Translation and Commentary by

Robert W. Thomson

Byzantine Texts in Translation

























Pretace

HistoricAL WRITING forms one of the most original genres of
carly and medieval Armenian hiterature. Although many histo-
ries have perished through the ravages of war and rapine. carth-
quake and fire. few of those that do survive have been entirely
neglected by modern scholars. But these works are often pe-
rused more for therr mformation about other peoples with
whom the Armentans came in contact than for an understanding
of the histories in their own Armenian context. Thus the History
of the House of the Artsrunik® by Thomas (T'ovmay) Artsruni
has probably been studied most frequently in recent times by
historians of the Mushim world. For it provides important cvi-
dence for the penctration of Arabs into southern Armenia in the
ninth century. Art histortans have also been drawn to this work.,
which contains many descriptions of the building of churches
and castles in the arca south and cast of Lake Van, the home-
land of the Artsrunik'.

However. Thomas does not seem to have attracted much at-
tention as a writer. The amount of secondary hterature devoted
to his style or to his sources and his use of them 1s quite remark-
ably meagre. Yet he was thoroughly conversant with the great
works of Moses Khorenats't and Ehishe, from whom he learned
his attitude to historical writing: he used a wide range of histori-
cal and hterary sources, both Armenian and foreign: he mte-
grated many of the popular “apocryphal™ tales mto Armenian
history: and he is the first to bear witness to local legends and
traditions dealing with Vaspurakan. The most interesting aspect
of his History is the way he conveys the spirit of the Armenian
nobility of his time. More than any other writer (except perhaps
the much carlier Prawstos Buzand. who described the clash of
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Christian and traditional values in the fourth century). he de-
picts the basic outlook of the Artsrunik® and other famihes. Not
their attitudes to grand issues such as interested Moses Kho-
renatsi and Etishé. but their more immediate concerns of a
mundane sort: power, and the ways (fair or foul) to attain it.

This study of Thomas Artsruni’s History is not a contribution
to the political history of ninth-century Armenia. For that the
interested reader will turn to the revised edition of Laurent’s
L Arménie entre Byzance et ['Islam by Marius Canard. and to
Ter-Ghevondyan's Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia recently
translated by Nina Garsoian. My interest 1s in Thomas as a
writer. For the first part of his work, where he recapitulates
Armenian history from the time of Noah down to the nise of
Islam, my prime concern in the commentary is to identify his
sources and to indicate Thomas’s divergences from prior ac-
counts. For the longer part of the book. which covers the half
century from Bugha's invasion of Armcnia in 851 to the death of
Prince Ashot Artsruni in 903, I am also concerned with parallels
(especially in the History of John Catholicos). But of particular
interest here is the way in which Thomas has adapted a wide
range of sources in order to enliven his narrative. The deliberate
cchoes of Elishé. for example, are quite remarkable. It is to this
literary aspect of Thomas's History that I devote most attention.

The first edition of Thomas was printed in Ortakoy (a suburb
of Constantinople) in 1852, based on the sole surviving manu-
script. In 1874 M. F. Brosset translated that Armenian text into
French and added extensive notes—primarily dealing with dates
and the identification of historical persons. In 1887 Patkancan
published a more caretul edition of the Armenian with some
suggested emendations. (That edition was reprinted without
changes in Tiflis in 1917.) A modern Armenian translation by V.
Vardanyan appecared in 1978. This last takes into account the
readings of some fragments in the Matenadaran, one of which
(dated to 1172) predates the surviving manuscript of 1303. Var-
danyan’s notes are helpful in the identification of obscure sites
not mentioned in other historians.

[t is no reflection on Brosset's pioneering translation (re-
printed in 1979) to suggest that a new rendering from Patka-
nean’s edition may be worthwhile. There were some references
that Brosset did not understand, and the Armenian text he used
was often faulty. So I hope that this English translation will be
of value to those who cannot rcad classical Armenian, cven
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though some passages remain obscurc. But my main purpose—
as with previous translations of early Armenian writers—is to
use the English rendering as a vchicle for the notes. My aim is
not to write the history of Armenia from a twentieth century
point of view but to try to bring out the attitudes of Armenian
historians to the problems of their own time.

Thomas’s work did not attain the classic status of Agathange-
los. Moses Khorenats'i, or Elishé: some of the reasons for this
are discussed i the following Introduction. But Thomas did
capture the cthos of Armenian life around the year 900. His
History reflects the dynastic rivalries of the noble families:
Envy, mtrigue, and murder arc matched by generosity or val-
our. Devotion to the Christian faith, even unto martyrdom. con-
trasts with self-seeking apostasy to Islam. Courage on the battle-
ficld 1s relieved by the delights of hunting and feasting. The
splendour of wealth enables princes to build churches and
castles. The respect and dignity demanded by high rank reflect
the love of wordly success, which 1s only tempered by fear of
dcath and retribution in the world to come. Such were the driv-
ing forces of social life in Thomas’s day, which he so vividly
describes.

But Thomas is not only involved in sccular atfairs. He has a
sincere interest in spiritual matters. and devotes many pages to
theological questions. His famous descriptions of churches are
inspired by a love of relics and holy objects. And if his accounts
of heroic martyrdoms are replete with hagiographical common-
places, it i1s hardly surprising that he follows patterns sct in
Armenian long before his time. Thomas should be read as a
spokesman for the interests of a powerful Armenian noble
family of the carly tenth century. His History 1s graphic testi-
mony to a way of life that would endure for little more than
another century before Byzantine encroachments and Turkish
invasions finally ended Armenian independence in Vaspurakan,
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Introduction

THE History of the House of the Artsrunik® by Thomas (T ov-
may) Artsruni has survived in a single manuscript, which was
written on the island of Aft‘amar in Lake Van in a.p. 1303.'
Although the exact date of composition of this History 1s not
known, Thomas ends his account soon after 904. This means
that a gap of four centuries separates original and copy. By
Armenian standards that i1s not a long time. The biography of
Mashtots® (inventor of the Armenian script) by his pupil Ko-
riun, for example, was written in the fifth century; yet the
oldest surviving whole text was copied in the seventeenth
century. And many early historical texts are known from
manuscripts copied a good thousand years after the originals
were composed. Nor 1s it unusual for a work to be known from
only one manuscript. Eznik’s treatise on God and the problem
of evil, written in the fifth century, 1s known only from a
unique manuscript copied in 1280.% Indeed, given the devastat-
ing ravages of war and earthquake in Armenia, it is surprising
that more texts have not disappeared entirely—like the lost
History by Shapuh Bagratuni.

The popularity and influence of a text in Armenian cannot be
judged solely by the number of surviving manuscripts. Few lives
can have been better known than that of Mashtots® by Koriun;
on the other hand, the work of Eznik, who was Koriun's con-

. The manuscript is now in the Matenadaran, Erevan, Armenian SSR, but is not
listed in the catalog of that institution’s holdings. Ts'uts*ak Dzeragrats Masht ots't Anvan
Matenadarani, ed. O. Eganyan, A. Zeyt'unyan, P. Ant'abyan, 2 vols.. Erevan 1965,
1970. There is a brief description in the Preface to Patkancan’s edition of the Armenian
text (St. Petersburg 1887), and the colophon is reproduced in Khach'ikyan, X7V Dari.

2. Matenadaran 2639 (A.p. 1672).

3. Matenadaran 1097,
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temporary, was very rarely quoted in later times. In the case of
Thomas there are several extracts in manuscripts of the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries, and one fragment dated to
1172.* But it is remarkable how rarely he is quoted by name.
Although Armenian writers are notorious for not identifying
their sources, it was quite common for a historian to mention his
predecessors at the beginning of his own work. Lazar Prarpets’i
began the tradition (around A.D. 500).° Asotik, i.e. Step'anos of
Taron, writing just after a.p. 1000, was the first to list all earlier
Armenian historians in chronological order.® After his time it
became standard practice. Yet no historian refers to Thomas
Artsruni until Kirakos Gandzakets'i. Writing between 1265 and
1270, he lists Thomas after Levond (who wrote at the end of the
eighth century) and before Shapuh Bagratuni and John Cathol-
icos.” John wrote in the 920s, while the lost work of Shapuh was
composed at the end of the ninth century. Kirakos refers to the
contents of Thomas’s History as follows: “the various evils
which befell our land (from the Muslims in the ninth century),
which you will find in the books of Thomas. of Shapuh and of
other historians.™

Surprisingly, the later Mkhitar of Ayrivank® (modern Get-
ard), whose Chronicle goes down to 1328, lists “T'ovma. varda-
pet” before Moses Khorenats'i.” This implies that he was famil-
iar only with Book I. But Kirakos clearly placed Thomas around
the year 900, which is perfectly correct.

However, the surviving manuscript contains later additions
(which have been included in the printed editions). The last few
pages of Thomas's own History are lost."" An anonymous author
continued the story, first repeating in a different form some

4. Fragments of Thomas's History are found mn:
Matenadaran 1404 (aA.p. 1664)
Matenadaran 1882 (A.p. 1619Y)
Matenadaran 1889 (a.p. 1675)
Matenadaran 1890 (a.p. 1172)
Matenadaran 2559 (16th cent.)
5. Lazar, §1, refers to Agathangelos as “the first written history of Armenia.™ and to
Prawstos Buzand as “the second written history.”
6. Asolik, pp. 6-7.
7. Kirakos, p. 7.
8. Kirakos. p. 79.
9. Mkhitar, p. 261.
10. Thomas's Flistory breaks off at the end of p. 261. (All references are to the pages
of Patkanean's edition.)
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carher cpisodes: his prime concern was to write a rhetorical
panegyric of King Gagik. It 1s this section which contains the
tamous descriptions of Gagik’s palace and church on Attamar.
This part too is incomplete: it breaks off before Gagik's death.!!
Another anonymous author has added local information down
to the twelfth century when the manuscript was “renovated.™!”
A further addition was made in 1303 by the scribe Danicel, writ-
ing in the monastery of the Holy Cross on Attamar." A long
colophon was added to the manuscript in 1326."

After Mkhit'ar’s reference the History of Thomas is not cited
by Armenian historians or by the chroniclers until the eigh-
teenth century. The first great modern Armenian historian, the
Mekhitarist Fr. Michael Chramch'ean, puts Thomas after Lazar
and before John Mamikonean. Giving a brief description of his
various sources. he says of “Trovma vardapet Artsruni” that he
was one of the pupils of Saint Ehshé at the turn of the fifth
century, and that he provides information about Saints Vardan
(Mamikoncan) and Vahan Artsruni and about the deeds of the
Nestorian Barsauma down to about a.p. 500." Chramch ean
pubhished the first volume of his History in 1784, and was clearly
using a text of Thomas that ended after Book I1. chapter 2. Yet
in 1795 Khach*atur of Nor Julfa. writing in the journal Azdarar
(Madras). presented a series of articles on Armenian history
cxcerpted from vartous sources. He refers to Thomas Artsruni
describing King Scnek'erim going to Byzantine territory in
1021."° This is not in Thomas's History but in the section bv the
anonymous conlmuator who brought the narrative down to the
twelfth century.'

So atthough Thomas’s work had not entirely ta}lcn Into obhv-
lon—witness some fragments mentioned above!"—it was little
known. And truncated versions could be mistaken for the whole
text, as demonstrated by Fr. Chamch'ean’s 1ignorance of the
major section dealing with the ninth century. Only in 1852 was a

I1. Thomas. pp. 262-305.

12. Pp. 305-318.

13. Pp. 318-320.

14. Pp. 321-320.

15, Chramchean, Pavnuriwn, 1 p. 14
16. Azdarar 1795, p. 120.

7. Thomas. p. 308.

8. See note 4 above.
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text published; even then some sections critical of Islam were
omitted. The full text appeared in 1887."

All sources, including the anonymous continuator,” refer to
the author of the History of the House of the Artsrunik’ as Tho-
mas (T‘ovmay). However, he only mentions himself once by
name: “I Thomas ... zealously undertook this great work,
though devoid of wisdom, sense, and intelligence. "2l Thomas
frequently indulges in such self-deprecation, though Kirakos
calls him a vardapet—that is, a celibate cleric who had attained a
high level of scholdrshlp 22 Since the group primarily responsible
for serious writing in early and medieval Armenia was the bet-
ter-educated clergy, such a title is to be expected. Lay scholars
were rare; and Thomas’s interest in theological matters would
naturally lead to the assumption that he was a vardapet, even if
he does not say so himself.

Thomas gives no details whatsoever of his own life, but he
does refer on occasion to events he witnessed or about which he
was informed by living persons. “I myself with my own eyes saw
that man who struck him,” he says, referring to the death of the
emir Yusuf in 852.% In the same year Apusahak was martyred.
Thomas describes this in some detail, adding: “This was told us
by the great priest Samuél . . . [who| had heard it from a certain
Persian . . . who had been among the executioners. . The
inhabitants of the province of Rshtunik' also know thls for
many of them are still alive.”** And referrmg to Bugha's cam-
paign of 853, Thomas adds: “Not without witnesses 1S our ac-
count . . . as indeed they well know who 1n these times survive
and were then present there.”” More vaguely Thomas refers to
a pact between Prince Ashot Artsruni and Gurgen, then lord of
Andzevats‘ik’, made betfore 874, which had lasted “up to the
present day.”® The last event described by Thomas that he
witnessed personally was the death of Ashot (grandson of the

20

19. The first edition was published at Ortakdy. a suburb of Constantinople. From this
edition Brosset made his French translation, published in 1874, The edition of the
Armenian by Patkanean (St. Petersburg 1887) is based on a re-reading of the original
manuscript. His edition, without the notes and suggested emendations, was reprinted at
Tiflis in 1917 as no. 15 of the Lukasean Matenadaran.

20. Thomas, pp. 317, 318.

21. P.76.

22. For the title vardapet see Thomson, “Vardaper.™

23. Thomas, p. 120.

24. P, 130.

25. P.168.

26. P. 213.
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Ashot just mentioned) in 904: I indeed was beside him and
knew precisely his firmness in the hope of salvation.”™ (But the
previous page describes Ashot’s terror at the thought of death
and fear that his wicked deeds would not be forgiven!) If wit-
nesses from the early 850s were still alive, Thomas could not
have written his History much after 905.

The first continuator, who penned the praises of King Gagik.,
also was (or claimed to be) a contemporary of the events he
described. When Gagik’s father had been killed, his widowed
mother touched the young Gagik, her second son, on the shoul-
der as she mourned and prophesied that one of her sons would
avenge the spilt blood. “We were informed by those who had
witnessed the events and who carried the children in their bo-
soms. ™ Referring to the death of Gurgén, Gagik's younger
brother (which occurred after 924?), he notes that Gagik offered
masses and prayers “according to my knowledge.”™*” And describ-
ing Gagik’s wise government and patronage of building, he says:
“l offer and present to you not from reports of others as fables
claborated from fictitious accounts; but having seen with my
cyes, heard with my ears, and touched with my hands, I recount
for you faithfully the marvels which took place.” (Just as John
describes his experience of Christ, so does the panegyrist refer to
the incomparable Gagik.)"

Thomas the vardapet is an unknown figure, but the patrons of
his History are well-known members of the Artsruni clan. In his
Introduction Thomas sets out in careful detail his objectives in
writing this work, and explains that it was composed at the com-
mand of “you, Grigor, lord [t¢r] of the Artsrunik* and prince [ish-
khan] of Vaspurakan.™' This was Grigor Derenik. born in 847,
who became prince of Vaspurakan on the death of his father
Ashot in 874, and was killed in 887.%> But elsewhere Thomas re-
fers to his patron as Gagik, the second son of Grigor Derenik: “At
your command, Oh Gagik general of Armenia and prince [ish-
khan] of Vaspurakan, [we] have undertaken an abbreviation of
the stories of the past.™ And later: “To the best of our ability

27. P. 250.

28. P. 267.

29. P. 288.

30. P. 291 cf. 1 John 1.1.

Cl B

32. There is a convenient genealogical table of the Artsruni princes in Canard/Lau-
rent, facing p. 466.

33. Thomas, p. 45.
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we have composed this abbreviated narrative which we have
presented to you, most valiant of literary men, Gagik of Vaspu-
rakan and great general of Armenia.” If the text has survived
intact, the conclusion must be that Thomas had begun his work
in the time of Gagik’s father, probably shortly before his death,
but that he did not complete the major portion of it until more
than fifteen years later. But there is no indication in the History
itself that Thomas took many years to write it, so the sole refer-
ence to Grigor may be a scribal error for Gagik.

The anonymous continuator addresses his patron as: "My
dear friend and foremost of brave men, who requested from me
this History.”™ Or: “We have offered this suitable and conve-
nient account, as far as we could, in order to fulfil your noble
interests, Oh great benefactor and ancestor of a heroic and dis-
tinguished house.”™™ The patron is not explicitly named. but the
implication is that it was Gagik. It 1s worth noting that “benefac-
tor” (argasawor) is used by Moses Khorenats't of his patron’s
family, that of Sahak Bagratuni.’” To Thomas's debt to Moses
we shall return later.

Thomas, therefore, has not described the date or specific oc-
casion when he undertook his History; and since the ending i1s
missing, we do not know when he finished it. From the refer-
ences to surviving witnesses noted above, one must assume that
Thomas wrote before Gagik was raised to royal status in 908.
Although he refers to the historian John, Catholicos §898-924 . as
“blessed” (eraneli)—a term more appropriate to deceased per-
sons—the epithet may be a scribal interpolation.™ There is no
indication that Thomas was writing twenty years after the events
he describes, when the witnesses to Bugha's campaigns would
have been 1n their eighties.

