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INTRODUCTION

“Let no one... consider us to be unlearned and defame us.”
Movsés Xorenac‘i, 1, 2

THE PROBLEM IN GENERAL

One of the most important and at the same time disputed spheres of
research on Movsés Xorenac‘i’s! History of Armenia is the issue of his
literary sources together with all related enigmas. There are numerous
questions awaiting answer or at least objective, reasonable interpreta-
tion. These touch on the question of the trustworthiness of his informa-
tion, its “real” or “imaginary” sources, his methods and principles of
presenting data borrowed from Armenian or foreign authors in the con-
text of his own narrative, and the circumstances of direct or indirect uti-
lization of this or that writing. In the final analysis, the elucidation of the
questions of source study is crucial for resolving the mystery, subject of
a century’s debate or more, of the date of the historiographer.

The importance of investigating the sources of the History follows
from the nature of Xorenac‘i’s undertaking. This was to embrace in his
work the comprehensive history of Armenia, beginning with the events
of earliest antiquity. Thus he needed, more than any other medieval
Armenian historiographer, reliable sources telling about the past? and,
consequently, encountered great difficulties in a country where, in
Step‘an Malxasyan’s words, “the book in general was something rare.”>

! The Armenian and Russian words and proper names are transliterated according to
the standard system used in the REArm.

2 The Armenian script was created at the beginning of the fifth century AD, and
Xorenac‘i was presumably writing in the early eighties of the same century (he claims to
be the pupil of Mastoc’, the inventor of the alphabet). Thus, in the context of total
absence of earlier Armenian literature, Movs€s had to solve almost unsolvable problems,
when “searching for the evidence” in his “fight against oblivion” (phrases applying to
Greco-Roman historiographers in the brilliant discussion of the differences between them
and Hebrew writers of history by Amaldo Momigliano: A. Momigliano, “Time in
Ancient Historiography,” Essays in Ancient and Modern Historiography [Middletown,
Connecticut, 1982], 191; the article was first published in 1966).

3 Movses Xorenac‘i, Zmlng ulmmlinllv]m_ﬁ (History of Armenia), modem Armenian
translation, introduction and commentary by S. Malxasyan (Erevan, 1940), xxxi.
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However, even in those unfavourable conditions, Movs€s managed to
compose his narration based on such rich literary material that, accord-
ing to Malxasyan’s reckoning, he used more than forty sources, ‘“men-
tioned and not mentioned” explicitly.*

The long examination of Xorenac‘i has led to numerous, often dia-
metrically opposite views. Various extreme positions have been main-
tained, which shows that in this case the source study requires an espe-
cially nuanced understanding, otherwise scholars arrive either at an
outright denial of Xorenac‘i’s historiographic value, or, as an immediate
reaction to this, unreserved acceptance of all that the “father of Armen-
ian historiography” tells.> Mere reasoning and sane logic together with
the ordinary principles of evaluating ancient historiography should not
serve as the main guide for scholars in examining Movseés’ references to
his sources and the way in which he employed them. The History in gen-
eral is an uncommon writing differing in many respects from other his-
toriographic works. Any analysis of its content requires a highly sensi-
tive approach, and this concerns in particular the problems of source
study.

A number of questions that need to be clarified and reassessed relate
to the “Greek” sources of Xorenac‘i, the central importance of which
are stressed by the author himself in the first pages of the History. He
promises his sponsor Sahak Bagratuni to write the genealogy of all
Armenian princedoms, telling whence and how they originated “as these
are found in certain Greek histories” (I, 1).5 In the following chapter, he

4 Movses Xorenac‘i, xxxiii.

5 1t is appropriate to draw a parallel with the current approaches to the research on
major Greco-Roman sources. After the prolonged and intense polemics about this or that
author (Herodotus, Thucydides, Livy, Tacitus and others), at times manifested both by
persistent hypercriticism or uncritical credulity, in recent studies scholars stress the neces-
sity for “striking a balance between pure acceptance and simple disbelief” (see J. Marin-
cola, Greek Historians, GRNSC, No 31 [Oxford, 2001], 31), and “the use which we today
can make of their work” through balanced investigation (because those “texts are as
much literary as historical”: C.S. Kraus & A.J. Woodman, Latin Historians, GRNSC, No
27 [Oxford, 1997], 6). By this and the further parallels with classical studies and Greco-
Roman authors, we do not intend to associate, all the more somehow equate, Xorenac‘i
with the great historiographers of antiquity. It would be more natural to view his work in
the context of early Byzantine historiography. However, we have referred, by compari-
son, to e.g. Herodotus, Thucydides, or Tacitus (see notes 13, 21, and 22), because espe-
cially their outstanding works have been treated in similar extreme ways.

¢ The English citations from Movsgs Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia, except in the
cases provided with special notes, are from R.W. Thomson’s translation: Moses Khore-
nats‘i, History of the Armenians, translation and commentary on the literary sources by
R.W. Thomson (Cambridge [Mass.], London, 1978). In some cases, for more accuracy,
we have made changes, marked by italic type, in Thomson’s translation. Cf. the Armen-
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substantiates this statement: although the writers of “the Persians and
Chaldaeans” have more mentions of the Armenians, he prefers the
“Greek” historiographers, for their kings have not only taken care to
transmit “to the Greeks both accounts of their empires and... the results
of learned studies,” but also to have “the books... of all nations trans-
lated into Greek” (I, 2). Thus, Xorenac‘i stresses the more universal
character of ancient Greek literature, which he prefers. The chapter con-
cludes with the famous sentence, where Movsés calls “all Greece the
mother and nurse of the sciences.”” By saying “Greek historiographers”
(8nibuwg ulmlnﬁwzl[lp,g or nihimy tﬂlnl_gwpwﬂ.l_)) Xorenac‘i means authors
of works written in the Greek language, independently of their national-
ity. Throughout his History, he used information as well as stylistic
methods from such sources, to enrich the language of his narrative, and
the very “Greek” sources, since the second half of the nineteenth cen-

ian text in the critical edition: Movsés Xorenac‘i, Mwwminupjnb hwyng (History of Arme-
nia), critical text and introduction by M. Abelean and S. Yarut‘iwnean (facsimile), with a
supplement by A. Sargsean (Erevan, 1991).

7 Qddly enough, Abraham Terian (A. Terian, “Xorenac'i and Eastern Historiography
of the Hellenistic Period,” REArm, NS 28 [2001-2002], 101— 141) tries to see “anti-Hel-
lenism” in Xorenac‘i’s History, one of the “significant commonplaces,” which, accord-
ing to him, Movs&s shares with “apologetic Eastern historiographers™ (119, 125)
(whom, incidentally, Xorenac‘i does not even strictly distinguish from the Hellenes,
because for him those who wrote in Greek are Greeks). Further, sirice no evidence sup-
porting this claim can be found in the History, because one should rather speak of
Movsés’ philhellenism, in the sense of his rapture at Greek culture, the only example of
“berating the Greeks” Terian adduces (125) is that “in Xorenac‘i we read that the
exploits of Arta§€s I surpass those of Alexander“(119). But this is simply a literary
device and has nothing to do with anti-Hellenism. Besides, those words belong not to
Movsés but to the Greek author Polycrates, from whose writing he quotes (see II, 13).
The other commonplace, which, in Terian’s opinion, Xorenac‘i shares with the “apolo-
gists,” is “his detestation of Greek mythology” (119). Terian refers to Chapters I, 2 and
3, where there is no word about Greek mythology Movsés mentions “pagan narratives”
(prulfmumllulfr L llpﬂLgllIlll["‘le[lLiI.P) and there is no trace of “detestation” in his atti-
tude. He only promises to take from those narratives whatever he considers reliable
(I, 3). Moreover, Xorenac‘i is an admirer of the Greek myths, from which he often cites
instances, and which he considers to be “noble and polished and meaningful, which have
hidden in themselves allegorically the meaning of the events” (I, 32). Terian, equally
unconvincingly, calls attention also to other commonplaces, a discussion of which lies
beyond our immediate concern (for example, “scorning early Greek rulers for not keep-
ing written records prior to the Trojan period is another recurring feature in Eastern his-
toriography” [119-120]. But, even if this is so, it is not a commonplace shared by
Xorenac'i, for he, quite the contrary, praises the Greek kings [I, 2], who, as already men-
tioned above, took care to transmit “to the Greeks... accounts of their empires” and to
have “the books... of all nations translated into Greek™; his censuring of Armenia’s own
“kings who failed to keep records prior to the discovery of the Armenian script™ [120]
in Chapter I, 3 cannot be paralleled with the “anti-Hellenistic” Eastern authors’ scorn-
ing of Greek rulers).
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tury, provided most grounds for criticizing Xorenac‘i. In the end, this
criticism led scholars to regard the work as pseudepigraphic.

THE SUBJECT OF THE PRESENT STUDY

Especially interesting and often obscure circumstances surround
Movses’ references to Berossus (third century BC), Manetho (third
century BC), Alexander Polyhistor (first century BC), Josephus Flavius
(first century AD), Cephalion (first—second centuries AD), Abydenus
(first or second century AD), Ariston of Pella (second century AD),
Julius Africanus (second—third centuries AD), Bishop Firmilian (third
century AD), Eusebius of Caesarea (third—fourth centuries AD), and the
almost unknown or little known Polycrates, Euagoras, Scamandrus,
and Phlegon.

The issues related to these authors are complex. One could write a
separate study of the reference(s) to each of them, including various rel-
evant matters. In the following three chapters, we have tried to re-exam-
ine in detail the references to Berossus, Alexander Polyhistor, Abyde-
nus, Cephalion (Chapter I), Julius Africanus (Chapter II), and Bishop
Firmilian (Chapter III), as well as to discuss the possible utilization of
data from their works by Xorenac‘i. This book, entitled The Problem of
the Greek Sources of Movsés Xorenac ‘i, does not claim to be a compre-
hensive investigation covering all Greek writings somehow connected
with the History. We have just sought to raise, once again, problematic
questions of source study, suggesting new possible solutions, calling
attention to several unnoticed aspects, and stressing the necessity of fur-
ther examination of the topics.

The problems aroused by Xorenac‘i’s references to those authors are
so complicated and sometimes inexplicable that nothing serious has
been opposed to the repetitive refutation, and the scholars trying to be
more moderate and objective have preferred not address those questions
or bypass them with brief notes containing nothing new. For example,
Gagik Sargsyan,® after assessing some source questions, with regard to
Abydenus, Julius Africanus, and Firmilian confined himself to remark-
ing that the problems concerning them “are still difficult to explain.”

8 See a concise summary of his views on Xorenac‘i’s methods of using sources below
in this introduction. '

 G. Sarkisjan (Sargsyan), Uicropus Apmenun Moececa Xopenayu (Movsés Xore-
nac‘i’s History of Armenia; Erevan, 1986), 35.
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AN OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS OPINIONS

Before passing to our main subject, it is necessary to present in brief
the most significant opinions expressed in the course of past study of
Xorenac‘i’s sources. Those views have, in some way, directly or indi-
rectly influenced the prevailing conclusions about Movses’ references to
the authors in question.

The outstanding German orientalist Alfred von Gutschmid’s (1831
1887) opinion concerning the sources mentioned explicitly by the histo-
riographer has been decisive in scholarly literature. With characteristic
keen study and acute reasoning, von Gutschmid reduced the historical
value of Movsés’ references and citations almost to zero. He doubted the
information taken from the above-mentioned sources, at the same time
revealing certain “fraud” (“Schwindelei”) and inventions on Xore-
nac‘i’s part.!® Later on, the majority of researchers either accepted von
Gutschmid’s views or added corroboration to the foundation he laid, and
some of his inferences are still deemed convincing.

Von Gutschmid was in fact the first to examine the History in a sys-
tematic, scholarly way. During his analysis of Xorenac‘i’s chronology
and narration of history, he put forward many interesting questions,
expressing opinions worthy of consideration and assessing certain cases
correctly. Reappraising his work after more than one and a quarter cen-
turies, one may ascertain the twofold—positive and negative—signifi-
cance of his research, which caused a sensation both among “eastern”
and “western” Armenologists. On the one hand, von Gutschmid pio-
neered new ways for the future study but on the other, due to some
extreme positions on his part, he became one of the inciters of the later
mighty wave of hypercriticism.

At the beginning of his study, von Gutschmid, using the example of
another fifth century Armenian historiographer, Agat‘angelos, draws
attention to the fact that a people that has no literature “makes legend of
history.”!! Thus, he prepares the basis upon which to construct his refu-
tation. In some instances, von Gutschmid speaks about some of

10 See A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit der armenischen Geschichte des
Moses von Khoren,” Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der koniglichen sdchsischen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 28 (1876), 1-43. The
same study was also published in the following book: A. von Gutschmid, Kleine
Schriften, 11 (Leipzig, 1892), 282-338.

11 A, von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 1.
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Xorenac‘i’s virtues, e.g., that his information concerning Iranian religion
and mythology is not insignificant, or that he is quite aware of Persian
realities. However, in general, he opines, Movsés’ book is “nearly noth-
ing” (“fast Nichts”) for historical study. While writing about the events
in Armenia, Xorenac‘i is not trustworthy, because he always deviates
from other known sources. His information on the Sassanids and Roman
emperors is a result of ignorance.!? Von Gutschmid examines one by
one the writings mentioned by “the father of Armenian historiography,”
and in most cases he does not believe Movses really used them. Further,
he tries to find various explanations for such “falsifications.”'* His neg-
ative approach leads him too far: demonstrating Xorenac‘i’s chronolog-
ical faults, sometimes he makes mistakes himself.

Although we deal with von Gutschmid’s interpretations in the rele-
vant chapters of our book, it is appropriate to present an example here,
in order to support the above statement. In Chapter II, 75 Movsés refers
to Bishop Firmilian’s “history” as his source. Von Gutschmid denies the
existence of such a writing of Firmilian and the use of it by Xorenac‘i.
He attempts to explain the reference!# with the help of Eusebius of Cae-
sarea’s Ecclesiastical History."> After telling about Firmilian, Eusebius
begins a chapter, which in the Armenian version is entitled “Concerning
the Persecutions that Took Place in the Days of Maximinus” (VI, 28).16
This, according to von Gutschmid, gave Xorenac‘i grounds to invent
that Firmilian had written a history of the persecutions of the church.
Further, Chapter VII, 5 by Eusebius, where the bishop is mentioned for
the last time, bears the following title: “Concerning the Peace that Was
after the Persecutions.” On this basis, Movses supposed (thinking that
the peace made in the time of the emperor Constantine is meant) that
Firmilian was still alive then, and therefore ascribed to him a history of
the persecutions instigated by Diocletian. In fact, he argues, Eusebius

12 Ibidem, 5-7, 17.

13 In a similar way, Herodotus’ references to his sources have been criticized. See D.
Fehling, Die Quellenangaben bei Herodor (Berlin, 1971}, passim; Fehling’s purpose was
to prove that the source quotations in Herodotus’ History are fictitious and fabricated by
the author to make his own information seem reliable. For other instances of the hyper-
criticism of Greco-Roman authors, see note 21.

4 A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 19.

5 bunkphnup Ykwwpmguey Dwndacfdpuh Eyjbgkyiny (The Ecclesiastical History by
Eusebius of Caesarea), translated from Syriac into Armenian in the fifth century, eluci-
dated with a new translation from the Greek original by the Mechitarist Father Abraham
V. Carean (Venice, 1877).

16 The emperor Maximinus Thrax (235-238) is meant.
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means the peace before Constantine, in the days of Gallienus. Xalatjanc
accepted and repeated this interpretation.!’

A careful reading of the corresponding pages of the Ecclesiastical
History makes one wonder what forced von Gutschmid to propose such
an artificial solution, and Xalatjanc, to repeat it. First, Firmilian is not
mentioned in Chapter VII, 5 for the last time; subsequently, Eusebius
refers to him by name for four more times (VII, 14, VII, 28, VII, 30),
and the last reference is about his death. Second, the content of VII, 5
is not connected with the time of Constantine the Great (306-337). On
the previous page (Chapter VII, 1), Eusebius clearly writes that the
emperor Decius (249-251) was succeeded by Gallus (251-253), and
then describes, according to the letter of Dionysius of Alexandria, the
state of the church in those years. The “peace” concerns the concord of
various churches “with each other” (npdg £avtacg) (VII, 4), on which
occasion the bishops of a number of cities (Firmilian among them)
greatly rejoiced. It is not easy to follow von Gutschmid’s logic, first
connecting all this with Constantine the Great and then with Movsés’
words. In addition, he has confused the emperors Gallus (251-253) and
Gallienus (260-268). Von Gutschmid’s ingenious explanation is base-
less, and as a result the question whether Firmilian wrote a history or
not remains open. This is addressed anew in Chapter III of the present
study.

The subsequent significant works examining all possible (and impos-
sible!) sources of Movsés Xorenac‘i in detail are the two books by
Grigor Xalatjanc (1858-1912): The Armenian Epos in Movsés
Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia'® and The Armenian Arsacids in Movsés
Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia.!® Emphasizing his main goal, Xalatjanc
has added the subtitle An Attempt at Source Criticism (Onvim Kpumuxu
ucmounukog) to both works. He surpassed von Gutschmid, casting
doubt on nearly all information and references of Xorenac‘i, searching
for falsification in each of his sentences. In the days of Xalatjanc and
also thanks to him, the hypercriticism of the History of Armenia had
become fashionable. Auguste Carriere’s (1838-1902) studies were pub-
lished, in which he argued for the necessity of moving Xorenac‘i from

17 G, Xalatjanc (Xalat‘yanc®), Apmanckue Apuwaruder ¢ Uctopau Apmenun Mou-
cea Xopencxozo (The Armenian Arsacids in Movsés Xorenac'i’s History of Armenia,
I-1I; Moscow, 1903), II, 127-128.

18 G. Xalatjanc, Apmanckuii snoc ¢ icropum Apmennu Moucea Xopenckozo (The
Armenian Epos in Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia, I-II; Moscow, 1896).

19 See note 17.
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the fifth century.?® Xalatjanc’s goal was to demonstrate, besides
strengthening the supposition that Movsés was a later author with addi-
tional arguments, the “doubtfulness” (comHETEILHOCTL) and “ground-
lessness” (HecocToATENBLHOCTD) of his references to various, especially
little known, sources. Xalatjanc claimed that Xorenac‘i had never read
those writings but had merely used the names of their authors to make
his narrative more convincing. In reality, he had utilized other, well-
known works (mainly Armenian or translated into Armenian) surviving
to this day, about which he intentionally keeps silent. Characteristic of
Xalatjanc’s method is the search for plagiarism throughout the text of
the History: this concerns sentences, expressions, words or even ele-
ments of words taken from this or that writing, combining which
Movses, in Xalatjanc’s opinion, wrote most chapters of his book. His
conclusions about Berossus, Abydenus, Cephalion, Julius Africanus, and
Bishop Firmilian are mainly a repetition of von Gutschmid’s views, but,
as we shall see below, Xalatjanc elaborated on the material, making the
critique even harsher.?!

20 See especially A. Carriere, Nouvelles sources de Moise de Khoren (Vienne, 1893;
Supplément, Vienne, 1894).

21 Xorenac‘i was not the only victim of the nineteenth-early twentieth centuries
hypercriticism; even the greatest classical authors shared a similar fate. This was natural
in the period of the unprecedented rise of academic studies, when modemn classical schol-
arship springing from the eighteenth century rationalism was gaining momentum.
Friedrich August Wolf (1759-1824) brought to life the famous “Homeric question,”
which marked the beginning of a new era (see J.E. Sandys, A Short History of Classical
Scholarship (from the Sixth Century BC to the Present Day) [Cambridge, 1915},
305-309). His critical spirit inspired a great pleiad of scholars, stimulating numerous pro-
found studies. Barthold Georg Niebuhr (1776-1831) was among the pioneers affected by
Wolf’s influence (J.E. Sandys, History of Scholarship, 314); for the first time he dealt
with the history of Rome in a critical, scientific approach, developing “the analytic tactic
of breaking down sources and reconstructing them to yield a more reliable narrative” (R.
Mellor, The Roman Historians [London and New York, 1999], 65). However, it was the
same critical spirit that ultimately, especially in the second half of the nineteenth and the
early twentieth centuries, was transformed into hypercriticism, provoking some scholars
to run into extremes and, for example, characterize Herodotus as “Father of Lies”
opposed to “Father of History” (cf. a fine criticism of such approaches in T.J. Luce, The
Greek Historians [London and New York, 1997], 27 ff., who corroborates, once again,
that “quite a few errors in Herodotus... are counterbalanced by a great many statements
that are correct”), or Thucydides, generally acknowledged as the most “scientific”
ancient Greek historiographer, as a “mythistoricus™ (F.M. Cornford, Thucydides Mythis-
toricus [London, 1907]). Tacitus’ world outlook was declared “ein Chaos von unabgek-
ldrten und unausgereiften Meinungen, ein Sammelsurium von Widerspriichen” (R. von
Pohlmann, “Die Weltanschauung des Tacitus,” Sitzungsberichte der k. bayerischen
Akademie, Phil.-Hist. Klasse; Abhandlung I {1910], 63); thus “the nineteenth-century
rationalism” was also applied “as the yardstick wherewith to measure” Tacitus (M.L.W.
Laistner, The Greater Roman Historians [Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1963], 115). Hyper-
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An essential contribution to the elucidation of Xorenac‘i’s methods of
using sources and to the source study of the History in general?? was

criticism of classical authors was at times manifested also later, even on the part of promi-
nent classicists (Moses I. Finley [1912-1986], for example, regarded Xenophon’s Hel-
lenica a worthless work, “very unreliable, tendentious, dishonest, dreary to read, and
rarely illuminating on broader issues”: M.L. Finley, The Greek Historians: The Essence
of Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, and Polybius [New York, 1959], 14). Strange as it
may seem, running to such extremes is still far of being a bygone practice, for even as late
as in the last decades of the twentieth century, scholars were making efforts to prove that,
e.g., Herodotus was a liar and the founder of a “liar school” (W.K. Pritchett, The Liar
School of Herodotus [Amsterdam, 1985]), or that Thucydides was “the least objective of
historians” and surely not a “scientist in the 19th century sense” (V.J. Hunter, Thucy-
dides, the Artful Reporter [Toronto, 1973], 184). Given this fact and the total lack of any
guarantee that such odd verdicts merely based on the strict principles mandatory for mod-
emn and contemporary scholarship but by no means compatible with the Herodotian or
post-Herodotian ways of writing history are still not excluded, it is perhaps justified to
reiterate, even in our own days, such truisms as: “Ancient historiographers are not histo-
rians in the current sense of the word” (A. Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 130), or “one need not
be sceptical about the historical value of mythology,” because “myth as such does not tell
of historical events,” therefore, Book I of Xorenac‘i’s History “should be treated more as
literature than as history” (ibidem, 128, 130).

22 The problem of sources, together with the research methods of historiographers, are
still among the central topics also in classical studies, the demand for impartiality and “bal-
ance” remaining of pressing importance. Investigations like that of Fehling (see note 13
and, for an overview of his and other similar opinions, R. Bichler & R. Rollinger, Herodot
[Darmstadt, 1999], 161-163) may contain much interesting, but Fehling’s preconception
about Herodotus’ book being nothing more than simply a work of fiction, understandably,
conditioned most scholars’ negative reaction (see J. Marincola, Greek Historians, 34). None
of the ancient writers of history is totally free of such human weaknesses as “faking,” fab-
rication (on invention in classical historiography, see T.P. Wiseman, Clio’s Cosmetics
[Leicester, 1979] and A.J. Woodman, Rhetoric in Classical Historiography [London,
1988]), concealing his real sources or adjusting the existing facts to his own purposes. For
example, Herodotus (II, 156) ascribes to the Egyptians the information that the island of
Chemmis “is floating” (Aéyetar 82 Or” Alyvrtiov elvar abtn f viicog rAath), while in
reality he knows this from Hecataeus’ work (cf. J. Marincola, Greek Historians, 33), or
even the great Tacitus, depending on circumstances, is not against resorting to “malicious
reinterpretation” of his sources (C.S. Kraus & A.J. Woodman, Latin Historians, 98). Such
“sins,” to a greater or lesser extent, can always be found in this or that text and should by
no means give grounds for simple generalizations and labels like “liar” or “mystifier of the
first order” (the famous characterization of Xorenac‘i by Thomson: see Moses Khorenats‘i,
56). Instead, far more fruitful is the practice of objectively and profoundly examining both
the common and individual research methods in ancient and medieval historiography, for a
better understanding and constructive evaluation of the “historical science” of the past.
Among the considerable number of studies on historical methods we would mention the fol-
lowing: P.G. Walsh, Livy: His Historical Aims and Methods (Cambridge, 1961); P.
Pédech, La méthode historique de Polybe (Paris, 1964); D. Lateiner, The Historical Method
of Herodotus (Toronto, 1989); see also fine discussions in T.J. Luce, The Greek Historians,
20-25, 60-79; R. Mellor, The Roman Historians, 4347, 63-70, 88-94, 115-118; J. Mar-
incola, Greek Historians, 31-39, and a general outline in C.W. Fornara, The Nature of His-
tory in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 1983), 47-90 (the chap-
ter “Research, Orientation, and Explanation in the Greek and Latin Historians”).
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made by Gagik Sargsyan (1926-1998). By analysing hypercritically
treated passages, Sargsyan first stated that, when Movs€s suggests data
absent from what seems to be his main source, or which contradict that
source, the changes he makes are not arbitrary (as especially Xalatjanc
thought), but Xorenac‘i relies upon other sources. Sargsyan dealt with
Chapter II, 19 of the History,” which we shall examine in connection
with the corresponding passage of Julius Africanus’ Chronicle. Josephus
Flavius is regarded as the main source of that chapter, but there are strik-
ing deviations from his narration, and Xalatjanc deemed those data to be
invented and spurious.* According to Xorenac‘i, Armenians partici-
pated in the Parthian campaign to Syria and Palestine in 40 AD.
Sargsyan demonstrates that MovsEs, besides Josephus, also used the
book of P‘awstos Buzand and another, non-extant source, which pro-
vided him with important information. Most probably, he maintains, the
Armenians had really joined the Parthians and forced Jews, who later on
settled in the city of Van, to migrate from their lands.

In the same article, Sargsyan speaks about two other interesting
aspects of Xorenac‘i’s use of sources. Sometimes, while writing his
book, Movsés did not have certain texts at hand and utilized their infor-
mation from memory. This undoubtedly took place in the History of
Armenia, and Sargsyan noticed it in the above-mentioned Chapter II, 19.
According to him, Movsés used Josephus’ Jewish War in that fashion.
Although in this case (see Chapter II of the present study) we have a dif-
ferent opinion (the cause of inconsistencies is not the use of the Jewish
War from memory, but that Xorenac‘i simultaneously based himself on
Julius Africanus’ Chronicle), nevertheless Sargsyan’s remark is quite
appropriate and should be taken into account.

The second substantial aspect of Movsés’ utilization of sources,
according to Sargsyan, is the following. There were exact but laconic
data at his disposal; he re-narrated those data, enriching them by rhetor-
ical and stylistic means, using writings suitable for that purpose. One
such source particularly favoured by Xorenac‘i was Pseudo-Callis-
thenes’ History of Alexander; Movses has been considered the translator
of that writing.?6 This method does not distort the truthfulness of the

2 @G. Sargsyan, «I,lruz_/mpf:l;p[l oqunugnpddwl Eqwiwlp Unfuby Iun[tl:&mgm dnm»
(“The Ways of Using Sources in Movseés Xorenac‘i”), BM, 3 (1956), 31-42.

% @G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, I, 65-66.

25 @G. Sargsyan, “The Ways of Using Sources,” 33.

2% See Yakovbos V. TaSean, nlllnlliﬁullll‘lllnll?l'll.ﬁf Umnjﬁ-l]ml]'mlzl:ﬁl:m_] Jupney
Uk puwligpf (A Study of Pseudo-Callisthenes’ History of Alexander; Vienna, 1892),
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information: simply, the events are presented in an artistic manner.?” At
the end of the article, after an analysis of specific passages, Sargsyan
notes, as a general trait, that Xorenac‘i “never occupied himself with
inventing history but always relied upon an objective datum.” This
statement, although somewhat exaggerated and too generalized, is in
many cases true. Of course, certain portions of invention may be traced
in various parts of the History, but Movs€s’ customary pursuit of finding
objective data is also apparent. Many sources Xorenac‘i used do not sur-
vive, which means that the proportion of objective and subjective cannot
always be measured, and it is another question whether or not he made
the right choice between the existing parallel data and interpreted them
correctly. Whatever objections Sargsyan’s observations may incite, they
are instructive in the sense that when odd, obscure or improbable pieces
of information in the History are considered without the presumption of
“pure invention,” interesting results may emerge.

The article “The Ways of Using Sources in Movsés Xorenac‘i” was
the beginning of a wider program: later, based on the above-mentioned
statements, Sargsyan wrote extensive works on the History of Armenia,”
confirming, time and again, the thesis that Movsés’ book should not be
rejected as a historical source, but scholars ought to uncover (which
demands great efforts) the “treasures” of this unique writing, which “are
mostly not on the surface but in the bowels of the narrative,”? and
which are irreplaceable and of exceptional importance especially for the
research of the inner life of Armenia before the fourth century AD.*

As already noted, there are no innovations directly related to our sub-
ject in-Sargsyan’s works, but his inferences, in which he stresses the
necessity of examining Xorenac‘i’s sources with a new approach should
be noted also when dealing with our immediate issues. To this overview
we should add the specific examples of Sargsyan’s source study, such as
the chapter “Priest Olympius, the Writer of a Temple History” in the

42-84. For the relationship between Xorenac‘i and the History of Alexander, see also the
following recent article: M. Bernardelli, “Movsés Xorenac‘i e il Romanzo di Alessandro:
un esempio di intertestualitd,” Bnagirk Yisatakac‘—Documenta Memoriae. Dall’ltalia e
dall’Armenia studi in onore di Gabriella Uluhogian, a cura di V. Calzolari, A. Sirinian,
B.L. Zekiyan (Bologna, 2004), 139-164.

27 G. Sargsyan, “The Ways of Using Sources,” 36-42.

2 See especially G. Sargsyan, Unjubu hnpkbwgnr 2wjng wundncdpul dumlimbwlm-
qpuljul hudwlupgp (The Chronological System of Movsés Xorenac'i’s History of Arme-
nia; Erevan, 1965); idem, leulzﬁbummllmﬁ r}mpmcpgmﬁb ZlquumulﬁE . l]'mluhu ]\mpl:-
ﬁmgkﬁ (Armenia in the Hellenistic Epoch and Movsés Xorenac‘i; Erevan, 1966).

G. Sargsyan, The Chronological System, S.

30 @G. Sargsyan, The Hellenistic Epoch, 6-8.
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book Armenia in the Hellenistic Epoch and Movsés Xorenac ‘i, where he,
contrary to Movsés’ critics’ opinion, brings forward arguments showing
that Xorenac‘i really used that source.

One could expect that Sargsyan’s research, together with the other,
preceding significant studies,?! in which was demonstrated the lack of
prospect in merely negative approach, would prevent further similar
attempts. Nonetheless in 1978, Robert W. Thomson’s English transla-
tion of Movsés’ History was published, with extensive introduction
and notes.®? This outstanding edition is well-known to scholars, and
there is no need to expatiate on it now. Thomson, simultaneously with
the first English translation of the History of Armenia, utilized his wide
knowledge and eminent philological skills to revive and corroborate
with additional evidence von Gutschmid’s, Carriere’s, and Xalatjanc’s
opinions. Those were new and notable in their days, but by the time
when Thomson’s translation was published, scholarship had moved in
other directions.*® His work, too, is mainly a source study, as empha-

3t Especially F. Conybeare’s (1857—-1924), M. Abelyan’s (1865-1944), and S. Malx-
asyan’s (1857-1947) works should be noted: see F.C. Conybeare, “The Date of Moses of
Khoren,” BZ, 10 (1901), 489-504; idem, « U‘nllutu h]n[rbflwgt_nj (I]umufmlal:mﬁ wrlF/;[rmg
fuligfipp» (“The Problem of the Sources of Movsés Xorenac‘t’s History™), HA 16 (1902),
129-132, 193-198, 236240 (oddly enough, these important studies by Conybeare are not
referred to in R. Thomson’s edition), where the author demonstrates that the material of
Movsés’ sources discovered by Carriére was available already in the fifth century, so
there is no need to move him to the eighth century; M. Abetyan, Zu) dnpnjpgmljmb
wnuy by Gipp Uniubn Tanpkbmgny 2wyng wundndbwb Sty (The Armenian Myths in
Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Ammenia; ValarSapat, 1899), where M. Abetyan by an
exhaustive analysis refuted G. Xalatjanc’s opinion that folklore never was a source for
Movses’ narrative, and that the stories seeming to be of “folk™ origin in reality were fab-
ricated by a compilation from various writings; S. Malxasyan, }\Jn[l]iﬁmgm. wnkyd|mdh
cmpop (On the Mystery of Xorenac'i; Erevan, 1940), where, together with a critique of
Nersgs Akinean’s (see N.V. Akinean, «‘] kunbig bpky ke Undubu Wynpbiimgf» [“Lewond
Erec and Movsés Xorenac‘i”], Matenagrakan hetazotut‘iwnner [Philological Studies,
II; Vienna, 1930}, 127-291) and H. Manandyan’s (see H. Manandyan, hnpkhmgm
wnbind)ush jndnudp (The Solution to the Mystery of Xorenac'i; Erevan, 1934) views on
the later time of MovsEs, he brings forward persuasive arguments in favour of Xorenac‘i
being a fifth century author.

32 See note 6.

33 Before Thomson, another noteworthy article on the date of Xorenac‘i was published
(see C. Toumanoff, “On the Date of Pseudo-Moses of Chorene,” HA, 75 (1961),
467-475), where, opposing the “Soviet Armenian authorities,” S. Malxasyan and M.
Abelyan, the author made an attempt to support the conjecture that Movsés lived at the
end of the eighth century. The efforts of insisting on this dating of the History of Arme-
nig continuq till the present; see, e.g., M. van Esbroeck, “Movsés Xorenac‘i et le Girk*
Eakac*,” REArm, NS 25 (1994-1995), 109—123. Contrary to this approach, also studies
arguing for the traditional date of Movs€s’ book have been written comparatively
recently, from which the following may be noted: A. Mat‘evosyan, «{J: mfubu lunpl;[uuglrﬁ
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sized on the title-page: “Translatlon and Commentary on the Literary
Sources.”

The next important Western publication after that of Thomson is the
new French translation of the History by Annie and Jean-Pierre Mahé,
with a very interesting introduction and fine commentary.3> The authors
have tried to avoid categoricity, analyzing the complicated subject in a
reasonable and moderate manner. We shall revert to this book on the rel-
evant occasions below.

Among the contemporary researchers, special reference should be
made to Giusto Traina, whose attempts to connect Movsés’ book with
the traditions of Greco-Roman historiography are remarkable.’ From
this point of view, he has also written about the mention of Abydenus
and Cephalion in the History of Armenia.>’

Finally, we must note Albert Muselyan’s studies, although their sub-
ject does not lie within the range of our immediate topics. His works are
a notable step in the investigation of the History of Armenia and are
most useful also for us.*®

On various occasions the writer, too, has discussed several questions
of the source study of Movsés’ work,* proposing possible solutions and

I U,pwﬂmu Swpaluwgne dwﬁwﬂml[mqpm_pjm.ﬂﬂ» (“Movsés Xorenac‘i and At‘anas
Taronac'i’s Chronicle™), PBH, 1989, No 1, 220-234; P. Muradyan, «U'ngubu hynpkiw-
g ijng ll]llllnlfllLPJl]lﬁ Ffuuz}[:mémﬁ [[;m‘l_)[:['E 6——7—111} I}lll[lblill &pqﬁpm_ﬁ» (“The Textual
Traces of the History of Armenia in Works of the Sixth-Seventh Centuries”), Ejmiacin,
1992, No 6-7, 85-98; B. Harut‘yunyan, U,z[ump(wgnjgﬂ le snpiut hmjfl:pb l’u[;ll]'l]'lﬂ (The
A$xarhac‘oyc’ and the Problem of Four Armenias; Erevan, 1997).

34 Of course, Thomson has not set aside also Berossus, Alexander Polyhistor, Abyde-
nus, Juilius Africanus, and Bishop Firmilian, but since further in this study his opinions
are among those often referred to, we shall not go into details here.

35 Moise de Khoréne, Histoire de [’Arménie, nouvelle traduction de 1’arménien clas-
sique par Annie et Jean-Pierre Mahé (Paris, 1993).

3 See G. Traina, Il complesso di Trimalcione (Movsés Xorenac'i e le origini del pen-
siero storico armeno) (Venezia, 1991), 53; idem, «U m[ulm h]np[:i}m_q[x[; <(1}wuml[wfl»
wifwlgnfdgnikp Zmyng qunidnipymb U gppp S-py gyncfufpls 869» (“The “Classical” Tra-
dition of Movsés Xorenac‘i in Chapter 5 of Book 1 of the History of Armenia”), PBH,
1992, No 1, 28-32; idem, “Materiali per un commento a Movses Xorenac‘i, Patmut ‘iwn
Hayoc',” 1, LM, 108 (1995), 279-333; II, LM, 111 (1998), 95-138.

37 @G. Traina, “Materiali,” 1, 304-311.

33 A. Muselyan, «Npnk’y £ quu{b[ Undubu h]npbfuugm. {frpwnnumljnd anprB[lwfl»
(“Where was the Bithynia Mentioned by Movsés Xorenac‘i?”), PBH, 1990, No 1,
210-227; idem, ««{ wmumpulyml> nkpdphf bywlwlm@ynhp oy quowlwl Swobi-
gpnifdjuwh dE9>» (“The Meaning of the Term “Vaspurakan” in Classical Armenian Liter-
ature”), IN, 1996, No 2-3, 36-40.

3 See A. Topchyan, «IJ m[ubu hlnp[;fmrym_ [[lzwmwllw& [mﬁmqwﬂ lf[l _Bwﬂ[l wpyne-
plikpp dwupi» (“On Several Greek Sources Referred to by Movsés Xorenac‘i”), AAP, 1
(Erevan, 1995), 75-85; idem, «U'niubu Wnpkinwgne Zmyng wmndmpyub fwpwpwuyuh dp
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drawing attention to some of Xorenac‘i’s particular methods of borrow-
ing and presenting information of various authors. If those methods are
taken into account, a number of incomprehensible passages of the His-
tory, which have been misinterpreted or dismissed, may be reassessed.

THE AM oF THIS BOOK

The main principle by which we have been guided throughout the pre-
sent study is that the contemporary science of history can hardly gain
much by completely rejecting the validity of any historiographic source.
The blanket criticism of whatever Xorenac‘i says has already played a
certain historic role, also positive, provoking the necessary measure of
scepticism, but for the present day it has obviously lost any raison
d’étre. In the current generation, new efforts of confirming or repeating
von Gutschmid’s “fast Nichts” add nothing weighty to our knowledge
of ancient literature and history. Consequently, what one should do
nowadays is, firstly, to get rid of extreme mistrust and prevailing nega-
tive stereotypes, and, secondly, to continue extracting from the work of
the long-suffering “father of Armenian historiography” as much useful
information as possible. Such approach seems even more mandatory
against the background of today’s balanced tendencies* in the research

Lunmifmd» (“A Passage by Mar Abas in Movs€s Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia*), AAP,
II (Erevan, 1998), 56-63. The preliminary versions of the three chapters of the current
work have been published in periodicals: A. Topchyan, «@fpipyfuwinup «gmwmibne-
[Phibip»> npylty Umfubu hinpEhugne wyppep» (“Firmilian’s “Narration” as a Source of
Movsés Xorenac‘i”), HA, 110 (1997), 65-88 (see the same in the PBH, 1999, No 1,
220-236); idem, «Zngfrnu Uppplpulinuf duwinbulmqpmpynilip b Unfubu lynpbliwgpli»
(“Julius Africanus’ Chronicle and Movsés Xorenac‘i”), PBH, 2000, No 2; idem,
«I]'m[utu h]n[il:flwgm. j[lawmml[lub lfﬁ pw[rﬁ ulwmﬁ[lzﬂl;p[l ﬁmu[ﬂl, Fl:[munu, U.Ll:_gumflr”l
Pugduifly, Uppghling b Ykguupfnk» (“On Several Historiographers Mentioned by
Movsés Xorenac‘i: Berossus, Alexander Polyhistor, Abydenus, and Cephalion™), HA,
112 (1999), 115-186; idem, «Umfubiu ynpblnugne dfy 5k Jplpdus ynip § («Uyungply of fugf
bt Yhspugpmfis. . »)» (“On a Citation of Movsés Xorenac'i [“Cephalion is also a Witness
to these Matters”1), PBH, 2000, No 3, 152--160 (the Russian version of the article has
been published in the XV: “O6 oaHo# uatate MoBceca Xopenanu [“O6 3ToM ceuie-
terpcTByeT U Kedaymon...”], XV, NS 3 (IX) [2002], 474-482). See also A. Topchyan,
“Firmilian’s “Narration” as a Source of Movsés Xorenac‘i,” REArm, NS 27 (1998-
2000), 99-115; idem, “Julius Africanus’ Chronicle and Movsés Xorenac‘i,” LM, 114
(2001), 153-185. Finally, see the initial, Armenian version of the present, significantly
reworked and supplemented, English edition: A. Topchyan, Unjubu lynpklmgnt hoibw-
lmb wypymplikph pnppp (The Problem of the Greek Sources of Movsés Xorenac'i; Ere-
van, 2001).
4 See note 5.
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of classical authors (tendencies applicable to ancient historiography as a
whole), and given the absolute lack of any substitute for Xorenac‘i’s
book in Armenian literature, especially for the pre-fourth century his-
tory.

Proceeding from this general principle, what we have tried to do is to
re-examine the dominant views on Xorenac‘i’s references to the
“Greek” authors in question, particularly the trend of regarding all the
related passages as deriving exclusively from the old Armenian versions
of Eusebius’ Chronicle*' and Ecclesiastical History.*? These two famous
fourth century works of early Byzantine literature undoubtedly were uti-
lized by Movsés, but the overestimation of their importance as
Xorenac‘i’s sources hindered scholars from seeing anything interesting
and valuable in whatever deviates from Eusebius. In this context, our
main intention has been: a) to review the verdict “everything not found
in Eusebius is Movsés’ own invention,” b) to show that Xorenac‘i knew
Berossus, Abydenus, Cephalion, Julius Africanus, and Firmilian not
only thanks to Eusebius, and, therefore, c) one need not speak merely of
fabrications, but in certain cases Xorenac‘i provides authentic citations
from those authors, or noteworthy pieces of information based on their
writings.

Our specific inferences on each occasion are drawn after the exami-
nation of each reference, as well as at the ends of the chapters and in the
section Implications.

41 The Greek original survives in fragments. The Armenian translation from Greek
probably dates back to the first half of the fifth century AD and has come down to us
thanks to one manuscript, probably of the thirteenth century, now kept at the Mastoc'
Institute of Medieval Manuscripts (Matenadaran) in Erevan (MS No 1904).

42 Tt was translated from the Syriac version on the initiative of Mastoc*, the creator of
the Armenian script.






CHAPTER I

BEROSSUS, ALEXANDER POLYHISTOR,
ABYDENUS, AND CEPHALION

INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION

The References

Let us first try to scrutinize the references to Berossus, Alexander
Polyhistor, Abydenus, and Cephalion in Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of
Armenia.!

They are the authors of the first “Greek” writings; he refers to them
after the selection of his sources. Berossus is referred to twice: the first
mention is longer (I, 2), and in the second case (I, 4) Movses merely
names Berossus among the authors whose writings differ from the Bible.
In the same passage, there are also the only reference to Alexander Poly-
histor and the first mention of Abydenus. The latter figures twice more,
in I, 5 and II, 8, when Xorenac‘i cites him. The first reference to
Cephalion and the quotation from “one chapter” of his book are in
Chapter I, 5. In Chapter I, 18, Movs€s brings forward the sequence of
events connected with Semiramis according to Cephalion and does not
agree with it. We shall revert to the passages in question one by one
below, but before that it is necessary to present those authors briefly.

Biographic Data about the Four Authors

Berossus (Bnpwo(c)dg) was priest of the god Belus in Babylon in the
days of the Seleucid king Antiochus I Soter (281-261 BC), to whom he
dedicated his history in three books, written in Greek. That writing,
extant only in fragments, is known under the title BafvAoviaxéd or
XoAdaikd. In the first book, Berossus narrated events ab origine mundi
down to the Flood; in the second, events down to the enthronement of
Nabonassar (747 BC), king of Babylonia, and the third book ended with

1 We have briefly written about the History’s connections with those authors in the
first volume of the Armenological periodical Astanak: see A. Topchyan, “On Several
Greek Sources.”
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the death of Alexander the Great (323 BC). Berossus was famous in
antiquity, especially thanks to the fact that through his work the history
of Babylon and the astronomical knowledge obtained by the *“Chal-
daeans™? entered the Hellenistic world. His book was a frequently used
source.?

Alexander Polyhistor CAA£Eavdpog 6 TloAviotwp), of Miletus, was
born c. 105 BC. It is known that he was brought captive to Rome, and in
82 BC Sulla freed him. He died at home in a fire (c. 35 BC).* Polyhistor
was a very fertile author; according to the Suda, his writings were
“beyond number” (Gp1Buod xpeittm) (hence his epithet “Polyhistor”).
Those works contained historical, ethnographical, and geographical infor-
mation nearly about all countries and peoples of the ancient world. Numer-
ous citations from Polyhistor are preserved in the writings of later authors,’
and he himself was among those who widely quoted from Berossus.5

Abydenus CABvdnvdg) is the least known of the four authors in ques-
tion; there is no biographical information about him.” He probably lived

2 For the meanings of the word XoAdolog (“Chaldaean”—pwgpluwgp, pugpbuy) in
Greco-Roman literature, see F. Cumont, Astrology and Religion among the Greeks and
Romans (New York, 1912), 26-27; F.H. Cramer, Astrology in Roman Law and Politics
(Philadelphia, 1954), 84, 90, 238; Ch.-K. Wong, “Philo’s Use of Chaldaioi,” SPhA, 4
(1992), 1-14; M. Dandamaeva, “OtHoEEM X0Adaiol B aHTHYHON Tpamuumu” (“The
Ethnonym XoaAdaiot in Greco-Roman Tradition™), IN, III-1V (Tehran, 1999-2000),
315-320.

3 See on Berossus RE, III,, s.v. Berossos (4), 309-316 (Schwartz); F. Cornelius,
“Berossus und die altorientalische Chronologie,” Klio, 35 (1942), 1-16; P. Schnabel,
Berosus und die babylonisch-hellenistische Literatur (Berlin, 1923, reprinted Hildesheim,
1968), 3-15, 16-32; G. Komordczy, “Berossus and the Mesopotamian Literature,”
AAAScHung, 21 (1973), 125-152; R. Drews, “The Babylonian Chronicles and Beros-
sus,” Iraq, 37 (1975), 39-55. See the ancient references to Berossus and the fragments of
his book in FHG, 11, 495-510 and FGrHist, 111, 680 F.

4 H. Anasyan erroneously considers Alexander Polyhistor to have died “in 75 BC”
(see H. Anasyan, ‘wjljmjul dwnkbmqhnnipymb, t—-d-C 5y (Armenian Bibliography:
Fifth-Eighteenth Centuries, I, Erevan, 1959), 554, whereas the literary activity of this
author hardly began before the sixties BC, and he probably wrote his main voluminous
work after 49 BC; see in the literature referred to below.

5 See RE, I,, s.v. Alexandros (88), 1449-1452 (Schwartz); P. Schnabel, Berosus,
134-168; FHG, 1Il, 206-244; FGrHist, 111, 273.

§ For Polyhistor’s citations from Berossus, see W. Adler, Time Immemorial: Archaic
History and Its Sources in Christian Chronography from Julius Africanus to George Syn-
cellus (Washington, D.C., 1989), 6, 13, 26, 28, 31, 33, 36-37, 54, 90, 111, 151, 173-174.

7 H. Anasyan gives incorrect information about this author too, writing that Abydenus
“is considered to have lived in the days of the first Ptolemaic kings” (i.e. in the third cen-
tury BC) (see H. Anasyan, Bibliography, 60). It is difficult to say whence Anasyan has
taken that information, but Abydenus could not have been a contemporary of the first
Ptolemaic kings because he used Polyhistor’s (first century BC) book as a source: see in
the literature referred to below.
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in the first or second century AD. Passages of his lost work are extant
mainly in Eusebius of Caesarea’s Chronicle and Praeparatio Evangel-
ica.® The Caesarean bishop calls his book T mepi "Accvpiov ypaen
(PE, IX, 41, 456). From another testimony of Eusebius (PE, IX, 12,
414), it may be supposed that he also wrote about Media (& Mndukd).®

Cephalion (KepaAiov) was a contemporary of the emperor Hadrian
(117-138 AD). Being in Sicily, he wrote a world history in Greek, in
nine books named after the Muses. He covered the time from the Assyr-
ian king Ninus down to Alexander the Great. Passages of this work are
preserved by Eusebius, John Malalas, and George Syncellus.!® We shall
return to some details of Cephalion’s biography below.

Alfred von Gutschmid’s View Generally Acknowledged

Von Gutschmid’s conclusion concerning Movsés’ references to those
authors is harsh and definite: their names, together with the correspond-
ing citations, are taken “without exception” (“ohne Ausnahme”) from
the Armenian translation of Eusebius’ Chronicle.!! That is to say, those
data which are not found in Eusebius’ book, have no value from the
aspect of source study; they were merely fabricated by Movses with the
help of the same Chronicle. Subsequently, almost all scholars who dealt
with those historiographers repeated von Gutschmid’s opinion. It was
accepted by G. Zarphanalean,'? G. Xalatjanc,'® and A. Zaminean.'* S.
Malxasyan wrote that Xorenac‘i “mentions... Berossus the Chaldaean,
Alexander Polyhistor, Abydenus, and Cephalion, who are known to him
through Eusebius’ Chronicle and not directly.”’> M. Abelyan says the
same: “Berossus, Abydenus, Polyhistor, and Cephalion... It seems that
Xorenac‘i did not have the writings of those significant ancient histori-
ographers at hand, but used Eusebius’ Chronicle, for whatever he sug-

8 Published in the PG, 21.

9 See RE, 1,, s.v. Abydenos, 123 (Schwartz); FHG, IV, 279-285; FGrHist, I11, 685;
P. Schnabel, Berosus, 136-137, 147-150, 164-166; W. Adler, Time Immemorial, 6, 13,
28, 36, 111, 129, 135.

10 See RE, XI,, s.v. Kephalion, 191-192 (Jacoby); FHG, I, 625-631; FGrHist, 11,
93; W. Adler, Time Immemorial, 17.

11 A, von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 26-28.

12 G. Zarphanalean, Zwjjuljmb hhl gypneppl (Ancient Armenian Literature; Venice,
1897), 355.

13 G, Xalatjanc, Epos, 1, 49-50.

14 A, Zaminean, Zw) qllmllmﬁulplimﬁ ulumufm_pluﬁ (History of Armenian Literature, I;
Nor-Naxijewan, 1914), 112.

15 Movses Xorenac‘i, XXXII.



20 CHAPTER I

gests, occurs in this book.” ! Thomson writes that in Movsés’ History,
“Polyhistor and Arios were taken from Eusebius. Cephalion is men-
tioned—again via Eusebius (I, 5, 18).” He says the same about Berossus
and Abydenus.'” Similar opinions on this count were expressed by G.
Sargsyan,!® A. and J.-P. Mahe,'® and, recently, by A. Terian.?

