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ABSTRACT

Although Arab incursions into Armenia began in the 640s, it wasn’t until after the Marwanid
reforms that Arabs established direct rule over the region and created the province Arminiya.
This dissertation considers Arminiya and the caliphal North (comprising Armenia, Caucasian
Albania, Eastern Georgia, Azerbaijan, and parts of Northern Mesopotamia) from c. 700 to 862.
During this brief period, an Arab governor presided over Dabil, struck coins in Arminiya,
collected taxes, and imposed Islamic law. Importantly, Islamic sources project Arminiya as a
province of the Islamic world rather than as a tributary state. This ends with the dissolution of
Abbasid power after the death of al-Mutawakkil and, in Armenia, the rise of the Bagratids at the

end of the ninth century.

In particular, this dissertation forwards three main arguments about the Arab period
in Arminiya. First, Arminiya was important primarily as a frontier between the Caliphate,
Byzantium, and Hazaria. The frontier was only partially defined by the military realities of the
borderland and was instead primarily conceptual, built by the literary production of difference.
Second, the Arab conceptualization of Arminiya was largely dependent upon the legacy of
Sasanian control. Arabs considered the Caliphate to be the heir of the Persian Empire, so they
were particularly interested in the region’s Sasanian past. This determined not only how Arabs
and Persians described Arminiya, but also how they ruled the land and its Christian population.
Third, information about the Sasanian era was not transmitted via Arab-Armenian dialog, but

rather among the Christians, Jews, and Muslims in the Near East. Specifically, the role of Syriac-



speaking Christians in the development of Islamic traditions about Arminiya cannot be

overstated.

This dissertation discusses the importance of the province from the perspective of Arabic
sources and Islamic historiography; although it employs Armenian, Greek, and Syriac sources, it

is primarily concerned with the perspective from the center (Damascus and Baghdad).

xi



Chapter 1: Introduction

“I am the son of Kisra and my father is Marwan and Qaysar is my grandfather and my
grandfather is Khagan.”
Yazid b. al-Walid (r. 744)"

The history of the Arab incursions into Armenia in the seventh century is notoriously confused.?
Historical sources describe the first Arab armies arriving in the North sometime between 636 and
642. By 652, Arabs and Armenians signed a peace treaty, preserved in the History attributed to
Sebéos. This marks the beginning of an era, as some of the Armenian naxarar houses allied
themselves with the Arab armies and turned towards the Islamic world instead of Christian
Byzantium. Over the following century, we see more examples of Armenian attempts to step
farther away from Byzantine hegemony.

However, it wasn’t until after the Marwanid reforms of the late seventh century that the
Arab presence in Arminiya increased. Arab governors arrived in Dabil (Arm: Dwin), gathered
taxes, minted coins, oversaw the administration of the province, imposed Islamic law over the
Muslim population, and eventually encouraged the immigration of Arab tribes into Arminiya.
Throughout both the Umayyad and early “Abbasid periods, Arminiya played an important role in

the politics of caliphal succession. Furthermore, many of the Arab governors of Arminiya rose to

! al-Mas‘adi, Muriig, qtd. and trans. Grabar (1954), 185 qtd. .08 (523 5 (52 peaid g O 5 3 ()5 (s S (il Ul See
also Bosworth (1973), 53: relying on al-Tabari and Muhammad b. Habib al-Bagdadi, cites this as “I am the
descendent of the Persian Emperor, my forefather was Marwan, and both the Emperor of Byzantium and the Khaqan
of the Turks were my ancestors.” See also Fowden (1993), 145: “T am the son of Khusrau; my father is Marwan.
One grandfather is a Caesar; the other a khagan,” citing al-TabarT.

2 Canard, Cahen & Deny (1986): “The history of the conquest of Armenia by the Arabs still presents in its details
many uncertainties and obscurities, for the information found in the Arab, Armenian, and Greek sources is often
contradictory.”



higher positions in the caliphal administration, such as Marwan b. Muhammad and Hartin al-
Rasid, both of whom held the post of governor of Arminiya before becoming caliph.

Throughout the period of Arab control of Arminiya, the political situation and the
relationship between Armenians and Arabs varied considerably. Typically, Armenian attempts at
reasserting independence erupted in periods of caliphal decline and fitnas, usually followed by
Arab expeditions to reclaim the province. The most notorious of these was the highly destructive
campaign of Buga during the caliphate of al-Mutawakkil. This marked the beginning of decline
of the Arab period in Arminiya, as the local Armenian houses regained considerable power in the
years immediately following the murder of al-Mutawakkil in 861. In this respect, Arminiya is
comparable to many other provinces of the Caliphate, as “Abbasid central authority dissolved by
the early 860s:

The Islamic world in 861 still had a palpable sense of its own unity, which it

projected squarely onto the figure of its caliph. But now, literally overnight, the

humiliation or murder of its caliph became thinkable, and before long it would be

unremarkable. And as the ruler proved vulnerable and fragile, so too did the

empire. In 861 the “Abbasids still controlled most of Iraq, Syria, the Byzantine

frontier district in Anatolia (the Thughir), Egypt, Arabia, and Iran, even if they

had to share some of their authority with local dynastic rulers such as the Tahirids

and Dulafids. But over the next few years, as internal struggles raged at the

empire’s heart, the provinces were largely left to fend for themselves...

The Caliphate saw a number of drastic developments over the 860s. The Saffarids defeated the
Tahirids and took control over Afghanistan and Sistan; by 876, Ya“qiib b. al-Layt and his army
reached within fifty miles of Baghdad itself. Ahmad b. Taltn arrived in Egypt in 868 and soon
thereafter gained the provinces of Syria, Palestine, and some of Northern Mesopotamia. Further

west, the Aglabids, who controlled Ifrigiya from the early ninth century, supported a strong

building agenda in the mid ninth century. The rise of independent dynasties in Arminiya, the

¥ Bonner (2010), 306.



Bagratids and the Arcruni, fit well into the pattern of power shifts in the rest of the Islamic world
as the central Caliphate crumbled in the second half of the ninth century.

The current study considers Arminiya as an Arab province, from its creation circa 700 to
al-Musta“in’s recognition of ASot Bagratuni as prince of Armenia (I5xan Hayoc®) in 862. This
date is particularly important not only to mark the rise of the Bagratids, who claimed kingship in
885, but also because it signals the end of Armenian collusion with Arab goals for the province.
As we will see, Arab and Persian authors stressed Arminiya’s Sasanian legacy, purposefully
downplaying the Byzantine claims to the land. Armenians, for the most part, tended to
corroborate this anti-Greek bent in Islamic literature, as we see that the Arab period was
particularly important in the development of anti-Chalcedonian doctrine in Armenia and Albania.
In 862, however, the Council of Sirakawan reopened discussions between the Greek and
Armenian Churches, effectively reigniting the possibility of Armenian—Byzantine alliance that
had been largely impossible for over a century and a half.

This chapter will serve as an introduction to the main arguments of this dissertation and
to its methodology, particularly regarding the use of Arabic sources. It will also introduce the

individual chapters, briefly explaining the main topics and conclusions of each section.

1.1 Main Arguments

In the following chapters, I argue that certain themes recur in the study of Arab Arminiya,
particularly: (1) the importance of the frontier between Islam, Byzantium, and Hazaria; (2) the
legacy of the Sasanian period in Armenia;* and (3) the role of the sectarian milieu in the

dissemination of traditions and literature relating to Arminiya. Each of these themes ties

* The Greeks and the Persians first partitioned Armenia in 387: the Sasanians only controlled the eastern provinces
of Armenia, though they gained and subsequently lost large portions of Armenian land in the 610 — 627 wars.
However, the Arabic sources do not draw a distinction between Eastern and Western Armenia.



specifically to issues of continuity and change in early Islamic history, as well as the legitimacy

of Arab claims to the Northern provinces of the Caliphate.

1.1.1 The Northern Frontier

The terms dar al-Islam and dar al-harb, indicating a distinction between the lands in which
Islamic law was or was not administered, first appear in the eighth-century. At least officially,
these two entities were diametrically opposed and indefinitely at war. The dichotomization of the
world into two groups, to a large extent a juridical and literary division, was mirrored in ninth-
and tenth-century geographical texts, which described the Caliphate as mamlakat al-Zslam (the
kingdom of Islam) or simply Islam, compared to the unnamed “Other.”

Between Islam and the “Other” there existed a line of marches, the fugur (border
outposts). Tugir, the plural of zagr, literally means, a ““gap, breach, opening’, a term used for
points of entry between the Dar al-Islam and the Dar al-Harb beyond it.”® Qudama, despite the
fact that he does not contextualize the fugir in the juridical context of dar al-Islam and dar al-
harb, describes the tugir as follows: “Islam is surrounded on all sides and directions by nations
and peoples who are hostile to it, some of them near to and others far away from its imperial
capital...it behooves the Muslims to be most wary and on their guard against the Romans
[Byzantines], from among all the ranks of their adversaries.”®

The tugar were both entire districts and specific towns, and the enumeration of the tugiir
in various Islamic geographical texts was relatively consistent. The commonly-referenced tugiir

in the North were Tiflis (Tblisi), Bab al-Abwab (Derbent), and Qaliqala (Erzurum). The

Northern frontier cities were, at least in the Umayyad period, frequent sites of military exchange

*Bosworth (2012).

® Qudama, qtd. Bonner and Hagen (2010), 479.



between the Arab—Armenian armies and the Hazars. However, Qaliqala only rarely saw armed
skirmishes, as the caliphal excursions against the Byzantines usually occurred closer to the
Syrian marches. In fact, especially by the early “Abbasid period, but even in the period of Arab
invasions and under the Umayyads, we see examples of the movement of people and goods
across both borders.

This dissertation will argue that the Armenian tugir were particularly important as
conceptual boundaries. Instead of organizing the discussion around perpetual war or the division
between dar al-Islam and dar al-harb, | will argue that the borders of the Islamic world were
fortified by the development of literary traditions which described these particular caliphal
territories as non-Byzantine and as relevant to the Islamic world as a whole. In other words, the
Armenian fugur were important because they formed a conceptual boundary between mamlakat
al-Islam (the Caliphate) and the Other. This related less to the military situation at the time, and
more to the literary production of difference in the early Islamic world.

Arminiya therefore became an important province, as the bulwark against Byzantium and
Hazaria. Arab and Persian authors described Arminiya as part of Islam, despite the recognition
that its population was Christian. Furthermore, Arab and Persian authors related traditions about
Arminiya and its history that made it relevant to the Islamic world, as part of an attempt to
bolster the claims of caliphal legitimacy despite the historic ties among Armenia, Georgia,

Albania, and Byzantium.

1.1.2 Sasanian Legacy
The question of the Sasanian legacy is absolutely fundamental in understanding both the

Armenian response to Arab control and the Arab conceptualization of Arminiya. A stress on



Sasanian motifs recurs not only in Arabic, but also in Armenian sources. This common theme
does not necessarily imply that Arabs and Armenians were working in tandem to process and to
respond to the political and military upheavals of the seventh century, but it does suggest that the
experiences of the Sasanian era were universally recognized as an important element in medieval
Arminiya.

For decades, N. Garsoian has been urging scholars to reconsider the importance of the
Sasanian period for medieval Armenian history. The philological advances of the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries specifically stressed the importance of Iranian—Armenian relations, a
fact long recognized in the works of most Armenologists:

Although linguists may have taken the lead in tracing this influence, scholars in

all disciplines, particularly historians and theologians, have unearthed multiple

parallels and connections between the two cultures. The penetrating studies by

Garsoian and Russell over the past four decades have proved to be particularly

influential, to the extent that no scholar today would seriously contemplate

studying early mediaeval Armenia without acknowledging its Iranian heritage.’

At the same time, scholarly interest in medieval Armenia tends to focus on the religious,
political, and social ties between Armenians and their coreligionists, the Greeks. Although
scholars have acknowledged the importance of Garsoian and Russell’s works, until recently very
few have embraced the project of in-depth study of the significance of the Sasanian legacy in
medieval Armenian history.

The historiographical importance of the Sasanian period can hardly be contested:
Armenian historical writing was initiated as an expression of cultural and religious independence

from Sasanian Persia. Iconic works such as E1igg’s Vasn Vardanay ew Hayoc® paterazmin

[Concerning Vardan and the war of the Armenians] and Lazar Parpec®i’s Hayoc® Patmut©iwn

" Greenwood (2008), 1.



[History of Armenia] deal specifically with the role of Armenian—Persian exchange and
relations. B. Martin-Hisard remarks that:

La premiére littérature historiographique est née, dans la seconde moitié du V*

siecle, dans le prolongement de la violente répression par les Perses d’une grande

révolte arménienne qui aurait éclaté en 451. Des lors et durablement se sont

imposées dans cette littérature I’équation Arménien = chrétien et I’idée qu’une

guerre contre des non-chrétiens avait une dimension de guerre sainte et créait des

martyrs de la foi, a I’'image des Maccabées bibliques. Ce modéle legué par

1’époque sassanide s’applique a I’époque arabe.?
The connection between the Sasanian and the Islamic realms was, in fact, manifested in concrete
examples of similar policy and expectations. In Chapter 4 we will see Armenian comments
directly comparing Sasanian and Arab rule; we should view these as a response to both (1)
historiographical trends and (2) perceived similarities of governance between the two powers. In
fact, it is difficult to argue that the comparison sprang only from the concept of Christian holy
war against the oppressive rule of non-Christian neighbors, given the close ties between Sasanian
and Islamic practices of government and their demands upon the Armenian Christians. On the
one hand we must understand that from the Armenian perspective, there was very little
difference between Persian Zoroastrian rulers to the East and Persian/Arab Muslim rulers to the
South and East. On the other hand, we cannot belittle the very real similarities between the two
powers simply because they tap into a trope of religious expectation within Armenian
historiography.

The Sasanian period is likewise inarguably extremely important for the formation of early
Caliphate, though these studies tend to focus on Syria and Iran instead of Armenia or Georgia.

Studies have focused on several aspects of pre-Islamic Persian influence on the general

development of early Islamic art, administration, and literature. As M. Morony notes,

& Martin-Hisard (1997), 78.



The significance of Sasanid history lies in providing an example of a late antique

state and society that broadens the understanding of that period, in the

development of monarchic and religious institutions, and the formation of

religious communities, that created precedents for religious groups as political

minorities. The Sasanids left a legacy of royal absolutism and bureaucratic

administration, and Sasanid motifs continued in the art and architecture of the

Islamic period and spread to the east and west.
Furthermore, many of these studies have also endeavored to balance Byzantine and Arab
elements with recurring aspects of Sasanian legacy in Islamic civilization, drawing a constructive
if at times indistinct comparison between coexisting traditions. We are left with the general
assumption that Islamic civilization benefited from a multitude of Near Eastern experiences,
most obviously and quantifiably Byzantine, Sasanian, and pagan Arab, which it amalgamated
and processed in light of the expectations of the new Muslim community.*® The Sasanian legacy,
therefore, is merely one component out of many, but remains an important aspect of the Arab
conceptualization of the role of the Caliphate in both the past and future of the Near East.

Sasanian elements have been recognized as important elements in early Islamic art,
notably in pottery, architecture, seals, and coinage. R. Ettinghausen, for example, framed the
question of Sasanian influence in Islamic art by situating it in the context of dialogue with
Byzantium. He explains that “the basic Byzantine and Sasanian elements co-exist here [at Hirbat

al-Mafgar] as ‘equal but separate’ entities; there seems to be no true intermingling of the two

strains, only a skillful coordination.”™* The appearance of Sasanian elements in Umayyad art in

° Morony (2012).

10 This is taken up in a number of scholarly venues, including Tor (2012), 145: “Scholars have long acknowledged
that the pre-1slamic Iranian past heavily influenced not only its Iranian heirs, who continued to treasure the memory
of ancient glory, nor just the Arabs who conquered the Sasanian Empire and the lands within its cultural and
mercantile orbit, but the entire Islamic empire and civilization that were built in the centuries following the
conquest. Other civilizations of Antiquity influenced the Muslims as well; yet the Muslims did not absorb all
elements indiscriminately and equally from all, but absorbed only certain very specific and limited aspects from
each.”

! Ettinghausen (1972), 63.



an ex-Byzantine territory is not, he argues, surprising. He explains this in reference to the
Muslims’ failed attempts to take Constantinople and Byzantine lands in Europe, leaving them
with Iran as a more fecund possibility for expressing themes of Islamic rule. Here again, we see
that Islamic adoption of Sasanian motifs is therefore a deliberate attempt at restructuring the
question of legitimacy and rule in the Near East, tapping into Persian concepts of authority and
the benefiting from the artistic norms of the Sasanian past.

Furthermore, Ettinghausen remarks that “This shift [towards Sasanian motifs] went
beyond a mere political reorientation and seems to have affected the whole mental outlook of the
caliphs.” In relation to this, he cites Grabar’s brief study of the six kings of Qusayr “Amra. Here
Grabar argues against Herzfield’s assertion that depiction of the kings of Qusayr “Amra is “an
Umayyad copy of the Sasanian representation of representation of the ‘Kings of the Earth,” as
there was one, described by Yagqit, near Kermanshah.”*? Instead, he links the kings to a passage
in al-Mas‘tidi’s Murig, which puts words into the mouth of Yazid b. al-Walid: “I am the son of
Kisra and my father is Marwan and Qaysar is my grandfather and my grandfather is Khe'lqa?ln.”13
Whereas the Byzantines constructed a “spiritual” (mvevpatikog) family of rulers with the
Emperor at the head, the Sasanian example instead promoted a much more tangible, real relation
between the kings of the earth and their “king of kings.” The paintings therefore demonstrate not
only the Umayyad appropriation of a Sasanian motif, but also their preference for defining
universal kingship according to the Persian, instead of the Greek, tradition: “it seems possible to

explain the Qusayr “Amrah painting of the six rulers as the result of an attempt by an

12 Grabar (1954), 185.

B Al-Mas“udi, Muriig, qtd. and trans. Grabar (1954), 185: (A a5 2 yad s () 5 30 (3l 5 5 S 0ol L)



Umayyad to adapt the Sasanian artistic theme of the ‘Kings of the Earth,” gathered to pay
homage to their overlord, to the concept of the ‘Family of Kings.””"

Scholars have long recognized the Sasanian influence in early Islamic perception of
kingship, as well as more concrete examples of administrative processes. Early Islamic
governance relied on the scribes and officials already in place in the Byzantine and Sasanian
regimes. It also adapted specific Sasanian policies regulating the interaction between the state
and the individual. For example, while Byzantine policies insisted upon the primacy of the
imperial Church, going so far as to prohibit the development of dissident expressions of
Christianity, the “accommodation achieved by the Sasanian regime towards the members of non-
Magian religious groups in Iraq foreshadowed the way Muslims dealt with their non-Muslim
subjects.”*®

Lastly, early Islamic literature demonstrates the importance of the Sasanian legacy as
source-material for Arab and Persian Muslim authors, as well as for their enthusiasm for
producing certain types of literature. Sasanian sources were available to early Muslim authors
and some literary traditions, especially the X"aday-namag, are commonly believed to have
passed from Sasanian to the Islamic milieux via translations into Arabic or New Persian. Several
authors writing in Arabic in the ninth and tenth centuries likely had access to other Sasanian
documents. D. Gutas’s work, however, takes the study of Sasanian elements in the Islamic

literary tradition even farther. He argues that the famous “Abbasid translation movement, which

provided caliphal support for the translation of Greek texts into Arabic, was modeled on similar

' Grabar (1954), 187.

> Morony (1984), 4.
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projects under the Sasanian rulers, who had sought to gather the knowledge of all civilizations in
order to highlight their own authority as the King of Kings.

Thus literary production, like the artistic productions at Qusayr “Amra and Hirbat al-
Mafgar, can be construed as caliphal attempts to tap into Sasanian methods of legitimization and
to demonstrate the sustained importance of Sasanian imperial ideology. Al-Mansiir, for example,
benefitted from the Sasanian models of government and policies:

To a larger or lesser extent, strong elements of Sasanian culture ranging from the

religious to the secular survived among these peoples [living in the former

Sasanian realm] and their elite occupied prominent positions in the ‘Abbasid

administration...The Sasanian culture carried by these elite had two components

of immense significance to al-Mansiir in helping him to consolidate the “Abbasid

cause: Zoroastrian imperial ideology and political astrology. Fused together, they

formed the cornerstone of al-Mansiir’s “Abbasid dynastic ideology. ™
It may seem counterintuitive that the production of Greek works in Arabic should indicate the
modeling of caliphal concerns and legitimacy in accordance with example of the Sasanians.
However, this could be explained and justified by denying the innovation of Greek philosophers
who, after all, only regurgitated the ancient Persian sciences that they stole during the invasions
of Alexander: “any Greek book is by definition part of the Zoroastrian cannon since it was
Alexander’s pillage of Iran that caused these books to be known to the Greeks; and hence its
translation and study would mean recovering the ancient Persian knowledge.”17
The influence of the Sasanian period is clearly visible in early Islamic civilization in two

senses. First, we see that some aspects of Sasanian culture and governance were absorbed into

Islamic civilization. This is a question of continuity, as society was slow to change even after the

16 Gutas (1998), 34.

7 Gutas (1998), 43.
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introduction of Islam and Arabic on a scale otherwise unknown in the pre-Islamic Near East.*®
We also see that some early Muslims championed the Persian element in Islamic civilization,
thereby encouraging the conscious adoption and adaptation of Sasanian elements into
administration, society, art, and so on. In this respect, we must remember that many of the
primary works, indispensable for this study, were in fact penned by Persians, even if they wrote
in Arabic. Ethnic and linguistic identity did not fade with the rise of Islam; even if the shu“iibiyya
movement was not clearly visible until the ninth and tenth centuries, it built upon the experience
of earlier Persian converts to Islam.

The lingering imprint of Sasanian elements in administration, law, and art is evident for
both the Armenian and the early Muslim communities of the eighth and ninth centuries. For both
communities, we see this in two distinct ways: the perception of continuity from the Sasanian to
Islamic governance, and the concrete examples of similar policies. One main goal of this study is
to consider the intersect between the Armenian and Arab interest in the Sasanian past. Both
Armenians and Arabs understood Arab rule in Arminiya as a continuation or extension of
Sasanian patterns, albeit with new and innovative approaches due to the historical circumstances
of the time (specifically, the role of the frontier with the Greeks and the Hazars). Traces of
Byzantine, Arab, and Islamic governance remain, but at times seem marginalized in comparison

to the Sasanian/Persian elements.

18 Robinson (2010), 214: “*What, then did the Arabs do with the regions they conquered?’, an archaeologist asks:
‘For the most part, they seem to have left them alone.” This is what the evidence says, and it is what sense dictates:
why emulate the traditions of the Byzantine and Sasanian states when God had delivered victory over them to
austere monotheists, and when there already were people in place to do the job well? Precisely the same
conservatism that led the early caliphs to leave indigenous Greek- and Persian-speaking and writing bureaucrats in
place in the provinces acted as a brake upon administration innovation at the empire’s centre.”
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1.1.3 The Sectarian Milieu
As M. Morony points out, continuity from Late Antiquity to the Islamic period has frequently
been perceived as a question of influence or borrowing. This perspective tends towards the
reduction of complex historical circumstances to monist assumptions about a supposed lack of
Arab ingenuity or innovation. Morony also clarifies that continuity is not a question of pure
adoption of the norms of pre-Islamic civilization: “...[C]reative adaptation (but then by whom?)
is a better explanation than cultural ‘borrowing.” Even very real external ‘influences’ have
different degrees of effectiveness on people of different backgrounds and interests. Questions of
continuity and change have thus become a matter of cultural interaction.”*® Morony further
argues that a discussion of continuity and cultural transmission, in and of itself, is inadequate.
The real issue is to determine why we see patterns of continuity: what caused the pattern of
“cultural osmosis” and which circumstances prompted change?

| have argued here that continuity from the Sasanian period in Arminiya was a tool for
expressing political legitimacy in the face of Byzantine claims to the province. This rationale
also accounts for some aspects of change visible in the Arab period, as well. For example, Arab
governors initiated a policy of demographic change by introducing Arab tribes into Arminiya.
This policy was enacted specifically to bolster the Arab—Byzantine frontier, as we see in the
settlement patterns of the Arab immigrants. Arab governance was not merely a reincarnation of
Sasanian antecedents, but the conscientious adaptation of a number of policies with a very
specific goal in mind.

Part of the difficulty facing Arab rule in Arminiya involved the long-standing political
ties between the Greeks and the Armenians. Furthermore, despite the increasing discord between

the Greek and Armenian Churches in this period, Armenians nevertheless claimed a clear

9 Morony (1984), 6 — 7.
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heritage of close literary and ecclesiastical relations with Byzantium. If we accept Morony’s
explanation that continuity and change are a measure of cultural interaction, then we must
inevitably ask: cultural interaction between whom? For in the the case of Arminiya, sustaining
Sasanian norms was not a question of Arab-Armenian dialogue.

By the eleventh century there is clear evidence of literary exchange between Arabs and
Armenians. However, Ter-Lewondyan argued correctly that there is no evidence to suggest
literary exchange between Muslim Arabs and Armenian Christians during the Arab period in
Arminiya.”? It seems likely that some sort of literary exchange existed, since we know that there
were close ties between Arabs and Armenians in Arminiya. This is evidenced by accounts of
intermarriage, descriptions of Arminiya in Arabic geographical texts, and the epigraphic record.
At the same time, there is an apparent disconnect between Arab traditions about Arminiya and
the Armenian literary tradition itself, as we will see in Chapter 7.

J. Wansbrough’s Sectarian Milieu (1977) can add to the question of cultural interaction in
several ways. This work is famously frustrating. As M. Cook claims, “...this volume is allusive,
elliptical and disorienting; it tends to hint at historical complexities and depths in the author’s
views, and to deflect and dismiss the issues it raises rather than resolve them.”** S, Humphreys
summarizes that

It is perhaps tempting to think of him [Wansbrough] as one of those scholars

whose premises and conclusions are drastically wrongheaded, but whose

argument is brilliant and filled with intriguing perspectives. To be sure, it is often

difficult to say just what his arguments are, for he affects a ferociously opaque

style which bristles with unexplained technical terms in many languages, obscure
allusions, and Teutonic grammar.?

2 Canard (1979).
1 Cook (1980), 180.

2 Humphreys (1991), 80 — 81.
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Indeed, there are several aspects of Wansbrough’s method and conclusions, such as the reliance
on literary analysis and the dismissal of “minority historiography,” that simply cannot be adopted
in the current study. There are three main points that deserve review here.

First, Wansbrough argues about the methodology and goals of modern historical studies
relating to early Islamic history. He distrusts those historians who claim to be able to reconstruct
an adequate chronology from the extant sources. For example, he argues that historians such as
Ibn Ishaq and al-Wagqidi included competing dates because their interest in chronology was
marginal and “in the work of the latter it appears to be a matter of tidiness/completeness rather

»23 | do not share his pessimism about the historical details in early Islamic

than accuracy.
literature, for I believe that these sources contain a kernel of truth: competing dates indicate
historical discussion and can at times cue the modern reader into the concerns of the medieval
historians.

Wansbrough makes a good point about the value of debate on specific details of
chronology. If we forgo our insistence on explaining “what really happened” in a chronological
narrative of the period, we free ourselves from the tedious debates about minutiae, such as when
Arab armies first reached Arminiya, or which governors ruled the province in any particular
year. It is not so much that these topics are inconsequential, but rather that they have little to
offer for the study of important trends of this period, in and of themselves. Accordingly, if we
abandon our vain pursuit of what we would like to find, and what we think is important in Arab

Arminiya, we find ourselves instead in possession of a corpus of materials that demonstrate the

concerns of the “Abbasid élite. It is a far more fruitful pursuit for us to question what the sources

2 Wansbrough (1978), 36.
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actually do reveal, rather than to wish that these sources answered precise questions about such
matters as chronology—which, of course, they do not.

Second, Wansbrough discusses the importance of Heilsgeschichte for historical
production in the early Islamic Near East:

It might, however, be thought that in the Middle East of late antiquity the only

available medium of historical description was the language of salvation history.

Every incident of histoire événementielle was reported as the expression of a

theodicy. Historical reconstruction based upon such reports is probably fruitless.*
Certainly, some trends visible in historical works of the early Islamic period are informed by
religious expectations of the monotheist communities in the Near East. The shared characteristics
among the various denominations of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam ensure that some themes
resonate for various populations, even for the same reasons. For example, Armenian and Syriac
literature demonstrate a common response to the emergence of Islam: it is there as punishment
for Christian sin.

In many ways an overreliance on this argument about salvation history is problematic, as
it can serve to deny or to marginalize interconfessional dialogue. If similarities between Syrian
and Armenian responses to the rise of Islam are attributed not to dialogue, but to the shared
expectations of the monotheist and apocalyptic perspective, this greatly reduces the possible
lines of inquiry. Where does this assertion lead? What avenues are left for historians to add
nuance to the study of the development of religious traditions in different groups? Is it even
possible to suggest that the relationship between Armenian and Syrian Christians was
inconsequential? Instead, it seems more constructive to acknowledge the dialogue between the

different religious groups in the Near East, while at the same time recognizing that some ideas

are resonant among various groups due to their shared monotheist expectations about history.

 Wansbrough (1978), 118.
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Thirdly, Wansbrough’s most useful addition to this study is his expectation that the
formulation of Islam was “the response to interconfessional (Judeo-Christian) polemic,” or the
sectarian milieu.?® His goal here is to bolster the discussion of the midrashic character of early
Islamic source material. This point is important because it relates the ideas of cultural interaction,
religious developments, and continuity. For instance, one of Wansbrough’s examples is the
placement of the qgibla:

Like the search for scriptural testimonia and the charge of scriptural falsification,

the gibla controversy reflects a topos much older than the history of the Muslim

community. Its appearance here is not unexpected: the direction (compass point)

in which prayer was performed was not merely a ritual nicety but a sectarian

emblem, a token of separatism and, for example, a matter of acute contention in

the Ebionite community.?®
This highlights innovation in Islamic doctrine—the deliberate refusal of continuity—as a marker
of interconfessional dialogue. Wansbrough continues with comparisons to the Islamic perception
of prophets such as Abraham, Jesus, and Solomon, as well as a number of similar examples.

It is this aspect of Wansbrough’s work that is most useful here. The many groups of Jews,
Christians, and Muslims in the Near East in the early Islamic period developed in contact and in
contradistinction with one another. The transmission of ideas from one religious or linguistic
group to another cannot be equated with a lack of ingenuity or an expression of power: this is not
the story of the strong influencing the weak, or the wise passing on ideas to the impressionable.
It is not useful to trace the developments in Islamic thought or history to the “real” source by

creating hierarchical stemma designed to explain the ways in which Muslims incorrectly or

partially passed on Christian or Jewish traditions. Instead, the adoption and adaptation of ideas

% \Wansbrough (1978), 161.
% Wansbrough (1978), 42.
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itself indicated the agency of authorship. Specifically, the choices of Muslim authors and
compilers to avoid or engage certain topics are indicators of religious dialogue.

Arminiya had deep-rooted historical and religious ties to Byzantium, which likely played
a large role in the transmission of Armenian literature in the Near East in the eighth and ninth
centuries despite the Chalcedonian schism. When | began this study, | expected to find that
Armenian-Arab dialogue informed the development of Arab perceptions of Arminiya and the
North, in accordance with R. Bulliet’s findings in Islam: the View from the Edge (1994). In this
work, Bulliet argues that Islamic orthodoxy was not developed in the center and then exported to
the frontiers of the Islamic world, but rather that the population of the far-off Hurasanian frontier
played a formative role in the development of Islam. | expected to see that the Arab perceptions
of Arminiya were similarly formed by the events and ideas imported from the Armenian frontier.

However, Bulliet is dealing with a later period, when the centralized government had
already ceded to a more fractionalized society, where the populations of the frontier were in
several ways stronger than those in the traditional centers of the Islamic world. For the early
period, before the dissolution of unity in the “Abbasid Caliphate, the perception of the frontier
was an important element in the formulation of state rhetoric. Elites, first in Damascus and then
in Baghdad and Samarra, had a vested interest in describing the frontiers of the realm in a way
that differentiated Islam from its neighbors. The long history of collusion between Greeks and
Armenians, in addition to the perception of the religious ties of Christendom, made it unlikely
for Arab Muslims to show any ties to Armenian Christian traditions and literature.

Instead, like their Sasanian predecessors, the élites of the “Abbasid period turned to the
Syriac and Persian sources to visualize and describe the importance of Arminiya. This not only

supported the claim of continuity from the Sasanian realm, it also denied the importance of
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Byzantine position in Armenia. It is not a question of the lack of dialogue between Arabs and
Armenians, but rather the deliberate adaptation of non-Armenian traditions due to the
confessional implications of accepting Armenian accounts. Like the example of the gibla, the
development of Islamic thought actually requires interconfessional dialogue, as choices in
adoption and adaptation of Jewish and Christian themes as zsra ‘iliyyat reveal knowledge of the

broad historical and religious importance of different topoi.

These three themes—the frontier, Sasanian legacy, and the sectarian milieu—are closely related,
as each turns on the response of the various religious, linguistic, and ethnic groups to issues of

continuity and change in the early Islamic period.

1.2 Methodology
The significance of the argument of this dissertation is not limited to themes and conclusions
about Arab-Armenian relations, but also involves methodological concerns. Recent scholarship
has prioritized Armenian sources, using the material in Arabic to bolster the Armenian narrative,
rather than looking at trends and themes visible in the corpus of Islamic literature. This informs
the types of sources that are prioritized, the questions asked, and the way in which historical data
are deemed significant.

The history of the Arab period in Arminiya requires consideration of a variety of sources
and cannot be studied without the close examination of Arabic histories and geographies. To do
so would be to extend the conceptual framework of Crone and Cook’s Hagarism (1977), which

sought to reconstruct early Islamic history without the use of Arabic sources. This work, as S.
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Humphreys tidily commented, is a wonderful experiment in “what if.”?’ What if the debates on
the authenticity of early Islamic documents were taken to their logical conclusion? What if none
of the Arabic sources can speak to the realities of the Umayyad period? Despite the inherent
usefulness of Hagarism in pointing out the historiographical trends of Christian responses to the
rise of Islam, the conclusion is clear: we cannot respond to challenges of the Arabic sources by
repudiating them completely. Writing the history of Arminiya based only on Armenian sources
provides a study of Armenian historiography, not of Near Eastern history.

The heyday of Islamic source criticism, marked not only by Hagarism, but also by the
work of Goldziher, Wellhausen and Schacht and their detailed examinations of the isnad, was
followed by decades of debate aiming to ascertain reliable methods by which scholars could
determine an authentic “kernel of truth” in the Arabic sources and then wade through the layers
of “Abbasid-era redaction. The historian J. Howard-Johnston, in particular, embraced the
conclusions of 1970s source criticism: “But it is now the contention of a majority of the
Islamicists studying the earliest phase of Islamic history that much of the material preserved in
extant texts consists of historical traditions deformed out of all recognition in the course of oral
transmission across several generations.” Citing the “anecdotal” nature of the futizh narratives
and ahbar, he concludes that

Hence the latter-day historian should not expect more than a highly distorted view

of both the general and the particular in Arab accounts of the conquests...The

historian determined to try to grasp something of what happened to change the

late antique world out of all recognition in the seventh century cannot start from

the Islamic sources any more than from the Syrian and Byzantine. A start has to

be made elsewhere, in the fourth of the Near East’s historical traditions, that of
Armenia.?®

" Humphreys (1991), 81. To support his claim, we need only refer to the introduction of Crone’s later publication,
Slaves on Horses: the Evolution of the Islamic Polity (2003), 3 — 17.

%8 Howard-Johnston (1999), 11 237. In his later work, Witnesses to a World Crisis: Historians and Histories of the
Middle East in the Seventh Century (2010), Howard-Johnston does in fact consider Arabic sources, mainly “to see
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Howard-Johnston acknowledges that “these conclusions may strike the non-Islamicist as too
extreme in their pessimism.” However, he does not recognize that they may similarly strike the
“Islamicist” as “too extreme,” as a result of taking Schacht and Cook more seriously than has an
entire wave of later scholars who have argued in favor of the usefulness of Arabic sources. After
all, there has been a concerted effort among generations of Orientalists and historians of the
Islamic world to make sense of the layers of transmission and to recognize the deficiencies in the
extant source material, while still making use of the exhaustive traditions that have remained
preserved, from the later “Abbasid period onward.

It is noteworthy that since the death of A. Ter-Lewondyan, historians of Armenia (not
historians of Islam) have dominated the study of Arab Arminiya. In general, this situation has led
to the prioritizing of Armenian sources, as scholars use the Arabic texts only to bolster the
historical outline provided by Seb&os, Lewond, and other medieval Armenian authors. Without
taking into account the Arabic sources in their own right, as a valuable corpus of material and not
merely as a supplement to the Armenian histories, it is impossible to see the broad lines of
argument in this dissertation. Arabic chronicles and geographical treatises preserve a different
dimension of Armenian history, telling a story that demonstrates different concerns and interests
than those visible in Armenian sources.

If we forgo the usual attempt to create a chronological narrative and instead focus on
recurrent ideas, the startling importance of Antsirwan and the Sasanian period for early Arabic
descriptions of Arminiya are difficult to contextualize and all too easy to marginalize: after all,
they have no historical bearing on any particular event of this specific period. The chronological

narratives tend to forefront concrete data in an attempt to ferret out some vision of historical

how many of the gaps [left by Greek and Armenian narratives] they can fill in” (355). Still, he takes Hagarism as a
starting point to the discussion of the seventh-century Near East, see p. X.
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“reality”: data such as tax records and lists of governors are allowed primacy over the less
quantifiable elements in the Arabic stories. In this way, the relation among the Syriac, Arabic,
and Persian sources in defining the importance of Arminiya (mostly with reference to the
Alexander legends) is easily overlooked because it does not convey readily quantifiable data or
coincide with any assertions in Armenian sources. M. Canard was one of the few historians of
Islam who worked on the Arab period in Arminiya over the past century, and even he
disregarded some of this material. In his reworking of J. Laurent’s L ’Arménie entre Byzance et
[’Islam, Canard translated most of the Arabic texts that refer to early Arminiya. However, he
sidestepped information about Gog and Magog, which | see as central to caliphal claims on the
North (see Chapter 7), claiming that these are “choses qui ne concernent pas I’ Arménie.”?

The close evaluation of Arabic sources is, | believe, absolutely necessary for
consideration of the Arab period in Arminiya. Of course, we must then contend with
Greenwood’s argument that juxtaposing sources from one historiographical tradition onto
another, plucking a sentence out of a history in one language and directly comparing it to texts in
another language, is problematic.*® This is admittedly true, and a valuable warning to heed the
circumstances of the compilation of any given text, as well as the agency of the author.

Yet, this sort of endeavor is necessary whenever we work across literary traditions, as
well as within a single historiographical tradition. For example, Greenwood’s more recent article
“A Corpus of Early Medieval Armenian Inscriptions” (2004), compares the Arabic inscriptions
in Arminiya to those in Armenian and discovers that one of the Arabic inscriptions is dated by

higra, the presiding Arab governor, and the name (presumably) of a local Armenian leader.

% Laurent/Canard (1980), 510.

% Greenwood (2000).
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Greenwood notes that this is not conventional in Arabic inscriptions in the Near East, and goes
on to argue that this “Arabic inscription appears to be reflecting Armenian practice,” a strong
indication of close relations between Arabs and Armenians.

The startling conclusion is that these [Arabic] inscriptions represent a fusion of

Arabic and Armenian elements. On the one hand, their language is Arabic, they

employ hijra dates, and at least two of them invoke Allah; on the other, the

synchronism and the scope of the intercession both sit very comfortably within

the Armenian tradition.**
Greenwood’s method here is noteworthy in two related respects. First, he is versed in Armenian
inscriptions and has worked collaboratively with R. Hoyland to discover the significance of
Arabic inscriptions in Arminiya. Such collaborative work promises to add considerable
dimension to the study of Arab Arminiya. Second, we see here that Arabic and Armenian
sources cannot be considered in individual vacuums. Armenian sources, whether textual or
epigraphic, are better understood in relation to the vocabulary of Near Eastern history as a whole.

We stand to gain a deeper understanding of Near Eastern history through a comparative
study of extant evidence, as we cannot argue that all topoi, expressions, references, and ideas
belonged within clear-cut ethnic, linguistic, or religious boundaries. This admittedly leaves the
modern scholar with an insurmountable amount of data and the impossible task of becoming
intimately familiar with Armenian, Greek, Syriac, Arabic, and Persian historical sources,
epigraphy, numismatics, sigillography, codicology, architecture, archaeology, and numerous
other disciplines, not to mention Islamic, Armenian, medieval Christian, Sasanian, and Byzantine
historiography. This brings us back to the logical conclusion that collaborative work is the most
likely solution to the problems presented by the extant sources.

This study does not attempt to disprove the previous renditions of the Arab period in

Arminiya. Rather, it attempts to reconfigure the question by considering the concerns evident in

*! Greenwood (2004), 77.
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the Arabic sources, mainly the legacy of the Sasanian period and the nature of the frontier, and
contextualizing these in the light of Islamic historiography. The goal is to establish the trends
within the Arabic sources and to place Arminiya within the broader context of the Caliphate,
among its many Christian and Muslim neighbors. This does not imply that the Armenian sources
must be relegated to secondary status or ignored; rather, the parameters of the study are
determined by the perceptions evident in the Arabic sources. This work does not attempt to
produce a balanced and comprehensive account of “what really happened” in Arab Arminiya. It
is, instead, an attempt to respond to a set question about the themes and usefulness of Arabic

source material.

1.3 Trajectory of the Argument: Chapter Abstracts
This section serves as in introduction to the main arguments of each chapter. Chapters 2, 3, and 4
treat issues of administration, including geography and leadership. Chapters 5 and 6 deal
specifically with the Armenian Church under the Caliphate. Both relate specifically to the two
main themes: (1) Sasanian legacy and (2) the sectarian milieu. The next two chapters (7 and 8)
focus on the sectarian milieu by identifying instances of dialogue among the many peoples of the
Near East, across linguistic, religious, political, and ethnic divides, and by discussing themes and
topoi common to the Near Eastern experience.

Chapter 2, “the Northern tugir and the Definition of the Islamic world,” suggests that
Arab and Persian historians and geographers understood Arminiya to be part of dar al-Islam or,
more correctly, mamlakat al-Zs/am. The former, pulled from juridical texts, is an eighth-century
designation to define Islam as opposed to its neighbor, dar al-harb. Geographers of the ninth and

tenth centuries refer to this Islamic oikoumené as mamlakat al-Zs/am, or merely Islam. This
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chapter reviews the extant data on the nature of the frontier, arguing that the lines between Islam
and the “Other” (Byzantium and Hazaria) were porous and allowed for the movement of people,
ideas, and goods across political borders. The importance of the frontier therefore stems from its
ideological, or conceptual, importance, rather than solely from its role as a barrier against the
non-Islamic world. This conceptual frontier sustained claims for political legitimacy: Arabic
sources prioritize Sasanian legacy and at times neglect Byzantine elements of the history of
Arminiya. Since the Caliphate was construed as the heir to the Sasanian realm, this is a deliberate
attempt to sustain their joint claim over the province vis-a-vis Greek claims. However, the
“Islamization” of the province occurred mainly in the literary milieu: despite the influx of Arabs
and production of mosques in Arminiya, its Islamic character remained defined by stories and
traditions that linked the province to the early Muslim community in Arabic and Persian sources.
Chapter 3, “Historical and Administrative Geography,” continues with the examination of
geographical sources. A quick review of the main administrative provinces (Greater and Lesser
Armenia; Interior and Exterior Armenia; Armenia, Iberia, and Albania; and the quadripartite
division of Armenia) reveals that Greeks, Armenians, and Arabs may have used many of the
same names, but that their definition of each region differed significantly. This chapter therefore
suggests that these were literary vestiges that did not translate into the actual administration of
the Arab period. In particular, the division of the province according to ethnicity (Armenia,
Albania, and Iberia) is difficult to surmount, given its primacy in contemporaneous Armenian
accounts. However, this division dates back to the Christianization of Armenia, Georgia, and
Albania and therefore retains its significance for the Armenian audience as a marker of the
ecclesiastical primacy of the Armenian Church over its neighbors. Arabic sources, meanwhile,

consistently describe the area following a division of Arminiya, al-Ran, and Adarbaygan. This
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administrative model, which supposes the incorporation of Arminiya into a much larger province
that also included parts of Northern Mesopotamia such as al-Mawsil, is not evidenced in
Byzantine sources, but stems rather from the Sasanian period. The Sasanian administration
grouped the province of the North as Kusti Kapkoh or kust-1 Adiirbadagan, which survived in
Arabic sources as al-Garbi (from the Syriac garbaya, meaning “north”). There is evidence that
al-Garbi was actually important to the administration of the Caliphate, and not merely as a
literary memory of the Sasanian period. This evidence includes lists of Arab governors appointed
over multiple territories in the North, and numismatic evidence linking mint production across
provincial borders.

Chapter 4, “Local Authority and Attempts at Centralization,” questions the importance of
the Sasanian legacy to the actual administration of Arminiya. First, it reviews the positions of
power in the province (marzpan/ostikan, Isxan Hayoc®, and naxarars) and highlights the ways in
which power relations in Arab Arminiya demonstrate continuity from the Sasanian period. It also
compares the policies enacted by the Greeks, Persians, and Arabs to exert the authority of the
center over local powers, concluding that there were ties between Sasanian and Arab practices.
Although Islamic governance was clearly an amalgamation of Sasanian, Byzantine, and Arab
practices, this chapter highlights points of continuity between the Arab period, the Sasanian
legacy, and the circumstances of the tumultuous seventh century. Finally, this chapter considers
the local political and social ties among Arminiya, Northern Mesopotamia, and Northern Syria,
signaling the grouping of these three provinces as yet another marker of continuity from the pre-
Islamic period.

Chapter 5, “Perceived Threats to the Armenian Church,” covers Armenian responses to

Islam, the continued threat of Chalcedonianism, and the heretical sects popular in Arminiya in
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the Arab period (the Paulicians and the T°ondrakians). Specifically, this chapter argues that
Armenians showed little interest in engaging Islam as a religious threat to the Armenian Church.
In fact, the Armenian response to Islam aligns with details found in Greek and Syriac literature,
suggesting both interreligious dialogue and concerns that transcend denominational boundaries.
On the other hand, however, Armenian sources demonstrate a sustained concern about the threat
of Chalcedonianism in Armenia: this interest covers the efforts of the Greeks to spread their
doctrine, the Georgian—Armenian schism, rocky relations with the Albanian Church, and the
solidarity with the Syriac Church. At the same time, Armenians are concerned about establishing
the primacy of the Armenian Church vis-a-vis heretical movements such as the Paulicians and
the T ondrakians. Paulicianism also brought to the fore the anti-Greek biases in Armenia, the
relationship to Persian religious traditions, and the alliance with Arabs against the Greeks. These
two main concerns demonstrate that the preoccupations of the religious establishment in
Armenia remained unchanged despite the arrival of Muslim Arabs, and that there was
considerable dialogue between Armenians and their neighbors (specifically, Syriac-speaking
Christians) about religious concerns.

Chapter 6, “Caliphal Policy towards the Armenian Church,” contends that caliphal policy
supported the Armenian Church as the arbiter of the local Christian population by modeling Arab
rule on Sasanian antecedents. This includes the preferential treatment of the Church as an
alternative to Chalcedonianism and the guarantee of religious freedom. This chapter reviews
some of the Arab abuses of the Church as found in Armenian sources (especially the burning of
the churches at Naxjiwan and Xram) and concludes that these were mainly political in nature and
not aimed at religious persecution. Furthermore, if we consider the details of martyrologies from

this period (Dawit® Dwinec®i, Vahan Gott°nec’i, and Abo of Tiflis), we see that these too cannot
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be heralded as examples of persecution of Christians, since these executions took place because
the individuals in question had transgressed Islamic law. In other words, they were not killed
because they were Christians, but because they had converted from Islam. Apostasy is
punishable by death in Islam, as it was in the Sasanian realms before Islam. Therefore, the
Armenian martyrologies of the Arab period can be directly compared to the Syriac martyrologies
of the Sasanian period, such as Magundat and Mihrmahgusnasp. Finally, this chapter very briefly
reviews the issue of conversion to Islam in the Arab period, mainly to highlight the difficulties in
constructing any concrete study on this topic. However, we also see that some models of
conversion are sustained from the Sasanian period, as well.

Chapter 7, “Islamic Arminiya and the Alexander Legends,” examines the dissemination
of Alexander legends concerning Arminiya by identifying four main topics of interest in Arabic
accounts of Arminiya: the barrier against Gog and Magog, the Rock of Moses, the Land of
Darkness, and al-Qaf. The examination of these four episodes demonstrates that Arabic sources
are clearly closer in detail to Syriac literature, Sasanian traditions, and even Jewish beliefs than
to Armenian and Greek versions of the Alexander legends. This is one marker of the lack of
literary exchange between Arabs and Armenians in this early period. The chapter then deals with
two issues in interpreting the data. First, there is no need to demonstrate Arabic traditions as
misinformed versions or distortions of the Christian sources, as this would negate the agency of
Arab and Persian authors. Instead, it is more useful to consider their adoption and adaptation of
certain details of Near Eastern lore as a discursive attempt to situate their own claims to the
history and lands of the Near East. Second, the chapter considers the Islamic reconceptualization
of Alexander as a claim to political legitimacy. By reviewing the caliphal expeditions to the wall

of Gog and Magog, we see that the Alexander legends were integral to the claims of caliphal
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legitimacy, of the inability of the Byzantines to rule, and of continuity from the Sasanian to the
Arab periods.

Chapter 8, “Interconfessional Translations and the Sectarian Milieu,” recognizes that by
the eleventh century there were clear ties between Arabic and Armenian literature. However, this
is not substantiated for the Arab period (eighth and ninth centuries). This chapter reviews three
examples of possible Arab—Armenian literary exchange (the Arabic translation of Agat“angetos,
the correspondence between “Umar II and Leo III in Eewond, and Nonnus’ Commentary on the
Gospel of John) and determines that there is no evidence here for any bilateral exchange between
Arab Muslims and Armenian Christians. While Lewond’s correspondence demonstrates that
Arab Muslims were in dialogue with the Christian population of the Near East, there is no
indication of Armenian involvement in this except via Greek intermediaries. These examples
suggest instead that Armenian and Greek literatures were still closely linked in this period, but
that Syriac literature also played an important role in the formulation of Armenian Christian
history and thought.

Chapter 9 is the Conclusion. It reorganizes some of the conclusions from each chapter to
support each of the three main claims in the dissertation: (1) the role of the frontier; (2) the
importance of Sasanian legacy; and (3) the sectarian milieu. It also reviews six main assumptions
about Arab Arminiya that have been challenged in the course of the work and identifies three
more that need further consideration.

Finally, Chapter 10 is an account of the sources used throughout the dissertation (in
Arabic and Armenian from the eighth to the tenth centuries). It explains why | accept tenth-

century sources, and what (very broadly) constitutes reliability in Arabic and Armenian sources
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for this period. In particular, it argues for the reliability of Arabic sources, despite the fact that

many authors have recently sidelined Islamic literature as unreliable.
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Chapter 2: The Northern gugar and the Definition of the Islamic World

Qus, the king of Arminiya, was an Armenian man. He consolidated his rule and then he died.
There ruled after him a woman whose name was Qali. She built a city and named it Qali Qalah,
which means the beneficence of Qali. And she drew her own portrait on one of the gates of the
city. The Arabs arabized Qali Qalah and so they say Qaligala.

Yaqut *

The location of the zugir of the North, most frequently specified as Qaliqala, Tiflis, and Bab al-
Abwab, demonstrates that Arminiya fell squarely into the Islamic world, standing as a barrier
against the Byzantine and Hazar realms. Modern scholars have shown some reluctance to
consider Arminiya as part of the Islamic world: it was an unusual province in that Arabic and
Islam never established permanent roots there. However, in the Umayyad period especially there
was little to differentiate the province from the more central lands of the Caliphate. The
expansion of both Islam and Arabic to local communities of the Near East was a slow process

and Arminiya was certainly not alone in its adherence to Christianity or regional customs.

Arminiya was not only part of the Islamic world; as a fagr, it helped define the
geographical contours of Islam. The northern frontier, inherited largely from the Sasanian period,
was not necessarily a barrier to movement or a land of perpetual warfare. The lines of trade and
communication between the Caliphate and Byzantium or the northern Caucasus were more

readily open than the stark demarcation between dar al-Islam and dar al-harb might suggest. On

2 Yaqiit, [V 299: lian s de i M an CulS 5 51 ol sany pgilad e o aSle 4l acinld Baine ) ol ga da )y 25,08 Bainef e
NS ) 8 Al M8 o pad) e L) sl (e Gl e L ) S g (B (liss) olina 5 48 S
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the other hand, this border was most importantly a conceptual, or ideological, frontier. In other
words, the accumulation of religiously and politically charged rhetoric created a frontier between
the major powers (the Caliphate, Byzantium, and the North) that may not have mirrored the
politico-military reality of life in the border zones. The goal of this chapter is (1) to demonstrate
Arminiya’s status as part of Islamic world (mamlakat al-Islam or dar al-Islam); (2) to consider
the nature of the frontier; and (3) to question the processes by which Arminiya became part of

the Islamic world in Arabic histories and geographies.

2.1 Armenia and mamlakat al-Isiam

Armenia, it is frequently argued, was ethnically, politically, and religiously different from the
Caliphate and as such constituted a zone between two worlds. It was both a geographical and a
cultural buffer between the Christian Greeks and the Islamic east. This theory cannot possibly
withstand closer examination, as it assumes that the Caliphate itself was ethnically, politically
and religiously uniform, a political monolith with an enduring and unchanging nemesis.

In actuality, the distinction between dar al-Islam and dar al-harb cannot be delineated by
ethnicity and does not rest solely on simplistic parameters of religious convictions. If this were
the case, there would have been no need for considerable discussion on the place of Christians,
Jews, and Zoroastrians (People of the Book, or dimma) in society. Many of the lands considered
to be part of dar al-Islam in the early Islamic period had majority or at the very least substantial
Christian or Zoroastrian populations. The unifying factors were political allegiance with a

caliphal representative governor, economic subservience through taxation, and juridical
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uniformity upholding the supremacy of Islamic law; it was “the whole territory in which the law

of Islam prevails.”®

2.1.1 Dar al-Islam, Mamlakat al-Zslam, and Islam as a Geographical Identifier
The idea of a dichotomization between Islam and non-Islam in some ways mirrors the Sasanian
definition between éran and anéeran. The terms eran and anéran can be broadly compared to dar
al-Islam and dar al-harb, despite several differences, for two primary reasons. First, the term
eran (Aryan) has a clear ethnic designation, whereas dar al-Islam is intended to prioritize
religious difference and makes no assumption whatsoever about the ethnic composition of the
Caliphate. However, éran and anéran may also be interpreted to refer specifically to religious
belief, rather than solely to ethnicity. Anéran may be translated as either “non-Iranian” or
“unworthy.” The terms

serve to isolate “us,” those who, according to the notions of the authors, hold the

correct faith, from the “others,” those whose faith is improper and who cannot be

counted among the true believers...It [the distinction between éran and anéran]

applies apparently to both a religious distinction and to an ethnic difference. The

ethnic division alludes presumably to two groups, one of which may have been

defined as sharing a common ancestry, perhaps also using a common language, as

against another that does not share these characteristics (and may be assumed to

derive from diverse origins). At the same time, this opposition is associated with a

distinction of religious faith and practice.*

The lack of an ethnic element in the definition of dar al-Islam is a significant difference between

the two concepts, but it is mitigated by the general Weltanshauung of the polarity of the world.

% Abel (1986).

% Shaked (2008), 106. See also Shaked (2008), 109 — 111: “The contrast between éran and an-éran seems to have
been based initially on ethnic, rather than on religious considerations. But even in purely ethnic terms it is not easy
to draw the line. Are the Armenians considered part of the notion of Iran? Are adherents of Mazdaism in Babylonia,
in the western regions of Sasanian Iran, considered Iranian?...We have seen how difficult it is to establish a clear line
of division between Iranians and non-Iranians in the theological thinking of the Sasanian period, and that the term
‘non-Iranian’ becomes synonymous with people of Bad Religion. The purely religious distinctions are just as
blurred.”

33



Furthermore, just as there were non-Muslims living under Islam, so too were there non-Aryans
living in éran: these terms indicate merely the identity of the ruling élite from the imperial
perspective. The difference between the terms is also easier to dismiss given that the definition of
anéran varies according to the speaker and the period.®

Second, and perhaps more importantly, the ideological underpinning of the Islamic
perception of place and expectations of politico-religious leaders may mirror some later
descriptions of éran and aneran. The term dar al-Islam dates from the eighth century and
specifically relates to juridical conceptualization of place, notably with the concept of continuous
gihad: “Here, as the vocabulary indicates, the two Abodes are in a permanent condition of war.
Since the only legitimate sovereign is God, and the only legitimate political system is Islam, the
various rulers within the Abode of War have no legitimacy, and their rule is mere oppression and
tyranny.”*® This condescension for rulers of the “Other” is also found in Sasanian texts, which
posited true authority only for Persian rulers.*’

Although Arminiya retained quasi-independent status throughout the early period of Arab
incursions, by the early eighth century there was a more organized attempt at direct rule, as an
Arab governor was stationed in Dabil.®® This is precisely the time when the terms dar al-Islam

and dar al-harb emerged out of a juridical discussion, after the dynamism of the conquest period

% Shaked (2008), 112: “For the kings, especially the early Sasanian kings, it denoted chiefly inhabitants of countries
outside those recognized as the Iranian lands. For the theologians, especially in the later period, it denoted primarily
someone who is alien from the religious point of view.”

% Bonner and Hagen (2010), 475.

%" Silverstein and Bernheimer (2012), 6: “...Iranian geographical texts—which are realistic enough to accept the
existence of an-Eran—demonstrate the contempt with which the territorial claims of Iran’s rivals were viewed.”

% Interestingly, Inalcik (1986) uses Arminiya as an example of a forerunner of dar al-ahd, given the fact that

Mu‘awiya accepted tribute from T@odoros Rstuni. However, this pertains specifically to the seventh century, before
the ostikanate.
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calmed and the frontiers became a more permanent fixture.* This dichotomization of the world
was a juridical distinction intended to stress the unity of the Muslim community (umma) and to
provide legitimization to the caliph, both as a political leader over the entirety of the conquered
lands, and as a military commander capable of waging gihad against territories outside his
domain.*

While this stress on gihad may be a specifically Islamic characteristic, the Sasanian
concept of éran and anéran, at least by the time of the composition of Sahrestantha i Eransahr,
was decidedly founded on imperial expectations and formulated by expansionist ideology. T.
Daryaee, while noting the difference in territory between the inscriptions from the third century
and the Sahrestaniha © Eransahr, concludes that

...during the late Sasanian period a conceptual worldview had developed which

was based on the imperialistic policies beginning with Kawad I to the time of

Husraw Il. This is the time when the Sasanian Empire reached its furthest limits

and exerted its influence beyond the traditional borders of the Sasanian empire.

Consequently, the concept of Eran-sahr in our text was an imperialistic notion of

what Eran-sahr was territorily.**

Furthermore, the expectation of universal rule, or rather that the Sasanian sax or the Muslim
caliph had valid claims to legitimacy as opposed to the rulers of aneran or dar al-harb, was
certainly shared.

There are significant differences between dar al-Islam / dar al-harb and éran / aneran,
including the definition based on the application of religious law, the role of ethnicity, and the

religious expectation of gihad. However, there are also very broad similarities, such as the purely

political definition of Empire by religious terminology despite the presence of significant

% Mottahedeh and al-Sayyid (2001), 28.
%0 See Donner (1991), 51.

! Daryaee (2002), 4.

35



religious minorities, the expectation of universal rule, and the expansionist aspect of state policy.
The next step in furthering the comparison is the extension of the definition of both éran and
Islam.

The bulk of historical data available to us about Islamic perception of place was produced
by geographers, not jurists. The terms dar al-Islam and dar al-harb are actually quite rare in
early “Abbasid geographical treatises. Instead, the idea of a unified Islam recurs as a
geographical distinction in the work of geographers such as al-Istahr and Qudama as the
“kingdom of Islam” (mamlakat al-Zslam), or in al-MuqaddasT’s text simply as “Islam” in an
attempt to idealize the fractionalized reality of the “Abbasid Caliphate.*” This idea is not
necessarily divorced from the concept of gihad, as the geographers mention mugahids and the
campaigns of the caliphs against the non-Islamic world, usually with approval and admiration.
However, if we use this distinction between dar al-Islam and dar al-harb in this sense, we
encounter all sorts of problems, since it is, in a sense, anachronistic, and reflects an entirely
different genre of literary production. This is the recurrent practice in modern scholarship.

In fact, the more frequent use of mamlakat al-Zs/am or simply Islam (as a geographical
and political entity) may more fairly represent some degree of similarity between the caliphal
and Sasanian terms used in the dichotomization of the world: mamlakat al-Zs/am (“the kingdom

of Islam,” instead of dar al-Islam) and Eransahr (“the domain of the Iranians,™*

instead of éran)
seem to refer more frequently to political, rather than ethnic or religious, distinctions. Although

both terms suggest a clear distinction between Empire and “Other,” neither implies an antithesis

“2 Bonner (2010), 359: “Both Qudama and al-IstakhrT describe the late or post-caliphate world as mamlakat al-islam,
‘the realm of Islam’. In their books this is an enormous space traversed by itineraries, trade routes, religious and
cultural affinities, frontiers, shared administrative practices and other affilitations. The realm of Islam is thus an
idealized, intensely networked geographical and political entity which, strictly speaking, happens to lack a head.”
See Miquel (1967), | 77 no. 3; Antrim (2012), 83.

*% Daryaee (2008), 1.
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or any sort of generalization about the peoples living beyond the imperial borders. In other
words, there is little interest in finding an equivalent to dar al-harb or anéran in ideological

terms: the lands beyond the imperial borders were merely identified as “Other.”

2.1.2 Arminiya and the Islamic World
There is a long history of academic endeavors to determine the relationship between Armenia
and éran, despite the appearance of Armenia in Sasanian inscriptions, which explicitly list it as a
province of Eransahr. Sapur I’s inscription, dated to the third century, reads:

Ich, der Mazda-verehrende ‘Gott’” Sabuhr, der Konig der Kénige von Eran und

Nicht-Eran, dessen Geschlecht von den Géttern (ist), Sohn des Mazda-

verehrenden ‘Gottes’ Ardasir, des Konigs der Konige von Eran, dessen

Geschlecht von den Goéttern (ist), Enkel des ‘Gottes’ Paag, des Konigs, bin Herr

von Erangahr, und besitze | die Linder Persis, Parthien, Xiizestan, M&$an,

Asiirestan, NodSiragan (= Adiabene), Arbayestan, Aserbeidschan, Armenien,

Wiruzan (= Iberien), Sigan, Albanien, Balasagan, bis hin zum Kaukasus und

(zum) Alanen-Tor, und die ganze Elburzkette, Medien, Gurgan (= Hyrkanien),

Marw, Haréw, | und ganz AbarSahr, Kirman, Sagestan, Turan, Makran, Pardan,

Hindestan, Kusansahr bis vor Pesawar (?) und bis nach Kasyar (?), Sogdien und

TaSkent, und von jenseits des Meeres das Land Maziin (= COmﬁn).44
Again, it may be possible to question whether there is a substantial difference between éran and
FEransahr. However, it is generally accepted that Armenia was indeed considered part of
Eransahr.

This same concern is repeated in the Islamic period: was Arminiya considered part of dar
al-Isiam? Given the question of historical genre (juridical or geographical), it makes more sense
to cast the issue as the inclusion of Arminiya in mamlakat al-Zs/am or, broadly, in the Islamic

world. At times this is problematic, since many of the authors cited below (Brauer, Bosworth,

Sublet, etc.) do not make a clear distinction between the two.

“ See Huyse (1999), | 22 — 24, §1 — 3, see also Daryaee (2008), 3 — 4
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Arminiya, from the perspective of the Arab and Persian geographers of the “Abbasid
period, was most definitely part of the Islamic world. The anonymous author of Hudiid al-"dlam

comments that “these places are the most pleasant in dar-i Islam.”* Al-Muqaddasi similarly

makes three succinct comments: “It is a region that belongs to Islam,”* ““it is a glory to

2547 9548

Islam,””" and “the mountain al-Harit [Ararat] is high over Islam.”™ Ibn Hawqal begins his

chapter with the comment that Arminiya, al-Ran, and Adarbaygan extend “up until the end of
Islam.”*® After all, the location of the fugir—traditionally defined as outposts between dar al-
Islam and dar al-harb— (Qaliqala and Tiflis / Bab al-Abwab) signifies that Arminiya fell
squarely into the Islamic world, creating the boundary between Byzantium / Hazaria and the
Caliphate.

There are two additional passages that may contribute to the discussion in a much more
tentative manner. First, Ibn Hurradadbih writes:

The direction of prayer [gibla] for the people of each country. The direction of
prayer for the people of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, Baghdad, Wasit, Kufa, al-
Mada‘in, Basra, Hulwan, al-Dinawar, Nihawand, Hamadan, Isbahan, al-Rayy,
Tabaristan and Hurasan in their entirety, and the lands of the Hazars and Qasmir
of India, is toward the wall of the Ka‘ba that has a door, along a line from the
northern to the middle of the eastern pole. As for Tibet and the countries of the
Turks, China and al-Manstira, they follow the middle of the east by eight degrees
[and they pray to the spot] close to the Black Stone. And as for the direction of
prayer of the people of al-Yaman, their prayers are towards the right [or Yamani?]
corner and their faces are toward the faces of the people of Arminiya when they
pray. And as for the direction of prayer of the people of al-Magrib, Ifrigiya,
Egypt, Syria, Northern Mesopotamia and the middle of the east, their prayers are
towards the Syrian corner and their faces when they pray are toward the faces of

* Hudud al-*alam, 157: 2 i) Culgials (g 55 Caani s Canledls )

*® Al-Muqaddasi, 373: adwd alil s

" Al-Muqaddast, 373: ,a8 22 s

8 Al-Mugaddasi, 373: o2 e Jlaie & lall da

* Ibn Hawqal, 331: clawd)s o s duisa ) 4 sl (o3l 3l 3 (8 wDY) AT ) Ldla e CaaiB L e g5l aly 3 1 pa il
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the people of al-Mansiira when they pray. And these are the directions of prayer
of the people and the directions that they pray towards.*°

This passage clearly states, first of all, that there are people in Arminiya who pray toward Mecca.
The interesting thing about this passage, however, is that it highlights the unity of the Islamic
polity: people in every land are turning together, as a community (umma), toward the gibla,
Mecca. It provides a picture of unity, an ideal of community that transcends provincial borders.

Similarly, a passage from Ibn al-Faqih may provide another tentative supporting
argument:

On the authority of Ka‘b, he said: he informed us that: we found in the books that
indeed the entire land will be destroyed forty years before Syria. And so Mecca
will be destroyed by Abyssinia, Madina by famine, Basra by flooding, and Kifa
by neglect. Al-Gibal will be destroyed with lightening and earthquakes, Hurasan
with varieties of torments. And the Daylamiyya and Tabariyya will vanquish al-
Rayy. As for Arminiya and Adarbaygan, these two will perish by the hooves of
warhorses and with lightening and earthquakes. And they will encounter violence
to such an extent that even the others will not encounter. And as for Hulwan, it
will perish with the death of a cross-eyed woman and its people will become
monkeys and swine. We ask God for health. As for Kiifa, indeed, a man who is
called “Anbasa from Banii Sufyan will proceed there and destroy it....As for
Sigistan, winds will rage against them on dark days, violence and destruction will
wipe them out. As for Kirman, Isbahan and Fars, a shout will reach them and the
destruction of most of them will be locusts and power. **

* 1bn Hurradadbih, 5: o)es s i skets sl s ol sla s 3 nadl s el 5 48 5<U s Jans) 5 5 213a 5 o 53 5 Auiaa ) Ja) AL oLy S Ja) 418
Ly (Mol o (el il (e 58 5 Loy 4 (21 AaSll Laila ) ighl el Jﬁ-“ 35 LelS Glal a5 s yaka s 5 )15 Qleal s
ailn el Jal ALE Ll g 3 51 sl (yo pgil ol o ol AL (3 piiall dans g il 5 setall 5l 5 1 33U g i) Lal g 5yl
o el 5 o pial) Jane 8 5yl s AL 5 pna s i 5 oyl ol ALS Lal g | shon 131 il il sy ) e s 5 o) (S0
4l O shay 53 saill 5 o sl U8 0368 | shoa 1315 ) saaiall Jab o g 5 (I ) sha 13) 2 5 55 (allil) (S
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Again, the inclusion of Arminiya in an account describing the entirety of the Islamic world
provides a tacit claim that it is included, just like the more central lands of the Caliphate.

Furthermore, al-Istahri’s maps “and the accompanying text concern themselves with the
Islamic world only. This is a deliberate restriction but is not explained.”* The other authors of
the Balht school, of course, tend to follow al-IstahrT’s lead. There are exceptions to this rule, as
Ibn Hawqal also includes short passages on the Hazars, Turks,> and Interior Arminiya, while al-
Istahrt discusses the Hazars. However, the very inclusion of Arminiya in the geographical
treatises of the Balhi school is itself a strong statement. Al-Muqaddasi, for example, specifies the
parameters of his science: “We only mention the kingdom of Islam [mamlakat al-Zs/am] and do
not speak of the kingdoms of the unbelievers because we did not enter them and do not see any
usefulness [interest?] in mentioning them, though we did remark upon the places in them that
belong to the Muslims.”* This interest in only the Islamic world is not restricted to the Balhi
geographers, as the Iragi school also tended towards the description of Islam.>

There are three main reasons for this. (1) Much of the geographical literature was

compiled for governmental use by scribes in the service of the caliph.”® This explains not only

52 Hopkins (1990), 314. See also Heck (2002), 97: “These [Balhi] authors make only cursory reference to non-
Islamic lands, largely confined to introductory comments, while identifying Mecca and the Arabian peninsula as the
proper center of Islamic geography.”

53 Miquel (1986).

* Al-Muqaddast, 9: ¢selusall gl 5a Ui jS3 28 Ll S5 85208 5 als Lelams ol Lg3Y HUSH elllae Al Al 5 G a3LuY) ASLaa VI S35l
i See Heck (2002), 94: “While the discipline [of geography] was heavily influenced at first by the translation of
Indian, Persian and finally Greek geographical and astronomical literature, it became distinctly Islamic during the
late third/ninth century and through the fourth/tenth centuries as a result of the experience of Muslims, individually
and collectively: voyage, trade and, above all, the administration of a far-flung empire. The geography of al-
Mugqaddast (d. late fourth/tenth century), who limited his range to lands where the Islamic religion was represented
and Muslims held the reins of power, can be taken as the climax of this trend towards a conception of geography
defined by a distinctly Islamic point of view.”

*® Heck (2002), 97.
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the authors’ access to certain sources, such as detailed accounts of taxes paid as harag from each
individual province, but also their interest in recording such details: these works were intended
as administrative guides to keep the caliph informed, using the most current data about his realm.
(2) These authors also had a vested interest in extolling the breadth of Islam and the extent of
caliphal control. (3) Other geographical texts were compiled as travel guides, as indicated by
specific data supplied for itineraries and the choice of information provided (for example, the
specific location of the principal mosque in any given city, but not that of the churches). The
practical uses for books of geography thus indicate that most of the effort spent on them had to
do with the realities of the Islamic polity; Arminiya’s inclusion is therefore informative.

This same principle, according to which literary interest indicates status as dar al-Islam
or dar al-harb, translates into prosopography as well as geography. J. Sublet constructed a theory
suggesting that the use of particular nisbas demonstrates the identity of cities as Islamic or
otherwise. If a Muslim traveled within the Islamic world, he acquired the nisba of the city that he
visited; however, if he ventured beyond the borders of dar al-Islam, he was not known by the
nisbas of dar al-harb. So, for example, a mugahid might travel via Baghdad to Byzantine
territory and, upon his return, be known as al-Bagdadi, but not al-Raimi.>” Sublet remarks that

“ainsi le ‘nom de relation’ vient-il témoigner de I’étendue de I’empire de 1’Islam”:*® biographers

a&géﬂjuﬂjJJSA@hLuy\u}&u\ﬁmw\}mgﬁkﬁé\ckéjﬁ&w}am \ﬁc&;}u&d)ﬂ\é&é\ajj)‘aﬂ

%" Sublet (1991), 168 — 169: “Un guerrier qui va combattre les Byzantins (Riim) ne s’appellera pas : al-Rami & son
retour. Un voyageur qui va jusqu’en Chine ou en Inde ne portera qu’exceptionnellement les noms : al-Sini (le
Chinois) ou al-Hindi (I’Indien), et dans ce cas le biographie s’emploie a jusitifier cet usa... ” ; Sublet (1986) : “It is
also to the dar al-Islam that the nisbas refer which are acquired by indiviuals on the basis of geographical names. It
may in fact be stated that the names listed by the biographers do not contains [sic] nisbas formed on the basis of the
names of places which do not belong to the dar al-Islam... But if he leaves the dar al-Islam, to travel for example to
Cina (al-Sin), India (Bilad al-Hind) or to Asia Minor (al-Riim), countries which belong to the dar al-harb, he will
not bear the nisbas al-Sini, al-Hind1 or al-Riimi except in cases where these are employed as nicknames...”

%8 Sublet (1991), 171.
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use the nisba to claim terrirory for the Caliphate by portraying the breadth of mamlakat al-Zslam
in the same way that individual scholars accumulated nishas to convey their own personal
achievements in touring the entirety of Islam.*

The nisha Armini, at least according to al-Sam‘ani, offers some nuance, since this is
described as bilad al-Rim: that is, within Byzantine control.®® This likely reflects either (1) the
difference between Interior Arminiya (Bagratid lands) and Exterior Arminiya (caliphal territory)
and/or (2) a later perception of Arminiya. Furthermore, it is likely that the nisba Armint was
actually only employed in reference to Christian Armenians. However, the biographers present
each individual city of Arminiya as part of the Caliphate and list their respective nisbas: al-
Nagaw1, al-Dabili, al-Babi, al-Tiflis1, al-Qali, and al-BardT are each described only in direct
relation to caliphal provinces such as Adarbaygan or Northern Mesopotamia (specifically, Diyar
Bakr).”

However, further proof of Arminiya’s inclusion in the Islamic world can be extrapolated
from Armenian historical sources, in addition to than from Arabic ones. These suggest that
Islamic law was enforced in Arminiya under the Marwanids, as evidenced by the martyrologies
relevant to this period. Furthermore, there was a concerted effort to define Armenian canon law
in the eighth century, an endeavor that can be interpreted in view of the judicial autonomy

afforded to ahl al-dimma under Islamic law. We will return to these issues in Chapter 6.

% Sublet (1991), 173.

80 Al-SamCant, I 83: (swse 4 a5l Lgia Jiall a5 Leila 8538 5 Lgdl 50 g Ly (o pumy 5 a9 1) 33 (g (o 5 e ) () sl 20
) il g (Cuoall) Ly Sy pan Jra V) A e gl a3 : Baall (el g cp dm sl JB A 2L ) e ) (e alial e )Y s o llle
Coralls L (e (0 8a Cuta (e Adiud 4o i Ler S5 )5l and Ton al-Afr, T35: 33 (e (A s el () Al o34
Coalls a8l e )Y s p e 0 (oane Al e sl Lla o)l

81 Al-Nasawi: al-Sam®ani, IV 421 and Ibn al-Atir, I1I 225; al-Dabili: al-Sam®ani, IT 219 — 220 [no entry on Armenian
Dabil in Ibn al-Afir]; al-Babi: al-Sam‘ani, 1 170 — 171 and lbn al-Atir, I 81; al-TiflisT: al-Sam®ani, I 340 — 341 and
Ibn al-Afir, I 178; al-Qalr: al-Sam“ani, IV 14 — 15 and Ibn al-Afir, I 237; and al-Bard‘t: al-Sam‘ani, 1 219 — 220 [no
entry in lbn al-Atir].
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2.2 The Nature of the Frontier

The early Caliphate inherited not only administrative models from Sasanian examples, but also
the borders themselves. While Bab al-Lan is commonly cited as the northern border of the
Sasanian realm, modern Erzurum represented the border between Byzantium and both the
Sasanian Empire® and the Caliphate.