If the precise occasion of the commission of the History of the
House of the Artsrunik’ 1s unclear, its general purpose is spelled
out In no uncertain terms. “In the narrative of this book I shall
indicate the genealogy and nature of vour [his patron’s] ances-

tors . . . records relative to events . . . [concerning the] lords of
the Artsruni family, so that their valour and virtue may be
clearly revealed by name, place. and time ... who they

34. P76,

35. Pp. 290-291.

36. P. 296,

37. Moses Khorenats'i, 1 1.
38. Thomas. p. 243.
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were . . . what sort they were, the manner of their reigns. ™

This is a patriotic history of the Artsruni house with the empha-
sis on genealogy and on the description of great deeds. espe-
cially wars and victories.™ However. Thomas will not neglect
those who were victorious in the spiritual arena as well as those
who triumphed on the battlefield: “In this history I shall ex-
pound for you. most valiant of literary men, those who for
Christ’s sake fought the good fight and in victory rose from
carth to heaven. By their prayers may the Lord enable me to
write a straightforward and true account in this book. led by the
Holy Spirit with the counsel of Christ. for your pleasure and that
of vour like.™™"

It was certainly not new m Armenian historiography that a
work would be written for a specific patron. and that it would
glorify his ancestors. fazar’'s History was dedicated to Vahan
Mamikonean. and Moses Khorenats'1 dedicated his to Sahak
Bagratuni. But Thomas was the first exphicitly to limit his His-
tory to a specific family. His object was to provide the Artsru-
nik® with a pedigree and glorious ancestry second to none. Just
as Moses had explamned the splendid antiquity of the Bag-
ratids—which justificd their new pre-eminence at the time he
was writing*—so Thomas provides the suitable background for
the recent prominence to which Gagik had brought the Artsru-
nik’. They were no upstarts, but an ancient stock of impeccable
antiquity. Unfortunately. their glory had not been recognized by
all, and some of their noble deeds had been forgotten. Thomas
will set the record straight. Not surprisingly. his version is not
entirely i accord with that of earhier writers.

In addition to explaining the basic purpose of his work—to
extoll the merits of the ancestors of the Artsrunik® and the deeds
of their worthy successors, his patrons—Thomas also puts for-

39. Pp. 3-4.

40. The emphasis on genealogy is brought out by the reference on p. 185 to a certain
Mukat'l of the nobility of Vanand™ (unknown from other sources), who was travetling in
Northeastern Armenia “to inform himself according to custom of cach person’s station
and eminence of rank, whether this was due to birth or place or province or ftamily or
valour or chance. It is usual in books to indicate both the event and the place involved.
cither to make them known or to render them famous.”™

41. P4

42. The date of composition of Moses™ History is one of the most controversial issues
in the study of classical Armenian literature. See Thomson. Introduction to Moses
Khorenats'i, with references to carlier hterature. There a date in the cighth century s
suggested: but such theories are not acceptable in the Armenian SSR. where a fifth
century date is upheld.
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ward explicit views on how history should be written. For the
historian does not collect facts in a random fashion: only impor-
tant and appropriate events are to be set down.™ Thomas’s
prime concern at the beginning of his book is with genealogy,
the lineage of the men who ruled over “our land”—that is,
Vaspurakan and not Armenia as a whole.™ Yet he does not
“attempt to consider writing about those of whom no actions or
valiant deeds are known™'; in that case a mere listing of names 1s
required “following the format of the other earlier historians.™
He is here referring to Moses Khorenats'i, who was the first
Armenian to integrate Armenian legends and traditions with
biblical history and the empires of the past as known trom Euse-
bius’s Chronicle.

The topics treated by a historian are thus those relevant to the
prestige of the great noble families. Then the method of setting
them down also has to be considered. They must be recorded in
proper “style"™—och—which implies systematically, in a suitable
arrangement.*® “I shall carry my account forward in order.”™"
And that order is a chronological one.™ “Let us carry forward
the order of our history, in detail yet briefly, for it 1s not the
occasion for us to linger with praises and [thereby] neglect the
thread of our historical narrative.”™ In other words. the writing
of history is the progressive unravelling of the important events
of the past, which follow a connected, chronological pattern
leading to the present. Extrancous digressions only confuse this
pattern. I have decided to put myself beyond reproach for not
setting down methodically and in order my description.”™

Since the material to be treated 1s so vast. the historian has to
abbreviate and be succinct.” “We have composed this abbrevi-
ated narrative.”™ I shall “set it out in order. briefly and in short.
I shall summarize . . . [and] abbreviate.”™ “We shall carry for-
ward 1n abbreviated fashion our historical task. But do not

43. Thomas, p. 3.
44. P. 20.
45. P. 40.
46. Pp. 5. 45,
47. P 124,
48. P. 44,
49. P. 47.
50. P.198.
St. P.45.
52. P.76.
53. P. 153,
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blame me. Oh lover of learning, for not including in this history
all his [Gurgén’s| deeds in detail. . . . we have abbreviated them
into a few words. as Paul was pleased to write in the Epistle to
the Hebrews: “Time does not sufﬁce for describing the judges of
Israel and the holy prophets.” ™ “Let us halt this discussion and
hasten on. lest by stretching out this refutation we fall behind in
the composition that lies before us.™

The most important desideratum is rehability. “Great labour
have I expended in the search for what is reliable. perusing the
written works of antiquarians and many historical accounts: and |
have written down whatever I was able to discover. ™ “What we
could not discover for certain we did not reckon worth putting in
writing.”™” “And I did not consider it important to write down
what we have not verified. ™ Commenting on the remarks of the
martyr Apusahak at his trial, Thomas adds: “But because none of
us was then present at the blessed one’s responses, we did not
consider it right to set them down in writing.”™ “Whether this
was false or true 1s not clear to us: and I reckoned it better not to
write down what is not certain.™

These canons for the writing of history were not invented by
Thomas. He has taken them directly from the History of Moses
Khorenats'i, whom he often quotes in other contexts. Moses had
spelled out an explicit philosophy of history: The historian deals
with heroic exploits and notable deeds of wisdom and justice,
with an emphasis on the tracing of genealogies. The historian
must ensure that this elevated material (with nothing unseemly)
1s treated in a rchable fashion. Veracity and elegance are re-
quired in the narrative, and this 1s partly ensured by a strict
adherence to chronology. If the historian 1s uncertain about the
truth of his tale or the rehiability of his informants. he must warn
the reader. Nor, in turn, had Moses Khorenats't invented these
rules for himself. He had taken them from the historians and
rhetoricians of antiquity.”' The interesting point as regards Thom-
as is that he does not think of history as a means to inculcate

tNn

P. 193; ¢f. Heb. 11.32-33.
P. 166.
. 9!
P. 59.
b. R. Gl.
59. P. 130.
60. P. 224
61. Moses™ canons for the writing of history and therr sources are described in detatl in
Thomson. Introduction to Moses Khorenats'i.
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moral purposes. History tells us about the glorious deeds of past
generations which cast their lustre on the leaders of today. But 1t
Is not written primarily to warn the reader against the evil com-
mitted by wicked men and to encourage him to cleave to the
good. In his general outlook, then. Thomas is a disciple of
Moses Khorenats'i. not of Efishé."

Since Thomas refers to these earlier writers by name. it may
be appropriate to turn to the question of his written sources. For
in fact there were many authors to whom he was indebted in one
way or another, all of whom he did not acknowledge.

Of all acknowledged sources Thomas gives pride of place to
Moses Khorenats'i, “the world-famous teacher and orator
|krerrof]. the most accurate author.”™ He refers to the “faithful
account” and “eloquent composition™ of “the world-renowned
orator, whose History of Greater Armenia [is] a wonderful
composition. ™ Thomas correctly refers to the contents “at the
end of the second book,™™ yet adds the startling information
that Moses™ History “begins with Adam and goes down to the
emperor Zeno.”™ Moses does indeed mention Adam. though
his emphasis at the beginning of his History 1s on the descen-
dants of Noah's three sons. But his History ends with the deaths
of the patriarch Sahak and of Mashtots® (in 438, 439). A possible
explanation for the reference to Zeno (emperor 474-491) 1s that
later tales about the relics of Gregory the Illuminator claim that
they were discovered in the time of Zeno. Moses refers to the
discovery of these relics:® so perhaps Thomas assumed that
Moses™ History actually extended that far. While there are some
obscure references in Moses' History to a possible continuation
of the book, no “fourth book of the promised History of Moses
Khorenats'i™ is attested elsewhere.®’

This 1s an aberration. However, Thomas is the first to give
written expression to traditions about Moses Khorenats'i and
other early writers that did become accepted as historical facts
by later writers. Thomas claims that Koriun. “fcllow student of
Moses and pupil of Saint Mesrop,™ confirms this—i.e. the death

62. Sce especially Etishe. p. 140,

63. Thomas, pp. 6. 24, 58, 76. Kerrof means “poet. grammarian., or orator.” For the
title used by later writers of Moses see Thomson, Moses Khorenats'i, pp. 3-6.

64. P. 538.

65. P.76.

66. Moses. 11 91.

67. Moses, 14, 12: 111 67.
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of Sahak at a ripe old age—"in his own accurate History. ™

Koriun's biography of his master Mashtots®, catted “Mesrop™
only by Moses Khorenats't and later writers. does describe Sa-
hak’s death. But he has no reference to Moses. It i1s in Moses’
own History that the ctaim i1s first put forward that its author was
himself a pupil of Mashtots'.*” This Thomas accepted. and after
Asotik (who wrote just after a.p. 1000) there devetoped more
ctaborate legends about that circle of students: 1t included not
onty the attested Kormun and Eznik, then Ehshe and the ctaimed
Moses. but also the even obscurer David the Invincible Philos-
opher.” Thomas earlicr had referred to a brother of Moses
calted Mambre. who also figures n the later tates. Thomas,
however, 1s the only historian to ctaim that Mambre, Moses, and
another historian, Theodore Krert'ol, had alt “studied under
Levond the priest. who was martyred in Persia.™" Eevond is
well known from the works of Ehshé and Lazar. Yet those
writers have no reference to these “pupits™ of fevond's. This
particutar idea did not become accepted in Armenian historiog-
raphy. Since Thomas i1s here extolling the role of Vahan Arts-
runi as companion to the hero Vardan Mamikonian, his patent
bias was perhaps too much for later generations to accept. In
general it was the Bagratid version of Armenian history, canon-
ised by Moses Khorenats'i, that prevaited in medieval times.
Thomas knew Moses™ History well. He often quotes from it
or rches on it without so saying. Thus when he refers to the
historians Berossus and Abydenus, to the divisions of the na-
tions after Noah. to the history of the Assyrian empire and the
involvement of Semiramis in Armenia, he follows Moses™ first
book. while introducing many details not found in Moses.”* For
some of these he had recourse to Moses™ own source, the Chron-
icle of Eusebius of Caesarca (on which more betow). In some
ways Thomas differs from Moses in his account of episodes at-
tested before him only by Khorenats'i. For example. the descent
of the Artsruni family from the son of King Sennacherib
(Senck erim) of Assyria was accepted by all.”” But in his account

08. Thomas. p. 76.

6Y. Moses. H1 61,

70. See Thomson. Introduction to Moses Khorenars'i. TFor tales about David “the
Invincible Philosopher™ see the Introduction to Kendall and Thomson, David.

71. Thomas, p. 44.

72. Pp. 3. 8.9, 24.

73. Sce Moses, T 23: 11 55, Sanasar’s flight to Armenia 1s mentioned in Isa. 37.38.
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INTRODUCTION

of the war between Tigran of Armenia and Ashdahak. king of
the Medes. Thomas has Senek erim’s sons play a prominent role
unattested elsewhere.” Likewise. on the fall of the old Persian
cmpire to Alexander the Great, Thomas informs us about the
valiant Artsruni named Asud, who resisted Alexander's generals
with “Herculean valour.”™ When forced to submit, he said to
Alexander: “When valiant men meet valiant men. audacious
deeds need no excuse.”™”

Artsruni princes—at least, so says Thomas—rendered services
in times past to the Bagratids. According to Moses the Bagratids
were of Jewish origin, and having settled in Armenia were fre-
quently persecuted for their faith. When Arjam (father of Ab-
gar, the first Christian monarch) had strung up Enanos Bagra-
tuni on the gibbet, it was Jajur Artsruni who rescued him. The
latter’s son later married the daughter of Enanos, which was the
first marriage alliance between the Artsrunik™ and the Bagratids.
This marriage 1s unattested before Thomas. though in the ninth
century there were several such alliances.”

Abgar, king of Edessa whose correspondence with Jesus
Christ was well known in Armenia, had been turned into an
Armenian king by Moses Khorenats'i. Moses also had known of
the portrait of Jesus painted by Abgar’s scribe Anan. But Tho-
mas 1S the first to introduce the napkin imprinted with Jesus’
face into Armenian tradition.”” And more significantly, Thomas
claims that it was an Artsruni prince, Khuran, who was the first
Armenian to be baptised by Thaddaeus. This was a direct ri-
poste to Moses™ claim that the first Armenian Christian was a
Bagratid, namely Tobias in whose house in Edessa Thaddaeus
had lodged. Khuran Artsruni spent his last years in Jerusalem
with Queen Helena (whom Moses had made the chiet of Ab-
gar’s wives). It was he who took her gold and went to buy corn
in Egypt—a claim to piety unmatched by any of Moses Khor-
enats’i’s Bagratids.”™

In the internal history of Armenia, too, Thomas makes many
improvements over his predecessors that would reflect on his
patron’s ancestors. Thus. Moses had described in detail, quoting

74. Thomas. pp. 36-40.

75. P. 41,

76. Pp. 45-46: cf. Moses, 11 24.

77. Moses. 11 32; Thomas. p. 46.

78. Thomas, pp. 46-49; ct. Moses, Il 33, and for Khosran (his form tor Khuran).
I 29.
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snatches of oral tales still sung in his time. the marriage of King
Artashes with Satinik, princess of the Alans. According to Tho-
mas. Lake Van was Artashés™ favourite residence. Yet despite
the urging of local Christian ascetics, Satinik clung to the wor-
ship of the idol Astlik. for she expected her husband to lead the
way in converting to the religion of Christ.”

When in due course Armenia was converted to Christianity,
Thomas describes in some detail the further role of the Artsru-
nik'. For this he relies more on Agathangelos, Pawstos,
Etishé, and Lazar. Before turning to these other classic Arme-
nian historians, we should however note that Thomas else-
where refers to Moses Khorenats'i, as for the story of Ara and
Semiramis or the tale of Artavazd on the slopes of Mount
Masis.™ The anonymous continuator also has several reminis-
cences of Moses™ History. The most notable are the references
to Barzaphran bringing Jewish captives to Van, and the ap-
pearance of the cross in Jerusalem:® and several phrases in his
lament over Dcerenik’s death recall Moses™ lament over Sahak
and Mashtots™.® It is also worth noting that other texts as-
cribed to Moses were familiar to Thomas: the History of the
Holy Hrip simeank:, which contained details of Saint Gregory’s
building of churches in the region of Van and Varag. and the
Ashkharhats oyts®, which Thomas quotes. calling 1t the “geogra-
phy of Ptolemy.™ (The so-called Primary History, which con-
tains a version of the settlement of Armenia by Hayk similar
to—but not identical with—that of Moses, 1s quoted by
Thomas.™ But this text predates Moses, since the latter attacks
its view of the local origin of the Bagratids.)

The History of Moses Khorenats'i served Thomas as a model
in two ways. First of all it set the pattern for the integration of
early Armenian history into that of the world at large. Moses
had had in mind the interests of his patrons, the Bagratid family;
the fact that Thomas stresses the part played by the Artsrunik®
does not alter the generally received tradition. Whether all of
Thomas's divergences are due to Thomas himself. or are the
reflection of oral local traditions. is often impossible to tell; just

79. Moses, II 50; Thomas, pp. 52-54.

80. Thomas. pp. 215, 254.

81. Pp. 293, 300.

82. Pp. 265-268: cf. Moses. 11 68.

83. P. 214, 28.

84. P. 23: Primary History in Sebcos. p. 50.
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as the precise role of Moses Khorenats'i in formulating the Bag-
ratid story. as opposed to recording tales only extant verbally . is
impossible to judge.

Secondly, Thomas's emphasis on the veracity and faithfulness
of Moses (even if he does not always follow his account!) is sig-
nificant as the first witness to the very special place that Moses’
History came to take in Armenian historiography. John Catholi-
cos, writing about twenty years after Thomas. only refers to
Moses once by name, though he has numerous verbal reminis-
cences of the latter’'s History.® But Moses Daskhurants'i echoes
Thomas’s enthusiasm;™ and after the tenth century Moses’ pre-
eminence becomes unassailable.

There were, however, other Armenian historians who de-
scribed events covered in the last part of the Moses™ History.
One of the earliest original compositions in Armenian was the
biography of Mashtots* by his pupil Koriun. Thomas’s sole refer-
ence to Koriun has already been mentioned;" it is worth noting
that for his version of the career of Mashtots® Thomas did not go
back to Koriun, but rather followed Moses.*

Of uncertain date and obscure authorship is the description of
the conversion of King Trdat (Tiridates) and the establishment
of Christianity in Armenia by Saint Gregory the Illuminator.
The extant Armenian text of the History of ~Agathangelos™ is
not the earliest written version of these events. For variants in
Greek and Arabic translations attest to an earlier Armenian
version which was replaced (perhaps at the end of the fifth
century) by the standard text of Agathangelos as we know it and
as used by Moses Khorenats'i.™ Thomas never refers to Aga-
thangelos by name, although he must have been familiar with
his Historyv, for he mentions many details not found elsewhere
(in Moses, for example). Most notable is his explanation of the
role of Tirots® Artsruni, who escorted Saint Gregory to Caesarea
when Gregory was to be consecrated as the first bishop of Ar-
menia. Agathangelos lists sixteen noble tamilies who formed the
escort on that occasion; the Artsrunik® are in last place. Tirots'

85. John Catholicos. pp. 4. 278, 302.

86. Moses Daskhurants'i, I 8.

87. Sce note 68 above.

83. Fhomas, pp. 72-76.

89. For a comparison of the various recensions see the Introduction to Thomson.,
Agathangelos. Since that work was pubhshed (1976) the Svriac version has been pub-
hished by Van Esbroeck: see Bibliography.
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is unknown clsewhere, but Thomas explains that he was of very
“modest and humble character . . . [who] did not push himself
forward to higher rank . . . being a studious reader of the holy
gospel [which bids us] not to sit in the first rank. . . . For who 1s
grander than the descendants of Senekerim. the great glory of
whose stock the outspoken Isatah proclaimed to the Israelites.
or whose splendid pre-eminence Alexander of Macedon in-
scribed with no mean eulogies in the books that contain archival
traditions? ™™

Neither Agathangelos nor Thomas refers to Saint Gregory
building the martyrium of the Holy Hrip'simecank®, in which
various relics of his were later preserved.”’ Thomas had read the
story in the work attributed to Moses Khorenats't mentioned
above, or at least was familiar with local traditions enshrined 1n
that text. But there are several passages where Thomas seems to
be recalling themes found in Agathangelos: the origin and na-
ture of idolatry: a parallel to Gregory's deep. gloomy pit. where
the [lluminator lived among snakes: the insensitivity of a martyr
to pain (though this 1s a common hagiographical theme): nauti-
cal imagery reminiscent of the preface in Agathangelos.” Some-
times a reference could come from either Moses Khorenats'i or
from Agathangelos. The anonymous continuator mentions the
relics of Saint Gregory and the site of the pit where he had been
imprisoned:” but there is no reference to the History of Aga-
thangelos as such.