16 M. Abelyan, Zmng hhG& q[]l]ll.lll]ﬁﬂllﬂjlllﬁ wundmpym (i (History of Ancient Armenian
Literature, 1; Erevan, 1944), 263.

17 Moses Khorenats‘i, 14, 70, note 2.

18 Movses Xorenaci, Hcmopus Apmenuu (History of Armenia), translation from Clas-
sical Armenian into Russian, introduction and commentary by G. Sargsyan (Erevan,
1990), 220, 238.

¥ Moise de Khoréne, 28-29, 328-329.

2 Apropos of the use of Eusebius by Xorenac‘i, Terian repeats Thomson’s view but
makes some new observations. Stating that Eusebius was the only source for Xorenac'i’s
references to Berossus, Abydenus, and Julius Africanus, and stressing, once again,
Movsés’ “overwhelming dependence on Eusebius™ (Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 101), Terian
adds to those authors some other “eastern historiographers of the Hellenistic period,”
such as Eupolemus, Pseudo-Eupolemus, Artapanus (ibidem, 102), Josephus Flavius (first
century AD), and Philo of Byblos (64-141 AD), whom, too, as he opines, Xorenac‘i
knew very well from Eusebius’ works including the Praeparatio Euangelica (ibidem,
101-103). Terian calls those authors, mainly based on Sterling’s study (G.E. Sterling,
Historiography and Self-Definition: Josephus, Luke-Acts and Apologetic Historiography
(NTS, 64) [Leiden 1992]), “apologetic historiographers” and thinks that Xorenac‘i, being
“thoroughly familiar” with their works (ibidem, 103), shared “significant common-
places™ (125) with them. Leaving aside the disputable issues of what apologetics in pre-
Christian historiography may mean, or whether it is justified or not to regard Josephus
Flavius and Philo of Byblos as authors of the “Hellenistic period” (according to the more
usual periodization, the Hellenistic “period” [not the cultural influence] ended with the
dethronement and death of Cleopatra VII in 30 BC: see A. Momigliano, “The Fault of
the Greeks,” Essays, 11; “J.G. Droysen between Greeks and Jews,” Essays, 307), and
especially to claim that “in ancient Near-Eastern scholarship today none of these apolo-
getic writers... are taken seriously” (ibidem, 132), we would like to note the following.
The idea of looking for parallels between Xorenac‘i and eastern historiographers is in
itself interesting, because such parallels (and not only with “apologetic historiographers”
but also with other Greco-Roman and Byzantine authors) may surely be drawn, but the
“commonplaces” pointed to by Terian (such as “anti-Hellenism,” “detestation of Greek
mythology” [ibidem, 119, 125] etc.; see note 7 to our Introduction) are quite unconvinc-
ing. The assertion that Xorenac‘i was “thoroughly familiar,” also thanks to the Praepa-
ratio Euangelica, with Eupolemus, Pseudo-Eupolemus, Artapanus, and Philo of Byblos,
is unsupported, for no passage in the History of Armenia suggests that Movsés ever read
the Praeparatio Euangelica and that he knew those four historiographers so well as to
“note their apologetic commonplaces for a model” (ibidem, 102). Among the authors
with whom Terian thinks Movsés was familiar through Eusebius, he mentions also Jose-
phus (see also ibidem, 118: “...Berossus, Manetho, Josephus and his Alexandrian Jewish
predecessors, and Phile of Byblos. As mentioned earlier, Xorenac‘i became acquainted
with these writers through the works of Eusebius”), but Xorenac‘i’s extensive use of this
historiographer especially following Chapter II, 10 (see Chapter II of this book) can by no
means be restricted to Eusebius’ citations from Josephus (however, once, contradicting
his own categorical statements about Movsés knowing Josephus only through Eusebius,
Terian writes (124): “Xorenac‘i quotes ancient authors from secondary sources, primar-
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Such approach is misleading: the four authors are considered alto-
gether as one entity, in connection with the same source, Eusebius’
Chronicle, whereas the reference to each of them is accompanied by dif-
ferent circumstances, and each should be examined separately.?!

BEROSSUS

The Passage in Chapter I, 2 in Parallel with Eusebius’ Reference

Berossus is mentioned first (I, 2). Xalatjanc tried to corroborate von
Gutschmid’s remark,?? quoting the corresponding passages of Movsés’
History and Eusebius’ Chronicle:?

Eusebius?*
zfmn/;g[:g, wuf, wldﬁ[lq qun [

Xorenac‘i

Uy L pugnid wpp ulflllLUlD[l‘B L

[lﬁwuan[abuufF u[lu[uuul[;wl_!q [1 8m-
)}wg we[uwp[tﬂ [myugwﬂ' ng ﬁ[uujﬂ
qghp pfwling wyyng wyquy Puguin-
pwy b gdklkhfpg jkgnoy pogngl pud,
npybu quubbip guyl, np b gPhnpng
nil qugu yappnpbag wyp Ruwgnlwgh b
l[wpd wiikbimgh ll_ﬁwumm.@l;mﬂg, wy b
gdbdwibdu | qqupdwbwny  wpdw-
buenpuy  qupnibunpyg  mpbp  apkp
gl ufuwmn Pbwdp,  {wiw pluy

Rugnbwging df pun Gl gdth9
qplrwluﬂ I llu[mmﬁ[;w[_u. Jnpu lllu_,
pwgned Spupwbnfdpcd b wn wyp b
17[7,1 gﬁ[ﬂ: b l[l[lllj mjuny[l[[ El:gnunu
£ owyp ﬁwqgtwgﬁ Juggk b Epkikf
]wﬁ[;flbuﬁfl npp q[upwmm_ [ qﬁﬁmu-
wncfPliwdp quyfib. pwhgf b quumnk-
rluuﬂlunmlalrwﬂﬁ Sunnkwbia, k ap [152 [1
Rugpthy bwpnwpni[dfich  pdwunne-
[Phwh wunnidtp, bw Elwb h_ynihwy

l[m[ﬂby[lfl ﬁ l"lE' !bglm_, "["l[t" 11U.[umli- !bgm.:

ily from the works of Eusebius besides other Greek writings already translated into
Armenian, such as the Alexander Romance and certain of the works of Josephus and
Philo of Alexandria.” But there are no traces of any ancient Armenian translation of Jose-
phus’ works).

21 HK*. Armen rejected the generally accepted opinion, not affording any significant
argument for doing so. He came to the categorical conclusion that Movsés Xorenac‘i
undoubtedly read in original both Abydenus’ and Cephalion’s books (concerning
Berossus and Polyhistor he writes “probably”); see H.K‘. Armen, «lynpbbuwgfh b
wypyniphbpne plonpacfdgacip» (“Xorenac‘i and the Selection of Sources™), PBH, 1964,

o4,

2 G. Xalatjanc, Epos, 1, 50.

2 bluhpb qhumpmgl_nj d\mﬁmﬁm&mémﬁg hplllimum:mj (The Chronicle Of Eusebius Of
Caesarea in Two Parts), translation into Latin and commentary by the Mechitarist Father
Mkrti¢‘ Vardapet Awgereanc’, I-II (Venice, 1818), I, 62-63.

24 All Armenian and Classical Greek (as well as other non-English) passages, where
there is no special reference, are translated into English by the writer.
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CHAPTER 1

qupuyfuncf@fuh] wn Rluggbwgpu] &
qblphpuppspncfpfub]  mn  Blghomw-
gfu] b qflncwluwiing o fiuki] wn b[pilsp-
[[b_q[m] k qb[pwo‘zmm_ﬁ[ufl] wn Ia'[l"ll‘
gl

“...But also many famous men
engaged in the affairs of wisdom from
the land of Greece were concerned
not merely to translate into Greek the
writings of other nations’ kings’
archives and temples—as we find the
one?® who urged to this task Berossus
the Chaldaean man skilled in all wis-
dom—but also to seek out diligently,
wherever they might be, the most
important and the most admirable
artistic works and collect them and
translate them into_rhe Greek lan-

“Now let us speak one by one, he
says, of the things written and told
about us by the Chaldaeans, to which
there is a great deal of concordance
also in our other writings. And a wit-
ness to these matters is Berossus, a
man of Chaldaean origin and eminent
among all who had achieved knowl-
edge and wisdom. For he translated
into the Greeks’ language both the
books of astrology and whatever con-
ceming the art of wisdom was told by
the Chaldaeans.”

guage; like A among the K, and T*
among the P‘, and K among the E,
and SH among the T*%

Just a Few Words Coincide

A careful comparison of the words in italic script in the two texts
reveals that only the expressions wyp puqqbwgh and f jnibwg hgne (f
gyl kgne in Xorenac‘i) coincide. The other parallels noted by Xalatjanc,
in quite different contexts (ggfip pfuwhwy wyny wgguy [Puwguinpuy
[“the writings of other nations’ kings’ archives”\—npu fuy pwgnid
ﬁﬁmeﬂanﬁLﬂ L wn wy b ﬁbp m [“to which there is a great deal of

% We quote the last passage following fi ynyli (kg in addition to Xalatjanc’s citation
to make the parallel contexts clearer. In the critical edition, those incomprehensible initial
letters are deciphered with the help of the manuscript marked by the character ¢ (see
Movsés Xorenac‘i, 9).

26 Thomson translates “ones” (in plural), which is not correct.

27 “Like astronomy among the Chaldaeans, and geometry among the Egyptians, and
arithmetic among the Phoenicians, and music among the Thracians”; see Moses Khore-
nats‘i, 68, note 3 (the words in italic type are our amendments to Thomson’s translation:
he writes “surveying” instead of “geometry” and “mathematics” instead of “arith-
metic,” which is not quite accurate).
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concordance also in our other writings”]; Jwpd widbiwh pdwumne-
Phuwidp [“skilled in all wisdom”|—judblibupl npp gfupunne b ghdwo-
wncfdbwdp qugpl [“among all who had achieved knowledge and wis-
do_m”] or np [1&2 [1 ‘lell}t[ly 5ul[m1m[1m./(7[ufl hﬁwuanwaﬂ uluunﬂ'p
[“whatever concerning the art of wisdom was told by the Chaldaeans™],
are far from being convincing. The expression wyp Ruqpfwgh, regarded
as a borrowing from Eusebius also by Thomson,?® is an example of such
an ordinary pattern in ancient Greek and Armenian literature that it
could have been taken from any other source.? Suffice it to say that
Berossus is mentioned in later Greek texts as a “Babylonian man”
(@vnp Baporoviog), a “very skillful man” (dvip ixavdTatog), or in
the same way, a “Chaldaean man” (&vr)p XoAdai0g).® A similar fre-
quent expression is fi ynjh (ynibwyg) jhgni—“into the Greek (Greeks’)
language” (cf., e.g., in Philo of Alexandria’s De vita Mosis (II, 31):3!
elg ‘EALGSa yAdTTAV), which occurs in the same chapter of Movsés’
History two more times (ﬂ)uﬂlnﬁfnufl... zlﬁuunlnuﬂu L tllll'u[u ﬁ l”ﬂﬂ ‘bglnL
spnfuwplbwg [“Ptolemy... took care to have the books and stories...
translated into the Greek language”); [Mugndbnubt] byl jhgn w)fuu-
nncfdfiks fpup Fngnifbwg [“(Ptolemy Philadelphus)... gathered his work
in the Greek language”), and a third time a little differently, p ynjii puwi.

Differences

In the Armenian translation of the Chronicle, the Babylonian author’s
name is transliterated correctly, Pkpnunu, while no manuscript of
Xorenac‘i’s History contains its correct transliteration. The following
corrupted forms occur: Rpunnu, Ppinfinu, Rhinfinu, Rkpfinu. The same
incorrect forms are found in the second reference to him (I, 4).3 Though
this is not a strong argument proving that Movses’ source was not Euse-
bius (because scribal mistakes occurred quite often), nevertheless the
different, correct and incorrect, transliterations of Berossus’ name in the
two texts are an additional indication that the passage is not simply
based on the Chronicle.

28 Moses Khorenats‘i, 67, note 2.

2 It should also be noted that the reference to Berossus as to a “Chaldaean man” (unyp
puqnbwyf) is normal, and one need not search for its specific source.

30 See FHG, 11, 495; FGrHist, ITI, 364-366.

31 See Philo, De vita Mosis (Philo in Ten Volumes), V1, with an English translation by
F.H. Colson, LCL (Cambridge [Mass.], London, 1966).

32 See Movsés Xorenac‘i, 9, 13.
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In Chapter I, 2, Xorenac‘i exposes his general knowledge and per-
ception of Greek culture, while in Eusebius’ corresponding passage,
which is a citation from Josephus Flavius’ Contra Apionem (I,
128-129), only Berossus is in question, who had translated specifically
astronomical and philosophical books of the Chaldaeans into Greek.
Xorenac‘i’s narrative concerns more general matters: in the context of
the cultural activity of Greek rulers and scholars, and the translation of
the “arts” of various nations into Greek, Berossus’ work is mentioned
as a single example.

A Mistake in the Armenian Eusebius and a Detail Absent from the
Chronicle

The following fact deserves attention. One of the passages of Euse-
bius’ Chronicle, telling about Berossus, is preserved in Greek thanks to
the eighth-ninth century chronographer George Syncellus®® (28,
21-26).>* One may notice that the Armenian translation is incorrect
(Eusebius in his turn had taken the passage from Alexander Polyhistor).
Here are the parallel passages:

Eusebius

Syncellus

Rbpauny puy wul jpunwhncd puph-
qalbwluh ﬁulm[;fl[lﬂI l[lflbL idw fi wpu
U puusligpf Phoyfruybuy b gpby qpug-
dury dwmbuwlhu, np b [1 Ruplinnbf
Fnulnu‘i zlanan[:?lnuﬁlz ulmﬂ'[ti} jl:pl[-
bp[up lL'[: ﬂ)qumuwft F[u.[lnL_q mﬁwg.
yapned Phip  dwdwbwlwy, kb qhp
wunndn fFbwhy gbplbpg b gbphpt b
tlbm[t A llfuu/uwl{bpmﬂ wpmpzm.labﬂl’,
b gfdwguinpmy kb ghngnd ppug L
ggnpdny ulwmﬂ':ss

Bripowccog 8¢ &v 1) mpdtn TOV
Bafvioviax@dv onot yevécOHar pév
adtov  xatd  "AAEEavdpov  TOV
dirinov TRV fiAkiav. "Avaypo-
o0c 088 molA®dv £&v  Bafvrdw
QuAbdocecHar peTd TOAARG Emi-
pereiag Gnd &tdv mov LWMEP
PLUPLAS®YV " TEPLEYOVOUG Y POVOV”
mepLéXeEly 38  Tag  Gvaypoeg
iotopiag mepi Tob ovpavod Kol
foldoons kol mpotoyoviag kai
BaciAéov kal 1OV KA1’ aDTOVG
npa&eqv.

33 His book is briefly called *ExAoys) ypovoypagias. All references to Syncellus, indi-
cating the pages and lines, are according to the following edition: Georgii Syncelli Ecloga
Chronographica, edidit Alden A. Mosshammer, BSGRT (Leipzig, 1984), which replaces
Dindorf’s edition: Georgius Syncellus et Nicephorus Cp., ex recensione Guilielmi Din-
dorfii, CSHB, I (Bonnae, 1829).

34 See also FHG, 11, 496; FGrHist, III', 367-368.

35 Eusebius’ Chronicle, I, 17-18.
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“Berossus says in the first book of the
Babylonian history that he lived in
the years of Philip’s son Alexander
and wrote the books of many
[authors], that were kept in Babylon
with great care during 15 myriad and
200 years: in which was the calcula-
tion of times, and the record of histo-
ries tells about the sky and the earth
and the sea, and the initial creation,

“Berossus says in the first book of
the Babylonian history that he lived
in the time of Philip’s son Alexander.
Further, (he tells) that writings of
many (authors) were kept in Babylon
with great care, containing a period of
more than 15 myriad years, and that
the writings contained histories about
the sky and the sea, and the creation,
and the kings and their deeds.”

and the kings and their affairs and
deeds.”

According to the Armenian translation, Berossus had himself written
the “books of many (authors)” (that the translator probably understood
as “many books”), which were kept in Babylon. Then he says that
Berossus’ writings were kept there for 15 myriad years (surprisingly,
200 is added),® while, according to the Greek text, writings of many
authors, covering a period of 15 myriad years, were kept in Babylon.
This is corroborated by another passage of Syncellus’ Chronicle (14,
22-29), relating that Berossus “having found in Babylon many
(authors”) writings kept carefully, that embraced nearly 15 myriad
years” (g0pav &v BafoAdvi TOAAGV &voypoapds QUAACGOUEVOS
gmpueldc, ol mepieixov &tV puprddag mov dexamévie), wrote
(cuvéypayev)? his history with their help. Thus, the Greek passage
surviving in Syncellus, in contrast to its wrong old Armenian translation,
corresponds to Xorenac‘i’s information. He says the Greek kings and
many “famous men” took care of translating into Greek the writings
kept in royal and temple archives. It was one of them that persuaded
Berossus to do so (...[rwguinp ph Qm.ﬂmg b Fuulnuf wpp whniwhfip
(npuwgwh ... gefpy gfuwbugh wyng wyguyg [Pugwinpuwgh b gib{Elipgh
fhgayy fr gl pub, apylbu quuhbdp llefl38, np b tlFl;[lnunuﬁ39 Juyu ynp-

36 Awgereanc* has translated “215 myriad years” (“a ducentis et quindecim annorum
~ myriadibus”).

37 See also FHG, 11, 498; FGrHist, HII', 367-368.

38 F. Jacoby, following the Latin translation by the Whistons (Mosis Chorenensis His-
toriae Armenicae Libri Ill, Latine verterunt, notisque illustrarunt Gulielmus et Georgius,
Gul. Whistoni Filii [London, 1736]), added here in brackets the name of Ptolemy
Philadelphus, erroneously thinking that Xorenac'i means that king; see FGrHist, III', 680
(S. 365).

3 Now we are quoting the name correctly.
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pnpkwyg—‘the Greek kings. .. also many famous men ... were concerned
not merely to translate into Greek the archives of other nations’ kings
and temples—as we find the one who urged to this task Berossus”).
Berossus in Babylon had such a royal or temple archive at his disposal,
where he found the writings of many authors and translated or re-nar-
rated in Greek the information from those sources. Theophilus of Anti-
och (second century) writes that Berossus was making known Chaldaean
literature to the Greeks (unvooag “EAlectv 1 XaAdaikd ypappata)
(Ad Autolycum, 111, 29).%° Besides, Xorenac‘i also knows, and not from
Eusebius’ Chronicle, for there is no such information there, that a Greek
king or “famous man” exhorted Berossus (“as we find the one who
urged to this task Berossus”) to “translate into Greek” (jkqney fp ynjh
pwi) the Chaldaean material kept in Babylon. This man was Antiochus
I Soter, to whom, as mentioned above, Berossus dedicated his History,
and who probably had commissioned him to write it.*! Thus, it appears
that Movsés had another source (or sources) independent of Eusebius,
since his additional information, not occurring in the Chronicle, is cor-
roborated by independent Greek sources.

The General Context of Chapter I, 2

Xorenac‘i presents Berossus within the Hellenistic historical and cul-
tural milieu, speaking quite competently about the features of that epoch.
To regard Eusebius’ Chronicle as the only source for the reference to
Berossus means to separate him from that milieu and the whole context
and to neglect all the other information that Movsés conveys at the same
time as he mentions Berossus. Moreover, the general content of this
chapter has nothing to do with Eusebius’ Chronicle.

The Translations Undertaken by Ptolemy Philadelphus

Xorenac‘i speaks about the king of Hellenistic Egypt, Ptolemy II
Philadelphus (285-246 BC), who regarded it necessary to translate into

40 Theophilus of Antioch, Ad Autolycum, text and translation from Greek by R.M.
Grant (Oxford, 1970); see also FHG, 11, 508.

41 Tatian (second century AD) mentions (Oratio ad Graecos, 36) Berossus as a
Babylonian man who wrote for Antiochus the history of the Chaldaeans in three books:
Bnpwoodg, dvijp Bofordviog ... "Aviidye ... v XaAdaiov iotopiav &v Tpioi
Bipriolg katoraEag (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos and fragments, edited and translated
by M. Whittaker, OECT (Oxford, 1982)]; see also FHG, II, 495; FGrHist, 1II',
364-365.
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Greek “the books and stories of all nations.” In his note to this passage,
Thomson writes that Movsés’ words may be connected with the tradition
that Ptolemy had ordered to translate the Old Testament into Greek (the
Septuagint).*? He refers to the Letter of Aristeas,*® which is considered
to be a forgery and dates between 200 BC-33 AD.*

A. and J.-P. Mahé, based on a note by V. Langlois, write*® that
Xorenac‘i could have learned this story from Epiphanius of Salamis’ (c.
315-403 AD) On Measures and Weights.*® 1t is evident that this tradi-
tion, independently of whether it is invented or true, was widespread in
the ancient world. It could have reached Xorenac‘i in an oral or written
form.#’

What is clear is that Movsés used data from various sources. He him-
self, in this, as well as in the preceding and following chapters (I, 1; I,
5; I, 6), states that several writings, especially Greek, were at his dis-
posal.*® Those very sources provided him with information on Berossus,

42 Moses Khorenats‘i, 67, note 1.

43 La lettre d’Aristée a Philocrate, éd. A. Pelletier (Paris, 1962).

4 There are numerous studies on this very interesting pseudepigraphic writing, from
which we would mention the following: RE, II,, s.v. Aristeas (13), 878-879 (Jiilicher);
H.G. Meecham, The Letter of Aristeas (Manchester, 1935); G. Zuntz, “Aristeas Studies
I: Aristeas on the Translation of the Torah,” Studies in the Septuagint: Origins, Recen-
sions, and Interpretations, ed. S. Jellicoe (New York, 1974), 213-224; D.W. Gooding,
“Aristeas and Septuagint Origins: A Review of Recent Studies,” V7, 13 (1963),
357-379.

45 Moise de Khoréne, 327.

46 See MLE. Stone and R.R. Ervine, The Armenian Texts of Epiphanius of Salamis, De
mensuris et ponderibus, CSCO, 583, Subsidia, 105 (Lovanii, 2000). In this recent edition,
variants of the same tradition related to Ptolemy Philadelphus are presented, among
which the following one (VI, 1, 2) is comparatively close to Movses’ narrative (75): puj
kplpnpy [Pwquinpli np b Nngadfnu Pfypunbpfing. uw fulighp wpwp wdbbugh gpking piwu-
mulu[r,nu_qﬂ, np h !bmnj le,umnuub[:rlHl q[l[tu ﬁwpqu[‘[lgf: [1 jﬂj& Ll“l’”- ﬁwpqﬁwill;L b, uw
pult quikbifubwl bpbibgue gpuufp: b Jhn wnw Yfife Nngnibnupl bplpnpy Ningndtauk
Pugmenpbwyg jUngbpuwlnppw, np §osbgue bypwpuutp b wyp pdwumwulp np gpuling
huwgidkwy dnqnfky quibinugh ghpe np o bpey Eplpf—*But the second king is Ptolemy
Philadelphos. He made a search after all the writings of the philosophers. Also, subse-
quently, he had the divine books of the prophets translated into Greek. He showed him-
self more of a bibliophile than all. After the first Ptolemy, the second Ptolemy reigned in
Alexandria, who was called “Brother-lover.” He (was) a lover of wisdom who estab-
lished a library, in order to gather all books upon the earth” (99).

47 Movsés could have written down the information of Chapter I, 2 while being in
Alexandria: see III, 62.

48 Seel, 1:. . Uggupubpgkdp gpaifwbiqulh ... n[mltu | ypislpub ndwb oy b gunn-
dnfdfiba (¢ We shall trace all... as these are found .in certain Greek histories™); I, 2:

U'b,g llenLiuuHﬁ ]ﬁebyw,p q_ulwmﬁwq[t[lu, L wﬂwﬁ zuw_,mmpmanﬁ[u& lﬂ.‘[mj wgqu-
meml.[a?&mfm /unuumlyw_g Ju Jllufmﬂ [[mgnngﬂbL( .We have mentioned... the Greek his-
torians from whom we have promised to present the account of our genealogy™); I, 5:
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and in this case Eusebius’ Chronicle, if even it was among them, had
secondary importance.

As to the tradition concerning the translations undertaken by Ptolemy
Philadelphus, another version of this story, more concordant with
Movsés’ testimony, occurs in Philo of Alexandria’s above-mentioned
work, De vita Mosis. The author speaks in eulogistic words (as does
Xorenac‘i) about the famous king of Egypt, the patron of science and
arts. Then Philo writes (II, 30-31): “Philadelphus... having conceived
an ardent affection for our (i.e., Hebrew) laws, determined to have the
Chaldaean translated into Greek” (6 ®1AG8cA@0g ... {fAov kai T6Bov
Aafav 11 vopobeoiog uav i ‘EALGda yAdtTav v Xaldaiknv
peBapudlectar drevoreito). The parallel f ymyh jhgni—eic "EALGOQ
yYA®ttav has already been mentioned above. The use of the word “Chal-
dacan” for “Hebrew”# is interesting: Philo calls the “laws” thv
XoaAdaiknv, and this creates a closer, although probably not immediate,
connection between Philo’s interpretation of the tradition and Xorenac‘i,
who gives the name of the “Chaldacan” Berossus on a similar occasion
and then speaks of translations from the “Chaldaean” language.* In the
first version of this chapter, published as an article,! we wrote that the
information in the History is not specific, for the event connected with
the Old Testament has become in Movs€s’ narrative translation of “the
books and stories of all nations,” and that this is a result of the syn-
cretism and naiveté, the generalizing and hyperbolic thinking typical of
Xorenac‘i—features, which always should be taken into account when
dealing with his methods of using sources. Though confirming once
again the truthfulness of this general characterization, we consider it
necessary to make a correction on the grounds of new data that we found
later. In George Syncellus’ Chronicle (327, 17-21), another version of
the same tradition is preserved, which is identical with Movs€s’ narra-
tive. Let us compare the corresponding passages:*?

zfumbugnq._) n[m[l‘u g p nlfuu_wum[lﬁ lll (fmg ullumﬁm_p[nuflg (“We shall begin our
exposition... according to what we have found to be trustworthy from among the old sto-
ries”); be g p llmjunu[ll[ mpr[wpll. Qanlwy l;u”lnL/t?liuufF (“We have truly found these
things in the literature of the Greeks”); I, 6: Q{wiwunfh ... fp pugdwgh phinpbuwy pubfg’
fwpgbgup qobndiigu (“Choosing... what is reliable from many sources, we have set out
the generations”) etc.

4 For the meanings of the word “Chaldaean™ in Philo’s works, see Ch.-K. Wong,
“Philo’s Use of Chaldaioi.” .

50 Probably meaning “Aramaic” in Xorenac‘i.

31 See A. Topchyan, “On Several Historiographers,” 130.

52 The passage in Xorenac‘i is in our (not Thomson's) literal translation.



BEROSSUS, ALEXANDER POLYHISTOR, ABYDENUS, AND CEPHALION

29

Syncellus

Xorenac‘i

...IIzolepaiog & drdderog ...
dvnp 1@ mavia coPdg kal @lAo-
novotatog, O¢ naviav ‘EAARvov
te kol XaAdaiov, Alyontiov te xal
Popoiov zag Bifiovg cvire&d-
HEVOG Kol PETAOPAcas T0S GALO-
yAdooovg gig v "EAAGSa yADGC-
oav, poptédac Piprov 1 anébeto
xatd v "AleEdviperav &v Taig
On’ adtob ovothoalg PiPriobn-
Kaig.

Mingndlouk ... bopuypwulp ... guodb-
bujb wggwy gdwwnbwhy ... h yngh
hgne dpofuwplbwy ... b yngh jbgne
quyfuwnnc[dfuk pup dngndbug:

“...Ptolemy_ Philadelphus ... a wise

and industrious man in all aspects

who, having gathered the books of all
Greeks and Chaldaeans, Egyptians

“Ptolemy. .. Philadelphus... translated

into the Greek language... the books
of all nations... gathered his work in

the Greek language.”

and Romans, and having translated
those written in other languages into
the Greek language (sic!), put 10
myriads of books in Alexandria, in
the library founded by himself.”

An almost literal similarity with Xorenac‘i’s words is obvious, and it
becomes finally clear that the Greek source used by him coincides nei-
ther with the Letter of Aristeas, nor with Epiphanius’ De mensuris et
ponderibus, but with a version of the famous story resembling that
which reached us through George Syncellus. This tradition was so wide-
spread that it left traces in the writings of many other Byzantine authors
as well.

Ptolemy Philadelphus, “King of the Greeks”

Xorenac‘i’s syncretism and naive generalizations can also be noticed
in another reference to Ptolemy Philadelphus. Calling the ruler of Egypt

33 See, for example, in the patriarch Nicephorus® (c. 758-828) work (P. 399, A-B):
Georgius Syncellus et Nicephorus Cp., ex recensione Guilielmi Dindorfii, CSHB, I (Bon-
nae, 1829), or in the minor chronicle of an anonymous author of the twelfth century:
Z. Samodurova, “K Bompocy 0 MaJkIX BH3aHTHACKHX XpOHHMKAaX (II0 PyKOIHCAM
MOCKOBCKHX cobpanmit)” (“On the Question of Minor Byzantine Chronicles [According
to the Manuscripts of Moscow Collections]”), VV, XXI (1962), 135, 138.
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“king of the Greeks,” he, being afraid that someone may deem him
ignorant, hurries to give an explanation: “But let no one here consider
us to be unlearned and defame us... in that we have described him who
was king of Egypt as king of the Greeks. For after he had subdued the
Greeks as well under his power he was called king of Alexandria and of
the Greeks.”>* This passage is written in the characteristic style of
Xorenac‘i, based on certain historical facts. Ptolemy Philadelphus, espe-
cially in the seventies of the third century BC, could be called “king of
Alexandria and the Greeks,” as his country had reached the apogee of
her might. At that time Egypt ruled over the sea, had firm positions in
the islands of the Aegean, in Greece, and the littoral towns of Asia
Minor. In his panegyric of Delos, Callimachus (c. 310-240 BC) praises
Ptolemy Philadelphus as the future ruler of the world.>

“Men whose names we know for certain”

In order to present more fully the context of the mention of Berossus,
we may add the following detail. In addition to Berossus’ patron,
Xorenac‘i speaks of other men, “famous and skilled in wisdom,”
(Lufmuuﬁ[: I/ /uﬂuuan[(H;wﬂ u[w[uuu[bwl) who took care to have translated
the “most important and most admirable”® “arts” (wpnibump) into
Greek. Moreover, Movse€s states that he knows exactly the names of
those men.>’ Calling astronomy, arithmetic and geometry “arts” (cf.
téyvn) was a Greek tradition. Many examples may be adduced but the
following will suffice. Plato writes in his Gorgias (450d, 451c): “But
there are others among arts, that reach everything by speech... like arith-

34 Fuyy 8" np womwbop giby whnwnidh ludwpbwy pwipwefigl ... npyle [3f
bz}[mlmm‘qmg L[:wL [auu}lm.n[r' Lﬂ:‘.p MIJOLJ zl[uu QnLﬂwg qpbgm‘g: ‘Fwilq[r fnuwﬂ;mL fln[uu kL
ll{’))njﬂu Eﬂ'} [tL[ml[ Almuufp‘ wﬂnuufll?yuu U,llf‘puwfuﬂi[) h Qm_flwg Ialuz}uunpt Ptolemy
Philadelphus is mentioned as king of the Greeks also in the “Introduction” to the Com-
mentary on Psalms (containing an extended citation from Epiphanius of Salamis) by the
thirteenth century Armenian author Vardan Arewelc‘i (see biographic data about him in
N. Polarean, Zw) qpoylkp [Armenian Writers; Jerusalem, 19711, 294-303). He writes that
Ptolemy “ruled the land of the Greeks and was named their king,” which may or may not
be based on Xorenac‘i (see M.E. Stone and R.R. Ervine, The Armenian Texts of Epipha-
nius, 9, 27-28).

35 See A. Ranovi&, Darunusm u ezo ucmopuyeckan poas (Hellenism and Its Histori-
cal Role; Moscow, 1950), 114-115.

% Literally, “great and worthy of admiration”—gdkdwdbdu b ggupdwhming wpdu-
buwnpu, which exactly corresponds to Herodotus® peyéAo xai Oopacta (I, 1).

57 “Men whose names we know for certain collected these (literary works) and dedi-
cated them to the glory of the land of the Hellenes”—b. dngnifbuyy quyunuply wpwhyg,
gupng b dkp qubinawbeh Quowunf glunkip’ hnchplghl b hwny ZbubflmgLng wipfumplfils.
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metic... and geometry... And if one asked about astronomy, and I said
that it, too, accomplishes everything by speech...”>?

Xorenac‘i says he certainly knew the names of the persons, who had
undertaken the work of presenting the scientific and literary heritage of
other nations in Greek. Eusebius’ Chronicle did not provide him with
such information, which it does not contain.

The Mysterious Passage in Chapter I, 2

In Chapter I, 2, we find one of the most puzzling passages of the His-
tory of Armenia, where Movs€s for an unknown reason has used only
the initial letters of several words: npyle qUlvmbquwpuyfuncf@fil] wn
Rluwqptwgpul b qblphpwswpnPpub] wn Glgpymwgpu] b qflocwlw-
binc o fili] wn ¢[[1Lﬂ[:4bg[m] I le[luuo(aan[«?[u_ﬁ] wn Plpmlwgpu], which
has been interpreted as: “like astronomy among the Chaldaeans, and
geometry among the Egyptians, and arithmetic among the Phoenicians,
and music among the Thracians.” Again, this passage echoes with Greek
tradition. As has already been noticed,” it resembles the following pas-
sage in David the Invincible’s Definitions of Philosophy: “...The
Phoenicians... invented arithmetic. Music was invented by the Thra-
cians... Astronomy was invented by the Chaldaeans... And it was the
Egyptians who... invented geometry” (... Q[ ncwluwlils shfibifihlighp qunfils
punqpbwghp ... bulp gkplpwswinlmih bq[ru[mw_qﬁ,p).m Scholars have

8 “Etepar 8¢ € elol 1@V 1eXv@V 0f 1 Adyov miv mepaivovst ... olov
apuntiky kai ... yeopetpikn ... kol &l 1ig v dotpovopiav &véporto, épod
Aéyovrog 611 koi abtn Adyw.kupodviat Td TAVI. ..

% See G. Ter-Mkrt&‘yan (Miaban), «‘punngnefdfui» (“A Remark™), HA, 6 (1892),
372; H. Manandyan, The Solution, 190-192; Movses Xorenac‘i, 257-258.

% David the Invincible (sixth century AD) was a representative of the Alexandrian
school of philosophy. See on him and the school, H.D. Saffrey, “Le chrétien Jean Philo-
pon et le survivance de 1’école d’ Alexandrie du VI¢siecle,” REGrec, 67 (1954), 396-410;
L.G. Westerink, “Elias on the Prior Analytics,” Mnemosyne, 14, No 2 (1961), 126-133;
reprinted in Collected Papers by L.G. Westerink, TSNBL (Amsterdam, 1980), 60-66;
R.T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (London, 1972), 138-146 (the chapter “Neoplatonism at
Athens and Alexandria); also the introduction to Kendall and Thomson (see below in
this note). David is traditionally regarded as an Armenian, although he wrote his works in
Greek. Of the four writings attributed to him with more or less certainty, three survive
both in Greek and in old Armenian translation, and only the Armenian version of the
fourth, Commentary on Aristotle’s Analytics, has come down to us. The above-cited pas-
sage is in Kendall’s and Thomson’s translation: David the Invincible Philosopher, Defin-
itions and Divisions of Philosophy, translated by B. Kendall and R.W. Thomson, UPATS,
5 (series editor MLE. Stone) (Chico, California, 1983), 133. See also Dawit’ Anyait,
Uuhiwbf hdwwnwuppmpkub (The Definitions of Philosophy), critical text, translation



32 CHAPTER I

traced a direct relationship between the two texts, but it seems more
probable that those passages are different instances of the same tradi-
tion.®! Other authors, too, speak about the connection of those ‘“arts”
with the mentioned nations. For example, there was a myth about the
Thracian Thamyris who boasted of his musical abilities to an extent that
wished to compete even with the Muses.®? Diodorus Siculus (first cen-
tury BC) writes (I, 81, 1) that the Egyptians “mostly practice geometry
and arithmetic” (TNv veopetpiav 8¢ kail TNV dpOuntiknyv éni tAéov
é¢xmovovoiv), while the Chaldaeans were well-known astronomers. For
instance, Diogenes Laertius (third—fourth centuries AD) in De clarorum
philosophorum vitis (I, 6) witnesses that “the Chaldaeans exercised
astronomy and prediction” (Tovg 8¢ XaAdaiovg mepl dotpovopiav
Kol mpoppnoly doyoreicbar).’® A passage exactly resembling
Movsés’ and David’s words can be found in Porphyry’s
(c. 234-303) biography of Pythagoras®* (6): “Concerning his education
most (authors) say... that he learned from Egyptians, Chaldaeans and
Phoenicians, because from ancient times the Egyptians were engaged in
geometry, the Phoenicians... in what is connected with numbers... and
the Chaldaeans in observing the heavens.”%

Inference

All this leads to the conclusion that the very “grecizing” passage in
question with its general content does not derive from Eusebius’ work.
Furthermore, as we have already noted, the reference to Berossus itself
contains a correct detail (about “the one,” i.e. Antiochus I Soter, “who
urged” him to compose his book), which does not permit us to accept

from Classical Armenian into Russian, introduction and commentary by S. ArevSatyan
(Erevan, 1960), 132. Cf. also with the Greek version:... Ttjv dp1Buntiknyv ol ®oivikng
gbpov ... TV 8¢ povoikiy ol @pixng ... v 82 yeopetpiav ol Alybrntion ... v 82
dotpovopiav oi XaAdaiot (see Davidis Prolegomena et in Porphyrii Isagogen commen-
tarium, ed. Adolfus Busse [Berolini, 1904], 63-64).

6! No other instances of Movsgs being dependent on David have been identified.

62 See e.g. in Homer ({lias, I, 594-596) and Strabo (VII, 3, 25).

63 See also a list of “arts” invented by peoples other than Greeks in Clement of
Alexandria’s (c. 140-215) Stromateis (1, 16, 74 {f.) (Clement of Alexandria, Stromata
1-6, ed. O. Stihlin, II, third edition, GCS, 52 (15) (Berlin, 1960).

4 Porphyry, Vita Pythagorae in Porphyrii philosophi Platonici opuscula selecta, 2nd
edition (Leipzig, 1886, reprinted Hildesheim, 1963), 17-52.

% Tepi tiig Sidaockariag adtod of mheiovg ... map® Alyvrtiov te xoi Xaldaiov
xai @owikev gooiv ékpabelv: yeopetpiog pév yap &k madadv ypévov mipue-
AnBivar Aiyvrtiovg, 1a 88 mepi dpBuods ... @oivikag, Xardaiovg 88 1d mepi TOV
obpavov Bemprfipata. -
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von Gutschmid’s opinion confirmed by others: Xorenac‘i knew of
Berossus not only from Eusebius’ Chronicle.

REMARKS ON MovsEs’ USE OF EUSEBIUS’ CHRONICLE

Eusebius’ Chronicle Utilized Starting with Chapter I, 4

In general, it seems that Movsés started taking information from
Eusebius’ Chronicle beginning with Chapter I, 4. Here Xorenac‘i con-
siders it necessary to speak briefly about the authors who expressed
opinions different from the biblical version about the origin of
mankind:% “...The other historians have views contrary to the Spirit
and in disagreement with each other—Berossus I mean, and Polyhistor
and Abydenus” (...2wlwnwly {ngengls funplbing’ whifuwpwbbgwh wyph f
u[luunqu[uug, LlFL"[mulnuj wukd, leluzllfuu[[lu[HJ L lluF[ul}bﬂw_[). The
Chronicle could afford Xorenac‘i rich material for accomplishing that
task, as it contains large passages from writings by Berossus, Alexander
Polyhistor, and Abydenus.®’ It is hard to doubt that, while writing this
chapter and the following one (I, 5) (the two chapters are closely
related), and in Chapter II, 8, when citing Abydenus about king Neb-
uchadnezzar, Movsés made use of Eusebius’ book. But again (especially
with regard to the passages concerning Abydenus), the view that the
Chronicle was the only source of information for Xorenac‘i creates new
contradictions and unsolvable problems.

Baseless Criticism and a Distinctive Method of Using Sources

Before passing to the parallels, it is important to draw attention to the
following. Movsés’ critics have viewed his utilization of the Chronicle’s
material as a negative fact. Let us recall, for example, Xalatjanc’s and
Thomson’s characterizations. The first considers “very characteristic of
Xorenac‘i’s tricks” (BechbMa XapaKTepHBIM Il TPUEMOB XOPEH-
cxoro) the fact that, although Movsés widely uses the Chronicle, he

% See a similar passage in Syncellus (32, 29 ff.), where he criticizes Berossus, Poly-
histor and Abydenus for telling absurdities deviating from the Bible.

67 Some of those fragments are discussed in the following recent article: M. Morani,
“Frammenti di storici greci nella versione armena del Chronicon di Eusebio,” Bnagirk
Yisatakac‘—Documenta Memoriae. Dall’ltalia e dall’Armenia studi in onore di
Gabriella Uluhogian, a cura di V. Calzolari, A. Sirinian, B.L. Zekiyan (Bologna, 2004),
207-228.
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does not mention it at all.®® Thomson is stricter: “The Armenian version
of the Chronicle was widely plagiarized by Moses.”® Such criticism’®
of an early medieval author, because he did not mention a source explic-
itly, is quite queer. It is no secret to specialists in classical literature that,
beginning with Greek and Roman authors, historiographers (even those
famous for their “scholarly” approach) often kept silent about the
sources from which they took information; this was normal and was
never deemed strange. It is appropriate to quote eminent experts in
antiquity. Already John Bagnell Bury (1861-1927) gave the following
fine definition: “He (Herodotus) does not acknowledge his debt to
Hecataeus; for, as you know, the ancients had very different views from
the moderns about literary obligations. It was not the fashion or etiquette
to name your authorities except for some special reason, for instance, to
criticize them, or to display your own learning; and you were not con-
sidered a plagiarist if you plundered somebody else’s work without men-
tioning his name.””! Sergei Sobolevskii (1864-1963) characterized the
fashion in a similar way: “In Ancient Greece it was absolutely not
obligatory to mention the name of an author whose information was
used. Each author could freely utilize the works of other authors, even
citing them literally.””? This practice was also usual later, in Byzantine

% @G, Xalatjanc, Epos, 1, 53.

6 Moses Khorenats‘i, 33.

7 Repeated recently by Terian: “Oddly enough, Xorenac‘i refers to Eusebius but
once, claiming that Mesrop (Mastoc®), the founder of the Armenian letters early in the
fifth century, himself translated the Historia Ecclesiastica” (Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 103).
Incidentally, Xorenac‘i never says that Mesrop “himself translated” Eusebius’ Ecclesias-
tical History.

71 J.B. Bury, The Ancient Greek Historians (London, 1909), 50.

2 Hcmopus zpeueckoii aumepamypei (History of Greek Literature), edited by S.
Sobolevskii, M. Grabarj-Passek, F. Petrovskii, II (Moscow, 1955), 37. In addition to
Bury’s and Sobolevskii’s words, we quote the following characterizations concerning
famous classical historiographers: “No ancient historian felt any obligation regularly to
cite or even to indicate his authorities... Sallust is more reticent than most; certainly he
gives us much less information about his sources than either Livy or Tacitus” (M.L.W.
Laistner, The Greater Roman Historians, 51); “Following the historiographic tradition,
Livy in general does not refer to his sources, perhaps except in the cases when he criti-
cizes them or presents another version of the fact in question” (T. Kuznecova, T. Miller,
Aumuunan anuveckas ucmopuozpagus (I'epodom, Tum Jlusuii) (Greco-Roman Epic
Historiography [Herodotus, Titus Livy]; Moscow, 1984), 110); “Livy famously refers to
‘sources’ (auctores) in the plural when he means a single source” (C.S. Kraus & A.J.
Woodman, Latin Historians, 4); “Tacitus would find our need to identify every source
unnecessary and even tiresome; he judged them privately and freely reorganized their
material without troubling his readers with such details” (R. Mellor, The Roman Histori-
ans, 89); “The problem of Tacitus’ sources is very complicated. He rarely mentions the
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literature. For a parallel, close to Xorenac‘i in time, let us refer to the
late fifth or early sixth century Byzantine author Zosimus.”® Already the
patriarch Photius (c. 810-895) in his Library™ relates (98) that Zosimus
copied slavishly from Eunapius (c. 364—after 414). “One could say,”
Photius notes, “that he did not write a history but rewrote that of
Eunapius”—Einot §” dv tic o0 ypdyar adtov ictopiav, GAAG peta-
ypawo thv Ebvariov. Zosimus never discloses his main source, but it
is acknowledged by scholars that he composed Books -V, 27 of his
Nea Historia based on Eunapius.”

Another reason for criticism is that Xorenac‘i at times deviates from
Eusebius and introduces details not occurring in the latter’s works—
such passages have been considered intentionally false. In reality, as
already noted in our introduction, it is not justified in all such cases to
regard the data differing from the Chronicle simply as concoctions. In
fact, Xorenac‘i sometimes used another source relating the same events,
or on other occasions had certain grounds for disagreeing with the
bishop of Caesarea. P. Vetter has shown how, even when citing a source
directly (the Sibylline Oracles), he inserted data from another writing (in
this case, Eusebius’ Chronicle) into the quotation.” This interesting and
original way of utilizing sources is distinctive of Xorenac‘i.

names of the authors whose works he used... Ancient historiographers often built their
narration on the basis of a source but mentioned it only in exclusive cases of deviating
from it” (Cornelius Tacitus, Couunenusn 6 06yx momax [Works in Two Volumes], edited
by G. Knabe, M. Grabarj-Passek, I. Tronskii, A. Bobovi¢, II [Leningrad, 1970], 232); “In
accordance with the practice characteristic of classical historiographers, Suetonius avoids
directly mentioning his sources; he refers to them only when he does not want to assume
the responsibility for the information conveyed, or when he deals with an arguable ques-
tion, or when he has an opportunity to quote from an interesting and not easily available
source (e.g., the letters of Augustus)” (Gaius Suetonius Tranquillus, Ku3ne dsernadyamu
ye3apeii [The Lives of Twelve Caesars], edited by M. Gasparov and E. Stacrman
[Moscow, 1964], 277). Luce speaks of “Thucydides’ practice of not disclosing his
sources” (T.J. Luce, The Greek Historians, 74), Rohrbacher discusses the difficulties of
investigating Ammianus Marcellinus’ sources, one of the reasons being the same custom
of reticence (D. Rohrbacher, The Historians of Late Antiquity [London, New York, 2002],
38-41). Many other similar examples and characterizations of Greco-Roman authors may
be cited.

73 Zosimus, New History, a translation with commentary by Ronald T. Ridley, BA, 2
(Canberra, 1982 [reprinted 1984, 1990]).

74 Photius, Bibliothéque, texte établi et traduit par René Henri, I-III, LBL (Paris,
1959-1962).

> See W.E. Kaegi, Byzantium and the Decline of Rome (Princeton, 1968), 76 ff.

76 P. Vetter, “Das Sibyllen-Citat bei Moses von Choren,” TQ, Heft III (1892),
466—467.
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ABYDENUS

The Quotations in Chapters I, 4 and 11, 8

The next author in question is Abydenus.”’ Xorenac‘i has three cita-
tions from his Writing about the Assyrians. The first two are in Chapters
I, 4 and I, 5, and the third in another part of the History (Chapter II, 8).

The first reference to Abydenus in the History (I, 4) nearly literally

coincides with the Chronicle:

wﬁ[:ﬁwtqﬁmﬁ)] Humniwd bgnyg {ndffun
L unuucofmprl dnqn;lggbwﬂ »: 8k
npny wutb. «Pwgwinpbwy [Lgndpau
swpu wwub», np (hlipl wdp bpbundh b
:[1;5 (unimpi

Xorenac‘i Eusebius
_‘Bmirqﬁ wul fwuk fm[uu U,[z[uqbfmu :Ewilqﬁ h bnw Lwbigngh Fw:lﬁuu[[m[[:ff
Lwbgng wyngh  wpuyb. «bo ghw wundt  quyu... Puyy  [Qwgwenpky

ule[uwp[/ﬂ} Ewl‘u 4”4”4&"!. wukl. wyy
fuwubs fupny whdpil uuswefy flis puilip
Lh wunidbyngy. gh ghw Jdngndppbwbi
lulib[llll ill"liil ul”nLlub b i1 ¥ L,
ap ngmmglﬂug_ owp & B ouph F 11

hnﬂft

“For Abydenus says the following
about him, in agreement with the oth-
ers: ‘The all-merciful God rewarded
him as a shepherd and guide for the
people.” Later he says: ‘Alovros
reigned for ten shars’—that is for
thirty-six thousand years.”

“For he (Abydenus), too, in agree-
ment with Polyhistor, tells this... But
they say that first Alovros reigned
over the world, and so much is told
about his personality: that the all-
merciful God rewarded him as a
shepherd for the people; he reigned
for ten shars, and one shar is three
thousand and six hundred years.”

However, there are some differences between the two passages.’®

The quotation in Chapter II, 8, too, is an almost verbatim repetition of
the corresponding lines of the Chronicle: '

77 Chronologically, the following author after Berossus should have been Alexander
Polyhistor, but there is not much to say about Movses’ reference to him, for his name is
mentioned just once in the History (I, 4). We shall deal with this author below, in the con-
text of Abydenus’ “genealogies.”

78 See the Appendix.
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Xorenac‘i

Eusebius

ll[z/ul}bfmu uiwunff mjuylgtu mul?gngl.
”[;bwgopﬂ Lwpnigngnbinunp  pnbw-
gmh [variant: sidghwgml]l p pwh
ghpuwlylu (hphwging. gqopwdnyny 1b-
wy, Lol Eppwgrng wfumpll, b
Juwbbuwy funpunwlbuy (variant: fmwh-
ghuwy) phin dbnwdp bauwblp. b gdwel
g bnguwhl jwYwhngdh  Debnng
b_mlﬂjmphﬁnunu mwﬂbw! gfuu_[lbgm_—
gw_ﬁtﬂ:79

- (Uphnlbiinu) qpl puly yly quye opf-
Il puwlfyg: ubbwgog[l wul, Luwpne-

ngpnuunpny, np nudglwgnh my
r
Epwlntu wgrng b bp-

wying _wfuwplh Euw
lwuwhlp., b Jwhbw; Jhwingbe; phy
Qbmwdp bnuwdtp. b gdwal § brn-
gw_flt_& j_wmu_gw_llm!ﬁfl MNnbwnu b:l4nL
by gﬂm!‘bgmgwﬁt{z:so

Ollld""

“...Abydenus narrates, saying the fol-

lowing: ‘The powerful Nebuchadnez-
zar, who was mightier than Heracles
gathering an army. came and attacked

the land of the Libyans and Iberians.
Having expelled (them) and routed,

he subdued them.?! And part of them

“(Abydenus) writes as follows: ‘The
powerful,” (he) says, ‘Nebuchadnez-
zar, who was stronger than Heracles,
gathering an army, came and attacked
the land of the Libyans and Iberians.
Having expelled (them) and defeated,

he subdued them. And part of them

he led and settled on the front side of

3 9

the Pontus sea’.

he led and settled on the right-hand

9

side, west of the Pontus sea’.