Arab geographers commonly refer to Kavat I and, even more frequently, AntSirwan and
their roles in fortifying the borders of the Empire. Ibn Hurradadbih, for example, claims that both
these Sasanian emperors razed cities in the border zone, only to rebuild them stronger and more
impenetrable.®® The rebuilding of deserted or destroyed marches is a common trope in frontier
theory and is repeated in the Islamic period.

However, the idea of a militarized, fortified border is not consistently borne out in the
sources, which suggest that the frontier was open at least intermittently to considerable
movement of populations and goods. A closer look at the terms hudiid and tugiir may help to
define the nature of the divide between Islam and the Other, traditionally identified as dar al-
Islam and dar al-harb, as well as the division of provinces within the Caliphate. Subsequently, a
consideration of the nature of the frontier—as barrier or bridge—will demonstrate the enduring

importance of the Sasanian past for the recasting of the border areas under Islam.

%2 See Shapira (2000), 144: “The river Frat (Euphrates): its source is from the border of Byzantium, it passes
Astirestan (Mesopotamia) and pours into Diglat (Tigris), and its priority / its being Euphrates is that they produce
food on the land.” See p. 146 no. 15: Fradih is a pun on the name Euphrates.

% See Ter-Lewondyan (1961b), 70.
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2.2.1 Hudud and Tugur
Accounting for the choice of vocabulary (hadd or tagr) in descriptions of Arminiya may be an
impossible or fruitless task, since each geographer divides the land differently, both internally
and externally. The term /add may be defined as a “hindrance, impediment, limit, boundary,
[or] frontier.”®® It can refer to any type of geographical entity: a country, a city, Islam as a whole.
R. Brauer adds that “both texts and cartographic representation thus concur in implying a
concept of boundaries within the broad confines of the Islamic Empire that is not that of a sharp
transition from one political entity to the next, but rather a gradual interpenetration of the
adjoining communities.”®> We should therefore expect the udiid to be somewhat malleable, but
employed exclusively as internal boundaries in the Caliphate.

The only direct mention of the sudiid as an indefinite borderland comes from Hudiid al-
‘alam, where it states that Arran, Arminiya, and Adarbaygan “...are adjacent to each other. Their
country-sides enter into each other.”®® This is consistent with Abii al-Fida’’s comment that
Arran, Arminiya, and Adarbaygan cannot be divided.

Brauer’s hypothesis that the term /add is only used to designate internal boundaries does
not withstand scrutiny, as least in the case of the geographies of Arminiya. The following is a

compilation of the most commonly-mentioned hudiid:

% Carra de Vaux (1986). See Lane, | 525 : “A bar, an obstruction, a partition, or a separation, (S, A, Mgh, L, Msb,
*K,) between two things, (S, A, L, K,) or between two places, (Mgh,) [or between two persons,] to prevent their
commixture, or confusion, or the encroachment of one upon the other: (L:)an inf. n. used as a subst.: (Mgh:) pl. 353,
(L.). A limit, or boundary, of a land or territory: pl. as above. (L.). The end, extremity or utmost point, of a thing: (S,
L, K:) pl. as above. (L.)” See Ibn Manziir, III 140: _AY! e Laasal (gaaf S o) HAYL Laadal Jaliag S il G Jeadll aall
Sl a8 Euaall 5 all 3 gan 5 Gaa HW) 2508 dal dia g eas (o8 S (eia s Laghn 2 (pfnd JS G Lo a5 2908 daen
ohw&w;@@@dﬂd\\ﬂdﬁé&hdﬁ;hu?

% Brauer (1995), 13.

% Minorsky (1937), 142. Cf: Hudiid al-alam, 157 — 8: s23 ,ail _SasSay liaelaal e g 4 sy Sy Canciaali 4
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- Al-IstahrT: “of the east,” “of Islam,” of the Riim, Northern Mesopotamia, Iraq, between
the Armenians and al-Lan, Bagratid lands, Ganza, Baka, Samkir, “the hadd of Arran is
from Bab al-Abwab to Tifl1s,” of Adarbaygan, Arran, and Arminiya.67

- Ibn al-Faqih: Armenian hadd from Bard“a to Bab al-Abwab, Riim, Sarir, al-Laks,
between al-Lan and Hazars.®®

- Al-Muqgaddasi: Mugkan, Sabaran, Zangén.Gg

- Ibn Hawqal: Riim, Northern Mesopotamia, al-Lan, between Interior and Exterior
Arminiya, Ganza, Samkir, Bab al-Abwab.”®

- Hudid al-“alam: Rum, Hazars, Sarir, Northern Mesopotamia, Irag, between Arminiya,
Adarbaygan, and Arran, Sakki.

- Al-Idrisi: Mayafariqin (between Arminiya and Northern Mesopotamia), Bab al-Abwab,
Ganza, Samkir.

- Abi al-Fida’: Byzantium, Northern Mesopotamia, Irag, Daylam, Bard“a, Arran,
Zangan.”

Some of Brauer’s arguments hold true within this sample of texts: the hudiid can be cities
or larger areas and can definitely function as internal borders. There is, however, also a hadd
mentioned between Interior and Exterior Arminiya, though we will see that these two toponyms
referred to parts of Arminiya that were both outside and inside the confines of the Caliphate.

Also, it is not possible to reconcile Brauer’s definition of the term hadd — hudiid in conjunction

with the borders of the Hazars, Riim, Sarir, al-Lan, and al-Laks. Hadd here seems to have a much

67 Al-Istahri, 180: “of the east,” “of Islam,” of Riim, Mesopotamia, Iraq; 181: btw Armenians and al-Lan; 188:
Bagratid land, Mesopotamia; 189: Ganza/Samkir; 190: the hadd of Arran is from Bab al-Abwab to Tiflis, the hudid
of Azerbaygan, Arran, and Arminiya are listed.

% 1bn al-Faqth, 286: Armenian hadd from Bard®a to Bab al-Abwab, Riim, Sarir, al-Laks; 295: between al-Lan and
Hazars.

% Al-Mugaddasi, 376: Mugkan, Sabaran; 378: Zangan.

 Ibn Hawqal, 331: Riim, Mesopotamia, al-Lan; 343: between Interior and Exterior Arminiya; 345: Ganza, Samkiir;
347: Bab al-Abwab.

™ Hudiid al-*alam, 158: Rim, Hazars, Sarir, Mesopotamia, Iraq; 162: between Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and Arran,
Sakki.

2 Al-1drist, 825: Arminiya and al-Gazira; 829: Bab al-Abwab; 830: Ganza, Samkiir.
® Abii al-Fida’, 386-87.
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broader meaning, tied to the idea of border in general. It does not appear to be limited merely to
internal borders.

The term tagr, on the other hand, is much more specific. It literally refers to the gap
between one’s front teeth and, by extension, any open space or gap. The term also gained a much
more specific definition, referring to the “points of entry between Dar al-Islam and Dar al-Harb
beyond it. It is more specifically used in the plural for the lines of fortifications protecting the
gaps along such frontiers as that in south-eastern Anatolia between the Arabs and
Byzantines...”"* According to Yaqit, a fagr is “every place that is near to the land of the
enemy.”75

Thus Brauer’s observations on the term fagr seem more accurate:

the earliest usage of the term referred to the region just in front of the armies

facing the Christian enemy. Presently, the singular came to be used primarily to

designate specific localities in a more stable frontier zone, fortified places that

served as residence and staging points for warriors engaged in carrying the

Jjihad—the Holy War—to adjacent enemy Lands beyond the confines of Dar al-

Islam.”

There is a more restricted number of tugir listed in Islamic geographical works. In short:
- Al-Istahr: Qaligala and Tiflis
- Al-Mugaddast: the region of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and Arran as a whole

- Ibn Hawqal: Qaliqala, Tiflis, Northern Mesopotamia
- Hudid al-*alam: Malazkirt, Tiflis

I Latham (1986). See also Lane, | 338 — 9: A frontier-way of access to a country, [in the CK, c;ﬁ is erroneously put
for C;)ﬁ the word occurring in its place in MSS. Of the K and in the S,] such as is a place of fear; (S, K;) as also
59055 (K:) the part of a country from which the invasion of the enemy is feared; so that it is like a gap in a wall,

from which one fears the invasion of the robber: (Msb:) a place from, or through, which one fears the enemy’s
coming, in a mountain or fortress: (T, TA:) the frontier of a hostile country: (K ) a place that is the boundary
between the countries of the Muslims and the unbelievers: (IAth, TA:) pl. L. See Tbn Manziir, IV 103: L 44 08
S m all al) QU8 ;A lld Jal 08 Ja) e Ll Cunall oy ol = 558 (e ABA) imge Laill g cpall Jla JhLe Jaill g alig a8
3Ll hal e A aia s 25 LS5 Cnalsall 33 (g Sl as ()5S

S yaqit (1995) I 79: 1535 cams saall Gy} (e Gy gunse S

"® Brauer (1995), 14.
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- Al-Idrist: Balhab, Qaligala, Northern Mesopotamia, al-Rtim
- Yaqit: the region of Arran
- Abu al-Fida’: Qaligala
The interesting points about these entries are (1) the relative conformity of belief, with
Qaligala and Tiflis predominating as the most significant fugir of the caliphal North; and (2) the
tendency of the authors to describe these cities with explicit reference to military campaigns.
This implies a certain assumption about the nature of the frontier as a barrier against the Other
(dar al-harb) and a site of prolonged warfare.
For example, Hudiid al-*dlam mentions two tugiir: Malazkird and Tiflis. Malazkerd is

“against the Riim. The people are warlike and the place pleasant.”’’

Tiflis is situated “against the
infidels.””® Al-MugaddasT describes Tiflis as well-fortified,” but not a zagr. Al-Mugaddas’s use
of the word fagr stretches to include the entire region of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and Arran, and
is also only used when linked to the idea of confrontation between Islam and foreign territories.
He writes that the region “is a glory to both Islam and to raiders,” that it is “a great tagr” where
“the Rim come against the Muslims.”®° Ibn Hawqal gives a few examples of fugiir and
specifically links them to war: Tiflis is “a great fagr, with many enemies from every direction.”®

Similarly, Qaliqala “was a great tagr belonging to the people of Adarbaygan, al-Gibal, al-Rayy

and what is attached to it, in the middle of the country of the Riim.”®? He also mentions raiders

" Minorsky (1937), 143. Hudiid al-*alam, 160: <xel sxs 5 Kin lad 35 haasy 55 o 35 3 K 52

"8 Minorsky (1937), 144. Hudid al-“alam, 162: &) AS (55, s G 35 i

™ Al-Muqaddast, 375.

8 Al-Mugqaddast, 373: cnJlls )ad 2SSl a5 and das alil s Jida 535138 ae 58 5 and sl e Onalsad) o 5 2D i) oa
8 Ibn Hawgqal, 340: 4ea JS (e lae V1 L Qila 35 4

8 Ibn Hawqal, 343: WY s s 0 s dualls o )3 JaY Laslae 1533 o )l ali a5 8 DUals cilS
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and mugahids on their way to Ram territory.®® Al-Istahri mentions the tagr of Tiflis four times,
explaining in one case that “it is one of the great, important fugir because there are many
enemies that surround it.”® As for Qaligala, al-Istahri writes that “the tagr that is adjacent to the
Romans from Armenia is Qaliqala and the people of Adarbaygan raid against it.”®

The term tagr — tugur, at least as it appears in the geographical material relating to
Arminiya, thus tends to refer to either an entire territory on the edges of Islam or, more
frequently, to specific towns that are almost always specifically linked to war, raiding, or gihad.
This idea of warfare extending outside of the boundaries of Islam is the pivotal aspect of the

definition, as there are plenty of cities and towns listed in the geographical works as hudiid that

are strongly fortified, but still do not graduate to the status of fagr.%®

2.2.2  The Frontier as “Barrier or Bridge?”®
While the hudiid appear much more fluid and permeable in the Arabic accounts, the fugir are far
more consistently defined as bastions of military might, designed for both defensive and
offensive roles in protecting and expanding the Islamic polity. However, the nature of the tugir
is defined differently according to historical exchanges between Islam and the Other.

Both Greek and Arab authors, including Eutychius, Theophanes, Agapius of Manbig, al-

Waqidi, al-Baladuri, and others, have described the fugir as barriers, intended to prevent

% Ibn Hawqal, 353: ol fsed sai Lhale I Blusans o s Bliad ) ¢ saalaall 5 3 3a0) aSbos (3 ookl e gloa ) 2l gas
8 Al-Istahrd, 185: Lea | sia 35 (pdll elae V) 5 58 LY daglaall a2l 0 a

8 Al- TstahrT, 188: Olaw,d dal 5 3 Ll s NS dvina )l (pe sl i (5301 3l

8 Cf: Hudiid al-*alam, 162.

8 Kaegi (1986).
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movement of both armies and the general populace between the two great powers.®® However,
these examples seem to be uncommon, temporary, and restricted to specific locations. For
instance, Theophanes’s chronicle reads as follows:

In this year [636/7] John (whose surname was Kataias) the governor of Osrhoene

came to lad at Chalcis. He arranged to give lad 100,000 nomismata per year not

to cross the Euphrates either in peace or in war until the Roman had given up as

much gold as he could. On these terms John went back to Edessa, raised the

annual tribute, and sent it to lad. When Herakleios heard this he judged John

culpable, as he had done it without imperial authorization. He recalled him and

condemned him to exile, in his place dispatching a general, Ptolemaios.
Similarly we see Lewond’s comment:

And after this, his son Mahmet Mahdi succeeded his reign. And he was nobler

than his father with better qualities. He opened all of the doors of the treasuries

that the wicked Abdla kept shut and he distributed rewards to his troops. He also

opened the borders of the regions to allow merchants to sell and to fulfill the

needs of people who were lacking things.”

These are merely two out of several examples of how the borders were closed or opened
depending on local or regional political circumstances. It seems that the borders were frequently
open, as their closing provoked complaint.®* Furthermore, an Armenian text composed soon after
the Arab conquest describes the border: “from Karin to the ditch separating the land of the

Armenians from the land of the Greeks—100 miles, from there to Kolonia—90.”% The image of

8 Kaegi (1986).
8 Turtledove (1982), 39 — 40; Theophanes, | 340. See also Kaegi (1996), 88 and Kaegi (1986).

0¥ ewond, 187 — 188: L jEn wjunnhly jueonpyk qhouwtniphit tnpw Uwhdbwn Uwhnh npph tnpu: G uw
Ep wquniwjutt pwtt ghuyp hip B juiwgngt pupnip: Gpug quudbiug innitiu quidnig qnpu wnfubug
wuwhbp wdpwphownt Upnw, b pupubwug yupghiu qopwg hipng: Zudwpduwljiug b qypniiiu dupghg
hwk) qqudwnwljwiut h Judwunut hipkwbg b juny qukinu jupownkng:

% Dasxurancti, 145: Upy hppl wkuht bwpiwpuppl Mwpuhg quil bu phlynud Uks, np kgl qopugh
NMunuhg, ujuwt pppdusk] puy Uhdkwibiu b wukl...dhtgh ]h/pp wunbwy, juuybw) juygkt Yhpdp
Swlwyuphug jupghiniy gouhu Juwdwnug Ynndubg Ynniwig.

%2 Greenwood (2008), 144.
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a ditch does not exactly suggest a militarized frontier and the passage is a travel itinerary
designed specifically for someone crossing into Byzantine territory. The tugir maintained their
significance not because they restricted movement of people and goods from one land to its
neighbor, but rather because of the ideological distinction between Islam and the Other and the
concurrent merit attached to conducting gikad, a symbol at least of the continuing efforts to
expand the Caliphate.

A. Eger has approached this question with a broad, multifaceted definition of the frontier,
insisting upon the necessity of construing it as the product of multiple layers of representation.
His approach is particularly noteworthy in that it marries historical research with archeological
and art historical data and endeavors to bridge the “disciplinary frontier” in frontier studies. His
dissertation mentions that frontier societies may show more in common with each other than
with their own metropolitan societies or hinterlands, as local traditions and resources dictate
development.

...though categories of evidence may suggest ethno-religious frontier societies, to

the archaeologist, the frontier as an identifiable regional space is imperceptible.

The thughiir becomes an imagined frontier composed of religious/political

ideologies. Stripped of its ideology, archaeology can show a ‘real” region of

continuity, ecological subsistence, and local economy. However, frontiers—

whether real or imagined—all have historical relevance.”

This helps to explain the seeming paradox that the frontier can simultaneously act as both a
barrier and a bridge. The Byzantine and Hazar frontiers in the caliphal North were described
according to both paradigms. However, it is the conceptual frontier that is most relevant here, as

it demonstrates the tendency to turn toward Sasanian or at least anti-Byzantine themes when

describing the specific outposts listed in Arabic and Persian geographies.

% Eger (2008), 419.
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2.2.2.1 Qaliqala: “So the Arabs arabized Qalt Qalah™®

The borders between Byzantium and the Sasanian Empire were hardly fixed; the concept of a
buffer state is much more relevant for the pre-Islamic period than it is for the period of Umayyad
and “Abbasid rule. With the rise of the Caliphate and the inclusion of Arab tribes and Arminiya
into the Islamic world, the political situation was altered.*® From the perspective of the Arab
geographers, the frontier is quite clearly and specifically defined: the only place consistently
labeled as an Armenian fagr against the Greeks is Qaliqala.

There are comparatively few accounts about Qaliqala (Arm: Karin) during the Arab
period in Armenian and Arabic sources, most of which (especially Seb&os and al-Baladuri)
present the city as a locus of military skirmishes between the Greeks and the Arabs during the
initial period of incursions (640s—700). However, from the eighth century on, warfare in the
vicinity of the city features only rarely in histories: during the 775 Armenian rebellion against
the Caliphate and the Greek offensive during al-Mu‘tasim’s reign (833-842).% It seems
incongruent that the city should be heralded only twice as an actual site of hostility in chronicles,
while it is so frequently singled out as a tagr in geographical literature. Its prestige is likely
related to its strategic position in close contact with Byzantium, its status as a pre-Islamic
provincial capital,”’ and its history from the initial period of Arab incursions, rather than as a

locus of any extended military campaign against the Greeks in the Arab period.

% yaqit (1995), IV 299.

% Kaegi (1996), 86: Kaegi seems far more certain about this fact for the case of the Arab tribes, rather than Armenia
itself. He also discusses the “blurring” of the frontiers at great length, an idea that may have more pertinence for the
entirety of Byzantine — Arab frontier than for Armenia.

% Ter-Lewondyan (1971), 67.

°" Thopdschian (1904a), 56 — 57.
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In fact, the geographical literature supports the view that the border was quite open, as it
comments specifically on trade routes linking Byzantium and the Caliphate via Arminiya. The
bridge between the two polities was Trebizond: “And they have an entry into the land of al-Riim
known as Atarabazunda, which is a city in which the traders from the lands of Islam meet and
from which they enter into the land of al-Riim in order to trade.”® H. Manandyan links the
importance of Qaliqala to the trade routes emanating from Trebizond, considering the former a
main thoroughfare for trade from Byzantium through the Mediterranean and into the “Abbasid
world.*

Again, despite the open borders, Arab geographers make efforts to present Qaligala from
the perspective of the East: in Yaqut’s brief entry on the city, he makes no mention of the
Greeks, merely stating that the city was once controlled by Armenian royalty and that afterwards
“Arminiya remained in the hands of the Persians from the days of An@iSirwan until the coming of
Islam.”%

Furthermore, Arab geographers consistently relay an altered version of an earlier tradition

about the city’s name. On the one hand, the name Y\&d& (Qaliqala) may be a distortion of the

Syriac =lavla (Qalingala), which itself is a corruption of the Armenian name, yuipht punupn

(Karin k°atak®s).’®* However, this fails to explain Arab traditions about the city’s name that we

see in al-Baladuri, Ibn al-Atir, al-Qazwini, Ibn al-Faqih, and Yaqt:

% Ibn Hawqal, 344: s laall a5 5l aly ) Lgie ) slangd a1 aly ce ol L aaing Aipae o 5 523 ) jlals Ciyay a5l aly ) Jie agd
See also al-IstahrT, 188: sl ab (I Leia ¢y sland 3l ol e Hlail) Lead aiang Ahna (o8 5833 30l s (8 jag o gl Al ) JAda ol
533 ) ke (e a1l A ) a5 G5 050 305 giled (e @ds Lad 3 laill

% Manandyan (1965), 132 — 133.

0 yaqit (1995), TV 299: o3l ela (in o) s isil oLl 3a G dl) sl G ine )l U35 8l

1%L Ter-Lewondyan (1971), 66. This form is also attested in the work of Michael the Syrian as Qalinigala (~\asuls).
Ghazarian (1904), 211: the Chronicle of Zugnin has Qalinqala (~\laula), While Bar Hebraeus spells it Qalngala
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Qus, an Armenian man, ruled over Arminiya. He consolidated his rule and then
died. There ruled after him a woman whose name was Qal1. She built a city and
named it Qali Qalah, which means the beneficence of Qali. And she drew her own
portrait on one of the gates of the city. The Arabs arabized Qali Qalah and so they
say Qaliqala.'®

“Beneficence” here refers to the Greek koAr, transliterated into Arabic as J&. A. Ter-
Lewondyan traces the Greek name back to a church near the city, relying on an Armenian text
extant today only in Greek translation from c. 700:
Au temps de celui-ci [Arsak ArSakuni], I’ Arménie fut partagée. C’est alors qu’on
construisit Théodosiopolis, qui était auparavant un village, appelé Kalé Arkhé. En
effet, quand le grand ap6tre Barthélemy se rendit en Parthie, il baptisa dans
I’Euphrate le neveu du roi de Perse et trois milles personnes avec lui. Puis il fonda
sur place I’église nommée d’apres la trés Sainte Meére de Dieu et il nomma Kalé
Arkhe « Beau Début », [take out the guillemets] le village qui était en ce lieu.
Théodose le Grand, ayant considéré 1I’endroit et I’eau qui s’y trouvait, les jugea
agréables et fonda une cité illustre dont il changea le nom en Théodosiopolis.*
G. Garitte, the editor of this work, does not see a direct link between the Greek name and
the Arabic Qaligala and considers the similarity between kain apyr and Y&dé to be

“fortuitous.”** However, the Arabic texts specifically translate the word & (kaAr) as clwal,

demonstrating that the Arabic name must have been derived directly from this tradition or at very

192 1bn al-Faqih, 292: W8 gl Gy ina s Leall s JalE dpae iy 515l Salld 5 See also: Al-Qazwini, 551 die Ml
A.JJJAS\&_\L\‘;LLG_\AS.\A)}AAA_U)AA} J)AJ‘)‘JLAS ;msludta‘ulsg LJLBL@.AM‘::\)A\‘_J\M“-;\-\;\A)L\ AndYﬁqﬁt(1995) IV 299:
u\.m;\aLM}dUQUW)MMwSQUWA_US)HJA\o.\a.de@_\gdt_\ued&dc‘\.\xlﬂ,@.\;\‘x)\dﬁ\L)Ad;))b} wﬂ‘t.u.u)\uﬂ.o
)\.unﬁ\}Smd\ﬁ‘;uuﬂ\uﬂ@\y\wuhécqujmj&UA| Baladuri, 122: ua.u‘_gg_u...uejj\ }4\;\4\5455 - 8
(sras HMBLM&}MUMMM&UW@\S}M\)A\a:.a_)Lg_\SLﬁuLAe.a W@JM@J\M@\#\J;&SUJL@;MJ\J\
S |68 AElS el ey sl (n s e ) s JB VB a3

193 Narratio trans. Mahé (1995), 430. See Bartikyan for Armenian translation, gtd. in Ter-Eewondyan (1971), 63.
See Narratio, 27 lines 4 — 9.

194 Narratio, 67 : “La ressemblance de Ko avec le début du nom arabe de Théodosiopolis galigala ne peut étre
que fortuite.” and “Le nom du village primitif, KoAr Apyn, n’est attesté, que nous sachions, nulle part ailleurs que
dans notre texte inédit, et nous ne devinons pas a quoi il a pu correspondre en arménien...les correspondants
arméniens de kaAdg et d’apyn ne semblent pas usités dans ce qui est connu de la toponymie arménienne...Il n’est
pas probable que les mots KaAr Apyn proviennent d’une traduction fautive de I’arménien, car ils cadrent bien avec
le contexte.”
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least in relation to the Greek name. The Arabs clearly retained some vestige of this story.
However, they do not remember the details of the baptism or the church and they specifically
assign a new, profane meaning to the engraved image of the Virgin Mary on the parapets of the
city. Not only does this demonstrate that the Arabic accounts divorce the Christian meaning from

105
K,

the city name and artwor it may also serve as an example of the way in which Byzantine

historical traditions were not recorded as faithfully as Sasanian ones in the early Islamic era.’®

2.2.2.2 Tiflis and Bab al-Abwab: “beyond which there is no Islam™"’
The examples of Tiflis and Bab al-Abwab contribute a very different perspective to the history of
the rugar. While relations between the Caliphate and Byzantium were constantly in flux
depending on a number of factors, the Hazars remained an enduring enemy in memory if not in
fact. Despite very successful campaigns against the Hazars—for example, under Maslama b.
°Abd al-Malik in 731 and Marwan b. Muhammad in 737—the general tenor of both the
Armenian and Arabic sources demonstrates an embedded fear that long outlasted the military
might of the far North.

There are two commonly repeated examples of an attempt to create a barrier at Bab al-
Abwab: (1) the fortification of the port and (2) AntSirwan’s wall, a much-celebrated Sasanian
motif. Ibn al-Faqih describes the northern frontier as a line of fortifications extending from Bab

108

al-Abwab to Bab al-Lan, clearly meant as a substantial barrier to movement; ™ al-Baladuri

195 Ter-Lewondyan (1971), 66.
1% Donner (1998), 198 and Noth (1997), 39.
7 Minorsky (1955), 35 / Abii Dulaf, 6: Wl s oSl ¥ Ainde 4 5 Gald I Caggl s e,V aly 8 Gllia (e &g

1% 1bn al-Faqh, 288.
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attributes this specifically to the efforts of Anasirwan.’® Still, similar to the situation along the
Byzantine front, we see that the status of the border depended greatly on the policy of individual
rulers and the political and military circumstances at any given time. So, for example, the
Chronicle of Zugnin mentions that Maslama attempted to create a barrier between the Hazars and
the Islamic world, but to no avail:

After he [Maslama] had rebuilt it [Bab al-Abwab]™° he made a treaty under an

oath by God with the Turks that no one of them should cross over the boundary of

his neighbor, and then he left. But the Turks, not knowing God nor understanding

that they were his creatures, nor realizing that there was a God in Heaven, did not

abide by his treaty, but despised God and rejected his word. Scornfully, they

crossed over and committed numerous evils in the whole land extending beyond

their boundaries.'**

Despite the extensive defenses, Arabic and Armenian sources detail frequent threats to
the Caliphate from the Hazars. Anti$irwan’s walls, a symbol of the impregnability of the
Sasanian Empire and by extension the Caliphate, were in fact ephemeral.

We soon have both textual and numismatic evidence of a Fur Road leading from the
Caliphate to Eastern Europe via Hazar territory, signifying considerable movement across the
border. Musetyan proposes three trade routes from the Islamic world to Eastern Europe: (1) from
the central lands of the caliphate to the VVolga, then on to either the Baltic region or further west;

(2) from Iran northward via Bab al-Abwab; and (3) from southeastern Iran heading north via

Northern Mesopotamia and Arminiya.'*?

109 Al-Baladuri, 120 — 121.

19 Harrak (1999), 159 no. 1 equates waxic), dust rsidy, ai Kaomiog moat, and o> < and translates them all as
“Caspian (or Iberian) Gates...in reference to the passes of Derbend on the Caspian Sea.” He seems to be confusing
¥ QL with o3 <L, Al-Tabard, at least, has Maslama repairing Bab al-Abwab in 114 higri.

Y Chronicle of Zugnin, trans. Harrak (1999), 159. See Chronicle of Zugnin, 25.

2 Mugetyan (1978 — 1979), 151 — 152 ; Noonan (1984), 151 — 152, 158 — 159.
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There are also considerable data from the written sources concerning relations between
the Hazars and the Islamic world, which indicate that the border was quite permeable. There are
multiple examples of Hazars living in the Islamic world and, vice versa, Muslims in Hazaria.'*®
The most famous examples, however, are political exchanges. An arranged marriage was
attempted between al-Fadl b. Yahya al-Barmaki and the daughter of a hagan.*** Much better-
documented is the marriage of the daughter of a zagan and the Arab governor of Arminiya,
Yazid b. Usayd b. Zafir al-Sulami. Accounts of this arranged marriage appear in both Arabic (al-
Tabari, al-BaladurT) and Armenian (Lewond) sources. Al-Mansiir ordered the marriage with the
goal of maintaining the borders:

And al-Mansir wrote to him [Yazid b. Usayd b. Zafir al-Sulami]: the land of

Arminiya will not be in order or at peace except with a marriage arrangement with

the Hazars. And it is my own opinion that the people should arrange a marriage in

order that the country may progress. If not, | fear for you and for all of your

officials because of the Hazars. For indeed if they desire and if they gather, they

conquer. And so pay attention and do not disobey my order and work towards a

marriage agreement with the Hazars.'"®

There are also several famous examples of political expeditions to Hazar territory,

including Ahmad b. Fadlan’s journey under orders of al-Muqtadir and Sallam al-Targuman’s

expedition with the blessing of al-Watiq.™®

13 Wasserstein (2007), 376 — 7.
114

See Barthold (1986).
15 |bn A'tam, 392 — 393: asill aluai o)) gaie Il 5l 5 alaany W) mlal Vg i Y dyige ) 23l Ol 2xy Ll 2 seaiall 4l (S
Eﬁwédé;\}éf‘d&‘X})hqu.\h \)’.A:A‘J ‘}J\J\ \J‘PQ_IU’J‘)A.“UA&LAQ Guép}gﬂ:\hd\;@u‘ﬂ},aw\&ﬂuﬁéa
oA See also Czegledy (1960), 79 and Noonan (1984). It is tempting to compare this marriage, as a diplomatic
tool, to the stalling technique of Antsirwan, who used a marriage proposal to the daughter of a hagan as a ruse to

dupe the Hazars, allowing for the time necessary to build his famous wall. See al-Qazwini, 507.

116 Ibn Rustih, 149 and Ibn Hurradadbih, 162—70.
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The northern tagr quickly became an anachronism, as the area is reassigned as dar al-
‘ahd. The tugiir—both against Byzantium and against the Hazars—maintained relevance because
of the prestige associated with gihdad. For the case of the Hazar frontier, the memory of the
prolonged and nearly incessant warfare of the Sasanian and Umayyad periods morphed into
myth fueled by apocalyptic fear, as evidenced by the fact that the far North became equated with
the prison of the fearsome Gog and Magog.**" Although Islamic tradition usually places Gog and
Magog in the extreme East, these accounts instead transpose the prison to the far North, as we
will see in Chapter 7. This inconsistency is indicative of Islamic apocalyptic sentiment that rose
specifically in reaction to the political events of the Umayyad period and is inextricably tied with
the Islamization of Arminiya. Once historical contacts between Hazaria and Islam increase
during the “Abbasid period and the barrier of Gog and Magog moves farther afield, the frontier
was maintained in part by religious differentiation, as Arab authors took notice account of the
conversion of the Hazars to Judaism.

Arabic accounts of the northern rugiir are defined by (1) warfare tinged with apocalyptic
expectations and (2) Sasanian motifs, especially the activities of AniiSirwan. As on the Byzantine
frontier, there was little or no restriction of movement between the Islamic world and Hazaria for

much of the Arab period.

The politico-military frontier changed according to the ruling élite, allowing trade and movement

of populations to continue across boundaries into both Byzantium and Hazaria. What is more

117 See Miquel (1975), 498 — 511, but especially 504: “Ainsi le Mur recule-t-il, aux limites du monde, une vision qui
était, déja un peu celle du Caucase...Si, pour I’Islam, le Turc peut étre périlleux ou secourable, il n’en est pas de
méme pour son frére légendaire de 1’autre coté : ’apparition de Gog et Magog est bien le signe du cataclysme.” And
508 — 509 : “L’¢loignement vers le Nord accentue, chez Gog et Magog, des traits qui se dessinaient déja chez les
Turcs, les Bulgares ou les Slaves : corps trapu, crane chauve, visage large, laideur, sauvagerie, maladresse et
stupidité.”

57



compelling is the development of a conceptual frontier, a delineation designated to bolster claims
to ownership and legitimacy, that has everything to do with lines on a map and nothing to do
with the lived reality of borderland society; it relates instead to the hearts, minds, and
imagination of the population living both near to and far from the fugir.'*®

Despite (or perhaps even because of) the porous borders between Arminiya and both
Byzantium and Hazaria, reference to gihad and the assumption of Sasanian models of
administration demonstrate an attempt at legitimization of the province from the perspective of
the Caliphate by providing an Islamic identity for the Christian, previously Byzantine Western

Arminiya. This process of Islamization was necessary, given the importance of the North for

both the defensive and offensive policies of the Umayyads and the early “Abbasids.

2.3 Muslim Presence in Arminiya and Relevance of Arminiya to Islam
It is not feasible to ascertain precisely how “Muslim” Arminiya became, or whether this process
of Islamization occurred only in the literary arena of the sectarian milieu outside Arminiya or
whether it also occurred on the ground with the production of mosques and Islamic networks of
knowledge. The Arab geographers occasionally listed towns while remarking that Muslims
inhabited them. They also enumerated mosques in specific cities.

Some geographers—al-Mugaddasi more than the others—offer a few tantalizing
comments about the Muslim community in Arminiya. For example, al-Muqgaddasi claims that the

119

Muslims there are Sunni,” mostly Hanbali, except in Dabil and a few nearby cities, where they

118 See Eger (2008), 23 — 4: «...the frontier can be composed of multiple superimposed frontiers, each of which
constitutes a valid perspective. These include: a) the military and administrative frontier, b) the religious and
ideological frontier, ¢) frontiers of society, economy, and settlement.” See Eger (2005).

19 Al-Mugaddasi, 373.
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are Hanafi.™™ He decries the preacher in Ardabil for not being a faqz’h.121 A few geographers,

including al-Mugqaddasi, Ibn Hawgqal, and Yaqt, mention /adit learning and the names of

122

specific Muslim scholars in Armenia.”* For instance, Ibn Hawqal describes the people of Tiflis

in the following manner: “they are people of pure sunna according to the old schools of law
(madahib), who place importance on the science of adit and esteem those who study it.”*%®
However, al-Mugaddasi furnishes a critique of the scientific standards prevalent in Arminiya by
describing a disputation about Islamic law that he undertook there with Absi “Amr al-Huwa’1,
who had studied under the Hurasani scholar Abii Nasr b. Sahl. After commenting on his
disagreements, al-Muqaddast concludes: “they do not speak about ilm al-kalam and they do not
take sides.”*?*

Even if, like al-1drisi or Ibn Hurradadbih, the Arab geographers do not discuss Muslims
living in Arminiya, they do explain the caliphal North through the lens of Islamic history,
ensuring that it is depicted in a way that exemplifies its importance to the Islamic narrative.

In her recent publication about the discourse of place in the Islamic geographical
tradition, Z. Antrim has suggested an extremely tenuous link between Mecca and Arminiya,
specifically in traditions found in the works of al-Azraqi and Ibn Rustih. Abraham and Ishmael

discovered the location intended for the construction of the Ka‘ha only with aid from the divine

presence, al-Sakina, which came south from either Syria or Armenia. When the Qurays rebuilt

120 Al-Muqaddast, 378 — 9: aale Sy (aall (ams ¢ s 595 4n ) Adyia ol caade ity il 5 Al Canal) Jal o)) V) Aagiine agatlie s
12 Al-Mugaddasi, 378.

122 Al-Mugaddasi, 379. Ibn Hawqal, 340: (account of Tiflfs) Cuaall ale ¢ 5 5 dapil) Caaliall e diane s Jal b ;
Yaqiit, I 161: alall Jal (e o 8 Gl s3gn conss S

123 Ibn Hawqal, 240: ...4lal & salany s Cunall dle 5 i Lol Cnldal) e Lmne 4L Jal oo

124 Al-Mugaddast, 379: ¢ sy Y5 43 sl sk b 5 e Lol s
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the structure centuries later, they made use of materials from a scuttled Greek ship (safina).
Antrim considers these details evidence of connectivity and continuity both from Abraham to
Muhammad and from Christianity (Greeks, Syrians, and Armenians) to Islam: “The use of the
term safina and its association with the Christian north echoes that of the mystical Sakina from
Armenia that helped Abraham mark out the sight for the Ka°ba and represents Mecca as a place
of convergence and mutual aid between those who worship the God of Abraham.”**®

Furthermore, and more directly relevant to the importance of Arminiya, the Prophet was
said to have specific knowledge about the appearance of Alexander’s wall.”?® This knowledge is
explained by a tradition that claims the Prophet actually visited Gog and Magog and the wall,
thereby allowing Arminiya the same claim to prophetic visitation as Jerusalem. Ibn Hagar and al-
Tabarani preserve hadit in which the Prophet claims to have visited Alexander’s wall during his
Night Journey, though they dismiss the account as a fabrication.'?” However, al-TabarT accepts
the controversial account. The Prophet relates:

Behind them [Gabalga and Gabarsa] there are three nations: Mansak, Tafil, and

Taris, and before them are Yajij and Majij. Gabriel took me to them during my

night journey from the Sacred Mosque to the Farthest Mosque. I called on Yajij

and Majiij to worship God, but they refused to listen to me."?®

Gabalqa and Gabarsa are the legendary inhabited cities on the edge of the world, to the east and

west respectively.*? Interestingly, al-Tabar specifically links them to the Syriac tradition by

125 Antrim (2012), 46.

126 Al-Tabari, Gami® al-Bayan, XV 23: su Culy 8 il (55 16 e of W83 :JE 338 fe das U 18 3 W10 Ll Wias
M\)A& d\ﬁ ;\)A&JL};\APMJLM\AM\M\S d\ﬁ‘;“\.\u\ d\ﬁ PLA}CPLI
Note that Ibn Hagar, VII 195 offers the same hadit, different sanad.

127 \/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 86.

1% Al-Tabar, trans. Rosenthal (1989), 238. See Al-Tabarl, Tarih, | 57: a5 o5 ol Jil 5 chasia zael &5 ogil 55 (105

A-U\bdl.\f—é‘ P&}CPLL—!}QJ&L;NAB‘}“ M‘é\ \);J\JMA}\UA‘;}LSJM\AM?@_J\EQL\?M\AA;d;\).\;u\} CP&)CPD
(e Ol sl das 5o

129 Doufikar-Aerts (2010), 183 — 185.
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providing the Syriac names for the two cities.**°

Thus the Prophet traced the Qur’anic account of
Alexander’s journey: the farthest east, the farthest west, then on to the land of Gog and Magog.

The interesting point about these marginalized traditions is that importance is determined
by connectivity: despite the unusual nature of both traditions (the Sakina from Armenia and the
Prophet’s visit to the North), they very tenuously link Arminiya to two of the most celebrated
prophets of Islam, Abraham and Muhammad, and subsequently to two of the most central cities
in religious cosmography, Mecca and Jerusalem.

The conquest narratives help make this fragile link between the Prophet and Arminiya
more concrete, as several Companions of the Prophet, such as Salman Ibn Rabi‘a al-Bahili™** and
Safwan b. al-Mu‘attal al-Sulami, were directly involved with the invasions in the North.!3 Al-
Sulamt was martyred during the conquest period and his tomb is described as part of Fourth
Arminiya. At a later date, there are hints about another site of visitation north of Tiflis: Abi
Dulaf tried to reach a cave, the importance of which is not elaborated, but he was impeded
because of military circumstances at the time.**® Furthermore, al-Qazwini preserves a fascinating

account about Muslim pilgrimage to a mosque near Bab al-Abwab, in which the sword of

Maslama b. °Abd al-Malik reportedly rested in the mikhrab.** While we have extremely little

130 Al-Tabari, trans. Rosenthal (1989), 237. See no. 457: “The Arabic names of the legendary cities are listed in
Yagqit, Mujam, II, 2f. A historic Jabalq near Isfahan occurs in Tabari...The Aramaic names appear to admit of no
plausible Aramaic explanation, except for the final —a imitating the Aramaic definite article.” See al-Tabari, Tarih, |
57: Gt Aol s L o Bl sy el ) sl 5 (Blls A jally 5 L e 330 pully (3050 ) sl The subsequent notes
mark on the authority of Ibn °Abbas that Gabalq is home to the people of °Ad; Gabars, the people of Tamiid.

B3 1bn al-Fagih, 286 and again 294, where *Utman himself plays a part in the story; Yaqit, I 160.

132 |bn al-Faqih, 287; Ibn Hurradadbih, 123 — 4; Yagqit, I 160.
133 Abii Dulaf, 6: s ill ) a5 4o (G bhIF) w Casd Glld Sy b 4 Sy (bl Gl e I ool o 3 )5
134 Al-Qazwint, 508 — 509: ¥ (ol o553 .05 3o i ULl el Aalusa Cines 431 10515y s 44y (o dmnsa e i A3adl 7 s
LAl Al s (ge () priag Bléa agle 5 Jill Jsa Lo @llgy AlS 5 #l )l 5 Jlae¥) el 48 saaa L (8 ol (b Glan QLS (A Y )
Ae guadl
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information about Umayyad and early “Abbasid attachment to the land, these accounts at least
demonstrate that later “Abbasid-era authors linked the importance of Arminiya and the North to
events of the conquest and Umayyad eras.

For the most part, as these small details suggest, the Islamization of Arminiya took place
in the literary realm. There remains very little evidence about mosques in Arminiya. The Arab
geographers mention their presence and occasionally their location, but none of these edifices
have survived. The mosque of Dabil, the earliest Arab capital in Arminiya, is only recognizable
by architectural ruins. After the departure of the catholicos from the city, this building was
converted into a mosque, having been previously the patriarchal palace. This is demonstrated by
(1) the introduction of columns to create a multi-arcade space and (2) traces of a Qur’anic
inscription in gypsum, presumably marking the mikrab.**> However, the evidence from Dabil is
extremely unusual. The city was destroyed by two successive earthquakes at the end of the ninth
century, which severely decreased the population of city, inhibited the reuse of such communal
buildings, and thus ensured their survival.

T. Greenwood has interpreted the discovery of eighth-century Arabic inscriptions on the
churches of Zwart°noc® and Aru¢ as possible indicators of Muslim control over Armenian
churches: “The carving of Arabic inscriptions onto prominent Armenian churches in the second
half of the eighth century raises a number of intriguing questions about the ownership or control
of these principal ecclesiastical centers as well as Arab administration and settlement.”** The
relevant inscriptions read as follows:

(1) three inscriptions at Zwart°noc®, originally visible from the interior of the church:

135 K alant®arian (1996), 77.

138 Greenwood (2004), 41 — 42.
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Image 1: Arabic Inscriptio at Zwart'noc®

...God

...1n the night...

...tomb and not...

...his origin...and [this was written]
in the year 154. ..

under the governorship of Yazid b.
Ibrahim b. Qaram, may [God]
pardon [him]

no...

Ilyas [al-°Abbas?] b. “Isa al-
Waddaki, may God pardon

him and all of his family, not...and
not ...

...officer...in the...

This was written in the year one
hundred...and one.

In the name of God, the Merciful, the
Beneficient.

Muhammad b. “Abd Allah

b. Hamad.

¥
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(2) one inscription at Aru¢, visible from the exterior:

Cp ena (p Gpealdl S Al-Husayn b. Muhammad b.
[l | Ladll | SLWE] Sladal) e ‘Isa al-*Alsant
Ol A in the year...one hundred

Image 2: Arabic Inscription at Arug.*®

The presence of Arabic inscriptions on Armenian churches cannot by itself indicate Arab
possession of religious sites, though it would certainly fit with Muslim practice elsewhere in the
Near East where churches were partitioned between Muslims and Christians as in, famously, the
church of St. John in Damascus. However, without textual or archeological evidence, it is not

possible to expound on the Muslim use of Armenian churches.

37 1°d like to thank Prof. Alexander Knysh for reviewing this with me and Prof. Stefan Heidemann for suggesting

the reading of b. Ibrahim. Greenwood (2004), 88 — 89 and pl. 19; Xa¢‘atryan (1987), 47 — 48 and pl. 6.
38 1°d like to thank Alexander Knysh for reviewing this with me. Both Hoyland and Xa¢‘atryan read this as s i

4Ly, though it seems just as likely to be (s as G, XacCatryan’s reading of the last line as 4= seems unlikely.
Xac“atryan (1987), 47 and pl. 4; Greenwood (2004), 89.
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Despite the little evidence we have about Muslim Arminiya, it would also not be possible
to read Arabic and Persian accounts and to emerge with the perception that Arminiya was a
bastion of Christianity. Al-Mugaddasi, Ibn Hawqal, Ibn al-Faqih, al-Qazwini, and al-IstahrT,
among others, state that the majority of the population of Arminiya is Christian."*® However, the
general impression from the Arabic and Persian accounts is that Christian life in Arminiya is
irrelevant to the Muslim inhabitants, visitors, or traders: noteworthy at times, but not imposing

the duty of any sustained confessional polemic.**

2.4  Conclusion

The importance of Arminiya to the Islamic world therefore rests in its role as a tagr, a border
between Islam and the “Other.” However, this role was not restricted to, or even primarily
defined as, a military character. In fact, the borders between Islam and the “Other” were
penetrable and were not consistently sites of prolonged warfare. Rather, the importance of the
tugiir is mainly conceptual, as authors in the centers of the Islamic world imbued the region with
meaning that created a clear difference between Islam on the one hand and Byzantium and
Hazaria on the other. A significant portion of this effort included the elaboration of an Islamic
identity for the province, frequently by referring to its Sasanian past. This was largely a literary
endeavor and cannot necessarily be traced to the Muslim communities actually living in

Arminiya.

139 Al-Mugaddasi, 374; Ibn al-Faqih, 343; Al-Istahri, 188; al-Qazwini, 495.

140 As an example, see janp°oladyan (1974), 52 concerning an artisan’s trademark on a glass vessel, stamped “made
by “AlT b. “Abd Allah: “Neither the Arabic inscription, nor the name of the glassmaker should confound the
investigators of such a multinational town as Dvin. In that town, where Greeks, Arabs, and other Arabic-speaking
people who lived side by side with the Armenians and where, according to the testimony of the contemporaries, no
one was stirred by the fact that the Christian church and the Moslem mosque stood side by side, the name of the
master glassmaker Ali, son of Abdallah, written in Arabic, shouldn’t astonish us.”
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The significance of the frontier- both militarily and ideologically- will resurface
throughout this dissertation. Most importantly, as we will see, the Sasanian legacy in the North
will dictate how Arabs identify the importance of Arminiya and their approach towards regional
governance. The recurrence of Sasanian motifs in Arabic literature and the subsequent sidelining
of Byzantine claims will not only confirm the consequence of the conceptual frontier, but will
also account for the literary development of Armenian and Arabic sources along very different

trajectories.
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Chapter 3: Historical and Administrative Geography

“These places are the most pleasant in dar-i Islam.”

Anonymous author of Hudiid al-*alam ***

Because of its importance as a frontier outpost (zagr), Arminiya was subjected to concerted effort
at Islamization, though not (as we will see in Chapter 6) through any organized effort at
conversion of its local Christian population. Rather, the Arab and Persian geographers, while
remarking that the local populations were mainly Christian, took care to describe the province as
relevant to Qur’anic narrative, Islamic doctrine, and caliphal history. Part of this effort included
adopting Persian rather than Greek historical traditions and models of administration, as Islamic
historians construed the Caliphate as the unambiguous successor to the Sasanian Empire.**?
Another aspect of this process was the downplaying of the Byzantine presence in the region.**
The extensive Islamic geographical tradition'** provides considerable detail about the lingering

importance of Sasanian administration on caliphal policy towards Arminiya.

Y Hudid al-Salam, 157: o) 3l Caslgiml (55 Crand s Caslgila ol

12 Donner (1998), 198: On the question of why Islamic histories ignore Greek/Roman data in favor of Sasanian
accounts: “There were several factors that help explain why Iranian material became especially prominent in Islamic
historiography of the third century AH and later. One was a desire on the part of the Umayyads and Abbasids to
benefit from the administrative experience and practices of earlier empires, particularly the Sasanians. A second was
the desire to link the caliphate with the old Iranian concept of sacral, universal kingship.”

%3 This will come up many times, but as an example, see Canard/Deny/Cahen (1986): “There is, in the Arab
historians, no mention at all of the fact that Armenia, after the first Arab invasion which occurred in the reign of
“Umar, had been subjected anew to Byzantine domination, nor of the events which unfolded themselves in the land
during the period before the accession of Mu‘awiya.”

14 The geographers cited below wrote in Arabic, with only one exception: the anonymous author of Hudid al-
“alam. Still, many of them were ethnic Persians: Ibn Rustih, al-Istahri, Ibn Hurradadbih. Given the prominence of
Sasanian motifs, it would be reasonable to suggest that Persian authors may have preferred such history/traditions

67



This chapter reviews the various administrative models known in Armenia under
Byzantine, Sasanian, and Arab rule. It argues that Arabs may have adopted certain toponyms
from the Greeks and the Armenians, but that they turned instead to Sasanian administrative
pagadigms as models. This conclusion requires that we reconsider the frequent assertion that
Arab Arminiya consisted of Armenia, Iberia, and Albania and that we instead place it into a

broader province of the caliphal North, al-Garbi.

3.1  Geographical and Administrative Definitions of Arminiya

Given the intrinsic importance of the tugur, it would be reasonable to assume that there was
consensus over what lands the province included. Unfortunately, however, this was far from the
case. Whereas Armenia may have constituted a vast, diverse territory in the minds of some
scholars, others offered more narrow definitions of the same toponym.

The term Arminiya will here refer specifically to the Arab province and to Arab
descriptions of the land. The term Armenia, on the other hand, has at once a more general and a
more constrained definition: it is “historic” Armenia. Arminiya refers to both the Arab province
Arminiya and historic Armenia in Arabic: in the rare occurrence when authors felt the need to
differentiate between the caliphal province and historic Armenia, they referred to the later as “the
land of the Armenians” (bilad al-Arman),'* fittingly an exact translation of the Armenian

Asxarh Hayoc®.

over Greek material. However, it is worth noting that this is a general trend of the Islamic authors as a whole, not
necessarily reflecting the ethnicity of the individual authors. See Miquel (1967), 399: “Ces quelques divergences
mises a part, on constatera que la culture géographique, fit-elle exprimée en arabe ou en persan, reste a cette époque
rigoureusement la méme, puisée aux mémes sources, exprimée dans les mémes formes et, pour tout dire, tributaire
des mémes schémes de pensée. ”

5 Ter-Lewondyan (1961b), 65.
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An enumeration of the geographers’ divisions of the land will reveal that they did not
share a universal conceptualization of Arminiya. The choices inherent in the different definitions
of Arminiya may hint toward the sources that each individual geographer deployed. This
admittedly raises the question of whether it is even valid to discuss the concept of the frontier of
Arminiya, given the fact that any possible conclusion will necessarily be based on a multiplicity
of definitions juxtaposed somewhat artificially. Still, it is possible to associate certain
geographical delineations with specific periods before and during early Islamic governance over
Arminiya.

The Arab geographers conceptualize Arminiya according to five main methods, four of
them inherited from pre-existing Byzantine or Armenian geography. These are: (1) a twofold
definition of Greater and Lesser Arminiya; (2) a twofold definition of Interior and Exterior
Arminiya; (3) a threefold division of Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran; and (4) a fourfold division
of Arminiya I, Il, 111, and IV. Only one of these Arab geographical divisions is unknown to
Byzantine geographical writers: the threefold definition of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran.

Although the Arabs inherited a multitude of names and geographical designations from
the Greco-Roman period, they rarely applied these to the same territories as their predecessors
did. The inherited Greek names indicate merely a literary memory of a historical period, a
vestige of the past that does not easily translate into the actual administration of the province.
The frequent assertion that Arab Arminiya was an amalgam of Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran
accordingly needs to be reassessed. Though it is possible that this model reflects the local
administration of the province, Islamic geographical texts suggest that it is instead the Sasanian
geographical unit (Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran) that best reveals how Arminiya became

integrated into the Islamic realm (mamlakat al-Zslam).
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The following pages will present these divisions very briefly. They do not aspire to
present a full account of each geographical model, but rather briefly sketch these divisions in
order to establish that even though the Islamic geographical tradition echoed some of the broad
outlines of Byzantine and Armenian norms, it actually turned instead to Sasanian administrative

paradigms.

3.1.1 Greater and Lesser Arminiya

The term Greater Armenia (Armenia Magna) originally designated the bulk of Armenia east of
the Euphrates, including lakes Van, Sevan, and Urmia and extending west not quite as far as
Melitene, while Lesser Armenia (Armenia Minor) was a small territory situated directly between
Cappadocia and Greater Armenia, south of the Pontos.'*® Following the reforms of Maurice in
591 the Byzantine province Greater Armenia became analogous to the Armenian Barjr Hayk®
(Upper Armenia), redefining the toponym as a small territory centered around Justinianopolis
and Trebizond.'"’

Sirakac’i’s seventh-century definition of Greater Armenia (Mec Hayk®) is far more
expansive than the post-Maurice Greek territory, corresponding instead to the post-Justinianic
Byzantine definition of the term. The long recension of his Asxarhac®oyc® [Geography] reads:

Greater Armenia has fifteen provinces around it, which are as follows. The first

province is Upper Armenia, that is [the region of] the city Karin. The second

province is Fourth Armenia. The third is Atjnik® along the Tigris river. The fourth

is Taruberan, which is Taron. The fifth is Mogk®, which is next to Asorestan. The

sixth province—Kor¢ek®. The seventh province—Persarmenia which is near

Atrpatakan. The eighth province—Vaspurakan, which is to the north-west of it [of
the previous, i.e.: Persarmenia]. The ninth province—Siwnik®, which is next to

148 Garsoian (1989), 472.

7 Garsoian (1989), 70: b1 np h Ukd Zwyng dwub hity dtwgbwy kp h dkpu Znoning Ynnuwig wnh h
Puubing dhtish h vwhdwbu Uunpbunnwh Uk Zuygp quu Ynst:

70



Araxes. The tenth province—Arjax, which lies close to it. The eleventh
province—P‘aytakaran with the [nhomonymous] city, which is near the shore of
the Caspian, at the delta*® of the Araxes. The twelfth province is that of the
Utians, which is near Albania and the river Kur. The thirteenth province—
Gugark®, which is near Iberia. The fourteenth province—Tayk®, which is near
Eger. The fifteenth province—Ararat, in the middle of them [all].*°

The short recension of this work offers a similar description for Greater Armenia.*
However, Sirakac®i’s work is anything but copious regarding Lesser Armenia. This toponym
occurs twice in the long recension: (1) Sirakac’i conflates Cilicia and Cappadocia into a single
geographical unit, called Lesser Armenia;*** and (2) he also uses the term to refer to an area in

Albania “east of Melitene.”*>?

148 Both Hewsen (1992), 59 and Soukry (1881), 40 render this as “west of,” but the city Paytakaran is actually to the
east of the Araxes. One may assume that in this particular place, Unun refers to its basic meaning, “entrance.” See
Abrahamyan & Petrosyan (1979), 291.

19 Sirakac®i [Soukry], 29: Nitthtt Ukd Zuyp onipg qhipkt quiiwnu hhqhmmum‘u nnp L wyup: U.nulgb‘u
wipluwph Pupdp Zuwyp, wyuhtiph Ywptng punwp. Bpipnpy wpliwph' 2nppnpn Zwgp. Gppnpy Undthp we
Shqphu ghwuny. anpnprl Swpnipbpuinp £ Sulpoh Zhugkpnpy Ungp np wn Uunphunwibu.

dhghpnpn woluwph’ Ynpdkp. Goplkpnpry woliuph NMwpulwhwgp, np we Unpyunulwihp.
Mipbkpnpn wopiwph ' Cwuwnipwlul, np pun dinhg hhruhun inpw k. Pabkpnpn wpjuwph Uhthp np
wn Bpuufuw, nwubtkpnpy Updwha, np jhph inpu Yoy, Uknwuwbbpnpn woiuph @uyjunuljupub
punupny np wn kglppl Yuwuphg h dninu Bpuufewy. Bpynunwuwibpnpy wohiwph Nuntwgng, np wn
Unniwbihip b Ynip gwnny. Bpipinwuwibpnpy woptwph' @niquipp np we $hpop. 2nphpinuuwibpnpn
wohuwuph' Swyp, np wn Bgbipp. Zighnwuwibpnpy wopwph’ Upwipun, h ke ingu:

10 Sirakac®i [Abrahamyan], 348: Ruwl b1 kipikpnpy Uks Zuyp bl jhihg juyny Ywuyunndljhny bt ®npp
Zuyng, wn Gihpwwn ghinny, Ukpd Swipnu (kwnt, np pudwtk quw h Uhpwghnwg: Gr h hwpwiny
uwhdwh Uunplunwiht bt puntiuy wn Unpyuwnwlwitht pug Uwpu dhigbe b Uninu Gpuupowg b
Yuuphg ény. Pulj punn hwpwiny wne tph juyny Unniwuthg bt 9pwg b Bgbip dhskl gunju nupdniwsp
Glhpuwnwy h hwpuiwlnyu: G nittht Zwyp (Epnitu wintwthu b ghnu deswdbsu bt dwtnibu. 6o
dnJuilju kppu: B niuh Uk Zuyp thnpp wpjuwphu highnwuwi, np Eu wyjunphly. fupdp Zuygp, wjuhliph
Yuwnun) Ynndt, 2nppnnpg Zuyp, wyjuhtpt Unduhp, Snipnipkpwtp, Unlyp, YUnpduyp, Muwpuljwhuyp,
Juuynipwlwl, Uhtthp, Upguhi, Quyunnulwupui, Ninhwghp, 3niqupp, Swyjp, Ujpupun:

151 Sirakac®i [Soukry], 35 speaking of Mt. Amanus: np pwdwk puwn hhruhuny qUphhhw b qUuuwnnihw,
wyuhlpl, q@npp Zuwyu jUunpng

152 Sirakac®i [Soukry], 30: (speaking of Armenia IV): Gi kppun quinhip kjwik h uwhdwiu ®npp Zwyng,
1E1hg Ukjinhuk. See below, under “Fourth Armenia” for full translation and citation of this passage.
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The Arabs inherited these terms, but applied them to very different territories. Compare,
for example, Sirakac®i’s mec and pok°r Hayk® above to Yaqiit’s Arminiya al-kubra and al-sugra:
And it is said: There are two Arminiyas, the Greater [al-kubra] and the Lesser [al-

sugrd], and their borders are from Bard“a to Bab al-Abwab, and from the other

direction to the country of the Riim, the Caucasian mountains and the Lord of the

Throne [sahib al-Sarir]. And it is said: Greater Arminiya is Hilat and its

surrounding area and Lesser Arminiya is Tiflfs and its surrounding area.'
The primary difference is, of course, that the Romans and Byzantines did not consider Armenia
extending as far east or north as the Arabs did, although Sirakac®i’s designation of Albania as
another Lesser Armenia raises the possibility of dividing the two lands definitively. Yaqat, on
the other hand, defined Arminiya as having a much larger territory, which notably conflated
Gurzan and Arminiya but excluded al-Ran (hence the border from Bard®a to Bab al-Abwab).

One of the earliest Islamic geographers, Ibn Hurradadbih, may have garnered information
about Greater Armenia not from the Byzantine or Armenian geographical traditions, but rather
from the Persian; he refers to the king of Greater Armenia as buzurk Arminiyan Sah ( Jkie)) &) 0
sL3), which leads Ter-Lewondyan to contemplate the possibility of a Pahlavi source for Arab
knowledge of this administrative model.*>* Ter-Eewondyan further suggests that this division of

Greater and Lesser Armenia can be directly compared to the Arab understanding of Interior and

Exterior Armenia.**®

13 yaqat, 160: GAl das as il D 6 AY) dgal) ey sV b I ded s e Ladan s s raall s (550 Gl ) Laa 1
Lezalsi 5 puld 5 puall e )l 5 Laal 535 COA (5 S Agiga ) s ) sl

> Ter-Lewondyan (1961), 62.

155 Ter-Lewondyan (1961), 65 — 66.
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3.1.2 Interior and Exterior Armenia

The toponym Interior Armenia is of Byzantine origin. There does not seem to have been a
corresponding Exterior Armenia in the Byzantine period, although the term Interior Armenia was
used to designate the area to the immediate north of Lake Van, around the city of Manazkert.'*®
Garsoian, in agreement with Adontz, notes that the name Inner Armenia is in fact used
synonymously with the reduced province of Greater Armenia (Armenian: Upper Armenia, Barjr
Hayk®) before the reforms of Justinian. This term gained new significance after the land gains
and the reforms of Maurice in 591 and, for a very short span, referred to the area around Erzurum
and Kars.™’

The term Interior Armenia is not found in Sirakac®i’s Asxarhac®oyc®,**® but it does appear
in Drasxanakertci’s tenth-century history: Maurice renamed “the region of Tayk® with its
borders, Armenia Profunda and the region of the city of Dwin, Interior Armenia.”*> This is quite
similar to the Arab use of the term, but Arab geographers adopt the term along with an Exterior
Armenia.

The most extensive description of Interior and Exterior Arminiya in Arabic sources IS

found in Ibn Hawqal’s geography. He writes:

1% Hewsen (2001), 90 and 101.

57 Garsoian (1989), 473; Adontz (1970). 39. See also Hiibschmann (1904), 226 — 7, qtd. Procopius, speaking of
Armenia IV: magnam Armeniam, quae interior dicebatur. Adontz (1970), 39 also cites Justinian’s Novella: trv uév
€vooTaTNV.

158 Hakobyan (2007), 96: Sirakac®i instead calls this area Barjr Hayk".

9Hiibschmann (1904), 232 n. 2, does not mention the Byzantine definition of Interior Armenia, relying only on
Drasxanakertc®i: “Danach wire Taikh lateinisch Armenia profunda, die Gegend von Dvin Armenia interior genannt
worden. Anders Gelzer, nach welchem Taikh: Armenia interior [arm. nerk°sagoyn], Dvin aber Armenia inferior
[arm. storin] geheil3en hétte. Die Gegend von Dvin ist hier das Land westlich von Dvin, da Dvin selbst persisch
geblieben war.” He suggests the link to Aba al-Fida’, but does not comment on the comparison. See
Drasxanakertc®i, 70 for the reforms of Maurice: hulj qynnuwiu Swyng uwhdwbop hipnyp hwlntpd’
funpuignylt Zuyp, bt gyt dnht punuph Ukppuwgnyi Zuygp.
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There are two Arminiyas, the first of which is known as the Interior and the other
as the Exterior. In some of the Exterior there are cities belonging to the Muslims
and Muslims continue to govern it. The Armenians paid tribute over it in another
time. It belongs to the kings of Islam and includes Argis, Manazgirt and Hilat. Its
borders (hudiid) are clear: its border (hadd) from the east reaches to Bard“a and
from the west up to Northern Mesopotamia and from the south up to Adarbaygan
and from the north up to environs of the Riim near Qaligala. Qaliqala was in the
middle of [the land of] the Riim, a great fagr belonging to Adarbaygan, al-Gibal,
al-Rayy and neighboring lands. It is a city of the Interior. It has already been
presented that there are two Arminiyas: the Interior is Dabil, Nasawa, Qaligala,
and the neighboring areas to the north, whereas the Exterior is BarkrT, Hilat,
Argis, Wastan, al-Zawazan, and the plains, fortresses, surrounding areas and
district between those.*®

Later, Ibn Hawqal also adds that “the road from Barda‘®a to Dabil is in Armenian [land] and all
these villages that are inside it are the cities of the kingdom of Sinbat b. AsGt al-Armani that
Yusuf b. Abi al-Sag captured from him in treachery and injustice, in disaccord with God and His
messenger.”161

A. Ter-Lewondyan claims that Ibn Hawqal is the only Arab geographer to mention this
distinction between Interior and Exterior Arminiya.*® However, Ibn Hawqal’s division is in fact

also preserved in the work of al-Idrist.'®® Al-IdrisT proclaims that Dabil is “the most wondrous

1 Tbn Hawqal, 343: b O ol s (s cnalusall (ae da Al Gamns (g A Al 5 5AY 15 AAIAL Cajad Laalaald lisine ) Laa
Ges 4o I Bt e lend 5 oLl Lassam s Ladla s 3 5a ey Gl IS 3LaY) ol oa s iy e (B eV Lele gl 5 o saluadl)
daY Lo 1535 a5 )1 aly Jaw s (8 DEE S 5 UG8 dga (g0 o5 1) ol ol 55 ) Jlell) o5 Gl )3 ) sl (a5 8 sl ) paal)
A alls Jledll o elld Ny Lag DNy (55855 Jo AR Glisina ) Lagl w285 385 A2Nall Aipra a5 WY Las glly Jually Glan )
Jlee ¥y (oal sill 5 & Sl 5 el (e Glld (e s ) 5550 5 (lass s 5 Sl )l 5 LA 5 (5 S 0

See also: Canard, Cahen & Deny.

1! Ibn Hawgal, 350: 3 e Ja s (s ASLas (el 5 Lghann (8 (A (5 A 038 a5 e W) (B i () Ae s (e Ll
e i loa g g Mad i B8 5 Ll g 4ie 150 L) o ol o gy 43 L

Al-IstahiT’s version, 194, reads very similarly, but omits mention to Ibn Abi al-Sag: cw ¥ A Jwd M ded 0 e Gkl
Lﬂ\wh@&@sdﬂ\ bl%}

162 Ter-Lewondyan (1976c), 99: “We find this toponym in Arab literature only in the work of Ibn Hawkal.”
193 AI-IdrisT, 824: gees B3 053 3 LeY) Jla Lus gl oo g Alalall Aisa ol i b 33l dal (a5 dua ol Aae (e |kl ST s A
Al s Y 5 Las (385555 sl DB By (5 sy o Lge ALAIANE dn LAY Aiga T 200N 5 ALa)A) dine ) Laalan) (livin 5l die f 5. Asina )|

JleeY1 s oal il 5 & S e @lly cplas o)) 55500 5 Olasiss Gl s a5 5 S Jin (8 Leia
See also passing mention al-Idrisi, 830: Ok e S8 M (e Aol A ) ool 55 e 7 a0 lan S a)ll e SIS
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city in Interior Arminiya™*®*

and later explains that “the river al-Rass is very large and flows
from the vicinity of Interior Arminiya from Qaligala.”*®® His delineation between Interior and
Exterior Arminiya is clearly based on Ibn Hawqal’s account, though he does not replicate it
verbatim.'®®

Ibn Hawqal’s Interior Arminiya thus designated an area similar to, but not identical with,
the former Byzantine province. A. Ter-Lewondyan suggests that Ibn Hawqal adopted the
Byzantine name in order to designate the area under the authority of the Bagratid Kingdom. Here
Ter-Lewondyan relies partially on the fact that Ibn Hawqal treated Interior Armenia (Banii
Sinbat) as a separate entity in his tax reports.®’ This hypothesis receives support from the fact

that the anonymous author of Hudiid al-‘alam excludes Vaspurakan (including Ani, Lori and

Kars) as well as western Iberia from his work, because these areas were held by local rulers and
were not considered part of the Caliphate.'®®

Furthermore, there is a passage in the geography of Abii al-Fida’ that reads: “from the
east, Arminiya borders on the land of the Armenians [bilad al-Arman].”**® A modern editor’s
note attempts to make sense of a seemingly disjointed comment: “on lit (=¥ dans les deux

manuscrits, et dans le traité d’Ibn Haucal; la vraie leon parait étre »51.”*"° While a transcription

error may indeed account for the confusing phrase, it is more likely that the answer lies in lbn

164 Al-1drist, 824: Aalall Ayipe 5f (i sl saly dal | s A
165 Al-IdrisT, 830: D 6 e A2 Ayine )l o) 55 o 7 a0 laa S Gl gl

108 Al-IdrisT, 824: Los (385555 a5 Mo M 5 (5 o 5 s e AL21AMA A Al A 5 0l 5 A2 i Lot lan) (livine f Aisa
e ¥y (ol sill s & 3 (e @lld Gy Lo s o) 5305 Gl g5 Gl )l B3Aa 5 5 0S o Jie (o Lgde Al 5 a1

"7 Ter- Lewondyan (1976c), 99 and Ibn Hawqal, 354: ...a 53 <all (il e A1l Egiga 51 (10 panl 53 G Jalias 3y 55
168

Hewsen (2001), 112.
169 Abii al-Fida , 387: oY) 23U coall dea (e duisa ) aags

70 Abii al-Fida’, 387, no. 2.
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Hawqal’s delineation of borders: “Arminiya” is a Muslim land (Exterior Arminiya) and “the land
of the Armenians” lies under Bagratid control (Interior Arminiya). This is consistent with the
wording of Ibn Hawqal’s comment mentioned earlier: “the road from Barda‘a to Dabil is in
Armenian [land] and all these villages that are inside it are the cities of the kingdom of Sinbat b.

Asiit al-Armani.”*"*

3.1.3 Armenia, Iberia, and Albania
Yaqut does not mention Ibn Hawqal’s twofold division of Armenia, but rather jumps from the
Greater and Lesser Arminiyas to the enigmatic statement: “And it is said: There are three
Arminiyas...”*"? It is not readily evident what Yaqiit meant by this, but it is possible that he was
referring to Gurzan and al-Ran as kingdoms within Arminiya. Al-Ya‘qibi is the only Arab
author to describe this grouping. He writes: “The districts of Arminiya are Arran, Gurzan,
Nasawa, Hilat, Dabil, Sirag, Sugdabil, Bagunays, Argis, Stsagan, and the city Bab al-Abwab.”!"
Although al-Ya“qiib’s geography is not completely extant, we can extrapolate an even
more developed account of his conceptualization of Arminiya from fragments preserved in the
works of other geographers. Al-Ya‘qiibi portrays the three Arminiyas as identical to the
quadripartite division of Armenia after combining together Armenia Ill and IV.*"* Aba al-Fida’
relates: “Ahmad b. Ab1 Ya‘qiib said that Arminiya is divided into three parts. The first part

includes Qaliqala, Hilat, Sim§at and whatever is between them; the second part, Huzran

"1 1bn Hawgqal, 350.
2 yaqit, 160: Shiise sl &6 Jd 5

178 Al-YaCqiibi (Kitab al-Buldan), 106: aisss G )ls ol s dptila s ol m s dud s Ba 5 (5585 5 o 505 00l Ayl 5 S
Y5 ) A

174 Canard, Cahen, & Deny (1986).

76



[Gurzan], Tiflis, and the city of Bab al-Lan and everything in between them; the third part
includes Barda®a, which is a city of al-Ran, Baylaqan and Bab al-Abwab.”*"

Al-Ya‘qiibi’s threefold division is unique among Arab geographers. It is based on an
ethnic division (Albania, Iberia, and Armenia) and is consistent with the Armenian identification
of the area from the earliest period of the Christianization of the region that persists throughout
the Arab period without modification.!”® Seb&os notes that in his pact with Mu®awiya, T°8odoros
Rstuni spoke on behalf of “Armenia, Iberia, Albania, and Siwnik®, up to the Caucasus and the
Coray Pass.”*"” He further claims that Albania and Siwnik® were “formerly joined with
Atrpatakan in geography, until the kingdom of the Persians fell and the Ismaelites ruled. Then
they were conquered and combined with Armenia.”*’® From that point onward, the Arminiya,
Gurzan, and al-Ran paradigm becomes ubiquitous. For example, Lewond groups the three
provinces together in a description of the second fitna'”® and Dasxuranc’i describes the
administration of the three lands as a single unit.

Though there is comparatively little information available in Georgian sources, it is
possible to glean references in them to this administrative unit (Armenia, Iberia, and Albania).

While the Book of KCart®li twice links Armenia, K°art®li, and Heret‘i (comparable, perhaps, to

> Al-Ya®qiibi, 364 and Abii al-Fida’, 387: L& s s e Jaidy J5¥) andl) oLl 835 e dyise ) 5 @iy (ol (2 2eal JU&
Y Sl ekl e

178 Ter-Lewondyan (1976c), 11.

Y7 Ter- Lewondyan (1958), 75. Qtd Sebgos: qZwyju b qlhpu b qUnniwtiu b qUhtthu dhiish gGwyynh b
gNuwhwlju &npuy

18 Sebgos, 175: npp 16kw) Eht junwgwgnyli juojuwuphwghptt Unpyuinwlwih, dhish pupduwt
pwuquinpniphiul NMwpuhg b mhptwg budwybjught, tnpw winpkt tntwdbw) Jhwpwikgu pn Zuyng

" ewond, 200: 8k unpw Jughkwy Uhwpnt' npph Uwhdbnh, wquh b wpswpwutp: G uw juinipu

howtniplwtt niukp hwljunwlnpn qinpuygp hip NYpbngw, bt quut hwjunwlniptwit np puy
Updbwlu pudwikp kL wiwgp Enpop hipnud qUnpyuwnwljui b qZuju hwintpd dpop tir Unguithip:
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Yaqut’s Greater and Lesser Arminiyas?), it also reads: “Then Humen, son of Xalil [Muhammad
b. Halid], came again as amir; he governed all the territory even more wilfully: Armenia, K°art°li,
and Ran.”**® This same unit (Armenia, K°rt®li, and Ran) is also found in The History of King
Vat®ang Gorgasali.'®" These enumerations at least clarify the historical reality that western
Georgia never came under the rule of the Caliphate.

Despite Sebos’s assertion, this grouping was thus not an Arab innovation. Hewsen notes
that the formation of a single Christian province including Armenia, Iberia, and Albania seems to
refer to the much older administrative grouping of the three regions as a single province, Kusti
Kapkoh, under Sasanian rule.*® This is a problematic statement, given that K°usti Kapkoh
includes not only Armenia, Iberia, and Albania, but also Azerbaijan. We must look instead to the
Arsacid period for the history of this association.

The most explicit textual evidence to support the geographical unit including Armenia,
Iberia, and Albania (that is, without Azerbaijan) comes from a pre-Islamic source, namely a
sixth-century Syriac chronicle translated from Greek:

And besides these there are also in this northern region five believing peoples, and

their bishops are twenty-four, and their Catholic lives in D°win, the chief city of

Persian Armenia. The name of their Catholic was Gregory, a righteous and

distinguished man. Further Gurzan, a country in Armenia, and its language is like

Greek; and they have a Christian prince, who is subject to the king of Persia.

Further the country of Arran in the country of Armenia, with a language of its

own, a believing and baptized people; and it has a prince subject to the king of
Persia.'®®

180 Thomson (1996), 262. This is the only specific reference to an administrative grouping of the three. For the
Armenia, K°rt°li, and Heret‘i combination, see 258, 259.

181 Thomson (1996), 245: “Now at that time the lands of K°art®li, Armenia and Ran had been devastated, and there
were no dwellings nor food at all for men or beasts.” These references are not replicated in the Armenian version.

