourse claims that medieval loyalties in the Caucasus were not national but rather royal and religious
and nationalistic “anti-Armenianism”, at least in Georgia, is the result of the nineteenth century emergence of
nationalism strict sensu, triggered by social and ethnic clashes in the Georgian capital.*** It follows, therefore,
that it is an artificial construct and inorganic to Georgia as a state and was previously unknown. This
perception is indeed a noble endeavor as an attempt to strengthen the integrity of modern multiethnic
Georgian nation-state and to propagate tolerance as a value, but to my mind, is not based on the actual

historical state of affairs.

In general, the identification of religious and ethnic identities is too far-fetched. S. Brock is certainly right
to point out that the national identities in Sasanian Iran and also in the Roman Empire were associated with

423 But I believe that, and in agreement with Brock, in case of Armenia and Iberia it was

religious identities.
much less so. We already saw that the seventh century conflict was not merely a clash of Christian
denominations, not an internal split between Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian fractions, as it happened in
Albania, but was indeed a quasi-national phenomenon, where the ethnicity of a bishop and the language of
Church service were deeply controversial. The same holds true to the later Middle Ages: as a result of ethnic,
cultural and religious shifts in the Armeno-Iberian marchlands, certain ethnic and religious substrata were
being formed which contributed greatly to the very remembrance of the common past and to our own

knowledge of the same past.**

% The discussion developed on various internet blogs rather than scholarly literature. See, for example, the discussion
around this very popular topic on Georgian Radio Liberty blog:
http://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/content/blog/24244905.html (12.06.2012). One has to note that this refers to secular
liberal intellectuals and not necessarily to traditional scholarship. For a radically different view, see Maisuradze, 139-
279.
25 Brock, “Christians”. 1-21.
#2% See infi-a the final chapter of the present thesis.
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As a radically different view, there exists a second trend in Caucasian historiography which remains of
our prime interest and which tries to ascertain that the schism triggered off the eruption of respective
“nationalisms”. That is to say, from then on, Georgians and Armenians sat down and started to devise a
history of the self as opposed to the other, e.g. of Georgian i.e. not Armenian history.*”’ According to this
view, such is, for example, the Conversion of Georgia, a kind of a national Liber Pontificalis which after the
separation was designed to highlight the Georgian distancing from the Armenians. This perception I hold
equally invalid. We shall see further that a good historical counterbalance to both of these arguments, to the
rejection of a national/ethnic component in the schism and to the absolutisation of the role of the Schism, is
the very peculiar form of ethno-religious nationalism formed in frames of medieval Byzantine-Georgian
relations. Here, much stronger than in the Armeno-Georgian case, we can see the idea of “Georgianness”
surfacing the literature.*”® And in fact, the definition of Georgianness saw a path from “Orthodox but not
Greek” to “more Orthodox than Greeks” as revealed in a number of hagiographic and historical texts. But in

the medieval Armeno-Georgian discourse such a view all but nonexistent.

3.2. THE RHETORIC OF REMEMBRANCE: THE ARMENIAN WAY

When studying the dialectic of remembrances in the Caucasus, the political aspects that need to be
considered are manifold. They include: The initial Armeno-Georgian debates and the political turbulences by
the end of Late Antiquity; the first stages of the struggle for domination in the central Caucasus in the last
two centuries of the first millennium and the first century of the second, followed by the creation of a multi-
ethnic Kingdom of the Georgians by the Bagrat‘ionis in T‘ao and K‘lar3eti;**’ the inclusion of northern
Armenia into the Kingdom of Georgia in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries;*° and religious and

431

ecclesiastical controversies that consequently broke out.™ Of equal importance is the formation in the same

period of the Georgian “nationalistic” rhetoric in order to imitate and emulate the Byzantines and this in their

27 For the most substantial exposition of such view, see Rapp, Studies, 169-171.

¥ Virtually in every piece of Georgian literature, historical and hagiographical, stemming from Middle Ages, there is
transparent a certain kind of arrogant attitude towards the Byzantines. See Martin-Hisard, “Hilarion”, 101-138; “T‘ao
K‘lardzheti”, 34-46.
429 Allen, “March-Lands®, 135-146; Janachian, Kouropalate; Martin-Hisard, “T‘ao K‘lardzheti”, 34-46;
0 0n the political situation in northern Armenia, see Margaryan, North Armenia; Maisuradze, Studies, 163-271;
Especially Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 11-80. Rogers, “Mxargrdzelis”, 315-326;
“1'See ACRU. Melikset-Bek, Teachers; Chantladze, Mxitar Gos, 25-42; Maisuradze, Studies, 15-95; 139-246.
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anti-Armenian sentiments too. If we were to consider all of these aspects, the conceptualization of a radical

separation would fade.

In this struggle, remembering the “beginnings”, of what we now call Late Antiquity, played a crucial
role. Following the first attempts to recall a common past by the Caucasian polemicists of the early seventh
century, remembrance would gain an even more significant cultural and social dimension in the period
between tenth and thirteenth centuries. In such circumstances, both long and short term recollective
functioning was a raison d’étre for an ethnic or religious group. The creation of new memories and
commemorations from the Georgian side aimed at establishing stable social and political units in otherwise
ethnically diverse regions on the one hand and, on the larger scale, at creating a shared memory for two
nations that were to co-exist under a single Bagrat‘ioni crown. I believe that such a political dimension of
memory worked both on the macro and micro levels among Armenians as well as Georgians. The questions
that arise are the following: what kind of communities were these? What source of knowledge provides
evidence for the existence of such groups? How did they perceive each other and how did they differentiate
between us and the other? What role did the remembrance of unity and separation play in the ideological
battlefield of the Middle Ages and what today? Have modern historians broken away, or have they in
principle been able to break away from the images drawn by centuries of polemic and of the polemical
conceptualization of Late Antique Caucasus? In the first instance, the answer to these final questions is —

hardly so.

The struggle for political leadership in the region was accompanied by an equally ardent ideological
battle. Both Georgian and Armenian parties developed specific rhetoric with regard to the perception both of
the political status quo and the history of the Caucasus. This was made explicit both on a major scale and on
a rather minor one. To a certain extent the idea of unity before the separation, discussed in previous chapters,
could be considered in a larger “messianic” conception of history by medieval Armenian narratives, as that of
a state requiring in principle to be restored. The evaluation of this kind of ideology vis-a-vis Georgia can be
divided into three chronological periods: the initial early seventh century debates; the struggle over the

political control in the Caucasus and the so-to-say revanchist feelings developed among the Armenians
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during the supremacy of the Georgian Bagrat‘ionis in the region. This third period is particularly highlighted
by the intellectuals of northern Armenia, who had to maintain cultural autonomy in terms of Georgian

dominance.**?

One of many attempts of creating a long term “collective” memory was the elaboration of foundation
myths by the medieval Georgian and Armenian historiographies. The most vivid examples of such foundation
myths are preserved, in the Armenian case by Movsés Xorenac‘i and, in the Georgian case, by the Lives of
the Kings (Leont‘i Mroveli?). The initiation of an ethnocentric approach towards the Caucasus and towards
the history of the Caucasus can safely be attributed to Movsés Xorenac‘i. For Xorenac‘i, the Caucasus was
historically united under the Armenian aegis and, moreover, was supposed to be such in the future. He goes
further than anyone before or after in magnifying the cultural and political role of Armenia in the region and
argues for perpetual supremacy of Armenia over all neighbours, most of all over Albania and Georgia.*** The
claims that Xorenac‘i advanced were manifold, encompassing both cultural and political aspects: For
example, not only were the Georgians indebted to the Armenians for being evangelized, but even the pagan
pantheon was earlier borrowed from Armenia. It was, after all, the Armenian epic hero Vahagn who was

deified in Georgia with his idol being erected.***

The story of the Georgian evangelizer St Nino is also narrated in a way that would glorify Armenia and

present the entire process of conversion of Georgia as initiated and supervised from the Armenian Holy

2 L. Melikset-Bek has dedicated a thorough study to the cultural life in Norther Armenia and to individual authors
during the Georgian dominance. See Melikset-Bek, Teachers. On the status of the northern Armenian in the Georgian
kingdom, see Maisuradze, “Status”, 24-284; Margaryan, North Armenia.
33 For discussion on Xorenac‘i’s ideology, see e.g. Zekiyan, “L’idéologie”, 471-485.
% Along the same lines of absolutizing the role of the Armenians in process of Christianization, must be read the legend
of King Abgar as presented by Xorenac‘i and the way Abgar suddenly becomes an Armenian king. See Carricre, Abgar;
Drost-Abgarjan, “Abgar-Legende”, 69-74. In one of the narratives on Abgar, the king is said to have united the
Armenian and Albanian armies to revenge Christ’s death. Outtier suggests that it might be an Albanian addition if the
manuscript was copied in Albania and reflects the remaining “Albanian consciousness among the Armenians well after
the last ethnic Albanian katholikos”. Constant nationalization is typical to the Abgar legend and expecting Abgar to be
the leader of the “oecumene” over which the Armenians had pretentions, is quite possible. For the passage from the text,
see Outtier, “Abgar”, 142; for discussion, see ibid. 131.
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Fathers. Nung is presented as another companion of St Hrip‘sime who was merely acting on behalf of St

Gregory the Illuminator in following his assignments:*’

Blessed Nuné sought out trustworthy men and sent them to St Gregory, asking him to command her,
what to do from then on, for the Georgians had happily accepted the preaching of the Gospel. She
received a command to destroy the idols, just as he had done himself, and to set up the honourable sign
of the Cross until the day when the Lord would grant them a pastor as guide.**

Interestingly, Xorenac‘i amended the story by claiming that after baptizing the Georgian royal family, the
embassy was sent to Gregory, while Socrates Scholastikos, who is Movs€s’s primary source, asserted that the
delegates were sent to Constantinople to request an archbishop.*’ Moreover, Movsés claimed that Nino

spread the Gospel in the regions between

Klarjk® (K‘lareti) to the gates of the Alans (Darial) and the Caspians, as far as the borders of the
Massagetae, as Agathangelos informs us.***

In this way Movsgs revealed his contemporary geo-political aspirations rather than fourth century state of
affairs. Besides, Agathangelos does not mention Nino at all, at least in none of the survived versions, and all
this was credited to Gregory himself. Xorenac‘i presented Georgia not only as being dependant culturally on
Armenia, but politically as well. Numerous examples of his description of united Armenian and Georgian

military endeavours show the Georgians as Armenian vassals and, furthermore, the Georgian King Mirian

. v . 439
was honoured simply as a leader or a general (arajnord), not as a king.

According to the idea of the Caucasus, as presented by Movseés Xorenac‘i and which became the
dominating ideological framework in medieval Armenia, all Caucasian lands and people were to be subjected

to the Armenian crown, because such was Divine predestination from the age of the epic founding fathers.

435 See Martin-Hisard, “Sainte Nino”, 66-67. Aharon Vanandec‘i, just as many others who follow Xorenac‘i, also
stresses that everything that Nino did, was supervised by St. Gregory. See infra for a more detailed discussion on the
role of Nino in Armenian and Georgian traditions.

8 MX-Thom 239: MX, 237: bulj kpuiiknjit Unitkh ubigpbw) wpu hwiwnuphdu’ pwg we unippl @phgnp,
tpt qhly hpwduwytugk twdw gnpsdt] wjunithtinb. Lwiqh jodwpnipbwdp puuwut 9hpp qpupngniphil
Urknwpuiht: Gu hpudwh pigmih ynpswil) qyninub, npytu hiiph wpup, b jubqil] quuunniulub
313%11111 huwght Uhtisk gop viwryng Skwnt hnght junwetnpyniphwi ingu:

Socr, 21.
¥ MX-Thom 239; MX, 239: 9np hwdwpawlhup wulk], wowpkinthh knkw] pupnqbwug h Unupewg ujubw] wn
npudpp Ujmtwug b Ywuphg dhish h uvwhdwiu Uwuppug, npyku ntunigul piq Uqupwigtnnu:
* Ibid, 238.
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Consequently, the foundation myth, as presented by Xorenac‘i, served the same ends. The story of the
ethnarch-eponyms differed drastically from the Georgian tradition both in content and ideologically.**’ In the
process distribution of the Caucasian lands, Georgians were almost fully ignored at the beginning and
together with other Caucasian people were called “northerners”. Briefly put, Movsés Xorenac‘i presented the
history of the Caucasus as a history of the Armenian nation, the Southern Caucasus was a promised land that

belonged and belongs to the Armenian nation while all other nations were subject to it. Unlike the Georgian

counterpart, group solidarity was ethnic, not regional.**'

A vivid example of such rhetoric formed during the formation of kingdoms in the Caucasus is, I believe,
the letter that, according to Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, Patriarch Nikolaos Mystikos of Constantinople
(852-925) allegedly sent to the Katholikos, reflecting both the position of the Byzantine Empire vis-d-vis the

Caucasus and the situation in the Caucasus proper:

At that time, the great patriarch of Constantinople, Nikolaos, hearing of the calamities and the
hardships that had come upon us, wrote to me [Yovhanngs] the following letter: “To the ever beloved
brother Lord Yovhanngs, Katholikos of Greater Armenia, from Nikolaos ... I think that your God-
loving lordship is not aware of the deep sorrow and ceaseless grief of our heart on behalf of the
Armenians, the Iberians, and the Albanians, who collectively comprise your faithful flock upon whom
the Ishmaelite Saracen tyrants have inflicted severe travail and afflictions ... Now, if it seems proper
to your Holiness, first of all, it is necessary to call upon the divine Providence and succour at all times,
and lifting up your arms, ask the Lord God with all your heart to have mercy on your flock, namely the
Armenians, the Iberians, and the Albanians ... Do not let them remain in their wild, beastly state,
whereby they fall upon one another in rage in order to kill. Let them return to human rationality and
Christian serenity, where with salvation will be granted to the rest of the people in the lands of
Armenia, Iberia, and Albania. ***

0 See Gulbekian, “Traditional Origin”, 365-375.
“1 For Xorenac‘i’s understaning of Armenian identity, see van Lint, “Identity”, 256-258; On the Armenian origins, see
also Russel, “Formation”, 19-36.

“2 YD-Eng, 189-190; YD, 266-267: Uww uwlu uwuwbmpbwig b Jpynjuwig dbpng mbw; dbsh
wwwnphwinghtt Ynunwntniyojuh Lhlinnuy, gpk poinp wn hu ophtiwl quyu. Skwnt b juikwn uhpbih Enpop
Ubpnud’ 8nhwliim jupnnhlnup Zwjng Ukswg, h Uhnnuynut nynpunipbudph.. Yupstd ny hly quibihunty
E wkp h, h poyny juunniwswuhpnphity jnjd npnuniphit b wiywlwu gutp upnhg dkpng junuqu Zwyng
b dpwg b Unniwithg dhwhwunie pnjn hwiwwnwgbw) hownhg, np Ehwu h yEpwy qunt mwqtwy swpswpug
b tbinmptwig Uwpulhtinu budwjbjiwt ppuwluug: Upy Eplk wuwnowd pnibugh uppniptwin dkpnud,
wwpn b bwju quunniwswihtt wigkimphiib b qogwuiniphibt judkiugh dwud JEpulupguy, b dkou h
Jtp wdpwntwg b pnjnpny upuiht h goue npnpunipiwi Ynsk) quudbiwluwt Uunnuws pojnyn honpry Zwyng b
dpug b Unniwihg ... b dh vowy pny dbwy h qupbkth ququiunmptwbn, npp pupjugbuwp b phuitwp tu h
uyuinidt dpdbwig, b quntwy b duppuyhtt ynnwdnipphitu b h pphunntibwjui hwinwpunniphtuu, npnyg
ptph hulj h thplynipphit duwgkingn dwuwbg dwppljub Zuyng wohiwnphhy b dpwug b Unniwutthg: The genuine
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If we believe Yovhanngs, the Constantinopolitan patriarch holds Chalcedonian Georgians and also
Albanians as the flock of the Armenian katholikos and this in the tenth century, moreover the Armenian
katholikos is held as the sole guarantee for peace in the region. Whatever the level of genuineness the letter
might sustain, it certainly exhibits Armenian aspirations. This claim reminds us of similar assertions by the
same Yovhanngs, that K‘yron was appointed as metropolitan of the Armenian Church in Iberia and Egrisi,
thereby trying to historically justify his contemporary aspirations to stretch the jurisdiction of the Armenian
Church over the entire Caucasian region,:

In accordance with former practice, this Movses ordained Kiwrion, the elder of the rectory of the Holy
Cathedral [of Dwin], as archbishop over the province of Iberia, Gugark* and Egrisi. ***

This claim is above all substantiated by mythical “former practices” thus creating a transitional bridge

between his contemporary times and the former, pre-schismal, state of affairs that must be restored through

the reminiscence of the Schism.

Concerning such, so to say, territorial expansion of rhetoric, the different versions of the Life of Saint
Gregory are noteworthy, as they reveal how the tradition evolved according to the changes in the region’s
political geography. St Gregory ranges from being the illuminator of Armenia alone to being the pan-
Caucasian and even the “pan-East” enlightener.*** Especially diversified are the testimonies concerning his
missionary activity outside of Armenia proper and the distribution of the eparchies allegedly founded by
445

him.™ It is possible to trace a pattern of St Gregory’s evolving status with regard to other Caucasian people,

character of the letter can be doubted mainly because it fits too well in the general Armenian agenda of the period.
Secondly no such letter is extant in Greek or is there any mentioning of Nikolaos Mystikos writing to the Armenians.
3 YD, 65; YD-Eng, 93. Note the dubious differentiation between the bishopric of Gugark® and of Iberia. For
discussion, see infra, on Gugark®, pp. 167-176.
**N. Marr thought that there is a gradual expansion of the geographic boundaries of Gregory’s missionary work and
Gregory’s cult was much more prominent from the seventh century on than before. See Marr, “Baptism”, 154-155.
Compare with the acclaimed Letter of Love and Concord a late twelfth century forgery, allegedely signed by Pope
Sylvester and Gregory the Illuminator that divided almost the whole of the Christian East between the Armenian and
Roman governance. For a new study, see Pogossian, Letter. See, also, Halfter, “Constantinus”, 399-428; Papsttum, 204-
220; Shirinian, “Letter”, 79-99;
> Agathangelos’s work has been much criticized in scholarly writings. Differing strata of what we now know as the
Life of Gregory have emerged. For different versions of the list of the bishops, see Agath-Thom II, 449-459.
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such as the Albanians and Georgians (both western and eastern).**® Note the expansion of the number of

eparchies founded by Gregory:

The Greek version of Agathangelos claims that Gregory’s first student was a certain Irenark® appointed in
Sebastia,*” whereas the Arabic version purports that the same person was a Sebastian Georgian who was sent
as a metropolitan to Iberia, which reminds of the already discussed claims that Iberia was a metropoly of the
Armenian Church.**® As for the Armenian version, it makes no reference to such a person. Further, the Greek
version claims that Gregory sent a Cappadocian Sophronius to Lazika as bishop,**’ but the Arabic version
calls the same land Apxazeti.*’ Again the Armenian version is silent about either this person or this diocese.
It is certain now that the Christianization of western Georgia experienced completely different situations. The
legend of Gregory as enlightener of western Georgia must have emerged during the period of pan-Georgian
unity when “Georgia” stood for a relatively large territory from east to west of the Caucasus.*”' The Greek
and Arabic versions further claim that Gregory sent Bishop Thomas to Albania.*”* Again, the Armenian
version makes no reference to this. Another bishop that is absent from the Armenian version of the list of
bishops is that of Tayk*. Therefore, the Greek and Arabic versions assert that the total number of bishops was
sixteen. The Armenian has twelve. The four added bishops are precisely those of Iberia, Lazika, Albania and
Tayk*. This gradual addition of the controversial regions to the list of the bishops is evident.** Just as in the

case of the number of the Syrian fathers, which was sacral and was thirteen in total and gradually adduced

46 For this observation, see Aleksidze, “Bishop”, 16-18.

7 Agath-Thom II, 457-458.
5 Ibid, 458-459.
9 Ibid.
% Ibid. The name Apxaz, as opposed to Lazika is a very late phenomenon, when the designation Apxazeti referred to all
of Western Georgia and, in a short time, the whole of Georgia.
BLCf, YD, 65.
2 Agath-Thom II, 457.
3 This broadening of the role of St Gregory and King T‘rdat is very similar to another expansion of tradition. The
Armenian version of the Life of Gregory claims that T rdat heard of Constantine’s conversion, rejoiced, and went there
together with Gregory, while the Greek and Arabic versions claim that it was the other way around: Constantine heard of
the Armenian conversion and summoned T‘rdat. Besides T‘rdat had to pay tribute. Sebeos even adds that Constantine
prostrated himself in front of St. Gregory. As a result, the two established a pact of friendship which was destined to re-
emerge throughout the medieval Armenian literature as documented proof for Armenian domination in the region. All of
this later culminated in the famous forgery called the Letter of Love and Concord. For detailed discussion, see Thomson,
“Constantine and Trdat”, 273-289.
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“new” members, so did the number of the bishops installed by St Gregory, “beginning” with symbolic twelve

. . 454
and reaching sixteen.*

The Armenian translation of Michal the Syrian produces a further fabrication of the original text

concerning the Georgians; it once again aims at reaffirming Armenian supremacy.

Famous throughout the world, martyr Gregory, becoming equal to the apostles Thaddeus and
Bartolomew, restored their deficiencies and enlightened, from one end to the other, Armenia, the
house of the Georgians and the land of the Albanians and filled all regions near Armenia with the
knowledge of truth.**’

In a later period, during the Georgian domination in the region, in a situation of a lost statehood, the

northern Armenians had to maintain the memory of the state and consolidate the nation in the act of

456

remembrance.”” The eloquent introductory words of Mxit‘ar Go§ to his Laws reflect the contemporary

feelings of the Armenian nation:

People, who will read my laws, will laugh at them, and compare me to someone who dreams of a
kingdom in his dreams and of many similar pleasant things, but as soon as he wakes up, he finds
himself devoid of all this. But may they know, what we do not forget, how temporary all earthly
kingdoms are, and our kingdom even more; past is not among us anymore and we do not possess the
present either nor shall witness it in the future ... may they, who ever see this kingdom, forgive me.*’

In an equally expressive manner, Mxit‘ar Go§ further writes:

Lest this [forgetting] occur we have composed this law code for the sake of remembrance. What at that
moment we cannot recall, on taking it into our hands we shall recall; and we shall indicate to foreign
races that we live by a law code, so that being put to silence thereby, they may not become reproachful
of us.**®

% a.) The number of Gregory’s bishops expanded even further: For example, Uxtangs speaks of 30 dioceses, US I, 100;
Whereas Step‘anos Orbelean enumerates 36 bishops. SO, 23; See also Aleksidze, “Bishop”, 16-17, fn. 28.
b.) The Georgian version of the Life of Gregory, which is derived from the Greek, speaks about ten bishops. VGreg-Geo,
496; For the dioceses in St Gregory’s time, see Harutunyan, “Di6zesan-Gliederung”, 81-94; For G. Babian’s views, see
Babian, Relations, 14-29. We witness a similar expansion of Mastoc‘’s contribution to the Armenian culture: From
being a translator and inventor of the alphabet, he became author of almost all aspects of Christian Armenian culture.
See ArevSatyan, “Mastoc‘”, 153-157.
3 Ibid.
43 An objection might arise that in the twelfth and thirteenth century, there were several Armenian kingdoms in
Anatolia, but I need to stress once again that we are discussing Armenian rhetoric in the Armeno-Georgian context. But
even in Cilician Armenia the nationalistic rhetoric were not too different from the northern Armenia, although triggered
by different needs and by the Crusader-Armenian relations and antagonism against the Byzantines.
7 See MG-Can,
**¥ MG-Can-Thom, 73.
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The foreign race that was constantly accusing Armenians of all mortal sins, was in those days the
Georgian to Mxit‘ar. Hence establishing and enforcing remembrance of cultural continuity of the Armenian
nationhood vis-a-vis the Georgians was essential.* This continuity was supposed to be both cultural and also
intellectual. Thus intellectual élite such as Mxit‘ar Go§ was himself a reminder of the cultural dependency of
the Georgians on the Armenians. The medieval genre of the so-called Gavazanagirk® constructs an
ideological line of continuity between Mesrop Mastoc® and the contemporary intellectuals, centered
especially around Mxit‘ar Go$ and his school:

Mesrop, who devised letters for Armenians, Georgians and Albanians — his student Movses K‘erdot —
David the Invincible philosopher — Eznik — Mambre — Lazar P‘arpec‘i — Paul (?) — Abraham the
Grammarian — Ners€s Mecop‘ec‘i — his student Yovhannés Mayragomec‘i — his student Nerses

Klaec‘i — his student Grregory — his student great and blessed teacher of teachers Mxit‘ar nicknamed
Go§ — Yovhann@s Vanakan — Vardan etc. **°

These last persons listed were those involved in active debates with the Georgians. What also needed to
be done, as Vanakan Vardapet puts it, is to argue on all possible occasions that Georgians owed the
Armenians and it was the Georgians who were forgetful, not the Armenians.*"' Or, as the translator of the
Chronicle of Michael the Syrian tries at all possible occasions, to remind Georgians that they used to be
Armenian slaves and one day unlawfully rebelled against them. At a certain point, he completely conjures an
entire story, claiming Georgian servitude to the Armenians, whereas in the Syriac original there is no mention

of Georgians at all: ***

In the ninth year of the rule of Constantine, the Greek armies came and established themselves on the
mountain of Libanan and they were called rebels and the Syrians called them Curdans and they
occupied the lands from the mountain of Libanan to the Black Mountain and it is supposed that the
Georgians are called Curéans for exactly the same reason, for they rebelled against the slavery of the
Armenians and the union in faith. And the Tagiks came and destroyed the rebels.*®

% Mxit‘ar dedicated a separate tratise to Georgians. See MG-AdGeo; See also the recently appeard Georgian translation

and detailed commentary by N. Chantladze, Mxit ‘ar Gos.

460 Quoted from Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 78-79.

! See infira, p. 170.

462 0On the Armenian version of Michael the Syrian, see Haase, “Chronik”, 60-82, 271-282; Schmidt, “Armenische

Rezension®, 299-321; For the adaptation and usage of the Chronicle by the Armenians, especially for the anti-

Chalcedonian forgeries in Syrian and Armenian traditions see Schmidt, “Armenische Adaptation”, 359-371. Forgery and

interpolation in the texts for polemical and propagandistic reasons was widely practiced in the Middle Ages. For

discussions, see Gray, “Forgery”, 284-289; Witakowski, “Monophysite Propaganda”, 57-66.

403 MS-Arm, 324-325: b jhuh wlh Ynunwinhwy kit 'h 8nitug qopp b piwljkgui 'h (kwnt Thpwtwint b

Unskgut wyunwdpp, b Uunphp Ynskghll qinuw &nindwbp. bt weht 'h Lhpwbwbne (kebkh’ dhiske b ubw
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These are only several out of numerous examples that back in the day the Georgians committed a major
offence by undermining the Caucasian unity, a unity that certain medieval Armenian intellectuals, such as
brilliant Mxit‘ar Gos, hoped one day would be restored. The schism did in fact become an interpretive
scheme for all political processes in the region. Therefore, to the vardapets of northern Armenia the
following statement by P. Nora is applicable: “when memory ceases to be omnipresent, it ceases to be present

at all unless some isolated individual decides to assume responsibility for it.”***

3.2.1. THE GEORGIAN APPROACH

Georgian historiography developed a completely different method of authenticating its present. The
difference between the Armenian and the Georgian ideological frameworks was that, while in its Caucasian
policy Armenians as a cultural entity remained rather exclusivist, claiming perpetual political and cultural
superiority, the surviving samples of Georgian rhetoric can be viewed as a path from unsuccessful exclusivist
attempts to a successful inclusivist policy. There was a principle difference between the two ways in which
Georgian and Armenian remembrance operated. This difference was paradigmatic and shaped not only the

content of the literature produced but even the genres.

Equally different was the Georgian ideological platform. Even during the Schism, the Georgian side
avoided exclusivist policies and Katholikos K*‘yron was not remotely interested in alienating the Armenians.
If Katholikos Abraham declared anathemas on K‘yron, there is no evidence that K‘yron responded in a
similar fashion. Non-Chalcedonian ethnic Armenians constituted a considerable minority both in Late
Antique Iberia and in the Medieval Georgian Kingdom and political rhetoric could not have been and indeed
was not entirely exclusive, just the opposite. In subsequent centuries we know that not only ethnic Armenians

held high administrative positions in the Georgian Kingdom but even non-Chalcedonians, such as, e.g.,

(kwnil. b poch pt wjunt yuwngwnwt Ynsht dpughp &mngwip, gh wyunulpkghl 'h Zuyng Sunwym pkik
b 'h huiwwnwlgmpbiuk: Gr Ght Swhyp b ouptghtt quuuwwdpuli: For discussion on this passage, see
Chantladze, “Michael”, 469.
% Nora, Realms of Memory, 2-3.

142



Zakaria Mxargrzeli (d. 1212), were made highly-ranked officials and probably many more at the court of

Davit IT Kouropalates (c.930-1001).%

Before embarking upon the study of various sources that narrate about such inclusivism, one has to note
that it is certainly wrong to claim that the Georgians were not concerned with polemicizing with the
Armenians. In fact just as the Armenians debated with the Chalcedonians, the Georgians have also created
and translated a number of anti-Armenian and anti-Monophysite polemical works.*®® In surveying the so-to-
say Armenian policies of the Georgians and the subsequent recollections concerning the Armenians, it must
be remembered that these were never uniform. For example, the monastic centres beyond Georgia and under
Byzantine influence were much less reconciliatory than the official royal policy. The same apparently refers
to certain social strata, where full social solidarity in the Armeno-Georgian marchlands was never achieved
and in fact the antagonism remained constantly alive in popular narratives. Therefore, the study of Georgian
anti-Armenian polemical literature and of Armeno-Georgian dialogue of the Middle Ages in general, reveals
two trends. The first trend is more irreconcilable, emanating from mainly monastic milieux of the school of
T‘ao and the Georgian monastic centres in Byzantium and generally abroad, particularly those that were
following Byzantine mainstream anti-Armenian policy such as the Georgian monastery on Mt. Athos, the
Georgian community on Mt. Sinai, the monastery of Petric‘oni in Bulgaria and others. Understandably
theological polemics were strongly affected by political and national antagonism as well. This is why the

anti-Armenian literature is possibly the only polemical genre that developed in Georgia, while other contra

45 See, e.g. Rogers, “Mxargrdzelis”, 315-326.
6 For an overview of medieval Georgian anti-Armenian literature, see Aleksidze, “Polemical Literature”; Some of the
major anti-Armenian treatises were also incorporated in the collection called Dogmatikon. See Outtier, “Dogmatikon”,
217-226. Especially popular in the Georgian tradition were pseudo-Sahak’s (the Armenian katholikos who allegedly
later became a Chalcedonian bishop of Nicaea) pamphlets against the Armenian heresy — the Anoralis T@v Algetixiy
Agueviwv. (PG 132, col. 1237-1266). These pamphlets were heavily edited and shaped in three main texts: Thirty
Chapters of the Armenian Heresy, The Interpretation of the Heresy of the Armenians and The Anathematization of all
Jacobites among whom are the Armenians. See Melikset-Bek, “Pseudo-Isaac”, 208-222. Another tradition noteworthy
of mention and that became an integral part of the polemical discourse in the Caucasus was that of Peter Fuller and the
origins of the fast of Arajawork‘. A specific work was translated and adapted in Georgian — the anonymous On Peter
Fuller and the Lent of Arajawork ‘. The tradition of Peter Fuller being the introducer of this fast was quite widespread in
the Chalcedonian Caucasus and gave birth to a number of legends on the co-existence of the Armenians, Greeks and the
Georgians in the region. Thirty Chapters of the Armenian Heresy was also translated and incorporated into the
Dogmatikon. For the edition, see Aleksidze, “Anti-Monophysite Treatise”, 133-158. The original must have been
created in the middle of the eighth century, while the Georgian translation reflects the practical problems that arose
between the Armenians and the Georgians in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, including liturgical issues and problems
of baptism. Thirty Chapters were also later translated from Georgian into Armenian.
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haereseos literature was mostly ignored or translated solely for educational purposes. Most of the surviving
polemical texts are translations and adaptations of various dogmatic, homiletical and other theological works,
adapted to specific polemical needs. The original anti-Armenian pieces are not numerous either. These are
mostly records of various Church councils such as the Dispute of Monk Ephrem with Sostene the Teacher of
the Armenians,*” a record of a debate between the Armenian and Georgian theologians that allegedly took

place at the 1046 council of Artanu3i,**®

convened by King Bagrat® IV (1027-72). Polemical articles are also
included in the Acts of the Council of Ruisi and Urbnisi (1103), convened by King Davit IV the Builder,
aiming at the radical reorganization of the Church.*® The Lesser Nomokanon by Euthymios the Hagiorite
(955-1028) also includes some original polemical paragraphs, targeting mainly the Armenian cause.'” The
Nomokanon expands predominantly on the Acts of the Council of Trullo (691) and its anti-Armenian decrees.
A separate and already discussed treatise has been dedicated to the ecclesiastical and political separation of
the Armenians and Georgians: On the Severance of the Armenians and the Georgians by Katholikos Arseni
Sapareli (10"-11" ¢.).*’" The main bulk of polemical literature is dated to a much later period, namely to the
eighteenth century, when the Georgian Patriarch Anthony (1720-88) created a massive anti-Armenian

treatise Mzamet ‘q ‘ueleba.*”

Hagiography was equally used as a polemical tool to argue for a particular case against the Armenian

position. The earliest Vitae and martyrdoms that we possess do not reveal any polemical anti-Armenian hints,

7 See DispES, 615-621. The treatise was written by an anonymous representative of the Gelati literary school in the
twelfth century and is an account of the council of Yrt‘ila that took place during the reign of King Bagrat® IV. An
Armenian called Sostene came to the Council and started arguing against the Georgians on the matter of faith. As the
council was more military than Church, no one was to be found to object to Sostene, so the King was suggested to
summon Ekvtime Gr3eli, who apparently arrived from Jerusalem and stayed at the court of the Bishop of Anci. The
main argument developed around the interpretation of various scriptural passages, on the nature of the Incarnation of the
Logos and the two natures of Christ. An important argument for our case, put forward by Ekvtime, is the claim that
before the Fourth Ecumenical Council the Armenians also recognized two natures in Christ, but later at the Council of
Dwin, under the pressure of the Persians they separated from “the true faith” and joined the Jacobites. The text presents
numerous notable historical details on the nature of Georgian and Armenian relations at the time and even before. First
of all the author claims that the council in Art‘anu3i was not the first such council convened on matters of Armenian and
Georgian ecclesiastical relations. The anti-Georgian treatise by Anania Sanahinec‘i, which is contemporary to this
council might reflect the renewed theological controversy between the two people. See Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 112.
468 A city in the T*ao-K‘lar3eti region, renovated by Asot* I Bagrat‘ioni in the ninth century.
499 See, ACRU; For Davit’s ecclesiastical policy, see Lordkipanidze, Georgia, 80-118; Metreveli, Golden Age, 54-65.
7% For the editions see: NCM,
Y11 AS, 77-93; AS-Fr, 59-132.
472 On Anthony’s treatise see, Melikset-Bek, “Anton [, 97-112;
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although the later ones certainly do. This was not exceptional either for the Byzantine or for the Syriac
traditions and we could have expected layers of polemicity in the Georgian hagiography too, where the
tradition is so strong.*’”” The most antagonistic piece of literature towards the Armenians was created in the
mid ninth century by bishop St‘epane of T beti, the Martyrdom of Gobron produced symptomatically in the
Tao-K‘lar3eti region.’” Apparently the relations between lower classes were somewhat more strained and
were not carefully overseen by the state, therefore the popular or better to say unofficial tradition presented a
different memory of the history of the Armenian and Georgian relations. The remnants of these popular
traditions can be found both in oral history and in such genres as hagiography, which was less than other
genres tied to the official policy.*” This attitude was the most irreconcilable one, blaming the entire
Armenian nation, the “house of the Armenians”, of trespassing the Divine commandments and for this reason
being punished.*’® It is probably the only example of such an attitude emanating from Georgia proper. It was
also claimed, whether rightly or not by the Armenian sources, that the troops of the Georgian King Davit II
Kouropalates turned the Armenian churches into stables and that they even said: “An Armenian Church and
one of your mosques are one and the same for us.”’’ The antagonism and mutual disrespect even went as far
as rebaptizing each other. We know of several cases of mutual re-baptismal. For example, according to
Asotik, the
marzpan Demetr who was ruler of the fortress of Gag ... apostatized from the beliefs of his fathers’

[Armenian] faith, and gained assistance of the Georgians. He bathed in their twice lethal waters.*’®

The following sentence from the Acts of the Iviron Monastery is a classic example of such an aggressive

attitude towards everything Armenian:

7 Cf. Stallman, “Past”, 347-365. Stallman’s concluding paragraph is also relevant for our case: “The hagiographer did
not simply indulge in a pious activity which happened to reflect contemporary problems, but rather addressed
contemporary problems and tensions and sought their resolution through the representation of the past. He used past to
manipulate and to structure the present ... It was his very ignorance of the past which made it so useful and enabled the
Byzantine hagiographer to use the past as an instrument of change to create the future”.
*™ For French translation and study, see Martin-Hisard, “Brebis”, 220-233.
475 Cf. supra the stories on Peter and Sargis.
76 SMMartG, 173-174.
77 ST, 268: Ukp qZwy kykntght b qdtp dqyhpt thwwtu pugniuhup:
78 ST, 257: Bwyuidwd dwpquyuits Yedbnp, np kp hojuwt h Gwg phppht h vwhdwbu jujinupy juuwstw b
tdwil pnngnt ghwiwnu hwgpkih hwymptwb b phinttu oghwlwih h Thpu wpwpbw) h inght §phuwdtn
|nrwbiuy gnip; ST-Ger, 195-196.
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The most terrible race of the Armenians is most deceitful and evil to the extreme, mad and capricious
and slanderous, and full of deceit, being greatly so by nature.*”’

Therefore when one speaks of a certain kind of Georgian “anti-Armenianism”, in the absolute majority of
cases these sentiments were nurtured by the Byzantine-Georgian relations and by the attempt to surpass the
Byzantines in their zealotry, and the overwhelming majority of anti-Armenian texts, except of only individual
exceptions, are translations and the most irreconcilable feelings emanate from the Georgian cultural milieux

. . 480
in Byzantium.

3.2.2. INCLUSIVISM

In such circumstances there was a need to support inclusivist policy in the Georgian kingdom towards the
Armenians. | believe such policy can be traced in two consecutive historical epochs and on two levels: the
first stage was the formation of the Georgian Kingdom of T‘ao in the ninth and tenth centuries, when the
local Armenian population had been integrated into the Kingdom, and secondly the unification of the entire
Caucasus under the rule of Apxaz-T‘aoian Bagrat‘ionis in the eleventh century. At that time, northern
Armenia was incorporated into the Kingdom and Georgian political and religious domination met with strong
Armenian ethnic presence. As a result, these marchlands “suffered” a kind of dichotomy: On the one hand,
the monasteries in T‘ao were the fiercest centres of anti-Armenian sentiments, and on the other, most of the
state inclusivist policy was carried out in T‘ao. Similar processes developed in so called northern Armenia,
where local monastic circles shaped the strongest anti-Georgian front and meanwhile carried out attempts to

be included into the Georgian state, as the quoted treatise by Mxit‘ar Gos illustrates it.

Unlike the Armenian position, any ethnocentric approach towards history-writing was absent in Georgian
writing, only to emerge in early and later modern times. When the destiny of a nation was juxtaposed onto the
destiny of a kingdom, the second one was to prevail in the newly formed geo-political realia. For Georgia this
is understandable and its literature has almost always been “royal” and has served the ends of the crown. If

the Armenian myth of origin can safely be called ethnocentric, that of the Georgians evolved from

479 Actlvir, 123.
%0 For the Byzantine perceptions of Armenians, see Vryonis, “Images,” 65-83.
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ethnocentric to regional, where the subject and main actors were regional players, and not ethnic. As in
Armenia of the same period, so in Georgia was there a specific ideological framework slowly taking shape.
Although the historiographical voice is more subdued in early medieval Georgia, it is still possible to

elucidate two trends in the vision of Antique and Late Antique Caucasian history.

The Life of Vaxt‘ang is one of the most controversially dated texts with dating ranging from the early
sixth to the eleventh century. It is both chronologically and ideologically comparable to the History of
Movsés Xorenac‘i in the sense that it presents King Vaxt‘ang Gorgasali and Iberia of his time as the ultimate
leader of the Caucasus. The credibility of the Life of King Vaxt ‘ang has long been debated in both Georgian
and western scholarship and surely it aims at creating an image of a holy king rather than at writing a
chronicle.®' But this question is of secondary importance here. The main resemblance of the Life with
Xorenac‘i’s History is the former’s attempt to overlook almost all other political factors and instead foster the
claim to be a regional superpower under the Georgian king as in virtually the same period as that treated by
Xorenac‘i. The Life of Vaxt ‘ang was probably created under similar circumstances as the History of Movsgs,
that is to say, during the period of the interregnum. But unlike Xorenac‘i, juanser does not attempt to serve

the needs of a contemporary ruling elite, but rather to glorify a specific Georgian king of the past.