Von Gutschmid noticed, and long before him Awgereanc® wrote in a
Latin note to the Armenian version of the Chronicle,?? that the histori-
ographer Megasthenes’ name both in Armenian Eusebius and Xorenac‘i
is translated Skdwgop (“powerful”) as an epithet® of Nebuchadnezzar:
an unarguable proof that the passage is borrowed from Eusebius.®* The

™ The editors of the critical text have edited this passage based on Eusebius’ Chroni-
cle. Thomson’s translation is according to the edited version: Ukdwgoph Lwpnigngn-
bnunp, np nquflmqnﬁl tp puwh qui[uul[qu, [1 L[rFftngn_q h /1 '-lbp[lmgmg wzl‘uw[r(ﬁ
gopwdngny (bwy) (wwwifp b fubbay flwhghug phy dbnwdp bnowblp. b gdwub dp h
bngulf juYuwlngsh Nalnne dmfne mwpbuy plulbgnigubtp.

% Eusebius’ Chronicle, I, 58-59.

81 I iterally, “subjected to his hand.”

82 Ibidem, 1, 58-59.

83 A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 27.

8 R. Vardanyan, a specialist in the Armenian calendar, by an uncommon calculation
has concluded that Eusebius’ Chronicle was translated into Armenian between 560 and
639: see R. Vardanyan, Zmjng wndwpuluwl bkywbwlp. pupqimbwljub phmgplph
dmiwlmlp (The Calendar Method of the Armenians: the Time of the Translations; Ere-
van, 1993), 45-46. In regard to the relationship of that translation with the History of
Armenia he suggests two possible solutions: 1) Xorenac‘i in the fifth century could have
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other words and expressions, too, coincide so obviously that all experts
agreed with von Gutschmid. Indeed, it is probable that the passage is
cited from Eusebius’ Chronicle. But if one reads it closely, some ques-
tions arise, which, although not seeming very important at a glance,
must be answered. Such questions throw doubt on the exclusive depen-
dence of Movsés on Eusebius.?

The Reference and Citation in Chapter 1, 5

Most difficult to explain is the second reference to Abydenus (I, 5).
Xorenac‘i presents the list of the seven Assyrian patriarchs according to
that historiographer: Nwmdf dby qupunufl f goypndd fppu Guewmspfdh
U,Ffuqliﬂnu, L wuf ul_[uu[tu. Lflﬂnu U_Hzl;rlm_,, *ﬁw_,uulmj, U[illl"[l"j, Ukk-
puwy, Pwpbuy, PEju—*Abydenus, trustworthy in many things, tells us
these, saying as follows: “Ninos (son) of Arbefos, of K‘ayatos, of
Arbetos, of Anebos, of Babios, of Belos.” These names, in the same
sequence, as a citation from Abydenus, can be found in the Armenian
version of the Chronicle: Quyu fipph wul [Uppnbine], whgunpl uljfyph
wakl lI[lulﬂliﬂLpbul)}[l: bp, wuk, ‘l,/lﬁrm' uppl'lle, 'ﬁwuululj, u[’Ft’l‘"f’
uileul_l, Pupbwy, Plquy' wppuyf l],un[:buuuui]lnug.86 But the continua-
tion of the reference, that is, the names of the seven Armenian ancestors,
which, too, Movsés ascribes to Abydenus, has no parallel in Eusebius’
book: “Likewise he counts our [genealogy] from Hayk to Ara the Hand-
some, whom the lascivious Semiramis killed, as follows: “Ara the
Handsome, (son) of Aram, of Harmay, of Gelam, of Amasia, of Ara-
mayis, of Aramaneak, of Hayk, “who was the opponent of Bel and also
his slayer” (Lnjfmlfu L tllﬂ:[lil' [l ZLUJIIUIJ ﬁ[lﬂzh yutnu_,fl q.lnl[;y[lq, qnp
ﬁmj, q-lnlluﬁw_’, U,ﬁmul:wj, U,puufmjﬁuw!, U,pwﬁwfl[;[luq, leljl[lll!, np [:rlh
(w#wnw[[ Fb[‘”f’ ﬁﬁwﬁqwﬁw_ﬂl I l[[;fuu[unul).

used not the translation but the Greek original; 2) The passages from the Chronicle were
inserted into the History during a later edition in the eighth century. Vardanyan’s dating
needs further support, because the Armenian Chronicle with its linguistic features is too
obviously a translation of the early period of Armenian literacy, and no one has seriously
doubted this. Suffice it to note that such Greek words as yeoperpia, ypappatiky} or
¢1hocopia yet have no fixed Armenian equivalents in that text and are rendered descrip-
tively. Those equivalents were created subsequently, but long before the year 560, by the
representatives of the Hellenophile School. So, if the Chronicle were translated between
the years 560 and 639, the translator would surely utilize the usual bplpw swifincfd ik,
,gl;[mlliwilm_ﬁ[ufl, and frdmumwufipndfih ([ufwumwu[t[llil_): see S. ArevSatyan, @opmupo-
sanue gurocogcxoii nayku ¢ opesreii Apmenuu (V-VI 68.) (The Formation of Philo-
sophical Science in Ancient Armenia [5th—6th cc.]; Erevan, 1973), 136-137.

85 See the Appendix.

86 Eusebius’ Chronicle, 1, 78.
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A Falsity?

Already M. Emin, independently of von Gutschmid, wrote: “...A
careful reading of the passage leads to the conclusion that Abydenus’
writing by no means contained, nor could contain, this.”®’ M. Emin’s
attention was attracted especially by the continuation of Xorenac‘i’s
words that the list of the Armenian patriarchs was in the first section of
the detailed genealogy of Abydenus’ book, and that afterwards some
people omitted those names: “And Abydenus tells us this in his first
section of detailed genealogies, which some people later on suppressed”
(be quifu ﬁlnl U,[z[ul;l:ﬂnu j[u_lmuf wmu?fmuf wmufl&ﬂw/[milﬁ [tﬁi} ﬁmﬁp
lllllll.lUFul[lﬂL[JblLIil lllllt lll'l[l wamn I'IL[Ibli{l Jblﬂl'lj ﬂlilllﬂlp FIHFA/I&). Emln
writes: “A question arises: who are those others? What made the histo-
riographers succeeding Abydenus omit the mentioned passage?...Can
one consider such arbitrariness on the part of all, without exception, his-
toriographers following Abydenus possible?”

It is strange that Emin interpreted nifuf p2 (“some”) as all the later his-
toriographers without exception. Referring to the works of M. Emin and
A. GaragaSyan, G. Xalatjanc concluded: “Movsé€s wanted to take advan-
tage of Abydenus’ authority in order to cram (BTUCHYTB) into his history
the list of the first Armenian patriarchs compiled by himself (or one of
his sources), which, of course, was never known to Abydenus.”%® How-
ever, Abydenus was not regarded as a great authority in the ancient
world: later historiographers mention him rarely, and there is no infor-
mation about his personality and activity. His book did not contain much
new, for in general he retold, through the excerpts in Alexander Polyhis-
tor, Berossus’ narration about Assyria.?* According to Thomson, the
passage in question is one of the cases when Movs€s “has faked his
source.”® “This list is not from Abydenus or Eusebius, but Moses is
attributing the Armenian tradition to these reputable sources.””! Yet here
Xorenac‘i ascribes nothing to Eusebius; he only declares Abydenus to
be his source.

. Movses’ assertion that the list of the Armenians was omitted by oth-
ers may be easily explained. By saying ndwhp, Xorenac‘i means just
Eusebius who cited only the part concerning the Assyrian patriarchs
from Abydenus and omitted the Armenians. Since the Chronicle was a

87 N. Emin, Mouceiti Xopenckuii u dpesnuii snoc Apmanckuii (Movsés Xorenac'i and
the Old Armenian Epos; Moscow, 1881), 11.

8 @G. Xalatjanc, Epos, part 1, 51.

8 See RE, 1,, s.v. Abydenos, 123 (Schwartz).

9% Moses Khorenats‘i, 14.

o1 Ibidem, 76, note 10.
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well-known book in Armenia, and the readers could wonder why the
names from Hayk to Ara where absent from the passage by Abydenus as
adduced there, Xorenac‘i warns that the list he quotes is “removed” by
Eusebius. The claim that Abydenus never included and could not have
included the names of the Armenians in his lists cannot be proved,
because Abydenus’ work survives in unconnected fragments, which do
not permit such categorical statements.

Abydenus Could Have Mentioned the Armenian Ancestors

“In fact, there is nothing to prevent us thinking that Abydenus spoke
about Ara,” G. Traina writes.”? In his Republic, Plato (X, 614b) tells
about “Eros, son of Armenios””* (CHpog tob "Appeviov), who being
killed in a combat, revived in twelve days and told about his experience
in the next world. Plato’s Eros has been identified with Ara.*

Now if Plato could mention “Eros, son of Armenios,” why Abydenus
could not have written in his “genealogies” the names of Eros-Ara and
his mythological ancestors? Xorenac‘i uses the “oriental forms” (“ori-
entalische Formen™) of those names, von Gutschmid says, which could
not occur in the Greek text of Abydenus, therefore, the line from Hayk
to Ara is a usual “Filschung.”® Repeating von Gutschmid, Schwartz
characterizes this passage as “deceitfully extorted” by Xorenac‘i from
his actual source (Eusebius).”® The same word (“erschwindeln”) is used
by Jacoby apropos of Movses’ citation from Cephalion,”” which will be
dealt with below.

Von Gutschmid’s argument is refutable: the use of Greek or grecized
names in their “oriental forms,” or their replacement by Armenian equiv-
alents in original and translated writings*® were so widespread that pro-
vide no grounds for judging about the trustworthiness of a quotation. Suf-
fice it to read, on the next page of the History of Armenia, the quotation

92 @G. Traina, “Materiali,” I, 308.

93 Not to be confused with the god of love Eros ("Epag).

9 J.R. Russell, “The Platonic Myth of Er, Armenian Ara, and Tranian Arday Wiraz,”
REArm, NS 18 (1984), 484.

9 A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 27.

% RE, 1,, s.v. Abydenos, 123 (Schwartz).

97 FGrHist, 11 C, 298.

% See the following study on this subject: G. Muradyan, « Quup whndilibpp wpmwm-
Lupnnidbbpp {ndbwpuwl Pwpgdwhndgdyadiiilpnd» (“The Reflection of Foreign Names in
the Hellenizing Translations™), AAP, I (Erevan, 1995), 151-162. See also the English ver-
sion of the article: “The Reflection of Foreign Proper Names, Theonyms and Mytholog-
ical Creatures in the Ancient Armenian Translations from Greek,” REArm, NS 25 (1994-
1995), 63-76.
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from the oracle of “Sibyl, daughter of Berossus.” No scholar has doubted
its authenticity® (irrespective of the question, in which language it
reached Xorenac‘i), for the passage generally coincides with the Greek
original (I, 109-151).1% But if we compare the names, we shall see that
in Movsés’ History “Cronus” has become “Zruan,” and “Aphrodite”
has become “Astlik.” The list of the mythical ancestors of the Armenians
according to Abydenus either reached Xorenac*i in translation, or he him-
self translated it, using the equivalents accepted in Armenia. This Armen-
ian “genealogy,” as we shall see, was hardly invented by Movsés; it
probably occurred in his source, and it reflects the very Babylonian
(“Chaldaean”) tradition. Abydenus was one of the Greek-writing authors
presenting it; in Eusebius’ Chronicle, his writing is called also “history
of the Chaldaeans” (,l_)wrll;tulgLng tqwmﬁnLﬁﬁLﬁ).wl

The Same Ancestors Mentioned in Chapter I of the Anonymous Writing
Attached to Sebéos’ History,'** and in Mar Abas Catina’s Book

The Armenian ancestors, from father to son, are enumerated in the
anonymous passage preceding Seb€os’ (seventh century) History (I)!%:

# Thomson has expressed an unusual opinion concerning the fkpnubwff Upppymy
(which he has incorrectly translated “Sibyl, Berossus”: see Moses Khorenats‘i, 77):
“Moses ascribes a quotation from the Oracula Sibyllina to Berossus” (Moses Khore-
nats‘i, 14). Terian repeats Thomson’s mistake (A. Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 109, note 26):
“Xorenac‘i wrongly ascribes to Berossus a quotation from the Oracula Sibyllina” (see
also ibidem, 112). Fpnukwfil Uhphyjmy means “Sibyl, daughter of Berossus,” as, e.g.,
bpmumlinkmb Shqpumb (I, 24) means “Tigran, son of Eruand,” or {Lplmu Rykmb (Euse-
bius’ Chronicle, I, 91) means “Ninus, son of Belus” (6 BjAov Nivog). The translators
have usually understood this passage correctly (e.g., A. and J-P. Mahé write: “la Sibylle,
fille de Bérose™). This Sibyl indeed was considered, according to a tradition, to be the
historiographer Berossus’ daughter (cf. in the writing Cohortatio ad gentiles ascribed to
the Christian author Justin (c. 100-165) (P. 34, E): Tavtnv (tfjv Zipviiav) 8¢ &k
Bapuidvog dppficbai poot, Bnpdoaoov 1ot thv XaAdaiknv Totopiav ypayovtog
Buyatépa ovoav—=“This Sibyl is said to be descended from Babylon, being the daugh-
ter of Berossus who wrote the Chaldaean History”; see also P. Schnabel, Berossus,
84-85). It is not clear what led Thomson to that conclusion. S. Malxasyan, too, made a
mistake, when he wrote in the notes to his translation that the Sibyl was not regarded as
the daughter of Berossus but of a “certain Beros” (Movses Xorenac‘i, 262). Conse-
quently, there is no reason to be perplexed that the epithet fkpnukwhh regarding one of
the Sibyls “is hardly understandable” (G. Sargsyan; see Movses Xorenaci, 220).

10 Cf, Die Oracula Sibyllina, bearbeitet von Dr. Joh. Geffcken (Leipzig, 1902).

101 Eusebius’ Chronicle, T, 46, 139.

102 Sebeos’ History has recently been published in English translation; see the follow-
ing brilliant edition: The Armenian History Attributed to Sebeos, translated, with notes,
by R.W. Thomson, historical commentary by James Howard-Johnston, assistance from
Tim Greenwood; part I, Translation and Notes; part II, Historical Commentary, 77H, 31
(Liverpool, 1999).

103 See on this anonymous writing in Nunndncf@fih Vkpknup (Sebéos’ History), criti-
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“Now this is the Hayk who begat Aramaneak, his son in Babylon. And
Aramaneak begat many sons and daughters, of whom the eldest was
Aramayis. And Aramayis begat many sons and daughters, of whom the
eldest was Amasia. And Amasia begat many sons and daughters, of
whom the eldest was Getam. And Gelam begat many sons and daugh-
ters, of whom the eldest was Harmay. And Harmay begat many sons and
daughters, of whom the eldest was Aram. And Aram begat many sons
and daughters, of whom the eldest was Ara the Handsome.”!®* P.
Ananean thinks—and his opinion is well-grounded—that both authors
used the same source,'® the first connecting it with the name of Mar
Abas Catina, and the second, with Maraba Mcurnac‘i (they mean the
same person). If so, then it is necessary to recall Movsés’ story about
this source. King Valar§ak of Armenia sent a Syrian, Mar Abas Catina,
“a diligent man versed in Chaldaean and Greek” (uyp nippd b ffmpd
pwinbwgf b ynyh gpny) to his elder brother, the great Parthian king ArSak
(1, 8),1% who let him utilize the royal archive. Mar Abas found there a

cal text, introduction, and commentary by G. Abgaryan (Erevan, 1979), 224. The English
citation is in Thomson’s translation: see the Appendix to Moses Khorenats‘i, 358-359.

104 Upn' wyu I3 ijl[f:, np Ot llulmu?l;ﬁwll gapnf [ulr[t FmFl;Lnfl: be db Upumdk-
inu[l nLum[:pu I qpunbpu pugnidu, japng mﬂr}pmﬂ[:#ﬂ lllmufm_,[:u: b Obun U.[mufwj[m
m.uml;[m L :}umbpu Fuulnu?u, Jnpny m[ernuB[Jl[ﬂ U.ﬁwu[ml: be Sbune U.ﬁwu[uu m.umb[ru I
l}umk[m anlnlﬁu,anng mfnyuufl[rl[fl q-[;rluuf: b b q-fnlmﬁ m.umlr[m I l}umb[lu Fuulnufu,
Jnpny lufll”vwfl[vq& Zmpﬁug: be Obme Zm[ufwj nLumb[m L qumb[m pugnidu, [npng
wiul.[twﬁ[:l[fl lllmuf : b Sl Upaud m.uml:lm I quml;[ru Fuulnufu, Jnpny mfnﬂrwfl[ll[ﬂ U.[myfl
GEgbgplihi: See Sebeos, 48.

195" Ananean, Uhp];null u.]unmim.phnﬁ (Hlfl'l dmul flllﬁl'l dp ]_nLumFmﬁanbLEEbp (Sev-
eral Explanations on Sebéos’ Book of History; Venice, 1972), 48-58.

106 Terjan (A. Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 120) identifies this great Parthian king ArSak who,
according to Xorenac'‘i (I, 8), “rebelled against the Macedonians” and “ruled over all the
East and Assyria,” and ValarSak, enthroned by him in Armenia, who reigned in a vast
country stretching from the “Sea of Pontus” to the “Western Sea” (Caspian Sea), with
King Pap’s two sons under age. In 378 AD, after their father’s murder, they were nomi-
nally raised to the throne by the factual ruler of Armenia, vsywpwuhm (general) Manu€l
Mamikonean. P‘awstos Buzand (see The Epic Histories Attributed to P‘awstos Buzand
(Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk’), translation and commentary by Nina N. Garsoian [Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts, 1989], 221), the primary source for this “enthronement,” tells (V,
37) that Manuél kept King Pap’s wife Zarmanduxt with her two ArSakuni children in
place of the king and treated them with honor. He guided Armenia wisely and “nurtured”
the two boys, ArSak and Vatar§ak, “as his nurslings.” As Terian thinks, Xorenac‘i’s
*“ Ar§ak the Great” is the elder of these “nurslings,” “King ArSak III of Persian Armenia
(378-385; d. c. 390),” and Valar$ak (according to Movses, the first Arsacid king of
Armenia [II, 1]), is the younger of Pap’s sons, “King ValarSak of Greater Armenia
(378-379)” (A. Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 120). But the half-legendary powerful Arsacid
brothers, figuring in Chapters I, 8, II, 1 and elsewhere in Xorenac‘i’s book, by no means
resemble those whom Manuél nurtured (fipphe quul ubniguisfp). Movses himself clearly
distinguishes the Parthian king ArSak and his brother ValarSak, “the first Armenian
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book beginning as follows (I, 9): “This book, which contains the
authentic account of the ancients and ancestors, was translated at the
command of Alexander from the Chaldaean language into Greek.”1?
According to Xorenac‘i, Mar Abas said that the book started with Zruan,
Titan, and Yapetost‘€, containing “each of the offspring of these three
dynasties” (ul[[ul[zﬂ l_b‘"L wuf llleuuﬂ[l h qS/muuflfl L rlt')’ulu[/;mnupt,
Jopncd b ghupwpwhbspep np fi dbbgng bppg bhwfpwpopulwbugu wjunghl
wpwhyg). That is to say, the source, first written in “Chaldaean” and then
translated into Greek, included the very “genealogies,” which Movsés
presents in the previous chapters. Mar Abas chose only the parts con-
cerning the Armenians and brought them for Valar$ak in Greek and Syr-
iac (ynyl bk wunpf gpmyf). This story is covered with a veil of myth, but
the existence of the source itself, which was deemed doubtful and
rejected,'® now should be acknowledged as a fact,'® for two historiog-
raphers, Xorenac‘i and Anonymous, used it independently of each
other.!'® Mar Abas’ book was in fact a link in the process of the transla-
tion of the “Chaldaean” books into Greek (or of the utilization of their
information by Greek-writing historiographers), of which we spoke with
regard to Berossus. Abydenus’ writing in Greek narrating the history of
the Chaldaeans should also be viewed within the framework of that
process.

Arsacid,” from Pap’s sons (referred to in Chapter III, 41), calling them dmbln.hf
(“youths”), the younger of whom, Vatar§ak, as he informs, “died in the same year.” Ter-
ian’s identification is quite strange and contains inaccuracies. In 378 the country was not
divided, moreover, into “Greater” and “Persian” Armenias; ArSak III and his younger
brother were crowned in one and the same Armenia. The partition of the country between
Persia and Rome took place in 387. It is not clear what Terian means by “Greater Arme-
nia” and “Persian Armenia” existing simultaneously, as different entities: such a parti-
tion never occurred. After 387, the greater, eastern part of the country fell under Persian
domination, while the much smaller, western Armenia became part of the Roman Empire.
The story about the Arsacid brothers, kings of Parthia and Armenia, is narrated, less fab-
ulously, also by the sixth century Byzantine author Procopius of Caesarea (De Aedificiis
(I, i, 5-7]) who, too, places them in the early Parthian period.

107 uju lillllﬂl;lll[l [PHHYIIIZHHL U.rﬂ;pmufu}[r[r[l 'gll"lll.tlll_l’Lﬂg Fl"p’!lllﬂﬂj l[lﬂ[llme/ljﬂ!il, ﬂ[]
me[l llFm_fl [fm_qfl 1 qﬁw/uﬂl:wg[r Fulflu:

108 See, e.g., A. Carriere, Moise de Khoren et les généalogies patriarcales (Paris,
1891), 46, where the author concludes that Movs€s and Mar Abas are the same person.

109 See G. Sargsyan, The Chronological System, 13—15, 128-129; idem, The Hellenis-
tic Epoch, 82-83.

110 N. Adonc® even held the opinion that Procopius of Caesarea made use of Mar
Abas: see N. Adonc, ““HavasbHas ucropust ApMenun” y CebGeoca B €€ OTHOIICHUAX
x TpyAaaM Mouces Xopenckoro n ®aycra Buzautuiickoro” (“The Primary History of
Armenia in Sebgos in Its Relationship with the Works of Movsés Xorenac‘i and P‘awsos
Biwzandac‘i”), VV, VIII (1901), No 1-2, 94.
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Mar Abas’ Book Probably Contained the Quotation from Abydenus’
“Genealogies”

All this leads to a logical conclusion: Mar Abas’ book probably con-
tained a quotation from Abydenus’ “genealogies,” whence Xorenac‘i
took the list of the Armenian patriarchs, citing Abydenus, in his usual
fashion, indirectly, through Mar Abas. The Babylonian origin of this list
is also witnessed by the first sentence in the above-cited anonymous
passage, where the author states that Hayk begot his son Aramaneak “in
Babylon.” Since Mar Abas’ book appeared in Armenia in the fourth
century at the earliest,''! Abydenus, who lived in the first or second cen-
tury AD, could well be among the authors cited there. Consequently, the
passage from Abydenus’ lost work quoted by Movsés may be authentic.

Our assumption that the names from Hayk to Ara the Handsome
occurred in Mar Abas is confirmed by the following circumstance. In the
anonymous passage attached to Sebéos (I), the author of that source or
one of the authors figuring there is called “chronographer”: “The
chronographer tells this” (...Qunjli §wnt dwdwhwlwyppi).'? Likewise
Movsés (I, 9): “After these the same chronographer continues: Hayk,
Aramaneak, and the others in order, about whom we spoke earlier”
(8Lm nping fmjfl Jwﬁwﬁwl[war[l Jllllllllé) ﬁmangl;LuL wuf. ZUJJ[[, U,[uu-
Swhibwly, b quyul f fwpgh, grpny junw Ywgngb wowgw p). Thus, we have
the following list: “Ara the Handsome, [son] of Aram, [son] of Harmay,
[son] of Gelam, [son] of Amasia, [son] of Aramayis, [son] of Ara-
maneak, [SOl’l] of Hayk” (uluujfl t}bllbgill[' U,[nulfmj, Zul[nfulj, ‘quﬁmj,
U,ﬁzuulnuj, u[uuﬁwl[luw_’, U.[uuﬁmflbl[w], Zw_,l[LUJ), the author of Which,
according to Xorenac‘i, is Abydenus, and then: “Hayk, Aramaneak, and
the others in order” (Zusl, uﬂwﬁmi}l;ml[, b guyyulbs f llzu[u;[r). By “others
in order,” Movsés means Aramayis, Amasia, Getam, Harmay, Aram,
and Ara the Handsome (Upwdujfu, Udwufu, Fbqui, 2uwpiug, Upwd,
Upuyh ghnkghl), the author of which list is the “chronographer.” The
explanation that in the first case Xorenac‘i merely faked his source in
order to make use of Abydenus’ authority is not convincing, for an

11 See N. Marr, “O HavaJbHOM BcTOpAE ApMennud AHoRHMA” (“On Anonymous’
Primary History of Armenia,” VV, I (1894), No 2, 293-294; H. Manandjan (Manandyan),
““HavaneHas uctopus ApMerum” Map-AbGaca (K Bompocy o6 ncToummkax
Ceb6eoca, Mouces Xoperckoro n ITpoxomus Kecapwmiickoro)” (“Mar Abas’ Primary
History of Armenia [On the Problem of the Sources of Sebéos, Movsés Xorenac‘i, and
Procopius of Caesarea]”), PS, 64—65 (1956), No 2, 69-86.

12 Sebgos, 52; Moses Khorenats‘i, 363; Thomson’s translation is as follows: “the
chronicler tells of these same events.”
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author having such artful pretensions would not be so simple-minded as
to ascribe the same list after some pages to the “chronographer”!!® and
not, as in the first case, to Abydenus. Besides, Xorenac‘i apparently
would not consider it necessary to attribute the list not to Mar Abas but
to another “authority,” if he had no sure grounds for it, because this
“erudite Syrian” was such an authority for him that with his help he
even revised the Bible (I, 5). When enumerating the successors of Sem,
Ham, and Japheth, he makes some changes in the biblical sequence of
the names, for he found them “so placed by a certain very learned and
erudite Syrian” (Mar Abas) (tu_,uull'u quuw l[l"[“}[“”L qunuw p [l jm.elfuu}m_ﬁf
b ypifdbpguuppt ndkdil Uunpony). Consequently, it seems that, as we
noted, the list in question according to Abydenus had been cited in Mar
Abas, and afterwards repeated by the “chronographer.” Another exam-
ple of a similar repetition may be found in the same chapters of the His-
tory. Xorenac‘i writes (I, 6): “Sibyl: “Before the tower,” she says...
“‘the rulers of the land were Zruan, Titan and Yapetost'€” (Ufpfyjuy.
Qulmué) £lllil anL[nlﬂ, wuf .Q[muuﬂfl L S[Mmuflﬁ A Qmu[[:mnupt l]lflt[lﬂ
[ppuwip Eplpp) (cf. in the Greek original (ITI, 110): xai Bacilevoe
Kpévog xai Titav “Tarnetog te). Then he tells that Mar Abas’ writing
began with the same sentence (I, 9): “This book... starting with Zruan,
Titan and Yapetost‘€” (Uyu dwmbwb ... npny u&[uyzﬂ ... gQpruwbih b
llSIunwflfl I qé’mulbumu[r?t).

“Genealogies” were Usual in Alexander Polyhistor,'* One of Abydenus’
Main Sources

Abydenus may well have written an Armenian “genealogy” in
his book, because he made wide use of Alexander Polyhistor. The
biographical data concerning Polyhistor especially emphasize that in
his works he wrote about nearly all countries and nations of the
ancient world. A number of the known titles of his books are the fol-
lowing: 11

113 By “chronographer,” both authors in all probability mean Mar Abas.

114 Genealogies where widespread in Greco-Roman literature and were composed
already by Hesiod (eighth—seventh centuries BC) and early Ionian historiographers. On
the genre in general, see C.W. Fornara, The Nature of History (in the chapter “History
and Related Genres”), 4-12; for the genealogies by Hecataeus of Miletus (c. 540480
BC) and Hellanicus of Lesbos (c. 485-400 BC), see L. Pearson, Early lonian Historians
(Oxford, 1939), 96-106, 176-193.

U5 See FHG, I, p. 207; FGrHist, III A, 258-259; P. Schnabel, Berosus, 135.



46 CHAPTER I

“Chaldaean History and Assyrian History” (XaAdaikd kai "Acov-
plaxkd) '

“Concerning the Jews” (ITepi Tovdaiwv)

“Italian (History)” (‘“‘Concemning Rome”) ( Itaiiwka [TIepi ‘Popncl)

“History of Crete” (Kpntixa)

“Concerning the Euxine Pontus” (ITepi EvEeivov ndévtov)

“Concerning Bithynia” (IIepi BiBuviag)

“Concerning Paphlagonia” (Ilepi ITagAayoviag)

“Concerning Phrygia” (ITepi ®puyiag)

“Concerning Caria” (ITepi Kapioc)

“History of Lycia” (Avkiokd)

“Concerning Cilicia” (ITepi KiAhikiog)

“Concerning Cyprus” (ITepi KOnpov)

“History of India” (CIvoikd)

“Concerning Syria” (ITepil Zvpiag)

“History of Egypt” (Ailyvntiokd)

“History of Libya” (Aipvka) etc.

Armenia and the Armenians did not escape Polyhistor’s attention: at
the very least, they are mentioned in the extant fragments concerning
other countries.!'® Moreover, while dealing with various peoples, he pro-
vided detailed genealogical data, enumerating the ancestors of the given
country from father to son. Let us cite one such passage:!!” ZapBpdvng,
Tafapng, Madavng, Madidvng, TeocobPakog, Xodoc—~Zambranes,
Tazares, Madanes, Madianes, Iosoubacos, Souos; then Polyhistor writes
that they, too, begot sons, and enumerates their names. Following such
lists, Polyhistor usually related numerous mythological stories. Writing
“genealogies” of this kind, as well as confusing mythology with reality,
as corroborated by the extant fragments, was a feature shared by all four
authors being considered: Berossus,!!® Alexander Polyhistor, Abydenus,
and Cephalion.

These facts, too, may confirm the truthfulness of Movses’ statement
that Abydenus had written “Ara the Handsome, [son] of Aram, [son] of
Harmay, [son] of Gelam, [son] of Amasia, [son] of Aramayis, [son] of
Aramaneak, [son] of Hayk” (probably using the “grecized” equivalents
of those names) “in his first section of detailed genealogies.”

116 See, e.g., FHG, III, 212, 213.

7 FHG, 111, 214,

118 See in particular on Berossus’ semi-mythical “genealogies” in P. Schnabel, Bero-
sus, 185-213.
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CEPHALION

The Reference and Quotation in Chapter I, 5

In chapter I, 5, the first mention of Cephalion, followed by a quotation
from his lost work, is noteworthy. Until comparatively recently, von
Gutschmid’s assessment of this reference was not contested by scholars.
Adducing certain arguments, he deemed the excerpt inauthentic, con-
cluding that Xorenac*‘i fabricated it with the help of a sentence in Euse-
bius’ Chronicle, another passage from Cephalion’s book.!! This is why
F. Jacoby in his edition of the extant fragments of ancient Greek histori-
ographers'?® and elsewhere,!?! following von Gutschmid, regarded
Xorenac‘i’s citation as forgery, unlike the editor of the earlier similar
collection, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, C. Miiller who, along-
side the excerpts from other writings, presented Movsés’ quote in Latin
translation as written by Cephalion.!?? As we shall see, Miiller (whose
work was published before von Gutschmid’s study) was right, because
the latter’s arguments, though they seem logical at first glance, are quite
unconvincing.

We have already noted above how scholars repeated von Gutschmid’s
opinion concerning Cephalion and the other three authors. Here are
some more excerpts: S. Malxasyan: “Eusebius of Caesarea refers to
Cephalion and cites him, and Xorenac‘i cites Eusebius.”!?* A, and J.-P.
Mahé even write in a special note that Cephalion’s passage is cited in
Eusebius’ Chronicle’®* (“Ce passage... est cité dans la Chronique
d’Euseébe”). Scholars have neglected the remark made by V. Langlois
long before von Gutschmid that Xorenac‘i’s quotation is independent of
Eusebius’ Chronicle.'?

In his book published in 1991, G. Traina did not yet doubt that
Movsés cited Cephalion through the mediation of Eusebius (“mediata
dal Chronicon eusebiano”).!?® But a year later, he already mentioned

119 A von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 27-28.

120 FGrHist, 11 C, 298.

121 See RE, X1, s.v. Kephalion, 191-192 (Jacoby).

22 FHG, 11, 627, f. 2.

123 Movses Xorenac‘i, 261.

124 Moise de Khoréne, 329.

125 V. Langlois, Etude sur les sources de I’Histoire d’Arménie de Moise de Khoren
(Paris, 1861), 317-318.

126 G. Traina, Il complesso, 53.
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that the sentence pointed to by von Gutschmid in the Chronicle is by no
means very similar (“ganz dhnliche Stelle”) to the passage in ques-
tion.'?” This observation is confirmed in his later study on Xorenac‘i.!?®
Traina correctly regards Cephalion’s words as a testimony to a method-
ological principle of late classical historiography, an expression of the
“axiological” approach following which historiographers dealt only
with the activities of renowned persons. As an archetype of this frag-
ment of Cephalion’s History, Traina selects a passage from Diodorus
Siculus’ Historical Library, where the author says that nothing can force
him to write about the kings that have no memorable (uvijung a&iov)
deeds.

Independently of Traina, we too drew attention to the fact that
Xorenac‘i cited from the lost writing of Cephalion not through Eusebius’
Chronicle but either directly or, as is more probable, through another
unknown source.!?

The Content of the Passage Confirms Its Authenticity

The content of the passage obviously shows that it is authentic and
not invented with the help of Eusebius. Let us try to explain this.
Xorenac‘i quoted Cephalion in order to confirm his previous words
(particularly, the list of the seven Armenian patriarchs, which he
ascribes to Abydenus), starting as follows: “Cephalion is also a wit-
ness to these matters” (Uyunghl fhut b Yhihwayfndl), but in reality,
the citation does not corroborate the list; moreover, it has only a
remote relation to it. If Movsés intended here to adjust excerpts from
other authors to his purpose, he would have transformed Cephalion’s
words in a way to confirm his testimony and make the list of the seven
Armenian ancestors more plausible. He did not do this but repeated the
passage without any change, not caring that it by no means “wit-
nesses” to his purpose.

Furthermore, when Xorenac‘i takes information from various sources
or borrows phrases to enrich the style of his narrative, he does this more
or less literally, without significant changes. In such cases, the parallels
are evident and may be easily noticed.

127 G. Traina, “The “Classical” Tradition,” 32.
122 G, Traina, “Materiali,” I, 309—310.
129 A, Topchyan, “On Several Greek Sources,” 81-83.
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Comparison of Movsés’ and Eusebius’ Citations: Two Different Pas-

sages Written by the Same Author

Comparison of the corresponding passages of the History of Armenia
and Eusebius’ Chronicle persuades that von Gutschmid’s observation is

groundless:

Xorenac‘i

Eusebius

Uyungfly fhuyt b l]l:l[ruul[lm[ﬂ. pwhgf
wub f dfincd gufungh wppgle. «Jwhp
qudbhuyl b ulgpul dbpny wyfuunnnt-
ﬁliwﬂu whuwp gpk;  quggupwhinge-
[P prliuti I r[[uwfuugﬂ wppnihp. wy
wnwp {pudwh p pwquu_n[rwg‘ [Pangny
quibiliywhfig L g unnuy wpwhy fr {ingl
gyfrpunmull, b gply Spuyh gpwu b
zljufwummflu L zlwzlum[l[wllwl_u fuu[u—
fipu, b 8f° jwhuybiny gdwdwbwlu dbp
bul[ulil», b quijquli:

Puyg [ qffhs  oopwfundfdfcl b
febqnifofls phppgt hnsky quhnowbu
puppupnufly puppunng’ wuwby wpnc-
Phwl piis b pwInifPbwl’ gpabwin-
pwy, Jwnwepmwg,  [Focpednpldwy,
fuypbbibwy:

“Cephalion is also a witness to these
matters, for he says in one chapter as
follows: ‘At the beginning of our
work we began to write down in
detail all the genealogies from the
royal archives. But we received a
command from kings to omit mention
of the insignificant and wicked men
from among the ancients and to
‘record only the brave and wise and
victorious ancestors and not to spend
our time uselessly,” and so on.”

“But what joy and mirth would bring
me mentioning the names of barbar-
ian languages, without any courage
and bravery, of tyrants, cowards, fee-
ble men, savages.” !0

Nothing in these two excerpts proves that the first is simply inven-
ted with the help of the second. More likely, they both are genuine—
two different expressions of the same views of the same author,

Cephalion.

130 Busebius’ Chronicle, 1, 93-94.
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The Passage in Eusebius in Fact Used Elsewhere

If von Gutschmid read the preceding chapters of the History carefully,
he would have noticed that the parallel to the passage he pointed to in
the Chronicle is factually in I, 3, where Movsés seems to have utilized
Eusebius merely with the purpose of stylization, without any connection
to Cephalion:...llLbLn[:q I3 ﬁl:tl I wy juuwgy w[uuflg wfl[szl/lg, Qm.gm-
Sy, Juypkibwy §unky —.. 1t is superfluous for us to say anything more
about those unlettered, feeble-minded and barbarous men.”

One may here speak of mutual influence between the History and the
Armenian Chronicle.'®' While Xorenac‘i’s sentence bears general simi-
larity with the content and partly with certain words of Eusebius’ pas-
sage, the inaccurate translation :[mmluu[nmug, [JnLLmﬁn[rpwg, l[llljpb[lblllg
of de1hodg kai parakodg BapPBdpovg!? may be explained by Movses’
influence on a later edition of the Armenian Chronicle.'** If translated
with the same words, the Greek means “the coward and feeble savages,”
i.e. two adjectives joined with the conjunction “and” (xci) and a noun.
1t is doubtful whether the translator arbitrarily omitted the conjunction,
which resulted in three coordinate members of the sentence: nouns sep-
arated with commas. However, such a change of the text is understand-
able, if one imagines that the sentence was later revised in accordance
with Xorenac‘i’s wﬂ[zwﬂ[lg, QnLEwﬁmwy, 4wmﬁﬂbw§l (“unlettered, feeble-
minded, barbarous’).

The Critical Arguments are Invalid

Von Gutschmid’s main arguments against the authenticity of Cepha-
lion’s passage are two:

1) According to the Suda lexicon (tenth century), Cephalion wrote his
“Nine Muses” in the days of the emperor Hadrian, so he could not

131 Such a mutual influence is noticeable at other places too: see the Appendix. The
fact of revision of any translation under Xorenac‘i’s influence should not seem strange.
The History was very famous in Armenia in the Middle Ages. Suffice it to remember how
the abridger of the Armenian version of Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical History used
Xorenac‘i and made many changes in the Larger Socrates. This fact is proved in detail;
see Unljpunmy Ufnymuwnplnup bhbgbguwlui ywmdn@fh b QwodaBpui Jupnig uppngh
Ubgpbumpnuf byfulnynupli 2nmifduy (Socrates Scholasticus’ Ecclesiastical History and
the History of the Life of St. Silvester, Bishop of Rome), edited by Mesrop V. Tér-Mov-
sésean (ValarSapat, 1897), 49-81. See also Norayr N. Biwzandac‘i, «2uybptir {fib
q.[uullwilm.pl;wfl [uflq[lpfll;p. U. U m[utu lnpbinugfr> (“Problems of Ancient Armenian Lit-
erature: I, Movsés Xorenac‘i”), Msak, 1898, No 203, 1-2; No 216, 1-3; No 217, 1-3.

132 The Greek original of the passage is found in Syncellus (196, 7-9).

133 One can hardly believe that the inaccuracy is simply a result of a scribal mistake.
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receive a command from more than one king (wawp {puidwh p [wguwin-
pugh—*“we received a command from kings”).

2) How could Cephalion write his History “by official order” (“in
officiellem Auftrage”), if at that time he was expelled to Sicily?

Let us view these arguments in inverse logic. The first one declares
that the only “king” was Hadrian (von Gutschmid says that Cephalion
could not have written faciAelg in plural). It follows that if the word in
the excerpt were in singular, corresponding to Paociiebg, and thus
Hadrian were referred to, the fragment would seem trustworthy. This
approach is strange, because in Greek historiography of the period of the
principate the Roman emperors were not called Bacilevg, but Kaicap
(“Caesar”) or adtokpdtwp (“autocrat”). The rare occurrences of the
word Pacihedg in the sense “emperor”!3* before the early Byzantine
period are exceptions to the general rule.

The conclusion arising from the second argument is doubtful too.
~ Thus, were Cephalion not banished to Sicily,!*> was it probable that he
would have received an official order from Hadrian to write a history of
the remote past, from Ninus down to Alexander the Great, all the more
when he lived, as he probably did, quite far from the emperor?'*¢ What
interest would prompt Hadrian to order such a history “officially”? If
we continue following the logic of the critical arguments in this manner,
it will bring us to a deadlock. There is no reason to connect the passage
in question with the emperor Hadrian, so von Gutschmid’s whole way of
disproof is misled.

Corroboration of the Genuineness of Movsés’ Citation in Later Sources

The patriarch Photius’ Library and the very Suda lexicon called to
witness by von Gutschmid provide an interesting possibility to corrobo-
rate the authenticity of Xorenac‘i’s citation.!®” This circumstance has
escaped scholarly attention. Photius (68) and the Suda (s.v.) give bio-
graphical information concerning Cephalion. The Patriarch characterizes
his work as cOvtopov ioTopikov (“concise history,” literally, “histori-

134 See H.G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon (with a Supplement, 1968)
(Oxford, 1989), s.v. paciiede II, 3.

135 Incidentally, as we shall see, he lived there not because of being exiled by the
€mperor.

136 Seemingly, he resided in a town of Asia Minor.

137 Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, I-IV, BSGRT (Leipzig, 1928-1935), s.v. Kegariov.
See the relevant passages of Photius’ Library and the Suda also in FHG, III, 623;
FGrHist, I A, 436-437.
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cal abridgement”). The Suda names it [Tavrodanag iotopiag (“Miscel-
laneous histories”) and relates that Cephalion “fled from the fatherland
because of the enmity of the rulers (sic!) and settled in Sicily”—&puyn
8¢ v matpida o1 * dnéyBerav duvactdv, kai &Pim év Xikeliq.

Were not these “rulers” (duvaoTtat, in the plural) exactly the “kings”
who had ordered Cephalion to write his history following certain princi-
ples? The words duvéotng and Paciiedg were generally synonyms;
the first had a wider meaning, “ruler, lord,” and the second, more par-
ticular, “king.” They could be used for one another and be translated by
the Armenian word wguinp (“king”), and while, as von Gutschmid
notes, Bactielg could not exist in the days of Hadrian, of course there
was no lack of rulers and lords of various ranks. It would be interesting
to know where Cephalion’s fatherland was,!3® and why he was subject to
more than one lord. It is difficult to answer these questions, but the fact
is that the Suda clearly gives the reading duvactdv. One may suppose
that initially Cephalion received instructions concerning the composition
of his history from those rulers, and then for some reason he was
deprived of their benevolence and had to flee to Sicily. Maybe only there
he finished his History, this time without any official order and supervi-
sion. Such an explanation based on the information of the Suda seems
quite convincing, but another one is possible too.

The Plural “Kings” in Armenian Tradition

“We received a command from kings” (Unwp {puduwl fi [puguinpuyg)
may be understood not literally, not in the sense that Cephalion had
received an order from more than one “king.” This expression seems to
be a stylistic figure and can be regarded as a locus communis in
medieval Armenian literature. In translations, some passages of the texts
could be rendered in an “Armenized” form (Cephalion’s words were
translated either by Xorenac‘i himself or by another translator). Similar
occurrences in other Armenian historiographic writings may confirm
this interpretation. For example, in the Introduction (7) to Agat‘angetos’
History (mid-fifth century AD),'® it is written that the “the command of
kings” made the author narrate about the events of the past (... Umfuybuy

oo bpuidwh Pwguinpwy ... qubgbuy hpwgh bobing ghpu dwnbhwgpky).

138 The Suda erroneously calls him T'epyifiog, confusing him with Cephalon Ger-
githius: see FHG, 111, 623 and FGrHist, II A, 436.

% Uqupmbighnuy Dumdnfdfuli 2uyng (Agat‘angetos’ History of Armenia), edited by
G. Ter-Mkrté‘ean and S. Kanayeanc® (Tiflis, 1909).
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Clearly, this should not be understood as an order of more than one
king,'# for elsewhere, in the same Introduction and in the Epilogue (12,
13, 892), only one commissioner, King Trdat, is mentioned. Other
examples: Lazar P‘arpec‘i (late fifth—early sixth centuries) writes in his
Introduction (1) that he has devoted himself to such an important work
“forced by the command of the nobles” ({wplwenpbuwy Lpuwdwiue
fr>fufineg), Mt whereas from Eazar’s own testimony (Introduction, 4) it is
known that his commissioner was one noble, Vahan Mamikonean. In the
first quarter of the tenth century, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i also writes
(in the Epilogue to his book) that he immediately started composing his
History “because of being overtaken by the command of kings” (fi {puw-
Suwhf [Puguenpuyg b o bpuy (uukpng).'*? Here, too, one cannot imagine at
least two kings ordering the same history, even more so because Drasx-
anakertc‘i frequently appeals to his commissioner in the singular: “o,
you, lover of reading!” (a"yf phfdbpguiutpy).!+?

These examples demonstrate that when historiographers had no spe-
cific reason to mention their patron’s name but merely wished to empha-
size in a rhetorical manner the importance of the work they had under-
taken, and the uncommon “royal” or “princely” character of the order
‘they had received, they employed this style, writing “the command of
kings” or “the command of nobles.”!#

We cannot definitely state what was written in the Greek original of the
passage ascribed by Xorenac‘i to Cephalion, but it is beyond any doubt
that in the Armenian quotation “the command of kings” may concern not
two or more rulers but may be an example of the same literary formula
used by Agat‘angelos, Lazar P‘arpec‘i, and Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i.

140 A, Ter-Eewondyan in his Modern Armenian translation of Agat‘angetos has cor-
rectly rendered <[1ml;£llfl /sz}uu_npmg as “royal command” (ﬁmz}ml[ﬂ[uul[wﬂ [[muﬁuﬂ). See
Agat'angelos, Juyng wquundmpjmb (History of Armenia), Modern Armenian translation
and commentary by A. Ter-Levondyan (Erevan, 1983), 13. Thomson has translated the
phrase literally, “the command of kings”: see Agathangelos, History of the Armenians,
translation and commentary by R.W. Thomson (Albany, 1976), 13.

141 Tmqupu (I)mllu]ligl_nj ‘”mmﬁnllal‘u[: ijn_q b o wn § wlwh U'wtfﬁlin[lbmil
(Lazar Parpec‘i’s History of Armenia and Letter to Vahan Mamikonean), edited by G.
Ter-Mkrté‘ean and S. Malxasean (Tiflis, 1904).

142 Bmlhmﬁﬁm_ Yupnmhlnuh '}pmulumﬁmlll;]lmgmj 'nulmﬁan[!Lfl 2uiyng (Yovhannes
Drasxanakertc‘i’s History of Armenia; Tiflis, 1912), 362-363.

43 Ibidem, 12, 16, 23, 69, 111, 131, 141, 166, 228.

144 A similar style could have existed also in Greek and Byzantine literature, and the
dvvaot@v of the Suda (probably going back, directly or through somebody’s mediation,
to Cephalion) is possibly just such an example. This topic needs a special study, which
we hope to undertake in the future. However, the Armenian examples themselves seem to
be sufficient.
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Thus, both explanations of the expression seem well-grounded; con-
sequently, the main argument for criticism that there were no kings in
the time of Hadrian loses its significance.

The Details of the Passage are Corroborated by Photius

Let us examine the other details of the citation. According to
Xorenac‘i, Cephalion says that he, making use of the royal archives,
wanted to write down in detail all the genealogies but received an order
to mention “only the brave and wise and victorious ancestors” and not
to spend his time uselessly. In fact, Cephalion was instructed to be
laconic and not to waste time in superfluous details unworthy of remem-
bering. The patriarch Photius’ testimonies thoroughly confirm this prin-
ciple of brevity and economic use of time demanded from Cephalion by
his commissioner(s). Photius notes (68, p. 34a, 10) that Cephalion wrote
his work “being satisfied with brevity more than it is proper” (tov
TPOONKOVTOG TAEOV T{] CLVTOpig GmoypmdUEVOC), and, when speak-
ing of Diodorus Siculus (70, p. 35a, 5), he complements this characteri-
zation, recording that while telling about the same times, Diodorus’ writ-
ing is “much more voluminous than that of Cephalion” ("Ecti 6&
TOAA® TAatOtepog Tov KepaAimvog). As another typical feature of
Cephalion’s “concise history,” Photius stresses its didactic character,
stating that Cephalion “manifests nothing else worthy of admiration and
envy except learning through history” (008” dAAo 00dev GElov Bavpd-
ool kol {nAdoar gvdeikvopevog TANV THG katd v ictopiav
padnoewc). This, too, is consonant with Movses’ quotation, according
to which Cephalion neglects the “insignificant and wicked men.” From
their example—to continue the conception with Photius’ help—it is
impossible to learn anything good from history, so Cephalion dedicated
his time to writing only about exemplary, “brave and wise and victori-
ous” persons.

The last detail is very interesting, and in this case too the authenticity
of the citation is confirmed by Photius’ Library. According to that
datum, Cephalion made use of “royal archives.” It is hard to specify in
which archives Cephalion found material for his history, but the fact that
he had numerous sources at his disposal is obvious from the following
passages of Photius, where he repeats Cephalion’s testimony: “Never-
theless (Cephalion) says that the first (book) of his history was compiled
from 570 writings, for which he mentions 30 and 1 authors, the second
(was compiled) from 208 books of 25 historiographers, the third, from
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600 books of 20 historiographers; whereas the fourth, from 850 books of
32 historiographers, and the fifth, from 200 books of 21 historiogra-
phers”—(Keporiov) enoi & dpwg tov mpdtov adt® tii¢ ioTtopiag
ouvelhéyfor 2k Adyev pév @o’, dv motépag A xal @ dmopvn-
povevet tov 8¢ devtepov €k Pifriov on’, cuyypoapimv 8¢ kg™ Kai
T0v tpitov 8¢ éx Pifriov piv x', ovyypagiéov 6& k™ TOV péviot
tétaptov &k Bipriov ov’, cuyypapémv 3¢ AR™ Kai TOv méuntov 6&
éx Bipriov o, ovyypapéwv d¢ ka'. For unknown reasons, Photius
omits the number of the authors and the sources used by Cephalion in
the sixth-eighth “Muses,” but for the ninth “Muse” he mentions 30
authors (cvyypagéwv 8¢ tpraxovta) of sources, the number of which
again is not specified (68, p. 34a, 20-30). Adyog and PifAiov here
probably should be understood not as complete writings, but their sepa-
rate sections, “books,” like the nine books of Cephalion’s History. Any-
way, it is evident that such a number of old writings could be available
to Cephalion only in a significant archive, very likely royal and collected
for centuries, of which he could make use only through mediation or by
permission of an influential ruler or rulers.

All this allows us to conclude that the genuineness of the passage
quoted by Xorenac‘i from “one chapter” of the lost “Nine Muses” has
been denied groundlessly. It is impossible to find out in which language
and how the passage reached Movs¢es, either within a complete text or as
a separate fragment,'*> but a detailed analysis of the citation and colla-
tion with auxiliary sources shows that this passage, too, must be counted
among others by Cephalion, scattered in various writings. This means
returning to Miiller’s view and rejecting Jacoby’s approach. The fact that
a similar passage, which can by no means be regarded as a literal paral-
lel, has been found in Eusebius’ Chronicle, rather confirms than denies
the authenticity of the words attributed to Cephalion, for the two pas-
sages complement each other, affording a more complete notion of the
principle of brevity and the criterion of memorability adopted by the his-
toriographer of late classical antiquity.