182 Hewsen (1992), 33.

183 ps, Zacharias Rhetor, trans. Hamilton & Brooks (1899), 327 — 8. See Ps. Zacharias Rhetor, 11 214; see also
Adontz (1970), 171.
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The practice of uniting Armenia, Iberia, and Albania dates back to the conversion narratives and
such descriptions are quite common. What is new here is that the argument rests on an idealized
supranational Christian solidarity that forged a unified province out of the three Caucasian lands.
In fact, if we look at Armenian historical sources concerning the period of partition, these
frequently emphasize the imagined unity of the three Christian countries. Lazar Parpec®i, for
example, often refers to the three provinces as a single unit. This is a statement of religious
solidarity, and not of administrative reality. Following the Council of Dwin (601), this unity was
paramount to the Armenian claim of ecclesiastical primacy: not only are the three united as one,
but Georgia and Albania have a subordinate role within the greater power of Armenia.

As an administrative model, this threefold division actually has comparatively little
support in the Arabic sources, despite its frequent appearance in modern works on Arminiya. For
the Arab period (as we will see below), the notion of Caucasia includes Adarbaygan and is not an
area neatly unified by religious belief. In fact, Ter-Lewondyan even notes that the inclusion of
Adarbaygan in the administrative unit was a deliberate policy of “either the Umayyads or the
°Abbasids” to counteract the religious unity of the Christian nations.'®*

The Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran combination, while it receives specific support only in
al-Y‘aqiibT’s description, does reappear in another guise in the works of three other geographers
from the Islamic world: Ibn Hurradadbih, Ibn al-Faqih, and Yaqat. These three authors do indeed
use the word Arminiya to describe the same territory (Armenia, Iberia, and Albania), but they do
this by dividing the area into four distinct territories rather than three, adopting the familiar

quadripartite schema from the Romano-Byzantine example.

184 Ter-Lewondyan (1958), 75. Even this argument is somewhat suspect, actually. When was Adarbaygan
“Islamized”? On the other hand, when was it decided that Arminiya was not in the process of being “Islamized”?
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3.1.4 The Fourfold Division of Armenia

The quadripartite division of Armenia is the most confusing historically, since the toponyms

shifted depending on the period in question and its political realities. The concept of a fourfold

division of Armenia is clearly inherited from Roman and Byzantine administration, but the

definition of each of the four Armenias did not remain fixed even then.'® Justinian repositioned

the Armenian provinces in 536, at a time when the area between Lake Van and Lake Sevan

(Persarmenia), Albania, and Iberia fell under the jurisdiction of the Sasanian Empire.

188 Maurice

introduced extensive changes with the acquisition of new territory from the Persians in 591.

Furthermore, the Armenian appellation for each territory was not necessarily synonymous with

the Byzantine norms. Hewsen’s chart, reproduced below, is a particularly useful guide to the

bewilderingly frequent changes in nomenclature:*®’

Date

387 — 536

536 — 591

591 —c. 640

Romano/Byzantine Name Armenian Name

First Armenia
Second Armenia
First Cappadocia
Inner Armenia

Second Armenia
Third Armenia
Fourth Armenia
First Armenia

Second Armenia
First Armenia
Fourth Armenia
Cappadocia

First Armenia
Third Armenia
Second Armenia
Upper Armenia

First Armenia
Third Armenia
Fourth Armenia
Second Armenia

Second Armenia
First Armenia
Fourth Armenia
Third Armenia

Region

Caesarea
Melitene
Sebastia
Theodosiopolis

Sebastia
Melitene
Sophene
Caesarea

Sebastia
Melitene
Sophene
Caesarea

Table 1: Hewsen’s Chart of the 4 Armenias

185 Canard, Cahen, & Deny (1986).

188 Hewsen (2001), 86.

187 Hewsen (1992), 25.
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Although this chart is a useful start, 1 do not think that every aspect of it correctly represents the
evidence from extant sources. For example, pre-Justinianic Armenia | actually had its capital at
Sebastia according to Greek sources. | will attempt to point out possible alterations to the chart
as these arise.

The short discussion that follows is not intended to provide a comprehensive history of
each province, but rather a brief sketch meant only to illustrate that the Roman and Greek
provinces have little or no relation to the homonymous Arab provinces of later date. When the
Arabs finally entered the arena in the seventh century, they introduced entirely new provinces
with well-established toponyms; or else, as M. Ghazarian suggests, they described the antiquated

Byzantine quadripartite division in various ways.*®

3.1.4.1 Armenia Prima
Armenia I was enlarged under Justinian’s reforms to include both the original province Armenia

| (around Sebastia)*®

and also Inner Armenia. This placed the province immediately south of the
Black Sea with its center at Tzoumina (near modern-day Erzincan), including Trebizond and
extending as far as Theodosiopolis in the east and New Caesarea in the west. When Maurice

restructured the themes in 591, Justinian’s Armenia I11 was renamed Armenia 1.** According to

188 Ghazarian (1904), 155: “Die arabischen Historiker und Geographen stellen die Verhiltnisse in Armenien vor der
arabischen Eroberung anders dar.”

189 Hieroclis, 37 for pre-Justinianic Armenia I: Emopyia Apueviag @, 0md fyenovo moAsig &. Tepaotia. Nikomohc,
Kolovia. Zatéra. Zefactovmolic. Honigmann identifies these cities as follows: “Gavras, a 3 km. a I’Est de Sivas.
Piirk prés d’Endires. Sebin-Karahisar. Sadak (Sadag). Sulu Saray (Ciftlik).” Garsoian (1989), 472 notes that the
original Armenia | was created under Theodosius | with its capital at Sebaste, which was later moved to Satala. Note
that this is clearly an issue with Hewsen’s chart, which claims that Caesarea is the capital of pre-Justinian Armenia I.
See also Grousset (1984), 239; Garsoian (2004), 105; Hakobyan (2007), 100 — 101.

19 Garsoian (1989), 473; Garsoian (2004), 109.
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Drasxanakertc®i, post-Justinianic Armenia | was based in Sebastia, while post-Maurice Armenia
| was centered around Melitene.'**

The longer recension of Sirakac®i’s geography mentions that Armenia I was once
Armenia Il, outlining the province as follows:

The land of Second Armenia, which is now called First Armenia, lies east of

Cilicia close to the mountain Taurus, near the mountain Amanos, which separates

it [Second Armenia] from Komagen of Syria up until the Euphrates. It has other

mountains, Igon and Basilikon'®* and Krormandon; rivers, the abovementioned

Piramis and Paratis and Kawkawa and Karomosos; and two passes entering into

Syria.'%®

The Arab province of Arminiya | is clearly unrelated to the Romano-Byzantine and
Armenian provinces. There are three accounts that mention Arminiya I: “First Arminiya: al-

Sisagan, Arran, Tiflis, Bard“a, Baylagan, Qabala and Sirwan.”'%

3.1.4.2 Armenia Secunda
Pre-Justinianic Armenia Il was centered at Melitene,*® while post-Justinianic Armenia 11

bordered the Euphrates on the east and had its capital at Sebastia. It included some of the

191 Drasxanakertc’i, 70; Ghazarian (1904), 207; Grousset (1984), 252.

192 Soukry (1881), Eremyan, Abrahamyan & Petrosyan (1979), and Hewsen (1992) all have Zigon, as if the q is part
of the name of the mountain instead of the accusative marker. All of them (except Soukry) take Zigon Basilicon as
being a single mountain. The short recension doesn’t give the names of the mountains, but it does say that there are
three mountains and four rivers (so Zigon and Basilicon have to be different mountains). Sirakac’i [Abrahamyan],
347.

19 Sirakac®i [Soukry], 24: Uppuwiph Gplpnpy Zuyp, np wipn Ynsht Unwght Zwyp, jihg Yuyny Yhihlhny wn
Swiipnu (kpudp jhiph Udwtnu (Ephiy, np pudwtk ptg bw b pun Yndwgbuh Uunping dhiste gGthpun:
Miuh b wy) (Ephtu. qbgnt b qFwupihlnt b qUenpdwinnt. G ghwn qunyt Mhpwdhu b qunwnhu b
qUuijuiw bt qUunpndnunu, kL npnitu Eplnt Gjuubing Qunping:

1% Ibn Hurradadbih, 122: .05 485 Gl s de 3 05 Galii's 1) s glamandl - 15¥1 daise ); N al-Faqih, 286-7: s )5
Ol g Al laball (oY) Aiae ) ey, ol g 1) g Olaasad) & (A 9Y); Yaqut, 160 and Abi al-Fida’, 387: :Js¥U A ) Jd5
Leie 2ol auai) Loy () 5 5 AL 5 (il

1% Hieroclis, 37 for pre-Justinian Armenia II: Enapyio Appeviag B, 010 fiyepova moreig ¢. Mehviy. Apko.
Apaprooc. Kokovoog. Kopdva. Apapabio. Honigmann identifies these cities as follows: “Malatya. Arga. Efsus
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previous (pre-Justinian) province of Armenia | and a small amount of territory immediately to

196 . - : 197
This remained unchanged throughout Maurice’s reforms.

the west.
The Arabs understood Armenia II as consisting of Iberia. According to Yaqit, copying
nearly verbatim from Ibn al-Faqih and/or Ibn Hurradadbih, “It is said: There are four
[Arminiyas]...and the Second: Gurzan, Sugdabil, Bab Fayriiz Qubad and al-Lakz.”**® Note that
Tifl1s, traditionally considered part of Iberia, is assigned instead to Albania and therefore falls

into Arminiya I; Ter-Eewondyan contends that this is “merely a misunderstanding.”*®

3.1.4.3 Armenia Tertia

Justinian renamed the pre-sixth century Armenia Il as Armenia Ill, meaning that this new
province stretched approximately from Caesarea to its capital at Melitene.’® It is, however,
unclear how the province fared under the reforms initiated by Maurice. Garsoian notes that
following 591 “Armenia III consisted of Justinianic Armenia I plus new territories including

most of Arsacid Ayrarat and Turuberan.”?** Many modern scholars, on the other hand, claim that

(Yarpuz). Goksun. Sahr. Aziziye (Pwarbast).” See also Garsoian (1989), 472: Armenia Il was originally created
under Theodosius I, centered in Melitene. See Hakobyan (2007), 98.

1% Garsoian (1989), 473. However, note the passage in Drasxanakertc’i in the next note. See also Grousset (1984),
239; Garsoian (2004), 105; Hakobyan (2007), 101.

97 Though Drasxanakertc®i, 71 claims that this shift (that is, when Armenia | became Armenia I1) happened during
the reforms of Maurice: i tuju qUpdkuhtt quyjts, np Unwght Zuyph whmwbhip Bplypnpy Zuyp g Uophly
Ynstwg, inpnud duypupunup E Ulwuwnhuwy: See also Grousset (1984), 252; Garsoian (2004), 109; Ghazarian
(1904), 207.

198 yaqit, 160 and Abi al-Fida’, 387: XU s 38 55,8 s Juskaa s ol s 4l y | 4% 5l U85 See also: Ibn Hurradadbih,
221 5SW1 5 38 5558 by Judiea s o)) s AUl Ayl And 1bn al-Faqih, 286-7: 3G 558 by dudiea s o)) s Al Ayl
BSUP

199 Ter-Lewondyan (1961b), 68.

20 Garsoian (1989), 473; Grousset (1984), 239; Garsoian (2004), 106; Hakobyan (2007), 101.

2! Garsotan (1989), 473.
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under Maurice “Third Armenia, with its capital still at Melitene, became First Armenia and the
term Third Armenia inexplicably fell out of use.”?%? The Arabs, therefore, arrived at a time when
Armenia Il did not exist.

R. Hewsen presents an explanation for the appearance of Third Armenia in the short
recension of Sirakac®i’s geography in an effort to bolster his theory that Sirakac®i lived in post-
Maurice, pre-Arab Armenia (that is, between 591 and the 640s):

The Third Armenia, which did not exist during this period, can be explained when

we realize that to an Armenian author who knew of the existence of Fourth

Armenia and of how the enumeration of Romano-Byzantine Armenias had

changed over the centuries, it would be only natural to seek a Third Armenia to

complete the list and, knowing that it might be somewhere near First and Second

Armenia, what would be more reasonable than to place it at the first logical place

in the text??®
However, it is somewhat perplexing that, as Hewsen apparently suggests, an Armenian author
would need to invent an entire province. Wouldn’t Sirakac’i, educated by a Byzantine tutor and
one of the most astute scholars of his age, familiar with every single canton in Armenia, be
aware of the Byzantine provinces and of the existence (or nonexistence) of Armenia I11?

Hewsen reads the relevant sentence as follows: “The twentieth [division of Asia] is First
Armenia which is east of First Cappadocia and borders Third (sic) Armenia. It is bounded on the
29204

east by the Euphrates. It has Mount Argaeus, the River Halys and other smaller ones.

Sirakac"i’s text is, admittedly, confusing. However, the passage reads as follows in

202 Hewsen (1992), 19. This is corroborated by Grousset (1984), 252 — 3: “La “Troisiéme Arménie’ qui était jusque-
la formée de Méliténe et des villes de I’ Anti-Taurus (Arabissos, Comana, Cocusos) disparut, et fut remplacée par
une ‘Grande Arménie’ qui comprenait la vallée du haut Euphrate.” See Garsoian (2004), 109 : “the term Armenia
IIT disappeared altogether from the new administrative roster,” a shift in her opinion as previously published as cited
above.

203 Hewsen (1992), 25.

24 Hewsen (1992), 54A.
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Abrahamyan’s edition: “First Armenia lies east of First Cappadocia, close to Second Armenia.
And on the east its border lies on the Euphrates. And it has the mountain Arggos, the river Alis
and other small [rivers].”?® According to Abrahamyan’s version, based on the oldest and most
complete manuscripts of the short recension, Sirakac®i does not even discuss Third Armenia.

However, as Hewsen himself notes,®® Drasxanakertc®i clearly states that there was in fact
an Armenia III after the reforms of Maurice: “The Emperor Maurice very presumptuously made
changes to those names...He called Cappadocia, with its capital at Caesarea and which was
previously named Second Armenia, Third Armenia...” *°’

In any case, for our purposes the final resolution to this question is irrelevant: the Arab
understanding of Armenia 1l has no relation to any possible rendition of Armenia 11l and
coincides instead with the previously Persian territories:*® “Third Armenia is al-Busfuragan,

Dabil, Sirag Tayr, Bagriwan and al-Nasawa.”?"

2% Sirakac’i [Abrahamyan], 347: Unwght Zwjp ki, jkjhg Yuyny Ywwunnyyhng, we kph kpypnpy 2wng: G
uwhdwih jkihg Gthpuwnnt. kL (kwnt nith Ungknu, B gin qUphu, B wy) dwbinibu:

206 Hewsen (1992), 25.

207 Drasxanakertc®i, 70: Uwu Jujubiplt Uopljuwy dkntbphgmplwdp hdt thnthnjunidl wpupbu) wintwbg
woliwuphwgh wyinghyy...buly qUuyunnyyhwy, ppoud dugpupunuph h Ykuwphuy' b Gplpnpy Zugp
twu wiuntwuhip, Ynsk quw Gppnpn Zuyp b wntk quw Gwywpph: See Ghazarian (1904), 207: “von hier
[Melitene] bis zu den Grenzen von Sophene.”

2% Ter-Fewondyan (1958), 75 and Ter-Eewondyan (1976d), 165.

2% 1bn al-Faqih, 286 — 7: sl s Ol s s b ) ms Juds Ol sl B See Yaqiit, 160 and Abi al-Fida’, 387: <l
sl g s s e e dnas e )
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3.1.4.4 Armenia Quarta

Post-Justinianic Armenia IV nearly bordered the Euphrates on the north and included the area as

210

far south as Amida, with its capital at Martyropolis (Mayyafariqin),” which became the

province of Mesopotamia after the reforms introduced under Maurice.?** The post-591 Armenia
IV included the lands recently won from Persarmenia.”*?
The long recension of Sirakac’i’s geography describes Armenia IV as follows:

Fourth Armenia, which is the area of Cop°k®, near Upper Armenia [Barjr Hayk],
with the city of Melting (Melitene) along its borders to the west and to the
south—Mesopotamia, and to the east, Taron. It has eight districts. Xorjayn,
northeast, through which the other river Gayl flows close to Kotoberd. Hastenk",
from which the sources of the Tigris river spring. To the east of Xorjayn, is the
district Patnatun, along with the homonymous fortress. And facing it to the south,
the district of Balaxovit. To the west of them, Cop°k®. And the district of Anjit®, to
the south, in which are Covk® and Horé fortress. And to the west of them is the
district of Dégik, in which are the fortresses Krni, K°rwik and Sok, across from
which to the south is the district of Gawrég, through which flows the Aracani,
adjoining to the Eurphrates at the city of Lusatari¢. And going west, it reaches
the borders of Lesser Armenia, to the west of Meltin€ [Melitene]. And then the
Kawkas adjoins with it, coming from the west of the mountain, which is called
lgon Vasit®gon.?

219 Hakobyan (2007), 101; Ghazarian (1904), 207 has Drasxanakertc®i define Armenia IV as “von Sophene bis zu
der Mértyrerstadt (Martyropolis = Majafariqin) und Atdsniq.”

211 5ee Hilbschmann (1904), 227, qtd Procopius: See Grousset (1984), 239; Garsoian (2004), 106 for post-Justinian
Armenia IV.

12 Garsoian (2004), 109. Grousset (1984), 253 explains that this means “Dadima, Kitharizon, and Shimshat.”

213 Sirakac®i [Soukry], 30: 2nppnpy Zwjp, np £ Onthwg Ynnul, jiph pupdp Zugng, Ukpnhtt punwuput
uwhdwlh pun dnhg, b puin hwpuiny Uhewghwnnyp, ki pun khg Swpotny: Miith quuwnu nip.
qiunpauyli’ jkihg hhruhuny, plin np howtk Uhiu Gy ghn wn Unnnplpnymi. qZwowntiu, jnpuk prjubi
winphipp Shgphu gnng. buly h dnhg npdwing £ NMwununnih quiun, hwbinby hndwinud phpgng. G
hwlnty tinpw h hwpur Awjwundhn quiiwn. B h dnhg ingw Onthp, tt Utdhp quiwn h hwput,
npnid Onyp Lt Znnk phipn. G h dUnnhg ingu tEghl) quiwn, jnpmud phpnp Ynth G £pihly B Unl, npng
hwunty h hwpun E Quipkq quiwn, pun npu Ejkw; Upuswh fpwnth j6thpun h punupt
Lntuwpwnhé, bt kppunyd qunhip bjubt h uvwhdwbu ®npp Zwgng, jiihg Ukjnhit. G wyw uwnh h
w Quijwu, quny h dnhg Yniuk h (Enukh np Ynsh Shgnt dwuhpint.
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This passage describes Armenia IV between 536 and 591.2%
The Arab Armenia IV is comparable to the homonymous post-Maurice Byzantine

21> “and from the Fourth [there are]: Simgat, Qaliqala, Argi§ and Bagunays.”**® The

province:
Arab province reaches further east than Sirakac®i’s account, including Argi§, which is part of

Turuberan, but the bulk of the province remains the same.

Although the Arabs inherited the quadripartite model of Armenia from the Greco-Roman
period, they assigned these toponyms to their own provinces with minimal reference to the
previous administration. That this received quadripartite division was not a particularly precise
administrative practice is obvious: al-Baladuri describes the four Arminiyas twice, but the two
passages are quite different.?!’

Again, the above discussion is intended merely as a brief overview. However, it is clear
that the memory of the Roman and Byzantine toponyms lingered long past their administrative

use and that accordingly these easily-defined models could, in actuality, have become blurred.

Others will work through the texts to decipher the variances between the different administrative

24 Grousset (1984), 239: “La nouvelle du 8 mars 536 rattacha a I’administration directe de cette Quatriéme Arménie
les anciennes satrapies arméniennes de Sophéne (Dzophq Chahounotz ou Petit Dzophq), d’ Antziténe (Hantzith), de
Balabiténe (Balahovit, région de Balou), d’ Asthianéne (Hachtéanq) et de Sophanéne (Dzophq Medz ou Grand
Dzophqg), & quoi il faut certainement joindre une partie au moins de la Khortzéne. ”

215 Ter-Lewondyan (1958), 75 and Ter-Lewondyan (1976d), 165.

#1° yaqiit, 160 and Abii al-Fida’, 387: ...ouiabs G ol s Sl Lliied :4al )l (18, See also 1bn al-Faqih, 286 — 7: 4l s
saiaby s (lua )5 AGlE § Jaliiad 4a ) and Tbn Hurradadbih, 221: .ostialis Glas ) Dl 5 badla o aliad ey ) dia )

2" Mugetyan (1978 — 1979), 131 — 132 no. 12; Ter-Lewondyan (1961b), 70 — 71. Al-Baladuri, 120: ¢» 2esa SHaa

O dena g hall ) e g ele g a3Ll) e BN il o desa Has g Sa W) s At o) ) e e e g A Sl e duelan)
LA 5 Dal g bl CuilS 1) M8 (g o diany (e 23 ) 5 agiias Gt Boiaa ) sab alall Ja) (e a B (e 0t g2 5 DIAT il

A0l Aiye ) e () ) ya S g ABIAN Apiye ) oo i 215 yra g pda ] ey i s Ol teal) 35 58 S 5 Al N Rpise ) e Gariabiy Gl )
A Ay ) oo arialyy Gl )5 LA 5 M8 il 5 An) Hl1 e ) Laas g Jaliad culS Jliy 5 (I 5¥) dine ) (25 Gl )5 Gl S
AN el (B ol ol s il (oY Aie ) oo Ll g o) ) g Gl g B30 Aae ) oo d8 la yieall g Jua g g g bzl
olie ) calia LAY iy a5 )1 sl (8 dxina ) b

Ghazarian (1904), 155 interprets one of al-Baladuri’s explanations as referring to the divisions in Arminiya before
the arrival of the Arabs.
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models and the bewildering variety and juxtaposition of toponyms. For now, | may conclude that
the administrative model that is most fitting for the current study is in fact absent from Greek

geographical traditions and traces its origins instead to Sasanian precedents.

3.1.5 Al-Rihab: Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran
It has become commonplace to introduce Armenian geography under the Arabs with the
threefold division among Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran. It was indisputably more common,
however, for Arab geographers to divide a broader region into three sections. Most Islamic
geographers, including al-Istahri, Ibn Hawqal, al-Mugqaddasi, the anonymous author of Hudiid
al-*alam, al-1drisi,*® and Abu al-Fida’,?"® describe Arminiya as a single part of a larger whole, as
they incorporate it, together with al-Ran and Adarbaygan, into an independent unit.

“As for Arminiya, al-Ran and Adarbaygan: we place them in a single map and we make
them into a single region.”??° Al-Muqaddasi calls this area al-Rihab, noting “...we made this
region into three districts, the first of which by the [Caspian] Sea is al-Ran, then Arminiya, then

99221

Adarbaygan.”*" Ibn Hawgal merely lists the three districts as his chapter heading without

offering a toponym for the area. He opens his chapter with the specification:

Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran: and that which surrounds it to from the east
are [the regions of] al-Gibal and Daylam and to the east is the Hazar Sea; and that
which surrounds it to the west are the borders (hudiid) of the Armenians and al-
Lan and parts of the borders (hudiid) of Northern Mesopotamia; and that which

18 He does not explicitly say this, but lumps them together in his description of this clime.

%9 Abil al-Fida’, 386: SH (b Gall 138 o) Lgmas 3 daslic o8 2205 030 5 Gl 305 0l Aan ) S5 (M) il gl by (o 3
OSAIL Wil ety s Lpaiany Jalail ) gl

220 Al-IStabﬁ9 180: 1as) 5 Laald) alilas g 32a) 53 ) san Lf lalieea U i 53 5 ol il 5 Aty Lila
2L Al-Muqaddast, 374: .Olas 3l & e ) o 01 sl OB G Ledsl S &330G a8Y) s Lles 38 5 The name al-Rihab crops up

infrequently in Arabic literature. Yagqiit includes a small entry: 13 Lelaidy LIS i ) SiS15 2 a5 Olasa 3 4l (Sl
¥l
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surrounds it from the direction of the north are al-Lan and the Caucasian

mountains; and that which surrounds it from the south are the borders (hudiid) of

Iraq and part of the borders (hudiid) of Northern Mesopotamia.?*

In fact, the linking of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran became so ubiquitous that Abt
al-Fida’ comments: “these are three great regions that the masters of this art [geography] joined
together in descriptions and depictions as they overlap with one another, so that it becomes

difficult to mention any single one of them.”?*® The only explicit explanation for such a grouping

is provided in Ibn Hawqal’s text:

| have made them into a single region because they are the kingdom of a single
person based on what | have witnessed during my own lifetime and on the reports
that were passed on about it to those who came before me. For example, Ibn Ab1
al-Sag and his servant Muflih and Daysan b. Sadalawayh and al-Marzuban b.
Muhammad, known as al-Sallar and above all, al-Fadl b. Yahya and ‘Abd Allah
b. Malik al-Huza‘T and others.?**

He considers the area to be within the purview of the lord (sahib) of Adarbaygan.??®

Al-IstahrT defines the province of al-Ran as follows: “The border (hadd) of al-Ran is from
Bib al-Abwab to Tiflis up to the vicinity of the river al-Rass, a place known as Hagiran.”??® Al-
Mugqaddasi explains that “as for al-Ran, it is about one-third of the region...its capital is Bard“a

and among its towns are Tiflis, al-Qal‘a, Hunan, Samkar, Ganza, Bardig, al-gamébiya, Sirwan,

%22 Tbn Hawqal, 221: (b Lee 43 oy 35 5030 ey (e 5 aball g Jualls i) (b Law 43 Jasmy (3015 2001l i 535 A )
Gloall s igiall (e 4o Jamy A1 5 Gl Juan s OO Jladll Agan (g0 43 Jaimy o35 3 3l 2 50a e (g OO e Y 3538 il
ool ags e (5

23 Aby al-Fida’, 386: S Ul il ey maally Lpaimay JAI y pumlly SHI 3 i) 138 oyl Lonan 5 Alic ullil 2385 o34

224 Ibn Hawgqal, 221: gldl i odS 4.54“4330*-‘44)‘;‘5‘\1‘ Gl L5 (5 e il 4501 Lad 2l O] ASLaa LY 13a) 5 Lagld] Lgiles 8

“2Ibn Hawqal, 347: Olam 3 caalia 3y ciaidSles 4
228 Al-Tstahrd, 190: Ol ssas Goas OSe Gl es i G ol ) 1Y) Gl e 011 2s 5. The footnote suggests, following

Abt al-Fida’, that o)== is a corrupted form of ¢l s>, Yaqut does note that Nahgiwan is contested territory between
al-Ran and Adarbaygan.

89



Bakaiih, al-Sabaran, Bab al-Abwab, al-Abhan, Qabala, Sakki, Malazkird, Tabla.”*’ Ibn Hawqal’s
description seems comparable, as he lists the largest towns as Barda‘a, Tiflis, and Bab al-Abwab,
and also mentions other minor towns, such as Baylaqan, Wartan, Samaba, Sabaran, Bardig,
Qabala, Samkar, and Ganga.

However, some small hints of al-Ya‘qiib’s division remain even in the work of Ibn al-

»228 stating forthright that al-

Faqih. He writes that “Arran is the foremost kingdom in Arminiya,
Ran is subsumed as part of Arminiya. This may be a remnant of historical memory, preserving
the fact that Armenia controlled Albania in the pre-Islamic period just as Sirakac®i’s
aforementioned text indicated.

“The border (hadd) of Adarbaygan is al-Gabal until it reaches al-Tarm up to the border
(hadd) of Zangan to al-Dinawar. Then it circles around until Hulwan and Sahrazir until it
reaches the vicinity of the Tigris, after which it circuits to the borders (hudiid) of Arminiya.”??®

Al-Mugaddasi notes that “as for Adarbaygan...its seat of government, which is the
capital of the region, is Ardabil...and among is towns are Rasba, Tabriz, Jabirwan, Hunag, al-
Miyanig, al-Saraa, Barwa, Wartan, Muqan, Mimad, Barzand.”*° Ibn Hawaqal lists the largest

cities of Adarbaygan as Ardabil and Urmiya, though he also mentions Tabriz, Barzand,

Baylaqan, Wartan, Salmas, al-Miyanig, Marand, and Huw1.?*! The inclusion of Wartan and

27 Al-Muqaddasi, 374: &aledl) gz s 3in 5 sSad QU Aalil) (uld Lgine (ya s Ao d 5 Lginad  adBVI (pa Gl sai () 5S5 Ll ) )1 Lald
St 38 e (S8 AL LAY ) Gl LA 0 5SL )

228 |bn al-Fagih, 291 : 4 b 3Skae ) o))

229 Al-Istahrd, 190 S soebs Ol sl el (s Al siall jela ) glai s () askall seds ) ety s Jaad) bas (a3
Az 250a o (sl &5 Alas 8 ) i

230 Al-Mugqaddast, 375: 055 550 3l gilball i s Glsoda a8 Aan ) Liae (e dwd ) mlY) jeme b 5 Lt Gl )3 Ll
)0 dage O 5

2 b Hawqal, 336.
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Baylaqgan is somewhat surprising in that Ibn Hawqal later lists both border towns as belonging to
al-Ran.

“And they have a border up to Bard®a and they have a border up to al-Gazira and they
have a border up to Adarbaygan. The frontier (zagr) that is adjacent to the Rim from Arminiya is
Qaligala and the people of Adarbaygan, al-Gibal, al-Rayy and that which is near it raid against
it.” Al-IstahrT lists “al-NaSawa, Barkar1, Hilat, Manazkird, Badlis, Qaliqala, Arzan, Miyafariqin
and Sirag” as the towns of Arminiya.?*?

Al-Mugaddasi mentions that, “as for Arminiya, it is a beautiful district...its capital is
Dabil, and among its towns are Bidlis, Hilat, Argis, Barkri, Huw1, Salamas, Urmiya, Daharraqan,
Maraga, Ahr®, Marand, Sangan, Qaliqala, Qandariya, Qal‘at Yiinus, Nirin.”?® It is interesting
that al-MuqaddasT does not list al-NaSawa in this enumeration, or anywhere else in his account of
the area, considering that Ibn Hawqgal mentions Dabil and al-NaSawa as the most important cities
in Arminiya.

There exists accordingly a clear divide: Armenian sources mainly maintain the Armenia,
Albania, and Georgia paradigm, while the Islamic texts much more frequently discuss Arminiya,
al-Ran, and Adarbaygan. There are exceptions: Lewond briefly mentions that Hartin al-Rashid
combined the governorship of Albania, Armenia, Iberia, and Azerbaijan,?** and the martyrology
of Vahan Golt°nec’i mentions a governor of the North.?* However, these are comparatively

infrequent comments. Ter-Eewondyan attempts to reconcile the Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran

282 Al-IstahrT, 188.

3 Al-Mugqaddast, 374: OBa1s daal el 553 5 S Glaa ) BIA Gl Lgine (g5 s Letaal Al 558 Leild dne ) Lal
LGRS Om 5 Andl 4 5008 DA Glatus 30 je ¢ 8l A2)

234 Lewond, 200: 8k unpw jughkuy Ulhulpnh‘ npnh Uwhdbwnh, mquwh b wpbwpwukp: G uw juinipu
holwtniplwtt nitukp hwljunwlnpn qinpuyp hip NYpbnw, it quut hwljurwlniptwit np puy
dhdbwu pudwikp b viuyp Enpop hipnud qUunpuyuwnwljuit b qZwju hwinkpd dpop bt Unniwthep:

2% Gatteyrias (1880), 30.
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paradigm with the more common description of Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran by
suggesting that Arminiya did in fact include Gurzan and al-Ran, but that it was then combined
with Adarbaygan as a viceroyalty during the Umayyad period in order to strengthen the border
against both the Byzantines and the Hazars.”®® This is certainly a feasible and convenient
response, given the assumption that the Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran grouping is more
prevalent in local (Armenian and Georgian) sources, the authors of which would presumably
have had a stronger grasp of the everyday administration of the province. By the same reasoning,
it is apt that the only Arabic source to corroborate the Arminiya, Gurzan, and al-Ran grouping
hails from a geographer who actually lived there, namely, al-Ya‘qiibi. The majority of the Arab
geographers, however, were more concerned with fitting Arminiya into the Islamic milieu.

Still, there remain some inconsistencies. Why did the Balht geographers distinguish al-
Ran as a separate land if it was already considered part of Arminiya? Similarly, Balht
geographers do not in fact define Gurzan as part of Arminiya. According to their schema, eastern
Georgia, while certainly grouped with al-Ran, Arminiya, and Adarbaygan, does not fall easily
into a single subdivision of the any one of the provinces. Tiflis, the only city consistently
considered to be part of Gurzan in the other administrative paradigms, is described as a town in

al-Ran.

3.2  Arab Memory of a Sasanian Past
A brief overview of the bulk of Arabic geographical sources on Arminiya suggests that the
association of the three neighboring territories (Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran) as a single

unit was in fact the norm. If we review the Arabic sources on the other toponyms—Greater and

2% Ter-Lewondyan (1976b), 161.
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Lesser Arminiya, Interior and Exterior Arminiya, Arminiya I, Il, 11, and IV—we discover that
these surface relatively infrequently in comparison to the much more common description of al-
Rihab (Arminiya, Adarbaygan, and al-Ran). This, along with the fact that the Arabic toponyms
do not in fact coincide with Roman, Byzantine or Armenian use, hints at the lingering

importance of Sasanian geographical models as opposed to the Greek.

3.2.1 KCusti Kapkoh / Kust-1 Adiirbadagan
Armenian, Pahlavi, and Arabic sources describe the Sasanian administrative model as a
quadripartite division of kusts, including the kust of adirbadagan. The only surviving Sasanian
geographical work, Sahrestaniha T Eransahr, clearly saw heavy redactions in the *Abbasid
period, as it reads: “In the direction of Adiirbadagan [kust adiirbadagan], the city of Ganzag was
built by Frasyiak, the son of Tir. The city of Amol was built by the heretic who is full of death.
Zoroaster, the son of Spitaman was from that city. The city of Baghdad was built by Abii Ja“far
whom they call Abii Dawaniq.”?’ In this text the definition of kust-7 adiirbadagan is hardly
prolific, but a comparable province also appears in Sirakac’i’s geography, notably dated to the
same period:

The land of the Persians is divided into four in this manner: Kusti Xorasan,?®

which is a region to the west...K usti Nmroj, which is the region of the meridian,

which is the south... Kusti Xorasan, which is a region to the east... Kusti

Kapkoh, which is the region of the Caucasian mountains, in which are thirteen

lands: Atrpatakan; Armn, which is Armenia; Varjan, which is Iberia; Ran, which

is Albania; Balasakan; Sisakan; Aré; Gezan; San¢an; DImunk’; Dmbawand;
Taprostan; Rwan; Aml.. 239

%7 Daryaee (2002), 21.

238 Soukry (1881), 53 notes that this is a mistake, but doesn’t offer the correction. Marquart (1901), 16 — 19: This
should read K°usti Xoraban.

2% Sirakac®i [Soukry], 40: Mwpuhg wohuwph pln snpu pudwith wyuwku. Lniunh npuwuwl, np E Ynnd
wpbidnbuwy...Lniunh Ldnng, np k Ynnut vhgopbwy np E hwpwt... Lniunh vnpuuwi, np k §nnd
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This passage, as R. Gyselen and T. Greenwood both point out, is clearly dependent upon a
Sasanian source, as Sirakac®i feels the need to offer an Armenian translation for Pahlavi

249 and uses the Pahlavi words k°ust and kapkoh.?*

toponyms (Armn, Ran, and Varjan)
Whether K usti Kapkoh of the Asxarhac®oyc’ is directly comparable to kust-7
adirbadagan of Sahrestantha T Eransahr is both ambiguous and irrelevant. In fact, Ph. Gignoux
goes as far as to suggest that the entire schema of administrative organization by the four
cardinal directions is nothing but a literary trope signifying the universality of imperial rule that
reaches as far back as the Assyrian Empire.*? This view has fallen out of favor, most
significantly with R. Gyselen’s publication of seals belonging to Sasanian officials of each of the

provinces, such as these examples from kust-i Adiirbadagan:**

wphkikihg...Lntunh Yuynh, np k §nnds Yujuunt (Epubg, jnpnud B wphuwph Epipnnuwuwt.
Unpuyuinulul, Updt (np £) Zugp, Swpewt np k dhpp, Mwb np k Unnuwubp, Pujuuwlul,
Uhuwljul, Unt, @hquit, Cwudwl, Muntup, Mpwiwny, Swyppunwl, owb, Udj...

0 Greenwood (2002), 339.

21 Gyselen (2000), 214 — 215; for use of Kapkoh in Armenian, see Hilbschmann (1908), 45.

2 Gignoux (1984), 4.

3 Gyselen (2000). Note, however, that the second seal treats Armenia as separate from kust—inuerdakdn. Since
the seals do not explicitly define the province, they cannot be definitive proof of the veracity of the Sahrestaniha

Eransahr or Asxarhac®oyc®. However, Gyselen (2001) collects a number of seals from spahbeds of each kust. For
the north, see 4a (p. 44) and 4b (p. 45).
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Image 3: Sasanian Seals from kust-i Adiirbadagan.

Furthermore, the fourfold division of the Sasanian Empire has been used to explain the

appearance of four crescents on Sasanian coins, particularly those of Anasirwan:***

4 Morony (1984), 40.



131

Image 4: Sasanian coins with 4 stars**

On the face of it, this isn’t a particularly convincing interpretation unless we consider that the
Sasanian text Bundahisn named four stars, one to guard each of the four regions: Tistar over the

h.2%8 The stars evident on

East; Sataves, the West; Vanand, the South; and Haptoring, the Nort
AniiSirwan’s coins do indicate the universality of Sasanian rule, but also attest the four-fold
division of Empire.

In any case, historians of the Islamic era considered this a true rendition of Sasanian

administration. Moreover, there are some indications that the grouping of many provinces into a

single entity did occur in the Arab period. For our present purposes the actual Sasanian

245 schindel (2009), plate 9.

248 Adontz (1970), 169: “There is no doubt in this case that these cosmological concepts of the Persians were a direct
reflection of the administrative divisions of Persia, of its division into four commands.”
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administrative delineations are not as relevant as the Islamic perceptions of the land and its

history.?*’

3.2.2 Al-Garbi/ al-Gabal / al-Gadi
The quadripartite division of the Sasanian Empire is a common feature in Arabic histories. Al-
TabarT specifically states that at the start of the reign of AntiSirwan there was already a "governor
(fadiisban) of Adarbaygan, Arminiya and its domains, Danbawand, Tabaristan and its
domains.”®*® According to this account, An@idirwan’s innovation was merely to appoint four
military commanders (isbahads), one to each province: “And the king divided this state and
among four isbahads, among them is the isbahad of the east, which is Hurasan and its environs;
the isbahad of al-magrib; the isbahad of Nimriiz, which is al-Yaman; and the isbahad of
Adarbaygan and its environs, which is the land of the Hazars and its environs.”**

Ibn Hurradadbih provides a name and definition for al-TabarT’s region of “Adarbaygan
and its environs”:

Al-Garbi is a land of the north, a quarter of the kingdom. And the ishbahabad of

the north during the epoch of the Persians was called Adarbadakan ishahabad.

And in this region were Arminiya, Adarbaygan, al-Rayy, Damawand...
Tabaristan, al-Riiyan, Amul, Sarya, al-Lariz, al-Siriz, Tamis, Dihistan, al-Kalar,

7 Gignoux (1984), 1: «.. .pour faire I’histoire de la période sasanide, il faudrait abandonner la méthode
généralement pratiquée jusqu’ici, qui consiste a utiliser les sources arabes et classiques en priorité, car elles sont
évidemment les plus abondantes, et a ne s’appuyer qu’occasionnellement sur les sources iraniennes.”

248 Al-TabarT (2002), I1 98: U s s i ada s i sl s 1a Sn s disa )l 5 a5 (lass 3

249 Al-Tabar (2002), I1 99: 3gsal s WY 5 Las Gl )3 585 (3 el dgaaal agin (pdgmeal Ga ol O At yall 5 Y 511 038 (5 0 (388
LY Lag 3A0 3 (a5 W15 Lay glava )3 gl s ) 33 (o5 55 pat Sl 5 A, see also al-Mas‘adi (1861), 1156 —
157: 3 agie dal g IS ellall i Claal aa Jladll a3 aal Jll 5 gial) ahd&\}gﬁu@@\)ou\ﬁd)w@J!Qﬁw\ Jadg
leie gy ealia agia aal 5 IS s ASledd) o1 ) (e e a iy 38); see also al-TaCalibi, 609: Les Gl 3 IV gyl Lol ) ai€las and
D5 Qi s o5 laseal s e 85 ) gl 5 Xgles Ol 5 s (a5 il S (S @ s Gl s Ll 55 i lad (e L deay
el Bkl oL 3 gas 5 Gasll (G GIaN il W s S1sa Vs e S s SN w5 (i e s s sas Gl o3 s Aisa s Ui s
Lea Ay Lo 43 3] pa g 03l 8 (e S g
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Gilan, Bad$wargar... and in this country are al-Babr, al-Taylsan, al-Hazar, al-Lan,
al-Saqalib, and al-Abar.?*

The perception of the Sasanian province al-Garbi or al-Gabal is recurrent in Arabic histories and,
to a lesser extent, geographies. To these few observations gleaned from al-Tabari, al-Mas‘idi, al-
Ta“alibi, Ibn al-Hurradadbih and al-IstahrT mentioned above, we must add the works of al-
Ya“qiibi, al-Dinawari and Yaqiit and, additionally, compare all these statements to similar
statements in Armenian histories.?*

De Goeje suggests that the name al-Garbi is etymologically related to the Syriac rasis_
(garbaya, north) or the Arabic 4l (northward wind);?*? the Arabic &), however, is likely

253 The correlation between the Caucasus and “the North” stems

also a loanword from the Syriac.
both from Greek geographical models and biblical exegesis;*** and is a topos visible in Armenian
(Koriwn, Primary History of Armenia, Agat®angelos, Xorenac‘i, Sebéos), Albanian
(Dasxuranc’i), Georgian (the Conversion of K°artli, Life of Nino, Primary History of K art"li,
The Life of the Kings) and Greek (Herodotus) literature.**®

However, S. Rapp has recently suggested that this “North” was appropriated and recast

during the Sasanian period: it still designated the Caucasus, but from the vantage point of Iran.

“There are instances in Iranian literature when authors avoided the term abaxtar, “the North,”

Sl () Hurradadbih, 118: 33l 138 (A gl G833 ann o Al 0 o Jlell dganal (S5 ASkeall @) Jelll 33 G530
138 (s D) sty oy SIS (il s Guadas 555 5305 2 s Jals sl s (i b 25kad s G 5 o )30 5 s
o il s O3y oAl Glubiball s Gl adull
%1 gee Ibn Hurradadbih (Fr), 90 for citations of al-Ya‘qiibi and Yaqiit and Gignoux (1984), 7 no. 30 for al-Dinawar.
The passage from Sirakac’i quoted above is the most comprehensive discussion of the province in Armenian
literature that I am familiar with. Adontz (1970), 434 no. 6 cites a relevant passage from Seb&os.
%2 Ibn Hurradadbih (Fr), 90.
253

Sokoloff (2009), 255.
4 Thomson (1976), 471 — 472.

%5 Rapp (unpublished draft).
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and instead replaced it with the toponym Adurbadagan.”*° 4baxtar was instead la région des
démons,’ in reality, the Scythians and the Sarmatians.”®’ So too would Arminiya become “the
North” for the new centers of power in Damascus and Baghdad. The acceptance of the term al-
Garbi to indicate “the North” demonstrates not only that the Arabs inherited Sasanian
perceptions about Arminiya, but also that Christian tradition continued to influence Islamic
perspective long after the original Syriac meaning of the term had been forgotten and corrupted

into the more familiar al-Gabal.

3.2.3 Echoes of Sasanian Geographical Models in Early Islamic Administration

With the fall of the Sasanian Empire, the fourfold administration of Empire was not entirely
abandoned, but rather reworked to reflect the needs of the administration that emerged from the
Islamic conquests of the seventh century.”®® Al- Garbi is clearly a more extensive region than any
single caliphal province. However, there is some evidence, beyond even the direct mention in al-
Istahri, Ibn Hawqal, al-Mugaddasi, the anonymous author of Hudiid al-“alam, al-1drisi, and Abii
al-Fida’, that this schema was more than a simple geographical designation and that it was

actually incorporated into the administration of the Caliphate. First, we see that a long series of

%6 Rapp (unpublished draft). See Gyselen (2000), 214: “le Nord n’est pas indiqué par le terme appropri¢ abaxtar. Le
Nord étant considéré comme la région des démons, 1’auteur a évité de nommer et 1’a remplacé par le mot
Adurbadagan qui correspond a une des provinces septentrionales de I’empire sassanide.” ; Gyselen (2001), 12 — 13 ;
Daryaee (2008) : “The usual Middle Persian term for the northern direction, abaxtar, is in this text replaced by the
province name adurbadagan, because the Zoroastrian association of the north with the abode of evil would be
evoked by use of abaxtar (Tafazzoli, 1989-90, p. 333; 1997-98, p. 266; Cereti, 2001, p. 203).”

7 Adontz (1970), 167.
8 The survival of the “North” was not echoed in the “West”: Morony (1982), 1 and Morony (1984), 125 — 164

concludes that Sasanian administrative geography did not have a demonstrable effect on the early Islamic province
of Irag.
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governors from the Umayyad and early “Abbasid periods were appointed over both Arminiya

and Adarbaygan. This list includes but is not limited to the following:**

Muhammad b. Marwan 693 — 709
Maslama b. “Abd al-Malik 709 — 705, 725 - 729, 731 - 732
al-Garrah b. °Abd Allah al-Hakami 722 -723
Marwan b. Muhammad 732 - 744
Abii Ga“far 750 — 754
Mahdi 760 — 775
Hariin 780 — 786
Yazid b. Mazyad al-Saybani 787 — 788
‘Ubaydallah b. al-Mahdi 788 — 791
Fadl b. Yahya b. Halid 792 - 795
Muhammad al-Amin 796 — 809
Tahir b. Muhammad al-San“ani 813

“Isa b. Muhammad 820 — 823
‘All b. Sadaka 825
al-°Abbas b. al-Ma’miin 832 — 834
al-Af$in Haydar b. Qawus 835 -840
Abii “Abd Allah al-Mutag b-illah 849 — 862
‘Alib. Yahya al-Armani 862 — 863
al-Abbas b. al-Musta®in 863 — 865
°Abd Allah al-Mutag 866 — 867
Ga®far al-Mufawwid 875883

Several of the governors listed above controlled not only Arminiya and Adarbaygan, but
also (most commonly) Northern Mesopotamia and (occasionally) an even more expansive swath
of territory that included Persia. Similarly, even though many governors of Arminiya were
simultaneously governors of Adarbaygan, there remain examples where the two lands were
administered separately. Ter-Lewondyan suggests that this is because Adarbaygan was
conquered by force, while he considers Arminiya “a partially independent state” because of the

arrangements stipulated in the treaty between Mu‘awiya and T°&odoros Rituni.?®

9 This list was compiled from Ter-Lewondyan (1958), 75 —76, Ter-Lewondyan (1976d), and Ter-Lewondyan
(1977).

20 Ter-Lewondyan (1976d), 163. Given Noth’s assessment, I am hesitant to rely too heavily on the sulhan/*anwatan
divide or to suggest that it had direct and substantial effect on administration.
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N. Nicol reviews a list of governors from the early “Abbasid period and takes issue with
V. Minorsky’s assertion that Adarbaygan was “usually” under the jurisdiction of the same
governor as Arminiya and Arran, claiming that “the careful study of the historical sources has
revealed that, for the period of this study, the combined administration of Azerbaijan with
Armenia and Arran occurred less often than Minorsky’s statement would appear to purport.”?**
Nicol came to this conclusion for a number of reasons: (1) he generally preferred chronicles over
geographical works, rarely or never citing some pivotal sources in his chapter about Arminiya;
(2) he did not make use of most of Ter-Lewondyan’s work, since it is written mainly in
Armenian; and (3) his study is focused on a restricted period. However, even if we consider only
the period included in his study and compare it to the governors of a combined Arminiya, Arran,
and Adarbaygan whom we find in Ter-Lewondyan’s work, we see that the provinces were
governed collectively during 60 of the 84 years in question. Minorsky’s statement is accordingly
correct.

Beyond the close study of governors, the best way to understand the the administrative
grouping of al-Garbi is to review the numismatic evidence. The intermittent minting patterns of
coinage from Arminiya are only comprehensible if the term refers, in fact, to a broader
geographical unit. M. Bates discusses an administrative unit for the “North” (presumably al-
Garbi) in which there was a single mint producing dirhams that moved about in accordance with
the location of the governor. Bates produces the following chart, along with the number of extant

finds for each mint by year:?*2

1 Nichol (1979), 122 no. 7. For Minorsky’s comment, which was based on al-MugaddasT, a source that Nicol does

not cite in this chapter, see Minorsky (1986). See also Ghazarian (1904), 193 — 4: “Im Verlauf der arabischen
Herrschaft bildete Armenien nicht immer eine Statthalterschaft fiir sich, sondern es war hauftig der Bestandteil einer
grosseren, welche Adherbeijan und Mesopotamien (Djezira), zuweilen auch Mausil umfasste.”

%2 Bates (1989), 92.
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A H. Mint Attested A . H. Mint Attested A. H. Mint Attested
78 Arminiya 95 al-Gazira 116
79 Arminiya 117 al-Bab
80 Harran 96 Arminiya 118 al-Bab
81 Arminiya 97 Arminiya 119 al-Bab
82 Arminiya 98 Arminiya 120 al-Bab
Harran 99 Arminiya 121 al-Bab
al-Mawsil 100 Arminiya 122 al-Bab
83 al-Mawsil 101 Arminiya 123 al-Bab
84 Dabil 102 Arminiya 124 al-Bab
85 Dabil 103 Arminiya 125 al-Bab
Tiflis 104 Arminiya 126 al-Bab
86 Dabil 105 Arminiya 127 al-Gazira
87 Harran Adarbaygan 128 al-Gazira
88 Harran 106 Adarbaygan al-Bab
89 Harran Arminiya 129 al-Gazira
Arran 107 Arminiya 130 al-Gazira
90 Arran 108 Arminiya 131 al-Gazira
91 Arran 109 Arminiya al-Bab
92 Arminiya 110 Arminiya 132 al-Gazira
al-Ganza 111
93 al-Bab 112
94 al-Ganza 113
Arminiya 114 al-Bab
al-Gazira 115 al-Bab

Table 2: Bates’s Study of Minting Patterns

He suggests that these coins were all struck in a single mint, which moved around
according to the needs of the governor. The years for which multiple mints are attested indicate
that the governor’s seat was transferred and that the administrative center was accordingly in two
places during the same year. Bates then continues with another table, in which he compares the
attested mint locations to the location of the governor according to the written record. He

determines that the production of coins at any particular mint is dependent upon the presence of
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the governor. This theory allows Bates to conjecture about lacunae in the written sources, in
accordance with his assumption that the mint locations indicate the location of the governor.

More importantly for the current discussion, Bates is able to generalize that Umayyad
administration of Arminiya went through a number of phases: (1) the governor remained in the
south (al-Gazira, al-Mawsil) during the conquest period; (2) then he moved to Arminiya to lead
the campaigns in the North; (3) finally, during the warfare of the last years of the Umayyad
period, the governor remained in the more secure lands of the south (Northern Mesopotamia).?®®
This shift to the south and the resulting ties between Arminiya and Northern Mesopotamia
throughout the Arab period are the most convenient explanation for the choice of toponym, given
the Syriac etymology for al-Garbi.?*

There are two significant exceptions to Bates’s theory: (1) he ties the mints of Hartinabad
/ al-Hariiniyya, Ma“din Bagunays, and al-Muhammadiyya to the Bagunays / Apahunik® mine;
presumably these remain stationary due to the local discovery of silver;?® and (2) the coins
minted in al-Bab in 93 show stylistic and epigraphic inconsistencies for Northern coins, bearing
more resemblance to the output of the mint of al-Wasit, and possibly being the result of a

separate minting operation performed in spite of the governor’s absence.’®® These exceptions are

immaterial to the usefulness of Bates’s theory: he demonstrates convincingly that coins produced

%63 Bates (1989), 102.

%4 The pull south may also explain an interesting marginalia noted by Palmer (1993), 205 no. 510. His text
describes Muhammad b. Marwan as the governor of Mesopotamia, noting that Arminiya was betrayed into his hands
in A.G. 1002. The note remarks: “Armenia is used here to denote the region of Akhlat and of Mayperqat, the
mountains of Sanason (i.e. Sason or Sasun) and Arzanene {Syr. SRZWN} and all of the cities of that region.” This
definition of Arminiya is much farther to the south than usual for Arabic, Persian, or Armenian geographies. See
also Chapter 4, including the quote from Procopius.

%% Bates (2011).

%6 gpellberg (1988).
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at the mints Arminiya, Arran, al-Gazira, and Adarbaygan are all very likely directly linked. This
provides numismatic support for the implementation of a proto-Sasanian administrative model in

the early Islamic period.

3.3 Conclusion

It is evident that the geographical traditions in Armenian, Greek, and Arabic offer a dizzying
array of details, the minutiae of which can be overwhelming. Making use of this material can be
complicated, especially given the variety of sources used for each geographical work and,
importantly, the questionable possibility of singling out “correct” representations of the
administrative paradigm for any particular period. However, this chapter has attempted to outline
a few important trends visible in the extant data.

First, Armenian, Greek, and Arabic toponyms for administrative provinces cannot
indicate direct continuity, since the names each refer to different territories. Second, the
frequently-cited definition of Arab Arminiya as Armenia, Iberia, and Albania must be
reassessed, as it is highly uncommon in the Arabic geographies. Instead, in order to understand
Arab conceptualization and governance of the North, we must consider the paradigm most often
cited in Islamic geography, namely, Arminiya, al-Ran, and Adarbaygan. This is likely a remnant
of the Sasanian geographical unit called kust-7 adiirbadagan or k°usti Kapkoh. This isn’t merely a
literary endeavor, as Islamic administration of the province (including the posting of Arab
governors and the minting of coins) clearly indicates the implementation of policy based on older
Sasanian geographical norms. This is just one of many indicators of the importance of Sasanian

antecedents in the formulation of a caliphal North.
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Chapter 4: Local Authority and Attempts at Centralization

He began to wax haughty [lit: “he began to lift horns,” see translation of T°ovma below] in his
impiety; by his roaring he blew winds to the four corners of the earth; he made those who
believed in Christ to appear as his enemies and opponents; and he tormented and oppressed them
by his turbulent conduct. Since confusion and the shedding of blood were dear to him, therefore
he was agitated within himself: ‘On whom shall I pour out my poisonous bitterness, and where
shall I loose my multitude of arrows?’ In his great folly, like a ferocious wild beast he attacked
the land of the Greeks.

Etise *

He “began to lift his horns in impiety, to roar and butt at the four corners of the earth, to oppress
and torment those who wished for a peaceful life; for confusion and the spilling of blood were
very dear to him. He was in continuous irresolution and agitation: on whom or on which regions
to pour out the bitterness of his mortal poison, or where to loose and shoot out the multitude of
arrows in the quiver of his evil and craft mind. In his great folly, smitten by passion and with
cancerous mien, raging like a wild beast, he began to attack Armenia.

T°ovma Arcruni 2%

There are three ways in which the legacy of Sasanian past is clearly visible in the history of

Arminiya during the Umayyad and early “Abbasid periods. First, the Arabs maintained that they

**"Etisg, trans. Thomson (1982), 61; Etisg, 12 and 14: B puljpuun knohip wék) whoptuniphudp,
gnonquiiugp, b gnpwny hnndt hwuikp puyg snpu Ynndwiu Gpyph. b poiwdh b hwjwrwlnpy
Epltikgnigutbp hip ghwrwwnwgtwpu h £phutiny, b tknbw muquwybp wijownwnuukp euop: Lutiqh
md uhpbih kp tdw jupnynipht b wphithbnmpehit, Juub wyjinphl) jubdb huyp wwpupkpkp, bpkn’
puthtkghg qnununiphit phitwinp, jud n’ip puguwnpkghg qpuquniphi tknhgh: 6L wn jnyd
jhdwpnipbw hpplt qququit junwnh jupdwlgur h yEpuy wpjuwphhtt 8nitiwg. Note that this edition is
slightly different from the one cited by Muyldermans, who uses the version produced in Venice in 1893 (p. 12 — 13).
The divergences are negligible.

2% T°0vma Avrcruni, trans. Thomson (1985), 47 and 173; T°ovma Arcruni, 170: bt uljuwt knohip wéky
wbontuniptwdp b gnnuyny ngnpkp pby snpu Ynnuwbu tpypht b tbintw) muguuybp quununuutpu
Ytuop, pwligh Yunh uhpkh kp tdw jupngniphits b wphtuhbnniphte. b hwhwwywg jutdt hip
nwpwlniuwbop nupnipkpkp, pk n b jud ;n’jp Ynquwbu puthhgk quupimphih twhwpbp poiihg
hipng, b jud n ip Juntihgk gmtihgk puthhgk qpuquniphit tknhg h juwwpdhg anphputinght, swpht
htwphdwgniptiwt: G wn jnjd jhdwpnipbwit hwpbw) guuyniptwdp, fujpptuh ghdop, hppl qququit Uh
Juwwnwnbwy ujuun jupdwlk) b Jpwy woiwphhu Zuyng. Note that this edition is slightly different from the
one cited by Muyldermans, who uses the version produced in Constantinople in 1852 (p. 118). The divergences are
negligible.
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had wrested Arminiya directly from the Persians. Their discussion of the history of the province
centers on Persian rulers such as AntiSirwan and Kawat, without significant recognition of the
Greek or Armenian leadership in and before the seventh century. Second, the Arabs adopted
Sasanian policies and rhetoric and adapted them to fit the circumstances of eighth- and ninth-
century Arminiya. Finally, Armenian literature demonstrates a sustained comparison between
Persian and Arab rule, indicating that Armenians framed their perceptions of caliphal control
within the memory of Sasanian governance. We saw evidence of the first of these mechanisms,
the Sasanian period as a trope in Arabic literature about Arminiya, in Chapter 2. The study of
local authority and the relationship between the center and the ruling elites in Arminiya requires
instead a focus on the other two: Arab adaptation of Sasanian policies and Armenian perceptions
of Arab rule.

J. Muyldermans presented the passages from Elise and T°ovma Arcruni quoted above as
evidence of “un procédé hagiographique” in Armenian historiography, an enduring process by
which Christians responded to persecution of the faith in a uniform way.”®® The passages
demonstrate remarkable similarity, though Else is describing Yazdkert 11 (438 — 457), while
T°ovma Arcruni is bemoaning the fate of the Armenians under al-Mutawakkil (847 — 861); it is
undeniable that T°ovma was using E1i§&’s work as a model for his own. While Muyldermans was
concerned only with trends in hagiography, we may extend in order to tentatively address other
important issues.

This comparison demonstrates the entrenched nature of the corpus of historical works
composed in medieval Armenia. Understanding of these texts is predicated upon the ability of
the historian to perceive the references to the Bible and, in this case, earlier histories that the

medieval reader would presumably recognize. Second, far more work is necessary to

%9 Muyldermans (1926).
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contextualize Armenian reaction to non-Christian powers, especially claims of persecution. The
frequent lamentations over the state of Armenia under foreign occupation are sometimes
accepted at face value; we should endeavor to balance the rhetorical aspects of medieval
Armenian historiography. There were undoubtedly episodes of violence and persecution, and this
material is unlikely to survive in Arabic accounts. Lewond’s text, for example, is replete with
complaints about the Arab occupation: some of these may in fact be accurate, but at the same
time the influence of religiously charged and biblically inspired rhetoric must be accounted for.

Finally, and most importantly for present purposes, these two passages demonstrate the
way in which perceptions of power, whether that of local governors or universal monarchs,
varied little in the transition from the Sasanian Empire to the Caliphate. Although there were
substantial changes introduced over several centuries, as neither the Sasanian nor the Islamic
government remained static with set, invariable policies, there are some similarities that
demonstrate a sustained continuity between the two periods. This is demonstrated not only in the
brief passage discussed in Muyldermans’s article, but also by the general tendency of T°ovma to
turn to EHs€’s depiction of the Sasanian period in his attempt to describe the Arab period; R.
Thomson notes that

...there are many occasions when Thomas depicts his Muslims or contemporary

Armenians with imagery taken directly from Etishé. This occurs too frequently to

be coincidental. And since Elishe was well known to Thomas’s readers, the effect

is deliberate. The question, however, remains whether Etishé had merely provided

a convenient framework in which to place the attitude of Armenians to their new

Muslim overlords; or whether, by reminding his readers of VVardan and the heroic

Armenian struggle, Thomas was holding up a model of conduct also relevant to

his own day.?’

Thomson’s discussion offers numerous additional examples of passages similar to the

description of Yazdgert / al-Mutawakkil; these tend to revolve around specific politico-military

2% Thomson (1985), 46.
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personalities (Yazdkert, al-Mutawakkil, Buga, Zirak) and the disunity of the naxarars. Although
“[t]he historical circumstances—the parallels and differences between the two powers to the
southeast who dominated Armenia before and after the seventh century—are not” the focus of

271

Thomson’s remarks,”'~ they are at the very heart of this current discussion.

The relationship between Sasanian and caliphal governance can hardly be refuted.?"2
Whether to claim legitimacy as heirs to the great Persian Empire or to fashion a model for their
own administration, Arabs frequently adopted and adapted the bureaucracy and rhetoric
developed in pre-Islamic Sasanian territories. The most constructive study of Sasanian influence
on early Islamic provincial administration is undoubtedly M. Morony’s Iraq after the Muslim
Conquest (1984). Morony’s study stresses the composite nature of early Islamic governance,
insisting that caliphal policy drew upon the examples provided by a number of their neighbors
and antecedents—Byzantine, Sasanian, and pagan Arab—all while incorporating new practices
in line with the expectations of Islam, at the time a fledgling religion. He furthermore determines
that the elements of Sasanian practice that continued to survive, either reinterpreted or adopted
wholesale into Arab governing theory and practice, followed two types: (1) the influence of local
powers struggling to retain primacy despite the change, and (2) the conscientious adoption of
Sasanian or Persian models in an attempt either to foster some sense of legitimacy for the new
government or to forefront the greatness of Persian history. In the case of Iraq, the latter trend is
most obviously associated with Ziyad b. Abihi.

The experience in Arminiya is substantially different in both respects. First, we cannot

consider reflections of Sasanian models of governance solely as a matter of continuity, for this

would neglect the tumultuous seventh century, during which Byzantium controlled a

2™ Thomson (1985), 46.

272 See, for example, Bosworth (1973).

108



considerable portion of Armenian territory. Second, Arminiya lacked a leader comparable to
Ziyad b. Abihi, able to champion the maintenance of the status quo or to promulgate Arab
versions of Sasanian governance. Morony’s work is useful, but it cannot provide a model for
discussing Sasanian influence on the Arab administration of Arminiya. Arminiya and Iraq were
in very different positions: one was a frontier province, while the other was the very center of
government for both Sasanians and “Abbasids. Accordingly, much of the aulic titulature
associated with Iraq cannot be found in Arminiya.

That said, the general inertia of great political systems and the determination of local
powers to retain their primacy ensured that, at least at some level, governmental policies were
slow to change even in the wake of the Arab incursions. Here we will try to demonstrate points
of both continuity and innovation in Arab governance by examining (1) the mainstays of local
power, such as the marzpan/ostikan, the Isxan Hayoc®, and the naxarars; (2) the centralizing
policies of the Byzantines, Sasanians, and Arabs vis-a-vis the naxarar system; and (3) the
enduring importance of political, cultural, and economic ties to Northern Syria and

Mesopotamia.

4.1 Local Governance and Titulature

4.1.1 Ostikan

The position of ostikan, the Arab governor of Arminiya, has long occupied a premier place in the
historiography of this period. It has become a somewhat consuming topic, as scholar after
scholar attempts to account for every scrap of extant literary and numismatic evidence about the

incumbents. Thus today we have numerous lists, each purporting to add some detail to the work
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of earlier generations: J. H. Petermann’s De Ostikanis Arabicis Armeniae Gubernatoribus
(1840), M. Ghazarian’s Armenien unter der arabischen Herrschaft bis zur Entstehung des
Bagratidenreiches (1904), R. Vasmer’s Chonologie der arabischen Statthalter von Armenien
unter den Abbasiden, von as-Saffach bis zur Krénung Aschots I, 750 — 887 (1931), and H.
Nalbandyan’s “Arabac’i ostikanners Hayastanum” [Arab ostikans in Armenia] (1956). Although
many more authors attempt to improve the list, the more useful modern publications include Ter-
ELewondyan’s “Arminiayi ostikanneri zamanakagrut®yunos” [The Chronology of Ostikans of
Arminiya] (1977) and the addendum in A. Vardanyan’s Islamic Coins Struck in Historic
Armenia (2011).

However, the recurrent problem is that these lists do little to contextualize the
information. It is an enticing project to try to unravel the inconsistencies in the data provided by
texts and coins; presumably there is a “right answer” that one should be able to uncover with
close study of the sources. However, the significance of each individual find is doubtful. Why
does it matter when Huzayma b. Hazim became governor of Arminiya? In some extraordinary
cases, the tenure of an individual can help determine the dating for specific events, such as Hazar
raids. However, the precise dates of each governor’s reign cannot always be particularly useful
information, unless they relate to broader historical questions or are utilized to ascertain an
expedient methodology by which future scholars could approach the inconsistencies in the extant
sources. The lists of ostikans have thus far not sparked interest in this sort of endeavor and can
therefore, for our purposes here, be set aside.

It is the position of ostikan itself, rather than any individual incumbent, that provides a
more valuable study. The word ostikan, etymologically, seems tailor-made to demonstrate

continuity from the Sasanian period. Ostikan is a Pahlavi word meaning “faithful, trustworthy;
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that is, someone who is close to the king.”?"® Although it was used in fifth-century biblical
translations to render énickomnog or émiotdtng, Seb&os uses the word to mean “those who are
close to the Sasanian monarch”: Muset Mamikonian was the ostikan of Xosrov Parviz.””* Sebgos
also uses the term with the implication of governorship, but only for the Sasanian period.?”
This identification of the position as a remnant of Sasanian governance is tempting, but
ultimately too weak. Most modern authors, including R. Grousset, E. Redgate, G. Bournoutian,
N. Garsoian, and J.-P. Mahé®’® follow M. C*am&®yan®’” and define the ostikan as the Arab
governor of Arminiya. The problem with this identification is not its veracity, but rather the fact
that it is anachronistically provided by later historians. Both M. Ghazarian and A. Ter-
Lewondyan point out that the word ostikan is never used to mean “Arab governor” in the works
of the historians who would be most familiar with the Arab period: L.ewond, T°0ovma Arcruni, or

Dasxuranc®i. It isn’t until the tenth century, in Drasxanakertc®i’s history, that we see the word

used as it is today.?"®

278 Ter-Lewdonyan (1962), 247. This is from Hiilbschmann (1908), 216: “the faithful, steadfast, treu, zuverlissig.”
274 Ter-Lewdonyan (1962), 246. For the translation from Greek, see also Hiibschmann (1908), 215.

2’5 Sebgos, 115: Upr, tuju dhwpubibug hiwquimbkgul h swowyniphil, b dwnnightt quipudwphb b
hohwbugh wwnwpuqu dkswdbsu, b uimplw) nunhubu wpe humwnwphdu' Gunnightt we hiplwbg
wn h yuhywinmphtt punupht: G jhkn wiguking wdung, dhty vhwpwitu wdbtuwt nwdhly
Judwnwgh dwniup punuphtt uyutht gqnuinhljut puquinpht Mupuhg b hupkwip wyunwdpbup
h pug ughtt h Swpwynipkul tnpu:

27® Grousset (1984), 308; Redgate (1998), 170; Bournoutian (2003), 74; Garsoian in R. Hovannisian (2004), 126;
Mahé (1997), 64.

2" Ter-Lewdonyan (1962), 243.
%’® Ghazarian (1904), 194: “Die Statthalter werden von den arabischen Historikern Je= oder JIs, von den Armenien
aber Iskhan (Fiirst), Hramanatar (Befehlshaber) Werakazu (Aufseher od. Verwalter) genannt. Der Titel Ostikan

kommt erst im 10. Jahrhundert, bei Johan Katholikos vor; den alteren Historikern, Ghevond und Thoma Artsruni, ist
er in diesem Sinne nicht bekannt.* See also Ter-Lewdonyan (1962), 244; Hiibschmann (1908), 215 — 216.
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In fact, early Armenian historians use several words to refer to the Arab governor:
hramanatar (commander), zorawar (general), zoraglux (commander, lit: head of the forces),
verakac®u (overseer, governor), mec hazarapet (great chiliarch), isxan (prince), marzpan,
hawatarim (trustworthy), karceceal marzpan (so-called marzpan).?”® Several of these are
directly inherited from the Sasanian period and therefore might be used as evidence of some sort
of continuity; however, these titles cannot substantiate the idea of a deliberate policy to fashion
Arab governance after Sasanian antecedents. After all, the words used for the Arab governors in
Avrabic do not echo the Pahlavi: sahib, walt, “amil, or amir. At most, the continued use of words
such as marzpan can merely indicate that to the local Armenians there was little difference in the
role of the foreign governor or that the conditions of rule in Arminiya seemed to remain more or
less intact.?®

The sign of continuity therefore can only be ascertained in the comparison of the role of
the marzpan and the so-called marzpan (the ostikan). Marzpans were appointed by the Sasanian
monarch over each of the provinces. In the case of Armenia, this position is equivalent to that of
the frontier governor, the bedaxs. Christensen sees the position of marzpan as an overseer over
both the civil and military leaders: “les marzbans semblaient avoir eu, souvent, un caractere plus
militaire que civil, ’administration civile étant en grande partie, sous le régime de la
centralisation plus accentuée de la période sassanide, aux mains de fonctionnaires subalternes en

ce qui concerne les petits territoires (des shahrighs, des déhighs).”?*

2% Ter-Lewdonyan (1962), 243 — 244; Ghazarian (1904), 194.

80 5ee Thomson (1985), 186 no. 2: “As with hazarapet, Thomas is using an old term anachronistically—but
deliberately—in order to recall his model, Etishé.” I think this could be expanded to suggest not only that T°ovma
was referring to E1&g, but also that Armenian authors compared Sasanian and caliphal governors. After all, T°ovma
isn’t the only Armenian author to refer to the Arab governor as marzpan and not everyone mirrors the language

choices on Elise’s example.

%1 Christensen (1936), 133.
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Persian inscriptions and seals do not frequently reference the role of marzpan: the only
inscription with this word dates from the seventh or eighth century, though its related term for

282 Most scholars turn instead to the later Arabic histories

“frontier” (mrz) is much more common.
for information on the position. According to al-Mas“tdi, there were four Sasanian marzpans:
one for each of the four cardinal directions;*®® however, the traditional understanding of the role
of marzpan is a provincial governor.?®* As we have seen, the Arab governor over Arminiya only
sometimes held control over the rest of al-Garbi. As such, governance under the Arabs could be
understood as a continuation of Sasanian practice by either definition of the term marzpan.
Al-Mas®adi’s conceptualization also equates the roles of marzpan and spahbadh,*®
adding a decidedly military definition to the position of governor. This is repeated in the works
of al-Bal®ami, al-Baladuri, al-Tabari, al-Dinawar, Bar Penkaye, Eti§g, and Movsés Xorenac’i, as
well as the martyrology of Dawit® Dwinec®i.?® The military aspect of the office is necessitated

by the nature of the frontier: “on congoit bien en effet que des régions-frontiéres, ou les

problémes de sécurité sont primordiaux, soient gouvernées par des militaires.”?’ The

%82 Gignoux (1984), 11.

283 Al-Mas‘udi, Tanbih, 104: <yl 5 3 pall Ay )) 43 all S 5 2l (s agialy SR g 5 el ¥ R Caalia sed ol el Lald
AShaall oy e anl 5 JS G siall 5 Jladil

24 AI-Ya“qbi, Tarih, 202 — 203: sty sy ¢lae ¥ @il elina 5 lans 52Ul 4553 (3 (s )1 olina 5 MgV agia g ad) (ans CailS
el SN Gty (a5l AL

%5 Christensen (1936), 366.

% Gignoux (1984), 20 — 25; Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 188 = Ter-Lewondyan (1964), 95.

%7 Gignoux (1984), 12. See also p. 13 — 14 : Here Gignoux presents a Pahlavi text referencing the marzpan: “Le roi
des rois fut émerveillé, il dit au page : “Va tuer les lions’ et le page s’en alla et tua les lions. Alors il (le roi) ordonna

de faire du page le marzban d’une grande région (ou ville).” He sees the link between bravery and the office of
marzpan as a possible indicator that military prowess was a requisite to attain the position.
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administration of quotidian affairs was—for both the Sasanian and the Arab governor—
immaterial in comparison to the maintenance of the borders against Byzantium and the North.
The Sasanian post (marzpan) may have also entailed some fiscal responsibilities, though
this is uncertain, given sigillographic and epigraphic evidence for the separate office of
amargar.?®® Arabic sources occasionally attribute responsibility over the regional treasury and
tax collecting to the Sasanian marzpan.?®® However, Arabic and Armenian sources refer to a tax
collector (“amil al-harag) in the Arab period as well: a different individual from the marzpan.

Presumably the confusion lies in the governors’ responsibilities of overseeing those holding

lesser posts in the region entrusted to him. The governors must have enforced the collection of
the taxes, as failure to collect or send revenues on to Ctesiphon or Damascus/Baghdad
constituted rebellion and the governors’ primary purpose was to maintain the borders.?*
However, in neither case was the primary role of the Sasanian or Arab marzpan the collection of
taxes.

The Sasanian and Arab governors also shared similar status: being responsible for one of
the most significant frontiers of the state (either before or after the Islamic conquest), the
governors were appointed from the royal family in times of particular stress. For example,

Yazdkert I named his own son as governor over Armenia. This doesn’t seem to have been

%8 Gyselen (2000). The inscriptions found in Darband also mention the amargar, see Gignoux (1991).

2% Gignoux (1984), 19. He supports this with two statements in al-Baladuri: (1) = 4llas 50 (5 e 4258k Lpnlaey yal 5
J ¥ and (2) Ll A Al 4l 5 Ll ) e Ly Ola sl Aae a5 Jwa ) and a passage in al-DinawarT: aes 33 a0 5 6l ) W

20 Ghazarian (1904), 194 : “Zu dem Wirkungskries des Statthalters von Armenien gehorte : das Land in Gehorsam
zu halten, gegen die nordlichen Volker einerseits und die Byzantiner andrerseits, spater auch gegen die Rebellen in
Adherbeidjan und Arran Kriege zu fithren.” Thopdschian (1904a), 53: “Die Hauptaufgaben eines Marzpans waren,
die Grenzen gegen die Griechen und kaukasischen Volker zu schiitzen und die armenischen Satrapen im Zaume zu
halten.”
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common, but it is noteworthy given the Marwanid tendency to appoint either the heir apparent or
a close relative to the post of governor over Arminiya.’*

One primary difference between the marzpanate and the ostikanate is the fact that
Armenians were named marzpans under the Sasanians, such as Vahan Mamikonian, appointed in
485. The elevation of an Armenian to the office of marzpan was, however, unusual: Kawat II’s
appointment of Varaztiroc® as marzpan “broke with the convention...that Armenians should not
hold the highest administrative office in their own country.”?%

Unlike the offices of sparapet and sahmanakal, which were frequently held by Armenian
naxarars, the governors of the caliphal province of Arminiya were always Arabs. At first glance,

293 that was never

this seems to imply a level of autonomy allowed to Armenia under the Sasanian
actualized under Arab governance. However, the elevation of an Armenian marzpan was not a
constant or even common occurrence in pre-Islamic Armenia, as the Sasanian government
sporadically attempted to reassert some modicum of control over the provinces and instigated

intermittent but broad policies of centralization. Furthermore, this variance is not as significant

as might be assumed, given the position of Isxan Hayoc®.