But the historiographical work that has puzzled Georgian scholars for centuries is the Life of the
Georgian Kings, traditionally attributed to Leont‘i Bishop of Ruisi (11™ ¢.), but probably shaped much earlier
(eighth century?). At least it can securely be said that the Life of the Kings was edited by Leont‘i in the
eleventh century. The narrative reflects not only the current ideological state of affairs in Georgia but also
explains some of the burning questions concerning Georgian historical memory. Furthermore, it sheds some
light on the question of a somewhat negligent attitude of the Georgian ruling elite towards the “Armenian
problem”. Another reason that the Lives of the Kings ought to be treated with a greater care is that it is a
direct, or indirect, response to Xorenac‘i’s understanding of Caucasian unity and of a geopolitical

conceptualization that, from the Georgian perspective, were dangerously becoming widespread and well

81 See Martin-Hisard, “Aristocratie”, 13-34, “Roi georgien”, 129-139, “Vaxt‘ang”, 207-242; Rapp, “Bumberazi’, 101-
116; Studies, 197-245.
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known in the region. But the author of the Lives of the Kings was not interested in glorifying the Georgian
Bagrat‘ionis in opposition to the Armenian Bagratunis, as does Xorenac‘i. Moreover, there is no mention of

any Bagrat‘ioni ruler at all.

In the eleventh century the danger of Armenian expansion was completely eradicated and nothing was
threatening the complete occupation of the Caucasus by the Bagrat‘ionis. It was only the ideological basis
that had to be changed. An exclusivist policy, traces of which are visible in the Life of Vaxt ‘ang, would not
work in the new political setting; hence an inclusive policy had to be adopted. The solution upheld by Leont‘i
was ingenious: he did not reject the theory of Armenian supremacy, as developed by Xorenac‘i, but twisted it
into something completely different and with a new angle. Unlike Xorenac‘i or even 3uanser, he argued not
for monoethnic dominance of the Georgians in the Caucasus, but on the contrary, he presented all the
Caucasian peoples as blood relatives and the Armenian ethnarchs as their leaders.”** In contrast to Movsgs,
who presented the myth of Armenian expansion as a series of aggressive conquests, Leont‘i perceived the
idea of Caucasian unity as a brotherly union just as the very beginning of the narrative states:

First let us recall that for the Armenians and Georgians, Ranians and Movak‘anians, Hers and Lek‘s,
Megrels and Caucasians, there was a single father, called Targamos.**

The distribution of the lands which the brothers occupied fits equally well into the contemporary balance
of power and political and ethnic geography in the Caucasus.** Leont‘i even claimed that the language of the
Georgians was Armenian before it “became Georgian”, the latter being a mixture of various languages, and
that for a long period the Armenian ArSakuni dynasty had occupied the throne of Iberia. This understanding
of the Caucasus as formulated by Leont‘i was ideally concomitant with the political aspirations of the
Georgian ruling elite, and the Leont‘ian model became widely adopted. *** Finally, I believe one of the most

grandiose examples of the attempt to integrate the two possibly exclusive traditions, is the famous fresco

82 For discussion, see Aleksidze, “Story of Kartli”, 79-83; Rapp, Studies, 427.
483 VitaGeo-Thom, 2; VitaReg, 3: 3063gmmse 355b9bmm glg, Gsdgorg bmdgbos s Jsdmggmoms, Gsbms ©s dmgsgbgmms, 3goms s
dim.s, 39369ms 8 38335103600 - 8330 MFLms gAMO 0gm 3sds, Lebgmoo msergsdmls,
1 VitaGeo-Thom, 4-6.
*¥'S. Rapp rejects such a reading of the Life of the Kings. He dates the treatise to a pre-Bagratid period and sees very old
layers in it. Rapp, Studies, 160-168.But even if this were the case and even if Leont‘i had been only an editor of the
Lives of the Kings, why would the Lives incorporated in the Life of Georgia, in the royal annals, and how did it become
so dear to the Georgian tradition?
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composition of the cathedral commissioned by Tigran Honenc® in Ani (1215), where both Gregory and Nino

are depicted in their full honour.**

3.2.3. SHARING MEMORIES

Leont‘i Mroveli’s political outlook did not stay unnoticed in Armenian intellectual circles and the Life of
Georgia soon, in the second half of the twelfth century, was translated into Armenian.*’ Some of the
historians of the period, such as Mxit‘ar Ayrevanec‘i were influenced by Leont‘i’s ideas of a common
ancestry among the Caucasian peoples. Mxit‘ar even supported Leont‘i in his claim that king Parnavaz who
laid the foundation of Georgian statehood, also created writing and literacy for the Georgian language.*®
Vardan Arewelc‘i also alluded to the “Books of the Georgians” and elaborated on the Georgian legend of the

seven brothers and eponyms of the Caucasian peoples.*®

Similarly, a number of stories about a common ancestry of Armenian and Georgian Bagratids was
devised in order to claim that the Georgian Bagratids were also the legitimate owners of Armenia.*’ These
ideas were not unilateral and did not emanate only from Armenia. Georgian royal historiography also
supported the idea of the Georgian Bagrat‘ionis being related to the Armenian ArSakunis, thus legitimizing
their rule over the Caucasus from the Armenian point of view. For example, Submat® Davitis3e stressed that
the mother of King Bagrat* IV was a descendant of the “illustrious, mighty and great” Ar$akunis,”" although

492
The same

we know that she was Arcruni from her father’s lineage and Bagratuni by her mother’s.
argument for the unity of the Georgian and Armenian Bagratids is advanced by the tenth century chronicle

Mat‘iane Kartlisa.*” Leont‘i Mroveli goes even further by claiming that the throne of Iberia was for some

6 On the subject, see Thierry, “Ani”, 68-70; “Sainte Nino”, 151-158; Tigran Honenc‘, 60-62; Skhirtladze, “Wall
Painting”, 333-335;
487 See, Abuladze, “Armenian Translator”, 109-119; For some remarks on the political and cultural aspect of this
translation, see Watschnadze, Tscheischwili, “Kartlis Cxovreba”, 14-27.
¥ MA, 39: dpug wnwghtl puquinp @wnliwiwg, np h kg (kqnik wpup qpugkptut, tw b qghp inpuw:
VA, 1-30; VA-Eng, 131.
9 See for example, VA-Eng, 184.
491 SD, 386: ...6:3907 653md0 0gm 36§ gobgammnms dsm dmngims s @oEms 3gx9ms 353760560, ..
2 Maisuradze, Historiography, 54.
493 MatKar, 249-251.
149



time occupied by the Armenian Ar$akunis although such a claim is not supported by any parallel source.***
Evidently Leont‘i’s intention to connect the two houses with each other underlined the brotherly ties between
the Armenian and Georgian nations and eventually justified the legitimacy of the Georgian Bagrat‘ionis’ rule

over the Armenian lands.*”

Nowadays it often happens that both Armenians and Georgians reject each other’s role in their own
history and culture. This was very much less the case in the medieval period and there was no “shame” in
acknowledging role of Armenians in the life of Georgia. For example, in the Life of Saint Nino by Leont‘i
Mroveli, once the idols of Mcxeta were destroyed by Nino’s prayers, some of the inhabitants of Kartli said:

The same God did this, who made King Trdat turn into a boar and through the same God he was
turned back into a man. For no other god can do such a thing. They were saying such things, for
through Christ’s power, King Trdat was made into a boar and though the power of the same Christ was

turned back into a man. For thereafter, the glory of Christ was not only hiddenly proclaimed in Kartli,
for the Lord’s Grace spread to the east too.*”°

Such an understanding of continuity accommodated the Georgian royal project perfectly well.*”
Appealing to the Armenian memory of their legendary ArSakuni heritage, which thanks to the Armenian
historiography, and notably Xorenac‘i, has remained a part of the glorious legacy of the Armenians, turned
out to be highly useful. The Armenians apparently accepted the idea that the Georgian throne inherited
ArSakuni glory with eagerness. Thus, for example, according to Kirakos Ganjakec‘i, the Georgian royal
insignia, the throne and the crown, were inherited from the ArSakuni King T rdat:

[The Mongols received] the venerable and priceless throne and the marvelous crown (the likes of
which no other kings possessed and which, they say, belonged to Xosrov, father of Trdat the Great,

4 VitaReg, 30-51.
95 a.) For a discussion, see Maisuradze, Historiography, 54. Cf. with the similar eagerness of Byzantine rulers to seck
Armenian royal blood in Emperor Basil 1 (867-86) in order to justify their rule over Armenia in Armenian eyes.
Yuzbashian, Armenian States, 100-105. b.) There were numerous cases of attempts to legitimize power through
invented lineage in the Caucasus. For example in the late twelfth century the Orbeleans created an alternative myth of
their descent to challenge the power of Giorgi III Bagrationi of Georgia(1156-84). See La Porta, “Lineage”, 127-165.
49 LM-VitaNino, 92: e Gedgembody ofgemgl: |, Gedmols mdGomols dsmmoos oéesd 3999 93 0Jd6s o dolgy @dGmols
dsgmoms 3o3ee 0d6s, s 356 9379 0090 Jewfos glig. Gdgory Lbms mIgemo 396 Fgddemndgm sl gligzomstnls Jdbse®. glggoms@ls
335l 0geregls, Gudgor 30650336 mEEsE) 399 JE0lEL dsaoms 93 Jdbogn agm, ©s JAolBal dsmnm-3g gnsmee gsoe dmdignm
age. 309¢003s6  Jgds-morgds JEolgglo Gmsds gstrmemse omdmes Jstmel Babs, Gsdgon dsmbs MIGMolsls gfym doggbse
sedmbsgemgmls,
*7 The same rhetoric was assumed by Sumbat‘ Davitisze (11™ ¢.), who argued for the common anscentry of the
Georgian and Armenian Bagratids. SD, 373-374, and by another eleventh century anonymous chronicle: MatKar, 249-
251.
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king of the Armenians). [This crown] had remained there secretly due to the fortification of the place,
had [subsequently] fallen to the kings of the Georgians and remained there until recent times.**®

Not only had certain Armenian intellectuals appropriated Georgian rhetoric, but the reverse was also true.
There are hints in medieval Georgian literature that Armenian political messianism was in fact used by
Georgian royalty for its own ends. To a certain extent this turned out to be successful in that, despite the
rejection of the confessional union with the Georgians, the Armenians accepted the Georgian monarchy
without forced imposition as their own crown. The notion of a united Caucasus required historical
endorsement and a spirit of continuity. It is no wonder that Armenians would insist that all aspects of

Georgian culture or statechood had been inherited from the Armenians.

Under these circumstances, forgetting became the major hallmark of Georgia’s remembrance of union
and separation between Georgians and Armenians and of all the accompanying scandalous events. The
Georgians, so to say, enjoyed the luxury of not remembering. This precisely was the rationale of most
historiographical works that were produced between eleventh and thirteenth centuries. These did not go deep
into the past but rather glorified contemporary monarchs and indeed considered themselves to be living in a

*° The Armenians, on the

“Golden Age”; as if there was no need to validate the present, even less to justify it.
other hand, needed to preserve, expand and promulgate the memory of a “Golden Age”. This approach was
supported by the official policy of the ruling Georgian élites since the Armenian policy of almost all
Georgian rulers at that time was one of tolerance. The objective of the ruling élite was apparently to eradicate
the less tolerant feelings of the Georgian population. The Armenians, on the other hand, who were left
without a strong ruling class, could not and would not restrict aggressive anti-Chalcedonian and anti-

Georgian feelings. As such could one speak of a state policy of tolerance? Forgetting, even institutionalized

forgetting, is no novelty in medieval history. As an act for bearance, forgetting was a common practice

498

KG, 316-317: 1 qqutidu puquinpnipbwt jkiphu pudwibw), quuujunt yunniwjuit b quiught b qpugh
hpwowyh, qnp ny niukht wy) puquinpp, qop, wubkl, vnupnynt (kwy’ hoptt Spywwnuwy Uksh, hwyng wppuyh, b
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% See numerous encomia to the Georgian kings and of the idea of the golden age being here and now. For discussion,
see Eastmond, Imagery, 93-187; Tvaradze, “Lobpreisungen”, 183-213; Rayfield, Literature, 80-90.
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among western European kingdoms.’® Naturally, it is wrong to speak of tolerance among heterogeneous
communities on one’s territory as a modern, self-sufficient moral and ethical value that can be projected as a
feature of medieval civilization.”' In the period under discussion, tolerance and forgetting were both yet
other tools dedicated to ideological ends. The policy of the Georgian royal court concerning the Armenians
could indeed be called reconciliatory.’” For example, a passage from the Life of Davit, King of Kings

describes a certain debate that broke out between Armenian and Georgian churchmen at the royal court:

There gathered once in the presence of the king that perverse nation, a large number of the bishops and
abbots of the totally wicked Armenians, who imagined that they themselves had attained the summit
of all learning and science. They requested that by his command a council be summoned and a debate
and an enquiry held about religion. If the Armenians were defeated, they would accept unity of
religion and would anathematize their own religion. But if the Armenians were victorious, they would
only ask that we no longer call them heretics or anathematize them. Then the king summoned John,
the Katholikos of Kartli, the bishops under him, the hermits, Arseni Iqaltoeli — the translator who knew
both Greek and Georgian languages and who illuminated all the churches — and other knowledgeable
and wise men. They conducted a mutual debate from dawn until the ninth hour and they were not able
to reach a conclusion, because on both sides there were merely a desire for victory and a disputation of
vain 5W040rds. For they entered into impenetrable questions difficult to resolve, which irritated®®® the
king.

%% Forgetting, as a royal prescription is a curious, albeit common phenomenon in the medieval world. P. Ricoeur
famously calls this kind of forgetting “commanded forgetting”. An almost similar prescription was given by Henry IV in
the Edict of Nantes: “Firstly, let the memory of all things that have taken place on both sides from the beginning of the
month of March 1585 up to our arrival on the throne, and during the other preceding troubles and on their occasion,
remain extinguished and dormant as something that has not occurred.” Ricoeur, Memory, 455. Although no such direct
orders are present in the Georgian documents the general spirit is the same — to forget as if it has never existed.

% As. R. Brague puts it “we should also avoid making too swift an analogy with our own secular Western societies.
Two cities in Spain can serve to give a title to symmetrical dreams, and what we might call “the Cordova dream” seems
to me just as mythical as the “Compostela dream”. Brague, Legend, 34.

%2 On this subject, see Tvaradze, “Lobpreisungen”, 183-223. We should certainly avoid using “tolerance” in the modern
sense and consider the fact that twelfth-thirteenth century Georgia had local, imperial pretentions, hence the King though
“Sword of the Messiah” was still above religion.

39 The more correct translation is probably “the king was bored by the words”.

VitaGeo-Thom, 346-348; VitaDav, 356-357: bexmer 8gdmgéds mwgldy fobsdy 3ge0bs bsmglsgo gmstdbogmo, gegemee
dexreayms bedgbms g3algem3mligdo s dembslgg@oms dsmms Fabsddag®gdo IBsgsmo g@nse, Gmdgembo s536mdwyl msgms mzlos doffggbse
0531 gergemobs BFsgmramadols s 39(360960980Lslss. ©s dmsglingbgl, smsd3e gm 8@dsbgdoms doloms 361gds s y3g1de LoByzl-ggos ©s
a93mdogds bxgmols: 13907 0demngbab Lmdgbbo, s 04366 msbsgmsds by mmobs ©s mzlbo by mmo dgshmabmb; beagam 39,7 Ldeomb
bemdgbos, glgeegb dogdsmmmls, Gems e gzfmpogom 3F3smadgmse ©s 63 Fgamehgbgdegm. 35806 dernfmms 39239ds6(3s
0mz3bgL,  gsmsemo gl Jetimmolbsls, s dob Jn9dgms g3olzm3mbms ©s dgmEsdbmgms, ©s s@lgbols ogsmmommgmbs, msMadsbls @

504

39360965 396900 s Jomggmms 96smsls, ©s 3sbdsbsmendgmbs gmggmms gaemglosmsls, ws Bbgsms dg36ogMms s d0dgbms gsoe.
430b 0839 Lodg3b-330s 9Hmogtosl (olgomagsh 3oeey (366 gs3sdey, @ 3gHsb dmgl @dmmmyBie. Gdgoy oge cM3gGdmz)
demgz0ls dmymecgds meab s (3me Logymems 359J6mds; Gdger 89300086 Bggemms bsddgoms s dbose gedmbsgsmms, Gmdgemo gl
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The king figured as someone above theology, someone who can be irritated or bored by theological
dispute and whose knowledge of divine wisdom is implicit to his office.”® Most importantly, Davit had the
role of a reconciler and not of an inquisitor. Compare further the Georgian original and the Armenian

translation:

He also wished to unite Armenians and Georgians. So he summoned loane, Katholikos of Kartli and
Arseni of Kartli, translator of the Georgian and Greek languages, and Armenian bishops and
vardapets; and he held a council.**®

Davit was a Holy King for both people and for both he was a contested site of memory. The Armenian
translation of the same passage presents strikingly different perspective: “From dawn to dusk they examined
the matter, but did not reach mutual agreement. Then the king said: “We are unversed in these profound
questions which you have introduced and are unable to resolve. He himself in simple and clear language

pacified the two parties and dismissed the council”. The next paragraph introduces entirely new information:

Now he loved the Armenian nation and their churches and a certain scholar, the vardapet at Hatbat
called Sarkawag. He used to confess his sins to him; and lowering his venerable head he would be
blessed by him. He would sit with him and embrace his neck, and he would say: ‘I am wasting away
and smell badly from my old age; remove yourself from me lest you be bothered’. But the king would
kiss him and say: ‘May this odour never fail me, honourable father’. He bestowed on him a village
near the monastery to support him. When the latter blessed the king, placing his hands on his head he
would say: ‘I have found Davit my servant, and with holy oil I have anointed him”, as far as ten
verses. And the king was delighted. He used to praise the beautifully-fashioned Armenian translation
of the Bible. In truth we saw fulfilled with regard to the king the saying of the psalm; and many of its
words were appropriate to him. For he was saved from many traps by God — inconceivable for me.>"’

395 Compare with the role of the King of France during the ardent theological debates. As P. Ricoeur puts it, “the
novelty...lies in the agency that forbids and in its motivation: it is the King of France who intervenes in a religious
controversy and a civil war between Christian sects, at a time in which those involved in the dispute were incapable of
producing a spirit of concord regarding the religious conflicts. The statesman here has the advantage over the
theologians, in the name of a prerogative no doubt inherited from the kingly right of clemency, but in the name of a
political conception itself marked with the stamp of the theological, as it is forcefully affirmed in the preamble: it is the
most Christian king who proposes, not to re-establish religion, but to establish the public order on a more healthy
religious foundation”. Ricoeur, Memory, 455.

% VitaGeo-Thom, 346-347; VitaGeo-Arm, 254: Ujl lu Juubgun dhunnpk] qzwju b qdhpu. b Ynskwg
g8mjhwilitu jupnnhlynut Luppiuy b qUpukihnu Luppikgh’ qpupquuit dpug b 8nbwg (kquyi, b
qtyhuljnynuu b qupnuybnu Zwyng, b wpwp dnnny:
7 VitaGeo-Thom, 346-349. VitaGeo-Arm 254-256: Uj; lu Juukgu dhuinpk); qzuju U qdhpu. b Ynskwg
q8njhwitlitu Jupnnhynut Luppiuy b qUpukihnu Luppikgh qpupquuit dpug b 8nibwg (kquy, b
qtiyhuljnynuu b qupyuybtnnu Zuyng, b wpwp donny. b pitkht jupwiunnt dhtish ghpklng, b ns huwwkht
Uhdtwtg: Uyw wulk puquunpt. ‘Ukp widunpd tdp h junpugnjn putiug, qnp wpltw) Ep woweh b ny Yuntp
nnip kjwik] h goipu’s G hupl wupg b jupnth pubhe pununugmgbwy qgipynuht ynniwiut wpdwlkug
qdnnnyt: Uy hiph uhpkp quqql Zwyng bt qiljtinkghull b qnut hokwnnp Juppuybn h Zugpun’ Uupljuiag
winih. ununnduitp tdw quubguwbu pip. U §npugnigbu] quuunniwlub goiut’ wiphttp b Gdwbk b
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The reign of Davit and of his successors was by no means guided by a cuius regio, eius religio principle,
as numerous Armenian sources confirm.’”® Davit was not only held up as a supra-ecumenical ruler, but was
also remembered as such in the Armenian narratives, in which not by a single word was he or his rule
derogated. In general, Armenian historiographers, especially those from northern Armenia, tried to have the
Georgian kings accepted as legitimate rulers over their own selves and as supporters of the Armenian
Church.”” This conception was devised and fostered both by Georgians and Armenians. Recollection of the
Georgian kings as latent sympathizers of the Armenian confession is further reflected in pseudo-Mxit‘ar
Gos’s testimony:

And when Demetre, the King of Georgia, died, his son Dawit‘ reigned in his stead, a well-intentioned
man, especially towards the princes of Armenia who were under his authority. He greatly honoured the
satrap of the city of Tiflis, Vasak, son of prince Vahram and his brothers, called K ‘urd and Sargis, and
showed such benevolence as to send for the King Kiwrike, son of King Dawit® Bagratuni, and
promises to return to him his patrimony which his ancestors had taken from him; and thus he sent him
back with presents, and arranged a meeting. He intended to convene a council and learn the truth about

the faith and thus honour Orthodoxy. When they learned of such a desire, the princes of Georgia
became jealous, above all the family called the Orbeleank®, and giving him a deadly drug to drink,

tuwnkp pun bdw b hunkp quupwingut bnpu. b tw wukp. “Cowstwy U b hnnbw) h skpniphubu. h pug quw
1htukl, qh Uh wohawnn {hghu™ Bi puquinpb hwdpnipkp b wukp. “Ubywluu {hgh hnwnu wyu jhukl, hwp
wuunniwluwb™ B wupgqbbwg tdw qbwin wnpuphp thulgh‘ h Swpuyniphtt wdw: Gr junphubih
qpuquinpll quyu wukp knkwy qdkou h Ybpuy qlunji. “Qunp qrwithp swowy hd, b kigny uppny hdng wish
quw” Uphbsh gnwutbpnpny mmb: G qgnuupdwbugp wppuwg, b gnykp qqlinkguytpy pupquutniphra
Zuyng: Br mbuwp wppbwdp junwpbw] qput vwndnuht b JEpwy puquinpht. b jnndp b pwthg whnh
Juybtht tdw. pwigh h pugnid npnquyjphg Uuwnnidny qipstw] wypkp wiljupsth duppljuie
Compare this presentation of King David with an equally polemical and certainly tendentious view of Katholikos Ners€s
Snorhali by the Byzantine Ocwgiavoi 6030050y diddebis mods ov xaSohixoy Ty Agueviwy. Snorhali is described as a weak,
ignorant ruler who easily conceded to the Chalcedonian arguments and with tears and sighs accepted the Chalcedonian
definition. Keshishean, Nersés, 60.
3% Compare the Armenian pereception of the rule of Davit with the remembrance and role of Empress Theodora among
the sixth century and also later non-Chalcedonians Syrians. See Menze, Justinian, 195-246.
3% The creation of shared memory was, according to the later Armenian historiography, successful even down to the
nineteenth century. Maisuradze, Relations, 93-94. This view of a strong non-orthodox sovereign was also popular
among the Armenians with regard to the Byzantines, depending on who would be militarily superior in the region.
Despite the fact that the Byzantine emperor was a heretic his office still had an eschatological significance. See,
Hultgard, “Byzantine Impact”, 67-74. During the rule of Nersés Snorhali and the famous attempts of union between
Constantinople and Cilician Armenia, the rhetoric was very reconciliatory. Armenians were eager to accept the divine
nature of the Byzantine Emperor but claimed their own spiritual superiority. Keshishean, Nersés, 147. The hope of a
unity of Christians under a common non-Christian enemy is declared in another letter to the Emperor by Nerses
Snorhali. For a secondary literature on the subject, see Augé, “Rapports”, 348-352; Zekiyan, “Dialogue”, 420-441. Such,
for example, was Emperor Manuel Komnenos (1143-80) who “in his love towards Christ, decided to destroy the malady
of discord between the Armenians and the Greeks and to establish an accord between them”. Bayan, Synaxaire, 604.
Equally Nersés Lambronac‘i (1153-98) laments Manuel’s death aying that “his [Manuel’s] intention to establish peace
in the Church was not achieved, and there is no hope left for anyone who would continue his work”. Following the
decline and fall of the Byzantine Empire, this attitude further persisted with respect to the Georgian kings.
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they killed King Dawit‘, and a great and prolonged mourning fell upon the land of Georgia and
Armenia; and they made Giorgi his brother king in his stead.”"

Mzxit‘ar Go$’s works are classical examples of attempts at such reconciliation. For example, his On
Georgians is certainly a defensive work against often unsubstantiated Georgian claims and attacks.”'' One of
the main concerns of Mxit‘ar was the fact that the Georgians would rebaptize the Armenians. Unlike many
other authors, Mxit‘ar holds a defensive position rather than an attacking one. He explicitly states his reason
for writing this treatise, namely, to protect the Armenians from Georgian offence that had become so
common in those days (12"-13" cc.). Most importantly, and once again, unlike many of his contemporaries,
Mzxit‘ar does not try to deepen even more the abyss between Georgians and Armenians, but instead he wanted

to show “how minor the differences are among the worshippers of the Lord”. *'*

3.3.  THE GEO-POLITICS OF MEMORY
Aside from their inherently varied literary aspirations discussed in the previous chapter, Armenian and

Georgian authors, both medieval and modern, remembered their nation’s religious past in the light of the
gradual geopolitical and ideological transformations in the Caucasus at the end of the first millennium. With
the decline of the Arab Caliphate, the South Caucasian kingdoms and other state entities emerged but in a
new light. The Georgian kingdoms managed to rid themselves comparatively easily of the Arab yoke and
were able to develop rapidly both economically and culturally. Broadly speaking, the process of political

unification went much faster among the Georgians than in Armenia, where the process eventually led more

towards political disintegration than to unification.’"” Georgian success was equally guaranteed by strong
Byzantine backing, beginning from the times when the Erismtavari of Iberia, ASot® (786—809), was forced to
flee from Iberia and settle in Saviet-K ‘larjeti, where temporarily transferred all of his power and, “by the will
of the Greeks”, created a more or less independent political unit. Here he received the title of Kouropalates™**

and became King of the Kingdom of Georgia in T‘ao K‘larzeti (809-26), thus being honoured by the

19 MG-AIb-Eng, 488.
S For a detailed commentary, see Chantladze, Mxit ‘ar Gos, 9-86; For an overview, see Abuladze, “Mxitar Gos”, 5-16;
Melikset-Bek, Teachers, 214-237.
512 For a similar argument by Nersés Snorhali, see Keshishean, Nersés, 123.
1 See Yuzbashian, Armenian States, 67-69. For the relations of the Caucasian kingdoms with the Caliphate, see
Maisuradze, Studies, 14-146; Tskitishvili, “Arab-Georgian”, 127-140; Martin-Hisard, “Moines et monastéres”, 5-66.
>4 On the title and the origins of the Georgian Kouropalate (kartvelta sakuropalat ‘o), see Martin-Hisard, “Archontes”,
437-452.
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Byzantines for his fervent opposition to the Arabs.””” In time, this land eventually became the cradle of a new
united Georgian Kingdom and, for subsequent Georgian consciousness, the cradle of Georgian unity. This
triggered off the beginning of the unification of the entire Caucasus, since ASot* and his descendants now

were legitimate heirs of T*ao, Apxazeti, K‘lar3eti, Tpilisi and Bardav, that is to say, of a part of Albania.’'’

The situation in Armenia was considerably different from that in Georgia, as its unification and
centralization was more nominal than actual and the Bagratunis enjoyed much less power in their dominions
than the Georgian Bagrat‘ionis. In spite of this, the Armenian Kings, such as ASot I (862-84), Gagik I (989—
1020) and Aot II (914-928) were actively involved in the fight for the control over the entire Caucasus.’"’
This struggle between various kingdoms in the Caucasus was always temporary, for example the Armenians
managed to occupy Gugareti for a short period of time and establish the Kingdom of Tagir-Joraget.’"®
Following these confrontations, in the first half of the tenth century it became evident that the Georgians
would prevail. The processes were closely watched by the Byzantines and other powers around the Caucasus.
In the first quarter of the tenth century, the Arab Emirates were becoming more and more active in the south-
eastern Caucasus and were becoming a true threat to Byzantium in its Caucasian politics. The emirs of
Azerbaijan managed to take over a notable territory and some of the Christian rulers, such as king of
Varspurakan Gagik I Arcruni and the sparapet of the Armenians A$ot Bagratuni, also sided with them.’"
Therefore Byzantium was more than interested in uniting the Christian Caucasian kingdoms against a
common Muslim enemy. Hence, the beginning of the tenth century was marked by an unusually novel
development in the Caucasus: To the best of my knowledge, for the first time in the Caucasian history all

three major regional powers, Byzantium, the Georgian kingdoms and the Armenian kingdoms were interested

in the political unification of the Caucasus. The first decades of the tenth century was the period when the

515 See Martin-Hisard, “Moines et monastéres” 51-61; Rapp, Studies, 356; Suny, Georgian Nation, 29-30; Toumanoff,
“Ashot”, 83-85.
>1® Shaginyan, Transcaucasia, 71-74.
317 Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i eloquently describes the processes. For the fiSee Chahin, Kingdom, 264-273; Garsoian,
“Indipendent Kingdoms™ 143-187; Laurent, L ’Armenie, 121-175; For the periodization of the Arab rule in the Caucasus,
see Shaginyan, Transcaucasia, 78-79. For discussion on the Bagratid royal ideology, see e.g. Cowe, “Ani”, 73-85. See
also B. Arakelyan’s monograph Restorian, dedicateted to the issue.
>'% Shaginyan, Transcaucasia, 74-78.
319 See Chahin, Kingdom, 266; Dadoyan, “Political Strategies”, 305-327; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms”, 143-185;
Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 93-110;
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Caucasus or South Caucasus was taken as one geo-political entity and all key players of the region would
contribute to the emergence of the Caucasian politics. Of course the reasons behind this were incompatible
but what matters for us is the fact that both internally and from the outer perspective the Caucasus was
considered as a single geo-political entity.”*” This was reflected in the realpolitik, political rhetoric and
historical rhetoric of Armenians and Georgians but for each under their own aegis. I believe that in such
circumstances, when the Caucasus was taken as a single entity, the remembrance of the region as of a whole

was especially needed. And where there was no remembrance, it had to be forged.

3.3.1. T'AO/TAYK®

The co-existence of Armenians and Georgians on common land comprises a long history that stretches
back well before classical antiquity. Two regions in the Caucasus and north eastern Anatolia became closest
point of meeting for Georgian and Armenian, and later for Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian elements.
One was the extreme north-eastern Anatolia, the region of T‘ao/Tayk‘, and the other was north of
Armenia/south of Georgia, the region of Gugareti/Gogarene/Gugark*. Throughout history, the two regions
had almost equal Armenian and Georgian populations and also of Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians.”'
Consequently, many of the problems related to the Armeno-Georgian issues emanated from these two

regions.

Assuming there were attempts to integrate ethnically heterogeneous communities into one single
community, how was this achieved on a more local scale? The creation of a milieu in which the two nations
could co-exist required not only the creation of a specific rhetoric but also the formation of a shared
mnemonic field. The process establishing a common remembrance ran on both a greater scale and on a
relatively small one. Just as there was a need to create a common memory for the whole region, the same was
also necessary on smaller areas where Armenians and the Georgians had to co-exist and indeed co-existed

under a single crown. The most fertile ground for such a project, where shared loci memoriae could most

520 On the political history of the Caucasus of this period, see some of the following general works: Chahin, Armenia,
264-274; Histoire, 185-297; Pastermadjan, Histoire, 149-180.
321 On these Armeno-Georgian marchlands, see Toumanoff, Studies, 433-498. For the chronology, see Ibid, 498-499.
Also Allen, “March-Lands”, 150-156; For a study of the role of Gugark® in medieval Armenian literature, see Aleksidze,
“%avaxeti and Gugareti”, 269-272.
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effectively be created, was the region of T‘ao and K‘lar3eti, where for centuries Armenians and Georgians
lived side by sides and where, by the end of the ninth century, the Kingdom of the Georgians was established.
In order to incorporate and include Armenians in forging new political and cultural milieu it was necessary to
create and foster a shared memory for both Armenians and the Georgians that eventually must have

engendered a new regional identity.

The ethnic, cultural and religious shifts in the region of T‘ao at the end of Late Antiquity is among the
most obscure pages in Caucasian history. Problems related to ethnic components in the region, their
confessional affiliation and cultural and political status are still a matter of intensive debates.’” To be sure
there is virtually no direct information that records the formation of these identities on the Armenian and
Georgian borders. Neither is it known precisely what happened after the separation of the churches and how
the Armenians who remained or became Chalcedonian were incorporated into the Georgian Kingdom of
Tao. On the other hand there exist traces of the transformations in both literary and non-literary material that

shall be discussed below.’>

The political and ecclesiastical questions concerning the jurisdiction of T‘ao/Tayk‘ are numerous.>**
What we can say with only considerable certainty is that by the end of the sixth century and the beginning of
the seventh, T‘ao was apparently no longer under the jurisdiction of the Church of Persarmenia and was

predominantly Chalcedonian as the Narratio substantiates it:

After [Maurice’s] death the King of Persia, Khosrow occupied in the Armenian lands when heretical
Abraham occupied the throne of the Katholikos. The same year he forced the bishops, priests and
higoumens to anathematize the Council of Chalcedon or to leave the land. They anathematized and the
dispute was settled. Three years later ... [the Persians] took over many cities and captured Katholikos
Yovhannés who was in Roman Armenia. So the heretical katholikos Abraham also forced the bishops
of the parts of John to either anathematize the council of Chalcedon or to leave the lands. But they
refused to obey and some fled to Tais, while others to the Roman lands, where they died.’*

322 For detailed discussion, see infra Chapter 4 of the present thesis.

>>3 For brief discussion, see Edwards, “Hamgen”, 405-422, “Oltu-Penek”, 15-37.

5% For scholarly controversies over the issue, see Aleksidze, “Bishop”, 9-18; Maisuradze, Relations, 15-95; Muradyan,
“Tao”, 61-64.

525 Narr 41 42 Narr-Fr, 436: Meta 0¢ mv TovTou ‘ra}\aurm, ﬂgoa&)\aﬁsm 0 Xotrgo’r}g 0 ,gam)\sug H&@aa)y 7971/ KWeay Ag,uswag,
o‘re ;{al 0 aigeTiNnog A,@ga(m ;{a‘rszrﬂy xaSoAinos. }t(ll 0 autd éTel ;{a‘mz/awmtrs TOUS EMITHOTIOUS }mu ﬂgsaﬁur&gou; ral
Hyovuévous am&s//,a‘r/aa/ T év XaAxedowr aivodov 4 éxyweijoar amo TS %a)gag of 0¢ avadeuatioay xal Emavoey 1 aw:)\of;//a
Meta 02 yoovous Toetc ... mapélaBov O0¢ nai aAas moders moldas, év alc xail Tov naSoAvoy Twavvyy, Tov ovra év T4 Aguevia
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This passage is noteworthy for several reasons. As Garrite argues, Tais and the Roman lands are clearly
differentiated, and by the beginning of the seventh century, T‘ao was Chalcedonian but not under Roman
jurisdiction, therefore it could have only been under the Georgian jurisdiction.”” I do not believe that a
differentiation such as this necessarily meant distinguishing between Church jurisdictions, but rather between
different cultural milieux. Besides, for a Chalcedonian Armenian, who most likely was the author of the
Narratio, Tayk’ would not have been considered as a Roman land anyway. What could be argued with
certainty is that T‘ao became or remained Chalcedonian and, at least for the author of the Narratio, it was
religiously as foreign a territory for the Armenians as were the parts of the Romans. Therefore, according to
the Narratio, by the second half of the sixth century T‘ao was already an asylum for those who would not
accept Armenian faith.”®” Another testimony is the fact that the Acts of the Council of Dwin (555) are the last,
where an Armenian bishop of Tayk’ is listed. Thereafter, no bishop from that region participated in an
Armenian council, a circumstance which indicates that Tayk® remained Chalcedonian and by the second half
of the sixth century was no longer under the jurisdiction of Dwin.**® Unfortunately, we know very little about

the subsequent ecclesiastical situation in T*ao before the Georgians took over.

One of the sources that can indirectly narrate the cultural and literary processes that developed where the
Georgians and Armenians cohabitated, is hagiography. Until a certain period the Georgian calendar did not
develop the idea of national saints who would stand apart from other saints. In fact the conceptualization of
“national sainthood” was a much later phenomenon and again was not connected with the schism in the
Caucasus. Rather it had to do with opposition to the Greeks and was developed not in Georgia proper but on
Mt Athos. The “Georgian saint” was a concept that would oppose “the Greek saint”, but not the “Armenian

saint”.’*’ Translating hagiographical texts from Armenian, or composing them for Armenians, was especially

Umoneiuevoy 0¢ Toic Pwuaios. Tote oy quayracey o aipetinos ABoady o raSodinos Tovs émonomovs @y pepdy Twdavvou 4
avaSeuatioar ™y v Xalundovi aivodov, 4 éxyoodioal éx T@v uspldy Agueviag. of 0¢ un meigdévres ameApAUSadiy of ey el o
Tais of 0¢ eic Pwpaviay, nal étedelmyoay émi Eévmg.
> Ibid, 266-267.
327 Arseni Sapareli also spoke of these ill-affected Armenian bishops who fled to T*ao. AS, 82; AS-Fr, 118.
528 For discussion, see Garsoian, L’Eglise, 366; Narr, 266; Peeters, Tréfond, 200-202. Yovhannés Awjnec‘i does in fact
mention a bishop from Taik‘ who participated in his Council, which might mean that for a short while a parallel non-
Chalcedonian hierarchy must have been created in one of the regions of Tayk‘. van Esbroeck, “Konzilientgeschichte”,
45,
3% See for example Menabde, Seats, 168-178.
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important for including larger populations into the Georgian cultural milieu. As a literary genre it most likely
developed in the marchlands, where it was impossible to establish a common faith and the commemoration of
common saints would become the most effective ground. This is why the translation of such texts was of
higher priority in ninth and tenth century T*‘ao than of other genres. I. Abuladze has convincingly shown this
with samples of Armenian hagiography that were translated into Georgian by the Armenians of T‘ao
apparently for their own use, when Georgian probably became the literary language at least for the part of the

. 530
local Armenians.>

A tenth century hagiographic collection (Ath 8), which was created in T‘ao and then taken to Athos,
includes vitae of vast number of Armenian saints and only two “Georgians” or rather saints of the Georgian
tradition: Susanik‘ and Abo (d.786). %' It can be claimed that the collection was in fact created for the
Armenian and Georgian population of the region and only after that carried to Athos just as many other
manuscripts created in the schools of T‘ao. In these circumstances the commemoration of “common” saints
was of paramount importance. The local commemoration of saints is interestingly reflected in the late
eleventh century (c.1060s) Synaxary (A 97) copied in T*ao and kept in the monastery of Miznazor.** Apart
from the canonical commemorations, the Synaxary also includes an addition of saints: Grigol Xangteli (5
Oct), Constantine K‘axi (10 Nov), Abibos Nek‘reseli (12 Nov), Boa of Hierapolis (30 Dec), death of loane
C‘q‘ondideli (7 Jan), Youth of K‘ola (12 Feb), Davit of Dwin (23 Feb), Sukias and His Companions (15
Apr), Davit and Tiri¢‘an “who were from Somxiti and were martyred in T*ao” (18 May),”* lodasap King of
the Hindi (19 May), death of Giorgi the Hagiorite (29 Jun), Nersés the Armenian Archbishop (1 Jul), Father
Lamparios (6 Jul), John of Palavra (26 Jul), Yizidbozid (28 Jul), Eustathios of Mcxeta (29 Jul), Razden (9

Aug), St Susanik (21 Aug), Bishop Kordov, martyrs Irencos, Or and Orophsis (23 Aug), Lavrenti and

>3 On the subject of Georgian language among the Armenians see, Abuladze, Relations, 063-070, 072-080, 0111-0119.
>! A number of Armenian hagiographical works were translated into Georgian in the ninth-tenth centuries, including
Martyrdom of Queen Sanduxt, Martyrdom of Saint Nersés Archbishop of Armenia and of Bishop Xadis, his Student,
Martyrdom of Saint Izidbozid, Martyrdom of Saint Atom and of His Son and of His Companions, Martyrdom of Vardan
and of Other Naxarars of Armenia, Martyrdom of David who Died in Dwin and others. The manuscript is unpublished.
For study, see Abuladze, Relations, 0119-0199. For parallel Armenian (where extant) and Georgian texts, see Ibid, 3-
132.
> 0n A 97, see DescrGeoMan 1, 432-448.
> On term Somxiti, see infia, p. 174.
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Diomidi (28 Aug).”* The list is important for several reasons: the Synaxary was designed apparently for a
Georgian monastery also populated by ethnic Armenians and included almost an equal number of saints from
the Georgian and Armenian traditions. Despite this, the number of Armenian saints commemorated is already
much less than in the earlier Ath 8. Furthermore, St Susanik is commemorated according to the short version,
i.e. to the one translated from Armenian, not the old Georgian version (17 Oct). This would probably mean
that in the Georgian tradition St SuSanik was already commemorated in two ways and two traditions —
according to the Georgian 5" c. Vita and this in central Georgia, in Mcxeta, and according to the Armenian
tradition, that is to say the Georgian translation of the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Susanik.”>
Finally and what is most curious, a saint such as Nino is added only much later to the manuscript, and is not

included in the contemporary colophons.