The Reference to Cephalion in Chapter I, 18
Cephalion’s name occurs once more in the History of Armenia (1, 18).

Xorenac‘i tells about the mythical queen of Assyria Semiramis,*é based

145 The second possibility seems more realistic.
146 See about the figures of Semiramis and Ninus in antiquity in M. Braun, History
and Romance in Graeco-Oriental Literature (Oxford, 1938), 6-13.
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on Mar Abas. Then, in order that the readers should not consider him
unaware, he writes that he also knows the sequence of events according
to Cephalion: f1ciifid fp dinfr bk gGbspuwngfnbph, fwul ng mwy qiby pugdwy
duqpky. qf wul i pugduy wyng bl pugoge Obibiphwl Cwﬁ[lpwﬁw_,, I/}
wiy llu[mmb[uuzlﬁfl Cwﬁﬁpwﬁwj Llfll; Q[uur}luemfl L lUunl_[a[;Lﬁ wul Clmf[l-
[uuﬁlu_l, L wuyu anl;lfﬁ llu[wml:plml‘m [fu;l[ul_q—“l also have in mind
Cephalion in order not to give many a chance to laugh at me. For he
speaks among many other things first of the birth of Semiramis and then
of Semiramis’ war against Zoroaster, which he says Semiramis won, and
then of her Indian war.” This may be compared with Eusebius’ Chroni-
cle: .anwé)/lilil U_u[uuyuvg U,unpbumwﬂbwjg [Jlu:}wanlrglnﬂ, Jnpny 1'11
‘(,[rfmu F[nllnufl... U,u[w [1 ﬂnjfl !wplnu[ (‘-][n[uml[mﬂ) wul k llb[lﬂL[llIuiI
Cuippwduwy. b gQupuipymn (= Qpuiquym) dngh mpfmJb Fuljnpmging
qulmmhpmqlﬂ:ﬁ I c{ulmpmm]al:m; I‘l Cmﬁbpmﬁmj. b quidy [Jwguinpndfdbuih
L[Iillllj‘ win Sp. L zll[w[uzﬁ'mﬂt fm[uui Bbm npng /aulqmmplnuL Cwﬁ[qnuﬁluj'
wo u{mﬂ[mu[ Ful[zbrlnflﬁ qwjﬂ ah opﬁﬂwl[ﬁ... UHltu L llzloluuo‘mlm[[l L/lflbL
Gw:?/l[imﬁw_( [1 l[[a‘[lltlj [ﬂlll[wg wz/uwp[[lfl z[/mlmq[lt...—“FirSt the Assyri-
ans reigned over the Asians, among them was Ninus, son of Belus...
Then, in addition to this, (Cephalion) also tells about the birth of Semi-
ramis and the war of the king of the Bactrians, the Magus Zoroaster, and
his defeat by Semiramis, and the 52 years of Ninus’ reign, and his
decease. After whom Semiramis, ascending the throne, built the walls of
Babylon in that shape... Then he also narrates that Semiramis gathered
troops against the country of the Indians...”'%

The Greek Passage by Cephalion in George Syncellus

In this instance, too, it seems that everything is clear: once again
Xorenac‘i makes use of the Chronicle. It could be so, but here, too, there
is an opportunity to compare the passage with the Greek fragment extant
in Syncellus (195, 25-29): TO malowov 1h¢ "Aciag éBacilevoav
Acciprot, Tdv 8¢ 6 BRdov Nivog. Eit® &ndyer yévectv Zept-
papeng xai Zopodaotpov payov &tn te vpf' 1Nc Nivov PBaciAieiag.
Me6’ 6v BaBvidva, pnoiv, f| Zepipapig Eteiyioe ... otpateiav 1€
adTiic katd TV Tvddv xai fTtav—<In ancient times the Assyrians
reigned over Asia, among them Ninus, son of Belus. Then (Cephalion)
tells about the birth of Semiramis and the Magus Zoroaster, and the 52
years of Ninus’ reign. After that, he says, Semiramis fortified Babylon...
And (he tells about) her campaign against the Indians and defeat.”

147 Eusebius’ Chronicle, 1, 91-92.
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There is nothing in the Greek original about the war of Semiramis
against “the king of the Bactrians,” the Magus Zoroaster, and her vic-
tory: correspondingly, one should expect in the Armenian translation
wul bk llbﬂm_fnluil Cwﬁ[:pmﬁwj I ,Qlu[muﬂzm liﬂl}ﬁ, I qwﬁu pwquun-
prcfdbwbl by’ wiu Sp—*also tells about the birth of Semiramis and
the Magus Zoroaster, and the 52 years of Ninus’ reign,” without mpfu;h
Pmllmpmgmg qulmmlipmqﬂl;ﬁ b qululpmmlz]:ﬁl: ]1 tllllil’lllllllilll]— “the war of
the king of the Bactrians, and his defeat by Semiramis.”

Two Possible Explanations

Two explanations are possible. First, that Syncellus’ citation is incom-
plete. This solution is simpler, seems more probable and can be more
easily achieved: it was proposed already by Awgereanc,!*® who had
noticed the omission in Greek. He correctly regarded the Armenian pas-
sage absent from the original as grammatically defective and tried to
revise it, expressing regret for the incompleteness of the Greek citation,
otherwise he could revise more accurately.

The second possible explanation is that the Greek original is com-
plete, and that the words “the war of the king of the Bactrians, and his
defeat by Semiramis” are interpolated into the Armenian translation,
probably not by the translator but by a later reviser. In such case, one
should speak about the influence of Xorenac‘i’s text upon the extant ver-
sion of the Armenian Chronicle.!* This explanation seems less probable
but cannot be easily rejected. Syncellus’ narrative is fluent; no trace of
corruption can be noticed, and it is hard to believe that an essential
episode of Semiramis’ life was simply omitted (which resulted in a thor-
ough change of the sense of the sentence).

Other Omissions

Examination of the Greek text in a wider context reveals that other
details, cited in regular script (italics in the English translation) are also
absent compared with the Armenian version:.. japny fp Upinu Phgbwh.
mn ﬁlllllll IDUJ(EI]]LI]IIIILIBI]“IISPE lllllqllllj 1’111{ liL ljhbl]llﬂib lllllllLIDlllﬁf ql‘lllblil]ﬁ.'
Usyw | Gnyb jwpbwy wef...—*...among them was Ninus, son of Belus:
in his reign many things and great (deeds of) courage were performed.
Then, in addition to this, (Cephalion) tells...“Cf....tov 8¢ & Bfiov

148 Ibidem, 1, 91, note 4.
149 Cf. similar cases in the Appendix.
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Nivoc. Eit ° &ndyer —”...among them was Ninus, son of Belus. Then
(Cephalion) tells...“; U,u[w /1 qtlopwdmlm[ﬁ lll[ll?[_ Cwﬁ[l[lwﬁmj [1 lllilllllj
[1L[I"j LIU[IUEHIL, l’dll]qll.ll.ﬂlll_nllll llllill l!lg: eblﬂ ﬂ[lﬂj L[IBHLHIU lﬂﬂ&nj[l
gfifumbin @ filib, qopdl wul Yhhugpnt® pk nspby wpdwbp jhewmwlp
qnpd qnpdkmg—*“Then he also narrates that Semiramis gathered troops
against the country of the Indians, and that she was defeated and fled,
and how she herself killed her sons and was killed by her son Ninuas,
having reigned 42 years. Then Ninuas received the power, about whom
Cephalion says that he did not perform any deed worth remembering.”
Cf. otpoteiav 1 adtiig katd tdv Tvédv kai fttav xai 61t Tolg
idiovg dveilev viovg kai Ond Nivbov 1@V Taidwv Evog avnpétn,
T00 Srade€opévou TNV dpynv - (He) also (tells about) her campaign
to India and defeat, and how (she) killed her sons and was killed by one
of her offspring, Ninuas, who received the power.”

Either this is just a dereliction on the part of George Syncellus, or one
must think of some other, more reasonable, explanation. The two signif-
icant omissions are: a) un ﬂn[uu ﬁwquunpm.ﬁ[:wﬁgfl pmqnui [l[l P L
SEdwdkd wpmppbf qupdkh6'*—“in his reign many things and great
(deeds) of courage were performed”); b) gnpilt wul Glishuwnhni® [PF
"211[;2 mp&wﬁb chmmml{b qnp& qnpbhwg—“about whom CephaIion says
that he did not perform any deed worth remembering’). They obviously
resemble Movsés’ favourite expressions met with throughout his His-

tory.

Examples of Similar Expressions in Xorenac‘i

Such examples are numerous; here are a few of them:''...qUu
Pupyuwd ffwubi fupng wpmpbnb puqmid qupéng ... wwymbgfl (“... They
worshipped... this Barsham... because of his many deeds of courage”)
(“Many other deeds of valour were performed by him”) (I, 14);.../s
U[lll[lblll[llp [1&2 ilﬂglll‘... Olﬂlll[l uulz}wg .Blllé)ﬂLp[llL[l ll. q]lllbf ulpllllalfilllﬁ
(*“...The valour and deeds of courage of foreign nations were no object
of boasting... for them”) (I, 14);...Z[1wﬁm]t qpmqnui Surmbwhy ...

150 The words in regular (italic in English) script have parallels in Xorenac‘i.

151 For our specific purpose and for more literalness, we had to make slight changes in
Thomson’s translation. Here in italic type are the words and expressions coinciding with
Eusebius’ Chronicle.
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qupdng pw Inifdlwh, wypk; (“...He ordered many books... concerning
deeds of valour... to be burned”) (I, 14); Qpki... np plis bybuwy wum
qupd puw Jni[Flwh b mpripbwb (“I shall now describe... whatever deeds
of valour and courage were performed here”) (II, 1);...26pnnlu, jhin
pugnul qnpdng mpnipkmbg (...Herod, after many deeds of courage™)
(1, 25); (/huuuiﬁ ... mY l[muﬂ llll’lnllahlllﬁ Iﬂiz qnpbng (“It is said... not
because of any deeds of courage”) (I, 47); Puwgwinpbwy hnupmf. ny
l’lﬁz llll‘.lIlLIal’lLﬁ .Bm?nL[Jlnufl !]”'—f]lm’[_ (”...KhOSI‘OV became king: he gave
no evidence of courage and valour”) (IIL, 8); Uy np hhs qupdf kgl ...
n$ bﬁé ]Ilcmmulllmg llllld‘l].l[ill [wﬁw[lbgw.p (“Of the various deeds ... we
have considered nothing worth remembering”) (I1, 36);...Ufr filis fr L)
dbhwugl ... wpdwlGh Jpownmlp dbpng elupuu}an[a[;wflg (“...Without for-
getting anything... worth remembering in our account”) (IIl, 1). Finally,
the following passages nearly literally combine the two sentences absent
from the Greek text: ...Fumqnui qonpdf wpmphwh guwhplb qupskw) b f
dhpncd wyfumplfu, bk wpdwbh gpay jhomnmlh (7...Many deeds of courage
have been performed in our land worth remembering in writing”) (I, 3)
and ...S[ullpwﬁ 1[[;[12[15 lﬂmmﬂ/l, n bﬁz qnpé manphmﬁ mp&mﬁl‘l
jhowmmbp gmeghuy (... The last Tigran... died without exhibiting any
deed of courage worth remembering”) (I, 64).

Movsés’ Favourite Expressions in Other Parts of the Armenian Transla-
tion of Eusebius’ Chronicle

Words and stylistic figures extensively used by Xorenac‘i also occur
elsewhere in the Chronicle, again in cases where their equivalents are
absent from the Greek original. Here is a passage about Nebuchadnezzar
cited by Eusebius from Josephus’ Contra Apionem (I, 133):'32 Spnk;
wul FmFbllmgLnjfl bqﬁ:qmwyt.ng we[uwp[[rﬂ mﬂgbwL zlwf:gme
lluuﬂ;fll; ,pnufp,p mlml_lalimﬁlz 1 flllgm_]al;uuip——“He says that the Babylon-
ian conquered the country of the Egyptians, surpassing everybody in
courage and valour”: the last two words are absent from the Greek pas-
sage, and the complete expression is: Tavtag 8¢ dmepPariopevov Taig
npafeol (“surpassing everyone in deeds”). Here are other examples
quoted by Eusebius from Diodorus Siculus’ Historical Library (1, 1, 4;
I, 22, 5; 1, 44, 4):1%3 Upbno ... G5dwdbd wpmpplu b fmgmla]uﬁu
yf8uwpbmg—*“Ninus... performed great (deeds of) courage and valour™;

152 Busebius’ Chronicle, 1, 64.
153 Ibidem, I, 84, 88, 199.



60 CHAPTER I

llU‘[nffmfr[;w_’ qwlutq[lull /Iilé mlml_pluﬁu vo. mukl [uup[zw[mu,[_)—“The bar-
barians tell about... such (deeds of) courage of Memnon”™); ... Npupufp
H.B J/lL[lulBlUBg[le plllq.lllLﬂ[llllgﬂ bllll llll’ll’lLIBIIlllliF IL fmgnLIaIIlllliF—“EaCh
of the kings was such by courage and valour”). The Greek original
reads: Nivog ... peydhag mpateilg &neteAéoato—“Ninus... per-
formed great deeds”; T1epi p&v odv 100 Mépvovog Toladta ... puoiv
ol PapPapor—“The barbarians tell... such things about Memnon’s
deeds”; ... ‘OnnAikog €kactog TOV Poacihevcaviov £yEVETO T
pey€fer - ...How great was each of the kings by magnitude.”

The Armenian Translation of Eusebius’ Chronicle Frequently Inter-
polated

In general, the Armenian Chronicle contains many interpolated pas-
sages absent from the Greek fragments.'>* For example, the following
sentence, where the translator’s or later reviser’s addition is obvious:!*3
Gpmfl wul bidw [ poch qupnbky, qop hwjph whmwbkh Upodwgym), L
m“_f' dﬂmimﬁml{, /1 (ﬂl}bmwuwﬁ[i[mpl}m_ﬁ r[fu[mu wiuvkwh—*“He says that
Cronus—who is called Aramazd’s father, and by others the Time—
revealed (this) to him in his sleep on the fifteenth of the month Dae-
sius.” The words in italic script are interpolated. They are of course of a
different, interpretative character, but the fact of interpolation is typical
(cf. the fragment from Alexander Polyhistor in Syncellus, quoted
through Eusebius). The Greek text often does not contain words and
expressions of the following type, concerning various authors: b jhn
ullf[.‘fllujfl u[wmﬁnL[aﬁluﬁEl' [1 fmjfl ]mlllim]_ wut—“And after the whole
story, adding to the same, he says”;156 b qu&l:wL/l lf[u_um_ﬁ I[MIJIT[I ﬁnjﬁ
wj uiumuf[‘ 4k quju Olll'lﬁml.l—“And again, at the other place, the same
man narrates in the following terms”'>" (cf. Xorenac‘i: br gt wn fw dl
puiithy oppliml) quju—“And he wrote to him in the following terms”
(I, 8); Puyg ympk ... ophbmly quu—*“But he adds... in the following
terms” (I, 20); ‘l,nJﬁ wj mul:, l;/at ﬂw[uwpm[lg Zwlng wokl /n_pliwfly
Joghulywbn fdpul...—“The same man says that... the Armenian
princes... brought to their own assistance...” [II, 76]); br qpupdbuw;
junug dwnnighw)* ghadpdp wdl—“And again, going forth, tells in the

154 M. Awgereanc has cited the corresponding Greek passages in the footnotes. See
them on the pages of the Chronicle referred to.

155 Rusebius’ Chronicle, 1, 31-32.

156 Ibidem, 1, 41.

57 Ibidem, 1, 56.
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same manner”® (cf. Xorenac‘i:...Umh dwdwhwlwghp junwg
dwinmgkwy wuef—*... The same chronographer, going forth, says” (1, 9);
“And going forth in his narrative, says”—=be junumyg ﬁuunnLgl:m]_ qpmflu
fop wuk 1, 11]).

The Armenian Chronicle Possibly Revised by a Later Editor or Scribe
Based on Xorenac‘i

One cannot yet speak certainly about a later revision of Eusebius’
Chronicle based on Movsés’ History, contrary to the traditional schol-
arly interpretation, according to which Xorenac‘i was the only borrower.
The problem requires detailed examination. Nevertheless, one may
already state that the examples adduced above and in the instance of
Abydenus'® make us think of new explanations. The fact is obvious:
whole sentences or expressions, words that are absent from the extant
Greek fragments of Eusebius’ writing, are met with, sometimes in the
same, or a very similar form, both in the Armenian version of the
Chronicle and in the History of Armenia.

Interpolation?

Reverting to the episode about the war between Semiramis and the
Magus Zoroaster, which is not found in Syncellus’ quotation,'®® we
should add the following. There is a circumstance corroborating the
hypothesis that it is a later interpolation. According to the classical his-
toriographic tradition, the war against the Bactrians, whose king in the
passage in question is named Magus Zoroaster, was led not by Semi-
ramis but by Ninus, although Semiramis took part in it. This information
is available thanks to Diodorus Siculus, who wrote about the mythical
war between the Assyrians and Bactrians in detail (I, 4, 1-10). Accord-
ing to Diodorus, during Ninus’ campaign Semiramis even was not yet a
queen but the wife of one of the court officials. It is important that what
Diodorus says is confirmed by Eusebius’ Chronicle itself, which in the
chronological tables of the second part reads: Qpuipuwym dnyg wppuy pulf-
mpwyiny  Swhuwsh. plig n[muf u[wln/:[mulﬁ Ewn ‘(,lﬁmu—“ThC Magus
Zoroaster is known as king of the Bactrians, against whom Ninus waged

158 Ibidem, 1, 41.

139 See the Appendix.

160 There is no such information in any other Greco-Roman or Byzantine source
either.
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war”:16! compare in the PE (X, 9, 484): Nivog ... ka®’ 8v Zmpo-
aotpng 6 Méyog Baxtpiov éBucilevce—“Ninus, in whose days the
Magus Zoroaster reigned over the Bactrians.” It is unlikely that the same
Eusebius, based on the same information of Cephalion, first called the -
leader of the war against the Magus Zoroaster Semiramis and then
Ninus.

Thus, as a second way of explaining the passage, one may conclude
that the sentence in the Armenian Chronicle initially was like in the
Greek original: l]blfuml[mfl wul b llbflm_fu}u[l Cwﬁﬁpwﬁm_, L Qw[muﬂzm
dngfi—*“(Cephalion) tells also about the birth of Semiramis and the
Magus Zoroaster,” and the words wipt .B‘”J[’ Fulllm[nugl_ng zlu[wmblmulﬂ'ﬂ L
quyupnnc[fbil b Guwidppudu—“the war of the king of the Bactrians and
his defeat by Semiramis” were added later, probably under the influence
of Xorenac‘i, who in his turn had taken the information from an
unknown source. In any case, a question remains open: did Cephalion
really mention the war between Semiramis and the Magus Zoroaster,
unlike Diodorus, or was this datum erroneously ascribed to him in the
Armenian milieu, as a result of confusion with local traditions?

“A CERTAIN ARIUS”: AN ADDITIONAL ARGUMENT

In discussing various philological problems, we also tried to demon-
strate that the situation with the sources of the initial chapters of the His-
tory, and particularly with the passages connected with Berossus,
Alexander Polyhistor, Abydenus, and Cephalion, is more complicated
than has usually been presented. Due to von Gutschmid’s authority, a
number of distinguished Armenologists traced nearly everything back to
Eusebius’ Chronicle. Our differing view can be confirmed by the fol-
lowing additional detail. After the first mention of Cephalion, at the end
of the same chapter (I, 5) Xorenac'i speaks about “a certain Arius” who,
like many others, had translated into Greek “the knowledge” of the
Chaldaeans:...()’nji:,p ﬁﬂpbmﬂg [r ‘Fw:lllfwgl_ngﬂ l[m[ulry[lﬂ j[u.pl:wﬂg
(g .. b Rugpbuwghp pbphuljwd Jodwpnifdbwip b hwd p Lpudwbl
ﬁwqwm[lmg [wpl[l:wl quiu /Ilmulnpbbb npuifu lln[mu ndlr L wyp
pugmidp—-“... The Greeks themselves translated from Chaldaean into

161 Eusebius’ Chronicle, 11, 64. Several pages of the single Armenian manuscript of
the Chronicle are lost: Awgereanc® has restored the lacuna here with the help of citations
from Eusebius in other sources.
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their own language, and... the Chaldaeans, either of their own accord or
forced by the command of kings, undertook this task, like a certain Arios
and many others.” Thomson writes that Movsés took Arius’ name from
Eusebius.!®2 However, no Arius who translated from Chaldaean into
Greek is mentioned either in the Chronicle or in the Ecclesiastical His-
tory. Eusebius has preserved the testimony of an unknown author about
such a person in the Praeparatio Evangelica, which was not translated
into Armenian and was unknown to Movses. Apparently following
Thomson, Sargsyan, in the commentary to his Russian translation of the
History of Armenia, writes: “Arius: Eusebius of Caesarea relates that he
made translations from Egyptian into Greek.”!6* He, too, does not spec-
ify where Eusebius wrote this, and the impression is left that Xorenac‘i
once again made use of the Chronicle.

Eusebius’ evidence is very brief and not completely clear (PE, 1, 10,
40): the above-mentioned unknown author speaks about an Egyptian
writing “which Arius Heracleopolites translated into the Greek lan-
guage” (Ov petéppoocev eig &MAGOa o@oviiv "Apeiog “Hpak-
AeomoAitng). There were several figures named “Arius” in the ancient
world: the most famous among them were the Stoic philosopher Arius
Didymus (first century BC), the emperor Augustus’ teacher, and the
Christian heretic Arius of Alexandria (c. 260-336 AD). The “certain
Arius” corresponds to neither of them. Since he, too, was a translator,
even though not from Egyptian but Chaldaean, it seems probable that
this “certain Arius” and Arius Heracleopolites were the same person.
However, Movsés’ source is obviously not the Praeparatio Evangelica:
the latter merely confirms that such a person really existed, and that
Xorenac‘i’s information is true.

SUMMARY

All this leads to the conclusion that Movs€s had at his disposal either
an unknown source or sources that reached him from the Greek milieu
(in the original language or in Armenian translation), or the writings of
the authors in question, probably, in collected excerpts,'® the material of
which he used in the first chapters of his History simultaneously with

162 Moses Khorenats‘i, 14.

163 Movses Xorenaci, 220.

164 On the doubtless existence and purposes of such collections, see W. Adler, Time
Immemorial, 167-168.
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separate data drawn from Eusebius. The traditional view that the paral-
lels between Eusebius’ Chronicle and the History must be explained
simply by Movse€s being the borrower needs revision, for a number of
passages in the Armenian Chronicle may suggest that it was later edited
and interpolated based on Xorenac‘i.

The list of the Armenian ancestors is probably an authentic passage
by Abydenus, while the citation from Cephalion is doubtlessly genuine.



CHAPTER 11

JULIUS AFRICANUS’ CHRONICLE

INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION

Africanus and His Magnum Opus

Sextus Julius Africanus (Z£€tog “TovAlog "A@pikavoc) is the first
known Christian author to compose a universal chronicle. His Xpovo-
ypagpiar in five books covered the history of the ancient world ab anno
Adam, according to him 5499 BC, down to AD 221. Although he was
famous in antiquity and throughout the Middle Ages, there is but scant
information about his life and personality. He was born about AD 180 in
Jerusalem, and died about 250. He traveled much in Asia, Italy, and
Egypt (hence his name “Africanus”) but afterwards mainly lived in the
Palestinian town of Emmaus. He was appointed prefect there and later
on, favored by the emperor Severus Alexander (222-235), became the
regional ambassador to Rome. In his voluminous book, Africanus made
an attempt to synchronize the biblical reckoning of years with Egyptian
and Chaldaean chronologies. The Greek original of the Xpovoypapia
survives only in the form of fragments, direct and indirect citations scat-
tered in later authors’ writings.!

Movsés’ Reference and Related Questions

Africanus’ Chronicle is one of the most disputed literary sources men-
tioned by Xorenac‘i. The passage in question is in Chapter II, 10, before
which, at the end of Chapter I, 9, Movses writes that the material of
Mar Abas Catina’s book? is exhausted and adds: “We shall begin our
narrative for you from the fifth book of Africanus the Chronographer, to

! The most comprehensive study on Africanus is H. Gelzer, Sextus Julius Africanus
und die byzantinische Chronographie, I-11 (Leipzig, 1885-1888; reprinted New York,
1967). The extant passages of Africanus’ chronicle are gathered together in M.J. Routh,
Religuiae Sacrae, 11 (Oxford, 1846), 238-309. See the surviving fragments by Africanus
also in PG, 10, col. 63-93.

2 Xorenac‘i’s main source for the preceding chapters.
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which Josephus and Hippolytus® and many other Greeks lend (corrobo-
rative) witness.”*

Unfortunately, the material in Xorenac‘i that seems to come from
Africanus, with the exception of separate phrases, is not found in the
surviving Greek fragments. Furthermore, Movsés’ mention and knowl-
edge of the source are unclear, and several questions must be answered.
Does Xorenac'i state truly that Africanus served him as a source? If yes,
then in which chapter of his History does he start drawing information
from the “fifth book”? Until when does he continue using that source,
and, finally, are there any data in the History, which he really could have
got from Africanus? The current negative opinion is not always well-
grounded, so it is important, from the aspects of source study, verifica-
tion of certain information in Xorenac‘i, and his methods of using
sources, to turn once again to these questions and to find objective
answers as far as possible.

Similar questions also arise concerning the continuation of the chap-
ter. Xorenac‘i writes about Africanus: “He transcribed everything from
the charters of the archive of Edessa, that is, Urha, which concerned the
history of our kings. These books had been transported there from Nis-
ibis and from the temple histories of Sinope in Pontus.”> Then he tries
to make his information more exact and persuasive: “Let no one doubt
this, for we have seen that archive with our own eyes. And as a closer
witness the Ecclesiastical (History) of Eusebius of Caesarea is a guar-
antee, which our blessed teacher Mashtots had had translated into
Armenian. If you search in Gelark‘uni in the province of Siwnik‘ you
will find in book I, chapter thirteen, that he bears witness that in the
Edessene archive are to be found all the acts of our first kings down to
Abgar and from Abgar down to Eruand. I think that these are preserved
today in the same city.”® The problematic issues related to this part of

3 Josephus Flavius (37/38—-100 AD) and Hippolytus of Rome (c. 170-235 AD) are
meant.

* Ulpqpl wpwugnep wuniky phy b Spigbpnpy gpngh Usbphluinuf dwdwbulwgpp,
n[muf 1[[[11:_,[‘ in[ulmlnu I 2["-”["’1[“’""] I iy p F""l”’-‘i[}[’ 3m.fuug:

5 Lw profwbiqaly shnfuwgpbug np /1&3 k ,gw[unfuu q[uwﬂ[lﬂ bf[bll/"llj, ap b Mnluy, ap
Juqugu [Pugwinpugh dbpng wenndtp. np dunnkwhph fi Udphwy Eple sfnfubuy whap b fi
Upbnguy Onimaut p 66 Emlpmh u[wmﬁm.[&l;wflgi}:

6 lf[r np mfl[uu_wmmugl‘l, 4[3"'[”1[' I ﬁlultfl [wq wllwfuumbu I"['"'B m_,fuf r[[uwflflt be l[l[w_/
bpwhbih Jwppuwwybnl dbp Uwymng b {wy (hgne: Wbgpp wpwughbe [ q-qupgnLﬁﬁ, b
quimnfil Upikbwg, b qenghy qunwdpl lughbpgnPbuwhl (hpbpnwuwhlbpnpy Pncpl, gf
dlayt jbpbopuy qpuwbple (piiky wibbugh gapdnyg wmnYhng qumm[iwgfl dbpng dpiish
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the chapter will be specified and discussed below, together with Xalat-
janc’s views.

How to Approach Chapter 11, 10

As we shall see below, if this chapter of the History of Armenia is
viewed with critical strictness, and all details not understood correctly,
nothing noteworthy will be found in what Xorenac‘i afterward narrates.
Such is the opinion of those Armenologists who were distrustful of
Movsés’ book and person, while those who on other occasions held the
opposite view, either did not go back to the problem of Africanus, or
attended to it evasively, not suggesting any significant arguments. Of
course, such arguments are difficult to adduce also today. The questions
raised can be answered absolutely correctly only if a new source con-
taining necessary data is found. This is hardly probable, so those who
want to deal with the Chapter II, 10 and the following narrative of
Xorenac‘i, have to restrict themselves to the extant material. Further, the
only thing that may be done is to review the auxiliary sources already
known to scholars and, simultaneously, to follow Xorenac‘i’s account
attentively: first, to comprehend accurately what he says, and second, to
separate those parts which really might have been taken from or based
on Africanus’ Chronicle. Although not pretending to have reached final
solutions, we shall make such an attempt.

The Immediate Topic of Our Research

Since, according to Xorenac‘i’s information, a long period (“down to
Eruand”) may be connected with the source in question, a review of all
the relevant chapters would demand voluminous study. Leaving this for
the future, at present we wish to dwell on the above-mentioned Chapter
I, 10 and the history of kings Arta$€s (Artaxias) I (189-160 BC), Tigran
II (95-55 BC) (according to Xorenac‘i, “the middle Tigran”), and
Artawazd II (55-34 BC) (according to Movsés, Artawazd I). The chap-
ters concerning the latter two are especially interesting, for most schol-
ars think that Xorenac‘i narrated about them using only one Greco-
Roman source, the Jewish War’ by Josephus Flavius (possibly, in a

yl].pqmp, h 'Illf’[' U-F'}"l[""- ﬁ[lﬂeh gblmuufn}: n[r h wydd Qu:[rabﬁ t[mmf;[: u,m[lnuL[: fmjﬂ
puruph:

7 Contrary to von Gutschmid’s, and later Xalatjanc’s opinion, that Xorenac'i utilized
both the Jewish War and the Jewish Antiquities, Carriere stated that Xorenac‘i did not
know the Jewish Antiquities directly, and only the Jewish War was his source (see
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non-extant old Armenian translation)® and drew nothing from Africanus.
Before examining the related chapters, we need to summarize the past
study of the issue.

The Dominant View

As early as 1861, V. Langlois wrote that Xorenac‘i was familiar with
Africanus’ work through Eusebius of Caesarea and, seemingly, made lit-
tle use of it, for he does not quote any passage.’

In this case, too, von Gutschmid was the first to speak more harshly:
“The impudent cheating that Movs€s has permitted himself is in no
other place as obvious as here,”!® that is to say, when he refers to
Africanus, and in the following chapters. Nevertheless, von Gutschmid
did not exclude the possibility that in separate passages (especially when
narrating about Abgar, king of Osrhoene) Movsés could have drawn
information from Africanus’ Chronicle, since that book was used in
favor of Christianity also in the time of Xorenac‘i. But this does not con-
cern the history of Tigran II and his son Artawazd II, the only sources of
which, in von Gutschmid’s view, were Josephus’ two writings.!!

Gelzer in his famous investigation on Africanus’ Chronicle has two
brief remarks on Xorenac‘i, in general echoing von Gutschmid.!? He
thinks that though Movsés could have taken his *“Abgarsage” from
Africanus’ Chronicle, no extant source witnesses to that; the version of
the legend in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History “is directly translated
from Syriac,” and Xorenac‘i, according to Gelzer, adds nothing that
could have been taken from Africanus.!® His other remark states that,

A. Carriere, La légende d’Abgar dans I’Histoire d’Arménie de Moise de Khoren [Paris,
1895], 374-375). This fact is convincingly proved in the following article: Z. EI‘ibek-
yan, <(2n4ulm[nu (PLuu”muE lfmlul;u h]npbflmgnL uu”zjan» (“Josephus Flavius as a
Source of Movsés Xorenac‘1”), LHG, 1975, No 5, 71-82.

8 As noted above (see note 20 to Chapter I), among the sources used by Movsés indi-
rectly, through Eusebius, Terian erroneously mentions also Josephus.

9 V. Langlois, Etude, 329.

10 “Wie dreiste Schwindeleien sich Moses erlaubt hat, ist nirgends so durchsichtig wie
hier.”

11 A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 22-26.

12 H. Gelzer, Africanus, 1, 209, 281.

13 This is all that Gelzer says on page 281 of the first volume of his book about the
relationship between Xorenac‘i and Africanus (cf. in German: “...Koénnte er (Moses)
daher seine Abgarsage entlehnt haben... In den erhaltenen Berichten deutet aber nichts
darauf hin, dass sie aus Africanus entlehnt seien; der des Eusebios ist direct aus dem
Syrischen iibersetzt, und in dem des Moses bleibt nach von Gutschmid’s Untersuchungen
“so gut wie Nichts” iibrig, was aus Africanus herrithren konnte™). Thus, Thomson’s ref-
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even if Movs€s borrowed data from the chronographer, they are very
insignificant (“...Was sonst etwa Moses aus Africanus entlehnt haben
kann, sich nur auf ganz Unbedeutendes reduziert™).

A. GaragaSyan excluded any direct or indirect use of Africanus’ infor-
mation in the History, claiming that Movs€s was familiar with the
chronographer’s name only thanks to Eusebius.'* He stated that
Africanus’ Chronicle was lost before the fifth century, because the last
author using that book at first hand was Eusebius, and later historiogra-
phers referred to it through his works. This assertion is not correct: sev-
eral later authors, namely Socrates Scholasticus (c. 380-450), John of
Antioch (sixth-seventh centuries), the anonymous author of the Chroni-
con Pascale (seventh century)!> and others took data from Africanus not
through Eusebius. In particular, George Syncellus (eighth-ninth cen-
turies), with whose *ExAoyn ypovoypagiac we have already dealt above,
borrowed a lot from Africanus, though probably indirectly,'® yet not by
Eusebius’ mediation. '

Independently of GaragaSyan and nearly simultaneously with him, A.
Carriére too wrote that Africanus’ work did not provide Xorenac‘i with
information, and that he knew of the Chronicle from Eusebius.!” This
opinion, as we shall see, was also supported by Xalatjanc and Thomson.
Thus, the inference from what scholars say is that either Movsés refers
to Africanus as his source fraudulently, having read about the Chroni-
cle’s “fifth book” exclusively in Eusebius, or he made some inconse-
quential use of Africanus only in the Abgar story.

Discussion of the chapters concerning Abgar is beyond our immediate
concern. What we shall seek to do is to demonstrate that, first, viewing
the case as mere fraud is unjustified, and, second, that evidence of

erence to Gelzer (see Moses Khorenats‘i, 146, note 1) is inaccurate. He writes: “It is
unlikely that Moses was acquainted with the Chronography of Julius Africanus at first
hand; he knew of it through Eusebius’ Chronicle and Ecclesiastical History. See Gelzer,
Julius Africanus, 1:281.”

4" A. GaragaSyan, PhGmlml wmmimph G hwyng (A Critical History of Armenia, 1;
Tiflis, 1895), 264-265.

5 See Kyavmypa Busaumuu (IV—nepeas noaosuna VII ¢.) (Byzantine Culture
[Fourth—First Half of Seventh Centuries]), edited by Z. Udaljcova (Moscow, 1984), 194,
261, 267.

16 Adler disagrees with Gelzer who assumed that in Byzantium there circulated com-
plete copies of Africanus, Panodorus, Annianus, or Eusebius. He infers that what Syncel-
lus “consulted instead was a collection, which included among other things only extended
extracts from the chronicles of his Alexandrian predecessors.” Adler means especially
Panodorus and Annianus but his opinion concerns also Africanus and Eusebius. See W.
Adler, Time Immemorial, 164-165 and ff.

17 A. Carriére, La légende, 365.
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Movsés’ utilization of Africanus may also be traced in the stories of
kings Arta§€s I, Tigran II, and Artawazd II.

Baumgartner’s Attempt

Unlike the above scholars, A. Baumgartner tried to prove that
Xorenac‘i had obtained data from Africanus’ Chronicle at first hand. He
presented separate phrases in different parts of the History of Armenia
(also before the mention of Africanus), which in his opinion Movsés
could have drawn from that source.!® Baumgartner’s observations are
witty and quite notable. We shall revert to one of his parallels on the
occasion of the extremely interesting Chapter II, 19 of the History.
Xalatjanc, understandably, opposed Baumgartner’s attempt.

Xalatjanc’s Opinion Reconsidered

Xalatjanc continued the critique of Xorenac‘i’s reference to Africa-
nus, viewing it more thoroughly."” His study of the topic is the most
detailed and reasoned one. It is a kind of summary of the previous criti-
cal remarks and, at the same time, the forerunner of the subsequent
confutation. Therefore, let us dwell on his opinion. As we present Xalat-
janc’s main statements, we shall simultaneously make comments on
them.

1. First of all, Xalatjanc notes that regardless of Xorenac‘i’s assertion,
Josephus could not “bear witness (cBHAETeICTBOBATH) to Africanus,”
because he lived more than 200 years before the latter (the same idea
was also expressed by GaragaSyan). This is a result of misunderstanding.
Saying, “the fifth book of Africanus the Chronographer, to which®
Josephus and Hippolytus... lend (corroborative) witness”(fr {flighpnpy
ll[lﬂgil ul[l[l[ll[lll[lﬂll[l dwﬁwflwl[wqpﬁ, I'IITHL!; l[&w‘lt Qﬂlllllflll"ll [L ZIILU[H‘
qpwuy), Movsés does not mean that Josephus had “testified to
Africanus,” or to the fifth book of his Chronicle, but that Africanus’
information is corroborated, independently, by Josephus. Other passages
of the History are a key to such explanation. Suffice it to give the fol-
lowing example. In Book II, 48 Xorenac‘i, narrating about King Artases
becoming a tributary to the Romans and about other events, writes:

18 A. Baumgartner, “Uber das Buch ‘die Chrie’,” ZDMG, 40 (1886), 506-512.

19 G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 36-98, especially 40-50 and 56-68.

2 More literally, npnud grammatically relates to Africanus, not to his Chronicle, and
should be translated “to whom” (as Xalatjanc and GaragaSyan understood). But this
would be an incorrect interpretation of Movsés’ words.
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“This is accurately told us by Olympius, priest of Ani and composer of
temple histories,... to which?! the books of the Persians and the epic
songs of the Armenians bear witness.”?? Here Xorenac‘i does not mean
that the books of the Persians and the epic songs “testify to Olympius,”
but that they confirm what he tells.

Thomson interprets the same words from another aspect but again
incorrectly. He writes: “Moses says that Josephus and others corrobo-
rate Africanus where the latter quotes from the Edessene archives con-
cerning Armenia.”? But Xorenac‘i does not state precisely that Jose-
phus and others corroborate specifically the data drawn from the
Edessene archive; he means that in general Josephus and other Greek
authors also suggest evidence for Africanus’ information.*

2. Xalatjanc deems the other testimony, which, according to him,
“Xorenac‘i ascribes to Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History, 1, 13) “doubt-
ful”: as if Africanus in the fifth book of his Chronicle narrated, making
use of the Edessene archive, about the deeds of our (Armenian) first
kings...” “It turns out,” he writes, “that... there is no word about
Africanus in the chapter of the Ecclesiastical History mentioned by
Xorenac‘i.”

This is again an incorrect interpretation of Movsés’ words. Xorenac‘i
does not say that Africanus is mentioned in Chapter I, 13 of the Ecclesi-
astical History, and he does not attribute to Eusebius the evidence that
Africanus, taking material from the Edessene archive, wrote about the
acts of the first Armenian kings. To quote the passage once more:
“...We have seen that archive with our own eyes. And as a closer wit-
ness the Ecclesiastical (History) of Eusebius of Caesarea is a guaran-
tee... You will find in book I, chapter thirteen, that he bears witness that
in the Edessene archive are to be found all the acts of our first kings
down to Abgar...” It is clear that Xorenac'i refers to Eusebius’ Ecclesi-
astical History only to confirm the existence of certain information in

2l Literally, “to whom.”

2 b quyu dby wnnguybe weandt Igpdy popd 2wieny ... npncd b Nwpapy
dunnbuwh pht ff furybls b {ugng Epgp o pywawinug:

23 Moses Khorenats‘i, 26-27.

24 As in other cases, Terian repeats almost verbatim what Thomson says: “Josephus
is mentioned by him (Xorenac‘i) ... as a corroborative witness to Edessene archives later
utilized by Sextus Julius Africanus ... but there is neither mention of Edessene archive in
Josephus” (Terian, “Xorenac‘i,” 113). If Terian had formulated his remark based directly
on Xorenac‘i and not on Thomson, he might have avoided this misinterpretation, because
Movses’ words are the following: “the fifth book of Africanus the Chronographer, to
which Josephus and Hippolytus and many other Greeks lend (corroborative) witness.” He
speaks of Edessene archives afterwards, with no reference to Josephus.
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the Edessene archive about the deeds of the first Armenian kings. Here
is, in our English translation, the corresponding passage of the Armenian
version of the Ecclesiastical History: “In those (documents of Urha)
were written all the things done by the first, down to Abgar.” One need
not impute sinister motives to Movs€s. He simply errs in equating the
history of Osrhoene with that of Armenia, and ascribing the deeds of
“the first” to Armenian kings. That mistake had a certain reason, which
is pointed to by Xalatjanc himself. The tradition of considering Edessa
an Armenian town and Abgar an Armenian king existed before
Xorenac‘i. Also other sources, even foreign, bear witness to the Armen-
ian origin of Abgar and his successors.?

3. Xalatjanc is mistrustful of the Edessene archive. He writes:
“Xorenac‘i needs the archives to justify his imaginary stories.” How-
ever, that archive is also mentioned in the passage of the Ecclesiastical
History cited above. In Xalatjanc’s opinion, even if the archive existed,
it is unlikely whether it contained data concerning Armenian kings. He
puts forward no arguments for this assertion. In fact, nothing prevents us
from supposing that archives related to Armenia were preserved in the
cultural center Urha (Edessa), at least from the time when Osrhoene
became part of Tigran II’s vast kingdom.26

Thomson’s view is nearly the same: “...One’s confidence in Moses’
‘archives’ is even more shaken?’ by the patently false claim in II, 10 that
Eusebius in his Church History (book 1, 13) bears witness to the exis-
tence in Edessa of archives dealing with Armenia, for Eusebius merely
says that in the Edessan archives he had found correspondence between

%5 See, e.g., Anonymous of Edessa, duiwlbmlmgpmpym b (Chronicle), translation
from Syriac into Armenian, introduction and commentary by L. Ter-Petrosyan, OAHHM,
12 (Erevan, 1982), 195-196.

26 The existence of a highly developed system of archives and libraries in the ancient
Near East and Mesopotamia starting with earliest periods of civilization is a proven fact.
See M. Weitemeyer, “Archive and Library Technique in Ancient Mesopotamia,” Libri,
VI (1956), 217-238; A. Poll, “Bibliotheken und Archive im alten Orient,” Orientalia,
XXV (1956), 105-109; and especially the following comprehensive study: E. Posner,
Archives in the Ancient World (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1972). Posner states that “all
types of archival organization known to us were already in operation in the ancient Near
East” (28). He also speaks of archives existing in Iran, Armenia’s immediate neighbor
(see the chapter “Record-Keeping in the Parthian and Neo-Persian Empires” [224-230]).
It is hard to imagine that in that dense network of libraries no material on Armenia could
be found in various oriental archives (in Edessa or elsewhere).

27 At another place (Moses Khorenats‘i, 27), Thomson writes that these archives “are
a figment of Moses’ own imagination.” Even Terian, who always agrees with him, this
time has reservations, noting that Thomson’s remark is made “somewhat hastily” (Ter-
ian, “Xorenac‘i,” 113).
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Abgar of Edessa and Jesus Christ.”2® But, besides that correspondence,
Eusebius clearly means also such sources preserved at Edessa, in which
were written “all the things done by the first, down to Abgar.”%

4. The reference to the text of the Ecclesiastical History is somewhat
arbitrary and bewildering, because Eusebius writes, “down to Abgar,”
and Xorenac‘i, “down to Abgar and from Abgar down to Eruand.” This,
according to Xalatjanc, “engenders doubt and betrays the author’s con-
cealed intention.” It is not clear what exactly he means; however, it is
unlikely that someone having a “concealed intention” resorted to such a
primitive and evident falsification, which could be easily revealed. One
might rather assume that when saying “down to Abgar and from Abgar
down to Eruand,” Movsés thought that to be true, i.e., when writing this
part of his History, he did not have the Ecclesiastical History at hand
and referred to it from memory. Sargsyan wrote about this method of
using sources by heart, typical of Xorenac‘i.’® Before him, H. Levy
noticed the same custom in an Armenian translation of Pseudo-Philo.?!
We can add another example from David the Invincible’s Commentary
on Aristotle’s Analytics. David claims that Aristotle “spoke on the sim-
ple sounds and on the interpretation of the noun and the verb in the Car-
egories as well.”3? He even specifies how Aristotle did this, but in fact
it turns out that the “sound” (4w)G—@®v1) is mentioned only once in
the Categories (4b 35), in a context having nothing to do with what
David says; 8vopa (wlnih) as “name” occurs quite often, but it is
defined as “noun” in another work of Aristotle, namely On Interpreta-
tion (16a 20 ff.), while “verb” (pmy—pfpa) is not found in the Cate-
gories at all.

Movsés himself acknowledges that he wrote the first two books of
the History at times relying upon his memory: “...As far as our ability
and memory> permit, we have given a faithful account (of events) from

28 Moses Khorenats‘i, 13.

2 Sargsyan, criticizing Thomson’s introduction, also discusses the question of
archives. He comes to the conclusion that, in all probability, the Edessene archive really
existed, and Movsés had been there (G. Sarkisjan, Xorenac'i’s History, 35-36). Though
what Sargsyan says is speculative, there are no grounds for claiming the opposite.

30 @G. Sargsyan, “The Method of Using Sources,” 33.

31 H. Levy, The Pseudo-Philonic De Jona, I, the Armenian text with a critical intro-
duction (London, 1936), 10.

2 3""[‘"‘}" wupg ijﬂﬁgﬂ [uoubguu_ b yupmgn ﬁbl[ﬂm[t?l:mﬁ whnosh It FMI_I[I ll.[l Uwuin-
[manIatn.ﬁuﬁ: DaWIt‘_ Anyalt’, U'Hiﬁm.laluﬁ ll ‘l_bl.anwa/[w'Bil l]:pllumnml:lb (Commentary
on Aristotle’s Analytics), critical text, translation into Russian, introduction and commen-
tary by S. ArevSatyan (Erevan, 1967), 70.

33 Thomson has translated “records” instead of “memory,” which is not correct.
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Alexander the Great down to the death of Saint Trdat™* (III, 1),
because some important sources were not at hand: “Likewise the works
of Diodorus are not available to us” (ITI, 1) and, “Is there?S a book near
to me? % (I, 3).3” Xorenac’i obviously used some sources from mem-
ory, and this issue deserves special study. For the time being, the fol-
lowing is clear: had Eusebius’ book been then available to Xorenac‘i,
he would not have asked his patron to search for it “in Gelark‘uni in the
province of Siwnik‘,” but would have referred to the copy at his dis-
posal.

5. Xalatjanc thinks that Xorenac‘i could scarcely have drawn any
material related to the history of Armenia from Africanus’ Chronicle,
for, in the passages quoted by Eusebius and other authors, there is no
hint that Africanus wrote anything about the Armenians. Thomson
repeats Xalatjanc’s assertion: “...None of the many later historians who
used it (Africanus’ Chronicle)... suggests that Julius Africanus con-
cerned himself with the acts of the Armenian kings.”?®

It seems most unlikely that Africanus, whose book embraced a great
period (from Adam down to AD 221), passed over Armenia in silence
and uttered no word at least about the famous kings Arta3es I, Tigran II,
and Artawazd II. Most major sources relating the historical events of
these kings’ time speak about them. Armenia does not figure in the sur-
viving fragments, because they mainly reflect other concerns. However,
a sentence in Syncellus’ Chronicle attracts our attention. When narrating
about one of the known events of the history of Judaea, the antagonism
between the high priest and king Hyrcanus and his brother Aristobulus,
Syncellus writes: “Finally, being deprived of the Jews’ assistance, Hyr-
canus with Antipater comes to Damascus, to Pompey the Great, who at
that time had come to Syria from Armenia, after his celebrated victory
over Mithridates and Tigran, as well as over Albania, Iberia, Colchis,
and the Assyrians themselves” (357, 21-25).*° For these events of

34 Uy npsueh Qb b Jpngacfdfick punkghl’ yumdbyup wmniguugbu fi 8E3H Unb puwh-

:}pt li[lfléll.[l l[m[uﬁwﬂ up[znji] S'[H}llllnlllj:
Thomson has translated incorrectly: “Is there not a book near to me?”

36 - §mml:ilwqan[3[uil£ ”‘I’”'l”l’[' Loy wn dky ki and ...} lr[Jt Surnku’h pr&
l[mjgt Fid.

37 Cf. N. Biwzandac‘i and M. Minasean, U'mlu[m[l I\mpkﬁmgmj ﬂ)mmﬁnLﬁ[uﬁ {mjng
(dnqnmdm) (Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia [Collection]; Geneva, 1991), 74.

3 Moses Khorenats‘i, 13.

¥ Aowndv 1iig Tovdoiov ocvppayiog Ypkavog deaipedeis fpa 1@ "Aviindtpe
v Aopackdv katarapfaver npog Mdayvov IMounfqiov tov tijvikadta kotaAd-
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Judaea, Syncellus mentions two sources (356, 25-26), Josephus Flavius
and Julius Africanus. Josephus does not speak of Pompey’s victories
over “Albania, Iberia, Colchis, and the Assyrians.” In addition, he does
not tell about the famous battle between the Roman general and Mithri-
dates, and the latter’s defeat, but just says that Pompey heard the news
of Mithridates’ death near the town of Jericho (BJ, I, 138).° Concerning
Tigran II, he only writes that while fighting against him in Armenia,
Pompey sent the Roman commander Scaurus to Syria (BJ, I, 127).
He touches upon Hyrcanus’ and Antipater’s coming to Pompey, but,
according to Josephus, they were deprived of their Arab allies (T®v
*Apapov doaipebivtec), while, according to Syncellus, “of the Jews’
assistance” ("Iovdaimv ocvppayiog). Thus, Syncellus’ main source in
this case is not Josephus; he most likely used the other one referred to
on this occasion, that is, Africanus’ Chronicle. If we accept this proba-
ble conjecture, then we should also accept that Africanus made mention
at least of facts regarding Tigran I1.#!

6. Proceeding from these statements, Xalatjanc points to no passage
that might have been taken from Africanus. Not believing that Movses
had made any use of the Chronicle, he, as in other cases, tries to find
Xorenac‘i’s hidden sources. In Xalatjanc’s opinion, for the history of
Artasés I, such sources were certain descriptions, information or separate
phrases borrowed from Pseudo-Callisthenes, Philo of Alexandria, Gre-
gory of Nyssa, Epiphanius of Salamis, Clement of Alexandria, John

Bovta &€ "Appeviag Thv Zvpiav petd tijg noivBpviiitov dproteiog katd MnOpida-
tov kai Tiypavov "AABaviagte ki “IPnpiag xai Kokyidog xai adtdv "Accvpiov...

40 Josephus, The Jewish War, with an English translation by H.St.J. Thackeray, LCL
(Cambridge [Mass.], London, 1967-1968).