#1 Nicol (1979), 121: “Regarding the ethnic background of the 51 different governors appointed to Armenia during
the early “Abbasid period, it is interesting to note that only seven were princes of the “Abbasid family who were in
office a total of 12 years [out of the 83 years in his study], and two of these (Mansiir and Hartin al-Rashid) were later
caliphs. It will be remembered that approximately half of the governors of Basrah and Kiifah during this same period
were “Abbasids.” Note, however, that al-Basra and al-Kiifa were more centrally located than Arminiya; despite
being an important zagr, it was on the periphery of the Islamic world. Perhaps comparison with other provinces
would be more apt.

22 Greenwood (2004), 71.
%8 Grousset (1984), 229: “...le roi Valach, achevant I’évolution commence, nomma Vahan Mamikonian marzban

d’Arménie (485). L’autonomie arménienne était ainsi pratiquement reconnue par la cour sassanide, en méme temps
qu’était consacrée I’hégémonie de la maison mamikonienne sur le reste de la féodalité haikane.”
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4.1.2 l$xan Hayoc®

I5xan is also assumed to be a loan word from Pahlavi.?®* The term is used loosely, and can refer
to a number of people—Arab, Armenian, or Greek. However, the title Isxan Hayoc®, prince of
Armenia (or, prince of the Armenians) was created by the Byzantine authorities in the sixth
century. It was designed specifically to counter the power of the marzpan and sparapet by
presenting a new leader, legitimized by the might of Byzantium. The Isxan Hayoc® held the title

295

of curopalates”™ and was referred to by the titles “patrician” (Greek: patrikios; Armenian:

296

patrik; Arabic: batrig; Syriac: badrig)~" and, later, prince of princes (Greek: arxon ton arxonton;

rendered into Arabic as patrician of patricians, barriq al-batariga)®®’ or “prince” (king?) of
Armenia (ho arxon tés Armenias).”*®
During the period of Arab invasions, including over half a century when Arminiya was

considered dar al-*ahd and persisted as a relatively autonomous state, the Isxan Hayoc® ruled the

region of Armenia proper (not the extended definition of Arminiya as discussed in Chapter 3) in

24 Benveniste (1929), 8: “Bien que Hiibschmann n’ait pas mentionné isxan parmi les emprunts iraniens, on peut
présumer que, comme tant d’autres titres, celui-ci appartient au vocabulaire arsacide de la féodalité. .. ISxan suppose
ir. *xSana, qui évoque sogd. y$ 'wm *axSavan « roi » qu’on lit plusieurs fois dans la version sogdienne de
I’inscription de Kara-Balgassun..., et aussi en sogdien chrétien ou il rend Baciriede.”

2% Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 185 = Ter-Lewondyan (1964), 121; Garsoian (2004), 126. See Sebgos, 133: buly
pwquinpl [Heraclius] wptk pun jutigpn) hojuwbwugh qw [Dawit® Saharuni] hpjuwt h Epuy wdkbwgh
wppuuphwgl, b muy tdw yuwnht jhrppyunuunnipbuwbl, b hwunwnt quw b Swnwyniphit hip. See
Sebgos, 175 : B wpwp wppwy Ynunwinht qUuihniithg wkp qZudwquuy Jhipugunun, b kn ddw
quhnju wpswphu b ghpfjuwniphritt wpjuwphht Zuyng, b Wwwnhiu wyjng houwbwgl, b qudu
quipug:

2% See Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 188 = Ter-Lewondyan (1964), 123. See Theophanes, 366. Turtledove, 64 translates
natpikiog as “prince,” but in Armenian there seems to be a distinction between wjuinphly (patrician) and hojuwt
(prince); see also Turtledove, 44: he translates matpikiog as “patrician” (Theophanes, 344: 6 v Apueviov
notpikiog is rendered as “the patrician of the Armenians”). See also Michael the Syrian, 111 3.

27 Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 195 = Ter-Lewondyan (1964), 129. Ghazarian (1904), 185. 32k is used to refer to the
nahapet, for example al-Baladuri.

2% Narratio, 341. Michael the Syrian, V 516.
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the absence of a Sasanian marzpan. Following the Arab incursions and the Arab-Armenian peace
of 652, Arabs and Greeks contended to appoint their own clients as Isxan Hayoc®. There is
epigraphic evidence for Byzantine attempts to elevate Artavazd Kamsarakan as Isxan Hayoc®
even after the arrival of an Arab governor and the creation of a caliphal province controlled
directly from Damascus.?®°

However, once Arminiya becomes an Arab province in the eighth century, the authority
of the Isxan Hayoc® extends to the entirety of the caliphal province. The title that remains
throughout the Arab period is first and foremost the Armenian lsxan Hayoc®, but it also is
replaced by the terms more familiar from the Sasanian period. So, for example, the inscription on
the church of Aru¢ and Lewond both name Grigor Mamikonian I$xan Hayoc®, but the
martyrology of Dawit® Dwinec®i instead names him marzpan and sparapet.*® This is not meant
to imply that Greek titulature suddenly vanished from Armenia, especially given the Arabic
transliteration of the Greek patrikios or Armenian patrik to batrig; rather, this is merely a single
example of how the use of Sasanian titles was part of a larger process of de-Byzantizing the land.
This continues into the later period, as Asotik uses the term marzpan to refer to the Isxan
Hayoc®. >

The Isxan Hayoc® was responsible for maintaining the peace among the naxarar houses
and between naxarars and Arabs. He was expected to keep the population in line with caliphal
rule and to avert revolts. He was also in charge of supplying the caliphal representative with

cavalry, which is why the roles of both Isxan Hayoc® and sparapet were frequently assigned to a
parap q y assig

% Greenwood (2004), 75.
390 Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 188 = Ter-Lewondyan (1964), 124.

%01 Ter-Lewondyan (1969b), 241.
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single individual. In this way, we cannot compare the lack of Armenian governors under the
Arabs to the autonomy afforded Armenia during the Sasanian period, since the position of Isxan
Hayoc® effectively preserved the nature of the Armenian administrative structure:

Lors de la domination arabe, I’ Arménie n’a pas perdu son autonomie interne et

son administration n’a jamais ét¢ désorganisée, mais, tout en faisant partie de la

province d’“Arminia” du califat, elle a conservé sa personnalité administrative et

politique. A cette époque, c’était le prince d’Arménie qui gouvernait I’Arménie,

bien que sous 1’autorité de I’ostikan d’ Arminia, était, en réalité I’administrateur

des affaires du pays.*%?
Despite the fact that the position of Isxan Hayoc® was originally created by the Byzantines, in
some ways this policy was also reminiscent of Sasanian control. B. Martin-Hisard notes that
Arab policy continued the Persian practice of assigning a single prince to control the various
Georgian nobles, but that the Arabs veered from Persian practice by installing another family
instead of the royal Chosroid family : .. .le califat, poursuivant en cela la politique sassanide,
continua a choisir dans 1’aristocratie des eristavs un ‘prince’ garant la soumission de tous et que
Dzhuansher désigne sous le nom ‘mtavar du Kartli’ ou de ‘mtavar des eristavs.”* This is not

only reminiscent of the Armenian post of Isxan Hayoc®, but also indicative of the Arab policy of

balancing provincial politics by showing or denying favor to powerful families.

4.1.3 Naxarars

Although the marzpan and the Isxan Hayoc® were pivotal positions in local governance, they
represented the imperial center and the authority of a foreign power: appointed by and supported
from Ctesiphon, Damascus, Baghdad, and Constantinople, these were cogs in the imperial

administration. The mainstay of local power remained in prevailing naxarar houses, each of

%92 Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 200 = Ter-Eewondyan (1964), 133.
%03 Martin-Hisard (1982a), 108 — 109.
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which had a nahapet or patriarch sitting at its head. The words naxarar and nahapet, like isxan,
ostikan, and sparapet, have a Pahlavi origin: naxust, which accounts for both the nax and nah
prefixes, means “first.”***

The naxarars controlled the administration of daily affairs within their lands, the tax
collection, the maintenance of the cavalry, and even matters regarding ecclesiastical succession.
There is no reason to doubt that the system survived the Arab conquest and the first years of the
Caliphate undisturbed.>® Their duties to Empire—the provision of cavalry and taxes—were
repaid by protection from Byzantium and the peoples of the Northern Caucasus.

Even more than the Isxan Hayoc®, the naxarars represent a measure of autonomy allowed
to Armenia, possibly even at odds with the representatives of the center. By the end of the fifth
century, Armenians had gained the right to bypass the marzpan and to address the Sasanian
monarch directly. R. Grousset thought this greatly to the detriment to the position of marzpan, a
“privilége précieux qui les faisait pratiquement échapper 4 la juridiction du marzban perse.”**

However, we must remember that the priorities of the marzpans were not focused on matters of

daily administration or even on balancing the ambitions of the naxarar houses, but rather on

%4 Hijbschmann (1908), 200. See also Meillet (1922), 3; Benveniste (1929), 5-7; Laurent/Canard (1980), 112, no.
59; Grousset (1984), 287-88.

%05 Adontz (1970), 165 — 166: “Although modified in some of its aspects, this system survived in Armenia until the
fall of the Bagratids, and its final destruction came only with the Mongol invasions.” However, Ter-Lewondyan
(1974), 20 points out that this assumption is indicative of trends in early twentieth-century European scholarship
(Laurent, Ghazarian, Leo), and that the Soviet authors (Samvelyan, Eremyan) had less conviction. Martin-Hisard
(1997), 78 — 79: “L’établissement de la domination arabe n’a pas au début profondément change ce systéme...Les
grandes familles ne perdirent dans I’ensemble rien de leurs droits ancestraux et on est surtout frappé.a partir de ce
moment, par 1’acuité de leurs rivalités qu’explique en partie la nouvelle coexistence, sur le territoire arménien
réunifié par la conquéte arabe, de familles et de regions jusqu’alors séparées par la frontiére byzantino-perse.”

%% Grousset (1984), 227. There is occasionally a modicum of truth to this: consider, for example, the fate of Tacat
Anjewac®i, who was appointed as isxan directly by the order of Hariin al-Ra3id despite the discontent of the Arab
governor, ‘Utman. ‘Utman then sent Tadat to fight the Hazars, where he conveniently died. Hariin rightly considered
this an act of disobedience on “Utman’s part and removed him from his position. This episode demonstrates that the
governor may have indeed been jealously guarding his power in Arminiya. However, the general tenor of the
sources indicates that the governors were not involved or interested in administration of the province.
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military maintenance of the frontier. As such, the privilege actually allowed the marzpan to
function as he was meant to do, while allowing the concerns of the naxarars to be aired in
Ctesiphon instead of Dwin.

This practice continued during the Arab period, as we have examples of both naxarars
and clergy making requests and appeals directly to the caliph. There are occasional references to
naxarars bypassing the Arab governors in Arminiya, such as ASot Bagratuni’s visit to Marwan
despite the presence of an Arab governor, Ishaq b. Muslim, in Dabil.**” Similarly, Vasak

Arcruni, as we will see later, had direct recourse to the caliph to complain about ASot.

4.2 Governmental Policy towards the Naxarar Houses
The Sasanians, Byzantines, and Arabs all faced a deeply rooted system of hierarchical power in
Armenia, which resisted the centrifugal forces of centralized government. By the time of the
Arab conquest a few methods were used for dealing with the powerful naxarar houses in times
of unrest: (1) forced emigration from their ancestral seats of power; (2) complete elimination of
the more powerful houses; (3) encouraging disunity among the houses; and (4) holding hostages
to ensure the cooperation of the naxarar families.

This first policy, forced emigration, is famously associated with Byzantine rule and was
never espoused by the Sasanian, Umayyad, or “Abbasid governments, each of which tried a
number of approaches to induce the independent naxarars to recognize their rule. Grousset
claims that, “A 1’égard des féodaux arméniens, la Cour de Ctésiphon, a I’inverse de celle de

Constantinople, n’avait pas une politique uniforme.”* This seems somewhat oversimplified for

%7t ewond. Ter-Eewondyan (1966), 198 argues that this was a unique case and that Armenians only had recourse to

the caliph specifically to air complaints against the Arab governor.
%08 Grousset (1984), 261.
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the sake of clarity: after all, the Greeks attempted a number of strategies that curtailed the power
of the naxarars, from forced conversion to Chalcedonianism to restructuring the provinces under
Greek leadership; in addition, there are a few mentions of Armenian hostages in Constantinople.
Still, generally speaking Arab policy was closer to Sasanian than to Byzantine antecedents.

As we will see, there were two methods of controlling the naxarars that were
comparatively innovative in the Arab period. A. Ter-Lewondyan argues that “[fJrom the very
beginning, the pan-Muslim Abbasid Caliphate used radical means to weaken the power of the
Armenian naxarars.”** He suggests that the main policies of Abbasid governance included
demographic changes, a policy that restructured Arminiya in a way unknown in the Byzanto-

Sasanian period, and overtaxation.

4.2.1 Forced Emigration of Naxarars from Armenia

The displacement of naxarar houses from Armenia and their resettlement is usually associated

310 This is based on Sebgos’s witness:

with Byzantine policy, most famously under Maurice.
At that time the king of the Greeks, Mawrik, ordered that a letter of complaint be
written to the king of the Persians concerning the princes of all the Armenians and
their troops. “They are a hard and disobedient nation,” he said, “they are between
us and cause trouble. But come,” he said, “I will gather mine and assemble them
in T°rake [Thrace] and you gather yours and order to take [them] to the east. For if
they die, our enemies die; if they kill, they Kkill our enemies. And we shall be in
peace. For if they are in their land, it will not be restful for us.” The two agreed.

%09 Ter-Lewondyan (1976a), 21.

%19 Ghazarian (1904), 152: “Der Kaiser Maurikius stellte sich die Aufgabe, das armenische Land seiner
angestammten Herren zu berauben und dadurch jeder Veranlassung zu aufriihrerischen Bewegungen den Grund zu
nehmen. Den passenden Vorwand dazu gaben die stetigen Vorstdsse der Avaren an der nérdlichen Grenze des
byzantinischen Reiches. Unter diesem VVorwand wurden unter seiner Regierung zahlreiche armenische Firsten mit
ihren Truppen an die Donau gegen die Avaren geschickt.” See also Thopdschian (1904a), 54. Ter-Lewondyan
(1976a), 19 doesn’t consider this policy to be directed against the unity of the naxarars, but rather (presumably) as a
way to solve disturbance on the other Byzantine frontier: “the aim of this policy was neither the weakening of the
Armenian elements in Greater Armenia nor the settlement there of any foreign groups.”
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The king began to give the order that they should gather everyone and assemble

them in T°raké. He strongly urged that the command be carried out. And they [the

Armenians] began to flee from that region and to go into the service of the

Persians, especially those whose land was under his authority. And so he received

them all with great honor and he gave them considerably more gifts than the

[Byzantine] king. Especially when he saw their flight from the [Byzantine] king,

he wanted to win them over to him with even greater satisfaction.***

Charanis notes that the practice of resettling minority populations for military, economic,
and cultural reasons was common in both the Roman and Byzantine Empires.*'? Regarding the
Armenian example, Charanis disagrees with Grousset’s assertion that Justinian resettled large
Armenian communities, but he does acknowledge that Tiberius transferred 10,000 Armenians to
Cyprus and that Maurice “aimed at nothing less than the removal of all Armenians from their
homeland.”**® The policy of resettlement was not aimed solely at the Armenian population, and
continued in Byzantium well after the rise of Islam. As Matt“os Urhayec’i later claimed, the
Byzantines “dispersed the most courageous children of Armenia...Their most constant care was
to scatter from the Orient all that there was of courageous men and valiant generals of Armenian

. 5,314
orlgln.”3

311 Sebgos, 86-87: Suyyid dwlwtiwljh puquinpl 8nttiwg Uwiphly hpudwygk gpb wn puquinpl Mupuhg
ghp wdpwunwinipiw Juub holwbugt wdkbuyt Zujuunwitbuyg b quipug hipbwig: «Uqq vh
Junwiinp b withtwquiy kb, wuk, jub h dhoh dbpnid b wnunpbl: Puyg &', wuk, bu ghdu dngnybd b h
Epwlt gnudwpbd. b ngm qpnyy dnnnyk b hpwdwgk jUplku bty 9h bpk dknwiht’ pobwdhp dknwihb.
U bipt uyuiwikh’ qpoliwdhu uywiwikh. b dhp Jhggnip wnunnipbwdp: Sh bpk gnpw jEpyph
hipkwlg (hithghti' Ukq hwlgsk] ns hth»: Uhwpwikgul kpynphi: Bt ufuun Juyupt hpudwb nway, gh
dnnnkught quukibubwh b h Epult gnudwpbugkb. b vwunhly nugqiwwkp” hpudwb junwpkp: Go
uljuut hwfusk] h Ynndwuklh juyudwk b quy h Swnwymiphit Mupuhg, dwbwiwbng npng plihpt ply
unpw hojwbnipbuwdp Ep: bul) tu quuktbubwb pungniukp dkswpwubwip b dkswdks yupghu put
qyuyup wupglkp ingw. vwhwiwbng hpp wkuwbkp pqhwjeniun tngw h jugubptl' bu wowl) dswka
uhpny Judkp quubkububtwt Ynpqb] wn hupl: See also Seb&os, 105: 1 hpwdwt kjwuk h Yuyubnpt.
«Gptunt hwqup htsbwy Jqktwluy b, wuk, hu h Jhpuy wouwphht Zugng: Upy L bpuinp
dnnnytught htd wwnh b bunnniughti h Fhpuljuging wypawphhi»:

%12 Charanis (1961), 141.
%13 Charanis (1961), 141 — 142.

314 Charanis (1961), 147.
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This policy understandably did not gain much popularity and met with uprisings>*> and
defection to the Sasanian lands. The Sasanian, according to Seb&os, offered the Armenians an
alternative to Byzantine misrule. They themselves did not engage in similar policies, though
Etise does at times discuss the banishment of noblemen by Persian command. Although we hear
of naxarars in the service of the Sasanian Empire in the East, these were honored servants of the
state and were allowed to return to their homeland. The famous case of Smbat Bagratuni, who
gained high positions over Media and Hurasan before returning to his ancestral land, confirms
this.

Caliphal policy also never encouraged the emigration of naxarars from their ancestral
homelands. In fact, there are multiple examples of attempts by Arab governors and generals to
impede emigration from Arminiya®*® or to invite emigrants back to their homes.*!” On the one
hand, this could simply be an attempt to deny allies to Byzantium, as most were fleeing
westward; however, it is also likely that these barriers to movement were intended to maintain
the productivity of the land. Without people, Arminiya would become a far less lucrative

province.

%15 Sebzos, 92: Uyyu nuipdbw] ujuwh vhwpwik] dbiwghw) twpiwpuppl Zwjng, b juigptht h pug Yug
Swnwyniphitt 8niwug puquiinpht b tunniguik] hipbwig puquinp, gh vh' b ingu hwugk dknwuk) h
ynndwtu Cpwljuging, wy) Yhw) b dknwl] h JEpuy wojpwphht hipbwg:

%1% Tbn Hawqal, 245: aeibba (e agale psm il () siady g aaliS e an o581 38 (ulial) 55 30l 51 cilS 5 Als, there are many
examples of Armenians being stopped en route out of the country, see Grousset (1984), 310 and 338; Ter-
Lewondyan (1976a).

317 perhaps the most famous example of this is Lewond’s account of the refugees in Poti who returned to Armenia,
see Chapter 6.
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4.2.2 Elimination of the Naxarar Houses

The Greeks attempted to empty the land of naxarars by transporting them to far-off borders of
the Byzantine Empire; there are two examples to show that Persians and the Arabs may have
each attempted to eliminate the entrenched political system by killing the main members of the
naxarar houses. This extreme policy was, quite obviously, not systematically carried out, as we
see in the perpetuation of the naxarar class not only throughout the Sasanian period but also long
past the period of caliphal dominion in Arminiya.

Seb&os remarks: “For he [Hormizd IV] eliminated all of the naxarars and chiefs and the
native houses from the land of the Persians. He killed the great sparapet, Parthian and Persian

[Pahlaw], who was descended from the condemned Anak.”®

Hormizd’s policy was not aimed at
Armenian naxarars, but rather at the powerful Parthian families that threatened the centralized
Persian-controlled Sasanian Empire.®'® Given their historic ties to the Parthian families, it would
make sense that Armenian naxarars were included in Hormizd’s indictment; however, Sebéos
specifies that he killed the naxarars “from the land of the Persians.” Despite the status of
Armenia as a Sasanian province, its historic ties to Parthian families, and Armenian involvement
at the Sasanian court, it is not considered Persian land, at least in Armenian histories. The

situation under the early Caliphate was, of course, markedly different. P. Pourshariati is able to

contextualize the elimination of the Sasanian noble houses by casting it into the political

%18 Sebgos, 73: Lwlbigh kpwpd uw quukiugt bwiwpupu b qhwjuihu b quintbu phulugnjiu juspiwphta
NMuwpuhg: Uywt uvw quuuyupuybnt uks, quupplt b quuhjut, np kp h quuulk Gthwljuy
dwhwuyupnh. 9np wnkwy nuykljug h hhitk whnh nupnduy wppugh Zwng thwjunight h npnint
wppnibih pipbwig b Ynnuwiu Nwpuhg:

319 pourshariati (2006), 118. “Both TabarT and Ibn Balkhi relate that Hormozd IV removed the nobles from his court
and killed ‘13,600 [!] men from the religious classes and from those of good family and noble birth.” It is Firdowst,
however, who actually provides us with substantive information on some of the leading members of the nobility
decimated by Hormozd IV.”

°

124



situation at the time, when Persian power was far less centralized than it is usually depicted
today in what Pourshariati calls “Christensenian theory.”

There are a few accusatory statements in Armenian texts, specifically in Lewond’s work,
indicating that such a policy was implemented in Arab Arminiya; however, this case does not
reflect circumstances similar to those of the Sasanian regime, being the product of wholly
different historical conditions. L.ewond’s testimony, as we will see in Chapter 5, relates this
policy specifically to the fires of Nax¢“awan and Xram, a direct retaliatory response to Armenian
uprising against the Caliphate. He also specifies that this order came directly from the caliph al-
Walid: “In the first year of his reign, he conspired to empty the house of naxarars along with
their cavalry from this land of Armenia, because of the hatred that they had for Smbat, the
kiwrapalat. For he said that they were always an obstacle and a hindrance to our rule.”*?° After
the fires, Lewond laments that “by killing them all, they made the land heirless of naxarars.”*?!
Asolik’s statement starts off nearly verbatim with Lewond’s account, as he is presumably
working with a copy at his disposal.®??

It is impossible to ascertain the truth without further data, but there are a few indicators to

suggest the possibility that the Arabs’ goal was never to eliminate all naxarars. Lewond is the

%20 Lewond, 54: Uw junwigtnid widh hojuwniplwt hipny junphigun puntiwg jupluwphtu Zuyng quinhy
twhiupwpug tnght htsknyp Juut phunt qnp nitkht wn Udpwnuy Yhrpuwyunuunp. h wukp Epk
dhow Juns kL quypwynniphil {hukng kb hojpwtniptwtu dkpn;g:

%L Lewond, 58: Qunuw quiuklibubwh pupdbuy h Jhiwg widwnpwiq welithtt qupjuwphu h twpwpwpug:

%22 Asotik, 124: Uw junwgtnid widh hopuwniplwd hipny junphgut puntiug jupuuphtu
ququunigniuny Zuyng. b hpwdwyk Uwhdbknh gopwdunpht quyu wntk): G tw hpudugt Guudwy
nulbdl, np kp hpudwbwnwp h §nqiwiu uuduwh punqupht' §nsk) we hiph quwjuwpupui Zuyng
unght hkskinyp, hppl pk h hwinhuh wignigutlk) b wntniy heng juppniuntun: G1 inpw puwn ophiwljp
wupqUunipbwb hipbwig qununulh dnnnyht wby: G hpuwdwgtght jEpiniu pudwl) qunuw,
qnuwiu jEYEnkght Lwuduwbiwg, b qtul jkytnkght vpudwy. b hpny Junbkwy qhnkghul’ wyjiugku
wypkghtt quukububwi h LOQ pniwjutht. b qgiuwinp bwppwpupu qthwynk juebug
nuuiuyupunkhe
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only author to make such a claim, though others cite his statement as truth; but whereas the
Sasanian example was immortalized in Armenian, Arabic, and Persian literature, there are no
other authors to claim any sort of Umayyad conspiracy against the naxarars. Lewond’s account
may merely reflect the perception of local survivors lamenting the deaths of formidable men.
This possibility is supported by (1) accounts of the fires in Arabic, Syriac, and Greek literature
(see Chapter 5) and (2) the fact that Lewond also attributes a similar policy to a governor of
Arminiya under “Abd al-Malik. Not only was the same policy attempted under a different caliph,
but it was implemented by a governor without direct recourse to Damascus.**

First and foremost, however, is the fact that the naxarar houses were depleted during the
period of Arab rule. Some of the most powerful houses never regained primacy after defeat at the
hands of the Arabs, while others were subsumed as lesser branches under the hegemony of a few
significant houses. After all, Adontz is able to list a considerable number of naxarar houses at
the time of Justinian, but by the time of the rise of the Bagratids and the Arab emirates in
Arminiya, the Arcruni family is the only other Armenian house strong enough to claim kingship.
It is reasonable to suggest that onlookers would assume the reduction of the naxarar houses to be
intentional, though in reality it could have been the result of any of the remaining policies
discussed below in conjunction with the violent response to the nearly generational Armenian

rebellion against the Caliphate.

%23 Lewond, 43: b1 hppht qiwg Uwhdbwn qopunjwipt jUunphu’ kpnn juppiwphhu Zuyng houwb thnfuwbiul
hip jhudwybjugingt: Npny junphnipn Juwn h dke wnbw) puntiu) ququunupinidp iinhdt juojawphtu
zuyng hwuntpd unght htsknp:
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4.2.3 Encouraging Disunity

It was far more expedient to deal with the ruling local powers by discouraging harmony among
the houses or the formation of a unified Armenian front. The naxarar families, trained by both
tradition and geography, were accustomed to independent rule and were not always able to
overcome their differences to join forces against a common foe.*** Playing one house against the
other allowed the central powers to profit from the natural fissures in the Armenian socio-
political hierarchy. There was no understanding of modern nationalism in Armenia during this
period: naxarars jealously guarded their independence from one another, joining forces only
when their individual houses faced specific threats. The unit of loyalty was regionally defined
around the naxarar family, not the more abstract idea of an Armenian nation or even the
Church.?® The decentralized nature of Armenian society, coupled with troublesome inheritance
traditions that tended to support fractionalization, meant that the most pragmatic approach for

both the Sasanians and the Arabs was to alternate their support for different families.

The unity among naxarar houses, cast in strongly religious terms, is a main theme in
E1ise’s history. He repeatedly calls the agreement of the nobles fighting against the Sasanians a
covenant (uxt) and frequently defines the unifying factor as the Church. This is at odds with both

J. Laurent and N. Adontz’s depictions of the naxarar system, which forefront the primacy of the

%24 Thopdschian (1904a), 50.

%25 Laurent/Canard (1980), 101: “Pour ces Arméniens, depuis si longtemps maitres de leurs domaines, le véritable
patriotisme n’existait pas, les idées d’état, de patrie, de nation, leur étaient étrangeéres ; ils ne connaissaient en fait
d’indépendance politique que 1’idée de liberté individuelle : la patrie, pour eux, ¢’étaient leur principautés, c’est pour
elles qu’ils sacrifiaient leurs biens et leurs vies ; leur patriotisme était local et tout aussi divisé que leur pays. Entre
eux le lien national n’était jamais politique ; il n’existait que par les meeurs, la langue et la religion qui n’ont jamais
suffi a faire seuls une nation. Dans ces conditions, les grands de I’ Arménie ne s’étaient jamais entendus pour
soutenir a fond la cause commune ; ils n’en saisissaient pas I’importance et ils ne se donnaient a la défense générale
que dans la mesure étroite de leur intérét propre, tel qu’ils le comprenaient.”
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socio-political hierarchy even above adherence to religious beliefs or loyalty to the Church.*?®

This seeming contradiction is explained by Eti§&’s own rhetorical devices: Vasak, the traitor par
excellence in early Armenian history, is depicted as an apostate in order to cement the black and
white image of Christian Armenians led by Vardan Mamikonian fighting against non-Christian
waywardness. However, in reality the lines could not have been quite so clearly drawn. After all,
even in Eti$€’s account Vasak is surrounded by priests and continuously claims that the practice
of Christianity would be safeguarded at the conclusion of the war. It therefore seems possible to
discuss the war of 451 as an example of discord between houses, rather than an unambiguous
battle between the Armenian Christians and the Persian Zoroastrians together with their
Armenian apostate allies.

E1ise’s history is replete with complaints that the Sasanians took advantage of the
decentralized naxarar system to gain the upper hand: “By slander he pitted the nobility against
each other, and caused dissention in every family. He did this in the hope of breaking their
unity.. 32 Specifically, he “began to give precedence to the junior over the senior, to the
unworthy over the honorable, to the ignorant over the knowledgeable, to the cowards over the

brave. Why should | enumerate the details? All the unworthy he promoted and all the worthy he

26 Adontz (1970), 166: “It is well known how often religion is mentioned as the outstanding factor in the history of
Armenia. Some scholars have even been willing to reconstruct the entire historical life of Armenia on this basis.
This approach, inherited from our ancestors, is one of the most hackneyed ones in Armenian historiography, and it
originated in the period following the disappearance of the naxarar pattern in the country. It is correct insofar as it
reflects the situation of a later period; it is incorrect when archaized and applied to earlier times as well. As long as
the naxarar system functioned in Armenia, the Church was important only insofar as it adapted itself to the naxarar
pattern.”

%27 Etisg, trans. Thomson (1982), 76; Garsoian (2004), 99. Elisg, 46: quwuwpupbwii pubuwpyniplwdp wply

pln dhubwbipu, b judkbwgh b wpup uenyniphtl: B quyy wdbbugb webtp' phplu
quhwpwiniphiut puljkugt.
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demoted, until he had split father and son from each other.”*?® This type of accusation surfaces
frequently in Etis€’s work.

This disunity, so advantageous to Persians and Arabs alike, was unsurprisingly also
explicitly attested concerning the Arab period in T°ovma Arcruni’s history:**°

In this way, the unity of our land was destroyed little by little and men each

thought evil of his friend and brother. And they sent letters and envoys, kept

secret from one another, to the king. But among themselves they spread words of

slander and no one, not even a single pair, remained in agreement. And they made

their enemies very happy with the destruction of their unity.*®

T ovma specifically claims that the tax collector Apusét® intended “by some deceitful
trickery they might be able to dispossess them of each of their principalities. However, when he
[Apusét‘] realized the indissoluble unity of the mutual pact between Ashot and Bagarat, he in no
way revealed the wicked plans that they were plotting against them [the Armenians], but merely
indicated that the reason for his coming concerned taxes and other administrative matters.”***

The unity of the naxarar families is consistently upheld as the only possibility to thwart the

designs of the center. However, this unity was in fact fleeting at best. Soon after discussing this

%28 Etisg, trans. Thomson (1982), 70. Etisg, 32: uljuun wjinthtunb junwe Ynsk) qypubpu jutwqug b quiupqu
h wwinniwlwiug b quugknu h ghinting b quuphu h pwe wpwig, b g’ Uh Uh paihgh, wy qudbiugh
quuupdwiul jupwy dwnnigukp b quubkiuyt qupdwbuinput jEnu wwtkp. Thsh qhuygp b gnpgh
pwlkp h dhubkwlg:

%2% | aurent/Canard (1980), 102.

%0 T°ovma Arcruni, 194: Ujuwjtu nwwiht h pugnidu pujpwbuyg (hitkp Uhwpwiniphty wphawphhu, b
hipwpwiship np wyp qpultpk b qinpont hipdk h swphu junfuyht: GL pnnpu b ghuywiu wn puquinph
nEht dwbnilu h Uhdbwbg. wy b plun Jhdbkwbu wpljuukht putiu pumptwl, b ng np dbwyp qkpe tplnt h
dhwuht. b jnjd mpwju wntkht qpotwdhuts h puljt] dhwpwinipbwb hpkpug:

%1 T°ovma Arcruni, trans. Thomson (1985), 174 — 175. T®ovma, 170 and 172: Puyg inpw h Unh byt thi,
ptplu guwnhp pwpknipbwdp jupuwugkt puntiuw] qunuw jhipwpwship mkpmptuk: bul hppl
swinigun ilw wiyngd vhwpwiniphil nijuinh phn vhdbwbu Upninng b Auqupunwg ny hi jupinbibug
qunphnipnu swpnipbwtl, qnp janphtwy Eht h 4Epuy tingu. Puyg vhuyn ghuplug b quap
hnqupupdniphul swiniguil quuuundwn quunbtwui:
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“mutual pact” among the Armenian naxarars, Vasak Arcruni stood before the caliph with a list
of accusations against Aot.**

The caliphal representatives may have explicitly harnessed disunity and distrust by
favoring one family over another. A specific example of this approach is the fate of the
Mamikonian house, which never effectively recovered from its losses sustained during the Arab
period. The Umayyads banished Grigor and Dawit® Mamikonian to Yemen, and eventually cut
off Dawit®’s hands and feet before killing him. However, they promoted ASot Bagratuni, who
was alone among the naxarars in hesitating during the rebellion of 750. Despite the fact that the
Mamikonians had earned the distinction of being the fifth most important naxarar house in the
Sasanian period, they tended to side with the Greeks, whereas the Bagratids usually supported

the Persians. This general tendency continued into the Arab period. Consequently, the

Mamikonians never recovered from Bagrewand, while the Bagratids rose to unexpected glory.

4.2.4 Hostages

Another strategy to keep the naxarars in line with the expectations of the central government
was the collection of hostages. While stories surface about prisoners of war in both periods, it is
specifically the hostages taken, in times of peace or war, which lend a certain amount of control
over the actions of the naxarars.

Evidence of hostages taken under Sasanian hegemony is sketchy at best. H. Thopdschian
discusses a passage in Seb&os as a suggestion that certain naxarars were taken hostage to ensure

the peacefulness of their relatives in Armenia. Seb&os relates:

%52 T°0vma Arcruni, trans. Thomson (1985), 180.
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At that time, messengers arrived with an official order to call them in their
entirety [the naxarars and troops in Persarmenia] to the royal court...And they
arrived in Asorestan at the place of the royal court and they went before the king.
Then he received them with joy, and with great pomp he exalted them with great
honors. And he ordered to keep the greatest of isxans at the royal court, to
distribute to them salaries from the royal treasury, to give each his own house, and
to call [them] to the royal supper every day. And he gave the order for their troog)s
to remain in the area of Spahan, and to sustain them readily, entirely obligingly.**?

Etise and Lazar P¢arpec’i instead tend to discuss priests and clergy as hostages, rather than
naxarars, although P°arpec®i also includes naxarars in Yazdkert’s procession against the
Kushans. However, Step®annos Orbelean, admittedly a late source, explains the actions of the
traitor VVasak by referring to his sons held hostage in Sasanian custody.*** Additionally, Hovhan
Mamikonian remembers the story of Armenians under Smbat, the son of VVahan Mamikonian,
taking the wife and son of VVaxtang (the brother of the Sasanian emperor) hostage and demanding
recompense for the cost of Persian army’s advance through Armenia.*®

Sebéos also discusses the significance of hostages to the activities of naxarars during the

period of the Arab incursions. For example, when Hamazasp Mamikonian allied himself with

$33 Sebgos, 94: Suyudwd Eyht hwupt yhywuwhlp hpndupunulunp Ynsk) qunuw dhwpwbnpbudp h
nnint wppniith: Bt wyunphly b bwpuwpupp b quupp, np guwughtt dhwpwinipbwdp hwinbpd
hipwpwiship gunnyp b gpuignt h pnint puquitnpht Mupuhg vnupnynt, judh Jegkpnpnh
puquinpmphwi inpu: Unwehtl' Gughly Uwdhynbbwi npph Uwtnih. kplpnpni’ My
Pugpunnith npph Upnuinuy wuwgbnh. kppnpyl’ uonupm] dwhbiniibwg nkp. snppnpni’ <wprub
Updpnitih. hhighpnpyt' Twdwly Uwdhyntbwh. Jkghpnpni’ Unbthwinu Uhtbh. bipltpapgi’ YUninhn
Udwwunniubwg nkp, b wyjp puyg tnuw h twpwpupug: 61 hwubw) ingw jUunpbunnwt h wikinh
wppnitbwwb nwt b jwinhdwb tnkt puquinphb: bulf tw punmptudp pujuput qunuw, b tplkh
opinniptudp Ukdwgnjg yuwnninyp. b quEdwdks hojpwtiut hpuduyk ywwhb) h nputith wppniuh, Yupgby
tingw pn&hlju juppniiiniun’ wwy h nnthu pypupwbship, b §nsky judkbwgh wini jpipphu wppniih: b
quipug tngw hpudwb nuyp tunk] h Uygwhwb wohuwphh, b pupdwil) qunuw uhpny b wdbkbwgt
Judwlupmptudp:

%34 Step°anos Orbelean, 101: Cun np jundnpbw) Twuwlwy Jupwikp h Uksh npundnipbwl, Uh gh png
Sunnniplwit 9bnnyjg qhnpnunhu inpw Juut npping np fuyhtt wbin h ywwnwunh. b pbjugunpbug
wthskignightt quiw:

335 Hovhan Mamikonean, 36 — 37.
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Emperor Constans, the caliph had 1,775 hostages killed; this stayed the hand of Muset

Mamikonian, since four of his sons were held hostage.**

Lewond also mentions hostages twice:
(1) Grigor Mamikonian and Smbat Bagratuni were taken hostage under Mu‘awiya as a sign of
the tributary status of Arminiya;**’ and (2) immediately before his death, al-Walid released the
sons of Smbat. Dasxuranc’i specifically states the reasons for taking hostages: “And in this way
the Arabs stormed against the regions of the North and East and they tormented the lords of the
[noble] houses to hand over places of refuge and to take hostage their children and wives, so that
they wouldn’t rebel against them.”**®

Hostages were gathered from Arminiya in the Umayyad period, as well. Al-Baladurt
links the collection of hostages to the burning of the churches of Nax¢“awan and Xram, again
with express purpose of subduing rebellion.**°

The importance of hostages is also confirmed by Tovma Arcruni, who claims that “the
caliph with his counselors and all the Babylonian magnates irrevocably decided to remove the

. . .. . 4
princes of Armenia from each one’s property, so that their inheritance would become ‘ours’.”**

%% Sebgos, 175: Buwjudwd knku wppwyjt budwgbih, pk h pug ught Zuygp h swnwympkit tngw,
quubtluyt quuunul, qnp mwpbuy Lht jEplpkl, nghu hppl 226, vwnwljightt quutububwb h unip
untubinh. b dbwgnpyph uwljup, pniny hpplt PR, npp ny nhuybgut h mbinungt, wyt dhuytt wypbkgui: buly
Uniokn Uwdhlnukhg ntp, Juut gh Eht tnpw snpu npnhp h quwwnwtnh wn budwjbjugingl, quub
wjunphly ns jupwg h pug uy h Swnwyniphul ingu:

337 Lewond, 33.
%% Dasxuranc®i, 180: B wyjuyku wghlp jupdwljigui h Ynqdwbu hhruhuny b wplikjhg, b Junwiqth

qukwpu ninhdhg vy h dknu quknhu wupunhiniphwi b yunwbnu weing qquitulju b qubugu’
swyyunwdplin) h tngutt:
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%40 T°0vma Arcruni, trans. Thomson (1985), 182 — 183.
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This approach sounds very similar to Seb&os’s comment about deporting the naxarars from
Armenia. However, these naxarars were taken to Samarra’, not resettled on another zagr, even
though some of their followers, the common people, were dispersed through the Caliphate as
laborers. Similarly, the captive naxarars taken during Buga’s campaign were delivered directly
to the caliph in chains. This is perhaps another type of captive: these are prisoners being
punished for disobedience to the state, rather than hostages held to ensure the cooperation of

their families.

4.2.5 Overtaxation

Caliphal taxation policies in Arminiya were arguably the main source of Armenian frustration
with Arab rule. As we saw earlier, Ter-Lewondyan even suggests that the heavy-handed tactics
were designed specifically to keep the naxarars in line with the expectations of the central
government. Armenian historians frequently lamented the economic state of the land due to
heavy taxation. Tax collectors, primary symbols of imperial power, were always the first
casualties of unrest in the province. In fact, the discontent fostered by overtaxation is one of the

primary themes in the national epic, Sasunc’i Dawit®.

The terms of the treaty between Mu‘awiya and T @odoros in 652 allowed for the
collection of a very modest tax. The relevant passage in Seb&os is actually quite contentious: it
claims that Arabs will not collect taxes for three years, after which Mu‘awiya agreed that
Armenians would be allowed to pay “as much as you want.”**! M. Jinbashian points out that we

should approach that comment skeptically, as hardly consistent with the concept of tributary

¥ Sebgos: Ut ny wnlinid h &tue uwly qhpwd Uh. www jujudud nwehp kpyuwdp, npswith b nnip
Yuulhohp:
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status. Instead, he suggests that Mu‘awiya would not have signed a document written in
Armenian and that we can assume that the original treaty was in Arabic. Assuming that the
Armenian version therefore belies unfamiliarity with Arabic (?), Jinbashian reconstructs the

passage as follows:
oSalin amiiay giall () g Nidey <l gins 0 30ad L) )3 oS 22T Y

and translates this as: “I will not take from you tribute for three years; then you shall pay
according to your treaty the surplus.” His rationale for this reconstruction rests upon hadit that
prohibit the taxation of the people beyond their capacity, and the futiih narratives for Isfahan and
Gurgan that stipulate taxation “according to their ability.” Seb&os’s translation of the treaty
therefore merely misreads the Arabic term “afw, or surplus, and should therefore read “as much
as you are able.”**? This, of course, assumes that the Arabic of the fiuzizh narratives can be

directly compared to Seb&os’s seventh-century text.

The Arabic conquest narratives preserve some concept of tributary taxation: (1) al-
Tabari’s treaty between Suraga b. “Amr and Sahrbaraz, the governor of Bab al-Abwab, on behalf
of all Armenians promised freedom from taxation to those who served the Arab military and the
payment of gizya to those who refused;**® (2) al-TabarT’s treaty between Bukayr b. “Abd Allah

and the people of Miiqan required the payment of gizya, a dinar for every adult;*** (3) al-

%2 Jinbashian (1977 — 1978).
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Baladuri and Yagqiit’s treaty between Habib b. Maslama and the “Christians, Magis, and Jews of
Dabil” stipulated an unspecified amount of gizya and harag;** and (4) al-Baladuri and al-
TabarT’s treaties between Habib b. Maslama and the people of Tiflis require gizya in the amount

of a dinar per household.**®

However, the circumstances of post-conquest (seventh-century) Armenia were different
from the caliphal province of Arminiya, as tax collectors emerged only after the tributary status
of the province had shifted to direct control under an Arab governor. The only extant treaty
between Armenians and Arabs purporting to be from the Umayyad period is between al-Garrah
b. “Abd Allah al-Hakami and the people of Tiflis, preserved in al-Baladuri’s Futiih al-Buldan
[Conguests of the Lands]. This treaty claims to uphold the agreement between Habib b. Maslama
and the people of Tiflis, while promising to retain the taxes at one hundred dirhams per annum

on the vineyards and mills in the surrounding areas.**’
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These treaties must be handled with some skepticism due to the historiographical debates
about topoi in futith literature, as well as the problematic assumption that seventh-century
documents can reflect the historical reality of the later Arab period, when agents of the Caliphate
assumed direct control over the province. Beyond these treaties, we see disjointed, sporadic
comments about taxation in the Arabic sources: for example, 1bn al-Faqih claims that taxes
reached 2,033,985 dirhams per annum, while Ibn Hurradadbih records taxation at 4,000,000
dirhams. For the “Abbasid period, Ibn Haldiin counts Armenian taxation at 13,000,000 dirhams;
Halifa, 12,000,000; and Ibn Hawqal, 10,000,000. Additionally, Armenians paid the “Abbasids
taxes in kind: Ibn Haldin and al-GahsiyarT both preserve lists of goods sent as tribute, including

fish, cloth, falcons, mules, and carpets.>*

V. Nercessian and S. Melik®-Bax3yan, both relying on H. Zoryan’s “Arabneri harkayin
k°atak“akanut®yuns avatakan Hayanstanum” [the taxation policy of the Arabs in feudal Armenia]
(1927) and H. Nalbandyan’s “Arabneri harkayin k‘atak“akanut®yuno Hayastanum” [the taxation
policy of the Arabs in Armenia] (1956), divide the taxation policies of the Arabs in Arminiya as
follows: (1) the period of incursions up to the treaty between T°€odoros and Mu‘awiya; (2)
Mu‘awiya to “Abd al-Malik; (3) “Abd al-Malik to Hisam; (4) Hi$am to the fall of the Umayyads;
and (5) the early “Abbasid era. They claim that the Arabs were lax in their taxation policies
because the Caliphate needed to avoid confrontation with the independent naxarars and to
ensure Armenian aid in maintaining the frontier. This situation changed immediately following
the Marwanid reforms, as Samu@l Anec‘i attests: the Arabs “took from each household four

dirhams, three modii of sifted wheat, one hempen rope and one gauntlet. For priests, however, as

8 Ter-Lewondyan (1969a) = Ter-Eewondyan (1976¢); Laurent/Canard (1980), 668 — 670; Nercessian (1988), 28 —
31.
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from the azats and the knights, it was ordered to levy no taxes.”** Taxation became increasingly
heavy from the start of the Marwanid period until the dissolution of the “Abbasid Caliphate and

specific caliphs, such as Hisam, were known for their implementation of harsh policies.

It seems, therefore, that there exists no concrete evidence for direct relation between
taxation policies in the Sasanian and Sufyanid periods, since Arab control and taxation were so
relaxed during the seventh century, up to the period of Marwanid reform. Furthermore, there is
little evidence to argue that overtaxation was a deliberate policy to curb the power of the
naxarars. It is possible that the Arabs did indeed increase taxation as they took over other
provinces, in line with M. Morony’s argument that taxation increased in Iraq following the
transition from Sasanian to caliphal rule. Such an assertion is problematic in the case of
Arminiya, however, due to a lack of specific data about (1) the definition of Arminiya in the
Arabic accounts of tax collections; (2) the specific intake during the Sasanian period; and (3) the
discrepencies between different accounts of taxation during the Arab period. Again, the seventh
century of non-Sasanian, non-Arab rule in Arminiya makes it difficult to fashion direct

comparisons between the two periods as a question of continuity.

However, for purposes of this specific argument, it suffices to mention that this enmity
and perceived distrust of Arab rule as a result of taxation demonstrate a certain level of stability
from the Sasanian period. For example, Lewond decries Arab taxation at the start of the “Abbasid
period by complaining that the al-Manstr collected taxes even from the dead. The Arab governor

“caused destitution of impoverishment to the point of demanding taxes even from the dead. He

%9 Nercessian (1988), 27; Melik®-Baxsyan (1968), 147. Qtd. Samugl Anec’i. 82: jukuyh nwlik wnkw) 2+ npud
U @ Unp Junppwy b dhwwnowpuly dh' b wwpwb vh dwqk b dknbwpup dh: huly h pwhwbughg b
juquunug b h hksking' ny hppudwybwg wetiny ghwpl:
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endangered the priests and officials of the sacred altar, abusing them with tortures and beating

them with iron rods for them to declare the names of the dead and their families.”**

This assertion is similar to an episode in Movsés Xorenac‘i’s history. Xorenac®i claims
that Bahram V appointed a Syrian prelate named Samuél over Armenia in 432 and complains
that “il adopta les habitudes de rapacité de Berquicho et meme les surpassa, extorquant les
revenus des évéques morts ou vivants.”>>* Of course, the incident demonstrates inconsistencies
with Lewond’s assertions about the “Abbasid period, but there are also certain similarities: (1)
frustration with taxation policies; (2) overtaxation characterized by taxing the dead; and (3) the
harassment of priests in particular. We cannot assume from this comparison that taxes were as
harsh in the Arab period as under Sasanian rule, or that there was any sort of sustained continuity
in taxation policies of the two empires. Rather, this demonstrates that the taxation policies of the
Caliphate could be described in accordance with the Sasanian-era taxes. From the perspective of
their Armenian subjects, the Persians and the Arabs espoused similar tactics in their demand for

revenue.

Moving away from Armenian perception of Sasanian and Arab taxation, we see yet
another aspect of Islamic emulation of Sasanian taxation policies: the use of clay or lead seals.

There was a comparable practice in the Byzantine Empire, but this applied only to the poor and

%0 ewond, 158 — 9: BL mhpk plin inpw Upnuw, bt wnwpk qnpuyp hip quhiu Upnw opohy phn wdkiwgh
woluwphu hipny houwinipwi: Ap bwju’ bjbw) juopwphu Zwyng, pugnid Jowop b iknnipudpp
Junutigkp quukubkuhl, b hwunigwibp h spuinpmiphit nbwtyniptwt dhtiskt yuwhwuel] hwplu kL h
Ubnbingl: Quutuuyt puquniphit nppngl b wypbwg swpuwyniy munwybgnigukp. dunwigknp
qpuwhwbwyu kL quuowmottwju wunniwdwjht unpwithtt junpmnuwiqutiop Lt ppop wywwinipbwt b
qutipip h juyn wsh] quiuniwtiu Jupidwking b qpunwithu tngnit:

%1 Grousset (1984), 186.
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to official envoys, who wore the seals as a form of official identification.®** However, under the
Sasanian state, taxpayers may have been expected to wear seals around their necks in a symbol
of subservience. “The sealing of taxpayers thus was a form of degradation symbolizing the
mortgage of their freedom to the state until the entire amount levied had been paid.”** This
practice continued under Islamic rule in Egypt and Irag.*** P. Soucek published the following

examples of surviving tax seals from ®Abbasid Egypt: 3*°
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Fig. 10. Seal impression in the name of Fig. 11, Seal impression for capitation tax of
Amir Muhammad al-Mustansir bi'lih, al-Igharan, 287/900, after Karabacek,
2401854, after Karabacek, "Arabische “Arabische Abtheilung,” p. 177.

Abtheilung,” p. 177.

Image 5: “Abbasid tax seals from Egypt

K‘alantaryan has demonstrated that the seals from the Sasanian period found in Armenia

resemble those from the Arab period and argues that they “were directly connected with

taxation”,®® though he did not produce tax seals comparable to the Egyptian examples above.

%2 Soucek (2002) and Robinson (2005), 406-07.
%3 Morony (1984), 112.

%4 Soucek (2002), 252253; Morony (1984), 123.
¥3 Soucek (2002), 252-53.

%6 K alantaryan (1982), 62.
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We have only literary evidence that the Arab taxcollectors also embraced this practice. Lewond
claims that (1) during al-Mansiir’s rule taxpayers were required to wear lead seals around their

357

necks™’ and that (2) in the time of Sulayman b. Yazid, Ibn Doké charged Armenians for the lead

seals, exacerbating the hardship of taxation for the local population.®*®
C. Robinson, however, argues that

...although neck-sealing in general had a pre-Islamic tradition that was as long as
it is unattractive, the practice of neck-sealing for the purpose of levying taxes on
subject populations was apparently unprecedented in the pre-Islamic Near East...
unlike the technology of sealing in general or the conventions of élite document
sealing, both of which can be explained in terms of more or less simple
continuity, neck-sealing for taxing purposes cannot.*

His analysis of the sources suggests that sealing is the remnant of a Persian tradition to keep
track of prisoners and slaves. In this vein, we read in the Chronicle of Zugnin that Miisa b.
Mus‘ab “appointed another agent to brand and stamp people on their neck like slaves.”**® Neck-
sealing for taxation, therefore, is an Islamic adaptation of a preexisting practice designed to

symbolize the subjugation of local popuations to caliphal rule.

Incidently, Robinson’s argument corresponds well with M. Levy-Rubin’s assessment of

Sasanian antecedents for Islamic laws concerning dimma, specifically giyar or “distinguishing
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wnuni] pun gjlun) pugnid qniqtu wpswpn), b nuk] uhp juywpbu) judkubgnit ywpwingu:

%6 fewond, 201 — 202: bulj hppht wytt h gniju kpubkp Jununuih wy Juwig swphkug enpudwblkp
npnhlt vwnwbiuygh, B uyp Juhp juywpbug nul) judkitgnit wupwingut. b wne Uh dh Yuhp
wwhwbekp qpugnid qniquyju dhtph hwuwbl] dwpput h jhnht ntwtniphtt juwthwydybp
ubqniphwigh wn h swpwonip nuhdk:

%9 Robinson (2005), 405.

%0 Robinson (2005), 412. See Harrak, 236 no. 1: “Narrationes variae 336:3-5 [263]: In Amida, time of Miisa son of
Mus‘ab. According to this source the tokens placed around the necks of people were meant to ‘crush them, mock

5 9

them, and insult them’.
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marks.” The Arab expectation that societal divisions be clearly visible is an inheritance of
Sasanian cultural norms.*®! Here we see that Arab adaptation of Sasanian legacy was not simply
a question of influence, but rather an innovative response to the needs and goals of the Muslim
community and the Islamic state. The same may be said of the policy of Arabization of

Arminiya.

4.2.6 Arabization of Armenia

The final, and possibly most effective, way to deal with the power of the naxarar families during
the Arab period was quite innovative. While the Sasanians tried intermittently to Persianize
Armenia, the Arab effort at wholesale reinvention of the local nobility involved the importation
of Arab tribes into the area. This type of demographic shift was familiar from earlier periods,
though not from Byzantine or Sasanian rule; the Arsacids gained power in part by the
importation of Parthian families, such as the Kamsarakan and the Mamikonians, to support their
claims to power.*%

The effort to populate Arminiya with Arab tribes is, however, relatively unusual given
that neither the Byzantines nor the Sasanians ever attempted any such program. It was the result
of a number of factors, including:

(1) the importance of the area as a tagr and thus the need to strengthen its connection to the

center. The Caliphate required a certain number of troops in the area to defend the

%1 | evy-Rubin (2011), 167: “The concept of ghiyar or “distinguishing marks” was in fact an established principle in
Persian society, where “a visible and general distinction” had to be made between men of noble birth and common
people with regard to horses, clothes, ornaments, houses and gardens, women and servants, drinking-places, sitting-
and standing-places. The Muslims had therefore adopted concepts, values, and status symbols from Sasanian
society, and used them as a means of establishing their own superiority.”

%2 |_aurent/Canard (1980), 101.
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borders and to quell rebellion. The proximity of the Byzantine front explains why so
many Arabs were settled in the west, around Lake Van and Qaliqala; similarly, Arab
tribes moved into Arran to lend strength to the fagr against the Hazars.*®®

(2) The weak backing available in sito for the Arab governor. This policy seems to have been
initiated by the governors, not the caliphs, and the Arab immigrants tended to be from the
same tribe as the governor.®*

(3) The value of additional land provided to Arab tribes.*®®

(4) Caliphal interest in maintaining the economic profit of the province. *

By far the most valuable study on the movement of Arab tribes into Armenia is Ter-
Lewondyan’s Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia (1976). He links the demographic shift to (1)
the emigration of naxarars to Byzantine territory, despite Arab attempts to keep them in
Armenia; (2) the need to keep the Armenian naxarars in line, especially after the rebellions in
750 and 774-75; as well as (3) the importance of sustaining the frontier. However, it is worth
noting that his examples of Armenian attempts at emigration are from the Umayyad period (early
eighth century), despite the fact that he argues that “the current of [Arab] migrations began in the
reign of Hartin al-Rashid (A.D. 786 — 809).”%* This, combined with the fact that the Arabs at
this time were clearly attempting to discourage emigration, hints that the impetus for Arab

settlement was most importantly the maintenance of the frontier.

%3 Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 25 and 29; Nicol (1979), 85.
%4 Nicol (1979), 85.
%5 Nicol (1979), 86.
%6 Nicol (1979), 86.

37 Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 31.
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Hariin al-Rasid’s involvement is confirmed in al-Ya‘qiibi’s history, where it is noted that
Yamanis were the majority in Arminiya before the ostikanate of Yusuf b. Rasid al-Sulam:

Rashid appointed (as ostikan) Yaisuf b. Rashid al-Sulami in place of Khuzayma b.
Khazim. He transplanted a mass of Nizaris to this land, and (until then) the
Yemenites had formed a majority in Arminiya, but in the days of Yusuf, the
NizarTs increased in number. Then he (Hartn al-Rashid) named Yazid b. Mazyad
b. Za’ida al-Shaybani, and he brought from every side so many of the Rabi‘a that
they now form a majority, and he controlled the land so strictly that no one dared
move in it. After him came “Abd al-Kabir b. “Abd al-Hamid who was from the
house of Zayd b. al-Khattab al-°’Adaw1i, whose home was Harran. He came with a
multitude of men from the Diyar Mudar, stayed only four months and left.%%®

Several Arab governors of Arminiya held the nisba al-Sulami, indicating their belonging to the
Sulaym tribe, a subgroup of the Mudar tribe: Yazid b. Usayd (752 — 754, 759 — 770, 775 — 780),
Yasuf'b. Rasid (787), Halid b. Yazid b. Usayd (794), Ahmad b. Yazid b. Usayd (796 — 797),
°Abd Allah b. Ahmad b. Yazid (825 — 826, 829).%%° The Sulaym family was directly linked to the
wars against Byzantium: one of the earliest conquerors of Arminiya was Safwan b. al-Mu‘attal

al-Sulami and Yaqzan b. °Abd al-‘A°la al-Sulami fought in campaigns against the Greeks.

%68 Al-Ya®qbi (7arih), trans. Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 31 with the omission of a repetitive “now” (a typo). It also
corrects Rashid to Rashid, Khazim to Khazim, Za‘ida to Za’ida, al-Khattab to al-Khattab, RabTa to Rabi‘a, and al-
Adawi to al-*Adawi. Presumably these are simply evidence of the difficulty of translating a text from Armenian to
English without recourse to the original Arabic. However, this passage is also incorrectly cited in 158 no. 66. He
lists Ya‘kiibi, 515 and his works cited only includes BGA volume VII (Kizdb al-Buldan), whereas this quote is
actually from al-Ya‘qubi’s history. The citation is correct for de Goeje’s edition of this work, except that it continues
onto p. 516. See also Laurent/Canard, 481. Al-Ya°qibi (Tarih), 11 299: r e sa OlSa Goaull 281 5 0 Ci gy 28 5} s S
ds.\s @w\am\me)&wm}‘;JF uu};(al_\\bdmjﬂ\u).\sa MLAJ\WJ\‘_A:JM\UIS} Mj\ﬂ\wmuadbé\dmjejb
MJﬂ}wM\mw)ug\mL_Aj(u «J);.uh\‘uus.i?l@; mm\:ﬂ\mi L@Alcu)ﬂu\e}ﬂ\»@;mhdswij\
e i el A ) V) il e o dal e delen i Ll Sl 01 4l i (1S5 (g saall illaall

369 Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 30.

370 Ter-Eewondyan (1976c), 30. Note that Ter-Eewondyan’s text reads “The son of this “Abd-Allah, Yazkan al-
Sulami, participated in the Byzantine was and was wounded in the battle fought before Zibatra (Sozopetra).”
However, this is an incorrect reading of his name. Ter-Lewondyan cites al-Baladuri, which reads Yaqzan b. “Abd al-
‘A°l3, not Yazkan b. ‘Abd Allah. Al-Baladuri, 119: I i€ aall duay alé mbiall Jlo (it s pdic diu A ay Ml Al iy and
bl JM\&M}UJM\UJQDY\JLUJUMU\Y\M\}L\}J&L}L&};)JJM\L@_\B\))JSE(:}J!\J)u@‘};\.u&)yundus
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Arabs had lived and traded in and around Armenia before the rise of Islam, but the tribal
consistuents of the Arab population in Northern Mesopotamia changed during the early days of
the Islamic conquest period: Taglibis in Mawsil (Diyar Rabi‘a), Bakr in Amida (Diyar Bakr),
Qays in Syrian Mesopotamia (Diyar Mudar). The introduction of Arab tribes from neighboring
lands into Arminiya did not entail as large a breach of tradition as might be assumed: the Arabs
tended to assimilate to Armenian life, even marrying into naxarar families.*”* The movement of
Arab tribes into Arminiya, linked to the choice of Arab governor, demonstrates not only that the
governors’ families and tribes were concretely linked to stories of bravery on the frontier (i.e. the
Sulaym clan), but also that there were direct and significant links between the Arab ruling
families in Arminiya and Mesopotamia (i.e. the Saybani clan). Thus the Arabization of Arminiya

was actually a major factor in its Syriacization.*"

4.3  The Syrian / Mesopotamian Element

In other chapters of this dissertation, we see three main patterns emerge: (1) the defining aspect
of the fagr against Byzantium and the Hazars in the Arb conceptualizaion of the province, in
which (2) Sasanian antecedents in the formation of Arab Arminiya (both geographically and
ideologically) are pivotal; and, finally (3) the sectarian milieu, most especially relations between
Armenians, Syriac-speaking Christians, Persians, and Arabs, played a formative role in passing

on information about the Sasanian era.

s Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 46: “The lands in which the Arab tribes had settled had already entered into the phase
of feudal development for some centuries, consequently the Arabs of necessity not only influenced, but to a greater
degree, were themselves influenced by the institutions of the conquered lands.” This should be considered in light of
Greenwood’s findings about the similarities of eighth-century Arabic inscriptions in Arminiya and their Armenian
counterparts. See Greenwood (2004), 77.

%72 T am using Grousset’s term here (“syriacisation™), not necessarily in the way that he intended it, but in an
extended definition to mean not only the Syriac-speaking Christians, but with the population of Mesopotamia and
Northern Syria as a whole.
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Thus far this chapter has attempted to demonstrate that the perception and responsibilities
of local authority are an adaptive response to the Sasanian administrative norms in pre-Islamic
Arminiya. Despite the introduction of new policies, caliphal administration also shows some
measure of similarity to Sasanian strategies in dealing with local powers. The final point, the
importance of the sectarian milieu, is more elusive. After all, much of the information about
authority in Arminiya is very specific to this province: the Isxan Hayoc® and the naxarars are not
directly comparable to the political situation in other provinces, such as Northern Mesopotamia.

There are no neat indicators that Arab involvement with the naxarars was informed by
discussion with Syrians or Persians; however, it is eminently clear that there existed close ties
between the ruling élites in Arminiya and both Mesopotamia and Northern Syria throughout both
the Sasanian and the Arab periods. This relationship helps explain the dissimilarity between Arab
and Armenian conceptualization of Arminiya, the simultaneous rapprochement of Armenians
with the Jacobite Church, and the familiarity of Islamic geographers, historians, and exegetes
with trends in Syriac literature concerning Armenia.

In the Sasanian, Byzantine, and Arab periods, geographers were unable to demarcate the
southern borders of Armenia clearly and uniformly. Procopius mentioned that “some” call
Armenia “the land as far as the city of Amida.”"® Since some southern Armenian territories,
such as Aljnik® and Koreayk®, were incorporated into the Arab province of Mesopotamia, Ter-
Lewondyan concludes that “the conquest of Upper Mesopotamia in fact marked the beginning of
the conquest of Greater Armenia itself.”*"* This ambiguous distinction between Arminiya and

Northern Mesopotamia is maintained even into the later Arab period, as Ibn Hawqal notes

%73 Dewing (1914), 151 — 153. Procopius, | 150 — 153.

374 Ter-Lewondyan (1976¢), 25.
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similar hesitancy in defining the borders: “Most of the “ulama in the borders (hudiid) of the
regions see Miyafariqin as part of Arminiya, but a few consider it part of the province of al-
Gazira. It is to the east of the Tigris, two stages from it: for that reason, it is reckoned in
Arminiya.”%"

This lack of a distinct border between Arminiya and Mesopotamia is also visible in the
marginalia of a Syriac manuscript. This describes the governorship of Muhammad b. Marwan in
Mesopotamia, noting that Arminiya was betrayed into his hands in A.G. 1002. The note remarks:
“Armenia is used here to denote the region of Akhlat and of Mayperqgat, the mountains of
Sanason (i.e. Sason or Sasun) and Arzanene {Syr. “RZWN} and all of the cities of that

region.”’®

4.3.1 Armenian ties to Asorestan in the Sasanian Period

There were certainly close ties between Armenia, Northern Syria, and Mesopotamia in the
Sasanian period, as has been evidenced by the relationship between the Armenian and Syriac
Churches. Armenian churches began to adopt some elements of Syrian architecture,®”” possibly
as a result of traveling architects or artisans reaching between these provinces. As an example, C.
Maranci has argued that the architecture of cathedral of Zwart°noc® is directly comparable to

other Syro-Mesopotamian aisled tetraconche churches of the fifth and sixth centuries, including

%75 Tbn Hawqal, 344: e s alan (858 (e o8 55l Jlae (e Lt s3ny o 58 5 Aina 51 (e 03 5lila B 05 3 (a3l 3 gamy slalall K]
A ) (e ot GlIA Leia il ya

378 palmer (1993), 205 no. 510.

37" Macler (1920), despite the promising title (“L’Architecture arménienne dans ses rapports avec I’art syrien™), is
not particularly helpful for our period. Kalantaryan (1996), 66 notes that “Les relations architecturales arméno-
syriennes n’ont jamais encore fait 1’objet d’une étude spéciale. La seule exception est 1’article consacré a cette

question par A. L. JACOBSON (1976, 192 — 206).”
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378 KCalant®aryan contends that

those at Bostra, Rusafa, Seleucia-Pieria, Apamea, and Amida.
trade between the provinces was brisk, based on the discovery of glass vessels from Northern
Syria or Mesopotamia and seals with presumably Syriac inscriptions dating from the late
Sasanian period, which were discovered in Dwin.*"

Furthermore, in his effort to create an Armenian alphabet, Mesrop Mastoc® visited
Edessa, a location that would subsequently become “an ideal destination for Armenian scholars
to translate a substantial body of literature into Armenian” from the fifth through the seventh
centuries.*®

Additionally, Seb&os frequently notes that the naxarars traveled to Asorestan. We saw
above the passage in which the naxarar hostages went to Asorestan; shortly thereafter, Sebéos
confirms that isxans of the Armenian naxarars were in Asorestan with the Persian king.**! The
connection of the naxarars to Asorestan is quite clearly the result of their relation to the Sasanian
court.

While the significance of the Persian element in medieval Armenian political and cultural
life has been underestimated at times, recent studies—most notably those contributed by N.
Garsoian, J. Russell, and S. Rapp—have endeavored to demonstrate Armenian engagement with

the Sasanian world through art historical and literary analysis.*®* N. Garsoian describes the

cultural relationship between Armenia and the Sasanian realm by comparing pre-Islamic Persian

%78 Maranci (forthcoming).
%79 K alantaryan (1982) , 67 and (1996). 107.

%0 Greenwood (2008),

%L Sebzos, 95: b1 puquinphl snt wpwpbwy JUunphunwl hwuwbkp b pot jujbwbu hupny
wppnitbwljwiiy, b hoowtp twpnwpwpugu Zwyng puy tdw:

%2 Garsotan (1997); Garsoian (1994); Rapp (forthcoming).
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material culture to contemporary Armenian texts, isolating themes and specific markers of
cultural familiarity between the two societies. For example, she compares a Sasanian sculpture
(see below) to the written evidence available from the Epic Histories of P°awstos Buzand: “Le
roi Pap, la coupe de joie a la main, était étendu sur la gauche s’appuyant sur son coude et tenant
la coupe d’or a la main, tandis que sa main droite reposait sur la garde du poignard attaché a sa

cuisse droite.”%

Image 6 : Sasanian sculpture
This is just one of many examples that Garsoian produces to support the direct link between
Armenian literature and Persian art.
This connection between Armenia and Asorestan was officially, if rarely, recognized in

Byzantine governance with Heraclius’ elevation of Dawit® Saharuni to the position of sparapet

%3 Garsoian (1997), 20.
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Hayoc® ew Asorwoc’ [sparapet of the Armenian and Syrians], The inscription at Mren, dated
between January 638 and February 641, reads:

1. [-] QLY 26CUUNE PULESUNENN, BUSURNCH
ShCIVULNREE[UL] [--] [U]JUBLUGNY NUSLYP UnNh LUNUNU[S]P
[G]R UNULU[NE]

2. [SP 2U8]N8 B GUNCRNS BF 8ENPUUNNNUNRREUL[] ULL]U [
[[EE]NIOPNUP Bk b SULNPSELNREEUL LELUG[2P]

3. [chCUJUU8 Bk USULNRULEUS SEUNL CPULBSUR UNRLR BYBNBS[-
PU &b AUCBNURUINREPPL QWUUUULUUULEUS B ULBLAS Gh

UuUGy..]

[---] of the victorious king Heraclius, in the office of prince [---] of the all-
praiseworthy patrik, kourapatat, and sparapet [of Armenia] and Syria and in the
office of bishop of [---] [T°e]ovp©ilos and in the office of tanutér of Nerseh lord of
[Sira]k and Agarunik®, this holy church was built [for the intercession] of the
Kamsarakank® and Mren and Aserf...]**

4.3.2 Mesopotamia, Northern Syria, and Arminiya in the Arab Period

There is evidence that the economic and religious ties between Northern Syria, Mesopotamia,
and Arminiya continued during the Arab period. The project of union with the Jacobite Church
and important figures such as Nonnus of Nisibis will be briefly discussed in Chapter 5. The

Chronicle of Zugnin attests to the close relationship between the two provinces: as famine

%84 Greenwood (2004), photo on p. 83, transcription on p. 83. See also p. 72: “The extension of this authority beyond
the boundaries of Armenia into Syria is unprecedented. It implies that Heraclius was prepared to make remarkable
concessions in his efforts to forge an effective opposition to the Arab invasions after the fall of Syria, one in which
Armenian military resources had a leading role to play.”
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385

overtook Armenia, refugees poured into Northern Syria in search of sustenance.™ Fuliis and

seals from Northern Syria discovered in Dabil demonstrate that the local economies were closely

linked.38®

Diyar Bakr had especially close ties with Arminiya, as Amida was located along trade
routes that traversed Arminiya; the city even had a gate called bab al-arman.*®’

As Ter-Lewdonyan notes, “Upper Mesopotamia, or al-Djazira (sic), ‘the Island,” as the
Arabs called it, played a decisive réle in the development of Armenian political life in the Arab
period.”*®® The political relation between the two provinces is demonstrated by the links between
the Arab rulers in each province, most especially by the appointment of Saybani amirs as
governors over Arminiya. The Saybani were a subgroup of the Bakr tribe that ruled over and
gave its name to Diyar Bakr. Several members of this family served as governor in Arminiya:
Yazid b. Mazyad b. Za’ida (787 — 801), Muhammad b. Yazid b. Mazyad (802 — 803), Asad b.
Yazid b. Mazyad (809 — 811), Halid b. Yazid b. Mazyad (813 — 845), Muhammad b. Halid b.
Yazid (845 — 878). Even the idea of separating these provinces during this period is problematic,
given that they were ruled by the same family. Interestingly, in the Bagratid period, the
descendents of the Sayban, the Sarvan-Sahs, dropped their claims to Arab lineage, choosing

instead to claim legitimacy based on the tribe’s ties to Sasanian glory.*®® This indicates that the

region’s Persian past retained its significance long after the Arab period in Arminiya.

%3 Harrak, 188.
% Musetyan (1983).
%7 Ter-Lewondyan (1976c), 27.
%8 Ter-Lewondyan (1976c), 25.
%9 Bosworth (1973), 60.
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4.4  Conclusion

The introduction of Arab tribes into Arminiya was a new tactic for dealing with local powers,
dictated by the need to maintain the frontiers. M. Morony contends that early Arab governance in
the Near East was an innovative mix of pre-existing Byzantine and Sasanian administrative
norms and the developing theories of governance based on Islamic beliefs and pre-Islamic
Arabian politics. To a large extent, Morony’s conclusions about Islamic rule in Iraq hold true for
the study of Arminiya, despite the fact that these two provinces were in remarkably different
positions vis-a-vis the center: it is possible to ascertain various strains of influence in dealing
with local authorities in Arminiya. This includes the vestiges of Greek governance in the North,
such as the position of Isxan Hayoc®, and newly-introduced policies that reflect specific
circumstances of Arab rule, such as the importation of Arab tribes.

There are several markers of sustained continuity with the norms of the Sasanian period,
including (1) the local administrative positions, especially the marzpan; (2) the relative
autonomy of the naxarars, first under Armenian marzpans, and then with the position of the
I5xan Hayoc®; (3) some similar policies for dealing with the local naxarars; and (4) the close
relationship between the ruling élites in Arminiya and Mesopotamia. These concrete examples of
Arab adaptation of Sasanian policies and norms of governance must be seen in light of Armenian
perceptions of Arab rule as reminiscent of the Persian period: here we may include the
similarities between T ovma Arcruni and E1isg, as well as other examples of literary borrowing
between Armenian historians, such as “taxing the dead.” In addition, we can refer to the
recurrent trope of Sasanian elements in Arabic literature about Arminiya from Chapter 2, the
maintenance of Sasanian administrative models from Chapter 3, and Arab policies towards the

Armenian Church, as we will see in Chapter 6. These points work together to demonstrate that
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the memory of the Sasanian period reverberated Arab conceptualization of Arminiya during the
Umayyad and early “Abbasid periods. This does not imply that Byzantine rule was
inconsequential or that Arab governance was fully dependent upon Sasanian antecedents. Rather,
this demonstrates that the Sasanian element played an integral role in the formulation of

Umayyad and early “Abbasid conceptualization of the North.

152



Chapter 5: Perceived threats to the Armenian Church

“Je ne passerai pas 1’ Azat pour aller manger du pain cuit au four et boire de I’eau chaude.”

Movsés Eliawardec’i, Catholicos of Armenia (574 — 604) 3%

The status of Arminiya as a fagr between Christian Byzantium and the Caliphate required that
Arab and Persian authors of the “Abbasid period discuss the province as relevant to the Islamic
world. The ensuing process of Islamization of Arminiya was, as we saw in Chapter 2, mainly a
literary process and did not include any concerted effort to convert the local Christian
populations. In fact, caliphal policy, drawing on Sasanian antecedents, favored the Armenian
Church as an alternative to Chalcedonianism, which was strongly associated with the Byzantine
state. Armenian sources demonstrate a sustained hostility against heresies (notably Greek
Christianity and Paulicianism) during this period, which expressed itself in part as a
rapprochement with the Syriac Church, but they rarely engage Islam as a religious threat.
Tensions between Christians and Muslims in Arminiya tended to be linked to political issues or
taxation policies, rather than religious discrimination or forced conversions.

This chapter reevaluates the threats to the Armenian Church during the Arab period as
outlined in the Armenian sources by outlining (1) Armenian responses to Islam; (2) the
continued threat of Chalcedonianism; and (3) the heretical sects (Paulicians and Tondrakians)

wide-spread in Arminiya at this time. It argues that Armenian works demonstrate a sustained

%0 7ekiyan (1987), 164; Narratio, 40.
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preoccupation with challenges stemming from the pre-Islamic period, such as Chalcedonianism

and heresy, but little fear of Islam as a religious threat.