In the text of Agathangelos 1s a long catechism, supposedly
prcached by Saint Gregory to the Armenian court, which is
longer than the rest of the History. This Teaching of Saint Greg-
ory probably received its present form at the time that the ex-
tant Armenian recension took its final form. In Thomas there
arc several reminiscences of themes found in the Teaching,
though direct dependence is not so certain: the revolving lumi-
naries which mark time, and the seven ages of the world: Adam
in paradise; the longevity of the patriarchs; the migration of
birds: the waters below the carth.” In the Anonymous too there

90. Thomas. p. 58: cf. Agathangelos. §795.

9. Thomas. p. 63.

92. Pp. 23, 160-161, 171, 226. The references to Agathangelos are given in the notes
to the transtation ad loc.

93. Pp. 300, 310.

94. Pp. -2, 1011, 14, 167, 230. The references to the Teacling are given in the
notes to the transtation ad loc.
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are some parallels: man’s immortal nature in paradise: the
changing of the seasons; Jeremiah as “wine pourer™; the three
just men.” But these and other possible reminiscences could
derive from other sources. Although Thomas knew the History
of Agathangelos, he did not necessarily have the text before him
while composing his own work.

The struggle of the church after the deaths of Saint Gregory
and King Trdat to win the allegiance of the Armenians at large
is described by Prawstos (Faustos). Thomas was also familiar
with this History, though he never mentions Faustos by name.
However, the anonymous continuator refers to “the historian
Biwzand” who “accurately expounded™ the vision of Saint
Thecla.” The spelling Biwzand is noteworthy. The earlier Lazar
Prarpets’t and the title to Faustos’s own History refer to
Buzandats'i, though tazar assumes that Faustos came from
Byzantium.”” “Byzantine” would be Biwzand(ats'i) as in the
Anonymous. But the earlier Buzandats'i 1s a misunderstanding
of Buzandaran, where the suffix -aran for collections has been
replaced with the suffix -ats*i tor toponyms. The History of Faus-
tos proper begins as Book III of this Buzandaran, and each
book of that History bears the title Buzandaran Patmutiwnk’.
(The problem of the identification of the first two books of the
Buzandaran—assuming that they have not been lost alto-
gether—is not our present concern.) fazar's assumption that
Faustos came from Byzantium was accepted in later Armenian
tradition.

Thomas himself does not name Faustos, but he does refer to
“the accounts of previous historians™ who described the battles
between Persian and Armenian armies in the fourth century.”
Moses Khorenats'i too has recounted in somewhat different fash-
ion many of the events described by Faustos. Although the plu-
ral “historians™ may be rhetorical for an earlier source. whether
one or many, it is certainly noteworthy that now he follows
Faustos, now Moses. Thus the “good order™ established by
Khosrov echoes the former. not Moses: while in saying that the
shah Shapuh appointed Arshak king he follows Moses. not
Faustos.” Thomas describes the death of Hamazaspuhi. which

95. Pp. 262, 264, 265, 288.
96. P. 275.

97. Lazar. §3.

98. Thomas, p. 60.

99. Pp. 59, 60.
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is in Faustos but not in Moses;'"" whereas on the same page he

follows Moses™ account of Jewish colonies in Armenia rather
than that of Faustos. The most curious combination of sources is
in the description of the apostate Mechuzhan Artsruni’s death.
Faustos said that Manuel Mamikonean put him to death; the
pro-Bagratid Moses had claimed that it was Smbat Bagratuni.
Thomas names him as Smbat Mamikonean!""

Thomas does not restrict himself to repeating what was found
in earlier historians relevant to his theme. Some of his variations
could be merely rhetorical embellishments, such as Mehuzhan's
accusation of the martyr Zuit'ay before Shah Shapuh.'” Other
changes are designed to enhance the position of the Artsrunik®.
He introduces Mershapuh Artsruni (unattested clsewhere) as
playing the major role in the cortege that laid the body of the
patriarch Nersés to rest.'” And Thomas is the first to give de-
tails of the career of Vasak Artsruni, father of Atan;'™ the more
famous son figures in tazar's History.

Faustos’s History ends with the division of Armenia into Per-
stan and Roman spheres in a.p. 387. Lazar Prarpets'i picks up
the story there, naming himself as the third historian of Armenia
after Agathangelos and Faustos. tazar’s work goes down to 485,
while Moses Khorenats'i also covers the same events as far as
440. Thomas has no reference to Lazar by name. In one of his
frequent allusions to unspecified “previous historians,”' he
speaks of the revolt of 450/1. This was described by tazar, and
in greater detail by Ehishé. Since Ehshé figures prominently by
name in Thomas, we cannot be certain that by “historians™ here
Thomas had also tazar in mind; the plural may be a vague
reference to earlier writers, one or more in number. Even
though Thomas’s version does on occasion diverge from that of
all his predecessors, there are indications that he was familiar
with the History of Lazar as well as with the works of Moses,
Koriun, and Ehshé, which in part cover the same events: Tho-
mas describes in some detail the vision of Sahak. This 1s a promi-
nent feature of the first part of Lazar’s History, mentioned only
briefly by Moses. (Interestingly enough, the anonymous contin-

100. P. 63.

101. P. 67: cf. Prawstos, V 43, and Moses, 111 37.
102. P. 64; cf. Pawstos, IV 56.

103. P. 61,

104. P. 69.
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uator adds even more precise details of the vision, not found in
Thomas. )" Thomas describes in a few paragraphs the later vic-
tories of Vahan Mamikonean against the Persians. These form
the third part of Lazar’s History and are briefly referred to by
Sebéos. Here too Thomas mentions “many historians.™"” Lazar
must be included in that number.

There is another source for the events surrounding the revolt of
451 to which Thomas refers in rather puzzling terms. Speaking of
the Armenians killed at the battle of Avarayr, he adds: “And this
is narrated in the abbreviated account of Abraham the Confes-
sor.”'”™ Earlier he had refered to Abraham as a “blessed confes-
sor” from the village of Arats, who had composed a history of the
martyrs of the East."” Both Abraham and the history of the
Martyrs of the East are known from other sources. The book 1s a
compilation of Syriac Acts of martyrs who died in Iran in persecu-
tions of the fourth century. It was put together by Marutha of
Maiperqat, who died before 420. This collection of martyrdoms
was translated into Armenian at a fairly early date: known as the
Vkayk: Arewelits* it served Ehishé as an important source of ha-
giogrthical material, though he does not mention the work by
name. "

Abraham 1s known from the histories of Ehishé and Lazar.
Thomas has confused the Abraham from Arats, whose martyr-
dom in Iran both these historians describe, with the Abraham
the Contessor who eventually returned to Armenia after many
years of imprisonment and hard labour. He had been responsi-
ble for collecting money and provisions to alleviate the suffer-
ings of Armenian prisoners in Iran. Thomas refers once to the
return of Abraham.'"' Lazar had said that he later became
bishop of Bznunik‘.'"" According to Eflishé “he chose a place
away from the press of the crowd” and ended his days as an
ascetic hermit.'"” However, neither historian has anything to say
about Abraham as author or translator. Thomas was clearly

106. Pp. 74. 314; cf. Lazar, §315-17, and Moses. 111 66.

107. Pp. 83-85: cf. Sebeos, p. 67.

108. P. 80.

109. P. 65.

110. For the edition of the Armenian text see the Bibhiography. s.v. Vkavk:, and for
secondary literature, s.vv. Ter-Petrosvan and Van Esbroeck. For the influence of the text
on Etlishé see Thomson, Introduction to Efishé, pp. 20-21.

I11. Thomas, p. 208.

112. Lazar, p. 107.

113. Ehshé, pp. 191-192.
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tamihar with the contents of the Vkavk: Arewelits, for he names
three of the martyrs, and he is the first to ascribe it—or rather.
the Armenian version—to Abraham.'" Presumably the “abbre-
viated account™ of Abraham. which also described the battle of
Avarayr. was different from the book of martyrdoms that took
place n fourth-century Iran. That Abraham was the translator
of the Vkayk® is possible: but no work on Armenian history by
him is otherwise known. And. as we shall see. Thomas's version
of Avarayr (which he ascribes to Abraham) is singularly suspi-
cious in that an Artsruni almost supplants the luldmo role of the
hero and martyr Vardan Mamikoncan.

Etishe i1s one of the few carlier Armenian historians whom
Thomas does acknowledge. Having given a resume of Zoroas-
trian doctrine, he adds: “It was not for frivolous reasons that we
resolved to write these things. but because through this devilish
doctrine much oppression and death have ravaged and de-
stroyed Armenta—as the history of the saints Vardan and his

ompamons indicates to you. which the blessed priest Elishé
wrote. "B

However. when it comes to writing the story of Vardan and
his companions. Thomas offers us a version completely at vari-
ance with that of Ehlishe or Lazar. There had in fact been two
revolts against Sasanian suzerainty: one in 450/1, led by Vardan
Mamikonecan, which ended in defeat at Avarayr: another in 572,
led by another Vardan Mamikoncan. which ended with his flight
to Constantinople. Etlishé and tazar describe the first revolt,
Sebéos the second.' But in Thomas these two accounts are
combined into one composite occasion. It is unlikely that this
composite version begins with Thomas, for John Catholicos has
a similar story- about the apostate Shavasp Artsruni and his
death, and the destruction of the fire temple in Dvin. But John
has distinguished two Vardans and two revolts, even though his
chronology is not very clear:'” whereas Thomas says nothing
about the ltater Vardan, jumping from Vahan Mamikonean in
the 480s to the 590s in a single page.'"®

According to Thomas, with whose account the brief reference
in John Catholicos agrees. Shavasp Artsruni apostatised in order

F4. Thomas. p. 05.

L15. P. 27

F16. Sebeos. pp. 67-68.

117. John Catholicos. pp. 59, 64,
[18. Thomas, p. 85.
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to gain Persian support in his bid to rule over Armenia. The
Persians sent troops and a magus. Vndoy. who endeavoured to
extirpate Christianity. Vardan, “enraged over the destruction of
the holy faith and the ruin of Armenia.” gathered troops, Killed
Shavasp Artsruni, and burned Vndoy in the fire temple he had
built at Dvin. Thomas's chronology is in error. because he puts
these events in the reign of Peroz (459-484) but says that they
occurred before the reign of Yazkert (II. 438-457). John Ca-
tholicos claims that the Armenians obeyed Vardan all his days,
and that there were many battles for the faith between Vardan
and the Persians.'' But he has no reference to the tamous con-
frontation at Avarayr in 451 when Vardan was killed.

Thomas. however. inserts the story of Avarayr after the
deaths of Shavasp and Vndoy. He does not repeat the whole
version in Elishé or Lazar. I consider it superfluous to repeat
what has already been described.”"" He does add two para-
graphs on the battle of Avarayr. at which—he claims—Vahan
Artsruni “with splendid and outstanding bravery fought side by
side with Saint Vardan. . . . together they died. those valiant
and elect noble warriors. Vardan and Vahan.”'"*' But there was
a problem. The well-known histories ot Etishé and Lazar had no
reference to Vahan, although they do say that Artsruni warriors
participated in the battle.'> So Thomas provides an explanation.

Elishe in his History says nothing about himself. but later
traditions helped fill the void. He came to be associated with the
group of students led by Mashtots® and Sahak, as a fellow pupil
with Koriun. Moses Khorenats'i. and others. His relationship to
Vardan Mamikonean is variously described; that he was the
latter’s “scribe” seems to be an echo of the relationship between
Agathangelos and King Trdat. In his later ycars Ehish¢é was said
to have become an ascetic hermit living in the province of
Mokk". south of Lake Van. But once his fame had spread. he
moved from there and dwelt in a cave near the shore of the
lake. where he eventually died.'* Thomas adds a curious twist
to this story. He claims that the Nestorian Barsauma (bishop of
Nisibis after 457 to c. 490) was trying to spread his heresy in the
province of Mokk'. He came to Etishé and borrowed the History

119. John Catholicos, p. 60.

120. Thomas, p. 79.

121. Pp. 79-30.

122. Ehsheé, p. 120; Lazar. p. 71.

123. For the various traditions see Thomson, Introduction to Efishe.
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which the latter had written at the command of Saint Vardan.
Because the prince of the Artsrunik® expelled the impious Bar-
sauma, Barsauma in revenge “expunged from Elishé’s History
all details concerning the deeds of the house of the Artsrunik:
and everything describing the martyrdom of Vahan Artsruni.™'?*
The book was returned to Mokk* after Etish¢’s death, but no
one noticed the alterations; so it was in that adulterated form
that Elishe’s History of Vardan became known.

Barsauma’s activity in southern Armenia is known from other
sources.' The point of this peculiar tale bringing in Elishe—
which is unattested elsewhere, and did not enter later Armenian
tradiion concerning the author of the History of Vardan—is
clearly to explain away the modest role ascribed to the Artsru-
nik® by Ehshé. Thomas had had no compunction in revising
Moses Khorenats'i's version of early Armenian history in favour
of the Artsrunik'. For the more recent and well-known fate of
the Vardanank®, on the other hand, he felt obliged to offer a
reason for his divergence from the received account. (Whether
focal oral tradition earlier than Thomas had ascribed such a
grand role to Vahan Artsruni is impossible to say. Thomas is the
first—and only—written source.)

Thomas’s debt to Etishe is not limited to using his History as a
source of information about Vardan and the imprisonment of
Armenian nobles and clergy in Iran after Avarayr. Elishé’s in-
terpretation of the revolt of 450/1 and of the attitude of Arme-
nians towards the Sasanian shahs was extremely influential.
Those deliberate echoes of Ehishé in Thomas’s description of
Armenian-Mushm relations will be considered later, after the
present revicw of his historical sources.

We have already noted that Thomas jumps a whole century
from the time when Vahan Mamikonean became marzpan of
Armenia in 485 down to the reign of the emperor Maurice (582-
602). The wars of the late sixth and carly seventh centuries
between Byzantium and Iran. in which the Armenians were
closely involved, are described by the historian Sebéos. Al-
though Thomas never mentions Seb¢os by name, his account of
the fall of the Sasanian dynasty is taken verbatim from that
writer's History. In general Thomas abbreviates Sebéos’s ac-
count, with a few minor rhetorical expansions. These have all

124, Thomas, p. 81.
125. See Gero, Barsauma, Appendix 2, pp. 110-119.
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been noted in the commentary to the translation below, so need
no extra comment here.'® But in his description of the life of
Muhammad and the rise of Islam Thomas introduces a great
deal of new material not in Sebéos.

No immediate source for Thomas's circumstantial (and po-
lemical) account of Muhammad has yet come to hght. While
many of the details are unattested in Armenian before him,
some of them have parallels in Greek. Syriac, or Arabic. These
may be abbreviated as follows:"’

Parallels with earlier Greek sources:

1. The Arabs were idolators, worshippers of an idol called
Khabar.

2. Muhammad was a merchant who travelled to Egypt and
Palestine. and married his master’'s widow.

3. He became friendly with an Arian monk. though the lat-
ter's name, Sargis Bahira, is not attested before the time
of Thomas.

4. Muhammad suffered from demonic possession.

Not found earlier:

1. Al supported Muhammad.

2. Muhammad formed an alliance with the Jews of Medina
after the Hegira, and took a Jewish wite.

3. Muhammad killed Sargis Bahira because the latter wished
to be acknowledged for what he had taught him. (Later
Greek sources ascribe the murder to drink.)

4. The Quran was written by Salman, a Persian.

5. Muslim ritual ablutions and Christian baptism are con-
trasted.

In later Armenian historiography such descriptions of Islam be-
came frequent. Mkhitar of Ani (twelfth-thirteenth centuries).
for example, and the later Vardan Arewelts'i used a text trans-
lated from Karshuni.'*® Whether Thomas put together his own
account. or relied on an unidentified source. is not yet known.

Following his description of Muhammad's early career. Tho-
mas turns to the Byzantine defeat in Palestine. Here again he
follows Sebéos. At that point he adds his new material concern-

126. Thomas. pp. 85-104.

127. Pp. Y8-103.

128. For a general discussion of Armenian traditions concerning Muhammad see
Thomson, “Armenian Variations,” and “Muhammad.”
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ing the Quran, and then turns to Muhammad’s successors.
Sebeos’s History ended with the appointment of Muawiya as
caliph in 661. So for his brief characterizations of the caliphs
down to Harun ar-Rashid (786-809) Thomas had recourse to
the History of Levond. “The details of these reigns have been
written down previously by others, so we considered it super-
fluous to repeat them.”™ Again. it is not clear whether
Thomas meant that he had other sources in addition to Levond
(whom he follows verbatim on occasion without naming). Since
Levond ends with the accession of Harun, for his list down to
Djafar al-Mutawakkil (847-861) Thomas may have had another
source m mind—perhaps Shapuh Bagratuni, whose History has
been lost.

In addition to the short descriptions of the caliphs Thomas
also took from Ltevond his information about an exchange of
letters between the caliph Umar (i.e. Umar 11, 717-720) and
Leo (Leo III, emperor 717-741)."*" That Leo wrote to Umar is
also claimed 1n non-Armenian sources. A Latin version is said to
have been translated from Syriac, which in turn depended on
the Greek original. But the Armenian version, much longer and
quite divergent from the other, is an original Armenian compo-
sition.”! The actual text of the letter sent by Leo is not extant.
Whether Levond was responsible for the letter (and the brief
query from Umar which introduces the long epistle that is nearly
a third the length of Levond’s History) is by no means certain. It
could well be a later interpolation. In this regard it is significant
that Thomas gives no hint of the content of the letters. He
merely exaggerates Umar’s benevolence as described by te-
vond, and adds the intriguing information that Leo’s response
was so persuasive that Umar expunged many of the most fabu-
lous things from the Quran—though he did not dare to remove
them all!

