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Abstract

This thesis provides the first critical edition, English translation, and historical study of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios. Arguing for Armenian Chalcedonian
sponsorship, this thesis embeds the production of the text—translated from Greek into Armenian in the
city of Melitene in 1092—within a set of socio-cultural and political conditions particular to the expansion
of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century, situating its emergence into the Armenian

tradition within an active milieu of Armenian Chalcedonian translation and veneration activity.

The present study aims to place the text within a wider process of push and pull, whereby the imperial
centre and its Chalcedonian populations actively co-operated in the construction of a shared spiritual and
cultural environment through the dissemination and translation of a prescribed canon of hagiographical,
patristic, exegetical and liturgical texts. This was a process which not only brought previously unattested
commemorations and feast days into the Armenian tradition, as was the case with Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, but one which consummated the intrusion of the Byzantine Empire and
the Church of Constantinople into the norms of Christian communities in Northern Syria, Northern
Mesopotamia, Eastern Anatolia, and the Caucasus; serving to construct, reinforce, and maintain a trans-

regional imperial space throughout the eleventh century.



Abstract

Diese Dissertation legt die erste kritische Edition, englische Ubersetzung und historische Untersuchung
des armenischen Martyriums der Heiligen Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon und Makarios vor. Sie argumentiert
fiir eine armenisch-chalkedonische Trigerschaft des Textes und bettet seine Entstehung — er wurde 1092
in der Stadt Melitene aus dem Griechischen ins Armenische tibersetzt— innerhalb der sozio-kulturellen und
politischen Bedingungen ein, die fir die Expansion des Byzantinischen Reiches im zehnten und elften
Jahrhundert charakteristisch waren, indem sein Auftauchen in der armenischen Tradition innerhalb eines

regen Milieus von armenisch-chalkedonischer Ubersetzungspraxis und Heiligenverehrung verortet wird.

Die vorliegende Untersuchung zielt darauf ab, den Text in einen breiteren Push- und Pull Prozess
einzuordnen, bei dem das imperiale Zentrum und seine chalkedonischen Glaubensgemeinschaften aktiv an
der Schaffung einer gemeinsamen spirituellen und kulturellen Umgebung mitwirkten, die durch die
Verbreitung und Ubersetzung des vorgeschriebenen Kanons hagiographischer, patristischer, exegetischer
und liturgischer Texte gepragt war. Dieser Prozess fithrte nicht nur dazu, dass zuvor nicht iberlieferte
Gedenk- und Festtage, wie im Fall der Heiligen Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon und Makarios, in die
armenische Tradition integriert wurden, sondern auch dazu, dass das Byzantinische Reich und die Kirche
von Konstantinopel in die Normen der christlichen Gemeinschaften in Nordsyrien, Nordmesopotamien,
Ostanatolien und im Kaukasus vordrangen und dazu beitrugen, einen transregionalen imperialen Raum zu

schaffen, zu festigen und das elfte Jahrhundert hindurch aufrechtzuerhalten.
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INTRODUCTION

The Production of Armenian Hagiography in the
Eleventh Century

During his tenure as pontiff of the Armenian Miaphysite Church between 1066CE and 1105CE, the
Catholicos Grigor II Pahlavuni embarked on a wide-ranging translation programme, rendering texts
preserved in Latin, Syriac, and Greek into Armenian.! Alongside patristic, exegetical, and liturgical
compositions, a significant proportion of Grigor’s activity focused on the introduction of previously
untranslated saints lives’ and martyrologies into Armenian, drawing primarily from Greek hagiographical
collections codified according to the normative calendrical cycle of the Chutrch of Constantinople.2 Aptly
known by his epithet “Vkayaser’ (the martyr-lover), Grigor left a record of his activities in a number of
manuscript colophons attached to his translations; detailing his travels from Egypt to Constantinople in
search of textual models and the names of the various collaborators who worked with him to facilitate the
wider of goals of his translation programme. Though we will encounter a number of these colophons in
more detail throughout the present study, it is a colophon attached to Grigor’s translation of a Roman
calendar/book of feasts, in this case a Greek Constantinopolitan lectionary, into Armenian which offers

perhaps the best insight into the methods and objectives of his project from his own perspective:

Uju k jhpummnujupul v hg mkpniimjuiiug tie uppng Quwnnidng, gniguundp wiinipg <nnnih
wiung, pun hipupwbship uppng hwbtinhydwdp swpswpuwbug Juuowpdwd, e jud pun
hunumuijub tjhg hmbqunbtiwbt dwpmhpnuwg G hwypuy timwug uppng, npp  hwényugub

I D. Gevorgyan, “Grigor I Vkayaséri Naxajefnac T argmanakan Sarzum (The Translation Movement Initiated by
Grigor II Vkayaser),” Banber Matenadarani 34 (2022): 94-111.

21bid., 93-111., S. Peter Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” in The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography
I: Periods and Places, ed. S. Efthymiadis (Routledge, 2016), 312.
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Wumniony, btin b whany Gwbwwyuphwid 8huniuh: 2np tu Gphgnphu dwnwy Wuwmniony
nhunwybtim <wjwunmwb wgghu: <wdwpawtiug quub vhpny yyuyhg Lphumnuh, juitijh h
twhiujupgtiug nwrbub <nondh wdung, phuptiug b nubwdwlug? jnpnihg quujuiu: Op h
puqiwg withnye Ep jtw): 6L dbp wphuwumnbtiwg quyuyhup hwdwnuwmwhwiwp mwbiudwju
gntigup h wuwydwnniphih Ghtintigin;: Onp gwdl phptpggh b iw h dwdnt unulugh
yuumwpuwght: 2np dh np wirtinpny Juplgh qnpng quipu punupuyjupujubd yuning ptiwbg
qnp ns gnyp wn Ukq hwy gpny, Whip wphawnn pliwdp pupguubtgup hjnibwludkh h dkpu ghp
L pun:*

This is the record of the Lord’s feasts and saints of God, assigned according to the days of the Roman
months, according to when each of the saints met their painful end, or according to the peaceful and
tranquil departute from the wortld of holy martyrs and bishops, who, pleased God, [and took] the
straight and narrow path of Jesus. I, Grigor, servant of God and spiritual overseer of the Armenian
people, having had the boldness, on account of love for the martyrs of Christ, added to the preordained
festivals of the Roman calendar. I have chosen few from the many books of feasts, many of which have
been carelessly [assembled]. And we worked in this manner, writing this book of feasts concisely for
the magnificence of the church, which is to be read from at the hours of the wonderous liturgy. May
you not consider superfluous the lives of those whose edifying stories that did not exist for us in
Armenian writing, with diligence we translated them from Greek into our writing and word.>

Grigor tells us how he adapted and modified a Constantinopolitan lectionary, selecting from vatious
models and enlarging the calendar to include the feast days of saints within the Armenian tradition. As
Grigor outlines himself, much of the modus operandi of his activity was also to expand the number of existing
commemorations in Armenian by translating unfamiliar hagiographies and martyrologies taken from

Greek Constantinopolitan liturgical manuscripts with the purpose of enriching the Armenian liturgy.

Grigor II Vkayasér, the Eleventh Century, and the Expansion of the Armenian Liturgical Tradition

Since the 1928 study of Nicholas Adontz, Les Fétes et Les Sains de 1. ’Eglise Arménienne, the periodic
introduction of new saints’ lives and martyrologies into the Armenian liturgical tradition® via the translation

of Greek texts coming from collections arranged according to the norms of the Church of Constantinople

3 Swithidwly — lit. feast (mul) + writing/book (hundwly). I have preferred as literal a rendeting as possible for
this term in the translation. Due to the considerable gap between production and transmission in the Armenian
liturgical manuscript tradition it is extremely challenging to clarify the exact contents and structure of these
compositions in their original context. I have therefore chosen to initially render these terms as close as possible to
the phrase found in the colophons so as not to infer too much about the shape of the original composition without
further justification. In this case the manuscript which now preserves this colophon: Rome, Pontificio Leoniano
Collegio Armeno Ms. 4 (71) is a lectionary and so in this case the use of the term mwLhuniwl] may be inferred to mean
that Grigor’s original translation (or a copy thereof), which was used in the compilation of Leoniano Collegio Armeno
Ms. 4(71) was something akin to a lectionary of the Church of Constantinople in form, content, and structure, rather
than a synaxarion, a menologion, or Armenian liturgical equivalents thereof.

4 Rome, Pontificio Leoniano Collegio Armeno Ms. 4 (71), ff. 127x.

5 Ibid., trans. L. Read.

¢ Armenian liturgical tradition or Armenian tradition: The use of these terms is implicitly flexible in this thesis.
They account for the varied confessional identities of Armenians who celebrated the liturgy in Armenian and via
liturgical manuscripts written in Armenian. These are used to allow for the fact that both Chalcedonian and Miaphysite
Armenians were collectively responsible for bringing new commemorations into Armenian during the tenth and
eleventh century via translation activity. As a result of this cross-confessional translation activity these
commemorations can now be found in Armenian liturgical manuscripts regardless of the confessional
atrangement/ purpose/otientation of those manuscripts.
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has been a well observed phenomenon. Through close textual scrutiny of the Armenian manuscript
evidence, Adontz identified the presence of three underlying sources which have historically informed the
shape and contents of the Armenian liturgical tradition: the Hayadir Kuyunhp, <wy + nhp, meaning
'Armenian arrangement'), the Hromadir Kondwnhp, <nnd + nhp, meaning Roman arrangement), and the
Tonakan (Snlwljul, lit. a festal calendar — Adontz employed this term to distinguish a third underlying
calendar arrangement stemming from the hagiopolite tradition);” a tripartite system of classification which
continues to inform scholarly approaches in the field of Armenian heortological studies.® The ‘Roman’
tradition is primarily distinguished by the presence of feasts and commemorations corresponding to or
originating from the liturgical context of the Church of Constantinople; a process of periodic inclusion and
expansion of feasts days dedicated to saints and martyrs in the Armenian liturgical tradition which was
stimulated by various socio-cultural and political contacts with the Byzantine Empire and its church
hierarchy and specifically through translation from Greek textual models.? Though Adontz recognised the
significance of the surviving presence of the Hromadir, that is the influence of the Church of Constantinople,
on the formation of the Armenian liturgical tradition it was not within the purview of his work to locate
the adoption of this strand of influence to specific socio-cultural and political conditions at various times
or in different spaces.
Since Adontz’s study, the works of Renoux,!® Van Esbroeck,!' Ant‘abyan, 12 Findikyan, 3

Outtier,'* Pogossian,!> Gippert,'¢ and others have given deeper consideration to the periodic emergence

7N. Adontz, “Les Fétes et Les Saints de I.’Eglise Arménienne,” Revue de 1."Orient Chrétien, no. 26 (1927-1928): 75.
C. Renoux, “Les Fétes et Les Saints de I”Eglise Arménienne de N. Adontz,” Revue des Ftudes Arméniennes 14 (1980):
287-305.

8 Heortology: The study of the origin and development of commemorations and feats days within respective
Christian traditions through textual criticism of liturgical manuscripts as articulated by Kellner: K. H. Kellner,
Heortology: A History of the Christian Festivals from their Origin to the Present Day (Paul, Trench, Triibner & co, 1908).

2 Adontz, “Les Fétes,” 76.

10 C. Renoux, “Liturgie de Jérusalem et lectionnaires arméniens. Vigiles et année liturgique,” La priére des heures, Lex
Orandi 35 (Paris: 1963): 167-199., C. Renoux, Le codexc arménien Jérnsalem 121 I1: Edition comparée du texte et de denxc antres
manuscrits. Introduction, textes, traduction et notes, Patrologia otientalis, 36/2 (1971)., C. Renoux, Le Lectionnaire de Jérusalem
en Armeénie 1e Casoc* IT: Edition Synoptigue des Plus Anciens Témoins, Patrologia orientalis, 48/2 (1999)., Chatles Renoux,
“Cagoc* et Tonakan arméniens: dépendance et complémentatit,” Ecclesia Orans 4/2 (1987): 169-201.

1T M. Van Esbroeck, “Salomon de Makenots,” Ammueniaca, Mélanges d’études arméniennes (1969): 33—44., M. Van
Esbroeck, “Description du répertoire de 'homéliaire de Mu§ (Maténadaran 7729),” Revue des Ftudes Arméniennes 18
(1984): 237 — 280., M. Van Esbroeck, “La structute du répertoire de 'homéliaite de Mush,” Mgazgayin hayerenagitakan
gitagolov, Zekowe owmmer (1982) 282-303.

12’ P. Ant‘abyan, “Tawnapatcar zotovacown,” Banber Matenadarani 10 (1971): 106.

3 M. D. Findikyan, The Commentary on the Armenian Daily Office by Bishop Step ‘anos Siwnec'i ( 735): Critical Edition and
Translation with Textual and Liturgical Analysis, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 270 (Rome: Pontifical Oriental Institute,
2004)., M. D. Findikyan, “Armenian Hymns of the Church and the Cross,” S% Nersess Theological Review 11 (2006): 63—
105.

14 B. Outtier, “The Armenian Homiliaries. An Attempt at an Historical Overview,” in Manuscript Cultures 13:
Homiletic Collections in Greek and Oriental Manuscripts, ed. Jost Gippert and Caroline Macé (University of Hamburg Press,
2019), 117-122.

15 7. Pogossian, “Relics, Rulers, Patronage: the True Cross of Varag and the Church of the Holy Cross on
Attamar,” in The Church of the Holy Cross of Aft‘amar, ed. Z. Pogossian and E. Vardanyan (Brill, 2019), 157.

16 J. Gippert, “Palimpsests from the Caucasus: Two Case Studies,” in Palimpsests and Related Phenomena across
Langnages and Cultures ed. J. Gippert, J. Maksimczuk and H Sargsyan (De Gruyter, 2024), 253-282. We should expect
to develop a much fuller picture of the development of the Armenian liturgical tradition as the results of the palimpsest
project: “The Development of Literacy in the Caucasian Territories (DeLiCaTe)” are published in full.
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of new feast days of particular saints and martyrs in Armenian and their presence in the Armenian liturgical
tradition. Critical to this discourse is the 1987 study of Charles Renoux: Ie Casoc’, Typicon-Lectionnaire Origines
et Evolutions. In his rich and wide-ranging analysis Renoux outlined several stages in development of the
arrangement and content of Armenian liturgical manuscripts; identifying periodic injections of previously
unattested saints’ lives and martyrologies from, amongst other sources, translations of Greek compositions
stemming from collections arranged according to the liturgical cycle of the Church of Constantinople. !
According to Renoux, the exact time of the opening of the Armenian sanctorale’ for each and every
individual saint, martyr or feast day is impossible to determine “Il est impossible, semble-t-il, de déterminer
avec exactitude les années durant lesquelles furent apportés de tells accroissements au calendrier universel.
Indiquons cependant quelques étapes tardives...”!”, but he drew the conclusion that for a significant
number of commemorations, the eleventh century should be considered a key moment of expansion for
the Armenian sanctorale stimulated by a period of intense Armeno-Byzantine contact and the initiation of
the wide-ranging translation programme of the Armenian Catholicos Grigor 11 Vkayaser: “L’action
qu’exercerent, dans la transformation ... Grigor Vkayasér ne peut étre mise en doute.”?0 After all, it was
Grigor himself who, along with his collaborator Kirakos, claimed to have introduced seventy-four new
commemorations into the Armenian tradition in the colophon attached to his translation and modification
of the ‘Roman’ lectionary.?!

If the eleventh century was framed by Renoux as a key period in the transformation of the
Armenian sanctorale, facilitated by the translation of previously unattested saints’ lives and martyrologies
from Greek Constantinopolitan collections, it is undoubtedly the activities of Grigor Vkayasér and his
collaborators which have come to be regarded as the primary vehicle behind this period of transformation.
Itis a perpetual association which can be located back to the decades immediately following Grigor’s death.
The twelfth-century Armenian chronicler Matthew of Edessa recalls Grigor II’s tenure as Catholicos of the

Armenian Miaphysite Church in his entry for the year 1105 CE:

Uw npngtiwg qupg hunwnng <uguwumubitiugg tr mbhwighum pupgiuinptub tp
yupuybtivy b quikbub yuuunphtdt juwjupubiugh Qunniony wn dbq Jupque
Juuuwntiuwy qupnuptiwg h 8niimg ti JUunping pupgiwiniptiub hng mwupbtuy winununp
funphpnny b wdbbuy b wuydwpeniptiwdp Unipp Qpng bihg gijtintigh <wjwunmwbtiuggh:>

17 C. Renoux, “Le Cagoc, Typicon-Lectionnaire Origines et Evolutions,” Revue des Etudes Arméniennes 20 (1986-
1987): 136.

18 Armenian sanctorale: 1 implicitly use this term as a shorthand to refer to the canon feasts of saints and martyrs
commemorated in Armenian and by Armenians as it is articulated in definition by the Hill Manuscript Library Lexicon:
https://hmmlschool.org/lexicon/14940/. In this thesis it is frequently used as a shorthand to refer to the appearance
of saints’ lives and martyrologies during the tenth and eleventh century that were previously unattested in Armenian
and which, as a result of this process of inclusion, we still find in Armenian liturgical manuscripts down to the present
day.

19 1bid., 137-138.

20 Ibid., 142., See also: P. Ant‘abyan, “Tawnapatcar zotovacun,” in Banber Matenadarani 10 (Yerevan: Matenadaran,
1971), 106.

21 Rome, Pontificio Leoniano Collegio Armeno Ms. 4 (71), ff. 127r — 128v.

22 Matt‘€os UFhayec ‘i (Matthew of Edessa), Zamanakagrt ‘iwn, ed. by M. Mélik ‘-Adamean and N. Tér-Mik ‘ayélean
(Valarsapat, 1898), 299.



https://hmmlschool.org/lexicon/14940/

‘He renewed the order of the faith of the Armenians and was restlessly occupied with the act of
translation. He took painstaking care to translate from Greek and Syriac in order to adorn us completely
with the knowledge of all the absent testaments of God. And with all splendour, he filled the Church
of Armenia with sacred Scripture.’??

It is a reoccurring framework of interpretation which can be traced all the way down to the most recent
studies to address the broadening of the Armenian sanctorale in the eleventh century.?* In his recent work
on the development of Armenian hagiography in the Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography,

Peter Cowe has characterised the eleventh century in such terms, arguing that:

“The petiod of the eleventh—fourteenth centuries heralds a new outpouring of translations initially from
Greek and Syriac under the impetus of Catholicos Grigor Vkayaser (Martyrophile) (d. 1105) who was

responsible for enlarging the sanctoral.’?

The scholarly framework developed over the last fifty years is such that when we think of the introduction
of previously unattested saints’ lives and martyrologies into the Armenian tradition facilitated by the
translation of Greek Constantinopolitan textual models, we view the eleventh century as a pivotal moment.
However, when we think of this transformative period, we frame it almost exclusively through the lens of
the translation activities of the Armenian Catholicos Grigor 1I; defining a wholesale interpretation of the
actors responsible for a period in which previously unattested saints’ lives and martyrdoms made their way
into the Armenian tradition via the act of translation and informing our understanding of the purposes of

this activity.
Translation as an Act of Armenian Cultural Revival

The translation programme of Grigor II Vkayasér has come to viewed by scholarship not only as the key
vehicle in a period of transformation of the Armenian liturgical tradition during the eleventh century
through the injection of previously unattested saints’ lives and martyrologies, but also as a foundational
driver of a period of Armenian cultural revival and resistance to Byzantine imperial hegemony, embedded

in the emergence of a new Armenian kingdom in Cilicia and the reconstitution of Armenian statehood

23 Tbid., trans. L. Read.

2 Gevorgyan, “Grigor II Vkayaséri,” 94-111., Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” 312., M. Avdalbegyan,
Yaysmawnrk' Zotovacuner (Armenian Academy of Sciences, 1982), 52., R. Vardanyan, Hayoc" Tonac uye’ (4-18rd darer)
(Armenian Academy of Sciences, 1999), 283 -288. As a further case study for the association between the process of
broadening the Armenian liturgical tradition and the translation activities of the Catholicos Grigor II Vkayasér we
can look to Renoux’s 1996 article: C. Renoux, “Une influence du rite byzantin sur la liturgie arménienne: un
pentecostaire arménien” L.’ Arménie et Byzance, Byzantina Sorbonensia 12 (1996): 187-190. In his study Renoux identified
a corpus of nine Armenian liturgical manuscripts surviving from the thirteenth century onward containing
arrangements close to the Constantinopolitan Church Pentecostarion, which regulated liturgical practice during the
paschal season, between Faster and the Pentecost. This corpus represents what Renoux describes as an attempt to
put into circulation ‘un livre liturgique arménien, qui serait ’analogue du Pentecostaire byzantin de P'office des Heures’.
Renoux traces the evidence of this influence back to a process of translation initiated in the eleventh century by the
activities of the Catholicos Grigor IT Vkayasér in the monastery of Darzark’.

% Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” 312. See also: S. P. Cowe, “The Armenians in the era of the Crusades,” in
Cambridge History of Christianity, Volume 5, ed. M. Angold (New York, 2000), 421.

5.



during the closing decades of the eleventh century.

During the Byzantine expansion of the tenth and mid-eleventh century, numerous Armenian
populations were gradually absorbed into the Byzantine Empire. * Armenian kingdoms and polities in
Eastern Anatolia, the Caucasus and Northern Mesopotamia were annexed, their secular and ecclesiastical
elites were relocated, and their lands subject to a radical reconfiguration.”” The lived environment was
reshaped and re-ordered into a system of overlapping regional and local administrations in a qualitatively new
socio-administrative structure; changes that were accompanied by the re-organisation of existing land
patterns, the implementation of new fiscal policies, the establishment of new Chalcedonian sees, and the
emergence of renewed cultural-intellectual ties between Armenians and Byzantium. % 1n contrast, the
second half of the eleventh century, when the Catholicos Grigor II embarked on his translation programme,
is generally regarded as a period of gradual collapse for the Byzantine Empire in Anatolia, the Caucasus,
Northern Syria, and Northern Mesopotamia, marking the arrival of the Seljuk Turks, the defeat of the
Byzantine army at Manzikert in 1071, and the subsequent fracturing of the Empire’s eastern frontier.?

The enduring idea of imperial collapse after 1071 has led to the long-held belief that the many
Armenians who constituted large populations within the Empire’s Hast, and who had been living within
the borders of the Byzantine Empire for the best part of a century, were unwilling to maintain their contact
with Byzantium and took the opportunity to re-assert their sovereignty. In his 1971 work The decline of
medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the process of Islamization from the eleventh through the fifteenth century, Speros
Vryonis described the prelude to the battle of Manzikert in terms of the tensions between the ‘ethnic groups
of Byzantine Anatolia—Gtrecks, Syrians, and Armenians... who were at the throats of one another as

Y When he came to discuss the effects of

separatist movements among the Armenians commenced’.
Manzikert and the breakdown of imperial authority after 1071, Vryonis argued that the Armenians in the
Empire’s East ‘finally took the opportunity to throw off the hated Byzantine authority and to give

expression to their own separatist desires’.”’ For Vryonis, the Armenians took advantage of this period of

imperial instability and ‘consummated the disruption of Byzantine authority’ in Anatolia and the Armenian

20 Aristakes Lastivertc i, Patmut iwn Aristakisi Lastivertc ‘woy, ed. K.N. Yuzbasyan. (Matenadaran, 1963), chapters 2
and 10, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio, ed. and trans. G. Moravcsik and R. J. H. Jenkins
(Dumbarton Oaks Press, 2009), chapter 43 (Taron).

27 C. Holmes, “How the East Was Won in the Reign of Basil IL,” in Eastern Approaches to Byzantium, ed. A. Eastmond
(Ashgate, 2001), 41-56., C. Holmes, Basi/ II and the Governance of Empire, 976—1025 (Oxford University Press, 2005)., T.
Greenwood, “Social Change in Eleventh-Century Armenia: The Evidence from Taron,” in Social Change in Town and
Country in Eleventh-Century Byzantium, ed. J. Howard-Johnston (Oxford University Press, 2020), 196-219.

28 N. Matheou, “Hegemony, Counterpower, and Global History: Medieval New Rome and Caucasia in a Critical
Perspective,” in Global Byzantinm: Papers from the Fiftieth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, ed. L. Brubaker, R. Datley
& D. Reynolds (Routledge, 2022), 208-236., Greenwood, “Social Change”. Holmes, Basi/ 1, 299-391.

2 E. McGeer and J. Nesbitt, Byzantiun in the Time of Troubles (Brill, 2020), 139., M. Angold, “The Byzantine State on
the Eve of the Battle of Manzikert,” Byzantinische Forschungen 16 (1991): 9-34.

30°S. Vryonis, The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth
Century (University of California Press, 1986), 88. See also P. Charanis, The Armenians in the Byzantine Empire (Fundagao
Calouste Gulbenkian, 1963).

31 Ibid., 104.



highlands.”® In his view, the relationship between Armenians and the Byzantine Empire in the two decades
after 1071 was pejoratively defined by antagonism and separation. It is an interpretive framework which
has remained remarkably durable.??

In 1985, Kazhdan and Wharton Epstein set out to modify what they termed the ‘ponderous image
of Byzantium’ during the eleventh century in their monograph: Change in Byzantine Culture in the Eleventh and
Twelfth Centuries.™ Through a wide-ranging sweep of economic, social, and political affairs, they largely
shifted the narrative away from one of wholesale collapse and decline. Yet even in this work, which marked
a considerable change of direction in scholatly approaches to Byzantium in the eleventh century, we still
find the Armenians classified as an ‘alien culture’ and a group ‘given to revolt’.” Arguing that they remained
religiously and linguistically distinct from the Empire, the Armenian experience during the period after 1071
is viewed by Kazhdan and Wharton Epstein in terms of the ‘desire for political independence’.’® Nina
Garsofan reached a not dissimilar conclusion in her 1998 assessment of the same period. Basing her
argumentation on contemporary Armenian historiographical material, she observed the Armenian literary-
historical construction of the Byzantine Empire as ‘the root of all evil... bent on the destruction of
Armenian realms and on the eradication of their faith’.”” According to Garsoian, the effects of this ‘semi-
mythological pattern of betrayal, resentment, and hostility’ showed its results in the period after Manzikert. >
Garsoian argued that the Armenians pursued their own ambitions beyond the reach of Constantinople and
soon thereafter ‘turned away from Byzantium’.”” In 2001, Jean-Claude Cheynet explored the nature of the
Byzantine frontier and its defence between the ninth and thirteenth centuries in his article La conception
militaire de la fronticre orientale (IX—XIII si¢cle).”’ Describing the Empire’s east after 1071, Cheynet spoke of
the Armenian populations as feeling less attached to the Constantinopolitan authorities; ‘Nous sommes
dans une région ou la population arménienne est nombreuse et il est possible, quoique non prouvé, qu’elle
se soit sentie moins attachée aux autorités constantinopolitaines’.*' Even in approaches which attempt to
re-think some of the traditional assumptions about the decades which pre-ceded and followed the battle of

Manzikert, there is still the underlying characterisation of Armenians as resentful of Byzantine hegemony

32 Ibid., 110.

3 See also G. Dagron, “Minorités ethniques et religieuses dans I'orient byzantin a la fin du Xe et au Xle siecle:
Pimmigration syrienne,” Travaux et Mémoires 6 (1976): 177-216., W. Treadgold, Byzantium and its Army (Stanford
University Press, 1995) 218-219.

3 A. Kazhdan and A. Wharton Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries (Los Angeles,
1985).

3 Ibid., 170.

3 Ibid., 172

37 N. Garsoian, “The problem of Armenian integration into the Byzantine Empire,” in Studies of the Internal Diaspora
of the Byzantine Empire, ed. H. Ahrweiler & A.E. Laiou (Dumbarton Oaks, 1998), 122-124.

38 Ibid., 122-124.

% Ibid., 122-124.

40 J-C. Cheynet, “La conception militaire de la frontiere orientale (IX—XIII siecle),” in Eastern Approaches to
Byzantium, ed. A. Eastmond (Ashgate, 2001). J-C. Cheynet, “Les Arméniens de ’'Empire en Orient de Constantin X a
Alexis Comneéne (1059-1081),” in L Arménie et Byzance: Histoire et culture, ed. N. Garsofan (Publications de la Sorbonne,
1996), 67-78.

4 Ibid., 65.



and engaged in a process of long-desired separation.

This impression is largely informed by the perspective of two key primary historiographical sources
composed in Armenian during the late eleventh and early twelfth century. The Armenian historian Aristakés
Lastivertsi, writing in the decade after the battle of Manzikert, rebuked the state of the Empire following

the murder of the emperor Romanus IV:

6L wpn qnp Quuniwd wquntiv b dinwbt wypuqgqinyd Ynpgtivy Ghwbt, np hippt tho
thbgmptuwdp i pwyunwpwlwbup pwiwuptignightt gniuwpuin tnpu ... Swybd htink
pupdunr  quipniphih  jhojowbwg ti b ghmnpug, ti ny wmwr  junpeniphid wybd
pPwuquuinpmptwi b ppuwbp Ghbhgmiptudp b Jwpbuwp wn phpiwpu Guyhl, G
qnuunuunwiug hpuwinihu pupaht. Uhuy@ quiphuwph@ wikpkhb G ng thpynishil gnpdthb: 42

And so, the one whom God had freed from the hands of foreigners was blinded by those who were his
own, deceptively, shamefully and then they extinguished his light .... Thereafter the power of princes and
soldiers was removed, and victory was no longer given to that kingdom. And the princes were deceitful
and envious with one another, and the rights of the courts were removed. They only ruined the land and
they did not work for its salvation.*3

Aristakes’ History offers the impression of an Empire in a state of decay, one which was seen negatively
from the perspective of an Armenian author. The Armenian chronicler Matthew of Edessa shared this view,

writing some fifty years later from his retrospective vantage point in the early twelfth century:

Quyu pugqmud wbqud qinur wotiuy B, Juul wyu jinht dwdwbwhd qply qnuniuni by

Juuuwpuoul, quyu unujuih pupyniehiiu, qnp Yptiug wmqqu <uyng h ghuwnp G b whnod
Gnhdibwging wqqth (nippug, jinpupg hiptwg <nnning:*

I myself was minded to write about the bitter events of these latter days of ours, about the terrible wrath
which the Armenian people bore from the long-haired and foul Edomites —the Turks — and from their
brothers, the Romans.*5

Matthew’s equivalence between the Seljuk and Byzantine Empires, and the equitable damage which they
had inflicted on Armenians, tends to compound the idea that Armenians were less than keen to maintain
their contact with the Byzantine Empire after Manzikert. By relying primarily on this material, secondary
commentators have concluded that the relationship between the Empire and its Armenian populations
after 1071 should be defined in terms of separation, driven by long term-antagonism and a desire to be rid
of imperial hegemony.

This idea of Armenian separation from the Byzantine Empire in the closing decades of the eleventh

century continues to play a pervasive role in the most recent approaches which have considered the nature

42 Aristakes, Patmut iwn, 140.

43 Tbid., trans. L. Read

# Matt“€os Uthayec i, Zamanakagrat ‘inn, 112-113

4 Ibid., trans L. Read., T. L. Andrews, Matt‘éos Urhayeci and His Chronicle: History as Apocalypse in a Crossroads of
Cultures (Brill, 2016)., C. MacEvitt, “The Chronicle of Matthew of Edessa: Apocalypse, the First Crusade and the
Armenian Diaspora,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 61 (2007): 175-77.
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of this relationship during this particular historical juncture. In his 2023 critical study on the role of
methodological statism embedded in scholarly approaches to the Byzantine Empire: Hegemony, Counterpower,
and Global History: Medieval New Rome and Cancasia in a Critical Perspective, Matheou defines the late eleventh
century in such terms, characterising the year 1071 CE as marking an end to the Byzantine hegemonic cycle
over the region of Anatolia, Upper Mesopotamia, and Caucasia, stretching from ‘z. 861, when the Caliphal
cycle collapsed with the onset of centrifugal political-economic forces, and ¢.1071, when the Roman cycle
ended in turn amid combined crises of invasion and fiscal collapse’.4¢ Bromige’s recent attempt to engage
with the question of Armeno-Byzantine relations during this period: Amuenians in the Byzantine Empire:
Ldentity, Assimilation and Alienation from 867 to 1098, is particularly unambiguous in its interpretation of the
second half of the eleventh century period, titling the final chapter covering the years 1071-98: ‘separatism’,
in which Bromige characterises the Armeno-Byzantine relationship as arriving ‘at its final destination’.#7
Rather strikingly in May of the same year, the French-Armenian scholar Aram Mardirossian, in an interview
for Le Figaro, discussed what he believed to be the historical parallels between current foreign relations
between Russia, Armenia, Turkey, and Azerbaijan and the relationship between Armenians, the Byzantine
Empire, and the Seljuk Turks during the second half of the eleventh century: “Like Basil 11, Vladimir Putin
is misguided in believing that Armenia is of no use as a counterweight to pan-Turkish expansionism... like
Emperor Basil 1I, Putin takes the risk of favouring Turkish expansion by abandoning Armenia.”
Mardirossian went on to cite the battle of Manzikert as evidence of the disastrous consequences of such a
short-sighted policy. In Mardirossian’s opinion, 2023 was the new 1071 and, as unique as we might find
this parallel, it speaks to the enduring idea of collapse and separation which surround the perception of
Armeno-Byzantine relations in the second half of the eleventh century, and particularly after 1071.48

This process of gradual separation, facilitated by the battle of Manzikert and the steady fracturing
of the Byzantine Empire’s eastern frontier at the end of the eleventh century, is seen as reaching its
conclusion, via a series of semi-independent polities established throughout Northern Syria and Northern
Mesopotamia, in the formation of a new Armenian polity in Cilicia: the Kingdom of Cilician Armenia. The
lens of a linear progression from collective separatism to state foundation tends to frame the political,
cultural, and intellectual activities of Armenians during the second half of the eleventh century in terms of
coalescence toward the foundation, propagation, and enrichment of this emerging state and facilitating

Armenian political revival in Cilicia.*’ It is Grigor Vkayasér and his translation programme which have come

46 Matheou, “Hegemony, Counterpowet, and Global History,” 211.

47T, Bromige, Armenians in the Byzantine Empire: 1dentity, Assimilation and Alienation from 867 to 1098 (Bloomsbury,
2023) 101.

4 A. Mardirossian, “En sacrifiant 'Arménie, Poutine commet la méme erreur que 'Empire byzantin face aux
Turcs”, Le Figaro, 3rd May, 2023: https://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/histoire/en-sacrifiant-l-armenie-poutine-commet-la-

meme-efrreur-que-l-empire-byzantin-face-aux-turcs-20230503.

4 G. Dédéyan, “The Founding and Coalescence of the Reubenind Principality 1073-1129,” in Ammenian Cilicia:
Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces, ed. R. Hovannisian (Mazda Publishing, 2008), 82-83., A. Bozoyan, “Armenian
Political Revival in Cilicia,” in Armenian Cilicia: Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces, ed. R. Hovannisian (Mazda
Publishing, 2008), 67-68., S. P. Cowe, “Armenian Integration to the Sebastia Region, Tenth-Eleventh Centuries,” in
Armenian Sebastia) Sivas: Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces, ed. by R. Hovannisian (Mazda Publishing, 2004), 111. G.
Dédéyan, “Les Arméniens en Cappodoce aux X et XI Siecles,” in Ammenian Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadocia: Historic
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to be viewed as the instrumental and foundational tool in inaugurating this Armenian cultural and political
renaissance in Cilicia, frequently referred to as the Armenian ‘silver age’, decisively marking Armenian
separation from the Byzantine Empire in the process.”? David Gevorgyan has summarised the scholarly
context of this interpretation in his recent article The Translation Movement Initiated by Grigor 1I Vkayaser
(ppgnp P dhuwgwubiph hwpoudbnbwd pupglwbwlul pwpdnudp).>' As Gevorgyan explains, upon
assuming the Catholical throne in 1065, Vkayasér presided over the Armenian Miaphysite Church in a time
of profound crisis, where its ‘independence was under sustained pressure’ from the Church of
Constantinople.’? Being aware of the challenges, Grigor’s translation activities ‘strengthened the
confessional and ritual basis of the Church’, an interpretation of the significance of his work which recalls
Avdalbegyan’s and Vardanyan’s opinion that Vkayasér’s translations not only stabilised and legitimised the
Miaphysite Armenian Church by codifying and standardising feasts days and commemorations in
Armenian, but that this process demarcated Armenians from the sustained encroachment of Byzantine
imperial and ecclesiastical influence and provided a basis for the intellectual, cultural, and confessional
strengthening of the Cilician Kingdom of Armenia from the twelfth century onward.5? It is in this sense
that this period of significant transformation in the Armenian sanctorale during the eleventh century, and the
role of Armenian translation activity in facilitating it, have come to be viewed as tools through which the
Armenian Miaphysite Church was able to emancipate itself from the pressure placed upon it by the
Chalcedonian Church of Constantinople and the imposition of its standardised liturgical practices.> It is in
this framework that the translation programme of Vkayasér has been articulated; as a vehicle of cultural
revival and as a tool of demarcation from the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople in the
closing decades of the eleventh century.

Scholarship in the field of Armenian studies has long highlighted that the eleventh century was a
key period in the transformation of the Armenian sanctorale, facilitated by the translation of texts which
recorded previously unknown saints’ lives and martyrologies drawn from Greek Constantinopolitan
liturgical collections. However, this transformation has come to be exclusively associated with the
translation programme of Grigor Vkayaser, whose activities have been framed as both a tool of cultural
revival and of separation from the Byzantine Empire. Consequently, our current interpretive model framing

the expansion of the Armenian sanctorale and the transformation of the Armenian liturgical tradition through

Avrmenian Cities and Provinces, ed. R. Hovannisian (Mazda Publishing, 2013), 77-79. J. Ghazarian, The Armenian Kingdom
in Cilicia during the Crusades: The Integration of Cilician Armenians with the Latins, 1080—1393 (Curzon Press, 2000).

50 ‘Silver Age’: referred to in contrast to the Armenian ‘Golden Age’ of translation in the fifth century. Bozoyan,
“Armenian Political Revival in Cilicia,” 72-73., L. Tet-Petrosyan, Hay Hin T argmanakan Grakannt ‘iwn (Ancient Armenian
Translations) (St. Vartan Press), 10., Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” 312., R. V. Chétanian, “Les citations scripturaires
dans la version arménienne du XI sic¢cle de quatre homélies de jean chrysostome sur les actes des apotres,” Le
Muséon 119, no. 3-4 (20006): 369-74.

51 Gevorgyan, “Grigor 11 Vkayaséri,”.

52 Tbid., 94: ‘Yummbigud tp e <uyng thtinkgnt htiphnipnytnieyniap’

5 Ibid., 95 ‘uipuwbnly Ghintgnt pujubwuud b Shuwwbh htipp  hwpuwmwghbng
twnbkbwgnnipynitity’, Avdalbegyan, Yaysmanurk" Zotovacuner, 52., Vardanyan, Hayoc' Tonac‘nye’ (4-18" darer), 283 -
288.

54 Ibid., 100.

% Ibid., 95.
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the act of translation during the eleventh century is one articulated solely in terms of the creation of a
national space, serving the purpose of demarcating Armenians from the influence of the Church of

Constantinople and the Byzantine Empire and stimulating a period of Armenian cultural revival.

The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romvlos, Zenon, and Makarios

This thesis provides the first critical edition, English translation, and historical study of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios. This unique martyrology, at present, provides the
only securely dateable example of a hagiographical composition entering the Armenian tradition during the
closing decades of the eleventh century which was not a product of the translation programme of the
Miaphysite Armenian Catholicos Grigor Vkayasér. As this thesis will elaborate, its translation and the entry
of these saints into the Armenian sanctorale speaks to an entirely different set of circumstances and
motivations on the part of those responsible for its production.

Arguing for Armenian Chalcedonian sponsorship, this thesis embeds the production of the text—
translated from Greek into Armenian in the city of Melitene in 1092—within a set of socio-cultural and
political conditions particular to the expansion of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century,
situating its emergence into the Armenian tradition within an active milieu of Armenian Chalcedonian
translation and veneration activity. Through the lens of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Matkarios; this thesis will advance a conversation aimed at broadening the current scholarly model
which surrounds a period of transformation in the Armenian liturgical tradition through translation from
Greek textual models during the eleventh century; one which foregrounds the role of Armenian
Chalcedonian translators in this process. The present study aims to set the production of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Mafkarios within a process of push and pull factors, whereby
the imperial centre and its Chalcedonian populations actively co-operated in the construction of a shared
spiritual and cultural environment characterised by the dissemination and translation of a prescribed canon
of hagiographical, patristic, exegetical and liturgical texts. This was a process which not only brought
previously unattested commemorations and feast days into the Armenian tradition, as was the case with
Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, but one which consummated the intrusion of the
Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into the norms of Christian communities in Northern
Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, Hastern Anatolia, and the Caucasus; serving to construct, reinforce, and
maintain a trans-regional imperial space throughout the eleventh century.

The aim of the present thesis is not to replace one homogenizing model another. Instead, it seeks
to put forward a more complex and dynamic framework for the activities which surround the expansion of
the Armenian liturgical tradition in the eleventh century via translations from Greek: one in which we can
acknowledge the agency of Grigor Vkayasér in this period of transformation and accept that his translations
were a medium through which Armenians could resist the hegemonic reach of the Byzantine Empire and
which Vkayasér used to established a distinct period of Armenian cultural activity in Cilicia, but also one

which takes into account the full range of evidence for Armenian translation activity which brought
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previously unattested saints into the Armenian tradition and acknowledge that it was stimulated by a much
broader range of actors with varied motivations and incentives during this period. It is a model that fully
considers a parallel milieu of Armenian Chalcedonian translation activity which also stimulated
transformations in the Armenian sanctorale through the translation of Greek Constantinopolitan textual
models but functioned as an implicitly participatory response to Byzantine political, cultural, and spiritual
hegemony.

This is an investigation and reassessment of a particular interpretation framing a period of
transformation in the Armenian sanctorale facilitated by translation activity during the eleventh century and
the role of that activity in conditioning Armeno-Byzantine during this historical period. It should be noted
from the start of this study that the subsequent discussion is specific to the socio-cultural, political, and
spiritual environment of the lived experiences of Armenian communities that had been absorbed within
the borders of the Byzantine Empire during the tenth and eleventh centuries and the processes which
subsequently conditioned that relationship. It does not seek to apply a singular model to all Armenians and
recognises that many communities living outside of this purview interacted with and responded to the

Byzantine Empire in different ways, or not at all, across different times and spaces.56

Chapter Outline

The first chapter of this thesis will aim to identify and establish the compositional context and sponsor
behind the production of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios. 1t will
first identify the underlying Greek model used by the translator in 1092 in a step toward a deeper
understanding of the composition in its original eleventh-century context; learning something of the
priorities, processes of selection, and style of translation recorded by the anonymous scribe in the colophon.
With this basis, this chapter will open a conversation grounded in both the translation technique which
rendered the Martyrdom from Greek into Armenian and in the historical dossier of the cult of saints
Eudoxios Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in the Greek and Armenian traditions, using this evidence to
propose the identity of the community or individual responsible for commissioning the translation in the
late-eleventh century. This chapter will argue that the production of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in 1092 was the product of the Armenian Chalcedonian community
of Melitene and it will demonstrate that the emergence of these saints into the Armenian tradition was a
product of an active Armenian Chalcedonian milieu of translation and veneration particular to the very late

tenth and eleventh century.

% N. Garsoian, “Reality and Myth in Armenian History,” The East and the Meaning of History: International Conference
(23—27 November 1992), Studi orientali 13 (Rome, 1994): 117—45. T. M. Van Lint, “The Formation of Armenian Identity
in the First Millennium,” Church History and Religions Culture 89, no. 1 (2009): 277. T. Greenwood, “Armenian Space in
Late Antiquity,” in Historiography and Space in Late Antiguity, ed. P. Van Nuffelen (Cambridge University Press, 2019),
57-85. S. Aslanian, “From Autonomous to Interactive Histories: World History’s Challenge to Armenian Studies,” in
An Armenian Mediterranean: Words and Worlds in Motion, ed. K. Babayan and M. Pifer (Palgrave Macmillan 2018), 95-97.
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Having highlighted an alternative route through which previously unattested saints could enter the
Armenian tradition during the eleventh century, Chapter two will aim to embed the translation of the
Martyrdom of Saints Eundoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in 1092, and more broadly the emergence of
evidence for the veneration of these saints in Armenian and by Armenians, within a specific set of socio-
cultural and political conditions particular to historical experience of Chalcedonian communities in the
expansion of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century. It aims to place the Martyrdom in a
process whereby the imperial centre and provincial Chalcedonian populations co-operated in the
construction of a shared spiritual and cultural environment through the injection and translation of
hagiographical, patristic, exegetical and liturgical texts in Armenian, Syriac, and Arabic. This was a process
which not only brought new commemorations and feast days into the Armenian tradition, but one which
facilitated the intrusion of the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into the norms of
provincial Christian populations throughout the Empire’s eastern frontier during the tenth and eleventh
century. In doing so, this chapter will foreground an Armenian Chalcedonian translation milieu active in
the late-tenth and eleventh century that carried distinctly different objectives from the translation activities
of Grigor II Vkayasér

Chapter 3 will then use the preceding discussion to reflect on the way in which this Armenian
Chalcedonian translation activity continued to shape and condition the relationship between Armenian
Chalcedonians and the Byzantine Empire in the fractious post-Manzikert Byzantine East. Moving past a
scholarly framework which views the translation of hagiographical, exegetical, patristic, and liturgical texts
from Greek into Armenian at the close of the eleventh century solely as a tool of separation and of cultural
emancipation under the aegis of Grigor Vkayaser, this chapter will attempt to articulate the role that
Armenian Chalcedonian translation activity played in the maintenance of shared confessional, cultural, and
intellectual environment which ensured that the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople
continued to have meaning to Armenian Chalcedonian communities after the events of 1071. In doing so
this chapter will place the Armenian Martyrdom: of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios at the service
of an ongoing scholarly conversation that has begun to re-evaluate and nuance our interpretation of
Armeno-Byzantine relations during the closing decades of the eleventh century.

Finally, Chapter 4 will present the first critical edition and English translation of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, with the aim of supporting future textual and

historical investigation into the text, its transmission, and its reception in the Armenian tradition.
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The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios: The Text and its
Eleventh-Century Context

Pupguuttgut yuwwnuniphit uppng yjuyhgu h nitwnpkt gqpng h huygbpbu puppun:
h dwypuwpwnuphtt Zuyng np Ynsh Ukjknhuh: b pniwjutthu Zuyng h hhug hwphip
pwpwuntt b Up (1092): Cun npu b Lphuninu pupbkjiwtunipbwdp unipp Yyyuyghg
nwgk Jupdu pupguinnht b gpninhtt wpiwwnbking h udw, pupkpguinug tu
Juwinug bt utnwguinug ki hupt knhgh wiphtbwy janhnbwbu: Udt:

The account of these holy martyrs was translated from Greek writing into the Armenian
language, in the mother city of the Armenians, which is called Melitene, in the Armenian era
five-hundred and forty-one (1092). Through the intercession of the holy martyrs and Christ,
may a reward>’ be given for the translation and the scribal work within. Readers, listeners, and
owners, may it be praised forever. Amen.>

Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Arménien 178 (BnF, Arm. 178 ), ff. 204v to 2091, preserves the
carliest surviving copy of the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and

Makarios. The manuscript, measuring 32.5 cm by 51 cm, was penned by a certain Pawlos in the city of

Sebasteia, who refers to himself in a series of sporadic intercessory interventions as both scribe® (qhpy)

STJwipd: 'salary', 'pay’, 'stipend’, 'reward": the recompense due to the sctribe for his translation. This can be taken
to carry a more celestial meaning, but the term Jwpa also holds an implicitly financial definition: salary or stipend. In
this case it may be a reference to a payment for services rendered, indicating non-monastic, possibly lay, sponsorship.

58 Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, ms. Arménien 178, f. 209r.

% BnF, Arm. 178., f. 44r.
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and owner® (unwgn) of what he refers to as ‘this book of martyrs’ (Jjuyuljut dwinkuhu).¢! Beyond
appealing to the saints on his own behalf, Pawlos also records the names of a bishop Papan, and the binder
of the manuscript Kac‘atur.52 Though the scribe chose not to reveal the exact time of its creation, the double
column, forty-line, slanted Erkatagir majuscule script allows us to approximate the manuscript’s
completion to somewhere between the ninth and twelfth centuries.®> A colophon copied by Pawtos which
tollows the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios provides a key terminus post quen in this
respect by retaining the date in which the Armenian model used in the process of collation was originally
produced: 1092. If the creation of one of the undetlying sources used by Pawlos can be dated to the late
eleventh century, we can confidently place the completion of BaF, Arm. 178 to somewhere between the
very end of the eleventh century and the twelfth century, predating any later witness to the Armenian
version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios by half a century.

By retaining the colophon of the Armenian Marzyrdon of S aints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios
in the copying process, we can be thankful to Pawlos for preserving a window through which to reflect on
the processes which lay behind the creation of this Armenian martyrology in its original context. The
colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom records that it was originally translated in the city of Melitene in 1092,
informing the reader that it was rendered into Armenian from Greek, and detailing the services of a scribe
to facilitate this process. Whilst the colophon informs us of the where, when, and how, it naturally invites
further questions concerning the Greek model from which the Armenian version of the Martyrdon: of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios derives, the identity of those who commissioned the work and bore
the costs of its creation, and the wider context behind its translation. The aim of this chapter is to first
identify and establish the underlying Greek model used by the translator of the Armenian version of the
Martyrdom in 1092, in a step toward a deeper understanding of the composition in its original eleventh-
century context. With this basis, this chapter will then open a conversation grounded in both the translation
technique which rendered the Martyrdom from Greek into Armenian and in the historical dossier of the cult
of saints Hudoxios Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in the Armenian tradition, using this evidence to
propose the identity of the community or individual responsible for commissioning the translation in the
late-eleventh century. This chapter will argue that the production of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in 1092 was the product of the Armenian Chalcedonian community

of Melitene.

60 BnF, Arm. 178., f. 212r.

o1 BnF, Arm. 178., f. 212r., The manuscript comprises a collection of saints lives and martyrdoms. The arrangments
do not follow a standard liturgical cycle, though the notice which preserves the date for the Martyrdon: of St Eudoxios et
al. (6th September) follows the dating of the Church of Constantinople. The manuscript is not ordered alphabetically
as Outier has recently suggested see; Outtier, “The Armenian Homiliaries. An Attempt at an Historical Overview,”
119.

62 BnF, Arm. 178., f. 586t.

0 R. H. Kevorkian and A. Ter-Stépanian, Manuscrits arméniens de la Bibliotheque nationale de France. Catalogne (Patis:
Bibliothéque nationale de France, 1998), 590.
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The Greek Model: Hagiographical Collections and Metaphrasis in 10* and 11t century Byzantium

Referring to the magisterial study of Albert Ehrhard, Uberlieferung und Bestand der hagiographischen und
homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche, Chatles Astruc reminds us that, despite his extensive work with
Greek hagiographical collections, Ehrard only encountered the Greek version of the Martyrdon of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios authored by Symeon Metaphrastes; one of the canon of 148 texts
included in his eponymous late-tenth-century Metaphrastic Menologion: (il) notait qu'il n'avait jamais
rencontré, au cours de l'immense enquéte a laquelle il avait consacté sa vie, de Passion ancienne relative a
ce groupe de saints’.% Indeed, when one examines the entry for the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Matkarios in the Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca and its supplements up until 1984, only the version
of the text attributed to Metaphrastes is identified under BHG 1604.% In his 1959 study of Paris suppl.
¢r.1002, Charles Astruc identified the one exception to this prevailing trend with the discovery of a
fragmentary late ninth or, more likely, early tenth-century Greek version of the Martyrdom preserved on two
palimpsest leaves which pre-dated the Metaphrastic version. Prior to its scraping for re-use, the manuscript
comprised a menologion for the month of September arranged according to the liturgical year cycle of the
Church of Constantinople.® Astruc’s study highlights several discrepancies between the largely mutilated
version of the text found in Paris suppl. gr. 1002 and the Metaphrastic version of the Martyrdom, which
clearly indicated the discovery of an otherwise unknown pre-Metaphrastic version of the text. These
differences were primarily categorised by Astruc as i) omission - significant amounts of material found in
the version preserved by Paris suppl. gr. 1002 had been removed in the Metaphrastic text, with a particular
focus on reducing direct dialogue, and ii) alteration - the Metaphrastic text contains structural and lexical
additions not otherwise found in Paris suppl. gr. 1002, as well as possessing an upgraded stylistic and
linguistic register.®” Following Astruc’s study, Paris suppl. gr. 1002 was recognised as a pre-Metaphrastic
Greek version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios in the 1984 BHG Novum
Auwctarinm, and added under entry 1603x.% Though it is preserved in a tenth century manuscript, we can
assume that this version of the text had been in circulation well before its inclusion in Paris suppl. gr. 1002.

One of the distinctive features of the Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios is
the combination of two very distinct narratives: the martyrdom of the Roman Praepositus Romylos in the
city of Melitene under the reign of the Emperor Trajan in the second century and the martyrdom of the
Komés Eudoxios, along with Zenon, Makarios, and 1104 of their fellow soldiers in the city of Melitene during

the reign of the Emperor Diocletian in the late third century. Whilst hagiographical compositions devoted

64 C. Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste d'une Passion prémétaphrastique inconnue de S. Eudoxios et de ses
compagnons (Parisinus Suppl. gr. 1002),” Analecta Bollandiana 77 (1959): 42; A. Ehrhard, Uberliefernng und Bestand der
hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche: von den Anfingen bis zum Ende des 16. Jabrbunderts: 1. Teil, Die
Uberlieferung (J. C. Hinrichs Verlag, 1937), 453.

5 Bibliotheca hagiographica Graeca I-11., ed. F. Halkin (Société des Bollandistes, 1957), 227.

% Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 43.

67 Ibid., 49-53.

8 F. Halkin, Novum Aunctarium Bibliothecae hagiographicae Graecae (Société des Bollandistes, 1984), 185; Paris,
Bibliothéque nationale de France, ms. Supplément grec 1002; Pinakes: Romylos, Eudoxios, Zeno and Macarius
mm. Melitinae (SS.), Passio metaphrastica, accessed January 5, 2025.
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to groups of martyrs are by no means uncommon, combining the events of individuals who suffered
martyrdom nearly a century and a half apart is, as Astruc pointed out, ‘un peu surprenant’.®® It is likely that
these texts started life as separate narratives and were, at some point in their textual history, combined and
reworked into a single version. In this respect, it is notable that the fragmentary version preserved by Paris
suppl. gr. 1002 does not preserve the martyrdom narrative of Saint Romylos. Given the late ninth or early
tenth century dating of the Paris suppl. gr. 1002 palimpsest, Astruc proposed that this absence provided
evidence of an earlier stage in textual development of the Martyrdom in which the two distinct narratives;
that of saint Romylos, and that of saints Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios originally existed separately. In
turn, he suggested that the initiative to combine these separate narratives fitted squarely within the
programme of Symeon Metaphrastes, whose version of the text has both narratives.”” However, Astruc
urges caution in his own supposition and stresses the fact that the martyrdom of saint Romylos may well
have originally been attached to that of saints Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios in Paris suppl. gr.1002 and
that it was simply lost during the scraping of the folios.” This argument nonetheless poses a possible point
of divergence between the only surviving pre-Metaphrastic Greek version of the text and its Metaphrastic
Greek successor and it is worth bearing this in mind as we progress in identifying the model which was
used by the Armenian translator of the Martyrdom in 1092, especially since the Armenian translation contains
both narratives: the martyrdom of Romylos and the martyrdoms of Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios.
Considering that both possible candidates for the Greek version used by the translator of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios are preserved in hagiographical collections arranged
according to the liturgical calendar established by Church of Constantinople, either produced in or dating
to the tenth century, and that the subsequent translation into Armenian in the eleventh century took place
in a city which was at that time still nominally under the control of the Byzantine Empire, it is worth taking
some time to orientate ourselves within the world of tenth and eleventh-century Byzantine hagiographical
production to gain a better understanding of the trends and choices available to the anonymous translator
of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092.

The process of gathering, arranging, and rewriting hagiographical and martyrological texts for
liturgical use was certainly nothing novel by the time Symeon Metaphrastes began to compose his
eponymous Menologion in the late tenth century. Hagiographical collections in Greek appear from the
seventh and eighth century onward, comprising a variety of compositions each suited to different
idiosyncratic liturgical and institutional needs.”? These collections of living texts were subject to change over

time and the hagiographies and martyrologies contained within them were often the object of re-ordering,

0 Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 44; M. Detoraki, “Greek Passions of the Martyrs in Byzantium,” in The
Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography 11: Genres and Contexts, ed. S. Efthymiadis (Ashgate, 2011), 71-72.

70" Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 45-46. Hogel identifies this process as a fourth possible characteristic
working method of Symeon Metaphrastes, see C. Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes: Rewriting and Canonization (Museum
Tusculanum Press, 2002), 109-110.

71 Ibid., 46.

72 C. Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians: the Two Recensions of the Metaphrastic Menologion,” in
Byzantium in the Year 1000, ed. P. Magdalino (Brill, 2003), 220., See also S. Constantinou and C. Hoegel, Metaphrasis: A
Byzantine Concept of Rewriting and Its Hagiographical Products (Brill, 2020).
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re-working, and renewal to suit contemporary tastes. This point has recently been reiterated by Alwis,
Hinterberger, and Schiffer in the introduction to their volume Metaphrasis in Byzantine Literature where they
elucidate on the long developmental history of the hagiographical genre which preceded Symeon
Metaphrastes: the collection and ‘rewriting of hagiographical texts can be observed at least as early as the
beginning of the seventh century, such as the enkomion of Anastasios the Persian by George of Pisidia, which
is based on the saint’s martyr acts’.”> Pointing to the work of John of Sardis, the editors also highlight the
fact that ‘around the end of the eighth, or beginning of the ninth, century, the rewriting of hagiographical
texts seems to have gradually gained importance’, a trend which they argue ‘can be connected to the general
stylistic and ideological upgrading of texts that related the lives, deeds, and deaths of saints’.7# So, whilst the
dual processes of collection and, in particular, metaphrasis, the term used to describe the process of
rewriting a  text through  omission, reduction, abbreviation, addition, amplification,
substitution/replacement, or repetition which alter the stylistic, linguistic, ideological, and natrative register
of a model text were not idiosyncratic to a particular time period, they have nonetheless, for reasons we
will now explore, come to be viewed as emblematic of tenth century Byzantine hagiographical production.”
Whilst the processes and objectives of hagiographers like Symeon Metaphrastes were nothing new, the
tenth century witnessed a shift in the scale and scope of hagiographical compilation and the reworking of
the textual content therein, primarily driven by direct imperial involvement and sponsorship.7

The Synaxarinm ecclesiae Constantingpolitanae represents one aspect of this significant developmental
shift in tenth-century Greek hagiographical production. A synaxarion is generally defined as a liturgical
codex which provides an abbreviated summary of the lives of the saints on their respective feast days
throughout the year.”” In the mid-tenth century, the Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
commissioned Euaristos to produce a new imperial synaxarion, known now by its editorial title: Synaxarium
ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, specifically for services in the Hagia Sophia.™ The text was soon copied,

disseminated beyond the capital and, as we will learn more about later in this study, translated. We should

3 A. P. Alwis, M. Hinterberger, E. Schiffer., “Introduction,” in Metaphrasis in Byzantine Literature, ed. A. P. Alwis,
M. Hinterberger, and E. Schiffer (Brepols, 2021), 12.