5.1  Armenian Responses to Islam

Many Armenian sources lament the position of the Church during the Arab period. Still, the fact
remains that Arminiya was one of the few provinces of the Caliphate ultimately remain
Christian. Although relations between the Armenian Apostolic Church and the Caliphate were
frequently strained and stories of martyrs and forced conversions to Islam do exist, there was
rarely, if ever, a concerted attempt by the Muslim administration to persecute the Church during

the Arab period.

The lamentations about the state of the Church could in some ways be understood on the
basis of the general historiographical position: Armenian authors were Christian clergy, who
expected history to unfold in a particular way. They frequently struggle to explain how and why
the military defeat by Muslims of a Christian country could possibly agree with a biblical
understanding of the flow of history. For Sebéos and L.ewond, the only acceptable explanation
was that the triumph of Islam fit into God’s plan.®** The earliest Armenian responses to Islam did
not consider it a religious threat. Instead, Armenians struggled with the religious implications of
the political defeat of Christendom. The triumph of Islam was therefore depicted as the will of
God, either because it fulfilled biblical prophecy or because it was punishment for the sins of the

Christians.

%1 Cf: Greenwood (2002), 376 and Mahé (1992), 132.
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Nearly every work on Armenian historiography places special weight on the role of
religion in shaping the perspective and interpretations of medieval authors. The Bible not only
influenced the style of historical writing, it also furnished Armenians with a reason to transcribe
history: namely, to immortalize the history of a Christian nation in the same way as the Bible
recorded the history of the Chosen People of Israel. When Armenia came under the rule of a
Muslim power, the historians struggled to rationalize their loss and to speculate on the legitimacy
of Islamic power in view of their understanding of biblical prophecy.**

Lewond mentions the fulfillment of prophecy from the book of Amos; Seb&os from
Jeremiah and Daniel; and T°ovma Arcruni from Jeremiah, Isaiah and Zephaniah. The most
illustrative example is the association of the spread of Islam with the fourth beast of Daniel.
Sebéos lists the beasts: (1) Byzantium; (2) Sasanian; (3) Gog and Magog. “This fourth [beast]
rose from the south and is the kingdom of the Ishmaelites. Like the archangel explained: “The
fourth beast will be a fourth kingdom, which will be greater than all of the kingdoms and it will
eat the entire earth.”*

This example offers a plausible explanation for the success of Islamic expansion and also
acts as a harbinger for the eschaton. The fourth beast was traditionally associated with

Byzantium, as is evidenced by Ps. Methodius; however, Seb&os’s interpretation caught on and

92 Mahé (1992), 134.

%% Sebgos, 142: «bulj ququiii snppnpy whtn b qupdwiugh, b dwithp tnpu kpljuphp, b dwghyp tnpu
wnudhp. Muunkp b dwipkp b quawgniwsul wn nint Ynunnpkp»: Uju snpu, jupnigbu) h Zwpuing
ynnuwbt Pudwbjbwl puquinpniphtut. Npyku hphonwluybnb dkyjubug, bpt «@uqubh snppnpy
puquinpniphil SNPNNQT Juggt, np wnwik] hgk pwt quubktug Iaulqunnpnqahthu b YEphgk quutuug
tpyhp»: «B1 & tnghipp’ & puquinpp juphgkt, U qih inpu juphgk wy np wewtky b swpbup pub
quubktuyt wmnwghtiutiy: Cf: Sebeos, 161 — 162.
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appears again in the Syriac Edessene fragment of Ps. Methodius and the Armenian Vision of
Enoch.

We also see from examples in the Armenian sources that Islam was considered a divine
response to the sins of the Christians. For example, Dasxuranc’i describes the expeditions under
Buga by claiming that “at the end of the year 300 of the Armenian Era, the believing princes of
the Armenians and the Albanians began paying amends for their sins.”*** Similarly, Eewond sees
the Arab incursions as the result of Christian sin: “Since then the Lord woke the spirit of evil
men in order to avenge through them against the Christians, who sinned before the Lord our
God.”** The attribution of Islamic success to Christian sin is common, most notably in Syriac

397

sources such as Ps. Methodius, John bar Penkaye, and the Khuzistan Chronicle.”™" Military

defeat due to moral failure is a common enough trope from the pre-Islamic period, as well.*%
These sources consider military defeat or victory to be dependent upon the involvement

of God. The Armenian sources are frequently quite certain that Armenian forces are aided by

divine intervention. Lewond states that “as we heard from the enemies, they had among their

[Armenian] fighters a heavenly multitude, which appeared to the enemies as corporeal form.”*%

¥4 Hoyland (2007), 534.

%% Dasxuranc®i, 332. Speaking of the campaigns under Buga in 852/3: Bt h {un1jt lppnpry hwphip pning Zuyng
lgutt uwhdwbw) Uknugh niniquip hunwnwgbw) holowtwgh Zuyng b Unniwithg

%% Lewond, 20: jujithbnt quippnyg Sktp ghngh wpwilig swpwg qh wetk tnpop qUpkdputinpmiphit juqqk
£nhuwnnithg, npp dknupt wnweh Skwntt Uuwnnisny Ukpny:

%7 Hoyland (2007), 534. See also Reinink (2003), 167.

%% See Heraclius’ speech to the Persians, in Sebgos, 122: Ywpnn t Uunntws, bpt judh, guiwpkgnigui)
quu wnweh &kp. Puyg qgniy (kpnip gmigk ny hwgkugh Uunniws b juigplugk h dkbe qUpkd wimnitngp
Snyniu: Lutigh ny bpk Juul wmunnmubyuwonmptwt dtipny b dkq junpeniphil, wy) Juub dkpng
wbunpbuniplwt. Uknp dbp wpwpht quyu, b ns pk puoniphil dkp:

%% Lewond, 183: 9h npwtu niuwp h tnjt hip h potiwdbwgh, nithy, wuk, pln hipkwiu vwpunwyhgu
ghpbhpnuljuljut puquniphiiu np dwpdbwluwh nbu budp Epbtkuy potwdbwgl ; for a similar passage, see
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Many Armenian accounts echo the same perception that their forces are beneficiaries of divine
assistance.

Ironically, divine aid also came to the Arabs.*®® This principle is clearly explained in
Lewond’s text: "He [the Byzantine emperor] said [to the caliph]: one cannot triumph by one’s
self; rather, [victory comes] to whomever God grants it. For God can give your forces to my
forces as food....But you do what you’ve promised to do. And whatever is the pleasure and will
of God, let it be done.”*®* Furthermore, Lewond relates the story that Maslama b. “Abd al-Malik,
after his failed attempt to take Constantinople, put up his weapons in resignation with the
comment “I couldn’t fight God!”*? Divine aid in combat was the implication of highly charged

political rhetoric of both the Byzantine and the Sasanian governments.

Tovma Arcruni, 232 and 234: Puyg ns Uhuyt pugp Zwyng hiwhwinwkgub h Uks wunbkpuquht wy b
widwnpdht qopp Epuwinpp dwpunwlyhg knkt qunht Zuyng. Qh dhty punjunibgut yqunbtpuqdu b gkd
wn nhd fwluintht’ jutlupswyh wip Uh b tdwbnigphia jpueny Bya Bjwg b dte nuquh duljunnd,
wpltuw) qhipl wwundniw (nruwlhg thwyyjbwy hppl qupniubwy, b jugny dknhtt nitikp untukp, U h
dwfunjti’ pnipniwn (h jubiyny b hiph Juygp hbstwy h Yhpwy ughuwy dhng, b quitkp gsnijub plgykd
pruwdbwugl, b pungp, np wplukp gdntjut giptuop ungu. b h vwuwnljuiuyg Spunju qgopwiuyht gniinp
Zuyng, b h untwqbitt thopp vh ngh wnuntht h potwdbwgh:

“0 f ewond, 33: b1 juyjithbnk puit uhpwn wppughl 8nitiug. 2h ghniug pt’ h Skwntk E ununnpnidi
holwtniplwt tnpw. G ny bru juik) putk) h yepwy budwgbh:
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Lewond, 190: ny k, wuk, qquunpniphtt dwpput vnwbw) wwdwdp. wy) npng yupgk Uunniws.
pwiqh Jupnn £ Uunniwé viw) qqopur pnj Ypwlynip qopwg hung punn minwjh dwtwtijunyt qnp jntgkn:
Uy qnt qnp hits funuinuguip wntlk] wpuughu, b np his hwéngp b judwg Uunnisny junwpbughb:
The section omitted in the translation above (the mustard seeds), refers to the caliph’s comparison of his
innumerable troops to seeds. Lazar Parpecti, 294: b1 nupabw] quukiwunp oquniphtul Uuwnniéng jhotny’
wukhl, pk «fls Ejunpniphtt h pugnidu b p vwluiw, wy h yEpht Yopnnnipbwt dkntub...»

“%2 Lewond. 143: bulj tinpw wdopny Ukswt Ynpugpniju bnbw] juinhdwib (hikp, b h inguit pugnid
Yownwdpwbiop Yonwdpkp. Gr ny hits wilijh wwwnwuhiwh wnukp, puyg quy b Ep wuk «ny Yupkh pun
Uuwnnisn) Ynniky»: G jhn wjunphly quwg h mintt hip, b ny wply unip png dke hip dhiske gop dwhniwt
hopny:
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In Armenian histories a shift takes place between the seventh and the tenth centuries:
Islam became transformed from “a command. ..from on high™*® to a demonic possession.***
Interestingly, T°ovma Arcruni’s diatribe against Muhammad and Islam is the most polemical and
accusatory, but also the best informed. Living in the tenth century, Arcruni likely not only knew
Muslims personally, but was also particularly well-versed in Islamic histories. Thomson has
shown that T°ovma’s Patmut‘iwn Arcruneac® Tan [History of the Arcruni House] was the first
Christian source to mention details that were well-established in Islamic texts: (1) the name of
the Prophet’s uncle; (2) “Al’s support for the early career of Muhammad; and (3) the pact with
the Jews of Madina.*® It is not surprising that Armenians had a more detailed definition of
Islam, as we see in Arcruni, Dasxuranc®i, Samuél Anec’i and others, from the tenth century on.
These later authors are also familiar with trends in Greek and Syriac literature: they were the first
Armenian authors to include information about the legend of Bahira, the infamous story about
how Muhammad studied under the tutelage of a heretical Christian.*®

This shift was the result of a crisis brought about by the tumultuous seventh century. It

had profound effects on the development of Armenian historiography. J.-P. Mahé traces

“%3 Sebgos, 135: juyyid dwdwliuly wyp ndb h ingnig huly jpringn budwgbjh. Apnud wims kp Uwhdka,
pwbqup, npuyku h hpudwitis Uunnisny kplikw) ingw pupng &sdwpunmpbwih Subwuuph,
qUppuwhwdbwtt ntumgutp tingu wbwsk] qUunniws. dwbtuniwbn gh hdnin b mknbkwly bu kp
Unjuhuwlul yundnpbwib: Upy gh h yepniun bp hpudwbt' h dhnok hpudwbk dngnd b
wukitptwt h Uhwpwiniphth wiphtwgh: Dasxuranc’i, 176: 8k wyunphl dwjun we fwjun
yuwnbpuqd jadpbwy. b Enlb pEljnud swp h mbkwnk Mupuhg qopnit h jpdwt dwdwbwlh ingw. b
JbEptwnwp hpudwub bppuyp Ynpdwukp qpuquinpniphi ingu:

“4 T°ovma Arcruni, 160: i s ipuidtw gliwg h inil hip, pwiigh hwiwywq unhwytp h ghik wianh,
phtplu pnj nuynyu Uuwnnisny, qnp hwdwpkp h hpbkpnwlk quuljuubt h dnwg: G pugnudp h inguuk
huwwibgui tdw yungquuuinp Uunnisny wuby:

%% Thomson (1986), 837 — 838. Thomson also mentions the accusation that Salman al-Farisi wrote the Quran,
claiming that this story “was an important feature of the Muslim tradition found as early as Ibn Ishaq.” He cites the
EIl article on Salman al-Farisi, but this article and Ibn Ishaq’s work don’t support the claim. According to Islamic
tradition, Salman attempted the first translation of the Qur‘an into Persian.

%08 Thomson (1979/1980).
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Armenian responses to Islam, noting that Armenian antagonism was directly dependent upon the
political realities of caliphal control of Arminiya.*®” Unfortunately, this does not account for the
highly charged rhetoric in Lewond, whose history was purportedly drafted during the zenith of
Arab-Armenian collusion yet still demonstrates a certain enmity that brings it closer in tone to

T ovma Arcruni than to Seb@os. Despite his anti-Greek and pro-*Abbasid stance, Lewond’s work
still preserves an extremely negative account of the experience of the Armenian Church under
the Arabs. We may most easily fit Lewond’s history into Mahé’s argument if we consider it as
the product of the ninth century, as T. Greenwood has suggested,*®® instead of the more
traditionally accepted attribution to the eighth century.

Interestingly, there are several correlations between Armenian responses to Islam and the
reactions of Syriac- and Greek-speaking Christians also living through the Arab conquests. There
are three likely explanations for this: (1) Armenians are familiar with Syriac and Greek literature
responding to Islam; (2) there was an open discussion among Armenian, Greek, and Syriac-
speaking Christians; and/or (3) Christian groups responded to the same stimulus in comparable
ways, due to their common monotheist expectations of historical events.

Greeks and Syrians began writing polemics against Islam by the early eighth century and
continued throughout the centuries.*®® Armenian polemicists, however, are rare: Lewond
includes the correspondence between “Umar Il and Leo, but we will see in Chapter 8 that this

demonstrates little about Armenian — Arab relations and more about Armenian — Greek literary

7 Mahé (1992), 134 — 136.
%% Greenwood (2012).

409 Reinink (1993).
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exchange. The next great polemicist is Grigor Tat°ewac®i (d. 1411)."" Armenian historians saw

Islam as a political threat rather than a menace to the Church. In fact, the sources point to other

considerable dangers facing the Church during the period of Arab domination.

5.2  The Main Threats to the Armenian Church during the Arab Period

While Lewond’s text preserves the sole Armenian polemical response to Islam, Armenian
historians frequently fixate on other perceived threats to the Armenian Church. In 719 the
Armenian catholicos Yovhanngs Awjnec‘i convened a Council at Dwin and subsequently
produced a Kanonagirk® Hayoc® [Book of Armenian Canon Law]. His goal was not to refute
Islam,*™* but rather to ensure the unity of the Armenian Church as the arbiter of the Christian
dimma in Arminiya:

For | perceive increasing irregularities in greater number and in grave matters, not
only among the laity but even more among members of orders and prelates of
churches. We arrived at the one way of truth, with one tongue, by the preaching of
one man; and now we follow many tracks and many turns, and we perform in
immeasurably diverse ways and in forms different to each other, both in our
conduct and our praises directed to God: whilst we suffer the same injuries which
were spoken of in ancient history, namely we fight among ourselves, man with his
brother, man with his neighbor, city against city and canton against canton. In
regard to the earthly occupations and the exchange of commodities we are on
speaking terms and treat with one another, and when we are gathered before the
God of peace to implore His peace, we are alarmed and disquieted, and like
strangers and men of alien speech we suffer and put up with one another, as

though one were a barbarian before him and others were barbarian to the rest.*'

% Thomson (1986), 829: “But Armenians were slow to develop any coherent understanding of the nature of Islam
as a religion. Not until Gregory of Tat’ev in the fourteenth century was any elaborate and detailed discussion of the
beliefs and rituals of Muslims attempted.” See also Thomson (1979 — 1980), 884 for similar statements.

1 See Thomson (1986), 831: “The catholicos John of Ojun (717 — 728) may be referring to the Muslims in Canon
28; here he exhorts the Christian Armenians not to flinch at martyrdom by the heathen (het’anosac’) for
worshipping the cross. But as so often with theologians, it is the enemies long dead who are the most in mind. For in
his treaty against the Paulicians the ‘heathens’ are the ancient pagans, not the Muslims; and John is still concerned
with the ‘obscene’ practices of the Mazdaeans.”

2 yovhanngs Awjnecti, trans. Jinbashian (2000), 172 — 172. Yovhannés Awjnec’i, Atenabanut®iwn, 14 — 17 for
Latin translation and original Armenian: Lwigh nkuwtkd h jnnywgnyi b h Swip hpu wjupgniph”
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Awijnec®i’s main concerns were the Chalcedonians and the Paulicians.

The canons established by Sion Bawonac®i at the subsequent Synod of Partaw (768)
notably address issues raised by the Arab presence in Arminiya, if only in a marginal way.
Specifically, A. Mardirossian identifies Canons 11 and 22 as referring to Muslims. The former
prohibits intermarriage with Pagans, whereas the latter deals with eating impure foods while in
captivity and “les femmes qui auront été souillées contre leur volonté par les paiens

(hhpmhnu).”413 On the one hand, the canons of Partaw are updating Armenian concerns,

specifically about sexual relations between Armenian Christians and “pagans” (read: Muslims).
On the other hand, concerns about marriage recur in the other canons of Partaw, as well as in
Awjnec®i’s Kanonagirk®. Here we see the adaptation of earlier concerns to the realities of the
eighth century. In no way can these few veiled references to Armenian comportment under Arab

sovereignty constitute a concerted response to Islam. In fact, it is noteworthy that the Synod did

puquugtwy , ny Uhuyt h dnnnyppruljwiiu, wy] wnwik] jnijunh dwnib, b junwetnpnu khtnkgkwg:
Npp Uhl (kqnt | dnt Uhny pupnsh h uh kjup &odupuinmphub fwbwuuph. b wpn puquwhbnp b
puptdwouthnp knup, jubswihwpwp b quiuqui b wyjwdbiub webbng pk qupu b bpk
qhunwpwbmphtiub np we w's. Uhbs qpbipk qungl Ypby qluwuu pun hing gundnmpbwbi’
wuwnbpuquty dkq wyp pln Enpop, b wyp pln plykph, punwp pon punwph b opkup pln opkuu:
Bplpuwt qpouwtiopih yudwnwgh mniptwnnipbwdpp fuouwmlhgp b hwuntwlhgp hpkpwg thuknyg, b
wn fuununnpbwbb w's dnqnybup’ quununniphtub pbngpt um&uyhdp b eendhdp: G hppbe
wjjuqghp b wjjukqnip’ nwlhup b phptdp quhdbwiy, (hikng we Gdw junid, b wyp wyng jund:

3 Mardirossian (2000), 118. See Canon 11 on p- 124: “Que les prétres ordonnent aux hommes, aux femmes et a
leurs filles de ne pas contracter d’union avec les paiens, car il ne s’agit pas 1a d’un marriage mais d’un concubinage
(nwuntwlyniphi) impie et sale. Quelle part commune y a-t-il en effet entre le croyant et I’incroyant? Car [cette
union] est pire que I’adultére, et ce qui est plus abominable que I’adultére est une faute contre nature.” See Canon 22
on p. 126: “Ceux qui ont été emmenés en captivité par les impies et qui, contre leur volonté, du fait de la faim (wn
purgh) ou par nécessité, ont mangé de la viande impure et souillée, lorsque Dieu les aura ramenés chez eux, qu’ils
fassent penitence pendant un an avec un Coeur fervent, des larmes, des jelines et des priéres en dehors de 1’église; et
si quelqu’un agit ainsi par erreur (upuwwp), il participera a la communion mais il jeGinera complétement le
vendredi et le mercredi. Ce méme canon s’appliquera pour les femmes qui auront été souillées contre leur volonté
par les paiens (htpwunu).”
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not produce a more detailed response to the challenges of Muslim rule, such as martyrdom,
conversion, and so on.

This split concern between the Paulicians and Chalcedonians was inherited from the
period immediately before the Arab conquests, as Dasxuranc’i preserves correspondence
between the Armenian Catholicos Yovhanngs II and the Albanian Catholicos Tér Abas with the
same general message:

Therefore we say in faith and praise: Holy God, holy and powerful, holy, and

immortal, who wert crucified for us, have mercy upon us. Those who did not

confess thus were cursed by the holy fathers, just as we curse all the ancient and
modern heretics: namely, Paul of Samosata, Mani, Marcian, the filthy Nestorius,

Theodoret, the evil and vain Council of Chalcedon, and the Jewish letter of Leo

which impudently presumed to attribute two natures and two persons to the one

Christ God and to assert that the Holy Virgin did not give birth to God, but to a
mere man like ourselves, a temple of the Word of God.***

5.2.1 Chalcedonianism

Armenian sources from the Arab period, lacking criticism of Islam, imply that the most ominous
threat facing the Armenian Church was not Islam, but rather the spread of Chalcedonianism.
Their complaints can be distinguished among four groups: (1) Byzantine attempts to force the
conversion of Armenia; (2) the Georgian—Armenian schism; (3) relations between the Armenian
and Albanian Churches; and finally, (4) perceived solidarity of the Armenian and Syriac

Churches. Each of these topics has been the focus of generations of scholars. Our purpose here is

“14 Dasxuranc®i, trans. Dowsett (1961), 74. See Dasxuranc’i, 124 — 125: Ujuwytu huiwnwdp b bphpuyugbdp b
thwnunnpljny wubdp. «Unipp Uuininiws, unipp b hqon. unipp b wudwh, np fuwstgup Juub dkp,
nnnpubtw Ukg»: bulj qns wjuybu pnunnuunnut tgnytghtt unipp huppl, tdwbwyku b dkp tqnytdp
qhht quukikubwib tntw) htpdniwsnnui b qinpu’ qUphnu, qAniynu Uwdnuwngh, qUwith b
qUuplhnl, quphnst Lkuwnnp b q@Ennnphunnu, b quunnp swip dnnndu Lunbnnuh, b ghptwljwi
unndwpt Vunth, np (ppupwp juinqubgut wuby] Gplnt pumiphibiu b Eplynt nkdu h 4Epwy dhny Lphunnuh
Uuwnnidng, b kpk unipp Ynjul ny stun Uunniws, wy dwpr unulj pun dkq b il wwdwp puithb
Uuwnniény:
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merely to establish that Armenian authors did not turn away from the trajectory that remained
established after the Byzantine attempts to impose Chalcedonianism in the late sixth century.
Despite the arrival of the Arabs, Armenians remained preoccupied by the Greek threat, instead of

the more imminent danger of Islam.

5.2.1.1 Byzantine attempts to impose Chalcedonianism

The Greeks frequently attempted to impose Chalcedonian doctrine upon the Armenians, at times
by means of military expeditions headed by the emperor himself. Most medieval Armenian
authors are preoccupied by Greek efforts, from the late sixth century throughout the early Arab
period, to spread the Chalcedonian doctrine in Armenia. Awjnec®i included two canons dealing
with Chalcedonian practices in his Kanonagirk":

It is fitting to present the bread unleavened and the wine unmixed on the sacred

altar according to the tradition entrusted by Saint Gregory unto us and not to bow

down to the traditions of other Christian people; for the holy Illuminator brought

this tradition from him who fulfilled the Laws [i.e., Jesus Christ].*"

It is necessary and befitting to subjoin the ‘who was crucified’ three times

according to the trifold repetition of the trisagion, and not to abbreviate it nor be
found lacking in the grace of the cross of Christ.*'®

% yovhanngs Awjnec’i, trans. Jinbashian (2000), 173. See Yovhanngs Awjnec’i, Kanonagirk® Hayoc®, 519:
Updut £ qghugh wfudnp b1 qghtht whwwwl hwuk] h unipp nknuih pun wiwinkng dkq uppnj
Qphgnph b shantwphty juy wqqug pphunnubhg juiwunniphitu. gh unipp Lntuwinphst
juiphttwutky piptwg quyu wpwpbjwpwp hpudwt b junwpk) hipng Jhdwljbngl, npytu b qunh
wiphuniplwt juquuugh qhudniiu jpuntik] B pun upgh VEtnugingts wgquit ukyhwlwiky
qtltinkginy punph. Bi Ukq h twdhtt qupwn L jwpudiug b sponny b pug, b swntib) inpwdbiu huy:

18 yovhannés Awjnecti, trans. Jinbashian (2000), 174. See Yovhanngs Awjnec®i, Kanonagirk® Hayoc®, 524:
NMuwpun kL wpdwb k quuskgupt Ephgu wiiqud ghtn pipky, pun Ephgu wiqud Yplubn
uppwuwgniphwil, i Jh intwqlgniguil) b intwg guuutih b punphwg jowshts £phunnuh: See also
Dasxuranc’i, 342 — 3: Stp Upwu, np h uljqputih pniwjuitthu Zuyng thnjubwg qupne hwyjpuybnniplwih h
2npuy h Mwpnut jughwy wdu Y jhyhulnynunipbwih Ukshpubg Ynskghwy: Un undun fujwi
unynpmiphil gpb h wwnpmuwy prph Unnuwihg, Lhiwg, b 2npuy jupnnhynuh: G we uw gplght h
dnnnynju r}nthul]‘ wuk) Uh ptiniphtt wmunnmwsniptwt b dwuppmptut, b jutkiniy h unipp UlummulbI}‘
«widwh b fpwskgup»: Qh ingw ntubwy h jptinpnyn Mpnynh Ynunwbinniwojuh hwypuybwnht, np
Epybppip unipp hwippt jJGthkunuh dnnnynjn nyunnpbkghti h unipp Eppopnniphiil. b jkwnng h Shunptnuk
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Additionally, one of Awjnec®i’s letters, entitled “Against those who corrupt the holy
mysteries with leaven and water,” is preserved in Girk® T#“oc® [the Book of Letters].**’

Sebéos also remarks on the policies of Maurice in the late sixth century:

Another command came once again from the king [emperor] to preach the council

of Chalcedon in all of the churches of the land of Armenia and to unite with his

forces through communion. But the Armenian clergymen ran off, fleeing to a

foreign land. And many ignored the command, stayed in place, and remained

unmoved. And many [others], persuaded by vanity, united by taking communion

[with the Greeks].**®

Despite the fact that Seb&os includes only a page on the doctrines of Islam, he devotes
nearly twenty pages to correspondence between the emperor Constans and the Armenian

catholicos Nersgs, outlining the Armenian justification for rejecting Chalcedon. He even presents

Byzantine ambitions as the direct result of satanic manipulation “to fight God.”**? Furthermore,

Untpuwtnpnt hwjpuybtnki b h MEwnpnuk Uunhnpugingi qujunbtwtt we Utwunwu Juyupb phg dknt
Swlynpuyy Uhpwgbwnwug tyhuljnwynup, npp qunj uvwhdwikghtl ninquthwnwugh «wbidwh np pusgup»
wukbi], npyku b £ hull: Quyu ny kp uvwhdwibw) wuk) Upwu hwjpuwbtnt, qh skp (bw unynpoiphtt b ny
htpdntwsp Juyht jupluwphhu, pk whnp hdi (hikp putnipbwb wjunphly: Uww' jknng wne Gqpht
Jupnnhlnuht guug Unbkthubiinu Supplwiuyg byhuljnynu we tw b hwgnppigun plg tdw. b
QuppUut b Upguu pijuju quiwbnniphtiu quyju, qnp wydd wdkubpbwt niuhdp:

M Girk® T “#oc €, 234 — 238.

“18 Sebzos, 91: Zpwlwlh kjwik nupdbw) h Juyubpth Jepunhb wy pupngk) pgdnnnyt Lwnjkgnih
judktuygt Eybnkghu Zuywuwnwt kplph, b dhwinpl] hwgnpnniptwdp pun quip hip: bull dwilyniip
nitjunh Etinkghugt Zung hwppunuljut ghwugbug jurnwp tplhp qupkhe G puqlug we nghty
hwdwpbw) ghpudwht' qubnh jujwi b wiswpd diwghb: G pugnuip hwiwibw] thupwuhpm phudp
hwnnpptw) vhuinpigut wiphtiwp:

“19 Sebgos, 147 — 148: Uy ny nunuptwg Jhowy wyt wyunwdp, wy pk b wunniwswdwpn (hitky
Juukgut jhipng unpudwtlyniptuk. wy) plukp jupniguil] hwjwswu h YEpuy EyEnkghiwugu
Zujuunnuwitbuyg wpjuwphht: Lwigh judu Ynunnwinhtiug puquinph ponhtt Gpuiljh wply h gnps
qunpudwiyniphitt hipny swpnipbwil, wppuitbwlu hip juywe qquitpu 8nttiwg np h Zuywunw
wppuwuphhti: Lwqh ny Eppkp pugniuth Zuygp qZnondu h hwnnpyniphis dwpdiung b wpbwb nbwnu: G
wpy gpkl inpw wdpwunwbiniphtts we puquinpi 8nttwg Ynunwinhl b hujpuybnb, pk «bppl
qutuipkiu hwdwpbwy tup jwphumphhu jujudhly: Lwigh wtwpquiu hwdwpht £phuninuph Uuwnniéng
qdnnnyu Lwntnnih b quunidwpt Lunth, b igngbku qunuw»: 8wjudwd hpwdwt b puquinpt
hwjpuybwnut hwinkpd, b gpit hpndupunwly we Zwyu, gh Jhwpwiniphit hwiwwnn wpuwugk pun
znondp, gh Uh juninbugk gdnnndu b quunidwpte quuyt:
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Sebéos describes the catholicos Nerses as deceitful, in that he concealed his Chalcedonian
inclination until he reached a position of power: “But he concealed the poison of disgust in his
heart and planned to convert Armenia to the council of Chalcedon.”*?° Despite the fact that
antipathy for Chalcedon is not a consistent feature of Seb&os’s work, echoing the oscillation of
the Armenians in regard to Chalcedonianism and the polyvocal nature of this particular text,*?* it
is still a recurrent theme.

Drasxanakertc®i is also particularly troubled by the Chalcedonian threat, explaining at
great length the deceit of the Greeks, who worked to mislead and to delude the Armenian people
away from the true orthodoxy. He is particularly aggravated by the argument between the
patriarch Ezr and Yovhan Mayragomec®i, and by the patriarch Ners&s’s union with the Byzantine

emperor. In both cases, the patriarchs failed to uphold Armenian Christianity as they jumped at

the bidding of the Greek emperors.*?

5.2.1.2 The Georgian—Armenian Schism

The decision to break the union between the Georgian and Armenian Churches was reached in
607 at the Council of Dwin. However, like most ecumenical decisions, it took considerably

longer for the effects of the rupture to spread among the populace. In other words, the schism

“20 Sebgos, 167: Puyg h upnnh hipnid wslkuy nikp qphibu pupimplwl, b junphtp huiwikgniguiy
qZuyu Luinnnuh donnynjt...

“21 Greenwood (2002), 367—69 for pro-Chalcedonian tendencies in Sebéos, including: (1) Sebgos’ criticism of the
treaty with Mu‘awiya and subsequent comments on the character of T @odoros Rstuni; and (2) “the List of
Catholicoi ignored or at least downplayed instances of antagonism or disagreement between the Armenian and
Greek Churches”; and (3) an attempt to “emphasize a common doctrinal and historical inheritance with the Greek
Church rather than stressing the differences of ritual or liturgical practice.”

“22 Drasxanakertc’i, 80 — 83 for Ezr and Mayragomec®i and 88 — 91 for Nersés.
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retained its relevance well past the seventh century and into the Arab period. The two Churches
had been in communion ever since the Christianization of Georgia, though the level of their
solidarity has been fiercely debated. It has been well established that the Armenians vacillated
between accepting and anathemizing Chalcedon depending on the strength of the Armenian
Church vis-a-vis Byzantium and the Sasanians, at very least until the Synod of Dwin in 555 and
arguably even later. Despite the Georgians’ claim that they consistently remained faithful to
Chalcedonian doctrine, modern Georgian scholars have affirmed the Monophysite tendencies of
the Georgian Church in the fifth and sixth centuries.*?®

Uxtanés’s work of history demonstrates his obsession with the Chalcedonian threat. His
book is divided into three parts, two of which are specifically devoted to the rise of Chalcedonian
doctrine in the Caucasus. The third book, Mkrtut“iwn azgin aynmik Cadn koc°ec’eal [the Baptism
of the nation known as Cad], is lost. However, the Cad, identified as Xorenac®i’s Cawdeac®ik°
and Etise’s Cawdek", lived in the north of Armenia and converted to Chalcedonianism in the
early ninth century, as evidenced by Mxitar Ayrivanec©i.**

Uxtangs’s second book, Patmut®iwn bazanman Vrac®i Hayoc® [The history of the
separation of the Georgians from the Armenians], relying heavily on the Girk® T*4oc® [the Book
of Letters], preserves a number of letters purportedly from the sixth and seventh centuries, with
Uxtangs’s commentary. The Armenian position holds that the Georgian Church, despite its
historical and ecclesiastical subservience to the Armenian Church, was lured into the

Chalcedonian heresy. Uxtanés believed that the Georgians had been deceived by the powers of

Satan and by a Persian Nestorian who “concealed within himself the leavened [= sectarian]

423 Zekiyan (1987), 160-161.

424 Arzoumanian (1985), 34-35 and Brosset (1870), xii.
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loathing which he has from the old and acid [= corrupted] evil of Chalcedon, which came to him

from Jewish mixture.”*®

Interestingly, this Persian was from Hugastan; Ter-Minasyan has
demonstrated from evidence in thte Girk® t#“oc® that Hugastani Nestorians were known for their
Paulician tendencies.“?

Uxtangs repeatedly lauds the unity of the Armenians and Georgians in maintaining the
faith of their fathers by accepting only the Councils of Nicaea, Constantinople, and Ephesus. He
also mentions the ordination of Georgian priests, including that of Kiwron, the architect of the
Georgian rebellion against the Armenian hierarchy. Uxtangs stresses the historical unity but also
and above all, the elevated position of the Armenian Church as prima inter pares among the
Caucasian Churches.

Uxtangs, Dasxuranc’i, and Girk® t4#“oc® all mention the final step, taken at Dwin in 608:

Because of the aforementioned, the rules of our doctors, which they decided with

regard to the Greeks, shall also apply down the roots. If they do not turn back to

the truth, we have ordered the same also regarding the Georgians: never

communicate with them, not in prayers, not in mealtime, not in drinking, not in

friendship, not in fostering, not in praying while going to the Cross, and not in

receiving them in our churches. Also [they ordered people] to refrain altogether
from marriages [with the Georgians] and only to buy or sell [with them].**’

“25 Uxtangs, 11 20: bulj nm wipgh] wplbp Swbuwyuphwg ingu quiny wdkbugh' ny gy h fwbwwwphu
Stwnl ninhny ply np giughtt hwippt dtp. b qunidhln quyy wywljuthy pttghp h ke, qh kp jhupt
Judnp qupunipbwt Swsltkw) qnp niukp h hudks b h pugujunin swpnipbukt Lunytnnuh b Zpkuljui
quilniwsnjt h tw hwubwy:

“26 Arzoumanian (1985), 139 no. 15.

“27 Uxtangs, 11, 132: Twubinpn) bt qquinwgwgnyt vwhdwi Jupnuuybnwgh dkpng, qnp h kpwy Znondhl
hwwnht, b jugght dhtish gpnil, pl ny nupdght h dodwnphunt, dbp qunyu b h Epuy Ypwg hpudwjtgup,
wukilihtt Uh hwnnpnby phn inuw. Uh junopu’ uh h §epuynipu, dh jpdykihu, Uh b pupbudnphiag, Gh
h nuytwlymphitu, vh wnoptup Eppwny h vwst, b Uh h dkp EytEntghu qunuw pugnib). wyl
wdniubntphwdp wdbkulht hbpwbwy. puyg dhwy gub) his b ud quny..... The same passage is preserved in
Girk® t°#“oc’, 194, but it continues: pujg Uhuyt gk htis b Yud guny vaw) npyku 2Zpkhg: tnj hpudwb b
Juul Unniwthtt wipwpd Juggk, gh wuwnljurtw) qupdght h phip Swbwwywphka: 1t is also preserved,
with some alterations in Dasxuranc®i, 270, where he specifies that “the cross” they visit is McXit‘ay.
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Uxtangs lived under Arab rule at a time when the rate of conversions to Islam was
high, but he does not once mention Islam or Arabs. His only concern is the maintenance
of Armenian primacy over the Georgian and Albanian Churches and the denial of

Chalcedonian doctrine.

5.2.1.3 Relations with the Albanian Church

Rather unsurprisingly, Dasxuranc’i offers considerable information about the threat of
Chalcedonianism in Albania, which eventually led the Armenians to tighten their grip over this
neighboring Church. Dasxuranc®i’s posits a story of unwavering historical ties between the two
Churches from the first moment of conversion: “Urnayr, our king, requested that Saint Grigor
perform the holy ordination for him [Grigoris] to be bishop of his land. With this canon, the
lands of the Armenians and the Albanians have been concordant in brotherhood with an
indissoluble pact, up until today.”*?® Even though his pro-Armenian stance is beyond dispute,
given that he even composed his history in Armenian, rather than Albanian, his account
nevertheless preserves the separatist tensions within Albania, tending toward rupture with the
Armenians.

Dasxuranc’i records a late sixth-century correspondence between the Armenian
catholicos Yovhannés and the Albanian catholicos Tér Abas, promising that Armenian clergy
will be dispatched to help maintain orthodoxy among the Albanians. This alliance resulted in the
expulsion of the Chalcedonians from Albania:

Sowing this confused tumult, the vain and empty heretical confusion of the
council of Chalcedon spread to the ends of the world. Their false teaching grew

%28 Dasxuranc®i, 15: Nintuyp wppwyt Ukp uligpbwg h uppnjt @phgnpt tnphtt unipp dptwnpnipbwdpl

1hut] Eyhulnwnu wppuwphhi hipng: Opp b wyunt jubniht jught wpluwphu Zwyng b Unniwihg
hudwlud Enpuypnipbudp b wipwl nijunht dhtish gujuon:
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stronger due to the pardon of God. And staining the souls of many people with

compliant obedience, they entered the perpetual darkness of destruction. It arrived

and took root in this land of Albania. At the same time, the Lord Abas, kat‘ofikos

of the Albanians, made his own investigation with his bishops...And along with

them, he expelled the detestable scholars of this sect from Albania.*?

The Albanians, according to Dasxuranc’i, were not tempted to break away from the
Armenians:*® Thereafter Dasxuranc®i describes the Council of Chalcedon as “world-
destroying.”

Dasxuranc’i also recognized that the Chalcedonian doctrine was in fact spreading in
Albania and atributed its appearance to the deceitful actions of the catholicos Nersés at the turn
of the eighth century. Even after the Albanians forced the catholicos to anathematize the
Chalcedonians, he lay in hiding until he could achieve his devious goals through treachery. The
Albanians then turned to Etia, Catholicos of Armenia, to restrain Nersés. Interestingly, the
Armenians in turn address the Umayyad caliph ‘Abd al-Malik:

To the conqueror of the world, Abdla amirmomn [‘Abd al-Malik, amir al-

mu minin]. From Eha, chief bishop of the Armenians. By almighty God, we hold

vassal lands obedient to your authority. We and the Albanians practice one faith,

the divinity of Christ. And now, the kat“ofikos of the Albanians sitting in Partaw

is plotting with the king of the Greeks. He proclaims him in prayers and compels

countries to enter into [the same] faith and into unity with him. Now you know,
and so do not be negligent about this, for a noble woman is his co-conspirator.

“29 Dasxuranc®i, 126: Quiju pthnp wnulh uthpbw) upwskgu py npnpuu kphph h dnnnynja Lwnljknnih
h uinunh b ntbuyt swpwthwnwg ynunnpdwukt. Op h ubpkj Uunnidng qopuguit unin
Jupnuuybnmphtt ingw, b ghipugnip niphgpopudph tbphtuwg puqiug wquiig hnghpl'
Upnightiwninp fpwtwph Ynpunbwt dwnbbgui: Chwu npndtwpnju wpdwnu wju jupjuwphu Unniwbhg:
b tnjt dwdwbwlju mkwnt Upwuw) Unniwithg jupnnhlnuh jnjq pitinipbwt wnttinyg hipnyp
Ewhuynynuop, np Ykpwgnjun Yut h gph, inpop hwtinkipd hwjwstwg h nwuk Unniwihg quhnsd
Juppuybnu wnuunny wjunphl....

“3 Dasxuranc®i, 270: bulj Unniwiip ny puljinkguib jnigquithwnmpkt b h dhwpubiniphit Zwyng: See also
Dasxuranc’i, 266 — 267: Cur, wyt hulj dwdwtiwju, np ntn bu Jupkp ghwjpuybnniphiit Unnuwthg nkp
Nijunwbtu b quh inpw’ Bnhwqup, b jupnyniphil b htpdniws pugnid h nndwiu Ynqdwia
ghwntwinpug b wghwnwg (hukp, dwpwn b Upgnidh 8ntiug b Zuyng: Note that Dowsett (1961), 171 has
“between the Greeks and the Armenians,” meaning that his ms. has replaced 8ntiuug with 8nitiug, which makes a

lot more sense in this context. However, the passage comes immediately after an account of Armenian relations with
the Huns.
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Order that those who sin against God’s will be punished by your great authority,
according to what is fitting for their deeds.***

°Abd al-Malik responded favorably to the Armenians:

To Elia, man of God, jat°lik of the Armenian people. | read the letter of

faithfulness and I gratefully send to you my faithful servant with many troops. As

for the rebellions of the Albanians from our authority, we are ordering them to

effectuate orthodoxy according to your religion. And this servant of ours will

deliver this, our punishment, before you in Partaw. Once Ners€s and the woman,

his coconspirator, have been thrown into iron chains, he will be led to the royal

court in shame, for 1 will make examples of them for all rebels to see.**

Dasxuranc®i’s letter from Ehia to the caliph suggests that the matter is at once religious
and political: (1) the Albanian patriarch arrived to an agreement with the Byzantine Emperor,
and (2) the Albanians mention the Emperor in their prayers. In other words, he is not solely
concerned with Chalcedonian belief, but also with political treason. “Abd al-Malik responds that
the Albanians are rebels against “our” authority and will be treated as traitors. This also emerges
from the other extant source concerning the correspondence. Drasxanakerti’s letter from Ehia is

addressed to “Umar 11, a common figure of piety in both Armenian and Arabic sources, instead

of “Abd al-Malik. The patriarch writes to the caliph:

“31 Dasxuranc®i, 295 — 296: Shtqkpulw) Upnjuyh wdhpunding. j6nhuygt’ Zuyng kyhulnynuuybnt:
Swdkuwlwkt Uunnidny nithdp qdwnwjuljwi wppuwphu htwquity dkpny mkpmipbwin. b dkp b
Unniwtp quh hwiwwn yupwnky niihdp g€phuninuh wunniwsnipbwt: bulj wydd np Unniwbhgh £
Jwpnnhynu bunbw] h Mwpunwr, enphnipn wpupbug phn juyupb 8ntiug qiw pupngk junopu b
qupluwphu unhyk, gh h hutwn b b dhwpwimphis tdw Bybugk: Upy ghnniphiy dkq (hgh, b dh
wtthn)pe wpwughp yuub wynnphy. 2h jht vh dkdwwnnit anphpnuljhg E inpu, qnpu yunnthwuwlns
hpudukughp wnlik) Uks hoowiniphwdp dkpny pun wpdwih pipbwig gnpéng, qnp wn Uunnius
Juukgut dbknuish:

“32 Dasxuranc®i, 296: Quintin, Uuwnniény qEnhugh qUpdkubwi wqgh gwpilhy jupnugh qghp
dnbpuniplwl, b h oinphu plq wnwptgh qdwnw) hd hwwwnwphd pugnid qopop: G quul
wyunudpug Unniwtihg h dkpdk mkpniptutu hpudwytwg Edp pun pn Ypotthgn wntt) win
unuw ninnniphiiuy, b qubp yuwnnthwun pn wnweh h Mwpunut wpwugk swnwyn Ukp. qUkputu b
quhtl hwdwjunh wihi h onpwju Epjuphu hwpbw] wiwpgquiiop wsgk h nninh wppniih, gh h
wnbkuh) wdktwyt wyunudpugt tywiwlju qunuw wpwnphg:
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There is here in our land a bishop, and also a woman along with the bishop, who

are acting against the vassalage to your authority, and they do not join with us,

who always remember your name when we say our prayers. Rather, they

pronounce the [name of] the king of the Romans and are plotting to return our

land to him. If you do not hurry to separate them from us, they will soon break

away and hand over to the Romans regarding their taxes and all affairs.**
The Armenians, according to Drasxanakertc®i, mentioned the caliph’s name in their prayers. The
idea that anti-Chalcedonian doctrine would help to pull Arminiya eastward, away from
Byzantium, was not merely a foundation of caliphal religious policy; it was a direct inheritance
from the Sasanian era, when the Persian Emperor feared that the Armenians, because of their
religious ties to the Greeks, “will want to serve them as well, and there will be not a small
amount of suspicion in this land of the Aryans as a result.”***

Meanwhile, the debate over Chalcedonian doctrine in Albania continued. The catholicos
Eha called another council in Partaw around 704, with the goal of eradicating heresy from
Albania. The foremost concern was, of course, Chalcedonianism. A list of signatories was
“written in the diwan of Abdlmelk®, amirmomn [‘Abd al-Malik, amir al-mu minin]. If any of
them were found believing in two natures of Christ, he might be destroyed by the sword or

imprisoned. In this way there was peace for all of the churches in Albania.”**® Thereafter,

Dasxuranc®i preserves multiple examples of Albanian catholicoi acting to denounce

“33 Drasxanakertc®i. 102: Uwyu Ukt Bnhw qhiwunniphnit b qpigupdwlymphit upnh h qnps wplbug
gpk pninp wn wdhpuybnt budwjhjbwt Ndwp, qEiniguibinyg tdw, pk gny wuwn jupfuwphhu dkpnid
Ewhuynynu vh b tnjugnitiml] mhht vh qniquljhg ptng bythuljnwnupl, npp p pug phptw) B h
httwquunmptuk Uksh inkpniptwin dtpny b ny dhwpwtht pln Ukq, np dhown quiunit pn jhomnwlbuyg
pupnqbidp junopu Ukp. wy) qpuquinpt Znpnidng pupngkl, h tw quppuwphu dkp htwpht pupdniguik;:
Bpl ny wdwyuptugbu puntiu) qunuw h dheny wuwnh dkpdk, pughniy hull hwnniwstw) h Znnndu
Atnttunnnin (huht b vwlju hwuplug b judkuugt fwuniiu gnpéng:

“34 Lazar P°arpecti, 96: gmigk npnud ophliugh kb hwunwinmt' inght b swnwyniphth wniy guilwi, b
1hth ns thnpp uulws Uptwg woluwphhu jhpug juyiguik:

“% Dasxuranc®i, 305: Ujup wdkukptwl np gphgui h nhrwttht Upnputph wdhpudndinng vwlju wyunphly,
tipk np h ungwik qunutihgh kpwpbwy bntw) upny b ghpnphwdp uyunkugh: Ujuytu bl
huununniphtt wdktwgt Eynkgbwugu Unniwthg:

171



Chalcedonianism, the details of which are less significant than the general tenor: (1) the
Albanian historian clearly sees Chalcedonianism as a much more important threat to the religious
interests of his homeland than Islam; (2) he subsequently goes to great lengths to explain the
Albanian—Armenian ecclesiastical union; and (3) the caliphal authorities demonstrate a vested
interest in preserving Armenian orthodoxy and in diminishing the hold of Chalcedonian
movements. Though he devotes many chapters to diatribes against Chalcedonianism,
Dasxuranc’i’s concerns about Islam would barely fill a paragraph. Furthermore, it is clear that
the concern about Chalcedonianism in Albania was the result of historical circumstances
predating the Arab conquest, confirming the continuity in religious concerns in the Near East,

despite the introduction of Islam.

5.2.1.4 Solidarity with the Syriac Church

One result of the anti-Chalcedonian movement, including the perceived treachery of the
Georgians and the fierce contest for control over the Albanians, was a rapprochement with the
other neighboring Church. This was a slow process, given the inherent distrust ever since the
Sasanian emperor Bahram V had twice installed a Nestorian preacher as catholicos of Armenia,
as part of a policy of “Syriacization” of the Armenian Church. This had constituted an attempt to
engender a common Christianity within the Sasanian Empire, as well as to establish the primacy
of Persian cultural norms.**® The result had been a pair of synods denouncing Nestorianism in
432 and 435. However, the Jacobite Church was closer in doctrine to the Armenian Church and

had long-standing ties with it.

¥ Grousset (1984), 184: “En donnant a 1’ Arménie un patriarche syriaque, la cour de Ctésiphon la rattachait a la
seule forme de christianisme qui fat tolérée en Iran, a celle, en tout cas, qui représentait le culte de la chrétienté
iranienne. Rattacher I’Eglise arménienne aux communautés syriaques de Babylonie, d’ Assyrie et de Susiane, ¢’était
encore travailler a ’iranisation de 1’Arménie.”
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The Syriac (Jacobite) and Armenian Churches were natural allies against
Chalcedonianism: when Babgén Ot°msec®i laid out the Armenian rationale for denying the
authority of the council at the Council of Dwin in 506, he referred to a clergyman of the Syriac
Church, Simeon of Beth Arsam.**” Furthermore, Syriac-speaking Christians were involved in the
Synod of Dwin in 555.** Sebéos also refers to a Persian synod, convened circa 610, at which
the Armenian and Syriac Churches affirmed a union of faith.** These Churches had been
connected from the earliest days of the Christianization of the Near East; however, ties between
them grew stronger during the last century of Sasanian rule.

Michael the Syrian suggests that the union between Armenia and Syria was a historical
reality, just set aside in the aftermath of Chalcedon: “Les habitants de la montagne de Sasoun
dissent qu’ils ont la foi de Grégorius le Parthe, que tiennent les Arméniens. Bien que notre foi et
la leur ne soit qu’une, soit a cause de la négligence qui gate les choses, ni eux ni nous, ne NOUS
sommes préoccupés, apres le schisme de Chalcédoine, de savoir quelle était la divergence entre
nous.”**® The differences between Syriac and Armenian Christianity are presented as the efforts
of Julianist deceit, which sowed distrust and a false belief that the two doctrines were
incompatible.

Yovhannés Awjnec’i and the Jacobite Patriarch Athanasius organized the Council of
Manazkert in 726. The two sides grappled with the disagreements and concluded with more

eagerness to affect a union than with any actual conformity of belief.

7 Mahé (1993), 460.
%8 Meyendorff (1989), 282 — 283. Mahé (1993), 461.
%9 Mahé (1993), 464. See Anastas, |1 116.

%0 Chabot, 11 492; Michael the Syrian, 457.
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Le catholicos qui était plus versé dans les Ecritures et voulait arriver a I’union

était trés empressé... Dé&s lors on usa de prudence dans cette affaire, et les Syriens

aussi bien que les Arméniens se conduisirent avec modération a 1’égard des

opinions qui n’était pas parfaites quant a la doctrine, et, se départissant un peu de

la rigueur manifeste qui peut-étre en aurait fait retourner plusieurs en arriére, ils

définirent sous I’anathéme ce qui, sans nuire a la vérité, éloignait la doctrine

perverse des hérétiques.***

Chabot correctly identifies the “hérétiques” as Chalcedonians, arguing that the Syriac and
Armenian Churches found Chalcedonianism more problematic than any doctrinal difference
between them that might interfer with their union.*** However, Jinbashian interprets this union as
evidence of Christian solidarity in the face of an aggressive Islam,** citing as his sole evidence a
confusing passage in the text of this same Chronicle, which states: “On convint de se render &
Arzdn; mais les Arméniens en furent empéchés par leur général.” He suggests that this general is
the Arab governor of Arminiya,*** dismissing Chabot’s identification of Smbat Bagratuni**®
because he would not have been powerful enough to exert influence over the catholicos. But, of
course, the passage does not in fact support any suggestion that Smbat was able to outflank
Yovhanngs Awjnec’i; in fact, he failed to halt the council, thus supporting Jinbashian’s

suggestion that the naxarars were not in a position to impede Church affairs. Besides, Smbat

Bagratuni was famously described as a diophysite. Ter-Lewondyan demonstrates some doubt

41 Chabot, 11 494.

#2 Chabot 11 495 no. 8: “En résumé, on se mit d’accord pour repousser la doctrine du concile de Chalcédoine, sans
insister sur les divergences entre celles des Syriens et des Arméniens.”

3 Jinbashian (2000), 182: the union was “an attempt to weather the impending storm of the rising power of Islam
and the fanaticism generated because of it. Probably this is why the Armenian and Syrian Churches needed to
become ‘allies’.” See also 181: “the two Churches needed to unite to be able to face the new threat of Islam.”

4 Interestingly, Mahé (1993) takes the same position without explanation, though he is also working with Michael
the Syrian.

2 Chabot, 11 493 no. 8: Smbat is described as a dyophysite in Step“anos Orbelean’s History of Siwnik®. See also
Dasxuranc’i, 320 — 321: 8ujunuhlj dwdwiwlu Unkthwibnu Uhtukgh whnlp nke bu dubmy quyng Yhpp
b jupwyqupd h junynid gpng nbwy, hwinhyh tdw hwjwdwnt] Udpunw) wuybnh Zung
Epjuwptwlh wnl,, buly Epiupbwl wyi Udpuwn gpk we puquinpt Znnndng...
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about the comments to this effect in Step“annos Orbelean and Dasxuranc®i’s works, but offers the
suggestion that Smbat may have picked up Chalcedonian leanings while he was a refugee in
Byzantium.**

Jinbashian’s argument that Arabs feared an alliance of the Armenian and Syriac
Churches, a united Christian front designed to threaten Islam, is simply not supported by extant
sources, nor is it in line with Umayyad policy towards the Church, or even Jinbashian’s own
arguments about caliphal religious policies in Arminiya. It is far more fitting to see the union in
the context of reports of a recurring menace from the Chalcedonian Greeks, especially in the
light of the anxiety frequently expressed in Armenian sources that we have just examined. After
all, Asotik, the Girk® T/ oc®, Samuel Anec®i, Vardan Arewelc’i, Grigor Tat‘ewac’i and Mxitar
Ayrivanec’i all claim that the Council was convened to deal with the Chalcedonian threat.**’

The rising tide of Armenian and Syriac ecclesiastical cooperation becomes visible at the
precise moment when the Arabs are also formulating a non-Greek identity for Arminiya. As the
Armenians turn away from the Byzantophile tendencies in their own Church, they become more

aware of the non-Greek elements in the Armenian Church,**

most notably those introduced
during the early days of Christianization via Syrian proselytizers. This is evidenced not only by
the alliance with the Syriac Church, but also by some of the pro-Syrian trends visible in heretical
movements in Armenia at the time.**° Similarly, the non-Chalcedonian practices that

preoccupied the Armenian historians, namely the addition of “who was crucified” to the

#6 Ter-Lewondyan (1966), 189 = (1964), 125.

7 Jinbashian (2000), 180 no. 62.

8 Mahé (1993), 458: “...autour de ’affirmation ‘de 1’unique nature de Christ’ s’élabore une position dogmatique
cohérente solidement ancrée dans la tradition antérieure et — ce qui n’est ni nouveau, ni contradictoire — fortement

influencée par les docteurs syriens...”

9 Consider Garsoian (1967), 220 — 230.
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trisagion, was an example of the heritage of the early Armenian Church, as it was pulled directly
from the Syriac liturgy.*° Furthermore, there is possible supporting evidence of the rise of
Syrian-influenced Armenian Christian thought in a seventh-century document against
iconoclasm.* Individually, each of these matters is rather small and inconsequential, but
together they speak of a general shift or rapprochement with Syriac Christianity. This trend
appears through the entirety of the Arab period, as we see in the arrival of Nonnus to convince

Aot Msaker of the fallacies of Abii Qurra’s Chalcedonianism,**? as we will see in Chapter 8.

5.2.2 Paulicians and T°ondrakians

There has been considerable debate over the last century about the doctrines and history of the
Paulician and T°ondrakian sects in Armenia. For our purposes here, these specific
heresiographical arguments are irrelevant; instead, we need only recognize that Armenian
historians and clergy defined the unorthodox Christians as the most imminent threat to the
Church after Chalcedonianism and that this concern marked a strong continuity from the pre-
Islamic period.

Paulicians are attested in Armenian territory from the sixth century onward.*>

Yovhannés Awjnec’i remarked that

The remnant of the old Messalianism Paylakénut‘ean reprimanded by the
kat°olikos Nersés was not brought to reason after his death. They withdrew and

%50 Zekiyan (1987), 168. See Janeras (1967), 479 — 480 and 497 — 499.

! Der Nersessian (1944), 77. The source of the argument is found in Syriac and Latin sources, but not Greek. While
certainly not conclusive, it is interesting in the light of the general trend towards Syrian Christianity.

2 Muyldermans (1927), 115 — 117.
%% Nersessian (1988), 17. Note that Garsoian (1967), 82 — 83 pushes this back to the fifth century by identifying

uUdnuk; as a reference to Paulicians. See Runciman (1947), 28 no. 1 for counterpoint.

176



hid in a certain locality of our country. They were joined by some iconoclasts

denounced by the Albanian kat°otikos and, until they found support in the

precursors of an AntiChrist, they were afraid and feared the true and glorious

religion of the Christians. But when they had the presumption to think that they

had arrived at something important and new, in their treachery, they came

bounding out of their lair and dared to penetrate into the interior of the country

and inhabited regions.***
Because the majority of extant information about the Paulicians has been preserved in polemical
works, it is difficult to ascertain much about their doctrine. To obscure the matter further, there
were considerable differences between Paulician doctrine in Armenia and that of their
coreligionists in Byzantium. The most commonly repeated charges against the heretics include:
(1) iconoclasm;**® (2) adoptionism: and (3) rejection of Orthodox sacraments and hierarchy.
Additionally, Paulicians are frequently accused of Docetism and dualism, though this seems to
have been restricted to the Greek branches.

Beginning in the early ninth century,**® Paulicians disappear from Armenian texts and
another heresy, the T ondrakian, surfaces. N. Garsoian suggests that the Paulicians and the
T ondrakians were actually the same group; she bases this on the similarity in doctrine, identical

complaints about Paulicians in the works of Yovhannés Awjnec®i and against T°ondrakians by

Nersés Snorhali, and a troubling passage in Grigor Magistros that conflates the two groups.457

% Awjnec’i, trans. Nersessian (1988), 19.

**® This is one of the most common charges against the heresies. However, it is contested in modern scholarship: See
Der Nersessian (1944), 73 no. 63, qtd Grégoire: “Le paulicianisme primitif (668 — 872) semble ne pas avoir été
iconoclaste. Le silence absolut gardé par Pierre (de Sicile) sur la question des images prouve au contraire qu’en
principe, et sans doubte en pratique, les Pauliciens ne rejetaient pas les images.”

%58 The dating of the origin of the Tondrakec’i sect is confused. Grigor Magistros and Mxit®ar Ayrivanc®i place its
origins in the beginning of the ninth century, while Drasxanakerc’i thinks it dates from the late ninth. See Nersessian
(1988), 37 and Garsoian (1967), 140 — 143.

7 Garsoian (1967), 139. Referring to the Tondrakec®i, Grigor Magistros writes “Here you see the Paulicians, who
got their poison from Paul of Samosata.” See Garsoian (1967), 139 no. 117: wwwunhlj Nonhljkwpy, npp h
Monnuk Umdnuwnwginy nhnkwy... Garsoian continues: “On two other occasions we hear from Gregory that the

5 9

T ondrakec®i had been condemned in the writings of ‘Lord John’,” whom she convincingly argues is Awjnec’i.
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However, V. Nersessian presents several difficulties in Garsoian’s argument and suggests that
the similarities between the two are linked by ideology and impetus, but cannot be definitively
joined as a single group.**® A definitive decision on the relationship between the Paulicians and
the T°ondrakians is far from imminent; instead, it seems most prudent to espouse Garsoian’s
qualification of the T°ondrakian movement as “new Paulicianism,” accepting continuation but

not necessarily assimilation with the previous sect.

5.2.2.1 The Preoccupation of the Armenian Church

The Kanonagirk®, produced in 719, is a particularly useful example of the Armenian reaction to
Islam: it specifies the legal status of a number of societal, economic, and political challenges
facing Christians and the Church in Armenia during the Arab period. It is concerned with the
application of Armenian law, including intermarriage and the growth of heretical sects. It does
not attempt to engage Islam as a religion, but rather clarifies the supreme authority of the
Armenian Church to dictate legal processes—a process which, by extension, demonstrates the
considerable autonomy allowed to ahl al-dimma under Islam. Awjnec®i’s concern is not the rise
of Islam or the conversion of Armenians, but rather establishing the rights of Christians within
the confines of Islamic law and the role of the Armenian Church as the arbiter for the Christian
population of Arminiya.

One of Awjnec®i’s main concerns is the rise of heresy in Armenia: “It is not befitting at
all to be indifferent and to commune with heretics, but rather to turn away from them with

disgust and not to share with them in spiritual altars and material [lit. physical] tables, so that

However, keep in mind that Garsoian herself even mentions that “Gregory Magistros is not always an entirely
reliable source” (158).

%58 Nersessian (1988), 42.
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they should be ashamed and should desire to join with those who teach orthodoxy.”**® According
to Awjnec’i, the most perfidious heretics are the Paulicians:

No one ought to be found in the places of the most wicked sect of obscene men

who are called Paulicians, nor to adhere to them nor to speak to them nor to

exchange visits with them; but one ought to retreat from them in every way, to

curse them and pursue them with hatred. For they are the sons of Satan, fuel for

the eternal fires and alienated from the love of the Creator’s will. And if anyone

joins them and makes friends with them, he is to be punished and visited with

severe penalties until he repents and is confirmed in the Faith. If, however, he is

caught as a relapsed heretic, we order him to be forthwith excommunicated and

cast out as a pest from the Church of Christ, lest “the root of bitterness spread and

germinate and through it many be lost.”*®

Though historians in the later medieval period pick up and continue this bitter diatribe
against Paulicians and T°ondrakians,*** references in works from the Arab period are far more
oblique. Bart‘ikyan argues that when Lewond mentions “sons of sinfulness,” he is actually
referring to the Paulicians.*®® This passage may in fact demonstrate not only the concerns about
the military might of the Paulicians, but also the tendency to relate Christian heretical sects to

Arabs and Islam in general. N. Garsoian’s translation rendered the word aylazgi as “foreigner” in

the above passage. However, R.W. Thomson has repeatedly shown that “Armenians do not use

% yovhanngs Awjnec’i, trans. Jinbashian (2000), 174. See qtd Yovhannes Awjnec®i,Kanonagirk® Hayoc® , 533:
Ny Eyupwn wdkubithtt wjunhp 1huk] G hungnpnniphiiin wntl) pung hEpdniwsnnug, wyy funpoky h
unguik, kit ny hunwuwpk puy tnuw h hngbljut b b dwupdbwjut ubnubu, gh wunljunkught b
thuthwqbught dhwpwul] pin ninnuthwnmpbwut wiwnhsu:

%80 Runciman (1947), 32. See also Jinbashian (2000), 174 or Garsoian (1967), 135.

%1 Consider, for example, Nersessian (1988), 61 qtd. Grigor Magistros about the leader of the T ondrakians: “This
evil beast of prey, this bloodthirsty, sodomitic, whoring, lustful, frenzied, loathsome Smbat...Smbat the false-cleric,
that has shaken the foundation of the apostles...that Smbat, who (just as dogs and wolves) began to teach all the sum
of evil.”

%02 Garsoian (1967), 136: b1 wukliutt npyhp juigwiug kpphwp pwnlithy h gnitn wyunwdpniphwil,
npp ny Swbtwskht qipyhint Uuwnnisdng b ns quih hojawtiug b ny quuwnpe Stpng, wy hppl wyjuggh b
onwpughw] wuyunwl uthpbw) gipkht qinpupu b quqquljhgu hipkwig, b pugnid wwpupmphiiu
wnukhl, nownuwbqubwt b quthip mubpwtiu wstw h YEpuy tnpung hipkwg:
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the term ‘Muslim’, or any direct Armenian rendering of that Arabic word.” In fact, he mentions

aylazgi is the “most common” appellation for Muslims in Armenian works.*®

5.2.2.2 The relation between Islam and the Paulicians / Tondrakians
Arab support for the Paulicians

Armenian, Greek, and Latin sources from the eleventh century on explicitly link Paulicians with
Islam.*®* The Patriarch Tarasius, for example, noted during the Second Council at Nicaea that the
Paulicians “imitated Jews and Saracens, pagans and Samaritans, and above all Manicheans and
Phantasiasts.”*%®

An Armenian source calls Paulicianism k°atert“akan (bloodthirsty) and traces the birth of
the heresy to a woman named S&t‘i. Bart°ikyan used this passage to situate the birthplace of the
Paulician heresy along the banks of the river Sit%it'ma*®® based on Sirakac®i’s seventh-century

geography: “It [the province Atjnik®] has 10 districts: Np°ret, Aljn, across which flows the river

KCatirt®, which the Tacikk® [Arabs] call Sit°ma, that is: bloodthirsty...”**" The link between

%63 Thomson (2000), 47.

%4 Among many possible examples, consider: Garsoian (1967), 33 no. 38: “By the eleventh century when the
Digenes Akrites was composed, the memory of the Paulician leaders was very confused. Chrysocheir
(XpvooPepyog) had become the grandfather of Digener and Karbeas (Kapdng) his great uncle. Both of these
characters are significantly presented as Muslims.” Also consider Garsoian (1967), 15: a Latin Anonymous History
of the First Crusade places Paulicians with Muslims, not heretics. “In the East the Publicani are numbered by the
chroniclers among the heathen Muslims rather than among the Christian sectarians...”

%65 Garsotan (1967), 200.

%% Garsoian (1967), 130.

“" Anania Sirakac’i, 30: N1uh quuupu wul. ¢Lhnkwn, qUnak, plin npng Ukel hpwlit gkt Lunhpp, qnp
Chpuw Ynskt Sw&hlp, wjuhlipt' wphibwppnt. The form Sit°ma is found in the long recension, while Sit‘it‘ma
is in the short. Hewsen (1992), 162 no. 51 changes this to Saf dam (s> %) and translates as “River of Blood.”
Hewsen (1992), 216 also quotes Marquart incorrectly, but the river actually mentioned on Marquart (1901), 142 and
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Paulicians and Muslims was fostered because of the common reference to an Arab leader
K‘atart’, a contemporary of Muhammad: Samugl Anec’i discussed “the chief of the race of
Ismael whose first name is Katart®, as Scripture relates: ‘The sweet-lipped people shall sate their
swords with blood” (Sirach, 12.16 ff, with a pun on kafc°r).”*®® This citation is later copied in
Mxit“ar Anec‘i and Vardan Arewelci. Furthermore, the Armenian version of The Martyrdom of
King Ar¢’il I and The Book of K°artli both use the word K atart‘ian to refer to Arabs.*®°

In reality, the charges of collusion between the Paulicians / T°ondrakians and the
Muslims are likely explained by their military alliance against Byzantium. As we saw above,
Yovhanngs Awjnec®i noted that “they found support in the precursors of an AntiChrist.” He also
specifies that “being deceivers, they found a weapon for their evil [to] kill the souls of lovers of
Christ [in] being allies of the circumcised tyrants.”*® After all, Islam provided an ideal refuge
from Greek power, including freedom to indulge in non-Chalcedonian heresy. Furthermore, the
Paulicians posed a serious threat to Byzantium, a fact certainly not lost on the Arabs. However,
with the rise of iconoclasm under the Isaurian Emperors, the Paulicians were welcomed back
into Byzantium.

Later, sometime in the ninth century, Byzantine Paulicianism adopted a docetic bent and

thus alienated its former allies.*’* While large numbers of Paulicians moved to Arab lands in the

161 no. 62: where Marquart locates the river in both Yaqiit and al-Mas‘tidi. Yagqit calls the river Satidama (Lexils)
and clarifies: a2 4 lang s W a g (e pad Y Sy o

%68 Thomson (1986), 842. See Samuel Anec’i, 78.

“9 Thomson (1996), 250: “No one can set down in writing the calamities of the Christians that they endured from
the Saracens, who for a time were also called K‘atart®ians; as divine scripture says: ‘The tongues of K atart® will be
drunk from the blood of the innocent.” For K atart® was the source of that nation’s growing powerful; he was chief
of a few of the surrounding Ishmaelites.” See also 256 and 238 n.64 and Garsoian (1967), 130.

#% Garsoian (1967), 135: Uy b junpudwiiftw) gunpt swpniphwt hipbwig qEu junnjunnhy
pphuninuwuhpug wbdwig, nuotwlhg 1huknyg pputwjujug Ypdwnkngu:

! Garsotan (1967), 183 — 4.
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472

ninth century,”"“ their political and military usefulness had passed. It has been argued that

Paulicians who lived in close proximity to Arab-held territories tended to adopt Islam “because

59473

Islam is a non-sacramental religion, though it stands to reason that the Islamic stance on

iconoclasm was also a selling point.

Paulicians, T°ondrakians and the Hurramiyya

It may ostensibly be argued that the rise of Paulicianism constitutes an example of the enduring
ties between Armenia and Byzantium. However, Garsoian has convincingly established that the
sect took considerably different vectors both historically and theologically: Armenian
Paulicianism developed quite independently from Greek. In fact, the rise of Paulician /
T°ondrakian heresy has in the past been linked to lasting ties of pre-Islamic Persia and, more
importantly, to the Hurramiyya.

There are a few references to Persian influence on the development of T ondrakian
doctrine. Al-Mas‘tidi remarks: “They are between the madhabs of the Christians and the Magi.
They are dualists, glorifying and worshipping light.”*"* Al-Mas®idi’s allusion to the Magi is
repeated in Armenian accounts about Smbat, the leader of the T ondrakians. Grigor Magistros
lists Mjusik as one of Smbat’s teachers, which has alternatively been deciphered as an Armenian

transliteration of the Persian word magi or as a corruption of the Armenian name Mrjunik.*”

#72 Garsofan (1967), 128.
*% Nersoyan & Nersessian (1993), 108.

74 Al-Mas‘adi, Kitab al-Tanbih, 151 © o) SU Glacal 5 48Uail 38 s Jl (e 5 5 aliadll Gl oo 45al 53 Caade 55 A8l
Al e 5 Ll e Lo 5 181 il ankaed (e (Y] Clanal 5 G saall 5 5 Dlail) aalie (g Uns sia Lo

*75 Nersessian (1988), 46. See also Garsoian (1967), 142.
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It is clear that contemporary authors considered the heretics to be dualist and,
specifically, directly influenced by pre-Islamic Persian religious movements. Awjneci, for
example, identifies the Paulicians as mciné, “filthy.” While this is the common appellation for
Paulicians, it has also been interpreted as an Armenian calque of Messelianism and heralded as a
direct reference to the fact that the Paulicians were considered to hold dualist beliefs, thus
labeling the Paulicians as the heirs of the Gnostics.*”® This accusation cannot be substantiated, as
it is impossible to verify if Paulician doctrine in Armenia was, in fact, dualist. Garsoian argues
that it was not. The Persian element in Paulician and T°ondrakian doctrine may therefore be the
product of polemical rhetoric rather than any sort of concrete influence. In other words, the

frequent association of Paulicianism with Manicheans or Phantasiasts*’’

may be a testament to
the lingering effects of heresiographical conservatism more than any concrete “influence.”
However, the apex of the heretical movement in Armenia coincides neatly with the revolt
of Babak, suggesting a tie between the Paulicians / T°ondrakians and the Hurramiyya. There are
in fact several similarities between the heresies: for example, the accusation that mortal man has

corrupted religion.*’® However, the nature of the extant sources, biased with recurrent topoi,*"

does not permit any in-depth discussion of the heretical beliefs. The most verifiable connection

476 Mardirossian (2004), 443: ... Yovhann&s Awjnec’i assimile les pauliciens aux mciné. Cela signifie que dans
I’esprit du catholicos, les pauliciens représentent en quelque sorte les héritiers des Gnostikoi des 1Ve — Ve siécles. ..’
His note qualifies : “Cela ne prouve toutefois aucunement que les pauliciens adhéraient aux doctrines dualistes des
Gnostikoi. ”” See Runciman (1947), 28 no. 1 : “The Armenian word Ubnutiniphtl, used in this context, is translated
in Armenian dictionaries (e.g. Aucher or Miskgian) as Immunditia or filthiness, but it clearly is the word
Messalianism and is to be interpreted here in that theological sense.”

’

*'" On Phantasiasts in the sixth century, see Meyendorff (1992).

*7® See Sadighi (1938), 270.

% Any work on the Paulicians, the T°ondrakec’i and the Hurramiyya necessarily highlights the inability to decipher
specific dogma with any amount of certainty. However, there are demonstrable similarities in the ways authors

describe the sects. The charge of dualism is one example. The charge of sexual promiscuity is another. See
Madelung (1986).
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between the sects is not direct influence on doctrinal matters, or even the common inheritance of
dualist doctrine, but rather the ambiguous nature of the religious/social/political/economic revolt
against the reigning élite. V. Nersessian takes a Wansborough-esque approach to the matter:

There is support in the sources for the supposition that the T°ondrakec’is, the

Khurramites, and the Paulicians and the many affiliations between them on the

basis of doctrine and ideology are to be explained not on the basis of direct

succession or continuity, but by the politic-socio-economic conditions which gave

rise to similar movements, creating in some cases not only internal ideological

affiliation but also external relationship.*®°

Garsoian suggests that rather than seeking a Persian or Greek antecedent for
Paulicianism, we instead consider the history of the Armenian Church and particularly its
relationship with Syriac Christianity. She argues that the adoptionist bent of Armenian Paulician
doctrine was a facet of Syrian proselytizing in the early phases of Christianization of Armenia,
but that it was designated as heresy once Byzantine Christianity became more prevalent and a

more uniform Armenian doctrine coalesced.*®* This argument helpfully circumvents some of the

more problematic implications about a direct link between Paulicianism and the Hurramiyya.

53  Conclusion
In the end, the Chalcedonian and heretical (Paulician and T ondrakian) threats to the Armenian
Church were very similar. They both escalated doctrinal and political tensions from the sixth and

seventh centuries, carrying the concerns of earlier generations into the Arab period. They both

#80 Nersessian (1988), 42.

“81 Garsoian (1967), 233: “In any case, the origin of the Paulician doctrine is not to be sought in Byzantine lands. Its
Adoptionist tendencies are all too evident, and these were characteristic of early Oriental and particularly Armenian
Christianity...It seems evident that in Armenia, Paulicianism, far from being a foreign importation, was simply the
original Christianity received from Syria. It remained in the main stream of the Armenian Church until the
Hellenizing reforms of the fourth and fifth centuries relegated it to the level of heresy. Thereafter, benefiting from
the divided political status of Armenia in the early Middle Ages, and reinforced by such heretical groups as the
Atovanian Iconoclasts and Syro-Persian Nestorians, Paulicianism survived in the East, probably with the support of
Persian and eventually Muslim authorities.”

184



showed a growing influence of the Syrian elements in the Church and a general leaning towards
the Sasanian world, both in opposition to the Greeks. When the Arabs arrived, Armenians did not
necessarily consider Islam to constitute a religious challenge, but the threat of the Byzantine
world remained. Whereas the Greeks were more determined to force confessional unity upon
Christendom, the Armenians were generally allocated more religious freedom under the
Sasanians*® and, later, the Arabs.

The continued Chalcedonian debate and the historic ties between Christians in the Near
East (especially Armenians and Syriac-speaking Christians) will play an important role in the
remainder of this dissertation. Chalcedonianism acts as the primary indicator of the conceptual

frontier between Islam and Byzantium.

%82 Thopdschian (1904a), 56: “Ja, sie fiilten sich sogar unter den Persern in religioser Hinsicht viel freier als unter
den Griechen, die um jeden Preis den Armeniern die Beschlisse des chalcedonischen Konzils aufdrangen wollten,
deren Plan aber hier wie in Syrien scheiterte.*
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Chapter 6: Caliphal Policy towards the Armenian Apostolic Church

May each man hold his own belief. And may the Armenians not be tormented. They are all our
servants, may they serve us with their bodies; and as for their souls, He knows about judging
souls.