For the period from 850 to the end of his History—three-fifths
of the whole—Thomas had at least one written source. Refer-
ring to the career of Gurgén, he says: “Others have written
[about him] before us and have set down a comprehensive ac-
count™; and “as the records which were kept before us indicate,
and which it seems to me superfluous to repeat.” The most

129. Thomas, p. 106.

130. P. 105.

131. Sce the discussion in Gero, lconoclasm, pp. 153-171.
132. Thomas, pp. 198, 208.
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likely candidate for “others” is Shapuh Bagratuni. to whom
John Catholicos also refers. but whose work is lost. John also
wrote a History, but some ten or twenty years after Thomas.
That was known to the anonymous continuator: “[Yusup'] in-
flicted on us many calamities, which another great orator, force-
ful and intelligent. has written down before us and entrusted to
royal archives.” Thomas himself, however. only refers to John,
who became Catholicos in 898/9, as a learned and saintly man.'>

For these fifty years Thomas had recourse to eyewitness ac-
counts. as noted above. But from the literary point of view the
main interest lies in how he expressed himself. Which earlier
writers had influenced his habitual imagery? The answer to this
question involves also a study of the non-Armenian texts kKnown
to Thomas (mostly in Armenian translation). So before studying
Thomas’s literary sources in the second part, we should look
back again at the first part where some of these sources are
identified by name.

By far the most important of the works used by Thomas for
the first section of his History was the Chronicle of Eusebius.
Moses Khorenats'i had led the way in co-ordinating Armenian
tradition with the history of the ancient world as known from
Eusebius.'™* Thomas often had recourse to the Chronicle him-
self. even when following the general argument of Moses. He
names Eusebius often: “The multifarious researches of Eusebius
and the faithful account of Africanus™; “this is confirmed for us
by Eusebius of Caesarea and Julian of Halicarnassus.”™" But
Sextus Julius Africanus was not known independently in Arme-
nia: Thomas’s reference comes from Eusebius or Moses. Like-
wise Julian of Halicarnassos. mentioned twice,” is a curious
misinterpretation of Julius Africanus, confused with Dionysius
of Halicarnassos. Thomas also refers to the canon table of Euse-
bius’s Chronicle,"” in which the rulers and great events of the
ancient empires were set down in parallel columns. In Book 1.
chapter 4, Thomas repeats information about the Assyrian king-
dom verbatim from the Canon; he does add flesh to the bare
bones by integrating comments taken from the first part of the
Chronicle, the narrative section.

[33. Pp. 243, 285.

134. For Moses' use of Eusebius see Thomson. Introduction to Moses Khorenats'i.
135. Thomas. pp. 6, 7.

136. Pp. 7. 9.

137. P. 9.
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Another work by Eusebius of Caesarea was also available in an
Armenian rendering: the Ecclesiastical History, which had been
translated earlier than the Chronicle—from a Syriac version
rather than directly from the Greek. This too had had a profound
influence on Armenian historiography. Thomas refers to it as
“the book of Euscbius of Caesarea,” basing his description of
Philo on that in the Ecclesiastical Histor_v.'k‘\’ He mentions the
“records of reliable historians™ " for the conversion of Abgar.
Here he had in mind the first account of that event in Eusebius as
well as the later developments: the story of Addai (ascribed in
Armenian to “Labubna™). and the elaborations in Moses Kho-
renats’l. For his long discussion of apostasy Thomas takes the
story of the Elkesites and Novatian from the Ecclesiastical His-
tory, though without acknowledging his source.' Likewisc. his
reference to cannibalism during the siege of Jerusalem is an unac-
knowledged reference to Eusebius.'' Once Thomas refers by
name to Josephus (for the Massacre of the Innocents).'* But he
is following Eusebius, who in turn had quoted Josephus. Such
references at seccond hand to earlier sources, as to Africanus, are
much more common in Moses than in Thomas.

As just noted. Thomas refers to Philo and borrows his de-
scription from Euscbius: “that noble man and very learned phi-
losopher; a follower of the holy apostles. he provided the church
with many teachings from the ancient Jews as fine examples.”
Many works of Philo were available in Armenian, and several
Armenian historians quoted them or used them in one way or
another." Thomas turns to Philo primarily for information
about the ancient history of the Jews, the traditions about the
patriarchs. Most of his borrowings are from Philo’s Quaestiones
in Genesin (Questions and Answers on Genesis).'"” From this
work he takes his description of the snake in paradise. his expla-
nation of the raimbow, and his ctymologies of “God™ and
“Seth.” the last with direct acknowledgement of Philo.'"® Some

138. P. 19.

139. P. 46.

140. P. 163.

141. Pp. 242-243,

142. P. 47.

143. For a recent discussion of Philonic works in Armenian sce Terian, De Animali-
bus, Introduction, pp. 3-25.

144, But the “Explanation of the Hebrew Names.™ quoted on p. 19, is not a Philonic
work. 1t 1s a lost section of Eusebius’s Onomasticon.

145. Pp. 11, 12, 14, 19.
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of the latter’'s works may also have been known to the anony-
mous continuator; for his eulogy of Gagik recalls some details of
the description of Samson in the De Sampsone (attributed in
Armenian to Philo).'*

Thomas is the first Armenian historian to introduce non-biblical
traditions about the early Jewish patriarchs into his history. Before
him. Moses Khorenats'i had introduced Noah and his sons in order
to place Armenian history in a biblical setting: while for the story
of the flood and the coming of Xisuthra to Armenia he had relied
on Eusebius's Chronicle. However, Armenians had long been
interested in post-biblical apocrypha dealing with persons and
events of the Old Testament.'*” For the first time Thomas inte-
grates some of these traditions into his description of the early
history of the world. Thus he accepts the suggestion that a
daughter of Noah and the ark’s designer with his family also
entered the ark: after the flood Noah's daughter settled in upper
India.'*® On the other hand, Thomas rejects the suggestion that the
ark was built in Phrygia.'* He is aware of a tradition that the
prophet Ezra, identified with king Salatiel. was buried 1in
Armenia."”™ Twice Thomas refers to Jericho and Sodom as ex-
amples of sexual evil. The surprising substitution of Jericho for the
biblical Gomorrah has a parallelin the idea of Jericho as the type of
hell. attested in Armenian biblical paraphrases.”! Such para-
phrases also lie behind the comment of the anonymous continuator
that the prophet Elias was nourished with fire."

Like all Armenian writers Thomas was thoroughly conversant
with the Bible. The frequency and length of his quotations could
be paralleled in Agathangelos before him. or in Aristakées
Lastivertts'i later. However, his long disquisition on apostasy,
based on information about Novatian and the Elkasites in Euse-
bius's Ecclesiastical History, is unusually elaborate. Thomas 1s
firmly of the opinion that one cannot keep the faith in one’s
heart but deny it with one’s lips."™ Feigned apostasies were a

[46. P. 303.

147. For a recent survey of such texts with references to earlier literature see Stone,
“Jewish Apocryphal Literature.”™ The same writer's Armenian Apocrypha contains texts
that have some parallels in Thomas: see notes 151, 152,

148. Thomas, p. 19.

149, P. I8.

150. P. 40,

I51. Pp. 173, 213, and notes ad loc.

152, P. 313.

153. Pp. 162-166.
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teature of Armenian political life in Sasanian as well as Muslim
times. Thus Elishé. who regarded the writing of history as a
lesson in moral truths. could not pass over the temporary back-
shding of his own hero without indicating that the clergy had to
receive him back into the fold.'™

Thomas primarily uses his blbhcal knowledge to enhance his
narrative with apposite parallels. or to offer comments on the
morality of certain behaviour. He is less interested in technical
theological questions. So although he has several references in
general terms to the “Nestorians™ as heretics, he only once
claborates on the terminology used to explain the Incarnation:

“Nestorians and Chalcedonians. with the other dvophysites,
who n their error said that the Word took flesh from the Virgin
as a house and tabunaclc, and that the flesh was not in unity b\
nature with the Word.™"™ This is in accordance with the tradi-
tional Almumm posmon there 1s “one nature of the divine
Word incarnate.”™ which mﬂuts the Christology of Cyril of
Alexandria.™® But Thomas goes on to make the strange sugges-
tion that if Christ is diffcrent from his house and tabernacle (as
the “Nestortans™ said). then a church building dedicated to the
Saving Name would itself be worshipped—=which is most ridicu-
lous™ and the stones would be caten. just as the body and
blood of the Son of God which is offered in them—="which is
even more ridiculous™!

References to the fathers of the church other than Eusebius
arc not found m Thomas, with onc very unusual exception.
Describing paradise as “physical and tangible.” he rejects the
notion that it was “spiritual or between two worlds. as they
report about Origen’s view.” """ In the De Principiis Origen had
suggested that paradise. “where departed spirits go.” was be-
tween earth and heaven. This work was not translated into
Armenian, although numerous fragments of Origen’s biblical
commentaries are included in Armenian catenae. and various
homilies under Origen’s name circulated in Armenia. There are
references to Origen in a letter of the eighth-century Stephen of

154, Ehshe. p. 64

IS5, Thomas, p. 255. For general references to the Nestorians see pp. 80, 244,

I156. For a study of the development of carly Armenian Christology see Sarkissian,
The Council of Chalcedon, which has references to Armenian texts and carlier lterature.
For the general background in Eastern Christendom see Grillmeier. Christ in Christian
Tradition.

I57. Thomas. pp. 28-29.
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Siunik''™ and in the later florilegium known as the Root of
Faith."” The author of the Teaching of Saint Gregory seems 1o
have been familiar with Origen’s biblical exegesis. though he
does not name him.' Moses Khorenats'i does refer to Origen
in a passage based on Eusebius's Ecclesiastical History. In the
latter Origen’s De Principiis is named, but there is no reference
to the theory about paradise.'®" The immediate source for Tho-
mas’s “as they report” has not been identified.

Much dearer to Thomas than questions of theology are the
themes of hagiography. Armenia had produced its own martyrs in
profusion, as Thomas himself was only too well aware. He was also
familiar with the written accounts of carlier times. and with the
lives of non-Armenian martyrs—witness his reference to the
Vkavk: Arewelits® which he attributed to Abraham.'* So his de-
scriptions of the martyrdoms of which he had personal knowledge
follow the general pattern of pre-Mushm martyrologies.

Having described the raging fury, hidden by cunning deceit. of
the judge—usually the caliph or a Muslm general—Thomas
elaborates on the promises of gifts and honours if the Armenian
martyr will apostatise.'® On occasion, “although they had not
intended to turn in the slightest from the worship of the Son of
God . . . yet because [their faith] had no roots it was immedi-
ately dried up by the heat of the devil.” There were those who
“loved the glory of men more than the glory of God.”™ These
were circumcised as Muslims on the spot. following the wide
road “which leads to irredeemable perdition.”"™ Usually such
blandishments were resisted. The martyr might offer an ex-

158. Sce the Book of Letters, p. 330. The same passage is repeated. ibid.. p. 493.1n a
picce purporting to be a discussion between the Armenian Catholicos Komitas and the
Patriarch of Constantinople.

159. For a list of authors quoted in this text sece Thomson, “The Shorter Recension,™
and Anascan, “Vardan Aygekts'h.”

160. For parallels see the Index in Thomson. Teaching.

161. Moses. H 75: Eusebius. Eccl. Hist., VI 27. Ct. also Mahé. “Origene.”

162. See above at notes 109-114.

163. For extended descriptions of martyrdoms see:

pp. 129-130: Apusahak Vahevunis
pp. 140-142: Géorg Akcats't, Khosrov Gabelean, and an unnamed Mushm:
pp. 153-162: Grigor Artsruniz
pp. 169-172: Atom Andzevats'i and COMpANIions;
pp. 185-188: Mukat'l, Solomon Sevordi, Kakhay:
pp. 188-190: Yovnan.
All of these include exhortations to apostatise.
164. Pp. 158-159.
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tended defense of the Christian faith, perhaps including direct
insults to Muhammad and Islam.'” Sometimes the martyr would
be sent out for immediate execution:'* more frequently the
refusal to apostatise was followed by a series of tortures. These
would include the bastinado; dismemberment limb by imb; sus-
pension from a gibbet: beating with iron rods (“scorpions™);
being burned on a pile of wood.'” Undeterred by such tor-
ments. the martyrs would then thank Christ for making them
worthy to die for him and to receive the crown.'®™ Thomas only
once says that the martyrs were thrown into prison.'” Normally
death was inevitable. It was administered by the sword. A rare
exception was the death of Solomon. who was shot by archers
while still on his pile of wood."” Following their death. the
martyrs’ bodies were given a decent burnial by fellow Christians.
The bodies of Atom and his companions were thrown outside
the city. There they remained for many days; yet they were not
contaminated nor did they decompose before they could be prop-
erly buried."”! And over the body of the converted Muslim
shone a heavenly light.!'”

Both in his general pattern for the description of martyrdoms
and 1 his specific vocabulary Thomas shows his indebtedness to
much earlier writers such as Ehshé or the Vkayk', with one very
interesting difference. Never are the bones of the ninth-century
martyrs carefully gathered for preservation as relics. There are
many references in Thomas to the relics of carly saints. or to
holy objects such as fragments of the true cross. Once his con-
temporaries were buried, however, annual celebrations to com-
memorate their heroism were the usual way to honour them.
Etishé's enthusiasm for bones is not reflected in Thomas.'”

The imfluence of secular texts—other than the historical and
philosophical works already mentioned—is less significant. Tho-

165. See the martyrdoms of Apusahak and Grigor.

166. As Apusahak. Kakhay, Yovnan.

167. Pp. 140, 186-188.

168. Pp. 170, 186.

169. P. 161, of Grigor.

170. P. 188.

171. P.171.

172. P. 142.

[73. Sce Ehshe. p. 182, tor the cleaning and preservation of martvrs’ bones: p. 179 for
Persians attempting to prevent the recovery of bones and their distribution, “at which
people would be even more encouraged to go astray.”™ Lazar, p. 103, also describes in
detait the burial of the flesh of the martyrs’ bodies, and the secret circulation of their
bones as “tokens of salvation.™
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mas was familiar with the Armenian version of the Alexander
Romance, which had earlier been an important source for Moses
Khorenats'i. He quotes at length from Alexander’'s letter to
Olympias for his description of wonderful lands in order to
bolster his argument that paradise was a rcal place on carth.'”™
And he knows of Alexander’s parentage—that he was the son of
Nectanebo, “some magus and magician.,” who pretended to be
the god Ammon.'”

Like other Armenian writers, Thomas was fond of an apho-
rism or a fable. The term araspel covered two kinds of saying.
On the occasion of the apostate Mechuzhan Artsruni’s death
Thomas quotes with approval the saying: “Often the foxes
planned to reign. but the dogs did not agree.”"’ Speaking of the
disunity of the Armenian princes. first he quotes the Saviour:
“Every city or house divided against itself . .. " and then he
adds. “Equally appropriate is the old fable of the philosopher
Olympian concerning the characters of the lion and the bulls."!”’
This fable occurs among those attributed in Armenian to Olym-
pian. and is also found in other collections, such as Aesop or
Babrius. For such kinds of sayings Thomas relied most fre-
quently on the Bible, in particular on the Psalms, Proverbs. and
Wisdom of Solomon. Thus, commenting on fear and valour, he
quotes “Solomon.” “David,” and “another wise man of the
world.” This last is Ahikar, whose aphorisms were popular in
Armenia, as in most other lands of the Near East.'™

There was yet another kind of aiaspel. For the term also
applied to tales about the pagan past. such as that about Ara the
Handsome and the mythical creatures. the aralezk’, who cured
by licking. These fables are not desirable models. “Let us not
follow the tellers of tales or walk the untrodden path.”™” Here
the influence of Moses Khorenats't may be discerned. For the
latter disapproved of the araspel; they could not be taken liter-
ally. because they were exaggerated, nonsense, false, or even
obscene. ™

The preceding review of Thomas's literary sources has not

174. Thomas. pp. 29-30.

175. P. 21.

176. P. 606.

177. P. 123.

178. P. 228.

[79. P. 166.

180. See the Introduction to Thomson, Moses Khorenats'i. p. 11.
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produced anything startling or unusual for an Armenian author.
All Armenians were conversant with the Bible. Thomas quotes
it more often than many. But that is less surprising than the
paucity of his references to patristic theologians. Like his prede-
cessors, Thomas was familiar with a wide range of hagiographi-
cal matcrial, which he used to good effect in recounting the real
martyrdoms of his own time. He was, however, the first to
integrate into his History many “apocryphal™ traditions. indicat-
ing that this popular genre had gained acceptance in more so-
phisticated circles.

Thomas was naturally well read in earlier Armenian histori-
ans, cven though he only mentions a few of his predecessors by
name. Here he 1s significant for the introduction of popular tales
about the great hterary figures of the past. His selectivity in
naming—as opposed to his catholicity in quoting—indicates that
by his time certain Armenian historians had gained a pre-emi-
nent position. The “classics™ of Armenian historiography were
to remain Moses Khorenats'i and Etishé, rather than P awstos.
Lazar, or Sebéos. And his use of Eusebius and Philo was typical
of Armentan scholars before him, even if they rarely named the
Jewish philosopher.

Thomas 1s also typical of Armenian historians in that he has a
special interest in the fortunes—past and present—of one noble
family, rather than of the country at large. Not that al/l Arme-
nian histortans were writing for a patron whose ancestors had to
be flattered. But Thomas’s evident parti-pris toward the Artsru-
nik® 1s not a surprising trait.

In the ordering of his material, his avowed attitude to histori-
cal writing, his use of speeches and letters, Thomas shows the
influence of earlier Armenian writers, who n turn were in-
debted to the traditions of antiquity. And if Thomas himself was
not often read or quoted later, that 1s not because his work was
not crudite. His subsequent obscurity i1s to be attributed to po-
litical and social causes. For the Artsrunik® did not become the
dominant family in Armenia. It was the Bagratid tradition that
prevailed. So the exaggerated claims to Artsruni pre-eminence
in early Armenia gained little credence.