7 Ibid., 12; C. Rapp, “Byzantine Hagiographers as Antiquarians, Seventh to Tenth Centuries,” in Bosphorus: Essays
in Honour of Cyril Mango, ed. S. Efthymiadis, C. Rapp, and D. Tsougarakis (Adolf M. Hakkert Press, 1995), 35. Rapp
distinguishes between a period of activity up to the middle of the seventh century, and a later period, from the end of
the eighth century to the end of the tenth century, which culminated in the work of Symeon Metaphrastes.™

> H. Hunger, Anonyme Metaphrase zu Anna Komnene, Alexias XI-XIII. Ein Beitrag zur Erschliefung der byzantinischen
Unmgangssprache, Wiener Byzantinistische Studien 15 (Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1981).

76 C. Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians: The two recensions of the Metaphrastic menologion,” in
Byzantium in the Year 1000, ed. P. Magdalino (Brill. 2002), 220; C. Hegel, “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic
Movement,” in The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography. 11: Genres and Contexts, ed. S. Efthymiadis
(Ashgate, 2011), 183. P. Odorico, “Une appropriation impossible. Textes et formes littéraires entre Byzance et
I'Occident,” in Proceedings of the Plenary Sessions of the 241 International Congress of Byzantine Studies, ed. E. Fiori and M.
Trizio (Venice Ca Foscari University Press, 2022), 281 — 298., P. Odorico, “La cultura della sillogé: 1) Il cosiddetto
enciclopedismo bizantino. 2) Le tavole dei saperi di Giovanni Damasceno,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 83 (1990): 1-23.

7N. P. Sevcenko, “Synaxaria and Menologia,” in A Companion to Byzantine Illustrated Manuscripts, ed. V. Tsamakda
(Brill, 2017), 319- 20; A. Luzzi, “Synaxaria and the Synaxarion of Constantinople,” in The Ashgate Research Companion
to Byzantine Hagiography 11: Genres and Contexts, ed. S. Efthymiadis (Ashgate, 2011), 197-198.

8 Synaxarinm ecclesiae Constantinopolitanum e codice Sirmondiano nunc Berolinensi, ed. H. Delehaye (Reproduction
Anastatique, 1954).
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not imagine this to have given birth to a linear and stable tradition across different languages; an
examination of its translation into languages other than Greek demonstrates that the Synaxarium ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae displays a complex transmission history with multiple recensions.” Constantine’s
grandson, the emperor Basil II would continue this imperial tradition by sponsoring his now erroneously
named “Menologion”, one of the most well-known illustrated versions of the Synaxarion preserving 430
miniatures of saints celebrated from September through February.80

The project which has come to define tenth century Byzantine hagiographical collection and
renewal is the Menologion of Symeon Metaphrastes. Like a synaxarion, a menologion is a collection of
saints’ lives chronologically arranged in liturgical order according to their feast day in the church calendar.
However, where a synaxarion is characterised by brief entries, a menologion comprises full, viza longior,
versions of saints’ lives and martyrologies.8! These collections are defined by their fluid and interchangeable
content tempered by editorial choices which varied with context. Surviving in some 900 manuscripts and
fragments, the Menologion of Symeon Metaphrastes is marked apart not only by its popularity, but by its
programmatic renewal of the majority of the 148 hagiographical texts that it contains.?? A particular, and
frequently reiterated, characteristic of hagiography, summed up by Hegel, is that ‘though new texts,
sometimes on near-contemporary saints, were composed, by far the majority of texts read from the liturgical
manuscripts were old texts, written in what we call Late Antiquity’.83 As Rapp has argued, this ‘fecling of
distance from the saints of old’ was coupled with the ‘ardent desire to render them more accessible’ at any
different stages in their transmission history.3* At different developmental stages, hagiographical collections
and their constituent texts often required adjustment and reworking as literary expectations and demands
changed. The impetus behind the tenth-century Metaphrastic Menologion programme of hagiographical
compilation and renewal is generally viewed in the context of a changing intellectual landscape and the
composition of the martyria and vitae in the Menologion is largely characterised by an upgrading of their
stylistic register, primarily through lexical and syntactical replacements, attributed to the demands of ‘an
increasing number of well-educated persons, who enjoyed and, in some cases, even produced more literary
hagiographical texts, became weary of hearing the old stories repeated in their humble and unpretentious
tone’.85 However, as Rapp points out, Michael Psellos' encomium on Symeon Metaphrastes praises Symeon’s
ability to create a perfectly balanced style that was ‘easily understood by the many, while causing no offense
to the refined taste of the educated few’, so itis perhaps more prudent to characterise his stylistic re-working

in terms of its applicability to general contemporary tastes rather than a tailored response to the demands

7 Luzzi, “Synaxaria and the Synaxarion of Constantinople,” 202-204.

80 Sevcéenko, “Synaxaria and Menologia,” 320.

81 Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians,” 220-221.

82'S. Papaioannou, Christian Novels from the Menologion of Symeon Metaphrastes (Harvard University Press, 2017), xi. C.
Papavarnavas, Gefingnis als Schwellenraum in der byzantinischen Hagiographie: Eine Untersuchung friih- und mittelbyzantinischer
Mrtyrerakten (De Gruyter, 2021), 31.

8 Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians,” 220.

84 Rapp, “Byzantine Hagiographers as Antiquarians,” 43.

8 Hogel, “Hagilography under the Macedonians,” 218-219; Alwis, Hinterberger, Schiffer., “Introduction,” 12-15

-19 -



of a small intellectual élite.8¢ Despite the enormous popularity of his work, Symeon remains a somewhat
enigmatic individual, save for the fact that he held the position of logozhetes ton dromou,was a high-level official
in the imperial administration in Constantinople, and was active toward the end of the tenth century.?” It is
fairly apparent that such a vast project required that Symeon did not work alone. As Papaioannou has
recently observed ‘he seems to have directed a group of collaborators, but whether these were scribes, co-
authors, or both is unclear. No single authorial voice is clearly detectable in the collection, though a certain
consistent approach to style and content suggest unifying editorial principles set by Metaphrastes himself”.88
In the same manner as the Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, the Metaphrastic Menologion exhibits a
“fluid’ state between its creation in the tenth century and its mass production in the eleventh century; two
recensions of the Menologion, for example, have been the subject of study by Hogel.8* There is certainly
no doubt that the Metaphrastic Menologion was one of the most significant hagiographical and liturgical
projects in the Byzantine empire during the tenth century, which established a more or less coherent canon
of saints and martyrs grounded in a firmly Constantinopolitan liturgical context.

In contrast with this period of innovative creation, the eleventh century, by and large, has been
viewed as a relatively unproductive period of Byzantine hagiographical production, largely based on the
dearth of new lives/martyrdoms or new metaphrastic projects. Although this ponderous image has recently
been challenged by Paschalidis, he acknowledges that the ‘hagiographic literature of the eleventh century is
characterised by the continuation and standardisation of the more or less successful attempts, going back
to the ninth century, to organise the great hagiographic collections, particularly in the form of menologia
and synaxaria’, which served ‘to inhibit the further composition of original texts about new saints at least
during the eleventh century’.® In other words, eleventh-century Byzantine hagiographical production is
primarily defined by the consolidation and copying of already existing models produced in the tenth century.
In the context of what is now recognised as the most prolific corpus of hagiographical literature produced
in Byzantium during that period, it is perhaps natural to overstate the immediate impact of the Metaphrastic
Menologion on the priorities of copyists in the eleventh century. Though the composition of the
Metaphrastic Menologion is dated to the last decades of the tenth century, no surviving full versions can
be securely dated until the mid-eleventh century, the earliest of which appears in 1042.% This gap between

production and ‘publication’ of the Metaphrastic Menologion in the eleventh century has naturally led

86 Rapp, “Byzantine Hagiographers as Antiquarians,” 37. M. Hinterberger, “Language,” in The Oxford Handbook of
Byzantine Literature, ed. S. Papaioannou (Oxford University Press, 2021), 26.

87 Hogel, “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic Movement,” 185., Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes, 61-88.

8 S. Papaioannou, “Authors (with and excursus on Symeon Metaphrastes),” in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine
Literature, ed. S. Papaioannou (Oxford University Press, 2021), 504.

8 Ibid., 508-509.; Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians,”.

% Symeon A. Paschalidis, “The Hagiography of the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries,” in The Ashgate Research
Companion to Byzantine Hagiography I: Periods and Places, ed. Stephanos Efthymiadis (London: Routledge, 2016), 144;
Papavarnavas, Gefingnis als Schwellenranm, 30.

91 Hogel, “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic Movement,” 189., see Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes, 130.,
Hogel also draws our attention to three earlier manuscripts containing Metaphrastic texts dating 1004, 1011, and 1039
representing what Ehrhard classified as “vermischter Metaphrast”, manuscripts containing Metaphrastic texts mixed
with other texts.
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scholars to attempt to explain why Symeon’s work was not immediately successful. The eleventh century
account of the Georgian monk Ephrem Mtsire suggests that Symeon fell out of favour with the Emperor
Basil 11 and that his Menologion was burned.?? The veracity of such a claim is challenging to confirm, but,
as Hogel has very convincingly demonstrated, the gap between composition and production make it
tempting to accept such an explanation.?? Directly suppressed or not, the slow build toward the mass
production of the Metaphrastic Menologion and its dissemination throughout the wider Byzantine world
can also be explained by more practical challenges. In the context of such a monumental corpus, the
feasibility of producing and sponsoring its copying has naturally drawn the attention of scholarly
investigation. Whilst the initiative to produce the Menologion lay firmly in the framework of imperial
sponsorship, Hogel has suggested that much of the economic impetus behind the subsequent production
of manuscripts can be located in major monastic institutions such as Athos, Studios, and Evergetis.?* The
Menologion was, after all, a liturgical collection, and as Hegel points out, ‘the collection could hardly have
functioned as a liturgical instrument in many places other than monasteries, as the long texts would have
made severe demands on readers and audiences’.?> It seems fair to assume that the financial and practical
strain of such a project, initially limited the copying of the Menologion, and that its design did not lend
itself to immediate widespread production throughout the Empire. Beyond the financial practicalities there
is also the matter of the distribution of available models for copying. Many of the eatliest identifiable
individuals responsible for commissioning the Metaphrastic Menologion are perhaps unsurprisingly marked
by their connections to the imperial court. Hogel points to the patrikios, Niketas, a copyist of the first dated
Metaphrastic manuscript of 1042, the proedros, Ioannes, who was the donor of a Metaphrastic Menologion
also, and the patrikios of the Senate, Pothos, in 1057, who paid 150 nomismata for the first seven
Metaphrastic volumes.? Through palacographic evidence, Hutter has also located early copying activities
to a single Constantinopolitan scriptorium that produced a series of Metaphrastic volumes, which has been
further explored by Hogel in his study on the two recensions of the Metaphrastic Menologion.”” The
production of the Menologion and the distribution of its eatly copying then appear to have been largely
associated with the capital of the Empire.

Though it appears that eleventh-century production was largely Constantinopolitan and that,
beyond that, only much larger monastic centres could support the outlay of costs for such production,
Hogel has demonstrated that smaller monastic and ecclesiastical institutions founded by members of the
provincial élite also owned and sponsored the production of the Menologion. Eustathios Boilas,

protospatharios and hypatos, for example, bequeathed his collection of books, among them four

92 Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians,” 223.

9 Hogel, Symeon Metaphrastes, 127-135.

% Ibid., 224-227.

% Hogel, “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic Movement,” 186.

% Hogel, “Hagiography under the Macedonians,” 223

97 Ibid., 223; I. Hutter, “Le copiste du Métaphraste. On a Centre for Manuscript Production in Eleventh-Century
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Metaphrastic volumes, to a church he had founded.”® In their role as charistikarios, these lay benefactors of
monastic institutions carried the available capital to support the textual production of such a large corpus.
It is perhaps only through this route that copies of the Menologion could reach more provincial centers.
Although the second half of the eleventh century witnessed an increase in the production of the
Metaphrastic Menologion, we must be conscious to frame this textual production within these parameters:
as a steady process of increased production, limited by cost, available models, and initially linked to
Constantinopolitan-based sponsorship; not an immediate mass publication throughout every corner of the
Empire. We should ultimately be conscious not to overstate the dominance of the Metaphrastic
Menologion, as #he model of choice for the copying of hagiographical collections and individual
hagiographies in eleventh-century Byzantium. As the Menologion of John Xiphilinos the Younger
illustrates, new models competed with the Metaphrastic Menologion at the end of the eleventh century and,
as the Paris suppl. gr. 1002 palimpsest shows, pre-Metaphrastic menologia continued to be circulated and
copied.” In his study, Astruc observes that the original manuscript which contained the old version of the
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios formed a pre-Metaphrastic menologion for the
month of September.!™ The manuscript was not scraped for re-use until the thirteenth century, so we can
assume this pre-Metaphrastic Menologion was still in use for its original purpose throughout the eleventh
century and that the Greek version of the Martyrdom which it preserves was still in circulation.!0!

We should then be conscious that the eventual dominance of the Metaphrastic Menologion was
by no means definitive in the eleventh century, and that its introduction into the wider milieu of
hagiographical textual production in the Byzantine Empire was certainly not a uniform replacement of all
pre-Metaphrastic hagiographical textual models.!? This is perhaps best summarised by the translator
Yovsép, who when translating the Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae into Armenian in Constantinople

in 991 CE remarked that:

bhgtiti b wyp <nnnd muLignygp jnpnid s60 wyu unipppu gpbiwg wyp uppng Wuwindniphiop o G
EpL npswth unippp hglitt pin witbwy Gpihp wewll] pwl ghwqupu hwqupug tie phipu
phipng Gi ny np ghmk qehiudl it ghwdwph puyg dhuyb pinpnn hngng tinguw £phuwmnu np
hpuihptwg G pinptwg jnpnjuytit B gpiwg quibinin tngw jipyhtiu h ghptt Yktiwg G
Jupgbtwg h nuuu hptywmwljug. 1%

There may be other Roman testimonies of feasts, in which these saints are not recorded; there are
histories of different saints, and how many saints there may be across the whole world, more than

thousands of thousands and ten thousands of ten thousands and no-one knows the number and the

98 P. Lemetle, Cing études sur le Xle siécle byzantin (Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1977). English
translation by S. Vryonis Jr., “The Will of a Provincial Magnate, Eustathius Boilas (1059),” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 11
(1957): 263 - 277.
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100 Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 43.

101 Thid., 44.
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total, but only Christ, selector of their souls, who, having been invited and elected from the womb,

wrote their names in heaven in the book of life and established them in the ranks of angels.

To contemporary authors working with hagiographic material in the period immediately after the
production of the Metaphrastic Menologion, the vast variety of available models and collections of saints’
lives and martyrdoms was all too evident. It is in this fluid context that we should frame the choice of
Greek model made by the translator of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and

Makarios in Melitene in 1092.

Identifying the Greek Model

Of the sixty-seven surviving Greek manuscript witnesses of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon,
and Makarios, sixty-six are versions of the text attributed to the tenth-century authorship of Symeon
Metaphrastes and are found in copies of his Metaphrastic Menologion. Only one witness, contained in Paris
suppl. gr. 1002, preserves the pre-Metaphrastic version of the Martyrdom.19* It may be tempting to assume
that the eleventh-century Armenian translation of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and
Makarios would be modelled on the Metaphrastic version; unlike the pre-Metaphrastic Greek Martyrdom
found in Paris suppl. gr. 1002, we know for certain that the Metaphrastic Greek Martyrdom contained both
the narrative cycles of Saint Romylos and Fudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios as one text, just as in the
Armenian version translated in 1092. However, if we permit that Paris suppl. gr.1002 originally contained
the martyrdom of Saint Romylos before it was lost during scraping, then it is equally possible that the
translator could have deferred to a Greek model from an earlier pre-Metaphrastic collection. These two
possibilities provide the point of departure for a full textual comparison between the Armenian, pre-
Metaphrastic Greek, and Metaphrastic Greek versions of the Martyrdom to determine the Greek model used
by the anonymous translator in Melitene in 1092.

What follows is a parallel textual comparison of three versions of the Martyrdom: The pre-
Metaphrastic Greek, the Metaphrastic Greek, and the Armenian translation made in 1092. The source
material does impose certain limitations on this task. In the absence of any alternative Greek witnesses to
the pre-Metaphrastic Martyrdom, we are limited to using Paris suppl. gr. 1002 as the representative version
of the text at the tenth-century stage in its transmission history. The opposite can be said for the
Metaphrastic Greek Martyrdom, with sixty-six surviving witnesses to choose from. For reasons of time and
accessibility, the present study relies on the Metaphrastic version of the text prepared by J.P Migne in his
Patrologiae Cursus Completus)%> The Armenian version is based on a semi-diplomatic transcription of the text

as it is preserved in BnF, Arm. 178.1% The current state of the Paris suppl. gr. 1002 palimpsest is such that

104 According to Pinakes: Romylos, Eudoxios, Zeno and Macarius mm. Melitinae (SS.), Passio metaphrastica,
accessed January 5, 2025.

105 “De Sancto Romulo Martyre in Graecia item De Ss. Martyribus Eudoxio, Zenone, Macario Et Mciv Militibus
Melitinae in Armenia Minori,” in Acta Sanctorum Volume 42: Sep. 11 (1868), 511-517., Patrologiae Cursus Completus Series
Graeca vol. 115: Symeonis Logothetae, ed. ]. P. Migne (1899), 610-634. All Greek text has been taken directly from the
relevant entry in the Thesanrus Linguae Graecae: Passio sanctorum Romunli, Eudoxii, Zenonis et Macarii (BHG 1604).

106 Abbreviations in Armenian have been expanded and normalised.
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much of the narrative is not accessible, and in the absence of further spectral imaging, we are confined to

examining the sections which were visible to and subsequently transcribed by Astruc during his

investigation of the manuscript in the 1950’s. Due to these limitations the following analysis will be confined

to a comparison between the surviving sections of pre-Metaphrastic Greek version of the text visible on

the palimpsest with their equivalent sections in the Metaphrastic Greek and Armenian versions. The text

has been divided into five narrative units for ease of reference in the analysis which follows. Each narrative

unit is accompanied by an English translation.107

Pre-Metaphrastic Greek

I)

EicfA0e ovv kotfyopog mpdg TV
Nyepdvo mept Evdo&iov tod kol
Moapiovod Gmd Tpiknpiov Thg
lepg Aeye®dvog, Ootig &(dobn
koung, o6t ov meibetor  TOIG
TPOCTAYUACY TOIG PaciAkoig,
Kol TOUG 0go0g OO TPOCKLVET,
aAG TV’ éoTavpopévov Agyet
givar Oedv kol Todtov GéPeta.
Axovcog 08 O Myepdv,
éxélevoey mévie Gvopoag TG
Taemg  ameABoviog  midool
avtdv. EAOOvieg 88 &v
KOTEUEWVEY KTAROTL, ERavOavov
mepl avTod PUNvubévTeg 6¢ Ot €ic
TOV  KAUTOV TOV  AEYOUEVOV
Kovtokovwv éotiv, dpunocav
pOg avTOV. AVTOC 08 pobdv
avijAfe koi TAnciov tod Bupdvog
ékabnto Bewpdv avTOVC  Kai
iSov 81t omovdyv  &lyov
{nrodvieg avtov, EABV €v Td
olk® ovtod fAAaEev TOV yrdva
avtod, Kol mepifaridpevog
ipdriov oiktpov MAOev &v tém®
twi. Kai drnavimoavteg avtov ot
AmEcTAAIEVOL IOV TPOG oMTOV
&yvog mov  TOV  KOUNTO
Moplovov, tov kol Eddo&ov;
Aéyet adtolg i yap avtod ypeiov
Exete; €imaté pot, KAyd VULV
vmodeiém avtov. Oi 8¢ elmov 6
dpyov avtov (ntel. O 8¢ einev
a0Tolc Tl avTod Ypeiav Exel ol O
gimov mpdg ovtov. “Iva Toig
TPOCTAYUAOY TOIG POCIAMKOIG
melobeig Tovg Beodg Opoloynon

Armenian
I)

Glhtuy wnp niwbp
swipwhiwiuniphih win  hphluwbb

dwwmniguibh, Juul
Uwphtinuh  np  Gipgnpuhnub
Unstigu, np Ep h puuk

Mphdtijhrnwgh, np wpuwmn igu
h ndunptwd hyluwbnipbudp,
tiL wukhb Gt ny funtwphh tppkip
htiwquitim 1ho pPuqunpujui

hpudwiwg, G wunniwongh
gnhu ny Juwunigubl wyp
qhuwsbungt hinumnywtih
wuwmniwg, tiL h i

hurwwnwgbuy £ G nibwg quyu
nuunwinp hpuduytiug wpubg
huighg quipwluiwg fulnpty
qimmi nmip L quwbhghl phpl
Junmbiwll puunuunubh: B
tijttw; Gngw h qhtin@ jnpnud
phwtuy b tp G, G hwpgwtitht
Juubh tnpu: Qubklt wpph ginuw,
wiwbtihly qnp nnipb juinptp opeh
b nupwhwd  np - 4ngh
Uniyuunhw: 61 ghwghtt win
buly tinpw Junwowgnjt
hiwgtiu qquniun ingu giwug
h jtwnbh Gt Gunbtp  wbn
mbiuwmbitiny qiinuw: G1 mbtutiuyg
dh thnpwluwbh hulnpthl qiw
tytiwy h wnh hip G thnpubiug
ghwimbtipdu phip kL qqbtigun
hwlntpad wnpuwnh, i Ghtwy h
wtinh dh hwinhwytp ngu: Go
wutill ghw ghtininppt ghwmhgt™u
wpnbitp pE nip hgt phuytug
Undut  Uwphlinu  np  Unsh
Ginnpuhnu: Wuk ghnuw: Jwub

Metaphrastic Greek

1)

EvtadBo pnvoetai t1g evoePng,
Kol Tod pun Aabeiv dvimg d&log,
Evdo6&loc 1| Mapavog dvopa
avnp- AILPOTEPOLG yop
€KVPLOAOYETTO TOIG
OVOLACIV Ao TPpYuKNpiov o8
v dlav, fig St tov gig Xprotov
no0ov amelnlapévog, &v Ti TdV
Kountwv  vmePifacdn:  kai
Ta0OTNG 6 UN| VYDV, EotepEev Av
(o nobovpéve uove
mopaxorovpuevoc. Mnvoetar o8&
10 mvikadTo MeMtnviig
Nyepdve O¢ €medn t0 mepl O
avopog Ekaota pepadnKol, Toug
GEovtag  aotOvV  mapayphjua
gxnéunel. Todto 06& un Tov
Evd6&ov Aabov, evtedeoctépay
TEPOEUEVOC TNV GTOANV, Tva un
0ot €N @avepog yévotto,
gupavietal toic AmEcTOAUEVOLC.
‘Evtuoydviec toivov  ant® Koi
ugme  todtov  ékeivov  eivat
vouioavteg, 6mn Gpo drotpifot O
KOUNG Evdo&ioc, €00mg
npotov. O 8¢ Ei pot moperdeiv
é0elnoete  €ic MV oTéYNY,
NuepOTATA TPOG AVTOVE £Q), Kol
Bpayd TOV €k TR 080D kOmOV
Swvamadoor, kol tpamélng Kol
GADV Kowvmviioal, £y®m VUV TOV
{nrovpevov VTodeiEw.

107 T'o date, as is the case with the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios,
both the pre-Metaphrastic and Metaphrastic Greek versions of the text remain untranslated. This section therefore
also offers the first translation of the respective portions of the two versions of the Greek Martyrdom. A full translation
of the Armenian Martyrdom is provided in Chapter 4.
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‘O 8¢ eimov avtoilg debte &v M
olk® POV, KAy® aOTOV VTOOEIE®
vuiv.

Then an accuser came before the
Governor concerning BHudoxios,
who is also Marianos, who, from
the office of the Primikérios of the
holy legion, was invested with the
seat of Komes, saying: “He does not
accept the imperial dectees, nor
does he worship the gods, but the
crucified one who he says is a God
and worships him.” Hearing this,
the Governor ordered five
soldiers to go and seize him.
Having come to that estate in
which he was residing, they
learned about him and having
been informed that he was in the
plain called “of Koutakios”, they
hastened to him. Having learned
of this, he went out and sat near
the courtyard. Observing them
and having seen that they were
seeking him with haste, he went
into his house and changed his
attire, and putting on pitiful
clothing he went to that place.
And  encountering him, the
envoys said to him: “Do you
perhaps know of the Komes
Marianos, the one who is also
FEudoxios?” And he said to them:
“What need do you have of him?
Tell me, and I will show him to
you”” And they said: “The
Governor seeks him.” And he said
to them: “What need does he have
of him?” And they said to him:
“That, having obeyed the imperial
decrees, he may confess the
gods.” And he said to them:
“Come into my house, I will show
him to you.”

npn’) hpwg futinpkp, tr Jud gh’y
pwlip hgtit atip poin idfw wuwgkp
hta b tu gnighg qow atiq: Qukt
g, hphuw'tlh jubinpkt qw: G
wut ghnuw, Yuwb npn’) hph
hutimpt qiw: Quki gliw: Juiubigh
n’y  hbwqubnh hpudwinug
htpbwuyht, G wumniwdngh ny
gnht: Quk giinuw, Ghuyp h mn b
hd tir hwiigtipnip thnpp vh G Gu
gnighg qiu atiq:

Then certain accusers came before
the Governor concerning Marianos
who is also Eudoxios, who, from
the office of the Primikerios was
honoured with the authority of the
Komes, and they said: “He does not
humbly obey the imperial decrees,
nor does he worship the gods, but
rather the crucified one who he
acknowledges as God and worships
him.” Hearing this, the Governor
ordered five soldiers to search for
him and, upon finding him, to bring
him to the court of judgement.
Having come to the estate in which
he was residing, they enquired about
him. The men said to them “The
one which you seek, he wanders in
the plain which is called ‘of
Kupati’” And they went to him. But
he, having learned before that they
were coming for him, went up to the
mountain and sat there. Observing
them and having seen that they were
seeking him with haste, he went into
his house and changed his attire and
putting on pitiful clothing he went
to that place, as a stranger to them,
and the soldiers asked him: “Do you
know where the Komés Marianos, the
one who is also FEudoxios, is
residing?” And he said to them “For
what reasons do you enquire? What
words might you have with him?
Tell me and I will show him to you.”
And they said to him “The
Governor seeks him.” And he said
to them “For what reason does he
seek him?” And they said to him:
“Because he does not obey the
decrees of the emperor and he does
not sacrifice to the gods” and he
said to them, “Come into my house
and rest a little, and I will show him
to you.”
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At that time, a certain pious one
was reported, truly worthy of not
being ovetlooked, Eudoxios who
is named Marianos, since he is
called by both names. A former
Primikérios by rank, having been
removed on account of his love
for Christ, he was demoted to the
office of Komes - even if he had not
obtained this, he would have been
fine with it, comforted by the love
for the one who he longed for. He
was reported to the then
Governor of Melitene. Once he
had learned every detail about the
man, he immediately sent forth
those to  apprehend  him.
Eudoxios, this not having escaped
his attention, adorned humble
clothing, in order that it was not
obvious who he was and he
showed himself to the envoys.
Meeting him and having not yet
acknowledged he was the one,
they immediatey asked where the
Komeés Eudoxios was staying. He
politely said to them, “If you are
willing to join me in the house,
refresh from the toils of the road,
and share my table and my salt, 1
will show you the one you seek.”



)

Kai maporofadv adtovg fyoyev
glg Vv oikiov aT0D, Kol AEyeL i
yovoki - odtod  kupion  pov,
Subtagov aplotov. Koai
Swata&auevog antoig avékivev
avtoig. Kol peta 10 dprotijoat
avTovg, Aéyovowv avT®- OgiEov
NUIv tov kopnto Evddéov. O 8¢
AéyeLantoic: €yd gip dv (nrette.
01 8¢ etmov mpdg ovTéV- Ti T0DT0
émoinooag  Muiv;  AmelBovrteg
Aéyopev 6TL 0OY MUPOUEV OOTOV.
Kai avt6g amokpupndig eig 1o
un eavijvoi ce.

And inviting them, he led them
into his house, and said to his wife,
“My lady, prepare a meal.” And
having prepared it for them, she
laid it before them. And after they
had dined, they said to him,
“Show us the Komeés Eudoxios.”
He said to them, “I am the one
that you seek.” And they said to
him, “Why did you do this to us?
So that departing, we report that
we did not find you? You
concealed yourself, so as not to be
seen.”

11T)

‘0O 8¢ eimev avtoig ovyl, GAAL
Kay® EAO® ped’ vpdv- pdvov
€k6€Ea00¢ pe pikpav dpav. Kai
KOAEGOG TNV €00ToD YuVaiKa,
dtetaéato mhvta T ToD 0ikov
avTod, Kol Aéyel ovti €av T1
aKovong mepl Hod, PN EVEYKNG

II)

6L tptph wnb hip, G wuk
guiniuhtt hip, wwnpuwuwnmbiu
tuwpwliingu wn dbkq: 61 Gnpw
tintiw] wnweh fGngw ubinud,
tuwpwlightt tir wukl gw wpn
gnyg  qnp ubmptdpl  qynuul
Giynpuhnu: 6L tw wuk ghinuuw,
qnp julnpkpb tiu tid: Wubtit ghw
wppl pint’n quyn wpwiptip: Geh
Judhu tppunip wn hpjuwmbb G
wubidp btpt ny qumup qow: Go
nni quithupughn b pwipny qubab
pn gh h pipnbtiughu i mbyghu
h atinu hphuwbhb:

And he brought [them] into his
house and said to his wife “Prepare
us a meal” And having put it before
them on his table, they ate and then
they said “Now, show the one we
seek, the Komeés Eudoxios.” And he
said to them “I am the one that you
seek.” And the men said to him
“Why did you do this? So that you
wanted us to depart to the
Governor and report that we could
not find him? You have concealed
yourself, so that you would not be
seized and fall into the hands of the
Governot.”

11T)

Wuk glinuw n'y wpwphg quyn wyy
tyhg qubh &tp puyg thnpp dh
hwiptptigtp hbia: 6L Ynstwg
quuiniuhtth hip G wuk ghw
Juulh wwb  hip juuphbly
quuitiiuyd pun pjupwnne hipng:
Wut ghw, tu nY Yht nm
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[TopacKEVAGAUEVOS 0DV TO TPOG
mv gotiaov PAoTiNOG,
de&lovtarl Tovg avopoc. Todv 6
nobéviov ikavde tf tpoméln,
glto. kol TV OmdoyESY
amoutobvtov kol deouévev
QovepOV adTOV Toloechol TOvV
{nrtoduevov, €keivog €0OLG TOV
gvoov  adTOIC  AVAKOADTTEL
Evdo&ov: 'Eyad eiutr ov (ntette,
ginwv. Todto payaipag 6&EHTEPOV
kafiKkeTo TG Exelvov Yoyig: Kol
Vorafovieg, OO TPOSHOGOUEY GE
1OV NUETEPOV £GTIATOPO, EIMOV,
000¢ obTo TNV PrAoeviay KoK®G
apenyopedo- dALL TobTo MUV €lg
amoloyiov ApKkESELTO TOAAD TTEPT
v (Ao KoUovTag, Spmg un
dvvnOijvonr 6Awg tov EvddEiov
dvevpelv. Exgivor  pgv  odv
tavtog Evdo&io g Eeviag tog
yopirtag Amedidocay.

Having hospitably prepared the
meal, he welcomed the men, and
after having sufficiently treated
themselves at the table, and then
demanding and asking for the
promise that the one they were
looking for be made known, he
immediately uncovered Eudoxios
who was inside, saying: “I am the
one that you are looking for!” This
touched their souls more sharply
than a dagger, and in response they
said: “We will not betray you who
received us with a feast, nor will
we thus repay your hospitality, but
our excuse will be sufficient, that
although we laboured much in the
search, we were not able to find
Eudoxios.” And, so, they returned
the grace of the hospitality of
Eudoxios.

111)

‘O 8¢ kol AaBetv €idmg dte déov,
kol pun Aadeiv od Bt TOOTOL
Kkapdg: Oelon yap Mv xépig M
wopovdod Kol Sddokovod TOV
afnmyv  dkolovbiijcor  TOlg
avopaow €okéyator Kol TNV
yovaika KoAéoag Boaoidicoav, f



dakpvo  €mi €uoi,  GAAG
AOUTPOPOPEGOV TAYLLOTIKG, GOV,
Kol KAPOVS Aapumpovg d&ov, Kol
TOKOV AQUTPOV EVTPEMIOOV, KO
SéEon &v avTd TO oipd pov Koi
TV KEQUANV OV, LETO TOV DOV
oov yaipovca. Tadta oV ovTmg
noincov &g vouen Xpiotod. Kai
Swza&apévov avtod mopélapov
avToOV ol amecTOApUEVOL,
kaBicavtog éni Aaumpov immov
Kol gobmta Aopmpav
£VOLGALEVOD onToD, Kol
AyoyOVTEG 0DTOV TOPEGTNOAV TH
NYEUOVL.

He said to them, “No, but I will
come with you, only allow me a
short while.” And calling his wife,
he put his house in order, and he
said to her “If you should hear
anything about me, do not shed
tears over me, but with your
splendid garments, bring bright
torches and prepare a fine woolen
pouch, and collect my blood and
my head in it, rejoicing with your
children. Do these things as a
bride of Christ” And having
instructed her, the envoys took
him, sitting upon a bright horse
and dressed in fine clothing, and
they brought him before the
Governor.

ymputing B0 b ubinnp G
Jubguinp  YEhwg wunmh |
Wwmbetiwinp b junhwmbbwlui
Jtwlut: G wy ny b
wmbuwbdbing tu ghu h dwpduh
wun: Upn qnp wubd pliq nip
hta, G dh jEudt o hd h dwpding
wuwnh, nnpu wnbiwg
wpnuwunttiugbu h Yyhpuy pd: Wy
qqtighp nnt qqtiun
hwpuwitimghh png, tir Junbtw
Jwytipu L pwhu bt wnbiuy
wdiwbu  Jwpnipu  dnnnytiwm
quphit hu: GL wntiwg qgniiu hd
tiL qiwljuphnuh npninye dtipny
tii nipwpytp, B quyu  wpw
npytu hwputl Lphunnuh: 6o
wuwgbivy npu quyu, wntiuy
qw ghtninpugh, tunbtuwy h
Ytpwy  tphjwphtt  hipnp: - G
qqtgtiw qqbiunmu  wqbhiu L
yuyownu, bt wmwpud qbw
wnwoh nunwinphi:

He said to them “No, I did not do
that, but I will come with you, only
allow me a short while.” And calling
his wife he put his house in order.
And he said to her “Oh wife, I am
transforming from this vain and
sinful life to a perpetual and eternal
life, but you will see me no longer in
corporeal form. Now I say, if you
should hear news of me, do not
shed tears over me leaving my
corporeal form, but dress in your
bridal clothing and light lanterns
and torches and prepare a fine
pouch to collect my blood and take
my head and our son Makarios and
rejoice. Do these things as a bride of
Christ.”And having instructed her,
the soldiers took him sitting upon
his horse and dressed in fine and
bright clothing, and they brought
him before the Governor.
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Kol Movdavny, €1 fodrel SmAoic
yap kol oot Toig OvVOpOoY
gkoleito: doa 1€ £dgl TV KOt
olkov avTh) &viEAAeTal, Kol maval
M ootiig dvabeic  @povtidt,
goyGtnv 100TO KOl Yyvnoiov
EVTOMV didwot U émdakpdoot
] avTod gxonuig, un
amodvpachat, un Opnvijcor SAmG
MV TEAELTAV: AAMAQL Kod
Aapmpopopie kol TR GAAN
QawpoéTL  €Kelvmv  Tipfjoo
péota v Nuépav. Evodg odv
Kata@povel pEV  ThG  oikeiog
oVLYYEVELNG Evd6&10¢
gmavOavetar 6¢ S Xpiotov
TG TPOG TO TEKVO GTOPYTG, TOD

ioyopod  on  ToOTOL KOl
amapaltitov  Tolg  mOTPAGL
deopod:  tva  yap  ékelvov

kepdnon, {nuiov Myelto mavTa
Kol oxvPodia: Kol Greiot Tpdg TOV
nyepdvao.

But, knowing when it is proper to
remain hidden, and when it is not
- because divine grace was present
and was guiding the athlete - he
decided to follow the men, he
called his wife Basilissa, who is
also Mandane if you wish, because
she is also called by two names, as
far as it was necessary to invest the
estate to her and having entrusted
everything to her care, he gave this
last and genuine instruction, that
she should not weep over his
departure, nor bitterly lament, nor
grieve over his death at all, but
rather, above all, honour that day
with splendid garments and other
rejoicings. And so EHudoxios
rejected his ties of kinship, for
through Christ he forgot the love
for his children, that powerful and
indissoluble bond of fathets, so
that, by considering everything
forfeit and waste, he would gain
Christ. And he went to the
Governor.
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‘O 3¢ Myspav Aéyer yoipoig,
évoo&otate kol  mavedoenue
Koung Ebd0&te. 'O 6 Edd0&iog
glnev memg Kal oV, fyepmv. O
3¢ Myepov einev Eyvog, KOUNG
E0d0&te, Evekev  Tivog 1O
dikaothplov 6od ypeiav Eoxev.
‘O dywog Ebd0&10g gimev €av pot
aé’myncm, ywooke. ‘O 8¢
Nyepov einev Evekey 1od ei€ai og
7015 10D PocAéDC TPOGTAYLOGY
mePL TG TPOS TOVG  ®Ogolg
kaBapdg Aatpeiog.  E0d06&10g
einev, dunoilov avtov- S10 todTo
Kkafapovg yrdvag
mepPadAdpEVOC Kal &ml dompov
irmov «kabicag mapéomv TG
Puoti cov. O 88 Nyepav Adyet
Ha Tovg Beovg, £0v dxovor mepl
600 0 avToKpaTp, dHTEPOG TiG
Boaoctieiog avtod Kkabictacar
Evd6Elog eimev- éAmilo Tuyeiv
g aioviov loflg ol
mpooKvvijooaw TNV GAnOwTv
Oeotra. O 8¢ Nyepav Eyarpev,
vopiCov 8t mepi 1@V Bedv avTod
Aéyel etta Aéyet ou)m) gvoootate
Kkoune, &A0E odv odplov koi
0dcov 10ig Oeoic. O KéuNG £inev
nofoig ®¢oig va Bbow, | TosOIC.
O &pywv einev 1@ All, kol 16
Andlovi, kol T Aptéudt T
peyédn Oed. ‘O koung eimev 10ig
Tpiowy  pe  émétpeyag  Bvew
obtwGg, kol Bvw T TTatpi kol T@
Yi®d koi t@ Ayio Ivedport, i
opoovoi® Tpuadt. O nyspawv
gimev  MC  TEPIPPOVAV TV
Bactik®dv mpootaypdtov TodTo
Aéyels.

The Governor said “Greetings,
most glorious and renowned

Iv)

6L wul pnbwinpl, nipw'hubp
thwnwinptiwg Yndu tiinnpuht: Go
wul Gipgnpupht nmpw'hititp G
nni n'y pnbunp: 61 wuk ghw
nuuwinp  hpdwgw’pny  Yndu
tipti yuwul npny gnpdny fubinptwp
qptiq: 6L w wuk, yuwndtw” hta
ny nuunwinn gh ghmwghg Jyuwub
npnj fulinptht ghu: hyhuwh wuk;,
Yuull wybinphy Yngtigh qpbq qh

hunwiitiughu hpuwdwbwg
htptwjuyphti: 61 gnhbiugtiu
wumnmwdngl: bul] unipp Yyuyh
ohdwntiny h Ytpuy

whdnniptiwl ppliuwinphlt wuk:
61 Juwubl wybtnphly qgbtigbwy td
hwlntpau wWuwuniwlwbu, b
yuyownu b Gumbwy h Ybipuy
uyhwwy  Gphjuph, o bt
Jud wnweh pn jnyq ptidh: Wuk
nunwinnl, tippnituy
Juumniwdulb wdtbuwyh, tpt Juk
Pwgquinpd Juwubd hbwquintn
pn Juyubpuwlub hpudwiht to

gnhtin wuwmiwuongh
JEpypnpruljub Jupnn
Pwguinpniptiwi hipny
unnigublk; qphiq: Wuk

tpwbdbht, Gu jmuwgtuw) G h

mtp  Jurthnbtbwluwb  jhhwgh
wpdwibh - jhtity, G Gplhp
wuqubl) todwuphn

wumniwdniptiwt  tnpu: G
priwinpl nipwu thtkp Jupdtp
tipti yuul wunniwdngl wuhgk
quyli: Wubt ghw nuwumwinpd,
thwnuwinptiwy L pwy  Yndu
Junhih GQtiuphp h  wwblwp
wuwmniwdngh tie phin dkq Gpyhp
wuwgqgtiu tingu: Wuk glw Ymiud,
npn’g L pwliny wuwmniwodng
hpuduytiu gnhtip: bohuwbiln wuk,
“hwy G p Uwynnnbh  te dtdhh
Upntdbwy: Undu wuk, tphg
hpuiwytigbip huwwnmwy wybytu
tiL tiu hwwiwnwd h huyp tie jnpnh
i h unipp hnghti:
Jtppnpyniphid whpudwbth:

Poluwbih wulk, nputu
wphwdwiphtiny ghpudwb
pPuquinphtt wmuwgbp quyn:

And the tyrant said “Greetings
glorious Komés Eudoxios.” And
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V)

Kai avtog tov avdpa  iddv,
Xaipotg, &pn, koéung Evdo&ie. 'O
0¢ 10ic iooig aveug nuatﬁaro
Xoupmg Kol avtdg, eindv, o
Nyepdv. Kol 8¢  molw,
Merteoteldpedd cov, Epn, v
TePIPGvELDY, OOTE Kol  TOIG
Baciikoig VINpETico
TPOCTAYLAGL Kol Tolg Beolg TV
TPOCKOVGAV Buciav
TPOGEVEYKEY, LOMOTO T® TATPL
whvtov Bedv T® peydho At
Andlovi te 1@ DPoifo, kol Ti
oiln mopBéveo Aptéudt. Kai 6
péptog- ‘Epol pia, e, Ovcia, 1
00 aAnBivod Ogod, tod 10 TAV
160¢ mApAyayovTog Kol avT®
0vcw Ovoiav aivécemg, Og &v
TPLIdL BeoAoyovpeEvog
vmootdoewy, (ofic Topiog Kol
oikovopog aAnfodg cwtnpiog
yvopiletar. Obg 08¢  Beovg
ovoudlelg &via  tovTOLG KOl
MOBovg 0pd Tiig AOTiic AyvyoL
ODAng unde Papv  dwpépovrag.
[Ipoc Tadta SrPfréyar ovk Exmv
gxelvog mobev Boye vmo Pabeiq
Mg doePeiag €kabevde pédn-
Eyo oe 10 100 Pooiémg
EKTEAEGOL TPOOTAEELS, KOl TTPOG
ToVG Beovg Ta gibiopuéva Spacan
TPOETPEYAUNY, EQN* AAAY 6V Koid
Oedv, oc opd, kol Paciiémg
VIEPOopdc, oUTM HEV AvaidnV &ig
obc  ékeivog  oéfer  Beovg
EvuPpioag, obT® 6& KowvoPavii
Twva.  AoTpeiav  mopd  TAOTNV
vouoBetdv, Koi tanTn, ™G £ig Eud
ot fKe, TOUG  TOAAOVG
avomeibwv.

And seeing the man he said

“Greetings, Komeés Eudoxios,” and



Komeés Eudoxios.” And Eudoxios
replied “Greetings to you also,
Governot.” The Governor asked,
"Do you understand, Kowes
Eudoxios, for what reason your
trial is necessary?" Saint Eudoxios
responded, "If you explain it to
me, I will know.” The Governor
replied, "So that you comply with
the decrees of the emperor
concerning the pure worship of
the gods." Eudoxios said, taunting
him, "So, for this reason, I dressed
in fine robes, sitting upon a white
horse to stand before your
tribunal." The Governor replied,
"By the gods, if the Emperor
hears about you, he will make you
second in his kingdom." Eudoxios
said, "I hope to attain eternal life
and to worship the true divinity."
The Governor was pleased,
believing that he (Eudoxios) was
speaking about his gods, then he
said, "Most glotrious Komes, come
tomotrow and worship the gods."
The Komes asked, "To which gods
should I sacrifice to and how
many?" The Governor replied,
"To Zeus, Apollo, and the great
goddess Artemis." The Komeés said,
"You otrdered me to sacrifice in
this way to three, and so I sacrifice
to the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit, the consubstantial
Trinity." The Governor said,
"You say this as though you
despise the imperial decrees."

V)

Sovixon 6¢ én’ avtdv mAT00g
TG OTPOTIAG, Kol TEPESTN TQ
Ebddo&im. ‘O 8¢ Nygpav Aéyer ol
un  0élovteg  mewobijvar  T®
Bootlel kal TOic TPOoTAYUACY
avtod, Abcavieg Tog (ovag Oéte
&vavtiov Lov.

Eudoxios replied “Greetings to you
also, oh tyrant.” And the Governor
said to him “Do you understand
Komes, for what reason we seek
your” And he responded, “Tell me
oh Governor, that I might know for
what reason they sought me?” The
Governor said “I called you so that
you may accept the decrees of the
emperor and so that you may
worship the gods.” But the holy
martyr  replied taunting  the
foolishness of the Governor: “So,
for this reason, I dressed in fine and
bright robes, sitting upon a white
horse to stand before your
tribunal.” The Governor replied,
“By the gods, if the emperor hears
about your obedience to imperial
decree and sacrificing to the gods,
he will seat you as second in his
kingdom.” The blessed one replied,
“I am hoping to be worthy of
eternal life and to worship the true
divinity.” The tyrant was pleased,
believing that he was speaking about
his gods. Then the Governor said to
him “Glorious and brave Kiwzes,
come tomorrow to the temple of
the gods and worship them with
us.” The Komeés asked “T'o which and
to how many gods do you
command me to sacrifice?” The
Governor replied “To Zeus, Apollo,
and the great Artemis.” The Komses
said, “You ordered me to confess in
this way to three, and so I confess to
the Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit, the undivided Trinity. The
Governor said, “You say this as
though you despise the imperial
decrees.”

V)

Pugnip h  ghlninpulgug
hipng wybnihtnbie  dnnnythb:
wn Ow: GL Jugbw] wpweh
uppny@: Quk pniwinpl wydd np
ny Quih h akby  hunwblh
hpudwiwg htphwluht, ndgk
qquinh ghbininpnipbwb  hipng
tiL nhgk winwgh hu:
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he returned the greeting, saying
“Greetings also to you Governor,”
who in turn said “We have
brought you to subordinate to the
imperial ~ decrees, and offer
sacrifice to the gods, above all to
the father of all the gods, the great
Zeus and to Phebus Apollo and to
the fair Goddess Artemis.” And
the martyr replied “My only
sacrifice is to the true God, the
producer of all things, and to
whom I offer a sacrifice of praise,
who in the hypostasis of the
Trinity, dispenses life, and is
known as the guardian of true
salvation. But the gods you name,
I see them as wood and stone,
differing little from the rest of
inanimate mattet.” The Governor,
unable to figure out where all of
that was coming from, deeply
asleep as he was in the
drunkenness of impiety, said: “I
have exhorted you to carty out the
decrees of the emperor, and
perform the customary rites to the
gods, but you, as I see, disdain the
gods and the emperor, so
shamelessy insulting the gods who
are to be revered, even introducing
new forms of worship, which, as it
has reached my ears, has
persuaded many.”

V)

Tadto, TOALDY —TEPLECTOTOV
OTPATIOTAV, O YEUDV SIEAEYETO.
Kol peto&d dypov kol dpytd
toutolg EuPAéyag ‘Ocot  kai
VU@V, e, un toig Pactikoig
Oeomicpooy gneole, TAG
OTPOTIOTIKOG dtlvcdpevol
{ovag yopvoug £0nTong TV Tig
a&iog coupormv yvopicarte.



A multitude from the army was
assembled near them, and
surtounded  Eudoxios.  The
Governor said, “Those among
you who do not wish to obey the
emperor and his decrees, untie
your belts and place them before
me.”

A multitude from his army gathered
near him and stood around the
saint. The tyrant said ““Those among
you who do not wish to obey the
decrees of the emperor, untie his
military belt and place it before me.”

And the Governor said this
surrounded by many soldiers. And
casting a stern and pericing gaze at
them, he said “Those among you,
who do not obey the imperial
decree, loosen your military belts
and consider yourselves stripped
of these symbols of rank.”

Metaphrastic Greek

Comparing the Armenian version of the Martyrdom: of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios with the
Metaphrastic Greek version reveals several significant differences. Although they share a broad narrative
structure and do not present any formal points of disagreement in the narrative progression, the Armenian
and Metaphrastic Greek texts are considerably divergent in content. Rather noticeably these points of
difference can be isolated and divided in much the same way that Astruc categorised the differences
between the pre-Metaphrastic Greek and Metaphrastic Greek versions of the text: 1) omission and ii)
alteration and elaboration.

In the Armenian version, direct speech is generally preferred to indirect speech or narrative
summary in the Metaphrastic text. In narrative unit I of the Metaphrastic version, two dialogues are entirely
absent (between the accusers and the Governor of Melitene, and between the envoys/soldiers and the
locals) and another is significantly shortened (between the envoys/soldiers and Eudoxios). To offer an
illustrative example, in narrative unit IV, most of the dialogue between Eudoxios and the Governor found

in the Armenian text is not present in the Metaphrastic version:

Metaphrastic: Kai a0t0g tov dvdpa idmv, Xaipotg, &pn, koung Evdotie. ‘O 8¢ toic iooig evbig
Aueieto, Xoipoig koi owtoc, eindv, & NMyepdv. Koi d¢ méhv, Metestelhdpedd cov, Een, v
TEPLPAVELOY, DOTE Kol TOIG PacIAKOTG DINpeTTioot TPooTdyact, Kol Tolg Bg0ig TV TpoonKovsav
Buciav Tpoceveykelv, HOAMoTA TO ToTpl TAVTI®OV BedV T® peydA® A, AmdAlovi e @ Poify, Kol
M) 1A mapBEve Aptépudt.

Metaphrastic: And seeing the man he said “Greetings, Komés Eudoxios”, and he returned the greeting,
saying “Greetings also to you Governor,” who in turn said “We have brought you to subordinate to
the royal decrees, and offer sacrifice to the gods, above all to the father of all the gods, the great Zeus
and to Phebus Apollo and to the fair Goddess Artemis.”

BnF, Arménien 178: 6L wuk pniiunpl, nipwhytip thwnwinptwy Yndu Gignpuht: 61 wuk
Ginnpupt nipw’hulgtp G nni n'Y ppbwinp: G wuk ghw nuununnpt hpdwgw’pny Yndu tph
Jwul npny gnpdny fuinptwp gptiq: 61 tw wuk, yyuunitw'” htd ny nuumwinp gh ghwmwghg Juubh
npny pulinpthtt ghu: Phawth wuk, Juub wybnphy Ynstigh qpliq gh hwiwttughu hpudwiwg
htptwuhii: 61 gnhtiugbiu wumnmwdngt: bulj unipp Yhuyh Showntiny h yapuwy wbdnniptiub
pniuwnnpht wuk: 1 quub wybinphy qqtigbiuyg tid hwbintipdu yunniwljwbu, G yuydwnu b
tunbtiwg h ytipwy vyhmwl Gphguph, G Ghtwg jud wnweh pn jnyq ptidh: Qul nuumwinpb,
tippnibw juumniwodul wdtibuy b, Gpt jut puquinpt Juubh htwquitinting pn Juyutipuub
hpuiwitht b gnhbny wumiwdng jtpypnpnujub jupnn pugquinpn ptiwd hipny tumniguilk
gptiq: uk Gpubtihl, tu jniuwgbuyg B b wbp juihnbbuub jabwgh wpdwith jhot, te tpihp
wuwquit] odwuphn wunmnuwdniptwd Gnpu: G1 pphwinph nipuu hbkp updtp et Juuh
wunniwdngh wuhgk quyii: Yuk ghw nuumunnly, thwunwinptiug i pue Ymiu Junhib Gikughp
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h mwtwp wumniwdngh b phin dkq tpihp wuggtiu dngu: Wuk ghw Yndub, npn’g i pubinny
wunniwdng hpwduytiu gqnhti: bohawdl wuk, “Gthwy e h Uynnnbh G dGdht Upnbidbwy:

BnF, Arménien 178: And the tyrant said “Greetings glorious Komeés Eudoxios.” And Eudoxios replied
“Greetings to you also, oh tyrant.” And the Governor said to him “Do you understand Kowmses, for what
reason we seek you?” And he responded “Tell me oh Governor , that I might know for what reason
they sought me?” The Governor said “I called you so that you may accept the decrees of the emperor
and so that you may worship the gods.” But the holy martyr replied taunting the foolishness of the
Governor : “So, for this reason, I dressed in fine and bright robes, sitting upon a white horse to stand
before your tribunal.” The Governor replied, “By the gods, if the emperor hears about your obedience
to imperial decree and sacrificing to the gods, he will seat you as second in his kingdom.” The blessed
one replied, “I am hoping to be worthy of eternal life and to worship the true divinity.” The tyrant was
pleased, believing that he was speaking about his gods. Then the Governor said to him “Glorious and
brave Kdmes, come tomorrow to the temple of the gods and worship them with us.” The Kowes asked
“T'o which and to how many gods do you command me to sacrifice?” The Governor replied “To Zeus,
Apollo, and the great Artemis.

The loss of direct speech is coupled with a loss of superfluous detail in the Metaphrastic text. In unit I this

includes the absence of information about the number of soldiers sent to find Eudoxios or the details of

their subsequent journey. A particularly significant omission in this regard is the named location associated
with the estate of Eudoxios, identified as ‘quusinhwitt qnp Ynsh Uniyyuwnhwy’ in the Armenian and in
the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version as “t0v naunov tov Aeyopevov Kovtoaxobwv €otiv’. In unit III, the
Metaphrastic text does not retain the details of Eudoxios’ instructions to his wife regarding the modality by

which his head and blood should be collected, in the Armenian: ‘biL wntw] wdwbu dwpnipu dnnnybw

qunhit hd: Br wnkw) qqniju hd' (prepate a fine pouch to collect my blood and take my head). This
process of omission is also evident in the treatment of Eudoxios’ dual name. Noticeably, where the
Armenian text teiterates both of his names through the formula Juutt Uwmiphtunuh np Ginnpuhnub,
and this is the case throughout the entirety of the text, the Metaphrastic text only states this once at the
start of the natrative ‘E080%o¢ T} MaptavOg dvopa Gvio’.

Alongside omission, we also encounter sections of the Armenian text which are found significantly
altered or elaborated in the Metaphrastic version. The most marked additions in comparison to the
Armenian are found in narrative units 11 and IV. Upon receiving the envoys into his house, Eudoxios
reveals his identity. In the Armenian version we find a very brief accusatory response toward his deception,
whilst in the Metaphrastic text this is reworked into a qualifying passage in which the envoys recognise the

hospitality offered by Eudoxios:

Metaphrastic: Tovto payaipag 0&0tepov kabiketo tiig €keivav yoyfig: kol dmorapdvreg, OO
TPOSMGOUEV GE TOV NUETEPOV E0TIATOPA, EITOV, 0VOE 0Dt THV Phofeviay Kakde dpstyoueda:
LG ToDTO MUV €lg dmoAoyiay ApkéEGEL TO TOALG TTepl TV (RTNOW KApOvTog, Spmg un dvvndijvoe
dhwg Tov EVS6E10v dvevpeiv. Exegivot uév ody tantac Evdo&in tiig Eeviag tag yaprrog dnedidocav.

Metaphrastic: This touched their souls more sharply than a dagger, and in response they said: “We
will not betray you who received us with a feast, nor will we thus repay your hospitality, but our excuse
will be sufficient, that although we laboured much in the search, we were not able to find Eudoxios.”
And, so, they returned the grace of the hospitality of Eudoxios.
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BnF, Arménien 178: Qubkiti gl wippl pint’n quyn wipuptp: Gpb judhu ippudp win hphluwbb
tiL mubidp tph ny quup qiw: L nni qubihuypughp tie pwpny quidh pn gh dh pdppitughu G
wliyghu h atinu hppawbhi:

BnF, Arménien 178: And the men said to him “Why did you do this? So that you wanted us to depart
to the Governor and report that we could not find him? You have concealed yourself, so that you would
not be seized and fall into the hands of the Governor .”

After meeting the Governor in section IV, the Metaphrastic text introduces a new rhetorical exchange
following the saint’s profession of faith, which includes a criticism of idol worship and a more developed

response offered by the Governor :

Metaphrastic: Kol 6 péptog- ‘Epoi pio, €en, Bvcio, 11 t0d dAnbwod Oeod, tod t0 v 100
TaporyarydvTog kol antd 00cm Busiav aivésewmg, Og &v Tp1édt Ocoroyoduevoc!® dmootdcemv, (ofig
Topiog kol oikovopog aAnbovg cotnpiag yvopiletal. Odg 8¢ Beovg dvopalec Evla TovTovg KOl
MBovg 0p® TG Aowriic dyvyov DAng unde Papv dapépovtag. [Ipog Tadta dwfréyar ook Eywv
gxelvoc mobev Goye VO Pabeiq g doePeiag Exdbevde uédN- Eyd ot t0g T0D faciiémg Ektedésol
TpooTaels, kal Tpog Tovg Beovg Ta ibiopuéva dpaoar TposTpeyauny, £pn: GAAL oV Kal BedV, OC
0p®, kal Pacthémg VTEPOPdc, OVT® PeEV avaidny &ic odg ékeivog aéfet Beovg EvuPpicac, ot o0&
KaoQavij Tvar Aatpeiay mopd TanTny vopodetdy, koi TodTn, Mg &ic ud dTa HKeL, ToVG TOAOVG
avomreibav.