Xosrov*®

Caliphal policy towards Armenian Christianity ensured the continued relevance of the
preoccupations of the sixth and seventh centuries by modeling Islamic rule on Sasanian
antecedents. Despite the occasional abuses against the Church enacted by certain governors,
official caliphal policy mirrored Sasanian antecedents and recognized the legitimacy of the
Armenian Church as adjudicator of the local population. This is a noticeable trend even in the
most polemical documents against Islamic rule in Arminiya, such as martyrologies.

This chapter will consider (1) the caliphal policy towards dimma in Arminiya; (2) the
abuses against the Church in the Arab period; (3) martyrdom and the rise of hagiography; and (4)
Armenian conversion to Islam. It will argue that the “Islamic” character of Arminiya was not tied
to the religion of its inhabitants, but rather created in the literary realm (as we saw in Chapter 2).
Instead, Arab rule required the implementation of Islamic law and, following Sasanian practices,
the acceptance of non-Chalcedonian Christianity. The concerns of the Caliphate were linked to
the claims of legitimacy in the North vis-a-vis both Armenian rebellions and Byzantine attempts

to assert control over the province.

“83 Sebgos, 149: Uhtish hpwdwi inw] Yuniwnwy wppwyh b npying inphi vnupnynt, kel «bipupwiship np
qphip hutwnu uyggt, b qZwyu ubnky np dh holubugt. Udkutpht dbp swnwyp G, dwupduny Ukq
swnuybughly, huly Juub hngingl, np ghnghut puunk’ tw ghnk:»
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6.1 Al al-dimma and Caliphal Policy in Arminiya

There are indications that the Armenian Church fared quite well under Islam. First of all, the
Church was able to convene a number of synods under Arab rule, most of which dealt with
heresies and challenges to the established Church rather than with responding to oppressive
foreign rule or strict restrictions on Christian practice. Second, there are several accounts of
building activities, indicating that the Church was not only permitted to construct new edifices,
but that it had the capital to do so. “Le bien-étre étant général, on s’était mis a batir beaucoup et a
vivre dans le luxe. Les Grands arméniens avaient notamment multiplié au 1X siécle les édifices
religieux...Ils avaient alors élevé I’église du Sauveur @ Mus§ en Taron, plus de quarante églises
ou couvents en Siounie, et nombre d’autres dans la province d’Ayrarat.” 484

Caliphal religious policy towards Arminiya demonstrates continuity between the late
Sasanian and early Islamic periods. First, the protected status of ahl al-dimma or ahl al-kitab
conforms to the antecedents left from the Sasanian regime: Sasanian policy prescribed that
Christians would be non-Chalcedonian*®® and that religious communities would be judged
autonomously according to their own law.*®¢ The shift to the Islamic period saw a continuation
of these policies.*®’

Both Arabic and Armenian sources preserve numerous agreements between Armenians

and the conquering Muslim armies that characteristically guarantee the freedom of religion in

“84 Laurent & Canard (1980), 81.
8 Meyendorff (1992), 31.
“® Hoyland (2007), 15.

87 See Mahé (1997), 61: “Au début du VIle siécle, Khousrd Abharvéz reprend une politique analogue de soutien au
monophysisme. Son exemple sera suivi par les Arabes apres la chute de I’empire sassanide en 651. ”
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exchange for political obedience and the payment of taxes. There are two particularly famous
contracts between the Armenians and the Arabs preserved in Armenian sources: (1) between
T odoros R&tuni and Mu‘awiya as preserved in Seb&os and (2) between the Armenians and
Muhammad b. Marwan, as mentioned by Lewond. Later Armenian sources, such as Samugl
Anec’i, Mxit°ar Anec’i, and Kirakos Ganjakec’i, even project these agreements retroactively to
the time of the Prophet himself, presumably to lend them legitimacy.*®® Arabic sources preserve
a further five: (1) between Suraqa b. “Amr and Sahrbaraz, the governor of Bab al-Abwab, on
behalf of all Armenians as found in al-TabarT’s history; (2) between Bukayr b. “Abd Allah and
the people of Miigan as preserved in al-TabarT’s work; (3) between Habib b. Maslama and the
“Christians, Magis and Jews of Dabil,” recorded by al-Baladurt and Yaqit; (4) two divergent
treaties between Habib b. Maslama and the people of Tiflis found in al-Baladuri and al-Tabarf,
and, finally (5) a single Umayyad-era contract between al-Garrah b. °Abd Allah al-Hakami and
Dabil, mentioned by al-Baladuri. Every single one of these treaties, Armenian and Arabic,
promise freedom of religion and the safety of churches and places of worship in exchange for
submitting to a tax and (sometimes) providing military aid for the defense of the frontier. This
conforms not only to the expectations of Islamic law, but also to the state of affairs from the late
Sasanian period, when Armenians had earned considerable leeway despite their refusal to adopt
Zoroastrianism.

Sasanian policy afforded preferential treatment to the Armenian Church, specifically
ruling against Chalcedonianism. Seb&os preserves an account about a disputation in which
Christians of various denominations presented themselves to Kawat and Xosrov, who

commanded: “May each man hold his own belief. And may the Armenians not be tormented.

“88 Thomson (1986), 142.

188



They are all our servants, may they serve us with their bodies; and as for their souls, He knows
about judging souls.”*® Thus Armenian Christianity was apparently protected against
government discrimination during the late Sasanian period. This was specifically linked to its
anti-Chalcedonian nature, as Xosrov is said to adjudicate: “The orders of three kings
[Constantine, Theodosius I, and Theodosius I1] seem to be more correct than a single one
[Marcian].”**® This Persian synod secured Armenian control over the Albanian Church and
affected a union between the Armenian and Syriac Churches,**! in both cases demonstrating
continuity between late Sasanian and early Islamic approach to the Armenian Church.

Sebgos remarks upon the law enacted by Xosrov II Parvez: “May no one from among the
impious dare to turn to Christianity, and may no one from among the Christians turn to impiety.
Rather, let them keep the laws of their ancestors. And whoever does not want to hold to the
religion of his ancestors, but instead wants to rebel from the laws of his ancestors, will die.”*
Sasanian policy supported capital punishment for conversion, in the same manner as Islamic law:

thus the martyrs under the Sasanians, who were Zoroastrians converted to Christianity, must be

directly compared to the martyrs of the Arab period, converts from Islam to Christianity.

“89 Sebzos, 149: Uhlish hpudwh nw) Yunwwnwy wppuygh b npiying inpht vnupnyne, bpk «Piypupwbiship np
qpip huntwnu Yuygh, b qZuyu ubink) np dh hpjubugk. Udkubpht dbp swnwyp L, dwpduny dkq
swnuybughl, hul Juul hnqingl, np ghnghutt punh’ tw ghwnk:»

0 Sebzos, 150: Munwupuwih kin puquinph b wuk «6phg puquinpug hpudwbpt &ydwphn poch (hiby
pwt Uhnj»:

1 Mahé (1993), 463 — 465.

% Sebgos, 85: Bt hpwdwi kw, wuk «Uh np jutiunphiug hojubugk nuintiwg h pphuninttniphil, b dh np h
pphuwnntithg nupdgh juuiphiniphit, wy) htpupwibiship np jhap hwypth juiptuu whtn juggk: Benp
nsl Yudhgh niik) ghwypkuh nkb, wyp wyunwdpbwg b pug Juggt jhip huypbh wiphiugh' dkngh»: This
conforms to the agreements in Lazar Parpec’i following the cessation of hostilities between the Armenians and
Sasanians in 451.
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Martyrologies therefore do not merely illustrate the application of Islamic law in Arminiya; they

also preserve an account of the continuity of religious policy towards Christianity in Arminiya.

6.2 Abuse of the Church during the Arab Period

By the end of the Sasanian period, the position of the Armenian Church was rising, as
Christianity made headway in the Empire and Zoroastrianism began to wane.*** The Church was
also assigned a special position during Arab rule, but it does not follow that it enjoyed the
consistent good-will of the Islamic state and its apparatus through the length and breadth of the
empire. Although the general tenor of the relationship was tolerant, there were numerous
examples of violence and looting perpetrated against Armenian churches and clergy. Lewond’s
history includes a number of diatribes against the Arab treatment of the Armenian Church. He
laments:

Now who could suffer the insupportable evil that befell them without weeping?

For the holy Church darkened without its decorated pulpit and the sound of divine

glorification was quieted... And in short, the Lord’s altar was divested of its

splendor. How Christ suffered! How did he permit the sinners to slander against

those who glorify Him and allow them such bitter deaths?**
This passage, one of several similar lamentations about the state of the Church soon after the
Arab incursions, also demonstrates another tendency prevalent in Armenian accounts of this

period: the attempted reconciliation between the loss of political sovereignty and the divine

protection expected as a Christian people. Further, the lamentation about the state of Armenia

% Frye (2004), 273.

“9 Eewond, 42 — 43: Upny 0" np wnwhg wpinuuniwg phphgk quithtwphtn wnnpt np dudwikug ingu.
Qh unipp Etinkght uppuwgbwg h pupbqupynipkul phdht b pbw) dugt munniwswght
thwpwinpnipbwlb. .. Bl dhwiqudu wul) wdkiuwgt puptgugbisniphtt unpuitht Skwnt
nunuplugbwy: N Lphunnuh Epjuyudnmpbuii. Qhwpny wpntop ukpkwug wbonhtiwgh
qpuupunipbwt wsk] h yipuy hwnwinpswgu hipng quupiniphit dwhnit wjunphly.
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under the Arabs is frequently expressed in biblical rhetoric, allowing for an adaptation of Old
Testament elegies to suit the Armenian experience.**®

Some of the grievances about Arab treatment of the Church and clergy are reactions to
the turbulent times, rather than a specific complaint against Arab rule. For example, Seb&os
wrote, “this rebellious dragon didn’t stop, but wanted to become repugnant to God out of its own
malice. It conceived of persecution over the churches of the lands of Armenia.”**® However,
these complaints were directed at Byzantine, rather than Arab forces: since Armenia was a
convenient middle ground between the two powers, much of the destruction was not actually the
result of a concerted effort to oppress the Church.

Complaints increased in times when taxation was more severe, for example during the
reign of al-Mansiir:

And in addition to this are the debasing of the patriarchs, the derision of the

bishops, the whipping and tortures of the priests, the deportation and destruction

of the princes and the naxarars, which the generals of our land were not able to

endure. 4’
The overall position of the Church vis-a-vis the Arab rulers was in fact amicable, but relations
could quickly deteriorate because of the policies of certain governors or the caliph himself. So,
for example, we saw in Chapter 5 that “Abd al-Malik was keen to support the agenda of the

Church since it dovetailed with his own claim to political legitimacy in Albania. Yet Lewond

preserves the story of Ibn Doké, the governor of Dabil, who threatened clergy until they offered

%% Consider Gatteyrias (1880) : “Aussi les lamentations de Jérémie sur les malheurs des méres sont venues
s’appliquer véritablement a nous.” See also Greenwood (2012).

“% Sebgos, 147: Uy nunuptwg Jhowyyt wyln wupunwdp, wyy pk b wunniwswdwpny (k) judbkgun jhipng
lunpudwulyniptuk. Uy iplukp jupniguil) hwjwswuu h Jhpuy Ehbnkghugh Zujuunwibugg
wpfuwmphht
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Lewond, 168: G1 lu win wjunphip wphwdwphniphtup huypuykinwg, wyyutniphtiup tuyhuljnynuwg,
qut b1 junpwnwbiquiip pwhwiwghg, hojuwtiwg bkt twpjuwpupug pupowip b puyjpwyniphiip, npnid ny
Jupwugtwy hwnnipdt] qopwgnihup wphawphhu
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him the valuable vestments of their church.*® In this account, it is clear that Ibn Dok@ is acting
solely out of personal greed. This story fits in with the anti-°Abbasid bias visible in most
Armenian histories, but also provides an example of how Arab governors set their own agendas.
Ibn Doké’s actions, in other words, cannot be used to speculate on the relations between the
Armenian Church and the Caliphate without consideration of broader patterns.**

The most infamous story of abuse against the Church is the burning of the churches of
Naxjiwan and Xram in 704/5. This story is preserved in a number of Armenian, Arabic, Greek,
and Syriac historical works. The Armenians rebelled against the caliphate during the second fitna
and enlisted the help of the Byzantine army. Upon the defeat of the Armenian—Greek force, the
Avrabs gathered either 400 or 800 people®® in the Church of St. Grigor, which they then burned
to the ground.

In his [the patriarch Etia’s] time, Abdlmélek® was the main amir of the Ismaelites,
after 85 years according to their dating. Then his forces that were in Armenia lit a
fire among us, Satan having blown his anger into them. And then they gathered
everyone, the azats and the cavalry troops, into one place by false deception, vain
hopes, and joy-bringing promises, and they recorded their names in the divan, as
if to distribute yearly wages to them. And then taking their weapons away from
them, they threw them into the church in the city of Nax&‘awan. And closing the
doors from the back with bricks, they fortified the exits of the place. But learning
of the treachery, they cried out, making the songs of the children in the fire
[Daniel 2]. Then the evil executioners destroyed the roof of the church and lit it
with fire. They raised the flame higher than Babylon through incendiary material.
And in that way, the ceiling of the wooden church burned and the bricks fell,
sending fire from above, streaming fire mixed with smoke. And it struck them all,
killing them. And their ceaseless thanksgiving continued until their last breaths
expired. Then the vindictive foreigners [aylazgik®], safe from fear of the brave

*% Lewond, 203 — 204.
*% Jinbashian (2000), 221. Mahé (1993), 474: “Il n’était donc pas encore question d’affrontements religieux ni de
polémique doctrinale, mais les premiers heurts entre les deux religions devaient se produire en raison de cas

individuels, de rencontres fortuites et personnelles.”

%0 vardan claims 800; Lewond, 400. Grousset (1984), 313 fixes this : there were 800 in Naxjiwan and 400 in Xram.
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forces, captured the remaining families of those who were burned and brought
them to Dwin. And from there they were sent to Damascus.*®*

There is little information about the martyrs, except that some were azats, while others were
naxarars and that all of them were there to collect payment from the diwan. The Killings, while
likely an excessive measure, should be construed as militarily or politically motivated, rather
than religious persecution.”® After all, Lewond says clearly that this was a political act designed
to decrease the power and presence of the naxarar families, in an effort to maintain a stronger
grasp on the wayward province.*®

Theophanes does not even mention a church, stating that “Muhammad’s campaign

against them killed many. Once he had resubjected Armenia to the Saracens, he gathered the

% Drasxanakertc®i, 100: Sunnipu jujudhl bp wdhpuybin budwgbbub Upnubkp jhn 26 pniwluihy
hipkwtg: bulj www qopp inpw np h Zwyp hnip h Ukq Junkght, vwnwbwg h tnuw tykny
qpupyniphiit. b wyw vnwhwdpwt puinpnipbwdp utnnh jniuny b pinugnigunng punph
hunundwdpp quukutubwt h Uh quyp gnidwptht ququnu b ghtiskjmqon gniinu, b quiuniwtiub tngw h
phrwttt twnnigwkht hpp el puphul) tngu qpuhkjwbug nwplnpi: 6t wyw quuunbpuqduljui
qtiut h ingwlk h pug webw) h nwdwpt Uunnisny qunum wpljubtht b Gwjuswwb punuph. b
qnmipul jkn Ynju thwlbw) wnhrum] b pug wigbuy niikh qkjhg Juypu: Pul) ingu hiwgbug
quuumbmphiih’ qUubljwigh qdwyh np h hinght, kpgqu wekwy gnskht: Pulj swp quhgwgh
qtplwyuplu Eyknkging puljbwy b jnigkwy hpn wownk) pul qRwphyntht h Jkp qpngh
pupdpugniguibht wypkgnnujut thipndu: 6r wytyku wwyw hppthwytq tnbw) wnwuwnwn
thwjnwultpn kyknkgingi’ b hpughwy Yndhtnpl h yepniun b quyp hnubw) duwjuownt hpodb, qupedwb
dwhnt wnhwuwpuy h JEpuy wdkubkgnit ingu wskp. b ingu wunwnup gnhwpwinmiphit h nyunt
ngingt jugbw] nunwpbp: Pulj yphdwgnps uyjwqghpt juwywhndu jugbwyp jEpljhut pugwugh qopwg b
quuwugtw) pilnuthu hpwhqbjng giph wnbw] wéthtt h ?niht punup. b whwnh jpuyupykuw nwukht b
Twdwulynu:

%92 | aurent & Canard (1980), 97 — 8 read Lewond’s account as a military attack. See also Jinbashian (2000), 152 —
153.

%3 ¥ ewond, 54: U juinwgtinid widh hofuwiniplwi hipny junphtigun puntiwg juppuwphtu Zwyng quinhy

twhiupwpug tnght htsknyp Juut phunt qnp nitkht wn Udpwnuy Yhrpuyunuunp. h wukp Epk
dhow juns kL quypulnniphit 1hukngkt holuwmtiniptwiiu dkpng:
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Armenian grandees together and burned them alive.”*® Further, the Arabic account of the event
explains the event as a reaction to the Armenian rebellion:>*

When the fitna of 1bn al-Zubayr took place, Arminiya rebelled and its nobles and

their followers broke away. And when Muhammad b. Marwan was made

governor of Arminiya on the authority of his brother “Abd al-Malik, he battled

them and conquered them. And he killed and imprisoned and vanquished the

country. Then he promised those who survived that he would demonstrate honor

towards them. And for that reason they gathered in churches in the region of Hilat
and he locked them and put guards at their doors and burned them [the nobles].>®

Halifa’s account says that the authorities “burned them in their churches and in their villages,”"’
supporting the contention that Christianity itself was not the main target of the foray. The church
may have merely been the convienent location to gather political dissidents “in their villages.”
Thus the most horrific martyrdom story that emerged from the period of Arab rule in
Arminiya was actually a political act inspired by the Armenian rebellion against the Caliphate.
There is no indication that this was an example of religious persecution beyond the fact that the
victims were killed in a church. The Church was itself a political actor; not every action against it
can be qualified as religious intolerance. The Armenian rendition of the event utilizes strong
religious overtones to demarcate the difference between Armenians and Arabs in order to

illustrate that the differences between the two sides ran deep: any warrior who died fighting

Muslims was therefore dubbed a martyr, just as those fighting Zoroastrians were martyrs of the

%4 Turtledove (1982), 70. Theophanes, 372.

06 Al-Baladuri. 126: ¢llall se i) 38 (e ()5 30 (o dane g Lalh ageliil 5 b ) jal Calla 5 dine jf cacafl 30 () A3 il L)
Ledleld I3A Jae e uiliS (8 G gadinld Coplll (g agd 2 pm () pgde (A (e 20 5 &0 U e e 5 oy Ji88 gy bl ago jla Ay )|
ped oA o Lol s US55 agile

Hoyland (2007), 374 makes the observation that 5 should in fact read ~s2,~. This is substantiated by the text of
Halifa, which provides the correct reading.

%07 Halifa, 183 — 184: 4w &5 &) agaed 0330 (2 dene (M Ayl (I o sl a3 8 (5 oaaill o) g (ol o s (0 AA ol Hiand
peeiiliS (8 agB nd o pumall = je W) o B s e o glaie (s il o 2 Sy a 8l Ay 38 2a0 Ol 5 e 2ene o) Al g 5y Al
Ol el g (5 9l Bapall IS anl B g agang
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Sasanian period. It does not necessarily signify that their deaths were the result of anti-Christian

politics perpetrated by the Caliphate.

6.3 Martyrdom and the Rise of Hagiography

Although it is not clear that the Arab governors ever advanced a broad anti-Christian policy
during this period, there still remains considerable evidence about the persecution of individuals.
This information, not surprisingly, is mostly found in the Christian sources and is not
consistently corroborated by Arabic or Persian accounts. Martyrdom was a prevalent concern in
Armenian historical sources. However, a closer examination reveals that even many of the
martyrdom stories cannot be heralded as proof of anti-Christian policies during the Arab period.

The story of martyrdom that most sparked the emotions and the imagination of medieval
Armenian authors was the story of Dawit® Dwinec®i. Drasnxanakertc®i explains that Dawit® was a
Persian born with the name Surhan who was baptized by the catholicos Anastas (660-67).
Although the dating is confused, Drasxanakertc®i’s version then has Dawit® martyred during the
governorship of “Abd Allah:

But Dawit®, who was from a Persian house and from royal lineage, came here to

the great prince Grigor, requesting that he give him Christian confirmation. And

receiving him with joy, he ordered the kat“otikos Anastas to give him the

confirmation of holy baptism. And since his hame was formerly Surhan, the great

prince, receiving him from the water of the holy baptistery, named him Dawit®

after his father. And he gave him a place to live in the village Jag in the province
of Kotayk®. Years later in Dwin he received the crown of martyrdom.*®

%% Drasxanakertc®i. 94: Puyg twithp, np kp h wupuhly wnhdt juqqlk puquinpug wunwbon kykw) wn
holuwbil Ukd Gphgnp fubigpk we h adwik vy hip gpphutninuwlwi gpnodl, qop b ipmptudp hul quw
pubwy hpudugk jupnnhynuht Uhwunwuwy iy idw qhihp dgpunnpbubb upppny: G quub gh
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This Abdollah seized the neophyte Dawit®, whom we mentioned earlier, and

tortured him for his belief in Christ with terrible beatings and with bonds and

imprisonment. He lured him to fall into his abyss of perdition. Since the holy old

man did not believe and bravely rose against [this], he nailed him to a wooden

[cross]. And shooting an arrow through the heart of the holy man, he committed

his soul to Christ. The bishops and priests took him and buried his body near the

martyrium of Saint Hizbuzit.>*
There are two versions of a longer recension of this passion, one in Alisan’s Hayapatum (1901)
and the other in Aucher’s Liakatar vark® ew vkayabanut‘iwnk® srboc® (1810-15), and an English
translation by R. W. Thomson in Hoyland’s Seeing Islam as Others Saw It (2007). The only
significant difference between the two versions is that the long recension calls Dawit® a tacik
instead of a Persian, adding that “he came to Armenia with the armies of the Tajiks.” This leads
R. Hoyland to suggest that the reason Dawit® was martyred is because he was actually an Arab
Muslim who apostatized.>® This brings the story in line with the expectations of Islamic law.

Furthermore, Dawit® converted during the caliphate of Mu‘awiya, c. 665, but was not
martyred until the centralization program of “Abd al-Malik took effect: once Arminiya was
construed as part of the Islamic world, rather than merely a tributary province, it became
necessary to demonstrate the effectiveness and primacy of Islamic law in the province. However,

despite his martyrdom, even the Armenian sources admit that Dawit® was openly celebrated as a

Christian martyr: his remains were preserved in a martyrium, the cross on which he was

jupwowgntt Uniphwb whnmwbphp. wyw holuwtb Uks puljubw) qiw h opny unipp wnwquith, Ywihp
quw jnpenpek jminit hop hipny. b vy phwlniphil tdw qghin Quig h twhwight YUnwnwghg, np qup

wudwg hulj h ‘Mht punuph pifuwju quupnppnuwlut yuul:

%% Drasxanakertc®i, 96 and 98. Uju Upnpjwh qinpuwhunwint twithp, np junwgwignyn hownwljbgut wn h
Uty pupnlibw) swpwsup hupniwsnyp b juyubop b pulnht qiw junsnwiigkp Juub wne h £phunnu
hwiwwnngl, jhip Ynpunuljut pnphunpunt quu hpwwnipkp wpuit). Opnud ny huiwubw b
pugwytu plnnkd Junbkw] unipp kpnitht’ b thwynh quw piknwluy winkp, b tknwdhg h uhpn
uppnyt wpupbwy h £phuninu ghnghtt wiwbnkp: 9np wwpbwy kyhuynynuwg b puhwbwghg'
hwgnightt qupdht tnpw dbpd h Juyupub uppnjt 8hquapniquah:

%19 Hoyland (2007), 371.
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martyred was displayed at the church in Dabil, the lance was considered a relic, and he was
buried according to Armenian tradition.*** It is therefore not possible to use the examples of
Dawit® to argue that the Arabs engaged in persecution of Christians.**

The second most famous case of Armenian martyrdom during the Arab period is Vahan
Gott°nac’i. Again, his death is best understood as a byproduct of charged religious discourse in
Arminiya and the application of Islamic law. When the church was burned in Naxjiwan in 701,
the children and wives of the rebels, in accordance with Islamic law, were considered hostages to
the conquering force. They were brought to Damascus, where VVahan was raised as a Muslim by
the name of Wahhab. He was considered an erudite scholar, “profondément versé dans les récits

fabuleux des Arabes,”513

and was trained to work for the caliphal administration.

Vahan returned to Armenia and converted back to Christianity. He wandered around
Armenia looking for protection and heading towards Byzantium, and then Georgia. No one
would harbor him, knowing that his actions entailed death not only for himself, but for anyone
who dared aid him. He lived as an ascetic for six years before deciding to become a martyr. He
therefore decided to travel to the caliph and to attempt to convert the leader of the Islamic world
to Christianity. He presented himself at the caliphal court in Rusafa, denied all the attempts of

independent observers to halt his passage, and subsequently refused to convert back to Islam.

Vahan was then put to death in 737.

*11 Jinbashian (2000), 131.

*12 See Grousset (1984), 308: “Les Arabes, jusque-la si tolérants, se laissaient maintenant aller & une véritable
persécution religieuse. Le 31 mars 693, 1’ostikan ou préfet arabe ‘Abdallah fit crucifier a Dwin un néophyte de race
persane nommé Sourhan, originaire du Khorassan, baptisé sous le nom de Davith et qui est depuis inscrit au

martyrologe arménien.”

*13 Gatteyrias (1880), 195.
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Still, it is difficult to sustain an argument of religious intolerance with the example of
Vahan’s martyrdom. The Christians were allowed to visit him during his imprisonment and
followed Vahan en masse to witness his execution, dividing his clothes as relics after the fact.
The Christians then constructed a chapel to house his body, which the hagiographer claims to
have visited. From the perspective of Islamic law, apostasy was punishable by death; VVahan
pushed for the martyrdom, literally seeking it as he traveled from Armenia to the caliphal court.
However, Christians who did not transgress the precepts of Islamic law were allowed
considerable leniency. The monasteries described are particularly wealthy, Christians were not

1.5 Vahan was

prevented from venerating icons, and VVahan was provided a Christian buria
killed because he transgressed as a Muslim, not because he lived as a Christian. “Le martyre de
Vahan Golt’nac’i, ancien converti a 1’Islam revenu au christianisme et exécuté a Damas en 737,
ne constitue pas, au moins du point du vue musulman, une mesure de persécution contre les
chrétiens.”®"

Although there are many more examples of martyrdom in this period, no other story
caught the imagination as did Saint Abo, the patron saint of Tiflis. Abo was an Arab, born and
raised as a Muslim in Baghdad. At the age of seventeen he traveled to Tiflis, where he learned
about Christianity. Seeking a safe haven before converting, he quickly left for Hazaria in order to
escape punishment for apostasy. Upon his return, the prince warns Abo: “Geh nicht von hier aus
dem Lande, denn das Land Kharthi haben die Araber besetzt; du bist geboren Araber, und sie

werden dich in deinem Christentum nicht unter sich lassen...”*'® Abo’s response taps into a

familiar trope: Christianity is the difference between the light of knowledge and the darkness of

>4 Jinbashian (2000), 198.
> Mahé (1993), 487.
%18 Schultze (1905), 25.
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ignorance. This is only the first of many attempts to sway Abo into fleeing his martyrdom, each
of which the hero resolutely dismisses.

Abo was martyred in 786, five years after his conversion and three years after his return
to Georgia from the North. The perpetrators, knowing the Christian traditions concerning relics,
burned the body away from the city for three reasons: to discourage the growth of a local cult, to
frighten Christians into accepting Islam, and to dissuade other Muslims from converting.
Regardless, masses of Christians flocked to the site with candles and incense, collecting the dirt
to preserve as relics.”*’ This story, again, does not suggest that the Arab authorities were
concerned with Christianity per se, but rather with the precepts of Islamic law. In fact, in this
case it was rather the sentiments of the local Muslims that required the martyr’s death: Abo was
arrested and released and it was only the outrage of the locals that led the amir to re-arrest him
and put him to death.

These three stories are the most famous examples of martyrdom from the Arab period in
the caliphal North, though certainly not the only cases. There are several valuable lessons in
examining them together. First, the stories of martyrdoms gained much popularity specifically
due to their usefulness in discouraging apostasy from Christianity by portraying the Islamic
regime as particularly vicious.”® This implies that they must be read not only in clear recognition
of their polemical intent, but also as proof that the situation at the time must have warranted

concern in Christian quarters. In other words, martyrologies only serve their purpose if there are

> Schultze (1905), 21 — 41. This practice was known in the Sasanian period, as well. See Lazar Parpec’i, 208: u
hpwdwytp vywbwil] wunkt b withbwn wntk] qUupdh uppnyly, junuqu squubking nipnip h
pphuwniniithg, h ywwnpt mwbkng qnuijtpu tnpu:

%18 Hoyland (2007), 347.
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Christians turning to Islam, hence the common motif of martyrs forgoing specific (usually
worldly) advantages that they would receive upon accepting Islam.

Second, it must be noted that Dawit®, Vahan, and Abo’s stories are all indicative of inter-
confessional hagiographical trends, certain details of which must be interpreted in direct
comparison to the Greek and Syriac martyrologies of the Sasanian period such as
Magundat/Anastasius and Mihrmahgu$nasp/George.*® Hagiographical literature demonstrates
remarkable continuity during the transfer from Sasanian to Islamic rule: these martyrs are all
converts to Christianity, which was against the religious law of the reigning power (Zoroastrians
converting to Christianity during the Sasanian regime; Muslims converting under Islam). They
stayed alive and active after their conversion for a number of years, frequently taking a Christian
name. They all went forth embracing martyrdom, dismissing chances to escape persecution and
encountering other Christians to whom they preached. They were offered and they rejected
earthly rewards for renouncing Christianity. Martyrology is in this respect a very conservative
genre, preserving trends that in this case support the argument for continuity between the
Sasanian and Islamic periods.®?°

Finally, there was no attempt to restrict Christian dedicatory practices. Despite the
existence of numerous martyrologies, Christian practice and belief were protected by the dicta of
Islamic law. There were no attempts to force the general population to convert, but there is some
evidence that the government permitted the building of martyria, the gathering of large crowds
to commemorate the martyrs, and the veneration of relics. In these cases, the preservation of

Islam was the primary goal, not the persecution of Christianity.

*1% See Anastas, 40 — 91; for Mihramgusnasp, see Reinink (1999) and Rist (1996).

%20 Lassner (2012), 240: “One would be right to suspect that there is more hagiography than history in these
Christian responses to Islam.” He explains that Christian hagiography took as its models the stories of early
Christian martyrs in Rome.
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6.4 Conversion to Islam

Eewond, Dasxuranc®i, and Drasxanakertc®i are the main sources for Armenian conversion to
Islam, though they only provide a few stories each. There is no way to quantify conversions by
prosopographical materials (& la R. Bulliet) or poll tax data (a la D. C. Dennett). We are left with
a few anecdotal stories from the Armenian sources. It is certain that, despite the lack of
information in extant sources, Armenians did in fact convert to Islam, and likely in considerable
numbers; otherwise, the Armenian sources would not have been as impassioned about the
subject. The martyrologies discussed above were retained as useful stories specifically because
they inspired the masses and encouraged Christians to resist the lure of conversion.

During the caliphate of al-Hadi (785 — 6), a number of naxarars were imprisoned under
the governor Xasm (who, problematically, was only in Armenia in 787). They asked how they
could attain freedom and a sympathetic bystander told them: “There is no way possible for you
to escape his clutches, but if you agree to convert to our faith and believe in the sayings of our
prophet, then you will escape from the trap death.”* While some suffered bloody martyrdom, at
least one apostatized. Lewond describes his fate (eternal damnation) as a counterbalance to the
tortures suffered by the martyrs, juxtaposing the courage of those who faced death to the
weakness of those who converted to save themselves.

Dasxuranc®i also relates stories to compare the bravery of the martyrs to the cowardice of
those who accepted Islam to avoid persecution. For example, the governor “Abd al-°Aziz
attempted to convert two brothers, Manuk and Mardazat. One was martyred and his relics

became objects of veneration, while the other apostatized and regretted his decision for the rest

521

Lewond, 196: ny hthp htimup qnj dkq wunpk) h dbnwg tnpw puyyg Lpl jutdht Juiohp nuntwg h
huwiwwnut dkp b huwil] dwjuh dwpgqupkht dkpny, BL wyw qipdohp h nuing dwhniwtt:
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of his life.* Drasxanakertc®i’s main concern about conversion relates specifically to the
campaigns of Buga. He tells several stories of martyrs who withstood the persuasions of the
Arabs and who were finally put to death for refusing to convert (about 150 martyrs in all).
However, he does mention that the rigors of martyrdom were too much for some, who converted
to spare their lives and henceforth lived in shame.*®

Armenian historiography does not easily allow for voluntary conversion to Islam.>** Each
of these stories is therefore included in order to offset the valor of the martyrs, not to remark
upon the people who are accepting Islam. It is reasonable to suggest that there were considerably
more (and voluntary) conversions to Islam, but the Armenian sources are silent on this topic.
This was a conscious decision: as T°ovma Arcruni writes about an apostate, he concludes, “lest I
expatiate too long on his shameful error—wicked, selfish, unrepentant, and without scruple—Ilet
us eject him from the annals of the princes, since he did not hate the lawless one like the
shameless one.”*%

There is no definitive way to quantify conversion to Islam in Arminiya, although there

are two possible avenues of research: (1) consider non-Armenian sources, which only refer to

522 Dasxuranc’i, 319.
528 Drasxanakertc®i, 120 — 125 and 128 — 137.

524 See Mahé (1997), 60: “Quiconque refuse d’adhérer a cette confession n’a plus le droit de se dire arménien. Il est
moralement et juridiquement privé de sa nationalité.” He attributes this tendency to the tenth and eleventh centuries,
though it stands to reason that this could be projected back. Mahé is presumably basing this date on the comment by
T°ovma Arcruni seen above , but we also don’t hear of Armenian Muslims in the works of earlier historians.

%22 T¢ovma Arcruni, qtd. in Thomson (1985), 224. Thomson notes that the Sasanian king was called the “lawless
one,” a title then passed on to the caliph. See T°ovma Arcruni, 248: i gh Uh Epuyitwy np hy Juub unpu
wy hpwwn b hiptwljud b wuqhne b wijuhnd wpwig yuwnjunwiwg Unjnpnipht unpu 1h
whwdopmpbwdp h pug nhgnip quu h Uheny jhownwljh twhwpupugl, gh ny kpk winkug quiopti
hppl quuwdop:
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Armenian conversion much later than the Arab period®* and (2) comb through Armenian
histories with the intention of extrapolating as much as possible from the scanty information
available. While Lewond, Dasxuranc®i, and T°ovma Arcruni all preserve snippets suggesting that
conversion was forced upon Armenians by threat of martyrdom, most of the stories are linked to
specific military campaigns. Their value, like the burning of the church of Naxjiwan, is
suspended between evidence of religious persecution and the realities of political circumstances
in the eighth and ninth centuries. The Arabs very likely encouraged conversion, though there is
no evidence to support any sort of broad policy on the matter.

A comprehensive study of Armenian conversion to Islam is unlikely ever to be feasible.
For present purposes, it suffices to note that many of these conversion stories echo episodes from
Sasanian history: a valiant hero is defeated by the Persians (read: Arabs), then offered a chance
to convert to Zoroastrianism (Islam) in a show of loyalty to the state. This was frequently the
only choice allowed to those accused of rebellion either under the Sasanians or the early
caliphate. Eazar Parpec®i’s work preserves a similar ultimatum: if a perceived traitor converts,
he has proved his faithfulness to the state and may be allowed to live unencumbered or even with

vaunted status.>?’

6.5  Conclusion
Caliphal “policy” is certainly not a clear-cut issue, as norms and expectations of the center and
the local authorities likely changed considerably depending on historical circumstances. The

relationship between Muselims and Christians in Arminiya depended in large part upon the

°2% The Muslim Armenians of Sewerak, see Matt®sos Urhayec®i, Bar Hebraeus, Michael the Syrian.

%27 Lazar Parpec’i, 232: @t hunwiht wpkqujui b jpwlhh kpihp wuquik], b qutp opkuu jubidl wntint
wuwownk] ingw quuhwyupnniphtul pngnud, b ququunnpbwpub qop uwbug B wpdwlbd b Zwg, b
qhipwpwtiship nipnip quuutinunkpniphit nud b qquh b quunhti:
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position of the local rulers, who may or may not have upheld the interests of Damascus and
Baghdad consistently. Broadly speaking, though, the Arabs made little concerted attempt to
persecute Christianity in Arminiya, even though the tenors of such stories (the burning of the
churches of Naxjiwan and Xram, the martyrdom of Dawit® Dwinec‘i, Abo of Tiflis, and Vahan
Gott°nac’i) are available in Armenian sources. However, there are a few markers to show
similarity between the Islamic and the Sasanian treatment of Armenian Christians and a measure
of continuity for the Armenian population under both Persian and Arab control. These include:
the protected status of non-Chalcedonian Christians, the juridical autonomy of the Christian
community, freedom of religion in exchange for taxes, the death penalty for converts from Islam
to Christianity, the development of martyrology, and the pressure to convert to prove political
loyalty. Again, though the question of continuity from the Sasanian period is particularly
significant in this way, we also see traces of interconfessional dialogue, especially literary

relations between Armenians and Syrian Christians.
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Chapter 7: Islamic Arminiya and the Alexander Legends

He looked at the mountain which encircled the whole world | The great boundary which God had
established from everlasting.

Meémra dal Aleksandros bar Pilipiis °*

Arab perception of Arminiya as a tagr against the Byzantines and Hazars required not only that
the province not only be conquered by Muslim armies and home to Muslim settlers, but that it
should also be relevant to the Islamic world in a more profound manner. Thus we find not only
descriptions of mosques and Islamic shrines in Arminiya, but also stories and traditions that link
Arminiya to the Qur’anic narrative and Prophetic tradition. Geographers, exegetes, and historians
of the Islamic world described Arminiya as relevant to both caliphal history and the apocalyptic
future of the umma.

This Islamic identity can be illustrated by examining (1) the instances where Qur’anic
episodes are explicitly linked to Arminiya in Arabic geographies and histories and (2) the
references to Arminiya found in zafsir. Sursprisingly, each instance refers specifically to legends
concerning Alexander the Great. Furthermore, a close examination of the details relevant to these
disparate comments in Arabic literature demonstrates that these legends were not transmitted
directly from Arab — Armenian dialog; rather, this process was completed in dialogue with the

Christians and Jews of the Near East, most significantly with Syriac-speaking Christians.

%28 Mémra, trans. Budge (1889), 178; Mémra, 62. See Reinink (1983), 76: The three recensions are all nearly
identical. Recension | reads: “Er blickte auf das Gebirge, das die ganze Welt umkriest, die grosse Ganze, die Gott
festgesetzt hatte von alters her.”
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7.1 The Corpus of Alexander Legends concerning Arminiya

The sacralization of Arminiya required the internalization and domestication of earlier Christian
beliefs, most especially those related to Alexander the Great, as isra iliyyat. Legendary sites and
histories, familiar to Jewish and Greek, Armenian, Georgian and Syrian Christian discourse,
surface in the Islamic milieu in a new manner. The Islamic reconceptualization of the North and
associated legends are mitigated through Syriac and/or Persian literature as opposed to the Greek
or, by extension, the local Armenian or Georgian sources.

Since the publication of T. Noldeke’s Beitrage zur Geschichte des Alexanderromans, the
influence of Syriac traditions about Alexander on the development of Islamic thought has been
readily accepted. Noldeke proposed that Hunayn Ibn Ishaq created an Arabic rendition of Ps.
Callisthenes in the ninth century from a Syriac original, itself based upon a Pahlavi translation.
The Pahlavi text, in turn, was a translation from the Greek recension 8, no copy of which is
extant today.*?® The Islamic conceptualization of Alexander was developed in dialogue not only
with the Syriac Ps. Callisthenes, but also with other Syriac texts, most notably (1) Ps. Methodius;
(2) Tas'ita d’Aleksandros [the History of Alexander]; (3) Ps. Dionysius’ Chronicle; (3) Neshana
d’Aleksandros [the Adventure of Alexander]; (4) Mémra d°al Aleksandros bar Pilipis [the
Sermon about Alexander, son of Philip]; and (5) an apocalyptic poem by Ephrem Syrus. It is the
fourth of these, the Memra (Reinick’s Alexanderlied), which most frequently corresponds to
details in the Islamic sources. The Memra, while traditionally attributed to Jacob of Serug (d.

521), shows evidence dating it instead to the seventh century, after the arrival of the Muslim

>2% Wolohojian (1969), 2 claims that an Arabic version from the eleventh century was also part of the o recension,
but this is not borne out in Doufikar-Aerts’s exhaustive study.
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armies in the Near East,>*

and can therefore be heralded as evidence of concurrent development
of the Alexander story in Syriac and Islamic literature.

Early Armenian references to Alexander, however, are firmly based in the Greek Ps.
Callisthenes tradition. The Armenian version of the text—based on Greek recension o —
represents an entirely different branch from the Syriac. The Armenian recension has long been
considered particularly faithful to the Greek original, representing perhaps the most complete
version of recension o available to modern scholarship.>*" Its influence has been traced through
the works of Movsés Xorenac’i, T°ovma Arcruni, Mxit’ar Gos, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc®i, and
Nersés Snorhali.>*

Divergences in the different branches can help identify constituents in the development of
Near Eastern topoi. Although there is evidence of early contact between Arabs and Armenians,
for the most part Islamic traditions about Alexander and Arminiya develop in relation to either
Persian or Syriac rather than local or Greek sources. For our purposes here, an in-depth analysis
of the vast material available on the Alexander romance is unnecessary, for our goal is much
more narrowly defined. First, Arminiya was understood as particularly relevant to the Islamic
world, mainly due to the traditions about Alexander. Second, these traditions were not the result
of a simple binary relationship whereby Islam absorbed and adapted local traditions. The Islamic
understanding of Alexander developed in dialogue with Syriac and possibly Persian literature, as
well as Armenian and Georgian traditions, which stands as evidence of both the polyvocal

conversations between Islam and Christianity and the enduring relevancy of Sasanian

antecedents to the relationship between Arminiya and the caliphate.

*% Reinink (2003), 155 — 158.
*31 Zacher (1867).
%32 Wolohojian (1969), 9 — 14, ctd. H. Tasean (1892).
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In particular, there are four details that link the Islamic understanding of Alexander to the
province of Arminiya: (1) the location and identity of Gog and Magog; (2) the Land of Darkness

and the biblical North; (3) the rock of Moses and the virtues of patience; and (4) al-Qaf.

7.1.1 Gog and Magog: Location and Identity

Verily We established his power on Earth, and We gave him the ways and the
means to all ends. One (such) way he followed, until, when he reached the setting
of the sun, he found it set in a spring of murky water: Near it he found a people:
We said: “Oh Zul-Qarnain! (thou hast authority,) either to punish them, or treat
them with kindness.” He said: “Whoever doth wrong, him shall we punish; then
shall he be sent back to his Lord; and He will punish him with a punishment
unheard-of (before). But whoever believes, and works righteousness,-- he shall
have a goodly reward, and easy will be his task as We order it by our command.
Then followed he (another) way, until, when he came to the rising of the sun, he
found it rising on a people for whom We had provided no covering protection
against the sun. (He left them) as they were: We completely understood what was
before him. Then followed he (another) way, until, when he reached (a tract)
between two mountains, he found, beneath them, a people who scarcely
understood a word. They said: “O Zul-garnain! The Gog and Magog (people) do
great mischief on the earth: shall we then render thee tribute in order that thou
mightiest erect a barrier between us and them?” He said: “(The power) in which
my Lord has established me is better (than tribute): Help me therefore with
strength (and labour): I will erect a strong barrier between you and them. Bring
me blocks of iron.” At length, when he had filled up the space between the two
steep mountain-sides, He said, “Blow (with your bellows).” Then, when he had
made it (red) as fire, he said: “Bring me, that [ may pour over it, molten lead.”
Thus were they made powerless to scale it or to dig through it. He said: “This is a
mercy from my Lord. But when the promise of my Lord comes to pass, He will
make it into dust; and the promise of my Lord is true.” On that day, We shall
leave them to surge like waves on one another: the trumpet will be blown, and We
shall collect them all together.>*

- Qur’an 18: 84 — 99

Certain details about traditions related to Gog and Magog indicate direct links between

Syriac and Islamic traditions. For example, the very names are similar in Syriac and Arabic:

533 Abdullah Yusuf Ali Translation.
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though al-TabarT links a Qur’anic exegesis to the root, Yagug wa Magug (without the hamza) is
etymologically related to the Syriac Ajiij wa Majiij.>* There are also multiple specific

>% jts key with twelve teeth,* and the

descriptive details about the wall of Gog and Magog,
eschatological roles assigned to them that demonstrate parallels between the Syriac and Islamic
traditions, but not the Greek or Armenian.

The Armenian version of Ps. Callisthenes makes no mention of Gog and Magog; although
Alexander travels to Armenia and through the Caspian Gates, there is no mention of any type of
construction. By the tenth century, Dasxuranc®i refers to a barrier built by Alexander in order to
secure the land from the attacks of the Huns.>*” Even if this is a reference to the famed enclosure,
the reference is late and indicative of a completely different literary and religio-social milieu, one
in which Armenian familiarity with not merely Muslims and Arabs, but also with the Islamic
literary tradition is much more developed.

The first explicit reference to Alexander’s enclosure of Gog and Magog in Armenian does
not surface until the twelfth century, when it appears nearly simultaneously in the works of Ps.

Epiphanius and Vanakan vardapet, as well as Vardan Arewelci’s translation of Michael the

Syrian. By the fourteenth century, Step®annos Orbelean preserves some part of Ps. Methodius

534 Van Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 97 — 98. Qtd al-Tabari: “both names are non-Arabic, but some say that they are
rather Arabic, the distinction lying in their etymology. The derivation of the names from the verb madja comes from
God Himself: ‘And We shall leave them on that day surging against each other’ [Koran XVIII: 99].” Van Donzel &
Schmidt (2009), 19 no. 10, interestingly suggests that the epithet “Two-Horned” was first applied to Alexander in
the Neshana d’Aleksandros, meaning that this name was also introduced to Arabs via a Syriac intermediary. This
seems impossible to verify, cf: Anderson (1927).

%% Van Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 175 — 181.
%% 7adeh (2011), 108 — 110.

>3 \/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 38: “He [Mesrop] even brought Christianity to the Hephthalites (Huns), whom
‘Alexander imprisoned and settled in the Caucasus’. Thomas Artsruni, another historian of the same period, reports
how the Armenians tried to resist Islam when the Arabs occupied the country. He expresses his fear for forced
conversions in an apocalyptic vision of the ‘gate of divine wrath’. Artsruni, however, understands the gate
symbolical as a punishment for unfaithfulness.”
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and claims to be working from an eighth century translation of the work.*®

Again, this is late
enough to allow for considerable doubt concerning its relevance for the earlier period. Without
substantial advances in the history of Ps. Methodius in Armenian, it is not possible to trace the
development of Islamic exegesis referencing Arminiya to cross-cultural dialogue between
Armenians and Arabs.

Georgian sources, while perhaps more promising in some respects, present another set of
historiographical difficulties. On the one hand, there is some consensus that Georgian historical
works relied partially on Syriac sources, including Ps. Methodius, Ps. Callisthenes, the Cave of
Treasures, and possibly even Neshana d’Aleksandras, as well as later works, such as The Book
of the Bee.*® There are few references to Alexander’s barrier from an early period, but there is
reference to the idea of the “children of Magog” in the North.>*°

Syriac sources, however, firmly locate the wall to the North. The Syriac Neshana
d’Aleksandros does not envision Alexander as the engineer of the wall, describing the mountains

themselves with reference to Old Testament genealogy as God’s protection from the descendants

of Gog and Magog.**

The Mémra d°al d’Aleksandrés follows the same general thread of conversation between

Alexander and the old men, but concludes that Alexander felt the need to build a wall to secure

%% See Ervine (2000). Van Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 41: ...the Armenians probably did not explicitly articulate
Alexander’s gate in the Caucasus before the 12" century.”

> van Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 44; Rapp (2003), 125 — 129; Lerner (2001).
>0 Schultze (1905), 23: “Aber Nerse kam auf seiner Flucht aus seinem Lande in das Land des Nordens, wo der
Aufenthalt und Lagerplatz der S6hne Magogs ist, welches die Chasarnen sind, wilde Manner mit schrecklichen

Gesichtern...”

! Neshana, trans. Budge (1889), 150. Neshana, 262 — 263.
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God’s boundary, effectively to plug “a narrow pass which had been constructed by God.”** The
Memra describes the process in considerable detail, firmly placing the structure in the North:
“King Alexander made haste and made the door against the north [garbaya], and against the
spoilers and the children of Magog.”>*®

A fragmentary Syriac apocalyptic text related to Ps. Methodius contains the most specific
reference to the placement of the barrier:

Then the gates of Armenia will be opened, and the descendants of Gog and

Magog shall issue forth: they were twenty-four tribes, with twenty-four languages.

When King Alexander saw these people eating the reptiles of the earth and all

sorts of polluted things, including human flesh, eating the dead and every kind of

unclean thing, performing magic rites and all kinds of evil deeds, he gathered

them together, took them to the interior of these mountains, and confined them

there. He then besought God that the mountains should come together, which

came to pass, leaving a gateway [only] twenty cubits wide between the mountains.

This gateway he closed up...>**
The importance of this text is far from conclusive, since it has been dated anywhere from the
seventh century A.D. to the seventh century A.H. For the present purposes, however, the date of
composition is not particularly vital. After all, the important aspect of this text is that it verifies
the conversation between Syriac-speaking Christians and Arab/Persian Muslims; it is not
intended to suggest any sort of inheritance, which would require chronological primacy be
provided to Syriac texts to demonstrate the reliance of Islamic texts on their Christian

counterparts. The relevant point here is instead that Syriac and Islamic texts clearly coincide,

implying considerable dialogue that helps shape perceptions about Arminiya; Armenian,

2 Meémra, trans. Budge (1889), 178. See also Reinink (1983), 76 — 77 and Mémra, 62 — 63.

>3 Mémra, trans. Budge (1889), 184. See also Reinink (1983), 96: Recension 1 reads: “Kénig Alexander beeilte sich
mit dem Bau des Tores | gegen den Norden wegen der Rauber und der Magogiten”; Memra, 78.This section is
missing from Recension Il. Reinink (1983), 96: Recension Il reads: “Kdnig Alexander beeilte sich mit der
Errichtung des Tores | gegen den Norden wegen der Rauber, [der] Gogiten und Magogiten.”; Mémra, 79.

> palmer (1993), 246.
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Georgian, and Greek sources, however, do not demonstrate this level of interaction with the
fledgling perceptions of Islamic Arminiya.

The Islamic tradition about the location of Alexander’s wall is certainly not uniform.
Eventually, the wall will be placed far away, in the steppes of Central Asia or, alternatively, in
Siberia or Spain. The enclosure represents the edge of the civilized world; as Arminiya became
more familiar to Muslims, they (like the local Armenians and the Georgians) were simply
required to come to terms with the nonexistence of the barrier in the immediate vicinity and
therefore pushed it farther and farther afield.

The Qur’anic passage demonstrates some similarities with Syriac Christian beliefs;
however, the Qur’an is considerably vague about details, including the precise location. It is
therefore the prerogative of exegetes and, by extension, Muslim scholars in general, to determine
the particulars—an endeavor that they undertook in conversation with the Christian world,
adopting and adapting Christian traditions as zsra ‘iliyyat.

Ibn al-Faqih places the description of the wall under the heading of Arminiya, but explains
that it is two months travel from the Hazars.>*®> Al-TabarT and al-BaydawT’s exegeses on Q18: 93
— 96 demonstrate the uncertainty about the location of the wall: “in Armenia, in Azerbaijan, or in
the most eastern part of the land of the Turks; but the two mountains perhaps are also to be found
between Armenia and Azerbaijan or in the farthest North.” Similarly, al-Razi is uncertain: it is
“in the north, between Armenia and Azerbaijan, or they should be looked for in the degree of

latitude of the Turks.”* The shift to the East can be considered in two ways. First, it may be

> Ibn al-Fagih, 298 — 301.

%% \/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 81 — 82.
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indicative of the stress caused by the rise in power of the Turkish faction in Samarra’.>"’

Alternatively, it may be related to a reading of Ps. Methodius’s apocalypse or the Cave of
Treasures, both of which mention Alexander’s voyage in a place called “the Fire of the Sun” or
the location of the rising sun,>*® as is mentioned in Q18:90. This was familiar to the Arab world,
as is substantiated by the verse of Imru’ al-Qays:

And he built a barrier where the sun rises
Against Gog and Magog among the mountains.**

However, the Qur’anic passage claims that da al-Qarnayn circuited the entire world: from
the land where the sun sets to the land where the sun rises and then “he followed (another) way”
to the barrier, implying that the location of the barrier cannot be equated with either the extreme
West or East. Throughout early Islamic history there were multiple attempts to reach the famous
barrier built by du al-Qarnayn, each of which at least began (if not always ended) in Arminiya.
Al-Tabarani, Yaqiit, and Ibn Katir all mention an expedition ordered by “‘Umar set out to see
Alexander’s wall and arrived at Bab al-Abwab. Subsequently, during the caliphate of al-Watiq,
Sallam al-Targuman set out from Samarra’ and, having passed through Arminiya and met with
the governor, proceeded on to Alexander’s gate.

A separate point of controversy, linked to the location of Alexander’s wall and similarly

indicative of the cross-cultural development of traditions about Arminiya, is the identity of Gog

*7\/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 82.

%8 ps. Methodius, trans. Martinez (1985), | 132: “He conquered many places [and cities], and went about all over
the land. He came to the East, and went as far as the sea which is called ‘the Sun’s fire,” where he saw unclean
people of hideous appearance, the sons of Japeth.” See Ps. Methodius, 69. See also Ps. Methodius, trans. Martinez
(1985), 1 129: “In the future, however, they will come out and devastate the earth, and rule over it. They will seize
the countryside, the fords, and the entrances to the cultivated land, from Egypt to Kiish, from the Eurphrates to
India, and from the Tigris to the sea which is called ‘the Sun’s Fire,” and to the kingdom of Yonton, son of Noah;
and in the North as far as the Great Rome, and to the great sea of Pontos.” See Ps. Methodius, 65 — 66: However,
Alexander’s gate is still considered to be in the North, see Ps. Methodius, 134 in English, 71 in Syriac.

59 Imru’ al-Qays, gtd. and trans. Zadeh (2011), 98: Yuall z il z 4l 13 a3 55 sy
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and Magog. Jewish and Christian treatment of this question is informed by Biblical references,

particularly Ezekiel 38 and 39:

Ezekiel 38: 1 — 6 (NIV): The word of the LORD came to me: “Son of man, set your
face against Gog, of the land of Magog, the chief prince of Meshek and Tubal;
prophesy against him and say: ‘This is what the Sovereign LORD says: I am against
you, Gog, chief prince of Meshek and Tubal. I will turn you around, put hooks in your
jaws and bring you out with your whole army—your horses, your horsemen fully
armed, and a great horde with large and small shields, all of them brandishing their
swords. Persia, Cush and Put will be with them, all with shields and helmets, also
Gomer with all its troops, and Beth Togarmah from the far north with all its troops—
the many nations with you.

Ezekiel 38: 15 — 16 (NIV): You will come from your place in the far north, you and
many nations with you, all of them riding on horses, a great horde, a mighty army. You
will advance against my people Israel like a cloud that covers the land. In days to
come, Gog, I will bring you against my land, so that the nations may know me when |
am proved holy through you before their eyes.

Ezekiel 39: 1 — 2 (NIV): Son of man, prophesy against Gog and say: ‘This is what the
Sovereign LORD says: | am against you, Gog, chief prince of Meshek and Tubal. I will
turn you around and drag you along. I will bring you from the far north and send you
against the mountains of Israel.

These references must be considered in the light of Old Testament concern about an

unnamed “foe from the north,” alternatively interpreted as the Scythians, Babylonians, an

eschatological force, or a completely unknowable entity:

550

Jeremiah 1: 14 — 15 (NIV): The LORD said to me, “From the north disaster will be
poured out on all who live in the land. | am about to summon all the peoples of the
northern kingdoms,” declares the LORD. “Their kings will come and set up their
thrones in the entrance of the gates of Jerusalem; they will come against all her
surrounding walls and against all the towns of Judah.

Jeremiah 4: 6 (NIV): Raise the signal to go to Zion! Flee for safety without delay! For |
am bringing disaster from the north, even terrible destruction.

Jeremiah 6:1 (NIV): Flee for safety, people of Benjamin! Flee from Jerusalem! Sound
the trumpet in Tekoa! Raise the signal over Beth Hakkerem! For disaster looms out of
the north, even terrible destruction.

Jeremiah 6:22 (NIV): This is what the LORD says: “Look, an army is coming from the
land of the north; a great nation is being stirred up from the ends of the earth.

%50 Reimer (1989).
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Jeremiah 51: 27 specifically designates the kingdom of Ararat as a northern constituent
against this foe: "Lift up a banner in the land! Blow the trumpet among the nations! Prepare the
nations for battle against her; summon against her these kingdoms: Ararat, Minni and Ashkenaz.
Appoint a commander against her; send up horses like a swarm of locusts.” If “der Norden ist die

%L what does that say about nations such

Brutstitte und der Ausgangspunkt der Unheilsméchte,
as Gog and Magog, already established as inhabitants of the North?

The identification of Gog and Magog has long been a question of determining the
greatest fears and enemies of the urban population; they manifest as tropes across many religious
and literary boundaries of the Near East. Josephus determined that the Scythians were Gog and
Magog; after the Huns invaded the south in the fourth century, they inherited the appellation. By
the Umayyad period, the Hazars had achieved notoriety from nearly incessant warfare and were
easily portrayed as the heirs of Gog and Magog. In fact, the Hazar threat is bemoaned long after
relations between the Caliphate and its northern neighbors calmed. The charge is not merely a
question of direct inheritance, but rather the persistent relevance of a rather Haldtinian concept:
the Hazars had become archetypes for “pastoralist highlanders and nomadic invaders™ poised
against the “sedentary populations” of the Near East.”™

A quick review of identifications of Gog and Magog will not only substantiate the

argument that early Islamic tradition placed the wall at the northern edge of Arminiya; it will

%51 Reimer (1989).

%52 Rapp (unpublished draft). See also Zadeh (2011), 76: “One widely circulated tale related by Qazwin, in his
encyclopedia of natural wonders, details how Aniishirwan, after building the bulwark along Darband against the
Turks and the Khazars, sat on the top of it wondering if indeed his wall would stand the test of time. He then fell
asleep, whereupon he had a vision of a creature (sakin min sukkan) from the Caspian Sea. The creature recounted
that God had informed him that while all other such fortifications would not withstand the vicissitudes of time,
Antshirwan’s wall would last forever. Various elements from this anecdote clearly relate to Dhii ‘I-Qarnayn’s
rampart, and are perhaps indicative of an older Sasanian parallel to the wall of Gog and Magog, suggesting a broader
historical motif of bottling up nomadic tribes against incursions at the edge of civilization.”
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also suggest that the Islamic identification of Gog and Magog was, again, more in line with
Syriac examples than Armenian. First, in both Syriac and Islamic works, there is a demonstrable
attempt to push the traditions about Gog and Magog farther afield, due to their familiarity with
the peoples of the Caucasus. For example, al-Mugaddasi specifies that people claim that Gog and
Magog live in Georgia, but that he, an accomplished geographer with a more informed opinion,
knows that a considerable distance separates them from the Armenian frontier.>> The
identification of Gog and Magog in Islamic texts is commonly restricted to the generalization
that they are “Turks,” a designation too vague to offer a conclusive reading, as it is utilized for
peoples from Hazaria to Hurasan.

Al-Qazwini, Ibn Hagar, and Abti Hurayra specify the genealogy of Gog and Magog in
conformity with Genesis 10: 1 — 3.** Al-Mas“adf also identifies the same patrimony and links it
to the North:

The Franks, Slavs, [Nikbard?], Spanish, Gog and Magog, Turks, Hazar, Bulgars,

Allans, Galicians, and the others we mentioned from al-gadi, which is the North:>*

there is no difference between specialists in disputation [ahl al-bahf] and the view of the

poets that all of those peoples we mentioned are the descendents of Yafit b. Nih, the
youngest of the sons of Niuh.>®

Yaqut leaves some distance, claiming “some of them think that Gog and Magog are the

Hazar 93557

%3 Zadeh (2011), 145. He working from al-Muqaddasi, 46: 03 s s sa) Jis pudai¥) Cila 7 sale s 7 saly as o 8 JB
D AN a8 = salas 7 sabs; compared to his stance, based on the account of Ibn Hurradadbih, 362: (x z sales z 5ol 2w sy g
Lo e sad e Ll s See also al- Muqaddast’s own judgment, 365: (dal adl ae 3 (e 58 35 18

%% Van Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 82 — 84, 68 — 70.

> This edition has 2ll, one of the words De Goeje suggests is a corruption for .z,

0 Al-Mas®adi, Murig, 11 5: <3y 5 &8l 5 o3 laall s 330 5 & il = sala s 2 salis sV 5 2 € il 5 0l 5 A 8V
A5z 0l Ay e aa) eV 5 (e LSS (e gaen O e S e Skl g Candl dal (s GBA Y Jladll 58 5 gaadl da (e U SO (as
57 yaqit, 11 369: ,oal as z sales 7 saly o ) pgumns cnd
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Early Syriac, Georgian, and Latin sources identify Gog and Magog as the Hazars, either
directly or by suggesting immediate descent. Armenian identification of Gog and Magog,
however, does not conform to this pattern. Seb&os considers Gog and Magog to represent the
third beast of Daniel: “He is speaking of the kingdoms of the North, Gog and Magog, and their

%8 He does not specify the association with the Hazars. Both T°ovma Arcruni and

two friends...
Drasxanakertc®i instead identify Gog and Magog as Celts and Galatians, presumably a vestige of
Greek influence since this is attested in Eusebius’s work. These are, of course, late references,

but they substantiate the argument that Armenian concepts about the identity of Gog and Magog

were at least in flux.

7.1.2 The Land of Darkness and the Biblical North

The domestication of the dark North in Islamic thought, less prominent than in local Christian
sources, is inextricable from the Alexander legends of Gog and Magog. There are references to
the darkness of the North in the Islamic stories of Gog and Magog, most famously Ibn
Hurradadbih and al-1drisi relate that Sallam al-Targuman, in search of the wall of Gog and
Magog, started his journey through Arminiya. After leaving Tiflis, the company transverses a
“black, fetid land.”

By the later period, descriptions of the Land of Darkness are embellished in the accounts
of Arab historians: the angel Rafa’1l informs Alexander about the Water of Life in the Land of

Darkness, Alexander provides a gem to illuminate al-Hidr’s search for the fountain, a bird

%8 Sebeos. 142: qZhtuhuwyhtt wuk gwquinpniphil, @ng b Uwgng, b Gpyne pytpp tnght, npng nniniun
hojuwtniphil pnst) quipniptwdp h dwdwtwyh hipnd b Ynndwtiu hhruhuny: To this might be added
Dasxuranc®i, 232: 8wl dwdwiiuy qopwyuph b Uksh hojuwitht Zntwg Upth bihpnikpnt wnbug
qpuquniphtt qopwg hipng, b np ntunbp ntunbp Ejkwy Ehtt wn bw jwdnidwqubwt jupiwphth
Qniquy.
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questions Alexander about mortality, the angel Serafil leads Alexander out of the Land of
Darkness and gives him a Wonderstone, and the company collects rocks from the ground which
turn out to be precious jewels. For the most part, F. Doufikar-Aerts is able to trace these
innovations in the Arabic legends of Alexander to an attempt to Islamize the content: the bird
asks questions about Islamic doctrine and mimics Q18:99, the passages are attributed to an
illustrious family member of the Prophet (Al Ibn Abi Talib), and al-Hidr prostrates himself in
prayer fifty times at the Water of Life.>*® The Wonderstone, an element also found in the
Talmud, is evidence of a discussion between Islam and Judaism at a later date, well outside of
our period.

The Islamic conceptualization of this ominous land, clearly described as wondrous and
yet wholly incompatible with humanity, is consistent with many references to the Land of
Darkness in Syriac sources. The mountain barrier and Water of Life are both found in the Land
of Darkness in the Memra. Alexander is portrayed as heedlessly stubborn in his quest to enter the
land, despite warnings of its inhospitable nature. It is described as “the land in which there is no

59560

light””" and anyone who ventures into it does not return:

Everyone who hears the mention of it flees that he may not enter therein

Some men, in their audacity, dared to enter therein,
And they went and perished and unto this day have not returned and come fort

h 561
Armenian sources, on the other hand, do not tell of such an ominous land, although there
are echoes of the dark North in local (Armenian and Georgian) histories. Georgian sources

frequently refer to the Caucasus as the “North” or the “northern mountains”:

> Doufikar-Aerts (2010), 172 — 173.
%0 Aemra, trans. Budge (1898), 171.
%81 Meémra, trans. Budge (1898), 170 — 171.
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It happened that God mercifully looked upon this forgotten Northern land of
Caucasia, the highland of Somxit‘i, whose mountains are covered with clouds and
whose fields—with the fog of error and ignorance. And this Northern land was
[deprived] of the Sun and the truth of the advent of God’s acceptance, and it was
rightfully called Northern. It is not because it lacked the sunlight then or lacks it
now. Every man living under Heaven sees it and it illuminates all. And although it
deprives several lands of heat, it sheds its light on all places. It is not for this
reason that the land was called Northern; but it was because so many years had
passed, and so many people, from Noah and Eber and Abraham...[L]ater there
came to our land the priest of truth, Nino, our queen, as the dawn glows from the
darkness and forms a rainbow, after which the great ruler of the day arises.”®

Armenian historians, including Koriwn, Agat®angetos, Xorenac’i, Sebéos, the anonymous
author of the Primary History of Armenia, and Dasxuranc®i, similarly refer to Armenia and the

h.>®® However, in contradistinction to the “dark North” of Syriac and

Caucasus as the Nort
Islamic sources, the concept of darkness in Armenian sources,*® following cues from both the
Old and the New Testament>®® and Greek literature,*® is linked to religious conviction instead of

the depiction of the physical characteristics of the land itself: while pagan Armenia festered in

%62 |_erner (2004), 82 - 83. See Rapp (forthcoming), 120 — 122.

%3 Rapp (unpublished draft). Note, however, Thomson (2006), 82 no. 93: depending on context, “the North” can
refer to (1) Armenia; (2) the area to the north of the Caucasus; or (3) “between Babylon and Ararad.” See also
Thomson (1976), 472 8175 no. 1.

%4 There are examples of the dark North in early Georgian literature, see Lerner (2004), 178: The Conversion of
K‘art’li mentions “Go to the darkness of the north, to those mountains of Kedar.” Lerner argues that the Biblical
Kedar is used to refer to K®art®li in this text. See Lerner (2004), 82 — 83: he links the Georgian word chirdilo, which
means both “dark” and “north” to the Semitic root k-d-r.

%65 Thomson (1976), 114 — 115 references Col. 1: 13 — 14 (NIV): “For he has rescued us from the dominion of
darkness and brought us into the kingdom of the Son he loves, in whom we have redemption, the forgiveness of
sins” and I Thess 5: 5 (NIV): “You are all children of the light and children of the day. We do not belong to the
night or to the darkness.” See also Thomson (1976), 231 references I Pet. 2: 9 (NIV): “But you are a chosen people,
a royal priesthood, a holy nation, God’s special possession, that you may declare the praises of him who called you
out of darkness into his wonderful light.” Thomson (1976), 235 references Isaiah 60: 1 - 2 (NIV): Arise, shine, for
your light has come, and the glory of the LORD rises upon you. See, darkness covers the earth and thick darkness is
over the peoples, but the LORD rises upon you and his glory appears over you. Nations will come to your light, and
kings to the brightness of your dawn.” And Ezekiel 34:12 (NIV): “As a shepherd looks after his scattered flock
when he is with them, so will I look after my sheep. | will rescue them from all the places where they were scattered
on a day of clouds and darkness.” See Thomson (1976), 283 references John 1: 4 — 5 (NIV): “In him was life, and
that life was the light of all mankind. The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not overcome it.”

56 Anastase, 49.
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darkness, Christian Armenia flourishes in the light:*®” “Behold the light which filled the land is
the preaching of the gospel, which also fills the northern region.”**®

S. Rapp suggests that the description of the Caucasus as the North, while originating in
biblical imagery, may have been domesticated into Sasanian cosmography with Ctesiphon
replacing Assyria as the point of reference.>® While this would ease the shift into the Islamic
period, as Arminiya is as much “the North” to those in Baghdad as to their antecedents in
Ctesiphon, the Islamic conception of the North is at least partially inherited directly from
Christian tradition in Syriac rather than Sasanian cosmography. The first clue to this process is
the toponym al-Garbi, which is a direct transliteration of the Syriac word for North (garbaya),
used in Arabic to refer to the Sasanian province including Arminiya. Ter-Lewondyan argues that
the term must have been introduced via a Persian intermediary, as Ibn Hurradadbih refers to
Adarbaygan by its Persian name, Adarbadakan (\S3b_3), in his description of al-Garbi.>”® This

adds weight to Rapp’s theory, but it is admittedly inconclusive.

%7 Among many such examples, consider Thomson (1976), 23: martyrs “arose like luminaries to scatter the mist of
darkness from this land of Armenia”; Thomson (1976), 337: “From earliest times we were lost, enveloped in the
ignorance of sin, wrapped in mist and fog, rendered stupid, unable to see, understand or discern the sun of
righteousness; therefore we were blinded and immersed in darkness. But when the sweetness and benevolence of
God our creator appeared to admonish and illuminate us his creatures, he shot the rays of his living light into our
hearts and vivified our mortality by sending his holy and beloved martyrs to these regions”; Thomson (2006), 244:
St. Gregory retired “after illuminating the whole of Armenia with the light of divine knowledge, banishing the
darkness of idolatry and filling all regions with bishops and teachers...”; Thomson (2006), 246: “From the eastern
regions of our land he arose for us as a true dawn, a heavenly sun and spiritual ray, an escape from the profound evil
of idolatry...”;

%8 Agat“angetos, trans. Thomson (1976), 283. See 282: Urwuhlj nju qh kjhg quypu’ wyu pupngniphi
Uirkwnwpwhi E np b qynnut hhruhuny (in:

%% Rapp (unpublished draft): “The Syro-Palestinian explanation prevails in scholarship but could “the North” at
least in part proceed from a conceptualization of the known world in which Iran was the epicenter?...Paralleling the
Semitic inclusion of Caucasia within the Northern land of darkness, the Avestan tradition imagined the North as a
dark and cold realm and the abode of demons. There are instances in Iranian literature when authors avoided the
term abaxtar, “the North,” and instead replaced it with the toponym Adurbadagan.”

370 Ter-Lewondyan (1961b), 66. See Heck (2002), 115: Ibn Hurradadbih’s “reliance on Sasanian administrative
sources and terminology can be said to indicate something of the administrative corps’ identification with the
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7.1.3 The Rock of Moses and the Virtues of Patience
Alexander’s journey into the Land of Darkness forefronts the impetuous nature of humanity,
standing as an example of mortal aspirations to know, understand, or become the immortal. The
lesson is, of course, that immortality is incompatible with the human experience and that wisdom
entails the very acceptance of this fact. This lesson is conveyed in the Qur’an:

Behold, Moses said to his attendant, “I will not give up until I reach the junction

of the two seas or (until) I spend years and years in travel.” But when they

reached the Junction, they forgot about their Fish, which took its course through

the sea (straight) as in a tunnel. When they had passed on (some distance), Moses

said to his attendant: “Bring us our early meal; truly we have suffered much

fatigue at this (stage of) our journey.” He replied: “Sawest thou (what happened)

when we betook ourselves to the rock? I did indeed forget (about) the Fish: none

but Satan made me forget to tell (you) about it: it took its course through the sea

in a marvelous way!” Moses said: “That was what we were seeking after:” So

they went back on their footsteps, following (the path they had come).>"*

Qur’an 18: 60 — 64

The Qur’anic narrative tells tantalizing details referring to a fish that escaped from its fate
as Moses’ dinner “in a marvelous way,” following which Moses meets an unnamed servant of
God (traditionally identified as al-Hidr). The servant asks Moses for patience, claiming that the
prophet will not comprehend his actions, but the Qur’an is clear that the servant has knowledge
directly from a divine source, as he was instructed by God himself. Moses follows the servant on
a short trip: first, the servant sinks a boat, then he kills an innocent young man, and finally he
rebuilds a wall in a village of inhospitable people without demanding payment. The story intends

to demonstrate to Moses (and the reader) the unfathomable will of God and the virtues of

patience when circumstances do not seem to favor those who are upright or believers. The

Sasanian past...The use of Persian terminology should be understood to reflect a prevailing opinion among state
secretaries that Islam had inherited and built upon a Sasanian past.”

51 Abdullah Yusuf Ali Translation.
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servant explains his actions: the boat belonged to a poor fisherman and its repairs saved it from
being seized by a king, so the poor man did not lose his livelihood; the young man was not
worthy of his believing parents and was destined to cause them considerable grief, while the
parents would have a more worthy second son; and the wall preserved the treasure of two orphan
boys from the village, which the servant wished to safeguard because the boys’ father had been
just.

Exegetes do not come to a consensus about the location of this story. Al-BaydawT and al-
TabarT both explain that “the junction of the two seas” is “the place where the Persian Ocean
unites with the Roman Sea, to the east,” meaning the Suez; others, including al-ZamahsarT and an
alternate suggestion in al-TabarT, point instead to Tangiers, the meeting of the Mediterranean and
the Pacific. Wensinck interprets this shift as a demonstration of how definition of the extreme
West was contextualized by knowledge of geography.>’

Geographers of the Islamic world, however, are quite consistent that these episodes—
both the escape of the fish and the subsequent morality lesson—took place in the North, between
the Mediterranean and the Caspian. Al-Mugaddasi mentions that, “people say that the Rock of
Moses is in Sirwan; they say that the sea is the Caspian, the village is Bagarwan and the killing
of the youth occurred in a place near the village of Hazaran.” " Ibn Hurradadbih and Ibn al-
Faqih both write that, “the Rock is the rock of Sirwan and the sea is the Sea of Gilan, and the

29574

town is Bagrawan.””"" Yaqut only mentions the Rock of Moses in passing, while describing

>2 \Wensinck (1986).

>3 al-MuqaddasT, 46: O3 Lk adkall J 5 ol 5 pals 38 5 i yua 5y sl s Ol 5 s oo 50 8 ydus o g8 J

> 1bn al-Faqih, 287: .0l soab Al s (ks e sadlls 0l s 85 saua b jauall JB 5 aall I Uil 3 ) (o g0 s

Ibn Hurradadbih, 123 : olss8 35 b aally a A Gsall w8 3 a0l ) sl 3l )l 2Ol adde w90 panal A
O o A8 (A adidd Ladle LAl 1) s ol s sl &8 40 3l s 0% s sl
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Sirwan, “in which there is the Rock of Moses, may peace be upon him, which is close to the
Source of Life.”"

The correlation between this Qur’anic passage, Syriac literature, and Sasanian
antecedents is, characteristically, highly contested. The debate centers around the episode of the
fish and Christian legends about Alexander. The exegesis of this passage was far from uniform,
with some early exegetes trying to interpret the significance of the “marvelous” escape of the
wily fish without clear consensus on what precisely had taken place. Some early commentaries
relate “marvelous” to the fact that the fish escaped dry land. It isn’t until the eleventh century
that the tale reaches some semblance of canonic form, interestingly in Persian sources, that is
similar in most respects to the Christian Alexander legends: the fish, caught and killed for dinner,
came back to life and swam away.’"®

The passage in the Mémra d°al Aleksandros refers to Alexander, who travels through the
Land of Darkness in an attempt to gain immortality from the Water of Life:

And when the cook came to water he alighted and began to wash

The salt fish; and it did not come to life in his hand as had been said.