For the modern reader Thomas’s History has a special interest
beyond its “typical™ character as a sophisticated example of me-
diecval Armenian historical writing. As a contemporary source 1t
gives a lively picture of life in southern Armenia in the second
half of the ninth century. The endemic rivalry of Armenian noble
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society was never more clearly depicted. Thomas succeeded in
capturing the ethos of a society that had changed little from that
described by Prawstos half a millenium before. His History also
has a claim to attention on literary grounds. For Thomas de-
scribes the Armenian attitude towards the Muslim caliphs in the
same terms that Elishé used for the Armenian attitude towards
the Sasanian shahs. The historical circumstances—the parallels
and differences between the two powers to the southeast who
dominated Armenia before and after the seventh century—are
not our concern here. But the way in which Elishé’s History of
Vardan and the Armenian War served Thomas as a literary model
for the depiction of ninth-century Armenia deserves further
attention.

Not all parallels between Thomas and Elishé are of importance
in this regard. For example, expressions common to them both
abound in the descriptions of martyrdoms. However, such
themes and figures of speech were part of a shared tradition of
hagiographical literature. Likewise, the descriptions of battle
scenes in Thomas have many parallels, not only in Etishé. but in
other early Armenian historians. Again, they were all drawing on
stock motifs, among which the Books of Maccabees were particu-
larly significant.'™ Nonetheless, there are many occasions when
Thomas depicts his Muslims or contemporary Armenians with
imagery taken directly from Etishé. This occurs too frequently to
be coincidental. And since Elishé was well known to Thomas’s
readers, the effect is deliberate. The question, however, remains
whether Etishé had merely provided a convenient framework in
which to place the attitude of Armenians to their new Muslim
overlords; or whether, by reminding his readers of Vardan and
the heroic Armenian struggle, Thomas was holding up a model of
conduct also relevant for his own day.

As noted above, Thomas skips two centuries (from the death
of Muhammad to the time of Al-Mutawakkil, caliph 847-861) in
just two pages. He then begins the main part of his History with
the year 300 of the Armenian era (a.p. 851): "We have now to
speak about Jap'r [i.e. Djafar al-Mutawakkil] and his evil deeds,
not described by others, which he inflicted on Armenia over a
long period of time, with the unbearable oppression that oc-

181. For the influence of the Books of Maccabees on Armenian historians. especially
on their imagery for battle scenes, see Thomson, “The Maccabees.”™ Ehishé’s more
general debt is assessed in the Introduction to Thomson. Etlishe.
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curred in our days.”'™ The following paragraph. at the begin-
ning of Book II. chapter 5, sets the scene.

A certain man. Jap'r, insolent and arrogant. began to lift his
horns in impiety. to roar and butt at the four corners of the carth.
to oppress and torment those who wished a peaceful life: for
confusion and the shedding of blood were very dear to him. He
was in continuous irresolution and agitation: on whom or on
which regions to pour out the bitterness of his mortal poison. or
where to loose and shoot out the multitude of arrows in the
quiver of his evil and crafty mind. In his great folly. smitten by
passion and with cancerous mien, raging like a wild beast. he
began to attack Armenia. And in accordance with the subtle
treachery of their wily race. with an amiable countenance he tried
to carry out his evil desires gradually.

Not by chance is the imagery based on Elishé’s description of
Yazkert II. the shah whosc oppression in Armenia and attempt
to suppress the free practice of the Christian religion led to the
revolt of 450/1:

By his roaring he blew winds to the four corners of the earth. . . .
Since confusion and the shedding of blood were dear to him,
therefore he was agitated within himself: “On whom shall I pour
out my poisonous bitterness, and where shaltl 1 loose my multi-
tude of arrows?” In his great folly, like a ferocious wild beast he
attacked the land of the Greeks. . . . the impious ruler . . . be-
gan to wound his own evil mind with hidden arrows. and he saw
incurable wounds inflicted on his soul and body. . . . Although
he worked this confusion among all nations, he especially strove
against the land of Armenia. . . . He deceived some of them with
gold and silver. . . . he was continuously enticing . . . he deceit-
futlty humbled himself before all, speaking with them on the pre-
text of love. but hypocritically so that he might be able to seduce
them . . . a murderous tyrant who exceeded the traditions of
heathens in the shedding of blood.™

Thomas returns frequently to his picture of Al-Mutawakkil as
Yazkert: “He roared hke a lion or hke a disturbed bear. He
flamed like a fiery furnace, and foamed like the piled-up waves
of the sca tinged with purple blood.™

I82. Thomas, p. 100.

I183. Elishé, pp. 6. 7. 16-17, 22. This page of Thomas and the parallels with Elishé
were discussed by Muyldermans, “Un proc¢dé hagiographique.™ But he did not bring
out the pervasive influence of Ehlishé discernable throughout the rest of Thomas's
History.
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Cf. Efishe: “Just as bears in their dying pangs fight more

powerfully at the last gasp . . . He resembled the tumult of the
surging wave-tossed sea . . . from the bottommost depths he

rose in a mass of foam. '™

“He boiled up and vomited out the bitterness of the fetid bile
of his poisonous and evil disposition. Excited to an uncontrolla-
ble passion and a hot-blooded tempestuous furor. he began to
pour out his mortal venom on the captives like the venom of a
snake.”

Cf. Efishé: ~The king became more bitter than gall. He
spewed forth the sca of the willful bile in his stomach: from his
nose and mouth issued hot vapour like thick smoke from a
heated furnace.”™™

“[He] waxed haughty and raged in an excess of ferocious pol-
son. He flamed and burned like a furnace to spew out mortal
poison.”

Cf. Efishé: “Spewing out all his accumulated venom .. . He
began to wax haughty.™"™

It is not only the caliph who is so described: other Mushm
generals or emirs can be depicted in similar terms. So the emir
Afshin “was a man who loved turmoil and hated peace. and was
insatiable in his thirst for human blood—which characteristics he
regarded as great personal renown.” Or the general Zhirak “be-
gan to discharge his fetid. intoxicating, and bilious poison . . .
hiding the arrows of his quiver.” These echo the imagery of
Elishé just quoted."’

There was also the ferocious Bugha: “whose devilish intelli-
gence was wicked and full of wiles . . . pufted up and haughty.
he roared like a dragon.”™

Cf. Etishé, of Yazkert: “thundering like a dragon and roaring
like a wild beast.”™"™

But for Bugha a more appropriate parallel is the vizier Mihr-
nerseh. “This man Bugha. in whom Satan with his power has
made his lair . . . [whose| delight and pleasure were the flesh
and blood of innocent men. and his horribly ferocious rage
could not be sated.”

Cf. Etishé, of Mihrnerseh: “In whom lurked Satan with all his

I184. Thomas. p. 114: Elishe. pp. 8. 4.
I185. Thomas, p. 154: Etishe. p. 47.
[86. Thomas, p. 210: Etishe. p. 6.

187. Thomas, pp. 239, 129.

I88. Thomas, p. 126: Etishe. p. 44,
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power. . . . The food he had craved since childhood was the
purce flesh of the saints, and the drink of which he was never
sated was the blood of the innocent.”'™

[t Elishe’s Sasanians served as models for Thomas's Muslim
tyrants. the former’s picture of Armenian shortcomings was also
relevant for Thomas. One of Ehishé’s main themes is the con-
trast between the unity of the covenant of those who vowed to
uphold Armenian Christian values and the falling away of those
who compromised with the Persians." Thus his fourth chapter
begins:

Concerning the Secession of the
Prince of Stunik® and lis Companions

Up to this point I have not at all hesitated to describe the afflic-
tions of our nation which were cruelly inflicted upon us by the
forcign enemies of the truth. They were few who struck us but
very many struck by us. for we were still united and agreed.
Although some secretly had deceitful vacillations, vet to the eyes
of outsiders our unanimity seemed imposing. so thev were unable
to resist us in two or three places.

So then. where discord penetrates. at the breaking up of unity
heavenly virtue also departs: and when there is self-interest,
weeping and mourning greatly increase. For when the limbs,
which previously were part of a man’s undefiled body. are
severed and fall away. one turns to tears before the corpse beside
him. One is flled with even more bitterness over the man who
dies in both soul and body. And if this is the case for a single
person. how much more so for a whole nation!

[t 1s quite remarkable how closely Thomas models his own
description of Armenian disunity on that passage from Etishe.
He begins Book III in the following terms:

Up to this point we have not hesitated to relate the dangers and
tribulations which befell us from the enemies of the truth. For
although we were oppressed and tormented with various afflic-
tions by the domination of the armies of the Mushm Tachik
nations, vet these were few in number and for short periods of
time: and many more were they whom we smote than we who
were smitten. For the Armenian princes with their hosts of
knights and troops were still living in unison and harmony and
concord. though in secret they had suspicions of treachery. But

189, Thomas. p. 1262 L-tishe. p. 88.
190. For a longer discussion see the Introduction to Thomson. Efishe.

49



INTRODUCTION

when discord began to insinuate itself within that unity. the grace
of the divine power departed and withdrew. Concerted plans
were disregarded in combat and in other matters atfecting the
administration of the country. And just as someonc might cut
into picces all the limbs of a body until the torm of the living
man. that is the nature of his composition. has disappearcd—
whereas. if one of the limbs is lost. it is an accidental deprivation
but the [whole] living person is not destroyed—in such manner
was the unity of this country gradually destroyed. as each individ-
ual plotted evil against his neighbour and his brother."!

Although Thomas does not acknowledge his source. the bor-
rowing is deliberate: he certainly expected his readers to recog-
nise a familiar situation and to think of the struggle against the
Muslims as a continuation of the heroic resistance to Yazkert.
Likewise. he borrows Ehishé’'s key phrase “the unity of the cove-
nant” in referring to those who “broke away™ from it and de-
cided to sue for peace.'” As for those who actually apostatised.
Thomas describes them in terms similar to the execrations lev-
elled at Vardan and his companions who had feigned submission
to Yazkert.'”

It is not necessary to repeat here all the verbal reminiscences
of Elishé which permeate the second part of Thomas's History.
(They are spelled out in the commentary below.) It seems clear
enough that Thomas is not merely borrowing a few felicitous
expressions in order to enhance the rhetorical effect of his own
work. He is using well-known passages to remind his readers of
common situations. So although Thomas has no explicit moral
view about the writing of history as such. by casting the events
of his own time in the mould of Elishé’s History of Vardan and
the Armenian War, indirectly he accomplishes two goals. In the
first place. he views the struggle against the Mushims as the
continuation of an old dilemma: How are the Armenians to
combine loyal service to the caliphs with the observance of their
own Christian traditions? The tension between the martyr and
the apostate was as great for Thomas as it had been many centu-
ries carlier. And secondly, if there are parallels in the general
historical situation. then perhaps on Thomas’s heroes there may
be reflected something of the lustre of the greatest of Armenian
warrior-saints, Vardan Mamikonean.

191. Thomas, p. 122; Ehshe, p. 89.
192. Thomas, p. 133.
193. Thomas. p. 168: Etishé. p. 55.
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Thomas’s History of the House of the Artsrunik® is thus of
interest on various counts. In some ways it is representative of
Armenian historical writing: in purpose—the glorification of a
particutar noble family; in approach—chronologicat. with an ex-
pressed disinterested view of historiography which is not always
adhered to in practice; in the use of sources—earlier Armenian
writers. often unacknowledged. and an important but small
group of foreign works translated into Armenian, such as Euse-
bius. Philo, or the Alexander Romance; in imagery—the Bible is
the main frame of reference. hagiographical texts come next,
and then borrowing from patristic or secular writers.

In some ways Thomas breaks new ground—or at least, is the
first witness to certain traditions. The most important in this
regard arc the stories about carlier Armenian historians which
were accepted in later centuries, notably about Moses Khor-
enats’t and the lesser figures who were included in the circle of
pupils around Mashtots’. However, Thomas’s version of how
Etshe’s History of Vardan was disfigured by Barsauma did not
gain general credence. Also new—apart from stories concerning
the Artsrunik® not found eclsewhere—was the introduction of
“apocryphal™ legends into the brief recapitulation of early his-
tory. Of even greater significance is the fact that Thomas is the
first writer to use Moses Khorenats'i and Etlishé as formative
models. Moses provided the background, tracing the roots of
Armenian nationhood into the remote past, and linking the Ar-
menian legendary heroes to the descendants of Noah; while
Etishe set a pattern for describing the contemporary situation
where a small Christian nation faced an aggressive non-Christian
overlord.

The “learned™ aspect of Thomas is not necessarily the most
interesting. His curious information about earlier centuries and
his tendentious alterations to previous writers are more than
outweighed by his direct appeal as a witness to certain aspects of
contemporary life. Not all aspects of Armenian life—for Tho-
mas was not much interested in commercial questions,'™ nor does
he devote much space to scholarly pursuits. Though he does
admire certain learned or holy men, this 1s because they were
unusually holy rather than because they were devoted to schol-

194, Thomas has a low opinion of city life, referring to Dvin as “teeming with com-
merce and impunity™ (p. 230), and to the “imquities™ of Tiths (p. 173). Cf. the “busthng
streets suitable for commerce™ in Artamat, supposedly built by Artashés (p. 53).
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arship. He pays attention to only one aspect of artistic activity—
building—and then only in one context—patronage. For pa-
tronage was the prerogative of wealthy princes, who by endow-
ing churches, building palaces, and commissioning histories
demonstrated their own glory and that of their house.

It is then with the pursuits and ideals of the ninth-century
Armenian noble family that Thomas identifies himself. Their
virtues and vices he depicts in a lively and open fashion. So the
modern reader is not only informed about specific persons and
events (sometimes a rather depressing catalogue of battles and
rivalries); he can also gain some insight into the attitude towards
life of those distant Armenians, of their underlying motivations
and 1deals.

Like his prececessors, especially Etishé, Thomas makes eftec-
tive use of speeches and letters in order to convey those underly-
ing motives. Although such speeches tend to repeat stock
themes—and Armenians were familiar with the set-pieces of
antiquity, witness the Girk® Pitoyits® attributed to Moses Khor-
enats'i'>—nonetheless, they convey a general impression which
represents the ethos of the society that Thomas describes. Two
themes may be distinguished: the responsibilities of princes and
their rewards.

The first and overriding duty of rulers is to care for the pros-
perity of the land and the people they govern. The theme IS
prominent in Elishé, who has Shah Yazkert proclaim that if he
does not fulfil his responsibilities he will have to give account to
the gods.'”® Thomas, on the other hand. uses the argument most
often as a complaint of Armenians against the exactions or op-
pressions of Muslim governors. Thus Prince Ashot writes to
Yovsép':

It is the duty of kings who govern the world to watch over and
care for the prosperity of the country, to lighten the tyrannous
yoke of heavy burdens and soften the severity of painful demands
for taxes, lest the productive capacity of the country be com-
pletely destroyed. They should remove repressive measures of
governors, complaisant [but] faithless citizens, the burden of
taxes and the military, so that the land may be prosperous and

195. The Girk® Pitovits' (Book of Chries, i.e. Greek Khreiai, "maxims, sayings™) gives
models of rhetorical composition based on both pagan and Christian themes. For the
Armenian text see Moses Khorenats't, Matenagruriwnk', 341-579: and for secondary
literature Baumgartner, “Uber das Buch,™ and Sgarbi. “Contributo.”

196. Ehshé, p. 6.
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peaceful and royal taxes come in regularty. Such is our concern
and [it is] for you to desire the same. So when we see vour
benevolent solicitude for the land and [vour] friendly kindness
towards us, we shall be most cager to serve you loyally and to
fulfitl your commands with great despatch.'”

Stmilarly Apumusc. prince of the Atuank'. responds to Bugha's
demand for capitulation:

[t 1s customary for governors to come to a land with roval solici-
tude as to obedient subjects. to remove tribulations and relieve
distress like guardians. but not to ruin [the land] like brigands
and ravage it with sword and captivity. If vou had come from
court as a governor with peaceful intentions you would have
brought benefits and prosperity to these people. not ruin and
turmoil. So let it be clear that as long as my strength endures and
I ive. I shall oppose [vou] with the power and force of the Lord
God."™

Apumusc. “son of a priest.” continued his letter with extensive
quotations from the Bible dedicated to the theme of resistance:
“The Israclites slew all the foreigners [aviazgi—as often used by
Thomas of the Muslims. or by Ehishé of the Persians] and God was
pleased with them. so too shall I deal with you and your army.”

Occastonally Thomas refers to economic prosperity in more
specific terms as promoted by building projects. Having de-
scribed various churches and other constructions built by Gagik
in and ncar Van, he adds:

Descending to the town of Marakan on the river called Karmir
which runs into the Araxes, he built a stronghold impregnable to
mounted rairders. There too 1n similar fashion he placed inside
dwellings. streets, and buildings divided into rooms. sufficient for
his nceds. a little betow the place catled Dzork®. He found there a
strong rocky place secure from military attacks. which he ¢n-
closed with ramparts. He established there a splendid palace.
beautifully adorned for festivities. In this manner he was unstint-
ingly mindful of all necessities. and accomplished evervthing that
might serve the prosperity and peace of the land. involving him-
self i every useful activity—as 1s appropriate for kings and
princes to care and provide for the prosperity of the country over
whose direction they have been appointed by God. For not only
was he |Gagik] concerned with its prosperity but he was also

197. Thomas. p. 117.
198. P. 178.
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ready to shed his blood and virtuously lay down his life for his
sheep like a good shepherd."”