There is another connection between Ath 8 and what I claim the official Georgian policy was. The
colophons to the manuscript systematically mention a certain Patriarch Arseni as the commissioner of the
collection or even the translator.”*® In the period in question there were two patriarchs Arseni: Arseni the
Great and Arseni Sapareli, who was the author of On the Severance of the Georgians and Armenians. Often
the two are identified. Indeed the creation of such a collection for local Armenians resonates with the spirit of
the treatise by Arseni. In fact, I believe that the treatise is not so much a polemical text as one would easily
consider, but on the other way around: it aims at inclusion of the local Armenians and the target audience of
the treatise is also Armenians rather than Georgians. Care is taken not to be all exclusive and not to burn all
bridges to reconciliation. The Armenians’ separation from Orthodoxy, while explained in very dramatic
terms, nonetheless is presented as an obligation, the result of fatal circumstances, in most of the cases a whim
or a weakness of specific individuals, not a deliberate choice. Therefore the nation remains blameless,
because each time they were given a choice, they would stand for Orthodoxy. The Armenians, who swayed

from Nestorianism to Monophysitism, were forced by the Persians to choose a path that would contradict the

3% DescrGeoMan 1, 396-448; Chitunashvili, “Commemoration”, 113-114.
535 On the textual history of the Martyrdom of St SuSanik, see Abuladze, “Susanik”, Bird, “Shushanik, 187-200;
Muradyan, Martyrdom.

336 Ath 8: 139r, 194v, 237v, 275v: JéolgG, 93980l goggmos 3s3s03msgstms spowy s@ligbo 353503083560, Bspoeydgeo Fomms
dofjsdgmasa, 8dg6. The manuscript is unedited. See also MartSuk, 22.
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“Melkite” confession of faith. It is not the Armenian nation that apostatized, but individual patriarchs or other
leaders were not firm enough in their faith. Symptomatically the last paragraph of the treatise narrates about
the Chalcedonian Katholikos Nerses IlI, stressing the fact that a considerable part of the Armenians followed

him, thus probably addressing the Armenians of T*a0.”’

The methodological appropriation of the “schism” as a watershed also affected the study of these
translations and the concepts of unity and separation between the Armenian and Georgian Churches, was
even used as a dating tool for all sorts of literary trends. For example, N. Marr, and also to a certain extent K.
Kekelidze, dated these translations according to the same framework, which, to my mind, and in this case I

338 N, Marr was convinced that all of

agree with I. Abuladze’s dating (10" c.), is methodologically errenous.
these texts had been translated before the schism and must have been pre-eighth century. His philological
argument was as follows: In the Georgian translation of the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Susanik
the Georgian texts referring to Ners€s I, called him “the reason of our illumination”. Marr thought that the
Georgian translator would have used this inclusive pronoun only before the seventh century, at a time when a

539

Georgian could still have said that the Armenian hierarchs were also Georgian illuminators.”” But fortunately

Marr soon changed his position into a more plausible one and ascertained that it might have been translated

into Georgian for the Armenians to use, hence the first person plural.**

There are two further controversial texts that I believe were intended to define common mnemonic fields

' and Martyrdom of Davit and Tiric ‘an.>*

for Armenians and Georgians: Martyrdom of the Youths of Kola
The controversial nature resides in the problem of whether they were originally composed in Georgian or
translated from the Armenian and also in their dating. The only reason for supposing that they are Georgian

translations of Armenian texts is that the action takes place in Armenia or rather “among Armenians”. Other

than this the texts do not reveal any signs of translation. Due to strong textual ambiguities, the dating of the

>7 AS, 92; AS-Fr, 120-121.

338 The discussion developed around the so-called Athos Mravaltavi, which included the translations from the Armenian.
33 Marr, “Travels”, 20.

340 Marr, Synaxaire, 638.

*! MartKol, 184-186.

> MartDetT, 178-183.

162



Life of Davit and Tiric¢ ‘an ranges from the fifth to the ninth century. Just as in previous cases, . Abuladze’s
argument that the Vita was necessarily written or translated by an Armenian does not seem convincing to me.
I. Abuladze goes slightly too far in his argument by stating that a vast number of lexical and syntactical
Armenisms in the translations must indicate that the translator was necessarily Armenian.”* The argument
can be turned around by saying that, on the contrary using armenisms such as zoravar, naxarar, avan in
Georgian could indicate that the translator was not sure of the exact semantic field of these words so he left
them untranslated. For a native speaker of Armenian it must have been easier to explain the meaning of these
words. Therefore, I think we should leave the problem of the exact ethnic origin of the translators aside. It is
enough to say that they were translated for the Chalcedonian Armenians of T‘ao. Despite all the speculations
concerning the dating of the text, I think that these texts are products of ninth century T‘ao-K‘lar3eti, most
probably intentional creations and re-adaptations of popular local tales into martyrological works in order to
forge more common grounds for the cohabitation of Armenians and Georgians. Evoking an Armenian past in
the Georgian language for both Georgians and Armenians, (whose cultural language had become Georgian),
was an attempt to integrate two ethnic groups. The texts also lack certain sophistication: no references, or
historical knowledge and the ambiguous chronotope of the narratives is very similar to popular tales. The
problem, raised by the Introduction of the Passion, is also typically anachronistic:
In the times of the rule of Emperor Heraclius in Greece and of Ar§ak® in Armenia, and in Persia of

Vahram Sapuh in the lands of the Armenians, in the days of the Great Katholikos Nersés, there was a
noble eristavi...”**

This anachronism is typical due to several reasons. The author had no real historical knowledge; he lists
all of the great kings that he had heard about and that lived in various epochs. This already suggests an
original oral narrative. Even more interesting is the role of Katholikos Nersés. No other figure has been so

confused in both Georgian and Armenian traditions as he. Nersgs the Great (353—73), Nerses 1l Astarakac‘i

** Abuladze, Relations, 037-063.
344 MartDetT, 186: 7530 3300 096 33905 3300 J9gsbol 33gedgemmsls Ledg@dbgmb 3gesgemy 3930Ls @ Lbedbgml s698s3 3ga30Lsbs
s 13sOlgob 356933l dgaemdsls ogm Bgfadzgse ogo Fdagsms dsm smdims dsms IBbg@3emee magmols. agm Labsbgdams dsm
bergeaols Lemdbomalsos, gsdms bgdetolbs eoeals by@ly gsmsmogmbolsms s s@sd s@gaefmpgmolsms, 593Ls dslosbolobs, ©sdsbs,
Adgeolis 36396 b gm0 oo 3063y FoBabgdmen,

163



(548-57), Nersés III the Builder (641-61) and also Bishop Nersés the Martyr>* are often alluded to

interchangeably depending on the context.>*

The epithet Great is sufficiently vague for it to be attached to
different persons with the same name.>”’ The Passion continues that “this story reached our father, the
katholikos of Armenia, for he was watching the wonder from I§xani.”>** Obviously the author refers to
Nersés 111, since by tradition it was considered that his episcopal see was in I§xani, which he built himself.
The expression “Our holy father” does not necessarily mean personally ours. It is a common expression that
referred to all holy fathers. Besides if “our” were in fact used in a personal sense, the author would be
speaking about Nersés III, whom both Georgians and Chalcedonian Armenians esteemed very highly and
who was associated with the region. Obviously the author or authors have confused Nersés I the Great with

the Chalcedonian Katholikos Nersés III, the legendary figure among both Chalcedonian Armenians and

Georgians of the T ao-K‘larzeti region.

The Chalcedonian Katholikos Nersgs Sinot became to my mind the ultimate symbol of cultural continuity
in T*ao. Nerses III as a hero of legend and history was mysterious and equally controversial as he was one of
the few Armenian Chalcedonian katholikoi from the middle of the seventh century. I shall not discuss in
depth all political and ecclesiastical history that surrounds Nersg€s, but instead try to show how this person
was remembered by Armenians and Georgians and what role he played in the formation of merged identities.
Apart from the above-mentioned Vita and the Severance, Ners€s is mentioned once again by a roughly
contemporary author (951). When describing the building activities of Grigol Xan3teli and his companions in
the deserts of T‘ao and K‘larjeti, Giorgi Mercule writes:

Then the Kouropalates arrived in ISxani and two blessed men, Father Grigol and Father Saba,

accompanied him. And the Kouropalates loved this place ... By Divine will Saba became bishop of
I$xani, at the Cathedral Church built by blessed Katholikos Nerse and his throne, which was widowed

545 AS, 92: AS-Fr, 121: bexom 398macmBdse gbdaals ms03gés begmsdn 6g@ly 08869mmdsb, 393356 0o@ldsh ©s dsmsm-eme{jdm693.6,
6980005 @IGmalsems,

5% E.G., Kirakos Ganjakec‘i attributes the consecration of AbdiSo to Nersés III. See KG, 54.

%7 The same problem exists in the identification of the Georgian Katholikos Arseni the Great the editor of the Lives of
the Syrian Fathers.

8 MartDetT, 183: 85806 300535 5§ 159G gly Fdosbs 353sbs Begbls ByGlgl gommmogmbls bmdbomolsls, Gudgor mgm

399300 0go 0bbom Logzeggmadsts...
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for many years. And now the spiritual wedding took place again and this blessed one built it anew and
through the earthly work of those God-serving kings.>*

Thus, according to this claim, ISxani was once the episcopal see of Armenian Bishop and later Katholikos
Nersés III. This view was shared and continues to be shared by most scholars.”® Despite this, there is no
archaeological or historical evidence of a pre-tenth century cathedral Church in ISxani. Moreover, I think
there exists no direct evidence that Nersés had ever been Bishop of I§xani.”' The presentation of Nerses as
Bishop of I$xani is yet another example of the attempt to create a memory of continuity with the aim to
include Armenians into the nation building project that Grigol and the secular rulers had initiated.
Therefore, I would suggest that the remembrance of both Bishop Nersés and the Cathedral built by him are

examples of yet more constructed memories.

Our knowledge of the biography of the Armenian Chalcedonian Katholikos Nersés is derived almost
entirely from Sebeos’s History. We know that he was born in Tayk’ and was from the village ISxan. The very
first paragraph of Ners@s’s biography needs to be clarified. Thomson’s translation reads:

He [Ners@s] was raised from his youth in the territory of the Greeks, had studied the language and
literature of the Romans, and travelled through those lands with the army in a military capacity. He
firmly agreed with the council of Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo. But he revealed his impious

thoughts to no one until he reached the episcopate of that land [hasxarhin], from which he was called
to the throne of the Catholicosate.”*®

In the footnote, the translator indicates that hasxarhin refers to Tayk‘, “that land” as viewed from

Armenia, which means that Nerses first became the Bishop of Tayk® and after that occupied the office of the

349 GM, 274: 330l Fgdrgmdse ga@sdsmedo dogows 0dbsbl s byde@bo ogo 35360 dsdsa g@ogmm s dsdsa 1sds msbs, ©s gEnse
F7979608 363seasdls sEaorn 0go ... bgdoms @dGmolsems 0dbs Lsds g3olzm3ml 0dbsbls bgs, bg@amols by@ly gsomsmmngmbols
308b698qembs gsmmemagy ggrmgosts @ Loges@bs dabls, Grdgemo Famafogms Btsgamms @fntoggdam ogm. of ggsmse ofdbs
bgemog@o Jodfommo s Igmege smgdgbs $3ob 6ydstnls doga, brmm sediogmse dmmgsfgdoms @dGmal-dlsbg®ns dsm dgggmsans,
Mahé also alludes to this sole source in “I’Eglise”, 472.
530 See, e.g., Maranci, “Byzantium”, 105-124.
> Such cases of monastic foundations forgetting their past and replacing them with “more venerable pedigrees” were
quite common in western European monasticism. Geary, Memory, 136. The case of the Cathedral of ISxani is still
somewhat exceptional as it attributes the foundation to a non-Georgian but highly authoritative katholikos.
332 This process is eloquently described in the Life of Grigol Xansteli. For studies, see Martin-Hisard, “Moines et
monasteres”, 5-64
>3 Seb-Eng, 140; Seb, 166-167: ... tp tw pwynipwdp h Swyng, h qlnetl, npnid bojuwtt Ynski: Gi uikwy h
dwuynipkul juohiwphht 8nittiwg b niubwy qiiqniu b quupniphtt Znondhi, b opobwy pln wouwphu quuipne
Jupquip qhuninpnipbwi. b hwunwwntw quhn hip h Jipuy donnynju Lungnuh b b yepuy nunedwpht
Ltinth: 61 ny nudbkp h Ybkp hwukp qunphnipnu wdpwppunipbwit, dhigke thwu jhuyhuljnwynuniphii
juphuwphht, b wtnh Ynskguit jupnn jupninhjnumpbwi:
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Katholikos.”* But understood in this way, the whole passage makes no sense: why would Ners&s hide his
“bitter” plans if he became a Chalcedonian bishop on a Chalcedonian land? It is known that by the middle of
the seventh century T*ao was Chalcedonian.” The entire passage actually suggests that it was only when he
became katholikos did he reveal his Chalcedonian sympathies:
He kept the bitter poison hidden in his heart, and he planned to convert Armenia to the Council of
Chalcedon. Yet he did not dare reveal his intention until King Constans came and stayed at the
residence of the Catholicos, and the Council of Chalcedon was proclaimed in the church of St Gregory

on a Sunday. The liturgy was celebrated in Greek by a Roman priest, and the king, Catholicos, and all
the bishops took communion, some willingly, some unwillingly.”

I believe that the claim that Ners€s was Bishop of Tayk*, or more precisely, that his Episcopal See was in
I$xan, is a general misconception, at least there are insufficient sources to argue that Nersés did actually
occupy an Episcopal See in Tayk‘. Besides, had there been such a considerable episcopal centre in ISxan,
Sebeos would not have referred to it as a mere village. It is possible that a linguistic detail is misleading us
here. Nerses Il is called ISxneli by Arseni Sapareli, which in Georgian means “person from I$xani”. But does
Arseni use ISxneli simply as a marker of provenance or does he actually think that Ners€s was Bishop of
Isxan? Even if the second case were correct, Arseni still confuses provenance with the Episcopal diocese. >’

Usually this form is also used to refer to a bishop, thus one could understand Arseni’s testimony in a way that

*** Seb-Thom, 140, fn. 858.
3% In fact the Russian translation skips hasxarhin altogether and merely says: Ho HUKOMY He OTKPBIBAJ 3Ty HEYECTHBYIO
TaifHy, IIOKa HE JOCTUT CaHa CIMCKOIa U He ObLT 3aTeM NPU3BaH Ha matpuapiinii mpuctoi. Seb-Rus, 119.
>0 Seb, 167: Puyg h upnnh hipmd swsltwy nilikp qphiiiu nuntiniptwh, U junphtp hunwikgniguit) qZwyu
Luintingnuph dnnnynj, puyg h ytip hwik] qpubt ny hwdwpdwlkp: Uhsh i wppwy Ynunwinht b tunue
h nnwt Jupninhynupl, b pupngbhgur jEEnkginet uppnjt phgnph dnnndu Lunitgnth juinip Yhipwlkh:
BL dwnbwr wwwnwpwg hnnndtpkt b hopnd Gphgnik, b hwnnppbgut puquinptt b jupninhlnut b wdka
Ewhuynwynuntiiply, n'p Judwt b np wwdwy:
> This theory could be challenged by a sundial discovered in Oltisi, a fortress south-east of I$xani and residence of
David II Kouropalates in the tenth century. The sundial has a Greek inscription together with some Armenian letters.
The Greek inscription reads: ETQNAPZIZOEIIZKOIII[P/B?]. The sundial was used as a stone in an eleventh century
Georgian Church. The publisher of the inscription has suggested that NAPZIX must be the seventh century Katholikos
Nerses III who was exiled to T‘ao. He also recommends to read the final two letters as “Iberia” (I, Narsis bishop of
Iberia). The final two letters were very poorly visible even then, as for now the entire inscription is only barely legible,
therefore it is very difficult to say what the last two letters were, which must have been standing for a toponym.
Edwards, “Oltu-Penek”, 21-23. Edward’s theory sounds plausible but I cannot agree that “the epigraph was used so
disdainfully as a foundation of the Georgian Church which may be an indication of the Iberian attitude towards this
détente”. Besides reading the letters as “Iberia” poses another problem that in the seventh century that part of Anatolia
could not have been called Iberia. Therefore I think that the sundial is much later and refers to some other Nerses.
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Ners&s was Bishop of Isxani and therefore of Tayk®, but I believe this is not a necessary implication.’*® The

Armenian sources equally know nothing about the Episcopal see of ISxan.

3.4.  SUSANIK AND GUGARK AND GRACE DEPRIVED

The practice of alluding to common or shared memories as a polemical tool was not new to the Medieval
Caucasus. Even at the outset of the seventh century, certain loci memoriae (and if one might say so, personae
memoriae) existed in Armeno-Georgian discourse. These were the landmarks upon which the otherwise
somewhat obscure and forgotten history of unity and dissention survived. One such example is the
aforementioned commemoration of St Susanik in the diocese of Curt‘avi, where Georgian and Armenian
noblemen met, interacted and even intermarried. Apparently throughout the sixth century and probably since
the death of St Susanik the place of her martyrdom and her Armenianness was a popular symbol that literally
brought together Armenians and Georgians. In the absence of continuous memory, SuSanik’s martyrion
became a site of remembrance and a place of commemoration. Even today, the cult of St Susanik still
remains the symbol of close contacts between Armenians and Georgians. Consequently the core and initial
reason for the breakout of the ardent controversy among the Georgian and Armenian hierarchs was that the

former (from the latter’s point of view) betrayed that unity symbolized by the person of St Suganik.”>

During
the scandal, the place of Susanik’s martyrdom was frequently referred to by the polemicising sides, and later,
after the separation, Armenians would often lament the betrayal by the Georgians of the memory of this holy
site. Such was the first allegation of Katholikos Abraham against K‘yron: “I heard that you altered the
Armenian service, established by Saint Susanik”,’® further K yron’s response stated “Armenian noblemen
who had relatives in Georgia came to the service of St Susanik and to the Holy Cross”.”' But to put it in P.

Nora’s celebrated words, these places of memory, just as places of memory in general, were “fundamentally

vestiges”. No side, either Georgian or Armenian, either in the seventh or in the following centuries was able

> Compare with Katholikos Arseni Sapareli, who was merely from Sapara and not Bishop of Sapara, for there existed
no such diocese in Georgia. Also Jacob, the fifth century author of the Martyrdom of Susanik, sometimes traditionally
called Curt‘aveli by modern scholarship, lived in Curt‘avi but was not Bishop of Curt‘avi.
5% For discussion, see, also, Martin-Hisard, “Sainte Nino”, 69-70.
360 G I, 154-165; GT 11, 67; GT* 111, 317-318. Abraham in his final encyclical letter, where he declares anathemas on
the Georgians, repeats the same point concerning Susanik: GT* I, 194; GT* 11, 121; GT* IIL, 363.
U GT* 1, 178-179; GT 11, 89; GT* 111, 337.
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to formulate what the “liturgy established by St. SuSanik” meant. Was this a liturgy in her honour, or liturgy

established by her?’® The memory of Susanik was, indeed fundamentally a vestige.

Symptomatically, immediately after the discussion on the reasons for Georgian dissidence, Uxtan&s
strays away from the narrative and dedicates a separate chapter to Susanik specifically as to the site of
memory. The central point made in the eloquent passage on Susanik is the following:

Like Nuné she became a woman who filled the country of Georgia. And those who came to visit her
were instructed by her in their piety.”®

“Like Nun&” is not a minor detail here and bears double meaning. Like Nung, SuSanik was Georgia’s
enlightener and like Nuné she was a “missionary” from or rather through Armenia. Susanik’s role in the
Armenian rhetoric was more than a mere reminder of unity. It was supposed to remind the Georgians of the
entire conversion story. The influence of Xorenac‘i is persistent: in Uxtangs’s writing SuSanik bore the
function of not only a reminder that Georgians and Armenians used to live in accord. She was a symbol of the
eternal moral dependence of the Georgians on the Armenians. Just as according to Xorenac‘i, St Nino was an
envoy of St Gregory, so was Susanik — an Armenian destined to enlighten the Georgians. The story of
Susanik follows common literary strategies of the traditional legend, such as condensing historical periods
and linking heroes who were not historically connected in order to highlight the ideological message of the
story.>* During the debate, both sides alluded to the remembrance of these loci memoriae and 1 would think
that this place of memory had more of an ethnic power than a religious one. If during the early Armeno-
Georgian polemics Susanik’s double ethnic and cultural belonging mattered, Uxtangs needed to stress that
Susanik was ethnic Armenian martyred by her evil Georgian husband. It was Su$anik’s Armenianness that
mattered even for the medieval polemicists. From being a symbol of unity and accord she became a reminder

for the Georgians of their defiance, just as St Nino (Nung) and her crosses were.*®

%% See supra, pp. 25-27.

> US-Arz, 129.

34 Zerubavel, “Invented Tradition”, 110.
°%% See infi'a, pp. 181-188.
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The argument for Armenia’s cultural and spiritual superiority over the Georgians went even beyond
Xorenac‘i in subsequent centuries. Not only were Georgians indebted to Armenians for all of the cultural and
political prestige in their possession, but according to some traditions, Georgians were even deprived of said
prestige since the Georgian land was destined to “apostatize”. The Holy Cross of Mcxeta continued to remain
as one of the greatest holy sites in the Caucasus and a symbol of Georgian Christianity. As is attested in the
correspondence between K‘yron and Abraham, Armenians used to travel all the way to Kartli to venerate
it.’*® Subsequently, the story of the Cross of Mcxeta found a fascinating development in the Armenian
tradition. As a result of the deepening alienation between the two nations, a need arose to argue that the
holiest sites of memory could not and in fact were not preserved on the heretical lands. Hence, a cycle of
legends evolved that explained how and in what condition the Holy Cross left Georgia and was now located
in Armenia. One such striking example is the story of the Cross of Nino by Aharon Vanandec‘i. Aharon’s
agenda was twofold. On the one hand he had to justify the name of his own monastery, claiming that it
derived from the Cross of Nino, which was kept there. On the other he felt obliged to deprive the Georgians
of the rights of owning that sacred Cross.”®” He created a conglomerate of all possible narratives about
Georgia and Armenia, reducing the entire story of the Mamikoneans and the Bagratids around the story of the
Cross. Finally he claimed:

But I, Father Aharon ... servitor of the Holy Cross, investigated in many Georgian and Armenian
histories about the Holy Cross of Mcxeta, which is now established among us. And I found all in

exactly in the work by Agathangelos, the Martyrdom of Susanik, and the deeds of St Sahak and of
Monk Andreas.”®®

He alluded to Agathangelos once again, claiming that he was the source, yet none of the surviving
versions of Agathangelos had anything to say about either St Nino or her Cross.’® References to non-existent

sources were indeed a common practice, but it is rather unexpected in the case of such a well-known work as

3% See supra. The same story is recorded by Vardan Arewelc‘i. See VA, 111; VA-Eng, 199.
567 Akinean, Einfiihrung, 113.
*% Ibid: Pulj tu huyp Uhwpnb ... wywuwinp uppn) vwsht, pugnid wohiwinnipbwdp b junight putkwy h
puqmud dwinkhg Zwyng b Ypwg junuqu uppn) vwshtt Usfuhpuyh, np wydd puwltwy £ jEpyphu dkpnid h
nbusniphul howskinn Lphuwninup, ph mumho Jud nopull:u wn dkq (kw) kb unnigbw] hwubw; qunh
JUqupuigknu) wuwndwgpt b b Cjunmiptul Cnpwijutt b hp Jwpnig uppnjt Uwhwljuy b b dgiwinpku
Ulgptwuwy.
> Akinean, Einfiihrung, 112. The story of Nino’s crosses is also attested in Grigor Xlat‘ec‘i’s Synaxary.
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Agathangelos’s. The same spirit was taken over by probably one of the fiercest anti-Georgian polemicists of
all times Yovhann€s Vanakan Vardapet. Outraged by the Georgians he writes:
The last slaves of the Armenians the Georgians curse us and reject us. Mesrop gave them writing and

Mesrop blessed the Cross of Varjia. On the right arm [of the Cross] there is an Armenian inscription
and they covered it with gold in order to hide it.”"’

The Cross of Mcxeta, the Cross of Manglisi and the Cross of Varzia became strong markers of Georgian
orthodoxy. The claim of the national markers went in another interesting direction this time connected to the
great fifth century monastic, Peter the Iberian. In the thirteenth century a Georgian version of the Life of Peter
was created where his Chalcedonian orthodoxy was affirmed. By that period, Peter was a national saint and
his Georgianness was a guarantee for his orthodoxy. As we saw above, Peter’s authority was used and
intentionally or unintentionally misunderstood and abused by the medieval Georgians to argue their perpetual
Orthodoxy.””" The Armenians made a further good usage of Peter’s authority. Just as in case of Suanik, the
Cross of Nino and other markers of Georgian Christianity, Peter the Iberian was also used as an argument
against the Georgians. Hence a legend was devised that after the condemnation of the Council of Chalcedon
Peter wrote to Armenians and praising them for staying true to orthodoxy:

This Peter wrote to the Armenians and praised them joyfully that they did not attend the council and
said thus: At Chalcedon they rejected Christ. Stand firmly on your fatherly faith, which was given to
you and your land by the Lord. Just as before the seed of humankind had spread into the world from

here, similarly the seed of the orthodox faith was kept among you and from you must it spread to
many directions. Be well, my children, in the unshaken rock in Christ.’’*

The creation or elaboration of this legend is connected to Vardan Arewelc‘i, another defender of the

Armenian case, who dedicated a substantial paragraph to the separation of the Georgians.’” Peter became a

70 GT* 534: GT* I 534: b1 plyy tnuw qha qupUuiwu Ukp nghuspu Zuyng jEnht swnwypu' Jhpp wy) twjuwnbu
qutq b mputwt. Ukupny tw tngw ghp b qdwpshn) ppwsth Ukupny | wiphb), b jue plht Yuy huy ghp, L
quytt nuljiny Swdltw) Lu pk pnn skplh. On Yovhannés Vanakan see, Voskean, “Vanakan”, 42-52; Mehrabian,
“Vanakan”, 29-32.
7! See supra.
72 MS-Arm, 174-175: Uju Mhwnpnu qpbwg h Zwju U bpukwg Juul ny (hikyn) ingw h dnpnid, b wuwg
juyinwy ku: b Luninnt nipugw qphuwnnu. nnip whun Jugkp h huypbth hwiwwnyg np gunphtigut dkq h
Stwpuk U wohimphhy dkp. qh npybu Eppbdt ubpdt dwppniptuie wypniun uhepligut pun wouwnph,
unjuyku we dkq wuwhbgut ubpdt ninnuthwn hwiwwnng, b h dkug mwpwsting k puy pugnidu: Nne (kpnip
jutuwuw Ykl £phuwnnu nppbwlp hu:
°7 VA-Eng, 172-173.
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convenient argument, for he, as a Georgian prince, wrote to Armenians, and not Georgians, and praised them

for being consistently orthodox.””*

Going back to St Susanik, she symbolized yet another crucial aspect with strong political undercurrent.
One has to bear in mind that Suanik was inextricably tied to Curt‘avi, the ecclesiastical and political centre
of Gugareti/Gugark® (alternatively Lower Kartli), a stretch of land in the very centre of the South Caucasus
that had always been targeted by all key players of the region.’” Also in the chronotope of the schism, of
unity and separation, Gugark® played a pivotal role. According to both Armenian Geography and Movses
Xorenac‘i, Gugark® was a territory of a considerable size and of paramount strategic importance. The latter
author made an especially good usage of the remembrance of the land. Almost no aspect of Armeno-
Georgian confrontation would avoid, in one way or another, the issue of Gugark®. Inner Kartli had held a geo-
political importance from Hellenistic times, but control over Gugareti in the tenth century would provide a
crucial strategic advantage as it was only one step towards the occupation of the last Arab stronghold in the
region — the Tbilisi Emirate, which was already gradually declining.”’® This also meant possessing control
over all passages towards the north, the west and towards Albania, as well as through the southern valleys to

Armenia.

The study of the medieval and early medieval Armenian historians reveals that very often Gugark® and
Virk* were used interchangeably, which is not always accidental.””” Often, when Georgians were mentioned
in the Armenian narratives, only Lower Kartli was in fact implied. This would provoke further, intentional or
less intentional, errors still persistent today. The interchangeable usage of Gugark /Virk‘ and other territorial
markers for the Georgian lands and, at the same time, the struggle for retaining these very lands, resulted in a

confusion that was embedded deep in the memories and distorted them. Note, for example, Movses

574 For a detailed discussion, see Schmidt, “Petrus”, 250-267.
> For historical geography of the region, see Muskhelishvili, Historical Georgaphy, 146-153; “Political Relations”,
124-139; See also, Aleksidze, “3avaxeti and Gugareti”, 269-272. As Tomuanoff puts it, these marchlands were always a
battlefield between the two neighbouring monarchies, and the struggle is still going on — on the battlefield of
historiography”. Toumanoff, Studies, 440. For the overview of classical sources describing the region, see /bid, 467-468.
>7® The first historian to ever mention the region was Strabo, who is also the first historian to record Armeno-Georgian
conflict over the region. Strabo, XI, 14, 5.
>77 Toumanoff also notes this toponymical ambivalence in Studies, 467.
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Xorenac‘i’s reference to Georgian King as Bdeasx of all Georgia, instead of king, whereas the bdesx or pitaxs

was a ruler of Gugareti/Lower Kartli.”™

His [Artases’s] sister ArtaSam he gave as wife to a certain Mihrdat, great bdeasx of Georgia, who was
from the seed of Mithridates, satrap of Darius, whom Alexander had set over the prisoners of Iberia.
And he entrusted him with the government of the northern mountains and the Pontic Sea.””

Appealing to the fuzzy semantic boundaries of Iberia and Gugark‘, already in the tenth century, the
Armenian princes and kings were generously called Kings of Armenians and Georgians. According to
Asotik, ASot I (855-84; 884-90 king) was the “isxan of Armenia and Georgia” and Smbat (890-914) a
legitimate owner of Armenia and Georgia.”® In an inscription in Ani, King Gagik I (989—1020) is also called
King of Armenians and Georgians.’®' Other historians also try to magnify the success of the Armenian kings
in the Caucasus: For example, pseudo-Sapuh Bagratuni claims that “Smbat occupied the whole of Armenia
and Georgia (Virk®) and Ahluank‘, the valley of the Georgians and the city of Partaw. He also subdued
Paytakaran and Tplis”.”** Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i sometimes speaks of both Iberia and Gugark®, but

sometimes mentions Gugark* and implies Iberia:

Our neighbours who are around us, Greeks, Egerians [Megrelians], Gugarians and Utians, the northern

people, dwelling at the foothills of the Caucasus. °***

He does not mention Iberia, apparently taking Gugark® as synonymous to Iberia. The same author also

asserts that ASot

578 For the institute of the Pitiaxs in Georgia, see Farmanfarmaian, “Georgia and Iran”, 15-22; Gamsakhurdia, “Pitiaxs§”;

Toumanoff, “States and Synasties”, 9-16; See also Garsoian’s discussion on the term in Buzandaran, 516.
S MX, 117: Puyg qnniunp hip qUpuuswdw) gy §htt Uhhppunwy, nudbd dpwg pobisjuh Uksh, np tp h
quiwullk Uhhpnwwwy, “Ywpthh twjpwpwph, qnp Jugnigbw) tp Unpbpuwinp p JbEpuwy gbpniptwuii
dhphwging wopiwphhl, npyku jupwett Wuwwdbkgup. b huiwwnwy ww Ynnduwluwniphtt hhruhuwght
1Epwighs b Mnnnu nynt:
80°9T, 100; ST-Ger, 120, 124-125. For Garsoian’s evaluation of these testimonies, see “Indipendent Kingdoms”, 146-
147, 153.
381 See Orbeli, Works, 5; Maisuradze, Studies, 141. For a study of the Armenian and Georgian royal ideology during the
Abbasid period, see Jones, “Abbasid Suzerainty”, 144-150.
>%2 ps-Sapuh, 158-159:
YD, 256: ...pwgh npughp Ukp b wqgp np onipe qukop k' 8niulwip b Gghpughp b Yniqupughp b
Munkwghp, hhruhwuwlw wqgp ptwltwp we nnudph Undjuunt...
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reached towards the north, towards the valleys of the great mountain of the Caucasus. He overran the
tribes of its valleys and swamps. In a similar way he quelled the mixed population of Gugark‘ and the
robbers of Utik® and expelled from among them evil of treachery and he ruled all over the law abiding
and obedient people and appointed for them rulers and leaders.”**

Although the rule of the Armenian kings extended for a certain period of time over a portion of Lower
Kartli when the Kingdom of TaSir-Joraget (975—1145) had been created, the impression was made that it
referred to all of Iberia.’® Consequently, reference to Gugareti/Inner Kartli was extended over entire
Medieval Georgia. Thus, for example, Smbat, son of ASot, was claimed to have extended

the boundaries of his domain as far as the city of Karin in the northeast, and to the farther side of
Ktarjk* as far as the shores of the great sea and the borders of Egrisi, as well as to the foot of the
Caucasus Mountains, that is to say, Gugark®, and Canark® as far as the Gate of the Alans, where he
also seized the fortress guarding the pass. From there the boundary [ran] southward to the city of
Tp‘lis along the course of the Kur River, and [continued] on to the district of Uti, as far as the city of
Hunarakert, to Tus and to Samk‘or. Thus he enlarged the limits of his domain and brought these

beneath the yoke of the royal tributes, bekars and taxes, and dedicated the weapon he used valiantly in
battle as a sign of victory.”

The linguistic and semantic factor has always been crucial in many ways in the Armeno-Georgian
relations even in Late Antiquity. The confusion of the ethnika went into Late Antiquity and is very often a
reason for modern confusion. For example Georgia (Virk‘) in Armenian did not always mean entire Georgia
but was often designating the Lower Kartli, or Gugark‘. Consequently, in the following sentence Mxit‘ar
Ayrevanec‘i does not imply Georgia or even Iberia, but the small kingdom of TasSir-Jorakert in southern

Georgia:

YD, 140: 61 wyw dknl ghpruhuwwt Ynquwdpp wplbw) h dnpsnpu Uksh {kphutt Yndluwunt, np h
hnyhwnt b h dnpu Epluwjtwgngu pwlbwip Ehtt wmqqp pun hipbwt htwquunbkgnigutbp. wyp qunuwwnpnyq
puwljhsutt Aniqupug b qiniquljnunn dwpnhl Ninp quiunh wnhwuwpwly pun dknudp tmwdkp h pug h
ungutk htipphny quiuquiniphih dwppunuiniplwb, b hppl ophtiwjuinpu b hjntu qudkububwh uqukp,
b wpwotnpnu b hofuwtiu ingu Yugnigwmukp:

For some discussion of the same topic of medieval Armenian claims of rule over Georgia, see Eremyan,
“Annexation”, 6-8; “Common fate”, 6-7; Mkrtumyan, “Kahketi”, 90. Symptomatically in over 150 pages dedicated to
the political struggle in the Caucasus under the Arab emirates, A. Ter-Ghewondyan mentions Georgians only two or
three times and is completely silent about extensive Georgian sources on the period.

36 yD, 161: BL wjuwku dqukw) wgkgniguikp gouihn nkpmpbwi hipny jupltnhg hhruhung dhiish g4wping
pumup, b wlnp bu pulb qUnupeu’ phpkwy Uhish wne wihi nynit Uksh, U Uhiish guwhdwiu Bgkpuging b
dhlish gunnpnu UbSh (kphtth Undjuunt, q@niqupughu b @Owbwpu dhish ginintt Ujwbwg, wnbkw] bu
jhupt b quupng gputt ywhwlh tngw. b wunh b hwpuwlnndi Ynju qUnip gbwnny dhtsh h punup
Sthiuhu. b qlunh quuur dhtgh h punupt Znthwpwlibtpn b dhigh h Sniu b b Twdpnp: 61 wjuyku
plnupdwlybu) quuhdwl wkpniptwi hipng, np piy 10y wppnitith vwljhg b phjupug b Ywpuhg jugnigbug
qqtu pwoniptwt dwpwnh hipny towb junpeoipbwut jubqubp:
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This (981) was the beginning of the rule of the Bagratunis Georgia, for Gurgen became king in
Georgia and his brother Smbat became king in Armenia. >’

Even in one single piece of writing, the History of Yovhann&s Drasxanakertc‘i the limits of Gugark® vary
radically. If he was to describe the military success of the Armenian kings, Gugareti was extending up until
the Gates of Alans incorporating the whole of central Georgia.”*® Drasxanakertc‘i used the same ambiguity
when referring to K‘yron, when K‘yron was declared as archbishop of the Armenian katholikos of both Iberia

589

and Egrisi.”” The attribution to St Gregory the Illuminator of the conversion of the entire South Caucasian

region and the confusion of the region of Gugareti and the whole of Georgia are also interrelated.”

Along
the same lines, the letter of the Armenians to K yron where Gregory is mentioned as the illuminator of “this
land of the Caucasus” of the Diocese of Curt‘avi, the then centre of Gugareti, can be interpreted and was

interpreted in two ways, referring to either entire Iberia or strictly to Gugareti, because in the seventh century

Gregory could have been considered as the enlightener of Gugareti too.””’

The same holds true to the Georgian language, where Somxiti often meant southern regions of Georgia.
For example, when Arseni Sapareli speaks of the relics of St Susanik in the diocese of Somxiti (nac ‘ilta tana
somxitisa), he does not mean Armenia but the Lower Kartli, i.e. Gugark®, which in the tenth century acquired
the name Somuxiti as opposed to Somxeti (Armenia).””* This, as one may have expected, gave rise to series of
confusion, some of which are already present in Arseni’s treatise. The reflection of contemporary geo-
political aspirations and perceptions can also be seen in the Georgian historiography of roughly the same

. 593
time.

T MA, 56: Uun kgl ujhqpt puquinphin; Pugpunniibwg 'h Jkpuy 9pug, ¢h @mipgth 'h <hpu b Udpun
Enpuyn tnpw h Zuyu puquinpbght:
¥ YD, 200, YD-Fr, 253: dhwiquuuytt hull b wojuwphtt Aniqupuging b npp Ukpd h Ipnitu Ujwibiug
puwljtwyp L, qh b puy hipny dinpwdp quinuw intwdt:

See supra.
% See supra.
9 For the Armenian text, see supra. S. Eremyan also supposed that the legend which claims St Gregory to be also the
illuminator of Iberia, Albania, Apxazeti and Alans emerged in the 9"-10" cc., when the above-discussed struggle over
the Caucasus was in progress. Eremyan, Feudal Armenia, 45. See also, Javakhishvili, Armenian Literature, 183.
%2 For discussion, see AS II, 72-74. See also Berdzenishvili, Studies, 137-157; Muskhelishvili, Historical Geography,
210-212;
393 Qee, for example, Martin-Hisard, “Vaxt‘ang”, 225-228.
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Therefore the remembrance of Susanik, of Curt‘avi and of Gugareti was interconnected. The same refers
to the “Holy Cross of Mcxeta”, so many times brought up by the seventh century contestants. If this was the
site of the Cross erected by St Nino, where is she in the same debate? Why she is not mentioned at all in the
entire correspondence? The place of martyrdom of St Susanik, Mt Kangar, the Cross of Mcxeta, Gugark® all
these landmarks became the places of memory and once again, in Nora’s words, they were destined to create

“another history” — the history of unity and separation of the Armenians and Georgians.
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CHAPTER FOUR: ‘DECONSTRUCTING’ THE SCHISM

You must care about your nation so that,

by these sorts of traditions

it doesn’t mix up with Georgians,

and I shall care for the general,

so that he, just like his brother, does not georgianize.
Mxit‘ar Go§

4.1. THE SCHISM CONCEPTUALIZED

Our final question to address is probably more complex than the previous three. If the second chapter
dealt with the reflections of the narrative of the schism in the medieval collective remembrance, this final
chapter aims at revealing how the contemporary scholarship conceptualized the idea of religious union and
separation in the Caucasus, how this conceptualization determined the reading of the medieval Caucasian
history in its entirety and what aspects of medieval Georgian and Armenian history and historiography affects
the chronotope of the schism. The preliminary answer is — almost all. Whether material, spiritual or literary
culture, historical or ethnic geography, political or religious history, all these fields, in one way or another,
whether directly or indirectly, are examined along the concept of the Schism. Through the lens of this Schism
the Middle Ages, and even more frequently contemporary scholarship, saw almost all tangential events. As a
concept, the Schism became all too convenient an explanation for the silence of the medieval Georgian voice
on this period of history, for the mismatch with Armenian sources on the interpretation of the very origins of
South Caucasian Christianity and Christian cultures, for the formation of “national” historiographies, and
ultimately for the formation of “national” cultures. The foundation and early history of the Church and
political and social recollections in the Armeno-Georgian context were heavily determined by political, social

594

and, consequently, ideological remembrances created in the Middle Ages.”  The filter of this period

3% Compare with P. Geary’s observation of the same period but in a Western European context: “the raw material of the
past was transformed ... to the extent that the past could be made to conform to the present, it was retained. Persons,
events, and traditions that eluded contemporary systems of understanding and perceiving were quickly lost or
transformed. These transformations, whether kings and princes or of dragons and grandfathers, owed more to
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determined in a fundamental way the access that all future generations would have to alternative pasts. All of
these aspects were destined to be studied and examined through the lens of the Schism. I propose to argue
against the extreme conceptualization of the Schism as I am convinced that instead of looking for various
consequences of the separation, it would be more fruitful to study why and how separation and the unity were
perceived and transmitted to our days.”” For years some of the key problems of medieval Caucasian history
have been studied without consideration of the different strata of smoke and mirrors through which the
remembrance of Late Antiquity has reached even to the present time. Despite the overwhelming multiplicity
of such themes, only several will be discussed below. These are the problems of the spread of Christianity in
the region, the creation and spread of “national” literacy and the ethno-religious identities formed in the

medieval Caucasus.