4! Terian disagrees with this remark (published in our article in the LM: A. Topchyan,
“Julius Africanus’ Chronicle,” 153-185): “Topchyan ... fails to convince the reader that
Africanus was utilized as a primary source by our author. The passing reference to Tigran
II in Syncellus, even if it were from the mostly lost work of Africanus as a source (pp.
160-161), is a far cry from Xorenac‘i’s claim to a whole Armenian dynastic history in the
fifth book of Africanus.” It seems that Terian read only pages 160-161 of our article,
containing the above point 5 of the discussion of Xalatjanc’s views, because he presents
our remark as the only argument for Africanus being Movsés’ source. In fact, the main
arguments, namely, the possible parallels between the two authors, are on the following
pages (see also below in the present chapter). Furthermore, we never called Africanus a
“primary” source for Movsés. What we have attempted (and currently attempt) to
demonstrate is that some traces of Africanus’ work are to be observed in Xorenac‘i, and
that certain pieces of his information might be based on Africanus. Finally, Movs€s never
claims to have taken “a whole Armenian dynastic history” from Africanus’ fifth book:
this is a usual misunderstanding of his words, which, indeed, are ambiguous; see more for
this issue under the subtitle “The Content of Chapter II, 10.”
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Malalas, the Bible, Agat‘angetos (fifth century AD), P‘awstos Buzand
(fifth century AD), and Anania Sirakac‘i (seventh century AD). The
enumeration of so many sources for three short chapters in itself makes
Xalatjanc’s opinion improbable. He thinks that not only Africanus but
even the other four authors, Polycrates, Euagoras, Scamandrus and Phle-
gon, from whose writings Movsés has long citations in Chapter II, 13,
are fictitious sources.*> Then Xalatjanc, following von Gutschmid and
Carriére, states that Xorenac‘i utilized only Josephus (i.e. made no use
of Africanus) for the chapters on Tigran II and Artawazd I1.** This view
is supported by S. Malxasyan** and H. Manandyan.** G. Sargsyan* as
well as A. and J.-P. Mahé,¥’ slightly differently, repeat the same.

7. It should be added that, according to Xalatjanc’s understanding of
Chapter II, 10, Xorenac*‘i claims to have used Africanus’ Chronicle up to
Chapter I, 48, where he refers to Priest Olympius’ temple history as to
the main source of his further narrative, that is to say, from the accession
of Artas€s I till the beginning of Artasés II’s reign, “a period of approx-
imately 200 years.”*?

Remarks by Subsequent Scholars

So far as we know, since Xalatjanc’s study there has been no signifi-
cant discussion of the problem.* Africanus as Movsés’ source is men-
tioned in two comparatively new works. G. Sargsyan writes that the part
of the History related to Africanus is difficult to explain for the time

42 @G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, I, 44-50.

43 Ibidem, 56—68. Unlike von Gutschmid, Xalatjanc excludes any use of Africanus
also for the Abgar story. In his usual pursuit of Movses’ “real” sources, he considers
Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, Josephus’ two works, and the apocryphal Teaching of
Addai ascribed to Labubna (also mentioned by Xorenac‘i) to be the only sources for the
8 chapters about King Abgar; for the two previous chapters concerning King ArSam,
again Josephus and Labubna, and for the history of King Sanatruk, Labubna and
P‘awstos’ History (ibidem, 69-98).

4 Movses Xorenac‘i, 292.

45 H. Manandyan, ‘P-Eﬁmllulﬁ 'I.nlIll[lLlZJllI.ﬁ hm] dmlmll"}b u]ulmlinlmulﬁ (A Critical Sur-
vey of the History of the Armenian People, I; Erevan, 1944; II [1]; Erevan, 1957), 1, 283.

4 “The history of the time of Tigran and Artawazd is almost entirely written on the
basis of Josephus’ data.” See G. Sargsyan, «Sfigpuwh f-fi b Upwunjugy P-f guilunnw-
plkpp pwiwll pun hiapkluwgno» (“The Number of the Years of Tigran II's and Arta-
wazd II’s Reign According to Xorenac‘i”), LHG, 1967, No 12, 67.

47 Moise de Khoréne, 67.

8 Ibidem, 1, 40.

4 Thomson’s statements were discussed simultaneously with Xalatjanc’s views. For
Terian’s remarks, see notes 24, 27 and 41 to this chapter.
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being (he means, before new data throwing light on the problem
emerge). In Sargsyan’s opinion, Xorenac‘i refers to Africanus’ Chroni-
cle as his source for Chapters II, 10-25, until commencmg his utilization
of Labubna in Chapter II, 26.%°

Finally, G. Traina has a brief notice concerning Chapter 11, 10. He
deems it probable that even if Xorenac‘i did not read the material of the
Edessene archive, he at least saw it.>!

THE CONTENT OF CHAPTER I, 10

Now, re-reading Xorenac‘i and considering all the preceding, first we
shall try to understand correctly the content of Chapter II, 10 of the His-
tory of Armenia.

1. “We shall begin our narrative for you from the fifth book of
Africanus the Chronographer.” This does not mean that Xorenac‘i used
Africanus’ Chronicle for the next 15 chapters, a fortiori for a period of
almost 200 years. The phrase “We shall begin our narrative” (Ulfyph
wpwugnep yunnidby) may concern just a small part of the ensuing narra-
tion, for instance, only the history of Arta§€s I or some events of that
history. But it is also possible that this source provided Xorenac‘i with
material for the following chapters too. In short, we wish to emphasize
that Movses’ words are void of definition, and from them it is impossi-
ble to determine the extent of his use of Africanus’ Chronicle.

The task is more complicated by the mention of Africanus’ and Jose-
phus’ names side by side. It is known that these two historiographers in
many cases dealt with the same events. Later authors (Eusebius of Cae-
sarea, George Syncellus and others) often used their works as sources
simultaneously. Therefore, sometimes it is difficult to determine whether
Josephus or Africanus is Xorenac‘i’s source. For example, it seems that
the story of Tigran II and Artawazd II is mainly based on Josephus, but
Movsés could also have been (and apparently was) familiar with certain
information through Africanus.

Similarly, the phrase “from the fifth book of Africanus” is indefinite.
Was Xorenac‘i acquainted with the whole fifth book of the Chronicle, or
only with passages preserved in a work of another author? Was the
material in Classical Greek or it was translated into Armenian? Movses

30 G. Sarkisjan, Xorenac‘i’s History, 32.
31 G. Traina, Il complesso, 61-62.
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says nothing precise also on this occasion, and again it is difficult to find
a clear answer.

2. “He transcribed everything from the charters of the archive of
Edessa, that is, Urha, which concerned the history of our kings.” Infor-
mation reached Xorenac‘i that Julius Africanus had translated (or
copied) all the data about Armenian kings, kept at the Edessene archive.
He does not claim that all this material is at his disposal.

3. “These books had been transported there from Nisibis and from the
temple histories of Sinope in Pontus.” Xorenac‘i also speaks about the
transfer of the books to Edessa in Chapter II, 27 (from Nisibis) and in
Chapter II, 38 (from Sinope). There is no reason to question the truth-
fulness of this testimony.

4. “Let no one doubt this, for we have seen that archive with our own
eyes.” This should be understood simply: Xorenac‘i saw the archive
but did not study the material in it. To all appearance, he was in Edessa
for a short while and merely received general information about the
archive. This is also clear from Chapter III, 62, where Movses describes
his trip to the cultural centers of that time: “In such fashion... did we...

reach the city of Edessa. Sailing gently over the deeps of the archives,
we went on to worship at the holy places” (... bybvwgingh {wuwbilwp

puqup. PERE b phiy funpy gpuwbpl bwibwy® whyup b unpp mbqpul
bphpywgly...). Likewise, from Xorenac‘i’s words it does not follow
that in Edessa he became familiar with any material concerning Arme-
nia: to confirm the existence of such data in the archive, he does not
refer to his personal observation but to Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical His-
tory.

5. In discussing Xalatjanc’s notices above, we have already spoken
about the passage referring to material in the Edessene archive concern-
ing the acts of Armenian kings, and to the corresponding chapter of
Eusebius’ book.

6. “I think that these are preserved today in the same city.” Xorenac‘i
just supposes or has heard that the documents mentioned by Eusebius
still are kept at the Edessene archive. This datum, too, has a parallel in
the Ecclesiastical History (1, 13): “These (the charters of Urha) to this
day are preserved there.”

Thus, the content of this chapter of the History of Armenia should be
understood literally, without subjective comments and conclusions.
Movsés’ reference is more indefinite than spurious: it simply lacks
specificity and some necessary details.
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THE STORY OF ARTASES 1

Now we shall follow the subject-matter of the narrative. Xorenac*‘i
dedicated three chapters to Artas$és I (I, 11-13). He used at least two
sources, one Armenian and one Greek. Probably, he also had some
material concerning the Parthians at hand, maybe a list containing the
names of Parthian kings and the years of their reign,’? and he composed
his chronology, including the parts in question, with the help of that
source. For example, according to Xorenac‘i, the accession of Artases I
to the throne took place in the twenty-fourth year of the “Persian” king
“ArSakan.” Besides, certain information in these chapters reflects purely
the internal life of Armenia, and is taken from oral tradition or a written
source created in an Armenian milieu. For instance, in Chapter II, 11:
“(ArtaSes) gave his son Tigran for instruction to a youth called Varazh,
son of Dat, from the seed of Gainik, a descendant of Getam. He...
granted him villages by the River Hrazdan; from his name the Varazh-
nuni family is so called...”

Let us try to isolate those data, which may have been taken from a
Greek source. It has been demonstrated that, notwithstanding the signifi-
cant chronological displacement, the other Arta$és of Xorenac‘i (II,
49-60) more closely corresponds to the historical Arta$eés I (189-160
BC).>? Nevertheless, this Arta$és I, too, bears certain resemblance to the
founder of the Artaxiad dynasty, though Movses erroneously places him in
the end of the second century and the beginning of the first century BC.>*
M. Abelyan writes> without any doubt that the historical archetype of this
Arta3gs is the ancestor of Tigran II, “the founder of the kingdom.”>6

32 Cf. G. Sargsyan, The Hellenistic Epoch, 79-138. Such lists were most likely kept in
Persian royal archives (see T. Noldecke, Geschichte der Perser und Araber zur Zeit der
Sasaniden [Leiden, 1879], 402 and E. Posner, Archives, 226). The Byzantine poet and
historiographer Agathias (c. 536-581) used such a list in his Five Books of History (30,
3: see Agathiae Myrinaei Historiarum Libri Quinque, ed. R. Keydell [Berlin, 1967], 162),
containing the names of the kings of Persia, the years of their reign and their deeds.

3 See G. Tirac‘yan, « Unmfubu h]n[lbi}m_qm Zmyng u{mmﬁmmmﬁ h Umluupnfllr llc]\)mp-
(“Several Data in Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Armema and Strabo’s Geography Con-
cerning the History of Armenia in the Third-Second Centuries BC”), BM, 6 (1962), 8 ff
and G. Sargsyan, The Hellenistic Epoch, 139-236.

34 @G. Sargsyan, The Chronological System, 69.

55 M. Abelyan, History of Armenian Literature, 278.

% The anachronisms, confusion of persons and events are another, very complicated,
topic of study, which is beyond our immediate purpose.
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Xorenac‘i says about Artas€s that “as his fortunes progressed he did
not hold the second rank but coveted the highest position” (...jwmw-
wdl). This is an echo of historical reality. Armenia in the end of the third
century BC was under the Seleucids. The Seleucid king Antiochus I
had appointed Arta§€s governor of Armenia Major. But the latter “did
not hold the second rank” and, grasping a favorable opportunity, in 189
proclaimed himself king of an independent Armenian state.’” Then
Movsés calls him “a proud man and warlike,” which perfectly suits
Artasés 1. Furthermore, this king, according to Xorenac‘i, “was striking
his own coins with his image.” It is quite probable that Artases I, creat-
ing a strong independent kingdom, had put his own coins into circulation
(although such coins have not yet been found).’® Information about a
coin with the image of Artas€s I is also preserved in the Georgian
K art'lis C‘xovreba.™

At the end of the chapter, “a certain Mithridates” is spoken of (by
whom Xorenac‘i probably means one of the kings of Pontus, named
“Mithridates”)® “from the seed of Mithridates, satrap of Darius.” This
is a historical figure, from the noble Pontic-Cappadocian family; he
was the son-in-law of Darius IT1,%! and is mentioned by Arrian, Plutarch,
and Pseudo-Callisthenes. One might speculate that Movses’ source is
Pseudo-Callisthenes, but comparison of the texts affords no basis for
thinking so. Pseudo-Callisthenes does not refer to Darius’ satrap as the
ancestor of any Mithridates. Xorenac‘i had another source at hand.

In the next chapter Movses writes: Suhdwid {pwiwl wuwy Ypmuwybu’
11011 jlll[T"Lglll[llILJlll[ll?Lb[[Tg ll_[l [ﬁLH[IUﬂJ FLU[lI’ILljJﬂJd... bL /llllllllllj llljilﬂL'
{bmke ywpkidnimu—*“Then Arta3€s ordered an army to be raised from
the east and north... He then marched to the west...” Here too an inter-
esting correspondence with historical facts occurs. Using Strabo’s infor-
mation, G. Sargsyan concluded that Artas€s I first expanded the borders

5 Zmy dnqmpgh qundnpymb (History of the Armenian People, 1; Erevan, 1971; I,
Erevan, 1984) (referred to henceforth as HZP) I, 521, 525. K. Trever too identifies this
Artases with the historical Artasés I. See K. Trever, Ouepku no ucmopuu Kyasmypbi
opesneti Apmenuu (I 6. 0o n.5—V 6. n.3.) (Essays on the History of Culture of Ancient
Armenia [Second Century BC-Fourth Century AD]; Moscow—Leningrad, 1953), 9-10.

38 See P.Z. Bedoukian, “A Classification of the Coins of the Artaxiad Dynasty of
Armenia,” MN, 14 (1968), 41-60.

% See L. Melikset‘-Bek, ‘{llmg mIlFJnLllﬁhP[l Zm]ulumulﬁl‘l L hmlhpll liumllﬁ (Georgian
Sources about Armenia and the Armenians, 1; Erevan, 1934), 160.

% In Malxasyan’s opinion, it is Mithridates Eupator, see Movses Xorenac‘i, 288.

61 See RE, Bd XV,, s.v. Mithridates (2), 2157-2158 (Berve).
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of his country to the east. Then he took possession of territories in the
north and afterwards moved to the west.%? From Movsés’ narration, too,
it follows that Artasés first had conquered eastern and northern lands,
and then he commanded them to provide him with auxiliary troops in
order to advance to the west.

Xorenac‘i tells about a transfer of pagan gods’ statues to Armenia. In
Asia Arta$es found the images of Artemis, Heracles, and Apollo “cast in
bronze and gilded” (Heracles’ image was made by the sculptors Scyllis
and Dipoenus), and then brought them to Armenia. From Greece, he sent
the sculptures of Zeus, Artemis, Athena, Hephaestus, and Aphrodite. % Tt
seems that these names of gods are taken from a Greek source. The use
of the name “Hellas” (Gyjwqu) as the equivalent of “Greece” is note-
worthy. Besides this case, “Hellas” is found in Movs€s’ book only
twice: in the next chapter, II, 13, when he cites from a Greek source,
Phlegon, and in ITI, 62, where in a Hellenizing style he describes his trip.
In other cases Xorenac‘i prefers to call Greece by other names more
usual for Classical Armenian, that is 8njlp (“Greeks” = “Greece”) or
QnLﬂwg lr[l[l[l[r, in_ﬂwg wa[mup[ (“the country of the Greeks,” “the land
of the Greeks”). The use of the name “Hellas” side by side with the
Greek names of gods indicates that Xorenac‘i took those data from a
Greek source. It should be added that the genitive of the name “Hep-
haestus,” 2Epikumne (see also in II, 14), instead of the more common
form 2kpbumbuy,5 is calked from Greek: ‘Heoictov. It is another
question whether in that source the transfer of those statues was attrib-
uted to Artasés I or to a king of Persia, for instance, Cyrus the Great
(559-529 BC) or Artaxerxes II (405-359 BC), son of Darius II, who
is mentioned by Clement of Alexandria (Protreptikos pros Hellenas,
V, 57) as spreading the worship of gods’ images in Persia. Xalatjanc
supposes that this very information of Clement had inspired Xorenac‘i
with the idea of the transfer of statues. According to Clement, Artax-
erxes II put the statue of the goddess Aphrodite-Anahit CA@poditng

2 HZP, 1, 531-534.

63 q-mme JUufny wnbdwdny nuhbgod wunlbpu :lll[unl:ﬁ/u}buq I qu[uul[mej I
Ilull["'l"ilf" g F[i[l[i[_]ﬂl&/lllllp(u ﬂl:[:, ll/7 Qwﬂqﬂlmgbﬂ Jll[uﬁm[lp: Qap wnlﬂuL ‘p[u;um[l;-
mwgfl... llull!nllnil[l[l I lll],pml;ﬁ/u}mjfl lbgbbgfl Jl],pﬁuu[l[l, [ml[ gEpulybuwgh qunfiu-
wuwmbbph, np wpwpbuwy bp [ Ulpegbuy b i Vogplinal fpbuwgeng... Jwbgbbghl b
Smlmﬁ... Jbu_uu}w_, wnﬁmt ulwmql.'[m ll’)\["lll/’, qulrmbz;/iqu!, llup&frw!, tlZln/llman,
nlllipm}[lml;mf g F[F[l[FL[I ZMJU...

Cf. in Eusebius’ Chronicle: b:{zbumbmjz I, 270; see also G. Awetik‘ean, X.
Siwrmélean and M. Awgerean, Unp punghpf hmjlnqbub (kqup (New Dictionary of the
Armenian Language; Venice, 1837) (referred. to henceforth as NBHL), s.v.
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’Avaitidog 10 dyaipa) in Babylon, Susa, and Ecbatana. Xalatjanc
thinks that the reference to Scyllis and Dipoenus in another part of
Clement’s work (IV, 42) is ample evidence to support his view.5 It is
difficult to see, pace Xalatjanc, a direct connection between Clement’s
and Movsés’ testimonies, which reflect quite different occurrences. As
to the names of the two sculptors, they are also mentioned by other
authors, e.g., by Pliny (Historia naturalis, XXXVI, 9-11, 14) and Pausa-
nias (II, 15, 1; 22, 5), whose information could have been used equally
well. But Xorenac‘i apparently had another source.

It is notable that the names of Scyllis and Dipoenus also occur in the
compilation of George Cedrenus, a Byzantine chronographer of the
eleventh-twelfth centuries (P. 322, B).% Cedrenus re-narrates the infor-
mation of different authors and, with the help of other sources, also cites
from or refers to Africanus. His citations (through Syncellus) have been
used to reconstruct the lost original of Africanus’ work more precisely.®’
It is possible that the primary source of the reference to Scyllis and
Dipoenus is Africanus’ Chronicle. As one of the first expressions of the
Christian-biblical conception of history and an encyclopedic work, it was
among Byzantine authors’ main sources for antiquity. A. Carriere, who
dedicated one of his studies to criticizing Movsés’ information on the
heathen beliefs of the Armenians,’® writes that when speaking of Scyllis
and Dipoenus, Cedrenus could have used a source close to that utilized
by Xorenac‘i.®? Thus, there are some grounds for supposing that Movsés
and Cedrenus had the same source, probably, Africanus’ Chronicle.

5 G. Xalatjanc, Epos, 1, 288-290.

% 1o Hyohpa ... "Abnvag ... Epyov ZxOAAdog xoi Awmoivov (“the statue of
Athena, Scyllis’ and Dipoenus’ work”); see Georgius Cedrenus, loannis Scylitzae ope ab
Immanuele Bekkero suppletus et emendatus, CSHB, I (Bonnae, 1838).

67 See PG, 10, 67-68; see also J.-M. Rosenstiehl, “Enosh, le premier,” REArm, NS
25 (1994-1995), 104. One of the citations relates to Chapter I, 4 of Movses’ History, the
probable source of which, in Baumgartner’s view, is Africanus; see A. Baumgartner,
“Uber das Buch ‘die Chrie’,” 506.

68 See A. Carriere, Les huit Sanctuaires de I’Arménie payenne, d’aprés Agathange et
Moise de Khoren. Etude critique (Paris 1895). Carri¢re was trying to prove that Movseés’
information, including the passage in question concerning Arta3€s I, is of no historical
value, for it is made up with the help of Agat‘angelos’ History. Sargsyan criticized Car-
ri¢re’s opinion, pointing to trustworthy data in Xorenac‘i that have no connection with
Agat‘angelos (see G. Sargsyan, The Hellenistic Epoch, 37-42). Contrary to Carriére, sub-
sequent scholars emphasized the importance of Xorenac‘i’s information witnessing to the
transfer of gods’ statues and, consequently, the spread of their worship in Armenia. See,
for example, K. Trever, Essays, 160-161; M.-L. Chaumont, “Bois sacrés dans 1’ Arménie
paienne,” REArm, NS 25 (1994-1995), 160.

% A. Carriere, Les huit Sanctuaires, 25.



JULIUS AFRICANUS’ CHRONICLE 83

In one of the extant fragments, Africanus speaks of gods’ images in
the context of Cyrus’ activities: “For Hera’s temple is there, beyond the
royal palace, which Cyrus, the follower of perfect piety, built and called
the gold and silver statues by gods’ names.”’® Africanus could have
written about the transfer of the statues in another, non-extant part of his
Chronicle, and Xorenac‘i, possibly, ascribed Cyrus’ act to Arta§es, in
the same way as in Chapter II, 13 he attributed Cyrus’ victory over
Croesus, king of Lydia to him.”! He combined that piece of information
with other data known to him about paganism in Armenia, and, seem-
ingly, in this case too different kings’? are given the name “Artase€s,” as
in Chapter II, 13.

Movses says that Arta$€s ruled for 25 years: this nearly coincides
with the real duration of his reign (c. 189-160 BC).

It is apparent from a passage in Chapter II, 13 that Xorenac‘i knew
reliable chronological data. He says to have found “the period of Croe-
sus to be two hundred years before that of Nectanebo, while
Nectanebo’s period is more than another two hundred years before that
of Artasés the First, king of Armenia.””* Since Arta§és I in Movsés’
opinion reigned at the end of the second century and the beginning of
the first century, accordingly the years of the last indigenous king of
Egypt, Nectanebo II (“more than... two hundred years before...
ArtaS€s”), approximately coincide with the mid-fourth century, and

0 To yap iepov tiig "Hpag otiv ékel Enéxeva 1@V Pacihik®dv perdbpwv, drep
Kopog 6 naong edoePeiog yvoong, kateokeduoe kai avéBnkev dvopato Bedv,
avdpravag ypuosodg kai dpyvpols... See PG, 10, 100.

7 There were certain reasons for this confusion. Josephus in the Jewish Antiquities
(X1, 184) writes: “On the death of Xerxes the kingdom passed to his son Cyrus, whom
the Greeks call Artaxerxes [= Arta$és]”—TeAigvtricoviog 8& EépEov v Paoctieiay
gl 1OV viov Kipov, dv "AptaképEnv "EAAnvec koroloty, cuvéfn petafivor (AJ,
X1, 184); see Josephus, Jewish Antiguities, with an English translation by R. Marcus and
L.H. Feldman, LCL (Cambridge [Mass.], London, 1958-1969, 1981). A similar passage
occurs in Syncellus: “Cyrus... called Artaxerxes”—K0Opov ... kahobpevov "Apta-
EEpENV (291, 25-26), and it may have been taken from Africanus. In the citations from
the four Greek authors, too, the conqueror of Lydia is named “Arta$€s,” what allowed
Xorenac‘i to attribute Cyrus’ victory to Arta$€s, king of Armenia. It must be added that
the conqueror acting in those four passages is a collective character, whose archetype is
not only Cyrus but also other kings. This took place because of the presence of diverse
sources at Movsés’ hand, and because he considered different kings named “Artas€s”
(“Artaxerxes™) to be one person.

72 Also, Arta$és I or another Armenian king, in whose time sanctuaries had been
established in Armenia.

P gdwdwiwly Yppoanup bplbpfup wiwe junw) puwh qUbpnubbpugh, ful g Uk pnw-
bhpuwy dwiwhwly wibpf by Ephbppp wiwe punwd bgbwy puwh qunw i Upmespup
P’ml}lﬂlﬂ[l[l Quiyny: :
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those of the last king of Lydia with the mid-sixth century, which is cor-
rect: Croesus reigned in 560-547 BC, and Nectanebo II in 360-343 BC.
Syncellus included lists of kings of various countries in his book. Those
lists are also based on Africanus’ Chronicle, which might be the source
of the quoted passage of the History as well. Syncellus speaks of
Nectanebo (307, 21-28), referring to the Egyptian historiographer
Manetho (in all probability, through Africanus, for the related passage of
Eusebius’ Chronicle is evidently not Syncellus’ source). Likewise,
Xorenac‘i before the above-cited passage says: “And this Nectanebo is
said by Manetho to have been the last king of Egypt, while some have
called him the father of Alexander.”

The continuation of the chapter contains quotations from four almost
unknown Greek authors. It demands detailed study and cannot be
addressed now. What we can already state is that Movs€s could have
become familiar with those texts thanks to Africanus. One of the four
authors, Phlegon, figures as a source in a surviving passage of Africa-
nus’ Chronicle, and it concerns the same Cyrus: “Cyrus became king of
the Persians in the year of the fifty-fifth Olympiad... as we learn from
Polybius and Phlegon.””*

Furthermore, here too an interesting parallel with Syncellus is found:
“...0ur Arta$€s caught Croesus,””> Xorenac‘i writes (also: “Arta3€s
caught Croesus,” “Arta8€s, catching him...”). The verb mkifid (“to
catch”), used by Xorenac‘i in the past forms Jujyw: and fujkuy, is a lit-
eral rendering of AapPdve used by Syncellus: Kvpog ... Kpoicov
ghaPn (281, 13), while at the beginning of the chapter, when exactly
repeating Eusebius” words,”s Xorenac‘i writes, Yfupnufr uupubibuy qGphe-
unu (“Cyrus having killed Croesus™).

CHAPTERS 11, 14-21: THE EVENTS IN TIGRAN II'S REIGN

The following eight chapters (II, 14-21) tell us the story of Tigran IT
(“the middle Tigran”) and also speak of Roman, Egyptian, and Jewish

4 Kdpog Mepodv EPacilevoey, @ Eter "Olvpmag fix0n ve', Og &k ... IToAvBiov
xai ®Aéyovtog EoTiv ebpeiv... See PG, 10, 73. Phlegon is mentioned in another sur-
viving passage by Africanus as well (Syncellus, 391, 18).

75 gYpprany dkpny Upnwyfuf huybuy (also, Upmuybu ... juywe gQppeany or ke
gl Ypmupfuf). In this case we are not quoting Thomson’s translation, although it is
quite correct (““Arta3és took Croesus prisoner”), because more literal equivalents of the
verbal forms lmjm, lju kur, namely, “caught,” “catching,” are required.

76 See Moses Khorenats‘i, 149, note 1.
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affairs. The information drawn from Josephus is well known: all, or
almost all, the possible parallels are presented in the second part of
Xalatjanc’s Arsacids. We shall see below whether those parallels are
persuasive or not. Movsés also continues using data known to him from
the Armenian milieu, about which we have already spoken: for example,
the information of Chapter II, 14 on the construction of the temples,
Tigran’s relations with the Bagratuni family, the name “brigand
Vaykun” possibly referring to the Roman commander Lucullus, etc. Our
purpose here is to find exact information of Greco-Roman origin, which
is not drawn from Josephus.

G. Sargsyan has noticed that Xorenac‘i indicates correctly, or almost
correctly, the year of Tigran II’s accession to the throne: 219 of the
Seleucid era (= 93 BC). He even suggested that this date might be pre-
ferred to the 95 BC based on Plutarch’s, somewhat indefinite, dating
(Lucullus, 21), provided further research confirms that Movsés informa-
tion goes back to Africanus’ Chronicle.”

Then Xorenac‘i writes that Tigran “marched against the Greek (=
Roman) army.” As a result of this military action, “to... Mithridates he
entrusted Mazhak and the care of Anatolia;’® and leaving a numerous
army with him, he returned to our country.”” Here Movsés speaks of
Tigran’s campaign to Cappadocia, which, exactly as Xorenac‘i says,
really took place at the beginning of his reign, in 93 BC,% in consequence
of an agreement between Armenia and Pontus.?! Pompey Trogus’ (first
century BC—first century AD) testimony about this alliance concluded
by Mithridates Eupator with Tigran in the war against the Romans (“bel-
lum adversus Romanos™) is preserved in Justin (third century AD). The
allies had agreed that the conquered towns and lands would be under the
dominion of Mithridates, and the people and any movable property would

" G. Sargsyan, The Chronological System, 64. His remark is worthy of note, although
it needs reassessment, because later on Sargsyan himself reviewed this and the following
parts of the History, explaining the chronological data differently: see G. Sargsyan,
“Tigran II and Artawazd II,” 67-72.

8 “Anatolia” is Thomson’s translation of Xorenac‘i’s Méferkrayk' (for the meaning
of Meéjerkrayk’, see below in this chapter).

9 Lhgnld b[rﬁml zlol:wgfl meuug /: U'[l([upum {muummglnuL ql]'mdm‘p L ‘l""f"
Ui fé)b[rlmm]gfl h gop pugncd ﬁnqbwL wn bdu’ guenbyg julz[umlnlu 15[;[1.'

0 HZP, 1, 561.

! See H. Manandyan, Shqpul Gphpnpyp bk Znndp (Tigran I and Rome; Erevan,
1940), 33. See also in the French translation of Manandyan’s book: H. Manandian,
Tigrane Il & Rome: nouveaux éclaircissements a la lumiére des sources originales, tr. H.
Thorossian, BAFCG (Lisbon, 1963), 27.
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belong to Tigran (XXXVIII, 3).%2 This coincides with Xorenac‘i’s infor-
mation that Tigran returned to Armenia, leaving “Mazhak™ (= Mazaca)
and the Méjerkrayk’ to Mithridates. Likewise, the evidence in Strabo’s
Geography about the conquest of Cappadocia and particularly its capital
Mazaca is well-known: “Mazaca is distant from Pontus about eight hun-
dred stadia to the south... Tigranes, the Armenian, put the people (i.e. the
Mazaceni) in bad plight when he overran Cappadocia, for he forced them,
one and all, to migrate into Mesopotamia; and it was mostly with these
that he settled Tigranocerta (XII, 2, 9).”%3 From this testimony, too, it fol-
lows that Tigran deported people and, leaving the conquered country,
returned to Armenia.

The mention of the Méjerkrayk‘ supplements Movses’ truthful infor-
mation. This geographical name is explained in the early medieval
Armenian Geography (Ucpmphmgn)g)® as countries between the
Mediterranean and the Black Seas ([1 (ﬂ'é) {'))m.ﬂwy 3mlanl kv (’)nﬁwnu[i).
Among those were Bithynia, Paphlagonia, and Galatia.®> After the con-
quest of Cappadocia, before the intervention of Rome, Mithridates also
subjugated Bithynia for a short period.®® Paphlagonia and Galatia too
were under the rule of Pontus.?” There is no word about these events in
Josephus’ works.

The passage concerning the siege of the city of Ptolemais in Phoeni-
cia by Tigran II, as scholars opine, is taken from the Jewish War. How-
ever, some details in Xorenac‘i are absent from Josephus. The following
conform to Movses’ narration: the passages huufr ynp gQuigndufiy
puqu pui—*“‘He (Tigran)... besieged the city of Ptolemais”; huly qyfunyhi

82 “Pactique inter se sunt, ut urbes agrique Mithridati, homines vero et quaecunque
auferri possent, Tigrani cederent.” See Justini M. Juniani Epitoma historiarum Philippi-
carum Pompeli Trogi, ex recens. Fr. Ruehl (Lipsiae, 1915).

8 Agéotnke 88 10 Malaka 100 pév IIévrov nepi dktokociong ctadiovg Tpog
votov... AgOnke 3¢ @udhmg adtodg Tiypavne & ‘Apupéviog, fivike thv Kon-
radokiav katédpapey: dravrag yap dvactdrovs éroincev gig thv Msoconorapiayv,
kal t& Trypavokepta &k To0T@V ovvdkioe 10 nAEov. See The Geography of Strabo,
with an English translation by H.L. Jones, LCL (Cambridge [Mass.], London, 1960).

8 One of its recensions has been pubhshcd in A. Abrahamyan, Y.bulpm Thpmljmgm
dwunklmgpm pym bip (Anania Sirakac‘i’s Works; Erevan, 1944), 336-354; see also Robert
Hewsen’s English translation of the longer and shorter recensions: The Geography of
Ananias of Sirak (Asxarhac‘oyc), The Long and the Short Recensions, introduction,
translation and commentaries by R.H. Hewsen, BTAVO, Reihe B (Geisteswissenschaften),
Nr 77 (Wiesbaden, 1992).

8 A. Abrahamyan, Anania Sirakac‘i’s Works, 345-346 and R. Hewsen, The Geogra-
phy of Ananias of Sirak, 52, 52A-53A.

8 See H. Manandyan, Tigran II and Rome, 34 and H. Manandian, Tigrane Il & Rome, 28.

8 See The Cambridge Ancient History, IX (Cambridge, 1932), 221 ff. (M.I. Ros-
tovtzeff); see also HZP, 1, 559.
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211!'[15 ullbpulll[lq[’luﬂj coe [l{léu FlllqﬂLlill lﬂlllLﬂ‘[‘ Illﬂp&ﬂ‘ly llfllll lll[llﬂ[l—
“But the queen of the Jews, Alexandra... by giving him many presents
turned him back”; also, that Cleopatra, queen of Syria, was besieged in
Ptolemais, and that Tigran had to return to Armenia because of the
attack of “the brigand Vaykun.” Josephus is not the source of the evi-
dence that Tigran also “took many captives from among the Jews”—
mnbwl_ ll.li[lll Fuulnuf I [I [{Ifﬁg,sg as well as of the name “Messalina” of
Alexandra-Salome, queen of Judaea.®

It is also noteworthy that Tigran “attacked Palestine to seek ven-
geance from Cleopatra (daughter) of Ptolemy for the crimes of her son
Dionysus against his own father” (gpdl jupfuwplli Nuglbvnpbwging

Ypldu wulwbby [ Nngniwgpy Gylngunpuy juququ kpobjup npygey
bnpu wn {wyp pip jwhbguwimg). This concerns Cleopatra-Selene, queen of
Syria, and her son Ptolemy Dionysus. Cleopatra-Selene was the daugh-
ter of Ptolemy VIII Physcon (145-116 BC) and Cleopatra III. It
becomes clear from Chapter II, 21 who is meant by “her son Dionysus.”
Xorenac‘i writes about the well-known Cleopatra VII (51-30 BC), the
last representative of the Ptolemaic dynasty: “This Cleopatra was the
daughter of Ptolemy Dionysus, grandson of Ptolemaic Cleopatra” (Uyu

l]llfnu[wm[uu_[ rcump tp ﬂ)unlmffnu ’)-/mfl[m[l, pnnﬂ ’/)mquuq["} '—Illl’n-
wunnpkuy).”® Von Gutschmid, and then Xalatjanc, rejected this informa-

# This capture of many Jews by Tigran IT most probably took place; see H. Man-
andyan, A Critical Survey, 1, 257; G. Sargsyan, “The Means of Using Sources,” 35. An
attempt has been made to refute the fact of deportation of multitudes of Jews to Armenia
by Tigran, to which also the fifth century Armenian historiographer P‘awstos Buzand wit-
nesses (IV, 55): see R. Manaseryan, “K Bompocy o BepouclioBeZaHMH HacCeJICHUSA
roponoB Apmerni (I B. 1o H.3.—IV B. H.3.)” (“On the Problem of the Religion of the
Inhabitants of Armenian Cities [1st c. BC—4th ¢. AD]”), PBH, 1989, No 2, 198-204.
Manaseryan claims that the known Greco-Roman sources do not mention Jews among the
peoples taken captive by Tigran, so the numerous {pkuyp living in Armenia and referred
to by P‘awstos Buzand and Movsés Xorenac‘i were proselytes. This view needs further
argumentation, because those Greco-Roman authors (Strabo, Plutarch, Appian, and Cas-
sius Dio) do not specify other deported nations too, either giving mostly the names of
their countries and cities of origin, or, according to the well-known custom, speaking of
Greeks and oi fapBapot. Those “barbarians” could well have included Jews as well.
Moreover, such a mass proselytization would hardly be possible if a significant number
of ethnic Jews had not settled in Armenia. One need not doubt the testimony of two
authors, and it should also be noted that what Movsés says possibly derives from
Africanus, i.e., a reliable source.

# Xalatjanc on this occasion is perplexed: “Xorenac‘i for an unknown reason cails
Alexandra also Messalina” (Arsacids, 1, 62), but Movsés did not invent this name. In the
Armenian translation of Eusebius’ Chronicle is written: “Alexandra, also (known as)
Messalina™ (U.llli,gumﬂi}[m:' np I U‘L‘umrlﬁfuu): Eusebius’ Chronicle, 1, 193. '

% Thomson’s translation of Nwgnduypq Yntnwumnpbw; is odd: “Ptolemy Cleopater.”
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tion too, for, according to them, Cleopatra-Selene was the mother of
Antiochus Dionysus, and not of Cleopatra VII’s father.”! Though the
father of the famous queen of Egypt is better known by the name
Ptolemy XII Auletes, he was also called “Neos Dionysus” or just
“Dionysus.” His full name was Ptolemy XII Theos Philopater Philadel-
phus Neos Dionysus Auletes (80-58, 55-51 BC).”> In the Armenian
translation of Eusebius’ Chronicle, his name figures in the following
forms: “Ptolemy who was called Neos Dionysus” (Nugnidtnu, np oph
Mpnbfunulh whaowblp. .. Qagedbow, np hosbgue Uop ‘Mpnbfuna), or just
“Ptolemy Dionysus” and “Ptolemy, also (known as) Dionysus™ (Tuqn-
dlnu Mpnbbupnu, Qngnibau np b ’)-[mf)[mnu).93 Thus Xorenac‘i mentions
his name correctly. As to the claim that Cleopatra-Selene was not his
mother, the existing data may give grounds for supposing the opposite.
Ptolemy Auletes was the son of Ptolemy IX Soter I (88-81), one of
whose wives had been Cleopatra-Selene; and the extant information,
discrepant and indefinite, affords some reason to conclude that the latter
was the mother of Ptolemy Auletes, Cleopatra VII's father, who was
born between 116 and 108 BC.** That is to say, Xorenac‘i in this case,
too, used an exact source. Moreover, with his help we can confirm the
opinion of some scholars® that Ptolemy Auletes was Cleopatra-Selene’s
son. Therefore, Movsés’ testimony that Cleopatra VII’s father had com-
mitted crime against Tigran’s father, probably taken from the same
trustworthy source (Africanus?), seems to be true. Unfortunately, he
does not specify what crime Ptolemy Auletes had committed.

Another exact passage is the following: Ryfunjls ... Unh puwbinpfuuy,
np ... bp (hwy Lhl Ugbpuwbgph, npgony 8nlwbbing, apygeny Gdwenbh,
kqpop 8nupuy Uwlwptp—“queen... Alexandra... who was the wife of
Alexander, son of John, son of Simon the brother of Judas Mac-
cabaeus.” The accurate reference to these persons and their relationship
may be based either on Josephus or Eusebius.*® But in Eusebius’ Chron-

91 G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 68. He agrees with von Gutschmid, referring to his study.

92 See RE, Bd XXXIII,, s.v. Ptolemaios XII, 1748-1749.

93 Eusebius’ Chronicle, 1, 197, 246, 252; 11, 248.

94 See RE, Bd XXXIII,, ibidem.

95 Ibidem.

% Cf. in Eusebius’ Chronicle: Gdwinh [[rtﬁy gw&u&mlmlql;m uu[ulﬂmﬁll, gap Jwyn[lql‘
Bnif Lusblsbu binp s npgf... Bnup’ np hnshgu Uwhwplau... 8lan npny Updnk (= gﬁmmfl)
Eqpuyp Ginphbs... 8k npny (Upfpumnpacgnup) Uk puwhgpes’ ap b whhina. .. (“Smawon
[= Simon], the high priest of the Jews, is killed, John, his son, succeeds him,” “Judas that
was called Maccabaeus... After whom Simon, his brother,” “After whom [Aristobulus],
Alexander, also [known as] Jannaeus”). See Eusebius’ Chronicle, I, 193; 11, 244.
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icle the data concerning them are in other contexts, and in Josephus’
Jewish War they occur in different parts: there is no enumeration of
their names, similar to that of Xorenac‘i. It is likely that Movses simply
copied this passage from Africanus without altering anything. Why else
would he choose to organize the scattered data and enumerate the names
of Alexandra’s husband and his ancestors, without any specific purpose?
Besides, Eusebius does not say who Alexander’s father was. Xorenac‘i
exactly indicates his name, John, whereas Eusebius, before Alexander,
jJust refers to his predecessor Aristobulus, high priest and king of the
Jews. Josephus mentions John but usually calls him Hyrcanus, only once
giving his other name, John (BJ, I, 54-55). That Movsés could have
taken this passage from Africanus is seen from Eusebius’ Chronicle:
while speaking about the reign of Simon, John, Alexander Jannaeus, and
Alexandra, Eusebius refers to two sources: Josephus and Africanus.”

The next chapter (II, 15) concerns Pompey’s renowned eastern cam-
paign. Xorenac‘i writes: “At that time Pompey, the Roman general,
arrived in Asia Minor with a large army and sent his commander Scau-
rus to Syria...” Then: “Scaurus passed on to Damascus. Finding that
city taken by Metellus and Lullus, he expelled them; then he hastened to
Judaea against Aristobulus to the help of his elder brother Hyrcanus, the
high priest.”® Here too Josephus is deemed to be Movsés’ sole source,
but the cited passages, as well as the continuation of the chapter contain
deviations from his account. According to Josephus, Scaurus, taking a
bribe from Aristobulus, helps him (BJ, I, 128); according to Xorenac*i,
he goes to Judaea to assist Hyrcanus. However, there is no reason to
consider Movsés’ information to be incorrect, for afterward Scaurus
became Aristobulus’ enemy (AJ, XIV, 37-38), and the Romans helped
Hyrcanus (AJ, XIV, 48-49; BJ, I, 133). Africanus could have presented
the course of events a little differently, as a result of which Xorenac*i
made Scaurus Hyrcanus’ ally from the beginning.

Josephus remains silent about the encounters and battle between Pom-
pey’s and Mithridates’ armies—a known fact, which is mentioned by
Movses: “But Pompey in his war with Mithridates met with strong
resistance and terrible battles, and he was in great danger. Nonetheless,

97 Busebius’ Chronicle, 1, 193.

9% Buyhd Jwihwhwlf Nndylny 2nnduwjbging ‘lol””’[‘”[’ puwgdop bhlwy (wubuwy b
U/r?bpl[[tﬁmlu' llUl[lllLllﬂll uu[ut[uuulbm [11[1 Jllull[l/lu wnm,pt... UftgbwL Ul[lu:.[muﬁ [)
’hutfmulmu, k mbubwL q_BlllIllulpﬂ mnbwL[x U‘bmblpuj lL/l 'lm_llw_" zlfmuw [mLmbl:wL w)}m[l,
Fipl i 2pbwnnl 1/m:_/31u”1 Lwnwbby o fbpuy Uppumopncgh, joghulubngfdpih b’lF"[’
binpus [:p[tgnL, fuplpwlbne pulwhbwywybuf:
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his superior numbers gained the victory, and Mithridates fled to the
regions of Pontus.”* In addition, also the details of this information are
precise. At the beginning, Mithridates by unexpected small attacks had
inflicted significant losses upon the Romans. Pompey’s troops had also
been “in great danger” due to the shortage of foodstuffs. Cassius Dio
(c. 150-235 AD) writes that Mithridates even “was receiving large num-
bers of deserters” (££avtopoiovTag ... cuyvodg €8£YET0) escaping
from the Roman army (XXXVI, 47, 2).!%° But, finally, the “superior
numbers” of the Romans!®! won the victory in the decisive battle in
Armenia Minor, and Mithridates with the remainder of his troops
escaped to the north,'®? toward “the regions of Pontus,” that is, the
Black Sea.!9 Appian (second century AD) writes that Mithridates fled to
Colchis and conceived the idea of “making the circuit of the whole Pon-
tus” (tov ITévtov Slov &v xbokhw) (Mithridatica, 101).1%

Afterward Pompey, Xorenac‘i says, “unexpectedly freed from him
(i.e. Mithridates), captured Mazhak... put a garrison in the city” and
withdrew. In early 66, Tigran, re-conquering some lost territories, had
reached Cappadocia, but, because of his son’s rebellion, he had to inter-
rupt his campaign and return to Armenia. Pompey again annexed Cap-
padocia to the Roman Empire and, leaving three legions there and in
Cilicia, continued his advance.'®

The end of the chapter contains data not corroborated by other
sources,!% but here Xorenac‘i mentions a son of Mithridates, also called
Mithridates. It is clear from Chapter II, 18 that Mithridates of Pergamon

9 ]‘luli ’f)mfu[f[l u[wmb[umlﬁl;wL iy U'[l(pr}mmu{[' whbuwhl umum[vll Eﬂlm[uﬁullmgm.-
[Jlufl L m[wq[:ﬁ ﬁwlwm, I l[uuufu}[r Jnjd. uwllwﬂ} lzmzzﬁm[r}bwﬁfl j""lP[“"L' :[ml[uumtu[lmﬂ
1huf Uplpnumn | ngidwbs Qniunnafr:

10 Dio’s Roman History, with an English translation by E. Cary, LCL (Cambridge
[Mass.], London, 1961-1969).

101 Theodor Mommsen (1817-1903), based on the indirect data of the sources, calcu-
lated the number of the Roman army and concluded, quite plausibly, that Pompey had
about 40-50 thousand soldiers not counting the allies; see Th. Mommsen, Romische
Geschichte, I-11V (Berlin, 1894-1922), I11, 103. The number of Mithridates’ troops is pre-
cisely indicated by Plutarch (Pompeius, XXXII) and Appian (Mithridatica, 97): 30 thou-
sand infantry and 2-3 thousand cavalry.

102 See H. Manandyan, Tigran II and Rome, 175-177, 185 and H. Manandian, Tigrane
II & Rome, 158-161, 167.

103 Cf., for example, in Chapters I, 8 and I, 8: “from the Sea of Pontus,” “the Pontus
Sea”— f dmfth Qoliwnup, Nofunnu dnifne.

104 Appian’s Roman History, with an English translation by H. White, LCL (Cam-
bridge [Mass.], London, 1962-1968).

105 See H. Manandyan, Tigran II and Rome, 173-174 and H. Manandian, Tigrane 11
& Rome, 158. ’

106 For example, the poisoning of Mithridates by the hand of Pontius Pilate’s father.
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is meant:'%7 In 48 BC he was Julius Caesar’s ally in the war against the
Egyptians, and for his courage received from him the kingdom of
Bosporus.'® Movsés does not err, because Mithridates of Pergamon
considered himself Mithridates Eupator’s illegitimate son.!?” Josephus
does not indicate who Mithridates of Pergamon’s father was (BJ, I,
187-192).

In the next three short chapters (II, 16-18), Xorenac‘i certainly uti-
lized Josephus’ Jewish War, attributing the acts of the Parthians, men-
tioned by the latter, to the Armenians and Tigran IL.!!° Nonetheless,
though having mainly based himself on the Jewish War, Movse€s gives
some data, particularly related to “Mithridates’ son Mithridates,” the
source of which is not Josephus. One doubts whether those data reflect
historical facts; more likely, they too are a result of misunderstanding.
Some, possibly foreign, source was used by Xorenac‘i and, being inter-
preted incorrectly, caused confusion. Whatever the case may be, Movsés
correctly knows that at last, resisting the Romans, Tigran afterwards
counter-attacked them. True, he tells about it in an original manner:
“Tigran, after... exterminating the brigands from the mountain...
marched to Syria against the Roman army” (II, 16). He also knows that
the town of Mazaca had been renamed Caesarea.

The next chapter (II, 19) contains significant information and is
important both for the study of Movs&s’ sources and his methods of
using them.!!! The content of the relevant parts of this chapter is as fol-
lows. A Persian-Armenian joint army is sent to Syria and Palestine to
reconcile the inhabitants of those countries. A certain “Pacarus” (=
Pacorus) comes to the commander Barzap‘ran RStuni and promises him
five hundred beautiful women and a thousand talents of gold if he helps

107 lfﬁ(pqmmmj ul[t[mlful[r(m[:?ﬁd: l[[ibwL [1 S/rq[rmfuuj wﬂ[lmﬂﬁ wn ‘-Ibump,
[lz[muﬂmﬁ[uﬁ qunkuy fr it fl’f)b[u}luu! puwiqupf...

108 See RE, Bd XV,, s.v. Mithridates (15), 2205-2206.

109 See Th. Mommsen, Rémische Geschichte, 111, 362.

110 Josephus himself gives reason for this confusion. In the Jewish War, he writes that
Antony campaigned “against the Parthians.” This is said about the Roman general’s cam-
paign to Armenia, in consequence of which Artawazd II was captured. Then, as Josephus
writes, returning from Parthia (éx I1dpOwv), Antony presented “the Parthian” (6 ITap-
00¢) Artawazd to Cleopatra (I, 362-363). In general, Xorenac‘i considers the kings of
Armenia down to Tigran I to be natives (see I, 22), and the others, beginning with
Valarfak down to the elimination of the Arsacid dynasty, to be of Parthian origin.

111 The question why and on what grounds does Xorenac‘i attribute the Parthian cam-
paign to the “Armenian and Persian” army should be answered. The participation of
Armenians in these events, as already noted in our Introduction (10), has been deemed
very likely (see also HZP, 1, 613-614), but the possible role of Africanus as Movses’
source has not been considered.
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to deprive King Hyrcanus of power and to enthrone Antigonus in
Judaea. Barzap‘ran agrees and leads his army against Hyrcanus and his
companion-in-arms Phasael, Herod’s brother. A separate cavalry regi-
ment under the command of the Armenian king’s cup-bearer moves to
Jerusalem. The cup-bearer persuades Hyrcanus to meet Barzap‘ran for
negotiation. Hyrcanus believes the commander’s oath and, leaving
Herod in Jerusalem, goes to the seaside village of Ekdippa (=Exdin-
mov), accompanied by Phasael. Barzap‘ran R¥tuni orders his soldiers to
hand them over to Antigonus. The latter bites Hyrcanus’ ears off, so that
he can never hold the high priesthood again, for, according to the Jewish
law, a priest must be whole of limb.!!?

The same events, with some differences and without any reference to the
participation of Armenians,'!? are also narrated by Josephus, and Xorenac‘i
undoubtedly took his version into account. Once again, scholars regard
Josephus as Movsés’ only source, but the factual picture seems to be a lit-
tle different. It is remarkable Syncellus has preserved (371, 1-373, 16),1'4
in a very abridged form, Africanus’ information concerning those and the
subsequent occurrences. That part in Syncellus bears the following
title:’A@pikavod wepl TV Ypkavd koi "Aviiyove coupaviov koi
nepl ‘Hpddov 100 1€ ZePfactod kal ’Avieviov kai KAgondtpog év
émtou (“Africanus’ [information] about what happened to Hyrcanus and
Antigonus, and about Herod, Sebastus, Antony, and Cleopatra in brief™).

In Movses’ narrative, some traces of this passage are noticeable:

1) According to Josephus, the invaders are commanded by Barza-
pharnes, satrap of the Parthians, and Pacorus, the king’s son (BJ, I, 2438).