But the argument of responsibility could be perverted. Treach-
erous Armenians, anxious to betray Prince Ashot, wrote to
Bugha:

From the court you have received the superintendence of this
land of Armenia, and in accordance with the command of the
imperial king you hold subjected in obedience to your rule the
princes and lords. . . . [You have authority] to punish by bastinado.
prison, and various tortures rebels and opponents in a manner
worthy of their villainy, and to remove from the country discord and
from a peaceful land turmoil, as is right for peace-loving kings and
royal princes as doers of God’s will and his faithful, loyal servants.
So we [numerous named princes] . . . having in our hands the
oversight of this land, have written to you, Bugha. commander-in-
chief of the Muslims and colleague of the great King. If only you will
graciously allow us and our clan, the native habitants of our land. to
remain in each one’s dwelling and be at peace. we shall deliver
Ashot into your hands—without arms or battles or warfare, and you
will have to make no effort at all in this. Now you will not reckon us
as rebels against his imperial majesty and your honour if you ex-
amine the matter properly. . . . ™"

When Ashot realised that they were plotting treachery. he ex-
claimed:

What is this that you are doing in secret, and why are you hatch-
ing clandestine plots among yourselves? If I seem at all evil in
your eyes and have wronged you and have dealt with you falsely,
give now a response before my face and indicate expressly one by
one each harmful act 1 have done. . . . But if [ have cared for
you tenderly like a father, or as a hen gathering her chicks under
her wings for protection, and you were everywhere kept in
watchful security as in a fortified city, living without worries
under my care—is this the compensation you pay me!™"

More interesting is the continuation of Ashot’s speech, for he
explains how a prince assured the loyalty of his subordinates:

Did you not reflect on even a single one of the benefits you have
received from me? That according to each one’s age I honoured
every onc of you with appropriate care and love. That the exten-

199. P. 254.
200. P. 134,
201. P. 136.
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sive goods among my treasures [ gave up vear by year to plunder.
With joyful heart I reckoned as mine the rapine of my housc by
you and for you—the like of which no one has ever heard that
any carlier prince did. Of my despoiling I paid no heed. only
desirous that you be filled thereby. On seeing your sons and
children, in affectionate compassion 1 would clasp them to my
bosom with great tenderness as my own offspring. So is this now
the reward?

The second. longer, part of Thomas's History records in de-
tail the endemic rivalry between the Armenian nobles—both
feuding within an extended family and competition between
tamilies for control of disputed lands. The lure of ambition
clearly emerges from his description of the escape from captiv-
ity of Ashot, curopalates of Taron. He had been imprisoned in
the castle of Sevan, guarded by Hasan. son of the apostate
Vasak:

Then the curopalates began to make false insinuations between
Derenik and Hasan, who was the son of Derenik’s sister. to the
ctfect that Derenik was not treating him honestly but was aiming
at taking the fortress from him and gaining control of the land.
“Often.” he said. "I have verified this from his trusted counsel-
lors. So do not remain unconcerned and unworried about this.,
but promptly look for a way to render his plans void.”™ Now the
fortress was quite impregnable. and no little treasure had been
accumulated in it over many years. while he [Hasan| himself was
very young in years, being at the time of his independence aged
fiftcen years: for “youth and folly are vanity.” as Solomon says.
5o he fell for the guileful bait at that man’s suggestion. hoping for
the fortress and the treasures and casting his eves on the desire
for ambition—the gathering of troops, the forming of cavalry. the
giving of gifts to magnates and lords of the land, the summoning
of everyone to support and aid—so that as his advice proposed so
indeed would he do. But he was unable to act openly. for it
would have been unbecoming to form an army and prepare for
battle. So he plotted with deceitful cunning to carry out the fickle
ntentions of his plan. He entered the fortress and feigned an
ilness that was nearly mortal.””

The tables were turned. Ashot of Taron was freed and Dere-
nik imprisoned. Then the latter’s supporters came to the castle

202. P. 223
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of Sevan to try and rescue him. With a rare touch of sarcasm
Thomas describes therr negotiations with Hasan:

By wise and judicious counsel, with sweet and gentle words. they
persuaded the young Hasan, offering him the reverence due his
white hairs and the dignity of his princely station and such-like.
The patriarch mediated a sworn peace treaty. that they would
abandon to eternal oblivion the harm of the evil done. At the
begging entreaties of the prince and great patriarch the proposals
were carried out, and they extricated him from his captivity,
lcaving as hostages Gagik, son of Derenik. and the son of Grigor
Artsruni.™"

The corollary to ambition and success 1s revenge for defeat.
Thomas refers to the blood of Apupelch shed by Hamza and the
suggestion that the former’s son might take revenge on the lat-
ter's grandson. And the Continuator speaks of a vendetta after
Derenik’s murder:

On that day the holy churches and ranks of ministers were
arrayed in mourning. The golden-laced. arc-shaped coloured
hangings were removed from the doors of the rooms. to be re-
placed by black ones, very rough and sombre. Messengers were
despatched hither and yon trom among the mourners to shut the
windows of the splendid palace, at the order of the princess.
“Lest.” she said, “the sun in the unattainable height of heaven.
as 1t moves through its vault casting its rays down below. illumi-
nate my darkness. Or the moon. reaching its tull measure. with
the morning star and all the ornament of the stars. dissipate my
mist. Until God gives me among my sons one as courageous as
his tather. who in my lifetime or thereafter will declare over his
tomb that he will take revenge tor the spilt blood of his father on
the heads of those who plunged me into this darkness.™

We were informed by those who had witnessed the events and
who carried the [prince’s| children in their bosoms that when the
princess said this she stretched out her hand onto the shoulder of
the splendid voung Gagik. But I do not know if this was for the
occasion, or whether the great lady Sop'i. blessed among women,
did this prophetically.*”

Compensation for the duties incumbent upon princes mcluded
more tangible benefits than white harrs and dignity. Thomas
gives a long description of the death of Ashot Artsruni. elder
brother of Gagik, at the age of twenty-nine:

203. P. 224.

204, Thomas, pp. 203, 205, 234: Continuator. p. 267.
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For although Ashot ended the measure of his life prematurcely. he
acquired a surplus by exchanging the certain and unfailing disso-
lution of this existence for spiritual. cternal, and undving life.
repenting and regretting his vouthful inclination to ecasy and
quickly accomplished evil deeds. For when the mortal pains
gripped him, he no longer fretted over his youthful and prema-
ture departure from this world, his leaving the country with its
numerous provinces and mpregnable fortresses. his abandoning
his splendid and delightful high-ranking brothers. and leaving the
varicd magnificence of nobility and what other sweet delights
there are under heaven or carth: the glorious beauty of the sun
and moon. with the splendour of the stars in their mutations
through the firmament of heaven, of the sea and dry lands. of the
plcasure of the magnificent rolling of the waves. and all the other
congruous features of providence that reveal the image of the
archetype. These and even more displays of material things he
plunged into oblivion in his flight to the heavenly beings and the
king of heaven.™”

Surprisingly Thomas does not often refer to the favourite pas-
times of Armenian nobles—hunting and feasting. Prawstos,
Fazar. and Moses Khorenats't frequently describe the pleasure
of the hunt—for which special forests were often planted—and
the sometimes dissolute feasting that was not infrequently the
occasion for acts of violence and treachery. The continuing ap-
peal of hunting 1s brought out in Thomas's description of Ga-
gik’s building at Van:

Furthermore. looking to the cast in the direction of Chuashiot
and the city of Getk', he constructed a splendid place of pleasure,
surrounding with palatial butldings a hitl from which one could
look down onto the plain to the banks of the river Araxes. There
herds of deer gambolled: there were lairs of boars and lions and
herds of onagers. all ready for the pleasures of the chase—facing
the mountains of Avrarat. noble Masis. where Artavazd. son of
Artashés. fell headlong on the rough slopes.™™

The purpose of the foregoing Introduction has not been to judge
the historical veracity of individual episodes as narrated by Thomas
Artsruni. Rather. [ have been concerned with Thomas as a writer
and with his work as a hterary document. Emphasis was put on his
sources, acknowledged and unacknowledged: on his outlook as a
historian; on his models and his motivation. Thomas emerges as an

205. Thomas, p. 249-250.
2006, Pp. 253-254: ¢f. Moses Khorenats'i, 11 61
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intriguing representative of a certain class in Armenia at the turn of
the ninth century: he brings to his task the enthusiasms and preju-
dices of an old noble family that over many generations had risen
to the second most prominent position in the country. Although
his reliability as a historian of the pre-Muslim period is suspect. his
very tendentiousness is important for an understanding of the
cthos of Armenian nobles of his own time. He is significant as a
source for many traditions concerning Van and Vaspurakan unat-
tested elsewhere. He was not a great scholar, but was typical of his
times in his knowledge of previous Armenian literature and of
carlier Greek texts—secular and ecclesiastical—available in Ar-
menian. Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this History of the
House of the Artsrunik® is the way in which Thomas has adapted
the methods and imagery of the classic Armenian historians Moses
Khorenats'i and Elishé to portray the fortunes of a different noble
family at a later date.

From the fifth century to the present Armenia has produced
many notable historians. Thomas holds a worthy place in this
long and important tradition. His History of the Artsrunik* illus-
trates the remarkable longevity of immemorial ways of life in
southern Armenia. In addition to being important as a source,
Thomas is also interesting as a writer, for few Armenian histori-
ans offer us such a vivid picture of their times. His work. for
various reasons, was not popular in the centuries that followed.
Now, over a thousand years later, he is indeed a precious wit-
ness of a long-vanished culture.
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1) The Author’s Preface to the
History of the House' of the
Artsrunik

In the resemblance of his image [God]| honoured [man]| with

autonomous free will and named the being made from
dust lord of the circular creation—as said the first of the proph-
ets Moses.” Like words spoke the royally born and propheti-
cally graced David: “With glory and honour you crowned him
and set him over your handicraft; and you made everything
subject under his feet.™ He gave to serve him those luminaries
established above. those eminent beings which circle around
for the affairs and subsistence and needs of men, measuring the
division of his works into day and night. As said the psalmist:
“At the rising of the sun man goes forth to his work and the
labour of his hands until evening.™ And the Saviour said: “It
is necessary to work while the day lasts: the night [will] come
when no one can work.™

[ shall explain in brief: all things have been arranged for the
advantage of men at the movement of the two hour-marking
fuminaries, to indicate the turning rotation of their timekeeping
circular course with the stately progression through the air of the
heavenly stars—to distinguish the length of days and months and
the completion of years; for the measure of the discrete races of

1. For this use of run see Adontz/Garsoian, pp. 342, 347, and Toumanoff. Studies, pp.
14-117.

2. See Gen. 1.27 for the “mmage.” Gen. 2.7 for “dust.”

3. Ps. 8.6-8.

4. Ps. 103.22-23.

5. John 9.4.
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HISTORY OF THE HOUSE OF THE ARTSRUNIK"

mankind. for wise men to make distinctions, for the differentia-
tion of numbers and the fulfillment of periods.® [2] Thereby the
limits of the entire world are defined, according to the four
diverse natures, as the opposing movements fuse in fours and
threes from the rapid differing flowing currents of the air.' From
their threefold constitution the seasons are divided three ways
into 365 days. With these various sciences civilised men who
care for political sagacity [have been occupied] in order to pro-
vide for man’s livelihood: honourable men, grand and of high
rank, honoured by kings, famous and rich, who have been in-
structed in thesec matters and diligently occupied themselves
therein. Distinguishing the period of each event in numbers,
they have established its measure, making the sum total of all
time seven ages of a thousand [years].-

So the great Moses of the Hebrews, describer and prophet of
the creation of the world.” who was learned and versed in
Egyptian learning, in works of laborious study. said that the
circling luminaries were arranged by the Creator “for signs and
seasons and days and years.™ And through them he encom-
passed the times of earthly life of men, beginning from our
ancestor. Adam, he said, lived 230 years and begat Seth: and
having lived 930 years he died.” And the beings that succeeded
him he likewise wrote about; and in the same fashion set down
in order the various aspects of human activity. Similar to him
were a certain Berossus and Abydenus, philosophers of the
Chaldaeans, who, not very distant from Moses. set down in
orderly fashion in the books of Chaldacan histories the discov-
ery of hours and times and the behaviour of human races.” All
these documents, with much labour, others have written. com-
ing down to our time, which Kings held empires. for how many
ycars and what periods they lived and ruled. which exceeded

6. For the sun and moon as markers of time ct. Teaching, §8267-268.

. Thomas combines the commonplace of the four etements and their mingling (cf.
Ehshé. pp. 33-34) with the threefold cycle of the scasons (for which ct. Philo. In Gen..
It 3).

2. For the seven ages cf. Teaching, $§8668-671: and in general Thomson. “Number
Symbolism.™

3. For Moses as describer of creation cf. Teaching, $311. Ehshe, p. 35.

4. Gen. [ 14,

5. Gen. 5.3-5. Note that the Armenian and Hebrew do not always agree on the
number of years assigned to the patrarchs.

6. Thomas here follows Moses Khorenats'i, I 4, for Berossus and Abvdenus.
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the other in care for the world.” [They described] the order of
wars and peace, the series of victories and defeats, the examples
of virtuous and intemperate men. the solidarity and weakness of
the valiant and the cowards, [3] the firmness and the slackness of
the noble and the ignoble.' the inequality of the wise and the
foolish, the separateness of the intelligent and the weak-witted,
the delight in each one’s habits of those who bring prosperity to
the land and the negligent: how they ruled, pursued [the lusts] of
the flesh or gave pre-eminence to [things] of the spirit; [how] they
governed with a care for heavenly life or dragged [themselves]
along the ground.” Also [they described] their succession from
cach other, the existence of various dynasties, the ruling over
[different] countries, those who acquired honour in the same ac-
cording to circumstances, and others who, gorged in tyranny and
the piling up of wealth, won for themselves worldly glory. Some
were raised to high status by the Lord, like David and Joshua and
others who [lived| down to our own time. Each one’s name and
period, the “how™ and “why” they have established by reckoning
in numbers and have inscribed in their books of history. Accord-
ing to the different nations and various tongues they have in-
cluded these 1n writing for the fulfilment of the church in various
ways, so that those who succeed them in the same study and
search for wisdom may casily without labour pursue their quest,
made more knowledgeable and wise by these men.’

So I, who received the request to compose this work from you,
Grigor, lord of the Artsrunik® and prince of Vaspurakan.® have
accepted your command which your fond desires imposea on
you. In the narrative of this book I shall indicate the genealogy
and nature of your ancestors;” I shall set out in order the dates
according to the birth of each one of them, bringing the account
down in full to our own time. Concerning events in Armenia

7. Thomas refers to Moses Khorenats'i. whose information for the ecarly history of
mankind is based on Eusebius’'s Chronicle.

1. Solidarity . . . slackness: expressions reminiscent of Elishe: see esp. p. 14,

2. See Philo, In Gen. 1 48, for this as a symbol of passion and lust.

3. Cf. Eusebius, Chronicle, esp. the chronological Canon which forms the second
part.

4. The author of this History only once names himself as Thomas (7T ovmay). see p.
76. For Grigor Artsruni as Thomas's patron sce the Introduction to this book. Vaspura-
kan is first used to designate a province (cast of Lake Van) by the author of the
Narratio; sce the commentary of Garitte to §103.

5. Genealogy: azgabanuriwn, common in Moses Khorenats't (e.g. 1 2. 5). For Tho-
mas's emphasis on noble pedigree see the Introduction to this book,
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wrought by the rule of the Muslims.” with diligent obedience
following your command I shall set to work. To the best of my
ability I shall set out in this history in summary form the most
important events and what are the appropriate ones.” [4] I shall
indicate in this history the least and smallest remnants of records
relative to events and places from the earlier and previous histo-
rians of our native lords of the Artsruni family. so that their
valour and virtue may be clearly revealed by name. place. and
time. And I shall seek out the most important ideas as inspira-
tion for this account: who they were, and when, [descended]
from whom. where, how, how many, what sort they were, the
manner of their reigns, and the ways in which they distinguished
themselves; also concerning their wars and victories. whether
they were victorious or were defeated. and how some of them
for various reasons provided help and advantage to themselves
or their comrades. Whatever descriptive information under
these topics is included in [previous] accounts we shall abbrevi-
ate in this book.' using to the best of our ability the writings of
the ancient prophetic histories and the newer teachers of
Christ’s church, and the secular tales of industrious and inge-
nious men, who provided like nurses® to us their followers the
wholesome and unadulterated food of sweet and valuable nour-
ishment, bringing us to mature and perfect knowledge in love of
science and fear of God—intelligent and wise, zealous for his
excellent and enduring riches and those here in this world.

6. Muslims: Tachik. For this term sec Hibschmann, Grammatk, pp. 86-87. tn the
carlv Armenian histonians it refers to the Arabs of northern Mesopotamia (e.g. Aga-
thangelos, §23): Ehishé and Moses Khorenats't only refer to Tauchkastan as a geographi-
cal arca. But by Thomas's time Tachik was used to mean not merely “Arab™ (as pp. 86
or 103 below), but more trequently “Mushim.”™ Thus on p. 141 the unnamed martyr 1s
called both Tachik before his conversion and “Persum.” Thomas also uses the term
avlazgi (forcigner) for Muslims. This has biblical overtones. being used in the Old
Testament of Isracl’s enemies. Sce further p. 110 n. 3 below,

7. For Thomas's attitude towards the writing of history and his debt in this regard to
Moses Khorenats't, see the Introduction to this book.

. Thomas is the only Armentan historian to devote a book speciticalty to the Artsru-
nik’: but histories of regions or families are common. Earlier writers have many refer-
cences to the Artsrunik': for Thomas's claborations on such passing attusions see the
Introduction to this book. It 1s noteworthy that Thomas often refers to Moses (Khor-
cnats’t) but never mentions by name Prawstos, tazar, or especially Sebcos. despite his
debt to them.

2. Secular. artak in, ht. ~outstde™—t.c. outside the church, i contrast to the books of
the Old and New Testaments or patristic authors. This 1s a common phrase m Christian
authors: ¢f. also pp. 10, 31, 228 below.

3. Ct. I Thess. 2.7.
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5] Book' One

CHAPTER 1

It is [only] with great effort that one can discover the geneal-

ogy of the house of the Artsrunik® because of the far-off
times and the disappearance of archives in Armenia.” But the
pressing command of your lordship obliges us to pursue rapidly
this search and to set down in proper style and to register in this
book your desire in eloquent words. Great labour have 1 ex-
pended in the search for what is reliable, perusing the written
works of antiquarians and many historical accounts: and I have
written down whatever I was able to discover, beginning from
Adam down to our own time.”

Since the order of the ten nations is accurately written in all
accounts,” the next task for us is to set down in order the divisions
of the nations following Noah, arranging them according to tribe
and the dividing up of the world. So I shall discuss, according to the
manifold languages after the building of the tower, from which
tribe the Artsruni family arose. And since the equality of the three
nations, that is, of the sons of Noah, has been set down in order [6]
in all books, there is no need for us to repeat that at length.'