Metaphrastic: And the martyr replied “My only sacrifice is to the true God, the producer of all things,
and to whom I offer a sacrifice of praise, who in the hypostasis of the Trinity, dispenses life, and is to
be made known as the guardian of true salvation. But the gods you name, I see them as wood and stone,
differing little from the rest of inanimate matter.” The Govetnor , unable to figure out where all of that
was coming from, deeply asleep as he was in the drunkenness of impiety, said: “I have exhorted you to
carry out the dectees of the emperor, and perform the customary rites to the gods, but you, as I see,
disdain the gods and the emperor, so shamelessy insulting the gods who are to be revered, even
introducing new forms of worship, which, as it has reached my ears, has persuaded many.”

BnF, Arménien 178: Umiu wuk, tiph’'g hpuniwytigtip hwwmu wybiybu B bu hwrwwmwd h hugp

i gnpnh W h umipp hngh@: jGppnponiphidt wbpwdwbtjh: Phuwbh wuk, nputu
wphwdwphtiny ghpuiwd puquinphl wuwgbp quin:

BnF, Arménien 178: The Komeés said, “You ordered me to confess in this way to three, and so I confess
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the undivided trinity. The Governor said, “You say this as
though you despise the imperial decrees.”
Additions also include the introduction of specific details that are absent in the Armenian version, for
example the Metaphrastic text informs us of the dual name of saint Eudoxios’ wife: ‘Basilissa’ and
‘Mandane’, which acts as a literary parallel to the double naming of the martyr, a feature absent from the
Armenian version. The Metaphrastic and the Armenian also distinctly diverge in their interpretation of the
rank of Eudoxios, who is promoted in the Armenian (and the pre-Metaphrastic Greek) but demoted in the

Metaphrastic:

108 This theologoumenon is not present in the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version, and is susbquently not present in
the Armenian translation, giving further grounds to assume that the Armenian version is based on the pre-
Metaphrastic Greek text. It is also a nice reflection of the types of interventions and alterations which were made to
the text by Metaphrastes in the tenth century.
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Metaphrastic: And mpyuknpiov 8 v diav, fig dit 1oV gig Xpiotov noéfov dmeniapévoc, 8v i
TOV Kopntov VrePPaotn:

Metaphrastic: Having been removed from the dignity of the office of the Primikérios on account of
his love for Christ, he was demoted to the office of Kowsés.

BnF, Arménien 178: (Ip tp h nuuk Mphdtijhiowgh, np wuumnitigur b Ynduniptiub
hohawtimptiwdp...

BnF, Arménien 178: Who, from the office of the Primikeérios was honoured with the authority of the
Kowees. ..

Strikingly, the differences between the Armenian and Metaphrastic text are features which are
frequently characterised as standard points of divergence between pre-Metaphrastic and Metaphrastic
Greek versions. Echoing the foundational study of Zilliacus’ characterisation of Metaphrastic texts, Alwis,
Hinterberger, and Schiffer have reiterated that comparison between versions of a text attributed to Symeon
Metaphrastes and its pre-Metaphrastic antecedent reveal a conspicuous difference in their narrative mode,
whereby ‘indirect speech frequently replaces direct speech or the latter is summarised in the form of a
narration’.!® In her detailed study on the process of hagiographical metaphrasis, Franco has elaborated on
certain ‘typical’ features of Symeon’s metaphrasis which include the amplification of certain passages and, at
the same time, the shortening or omitting of others, often limiting the use of dialogues and direct speech.
Franco suggests that the condensing of sections of the pre-Metaphrastic textual model likely functioned to
avoid unnecessary repetition, whilst elaboration served a rhetorical and edifying function in the narrative;
both interpretations appear to ring true when comparing the Armenian and Metaphrastic texts. !0 These
are by no means uniform rules, but they do help to contextualise the evident differences between the
Armenian and Greek Metaphrastic versions of the Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios.
These differences are such that we are left to conclude that the Greek model used by the translator of the
Armenian Martyrdon in 1092 was not the version of the text authored by Symeon Metaphrastes. Rather, the
differences between the Armenian and Metaphrastic versions appeat to closely follow common features

which generally demarcate a Metaphrastic text from its pre-Metaphrastic Greek predecessor.

Pre-Metaphrastic Greek

The differences which separate the version of the Armenian Martyrdom preserved by BnF, Arm. 178 from
the Metaphrastic version align the Armenian translation far more closely with a Greek model typical of the

pre-Metaphrastic tradition. Comparison between the Armenian text and the pre-Metaphrastic Greek

109 H. Zilliacus, “Zur stilistischen Umarbeitungstechnik des Symeon Metaphastes,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 38
(1938): 333-349., Alwis, Hinterberger, Schiffer., “Introduction”.

10T, Franco, “Observations on the Methods of Metaphrastic Rewriting: The Case of the Passio of St James (BHG
773),” in Metaphrasis in Byzantine Literature, ed. A. P. Alwis, M. Hinterberger, E. Schiffer (Brepols, 2021), 77; E. Peyr
(Schiffer), “Zur Umarbeitung rhetorischer Texte durch Symeon Metaphrastes,” Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik
42 (1992): 143-55.
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version as it is preserved in the palimpsest of Paris suppl. gr. 1002 accordingly reveals that these versions
not only share the same differences between their respective text and the Metaphrastic version, but, more
crucially, share a very close textual correspondence with one another. The following argument is not to
suggest that the version of the Armenian Martyrdom preserved by BnF, Arm. 178 was directly based on the
text preserved in Paris suppl. gr. 1002, but rather to highlight similarities which demonstrate that the Greek
model used by the translator of the Armenian Martyrdom was a pre-Metaphrastic version belonging to the
same tradition as the version in Patis suppl. gr. 1002 in circulation by the early tenth century.

When compared, the Armenian and pre-Metaphrastic texts show direct or near to direct structural
and lexical correspondence throughout. The following examples are illustrative of the subtle but variant
levels of proximity between the two texts. We find instances of near univocal lexical and syntactical

correspondence:

Pre-Metaphrastic: koi (and) idwv (having seen) &1t (that) omovdnv (haste) eiyov (they had)
{ntodvreg (seeking) avtov (him), éAOav (having gone) €v (in) 1® oikg (the house) avtod (his)
fAo&ev (he changed) tov yu®va (the clothing/attire) avtod (his), koi (and) mepBoAlopevoC
(putting on) ipdriov (clothing) oiktpov (pitiful) RA0ev (he went) &v (to) tome Twvi (a place).

Pre-Metaphrastic: And having seen that they were seeking him with haste, he went into his house and
changed his attire, and putting on pitiful clothing he went to that place.

BnF, Arménien 178: Gi (and) nnkiukw (having seen) qh (that) thnipwlwljh (hastily) jainptht
(they sought) quwa (him), kljiw) (having gone) h (in) nnntl (the house) hip (his) ki (and) thnjubwy
(he changed) qhwuntpdu (clothing/attire) hip (his) ti (and) qglgut (he put on) hwunkpd
(clothing) wnpwwnh (pitful) ki (and) Elkw) (he went) h (to) nkinh (a place)...

BnF, Arménien 178: And having seen that they were seeking him with haste, he went into his house
and changed his attire, and putting on pitiful clothing and he went to the place...

This is also the case in narrative unit IV:

Pre-Metaphrastic: O xoung (The Komés) ginev (said): 10ig tpicv (to the three) pe (me) énétpeyog
(you ordered) Bvewv (to sacrifice) obtwg (in this way), kal (and so) 0vw® (I sacrifice) T [Matpi (to the
father) xai (and) T® Yi® (the Son) kol t® Ayim I[Tvedpott (and the Holy Spirit), T 6poovsie (the
consubstantial) Tp1aot (Trinity).

Pre-Metaphrastic: The Kowes said, "You ordered me to sactifice in this way to three, and so 1 sacrifice
to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, the consubstantial Trinity."

BnF, Arménien 178: inuu (The Komés) wuk (said) kph’g (to three) hpudwkghp (you ordered)

hwiwwnw ! (to confess) uyiygku (in this way) ki (and (so) Eu hmiwwnwd (I confess) h huyn (to

111 Notably the Armenian translator chose to switch to hwiitunnwy (confess) rather than continue using qnhby
(sacrifice), which is deployed in the lines prior and better reflects the meaning of 6bw. Perhaps the Armenian translator
was attempting to distance the Armenian text from issues surrounding orthopraxy, specifically as a rejection of the
Armenian Miaphysite practice of dunwin. If so, this could be a vety subtle indicator of the confessional identity of
the translator: an Armenian Chalcedonian.
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the father) ki (and) jnpnh (to the Son) kL h unipp hnghti (And to the Holy Spirit): jippnpnniphiut
(the Trinity) mbpwdwikih (undivided):!1?

BnF, Arménien 178: The Komeés said, “You ordered me to confess in this way to three, and so I confess
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the undivided trinity.”
The majority of cases show close correspondence between syntactical units in the Greek and Armenian
versions but exhibit minor variation to one lexical unit. This is the case in narrative unit I, where the
Armenian version introduces us to the accusers in the plural, and the Greek version introduces an accuser

in the singular:

Pre-Metaphrastic: Eicfij\0¢ (came) odv kotfyopog (an accuser) mpdg (to) Tov Tyeudvo. (the
Governor ) epi (concerning) Eddo&iov (Eudoxios) tod kai (who is also) Maptovod (Marianos).

Pre-Metaphrastic: An accuser came before the Governor concerning Eudoxios who is also Marianos.

BnF, Arménien 178: Gljtw (came) wipp (men) ndwlip (certain) swpwjuwiuniphtt (accusation)
wn (to) hpjuwtl (the Governor ) Uwwnniguithti (offering) Juut (concerning) Uwphtnuh
(Marianos) np (who) Giynpuhnuli (Eudoxios) nstguit (he is called).

BnF, Arménien 178: Certain accusers came before the Governor concerning Marianos who is also
Eudoxios.

We also see an inversion of the order of the names of Eudoxios, though elsewhere in the Greek Paris suppl.
gt. 1002 follows the Maptovdv, 10v nal E086Eov formula. These are very subtle alterations, and only on
one occasion do these instances of lexical difference contribute to an entirely different meaning. In section
I, we encounter the replacement of Oup®dvog (courtyard) with (hkwunll (mountain) in the Armenian which
places Eudoxios in a very different context as he observes the arrival of the envoys. We might account for
this as a scribal error during the translation of the manuscript from Greek into Armenian and from that
Armenian archetype to the copy made in BaF, Arm. 178. Perhaps Ovp®voc was misread as dpog and
subsequently translated into Armenian as mountain in 1092, or perhaps the Armenian archetype had

rendered Oup@®vog as nint (door or doorway) in 1092 and the copyist of BnF, Arm. 178 mis-transcribed

this as [kwunl. Given the lack of any mention of mountainous landscapes in either of the surviving Greek
or the Armenian version of the Martyrdom - in fact both texts stress the fact that Eudoxios lived in a plain-
it seems likely that the appearance of the word mountain is the result of a scribal error rather than the

underlying Greek model containing the word 8pog instead of Ovp@voc.

112 The translation of 6poobotog (consubstantial) as mipudwtitijh (undivided), certainly reflects an alteration of
language which is rooted in a transition from a pre-Chalcedon/post-Nicean compositional context for the original
pre-Metaphrastic Greek version, to a post Chalcedon context for the Armenian translation which deploys
Chalcedonian rooted terminology. This change, however, does not tell us anything concrete about the confessional
identity of the translators in and of itself.
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In certain instances, we find structural and lexical concordance, but with a singular lexical omission
or alteration in the Armenian text. For example at the close of unit III, when Eudoxios is led away by the
envoys sent by the Governor , we find that the Armenian version describes him as ‘sitting upon his horse’
but adopts the double adjectival description of his clothing as ‘tine and bright’, whereas the Greek version
has Eudoxios sitting upon a ‘bright” horse, but only uses the adjective Aapnpv to desctibe his clothing. It
appears that either the Greek archetype did not have an adjectival description of the horse, or more likely, that

in the process of translation this verb was reassigned to the description of his clothing.

Pre-Metaphrastic: Kaficavtog (sitting) €ni (upon) Aapmpov (bright) inmov (horse) kai (and) £601jta
(clothing) Aapmpav (bright) évdvcauévov (dressed)...

Pre-Metaphrastic: Sitting upon a bright horse and dressed in fine clothing...

BnF, Arménien 178: Luwnbwy (sitting) h ykpuy (upon) iphywpht (horse) hipny: (his) ki (and)
qqtigtiw (dressed) qgtiunnu (clothing) wmquhtu (fine) Lt (and) yuydwnu (bright)...

BnF, Arménien 178: Sitting upon his horse and dressed in fine and bright clothing...

We also find another example when Eudoxios and the Governor meet in unit I'V. In the pre-Metaphrastic
Greek version, Eudoxios is hailed as the ‘glorious and renowned Kozés’, whilst in the Armenian he is simply
the ‘glorious Komeés'. In certain cases, the opposite phenomenon is found, whereby the Armenian text
exhibits short additions which are not present in the Greek version preserved by Paris suppl. gr. 1002. In
unit I, when the Governor orders the envoys to search for and seize Eudoxios, the Armenian version adds
the instruction that ‘upon finding him, bring him to the court of judgement’. This is also the case in narrative
unit III where the Armenian has Eudoxios instructing his wife to gather his head and blood in a ‘fine
pouch’, dropping the adjective woolen which is found in the Greek.

There is only one occasion when a major textual addition in the Armenian text not found in the
Greek version preserved by Patis suppl. gr. 1002 significantly alters the narrative: in narrative unit 111, the
Armenian text includes a short exhortation addressed by Eudoxios to his wife ‘ny §ht nni thnfutiing td
tiu h uinnh Gr jubguinp Jhhwg wumh h Wubebiwnp b jurhntbwub Jhwbub G wy) ny Gia
wtiuwbitiing tiu ghu h dwpdh wunm’ (Oh wife, you transformed me from this vain and sinful life to a
perpetual and eternal life, but you will no longer see me in corporeal form). This appears as quite an
uncharacteristic intervention in the schema of the Armenian translation, but whether this reflects the agency
of the translator in adding this passage or simply that the Greek model used by the translator included this
edifying section where Paris suppl. gr. 1002 did not is unclear.

Viewed solely on the lexical level, comparison between these two textual witnesses reveals varying
levels of concordance, but examples which consistently indicate the proximity of the Armenian version to

the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version of the Martyrdom. The Greek terms mppurijoros and xdune were
transliterated directly into Armenian where they are found in the pre-Metaphrastic narrative as ynhukljhn

and Ynuu respectively. We also find consistent patterns of terminological translation, for example Baothedg
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is always rendered as huptwljuy, but adtoxpatwe as puquinp, though we might have expected to find
these terms the other way around. We witness cases where the Armenian text shows consistency by always

rendering Goywv as hpfjuwll in sections I and IV, but also variety in word-choice for a term which is
otherwise consistent in the Greek, for example the translation of the term fjyepv as pptwinp, hojuwt
and more commonly juuinuninp. The choice of the three terms in Armenian does indicate an interpretation

of the judicial and leadership role which is suggested through the otherwise broad use of the term Tfjyepmv
in the pre-Metaphrastic Greek textual model and cleatly reflects an attempt to express several equivalents
in the Armenian. A very significant point of concordance is the identification of the location of Eudoxios
as Kovtoxodwy in the pre-Metaphrastic Greek and Uniuyyuinhwy in the Armenian, a toponym which is
absent in the Metaphrastic version.!!3 Although this does not represent a direct transliteration, the
transmission of which is obscured to us in the absence of any other pre-Metaphrastic examples, the fact
that this name is not present in the Metaphrastic Greek text and present in closely related forms in both in
BnF, Arm. 178 and Paris suppl. gr. 1002 is further indicative of the close textual relationship between the
Armenian and pre-Metaphrastic versions of the Martyrdom.

Textual comparison between the texts preserved by Paris suppl. gr. 1002 and BnF, Arm. 178 reveals
a very close structural and lexical concordance. Whilst the Armenian version preserved by BnF, Arm. 178
was not directly based on the Greek version preserved in Paris suppl. gr. 1002, as is evidenced by several,
often subtle, divergent features, their textual similarities demonstrate that the Greek model used by the
original translator of the Armenian version of the Martyrdon of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios
in 1092 was certainly based on a Greek model drawn from a pre-Metaphrastic menologion, proximate to a
version of the text surviving in the early tenth-century manuscript of Paris suppl. gr. 1002.

On its own terms, this conclusion provides the first detailed insight into the Greek model used in
the creation the Armenian Martyrdom. Due to the damage sustained to the only surviving witness to the pre-
Metaphrastic Greek version, and in the absence of further spectral imaging which might reveal more of the
scraped sections which once comprised the Martyrdom, the Armenian version preserved in BnF, Arm. 178,
based very closely as it is on a pre-Metaphrastic Greek model, is, at present, the only way of accessing a full
pre-Metaphrastic Greek version of the Martyrdom. 1t provides a basis to access the original pre-Metaphrastic
Greek text and to provide new insights into how the Greek Martyrdom was rewritten by Metaphrastes in the
tenth century through a more in-depth philological study. From the present analysis alone, it is particularly
significant that the Armenian version translated in 1092 retains the combination of the martyrdom of Saint

Romylos and the martyrdoms of Saints Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios as a single narrative. This suggests

113 Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 52. Astruc speculated that the plain mentioned in the Martyrdom was in the
vicinity of the fortified town: Kovrduog mentioned in Skylitzes: loannis Scylitzae synopsis bistoriarum, Corpus Fontinm
Historiae Byzantinae. Series Berolinensis 5 ed. ]. Thurn (De Gruyter, 1973), 137. This town is implicitly described as near
Melitene by Skylitzes. Encountering a plain in the vicinity of Melitene called ‘of Koutakios” in the Martyrdom does
indeed seem to indicate this toponymic relationship. The slight alteration of the name as it travelled from Greek into
Armenian is not particularly noteworthy, but such a change could signal a local reflection of the name of plain in

Armenian as it was known to the translator working in Melitene in 1092.
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that the pre-Metaphrastic Greek model used by the Armenian translator in 1092 originally comprised both
and this evidence dispels Astruc’s speculation that the unification of these two narratives should be
attributed to the rewriting of Symeon Metaphrastes.!!4

Beyond the possibility of using the Armenian translation to better understand the pre-Metaphrastic
version of the Greek text and its relationship with its Metaphrastic successor,!> a task which lies beyond
the scope of the present study, the proximity of the Armenian text with the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version
offers a foundational understanding of the process of production of the Armenian Martyrdom in its original
eleventh-century context as it is described in the colophon. It tells us something of the priorities, available
models, processes of selection, and technique behind the act of translation recorded by the anonymous

scribe.
Identifying the Sponsor: Discounting Grigor Vkayasér

With the knowledge of its underlying Greek model and a deeper understanding of the modality by which it
was rendered into Armenian by the anonymous translator, we now move to the question of sponsorship.
Who was responsible for commissioning the translation of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in Melitene in 1092?

Viewed within the framework of scholarly approaches to the production of Armenian hagiography
in the eleventh century, it is immediately tempting to suggest that the impetus and initiative to translate the
Martyrdoms into Armenian lies within the translation programme of the Armenian Catholicos Grigor II and
was the product of his attempts to enrich the liturgical basis of the Armenian Miaphysite Church by means
of the avid translation activity which characterised his tenure as leader of the Armenian Miaphysite Church
from 1065 until 1105. The prolific nature of Grigot’s textual production and the greater cultural capital
afforded to texts produced within his Armenian Miaphysite milieu by secondary literature in the field of
Armenian studies is such that Vkayasér tends to overshadow and dominate discussions of Armenian
translation activities during the eleventh century and particularly between 1077 and 1105 when he was

engaged in his peak period of translation activity.!

114 C. Papavarnavas, “The Secret that Led Them to Martyrdom: The Role Swap between a Christian Reader and a
Pagan Flute Player” (forthcoming).

115 Notably, the Armenian Martyrdom (see Ch.4) still retains three different dates within the text: Romylos 4t
September; Eudoxios, Zenon, and their 1104 soldiers 6t September; and Makarios 13 September. These individual
dates clearly speak to an eatlier memory in which these saints were celebrated separately, perhaps in late-Antiquity,
and likely speak to the local traditions of the city of Melitene. This was an element which the Armenian text took from
the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version of the text. Though the pre-Metaphrastic version of the Martyrdom combined
these saints in one narrative and, as the tenth-century Greek menologion (Paris suppl. gr. 1002.) illustrates, they were
celebrated under the singular date of the 6™ September in Constantinopolitan liturgical manuscripts by the eatly tenth
century, the pre-Metaphrastic Greek version retained multiple dates within its narrative. These multiple dates were
entirely removed from the narrative by Symeon Metaphrastes in the late tenth century when he came to rework the
text, retaining only a single date within the narrative: 6™ Septembet. So, whilst Metaphrastes was not responsible for
combining these narratives together, nor for dictating that they be celebrated collectively on the 6% September, we
can see how he cleaned the contents of the text of any mentions of eatlier separate commemoration dates.

116 Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” 312.
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A precise set of parameters for the classification of works belonging to the translation programme
of Vkayaseér still remains a major desideratum and it has been something of a common practice to attribute
any hagiographical, patristic, or homiletic work translated into Armenian to the Catholicos Grigor I1. Such
traditional attributions reflect a tendency within the field of Armenian studies, as Findakyan points out, to
connect the approximate period of the emergence or introduction of a given text in the Armenian tradition
with certain popular historical Armenian authors within the Miaphysite tradition at any given particular
historical juncture.!'” Such a tendency in the case of Grigor Vkayasér can be traced back to the foundational
studies of the Mekhitarist fathers in Venice and Vienna during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
By way of example, in his study of 1914: Material for the study of Armenian Martyrdom: (Ghiplpn <wy
Jjuwywpwiniptiwd Munidbwuhpniptiwd <undwp), Father Nerses Akinian attributed the Armenian
Life of Aberkios to Grigor on the following terms: 'Die Zeit und der Name des Ubersetzers der Vita sind
nicht angegeben (vielleicht war am Schluss des Textes davon die Rede, wovon uns aber nichts aufbewahrt
ist). Aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach stammt die Ubersetzung aus der Wende des 11 Jahr-hunderts, aus der
Zeit, als Katholikos Gregor sich in Konstantinopel mit martyrologischen Ubersetzungen beschiftigte.'!18
Despite thete being no definite name or date attached to the translation, the immediate instinct of Akinean
was to draw a connection between this translation and Vkayasér.

So it follows that by virtue of the fact that the precise date given by the colophon of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios coincides with the period of Grigor Vkayasér’s
activities, scholarship has traditionally attributed the Armenian Martyrdom to Grigor’s sponsorship in this
same fashion as Akinean. A century before Akinean, in 1811, the Armenian Mekhitarist linguist and
lexicographer Mkrtic® Awgerean oversaw the production of the monumental Compendinm of Lives and
Martyrdoms (Lhuijuunnwp upp b yyugwpwbinighil uppng), an attempt to compile a printed edition of
every existing Armenian hagiography.!’” From pages 723 to 726 we find the first printed version of the
Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios. At the end of the text Awgerean, making
note of the date and place of the translation in 1092 contained in the colophon of the manuscript he was
using to create the printed edition, added in the short commentary appended to the text that the Armenian
Martyrdom was produced by Vkayaser himself, without reason or justification. Awgerean himself does not
explicitly state which manuscript(s) in the monastery of San Lazzaro were used in the creation of his edition.
During a period of archival work at the Mekhitarist monastery, 1 was afforded the opportunity to examine
Venice Mekhitarist monastery of San Lazzaro Ms. 17 (V 17), a Cardntir dated to 1224 CE which contains
the Armenian Martyrdom between folios 199r — 202r. Despite considerable interventions in the text by
Awgerean, the number of shared variations between the printed version and V 17 suggest that Awgerean

based much of his edition on this manuscript. Upon further inspection of V 17, I found that the manuscript

117 Findikyan “Armenian Hymns of the Church and the Cross,” 65.

118 N. Akinean, Nawt'er Hay 1 'kayabanut'ean Usumnasirut‘ean Hamar (Material for the study of Armenian Martyrdom)
(Mekhitarist publishing house of Vienna, 1914), 2.

19 M. Awgetean, Liakatar vark" ew vkayabanut ' iwn srboc (Compendium of Lives and Martyrdoms) (Mekhitarist publishing
house of San Lazzaro, Venice, 1810).
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preserves only half of the original colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom, with the folio containing the
second half missing. When the time came to use the manuscript for his compendium, Awgerean would
have found the following at the end of the Armenian Martyrdom:

(Fupgiubtigud wuwmdniphiip uppng Yyjuyhgu h jnibwptth gpng h hwy pwppun, h

duwypupunuwpht <wyng, np Ynsh Utjtimbith, h pniwuiithu <uyng hhtig hwphip b punwunit b
uty (1092), poy... 120

The accounts of these holy martyrs were translated from Greek writing into the Armenian language, in
the mother city of the Armenians, which is called Melitene, in the Armenian era five-hundred and forty
one (1092)...121

Without any knowledge of the full colophon, Awgerean presumably surmised that the missing portion must
have recorded the name of Grigor Vkayaser based on the dating of the translation given by the first half of
the colophon. This may offer a possible explanation for his otherwise inexplicable insertion of Vkayaset’s
authorship into the short commentary appended to the print version of the Armenian Martyrdom and this
manuscript deficiency may also explain why the colophon was never printed with the text despite its value
for compositional context. In any case, we find here again evidence of a scholarly impulse to attribute an
eleventh-century Armenian hagiographical translation to Vkayasér, purely based on supposition. It is this
supposition which is itself the root of subsequent scholarly interpretations attributing the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios to the Catholicos Grigor 11 and it has proven
remarkably durable. Up until the 1970’s studies such as Covakan’s 1967 work devoted to the hagiographical

translations of Vkayasér, Grigor 1kayasér and the Translations of the Lives of Saints (Inhgnp djuyuukp b

pupguutmphiip Jupnig uppng), included the Armenian Martyrdom in the definitive lists of texts
attributed to the activities Catholicos Grigor 11.122

By the end of the 1980’s, it is possible to detect a change in direction against the traditional Vkayasér
attribution with the publication of the colophon, based on a witness to the Armenian Martyrdom preserved
in Matenadaran Ms. 6196, by Aratses Mat ' evosyan in his Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 5% — 12 Century
(Zuytipku QEpwgpbiph Zhpwnwlupuwbp G-d8 ). Mat evosyan cleatly considered the lack of any
mention of Vkayasér in the colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and
Makarios enough to bring into doubt any possible connection between the Armenian Catholicos and the
translation and chose not to indicate any relationship between the two.'?? In the most recent and long
overdue article devoted to the activities of the Catholicos Grigor 11, The Translation Movement Initiated by
Girgor 1l Vkayaser (phgnp £. djuguutinh twhuwatinimd pupgiwbwlub Jwpdnidp), David

Gevorgyan has provided his own up-to-date list of compositions translated by Vkayaser:'2+

120 Venice, Mekhitarist Monastery of San Lazzaro ms. 17, f. 202r.

121 Thid., trans. I.. Read.

122 N. Covakan, “Grigor Vkayasér ew t'argmanut iwnk’ varuc’ stboc'(I"kayasér and the Translations of the Lives of
Saints),” Sion 9-10 (1967): 430-432.

125 A. Mat‘evosyan, Hayeren Jeragreri Hisatakaranner 5—12 dd (Colophons of Armenian Manuscripts, 5% — 12 Century)
(Haykakan SSH Gitut ‘yunneri Akademiayi Hratarakc utyun, 1988), No. 136.

124 Gevorgyan, “Grigor II Vkayaseri Naxajefnac T argmanakan,” 101-102. (translated into English).
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Work Source Language Author Year of Translation

Commentary on the Acts of the Greek John Chrysostom 1077
Apostles
Martyrdom of Saint Stephen, Latin 1100

Bishop of Rome
The Life of Ephrem the Syrian Syriac 1101

Encomium on the beheading of - Ephrem the Syrian 1101
John the Baptist

Canon on the observation of - Ephrem the Syrian 1101

Maundy Thursday

The Martyrdom of  Saint Latin 1101

Laurentius

Encomium to Saint Gregory the Greek 1101

Illuminator

Life of Saint John Chrysostom Greek Ps. George of 1101-1102
Alexandria

Life of Saint Gregory of Greek 1101

Nazianzus

Martyrdom of Saint George Greek 1101

Martyrdom of Saint Paraskevi Latin 1103

Martyrdom of Saints Eulampius Greek 1103

and Bulampia

Martyrdom of Saints Barabara Greek 1103

and Juliana

Martyrdom of Saint Mamas Greek 1103

Commentary on the Gospel of Greek John Chrysostom 1105-1110

John (posthumously
completed)

Evidently sharing the same doubts as Mat evosyan, Gevorgyan opted not to include the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in this list. Instead, his system of classification is
based strictly on those translations which implicitly bear the name of Grigor Vkayasér, who, when
commemorating the translation of these compositions in their colophons referred to himself as the author

and the year in which he carried out his work. In the last three decades it is evident that scholarship has
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gradually moved away from the traditional presumptions which once linked the Catholicos Grigor II to the
translation of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in 1092 and is, in
general, far more cautious to draw such connections without clear evidence of authorship.

Whilst a lack of any authorial identification in the colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom: of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios in 1092 certainly brings the notion of Vkayasér’s sponsorship into
doubt, I would argue that we can go further and definitively dispel any connection between the Catholicos
Grigor I1 and the Armenian Martyrdom on the basis the method of translation which rendered the text from
Greek into Armenian.

The colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom records the very precise process through which a translator
was employed to render the colophon from Greek into Armenian on behalf of the anonymous sponsor,
and comparison between the Armenian translation and its pre-Metaphrastic Greek model reveal a highly
proximate product in terms of structure, lexical content, and syntax. It is this process and the product that
it produced which lacks the specific and very striking hall marks that defined compositions produced within
the translation programme of Vkayaser, outlined by Grigor himself in the colophons attached to these
translations and recently summarised by Gevorgyan in his 2022 study.'?> As Gevorgyan elucidates, Vkayasér
employed a two-step translation process: he would first work directly with a bi-lingual translator to provide
a first translation of the text from its original source language into Armenian. This draft would then be
taken by Grigor to his monastic complex at Paflah on the Black Mountain and given to one of his
collaborators and students to adjust and edit the Armenian draft. This dual process of translation and then
rewriting is described in several colophons attached to Vkayaser’s works, perhaps best in his translation of
The Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles by Jobn Chrysostoms made in 1077 (Yerevan, Matenadaran, Ms. 1315,
ff. 452tv):

Bwdh ytg hwqupbtpnpnh hhoghwphipnpph wowetipnpnh wpwipwdng  wpuwphh W h
hwquptipnpnh tipwbwubtipnpnh tupbtpnpnh (1077) Jabwpupht dbpny qupuntiudb, L pun
fonupnyuyhtt pniny <wyjuquiigu hhighwphipnpnh puwbdiipnpnh hhoigipnpnh (1076/7): b
puquinpniptubl Uhpuybh “nijh, b b wuumphwpgnipbub Unqduyh tpupbwyh, Gu
Qnhgnphu, npnh Sphgnph Nuwjhuniling, nmopinpbudp dGdht Wumnidny wpdwbwgtiug
wpnnwg hwing@ hiny uppnyt Gphgnph: 61 pun Jjupwewnbtiu mbutwd uppnyt Uwhwuy, h
uwumlugtivy upny Ughrpugingt hwquoéwbwip hwuh b wuwydwoupth juywbiu uppnyl
Ununwbnphwinup b dtdun pnadwdp hwygtiv qup  qutibswhu  jnpnibg:  qgtipuwhpup)
dtijniphih gnpong wnwpbingh Wkdhtt 8nyhwbbm Nuiytiptipwih nmuuninp L ngbpwh
Jupnuytimmptudp: 6i hwinhytuy hdnwgnyh hobonphtt Yhipuynuh jnibwui o
huyuyubt niuduwdiph ywhptwgbuw b wnwmwatinh yupgtwp, bt pupgiwity qutisuhu
nqiny hing: GL phljutiug upmughp npupinptudp hpplc quoupnwijut twpoudwpgupkhi, W
Uhowr mwdwhdundip hwnmbtiuy ghwdwmwpudt Lhphw b Quhwub dngnyli: futwdwirp <nginjlt
hwuh h pudhtn Utiduy, h umnpnunu Snpnuh, h hptipnwjupbwy juywpwb uppngb: G qup wbn
ghngtipptinph ghwnbwlwid Yhpwlnu, npnh hd pun hnging b wpwtipm kS ghmbwubht
QEnpqbiwy thnfjuwmbinpnhb dtip: Gr unpu judwupuijuib dnwrp wpuunniphrd qubdunip wntuyg
puun wnwnwnnip hnginyt upgtivwgh, Ytipunht wipdwpdtiug gunppugtiug putiu hntimnph,

125 Gevotgyan, “Grigor II Vkayaseri Naxajefnac T argmanakan,” 109-111.
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Jnubtwytyny h nhipuynipu b jupdupuyuibu dtpnht wgght: Upn dunetid quititutwb npp
hwtinhwyhp wyud hnghwpninu yuwmgudhu, jhot ghd wnunyniehiriiu b Stp upnmh dnwp pon
udht b quzfuwnnnu b udw, b gpby qthnpp jhwnwlu phin udhb gpng jnpdwd gpkughp , b dh
wuwljuubgniguiti; 2h W qabkq gpliugt Stp h ghpd Yhbwg juppawphhtt Yeinubtwg, np &
tinhgh wiph@ti junhnbwbu juhntbhg: 120

In the six thousandth five hundredth and first year of the creation of the world and in the one
thousandth and seventy seventh since the coming of our Saviour (1077), and according to the
Haykazan era of Xostov, the five hundredth and twenty fifth (1076/7), in the Kingship of Michael
Doukas, in the Patriarchate of Kozmas, believer in two natures, I Grigor, son of Grigor Pahlavuni,
though the great mercy of God, being worthy of the thrones of my forefather Saint Grigor, and
according to the foresight of Saint Sahak, from the severity of the sword of the Skiwtats, with
troubles, I reached the brightly made station of Saint Constantine and, with great willing
supplication, I found the much coveted [work], the wonderful commentary on the Acts of the
Apostles by the great John Chrysostom with enlightening and life sustaining teaching. And meeting
the learned rhetorician Kiwrakos, expertly studious in Greek and Armenian and with abundant
generosity, 1 gave to translate the desires of my soul and he accepted with heartfelt joy like the
tablets of the first prophet. With great toil I crossed the very extended Libya and the depths of Asia
through the care of the Spirit I reached the portion of Sem, at the foot of Toros, to the angelic
station of saints, and I found there the spiritual scholar Kirakos, my son through faith and pupil of
the great scholar Georg - our successor. And through his willing mind he undertook the work
personally according to the generosity and munificence of [his] soul, again he renewed the corrupted
words of the orator, altering [it] in order that it be compliant and suitable for our people. Now 1
pray, all of you who chance upon this spiritual message, remember my destitute state before the
lord with heartfelt judgement, and the same for the workers, write a small memory through that
same writing when you write, do not diminish that which the Lord has written to you in the book
of life in the land of the living, which is to be blessed forever and ever.!?’

The colophon tells us that Grigor Vkayasér travelled first to Constantinople expressly to locate a copy of
Chrysostom’s Commentary on the Acts and commission a translation of the text. This draft translation was
then brought to the monastery of Paflah on the Black Mountain to have the register of the Armenian
adjusted by one of his pupils, Kirakos.

Naturally this process detailed in several of the colophons attached to the Vkayasér school begs
the question of the relationship of those translations to the Greek models upon which they were based.
Vkayaser’s translation of the Commentary on the Acts has drawn the most scholarly attention in this regard,
being the only of Grigor’s extant works to be subject to a full granular textual comparison with its Greek
model. Conclusions as to the product of this two-step translation process, however, have varied from
characterising his translation as a distinct and divergent rendering of the Greek, to arguments suggesting
the translation to be a more faithful representation of the model from which it was taken. In his 1952
study surrounding Vkayasét’s pupil and collaborator Kirakos, mentioned in the above colophon, Nerses

Akinean characterised Vkayasér’s translation and rewriting as a distortion of the Greek original which

126 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 1315, ff. 452r — 452v.

(Mat ‘evosyan, Hisatakaranner, No. 129)
127 Tbid., trans. L. Read.
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would be unavoidable in the process of adjusting and altering the Armenian text after it had been initially
translated, leaving a highly divergent product.!?® Ter-Petrosyan largely echoes this conclusion in his 1992
monograph Ancient Armenian Translations (Zw) Zht Lupguuimlut Fpuljwiniphill), where he
describes Vkayasér’s translation technique as producing translations which vary considerably from the
original texts and can be considered “free translations”.'? More recently, however, the two studies of Rose
Varteni Chétanian, La version arménienne ancienne des Homiélies sur les Actes des Apétres de Jean Chrysostome and
Les citations scripturaires dans la version arménienne du X1 siecle de quatre homélies de jean chrysostome sur les actes des
apdtres, have brought a greater level of granularity to the analysis of the relationship between Vkayasér’s
translation of the Commentary on the Acts and its Greek model. In her most recent work, Les citations
seripturaires, Chétanian conducted a detailed analysis of the translation of scriptural quotations in Vkayasér’s
translation through a comparison with both the Greek version of the Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles
by John Chrysostom, as well as both the Greek and Armenian (5™ century) version of the Acss of the Aposties.
Though much of Chétanian’s conclusions are channelled toward stressing the benefits of viewing later
medieval translations on their own terms rather than through the lens of the so called “Golden Age” of
Armenian translation in the fifth century, she highlights the varied proximities of Vkayasér’s translated
and reworked text to its Greek original, stressing complete divergence in certain places, whereby Vkayasér
and his collaborators inserted and amended Biblical quotations in Greek to resemble the fifth century
Armenian translation of the Acts of the Apostles, to rendering other quotations derived from the Old
Testament verbatim to Chrysostom’s original.’® Chétanian concludes that Vkayasét’s translation
technique produced a text which, deviating considerably in places, attempted to remain broadly faithful to
the meaning of the original.!3' Sirinian has more recently described the results of Vkayasér’s translation
and rewriting of the Commentary on the Acts as synoptic (hmdwnku), in the sense that its conveys the idea
of any given passage take from the Greek original, though by its nature is not a word for word direct
rendering and draws from multiple other sources in its compilation.'3? Though scholarship is still forming
a more nuanced model for assessing the results of the translation techniques of Grigor Vkayaser, it is
apparent that his translation technique did not produce the type of close proximate product in terms of
structure, lexical arrangement, and syntax that we see in the case of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints

Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios.

128 NI. Akinean, “Kirakos Vardapet Gitnakan (Kirakos, the learned Vardapet),” Handes Amsorya 10-12 (1952): 495.

129 Ter-Petrosyan, Hay Hin T argmanakan Grakanut'ivn, 10., L. Ter-Petrosyan, “P‘otj Hay Hin ew Mijnadatyan
t'argmanakan grakanut'yan patberac'man (An Attempt at Periodizing Ancient and Medieval Armenian Translated
Literature),” Efmiacin, 39 (4) (1982): 45-52., A. Bozoyan “Aylazgi t'argmani¢ ‘nerd hay matenagrut ‘yan mej (Foreign
translators in the Armenian Literature),” Levon Xal'ikyan at 90, Nyut'er matenadarani bimnadir tnoreni cnndyan
innsunamyakin nvirvac mijazgayin gitagotovi (9-11 Hoktemberi 2008) (2010): 277-282.

130 R. V. Chétanian, La version arménienne ancienne des Homiélies sur les “Actes des Apétres” de Jean Chrysostome : Homiélies 1,
II, V11, VIII (Peeters, 2004)., Chétanian, “Les citations scripturaires,”: 321-74.

131 Ibid., 367- 374

132 E. Sirinyan, “Surbgrayin naxakrt'ut'yunners hay matenagrut'yan mej (Scriptural precedents in Armenian
Literature),” Ejmiacin, 79 (1) (2022): 41-44.
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Strikingly however there have been no studies to date which undertake this type of textual
comparison for Vkayasér’s hagiographical and martyrological translations: his most prolifically translated
genre of literature. As Gevorgyan has argued in his 2022 article summarising the colophons of several of
these hagiographical translations, whilst the colophon tells us that Grigor and his collaborators also applied
the same aforementioned two-step translation method to his many hagiographical translations, further
textual study is required to gain a full understanding of the proximity of these products from their source
model. As the following case study briefly illustrates, it is these hagiographical translations which, 1 would
argue, can yield the most fertile evidence for a better understanding of the process and outputs of Grigor
and his translation team and better define what makes a “Vkayasér translation”.

In 1101/1102 the Catholicos Grigor II completed a translation of the Greek Life of Saint John

Chrysostom by ps. George of Alexandria in the monastery of Parlah:

Swih hwquptpnpnh hwpphipipnpnp Qunmwodny dtipny i Stwnd Shuniuh Lphuwmnup
quunbtwdb tr h hhig hwppiptpnpnh jhudtpnpnp dtpnid pnoujuitingptwbtu b junpeh Gt h
wnmwubtipnpnh puquinpniptiut Undhtnuh Wikpuh... 6L wyw h junwewuwgtiug wdn hwuwp
hunipp (twnbb, gnp Utiweh Ynstit, h dtp utithhwub yqupgtiowlwb titntighpt jnijan@ unipp,
qnp punm wunph puppwn Nunjuwhng §nsh, np pupgiwbh Apuun Gunmnidng: G wbn jeptunch
tir h yig wdh dtipny wpnnujunipbwbiu pupgdwitgh qupu 6qbniptiwi Wtd W upwistih
wnbil Qunnidny Snyhwbbnt Nuijtipipuih Ununmwbniniyuwiuh huypuwybtinh, h atnd wnb
uhny, npnid wbnih Ep @Gknthhunt, wgqui jnji: 61 wyw Gwne Jhpunht wpdwpdl) quu h
nwpuwpwb b jurnwpuwdawy@t pughg b punhg wnwghtt pupgiwbtiniptwdb, pun ptipnpnnugh
hiwumhg, dhwpwp mnntiny h atintt Qwptinuh pwhwbtwyh, np ubtiug b Jupdbuy tp pon dtpng
Ghnwdp. 133

‘In the one-thousandth, one-hundredth, and second year of the coming of our God and Lord Jesus
Christ and in the five-hundredth and fiftieth of our era and in the seventeenth of the rule of Alexios
Komnenos... We reached the Holy Mountain, that they call “Black”, to our Churches, our specially
accorded property, in the holy monastery, which according to the Syriac language is called Parlah, which
translates as “Garden of God” and in that place, in the 37t year of our occupancy, I translated the life
of the great ascetic and wonderous man of God, John Chrysostom, Bishop of Constantinople, by the
hand of one man, who was named T’€op‘isté, Greek by race. And then I gave this to renew afresh the
foreign verbs and terms of the first translation according to the grammatical meaning, through a line-
by-line arrangement, to the hand of Matthew the Priest, who was nurtured and trained by our hand.!3*

The colophon informs us of the familiar two-step process: a draft was first rendered by the translator
T’eop‘isté and then given to Matthew the Priest, a member of Vkayasér’s translation school, to adjust and
amend; specifically, to ‘renew afresh the foreign verbs and terms of the first translation.” However, a close
textual analysis between the final Armenian product and its source text in Greek reveal much more to this

translation technique than the colophon tells us alone.

133 Matevosyan, Hisatakaranner, No. 168.
134 Tbid., trans. L. Read.
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In her recent 2021 study: Rewriting the Life of St Jobn Chrysostom in Tenth-Century Byzantium, Elisabeth
Schiffer carried out an in-depth textual comparison between the Greek Life of John Chrysostom composed by
ps. George of Alexandria in the 7% or early 8t century and four subsequent Greek versions rewritten by
four separate authors in the tenth century: The Life of John Chrysostom by Niketas David the Paphlagonian,
preserved in Thessalonica, Moni Vlatadon MS 4, an eleventh-century mixed Metaphrastic Menologion; The
Life of Jobn Chrysostom by the Anonymus Savilii preserved in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, MS gr. 108;
The Life of John Chrysostom by the Anonymus of Vatopedi, preserved in Mount Athos, Moni Vatopediou MS
73, an eleventh-century Jahrespanegyrikon; and The Li#fe of John Chrysostom rewritten by Symeon
Metaphrastes in his Metaphrastic Menologion at the end of the tenth century.!35 By highlighting the
interdependencies between these Greek versions which speak to a complex and still unresolved manuscript
tradition, and, perhaps more crucially, the idiosyncrasies which are testament to the individual processes
and choices behind each rewritten Greek version, Schiffer offers the reader a wide-ranging impression and
understanding of the development of the Life within the Greek tradition of mwefaphrasis in the century before
Vkayasér undertook his own translation and rewriting of the text.

Taking the idiosyncrasies of each rewritten Greek version into account, a comparison between the
Life rewritten by Symeon Metaphrastes in the tenth century and the Armenian L7 produced by Grigor
Vkayasét’s translation team at the start of the eleventh century reveal some striking, previously unidentified
affinities. The following is a comparison between passages taken from chapters 21 and 27 of Life of Jobn
Chrysostom composed by ps. George of Alexandria, with their equivalent passages in the Metaphrastic rewrite
by Symeon and the Armenian Life by Vkayaser.

Chapter 21 of the Life of John Chrysostom composed by ps. George of Alexandria contains an episode
in which John Chrysostom performs a miracle during a sermon; healing a possessed man afflicted by an

impure spirit:

Ps. George of Alexandrial36

"Ett 100 avtod  Ophodvtog
avtoic  PovAduevog O  BOgdg
amokolvyor Tdoav TV ApeTnv
avtod T0d Ociov, 100V TIg Gvip
EVOYAOVUEVOG DO TVEDNOTOG
axaBaptov sionvéydn év i
ékKnoig kol TopekdAovy TOV
UaKAPLOV TODTOV Ol KOTEYOVTES
avtov  eb&acbor VmEp  avTod

Symeon Metphrastes!3?

"Eti 8¢ 10D dyiov v Mdiotnv
oLVEIPOVTOG d1dayMV Kol T} ¥pLot]
YADTTN Kol HOVGIK] KOAOV TU Kol
®Owov Tepetifovtog, 0D Beod
do&alewv tOv avtod Bepdmovta
BovAopévov, avnp TG ABpdov
axo0dpT® daipovi KATOYOG E€ic
péoov T EKKANnciog €0vtov
elowbel appoév t€ TOD OTOUNTOC
ATOPPED®Y KOl TNV YADTTAV, O
Gcocpov 16gtv, kabieic. Iavrov

Grigor Vkayasér 138

Gudtigun wunniwd  juymbby
upwishijuip  qunuphiniphih
uppy: 2h whw quyp  dh
pwpdtiw ndwbg np kp Gtintiug
Juyun) wynony L ptptwg tinht
wnweh npuw e wnuskht gh
wnopu wpwugt Juul tnpu
nptu  gh  pdoitiugh:  2h
wnwil] uwuwmhl PYykp qbw
pPhiptny qpbinh b qbtqnib
plunhtt wpmwpny  ptpubnh

135 E. Schiffer, “Rewriting the Life of St John Chrysostom in Tenth-Century Byzantium,” in Metaphrasis in Byzantine

Literature, ed. A. P. Alwis, M. Hinterberger, E. Schiffer (Brepols, 2021), 87-107.

136 B, Halkin, Douze récits byzantins sur Saint Jean Chrysostome, Subsidia hagiographica 60, (Société des Bollandistes,

1977), 131-132

137 Schiffer, “Rewriting the L#fe of St John Chrysostom,” 99.
38 Patmnt’ivn varnc’ sk'anteleac’ ew dipnacoc® srboyn Yovhann Oskeberan Hayrapetin Kostandnupolsoy, ed. Sargis
Archbishop of Constantinople (Venice, 1754), 104
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émog  i00f° odtog yap MV
aoppifov &ov kol v YAdcGav

avtod EEwBev 10D oTONOTOG. ..

God willingly revealed all the
virtue of the pious one to those in
his
toubled by an impure spirit was
brought into the Church and

company. Behold a man,

those restraining him appealed to
the blessed one to pray for him
that he might be cured, because he

was foaming at the mouth and his

obv deopévav Tig aylac éxetvng
yuyflg fooww  1tod  mhoyovtog
vrepevéachat ...

While the holy one was weaving
together a pleasant teaching and,
with his golden tongue and
melodious voice, uttering
something fair and songlike, God,
willed to glorify His servant. A man,
possessed by an impure demon
entered into the middle of the
church, foam flowing from his
mouth and his tongue hanging from
his mouth, frightful to observe. All

hwbbtuy...

And God willingly revealed the
virtue of the pious one by a
miracle. Behold a2 man who was
afflicted by an impure spirit was
brought in, they placed him before
him and beseeched that he might
offer prayer on his behalf that he
might cure him of the demon that
greatly tormented him and his
tongue was hanging from his
mouth...

tongue was hanging from his :
were beseeching the holy one to

intercede for the healing of the
afflicted one...

mouth...

Comparing first the Greek text by ps. George of Alexandria with its Metaphrastic successor, Schiffer has
highlighted a number of adaptations to the narrative, some of which are shared with alterations made by
the other tenth century rewriters, namely placing the possessed man ‘el péoov tijc xxdnolac’ which is also
found in the versions by Niketas David the Paphlagonian and the Anonymous of Vatopedi. Schiffer
identifies one alteration which is specific to the version produced by Symeon Metaphrastes: in all the other
Greek versions of the text the man is described as being afflicted by an impute spirit (nveOportog xadéotov
elonvéyOn) as in the original by ps. George of Alexandria, but in the Metaphrastic version he is afflicted by
an impure demon (Gxa0bpt® doipow). Turning to the Armenian version produced by Vkayasér and his
team in 1101/1102, this passage offers an ideal example of the two-step translation and rewriting process
described in the colophon. We find a text which is by and large a word for word rendering of the Greek
version by ps. George of Alexandria, indicating that this was the base text used by T°€op‘isté in his stage
one initial translation, replicating elements of structure and syntax. Crucially, however, we encounter a
number of editions and alterations to the Armenian text which speak to the intervention of Matthew the
Priest in stage two: the rewriting process. The Armenian text display two specific alterations: the first is the
addition of upmuishjwip (by miracles) in the first sentence, an addition unique to the Armenian text. The
second alteration to the Armenian translation of ps. George of Alexandria concerns the desctiption of the
possesed man. Though the Armenian initially reproduces ps. Georgia of Alexandria's description of the
man as afflicted by an ‘impure spirit’ (Juyun) wndny), the text then introduces the term demon (qnkunty),
from the Greek term Saipowt later in the passage. Strikingly, this otherwise anomalous alteration in the
Armenian text appears to echo (albeit not directly) a specific alteration/addition found only otherwise in
the version of the Life authored by Symeon Metaphrastes.

The possible Metaphrastic connection in the translation programme of Grigor I Vkayasér is given

greater weight by the next example, a passage taken from chapter 27 of the Greek Life by ps. George of
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Alexandria. In this episode, John’s disciple Proclus witnesses the apostle Paul appearing to Chrysostom as

he composed his Commentary on the Pauline Epistles:

Ps. George of Alexandrial?®

Symeon Metphrastes!0

...xkol EpyeTon mpdg v Bvpav
00 kourtdvog kol mopoakdyog
d1d Tvog omi|g 0pd Tov Towdvvny
KaOfpuevov €nl 10D Opodvov avTod
kol  yphoovia Kol TOV
dylov [TodAov  avokekAipévov
£E0mebev tod Opovov TPoOg TV
KEQPOANV avTOD kol &yovia TO
oTOHO aDTOD KAT® &ig TO OVC
avTod 10 de&ov kal ophodvta
adt®* v yop ‘Elccaia 1) popen
avTod Kol 0 TOY®V TEAE0C Kol
TAATVG. . .

And he came to the door of the
Bedchamber and leaning through
the opening he saw John, sitting
upon his chair, writing. And saint
Paul was leaning behind the chair
toward his head, his mouth to his
right ear, speaking to him. His
appearance was like Elisha, with
the perfect and full beard...

... kKol Kortdvi 6& TpoceAbav EvOa
oxoldl@v O péyag mOvov E€lyxeTo
Kod Tf) £puUNVveig TPOCKEKLOMG TV,
&v xp® Bvpdv t€ TOV 0POAALOV
TPOoTELICOG Kol OUomilg, @G
gyyopodv v Sapréyag, opd OV
Todvvny  éxouevov  pgv  tod
YpaopewY Kol avT®
TPOCTOVOVHEVOV Bvdpo O€ Tva
PalakpOv olov oi cikéveg TOV

‘EMoodiov  €yovotl, mAotd  TO
vévelov, kabeyévov Emi 1AV
Opov, Mpépo T  poxopio

mpoopi&ovta Kol Tpog ovg EKEVE
ddeyodpevov.

And he came toward the
bedchamber, where the great one
was attending to his [literary] toil
and was devoting himself to his
exegetical work. With his eye
pressed against the door, looking
through an opening, as far as it was
possible to peer through, he saw
John was engaged in writing, and
beside him a bald man, in the
manner of the images of Elisha,
with a broad beard, sitting on his
shoulder, leaning in to the ear of
the blessed one and gently
conversing with him.

Grigor Vkayasér 4

.. EQG win nnipu uktiiyhi, G
h pwg wntw qdwdlnpe
wuwwnnthwtht, e funbwphbiug
h Gtippu tinmbu g8nnyhwbbtu
unbtiwy h Ybtpwy wpennn gh
gptn  qutbniphiiu  prRrngh
wnwplimb wnnnu gh Juyp
jmn] phijwuwbg Gonpu
funwphtiuy =~ wn qnthult
Snyhwbbtnt L dhkpatignigbuy
gqptiputt wn weny niijd funukp
pn  Gdw: i tp Gwhb
Yhpuupubwgh  wyjuwybu  wyp
sunhwhwuwl] htipt qubgnip,
dopniop Juwmwpbiwy juytwgnyt
dtd  wlb  jotwlhg nibyph
tipquytiwugnyt wdtititht puwm
inhutwjub YEpwyuwpuiwuwgh.

And he came to the door of the
bedchamber and opening the
cover of the window and leaning
in, he saw John sitting upon a
chair, writing the commentary on
the epistles of the Apostle Paul,
who stood upon his shoulder,
leaning into John’s head and
bringing his mouth to his right ear,
he spoke with him. He was in the
manner of the images of Elisha,
a grown man with wavy hair, a
perfect, full beard, great eyes,
eyebrows and long nostrils.

The text by Symeon makes a number of alterations to this passage, some of which are shared by the other

tenth century rewriters: the enhanced description of the man behind John Chrysostom as gakaxpog and the

preservation of the anonymity of this individual, described not initally as the apostle Paul but rather simply

a man (8vSpa) are also found in Niketas David the Paphlagonian and the Anonymus Savilii. However there

are also, as Schiffer has highlighted, two idiosyncratic changes made by Symeon: the first is to situate the

man behind John Chrysostom as €nl 1®v Apwv (on his shoulder) and to describe the Apostle Paul’s likeness

139 Donge récits byzantins, 144

140 Schiffer, “Rewriting the L#fe of St John Chrysostom,” 96.
Y Patmut'iwn varuc’ sk'anteleac’ ew dipuacoc* srboyn Y ovhann Oskeberan, 120.
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to the prophet Elisha in terms of iconographic similarity ‘olov ad eixdveg tov Ehisoaiov &yovat’, rather than
textual correspondences as in Niketas David the Paphlagonian and the Anonymus Savilii: ‘otov 6 Adyog tOv
‘Eldoooug yolpe!'. Turning to the Armenian version produced by Vkayasér, we are again offered a good
sense of the two-step translation and rewriting process as we find it in the text. In its structure and syntax,
the Armenian version has clearly been modelled on the Greek version by ps. George of Alexandria, but
with several significant interventions in the narrative made by Matthew the Priest that move the final version
further away from its original Greek model. Strikingly, two of these three interventions show connections
to features which are specific to the Metaphrastic Lf as it was rewritten by Symeon in the tenth century.
The first describes the Apostle Paul as ‘on the shoulder’ of John Chrysostom (Jkwnn) phljutg tinpu) and
the second likens the appearance of the Apostle Paul to the prophet Elisha in terms of iconographic

similarity ‘wholly according to the Elissian images/icons’ (wdkubihtt puwn bphubwlub

JEpwupuwugh).'? Even more strikingly in this case, the second addition drawn from Metaphrastses’
version appears to prompt a further unique alteration to the Armenian text. Rather than the likeness of the
Apostle Paul being described in terms of his bald head and long full beard, a description drawn from the
Greek Acts of Paul and Thecla,#3 the Armenian text describes him as a man with ‘wavy hair, a perfect, full
beard, great eyes and eyebrows and long nostrils’, a description which has been directly excerpted from the
Armenian Acts of Paul and Thecla.'* Indeed where Paul is consistently iconographically represented as
bald in the Greek tradition, the Armenian tradition is generally split with images of Paul appearing both
with and without hair on different occasions.!*> This particular passage offers a more dynamic reflection of
the working methods of members of Vkayasér’s translation team, not only highlighting different and
competing interpretations based on diverging source material used in the process of rewriting, but most
importantly it provides evidences which seems to show knowledge of alterations drawn from the Life of John
Chrysostom as it was rewritten by Symeon Metaphrastes. On multiple occasions we find Matthew the Priest

dialoguing with and reacting to changes and claims that appear only otherwise in Symeon’s rewritten text

142 We might have expected to see the term wyunljtip used here for gikdv, rather than Ytipuupwb. We first
find Yhipuunub for popen: fiv yap ‘Elocaia 1) poper adtod as kp pwh Japwupubwugh wyjuugbu. The second
use of the term Ylipupuipult is as patt of the phrase: wikliith pun tinhubwub fipwupubtiugh which appeats
to be a response to and rendering of olov ai eixdveg tov 'Edoouiov from the Metphrastic version. In this second case
elk®V is rendered into Armenian using Gtipupupull. Perhaps for reasons of consistency Ytipuyyupult has been
preferred to wyunlkipn in this case. On the use of ujunltin as image/icon see B. Contin, “Intertwining Aristotelian
Ontology and Logic with Theology: The Early Armenian Non-Chalcedonian Perspective: The Book of Beings and
the Questions Addressed to the Heretical Diophysites,” Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 70 (2020): 429—
464. On the use of Yipuupwh as image/icon see: A. Bozoyan (ed.), Patkerapastut’yan ev Patkeramartut'yan
Xndir Hayastanum ev Bynzandiaynm (The Problem of Iconoclasm and Iconolatry in Armenian and Byzantinm) (NASRA,
2024).

143 A. J. Malherbe, “A Physical Desctiption of Paul,” The Harvard Theological Review, Vol. 79, No. 1/3: Christians
among Jews and Gentiles: Essays in Honor of Krister Stendahl on his Sixty-Fifth Birthday (1986): 170-175.

144V, Calzolari, Apocrypha Armeniaca 1: Acta Panli et Theclae, Prodigia Theclae, Martyrium Pauli (Brepols, 2017), 240-
243,

145 Images of Paul with hair can be found in Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts
(Matenadaran), ms. 1524, f. 886r and Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms.
4802, £.8021. Iconography of Paul without hair can be found among the reliefs of the Armenian Church of Akhtamar
(10th C.), Lake Van, Turkey.
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and these appear to largely inform the unique shape of the Armenian version of the Life produced in
1101/1102.