12 U,nbml_ Shypubiuy qﬂw[nlw:[:[uufl ﬂw(mu[bm ﬂgemmfl[iwg ﬂm/umpul[mL[waEﬂ' -
pugba fugnigubl gopugh 2uyng b Nwpepy b wnwpl [ fbpuy gopugh 2nniduybging,
BnL[&ln.ufl [uoul:L: Ul Eﬁl[ ulruué) l[rfl[l nidh ﬂ)wl[m[mu whath... b H[huL wn Puwpgu-
thpuls... fununwingg {pig Suppep b glinbghly b lugqup pwb pup noliay, gh oghibugl iinguw’
pbtyo] | Puguinpn @bl 2pkhy glpuplmbion, b [Juguonpbgnigwbly qUinefgaing:
hF[l'lL Emku 2[1L[19mfmu...h ¢wum]brlnu bq[zmjﬂ 2/;[1111[1}[1, b[?t i bpl[[r[lil wﬁgwﬁfp
leuluu[r[nufl' [uou[ﬁl A [tﬂ,‘g[;wﬂg llfumllwllanl‘lLfl wn leulwli‘:[uuﬁ: be b 'lq'ﬁtL nih, np
bp mulywnwybn wppuwple 2uyng, wnw pb jbpaosgbd lebinhpd (ESbpmgopne. .. b muwlyu-
nuwybmpl guiny fupuen innbwy Zpoplmbin gpown Ruwpgunfpul bppgt... bu 2puplwbn
Eppnodle fubigpbuy b Popguppubog’ Epghine... Cig np dunwlwgbay 2feplobng’ Bagn
q2lpmfnbu r fbpuy bpneuwbip, b q@umwybinu qhply bgpuyp hpmfgh wnkuwg phy fup’
quiy wn leulzuz[l[nuﬂ/) bm[lnﬂﬁ:, [l l}bollil p qnéﬁ b‘pm[m[nfl: be Fluplluu/t[nuﬂ... [[mufwﬂ
’”l"j[" I1 FnLnﬂ umme‘l_ llfmum [l[1 Abnl U.flm[u}nflﬁ ﬁmmﬁ[.‘l_: be U.ﬂm[ulnfmu [1 l[[i[nuj 2[7L[r-
[[mflnL mﬂ[[lnul‘ zlw[[wfryu fm[uu wmuufzuﬁ’z ,Bfl [1 Py l[mpt[r. ll/l ﬂl&<fllll[l l[lg[l It
g pulnbapmybnnd bl ndily:

113 Josephus attributes the campaign exclusively to the Parthians.

114 See also PG, 10, 84-88.
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In return for installing Antigonus, Lysanias, king of Coele-Syria,
promises Barzapharnes a thousand talents and five hundred women. In
Xorenac‘i, “a certain Pacarus,” corresponding to Josephus’ Pacorus, the
king’s son, acts as mediator. Why did Movsés call the mediator
“Pacarus”? Let us look at the extant data by Africanus: *Avtiyovog 8¢
TPOoPLYOV ... 1@ OV Iapbov Paciiel d1a Ilakdépov tob viod
katfABev, &t xpvcod taldvrolg yiiiolg (“and Antigonus, escaping,
came to the king of the Parthians with a thousand talents of gold,
through the mediation of Pacorus, the [king’s] son”). That is to say,
according to Africanus, the bribe is offered directly to the king of the
Parthians, and the mediator’s name, as in Xorenac‘i, is “Pacorus.” This
is an interesting parallel, unnoticed by others, between Africanus and
Movsés.

2) In Josephus, the Parthians conquer Syria; there is no word about
Palestine in the corresponding passages, while according to Xorenac‘i,
Barzap‘ran Rstuni leads the Armenian and Persian armies to the land of
“the Syrians and Palestinians” (uun[ung [ (/)wqbum[rﬂngng). In Syncel-
lus’ citations from Africanus’ Chronicle, too, the events take place &v
IMoAawotivy xai Zopig (“in Palestine and Syria”).

3) Movsés’ mention of “a thousand talents of gold” ({wqup pwhpuwp
nuljiny) attracted our attention: it is a verbatim borrowing from
Africanus (ypvood taAdvtoig yiAhiois), and not from Josephus, for the
latter writes (BJ, I, 248) “a thousand talents” (VmOCYECEL YAi®V
ToAGvTov—“by the promise of a thousand talents”): the word “gold”
is absent, whereas in Xorenac‘i it not only occurs but also is in genitive
(xpvoob—nuliny), like in Syncellus’ citation.

4) Already A. Baumgartner took notice of the passage where
Antigonus bites off Hyrcanus’ ears.!'> According to Movsés, Antigonus
“cut off his (Hyrcanus’) ears with teeth” (qw&wfl?u ﬁn[ml [ZJnL[ll[wfmu[l]
winudwdpph fr puy [inpkp) 16 Based on Gelzer’s study,''” Baumgartner
states that this phrase of Xorenac'i is an exact repetition of the following
words in Syncellus: Toic d8odolv dmotepdv GuTod T MTo, while
Josephus in the Jewish Antiquities (AJ, XIV, 366) writes dmotépvel
dutod ta dra (“cuts off his ears™), and in the Jewish War (BJ, 1, 270),
78 @10 A@Patar Toig odotow (“lacerates [his] ears with teeth”). As

115 A Baumgartner, “Uber das Buch ‘die Chrie’,” 510.
146 Thomson translates “bit off.”
U7 H. Gelzer, Africanus, 1, 264-265.
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stated,!'® it is certain that Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities was not a source
for Xorenac‘i: he used only the Jewish War. Taking into consideration
this fact as well, we should accept that Movsés borrowed from
Africanus, either from the Greek original of the passage or from an
Armenian translation, at least the phrase p pwy lpnplp—"cut off” =
drotepdv (cf. in Syncellus’ quotation from Africanus: dmotspcv
dutod Té dra—*“cutting off his ears”). Syncellus’ own narrative (369,
15-17) containing the literal parallel to Movsés’ words also seems to be
based on Africanus, for it manifests a close similarity with the abridged
citations from Africanus. Let us compare:

Africanus
QPaocdirog 8¢ ... dvarpeitar Ypko-

Syncellus

...CAvuiyovog) kpatel ... {@Ovia

vog 8¢ Avuiyove mapedodn [ov.
‘O 6¢ Haphoic Edokev dyewy, Gmo-

tOv YpKovOv YEPOCAREVOS KOd
10ig 6dovoLV drotepudv adtol Tl

TEPAV adTOL T4 OTa, B¢ PNkéTL | ota, ®¢ dv un 1o Aowdv iegp-
iep@ro. atevor, kol IIapBoig Exdidwowv

ayewv ... Gvoipel 8¢ PocGilov...

In some cases, Xorenac‘i does not follow Josephus and presents the
events differently. For example, according to him, Hyrcanus and Phasael
negotiate with Barzap‘ran RStuni earlier, when he, invading their coun-
try, was advancing peacefully, whereas, according to Josephus, the
negotiations take place only after the cup-bearer enters Jerusalem and
convinces them to meet Barzapharnes. Josephus writes (BJ, I, 255) that
the cup-bearer induces Phasael to go on an embassy to Barzapharnes,
and he goes, taking with him Hyrcanus as companion, while Xorenac‘i
considers Hyrcanus the main negotiator, and Phasael accompanies him.
Josephus says (BJ, 1, 268) that the Parthians pillaged Jerusalem, refrain-
ing only from Hyrcanus’ funds, worth no more than three hundred tal-
ents, whereas in Xorenac'i, firstly, Hyrcanus’ wealth amounts to “more
than three hundred talents,” secondly, the invaders take only his posses-
sions, without harming anybody else. Such differences too indicate that
Movsés, in addition to Josephus, probably was also familiar with
Africanus. Unfortunately, the main part of the chapter in question cannot
be compared with Africanus’ narrative, because Syncellus significantly
abridged the text in his quotation.

118 See note 7.
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Movses begins Chapter II, 20 as follows: “When he arrived in Rome,
Herod... before Antony, Caesar and the senate... told of his own fidelity
to the Romans. He was made king of Judaea by Antony...”!° This pas-
sage in its briefness and precise style resembles Africanus (Syncellus,
372, 1, 5-6): 12 *Avidviog 8¢ “Hpddnv pév kol adtdg dvnydpevoe
BaciAéa.. (“Antony himself proclaimed Herod to be king”);...
‘Hpoddng Ond 1fic ocvykAftov kai *Okrtaoviov tob Zefactod
Baciiedg "Tovdaimv dvnyopebdn (“Herod was proclaimed king of the
Jews by the senate and Octavianus Sebastus™). Besides, Africanus here
calls the Roman senate 6OykAnTog, as Xorenac‘i (uflijyfunnu). The lat-
ter took this Greek word from his source, commonly held to be Jose-
phus.'?! In the Jewish War, this event is presented in a detailed, descrip-
tive manner, and it is difficult to find similarity with Xorenac‘i. The
passages in question are the following (BJ, I, 281-285): “(Herod) pro-
cured the construction of an immense trireme, which carried him and his
friends to Brundisium, whence he sped to Rome. He waited first on
Antony, as his father’s friend, and told him the story of his own and his
family’s misfortunes... Antony was moved with compassion at his
reverse of fortune; and influenced by the recollection of Antipater’s hos-
pitality, but above all by the heroic qualities of the man in front of him,
determined then and there to make him king of the Jews whom he had
himself previously appointed tetrarch... Caesar proved a yet more ready
champion than Antony, as his memory recalled the part which Antipater
had borne with his own father in the Egyptian campaigns... So he con-
vened the Senate, to which Messala, seconded by Atratinus, presented
Herod and dwelt on the services rendered by his father and his own
goodwill towards the Roman people... When Antony came forward and
said that with a view to the war with Parthia it was expedient that Herod
should be king, the proposal was carried unanimously. The meeting was
dissolved and Antony and Caesar left the senate-house with Herod
between them... On this, the first day of his reign, Herod was given a
banquet by Antony.”!22

19 prmlr[tu mBgl?m[_ II 2nmfd" wnw (0[1 l],f/mni}[mu[t I Ybuwpme I u[:ﬁl{ll[unnuﬁﬁ gk ,glnuﬁ
:f[lmﬁanﬁ[nfl win Znnﬁmj&gﬁufl u[uumft, L [&uquunp Zptulumwil[l JUInnbipnut bybuy ...

120 See also in PG 10, 85-86. Octavianus Sebastus = “Caesar” in Josephus and Xore-
nac‘i.

121 See e.g. Malxasyan’s comment: Movses Xorenac‘i, 293, note 150.

12 (‘Hpddng) vounnysital Tpifipy peyiotev, &v f| petd tov gilov eig Bpevré-
olov katanhevoag, kikeibev eig Pounv érnetybeis, npdre did tiv ratpdav grriov
dvetdyyavey "Aviovig, kol 1dg te adtod kol yévoug cvpgopis &kdinyeite ...
*Aviaviov 8¢ fnteto ... olktoc, Kai katd pvipny pév i "Aviinatpov Eeviag, 1O
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These extended citations demonstrate their stylistic difference from
Movses’ laconic reference, as well as the absence of textual parallels
such as, for instance, the following: Xorenac‘i: “Herod... was made
king of Judaea by Antony”— Africanus: “Antony himself proclaimed
Herod to be king.” It is interesting that in the quoted passages Josephus
does not use the word cOykAntog but BovAn.'2

The sequence of the subsequent events and some circumstances are
so much altered in Xorenac‘i that again Josephus can hardly be consid-
ered to be his only source. Here is a comparison: Xorenac‘i: “He (Ven-
tidius) arrived in Syria and put the Armenian army to flight. Leaving
Silo to oppose the Armenians near the Euphrates, he killed Pacorus and
returned to Jerusalem against Antigonus”—Josephus: 1) Ventidius does
not reach Syria but was sent from there (mep@0eic éx Zvpiag) to hin-
der the advance of the Parthians (BJ, 1, 288). 2) Withdrawing, he leaves
Silo not “near the Euphrates” but near Jerusalem, and not to resist the
nvaders, according to Josephus, the Parthians, but that by this action the
bribery (he had taken money from Antigonus) should be disguised (BJ,
I, 289). 3) Pacorus is not killed by Ventidius, but he falls in the battle
against the Romans (AJ, XIX, 434). In the Jewish War, Josephus does
not indicate how and by whom Pacorus was killed; he just tells about
Ventidius® further acts after the Parthians were expelled and Pacorus
was dead: IIapBwv pev €€einhapévov, dvypnuévov 6¢ Ilakdpov
(BJ, 1, 317). Xorenac‘i’s information, “(Ventidius)... killed Pacorus,”
coincides with Strabo (XVI, 2, 8): “...Near which places Pacorus was
killed by Ventidius” (...ITepil obg té6movg tnd Odeviidiov ITakopog
d1e@0apn), so it is taken not from Josephus but another accurate source.
4) Pacorus is killed not before but after Ventidius’ advance to Jerusalem
against Antigonus; moreover, in the Jewish War, Ventidius himself
does not fight against Antigonus but, taking a bribe from him, with-
draws and afterward sends his commanders to the aid of Herod (BJ, I,
288-289, 317). '

8¢ Shov xail S v 100 mopdVTOg GpeThV, Eyved kol t61e Puciréa kabrloTiv
“Tovdaiov dv mpdtepov adtdg &moinoev tetpapymv... Kaicap pév obv siyev
£topdtepov adTod Thg TAVILTATPOL GTPaTEiNG AVOVEODUEVOS... ZuvAYayey 88 THV
Poviijv, &v f§ Meoodhag xai pet > adtov *Atpativog napactnodusvor tov ‘Hpddnv
Tag 1€ TTPOUG edepyeciog kal v adtod npdg Popciovg sbvolav SieEfecav...
Q¢ maperbov Avidviog kol npdg tov katd ITapbov nolepov PBaciiedety
Hpddnv ovpeéperv Ereyev, Emyneilovior ndvreg. Avlesiong 8¢ tiig Poviis
"Avtoviog puev kal Keloap pécov €xovieg ‘Hpadnv &&fiecav... Ty 88 npatnv
‘Hpadn tfig Paciisiag fuépav "Avidviog giotia (adToOV).
123 Though cOyxAnTog too is commonly found in his works.
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In Chapter I1, 21, Xorenac‘i took the following datum from Josephus
(BJ, 1, 327): Antony, conquering the town of Samosata, leaves Sossius
to help Herod in his fight against Antigonus and goes to Egypt; but then
Movses, very exactly, indicates, as Africanus does twice in Syncellus’
quotation (371, 22; 372, 12), the reason for Antony’s departure for
Egypt, of which Josephus says nothing: “He hastened there with the
passion of a sensuous man, burning with desire for Cleopatra, the queen
of Egypt.” Moreover, the phrase guwliln[dbwip funbwy b Gobouw-
mpwy—"burning with desire for Cleopatra,” resembles Africanus’
aAdkel TNG Yovaikog EpoTi—“was seized with desire for the woman”
(in the other passage, Africanus writes KAeonatpog Epwtt). After this,
Movsés once more mentions the names of Cleopatra’s father and grand-
mother referred to above. Josephus, when relating the execution of
Antigonus, uses the phrase téAhekvg EkdEyopat, literally, “to receive an
axe” (BJ, 1, 357). Xorenac‘i does not speak of Antigonus’ death as exe-
cution but writes that Sossius “killed Antigonus and made Herod king”:
cf. Africanus in Syncellus (372, 7-8): “Antony... killed Antigonus, king
of the Jews”— Avtodviog ... "Avtiyovov t0v ‘Tovdoiwv dnéktelve
Bactita.

CHAPTERS II, 22-23: ArRTAWAZD II

The last two chapters in question (I, 22-23) concern Artawazd II, son
of Tigran 1I. First, we must observe that, despite the current view, II, 23
has no connection with Josephus. At the beginning of the chapter,
Xorenac‘i speaks of some changes in the internal life of Armenia intro-
duced by Artawazd II, which are not known from any other writing: he
apparently took those data from Armenian sources. The rest of the chap-
ter is interesting: it contains a negative characterization of Artawazd and
an account of the hostilities between him and Antony for possession of
Mesopotamia.

Scholars have repeatedly stated that Movsés’ notion of Artawazd’s
character is erroneous. Xorenac‘i’s attitude towards this king seems to
be biased; he imputes blameworthy way of life to Artawazd II and says
that he was “unconcerned with wisdom, valor, or good repute” (gfduu-
mm[?)'l;i}t L qgwé)m.[:?[:f:t h ll[ll.u,l[T j[rgluuuuélug mﬂlﬁnjp w[rwplnuL). The
reasons for this negative characterization are unknown, but it is signifi-
cant that defamation of Artawazd II was commonplace in Greco-Roman
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sources,'?* because Antony censured him for the unsuccessful outcome
of his eastern campaign of the year 36 BC. So if we consider it possible
that Xorenac‘i, together with using local legends, also drew pieces of
information about Artawazd II from Africanus,'? than his attitude
towards Tigran’s successor should not seem odd.

For example, Movsés writes that Artawazd “occupied his time with
eating and drinking” (nunbjbwy b pdwlkjbmg ywpwybuy). This corre-
sponds to Plutarch’s famous testimony that Orodes, king of the Parthi-
ans, and Artawazd Il were organizing together “banquets and drinking-
bouts”—&ctidoelg 1€ kol mOTOL (Crassus, XXXIII). Likewise, we
have no grounds to doubt that he was fond of hunting, as Xorenac'i
observes.

The passages concerning Mesopotamia, although they contain chrono-
logical mistakes and confusion of persons, in general content do not con-
tradict the known facts.

1) Xorenac‘i says that “Antony had deprived him (Artawazd) of
Mesopotamia” (qU pwgbmy Ybmnbfinup lubibuy Ep [ bdwht). In fact, as
a result of the eastern campaign of the Romans in 66, Armenia had lost,
among other possessions, the main part of northern Mesopotamia.'26 2)
According to Movses, Artawazd 1I, in order to regain Mesopotamia,
gave commands to assemble an army from the hosts of Atropatene and
“the inhabitants of the Caucasus Mountain with the Albanians and Geor-
gians” (---2puwdwl wuwyp qop qupnigublky qpfupwinpy Umpuunwluh
Before Antony’s campaign to Parthia (in the spring of 36), the Romans
had fought against the Albanians and Iberians (= Georgians).'*” Then
Antony had moved to Atropatene and besieged the capital Phraaspa.!?®
That is to say, the battle spoken of by Movs€s, between Antony’s
legions and the inhabitants of Atropatene, the Albanians and the Iberians
is rooted in reality. It seems that the geographical name “Caucasus
Mountain” (jbwnb Yuilmunt) also is taken from a Greek source.'® 3) In
the year 64, by the agreement with the Romans and the Parthians, a part
of northern Mesopotamia was again included in Armenia."*® In the time

124 See Strabo, X1, 13, 4; 14, 15; Plutarch, Antonius, L; Dio, XLIX, 31, 2.

125 Josephus says nothing about Artawazd’s personality traits.

126 See H. Manandyan, A Critical Survey, 1, 238-241.

127 See Dio, XLIX, 24, 1.

128 See H. Manandyan, A Critical Survey, 1, 264; HZP, I, 618-619.

12 Cf., for instance, in Herodotus (III, 97 Kavkaoiov 8poc) and Appian (Mithrida-
tica, 103 Kavkocov §pog).

130 H. Manandyan, A Critical Survey, 1, 240; HZP, 1, 600.
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of Artawazd it remained under his control.!3! In Xorenac‘i’s account,
that fact is reflected (true, as a far echo) as follows: (Uynuwrwgy) fumguy
[l?wﬂf /l U'[l?wq[:mu, L [mebul[[w&u wnht quopu Znnﬁw]EgLng—“(AI’ta-
wazd) marched down to Mesopotamia and expelled the Roman forces.”

The subject-matter of the short Chapter II, 23 mainly corresponds to
Josephus’ information with the exception of the beginning: “Antony
roared like a wild lion, especially envenomed by Cleopatra because she
nourished rancour for the ill treatment inflicted on her grandmother by
Tigran.” Josephus does not speak about Antony’s anger at Artawazd II
but only writes that he campaigned against the Parthians and returned
from there bringing “the Parthian” (Artawazd II) as a present for
Cleopatra (BJ, I, 362-363). Antony really “roared” with anger, because
he considered the king of Armenia to be the culprit of his failure in
Atropatene, and he finally punished Artawazd perfidiously and cru-
elly.!32

Movses’ indication of Cleopatra VII’s vindictiveness against Tigran
and his offspring is interesting and may be truthful; as we noted above,
this queen of Egypt possibly was Cleopatra-Selene’s granddaughter.

The passage on the capture of Artawazd II, taken from Josephus,
completes Chapter II, 23 and this debatable part of Movsés Xorenac‘i’s
History of Armenia.

SUMMARY

Now, taking the above into account, let us try to summarize our obser-
vations:

1) In the passages concerning Artas€s I, there is material truly reflect-
ing history, proper names originating from a Greek source and citations
from four Greek authors. All these may have been taken from Julius
Africanus’ Chronicle, in the extant parts of which one of the four
authors, Phlegon, is referred to.

2) Xorenac‘i’s History contains exact information, directly or indi-
rectly related to Tigran II and Artawazd II, the source of which is not
Josephus Flavius. Most probably, Movs€s knew such precise data, as
well as those in the history of Arta€s I, from another writing created in
a Greco-Roman milieu. One cannot prove that in all these cases it was

31 Ibidem, 1, 245.
132 See HZP, 1, 618-625.



100 CHAPTER 1I

Africanus, but it seems evident, through the verbatim parallels in Chap-
ters II, 19-20 with the preserved passages in Syncellus, that Africanus’
Chronicle, at least occasionally, was among Movses’ sources.

' 3) As we have stated above, those later authors who used Josephus’
and Africanus’ works, often mention them side by side, as the main
sources for a certain period. Therefore, in some cases when Xorenac‘i
deviates from Josephus, he probably based himself on Africanus.

4) In view of the foregoing, it should be accepted that although Julius
Africanus’ Chronicle did not provide Xorenac‘i with much material, it
was one of his sources, in the Greek original or an Armenian translation,
directly or through citations of another author, and the opinion that
Movses knew Africanus’ name only thanks to Eusebius is not correct.



CHAPTER I

FIRMILIAN’S “NARRATION”

INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION

Firmilian

Firmilian (d. 268/9), Origen’s disciple, was a prominent cleric in the
third century AD, bishop of Cappadocian Caesarea from about 230. As
an authoritative prelate, in 264 he presided at the synod of Antioch held
to condemn Paul of Samosata, the heretical bishop of Antioch. Only one
writing by Firmilian survives: a letter to Cyprian (Cyprian, Epistolae,
75), in which he supports the idea that baptism outside the Church can-
not be valid. However, a quite reliable testimony by Basil the Great (De
Spiritu Sancto, c. 29, 74)! indicates that Firmilian also composed other
works. Xorenac'i refers to Firmilian as to one of his important sources.

The Reference

In Chapter II, 75 of the History, Movsés writes the following about
Firmilian:? “Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, was a mar-
vellous scholar who in his youth had gone to study with Origen. He
composed many writings, among them a narration® of the persecutions
of the church, which arose first in the days of Maximian* and Decius’
and last of all in the reign of Diocletian;® he also included in it the deeds
of the kings. In this (narration) he says that Peter, the sixteenth bishop
of the Alexandrians, was martyred in the ninth year of the persecution.’
He writes also of many who were martyred by Khosrov in our own land,
and similarly after him of others (martyred) by others. But because he

1 See PG, 31, col. 1429-1438; the testimony is discussed below in this chapter.

2 As in other cases, we have made some changes (in italics) in Thomson’s translation,
for more accuracy.

3 Thomson translates “history.” This matter is discussed below.

4 The names of two emperors, Maximinus and Maximian, are confused. Here Max-
iminus Thrax (235-238) is meant. Maximian was emperor much later, in 286-305.

5 Roman emperor in 249-251.

6 Roman emperor in 284-305.

7 In 311.
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does not narrate® accurately and properly and indicates neither the
names nor the places, we have not considered it important enough to
repeat... But as for his account of events after the death of Khosrov
down to the reign of Trdat in the period of anarchy, considering this to
be accurate, we shall repeat it for you briefly.”®

Various Explanations of the Reference

This passage about Firmilian and his narration (wuwndnid b, which
has always been interpreted as “history”) is enigmatic and, quite under-
standably, has aroused scholars’ doubts. Firmilian, a disciple of Origen
and already bishop in 231, could not have written about Diocletian’s
persecution and certainly not about Peter’s martyrdom in 311. No trace
whatsoever has been found of the historiographic work attributed to him
by Xorenac‘i. Consequently, as von Gutschmid claimed, once again
Movsés drew data from the Armenian translation of Eusebius’ Ecclesi-
astical History, this time, concerning Firmilian.!® Xalatjanc supple-
mented von Gutschmid’s statement: Xorenac‘i did not know any “his-
tory” by Firmilian. What he ascribes to the bishop of Caesarea in
Chapters II, 75-79, is actually taken from other sources: Agat’angelos,
Eusebius’ Chronicle, and “some other” chronicle resembling Malalas
and the Chronicon Paschale. Movses knew of Firmilian only thanks to
the Ecclesiastical History, from which he also took the datum about
Peter’s martyrdom.!!

Armenologists indicate the year of Firmilian’s death: 268/9, and,
finally, Thomson concludes that the “history of persecutions” is nothing
more than a product of Movsés’ imagination, one of his inventions.!?

8 Thomson translates “did not compose his history,” which is inexact for sy ...
wmif.

B o ¢l;[uﬂ;L[thnu [nq[tu&nulnu l{l;uw[im_ l)muimr[m[l[mgmg tp wyp u,pmﬂél;l[' -_,munuf—
fuuu[lpm[z}bw&, np L [1 tnrluljnL[wafJ [u[muf wn ﬂpm}[ri}bu [;[1[3[:111[ llm[ldl;guu: Uw qunu?
Jrouu wpup, Jnpny ﬁ[t I3 ulwmﬁm.[a[ufl Lwymdwbuy H[lnlby:.nj, np _,uuuuy JuLnpy Uw _gu[l-
ﬁ/uufmu[r b 'H;l[nu[r prlsuu. I np [nwl[ jlﬂnnj Jmﬁu ’}-ﬁnlirll;m[;mfmu[:, znupw_,wplnulﬁ b b
ggnpdu [Fuguinpugh: Snpnid wul’ fbymwuwlhbpapy bypolnyny Gugbuwy Ugbpuwh-
qpuging Newpnu, o jughuy JPubEpnpy wif lupudwhmgh: Gpb qpugnide Jjugbwpe b f
h}nu,mt[wj, fr 8Epnid wyfuwplfra, [wﬁw_lfl lLJl;m fmpw ournip p jommpuiy: Fuyy gp ns 6217111[1-
mnc[dhwdp b wbnyf wwndl, b ny quhnowbel ywhalt jod qubgfur humwpdwhbgl' ns s
l[wplun[uul}njil [wﬂm[nl;gm‘lg l;[nl[[mln}bL... hul[ np [zf:é zlllﬂﬁ duwlncwbih lpnupniduy ljll[lélu
gfpwquinpn B fulil Sppunnuy f dwdwhmly whfyyfuwiind[dbwith sl pinngy ludwpbynd
b[:l[fn[:ql;ﬁ,p phg {wdwnom Ewﬁ/u‘g:

0 A. von Gutschmid, “Uber die Glaubwiirdigkeit,” 19.

11" G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 125-127.

12 Moses Khorenats‘i, 35.
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G. Sargsyan attempts to understand the sentence concerning Peter dif-
ferently: Movseés borrowed from Firmilian only the phrase ifbyumw-
uw[l[;lm[u} lmlf:ul[nu[nu 4wgbwL U,rll;ipumﬂr}pwgmg ﬂ)l:mlmu (“Peter, the
sixteenth bishop of the Alexandrians™),!* to which he subsequently
added oflhuwjbuy (plibikpnpy wif {wjwdwhwgh—“was martyred in the
ninth year of the persecution.”'* G. Sargsyan’s remark is noteworthy
because it is indeed correct to divide the passage into two parts, since it
is based on two sources: Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History (the year of
martyrdom) and an unknown writing (the fact that Peter was the six-
teenth bishop of Alexandria). However, Firmilian could not have written
about Peter’s episcopate either, for the latter became patriarch of
Alexandria in the summer of 300,'° approximately 32 years after Firmil-
ian’s death.

There have also been other conjectures. One is that Movsés calls Fir-
milian to witness, because he needed to note an ecclesiastical source for
his account; in reality, he possibly borrowed information from the
Byzantine chronographer Domninus.'® Another is that in the above-men-
tioned chapters of the History we are dealing either with a kind of “mon-
tage,” i.e. a combination of data from different sources under Firmilian’s
name, by means of which Movsés intended to create the impression that
he utilized some reliable information lacking in Agat‘angetos’ History,
or that the “history of persecutions” was a work of another author, and
Xorenac‘i ascribed it to Firmilian by mistake.!” These opinions, too,
arise from the supposition that Movsés had no work of Firmilian at his
disposal.

FirMILIAN CouLD HAVE BEEN MOVSES’ SOURCE

We shall try to examine the problem from the other point, namely that
Xorenac‘i really did utilize a writing by Firmilian. The following con-
siderations may support our approach: '

1. The word wunndni[?ful does not necessarily mean “history” and
imply that Movsés attributes a voluminous historiographic writing to
Firmilian. He uses the word wunndnifdfuli in different senses, e.g.,

13 More literally, “Peter was the sixteenth bishop of the Alexandrians.”

4 Movses Xorenaci, 251.

15 See O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur, II (Darmstadt, 1962),
239.

16 G. Traina, Il complesso, S8.

17 Moise de Khoréne, 45.
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“story,” “a mentioned event” or “information about some occurrence.”
For example, in Chapter II, 60 Xorenac‘i says that Ariston Pellacus
describes King ArtaSeés’ death: Qhghgfy pib wwwdl L Upfomak
¢lnlrlm_q[11mllwz}u duwlnomlih u[muualwﬁ—“AriSton of Pella gives a beau-
tiful account of the death of Arta§es.” Then he refers to the description
of Arta$és’ burial as follows: be (U.p[luumi}) qpt, L2t npcumfl uuf[zn-
frocPfilip dbnwh fi dwlniwbl Upmwpfpufi—“And (Ariston) writes how
many multitudes died at the death of Artas€s.” This account of burial is
already a wunndnifdfk for Xorenac‘i, because previously he said that
Ariston was “the man who gave this story to us” (uwyu wyp, np quyu

_l_l#llllllljﬂLE t[!Lil l?lll lfbll).

At the end of Chapter II, 92, Movses repeats his testimony to the poi-
soning of King Trdat: U:/L y‘wmﬁnLQﬁLfl Juiugy up[znjfl Sl"}llllﬂlu] 5217m-
[1[1"1 t. 'Plll[lllll llllTFﬂLgblllL illflﬂ' ll.bfl ﬁm(ﬂLl ll[lqbylll[l /I LI'ILU”J 2[]”[14!119
Suwnwnuiy [Py Binpu—“But this story concerning Saint Trdat is true. For
having made him drink a mortal poison, they were deprived of the rays
of the light of his grace.” That is to say, this statement of the murder is
a u[wmﬁnLﬁ[u_il too.

It is notable that in all manuscripts containing the list of chapters of
Book I, the title of Chapter II, 75 is: Quuluu}u ¢l:p§lru‘uuﬂbwl L’u[/m[[n-
u[nu[l lfl?uw[nu llwu[wllml[[mgurg I ulmmﬁnLﬁlnufl_g_ ﬁn[:[:i:—“Conccrm'ng
Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, and his narrations.” The
plural form of the word also recurs in the title of the chapter itself, in one
of the main groups of manuscripts.’® The plural must be the original
reading. In some later manuscripts it was changed into singular by
scribes, in accordance with the phrase wwwdni[dfil lujwdwhwmy Eljk-
nkyin—*a narration of the persecutions of the church.” The contrary
conjecture, that the singular became plural, is less probable, because the
content of the chapter would not have given to scribes grounds for such
a change. If so, then the very title suggests that Movs€s does not mean a
“historiographic work” but a narrative, to be understood as “informa-
tion, data,” about the persecutions of the church. Such data could have
occurred in a non-historiographic writing as well, such as an epistle or
sermon by Firmilian. Even if the singular is the correct reading, it has
the meaning “narration, information, data” rather than “history”: com-
pare the Greek iotopia, which also means “information, data,” for
example, in Herodotus’ History (I, 99): dyig éun xai yvoun xoi
icTopio—“my sight and opinion and (obtained) information.”

18 The group § of the critical edition: see Movsés Xorenac‘i, 213.
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Xorenac‘i himself considers this wuwmdncf@fil to be just one of Fir-
milian’s fuoup-s: “He composed many fuouu, among them a wurnidni-
[2fiir of the persecutions of the church.” In the NBHL (s.v.), this sense
of the word fuoup is explained as pwh gpwenp—"“written speech,” dun—
“homily,” swpwgpnd[d fihi—*“composition,” wuwmdncfdfub—"“narrative,”
and in this case wumdni@pih obviously does not mean “historiographic
work.” Nwmdnc[dfuh is also glossed as fwn, and dwn as wwmidnd[dfih.
That is to say, in medieval tradition fuoup, dwn and wurndn 3 ful, not in
the sense of “historiographic work,” in fact were not always distin-
guished from one another as different concepts or literary forms. This is
also evident from the Greek and Latin equivalents of these words that
are adduced in the same dictionary: Adyog, dutAia and sermo, the
equivalents of fuoup, and ictopia, historia, the equivalents of wuin-
dncfdfuls, are also given for dun.

It is interesting that in Chapter I, 32 Xorenac‘i mentions Homer and
calls his narrations 5wn£2 be ni’,‘B MIFI}IFO_B u{,ﬂtq[rul;mg zﬁunﬁg wnlué)[lﬂ‘p,
bﬂf ns npp [1 Zmﬂi[mut u[uunﬁ['fl. wjﬂ, nfu lltuui} bll/uu[[ulfl[ﬂ] l.l[llll.ﬂliﬁ uyu-
mbpwgdpi—*“What then are the first of such tales if not those narrated
by Homer: the one that is told about the Ilian war...”® In light of the
above considerations, it seems implausible to conclude that Movs€s
regards Firmilian as a historiographer.

2. Not all of Xorenac‘i’s information concerning Firmilian and Peter
of Alexandria is drawn from Eusebius. The corresponding passages of
the Armenian translation of the Ecclesiastical History are the following:
“At that time Firmilian, bishop of the church of Caesarea in Cappadocia,
was highly marvellous, for he had such an intense interest in Origen that
once he sent for him and invited him to go to the parts where he was, for
the advantage and benefit of the churches. At another time, when he
himself went to the land of Judaea, stayed long with them...”(VI, 27);%
“...After adorable Theonas had served for nineteen years, Peter took
over the bishopric of the Alexandrians; he was particularly glorified
there during the twelve years of his bishopric... Now in the ninth year of
the persecution his head was cut off and adorned with the coronet of
martyrdom...” (VII, 32).2!

19 Movseés uses durn in the sense of wunndm Jdfulr also elsewhere (see, e.g., I1, 15; 11, 59).
20 Upuwhskip tp ynyd quyhsss dwdwbmlp Nbpsbgbgpny bupulnyne Ehlgbginh Yhuw-

poc Yupunndhwging, gf wyeefuf thmy 3wl fPbwl pulidfh nibibp ks bppakbbup. gf
Lpphih jupfuspll pup” nep phph, qbug b goskwy gl bpuy ppphe jogoun b pr yud
Ehbgbgbmy: b dwdwbwhp pppke Bl b bphpph {ptwanwl’ dwdwlaly pugncdu bybe

wn ilﬂlllll. .

2 ]‘lul[ Jlilﬂ u[mzmlilnjfl ["'tnﬂ&ubmj ll[lflﬂ L el wd, IIIHLIUL me fm[nu llbl_llﬁu_l‘n‘
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Eusebius writes nothing about Firmilian being an author of writings,
whereas what Xorenac‘i says (fuoun wpup—*“composed writings”) is
reliable and corroborated by Basil the Great’s testimony.?? The latter,
when formulating his doctrine about the Holy Spirit, alludes to the
“writings that (Firmilian) left” (ol Adyor ob¢ katarérowne) (De Spir-
itu Sancto, c. 29, 74). Besides, Xorenac‘i’s word fuoup is the exact trans-
lation of Basil’s Adyot. Furthermore, Eusebius does not indicate directly
that Peter was the sixteenth bishop of Alexandria. This is another precise
datum,?® which Movsés copied from some other source.

3. In Chapters II, 75-79, we encounter a distinctive method of using
sources, typical of Xorenac‘i. He notes a principal source for a certain
period, which creates the impression that henceforth he will take from it
the major material necessary for his narrative, or at least extensive
information. Examination of such passages in the History shows that this
is not the case. Already in 1891 G. Ter-Mkrtc‘yan, in the course of a
thorough study of the volume of Movsés’ use of Mar Abas, concluded,
quite convincingly, that the material drawn from the latter is much more
scant than all specialists thought. It is not the main content of Chapters
I, 8—II, 9 but comes to “just a few pages.” Moreover, “the greatest part
of that great section is not from Mar Abas.”?*

Movsés’ method has not been recognized by most experts. As a result,
the assertion that he actually did not utilize most of the foreign sources
he refers to prevails, and the usual explanation is that Xorenac‘i merely
introduced into his text names he learned from Eusebius. This view is
too facile and does not take proper account of the data. For example,
scholars are distrustful of the reference to Africanus (II, 10):%> Movsés,
they say, faked up his source, because it is hardly probable that
Africanus’ Chronicle contained the extensive information about the
Armenians, which Xorenac‘i, as they think, ascribes to him. Hardly any-
one has seriously tried, taking Movsés’ method into consideration, to
differentiate between various passages of various origins, some of which
to all appearance come from Africanus. Firmilian’s narration has been
treated in the same way.

glﬂm_[a[uflﬁ lLgk puwhigpuging Nbwmpnu, np hwnwnpbywe mnWLELmlqtu ghplhnunwunl

wﬁjlmlﬁullnu[nunL[;/;wfl wiul Upn lwﬁﬁii ﬁﬂﬂ&ﬂng_lyﬁ éwgw&wﬁmgﬂ Lunnune :HnL[u fm[uu h
2 Cf. H. Gat‘orlean, S]ﬂ;ql;pmllm[i wmnimpleh (Universal History, II; Vienna,
1852) 248.
2 Cf. A. von Gutschmid, Kleine Schriften, 11 (Leipzig, 1890), 417, 425-426.
2 G. Ter-Mkrt&‘yan, A Study of Xorenac*i, 60, 83.
25 See our detailed analysis of the reference in Chapter II of this book.
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Naturally, Movsé€s needed to cite names of well-known authorities in
order to lend credibility to his narrative. Yet, to move directly from this
statement to claim that he did not use their works, raises more questions
than it solves. We are driven to ask from which sources Xorenac‘i took
such exact details concerning international history, which evidently are
of Greco-Roman origin. Philology has not ascertained what those
sources might be. For instance, following the reference to Firmilian,
Movsés reliably mentions certain events (see below); if there was no
work by Firmilian, then we are led to Xalatjanc’s conclusion that
Xorenac‘i had “some chronicle” at his disposal.?® Here, however, is an
absurdity of philological hypercriticism. Movses had a source; he says it
was Firmilian, but scholarly acumen casts doubt on Firmilian, and
instead proposes “some chronicle.” Xorenac‘i’s motives in changing
attribution of material must be analyzed.

If some Greco-Roman writings were preserved and reached Xore-
nac‘i, then all those probably were works of well-known authorities,
especially if they were translated into Armenian. What would impel an
author to ignore the name of one authority and ascribe the writing to
another? It might be claimed that he did this to enhance the authorita-
tiveness of his quotation, yet this is not the criterion by which Movses is
always guided when referring to sources. He names many little-known
authors whose information he used: Palaephatus, Philemon, Polycrates,
Euagoras, Scamandrus, Phlegon, Ariston Pellaeus, et al.

In the preceding chapter, we sought to demonstrate that Xorenac‘i
drew some data from Julius Africanus’ Chronicle. In the present
instance, we are led towards a similar view——the simple conclusion that
a work by Firmilian served as Xorenac‘i’s source. We ask, nonetheless,
to what extent Movsés incorporated material from Firmilian into his his-
torical account. In assessing the answer to this question, Movsés’
method spoken of above must be considered. Xorenac‘i borrows from
certain Greco-Roman writings just a few exact data, some of which,
maybe, even bore no direct relation to Armenia in the given source. He
surveys those facts in the context of other information obtained by him
in different ways, thus trying to restore the history of Armenia and spec-
ify the role of the Armenians in international historical occurrences.
Does he attain significant results? This is the other aspect of the issue
needing detailed study, but one thing is clear enough: when approaching
the problem of Firmilian’s “history,” one must note that Movsés took

26 G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 127.
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from it not the main material of Chapters II, 7579 but only four or five
pieces of information. He himself marks that information, writing about
Firmilian: wuf, gpf, bngh wyp wok, woundf (“says,” “writes,” “this same
man says,” “narrates”), and even if he had not done so, it would be easy
to distinguish those passages on the basis of accurate chronology and
subject-matter.

4. Firmilian, as a contemporary, could have written about the perse-
cutions of the church under the emperors Maximinus Thrax (235-238)
and Decius (249-251), and most likely he did so. Unfortunately, we can
only speculate about this, since, as already stated above, only one writ-
ing by Firmilian survives. It is a letter in Latin translation, addressed to
Cyprian (Cyprian, Epistolae, 75), written in 256. Nevertheless, it is hard
to imagine that the bishop of Caesarea, who must have been in the first
ranks of the persecuted, did not respond in his works to those fatal
events. The most eminent ecclesiastical figure of the time, Origen, for
example, as Eusebius witnesses (Ecclesiastical History, V1, 28), reacted
on various occasions to Maximinus’ persecution. A writing of his enti-
tled Exhortatio ad Martyrium is dedicated to the martyrs in 235.

5. All the information that, according to Xorenac‘i, is taken from Fir-
milian, with one exception, the mention of Peter, could chronologically
have occurred in that source. The information is the following:

II, 75: The emperor Antoninus Caracalla fights against the Parthians
and is killed (217), the king of Armenia remains neutral:...gUkmnkfili}
npaeny Ubibplbwy wob” yuwnkpugdluy ply Lwqupywy Nupupy wppugh b
U'lré)wq[ﬂnu, h lﬂinw[llil_[l ﬁté) br[[Iu[uuj b Wwnwhn b ﬁlfpnjﬂ h]nu[:m[m_ ng
ynp Llwlwifunkw—.. (Firmilian) says about Antoninus, the son of
Severus, that he waged war against Valarsh, king of Persia, in
Mesopotamia and died between Edessa and Carrhae, while our Khosrov
supported neither side.”

This information about Caracalla, with some differences, is extant in
the seventh century Chronicon Paschale (P. 267, B—C), which Movseés
did not know: “Antoninus Caracalla, going to Persia and conquering
Osrhoene, being involved in a war was killed between Edessa and Car-
rhae.”?” Xorenac‘i undoubtedly knew about this from some late Greco-

7 &6

27 *Avtovivog Kaparkairog katd epodv dneAdov xai dvarafav v *Ocpo-
nviv, ovpBarav elg TOv norepov éoeayn, pécov ‘Edécong kal Kappidv. See
Chronicon Paschale, recensuit Ludovicus Dindorfius, CSHB, 1 (Bonnae, 1832). Cf. also
in the Scriptores Historiae Augustae (Aellii Spartiani Antoninus Caracallus: VII, 1):
“(Antoninus) was killed... between Carrhae and Edessa.” See The Scriptores Historiae
Augustae, with an English translation by David Magie, I-1ll, LCL (Cambridge [Mass.],
London, 1961-1967).
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Roman source, which, like the Chronicon Paschale, reflected the same
tradition of mentioning Caracalla’s death. In both texts, Xorenac‘i and
the Chronicon Paschale, Parthia is identified with Persia, with the dif-
ference that Movsés also writes correctly the name of one of the kings
ruling in the Parthian kingdom during Caracalla’s campaign: Valarsh.
Indeed, in 217 Vatarsh (Vologeses) V was on the throne, together with
his brother and adversary Artabanus V ruling in the greater part of the
empire.”

II, 75: During the persecutions there were many martyrs in Armenia
too: _(Lﬂt lewtlnLﬁu 1[l[wjl7mLu [L[l h]nupm[mj, [1 ﬁli[muf zuz/mupqm... F”‘jﬂ
ll[l né ﬁeﬁwlran[JlileF [L n5m[ ﬂlllllﬂl;l', ll. ﬂé qlﬂ[lﬂLlH{lUiI ilzlllfllllqt 4””5
quibgfu junwpdubyl' s flis huplhapugngh ludwpbgu p bplpopplk—“He
writes also of many who were martyred by Khosrov in our own land...
But because he does not narrate accurately and properly and indicates
neither the names nor the places, we have not considered it important
enough to repeat...” This means that there was just an indefinite men-
tion of martyrs in Armenia in Xorenac‘i’s source, without specific
details.

This Xosrov (Khosrov), as stated in the standard History of the
Armenian People, is the Tiridates of foreign sources: Trdat II who
reigned in 216-256. “Xosrov” was not only a personal name but also a
title borne by different kings.?’ There are other opinions too. According
to one of them, Trdat II reigned till 252/3, when the Persians conquered
Armenia, and he had to escape to Rome (as the twelfth century Byzan-
tine author Zonaras reports). Then Trdat III’s father, Xosrov II ascended
the throne; he was killed by treachery in 257/8. That is to say,
Agat‘angetos and Xorenac‘i ascribe the deeds of two kings, Trdat II and
Xosrov 11, to Xosrov.>® This view seems to be well argued and persua-
sive, but it is beyond the limits of the present study to decide between
the two opinions. For us, it is significant that Xosrov was killed long
before Firmilian’s death.

I1, 75: Xorenac‘i promises to repeat some passages of his source: pul
np plis qhbp dwlnowbl Wnupnfuy ... wwmdl" wnnyg {odwplyng bphpnp-
qkdp pky {whmnnm puifp—“But as for his account of events after the
death of Khosrov... considering this to be accurate we shall repeat it for

28 For Caracalla’s campaign, see N.C. Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia
(Chlcago, 1938, reprinted 1969), 262-266.

2 H7P, 1, 22, 25, 27.

30 A. Martirosyan, «2wymuummbip b waw 9pl Umuwlyulbiibpp» (¢ Annema and the First
Sassanids™), PBH, 1975, No 3, 149—153 171



110 CHAPTER III

you briefly.” The bishop of Caesarea could well have written about the
events preceding the year 268/9, and the two pieces of information
directly attributed to him by Movs€s in Chapters II, 76-79 concern this
very period. Xorenac‘i does not claim he quotes anything else from Fir-
milian, and it can be confirmed by a careful examination of those chap-
ters.

II, 76: After the murder of their king, the Armenians asked the
emperor Valerian (253-259) for assistance: Ll wip wul, L@} b
um.ul;[ml(wpﬁ [l'i'bl"l hlnu[lmlm, ﬁ[rw[zwfll?wl_ ﬂm[uwpwpp Zuljng' wokl
fipbwiyg _,oqflw[{wﬂm_[c?[ufl qqopu Bnihimy np /1 bnfughuy’ Nuwpupy Einll}[t-
ﬁwﬁmL A u[w[[.‘L llwzluwp[ul b [lul[njﬂ uulqbglifl ‘Lw:l[;p[uuﬁnu[l Quljuli[ll
Fllljg lllllll[l llil q-llLilIl.B lllilgblﬂ[ Efll} ”‘lllﬁﬂLF lI.l;lﬂ llFulllﬂLli z}uu_wuu qb[l[l
l[lll[lby[iil, ll lll’llL[[lllllfllllJ [[Illlf"l l.lILlll[l lllll[lﬁ‘ l[lllll[l n[ll'lj "2 d"lllliul[It L;Ii[lﬂ]
wyfuwplpu Phouplhly d wnbppuwbne. bw b ng (Ephmpl ghbwbub, wnlymf i
ﬂﬁwﬂl‘ q_ﬁwqwl_npm_ﬁ[u_ﬂﬁ l]lllllLlH‘lﬂu...———“ThiS same manmn says that after
the murder of Khosrov, the Armenian princes united and brought to their

own assistance the Greek army, which was in Phrygia, to oppose the
Persians and save the country. And straightway they informed the
emperor Valerian. But because the Goths, crossing the River Danube,
had taken many provinces captive and had plundered the Cyclades
Islands, for that reason Valerian was not in time to protect our land. Nor
did he live much longer; Claudius gained the throne from him...”

The names of Valerian’s successors starting with Claudius (Claudius
[268—270], Aurelian [270-275] et al.) as well as the information about
their short reigns are taken from Eusebius’ Chronicle.’! Subsequently,
neither in the continuation of this chapter, nor in the next two chapters
(II, 77-78) is there anything that leads us to suppose that Movsés drew
more information from Firmilian. Chapter II, 77 chiefly concerns the
internal life of Armenia, and in Chapter II, 78 Xorenac‘i narrates about
the massacre of the family of Artawazd Mandakuni, who had taken Xos-
rov’s son Trdat to the Roman court, and the escape of a beautiful maiden.

II, 79: At the beginning of this chapter, Movsés quotes Firmilian for
the last time. The bishop “speaks of the prowess of Trdat” (yuwmdl gliw-
[mmw&ru[t)lnuﬂgﬂ Sln}wmw]) before his accession to the throne:... ‘l,w[u [l
Suwhln fdbwbl (hppdwp hwdwlhwp wynwbulbuy, b fopodfe dpufwpbay, b
gbbu ywpdbwy junqulupup, b wy wwnbpugdwlwb nwwbb wfunp-
dwlu. wyw ... [ dpgubwly wynbfih wnwibjbuy pwh gYqpnasmpugne

31 See G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, I, 128-129.
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wpgfuugh...—.. First of all, in his youth he delighted in horse riding;
he was an expert horseman, dexterous in the use of arms, and a willing
pupil of other military exercises. And then... in the boxing match he
outdid Clitostratos of Rhodes, who used to win by a neck grip, and also
Cerasos of Argos...” Then Xorenac‘i tells how Trdat surpassed those
Greeks.

The phrase “delighted in horse riding” (ywdwhwp wymnwhwlbuwy) is
taken from Pseudo-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance (judwlwp p &f
wymwhwllp), and the names of the Olympic winners are cited from
Eusebius’ Chronicle.> By means of this material imported from other
sources, Xorenac‘i simply intended to present Trdat’s deeds in more
detail and elevated style. Movsés’ custom of enriching his account by
such borrowings was examined long ago,>® and, quite correctly, the fol-
lowing conclusion was drawn: words or phrases from subsidiary sources
are just a “stylistic dress” and do not change the essence of the narra-
tive;3* borrowings of this type do not give grounds to call in question the
truthfulness of the information given or, indeed, the existence of a
source to which Movsés refers (such as Firmilian, in this instance).

Since the boy Trdat was taken to Rome in 256, or in 261 at the lat-
est, after the murder of his father, the bishop of Caesarea could have
written of his childhood and youth.

6. Eusebius in the Ecclesiastical History writes (VII, 29-30) that
when, in the time of Aurelian, a synod of bishops assembled in Antioch,
Firmilian had already died in Tarsus: Aurelian became emperor in 270.
Xorenac‘i knew the Ecclesiastical History quite well, so it is doubtful
whether this passage could have escaped his attention. Besides, he had a
precise notion of the succession of the Roman emperors in this period.
Of course, he presents the years of their reign in parallel with those of
the Armenian and Persian kings according to his chronological system,
sometimes correctly, sometimes erroneously, but the sequence of the
emperors is correct: Aurelian, Tacitus, Florian, Probus, Carus, with Car-
inus and Numerian, Diocletian (II, 76-79).

Scholars consider the Ecclesiastical History to be the only source of
Movsés’ reference to Firmilian. Even if this is so, then Xorenac‘i must

32 @G, Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 141-142.