I. Book: dpruriwn, in this sense a word with many biblical parallels.

2. For “archives™ in Armenia sece Thomson. Moses Khorenats'i, pp. 12-13, and the
Introduction to this book.

3. Swyle, reliable, antiquarian. Sce the Introduction to this book for Thomas's attitude
to the writing of history, and compare Moses Khorenats'i (Thomson, Moses, pp. 8-13).

4. The ten nations (azg) arc the ten generations from Adam to Noah: see Teaching,
§8§291-295, Moses Khorenats'i, [ 4.

I. Thomas is referring to the tables of the descendants of Ham, Sem. and Japheth
found in Moses Khorenats'i, I 5 (which are based on the biblical genealogies but elabo-
rated to include the Armenians).
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Now. following the multifarious researches of Eusebius and
the faithful account of Africanus and Moses Krertot.” first I
shall expound how the divisions of the nations came about.
Then I shall set down the more unlikely and doubtful sugges-
tions from other critical works for comparison. so that by your
intelligent and wise erudition you may be able to cast aside the
erroneous aberrations of these opinions. The story runs like
this.

Noah begat three sons: Zrvan, Titan. and Yapitost'e. who are
Sem. Ham. and Japheth.” Sem begat Efam and Asur and
Arpaksat and Aram and Lud. Asur built the city of Ninos—
which is Nineveh, called the capital of Assyria.*

Now Nebrot', [descended] from Ham. built Babylon. the first
city. and was the first to rule on the earth. But because Babylon
had fallen to Sem’s lot. Nebrot® seized it for himself by force and
established there the kingdom of the Ethiopians. Whéreas Asur.
son of Scm, built Nineveh, {as| the capital city of the kingdom of
Assyria.’

But why do they say that it was a long time later that Ninos
built Nineveh? He was the husband of Semiramis. and begat
Ninuas, whose lineage extends as far as King Senek erim in the
time of Hezekiah. leader of the Hebrews. and our Haramay.’ It
seems to me that it is not appropriate cursorily to pass over the
reason for this enquiry. [Rather we should] expound it in toto
and write down the truth. Was indeed Asur, who built Nineveh,
the grandfather of Ninos from the offspring of Sem. trom whom
Nebrot [was descended]; or is indeed the race of the Artsruni
descended from Sem or from Ham by Nebrot'?” For, as has
been written, Asur, descendant of Sem. built Nineveh, and
Senekerim [7] ruled over Nineveh by succession and was called
king of Assyria. This is confirmed for us by Eusebius of Cacsa-

Thomas did not use Sextus Julius Africanus directly. but is referring to Moses
Khorenats'i. 11 10. For the term k'errol (grammarian, orator, or poet) sce Thomson,
Moses Khorenats®i, p. 5

3. For this equivalence sce Moses Khorenats'i, [ 6.

4. Sem . . . Assyria. This is from Eusebius. Chronmicle, Aucher 1 p. T10.

5. For this paragraph see Euscbius. Chronicle, Aucher 1 p. 109, and Moses Khor-
enats'i, I 5.

6. Hararnay: Harmay in Moses Khorenats'i, 5, the father of Aram: as Eusebius,
Chronicle, Aucher 1 p. 110.

7. Thomas views the Artsrunik® as descended from Sem: but Moses Khorenats'i, 15
places Ninos in the line of Ham.
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rea and Juhan of Halicarnassos, [who]' aver that the kings of
Assyria descended from the offspring of Sem. as is known from
the established account. For the story runs like this. Titan domi-
nated Zrvan, captured Babylon. and built his royal capital there.
Zrvan was the fifth [generation] from Ksisutra.

Now Asur. third from Sem. was the first to build Nineveh.
Ninos was the tenth from Sem and from Ham.” But Nineveh was
really the lot of Sem, while Ninos is assured to be from the
offspring of Ham according to Ariston the Chaldaean® and Eu-
sebius of Caesarea and Moses Khorenats'i and Julian of Halicar-
nassos. Because Kronos took as his wife Rhea from the family
of Zrvan and seized for himself the kingdom. he did not allow
any [descendant] of Zrvan to rule and made a sworn pact that
whatever male was born from his wife Rhea of Zrvan's descent
was to be slain at birth.” But one child only. Dios by name. was
secretly saved by his mother. like Moses in Egypt much later.
Thus no [descendant] of Zrvan was able to reign save only a
woman named Dionysia—very opulent, licentious, and sensual.’
She calied herself Semiramis, after her grandfather Sem—which
in the Armenian language is pronounced Shamiram. Captivated
by her. Ninos of Bel's line took her to wife, for Shamiram was
ensconsed in their native city Nineveh. So Ninos entered the
roster of kings of Assyria through his wife Shamiram. since it
was not the custom for the female line to be included in the
genealogy of kings and legislators, save only according to the
requircment of chronology—Ilike Got'ohia in Israel.” and Cleopa-
tra daughter of Ptolemy Dionyvsius in Egypt. [§] As a better-
known example I can quote you our Saviour the Lord Jesus
Christ. Explaining his genealogy in the flesh, the evangelist Mat-
thew counts [the generations] one after the other beginning from
Abraham and coming down as far as Joseph, yet is silent about

. Euscbius, Chronicle, Aucher 1 p. 110, Juhan of Halicarnassos must be a mistake
for Julius Africanus. Cf. p. 9, where the reference to the “fourth book™ of Julian of
Halicarnassos 1s a reference to the lost book of Julius Africanus.

2. In Moses Khorenatsi, 'S5, Ninos s nmth from Ham.

3. Arniston the Chaldaean does not appear in Eusebius. Patkanean (note ad loc.)
suggests that Abvdenos may be intended. But note that Moses Khorenats't. I 5. vefers to
the Chaldacan histonan Anos.

4. Cf. Moses Khorenats'i, 1 6.

5. Cf. the decniption of Semiramis in Moses Khorenats'i, 115,

6. Cf. IV Kings, 11.1: Il Chron. 22.2.
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the genealogy of Mary." Although Joseph had no share in the
birth of Christ, he is included in the genealogy instead of his
wife Mary, as I mentioned above. For it was not the custom to
mention in the genealogy the list of the female line. Likewise
you will find the genealogy of Luke set out from beginning to
end; he says “as was supposed™ Jesus [descended] from Joseph.
from Jacob, from Heti, and so successively.

So also the woman Shamiram, from the progeny of Sem. ruled
through her husband Ninos over Assyria legitimately,” having
rebelled against Ninos on the grounds that he had come as a
foreigner to enter the kingdom of Shamiram [descendant] of
Sem. Add to that what is written, that she palpitated with
lasciviousness.* But as has been explained, Shamiram of the
progeny of Asur from Sem reigned in her own right over As-
syria, their native empire; and her descendants [ruled] legiti-
mately one after the other down to T*onos Konkoteros.” Eighty-
eight years later Senek‘erim succeeded to the throne of his
ancestral kingdom with great power.” He captured Babylon and
built Tarsus on the model of Babylon, a river running through
the middle. as I shall describe in detail below.” Then after the
murder of Senek'erim by his sons, Adramelék’ and Sanasar
came with a strong force to the mountain Sim, which mountain
had been so named after their grandfather Sem—just as in Per-
sian they call Zaruand after Zrvan.” They stayed on Mount Sim
until [the time of] Tigran Haykazn. But becaus¢ Nebrot' had
destroyed Nineveh when he overthrew the [descendants| of Sem
and built Babylon in its place, when Ninos became king he
captured Babylon and [re-]built [9] Nineveh and moved there
[the capital of] the Assyrian kingdom. Furthermore. because
Mestrim at the division of the nations and the world built Egypt
and [the descendants] of Ham there flourished as rulers. the

1. Matt. [.2-16.

2. Luke 3.23.

3. For the reign of Semiramis see Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher 1 pp. 91 ff. Moses
Khorenats'i, 1 15, notes that Ninos fled from Semiramis.

4. A reference to Moses Khorenats'i, 115,

5. Cf. Moses Khorenatsi, 119,

6. It was forty years from Sardanapalos (= Tonos) to the first olympiad. i.¢. the year
1240 from Abraham (as Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher 1 p. 100): and by the year 1289
Senckerim was king (as Eusebius, Canon).

7. As Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher I p. 53.

8. See Moses Khorenats'i, I 6, for Sim and Zaruand, and [ 23 for the coming of
Adramelek and Sanasar to Armenia. Thomas expands on this below, p. 36. For the
geographical location of Sim and of Zaruand see Hibschmann, AON, pp. 316, 338.
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Assyrians ruled separately. You will find in the canon table [of
Eusebius] Ninos and Shamiram and Abraham and the sixteenth
dynasty of Egypt.' and also in the fourth book of Julian of
Halicarnassos.” as in the fourth book of Moses.*

So Ninos and Shamiram ruled over Asians and Egyptians and
subjected them to tribute. but without removing those nations’
legitimacy.® I have set down this brief account mercly to make
known the nations.

Now since the order of my narrative has brought us to this
question, we must first realize by what manner the Chaldacan
books reckon the number of patriarchs as ten in accordance with
Divine Scripture, yet differ [from Scripture] by calling them dif-
ferent names. Likewise they stretch out the periods of time to
mfinitec myriads of years.” which is not a convincing demonstra-
tion following one mode [of reckoning]—neither by the move-
ment of the sun for identical periods of months and days accord-
ing to the four scasons as they change through the year. nor
again according to the waxing and waning of the moon. For
although their writings are unrehable, yet they have alluded to
many things rightly. They were the first inventors of writing,
even if the Greeks presume to boast of Ptolemy for having at
some time collected all the books of every nation and having
them translated into Greek.” But these zealous concerns were
|merely] with a view to information from what others had said
previously, and not a personat cffort to invent writing—although
before him. except as concerns the Babylonians, not only the
Greeks but other nations also do not appcar to have preceded
him. For the Greek script was invented later by Cadmus. a
Phoenician.” Since we were anxious [10] to comprehend these
matters critically and not skim over them. we must here make a

I. Eusebius’s Canon begins with the first vear of Abraham. in the sixteenth dynasty ot
Egypt. during the reign of Ninos. husband of Semiramis.

2. Le. Africanus. For the contents of his lost fourth book sce Gelzer. Africanus, 1
p. 29.

3. For the enigmatic tourth book of Moses (Khorenats'i) see below. p. 76 n. 1.

4. This is an elaboration on Eusebius. Chroncle, Aucher 1 p. 98.

5. Cf. Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher 1 pp. 10-11. tor the Chaldacan records, ten Kings.
and myriads of years.

6. Ct. Moses Khorenats'i, 1 20 for Ptolemy and the translations he had made into
Greek. For the Chaldacans as the first to write history see Eusebius. Chronicle, Aucher |
p. 7. echoed in Moses. T 3.

7. But Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher 1 p. 5. savs that Cadmus brought writing from

Phoenicra.
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little pause in our narrative so that we may compare the tales of
those outside [the church] with Divine Scripture. Then we shall
set our sights on later events.

“God planted paradise,” says [Scripture]. “in Eden to the
cast”'—that is, in a country in the East about which there is
nothing more to say than that in the East men inhabited 1it.
rather than speaking of a western paradise or of it somewhere in
between. Its unlimited size is indicated by the enormity of the
abundant source, which having irrigated paradise sinks into the
carth and re-emerges into the visible world from its invisible
[bed] as four mighty and powerful rivers.” Its surpassing beauty
what human mouth could describe. or the delightful sight of its
divinely planted trees? With inconceivable grace. glory. and
honour he [God] crowned man with sovereign authority [over
it]’ and gave him paradise to enjoy, also endowing him with a
term of life whose many years were as but a day.” It had no need
of a foreign source of light whereby it might become dark on the
arrival of evening; there was no delay of the sun to dispel the
darkness of the night of the luminous creation. which after the
rank and station of the first was moved to second place. There
was no flowing nourishment to fill any deficiencies of the incor-
ruptible: it was but a very little below the angels. As for [Scrip-
ture] saying: “to till it and keep it.”™ this was not as if to com-
plete the perfection of paradise or to guard it from harm. but
rather it means to work righteousness and keep the command-
ment, so that by this modest service made like an oftering he
might thereby be raised to an even higher station” according to
the saying: “being faithful in this small matter.”” and not merely
have dominion over the planted [garden] but also attain the bliss
of heavenly life.

But he gave way to the seduction of the rebellious serpent. who
in his deceitful wickedness liberally poured his bitter advice [11]
into the ear of the foolish woman. Thereby he trampled on the
kindly benefits ot the Creator and at the same time the command,

)

. Gen. 2.8.
For the four rivers see Gen. 2.10-14; ¢f. the claboration in the text in St. Martin,
‘moires, 11 pp. 398-405.

Ct. Gen. 1.28, and the claboration in Teaching, 8274,

Ct. Ps. 89.4.

Gen. 2.15.

6. Cf. Teaching, 270,

7. Matt. 25.23.
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and fell into the camp of the murderer.! So it is now appropriate
to call him deceitful and stupid. He was not content. for himself
and his offspring. in his enchantment to abstain from the fruit.-
but even desired divine glory’—to seize for himself in his effron-
tery even the honour of the Creator: in which attempt his de-
ceiver the devil came to grief. As did also his wife. the first to
taste [in her desire]| to precede her husband in divine honour.
Alas for this most false ptan and foolish decision. whereby he
torgot his composition of dust and intended to turn his back on
his awesome God and Creator. He who sces all at a glance
descended to seck out the lost one. With soft footsteps® he in-
dicated to him his approach. calling out in a friendly voice:
“Where are you, Adam?™ and tenderly bewailed his fall that
perchance with His help he might be cared for.

But he. unreasonably refusing the direct recognition of his sin.
ascribed the cause to God. saying: “The wife whom you gave [to
be| with me. she gave me from the tree and [ ate.”™ And if Adam
laccused] his ilk and helpmate of such things. how could his wife
not be blamed for accusing the serpent. who was the very worst of
animals?” Hence. according to the order of the sin. first on the
snake and then on the woman fell the painful consequences of the
curses. But if the worker of sin and the firstborn of all evils who
nestled in the snake was not cursed, this indicates the guilt of the
snake n finding a source of blame for the penalty, which [was
wrought] not only by himself but also by the inventor of evil. To
which we respond that in every way he is incurable by good: not a
single honourable aspect does he have—if one were to speak
without using curses. Likewise the vital aspect in him is not in-
clined to the good but will be eternally tormented. being indivisi-
ble from evil. [12] Philo of Alexandria teaches this about the
snake wondertfully: before the occasion of this transgression he
had the most wisdom of all breathing creatures:' but man was

I. For the names of Satan cf. Teaching, §278.

2. For Armenian views on the kind of fruit offered by Eve see Thomson. Ehishé, p. 25
n. 3.
3. See Gen. 3.5. for man becoming hike God. and Teaching, $8278-280. for man's
farlure to attain divine glory.

4. Cf. Teaching, §282.

5. Gen. 3.9,

6. Gen, 312

7. For the snake as the worst of animals sce Philo. In Gen., 1 36.

. Philo. In Gen., F31: The snake was the most cunning of creatures. In this work and
in the /n Ex. Philo stresses the sensual nature of the serpent.
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able to see the thoughts of cach of them even more distinctly
[than any other creature]. Later. through the curse the two
|[good and evil] became understood. Notably by the spirit of
prophecy this [knowledge| became helpful counsel for man to
incite elimination of his error through repentance. and thus [to
provide] some little caution to the other living creatures through
their senses. even if these were useless.”

The Lord God dismissed him from the delightful garden to till
the earth from which he had been taken.” So what shall we do
with regard to these matters [save] burst into sighs in our lament
that the divinely blessed one left the land [of Eden| and ex-
changed it for this laborious and painful lot by an irremedial and
pitiful exchange. Made in the image of God.” he was rendered
shadowy: set on high, he was brought low: sharer in immortal
life, through the curse he was made dust:” established in lord-
ship.® he was laid low with multifarious evils. He became the
servant of woes. leaving to himself and his posterity as inheri-
tance for his sons a life of labour with death and childbearing in
grief.” Here with many laments and groaning we must quote the
prophet’s saying: *Man was in honour and did not understand: he
became equal to the irrational animals and was rendered like
unto them.™

After this Adam approached his wife Eve. and she conceived
and bore Cain. He called him “acquired” and “through God";’
but [he was] not a worthy heir. She bore again his brother Abel.
By the prescient spirit of God he said he was his son." for he
would see with his own eyes his father’s threatened punishment
of death and himself mirrored in his son killed by Cain. Now as
for the saying: “Any one who Kkills Cain will suffer sevenfold
vengeance, ' is there really a sevenfold debt of sin? [13] If
God’s saying is to be understood according to the overplus of

2. The nwo . . . useless: the present author can make little sense of these five lines.

3. Geén. 3.23.

B "Gen. §.3.

5. Gen. 3.19.

6. L.e. the lordship over creation: Gen. 1.28.

7. Gen. 3.16.

8. Ps. 4813, 21.

9. For the etvmology (astuats =statsuats) see Philo, In Gen., 1 58, (The tater Vardan,
History, p. 1, derives astuats (God) from ast atsol, “bringing [into being] here.™)

10. His son: reading gol ordis, Patkanean’s suggested emendation for golorshis goy.,
“|his] breath.™

[1. Gen. 4.15.
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rebuke, suitable for righteous judgment. then likewise it will be
accompanied by mercy. Let us see if this seems good to anyone.
For did by a series of seven evils this fierce [saying] evolve into
harm. or will it seem of a single kind?'

First of all. becausc after some days as tardy but not most
honoured or mmportant. and faulty but not irreproachable.
[Cain| appears from the saying: “If you offer [a sacrifice| but do
not divide it aright. you have sinned.™ Conversely. Abel took
from the firstborn and succutent.

Secondly. his state of vicious and fearless envy. why his [offer-
mng] was not regarded in the same fashion by God.

Thirdly. his barbarous deceit. that he in despair led him aside
from his parents and slew him wrongfully.

Fourthly. because [it was] a brother and not some stranger.
Neither fear of God nor natural compassion softened or weak-
cned the hands of the bloodthirsty beast.

Fitthly. because he filled his parents with incomprehensible
brtterness and new mourning.

Sixthly, because he masked his soul in the darkness of evil,
cven supposing God to be unaware, and answered with brazen
face, when he asked him: “Where is your brother Abel?™ say-
ing: I do not know: am I my brother’s keeper?™

Seventhly. when he heard the sentence of his retribution from
the Lord. he did not turn in terror with tears to efface his sin,
but he scaled the judgment of his punishment with his own
mouth. Departing from the face of the Lord, with pointless
ctfort he built a city.” not considered among the generations of
the penitent and righteous patriarchs.