This previously unidentified features of Vkayasér’s translations should not only give cause, I would
argue, for more systematic study of the textual products of his translation programme, but in the context
of the current conversation gives us more solid ground to discount his sponsorship of the Martyrdom of
Saints Eundoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios. Though Vkayasér also made use of pre-Metaphrastic versions
of Greek hagiographical texts, the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios does
not display anywhere near the forms of specific textual and intertextual interventions and alterations that
we find in the Armenian L#fe of Saint John Chrysostoms and does not excerpt from the Metaphrastic Greek
version of the text. The translator of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios
in 1092 instead produced a translation designed to retain close proximity to its pre-Metaphrastic Greek
model.

To push this argument further, beyond the lack of clear authorship and stylistic discrepancy in the
modality of translation which cleatly weaken any argument in favour of Vkayasér’s sponsorship, the
Armenian Martyrdom: of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios does not fit the profile of the Catholicos
Grigor II when we consider their absence from his translation of a Greek Constantinopolitan Lectionary
highlighted already in the introduction to this thesis. Grigor tells us how he adapted and modified a Greek
lectionary, selecting from specific models and enlarging the sanctorale to include the feast days of saints
within the Miaphysite Armenian tradition. In the style of his other translations, Vkayasér describes how he
translated and rewrote his model text through additions to and alterations of its context, streamlining and
expanding feast days to suit the arrangement of the Armenian Church. This process, however, appears not
to have included an accommodation of a feast day dedicated to saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, or
Makarios, who are entirely absent from the work, as far as it can be reconstructed from the later thirteenth
century manuscript in which it is preserved. So, although Vkayasér was responsible for playing a role in
widening the Armenian sanctorale and enriching the Armenian liturgical tradition, the translation of the
Martyrdom: of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios and their entry into the Armenian tradition cannot
be connected to Vkayasér. Despite the mobility inherent in his translation programme, predicated on his
wide-ranging travels from Egypt to Rome!% to Constantinople, there is also no evidence connecting
Vkayaser directly to Melitene or anything to suggest that he was in the city to commission a translation in
1092. Ultimately, the lack of authorial notice, the modality and style of translation, the location of
production, and the absence of these saints from his Armenian lectionary all point toward discounting

Girgor Vkayasér’s sponsorship of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios.

146 J. Ghazarian, The Armenian Kingdom in Cilicia, 81-112. P. Halfter, Das Papsttum und die Armenier im frithen und
hoben Mittelalter: von den ersten Kontakten bis gur Fixierung der Kirchenunion im Jabre 1198 (Bohlau, 1996).
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Identifving the Sponsor: An Armenian Chalcedonian Context

Both the anonymous translator behind the production of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092 and the
translation programme of Grigor II Vkayaser drew from the same coherent library of Greek knowledge,
from hagiographical collections arranged according to the commemoration of feasts throughout the fixed
liturgical year within the Constantinopolitan tradition. However, the distinctly different treatment of their
textual models in the process of rendering them into Armenian tells us something of the different objectives
of each translator in terms of their perception of the authority of the model text as it is expressed by Hogel:
‘Since all languages and areas each had their own ideas, conventions, and norms with regard to how texts
should be produced and presented, translators would have to know the procedures of the source language
(or source area) in order to read and understand the source text.” However, as Hogel points out ‘despite the
measure of authority that a text could carry in the first place, in its context of origin, nothing guaranteed
that this authority would be in place at the receiving end, in the target sphere of a translation’ and in the
process of translation, ‘the original status of authority of a text would in these cases be transferred,
transformed, or contested’.!¥” In the case of Grigor 1I Vkayasér, Greek texts were taken from their
Constantinopolitan liturgical context and transformed in the process of translation, altered and changed to
suit the Miaphysite Armenian audience to which they were aimed, dismantling the authority of the original
text in the process. In contrast, the process of translation behind the Armenian Martyrdom tells us something
of the anonymous translator’s intention to maintain the original authority of the Greek model, not only
through a translation which maintained proximity, but one which also transferred its liturgical essence by
maintaining the feast date of the sixth of September as it is determined by the calendar of the Church of
Constantinople. In Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Arménien 178, our nearest Armenian witness

to the original translation we find the following:

Yumnuptigud phpwgp twhwnwinptwt Jyuyght Lphumnup - Gignpuhnu  judutiwbh
Utiywnbtdptiph h ytigh:'48

The processes of the martyrdom of the martyr Eudoxios were complete in the month of September,
on the sixth.!4
BnF, Arm. 178 preserves a crucial snapshot into the early transmission history of the Armenian Martyrdom,
specifically that the original translation was designed to maintain the textual and liturgical authority derived
from the context of its Greek model by maintain the liturgical feast day of the sixth of September as it is
found in collections arranged according to the norms of the Church of Constantinople. 1f we maintain, as

Hogel does, that ‘hagiographical texts — whether full-text Lives, Passions, enkomia, or abbreviated versions

147 C Hogel, “The Authority of Translators: Vendors, Manufacturers, and Materiality in the Transfer of the
Barlaam and Josaphat along the Silk Road,” Postscripts 8.3 (2012): 221-241. Although this date specifically refers to
Saint Eudoxios, it is used as the feast for all four saints.

148 Bibliotheque nationale de France, Arménien 178, f. 208v

149 Thid., trans I.. Read.
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of these — were in many cases used, if not originally produced, for liturgical purposes. Saints had their feast
days (on fixed days according to the Church calendar), and they would be commemorated, with their icons
set up and texts presenting their lives and deeds read on these days,’ ' then the translation of the Martyrdom
into Armenian not only represents a very deliberate choice to commemorate saints intimately associated
with the city in which they were martyred, but a specific choice to do so by maintaining a liturgical and
textual framework provided by the Church of Constantinople. Notably, as the Armenian Martyrdom
migrated into Armenian Miaphysite liturgical collections by the beginning of the thirteenth century this date
was changed to October 19%, the date on which the saints are celebrated in the Miaphysite Armenian
tradition down to the present day. If the translation of the Martyrdonz in 1092 cannot be associated with the
sponsorship of the Miaphysite Armenians who we consider to be the major Armenian hagiographical
translators of the period, then we might look to another group of Armenians who were present and
prominent in Melitene in 1092, who were also producing translations at this particular historical juncture,
and who would have sought to maintain the textual and liturgical authority of the Church of Constantinople
in their local environment.

Byzantine Melitene and its hinterland formed a rich multi-lingual milieu during the tenth and
eleventh centuries, a milieu in which the Byzantine Empire and its textual and linguistic authority mediated
with Armenian and Syriac communities through ‘multi-directional motions in the displacement of persons
and texts.” 1! Translators shifted between Greek and Armenian, between Syriac and Armenian, and between
Syriac and Greek in acts of knowledge and authorial exchange or appropriation which reflect a range of
diverse objectives. In the case of our anonymous translator that objective was driven toward rendering the
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios into Armenian within a framework provided by
Greek Constantinopolitan literary and liturgical authority. It is, in turn, striking that the translation of the
Martyrdom coincides with a period of Chalcedonian Armenian ascendency amongst the city’s elite, that is
those Armenians who were in communion with the Church of Constantinople and recognised its spiritual
authority. This was a shift in dynamic which had coalesced in the localised systems of centrifugal power
that had emerged in the period after Manzikert, largely facilitated through the establishment of semi-
autonomous representatives legitimised through Byzantine titles, acting, at least nominally, on behalf of the
Empire.

During the tenth and eleventh centuries Melitene came to nurture and incubate a profoundly
Armenian political, socio-cultural and literary environment formed through several phases of migration
caused by the increasing interaction between Armenian communities and the Empire in the context of its
expansion from the tenth century onward. We can trace an increasing Armenian presence in Melitene and
its surrounding region following the Byzantine capture of the city in 934 CE, a growing presence which

manifests itself most clearly in several early eleventh century Armenian colophons attached to manuscripts

150 Hogel, “Symeon Metaphrastes and the Metaphrastic Movement,” 182.
151 Hogel, “The Authortiy of Translators,” 225.
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produced by scriptoria in or near to the city from 1018 onward.!? According to the Armenian historian
Aristakes Lastivertc i, writing in the late 1070s, King Gagik II of Armenia was offered a new home in the city
of Melitene by the Emperor Constantine IX Monomachos in return for relinquishing his kingship in
1045.153 Though Gagik allegedly refused this offer, preferring instead estates between Caesarea and
Melitene, the eventual migration of Gagik and much of the Armenian elite undoubtedly brought with it
another significant phase of Armenian re-location to the surrounding region generated by interaction with
the Byzantine Empire.’>* Even before this period of migration a colophon attached to a Gospels produced
by an Armenian community based in or near Melitene orientated its temporal framework by Byzantine
Imperial regnal year, Armenian era, the sprirtual authority of the Armenian Catholicos and the secular

authority of the Armenian king seated in Ani:

b puquinpniptiut <nnming, np Ynsh Uhpuwyhu, G h poowubnptwdi <uyng h B, (1041),
tir h Jupennhinuniptiwid mtunt Mnpnuh <uyng Jupennhinuh G ybipunhwnnh, jnpdwd
Bunwiitu <uyng puquinpl JuhiGwitgur h Lphunnu: >3

In the kingship of the Romans, of the one who is called Michael (V Kalaphatés), and in the
Armenian era 490 (1041), and in the Catholicosate of Ter Petros, Catholicos of Armenia and
overseer, when Yovhannes King of Armenia departed this life to Christ.15

Some ten years later we encounter a Gospel ‘written in the city of Melitine, under the shadow of Saint
Grigor, in the Armenian era 506 (1057), in the Catholicosate of Lord Kachik (IT).”1>7

Melitene itself housed a diverse population throughout the period of renewed Byzantine rule from
934 until the end of the eleventh century comprising, amongst others, Miaphysite and Chalcedonian
Armenians, and a considerable West Syrian community.!® By the time the Martyrdom was translated into
Armenian in 1092, Melitene had passed firmly under the control of Gabriel, described as Armenian by birth
language and habit but Greek in faith by William of Tyre.! Gabriel was the latest in a succession of
Chalcedonian Armeno-Byzantine overseers of the city following the battle of Manzikert in 1071, including
the protoproedros, doux, and kuropalates T oros/Beddwpog Xetung, who, according to the sigillographical
evidence, gained control of the city after 1078 on behalf of the Empire.1® Michael the Syrian places

Gabriel’s appointment to the first year of the reign of the Emperor Alexios Komenos in the year 1082, but

152 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 4804, ff. 267v.

153 Patmut ‘iwn Aristakisi, 61-62.

154 Matt€os UFhayec'i, Zamanakagrnt iwn, 95.

155 Jerusalem, The Armenian Monastety of St James, ms. 3624, f. 337 v. (Mat‘evosyan, HiSatakaranner, No. 105.)

156 Tbid., trans. L. Read.

157 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 3784, ff. 267v. trans. L. Read.

158 D. Gyllenhaal, “Byzantine Melitene and the Social Milieu of the Syriac Renaissance,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers
Vol. 75 (2021): 205-236

15 William of Tyte, A History of Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, vol.1, trans. E. A. Babcock and A. C Krey (Columbia
University Press, 1943), 450.

160 W. Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium in the decennia after Mantzikert—can seals help reconstruct
developments?,” SBS 12 (2016): 27; A. Bethammer, Byzantium and the Emergence of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia ca.1040-1130
(Routledge, 2017), 288.
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his Greek seals dating to the year 1090 give us more concrete evidence.!¢! On the obverse of his seal we
find Tpapac ogoayilw tod I'afemh, dc rénerc, dpned douxds mpwtorovpomodrov’ (I seal the writings
that you see of Gabriel, emir, doux and protokouropalates).92 The formulation of his titles clearly give
weight to Michael the Syrian’s claim that Gabriel had received legitimisation from both Constantinople and
Baghdad/Isfahan as a semi-autonomous ruler of the city by the end of the 1080s, though Gabriel himself
continued to rule with, at least nominal invocation of Byzantine authority.!63

The tenure of the Armenian Chalcedonian Byzantine doux of Melitene Gabriel from the mid 1080s
until 1101 was, amongst other activities, marked by his sponsorship of the translation of Tales of Sinbad from
Syriac into Greek at the hand of Michael Andreopoulos. What we know about Michael comes only from
the dedicatory epigram to the work where he refers to himself as grammatikos, giving us something of an
impression of his educational background, possibly also an indication of his role as a teacher overseeing the
instruction of grammar, literature, and prose composition.!** Certainly the colophon of the Armenian
Martyrdom could itself possibly indicate such external sponsorship. According to the colophon, the scribe
was given a ‘reward’ for his work (dwipd: 'salary’, 'pay’, 'stipend’, 'reward'), the recompense due to the scribe
for his translation. This can be taken to carry a more celestial meaning, but the term also holds an implicitly
financial definition for salary or stipend. In this case it may be a reference to a payment for services rendered,
indicating non-monastic, possibly lay, sponsorship. Gabriel of Melitene, then, may himself pose a possible
candidacy for sponsorship, as a lay Chalcedonian Armenian who would have an interest in rendering the
spiritual and liturgical authority of the Church of Constantinople into Armenian, and as an elite with the
available capital and profile to commission such a translation. As Dedeyan argues, the presence of an
Armenian Chalcedonian commander favoured engagement and promotion of Greek literary culture, and it
was his literary activity evidenced in his sponsoring of the Tales of Sinbad that first led Dedeyan to tentatively
suggest that the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios could have itself been
connected to the sponsorship of Gabriel, or at very least the Chalcedonian Armenian community in the
city. 19> Certainly, the commemoration of local military saints would suit his profile and self-fashioning as
ruler of Melitene, but the lack of clear sponsorship leaves this question open.'% If we were to speculate that
the Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Mafkarios was not translated as a standalone composition,
but rather as part of a full menologion for the month of September rendered from Greek into Armenian,

the form of which is now obscured by a lack of direct manuscript transmission, we could view his

161 Michael the Syrian, Chronigue de Michael 1e Syrian 111, trans. J.B Chabot (Ernest Leroux Editeur, 1905), 179 —
180.

162 Gabriel of Melitene (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/156290/): Seal 33, N. Oikonomides, .4 Collection
of Dated Byzantine I ead Seals (Dumbarton Oaks, 1986), no. 107; Seal 70, Oikonomides, A Collection of Dated Byzantine
Lead Seals, no. 108.

163 Chronigue de Michael Le Syrian, 179 — 180

164 Michael Andreopoulos, The Byzantine Sinbad, trans. J. Beneker and C. A. Gibson, Dumbarton Oaks Medieval
Library 67 (Harvard University Press, 2021), viii — ix.

165 G. Dedeyan, Les Arméniens entre Grees, Musulmans et Croisés. Etude sur les pouvoirs arméniens dans la Proche-Orient
méditerranéen 10l. 2 (1068-1150) (Calouste Gulbenkian, 2003). 957.

166 Thid., 957.
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sponsorship in terms of the role of the charistikarios. As a lay benefactor of a monastic institutions, the
charistikarios carried the available funds to support the production and translation of such a large codex and
perhaps bequeathed this translated pre-Metaphrastic menologion in Armenian to a local ecclesiatical or
monastic instituion; one dedicated to Saint Eudoxios in the city of Melitene, explaining why this particular
Martyrdom was given a dedicatory colophon connecting this larger enterprise to the local environment it was
being produced in or the instituion it was being produced for.1¢” If, however, we would prefer to propose
that the Martyrdom was translated as a singular text drawn from a Greek menologion, in so far as we imagine
this translation served a practical purpose, that is to celebrate the saints on their feast day according to the
liturgical calendar, with their icons present and with a text, we might imagine that the translation was
commissioned on the commemoration of the saints’ feast day in early September as an act of personal
devotion by Gabriel himself, but one which maintained its Constantinopolitan liturgical context as a
standalone text carrying the date of the 6th September.

In any case, we need not be confined to arguing solely for the sponsorship of Gabriel. Perhaps we
could view this translation as the initiative of a local Armenian Chalcedonian lay confraternity, existing in
Melitene in similar terms to the confraternity of the Kyros in Constantinople, recently studied by Paul
Magdalino, in which members of the Byzantine elite converged in “lay or mixed confraternities that
performed various ritual acts of charity and devotion in association with the public churches and certain
monasteries, both in Constantinople and in the provinces.”1% As Magdalino points out, the confraternity
of the Kyros is marked by its impressive literary activity, which, ‘although it surely did not preclude the
other pious activities that confraternities performed, such as feeding and bathing the poor, and liturgical
devotion to the icon of the Kyriotissa, the Kyriotai (the members of the confraternity) expressed their
devotion to the Virgin primarily by chanting the hymns of the humble Romanos, or by composing poems
and encomia in her honour”.1 Perhaps such an Armenian Chalcedonian confraternity attached to a
foundation devoted to Saint Eudoxios in Melitene commissioned the anonymous scribe to produce the
Armenian Martyrdom for exactly this function. Or, more simply, if we take the term Jwpd to signify a more
celestial reward for the translation, of either a full Menologion for Septembee or just an extraction of the
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, its production may have been carried out under
the initiative of an Armenian Chalcedonian monastic foundation dedicated to Saint Eudoxios and in
possession of a pre-Metaphrastic Greek menologion in its library.

We might be tempted to assume that Armenian Chalcedonians would have been carrying out their
liturgical practices in Greek, but the translation of this text into the Armenian language does not conflict
with the idea that this translation was sponsored by Chalcedonian Armenians active in Melitene. A letter
exchange between the Chalcedonian patriarchs of Antioch and Jerusalem and the monastic community of

Saint Symeon Thanmatourgos on the Black Mountain concerning the spiritual practices of Chalcedonian

167 Lemetle, Cing études; English translation Vryonis Jr., “The Will of a Provincial Magnate, Eustathins Boilas (1059)”.

168 P, Magdalino, “The Litutgical Poetics of an Elite Religious Confraternity,” in Reading the Byzantine Empire and
Beyond ed. T. Shawcross and 1. Toth (Cambridge University Press, 2018), 122.

169 Ibid., 130
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Armenians (c.a 1080’s) preserved in the eleventh-century Taktikon of Nikon of the Black Mountain informs

us that Chalcedonian Armenians continued to carry out their liturgical practice in their own tongue:

...xal gig v OeoKTioToV EKKANGioV EmtTpamijvol Topd oD ayiov &v i ApUevio SOAEKT®
yaiikecoOor tnv dxorovBiav, Tovg 8¢ EAAnvictac mopapiov wdAv yoAlew, kabog kol ol
gvtadba aderApol NUdVY yaAlovot T§) TV Apueviov dtodéktm Kol ol EAAnvictol mapapiay, €ic
d1apopovg 8¢ yopovg, it T un Exewv dvo Ekkinoiag...!””

...and in the God-created Church it was permitted by the saint that the liturgy be sung in the
Armenian language while the Greeks sang separately, as also our brothers here sing in the Armenian

language and the Greeks apart, but in a separate choir on account of not having two churches...17!

Going by this evidence, finding Armenian Chalcedonians translating and using texts for liturgical purposes
in Armenian in Byzantine Melitene would be exactly what we might expect to find based on this
contemporary evidence.

Identifying the exact sponsor of the Armenian Martyrdom will always remain in the realm of
supposition, but establishing the objectives of the translator seeking to render the linguistic and liturgical
authority of his Greek Constantinopolitan model into Armenian and connecting this translation to a period
of Chalcedonian Armenian ascendency in the city of Melitene marked by literary activity all point to a
compelling argument in favour of concluding that the sponsor or sponsors of the Armenian Martyrdom in
1092 came from amongst the city’s local Armenian Chalcedonian community. After all, who, other than

Armenian Chalcedonians at that time, could describe the city of Melitene as their ‘mother city’, their

metropolis, in 1092 (Uwjpwpwunupht Zuyng)?17

The Cult Dossier of Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios: The Emergence of the Armenian
Martyrdom

The final evidence in favour of Chalcedonian sponsorship lies in situating the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Mafkarios within the historical dossier of the cult of saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Makarios in both the Greek and Armenian traditions; an investigation which reveals that the
translation of the Martyrdons in 1092 fits neatly within a precise temporal political, intellectual, and socio-
cultural cycle stretching from the late-tenth to the late-eleventh century which witnesses the emergence of

evidence for the veneration of these saints by Armenians and in Armenian; an emergence of otherwise

170 Nikon of the Black Mountain, Das Taktikon Des Nikon 1om Schwarzen Berge, Griechischer Text und
kirchensalische Ubersetzung des 14. Jahrhunderts Vol. 11, ed. Christian Hannick (Weiher, 2014), 884.

171 Tbid., trans. L. Read.

172 A familiar calque of the Greek pnrpondhig, “metropolis”. By the eleventh century we encounter the term in
chapter 17 of The Universal History of Step ‘anos Taronec , refering to the Armenian city of Kars. However, it is not found
in the History of Aristakes, and only appears again in the eleventh century in two other colophons: Yerevan,
Matenadaran, ms. 288, 1099CE, where it refers to Jerusalem and Alexandria and New Julfa Ms. 543, 1098CE, where
it refers to Antioch. Notably then, most examples for the use of this term during the eleventh century appear in the
1090s.
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previously unattested saints in the Armenian tradition associated exclusively with the activities of Armenian
Chalcedonians.

Though the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios comprises a narrative of four
saints, much of the martyrology is concerned specifically with the trial and execution of saint Eudoxios who
is fashioned as the central figure within the composition; it is Eudoxios’ name which always appears first
in the title of the text as it is found in manuscripts. Whilst we do not have any clear indications of the
veneration of the other three martyrs independently of the textual evidence, evidence for early cult activity
comes to us in the form of sites dedicated solely to Eudoxios. In their analysis of the cult of Saint Eudoxios,
the Bollandists point to a church carrying the saints name which was founded in Constantinople during the
reign of Constantine the Great, evidence which, although not verified by archaeological data, would trace
the commemoration of our central figure back to the fourth century in a cult context centred in
Constantinople.!” In his own study of the Martyrdom, Charles Astruc draws our attention to a Greek church
inscription dedicated to Saint Eudoxios dated to 960/967 CE which records the restoration of the building
following the re-interment of relics - regrettably we do not have any confirmation of the geographical
context in which this fragmentary epigraphical evidence originally existed, though Astruc suggests this was
likely in or near to Melitene — the site of his martyrdom.!7*

The next securely dateable material attesting to the veneration of our martyrs comes in the form
of textual evidence, where we find the narrative of all four saints within Greek hagiographical collections
arranged according to the liturgical calendar of the Church of Constantinople. Paris suppl. gr. 1002, our
fragmentary early tenth-century Greek version of the Martyrdom preserved on two palimpsest leaves on a
manuscript which once comprised a menologion for the month of September is the earliest in this regard,
followed in date by the appearance of an abbreviated Greek version of the Martyrdom in the mid-tenth-

century Synaxarion of Constantinople:

TR adt quépe GOANcIc TV ayiov poptopov Poudriov, Evdo&iov, Zavovoc kai Maxapiov.
Tovtwv @V dyiov 6 uév Popdrog mpoumdcitog v Thv délav- vripyev 8¢ émi Tpaiavod Paciiénc,
TPONV HUEV OLOPP®V oTA Kol GLUPOVAELOENEVOS ATOGTEI L TPOG TOVS £V ["0AAMQ oTpaTIDTOC KO
KOTovaykaoot o0Tovg TPosKLVIjoaL Toig £iddAotg. OBg Kol GVTETOVTIS TG TPOGTAYLOTL DTOD LLETA
{éovtog tod Bupod €€opig Tapédmrey €ig ydpav g Appeviag &v moher Meltnvij- KaKeEIoE TKPQ
Oovértm vréPodev, dvrag TOV AP0V yhadag Evieka. Qv T dnwleig petapeindeic 6 Pouviog
Kol €0vtov Emepyapevog, Oeio MAm kwvnbeilg émiotevoe 1@ Xpotd Kol v evcéPeiav
TOPPNOLUCAUEVOS KOl THV AmveLloy 10D Pachémg ELEYEAG, LeTH TOALAG TAG BACEVOVG TV KEQOATV
ameTpnOn. Meta o0& Tpaiavov kol Aoumovg Paciiels, ovk oAV &tV aneAdoviov, KpaTHoavTog
¢ Paciieiog AtokAnTiovod kal doypa EkBEvtog avorpeichatl ToVg YPIoTIVONS, GUVEANPON Topa
0D i Mehmvilg fyepovog kol 6 €voo&otatog Evddélog, koung dv v aglov kol 10 céfoag
yp1oTIavos: Ve’ o mAeicToug koi Sropdpolg £kdoleic Toic Tipmpiatg, DoTepov dmexepoiicOn petd

173 “Commentarius Preevius Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon Ac Macatius,” In Acta Sanctorum V olume 42: Sep. 11 (1868),
507-510; “Romylos, Eudoxios, Zeno, and Makarius”, in The Cult of Saints in Late Antiquity Database (Oxford University),
accessed January 2025 http://csla.history.ox.ac.uk/record.php?recid=S02681.

174 Astruc, “Un fragment palimpseste,” 406.
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ZAvovog oD PIATAToL kol Makoapiov ToD HoKoplOTEToL GUo GOV TOIG DT dDTOV GTPOTIDTOLS, TOV
ap1Opov obot yMolg Ekatov Tprékovia Téocapoty. !’

On this day, the martyrdom of the holy martyrs Romylos, Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios. Concerning
these saints, Romylos, who was a Pragpositos by rank in the time of the Emperor Trajan. He was formerly
of the same mind as him, agreeing to dispatch [people] against the soldiers in Gallia and forcing them
to worship the idols. Resisting his command, in the heat of anger he exiled them to the land of Armenia
to the city of Melitene, where he subjected them to a bitter death, numbering eleven thousand. Being
regretful of this loss and casting blame upon himself, moved by divine zeal, he put faith in Christ and
having openly expressed [his] piety and having rebuked the Emperot’s cruelty, after much suffering, his
head was severed. After Trajan and other Emperors, not a few years had passed when the Emperor
Diocletian held sway and issued a decree to suppress the Christians. The most glorious Eudoxios was
brought before the Governor of Melitene, a Komes by rank and a Christian by faith, who, after being
subjected to many and varied tortures, was then beheaded with the beloved Zeno and the blessed Makarios,
along with the soldiers under him, numbering 1134.176

And, as we know, a reworked Greek version of the text emerged in the late-tenth-century Menologion of
Symeon Metaphrastes. All Greek textual versions of the Martyrdom share the 6 September as the date of
the feast day within the Constantinopolitan liturgical calendar.

We are also fortunate to retain some iconographic representations of our saints within these Greek
hagiographical collections. The erroneously named “Menologion” of Basil 11, the well-known illustrated
version of the Imperial Synaxarion, preserving 430 miniatures of saints celebrated from September through
February, contains an illumination of the execution of Eudoxios, Zenon and Makarios on folio 18r (Image
1).177 London, British Library, Add. 11870, an eleventh-century illustrated manuscript of the Metaphrastic
Menologion for September, depicts the bearded saints during the cycle of their martyrdom, comprising

confession, torture, confinement, and execution, on folio 67r (Image 2) 178 :

175 Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanum, 20-21. Edited Greek text taken from Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

176 Tbid., 20-21. Edited Greek text taken from Thesaunrus Linguae Graecae, trans. 1. Read.

177 Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1613. . 18t. © Biblioteca Apostolica V aticana., W.
Braunfels, Lexikon der christlichen Ikonographie 6 (Herder, 1974), 175.

178 London, British Library, Add. 11870, f. 67r. © British Library, N. Sevéenko, lilustrated Mannscripts of the
Metaphrastian Menologion (University of Chicago Press, 1990), 118-25., Image obtained from open access publication:
Papavarnavas, Gefingnis als Schwellenranm, v, with permission of C. Papavarnavas.

_ 58 -



Image 1: Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 1613. f. 18¢
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Image 2: London, British Library, Add. 11870, f. 67r.

Unfortunately, none of the dossier of Greek evidence provides any connection between the veneration of
these saints and the place of their martyrdom: Melitene. We can perhaps imagine an early cult context which

developed traditions surrounding these saints present in the city, but we have no tangible evidence with
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which to reflect on how the cult migrated beyond its original local environment and merged into
Constantinopolitan hagiographical collections which determined them as a feature of the calendrical
liturgical practices of the wider Byzantine Empire. Whilst our saints were by no means the most popular of
those recorded in the 148 hagiographies included in the Metaphrastic Menologion, we can conclude that they
were an established part of the Constantinopolitan liturgical canon, and so the normative liturgical cycle of
the Byzantine Empire by the tenth century.

Turning to the Armenian tradition, there is, at present, no evidence for the veneration of any of
these saints in Armenian or by Armenians before the very end of the tenth century, being as they are entirely
absent from the earliest versions of the Armenian Casoc® (Lectionary) based on the fifth-century Lectionary
of Jerusalem.!”” Whilst the Casoc, which serves as a carrier of the developing Armenian liturgical tradition
from the fifth century onward makes note of other saints such as Saint Stephen, Saint Antony, Saint
Theodore Stratelates, and Gregory the illuminator!'$!, we do not encounter our saints in Armenian until an
abbreviated narrative of their martyrdom appears in the Armenian translation of the Synaxarion ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae, composed in 991 CE by Yovsep, a Chalcedonian Armenian working in the ossuary of

Hagia Sophia at the end of the tenth century (Vienna, Mekhitarist Monastery, MS 1048, 1302 CE):

Suwyud winip juwmuptigur upny unipp wipmhipnud Lphumnup Qudppnu b Sphwiinuk wippwk
tnjiybu e unipp Yyuyh Gignpuhnu Juwmwptigur upny b “Hninhmhwbnul wppwkt: h
Utihmbh punuphtt Gt pn uppnyt Gignpuhnuh Juunuptigud 81 dwpumpipnup h
punuphtt Ukjhmbbh. 8t

On this day the holy martyr of Christ, Romylos, was martyred with love in the time of the Emperor
Trajan and the holy martyr Eudoxios was martyred with love in the time of the Emperor Diocletian in
the city of Melitene, and with Saint Eudoxios was martyred 1134 martyrs in the city of Melitene.!8?

We will return to the the textual transmission and content of Yovsép’s translation in the next chapter, but
the 1987 study by Ugo Zanetti on this codex unicus allows us to briefly summarise here that the Armenian
translation was modelled according to the standard Constantinopolitan arrangement of the heortological
year, with Christmas on the 25" December, the presentation of Christ in the Temple on February 2nd, the
annunciation on the 25 March, which Yovsép points outis according to the arrangement of the ‘Greeks’.183
As Zanetti explains, almost all the notices correspond to the arrangement of the Synaxarion ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae, with the only exceptions coming in the form of a number of interpolated Armenian

festivals, which are the result of later addition and augmentation during the fourteenth century copying

179 P. Ant‘abyan, “Tawnapatcar zolovacown,”103-127., Charles Renoux, “Le Casoc’,”123-152., C. Renoux, I¢
Lectionnaire de Jérusalem en Arménie Le Casoc* I: Introduction et liste des manuserits, Patrologia orientalis, 44/4 (1989).,
Renoux, Le Lectionnaire de Jérusalem en Arménie e Casoc* IT., Renoux, Le codex: arménien Jérusalenm 121 I1., Renoux, “Casoc
et Tonakan,” 169-201.

180 Renoux, Le Lectionnaire de Jérusalem en Arménie 1 e Casoc* 11, 153.,157., 164., 180.

181 Vienna, Mekhitarist Monastery, ms. 1048, f. 25r.

182 Thid., trans. .. Read.

183 U. Zanetti, “Apothegmes et Histoires Edifantes dans le Synaxarie Arménien,” Analecta Bollandiana 105
(Brepols, 1987): 171.
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process.!84 Zanetti has also observed that the entries are abbreviated notices modelled on entries in the
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, but comprising shorter summaries thereof made by Yovsép himself
in the process of translation.!$> It is note-worthy that the eatliest abbreviated Arabic version of the
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios also first appears at this historical juncture in the
Melkite Synaxarion, an Arabic translation of the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, the earliest surviving
witness of which is dated to 1095 and originates from a Melkite community in lower Egypt; we will revisit
this connection in the next chapter.!86

It is in the form created by Yovsép that the abbreviated Armenian Martyrdon was transmitted into
the Armenian Yaysmavurk‘187 liturgical manuscript tradition!$® which emerged in the thirteenth century,
surviving in three primary recensions: the Armenian Yaysmavurk® of Ter Israel (c. 1240.), the Armenian
Yaysmavurk® of Kirakos Arewelec‘i (1296), and the Armenian Yaysmavurk® of Catholicos Grigor VII
(1295-1307).1% Two of these works were first represented in collated form in Gevorg Bayan’s Patrologia
Orientalis text, Le Synaxaire Arménien de Ter Israel 10 The challenges inherent in the study of the Armenian
Yaysmavurk® tradition are best exemplified by Bayan’s misattribution of his edition of the text to Ter Israel.
In fact, the two versions of the text compiled by Bayan, Paris, Arm. 180 and an edition printed in
Constantinople in 1834, are the work of Kirakos Arewelec ‘i and Catholicos Grigor VII respectively. Only
between 2008 and 2011 was the version of the Yaysmavurk‘attributed to Ter Israel made available via
Petrosyan’s new synoptic edition.’! In the recensions of the Armenian Yaysmavurk’, our saints are
sometimes found twice. Alongside the abbreviated version of the Armenian Martyrdom originally composed
by Yovsép in 991 which appears consistently throughout all the recensions, we encounter a second short
notice concerning Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios present only in the thirteenth century

Armenian Yaysmavurk® recensions of Kirakos Arewelec‘i and Grigor VII:

b b jhpwwnmwy uppng Yyuyhg Ondhpnup wypkwynuhwni, G Qippwbnup, G Qtbnbh, G
Uwluwphnuh, tir tdht uppnytt Grnnpuhnuh e Uwbnwbwg Jang tnpu, G wy) piijtipug tngu,
npp h Spuywtinuk h Uknhjhth juunwptigub Juub Lphunnun: 192

184 Ibid., 171.

185 Ibid., 170.

186 Mount Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Arabic ms. 417, ff. 7v-8r.

187 The use of the term synaxarion to refer to the Yaysmavurk® is questionable due to its considerable difference
in form, content, and structure from a Greek synaxarion. However, the term is currently embedded so deeply in
scholarship that the term synaxarion is routinely used to refer to these manuscript types.

188 B, Petrosyan, Zurdwpwippun Suyudwinipp (The Synoptical Haysmawnrk ), September (Etchmiadzin, 2010), 182-
183.

189 S, Brock, "Ephrem and the Persian Martyrs in the Armenian Synaxarion," in Armenia through the Lens of Time:
Multidisciplinary Studies in Honour of Theo Maarten van Lint, ed. F. Alpi, R. Meyer, 1. Tinti, and D. Zakarian (Brill, 2023),
393.

190 G. Bayan, Le Synaxaire Arménien de Ter Israel: 1 Mois de Navasard, Patrologia otientalis, 5/3 (1910).

191 E. Petrosyan, <udlwpuwppun Suyudwinipp (The Synoptical Haysmawurk'), 12 vols. (Etchmiadzin, 2008-11).

192 Bayan, Le Synaxaire Arménien de Ter Israel, 513 (169); Petrosyan, <wdlwpuppun Suwyudwinipp, 87,
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On the same day, commemoration of the holy martyrs Romylos praepositos, Urbanos, Zenon, and
Makarios, and Saint Eudoxios and Mantana his wife, and their other companions, who in the time of
Trajan, died for Christ in Melitene.!3

In this version, the saints are merged with the martyr Urbanos traditionally separated on the sixth September
in the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae. The abbreviated Armenian Martyrdom appears here in mangled
form, diverging considerably from its traditional characteristics of placing the martyrdom of Romylos
during the reign of the Emperor Trajan and Eudoxios, Zenon and Makarios during the reign of the
Emperor Diocletian. As well as the sudden appearance of Urbanos, this short notice implies that the wife
of Eudoxios was also martyred, which is specifically not the case in both the full and abbreviated versions
of the Martyrdom in the Greek, in the abbreviated version of the Armenian Martyrdom translated from the
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by Yovsép, and in the anonymous Armenian translation made in
Melitene in 1092. The appearance of this warped second reference to the Armenian Martyrdom likely appears
as a result of editorial processes during the compilation of the various recensions of the Armenian
Yaysmavurk® in the thirteenth century which condensed and merged separate sub entries originating from
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae on the 6™ September, and does not appear to speak to the remnant of
an earlier festal tradition which combined all of these saints in this way. The fact that this alternative warped
version does not appear at all in the synaxarion of Yovseép, as it is preserved in Vienna, Mekhitarist
Monastery, ms 1048, also points toward a later date for the emergence of the alternative version; certainly,
it came well after Yovsép’s abbreviated version of the Martyrdom appeared in the Armenian tradition.

It is after the appearance of an abbreviated version of the Martyrdom in the Armenian translation
of Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by Yovsep in 991 that our wita longior version of the Martyrdom
appears, translated in the city of Melitene in the year 1092 from a pre-Metaphrastic Greek Menologion for
the month of September arranged according to the liturgical year cycle of the Church of Constantinople,
celebrated on the 6™ September. It is in the form produced by our anonymous translator in 1092 that all
later long versions of the Armenian Martyrdom derive, and which appear in later Armenian collections
known as the Swnplnhp (Cafantir), a compound liturgical manuscript which, rather than keeping the
fixed cycles of feasts separate from the moveable as in the Greek tradition of using menologia, homilaria, and
panegyrika, combines both the fixed and moveable calendar. The nature of the stemmatic relationship
between the Armenian Martyrdom as it is preserved in BnF, Arm. 178 and its later descendants will be the
subject of a more thorough discussion in Chapter 4.

Strikingly, in the late eleventh century we also encounter the unique occurrence of Saint Eudoxios
on the seal of the Chalcedonian Armeno-Byzantine commander Krakourates, 8oywv t@v GoyOviov (archon
of the archons), operating in Commagene.!* It is, at present, the only example of Saint Eudoxios

represented on Byzantine seal iconography.'?> Though we will return to the enigmatic Krakourates and the

193 Thid., trans. .. Read.

194 Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grees, Musulpans et Croisés, 942., Seibt, “The eastern frontier”, 29-30.

195 J. Cotsonis, The Religions Figural Imagery of Byzantine 1Lead Seals I1: Studies on Images of the Saints and on Personal Piety
(Routledge, 2020), 65.
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context of his iconographic choices in Chapter 3, the appearance of saint Eudoxios on the seal of
Krakourates draws a very clear connection between the commemoration and veneration of the saint and
an Armenian Chalcedonian in service to the Byzantine Empire operating just under fifty miles south of
Melitene in the late eleventh century, near to contemporaneous with the translation of the full-length
Martyrdom into Armenian in 1092.

We are presented then with three key sources of evidence for the emergence these saints in the
Armenian sanctorale and their veneration within a period stretching from the very end of the tenth to the

end of the eleventh century in material produced by or associated exclusively with Armenian Chalcedonians:

- The abbreviated Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios
translated from the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by the Armenian Chalcedonian Yovsép in
Constantinople in 991 CE.

- The long Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios
translated from a pre-Metaphrastic Greek Menologion of the Church of Constantinople produced
in Armeno-Byzantine Melitene in 1092.

- Saint Eudoxios on the seal of Krakourates, an Armenian Chalcedonian Byzantine military figure

operating in Commagene, late eleventh century.

The location of the translation of the Martyrdom in Melitene in 1092 certainly attests to the more
local dimensions involved in the emergence of evidence for the active veneration of these saints amongst
Armenians. The appearance of the long Armenian Martyrdom draws a direct connection between the nascent
veneration of these saints and an Armenian community active in the place of their martyrdoms, a
connection which we do not find in the Greek tradition. Clearly one of the motivations behind the
translation of this particular martyrology in 1092 was to commemorate local saints associated with the civic
environment in which these Armenians were active. However, when it is not viewed in isolation, the
translation of the Armenian Martyrdon in 1092 sits within a corpus of textual and material evidence for the
emergence of the active veneration of these saints in Armenian and by Armenians within a specific hundred-
year span implicitly connected to Chalcedonian Armenians operating in Constantinople and in the area
around in or near to Melitene, associated with individuals directly in service to Byzantine ecclesiastical and
imperial administrations respectively. It is this crucial supporting evidence which appears to speak to the
distinctly Chalcedonian confessional dimensions of the emergence of textual and material evidence for the
veneration of the Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in Armenian during the tenth and
eleventh century.

This evidence strongly supports a conclusion in favour of Armenian Chalcedonian sponsorship of
the translation of the Armenian Martyrdon in 1092. Like the abbreviated version of the Martyrdom, translated
from a collection codified in a tenth-century Constantinopolitan milieu, arranged according to the liturgical
calendar of the Church of Constantinople by Yovsép an Armenian Chalcedonian in service to the Empire,

and like the unique appearance of saint Eudoxius on the seal of an Armenian Chalcedonian in service to
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the Byzantine Empire, the Armenian Martyrdom translated in Armeno-Byzantine Melitene in 1092, also fits
in to an active milieu of Armenian Chalcedonian translation and veneration of saints Eudoxios, Romylos,

Zenon, and Makarios.

Commemorating Saint Eudoxius: Armenian Chalcedonian Hagiography in the Eleventh Century

With the knowledge that the Armenian Martyrdom was translated in Melitene in 1092, based on a Greek
model, and commissioned by an anonymous sponsor, the present textual investigation has identified that
the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios was based on a pre-Metaphrastic
Greek model. Textual comparison between the Armenian, as it is preserved in BnF. Arm 178, and the
Metaphrastic and pre-Metaphrastic Greek versions of Martyrdom indicate that, although not directly based
on Paris suppl. gr. 1002, the Armenian text and its Greek model belong to the pre-Metaphrastic tradition,
proximate to a version of the text surviving in the tenth-century manuscript of Paris suppl. gr. 1002, drawn
from a menologion for September arranged according to the liturgical cycle of the Church of
Constantinople.

By considering the Greek model, the modality of its translation, the objectives of the translator, the
conscious maintenance of the date of veneration, and the context behind its production, this chapter has
argued that the Armenian Martyrdom was sponsored by a member or members of the Armenian
Chalcedonian community of Melitene, introducing a confessional dimension underpinning the creation of
the text; one which moves away from a traditional scholarly line of argument which has placed the Martyrdom:
within the purview of the Miaphysite Armenian translation activities of the Catholicos Grigor II. Instead
this chapter has argued for the agency of those Armenians who looked to the spiritual authority of the
Church of Constantinople. Placing the production of the Armenian Martyrdom within the cult dossier of
Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in both Armenian and Greek offers further support in
favour of a conclusion for Armenian Chalcedonian production. Viewed in this wider context, the translation
of an abbreviated version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios derived from the
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by the Armenian Chalcedonian Yovsep in 991 as well as material
evidence for the veneration of saint Eudoxios on the seal of the Chalcedonian Armeno-Byzantine
commander Krakourates not only strengthens an argument for Chalcedonian translation of the vita longior
version translated from a Greek menologion arranged according to the liturgical year cycle of the Church
of Constantinople in 1092, but locates the emergence of these previously unattested saints into the
Armenian liturgical tradition to an Armenian Chalcedonian milieu of translation and veneration active
during the tenth and eleventh century. It was this Armenian Chalcedonian translation milieu which brought

both a short (991CE) and long version (1092CE) of the Martyrdom into Armenian for the first time.
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Armenian Chalcedonian Translators and the
Expansion of the Byzantine Empire: A Long
Eleventh Century

The consensus of scholarship in the field of Armenian heortological studies has highlighted that the
eleventh century was one of the most intense periods in the transformation of the Armenian sanctorale,
facilitated by the translation of previously unattested saints’ lives, martyrologies, and feasts days drawn from
Greek Constantinopolitan hagiographical and liturgical collections. Within this scholarly framework it is the
activities of Grigor 11 Vkayasér and his translation team carried out in the closing decades of the eleventh
century which have come to be viewed as the prime vehicle of this transformation.’ The translation
programme of the Armenian Miaphysite Catholicos was undoubtedly significant in this regard, but as the
previous chapter has demonstrated, he was not the only individual responsible for the entry of new
commemorations into the Armenian liturgical tradition facilitated via translations of Greek hagiographical
material at this particular historical juncture. The translation of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Makarios may well be rare in the context of Armenian hagiographical material produced in the
late-eleventh century as the only surviving and securely dateable hagiographical translation not produced
by Grigor 11 Vkayasér, but it is this rarity, the conditions and impetus behind its translation, and the
emergence of evidence for the veneration of these martyrs in the Armenian tradition during the very late
tenth and eleventh century which presents a unique viewpoint from which to explore another route through

which previously unattested saints and feast days made their way into the Armenian tradition during this

196 Renoux,v “Une influence du rite byzantin sur la liturgie arménienne: un pentecostaire arménien,” 187-190.,
Renoux, “Le Casoc’, Typicon-Lectionnaire,” 136-138., Ant‘abyan, “Tawnapatcar zolovacown,” 106., Gevorgyan,
“Grigor II Vkayaseri,” 94 -111., Cowe, “Armenian Hagiography,” 312., Avdalbegyan, Yaysmawurk' Zotovacuner, 52., R.
Vardanyan, Hayoc" Tonac'nye’, 283 -288.
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period; it is an approach which offers an entirely different discursive space to the interpretive framework
provided by the activities of Grigor Vkayasér.

This chapter aims to situate the translation of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and
Makarios in 1092 and more broadly the emergence of evidence for the veneration of these saints in
Armenian and by Armenians within a process of textual dissemination and translation which followed the
vicissitudes of Byzantine imperial expansion during the tenth and eleventh. It will argue that the translation
was part of a wider trans-regional process of spiritual transformation in the longue durée of the Byzantine
Empire’s expansion stimulated by the translation of a canon of sacred literature from Greek by
Chalcedonian Christian populations living throughout the Empire’s newly formed eastern frontier. This is,
it should be emphasised, not an attempt to highlight a monodirectional policy emanating from an imperial
centre, which should be judged on how successfully provincial populations were moulded to a univocal
imperial confessional model which strengthened the Empire’s political economy, but rather it aims to
highlight a process of push and pull, whereby the imperial centre and provincial Chalcedonian populations
actively participated and co-operated in the construction of a shared spiritual and cultural environment
through the injection and translation of hagiographical, patristic, exegetical and liturgical texts. This was a
process which not only brought new commemorations and feast days into the Armenian tradition, but one
which facilitated the intrusion of the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into the norms
of provincial Christian communities living throughout Northern Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, Eastern
Anatolia, and the Caucasus during the tenth and eleventh century and served to construct, reinforce, and
maintain a trans-regional, imperial space. Ultimately, this chapter secks to foreground an active Armenian
Chalcedonian translation and veneration milieu throughout the late-tenth and eleventh century that carried

distinctly different objectives from the translation activities of Grigor 11 Vkayaseér.

The Expansion of Byzantium and the Disruption of the Spiritual Environment

The evidence presented in the previous chapter situates the production of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in 1092 within a profoundly Armenian Chalcedonian socio-cultural,
intellectual, and confessional milieu which was responsible for the promotion of the commemoration of
these saints in a century long cycle of activity from 991 CE to the end of the eleventh century, bringing
them into Armenian for the first time. Crucially it provides evidence for a previously unknown martyrology
making its way into Armenian from Greek contemporaneously to the activities of Grigor Vkayaser’, but
not under the agency of his translation programme. If our current interpretive model framing the expansion
of the Armenian sanctorale during the eleventh century is one articulated in terms of the injection of
previously untranslated saints lives and martyrdoms into Armenian under the aegis of Grigor Vkayasér’ as
means of demarcating Armenians from the influence of the Church of Constantinople and stimulating an
Armenian cultural revival, then the translation of the Martyrdom into Armenian in 1092 and, more generally,
the production of the material and literary tools for the veneration of these saints which facilitated their

emergence in Armenian during the tenth and eleventh century speaks to an entirely different set of
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circumstances and motivations. It offers a window into a process of text dissemination, translation, and
veneration stimulated and shaped by the activity of Armenian Chalcedonians throughout the Empire’s
eastern frontier and it is the case study of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and
Makarios which can provide the red thread with which to contextualise this Armenian Chalcedonian activity
and connect it to a wider Chalcedonian translation milieu intimately influenced by and dependent upon
Byzantine Imperial expansion.

The eastward expansion of the Byzantine Empire during the late-tenth and eleventh-century came
at the expense of a number of autonomous Armenian kingdoms and polities, a process which not only
altered local political, administrative, legal, fiscal, economic, cultural, and intellectual practices, but also
dramatically transformed the spiritual norms of the Armenian communities which found themselves living
within a new Byzantine provincial environment.!”” The subsequent relocation of Armenian elites into the
Empire’s eastern themes was accompanied by the ancillary movement of the Miaphysite Armenian Church
hierarchy, the removal of its ecclesiastical elite, and the implementation of new Chalcedonian sees.
Arutjunova-Findanjan, using evidence drawn from the Nozitiae Episcopatunm Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, has
identified the emergence of some twenty-one Chalcedonian eparchies on the former lands which once
comprised the Armenian principality of Taron and the Kingdom of Vaspurakan.!8 In Noz#itia 10, we find
the new dioceses of Hagios Nikolaos, Hagios Georgios, and Hagios Elissaios emerging alongside the new
thematic system in the region of Vaspurakan.!” Another see of Hagios Nikolaos is specifically associated
with the city of Arcés, which itself had become a new thematic centre following its annexation. It is striking,
as Greenwood notes, to observe that several of the new Byzantine dioceses established following the
departure of the Armenian King Senek‘erim Yovhannes in 1021CE, appear to bear the names of pre-
existing religious institutions.?" Greenwood points to evidence reported by Step‘anos Taronec pertaining
to Xlat‘/Hilat on the northern shore of Lake Van. Taronec recalls that there was ‘an Armenian church
outside the circuit wall which had become a bishop’s residence and a monastery — previously it had been
an Armenian community dedicated to the Holy Cross and Saint Gamaliel’.?’! The emergent eparchies in
Bagrewand, Basean, and Tayk also suggest new jurisdictions were created over the lands which formerly

comprised the Armenian principality of Tao-Tayk.202 The replacement of existing ecclesiastical structures

197 The annexation of Armenian polities was achieved primatily through legal mechanisms established on the
consensual transfer of lands through written wills in exchange for properties, titles, and incomes in the Empire. See
for example Aristakés Lastivertc i, Patmut ‘iwn Aristakisi Lastiverte ‘woy, ed. KN. Yuzbasyan. (Erevan, 1963), chaptets 2
and 10, or Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio, ed. G. Moravesik and R. J. H. Jenkins
(Washington DC: Dumbarton Oaks, 2009), chapter 43 (Taron).

For the reconfiguration of the Empire’s eastern frontier see; C. Holmes, “How the East Was Won in the Reign of
Basil 11,”., C. Holmes, Basi/ II and the Governance of Empire, 976—1025., T. Greenwood, “Social Change in Eleventh-
Century Armenia: The Evidence from Taron”.

198 V. Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “Some aspects of the Military Administartive Districts and of Byzantine
Administration in Armenia during the Eleventh-century,” Reve des Etudes Arméniennes 20 (1986-1987): 309-320.

199 Greenwood, Social Change in Eleventh-Century Armenia: The Evidence from Tarén,", 217.

200 Thid., 217.

201 Thid., 217.

202 E. McGeer, J. Nesbitt, and N. Oikonomides, Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oafks and in the Fogg
Musenm of Art, Volume 4: The East (Dumbarton Oaks, 2001), 162.
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with new Chalcedonian hierarchies, often directly replacing former Armenian Miaphysite foundations,
represented a considerable break from the norms of ecclesiastical authority amongst Armenian
communities living in the newly conquered provinces spread through the Eastern Anatolia, Northern
Mesopotamia, Northern Syria, and the Caucasus.

It is fairly apparent from the contemporary evidence that this ecclesiastical disruption was
accompanied by periods of confessional tension which gradually eroded the authority of what remained of
the Armenian Miaphysite church. Stephen of Taron recalls the hostilities between the Byzantine
metropolitan of Sebasteia and the local Armenian ecclesiasts in the late tenth century following the

Byzantine re-capture of the city:

The metropolitan of Sebasteia began to oppress the people of Armenia in matters of faith. He had
recourse to violence and began to torture the priests concerning faith, and he conveyed the leading
priests of the city of Sebasteia in iron chains to the court of the king. Having been ill-treated in
prison, the senior one of the priests, Gabriél, was killed; he was an old man and full of knowledge
and steadfast in this divine faith. This occurred in 435 of the Era. Then others, unnamed priests
and two bishops of Sebasteia and Larissa, Sion and Yovhannés, through the same metropolitan,
accepted the Council of Chalcedon and were excluded from the unanimity of Armenians. And
from that time, they banned the Armenian call to prayer in the city of Sebasteia until king Basil
came to the country of the east.203

This tension can also be traced well into the eleventh century. The Armenian Catholicos Petros I was
relocated from his seat in Ani to the city of Theodosioupolis-Karin at the behest of Constantine IX
Monomachos following the annexation of the Kingdom of Armenia, before being held in Constantinople
for an extended period.?* The same treatment was afforded to his nephew, the future Catholicos Xac‘ik 11,
who was detained before being brought to the imperial capital.?> Hamada, in a recent study on the
development of polemical literature between Miaphysite Armenians and Chalcedonian Greeks, has pointed
in particular to the anti-Armenian sentiment displayed in the treatise of Byzantine theologian Niketas
Stethatos and the heightened division and entrenchment in matters of religious identity which such
polemical activity brought with it.2% It seems that the Catholicos Petros sought to push back against much
of the sectarian animosity being levelled towards him by commissioning the Armenian Vardapet Anania
Sanahnetsi to compose a text in ‘Opposition against those who believe in two natures (Dyophysites)” which,
according to the manuscript colophon, was completed shortly after his death in 1058.207 The tenuous

position of the head of the Armenian Church clearly speaks to a crisis of authority which emerged amongst

203 Step‘anos Taronec'i, The Universal History of Step ‘anos Taroneci: Introduction, Translation, and Commentary, ed. and
trans. T Greenwood (Oxford University Press, 2017), 252.

204 Patmut ‘iwn Aristakisi, 63-64.

205 Ibid., 63-64.

206 K. Hamada, "Old Issues in the New Regime: The Revival of Religious Controversies Between Byzantines and
Armenians after the Fall of the Bagratid Kingdom," in Ammenia and Byzantium without Borders, ed. E. Bonfiglio and C.
Rapp (Brill, 2023), 24142, 249.

207 Mat‘evosyan, Hisatakaranner, 101-102.
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the Miaphysite hierarchy in the ecleventh century. Though Garsoian highlights the fact that, despite
moments of diatribe, the position of the Imperial church and the Empire toward Miaphysite Armenians
‘cannot be dismissed as monolithic’ in its hostility, we are still led to assume that Miaphysite Armenians
generally found themselves under sporadic pressure. Bromige has most recently described the period as
one in which confessional ‘belligerence and intolerance’ toward Armenians in matters of faith was on the
rise.208

Sharing the Empire’s Chalcedonian confessional identity was not by any means a conditio sine qua
non for participation in the Empire, as the case of the Armenian Miaphysite doux of Taron and
Mesopotamia Grigor Magistros illustrates, but it is evident that the Armenian Miaphysite Church hierarchy
found itself under considerable pressure proliferated by several phases of relocation and disruption. 2 As
Greenwood observes, ‘the fact that Catholicos Grigor 1I Vkayasér (‘Martyrophile’) is best-known for
wandering through the Middle East collecting and translating martyrologies rather than for his leadership
of the Armenian Church suggests that this institution was under intense strain, if not close to complete
collapse by this time’.219 By 1085 there were four elected Armenian Catholicoi including Vkayasér, which
perhaps gives us something of an impression of the fragmented and challenging situation faced by the
Miaphysite Armenian Church after a century of hegemonic imperial pressure undermining its organisational
authority.?!! Wassiliou-Seibt and Boersema have reiterated what they describe as the ‘well-known Byzantine
policy of repressing the Armenian church and attempting to move it under the auspices of the ecumenical
patriarch’ 212

Whilst the mechanisms of imperial intrusion into the spiritual norms of Armenian localities in the
tenth and eleventh century through the removal of local church hierarchies, the implementation of new
Chalcedonian sees, and the production of anti-Miaphysite polemics has been well demonstrated by
Arutjunova-Findanjan, Greenwood, Hamada, and others, the role of the dissemination and translation of
a prescribed canon of sacred literature by Chalcedonian Armenians in this process has yet to be
considered.?!? It is the appearance of saints Romylos, Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makatios in the Armenian
tradition during this exact temporal period which offers an ideal starting point from which to advance just

such an investigation.

208 Bromige, Armenians in the Byzantine Empire, 90.

209 Garsofan, "The Problem of Armenian Integration," 71.
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Engineering Spiritual Uniformity: The Translation of Byzantine Relics and Greek Texts by Yovsép

of Constantinople

Though a long version of the Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios did not appear until
1092 CE, the first evidence for the emergence of these saints in Armenian and evidence for their veneration
by Armenians comes exactly a century before, in abbreviated form, as part of the Armenian translation of
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantingpolitanae which, according to its colophon, preserved now only in Vienna,
Mekhitarist Monastery, MS 1048 (1302 CE), was translated from Greek into Armenian in Constantinople
in 991 CE by a certain Yovsép. Beyond information on its dating and provenance, the colophon offers us

some key insights into the processes and motivations behind its production:

61 tiu mbwupdwtu ti mgkwu G dtinuinp pupgiwgphsu 3nyukth, dttiw i ubitiug G dtipugtiug
Juunnidwwwh punuphu Ynunwbnhniyuihu, te ghugpbiah tigne G qghp b mbinhu niutuw, h
thny <nnnd i iugn)gk?!'* pupgiwbtgh qwpw[***Jruminmh?’, h pnpgndwljub puppun h G b
o (991) pniwuibtihu <uyng, G p jJUnudw 20:6 (6500): Whghuy uniwg ti jninupytigh h <uyng
tytinkighu, np phptntnih ti gptb ghipupwbtshipn uppngt qgbniphibu G jhpkh jubniwbk
qutinuinp hnghu, Gir Jupéau h Jupdumninnth wngtit. Wdki:

GL Juubl gh dwip ti whdwbunpe hghh wimwbp uppngh, wyuwtu gptigh jnpnid gpag: Bk
Jywywpwiniphih uppnyli, ghnwughp np dwpnhipnu wyp bp, G jgnpnd. gptwy £ djuyniehih
uppnhnil ghmwughp np dwpnhpnu Yht £ G jnpnud gptiug E Jwpp Gpubdtpongt sk dwpmpipnu wy;
wnwphbh: 6L wunniwdwhwény: Jwphip 6ghtiwy Juuh winiwbi np h Lphunnu?!®

And I unworthy, ignorant and sinful translator Yovsép, born and raised and grown old in this God-protected
city Constantinople, having studied the Armenian language and literature in this place, I translated from the
Roman testimony of feasts a short treatise, in Torgomean speech in 400 and 40 of this Armenian era; and
it was from Adam 6500 years which had passed and I despatched it to this Armenian church. Whoever reads
and writes their own ascetic life of the saints, may they remember by name this sinful soul and they shall

receive reward from the rewarder, Amen.