Finally he came to a fountain in which was the water of life,

And he drew near to wash the fish in the water, and it came to life and escaped.>”’

P yaqit, T 160: .olssl) e cui G Sl e | o sa 8 ydua L () o)) @lla ) L g5 o ) Lgaidld

576 Wheeler (1998b), 198 — 199: “It seems that by the twelfth century and possibly as early as the eleventh, based on
the evidence of the Persian recensions of the Alexander stories, commentators understood Q 18: 60 — 65 to be an
allusion to the Alexander stories.”

ST Mémra, trans. Budge (1889), 173 — 174. See Reinink (1983), 56: Recension I reads: ,,Und wenn der Bécker zu
einem Wasser kam, began er zu waschen | den gesalzenen Fisch, aber nicht wurde er lebendig in seiner Hand, wie er
gesagt hatte. | Darauf kam er zur Quelle, in der das lebenspendende Wasser war. | Und er néherte sich (ihr), um den
Fisch in dem Wasser zu waschen, und er wurde lebendig und entwischte.“ See Mémra, 48. Recensions Il and 111 are
very similar and add two verses to this passage. See Reinink (1983), 56: Recension Il reads: ,,Und wenn der Koch zu
einem Wasser kam, begann er zu waschen | den gesalzenen Fisch, aber nicht wurde er lebendig in seiner Hand, wie
er gesagt hatte. | Und tberall, wo er bemerkte, dass es (dort) Wasser gab, tat er das, | aber der Fisch wurde nicht
lebendig in diesen Gewassern, da sie nicht lebenspendend waren. | Und darauf kam er zur Quelle, in der das
lebenspendende Wasser war. | Und er néherte sich (ihr), um den Fisch in dem Wasser zu waschen, und er wurde
lebendig und entwischte.” See Memra, 48.
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The cook, afraid of the ramifications of losing the dinner of the world’s greatest conqueror,
jumped in after the fish and gained immortal life; Alexander, who was subsequently unable to
find the water and thus escape his own mortality, went on to build the barrier against Gog and
Magog.

The story as it exists in Syriac is at least partially informed both by the Greek Ps.
Callisthenes (B), which contains a shortened version of the fish episode and the search for the
Water of Life. The fish and the Water of Life do not appear in recension o and are therefore
completely absent from the Armenian translation or subsequent legends. However, there exist
multiple divergences between f and the Syriac, including the cook’s immortality.>’® B. Wheeler

suggests the following stemma for the legend of the Water of Life:*"

S®ab traditions Greek recension B Babylonian Talmud

Ibn Hisham Quran 18: 60 — Jacob of Serugh’s

Qur‘an Commentaries

Ethiopic Alexander Persian Alexander

Table 3: Wheeler’s Stemma for the Water of Life Legend

>"® See Bergson (1965), 131 — 134.

9 Wheeler (1998b), 203.
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Wheeler’s schema postulates that the Syriac tradition drew upon not only the Greek, but
also an episode from the Babylonian Talmud, according to which Alexander questioned the
elders of the South:

He said to them: | want to go to the country of Africa. They said to him: You

cannot get there, because the Mountains of Darkness are in the Way. He said to

them: That will not stop me from going... As he was journeying he sat by a well

and began to eat. He had with him some salted fish, and as they were being

washed they gave off a sweet odour. He said: This shows that this well comes

from the Garden of Eden. Some say that he took some of the water and washed

his face with it; others say that he went alongside of it until he came to the door of

the Garden of Eden.*®

This passage was, however, already considered and rejected as a source for the Syriac
tradition by Noldeke in 1890.%%" Subsequently, Friedlander, though disagreeing with some of
Noldeke’s conclusions, concurred with his argument that the Syriac version is not indebted to the
Talmud.*® He notes specific places of divergence between the Talmud and the Syriac traditions,
as well as the pagan tones to the later and the lack of evidence of the Water of Life legend in the
Jewish tradition. Although the story in the Talmud is clearly linked to the Christian stories about
Alexander, direct inheritance cannot be substantiated. The details diverge so entirely from the
Syriac versions that it is difficult to argue substantial interplay between the two stories, despite
their common subject.

The subsequent passage in the Qur’an, featuring Moses, shocked and angered by the

deeds of al-Hidr due to the fact that he cannot understand the will of God, is closer to details in

Jewish literature, specifically a midrashic tale relating the journey of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi (in a

*% Babylonian Talmud, Tamid 32a -b .

%81 N6ldeke (1890), 25: “Die syrische Erzihlung ist viel vollstandiger, der heidnische Character macht die
Entlehnung aus einer jldischen Quelle fast undenkbar, die Geschichte hat nichts specifisch jiidisches... ”

%82 Friedlander (1913), 46: “Zunichst sind die Differenzen zwischen der Darstellung des Talmuds und der des
Pseudo-kallisthenes doch zu zahlreich und charakteristisch, als daf die eine als eine Entlehnung aus der anderen
aufgefaBt werden konnte.”
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similar role as Moses) and the prophet Elijah (al-Hidr). The basic premises of both stories are
similar: Ben Levi meets the Prophet Elijah and follows him for a few days, promising not to
question his actions. They meet a poor man with nothing but a single cow, which Elijah kills.
They then come across a rich man, who does not offer them food or drink and yet Elijah fixes his
wall. They enter a synagogue full of rude people and Elijah makes them all rulers. Finally, the
pair is offered hospitality by a poor couple and Elijah prays for one of them to become a ruler. At
the end of the story, Elijah explains his actions: he kills the cow to save the life of the man’s
wife, who was destined to die that day; he fixes the rude man’s wall because there was treasure
under it that the man did not deserve; and Elijah then remarks that a land full of rulers only
perpetrated chaos, while a land with only one ruler was a much more promising reward for the
poor man.’®

Although many scholars such as Wensinck®®* have argued that the Qur’anic episode was
informed by the midrash, Wheeler counters “that the Jewish legend of Joshua and Elijah has
more in common with these [Qur’anic] commentaries than with the Qur'an itself, suggesting that
the Jewish story is linked to Q 18:65-82 through the medium of the commentaries.” In other
words, the Qur’an and zafsir are the sources of the Jewish story, rather than vice versa.’® Given
the fact that this midrash does not appear until the eleventh century, his thesis is convincing.
However, the specific arguments are not substantial here: it only serves as a reminder of the
fluidity of religious distinctions in the Near East, that there existed a conversation between the

Abrahamic faiths that led to a multifaceted development of similar plotlines. An echo of this

%8 Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrasch, V 133-5.
%% Wensinck (1986).
%85 Wheeler (1998a).
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Jewish — Muslim dialogue is attested later in a version of al-Nizam1, which again links both
Elijah and al-Hidr to the Water of Life.>®

There are also broad similarities between the Alexander/Moses®®’

story and pre-Islamic
Iranian traditions, notably the Epic of Gilgamesh: both stories include a hero in search of
immortality, who discovers the route via the Land of Darkness (compare “the meeting place of
the two seas” to “the mouth of the waters”) in search of the Water of Life. Neither Alexander nor
Gilgamesh attain immortality, though both question a wise man (Utnapishtim/al-Hidr) and
emerge from the ordeal with the recognition of the limits of the human experience. Although
Wheeler makes an effort to distance the two stories due to inconsistency in the details, the broad
strokes demonstrate a few ideas current in the Near East before the rise of Islam and
subsequently reworked in all literary traditions: Jewish, Christian, and Muslim.

For the present purposes, it suffices to conclude that: (1) although exegesis did not
present a uniform understanding of the Qur’anic passage, there were currents in early Islamic
thought that, like the Syriac Alexander legends, located the Water of Life in Arminiya; (2) the
development of the Water of Life story demonstrates both the multifaceted nature of the Islamic
tradition, which allows for multiple and divergent renditions of the same stories, even within the
same work; and (3) traditions about Arminiya and the North were subject to a dialogue between
Muslims, remnants of pre-Islamic Iranian legends, Syriac literature, and Jewish tradition.

However, there is no evidence of Armenian or Greek involvement in this dialogue.

Understanding of this particular Qur’anic episode demonstrates the way in which the identity of

%% \Wensinck (1986).

%87 For an interesting comparison between Moses and Alexander in Jewish, Christian thought, see Wheeler (1998b),
211 -213.
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Arminiya was linked to the Qur’anic narrative, divorced from Hellenic tradition, and determined

by the sectarian milieu outside of Arminiya itself.

7.1.4 Al-Qaf
The final aspect of Islamic identity of Arminiya skirts around the same issue as several points
already raised: the concept of the extremities of the earth. There are two common descriptors
applied to the North in Arabic and Persian literature: (1) mountainous and (2) linguistically
diverse. The two ideas are specifically linked, as al-Mas‘tdi dubs the Caucasus “a mountain of
languages” (gabal al-alsun).>® The linguistic diversity of the North is vaunted in geographical
works.”® For example, 1bn al-Faqih remarks that, “in the Caucasian mountains, there are
seventy-two languages and no one knows the language of his companion, except through a
translator.”>®

Interestingly, the geographers account for the languages commonly spoken in and around
Arminiya without any difficulty, despite the insistence that there are too many to fathom.>**
There is a certain disconnect between the assertion that neighbors cannot understand one another
due to the number of languages abounding in the North and the matter-of-fact report of the
languages current in Arminiya.

To a limited extent, the idea of extreme linguistic diversity might refer to the northern

Caucasus: despite the tendancy to collapse the many peoples of the North into a single foe (the

%88 Zadeh, 75.
%89 Al-Mas®adi, Murig, | 198: W e 3ad Cadlay gl 5 el Ll Al S Al ¢ smans s i) Jua) 130 i ;

%% 1hn al-Faqih, 295 : Ghes i ¥ aaabia 4ad o pey ¥ i) JS ULl () gman s U5 48 31 Jia 5 ; Yaqiit, 306: Jes s 14l ol J&
Ol i Y dsalia Aa] luail JS Capay Y ULl () g 5 L1 48 3.8l

! Ton Hawqal, 348-9: lls Jlail) (e L iy s, Alaniose agin A jall 5 agrand Gy il e ) dal iS5 Glas )3 Jal ol Ll
Aol dal Al Leganl gy (59 dad Ja) pe At YIS Lgy (g 5alC A1 A5l LISLS Loy Baia ) (e SIRY) (8 (e &l ghal g g luall
Al Al-Muqaddast, 378: s s (o8 Aibl Jadl o)l e sgda agian )l 5 40 1 () 1 5 dine VL O salSh A Jlo s
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Hazars), Arab historians demonstrate knowledge about ethnic diversity beyond caliphal borders.
However, the geographers frequently mention linguistic diversity within Arminiya itself. Al-
Mugaddas, for example, claims that there are seventy languages spoken in Adarbaygan alone.
This disconnect may in fact stem from the Qur’an, rather than lived experience: “Then followed
he [da al-Qarnayn] (another) way, until, when he reached (a tract) between two mountains, he
found, beneath them, a people who scarcely understood a word.” Interestingly, exists a similar
concept in the Old Testament fear of the enemy from the North, as Jeremiah specifies that the
enemy will be incomprehensible to Israel: “People of Israel,” declares the LORD, ‘I am bringing
a distant nation against you—an ancient and enduring nation, a people whose language you do
not know, whose speech you do not understand.””*

However, the most profound implication of the descriptions of Arminiya is the attribution
of the Caucasus as al-Qaf, the legendary primordial chain of mountains that surrounds the
entirety of the inhabited land and thus marks the edge of the world. Arminiya was the frontier,
past which “there is no Islam.” In the early Islamic period a certain patina was created for the
province that allowed the edge of Islam to become the edge of the entire world, despite the fact
that locals (Arab, Armenian, and Georgian alike) obviously knew that the world continued to the
North. However, in popular imagination, al-Qaf was the end, such that a witch cursing her
husband’s estate could exclaim to her lover: “If you wish me to transport all the stones of those
walls, so solidly built, beyond the Caucasus, and out of the bounds of the habitable world, speak

59594

but the word, and all shall undergo a change; or a princess could threaten, “I could instantly

cause your capital to be transported to the middle of the ocean, nay beyond mount Caucasus.”®

%92 Abdullah Yusuf Ali Translation. 18:93.

%% Jeremiah 5:15 (NIV).
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There are some reservations about the designation of al-Qaf as the Caucasus. Yaqt, for

example, claims that al-Qaf is Alburz.>®®

M. Streck suggests that this refers to the Iranian belief
that the famed ring of mountains encircled Iran, rather than the entire world, and that Yaqut
understood the Alburz mountains as a chain between Iran and the North.>®” B. Munkécsi argues
that the expression “belt of the world” referred to the Urals, though he ends with the suggestion
that the legend tapped into a common motif, meaning that popular belief created similar myths
for both chains of mountains.”*® Exact definitions of al-Qaf may in fact be counter-intuitive:
surrounding the entire world, it should be visible at every edge of civilization.*®

However, al-Qaf became associated with the Alexander story and therefore with the
Caucasus. For example, al-Tawhidi considers a vainglorious comment: “Send me to Qaf, past the
Byzantines, to the wall, to Gog and Magog, to a place that di al-Qarnayn did not reach and al-
Hidr didn’t know.”®® Similarly, there is a trend in later histories to claim that Alexander’s trip
into the Land of Darkness intruded upon the realm of the angels. Alexander is made to speak to

the angel “whose arms encircle the mountain (Qaf), which encloses the world’s oceans.” The

angel explains the meaning of the name diu al-Qarnayn to indicate that Alexander reached the

%% Forster, Galland & Smirke (1802), 107.
5% Forster, Galland & Smirke (1802), 204.
%% yaqut, IV 298.
7 Streck (1986).
598 A el

Munkacsi (1900), 239.
%% See al-*“Umari in Hopkins & Levtzion (2000), 254: “All mountains are branches of the range which encircles
most of the inhabited world. It is called jabal al-Qaf, and is the mother of mountains, for they all stem from it. It is in
some places continuous, in others interrupted. Like a circle, it has, to be precise, no recognizable beginning, since
the ends of a circular ring cannot be identified. And though the circularity of the Jabal al-Qaf is not that of a sphere,
yet it is a bounding circularity, or almost so.”
800 A-Tawhid, iv 158: . sl 4 yay ol o jall 53 arly ol aum s (M 7z sales z saly (g audl D) g W ald g ald IV )il Van

Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 123 offers a different translation of this passage, offering “to [what lies] behind the
rampart” for asll <alx .
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ends of the earth.®® This positively links al-Qaf with Alexander’s wall and the Water of Life.
Furthermore, al-Bala“mi records a hadit transmitted on the authority of the Prophet himself that
al-Qaf is located past the Land of Darkness.®%

The connection between the Land of Darkness and al-Qaf is shared with Syriac literature,
which references to the mountains near the Land of Darkness:

The old men say, “Look, my lord the king, and see a wonder,

This mountain which God has set as a great boundary [between Gog/Magog and

civilization].”

King Alexander the son of Philip said,

“How far is the extent of this mountain?”

The old men say: “Beyond India it extends its appearance.”

The king said, “How far does this side come?”

The old men say, “Unto all the ends of the earth.” 60
Further:

He looked and the mountain which encircled the whole world,
The great boundary which God had established from everlasting.

29604
The Memra therefore features both the mountain that encircles the inhabited world and the
idea of a mountain boundary as the “end of the earth.” Similarly, the Persian expression az Qaf’

ta Qaf, from Qaf to Qaf, signifies “von einem Ende der Welt zum andern,” or “from east to

801 Doufikar-Aerts (2000), 178 — 179.

802 Al-Balami, trans. Zotenberg (1958), 33: “Le prophéte dit: Dieu a créé la montagne de Qaf tout autour de la
terre...Aucun homme ne peut y arriver, parce qu’il faudrait pour cela passer quatre mois dans les ténébres. [l n’y a
dans cette montagne ni soleil, ni lune, ni étoiles...”

803 Memra, trans. Budge (1889), 177. See Reinink (1983), 70 — 71: The three recensions are all similar. Recension |
reads: “Die Altesten sprachen: ‘Schauen Sie, Herr Kénig, und sehen Sie das Wunder, dieses Gebirge, das Gott als
eine grosse Grenze fastgesetzt wurde.” Kénig Alexander, des Philipp Sohn, sprach: ‘Wie weit erstreckt sich dieses
Gebirge?’ Die Altesten sprachen: ‘so weit man sehen kann erstreckt es sich tiber Indien hinaus.” Der Kénig sprach:
‘Und diese Seite, bis wohin reicht sie?’Die Altesten sprachen: ‘Bis zu allen Enden der Erde.”” See Mémra, 58.

%% Memra, trans. Budge (1889), 178. See Reinink (1983), 76: The three recensions are all nearly identical.

Recension | reads: “Er blickte auf das Gebirge, das die ganze Welt umkriest, die grosse Ganze, die Gott festgesetzt
hatte von alters her.” See Méemra, 62.
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This is consistent with the elements in the Qur’anic version of du al-Qarnayn’s journey,
which described his journey from the rising of the sun to the setting of the sun. The name di al-
Qarnayn has even been interpreted as a reference to the fact that Alexander traveled the entire

breadth of the earth.

This review of these four main stories—Gog and Magog, the dark North, the Water of
Life, and al-Qaf—demonstrates not only the construction of meaning for the Islamic province of
Arminiya, but also the polyvocal nature of the discussion, which tended to polarize into two
groups: Arabic, Persian, and Syriac on the one hand and Greek and Armenian on the other. To a
large extent, the importance of Arminiya was determined outside of the province with clear
intention to divorce the land from Christian Byzantium and thus reinforce the conceptual

boundary between the Islamic world and the Other.

7.2 From Orientalism to the Sectarian Milieu

The story of Alexander the Great has preoccupied scholars of the Near East, Jewish, Christian,
and Muslim alike. The end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries saw an
enormous increase in publications about Alexander the Great, mostly appearing out of German
academia and usually firmly based in Greek and Hebrew literature. The sheer quantity of
production is both extraordinary and daunting. Some of the main publications include J. Zacher,
Pseudo-Callesthenes, Forschungen zur Kritik und Geschichte der altesten Aufzeichnung der
Alexandersage (1867); Romheld, “Beitrdge zur Geschichte und Kritik der Alexandersage”
(1873); T. Noldeke, “Beitrage zur Geschichte des Alexanderromans” (1890); O. Von Lemm, Der

Alexanderroman bei den Kopten (1903); C. Hunnius, Das syrische Alexanderlied (1904); and F.

895 Munkécsi (1900), 236 — 7.
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Pfister, Der Alexanderroman des Archipresbyters Leo (1913). While much of this work related
specifically to the Greek and Latin recensions, there was also considerable scholarly output in
Armenian and European languages about the Armenian Ps. Callisthenes, including R. T°reanc®,
Patmut®iwn atek®sandri makedonac‘woy (1842); A. Baumgartner, “Uber das Buch ‘die Chrie”
(1886); J. Gildemeister, “Pseudocallisthenes bei Moses Von Khoren” (1886); H. Dasian,
Usumnasirut‘iwnk® stoyn Kalist’eneay varuc® Afeksandri (1892); M. Tcheraz, “La légende
d’Alexandre le Grand chez les Arméniens” (1901); W. Deimann, Abfassungszeit und Verfasser
des griechischen Alexanderromanes (1914).

The modern scholar inherits not only this huge breadth of knowledge, but also some
Orientalist concepts that have lingered far longer than necessary. In many instances, Western
scholars of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and even up to the present have attempted to
understand both the location of the barrier of Gog and Magog and the Water of Life/Virtues of
Patience legends by examining the minutiae of each recension with the goal of ascertaining an
accurate stemma to clarify the relationship between the different Alexander traditions. Part of
this effort even included translating the Armenian recension into Greek in an attempt to recreate
the archetype, the original o*.°%

This preoccupation subsequently acts as a type of modern Bahira legend: if there are
some similarities between Islam and Christianity, these must be explained by historical
precedence that prioritizes Christian supremacy by right of primogeniture. Discrepancies are
therefore dismissed as corruptions, with the explanation that the Muslim scholars were confused
or misinformed, or that they didn’t understand what they were saying. European authors

approached the Islamic tradition with the goal of understanding precisely how Muslims

806 Raabe (1896).
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misunderstood the matter, or to illuminate the fantastical through the rigorous application of
rational consideration.

For example, Orientalist scholars felt compelled to learn precisely why Muslim authors
would describe the fabulous wall of Gog and Magog by rationally accounting for the details of a
nonexistent structure. For over a century, the enduring myth has been that these authors were
describing the Great Wall of China, which they could not comprehend as anything but
Alexander’s wall. However, the Great Wall did not exist in anything like its current state until
the fifteenth or sixteenth century and could not have been the stimulus for Islamic interest in or
discovery of the wall.*®” There has been considerable effort recently to untangle the Orientalist
presumptions while still benefitting from the vast reservoirs of knowledge produced in
nineteenth and twentieth century Europe. T. Zadeh does an admirable job of unraveling the tide
of publications beginning with M. J. de Goeje’s “De Muur van Gog en Magog” (1888) and
concludes that the Great Wall theory was a figment of the Orientalist imagination, which has
persisted even until today.®®® A similar effort at revision is needed for the notion that Muslims
located Gog and Magog in Arminiya because they conflated Alexander’s and AnuSirwan’s walls.

Similarly, B. Wheeler presents two articles: one about the Water of Life episode, the
other about the conversation between Moses and al-Hidr. He convincingly argues that there is
little interest in the Orientalist works in contextualizing the legends or in attempting to uncover
some mark of the agency of the authors or compilers. This alone is a serious historiographical

problem, but it is further complicated by the ramifications of religious expectations. Wheeler’s

807 7adeh (2011), 158: “It is this last point, namely the anachronistic configuration of the Great Wall of China as an
ancient barrier stretching for thousands of miles, which is, perhaps, most problematic. The Great Wall of China, as it
is known today, did not exist before the middle of the Ming dynasty (1368 — 1644). Prior to the Ming fortifications,
a series of walls and ramparts were erected under different dynasties for ever-changing purposes, but these
fortifications did not represent a continuous line of demarcation, with a unified history or purpose.”

808 Zadeh (2011), 148 — 177.
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articles are indicative of an increased interaction of Western and Muslim scholars, as he tiptoes
around the idea of the createdness of the Qur’an. While his arguments against the Orientalist
agenda are reasonable, his work consistently attempts to discredit any sort of “influence” on the
Qur’an, which indicates that he does not view the Qur’an as a piece of literature steeped in a long
tradition of Near Eastern topoi.

This balancing game is unnecessary. By rejecting the simplistic idea of “influence” or
“inheritance,” we make it more feasible to historize of the Islamic tradition and its literary
neighbors. Wansbrough’s Sectarian Milieu lends itself to the question of transmission, given that
comparable legends circulated among Jews, Christians and Muslims of Mesopotamia, though
some aspects of his theory are difficult to navigate. Zadeh considers the similarities between
Syriac descriptions of Alexander’s wall and Ibn Hurradadbih’s account of Sallam’s barrier:

It would be tempting to argue that Sallam’s account is drawn directly from the

Christian Syriac tradition...Yet these lines of argumentation that seek to establish

origins often only obfuscate a historical record that was neither linear nor

reductive, but polyvalent and multidimensional. Rather than a direct line of

influence, it seems more probable that the account of the wall and its key of

twelve teeth was already part of the broader absorption of the legend, shaped both

orally and textually.®®®

The most productive response to this dilemma is thus to reject the search for an original
archetype or a single explanation of individual divergences, and instead to reconsider Jewish,
Christian, and Islamic Alexander legends as a single, though adaptable corpus demonstrating
trends across and within confessional lines. Islamic traditions concerning Arminiya—about the
wall of Gog and Magog, the Land of Darkness, the Water of Life, and the mountain barrier of the

world—show marked similarities with Syriac Christian belief, as shown above. However, this

does not preclude dialogue with Greeks, Copts, Persians, Armenians, and Jews. In other words, it

809 7adeh (2011), 109 — 110.
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makes better sense to chart the relationship between individual works as a VVenn diagram, rather
than as a hierarchical stemma.

Islamic sources define the importance of Arminiya in large part because of the stories
about Alexander; yet, Armenian sources show little similarity to the Islamic traditions despite the
fact that Armenians were in contact with Muslims from the earliest days of the conquest period
onward. There are a few markers that may demonstrate correspondence, or rather overlap with
the entire body of Near Eastern topoi. Consider, for example, the inscriptions on the wall of Gog
and Magog or the expression “where the sun sets” as the limits of geographical knowledge.
However, the bulk of material demonstrates instead that Armenian and Arabic/Persian Alexander
legends are markedly different, meaning that the Islamic contestations about the importance of
Arminiya are not formed solely by the adoption and adaptation of local traditions as the Arab
conquests spread into the North. The Islamic identity that was constructed for Arminiya was
informed mainly by dialogue among Muslims, Syrian Christians, pre-Islamic Iranian traditions
(presumably remembered by Persian Muslims), and Jews.

The implications of this argument are formidable, given the close relationship between
Arminiya and the Islamic world before the rise of the Bagratids. The answer may lie in the
content of the traditions: the Alexander legends in Armenian were, as mentioned, generally
faithful to the original Greek, and the Armenian translation of Ps. Callisthenes was indicative of
a markedly Hellenophile period in Armenian literary history. Given the tendency in the works of
Islamic history and geography to de-Byzantize and “Sasanize” Armenian history, it is not
surprising that Ps. Callisthenes, as a representative piece of the close relationship between
Greeks and Armenians, should be avoided. This suggestion does not mean to suggest full

awareness of differences between the Alexander traditions in Arminiya in contradistinction to the
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Syriac versions; rather, it postulates that Islamic historians, exegetes, and geographers rightly
considered Armenian literary traditions to be Hellenist and preferred alternatives to them, while
the Syriac and Persian versions offered continuity with the religious discussions of the Sasanian

period.

7.3 The Islamization of Alexander
The argument remains counterintuitive at first glance: if Islamic traditions about Arminiya grew
out of discourse with Syriac Christianity and pre-Islamic Persian antecedents, consciously
avoiding the Greek (and therefore Armenian/Georgian) traditions about the North, why would so
much revolve around the person of Alexander? Alexander was after all Greek, certainly not
Muslim, and the traditions about him circulating in the Near East were either pagan or stridently
Christianized. His realm was even construed as a precursor to the Christian Empire destined to
comprise the entire world. Arabs grappled with Alexander’s non-Muslim identity, suggesting
alternative identities for the Qur’anic diz al-Qarnayn. Imru’ al-Qays, Hassan b. Tabit, Ibn Hisam
and Nagwan b. Sa“id al-HimyarT claim that the term refers either to the Himyari Sa“d b. D1
Maratid or the Lahmid Mundir al-Akbar b. Ma’ al-Sama’.®'® Meanwhile, al-Dinawari and al-
FirdowsT offer a Persian lineage for Alexander and present him as the heir of the Kayanid
Darab.*

“At play within these debates is the question of ownership. Early Muslims undoubtedly
wondered why a pagan Greek ruler, who was lionized in Byzantine propaganda as a Christian

hero, would appear in the Qur’an. Rejecting Greek origins was one means of avoiding the

610 See Watt (1986) and Zadeh (2011), 97 — 98.

811 7adeh (2011), 112.
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problem. Absorbing and appropriating them was another.”®*? Thus this debate about the identity
of du al-Qarnayn in the Qur’an gives way to the appropriation of Alexander as a Muslim figure,
in much the same way that Anaisirwan is posthumously converted to Islam.®® In fact, Islamic
histories not only present Alexander as a hanif, but even debate whether he was in fact a

prophet.®**

Furthermore, Alexander’s success is depicted as directly dependent upon his
assumption of Persian knowledge and leadership.®

The Islamization of Alexander and associated traditions does not affect merely the
development of historical and exegetical production; it also makes clear claims about caliphal
hegemony. The involvement of Arminiya in these legends signifies that their adoption in Islamic
traditions is a political statement regarding the legitimacy of Arab rule and, by extension, the
threat of Byzantine claims to the land. The Alexander legends contain descriptive accounts of

‘aga’ib: the marvelous and strange places of the world, worthy of awe and reflection. The

discussion of wondrous places was a notable aspect of Islamic geography, intended to showcase

612 7adeh (2011), 98.
%13 |bn al-Faqih, 289 — 290: The depiction of Anasirwan shows many similarities to that of Alexander. First, he is a
pre-1slamic person who acts like a Muslim: Guald seal) dllé Saall aaiy il 138 S gl Gl YW Gy L QU anle S5 Al dand
Sy a8 o by I e 35 Gusie Second, he builds an eternal wall by the order of God: sMe i 2l sas lUall Jdl 5
aal) R e Wl Ge s O ) a sl 5 e s W53 5 e s 1 e il 138 5 285 ) 13 (S (g oS Ul Ll Ll J 5
e JUal 5 Gl g Tl e 5 iy g dl Cpuenld L U3 i) 5 A1 ) ol 33 138 1 i) Ay OB gum 43y em 5 & yune 6 yumne Lo ()
) b pale aelic 55 5SY ¢ 5l a s (&us Third, he is made to show interest in the site of Alexander’s wall: § , W
DAY el (s i g afia b a3 ALE 585 Jand )Sy Crn Dl 13 Gllall L) Jd el iy e Jha sl (& (63 il e 0 55830
e Cagiall e Y Ol s pligi DB 0 e B pese sl il o3 (3 3 ) 5 5A1 eliay ey Jalud) 138 o el Aay )l 5 e
Finally, he founded many cities along his path. Ibn al-Faqth specifies that this information was obtained from
Persian histories (L_dll JLal),

614 Watt (1986). See also Stoneman (2003), 20: “Alexander receives tasks from the angels; his commission is to
convert the world to Islam and to preach the tawhid (the doctrine of One God). It is undoubtedly the case that in
these long works Alexander functions as a prophet of God. His roles as a great conqueror, as a philosopher, as a
builder and a ruler, are all subsumed in this religious mission, and his great achievement is indissolubly related to his
understanding of, his submission to, the dictates of God and the angels—his recognition that he cannot achieve
eternal life.”

813 Stoneman (2003), 49, qtd. Ibn Haldiin: “The intellectual sciences are said to have come to the Greeks from the

Persians, (at the time) when Alexander killed Darius and gained control of the Achaemenid empire. At that time, he
appropriated the books and sciences of the Persians.”
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caliphal jurisdiction over the entire breadth of the world, beyond mundane matters of
governance.®'®

A good example of the political ramifications of the Islamic reconceptualization of the
Alexander legend is the record of official caliphal envoys to Alexander’s wall. The first
expedition sent to the wall was assembled by the Sasanian governor of Bab al-Abwab,
Sahrbaraz. He converted during the Arab conquests and, while he sat conferring with °Abd al-
Rahman Ibn Rabi‘a in 643, his envoy returned after two years’ absence. Al-Tabari recounts the
conversation: the envoy had traveled north until they reached the two mountains with the pass
walled off. They had encountered a deep chasm immediately before the wall, into which they
threw some of their finest goods. A falcon dove in to retrieve the offerings and returned with
precious gems. Upon hearing this recitation, the Arab conquerors at Bab al-Abwab identified the
Qur’anic locale (with certin details -the gems- partially pulled from the Ps. Callisthenes
tradition).®*’

The tale serves two primary purposes. First, it is relayed on the sole authority of a famous
participant in the Arab conquests, “Amr b. Ma‘di Karib al-Zubaydi, suggesting the heroic
triumph of an imagined Qur’anic locale in a similar manner to the more material capture of the
Near East. Second, the relation between this envoy and that of Sallam al-Targuman, even

described together in some Arabic books of history, indicates continuity between the Sasanian

and Islamic regimes in terms of both religious interest and political legitimacy in the

816 Zadeh (2011), 48.

817 Al-Tabari, V 32.
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Caucasus,®™® symbolized by the person of Sahrbaraz: a Sasanian governor of Arminiya who
accepts Islam.

The second envoy to set out for Alexander’s wall was summoned by Mu‘awiya, who
dispatched the men with a note to the Hazar hagan requesting passage beyond his kingdom to
Alexander’s wall.*"® The third envoy is the subject of the most famous account in Islamic
histories and geographies: the journey of Sallam al-Targuman under the orders of al-Watiq
recounted for the first time in Ibn Hurradadbih.

All three of these envoys to the wall comment on caliphal legitimacy by portraying the
extent of the realm and likening the caliph to Alexander:

With power you acquired regions of the world,
as though you were following Khidr’s trail %

Since one of the main purposes of geographical material was to describe and circumscribe the
boundaries of imperial control, the inclusion of Alexander’s wall implied that the Caliphate
reached the ends of the earth. Perhaps more importantly, the final envoy can be compared to al-
Watiq’s other envoy, whom he sent into Byzantine territory to examine the Cave of the Sleepers
mentioned in Q18: 25 — 26. The two envoys (to Alexander’s wall and to the Cave of the
Sleepers) are directly related: (1) the stories behind both expeditions stem from the same siira in
the Qur’an; (2) Ibn Hurradadbih describes both envoys; (3) both episodes were possibly
“inspired by the Caliph al-Wathiq’s wish to put an end to misuses of the Koran, by his

Mu‘tazilism, and by the question whether or not the Koran is created,”®?! and (4) Eastern Syriac

818 7adeh (2011), 79 makes the argument for political continuity: “The tale of Shahrbaraz’s envoy speaks to a
continuity between Sasanian power in the region and the advent of Islam.”

819 Al-Bakid, 1 455.
520 |bn al-Faqih, qtd. and trans. in Zadeh (2011), 82 and 234 no. 74: asl i s e s 5,38 0 ool Gy
621 \/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 208.
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Christians and Muslims link the Cave of the Sleepers to Alexander’s wall, even attributing a
treatise on the Sleepers to Jacob of Serug.®?

Al-Witiq’s envoy to the Cave famously uncovers the fraud perpetrated by the Greeks:
not only were the bodies of the Sleepers fake, but the guard was duplicitous and tried to kill the

Muslims to preserve this secret.®?®

Thus the text forms the basis for an argument for the de-
Byzantinization and Islamization of the story of the Cave and also presents the Greeks as
unworthy of religious and political sovereignty, ruling only through ruse.®®* These three envoys
to Alexander’s wall therefore work together to vaunt the reach of the caliph over both the
mundane lands of the Caliphate and the imagined realm of Qur’anic locales, while

simultaneously denying the Byzantine claim to either religious truth or political legitimacy,

while supporting the claim of the Caliphate as successors to the Sasanian regime.

7.4  Conclusion

Although I expected to find that the Islamic conceptualization of Arminiya was in large part
shaped by Arab—Armenian dialogue, the evidence from the pre-Bagratid period does not support
this conclusion. Instead, most discussions that link Arminiya to the Qur’an revolve nearly
exclusively around the Alexander legends. The details indicate considerable dialogue between
the literary traditions in Arabic, Persian, and Syriac, as well as Jewish, Christian, and Muslim
interchange, whereas the Armenian version of the Alexander story is closely tied to the Greek

and does not share many of the features of the Islamic tradition.

%22 \/an Donzel & Schmidt (2009), 198 — 199.
%23 Ibn Hurradadbih, 106 — 107.

624 Zadeh (2011), 37.
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This lack of correspondence certainly cannot imply that there was little or no cultural or
social exchange between Armenians and Arabs, but it does raise the question of why there is so
little evidence for literary exchange until the tenth or eleventh centuries. Relying on the broad
ideas suggested in Wansbrough’s work, I suggest that there was a clear effort to distance the
Islamic tradition from trends visible in Greek literature. This effort included the creation of a
Persian or proto-Muslim personality for Alexander, and can also help us to explain why the
Arabs preferred Syriac over the (Hellenistic) Armenian rendition of the Alexander legends. This
conclusion requires the rejection of Orientalist claims about a supposed Muslim
misunderstanding about the “correct” or “original” story, and instead supports the idea that
Muslim authors were actively and consciously redacting elements in Jewish and Syriac Christian
literature.

This conclusion also relies on the acceptance of a conceptual frontier that polarizes Greek
and Arabic traditions, such that the divergence between the Armenian and Islamic versions of the
Alexander legends signifies the Arab rejection of Hellenistic literature. As we saw in Chapter 2,
Islamic histories tend to ignore data from the Greeks in favor of Sasanian accounts. At the same
time, the interrelation of the various ethnic, linguistic, and religious groups of the Near East, all

redacting similar accounts in different veins, is clearly visible.
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Chapter 8: Interconfessional Translations and the Sectarian Milieu

“Prove all things; hold fast that which is good.”
1 Thessalonians 5:21 (KJV)

The perception that Arabs and Armenians were not alone in a bilateral discussion or literary
exchange finds some support in the lack of evidence of direct citation across linguistic
boundaries and the lack of translations to or from Armenian and Arabic datable to this era. By
the eleventh century, we see such markers of interaction: Grigor Magistros’ poetry resembles the
Avrabic gasida and his writings demonstrate familiarity with the work of al-Mutanabbi.®® For the
early Arab period, however, evidence for literary exchange of this kind is largely missing.®® It
makes sense that the close contact between Armenians and Arabs would have engendered some
sort of discussion, just as it is logical to assume that the literary exchange of the eleventh century
did not blossom overnight. At the same time, however, there is a limit to what we can surmise in
this context: the Alexander legends that we considered in Chapter 7 provide an example of the
way that Arabic and Armenian literatures followed very different trajectories.

There is no concrete evidence of familiarity on the part of Armenians with Arabic
literature, or of Arab knowledge of Armenian sources during the Arab period (700-862), with
the possible exceptions of the Arabic translations of Agat®angetos’ Patmut®iwn Hayoc® [History

of the Armenians], the polemical letters between ‘Umar II and Leo I1I preserved in Lewond’s

Arsawank® arabac® i Hays [Arab Incursions into Armenia], and the Armenian translation of

625 Cowe (2004), 294 — 295.

626 Some suggest that there Armenians had access to histories in Arabic, though. See Greenwood (2012).
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Nonnus of Nisibis’ Commentary on the Gospel of John. Like the history of Ps. Callisthenes,
these texts demonstrate some overlap between Armenian and Arabic literatures from an early
date, but they tend on the whole to prove instead that literary transmission at this time was

interconfessional and polyvocal.

8.1  The Patmut‘iwn Hayoc® of Agat“angetos

The number of renditions, translations, and published works on the Patmut®iwn Hayoc® of
Agat®angelos is dizzying. Ter-Lewondyan’s work provides the best introduction to the Arabic
versions of the text. He published the text of Ar as Agat°angefosi arabakan nor xmbagrut“yuna
[the new Arabic recension of Agat®angetos] in 1968 and also wrote six articles in Armenian
concerning the History of Agat®angetos, four of which dealt exclusively with the Arabic
translations:

(1) “Agat‘angelosi norahayt araberen hamarotumos” [the newly-discovered Arabic abridgement
of Agat‘angetos] (1961), which after a short introduction translates the fourteenth-century Arabic
text (Var) published by Garitte in 1952;

(2) “Agat®angelosi patmut®yan norahayt arabakan xmbagrut®una” [the newly discovered Arabic
rendition of Agat®angetos’s History] (1968), which discusses the details marking Sin. ar. 395
(Ar) as a translation from Greek, as opposed to the original Armenian;

(3) “Agat‘angelosi arabakan xmbagrut®yan norahayt ambotjakan bnagira” [the entire manuscript
of the newly-discovered Arabic rendition of Agat®angetos] (1973) includes both a facsimile of
the Arabic manuscript of Var and a translation into Eastern Armenian;

(4) “Agat‘angelosi xmbagrut®yunneri harc®s ast Xorenac‘u tvyalneri” [the question of renditions

of Agat‘angetos according to the data of Xorenac®i] (1975);
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(5) “Agat‘angelosi patmut®yan Anton Bonukkii m$akumso ev nra araberen hamarot
t’argmanut®yuns” [Anton Bonukki’s adaptation of the history of Agat‘angetos and its abridged
Avrabic translation] (1976); and finally,

(6) “Agat®angelos" (1976), a general introduction to the literary and historical value of the text

with reference to the various translations and manuscript history.

8.1.1 Renditions and Dating

For the sake of simplicity, I will refer to the translations according to Thomson’s summary of the

relevant sigla:

Aa the Armenian text of the 1909 Tiflis edition. [Garitte’s AaT,
comparable to the Venice edition, AaV].

Ag the Greek text published by Lafontaine.

Ar the Arabic text in Sinai 395, as published by Ter-Levondyan.

Vg the Greek text in Escorial gr. XI11 6, as published by Garitte.

Vo the Greek text in Ochrid 4, as described by Garitte.

Va the Arabic text in Sinai 460, as published by Marr and translated
by Garitte.

Var the Arabic text in Sinai 455, as published by Ter-Levondyan.

Vk the Karshuni version, as published by Van Esbroeck.®?’

The A cycle refers to translations of Agat®angetos’ History: Agathange arménien (Aa),
Agathange grec (Ag), etc. The V cycle is a series of abridgements penned independently of the A
cycle, coined as the Life of St. Gregory; Garitte shortened “Vie arabe” to Va. In addition to these
listed above, there exist abridged versions of the A cycle in Latin (12 — 13" century), Amharic
(14 — 15™ century), and at least two partial Georgian renderings (the earliest from the 11

century). Each of these harken back to the Greek rather than the Armenian original; the

827 Thomson (1976), xxiii.
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Ethiopian version relies on the Arabic, itself a rendition of the Greek,®?® and the later (14"
century) Arabic was translated via a lost Coptic rendition.®*

Ter-Lewondyan produces the following schema:**

Agat®angelos Life of St. Gregory
Ammenian (4a) Lost Armenian
Georgian i<~ Metaphrastic |« Greek (4g) Greek (Vg)
Greek \l/
Arabic (Va)

Latin Arabic (47) Lost Arabic

Table 4: Ter-Lewondyan’s Schema for the transmission of Agat®angetos’s History.

Of the three Arabic renditions, two fall possibly within our early timeframe: Ar and Va.

Var, however, is later®

and therefore can be set aside for the current purposes. Of our two texts,
one (Ar) is reliant upon the Armenian version (Aa), though produced via the Greek (Ag). The

second, part of the V cycle, is “independent of the final Armenian version (Aa).”%*2 However, N.

628 Ter-Lewondyan (1976a), 30 — 1; Thomson (1976), xxii.

629 Garitte (1952), 52

830 Ter-Ghewondyan (1968a), 20 (in Armenian) and 112 (in Russian). | have added the sigla according to
Thomson’s chart. Note that the reference of Va as a translation of either Vo or Vg is based on Garitte and Van
Esbroeck (1971), 17. However, Thomson (1970) argues that the passage of Grigor’s teaching in Vo is dependent
upon Va and not vice versa.

831 Thomson (1976) claims 12 — 13" centuries; Ter-Lewondyan (1961a) claims 14" century; Garitte (1952), 52.

832 Thomson (1976), xxiii.
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Marr hypothesized that the V cycle, despite its independence from Aa, stemmed from a now-lost
Armenian V original.®® Either way, Va is also clearly a translation from Greek.

Thomson dates Ar to between the ninth and tenth centuries.®® Ter-Eewondyan, who
published the transcription and several pages of facsimiles of the manuscript Sin. ar. 395, notes
that the colophon marks this manuscript as Christian and dates it to 6837 of the Creation,
corresponding to 1328/9 CE.®* Ter-Lewondyan ascertains that the original translation was
completed as early as the ninth or tenth century, though possibly as late as the twelfth:

Bien que I’ Agathange arabe soit daté de 1328/9, il faut croire qu’il fut traduit plus

tot. On ne peut déterminer le temps de la traduction arabe qu’a I’appui des

données linguistiques de notre manuscrit. Les altérations des noms propres

attestent que 1’ Agathange arabe fut recopié plusieurs fois. Le nom AABivog qui

devrait étre en arabe - s:all est transformé en i), altération due aux copies

successives. La langue de I’ Agathange arabe nous permet de situer

approximativement la date de la traduction entre les IX® — X° siécles et le XII°. Le

traducteur est évidement arabe, qui prend beaucoup de mots grecs pour des noms

propres.®*®

Its inclusion here is admittedly contestable; the likelihood of Ar being specifically pre-Bagratid
is low, but not impossible.

V. Marr’s study of the V cycle concluded that the Armenian version, now lost, was
composed in Tayk®, a region forming the borderland between Armenia and Georgia that leaned
towards Chalcedonianism, and that it was subsequently translated into Greek.®*” The manuscript

of Va, on parchment in New “Abbasid bookhand (“Kufic script with elements of Nash”), lacks

833 Ter-Ghewondyan (1976a), 31 — 32

834 Thomson (1976), xxii.

%% Ter-Ghewondyan (1968a) [Arabic section], 124: the colophon reads: alill ¢y 2o ey zesbas s | 58 (pal 5 (S Gl il
Bl S an 58 5 (uiall

%% Ter-fewondyan (1968a), 119.

637 Ter-Lewondyan (1961a), 27.
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both the beginning and the end. N. Marr, who published the work in Arabic in 1905 with a
Russian translation, concluded that it dates from the seventh or eighth century; N. Adontz
believes it to be from the late sixth or early seventh; C. Toumanoff states that it must have been
translated at or after the end of the eighth.®® Ter-Eewondyan claims merely that it is “not later
than the tenth century.”®*® Though we do not know if it was produced at Sinai, it is reasonable to
suggest that the copyist was Christian, as it was preserved as a single section within a

martyrology.

8.1.2 Content: the Formation of a National Church
The History ascribed to Agat®angetos was written in the fifth century and outlines the story of the
conversion of Armenia. Written in Armenian, the author displays knowledge of early Christian
texts in Greek and Syriac. The history tells of the missionizing efforts of St. Grigor Lusaworic®:
the tortures he endured under the Armenian king Trdat and his eventual role saving the life of the
king and gaining the necessary influence to legalize Christianity, destroy pagan altars, and spread
the new religion to the people of Armenia, Georgia, Abhazia, and Albania. The History also
includes an account of early Christian martyrs of Armenia, Hrip°simé&, Gayang, and a number of
nuns fleeing from the commands of Diocletian and then Trdat. Grigor later ordered the
construction of churches in memory of these holy women in the vicinity of Ejmiacin.
Ter-Lewondyan produces the following table, which allows for the quick comparison of

the content of some of the main renditions of Agat“angetos:**°

838 Toumanoff (1947), 376.
839 Ter-Ghewondyan (1973), 209.

640 Ter-Lewondyan (1976a), 35 (and 111 in Russian).
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A V

Aa (1909) | Ag (1887) Ar Vg (1946) | Va (1905)
Introduction 1-17 1 ?
ArtasSir's Rebellion 2-9a ?
Xorsrov and Trdat 18 - 47 9b-21 1-30 ?
S. Gregory's Martyrdom 48 - 136 22 - 58 31-113 1-29 1-9
Hripsime's Martyrdom 137 - 210 59 - 88 114 - 181 30-50 10 - 37
Vision of S. Gregory 211-258 | 89-127 | 182-275 | 51-92 38 -85

716 - 776
Doctrine 259 - 715
Wife of St. Gregory 93 -97
Conversion of Armenia 777-891 | 128-170 | 276 -364 | 98 —-198 86 — 187
Conclusion 892-900 | 171172 199 188

Table 5: Ter-Lewondyan’s Chart of Contents of Agat®angelos’s History
Some of the differences between the various recensions are easily explained. Thomson
categorizes the Introduction of Aa, which is absent from all translations except the truncated
version in Ag, as “long and exceedingly torturous” and “well-nigh impossible to translate at all
closely.”®
Meanwhile, Ter-Lewondyan comments that the section on Grigor’s teaching
(vardapetut®iwn, rendered in Greek as didaskalia), which occupies nearly half of Aa, is absent in

642

all translations of the work, A or V cycle;”* this is largely true, but oversimplified: while Aa

devotes 456 pages to the teaching, according to Thomson’s rendition, and the rest of the A cycle

omits it, Vg includes 7 pages; Vo, 2; Va, 7; and Vk, 35.°%

This abridgement is more difficult to
explain. R. Thomson published a detailed study of the teaching, outlining its main tenets and
possible sources. He concludes that the author was particularly familiar with early Christian

works, such as those by Cyril of Jerusalem and John Chrysostom: “There is no doubt that our

®1 Thomson (1976), xxiv.
%2 Ter- Lewondyan (1968), 119. Van Esbroeck (1971), 15.

%3 Thomson (1976), liii.
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author was personally acquainted with Greek, and with little question Syriac also, witness the
wide range of borrowed material which has been reworked in his own fashion. Such extensive
knowledge of Greek and Syriac literature in an Armenian author of the fifth century is neither
surprising nor unusual.”®** He categorizes the interests of Agat®angetos as reflecting Christian
interests before the Council of Ephesus. Despite its length, the Teaching was intended for
purposes specific to Armenian Christian history: it was designed to demonstrate the ties between
Grigor and Mastoc® and was therefore modeled after Koriwn’s work.®* Translated and divorced
from its placement in traditional Armenian historiography, the relation of the Teaching to the rest
of the history is uncertain and likely easier to detach. We can therefore hypothesize that the
translations of Agat®angetos had a specific goal in mind beyond the faithful replication of an
early Christian work.

The inclusion of the Sasanian episode (Artasir’s rebellion) may also be problematic, as
we should expect to see such information in the Arabic rendition: although it is only included in
the Greek version Ag, this text was pulled from a seventh-century Pahlavi source entitled
Karnamalk-i-Artashir-i-Papakan, translated into Greek via an Armenian intermediary.®*® Since
we cannot determine with certainty when this episode was added to the Greek Agat®angelos, its
omission from Ar is inconclusive. Its interest to Arab Muslims would be clear, but it is unlikely

that this relevance would be noticed by the Christian copyists.

%4 Thomson (1970), 35.
%> Thomson (1970), 36 — 37.

846 Thomson (1976), xxvii.
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8.1.3 Significance: the Question of Chalcedonian Redactions

Agat“angelos was a particularly interesting choice of a text to translate. It is, quite clearly, one of
the most iconic histories of Armenia and one of the most referenced sources on the
Christianization of Armenia, Georgia, and Albania. However, one of the primary emphases of
the History was “Armenian ecclesiastical independence from both the Greek and the Syriac
churches.”®’ This is due in large part to the Vision of St. Grigor, which is exceedingly important
since it provides justification for the independence of the Armenian Church and supports the
perception of Grigor as a national leader.®*

Grigor described his vision: a man “in the form of light” descended from heaven and
called him by name in a “thunderous voice.” In this vision, Grigor saw the city of ValarSapat,
with the cathedrals dedicated to Hrip°simé and Gayané. The man claimed that these “holy
martyrs who were martyred here have made a road for these Northern regions, since they have
gone up and made paths for others.”® The creation of the center of the Armenian see was
therefore constructed by none other than divine command, complete with a concurrent
earthquake and thunderous noises, and on the authority of Armenian martyrs rather than
dependent upon Greek or Syriac missionaries. This episode is extant in all translations of the

work, whether A or V cycle.®*®

847 Ter-Lewondyan (1976a), 28

%8 Thomson (1970), 36: “It is also clear that the History is designed to glorify the site of the national cathedral at
VatarSapat, to link Gregory with the place of the martyr’s shrines, although the center of Armenian Christianity in
Gregory’s own day was in the West at AstiSat. By means of the famous vision (§731 — 755) divine authority for the
building of the main cathedral and the two churches of St. Rhipsimé and St. Gaiané was obtained; consequently, the
site of the cathedral was later named Ejmiacin (‘the Only-begotten descended’). It is no coincidence that the only
fixed dates in the History are the martyrdom of Rhipsimé and Gregory’s vision. The History, therefore, must be
subsequent to the establishment of Vatar§apat as the see of the Armenian Patriarchate in the early fifth century. Its
purpose was to give this see a divine foundation.” See Peeters (1942), 117.

*9 Thomson (1976), 282 — 283: Sh unipp JYuypu wju np wuw YYukghlt hhruhuwlub jnndwigu
Swuwywnh gnpstght. Sh huptwip Ght b wying swthnu ninnkght:
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It is unlikely that we can uncover explicit information about the stance of the redactors:
whether the copyists and translators are Chalcedonian or anti-Chalcedonian, the content of all
recensions preserves at least some mark of the past ties between the Greek and the Armenian
Churches: Grigor is consecrated as bishop in Cappadocia in all variants except for Vk, which
claims he traveled to Rome (though note that the name of the bishop is still given as Leontius,

651

the bishop of Caesarea).”" According to Aa, Grigor returned with a letter reading “[a]nd may the

testimony between our two regions remain firm, that the gift of your new high priestly rank from
us may remain immovably in our church of Caesarea, when has been prepared for you the

ordination of salvation.”®* However, Vg and Va do not include such strong statements of

653

ecclesiastical unity with the Greeks,””* which at least opens the discussion about a possible anti-

Chalcedonian (or at least independent Armenian) bent inherent in the V cycle.
V. Marr actually argues the opposite: that Va represents a Chalcedonian version of the
Armenian conversion narrative because

(a) its text was found in the Orthodox Monastery on Mt. Sinai; (b) the pagination
of the MS, which contains it, is in Georgian; (c) Armenians are represented in it
as one in religion with the Georgians, the Lazi, and the Albanians, though after
the seventh century, which constitutes the terminus a quo of the redaction, this
was not so; and (d) in the vision of St. Gregory, described in it, Marr sees an
allusion to the anti-Chalcedonite schism.®**

850 Garitte (1946), 341.
81 Van Esbroeck (1971), 75 — 76: ,&xe s <l ylay (o sabai 53" Al 5 pgae (S 5 g0y 53 o e e Wllad Ll ol yla aglus 51 Y g
"3l see 76 no. 244: “Permutation par rapport a 1’ Agathange et aux paralléles ou le voyage de Rome se fait auprés

de I’empereur Constantin, et celui de Césarée aupreés de son évéque Léonce. Des raisons de politique religieuse
motivent un tel renversement.”

%2 Thomson (1976), 363 § 826: 1 hwuwnwinkwy Yuggk Yyuynipht h dke kplngniug Ynndwigu, gh
wupqwpwunipht inpng pwhwbwjuwybnnpbwin dkpnyy twhwbghny we h tbe juggh wiowpd
JEYknkgingu Yhuwpnt, niuinh b hwbnbpdbgun dkq unpuunbwy hpnipbwt dkntwnpniphti:

%3 Thomson (1976), 492 §826 no. 1; Garitte (Narratio), 56 — 57.

854 Toumanoff (1947), 379.

252



G. Garitte responds to Marr’s argument in detail. He dismisses the first two claims: Marr
claims that the A cycle is anti-Chalcedonian, while the V cycle is Chalcedonian, but both the V
and A cycle were found in Orthodox institutions. If one accepts Marr’s assertion that the
discovery of V at St. Catherine’s indicates its Chalcedonian bent, so too must one accept that the
A cycle is also Chalcedonian. Garitte dismisses the argument about Georgian pagination due to
the fact that the work was in translation, while the other editions of the V cycle do not have
similar markers of Chalcedonian copyists.

As for the question of ecclesiastical unity with the Georgians, Albanians, and Abhazians,
Marr argues that the appearance of this passage in Va indicates its Chalcedonian nature, since it
is in the interest of the redactor to stress the religious unity of the four peoples. While the
passage explicitly discussing Grigor’s mission to the other Caucasian lands is missing from Vg,
there is evidence that this was a mistake in this particular manuscript; additionally, the kings of
Georgia, Albania, and Abhazia are in fact mentioned in Vg, as are priests sent to the three lands
on Grigor’s order.®®

This passage is curiously missing from the A cycle, which claims only that Grigor spread
Christianity to the entirety of Armenia. This must at least allow for consideration of the
definition of Armenia, especially given the evidence of Ps. Zacharias Rhetor as mentioned in
Chapter 3: in the sixth century, Albania, Georgia, and Abhazia may have been considered to be
part of Armenia. It seems possible that the fifth century assertion in Aa that Grigor brought
Christianity to all of Armenia assumes the concurrent inclusion of the neighboring peoples. After
all, Aa is quite specific about the borders of Armenia, including areas that may traditionally be

ascribed to its neighbors:

855 Garitte (1946), 311 — 312, 320 — 321.
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Thus throughout the whole land of Armenia, from end to end, he extended the
labor of preaching the gospel. From the city of Satala to the land of the Khaltik®
[Chaldia], to Kalarjik® [Cholarzene], to the very borders of the Messagetae, to the
gate of the Alans, to the borders of the Kaspk®, to P‘aytakaran, the city of the
Armenian kingdom; from the city of Amida to the city of Nisibis he passed along
the borders of Syria, the land of Nor-Shirakan and Korduk, to the secure land of
the Medes, to the house of the prince of Mahk®r-Tun, to Azerbaijan—he spread
his gospel-preaching.®*®

It is possible, however vague, that by extending the borders of Armenia to include the Allan

%7 and P°aytakaran, the author implies lands of

Gate, the Kaspk® (Kaonitat, near Derbent),
Georgia and Albania when discussing Armenia. After all, the A cycle has Grigor traveling as far
as Azerbaijan to the east and Derbent and Allan Gate to the North.

Regardless, Garitte dismisses Marr’s assertion that the inclusion of Georgians, Albanians,
and Abhazians by name in the V cycle indicates its Chalcedonian nature. A non-Chalcedonian
Armenian would have just as much reason to stress this passage, due to its implications about
Armenian ecclesiastical authority over its neighboring Churches.®*® However, Van Esbroeck
later points out that this concern about Armenian mission efforts in neighboring lands is visible

in the eighth century Georgian text of Leonti Mroveli, which is the source of Xorenac®i’s

statements on Saint Nino.®>°

%56 Agat®angetos, trans. Thomson (1976), 376 — 377: Bt wyuwjtu ply wdbbugh kphpt Zwyng, h Swqug Uhish
h dwqu, dqunkp nwpwswtbp qUowlniphi pupngniptwtt b wknwpuiniptwit. b Uwnwunuging
punupkl Uptish wp wpjuwuphuit vwnuntwg, dhish wn Yunuwnpgeop, dhty h uywnr h vwhdwu
Uwuppug, vhtish h gpnitiu Ujubwg, dhs h vwhdwbu Ywuyhg, h @uyunnuljupu punup
wppwnipbwlin Zuyng. bt jUdnwuging punupkt dvhish wne Upsdphtt punuput, pipkp we vwhdwiop
Uunping wn tnp Chpwlwb Epjpul, b we YUnpyniop dhish judnip wohuwpht Uwpwg: dhiph wn
nwdpl Uwhpp-Swt hpjuwtht, dhish jUnpyunulut dqunkp mupuwbswukp quuibinupwiniphit hip:

%7 Thomson (1976), 455, §19 no 10.
%8 Garitte (1946), 342.

859 \/an Esbroeck (1971), 17 — 18.
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Marr’s final argument, that passages from Grigor’s vision as it’s preserved in Va contain
Chalcedonian bias, is equally dismissed: Garitte suggests that these few mentions might in fact
add to the argument of pro-Chalcedonianism if there was some other proof to bolster it. Since Aa
and Ag preserve similar remarks despite Marr’s categorization of the A cycle as anti-
Chalcedonian in nature, the Vision cannot by itself provide sufficient evidence for Marr’s
argument.®®°

C. Toumanoff also takes issue with V. Marr’s assertion that Va was Chalcedonian,
claiming that this statement is dependent upon Marr’s assumption that it was penned in Tayk®.®®*
The provenance of the V cycle depends upon the study of the list of toponyms found in the text.
Marr considers the terms ¢ Sk, (8 sl gus, (il 8 <3 8 and b Lsile to demonstrate a remnant of
the text’s Georgian origin in that they preserve a vestige of the Georgian endings —et‘i / -it°i:
“Ces toponymes sont formés du suffix —at ou -at, représentant le géorgien —et® or —it®; ils
possésaient déja ce suffixe dans I’original grec, car plusieurs d’entre eux étant munis de la
terminaison ¢z -yn, qui est celle de I’accusatif grec en —mv, montrant qu’ils sont transcrits
fidélement du grec.”®®? However, Garitte counters this argument, as well: he refers back to Vg,
which Marr did not have access to, and clarifies that some of the Arabic toponyms are clearly
distorted: (1) oSk corresponds to émi ‘Exdetleviv and should therefore read o St (2)
Ol s IS Tovoméptv (Zvomiitig); (3) widl & is Kapavity (Kapnvitig) and should read ool g;
(4) a3 is Kopdovvmv; and (5) Lk is Maviapar: the final —t is unusual, but cannot be a

remnant of the Georgian because of the Armenian translation: Uwttwy wjpp (the toponymic

%0 Garitte (1946), 342 — 343.
%! Toumanoff (1947), 380.

862 Garitte (1947), 347 qtd Marr (1905).
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suffix would not be added to the noun ayrk®). Garitte therefore asserts that the Arabic toponyms
cannot reliably recreate any trace of Georgian and subsequently that Marr’s argument for a
Georgian-Armenian origin of the V cycle is based upon flimsy guesswork.®®

Thomson’s study of Agat‘angetos suggests that the V cycle in its entirety is “deliberately
aimed at presenting a different interpretation of—or attitude towards—the dominant tradition in
Armenian.”®®* He pinpoints a few passages of interest for the question of Chalcedonianism: (1)
Grigor’s lineage is omitted from Vg and Va, but he is identified as a Cappadocian in Vg only:
“This claim was presumably motivated by a Greek Christian who wished to emphasise the
connection between Cappadocia—notably the metropolitan see of Cappadocia—and
Armenia.”®® Although this is not explicit in any of the other recensions, both Vg and Va are
more detailed than any A version in their account of Grigor’s travels from Cappadocia to

Armenia.®®®

(2) In the abridged version of Va Vision of Grigor, Marr considers “the wolves who
lead others to their own view” a reference to Chalcedonian concern about disinformation.
Thomson refutes this based on the lack of evidence: “the phrase in question could as well refer to
backsliding—as the Armenian clearly does—as to differing Christological views and cannot bear

the precise interpretation that Marr would read into it.”®®’

863 Garitte (1946), :347 — 348: “il suffit de mettre I’argument en forme pour se rendre compte du peu de chances
qu’il a d’étre pris au sérieux par les gens de bon sens. Mais il n’est pas nécessaire de s’étendre sur I’inconsistance du
raisonnement, car les faits eux-mémes sur lesquels il se fond sont purement imaginaires. Il faut avoir une bien
robuste confiance dans son étoile pour oser baser la moindre construction sur des noms propres obscurs trouvés dans
un texte arabe qui est attesté par un seul manuscrit. L’original grec, que nous restitue Vg, exclut décisivement, et ce
n’est pas merveille, I’interprétation de Marr.”
664

Thomson (1976), xxiii.
665 ;

Thomson (1976), xxix.
8¢ Thomson (1976), 438 no. 24.

87 Thomson (1976), Ivii; Garitte, 338 — 350.
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Thomson, Toumanoff, and Garitte thus each present a detailed rebuttal against Marr’s
specific arguments; however, Garitte concluded his discussion with the recognition of the
likelihood of Chalcedonian influence in the V cycle despite the lack of definitive proof.®®® This is
clearly not a fixed conclusion: Ter-Lewondyan argues that the A cycle is hellenophile, while the
V cycle demonstrates the tendencies of the Armenians to ally with the Syriac Church.®®® The
categorization of the only extant KarS$iini recension as a V cycle supports Ter-Lewondyan’s
conclusion, though he is quick to follow up with the assertion that the bulk of the subject
material remains unchanged between the two cycles. The anti-Chalcedonian bent of the V cycle
is supported by later documents, such as the tenth or eleventh century Coptic text that
demonstrates familiarity with the V texts, but is explicit in its confessional statements against the
Greek Church.®™

Given the existence of two Arabic renditions possibly dated to the Arab period, one
belonging to the A cycle and the other to the V cycle, it is unlikely that a strong Chalcedonian or
anti-Chalcedonian sentiment played a major role in the decision of which text to translate.
However, the Arabic versions of Agat®angetos do demonstrate that Chalcedonianism, or rather
more importantly the Greek claims of ecclesiastical supremacy over the Armenians, was a
particularly important question during this period presumably because of their inherent

usefulness in sustaining claims of political legitimacy. Another important implication of the

888 Garitte (1946), 344 — 345: “II faut conclure que I’origine ‘chalcedonienne’ de la recension V n’est pas prouvée
avec certitude; elle n’a en sa faveur qu’une certain probabilité. On peut présumer que le rédacteur était orthodoxe,
parce qu’il a au moins conservé intacts, s’il n’a pas faconné lui-méme, des passages d’une ‘hellénophilie’ évidente,
et aussi parce que, la recension d’Agathange ayant traditionnellement droit de cité chez les Arméniens grégoriens, il
est vraisemblable que la rédaction concurrente se soit adressée aux Arméniens restés en communion avec I’Eglise
byzantine.”

%9 Ter-Fewondyan (1976a), 32.

870 \/an Esbroeck (1971), 17.
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popularity of this group of texts is the interrelation of various Christian denominations within the

Islamic world.

8.1.4 Armenian Literature in the Christian Communities in the Near East

All the extant Arabic translations of Agat“angetos are housed in St. Catherine’s in the Sinai. The
manuscript of Ar includes a colophon that marks the copyist as a Christian and specifies the Sinai
as its place of production. Va must also be considered a Christian copy, due to its placement in a
book of Christian martyrology: the story was not considered a history of the Armenian nation so
much as an account of Christian martyrs.

We have incontrovertible evidence that Armenians visited the Sinai on pilgrimage during
the early Islamic period. M. Stone published two particularly interesting inscriptions:

(1) H Arm 15 reads:

wu] 2L QU3[u wa]tch thi[s

]U.-Nr uus ]A- which here

[@h]3U, the year of] the A(rmenians) 301 [= 852
C.E]

Imége 8: Ar ia Inscriptio in the in, 852 CE.
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Stone cited O. Yeganian to interpret this as “This period, when I was here, is the year
301 of the Armenians.” He also confirms that the paleography is congruent with the

stated date.®™

(2) H Arm 66 reads as follows:

]--471.6L ULU-U[ ]--VEENremain—M [
]1-¢049p[[4ULABUL[]-[ ] —is praised ] Vazgen [ ][
UNJUEUDPY Movsésik

. Image 9: Armeninlnscription in the Sinai, ninth centry.
Inscribed over the Armenian, which Stone claims is “probably of the eighth century,”

are a few letters in Arabic that resemble _=lll. M. Sharon dates the Arabic script to

the ninth century or earlier.®”

671 Stone (1982), 109 and pl. L.

%72 Stone (1982), 153 and plate CII.
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Other inscriptions of interest include a number of names: (1) S Arm 11: “Varazdux[t]” (a
woman’s name) from the seventh century;®”® (2) S Arm 17: “Vasak” from the seventh — eighth
centuries;®™ (3) H Arm 11: “Aharovn” from the eighth century;675 (4) H Arm 24: “Vasak” from
the seventh — eighth centuries “at the latest;*’® (5) H Arm 34: “I Ep°rim and T¢at’anoys,” dated
between the seventh and ninth centuries, paleographically comparable to seventh century
inscriptions and the 867 Arug inscription;®”” (6) H Arm 44: “I Yohan/THOIWMARGE,”
from the eighth century;®” (7) H Arm 55: “Ezekigl / Yovhanngs / Cudut ---6” from the eighth or
ninth centuries, comparable to the 783 Uxtatur inscription;®”® (8) H Arm 64: “E L. / Vanik, rem-
/ember,” from the seventh century;®® (9) H Arm 67: “Yakovb / sinner” from “prior to the ninth

century”;*®" and (10) “Mos/es I circumvented,” from the eighth or ninth centuries.

682

These inscriptions demonstrate an Armenian presence in Sinai during the early Arab
period. Of M. Stone’s inscriptions, most (73) were undatable, twelve are from the seventh to
ninth centuries, five are post-ninth century, thirteen date from the tenth or eleventh centuries, six

from the “tenth century or later,” two from the twelfth or thirteenth century, and one from the

fourteenth or fifteenth century. Although we cannot make any conclusions about the relationship

673 Stone (1982), 75 and plate XI.

874 Stone (1982), 79 and plate XV.

675 Stone (1982), 106 and plate XLVI.

676 Stone (1982), 116 — 117 and plate LX.

877 Stone (1982), 125 — 126 and plate LXXIV.
678 Stone (1982), 134 — 135 and plate LXXVIII.
%7 Stone (1982), 143 and plate XC.

%80 Stone (1982), 150 — 152 and plate C.

%! Stone (1982), 154 and plate CII|.

%82 Stone (1982), 157 and plate CVII.
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between the number of pilgrims and the remaining inscriptions, the fact remains that many of the
datable inscriptions are from the early Islamic period, indicating at the very least the popularity
of pilgrimage to Sinai for Armenian Christians.

We can surmise, therefore, that interest in translating an Armenian work into Arabic
stemmed from interaction between the Arabic-speaking Christians present at Sinai and the
Armenian pilgrims. However, its translation via a Greek intermediary is more difficult to
explain. The translator, as Ter-Lewondyan points out, had a shaky grasp of Greek and was likely
a native Arabic speaker. St. Catherine’s is a Greek Orthodox institution, so that two-thirds of the
manuscripts housed in it are Greek, while Armenian manuscripts account for relatively little of
the collection. Greek manuscripts were likely simply much more available than Armenian ones.
However, no copies of the Greek text have survived in the Sinai collection. It may simply have
been that Armenian was not well-known at that time.

The translations of Agat®angetos only support the conclusion of an interfaith (or at least
interdenominational) conversation among the various ethnic groups in the Near East; their
transmission via the Greek intermediaries perpetuates the argument that there was no significant
bilateral Arab — Armenian interchange at this early period. The only markers of literary exchange
are also common to Syriac or Greek sources and instead support the importance of the sectarian
milieu in the transmission of ideas and conventions, not specific works. Furthermore, the
suggestion that Armenian literature was understood as hellenophile can hardly be disputed given
the apparent familiarity of Arabic-speaking Christians only with Greek renditions of Armenian
works. The later familiarity of Armenians with Arabic literature is clearly through relations with

Islamic world and cannot be fairly compared to the Christian Arabic translation of Agat®angetos.
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Interestingly, the frequently-cited transmission of Greek texts into Arabic via Syriac
translations in the “Abbasid period is unlikely to have any direct connection to the History of
Agat“angelos, as neither the A nor V cycles indicate a Syriac intermediary. Nevertheless, there is
evidence that Syriac-speaking Christians were involved in the transmission and dissemination of
the corpus through the Near East, demonstrating the universality of interest in the texts. The
Karsiini translation of Agat‘angetos, VK, is comparatively late to be of interest for the early
period: it was copied in 1732 — 1733 from a Syriac manuscript dated 1178 from Dér az-
Zaafaran.®®® The text is dependent upon an Arabic version of the V cycle, but shows knowledge
not only of the A cycle, but also of other Armenian texts such as Xorenaci. Interestingly, Vk
completely omits the Vision of Grigor, despite its relevance to the argument for an independent
Armenian Church, but adds an aspect to the argument that is missing from other recensions of
Agatangelos: the Armenian claim to an apostolic seat by the missionary activity and martyrdom
of Thaddeus.®

Perhaps more important for the current study is the Syriac document written in 714 and
known as the “Notice of George, Bishop of the Arabs.” This piece contains a chapter about
Grigor, which Garitte published both in Syriac and in Latin translation. He demonstrates that Vo
directly cites this early text, supporting the claim of the involvement of Syriac-speaking
Christians in the dissemination of the Agat®angelos corpus despite the lack of an early translation
extant in Syriac. In fact, it is clear from the text that the author is working from an even earlier

Syriac text, as he expresses doubt about the amount of time Grigor spent in the pit by suggesting

%83 \/an Esbroeck (1971), 13.

%84 Van Esbroeck (1971), 22 — 23: (e 4l 4dle 15l sy eaneall Al S (530 La ) ol i) ol ¢ i oo Sk daina ) b OIS
58 Al a8 S5 A o Al & 5yl 13 Gl A5 a5 00 Jad (e p ¥ @ gle aaea (gl O ol 08 Lala ey il g cllall a g 5la AL
Al m ol ll Gy V" cad | sl 5 paiad ) gl 5 ) pmaiad Liisa ) & gla | saans Lalld cllall jadd Ba) ) & 5 pdatnn alidd lag¥) Al agd 5 S5 50l
(i sa Ll (a5 llin o gl 5 1 5le M) 0 samaald (531 Lol 5 ol 4l o 55 pgia) ) g sgd "L
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that the his source was miscopied and had transcribed 3 () years as 13 (ag) years: such a
mistake would be unlikely if the author was working with a Greek or Armenian text.?® This
positively identifies versions of the Agat®angetos cycle penned in Armenian, Greek, Syriac, and
Arabic during and/or before our period, indicating not only that the Christian communities had
close relations and interests, but also that there was some measure of continuity between pre- and

post-Islamic interconfessional dynamics.

8.2 ELewond and the Correspondence between “Umar and Leo
The transmission of Agat“angetos’s Patmut®iwn is not an entirely unique phenomenon, as it is
quite similar to the history of the polemical letters between the Umayyad caliph “Umar Il and the
Byzantine Emperor Leo I11: (1) both sets of texts include multiple manuscripts and renditions in
Armenian, Greek, Arabic, and Latin; (2) both have spurred considerable academic response as to
their date, authenticity, and significance; and (3) both groups of texts demonstrate the
interrelation of the various literatures of the Near East, independent of denominational
boundaries.

There are multiple references to these letters in Christian literatures of the Near East from

the ninth and tenth centuries. Theophanes (d. 818),%%® Agapius (d. 942),°" and T°ovma Arcruni

885 Garitte (1946), 421 and 409.

%86 Turtledove, 91: “And he [‘Umar II] also sent a doctrinal letter to the Emperor Leo, thinking to persuade him to
apostasize.” Recorded under the year 6210 (September, 717 — August, 718). Qtd also in Hoyland (2007), 490: “He
(‘Umar) wrote for Leo the king a letter summoning him therein to Islam and, moreover, disputed with him about his
religion. Leo made him reply in which he tore apart his argument and made clear to him the unsoundness of his
statement, and elucidated to him the light of Christianity by proofs from the revealed books and by comparison from
the insights and inclinations of the Qur’an.”

%87 Agapius, qtd in Gero (1973), 45: 4iaa 43 akad Ul s (5 5Y 4dlald 4 8 adola o5 a3V 4 o 0. LS @bl )58 I S
VAN (e g 3l 535 dsiadl (e e 5 A Sl CSI (e raany ) puaill ) 5541 G5 41 8 Sl Al = ) s Hoyland (2007), 490: Agapius
and Theophanes may be working from the same source here.
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(late 9™ — early 10" century)®®®

each mention that such correspondence took place, but do not
record specific information about the content. We have six texts that purport to preserve this
correspondence:

(1) An anonymous letter from Leo to “Umar: Min Aliyiin malik al-Rim ila “Umar ibn “Abd al-
“Aziz, amir al-mu°minin, dated to the mid or late eighth century. This was written in Arabic,
likely by a Melkite clergyman, and preserved in ninth-century manuscript in Saint Catherine’s at
Sinai.®®

(2) An anonymous Arabic text with half of “Umar’s letter to Leo preserved in a late ninth- or
early tenth-century manuscript produced in Syria and currently held in the Museum of Turkish
and Islamic Art in Istanbul;*®

(3 and 4) Two sixteenth-century Aljamiado translations of a ninth century Arabic text preserving
the other half of “Umar’s letter, entitled Karta de ‘Umar ibn “Abd al-°4ziz rey de los K°reyentes a
Lyon rey de los K'risti’anos desk®reyentes and kept in the Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid (ms.
4944, fols 84v — 101v and ms. 5302). About ten paragraphs of these late Aljamiado versions and

the previously mentioned 9 — 10" century Arabic overlap, which demonstrates that they not only

hail from the same document, but the later copies are a faithful rendition of the early Arabic. The

%88 T*ovma Arcruni, 166 — 8: Nudwn npnh Upughqu wdu q: Uw wqiniwgnyh knbwy put quukibupi.
Qpk pnigpe hwiwinng we Vbnt Yuyup 8nibwg, b pilubwg h tdwbt yuwnwuewbhu' pugnid his b
Unipwk munh hipbwbg wpnwpu pulkg qinid wnwuybjugnyul, putqgh unniquyku swku
qqopniphiiit. Ptykwn b ny hwdwpdwkug qudbiug puntiug, wy) jnjd yunjupwiop wdwskgbuy [put
h uinnnipkul wtnh, np juunhdwiubkgut h pypn) uyubpl, b h Akt wjunphly gnigubp pupkdnniphil
Uk wn wqqu pphuniniibhg:

889 Swanson (2009), 377: “Nothing is known of the actual author of an Arabic text purporting to be a letter of the
Byzantine Emperor Leo 111 (r. 717 — 41) to the Umayyad caliph “‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-°Aziz (r. 717 — 20), other than
what can be gathered from the context of the text itself and the manuscript in which it is fragmentarily preserved
(Sinai ar. NF pap. 14). These lead us to think of a Melkite monk or cleric of the mid-8" century, possibly of
Palestine or Sinai, who had some Christian biblical and theological formation as well as some familiarity with
Islamic vocabulary.”