Armeno-Georgian studies, studies of the early Caucasian Church and the political history of Caucasian
Late Antiquity have always suffered of certain methodological insecurity, with respect to the
conceptualization of the Schism in the Caucasus as a kind of a watershed. Scholars have often dated various
texts based on assumptions about historical realia and concluding that at a specific point in time, religious and
ideological aspirations must have been such and such.’”® Hence, the danger that one often faces when
studying Georgian and Armenian historiography is the ultimate generalization of the historical factors that
might have provoked the creation of a certain piece of writing. This method can, in fact, be plausible when
supported by philological and linguistic arguments, but when such are absent there is the danger of arguing

from utter silence.

superimposed interpretive schemas than to the raw materials by which eleventh-century people encountered them”.
Geary, Phantoms, 177-178.
3% The theoretical question, of course, stands: are fabrications and acts of remembrance phenomenologically on the
same level or are they different in their essence? Of course whenever we speak of remembrance, we have to realize that
in many cases the narratives were pure fabrications that served polemical ends. In these cases it is not a matter of
memory or forgetting but of intentional fabrication. Despite this, I find it extremely difficult to draw a phenomenological
line of demarcation between fabrication and act of remembrance, or to indicate at what point fabrication becomes
recollection. The rendering of the events around the council of Chalcedon by various Chalcedonian and non-
Chalcedonian historians is a good example. See, for example, Mouterde, “Historiens monophysites”, 581-601. For the
same problem, see V. Menze’s study on the remembrance of empress Theodora by the non-Chalcedonians, in Menze,
Justinian, (THINK)
3% Qee, for example, Zekiyan, “Iranian Oikumene”, 239-240.
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For example, in his scrupulous study of Medieval Georgian historiography, S. Rapp often divides the Life
of Nino and the Conversion of Georgia as a whole into pre- and post-schismal components and dates them to
the eighth or late seventh century because these texts allegedly reflect an attempt to distance from the
Armenian tradition of the conversion:™’

Enduring Armeno-Georgian interplay after Duin III [sic.] had other important literary consequences
for the Georgians. In my view, the development of a written (eastern) Georgian historical tradition was
in large measure an outgrowth of the Kartvelians thrust to record, embellish, invent, and disseminate
their own distinctive history in the wake of decaying Armenian ecclesiastical influence. In the

aftermath of 607, emboldened Kartvelian clerics were compelled to write down a single coherent story
of how their people had entered the Christian fold.’*®

Our interest lies in this qualification of medieval Caucasian history and of medieval narratives as pre- and
post-schismal. The tradition of St Nino is often connected to the assumed existence of a pre-schismal and
post-schismal discourse in the Caucasus.” As such, the usual template is that we do not possess early
sources on St Nino and they could not have been created before the schism, hence all information about Nino
must be dated to the period after the schism. But is the Conversion really a Georgian attempt to “disseminate
their own distinctive history in the wake of decaying Armenian ecclesiastical influence?” Does the text give
us grounds to believe so, or rather our expectations concerning the period in question? Not only do we risk of
arguing from silence, but also a vicious circle of argumentation is being created. Very often, once a text is
“dated” according to historical circumstances then the same text and the same criteria are subsequently
subjected to further dating. For example, it is well known that the dating of Georgian historiogaphic texts

and, in general, of all medieval Georgian sources is extremely problematic. This is especially true of

%7 See the chapter titled “The Pre-Schism section: The Primary History of Kartli and the Royal List”, in Rapp, Studies,
245-299.

3% See Rapp, Studies, 170. Kekelidze’s entire conception of the medieval Georgian literature is also based on a pre- and
post-schismal division. See Kekelidze, History, 47-48. Earlier than that, N. Marr upheld the same views. See Marr,
“Armeno-Georgian Philology”, 15-29.

39 Rapp, Crego, “Shatberdi Variant”, 167-187. The mentioning of Armenian women as recorders of the life of Nino is
also considered to be an attempt to demonstrate that Armenians were in fact aware of the Georgian tradition of the
conversion. It is striking how, after developing a philological argument from one that is historical, Crego and Rapp
further develop a historical argument from the same philological one: “The relative absence of references to Armenia
and Armenians in the seventh century Conversion of Kartli reflects a time when Kartvelian clerics were elaborating a
tradition of their own distinct conversion whereas the ninth/tenth century Life of Nino expands that established tradition
while subtly addressing the challenges thrown down by Xorenac‘i and other Armenian writers”. Crego, Rapp,
“Shatberdi Version”, 185. I believe this claim is not entirely true. For instance, the part of the Conversion of Georgia,
which the scholars date to the seventh century, speaks about Nino as a companion of Hripsime, and relates that they both
arrived in the presence of the Armenian king T rdat. In fact, it is the Life of Nino that does not mention T*rdat at all.
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historiographic narratives that were later incorporated in the Life of Georgia, which has been heavily edited
numerous times in order to sustain continuity within the narrative. The division of the texts into constituting
parts cannot therefore avoid all kinds of conventions. Furthermore, due to this long history of text-editing, we
are quite ignorant of what, e.g. the seventh century Georgian language was like. As such, we are deprived of
both a trustworthy linguistic and also historical dating means, for we cannot say for certain what was altered,
when and why. Owing to this inconvenience, the texts included in the Life of Georgia were subject to every
kind of speculation. For example, the dating of the Life of Vaxt‘ang ranges from the fifth to the eleventh
century.®” The Life of the Kings, is sometimes also dated to the period before or roughly around the schism
due to its “non-Bagrat‘ioni” and non anti-Armenian and even “armenophile” character.””' Moreover M. van
Esbroeck even takes 506 (Council of Babgen) as a kind of a landmark, when Armenians and Georgians were

602
d.

writing their histories in concor Nevertheless the one and only source we possess concerning the Council

of 506 is Katholikos Babgén’s correspondence with the Persians. For the same reasons, he dates the Life of

Vaxt ‘ang to no later than 502.%

To my mind the main reason for this flowering of speculation is the erroneous conceptualization and
attribution of our own understanding of a certain period to a specific author or writing. It is true that
everything, however non-historical it might be, is a trace of something and must be studied through the prism
of historical conditions, but at no cost should one necessarily seek to justify ignorance in assumed historical
state of affairs. Although such an approach will indeed lead to, what van Esbroeck calls, a “blank spot on the
map of history despite the existence of abundant source material”, yet the texts that we examined should not

» 604

necessarily be seen “within the context of rivalry between pro- and anti-Chalcedonian interests”.” If one

tries to fill out the blank spots of history and interpret sources with preconceived historical suppositions and

00 See Goiladze, Vaxt ‘ang; Kakabadze, Vaxt'ang; Martin-Hisard, “Vaxt‘ang”, 207-242; Rapp, Studies, 197-242;
Toumanoff, “Historical Literature, 170; van Esbroeck, “Background”, 6.
601 Rapp, Studies, 143-169; On the textual history of the Conversion of Georgia, see Aleksidze, “New Rencensions”,
409-423; “Four Versions”, 9-16; Rapp, Crego, “Shatberdi Variant”, 169-225; Lerner, “Chelishi”, 131-137.
692 van Esbroeck, “Background”, 9.
5% Ibid., 6.
04 van Esbroeck, “Background”, 5.
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then, moreover, create further conceptualizations based on their own interpretation of sources, one shall enter

an inescapable vicious circle.

4.2. THE BEGINNINGS

Two vexed questions have tormented Armeno-Georgians studies for at least a century: the history of the
Christianization of the South Caucasian kingdoms and the creation of literacy among Armenians, Georgians
and Albanians. During the last ten centuries Armenians have raised these two issues at all possible levels,
both scholarly and less scholarly, claiming that, beginning from the seventh century, Georgians distanced
themselves from the Armenians and began to forget their debt to their southern neighbours, who evangelized
them and provided literacy for them. As we saw, Armenian claims of cultural superiority did not resonate in
the medieval Georgian tradition until modern times, when nationalism in its modern meaning emerged in the

region. Nowadays these two issues remain most sensitive and irreconcilable.

The figures of St Gregory the Illuminator and other founding fathers of Armenian Christianity, as well as
St Nino in the Georgian tradition were all involved in the Armeno-Georgian debates. In the circumstances of
fading memory of the mutual past, these persons became virtual sites of memory, the hallmarks used and
often abused for ideological ends. In a similar fashion, Armenians and Georgians take equal pride in their
national writings. National script is a sacred locus memoriae for both people and both nations have even
dedicated monuments to their respective alphabets.®”” And indeed no other question of Armeno-Georgian
relations has raised so much discussion as the creation of writing. Therefore, abandoning an attempt of a
positive historical solution to the problem, I propose to adopt a kind of a phenomenological view, to take
Mastoc® and the national alphabets as dialectical phenomena experienced by medieval intellectuals rather
than historical realia.’” The same refers to the traditions of St Gregory and St Nino the Illuminators, whom
we already treated briefly. As a result, we shall discover that the role these hallmarks played throughout
history were not uniform at all and gradually changed and acquired various functions depending on the

immediate political and cultural needs.

693 See, for example, the newly erected Tower of the Georgian Alphabet in Batumi, Georgia.
8% For an eloquent exposition of the subject in the Armenian context, see Zekiyan, “Christianisierung”, 189-198.
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4.2.1. ST. GREGORY AND ST. NINO THROUGH THE LENS OF THE SCHISM

According to the traditional Armenian narrative, which has been gradually amending, St Gregory the
Illuminator is responsible for the ultimate Christianisation of the entire Caucasian region, including Georgia
and Albania. The Georgian evangelizer St Nino is only occasionally, according to Movs€s Xorenac‘i
presented as Gregory’s representative in Georgia. The Georgian narrative on the other hand is drastically
different. Nowadays St Nino is the converter of Georgia and indeed no tangible connections have survived
between the Armenian and Georgian versions of the story and the story of the Christianization of the region is
indeed a history “mit doppeltem Boden”.®”” The radical divergence of the sources often compels one to seek
for historical justifications for the mismatch. Here again a similar explanation transpires: The Armenians and
Georgians both accepted that St Gregory was the enlightener of both lands and only after the schism the
Georgians wished to distance from the Armenian connections, hence the forging of the national Georgian
narrative. But there is a principal difference between the medieval perception of the “founding” saints and the
modern nationalistic perceptions. Today the roles of St Gregory and St Nino proper are disputed, the
argument swinging from one pole to another, from complete acceptance to the complete denial of the role of
either of these illuminators. For the Georgians, Nino is the symbol of Georgian “national” Christianity and
the same is the case for the role of St Gregory in the Armenian tradition. But as we already saw, the medieval
Armenian and Georgian polemicists looked at the problem from a different perspective: Gregory and Nino
were not mutually exclusive; both of them were known, respected and even venerated in both traditions. This
is made clear by several version of the Life of Gregory created in the Georgian realm and by the fact that his
service was well established.®”® The same refers to Armenia, Nino and her cross were holy symbols for the
Armenians as Aharon Vanandac‘i’s narrative demonstrates it and even earlier katholikoi Movsés and
Abraham have substantiated it. Finally, both St Gregory’s and St Nino’s cycles are present side by side in the

famous cathedral in Ani. °”

On this account, S. Rapp’s views on medieval Georgian literature warrant attention:

07 For the overview of the two diverging traditions, see Mah¢, “Bekehrung”, 107-125.

%8 For the editions, see Abuladze, “Hripsimeans”, 73-108; Garitte “Fragment”, 89-102; Garitte, “Rhipsimiennes”, 233-
251. For a general discussion, see Winkler, “Agat‘angelos”, 125-141.

%9 For discussion, see supra.
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Georgian literature was massively transformed by the events of 608/609. Before the schism, original
Georgian literary works had been limited to brief hagiographical tracts ... In the aftermath of Duin III,
Kartvelian clerics began to write down, and in some cases to invent, a distinct tradition of their
‘national’ Church. It was in these exhilarating times that the Conversion of Kartli first appeared ...
Georgian historiography had ultimately been inspired by the schism with the Armenian Church and
subsequent Kartvelian search and written articulation of a distinct tradition.*'’

Elsewhere Rapp writes:

Ironically the Kartvelians appropriated elements of the Armenian tradition of Trdat’s conversion as the
framework for the story of their own special Christianization, which was first put into writing shortly
after the beginning of the Armeno-Kartvelian ecclesiastical split in 607. Nino, the holy woman,
credited with the conversion of the Kartvelian royal family, is not attested in any extant redaction of
Agat‘angelos’s History. However, the seventh-century Conversion of Kartli and the subsequent Life of
Nino make her the companion of Hripsime, the prominent martyr Hripsime of the Agat‘angelos cycle.
Why should this be the case? We are faced with two possibilities. First, Nino may have actually been
the traveling companion of Hripsime, but for whatever reason this fact was forgotten or perhaps
suppressed by Armenian copyists (after Duin III?). The inclusion of Nino among the nuns seized by
Trdat was incorporated into the Armenian historical canon by later writers such as Xorenac‘i and the
eleventh-century Aharon of Vanand, author of A History of the Holy Cross of Nune, the Leader of
Georgia. But these authors lived after Duin III, and their naming of Nino among the nuns may derive
from a post-schism Georgian tradition. Second, a post-schism Kartvelian author or authors may have
assumed and/or invented a connection between the Georgian Nino and Hripsime. This explanation is
the more likely one, though it need not imply that the ‘memory’ of Nino as a member of the group of
nuns was a complete fabrication.” ®!!

“Exhilarating times”? What makes one conclude that those times were so exceptionally exhilarating? Is
this not a descent into a typical vicious circle of argumentation? It would seem so. I believe Rapp’s reasoning
is logically flawed: First it is assumed that the Nino cycle, as we know it, was created by the Georgians after
the schism. It is also assumed that Nino was intentionally forgotten by the Armenians after the schism. Then
Nino reemerges in Movsés Xorenac‘i, who had the least reason to mention Nino at all. Moreover, it is also
assumed that after the schism the Georgians invented a connection between Nino and the Hripsimeans, even
though it was earlier claimed that the Georgians would reject any sort of connection with the Armenians. If so
why the need to make Nino a companion of Hripsime? Most importantly, it is assumed that the Conversion of
Georgia is a seventh century text because after the schism the angry Georgians must have sat down to write

their own “anti-Armenian” history. I believe such argumentation is not viable.®> To begin with, how and

619 Rapp, “Dialogues”, 170.
8! See Rapp, Studies, 122-24.
812 T “resolve” this contradiction, N. Akinean declared the whole Nino tradition to be a ninth century fabrication. As
for Rufinus’s narrative, Akinean considers that this story was not about the Georgian conversion but about the Armenian
by St Hripsime and St Gregory. But here again Akinean argues from silence. Akinean, Einfiihrung, 348. Babian also
rejects Rufinus’s testimony as unauthoritative. Babian, Relations, 14-29. For a detailed study of Rufinus’s narrative, see
Thelamon, Paiens et chrétiens, 13-28, especially, 85-122.
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according to which sources is it known that Georgians started to develop their own “national” tradition
immediately after “Dwin III”’? To my knowledge there is no evidence for this at all; it is based on the concept
that they “must have done so”.

Secondly, founded on this common assumption that the “schism” gave rise to the “nationalization” of the
tradition, another hypothesis is set forth, namely that the Conversion of Georgia must have appeared around
the same time. According to this logic, it follows that the “schism” and the seventh century in general are not
only the termini post quem for the creation of the Nino cycle, of the Life of Nino and of the entire Conversion,
but are even the termini ante quem, meaning that the Georgians must have produced such a work
immediately after the schism, a fact that is altogether logically unjustifiable. Why not then eighth, ninth or
tenth century, or why not the sixth, or fifth? Are there any linguistic or historical tools to date the Conversion,
apart from the idea that it must be a “post-Dwin I1I”” text? None at all.

Thirdly, and this third assumption contradicts everything that was said before, Rapp claims that the
tradition which has Nino as a Hripsimean entered the Armenian tradition from a “post-schism Kartvelian
author”. If so, which account is older? That of the Conversion or Xorenac‘i’s? Is it likely that Xorenac‘i heard
that Georgians were writing about Nino and therefore decided to fit her into his own narrative? Why would
he do so, if he had Agathangelos and others to use, where there is no Nino at all? Furthermore, if the
Conversion of Georgia had been created to suppress the memory of connections with the Armenians, why is
in the same narrative the third archbishop of Mcxeta identified as a former deacon of Katholikos Nersés 12°"°
How can one explain so many other ties with the Armenians in the very same text which no one thought to
suppress. Again, how shall one deal with Theodoret’s account of the conversion of Iberia? His story
coincides strikingly with the Conversion of Georgia: the fugitive woman, the healing of the queen by the
same woman, the blinding and healing of the kings and the erection of the first church. All these are present
in Theodoret’s story.*"

Finally, after all exactly what is meant by “Dwin III”’? This council was convened for a sole reason — to

elect Katholikos Abraham several years after Movses Elivardec‘i’s death. The council did indeed set forward

813 Conlber, 324-325.
14 Theodoret, 74-76.
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anti-Chalcedonian decrees but it was not gathered to counter the Georgians, since after Abraham’s election,
the debates between the Armenian and Georgian katholikoi continued afresh and the condemnation of the
Georgians happened several years later and not at that council, as Rapp claims.®”® Therefore, to speak of the
Third Council of Dwin as of a watershed is equally groundless.

It is striking how a hypothesis can be built upon a previous hypothesis and in the process the earlier
hypothesis (“exhilarating times”) is presented as a fact. For these reasons I have to disagree both with the
methodology and with individual claims.®’® As G. Graham puts it “historical understanding must concern
itself with both a priori and a posteriori, with the conceptually adequate and historically accurate”.®'” This is
true, but unfortunately the a priori conceptualization often projects itself on a posteriori conclusions, as in
this case.’"®

I believe, considering all this, the Caucasian schism is not the best possible explanation for the difficulties

619

concerning the Nino tradition.”~ But the question certainly remains, why is there no reference to St Nino in

earlier Georgian texts and why does she emerge only later?*® Is it possible to speak of Nino being forgotten
and re-remembered? Or perhaps completely made up, as some scholars have suggested? How could a person
of such importance be forgotten at all? Why does K‘yron of Mcxeta not mention Nino at all, but does

3 ?621

acknowledge the roles of Gregory the Illuminator and of Mastoc This final fact is usually employed as

815 Rapp, Studies, 169.
616 Rapp generalizes further when, in discussing the legend of Kartlos and Haos, he unfortunately fails to explain how on
the one hand the suppression of the memory of Gregory is possible while, on the other hand, how Haos is held up as the
elder brother. Rapp, Studies, 169-196.
817 Graham, Past, 20.
618 A similar position is held by N. Akinean who argues that the Nino story in the Georgian tradition is derived from the
Armenian translation of Socrates and Agathangelos. Akinean, Einfiihrung, 348.
591 pelieve B. Martin-Hisard’s take on the subject is the best argumented. Marin-Hisard, “Sainte Nino”, 73:
620 G. Babian finds a “solution” also to this problem: Nino simply never existed. Babian, Relations, 27. Babian continues
the medieval Armenian tradition by considering Gregory to be illuminator of the Caucasus including Georgia. As for
Saint Nino, she is mentioned only twice. The testimony by Rufinus Babian is dismissed as “vague and devoid of
historical and topographical data”. Needless to say, the extensive Georgian tradition of St Nino is not mentioned at all.
See his chapter entitled “Saint Gregory the Illuminator, Apostle of Armenia and Georgia” in Babian, Relations, 14-29.
62! See supra. One of the redactions of the Life of Nino actually expresses this concern, namely, that Nino was forgotten
for centuries and only now was rediscovered. Conlber, 163: ,§oabo Jstmmols dmd3g30bse, Gmdmoms3 mdgemdsh bsmgemmo
29300G(g0bgs, ... 3005639 FeemsbBo, §0653dmmeEmsash Esggsrnmo, 39dmamdse dGugamms Fsdms ©s Fgmms 303m3gm. In the tenth
century Nino also appears in iconography. A relief of St Nino in Osk‘i Cathedral, built in 963—76, is the oldest surviving
relief of the illuminatrix. It is curious that the gap between the first and second oldest surviving representation of St Nino
is over two hundred years. The fresco in the Church of the Dormition of Var3zia dates to the first years of the reign of
Queen Tamar (c.1184—6). St Nino became especially popular in the twelfth-thirteenth centuries. See Skhirtladze, “St.
Nino and Art”, 330-335.
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the argument that in the seventh century Nino’s cult was not known in the Georgian tradition and the idea of
Nino was not yet developed as a counterpart to Gregory.*> Muradyan also notes that K ‘yron did not set forth
a “counter-argument” against the Armenian “argument” that we all belonged to the lot of St Gregory.®” But I
believe that expecting from a medieval author to present either of these traditions as an argument is a
problem, because then there was no need for such “arguments”. It must be remembered that the argument
during the initial Ibero-Armenian debates was not that “we” converted “you” to Christianity and now you
rebel against us but instead, who stayed true to the common foundations. This is a late re-appraisal and
scarcely contemporary with the schism. As such, K‘yron did not at all need to mention Nino. Nino was not a
counterpart to Gregory because it might well have been that in that period it was much more prestigious to be
connected with Gregory rather than with a hostage woman. Moreover claiming the common heritage of St.
Gregory was a much more effective polemical move. P. Muradyan suggests that this is due to the close ties
between the Armenian and Georgian Churches in the fifth and sixth centuries when the cult of Nino had
faded away and was slowly occupied by that of Gregory the Illuminator.®** I sympathize with this suggestion.
Not even in the tenth century, when at least four redactions of the Conversion of Georgia existed was the
case that Nino was revered as the greatest saint in Georgian piety. Moreover, she is, for example, totally

absent from the tenth century Synaxary of George the Hagiorite (1009-1065).%

Only one, Sinaitic redaction
out of five manuscripts of the Synaxary, commemorates St Nino and includes her service. Another related
problem is the remembrance of St Nino’s evangelism. A Sinaitic (N-Sin, 55) manuscript reads:

The same day [to be commemorated] the death of the holy apostle Nino and enlightener of the

Georgians, who undertook great labours and performed innumerable miracles and suffered multiple
tortures by Mirian the ungodly king.**®

Apart from the fact that the Sinaitic Synaxary is the only version that mentions St Nino, it is no less
puzzling that the holy King Mirian is called “ungodly” and it is claimed that he had tortured Nino. How can

this be so when in the tenth century on Mt Sinai, there were two redactions of the Conversion of Georgia that

622 Babian, Relations, 14-29.

%23 Muradian, “Caucasian World”, 17.

624 Ibid., 10-11.

625 K ekelidze, Liturgical Monuments, 228-313.

626 Synax, 351: s3sbgy emgbs dogemgdse Fdowols 6obe dmzodnmolse ©s JsGmggmms 3s63sbsmmmdmolive, Gedgmmdsh gGoswbo

Ierr78§ 93060 @8 @036760 Lolformmbo smslitrnmbs s ddsgsemabols §sdgdsbo [anmE]oSGo] 30606 dcrmemals 5900foggolegsh.
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have been kept there from at least the tenth century and that none of the surviving versions claim such a
thing? The already mentioned codex A 97, of T ao-K‘lar3etian origin, includes commemorations of Georgian
and Armenian saints in its margins. Almost everyone known to the Georgian tradition is mentioned aside
from Nino - and this well after the appearance of the famous Sat‘berdi edition of the Conversion. *’ Should
we speak of several independent traditions of St Nino? ** We saw that in St Susanik’s case, there were
probably two separate Georgian traditions of commemorating here, T‘ao-K‘lar3etian and Mcxetan. For the
moment, there is no definitive solution to this problem. The only conclusion to be drawn is that we are far
from having a coherent understanding of how the tradition of St Nino was diffused, the role it played in
various literary and monastic circles and how exactly she was remembered, when, why and under which

circumstances St Nino was highlighted and obscured.

I would suggest to divorce the question from pre- and post-schism conceptualization. It cannot be merely
said that at a specific point, the cult of St Nino emerged only to be diffused and absolutized. The case of St
Nino is much more complicated than a mere attempt to distance from the Armenians and the Armenian
narrative of conversion. The Nino cycle reflects various strata of the formation of Georgian aspirations and
ideology, both royal and monastic. It is widely believed that the “cult” of Saint Nino re-emerged in the ninth
century, when the so-called Sat‘berdi edition of the Conversion of Georgia and of the Life of Saint Nino was
compiled.” In the same period, Nino was included in the liturgical books and Jadgaris (Hymns). Thereafter,
i.e. in the 9"-10" centuries, Nino became especially popular in the Georgian ecclesiastical tradition and

8301 believe

occupied the central position in Georgian eschatological, hymnographic and liturgical literature.
that the Life of Saint Nino itself, as we now know it, is a compilation of several narratives about various

events in Nino’s life.”! M. Tarkhnishvili is in principle correct, when he classifies different legends about St

627 a.) The observation, yet unpublished, belongs to Dr. D. Chitunashvili who orally proposed this idea and provided the
relevant material, and to whom I owe special thanks. b.) Arseni Sapareli equally does not mention Nino at all but does in
fact mention Gregory the Illuminator and this in early eleventh century.

628 Arseni Sapareli equally does not mention Nino at all but does in fact mention Gregory the Illuminator and this in
early eleventh century. This was often seen as a problem. See commentary in AS-Fr, 63-65. Contrary to this I do not see
any reasons why Aseni would have elaborated on St Nino in this context.

29 For the chronological layers of the Nino stories, see Lerner, Wellspring, 37-59; Tarkhnishvili, “Legend”, 98-117.

30 Toane Zosime: “And new Nino and Queen Helen converted, these are two sisters, as Mary and Martha”.

! These narratives are headed in the following way: Narrated by Salome Ujarmeli, the student of Nino, on the
provenance of the saint; Nino’s coming to Georgia and destruction of the statue of Armazi; Narrated by Sidonia, student
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Nino according to different periods. He sees in the Conversion of Georgia a reflection of the growth of St
Nino’s importance in Georgian consciousness.”> For example, the story of the erection of the Living Pillar
should have been widespread when Nino was not yet allocated such a central role in the Georgian story of
conversion and therefore she is mentioned only once: “Lord Jesus Christ whom we believed through a slave
woman”.**? Equally different and unequal are the epithets used to describe St Nino. If in older layers she is
called simply Nino or dedak‘aci Nino (woman Nino), she is later venerated as “deda” (mother) or as

“dedaupali” (queen).***

Nino was “re-remembered”, that is to say recalled or brought up in a different
fashion, in new splendour. She had to become a “New Nino” as she is called in the Praise and Glory of the
Georgian Language.” By the tenth century Georgia would become the “lot of the Mother of God” and
therefore, by analogy, women ought to have occupied a central role in conversion history. Needless to say,

analogies between the Mother of God, Queen Tamar, St Nino and Queen Helen grew even more popular

during and after the reigns of Tamar (1184—1213) and that of her daughter, Rusudan (1223-45).%°

As for the role of St Gregory in the Georgian tradition and whether or not his memory was suppressed,
nothing at all indicates that there was any such attempt.”” Georgians produced several translations of the Life
of Saint Gregory, both complete and partial, and according to the accepted dating, this happened around the

638

ninth century.””” Not that the Georgians tried to distance from the Gregory tradition, on the contrary, they

accused Armenians of betraying Gregory’s legacy and of apostatizing. Consequently he was used as an

of Nino, on the conversion of the king, the building of the first Churches, and the miraculous erection of the Pillar; told
by priest Abiatar about his own conversion and the Holy Tunic of the Lord; Story of the reception of three crosses;
another story of the erection of a cross; The Book of King Mirian; Mirian’s Ttestament, Prayers to Saint Nino; Nino’s
death. Conlber, 106-163.

82 For the development and transformation of the Nino tradition, see Gippert, “Nino-Tradition”, 126-130; Sterk,
“Mission from Below”, 286-298; Tarkhnishvili, “Legend”, 114; Thelamon, “Paiennes et Chrétiens”, 85-122; von
Lilienfield, “Apostel und Evangelist”, 223-249.

33 On different stages of the composition of Nino tradition, see Martin-Hisard, “Sainte Nino”, 62-63;

83% For aspects of collective memory and varience in remembrances, see Surguladze, “Social Memory, 321-329; For folk
versions of Nino tradition, see Ghambashidze, “Folk Tradition”, 398-404.

%3 Kiknadze, “New Nino”, 196-202.

6%¢ See Eastmond, Royal Imagery, 119-121; Thierry, “Nino”, 155.

7 Only today is St Gregory perceived as an “Armenian” saint among the less enlightened Georgians, not in the Middle
Ages, hence the very clumsy labeling of the Armenian Church as “Gregorian” i.e. “Monophysite”.

% Abuladze, “Agathangelos”, 73-109; Melikset-Bek, “Georgian Agathangelos™; van Esbroeck, “Martyre Georgien”,
129-187. See Muradyan’s editions of the Georgian versions of the Passions of the Hripsimeans and the Life of St
Gregory: MartRhyps-Geo, 13-72; VitaGr-Geo, 124-220. On an 11™ ¢. manuscript of the passions of the Hripsime and
Gaiane see Garitte, “Fragment”, 89-102. The passions of Hripsime have been incorporated into numerous Georgian
synaxaria.
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argument in the polemic against the Armenians. Such is, for example, the spirit of Arseni Sapareli’s entire
treatise. As indicated above, many fell into the trap of projecting modern nationalistic aspirations to the
Middle Ages. Medieval Georgians and Armenians did not struggle over questions such as who was the first,
as one hears today. Greater interest lay in who was the legitimate heir of common aspects of the foundations.
Georgians refrained from emphasizing who converted whom, or who created whose literacy, because these
were not the important issues they seem to be today. Moreover, the rejection of everything Armenian was not
a trait of medieval Georgian culture; translating from Armenian did not stop in the seventh or eighth century.
But obsessions such as these have become a commonplace in the contemporary Caucasus. Nowadays most
non-specialist Georgians would say that Gregory was an ethnic Armenian rather than Parthian, the Armenian

Apostolic Church is even often classed as Gregorian, lamentably meaning non-Orthodox.

4.2.2. THE MASTOC ‘  STORY

A similar fate was shared by the problem of the creation of literacies in the Caucasian region. Concerning
the issue, two traditions persist: According to the Armenian narrative, the creator of the Armenian, Georgian
and Albanian writings was Vardapet Mastoc® (later called Mesrop). As for the Georgian tradition, it attributes
the creation of the Georgian alphabet to the third-century B.C. King Parnavaz.”*’ It is not my intention to
overview the historiography of this question, or to tackle the problem of the Caucasian alphabets, or to
suggest any positive solution to the problem but only to relate the issue with our general problematic.
Curiously the core of the controversy concerning the subject once again lies in the documents emanating
from the schism and in the belief that during the controversy, the Georgians, i.e. K“yron, still have not effaced
the traces of their cultural dependency on the Armenians.**” Consequently, following the schism, or broadly

speaking, following the separation of the Armenians and Georgians and the formation of the pro-Byzantine

539 M. Brosset supported the position of Leont‘i suggesting that King Parnavaz might have created the Asomtavruli
alphabet while the Xucuri script was a Christian innovation: Brosset, Histoire de la Georgie 1, 43; N. Marr also
considered the xucuri script to be a Christian invention, without indicating the author, whereas the Mxedruli (military)
script was a pagan cultural introduction: Marr, Grammar, 2; S. Rapp suggests that Parnavaz created a local variant of the
Aramaic script. S. Kakabadze considered Mastoc* a reformer of the Old Georgian pagan script: Kakabadze, Historical
Studies, 28-29; Scholars such as D. Bakradze, M. Janashvili, 1. Javakhishvili and S. Janashia all considered the Georgian
alphabet to be a creation of pagan times. Bakradze, Paleography, 203; Janashvili, History of Georgia 1, 70-71;
Javakhishvili, Palaeography, 194; Janashia, History 1, 92-93. See also, Kakabadze, Studies, 28-29; Allen, History, 310;
Tsereteli, “Armazian Writing”, 71.

%40 Babian, Relations, 47.

188



aspirations of the latter, the Georgians began to forget the fact that Mastoc‘ had created a writing for them,
just as they treated St Gregory.®*' Such a theory is indeed not too complex but flawed on several levels. The
first questionable assumption is how widespread was the “Mastoc* theory” after all and the second, more
general question is, do we really have any grounds to claim that the Georgian embarked upon such a project

of forgetting?

The Armenian tradition, more popular both in Armenian and western scholarship than the Georgian, does
not appear to be as uninterrupted and as universally accepted as is usually presented.’** It has been noted
several times that Koriwn’s Life of Mastoc® is far from being taken without critique. Contemporary
tendencies in scholarship are much more critical towards Koriwn and no longer take his testimonies at face

643
value.

The other sources, apart from Koriwn, that refers Mastoc® as to the creator of Caucasian alphabets, is
Movses Xorenac‘i. At a later time, the same information was repeated by Movsés Katankatwac‘i, Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc‘i, Kirakos Ganjakec‘i and some of the later Synaxaries. As for the earliest period, neither

Lazar P‘arpec‘i nor any other historian or text of the sixth or seventh century acknowledge anything of

Mastoc*’s being the creator of the Georgian and Albanian alphabets.*** Moreover, although P‘arpec‘i claimed

641'S. Janashia also explains the narratives of the alphabet and Gregory the Illuminator by the idea of unity and
separation but in a reversed prism. He also claims that in the sixth century the Armenians were ecclesiastically dominant
in the region when the story of the Caucasian alphabets was forged. Janashia, Studies 1, 116.
642 0ddly enough, G. Babian dismisses completely both the Georgian tradition and the critical approach towards Koriwn,
by stating that simply “there has always been a certain reluctance on the part of the Georgian scholars, in particular, to
accept the historicity of Mastoc‘’s invention of a Georgian alphabet,” as if the critical approach towards Koriwn is a
mere nationalistic whim. See Babian, Relations, 47.
9 That The Life of Mastoc* cannot be accepted without criticism was argued first by I. Javakhishvili in Armenian
Literature, 162-167. G. Winkler states in her translation and commentary of Koriwn that: “Freilich ist es auch moglich,
hier an eine frith erfolgte interpolation des Berichts uber die Schopfung des georgischen Alphabets durch mesrop
Mastoc® zu denken, denn Koriwns Vita ist nicht immer ganz vertrauenswiirdig”. Winkler, Koriwn, 291; On a more
general level R. Thomson explains in his translation of Lazar P‘arpec‘i: “The various uncertainties about the authors and
times of composition of Armenian histories have led to much debate — at times acrimonious. Even the order of witnesses
is sometimes uncertain. Was Lazar influenced by EliSe’s description of the revolt led by Vardan Mamikonean in
450/451, or vice versa? Did Lazar use the History of Movs€s Xorenac‘i, or vice versa? There are many descriptions of
the invention of the Armenian script by Mastoc‘. Who embellished whom, especially in view of the complicated history
of Koriwn’s biography?” Lazar-Eng, 5.
644 2) N. Akinean argued that the first part Lazar’s History is in fact an eighth century work and that until the eighth
century there was no such redaction of Koriwn’s work that would speak of the Georgian and Albanian alphabets.
Akinean, “Sources”, 459; GT* II, 042.
b) I cannot accept the justification presented by G. Babian for the absence of such information in Lazar’s work. Babian,
Relations, 41. “In his narration, his obvious admiration of the hellenophile Catholicos Sahak has to some extent
overshadowed the figure of Mastoc®. Thus, there is some doubt as to whether his narrative can be given the same value
as the two sources which have just been mentioned (Koriwn, Movsés Xorenac‘i).” Once again Babian is being selective.
The only reason that he sees P‘arpec‘i as doubtful is that he does not make reference to Mastoc* creating Georgian and
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to be basing himself on Koriwn, his narrative is still quite different from that by Koriwn as we know it.**

With security it can be said that two more or less early historians speak of Mastoc* as the creator of the
Caucasian alphabets — that is Koriwn in the fifth century and Movs€s Xorenac‘i in the eighth-ninth centuries.
There is no need to deal with details with the question of dating and trustworthiness of Movs€s Xorenac‘i as

much has already been written on this author and also on his position vis-a-vis Georgia.

After Xorenac‘i had been post-dated and Koriwn’s trustworthiness markedly challenged, the earliest
source concerning Mastoc‘ remained the much-discussed correspondence between katholikoi K‘yron and
Abraham — again a document emanating from the schism. One sentence from the Book of Letters could
seemingly be considered as a proof for the existence of an uninterrupted tradition that attributed the creation
of the Georgian alphabet to Mastoc‘. This passage became a subject of controversy and was thoroughly
studied together with the publication of the Georgian translation of the Book of Letters.** Below is but a
summary of the main arguments and conclusions hitherto set forth. The third letter of Katholikos Abraham to
Katholikos K‘yron states:

But now let us not be slouthful in renewing the spiritual love which once existed between two people,
the teaching which we have received from the same source. First they themselves received the light of

the life, as the prophets and the apostles taught us, and then they sowed both for us and for you the
same divine service, first the blessed Saint Gregory and then Mastoc*, and the knowledge of letters to

fortify the faith.*’

The last phrase was noted to be inorganic with respect to the passage as a whole and, indeed, it appears to
be somewhat artificially attached to the paragraph. One might, of course, argue that to consider this part of

the passage to be unnatural is simply a matter of point of view but, as it turns out, this is also supported by

Albanian writings, even though the process of the creation of the Armenian alphabet is described in detail. For
P‘arpec‘i’s testimonies on Iberia, see Janashia, “P‘arpec‘i”.

643 f azar-Eng, 10-11, 46-53.

64 My contribution to the question is minimal and I shall only summarize the position. For a much detailed study, see
GT* II, 030-047. The controversy over this passage broke out between Z. Aleksidze and P. Muradyan and was reflected
in an active correspondence. See Muradyan, “Third Letter”, 41-64. For Aleksidze’s argument, see US II, 289-330. G.
Babian also brings up this sentence but ignores the entire problematic. Babian, Relations, 51, fn. 39.

%7 GT 1, 180; GT* 11, 92-93; GT* III, 340: Puyg wpy Uh~ htnquugnip, qukpt hnglinp' np Yuyp h dke kplmg
wqqugu' unpngl), quyu np h Uhnok wnpkpt wnbtwy; Ep quppuuybunmpht, np twh huptwip
qytunuuniptwut |nju wehtt npyku niunightt dwpqupkpt b wpwpbwptt b www dkq b dkq hwuwpul
ubipdwikght qUuunmiwbwwwownniphtl, Lwpn bpwubiht unippt Gppgnp, b wwyuw Uwpnng, b ggpng
Swunpniphit h wunniphit huwwnng.
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textological evidence, for the Uxtané€sian edition of the correspondence has nothing of the kind and, although
he verbatim reproduces the paragraph, the final phrase (‘and knowledge of letters to fortify the faith’) is
missing altogether.*® Uxtangs presents Mastoc* as an enlightener, not a creator of alphabets. If, by the time of
Uxtangs, the phrase in question existed, why did not he use it as yet another argument against the Georgian
cause? Uxtan€s’s primary purpose was certainly polemical; he was writing at a time when every argument
against the Georgians had to be used and this he actually did. His conventional policy was to edit the text of
the Book of Letters by removing the sections he considered as irrelevant for his agenda. He would then
adduce or highlight all relevant questions connected with Armeno-Georgian controversy in order to
strengthen the position of the Armenian Church. Often being more or less truthful to the text, Uxtangs also
added his own comments and notes, which also served a polemical purpose.** But here this is not the case.
Even earlier in the text, in a chapter dedicated to the provenance of the Georgians, Uxtan&s described them as
Babylonian slaves, who sprouted throughout the region, and then spoke of the Georgian language and writing
but he made no mention of the Armenian contribution to the latter.*° The only reasonable conclusion to this
problem is that, by the time of Uxtangs, the sentence did not exist but was added later on and can be regarded

as yet another medieval forgery.®'

Two further data suggest that the story of Mastoc® was not as widespread as one might imagine today.
The Georgian Lives of the Kings, discussed above, being probably the only “armenophile” piece of Medieval
Georgian literature, states explicitly that the creator of the Georgian alphabet was the third century B.C. King

Parnavaz:

48 US 11, 136; US-Eng, 98.

649 For Uxtangs’s editorial technique, see study in US, 239-345.

50Us, 66.