And since the names of the saints may be difficult and unknown, so I have written in this way, in which if
it is written the martyrology of the saint, you shall know which man was a martyr, and when it is written
testimony of the lady saint, you shall know which woman was a martyr, and when it is written ‘life of the
blessed one’, he is not a martyr but lived an austere life for with courageous conduct pleasing to God for
the sake of the name which is to Christ. 217

214 Swiiugnyg — lit. feast (wiLll) + testimony/index (gnyg). I have preferred as literal a rendering as possible for
this term in the translation, as has been the case for the term wmwiludwl — lit. feast (mwel) + writing/book
(hudwil)). Due to the considerable gap between the production and the transmission of Armenian liturgical
manuscripts it is extremely challenging to clarify the exact contents, structure, and form of these compositions in their
original context. I have therefore chosen to initially render these terms as close as possible to the phrase found in the
colophons so as not to infer too much about the shape of the original composition without further justification. In
this case the manuscript which now preserves this colophon and is the descendant of the original composition: Vienna,
Mekhitarist Monastery, MS 1048, contains both a contents and structure proximate to the Synaxarion ecclesiae
Constantingpolitanae, but with each entry abbreviated and edited by Yovsép himself. It is possible then to infer that
wmuwrliugnyg in this case can be taken to mean that the composition produced by Yovsép in Armenian in 991 was
something akin to the synaxatrion of the Church of Constantinople in both form and function.

215 Damage to the manusctipt renders this term challenging to read.

216 Vienna, Mekhitarist Monastery, ms. 1048, 8r.

217 Tbid., trans. L. Read.
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We learn that Yovsép was a native of the city of Constantinople and that, strikingly, he studied Armenian
in the capital during the tenth century. Regrettably, the enigmatic translator chose not to divulge any further
details of his own identity or training. This is, however, not the only time we encounter him in the historical
record. More information comes to us in the form of an Armenian #ranslatio which records the journey of
the monk Pantaleon to Constantinople to obtain the relics of the Apostles Peter and Paul at the very end
of the tenth century. Whilst in Constantinople, Pantaleon was assisted by Yovsep, who he found working
in the ossuaries of the Hagia Sofia and who helped Pantaleon render accounts surrounding the relics from

Greek into Armenian.

Opp phptntnip jhotigkp quunwytivu Mubnwtnt gh pugniud whuwnniptiudp hwtth qquy
Jupitinug Uppnj@t Unthhw B pupgiwiitigh h jnuiutit b huy (hgne, dhinudp wiphbbngt
8nyutithwy h thwnu Quwnnidny. 218

You who read, may you remember the suffering Pantaleon, and that with much work I extracted sense
from the ossuaries of Saint Sofia and translated from Greek into the Armenian language, by the hand
of (with the assistance from) the blessed Yovsép for the glory of God.?"?

It is this evidence which led Father Nerses Akinean in his 1957 article: Yousép * Kostandnowpolsec’s T argmanich
Haysmawnrk i (Yovsep of Constantinople: Translator of the Synaxarion), the first and very brief study of the
Yovsép’s translation, to argue that Yovsép was himself of Armenian descent and must have belonged to an
Armenian Chalcedonian community present in the city.2?’ Given Yovsép’s activities in the library and
archive of the Hagia Sofia and his role in the translation and distribution of relic accounts and the
Synaxarion of the Church of Constantinople into Armenian it seems apparent that he was certainly
confessionally aligned with the Empire and if not Armenian himself, certainly a Chalcedonian
Constantinopolitan descent with a good command of the Armenian language and connections to the city’s
Armenian Chalcedonian community.22!

The 1987 work by Ugo Zanetti remains the key entry point into the complex textual tradition and
content of Yovsep’s translation of the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, and his study allows us to
speculate more on the content of the original translation.??? Zanetti naturally urges caution regarding the
current shape of the text, acknowledging the fact that, surviving in a fourteenth-century manuscript, it may
well bear little resemblance to its original form. However, his study clearly demonstrates that the Armenian
text was originally modelled according to the standard Constantinopolitan arrangement of the liturgical
year, with Christmas on the 25% December, the presentation of Christ in the Temple on the 2nd February,
the annunciation on the 25t March, which Yovsép points out was according to the arrangement of the

‘Greeks and the Latins’.??> As Zanetti explains, almost all the notices found correspond to the arrangement

218 Mat‘evosyan, Hayeren Jer‘agreri Hisatakaranner, No. 71.

219 Thid., trans. L. . Read.

220 N. Akinean, “Yovsép® Kostandnowpolseci T‘atgmanich Haysmawurk,” Handes Amsorya 1-2 (1957): 3.
221 Ibid., 4-7.

222 Zanetti, “Apothegmes et Histoires Edifantes dans le Synaxarie Arménien,”.

223 Ibid., 171.

72



of the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, with the only exceptions coming in the form of a number of
interpolated Armenian festivals, which are likely the result of later addition and augmentation during the
fourteenth century copying process.??* Zanetti has also observed that the majority of entries comprise
abbreviated notices not directly rendered from entries in the Sywaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae but
resulting from shorter summaries thereof made by Yovsep himself.2%

Yovsép tells us that his work was specifically designed to render the Greek Symaxarion ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae into Armenian for use by Armenian communities in liturgical settings. The colophon,
combined with Zanetti’s reconstruction of the original content, demonstrate that Yovsép’s translation,
arranged according to the Constantinopolitan Church calendar, was implicitly designed to introduce the
norms of Constantinopolitan devotional practices amongst Armenians from the closing decade of the tenth
century onward. Yovsép’s translation of the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae laid out a new schema for
festal commemoration, one which comprised new or unfamiliar saints in a renovated order which would
ideally align its target audience to the Constantinopolitan liturgical rite. Yovsép’s himself consciously
acknowledged that his translation included saints that he anticipated would be unfamiliar or unknown to
Armenians and subsequently addressed this issue by providing a guide to distinguish saints from martyrs in
the colophon of the text. Crucially, he tells us that his translation was designed to be despatched to
Armenian ecclesiastical and monastic environments for liturgical use. It is challenging to discern where
exactly Yovsep intended when he spoke of the distribution of his Armenian translation of the Synaxarion
ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae; but it seems evident that its production surely followed the vicissitudes of the
Empire’s expansion in localities with substantial Armenian populations and was surely designed to support
the establishment of the new Armenian Chalcedonian eparchies in recently annexed Northern Syria,
Melitene, Sebasteia, and Taron and which presumably continued to be distributed and copied as the Empire
expanded and established new eparchies in Tao-Tayk and Vaspurakan in the early eleventh century. The
evidence situates Yovsep as a key agent in a concerted and coordinated effort to influence the practices of
Armenian populations throughout the Byzantine Empire’s newly formed eastern frontier through a process
of translation and distribution aimed at injecting a distinctly Constantinopolitan canon of saints and feast
days and so the liturgical authority of the Church of Constantinople into these local provincial
environments.

Certainly, from this textual evidence we can discern that the promotion of the cult of saints was
perceived as a key tool in the Empire’s eastern expansion. As his role in the Armenian #ranslatio of the relics
of Peter and Paul suggests, Yovsép was also involved in a concerted effort by the Byzantine Empire to
leverage the cult of saints for this purpose through the distribution of relics. With the gradual collapse of
Islamic rule in the Caucasus and Northern Mesopotamia, the ninth and eatly tenth century witnessed the
emergence of new centres of Armenian royal power gravitating primarily around the Bagratunis, Arcrunis,

and the Siwnis. These dynastic families gradually embarked on the consolidation and expansion of their

24 Thid., 171.
225 Thid., 170.
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own zones of political and economic influence at the expense of Abbasid hegemony. Soon, however, these
emergent Armenian kingdoms and principalities became the object of a resurgent Byzantine Empire which
orchestrated the annexation of these polities from the 960s onward. We are fortunate to catch a glimpse of
hagiographic production and traditions relating to the cult of saints and relics in Armenian sources in the
immediate prelude to the expansion of the Byzantine Empire into localities in Anatolia, the Caucasus,
Northern Syria, and Northern Mesopotamia through a colophon attached to the History of the Holy Cross of
Saint Nino composed at the behest of the Abbot Aaron Vanandec at the start of the tenth century. The
scribe records his research into the history of the relic and how it came to rest at his own Monastery of the
Holy Cross situated ‘to the west of the fortress of Karneneac®” north of Lake Van.?26 After consulting several
Armenian hagiographical sources, including the Life of St Gregory the Llluminator, the Life of Saint Sabak, and
the Martyrdom of Susanik, the scribe informs us that during the reign of King Smbat I Bagratuni (§90-912),
the Catholicos Georg 11, at the behest of some disgruntled monks who were unhappy with the high
pilgrimage demand to visit the cross in its original site, had commanded that the cross be moved to its new
home in the monastery of the Holy Cross.??” Crucially, the scribe acknowledges the reason that the recent

history of the cross had been lost by the monastic community which housed it:

Uwuw tptip hwphip Jupunt e ity pniwubht <ugng b juunupdwb Udpunuy, dhd
Ynpdwtiniih tintie whuwphhu <wyng t wphwuwpuly tphhpu wetptivag Ynpdwbbtgun 228

After, in three hundred and sixty-one (912) of the Armenian era, at the execution of Smbat, there was
great destruction of this land of Armenia and this entire land, having been brought to ruin, was
destroyed.??”

In this dossier of the traditions surrounding the Holy Cross of Nino, the scribe implicitly attributes the loss
of hagiographical texts and narratives associated with the cult of saints to the early tenth century campaigns
of the Sajid Ostikan Yusuf against the Bagratuni Kingdom of Armenia and his execution of the Armenian
King Smbat.?30 The scribe goes on to tell us that, during his research on the cult of the cross of Saint Nino,
in the wake of this period of instability, he also re-discovered the Martyrdom of Hmayek and forty men from the
house of Tayk‘and that he also found 'the lives of many other saints who have been forgotten in the crisis of
this land'.23! The various mentions of the source material used in the construction of the History of the Cross
of Nino not only reveal the ways in which the scribe established his legitimate credentials as a researcher,
but also how he mapped the history of the Holy Cross and the production of cult narratives in the tenth
century to a contemporary political and social landscape. The petiod following Yusuf's campaign, the

present and lived environment of the scribe, is consciously constructed as a time of hagiographical revival

226 Mat‘evosyan, Hisatakaranner, No. 65.

227 Tbid., No. 65.

228 Tbid., No. 65.

229 Tbid., No. 65., Trans. L. Read.

230 Tbid., No. 65.

231 Pogossian. "Relics, Rulers, Patronage: the True Cross of Varag and the Church of the Holy Cross on
Alt‘amar," 157.
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in which the re-discovery and reuse of lost and neglected narratives not only permitted individuals to
recover the knowledge of different cult traditions but, in doing so, to produce and promote new narratives
associated with the cult of saints and relics. This evidence offers us a precious view into how the production
of Armenian hagiographical narrative in localities which would eventually be absorbed by the Byzantine
Empire over the next century was designed to serve the spiritual and intellectual needs of local communities;
to legitimise their cult centre and reinforce its legitimacy through the authority of Armenian Royal and
Ecclesiastical authority.

Two solitary colophons allow us to backdate this interest in constructing narratives on saints and
their relics to the late ninth century: the Martyrdom of Saint Abd al-Masib translated from Syriac into Armenian
at the behest of the Armenian Lord Gurgen Arcruni in the region of Vaspurakan in 873 and the Life of Saint
Dionysius the Aregpagite translated from Greek into Armenian in Jerusalem by a certain Yovhannes in 880.232
Alongside the History of the Cross of Nino and the rediscovery of the Martyrdom of Hmayek and forty men from the
house of Tayk’, these works attest to an interest in the production of narratives surrounding relics and saints
amongst Armenian communities which emerges in the extant ninth and very eatly tenth-century material.
It was this intense and shared interest in rediscovering and renewing hagiographical and martyrological
narratives, as well as traditions associated with the cult of saints and relics, that the Byzantine Empire was
able to exploit, as one of several key tools, alongside the dissemination of texts, to distupt and reorientate
the spititual, cultural, and political norms of Armenian populations in the context of its eastern expansion.

Some forty years after the History of the Holy Cross of Saint Nino was composed, after 965, the
Armenian priest Pantaleon, from the Armenian Kingdom of Vaspurakan, composed his own translatio: the
History of the Relics of the Apostles Peter and Panl.??? The colophons of Pantaleon's narrative introduces a number
of interesting markers which indicate a shift in how the translation of relics and their veneration were being
constructed within Armenian polities on the eastern borders of the Byzantine Empire as the tenth century
progressed. Pantaleon firstly situates his narrative in a manner which is distinctly orientated around the

authority of Constantinople and Byzantine expansionism.

Suiu Lhjhdwwmuwy Juyubp 8nibwg pweh W wnwphbing, junpenn h wwwnmbpugqiniiu
htipwinuug np swpnbtiwg qnid budwbljuubd np h Yipwy wwpwbngh Lphumniithg, tio
hinpunuwjtiwg qiquu bGngw, L wn qubwphy wdinmpu Gngw, Jwiuwbn qitd b
gulubuinph b ghnywltiht qSwnunt Uhjhhtging i quntimhu nip phwytw) thb
hwtwyuquuninp swpwapthp nuumupuunpupd wybinphY tir wpwp Swpuyu qudtittiubiwb
quyiinupl ko whwmnmptwbd <pniwjtiging pugquunpl wyl Gpypnpn qoh pugquinpnptiwd
Ytiptimyti. Wy b tiptip qquinn wtind dqpwg tngw h wyuwnhe Uppnyd Unthbw:

... h hpudw @k, Gpypnpn mhbgipuut mbunt hin wiwg Qyniuwhih <adwiquiuyy wippwyhg
wppwh UEd whunniptwiu wmwiu <wyng, qbw] géwbwwuwuwpht mnnbinpniptwb  nip
pPwquinptiv] pwnupl Phiquinhnt h Lnph <nond, jtpypnpnt Awplng Ge b Gdwuphnb
Bontuunbid judtibwntish jundtiiwhput h gpnhu mhtgbipug juiniwmstiht G jubynputiha p

232 Mat‘evosyan, Hisatakaranner, No. 45., No. 46.
233 Tbid, No. 71.
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piwibg b Ynunmwinhniynthu h snpu hwppipipnpnh - wwubbtpnpmh snppnpnh
pPniujuibtmptiut <uyng h mnidh wunniwsuwywyminiptwb h ytgh jnibniwph...

Npp phpetintnip jhotigkp quunuytiuy Mwbnwtnd gh pugnid wphuwmniptiunip hwbth qquy
Junpytinug Uppnytt Unthhw tir pupquwibtigh b jnibimubth b hwy tGqni, dtinwdp wiphotnt
8nyutithwy h thwnu Wuwmnidny. 23

In the years of Nikephoros, emperor of the Greeks, valiant and virtuous, victorious in battles against
the heathens, who smashed the Ismaeli yoke which was upon the necks of Christians, and he crushed
their jaws and took their impregnable fortresses, especially the great, becoming and praiseworthy Tarsos
of Cilicia and Crete where there had lived constantly-lying, cunning rogues and that king made them all
servants of the great headship of the Romans, the second after the celestial kingdom. In addition, he

brought ornaments from their impure mosques in honour of Saint Sofia.

...from the order of the second universe-holder my Lord, the noble Apousahl Hamazasp, king of kings
of the great headship of this house of Armenia, to follow the paths of a journey to the royal city
Biwzandion, to New Rome, to the Second Babylon and to the true Jerusalem, to the most desirable and
miraculous peoples of the world, inaccessible and untrodden by enemies, to Constantinople, in the four
hundred and fourteenth of this Armenian era (965), at the feast of Epiphany, on the sixth of January...

You who read, may you remember the suffering Pantaleon, and that with much work I extracted sense
from the ossuaries of Saint Sofia and translated from Greek into the Armenian language, by the hand
of (with the assistance from) the blessed Yovsep for the glory of God. 2%

Pantaleon then goes on to inform his readers that he was sent specifically to request the holy relics from
the imperial capital. Upon being informed that they had been stolen from Constantinople during the reign
of Emperor Justinian, a dejected Pantaleon tracked them down and fortuitously found that they had arrived
in the Caucasus many years before and were laying in Vaspurakan waiting to be rediscovered. Unlike the
History of the Holy Cross of Saint Nino, which implicitly arranges the legitimacy of the relic and its movement
around the Bagratuni King and Armenian Catholicos, Pantaleon constructs his narrative primarily around
the primacy and authority of Byzantium in a way which attributes prestige to the relics of the Apostles
through an elevated construction of the emperor and of the Empire set against the backdrop of the
Byzantine expansion. It offers a reflection on the way in which the gradual expansion of the Empire
fundamentally started to alter the hierotopic landscape of neighbouring Armenian polities, shaped by the
soft power of Constantinople through the distribution of relics and their associated narratives.?3 Crucially,
he also informs us that the history of the relics was communicated orally to him in Greek, before being
translated into Armenian with the assistance of Yovsép, inextricably linking the legitimacy of the narrative

to its origin in Hagia Sofia.?37 In this account, recognition of imperial political hegemony is coded into the

234 Mat evosyan, Hayeren Jer‘agreri Hisatakaranner, No. 71.

235 Tbid., trans. L. Read

236 A. Lidov, “Hierotopy. The ctreation of sacred space as a form of creativity and subject of cultural history,” in
Creation of Sacred Spaces in Byzantinm and Medjeval Russia, ed. A. Lidov (Indrik, 2006). 32-58. J. Shepard, “Constantine
VII, Caucasian Openings and the Road to Aleppo,” in Eastern Approaches to Byzantinm, ed. A. Eastmond (Ashgate,
2001), 19-40,

237 Ibid, No. 71.
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clevation of the status of the apostles’ relics and the acumen of their cult centre in the Kingdom of
Vaspurakan. In contrast to the rediscovery of the Holy Cross of Nino, Pantaleon directly appeals to the
imperial Byzantine pedigree of the relics of Peter and Paul rather than the royal Armenian.

The imperial influence found in the History of the Finger of the Holy Apostle Peter, which is entirely
absent in the Holy Cross of Nino, reflects something of the shift orchestrated by a method through which
intrusion into Armenian sacred spaces through relics and, in this case, their translated narratives
consummated the intrusion of Byzantine political hegemony. As Greenwood observes, ‘the granting of
fragments of the True Cross by the Byzantine emperor to Armenian princes in recognition of their loyalty
and orthodoxy was a long-established tradition’, and it is apparent that this policy of disseminating relics to
Armenian rulers was deployed by the Empire from the earliest stages of the emergence of independent
Armenian polities on the periphery of Byzantium in the ninth century.?3 Prior to his accession as King of
Armenia, ASot Bagratuni was granted a piece of the True Cross by the Patriarch Photios and Emperor Basil
I in a diplomatic package designed to win the loyalty of the nascent Armenian ruler at the expense of
Abbasid hegemony.?* The Life of the Armenian Catholicos Mastoc® (833—98) informs us that the cross was
then deposited in the Monastery of Sevan, in a narrative of the genealogy of the relic which impresses upon
its reader the status of its imperial connection.?* From this point onward, Armenian relic narratives are
punctuated by the transfer from Byzantine emperors into Armenian polities. In his History of the Holy Cross
of Aparank’, Grigor Narekac‘ recalls that the bishop of Mokk® obtained a number of relics for his own
monastery, including a fragment of the True Cross given by the emperor Basil I and transferred to its own
sanctuary at Easter 983.241 On the fagade of the Church of the Holy Saviour in the capital of the Bagratuni
Kingdom, Ani, an inscription records that the founder of the Church, Ablgharib Pahlawuni, went to
Michael (Michael IV), emperor of the Greeks in Constantinople, on the orders of Smbat Sahansah (The
Armenian king Yovhannes-Smbat I1I) and recovered a relic of the True Cross.2*2 Just prior to his visit to
Constantinople in 1045, during which he would cede the Kingdom of Armenia to the Byzantine Empire,
King Gagik II was induced to present himself before Constantine IX Monomachos when he received a
relic of the True Cross from the Emperor himself according to Aristakés.?*?

Armenian narratives from the late ninth to the mid eleventh century concerning the transfer of
relics and translated textual traditions surrounding these relics demonstrate an intense interest in the
distribution and acquisition of holy objects imbued with Constantinopolitan legitimacy amongst local
Armenian rulers on the periphery of the Empire. We should be conscious of the fact that not every account

was centred around the notion of Imperial legitimacy, reflecting the fact that the expansion of imperial

238 T. Greenwood, “Imagined past, revealed present: A Reassessment of Mununipht Swpoun) (History of
Taron),” Travaux et Mémoires 18 (2014): 387.

239 1bid., 387. 1. Dorfmann-Lazarev, Ammeniens et Byzantins a L'epoque de Photins: Deusc Debats Theologiques apres le
Triomphe de 'orthodoxie (Peeters, 2004).

240 D. Zakatian, “King Vasil’s Holy Sign of War,” in Awmenia and Byzantium without Borders, ed. by E. Bonfiglio and
C. Rapp (Brill, 2023), 205.

241 Ibid., 205.

242 Divan Hay Vimagrut ‘yan, Corpus Inscriptionnm Armenicarum, vol. 1 (Yerevan, 1965), No. 129.

243 Patmut iwn Aristakisi., 61.
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hegemony into Armenian polities was not a uniform nor singular process. Jones, and more recently
Pogossian, have both illustrated how ninth- and tenth-century Armenian narratives surrounding the cult of
the Holy Cross of Varag in the Kingdom of Vaspurakan represent a conscious rejection of Byzantine
influence in favour of promoting and legitimising the rule of the Armenian King Gagik of Vaspurakan.2#
However, it is evident that, against the backdrop of the gradual expansion of the Empire into the border
of these Armenian polities, narratives surrounding relic commemoration composed in the tenth and
eleventh century are distinctly orientated around the Byzantine origin of these sacred objects. Jones reminds
us that ‘relics served as visible testimony of a rulet's piety throughout all medieval Christendom. The
acquisition and possession of important relics, such as those associated with Christ, also reflected divine
approval of a ruler and thus functioned to stabilize and enhance power’. Zakarian, in turn, highlights that
the exchange of relics between the Byzantine emperors and the Armenian kings and powerful princes,
commemorated in a number of medieval Armenian texts, ‘was a common practice from which both parties
expected to reap political, military, and economic benefits’.?#> The distribution of relics from
Constantinople naturally imbued Armenian rulers with imperial legitimacy, but building royal pedigree on
imperial patronage through relic translation demanded something in return. With the sacralisation of
Armenian kingship through Imperial relics of the True Cross came a process of politicisation and
acculturation which is punctuated through contemporary #ranslationes.

The dissemination of relics, in which the Armenian Chalcedonian Yovsép played a key role, marked
the sacred landscape of these Armenian polities with the spiritual authority of the Empire and demanded
that these polities recognise the political and cultural hegemony of Constantinople in the process. One by
one, each of these kingdoms and principalities which received or sought out Constantinopolitan relics were
eventually annexed. The dissemination of relics and their related narratives played their role by coding
Byzantine spiritual, cultural, and political hegemony into the landscape of the Armenian polities on its
periphery and facilitating this process. It leaves one to wonder whether the evidence identified by Astruc,
highlighted in Chapter 1, for a new foundation dedicated to Saint Eudoxius in Melitene after the
reinternment of his relics in the city in 967 CE and the subsequent uptick in local interest in these martyrs
could also have been part of the same process, bringing the veneration of these saints back into their local
environment through the concerted efforts of an imperial system of targeted relic distribution in the context
of Byzantine expansion.

In Le Casoct, Typicon-Lectionnaire Origines et Evolutions, Chatles Renoux made a very brief reference to
Akinean’s 1957 article, noting that Yovsep’s then still relatively unknown translation of the Synaxarion of
Constantinople may have had some influence on the opening of the Armenian sanctorale in the eleventh

century before moving to a more extensive analysis on the role of Grigor Vkayasér at the same historical

24 L. Jones, “Medieval Armenian Identity and Relics of the True Cross (9-11% centuties),” Journal for the Society
Sfor Armenian Studies 12 (2003): 52., Pogossian, "Relics, Rulers, Patronage: the True Cross of Varag,”, 129., 159.

2% Jones, “Medieval Armenian Identity”, 43. Zakarian, “King Vasil’s Holy Sign of War,” 202. A. Eastmond,
“Byzantine Identity and Relics of the True Cross,” Eastern Christian Relics (2003): 205-216., For a recent approach
regarding the sacralisation and political propagation of the Imperial office via relics see; C. J. Sprecher, Emgperor and
God: Passion Relics and the Divinisation of Byzantine Rulers, 944-1204 (Heidelberg University Publishing, 2024).
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juncture.246 It is a similar pattern that we encounter in Vardanyan’s 1999 monograph Hayoc' Tonac nyc'.
Making reference to Akinean’s article and providing a summary of the contents of Yovsép’s colophon,
Vardanyan argued that the influence of Yovsép’s work was minimal in the Armenian tradition, especially
in comparison to the work of Grigor Vkayasér and his translation team where the introduction of previously
unknown commemoration was significantly more impactful and to which Vardanyan devotes a large
portion of his study.?*” Based on the analysis of the emergence of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Matkarios conducted in the first chapter of this thesis, we know that the impact of Yovsep’s
translation did have its desired effect: it injected a new festal commemoration into the Armenian tradition,
the impact of which is exemplified in the survival and maintenance of Yovsép’s abbreviated entry in later
thirteenth-century Armenian synaxaria. As Akinean points out, despite the significance of his work: the first
translation of the Greek Synaxarion into Armenian Yovsep received no recognition amongst contemporary
medieval Miaphysite Armenian historians in the way that Grigor Vkayasér did. This paucity of
acknowledgement may well be a product of the original purpose of his translation and a lack of
comfortability with the goals of Chalcedonian translators like Yovsép in late tenth-century Constantinople.
Like the Armenian historians of the eleventh century, scholarship has downplayed the role of Yovsép’s
translation which, as the case of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios demonstrates was clearly
impactful. The first emergence of these saints into the Armenian tradition in the tenth and early eleventh
century was no coincidence, but rather it can be plotted specifically onto the prolific activities of an
Armenian Chalcedonian translator in Constantinople, whose work stimulated the injection of new feast
days, commemorations, and traditions surrounding the cult of saints in the form of texts and relics in a
process of distribution and translation specifically designed to support the expansion of the Byzantine
Empire into Armenian localities which became part of its eastern frontier during the tenth and eleventh

century.

Taking the Initiative: Chalcedonian Translators, Greek Models, and the Expansion of the
Byzantine Empire

The long version of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Romylos, Eundoxios, Zeno, and Makarios translated from
a Greek Constantinopolitan menologion in Melitene in 1092, I would argue, can also be viewed within the
same context as the activities of Yovsép, not just because it was Yovsép’s translation of the Synaxarion
ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae which first brought these saints into the purview of Armenian audiences
throughout the Byzantine Empire’s eastern frontier and undoubtedly acted as a catalyst for the production
of the long version translated in 1092, nor solely because it was also produced by a Chalcedonian Armenian
community, but because the translation of the Armenian Martyrdom can also be located within the same
system of text distribution and translation by Armenian Chalcedonians underpinned and influenced by the

expansion of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century.

246 Renoux, “Le Caéoc‘, Typicon-Lectionnaire Origines et Evolutions,” 136.
247 Vardanyan, Hayoc" Tonac'nyc’, 282 -283.
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The first question we might ask is how the translator of the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of
Saints Romylos, Eudoxios, Zeno, and Makarins in 1092 obtained the Greek menologion arranged according to
the liturgical cycle of the Church of Constantinople for translation. Was it acquired in Constantinople at
the behest of a sponsor, translated, and then brought to Melitene? We know from the last chapter, for
example, that this form of acquisition and translation was preferred by the Armenian Miaphysite Catholicos
Grigor II Vkayasér and his translation team and is recorded in several of the colophons attached to their
translations, including the Armenian Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles by John Chrysostom made in 1077.
The source tells us how Grigor Vkayaser went to Constantinople expressly to commission a translation of
the text before bringing it to the monastery of Paflah on the Black Mountain to have the register and
content of the Armenian adjusted by one of his collaborators. This example sits alongside evidence for a
process of textual acquisition between centre and periphery expressed in another colophon attached to an
Armenian Gospel written in 1066 in Sebastia which describes the journey of a Miaphysite Armenian monk

to and from the imperial capital to procure materials for the creation of a Gospels:

Upn tu Qphgnpu uhptigh tir piting tnt wpnitunh gpeniehriu gubiqugun b numbity qgnpd
nuljLn) h qupn wuumnithpubug Stwnb G h uqiwsd nphtt G h yipuy wyup wdtbuygh Gpubh
quyiimupl npp wmtiuht qStpd i yuytijightt judiwunipp pipwbtng Juppuwytimniptiub tnpu
tiL qiputmiehirbud qnp wn Mtnpnu Juud pimumnyuibitng qw Sktp i Uumniwd hwduuptib h
Ytpuy hd b wdtitu it hwrwnwgtiing h ubp pugnid mbisduwdp hwdwpkh ghu waytiwg wn nnub
Stiwnh ubtiny qtipumbwlub qauytd h ptipwbing tnpuw G wn wmtby huthwqubtug G wntnmh
upnh pwpiwbdatgh qutpt hd Uwhwl phipty quainch ugqdwonyu h pugquinpuljub punupth
ti gptigh qunipp Witinmwpwbu hdny &tinop. .. 248

Now, I, Grigor, became fond of and inquisitive about the art of writing and I also desired to study the
work of gold in the decoration of the commandments of the lord and the preparation
of it. And on account of all of this, happy are those who saw the Lord and enjoyed the teaching of his
most-holy mouth and felicity, which to Petros, because of confessing him Lord and God, they reckon
above mine and all who have faith. In great longing passion I considered myself having fallen at the
feet of the Lord, hearing the blessed sound from his mouth and out of the longing desire and grief of
my heart, I begged my Lord Sahak to bring the box of equipment from the royal city (Constantinople)
and I wrote this holy Gospel by my own hands.. .24

These examples offer us an insight into another mechanism through which Greek, Constantinopolitan
textual models and material were acquired to produce Armenian manuscripts in the second half of the
eleventh century. The journey to Constantinople to utilise Greek material was an age-old practice in the
Armenian tradition stretching back to the Surb T argmanic’®’, the holy translators, who rendered biblical and
patristic literature into Armenian in the fifth century.” When the example of Grigor Vkayasér is placed
alongside that of the Armenian Gospel of 1066, it demonstrates the functionality of a particular modality

of manuscript production between Miaphysite Armenians and the capital of Empire, highlighting how

248 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 311, f. 280v.

249 Ibid., trans. L. Read (2024).

250 T, M. Van Lint, “Armenian,” in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Literature, ed. S. Papaioannou (Oxford
University Press, 2021), 607.
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Armenian monastic foundations continued to relied on the co-operation with Constantinople through
networks of procurement, knowledge exchange, and translation.

The colophon attached to the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Saints Romylos, Eudoxios, Zeno
and Makarios, however, does not reflect such a process of acquisition: rather, it suggests that the translation
was carried out in situ, leading one to assume that the Greek menologion which contained the Martyrdom
was already in Melitene and available to use at the time of translation in 1092 CE — but how did it get there
in the first place? An answer to this question is that Greek hagiographical collections containing the Greek
model of the Martyrdom made their way into the city shortly after its re-capture by the Byzantine Empire in
934. If we permit that Greek menologia, including the one which contained the Martyrdon: of Saints Ronylos,
Eudoxios, Zeno, and Matkarios had arrived in Melitene sometime after 934, then evidence for its use and
translation in the creation of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092 can be mapped onto a larger trans-regional
process whereby the dissemination of Greek textual material also followed the vicissitudes of the Empire’s
expansion and was designed to condition the practices of Christians living throughout its eastern frontier
during the tenth and eleventh century. Where Yovsep’s translation tells us that some of that material was
distributed in translation in a more centrally co-ordinated effort between the Empire and an Armenian
Chalcedonian translator in Constantinople, the Greek menologion behind the translation of the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios gives us the impression that the Byzantine Empire
also relied on the individual initiative of local Chalcedonians living in imperial provincial centres to translate
and familiarise provincial communities with a prescribed canon of sacred literature arranged according to
the norms of the Church of Constantinople distributed as a means to strengthen a Byzantine imperial socio-
cultural, political, and confessional economy.

In support of this contention, we can turn to a near contemporary example to the Armenian
Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios which stands as testament to this process of Greek
textual dissemination, Armenian Chalcedonian translation, and imperial expansion in the imperial theme of
Taron, offering a crucial glimpse into the workings of this hegemonic process through a Greek ‘book of
lections’. Yerevan M 7729, also known as the Mush Homiliary, was created at the opening of the thirteenth
century, sometime between 1200 and 1202.2>! The monumental size of this manuscript, measuring 70.5 x
55.3 cm, is matched by its extensive content. M 7729 preserves a sizeable collection of 342 lections,
comprising homiletic excerpts, as well as saints’ lives and martyrologies that were to be read during the
liturgical cycle of the year in conjunction with the Divine Office.?>? As the colophon of the manuscript
recalls, it is a fawnakan (nutiuljuaty), a homiliary which traces its origins to an archetype created by the
Armenian monk Sotomon of the monastery of Mak ‘enoc’ in the year 196 (747CE), arranged according to
the liturgy of St James.2>3 As both Renoux and Outtier have observed, M 7729 reveals a long developmental

process from Sotomon’s original, which comprised different phases of addition and alteration.?>* As such,

251 Outtier, “The Armenian Homiliaries. An Attempt at an Historical Overview,” 117-122.
252 Tbid., 120-121.

253 Thid., 120.

254 Tbid., 120-121.
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the manuscript offers a window into different stages in the Armenian homiliary tradition. Within its many
folios is a colophon, indicative of the inclusion of an older source used in process of the compilation which

reveals a crucial yet neglected stage of the history of the homiliary:

Bu, Qnpuiniwditi Uwdhyndtind npnh Swtwmw dtdh pphuwd Swipniing b wdtituy i wppuwaphhu
<wyng, mtiuh quyu ghpu uwhdwiwg, gpty htpkt Wyt gpnyg h nruwenpsk dtpdt Uppngt
Gnhgnpk Mupplt b pupgiwitgh h huy ghpu, b hwunwnmtigh gh Whwugujut hwyptithu thgh
Unipp Unwplingt: 61 jhtith juytjtiuwy h hugptithu, tnpu wmigh 6bbintwb, gtint gRtpmuy
qyuyupnyt W pip wdtituyt vwhdwingub wygbumw bt p b phrypuunwiup:

b phi <uyng L (1079): G1 qtinytyh gphs jhok wmip Funtinu Qunniwd nqnpdh hoé.?»

I, Cortuanel Mamikonean, son of Tacat, great prince of Taron and all of this land of the Armenians,
saw this book of lections?*, written in Greek and with Greek writing by our illuminator Saint Grigor
Partev, and I translated |[it] into Armenian writing, and confirmed that it should be the permanent
possession of the Holy Apostles. And from me was added to this patrimony, on the day of his birth, the
village of Berdak, by the Kayser, with all its boundaties, its vineyards, and its many branches.

In the Armenian era 528 (1079). Remember the lamentable scribe, lord Tadeos. God have mercy on
me.257

During the process of compilation M 7729 in the thirteenth century, the scribes clearly drew on an
earlier ‘book of lections’, originally written in Greek and translated into Armenian in 1079. Though the
original composition of this eleventh-century manuscript is lost and so limits us from using it to identify a
direct Greek archetype, the surviving colophon still offers us vital details with which to understand the text
in its eleventh-century context. The colophon records that the original Greek manuscript had been picked
up by the Armenian elite Cortuanel Mamikonean in the region of Taron some time presumably in the mid
to late eleventh century when it was then translated in 1079 and used as a legal document, witnessing the
transfer of the village of Berdak, just south of Theodosioupolis/ Karin, along with its estates into the
possession of the monastery of the Holy Apostles near Mush, from where presumably it was later acquired
and used to compile M 7729. The colophon records that the transaction was orchestrated by Cortuanel
Mamikonean with the permission of the ‘Kayser, the ‘Caesar’. What we know of Cortuanel Mamikonean,
comes to us in the form of a colophon preserved in 1104 where Cortuanel describes himself as ‘having the
support of Christ and the life-giving Cross, and the Emperor of the Greeks (Alexios I)’.258 Identified as a
cousin of the strategos of Samosata and prince of Sasun Tornik Mamikonean thanks to Gerard Dedeyan’s

reconstruction of his family tree, we can place Cortuanel and his lineage in a long line of service to the

255 Mat ‘evosyan, Hifatakaranner, No. 133.

2% ghpu uwhdwliug - book of Lections. Given then use of this undetlying source in the compilation of the
Mush Homiliary’, we can presume that the underlying Greek source mentioned here by Cortuanel was likely a Church
of Constantinople Greek homilarion which contained homilies dedicated to Grigor the Illuminator.

257 Tbid., trans. L. Read

258 G. Dedeyan, Les Arméniens entre Grees, Musulmans et Croisés. Etude sur les ponvoirs arméniens dans la Proche-Orient
méditerranéen (1068-1150), vol. 1 (Calouste Gulbenkian, 2003), 336.
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Byzantine Empire which stretched from the region’s annexation in the tenth century to the last decades of
the eleventh and the opening years of the twelfth century.?* His possession and use of Greek liturgical
material, surely pointing to an arrangement according to the Church of Constantinople, certainly points
toward a Chalcedonian confession, a conclusion also reached by Dedeyan. Again, we find evidence of the
injection of Greek liturgical material into a local environment annexed by the Empire in the tenth century
subsequently picked up and translated by a Chalcedonian Armenian in the eleventh century.

In his 2008 study ‘Raiders and Neighbours: The Turks (1040—1304), Dimitri Korobeinikov was
attracted to the political value of this colophon primarily because the deference to the Emperor in the final
line of the text provides evidence of an Armenian elite recognising imperial authority in Theodosioupolis,
in a period where we know the city was oscillating between Georgian and Seljuk Turkish control.*”
Korobeinikov rendered Kayser as Emperor, suggesting that this legal transaction invoked the authority of
Nikephoros IIT Botaneiates. Cortuanel claims that the Greek model included homilies in Greek by the
progenitor of the Armenian Church, Gregory the Illuminator. By the tenth century we find the itz of
Tonytotov, €mondnouv yevopévou mg peydhng Appeviag (Gregory, Bishop of Greater Armenia) in both the
Synaxarinm ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae and the Menologion of Symeon Metaphrastes celebrated on the 30t
September; so finding lections concerning him in an eleventh century liturgical composition in Greek would
be no surprise.?! Reference to St Gregory was not an automatic indicator of confessional identity and, in
this case, the reference may be more illuminating for its expression of legal dimensions in contemporary
Armeno-Byzantine interactions. Greenwood has already identified a near-identical case preserved in the
tenth-century History of Taron whereby the historic and foundational property rights of the monastery of
Glak in Taron, not far from Mush, were reimagined following the Byzantine reconquest of the region. The
History of Taron asserts that the monastery was founded and its lands confirmed by Gregory the Illuminator,
which gave its ownership claims good pedigree. The text then recalls the historic connection between
Gregory and the Metropolitan of Caesarea who was responsible for Gregory’s ordination as Bishop of the
Armenians, emphasising the dependence of Gregory’s authority on the See of Caesarea and by extension
the authority of the Empire.?62 By deriving Gregory’s authority from the Empire, the rights and properties
of the monastery of Glak, and therefore the foundation of the monastery itself, is given historic imperial
credentials. The anomalous mention of Gregory the Illuminator’s Greek-speaking pedigree in Cortuanel’s
‘book of lections’ appears to reflect a dynamic similar to that of the History of Taron. The colophon, acting
as the record of the transaction, evoked the posthumous authority of St Gregory the Illuminator to reinforce
its legitimacy amongst Armenians, but specifically emphasised deference to the authority of the Church of

Constantinople and tied this to the overarching authority of the emperor and the legal veracity of Greek in

2% N. Adontz, “Les Taronites en Arménie et a Byzance,” Byzantion 9 (1934): 715-38., N. Adontz, “Tornik le
moine,” Byzantion 11 (1936): 143-64

260 D. Korobeinikov, “Raiders and Neighbours: The Turks (1040—1304),” in The Cambridge History of the Byzantine
Empire, ¢. 500—1492, ed. J. Shepard (Cambridge University Press, 2008), 705 — 706.

261 Garsofan traces the emergence of Gregory in Greek hagiographical collections to the Council of Sirakawan of
862, see Garsofan, “The Problem of Armenian Integration,” 73. Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanune, 90., BHG 713.

262 Greenwood, “Imagined past, revealed present,” 383.
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the present. It provides a nice example of how power and authority were in the process of being renegotiated
following the annexation of Taron and how Byzantine legal culture was received and adapted by local
Armenian communities.

The colophon of M 7729 emits a legal language which is intimately connected to the Byzantine
Empire. Greenwood has stressed the value of identifying such transactions as evidence for the adoption of

Roman legal practices.”” It is no coincidence that we find examples of this in increasing frequency during

264 The example of M 7729 demonstrates a concern

the reconquest period of the tenth and eleventh century.
with defining ownership, which mirrors language found in an acts of sale and donation preserved by the
monastic communities of Mount Athos. An example of such transactional language comes from the
monastery of Iveron in 1007, as identified by Neville: ‘from now on you have possession of this farmland,
to sell, to give, to plant vineyards in it, to give it as dowry, to leave to heirs and successors and to do in it as
much as the divine and holy laws give permission and power to full owners’, one of a number of examples
which Neville has found throughout eleventh-century Byzantine legal material.”®® Clearly the property
transfer preserved in the colophon of M 7729 was intended to be as permanent as the text which came with
it, granting the monastery full and perpetual control over Berdak and its lands. Neville views such formulaic
definition of ownership as a response to the blurring of lines between the concepts of possession and
ownership which became a hallmark of a more flexible imperial policy toward property, motivated by
maximising land yields.”*® In 1079 the property rights of this Armenian monastery were enshrined according
to the norms of Byzantine law and the formula behind its definition of ownership speaks to contemporary
concepts of property and land transfer. Notably, Berdak is described by the content of its estates rather than
their extent, outlining its taxable potentia.l.Z(’7 It is a framing which speaks to the influence of Byzantine
economic and fiscal practices, which have been identified in tenth- and eleventh-century Armenian source
material by both Greenwood and Matheou. This evidence reflects how, in the context of the Byzantine
reconquest, ‘former patrimonial lands were transformed into taxable districts’.?*® The recording of Berdak’s
land yield and taxable value expresses a relationship between land and ownership which fits well with
contemporary Byzantine fiscal arrangements. To have gone to the effort of meticulously recording this
exchange may also be indicative of an expectation that it would be recorded in an upcoming update to the
Imperial tax register and that evidence would need to be made available to the relevant authority for
assessment. In this case, it may well demonstrate knowledge and recognition of continued Byzantine tax
collection amongst Armenian elites in the former Byzantine east in 1079. This colophon not only reflects
legal expressions derived from the Byzantine Empire but also the maintenance, and expectation thereof, of

continued fiscal contact between Armenians and the Empire after 1071. We see evidence for deference to

263 Greenwood, “Social Change”, 199.

264 Thid., 199.

265 .. Neville, Authority in Byzantine Provincial Society 950—1100 (Cambridge University Press, 2004), 54-55.
266 Thid., 54-55.

267 Tim Greenwood, “Imagined past, revealed present,”, 381-382.

268 Matheou, “Hegemony, Counterpower, and Global History”, 213.
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the authority of the emperor, but also Armenian monastic and secular elites arranging property exchanges
and rights with expressions which clearly appeal to Byzantine legal and fiscal practices after Manzikert,
implications which will be expanded on in a separate future study.

Leaving the Armeno-Byzantine political, economic, legal, and fiscal value of this colophon, the
preservation of this colophon in M 7729 offers us a window through which to expand our conversation on
a process of dissemination and translation of Greek textual, fuelled by imperial expansion and facilitated by
local provincial Chalcedonian Armenian translators in Taron and its subsequent circulation to a monastery
near Theodosioupolis-Karin in the eleventh century; both regions which had been annexed by the Byzantine
Empire in the tenth and eatly eleventh century. To the evidence provided by relic distribution and
hagiographical material, evidently the injection of liturgical material in Greek, presumably arranged
according to the calendrical cycle of the Church of Constantinople also played a key role. The eleventh-
century colophon of M7729 perhaps best demonstrates how such textual dissemination and translation,
designed first and foremost to regulate the spiritual environment, was so closely intertwined with political,
legal, and fiscal relationships with conditioned Armeno-Byzantine relations during the eleventh century.

This underlying system of distribution of Greek models to recently annexed provinces in the imperial
East not only tallies well with the evidence provided by Cortuanel Mamikonean’s ‘book of lections’, but
also fits neatly within a corpus of evidence highlichted by Holmes, Greenwood and Matheou,
demonstrating the dissemination of Byzantine Greek chronicles into local provincial contexts during the
Byzantine reconquest and their underlying influence on Armenian historiographical production during the
eleventh century and, crucially, after 1071. Beyond the changes to the administrative, fiscal, and economic
environment which gradually re-orientated the Empire’s new eastern themes and their substantial Armenian
populations toward the imperial centre, it is also possible to trace key transformations to the cultural and
intellectual landscape. The more immediate examples come in the form of the two Armenian
historiographical works produced in the eleventh century in regions which had been annexed by the
Byzantine Empire. Writing at the start of the century, Step‘anos Taronec‘l appears to have exploited an
underlying Byzantine chronicle which formed the spine of his historical composition, orientating his
narrative structure around the reigns and exploits of successive emperors. This is attested in the
chronological structure, in the focus on imperial history and, as Greenwood observes, in specific linguistic
features which reveal a Greek original.2®® Greenwood and Matheou have also demonstrated that a similar
imperial chronicle produced in Greek, but possibly translated and preserved in Armenian, was exploited by
Aristakés Lastivertsi, writing after the battle of Manzikert in the late 1070s in the city of Arc'n.?’0 It is
evidence which has led Matheou to view such underlying compositions as indicative of the existence of a

network of imperial administration and local archives which followed the Empire’s expansion and which

269 Stepanos Taronecs, 54., T. Greenwood, “Composing World History at the Margins of Empire,” in Global
Byzantium: Papers from the Fiftieth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, ed. L. Brubaker, R. Darley & D. Reynolds
(Routledge, 2022), 102.

270 N. Matheou, Situnating the History Attributed to Aristakés Lastiverc, 1000-1072 (PhD diss., University of Oxford,
2018), 82-97.
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stands as evidence for the flow of information, ideas, and dissemination of texts which entered provincial
centres following their annexation.?’! Both works attest to the circulation of Greek textual models and
their use by Armenian historians. As Greenwood has illustrated, the influence of Byzantine literary culture
was no less significant than changes to the political or administrative environment, arguing that historical
texts like Aristakés or Taroneci should be thought of as both Armenian and Byzantine: ‘written in
Armenian and aware of Armenian historical tradition but composed in a Byzantine provincial context and
expressing, whether intentionally or not, present conditions and attitudes’.272

Evidence for the injection of new Greek patristic textual models following imperial expansion can
be found in the form of copies of John Chrysostom and Ephrem the Syrian made in regions following
their annexation by the Empire. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Arm D.11, preserves an Armenian copy of
Commentary on Epistle to Ephesians by Chrysostom, likely written around the region of Lake Van in the first half
of the eleventh century.?”? Another more direct example is the translation of the works of Ephrem the
Sytian, sponsored by a certain Dawit Xataxordoy (nunuunpnnj), which were ‘translated from [the
language] of the Romans to ours, in the Armenian era four hundred and seventy-two (1023)’, as per the
manuscript colophon.?’ Significantly, the name Xalaxordoy may indicate Armenian artisanal sponsorship
of works coming from Greek originals: the name may be a combination of Xafaxord, ‘leather tanner’, with
the addition of the genitive singular suffix ¢y, rendering his name ‘of the leather tanner’; alternatively, it
could be regarded as a combination of Xafax and ordwoy, meaning ‘son of tannin’, the substance used to
treat raw hide. In either case, this is a uniquely attested surname. Of course, if this is not being used to
denote Dawit’s profession, then the appearance of a second name amongst the Armenian lower-middle
class would itself be far more indicative of the influence of Byzantium on naming practices. The use of
second names in this form is not particular to the Armenian tradition, in which hereditary patronymic family
names amongst the upper elite were preferred or at least survive in the known material. Perhaps Dawit was
from a family which had made its wealth through leather tanning and adopted this patronym. It may itself
be indicative of new commercial opportunities which under the auspices of Byzantine hegemony. In the
case of the Armenian Commentary on Epistle to Ephesians by Chrysostom and the translation of the works
of Ephrem the Syrian sponsored by Dawit Xalaxordoy, the confessional identity of the sponsors and
translators remain unclear.

It is hard to ignore the collective evidence which points to the increasing dissemination of Greek
models made available in provincial environments following the Byzantine annexation of those regions on
textual production in Armenian and by Armenians during the eleventh century. It does much to challenge

Garsoian’s contention that Armenian intellectual practices were alienated following the incorporation of

21 Ibid., 82-97.
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Armenians into the Byzantine Empire.?”> On the contrary, it seems that Byzantine and Armenian intellectual
and cultural practices began to align in the provincial environment. The evidence highlights how the
Byzantine reconquest influenced the re-orientation of Armenian intellectual practices, dictated new
parameters for the writing of Armenian history, and encouraged Armenians to look to newly disseminated
Greek texts for their intellectual, spiritual, and cultural discourse within the new Byzantine provincial
context. It is likely that, much like Greek exemplar used by Cortuanel, or the patristic model used by Dawit
Xataxordoy, Greek menologia were also imported into these recently annexed regions. It is reasonable in
turn to suppose that the Greek model used by our Armenian Chalcedonian translators in 1092 was indeed
imported into Melitene during the period after 934, once it was again under Imperial rule. The translation
of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092, and the emergence of the long version of this martyrology in the
Armenian tradition then speaks to a process whereby the dissemination of Greek textual material followed
the Empire’s expansion and conditioned Armenian textual practices during the eleventh century.

If we are to accept this transmission process, the question arises as to whether this manuscript arrived
in Melitene and ended up, for example, in a newly formed Greek-speaking Byzantine monastic community
there, where it was later borrowed by or transferred to an Armenian Chalcedonian community in the city
for translation in the late eleventh century, or that it arrived directly into an Armenian Chalcedonian
foundation in Melitene, most of whose members would have had an interest in and familiarity with the
Greek language and where the acquisition of such a manuscript in their library would have served a practical
liturgical function. Certainly, from the evidence presented in this chapter, the former seems equally as likely
as the latter. If we were to propose the latter: that a pre-Metaphrastic Greek menologion made its way
directly into an Armenian Chalcedonian foundation after 934 CE, where it was later translated, either under
the sponsorship of the local Armenian Chalcedonian lay community or under the direction of the monastery
itself, then it would provide an answer to another question worth addressing in the present conversation
surrounding transmission and reception: why did our anonymous Chalcedonian Armenian scribe chose not
to exploit the Greek version of the Martyrdom attributed to Symeon Metaphrastes, nor to base his work on
the Metaphrastic Menologion? After all, this would have been the latest and increasingly popular version
of the Greek Constantinopolitan Menologion being used in monastic setting by the end of the eleventh
century. The Georgian Chalcedonian evidence, for example, speaks to the circulation and adoption of
Metaphrastic texts translated at the hands of Euthymios of Athos and Ephrem Mtsire during this same
period used for the purposes of liturgical commemoration.?’¢ The choice of pre-Metaphrastic Greek models

amongst Chalcedonian Armenian translators is even more impactful when we consider that, at present, no
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(St Martin’s Press, 2004), 197.

276 S, Nikolaishvili, “Georgian Manuscript Production and Translation Activities in the Christian Fast and
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Armenian translations of full Metaphrastic lives or martyrologies have been identified. It may well be that
this is simply a case of Metaphrastic Armenian texts awaiting identification, contained within Armenian
liturgical collections which have yet to be thoroughly studied and catalogued. 1f, however, we accept the
present evidence which projects a complete lack of Metaphrastic hagiographies in the Armenian tradition,
we are left to speculate on what this might tell us about the collective priorities and tastes of Armenian
translators across confessional divides during the eleventh century. Even more so when we acknowledge,
as in the previous chapter, that the translation team of Grigor II Vkayasér excerpted from a Metaphrastic
life to adapt a translation of pre-Metaphrastic model, rather than translate Symeon Metaphrastes’ version
outright. Certainly, further investigation is needed.

To avoid the realm of supposition we might look for more immediate and practical explanations for
the use of a pre-Metaphrastic Greek model by our anonymous Armenian Chalcedonian translator in
Melitene in 1092. It is worth reiterating that we should be conscious not to overstate the dominance of the
Metaphrastic Menologion as the expected model of choice for the copying of hagiographical collections
and individual hagiographies in eleventh-century Byzantium; earlier models certainly continued to circulate
widely. By way of example the Chalcedonian abbot Antonios of the monastery of St Symeon on the Black
Mountain, who we will hear more about shortly, chose to use the pre-Metaphrastic Greek model provided
by ps. George of Alexandria in his own translation of the Life of Jobn Chrysostom into Arabic in the middle
of the eleventh century, maintaining the authority of his source text by producing a highly proximate lexical
and syntactical rendering of the Greek text in much the same fashion as the anonymous Armenian
Chalcedonian translator of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios in
Melitene in 1092277 His passage concerning the appearance of the Apostle Paul behind John Chrysostom
shows no evidence of the reworking and alteration which we find in both the Metaphrastic and the

Metaphrastic influenced Armenian version of the narrative by Grigor Vkayasér identified in Chapter 1:

Ps. George of Alexandria?78 Antonios?7
. Kail &yovta TO oTOpe AVTOD todll Limgy O3 die Jil a0 Olfj

KéTo €l 10 ovg avTod TO deEdv
Kol Opodvia adTtd [V yop &V i) g g0 Sy (s

ElMooaia 1 poper avtod kai 6 e ctdage ab aiky
TOYOV TEAELOG KO TAOTVG. . .
...his mouth was to his right ear, ...his mouth was to the right ear of

speaking to him. His appearance John and his appearance was like that

was like Elisha, with a perfect and of the prophet Elisha, with a perfectly
full beard... broad and full beard...

277 H. Ibrahim, “Some Notes on Antonios and His Arabic Translations of John of Damascus,” in Patristic Literature
in Arabic Translations, ed. B. Roggema and A. Treiger (Brill, 2020), 158-179.

278 Donze récits byzantins, 144

279 Mount Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Arabic ms. 528, ff. 95v-906t, trans, L. Read.
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It should remind us that the choice of closely rendering a pre-Metaphrastic Greek martyrology into
Armenian in the style of the Chalcedonian Armenians in Melitene in 1092 was neither unusual or strange
within the wider Chalcedonian translation milieu which characterised the Byzantine world in the tenth and
eleventh century; a shared milieu of activity which we will explore further in the next section.

However, it may be the very pattern of dissemination and translation identified in this chapter that
could provide an answer to this metaphrastic question in the case of the Armenian Marfyrdom. Taking into
account the gap between the production and ‘publication’ of the Metaphrastic Menologion, the very steady
process of increased production, limited by cost and available models, that production was initially linked
to Constantinopolitan-based sponsorship, that no surviving Greek Metaphrastic menologia from the
eleventh century carrying the Martyrdom have been identified as produced in Melitene,? and then placing
this alongside evidence that would approximate the injection of a pre-Metaphrastic Greek menologion into
the library of a local Armenian Chalcedonian monastic community to the eatly tenth century shortly after
the capture of Melitene in 934, well before the activity of Symeon Metaphrastes (and the late publication
of his Menologion), it is likely that the choice of a pre-Metaphrastic model by our Armenian Chalcedonian
translators in 1092 was simply dictated by what had been made readily available to them through a process
of textual dissemination which followed imperial expansion in the tenth century; a Greek
Constantinopolitan textual model which would have been more affordable and readily useable for the
Armenian Chalcedonian community to produce the translation of the Martyrdom in 1092 than the purchase
or acquisition of a new Metaphrastic Menologion. In both the Greek and Georgian evidence, eleventh
century production of Metaphrastic collections and translated versions thereof remained largely confined
to the larger and wealthier monastic centers of Athos and the Black Mountain?2s!

The production of the Armenian Martyrdon of Saints Romylos, Endoxios, Zeno, and Makarins in 1092 fits
precisely within a network of textual dissemination and translation embedded in the expansion of Byzantine
imperial hegemony and in a network of knowledge and literary exchange which influenced and conditioned
the creation of Armenian texts during the tenth and eleventh century. Where the translation of the
Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by Yovsép, a Chalcedonian Armenian native of Constantinople, was
designed to alter the normative practices and temporal arrangements by providing ready-made translations
for centrally co-ordinated distribution, the Armenian version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Makarios and the Armenian ‘book of lections’ of Cortuanel Mamikonean, as well as the other
evidence presented in this chapter, offers us a unique opportunity to glimpse how Constantinopolitan
arranged collections and other textual material in Greek were distributed into localities recently annexed by
the Empire, and how this material was then received, translated, and used by Armenian Chalcedonians

under their own initiative, as part of a process which ultimately supported the orientation of Armenian

280 The closest I have been able to identify is Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Cromwell 26., a Metaphrastic
Menologion possibly produced in Cappadocia late in the second half of the eleventh century.
281 Nikolaishvili, “Georgian Manuscript Production and Translation,” 64.
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communities living throughout the Empire’s eastern frontier toward a normative Constantinopolitan
centre. Crucially it provides further key evidence to understand the method by which a new martyrdom
narrative made its way into the Armenian tradition during the late eleventh century. It is in the form
produced by the Armenian Chalcedonians of Melitene in 1092 that the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios was copied and gradually became a permanent fixture of the
Armenian Miaphysite liturgical manuscript known as the Cafantir by the thirteenth century, where the date
was changed to October 19% the time in which the saints are celebrated in the Miaphysite Armenian

tradition down to the present day.?s?