33 See the Introduction of this book.

34 See G. Sargsyan, “The Means of Using Sources,” 36-42; idem, The Hellenistic
Epoch, 223-224.

35 See HZP, 1, 44.

% See A. Martirosyan, “The First Sassanids,” 153.
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have learned from the Ecclesiastical History that Firmilian had died
before Aurelian’s accession. Consequently, he would hardly have attrib-
uted a “history” of Diocletian’s persecution to him. It seems that
Movsés’ words “composed many writings, among them a narration of
the persecutions of the church, which arose first in the days of Maximian
and Decius and last of all in the reign of Diocletian” (fuowu wpwp, jnpng
li[l l' l.l[ullﬂljnL[aIlLﬂ £lllLlUélUElll5 bl[b[lbgL"J, I1[l Jllll'llllé) JUILHLITU l]‘UJ‘BlI[llf'
/Mll&nll[l [L q‘-bllﬂlllll JllllilFlllL ll. "[1 £ﬂLH4 _’blﬂﬂj JlllL‘l‘H q“l"lqllbml’lﬂ[lﬂull)
should be understood differently. Movsés does not claim to use Firmil-
ian at this point, nor that the latter’s work related the persecutions under
all three emperors; he is just explaining additionally that such persecu-
tions occurred in the time of Maximinus, Decius and, lastly ({neuly
jknny), Diocletian. Xorenac‘i’s language is sometimes intricate, ambigu-
ous, and if one misunderstands him, inappropriate censorious inferences
can result. For example, in Chapter II, 2 Movsés writes: “And ArSak
ruled over a third of this world, as we learn from the fourth book of
Herodotus® Histories, which deals with the division of the whole world
into three parts, calling one Europe, another Libya, and another Asia—
over which ruled Ar$ak.”?’” From this passage one might conclude that
Xorenac‘i ascribed to Herodotus the information about ArSak ruling over
a third part of the world. In fact, Movsés calls the Greek historiographer
to witness simply for corroboration of the idea that the world is divided
into three parts.®

THE MENTION OF PETER, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA

Confusion of Authors?

The only obstacle to accepting that Xorenac‘i used a writing by Fir-
milian remains the mention of Peter. That passage is peculiar, for, as was
already noted, it must be divided into two parts: the year of martyrdom,
known to Movsés from the Ecclesiastical History, and the fact of Peter
being the sixteenth bishop of Alexandria, taken from elsewhere. The
piece of information differs from the other data directly attributed to Fir-
milian by Xorenac‘i in other features as well. There is a great interval

3 b Uppwly wppt bppnpy dwupl wyfuwplpu, npylu jhpolwbugh quwmdng@buiyg
prnqnmbml ! ”LuwBbL I’ 2"[1[1”P’}t[’, "[' jlu[lulqﬂ Fludl"&bl"j qF”L"[’ b['q,’[’” pr["l
liluu"Lﬁu, lL qﬂe&L llnlﬁl bl_['"l'[t, l‘. llnli& l['F/lt, l‘. llnli& u"llu’], n['"l.’f b. m[’['bmy ll,[’zu’q:

38 See G. Sargsyan, Xorenac‘i’s History, 34.
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between the first event, Caracalla’s campaign and death in 217, and the
year of Peter’s consecration (300), approximately 84 years. The other
data, as distinct from this one, could have occurred in a writing of Fir-
milian. They are coherent, interrelated chronologically and in content,
and they look as if were taken from one source. Let us review them: the
war of Caracalla against the Parthians and his death; the neutral position
of Trdat II at the beginning of his reign; the martyrdom of Christians in
Armenia in his time, perhaps simultaneously with the persecutions of
Maximinus Thrax or Decius; the murder of Xosrov and the appeal of the
Armenian princes to Valerian; the deeds of Trdat III in Rome, before his
accession. The reference to Peter’s episcopate has nothing to do with
those kings, that period and, in general, Armenia, as if it comes from
another source and is ascribed to Firmilian mistakenly. What reason
could there be for such a misapprehension?

In the periodical Ararar (I, 1894), E. Madat‘ean remarked that
Xorenac‘i apparently confused Bishop Firmilian with another author,
“Lanctantius” whose complete name is “Firmi/ianus Lanctantius.”3°
The name must be corrected: Lucius Caelius (Caecilius) Firmianus Lac-
tantius, one of the most eminent representatives of early Christian litera-
ture. He was born in Africa before 250; the probable year of his death is
325.%% The author of the essay adduced no arguments to support his view
but merely wished to call scholars’ attention to that possible interpreta-
tion. This suggestion found no response, though it can lead to an inter-
esting conclusion. ‘

The mature period of Lactantius’ literary activity coincided with the
persecutions (from 303) of Diocletian, then Galerius (305-311), Max-
iminus Daia (309-313), and the following years. He was an eye-witness
to the events and, what is more, as a Christian he lost his position as
teacher of rhetoric in Nicomedia. The grim impressions and repercus-
sions of those events are reflected in his works, and the noted writing De
Mortibus Persecutorum is a description of the deeds and dreadful deaths
of the persecutors, the emperors from Tiberius up to Maximinus Daia.
Peter does not figure in his extant writings, but on another occasion Lac-
tantius might have written about the bishop of Alexandria, the more so
as he was from Africa and probably returned there after 305.*! He must

3% E. Madat‘ean, «Pppdfyfubinap Uniubvu Nnpkinsgne Nunndnc[dlwh 5EP» (“Firmil-
ian in Movsgs Xorenac‘i’s History,” Ararat, 1894, No 1, 26-27.

40 See Lactantius, De Mortibus Persecutorum, edited and translated by J.L. Creed
(Oxford, 1984), XXV, XXVIL

4l T.D. Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius (Harvard, 1981), 291.
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have been closely familiar with the events in Alexandria. Jerome
(c. 342-420) in De Viris lllustribus (80) speaks of a writing by Lactan-
tius entitled De Persecutione.

Incidentally, another chapter of Movsés’ History (I, 83) has an inter-
esting parallel with De Mortibus Persecutorum. This is the passage con-
cerning the “Inventio of the Cross,” which has attracted scholarly atten-
tion. It was supposed that Xorenac‘i had borrowed the passage from the
shorter Armenian version (696/7) of the Acts of Silvester,*? or from both
versions.® F. Conybeare refuted this opinion and proved that Movses
used an earlier text.** One of his main arguments was Xorenac‘i’s word
uprghngh (signum), which occurs neither in the Greek nor in the Armen-
ian versions. Lactantius’ record of that legend is the oldest,* and the
word signum in that connection is first attested in his De Mortibus Per-
secutorum (44, 5-6).

It is quite possible that Xorenac‘i confused the names Firmilianus and
Firmianus.* In this case, he was conveying a datum of no importance
for the history of Armenia (“Peter was the sixteenth bishop of the
Alexandrians”), and he would not think it absolutely necessary to spec-
ify the name of the author.

In general, we may assume the following scenario. Movsés had at
hand a collection of Greco-Roman texts rendered into Armenian, proba-
bly all from the Greek language (from Greek originals or translations
from Latin), including Firmilian’s and Lactantius’ writings. Possibly, it
was just a collection of select passages or pieces of information about
the persecutions, or else a work containing quotations from those
authors. Elsewhere, he surely used such sources, e.g., in Chapter II, 13,
in which he cited Polycrates, Euagoras, Scamandrus, and Phlegon.*” Dis-
tortion of personal names was usual in Armenian translations. For exam-
ple, in the Ecclesiastical History, Firmilian’s name is found in different
forms, and none is correct: Permelianos, Parmelianos, Permelelios,
Permelelianos— N bpibgfuubinu, Nuwpdbgpuwing, Vbpskgbgpnu, NEpdkqgk-
gpwinu. In the supposed collection or work, the names of the two

42 A, Carriere, Nouvelles sources, 18-19.

4 G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, I, 164-167.

4 F.C. Conybeare, “The Date of Moses,” 492-493.

4 M.van Esbroek, “Legends about Constantine in Armenian,” UPATS, 4: Classical
Armenian Culture, edited by Thomas J. Samuelian (University of Pennsylvania, 1982),
80; Lactantius, 119.

46 Tt is appropriate to remember, as a similar example, the confusion of Cephalion and
Cephalon Gergithius in the Suda (see note 138 to Chapter I).

47 See also the Summary and note 164 of Chapter L.



FIRMILIAN’S “NARRATION” 115

authors might have been distorted and alike, and, when quoting the pas-
sages one after the other, Movs€s might have erred. It should be added
that the two names of the African author, Firmianus and Lactantius,
were in equal use, and the first even occurs without the second. Jerome
(80) names him “Firmianus qui et Lactantius”—“Firmianus who also
(is called) Lactantius.” In an inscription found in Africa, he is mentioned
as Lucius Caecilius Firmianus.*®

It is notable that Lactantius, being a theologian and mainly an author
of philosophical treatises, composed the original historiographic writing
De Mortibus Persecutorum, different from the rest of his works in style
and character. Following this pattern, we may propose even more defi-
nitely that Firmilian too wrote about historical events.

One may demur: if Xorenac‘i confused the names in this one
instance, could he not have confused the author of the whole writing?
Perhaps, but misunderstanding is more probable in the case of one
immaterial datum than a whole source. Besides, as was noted, that pas-
sage diverges from the others and most likely is of a different origin.

A Possible Reason for the Confusion

There is a testimony that 50 years before Peter’s episcopate, during
the persecutions of Decius, when Dionysius, patriarch of Alexandria
(247-264) had taken refuge in Libya, one of his companions was named
Peter. It has been proposed that this was the future bishop.*’ The biogra-
phy of Peter before the year 300 is almost unknown. Lacking dates, it is
difficult to define his age. It cannot be excluded that in his youth he did
accompany Dionysius. If this is so, then in the sixties Peter must have
been notable among the clergymen. That he was a distinguished figure
before becoming bishop is evident from the information by the Christian
historiographer Philip of Side (fifth century) about Peter leading the
well-known catechetical school of Alexandria.®® The following facts,
too, deserve attention. Firmilian was on friendly terms with the Patriarch
Dionysius.’! Second, in the debate concerning heretical baptism,>? Peter

48 See Lactantius, XXX:

4 Dictionary of Christian Biography, IV, London, 1887, s.v. Petrus of Alexandria,
331 (W. Bright).

30 Ibidem.

351 See RE, VI,, s.v. Firmilianus, 2379-2380 (A. Jiilicher):

52 For Firmilian’s view on heretical baptism see G.A. Michell, “Firmilian and
Eucharistic Consecration,” JTS, NS V (1954), 215-220. ' ’
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was a follower of Cyprian and, consequently, Firmilian.’®> The only
extant writing of Firmilian, the letter addressed to Cyprian, touches that
problem.

All this leads, moreover, to another possible inference: Movses saw
Peter’s name in a writing of Firmilian and then, from another source
(Lactantius?), learned that he was the sixteenth bishop of Alexandria,
and erroneously ascribed this datum, too, to Firmilian, maybe citing him
from memory.

Concluding Remark

Some of our observations, especially those related to Peter of Alexan-
dria, though argued within the limits of the possible, are in the final
analysis hypothetical and may give cause for objections. It should, how-
ever, not be forgotten that a student of Movses’ Hisfory often deals with
very complicated issues, any examination or explanation of which can-
not be definitive and perfectly convincing. Firmilian’s “narration” as
Xorenac‘i’s source is one such problem both from philological and his-
torical aspects, and it is not difficult to become sure that the current
opinion, according to which Movses drew no information from a writing
of Firmilian, despite all suggested arguments, is a less plausible suppo-
sition.>*

33 Dictionary of Christian Biography, TV, 333.
5% For the importance of Movsgs’ utilization of Firmilian from the historical point of
view see the section Implications of this book.
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We tried to elucidate, in a new approach, Movsés Xorenac‘i’s rela-
tionship with several literary sources alongside relevant arguable mat-
ters. We proposed explanations that seem logical to us; philologists and
historians will judge whether our attempt was successful or not. There
are problematic questions, which yet cannot be answered comprehen-
sively. However, the one-sided attitude toward them, and the reiteration,
by subsequent eminent scholars, of the opinions expressed at the end of
the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century, have hindered,
down to the present day, the development of new methods and
approaches in the study of the History of Armenia. It is time to embark
boldly on the constructive study of this extremely interesting and signif-
icant monument of Armenian antiquity, setting aside old-fashioned
methods and outdated shibboleths. The purpose of contemporary spe-
cialists in antiquity and the Middle Ages has become complex and
nuanced, but it certainly includes uncovering and describing the values
of ancient cultural heritages. Today, it is widely acknowledged that
hypercriticism has outlived its usefulness as a weapon in the historian’s
arsenal. Moreover, we have come to realize that much indeed is to be
learned from listening carefully to the telling of the past and attending to
how the past was told. This is the challenge facing the coming genera-
tion of scholarship devoted to this remarkable (and often unjustly
maligned) book, Movsés Xorenac‘i’s History of Armenia.

Reverting to the specific questions dealt with in the three chapters of
this study, we regard it as necessary to supplement all that was said with
the following conclusions. The references to Berossus, Alexander Poly-
histor, Abydenus, and Cephalion may be based, besides Eusebius’
Chronicle, directly on the writings of those authors, probably extant in
the days of Movseés in fragments. Alternatively, they are based on
another Greek source or sources, in their original language or in Armen-
ian translation. From those sources he borrowed the data concerning
Ptolemy Philadelphus, as well as the ruler who had ordered Berossus to
write a history, the “arts” of the ancient peoples, the citation from one
chapter of Cephalion’s “Nine Muses,” and the reference to the transla-
tor Arius. The passage by Cephalion, which doubtlessly is genuine,
should be considered a valuable fragment from the lost book of that
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author famous in the ancient world, so C. Miiller was absolutely right,
when he put this passage, in Latin translation, among other surviving
excerpts from the “Nine Muses.”

It is possible that the Greek source or sources, different from Euse-
bius’ Chronicle, also aided Xorenac‘i in the cases related to Abydenus
and when he mentioned Cephalion for the second time. As to the list of
the seven Armenian patriarchs, there are certain grounds for supposing
that their names were really present in Abydenus’ genealogies forming
part of the book, which, according to Xorenac‘i, was brought to Arme-
nia by Mar Abas. Thus, it is unjustified to assert that all deviations from
Eusebius in the references to the authors in question are merely Movses’
inventions.

At the beginning of the chapter dedicated to Julius Africanus’ Chron-
icle, we wrote that to find answers to the proposed questions is impor-
tant from the aspects of source study, clarification of the truthfulness of
certain information by Xorenac‘i, and his methods of using sources. In
this connection, the following should be noted:

1) If we take into consideration that Africanus’ Chronicle was a
source for Xorenac‘i, then the connections of his History with other
authors, for example, with Josephus, must be viewed in a new light.

2) A number of data in the History of Armenia, drawn, as it emerges,
from an accurate source, possibly Julius Africanus, corroborate evidence
occurring in other writings: for example, that Arta§€s minted coins with
his image; that in the beginning he expanded his country to the east,
then to the north and afterward campaigned to the west; that in the year
40 the Armenians, too, invaded Syria with the Parthians, under the com-
mand of Pacorus, the king’s son (P‘awstos Buzand too refers to this
fact: see IV, 55), etc. Movses’ hints at the hostile attitude of the Armen-
ian Artaxiads and the Ptolemaic rulers towards each other are also note-
worthy.

3) In the case of Movsés’ relation with Julius Africanus’ Chronicle,
too, one of Xorenac‘i’s characteristic methods of using sources is evi-
dent. When he names a source he will use in the course of his further
narration, it does not mean that subsequently he will simply copy that
source. Frequently, in such instances, Movses often takes only a few
details from the given text. He considers them in comparison with the
information known to him from elsewhere, drawing conclusions and
compiling a history according to his own logic. This is exactly how he
used Africanus, taking individual passages and weaving them into his
account.
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As to Firmilian’s “narration,” it is necessary to specify what data
Movsés extracted from that source, pieces of information, which are in
all probability trustworthy and valuable for the study of the history of
Armenia.

Christians were martyred in Armenia too,! and intensification of per-
secutions in the time of “Xosrov,” simultaneously with similar actions
in the Roman Empire, seems likely. The reliable evidence by Xorenac‘i
corroborates this.
~ In 216, the emperor Antoninus Caracalla treacherously invited Xosrov
I to Syria and arrested him. The Armenians rose in arms and defeated
the Roman commander Theocritus who was sent against them.? On the
basis of this incident related by Cassius Dio, Xalatjanc writes that
Movses’ claim about the Armenian king’s neutrality during these events
cannot be true, as “it does not correspond to the facts.”* But Xalatjanc
confuses things: Xorenac‘i’s account does not concern this period
of time. He is speaking of the spring of 217, when Caracalla, having
wintered in Edessa, was killed on his way to the town of Carrhae (on
April 8). Xosrov I was arrested, Trdat II ascended the throne, and it is
quite probable that the new king, after the preceding troublesome inci-
dents, temporarily conducted a neutral, balanced policy to avoid trouble.
It is not important how Movses, in accordance with his notions about the
history of this period, calls the king, and who was really reigning in
Armenia. It is the fact of the Armenians’ neutrality, provided by
Movses’ source, which is important. Even the strict critic of Xorenac‘i,
C. Toumanoff relies upon the truthfulness of this testimony.*

The next evidence must also be considered reliable. In 256, the
emperor Valerian had undertaken a campaign to the east.’ It is probable
that the Armenian princes, after the murder of their king, asked for his
help in standing up to the Persians, the enemies of the Roman Empire.
It was the period of Sapor I (241-272). His policy towards Armenia was

! In this respect, the information recently discovered by Hra&‘ Bart‘ikyan in a marty-
rology preserved by Simeon Metaphrastes (tenth century) is very interesting. According
to that source, already before the early fourth century AD (when the country officially
became a Christian state) Christianity was widespread in Armenia: see H. Bart‘ikyan,
<<llmu¢anpw1[wflg[7flbp anulwﬂr[wllmﬁ l]mju!mL[Jwal 6wnwlnL[3!wfl ﬂi? XI-X11 :}mﬂb-
pocd» (“Vaspurakanians in the Service of the Byzantine Empire in the Eleventh-Twelfth
Centuries™), PBH, 2000, No 3, 139.

% See H. Manandyan, A Critical Survey, 1I (1), 60-61.

3 G. Xalatjanc, Arsacids, 1, 127-128.

4 C. Toumanoff, “The Third-Century Armenian Arsacids. A Chronological and
Genealogical Commentary,” REArm, NS 6 (1969), 247-248.

5 See H. Manandyan, A Critical Survey, 11 (1), 92.
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extremely bellicose. After the establishment of the Sassanid kingdom
(224), the Armenians often had to pin their hopes on the “protection” of
Rome.b

Finally, it is known that under Valerian the northern border of the
Empire, the vicinity of the Danube, was attacked by the Goths, to which
also Movses witnesses. As to the unusual feats of Trdat in Rome, his
victories in the Olympic Games, those stories undoubtedly have a real
basis. Similar testimonies are also preserved in Agat’angelos’ History
(4245, 202).

All this, besides being interesting and worthy of attention by itself,
corroborates, once again, the following: first, irrespective of the familiar
underestimation of the History as a historiographic source, scholars must
continue searching for trustworthy information in this writing, which
surely promises revelation of new notable historical facts, and, second,
the study of the other arguable sources of Xorenac‘i should be carried
out not under the direct influence of the tradition founded by A. von
Gutschmid, A. Carri¢re, and G. Xalatjanc, but in an objective approach
rejecting any extreme, and striving for a detailed analysis of Movses’
work point by point, in the context of the whole relevant material.”

6 Cf. HZP, 1, 794-795.

7 Recently, an article on Movsés’ use of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History has been
published (see M. Krivov, “IJepxosnas ucmopus Escesns Kecapuiickoro kak HCTOY-
Bk Mogsceca Xopernamu” (“The Ecclesiastical History by Eusebius of Caesarea as a
Source of Movsés Xorenac‘i”), VV, LIX [2000], 108-115), the author of which has come
to conclusions partly coinciding with those in this book, particularly in Chapters II and
II; e.g., that Xorenac‘i, when referring to Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, did not have
it at hand and retells the content of the corresponding passage from memory (111), or
that, while speaking of Firmilian, he used not only Eusebius’ book (M. Krivov’s wording
is more categorical and incorrect [114]: “Movsés writes about Firmilian without any con-
sultation of Eusebius” [6e3 kakoit-mbo xoHcymbTamumu ¢ EBceBueM] etc). Before the
present study (and before its initial Armenian version), we have dwelt on those circum-
stances in detail in our articles on Firmilian’s “narration” and Julius Africanus’ Chroni-
cle (see A. Topchyan, “Firmilian’s”Narration“,” HA, 110 (1997), 70-71 [or PBH, 1999,
No 1, 224; see the English version in the REArm, NS 27 [1998-2000], 102-103; idem,
“Julius Africanus’ Chronicle,” PBH, 2000, No 2, 133-134 [see the full titles of both arti-
cles in note 39 to the Introduction or in the Bibliography]; see the revised English version
in the LM, 114 [2001], 159-160). Supposedly, M. Krivov is not familiar with our articles
(probably he does not read Armenian, and the English versions were published after his
article) and has made those observations independently, using G. Sargsyan’s Russian
translation of the History. This is gratifying and confirms the truthfulness of our infer-
ences.
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REMARKS ON THE QUOTATIONS FROM ABYDENUS
IN CHAPTERS I, 4 AND 11, 8

Chapter I, 4

Xorenac‘i

Eusebius
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“For Abydenus says the following
about him, in agreement with the oth-
ers: “The all-merciful God rewarded
him as a shepherd and guide for the
people.” Later he says:

reigned for ten shars’—that is for
thirty-six thousand years.”

‘Alovros

“For he (Abydenus), too, in_agree-
ment with Polyhistor, tells this... But
they say that first Alovros reigned
over the world, and so much is told
about his personality: that the all-
merciful God rewarded him as a
shepherd for the people; he reigned
for ten shars, and one shar is three
thousand and six hundred years.

E2]

Chapter 11, 8

Xorenac‘i

Eusebius
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o ngwit  jw Qwlhnndh nlunny
Onm _ywphdnimy _imwpbw blyb-
gnLgmﬂLp:

gf14 &bnwﬁg mewzf/;g. [ gﬁwufl ﬁﬁ
p_bnguwbth  ywnwQwhngdh  Qniunne
onint mwpbwy gfuu!lbgm.gwfltg:

“...Abydenus narrates, saying the fol-

lowing: ‘The powerful Nebuchadnez-
zar, who was mightier than Heracles
gathering an army. came and attacked

the land of the Libyans and Iberians.
Having expelled (them) and routed,

he subdued them.! And part of them
he led and settled on the right-hand

“(Abydenus) writes as follows: ‘The
powerful,’ (he) says, ‘Nebuchadnez-
zar, who was stronger than Heracles,
gathering an army, came and attacked
the land of the Libyans and Iberians.
Having expelled (them) and defeated,
he subdued them. And part of them
he led and settled on the front side of

LA

the Pontus sea’.

M

side, west of the Pontus sea’.

Scholars have unanimously stated that both quotations from Abyde-
nus are taken from Eusebius’ Chronicle. It is not our aim to refute this
opinion, but it seems necessary to draw scholarly attention to several
aspects of the parallel texts.

There are some differences from Eusebius in the citation in Chapter
I, 4: instead of {mfp. (“shepherd”) Movsés writes {nyffpu b wnw9hnpy
(“shepherd and guide”), which possibly is a translation of one word
with two (doublet rendering), a practice widespread in ancient Armenian
translations. Xorenac‘i mentions the total duration of “ten shars” (yupu
mwulr), “thirty-six thousand years” (wdp Epbunch b /g {wguwp), while in
the Armenian Eusebius,? the duration of one “shar,” “three thousand
and six hundred years” (| [pkp {wqup] b n [ifky {wppep] wi) is stated,
and it must be multiplied by ten. The word “all-merciful” (wdbiwfu-
tnudl) in both Armenian texts has no equivalent in the Greek original,
where we read 6 6gd¢, without any epithet. How did that word enter the
Armenian passage, from Eusebius to Xorenac‘i, or from Xorenac‘i to
Eusebius?? Why did the translator add a word on his part? Did he use
another recension of the Greek text containing the equivalent of the
word widlb fubiudh?

! Literally, “subjected to his hand.”

2 As well as in the Greek original of the passage preserved in George Syncellus (39,
3—6: see also FHG, 1V, 280; FGrHist, Il C!, 399-400).

3 See more on such a possibility below in this Appendix. Movses’ likely influence on
a later revision of the Armenian Chronicle was also discussed in Chapter I of this book.
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Furthermore, several questions arise concerning the quotation in
Chapter II, 8. Why in many manuscripts of Xorenac‘i, n.d gliugnjhi of the
Armenian Chronicle has become pninugnh (both meaning “mightier” or
“stronger”)? Why has fhwhgkw; (“having defeated”) become
yinwhglkwy (“having put in danger”; this, perhaps, may be explained by
the likeness of the words), or funpunulbuw; (“having routed”)? The edi-
tors of the critical text write that in Group . of the manuscripts and in
Manuscript w it is nidgluugngh, while in the rest it is pnfiugnli; likewise,
Uw—fmwhgkw), and in the rest—punpmmlbwy.* Is this merely a result of
negligence or an intentional change of words on the part of scribes?

G. Ter-Mkrté‘yan (Miaban), comparing manuscripts of the History of
Armenia, pointed to some passages where the text has been “translated,”
i.e., significantly changed by copyists or medieval editors. For instance,
the variae lectiones (I, 24) dwhlwh wpuyny inpplwl gnyd (“of the
child, very small minor™) and np bp shnppfly dwhindly bk nguy (“who was
a small child and a minor”). Such modifications, Ter-Mkrt¢‘yan con-
cludes, apparently had the purpose of making the text more understand-
able, “from the difficult to the easy, from the literary to the vernacu-
lar.”>

It is not excluded that in the passage from Abydenus, we encounter a
similar phenomenon, but in that case the change of nidghugnihi into
pnbmgnh (both meaning “mightier” or “stronger”) and of fuwwhghuy
(“having put in danger”) into funpnuwlluy (“having routed”) seems odd,
for, evidently, pnlumgnshi was not more understandable than ncd'ghrugagh,
and o mwligbiw—fpunpmuwlbu; were not synonyms.

Might we assume the opposite direction of edition, namely that in its
original state Movseés’ text read pabugnjl, funpmuwlbw; and later on,
based on the Armenian Chronicle, it was edited: pnluwgnih became
m_dqfuuqnjfl, and [unpmwélnul_, under the influence of l[/,ulfn}[nul (“having
defeated”), was changed, but with a simpler word, {/mubiglhuy? If this is
the case, then the other literal parallels appeared in consequence of the
same later revision. This approach seems reasonable too. It is doubtless
that while dealing with the historiographers Berossus, Alexander Poly-
histor, Abydenus, and Cephalion, Xorenac‘i, in addition to Eusebius’
Chronicle, used some other Greek source(s), from which he could have
borrowed Megasthenes’ story about Nebuchadnezzar.

4 See Movsés Xorenac‘i, 114.
5 G. Ter-Mkrt¢‘yan (Miaban), hnphbmgoy Dwuidnefdbuk munudfmupprph G (A Study
of Xorenac‘i’s History; Valar§apat, 1896), 24.
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Manifestly, the above passage by Megasthenes was well-known to
ancient authors. Eusebius quotes it in the Praeparatio Evangelica (IX,
41, 456) as well,® and the passage is spoken about twice by Josephus
Flavius in the Antiquitates Judaicae (X, 227) and Contra Apionem (1,
144): “In the fourth (book) of the Indian (history), Megasthenes... tries
to represent that king (Nebuchadnezzar) as excelling Heracles in courage
and in the greatness of deeds, for (Megasthenes) says that he subdued
the major part of Libya and Iberia.””

Probably, the passage also occurred in Alexander Polyhistor, whence
very likely Abydenus took it,® and Eusebius quoted it from Abydenus.
That is to say, it could be available to Xorenac‘i in a number of ways.

Josephus’ reference prompts us to examine another detail too. The
Greek original of the passage in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica reads
tavtag 8¢ yeipwoduevov—subduing them,” against which the
Armmenian Chronicle and Xorenac‘i have l[wﬁbwl_, l[l[mﬂl}[:wL (llmwfu}l?mb
[un[muu[lblul_) E[lll &L‘mmfp ilmmﬁtp—literally, “having expelled, defeated
(put in danger, routed), subjected to his hand.” Apparently, the Armenian
translator understood the Greek ye1powm as derived from the word yeip
(“hand”) and translated it piig dbnuwdp bniwéfp—*“subjected to his hand,”
whereas tlmillnub l[[[mﬂl}bwL (t[mulflq,bwb [un[muul[[:wL), which probably is
a translation of one word with two, has no equivalent in the Greek cita-
tion in the Praeparatio Evangelica. Josephus writes: kataotpéyactot
yap adtov enot Apomg v noAAfNv kai Ipnpiav—“for (Megas-
thenes) says that he subdued’ the greater part of Libya and Iberia.” In all
probability, Josephus cited the verb katactpépm from Megasthenes, that
is to say, it occurred in the original passage concerning Nebuchadnezzar
but was neglected by Abydenus and, consequently, Eusebius. One should

6 Meyao0&vng 3¢ gnot, Napovkodpocopov Hpakiéog GAkipdrepov yeyovota
éni te Apomy xai “IPnpinv orpatstoar tavtag 3¢ yeipoodhpevov, dnddacuov
adtéav £ic 1@ 6e€1 tob IIdvov katokijoar.

7 The quotation is from the Antiquitates Judaicae, in our literal translation. Cf. the
Greek original: Meyac0&vng 68 &v tfj tethpry 1@V Tvdikdv ... dnogaivelv meipaton
tottov tov Baciiéa tfi avipeiq kai @ peyéfst v npdéewv drepPepnrodta ToOv
‘HpoxAia kotaotpiyacdal yap adtdév enot Aping thy moAinyv koi “Ipnpiav. The
same passage in the Contra Apionem is slightly different. Eusebius, in addition to Aby-
denus, cited Josephus’ version too (from the Contra Apionem), which occurs in the
Armenian version of the Chronicle (Eusebius’ Chronicle, I, 70-71): br Ukgquu[dkbbu
| snppopoid Swnbbfh (hglpwg. gnpocd grigublby hwif quoawwgegs wewgbing g[dur-
quinptl pupkjwging, PE wpnfdbwdp b fipumg puYndjdbwdp whgwblp qubgubilp g2bpw-
hnpe, Spbiske gdbd Swali wuf ghptwgingh b gfupbuging (ppbpwying) npdubibuy.

8 See RE, 1, s.v. Abydenos, 123 (Schwartz).

 The verb xotaoTpépw could also be translated “defeat,

9 <

rout.”
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suppose that in the Greek Chronicle the passage was the same or nearly
the same text as is preserved in the Praeparatio Evangelica.

KatootpéyooOar in Josephus well corresponds to the translation
llwﬁ[:ml_, l{l[mﬁqliwl_ (l[mmﬁq.bull_, /unpmwl[l:wl_). What may be concluded?
Had not Xorenac‘i originally quoted another source, in which was also
K0T0oTPEYAcO00 —ywhbuy, fhuwbgbuy (fuwbgbuwy, fuapmalbu)? 1
this is so, then Abydenus’ passage in the Armenian version of Eusebius’
Chronicle was later edited with Xorenac‘i’s help,'® which resulted in
Juwbbwy, Jhwhgbuy (fuwbgbuy, fonpuowlbug) pig d6nwdp bnodlp. Thus,
the literal affinity between the two passages appeared as a result of inter-
action of the texts. They were edited at different times based on one
another.!! The problem is so complex and intricate that it is difficult to
insist on any view, but the differences and details we have mentioned
undoubtedly deserve attention.

Furthermore, the following must be added: after “the Pontus sea”
(Mniunny dmfne), the same group of the History’s manuscripts differing
from the group Uw reads juplufnimu'>—*“west” (which is taken from
another source, not Eusebius), and €ig 1a 6e&1a is translated correctly in
Xorenac‘i: “on the right-hand side,” as distinct from juwnuw uwlngdl (“on
the front side”) in the Chronicle. Both in the Greek original and the
Armenian translation of Eusebius’ citation from Abydenus the name
of the Babylonian king is “Nabukodros(s)oros” (NaBovkodpoc(c)o-
pOG—Luwpnihngpnu(u)npnu), while Movsés writes “Nabugodonosor,”
which is an Armenian form of Napovyodovocop (both forms of the
name occur in Greek texts).!?

The translation of Meyac0€vng by “powerful” seems at first glance
to be a primitive mistake, which Xorenac‘i repeated. However, it is most
improbable that Fusebius’ Armenian translator made such a mistake,
because a few pages later, translating the same narrative of Megasthenes
about Nebuchadnezzar (this time, according to Josephus), he writes the
histon'ographer’s name correctly: U'quu[aliﬂtu II én[l[ln["l.ﬂLli ﬁwml:fl[lil
Liqlmy.. '*—“Megasthenes in the fourth (book) of the Indian his-
tory...” It is hard to imagine such inattentiveness and carelessness.

16 See note 131 to Chapter I of this book.

11 In this case, it is not essential that the version in Josephus’ Contra Apionem is also
cited in Eusebius’ Chronicle, for there is no similarity between Abydenus’ passage and
that citation, and kataotpéyacdor is translated there fnpdurbibiay.

12 See Movses Xorenac‘i, 114.

13 Nopovyodovosop is the form used in the Greek Bible.

14 Busebius’ Chronicle, I, 70.
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The structure of Abydenus’ first sentence does not imply a clear inter-
pretation: U'kdwgoph wuk, (there is no comma here in the single Armen-
ian manuscript of Eusebius’ Chronicle: it is added by the editor
[Awgereanc‘]) Vawpnipngponounpnu, np audghwgnilh bp puwl glhpuw-
fqtu.. —“The powerful, he says, Nebuchadnezzar, who was stronger
than Heracles...” One need not connect “powerful” with Nebuchadnez-
zar as an epithet. It should rather be interpreted as a translation of the
name “Megasthenes”: in the same way as, for instance, “Polyhistor”
was translated “Bazmavép.” That is to say, the text means: “Powerful
says (that) Nebuchadnezzar...,” and not “The powerful, says, Neb-
uchadnezzar...” It is not impossible that the mistake goes back to
another source, whence it penetrated into Xorenac‘i’s book and then,
under its influence, into the Chronicle. This would mean that Eusebius’

translator wrote: Ubguwu[dbibu wul...—“Megasthenes says...”, which,
as a result of a later revision, became [J' Ldwgoph wuf..—“The power-
ful, says...”

The existence of passages from Abydenus’ work in Armenia not only
thanks to the Armenian Chronicle (which means that Movsés could
know those passages not only via Eusebius) seems to be confirmed by
a letter of Grigor Magistros (c. 990-1058). He writes: Uuyfipfiinu
Rugybuwy b Pfuianne wjwhqul pdh gundkh gl fRfuls Eplip b
Eplpp>—*Abydenus the Chaldaean and Berossus tell strangely about
the creation of the heavens and the earth”). Abydenus and Berossus
described the creation in a strange way, contradicting the Bible. It would
be possible to learn about Berossus’ story of the creation from Eusebius’
Chronicle, yet it contains almost nothing from Abydenus’ version (only
a sentence hinting at it,'s the Greek original of which survives in the
Praeparatio Evangelica [1X, 41, 457]).1 Had not Grigor Magistros read
the same writing used by Xorenac'i, different from the Chronicle? This
supposition is supported by the similar corrupted form of Berossus’
name in Grigor’s letter: Ppannu (the forms in the History’s manuscripts

are: F[lmnu, F[un[mu, Fbm/mu, REppnu).

5 Gphqnp Vwghunpnup pypbpp (The Letters of Grigor Magistros), edited, with an
introduction and commentary, by K. Kostaneanc* (Alexandrapol, 1910), 179,

16 Udbliwgh plis wol (Upfnbbng) f uhgpubl Ynep Lp, np whaowbbuyg I{n bp omf, L
Phgnuli gwc‘lmgmﬂfp ghavw. b pepuopuwlisfep wyfowple pudwhfp mwyp—(Abydenus)
says that in the beginning everything was water, which was called sea, and Belus lowered
them and divided and gave lands (to) each.”

‘O avtog CAPudnvocg) Tavta yphest Asyeral 08 mavta pev &€ dpx‘r]g USmp
sivat, OaXacycav kaieopévev. Bfilov 8¢ coeo mavoal, yopnv ékdote dmovsi-
pavra..
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Diodorus Siculus: 32, 48, 54, 61-62, 74

Diogenes Laertius: 32

Dionysius of Alexandria: 7, 115

Dipoenus: 81-82

Domninus: 103

Ecbatana: 82

Edessa: 66, 71-73, 78, 108, 119

Egypt: 26, 28-30, 46, 65, 83, 88, 97, 99

Egyptians: 9, 22, 29, 31-32, 59, 91

Emmaus: 65

Epiphanius of Salamis: 27, 30, 75

Eros, son of Armenios: 40

Eruand: 66-67, 73

Euagoras: 4, 76, 107, 114

Eunapius: 35

Euphrates: 96

Eupolemus: 20

Europe: 112

Eusebius: 4, 6-7, 15, 19-21, 23-24, 26, 28,
31-35, 37-41, 47-50, 55-56, 58-64, 66,
68-69, 71-74, 77-78, 84, 88-89, 100,
102-103, 105-106, 108, 110-111, 117,
120-126

Eusebius of Caesarea. See Eusebius

Firmilian: 4, 5-8, 13-15, 101-116, 119-
120

Florian: 111

Galatia: 86

Galerius: 113

Gallienus: 7

Gallus: 7

Gainik: 79

Getam: 38, 42, 44, 46, 79

Getark‘uni: 66, 74

George Cedrenus. See Cedrenus

George Syncellus. See Syncellus

Georgians. See Iberians

Goths: 110, 120

Greece: 3, 22, 30, 34, 81-82

Greeks: 3, 21-23, 26-28, 30, 32, 62, 66,
71, 81, 83, 87, 110-111

Gregory of Nyssa: 75

Grigor Magistros: 126
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Hadrian: 19, 50-51, 54

Ham: 45

Harmay: 38, 42, 44, 46

Hayk: 38, 40, 42, 44, 46

Hecataeus: 9, 34, 45

Hellanicus of Lesbos: 45

Hephaestus: 81

Hera: 83

Heracles: 37, 81, 121-122, 124, 126

Herod: 59, 92, 95-97

Herodotus: 2, 6, 8, 30, 34, 98, 104, 112

Hippolytus: 66, 70-71

Homer: 31, 115

Hrazdan River: 79

Hyrcanus: 74, 89, 92-94

Iberia: 74, 124

Iberians: 37, 98, 121-122

India: 46, 58

Indians: 56, 58

Italy: 65

Japheth: 45

Jericho: 75

Jerome: 114-115

Jerusalem: 67, 92, 96

Jews: 10, 46, 75, 87, 89, 95, 97

John Malalas: 19, 75, 102

John of Antioch: 69

John, son of Simon: 88

Josephus: 4, 10, 20, 24, 59, 66-68, 70-71,
75-77, 85-89, 91-100, 118, 124-125

Josephus Flavius. See Josephus

Judaea: 75, 87, 89, 92, 95-96, 105

Judas Maccabaeus: 88

Julius Africanus. See Africanus

Julius Caesar: 91

Justin (Christian author): 41

Justin (historiographer): 85

Khosrov. See Xosrov

Labubna: 76-77

Lactantius: 113-116

Lazar P arpec‘i: 53

Libya: 46, 112, 115, 124

Libyans: 37, 122

Livy: 2,34

Lucullus: 85

Lullus: 89

Lycia: 46

Lydia: 83-84
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Lysanias: 93

Manetho: 4, 20, 84

Manuél Mamikonean: 42

Mar Abas: 41-45, 56, 65, 106, 118
Mar Abas Catina. See Mar Abas
Mastoc‘: 1, 15, 34, 66

Maximian: 101, 112

Maximinus Daia: 113

Maximinus Thrax: 6, 101, 108, 112-113
Mazaca: 85-86, 90-91

Mazaceni: 86

Mediterranean Sea: 86
Megasthenes: 37, 123-126
Méjerkrayk*: 85-86

Memnon: 60

Mesopotamia: 72, 86, 98-99, 108
Messala: 95

Messalina. See Alexandra-Salome
Metellus: 89

Miletus: 18

Mithridates: 74, 80, 85-86, 90-91
Mithridates (“‘a certain Mithridates): 80
Mithridates Eupator. See Mithridates
Mithridates of Pergamon: 90-91
Mithridates, satrap of Darius: 80
Muses: 19, 32

Nabonassar: 17 ‘
Nebuchadnezzar: 33, 37, 59, 121-126
Nectanebo II: 83-84

Nicephorus: 29

Nicomedia: 113

Ninuas: 58

Ninus: 19, 38, 41, 51, 56-62
Nisibis: 66, 78

Numerian: 111

Octavianus. See Augustus Caesar
Olympius: 11,71, 76

Origen: 101-102, 105, 108
Osrhoene: 68, 72, 108

P¢awstos Buzand: 10, 42, 76, 87, 118
Pacorus: 91-93, 96, 118
Palaephatus: 107

Palestine: 10, 87, 91, 93
Palestinians: 92-93

Panodorus: 69

Pap: 42-43

Paphlagonia: 46, 86

Parthia: 43, 91, 95, 98, 109
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Parthians: 10, 79, 91-94, 96, 98-99, 108,
113, 118

Paul of Samosata: 101

Pausanias: 82

Persia: 43, 79, 81, 108-109

Persians: 3, 71, 84, 109-110, 119

Peter of Alexandria: 101-103, 105-106,
108, 112-116

Phasael: 92, 94

Philemon: 107

Philip: 24-25

Philip of Side: 115

Philo of Alexandria: 21, 23, 28, 75

Philo of Byblos: 20

Phlegon: 4, 76, 81, 84, 99, 107, 114

Phoenicia: 86

Phoenicians: 22, 31-32

Photius: 35, 51, 54-55

Phraaspa: 98

Phrygia: 46, 110

Plato: 30, 40

Pliny: 82

Plutarch: 80, 85, 87, 90, 98

Polybius: 84

Polycrates: 4,76, 107, 114

Polyhistor: 4, 13, 17-21, 24, 33, 36, 39,
45-46, 60, 62, 117, 121, 123-124, 126

Pompey: 74-75, 89-90

Pompey Trogus: 85

Pontius Pilate: 90

Pontus: 66, 78, 80, 85-86

Pontus Sea: 37, 42, 46, 86, 90, 122, 125

Porphyry: 32

Probus: 111

* Procopius of Caesarea: 43

Pseudo-Callisthenes: 10, 75, 80, 111

Pseudo-Eupolemus: 20

Pseudo-Philo: 73

Ptolemaic dynasty: 18, 87, 118

Ptolemais: 87

Ptolemy IX Soter II: 88

Ptolemy Philadelphus: 23, 26-30, 117

Ptolemy VIII Physcon: 88

Ptolemy XII Auletes: 88

Pythagoras: 32

Roman Empire: 43, 90, 119

Romans: 29, 70, 85, 90-91, 95, 98

Rome: 8, 18, 43, 46, 65, 86, 95, 109, 111,
113, 120
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Sahak Bagratuni: 2

Sallust: 34

Samosata: 97

Sanatruk: 76

Sapor I: 119

Sassanid kingdom: 120

Sassanids: 6

Scamandrus: 4, 76, 107, 114

Scaurus: 75, 89

Scyllis: 81-82

Sebastus. See Augustus Caesar

Sebeos: 41, 44

Seleucids: 80

Sem: 45

Semiramis: 17, 38, 56-58, 61-62

Severus: 108

Severus Alexander: 65

Sibyl: 41, 45

Sicily: 19, 51-52

Silo: 96

Simon: 88-89

Sinope: 66, 78

Siwnik‘: 66, 74

Socrates Scholasticus: 50, 69

Sossius: 97

Strabo: 32, 80, 86-87, 98

Suetonius: 35

Sulla: 18

Susa: 82

Syncellus: 24-25, 28-29, 33, 50, 56-58,
60-61, 69, 74-75, 77, 82-84, 92-95, 97,
100, 122

Syria: 10, 46, 74, 87, 89, 91, 93, 96, 118-119

Syrians: 93

Tacitus: 2, 8-9, 34

Tacitus Caesar: 111

Tarsus: 111

Tatian: 26

Thamyris: 32

Theocritus: 119

Theonas: 105

Theophilus of Antioch: 26

Thracians: 22, 31

Thucydides: 2, 9, 35

Tiberius: 113

Tigran “the Last”: 59

Tigran I: 91

Tigran II: 67-68, 70, 72, 74-77, 79, 84-88,
90-92, 97, 99
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Tigran, son of Eruand: 41
Titan: 43, 45

Trdat IT: 109, 113, 119
Trdat III: 53, 74, 102, 104, 109-111, 113
Urha: 66, 72, 78

Vahan Mamikonean: 53
Vatarfak: 42, 91

Vatlarfak, Pap’s son: 42-43
Valerian: 110, 113, 119-120
Van: 10

Varazh: 79

Varazhnunis: 79

Vardan Arewelc‘i: 30
Vaykun: 85, 87

Ventidius: 96
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Vologeses V: 108-109

Xenophon: 9

Xosrov “the Small”: 59

Xosrov (“Xosrov™): 101-102, 108-110,
113,119

Xosrov I: 119

Xosrov II: 109

Yapetost‘€: 43, 45

Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i: 53

Zarmanduxt: 42

Zeus: 81

Zonaras: 109

Zoroaster: 56-57, 61

Zosimus: 35

Zruan: 41, 43,45
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Some Reference Works about
Ancient and Medieval Armenia
at Internet Archive

Prepared by Robert G. Bedrosian

Resource Guides

Eastern Asia Minor and the Caucasus in Remote and Classical Antiquity. This file has clickable links to
resources at Internet Archive, Encyclopaedia Iranica, The Ancient World Online (AWOL), Sacred-Texts;
LacusCurtius; Livius; Attalus; Tertullian; Perseus; Wikipedia and others. The material is divided into the
following categories: 1. Prehistory; 2. Hittite, Hurrian, Urartian; 3. Assyrian; 4. The Hebrew Bible, Levantine
Sources; 5. Iranian; 6. Greek; 7. Latin. Attached to the document are chronological tables.

Historical Geography of Armenia and Neighboring Lands at Internet Archive. This file contains clickable
links to resources at Internet Archive, Wikipedia, and other sites, for Armenian historical geography from
remote antiquity through the 20th century.

Armenia and Neighboring L.ands in Classical Antiquity. Historical Geography of Armenia, the Caucasus, and
Neighboring Lands, in Classical Antiquity. This is a file of clickable links to entries in Encyclopaedia
Iranica. Topics include: Asia Minor/Caucasus, Pontus, Cappadocia, Commagene, Cilicia, Armenia and
Neighbors, Iberia/Georgia, Pre-Islamic Iran, as well as relevant peoples and places in Remote and Classical
Antiquity. A selection of beautiful color maps from Heinrich Kiepert's Atlas Antiquus (Berlin, 1869) appears
as an attachment to the document.

Medieval Kingdoms and Communities. This is a clickable index of some of Internet Archive's resources
about Armenian kingdoms, principalities, and some non-traditional groups on the Armenian Highlands during
the 10th-15th centuries.

Armenians and Byzantium. This file has clickable links to resources at Internet Archive; Fordham University;
Encyclopaedia Iranica; The Ancient World Online (AWOL); Dumbarton Oaks; Tertullian; Google Images;




https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_hist_geography

https://archive.org/details/ia_ei_histgeo

https://archive.org/details/ia_medkingcom

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenians_byzantium



Wikipedia; and scholarly journals in Armenia, as well as materials for the study of the Armenian Highlands in
the 4th-14th centuries. Chronological tables are attached to the document.

Armenian History and Some Turco-Mongolica at Internet Archive. This file has clickable links to resources at
Internet Archive, Encyclopaedia Iranica, and scholarly journals in Armenia, as well as materials for the study
of the Armenian Highlands in the 11th-15th centuries (the Saljugq, Mongol and early Ottoman periods).
Chronological tables are attached to the document.

Armenian Historical Sources (5th-15th Centuries)_in English Translation at Internet Archive.

Classical Armenian Historical Texts (5th-15th Centuries)_at Internet Archive, in 12 pdf pages. This file is a
clickable index for some of Internet Archive's grabar resources. Additionally, the document contains links to
relevant materials at the Armenian journals Patma-banasirakan handes [Historico-Philological Journal],
Lraber hasarakakan gitut'yunneri [Bulletin of Social Sciences], the serial Banber Matenadarani [Journal of
the Matenadaran], and the Armenian Academy of Sciences.

Studies of Armenian Literature (5th-17th Centuries)_at Internet Archive, in 109 pdf pages. This is a clickable
index for some of Internet Archive's resources. It includes studies of Armenian historical sources, secular
medieval poetry, and the works of fabulists, as well as general reference works and bibliographies.

Armenian Bibliographies at Internet Archive, in 3 pdf pages. This file contains clickable links to Internet
Archive's collection of bibliographies on Armenian topics. The list, which is arranged by date archived, also
is available here.

Armenian Lawcodes and Legal History (5th-15th Centuries)_at Internet Archive, in 6 pdf pages. This file is a
clickable index of some of Internet Archive's resources. Additionally, the document contains links to relevant
materials at Encyclopaedia Iranica, Wikipedia, Fordham University, Yale Law School, The Ancient World
Online (AWOL), and the Armenian journals Patma-banasirakan handes [Historico-Philological Journal],
Lraber hasarakakan gitut'yunneri [Bulletin of Social Sciences], and the serial Banber Matenadarani [Journal
of the Matenadaran].

Armenian Noble Houses at Internet Archive, in 186 searchable pdf pages. This file is a clickable index for
some of Internet Archive's resources. Additionally, the document contains links to relevant materials at
Encyclopaedia Iranica and Wikipedia.

Armenian Church Resources (5th-19th Centuries) at Internet Archive, in 27 pdf pages. This file is a clickable
index for some of Internet Archive's resources. Includes Apostolic, Roman Catholic, and Protestant
confessions, as well as catalogs, philosophical, patristic, and theological materials. Additionally, the
document contains links to relevant materials at other sites.

Armenian Folklore and Mythology Resources at Internet Archive, including some Iranica and Indica and
other reference materials, in 33 pdf pages. This file is a clickable index for some of Internet Archive's rich
resources.

Travellers to Armenia (in the 17th through early 20th centuries) at Internet Archive, in 28 pdf pages. This file
is a clickable index for some of Internet Archive's resources about journeys to the Armenian Highlands and
neighboring lands. Additionally, the document contains links to relevant materials at Encyclopaedia Iranica.

Armenian Genocide Resources at Internet Archive, in 7 pdf pages. This file is a clickable index for some of
Internet Archive's resources about the Armenian Genocide (1915-1923). Additionally, the document contains
links to relevant materials at Wikipedia, and maps (as attachments).
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https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_lit_05-17th

https://archive.org/details/ia-armenian-bibliographies

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Ts%27ankk%27&sort=-publicdate

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_legal_history

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_noble_houses

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_church.resources

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_folklore

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenia_travellers

https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_genocide



Armenian Dictionaries and Grammars at Internet Archive, in 9 pdf pages. This is a clickable index for some
of Internet Archive's Armenian resources, and also includes some Georgian and Kurdish material.

Learning Western Armenian at Internet Archive, in 7 pdf pages. This file contains clickable links to resources
at Internet Archive for learning to read, write, and speak Western Armenian. The guide is intended for
speakers of English, French, or Turkish. Wikipedia has an excellent article on Western Armenian, describing
the language's history and development and where it is spoken. Internet Archive's collection includes
textbooks/grammars, readers, dictionaries, as well as bilingual works (which also make terrific and fun study
aids).