651'S. Rapp also notes, and to my mind rightly, that “there is also the claim advanced by Koriwn in his saintly biography
of MasStoc* that the Georgian script had been invented at the direction of Mastoc®. It is within the realm of possibility
that this tradition, repeated by many later Armenian historians, may not have been part of the original fifth-century text
at all but added after 607. Significantly, all of the extant MSS containing The Life of Mastoc * were copied centuries after
the split. Consequently, scribal manipulation reflecting post-schism (especially anti-Georgian) attitudes potentially
contaminates all MSS copied after the time. It is therefore conceivable, though not yet proven, that valuable information
about Georgia transmitted by pre-schism Armenian texts was exercised by later, post-schism individuals. Similarly, the
advent of Georgian historiography after Duin III required us to consider the possible tailoring of the Georgian past in
order to legitimate the present or to serve as a blueprint for a desired future”. Rapp, Studies, 450. Once again, I would
rather have expected a longer tradition of rewriting than mere ‘pre’ and ‘post’ schismatic events.
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Parnavaz became the first King in Kartli of the seed of Kartlos. He spread the Georgian language and
since no other language was spoken in Kartli apart from the Georgian. And he created the Georgian
writing [mc ‘ignobroba).*>

It is true that mc ‘igonroba could mean many different things, including writing, literacy or indeed
alphabet but what really matters is that Leont‘i Mroveli, author or the editor of the Lives of the Kings, had
nothing to say on this account when his narrative reached the fifth century. So early a dating as proposed by
Leont‘i is unacceptable to current scholarship, but the problem still remains: if the author of the Lives of the
Kings claimed that almost everything in Georgia including the language was Armenian, before it became
Georgian, why would he not mention that the alphabet was also created by an Armenian? Moreover, the
Armenian translator of the Life of the Kings slavishly follows the Georgian source without questioning the
Georgian tradition, even though we know how often the translations’ ideological contents were altered.’>
Mxit‘ar Ayrevanec‘i also repeated Leont‘i’s testimony and did not seem to know the “Armenian theory”.
Here he merely says that “Armenian literacy was begun by St Mesrop and St Sahak, who together with sixty
students translated the Old and New Testaments”.®* Although this is no place for a proper study of the
problem, it is worthwhile noting that the legend of Mastoc*’s being the creator of any alphabet is not entirely
unchallenged even in the Armenian tradition. For example, an anonymous seventh century Armenian
chronicle attributes to Mastoc* the reform of the Armenian alphabet, not its creation,” Vardan Arewelci®*®

and Asolik®” and one manuscript of Xorenac‘i.® There is no mention at all of the Albanian and Georgian

writings.

652 VitaRegn, 26: 3 9bg BB35B agem 3063900 g3 JoGmeals Bobs Jotmenmbiols bamglsgmsgsba. 3356 3sbsg@3em 965 Jstrrmgemo, s
33t 0BEWBYdemEs bgs 965 Jsmeals Bobs mzboge Jetorgemols, ws 3336 Bg4d6s IFogbmdtmds Jsdmgmno.
653 VitaGeo-Thom, 37-38; VitaGeo-Arm, 36: Uw U hpwdwb wdkbuyt Eplhhtt pwiuly) qignit Ypwg. b wpup ghp
1Eqniht 9 pwg.
64 MA, 47: Uhqph nupmphwig qpng h aknt uppny; Uwhwluy b Ukupnuwy, npp Jupunit wpwlkpnop
woliwnbw)p pupquiuikghtt qudbkuwyu Zht b ‘Lnp frnujupwu:
655 AnonymVII, 57. The editor of the Chronicle dates it to the seventh century, as for the manuscript, it is dated to 971.
Marr did not consider MaStoc® as creator of any alphabets but as a reformer of the old Armenian alphabet that had been
created according to a Syriac prototype. Marr, Baptizing, 157; Similarly L. Melikset-Bek considered Mastoc* to be a
reformer of the Armenian alphabet rather than creator: Melikset-Bek, Old Armenian Literature, 77-78; also Melikset-
Bek, “Alphabets”, 52-60.
0 VA, 70.
%7 ST, 139-140.
5% On this issue, see Abelean, “Mesrop Mastoc”, 47.
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The lamentable nature of similar problems is a unilateral approach and conceptualization that Georgians
and Armenians co-existed in a brotherly way until the early seventh century. Gradually, following the schism,
the Georgians began to reject everything Armenian and a kind of a national revival took place there. It
follows that it was only since that point that Georgians set out to construct their own “national” history,
acquiring nationalistic aspirations both cultural and political. It also follows that concepts of a “national
illuminator”, “national scholarship” or even “national alphabet” emerged thereafter. That this
conceptualization is entirely built on silence is argued further by a stela discovered in the village of Davati in
1980. The stela both artistically and paleographically is dated to the second half of the sixth century.®® It
depicts two angels carrying a mandorla with the Georgian alphabet inscribed in it. Below the scene of the
exaltation of the alphabet there are two other, probably lay figures. This already suggests that the role of the
national alphabet was important in the Georgian culture. On the other hand there is the very short Praise and
Glory of the Georgian Language copied by loane Zosime in the tenth century, where the Georgian language
is assigned apocalyptic functions.®® Even the dating of Praise and Glory was determined by the notion that it
must have been created during some kind of a hypothetical national upheaval among tenth century Georgians,
although Ioane Zosime is most probably the copyist and not the author and the text is much older. Therefore,
we should both abandon making ultimate generalizations about the processes of “nationalization” based on

these individual testimonies and also take them into account before creating theories.

4.3. GEORGIAN, I.LE. CHALCEDONIAN, I.E. ARMENIAN? THE “LINGUISTIC TURN”

The end of Late Antiquity was marked by two developments in the Caucasus that to a certain extent can
be considered as conclusive: The two largest Churches of the region, the Georgian and the Armenian,
separated from each other’s communion. The latter soon formed what we call today a national Church.
Around the same time there transpired the final schism between the Byzantine and Armenian Churches.
During the following two to three centuries, shifts in cultural and religious geography in the Caucasus and

Anatolia resulted in the formation of new religious, cultural and ethno-religious identities. As we have seen

59 Abramishvili, Aleksidze, “National Motif”, 283-292.
660 K ekelidze, History, 112.
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above, such formations were especially sensitive in the Armeno-Georgian marchlands, where Armenian,
Georgian, Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian elements came to closest contact and confrontation and where
specific remembrances of common past were being formed. The new ethno-religious identities forged in the
Middle Ages affected the historical perception of the schism itself, as explained above, these were exactly the
people who remembered or, better to say, for whom the remembrances were created. The resultative character
of these two processes cannot be considered as imperative neither chronologically nor in their essence,

despite this they are often viewed and studied in a single discourse of the Caucasian unity and separation.®®'

The ethno-confessional transformation of the early Middle Ages is not the best recorded episode of
Caucasian history, although these changes were certainly reflected in the language and remained deep in the
consciousness of both the Armenian and Georgian peoples. Terminological confusion was actively employed
by medieval historians and polemicists, the mutual naming and misnaming resulted in intentional or
unintentional misunderstandings as we saw in the initial debates between Armenians and Georgians.®® The
same process was carried on in the Middle Ages, where semantic shifts went even further. But the problem of
the ethnic and confessional affiliations, and indeed the very statement of that problem, are very modern and
reflect contemporary ideological aspirations for the modern South Caucasus. Literature of the Middle Ages or
pre-modern literature did not consider this question at all. There exists no account of any deliberation on
whether someone was Armenian or Georgian based on his or her confessional affiliation. More importantly,
nor do we possess any evidence that ethnic and confessional markers were systematized and conceptualized.
The abstractions of Late Antique Caucasian Church history, which have been disparaged throughout the
thesis, were only projected onto the Middle Ages by contemporary historiography. It is important to
understand how these ethnic and religious groups remembered the religious separation and how they
perceived their own selves vis-a-vis each other, what it meant to be an ethnic Armenian in a religiously and

ethnically heterogeneous community. Unfortunately for scholarship, some modern writers on the region,

691 p_ Muradyan, for example, although to my mind erroneously, dates the formation of the new ethnic and religious

stratum of Chalcedonian Armenians in Georgia from the period of the Schism, when according to the Narratio de Rebus
Armeniae, part of the fugitive bishops found asylum in T‘ao and perhaps also in Iberia. Muradyan, Armenian
Inscription, 77-78.

%2 See supra.
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starting with the twentieth century, have heavily abused the dilemma. Below are given specific instances of
strong misrepresentations of these processes motivated by the ideological platform on which certain scholars

stood and still stand.

The polarization of confessional, cultural and sometimes political aspirations was also reflected in
language and semantics and the way they named each other. The role of the ethnic and confessional markers
and of their respective semantic fields, such as Georgian, Armenian, Armenian/Georgian by faith,
Armenian/Georgian by race, and other ethnika and religious markers are targets of intense scholarly
speculation. The singular, disputed thesis was and still is: beginning from the early Middle Ages did the
ethnic and confessional markers overlap throughout the entire medieval era? That is to say did Georgian
ultimately mean Chalcedonian for the Armenians? Alternatively, was being Armenian equal to being non-
Chalcedonian to a medieval Georgian? It has been often maintained that in the Middle Ages, together with
the dissolution of Armenian statehood in the region, national identity and religious belonging were often
confused and were overlapping. Indeed,

en I’absence de tout Etat arménien, 1’Eglise déviant le seul critére de légitimité nationale. Or, du point
de vue de la hiérarchie, quiconque ne rejette pas Chalcédoine et la fausse foi des Grecs n’appartient

plus a la nation. Du point de vue adverse, quiconque se déclare arménien est nécessairement un impie
e 663
et un séditieux. "’

This theoretical framework has been generalized, as a result of which, a flawed thesis was created,
namely, that the ethnic and religious were so strongly identified that Georgian and Armenian from ethnika
turned into confessional markers. Consequently, it is maintained that these transformations resulted in a strict
differentiation in the Middle Ages Caucasus: Georgian i.e. — Chalcedonian, Armenian, i.e. non-Chalcedonian.
The pioneer of this theory in the Armeno-Georgian context was N. Marr, whose conclusions became widely
disseminated in the scholarship and claimed that ethnic and religious markers were systematically

overlapping in the Armeno-Georgian realm.®* Later on the argument was taken over by two distinguished

663 Mahé, “L’Identité”, 70; See, also, Mahé, “L’église”, 457, where the author sees a development from a national

Church to Church-Nation. Despite the contemporary claims of the Georgian Church, no such process is attested in the

medieval Georgian literature.

%% Marr was the first scholar who made the initial suggestion in several articles about Chalcedonian Armenians. See

“Arkaun”, 1-68; “Problem of Arkaun™; 277-288; “Tsats”, 295-304; “Agape”, 141-142; “Armenian Manuscript”, 302-
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Armenian scholars, P. Muradyan®’ and V. Arutiunova-Fidanyan®® and subsequently often heard in the

field.®’

In contemporary scholarship the problem of confessional and ethnic, or of ethno-confessional, identities
over the whole of the region of the Caucasus and Anatolia is a vexata quaestio. Regrettably, however, too
many concepts of contemporary scholarship have been artificially designed and cannot be related to the
actual problematic of the age. The conventionally accepted theoretical framework initially advocated by N.
Marr and very popular nowadays suggests that after the separation or schism between the Armenians and the
Georgians, and also independently from this, leading to further ethno-confessional transformations, a certain
substratum was formed on the Armeno-Georgian borders, such as T‘ao and Gugark®, which is known in
recent studies as Chalcedonian Armenians — ethnic Armenians who remained outside the borders of the
jurisdiction of the Armenian Church and were incorporated into the Byzantine or Georgian Church and

668

state(s).”~ Once again we encounter the Caucasian Schism as an interpretive schema for another major

development, based upon the quoted passage from the Narratio de Rebus Armeniae, narrating about the

dissident bishops who did not hearken to Katholikos Abraham’s call and fled to Tais.®”

The existence of such a group is an undisputed fact and it has strongly contributed to the cultural life not

670

only of this specific region but also of the whole of eastern Anatolia’™ but the undisputable nature of the

309. Marr’s judgment is in many ways inadequate, but I shall not stop on each and every case. One of the most

important difficulties is that he projects Byzantine concepts in an Armenian realm. Marr developed his theory having

based it on the controversy concerning the ethnic identity of Grigol Bak‘urianisze. This occurred before the discovery of

the older Georgian version of the Typikon, which compromised his entire theory. As a response to this publication, V.

Arutiunova-Findanian made a Russian translation and a study of the Greek Typikon, apparently ignoring the Georgian

version. Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon. It is noteworthy that, as the publisher herself confesses, her main purpose was

to argue that Bakurianisdze was not Georgian but Armenian.

%% Muradyan, “Typikon”, 103-119; Muradyan claimed further that in the eleventh century Chalcedonian Armenians

were called Georgians. Muradyan, “Inscription”, 285.

666 Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Iver”, 46-66; Typikon;

87 See, e.g., Der-Ners@ssian, Etudes, 311.

%% For the discussion on the problematic of the concept in modern scholarship, see Zekiyan, “Subcaucasian Region”,

335-339.

59 See supra, p. 16.

57 The Armenians were especially predominant in the eastern provinces of Byzantium, around the Euphrates. The

Armenian provinces split by Theodosius I still remained demographically and culturally Armenian. The Armenian

populated lands were divided by Justinian into four parts. In subsequent centuries the Armenians migrated westwards

into north-eastern Asia Minor. By the tenth century, in east of Sebaste, Caesarea, Podandus and Tarsus the Armenian

population was so massive that Leo the Deacon speaks of “Armenian lands”, just as the Crusaders considered
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existence of such a group was unfortunately generalized by certain modern scholars in a number of ways.
There was even an attempt (and, unfortunately, this found its way into received scholarship) to coin a term
that was unknown in the Middle Ages. As a result, by some astonishing reasoning, some scholars have
suggested that the Armenian Vrac i azgaw,””" which literarily means “Georgian by provenance, family, race
or ethnicity”, in fact meant “Chalcedonian Armenian”. From this assumption a wide range of historical,
architectural, art historical and other conclusions were drawn. But this claim was pure assumption, based on
the conceptual framework that there were many Armenians, therefore he or she must have been Armenian.
Aside from presumption, as we shall see below, there are no tangible reasons for such a claim and in fact it is
of a major difference between someone being called Georgian by race or Georgian by faith and Armenian by
faith and Armenian by race. Ethnic and confessional terms were not easily confused, were not always
overlapping and needed further precision. This may sound as a truism, but unfortunately it needs to be argued

further because a vast number of problems have been raised from such a conceptualization.

A lengthy passage from N. Garsoian’s article concerning Armenian minorities in the Byzantine Empire
deserves special attention, first because Garsoian best summarizes the Armenian position vis-a-vis the
question and secondly, she is clearly the most authoritative scholar who in one way or another has tackled

these questions:

A second group that, on the contrary, has been for the most part distinguished from that of the
‘Armenians’ should also be mentioned here. This is the one composed of aristocratic families making
their way into imperial society, primarily during the tenth century, sometimes identified as ‘Armeno-
Iberians’ or merely ‘Iberians’; the most important for us here are the Phokades, the Vxkac‘i/Kexkac‘i,
in sense the great Bagratid dynast of Tayk‘/Tao at the end of the tenth century, David the
Kouropalates, and the much disputed figure of Gregorios Pakourianos, Grand Domestikos of the West
and loyal supporter of Alexios I. It is not my purpose to address here the vexata quaestio of their
ultimate ethnic origin, which lies far beyond the scope of this enquiry, but merely to note the degree to
which this group pertains to the question of Armenian assimilation and the sense in which the terms
‘Iberian’ and ‘Armenian’ were used in this period. It has also been repeatedly pointed out, primarily
by Viaida Arutjunova-Fidanjan, but also, if more guardedly, by Alexander Kazhdan and others, that

themselves to be in Armenian lands beyond Caesarea and Cappadocia. Garsoian, “Integration”, 53-55. On Armenian
minorities in Byzantium, see Charanis, Armenians, 19-21; “Ethnic Changes”, 28-29, 34-36; “Transfer”, 146-149;
Dagron, “Minorités”, 178, 208-213; Dedeyan, “Immigration”, 65-70, 99-100; “Mleh le Grand”,72-102; Kaegi, “Al-
Baladhuri”, 273-277; Kaplan, Byzance, 449 ;

7' 4zg has never been used in a confessional sense in Armenian. Nor Bargirk‘ repeatedly defines it as “genus”. NBHL,
6-8. Acharyan’s etimological dictionary also defines azg as synonym for tohm, se, zawak, zarm, groh, each heaving a
familial meaning. All medieval Armenian authors have used this word and in every single case it has the above-listed
meaning.
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the term ‘Iberos’ in the tenth and eleventh centuries, while unquestionably used as an ethnikon much
of the time, could also refer to inhabitants of the theme of Iberia created as a result of the eastern
conquests of Basil II, or — which is the only excuse for raising the issue here — to Armenian
Chalcedonians whose conversion to the doctrine of the imperial church had separated them from their
original community. The sole undisputed aspect of the Ibero-Armenian group is that all of its members
adhered to the Chalcedonian confession. Beyond that there are the often reiterated facts: that Grigor
Vxkac‘i/Kexkac‘i, strategos of Larissa and Macedonia, called himself an Iberian in his Greek
inscription of 1006/7 at Egrek/Agarak, whereas his kinsman Bagrat Vxkac‘i, katepano of the East,
chose Armenian for his 1060 inscription on the cathedral of the former Bagratid capital of Ani, and
was apparently called an ‘Iberian by race’ (Vrac‘ azgaw) by the Armenian Mathew of Edessa, but an
Armenian by the Greeks, Attaleiates and the Continuator of Skylitzes; that Theoktistes Tov Eooiryuevou,
protos of Athos, used Armenian, as well as Greek, characters for his signature, as did Grigorios
Pakourianos, in the Greek version of the Typikon for his foundation dedicated to the Theotokos at
Petritzos, in which he admitted to having Armenian relatives even though he called himself an Iberian,
as did Matthew of Edessa, at the same time as Anna Komnena identified him as Armenian; that at the
end of the eleventh century, William of Tyre could give the composite description of Gabriel the ruler
of Melitene as, ‘an Armenian by nation, language and custom, but a Greek by faith;’ that although
David Kouropalates indubitably belonged to a junior branch of the Iberian Bagratids, Aristakes
Lastivertc‘i included his principality among the contemporary ‘Armenian’ kingdoms,’”* and Asolik
felt that a lengthy elegy on his death should be included at the end of his History;"” that the Arabic
Tale of the Brazen City was translated by his order into Armenian rather than Georgian; and that the
many splendid contemporary churches of his principality belong to a hybrid style known as Armeno-
Georgian and the Georgian inscription on the chapel of Gurgen next to the great cathedral Church of
ISxan has an addition in Armenian characters. All of these are patent contradictions which, pointing
toward a conclusion that attempts to enforce rigid categories separating ‘Iberians’ from ‘Armenians’ or
to pinpoint ultimate origin, do little to illuminate their roles and ultimately lead to dead ends. The
multilingual, multicultural world of the eastern borders of the Byzantine Empire under the
Macedonians, from which the families of both groups first made their appearance, is best exemplified
by the brilliant court of David the Kouropalates, which belonged simultaneously to the Greek, Iberian
and Armenian worlds. After very few generations of intermarriages, such as those between the
‘Iberian’ Phokades and the ‘Armenian’ Skleroi or Kourkouas-Tzimiskai, for example, the question of
limpieza de sangre could hardly be raised. The numerous translations from Armenian into Georgian
dating from this period or the translations of Greek philosophy in Armenian by Grigor Magistros
suggest likewise that no watertight cultural partitions should artificially be imposed. Memories of
ethnic origins undoubtedly lingered and could at times be used, usually with pejorative, rather than
descriptive, intent. The ethnika had not vanished altogether from the vocabulary, but neither we, nor
seemingly the contemporaries, could define their content with precision. Even a glance at the cursus
honorum of both groups and at the treatment of their elites within the empire reveals no appreciable
differences beyond individual cases or shifts in imperial policy. If so, a sharp distinction between the
‘Iberian’ and ‘Armenian’ aristocracies can hardly be maintained, as long as they shared the same
Chalcedonian confession, and any segregation of the Ibero-Armenian group from at least some of their
‘Armenian’ contemporaries does not seem useful or warranted for the purpose of the present
investigation.®”*

I agree with the general spirit of Garsoian’s position — it is indeed extremely difficult and to a certain
extent a futile enterprise to identify exact ethnic belonging of an aristocratic family owing to the long
histories of intermarriage with families of equal rank but different ethnicities. For a medieval aristocrat,

ethnicity was a much less important issue than for a modern person or a scholar and in general, royalty and

672 For the relevant passage in Bedrosian’s translation, see http:/rbedrosian.com/al.htm#1 (11.19.2012).
%73 ST, 375-378; ST-Ger, 209-212.
674 Garsoian, “Armenian Integration”, 88-92.
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aristocracy were and still are super-ethnic elements.®”” It is also not helpful for any study to focus solely on
discovering the direct ethnic relationships of a certain person or family. It is equally of little help to try to
determine, according to the Greek sources, who was who by provenance in the Middle Ages as there are
numerous instances in Greek corpus of confusion among Georgians, Armenians and others. Unlike some
scholars, we are not looking for “pure bloods” or “half bloods”. What needs to be established is how these
two ethnic, cultural and political groups, that is to say the Armenians and the Georgians, named each other;
how unity and separation affected the representation of each other, and finally how they perceived
themselves: their ethnic, cultural and religious affiliations vis-a-vis each other and how they projected their
contemporary self-identification back into the what we now call Late Antiquity. These questions cannot be

simply dismissed as irrelevant, because if used as markers, they were used for a reason.

Some modern scholars have considered that Georgian was so closely identified with Chalcedonian by the
medieval Armenians that the process went the other way around whereby Chalcedonian Armenians were also
called Georgians by race. A question that has apparently never occurred to V. Aritiunova-Fidanyan, the most
active proponent of the Vrac ‘i azgaw theory, whom Garsoian also quotes, is why must historians securely
accept Armenian as an ethnikon and do not doubt that Armenian means ethnic Armenian, whereas as soon as
we discuss Georgia and the Georgians, Georgian or even Iberian suddenly becomes a cultural or geographic
rather than an ethnic marker?®’® This view can be summarized in a surprising generalization:

The reception of ethnic belonging through the prism of confessional notions, which is common to

consciousness in general (?), was expressed among the monophysites (?) as a different Azg (tribe,
provenance, ethnicity).677

The writer makes two assumptions, firstly that such a “prism” belongs to some general “consciousness”

and secondly that religious affiliation was expressed by a word which explicitly denotes family or ethnicity.

75 For the problems of ethnicity in medieval context, see Hutchinson, Smith, Ethnicity, 107-135; For a status
quaestionis in the Caucasian context, see Zekiyan, “Subcaucasian Region”, 329-361, see also ibid, 334, fn. 5.
%76 In fact ‘Armenian’ was for centuries used to denote a person’s geographical provenance. See Brock, “Christians”, 16-
17.
877 Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Chalcedonian Armenians, 67. Regrettably the scholar does not provide a study of the usage of
the word azg in the medieval Armenian literature. To the best of my knowledge, there is not even a single instance in the
whole corpus of the Armenian literature when 4zg would stand for anything other than for a marker of ethnicity or
provenance. For a study see Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw II”, 389-431; “Vrac‘i”, 382-389.
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Consequently and not surprisingly, many Georgian figures, such as Ioane-Tornik‘e and his relatives, Grigol
Bak‘urianisze, Lip‘arit‘, Rat‘i, Zviad and Zakaria of ValaSkert, were considered to be Armenians.

The scholar based her argument on a passage of an early modern Armenian historian (17" ¢.), Yakob
Karnec‘i and of Matt‘eos Urhaec‘i, the misinterpretation of which led to the formation of this theory.®”
Ironically not only conclusions are erroneous but the interpretation of the passage is equally dubious. I
believe that on the contrary, Yakob Karnec‘i’s testimony is noteworthy in that it neatly demonstrates that the
ethnic and confessional components were not as mixed and blurred as they are nowadays. It is noteworthy
that two version of the same passage exist

In the valleys there were large Georgian monasteries in the villages of Xaxul, Osk and I$xan, and there
are no monasteries similar to them, except of Hagia Sofia in Constantinople. The inhabitants of this
land were partially Armenian and partially by [race and] faith Georgian, but they spoke Armenian.*”

The scholar argues that by “race and faith Georgian” was an old term denoting Chalcedonian Armenians.
First of all, only one redaction of the text menions “race” [azgaw] at all, and other versions speak only of

680

kroniwk* Vrac'i,”™ secondly, even if the texts is correct, race and faith are juxtaposed and are complimenting

%81 As for the passage from Urhaec'i, it describes the defence of

each other, not being synonymous in any way.
Ani by Bagrat Vxkaec‘i and Bagrat, son of Grigol Bakurianis3e, the “unfaithful Roman princes” who were
appointed by the Emperor to defend the Armenian land. Bagrat, father of Smbat and son of Grigol
Bakurianisze, of a Georgian family (Vrac ‘i azgaw) began to fortify the upper and lower citadels. When the
citizens saw how the “apostate defenders” fortified themselves, they abandoned the walls and fled.*
Appealing to the word “apostate”, Arutiunova-Fidanyan concludes that both were Armenian Chalcedonians,
that is to say Armenians who received the Georgian or Chalcedonian faith and were hence labelled

“Georgians by race”.’® Regrettably, the scholar forgot a textbook fact, that beginning from the seventh

century, and throughout the whole history of Armenian and Georgian relations and polemics, both considered

678 Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Chalcedonian Armenians, 67-68.

7 YK, 554: 61 Jwy h Ut dnpnjit Ukswuks Juinpuyp dpwgh ghint vwunt, N, b Pofuwd, np jup b tdwi ny
qn uingw, puyg pk {hth dhwjt unipptt Unthh b Ynunwtniniyojhu: Gi thu puwlhsp tphphu Yrubt Zugp b
YEul [mqquue U] Ypoupttt dpwgh, puyg Zuyh (kqnuwt juoukht:

%% Tronically, in an older article the scholar quotes and elaborates on this version of the text. Arutiunova-Fidanyan,
“Iver” 46-66.

%81 For the textual history of this passage, see Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw 117, 413-415.

52 MU, 147-149:

683 See Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Chalcedonian Armenians, 60-61; Maisuradze, Armeno-Georgian Relations, 179-180.
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each other as apostates from Orthodoxy. It was of no concern whether someone apostatised himself or
herself, the very fact of being heterodox was an apostasy. Arutiunova-Fidanyan’s argument was rejected by
Matt‘eos himself. When he spoke of the provenance of P‘ilaretos Varaznuni, the Byzantine ruler of Antioch,
he clearly differentiates between confessional and ethnic terms without confusing the two:
He did not know either Armenian, or Roman ways, but was Greek by faith (kronk horomoc®) and
Armenian by father and mother.®**

There exist further claims that while Armenian was an ethnic term, Georgian was a cultural marker. Such
claims inevitably lead to the inference that everyone called Georgian in the region was a Chalcedonian
Armenian. The truth is that the expressions “Georgian faith”, “Roman (Greek) faith” and “Armenian faith”
are quite common in both Armenian and Georgian literature, but never would a solely ethnic marker suffice,
that is to say expressions such as, Georgian, Georgian by race, georgianized, Georgian monastery, all these
expressions had different connotations in different contexts and were far from being systematic. As we shall
see below, the predicate Georgian is not enough unless it is followed by a subject or further explanation.
Even the way Georgianness or Armenianness was expressed was nuanced. For example Kirakos Ganjakec’i
spoke of certain people that: “They were from Xac¢‘eni by origin, from a noble family, Christians by faith,

orthodox, Armenians by ethnicity”.®*

The chief problem, as I understand it, is wholesale generalization. Another distinguished scholar who
tackled the question of religious and confessional identities in the region is A. Kazhdan.®® Yet I strongly
disagree with Kazhdan’s view that one must look for a system in the interchangeable usage of ethnic,

religious and territorial markers in the Caucasus.®®” On contrary, it is advisable to look into individual cases

684 MU, 206: Jwull gh kp uw wthwiwwn pphuninubwyg, ny Zuy ghnbiny ny Znnnd' Juppl b §potiphi gZnnnungl

niukp, b huykpitopt b dwytputoph Zuy kp.

% KG, 206: Unpw quurunuit fuwskitighp thb, jiplikjh wqgk, hwwnny pphunnibwgp, mnquthwnp b wqqut

hwy:

6% See Kazhdan, Ruling Class, 47-72, 143-145,

687 Kazhdan, Ruling Class, 143: To further support his point, Kazhdan mentions John Tzetzes, who calls Abasgs, Alans

and Iberians one tribe, but with Iberians being most superiors among them. "IBnozs 02 xai APacyol xai Adavoi & yévos: of

"IBnoes mowTevovtes, of ABacyol deutégay, of Alavor O’ éoymnact Taby Toiwy Uotepayv. Tzetzes, Chiliades, 190. Kazhdan

infers that this would mean that “tribe” in this case is a geographical designation rather than ethnic. But by the time of

Tsetzes, in the twelfth century Georgia was already a united kingdom and ethnonym “Georgian”, uniting western and

eastern Georgia, had long been coined. Therefore for Tzetzes, who probably knew the Georgian meaning of the words
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and try to explain them avoiding generalizations based on assumptions. If a problem concerns one or two
noble families, the same judgment cannot and must not be transferred to all other “doubted” families. For
certain persons and families there are abundant and relevant sources in all available languages but for others
none. Unfortunately A. Kazhdan also bases his judgment on Arutiunova-Fidanyan’s claim that “Georgian by
ethnicity” means “Chalcedonian Armenian”. She in turn fully based herself on Marr’s somewhat flawed
argumentation.”® Furthermore, Kazhdan contradicts himself when he suggests that in the case of Tornik‘e, he
might have been Georgian by father and Armenian by mother. Even if this were so, from where does one
draw such an inference? Indeed, if we are to generalize, if we cannot speak of the immediate ethnicity of
medieval nobility, then why and how does one specify in this completely concrete case the precise ethnic
origin of Tornik‘e?

Returning to the quotation from Garsoian, I cannot agree that “a sharp distinction between the ‘Iberian’
and ‘Armenian’ aristocracies can hardly be maintained, as long as they shared the same Chalcedonian
confession.” If it is difficult for us to maintain this, it was not so hard for their contemporaries. Besides the
very statement of this as a “problem” is already an attempt to make a distinction. Nor do I see contradictions
between the facts listed by Garsoian: Of course, one would expect support for Armenian culture by Davit 11
Kouropalates and one would expect Armenian inscriptions commemorating him or even commissioned by

him in a multi-ethnic land.®*’

Equally, it is no wonder that Tornik‘e commissioned Armenian stone crosses, or
made an inscription in Armenian or the lengthy lamentation created by an Armenian on the occasion of Davit

II’s death, or even the commissioning of Armenian translations. If he commissioned one Armenian

“Georgia”, Iberia was a single state, whilst Iberia in narrower sense was a geographical term rather than ethnic, as it was
for the Georgians proper. In a paragraph before this claim, Kazdan states that one cannot simply say that Anna Komnina
was mistaken by calling Grigol Bakourianisze Armenian. And here again we meet a surpising contradiction: If for
Tsetzes Georgia was a territorial unit with various tribes occupying it, why would Armenian not mean a territorial unit
for Anna, when Grigol was in charge of the Armenian lands too? Besides, is it really that unexpected for Anna to make a
mistake? For example a Norman Russel is called Celt by Anna, the Normans who were recruited by Gregorios Maniakos
are called Italians, the Seljuk commonwealth she usually calls Persian and so on. For commentary on these confusions,
see the Russian translation and study of the Alexiad. AK-Alex-Rus, 447, fn. 76; also Liubarskiy, “Sources”, 107; Also
Gregory Apokap is called Georgian by the continuator of Skylizes (tov Amoxanyy, ¢ IBnewy 1o vévos Elxovra, ContScyl,
131) and Attaleiates calls the same person Armenian. (rov Amoxamyy, é€ Agueviwy o yévos Elxovra Attal, 116). So yes,
they did make mistakes.

688 Although Kazhdan does acknowledge that his knowledge of classical Armenian does not allow him to elaborate on
this topic.

%9 For a detailed albeit in certain ways flawed exposition of Davit’s rule, see Janachian, Davit.
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translation, he also commissioned dozens in Georgian on Mt Athos.*° Davit II, his predecessors and his
descendants, they all ruled over a multiethnic and at least bilingual country with both Georgian and Armenian
population.””’ Two centuries later Davit IV the Builder, king of united Georgia, commissioned the building of
an entire town for Armenians in central Georgia.”””> He is reported to have prayed in Armenian Churches and
was close to the Armenian clergy, which does not make him Armenian. We also know of his numerous visits
to the mosques of T*pilisi, which does not make him a Muslim,”” and the taxes he imposed over the ethnic
Georgian population of T‘pilisi were higher than those the Jews had to pay. This does not make him
Jewish.®”* The list can become even longer were one to bring up all the lamentations and eulogies that
Armenian authors wrote to commemorate or exalt the Georgian kings.”> Hence there is no need to accept the

instances listed by Garsoian to be contradictory.

4.3.1. VRAC‘ AND SOMEXI

It is accurate to say that the use of Georgian (Vrac®) in a cultural and confessional sense was not unusual
in the Armenian tradition. That depending on the context, Georgian carried both cultural as well as ethnic
connotations, is further supported by the celebrated formula by Grigol Xanzteli concerning what Georgia
meant. “° Georgianization as a synonym for Chalcedonian apostasy was a legitimate term for non-
Chalcedonian Kirakos Ganjakec*i:

When [Mxit‘ar Go§] heard what had happened at the council, he accused the general, who was not
competent to decide this question unilaterally. He addressed the members of the assembly: You protect

89 For manuscripts commissioned by Tornik‘e on Mt Athos, see Menabde, Centres, 191-196.
1 Following the same logic, all these further inscriptions must be considered as referring to Chalcedonian Armenians
simply because they were created in Armenian: “King David King of this land and people” (Axpat 1121), “Georgian
King George, [who is] also our King” (Kecaruk 1181-1183), “...in memory of our Queen Rusudan” (Kars 1234), “In the
times of padisax King Argun, reign of Demetre and patronage of amirspasalar Mxargjeli” (Aru¢ 1285). See
Maisuradze, Relations, 183-185.
92 Metreveli, David the Builder, 246-248;
3 1bid. See, also, Minorsky, “Caucasica”, 27-35. Note that Theodore Balsamon (12th c¢.) was also concerned that the
Georgians would share meals with the heretics and say that it does not make a difference whether one eats with an
gribeliever or not and that they would also marry the Muslims. Balsamon, col. 1145.

Ibid.
5 For a discussion of the state tolerance under Davit the Builder, see Rapp, “Dialogues”, 173-178; Tvaradze,
“Geschichte”, 183-213.
9 See supra,
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your nation so that, by these kinds of tradition it does not become confused with Georgians, and I care
about the general, so that he does not georganize, as did his brother, who serves the Georgians.®’

Also and anonymous Sebastian chronicler, paraphrasing Kirakos Ganjakec‘i,*”

uses to become Georgian
when he refers to Ivane Mxargr3eli (d. 1227) being converted to Chalcedonianism. ®° There are also instances
when a monastery in northern Armenia was called Georgian. Kirakos Ganjakec‘i tells of Ivane Mxargrzeli
(d.1227) who

was buried in Phnjak, at the entrance of the Church, which he himself built, which he took from the
Armenians and turned into a Georgian monastery [ Vrac ‘i vank].”"

Simeon Pinjahanec‘i, in a colophon to his translation of the Georgian philosopher, Ioane Petric‘i’s (11"
12" cc.) work, stated:

This book [loane Petric‘i’s Commentary on the Elements of Theology by Proclus] was translated by
Simeon the Hieromonk from Georgian into Armenian, in the Armenian land, in a Georgian monastery,
called Pjak.””!

Georgian monastery in this context might mean various things, including that it was probably originally
founded by the Armenians, entered the jurisdiction of the Georgian Church, was probably administered by
the Georgians, was certainly Chalcedonian and most probably had Chalcedonian Armenian monks as well,

"2 These are the cultural, historical and ecclesiastical reasons for calling the monastery

such as Simeon.
Georgian. Equally, to georgianize did in fact mean, in some cases, to become Chalcedonian, just as Mxit‘ar
Gos on several occasions uses the term, but this was not full meaning and, moreover, it did not imply that

georgianization became a concept. It was not uncommon for Armenians to serve in the Georgian army and

even to reach high administrative positions. Thus the Mxargr3elis were “georgianized” from being ethnic

%7 KG, 177: bulj tw hppl hdwgwt qhpul, np bnkwy tht wn dnyndb, dbqunhp kgl qopwjwpht, pk
hojpwtiwpwp ny Ep wwpwn wobl] qunuhuh hpu: 61 wnwpbwg wn donng b wuk. Fnip hnquyp Juut
wqqghu, qh Uh" wynuhuh unynpmplwdp pwnbkughti phin Yhpu, b bu hnqud Juul qopwuphu, gh Uh* {hgh
uw Ypwigh, hppl qinpuyp pup, npmd uywukb Yhpp:

5% KG, 166: He became charmed by the queen named T'amar: qthwnli wunidng hpuwnipbwy tw h pugnihingi’

np Pwdwp Ynskp.
9 Sebast, 136-137. For this passage, see, also, Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘”, 385, fn. 1.
70K G, 222: duuwikgur b brwtk, npuyp Qupupth, b punbgut h Myudwhwip, h nninh EYknkgingh, gnp
ohtitiwg hupl, wnkwy h Zwyng Ypugh Juiu hwunwwnbtug:
%1 See Abuladze, “Armenian Literature”, 36.
"2 N. Akinean suggests that the monastery was restorned and turned into a Chalcedonian establishment by Ivane
Mxargr3zeli. Akinean, “Simeon”, 2.
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Kurds both because of their faith and their allegiance. Does it therefore follow as a categorical imperative that
“Georgian” meant “Chalcedonian Armenian”? Certainly not. Georgianization as such did actually take place
in the medieval Caucasus, but once again, it did not necessarily and not in all cases implied a confessional
change. It invariably implied cultural and political change, and also, and probably most importantly, a change
of allegiance.””

The much later chronicle by Zak‘aria Agulec‘i equally differentiates

In 1667 [there were] two partners, who lived in Izmir, Georgians by dwelling [binadars Vrac ],
Armenians by ethnicity [azgaw Hay], from the city of Tpilisi, named Sahverdim and Gaspar.”"

It has never been sufficient simply to mention one’s ethnicity in order to deduce his or her faith, or vice
versa. Thus when Zakaria called the business partners Vrac ‘i, he meant that they were from Georgia proper,
probably from T*pilisi as they were merchants, but stressed that they were Armenians by race. He did not say
that they were Vrac i azgaw which would have been nonsensical. Moreover, this case did not have to do so
much with the confessional but rather with ethnic affiliation. In a similar fashion other testimonies have to be
studied in their own context and not be generalized. For example, 17" century chronicler Arak‘el Davrijec‘i

795 The conclusion that can be deduced

always needed to specify whether an Armenian was Christian or not.
but which, unfortunately is dismissed by the proponents of the Vrac i azgaw theory, is that first, we should

not attempt to coin a term that had no value as a term and secondly, not to generalize when the means to

generalize do not exist. Everything has its historical, linguistic, ideological and other immediate contexts.

The Armenians were not short of terms and expressions that denoted the Chalcedonian faith or

Chalcedonians: k‘atkedoni havat, davanut‘iwn k‘atkedoni, Chalcedonian faith/Chalcedonian confession;

7% a.) In a similar context “Greek” or “becoming Greek” did in fact bear a confessional meaning. This was also the case
from the Byzantine side with regard to the Armenians. See, for example, Theorianus’s claim that Nersés Snorhali said:
“I shall be a Greek, in defence of Greeks, or rather fighting against the Armenians in defence of the truth”. "Egouas
Pawuaios, iméo Pouaiwy, waAdoy 0 vmeg 145 aAnSeiag xata t@v Agueviwy aywvilouevos. Keshishean, Saint Nersés, 60-61. b.)
Armenian also had a clearly confessional meaning in Georgian. See, e.g., VitaJE-Fr, 118; VitaJE 80: “Gvirpeli arrived,
treasurer of 403ik‘, an Armenian who was rebaptized and who took monastic name of Arseni.” g7 dmgoms 3363900,
X X030l 39336dGms-7b739b0, ©3 dmobsmes, Gsdgory bmdgbo age, ©s s@lgbo eyl
T ZA, 72: @{ht &FQ wyu mwpniud bquhp p phtwnup np ppht dht nkny puljkpp hi, wju p phiungupu
Jpugh kl, wqqut hwy, h punuptt B1hdhunt, wunitt Cwhytpyh, dhniut wuwup. See also, ZA-Eng, 79.
Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw II1”, 386-387.
795 AT, 402-405. See also Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw I, 399-400.
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erkabnak, diphysite; k‘atkedonit,; K ‘atkedonakan, K ‘atkedonik Chalcedonian erkabnut ‘iwn, Diphysitism;
kc ‘ordakic® ¢ ‘ar atandwoyn k ‘atkedoni, adherent to the evil Chalcedonian heresy; erkabnak kronk’, diphysite
faith; hawaneal Zotovoyn ka ‘tkedoni, confessor of the Council of Chalcedon; arand k‘atkedoni, Chalcedonian
heresy; kronk‘ vrac”, faith of the Georgians. The Armenian language is quite rich in expressing the “faith”
too. kronk*, hawat, uxt, oren, davanut ‘iwn, awandut iwn and so on. Despite all these expressions, still very

often it is Vrac ‘i azgaw that is claimed to mean Chalcedonian by faith but Armenian by nation. "

One of the typical ways of referring to the Chalcedonian Armenians was hay-horom, a perfect example of
uniting ethnicity and confessional affiliation in one word. An expression such as Horom azgaw would,
however, never mean a Chalcedonian Armenian. In his History, Mat‘cos Urhaec‘i spoke of two Byzantine
generals, both Chalcedonians, Grigol Bakurianis3e — ruler of the Iberian theme, and P‘ilaret Varaznuni, ruler
of the theme of Antioch. Matt‘eos Urhaec‘i spoke with outmost disgust about Philaretos Varaznuni:

He was accepted neither by the Romans nor by the Armenians. For his way of life was Roman, while
by his mother and father he was Armenian.”"’