When Adam was 230 years old he begat Seth. which in the
original language is translated as “drinking.”™ This Philo of Alex-
andria, [14] the philosopher and teacher of old. renders as
“drinker of water.”™" Perhaps his father indicated presciently the
causc of begetting and the multiplication of humanity. For
Adam had many other sons and daughters. but they were not
worthy to be herrs of the legitimate father of the world. For only

I Philo. In Gen.. 1 75, interprets the “seven™ as referring to the seven irrational parts
of the soul.

2. Gen. 4.7.

3. Gen. 4.9,

4. Gen. 4017,

. Philo. In Gen.. 1 78, But the rest of this paragraph. “Perhaps . .. 7 1s not from
this work of Philo’s.
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of him does [Scripture] add that: “He begat according to his
form and according to his image™:” and again: ~God raised up
for me another son in place of Abel whom Cain slew. ™

When Seth was 203 years old he begat Enos.* The latter had
hope to call on the name of God.” By what example was he
emboldened to this? For he learned from his father to call the
offspring of Seth “sons of God.”™ He was given a command not
to mingle with the cursed descendants of Cain.” Thereby he
came to know the honour of God’s care. and had hope even
more ardently to summon God to visit him.

When Enos was 190 years old he begat Cainan. When Cainan
was 170 years old he begat Malaliel. And in the latter’s 135th year
the first father Adam died, having lived for 930 years.” So God
gave the patriarchs long lives. having settled them opposite para-
dise. to teach them to regain that same life through repentance.
And [he taught them] to be a model of righteousness and patience.
not for themselves alone, but also for all mankind; sincerely to
acknowledge the fear of God: to establish also natural laws for
men. that like themselves others too might learn to avoid lewd-
ness—which was the cause of the original fall. in that by foolish
supposition [Adam] had wished to become divine. And that 1
might repeat the words of the saints: how all the saints received as
it were a paternal inheritance, like fathers to hand on to their sons
what they had received for safekeeping: whence this heritage has
been preserved for us in successive descent.”’[15] There are very
many other things to say about the patriarchs who filled the world.
But let us now follow the thread of our story.

Malaliel was 165 years old when he begat Jared. Jared was 162
years old when he begat Enoch—who received the ultimate gift
of God's grace: he was inscribed in the ranks of the immortals
while still alive.! But before his transfer he made known the

2. Gen. 5.3.

3. Gen. 4.25.

1. Gen. 5.6. The numbers of the Armenian and Hebrew biblical texts do not always
agree. ‘

5. Cf. Moses Khorenats'i, | 4, where the theme of hope (Gen. 4.26) is elaborated.

6. Cf. John Chrysostom. /n Gen., XXIE 3 (PG 53, 189). This explanation is also given
by Ephrem. In Gen.; sce Murray, Symbols, p. 221.

7. Ct. Kliyn, Seth, p. 64.

8. Gen. 5.5. The term “first father™ (nakhahayr) is not biblical.

9. For the longevity of the patriarchs cf. Teaching, $291: and for their handing on the
heritage to their sons, ibid. §293.

I. Gen. 3.24: ct. Teacling, §294.
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exterminating anger of God in destroying the race and sons of
disobedience, who did not decide to obey the commandment of
the holy patndrchs To this bears witness one of the saints, that
Enoch. cighth® from Adam. prophesied. saying: “Behold the
Lord has come with myrmds of angels to make judgment on all
and to reprove all the impious for their works of impiety.™
Here too he mentions their blasphcmous habits and all the arro-
gant words that the sinners and impious spoke about him. And
that the number of the seventh he said to be eight by addition,
seems to me [to be] because he reckoned the just Abel in the
same list. But why [he is not counted] in the genealogy is be-
cause Abel did not have offspring.

Now Enoch was 165 years old when he begat Mathusala. and
he lived in the latter's lifetime another 200 years before being
transferred to immortality in the thirty-third year of Lamech.

Mathusala was 165 years old when he begat Lamech.” Lamech
was 188 years old when he begat Noah, and he lived in the
latter’s hfetime another 565 years until the construction of the
ark. Noah was 500 years old when he received the command to
make the ark with his sons.’

Here the divine Moses. [inspired] by the mouth of God. de-
scribes very well the extensive accusation of the impious. indi-
cating each one’s fault. When the sons of God., he says. saw the
daus,htcrs of men to be beautiful, they took to wife any that they
chose.” But they had been given a command to keep away from
them. whereby he reveals their ruinous corruption. [16] He
|God| was cast into despair by the fact that whereas he had
shown in them his honourable love by calling them his sons.
they had overthrown the natural order by insolently opposing
God's command. At the same time they disfigured the carth by

8292, agrees: Adam, Scth. Enos. Caman. Malaliel, Yared, Enoch. However. there were
differing opinions about the numbers of generations before Noah: see Thomson, Teach-
ing, §8291 n. 1, 292 n. . Here a corruption of “seven™ to “cight™ in the text of Thomas
(ewt-ut’) is hkely. since he refers to “eight™ again just below, saving that Abel was
omitted from the “seven.™

3. Jude 14-15.

4. In order that these figures tally, the text of Thomas. ch, k, ¢ (i.c. 165), must be
corrected to ch, k, ¢ (1.c. 167), the reading of the Armenian at Gen. 5.25.

5. In Gen. 5.32 Noah was five hundred years old when he begat his sons: ¢f. also
Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher | p. 121, Eusebius notes that it was another hundred vears
before the flood (as Gen. 7.11): but it is Thomas who emphasizes that the warning came
one hundred years before the detuge.

6. Gen. 0.2,

2. Eighth: In Jude 14 Enoch is called “seventh™ from Adam. with which the Teaching,
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the multifarious crimes they worked on it. For [scripture] says:
“The crimes of men increased on the earth, and everyone as-
siduously plotted evil in his heart.” ' Furthermore the Lord God
saw that the earth was corrupted:” for all flesh had corrupted its
path on earth, no longer thinking thoughts of rational creatures,
but wandering like wild herds in disorder and all kinds of disso-
luteness, taking refuge in [their] strength of limb and unbridled
in boasting of the strength of their arm. They had no concern at
all for dnythmg proper but only for the most VICIOUS

So God repented that he had created man.”

He reflected in his heart, he who knows and sees all things
perfectly clearly before they come about: and with human voice
he indicated his disowning [of them]| to their complete destruc-
tion. So he commanded the just one to construct the ark as an
indication of the obliteration of the impious.”

Listen and wonder here even more, how the mercy of the
benevolent one overcame his righteous anger. He temporarily
postponed the threatened punishment for a hundred years in his
mercy.” And there were visions even more striking and novel:
the saints say that the sound of axes and the chOppmo of groups
[of workmen] in hewing the wood® rang like the thundering of
clouds in the ears of everyone near and far for the terror and
admonition of the heedless nation, that perchance they might
turn and be saved. Not that God was unaware of what would
befall them; but being naturally good, he remained in his un-
changing nature and delayed the right compensation for the
lover[s] of evil. As [Scripture] says elsewhere: ~1 am the Living
Lord: [17] I do not wish the death of a smner but that he may
turn from his wicked path and be saved.’

Now some say that the ark was built at Laodicaea in Phryom i
which of the three areas of the world is called the region of

I, Gen. 6.5.

2. Cf. Teaching, §295. for the pollution of the carth. based on Gen. 6.12.

3. Gen. 6.6.

4. Gen. 7.14.

5. Cf. above, p. 15 n. 5.

6. For the sound of axes and saws indicating the coming of the flood see “The Story
of Noah,”™ in Stone, Apocrypha, p. 83.

1. Ezek. 33.11.

2. Ct. p. 257 below. That the ark was built in Laodicia does not appear elsewhere in
Armenian historians: but the Armenian version of Michael's Chronicle, p. 10, refers to
Josephus and the idea that the ark landed in Pisidia. This does not appear in Josephus:
ct. below, p. 19 n. L.
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Asia.” But these reports are quite unreliable. because of the
ten holy patriarchs not a single one secems ever to have been
said to have dwelled in Asia Minor.” But at God's command
they dwelt opposite the garden.” fasting and mourning in peni-
tence, lamenting the fault of the first life. completely divorced
from bodily interests. abstaining from meat and wine in a life
of spiritual prophecy. After the flood it was commanded: ecat
meat, like vegetables and herbs.” After the flood Noah drank
wine; and because he was inexperienced in the matter he
became drunk.” And those not similar to these heard from the
Lord: “Let my spirit not remain on these men for ever be-
causc they arc flesh™—that is. lovers of the body and not of
the spirit. The just patriarchs remained in the same place. and
there died. There the ark had been built and terrible evils
abounded on carth. When the just one complained after a
hundred years, he was commanded by the only and awesome
God: “Enter your ark with your sons and the wives of your
sons. For behold m seven more days I shall bring a flood of
waters over the earth to destroy everything in which there is
living breath™—indicating [his] further mercy for the number
seven. !

Oh the inexhaustible benevolence of God. Oh his incessant
love for man, which 1s still said to pardon the senseless.

On that day Noah entered the ark with his sons. his wife. and
the wives of his sons. "

But some historians say that a daughter of Noah and the ship’s
architect with his wife and sons and intimate friends [also en-
tered the ark].'” This seems to me plausible. For after the flood
the patriarch does not seems to have had any more sons, |18]
while the land of upper India is said to be his daughter’s. And
Eusebius of Cacsareca says that by custom up until today a

3. The threefold division of the world was based on Greek sources: cf. also Moses
Khorenats'i, 11 2, and the Ashkharhats*oyis'.

4. Asia Minor: Mijerkreavk:, Iit. “Mediterrancan.”
S. Cf. Teaching, §287; but there of Adam.

6. Cf. Gen. 9.3-5: but there meat is forbidden.

7. Gen. 9.20-21.

8. Gen. 6.3.

9. Gen. 7.1, 4.

10. For early Armentan iterpretations of the number “seven™ see Thomson, “Num-
ber Symbolism. ™

I, Gen. 7.7.

[2. This story does not appear in carlicr Armentan historians.
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woman reigns over the land of India.' But as for those who
joined in building the ark, if it is most appropriate to say that
those who trusted the just one and took refuge with him be-
lieved in his words and obeyed with fear his commands—why
should it seem unbelievable that they too enjoyed salvation with
him, just as [God] saved the harlot Rahab with her relatives
from the wrath at Jericho because of his timely benevolence, or
the Gabaonites from the slaughter of the Canaanites?” They
were so worthy of care that vengeance for their blood was taken
from the house of Saul. And when Scripture says “about eight
persons,”™ that is an expression of incertitude. Of these we say
that if this command was given them [only]|. yet through them
others too were saved. Likewise, of the eight who entered the
ark not all were elect, but through the just one the lesser too
were saved.

Now Philo says that out of respect for his affection, Sem took
the bones of Adam, as the father of all, and placed them in the
ark—which I shall repeat a little later [when treating] of him.”

“And the Lord shut up the ark from the outside,” says
[Scripture].”

Oh command of frightful anger for his last moment. Oh fear-
some sounds and trembling of the foundation of heaven and
earth. For if the course of a single thunderbolt and the crack of
the clouds are sufficient to terrify even intelligent persons and
cause them to faint, what did the souls of the survivors on earth
then endure from the raging torrents that broke their banks and
burst from the depths before the destruction of the flooding
waters! Thereby all springs of the earth were rent open: the
confines of heaven were opened® to fuse heaven and earth in
one uninterrupted sea. The spreading water exterminated every
breathing and living creature; for a whole year the earth re-

1. This is not in the Chronicle or the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, the only works
of his translated into Armenian. The later Mkhitar Ayrivanets'i, History, p. 266. notes
that Noah's daughter settled in Arabia Felix. See also Vardan. p. 10.

2. See Josh. 6.17, 23 tor Rahab, and ch. 9 for the Gibeonites.

3. 1 Pet. 3.20 (i.e. Noah, his wife, three sons. and their wives).

4. That Noah took Adam’s bones into the ark 1s asserted n the apocryphal Death of
Adam; see Stone, Apocrypha, p. 30. But Philo does not report this. Ct. also the Arme-
nian version of Michael's Chronicle, p. 11, and Vardan, History, pp. 9-11.

5. Gen. 7.17.

6. All springs . . . opened: Gen. 7.11.

80



Book |

mamed in complete devastation.” After the fulfilment of the
divine command. the billowing waters brought the ark [19] from
the East to the middle of the earth; it came to rest on the moun-
tains of Korduk*." and the patriarch offered holocausts of thanks-
giving to God. He who received the offerings promised no more
to mflict that same punishment on men and established an eternal
covenant: I shall place my arc in the clouds,™ which is the
rainbow. Some say that it is firc emerging from cloud. and those
who worship the clements (say it is) the belt of Aramazd.® But if
Bel is the one who gives orders to Aramazd, how is it that Ara-
mazd 1s deprived of his belt—at Bel's command?® But we shall
linger here no further on their fables. It is not fire emerging from
cloud. otherwise it would have to be visible also at night. But in
reality it is rays of the sun, hidden by clear air above the dense
and compact moist clouds. Since it did not occur in the beginning,
it is said to have come about in the time of Noah.

After this the sons of men increased and divided the world
into three parts, according to the account of Herodotus, and as
the great Epiphanius expounds in order.® But we said we would
repeat the account of Philo, that noble man and very learned
philosopher; a follower of the holy apostles, he provided the
church with many teachings from the ancient Jews as fine ex-
amples, as the book of Eusebius of Caesarea teaches us.® In the
Explanation of the Hebrew Names Philo says that Sem took the
bones of Adam on a beast of burden and brought them to the
land of his inheritance. When he reached a rocky overhang he
stopped the beast. There by certain events the place came to be
called “place of [the] stable.” which was somewhat distorted in
the Hebrew language, seeming to be pronounced Awawr-

7. The flood lasted one year and ten days; compare Gen. 7.11 with 8.14.

I. That the ark landed in Korduk® (south of Lake Van. sce Hiibschmann. AON,
p. 333) is noted by Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher I p. 37, and Josephus. Antiguities, 1 3,
quoting Berossus. This is also the opinion of Prawstos Buzand, 1 10. Josephus. Anti-
quities XX 2.2, also mentions the idea that the ark landed at Carrhae.

2. Gen. 9.13.

3. Thomas follows Philo, In Gen., 11 64, for the “belt of Aramazd™ and his general
discussion of the nature of the rainbow. Cf. Josephus, Antiquities, 13, for the rainbow as
the bow of God.

4. This sentence is not clear. For Bel as father of Aramazd see p. 21 at n. 2 below.,

5. Cf. above, p. 17 n. 3.

6. See Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., 11 4.1, for Philo as a philosopher, and 11 17.2 for Philo’s
relationship to the apostles.

S/
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shelim—that is. Jerusalem—which being translated means “my
stable was completed. ™’

Now the tomb in which the first father’s bones were placed, a
place of death and execution, the same is “summit” and “Gol-
gotha” in Hebrew. with a double name.® Ham seized it from the
sons of Sem, and it was built up as a city of the same name. [20]
Therefore the divine [command] in the time of Moses ordered
him to take as vengeance on the Canaanites the border fixed by
the patriarch. This David celebrates: “He remembered his eter-
nal covenant and the word which he commanded for a thousand
years.”! A little later he says: “I shall give you the land of
Canaan, the lot of your inheritance.” For to Ham were given
by his father Egypt and Libya and [the territory| as far as the
Southwest. Japheth [was given] all of Europe from the mountain
of Amman as far as the Northwest. And to Sem [was givenl
Asorestan with all its extent as far as the regions of the East.

Noah lived after the fiood during his sons’ llfetlmes for 350
years down to the eighty-third year of Eber.® demonstrating
God’s will and the natural law to the nations that came after
him. We have now recalled the genealogy of all mankind from
the first patriarchs in brief, because our especial concern was to
know the lineage of the men who ruled over our land” and the
kings of Assyria before them, son from father in succession
down to King Senek'erim, who in the time of Hezekiah, kmo of
Jerusalem, became the founder of this Artsruni house.’ These
add up to the following thus far: Adam. Seth, Enos, Cainan,
Malaliel, Jared, Enoch, Mathusala, Lamech, Noah, Ham, Kush,
Nebrot', who is also Bel.” Of these enough has now been said.

7. The etymology is derived from arwa (stable) and shlem (completed). but it does
not appear in Philo. See n. 144 to the Introduction.

8. Cf. Stone, Onormastica, p. 128: Golgotha is “a place of execution where the heads
of the dead are buried.” Thomas may here see a parallel between gagarn (summit) and
Golgotay.

Ps. 104.8.
Ps. 104.11-12.
. For this division see Eusebius. Chronicle, Aucher 1 pp. 108-109.
Gen. 9.28: but for Eber’s eighty-third year see Eusebius, Chronicle, Aucher |
p. 134.

5. l.e. Vaspurakan, the land of the Artsrunik’, not all Armenia.

6. Ct. above, p. 6.

7. For Nebroth as Bél cf. Moses Khorenats'i, I 5 (based on Eusebius). Thomas has
here omitted Mestrayim (son of Kush), for whom see p. 9 above and p. 24 below.

£ L —
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CHAPTER 2

Concerning Bel and the Babylonians and their fables

tthough the testimony of later [writers] concerning Bel
and the Chaldacans’ heroic follies does not serve our
present enquiry, [21] yet I shall pass over their ravings without
blame. not regarding their ridiculous acts as valour. as they
suppose. For thcy say that the first of the gods was some
ancient Belos, father of Dios. called in Armenian Aramazd.'
who lived 215 myriad years or more ago. Likewise there are
other fables, that a book was written bv him and guarded very
carefully in Babylon—which book we Know was [wrmen] after
the flood.

Others say that a certain Chronos was father of Aramazd.
closer in time, who warned Ksisutra about the events of the
flood. He wrote an account of his earlier deeds and placed it in a
bronze vessel fastcmd with lead for safcl\cupms_ in the city of
the Siparats'ik®.” And others haver in many various ramblings
about times and events—which inconsistencies we do not think
appropriate to put in writing in order to explain the fables. Now
Nebrot<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>