Building a Shared Confessional Environment and Imposing Hegemony through Text and

Translation: Syriac and Arabic Comparisons

The fragmentary evidence that can be retrieved through the the emergence of Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon,
and Makarios into the Armenian tradition at the hands of Chalcedonian Armenian translators offers a view
into an underlying process of textual dissemination and translation which accompanied the Byzantine
Empire into the norms of provincial Armenian communities. Although there is a major gap of nearly a
century between Yovsep’s translation of the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae and the translation of the
Armenian Martyrdom and the Armenian ‘book of lections” — such is the nature of the surviving evidence —
it is this commonality which suggests we are working with merely the tip of evidence which offers us a rare
glimpse into what must have been a more widespread experience. To better frame and contextualise the
Armenian evidence, to better understand how a process of textual dissemination and translation was driven
by Byzantine Imperial expansion, to understand further the purpose of this process, and to demonstrate
the role of provincial Chalcedonian translators in this process we can turn to a comparison with the
experience of Arabic- and Syriac-speaking Melkite communities in Antioch, that is Arabic- and Syriac-
speaking Chalcedonian Christians, during this same historical juncture.?83 It is this richer evidence that can
help us to reconstruct the more disparate Armenian Chalcedonian evidence and connect it to a wider
process which not only injected new commemorations and feast day into the local provincial environment,
but one which consummated the intrusion of the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into
the norms of provincial Christian communities by means of Chalcedonian translation activity throughout
Northern Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, Eastern Anatolia, and the Caucasus during the tenth and eleventh
century as a means of constructing, reinforcing, and maintaining a trans-regional, imperial space in the

context of Byzantine expansion.

282 Due to the more moveable nature of the Armenian liturgical calendar, ie always celebrating a saint on the fourth
Tuesday of October rather than on an exact date, the date of the feast day of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and
Makarios floats between the 18th and 24th October.

283 J. Muglet, “Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna and the Translation Projects of Byzantine Antioch,” in Patristic Literature in
Arabic Translations, ed. B. Roggema and A. Treiger (Brill, 2020), 182., A. Treiger, “The Eucharist in Eleventh Century
Jerusalem: New Evidence on the Hagiopolite Communion Rite from Arabic Christian Sources,” Journal of Byzantine
Studies, Vol. 72 (2023): 511-532.
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The Melkite community of Antioch and its hinterland had, since the advent of Islamic rule
following the capture of the city in 638 CE, lived under distinct socio-economic and political conditions
which distanced them from their co-religionists in the Byzantine Empire.?84 Nonetheless, they maintained
an active literary environment, which included the production of ‘neo-martyrdoms’ that commemorated
Christian men and women who had died under Islamic rule.?8> These texts, by their nature, recently subject
to an extensive and lucid survey by Christian Sahner, offered a response to the historical experience of
Christian communities under Islamic rule and sought to make sense of the lived environment that they
found themselves in.28 For the Melkites in particular, who prolifically took to the genre, neo-martyrdoms
represent what Sahner terms a ‘rejectionist’ tendency toward Islamic rule, heavily informed by their “fall
from grace’ after a long period of imperial Byzantine hegemony, enshrining their resentment in stories of
resistance to Islam.?8” As Islamic rule gradually fractured in the ninth and tenth centuries, and the Byzantine
reconquest of Northern Syria began apace, new priorities in textual production emerged amongst the
Melkites of Antioch, priorities which responded to the re-establishment Byzantine hegemonic power in the
local environment.

Treiger traces the beginnings the ‘Graeco-Syro-Arabic Melkite translation” movement in Antioch
and its surrounding regions to the eatly ninth-century translation of the Life of S7. Symeon the Stylite the Y ounger
into Syriac by Theodosius of Sarmin in the Monastery of St. Symeon the Stylite the Younger on the Black
Mountain. Distinct from the framework which produced Syro-Arabic or Graeco-Arabic translations of
philosophical works in the Caliphal centre of Baghdad, the translation of the Life of S7. Symeon, as Trieger
argues, served ‘the internal needs of Theodosius” Melkite Christian community, most immediately those of
his own monastery, of which St. Symeon Stylite the Younger was the patron saint. The Syriac version of
the Life was likely produced to be read publicly during the monastery’s annual celebration of its patron saint,
which took place on May 24t 288 A century later the Life was copied again, this time into Arabic, by a certain
Abraham, disciple of the venerable Abba Serapion, at the Monastery of the Theotokos at Dafntuna (present-
day Harbiye), near to the Monastery of St. Symeon the Stylite the Younger.28 The translation of the same
work from Greek into Syriac and subsequently Arabic not only allows us to track the increasing use of
Arabic amongst Melkite communities in and near to Antioch by the beginning of the tenth century, but its
significance for the present study is that this sporadic translation activity foreshadows a much more
extensive translation programme of Christian literature from Greek into Arabic and Syriac throughout the

region following the Byzantine capture of Antioch in 969.

284 C. Sahner, Christian Martyrs under Islam: Religions Violence and the Making of the Muslim World, (Princeton
University Press, 2018), 2.

285 R. Hoyland, "Agapius of Manbig, Qusta ibn Luqa and the Graeco-Roman Past: The Beginnings of Christian
Arabic and Muslim Histotiography," Quaderni di Studi Arabi 16, 1-2 (2021): 7-41.

286 Sahner, Christian Martyrs under Islam., 2.

287 Ibid., 27-28.

288 A. Treiger, "The Beginnings of the Graeco-Syro-Arabic Melkite Translation Movement in Antioch,"
Serinium 16, 1 (2020): 308.

289 Ibid., 313-314
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The Armenian historian Step‘anos Taronec‘, writing at the beginning of the eleventh century,

recalls the successful eastern campaigns of the Emperor Nikephoros 11 Phokas some forty years earlier:

In 417 of the Era, Bardas, the nephew of Nikephoros, went to Apahunik® with a substantial force
and surrounded the city of Manazkert.176 They took it and undermined its foundations and
destroyed its circuit wall. And then, in 418 (969) of the Era, he took Antioch, great city of Syria.?

Though Step‘anos mistook the s#rategos Michael Bourtzes for the Emperor’s nephew Bardas, the year 969,
as he accurately records, marked the first-time that Antioch had been under Byzantine rule for over three
centuries. The Byzantine re-conquest brought with it significant administrative, military, infrastructural, and
economic transformations in both the lived urban space and its surrounding regions, has already been well
surveyed by Holmes, Todt, Roberts and others.?! Lying on the bank of the Orontes river, Antioch,
described the ‘Theoupolis’, or ‘Madinat Allah’, and its hinterland played host to diverse multi-faith
communities, which included Syriac-, Arabic-, and Armenian-speaking Christian populations of both
Chalcedonian and Miaphysite orientation.??? Its ‘innumerable churches’, abounding in ‘gold, silver, and
coloured glass’ are described in glittering detail by Ibn Butlan in his mid-eleventh-century letter to the Buyid
secretary Hilal ibn al-Muhassin.?> These places of worship, combined with networks of monasteries
punctuating the landscape of mountainous Northern Syria, made the city a key monastic and ecclesiastical
centre for the new Byzantine administration.?** Renewed Byzantine hegemony interacted with this diverse
linguistic and confessional landscape in varied ways, and where the normative Chalcedonian confessional
alignment of the Empire eventually induced a somewhat challenging environment for the region’s
Miaphysite residents, the re-conquest stimulated a period of intense and flourishing intellectual and literary
production amongst the Syriac and Arabic-speaking Chalcedonians (Melkites), re-integrated with
Byzantium for the first time since the Muslim conquest of the seventh century.?”> This activity was primarily
predicated on mass waves of Christian translation, rendering patristic, liturgical, and hagiographical texts
from Greek into Arabic and Syriac.

The early phases of the Melkite translation in Antioch, following the capture of the city in 969,
coalesced around several key figures, including a student of the Chalcedonian Patriarch Christopher: the
protospatharios Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna. What we know of Ibrahim comes to us primarily through the

colophons and autobiographical references found in conjunction with his various extant translations,

290 Taronec‘i, The Universal History, 235.

21 K-P. Todt, “Antioch in the Middle Byzantine period (969-1084): The Reconstruction of the City as an
Administrative, Economic, Military and Ecclesiastical center,” Topoi Orient-Occident. Supplément 5: Antioche de Syrie.
Histoire, images et traces de la ville antique (2004)., Holmes, “How the East Was Won in the Reign of Basil I1,”., Holmes,
Basil IT and the Governance of Empire.

292 A. M. Robetts, Reason and Revelation in Byzantine Antioch : The Christian Translation Program of Abdallah 1bn Al-Fadl
(University of California Press, 2020), 19-21.

293 Ibid., 25.

294 Robetts, Reason and Revelation, 27.

2% Ibid., 30., A. Treiger, “Greek into Arabic in Byzantine Antioch: ‘Abdallah ibn al-Fadl’s »Book of the Garden«
(Kitab at-rawda),” in Ambassadors, Artists, Theologians: Byzantine Relations with the Near East from the Ninth to the Thirteenth
Centuries, ed. Z. Chitwood and J. Pahlitzsch (Propylacum, 2020), 227.
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recently reconstructed by Mugler.2% Having grown up under Muslim rule, his Chalcedonian confessional
identity, and his evident bilingual proficiency in both Greek and Arabic made him well placed to benefit
from the period of Byzantine hegemony which followed the capture of Antioch.?”’ Ibrahim bore the
imperial title of protospatharios, so we can infer that following the reconquest he was integrated into the new
imperial urban élite.2?8 His eatly education had been entrusted to the patriarch Christopher, as we learn
through the Life of Christopher, Ibrahim’s only surviving original work, dedicated to his former mentor. This
connection placed the young Ibrahim at the centre of the ecclesiastical affairs of the city.2?? Ibrahim’s
surviving translations, dating from after the Byzantine re-conquest, display a wide variety of Christian
literature, including collection of works attributed to Ephrem the Syrian, with a concluding panegyric
attributed to Gregory of Nyssa, by Gregory of Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite, and Basil of Caesarea. Grand’Henry’s comparison between Ibrahim’s translation of Gregory of
Nazianzus into Arabic with another translation made by abbot Antonios led him to suggest that Ibrahim’s
version was a revision of Antonios’, and that Ibrahim’s translation activities also included the metaphrasis of
existing Greco-Arabic translations produced in the region of Byzantine Antioch.3" Treiger has identitied
further translations attributed to Ibrahim, consisting of panegyrics dedicated to the Evangelists Luke and
John derived from the Menologion of Symeon Metaphrastes.3!

Ibrahim’s activity implicitly associates him with Antioch, but it is evident that he also maintained
connections with the monastic communities in its hinterland. Mugler, referring to the work of Sebastian
Brock on a corpus of manuscripts associated with monastic communities on the Black Mountain, near
Antioch, draws our attention to a reference to Ibrahim in the colophon of a translation of the Greek
Triodion into Syriac (London, British Library, Or. 8697, ff. 28-30), carried out originally in the ‘holy
monastery of Mar Georgios” and copied in 1056 by John, ‘known amongst the priests of the Holy Church
of Mar Panteleemon on the Black Mountain’.302 The colophon records that “This book of the Three Odes,
together with Canons, which was translated from the Greek tongue into Syriac in the days of Abraham the
King’s scribe’.30% The manuscript is telling in two regards: as Mugler observes, Ibrahim’s epithet &atiba d-
malkd, ‘secretary of the King’, gives us further evidence of his role as an agent of the imperial bureaucracy
in the region, crucially providing a strong indication that he was connected to the translation movement
which brought the Constantinopolitan liturgical tradition— including the Triodion—into the Syriac

language used in Antiochian church settings, a point reiterated by Trieger in his own study of Ibrahim,

296 Mugler, “Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna”.

297 1bid., 181-183

298 Tbid., 184.

299 Muglet, “Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna”, 183.

30 Ibid., 189. J. Grand’Henry, “La méthode de révision d’une version pattistique arabe ancienne chez Ibrahim fils
de Yuhanna d’Antioche,” Annales du Département des Lettres Arabes, 6B (1991-1992): 161-172.

301 Thid., 189.

302 S. Brock, “Sytiac Manuscripts Copied on the Black Mountain, near Antioch,” in Lingua restituta orientalis, ed. R.
Schulz and M. Gérg (Harrassowitz, 1990), 62-63.

303 Thid., 62.
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citing his role in ‘Byzantinizing’ the Syriac Melkite liturgy.304 Brock’s study of translations carried out in the
Antioch region during the eleventh century illustrates a wave of Greek liturgical texts being rendered into
Syriac for use in the Melkite liturgical settings following the consolidation of Byzantine rule in Northern
Syria. These include a Praxapostolos 1041 (Vatican syr. 21), a Lectionary arranged ‘according to the rite of
the Greeks’, and a Gospel Lectionary 1046 (British Library Add. 14489) ‘according to the arrangement of
the Greeks’ written ‘in the ‘year 1357 of the Blessed Greeks... in the Monastery of Mar Elia on the Black
Mountain’3%5 To this environment we can add the prolific Graceo-Arabic translation activities of the
Chalcedonian abbot Antonios of the monastery of St Symeon on the Black Mountain, which have been
subject to extensive study by Habib Ibrahim.30¢

Increasing evidence of translations of Greek material arranged according to the rite of the Church
of Constantinople is coupled with new activity in the translation of hagiographical collections which
orientated the festal calendar of Melkite communities in and near Antioch toward Constantinople: the
production of the so-called Antiochene Menologion and the Melkite Synaxarion. The Kizab al-Diilab, literally
the ‘Book of the Wheel’, commonly referred to as the Antiochene Menologion, was produced under the
aegis of another active ecclesiast and intellectual, an active contemporary of Ibrahim ibn Yahanna: Yohanna
‘Abd al-Masih. Cursory biographical information found in the Life of Christopher and the Antiochene
Menologion suggests that he was elected as the Melkite Catholicos of Romagyris, giving him, at least
nominally, significant oversight of the confessional community’s populations in Central Asia.?"” However,
as Treiger has argued on separate occasions, Yuhanna’s proclivity for remaining in Antioch and frequenting
its ecclesiastical and intellectual circles suggests he likely rejected this appointment, ‘preferring monastic life
and scholarly work as a translator’.398 His most significant work, the Antiochene Menologion, is arranged
along the liturgical year from September to August. Close textual analysis has demonstrated that it contained
translations from both Syriac and Greek, drawing in part on the textual model provided by Symeon
Metaphastes” Menologion, but also Greek menologia which pre-dated Metaphrastes’ opus. We are fortunate
for the colophon of the Antiochene Menologion, in which Yuhanna offers us an insight into his translation

and compilation process:

Lagd @3 (e (S Lo &yl 5 L ST gy yll 46 ) 56 sl L)) (e I3 € T a i 5 eioal e lld &5
309, ) ydxie U jeac 8oyl sa g S Lo sl g | ylde (08

I arranged this according to the truest and most economical order, rendering mostly from the Greek
tongue into the Arabic language, I have also provided that which was previously translated, while
translating that which was not abundantly accessible in our time...310

304 Mugler, “Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna”, 193., Treiger, “The Beginnings,” 317.

305 Brock, “Syriac Manuscripts,” 62-63.

306 Jbrahim, “Some Notes on Antonios and His Arabic Translations of John of Damascus,” 158-179.

37 Treiger, “The Beginnings,” 327-329.

308 Tbid., 329.

309 A. Treiger, “Sinaitica (1): The Antiochian Menologion Compiled by Hieromonk Yuhanna Abd al-Masih,”
Christian Orient, Journal of Studies in The Christian Culture of Asia And Africa, vol. 8 (2017): 231 - 232 .

310 Tbid., trans. L. Read.
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The colophon bears a great deal of similarity to the explanation of translation outlined in the colophon of
the Armenian translation of Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae by Yovsep of Constantinople, that is that
such translation was designed to inject previously untranslated commemorations into the Melkite
environment following the reconquest of Antioch in 969.

Set alongside this, the Antiochene Graeco-Arabic translation milieu also provided the impetus
behind the production of the Arabic Melkite Synaxarion. Joseph-Marie Sauget’s edition and study of this
text, to whom we still owe much of our understanding of both its content and transmission history,
demonstrated through the study of a corpus of twenty manuscripts containing the Melkite Synaxarion
derived from an model close to recension D of the Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae which was
translated into Arabic in the second half of the eleventh century.!! The earliest surviving exemplar, Saint

Catherine’s Monastery, Mount Sinai, Arabic 417, is dated to 1095 according to its colophon:
312 Zalany 5l 5 Gila s el A 3 _yang) A b5 allad) A3 5 Al 5 Al A A 2 )0

It was introduced in the year six thousand, six hundred and three, and in the year of the Hijra, the year
four hundred and eighty-eight (1095).313

This allows us to be confident that it was in circulation, at very least, by the late eleventh century. The
colophon goes on to inform us that this version was translated by a Melkite community in Lower Egypt,
which should remind us that the Melkite translation movement during the eleventh century was not
confined to the immediate locality of Antioch. The Melkite Synaxarion, like its Constantinopolitan Greek
archetype, is arranged from September to August, and it was through this route that the abbreviated version
of the Martyrdom of Saints, Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios was first translated into Arabic for Melkite

communities to venerate on the 6™ of September.
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On this day, the martyrdom of saints Romylos, Eudoxios, Zenon, and Makarios. When Trajan assumed
the kingship of the Romans, thousands of Christians were exiled to the region of Melitene. The

commander Romulus proclaimed his faith and was severely punished and beheaded. In the time of

S J-M. Sauget, Premieres recherches sur lorigine et les caractéristiques des synaxaires melkites (Xle —X1/1le siecles) (1969), 23
312 Mount Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Arabic ms. 417. f. 318v.

313 Tbid., trans. L. Read.

314 Mount Sinai, Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Arabic ms. 417. ff. 7v-8t.
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Diocletian, Saint Eudoxios, who held the rank of Primikerios, was arrested by the Governor of Melinte
along with other soldiers, including Zenon and Makarios. After having professed their love for God,
they beat them on their sides with whips made from cow sinews and with spiked iron balls on their
spines and their final punishment was that their lives were ended by having their necks cut with a

sword.315

As with the _Antiochene Menologion, which incorporated contemporary accounts of neo-martyrs, the
translation of the Synaxarinm ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae into Arabic also entailed the addition of several local
commemorations specific to the traditions of Melkite communities. In the Armenian case, the process of
translation and the addition of martyrs or saints particular to the Armenian tradition has been viewed in
terms of its national qualities. Let us recall that the translation of Greek hagio-liturgical collections and the
subsequent addition of Armenian saints by Vkayasér’s has been characterized as providing the Armenian
collections with ‘national deposits’ which demarcated and prevented the encroachment of ‘foreign
conquerors’ 31 However, Sauget’s analysis of this same phenomenon led him to a more moderate
interpretation in the case of the Melkite Synaxarion. As he argues, we need not see additions or alterations
to the Greek archetype as an attempt to incubate a locality from the influence of the imperial
Constantinopolitan rite, but rather understand them as expressions of the provincial melding with the
common framework provided by the archetypal texts circulated from a Chalcedonian imperial Church
centre.’’” We can understand such additions as an expression of the local valences of communal
particularities, which were not automatically in conflict with Constantinopolitan models of festal
commemoration, but rather speak to the attempts of communities to absorb the standardised imperial
calendar of saints within the framework of their local lived traditions which were active prior to the
Byzantine re-conquest of the late tenth and eleventh century.3!8 It is perhaps a more pragmatic way to view
the imperfect and uneven process of imperial expansion into provincial localities through commemorative
and liturgical practice. Rather than viewing the preservation of pre-existing idiosyncratic feast days as
evidence of a local group or wider community’s rejection of the imperial, it demonstrates the practical reality
of combining the imperial with the local. That we need to emphasise a non-conflictual framework for this
compilation process seems self-evident in the case of the Melkites, whose confessional identity was certainly
not at odds with the aims of the Byzantine Empire. As Sahner reminds us, several Melkite neo-martyrs,
including Peter Capitolias, had also made their way into the Byzantine canon, so the presence of saints
originating from the Melkite milieu was not an immediate indicator of disagreement or a lack of conformity
to a mono-directional process.

The Graeco-Arabic Melkite translation movement of Antioch undoubtedly reached a peak under

the final figure worth examining in the context of the present conversation. ‘Abdallah ibn al-Fadl career

315 Tbid., trans, L. Read.

316 Gevorgyan, “Grigor 11 Vkayaseri”, 109-111.
317 Sauget, Premiéres recherches, 174.

318 Thid., 174.
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and works have been the subject of exhaustive study by Treiger and Roberts, and it is worth briefly outlining
their valuable findings here. Abdallah was active in Antioch in the middle of the eleventh century: this
much we can infer from the date of his translation of Basil of Caeserea’s Howmzilies on the Hexaemeron. The
colophon recalls the creation of the manuscript in the ‘fourth indiction of the group of years, in the year
six thousand and five hundred and sixty (Anno Mundi)’, 1050-52.7"Y He is referred to as both malaki and
Awntakz, from which we can assume both his Chalcedonian confessional identity and, at very least, his
residency in the city of Antioch.?20 His sponsors included a number of officials active in the Patriarchate of
Antioch, including Abu 1-Nasr ibn Butrus and Abu 1-Fadl Salama ibn al-Mufarraj, both holders of the title
‘qubudqlis’, the goubonkleisios, a prominent position within the patriarchal administration. It is certainly clear
that Ibn al-Fadl was well connected to elite circles in the city. Treiger has also suggested that Ibn al-Fadl
was instructed by Symeon Seth, named as Sim‘an al-Shanihi in a note to the preface of “Abdallah’s
translation of the /oci commmnes:32' though not irrefutable proof, as Roberts points out, this evidence would
connect his translation activity to the ‘highest intellectual circles of Constantinople’.322 Ibn al-Fadl’s
impressive career is equalled by his extensive translation programme conducted in mid-eleventh-century
Byzantine Antioch, which comprised primarily of rendering patristic, liturgical, and hagiographical from
Greek into Arabic. Patristic translations include Basil of Caesarea’s Hozmsilies on the Psalms and Homilies on the
Hexcaemeron, Gregory of Nyssa’s Apology on the Hexaemeron and Homrilies on the Song of Songs, and Gregory of
Nazianzos, numerous homilies attributed to John Chrysostom, Chalcedonian Dyothelite dogmatic and
polemical works of Sophronios of Jerusalem and John of Damascus, liturgical texts including a Gospel
Lectionary and a Prophetologion, as well as hagiographical encomia dedicated to St Nicholas and St
Demetrios.3?3 It is, as Roberts duly observes, an extensive Christian translation programme that offered its
readers the tools to interpret, defend, and espouse matters of doctrine, saintly commemoration, and
liturgical performance.

The work of Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna, the Abbot Antonios, Yuhanna ‘Abd al-Masth, and ‘Abdallah
ibn al-Fadl gives an impression of the scale and depth of the translation of material from Greek into Syriac
and Arabic which Antioch and its hinterland experienced during the tenth and eleventh century. Though
the earliest hints of what would become a vast Melkite translation milieu pre-dates 969, the exponential
increase in these activities did not occur anomalously: rather, it was a demonstratable response to the
Byzantine reconquest of the city. Stimulated by the injection of new Greek material into Antioch after 969,
translations were carried out by local Chalcedonians closely associated with the imperial bureaucracy and
the secular and ecclesiastical élite of Byzantine Antioch and its hinterland, actively promoting and injecting

what Roberts has described as ‘an intellectual program grounded in Byzantine culture and the contemporary
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Byzantine ecclesiastical curriculum’ amongst provincial Christians.??* Its systematic and consistent nature,
spanning across several key Chalcedonian translators active in or near to the city during the eleventh
century, reveals a very specific effort to disseminate a particular canon of sacred texts, coded with the
imperial ecclesiastical authority of Constantinople, one which, as Roberts illustrates, connected Christian
communities throughout the Empire through a common literary culture that responded to contemporary
Byzantine taste.3?>

The production of these texts served the spiritual and intellectual needs of local Melkite
communities, and Mugler draws our attention to this fact in the concluding note of Ibrahim ibn Yahanna’s
translation of a homily by John Chrysostom, which recalls Ibrahim’s desire to render the work into the
Arabic language ‘to benefit thereby the people of his town’.320 It should reminds us of the very functional
nature of this activity; it made Christian literature preserved in Greek available to a local Arabic-speaking
readership, and facilitated the arrangement and performance of events throughout the liturgical year.3?
However, it is the centrality of this literature to daily life, the functionality of these texts for everyday
spiritual practice that made it so crucial to the consolidation of Byzantine hegemony in the city after its
conquest. Though the works of the late-antique Church Fathers hardly constitute idiosyncratic material and
were a common intellectual and spiritual heritage claimed by all Christian communities, the translation of
contemporary liturgical works, lectionaries, collections of saints’ lives and martyrdoms injected a canon of
Constantinopolitan-orientated material into the provincial environment. It was these translations which
served as a key to altering the spiritual norms of both local Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Christian
communities, an intrusion which was designed to consummate the alignment of local Chalcedonians with
the spiritual, cultural, and temporal hegemony of the Byzantine Empire and promote the conversion or
marginalisation of those who were outside of communion with the Imperial Church. They notionally
offered, as Roberts aptly puts it, ‘true knowledge’, which could “ward off error introduced by the outsider’.328

With regards to the alignment of provincial Chalcedonian communities, the aim was not to
‘hellenize’ those who were already in communion with the Imperial Church. The process permitted works
in Arabic or Syriac and did not prioritise the use of Greek in daily life or in liturgical practice above all else:
rather, it seems to have aimed to promote the use and availability of specific works which engendered the
Constantinopolitisation, as Brock terms it, or Byzantinisation, as Treiger prefers, of the daily norms of
provincial Chalcedonian communities through their local language, through which local Melkite practices
‘were gradually adapted to and/or abandoned in favour of practices of Constantinopolitan origin’.32 The
injection of hagiographical collections and individual saints lives derived from the Byzantine synaxaria and

menologia, as well as lectionaries ‘according to the arrangement of the Greeks’ or ‘the rite of the Greeks’,
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though not devoid of local idiosyncrasies, by and large ensured a temporal and spiritual uniformity with the
Empire. The correct saints were now to be commemorated on the correct days, the festal year was now
arranged from September to August, and the appropriate readings were performed during daily services at
the correct time. The translation of liturgical texts also ensured proper spiritual practice and the profound
and lasting influence of exposure to such liturgical translations into Syriac and Arabic has been well
illustrated in a recent study conducted by Treiger. Drawing on Melkite hagiographical and liturgical textual
evidence, Treiger has demonstrated a clear shift in eucharistic practices, whereby Melkite communities
‘abandoned the practice of receiving communion in two kinds, in favour or receiving communion
simultaneously in both kinds’, following the Byzantine reconquest, a change which reflects a clear switch
away from the Hagiopolite tradition toward a Constantinopolitan form of administering communion.33
This ‘important—and hitherto neglected—aspect of Byzantinization’ nicely illustrates the success of
imperial intrusion in the liturgical norms of provincial Chalcedonian communities. The translation and
promotion of a particular canon of sacred literature gave a powerful impetus to transformations which
brought Melkites communities throughout the Empire’s eastern frontier in line with the standard practices
and of the Imperial Church, a process which fundamentally attached and connected them to the
confessional norms of the Empire, and which consolidated the cultural and political hegemony of
Constantinople in the process.

The translation movement in Antioch, which facilitated efforts to Byzantinize the liturgy and ritual
practices of Melkites in the region, also worked coterminous with attempts to marginalise those not in
confessional communion with the Byzantine Church, such as the West Syrian Jacobites and the Miaphysite
Armenians. Promoting a normative spiritual environment which favoured Chalcedonians necessarily
entailed alienating those who did not confessionally align themselves with the Empire. If there was a right
way of doing things according to the norms of Imperial hegemony, there was, by default, a wrong way of
doing things. The injection of sacred texts which promoted this ‘correct’ way not only served to consolidate
an imperial Chalcedonian confessional hegemony but marginalise and unsettle local non-Chalcedonian
Armenian and Syriac communities. It appeats clear that this process, much like the translation of material
to align provincial Chalcedonian communities, did not gain steam until the beginning of the eleventh
century. Though the habitation and contact of Miaphysite Armenians with this region far precede the tenth
and eleventh century, with an observable presence since the fifth century, Step‘anos Taronec‘i suggests the
period immediately after the Byzantine capture of Antioch also witnessed a flourishing of Miaphysite
foundations in and around this urban centre. After reflecting on the historic role of Armenians in the city
of Antioch, evidence which may well reflect a contemporary interest linked to increased Armenian

habitation in the region at his time of composition, Taroneci’s records the establishment of new Armenian
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ecclesiastical hierarchies in Northern Syria and Cilicia during the Catholicosate of Xacik I (973-92) and his

activities:

In the days of lord Xac‘ik, patriarch of Armenia, this people of Armenia spread and extended
across the regions of the west, to the extent that he consecrated bishops for it in Antioch of Syria,
in Tarsus of Cilicia, and in Sulind, and in all these districts.33!

The annexation of Syria appears then to have generated the growth of new Miaphysite ecclesiastical
foundations in a key urban centre. It certainly suggests that we can associate the late tenth and eatly eleventh
centuries as a period of Armenian movement into these regions and the establishment of new foundations
in important regional centres. In Book 13 Chapter 5 of his Chronicle, Michael the Syrian records that the
Armenians had emigrated into northern Syria in the time of the Emperor Basil.332 This memory supports
the assertion that this period was marked by multiple successive phases of movement to this strategic
region. Holmes has suggested this movement likely served the purpose of repopulating the area following
the significant displacement of existing Muslim populations.33?

Though traces of these new Miaphysite foundations are themselves hard to trace, a new Armenian
interest in the region is reflected in the work of Aristakes Lastivertsi, who, as Weitenberg points out,
afforded a great deal of reverence to the region in chapter 6 of his History.?3* During Romanus III’s

campaign into northern Syria in 1028, Lastivertsi recorded:

Swnwght wih hipny puquinpnipbuitb qopudnnny (hth G Gwbhwuuph wntk h npiwubtu
Wamhnpwging bt unitp tippw h ytipuwy punupht np Ynsh <ujuy wintiny wikiply qouwe: G tituyg
hwinhwh [Gphttt np Ynsh Utun tie mbuw@l wibn puquniehid Jubnpthg b qutiwumwbu
dkbwytigug npp h dwpdbh gnny quidwpdaingt pipkhd qodwbnphia: 33

‘In the first year of his reign, (Romanus III) assembled troops and took the road to the region of the
Antiochans, and he wanted to go against the city which is called Aleppo, to take and destroy it. He came
upon the mountain which is called Seaw (Black) where he saw a multitude of cenobites and anchorites

who, though existing in body, bore similarity to the incorporeal. 336

Aristakés goes on to record how the monks were seen as heretics by Romanus because he ‘greatly approved
of the declaration of Chalcedon and hated all orthodox (non-Chalcedonian) believers’.33” We can infer from
this that the community of the Black Mountain also encompassed both Armenian Miaphysite and
Chalcedonian foundations early in the eleventh century. This certainly seems to be the contention of

Matthew of Edessa, who, writing about the reign of Basil 11, described how the emperor had gone to the
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Black Mountain and received a secret baptism whereby he became like a ‘father to the land of the
Armenians’.33

The contemporary evidence suggests that Miaphysite communities in recently annexed localities
did not meet immediate difficulties under imperial rule and were well integrated into a confessionally
heterogenous environment prior to the death of Emperor Basil II. Crucially, however, evidence from
Aristakes offers us a hint of a more hostile imperial policy toward the non-Chalcedonian communities of
the region, which began to develop concurrently with a new translation programme which consolidated the
position of provincial Chalcedonian communities vis-a-vis Byzantine rule from the eatly eleventh century
onward. The same can be said for the other non-Chalcedonian group which Romanus III encountered in
the hinterland of Antioch: the West Syrian Miaphysites. Separated from the Melkites through their
confessional alighment, a shift in attitude toward the position of these non-Chalcedonian Christians appears
to have occurred. Drawing on the contemporary sources, namely the 177z of Yuhanan VII Bar Abdun
embedded in Michael the Syrian’s Chronicle; a shorter version of the same 17z written by Michael of Tinnis
(c. 1000-1051) in the pages of the Arabic History of the Patriarchs of Alexandria; and the Greek synodal
decree issued in 1030 by the Constantinopolitan Patriarch Alexios the Studite, Gyllenhaal highlights the
shift between the integration and efflorescence of Syriac Jacobite communities in urban centres including
Antioch and Melitene prior to and after a dramatic change in imperial policy sponsored by Romanos 111
and Patriarch Alexios the Studite in a ‘program of conversion for Syrian Orthodox churchmen and their
integration into the Chalcedonian hierarchy’.33 It is striking then that one of our Melkite translators,
Ibrahim ibn Yuhanna, was a signatory of the patriarch Alexios the Studite’s decree, imposing restrictions
on West Syrian Jacobite Christians throughout the eastern frontier.30 Gyllenhaal reminds us that this
imperial policy was not always implemented with uniformity or indeed without opposition from local
ecclesiastical elites. His analysis suggests that some leading Chalcedonian figures in Antioch refused to
endorse this switch in imperial policy, and the evidence of the continuation of both Syriac Jacobite and
Miaphysite Armenian foundations, like the monastic communities of Suxr Xandarea and Paflah in the
vicinity of Antioch, also highlights that such policy did not force wholesale conversion or complete
repression of Miaphysite communities.3*! Though we should bear this in mind, the evidence which connects
a policy of marginalizing Miaphysite communities in provincial centres with individuals active in the Melkite
translation movement re-emphasizes the wider processes to which the production of hagiographical
collections, lectionaries and liturgical texts in Syriac and Arabic belonged. It certainly supports the
contention of Treiger that the efforts to Byzantinize the liturgy of the Melkites went ‘hand in hand’ with

efforts to curb the activity of their ecclesiastical rivals.3*2
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The Byzantine reconquest of northern Syria reshaped the local spiritual and confessional
environment through textual production and translation. The key to this process was the mass translation
of a specific canon of texts from Greek into Syriac and Arabic which swept through the city of Antioch
and its environs after 969 and, particulatly, from the early eleventh century onward. Led by figures such as
‘Abdallah ibn al-Fadl, Melkite translators made Greek patristic works, hagiographical collections and other
liturgical texts available to local audiences in provincial centres and, as Mugler has argued, their
dissemination served imperial interests.?* This process of translation consummated the intrusion of the
Empire into the norms of local spiritual life and served to orientate populations towards a normative
Chalcedonian imperial centre.3* The practices of local Melkite communities were adjusted and transformed
in a process of normalisation which was also connected to attempts to influence non-Chalcedonians in the
region and alter their practices. As Sauget shrewdly observes, ‘it cannot be doubted that the liturgical
influence of Constantinople followed the political vicissitudes of the Empire’.34>

The dissemination of Greek texts and their subsequent translation by local Chalcedonians altered
the provincial spiritual environment in a way which fundamentally orientated these communities to the
confessional norms of the Empire, consolidating the imposition of the cultural and political hegemony of
Constantinople. Though far more sporadic and disparate, the translations of Greek Constantinopolitan
hagio-liturgical collections, accounts of relic transfer, and other Greek models translated by Armenian
Chalcedonians at the same historical juncture map well onto the trends and patterns displayed by the
Melkite material. It is likely because of the fragmentary and inaccessible nature of the surviving Armenian
evidence that the significance of this material for our understanding of the processes behind the Empire’s
intrusion into the spiritual norms of Armenian localities and its enduring influence has not previously been
fully exploited or recognised. However, when it is placed in conversation with the Arabic and Syriac
Chalcedonian material produced in and around Antioch following its re-capture, we can make greater sense
of the Armenian evidence. The Armenian evidence, just as in the case of the Chalcedonian communities in
Northern Syria, indicates that the injection of the same prescribed canon of Greek Constantinopolitan
literature from the tenth century onward and the co-operation of various Chalcedonian actors in its
translation functioned to orientate provincial Christian populations toward an imperial centre and

reinforcing the cultural and political hegemony of Constantinople in the process.
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Text and Translation as a Tool of Constantinopolitan Spiritual Authority: The Armenian Case

Progressing from the foundation provided by the investigation of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Matkarios in chapter 1, which highlighted that the entry of these previously unattested martyrs
into the Armenian tradition was stimulated by an active Armenian Chalcedonian translation and veneration
milieu, this chapter has attempted to embed this evidence within a wider spectrum of Chalcedonian
translation activity during the very late tenth and eleventh century. By putting the disparately surviving
Armenian material in conversation with Syriac and Arabic evidence, the more fragmentary evidence for
Armenian Chalcedonian translation activity can be placed within a much wider trans-regional translation
phenomenon commonly engaged in by Chalcedonian Christian communities living throughout the
Byzantine Empire’s eastern frontier. The impetus behind the production of this material was underpinned
by a process of textual dissemination and translation stimulated by the expansion of Byzantium, reliant on
both imperial infrastructure and on the co-operation and initiative of the Chalcedonian communities which
received these texts and translated them.

The dissemination and translation of Greek textual material, injected into provincial settings to be
used in daily spiritual practice, followed the vicissitudes of Empire’s expansion in the tenth and eleventh
century and, alongside population relocation, ecclesiastical disruption, administrative change, and legal and
fiscal transformation, the dissemination of this prescribed canon of sacred literature in Greek and its
translation by Chalcedonian communities was one of the key tools conceived to consummate the intrusion
of the Empire into the norms of local spritial life and reorientate its Christian populations towards a
normative Constantinopolitan imperial centre. This Chalcedonian translation activity not only injected new
commemorations and feast days into the local provinical environment, but facilitated the intrusion of the
Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into the norms of provincial Christian communities
in Northern Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, Eastern Anatolia, and the Caucasus during the tenth and
eleventh century, and served to construct, reinforce, and maintain a shared trans-regional, imperial space
through standardised practices.

This chapter has argued that the translation of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092, the emergence of
textual evidence for this cult in the Armenian tradition, and, more broadly, the activities of an Armenian
Chalcedonian translation milieu operating throughout the late-tenth and eleventh century can be
understood and framed as products of this wider imperial process. By bringing this evidence together
through the device of the Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, this chapter has drawn
attention to an active Armenian Chalcedonian translation and veneration milieu in the late-tenth and
eleventh century that carried distinctly different objectives from the translation activities of Grigor 11

Vkayasér.

- 103 -



3

Graeco-Armenian Translations after Manzikert:
Demarcation and Continuation

The period after 1071 has traditionally been considered one of collapse for the Byzantine Empire in
Anatolia, the Caucasus, and Northern Syria. Contemporary sources record their shock at the devastating
impact of the Seljuk Turks, culminating in the defeat of the Byzantine army at Manzikert and the
disintegration of the Empire’s eastern frontier. After the blinding of the emperor Romanus IV, and the
accession of the emperor Michael VILin 1071, The Continuation of the Chronicle of John Skylitzes remarked on

the state of the Empire:

Since the peace treaties with Diogenes were left in abeyance and unratified ... Surging out of Persia ez
masse the Turks marched into the Roman themes and lay waste to them, for there was no one to oppose
them. They did not invade in scattered bands, as they had done before, and clear off straight away, but
assumed control over everything in their path.346

The impression left by primary historiographical sources like the Continuation tend to reinforce the idea of
an Empire in terminal decline, experiencing the rapid collapse of its eastern frontier and a marked downturn
in its fortunes. The enduring idea of imperial collapse after 1071 has led to the assumption that the many
Armenians constituting considerable populations within the Empire’s East were unwilling to maintain their
contact with the Byzantine Empire after Manzikert and took the opportunity to re-assert their
independence. According to Garsoian, the effects of a ‘semi-mythological pattern of betrayal, resentment,
and hostility’ projected by Armenian historiographical works present the Byzantine Empire as ‘the root of

all evil... bent on the destruction of Armenian realms and on the eradication of their faith’.>*’ In the period
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after 1071, Garsofan argues, Armenians took advantage of this fracturing situation to pursue their own
ambitions beyond the reach of Constantinople and soon thereafter ‘turned away from Byzantium’.3*8
However, this enduring narrative of collapse and of subsequent Armenian separation has given way more

recently to new ways of thinking.

Reassessing Armeno-Byzantine Relations after Manzikert: Current Trends

In Byzantinm and the Emergence of Muslin-Turkish Anatolia, ca. 1040-1130, Alexander Bethammer convincingly
advocates for a more centrifugal model for the post-Manzikert Byzantine East, whereby the years between
1071 and 1095 led to the emergence of localised power systems which interweaved with both the Byzantine
and nascent Seljuk empires. Bethammer shows how reductive arguments for a ‘Byzantine versus Turkish
Asia Minor” have framed the second half of the eleventh century as a contest between indigenous defenders
and aggressive foreign invaders.>® The contention in this argument is that the political situation of the
Byzantine East was ofcourse significantly altered in the two decades after Manzikert, but that it was not a
case of immediate collapse or the replacement of one imperial power with another. The utility of this model
for the present discussion is that it allows for the possibility of exploring enduring forms of contact between
the Empire and Armenian populations living in its fractious eastern frontier after 1071. Without the
presumption of an immediate collapse, we can allow for the reality of varied levels of continued connection.

This re-thinking of the broad framework of the collapse of the eastern frontier after Manzikert has
also been complimented by critical reassessments of the Armenian historiographical sources which have
primarily informed scholarly interpretations surrounding Armeno-Byzantine relations in the post Manzikert
environment. Greenwood’s 2017 article Aristakés Lastivertcs and Armenian Urban Consciousness set out to
tackle what he describes as the ‘unhappy narrative’ of this period and, in a short but deep-diving analysis,
Greenwood demonstrates how the History by Aristakés offers a crucial reflection on the emergence of an
urban consciousness amongst Armenian communities in the eleventh century linked implicitly to the
expansion of the Byzantine Empire and challenging a long-term scholatly contention that has traditionally
framed urban spaces as an alien element in the medieval Armenian experience.? Drawing on understudied
colophon and epigraphic evidence to support his reading of Aristakés, Greenwood’s reflection on the
historical experience of Armenian communities living in the post Manzikert Byzantine East is defined by
expressions of urban and literary culture which were a product of a lived environment indelibly marked by

transformations stimulated by the expansion of the Byzantine Empire:

“Hitherto, Aristakes has been treated as an Armenian author, and to the extent that he writes in Armenian
and contemplates the fates of cities and districts of Armenia at the hands of the Seljuks, that is undeniable.
But Aristakes was apparently born and brought up in a part of Armenia that had been taken over by

Byzantium at the start of the eleventh century. He shows a particular concern for the fates of the urban
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populations of western and central Armenia — of Arcn, Kars, Melitene and Ani — all of which had been
under direct Byzantine control in the 1060s before falling to the Seljuks. Does this not make him a witness
to provincial life and culture within the Byzantine empire? If so, then Aristakes needs to be thought of as
a Byzantine author quite as much as an Armenian one, making his reflections on urban communities and

identities as relevant for the study of eleventh-century Byzantium as for eleventh-century Armenia.”35!

In his 2018 thesis, Sitnating the History Attributed to Aristakeés Lastiverc, 1000—1072, Nik Matheou’s
approach to this key source shares a great deal with Greenwood’s approach and goes further by providing
a new and dynamic critical apparatus with which to better understand the Hisfory.3>2 This complete
reappraisal of the source brings greater consideration to the aims and ideological horizons of the
composition and seeks to place the work within the context of the agency and historical situation of its
author who was educated within and influenced by a profoundly Byzantine provincial environment during
the eleventh century. In doing so, Matheou implements an effective critique on the methodologically
nationalist appropriation of this eleventh century Armenian source by drawing our attention to the
circumscribed use of the History in projecting a singular, national reading of Armenian history which has
contributed implicitly to an idea of imperial collapse and separation which frames scholatly interpretations
of Armeno-Byzantine relations after Manzikert.3>3

In 2017, Tara Andrews’ foundational study on the Chronicle of Matthew of Edessa: History as
Apocalypse in a Crossroads of Cultures: Matthew of Edessa and His Chronicle brought much needed re-assessment
to the second key historiographical source which has largely informed scholarly reflections of Armeno-
Byzantine relations after Manzikert.3> This twelfth century source informs much of our understanding of
the Armenian expetience of the eleventh century, though as a later text commenting on earlier events, it
reflects as much about twelfth century attitudes as it does about earlier realities. Setting the composition
into the context of its creation and the apocalyptic ideological horizon of its narrative, Andrews challenges
the reader to rethink the hostility which is often assumed to be inherent in Matthew’s impression of the
Byzantine Empire in his survey of eleventh century events, particularly after 1071. Speaking to the enduring
interest in Byzantium in the compositional context of early twelfth-century Edessa, Andrews argues that

Matthew’s Chronicle demonstrates that:

“Events in the capital (Constantinople) were still of sufficient interest to the Armenian community of
northern Syria to be included among the documents that Uthayec ‘i had at his disposal. The inclusion of
these events also provides strong circumstantial evidence for the strength or weakness of the effective

influence of Byzantine rulers in the region at particular points in time.” 35>
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Andrews’ work is arranged in terms of interactions between Armenians and their neighbours, and her
chapter examining exchange with Byzantine Empire does not follow the narrative of loss and dislocation
which is the hallmark of Armenian source based studies on the second half of the eleventh century.35¢
Through a new reading of the Chronicle, this study presents a fresh reflection on Armenian-Byzantine
interactions in terms of evidence for varied degrees of reception, exchange and co-operation rather than
endemic antagonism.?’ In this approach, complex interplays and the multiple experiences of Armenian
communities are put at the forefront of the argument and wholesale assertions about antagonism and
resentment are qualified. As Andrews, Greenwood, and Matheou have proven, there is more valuable
information concerning the enduring nature of Armeno-Byzantine relations after Manzikert in the works
of Aristakeés Lastiverc and Matt‘@os UrhayecT which can be unlocked by re-reading them within a more
nuanced and thoughtful framework.3%8

This re-assessment trend has also been accompanied by the promotion of neglected source material
which can offer entirely new perspectives on the nature of Armeno-Byzantine relations in the post 1071
provincial environment. In a study focused on reconstructing connections between the Empire and its
eastern frontier in the decade after Manzikert, Werner Seibt has demonstrated how seal evidence can reveal
new possibilities to interpret, correct, and augment the historical realities of this period. The seals
themselves shed light on the maintenance of contact between the Imperial centre and its Armenian
provincial populations between 1071 and 1081, primarily through titles and military service.?® It was
Korobeinikov who, in 2010, posed the idea that Armenian colophons could offer a new approach to this
period, both vis-a-vis the situation in the Empire’s east, but also in terms of contact between Armenians and
the Byzantine Empire. Korobeinikov used just one Armenian colophon (in M 7729) dated to the period
between 1071-1095, but demonstrated its effectiveness as a source showing the recognition of imperial
authority by an Armenian elite near Theodosiopoulis/Katin in 1079, even though the city itself was no
longer under direct Byzantine control.?® Korobeinikov argues that through the lens of Armenian
colophons ‘one should treat with caution the blood-curdling descriptions of the Turkish invasions found
in the Byzantine and Armenian (historiographical) sources. For these incursions had yet to break Byzantine
power in Armenia, and extensive areas were more or less unscathed’.’! In the last decade this ongoing
scholarly conversation has begun to entirely re-evaluate and nuance our interpretation of Armeno-
Byzantine relations during the closing decades of the eleventh century, through both the reassessment of

familiar source material and the promotion of largely neglected source material.

356 Tbid., 101-120

37 1bid., 101.

38 See this framework also in T. Andrews, M. Rézsa, K. Prajda, L. Read, and A. Andelovi¢, “Re-Evaluating the
Eleventh Century through Linked Events and Entities,” Historical Studies on Central Eurgpe 4 (1) (2024): 217-45.

39 Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium in the decennia after Mantzikert, 25-32.

Korobeinikov, “Raiders and Neighbours: The Turks (1040-1304),” 706

361 Tbid., 701.
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Graeco-Armenian Translations after Manzikert: Traditional Trends and New Possibilities

The treatment of Armenian translation activity in the decades immediately after the battle of Manzikert has,
so far, remained within the traditional scholarly framework of Armeno-Byzantine relations after 1071.
Through selective engagement with the surviving evidence and through a circumscribed presentation of
the activities of the Grigor II Vkayasér, the translation of Greek hagiographic, patristic, and liturgical
material into Armenian after Manzikert has been constructed as a singular, nationally inspired activity which
facilitated the separation of Armenian communities from the Empire and fed the intellectual foundations
of a new Armenian polity in Cilicia which emerged in the last decades of the eleventh century. Armenian
hagiographical and liturgical translations viewed under the aegis of Vkayasér, who undertook his work in
the fragmented environment of the post Manzikert Byzantine East, have been constructed as a means
through which Armenian communities were able to emancipate themselves from the pressure placed upon
them by the Byzantine Imperial Chalcedonian Church. As Gevorgyan puts it, Vkayasér stabilised and
legitimised the Armenian Church by codifying and standardising feasts days and commemorations in
Armenian through the translation of hagio-liturgical collections in a process which demarcated Byzantine
encroachment and provided a basis for the codification of Armenian liturgical collections in the Cilician
Kingdom of Armenia from the twelfth century onward.?6? In this model, the translation of Greek material
into Armenian in the decades after 1071 has been presented as a device of separation from the Empire and
as an initiation of a new intellectual movement which would coalesce in the Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia.363

There is no doubt that for Armenian Miaphysites the translation activity of Vkayaser was a bedrock
from which a distinctly Cilician Armenian culture would emerge. However, we should be conscious of the
fact that this translation programme does reflect the continued currency of a coherent library of Greek
Constantinopolitan knowledge to the pontiff of the Armenian Miaphysite Church in the fracturing post-
Manzikert Byzantine east. After all, Grigor had himself been moulded by a life filtered through a distinctly
Byzantine intellectual and cultural lens. Vkayasér’s work continued to rely on Byzantine liturgical and
hagiographical material, co-operation with Constantinople, and many of his translations display a temporal
and authoritative deference to the Byzantine Empire. Take for example the content of his colophon
attached to his translation of The Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles by John Chrysostom made in
Constantinople in 1077, which is dated according to anno mundi, anno domini, the reign of the Emperor

Michael VII and, strikingly, the term of Patriarch of Constantinople Kosmas I:

In the six thousandth five hundredth and first year of the creation of the world and in the one
thousandth and seventy seventh since the coming of our Saviour (1077), and according to the Haykazan
era of Xostov, the five hundredth and twenty fifth (1076/7), in the Kingship of Michael Doukas, in the

Patriarchate of Kozmas, believer in two natures...304

302 Gevorgyan, “Grigor II Vkayaseri Naxajefnac T argmanakan,” 95.
363 Ibid., 95. Ter Petrosyan, Hay Hin T argmanakan Grakanut imwn, 10.
364 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 1315, ff. 452r., trans L. Read.
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As the studies of Renoux, Cowe, Gevorgyan, Avdalbegyan, Vardanyan and others have demonstrated, many
of the enduring pulses of Byzantine influence found in extant Armenian liturgical and hagiographic
manuscripts from the thirteenth century onward are the consequence of the activity of Grigor Vkayasér
and his own lived experience interacting with a process of textual translation from Byzantine collections
which manifested itself in the context of contact with the Empire during the late eleventh century. We
should exert caution with how far we accept that his activity represents an outright and conscious rejection
of said Byzantine influence through the melding of these traditions with Syriac, Latin, and Armenian
currents.

As the previous chapter has highlighted, however, there is also a wider spectrum of translation
activity to consider after 1071 and, as the introduction to this chapter has hopefully illustrated, there is a
more fluid and constructive scholarly model of post-Manzikert Armeno-Byzantine relations within which
to situate and account for this translation activity in the closing decades of the eleventh century. The
Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios not only provides a device to rethink
which Armenians were producing translations during the tenth and eleventh century and why, and to better
understand how the Byzantine Empire used a system of text distribution and translation as a tool for
shaping and conditioning the lived realities of Christian communities throughout its eastern frontier via
Chalcedonian translators, but it also offers the potential to moderate a traditional scholarly model which
frames translations from Greek into Armenian in the fracturing post-Manzikert Byzantine East solely as
tools of separation from the Byzantine Empire. This chapter seeks to stress the ways in which evidence for
the continued translation of hagiographical and liturgical texts from Greek models by Armenian
Chalcedonians, as well as evidence for the proliferation of traditions surrounding the cult of saints and the
performance of the liturgy, can provide a fresh way of reflecting on the enduring nature of Armeno-
Byzantine relations after Manzikert as a point of continuing contact and shared influence. This is not to
suggest that we should in any way replace a model of late-eleventh century Armenian translation activity as
separation with a model for late-cleventh century translation activity as contact, rather this chapter aims to
put forward a more dynamic model: one in which we can acknowledge that translations of Greek
hagiographical, patristic, and liturgical texts became a medium through which some Armenians could resist
Byzantine hegemony after Manzikert, but also one in which we can recognise its significance as a device
through which Armenian Chalcedonians continued to participate in and respond to a shared Byzantine
cultural and spiritual hegemony. Whilst political loyalties may have wavered and many Armenians
undoubtedly turned away from the Empire at the close of the eleventh century, for many other Armenians,

Byzantine ideas, habits of thought, and modes of practice continued to condition daily life.
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Maintaining Contact or Losing Touch? Armenian Chalcedonians and the Byzantine Empire after
1071

The treatment of Armenian Chalcedonian participation in the political, cultural, and spiritual milieu of the
Byzantine Empire during the closing decades of the eleventh century has also been tempered by the broad
scholarly interpretation which has so far shaped our understanding of Armeno-Byzantine relations at this
historical juncture. Garsoian tackled the question of Armenian Chalcedonian participation in the Byzantine
Empire in her seminal work: The problens of Armenian integration into the Byzantine Empire. In this lengthy and
nuanced discussion, Garsoian established subdivisions of Armenian identity in tenth- and eleventh-century
Byzantium: i) the Armenian Chalcedonian Greeks speaking elite; i) the wider Armenian Chalcedonian
population (TCatov); iii) the Miaphysite Armenian elite; iv) the wider Miaphysite Armenian population.
Drawing her article to its conclusion, Garsoian argues that the majority of Armenians within the Empire
remained Miaphysite.3¢> This, she suggests, represented an ‘imperial failure’ to assimilate these elites through
conversion, arguing that the relocated Armenians ultimately ‘chose a path different from Byzantium’ and
maintained ‘a sullen antagonism’ toward the Empire.3%¢ To this point, Garsofan adds that apart from the
small Armenian Chalcedonian elite which was successfully absorbed, most of the Armenian Chalcedonian
population were kept at arm’s length primarily because of their continued use of their own language in
liturgical settings. In this model Armenian Chalcedonians supposedly found themselves in a liminal space;
rejected by Armenian Miaphysite on account of their confessional identity and rejected by Greek-speaking
Chalcedonians on account of their “Armenian-ness”.3” Cowe has reiterated the fact that Chalcedonian
Armenians were not welcomed ‘by their co-religionists because of tensions against their ethnic identity’,
arguing that at the same time their ‘rejection of their ancestral creed often had the effect of fomenting
enmity against them’ from Armenian Miaphysite.3%® The seminal 1980 study of Arutjunova-Fidanjan
Armjane-chalkidonity na vostocnych granicach 1 izantijskoj imperiz, advanced a series of similar arguments, coming
to the conclusion that Armenian Chalcedonians, ‘whilst retaining their Armenian characteristics in the
linguistic, every-day and cultural aspects, came to be remote from their countrymen by virtue of the blind
wall of religious discrepancies, and their co-religionists (Georgians and Greeks) showed them distrust and
discredit just because of their ethnic and cultural isolation’.3% Garsofan argued that ‘as a result of their
double rejection, Armenian Chalcedonians seem to have remained in a sort of limbo vis-a-vis their
relationship with the Empire .37

This sense of a relationship in limbo is further compounded following the battle of Manzikert by

the idea that Armenian Chalcedonian political activity was characterised by a growing sense of distance

365 Garsofan, "The Problem of Armenian Integration", 111-115.

366 Thid., 116.

367 Tbid., 116.

38 S, P. Cowe, “Armenian Integration to the Sebastia Region, Tenth-Eleventh Centuries,” in _Armmuenian
Sebastia/ Sivas: Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces, ed. R. Hovannisian (Mazda Publishing, 2004), 135

39V, A. Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane-chalkidonity na vostolnych granicach V'igantijskoj imperii (XIC) (Hayasatan
Publishing House, 1980), 192-195.

370 Garsofan, "The Problem of Armenian Integration," 108.
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from the Empire. Armenian Chalcedonian-Byzantine relations after Manzikert have traditionally been
accessed through the lens of the semi-autonomous lordships which emerged in the centrifugal environment
of the former Byzantine East. This is particularly true in the case of Philaretos Brachamios, a Byzantine
Chalcedonian commander of Armenian descent who, from 1071 onward, began to amass his own power
base in the vacuum that was created in southern and eastern Anatolia around the strongholds of Marash,
Lykandos, Samosata, and Melitene in the ensuing imperial instability following Manzikert.3” Subsequently,
as Beithammer explains ‘this potentate managed to unite a large part of the local Armenian and Syrian
aristocracy, the most important urban centres of the region, and the ecclesiastical leadership under the
umbrella of his authority. Thus, he maintained a semi-independent status vis-a-vis the imperial government
while impeding the penetration of these areas by Turkmen groups. Philaretos gradually extended his sway
over the cities of Cilicia and the two key points in this Byzantine frontier region, Antioch and Edessa’.372
Philaretos maintained his hold on regional power until 1084 with the Seljuk conquest of Antioch, after
which much of his lordship fragmented. In the cities of Melitene and later Edessa however Philaretos was
succeeded by other Armenian Chalcedonian members of his inner circle including Theodoros/ T oros in
Melitene and then Edessa and Gabriel in Melitene.3 In his Chronicle, Matthew of Edessa describes

Philaretos in the following manner:

In this period the impious and most evil prince Philaretos rose to tyranny, who was indeed the eldest
son of Satan, for when Diogenes fell [this] venomous man, who was indeed a fore-runner to the
Antichrist, tyrannised the land, demonic and capricious in his malicious behaviour. He began to make
war against the Christian faithful, because he was an unbeliever in Christ, with no Armenian and no
Roman recognising him, [although] he held the Roman religion and customs, and through his paternity
and maternity he was Armenian, and from infancy he had been placed with his father’s brother in the

monastery called Zorvri-Kozern in Hisn-Mansur district. He came from the desert and became filth of
the desert; he took over many lands and cities and mercilessly destroyed many great princes and he
came and dwelled in Mgar.374

Matthew is unequivocal in his perception of Philaretos as a lawless individual, who, despite adhering to
Chalcedonian doctrine, was beyond the control of even the Empire. As Andrews reminds us Matthew was
a ‘staunch defender of and adherent to the Armenian Miaphysite church throughout the Chronicle’, so it
should perhaps not surprise us that he took such a dim view of this individual who did not share his
confessional identity.’”> However, Andrews also urges caution when assuming that Matthew’s view of
Chalcedonian Armenians was monolithic. To describe Matthew as uniformly anti-Chalcedonian is, as
Andrews argues, a simplistic description of Uthayec {’s attitude toward ecclesiastical matters that does not

do justice to his portrayal of various people, whether Chalcedonian or non-, throughout the Chronicle’.37¢

37 Andrews, Matt ‘¢os Urhayec 5, 64.

372 Beihammer, Byzantiun and the Emergence of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia, 285.

373 Andrews, Matt ‘¢os Urhayec, 65.

374 Zamanakagrut ‘ivn, 206; English translation by Andrews, Matt ‘éos UFhayec i, 65.
375 Andrews, Matt ‘¢os Urhayec 5, 141.