Gregory is referred to as Vrac i azgaw — Georgian by race and P‘ilaret Armenian by provenance —
hayerenk’ ev mayreneok‘n Hay. Arutiunova-Fidanyan, however, claimed that Mat‘eos Urhaec‘i implied
“Chalcedonian Armenian” when the historian says that Gregory was “Georgian by race”. This claim leaves
one to wonder why Matt‘eos, when speaking simultaneously about P‘ilaret Varajnuni and Grigol
Bakurianisze, would stress that P‘ilaret was “Armenian by mother and father” — and this would mean
Armenian — and then declare that Grigol was “Georgian by ethnicity” — which would also imply an ethnic
Armenian. Does it follow that in both cases he spoke of Chalcedonian Armenians? Certainly not, for in the
case of Grigol, only his ethnicity is mentioned while his faith is implied. And in the case of P‘ilaret, the
author had to specify — kronk‘ horomoc‘ — “of the Greek faith”. Again, there were several instances when

noble Armenians, even a katholikos (Bahan I 967-9), accepted the Chalcedonian confession or were

7% For study of Armenian terms denoting faith and ethnicity, see Tsagareishvili, “Chalcedonians”, 367-382.
77 MU, 206: 9wl qh kp uvw wihwwin pphuninitbwy, ny 2wy ghinkiny ny Znpnd' Jupph b Ypotiph gZnpnungh
niukp, b hwykputopt b Ywykpubkopt Zuy kp.
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baptized, but they would never be called Vrac i azgaw.”” But, Ivane Mxargrzeli, the Chalcedonian brother of
Zakaria Mxargr3zeli, is not named Vrac ‘i azgaw by Step‘anos Orbelean, since the Kurdish, or at least, non-
Georgian, origin of the Mxargrzeli family was a well known fact.””” Kirakos Ganjakec‘i also uses expression

Georgian faith when referring to Ivane Mxargrzeli and not Vrac i Azgaw.”"

The case of Grigol Bakurianis3e is one of the most egregious examples. The entire Vrac ‘i azgaw theory
was in fact devised around the controversy concerning Grigol launched by N. Marr and then taken over by
other scholars. The construction of the origins of Grigol was conducted as follows: First, the fact that
Bakouriani was Grigol’s father’s name was completely dismissed. Arutiunova-Fidanyan simply rejected the
detail that his father was called Bakurian and tried to trace his origins back to the Arcruni dynasty.”"
Notwithstanding, Kazhdan also argues that

Georgian scholars do not think that Pakourian became a patronym of Gregory, but see in the name
only his father’s first name. On these grounds they call Gregory Bakourianis-3e and not Bakourian. 1

do not think that there is any need for such a correction, it was common in Byzantium to make the
name of the founder of a dynasty into a patronym of his descendants.”"

This argument is presented despite the existence of unambiguously opposing testimonies. Kazhdan’s
argument is groundless because all that the “Georgian scholars” claim is what they read in Georgian, namely,

that Grigol mentions his father Bakurian numerous times and called himself Bak ‘urian-is ze, i.e. son of
Bak‘uriani. Not only did Grigol call himself by this name, but even Matt‘eos Urhaec‘i does so: Gphgnp
Pulnipwih nppht' dpug wqquy (Grigol, son of Bakurian, Georgian by race).””’ But this voice is
equally and strangely ignored by some scholars. The opening remarks in the Greek and Georgian redactions

of the Typikon of Bakurianisze clearly states:

7% For example, according to Asolik, Demetre, ruler of the fortress of Gag, rejected his own “Armenian faith” and was

baptized according to the Georgian rite. Subsequently he installed his son as a mampal (a Georgian composite mama +
upali) in Tasir. Even after having received the Chalcedonian faith and a Georgian administrative title, Demetre was
never called Vrac i azgaw, simply because he was not Georgian. ST, 257; ST-Ger, 195-196. For the Armenian text, see
supra, p. 145. For discussion, see Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw 11, 410.
80 11, 391.
1% The same is repeated by an anonymous Armenian thirteenth century historian: AnonSebast, 138:
"' Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon, 41-42
"12 Kazhdan, Armenians, 60.
MU, 148.
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This [typikon] was composed and established for this Georgian monastery through my order, Grigol,
Sevastos by the will of God and Great Domestikos of all the West, son of the blessed Duke of Dukes
[ Eristavta mtavari] Bakuriani, of the Easterner and Georgian.”"

Grigol’s father is mentioned once more:
On Great and Holy Thursday may the commemoration of our great father, the Duke of Dukes [Eristavt
Eristavi] Bakuriani be proclaimed.”"

And again:

On one day, during holy vespers, my blessed father Bakuriani must be commemorated, and on another
day, his brother Xuasrovani, on the third day, his son and my cousin — Bakuriani.”'¢

"7V, Arutiunova-Fidanyan ignores all of these

Grigol’s father is also mentioned several other times.
primary remarks, as well as other medieval Georgian testimonies and draws the following inference:
“Gregory’s father was called Aluz(?) Bakuriani. Bakurian was Gregory’s grandfather’s name. Beginning

from Aluz, the father of Gregory, the first name becomes a family name”.”"™ I believe that in this light,

Kazhdan’s claim that Bakurianis-3e is not Gregory’s immediate patronym but his surname, can be rejected.

The only direct source that claimed Grigol’s Armenian origin was Anna Komnena (1083-153).”" But
who shall we trust? Anna Komnena, who in a single instance called Grigol Armenian? Or Grigol himself who

not only called himself Georgian frequently and not only mentioned his father on many occasions, but also

714 TypBakur-Geo, 61. parag. 2: ,6edgm-glby soofgds o8 @93303s 86dsbgdoms Bgd geogemaloms, bgdoms mddmalisams

Lggolgmbols s ool  emdglBogmbols, dols  LsbsB@gmols  gfolmsgms dmsgdols  dsgmeosbolsams, smdmbsgmamols s
Joemggemoalsams®,
" 1bid, 107. XXI/11.
71 Ibid, 116. XXI/2.
"7 1bid, 106. XX1/9; 125. XXXVI/1; 129, XXX VII/16.
% Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon, 42. 1 cannot avoid mentioning another unacceptable assumption on the part of the
same scholar: “The close ties of Gregory with Vaspurakan are proven by the fact that the first abbot of the monastery
was a monk from Vaspurakan, named Gregory of Van”. See Typ-Fid, 36. Vani is a very common toponym in Georgian.
Monasteries on the entire territory of Georgia bore the proper name Vani or sometimes Vahani. But the translator added
Vaspurakan to her judgment, apparently knowing about the existence of only one Van. For discussion, see Lomouri,
“Petriconi”, 300-301.
Even more, in one of the testaments of Gregory he says that certain lands would belong to “my relatives and my men,
even if they were Armenian by faith”. TypBakur-Geo, XXXV/11. From this, Muradyan and Arutiunova-Fidanian have
inferred that because Gregory had Armenian relatives, he must have been Armenian. But let us leave the question open
to what extent having Armenian relatives means being Armenian. Also obviously no question was raised about that
being of the Armenian faith must necessarily mean having Armenian ethnicity. I shall leave aside other arguments by
Fidanyan, such as the “Armenian” names of Gregory’s relatives. For additional misinterpretations by Arutiunova-
Fidanyan, see Lomouri, “Petriconi”, 284-367.
9 Komnena, 124: 1oy Iaxovgiavoy (dvije 0% obros mixeds uév ény dduas xath wov momriy, mhiy G\ pagnri, vévovs
Aaumoot €€ Agueviwy opuuevos.
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provided his own genealogy?’** Are we therefore to suppose that not only in Armenian, “Georgian by race”
meant simply Chalcedonian, but also Kartveli in Georgian meant the same thing? Certainly not.”*' If
Komnena says that he was Armenian, then he was, but if other Byzantine, Armenian and Georgian sources
say that he was Georgian then he still remained Armenian.””> At one point in the introduction Bakurianisze

stated: “We Georgians, are fearless and nurtured in warfare and accustomed to tough life”.”** It would have

been truly comical to read here: We the Chalcedonians are such and such. Therefore for Anna Komnena (she
was only three years old when Bakurianis3e died) who knew that so many Armenians were in the service of
the Byzantine crown, could have easily considered Grigol as Armenian. This is even more probable, since
Grigol became the “Great Domestikos of all east” and for years served in the Armenian land, having also

inherited a great portion of it.

The same applied to Tornike Eristavi (John Tornikios) who was equally declared as a Chalcedonian
Armenian solely because of the fact that he was originally from T‘ao although their not a single source
confirming this.”** And, as indicated, the ultimate assumption was that there was a considerable Armenian
population in T‘ao, hence an aristocrat from T‘ao must have been Armenian. Following this logic, anyone
originating from T‘ao could have easily been called a Chalcedonian Armenian. As in case of Grigol

Bak‘urianisze, Tornike’s name was also changed by modern historians who declared his first name as his last

720 Confusion between Armenians and Georgians was common in the Byzantine world. For example, according to the
Life of George the Hagiorite the monks around Antioch were gossiping about the Georgians, saying that because of their
language they were not sure whether they were Georgians or Armenians. Well before that, the Roman historian Zosimos
also confused Armenians with Georgians when he called the Georgian King Bakourios éAxwy uév ¢ Aguevias 1o vévos.
Zosimus, 270; For the English translation see also http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/zosimus04 book4.htm (31.03.2012).
21 See Rapp, “Dialogues”, 173, fn. 35. The Georgian word natesavi has the same meaning as the Armenian azg and is
always used as an ethnic marker. For the confessional belonging sarcmunoebit kartveli (Georgian by faith) was regularly
used. But S. Rapp asserts that Byzantine designation /berian could have denoted either a Georgian or a Chalcedonian
Armenian, despite the fact that, to the best of my knowledge, there exists not a single instance of such a usage in the
Greek corpus. I fail to see any substantial reason for taking Armenian as an ethnikon, whereas Georgian not.

22 To the best of my knowledge “Armenian” was much more of a territorial marker than “Georgian”. At least this was
certainly the case in Byzantine and Syriac tradition. See Brock, “Christians”, 16-17.

723 TypBakur-Geo, 62: ... Jstmggebo 3560 bsmglsgoon 336960 s dzgdmdon smbrombo @s dstueol odggambs (3bmzegdsls

Bgygebo.
7% Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon, 134:
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name but rewritten as Tornikian and this despite the fact that there exists not a single source supporting such

. 72
an alteration. ">

In this light, I fully agree with the approach of L. Zekiyan towards this specific issue, namely that

the basic task of the scholar is to decipher this concrete, existential geometry between those
components of identity. To achieve this task, the most relevant factor remains, without any doubt, the
self-awareness that the individual or the group at issue had or has of his/her/its own being. Nothing
forbids that those parameters may concretely have a confused projection in that self-awareness.
However, it is this perception, this self-definition of the subject itself that is the definitive criterion for
any valuable identity discourse.’*®

A more or less detailed study of the aforementioned evidence was needed to show how strongly modern
nationalistic narrative abuses the ethnic and confessional changes in the early medieval Caucasus and
Anatolia. Despite the weighty association of Georgian with Chalcedonian and Armenian with non-
Chalcedonian, the separation of the seventh century and the gradual deepening of the religious abyss between
the two nations did not erase differentiation between an ethnikon and cultural or religious marker. As
demonstrated above, in the absolute majority of cases whenever someone’s provenance and faith were
mentioned, the Armenian and Georgian authors needed to specify what they meant by it. And precisely
expressions such as a “Georgian monastery” could have been understood as Chalcedonian Armenian, and in
several cases it did. There was a need to specify with azg someones’s provenance. In short, “Georgian faith”
did indeed mean Chalcedonian confession, but “Georgian race” meant Georgian ethnicity. Secondly, it is
essential for scholars to break out from vicious circle of basing assumptions on assumptions, such as basing
oneself on the fact that a considerable amount of the population in the Georgian Kingdom of T‘ao was
Armenian, and assuming that many representatives of the region could have been Armenian, and finally
concluding that there was a need for a special term that described that ethno-cultural component. This
“method” does little service to scholarship. Finally, as a more general conclusion, the creation of artificial
technical terms and labels should be avoided when there were no such labels in the period under examination

and, moreover, to generalize it and use it at every possible case. Such is the term Vrac ‘i azgaw.

725 Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon, 134.
72% Zekiyan, “Subcaucasian Region”, 332.
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4.4, (CONCLUSION: ‘NATIONAL’ CHRISTIANITY?

After a study of the Armeno-Georgian relations in Late Antiquity, it is always tempting for a student to
search for the “nationalization” of Christianity, or for a “nationalistic” revisionism in Middle Ages and so on,
but unfortunately all such attempts are built on sand. There was a revisionism and one probably on a much
greater scale than we are able to imagine, but it was a process that was sustained by specific historical
reasons. By the eleventh century the Georgian Kingdom and the Church in particular had to overcome two
major difficulties — the inclusion of the Armenian Church and the defining of its status in the rapidly
expanding Georgian kingdom and the overcoming of the growing menace of Byzantium and Byzantine
Church.” The first partially was achieved at the Council of Ruisi and Urbnisi (1103) and was dealt within
the boundaries of the Georgian Kingdom. One reason behind this was that anti-Chalcedonian Armenia was
no longer a cultural threat, northern Armenia was fully integrated into the Georgian Kingdom and it was only
in the early modern era that the problem rose again. But this did not transpire without opposition. The
legitimacy of the current status of the Georgian Church and even of the Georgian state was indeed challenged
by the Armenian side, but this challenge could have never progressed from the realm of rhetoric. As shown,
the defensive position of the Armenian Church in the so-called northern Armenia, a region that was greatly
affected by Georgians, triggered the creation of new remembrances for Armenians. Appropriate exercise of
remembrance, as proved by the Armenian situation, was of outmost importance for the preservation of a

national and a cultural identity.

The question remains: When did the Georgians come to an understanding about “national Christianity”
compatible to that of the Armenians? At the risk of opening a totally new chapter of medieval Georgian
history, I offer my own position. First of all, the Georgians had never come to the notion of stricto sensu
“national Christianity” until quite recent times, when Orthodoxy became the symbol of resistance to
globalizing processes. The separation between the Armenians and the Georgians had left a much less visible
trace on Georgian self-identification than is often presented and the anti-Armenian cause was not as burning

an issue as one might have thought looking at the Middle Ages through the prism of contemporary discourse.

27 For discussion, see Tcheisvhili, “Georgian perceptions”, 199-209.
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Just as Movs€s Kalankatwac‘i’s patriotic narrative targets the Armenians and aims at strengthening the
Albanian positions with respect to the Armenians, so were the Georgians concerned with maintaining their
cultural autonomy and integrity vis-a-vis the Byzantines. The rather relaxed attitude of the Georgians towards
recorded history almost resulted in shattering of the foundations of the Georgian state in the clash with the
Byzantines. Not having preserved an uninterrupted tradition and memory of the foundations of the Georgian
Church, Georgians had to create a new remembrance and a new official history. L. Melikset-Bek noticed that
the real nationalisation of Georgian Church tradition began not from the seventh century, but after the transfer
of the centrifuge of Georgian culture to Mt Athos.”* Indeed anti-Armenian sentiments were more nurtured in
Georgian cultural centres in Byzantium than in Georgia itself. ** Georgian anti-Armenian polemic literature
is highly “indebted” to Byzantine influence and was cultivated in places such as Mt Athos and the Petriconi
monastery in Bulgaria.”?’ But unlike Melikset-Bek, I believe that the process of nationalisation was even
more affected by strife in emulating the Byzantines, rather than distancing from the Armenians. All surviving
texts, whether hagiographic, historical or liturgical, indicate that the formation of “national” discourse was a

response to the Chalcedonian Byzantines. Thus, e.g., the History of Sumbat® Davitisze is motivated and built

7281, Melikset-Bek, an eminent specialist of Armenian and Georgian rightly argues that: “Live relations between the

churches of the two neighbouring brotherly people — of Georgians and Armenians, continued long after the official break
of relations between the highest hierarchs of the Churches in the beginning of the seventh century. But since the end of
the tenth century, when the centre of Georgian literary activity was transferred to Athos and through this in the Georgian
Church life the influence of Greek, particularly of the Constantinopolitan Church prevailed, the abyss between
ecclesiastical relations between Georgia and Armenian grew deeper and was culminated by the famous decision of the
local Synod of Ruisi and Urbnisi in 1103, as a result of which Armenians being attributed to the ranks of the Xac ‘ecars,
that is to say followers of Peter Fuller, were declared as heretics. From then on, having entered close relations with the
Greek Church, the Georgian Church had to reject Armenians once and for ever. The Armenians, aside from rejecting
Chalcedon altogether, also expressed some separatist inclinations, although the primary reason behind the separation of
the related Churches was political rather than ecclesiastic and dogmatic”. Melikset-Bek, “Arajavor”, 73.
72 On the subject, see also, Martin-Hisard, “T‘ao-K‘lardzheti”, 34-46.
730 Some translations of Byzantine anti-Armenian treatises are as follows: The Odygos by Anastasius Sinaita and
Against the Jacobites among whom are the Armenians. The longer of the two includes anathemas against the
Monophysites followed by instructions on how to accept the heretics into the Church, whereas the shorter dismisses the
second part. The longer version is a compilation of two Byzantine texts, the pseudo-Sahak’s Apotaxis and an unknown
Greek Euchologion. Niketas Stethatos: Five Discourses against the Armenians. The translation of these works was done
by Arseni Iq‘altoeli and is attested in nine manuscripts of the Dogmatikon. It is of interest that the translation of these
works was commissioned by Davit the Abbot of the monastery of Petriconi. Theodore Abu Kurrah: The Letter of
Thomas of Jerusalem Against the Armenian Heretics; Against the Armenians by Maximos. S 312 (16" c.). This short
treatise is a fragment from pseudo-Isaac’s first treatise but for some reason is attributed to Maximos; Explanation of the
heresy of the Armenians and the reasons for which they are anathematised. The treatise has survived in a sixteenth
century manuscript and is a compilation of various works, including the first treatise of pseudo-Isaac, Thirty Chapters
and Against the Jacobites; The Patmutiwn is yet another Georgian version of the Narratio de Rebus Armeniae and of
both of its parts. The tradition was very popular in Georgia and has reached modern times in various written or oral
forms, which will be studied below. Most of the above-mentioned texts are included in the Dogmatikon. See Outtier,
“Dogmatikon”, 218-226.
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"'as were the

around the opposition and struggle of the Georgian Bagrat‘ionis against the Byzantines,”
Histories of King Davit IV and Tamar, which exhibit certain arrogance towards the Byzantines. In fact,
David’s career began with his bold refusal of all Byzantine honorific titles. Both historiographic and
hagiographic works, such as the Lives of Grigol Xansteli, Ilarion the Georgian (c.822-75),”* Proxore the
Georgian (c.985-1066) the founder of the Holy Cross Monastery in Jerusalem,”* Peter the Georgian, John

(¢.920-1005) and Euthymios (955-1028) the Hagiorites”* and George the Hagiorite, ** aimed both to

emulate and to antagonise the Byzantines.

When Ioane-Zosime (10" c.) copied (or composed) the Praise and Glory of the Georgian Language, he
was not juxtaposing the Georgian language against the Armenian but was trying to emulate the role of the
Greek language in the Christian oecumene.”® By contrast, no similar work has survived concerning the
Armenians. The formation of a national Church calendar, which explicitly included Georgian saints, was a
reaction against the Byzantines, not the Armenians. The development of the tradition of the national
foundations of the Georgian Church was a response to Byzantine allegations and not so much to the
Armenian tradition. The need for “re-remembrance” or for evoking remembrances was also a result of

737 . . . . .
The Armenian ecclesiastical expansionist threat

Byzantine arrogance in their dealings with the Georgians.
did not exist since the final doctrinal separation, and the political threat was overcome in the early eleventh

century. The Byzantines were present throughout medieval Georgian history and manifestly so, for no other

731 Almost entire historiographical literature of the same period, especially Mat iane Kartlisa and the History of the
Bagrat ‘ionis by Sumbat® Davitis3e are explicit against the Byzantines. For discussion, see, e.g, Rapp, “Sumbat”, 570-
576.
732 The entire Life of llarion is dedicated to the emulation of the Byzantines and to the justification of Georgian claims.
See Martin-Hisard, “Hilarion”, 101-138; Menabde, Seats, 177-185.
33 See Lerner, Wellspring, 35.
734 For the English translation of the Vitae and a study, see Grdzelidze, Georgian Monks; See also Martin-Hisard, “Jean
et Euthyme”, 67-142.
33 The Life of George the Hagiorite is especially prominent in its anti-Byzantine sentiments and takes a particularly
defensive stand towards the Greek Church. For the French translation and study of the Life of George the Hagiorite, see
VitaG-Fr. Menabde, Seats, 152-167, 185-247.
% On the hymn, see Rapp, Studies, 437-438; Rayfield, Literature, 32-33.
7 For some discussion on the subject matter, see Walbiner, “Beziehung”, 437-455. One such case was the famous
debate between the Byzantines and the Georgians under the leadership of George the Hagiorite and a treatise written by
Ephrem Mcire in defence of the canonical rights of the Georgian Church, when, in the middle of the eleventh century,
the very independence of the Georgian Church was challenged by the Greek monastic authorities of the Black Mountain.
See also the Life of George the Hagiorite by Giorgi Mcire that describes the polemic that broke out between the
Georgians and Greeks when in 1057 the Greek monks of the monasteries of the Black Mountain complained to the
Patriarch of Antioch that the Georgians were taking over. GM-VitaGH, 149-152.
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Church, other than the Russian, has inflicted so much damage on the Georgian Church, as the Chalcedonian

Byzantine.”*®

The thirteenth century Georgian version of Life of Peter the Iberian apparently appeared when the
Georgians realized that Peter ought to become a “national” saint. Not only is Peter’s Chalcedonian Orthodoxy
not doubted, but he is also presented as a champion of the Chalcedonian cause, although in a highly
mythologized way.”* The logic is simple: he was Georgian, therefore he must have been Orthodox, and the
whole point of enshrining Peter’s life was to argue for the perpetual Orthodoxy of Georgia. The story behind
the entire Chalcedonian issue, as represented in the Vita, resembles the way Vrt‘angs K erdot represented the
beginnings of the controversy in a form of a distorted, pious legend, where the life of a Georgian saint

mirrored the life of Georgia:

For the the Great apostle had preached the Holy Gospel of Christ in Georgia, as the divine philosopher
Nikitas wrote, but later it was Nino who was sent to the same land of Georgia by Christ God. And they
learned to worship and have faith in the Trinity and they were baptized in the name of the Holy Trinity
and since then they have not averted from the true faith and we shall never avert by the grace of the
holy Queen, the Mother of God, our hope and protectress.”*’

% See the Byzantine expansionist policy on Mt. Athos, Monastery of the Holy Cross in Jerusalem, and others.
Menabde, Seats, 69-139, 185-249.
739 For a brief discussion, see Schmidt, “Petrus der Iberer”, 253.
740 VPI-Geo, 215-16: s (339007 30bsamash gdswsgs Jomsagdsa ogo Fdowols J@olggl Labsegdobse Fdowols ©s moggdgmols J@olggl
dorz0dnemabs sbMosl dog® Jnggebsls 3ol Jsdmmolisbs ... ©s g3s6sali3bgem doogemabs Fdarse ©gese 60bem 3g@dmbs gembs Jnggsbalss
dolzg Jetnmobsls Jaol@gl @dtmals dog, s olffszgl mdGmalb-dlsby@gdse, oo 3G{dg6s (domse Ludgdse ©s bsmgm-omgl Lebgmls
By [F3oows Lsdgdolbsbs Jepsgqdoms dom Fdawsms dmzodgmmsans, dog@omash sGmsts emrgls dowmggom sOls Jmqgsbse ogo Jsdmmalse
F30als s dstogmols be@dnbegdolsgsh, sé3s dogemggo 1gmbobsdem...

214



CONCLUSION: VIEW FROM NOWHERE?

We do not know upon whose recommendation
we are respecting one tradition

and dishonouring the other?!

St Nersés Snorhali

The wind of Surp Sarkis,
Blow gently down the street,
May you find my lover

In the gardens of Ortac‘ala.
Popular Thilisi song

Having borrowed the title of the acclaimed book by T. Nagel, I believe we can summarize the rather
broad objective of the present thesis in the words of the same author: “How to combine the perspective of a
particular person inside the world with an objective view of that same world, the person and his viewpoint

included?”™!

The thesis was not an attempt to provide positive solutions to such an ambitious problem and to a vast
number of vexed issues emanating from the field of Caucasian studies, otherwise known as Armeno-
Georgian philology but now also of Albanian. Instead it aimed at taking one single event in the history of the
Caucasus, the Caucasian Schism, and at describing how the Schism worked and still works as an interpretive
schema for so vast a number of problematic. How from a historical event the Schism turned into a
phenomenon perceived by medieval and contemporary intellectuals. From an object of scholarly study the
Schism turned into an interpretive schema and subsequently into a thick veil of interpolations, of smoke and
mirrors of misconceptions and mutilations through which the very beginnings of the Christian Caucasian

cultures are barely visible. Thus, for example, the abundance of Armenian sources emanating from the sixth

l Nagel, View, 3.
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century theological and ecclesiastical controversies is more confusing than helpful. The spirit of liminality in

both medieval Armenian and Georgian historical thinking overshadowed the entire sixth century.

What do we really know about the sixth and early seventh century Christian Caucasus? The role of the
so-called Council of Dwin is debatable, equally so the Second Council of Dwin both assuming liminal
functions in the Caucasian historical narratives of orthodoxies and heterodoxies. As for the so-called third
Council of Dwin, it is so heavily associated with the Caucasian schism that scholars often take it as a
watershed despite the fact that the relations between the Caucasian Churches still continued after that event.
On the other hand, Christological developments, at least according to the documents at hand, do not attest for
a rapid anti-Chalcedonian change in the Caucasus. As a result, we are devoid of solid positive means of
reconstructing even such widely studied and indeed crucial events of the sixth century as the councils of
Dwin, the reasons and nature of the separation of the Caucasian Churches and ultimately of the formation of

national churches.

We have looked at three consecutive stages of reading the past, the end of the so-called Late Antiquity,
when the political and ecclesiastical alienation of the Caucasian Churches occurred, the end of the first
millennium, when the Caucasus underwent some major geo-political transformation and the contemporary
scholarship, shaped throughout the twentieth century. All these periods try to retroject their own aspirations
and visions on the previous period. The period of the Schism was the first recorded instance when the South
Caucasian people started evoking remembrance of their common past to justify the present. In the process of
this remembrance it turned out that remembrance was in fact a mode of forgetting and objects of one and the
same memory were used for different ends. Contemporary scholarship tends to follow the steps of these Late
Antique polemicists. Our evaluation of the sixth century Caucasian religious history is all too dependent on
the early seventh and even more on the medieval perception of the same period. If medieval Georgian and
Armenian intellectuals sought for transitional and liminal stages in the history of their nations, thus

overlooking the periods between two summits, to a certain extent we also tend to seek for such.
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Numerous problems that supposedly can be solved by conceptualizing the schism and the accompanying
historical and political experiences are more successfully understood by turning to the modes of historical
experience inherent in these cultures from the very beginning of their literary history. Therefore the Schism
must not be taken as a watershed in the historical destiny of the two neighbouring peoples. It was not
understood as such by the Georgians, whereas the Armenians made a rich ideological use of the notions
“separation” and “union”. If the Schism was the first instance of evoking memories and using remembrance
for immediate political and ideological ends, the Middle Ages made a similar use of the schism itself. No
other event in the common Caucasian history has deserved so much attention of the medieval Armenian
authors as the Schism, the ultimate spectacle through which, on the one hand, the rather evasive fifth and
sixth centuries were perceived and on the other, contemporary status quo was experienced. The primary myth
elaborated in the Armenian intellectual circles was that a Georgian apostasy had happened. If there was an
apostasy, there used to be a union under the aegis of the Armenian Church. This myth particularly flourished
in the so-called Northern Armenia during the fight for the political dominance in the Caucasus and especially
so later, when northern Armenia was annexed by the Kingdom of Georgia. Whereas Georgian royal and
intellectual circles tried to use the same narrative of union and separation for their own ends, in the attempts
to integrate the northern Armenian populations both culturally and “ideologically” into the building of the

united Kingdom.

The Middle Ages extensively used remembrance as a tool for building and advancing nationhood. This
particularly refers to the remembrance of Late Antiquity, to the transitional or initial stages of the formation
of the religious identities in the region. By the end of Late Antiquity, a crisis broke out in the ethnic and
religious identities of the region, which became most vivid in the ninth century when new cultural and
political realities were built in the Caucasus. Several Caucasian kingdoms and political entities were
competing for establishing their own cultural and political dominance in the region. This short struggle ended
with the political victory of the Georgian state and the creation of a micro empire in the Caucasian region. As
a result, the remembrances were once again re-enacted and took two distinct shapes, that of remembering and

of forgetting. Acts of remembrance became central instruments for nation building, for Armenia, or better to
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say Northern Armenia, remembering or even creation of memories was of paramount importance, whereas
the main mode of remembrance in Georgia became forgetting, which, according to P. Ricoeur’s wording, can
in a certain sense be read as state tolerance. These two modes of remembering consequently contributed to
the ever existing balance of power in the region, which to my belief was a guarantee for the subsequent
preservation of ethnic, religious and national identities in the Caucasus. By this everlasting opposition and
balance, by alternatively looking towards east and west, Armenia and Georgia managed to avoid the fate of
Caucasian Albania, which not only ceased to exist as a state, but lost its own cultural memory and was

dependant on the remembrance offered by the Georgians or the Armenians.

On the one hand, the Georgian royal circles were more than interested in incorporating the Armenians
and for these ends various myths of common origin were created and endorsed. On their part the leading
monastic figures of northern Armenia developed a specific attitude towards the Georgian rule. It is always
striking how revered the attitude towards the Georgian royalty is and meanwhile how arrogant the ecclesiastic
circles remained: they both acknowledged the Georgian political supremacy and, in order to compensate this,
developed a narrative of an uninterrupted Armenian cultural and religious supremacy which goes back to the
early centuries of Christianity. In these circumstances, a specific narrative was formed that for centuries, or in
a more fixed tradition, for one hundred years, the Georgians and Armenians lived peacefully and only due to
the arrogance of one defiant Georgian, the latter apostatized and this followed by a retrospective creation of
the legend of the pan-Caucasian hierarchical organization that allegedly existed under the Armenian aegis

prior to the Schism.

In these circumstances, medieval Georgian historiography, which was in absolute majority of cases royal
chronicles, did not preserve, so to say, a cultural argument against the Armenians. Thus, in no way do we
encounter any arguments for the introduction of Christianity, or creation of literacy. According to all sources
at our disposal, the Georgians were not concerned with these issues until modernity, when the problems
became truly vexed, overlapping with sensitive issues of national foundations. As a result, these issues fell
prey to liminalist interpretation of the schism this time in contemporary scholarship, as if before the Schism

there was a certain mythical union and accord and Armenians and Georgians wrote same histories and only
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after the schism they discovered that after all they are different people and need to write their own national
histories and pull their own ends. As we saw, we have no grounds for such a reading. The concept of the
schism and of the post- and pre-schismal understanding of the literature produced is flawed and presents
some insurmountable methodological problems. Equally futile is the search for a “national awakening”
among the Georgians after the Schism, just as it is methodologically misleading to date and interpret the
historical texts according to this assumption. If we speak of such a revival it was not a reaction against the
Armenians. From the point of view of religion, in the Middle Ages, Armenia was “other” and there were no
points of intersection between Armenians and Georgians. Just as Armenian literature stopped being
patronizing towards the Albanians as soon as Albania was fully dissolved and partially incorporated into the
Armenian cultural sphere, so the Georgians did not see a threat from culturally already heterogeneous

Armenia, but instead Byzantium emerged as a true menace.

The lower layers of society have preserved a different kind of memory. Where the official institutional
remembrance could not penetrate, various legends were formed reflecting very strained relations between the
two people. Apparently attempts were carried out to integrate the two people by means of creating shared
places and persons of memory such as the Cathedral of ISxani, and Ners€s the Great, also by creating a
common mnemonic field by means of hagiography. The language has also preserved some notable data on
the ethnic and religious identities among which these narratives were formed and transmitted: Georgianness
and Armenianness was heavily associated with Chalcedonianism and non-Chalcedonianism respectively, but

this did not result in confusion of ethnic and confessional markers.

In this mnemonic field the sites of memory of the Armeno-Georgian discourse play an important role. St
Susanik and the entire region associated with her became an important tool in the controversy. Gugareti, the
Lower Kartli was a very loose term that expanded gradually depending on immediate political needs. A
similar fate was shared by other such loci memoriae, the roles of St Mastoc® and St Gregory on the one hand
and of St Nino on the other were gradually increasing and receiving specific shapes depending on the

political circumstances in the region.
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Such is the story of that very peculiar tale often heard in the Caucasian region, the story of orthodoxies
and heterodoxies, of zealotry and nationalism, of war and peace, of unity and separation, of memory and
oblivion, all of which, as it happens, ultimately turned into a love tale of a knight called Sergius and of his

lost lover.
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o mepksy, Sankt-Petersburg, 1838.

227



Syriac

Sev. = Severus of Antioch, La Polemique antijulianiste, ed. and transl. by R. Hespel, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orientalium, 244, 245, Scriptores Syri, 104, 105, Louvain: Peeters, 1964.

Assemani = Assemani, J.S., Bibliothecae Orientalis Clemento-Vaticanae I de Scriptoribus Syris Orthodoxis,
Roma: Typis Sacrae Congregationis de Propaganda Fide, 1719.

Studies
Abelean, M., [Mesrop Mastoc*], Sovetakan grakan 1 (1941).

Abrahamian, Identity = Abrahamian, L., Armenian Identity in a Changing World, Costa Meza: Mazda
Publishers, 2006.

Abramishvili, Aleksidze, “National Motif” = Abramishvili, G., Aleksidze, Z., “A National Motif in the
Iconographic Programme Depicted on the Davati Stela”, Le Muséon 103 (1990), 283-293.

Abuladze, “Hripsimeans” = Abuladze, 1., “sgomsbagmmbol ,6og3lodgsbms dseggommdol” dggmo  Jstrormmo

0369360 (39dm33m93s ©5 Bgdldo),” [“The Old Georgian Translation of the Martyrdom of the Hrypsimeans by
Agathangelos (a study and text)”], in Works 4, Tbilisi: Mecniereba, 1985, 73-109.

Abuladze, “Relations” = Abuladze, 1., Jsoogmo s bemdbyto mo@gesdnommo emogdmemds dg366g-dgsmyg
bs3099090, [Georgian and Armenian Literary Relations in the 919" cc.], Thilisi, 1944.

Abuladze, “Armenian Translator” = Abuladze, 1., “Jsmemols 3bmz@ndal Ledgbo dmstndbgemo”, [The Armenian
Translator of Kartlis Cxovreba), Works 4, 109-119.

Abuladze, “Armenian Literature” = Abuladze, 1., “Gglomsggeol g3mjol bemdbgmo 3 geeamdol dgaemgda”
[Armenian Literature of the Times of Rustaveli], in Works 4, Tbilisi, 1954.

Abuladze, “Mxitar Go§” = Abuladze, 1., “dboos® 38l FBsgdede Jstmggmmsmgol @ dobo moggGednEamo

Fystrmgdo,” [“Mxitar Gos§’s Treatise On Georgians and its Sources”], in Works 4, Tbilisi: Mecniereba, 1985, 5-
16.

Abulafia, “Nation” = Abulafia, A., “Nations and Loyalties: the Outlook of a Twelfth-century Schoolman
(John of Salisbury, ¢.1120-1180), in D. Loades and K. Walsh (edd.), Faith and Indentity: Christian Political
Experience, Oxford: Blackwell, 1990, 39-47.

Adontz, Justinian = N. Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian, translated with partial revisions, a
Bibliographical Note and Appendices, by Nina G. Garsoian, Lisbon, 1970.

228



Akinean, Einfiihrung = Akinean, N., Die Einfiihrung des Christentums in Armenien und Georgien, Vienna:
Mechitarist Press, 1949.

Akinean, Kiwrion = Akinean, N., Whiphnt Jwpnnhlnu Jpwg [Kiwrion katholikos of the Georgians],
Vienna, 1910

Akinean, “Petros” = Akinean, N., "Mkwnpnu Gyhulnuynu Uhitukwg” [“Peter the Bishop of the Siwnians™],
Handes Amsorya 1-12 (1903), 245-252.

Akinean, “Movsés”“ = Akinean, N., Unjukbu Ytwujunipwigh Ungniwé Junuuluwnniwgh kv hip
wuwwnuniphit Unniwhg [Movses Dasxuranc i called Katankatuac’i and his History of the Albanians],
Vienna, 1970.

Akinean, “Simeon” = Akinean, N., Uhuknt NMnudwhwukgh & hip pupgquuimphiuubpp pugkpkup

[Simeon Pinjahaneci and his Translations from the Georgian], Handes Amsorea 1 (1951).

Akinean, “Vrt‘angs” = Akinean, V., ,dppwlbtu Juppuwybwn Ltpnnn i hip Gpuuhpniphiup”
[“Vrt’angs K’erdot and his Philosophy”], Handes Amsorea (1910), 8-11, 37-46.

Aleksidze, “Heraclius” = Aleksidze, N., “Role of Emperor Heraclius in Medieval Georgian Literature”

Aleksidze, “Schism” = Aleksidze, N., “Phenomenology of the Caucasian Schism”, Pro Georgia: Journal of
Kartvelological Studies 22 (2012), 71-87.

Aleksidze, “Polemical Literature” = Aleksidze, N., “Medieval Georgian Polemical Literature”, Scripta & E-
Scripta 10-11 (2012).

Aleksidze, “Kyros of Alexandria” = Aleksidze N., “Christology of Kyros of Alexandria: A Suggestion on
Possibloe Crypto-Nestorianism of the Early Monoenergism”, in Caucasus between East and West: Studies in
Honour of Professor Zaza Aleksidze, Thilisi, 2012, 349-365.

Aleksidze, “National Churches” = Alexidze, Z., “Establishment of National Churches in the Caucasus”, in
The Caucasus and Globalization: Religion and Caucasian Civilization, v. 2, issue 3, (city: CA&Press, 2008).

Aleksidze, “Materials” = Aleksidze, Z., “dsbsgmgoo ogobols 506 ool 3690l olgeodoolsmgol” [Materials for the
History of the Council of Dvin of 506] Matsne 3 (1973), 145-160.

Aleksidze, “Religious Situation” = Aleksidze, Z., “@gmogon@o Loggsgos 399438y boggnbol 3o33sb0s80%, [The
Religious Situation in the Sixth Century Caucasus] Matsne 1 (1974), 103-110.

Aleksidze, “Story of Kartli” = Aleksidze, Z., “s38s30 Jotingmols @s bsmglsgols dobobs™, [“Story of Kartli and of
his Family”], in the Problems of the History of the South Caucasus, Tbilisi, 1991, 79-83.

Aleksidze, “Conversion” = Aleksidze, Z., “Four Versions of the ‘Conversion of Georgia’.” in W. Seibt (ed.),
Die Christianisierung des Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Referate
des Internationalen Symposions (Wien, 9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 2002, 9-16.

Aleksidze, “Kaukasien” = Aleksidze, Z., “Kaukasien und der christliche Orient zwischen 451 und 780%,
Georgika 4 (1981), 34-36.

229



Aleksidze, ‘“Nino“ = Aleksidze, Z., ,90bos 606l (3bmgendsms dzgemglo 396bogdo, dsmo  msgms306zgmo

Lsbgeaferegds @ IgerJdaes®, [The Oldest Versions of the Life of St. Nino, their Initial Titles and Structure], in
R. Siradze (ed.), Saint Nino, Tbilisi: Artanu3i, 2008, 132-138.

Aleksidze, “Criticism” = Aleksidze, Z., “dolg gomsbgsgyagmol  semdsbors  gaggbol  olgewol Bydlgol
360Bogobsmzol” [On the Textual Criticism of the History of Albania by Movses of Kalankatuik], in Analebi
(2008), 66-91.

Aleksidze, “Autocephaly” = Aleksidze, Z., “gaeogbool s380398m00b gsbebo 60 bagndgmado dgs boggnbggdel

bogstoggmml bsggemboem dmmgsfgms ogsmmsbyegon” [“The Canonical Basis for the Church Autocephaly
according to the Medieaeval Georgian Church Authorities”], Studies of Tbilisi State University 341 (2002),
307-323.

Aleksidze, “3avaxeti and Gugareti” = Aleksidze, Z., “xs3sbg900 s gmastgmo dgger bedgb olgerogolos

39m3exm0B04m6 (36md0gends80” [“Favaxeti and Gugareti in the Geopolitical Conciousness of the Old Armenian
Historians™], Mravaltavi 21 (2005), 269-272.

Aleksidze, “Bishop” = Aleksidze, Z., “30b ogm @eemb 3oéggmo g3olgm3mbo?* [“Who was the First Bishop of
Tao?”], in Z. Skhirtladze, M. Tsurtsumia, G. Japaridze (edd.), Saistorio Krebuli 1, Tbilisi: Mkhedari, 2011, 9-
20.