8% Gaudeul ; Roggema (2009), 382 and 384; Sourdel (1966).
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isnad provided for these documents (possibly from the abovementioned 9 — 10" century Arabic
manuscript, which is missing the opening section) are considered reliable and date the document
to the late eighth century;**

(5) A sixteenth century Latin translation of Leo’s letter, likely from a Greek original;*** and

(6) Lewond’s abridged letter from ‘Umar and the extended letter from Leo, which is clearly a

response to the Arabic and Aljamiado letters of “Umar.**

8.2.1 Dating

Lewond’s letter from Leo has engendered considerable discussion. Gero argued that it was
originally written in Armenian and inserted into £.ewond’s history in the eleventh or twelfth
century,®®* though the text of the letter itself claims to have been written in Greek®® in the
middle of the eighth century.®®® Due in large part to his conclusions, scholars have typically
placed the correspondence in Lewond anywhere from the eighth to the tenth century or even

later.5%’

%91 Gaudeul (1984), 123; Roggema (2009), 381 — 5; See Cardaillac (1972) for the Aljamiado text. On the reliability
of the isnad in the Aljamiao text, see Hoyland (2007), 493 — 494; Sourdel (1966).

8%2 Note, however, Gero’s argument that the Latin text was in fact a translation from a Melkite (Arabic) source, 46

and 153 — 171. See Hoyland (2007), 498: the Armenian and Latin are both likely working off of the same text in
Greek.
893 Gaudeul; Roggema (2009), 382 — 3.

894 Gero (1973), 153 — 171. Whereas Hildebrand Beck argues that they were inserted earlier, in the ninth or tenth
century, cf: Jeffery (1944), 273 no. 11.

%% Eewond, 88: Ukp 8nitiugu is included in a list of Christian languages.

%% Eewond, 86: i dwlwiwl kplidwl nnpu npuygtu nnipn wutp hwphip wd thopp his wibjh jud gl
One hundred years, more or less, after the zigra means that the author of the letter claims to be writing in 722.

87 Newman (1993), 62.
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R. Hoyland has convincingly argued against each of Gero’s arguments and concludes that
the letters were indeed included in Lewond’s original text, which dates back to the eighth,698 or

possibly the ninth,**

century. Gero, for example, argues that a reviser of Lewond modeled the
correspondence after T°ovma Arcruni and Asotik. However, Hoyland points out that the
influence is probably vice versa since Asotik specifically mentions Lewond as his source.”” The
two later histories have very different methods, content, and tone from Lewond’s. There are no
concrete data to demonstrate that L.ewond’s passage relies on either historian or, indeed, that the
correspondence is a later addition to his history. Furthermore, Meyendorff points out that the
general apathy towards the presence of icons in the Church demonstrates that Leo’s response
must in fact be from the early eighth century.’

The dialogical format and the existence of a ninth-century Arabic manuscript of “‘Umar’s
letter, complete with isnad bringing it back to the late eighth century, at the very least add weight
to the conclusion that the Armenian version of Leo and “Umar’s letters dates to the early

Abbasid period. After all, Eewond’s letter from Leo is clearly a response to this document in

Arabic, as it answers the questions posed in the Arabic/Aljamiado texts, uses the same biblical

%% Hoyland (2007), 494.
5% Greenwood (2012).

% Hoyland (2007), 492: “Stephen Asotik of Taron, Universal History, 1.1 (tr. Dulaurier, 4), says he uses ‘the
history of Lewond the priest who informs us about the invasions of the Arabs and the woes which their tyranny
visited upon Armenian,” one cannot infer from this, as does Gero (Byzantine Iconoclasm...Leo, 137), ‘that Stephen
could use Lewond’s work for local events in Armenia only.”” His response to the charge that “the narrative
framework of the correspondence is taken from the tenth-century historian Thomas Artsruni,” Hoyland (2007), 491
responds with the review of Lewond’s conventions in narrative style and is unable to confirm this. He notes that

T ovma Arcruni does not specifically name Lewond as his source, but it is still a possibility since he doesn’t
consistently identify his sources.

01 Meyendorff (1964), 127 qtd. in Hoyland (2007), 498 — 499: “[t]he text clearly reflects a state of mind which was
predominant at the court of Constantinople in the years which preceded the iconoclastic decree of 726...for neither
the iconoclasts nor the orthodox were capable, at a later date, of adopting towards the images so detached an
attitude.”
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passages, and even cites it directly.”® ©

Umar’s letter in Arabic circulated the Islamic (and
Christian) world as early as the eighth or ninth century, which confirms the possibility that

Lewond’s response from Leo may be authentic to the original text.

8.2.2 Content and its Significance: Sources of Armenian Knowledge of Islam

Eewond’s letters allow us to imagine Islam as Armenians understood it in the early “Abbasid
period. In fact, the letter begins with the statement: “We want to learn the significance of your
opinions, for we have been instructed by regarding this: ‘Examine everything, but accept what is
good.””"® And without a doubt, the author of Leo’s letter was indeed familiar with Islamic
orthodoxy. He mentions a number of aspects of Muslim doctrine and orthopraxy, including (1)
the humanity of Muhammad;®* (2) basic information about Islamic law, including laws about

divorce,’® witnesses,”® and impurities;""’

(3) general knowledge of the Qur’an, including some
paraphrasing’® and the confusion between Mary the sister of Aaron and Mary the mother of

Christ;"® (4) detailed information about the zagg, such as the stoning of the devil (ramy al-

92 Gaudeul (1984), 123.

7% fewond, 69: Uy kit qatpng Yupstwgn qopniphil wyduhly tnpng udhup ntuwihy. Uy we b jUuinnidng
b1 Juutl wyjunphly fppunbtwp «quuktugu hs putkgkp. bulj qpupht pujujupnip»:
704

Lewond, 81: Puyyg qpn) Uuhubwnt qumhghou wpnbtop dwpn

05 L ewond, 121.
7% fewond, 103: GLni'p & hip hulj ophiunphi pn hpudwh wewbg kplnig Jiwjhg ny huununty:

7t ewond, 115 mentions women’s menstrual periods and human excrement as impure in Islamic belief and
suggests that they are not impure because they serve a purpose.

98 ¥ ewond, 121: Compare to Qur’an 2:223. Cf: Jeffery (1944), 324 no. 79.

"% ¥ewond, 104: 9pn ophiwunphtt quhwght unniphiith Unpwgwp wpnkop. Bt ki ghnku huly ny
qUuphud qUupwduyg pnuupnt, qUhwpnith poyph, tw E dugp Skwnb dkpng: This, of course, refers to the
famous confusion in Qur’an 66:12, which mistakenly calls Mary the mother of Christ the daughter of “Imran.
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gamardat), running [between Safa and Marwa] (sa°y), sacrifice and shaving the head;"*® (5) the

L7112

d;"* (6) an Islamic understanding of heaven;”*? (7) Friday as a

belief that Jesus was not crucifie
day of prayer;”** and (8) circumcision.”** This information is generally correct, though delivered
in an unflattering tone. It may seem possible, though unverifiable, that the author of the letters
gleaned this information from everyday interactions with his Muslim neighbors.

Some authors have suggested that the proliferation of texts, Muslim and Christian in a
variety of languages, indicates that there was considerable discussion among various religious
groups.” This is certainly true, but it cannot substantiate the argument for Armenian
involvement in this discussion. After all, the Armenian version has been translated from Greek
and therefore cannot contribute to the discussion of Armenian knowledge of Islam or contact
with Muslims. It is therefore possible that even factual information about Islam was actually

gleaned from Christian sources. For example, John of Damascus wrote about the 2agg, and the

™0 Lewond, 120: wy dhwyl gnyupwp pwpknipbudp’ b jupniun hnging dkpng wywnpbb qakq: fud
pwnhl qnp nnpniit Ynskghp, qnp ny ghnbu et punkp Epypyugqbuw hwdpnipbu, b phrwljui
Ynwunnpwéshi, jnpuk ququiip b poyniup qupoht bt Uhninwth quqbugk. b pupwégnipbwtt b
thwhiunbwih b qqniju gipdiyngi b wyng wdopwtkwg, qnpu qnpstu: See also Lewond, 105, where he
discusses the gibla.

™ Eewond, 109: Pulj qykuwpwp dwhniwiky np nibw) ki bu wukyny ns nudbp Yupnn quy b dupyplubk
uyubwbl] quu: G tpl unull vwpyg L pun pn Jupstwgy, qh s wihwiwn Eubpwity dwpnny:

2§ ewond, 125. This focuses on the sensual nature of heaven, which the letters describe with a certain amount of
contempt. The description of heaven could have been interpolated from interaction with Muslims, but it is notably a
main theme in Greek polemics against Islam. As such, despite the fact that the information is not incorrect, it is not
possible to consider it proof that Armenians had direct knowledge of Islam. Cf: Thomson (1986), 838.

"8 fewond, 113: n1 qmippwp op dnnnyny jupglghp quungwn b ny Uh hpuiwlbg ghnbyny:

™ Eewond, 112: pmigh h hinut hpudwjkug Uunniws prhwnt) qudkiug wpnt juinp mpbpnpyh.
bulj nnip ny qupu, wy b qubwgu, npowd b hgk hmuuﬂﬂf wdopwkop fuwnwnwlkp: Cf: Jeffery (1944),
317 no. 69 notes that the concept of female circumcision is extant in early Arabic literature, including in the musnad
of Ibn Hanbal and the Thousand and One Nights. However, he also remarks that this charge is found in Greek
literature.

> Roggema (2009), 376: “The correspondence forms a rare case of a polemical exchange exceeding two letters, and
underscores the fact that apologetic and polemical arguments were not only developed within the respective
communities but also through direct acquaintance with the critical views of members of the other religion.”
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Islamic understanding of heaven was a frequent theme in Greek polemics.”*® Furthermore,
Lewond comments on female circumcision—a topic rarely present in Arabic histories and
literature, but mentioned in Greek polemics.”’

In addition to the aforementioned information, the author also reports several details that
have not been accepted in mainstream Islam, including (1) a list of Islamic sects that have not
been definitively identified;"*® (2) the charge that Salman al-Farisi, *Alf and “‘Umar wrote the
Qur'an;"™ and (3) the belief that al-Haggag fundamentally changed the Qur an and destroyed all
other copies.”® This last assertion demonstrates the author’s familiarity with other Christian

literatures, as it is borrowed from al-Kind1’s polemic.’?

™8 Thomson (1986), 838 — 9.

"7 Thomson (1986), 842.

"8} ewond, 86. I consider this list as part of the inaccurate information because the sects have not all been positively
identified, nor are the beliefs ascribed to them necessarily factual. For example, Jeffery (1944), 296 no. 46, identifies
the Jahdi as Gahizites. Despite the fact that Jeffery himself admits that al-Gahiz was not guilty of the charges listed
in the letter (“that he denied the existence of God and the resurrection”), this ascription has been heralded as proof
that the letter must be a later fabrication inasmuch as al-Gahiz died in 869, long after the purported authors of the
letters. However, this idea has been challenged recently, cf: Hoyland (2007), 494. Newman (1993), 49 argues that
the author may have been referring to the Yazidi: “The Jahdi, of whom it is said that in the text that they do not
believe in God or the resurrection, may refer to the Yazidis, who worship the Malak Ta’us and believe in the
transmigration of souls... Indeed the paradox of the Yazidis being Kurdish and their scriptures being written in
Arabic, would seem to indicate that they were heretical Muslims and not Nestorians or Persian Zoroastrians as some
assume.”

™9 Lewond, 83: @hubkd ply &odwpuniphii Ukpu phunintithgu tknhu b judhu gh unm phwbn pog
pulbtp quubithp pk wukwp pk gptwg henyg quyn Uuwnniws jipluhg npytu gni Juut @nipljuitihy pny
wubku. @tyknb skdp winbnbwl pt G pnjn Odwp kL Upni-@ninwp L Uundwt wwpuhyp qplght. Go
nnip unbyn hudpwikp pt’ jplihg henyg Uuwnnuws: This is a curious charge, stemming likely from the fact
that Salman was known for translating the Qur’an into Persian. Thomson (1986), 38, states: “Unique to Thomas
[Arcruni] among early Christian critics of Islam is the attribution of the Qur'an to a Persian called Salman. This,
however, was an important feature of the Muslim tradition found as early as Ibn Ishaq.” He cites G. Levi Della
Vida’s article “Salman al-Farisi” in EI1, which says nothing of the sort. Ibn Ishag, as far as | can find, made no such
assertion and this is not a Muslim belief.

" Eewond, 88: Puyg nnip unynp tp wniik] quyuwhuhu, twiwwbng Zugwel wyl np h Ynnuwbu Nwpuhg
wn h dkuy mqquuytn Jugkw, dnnnytwug quuttwgt hhtt gpbwtt dbp b wy) pun whunpdwljug gplwug
bl puppubwg pun wdktwgt wmqqu dbp:

721 Jeffery (1944), 331. See also: 298 no. 48.
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Lewond does not receive his information solely from personal interaction with Muslims:
we see this not only in his occasional inaccuracies, but also his specific word choices or, more
frequently, his transliteration of foreign words. The spelling of the sects of Islam and the
transliteration of the word rukn show that he is likely not working directly from an Arabic source
or Arab informants, but relying rather on a Greek intermediary document. Although the
quotations from Scripture are based on the Armenian Bible,”? the text of the letter itself
mentions the Septuagint names for several Biblical books and refers to the Pentateuch by its
Greek name (nomos).”?® This suggests that the original letter was penned in Greek.

S. Griffith argues that Greek and Latin polemics preserve inaccurate portraits of Islam,
due to the fact that the authors did not have extended contact with Muslims. In comparison,
polemics written in Syriac and Arabic were more informed and respectful.”* In general,
Armenian polemics seem to fall between these groups.’® Gaudeul argues that Lewond “probably
never lived in a Muslim country, but he has met Muslims and he has had access to written
1.726

information about Islam,” whereas the Latin version of Leo’s letter is far more fancifu

Christian polemical literature has a history of transcending borders between peoples (and even

722 Hoyland (2007), 493: Refuting Gero’s argument that the correspondence was originally penned in Armenian:

“But his only positive argument is that the Armenian Vulgate rather than the Septuagint has been used for scriptural
citations, which is a common practice among translations.” He notes Chahnazarian’s use of the French Bible and
Jeffery’s English citations in the two main modern translations of the correspondence.

3 Yewond, 120: nnpnituti. Cf: Jeffery (1944), 331; Hoyland (2007), 492.

724 Griffith (1980), 131: “There was personal contact between Muslims and Christians within dar al-Islam.
Christians were familiar with the Qur an, and with Muslim traditions. Whlie they were the adversaries of the
Muslims in the religious controversies, there was none of the personal isolation, at least in the first Abbasid century,
of the sort that must have been a factor in provoking so many of the hostile fantasies that are found in the polemical
works of Christians in other lands, who wrote in Greek or Latin, often depicting Muhammad as demon possessed, an
agent of the anti-Christ, or as personally morally deprived.”

722 This is a problematic generalization, given that Eewond is working with a Greek original. Therefore, Griffith’s
statement is perhaps too simplified to prove useful in this case, unless Lewond somehow altered the Greek original.
Still, the idea is interesting.

726 Gaudeul (1984), 115.
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between monotheistic religions), of inheriting early Christian rhetoric, and of following common
literary tropes.”®’ In this way, Armenian polemics against Islam may reveal more about the
interrelated nature of the various communities of Christians in the Islamic world than about
actual interactions between Muslims and Christians.

First of all, the main topics of contention listed in Lewond’s letters are familiar: (1) the
Trinity; (2) the accusation of selective reading of Scripture; (3) the various interpretations of the
verses concerning the Paraclete and the two riders; and (4) veneration of relics and images. The
very same issues are broached by most Christian apologists.’?® In fact, the manner of discussion
is also quite uniform: most early “Abbasid polemics are staged as a correspondence or a live
debate, usually between high ranking or eminent religious or political leaders. Similar to the
‘Umar - Leo pairing, we also see the Jacobite patriarch John I and an anonymous Arab amir;
Abraham, a monk from Beth Hale and an Arab nobleman; the patriarch Timothy and the caliph
al-Mahdi; and a “disputation between a Saracen and a Christian” attributed to John of
Damascus.”?® “All of the apologetical literature that has survived from the first “Abbasid century,
be it Muslim or Christian, in Syriac or Arabic, is dialogical in form...All of them, by convention,
are addressed to an inquirer, either by name or merely in rhetorical style, in the introduction to

the treatise.”

27 Though note that these trends in Christian polemics are clearly differentiated from Islamic polemics, cf: Griffith
(1979), 79 — 80: “To state it quite simply, they [Muslim apologists] are not grounded in any Greek philosophical
system, but in the Qur’an. There is a system of thought that inspires their understanding of the Qur‘an, analogous to
the role of the Neoplatonic philosophical synthesis in the Christian interpretation of the Bible. It is what we would
perhaps call the hermeneutics of the Arabic grammatical tradition.”

728 Griffith (1979), 64. Cf: S. Griffith (1980).
2% See Hoyland (2007), 489.

30 Griffith (1980), 116.
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Direct borrowing did indeed occur as we see in the translation of certain works, including
the correspondence between Leo and “Umar. Central themes were likely adopted and restated as
polemic literature spread throughout the Near East. The authors were certainly familiar with
various works, even allowing for translation between Greek, Armenian, Arabic, Syriac, and
(eventually) Latin. However, the similarities may also stem from the fact that these communities,
despite their differences, lived in a common environment with shared experiences and
expectations.

Wansbrough argues that the erudite scholar must accept the notion that history (be it
polemical, apocalyptic or heresiographical) is to be read in its Aristotelian sense: as a form of
literature. He claims that Islamic history necessitates study from a cross-confessional perspective
and must be understood through comparison with the historical output of neighboring
communities. This is not a question of borrowing or influence, but rather the concurrent
development of multiple strands of history based on the proximity of the authors and the
universality of monotheist assumptions. In short, the sectarian milieu may account for the
similarities: Christians in the Near East, sharing the same set of religious expectations and
enduring the same historical experiences, respond to the rise of Islam in similar manner. We may
therefore consider Lewond’s letters, and the flowering of Christian polemics in general, as
indicative of major historical trends that supersede any of the specific arguments between Leo

and ‘Umar.
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8.3 The Commentary on the Gospel of John

The third and final extant translation between Arabic and Armenian in the early Islamic period
similarly cannot support the claim of literary relations between Arab Muslims and Armenian
Christians. Like the translations of Agat®angelos and Lewond’s correspondence between “Umar
I1 and Leo 11, the Armenian translation of Nonnus of Nisibis’s Commentary on the Gospel of
John instead demonstrates the continued relevance of Chalcedonianism and the close
relationship between Armenians and other Christians in the Near East. The early “Abbasid
religio-political milieu was merely a backdrop to the developments interconfessional Christian

dialogue.

8.3.1 The Background
In the mid to late ninth century, Arminiya became an important battleground in theological
debates between the Melkites and Jacobites. In 236 / 850, the Jacobite Habib b. Hidma Abt
Ra’ita wrote a treatise against the Chalcedonians living under Islam, Radd ‘ala al-Malakiyya
[Response to the Melkites]; at least two of his letters were addressed specifically to an Armenian
audience and intended to denounce Melkite practices and beliefs.”!

S. Griffith has published extensively on the relationship between various Christian groups
living in the Islamic world and their interaction with the Muslim authorities: while the writings
of Melkites like John of Damascus demonstrate the enduring importance of Greek heritage in the

Chalcedonian community in the Near East, we also see theologians such as Abii Qurra, whose

“Arabophone” tendencies and Syrian roots separate them from imperial theology.”? Similarly,

31 Griffith (2001), 50 — 51.

732 Griffith (2001), 16.
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the Jacobites in the “Abbasid were engaging in Christological debates in Arabic. The Jacobite
Abii Ra’ita al-Takriti, whose nisba signifies that he lived in al-Gazira, wrote extensively in
Avrabic to refute the various claims of Melkites and Nestorians.

Around 815, Abu Qurra, the famous bishop of Harran from 805 to 812, visited Arminiya
and gained favor among the Bagratids. The Isxan Hayoc® Aot Bagratuni Msaker then wrote to
Abii Ra’ita to request the presentation of a counter argument. In 817, Abli Ra’ita sent Nonnus of
Nisibis to the Bagratid court in Arminiya. There, Nonnus engaged Abi Qurra in a theological
debate and defeated him, thus solidifying the historic ties between the Jacobite and Armenian
Churches and further damaging the Chalcedonian cause among Armenians. Nonnus’s position
was similar to most Christian theologians in the Near East in that he, like Abti Ra’ita and Abu
Qurra, was forced to defend the tenets of his faith to other Christians perhaps even more than to
Muslims. “Monophysite lui-méme, il fut en contact direct avec des chalcédoniens, des
nestoriens, des julianistes et des musulmans, et constamment il eut a préciser et a defender ses
idées.”"™

In Georgian (Chalcedonian) sources, Abii Qurra emerges victorious, but Armenian

sources consistently note Nonnus as the unambiguous champion.’*

Nonnus’s success notably
precipitated Bagarat Bagratuni’s request for more information from the Jacobite camp in the

form of a commentary on the Gospel of John, which may be the final indicator of translation

efforts between Arabic and Armenian in the early “Abbasid (pre-Bagratid) period.

33 \Van Roey (1948), vii.

3% Mariés (1920 — 1921), 286; Van Roey (1948),
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8.3.2 Dating, Composition, and Translation of the Text
The Commentary on the Gospel of John, produced by Nonnus of Nisibis at the request of ASot
Bagratuni, is available today in its Armenian translation edited by C°rak‘ean as Nanayi asorwoy
vardapeti Meknut‘iwn Yovhannu Awetaranin. Several scholars have attempted to date this text:
A. Van Roey argues that it was composed between 855 and 886;"*> Mariés, 835 — 847.7%
Perhaps the most important section of this Commentary is in fact the prologue, which N.
Akinian argues was penned by Nonnus himself.”®’ The prologue begins by setting out some of
the main Christological concerns in Armenia at that time, which were the main motives for the
Commentary:

Un certain homme, un archidiacre du nom de Nana, tres versé et trés instruit dans
les lettres syriaques, possédant toutes les vertus, chaste de moeurs, pur de tout ce
qui a trait aux voluptés charnelles, avait regu abondamment de I’Esprit-Saint la
grace d’enseigner la foi orthodoxe concernant le Christ. Il avait convaincu aussi
un certain hérétique, un homme éloquent et philosophe, qui enseignait jadis des
doctrines perverses un divisant en deux 1’unité indivisible qui existe dans le Christ
apres 1’union sans séparation ni confusion; I’ayant défait, il I’avait chassé de la
terre arménienne et avait raffermi la vieille confession orthodoxe au sujet du
Christ, laquelle proclame qu Il est une nature, issue de deux natures, que les
choses divines sont dans le Christ de par sa nature, les humbles, au contraire, de
pas son acceptation volontaire.”®

%% \/an Roey (1948), 9.
%8 Mariés (1920 — 1921), 274.

37 This seems unlikely. See Van Roey (1948), 9: “Il est évident que, dans sa forme actuelle, le prologue est de la
main du traducteur arménien. Qu’il soit inspiré de la préface dans laquelle Nonnus présentait son ccuvre a Bagarat et
qu’il en ait emprunté méme des passages, c’est une hypothése plausible mais impossible a contréler, étant donné que
cette préface n’est pas conservé.”

738 Nonnus of Nisibis, trans. Van Roey (1948), 6. Commentary, 5: Lwiqh wyp ndt vwpluiwquugbn gnpny
Lwbuy winiwubwy, jnjd hunin b Jupd wunph nupniptwi. Unwugun pnjnphgt winwphinipbwd,
wupltown Jupnip, dwpnip wn wdkbuyh dupdbwlut hbywnniphtiu, wnphipupwp pau by qounphu
Jupnuubinmphwi h 2ngingl uppn)’ mgquithwn hwiwnng np h £phunnu. np b jubinhdwbbwg qoda
Entwnhlnu, qup ywkpdwpwt b hdwuwnwukp, Juibw] hmpuswjub wetkp jupuuphtu hwjwunmwbwg.
np Eppldt junnnpbwlju ntunigutikp, jEipyniu pupdwibing g@phuinnuh quupwdwbh dhwinpniphiut,
nn jhin wupwly b wpthnp dhwinpnipbwit: G hwunwnk Jkpunht qunjt ninquithwn np h phunnu
nuiwiniphibb, Uh jEpyniu pintphwig ununngwil). Quunniwswljwiub’ phntphudp, hul
qunmuunwuljuiut’ juduwinp juidiwnm phundp:
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Here we see that the primary concern of the author is Christological in nature, aimed at
interconfessional Christian polemics and primarily revolving around the acceptance of
Chalcedonian doctrine in the Near East in general and Arminiya in particular.

It is the story of the Commentary—its transmission of Christian thought and its use of
Arabic as a lingua franca of Armenian- and Syriac-speaking Christians that makes this text
particularly important. The prologue of the Commentary outlines the process:

Se preoccupant de ceci, Nana prit aussitét sur lui un labeur non minime,

accompagné de veilles et de prieres, en parcourant dans un voyage de trois ans les

déserts de la Mesopotamie, ou il espérait trouver les écrits des docteurs

orthodoxes. Et apres avoir trouveé, sous la conduit de la Providence celeste, ce

qu’il cherchait, il composa sous une forme bréve, en excerptant beaucoup d’écrits,

meéthodiquement, verset par verset, traduisant du syriaque en arabe, le

commentaire du saint Evangile de Jean.”®
The volume then fell to Smbat Bagratuni, who ordered its translation from Arabic to Armenian.
After Smbat’s arrest, the transcript passed to Mariam Bagratuni of Siwnik®, who again ordered
its translation.

The extent of Armenian fluency in Arabic cannot be determined by this text alone. It
seems highly likely that many Armenians were bilingual and conversant in Arabic (as we saw
with the comments in Arabic geographical texts in Chapter 7), but this document cannot add

much to substantiate this hypothesis. First of all, each time the manuscript came into the

possession of a high-ranking Armenian, s/he immediately ordered its translation into Armenian.

9 Nonnus of Nisibis, trans. Van Roey (1948), 6 — 7; see also Mariés (1920 — 1921), 275, Bundy (1980), 124.
Commentary, 6: Npny thnjp h Uinh knbwy Junyunulh h dknh nidghtt wwhng b wnunphg, gwh ny pnpp
jutidht phpk’ opowquynipbwdp kphg wiwg, justw) pln whwywnu jEpipht Uhewgbnwg, nip b
niuwp hull qghin gpngy ninnuthun Juppuybnwugt. b hwunhybw) pungpnyt wnweunpymptwdp Jipht
utudngh, pupunpt hwdwpwiinwpwp b puquug hwrwpking’ dh pun dhngk ndny qukluniphih
mhwbtbwb uppn) witknwpwht, thnjpowpkpbny juunph (Eqninjt h hwqupulw (kgnt:
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C°rak®ean and Mariés argue that Bagarat Bagratuni spoke Arabic fluently,”° but the necessity of
the translation demonstrates that the intended audience was in fact versed in Armenian, not
Arabic. “Tout cela montre bien et le contexte de discussions théologiques entre les communautés
— et ces discussions dépassent les frontiéres linguistiques — et le role de la langue véhiculaire déja
joué par I’arabe. L’arabe toutefois, compris des princes, ne 1’était pas par toute la population
arménienne de ’époque, et cela vaut aussi pour la Géorgie.”'*

Second, the translator comments specifically on his lack of ability to produce the
translation,”*? even though this comment most likely intended to stress the translator’s humility
rather than his ineptitude. Since there is no extant version of the Arabic, it is not possible to
suggest if the Armenian translation constitutes a faithful rendition of the Arabic. Akinian argues
that there is evidence of the translator’s interference with the text, as he “mixed his own work
with that of Nonnus.” The Armenian, he argues, was an abridged and redacted text, which
certainly does not support the concept of fluency between Armenian and Arabic.”*® The

Armenian version of Abli Qurra’s name, Epikura (Guhininuy), is likely a reflection of the

Arabic genitive (5,2 ), but this is a later development and can only point to Armenian — Arab
exchange in the later period.

However, the interesting point is the use of Arabic as an intermediary for the Jacobite and
Armenian Christians, plus the enduring relevance of anti-Chalcedonian interpretations of

Christian thought:

0 Mariés (1920 — 1921), 275.
741 H
Outtier (1996), 59 — 60.
2 Nonnus of Nisibis, trans. Van Roey (1948), 7: “En ce temps le livre précieux tomba par hazard entre les mains de
Ter Smbat Bagratouni, qui le recut avec une grande joie et ordonna aussitot de le traduire de I’arabe en arménien,

sans égard aucun pour mon impuissance.” See Bundy (1980), 133.

3 Akinian (1922), 419 — 420; Van Roey (1948), 32; Bundy (1980), 133.
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The commentary of Nonnus on the Gospel of John is a direct result of the

confrontation of Chalcedonians and Jacobites before the rulers of Armenia with

the ecclesiastical orientation and loyalty of the entire nation at stake. The main

thrusts of that debate were, according to the information contained in the

translator’s prologue, the nature of the union of the two natures, human and

divine, in the incarnation and the question of whether or not the human aspect and

possible attendant weaknesses affected the character or quality of Christ’s

divinity.**
8.3.3 Significance of the Text
On the one hand, the fact that the extant Armenian translation of the commentary was originally
in Syriac and translated via the Arabic may indicate the rapprochement of Armenian Christians
with the Jacobites in the Islamic world, turning further from the Hellenophile world and imperial
Christianity. However, this is itself oversimplified. There remain two of Abl Qurra’s treatises
against Armenian Christianity. The first, a letter composed in Arabic and addressed to “those
practicing heresy in Armenia,” was translated into Greek. The second, extant today only in
Arabic, criticizes certain practices of the Armenian Church. “These had all been very traditional
topics of controversy between the Chalcedonians and the Armenians. What is noteworthy in the
present context is that they still function as community dividers in the Islamic period, when the
case is being made in Arabic.”’* In short, we cannot divorce the Greek tradition from the
conversation based solely on the apparent preference for Arabic in this period.

This contextualization of the Nonnus’s Commentary on the Gospel of John makes it clear
that the issues of the pre-Islamic period continued to be the primary concern among the
Christians of the Near East: the cultural influence of the Arabs and the rise of Islam may have

changed the tenor of the debate, but we still cannot speak about significant interaction between

Armenian Christians and Arab Muslims.

4 Bundy (1980), 126.
™5 Griffith (2001), 40.
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8.4  Conclusion

All three of these texts stand as testimony to the literary and ideological ties between Armenia
and its neighbors—Christian and Muslim. They are a product of interaction between Greeks,
Syrians, Armenians, and Arabs and a sign of how political and religious transformations brought
on by the rise of the “Abbasids changed the Near East as a whole. These transformations must be
understood in the light of the common reference to themes of continuity within the communities
of the Near East: from Christian to Muslim majority and from Sasanian/Byzantine to Arab rule.
There are two main benefits of examining these three texts together.

First, these three texts demonstrate that the evidence of Armenian-Arabic literary
exchange does not reflect any sort of Armenian engagement with Islam or with the Muslim
population in the Near East. Instead, we see that the Armenian-, Greek-, Syriac-, and Arabic-
speaking Christian populations in the Islamic world were continuously engaged in discussions
about the definition of orthodoxy and orthopraxy. These debates, as S. Griffith’s multiple
publications have shown, were in large part scripted in response to the position of the various
Christian communities within the Islamic world and were undertaken in dialogue with the
confessional norms of Islamic doctrine. The eventual acceptance of Arabic as a Christian lingua
franca, as well as the adoption of some Islamic terms specific to “ilm al-kalam,”*® indicate

Christian awareness and engagement in a broader sphere of religious discourse. Although there is

748 Swanson (2009), 378, on Min Aliyiin malik al-Rim ila *Umar ibn °Abd al-°Aziz, amir al-mu’minin, the Arabic
text that Lewond’s text purportedly is responding to: “The anonymous author is not unaware of Islamic vocabulary
and doctrine. He writes, he says, in order to answer his correspondent’s questions about al-Masih, “Isa ibn Maryam,
using the qur’anic name for Jesus; concerning Adam, he says that God ‘made him the vicegerent over his creation’
(istakhlafahu ‘ald khalgihi), with an allusion to the qur’anic witness to Adam as God’s khalifa or vicegerent on earth
(Q2:30); speaking of the incarnation, he refers to ‘your Book’ and gives a somewhat modified rendering of the
qur’anic description of Jesus as Go’s “Word that he sent to Mary and a Spirit from him’ (Q4:171); and in comparing
Christ’s authority with that of others sent by God, he mentions not just ‘prophets’ but displays his knowledge of
qur’anic prophetology with the phrase ‘prophets and apostles who were calling the people to God’ (al-anbiya’ wa-I-
rusiil alladhina kani yad®iina I-nds ila llah).”
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little evidence to suggest that this was an active endeavor on the part of Armenian Christians, the
confessional debates likely stemmed from the religious and political milieu of the early “Abbasid
Caliphate (the translation movement, the mihna, the rise in conversions, etc).”’ This therefore
serves to reiterate the fact that the events of the early “Abbasid era cannot be considered in
isolation according to independent fields of Islamic history, Syriac literature, or Armenian
religion; these texts represent the historical reality of ethnic, religious, and linguistic
interconnection and dialogue among the various groups in the Near East.

Furthermore, these three texts — the translations of Agat“angetos, the variations of “‘Umar
and Leo’s letters, and the Commentary on the Gospel of John — demonstrate that the concerns of
the Christian community, while likely reworded based on the imminence of Islam, remain fixed
on Chalcedonian doctrine and on self-expression in doctrinal disputes. This may have indeed
been the result of Islamic hegemony, as Christian communities struggled to define their existence
based on their independence from the imperial Church. However, it serves as yet another marker
of continuity between the Sasanian and early Islamic periods: Chalcedonianism remained the

primary concern of Christians in the Near East long after the arrival of Islam.

™7 Gutas (1998); Lassner (2012), 241: “Conversion and, related to that, apologetic discourse might have been
occasioned by a general mood of tolerance and intellectual curiosity that crossed confessional lines, circumstances
that made it safer to explore and respond with interest to the Islamic milieu that had taken root in former Christian
soil.”
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Chapter 9: Conclusion

This dissertation has not attempted to present a sustained, univocal history of the Arab period in
Arminiya. Instead, it considers the Arabic sources about the province and outlines the main
interests of the “Abbasid élite, while exploring the contributions of modern scholars in Islamic
history, such as J. Wansborough and M. Morony. Three main themes have recurred. First,
Arminiya was important primarily as a frontier between the Caliphate, Byzantium, and Hazaria.
This was not necessarily restricted to the military realities of the borderland, but was instead
primarily conceptual and built by the literary production of difference. Second, the Arab
conceptualization of Arminiya was t0 a large extent dependent upon the legacy of Sasanian
control. Arabs considered the Caliphate to be the heir of the Persian kingdom, so they were
particularly interested in the region’s Sasanian past. Third, information about the Sasanian era
was not transmitted via Arab-Armenian dialog, but rather among the Christians, Jews, and
Muslims in the Near East. Specifically, the role of Syriac-speaking Christians in the development
of Islamic traditions about Arminiya cannot be overstated.

This chapter will briefly recap the main supporting evidence for the three main
arguments, then introduce other arguments raised throughout the dissertation and identify areas

for further research.

9.1 The Frontier
The importance of the zugir in the caliphal North is visible from the sustained interest in gihad,
enemies, and raids reported in literature about Arminiya, Arran, and Adarbaygan. This is tied to

both the defensive and offensive policies of the Caliphate. Some aspects of Arab policy,
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particularly the emigration of Arab tribes into Arminiya, are the result of the province’s strategic
military importance.

At the same time, it is not likely that the concept of a strongly militarized boundary can
be sustained for the entire period of this study. The border was instead porous and allowed for
the exchange of people, ideas, and goods between the Caliphate, Byzantium, and Hazaria. It is
instead the region’s conceptual frontiers that are particularly engaging. The border was not only
military, but also religious (dividing Chalcedonianism from Islam) and literary (consider, for
example, the description of al-Qaf). The maintenance of the frontier therefore involved not only
mugahids, but also scholars engaged in the description of difference. Accordingly, there was an
effort to “Islamize” Arminiya by providing a non-Greek identity for the former Byzantine
province and by introducing links between Arminiya, the Qur’an, and the early Muslim
community. This conceptual boundary therefore benefited from the early Islamic interest in

Sasanian legacy.

9.2 Sasanian Legacy

The study of the Sasanian period stands to add to the discussion of both the military and the
conceptual frontiers. The location and description of the caliphal frontiers are informed largely
from Arab memory of Sasanian antecedents (for example, AnuSirwan’s walls).

To some extent, the interest in the Sasanian period is a measure the continuiation of
certain policies during and after the transition into the Arab period. We saw the survival of the
administrative paradigm of K usti Kapkoh and the maintenance of the basic political situation
(the prominence of the naxarar houses, the marzpan / ostikan). The political tools and

expectations of the Persians and the Arabs are also directly comparable, including governmental
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methods promoting centralization (pitting one house against another) and Arab adaptation of
Sasanian policies (such as neck sealing). Furthermore, Arab approach to the Armenian Church is
directly related to the status quo of the Sasanian period: Armenians were granted freedom of
religion, there was a preference for non-Chalcedonian forms of Christianity, apostates from the
state religion were subject to the death penalty, and conversion to the state religion was
considered to be proof of political loyalty.

Part of the Sasanian legacy includes the transmission of ideas between Persia, Armenia,
and Mesopotamia. There are concrete political ties between the three regions both before and
after the rise of Islam, as well as ties between the religious developments among the peoples of
these provinces. For example, the comparison of Gilgamesh and the Rock of Moses story, the
continued relevance of dualism in Armenian heresies, and the relationship of the Hurramiyya and
Paulicians / T°ondrakec’i indicate that some literary and religious concepts were interregional.
This extends, as well, to the relationship between the Armenian and Syriac Churches, as their
rapprochement indicates not only the close ties between Syria, Northern Mesopotamia, and
Armenia, but also demonstrates a definite level of continuity between the Sasanian and Islamic

periods in the North.

9.3 Sectarian Milieu

Arab-Armenian dialogue does not adequately explain some of the main themes in Arab
conceptualization of the North. Instead, we see a continuing interaction between the various
ethnic, linguistic, and religious groups in the Near East. Muslims, Christians, and Jews were
engaged in the development and transmission of ideas across linguistic divides. So, for example,

texts such as Agat“angetos, religious polemics (Lewond), and the Alexander legends demonstrate
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the polyvocal nature of communication in the early Islamic period. Concepts and histories passed
on from the pre-Islamic period, like the governmental policies, were selectively adopted and
adapted to suit the needs of the early Muslim community. So, for example, taking hostages and
the practice of neck sealing demonstrate the agency of Arab governors in responding to the
demands of ruling the province in that they engage in past practices with new goals. We also see
this sort of selective adaptation of pre-Islamic norms in the literary milieu, such as Armenian
responses to Islam and the acceptance of zsra ‘iliyyat (transmission of Ps. Callisthenes).
Interestingly, the involvement of Syriac-speaking Christians is the most constant feature
in this dialogue. This is likely due to the historical, political, social, and economic ties between
Armenia, Syria, and Mesopotamia, on the one hand, and the prominence of Syriac-speaking
Christians in both the Sasanian and early Islamic Empires. Ties between the Armenians and
Syriac-speaking Christians in the early Islamic period are mainly religious and literary, though
there is also evidence of social and economic relations. The historical sources, however, focus on
religious issues, such as the solidarity between the Armenian and Jacobite Churches, the Syrian
elements of Armenian heretical movements, and similar responses to Islam (as punishment for
Christian sins and as fulfillment of prophecy). The connections between Armenian and Syriac
literature is typically related to religion, as well, specifically as it pertains to Chalcedonianism:
this includes Syriac texts in the Agat®angetos corpus (Vk and the “Notice of George, Bishop of
the Arabs”) and the Commentary on the Gospel of John, for example. The relationship between
Syriac-speaking Christians and Muslims, on the other hand, are literary instead of religious: the
role of Syriac-speaking scribes in the “Abbasid translation movement, the use of the word al-

Garbi to refer to the North, the reference to Marqisiya and Barjisiya in al-Tabari’s description of
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Muhammad’s visit to Gog and Magog, as well as the close relationship between the Memra d‘al

Aleksandros and the Islamic legends about Alexander.

9.4 Other Arguments about Arab Arminiya

Throughout this dissertation, | have attempted to draw attention to several issues concerning
Arab Arminiya that deserve reconsideration. First, I argue that Arminiya was part of the Islamic
world, despite the fact that the population was neither Arab, nor Muslim (Chapter 2). Arminiya
was not merely a tributary state after the Marwanid reforms and Arabs perceived it as a province
of the Islamic Empire. Second, I sideline the commonly accepted administrative paradigm
combining Armenia, Iberia, and Albania, due to the fact that it rarely surfaces in Arabic sources.
Instead, I focus mainly on the significance of grouping Arminiya, Arran, and Adarbaygan
together because it is much more common in Arabic geographies (Chapter 3).

Third, the most famous Armenian martyrologies presented for this period discuss the
consequences of breaking Islamic law, not punishments for being Christian. We do not have
evidence to support the idea of systematic religious persecution. Instead, churches were built,
synods held, and Christians revered saints and martyrs. Although there are instances of religious
tensions and the occasional forced conversion, usually as a means of escaping punishment for a
political crime, generalizations about Muslim brutality against Christians needs to be assessed on
a case-by-case basis (Chapter 5).

Fourth, and related to the previous point, there seems to be a common belief that the Arab
period was particularly dismal for Armenians, as it stands in stark contrast to the “golden age” of
medieval Armenia under the Bagratids. This is commonly linked to Armenian independence.

The Arabs imposed taxes, sent commanders to oversee the administration of the province, and at
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times expected military aid. This is similar to the expectations of the Sasanians and Byzantines.
The survival and primacy of the naxarar system under the Arabs ensured that local power, the
true political mainstay in Armenia, remained relatively unchanged (Chapter 4). This is likely
colored by the destructive campaigns of Buga at the end of the Arab period.

Fifth, there was considerable cultural contact between Arabs and Armenians in Arminiya.
By the tenth and eleventh centuries, it is clear that this cultural exchange extends to the literary
realm. While it would be reasonable to suggest that dialogue began from the earliest days of
Arab occupation of Arminiya, this cannot be fully substantiated with extant evidence. Instead,
the texts demonstrate the interconnection of various Christian groups in the Near East and
provide very little evidence for dialogue between Armenian Christians and Arab or Persian
Muslims (Chapters 7 and 8).

Lastly, recent scholarship has embraced the conclusion that Arabic sources are less
trustworthy than the Armenian. This has led to the marginalization of Arabic sources and the
preference for Armenian sources. | have argued here that the Armenian sources, with the obvious
exception of Lewond, are not particularly forthcoming about the Arab period, except about the
history of the Church and catholicoi. Furthermore, the nature of transmission, the element of
nostalgia in “Abbasid geographies, and the life experiences of several Arab and Persian authors
(including personal familiarity with Arminiya and official posts with access to caliphal archives)
indicate that we should not be quick to dismiss the Arabic sources (Chapter 10).

In addition, there are three other avenues of potential future research. First, we should
consider the level of violence during Arab period in Arminiya based on its position as a caliphal
province and fagr. There were several instances of Armenian rebellion against the Caliphate and

subsequent reprisals. In fact, other provinces in the early “Abbasid period had nearly annual
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uprisings; in comparison, Arminiya seems remarkably peaceful. The conflicts, notably the
burning of the churches in 704, the rebellion of 774, and the infamous campaigns of Buga,
demonstrate that unrest was cyclical or generational, not continuous. Instead of relying on the
impression of violent control over the province, it will likely prove useful to consider a
comparative approach by, for example, consulting works such as P. Cobb’s White Banners:
Contention in “Abbasid Syria, 750 — 880 (2001).

Second, there is a general understanding that the Umayyad period was much better for
the Armenians than the “Abbasid. While this indeed reflects the general anti- “Abbasid tendencies
in Armenian sources, | suggest that we cannot easily consider the Umayyad period as
particularly easy or advantageous for the Armenians. This generalization about the Umayyads is
based on the assumption that Mu“awiya and T @odoros’s pact governed Arab-Armenian relations
for the entire period. However, as a result of “Abd al-Malik’s centralizing reforms, Arminiya was
directly controlled by agents of the Caliphate from the late seventh or early eighth century and
many details of this treaty were not retained following the Marwanid reforms. Major concerns
about taxation, political upheaval against the Caliphate, and examples of suppression of
Armenian discontent, including the burning of the churches in Xram and Naxjewan, all begin in
the Marwanid period, not the “Abbasid. We see Armenian references to the reforms of the
weights and measures and the earliest extant Marwanid reform coin was minted in Arminiya:
these details point to the idea that the caliphal attempts at centralization were felt in province by
the beginning of the eighth century. It was this struggle to centralize power in the center and to
assert control over the semi-independent borderlands that weighed on Armenians, not the

transition from Umayyad to ‘Abbasid rule.

287



Finally, one of the overarching themes of this dissertation deserves further research:
measuring continuity and change in the shift from Late Antiquity to Islam in Arminiya. The
seventh century makes it particularly difficult to argue for continuity between the pre-Islamic
and the Islamic periods. This suggests that the caliphal adoption of Sasanian elements in
governance and the Armenian perception of continuity between the Sasanian and Arab periods
are deliberate, rather than solely the response to actual continuity on the ground. There are other
markers of continuity that don’t tie directly to the Sasanian state, such as the Byzantine position
of Isxan Hayoc®, Chalcedonian and Paulician threats, and the tendency towards conservatism in
historiography, hagiography, and hersiography. The most obvious answer to this is that the
Sasanian element was a single (primary?) marker of continuity in the province, but historical

reality ensured the continued relevance of the recent Byzantine past.
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Chapter 10: Resources

The successful study of the Arab period in Arminiya requires the use of a variety of sources. We
must determine which sources are particularly useful and how to ascertain which data are
reliable. This section provides a very brief introduction to the sources on Arab Arminiya
available in Arabic and Armenian and also attempts to justify my own acceptance of certain
sources. It covers (1) sources for the Sasanian period; (2) eighth- and ninth-century sources; (3)

tenth-century sources; and (4) later works from the eleventh and twelfth centuries.

10.1 A Short Note on Sources for the Sasanian Period
Armenian sources have long been recognized for their useful information on the Sasanian period.
These include works such as Buzandaran patmut®iwnik® [Epic Histories], Xorenaci’s
Patmutiwn Hayoc® [History of Armenia], Etise’s Vasn Vardanay ew Hayoc® paterazmin
[Concerning Vardan and the war of the Armenians], Lazar P°arpec’i’s Hayoc® Patmut‘iwn
[History of the Armenians], the Girk® Toc® [Book of Letters], and the many treatises attributed
to Anania Sirakac’i, most notably his 4sxarhac®oyc® [Geography]. Additionally, some of the later
histories such as Sebéos’ Patmut‘iwn [History] and Dasxuranc®i’s Patmutiwn afwanic® asxarhi
[The History of the Land of Albania] are also useful sources for the Sasanian period. The
reliability of Armenian sources on the Sasanian period has already been the focus of a number of
useful articles, including T. Greenwood’s “Sasanian Reflections in Armenian Sources” (2008)
and Ph. Gignoux’s “Pour une évaluation de la contribution des sources arméniennes a 1’histoire
sassanide” (1985 — 8).

All the extant Arabic sources, on the other hand, are extremely late, which signals a

serious problem about their reliability for the pre-Islamic period. These include the works of
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tenth- and early eleventh-century authors such as al-Mas‘adi, al-Ta“alibi, and al-Tabar1. Their
reliability depends on the strength of their sources. Al-Mas‘idi, for example, had recourse to
Arabic translations of both Greek and Pahlavi works.”*® However, it is unclear if the nature of
Arabic sources on the Sasanian period is particularly significant for the current study. The issue
of continuity balances on the precipice between perception and historical reality. There are two
types of continuity: sustained similarity between the circumstances of the Sasanian and Arab
periods and the deliberate replication of Sasanian norms according to the Arab perception of the
past. If Arabs were modeling their governance after Sasanian antecedents, their perception of the
Persian Empire may matter more than historical reality. In this way, the attestations of these
historians living several centuries after the fall of the Sasanian Empire may yet be useful for the

current study.

10.2 Eighth- and Ninth-Century Works
A frequent complaint about Arabic sources is that they demonstrate the redactive tendencies of
Abbasid scholarship. This does not indicate that they necessarily present a warped image of
Umayyad events, but that the reader should keep in mind the interests and concerns of the
compiler. This is, arguably, true of any historical source, regardless of language. Furthermore,
even if these sources do demonstrate the interests of “Abbasid scholars, this is not necessarily
problematic for the current study. After all, the bulk of the Arab period in Arminiya (112 out of
162 years) actually falls within the “Abbasid period. This study may therefore deal mainly with
the “Abbasid understanding of Umayyad and ‘Abbasid Arminiya.

Furthermore, there are actually more extant contemporaneous sources in Arabic than in

Armenian. These include:

748 pellat (2012).
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Q) Abii al-Qasim ‘Ubayd Allah lbn Hurradadbih was born in either 205/820 or 211/825 in
Hurasan, but lived in Baghdad. He served as the director of the post (sahib al-barid wa al-
habar), first in al-Gibal then subsequently in Baghdad and Samarra’; this was an administrative
position designed to collect data on the Islamic world. His post served not only as a source for
his knowledge, but also allowed Ibn Hurradadbih the opportunity for close contact with the
caliph, al-Mu‘tamid (r. 870 — 892). The date of composition of his famous Kitab al-Masalik wa
al-Mamalik [The Book of Roads and Kingdoms] is contested, but his literary interest in Iranian

concepts and language is well-attested. 1bn Hurradadbih died in 300/911.7*°

2 Abi al-Hasan Ahmad b. Yahya b. Gabir al-Baladuri likely died around 892, but his date
of birth is unknown. He was a translator of Persian texts into Arabic, and is therefore assumed to
have been Persian himself. He lived mainly in Baghdad, where he was particularly close to the
caliphs al-Mutawakkil and al-Musta“in, but traveled throughout the central Islamic world in the
ninth century. His Futith al-Buldan [Conquests of the Lands] is one of the most cited sources on
the Arab conqguests of the Near East. This is organized by province, including Syria, Northern
Mesopotamia, Arminiya, Egypt, Magrib, Iraq, and Persia.

Al-Baladuri’s reliability has frequently been called into question. F. Rosenthal and C.
Becker conclude with the following ambiguous statement:

It is not correct to say that he always gives the original texts, which later writers

embellished and expanded; it may be with much more truth presumed, from the

agreement of essential portions of his works with later more detailed works,

that al-Baladhur abridged the material at his disposal in a number of cases,
though he often remained faithful to his sources.

™ Hadj-Sadok (2012).

780 Becker & Rosenthal (2012).
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It stands to reason, therefore, that al-BaladurT’s text is useful, but that further examination may
be needed to determine which passages are “faithful to his sources” and which have been altered
or expanded. In this effort, we have recourse to studies such as A. Noth’s The Early Arabic
Historical Tradition (1994), which endeavors to distinguish primary and secondary themes in the

futith literature.

(3) Abi “Amr Halifa b. Hayyat b. Abi Hubayra al-Laytt al-°Usfuri was likely born in Basra
and died c. 240/854 around the age of 80. His Tarih [History] was believed lost for centuries,
until its surprising discovery in Morocco in 1966. This exists in a single manuscript, copied in al-
Andalus in 477/1084. Although the work discusses the birth of the Muhammad, it focuses mainly

on the period from the higra to 232/846:

The importance of the work lies not only in the fact that it is the oldest complete
Islamic survey of events which has reached us, but also in the materials it contains
and the way in which it was written. The author gives special attention to the
Umayyad Caliphate of Damascus and to Muslim foreign affairs, in particular to
the extension of the Islamic Empire. He usually narrates each event from two
points of view, local and official... This book is a very important document for
the study of Islamic administration in its early years, as the author, at the end of
his account of each Caliph’s reign, enumerates all the statesmen, generals and
senior officials who held office under him.”*

Halifa’s history is important for the history of Arminiya, since it is a contemporaneous work, but
it rarely mentions the province and therefore serves mainly to corroborate the information in

other histories.

781 Zakkar (2012).
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(4)  Ahmad b. Abi Yaqib b. Ga®far b. Wahb b. Wadih, known as al-Ya‘qabi, was born in the
3"4/9" century in Baghdad, but he lived in Arminiya when he was young. He is therefore a
personal witness of events in the region in the ninth century. He died sometime in the early tenth
century, likely after 292/905. His short Tarih [History] exists in two parts: the first reviews pre-
Islamic history, while the second covers from the lifetime of Muhammad to the “Abbasid caliph
al-Mu‘tamid (279/892). This is organized according to caliphal reign. Al-Ya‘qiibi’s second book,
Kitab al-Buldan [Book of the Countries], was completed in 278/891 and drew upon his personal
knowledge of the Islamic world, including Arminiya, as well as his familiarity with “Abbasid
administration.

Al-Ya‘qiibt famously hints at his preference for Shi‘ism, displaying distrust of the
Umayyads especially. His treatment of the “Abbasids, however, is not consistent with this
preference: while he hints at disrespect for the “Abbasids, he does not tend towards overt
criticism of them. This tension between an implied dislike of the “Abbasids and evident
acceptance of their rule is likely the result of his source material. “Though al-Ya‘kiibt does not
give isnads for his accounts, some of his information comes from “Abbasid family sources (he
himself was a mawla of the “Abbasid family); but it also comes from the “Alids (in particular,

through Dja‘far b. Muhammad, the sixth imam).”">2

In comparison, the only Armenian works dated to the Arab period in Arminiya are:

(1)  Yovhanngs Awjnec®i, known as John the Philosopher, was catholicos of the Armenian

Church from 717 to 728. He is famous for his canonization of Armenian Church law and his

752 7aman (2012).
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stance against heresy. His works, including most famously Kanonagirk® Hayoc® [Book of
Armenian Canon Law], but also Atenabanut®iwn [Oration], are immensely valuable for the study
of Armenian Church history, but offer little to the historian of the Islamic world. They
demonstrate the religious concerns of the early Arab period, but Awjnec®i’s primary interest is to

formulate an Armenian response to Chalcedonianism and Paulicianism.

2 Lewond is clearly the most important source for the Arab period in Arminiya. His
Arsawank® arabac® i Hays [Arab Invasions into Armenia] is traditionally dated to the eighth
century, though it is also possible that it was not penned until the ninth: the usually-accepted
dating is based upon identification of the sponsor, Sapeh Bagratuni. This could refer to one of
two people of the same name: (1) the brother of ASot Msaker (“the Carnivore”), who died in 775,
or (2) the author of the lost History. Little is known about L.ewond. His history covers the period
from 632 to 788.7% T. Greenwood has identified the following sources for Eewond’s History: (1)
a list of caliphs, including the name and length of rule of each caliph; (2) Seb&os’ History on the
Arab incursions, despite the divergent details between the two texts; and (3) histories for the

Bagratid, Mamikonian, and Arcruni families.”*

10.3 Tenth-Century Works
The fact that many Arabic works concerning the history of the Arab period in Arminiya were
composed in the tenth century is not necessarily very problematic. These works need to be

considered on an individual basis, taking into account their sources and general coverage of the

73 Greenwood (2012), 6 — 24.

754 Greenwood (2012), 24 — 48.
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period. Furthermore, it is unrealistic to expect any particular source to be wholly reliable: it is the
task of the historian to decide which data are intrinsically believable and why.

| do not think that the extant information about the late Umayyad period necessarily
demonstrates sustained bias beyond what is typically found in any historical source. We have
been looking at the issue of continuity between the Sasanian and Arab periods, but this theme
can also hold true for the shift from the Marwanid to the “Abbasid periods (see Chapter 9). This
opens the door to the issue of nostalgia in Arabic sources from the “Abbasid period.

Z. Antrim’s study of geographical material produced in Arabic in the tenth and eleventh
centuries demonstrates that “Abbasid authors were in fact more likely to describe the world as it
was during the zenith of “Abbasid power before the death of al-Mutawakkil. So, for example, al-
Hatib al-Bagdadi ’s description of his hometown for the most part cannot reflect the realities of
his day, but rather project the city back to its glory days before the dissolution of the “Abbasid
Caliphate:

To describe the diminished city would also be to diminish the image of Abbasid

power that is so clearly projected in the introduction to 7a 'rikh Baghdad, from the

foundation narrative stressing al-Mansiir’s inspiration and foresight to the

topographical sections emphasizing the capaciousness of Baghdad’s built

environment and its ability, both physical and symbolic, to unite the Islamic world

under Abbasid suzerainty.”*

This clearly holds true for the study of Arminiya in particular. Not only do we see descriptions of
the booming town of Dabil long after its destruction by two consecutive earthquakes, but we also
find explanations of Arminiya’s role in the Islamic world in works written after the rise of local
dynasties (Bagratid and Arcruni families) and the dissolution of the unity of the Islamic world.

Along similar lines, we cannot overlook the significance of transmission in the Arabic

historical tradition. After all, al-Muqaddast’s descriptions of the Haram al-sarif'in Jerusalem

85 Antrim (2012), 75.
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mirror those of 1bn al-Faqth, down to the specifics about jars of oil present, while Ibn Rustih uses
al-Azraqi’s account in his description of Makka. This, Antrim argues, is “evidence of the
pervasive intertextuality of the discourse of place, as well as the wide acceptance of, even
preference for, a citational approach to knowledge production, or at least presentation and
dissemination, in this period.””*® In other words, because of the nature of the transmission of
knowledge in the early Islamic world and the nostalgia for the heyday of “Abbasid power, we can
expect traces of early “Abbasid traditions even in works produced in the tenth and eleventh
centuries.

The majority of the extant Arabic sources from the tenth century are the works of Persian

and Arabic geographers:

(1)  Abi al-Farag Qudama b. Gafar al-Katib al-Bagdadi was born around 260 AH (873 —
874) and died as late as 337 (948). He was a Christian convert to Islam, who worked in the
Abbasid adminstration and therefore had access to official records, including details about
taxation and provincial administration. According to de Goeje, he wrote his Kitab al-Harag

[Book of the Harag] between 316 and 320."’

(2)  AbQ “Alf Ahmad b. “Umar al-Isfahani Ibn Rustih wrote his Kitab al-a‘laq al-nafisa [Book
of Precious Records] sometime in the early tenth century, as he claims to have visited Madina in
290/903. He was Persian, born in Isfahan, and wrote not only about the Islamic world, but also

about Byzantium, the Ris, the Alans, the Turks, and even Anglo-Saxon England. Ibn Rustih’s

8 Antrim (2012), 72.
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information on the routes through the Islamic world indicate that he had a copy of 1bn
Hurradadbih in his possession, but Ibn Rustih’s work is far broader in detail and, at least in one

case, dependent on eye-witness reports.”®

(8)  The anonymous Hudiid al-‘alam is the only work relevant to Arminiya written in Persian
in the tenth century. It was written in Guzgan in 372/982-83. Although the author never traveled
personally and does not enumerate his sources, it is likely that he worked with a copy of Ibn
Hurradadbih’s geography. Most of the book is devoted to the description of the eastern Islamic
world, but it also covers the peoples beyond the borders of Islam, including the Byzantines,

Russians and Turks.”®

The remaining Arab and Persian geographers from the tenth century belong to the so-called
Balht school. Abti Zayd Ahmad b. Sahl al-Balht lived in Hurasan from 236/850 to 322/934,
where he possibly held an administrative position under the Samanids. His Suwar al-Aqalim
[Depiction of the climes] or Taqwim al-Buldan [Organization of the lands] is no longer extant,
though it is believed to have had considerable influence on the following tenth-century

geographers:’®

(4)  Abu Ishaq Ibrahim b. Muhammad al-Farist al-Kurgt al-IstahrT likely lived in Istahr and

Iraq and wrote his Kitab al-masalik wal-mamalik. [Book of the routes and the kingdoms] in the

%8 Bosworth (1997).
% Bosworth (2004).

%0 Dunlop (2012).
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middle of the tenth century. This is a particularly Iranocentric geography, with its definition of
the climes according to the Persian tradition of keswars, and its decided preference for the

Iranian world.

(5) Muhammad Abii al-Qasim Ibn Hawqal wrote his Kitab Surat al-*Ard [The Book of the
Configuration of the Earth] or Al-Masalik wa al-Mamalik [The Roads and the Kingdoms] in the
later part of the tenth century. Ibn Hawgal was born in Northern Mesopotamia and travelled
throughout the Islamic world, recording his personal observations about different lands,
including Arminiya. He met al-IstahrT and famously indicated his decision to correct some of the
comments in his predecessor’s geography, building upon it to include references to peoples on
the edge of the Islamic world. His work went through at least three phases of redaction within his

lifetime, with the last recension dated to around 378/988.75!

(6) Abi Bakr Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Hamadani, known as Ibn al-Faqih, wrote his
Mubhtasar Kitab al-Buldan [Concise Book of the Countries] during the reign of al-Mu‘tadid (r.
892 — 902), in the first few years of the tenth century. He was a Persian, presumably from
Hamadan, and his homeland claims the largest percentage of his work in comparison to other

provinces. ®

(7)  Sams al-Din Abi °Abd Allah Muhammad b. Ahmad b. Abi Bakr al-MugaddasT is famous

for his insistence on personal travel experience and his critique of others in the Balht school,

®! Miquel (2012). = 1986. Fix this. ..
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particularly 1bn al-Faqih. Al-Mugaddasi was born sometime before 945 and lived until the end of
the tenth century, completing his geographical work in 375/985. Born in Jerusalem, he divided
the Islamic world along broad ethnic lines, separating Arab lands (Magrib, Egypt, Arabia, Syria,
Irag, and Mesopotamia) from the non-Arabs (al-Rihab, which included Arminiya, Daylam,

Gibal, Huzistan, Kirman, and al-Sind).763

Al-Mugqaddast and Ibn Hawqal represent an
Arabization of the field, as most of the other geographers at this time were Persians writing in

Arabic.

Beyond these geographical treatises, several historical works were also produced in

Arabic in the tenth century. The most useful of these for the current study are:

(1)  Abi al-Hasan °Ali b. al-Husayn b. “Alf al-Mas‘@idi was born in Baghdad sometime before
280/893. He traveled throughout the Islamic world, visiting Arminiya in 320/932. His Murig al-
dahab wa-ma‘adin al-gawhar [Meadows of Gold and Mines of Gems] went through several
redactions, the last of which dates to 345/956. It is divided into two main parts: (1) two-fifths of
the work records the history of pre-Islamic peoples, including the Byzantines, Sasanians, Arabs,
Indians, etc. and (2) the rest details the history of Islam and rarely discusses non-Islamic
countries or peoples. Although al-Mas‘adi is credited for several other books, his Kitab al-
Tanbih wa al-Israf [ The Book of Indication and General View] is most relevant here. He finished
this shorter work in 344-5/955-6 only a few years before his death, detailing issues of geography

and Islamic history.

%3 Miquel (2012), al-Muqaddasi...
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2 Abii Gafar Muhammad b. Garir b. Yazid al-Tabari is undoubtedly the most famous
Abbasid-era historian, also known for his fafsir. He was born in 224-25/839 in Tabaristan. He
traveled throughout the Near East (Palestine, Syria, Egypt, and Iraq) in search of knowledge. He
never took an official administrative post, devoting himself instead to his scholarship. He died in
Baghdad in 310/923. His most cited work, Tarih al-Rusul wa al-Muliik [History of Prophets and

Kings], famously preserves some of the earliest material on Islamic history available today.

The great virtues of his History and Commentary are that they form the most

extensive of extant early works of Islamic scholarship and that they preserve for

us the greatest array of citations from lost sources. They thus furnish modern

scholarship with the richest and most detailed sources for the political history of

the early caliphate, above all for the history of the eastern and central lands of

the Dar al-Islam during the first centuries of the Hidjra, and also for the early

stages of the development and subsequent variety and vitality of Islam as a

religious institution and corpus of legal knowledge and practice.”®*
Furthermore, al-Tabari’s practice of recording conflicting strands of the same traditions ensured
that the debates and concerns of the historians of his day were preserved, making the question of
reliability a little less obscure. His history therefore does not tell a single rendition of events of
early Islamic communities. “His aim was, rather, to present the evidence for the course of the
early Islamic history of the lands between Egypt and the far eastern fringes of the Iranian world
so that others could evaluate it in a more critical fashion should they so wish.”’®

Reviewing the tenth-century sources in Arabic, we therefore see that (1) geographical
works tended towards nostalgia and recorded the situation of the peak of “Abbasid power; (2)
some of these authors, including al-Mas‘tdi and Ibn Hawqal, visited Arminiya and had personal

knowledge of the province; (3) others were employed in administrative posts, presumably with

%4 Bosworth (2012) al-Tabari,
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access to government archives; (4) al-Mas‘@id and al-Tabari, at least, clearly had access to other
sources, including translations of Greek and Pahlavi texts; and (5) the inclusion of conflicting
reports in Arabic works actually argue for their reliability, as these preserve examples of
historical claims about specific issues of note from the pre-°Abbasid period. I therefore tend to
accept the reliability of Arabic sources from the tenth century, depending of course on the
specific information culled from each source, the reliability of each individual author, and his
presentation of the material.

The Armenian sources, on the other hand, may actually demonstrate more
historiographical difficulties than the Arabic ones.
1) Specifically, the work of T°ovma Arcruni presents a challenge for historians of the Arab
period. T°ovma was a member of the Arcruni family. His ignorance of the rise of Gagik Arcruni

766 TC

in 908 indicates the terminus ante quem of his history. ovma is quite descriptive and, as we

saw in Chapter 5, he includes details unknown in earlier Armenian histories.”®’

There are three main reasons why | find this work particularly challenging, despite the
fact that it was composed soon after the dissolution of the Caliphate. First, T°ovma’s chronology
is uneven. When he begins his section on Islam, he devotes several pages to the lifetime of
Muhammad. However, he then breezes through the rest of Islamic history up to the caliphate of
al-Mutawakkil. He lists most (not all) of the Umayyad and early “Abbasid caliphs and the lengths
of their reign, commenting only briefly on the fitna between ‘Abd al-Malik and lbn al-Zubayr,
the burning of the churches at Naxjiwan and Xram, the correspondence between “Umar 11 and

Leo III, and the discrimination against the Church under Yazid II. In other words, T°ovma lists

7% Greenwood (2010).
87 Thomson (1986), 837 — 838.
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the rulers and a few details borrowed from Lewond over a page or two, and then moves on. His
main concern is with the reign of al-Mutawakkil (r. 847—61) and in particular, the expeditions of
Buga. He can offer nothing of note for the bulk of the period, while his concern with a
particularly bloody series of episodes at the end of our period sets the tone for the rest of the
work.

Second, T°ovma has in mind an agenda for the Armenian people, in response to the
horrific experience of Buga’s expeditions. As we saw in Chapter 4, T°0vma consciously imitates
the rhetoric found in E}i§&: Thomson notes that this may be a deliberate attempt to mobilize the
Armenian population against the Arabs, modeled after the famous revolt led by Vardan
Mamikonian against the Persians. T°ovma’s veiled call to arms against the Caliphate fits into the
political chaos after al-Mutawakkil’s death, given the severely weakened state of the “Abbasid
Caliphate at that time.

Finally, T°ovma’s work, as already mentioned, includes information that sets it apart
from earlier works. Whereas Seb&os and Lewond clearly do not have many details about Islam
and Muhammad, T°ovma demonstrates that he is the product of a different period in Arab—
Armenian literary exchange. His work is notably the missing link between the early responses to
Islam as outlined in Chapter 5 and the evidence of literary exchange from the eleventh century,
briefly mentioned in Chapter 8. T°ovma’s work indicates the start of an exchange between
Arabic and Armenian literature that will quickly expand.

T ovma’s Patmut‘iwn Arcrunyac‘tan [History of the Arcruni House] therefore has little
value for the present study, being mainly a response to Buga containing no additional

information for the rest of the Arab period.
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2 Drasxanakerc®i, also known as John Catholicos or John the Historian, was probably born
in the 850s, likely in the region of Ayrarat. He was catholicos from 897 or 898 to 924. He claims
to have been elderly when he began his work, and the last event he includes dates to 923 or 924.
Although the date of his death is contested, it is likely that he died soon after the completion of

his work, either in 924 or 925, possibly as late as 931."%®

Maksoudian argues for Drasxanakertc®i’s reliability based on (1) his use of lost sources,
such as Sapuh Bagratuni; (2) the corroboration of certain details in Drasxanakertc®i’s text in
Arabic and Greek sources; (3) the author’s role as catholicos, which guaranteed his lack of bias
and of favoritism toward any specific house; (4) the intended audience’s positions of power and
learning, which assured that Drasxanakertc®i recorded the data correctly; and (5)
Drasxanakertc®i’s habit of marking instances where his sources are unreliable.”® While this
makes him a valuable source for the ninth and tenth centuries, it still does not significantly
support its reliability for the eighth and early ninth. After all, Drasxanakertc®i’s views towards
the Byzantines demonstrate a very different tone from that of the earlier Armenian sources, such
as Lewond.

Here we need to determine Drasxanakertc®i’s reliability on the basis of specific
information offered for the Arab period. Drasxanakertc®i in fact offers very little for the study of
this period: “Yovhanngs speaks very little about major political issues, and if he does, his
information is essentially marginal.”’" Instead, he offers information on the catholicoi of the

period, a topic that is presumably much closer to his interests and for which he likely had highly

%8 Maksoudian (1987), 7 —22.
789 Maksoudian (1987), 46 — 49.
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reliable sources. Drasxanakertc®i’s reliability, therefore, depends upon the subject and sources of

his discussion.

(3)  Movsés Dasxuranc’i, also known as Movsés Katankatwac®i, wrote Patmutiwn afwanic®
asxarhi [The History of the Land of Albania] between 897/898 and 1000. It is likely that the
work was compiled sometime between 899 and 914, and was subsequently updated at the end of
the tenth century.”” Patmut®iwn afwanic® asxarhi is divided into three parts: (1) the first begins
with Noah and the Flood and comes down to the fifth century; (2) the second part deals mainly
with the seventh century, including the fall of the Sasanian realm, the Albanian prince Juansheér,
and the Arab incursions; and (3) finally, the third section cuts back to the early seventh century

before discussing the rise of Islam and proceeding through the tenth century.

Greenwood argues that

...there is a tension between the overall thematic drive of the History of Atuank®

and the original perspective of several underlying sources. This tension supports

the proposition that the compiler did not rewrite the material available to him but

chose to paste together passages derived from his underlying sources without

amendment. His editorial approach produced internal contradiction.”"?
On the one hand, Movsgs’s editorial choices reflect the concerns of the tenth century; however,
his work retains data from earlier sources, presented intact and offering valuable insight to the

Arab period.

™ Greenwood (2012), 114.

"2 Greenwood (2010), 87.
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10.4 Eleventh, Twelfth, and Thirteenth-Century Works

| have attempted to restrict my list of commonly-used sources to works dating to the tenth
century at the latest. This may in fact be problematic, as other historians (notably Ibn al-Atir and
Asotik) are commonly cited as authorities on the Arab period in Arminiya. While recognizing
the likelihood that their histories do indeed include reliable data, | make an effort here to avoid
relying heavily on them. After all, the historical circumstances of the eleventh century (the
Byzantine resurgence and the arrival of Turkish nomads in Anatolia) drastically change the
power structures of the Near East, perhaps even more than the dissolution of “Abbasid Caliphate.
Ideally, future studies will consider the reliability and relevance of histories penned in the
eleventh century and later. However, until a more dependable method allows us to ascertain the
kernel of truth in later sources, | suggest that we instead devote more attention to the earlier
materials.

This does not mean that | have completely ignored histories written after the tenth
century, but rather than | have tried whenever possible not to base my arguments on them. So,
for example, I have frequently mentioned comments in Yaqiit’s Mu‘sam al-Buldan
[Encyclopedia of the Lands], composed in the thirteenth century. However, this material is
pulled directly from earlier geographies and | cite it, wherever possible, with corresponding
citations from Yaqat’s sources, including, most often, 1bn al-Faqth, and sometimes Ibn
Hurradadbih.

The most important historians and geographers from the later period whose works

preserve significant details about the Arab period in Arminiya include:
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(1)  Step“anos Taronec®i, known as Asotik (“the story teller””) wrote his Patmutiwn

tiezerakan [Universal History] sometime in the eleventh century.

2) Abii “Abd Allah Muhammad al-IdrisT (c. 493/1100 — c. 560/1165) wrote Nuzhat al-
Mustaq fi ihtiraq al-afaq [Pleasant Journeys in Far Away Lands], also known as Tabula

Rogeriana, in 548/1154.

(3)  Sihab al-Din Abi °Abd Allah Yagiit b. “Abd Allah al-Hamawi ah-Riimi al-Bagdadi (574
or 575/1179 — 626/1229) wrote Mu‘gam al-Buldan [Encyclopedia of the Lands] between

615/1218 or 1219 and 625/1228.

(4)  “lzz al-Din Abi al-Hasan ‘AlT b. Muhammad b. Muhammad b. al-Atir (555/1160 —
630/1233) produced not only his famous al-Kamil fi al-ta rih, but also a biographical dictionary

called al-Lubab fi Tahdib al-Ansab.

(5)  Vardan Arewelci (c. 1198 — 1271) wrote Hawak“umn patmut‘ean [Collection of History]

and Asxarhacoyc® [Geography].

(6)  “Imad al-Din Isma‘l b. al-Malik al-Afdal Nir al-Din “Alf b. Gamal al-Din Muhammad b.
Muhammad b. “Umar, known as Abii al-Fida’ (672/1273 — 732/1331), finished his Tagwim al-

Buldan [Sketch of the Countries] in 721/1321.

A review of the material available in Arabic and Armenian from the eighth to the tenth

centuries does not establish clearly that the Armenian sources are preferable or more reliable

306



than the Arabic ones. In fact, with the obvious exception of Lewond, most of the Armenian
sources are not particularly forthcoming about the Arab period in particular. Meanwhile, some
Arab authors from the same three centuries visited Arminiya and/or held official positions in the
°Abbasid administration, allowing access to government data and archives. Both sets of historical

sources demonstrate idiosyncrasies that need to be assessed on a case by case basis.
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