376 Ibid., 141.
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Nonetheless, the chronicle of Matthew of Edessa tends to dominate our impression of these fragmentary
lordships, and his spin on Philaretos’ rule does, at very least, suggest that these Armenian-Chalcedonian
lordships operated beyond the reach of Constantinople. The fact that Philaretos and later Gabriel sought
affirmation of their rule by the Seljuk Sultan Malik-Shah by the mid 1080s tends to add to the impression
of their progressive distancing from the Empire after 1071.577 Arutjunova-Fidanjan argues that after a
century in loyal service to the Empire, the collapse of the Empire’s eastern frontier in the 1070s, because
and growing dissatisfaction with the Empire’s inability to protect against ‘oriental nomads’, Chalcedonian
Armenians, having lost both ‘social status’ and ‘ethnic originality’, turned away from the Empire.?’8 In this
post-Manzikert environment, Arutjunova-Fidanjan classifies the Armenian Chalcedonians into three
distinct groups which originated from ‘hatred’ for the Byzantine Empire: i) The first one ‘stayed in
Armenian to become dependent on the Georgian Catholicos’, ii) the second ‘transgressed into Cilicia to be
subsequently obliterated in the struggle against the supporters of national independence’ iii) the third moved
to the western parts of the empire.?” Leaving the rigid nature of these categorisations aside, it fails to
account for those Armenian Chalcedonians who continued to live in the fracturing eastern frontier, and
continued to look to the Empire in their daily lives, even as political loyalties became increasingly untenable.

Though the Armenian Chalcedonian lordships which emerged in the fragmentary regions that
comprised the Empire’s eastern frontier grew increasingly further away from the direct control of the
Byzantine Emperor, these semi-independent zones of influence continued to implement elements of rule
and legitimacy ‘related to the Byzantine administrative system and court hierarchy’ which connected them
to the Empire through a ‘common political ideology rooted in Constantinopolitan imperial concepts’
according to Bethammer.38 Philaretos, T oros, and Gabriel all relied on, at least nominally, recognising
imperial sovereignty and receiving imperial titles which endorsed their rule. As Andrews observes,
Philaretos ‘acknowledged Byzantine suzerainty in 1078 to the new emperor Nikephoros Botaneiates, who
had been a comrade-in-arms in the years leading up to the battle of Manzikert’.38! His rule over his territories
was acknowledged in return by Botaneiates through the grant of the Byzantine title of Domestikos of the
East, and was later acknowledged by Alexios Komnenos through his confirmation of Philaretos’ office and
his promotion to the ranks of sebastos and protosebastos’ 382 Gabriel too continued to consolidate his power in
Melitene through his Byzantine titles dovk0g and mpmtokovponaldtng (doux and protokounropalatés).’s3 There
is no doubt that these titles ‘were still important signifiers of legitimacy, warranting his claims to political
authority over the aforesaid regions and projecting a semblance of imperial rule embodied by his person’.384

This pattern is, it should be stressed, not unique in its modality of contact with Empire — Miaphysite

377 Beihammer, Byzantium and the Emergence of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia, 288.

378 Arutjunova-Fidanjan Armjane-chalkidonity, 192-195.

37 Ibid, 192-195.

380 Beihammer, Byzantium and the Emergence of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia, 289.
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Armenian lords such Marem of Tsamandos also continued to carry the imperial title of kourgpalatés.3%5 As
Beihammer points out however ‘there is no scrap of evidence’ indicating that that any of the Chalcedonian
Armenian elites were acting on behalf of the emperor or were supported by Byzantine troops.% The
evidence leaves the impression that despite nominally relying on Byzantine titles and imperial ideology,
these lordships were largely beyond imperial control. Relying primarily on the accounts of Matthew of
Edessa, Armenian Chalcedonian contact with the Byzantine Empire after 1071 has largely been viewed
through the lens of these upper elites, who took advantage of the fragmentary and centrifugal developments
in the former Byzantine East to establish their own bases of power, deploying imperial titles and maintaining
‘a substrate of imperial traditions’ to ensure their legitimacy, but for all intents and purposes being entirely
independent of any means of Constantinopolitan influence.?” Through this lens, Armenian Chalcedonian
contact with the Empire after 1071 has been defined by its progressive political distancing.

In contrast to this model for loosening political contact between Armenian Chalcedonian led
lordships and the Byzantine Empire based on adherence to and use of Byzantine titles, the confessional ties
which bound Chalcedonian communities to Constantinople and a wider Byzantine spiritual and cultural
oikoumene articulated through the production of hagiography, the commemoration of saints, and the
performance of the liturgy which continued in the context of a long-term process of textual dissemination
and translation from Greek Constantinopolitan models, provides another mode through which to view the
state of the relationship between Armenian Chalcedonians and the Empire and its development after 1071.
As Beihammer has argued ‘the Byzantine-Armenian (Chalcedonian) nobility residing in the places of
Philaretos’ former realm preserved a strong sense of cohesion relying on a common religious identity’. 38
It was this confessional identity that fundamentally continued to be a point of contact which linked
Armenian Chalcedonian operating in the fracturing post-Manzikert former Byzantine east to the Empire
through liturgical performance, sacral commemoration, and calendrical arrangement, which ensured the
continued recognition and currency of imperial spiritual authority, and which continued to set them apart
from the practices of their Miaphysite Armenian, West Syrian, or Islamic neighbours.

The contemporary Armenian evidence suggests that hagiographical and liturgical translations from
Greek Constantinopolitan models formed a key medium through which the relationship between the
Imperial centre and provincial Christian communities was mediated throughout the eleventh century. This
process of dissemination and translation was designed, first and foremost, to provide a uniformity of
spiritual practice. New hagiographical collections brought new saints, to be commemorated in a prescribed
arrangement designed to re-orientate Armenian communities toward a normative Constantinopolitan
centre. The injection of hagiographical and liturgical material via Chalcedonian Armenian translations of

Greek models and the subsequent use of that material in a provincial context ensured a temporal and

385 T. F. Mathews with T. M. Van Lint, “The Kars-T'samandos Group of Armenian Illuminated Manuscripts of
the 11 Century,” in Der Doppeladler: Byzanz, und die Seldschuken in Anatolien vom spaten 11. bis zum 13. Jabrhunder, ed. N.
Asutay-Effenberger and F. Daim (Rémanisch-Germanischen Zentralmuseums: 2014), 87.
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spiritual continuity between those communities and the Empire at large. The correct saints were now
commemorated on the correct days, the liturgical year was now arranged according to the practices of the
Church of Constantinople, and the appropriate readings were performed during daily services at the correct
time. As with the Melkite communities of Antioch, the aim was cleatly not to ‘hellenize’ provincial
Chalcedonian Christian communities despite the impression given by previous scholarship in Armenian
studies. The translation of works into Syriac, Arabic, and Armenian suggests that the use of Greek in daily
life or in liturgical practice was not prioritised above all else: rather, it seems to have centred on the
promotion and use of works arranged according to the rite of the Church of Constantinople which provided
confessional continuity and communion with its spiritual authority.?® In doing so the Empire sought to
provide a new common sense to the lived environment by introducing prescribed norms for spiritual
practice. As long as Chalcedonian communities continued to translate the hagiographical and liturgical
collections which promoted this spiritual common sense and aligned their commemorative and liturgical
practices according to their content, as long as this common spiritual sense continued to carry currency
amongst the populations which received it, the Byzantine Empire, I would argue, continued to be a source
of spiritual and cultural authority and continued to play a role in the lived realities of Chalcedonian
Armenians after Manzikert. The translation of the Armenian Martyrdom in 1092 and the ‘book of lections’
of Cortuanel (M 7729) in 1079, appear to testify exactly to the fact that Greek Constantinopolitan textual
model and their translation continued to condition Armenian Chalcedonian textual practices in the decades
after 1071. In doing so they suggest the continued currency of the trans-regional process of dissemination
and translation, highlighted in chapter 2, which played a key role in shaping Armeno-Byzantine relations
during the Empire’s expansion from the tenth century onward. However, they remain the sole surviving,
securely datable, and identifiable textual sources to support this argument. We may be tempted to suggest
they are isolated cases which do not support the contention that hagiographical production, the veneration
of the cult of saints, and the performance of the liturgy meant that Constantinopolitan spiritual authority
continued to hold currency for Armenian Chalcedonians or provided a broad uniformity of spiritual
practice which continued to act as a mode of contact between Armenian Chalcedonians in the fracturing
eastern frontier and the Empire as it had done during the preceding century. To get a better and more
secure sense of how a long-term process of textual dissemination and translation continued to reinforce a
lived reality of spiritual uniformity between Armenian Chalcedonians and the Byzantine Empire in the

decades immediately following 1071 we can look to other evidence.

Performing the Liturgy

After moving from the imperial capital to the Black Mountain near Antioch c.a 1050, the
Constantinopolitan monk Nikon penned his Takzikon in the late eleventh century. The Taktikon is a rich

composition comprising a letter collection recording correspondences with monks and other ecclesiastical

3% Treiger, “The Eucharist in The Eucharist in Eleventh-Century Jerusalem,” 511. Taft, The Byzantine Rite: A
Short History (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1992).
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figures in and around Antioch, as well as several #pika (foundation documents) for monasteries in the

region.’® Nikon was himself a proponent of the Constantinopolitanisation of the provincial spiritual

environment and the process of hagiographical and liturgical textual standardisation which followed the

Empire’s expansion during the tenth and eleventh century.?! Unsurprisingly, the letters overwhelmingly

address issues of ecclesiastical practice and provide a valuable source of reflection on the relationship

between Arabic and Armenian speaking Chalcedonian Christians and the Empire in late eleventh-century

Northern Syria. Within this text, Nikon preserves a letter exchange between the Chalcedonian patriarch of

Antioch, the patriarch of Jerusalem, and the monastic community of Saint Symeon Thaumatonrgos on the

Black Mountain concerning the spiritual practices of Armenian Chalcedonians (c.a 1080’s).32 The letter of

the monk Gerasimos reads as follows:

Tovtoug 8 Todg AdeApodg MUV Todg Aeyopévoug T{dtovg, dmov dv gioty Kai £ig 0lov KaTokodoty
tomov, and moavtayobev Eepevvicavtes ebpopev avTovg yaprtt XpioTtod AVETIANTTIOVG €ic TA
towdto, €6 T€ TO MEPL MoTEMG OMOIMG KOl €16 TA oylouaTa Kol mapacvvoywyhs. Kol yap 0
untpomoitng Tig vopiag avtdv Kai Thg Ydpog Mesomotapiag, v @ kol oikodotv md TV dvmdey
1POVeV, ot Kol d1d TOG Emdpopds Tmv E0vdv EokopmicOnghv Tveg €€ adTdV €ig S1POPOVG YDPOC,
O Spmg, kabac kol eimapey, 0 pUNTPOTOAITNG aVTOV €Kk TOD TG AVTIONES TATPLOPYODVTOG
yepotoveital, g Opdvog vmdpywv tdong Avatoins. Kai EvBeopov kol kavovikov ant@v 0TV TO
iepateiov kai OAov adTdV TO cvotnue Kol £ Taong xapitt Xpiotod vmoyiog.

Kai dpmg avtod ndiv tov Biov 100 peydrov matpog Mudv Tafa évivyovieg, bpioete T00TOVG
ocuvoyodvtag TOvV péya, Kol gig v Ogdytictov EkkAnciov émrpanijvol mapd Tod dyiov &v i
Appevio ddékto yaiiecOar v dxolovbiov, tovg 8¢ EAAnviotac mopopiov mwdAw yoArew,
kabmg kol ol évtadba aderpoi NUAOV yoAlovow tf] Tdv Appeviov dtoAiékt kol ol EAnvictai
mwopapiov, €ig o10pdpovg d€ yopovc, did TO U Exev 0V0 EkkAnciag, Lovov TOV Tpledylov Duvov
EMVIOTL Aéyouv, KaBmg Kol gic ToDTo 6 £V dyiolg matnp MUV ZaPag mopédwkey. .. >

Concerning our brothers called Tzat?%#, wherever they might be and in whatever place they reside,
after having searched everywhere, we have found them, by the grace of Christ, blameless in this regard,
both in matters of faith and likewise in schisms and ecclesiastical assemblies. And since the Metropolitan
of their jurisdiction and of the land of Mesopotamia, where they have lived since the beginning of time
- but because of the attacks of peoples some were separated from them in various lands - nevertheless,
as we said, their Metropolitan, who is ordained by the Patriarchate of the Antiochenes, as a seat of the
entire East. Their priesthood and their entire apparatus is lawful and canonical and, by the grace of

Christ, beyond all suspicion.

And looking again at the life of our great father Sabas, you will find that they lived together with the
great one, and in the God-created Church it was permitted by the saint that the liturgy be sung in the
Armenian language while the Greeks sang separately, as also our brothers here sing in the Armenian

390 Nikon, Das Taktikon.

31 J. Glynias, “Byzantine Monasticism on the Black Mountain West of Antioch in the 10®-11% Centuries,”
Studies in Late Antiguity volume 4, issue 4 (2020): 408—451.

32 For Gerasimos, see: S. Noble and S. Treiget, The Orthodox Church in the Arab World, 700—1700: An Anthology of
Sources (Northern Illinois University Press, 2014), 20.

393 Das Taktikon, 882-884.

34 R. W. Thomson, “Tzatoi,” Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, ed. Alexander Kazhdan (Oxford University Press,
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language and the Greeks apart, but in a separate choir on account of not having two churches. They

(the Chalcedonian Armenians) only say the Trisagion®> in Greek, as our holy father Sabas entrusted to
us...3%

This is an exceptionally valuable source in the context of the present argument. It is the first
instance that we really begin to get a sense of how the process of textual dissemination of Greek
hagiographical and liturgical material and its subsequent translation into Armenian shaped the participation
of Armenian Chalcedonians within the wider Byzantine spiritual ozkoumene from a non-Armenian
perspective. It is worth noting that this is also an exceptional insight into how Armenian Chalcedonians
living in Northern Syria and Mesopotamia were integrated into a regional church hierarchy under the
oversight of the Patriarch of Antioch at the end of the eleventh century. Regrettably, the letter does not
divulge any more specific details as to the parameters of ‘Mesopotamia’, nor the size or composition of the
Armenian Chalcedonian under the oversite of the Metropolitan. Gerasimos does, however, note that they
were spread much more widely throughout the fracturing eastern frontier of the Empire and that, rather
significantly, they were all performing the liturgy and their daily spiritual practices according to the norms
of the Constantinopolitan rite and the prescribed rules of the Imperial Chalcedonian hierarchy, but in
Armenian alongside those performing in Greek including those Armenian Chalcedonians living in
Gerasimos’ own monastic community in Northern Syria. This offers a vital reflection of lived practice, one
which invites reflection on the types of material being used by Armenian Chalcedonians which would a)
permit them to perform the liturgy correctly and b) do so in their own language. It maps very well onto the
undetlying mechanisms and goals behind the process of dissemination and translation highlighted in
Chapter 2 which was designed to construct a spiritual uniformity through a prescribed textual canon, but
not to hellenize the performance of festal commemoration or liturgical practice. This example allows us to,
at least tentatively, go beyond an assumption that the process reflected by the translation of texts, like the
Martyrdom and the ‘book of lections’ of Cortuanel, provided a foundation for the construction of a common
spiritual environment that connected Armenian Chalcedonians to a wider Byzantine ozkoumene, to actually
seeing how the production of liturgical texts in the Armenian language shaped their devotional practices
around the normative modes of a Constantinopolitan centre, mediating their access to and permitting their
participation in a shared spiritual environment that connected them to other Chalcedonians throughout the
fracturing eastern frontier and, more broadly, a common Constantinopolitan spiritual norm. It suggests the
surviving textual material in Armenian is indeed merely scratching the surface of evidence for Armenian
Chalcedonian translation activity which rendered Greek collections into Armenian for liturgical and
commemorative practice. Though we have no surviving material, evidently this process included Armenian
Chalcedonians communities active in Northern Syria and Mesopotamia in the eleventh century alongside

the textual evidence from Eastern Anatolia and the Caucasus. It likewise suggests that this translation

395 This is a crucial detail, emphasisng the fact Chalcedonian Armenians did not recite the Trisagion with the
miaphysite addition: “O otawpewlei 8t” Npdc.
396 Das Taktikon, 882-884., Trans L. Read.
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activity must have also included other liturgically arranged texts into Armenian to permit the complete
performance of the liturgy beyond the hagiographical (the Armenian Martyrdom), and the homiletic (‘book
of lections’ of Cortuanel) materials, a contention which finds further support in Melkite translation activity
from Northern Syria which includes the above genres, but also the Greek Triodion and Praxapostolos into
Syriac. Nikon’s evidence weaves the Armenian Chalcedonian translation activity identified in the last
chapter into a wider uniform spiritual common sense maintained and reinforced by common liturgical
performance established by translation activity. In doing so, the Takfikon demonstrates the continued
currency of a normative mode of spiritual practice underpinned by textual translation in a region becoming

increasingly distant from Constantinopolitan political control after 1071,

The Iconography of Byzantine Provincial Seals and the Cult of Saints after Manzikert

If Nikon’s Taktifon can help us to stress the idea that the spiritual common sense promoted by a process
of text and translation continued to act as a source of continuity and connection between Chalcedonians
Christians living throughout the fracturing eastern borders of the Byzantine Empire after 1071, and that
their daily lives were still conditioned by a wider spiritual oikoumene promoted by the Church of
Constantinople, we can utilise the rich corpus of surviving sphragistic evidence deriving from the same
post-Manzikert environment to get a better impression of how the translation of hagiographical collections
and the transformation of traditions surrounding the cult of saints continued to play a particularly tangible
role in maintaining and manifesting a sense of spiritual uniformity and connectivity between Chalcedonian
Armenians and their co-religionists. Werner Seibt has already demonstrated how seal evidence can shed
light on the maintenance of contact between Chalcedonian Armenian living in the fracturing eastern
frontier and the Imperial centre between 1071 and 1081, primarily through the use of titles which reflect
continued military service or Imperial recognition.”” However these valuable cartiers of personal piety have
yet to be mobilised in a conversation which utilises them to reflect on a wider shared spiritual uniformity
between Chalcedonian Armenians and the Empire consolidated through the veneration of a particular
canon of saints after 1071.

In the context of the expansion of the Byzantine Empire during the tenth and eleventh century,
the use of lead seals for securing official correspondences between a burgeoning new civil, military, and
ecclesiastical provincial administration and the imperial capital became increasingly widespread. It is for this
reason that we are fortunate to have an abundance of surviving lead seals from this period. Traditionally
stamped on the reverse with an inscription bearing the owner’s name and titles, often accompanied by an
intercessory prayer, the obverse of these small pieces of lead carried designs which provide a rich source
for tracing transformations in personal iconography. Far from being a programmatic process of
reproducing a generic image to accompany any given seal, they provide a dynamic reflection of developing

traditions surrounding the cult of saints throughout the Empire at different historical junctures and, as

397 Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium in the decennia after Mantzikert,” 25-32.
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Cotsonis argues, provide a unique and important means of investigating various aspects of the cult of saints
in the Byzantine world’.3® The following table contains a corpus of seals belonging to contemporary
Chalcedonian Greek notables, commanders, power brokers, and prospective claimants to the imperial

throne operating in the Eastern frontier just prior to and after 1071:3

Chalcedonian Greek Seals 1071-1095

Name Saint (Seal no. ref PBW/DO) Date Range
Romanos IV 400 St Theodoros (PBW 1692) 1055-1065
St Theodoros (PBW 1693) 1055-1065
St Theodoros (PBW 5290) 1055-1065
St Theodoros (PBW 5291) 1055-1065
Nikephoros III 401 St Demetrios (PBW 853) 1074 — 1077
St Demetrios (PBW 2771) 1074 - 1077
St Demetrios (PBW 3008) 1068 — 1074
St Demetrios (PBW 4739) 1068 — 1074
Archangel Michael (PBW 6755) 1078
Alexios I Komnenos 402 St Demetrios (PBW 501) 1078-1081
St Demetrios (PBW 2565) 1078-1081
St Demetrios (PBW 4487) 1078-1081
St Demetrios (PBW seal 3024) 1074-1077
St Demetrios (PBW 220) 1078-1081
St Demetrios (PBW 460) 1078-1081

38 Cotsonis, The Religious Fignral Imagery of Byzantine Lead Seals 11, 53.

39 Seals have been selected under the following criteria i) Secure date range of no more than twenty years prior to
Manzikert and not after 1100, ii) individuals can be geographically situated as active in service to the Byzantine Empire
in the eastern themes proximate to the dating of their seal iii) Available in online repositories. Further information will
be provided in footnotes. The seals have been referred to either by their reference number in Prosopography of the
Byzantine World or the Dumbarton Oaks Byzantine Seal database.

400 Romanos IV (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/108215/) Seal 1692, K.M. Konstantopoulos, Byzantiaka
molyvdoboulla ton en Athenais Ethnikon Nomismatikon Mouseion (Athens, 1917), no. 622 a; Seal 1693, 1. Jordanov, Corpus of
Byzantine Seals from Bulgaria, vol. 2: Byzantine Seals with Family Names (Agato, 2006), 128. Seal 5290; Jordanov, Corpus 2,
no. 167, Seal 5291, Jordanov, Corpus 2, 128.

401 Nikephoros III (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/107947/) Seal 853, G. Zacos and A. Veglery,
Byzantine 1ead Seals I (J. ]. Augustin, 1972), no. 2690; Seal 2771, J. Nesbitt and N. Oikonomides, Catalogne of Byzantine
seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art 3: West, Northwest and Central Asia Minor and the Orient (Dumbarton
Oaks, 1996), no. 86. 18; Seal 3008, Zacos and Veglery, Byzantine Lead Seals 1, no. 2689; Seal 4739, V. Laurent, La
collection C. Onghidan (Paris: 1952), no. 235; Seal 6755, N.P. Lichacev, Molivdovuly Greceskogo 1 ostoka, (Moscow, 1991),
99, no. 2

402 Alexios Komnenos I (https://pbw2016.kdlLkcl.ac.uk/person/106238/) Seal 501, J-Cl. Cheynet, C. Morrisson
and W. Seibt, Sceansc byzantins de la collection Henri Seyrig (Bibliotheque National de France, 1991), no. 125, Seal 2565,
V. Laurent, Le Corpus des sceanx de l'empire byzantin 1. 1L'administration centrale (CNRS, 1981), no. 934; Seal 4487, 1.
Jordanov, “Byzantine Seals from the Village of Melnitsa (district of Elkhovo, Bulgatia),” Studies in Byzantine Sigillography
7 (2002): no. 3; Seal 3024, Zacos and Veglery, Byzantine I ead Seals, no. 2704; Seal 220, J. Nesbitt and N. Oikonomides,
Catalogne of Byzantine seals at Dumbarton Oafks and in the Fogg Museum of Art 1: Italy, North of the Balkans, North of the Black
Sea (Dumbarton Oaks, 1991), no. 1. 15; Seal 460, J-Cl. Cheynet, C. Mortisson and W. Seibt, Henri Seyrig, no. 53, Seal
4487, Jordanov, “Byzantine Seals from the Village of Melnitsa,” no. 3.
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St Demetrios (PBW 4487) 1078-1081

Gregorios Pakourianos 403 St Georgios (DO 1951.31.5.380) After 1081
Andronikos Doukas 404 Theotokos (PBW 2798) 1072-1077
Alexandros Kabasilas 405 St Demetrios (PBW 6695) Late 11 C
Euthymios Karabitziotes ¢  Theotokos (PBW 762) 1060-1080
Georgios Serblias 407 St Nikolaos (PBW 5664) Late 11 C
Nikolaos Akapnes 408 St Nikolaos (PBW 4217) After 1070
Leon Iasites 40? St Theodoros (PBW 3098) 1065-1080

St Georgios (PBW 2560)

(Nikephoros) Basilakes 4 Theotokos (PBW 3009) 1060-1080
Samuel Alousianos 411 Theotokos (PBW 887) 1060-1080
Joseph Tarchaneiotes 412 St Demetrios (PBW 516) 1072-1073

The seal imagery primarily bears late-antique military saints, primarily Saint Theodoros, Saint
Demetrios, Saint Georgios, and the archangel Michael perhaps unsurprising choices for the military and
civilian administration of the eastern frontier. As Cotsonis has pointed out in his recent and ongoing study
of religious figural images on Byzantine seals from the 6™ to 15t% century, the use of religious figural imagery

on surviving seals increased dramatically in the eleventh century. Based on a representative corpus of some

403 Gregorios Pakourianos (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.acuk/person/107203/): BZS.1947.2.1225:  Dumbarton
Oaks, Coins and Seals Collection (Dumbarton Oaks)

404 Andronikos Doukas (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/106267/): BZS.1958.106.1144: Dumibarton Oaks,
Coins and Seals Collection (Dumbarton Oaks)

405 Alexandros Kabasilas (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/106237/): Seal 6695, BZS.1951.31.5.2025:
Dumbarton Oaks, Coins and Seals Collection (Dumbarton Oaks).

406 Euthymios Karabitziotes (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/152801/): Seal 762, W. Seibt and M.-L.
Zarnitz, Das byzantinische Bleisiegel als Kunstwerk (Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1997) no.
2.2.1.

407 Georgios Serblias (https://pbw2016.kdlkclac.uk/person/159565/): Seal 5664, 1. Jordanov, Corpus of
Byzantine Seals from Bulgaria, vol. 2, 369.

408 Nikolaos Akapnes (https://pbw2016.kdLkclac.uk/person/155234/): Seal 4217, V. Sandrovskaja and W.
Seibt, Bygantinische Bleisiegel der Staatlichen Eremitage mit Familiennamen, 1 Teil: Sammiung Lichacev — Namen von A bis I (Vetlag
der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2005) 30, n. 36.

409 Leon Iasites (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/154246/): Seal 2560, W. Seibt, Die byzantinischen Bleisiege!
in Osterreich 1. Teil, Kaiserhof (Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1978) 140; Seal 3098,
BZS.1955.1.3062 Dumbarton Oaks, Coins and Seals Collection (Dumbarton Oaks).

410 (Nikephoros) Basilakes (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/107948/) 1. Jordanov, Corpus of Byzantine
Seals from Bulgaria, 80.

41 Samuel Alousianos (https://pbw2016.kdlLkclac.uk/person/108235/): Seal 887, A.-K. Wassiliou and W.
Seibt, Die byzantinischen Bleisiegel in Osterreich, II. Teil: Zentral- und Provingialverwaltnng (NVetlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2003), 244, n. 42.

42 Joseph Tarchaneiotes (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/107457/): Seal 516, J-Cl. Cheynet, C.
Morrisson and W. Seibt, Henri Seyrig, no. 161.
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7000 seals, Costonis has observed that 81.3%. of surviving mid to late eleventh century seals employed
religious figural imagery compared to just 44.1% in the previous century, with 70 % of those seals bearing
images of saints.#!*> Costonis points out however that only 4.3 % of the 3,000 saints found in the tenth-
century Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae appear on Byzantine seals from this period, a statistic which
reinforces the notion that the patterns of selection displayed by seal iconography were developed out of a
conscious process of selection from a relatively small canon of saints and religious figures based on
contemporary taste in personal piety and cult traditions.*!* By the eleventh century, placing a religious figure,
particularly a saint, on a seal was commonplace, but the preponderance of saints Theodoros, Georgios,
Demetrios amongst individuals at the centre and periphery of the Empire in the late eleventh century
reflects another wider transformation in iconographic selection detected by Cotsonis during this period,
who has demonstrated a decline in the use of the Theotokos in favour of the increasingly dominant use of
late-antique military saints in the tenth and eleventh centuries.*> Further to this, Cotsonis highlights an
iconographic transformation undergone by these saints who began to emerge as implicit military figures on
seals for the first time in the tenth and eleventh century.#1¢ In short, the occurrences identified in the above
table are consistent with the wider transformations of iconographic tendencies on seals witnessed
throughout the Empire during this period. However, the selection displayed by these seals becomes more
instructive for the present conversation when it is compared to the seals of Armenian Chalcedonian figures

operating in the same increasingly unstable conditions of the eastern frontier during the same period

Chalcedonian Armenian Seals 1071-109547

Name Saint (Seal no. ref PBW/DO) Date Range
Philaretos Brachamios 48 St Theodoros (PBW 530) 1081-1090
St Theodoros (PBW 704) Late 11t C
St Demetrios (L), St Theodoros (R) (PBW 775 ) 1070
St Theodoros (PBW 1667) 1071-1090
St Theodoros (PBW 3888) 1078-1081
St Theodoros (PBW 3889) 1078-1081

413 Cotsonis, The Religions Figural Imagery of Byzantine 1ead Seals 11, 58.

414 Ibid., 65.

415 Ibid., 70-71. M. White, Military Saints in Byzantinm and Rus, 900—1200 (Cambridge University Press, 2013)

416 Tbid., 102-123.

417 Seals have been selected under the following ctiteria i) Secure date range of no more than twenty years ptiot to
Manzikert and not after 1100, ii) individuals can be geographically situated as active in service to the Byzantine Empire
in the eastern themes proximate to the dating of their seal iii) Available in online repositories iv) Confessional identity
supported by secondary literature. Further information will be provided in footnotes where necessary. The seals have
been referred to either by their reference number in Prosopography of the Byzantine World or the Dumbarton Oaks
Byzantine Seal database.

418 Philaretos Brachamios (https://pbw2016.kdlLkcl.ac.uk/person/108167/): Seal 536, Cheynet, C. Morrisson
and W. Seibt, Sceausx byzantins de la collection Henri Seyrig; Seal 704 - J-Cl. Cheynet, “Sceaux byzantins des musées
d’Antioche et de Tarse,” Travaux et Mémoires 12 (1994): no. 56; Seal 775, J-Cl. Cheynet and ].-F Vannier, Etudes
prosopagraphigues (Publications de la Sorbonne, 1986), 67; Seal 1667, Cheynet and Vannier, Etudes prosopographiques, 69;
Seal 3888, Cheynet and Vannier, Ezudes prosopographiques 69; Seal 3889, Spink Auction 135: Byzantine Seals from the collection
of George Zacos I1I (London, 1999), 123; Seal 3890, 1. Jordanov, Corpus of Byzantine Seals from Bulgaria, 103; Seal 5907,
V. Laurent, Les sceaux byzantins du Médailler Vatican (Vatican City, 1962), no. 113.
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St Theodoros (PBW 3890) 1081-1090
St Theodoros (PBW 5907) 1078-1081

Gabriel of Melitene 419 St Georgios, St Nikolaos, St Ioannes Prodromos Ca. 1090

(PBW 33)

St Georgios, St Nikolaos, St Ioannes Prodromos Ca. 1090

(PBW 70)
Krakourates 420 St Eudoxius (PBW 707) Late 11® C
T’oros of Edessa 42! St Theodoros (PBW 30) 1090-1098

St Theodoros (PBW 4355) 1074

St Theodoros (PBW 4356) 1074

St Theodoros (PBW 4357) Late 11t C
T¢at‘oul of Marash#? St Theodoros (PBW 3891) Late 11 C

St Theodoros (PBW 3892) Late 11® C
Constantine of Karkar 43 St Theodoros, St Georgios (DO 58.106.3263) After 1080
Apusahl Arcruni 42 St Demetrios, St Theodoros (PBW 3887) After 1060

St Demetrios (PBW 3887)
Atom Arcruni 45 St Georgios (PBW 5840) After 1060
ApHtarip Arcruni 426 St Georgios (PBW 452) Late 11% C

St Georgios (PBW 6722)

Philaretos Brachamios adopted St Theodoros and St Demetrios on the reverse of his administrative seals,

the latter saint was also adopted by his son Elpidios.*?7 As the semi-independent ruler of Edessa, T oros

419 Gabriel of Melitene (https://pbw2016.kdl.kclac.uk/person/156290/): Seal 33, N. Oikonomides, .A Collection
of Dated Byzantine Lead Seals, no. 107; Seal 70, Oikonomides, A Collection of Dated Byzantine Lead Seals, no. 108

420 Krakourates (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/154110/): Seal 707, Seibt, “The eastern frontier of
Byzantium,” 28.

41 T°oros of Edessa (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/156191/): Seal 30, J-Cl. Cheynet, Sceaux de la
collection Zacos (Bibliothéque nationale de France) se rapportant amx provinces orientales de I'Empire byzantin (Bibliotheque
nationale de France, 2001), no. 34; Seal 4355, V. gandrovskaja and W. Seibt, Bygantinische Bleisiegel der Staatlichen
Eremitage mit Familiennamen, 1 Teil, no. 62; Seal 4356, V. gandrovskaja and W. Seibt, Byzantinische Bleisiegel, no. 45; Seal
4357, V. Sandrovskaja and W. Seibt, Byzantinische Bleisiegel, no. 46.

422 Ta‘t‘oul of Marash (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/155751/): Seal 3891, J-Cl. Cheynet, “Thathoul,
archonte des archontes,” Revsue des études byzantines 48 (1990): 233; Seal 3892, J-Cl. Cheynet, “Thathoul,” 233.

423 Constantine of Karkar (https://www.doaks.org/resources/seals/byzantine-seals/BZS.1958.106.3263 /view),
Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium,” 30.

424 Apusahl Arcruni (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/152249/) Seal 3887, Spink Auction 132. Byzantine
Seals from the collection of George Zacos II (London, 1999), no. 121.

45 Atouemes Arcruni (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/159384/): Seal 5846, J-Cl. Cheynet, “De
Tziliapert A Sebaste,” Studies in Byzantine Sigillography vol. 9 (2006): 219- 220.

426 ApMarip Arcruni (https://pbw2016.kdlkclac.uk/person/152247/): Seal 452, J-Cl. Cheynet, C. Motrisson
and W. Seibt, Sceans byzantins, no. 40, Seal 6722, J-Cl. Cheynet, C. Morrisson and W. Seibt, Sceansc byzantins, no. 44.

427 Dédéyan, Les Arméniens, fig. 87.
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adopted St Theodoros, the same saint chosen by his Chalcedonian Armenian namesake T’oros, also known
as Teat‘oul of Marash. On Gabriel of Melitene’s seals from 1090, we find the three saints Nikolaos,
Georgios, and loannes Prodromos (John the Baptist). Constantine of Kafkaf, modern day Gerger, a
Byzantine-Armenian commander who built a semi-autonomous power base in the region toward the end
of the 1080s, adopted both saints Theodoros and saint Georgios on his seals.*28 Apusahl (Kouropalates,
Proedros), the son of the late king of Vaspurakan, Yovhannés Senek‘erim, who was active as a Byzantine
representative in Sebastia in the period immediately before and after 1071 elected to adopt Demetrios and
Theodoros, whilst his brother Atom (proedros) Arcruni and their relative Apllarip (possibly a nephew or
great-nephew) chose Saint Georgios for the obverse of their seals. The stand-out example in the context of
the present conversation is saint Eudoxios commemorated on the seal of the enigmatic Krakourates dpyev
TV apyOvTeV (archon of the archons), operating in Commagene at the close of the eleventh century, the
implications of which we will return to shortly.

The seal material shows a concordant pool of selection between Chalcedonian Armenian military
and administrative figures operating in the fragmented post-Mantzikert Byzantine East and their co-
confessional colleagues, based on selection from a particular pool of the same popular late antique military
saints. The immediate conclusion that we might take from this concordance is that it provides evidence for
Armenian Chalcedonian following the same patterns of personal piety established by common devotional
practices surrounding the cult of saints specific to dominant trends punctuating the milieu of tenth and
eleventh century Byzantine Empire. However, we should be conscious to caveat this conclusion by
reflecting on the greater variety of potential reasons behind the choices on Chalcedonian Armeno-
Byzantine seals, allowing for both reflections of bigger trends and more personal motivating factors. In the
tenth-century History of the House of Arcrunik’, the Armenian historian Tovma Arcruni recalls his ancestor,
King Gagik Arcruni I of Vaspurakan consecrated a shrine to ‘the valiant soldier Saint George’, which
suggests that a family cult dedicated to him was active from at least the eatly tenth century.*?” Dedeyan has
demonstrated that the Arcruni family exported a number of their relics and local cults with them to their
new areas of habitation in and around Sebasteia and Cilicia following the exchange of the Kingdom of
Vaspurakan with the Byzantine Empire during the eleventh century, including the relics of Saint Peter and
a piece of the Holy Cross.#? We might assume that evidence for the use of Saint Georgios on the seals of
Atouemes and Apllarip Arcruni suggest that this well attested family cult was also transported with the
Arcruni as they moved into the service of the Byzantine Empire. Their seal iconography may then reflect a
more personal and familial emphasis behind this expression of personal piety rather than an imperial trend
influenced one, though these need not be mutually exclusive categories.

Where evidence for the use of Saint Georgios suggests the continued selection of a saint based on

familial tradition, the appearance of saints Demetrios and Theodoros on the seals of Apusahl is far more

428 Bethammer, Byzantium and the Emergence of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia, 293.

429 Tovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik’, trans. R. W. Thomson (Wayne University State Press,
1985), 315.

0 Dédéyan, Les Arméniens, 311 — 312.
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indicative of an alteration to expressions of personal piety in response to transformation in confessional
identity. During the reign of Constantine X, both Apusahl and Atouemes Arcruni arrived in Constantinople
to profess Chalcedonianism and agreed to an act of union with the Byzantine Imperial Church. As Matthew
of Edessa records, the brothers brought with them the vardapet Yakob K ‘arap nec’i (Sanahnec'i), who
according to Edessa ‘went a little to the Roman side concerning the duality of Christ’.#*3! Matthew of Edessa
tells us that this prospective act of union was apparently interrupted by the young Armenian ex-king Gagik
11, who wrote his own uncompromising, confession of faith repudiating the Byzantine Imperial Church in
favour of his ancestral Armenian Church.*? Andrews has recently reiterated a point stressed by Mahe that
the incident is unlikely to have happened as UTrhayec'i reports: ‘Gagik appeared in Constantinople, made a
profession of faith, and left angry and irritated. Ufhayec'i reports no further attempts by Constantine X to
intervene in Armenian ecclesiastical affairs, although the pressure he had previously exerted on the
Armenian princes and clerics had been constant. Was he really convinced of the truth of Armenian
orthodoxy, or did Gagik leave the court angrily because he had finally been coerced into an act of union?
Perhaps Urhayec'i adopted a version of events developed by Sanahnec'i, in which he chose to salvage
Gagik’s reputation by denying the union and substituting his version of an uncompromising confession of
faith by the last king of Armenia’.433 If we take the account of Matthew of Edessa with a pinch of salt as
advised, the very least we can say is that the confessional identity of the Arcruni family shifted in the mid-
eleventh century toward a conscious profession of Chalcedonianism. It also appears that their descendant
Apltarip followed suit. A twelfth-century colophon reflecting on his localised rule in the late eleventh

century records that:

Apliarip, from among the Armenian princes from the house of Vaspurakan (Arcruni), being
faithful, prudent, and brave in military affairs, was sent by the autokrator Alexios to the districts of
Cilicia to rule the capital of Tarsus and Mamistra. He came there and ruled them according to their
native regulations and laws. And he remained faithful to the Greeks, and he built temples of prayer

in the mountainous and plain districts...*3*

The choices of Demetrios and Theodoros in the seal of Apusahl, who otherwise do not appear in the
commemorative choices of the Arcruni family before this moment may be far more indicative of an active
effort to model his seal iconography and personal piety on the most popular active cults of commemoration
engaged in by his Chalcedonian Greek contemporaries promoted by a shift in his confessional identity.
Perhaps for Atouemes and Apltarip, the continued choice of Saint Georgios provided a convenient option
which drew on an established family tradition but also sat comfortably with the popularity of Saint George

amongst their Chalcedonian contemporaries.

81 Andrews, Matt ‘¢os Urbayec 7, 152.

432 Tbid., 149.

433 Tbid., 149.

434 Garsoian, "The Problem of Armenian Integration", 86, trans. Garsoian.
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To further emphasise the significance of the concordance in the above tables we can draw a
comparison to the, admittedly smaller, corpus of seals belonging to contemporary Armenian Miaphysites

in service to the Byzantine Empire in the mid to late eleventh century:

Miaphysite Armenian Seals 1071-1095

Name Saint Date Range
Grigor Arsakides*3 No Iconography (PBW 3282) 1051-1058

Apelgariphes Arsakides*36 St Gregory, Archbishop of Greater Armenia  Mid to Late eleventh
(PBW 3493) century

Marem 437 Theotokos (with Armenian intercessionary After 1071
prayer) (PBW 779)

Gagik II 438 St John Chrysostom (with Arm) 1071-1073

The former Armenian King Gagik 11, who we encountered openly defending his Miaphysite identity before
the Emperor Constantine in the Chronicle of Matthew of Edessa, adopted John Chrysostom alongside his
titles &uropalates and doux, sometime during his term Byzantine doux of the theme of Charsianon attested by
his manifold imperial titles in a second seal with no iconography: protoproedros, of the imperial
bedchamper, megas komeés of the stable and megas doux of Charsianon (TpwT0TPOEIPOG, ETI TOD KOITAVOG,
Ueyos koung tod otaflov kai ugyos 6ové Xopoiavov).*® Marem, the daughter of the former Armenian
King Gagik-Abbas of Kars, and Kouropalates of the city of Tsamandos until 1078 adopted the image of
the Theotokos, of the Virgin of the Blachernitissa type, with an accompanying Armenian inscription bearing
her name and title ‘Marem is Kourapalat’ (Umpbuw L nipuyunuwn) and an intercessory prayer in
Greek: Mother of God, come to the aid of Matia Kuropalatissa (@eotoxe Bonler Mopla

novponaiatioon). ) Marem is also attested to in a contemporary colophon dated to the late 1070s:

435 Grigor Arsakides (https://pbw2016.kdlkclac.uk/person/153036/) Seal 3282, E. McGeet, J.

Nesbitt and N. Oikonomides, Catalogne of Byzantine seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Musenm of Art 4, no. 76.

436 Apelgariphes Arsakides (https://pbw2016.kdlLkcl.ac.uk/person/152244/) Seal 3493, W. Seibt, “Arsakides-
Arsakuni armenische Aristokraten in byzantinischen Diensten,” Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 44 (1994): 349-
359.

7 Marem (https://pbw2016.kdlkcl.ac.uk/person/154455/): Seal 779, Mathews with Van Lint, “The Kars-
Tsamandos Group of Armenian Illuminated Manuscripts of the 11t Century,” 85.

438 Gagik IT (https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/107098/): Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium,” 25-
26.

439 Seibt, “The eastern frontier of Byzantium,” 25-26. W. Seibt, “War Gagik II. von Grossarmenien ca.1072—
1073 Méyac 80VE Xapotavod?,” in To EMyvidv: Studies in Honor of Speros 1ryonis, 2 vols, I (New Rochelle, 1993),
159-68.

40 C. Hannick, “Use and abuse of the 'image' of the Theotokos in the political life of Byzantium (with special
reference to the iconoclast period),” in Images of the Mother of God: Perceptions of the Theotokos in Byzantium, ed. M.
Vassilaki (Ashgate, 2005). 77 — 89.
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In the five-hundredth and twenty-seventh year of the Armenian era, in the kingship of the Greeks of
Michael, son of Doukas, Kaiser of the Romans, in the office of the &wrapatat (Kouropalates) of the
pious and powerful Marem, our Patrikios and daughter of our Lord, in the years of our divinely
honoured and spiritual lords, the Katholikoi of Armenia, Lords Grigor and Georg, 1, Smbat patrikios,

son of Vahram, became desirous of the divine letters of this holy Gospel. 44

The enigmatic Apelgariphes, anthypatos, patrikios, vestes, and strategos of Seleukeia, selected Saint Gregorios
archbishop of Great Armenia (O 8&ylog I'pnyoplog apyeniokonog tiig Meyding "Appeviag’), the only
surviving instance of Gregory the Illuminator’s appearance on the iconography of a Byzantine lead seal.
We know very little about Apelgariphes, other than the fact that his surname Arsakides, the Greek form
used to refer to members of the Armenian Pahlavuni family, tell us that he was a member of a prominent
Armenian Miaphysite family in service to the Byzantine Empire in the eastern frontier during the eleventh
century. He was a relative of Grigor Pahlavuni Magistros, the Armenian doux of Taron and Mesopotamia
whose seals do not adopt any iconography. Dedeyan refers to Apelgariphes as both an uncle and nephew
of Grigor at different points of his study Les Ammeniens entre Grecs Musulmans et Croises, but the scholarly
consensus seems to suggest Apelgariphes was active in the mid to late eleventh century and so was a
descendent rather than an ancestor of Grigor Magistros. Dedeyan has attributed this occurrence to the
personal devotional tendencies of the Pahlavuni family, who claimed Gregory the Illuminator as their
ancestor. 3

There is a striking absence of the late-antique military saints which are so commonly distributed
amongst Chalcedonians figures in the civil and military administration of the eastern frontier. It is crucial
to firstly stress that this is not evidence for Miaphysite Armenians using religious figures which did not
appear on the seals of Chalcedonians in service to the Empire - both the Theotokos and John Chrysostom
are attested to on the seals of Chalcedonian figures in imperial service earlier in the eleventh century, albeit
far less frequently than the more predominant use of the military saints* - nor is it evidence that
Chalcedonians were commemorating uniquely ‘Chalcedonian’ saints, or that Armenian Miaphysite were
commemorating uniquely ‘Miaphysite’ saints, all of the saints in these tables had an entirely cross-
confessional resonance. Rather what we see here is a different reflection of choice which speaks to different
responses to growing cult trends throughout the Empire in the context of the post-Manzikert Byzantine

East. Armenian Chalcedonians clearly leant more into the newly dominant use of late antique military saints

41 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 275, f. 268r.
442 Tbid., trans. L. Read.

43 Dédéyan, Les Arméniens, plates.

444 Cotsonis, The Religions Fignral Imagery of Byzantine Lead Seals 11, 71-72., 61.
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which linked their iconographic choices and personal piety more closely to the choices of their co-

confessionalists than with their Armenian Miaphysite colleagues in service to the Empire.

Commemorating Saint Eudoxius: Maintaining Confessional Continuity after Manzikert

Seals acted as carriers of personal piety and as reflections of the role of devotional iconography in the act
of conscious self-representation. The uniformity displayed by the Chalcedonian seal material is distinct.
Comparison between the seal iconography of Chalcedonians active in the Byzantine East before and after
Manzikert serves to illustrate the fact that Armenian Chalcedonians were buying into the same patterns of
personal piety embedded in contemporary sphragistic trends which reflects a popular tendency particular
to tenth and eleventh-century Byzantium characterized by the trans-regional veneration of a canon of late-
antique military saints. When it comes to the cult of saints, evidence for such a broad trans-regional
uniformity and reception is particularly striking. We should bear in mind that, for the most part, traditions
surrounding commemoration and veneration of saints find their origin in a highly localised environment,
in which saints met the spiritual needs of their local community and were memorialized by that same
community. What we see throughout the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century is the distinct
transportation of a group of military saints beyond their local environment, whereby acts of personal and
communal devotion surrounding the cult of saints were injected into the lived environment of communities
throughout the broad geographical span of the Empire. But how was this uniformity of saintly taste that
we encounter on the seals achieved and why was it still present in locations becoming increasingly distant
from the imperial centre at the end of eleventh century?

Transforming local patterns of personal piety and communal cult traditions in the provincial
localities of the eastern fronter to correspond to the tastes of a Constantinopolitan centre required the
injection of material which reinforced such tendencies and encouraged their adoption by provincial
Christian communities. This should firstly give us pause to acknowledge the role that seals themselves
played in this process. As carriers of iconographic preferences and as tools used in support of the new
developing Byzantine infrastructure throughout the eastern fronter, seals would have provided a powerful
visual reinforcement of which particular saints were favoured and actively promoted throughout the wider
Empire. As regions throughout the eastern frontier were progressively annexed and their populations were
gradually absorbed into imperial service during the tenth and eleventh century, seal material provided a
point of reference which signalled the direction for conscious devotional choices on their own seals. In this
more material regard, we can also draw a connection to the foundation of new Chalcedonian eparchies
formed on former Armenian royal patrimonial lands detailed Notitiae Episcopatuum — Ecclesiae
Constantinopolitanae. Let us recall that in Nozitia 10, we find the new diocese of Hagios Georgios emerging
alongside the new thematic system in the region Vaspurakan. In his Répertoire Des Monastéres Arméniens,
Michel Thierry also draws our attention to the foundation of monastery of St T°oros (Theodoros) in Berdak,

just south of Theodosioupolis in the tenth or eleventh century — which appears to be concordant with the
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type of establishing of foundations recorded in the No#itiae Episcopatunm.**5 We can assume that, to a degree,
the conscious selection of iconography amongst Armenian Chalcedonians in the Byzantine Empire
displayed on the seals was, at least in part, also encouraged by the devotional underpinnings of new
Chalcedonian sees which now punctuated the lived environment of the Caucasus, Anatolia, Northern
Mesopotamia, and Northern Syria, during the eleventh century.

The consistency that we find on seal iconography naturally required more foundational building
blocks which provided the necessary tools for understanding the traditions surrounding those saints in
order to incorporate them into personal and communal devotional practices. The uniformity in
iconographic selection appears to link well with the type of transformation and conditioning of the local
spiritual environment engendered by the dissemination and translation of hagiographical literature and
traditions surrounding the cults of saints highlighted throughout in the second chapter of this thesis.
Cotsonis argues that changing approaches to hagiographical production in the literary and spiritual milieu
of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century underpinned concurrent developments in seal
iconography. As he points out: the increasing tendency toward hagiographical collection and metaphrasis
from the ninth century onward, culminating in the Synaxarimm ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae and the
Metaphrastic Menologion and in the incorporation of daily hagiographic readings into an increasingly
standardised liturgical office, maps neatly onto ‘a watershed mark for the depiction of saints on seals’ with
a ‘critical turning point is the 10th century, a time when the largest percentile increase occurred, from 28.4%
to 58.5%, that is, more than a 100% increment’.*¢ To this Cotsonis adds the observations that the
expansion of the Empire in the tenth and eleventh century brought many localities in Cappadocia, Syria,
and the Caucasus associated with the saints which made up the prescribed Constantinopolitan
hagiographical collections back under imperial control for the first time in three or more centuries and in
doing so generated increased mobility of veneration at their cultic sites and a wider engagement with them
throughout the Empire.*” It was then the expansion of the Empire which brought interest in regional saints
back into their original setting. Setting this against the backdrop of the tenth century campaigns of
Nikephoros II Phokas and John I Tzimiskes and the reconquest in Asia Minor and Syria, Cotsonis argues
that the trend exhibited by the seals in favour of late antique military saints in particular mirrored a shift
toward the increasing militarisation of Byzantine society.48 Cotsonis draws an implicit connection between
hagiographical textual production and the expansion of the Empire as underlying processes which
converged and manifested themselves in common patterns of personal piety based primarily on late-antique
military saints. In essence, sphragistic evidence appears to be a pretty strong indicator of underlying
hagiographical, spiritual, and political activity. Alexandre Roberts has also drawn a connection between the
use of certain saints on Byzantine administrative seals and the developing hagiographical textual tastes of

Melkite communities in Antioch, highlighting the role of seal iconography as a measure of Byzantine

#5 M. Thierry, Répertoire Des Monasteres Arméniens (Brepols, 1993), 88.
46 Cotsonis, The Religions Fignral Imagery of Byzantine 1 ead Seals 11, 74.

47 1bid., 73.

448 Thid., 131.
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sensibilities surrounding the cult of saints being projected into the provincial environment and their
adoption by Chalcedonian Christians, underpinned and reinforced by hagiographical production as the case
of Abdallah ibn al-Fadl’s eleventh century translations of encomia to Saints Demetrios and Nikolaos into
Arabic illustrate.*4

The contention is that the seal evidence which shows a clear uniformity in common patterns of
devotional practice and personal piety between Armenian Chalcedonians and their co-confessionalists
throughout the fracturing Byzantine east after 1071 is a product of the relationship between the expansion
of the Empire and the process of hagiographical dissemination and translation which followed this
expansion, and which had conditioned this relationship during the preceding century. This argument
manifests itself clearly in the case of Saint Eudoxios. Commemorated on the seal of the enigmatic
Chalcedonian commander Krakourates @pyovtt t@v apyxovtav (archon of the archons), operating in
Commagene at the very end of the eleventh/start of the twelfth century, the appearance of Saint Eudoxius
is a rare but appropriate occurrence in the schema of surviving material. 4% It is, at present, the only example
of Saint Eudoxius represented on Byzantine seal iconography and his appearance on the seal of Krakourates
in the late eleventh century draws a connection between the commemoration of the saint and an Armenian
Chalcedonian commander operating some fifty miles south of Melitene in the late eleventh century.*! The
translation of the Martyrdon in 1092, as has been reiterated throughout this chapter, had a spiritual function,
one which facilitated the commemoration and memorialisation of saint Eudoxius and his companions in
the localised fractious environment of the former Byzantine East. On its own, it gives us a unique
perspective on the local functioning of communal commemoration amongst Armenian Chalcedonians in
Melitene, and the connection between Saint Eudoxios and an Armenian Chalcedonian community living in
the local urban environment of the city of his martyrdom, a relationship which had been renewed and
reinvigorated by the translation of hagiographical material memorializing his martyrdom sourced from
hagiographical collections which carried the norms of the Constantinopolitan rite throughout the tenth and
cleventh century. In combination with the seal of Krakourates and a better understanding of patterns in
the sphragistic evidence, the translation can be situated within a much wider trend, whereby the conscious
selection of intercessory figures on Byzantine seals was underpinned by developments in hagiographical
activity linked implicitly to the expansion of the Empire. The appearance of an Armenian translation of
both an abbreviated and full version of the Martyrdom trom Byzantine hagiographical collections injected
into the provincial environment in the tenth and eleventh century and the subsequent appearance of

Eudoxios on the seal of an Armenian Chalcedonian figure at the same juncture in the fracturing eastern

449 Roberts, Reason and Revelation, 107-108.

40 Though traditionally but erroneously identified as St. Paul of Tarsus, Seibt has argued that the epigraphy on the
seal refers to Saint Eudoxius: W. Seibt, “The eastern frontier”, a conclusion which has been supported by Cotsonis
who has included Saint Eudoxius in his survey of seals from the eleventh century. An image of Eudoxios with a beard
appears in London, British Library, Add. 11870, f. 67r. further supporting Seibt’s identification.

41 The identity of Krakourates has been subject to debate, Dedeyan concluded that he was likely of Chalcedonian
Armenian identity, from the Armeno-Byzantine family name Kurtikios, Dédéyan, Les Arméniens entre Grecs, Musulmans
et Croisés, 942. Seibt has recently challenged the veracity of this claim suggesting he may have been a Chalcedonian of
Kurdish origin, Seibt, “The eastern frontier”, 29-30.
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frontier is then no coincidence. This evidence draws the exact type of connection which supports Cotsonis’
and Roberts’ contention that seal evidence is underpinned by patterns of hagiographical textual production
and translation which accompanied the expansion of the Empire and injected contemporary Byzantine
tastes that shaped personal and communal patterns of devotion amongst Chalcedonian Christians living
within the eastern frontier. It suggests that the Armenian Chalcedonians who sponsored the translation of
the Martyrdom were part of and contributed to a more active engagement with the cult of Saint Eudoxios in
the contemporary Chalcedonian milieu of the eastern frontier, which was itself a local expression of a much
wider contemporary confessional trend toward the increasingly active veneration of late-antique military
saints promoted by a Constantinopolitan centre. The evidence for an increasingly active and diverse cult of
Saint Eudoxios at the end of the eleventh century manifested in Armenian Chalcedonian text and seal
material ultimately stands as testament to the long-term effects of the reception of Constantinopolitan
trends surrounding the cult of saints, their consolidation through hagiographical dissemination and
translation, and their continued currency amongst Chalcedonian Armenians at the end of the eleventh
century.

It is through the manifestation of patterns of common veneration and popular expressions of
shared cultic traditions surrounding the veneration of late-antique military saints preserved on the seal
evidence that we begin to get a sense of how the process of textual dissemination of Greek hagiographical
material and its subsequent translation into Armenian highlighted in the last chapter shaped the
participation of Armenian Chalcedonians within the wider Byzantine spiritual oikonmene. Like the example
from the Taktikon, the seal evidence allows us to move beyond the assumption that the process reflected
by the translation of texts like the Martyrdom reflects the construction of a common spiritual environment
that connected Chalcedonian Armenians to the tastes and practices of a wider Byzantine oikoumene, to
actually seeing how the production of hagiographical texts in Armenian shaped their devotional practices
around the normative modes of a Constantinopolitan centre, mediating their access to and permitting their
participation in a shared spiritual environment that connected them to other Chalcedonians throughout the
fracturing eastern frontier and a common Constantinopolitan spiritual common sense. The process of
textual dissemination and translation which underpins the sphragistic evidence suggests that the textual
practices which acted as the key tool in shaping this spiritual commonality continued to play a powerful
role in maintaining and manifesting a sense of spiritual uniformity between Chalcedonian Armenians and

their co-religionists after 1071.

Armenian Chalcedonians and the Byzantine Empire after Manzikert through the Lens of

Translation

In contrast to a model for loosening political contact between Armenian Chalcedonian led lordships and
the Byzantine Empire based on adherence to and use of Byzantine titles, the translation of the Martyrdom of
Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zeno, and Mafkarios, the translation of the ‘book of lections’ in 1079, the performance

of the liturgy, and trends in the commemorative practices, offer us another route into exploring how the
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Byzantine Empire continued to play a role in the lives of Armenian Chalcedonians after 1071. When we
combine evidence from text and seal, we are presented with a better impression of how the process of
injecting hagiographical and liturgical collections into Armenian localities to be translated in the context of
the Empire’s expansion during the tenth and eleventh century manifested the creation of confessionally
uniform practices which provided continuity between Armenian Chalcedonians and their co-
confessionalists. The Byzantine Empire sought to provide a new spiritual common sense to the lived
environment through text and translation and this common spiritual sense continued to carry currency in
the post-Manzikert Byzantine East amongst Armenian Chalcedonian populations. In so far as they
continued to translate the hagiographical and liturgical collections which promoted the norms of the
Church of Constantinople and continued to align their commemorative and liturgical practices according
to the contents of these texts, we have evidence for the continued recognition and currency of the Byzantine
Empire.

The Byzantine Empire continued to be a source of spiritual authority, mediating and conditioning
the practices of Armenian Chalcedonians living in the increasingly fractious conditions of the eastern
frontier in centres which were becoming increasingly distant from Constantinopolitan political control. This
evidence not only provides a fresh route to consider how Armenian Chalcedonians continued to interact,
react, and connect to the Byzantine Empire after 1071 beyond the political, it also brings greater nuance to
a homogenising model which has thus far framed Armenian translations from Greek into Armenian after
1071 as a device of demarcation and separation from Byzantium under the aegis of Grigor Vkayasér. For
Armenian Chalcedonians, the hagiographical and liturgical practices underpinned and consolidated by a
century long process of textual dissemination and translation continued to provide a key point of
confessional continuity with the Church of Constantinople and those who aligned themselves with it. The
translation and promotion of a particular canon of sacred literature gave a powerful impetus to
transformations which brought Armenian Chalcedonian communities throughout the Empire’s eastern
frontier in line with the standard practices and of a wider Constantinopolitan spiritual oikoumene; it was a
process which fundamentally attached and connected them to the confessional norms of the Empire, which
consolidated a Constantinopolitan spiritual and cultural hegemony, and which continued to have meaning

in their daily lives in the decades following the battle of Manzikert.