Aleksidze, “Ethnic Provenance” = Aleksidze, Z., sbigégem 3s3sms 30bsmds @ goboga®o Geedemdsgenmds [Identity
and Ethnic Provenance of the Syrian Fathers], in Festschrift for Tamar Gamsakhurdia, Thilisi, 2007, 212-
215.

Aleksidze, “Dogmatikon” = Aleksidze, Z., s6bgbo 3889l dol ‘empdsBogembdo’ Bglgmo  sbBodembmgobodn®o

B3JBedo @ dobo gsdmdsbogmo dggm Ledbygd 3fgexmedsdo [An Anti-Monophysite Treatise Included in the
Dogmaticon by Arseni Vachesdze and its Reflection in the Armenian Literature], Mravaltavi 1, (1971), 133-
158.

Al-Azmeh, Times = Al-Azmeh, A., The Times of History: Universal Topics of Islamic Historiography,
Budapest: CEU Press, 2007.

Al-Azmeh, “Coherence” = Al-Azmeh, A., “The Coherence of the West”, in J. Riisen (ed.), Western
Historical Thinking: An Intercultural Debate, New Y ork: Berghahn Books, 58-65.

Allen, “Borderland” = Allen, W.A.D., “The Caucasian Borderland”, The Geographical Journal 99 5/6
(1942), 225-237.

Allen, History = Allen, W.E.D., A History of the Georgian People, New York, 1971.

Allen, “March-Lands” = Allen, W.A.D., “The March-Lands of Georgia”, The Geographical Journal 74
(1929), 150-156.

Ananean, “Colophon” = Ananean, P., Twwndwbwl jhownwljupwb dh dnthth dnnnyph dwuht [“One
Historical Colophon about the Second Council of Dwin”], Bazmavep 115 (1957), 111-121.

Anassian, “Albanie” = Anassian, H.S., “Une mise au point relative a I’Albanie Caucasienne (Atuank‘)”,
REArm 6 (1969), 299-330.

230



Arakelyan, B., Restoration = BoccTaHOBIEHUE apMSHCKONH TocymapCcTBEeHHOCTH B KoHme IX Beka,
[Restoration of the Armenian Statehood by the End of the Ninth Century], Moscow, 1941.

Arevsatyan, “Mastoc’” = Arevsatyan, A.S., “L’évolution littéraire et musicale du rituel (Mastoc‘) Arménien”,
REArm 20 n.s. (1986-1987), 153-165.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Chalcedonian Armenians” = Arutiunova-Fidanyan V., RUS Armyane xalkidoniti na
vostocnix granicax vizantiiskoy imperii (XI c.) [Chalcedonian Armenians on the Eastern Borders of the
Byzantine Empire], Erevan, 1980.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Contact Zone” = Arutiunova-Fidanyan V., ApmsaHo-Busanrtuiickas KoHTakHas
soma(X-XI 66.) [Armenian and Byzantine Contact Zone (10"-11" ¢.)], Moscow: Nauka, 1994.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Eastern Borders” = Arutiunova-Fidanyan, V., “Heckonpko 3aMedaHmii K TIOJI0KCHHIO
Ha BOCTOYHBIX Tpanunax Buzantuii B 70-e rogsr XI B.” [Several Remarks on the Situationon on the Eastern
Borders of Byzatnium in the 1270s], in Kavkaz i Vizantiya 2 (1980), 28-36.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Iberian Theme” = Arutiunova-Fidanyan, V., “Eme pa3 o deme Usepus”, [“Once
again on the Iberian Theme”], in Kavkaz i Vizantiya 1, (1978), 36-56.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Iver” = Arutiunova-Fidanyan V., “VBup B Bu3aHTHiiCKHMX HcTouHMKaX XI B”, [[ver in
the Byzantine Sources of the 11" ¢.], Bulletin of Matenadaran 9, (1973), 46-66.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, “Self-Awareness” = Arutjunova-Fidanyan, V., “The Ethno-Confessional Self-
Awareness of Armenian Chalcedonians”, REArm 21 (1988-1989), 354-357.

Arutiunova-Fidanyan, Typikon = Arutiunova-Fidanyan, V, [The Typikon of Gregory Pakourian and some
Questions of the History of the Byzantine Empire], Erevan, 1968.

Assman, Erinnerung = Assman, J., Schrift, Erinnerung und Politische Identitdt in friihen Hochkulturen,
Munchen: Beck, 1997.

Augé, “Rapports” = Augg, 1., “Les Grecs et leurs rapports avec les Arméniens dans les sources arméniennes
du Xlle si¢cle”, Le Muséon 121 (2008), 337-353.

Babian, Relations = Babian, G., The Relations Between the Armenian and Georgian Churches, Antelias:
Armenian Catholicosate of Cilicia, 2001.

Bais, Albania = Bais, M., Albania Caucasica: Ethnos, storia, territorio attraverso le fonti greche, latine e
armene, Milano: Mimesis, 2001.

Bayan, “Synaxaire” = Bayan, G., “Le Synaxaire arménien de Ter Israel”, Patrologia Orientalis 5 (1910),
552-555 [208-211]; 6 (1911), 243-246 [275-278]; 16 (1922), 112-114 [614-616)].

Berdzenisvjili, Studies = Berdzenisvhili, D., 6563393900 [Studies], Thbilisi, 2005.

Biro, “Bahram Cobin” = Birg, M., “Bahram Cobin and the Establishment of the Principality in Kartli”, Acta
Orient. Hung 32 (1979), 177-185.

Bir6 “Heracleios” = Bird, M., “Georgian Sources on the Caucasian Campaign of Heracleios”, Acta Orient.
Hung 35 (1981), 121-132.

231



Bir6 , “Shushanik” = Biro, M., “Shushanik’s Georgian Vita”, Acta Orient. Hung 38 (1984), 187-200.

Braun, “Barsauma” = Braun, O., “Des Barsauma von Nisibis Briefe an den Katholikos Akak”, in Actes du
Dixieme Congres international des orientalistes: session de Geneve, 1894. Troisieme partie, section II:
langues sémitiques. Leiden: Brill, 1896, 83-101.

Brock, “Christians” = Brock, S., “Christians in the Sassanian Empire: a Case of Divided Loyalties”, in S.
Mews (ed.) Religion and National Identity, Papers Read at the Nineteenth Summer Meeting and the
Twentieth Winter Meeting of the Ecclesiastical History Society, Oxford: Blackwell, 1982, 1-21.

Brock, “Christology” = Brock, S., “The Christology of the Church of the East”, in D. Afinogenov and A.
Muraviev (edd.), Traditions and Heritage of the Christian East: Proceedings of the International Conference,
Moscow: Indrik, 1996, 159-179

Brock, “Thrice-Holy” = Brock, S., “The Thrice-Holy Hymn in the Liturgy”, Sobornost 7 (1985), 24-34.
Brosset, “Historiens” = Brosset, M.-F., Deux historiens armeniens, St. Petersbourg, 1871

Bruns, “Barsauma” = Bruns, P., “Barsauma von Nisibis und die Aufhebung der Klerikerenthaltsamkeit im
Gefolge der Synode von Beth-Lapat (484)”, Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum 37/1 (2005), 1-42.

Calzolari, “Apochryphe” = Calzolari, V., “En guise d’introduction: quelques réflexions sur le role de la
littérature apocryphe dans I’ Arménie chrétienne ancienne”, in V. Calzolari Bouvier, J.-D. Kaestli et B. Outtier
(edd.), Apochryphes arméniens, Lauzanne: Editions du Zébre, 1999, 9-18.

Cameron, “Past” = Cameron, A., “Models of the Past in the Late Sixth Century: the Life of the Patriarch
Eutychius”, in G. Clarke (ed.) Reading the Past in Late Antiquity, Ruschcutters Bay, NSW, 205-223.

Carriére, Abgar = Carriére, A., La Légende d’Abgar dans |’ ““Histoire d’Arménie” de Moise de Khoren. Paris:
Imprimerie nationale, 1895.

Chahin, Armenia = Chahin, M., The Kingdom of Armenia, London: Croom Helm, 1987.

Chakmakjian, Christology = Chakmakjian, H., Armenian Christology and the Evangelisation of Islam,
Leiden: Brill, 1965.

Chantladze, “Michael” = Chantladze, N., “dojsgew skg@olb ‘godorssedfgtrmemdol’ dggmo bedby@o osydsbols

39dbBob goBogolsmgol®, [“On the Criticism of the Old Armenian Text of the Chronography by Michael the
Syrian”], in The Caucasus between East and West: Historical and Philological Studies in Honour of Zaza
Aleksidze, Thilisi, 2012, 467-475.

Charanis, Armenians = Charanis, P., The Armenians in the Byzantine Empire, Lisboa, 1963.

Charanis, Church and State = Charanis, P., Church and State in the Later Roman Empire: The Religious
Policy of Anastasius the First, 491-518, Byzantina Keimena Kai Meletai 11, Thessalonica: Kentron
Byzantinon Ereunon, 1974.

Charanis, “Ethnic Changes” = Charanis, P., “Ethnic Changes in Seventh-Century Byzantium”, Dumbarton
Oaks Papers 13 (1959), 28-29, 34-36;

232



Charanis, “Transfer” = Charanis, “Transfer of Population as a Policy of the Byzantine Empire”, in
Comparative Studies in Society and History 3 (1961), 140-154.

Chichurov, “Caucasian Campaigns” = Chichurov, I., “On the Caucasian Campaign of Emperor Heraclius”,
Vostochanay Evropa v drevnosti i srednevekovie, Moscow, 1978 261-266.

Chitunasvhili, “Commemoration” = Chitunashvili, D.,“bmdgb Gdobosbms blgbgdgdo  Bom-gmsty o

§ 569003530000 byebsg®da®, ["Commemoration of the Armenian Saints in Manuscripts of T‘ao-K‘larietian
Origion A-97"], 2" International Conference Tao-Klarjeti, Abstract of Papers, Batumi, 2012,

Cowe, “Caucasia” = Cowe, P., “Generic and Methodological Developments in Theology in Caucasia from
the Fourth to Eleventh Centuries within an East Christian Context”, Il Caucaso: cerniera fra culture dal
Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli IV-XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima Settimana di studio del Centro Italiano
di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile 1995) 2, (1996), 647-683.

Cowe, “Christology” = Cowe, P., “Armenian Christology in the Seventh and Eight Centuries with Particular
Reference to the Contributions of Catholicos Yovhan Ojnec‘i and Xosrovik T‘argmanié¢, Journal of
Theological Studies n.s. 55 (2004), 30-54.

Cowe, “Philoxenus” = Cowe, P., “Philoxenus of Mabbug and the Council of Manazkert”, Aram 5 (1993),
115-129.

Cowe, “Tome” = Cowe, P., “The Tome of Leo: Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Perspectives”, St. Nerses’s
Theological Review 3:1-2 (1998), 3-21.

Cowe, “Vaspurakan and Ani” = Cowe, P., “Relations between the Kingdoms of Vaspurakan and Ani”, in
R.G. Hovanissian (ed.), Armenian Van/Vaspurakan, Costa Meza: Mazda Publishers, 73-87.

Cubitt, History and Memory = Cubitt, G., History and Memory, Manchester: Manchester University Press,
2007.

Dadoyan, “Phenomenology” = Dadoyan, S.B., “A Phenomenology of Armenian Studies: the Discipline and
the “National” Meta-Polis”, Le Muséon 121 (2008), 213-229.

Dadoyan, “Political Strategies” = Dadoyan, S.B., “Islam and Armenian Political Strategies at the End of an
Era: Matt‘eos Jowlayec‘i and Grigor Tat‘ewac‘i”, Le Muséon 114 (2001), 305-327.

Dagron, “Minorités” = Dagron, G., “Minorites ethniques et religicuses dans L’Orient byzantine a la fin du Xe
et au Xle siécle: L’immigration syrienne”, TM 6 (1976), 178, 208-213.

Dedeyan, “Croises” = Dedeyan, G., Les Arméniens entre Grecs, Musulmans et Croises: Etudes sur les
pouvoirs Arméniens dans le Proche-Orient Méditerranéen (1068-1150) vols. 1/2, Lisbonne, 2003.

Dedeyan, “Immigration” = Dedeyan, G., “L’Immigration arménienne en Cappadoce au Xle siécle”,
Byzantion 45 (1975), 65-70, 99-100;

Dedeyan, “Mleh le Grand” = Dedeyan, G., “Mleh le Grand stratége du Lykandos”, REArm, n.s., 15 (1981),
72-102.

Der Nersessian, Armenia = Der Nersessian, S., Armenia and the Byzantine Empire, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1945.

233



Devreesse, Patriarcat = Devreesse, R., Le patriarcat d’Antioche depuis le paix de I’Eglise jusqu’a la
conquéte arabe, Paris, 1945.

Donabédian, “Albanie” = Donabédian, P. “Une nouvelle mise au point sure 1’Albanie du Caucase”, REArm
n.s. 21 (1988-1989), 485-495.

Draguet, “Julianiste 3” = Draguet, R., “Piéces de polémique antijulianiste 3: L’ordination frauduleuse des
julianistes”, Le Muséon 54 (1941), 59-89.

Drost-Abgarjan, “Abgar-Legende” = Drost-Abgarjan, A., “Zur Rezeption der Abgar-Legende in Armenien”,
in L. Greisiger, C. Rammelt, and J. Tubach (edd.), Edessa in hellenistisch-romischer Zeit: Religion, Kultur
und Politik zwischen Ost und West. Beitrdge des internationalen Edessa-Symposiums in Halle an der Saale,
14.-17. Juli 2005. Beiruter Texte und Studien 116, Beirut: Orient-Institut/Wiirzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2009, 69-
74.

Droysen, Historik = Droysen, 1.G., Historik. Vorlesungen uber die Enzyklopadie und Methodologie der
Geschichte, Darmstadt, 1937.

Dufty, Paul Ricoeur = Dufty, M., Paul Ricoeur’s Pedagogy of Pardon: A Narrative Theory of Memory and
Forgetting, London: Continuum, 2009.

Dumezil, “Albaniens” = Dumezil, G., “Une chrétienté disparue. Les Albaniens du Caucase” Meélanges
Asiatiques 232, (1940-1941/1), 377-384.

Eastmond, Royal Imagery = Eastmond, A. Royal Imagery in Medieval Georgia, Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1998.

Edwards, “Hams$en” = Edwards, R.W., “Ham$en: An Armenian Enclave in the Byzanto-Georgian Pontos. A
Survey of Literary and Nonliterary Sources”, Le Muséon 101 (1988), 403-422.

Edwards, “Oltu-Penek” = Edwards, R.W., “Medieval Architecture in the Oltu-Penek Valley, A Preliminary
Report on the Marchlands of Eastern Turkey”, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 39 (1985), 15-37.

Eremyan, “Common Fate” = Eremyan, S., “O0mHocTh cyaed W KyJIbTypHO-TIOJIUTHYECKOE COMPYKECTBO
HapoaoB 3akaBka3es B IX-XIII BB.,” in Kavkaz i Vizantiya 1, (1979), 5-10.

Eremyan, Feudal Armenia = Eremyan, S., Culture of the Early Feudal Armenia in 4”-7" cc., Erevan, 1980.

Farmanfarmaian, “Georgia and Iran” = Farmanfarmaian, F.S., “Georgia and Iran: Three Millennia of Cultural
Relations”, Journal of Persianate Studies 2 (2009), 1-43.

Frend, Monophysite Movement = Frend, W.H.C., The Rise of the Monophysite Movement: Chapters in the
History of the Church in the Fifth and Sixth Centuries, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1972.

Frivold, Incarnation = Frivold, L., The Incarnation: A Study of the Doctrine of Incarnation in the Armenian
Church in the 5" and 6™ Centuries according to the Book of Letters, Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1981.

Gadjiev, “Caucasian Albanians” = Gadjiev, M., “The Writing of the Caucasian Albanians”, in P. Kohl, M.
Kozelsky, N. Ben-Yehuda (edd.), Selective Remembrances, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007, 99-
127.

234



Galbraith, “Nationality and Language” = Galbraith, V.H., “Nationality and Language in Medieval England”,
Transactions of the Royal Historical Society 23 (1941), 113-128.

Gandulfo, “Tipologie architettoniche” = Gandulfo, F., “Tipologie architettoniche nell’area caucasica: dale
origini paleocrisiane alle catedrali”, I/ Caucaso. cerniera fra culture dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli IV-
XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima Settimana di studio del Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile
1995),vol 2 (1996), 867-907.

Garagozov, “Narratives” = Garagozov, R., “Historical Narratives, Cultural Traditions, and Collective
Memory in the Central Caucasus”, Journal of Russian and East European Psychology 46/1 (2008), 52-98.

Garitte, “Hripsimiennes” = Garitte, G., “La Passion des saintes Hripsimiennes en géorgien (Agathange, ch.
XMI-XIX)”, Le Muséon 75 (1962), 233-251.

Garitte, “Fragment” = Garitte, G., “Sure un fragment géorgien d’Agathange “, Le Muséon 61 (1948), 89-
102.

Garsoian, “Dyophysites” = Garsoian, N., “Acace de Méliténe et la présence de Dyophysites en Arménie au
debut du Ve siécle”, in R. Gyselen (ed.), Au Carrefour des Religions: Mélanges offert a Philippe Ginoux. Res
Orientals VII, Bures-sur-Yvette, 1995, 73-87.

Garsoian, L ’église = Garsoian, N., L église Arménienne et le grand schisme d’Orient, Louvain: Peeters, 1999.

Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms” = Garsoian, N. “The Independent Kingdoms of Medieval Armenia”, in
R. Hovhannisian (ed.) The Armenian People from Ancient to Modern Times. Volume 1, The Dynastic
Periods: From Antiquity to the Fourteenth Century, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1997, 143—185.

Garsoian “Integration” = Garsoian, N., “The Problem of Armenian Integration into the Byzantine Empire”, in
H. Ahrweiler, A E. Laiou (edd.), Studies on the Internal Diaspora of the Byzantine Empire, Washington
D.C.: Harvard University Press, 1998, 53-125.

Garsoian, “Precisions I” = Garsoian N., “Some preliminary precisions on the separation of the Armenian and
Imperial churches: 1. The presence of ‘Armenian’ bishops at the first five oecumenical councils”,
KA®HI'HTPIA: Essays Presented to John Hussey on her 80th birthday, Porphyrogenitus, 1988, 249-285.

Garsoian, “Précisions II” = Garsoian, “Quelques précisions préliminaires sur le schisme centre les Eglises
byzantine et arméniennes au sujet du concile de Chalcedoine: II”. La date et les circonstances de la
séparation”, Byzantina Sorbonensia 12 (1996), 99-112.

Garsoian, “Précisions III” = Garsoian, N., “Quelques précisions préliminaires sur le schisme entre les Eglises
byzantine et arménienne au sujet du concile de Chalcedoine: III. Les évéchés méridionaux limitrophes de la
Meésopotamie’, REArm 23, 1992, 39-80.

Garsoian, “Reality and Myth” = Garsoian, N., “Reality and Myth in Armenian History”, in Church and
Culture in Medieval Armenia, Aldershot: Ashgate, 117-145.

Garsoian, “Secular Jurisdiction” = Garsoian, N., “Secular Jurjsdiction over the Armenian Church (Fourth-
Seventh Centuries)”, in Okeanos: Essays Presented to IThor Sevcenko on his Sixteeth Birthday = Harvard
Ukrainian Studies 7 (1984), 239-241.

235



Garsoian , “VatarSapat” = Garsoian, N., “Was a Council Held at VatarSapat in A.D. 491?” Le Muséon 117
(2004), 496-506.

Garsoian, Mah¢, Parthes au Califat = Garsoian, N, Mahé, J.-P., Des Parthes au Califat, quatre legcons sur la
formation de l’identité Arménienne, Paris: De boccard, 1997.

Garsoian, Martin-Hizard, “Unité et diversité” = Garsoian, N., Martin-Hizard, B., “Unité et diversité de la
Caucasie médiévale (IVe-Xle s.), in Il Caucaso: cerniera fra culture dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli IV-
XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima Settimana di studio del Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile
1995), vol 1(1996), 275-363.

Geary, Memory = Geary, P., Phantoms of Memory: Memory and Oblivion at the End of the First Millennium,
Princeton University Press, 1994.

Gero, Barsauma = Gero, Stephen, Barsauma of Nisibis and Persian Christianity in the Fifth Century. CSCO
426, Subs. 63. Louvain: Peeters, 1981.

Gejusev, Christianity = R., Xpucmuancmeo ¢ Kasxasckoii Anbanuu, [Christianity in the Caucasian Albania]
Baku, 1984.

Ghambashidze, “Folk Tradition” = Ghambashidze, N., [Saint Nino in the Georgian Folk Tradition], in R.
Siradze (ed.), Saint Nino 1, Thilisi, 2008, 398-404.

Ghedighian, Collection canonum = Ghedighian, H., Collectio canonum ecclesiae Armenae, in Fonti, Series
I, fascicule 21, Venise, 1941.

Gippert, ‘“Nino-Tradition” = Gippert J., “Marginalien zur Nino-Tradition, Stimme der Orthodoxie*,
Festschrift fiir Fairy von Lilienfeld 3, 1997.

Gleixner, Alexanderbild = Gleixner, H.J., Das Alexanderbild der Byzantiner, Inaugural-Dissertation,
Miinchen, 1961.

Goeller, “Nestorius” = Goeller, E., “Eine jakobitische ‘Vita’ des Nestorius”, Oriens Christianus 1 (1901),
276-287.

Goiladze, “Autocephaly” = Goiladze, V., “Acquisition of Autocephaly by the Holy Apostolic Church of
Georgia according to the Data preserved in the Ancient Georgian and Byzantine Sources”, in N. Makharadze,
N. Lomouri (edd.), Byzantium in the Georgian Sources, Tbilisi: Logos, 406-416.

Goiladze, Vaxt‘ang = Goiladze, V., 3sb8sby amégslomo s dolbo olgmdngmbo [Vaxtang Gorgasali and his
Historian], Thilisi, 1991.

Goubert, “Successeurs” = Goubert, P., “Les successeurs de Justinien et le Monophysisime”, in Das Konzil
von Chalkedon 11, 172-192

Goubert, “Evolution” = Goubert, P., “Evolution politique et religieuse de la Géorgie a la fin de 6° siécle”, in
Mémorial Louis Petit, Mélanges d’histoire et d’archéologie Byzantines, Bucarest, 1948, 113-127.

Gouillard, “Gagik II” = Gouillard, J. “Gagik II défenseur de la foi arménienne’, TM 7 (1979), 399-418.

236



Graham, Past = Graham, G., The Shape of the Past: a Philosophical Approach to History, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997.

Gray, Defense = Gray, P.T.R., The Defence of Chalcedon in the East, Leiden: Brill, 1979.

Gray, “Forgery” = Gray, P.T.R., “Forgery as an Instrument of Progress: Reconstructing the Theological
Tradition in the Sixth Century”, BZ 81(1988), 284-289.

Greenslade, Schism = Greenslade, S.L., Schism in the Early Church, London 1964.

Greenwood, T., “New Light from the East”: Chronography and Ecclesiastical History through a Late
Seventh-Century Armenian Source ”, Journal of Early Christian Studies 16/2 (2008), 197-254.

Grillmeier, Jesus = Grillmeier, A., Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Freiburg: Herder, 2004.

Grumel, “Invectives” = Grumel, V., “Les invectives contre les Armeniens du catholicos Isaak”, REB 14
(1956), 174-194.

Gulbekian, “Trdat” = Gulbekian, E.V., “The Conversion of King Trdat and Khorenatsi’s History of the
Armenians”, Le Muséon 90 (1977), 49-62.

Gulbekian, “Traditional Origin” = Gulbekian, E.V., “The significance of the Narrative Describing the
Traditional Origin of the Armenians”, Le Muséon 86 (1973), 365-375.

Haarer, Anastasius I = Haarer, F., Anastasius I: Politics and Empire in the Late Roman World, Cambridge:
Francis Cairns, 2006.

Haase, “Chronik” = Haase, F., “Die armenische Rezension der syrischen Chronik Michaels des
Grossen”, OC 5 (1915), 60-82, 271-284.

Hainthaler, “Simeon” = Hainthaler, T., ”Der Brief des Simeon von Bét Ar$am iiber den Nestorianismus in
Persien. Eine Positionsbestimmung der persischen Anti-Nestorianer auf der Grundlage des Henotikon”, in A.
Mustafa, and J. Tubach, and S. Vashalomidze (edd.), Inkulturation des Christentums im Sasanidenreich,
Wiesbaden: Ludwig Reichert, 2007, 189-204.

Hainthaler, “Disputator” = Hainthaler, T., “Der persische Disputator Simeon von Bet ArSam und seine
antinestorianische Positionsbestimmung”, in A. Grillmeier, T. Hainthaler (edd.), Jesus der Christus im
Glauben der Kirche. Bd. 2.3: Die Kirchen von Jerusalem und Antiochien nach 451 bis 600. Freiburg im
Vienna: Herder, 2002, 262-278

Halfter, “Constantinus” = Halfter, P., “Constantinus Novus. Zum geschichtlichen Hintergrund des
apokryphen Freundschaftspaktes zwischen Konstantin und Trdat, Grigor dem Erleuchter und Papst
Silvester”, Le Muséon 119 (2006), 399-429.

Halfter, Papsttum = Halfter, P., Das Papsttum und die Armenier in frither und hohen Mittelalter, KSln, 1996.
Harutunyan, “Didzesan -Glidereung” = Harutunyan B., “Die Di6zesan-Gliederung der Armeinschen Kirche
im Zeitalter Gregors des Erleuchters”, in W. Seibt (ed.), Die Christianisierung des Kaukasus/The

Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Referate des Internationalen Symposions (Wien,
9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2002, 189-198.

237



Harvey, S.A., “Remembering Pain: Syriac Historiography and the Separation of the Churches”, Byz. 58
(1988), 295-308.

Hasting, Nationhood = Hastings, A., Construction of Nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion and Nationalism,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.

Hewsen, “Ehno-History” = Hewsen, R.H., “Ethno-History and the Armenian Influence upon the Caucasian
Albanians”, in T.J. Samuelian (ed.), Classical Armenian: Influence and Creativity of Culture, Philadelphia,
1982, 27-40.

Hewsen, R.H., Clauson, G., “Chronology” = Hewsen, R.H., Clauson, G., “Notes and Communication of the
Chronology of Movses Dasxuranc‘i”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 27 (1964), 151-
156.

Hitchins, “Caucasian Albanians” = Hitchins, K., “The Caucasian Albanians and the Arab Caliphate in the
Seventh and Eighth Centuries”, Bedi Kartlisa 42 (1984), 234-245.

Hoffmann, “Outsiders” = Hoffmann, R.C., “Outsiders by Birth and Blood: Racist Ideologies and Iealities
Around the Periphery of Medieval Eropean Culture”, Studies in Medieval Renaissance History 6 (1983), 1-
34,

Honigmann, Ostgrenze = Honigmann, E., Die Ostgrenze des byzantinischen Reiches. Vin 363 bis 1071 nach
griechischen, arabischen, syrischen und armenischen Quellen, Brussel, 1935.

Horn, Asceticism = Horn, C., Asceticism and Christological controversies in Fifth Century Palestine: The
Career of Peter the Iberian, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Horn, “Nino” = Horn, C., St. “Nino and the Christianization of Pagan Georgia”, Medieval Encounters 4/3
(1998), 243-264.

Hultgérd, “Byzantine Impact” = Hultgérd, A., “Armenia in Change and Crisis: The Byzantine Impact”, in L.
Rydén and J.O. Rosenqvist (edd.), Aspects of Late Antiquity and Early Byzantium, Swedish Research Institute
in Istanbul Transcations 4 (1993), 67-75.

Hutchinson, Smith, Ethnicity = Hutchinson J, Smith A.D. (edd.), Ethnicity, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1996.

Hutchinson, Smith, Ethnicity = Hutchinson J, Smith A.D. (edd.), Nationalism, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1994.

Inglissian, “Chalkedon” = Inglissian, V., “Chalkedon und die Armenische Kirche®, in A. Grillmeir, H. Bacht
(edd.), Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Geschichte und Gegenwart 111, Echter: Wiirzburg, 361-417.

Janashia, Feudal Revolution = Janashia, S., ggmesmgéo @ggoergios bsjstmggmedo, [Feudal Revolution in
Georgial, Thilisi: Georgian Academy of Sciences Press, 1949.

Javakhishvili, Armenian Literature = Javakhishvili, 1., dzgem beadbgcio bsoligerner dfgemmds, [Old Armenian
Historical Literature], Thilisi, 1935.

238



Javakhisvhili, “Church Separation” = Javakhishvili, I, Hcmopusa yepxosroeo paspwiea meoncoy Ipysueii u
Apmenueii 6 navane VII sexa [History of the Ecclesiastical Schism between Georgia and Armenia in the
Beginning of the Seventh Century] Sankt Petersburg, 1908.

Javakhishvili, History = Javakhishvili, L., fsGoggemn géob olgexos 1 [The History of the Georgian Nation, vol
1] (Thilisi: Tbilisi University Press, 1979).

Jinbashian, Church-State = Jinbashian, M., Church-State Relations in Armenia during the Arab Dominion,
Lisbon, 2000.

Jones, “Abbasid Suzerainty” = Jones, L, “Abbasid Suzerainty in the Medieval Caucasus: Appropriation and
Adaptation of Iconography and Ideology”, Gesta 43/2 (2004), 143-150.

Kaegi, “Al-Baladhuri” = Kaegi, W., “Al-Baladhuri and the Armenian Theme”, Byzantion 38 (1968), 273-
277,

Kaegi, Heraclius = Kaegi, W., Heraclius Emperor of Byzantium, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003.

Kakabadze, Vaxt‘ang = Kakabadze, S., 3sb$sby gedgsbogmo s dobo bsbs [Vaxtang Gorgasali and His Times),
Thilisi, 1994.

Kakabadze, Studies = Kakabadze, S., Historical Studies, 1924.
Kaplan, Byzance = Kaplan, M., Les homes et la terre a Byzance du Vle au Xle siecle, Paris, 1992.

Kazhdan, Armenians = Kazhdan, A.P., Apmsane 6 cocmage eocnodcmayioweeo Kiacca GU3AHMUUCKOLL
umnepuu 6 XI-XII 6., [Armenians in the Ruling Class of the Byzantine Empire in 11™-12"™ centuries],
Yerevan, 1975.

Karaulashvili, Abgar = Karaulashvili, 1., The Armenian Versions of the Abgar Legend. M.A. thesis. Budapest:
Central European University, 1996.

Kauchtschischvili N., “Santa Nino e la donna a nel mondo bizantino”, Santa Nino e la Georgia, Roma, 2000,
51-60.

Kekelidze, “Calendar” = Kekelidze, K., “ocsby Jsomggmol smabosco™ [“The Calendar of John the Georgian™],
in Etiudebi 5, 248-294.

Kekelidze, Geschichte = Kekelidze, K., Geschichte der Kirchlichen Georgischen Literatur, auf Grund des
ersten Bandes der Georgischen Literaturgeschichte, beabeitet von M. Tarchnisvili, J. Assfalg, Vatican:
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1955.

Kekelidze, Liturgical Monuments = Kekelidze, K., JluTypruueckue  Tpy3WHCKHE TaMATHUKH B
OTEUECTBEHHBIX KHUTOXpaHWIMIIAX U UX HaydyHoe u3yudeHue, [Georgian Liturgical Monuments in National
Depositories and their Scholarly Study], Tiflis, 1908

Kekelidze, “Vaxt‘ang” = Kekelidze, K., “3sbgsby gmdgslemols ol@emdogmbo s dolo olgmeos™, [Vaxt‘ang
Gorgasali’s Historian and his History], in Etiudebi 4, 187-201.

239



Kekelidze, “Year” = Kekelidze, K., “Old Georgian Eortalogical Year”, Etiudebi 1, Thbilisi, 1956, 125-132.

Kashishean, Saint Nerses = Keshishean, A., Saint Nerses the Gracious and the Church Unity: Armeno-Greek
Church Relations (1165-1173), Antelias, 2010.

Kiknadze, “New Nino” = Kiknadze, Z., “sbsmo 6obe” [“New Nino™], in R. Siradze (ed.), Saint Nino 1, Tbilisi,
2008, 196-202.

Kiknadze, “Folklorische Varianten” = Kiknadze, Z,. “Die folkloristischen Varianten der ‘Bekehrung
Georgiens’”, Bedi Kartlisa 42 (1984), 222-231.

Kldiashvili, “Gare3a” = Kldiashvili D., “Gare3a and Pilgrimage in the Early Georgian Sources”, in Z.
Skhirtladze (ed.), Desert Monasticism: Gareja and the Christian East, Thbilisi, 2001.

Kloczowski, “Church and Nation” = Kloczowski, J., “The Church and the Nation: the Example of the
Mendicants in Thirteenth-Century Poland”, in D. Loades and K. Walsh (edd.), Faith and Indentity: Christian
Political Experience, Oxford: Blackwell, 1990, 47-57.

Klum-Bithmer, Trishagion = Klum-Bithmer, E., Das Trishagion als Versiihnungsformel der Christenheit,
Munich: Oldenbourg, 1979.

=a%

Kolanjyan, “Uxtanés” = Kolanjyan, S.E., “The Tenth Century Historian Uxtanés: Was he Bishop of Sebastia
or Edessa?”, in D. Kouymjian (ed.), Armenian Studies In Memoriam Haig Berberian, Lisboa, 1986, 397-413,

Krikorian, “Autonomy” = Krikorian, M., “Autonomy and Autocephaly in the Theory and Practice of the
Ancient Oriental Churches”, Kanon: Yearbook of the Society for the Law of the Oriental Churches 5/2
(1981), 114-129.

Krikorian, Armenische Kirche = Krikorian, M., Die Armenische Kirche, Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2002.

Krikorian, Ecomenical Councils” = Krikorian, M., “The first three Ecumenical Councils and their
Significance for the Armenian Church”, The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 16 (1971), 191-209.

Lalayants, “Surb Sargis” = Lalayanc®, “SurbSargis” = Lalayanc‘, E., Unipp Uwpghu Souh uljupwughp
lunuwlgniphiuibpp  Uppwpuwjuph pwppweny, Zwuntu Uduopbtwy, Yhbubiwy, [Surb Sarkis:
Description of the Feast and Notes on the Axalkalaki Dialect], Handes Amsorea, 1-12 (1894), 350-353

Lang, Saints = Lang, D.M., Lives and Legends of the Georgian Saints, New York: Crestwood, 1976.

Lang, Philoponus = Lang, U.M., John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon: A Study and
Translation of the Arbiter, Louvain: Peeters, 2001.

Langlois, Collection = Langlois, V., Collection des Historiens Anciens et Modernes de I’Armenie, vol 1,2,
1859.

La Porta, “Lineage” = La Porta, S., “Lineage, Legitimacy and Loyalty in Post-Seljuk Armenia: A
Reassessment of the Sources of the Failed Orbelean Revolt against King Giorgi III of Georgia”, REArm 31
(2008-2009), 127-165.

Laurant, L ’Arménie = Laurent, J., L’ ’Arménie entre Byzance et L’Islam depuis la conquéte Arabe jusqu’en
886, Lisbonne, 1980.

240



Lebon, “ Timothée Elure” = Lebon, J., “Version arménienne et version syriaque de Timothée Elure”, Handes
Amsorya 40 (1927), 713-720.

Lemerle, “Schisme” = Lemerle, P., “L’orthodoxie byzantine et I’cecuménisme médiéval: les origines du
‘schisme’ des Eglises”, Bulletin de I’Association G. Budé, 4° série, 2 (1965), 228-246.

Lemerle, “Typikon” = Lemerle, P., “Le Typikon de Grégoire Pakourianos (Décembre 1083)”, Cing études
sur le Xle siecle Byzantin, Paris, 1977.

Lerner, “Chelishi” = Lerner, C.B., “On the Origin of the “Chelishi” Manuscript of the Conversion of Kartli”,
Le Muséon 117 (2004), 131-137.

Lerner, Wellspring = Lerner, C.B., The Wellspring of Georgian Historiography: The Early Medieval
Historical Chronicle the Conversion of Kartli and the Life of St. Nino, London: Bennet and Bloom, 2004.

Lomouri, “Petriconi” = Lomouri, N., “K nctopuu rpysunckoro Ilerpurionckoro monacteips (baukoBcknit
MoHacTeIps B bomrapumn)”, in D. Musxelisvili (ed.), Hexomopwie sonpocvr ucmopuu I'pyzuu 6 apmsauckotl
ucmopuoepaghuu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in the Armenian Historiography], Thbilisi, 2009.

Lomouri, “Heraclius” = Lomouri, N., “ofsgmo 390ltol @ms3jamds ocbdo s befsmggmm, [Emperor
Heraclius’s Campaign to Iran and Georgia], in Near East and Georgia, 284-367.

Lortkipanidze, Georgia = Lortkipanidze, M., Georgia in the 11"-13" Centuries, Tbilisi, 1987.

Macomber, “Seleukia-Ctesiphon” = Macomber, W.F., “The Christology of the Synod of Seleukia-
Ctesiphon”, OCP 24 (1958), 142-154.

Mahé, “Arséne” = Mahé, J.-P., “Une nouvelle édition de la Chronique d’Arséne”, REArm 15 (1981), 485-
486.

Mahé, “Bekehrung” = Mahé J.-P., ,.Die Bekehrung Transkaukasiens: eine Historiographie mit doppeltem
Boden®, in W. Seibt (ed.), Die Christianisierung des Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia,
Georgia, Albania). Referate des Internationalen Symposions (Wien, 9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag
der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2002, 107-125.

Mahé, “Chronique et icone” = Mahé, J.-P., “Chronique et icone dans les littératures Arménienne et
Georgienne”, in The Caucasus between East and West: Historical and Philological Studies in Honour of
Zaza Aleksidze, Thilisi, 2012, 212-226.

Mahé, “L’église” = Mahé, J.-P., “L’église arménienne de 611 a 1066”, in J.M. Mayeur, Ch. Pietri, A.
Vauchez (edd.), Evéques, Moines et empereurs (610-1054) (Histoire du Christianisme 4), Paris, 1993, 457-
547.

Mahé, “Narratio” = Mahé, J.-P., “Narratio de Rebus Armeniae”, REArm 25 (1994-1995), 429-438.

Mahé, “La rupture* = Mahé, J-P., “La rupture arméno-géorgienne au début du Vle siécle et les réécritures
historiographiques des IX-XI siecles”, /I Caucaso: Cerniera fra culture dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (Secoli
1V-VIl). Settimane di studio del Centro Italiano di studi sull’ alto medioevo XVIII 11, Spoletto, 1996, 927-961.

241



Maisuradze, Leonti = Maisuradze, G., @gebdo dEmzgmol  mgsmbebolo  goggelool  bsmbos  Leg@om

F560m3dsgemmdsty, [Leonti Mroveli’s View on the Common Ancestry of the Caucasian Peoples], Tbilisi,
Caucasian House, 2010.

Maisuradze, Studies = Maisuradze, G., 6563393980 bsdstmggmml s bemdbgmols 1Bmog@memdgdols olgmmonowsb,

dgmmbg-dgmm@dgdg beggnbggddo, [Studies in the History of Georgian and Armenian Relations in the Fourth to
Twelfth Centuries], Thbilisi: Mecniereba, 2002.

Maisuradze, Historiography = Maisuradze G., fscGozgen beadbzino gemogtommdols olgexomgisgoowsb, [From the
Historiography of Georgian-Armenian Relations], Tbilisi: Kavkasiuri saxli, 2008.

Maisuradze, “Status” = Maisuradze, G., “O craryce ApMeHUH B cocTaBe [py3MHCKOH CpeIHEBEKOBOM
neraTpanmmzoBanHolt MoHapxuu (XI[-XIV BB.)”, [On the Status of Armenia in the Medieval Centralized
Georgian Kingdom], in D. Muskhelishvili (ed.), Hexomopvie éonpocwt ucmopuu Ipyzuu 6 apmsnckoil
ucmopuozpaghuu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in the Armenian Historiography], Thilisi, 2009.

Maksoudian, “Dioscorus” = Maksoudian, K., “Reconciliation of Memories: The Maligned Dioscorus”, St.
Nerses’s Theological Review 3/1 (1998), 37-44.

Mamedov, Albania and Atropatena = Mamedov, T., Anbanus u Amponamena no OpesHe-ApmsaHCKUM
ucmounurxam [Albania and Atropatena According to the Old Armenian Sources], Baku: 1977.

Mamedova, Caucasian Albania = Mamedova, F., Kaexasckas Anbanus u Anbanvt [The Caucasian Albania
and Albanians| Kavkazskaja Albania i Albani, Baku: 2005.

Mardirossian, Canons = Mardirossian, A., Le livre des canons Arméniens de Yovhannés Awjnec'i, Leuven:
Peeters, 2004.

Margaryan, North Armenia = Margaryan, H.G., Zjniuhuwjhtt Zwjuunnwh bt dpuwuwnwih XII quph
wuwunipjul vh pwtth hwpgtp [Some questions relating to the history of northern Armenia and Georgia
of the 12" ¢.], Yerevan, 1980.

Marr, “Travels” = Marr, N., “From Travel to Athos” [“U3 moe3nku va Adon”], Journal of the Ministry of
Education, (1899), 1-24.