Learning Classical Armenian on the Internet. This page of links points the way to a completely free education
in grabar, Classical Armenian. Includes URLs to: 1. A college-level course in grabar at the University of
Texas website. Available using both the Armenian alphabet and Romanization, this course [Classical
Armenian Online] was prepared by John A. C. Greppin, Todd B. Krause, and Jonathan Slocum. Material from
Armenian historical sources is used in the exercises. 2. Clickable links which will download a fair number of
grabar texts with English translations and a Grabar-English dictionary, all available at Internet Archive.

Gems from the Bible Series

These are study aids for those wanting to learn Classical Armenian irrespective of native language.
These selections from the Old Testament include passages of historical, folklorical, and literary
value, as well as those containing beautiful phraseology and important vocabulary. The format for
the passages shows the grabar text on the left, and a translation on the right. The default translation
language is English. However, there is a Google Translate box at the upper right of that screen which
allows translation of the English into many languages. Texts used: Astuatsashunch' matean hin ew
nor ktakaranats', hamematut'eamb ebrayakan ew yunakan bnagrats' [Old and New Testaments of
the Bible, compared with the Hebrew and Greek texts] (Constantinople, 1895); Oxford Annotated
Bible, Revised Standard Edition (New York, 1962).

Genesis through Deuteronomy
Joshua through Esther

Job through the Song of Songs
The Prophets

Some Reference Works about Ancient and Medieval Armenia at Internet Archive. This page, in pdf format.




https://archive.org/details/ia_armenian_dictionaries

https://archive.org/details/western-armenian-ia

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Western_Armenian

https://archive.org/details/LearningClassicalArmenianOnTheInternet

https://archive.org/details/gohark01

https://archive.org/details/gohark02

https://archive.org/details/gohark03

https://archive.org/details/gohark04

https://archive.org/details/SomeReferenceWorksAboutAncientAndMedievalArmeniaAvailableAtInternet



Maps

Maps of Historical Armenia and Neighboring Lands. This download, in 62 bookmarked pdf pages, is a
collection of color and black-and-white maps in Armenian, Russian, and English, showing historical Armenia
from remote antiquity through the 14th century. Most of the maps were drawn by the renowned cartographer
Suren T. Eremyan. Other cartographers include E. V. Xanzadyan, M. A. Katvalyan, B. H. Harut'yunyan and
Cyril Toumanoff.

Maps of Asia Minor, the Caucasus, and Neighbors in Antiquity. A collection of 283 beautiful historical maps
of Asia Minor (including the Armenian Highlands), the Caucasus, Iran, and neighboring lands including the
Aegean Basin, the Levant, and northern Africa ca. 1500 B.C. to 1500 A.D. Cartographers include: Samuel
Butler, William Shepherd, Ramsey Muir, Heinrich Kiepert, William Ramsay, Keith Johnston, George Adam
Smith, Suren Eremyan, Cyril Toumanoff, W. E. D. Allen and others. Graphics in zipped HTML file.

Armenia: A Historical Atlas, by Robert H. Hewsen(Chicago, 2001). A Wikipedia entry describes the life and
achievements of Robert Hewsen, an extraordinary American historian and cartographer. His magnum opus is
the Atlas. Internet Archive has the entire Atlas, divided into parts. The document referenced here is a page of
clickable links to those parts.

A Manual of Ancient Geography (London, 1881) by the great cartographer Heinrich Kiepert, G. A.
Macmillan, translator in 335 searchable and bookmarked pdf pages. Attached to the document is a selection
of Kiepert's beautiful maps from Atlas Antiquus (Berlin, 1869).

Chronological Tables

Ancient and Medieval Chronological Tables. This is a pdf page with clickable links to tables of importance
for ancient and medieval history (ancient times through the 15th century A.D.) at Internet Archive. The tables
also appear as attachments to the pdf document.

Armenian Chronological Tables. This is a pdf page with clickable links to tables of importance for Armenian
history (ancient times through the 15th century A.D.) at Internet Archive. The tables also appear as
attachments to the pdf document. Categories: Rulers of Armenia and of Western and Eastern Empires; Rulers
of Armenia and Iberia/Georgia; Kat'oghikoi and Corresponding Secular Rulers of the Armenians; Arab
Governors (Ostikans) of Arminiya, 8th Century; Medieval Rulers of Antioch, Cyprus, and Jerusalem; and
Rulers of the Mongol Empires. The index is available in pdf and HTML formats (armchrons.html).

Chronological Tables ca. 1500 B.C. to ca. 1500 A.D. Accurate chronological tables based on chronologies
from the Cambridge Ancient History, Cambridge History of Iran, Cambridge Medieval History, and other
reliable sources. Chronologies cover the period ca. 1500 B.C. to 1500 A.D. and include Western Empires
(Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine (to 1453)); Eastern Empires (Iranian, Arab, Saljug, Mongol, Timurid,
Ottoman (to 1481)); Rulers of Armenia and Georgia; Arab Governors (ostikans) of Armenia; Medieval Rulers
of Antioch, Cyprus, and Jerusalem; Heads of the Syrian, Armenian, Nestorian, and Roman Catholic Churches
to ca. 1500; Rulers of the Mongol Empires; as well as tables to accompany Eusebius' Chronicle (Rulers of
Egypt (partial), Assyria, Babylonia, Israel, Judah, Palestine, Judea, Galilee, and Ituraea). Zipped HTML files.

Armenian Writers (5th-13th Centuries), is an HTML application which displays lists of the major Armenian
authors, heads of the Church, and corresponding secular rulers of the Armenians, in adjacent scrollable
frames. Information about the writers includes their major works, and biographies. This material is based on a
course entitled History of Armenian Literature taught by Professor Krikor H. Maksoudian at Columbia




https://archive.org/details/ArmenianHistGeoMaps

https://archive.org/details/HistoricalMaps

https://archive.org/details/hewsen-2001-atlas-index

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_H._Hewsen

https://archive.org/details/KiepertManualAG

https://archive.org/details/ancient_medieval_chrons

https://archive.org/details/ArmenianChronologicalTables

https://archive.org/details/ChronologicalTablesCa.1500B.c.ToCa.1500A.d
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University in Autumn-Spring of 1972-1973, and compiled by his student, Robert Bedrosian, from class notes,
handouts, and other sources.

Art History

Books and articles about Armenian art, at Internet Archive.

Ancient Arts of Western Asia and Northeastern Africa: Images and Texts, in 10 searchable pdf pages. This
file has clickable links to resources at Google Images, Wikipedia, Internet Archive, The Ancient World
Online (AWOL), Encyclopaedia Iranica, Sacred-Texts, and the Heilbrunn Timeline of Art History, at New
York's Metropolitan Museum of Art. Categories include Mesopotamia, Western Iran, Asia Minor and the
Caucasus, the Levant, Northeastern Africa, and Classical Art (Greece and Rome).

Ancient Arts of Eastern and Southern Asia: Images and Texts, in 11 searchable pdf pages. This file has
clickable links to resources at Google Images, Wikipedia, Internet Archive, Encyclopedia of East Asian Art,
The Ancient World Online (AWOL), Sacred-Texts, and the Heilbrunn Timeline of Art History, at New York's
Metropolitan Museum of Art. Categories include China, Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asia.

Ancient and Medieval Gardens, in 961 searchable and bookmarked pdf pages, with a section of Armeniaca.
This file includes clickable links to resources at Internet Archive, Wikipedia, Encyclopaedia Iranica,
Dumbarton Oaks, The Ancient World Online (AWOL), Sacred-Texts, Google, Google Images, Bard
University, and other sites. Topics include: Gardening in antiquity and the Middle Ages,
Fragrance/Perfume/Incense, Herbology, Folklore and Mythology.

Miscellaneous Armenian-Language Books of the 19th and Early 20th Centuries at Internet Archive. This is a
clickable index for some of Internet Archive's Armenian-language resources. These books were selected for
their illustrations, charts, tables, topics, and/or antiquarian interest. Though mostly unrelated to Armenian
studies, they are examples of the breadth and fineness of some popular Armenian printed works.
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https://archive.org/details/bedrosianancientarts

https://archive.org/details/bedrosianancientartsasia

https://archive.org/details/ancientmedievalgardens

https://archive.org/details/ia_miscell_armenian_books



A History of Armenian Literature from the 5th to the 19th Centuries, by Srbouhi Hairapetian (Los Angeles,
1995), in 648 searchable and bookmarked pdf pages, translated into English by multiple translators, and
edited by Barlow Der Mugrdechian and Yervant Kotchounian. This is a translation of the author's outstanding
Armenian original (1986), and is the best general work on the subject in English. Contents: I. Literature of the
Ancient Period (Beginning to 10th Century); II. Medieval Literature (10th to 17th Centuries); and III.
Literature of Restoration (17th through 18th Centuries).

Bibliographia Caucasica et Transcaucasica, volumes 1 and 2 (St. Petersburg, 1874-1876) compiled by M.
Miansarof. Invaluable, extensive bibliographical information about the Caucasus and Transcaucasus. Preface
and tables of contents in French and Russian. Categories include: Natural history, ethnography, peoples,
expeditions, antiquities and inscriptions, numismatics, history, religion, ecclesiastical literature. 873 pdf

pages.

Lwjjwlywl JwntbUwaghwunniphil Haykakan matenagitut'iwn (Venice, 1883) by Armenak Salmaslian.
Bibliography of Armenological works and Armenian-language literary works published from 1565 through
1883. 761 pdf pages.

Armenische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1897) by the German philologist Heinrich Hubschmann (1848-1908). An
encyclopedic German-language study of the probable origin of numerous Armenian words listing, in
dictionary fashion, Persian, Syriac, and Greek loanwords, followed by native Armenian vocabulary. 611 pdf

pages.

Armenian translation by Jacobus Dashian/Yakovbos Tashean of predecessor works by Hubschmann
and C. Brockelmann: NruntJuwuhnpnihiup hwjGptuh thnpuwnGw| pwnhg
Usumnasirut'iwnk' hayere'ni p'oxar'eal barits' [Studies of Armenian Loanwords] (Vienna, 1894), in
233 pdf pages. 1. H. Hubschmann, Semitic; 2. C. Brockelmann, Greek; 3. H. Hubschmann, Native
Armenian. Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 15.

Die Umschreibung der iranischen Sprachen und des Armenischen, by Heinrich Hubschmann (Leipzig, 1882),
in 54 pdf pages.

Armenische Studien, by Heinrich Hubschmann (Leipzig, 1883), in 116 pdf pages.

Persische Studien, by Heinrich Hubschmann (Strassburg, 1895), in 315 pdf pages.

Untersuchungen zur Geschichte von Eran, by Joseph Marquart, in two volumes: volume 1 (Gottingen, 1895),
in 792 pdf pages; volume 2 (Gottingen, 1905), in 260 pdf pages.

Chronologische Untersuchungen, by Joseph Marquart (Leipzig, 1899), in 87 pdf pages.

Osteuropdische und ostasiatische Streifziige, Ethnologische und historisch-topographische Studien zur
Geschichte des 9. und 10. Jahrhunderts, ca. 840-940, by Joseph Marquart (Leipzig, 1903), in 624 pdf pages.

Armenische Studien, by Paul de Lagarde (Gottingen, 1877), in 190 pdf pages.

Gesammelte Abhandlungen, by Paul de Lagarde (Leipzig, 1866), in 302 pdf pages.
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Materialien zur dlteren Geschichte Armeniens und Mesopotamiens, by Ferdinand Friedrich Carl Lehmann-
Haupt and Max von Berchem (Berlin, 1907), in 226 pdf pages.

Armenien, einst und jetzt, by Ferdinand Friedrich Carl Lehmann-Haupt, volumes 1 and 2 (Berlin, 1910-
1931), in 568 pdf pages.

Iranisches Namenbuch (Marburg, 1895), by the Iranist Ferdinand Justi (1837-1907). This study, perhaps
Justi's finest work, contains some 4,500 names and 9,500 different individuals mentioned in Iranian-language
sources (Avestan, Middle and New Persian, etc.) from the oldest Avestan texts up to Justi's day. It also lists
names recorded since the 9th-century B.C. in the literary, epigraphical, numismatic, and other traditions of
peoples that Iranians came into contact with or which mention Iranian names (including in languages such as
Assyrian, Hebrew, Greek, Syriac, Armenian, Georgian). The entries provide extensive documentation,
transforming this work into an historical onomasticon. Justi's meticulous scholarship makes his writings
invaluable more than 100 years after his death. 571 pdf pages.

Eranshahr nach der Geographie des Ps. Moses Xoranac'i (Berlin, 1901), by Joseph Marquart/Markwart [Iran
according to the Geography of Pseudo-Moses Xoranac'i]. Classical Armenian text, German translation and
commentary about the districts of Iran in the famous Geography [Ashkharats'oyts'], a 7th century work by the
Armenian polymath Anania of Shirak (610-685). In Marquart's day this work was attributed to the historian
Moses of Xoren. However, the reassigned authorship in no way compromises its information or Marquart's
study. An invaluable work for Iranian, and Armenian studies, as well as for the study of Asian geography.

Die altarmenischen Ortsnamen by Heinrich Hubschmann (Strasbourg, 1904). This is a listing and
morphological analysis of Old Armenian toponyms and is invaluable for studying the historical geography
and civilizations of the Armenian Highlands.

Armenian translation of the above: £hU hwyng wnntGnLn) wuunLuUUubpn Hin hayots' teghwoy
annunnere" [Ancient Armenian Place Names] (Vienna, 1907), by Heinrich Hubschmann.

The Historical Geography of Asia Minor (London, 1890; reprinted numerous times), by the distinguished
archaeologist and New Testament scholar W. M. Ramsay (1851-1939), in 538 pdf pages.

J. Saint-Martin, Mémoires historiques et géographiques sur I'Arménie (Paris, 1818-1819), in two volumes:
volume 1, in 474 pdf pages.
volume 2, in 536 pdf pages.

Neilson C. Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia (Chicago, 1938), in 348 bookmarked and searchable pdf
pages. The dynasty of the Arsacids or Parthians ruled Iran/Persia and neighbors from about 247 B.C. to 224
A.D. Contents: 1. The Growth of Parthia; 2. Early Foreign Relations; 3. The Indo-Iranian Frontier; 4. Drums
of Carrhae; 5. The Struggle in Syria; 6. Antony and Armenia; 7. The Contest for the Euphrates; 8. The
Campaign of Corbulo; 9. Parthia in Commerce and Literature; 10. Trajan in Armenia and Mesopotamia; 11.
The Downfall of the Parthian Empire; Rulers: Parthian, Seleucid, Roman Emperors; Map.

V. Chapot, La frontiere de I'Euphrate de Pompée a la conquéte arabe (Paris, 1907). A detailed study of the
historical geography and ethnography of western historical Armenia from Roman times through the 7th
century A.D.

Pombe'osi zhamanake'n minch'ew Arabats'wots' ashxarhakalut'iwne" [The Euphratean Frontier from
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the Time of Pompey until the Arab Conquest], by V. Chapot, translated by Y. Tashean (Vienna,
1960), in 802 pdf pages. Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 189.

Karl Giiterbock, Romisch-Armenien und die Rémischen Satrapieen im vierten bis sechsten Jahrhundert
(Konigsberg, 1900).

Armenian translation of the above, Karl Giiterbock's £nnyUtwlywl hwjwuwnwl G

hr'ovme'akan satraput'iwnnere" d-z darerun [Byzantine Armenia and the Byzantine Satrapies in the
4th-6th centuries] (Vienna, 1914). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 74.

Pascal Asdourian, Die politischen Beziehungen zwischen Armenien und Rom (Venice, 1911).

Hakob Manandyan, Shgnpwu £ U £nndp_Tigran B ev Hr'ome" [Tigran IT and Rome] (Erevan, 1977), in
208 pdf pages. This work was published originally in 1940. The scan was made from Manandyan's Erker A
[Works 1] (Erevan, 1977) pp. 407-607.

Translations of this classic work are available in:

English,
French, and
Russian.

Karl Giiterbock, Byzanz und Persien in ihren diplomatisch-vélkerrechtlichen beziehungen im zeitalter
Justinians (Berlin, 1906).

Armenian translation of the above, Karl Giiterbock's FhLquiunhnu GL MTwpuywuwnwl G

Biwzandion ew Parskastan ew anonts' diwanagitakan ew azgayin-irawakan yaraberut'iwnnere"
Yustinianu zhamanak [Byzantium and Persia and Their Diplomatic and National-Juridical Relations
in the Time of Justinian] (Vienna, 1911). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 62. Unfortunately, the
title page is mangled, and pages 68-69 are missing.

W. Tomaschek, Sasun und das Quellengebiet des Tigris (Wien, 1896), in 47 pdf pages.

Armenian translation of the above, W. Tomaschek's UwuntLu GL Shgpnhuh wnpGpwg
uwhJwUUbnp_Sasun ew Tigrisi aghberats' sahmannere" [Sasun and the Sources of the Tigris]
(Vienna, 1896). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 21.

Theodor Noldeke, Aufsdtze zur persischen Geschichte (Leipzig, 1887).

Armenian translation of the above, Theodor Néldeke's NwunuUniphiu Uwuwlutbwl
nEpnLptwl Patmut'iwn Sasanean te'rut'ean [History of the Sasanian Empire] (Vagharshapat,
1896).

K. Patkanov/Patkanian, Essai d'une histoire de la dynastie des Sassanides, d'apres les renseignements fournis
par les historiens arméniens, in 149 pdf pages. This valuable monograph, which appeared in Journal
Asiatique ser. VI, vol. VII (1866) pp. 101-238, translates and examines passages from Classical Armenian
historical sources of the 5-13th centuries for information on the dynasty of the Sasanians/Sassanians in
Persia/Iran (A.D. 224-651). Historians include: Agat'angeghos, P'awstos Buzand, Koriwn, Ghazar P'arpets'i,
Eghishe, Sebeos, Ghewond, Zenob Glak, Moses of Khoren, John Mamikonean, John Kat'oghikos, T'ovma
Artsruni, Step'annos Asoghik, Movses Dasxurantsi, Samuel of Ani, Mxit'ar of Ayrivank', Vardan Arewelts'i,
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Kirakos of Ganjak, and Step'annos Orbelean. The monograph was subsequently published as a separate book.
The article is a French translation done by E. Prud’homme of K. Patkanian's Russian work.

H. Gelzer, Die Genesis der byzantinischen Themenverfassung (Leipzig, 1899).

pwlwywprtUtnnL npnLpGwU Skzbnaworut'iwnk' biwzandean banakat'emeru drut'ean
[Beginnings of the Byzantine Military Theme System] (Vienna, 1903). Azgayin matenadaran series,
volume 44.

H. Gelzer, QwdwnownnLhtu Fhrquunwyuwl wjupubnh wywundnipbGwU Hamar'o'tut'iwn
Biwzandakan kaysrneri patmut'ean [Concise History of the Byzantine Emperors] (Vagharshapat, 1901), in
526 pdf pages.

H. Gelzer, Qwdwnowun Mwwndntphtt <wjng Hamar'o't Patmut'iwn Hayots' [Concise History of the
Armenians], translated into Armenian by G. Gale'mk'earean (Vienna, 1897), in 146 pdf pages. The book
includes two appendices by Gale'mk'earean: 1. List of Books Published about the Massacres of the
Armenians of 1895-1897; and 2. List of the Kat'oghikoi and Patriarchs of the Armenians. Azgayin
matenadaran series, volume 25.

Material on the Armenian naxarar (lordly) families is available on another page of this site: Armenian Noble
Houses.

Joseph Marquart/Markwart, Die armenischen Markgrafen (bdeashxk') Exkurs I from Eranshahr nach der
Geographie des Ps. Moses Xoranac'i (Berlin, 1901), pp. 165-179.

Armenian translation of the above, Joseph Marquart/Markwart's W) pnGwup Hay bdeashxk'
[The Armenian Border Lords] (Vienna, 1903). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 43.

Louis Vivien de Saint-Martin, Recherches sur les populations primitives et les plus anciennes traditions du
Caucase (Paris, 1847), 220 pdf pages.

Simon Weber, Ararat in der Bibel, from Theol. Quartalschrift, LXXXIII. Jahrg., 1901, III. Quartalheft, p. 321-
374.

Armenian translation of the above, Simon Weber's Upwpwuwup_unipp gnng_UEp Ararate" surb
grots' me'j_[Ararat in the Bible] (Vienna, 1901). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 39.

Vahan Inglizean, Quwjwuwnwl UnLpp Spph UEp Hayastan Surb Grk'i me'j.[Armenia in the Bible]
(Vienna, 1947), in 286 pdf pages. Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 152.

Maximillian Streck, Armenien, Kurdistan und Westpersien, nach den babylonisch-assyrischen keilinschriften
(Munich, 1898).

Armenian translation of the above, Maximillian Streck's Lwjwuunwlu ppnwuwnwlu G

hwJGJwuwnl Hayastan k'rdastan ew arewmtean parskastan babelakan-asorestaneay sephagreru
hamematn [Armenia, Kurdistan, and Western Persia according to Babylonian-Assyrian Inscriptions]
(Vienna, 1904). Azgayin matenadaran series, volume 50.
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Yushardzan/Huschardzan: Festschrift aus Anlass des 100jdhrigen Bestandes der Mechitharisten-
Kongregation in Wien (1811-1911) und des 25 Jahrganges der philologischen Monatsschrift "Handes
amsorya" (1887-1911), in 470 pdf pages. This volume (Vienna, 1911) contains articles in German and
Armenian on topics including history, linguistics, ethnography, philology, and mythology by some of the most
prominent Armenists of the 19th-early 20th centuries.

Some Works on Armenian Linguistics, and related topics.

Armenian Toponyms by Nina G. Garsoian. Tables of the provinces, cities, towns, villages, mountains, plains,
rivers, lakes, and seas in historical Armenian states and areas of Armenian settlement in Asia Minor including
map and literary references, prepared by Nina G. Garsoian as an accompaniment (Appendix V "Toponymy",
pp. 137*-246%*) to her 1970 translation of N. Adontz's study Armenia in the Period of Justinian (1908). Tables
provide (where available) Classical Armenian, Greek, Latin, and modern designations. Included is Garsoian's
updated Bibliography (pp. 247*-303*) for this important work of Adontz on the lords (naxarars) of Ancient
Armenia. Despite some omissions, this is an invaluable tool for the study of historical Armenia. Searchable
pdf.

Nicholas Adontz

Historico-Geographical Survey of Western Armenia by Nicholas Adontz. These sections from
Nicholas Adontz's celebrated work Armenia in the Period of Justinian (1908) treat the historical
geography of parts of Western Armenia. English translation, updated notes and bibliography, and
new appendices by Nina G. Garsoian (1970). Included are Chapters 2-4 (pages 25-74), their
Footnotes (pages 386-399), Appendix V "Toponymy" (pages 137*-246%*), and full Bibliography
(pages 247*-303%*). In these chapters Adontz describes: 1. The "satrapies" of Asthianene and
Balabitene, Sophene, Anzitene-Tsovk', Xarberd, Ashmushat, Anzita; 2. Armenia Interior: Xordzayn,
Paghnatun, Mzur, Daranaghik', Kemah/Ekegheats', Erzincan, Derjan, Managhik, Karin, Saghagom,
Aghiwn-Analibna, Tzanika; 3. Lesser Armenia/Armenia Minor: districts of Orbalisene, Aitulane,
Hairetike, Orsene, Orbisene, and their chief cities.

The Origin of the Naxarar System. These sections from Nicholas Adontz's Armenia in the Period of
Justinian (1908) treat the history of the lordly (naxarar) system on the Armenian Highlands. English
translation, updated notes and bibliography, and new appendices by Nina G. Garsoian (1970).
Included are Chapters 9-15 (pages 165-372), their Footnotes (pages 433-529), Appendices I-V
(pages 1*-246*), and full Bibliography (247*-303*). Eastern Armenia: Chapter 9, Armenia—the
Marzpanate; Chapter 10, A Quantitative Analysis of the Naxarardoms; Chapter 11, Territorial
Analysis of the Naxarar System; Chapter 12, The Naxarar System and the Church. The Origin of
the Naxarar System: Chapter 13, Preliminary Excursus; Chapter 14, The Tribal Bases of the
Naxarar System; Chapter 15, The Feudal Bases of the Naxarar System.

The Reform of Justinian in Armenia. These sections from Nicholas Adontz's Armenia in the Period
of Justinian (1908) describe the substance, intent, and effects of the reforms of the Byzantine
emperor Justinian (A.D. 527-565) in Armenia. English translation, updated notes and bibliography,
and new appendices by Nina G. Garsoian (1970). Included are the Introduction (pages 1-6), Chapter
1 (pages 7-24 ), Chapters 5-8 (pages 75-164), their Footnotes, Appendices I-V (pages 1*-246%*), and
full Bibliography (247*-303*). Chapter 1, The Political Division of Armenia; Chapter 5,
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Administration: Western Armenia before Justinian; Chapter 6, The Reform of Justinian in Armenia;
Chapter 7, The Civilian Reorganization of Armenia; Chapter 8, The Significance of Justinian's
Reform in Armenia.

Cyril Toumanoff

Studies in Christian Caucasian History (Georgetown, 1963):
Searchable pdf files

L. The Social Background of Christian Caucasia

I1. States and Dynasties of Caucasia in the Formative Centuries
III. The Orontids of Armenia

IV. Iberia [Georgia] between Chosroid and Bagratid Rule

V. The Armeno-Georgian Marchlands

Ghukas Inchichian

<UwpununcphLu wptuwnphwaonwlwl <wjwuinwlbbuwyg wpfuwnhh Hnaxosut'iwn
ashxarhagrakan Hayastaneayts' ashxarhi [Antiquities of Armenian Geography] (Venice, 1835):

Uunnpwagnpniphil hhu Qwjwuwnuwlbiw)g_Storagrut'iwn hin Hayastaneayts' [Description of
Ancient Armenia] (Venice, 1822).

Garegin Zarbhanalean

of Ancient Armenian Literature] (Venice, 1897). This classic study describes works of Armenian
literature from the 4th through the 13th centuries. 1011 pdf pages.

Matenadaran haykakan t'argmanut'eants' naxneats' (dar d-zhg) [Catalog of Ancient Armenian
Translations (4-13th centuries)] (Venice, 1889) describes works of foreign literature that were
translated into Armenian through the 13th century. 827 pdf pages.

E. Ter-Minassiantz

Die Beziehungen der armenischen Kirche zu den syrischen bis zum Ende des 6. Jahr-hunderts
(Leipzig, 1904).
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yaraberut'iwnnere" Asorwots' ekeghets'ineri het [The Relations of the Armenian Church with Syrian
Churches] (Ejmiatsin, 1908).

Levon (Ghewond) Alishan

<2hU hwrwwunp Ywd hGpwlnuwlywl Ypoup €wjng_Hin hawatk' kam het'anosakan kro'nk'
Hayots' [The Ancient Faith or Pagan Religion of the Armenians]. Written by the renowned 19th
century polymath Levon (Ghewond) Alishan, this work has been highly praised and extensively
used by mythologists and folklorists since its publication (Venice, 1910). Earlier, it had been
serialized from 1895 in the journal Hande's Amso'reay. Topics include: nature worship, worship of
celestial bodies, animal worship, monsters, spirits, mythological heroes, pagan gods, magic,
charms/divination, the next world, and cult objects. A major source for the folk beliefs, customs,
myths, and history of the Armenian Highlands. 556 pdf pages.

Lwjwuinwl juwnwe pwl gihubu Lwjwuwnuwl Hayastan yar'aj k'an zlineln Hayastan
[Armenia Before Becoming Armenia], by Levon (Ghewond) Alishan, (Venice, 1904). Alishan's
remarkable ideas about the prehistory of the Armenian Highlands, mostly based on the Old
Testament and Armenian legends. 291 pdf pages.

LwjpnLuwl Haybusak [Armenian Botany], by Levon (Ghewond) Alishan (Venice, 1895), in 697
pdf pages. An invaluable encyclopedic work on the flora of the Armenian highlands. This massive
study contains alphabetical entries for the major plants, trees, shrubs, as well as fungi. Many entries
are accompanied by gorgeous, life-like drawings. There is also precious anecdotal evidence of these
plants' usage by the Armenians of the 19th century and before. Latin, French, Turkish and Arabic
names (the last two in Armenian characters) appear in cross-referenced indices at the back. This is a
major source for the study of Armenian ethnobotany.

CShpwy, StGnwanniphtl ywwunybnwagn)g_Shirak, Teghagrut'iwn patkerats'oyts' [Illustrated

Uhuwlywu, SEnwanntehib Uhtubwg wuwnhh Sisakan, Teghagrut'iwn Siwneats'
ashxarhi [Sisakan, Topography of the Land of Siwnik'] (Venice, 1893). Alishan's thorough study of
the twelve districts of Siwnik' in eastern historical Armenia. Topics include geography, topography,
natural resources, flora, fauna, history, current conditions, customs, folklore, and much more.

Lavishly illustrated with drawings, and numerous photographs unavailable elsewhere, in 642 pdf
pages.

Stnwahp fwjng UGdwg_ Teghagir Hayots' Metsats' [Topography of Greater Armenial, by
Levon (Ghewond) Alishan (Venice, 1855), in 121 pdf pages.

Sunphwih 6L wwpwaw) hip Shnorhali ew paragay iwr [Shnorhali and His Times] (Venice,
1873). A detailed study of the life, times, and works of Saint Nerses Shnorhali ("The Gracious" or
"The Graceful") (1098-1173), kat'oghikos of the Armenian Church (1166-1173), poet, theologian,
and philologist, in 641 pdf pages.

hamagrut'iwn Haykakan Kilikioy ew Lewon Metsagorts [Sisuan: a Study of Armenian Cilicia and
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Levon the Magnificent] (Venice, 1885). Historico-philological study of Cilicia including natural
resources, folklore, flora and fauna, in 674 pdf pages.

Léon le magnifique, premier roi de Sissouan ou de I'Armenocilicie, by Ghewond M. Alishan
(Venice, 1888), in 428 pdf pages.

Assises d'Antioche par Sempad le Connétable (Venice, 1876). Original grabar text and French
translation.

Christianity among the Armenians], by Levon (Ghewond) Alishan (Venice, 1901), in 304 pdf pages.

<nhyp hwjpntubwg hwjing Hushikk' hayreneats' hayots' [Memories of the Armenian
Homeland] by Levon (Ghewond) Alishan. Download includes both volumes of this two-volume
work (Venice, 1869-1870, in 1176 bookmarked pdf pages.

<wywuwjwiinnid Hayapatum [Armeniaca] vol. 1 (Venice, 1901), in 985 pdf pages. vols. 2-3
(Venice, 1901), in 1042 pdf pages.

Venet, kam yare"nch'ut'iwnk' hayots' ew Venetay i ZhG ew i ZhE darn [Relations between the
Armenians and Venice in the 13th-15th Centuries] parts 1 and 2 (Venice, 1896), in 637 pdf pages.
Part 2 continues to the 18th century.

Italian version of the above: L'Armeno-Veneto (Venice, 1893) part 1, 13th-14th centuries, in 358 pdf
pages.

B. T'osunyan's Modern Armenian translation of Alishan's Classical Armenian monograph on the
district of Artsakh (Nagorno-Karabakh/Mountainous Karabagh) in eastern historical Armenia. It is
perhaps the most detailed study of the area, especially for the medieval period, and contains precious
material not found elsewhere.

Writings of Ghewond Alishan, at Internet Archive.

Victor Langlois

Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I'Arménie, volume 1 (Paris, 1867). Mar Apas
Catina, Bardesane, Agathange, Faustus de Byzance, Léboubna d'Edesse, Zénob de Glag, Jean
Mamigonien.

Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I'Arménie, volume 2 (Paris, 1869). Gorioun, Moise
de Khoreén, Elisée, Lazar de Pharbe, Eznik de Goghp (extrait du ch. II).

Documents pour servir a l'histoire des Lusignans de la petite Arménie (1342-1394) (Paris, 1859).
Langlois' valuable study of the French noble family of Lusignan with branches in Cyprus, Antioch,
and the Armenian kingdom of Cilicia. After the murder of the Hetumid Leon IV in 1341, his cousin
Guy de Lusignan was elected king of Cilicia. The pro-Latin family tried unsuccessfully to impose
Catholicism in the country, which led to constant civil unrest. Lusignan kings of Cilicia included:




https://archive.org/details/AlishanSisuanEwLevonMetsagorts

https://archive.org/details/lonlemagnifique00alisgoog/page/n8

https://archive.org/details/assisesdantioche00sempuoft/page/n5

https://archive.org/details/arshaloyskristo00alisgoog

https://archive.org/details/AlishanHushikk0102

https://archive.org/details/hayapatumpatmut00alisgoog

https://archive.org/details/HayapatumPatmutiwnHayotsvolumes2And3

https://archive.org/details/hayvenetkamharn01alisgoog/page/n8

https://archive.org/details/larmenovenetoco00alisgoog

https://archive.org/details/alishan-1993-artsakh/Alishan_1993_Artsakh

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Alishan%20AND%20%28Levon%20OR%20Ghewond%29

https://www.archive.org/details/collectiondeshi01langgoog

https://www.archive.org/details/collectiondeshi02langgoog

https://www.archive.org/details/DocumentsPourServirALhistoireDesLusignansDeLaPetiteArmenie



Constantine 1T (1342-1344); Constantine I1I (1344-1362); Constantine IV (1362-1373); and Leo V
(1374-1393). The Cilician Armenian kingdom was inherited by the Cypriot Lusignans in 1393. 71
pdf pages.

Chronique de Michel le Grand patriarche des Syriens Jacobites (Venice, 1868). This is a French
translation of the medieval Armenian version of Michael the Syrian's Chronicle. Langlois used most
of the manuscripts published in the later Classical Armenian editions of Jerusalem 1870 and 1871.
His edition is very readable and accompanied by extensive scholarly notes. 399 pdf pages.

Inscriptions grecques, romaines, byzantines et arméniennes de la Cilicie (Paris, 1854).

Le trésor des chartes d'Arménie, ou, Cartulaire de la chancellerie royale des Roupéniens:
comprenant tous les documents relatifs aux établissements fondés en Cilicie par les ordres de
chevalerie institués pendant les Croisades et par les républiques marchandes de I'Italie, etc. (Venice,
1863).

Mémoire sur la vie et les écrits du prince Grégoire de Magistros, duc de la Mésopotamie, auteur
arménien du Xle siecle. This study by Langlois appeared in Journal Asiatique XIII 6(1869) pp. 5-64.
It is an account of the life and works of Grigor Magistros Pahlawuni (990-1058), an Armenian
scholar, author, translator, and political functionary. After serving as governor-general of the city of
Edessa, Magistros was named Duke of Mesopotamia by the Byzantine emperor Constantine IX
Monomachus. Throughout his life Magistros collected ancient texts, made translations from Greek,
Syriac, and Arabic, and trained a generation of scholarly ecclesiastics.

Inscriptions grecques, romaines, byzantines et arméniennes de la Cilicie (Paris, 1854).

Numismatique genéralé de I'Arménie. Langlois' study is preceded by another noteworthy
monograph, Edouard Dulaurier's Bibliothéque historique arménienne ou Choix des principaux
historiens arméniens traduits en francais et accompagnés de notes historiques et géographiques,
collection destinée a servir de complément aux Chroniqueurs byzantins et slavons (Paris, 1859).

Numismatique de la Géorgie au moyen age (Paris, 1852), in 68 pdf pages.

Description of the Armenian Monastery on the Island of St. Lazarus-Venice, followed by a
compendium of the history and literature of Armenia. English translation of Langlois' French
original (Venice, 1874).
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https://archive.org/details/historyofarmenia00lang/page/n4



Marie-Félicité Brosset

Histoire de la Siounie par Stephannos Orbelian, volumes 1 and 2 (St. Petersburg, 1864-1866). 513
pdf pages.

Histoire chronologique par Mkhit'ar Ayrivanets'i (St. Petersburg, 1869).

Deux historiens arméniens (St. Petersburg, 1870). Kiracos de Gantzac et Oukhtanes.

Collection d'historiens arméniens (St. Petersburg, 1876), tome II. Zakaria: Mémoires historiques sur
les Sofis, Cartulaires de Iohannon-Vank. Hassan-Dchalaliants: Histoire d'Aghovanie. Davith-beg.
Abraham de Crete: Histoire de Nadir-chah. Samouel d'Ani: Tables chronologiques. Souvenirs d'un
officier russe.

Les ruines d'Ani capitale de I'Arménie sous les rois Bagratides, aux X et XI s Histoire et description
vols. I and II (St. Petersburg, 1860-1861). Invaluable study of the Armenian city of Ani by the
French Orientalist and translator Marie-Felicite Brosset (1802-1880). Includes a thorough history
and description with inscriptions and excerpts from historical sources, personal observations,
diagrams, and genealogical tables. 205 pdf pages, plates absent.

Rapports sur un voyage archéologique dans la Géorgie et dans I'Arménie (St. Petersburg, 1849-51),
in 996 pdf pages.

Inscriptions géorgiennes et autres, recueillies par le Pere Nerses Sargisian et expliquées par M.
Brosset (St. Petersburg, 1864), in 40 pdf pages.

Histoire de Géorgie (St. Petersburg, 1849-1850) in two volumes: tome 1, in 716 pdf pages. This is
Brosset's translation of the Georgian K'artlis C'xovreba [Life/History of Georgia], made from the
King Vaxtang VI Redaction (1703/61); tome 2, in 590 pdf pages. French translations of Georgian
historical works from the 15th-19th centuries.

Additions et éclaircissements a I'Histoire de la Géorgie (St. Petersburg, 1851), in 518 pdf pages.
Contains Chronique arménienne ("Juansher'") among other works.

Description géographique de la Géorgie, par le Tsarévitch Wakhoucht (St. Petersburg, 1842), in 606
pdf pages. Georgian text and French translation by Brosset.

Meélanges Asiatiques tirés du Bulletin de L'Académie impériale des sciences de St.-Pétersbourg (St.
Petersburg, 1863), Tome IV. (1860-1863), in 788 pdf pages. Articles about Armenian and Georgian
topics by Brosset, Langlois, Patkanian, and others.

Bibliographie analytique des ouvrages de Monsieur Marie-Félicité Brosset, par Laurent Brosset (St.
Petersbourg, 1887), in 436 pdf pages.

Edouard Dulaurier

Les Mongols d'apres les historiens armeniens;_fragments traduits sur les textes originaux, in 192 pdf
pages. This study appeared in Journal Asiatique 11(1858) pp. 192-255, 426-473, 481-508 and JA
16(1860) pp. 273-322. The author, the noted historian, Egyptologist, and Armenist, Edouard
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Dulaurier (1808-1881), translated extensive extracts from two invaluable Armenian historical
sources of the 13th century pertaining to the Mongols: Kirakos Ganjakets'i and Vardan Arewelts'i
("the Easterner").

Numismatique genéralé de I'Arménie (Paris, 1859). Langlois' study is preceded by another
noteworthy monograph, Edouard Dulaurier's Bibliothéque historique arménienne ou Choix des
principaux historiens arméniens traduits en francais et accompagnés de notes historiques et
géographiques, collection destinée a servir de complément aux Chroniqueurs byzantins et slavons.

Recherches sur la chronologie arménienne, I. L.a chronologie technique (Paris, 1859), all that was
published, in 460 pdf pages.

Recherches sur la formation de la langue arménienne (Paris, 1871), in 188 pdf pages. This is a
French translation of K. Patkanov's Russian study, which Dulaurier annotated.

Etude sur I'organisation politique, religieuse et administrative du royaume de la Petite-Arménie,
Journal Asiatique, 5th ser., XVII, XVIII (1861), published as a separate monograph in 1862, in 160
pdf pages. Unfortunately, a genealogical table at the end is mangled.

Histoire, dogmes, traditions et liturgie de I'Eglise Arménienne Orientale (Paris, 1859), in 211 pdf
pages.

Bibliotheque historique arménienne, ou choix des principaux historiens arméniens, (Paris, 1858), in
588 pdf pages. French translation of Matthew of Edessa's Chronicle and its continuation by Gregory
the Priest to 1162.

Recueil des historiens des croisades, documents arméniens tome premier (Paris, 1869), French translations of
Armenian histories and chronicles relating to the Crusades, preceded by an extensive study of the kingdom of
Cilician Armenia. Matthieu d'Edesse, Grégoire le Prétre, Basil, Nersés Schnorhali, Grégoire Dgh, Michel le
Syrien (extrait), Guiragos de Kantzag (extrait), Vartan le Grand (extrait), Samuel d'Ani (extrait), Héthoum,
Vahram d'Edesse, Héthoum II, Nersés de Lampron, le Connétable Sempad, Mardiros de Crimée, Mekhitar de
Daschir. 992 pdf pages.

Recueil des historiens des croisades, documents arméniens tome second (Paris, 1906), French and Latin
documents relating to Cilician Armenia. Jean Dardel, Hayton (La Flor...), Haytonus, Brocardus, Guillelmus
Adae, Daniel de Thaurisio, Les Gestes des Chiprois. 1310 pdf pages.

Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 1301-1480, A Source for Middle Eastern History, by Avedis K. Sanjian
(Cambridge, MA., 1969), in 470 searchable pdf pages. Colophons are additions to the ends of manuscripts,
made by their copyist(s). Some contain invaluable information on local and regional events. Sanjian's
translations are selections from the magisterial publications of Levon Khachikyan, and are accompanied by
extensive glossaries.

Ownwn wnpjnLputGpp Qwjwuwnnwuh W hwytph Jwuhl O'tar aghbyurnere” Hayastani ev hayeri
masin [Foreign Sources on Armenia and the Armenians]

Two volumes from this important series contain modern Armenian translations of relevant passages
from Syriac sources, together with invaluable introductory studies and scholarly notes:
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Uunpwlywl wnpjntputin Asorakan aghbyurner [Syriac Sources] I (Erevan, 1976), in 479 pdf
pages. Translation, study, and notes by H. G. Melkonyan. Translated selections from the sixth
century historians Mshikha Zekha, Joshua the Stylite, Zakaria Rhetor, and John of Ephesus.

Wunpwywl wnpjnLpubip Asorakan aghbyurner [Syriac Sources] II. Wuwuntu GnGuwgh
dwJdwlwlywanntpintu Ananun Edesats'i zhamanakagrut'yun [Chronicle of the Anonymous
Edessan] (Erevan, 1982), in 269 pdf pages. This a 13th century chronicle of importance for the
Saljuq domination, the Crusades, the Armenian principalities of Northern Syria, and other topics.
Translation, study, and notes by L. H. Ter-Petrosyan.

Five volumes contain modern Armenian translations of Byzantine sources, together with invaluable
introductory studies and scholarly notes. All five volumes are the work of the great Byzantinist
Hratch Bartikyan:

Prokopios Kesarats'i [Procopius of Caesarea] (Erevan, 1967), in 384 pdf pages.

Kostandin Tsiranatsin [Constantine Porphyrogenitus] (Erevan, 1970), in 444 pdf pages.

Hovhannes Skilits'ea [John Skylitzes] (Erevan, 1979), in 525 pdf pages.

T'eop'anes Xostovanogh [Theophanes Confessor] (Erevan, 1983), in 415 pdf pages.

T'eop'anesi Sharunakogh [Theophanes Continuator] (Erevan, 1990), in 438 pdf pages.

Three volumes contain modern Armenian translations of Arabic sources, together with invaluable
introductory studies and scholarly notes:

Yaqut al-Hamawi, Abu'l Fida, Ibn Shaddad (Erevan, 1965), A. T. Nalbandyan, translator and editor,
in 366 pdf pages.

Ibn al-Athir (Erevan, 1981), Aram Ter-Ghewondyan, translator and editor, in 445 pdf pages.

Upwp JwwuntGUwaghpubip (@-d nwnpbn Arab matenagirner T'-Zh darer [Arab Authors of the
9th-10th Centuries] (Erevan, 2005), Aram Ter-Ghewondyan, translator, in 706 pdf pages.

Three volumes contain modern Armenian translations of Ottoman Turkish sources of the 16-18th
centuries, accompanied by scholarly introductions, notes, and lexicons. All three volumes are the
work of the great Turkologist A. X. Safrastyan:

(nippwywl wnpjntputinp£. 1 (Erevan, 1961), in 402 pdf pages. Contents include the
chroniclers Pechevi, Naima, Rashid, Chelebi-Zade, Suphi, Sami, Shakir, Sulayman-Izdi, Vassef,
Ahmed Chevdet-Pasha.

[nippwywl wnpjntputinp£. 2 (Erevan, 1964), in 335 pdf pages. Contents include the
chroniclers Gharib Chelebi, Seloniki Mustafa, Solak Zade, Shani Zade, Munejjim Bashi, Feridun
Bey, Kochi Bey.

(nippwywl wnpjntputnp£. 3 (Erevan, 1967), in 347 pdf pages. Extracts from the writings
of Evliya Chelebi (1611-1682), Ottoman Turkish officer and diplomat.
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Five volumes from the important series W) dnnnynnh MwwndnLpynLllu Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun
[History of the Armenian People] (Erevan, Armenia) cover earliest times through the 19th century. Each
volume is the work of multiple authors.

Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun [History of the Armenian People], volume 1 (Erevan, 1971), S. T.
Eremyan, editor, in 1012 searchable pdf pages. Devoted to Remote and Classical Antiquity: earliest
times through the second century A. D.

Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun [History of the Armenian People], volume 2 (Erevan, 1984), S. T.
Eremyan, editor, in 782 searchable pdf pages. Devoted to the third-ninth centuries.

Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun [History of the Armenian People], volume 3 (Erevan, 1976), B. N.
Arakelyan, editor, in 1036 searchable pdf pages. Devoted to the ninth-fourteenth centuries.

Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun [History of the Armenian People], volume 4 (Erevan, 1972), L. S.
Khachikyan, editor, in 687 pdf pages. Devoted to the fourteenth-eighteenth centuries.

Volume 5 in this series, covering the period from 1801 to 1870, has been split in two for
manageability. <wy dnnnynnh wwuwndnrpynLl Hay zhoghovrdi patmut'yun [History of the
Armenian People], volume 5 (Erevan, 1974), Zh. P. Aghayan, editor.

Lwjgnnnypnh MwwndnLpintl, L. 5a.
Lwjgnnnypnh MwuwndnLpinLl, L. 5b.

Cultural History

Sections dealing with culture and the arts from the above volumes are available as separate pdf files,
indexed and searchable. Multiple authors.

From volume 1 (Erevan, 1971), earliest times through the second century A.D., in 162 pdf pages.

From volume 2 (Erevan, 1984), the third-ninth centuries, in 327 pdf pages.

From volume 3 (Erevan, 1976), the ninth-fourteenth centuries, in 326 pdf pages.

From volume 4 (Erevan, 1972), the fourteenth-eighteenth centuries, in 256 pdf pages.

From volume 5 (Erevan, 1974), the period 1801-1870, in 187 pdf pages.
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https://archive.org/search.php?query=Lane-Poole&page=1

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Le%20Strange%20AND%20Bedrosian

https://archive.org/search.php?query=%28%28subject%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20David%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20D%2E%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20D%2E%20D%2E%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Daniel%20David%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Daniel%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22D%2E%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%22%20OR%20subject%3A%22Daniel%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Daniel%20David%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Daniel%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22D%2E%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22D%2E%20David%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20David%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20D%2E%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20D%2E%20D%2E%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20D%2E%20David%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Daniel%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20creator%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%22%20OR%20title%3A%22Daniel%20David%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20title%3A%22Daniel%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20title%3A%22D%2E%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20title%3A%22Daniel%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Daniel%20David%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Daniel%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20description%3A%22D%2E%20D%2E%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20David%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%20D%2E%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Daniel%20Luckenbill%22%20OR%20description%3A%22Luckenbill%2C%20Daniel%22%29%20OR%20%28%221881-1927%22%20AND%20Luckenbill%29%29%20AND%20%28-mediatype:software%29

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Oppenheim%20AND%20Bedrosian

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Ramsay%20AND%20Bedrosian



Michael Rostovtzeff
E. A. Speiser

W. W. Tarn

Arthur Ungnad
Alexander A. Vasiliev

Journal Indices

HA Ts'ankk' 1887-1961. Indices for the Armenological journal QwlUntu WduonbGwy Hande's
Amso 'reay (Vienna), for the years 1887-1961, in 56 pdf pages.

AH Ts'ankk' 1896-1916. Indices for Wqqugnwlwl wlnku Azgagrakan Hande's
[Ethnographic Review] (Shushi and Tiflis), 1895/1896-1916, in 176 pdf pages.

BM Ts'ankk' 1941-2014. Indices for Pwlptn UwunGUwnwnwlUh Banber Matenadarani
[Journal of the Matenadaran] (Erevan), for the years 1941-2014, in 51 pdf pages.

PBH Ts'ankk' 1958-2015. Indices for Mwwndw-pwlwuhnwlwl hwlnbu Patma-
banasirakan handes [Historico-Philological Journal] (Erevan), for the years 1958-2015, in 824 pdf

pages.

Lraber Ts'ankk' 1966-2015. Indices for Lnwpbn hwuwnpwlwlwl ghunncpynLtuubph
Lraber hasarakakan gitut'yunneri [Bulletin of Social Sciences] (Erevan), for the years 1966-2015,
in 858 pdf pages.

Journals

The Armenological journal Nwwndw-pwlwuhnwlwl hwlnbu Patma-banasirakan handes
[Historico-Philological Journal] (Erevan, Armenia) is now Open Access: Mwundw-puwlbwuhpuwywu
hwunbGu.

The journal Lnwpbn hwuwnwlwlwl ghunncp/ntbubnh Lraber hasarakakan gitut'yunneri
[Bulletin of Social Sciences] (Erevan, Armenia) is now Open Access: LnwptGn hwuwpwywywu
aghuniLpjnLultph.

Articles from the serial Banber Matenadarani [Journal of the Matenadaran], may be downloaded from this
page of the Matenadaran's website: FulUptpn UwwunGUwnwnpwlUh.




https://archive.org/search.php?query=Rostovtzeff

https://archive.org/search.php?query=creator%3A%22E.+A.+Speiser%22

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Tarn&&and[]=creator%3A%22w.%20w.%20tarn%22&and[]=creator%3A%22tarn%2C%20w.%20w.%20(william%20woodthorpe)%2C%201869-1957%22

https://archive.org/details/UngnadStudies19031960

https://archive.org/search.php?query=Vasiliev%20AND%20Bedrosian

https://archive.org/details/HATsankk18871961

https://archive.org/details/AHTsankk18961916

https://archive.org/details/BMTsankk19412014

https://archive.org/details/PbhTsankk1958-2015indicesForTheArmenologicalPublication

https://archive.org/details/LraberTsankk1966-2015indicesForLraberHasarakakanGitutyunneri

https://www.flib.sci.am/journal/HP.J/index.php

https://www.flib.sci.am/journal/Lraber/Archive.html

https://matenadaran.am/download-category/%d5%a9%d5%be%d5%a1%d5%b5%d5%ab%d5%b6-%d5%a3%d6%80%d5%a1%d5%a4%d5%a1%d6%80%d5%a1%d5%b6/



Eastern Asia Minor and the Caucasus
in Remote and Classical Antiquity
Sources and Studies

Early Historical Sources Pages:

Prehistory

Hittite, Hurrian, Urartian
Assyrian

Levantine

Iranian

Greek

Latin

Our Latest Uploads to Internet Archive, most recent at the top of the list.




https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n5/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n59/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n252/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n376/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n379/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n556/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/Bedrosian2019EAMCRCA/page/n647/mode/2up

https://archive.org/details/@robertbedrosian