- 130 -



4

The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios: Text and

Translation

The editio princeps of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eundoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios appeared in
Mkrtic* Awgerean’s Compendinm of Lives and Martyrdomss (Lhuljuuinwup Jupp b Jjuyupwtniphiu

uppng), printed in 1810 by the Mekhitarist congregation of San Lazzaro degli Armeni in Venice. 452 This
was followed in 1874 by a second edition that was prepared as part of the two-volume Compendinm of Lives
and Martyrdoms selected from Carantirs (Lhujuinuap Jupp b qjuywpwiiniphiiip uppng Zunnpnhpp
punbw)p h dwnptwnpug), edited by Ghevond Alisan and printed collectively by the Mekhitarist
fathers.*53 Although both compendiums made use of Cafantir manuscripts housed in the archives of San
Lazzaro comprising vitae longiores of each text, neither work details which manuscripts were used in the
editing of the individual martyrdoms or saints’ lives within these printed compendiums, nor provides a
critical apparatus or manuscript list to trace the origin of particular readings to specific witnesses. Based
on my own archival work, it is evident that both the 1810 and 1874 editions of the Armenian Martyrdon: of
Saints Eundoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios primarily made use of manuscript Venice, Mekhitarist
monastery of San Lazzaro Ms. 17 (V 17), the oldest securely dateable Cafantir in the collection of San
Lazzaro to contain a witness to the Armenian Martyrdom, though several variants suggest both editors also
consulted other manuscripts.

The 1874 edition of the Armenian Martyrdom produces a very close rendering of V 17, displaying

42 M.Awgerean, Liakatar vark" ew vkayabannt iwn srboc* (Compendium of Lives and Martyrdoms) (Mekhitarist publishing
house of San Lazzaro, 1810), 723-726.

43 Y. Alisan, Liakatar vark' ew vkayabanut'iwn srboc* hatntirk" k'afealk’ i carontrac’ bt 1 (Compendium of Lives and
Martyrdoms selected from Cardntirs, Volnme 1) (Mekhitarist publishing house of San Lazzaro, 1876), 412- 421.
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little variation from the manuscript which was presumably used as the base text. The 1810 edition,
however, resulting from the use of other, yet unidentified manuscripts and having suffered from significant
editorial interventions by Awgerean, (such as the addition of dates for the reigns of the Emperors Trajan
and Diocletian), offers a text that, although presenting a number of readings traceable to V17, is a highly
conflated rendering of the Armenian Martyrdom. Perhaps due to the deficiency of V 17, described in
Chapter 1, or for reasons of choice not to integrate paratextual material, neither edition provides the
colophon of the Armenian Martyrdom, excluding crucial information concerning the compositional context
of its translation from Greek into Armenian. To my knowledge, no further editions of the Armenian
Martyrdom have been produced since 1874 and to date the text remains untranslated.

It is in the light of (1) the 150 years which have passed since the production of the last printed
edition of the Armenian Martyrdoms; (i) the exclusion of the colophon from both previous editions; (iii) the
absence of any critical apparatus in both previous editions; (iv) the lack of an edition which takes into
account manuscripts from outside the Mekhitarist collection of San Lazzaro, including the eatliest witness
(Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Arménien 178); and (v) the value of the text to Armenologists
and Byzantinists alike highlighted throughout this thesis that this chapter presents the first critical edition

and translation of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios.

The Edition

The present edition is based on the version of the text preserved in the oldest surviving manuscript
transmitting the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eundoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios: Paris, Bibliotheque
nationale de France, Arménien 178, fols. 204v to 209r. Based on the analysis conducted in Chapter 1, 1
have argued that BaF, Arm. 178 retains a very close structural and lexical concordance with its pre-
Metaphrastic Greek model, a point which is further enforced by the increasing divergence of later
manuscript witnesses highlighted in the critical apparatus below. Due to the damage sustained to the only
surviving pre-Metaphrastic Greek witness (BnFF Suppl. Gr. 1002), BnF, Arm. 178 also represents the earliest
version of the Armenian text that can be used to access the full pre-Metaphrastic Greek version on which
it is based. An edition and translation of the work based on BnF, Arm. 178 then offers the most utility to
those wishing to work further with the text for reasons of its early dating, its proximity to the Greek and,
by extension, its significance to Byzantinists as a basis to reconstruct the pre-Metaphrastic Greek text and
provide insights into how the Martyrdom was rewritten by Symeon Metaphrastes.

To supplement the edition I have recorded variants in the next three earliest witnesses to the
Armenian Martyrdom that 1 was able to locate and examine in person for the purposes of the present study:
(i) Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts Ms. 6196 (M 6196); (i) Jerusalem,
Armenian Monastery of St James, Ms. 1G (] 1G); and (iii) Venice, Mekhitarist monastery of San Lazzaro
Ms. 17 (V 17). It is beyond the scope of the present study to trace the full reception and transmission
history of the Armenian Martyrdom: of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios or to compile a definitive

list of every witness to the text. In the absence of a fully searchable manuscript database like Pinakes, such
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a task remains a manual endeavour, limited by the available manuscript catalogues that sometimes do not
detail foliation and do not make note of all the texts transmitted in each codex; this is the case, for example,
with Matenadaran manuscript catalogue, Cuc'ak Jeragrac” vol. 2 which does not record the presence of the
Armenian Martyrdom in M 6196.45* The objective of the present study is to create a new functional critical
text and translation for further historical and philological study, with an apparatus that offers a sense of
the divergences in the later manuscript transmission history. This apparatus will be further supplemented
as and when more witnesses are located. The manuscripts have been recorded in the critical apparatus as

follows:

V = Venice, Mekhitarist monastery of San Lazzaro, ms. 17 (V 17).
M = Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts, ms. 6196 (M 6196).

J = Jerusalem, Armenian Monastery of St James, ms. 1G (] 1G).

Paris, Biblioth¢que nationale de France, MS. Arménien 178

BnF, Arm. 178, measuring 32.5 cm x 51 c¢m, contains 643 folios copied by the scribe Pawlos in the
city of Sebasteia. Though the scribe chose not to reveal the exact time of its creation, the double column,
forty-line, slanted Erkat‘agir majuscule script allows us to approximate its completion to somewhere
between the ninth and twelfth centuries, with Kevorkian and Armen Ter-Stépanian concluding a 12®

century dating, but Artases Mat‘evosyan favouring a very late eleventh century date.455 Pawlos refers to
himself in a series of sporadic intercessory interventions as both scribe5 (qphs) and owner*” (utnwgnr)

of what he refers to as ‘this book of marytrs’ (Yjuyuljut dwnkuthu).4 He also records the names of
bishop Papan, and the binder of the manuscript Kac‘atur.#>® The codex itself comprises a collection of
saints lives and martyrdoms, with minimal illumination of initial letters. The arrangement appears not to
follow a standard liturgical cycle, though the notice which preserves the date for the Martyrdon of St Eudoxios
(6th September) follows the dating of the Church of Constantinople. The book is not ordered alphabetically
as Outtier has recently suggested; rather, it was given an alphabetical contents in 1669 by Francois Pétis de
la Croix, the Arabic interpreter of the French court, under the direction of the Armenian bishop Oskan
Erewanaci. This was presumably added after the manuscript was acquired by the French royal collection

in 1668 as part of the purchase of the private library of renowned French magistrate and orientalist Gilbert

44 0. Eganyan, A. Zeyt‘unyan, P‘. Ant‘abyan, 8nidwlj dknmugpug Uwipwnngh Ubjul Uwinkinunupuiih,
Zwnnp R (Catalogue of Manuscripts of the Mastoc* Matenadaran, volume 2) (Matenadaran, 1970), 267. The Matenadaran is
currently in the process of publishing new expanded versions of its existing manuscript catalogues. At present,
however, the publication process has not yet reached M 6196 and so Snidwl d Eruigpuig £ must be used.

455 Kevotkian and Ter-Stépanian, Manuscrits arméniens de la Bibliothéque nationale de France, 590., Mat evosyan,
Hisatakaranner, 127-128.

46 BnF. Arm, 178., f. 44r.

47 BnF. Arm, 178., f. 212r.

48 BnF. Arm, 178., f. 212r.

49 BnF. Arm, 178., f. 586r.
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Gaulmin after his death in 1665.460

The Armenian Martyrdom spans folios 204v to 209r according to the most recent foliation provided
by the BnF and includes the crucial colophon that acts as a key ferminus post quem for the manuscript dating,
as already outlined in Chapter 1. The text itself has been missed in the catalogue of Armenian manuscripts
in the BnF prepared by Kevorkian and Ter-Stépanian in 1998: Manuscrits arméniens de la Bibliothéque nationale
de France, which mistakenly labels ff. 202v-209r as the Armenian version of zhe Sermon of Nectarios of
Constantinople on the Martyrdom of T eodoros of Tiro. Though the sermon does indeed begin on f. 202v it ends
on f. 204v where the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios begins. This
appears to be an error which may find its origins with the scribe Pawlos, who copied the name Teodoros
in several small rubrics under the main text on ff. 202v - 204v, to aid readers to quickly identify the content
of the text on each folio. Pawlos, however, continued to copy the name T‘eodoros several pages into the
narrative of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios before switching to the

correct name of Eudoxios in the final folios of the text.

Venice, Mekhitarist monastery of San Lazzaro MS. 17 (V 17).

V 17 was copied in 1224 in the monastery of St Gregory the Illuminator by the hand of the priest Tadeos
at the behest of a certain Konstanin Vanarayr. It measures 29.5 cm x 10.5cm and consists of 564 folios
arranged in 41-line double columns written in minuscule Bolorgir script with Erkat‘agir majuscule capitals
in red ink at the opening of each text.#! Beyond Konstanin, the marginalia scattered throughout the
manuscript bears testament to a number of later owners including the Baron K'ristostour and Lord Simon
and records the name of the illuminator: Lazar Vardapet, who was responsible for the marginal
illuminations which accompany the start of each text.#? The exact location of the monastery of St Gregory
the Illuminator is not specified, but a later colophon recording the names of Queen Margaret of Lusignan,
the wife of King T oros III of Armenia, appeats to associate the community with Xarberd (h lvuppblpnny),
which would place the monastery near modern-day Elazig, north east of Melitene.**3 The manuscript itself
is a Carantir, and so contains a mixture of patristic, hagiographical, and homiletic texts designed to facilitate
liturgical practice arranged according to the heortolgical cycle of the Armenian Miaphysite church.

The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios is found at folios 199r -
202v. Its variants are largely identical to those found in M 6196, suggesting a common ancestor in their
transmission history. This manuscript was certainly used in the compilation of both the 1810 and 1874
editions of the Armenian Martyrdom and it is the next eatliest witness after BnF, Arm. 178 which I have

been able to locate. Due to the loss of the final folio, only the first half of the colophon survives, but several

460 For Outtier claim see: “The Armenian Homiliaries. An Attempt at an Historical Overview,” 119. Kevorkian
and Ter-Stépanian, Manuscrits arméniens de la Bibliothéque nationale de France, 590.

401 B, Sargisyan, Uuyp Snigul] Zuybpkl QEnugpnug dwnbiunupuihl Unhpupbwig p dELEwnpl,
hunnnp F (Grand Catalogne of the Armenian Manuscripts of the Mekhitarist Library in Venice) (Mekhitatist publishing house
of San Lazzaro, 1924), 4 - 5.

462 1bid., 4 - 5.

403 Ibid., 35.
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later owners evoked the intercession of the saints in the margins of the text, including a prayer on behalf

of the monastic community of St Gregory the Illuminator. 46+

Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts, MS. 6196

M 6196, a Cafontir produced in Ahlat, contains a copy of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios penned by the scribe Nerses in 1227.45 Measuring 50 cm x 33 c¢m, the codex
is composed of 612 folios with 38-line double columns written in minuscule Bolorgir script.*® Though the
main text was copied by the single hand of Nerses, a second hand, that of Sargis, can be recognised in a
number of sporadic marginal notes.*’ The book was owned by a certain Vardan Vardapet who presumably
also commissioned the manuscript, as hinted by the number of intercessional prayers for Vardan inserted
throughout by Nerses. 48 The codex comprises a selection of texts typical to the Carantir collections such
as the patristic writings of John Chrysostom, Ephrem the Syrian, Yovhannes Mandakuni, and Gregory of
Nyssa; New Testament excerpts from the Gospel of John and the Epistle of Pseudo-Dionysus to
Timotheus; as well as martyrological texts including the martyrdom of Saint Demetrius of Thessaloniki and
The History of Vardan and the Armenian war by Eligé. 46

The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios appears between folios
236r and 239v, though its presence is not recorded by the relevant Matenadaran manuscript catalogue,
C'ue'ak Jeragrac” vol. 2470 Like BnF, Arm. 178 this witness contains the colophon of the Armenian Marzyrdom,
but presents an additional line invoking the intercession of the saints on behalf of Vardan Vardapet ‘the
owner of this book’, a scribal intervention which is further supplemented by various marginal notes beneath

the main text also invoking the intercession of the saints on behalf of both scribe and owner.47!

Jerusalem, Armenian Monastery of St James, MS. 1G (J 1G)

J 1G represents the third volume of a monumental four-part Cafantir produced at the behest of
the Armenian Patriarch of Jerusalem Polos Karnec‘i in the monastery of Saint James in 1418 CE, where it
has remained until the present day.*”? The manuscript measures 56 cm x 43,7 cm and consists of 528 folios
in double-column 48-line Bolorgir script, supplemented with capital Erkat‘agir script in red to denote the
beginning of each text. Two hands were responsible for copying the manuscript; the scribe Yovhannes,

who wrote folios 1r to 148v, and the scribe Manuel, who copied folios 149r - 528v.473 The manuscript is

464 Venice, Mekhitarist monastery of San Lazzaro Ms. 17 (V 17), f. 199 v.

465 Eganyan, Zeytunyan, Ant‘abyan, Snidwl d knuigpuig, 267.

466 Ibid., 267.

467 Ibid., 267.

468 Yerevan, Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran), ms. 6196 (M 6196), f. 239 v.

49 HEoanyan, Zeyt‘unyan, Ant‘abyan, Snidwly dknwgpuug, 267.

470 Ibid., 267.

41 M 6196, £. 239 v.

42 N. Boghatian, Uuyp Snigul Enwgnug Uppng Swlnplwig, Zunnwp U (Grand Catalogne of St. James
Manuscripts, Volume 1) (Jerusalem, 1966), 24.
473 Ibid., 24.
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composed in the standardised fashion of the Armenian Miaphysite Church and contains hagiographical,
homiletic, and panegyrical material for liturgical practice throughout the year.

The Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios is found at folios 418t -
424r. While the colophon is retained, it appears in a considerably altered form which invokes the
intercession of the saints on behalf of the scribe Manuel, his parents, and the owner of the manuscript, the
‘Catholicos Potos’, this being the Patriarch Polos KarnecT who commissioned the codex toward the end

of his tenure as head of the Armenian Church in Jerusalem.*7+

Principles of Edition and Translation

This edition presents a slightly modified diplomatic transcription of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios as it is found in Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Arménien
178, recording in the critical apparatus variants found in M 6196, V17 and ] 1G. The following principles

have been adopted in the preparation of the text:

- The layout of the text has been replicated as found in BnF, Arm. 178, maintaining paragraph and
folio breaks.

- All abbreviations have been expanded.

- The seriptio continua has been normalised according to standard word division.

- Spelling has been retained as found in the manuscript.
. . . . . ’ 4
- Punctuation has been maintained as found in the manuscript ( ,:,,, )

- The first letter after every verjaket (full stop) has been capitalised, as well as letters at the beginning

of each paragraph and all proper nouns.

The translation has been prepared on the principle of reflecting the original Armenian text as faithfully
as possible, preferring this in most cases to an interpretive translation based around clarity of English
expression. In a small number of instances, additional words or phrases have been inserted in square
brackets to assist meaning. A hybrid approach has been adopted for the translation of proper names. Well-
known places and persons, such as Melitene or Trajan, have been translated in their familiar anglicised
form. Other proper nouns have been transliterated as they appear in the text according to the
Hitbschmann-Meillet system, such as the location of the estate of Eudoxios: Kupati. The names of the

saints and court titles have been transliterated according to their Greek form.

474 Jerusalem, Armenian Monastery of St James, Ms. 1G (J 1G), f. 424x.
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Jhugwpwbmepih Upprmylh Ginnpupuy Uwnhbinub
Ynskglyny fn ODndlgh fn QEGmah I Uwljupuy

[204 v, col 2] b duwiwbwyht juyinihy
pwquuinptiw*”  Spuyhwbnuh:  Awphwnbugh
uwmwbwy wpll h uppn Gnpuw  junphnipn
swpnipbwd, jupnigubdlt] hwjwowbu h  Yhpuy
ttintgint Qunnidny: G1 dintht wikbuyh nipbkp
ghunwnwgtiuqui b Lphunnu?’® e unhwthb
qnhty wpnihy nhiwg*’”:

GL GQunbw) junbtih wdywuwphym pobwinpb®’,
hpuwdwb wuyp?” phn wibbuy*®® quunu®! e
pin punupu gnhtp Quumniwdngh: Uwbuiwbn
quylimuhly nn h Lphunnu ythi
puptiyyupyumniphwbp: 2htidhjuquipu wnwpbing
ntn wohuwuphu®®? witiuy @ h atinh tudwug: 2h
wnwbywbug dwnbbughtt pphunnitiuyptt nip Gt
qughti:

Uwwnnigbiwy nd@ hphuw@*? Ondtynu®* wbndh,
wuk gpwquunpl: <puwdwb pupbuyuw)mn ptiub
atipny hquup tir yuuwniwyub E: Puyg qnidwbiu
Jiptitiug®® wuwniuinpug  wununwiin#
wnwptimw  h  qunhntwging®’  quuwnd  wn
puwpwiwpnhl b wphwgnyh ghtininpub:

Wuk puquinpt ghphuwbb Nnydtnu®?, tpnnibug
h  thpyniphitt Wunnidngh gh  pwph*® o
hunphnipnp pn: 61 hpudwytimg qbuy  hiighg
wpuig h dhdwitkidwg yunuumw bl

45 puguunpm| M, V, J

476 niptip qpphumnnitiwgub b wnhwtht J
47 phrwgh M, V, wuwnltipug J
478 pugquunpl M, V

9 mugny M, V, J

40 puny judkbu M, V

1 giwurnu M, V

2 wyhuwiphufl, M, V

483 Jhohawbiwugh M, V, J

44 ndynu J

5 Jiptlih M, V, J

86 yumunwbh vV
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The Martyrdom of Saint Endoxios, called Marianos, Romylos,
Zenon, and Makarios

[204 v, col 2] In the time of the reign of Trajan, Satan,
the hater of good, cast evil designs into his heart to raise
persecutions upon the Church of God. And they
harassed all those who were believers in Christ and

forced [them)] to sacrifice to lifeless idols.

And having seated a tribunal, the evil tyrant gave the
order to all districts and cities to sacrifice to the gods,
chiefly those who lived by devotion to Christ, by
dispatching riders with missives throughout the land so
that the Christians would be subjected to torture

wherever they might be found.

A certain prince named Romylos was present, and said
to the Emperor, “Your pious order is powerful and
reverend, but send certain ones from among your
eminent and honoured courtiers to the province of

Gaul to the watlike and brave forces”.

The Emperor said to the prince “Romylos, by the
salvation of the Gods your counsel is good.” And he
ordered five of the greatest men of the court to go,

sending many things with them.

7 Qumtiuging M, V, J
488 emibynu J
Pupinp M, V



[205 r, col 1] wnwplyn Gngw** hisu pwugnidu:
Qptiwy e hpnyupunuy®! pon Gnuw np nebkp

wiphiuly quiju:

Spwyhwbinu  ubpwuwmnu®?  dhpm  junpenn
hiphwluy*? Juyup honyduwytiging**:
Munniwljub nuunig ghtinLnpwugn tiL

quipugiuugn®®: Umiuhg tpnunuwuwb wqqug,
nipwfu jhittp hpwduyt Wkp pwgnipphiiu h atink
wuwnnithpubwg*® dtpng, tptutjh e ghuwenp
hyhawtiugn®? wunuunwtiu Whpny qnp junphtigup
h dhwuhtt dSwbiniguilty atiq Juud Qumniwdngh
puptpupnipbwi: (pp quphujub pweniphiiu
tir qquupniphibu 2tnphtl wiktigni: 61 Juub

498

wylinphl] wuwpnpdp wnwnwgnigubit) ™ qudwyu
ingw L qgqnhu: G upply qbnuw®® junitbuyh
dnwg b h quuipmpbbt: 2h Guib® atg™® h
wuwntipuqd, Jununuyh junenn tptituphp™? h
Ytipwy piunditimg atipng, npp G b Ynniwba
wptittjhg: Chytgbuw; quuunwughtiniphit ingw,
bt quuitiuy gnpdhu’® qhtinLg®*
ghtininpnipbwb: Swpdwlkughp h Yhpuy bngu:
bulj ingu wndwdwy@t wiphwiwphbuy ghpudwbtu
junptght  hwljunwlynppug®®
h  wuumbpuqith: G

Puquinphb
nuniuyny>* wbiubiwyg
pwuquinphlt wphwdwphtny®”” ghpudwbu hip h
Gngubth, puplugur jmd, tr hpudwytiwg tngw
bt h huypth h quuwnkh hiptwbg G Gppwy h

nnuwbu

40 timpu M, V

B LnnJupuulju, V

42 Spuyhwblinu thym M, V, J
43 puquunp M, V,J

44 hnndwytigng J

45 quunitg quipugjbuwugn M, V quunig ghininpug bio
quupwigifuwg J

46 Munniwnpug J

“7 glfuwinpug hohuwbivg J
4% hunnigubty M, V

49 gt J

[205 r, col 1] Having also written a decree which,

through them, enclosed the order in this manner:

Trajan Sebastos, victorious Emperor and Caeser of the

Romans, to you soldiers and commanders of
honourable rank, the leaders of the twelfth legion, he is
pleased to authorise our integrity through the
commands of our eminent and principal courtiers who
have counselled in unison, to notify you concerning the
benefaction of the gods, who grant valour and courage
to all. And concerning this matter, we are obliged to
multiply the gifts and sacrifices to [the gods] and to
worship them with all mind and strength. So that when
you go into battle soon you will be victorious over your
enemies in the Hast. Having stripped them of their
arms and all of their military equipment, may you
dispatch them. But having disdained the order of the

Emperor from the beginning, they turned away from

combat, and the enemies triumphed.

And having seen such disdain for his orders, the
Emperor was greatly angered by them and ordered

them to go out from the province of his father,

S0 Gubitgny M, V, J

S0 gt M, V, J

> bptithghp J

583 gqnpdh M, V, J

304 ghtin, V, gnpdhu ghtininpniptiwb J
305 Zwunwiynpnugh J

306 puntug M, V, J

307 wphuniwphtiug M, V, J



[205 r, col 2] huyng h pwnupl Ubjinbtak>%:
<wdwpbgun wylnt whwpgly qinuw: 61 angu®®
quphniptugp®® b uyunbwtwg  pniwinpht’!
Spuwyhwiblinup, Ghhtt b bwppwuwgbug quiunt gh
th pupugbwy Ynpniugk®? qiinuw: Gi kp pho
quipug btngwm dhnmwuwb  hwqup  wpubg
uniubipudtipjug’:

Suwybidud wbutuy hpfluwbht  Omfitnup® np
niikp  quuupr  wpnwynuhmnuniptub: Wk
gpwquuinpl: N pwquinp, wbwybu Jupdtgtip
nn’’, hdwunniptiw’@ hiy gnpd gnpdtghp nnu
quyn wnbbyny>®:

Wuk ghw pwquinpl, mptdd G pn"t jpwpbgun
junuinmny dnnpniptwb Gnguw: G h Gngw’
wunniwd ! upupmnnpiwb Gwiwwywnphi hghiu’'s:
Uuk ghw Onddgnue’®®, jhdwp b whqquy b
wpptiwy swpht dnnpniptiudph: knt gqpn ubinnp

1

owbhun np* nithu wn Yninun®?!' windnnibsun’?
wuunibw  htd e dh pudpuwubtp ghd
JunwiptyniphiLd hwiiwwnnyn 2

6L puplugbuwy  pwquunpi hpudwybwg
dwhwluip hwupluil) qbw, G wuk ghw, mtugnip

wjunthtnbtie ph wigbtiugk®

ptiq Lphunnubll pn
gnp wutiu:

Wuk unmipp@ Onddgnu’® wininuyhtt Jhywy t
Ytindwunp, n’ hdwgwp tph swpswpwbpn pn gnp
Jupd bu quphniptigniguiity ghu énnnuptib

08 Tqtantiih M, V, Ubunptih J

3% finpu M, V

310 Quinhniptiwy J

S puquinphb J

12 ynunpniugt M, V

5B wpubg unbtpuquinnug uniubpunitpjug M, V
S ninuh J

SBnnLpk, M, V,

316 hifwuwnniphiwb gnpd gnpdtghp quyn wnbtiny J
SI7 6L juunniwd

S dnnpnptiwh Gngw: Wuk ghw Omfitiinu M, V
319 ndynu J

20 qnp M, V,J

2 ynnu M, V

322 mindnniisu M, V, J
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[205 1, col 2] to Armenia, to the city of Melitene. He
considered dishonouring them. Being fearful of the
threats of the tyrant Trajan; they came to the
afforementioned region so that he would not destroy
them. And the army numbered eleven thousand sword-

bearers.

At that time, prince Romylos, who held the honour of
Praepositus, having witnessed this, appealed to the
Emperor: “O Emperor, do you think it wise, doing

what you have done in this way?”

And the Emperor said to him in response, “Have you
been deceived by their false heresy? And do you follow
the path of worship of their God?

And Romylos said “You are foolish, stupid, and drunk
on the evil of your own folly, do not tell me of your
futile care which you have for idols and do not talk idly

to me about the perfection of your faith.”

And having angered the Emperor, he was sentenced to
be tortured and beaten and he said to him “Let us see

henceforth if your Christ will help you as you say”

Saint Romylos replied “Deceitful serpent from the
depths, you do not know that your torments which you

suppose frighten me, free me

32 huunnnyu M, V, hwunnngu J

524 u]_qm: ]

525 Unippl wliniimuyhtt M, V, unippl Ondtipnu
wbhnlnuyht J



[205 v, col 1] ghu tw thpyth ghu h Ynng %
Uninpniphit®?, i qglignigubl had quiuwyuub
qqiumli qnp wuwpgtuk °*® Lphunnu  uhpljtiug
hipng:

6L puplugbu puquunpd  hpudwytiug  upny
punbuy qqniju npu:

B Jquuwpbhgur  unipph OenJdbinu pwiph
hunumnwywitint phiudp 529 Judutiw @
Utiyuntdptiph®*® h snppnpnnud®! winip@®? junnip
upwipnt h thwnu Wumniony:

G jtin wybinphy dtnwr Spughwbinu®?, ¥ jtn
duniwlwljug > whghyng, juptwe wy pPwquinp
Qhnyntwhwinu $¢ winih, np ns ghwntp 5
qUuuniwd: Uwbuwnwin gh npp 3 h Lphunnu
hurwnuyhtt nupdniguitt pwbuyn:

L Gunbtiwy dnpuw h pwpdp ptidh i wnwpbwg
hpnjupunuwl pin wdkbuyh 3° quiwnu  wn
hphaowbtu 3% i wn **' puwuwnpu e 342
quipugnipuu:  nupdnigubt]  quikbtiubwb h
ynngl Uninpniphi®*:

6L pbutiuw;  quyuuhuph hpudwbh  ppjuwb
punwphti Ubtjnmhbhny ** npnd wbmb  bp
Mniwmhwbnu, gh b bw htinnkugh™ th wqqu:
b1 hpudwytiwmg pwpng Jupmuy phn wdtiugh
hpuwwpwlu b pln quiwnd ¢, tpb npp ny
Juihghtt hunwtiy hpudwiwg htphwljuht G

526 . thpykb h Yongt M, V, J
27 wndnphit M, V

528 u]m[lqt M, AV

52 fununwywbni pwd h Lphunnu juiutiwbb J
30 njmtidptiph M, V

3l dE@M, V

332 jumpt M, V, J

53 Wdpwiphywb Spuyhwinu J
3 huly J

335 pugnid dwdwtwljug J

336 hnnhmhwbinu J

37 Gubwskp M, V

¥ GLnp M, V

339 qudkbuyh J

340 jhohutiu M, V, J
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[205 v, col 1] and deliver me from the heresy of idols.
Christ clothes me in pure robes which he gifts to me

out of his love.

And having been angered, the Emperor ordered for his
head to be severed by the sword.

And the martyrdom of saint Romylos was completed
in the month of September on the fourth day, on

Saturday, for the glory of God.

And after the death of Trajan and after the passing of
time came another Emperor, named Diocletian, who

did not know God. He tried especially to convert those

who believed in Christ.

And having seated his high tribunal, he sent an edict to
all the provinces, Governors, judges, and commanders

to convert all [the Christians] to the worship of idols.

And the edict was recieved by the Governor of
Melitene who was called Pontianos, Greek by birth.

And he ordered the edict to be read throughout all the
public places and throughout the region that those who
did not wish to acquiesce to the commands of the

Emperor and

541 h M, V, J

2 BLh M, V, ]

33 h hwunnng@ h Ynngh huwpkniphil: M, V
S Uljintiing M, Ulijhwnbibng V, J

5 Zhtiugh M, V, <kjtiugh J

3% quuiwnu M, J, qurwnubG V



gnhti] wunnmwongl, winnnpd mwbewbup L
upny qpuirtiugh®’ h Yhbwgu:

G wdikbtigm@  pphumnybtihgh %
quyuuhuh uyuintwhu ppiwnpht: Jununuyh

by

[205 v, col 2] hmibwwbwp jupghinkh %
wmwqbuwkth 6L puwpnigubith qubdahbtu
hiptimbig gh th h pnind wblghtt whwumniws
nuunwrnpht®: Oh nip e quubtht Gtnthb, G
dhdwitid mwbywbu h Jupuy wotyny>>? unhwthb
gqnhti] wumniwdngh, tir tpihp wuquibty wipniiy

{ISSO.

wuwnbkpugh:

GL ththw] wpp mdwbp swpwhiuiuniphitd wn
hohowtth dwwnnigutitht, Juwult Uwphiinuph np
Gipnpuhnult  Ynstigun, np  Ep? b quub®?
Mnhitihinwgt®>s, np yuwnniigur h §nduni phwb

hohawbGiniptiudp®, i wutht Gt ny funtwphh

tpptip  hiwqubn  (hie’  puquinpului®®
hpudwiwg®, tr wunniwdngt®®  gnhu®®!  ny
dwwnniguilt  wy]  quustiu®®?  jununnduibth

wumniwd, b h tw huwmwnwgbuyg B G ojncbug
quyu nuunuinp®® hpuwdwtiwg wpubg hbghg
quipuiubiwg hubnpty qiw mp G guubhghi®®
phipti juntiwd puunuumnwuh’®’: G Ghkwy Gngw h
qtin@%® jnpnid phwlytiuy o°¢7 tp G, b hwpgutith

Juub Gnpu:

7 qpuutighg J
:jz pphuwmniitihgh, M, V, J
Jtnyhint M, V,J
30 g htt M, V, J
3! ppliunphb J
552 Wdtkh J
553 t J
54 quunik J
355 Mphitjhnwgh M,V, yntihyninwgh J
336 hhuwbGiniphLh M, V
357 ng hwitih tpptip M, V
338 puguinpuiljui hhwbniptwd M, wppniiuljwub J
359 hpudwbwgh J

sacrifice to the gods will be subject to bitter tortures
and be put to death by the sword.

And all of the Christians, having heard the threats of
the tyrant, suddenly

[205 v, col 2] were greatly alarmed, panicking out of
fear and they concealed themselves so that they would
not fall into the hands of the godless Governor. They
inflicted great torture upon those [Christians] which
they found and forced them to worship the gods and

prostrate themselves before lifeless idols.

Then certain accusers came before the Governor
concerning Marianos who is also Eudoxios, who, from
the office of the Primikérios was honoured with the
authority of the Komeés, and they said: “He does not
humbly obey the imperial decrees, nor does he worship
the gods, but rather the crucified one who he
acknowledges as a god and worships him.” Hearing
this, the Governor ordered five soldiers to search for
him and, upon finding him, to bring him to the court
of judgement. Having come to the estate in which he

was residing, they enquired about him.

%0 quuunniwdngh M, V

361 qnhutt M

362 ghawtjunh M

363 puununphtt M, V, J

364 quulihgh i ptipty M, V qungh ti ptiptuy J
35 punuumwbht M, V, J

366 ghunnh, M, V, J

367 piaiug M, V, J



Wukt®®  wppl  ghnuw’®®, wiwbihl gnp nniph
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Ginnpuhnu
t:

568 Wubihti M, V

569 upp niwbp J

570 puwywmhwiin, M, V, J
ST YnLyunhuy M, V
372 qpanphnipn J

373 quupuntiwb J

374 hwnh M, V

375 qinuw gh J

36 thnutiwg M, V

577 g J
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The men said to them “The one which you seck, he
wanders in the plain which is called ‘of Kupati’.” And
they went to him.

But he, having learned before that they were coming
for him, went up to the mountain and sat there.
Observing them and having seen that they were seeking
him with haste, he went into his house and changed his
attire

[206 1, col 1] and putting on pitiful clothing he went to
that place and the soldiers asked him: “Do you know
where the Komés Marianos, the one who is also
Eudoxios, is residing?” And he said to them “For what
reasons do you enquire? What words might you have
with him? Tell me and I will show him to you.”

And they said to him “The Governor seeks him.” And
he said to them “For what reason does he seek him?”
And they said to him: “Because he does not obey the
decrees of the Emperor and he does not sacrifice to the
gods” and he said to them, “Come into my house and

rest a little, and I will show him to you.”

And he brought (them) into his house and said to his
wife “Prepare us a meal” And having put it before them
on his table, they ate and then they said “Now, show
the one we seek, the Komés Eudoxios.” And he said to

them “I am the one that you seek.”

578 GLynpuhuy M, V

579 hph M, AV4

380 atinpkp g M, V, J

B aw Vv, J

32 huwwb@h M, V

383 tiplip tnupuuL qiinuw M, V, liptip qiuw J
384 gnyg Wtiq qyniul M, V

3 Ginnpuhwy, M, V Gignpuhw J
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386 wmuptin whwrwuhly giudp wn M, V
87 wulidp ny, M, V

88 Quk ny, M, V

38 gty M, Ynstigbiwy V

390 bl M, V

Slhipm M, V,J

32 hapunnne J

¥ ghwund M, V

394 i M, V b vh bubyh J
351th nnpu, M, V hinid wuwnh nnpuwntiug J
> qqtighp qqtiun M, V, J

37 ghwipuwbtiugh M

8 whwbnip M, V

3 Ywpnip M, V

600 quuphiiiu J

And the men said to him “Why did you do this? So that
you wanted us to depart to the Governor and report
that we could not find him? You have concealed
yourself, so that you would not be seized and fall into
the hands of the Governor”

He said to them “No! I did not do that, but I will come

with you, only allow me a short while.”

And calling his wife, he put his house in order.

And he said to her “O wife, I am transforming from
this vain and sinful life to a perpetual and eternal life,
but you will see me no longer in corporeal form.

Now I say, if you should hear news of me, do not shed
tears over me leaving my corporeal form, but dress in
your bridal clothing and light lanterns and torches and
prepate a fine pouch to collect my blood and take my
head and our son Makarios and rejoice. Do these things

as a bride of Christ.”

And having instructed her, the soldiers took him sitting
upon his horse and dressed in fine and bright clothing,

and they brought him before the Governor.

01 iy M, V

602 iy J

603 gqgtiunn wqlth M, V
804 tnuuuils wnwgh J
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05 GLynpuhwy M, V

06 GLnnpuhuy M, V, tw J

07 waul; gl puuitnunn@ J

608 it tpubtiht wuundbw M, V, J
09 pununp Juu@ M, V, J
810 nsigup M, V

8! hinugliughu J

612 h]_ ]

583 punwinphtt M, V

614 61 tiu Juud M, V

615 ghwlimtipau J

616 iphjuwiphu M, V, J

617 pn ptithu M, V pn ptithn J
13 htnuquiimniptwd M, V
519 hpudwbwgh M, V

020 mpenn M, V, J

And the tyrant said “Greetings glorious Komsés
Eudoxios.”

And Eudoxios replied “Greetings to you also, O
tyrant.” And the Governor said to him “Do you
understand Kowes, for what reason we seek your” And
he responded, “Tell me oh Governor, that I might
know for what reason they sought me.”

The Governor said, “I called you so that you may
accept the decrees of the Emperor and so that you may
worship the gods.”

But the holy martyr replied, taunting the foolishness of

the Governor:

[206 v, col 1] “So, for this reason, I dressed in fine and
bright robes, sitting upon a white horse to stand before

your tribunal.”

The Governor replied, “By the gods, if the emperor
hears about your obedience to imperial decree and
sacrificing to the gods, he will seat you as second in his

kingdom.”

The blessed one replied, “I am hoping to be worthy of

eternal life and to worship

02! puquunpnipliwbh M, V
22 jnruwgtiug b jurhnbtiiuub J

144



wwquil Guuphn wumniwdniptwb 2 Gnpu:
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[206 v, col 2] UQul: pphunnph wydd np ny juuth h
atily hunwwtiy hpuwdwbiwg huphwluyht, nLogk
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623 gty wunniwdn phwb J
624 Yupdyny M, V, J

25 thumnunnptiuyn M, V
26 pugn J

827 imiun M, V

628 JunhL M, V

62 hiljtugtu J

630 h mwtwp b pon J
8! mumnniwdngl J

32 Unippt J

633 wuk Yniiuh wyn M, V
634 pulth M, V, J

835 hpudwybugtiu J

636 Ypunbtttiw V, J

837 Unippl J

true divinity.” The tyrant was pleased, believing that he

was speaking about his gods.

Then the Governor said to him “Glorious and brave
Komeés, come tomorrow to the temple of the gods and

worship them with us.”

The Komés asked “To which and to how many gods do
you command me to sacrifice?”

The Governor replied, “To Zeus, Apollo, and the great
Artemis.” The Komseés said, “You ordered me to confess
in this way to three, and so I confess the Father, the

Son and the Holy Spirit, the undivided Trinity.”

The Governor said, “You say this as though you
despise the royal decrees.” A multitude from his army

gathered near him and stood around the saint.

[206 v, col 2] The tyrant said “Those among you who
do not wish to obey the decrees of the emperor, untie

his military belt and place it before me.”

But the blessed Marianos who is Eudoxios, before all

others, untied his belt and placed it before the tyrant.

638 htiphwljunhtt M, V, J

3t pugnuip M, V

%40 gnnnytunthtt M, V

%1 qquiwnh hip M, V

%42 ghtinLnpniptiwb nhgk M, V
3 GLynpuhnub Ynsigu M, V
64 nLdwbtip M, V

645 3qtp M, V, J
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puptipupni ptiwib

# nuuwyigwuig qnp J

47 mikilibptiwt J

648 gqqunh hip e dgliwng wnweh poiwnphi: G thi
tmpu M, V

59 ¢npu b wiuk gnunnuinpl dhip nuuun nptiug mip
Jtpluuyhtt ghininpniphriu hpunwjug J

650 hofuwlplt M, V, J

81! gpuqiniphia M, V, J

52 uptiljuy M, V

53 qUninu J

%% puquunphtt M, V, J

55 quytinuply J

And having witnessed his actions, his comrades, to a
man, all untied their belts and threw them before the
tyrant. And they numbered one hundred and four.¢¢!
And they said to the tyrant “We soldiers are the

heavenly forces of angels.”

Upon seeing their boldness and abundance, the
Governor shook before them. And he wrote a letter to
the Emperor stating: “We must destroy this multitude,
so that no one else will be so bold as to oppose your

commands and dishonour the Gods.”

And hearing this, the Emperor ordered that those who
had cast off their belts be executed and the others were
to be set free, unpunished. And having received these
commands from the Emperor, the Governor released
them.

But the blessed Eudoxios was presented before his
tribunal, and the Governor said to him “Komeés

Marianos,

[207 1, col 1] admit openly the foolishness of your
intentions and accept the orders of the Emperor,
believe in the beneficence of the Gods and I will not

subject you to various cruel torments.”

656 puyubwbity J

87 puquunphtt M, V

658 G1 wuk ghiw: Uwiphwibk J

¥ hptaM, V,]J

660 hiwpniptwd gh th wtuwtu swpswpubtunp M, V
661 A scribal error. The number 104 should read “1104: the
established number of soldiers martyred in the vita longior
version in Greek. This number distinguishes the long
versions of the Martyrdom from the short version in both
Greek and Armenian which maintain that 1134 soldiers were
martyred.
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62 quwnwirnplt M, V

63 ppliunnp M, V, J

664 t M, \V4

65 thwihugtitht M, V, J

%66 quinutig M, Vv, J

67 juydd M, V, juyud hpnyu npnny qinth 9pny huyh J
%8 hpmju M, V, J

69 ipt qdhLpl M, V

570 hnmja M, V

71 quupmut M, V

672 Opuninu quyu ph quyt np juhwnbkbhg ny whgubk;
M,V

73 hurunnuy M, V

674 muynnhtiup M, V

75 npniun b wupuljuiinehih hwpkniphit M, V, J
76 Gptiptwtt M, V, J

7 Yhnynhwhwinu M, V, J
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The blessed one offered an answer and said “By which
torments do you wish to persuade mer” and the tyrant
replied “By fire, pitch, imprisonment, and the sword.”
And the saint responded “Tell me, O Governor, which
is best? To flee from the fire of transgression which
both sea and rivers do not have the power to extinguish
or from this fire, which can be extinguished with but a
little water? The pitch which is the boiling imperishable
fire or the pitch which does not melt but a little wood
and is extinguished? The spiritual and fervent beating
which is bliss or the corrupted and feeble beating of
men? The ice cold which does not have warmth and
the gnashing teeth or your threats? This imprisonment
which is but a little time or that which is forever and

will never pass?

Now you understand that which I have said to you and
believe that I will not sacrifice to your gods nor worship
your lifeless idols! The one which you call Apollo, he is
ruinous and deceitful! Artemis, mother of misfortune!
And all of you three tricksters, Emperor Diocletian,

you, tyrant, and your father Satan.
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78 wumnniwdul wphuniwphtighip ptuniwbtikgtin M,
wumniwduh pphwdwiitigtn v, J

7 Gptiptwu M, V, J

880 pugqunnph M, V

81 pmid J

82 hunpli J

683 ah]’l ]

884 puguunphl yuwpuuntuy M, V
685 uininnLyp: J

686 nphuunpt M, V, J

87 mopup M, V, J
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[207 r, col 2] And having been greatly angered, the
Governor said “You contest our honourable gods and
now what of we three?”

Eudoxios said: “I said to you, of you and your Emperor
and your Father Satan. Listen and know this: the
dragon of the deep is near at hand for you, your
Emperor, and your father Satan, the eternal fire, the

outer darkness, and the tormented angels.

The Governor said, “Not only have you dishonored me
O devious on, but you atre so impudent as to cutse the
Emperor and the gods?”

The saint replied: “You all resemble your gods, which
are breathless and irrational.”

And the Governor was angered, and his face turned
colour. He ordered that he be stretched on four sides
by rope and tortured with a bullwhip. And the blessed

one looked to the heavens, stood in prayer, and said:

Grant Lord, to those who have placed hope in You, joy
in Heaven and on the Earth.

Grant Lord, to all those who invoke You through my
memory, help in times of distress, whether in war, or at
sea, or in stormy mountains or those tormented by
confusion of the soul, or on the road, or in prison and

the afflicted and the poor and from the perils of old age

88 tnuibipl qiiu M, V

%9 Jkpyhtu wuk M, V

0 gruwnunniphi M, jniuwgbwg jipihtu e V
691 nnpp M, AV4

%2 alppbit Jhotyny V

93 LGlinniptwd M, V
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0% Juwubiglyny b dwipughyny pinwdp M, V

5 htiqu M, V, J

89 mbniwin M, V, J

%7 pn uppny M, V, pnid uppny J

9% wpunuunLm| M, V

8% hatinptiugtili h ptit qnnpnpiniehit J
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701 qdtinLnutt M, V, J

72 Ywpniny M, V

703 yynnuiptiptipny J

704 nn M,V

705 ikl puptiluwiunptudp M, V, J

149

[207 v, col 1] and those who are weighed down by the
burden of sins. And those who come to the place of
my martyrdom, where my blood will pour in your
name, and mourn in my memory and ask for mercy by

lamenting.

Lord grant them aid and complete health and deliver

them from all of their afflictions.

Remember Lord also my parents and all of my family.
So that they will not suffer untimely death from man

nor from beast and for all who remember my name.

Lord grant them peace in Heaven and on Earth and

make their vineyards and fields bear fruit.

And those who invoke You through my intercession
and call to me for aid, may You have mercy upon them

and fullfill their requests in good faith.

Lord also grant that they may share in my inheritance
for eternity, so that we may not be separated from one

another.
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And when he completed the prayers, the Governor
ordered to take him to prison. After ten days he
ordered the blessed one to be brought forth and when
they brought him the tyrant looked down upon him
and he said: “Komeés Eudoxius, perhaps now you have
been persuaded to prostrate yourself and give praise to

the gods or will you still persist in stubbornness?”

[207 v, col 2] The saint replied: “I believe in the Father,
and the Son and in the Holy Spirit. In the indivisibility
of the Holy Trinity. And I was first to have been
blinded by the treachery of evil, by impious idolatry,
through sickness in the soul and through disease of the
body. But I have been made worthy again, cleansed in
the pool of birth and my eyes are opened by holy
baptism and I am strengthened by the sound minded
council of my heart. But through this knowledge I am
not agreeable to you, unjust tyrant, and I will not
sacrifice to the gold-covered lifeless idols of the gods,
which are the works of the hands of men, that they
might resemble those who made them and place all

hope in them.
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And the Governor was angered and ordered to strike
his chest with a lead hammer. And he said to him
“Accept the commands of the Emperor: and lay
prostrate before the gods and you will live survive your
torments.”

But the saint cast his eyes to the heavens and begged
the Lord to first endure the tortures and then to be
martyred with joy.

When the Governor saw the ardent belief and
willingness of the martyr, he passed judgement upon
the saint as an example.

[208 r, col 1] And so Marianos named Eudoxius,
greatly honoured with the office of the Komeés did not
accept the orders of the Emperor. And having been
dishonoured for the benefaction of the gods and after
much torment he received the judgment of death by
the sword.

And the holy martyr accepted such a judgement of
death. Having arrived at the place of martyrdom, he
looked and saw the multitude of the soldiers from the
ranks of his army. Crying and lamenting, they went with
his wife. They cried and all the multitude gathered
around him.

And he said to the executioners “Permit a little time to

stand in prayer to our Lord Jesus Christ.”
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prayed in this way:

“Lord God, You who made the heavens and the Earth,
the sea and everything which is in them. Hear my
supplications, and be attentive to the requests of

Your servant. Help all Christians who believe in You
and grant all the requests of those who call to me for

assistance.

And You must not come over this land with hunger or
pestilence, or earthquake or scarcity of fruits or the
birth of flocks and all that is necessary or cause the

movement of cities and buildings:

[208 r, col 2] But may those with faith come to the
place of my execution and with tears may they ask You,

Lord, to immediately fulfill the requests of their heatts.

Lord grant peace also to my fellow soldiers and friends,
so that their enemies do not win and they do not see
the multitude of battles. And those enemies who would
take up arms against them must not triumph over them
nor best them by their swords. Rather, may they live

peaceful lives and overthrow their heathen enemies in

2

war.
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And after this he said to his wife “Bring forth the pouch
as I told to you and collect my blood. Take my head
with joy and not with sorrow or mourning. And do not
shed tears over me because of your separation from
me. And you will make a tomb for me which is called
“immemorial”, and you will sleep right next to me.”
Having returned to the multitude he saw someone
from amongst his army, whose name was Zenon,

greatly lamenting him.

And the saint said to him “Do not mourn on account
of your separation from me, for I will not abandon you.
Just as you followed me in my earthly life, so too will
you follow me in Heaven.

And having said this and having come to the

executioners, he said to them:

[208 v, col 1] “Now sons you must complete your
commands.”

And a voice came to him from the heavens saying:
“Come to your heavenly father: and rejoice in me
because you have completed your course on Earth and
you have maintained your faith, remembering all in
your prayers.

Your requests will be fulfilled concerning all the which

you have asked and more besides:
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Those who are weighed down by sins, may they turn to
the temple of your holiness where the remains of your
bones will be placed, [and] the grievousness of their
sins will be forgiven.”

And having said this, he lowered [his] neck, before the
executioner. And having stretched his neck, the sword
severed his head. And his wife brought the pouch and
collected the blood. Taking also the saint’s head with
joy and gladness, she took the remains of the saint to

the place where the blessed one had stipulated.

The processes of martyrdom of the martyr of Christ
Eudoxius were complete in the month of September

on Sunday the sixth.

And his wife Mandana came before the tyrant,

dishonoring the gods, the Emperor, and the Governor.

[208 v, col 2] The tyrant said to her “You are doing
this because you also wish to be martyred and for
your bones to be honored by the foolish Christians: 1

swear an oath to all of the gods and their glory, I will

1>

not fulfill the desire of your heart
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And after five days of the saints passing, the saint
appeared to his wife and said “My friend and my
companion Makarios send him with haste to my estates
for I have something to say to him: And she summoned
him, having called to him and said “My son Makarius,
your lord has called you to his dwelling.” And he came
with joy. Having seen him, certain ones took him
before the Governor, and they said, “He was with

Eudoxius in your domain.” Having seen him, the tyrant

said, “From which people might you be?”

Makarios to him said “I am Christian.” The Governor
said, “Do not be foolish and do not convert but believe
in the gods in order that you might live.”

The saint said “I believe in the Great King, in God, the
Son and in the Holy Spirit. And I have hope in the one
God in order that I might overcome my enemies, and

I wait patiently to reach the one who calls me.”
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[209 r, col 1] And hearing this, the Governor
Pontianos ordered execution by sword:

And Saint Makarios accepted death by the blood of his
sword in the month of September, on the 13™, for the
glory and praise of our lord and king, Christ, in whom

glory be forever and ever! Amen.

[Colophon] The account of these holy martyrs was
translated from Greek writing into the Armenian
language, in the mother city of the Armenians, which is
called Melitene, in the Armenian era five-hundred and
forty-one (1092).

Through the intercession of the holy martyrs and
Christ, may a reward be given for the translation and
the scribal work within. Readers, listeners, and owners,

may it be praised forever. Amen.
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CONCILUSION

Commemorating Saint Eudoxios in the Eleventh
Century between Armenia and Byzantium

Scholarship in the field of Armenian studies has long highlighted that the eleventh century was one of the
most significant periods in the transformation of the Armenian sanctorale, facilitated by the translation of
previously unattested saints’ lives and martyrologies from Greek Constantinopolitan liturgical collections.
However, this transformative period, and the translation activity which stimulated it, has traditionally been
associated with the translation programme of the Armenian Miaphysite Catholicos Grigor Vkayasér. The
act of rendering new hagiographies and martyrologies into Armenian at the hand of Vkayasér and his
translation team has been framed as both a tool of Armenian cultural revival and of separation from the
Byzantine Empire in the closing decades of the eleventh century. Consequently, the current interpretive
model framing this period of Armenian translation activity which introduced previously unattested feasts
into the Armenian tradition in the eleventh century is one articulated in terms of the creation of a national
space, serving the purpose of demarcating Armenians from the influence of the Church of Constantinople
and stimulating a period of Armenian cultural renewal. Orientating itself around the Armenian Martyrdom
of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios, this study has offered a more dynamic model: one which
considers and foregrounds the full range of evidence for an active milieu of Armenian Chalcedonian
translation activity which also brought previously unattested saints into the Armenian tradition during the
eleventh century, but which carried distinctly different objectives from the translation activities of Grigor
11 Vkayaser

With the knowledge that the Armenian Martyrdom was translated in Melitene in 1092, based on a
Greek archetype, and commissioned by an anonymous sponsor, the first chapter of this study identified
that the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Endoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios was based on a pre-Metaphrastic

Greek model, drawn from a menologion for September arranged according to the liturgical cycle of the
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Church of Constantinople. By considering this Greek model, the modality of its translation, the objectives
of the translator, the conscious maintenance of the date of veneration, and the context behind its
production, this chapter argued that the Armenian Martyrdom was a product of the Armenian Chalcedonian
community of Melitene. Placing the Armenian Martyrdom within the cult dossier of Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios offered further support in favour of a conclusion for Armenian
Chalcedonian production. The translation of an abbreviated version of the Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios,
Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios detived from the Synaxarion ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae translated by the
Armenian Chalcedonian Yovsep in 991 as well as material evidence for the veneration of saint Eudoxios
on the seal of the Chalcedonian Armeno-Byzantine commander Krakourates not only strengthened an
argument for Chalcedonian agency in the translation of the vita longior version translated in Melitene in 1092,
but collectively located the emergence of these saints in the Armenian tradition, previously unattested, to
an active Chalcedonian Armenian milieu of translation and veneration during the tenth and eleventh
century.

Progressing from the foundation laid by the investigation of the Martyrdom: of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos,
Zenon, and Mafkarios in chapter 1, which highlighted that the entry of these previously unattested saints into
Armenian was stimulated by Armenian Chalcedonian translation activity, chapter 2 embedded the
production of the Martyrdom in 1092 within a wider Chalcedonian translation milieu connected to a process
of textual dissemination and translation which followed the expansion of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth
and eleventh century. By putting the disparately surviving Armenian material in conversation with Syriac
and Arabic evidence, the fragmentary Armenian Chalcedonian sources were connected to a much wider
trans-regional enterprise commonly engaged in by Chalcedonian communities living throughout the
Empire’s eastern frontier. The impetus behind the translation of this material relied both on an imperial
infrastructure which supported textual dissemination, but also on the co-operation and initiative of the
Chalcedonian communities which received these texts and translated them. This Chalcedonian translation
activity not only brought new commemorations and feast day into the local provincial environment but
facilitated the intrusion of the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople into the norms of
provincial Christian communities in Northern Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, Eastern Anatolia, and the
Caucasus during the tenth and eleventh century, and served to construct, reinforce, and maintain a shared
trans-regional, imperial space. In doing so, this chapter foregrounded an Armenian Chalcedonian
translation milieu active throughout the late-tenth and eleventh century that carried distinctly different
objectives from the translation activities of Grigor II Vkayaser.

Chapter 3 reflected on the way in which this translation activity continued to shape and condition
the relationship between Armenian Chalcedonians and the Byzantine Empire in the fractious post-
Manzikert Byzantine East. In contrast to a framework which interprets translation activity from Greek into
Armenian at the close of the eleventh century as a vehicle of separation, demarcation, and cultural
emancipation under the aegis of Grigor Vkayasér, this chapter highlighted the role that Armenian

Chalcedonian translation activity played in the maintenance of a shared trans-regional imperial space that
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continued to have meaning to Armenian Chalcedonian communities in the decades after the events of 1071.
Combining evidence from text and seal offered an impression of how the process of injecting
hagiographical and liturgical collections into Armenian localities to be translated in the context of the
Empire’s expansion in the tenth and eleventh century manifested itself in the creation of confessionally
uniform practices which provided a continuity of devotion between Armenian Chalcedonians and their co-
confessionalists. In so far as Armenian Chalcedonians continued to translate and use the hagiographical
and liturgical collections which promoted the norms of the Church of Constantinople and continued to
align their commemorative and liturgical practices according to the contents of these texts, we can argue
for the continued recognition and currency of Byzantium in this environment. It is evidence which offered
a fresh route to demonstrate the ways in which the Byzantine Empire continued to provide a source of
spiritual authority by mediating and conditioning the practices of Armenian Chalcedonians living in the
fractious conditions of the eastern frontier in centres which were becoming increasingly distant from
Constantinopolitan political control. In doing so this argument placed the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints
Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios at the service of an ongoing scholarly conversation that has begun to
re-evaluate and nuance our interpretation of Armeno-Byzantine relations at the close of the eleventh
century.

150 years have passed since the production of the last printed edition of the Armenian Martyrdom.
In response to this gap, the various challenges with previous editions, and the value of the text to
Armenologists and Byzantinists alike, Chapter 4 presented the first critical edition and translation of the
Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios. This new edition and translation will
serve to support future textual and historical investigation into the text, its transmission, and its reception
in the Armenian tradition

The production of the Armenian Martyrdom of Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Matkarios by the
Armenian Chalcedonian community of Melitene in 1092, living in the fractious post-Manzikert Byzantine
East, was no doubt motivated by a desire to commemorate local saints associated with the civic
environment in which those Armenians were active. However, when the translation of this text from Greek
into Armenian is not viewed in isolation, the Armenian Martyrdom can be placed within a corpus of textual
and material evidence which locates the emergence of the active veneration of these saints in Armenian and
by Armenians within a specific hundred-year span implicitly connected to the activities of Chalcedonian
Armenian translators which brought these saints, previously unattested, into the Armenian tradition for the
first time. The creation of this text in 1092 was an act of translation underpinned by and connected to a
century long process of textual dissemination and translation set within the socio-cultural and political
conditions of the expansion of the Byzantine Empire in the tenth and eleventh century, whereby the
imperial centre and its Chalcedonian populations actively co-operated in the construction of a shared
spiritual and cultural environment through the dissemination and translation of hagiographical, patristic,
exegetical and liturgical texts. The promotion of this prescribed canon of sacred literature gave impetus to

transformations which not only brought new commemorations and feast days into the Armenian tradition,
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as was the case with Saints Eudoxios, Romylos, Zenon, and Makarios who remain within the Armenian
sanctorale down to the present day, but also attempted to align Christian communities living throughout the
Empire’s eastern frontier with the standard practices of a wider Constantinopolitan spiritual oikonmene. 1t
was a process which was fundamentally designed to connect them to the confessional norms of the Empire
and consolidate a Constantinopolitan spiritual and cultural hegemony. For the Armenian Chalcedonians
venerating Saint Eudoxios and his companions in and around Melitene in the decades following the battle
of Manzikert, it was a process which continued to underpin and inform their textual production and a
process which continued to connect them to the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople

through the acts of translation and veneration.
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