Marr, “Baptism” = Marr, N., “Kpemenne apMsH, rpy3uH, abxa30B U alaHOB cBATHIM [ puropruem (apadcekas
Bepeus),” [“Baptism of Armenians, Georgians Abxazs and Alans by St Gregory (the Arabic Version)”].
3anucku Bocmounozo Omoenenua Umnepamopckoeo Pycckoeo Apxeonoeuneckoeo oouecmea (1905).

Marr, “Armeno-Georgian Philology” = Marr, N., O0 enuHCTBe 3ama4 apMsAHO-TPY3HHCKOH (unonoruu, [On
Common Problems of Armeno-eorgian Philology], Kasxasckuii secmnux 3, (1902), 15-29.

Marr, “Arkaun” = Marr, N., ApkayH, MOHI'OJIbCKO€ Ha3BaHUE XPHCTHAH B CBS3U C BOIPOCOM 00 apMsHaX-
XaJIKeZIOHUTaX, BuzanTtuiickuit BpemeHHuk, 1906, Tom 12, Nel-2, 1-68.

Marr, “Problem of Arkaun” = Marr, N., “K Bompocy 06 ‘Apkayne’,” [“The Question of Arkaun”], in P.
Muradyan (ed.), The Caucasian Cultural World and Armenia, Erevan, 1996, 277-288.

Marr, “Tsats” = Marr, N., “LlaTel naneontonorudecku” [Tsats in Terms of Paleontological] Mapp u sonpocbi
apmenoseodenus, Erevan, 1968, 295-304.

242



Marr, “Agape” = Marr, N., “Cnen y Ayann apmsa” [Trace of Ayonn among the Armenians], Xpucmuanckuii
Bocmox 1/ 2, 141-142.

Marr., N., “K Bompocy o Ayonrn B Apmenun,” [Question of Ayonn in Armenia], Xpucmuanckuii Bocmok, T. 2,
BhITL 1, cTp. 145-147

Marr, “Armenian Manuscript” = Marr, N., “O0 apMsSHCKOH WUIFOCTPPOBAHHONW PYKOTHCH U3
XalmKkeoHUTCKOW cpenbl,” [An Armenian Illustrated Manuscript from a Chalcedonian Milieu], in P.
Muradyan (ed.), Caucasian Cultural World and Armenia, Erevan, 1996, 302-309

Martin-Hisard, “Archontes” = Martin-Hisard, B., “Constantinople et les Archontes du Monde Caucasien dans
le Livre des Céremonies, 11, 48”, Traveaux et Memoires 13 (2000), 368-530.

Martin-Hisard, “Brebis” = Martin-Hisard B., “Brebis, boucs/loup et chiens. Une hagiographie géorgienne
anti-arménienne du début du Xe siécle”, REArm 23 (1992), 209-235.

Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme” = Martin-Hisard B., “Christianisme et église dans le monde géorgienne”,
Histoire du Christianisme 4, (1993), 560-564, 567-571.

Martin-Hisard, “Georgian Hagiography” = Martin-Hisard, B., “Georgian Hagiography”, in S. Efthymiadis
(ed.), The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography: Period and Places 1 (2011), 285-299.

Martin-Hisard “Hilarion” = Martin-Hisard, B., “La pérégrination du moine géorgien Hilarion au Xle siécle”,
BK 39 (1981), 101-138.

Martin-Hisard “Jean et Euthyme” = Martin-Hizard, B. “La Vie de Jean et Euthyme et le statut du monastére
des Ibéres sur 1’Athos”, REB 49 (1991), 67-142.

Martin-Hisard, “Moines et monastéres” = Martin-Hisard, B., “Moines et monastéres géorgiens du 9e siccle:
La Vie de Saint Grigol de Xancta. Deuxiéme partie : une mise en perspective historique”, Revue des études
byzantines 60 (2002), 5-64.

Martin-Hisard, “Nino” = Martin-Hisard B., “Jalons pour une histoire du culte de sainte Nino (fin IV*-XIII®
s.)”, in J.-P. Mahé, R.W. Thomson (edd.), From Byzantium to Iran. Armenian Studies in Honour of Nina G.
Garsoian, Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1997, 53-81.

Martin-Hisard, “Péres” = Martin-Hisard B., “Les Treize Saints Péres. Formation et évolution d’une tradition
hagiographique géorgienne (VIle-XlIle siecles)”, REGC 1 (1985), 141-168 ; 2 (1986), 76-111.

Martin-Hisard, “T‘ao K‘lardzheti” = Martin-Hisard, B., “Du T‘ao K‘lardzheti a I’ Athos : moines géorgiens et
réalités sociopolitiques, IXe-Xe siécles”, BK 41 (1983), 34-46.

Martin-Hisard, “Vaxt‘ang “ = Martin-Hisard B., “Le roi géorgien Vaxt‘ang Gorgasal dans I’histoire et dans la
légende”, in Actes des congres de la Société des historiens médiévistes de l'enseignement supérieur public.
13e congres, Aix-en-Provence, 1982, 205-242.

McLoughlin, “Nations and Loyalties; the Outlook of a Twelfth-Century Schoolsman (John of Salisbury,
c.1120 —80)”, in D. Loades, K. Walsh, (edd.), Faith and Identity: Christian Political Experience, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1990, 39-47.

243



Melikset-Bek, “Alphabets” = Melikset-Bek, “O reHe3uce apMsIHCKOT0, TPY3MHCKOTO W ajl0aHCKOTO
andasutoB” [“On the Genesis of the Armenian, Georgian and Albanian Alphabets”], Works of the Museum of
History of Azerbaijan 2 (1957), 52-60.

Melikset-Bek, “Anton I” = Melikset-Bek, L., “6@cb I-ol "3bs3g8g39mqdol" memaba@-bmdbneo §gsemgdo”,
Works of Tbhilisi State University 30/31 (1947), 97-112.

Melikset-Bek, Armenian Literature = Melikset-Bek, L., d3gemo lmdbgeo modgcuedaeol olgedmos [History of Old
Armenian Literature], Thilisi,

Melikset-Beg, Arajawor = Melikset-Beg, L., Skazaniya o poste aradjavor [Tales on the Lent of Arawavor],
Petrograd, 1917.

Melikset-Bek, “Georgian Agathangelos” = Melikset-Bek, L., “I'pysuHckas Bepcusi Araeanrena u es
3HAUYCHHE JJIS TPY3UHCKON ucTtopuorpadum,” Xpucmuanckuii Bocmox 4 (1915).

Melikset-Bek, “New Version” = Melikset-Bek, L., “bedbgeo g3olgemmgos Fogbol sbsmo gsosbdo o8 3986y
0d9M0gmols deffsegg amsby dsodgemo” [New Version of the Armenian Book of letters and the Student of Peter the
Iberian John of Maiuma], Sakartvelos saxelmcifo muzeumis macne 11/2 (1941), 41-80.

Melikset-Bek, “Pseudo-Isaac” = Melikset-Bek, L., “K Bommpocy o maTHpOBKE ICEBI0-HCAAKOBBIX MaM(IETOB
B TPEKO-BU3AHTUIHCKOM uteparype”, Vizantiiskiy Vremennik 8 (1956), 208-222.

Melikset-Mek, Teachers = Melikset-Bek, L., “Béogme dbscinms bmdgbos demdmgstbo” s dsma gobseds [ “The
Teachers of the Armenians of the North” and their Identity], Tbilisi, 1928.

Menabde, Seats = Menabde, L., Seats of Ancient Georgian Literature, Thilisi, 1980.

Mercier, “Canons” = Mercier, Ch., “Les canons des conciles cecuméniques et locaux en version arménienne”
REArm n.s. 15 (1981), 187-262.

Metreveli, David the Builder = Metreveli, R., ©sgoo s08s89693gem0, 3959 osdséo, [David the Builder, King
Tamar), Thilisi: Tbilisi University Press, 2002.

Metreveli, Golden Age = Metreveli, R., The Golden Age, Thilisi: Artanuji, 2010.

Meyendorff, “L’aphtartodocetisme” = Meyendorff, J., “L’aphartodocetisme en Armenie”, REArm 22 (1992),
27-37.

Minorsky, “Caucasica” = Minorsky, V., “Caucasica in the History of Mayyafariqin”, Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies 13 (1949-50), 27-35.

Mkrtumyan, Kakheti = Mkrtumyan, G., Georgian Feudal Dukedom of Kakheti in the 8"-11" centuries and its
Relations with Armenia, Erevan, 1983.

Mouterde, “Historiens Monophysites” = Mouterde, P., “Le concile de Chalcedoine d’aprés les historiens
monophysites de langue syriaque”, in Das Konzil vom Chalkedon 2, 581-602.

Muradyan, “Mxit‘ar Go$i” = Mouradian, P., “Mxit‘ar Gosi, Vrac‘nerin oultouac dawanakan T‘oult‘¢”,
Gandzasar 6 (1996), 336-402.

244



Muradyan, P., “ApmsHckas Haamuch xpama JDxBapu” [“Armenian Inscription on the Church of Jvari”],
Vestnik Obsetvennix Nauk 2 (1968), 55-80.

Muradyan, P., ['py3uHckHe MPUNKMCKK U 3anicH B ApMmsiHCKo# pykonucu 1317 r. m3 I'manzopa, in Kavkaz i
Vizantiya 1, (1979), 82-98.

Muradyan, “Caucasian World” = Muradyan, P., “KaBka3ckuil KyJbTypHbII MUp W KyJIbT ['puropus
[pocserurens”, in Kavkaz i Vizantiya 3 (1982), 5-21.

Muradyan, “Georgian Translation” = Muradyan, P., I'py3uHCckuii mepeBos NMOBETCBOBAHUS ApHCTaKdCca
JlactuBeptim, Vestnik Obsestvennyx Nauk 2 (1975).

Muradyan, Susanik = Muradyan, P., Umpp Cnipowtthijh Jyujwpwiniphnitp [Martyrdom of St Susanik),
Erevan, 1996.

Muradyan, “Tao” = Muradyan P., “Reflections on the Emergence of the Hierocratic System of Tao in the
Early-Feudal Sources”, in Tao-Klarjeti International Conference, Theses of Papers, Tbilisi, 2010, 61-64.

Muradyan, “Third Letter” = Muradyan, P., “K kputuke Ttexcra Il mocmamms matonmkoca ABpaama”,
[Criticism of the Third Letter of kathoilikos Abraham], Lraber 10 (1968), 41-63.

Muradian, “Typikon” = Muradyan, P., @phgnp Pwlnipjuth Uwhdwiph hnitwpkt b dpugkpku
hudpugpnipymiiubph npuwhwwnnipyut hwpgh onipg, Patma-Bazmasirakan Handes 40/1 (1968), 103-
119

Muskhelishvili, “Uxtangs’s Visit” = Muskhelishvili, D., “6Gmwol gfg0s gbdsbglo 0dogobl?” [“When did
Uxtanes Visit Tbilisi?”’] in Z. Skhirtladze, M. Tsurtsumia, G. Japaridze (edd.), Saistorio Krebuli 1, Tbilisi:
Mkhedari, 2011, 20-26.

Muskhelishvili, Historical Geography = Muskhelishvili, D., bsgstoggmml olgmdogmo agma@segeol doMomswo
bsgoobgdo [Issues of the Historical Geography of Georgia], Thilisi: Metsniereba, 1980.

Nasrallah, J., “Nicon” = Nasrallah, J., “Un auteur antiochien du Xle siécle: Nicon de la Montagne Noire (vers
1025-début du Xlle siécle”, Proche-Orient Chrétien 19 (1969), 150-161.

Nersoiyan, Studies = Nersoiyan, T., Armenian Church Historical Studies: Matters of Doctrine and
Administration, New York: St. Vartan Press, 1996.

Nora, “Commemoration” = Nora, P., “The Era of Commemoration”, in P. Nora (ed.), Realms of Memory 3:
Symbols, English language edition by L.D. Kritzman, New York: Columbia University Press, 609-639.

Nora, P., “Generation”, in P. Nora (ed.), Realms of Memory 2: Symbols, English language edition by L.D.
Kritzman, New York: Columbia University Press, 499-613.

Ormanian, Church = Ormanian, M., The Church of Armenia, London, 1955.

Outtier, “Christianisation” = Outtier, B., “La christianisation du Caucase”, in Il Caucaso: cerniera fra culture
dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli 1V-XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima Settimana di studio del Centro
Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile 1995), vol I (1996), 553-568.

245



Outtier, “Dogmatikon” = Outtier, B., “Le Dogmatikon d’Arseéne d’Igalto et ses modéles Grecs”, Le Muséon
114 (2001), 217-226.

Outtier, “Abgar” = Outtier, B., “Une forme enrichie de la Légende d’Abgar en arménien”, V. Calzolari-
Bouvier. J-D. Kaestli and B. Outtier (edd.), in Apocryphes arméniens: transmission — traduction — création —
iconographie. Actes du colloque international sur la littérature apocryphe en langue armenienne (Geneve,
18-20 septembre 1997). Publications de [’Institut romand des sciences bibliques 1. Lausanne: Z¢bre, 1999,
129-145

Panossian, Armenians = Panossian, R., The Armenians from Kigns and Priests to Mecrhants and
Commissars, London: Hurst & Company, 2006.

Pastermadjan, Histoire = Pastermadjan, H., Histoire de L’ Arménie depuis les origines jusqu’au traite de
Lausanne, Paris, 1964.

Patzel-Mattern, Errinerung = Patzel-Mattern, K., Geschichte im Zeichen der Errinerung, Stuttgart: Steiner,
2002.

Peeters, “Débuts” = Peeters, P. “Les débuts du christianisme en Géorgie d'aprés les sources
hagiographiques”, Analecta Bolandiana 50 (1932), 5-58.

Peeters, “Izbozeta” = Peeters, P., “De sancto Izbozeta, martyre in Perside”, Acta Sanctorum 4 (1925), 191-
126.

Peeters, “Serge” = Peeters, P., “La passion arménienne de S. Serge le Stratélate”, Recherches d’histoire et de
philologie orientales (Subsidia Hagiographica 27), Bruxelles (1951), 25-36.

Peeters, “Susanik” = Peeters, P., “St SuSanik, martyre en Arméno-Géorgie”, Analecta Bollandiana 53 (1935),
5-48, 245-307.

Peeters, Tréfond = Peeters, P., Le Tréfonds oriental de I’hagiographie byzantine, Bruxelles, 1950.
Peradze, Anfinge = Peradze, G., Die Anfinge des Méonchtums in Georgien, Potsdam, 1927.

Quispel, “Time and History” = Quispel G., “Time and History in Patristic Christianity”, in Man and Time,
Papers from the Eranos Yearbooks 3 [Bollingen Series 30.3] ed. J. Campbell, Princeton, 1957. NA

Rapp, Crego, “Shatberdi Variant” = Rapp, S.H., Crego, P.C., “The Conversion of K ‘art‘li: The Shatberdi
Variant, Kek.Inst. S-1141”, Le Muséon 119 (2006), 169-225.

Rapp, “Dialogues” = Rapp. S.H., “Christian Caucasian Dialogues: Glimpses of Armeno-K‘art‘velian
Relations in Medieval Georgian Historiography”, in D. Wolfthal (ed.), Peace and Negotiation: Strategies for
Coexistence in Middle Ages and Renaissance, 163-178.

Rapp, “Shatberdi” = Rapp, S.H., “Pre-Christian History in the Georgian Shatberdi Codex: A Translation of
the Initial Texts of Mokcevay K art‘lisay”, Le Muséon 112, (1999), 79-129.

Rapp, Studies = Rapp, S.H., Studies in Medieval Georgian Historiography: Early and Texts and Eurasian
Contexts, Leuven: Peeters, 2003.

246



Rapp, “Sumbat” = Rapp, S.H., “Sumbat Davitisdze and the Vocabulary of Political Authority in the Era of
Georgian Unification”, Journal of the Amrerican Oriental Society 120/4 (2000), 570-576.

Reinink, “Alexanderlegende” = Reinink, G.J., “Die Entstehung der syrischen Alexanderlegende als politisch-
religiose Propagandaschrift fur Heraclius® Kirchenpolitik”, in C. Laga, J.A. Munitz and L. van Rompay
(edd.), After Chalcedon: Studies in Theology and Church History, Leuven, 1985, 263-283.

Reinink, “Heraclius” = Reinink, G.J. “Heraclius, the New Alexander: Apocalyptic Prophecies during the
Reign of Heraclius,” in (ed.), Gerrit J. Reinink and Bernard H. Stolte (edd.), The Reign of Heraclius (610-
641): Crisis and Confrontation, Leuven: Peeters, 2002, 81-94.

Renoux, C., “Le Iadgari géorgien et le Saraknoc® arménien”, Redrm n.s. 24 (1993), 89-112.

Renoux, “Samuel Kamjajorec‘i” = Renoux, Ch., “Samuel Kamjajorec‘i. Le trait¢ sur 1’Arajawor (lere
partie)” in J.-P. Mahé, R.-W. Thomson (edd.), From Byzantium to Iran. Armenian Studies in Honour of Nina
G. Garsoian, Atlanta: Scholar’s Press, 1997, 379-397.

Reynolds, “Regnal Sentiments” = Reynodls, S., “Regnal Sentiments in Medieval Communities”, in Kingdom
and Communities in Western Europe, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984, 251-256.

Rogers, “Mxargrdzelis” = Rogers, J.M., “The Mxargrdzelis between East and West”, Bedi Kartlisa 34
(1976), 315-326.

Rucker, “Timotheus Aelurus® = Rucker, J., “Cyrillus von Alexandrien und Timotheus Aelurus in der
armenischen Christenheit”, Handes Amsorya 40 (1927), 699-722.

Sabinin M., “ApceHuii MIIXETCKUH KaTOJIMKOC ¥ OTJCIICHUE apMSIHCKOM IIEPKBU OT IIPABOCIABHUs BOOOIIIE U OT
I'py3nn B wactHocTn”, Jomawnas beceda, Sankt-Petersburg, 1874.

Salia, K., History of the Georgian Nation, transl. from the 2" French edition by Katharine Vivian, Paris,
1983.

Sarkissian, Chalcedon = Sarkissian, K., The Council of Chalcedon and the Armenian Church, Antelias-
Lebanon: Armenian Church Prelacy, 1984.

Scharf, “Preliminary Fast” = Scharf, A., “Byzantine Orthodoxy and the ‘Preliminary Fast’ of the Armenians”,
in N.A. Stratos (ed.) Byzantium, tribute to Andreas N. Stratos 2, Athens, 1986, 649-672.

Schmidt, “Refutatio” = Schmidt, A., “Die Refutatio des Thimoteus Aelurus gegen das Konzil von Chalcedon.
Ihre Bedeutung fur Bekenntnisentwicklung der Armenische Kirche Persiens im 6 jh”, Oriens Christianus 73
(1989), 149-165.

Schmidt, “Armenische Adaption = Schmidt, A.B., “Syrische Tradition in armenischer Adaption. Die
armenische Rezeption des Geschichtswerks von Michael Syrus und der antichalcedonische Judenbrief an
Kaiser Markianos”, in R. Lavenant (ed.), Symposium Syriacum VII: Uppsala University, Department of Asian
and African Languages, 11-14 August 1996. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 256. Roma: Pontificio Istituto
Orientale, 1998, 359-371.

Schmidt, “Armenische Renesion” = Schmidt, A.B., “Die sweifache armenische Rezension der syrischen
Chronik Michaels des Grossen”, Le Muséon 109 (1996), 299-321.

247



Schmidt, “Buch der Briefe” = Schmidt, A.B., “Die armenische ‘Buch der Briefe’. Seine Bedeutung als
quellenkundliche Sammlung fur die christologischen Streitigkeiten in Armenien im 6./7. Jh.”, in H.C.
Brennecke, E.L. Grasmuck and C. Markschies (edd.), Logos. Festschrift fur Luise Abramowski zum 8. Juli
1993, BZNW 67, Berlin-New York 1993, 511-533.

Schmidt, “Petrus” = Schmidt, A.B., “Warum schreibt Petrus der Iberer an die Armenier?”, in M. Kohlbacher
and M. Lesinski (edd.), Horizonte der Christenheit. Festschrift fiir Friedrich Heyer zu seinem 85. Geburtstag.
Oikonomia-Quellen und Studien zur orthodoxen Teologie 34, Erlangen (1994), 250-267.

Shaginyan, Transcaucasia = Shaginyan, A., 3axagxazve 6 cocmase Apabckozo Xarugama, Sankt-Petersburg:
Sankt-Petersburg University Press, 1998.

Shirinian, “Letter” = Shirinian, M.E., “The Letter of Love and Concord between Rome and Armenia. A Case
of Forgery from the Crusader Period”, Orientalia Lovanensia Analecta 125 = East and West in the Crusader
States, Contexts-Contacts-Confrontations, II1 (2003), 79-99.

Shurgaia, “Mcxeta” = Shurgaia, G., “Mcxeta — la capitale rifondata. Per un’interpretazione del messagio
simbolico-estetico della Vita di santa Nino”, in G. Shurgaia (ed.) Santa Nino e la Georgia, Roma:
Pontificium Athenacum Antonianum, 2000, 69-99.

Seibt, “Historische Geographie” = Seibt, W., “Miszellen zur historischen Geographie von Armenien und
Georgien in byzantinischen Zeit”, Handes Amsorya 90, (1976), 633-642.

Skhirtladze, “Art” = Skhirtladze, Z., ,,590b@s 606cr s dggemo Jstrorgemo bsbzomo byemgbgds®, [Saint Nino and Old
Georgian Art], in R. Siradze (ed.), Saint Nino, Tbilisi: Artanuji, 2008, 330-352.

Stallman, “Past” = Stallman, C. J., “The Past in Hagiographic Texts: S. Marcian of Syracuse” in G. Clarke
(ed.), Reading the Past in Late Antiquity, Ruschcutters Bay:Australian National University Press, 1990, 347-
365.

Sterk, “Mission” = Sterk, A., “Representing” Mission from Below: Historians as Interpreters and Agents of
Christianization”, Church History 79/2 (2010), 271-304.

Surguladze, “Social Memory” = Surguladze, M., bogosgrg@o dgblog@gdol gsgdgdo 606ml (3bmgegdsdo [Facts of
Social Memory in the Life of Nino], in R. Siradze (ed.), Saint Nino 1, Tbilisi, 2008, 321-330.

Tallon, Livre des Lettres = Tallon, M., Livre des Lettres (Girk‘ t‘gt ‘oc”). ler Groupe: Documents concernant
les relations avec les Grecs [Mélanges de 1’Université Saint Joseph, 32, fasc. 1], Beirut, 1955.

Tamarati, L église = Tamarati M., L église Georgienne, Rome, 1910.

Tarchnishvili, “Autokephalie” = Tarchnishvili, M., “Die Entstechung und Entwicklung der kirchlichen
Autokephalie Georgiens®, Le Muséon 73 (1960), 107-126.

Tcheishvili, “Georgian Perceptions” = Tcheishvili, G., “Georgian Perceptions of Byzantium in the Eleventh
and Twelfth Centuries”, in A. Eastmond (ed.), Eastern Approaches to Byzantium, 2001, Ashgate: Variorum,
199-209.

Tamarati, Catholicism = Tamarati, M., ole@os gsommogedols Jstmggmms dedols [History of Catholicism
among the Georgians, Thilisi, 1902.

248



Ter-Ghewondyan, Emirates = Ter-Ghewondyan, A., The Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia, Lisbon, 1976.

Ter-Mikelian, Armenische Kirche = Ter-Mikelian, A., Die Armenische Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zur
byzantinischen (vom IV. bis XIII. Jahrhundert), Jena, 1892.

Ter-Mkrtéean, G., “dwutt wtwwyuwlwiniptut dwpdung” [On the Incorruptibility of the Flesh], Ararat
35/36 (1902), 368-400.

Ter-Mkrtcean, Paulikianer = Ter-MkrtCean, K., Die Paulikianer im byzantinischen Kaiserreich und
verwandte ketzerische Erscheinungen in Armenien, Leipzig, 1893.

Ter-Minaseatnts, Armenische Kirche = Ter-Minaseants, E., Die Armenische Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zu
den Syrischen Kirchen, Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1904.

Ter Minaseants, “Babgén” = Ter Minaseants, “Fupqkt jupnnhlnuh dnnngh pniwljut bt mknh” [The
Time and Place of the Council of Katholikos Babgen] in Patma-Banasirakan Hetazotut ‘yunner (Erevan,
1971), 31-44

Thelamon, Paiens et chrétiens = Thelamon F., Paiens et chrétiens au IV siecle. L’apport de |’Histoire
ecclésiastique de Rufine d’Quilée, Paris, 1981.

Thierry, Ani = Thierry, M., The Wall Paintings at Ani, in Ani (Monumenti di architettura Armena 12),
Milano, 1984.

Thierry, “Nino” = Thierry, M., “Sur le culte de Sainte Nino”, in W. Seibt (ed.), Die Christianisierung des
Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Referate des Internationalen
Symposions (Wien, 9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2002, 151-159.

Thomson, “Armenian Adaptation” = Thomson, R.W., “The Armenian Adaptation of the Nicene Canons”, in
The Caucasus between East and West, Historical and Philological Studies in Honour of Zaza Aleksidze,
Thilisi, 2012, 454-461.

Thomson, “The Defence” = Thomson, R.-W., “The Defence of Armenian Orthodoxy in Sebeos”, in I. S
evcenko and 1. Hutter (edd.), AETOS. Studies in Honour of Cyril Mango, Stuttgart and Leipzig, 1998, 329-41.

Thomson, “Constantine and Trdat” = Thomson, R.W., “Constantine and Trdat in Armenian Tradition”, Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientarum Hungariae 50 (1997), 277-289.

Thomson, “Writing of History” = Thomson, R. W., “The Writing of History: the Development of the
Armenian and Georgian Traditions”, I/ Caucaso: Carniera fra Culture dal mediterraneo alla Persia (Secoli
1V-XI) 1, Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1996, 493-521.

Toumanoft, “Armenia and Georgia” = Toumanoff, C., “Armenia and Georgia”, in J.M. Hussey (ed.), The
Cambridge Medieval History 4/1, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966, 593-637.

Toumanoft, Dynasties = C. Toumanoft, Les Dynasties de la Caucasie chrétienne de I’antiquité jusqu’au XIXe
siecle. Tables généalogiques et chronologiques, Rome, 1990.

Toumanoff, “Ashot” = Toumanoff, C., “Date of the death of the Curopalates Ashot”, Le Musé¢on 59 (1956),
83-85.

249



Toumanoft, “Caucasian History” = Toumanoff, C., “Introduction to Christian Caucasian History II: States
and Dynasties of the Formative Period”, Traditio 17 (1961), 1-106.

Toumanoff, “Bagratids” = Toumanoff, C., “Bagratids of Iberia from the Eight to the Eleventh Century”, Le
Muséon 74 (1961), 5-41, 233-316.

Toumanoft, “Historical Literature” = Toumanofft, C., “Medieval Georgian Historical Literature (7”‘—15th cc)”,
Traditio 1 (1943), 139-182.

Toumanoff, “Bagratid Rule” = Toumanoft, C., “More on Iberia on the Eve of the Bagratid Rule”, Le Muséon
66 (1953), 103-133.

Toumanoft, Studies = Toumanoff, C. Studies in Christian Caucasian History, Georgetown, 1963.

Tsagareishvili, ‘“Chalcedonians” = Tsagareishvili, E., Tepmunrbl o0o3Hauaromme XaJIKHUIOHUTCKOE
BEPOHCIIOBEAHNE W XaJIKUJOHUTOB B APMSHCKHX MUCBMEHHBIX WCTOYHHUKAX, in Hexomopuie 60npocul
ucmopuu I'pyzuu ¢ apmanckoti ucmopuoepaguu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in the Armenian
Historiography], ed. D. Musxelisvili, Tbilisi: Universal, 2009, 367-382.

Tsagareishvili, “Terminology” = Tsagareisvili, E., “Js6oggmols s Lsgstmggmel smdbadgzbgmo  Bgtdobgdo
beodbig Fgoeadon Ggstamgddo®, [Terminology for “Georgia” and “Georgian” in the Armenian Literary

Sources™], in Kartvelisa da sakartvelos agmnisvneli ucxouri terminologia [Foreign Terminology for Georgia
and Georgian], 1993.

Tsagareishvili. “Veria” = Tsagareishvili, E., “K Bompocy o 3Hadenun tepMuHOB «Bepna» n «Bepuanm» B
apMSHCKHMX IMUCBMEHHBIX McToYHMKax”’, [Towards the Question of the Meaning of the Terms “Veria” and
“Veriac‘I” in the Armenian Wirtten Sources], D. Mukhxelishvili (ed.) Hexomopuie onpocet ucmopuu
Ipysuu 6 apmauckoii ucmopuoepaguu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in the Armenian
Historiography], Thilisi: Universal, 2009, 431-443.

Tsagareishvili, “Vraci Azgaw” = Tsagareisvhili, E., “gfwgo sbaeg (agetwe Jsomggmo) 360d36gmmdolsmgols
bendb® Fadogamdoo dgaemgddo’, [On the Meaning of vrac i azgaw (Georgian by family) in Armenian Written
Monuments], Mravaltavi 16 (1991), 87-119.

Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i Azgaw II” = Tsagareishvili, E., “K Bompocy o 3HadeHnn TepMuHA «BpaIlil a3raB» B
apMSHCKHX THChMEHHBIX namatHukax”’, [Towards the Question of the Meaning of “Vraci Azgav” in the
Armenian Wirtten Monuments], in D. Muskhelishvili (ed.), Hexomopsie eonpocei ucmopuu Ipysuu 6
apmanckol ucmopuocpaguu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in Armenian Historiography),
Thilisi: Universal, 2009, 389-431.

Tsagareishvili, “Vrac‘i” = Tsagareishvili, E., “KynbrypHO-KOH(ECCHOHANBHOE 3HAUYCHUE TEPMHHA ‘BpaLy
(Tpy3uH) B apMSHCKUX MHUChMEHHBIX uctounukax”’, [Cultural and Confessional Meaning of the Term “Vraci
Azgav” in the Armenian Written Sources], in D. Muskhelishvili (ed.), Hexomopwie sonpocel ucmopuu I py3zuu

6 apmanckou ucmopuoepagpuu [Some Questions of the History of Georgia in Armenian Historiography],
Thilisi: Universal, 2009, 382-389.

Tskitishvili, “Arab-Georgian” = Ckitishvili, O., “On the History of Arab-Georgian Socio-Economic and
Political Interrelations (8"-9" cc.)”, REGC 1 (1985), 127-140.

250



Tvaradze, “Lobpreisungen” = Tvaradze, A., “Geschichten und Lobpreisungen der Konentrager. Christliche
Kriegsideologie, Toleranz und Weltherrschaftsgedanken in einer georgischen Chronik des 13. Jahrhunderts”,
Le Muséon 121 (2008), 183-213.

van Bekkum, “Messianic Expectations” = van Bekkum, W. J. “Jewish Messianic Expectations in the Age of
Heraclius,” in G. J. Reinink and B. H. Stolte (edd.), The Reign of Heraclius (610-641): Crisis and
Confrontation, Leuven: Peeters, 2002, 95-112.

van Esbroeck, “Background” = van Esbroeck, M., “On the Historical Background of Early Sources
Regarding the Churches in the Caucasus”, St. Nerses’s Theological Review 3:1-2 (1998), 5-24.

van Esbroeck, “Agathange” = van Esbroeck, M., “Le résumé syriaque de 1’Agathange et sa portée pour
I’histoire du développement de la 1égende”, Handes Amsorya 90 (1976), 493-510.

van Esbroeck, “Impact” = van Esbroeck, M., “Impact de I’Ecriture sur le Concile de Dwin de 5557,
Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum 18/2 (1986), 301-319.

van Esbroeck, “Johannes von Odzun” = van Esbroeck, M., “Die sogenannte Konziliengeschichte des
Johannes von Odzun (717-728)”, Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum 26/1 (1994), 31-60.

van Esbroeck, “Martyre Georgien” = van Esbroeck, M., “Le martyre Georgien de Grégoire le Thaumaturge et
sa date”, Le Muséon 112 (1999), 129-187.

van Esbroeck, “Perspectives” = van Esbroeck, M., “Perspectives pour 1'étude des Eglises du Caucase,”
Orientalia Christiana Analecta 251 (1996), 129-144.

van Esbroeck, “Sahak III” = van Esbroeck, M., “Le discours du catholicos Sahak III en 691” in G. Nedungatt
and M. Featherstone (edd.), The Council of Trullo Revisited, Rome, 1995, 323-454.

van Esbroeck, “Vakhtang” = van Esbroeck, M., “Vakhtang Gorgasali et [‘évéque Mikael de Mtskheta”, in
Materials for the Third International Kartvelological Symposium, 9-23.

van Esbroeck, “Vision” = van Esbroeck, M., “La vision de Vakhtang Gorgasali et sa signification”, Materials
for the First International Kartvelological Symposium, 221-230.

van Esbroeck, “Antichalcédonisme” = van Esbroeck, M., “Les trois formes de 1’antichalcédonisme de 451 a
553 et ses répercussions dans le Caucase”, in D. Afinogenov, and A. Muravjev (ed.), Traditions and Heritage
of the Christian East: Proceedings of the International Conference, Moscow: Indrik, 1996, 382-398

van Esbroeck, “Constantine and Trdat” = van Esbroeck, M., “Legends About Constantine in Armenian”, in
University of Pennsilvania Armenian Texts and Studies 4 = Classical Armenian Culture, ed. T.J. Samuelian,
Chico, 1982, 79-101.

van Lint, “Identity” = van Lint, Th.M., “The Formation of Armenian Identity in the First Millenium”, Church
History and Religious Culture 83, 1-3 (2009), 252-278.

Voskean, “Vanakan” = Voskean, H., “Yovhann€s Vanakan Vardapet”, Handes Amsorya, 1-2 (1921), 42-52.

Vardanean, “Johannes” = Vardanean, A., “Des Johannes von Jerusalem Brief an dem Albanischen Katholikos
Abas” OC, n.s.2, (1912), 64-79

251



von Lilienfeld, “Apostel und Evangelist” = von Lilienfeld, F., “Amt und geistliche Vollmacht der heiligen
Nino, ‘Apostel und Evangelist’ von Ostgeorgien, nach den éltesten georgischen Quellen”, in M. Kohlbacher
and M. Lesinski (Ed..), Horizonte der Christenheit. Festschrift fiir Friedrich Heyer zu seinem 85. Geburtstag.
Oikonomia-Quellen und Studien zur orthodoxen Tteologie, vol. 34, Erlangen (1994), 224-249.

Vryonis, “Images” = Vryonis, S., “Byzantine Images of the Armenians”, in R. Hovanissian (ed.), The
Armenian Image in History and Literature, Malibu: Undena Publications, 65-83.

Walbiner, “Beziechung” = Walbiner, C.-M., “Die Bezichung zwischen dem Griechisch-Orthodoxen
Patriarchat von Antiochia und der Kirche von Georgien vom 14. bis zum 18. Jahrhunderten”, Le Muséon 114,
(2001), 437-455.

Walsh, “Two Nations” = Walsh, K., “One Church and Two Nations: A Uniquely Irish Phenomenon”, in D.
Loades and K. Welsh (edd.), Faith and Identity: Christian Political Experience, 81-99.

Watschnadze, Tscheischvili, “Kartlis Cxovreba” = Watschnadze N., Tscheischili, G., “Die altarmenische
Ubersetzung von ‘Kartlis Cxovreba’: Dialog oder Konfrontation der Kulturen?” Georgica 27 (2004), 14-27.

Weiss, Studia Anastasiana = Weiss, G., Studia Anastasiana I: Studien zum Leben, zu den Schriften und zur
Theologie des Patriarchen Anastasius I von Antiochen (559-598), Miinchen, 1965.

Winkler, Koriwn = Winkler, G., Koriwns Biographie des Mesrop Mastoc‘, Rome: Pontifico Instituto
Orientale, 1994.

Winkler, “Agat‘angelos” = Winkler, G., “Our Present Knowledge of the History of Agat‘angelos and its
Oriental Versions”, REArm 14 (1980), 125-141.

Wirth, “Anastasius” = Wirth, G., “Anastasius, Christen und Perser. Zu den Problemen des Verhiltnisses
zwischen Staat und Kirche um die Wende zum 6. Jh.”, Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 33 (1990), 81-
139.

Witakowski, “Propaganda” = Witakowski W., “Syrian Monophysite Propaganda in the Fifth to Seventh
Centuries”, in L. Rydén, J.O. Rosenquist (edd.), Aspects of Late Antiquity and Early Byzantium read at the
Colloquium held at the Swedish Research Institute in Istanbul 31 May — 5 June 1992, Stockholm, 1993, 57-
66.

Yuzbashyan, “Bewusstseinsbildung” = Yuzbachian, K., “Einige Bemerkungen uber die Entwicklung der
nationalen Bewusstseinsbildung im kaukasischen Albanien®, in W. Seibt (ed.), Die Christianisierung des
Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Referate des Internationalen
Symposions (Wien, 9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2002, 181-187.

Yuzbashyan, Armenian States = Yuzbashian, K., Apwsnckue cocyoapcmea snoxu Bacpamuooe u Buzanmust
IX-X 6s., [Armenian States in the Bagratid Epoch and Byzantium 9th-10th cc.], Moscow, 1988.

Zekiyan, “Christianisierung” = Zekiyan, B. L., “Die Christianisierung und die Alphabetisierung Armeniens
als Vorbilder kultureller Incarnation, besonders im subkaukasischen Gebiet”, in W. Seibt (ed.), Die
Christianisierung des Kaukasus/The Christianisation of Caucasus (Armenia, Georgia, Albania). Referate des
Internationalen Symposions (Wien, 9.-12. Dezember 1999), Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2002, 189-198.

252



Zekiyan, “Croisement” = Zekiyan, B. L., “Le croisement des cultures dans les régions limitrophes de
Géorgie, d’Arménie et de Byzance. Prémisses méthodogiques pour une lecture sociographique”, Annali di
Ca’ Foscari (Serie orientale 17) 15/3 (1986), 81-96.

Zekiyan, “Dialogue” = Zekiyan, B.L., “Un dialogue cecuménique au Xlle si¢cle. Les pourparlers entre le
Catholicos St. Nerses Chnorhali et le Iégat impérial Theodorianos en vue de I'union des Eglises arménienne
et byzantine”, in Actes du XVe Congres international d’Etudes byzantines IV, Athens, 1980, 42-441.

Zekiyan, “L’idéologie” = Zekiyan, B. L., “L’idéologie nationale de Movsgs Xorenac‘i et sa conception de
I’histoire”, Handes Amsorya 101 (1987), 471-485.

Zekiyan, “Interazioni” = Zekiyan, B. L., “Lo studio delle interazioni politiche e culturali tra le popolazioni
della Subcaucasia: alcuni problemi di metodologia e di fondo in prospettiva sincronica e diacronica”, I/
Caucaso: cerniera fra culture dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli IV-XI). Atti della Quarantatreesima
Settimana di studio del Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo (aprile 1995), vol 1 (1996), 427-481.

Zekiyan, “Iranian Oikumene” = Zekiyan, B. L., “The Iranian Oikumene and Armenia”, [ran and the
Caucasus 9, fasc. 2 (2005), 231-256.

Zekiyan, “Méthodologie” = Zekiyan, B. L., “Prémisses pour une méthodologie critique dans les études
arméno-géorgiennes”, Bazmaveép 139 (1981), 460-469.

Zekiyan, Sprache und Identitdt” = Zekiyan, B. L., “Das Verhiltnis zwischen Sprache und Identitit in der
Entwicklung des armenischen Nationalbewusstseins. Versuch einer begrifflicher Formulierung aus
geschichtlicher Erfahrung”, in G. Hentschel (ed.), Uber Muttersprachen und Vaterlinder. Zur Entwicklung
von Standardsprachen und Nationen in Europa, Frankfurt am Main, 1997, 277-297.

Zekiyan, “Rupture” = Zekiyan L., “La rupture entre les Eglises géorgienne et arménienne au début du VIle
siecle”, REArm 16 n.s., (1982), 155-174.

Zekiyan, “Subcaucasian Region” = Zekiyan, B.L., “Culture, Policy, and Scholarship in the Subcaucasian
Region (Some Critical Remarks and a Methodological Survey)”, Iran and the Caucasus 12 (2008), 329-361.

Zerubavel, “Invented Tradition” = Zerubavel, Y., “The Historic, the Legendary, and the Incredible: Invented
Tradition and Collective Memory in Israel”, in J. Gillis (ed.) Commemoration: the Politics of National
Identity, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994,105-127.

Zhordania, Chronicles = Zhordania, T., J&eboggdo s Lbgs dsbsms Lsgsdmggmml olgmeoobs [Chronicles and
other Material for the History of Georgia] Thilisi: Artanuji, 2004.

Electronic and Online Resources

Many of the primary sources, both in original and in translation, quoted throughout the thesis are available
online.

http://titus.uni-frankfurt.de — Provides most of the published Georgian and some of the Armenian sources

253



http://www.vostlit.info/ - Provides Russian translations of many medieval Armenian, Georgian and other
eastern or western sources.

http://rbedrosian.com/ - Is a selection of Armenian historical sources, chronologies and reference materials.

http://www.digilib.am - Provides numerous Armenian sources

Maps, dictionaries and other reference material

HAB = Acharyan, H., Zuyng Utuduwuniuutph funwpw [Dictionary of Armenian Proper Names], 1
1942; 11 1944, 111 1946, IV 1948, V 1962.
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